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ABSTRACT

JASON JUSHENG YU: The Psychological Mechanism of AtgeSetting:
Developing a Cognitive-Process Model to Test Consumeep#oas of Cause-Related
Marketing
(Under the direction of Donald L. Shaw)

Over the past few decades, media-effects researdbebaspersistently criticized
for its lack of explanatory mechanisms, as has theryhef agenda setting. Scholars have
been attempting to redevelop the theory of agenda séttinging various psychological
concepts, such as priming and accessibility, to expt@imtechanism of agenda setting.
These challenges are not tenable because they lalgnatipns of the integral and
detailed structure of the agenda-setting process and bebaydail to provide
convincing empirical evidence. They underscore the neesiyftematic development of
new causal models to clarify the integral psychologiwathanisms of the agenda-setting
process and its consequences.

This dissertation hypothesizes a cognitive-process md@gjemda setting and
provides empirical evidence through an experimental studgrefumer perception of
cause-related marketing (CRM). It was found that whemtbivation for CRM was
manipulated as public-serving in message stimuli (i.e., pubtidrey was the salient
attribute), participants rated public-serving as the purposmpdoy CRM more

important than firm-serving and responded to the public-sestatgment faster than to



the firm-serving statement, and vice versa when firmksg was manipulated as the
salience attribute. This finding indicates that the agestiéng process has two parallel
outcomes, temporary attribute accessibility and aftieiimportance. The study also
suggests that attribute importance is a stable outcompradited the consequences of
agenda setting while temporary attribute accessibdityoit reliable and has no
association with agenda-setting consequences. Whiig ftod matter whether
participants responded to one attribute faster than tothiee, those who rated
public-serving more important than firm-serving were mordylike infer public

—serving as the motive for CRM and consequently had meoedble attitudes toward
the firm that uses CRM and were more intended to Isuyrand. These mechanisms
distinguish agenda setting from priming and accessibilicatrge priming is part of the
cognitive process of agenda setting and accessibilitgrisof the outcome in the
cognitive process of agenda setting. The consequence msoha&vealed in this
dissertation implies that other psychological processieh as causal attribution might
mediate agenda-setting effects, in that the resulisated that causal attribution was the
direct consequence of the agenda-setting process, whidtitudinal consequence was

indirectly related to attribute importance.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

A Cognitive-Process Model of Agenda Setting

Cause-related marketing (CRM) has been a prominent topiaiketing and
organizational behavior research. Researchers do na@orgent with the great quantity
of research findings that verify the effects of mairigestrategies. Instead, scholars are
trying to explain the theoretical mechanism of CRMetifveness by identifying relative
factors and applying appropriate theories. Causal attribuisrsérved as a framework
for analysis of how consumers perceive a sponsoringgaoys motives for CRM
campaigns. Research has found that consumers attributec@Rphigns to either a
public-serving motive or a firm-serving motive (Forehand &Gr2003). Causal
attribution theory addresses the processes by whichdoilé infer the motives of
others and explains how these perceived motives influetsegquent attitudes and
behavior (Forehand & Grier, 2003).

The question is why consumers attribute a CRM campaigné motive rather
than the other. What factors influence consumers’ interefi the CRM motive? Because
CRM campaigns are implemented through marketing commuoncstich as advertising

and public relations, such questions should be scrutinieeééiscenario of



communication. That is, in the communication modebnmiation serves as a primary
antecedent of causal attribution, and causal attribigiarreaction to information
properties that are manipulated by the CRM communicators.iF nihere agenda setting
plays its role as a framework for CRM effectivenessearch.

In the time since the agenda-setting function of massamess clearly explained
with empirical evidence in the Chapel Hill study by McCQsnand Shaw(1972),
significant progress has been made in agenda-setting/tkiager 350 empirical
verifications supporting the agenda-setting hypothesis havegdregided during the past
decades (McCombs & Reynolds, 2002). Although such a huge awioemipirical
evidence embodies the predictive power of agenda setterg, amscumulation of
empirical evidence is not sufficient to determine the msgjveness of the theory. Popper
argued that “an empirical generalization with an indedior potentially infinite domain
can never be conclusively verified because we can rmdgarve all its instances
(Finocchiaro, 2005, p. 151).” According to Lakatos’ (1978) ideas admermce evolution,
evaluating a research program’s progressiveness shoulddzedraboth its theoretical
and empirical progress, and what determines such progresstrivial verifications but
dramatic, unexpected, stunning predictions. Indeed, “It sucoess for Newtonian
theory that stones, when dropped, fall towards the ,eastimatter how often this is
repeated” (Lakatos, 1978, p. 6).

Stunning progress has been made since the second legelnofaasetting

(attribute) was introduced to the theory to explain ‘tlogld outside and the pictures in



our heads” phenomena at a more specific level. Thddiwel of agenda setting
emphasizes that the media can tell the public whdtin& sbout (issues); the second
level of agenda setting explains how media coveragetaffriblic thinking. Although
these two levels of agenda setting help to explaimifferent functions of the media,
they share the same theoretical core, which isghense transference from the media to
the public, whether that transference occurs at the isgakor at the attribute level.

Both levels of agenda setting are correlational massmunication models at the societal
level. That is, agenda-setting research examines thelatton between the issue or
attribute salience in the media (media agenda) angghe or attribute salience among
the public (public agenda). Therefore, methodologicatignda setting does not deal
with the causal relationship between the media coveaadgublic opinion, although
hypothetically it does.

This makes the theory vulnerable to challenges foratsdd explanatory
mechanism, because the cognitive processes that maghéte the relationship between
the media agenda and the public agenda are not consideradkiK1993; Maher, 2001;
Shrum, 2002). Departing from the traditional correlationaks-communication model,
this dissertation develops a cognitive-process model otagsatting to explain the
psychological mechanism of the theory. That is, the ¢twgmrocesses that mediate the
informational input variables (information saliencehrststudy) and the audience output
variables (behavioral intention) were examined. Thisrexation focused on the core of

the theory (i.e., the salience transference fronmtédia to audience) as well as on the



consequences of the core of the theory. To clarifsthecture of the cognitive-process
model of agenda setting, the key variables involved icdihe of the theoretical model

were defined and operationalized.

Literature Review of CRM Research

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is often used &ey criterion when
gauging corporate reputation, such as assessing the cerpepatations dfortune500
companies (Caruana, 1997). Today, as many as 90 percentroirtinee 500 companies
have explicit CSR initiatives (Kotler & Lee, 2004; Liehstein, Drumwright, & Braig,
2004; Luo & Bhattacharya, 2006). CSR in the form of corgopatlanthropy, or
donating to charities, has been practiced for oventucgin the United States (Brgnn &
Vrioni, 2001; Sethi, 1977). Business literature has identifiegethationales for corporate
philanthropy: through-the-firm giving, corporate statesshgm and profit-motivated
giving (Fry, Keim, & Meiners, 1982; Rajan P. Varadarajan &ridn, 1988).

Cause-related marketing, a common practice of corporatnfimopy nowadays,
is based on the rationale of profit-motivated givingj@R&. Varadarajan & Menon,
1988). Cause-related marketing (CRM) is defined as “the prot¢dsanulating and
implementing marketing activities that are charactdrlzgan offer from the firm to
contribute a specified amount to a designated cause euséomers engage in
revenue-providing exchanges that satisfy organizationainainddual objectives” (R. P.

Varadarajan & Rajaratnam, 1988, p. 60). The earliest applicat this marketing



strategy might be the 1983 partnership of American Exprébghe Statue of Liberty
restoration project. American Express contributed a pemtiye restoration each time
someone used an American Express credit card. Uses# tedit cards rose 28%, and
as a result American Express donated $1.7 million tog$t®ration of the Statue of
Liberty.

Since then, as an important marketing strategy that sirmanifest corporate
social responsibility in marketing communication actestiCRM has been adopted
widely by many companies to differentiate themselves fitwam tompetitors and to
build brand image by enhancing their corporate reputatiospdpularity of CRM is
really “about sales, not philanthropy” (Ptacek & Safad997, p. 9). Basically it is a
marketing program because donations to charities, in cassts, are not from the
corporation’s regular philanthropic foundation budget, bamnfits marketing budget
(Rajan P. Varadarajan & Menon, 1988). CRM operates atittetion of corporate
philanthropy and enlightened business interest (RajaarBd®rajan & Menon, 1988).
The corporation can incrementally increase salesarmubrate image, with contributions

to a charity as a side advantage (Ptacek & Salazar, 1997).

Research on CRM in both the marketing industry and aciadeas provided
substantial and convincing evidence that highlights the istrga&trategic importance
and consumer relevance of such socially responsible nragkeitiatives. Fombrun and

Shanley (1990) found that a company that demonstrates respuess to social



concerns and gives proportionately more to charity dther firms receives higher
reputation ratings by its customers and other audieneélsas most importantly to
corporations, the improvement in a firm’s reputation icerease its sales (Shapiro,
1982). CRM programs were found to have great potential fpmigemarketers to stay in
tune with the mood of the public and maintain a trustwoathy relevant image (Duncan
& Moriarty, 1997). CRM programs also improve corporategasaand generate
favorable customer attitudes towards the sponsoring coiuo(&rown & Dacin, 1997;
Creyer & Ross, 1996; J. K. Ross, L. T. Patterson, SNMstutts, 1992; J. K. Ross, Stutts,
& Patterson, 1990-1991), while differentiating the brand fitsnaompetitors (Brown &
Dacin, 1997; Murphy, 1997). Consequently, cause-related markeatnigad to

favorable purchasing decisions or product choice among cestdirawrence, 1993;
Mohr, Webb, & Harris, 2001; Sen & Morwitz, 1996; Shell, 19&9more recent
marketing report — Cone Inc., 2004 — showed that approxiné@giercent of consumers
surveyed said that corporate support of causes wins tastiin the sponsoring company,
a 21 percent increase since 1997. Eighty-six percent ofiowars said they would switch
brands to a cause-related product when facing a choice offgqualalct price and quality
(Cone, 2004). This result is congruent with earlier repsstged byRoper Starch

Worldwide a New York-based market research and consulting fif@WR1993; 1996).

The notion that CRM influences consumers’ evaluadibtine corporation that

operates CRM programs, and consequently their attitudesdawagroducts or services,



has been widely accepted and applied in marketing. Rbésear€CRM in marketing
academia has moved from the study of CRM effects, wibicises on how CRM effects
occur, to the study of CRM effectiveness, which investguateat factors influence CRM
effects. CRM effectiveness studies assume thaelhganship between corporation
CRM operations and their effects is not simply lineart also depends upon the
circumstances in which corporations run their CRM programs

Marketing researchers use associative-learning prindiplesderstand CRM
effects on consumers. People’s long-term memorynsidered as a network of nodes
that are connected via associative links (Martindale, 1991 CRM environment, these
nodes can be facts, information, and/or knowledge raggaumtimpanies, products or
services, brands, and various social causes. Ass@clasiining has been described as the
way through which consumers learn about the relatiossdmnpong events in the
environment (Shimp, Stuart, & Engle, 1991). Such relationshipbedhe association of
a sponsoring company or brand and a social cause whaimoenssare exposed to CRM
programs. Classical conditioning theory has been usexptaire how an association with
one stimulus can benefit another stimulus (McSweénByerley, 1984; Shimp, 1991). A
number of empirical studies have illustrated the imgaré of conditioning in facilitating
the transfer of positive attitude to a brand (e.g. Shingh. €1991; Stuart, Shimp, & Engle,
1987) and in modifying consumer beliefs about a brand (ekgm] Allen, & Kardes,
1996; J. Kim, Lim, & Bhargava, 1998). The value of conditionmpgositively

influencing brand attitude and cognition is particularlyesdlgiven evidence that such



effects persist over time (Grossman & Till, 1998; forew, see Till & Nowak, 2000).

Much marketing research in associative learning and céssinditioning has
examined the general notion that attitude toward thedocan be improved based upon
what is associated with the brand (Till & Nowak, 2000)wéver, it is not always the
case that a company will be rewarded with positive coas@ttitudes by associating
with a popular social cause. On the contrary, CRM progi@an “backfire and result in a
loss of goodwill toward the company” (Dean, 2004, p. 91). lddeehis study Dean
(2004) found that a scrupulous firm suffered a loss of constawer by pursuing CRM.
Obviously, associative learning principles or classicati@gmning cannot explain such
cases. New theoretical models or explanations aedee

Attribution theory refers to the linking of an eventtscauses (Jones & Davis,
1965; Kelley, 1967; Nisbett & Ross, 1980; for an extensive rede&/M. Ross &
Fletcher, 1985). It has served as a framework for asabfydiow consumers perceive the
sponsoring company’s motives for CRM campaigns. Attrdsutheory also addresses the
processes by which individuals evaluate the motives ofo#ral explains how these
perceived motives influence subsequent attitudes and behBei@h@nd & Grier, 2003).
Given that CRM is a marketing strategy for promotioroaoa hand, with charitable
donations on the other hand (Dean, 2004; Ptacek & Sal®4if), the message in CRM
communication contains two constructs or attributeseRechers have found that
consumers attribute two types of motives to firms:ivestthat focus on social interest

and motives that focus on self -interest. These twit ladisibutes have been assigned



various labels in research, such as altruistic vergostic (Bendapudi, Singh, &
Bendapudi, 1996), exogenous versus endogenous (Kruglanski, 1976)erthes
self-centered (Ellen, Mohr, & Webb, 2000), and public-servingugefirm-serving
(Forehand & Grier, 2003). Forehand and Grier’s labelsised in this dissertation.

On the other hand, consumer skepticism is a key conoveglved in any
motivation attribution process. Consumers are skepticall kinds of advertising claims,
even those that are easily verifiable (Ford, Smitlgwasy, 1990). Consumers may be
skeptical not only of the literal truth of advertisingims, but also of the motives of the
advertisers (Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998). Thus, althougketeas wish their
customers would perceive their CRM campaigns as goodwatisumers may be
skeptical of the sponsoring company’s motives and até&ithdir behavior to
firm-serving motives instead of public-serving motives. Thati@hship between the
promotion budget allocated for the campaign and the finationmay suggest a lack of
sincere interest in the cause on the part of the compafgct, even among nonprofit
organizations, CRM is controversial because of its patlefor emphasizing self-interest
and because it threatens to commercialize nonp(&feéean, 2004; File & Prince, 1998).

Such consumer skepticism influences CRM effects in tefrmensumer attitude
toward the CRM sponsor. Research has found that canrsumith a high level of
skepticism will be less likely to respond positively toMRampaigns than those with a
low level of skepticism towards CRM (Webb & Mohr, 1998)deed, half of the

respondents in Webb and Mohr’s study (1998) expressed negativees toward CRM.



These attitudes were attributed mostly to skepticism twaplementation and the
sponsoring company’s motives. Thus, a firm’s simple suppf@tcial causes is not
enough; marketers must take into account how consumess\getie firm’s motives
(Barone, Miyazaki, & Taylor, 2000).

Obermiller and Spangenberg (1998) define skepticism towardtesivg in
general as the tendency toward disbelief of advertdaighs. Webb and Mohr (1998)
assume that skepticism toward CRM derives mainly frastamers’ distrust and
cynicism toward advertising, which is a component ofntlaeketing mix used in CRM
campaigns. Forehand and Grier (2003) argue that consumercstaps produced by
situational variables that direct consumer attentiotihé motives of the sponsoring
company and thereby induce a state of skepticism. Thus, lasd¥lal. (1998) suggest,
skepticism can be decreased as knowledge increases. @daratimun can play a

significant role in influencing consumers’ perceptionsaise-related marketing.

Introducing Agenda Setting to CRM Research

Specifically, in the language of attribute agenda settiomymunicators can
influence the way consumers think about cause-relasellating by making a certain
attribute (altruism or self-interest) more salientha message that is transmitted to the
audience.The salient attribute in turn, according tatmeept of the perceptual and
cognitive attribution processes (Harvey & Weary, 1984), drayv causal attribution.

The general research question of this dissertationssWhat is the mechanism

10



of the agenda-setting process as the mediator of Hie@reship between information
salience and causal attribution, and of subsequent influencagdience attitude and
behavior? By investigating the cognitive processes ofdhe af agenda setting and its
consequences, this dissertation makes an effort tohsthiécagenda-setting research
paradigm from agenda-setting verification (i.e., deteimg whether agenda setting
exists) to agenda-setting mechanism investigation (i.e. dg@nda setting occurs) and to
enrich the research paradigm by developing a causal rabtled cognitive process level.
This dissertation focuses on attribute agenda settinglvingoattitude research in
social psychology, including salience, attitude imporaattitude accessibility,
attribution, and evaluation. Three rationales inditare are behind the investigation of
the psychological mechanisms of agenda-setting in CRihamication in this study: (a)
There is a persistent criticism of media-effecteaesh, including the theory of agenda
setting, that it has lacked for the most part any f@ruexplanatory mechanisms (Shrum,
2002); (b) these key psychological concepts involved in ageeidiag theory have been
widely investigated and examined in social psychology; andltfepugh attribution
theory has been applied to CRM effectiveness resettieimechanism of attribution
processes from the perspective of communication halsaast examined in the literature.
This dissertation research has two theoretical and upesbgoals. One is to
investigate the psychological mechanism of attribute dmgeetting and conceptualize the
key definitions involved in the agenda-setting process.ofieer goal is to apply attribute

agenda setting as a new theoretical framework for @Réttiveness research.

11



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THE THEORETICAL MODEL

As Shrum (2002) argued, one of the two persistatitisms of media effects
research over the past few decades has been hiaet fior the most part lacked any
focus on explanatory mechanisms. More specificaihgdia effects research has
been primarily concerned with relations betweemwin@riables (e.g., media
information and its characteristics) and outpuialaes (e.g., attitudes, beliefs, and
behavior), with little consideration of the cogméiprocesses that might mediate these
relations” (Shrum, 2002, pp. 69-70). Most tradiibmedia effects research focuses
on verifying that news media have some effectsheimr audiences without revealing
the psychological mechanisms of how these effextsitoAs an important member in
the family of media-effects research, the theorgg#gnda setting has been challenged;
some recent criticisms call into question of thiigaof the agenda-setting theory.
Takeshita (2006) sorted the current criticisms thtee categories: process, identity,
and environment. The criticisms in the first catggare the most essential ones as
they concern the nature of the agenda-setting psotgelf. These criticisms argue
that agenda setting does not initially provide ycpslogical explanation of how its
effects occur (Maher, 2001) and deals with a cati@bal construct instead of
examining the causal relationship between the nemtiathe public (Kosicki, 1993).

Two basic concepts are often applied in social tmgnresearch on the



likelihood that some stored knowledge will be aatiad and used to judge an attitude
object. They are (a) accessibility of the storedwdedge or attitude prior to stimulus
presentation and (b) its applicability, referrimg‘the relation between the features of
some stored knowledge and the attended featuestohulus” (Bruner, 1957;
Higgins, 1996, p. 135). Some scholars recently Istagted to use these two cognitive
concepts to explain the mechanisms of agenda geltiis argued that the distinction
between agenda setting and framing is that agesttiagsis an accessibility-based
model, whereas framing is based on applicability{ SKim, Sheufele, & Shanahan,
2002; Sheufele, 2000; Sheufele & Tewksbury, 2007).

This theorizing about agenda-setting processebédwas criticized by some
scholars. Takeshita (2006) argued that “agendaggitocesses are not composed of
mechanistic responses based on accessibility buikaty to include deliberate
judgments and inferences” (p. 290). According tkeEhita (2006), issue importance
rather than accessibility is the correct measuiissue salience among the public.
Vagueness in the agenda-setting process becatise adntroversy over the
identification of public salience, is exacerbatgdlie various definitions of
information salience that are used in the litemtirboth communication and social
psychology.

Traditionally, the agenda-setting process is reg@duak the transference of
salience from media to public opinion. To investétne psychological mechanism of
agenda setting and examine the accompanying cegitienda-setting process

model when applied to CRM research, four key qoastregarding the process must
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be addressed. They are (a) What is informatiorisedi and what determines salience?
(b) what are the distinctions among accessibsiience, and importance? (c) what
roles do salience, accessibility, and importaneg pl the agenda-setting process?

and (d) what is the possible mechanism by whiclesgibility and importance play

their roles together in the agenda-setting proresge case of CRM communication?

Defining Information Salience

Scholars of agenda setting define media agendalsj@sts or attributes that
are accorded saliency in the media content; thégelpublic agenda as objects or
attributes accorded saliency in people’s consciessiiTakeshita, 1997). As Dearing
and Rogers (1992) stated, salience is the pivagehda-setting theory. The
agenda-setting process reflects one aspect of éin@en in which people form
judgments and evaluations. That is, the “cognitiuser” (Taylor, 1981) selectively
processes a subset of the information availabdéeder to structure his or her social
environment (van der Pligt & Eiser, 1984). Higg(t®96) based the concept of
salience on the notion that not all features dfratdus receive equal attention at any
point in time in the development of salience. Téredency of the perceiver to attend
selectively has been studied in a wide varietyegéarch areas under the heading of
salience (van der Pligt & Eiser, 1984). Furtheg, ttrm salience is complicated by the
many definitions and interpretations that have h@educed by scholars across
several disciplines, including psychology, politisaience, and mass communication.
Areview of salience by Evatt (1998) identified @&¥initions or interpretations of

salience used by researchers in different dis@pliover thirty years. Basically, these
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definitions and interpretations of salience cartlassified into two general categories:
(a) salience is determined by properties of stimmulinedia information, and (b)

salience is determined by properties of the peecsiv

Vague Definitions of Salience in Literature

From the perspective of stimuli properties, “satemefers to the extent to
which a stimulus, or referent object in the surmiing situation, stands out from other
stimuli, or from other aspects of the situationu@ustinos & Walker, 1995, p. 86).
This definition of salience reflects the everydagaming of salient as “standing out
conspicuously; prominent; striking” (Merriam-Wehst&989, p. 1038). In most early
agenda-setting research, salience was believee baded on the properties of media
information itself; the general proposition of adarsetting theory is that “elements
prominent in the mass media’s presentation of ## world of public affairs become
prominent elements in our individual pictures dtttvorld” (McCombs, 2004, p. 84).
McCombs (1994) conceptualized salience as thef&goif importance that
newspapers communicate, including story placenseze,of headline, length, and
topic repetition—all of which give powerful cues aibohe importance of any issue.

Some scholars contend that properties of perceslersld be included in the
definition of salience. In Taylor and Fiske’s (1978view of salience, they maintain
that salient information is the information thamsst easily brought to mind and
produces “top-of-the-head phenomena.” The detembténaf salience include
properties of stimuli, such as brightness and eshtproperties of situations,

including instructional sets; and properties ofcgerers, including both temporary
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need states and enduring cognitive and motivatidifi@rences. McArthur (1981)
also includes both properties of stimuli and prtipsrof perceivers (including
expectations and arousal level) as determinargal@nce.

The definition of salience in communication reséasccomplicated. In his
well-known model of psychological reference, Ca(i€65) described salience as
“the closeness of an object to the individual’Zp3). Such “closeness” is
psychological according to Carter. He explained, He $alience relation indicates the
‘psychological distance’ between the individual angiven object” (p. 204). This
seems to contradict what he claimed earlier irettiele: that salience is “consistent
with the historical definition of salience as prio¢wance, that is, physical location
with respect to another object” (p. 203). The c@indtkat information salience is
determined by the audience’s personal propertisdbban advocated by many other
communication scholars who equated salience witbopel relevance, or an
individual's everyday life (Sear & Whitney, 1973}ow individuals feel about an
object” (Cutlip, Center, & Broom, 1994), “how melyaaccessible a given opinion
is” (Price, 1992), and “making a piece of infornaatimore noticeable, meaningful or
memorable to the audience” are how a number oflachaddressed the definition
dilemma (Entman, 1993, p. 53). The degree to whitindividual holds an issue in
awareness” (Fox & Schofield, 1989, p. 807) is aeptferspective.

These different definitions of salience may cawsesce to lose relevance as
a distinct variable for communication research. Hotusion of psychological

dependent variables, such as attention, memoryr{&mis definition), and even
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feeling (Cutlip, Center, & Broom'’s definition), their definitions of salience, an
independent variable, make it impossible for redeens to scientifically identify
salience as a distinct variable, not to mentiordiffeeulties of building a precise

scientific theory.

Distinguishing Information Salience from Perceivgalience

Scientific theories usually attempt to solve sge@mpirical problems about
the natural world (Laudan, 1977). To understandtigin of the dualistic view about
salience in social psychology, it is necessaryti back to the original empirical
problem: When people respond to a stimulus, whai@dge will be activated and
used in their response? Media agenda setting addéarframing share the same
original empirical problem, that is, whether andvhmedia messages influence public
opinion and behavior. (How the media agenda andanfeime are built is another
empirical problem beyond the scope of this study.)

For half a century, the two concepts of salienak @stessibility have been
used by social psychologists, with considerablelapeto address this empirical
problem (Higgins, 1996). Bruner (1957) defined dloeessibility of stored categorical
knowledge in terms of the likelihood that the knedde would be used to categorize
stimulus information. In Higgins and King's (198EVview of accessibility, accessible
constructs are stored constructs that are reasidg in information processing.
Determinants of such construct accessibility ineltishomentary and chronic
expectations, goals, and needs, recent and freguentactivation of the construct,

and the construct’s interconnectedness with otfeged constructs” (Higgins, 1996, p.
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133). Based on such understanding, Higgins (1966net accessibility as “the
activation potential of available knowledge.”

The perspective of perceiver properties as detemisnof salience is another
expression of accessibility in Higgins’ view. Hoveeyperceived salience is not just
accessibility. Other attitude properties have &lsen used to determine perceived
salience. For example, attitude importance has beed to measure perceived
salience for decades (e.g., Holster, 1985; Jac&sdlarcus, 1975; N. F. Lemon, 1968;
J. L. Powell, 1977; Tedin, 1980) in social psyclyyl@and the two terms often have
been used interchangeably (e.g., Krosnick, 1988bttS1968, pp. 206-207; Sherif,
1980).

Higgins (1996) argued that using the term salierakother attitude
properties to express the same concept may losdidtiect contribution of salience
to knowledge activation. With such a concern, lgued that the concept of salience
should be restricted only to properties of the stira event, independent of any prior
set for a particular kind of stimulus, and thatgedies of the perceiver, whether goals,
expectancies, or accessibility, must be excludedp&tsimoniously conceptualizes
information salience as “something about a stimekent that occurs on exposure,
without a prior set for a particular kind of stirag| that draws attention selectively to
a specific aspect of the event (p. 135).” Becabsesktent to which an object or an
attribute is prominent or stands out is alwaysuierficed by its relation to the
immediate surroundings, object or attribute sakeissmever absolute and prominence

is never fully independent of comparative distimetiess (Higgins, 1996).
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Defining information salience only in terms of infieation properties sheds
light on how to deal with the discursive and ovenpticated definitions of salience in
communication research. Based on this approacluissgrtation argues that, the
operational definition of information salience mgstback to its everyday meaning,
although the personal properties of the audienoeldibe considered as other
psychological variables such as accessibility ofext knowledge or perceived
importance of a construct. Moreover, its histordefinition as protuberance, which
means an object or attribute’s physical locatiothwespect to other objects or
attributes, must also be adopted. Generally spgakie term salience refers to “how
much an object stands out from the scene in whiappears” (Huang & Pashler,

2005, p. 1909).

Operationalizing Information Salience

The definition of object or attribute salience lshs@ information properties
has been used in a variety of research fieldsudiiety social psychology, political
communication, and marketing communication. Diffénmeasurements or
manipulations of information salience have beeriaegn research across these
disciplines, although the term salience was notl specifically in some of those
studies. In advertising effects research, for mstasalience of an ad or some specific
attributes of an ad is often treated as an indep@ndariable that may influence
consumers’ recall, liking of the advertised bramdpurchase intention. Various
measurements of input information salience, haen lidentified as the relative

salient location of a TV commercial in an ad clugee g., Zhao, 1997), animated Web
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ads vs. static Web ads (e. g., Lang, Borse, WisBa#id, 2002), fast animation vs.
slow animation (e.g., Sunder & Kalyanaraman, 200%) ,amount of time participants
were exposed to and thought about the brand mricedall (Alba & Chattopadhyay;,
1986), attribute presentation vs. nonpresentatiopresentation of attribute A vs.
presentation of attribute B (e. g., Yi, 1990).

Content analysis is a prominent technique for me@gussue or attribute
salience in many agenda-setting studies. Applyigyrhethod, researchers usually
count the number of news reports about an objeahattribute pertaining to an
object without considering the exact content ofribe/s coverage. The unit for
content analysis of sample newspapers can be k& siags story (e. g., McCombs &
Shaw, 1972), each line of news articles (e. g.e$hita, 1993), or even assertions in
each sentence of news stories that cover a sp&stie or mention a certain attribute
(e. g., McCombs, Lopez-Escobar, & Llamas, 2000j.TRg media indices as
measures of the media agenda usually include fitidbn of the topic of each
television news story, the order in which it apjgelain a particular program, and its
length in minutes and seconds (Dearing & Roger82)19n addition, the position of
news stories in sample news media is also takerairtount. In typical
agenda-setting research, front-page news stomesfean collected as samples
because “front-page stories in the newspaper havet awice the readership of
stories that appear inside the newspaper (McCo2tis}, p. 52).” Some researchers
have measured the online media agenda throughreamalyses of all home-page

stories or leading stories on home pages on the(&/gh Yu & Aikat, 2005).
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In a few experimental agenda-setting studies, rsadievas manipulated by
researchers. A certain object or attribute wasgntes! to a group of participants, and
was not presented to another group of particip&@usipared to the second group, the
object or attribute is more salient to the firsbgp of people. For example, lyengar
and Kinder (1987) manipulated the salience of$laes of inadequacies in American
defense preparedness by letting the participartteeitreatment condition be exposed
to four stories that described this issue, whitesthin the control group watched
broadcasts containing no defense-related storial at

Such dichotomous-condition design is popular ineeixpental marketing
research as a way of manipulating the salienceceftain attribute of a product,
especially when advertising information that isgemged to participants is ambiguous
in that at least two alternative constructs areaigapplicable to the advertising
information (Higgins, 1996). In Yi's (1993) study@ontextual priming effects in
print advertisements, two alternative attributedgpeing to the size of a car and fuel
economy were presented to the participants in égative priming condition,
whereas safety was presented to those who wehe ipdsitive priming condition. In
this case, the attribute of fuel economy was mdaipd as salient for the first group
of participants, while the attribute of safety waanipulated as salient for the second
group.

This way of attribute-salience manipulation couddapplied to the
cause-related marketing research on the effe@gerida-setting processes on the

transference of information salience to consumeceieed salience, and in turn,
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consumer perception of CRM programs. That is, idependent variable — attribute
salience — can be manipulated by presenting aicextizibute pertaining to an
attitude toward a certain CRM program (or a comstrelated to this attribute) to one
group of people while the other group of particigaare not exposed to this attribute
or the related construct, or are exposed to anatheoute or construct related to that
attribute.

Stable Cognitive Effects of Agenda Setting:

Perceived Salience Conceptualized as Importance

Early attitude researchers have distinguished bEtvagtitudes in terms of
their importance (e.g., L Festinger, 1954, 1950 perceived salience (e.g., N.
Lemon, 1973; M. B. Smith, Bruner, & White, 195@jhese two attitude properties
are closely related conceptually and have oftem lbsed interchangeably (e.g., Scott,
1968, pp. 206-207; Sherif, 1980) (see Krosnick,80%. 196). In fact, indices of
importance have been used to measure the consfrpetceived salience in social
psychology and political science (e.g., HolsteB3:Qackson & Marcus, 1975; N. F.
Lemon, 1968; J. L. Powell, 1977; Tedin, 1980).

Attitude importance is defined as “an individuaisbjective sense of the
concern, caring, and significance he or she atsatthan attitude” (Boninger,
Krosnick, Berent, & Fabrigar, 1995, p. 160). Thatsitude importance is about the
cognitive structure of attitude: “A ttaching perabimportance to an attitude
represents a substantial commitment” (p. 167). hathen a person attaches
importance to an attitude, he or she must weighattieeide object consciously with

some level of cognitive effort. Boninger and his@gates (1995) gave more details
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in their definition of attitude importance:

To attach great personal importance to an attitsitie care tremendously
about it and to be deeply concerned about it. Tisemething subtle about
attitude importance, particularly at its highestels: People know very well
when they are deeply concerned about an attitudetheey know just as well
when they have no special concern about one. Iri,shititude importance is a
belief (see M. Fishbein & Icek Ajzen, 1975), lingian attitude to an attribute
(i.e., high, moderate, or low psychological sigrafice) (Boninger et al., 1995,
p. 160)

Attitudinal researchers have found that the mongoirtance that a person
attaches to an attitude, the more stable thatidé&iis (e.g., Converse, 1964; Feldman,
1989; Hahn, 1970; Kendall, 1954; Krosnick, 1988shBm, 1991; Schuman &
Presser, 1981). For example, in Krosnick's (198&3adly, people’s attitudes toward
social issues were significantly more stable oesesal months if they rated these
attitudes as important (see Erber, Hodges, & Wjld®95). Pelham (1991) later
found the same result: that the importance pedfaelzed to self-views regarding the
traits or features they believed they possessedasitively associated with their
correlational consistency (see Boninger et al. 5199

Consistently, scholars describe the process ofdegsetting as the
transference of salience (object salience as tsieldéivel and attribute salience as the
second level) from the media to the public (McCondf94). Such salience of the
issues or attributes among concerns of the pubkgjual to perceived importance.
Dearing and Rogers (Dearing & Rogers, 1992) defssnce as “the degree to
which an issue on the agenda is perceived aswalaimportant” (p. 8). The

consistency of attitude importance is also belieeeelist in the agenda-setting
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process. McCombs (2004) states that “the centsalrtisn of agenda-setting theory is
that those issues emphasized in the news comeregheded over time as important
by the public” (p. 5).

Methodologically, in first-level agenda-settingeasch, the public agenda is
usually measured by public opinion surveys in wkicdample of individuals is asked
the famous Gallup most important problem (MIP) goes “What is the most
important problem facing this country today?” Thygeegated responses indicate the
relative salience of an issue on the public agébearing & Rogers, 1992). A recent
study by agenda-setting researchers found the teliffsind issue importance to be
interchangeable (Min, Ghanem, & Evatt, 2007). Intcast to the MIP question,
lyengar and Kinder’s (1987) used multiple-item dioes to measure their
participants’ beliefs about the importance of naigproblems.

The first hypothesis of this dissertation (see rihe model summary section)

concerns perceived importance as a cognitive owgamimagenda setting.

Temporary Priming Effects of Agenda Setting:

Perceived Salience Conceptualized as Temporarysadubty

The concept of public salience in terms of peragiveportance has been
challenged by some media-framing scholars. In gt to differentiate framing
from attribute agenda-setting, those scholars stgbat the agenda-setting process is
an accessibility-based model (S.-H. Kim et al.,2heufele, 2000; Sheufele &
Tewksbury, 2007). According to Sheufele’s (200@uanent, “mass media can
influence the salience of certain issues as pezdddy the audience; that is, the ease

with which these issues can be retrieved from mgir(@: 300). Perceived salience
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refers to attitude accessibility and, in turn,las process of priming, such attitude
accessibility influences an individual’s percepsari political actors. Based on this
theorizing, Sheufele (2000) criticized the the akperceived importance to measure
public salience, saying that measures “do not capghe ease with which
considerations can be retrieved from memory” (f8)38heufele (2000) argued that
public salience should be measured indirectly thhoesponse latency, which is a
common measure of construct accessibility and bas bperationalized as response
time in social psychology. The assumption is thataraccessible constructs (attitudes)
are associated with faster reaction times (Arpdmgdes, & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2007,

M. C. Powell & Fazio, 1984; Roskos-Ewoldsen & Fai692).

Accessibility

Such theorizing of the agenda-setting processsedan the concept of
accessibility, which has been studied frequentlgrasnportant knowledge and
attitude activation rule in social cognition resgarin social psychology, many
studies have provided a rich body of evidence pieaple’s interpretation of
information often depends on the current accesgievliedge constructs (Higgins &
King, 1981; R. S. Wyer & Srull, 1981). Knowledgebioadly defined as the totality
of a person’s beliefs on various topics (Bar-TaK&glanski, 1988); knowledge
structures refers to cognitive representationseoggic concepts, the attributes that
constitute the concept and the relationships anea@ttributes (Yi, 1993). Thus, the
social cognition concept may be applicable to aan@ration of a cognitive

agenda-setting process. Accessibility is definettresactivation potential of
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available knowledge” (Higgins, 1996). Generally #nowledge accessibility concept
holds that “the information that comes most reatdilynind will be the information
that comprises the ‘small subset’ of available rinfation that is retrieved and, in turn,
is the information that is most likely to be useatonstructing a judgment” (Shrum,
2002, p. 72).

Schwarz and his colleagues (2003) divided the admiéts concept into three
propositions. First, when forming a judgment, indials rarely retrieve all
information that may be relevant. Rather, they¢aia the search process as soon as
“enough” information has come to mind to form aguoeent with sufficient subjective
certainty. Accordingly, the judgment is primarilgd®ed upon the subset of information
that is most accessible at the time. In the langudattribute agenda setting,
audiences who have read news stories about ditfat&ibutes pertaining to a
political candidate such as the public figure'siespositions, biographical details,
perceived qualifications, integrity, or personalityd image (McCombs et al., 2000),
when evaluating the candidate, would not searcthalttributes in their memory to
draw a conclusion, but rather those that mostyeasiine to their minds. For example,
a scandal damaging the candidate’s reputationdnes$ty may lead to total negative
evaluations among the public, no matter how pasitither attributes are in other
news stories. This is consistent with McGuire’s (Miire, 1985)
construction-by-aspects principle, which suggdsts people may often consider just
one salient attribute of an attitude, presumabtyniot necessarily the most important

attribute, and form an attitude based on this simdfiribute, if the result of this
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streamlined process is sufficient to allow thenmiake a judgment (see Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993).

The second of the propositions of Schwarz at alceming the accessibility
concept is that, when individuals encounter newrimftion, they usually do not
entertain multiple possible interpretations. Indtehey interpret the information in
terms of the most accessible and applicable coratdmnd. Accordingly, accessible
concepts of differential valence can give riseitfecential interpretations, which in
turn result in differential evaluative judgmentsin&ilus information that is subject to
multiple interpretations is usually regarded as igonbus (see Higgins, 1996). That is,
at least two interpretations are applicable togiwen information, such as the
ambiguous “persistent”/“stubborn” description ussgHiggins et al. (1977). In
marketing research, ambiguous product informatoaften used to examine the
priming effect on customers’ interpretation of puotifeatures and, in turn, their
brand evaluations. For example, the stimulus aé footebook with a fictitious brand
— “BigBook” used in Shen and Chen’s (2007) studgeused on two sets of concepts
applicable to its advertised feature, big size. @ae visual superiority and superior
functionality, when positively related to the feguand the other was mobility and
convenience, when negatively related to the feaBuewhen participants evaluated
the brand, given the situation where the advegisontext was applicable to the
brand, those who were exposed to the positive garmréne give higher evaluation
scores to the brand than those who were negatpreted.

The third proposition of Schwarz et al. holds thetessibility effects on
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behavior are mediated by the influence of accessibhcepts on the interpretation of
the situation. This is the consequence of the aduéisy effects on attitude and also

has received ample support (for a review, see Hgdi996).

Attitude Accessibility

As an extension of knowledge construct accessipditother type of
accessibility, attitude accessibility, has beeasearch focus in attitude and
social-behavior psychology. According to Sheufe{2800) accessibility-based
theorizing of the agenda-setting process, a merbasgd model of information
processing should be the foundation for the meshaspf both agenda-setting and
priming. However, his article only mentions thenteand the use of the
general-knowledge accessibility concept to expdeticessibility as the cognitive
theoretical base of agenda setting. The specilcabattitude accessibility in the
agenda-setting process has not been theoretidatified.

Fazio (1986) has proposed that, like other knowdedonstructs,
object-evaluation linkages can vary in accessypithat is, attitudes are viewed as
specific associations between attitude objectstlam@valuations of those objects that
are stored in memory (Arpan et al., 2007; Fazi®619989), and such associations
can vary in strength. When the strength of the eotion reaches a certain level, the
attitude becomes automatically accessible from mgridat is, a highly accessible
attitude is an evaluation, which is strongly asstezl with the object. When the node
for the attitude object is activated, the strergjtthe association will ensure, due to

spreading activation, that the node containingetreduation of the object is also
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activated.

Recent Priming and Media-Effects Research

A wide variety of priming methods have been useth¢cease knowledge
construct or attitude accessibility in many studidsese methods seek to activate
stored knowledge or attitude to increase the hiedd that this knowledge or attitude
will influence subsequent responses to stimulusrination. Two general types of
priming play an important role. One of these isereéqriming, which holds that the
more recently a construct has been activated,abierit is to recall (Higgins et al.,
1977; R. S. Wyer & Srull, 1980). According to WAgerd Srull's (1980, 1981)
storage-bin model, long-term memory consists ata§content-addressable storage
bins. A construct in a given bin is more likelylde retrieved or activated and used if it
has been retrieved and used recently. Accessibffiects of recent priming have also
been interpreted in terms of a variety of excitatimnsmission models (Collins &
Loftus, 1975; Higgins & King, 1981; Marcel & Forrit974; Reder, 1983; Warren,
1972; R. S. Wyer & Carlston, 1979). Excitation samssion models postulate that
recent stimulation of a knowledge unit increases tinit’s excitation level, and that
the excitation level must reach a minimal threstiotdhe knowledge unit to be
activated and used to judge a subsequent stimTihis.implies that when several
stored constructs are potentially applicable teseghent judgment of a stimulus, the
most recently activated construct is likely to h#we highest excitation level and to
reach activation threshold most easily in presefithe stimulus (for a review, see

Higgins, 1996). In network models of memory, regeattivated nodes will be more
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accessible temporarily.

The theory that the accessibility of a knowledgestnict can be increased by
priming that construct has been applied to var@eydanations of the mechanisms of
media priming (for a review, see Roskos-Ewoldsergkas-Ewoldsen, & Carpentier,
2002). These include political priming effects oméyicans’ judgments of the
president (e.g. lyengar & Simon, 1993) in politicammunication research and
contextual priming effects on consumers’ evaluaiohan advertised brand (e.g., Vi,
1993) in marketing communication. Scholars arga¢ digenda setting and priming
share the same theoretical foundation (Price & Biwky, 1995; Sheufele, 2000;
Willnat, 1997). In Price and Tewksbury’s (1995) @y “agenda setting—commonly
thought to be a kind of basic media effect uporcigriming depends—is actually
but one particular variant of priming, which iseiisa far more general effect” (pp.
7-8).

According to Price and Tewksbury’'s (1997) politipaiming model,
constructs that are activated by the media andeds applicable to the current
situation are brought into working memory, whictaisubset of short-term memory
There, the information is consciously available andsequently influences how the
message is interpreted when that message is présmsmever, the term media
priming as used in mass communication researcérisdifferent from the sense of
priming that is used by cognitive and social psyegists. Taking any delay from
priming to stimulus exposure into account, soomgration research suggests that the

effect of recent activation of a construct on theessibility of that construct is
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relatively transitory. That is, a primed increaséhe accessibility of a construct
dissipates relatively quickly. But in many mediansgng studies, the prime is
presented at least 24 hours prior to the measutteeqirime’s effect (lyengar &
Kinder, 1987; lyengar, Peters, & Kinder, 1982; Knok & Kinder, 1990). In some
instances, the media coverage in question may temared weeks earlier (lyengar
& Simon, 1993; Krosnick & Brannon, 1993; Pan & Kalgj 1997; see
Roskos-Ewoldsen, Roskos-Ewoldsen et al., 2002ige@is’ responses to opinion
polls about the most important problems typicadiffect the media lessons of the past
four-to-eight weeks (McCombs, 2004). Thus, the tiraene involved in the mass
communication model of agenda-setting researchgenda setting at the societal
level in McCombs’ term) makes it unlikely that rat@riming, in the sense used in
experimental social cognition research, influermaslic opinion about social issues

or political figures.

Chronic Accessibility and the Mass-CommunicatiordM®f Agenda Setting

Besides recent priming, another source of accdisgiini the
mass-communication model of agenda setting is ahiaatessibility. Chronic
accessibility refers to concepts that are alwaghlifiaccessible or habitually
accessible from memory. These concepts are coesiderbe the result of highly
frequent priming, based upon the notion that theenfir@quently a construct is primed,
the more likely it is that the construct will beedssin judging a subsequent stimulus
(Higgins, 1996). Although the effect of recent gation of a construct on the

accessibility of that construct is relatively triaogy, frequency effects tend to

31



dominate after a short period of time (Higgins, @ar& Lombardi, 1985; R. S. Wyer

& Radvansky, 1999). This is consistent with Wyed &mull’'s (1980, 1981)

storage-bin model: if a construct is primed freglyeover time, at any point it is

more likely to have been the most recent constrsetl and thus be back on top of the
bin. In the language of excitation transmission eisgthe more frequently a

construct is stimulated, the more likely that aoittion level near the threshold for
activation will be maintained (see Higgins, 1998@nstructs can be chronically
accessible because they are valued, importanfresaently employed; constructs
can be temporarily accessible because they arepenrdly salient (Hogg & Terry,
2000).

The research suggests that chronically accessibleepts have more
persistent effects on people’s judgments and behawier time than do other
concepts that are not chronically accessible (@search by Higgins, King, & Mavin,
1982; Lau, 1989). The evidence provided by Lau33@) study shows that the
chronic accessibility of political constructs remsaqguite stable even over a period of
four years. In fact, chronic accessibility was dedl as a “long-term bias to notice,
process, and have available for recall certaingygenformation across a variety of
different stimulus objects in a variety of diffetesituations” (Lau, 1989, p. 5). So far,
the definition of chronic accessibility has beemswhat overlapping with another
psychological concept, schema. According to Augoastand Walker (1995), “A
schema is conceptualized as a mental structuréhvebictains general expectations

and knowledge of the world” (p. 32). Schemas ageved as memory traces. That is,
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“Schemas influence and guide what social infornmatl be encoded and retrieved
from memory” (p. 44). In Lau’s (1989) words, “Chioghave cognitive structures (or

schemas) that make certain types of informationmhally more accessible to them”
(p. 6).
Chronic Accessibility and Temorary Accessibilitithe Cognitive-Process Model

The proposed cognitive process model of agendmgeétta causal model in
which information salience serves as the causeaadince-perceived salience serves
as the effect. Information salience in the massmanication model of
agenda-setting research is usually measured Hyetpeency of news coverage of a
particular object or attribute. In terms of frequpriming and chronic accessibility,
frequent or repeated media coverage of a particsdae, political candidate, or
attribute pertaining to that issue or candidategases the chronic accessibility of the
information about that issue, candidate, or atteébao the long-term memory of the
audience. In turn, such information will be usedusequent opinion polls for their
judgments or evaluations. In this sense, the magssrwnication model of agenda
setting is different from priming; it may not beitsible to equate these two concepts.

However, the chronic accessibility of a construat be facilitated by the
priming procedure so that the primed conceptsamnporarily even more accessible
from memory (Bargh, Bond, Lombardi, & Tota, 198@&dRos-Ewoldsen,
Arpan-Ralstin, & Pierre, 2002), or can be suppréssaliscounted by
counterattitudinal advocacy according to the cogmitissonance theory (see Eagly

& Chaiken, 1993; L Festinger, 1957). Such tempogamgessibility is also called
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“situational accessibility” by some social psychgigts (e.g., Blanz, 1999; Maddox &
Chase, 2004). According to the literature, situslaccessibility of a knowledge
construct or attitude is influenced by preexistimgpwledge or preexisting attitudes
and environmental factors. Indeed, in Blanz’s ()986del, situational accessibility
is determined by two factors: the chronic (or hadd)t accessibility of a construct and
the contextual factors.

Thus, the roles of chronic accessibility and terappaccessibility in the
theory of agenda setting should be distinguishéds dissertation argues that chronic
accessibility should be treated as a dependerdhitarin the mass communication
model of agenda setting at societal level, buhéhypothesized cognitive-process
model of agenda setting, chronic attribute accésggibhould be an independent
variable that is related to temporary attributeeastbility. The mass communication
model and the cognitive-process model of agendmgetiffer with respect to
accessibility. The former involves chronic accedisitas a function of frequent
exposure over time, while the latter involves tenapp accessibility as a function of
chronic accessibility and recent priming.

Thus, in addition to the cognitive effects measuggherceived importance,
the present study argues that agenda setting atstemporary effects. That is, using
agenda setting to make an attribute salient irin&ion may increase the temporary
accessibility of that attribute, but temporarilgrieased accessibility may disappear
quickly.

To establish the cognitive-process model of agesediing that involves the
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constructs of chronic accessibility and temporageasibility, | developed three
hypotheses regarding the possible moderating nalechronic attribute accessibility
plays in the effect of attribute salience on terappattribute accessibility. (see H2a,

H2b, and H2c in the model summary section).

Measuring Accessibility

Chronic accessibility is usually measured througgponses elicited from
open-ended questions. Higgins and his colleag#&2)iconducted two studies to
examine the role of individual differences in coust accessibility in subjective
impressions and in recall of traits of other peo@leronic accessibility was defined in
terms of output frequency in one study and of ougpimacy in the other. In the first
study, subjects were asked to write down the cheratcs or traits of their friends
and themselves. Using output frequency to operalimnchronic accessibility, the
researchers considered a trait accessible forjadubit appeared in the participants’
description of both himself or herself and thaabfeast one of his or her friends, or if
it appeared in the participants’ descriptions eééhor more friends (Higgins et al.,
1982, p. 38)

Output primacy to different questions rather tHaa frequency of output was
used to measure construct accessibility in thersestudy of Higgins et al. (1982).
Participants’ chronically accessible constructsenaeasured by asking them to list
the traits of a type of person they liked, dislikedught out, avoided, and frequently
encountered. A trait was considered accessibla fubject if he or her listed it first in

response to the questions in the first sessionre@iseany trait that did not appear
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among the participant’s responses to the questitimei first session was considered
inaccessible (Higgins et al., 1982, p. 40). The#&eréa for measuring construct
accessibility have been used in later research @aggh & Pratto, 1986; Bargh &
Thein, 1985; see Higgins, 1996).

Lau used a similar approach in his study of thati@hship between the
chronic accessibility of political constructs andieative responses to political
candidates. Lau (1989) measured participants’miffeconstruct accessibilities
through an “inversely weighted proportion methad,iwhich both the frequency and
recall order of the responses to two open-endedtigues (like and dislike) about two
major parties and their candidates were considgreti0). This inversely weighted
proportion method was adopted in a recent studlgeoéffects of chronic accessibility
in political advertising (Shen, 2004).

As first proposed by Fazio and his associates ¢rd886; Fazio, Chen,
McDonel, & Sherman, 1982), latencies of responsettitudinal questions can be
used to assess an attitude’s accessibility in meii#gzen, Nichols, & Driver, 1995).
That is, attitude accessibility is measured byipigidnt reaction times to attitude
probes. Through a software program, the elapseel bistween presentation of a
probe and the participant’s pressing of keys tpoed to the probe was captured by a
computer to provide a measure of response latefipaf et al., 2007). The
assumption behind this measure is that more attesgtitudes are associated with
faster reaction times (see Arpan et al., 20076B; Bl. C. Powell & Fazio, 1984,

Roskos-Ewoldsen & Fazio, 1992).
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Direct Agenda-Setting Effect: Importance or Temppreccessibility?

As discussed earlier, salience and temporary aibilégsare two distinct
concepts in agenda setting. On the side of pulplicion or attitude, from the
perspective of the cognitive process, there istaratontroversy over the outcome in
agenda setting: Do salient objects or attributethermedia agenda directly cause the
temporary accessibility or perceived importancéhete objects or attributes among
the public? This controversy arose when some miealiming scholars (Sheufele,
2000; Sheufele & Tewksbury, 2007) challenged tlwigszy of public-salience
measurement by using importance indices in trathiagenda-setting research,
arguing that accessibility or response latencyenatiian importance should be used to
measure public salience. Agenda-setting scholarghédo defend the role of
importance in measuring public salience. They alghat deliberate judgments and
inferences rather than mechanistic responses loasadcessibility should be included
in agenda-setting processes. Accordingly, they ramied, issue salience as
dependent variable in agenda-setting researchagheubperationalized as issue
importance (Takeshita, 2006).

This challenge ignores the attitude research tixeesthat emphasizes the role
of importance in the structure of attitude streregtld its consequentiality. It
underscores, however, the drawback in traditiogehda-setting research where the
concept of accessibility was not considered. Atigtgcholars sometimes use attitude
or belief strength and attitude or belief saliemterchangeably (e.g., Ajzen et al.,

1995). Importance has been used to measure safendecades in attitude research.
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Attitudes with importance have been shown to beenpmwerful determinants of
perceptions of others’ attitudes (Brent & Granbdi@g2; Granberg & Brent, 1974), of
liking of others (Byrne, London, & Griffitt, 196&lore & Baldridge, 1968; Krosnick,
1988b; Schuman & Presser, 1981, p. 267), of attialgudgment (van der Pligt, de
Vries, Manstead, & van Harreveld, 2000), of knowle@dccumulation (Holbrook,
Berent, Krosnick, & Visser, 2005), and of sociah&eior (Krosnick, 1988b, 1989;
Robin, Reidenbach, & Forrest, 1996).

Both attitude importance and accessibility haventi@eught to be dimensions
of the structure of strength-related attitude ladites (Krosnick & Petty, 1995). The
former is “the subjective sense of concern abouwdtatude and the psychological
significance that an individual attaches to it” (Bager et al., 1995); the latter refers
to “the strength of the object-evaluation link iemory” (see Bizer & Krosnick, 2001,
p. 566; Fazio, 1995). It is commonly believed tingportance and accessibility
represent independent constructs. This is the bésie controversy that is taking
place between some media-framing and agenda-sstiir@ars about whether
importance or accessibility should be used to nreagublic salience. Based upon the
literature regarding attitude or attribute impodamnd temporary accessibility, it is
plausible to include both attribute importance serdporary attribute accessibility in
the cognitive-process model of agenda settingfdimer as a cognitive outcome of
agenda setting and the latter as a temporary oetcdhen, because importance and
accessibility serve as different independent sttenglated attributes, the decisive

isue is the relation between these two attitud@gniees.
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Relationship Between Importance and Accessibility

A number of studies have shown importance and aitxhbty to be positively
correlated with one another (Krosnick, 1989; KroknBoninger, Chuang, Berent, &
Carnot, 1993; Lavine, Sullivan, Borgida, & Thomps@896). This correlation only
provides a general view of the relationship betwiegrortance and accessibility; that
is, an attitude that is more important is also nameessible in memory. Research has
gone further to investigate the possibility thae @f these strength-related attributes
might cause the other. Two contrasting hypotheags heen proposed and tested.
One is that attitude accessibility may cause alittmportance (Roese & Olson,
1994). Roese and Olson (1994) argued that att@iedessibility subsumes attitude
importance, such that attitude importance is anueigt completely derivative of
attitude accessibility. An explanation could be,l#& people are asked to report the
amount of personal importance they attach to @uadt, they may do so in part by
noting how quickly the attitude comes to mind” (&i& Krosnick, 2001, p. 567).
According to a number of studies, “This perspecpuesumes that people sometimes
have relatively weak senses of the importance #iaygh to attitudes and objects (e.qg.,
Bassili, 1996) and therefore engage in self-peroagike processes (Bem, 1967,
1972) to resolve these ambiguities (Bizer & Krokn@001, p. 567).”

Roese and Olson (1994) found that repeated expressnipulation
significantly increased accessibility when contngjifor importance, whereas
repeated expression had no significant effect groimance when controlling for

accessibility. These findings helped the reseascheild a mediation model where
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frequency of expression was the independent vasiaiportance was the dependent
variable, and accessibility served as the medidtut is, repeated expression
manipulation increased accessibility, which in tincreased importance.
Unfortunately, the mediational analyses were cotetlagnproperly, in that only
between-subject differences were controlled foe partial correlation analysis using
within-subject repeated measures was not compliteds, the causal relation
between accessibility and importance as propose@diacwas not found; the only
significant finding was that repeated expressianinarease both accessibility and
importance (for a review, see Bizer & Krosnick, 20

The reverse hypothesis is that attitude importamag be a cause of attitude

accessibility (Krosnick, 1989). This mechanism waglained as follows:

Once a person decides to attach personal importarae attitude, he or she
is likely to selectively seek out information rede to it, think frequently
about the attitude and relevant information, arali$othat thinking on the
attitude’s relation to relevant knowledge and otgitudes. Thus,
importance would cause information gathering, @dst activation, and
elaborative thinking about the attitude, whichumtwould make it more
accessible later (Bizer & Krosnick, 2001, p. 567).

Some empirical evidence supporting this hypothessbeen provided in a number of
recent studies. In Krosnick’s (1989) two studiest thvestigated the relationship
between attitude importance and attitude accesgiliilwas found that attitudes that
participants considered personally important weported more quickly than
unimportant (to the participants) attitudes. Altgbuhese findings suggested that

attitude importance may be a determinant of ac#isgimeasured by response
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latency, the researcher acknowledged that they e@relational rather than causal.
Therefore, the observed relationship between d#iimportance and accessibility
could be spurious. This means that any such rektip could have occurred because
both attitude importance and response latencyetermined by a common variable
rather than one being caused by the other (seekikgsl989, pp. 305-306). Thus,
any causal relationship between attitude importamckaccessibility was still not
clear.

This research stream was extended to the relai bsftween attribute
importance and accessibility by van Harreveld aslteagues (2000) . In one of their
studies, the importance of 15 attribute statemaibsit Smoking was assessed;
attitude response times were recorded in thedession. A week later, the response
times to these 15 attributes were recorded agardifferent format as a lexical
decision task. The results from both sessions stialgereased response latencies for
ratings of important attributes compared to ratipggaining to the remaining
attributes (van Harreveld et al., 2000). Thus,rdsearchers concluded, “Accessibility
is closely related to (attribute) importance; hoamrewe do not necessarily see
accessibility as a predictor of importance (vanrehzld et al., 2000, p. 378).” The
time involved in the study (a week) was not desigsggecifically to examine the
causal relationship between attribute importanckamtessibility in that both
importance and response latencies were measuthd first session. Thus, the only
thing that can be inferred from their study is tte attribute importance-accessibility

relationship or the accessibility of important iatites is stable over time.
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A more recent study by Bizer and Krosnick (2001¥estigated the
relationship between accessibility and importanceims of the effect of repeated
attitude expression. In this study, some randomlgcted participants reported their
attitudes on ten issues, including the four taiggies, and their response times were
recorded by computer. Then they reported the patsmportance of each issue. The
remaining participants reported the importanceachessue first and then reported
their attitudes. Researchers hoped that this tirderalesign could reveal the causal
relationship between attitude importance and adués They found that when
accessibility was measured before importance, tegespression had a strong
impact on accessibility, whereas when accessihildg measured after importance,
repeated expression still affected accessibiliy,rore weakly (Bizer & Krosnick,
2001). In their ANOVA test model, the researchadsrbt control the importance
rating when they looked at the effect of repeatguiession on accessibility with the
time-order in control. Thus, this study revealetiydhe interaction of repeated
expression and the order of dependent variableurnesishe causal relationship of
importance and accessibility was not revealed.

In sum, it can be inferred from previous studies th the agenda-setting
process the relationship between attribute impeeaamd attribute accessibility can
be either (a) Attribute salience manipulation haérect effect on attribute importance
rating, which in turn influences accessibility,(bj attribute salience manipulation has
a direct effect on attribute accessibility, whichturn influences the importance rating,

if there is correlation between these two conssrustich a dual process model does
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not help to specify the relationship between atteimportance and accessibility, if
such a relationship does exist. Thus, as an atariarify the relationship of attribute
importance and attribute accessibility as key fecio the agenda-setting process, |
designed my study to verify the relationship betwatribute importance and
accessibility before specifying the possible caustkaltionship between these two
constructs.

Thus, a hypothesis with regard to the correlatietwieen attribute importance
and temporary attribute accessibility is proposefie testing the possible mediating

model, which is still in question (see H3 and RQ1hie model summary section).

Causal Attribution as a Consequence of Agendarfgetti

Perceived causation is a central theme in attobutiork, although the
attribution conceptions have also included a vardétperceptions, such as perception
of responsibility and freedom (Harvey & Weary, 198¥%tribution theory approaches
to understanding persuasion emphasize the meditiole of people’s causal
explanations for why communicators take particplasitions on particular issues
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). The focus of this disseéotais not attribution theory itself,
but instead, the possible agenda-setting effectsdividuals’ evaluations of a CRM
sponsor that may be mediated by causal attribftiotinis case, the individual's
inference of CRM motive), although attribution st malways necessarily the
consequence of agenda setting. It is assumedhittatgh agenda setting,
communicators for a CRM sponsor may be able ta@mte how a person interprets

the motive for launching the CRM campaign, whiclium affects that person’s
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evaluation of the sponsor’s brand. According togbreral notion of
attitude-behavior correspondence, it is expectat“teople’s attitudes are positively
correlated with the evaluative implications of thevert behaviors” (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993, p. 155). That is, a person who halésorable attitude toward a
certain object is expected to perform favorableabérs, and not to perform
unfavorable behaviors, with respect to the objEbuis, a person’s evaluation of a

sponsor’s brand will affect that person’s purchasentions.

Causal Attribution as a Perceptual Consequencegeila Setting

A major explanation for causal attribution is ier@eptual process that can be
traced back to Heider and Simmel (1944), Michott®46), and Heider’s first three
chapters (Lowe & Kassin, 1980, p. 534). A prominar&diction in this area of
attribution research is that the salience of stinmiluences the attribution of causality.
Some evidence supporting this prediction has beeviged (see Harvey & Weary,
1984, p. 434; Taylor & Fiske, 1975). Specificaitymany everyday situations,
perceivers give little thought to issues of cawsgtmaking attributions to salient
stimuli “off the top of the head” (Taylor & Fisk&978). Salience was operationalized
as “some factor that is literally prominent in frerceiver’s field of view (Taylor &
Fiske, 1975) or that is easily retrievable from roeynPryor & Kriss, 1977)" (E. R.
Smith & Miller, 1979, p. 2240). This dissertatiorgaes that in the proposed
cognitive-process model of agenda setting the focaa be considered information
salience and the latter equals the construct efssiisility. The effect of the

accessibility of persuasion motives on sales matiferences was reported in a study
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by Campbell and Kirmani (2000). Their findings slealithat “The salesperson was
perceived as flattering the customer in order tker@sale more when the motive
was accessible (flattery prior to purchase) thaamiie motive was less accessible
(flattery after purchase)” (Campbell & Kirmani, 20(. 73).

Importing this perceptual-attribution process itite cognitive-process model
of agenda setting, it is assumed that by manimgatiformation salience,
communicators of cause-related marketing can makeobthe multiple causes of an
object’s behavior more salient, which in turn makessalient cause more
temporarily accessible in the perceiver’s shontteremory. Consequently, that cause
will be used by the perceiver to infer the objebehavior, and such motive inference
in turn influences his or her evaluation of theeahj In short, agenda setting can
influence causal attribution through temporaryilaite accessibility.

Based on such theorizing, and as a consequenggotitesis H2b, | postulate two
new hypotheses with regard to the causal relatipristtween temporary attribute
accessibility and attribution of causality (see tahd H4b in the model summary

section).

Causal Attribution as a Cognitive Consequence @miig Setting

A mechanistic accessibility-based causal attributimdel has been
challenged by another theoretical position thati@sgagainst an interpretation of
salience effects that are based simply upon r@dalivey & Weary, 1984). In an
examination of the processes of vividness effd&@glor and Thompson (1982) found

that, although “vivid communications have a modesdvantage in memory,”
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vividness effects on judgments were not found @irthixteen studies collecting both
recall and judgment data. They argued that resalbt related to judgments in
general (Taylor & Thompson, 1982). Studies in damgnition have also failed to
find evidence for a recall-judgment link (e.g., Amslon & Hubert, 1963; Dreben,
Fiske, & Hastie, 1979; Taylor & Fiske, 1978; ale® Saylor & Thompson, 1982).
Smith and Miller (1979) argued that salience effeeflect the close relationships
among the processes of comprehension, remembaridgattribution, but not simply
a perceptual process by which people make attobstwvithout giving much thought
to them.

It can inferred from these findings and argumelmas when attributing an
attitude object’s behavior to an associated cauperson does not passively use
whatever is most accessible in his memory as thsegaut instead, makes a more or
less cognitive effort. Thus, causal attribution teabe related to the person’s belief
system. This enables attribute importance to plkgyerole in explaining causal
attribution. As mentioned earlier, a number of &adupport the idea that attitude
importance is a powerful determinant of a perspaiceptions of others’ attitudes
(Brent & Granberg, 1982; Granberg & Brent, 1974)their liking of others (Byrne et
al., 1968; Clore & Baldridge, 1968; Krosnick, 1988ithuman & Presser, 1981, p.
267), of attitudinal judgment (van der Pligt et 2000), of knowledge accumulation
(Holbrook et al., 2005), and of social behaviordgmick, 1988b, 1989; Robin et al.,
1996). Although no study of the possible causati@hship between attribute

importance and causal attribution has been repart literature, it is plausible that
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when attributing an object’s behavior to an assedi@ause, it is more likely for a
person to choose a cause that he judges more ampartd to use that cause to
explain the object’s behavior. In other words, algesetting can influence causal
attribution through attribute importance. This thigiag is reflected in two hypotheses

in my model (see H5a and H5b in the model summectian).

Causal Attribution as a Mediator of the Agenda-iBgtEffects

So far, | have discussed the theoretical modelhitlvcausal attribution
serves as a consequent process of agenda settingatsal attribution is not the end
of the cognitive process of agenda setting. As ®h2002) observed, research on
media effects has been concerned primarily withtieahs between input variables and
output variables. This dissertation seeks to exptloe “black box” between the inputs
and outputs. Audience attitude and behavior thatnsonicators are most often
interested in, when treated as consequences ddlcatisbution, are the ultimate
outcomes of the agenda-setting function of infofomain the cognitive-process
model.

The consequences of attributions have been stimlietecades. Concerning
the nature of the relation between attributions sutssequent behavior, Kelly (1973)
argued, “The person ordinarily takes actions apgatgto the meaning his causal
interpretation gives to his own or others’ behavi®hat is, “his causal explanations
play an important role in providing his impetusaiiion and in his decisions among
alternative courses of action.” Thus, “The attribotprocess can be incorporated

readily within a decision-making model of behavi@op. 126-127).
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In marketing research, investigators are specijicgalerested in causal
attribution effects on consumers’ purchase decisiaking process. It is argued that
causal attribution processes are fundamental toy mspects of consumer cognition
and behaviors, including perceived source credjpiiromotional response, and
beliefs about advertiser motives (Folkes, 1988seRech suggests that consumer
skepticism of a firm’s motives occurs when conswgvatribute self-serving motives
to the firm, and hence, consumers have unfavoa@iations of the firm (Campbell
& Kirmani, 2000; Ellen et al., 2000; for a reviesee Forehand & Grier, 2003; Webb
& Mohr, 1998). A more recent study (DeCarlo, 2006onsumer psychology shows
that the effects of a sales message on a consuatsitgle toward the salesperson is
mediated by persuasive-motive attribution (suspicitiributions or
customer-oriented attributions), and consumerualit in turn, directly influences
consumers’ purchase intention.

Thus, | hypothesized a structure consisting of mtgmhal relationships among
agenda setting, attitudinal outcome of agendansgtéind causal attribution. That is, |
suggest that the causal relationship between ati¢rimportance and brand evaluation
is mediated by inferences about the CRM motiveaviedbped two hypotheses stating

these mediational relationships (see H6a and Héf,eirmodel summary section).

Prior Attitude Toward CRM in General and CRM SpariSealuation

Of course, the hypothesized indirect agenda-segtifiegts of CRM motive
inference are not the only factors that influeneestimers’ evaluation of a CRM

sponsor’s brand. According to information integrvattheory, prior attitudes are an
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important factor in attitude formation or changéisltheory presumes that people
form and modify their attitudes and beliefs as themeive and interpret new
information and integrate it with their prior atiites and beliefs (Eagly & Chaiken,
1993). Chronic attitude accessibility can explaivtprior attitudes have effects on
an individual's attitude toward the brand of a CRpbnsor. Attitude accessibility
suggests that a more chronically accessible agtitadiard CRM in general will be
more easily activated when the node for CRM isvatéd (e.g., when a CRM
campaign is presented), and the activated attituten will affect the attitude
toward the CRM sponsor’s brand. Thus, prior atBtutust be considered in the
cognitive process model of agenda setting witheesfp CRM sponsor brand
evaluation as the attitudinal consequence of tle@darsetting process. | proposed a
hypothesis to reflect this theoretical considera{gee H7 in the model summary

section).

Correlation Between Brand Evaluation and Purchagemtion

It is commonly expected that attitude predicts belraas attitudes are
ordinarily expressed in cognitive, affective, amthévioral responses. The
attitude-behavior correlation has been found in enams studies in different areas
(for a review, see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Krau®45) meta-analysis of 88 studies
involving attitude-behavior correlations indicatédt attitudes significantly predict
future behavior, although many studies have alentified various
attitude-moderating variables that make attitudesenor less predictive of behavior.

According to the theory of reasoned action (AjzeR&i&hbein, 1980; Fishbein, 1980;
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Martin Fishbein & Icek Ajzen, 1975) and its extemsithe theory of planned behavior
(Ajzen, 1985, 1987, 1988, 1991), attitudes inflleehehavior by their influence on
intentions, which represent the person’s motivatiotie sense of his or her
conscious plan to exert effort to carry out a bétrav

Although the class of attitudes in these two tre=i$ attitude toward
behaviors, many investigators have maintainedrdwitional approach of predicting
behavior from attitudes toward a target (see alBglye& Chaiken, 1993; e.g., Fazio,
1989; Fazio & Zanna, 1981; Millar & Tesser, 198Bdnsistently, marketing research
has found that attitudes toward a specific braridagst partly determine consumers’
intention to buy that brand (e.g., Laroche & Brisoii989; Laroche, Kim, & Zhou,
1996). In a study of direct marketing attitudeseggchers found that respondents’
intention to purchase as a consequence of diredtetiag is significantly influenced
by their attitudes toward direct marketing (AkaKbrgaonkar, & Lund, 1995).
Specifically, a number of studies of sports spostsiprhave found a positive
relationship between consumer attitudes towarcdasp and intentions to purchase
that sponsor’s products (e.g., Cornwell and Ca2@65; Speed and Thompson, 2000).
In cause-related marketing, it has been foundalwmpany’s social responsibility
demonstrations help enhance its reputation (Fom&r8hanley, 1990), which in turn
can increase its sales (Shapiro, 1982). Theredarnese-related marketing eventually
might lead to favorable purchasing decisions odpob choices among customers
(Lawrence, 1993; Mohr et al., 2001; Sen & Morwit296; Shell, 1989). On this basis,

| posited a hypothesis with regard to the relatigmbetween brand evaluation and
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purchase intention (see H8 in the model summaryosgc

Model Summary: Variables, Hypotheses and Reseanesti@ns

To investigate the psychological mechanism of agesadting, | proposed a
cognitive process model of this theory — specilicattribute agenda setting —and
examined the model in an investigation of consupeeceptions of cause-related
marketing. The attributes in this study are thekaites of consumer inference of
CRM motives, specifically (a) public-serving, (lgth public-serving and
firm-serving, and (c) firm-serving. The model catsiof two parts: The first is the
mechanism of salience transference, which is the ebthe model, and the second is
the mechanism of the consequences of saliencddrambie key variables involved in
the core of the model include attribute salientibaite importance, chronic attribute
accessibility, and temporary attribute accessyhiithile CRM motive inference,
pre-exposure attitude towards CRM in general, eatadn of the CRM sponsor, and

consumer purchase intention are the key variahlései second part of the model.

Key Variables Involved in Salience Transference issm@onsequences

These key variables were defined and their measuees clarified Attribute
saliencein information uniquely relies on the informatiproperties. That is, attribute
salience in information refers to how much an ldiie stands out from the scene in
which it appears. Salience based on perceiver pgiepeshould be treated as
perceived salience, which is expressed by othieuddtproperties such as

accessibility and importance. Through such clatian, information salience is
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distinguished from perceived salience. In facsame agenda-setting research the
former has been treated as the input variable vhédatter often served as the
outcome. Attribute salience, a specific type obmfation salience, was the
independent variable that was manipulated in tisisedtation research.

Using the definition provided by Boninger et al99b), attitude importances
“the subjective sense of concern about an attitsndkethe psychological significance
that an individual attaches to it.” Self-reportisghe common technique used to
measure attitude importance. Specifically, surnespondents or experiment
participants are asked to rate on a Likert scadeddgree of importance that they
attach to an attitude object or attitudinal statetmin addition, some researchers have
used selection tasks to assess attribute importdheg is, participants were required
to select a specific number of attributes fromrgdanumber of attributes that they
personally considered most important and then tiaalselected attributes in order of
importance. It was found that the predictive vadfiehe measure based on
individually selected important attributes is a®da@s that of a measure based on the
larger set of all attributes (van Harreveld et 2000).

Adopting Lau’s (1989) definition, Higgins (1996)faeed chronic accessibility
as a “long-term bias to notice, process, and haadadle for recall certain types of
information across variety of different stimulugeadts in a variety of different
situations” (p. 5). Chronic accessibility has begerationalized as output frequency
or output primacy (Higgins, 1996). The techniqueasiponse elicitation from

open-ended questions has been widely used to neeastput frequency and primacy.
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Specifically, in terms of output frequency, aniatite that participants list more often
is considered to be more chronically accessibla #raattribute that participants list
less often. Measured by output primacy, an atteilbbbat participants list earlier in
their recall order is thought to be more chronicaltcessible than an attribute that
participants list later in their recall order imesponse elicitation task.

Distinct from the long-term trait of chronic accésigy, temporary
accessibilityfocuses on attitude accessibility in short-ternrmwoey in specific
situational contexts, such as recent priming. Respdatency has been used to
operationalize temporary accessibility. Responsnty is the elapsed time between
presentation of an attitude probe and the partitip@ressing of keys to respond to
the probe as captured by a computer.

The dependent variable in the causal attributiadystn this dissertation is
CRM motive inference, which has three values, ita)-5erving motive only, (b) both
firm-serving and public-serving motives, and (cpltserving motive only. CRM
sponsor brand evaluation was hypothesized to bditeet consequence of causal
attribution and pre-exposure attitude toward CRIMemeral, and purchase intention

was hypothesized to be the direct consequenceaatil®valuation.

Hypothesized Relationships among the Key Variables

Several research hypotheses and one researchogquegh regard to the
relationships among these variables were formulasdokelow:
Attribute salience and attribute importandehe literature of social

psychology shows that attitude importance and perdesalience are closely related
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conceptually and have often been used interchahgéal., Scott, 1968, pp. 206-207,;
Sherif, 1980). Indices of importance have been tsedeasure the construct of
perceived salience popularly in social psychology political science (e.g., Holster,
1985; Jackson & Marcus, 1975; N. F. Lemon, 1968; Powell, 1977; Tedin, 1980).
According to theorizing in the agenda-setting rede#radition, the agenda-setting
function of mass media is to transfer issue oitaite salience from the media to the
public. In this salience-transference model, issuattribute salience in the public is
equal to issue or attribute importance (Dearingd@®&s, 1992; McCombs, 2004).
Thus, | predicted that attribute salience caudebate importance:

H1: A salient attribute pertaining to an attitude @bja information is

likely to be judged as more important than othersadient attributes

pertaining to the same attitude object by a pevdam is exposed to the

information.

Chronic attribute accessibility and temporary abtite accessibility
Long-term chronic accessibility and temporary asitelty have been distinguished
from each other. Previous research (e.g., Blan@9Y18uggests that temporary
accessibility (which is called “situational accésigly” by some social psychologists
(e.g., Blanz, 1999; Maddox & Chase, 2004) is deimethby two factors, the chronic
(or habitual) accessibility of a construct and eahfactors. This theorizing is
reflected in my hypothesis below:

H2a: An attribute that is more chronically accessiblgeéneral will be

more accessible in the person’s short memory igiBpsituations.
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Attribute salience and attribute accessibilijccording to the literature,
perceived salience has also been conceptualizadcassibility (see Higgins, 1996;
McArthur, 1981; Price, 1992; Taylor & Fiske, 197Bpased on the accessibility
concept, some media scholars have argued thaggmela-setting process is an
accessibility-based model (S.-H. Kim et al., 208Beufele, 2000; Sheufele &
Tewksbury, 2007). Sheufele (2000) further argued tbnceptualizing public salience
as perceived importance in agenda-setting resefares not match the accessibility
concept, and suggested that public perceived salishould be measured by response
latency rather than by perceived importance. Basetthis theorizing, | proposed the
following hypothesis:

H2b: A salient attitude attribute in information wilebmore accessible in

the short-term memory of a person who is expose¢keanformation than

other nonsalient attributes pertaining to the sattimide.

The moderating role of chronic attribute acces#ipilAs Blanz (1999) argued,
situational accessibility is determined by bothottit accessibility and context factors
such as recent priming. It is assumed that whatdgssible in a person’s short-term
memory is influenced by both the preexisting schanrahis mind and information to
which he was exposed recently. | formulated thiewahg hypothesis regarding the
possible moderating role of chronic attribute asit®hty in the relationship between
attribute salience and temporary attribute accetgib

H2c: The effect of attribute salience on temporaryitaite accessibility in

a person’s short memory is moderated by the pessdmbnic accessibility
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of the attribute.

Attribute importance and temporary attribute acdeititsy. Based on the
literature regarding attitude or attribute impodamand temporary attribute
accessibility, | argued earlier in this dissertatibat it is plausible to include both
attribute importance and temporary attribute adb#isg in the cognitive process
model of agenda setting, the former as a cognititeome, the latter as a perceptual
outcome. Before examining the nature of the retstigp between attribute
importance and temporary attribute accessibilitgust be proved that there is a
relationship between these two independent coristreeidence supporting their
positive relationship has been provided by a numlbstudies (Bizer & Krosnick,
2001; Krosnick, 1989; Krosnick et al., 1993; Laveteal., 1996; Roese & Olson,
1994; van Harreveld et al., 2000). | formed théofwing hypothesis to test this
relationship:

H3: Perceived importance of an attribute is correlatgd temporary

accessibility of that attribute.

The nature of the relationshiginding the relationship between attribute
importance and temporary attribute accessibilithé&precondition for further
investigation of the nature of such a relationskipwever, although mediational
models involving these two constructs have beepgsed in a few previous studies,
the mediational relationship between them is stli clear. Thus, any findings that
support H3 (if H3 is supported) lead to a researatstion concerning the possible

mediational relationship between attribute impartaand temporary attribute
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accessibility as below:

RQ1: Does perceived attribute importance mediate tinibaite salience

effect on temporary attribute accessibility, or slaétribute accessibility

mediate the attribute salience effect on tempoa#trbute accessibility?

Temporary attribute accessibility and causal attion. According to the
perceptual-attribution process models, salienibattes may be relatively easy to
recall and hence are more likely to be used fosabattribution. Salience effects are
depicted as “top-of-the-head” phenomena becautdeofperceptual nature (see
Harvey & Weary, 1984). Based on this theorizingypothesized causal attribution as
a consequence of temporary attribute accessititieyperceptual outcome of agenda
setting:

H4a: An attribute (public-serving or firm-serving) thatmore accessible

in a perceiver’s memory will be more likely to bged for CRM motive

attribution.

If H4a is supported and combined with H2b, the gelnelationship between
agenda setting and causal attribution can be destbiecause the former serves as an
antecedent of the latter and the latter servesp@saeptual consequence of the former.
This general relationship can even be scrutininethe context of the cognitive
process of agenda setting. That is, attribute sadienfluences causal attribution
through temporary attribute accessibility. Thugmarting H4 (if H4 is supported)
leads to another hypothesis as below:

H4b: Temporary attribute accessibility mediates thectfof attribute
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salience on CRM motive inference.

Attribute salience, attribute importance and CRMin®inferenceSome
attribution scholars have argued that causal attah is not merely a perceptual
process without cognitive efforts (e.g., E. R. $nditMiller, 1979). For my study;, |
assumed that a person will be more likely to lingdttribution of CRM motives to
his own belief system where the cause (motive)libabelieves is more important
will be more likely to be applied. That is

H5a: An attribute (public-serving or firm-serving) thatjudged as more

important will be more likely to be used for CRM tive attribution

If H5a is supported, then by combining it with Hiie relationship between
agenda setting and causal attribution can alsstadkshed. But such influences are
carried out through a cognitive path, rather thaemeptual one as stated in H4a and
H4b. Thus, H5b was advanced as below:

H5b: Attribute salience affects motive inference arat gffect is

mediated by attribute importance.

Attribute importance, temporary attribute acces#yimotive inference, and
brand evaluationAttribution theorists have suggested that caattabution has
attitudinal and behavioral consequences (Kelley3)9Scholars have argued that
causal attribution processes are fundamental toy mspects of consumer cognition
and behaviors (Folkes, 1988). Empirical evidenceleen provided that consumers
hold unfavorable attitudes toward a firm when th#yibute self-serving motives to

the firm (e.g., Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; Ellenadt, 2000; Forehand & Grier, 2003;
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Webb & Mohr, 1998).

H6a: Consumers who are more likely to attribute CRMiwadion to a

public-serving motive will be more likely to posigly evaluate the CRM

sponsor.

If the hypothesis that CRM motive inference has@# on brand evaluation is
supported, then combining H6a with the supported iBat attribute importance has
effects on CRM motive inference), | hypothesizeat titribute importance has
indirect effects on brand evaluation through CRMiw@inference. That is, when a
person believes that the public-serving attribateere important than the
firm-serving attribute, the person will be moreelik to attribute CRM motivation to
the public-serving motive, and in turn, that persothbe more likely to positively
evaluate the CRM sponsor. On the contrary, wheffirimeserving attribute is
believed to be more important than the public-sedttribute, a person will be more
likely to attribute CRM motivation to the firm-seng attribute. This in turn, will
make the person evaluate the CRM sponsor moreinelyatf my hypothesis is
correct, more specific relationships among ageettang, attitudinal outcome, and
causal attribution can be established. That isattiidinal outcome of agenda setting
is mediated by the causal attribution process. fijsmthesis is stated as below:

H6b: Attribute importance affects brand evaluation Hrat effect is

mediated by CRM motive inference.

Combining H6a and H4a (that an attribute [publiosseg or firm-serving]

that is more accessible in a perceiver’s memorlbeilmore likely to be used for
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CRM motive attribution), | proposed a relationaldabinvolving temporary
accessibility, CRM motive inference, and brand eatibn as below:

H6c: Temporary attribute accessibility affects brandleation and that

effect is mediated by CRM motive inference.

In addition to the agenda-setting effects, pritituates toward CRM in
general also affect an individual’s evaluation @RM sponsor’s brand. The
relationship between prior attitude and evaluati@s hypothesized as below:

H7: Prior attitude toward CRM in general is positivetyrrelated with

attitude toward the brand of the CRM sponsor.

Correlation between brand evaluation and purchaderition Attitude-
behavior linkage has been widely investigated &edobsitive relationship between
attitude and behavior or behavioral intention hesrbsupported in many studies. As a
consequence of the agenda-setting effects of calested marketing communication,
brand purchase intention was also taken into a¢amsithe last stage (following
brand evaluation) of the proposed cognitive-procesdel of agenda setting. This
consideration is reflected in a hypothesis as vsto

H8: Consumers who evaluated the CRM sponsor brand pazigvely

will be more likely to purchase the brand, all digéng similar.

The cognitive process model of agenda setting inwglall key variables and

their relationships is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. A hypothesized cognitive-process modelgenda setting and consequences
(from informational input to behavioral output)

Information ~ —#®Agenda Setting ——=Causal Attribution —® Evaluation = —#® Behavior

Attribute Motive Purchase
Importance Inference Intention
/ \ / Héb
Attribute  H2h p Temporary Brand
Salience AcceSS|b|I|ty Evaluation
H2c
H
Chronic Pre-exposure
Accessibility Attitude
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODS

Pilot Study

Attribute salience in information and chronic ditrie accessibility are two
initial independent variables involved in the hypexized cognitive-process model of
agenda setting. | sought to manipulate attribuliersze was manipulated while
measuring chronic attribute accessibility. A pgttdy was conducted to determine
the efficacy of that manipulation and the measurgroéthe independent variables.
The pilot study also helped to identify issuestiudy procedure and dependent

variable measures so that refinements could be foadlee ensuing main study.

Pretest

A pretest was conducted a week before the pilatysto elicit the attributes
pertaining to participants’ inferences of causeted marketing motivation and
measure the chronic accessibility of these atteutwenty-nine people were
recruited on the campus of Southern Illinois Unsigy Edwardsville as the
participants for the pilot study. Among them, twefdur people (13 females and 11
males) finished the whole pilot study including giretest and the ensuing study.
They were rewarded monetarily for their participati

The pretest went through three steps to elicitigpants’ thoughts (attributes)



about cause-related marketing motivation and tosoresthe chronic accessibility of
these attributes.

Step oneApplying the same elicitation method used by (B89), in the first
step, participants were asked for their opinioreuadlCRM motivation. Specifically,
they listed their top four thoughts about motivesdompanies to sponsor CRM
campaigns in general. A neutral simple descrippb@RM was used to elicit
participants’ responses. The reason for this teglenivas twofold. First, it enabled the
researcher to include those participants who kntxatWCRM is, but have never heard
the term CRM. Secondly, this technique can avoitigpants’ possible sensitivity to
use of the word “marketing” included in the ternmhis'could avoid the priming effect
of the word “marketing.” The specific question fesponse elicitation was,
“Nowadays, many companies give a specific amounhftheir sales to designated
social causes such as charities or other typesrgdrofit organizations. The amount
of donation is based on the amount of sales. Wihgbd think of the motives for
such corporate activity? Please list four spegifissible motives by writing out one
sentence for each motive.” And then, participaresenalso asked to express their
attitudes toward CRM in general in a four-itemefigoint semantic differential scale.
The four items are bad/good, unpleasant/pleasgainst/for and
unfavorable/favorable. Cronbach’s alpha test wisitzied to assess the reliability of
the measure. The question was

¢ Please express your attitude toward such corpoaatevity described above

by circling a number on each of the four 5-poirdles below.
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Step twoAll elicited responses were coded and categorixedording to the
CRM attribution research literature, consumerstaite two types of motives to firms:
motives that focus on social interest and motives tocus on self-interest. In
Forehand and Grier’s (2003) label, these motivesase public-serving and
firm-serving. Thus, each motive will be categorizett one of two schema categories
— public-serving and firm-serving — according toattter it focused on benefits to
individuals outside the firm or benefits to therfiitself (Forehand & Grier, 2003).
Two coders blind to the research hypotheses wereaited to code all collected
responses. The coders received a monetary reward.

Step threeOutput primacy and output frequency were combioetieasure
chronic accessibility. Following Lau’s (1989) ingety weighted proportion scoring
procedure, the first thought (attribute) listedebyarticipant was given the weight 4,
the second thought was weighted 3, the third waghted 2, and the fourth was
weighted 1. So each participant had a total weai0. Each schema category’s
score for one participant was obtained by dividimgtotal weight for that schema
category by the sum of the total weight for allfoesponses, which is ten. For
example, if among the four thoughts about CRM nadibn that a participant listed,
the first and the second were categorized int@theic-serving schema, and the third
and the fourth were categorized into the firm-sgg\8chema, then, that participant
had a score of .70 [(4+3)/10] for the public-segvathema and .30 [(2+1)/10] for the
firm-serving schema. All scores were between zarbla In the extreme, a schema

category would have a score of zero [0/10] if eponse belonged to it and would
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have a score of 1 [(4+3+2+1)/10] if all four respes were categorized into it. Higher
scores signify higher chronic attribute (schemajeasibility. Both schemas —
public-serving and firm-serving — were used asttbatments in the first session of
the experiment a week later.

Chronic attribute accessibility index (CAR)ifter all responses were coded, the
independent variable chronic attribute accessybilias measured as continuous. In
this scoring design, all scores fell between 0 hrihere were two variables of
chronic attribute accessibility, (a) chronic acdaiisy of the public-serving attribute
and (b) chronic accessibility of the firm-servirgridute. These two variables were
combined and an index was created to form a camtmuvhere the firm-serving
attribute and the public-serving attribute servedveo extremes. Most often, scores
for responses would fall somewhere between firmrisgrand public-serving
extremes. The reason that a continuum was usdtidee two variables was that
scoring them is not necessarily a zero-sum gamee&ah participant’s responses, the
sum of the public-serving score and the firm-sag\8nore was not necessarily 1.
Some participants would not be able to list foutives as asked. For example, if
participant A listed only three motives and all e@ssociated with to the firm-serving
attribute, then, the firm-serving attribute hasare of .90 (.40+.30+.20) and the
public-serving attribute has a score of O. If mapant B also had a score of .90 for the
firm-serving attribute but .10 for the public-sergiattribute, then it would be
imprudent to compare the accessibility of the fsemving attribute for these two

participants (both have a score of .90), because ahcessibilities to the
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public-serving attribute are different. Therefozensidering either single attribute
alone would be problematic, in that the accessytulf the public-serving attribute or
of the firm-serving attribute would have no meanimgil they were compared with
each other.

A chronic attribute accessibility index (CAIl) waalaulated for each case by
dividing the chronic accessibility score for thébpierserving attribute by the chronic
accessibility score for the firm-serving attributée following formula was

developed for calculation of the index:

chronicaccessibity scoreor thepublic- servingattribute>< 100
chronicaccessibity scoreor thefirm - servingattribute

CAl =

A CAl score of 100 for a case means that the ptdgiwing and the firm-serving
attributes were equally chronically accessible tegcally in that case. A CAl score
below 100 meant the public-serving attribute was lehronically accessible than the
firm-serving attribute, and the lower the score, l#ss the accessibility. In the same
logic, a CAl score above 100 means the public-sgrattribute was more chronically
accessible than the firm-serving attribute, andhigber the score, the more the
accessibility.

Pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in genefRarticipants’ pre-exposure
attitudes toward CRM in general were also measukéédr the motive elicitation task,
participants were asked to evaluate CRM in germeral four-item (bad/good,
unpleasant/pleasant, against/for, and unfavorawevéble) five-point semantic

differential scale.
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Experiment — Session |

The experiment was a computer-based study. Eaticipant was assigned to
a computer on which he or she completed all taskslved in the experiment. The
same twenty-four people (13 females and 11 mailesr) the pretest participated in
this experiment.

Stimulus materialsAttribute salience was manipulated by presentiffgrent
scenarios of CRM campaign cases to participants: fe@al CRM cases were selected
from the Internet. They were (a)*TUMS Helps Put ®lgre Fires Than You Think”
(TUMS was sponsoring the First Responder Institbf!), (b) Briggs & Stratton and
the National Wildlife Federation (NWF)’s “Mower TafUp Month” campaign, (c)
Pedigree Adoption Drive (a pet adoption prograrRedigree pet food in cooperation
with numerous dog shelters), and (d) PepsiCo’sgaship with the America on the
Move (AOM) Foundation.

These four cases were edited so that each of thsss had two scenarios, one
public-benefit-oriented and the other firm-benefitented. The fourth case had only
one scenario, which was both public-benefit-oridraed firm-benefit-oriented. In the
public-benefit-oriented scenario, the outcome ef@RM campaign focused on the
community that benefited from it; in the firm-beiefriented scenario the firm
benefit was the focus of the outcome of the cammpdtgr example, in the
public-benefit-oriented scenario for the TUMS cdbe,description of the campaign
outcome was, “The campaign was successful. TUMSuteal$238,000 to the First

Responder Institute, which in turn funded 60 fispdrtments throughout the United
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States.” In the firm-benefit-oriented scenario, thenpaign outcome was described as,
“The campaign was successful. TUMS saw a 30% iser@athe number of displays
shipped to stores and 16% increase in sales vdlume.

The fourth case with only one scenario was the iRepsxample. That case
included both both a public-benefit outcome (“AOM'er success has reported that
71 percent of participants maintained or lost weighd 36 percent increased daily
steps by 2,000 or even more”) and a firm beneBly(&nhancing their reputation
through such marketing program, PepsiCo’s imageessvere solved. Its brand
credibility is significantly enhanced because sfassociation with AOM...").

Attribute salience manipulation and procedurée attribute salience
manipulation was accomplished by randomly assig@#garticipants to one of two
conditions with different treatments. In one coiugtitwhere the public-serving
schema was manipulated as salient, participants agked to read the public-benefit
scenario of three cases plus the fourth case wdingke scenario attempted to
balance the public benefit and the firm benefitth@ other condition where the
firm-serving schema was manipulated as salientiggaants read the firm-benefit
scenario of the same three same cases plus thb t@se. That is, each participant
finished the 3+1 reading task in which three cab#sred in two scenarios and one
case was constant to all participants.

To control participants’ cognitive involvement imetreading taskparticipants
were required to write a brief one-sentence sumratiey reading each case. These

summaries were not recorded and not used in laterahalysis.
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Procedure and measures of temporary accessibifityiemportanceThe
dependent variable measurement order was manigul@tearticipants were
randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In cmedition, participants completed
the importance-rating task before performing thituate-expression task
(importance/attitude). Immediately after readind aammarizing the four cases,
participants were asked to rate the importancegbit statements on a five-point scale
that was adapted from the five-point scale (extignmeportant, very important, fairly
important, somewhat important, not at all imporfahat was used by Bizer and
Krosnick (2001) to measure attitude importance. ik&uction for the
importance-rating task was, “Next step, you wildeseveral statements about
corporate behavior. In your personal opinion, hmportant is each of the following
statements for a person to learn about corpordiaviier. Please indicate their
importance by pressing one of five keys, from lifyortant) to 5 (important).” The
instruction also reminded the participants thaséhgtatements were not necessarily
correct. Participants were also warned, “Thisame-way task. That is, there is NO
way to go back to review the statements that ywe ffiaished. You must keep going
forward until you finish all the statements.”

Among all eight statements, two statements direetigcted either public
benefit or corporate benefit, while the other $atesments were irrelevant to either
attribute (see appendix B). The two attribute-iefieg statements were

¢ The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of ciesribr nonprofit

organizations is to serve and benefit the society.
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¢ The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of ciesribr nonprofit

organizations is to serve and benefit the firmsrbelves.

The order of statement presentation was manipul&@ar attribute-irrelevant
statements were presented before the other statgmeriuding the two
attribute-reflecting ones. The purpose of this giesvas to reduce the possible
immediate priming effect. The two attribute-reflagtstatements were the fifth and
eighth (the last one), so that two other attributglevant statements served as buffers
between them. The presentation order of the twibate-reflecting statements was
randomized so that the possible order effect wbal@liminated. Only the
importance ratings for the two attribute-reflectstgtements were recorded.
Immediately after completing the importance-ratiagk, participants completed an
importance/attitude task. They were instructedquress their attitudes toward ten
statements as quickly as possible, but not so yuibkt they would make errors. Two
response options were provided. One was pressintyttkey on the keyboard to
express an attitude of “agree,” the other was prgsbe “n” key to express an
attitude of “disagree.” Each participant’s reactione was recorded as the
measurement of temporary attribute accessibiling ihstruction also warned the
participants that the task was one-way and thesenwawvay to go back to review the
statements that they had finished; they were tp kgeéng forward until they
responded to all of the statements.

Of the ten statements in this task, two attrib@flecting statements were

exactly the same as those used in the importaticertask; the other eight
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statements were irrelevant to either attributeth@feight irrelevant statements, six
were exactly the same as those used in the impertaing task and two new
irrelevant statements were created. The ordebtdstent presentation in this stage
was also manipulated. The first six statementseskas fillers, designed to familiarize
participants with the method before they reporheirtattitudes toward the two
attribute-reflecting statements, which were presgm the seventh and tenth (the last
one) places. Two attribute-irrelevant statementevweesented between the two
attribute-reflecting ones. The presentation ordewo attribute-reflecting statements
was randomized to eliminate the possible ordeceffe

Lastly, participants completed an attitude/impoceatask. Immediately after
reading and summarizing the ten statements, gaatits expressed their attitudes
toward each of them before they rated the impoeai@nother set of statements
(eight statements). All of the procedural detaflthe experiment were the same as
those of the importance/attitude task except tderoof rating importance and
expressing attitude were reversed.

Temporary attribute accessibility index (TATp calculate TAI, | used the
same rationale that was used for creating CAl, elsag the assumption that the less
the reaction time for an attribute, the more adbésg is. The TAl was calculated for
each case by dividing the reaction time for theafgerving attribute (schema) by the
reaction time for the public-serving attribute.ckrhula was developed for index

calculation as follows:

reaction time to the firi- serving attribute

TAl = — . . — X
reaction time to the public - serving attribute
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A score of 100 of TAI for a case indicated that pélic-serving and the firm-serving
attributes had an equal degree of temporary adiktysiA TAl score below 100
meant that the public-serving attribute was lesgpterarily accessible than the
firm-serving attribute: the lower below 100 the dhe less temporarily accessible
was the public-serving attribute. A TAl score abd@® meant that the public-serving
attribute was more temporarily accessible tharfitheserving attribute; the higher
above 100 the score, the more temporarily accessi the public-serving attribute.

Attribute importance index (AllYwo variables, perceived importance of the
public-serving attribute and perceived importantthe firm-serving attribute, were
combined to form attribute importance indices (Attsat reflected the levels of
relative perceived importance of the two attribufeformula was developed for All
calculation as follows:

public—servingattributeimportance><
firm - servingattributeimportance

All = 100

An All score of for a case meant that the publioss® and the firm-serving
attributes were rated as equally important by digpant in this case (e.g., both
attributes were rated as 4). An All score below f@ant that the public-serving
attribute was rated as less important than the $ierving attribute: the lower below
100 the score, the less importance was assigride fgublic-serving attribute.. An
All score above 100 meant that the public-servitigbaite was rated as more
important than the firm-serving attribute: the léglabove 100 the score, the more
importance was assigned to the public-servingoaiei

Manipulation checkA manipulation-check study was conducted to yerif

72



salience. | wanted to verify that, for all threetloé cases for which | had developed
two separate schemas, a public-serving one amdhasérving one, that one of the
two schemas was more salient than the other, antdiththe fourth case, the two
schemas were similar in salience for the fourtlecawenty-eight students at
Southern lllinois University, Edwardsville were reited to rate the scenarios of all of
the cases. That is, each person rated seven ste(thiree cases in two scenarios plus
the fourth case) using a seven-point unidimensiscale (from 1 = the campaign was
strongly described as firm-benefit-oriented to the campaign was strongly
described as public-benefit-oriented). The quedbomanipulation check was
e What do you think of the description of the domattampaign above? Please
circle one point in a seven-point scale below fibthe campaign is strongly
described as firm-benefit-oriented) to 7 (the caigpas strongly described as

public-benefit-oriented).”

Experiment — Session Il

Atfter finishing the first session of the experimeait 24 participants were
instructed to read a fictitious CRM campaign cé@deer the reading task, participants
were asked to infer the motivation of the CRM spored express their attitudes
toward the sponsor and their intentions to purchiasdrand. The second session of
the experiment tested the possible effects of teamgattribute accessibility and
attribute importance on CRM motive inference andurn, on perceivers’ evaluations
of the CRM sponsor, as well as their product pwsehatention. Effects of temporary

accessibility and attribute importance are regastegossible perceptual and
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cognitive consequences of agenda setting.

Stimulus materialA fictitious CRM campaign case was created fer th
experiment. In this case, a fictitious fast-foostagrant chain, which was called
Brand X, launched a campaign in which the compaoyldvdonate five percent of its
sales to Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD). Thenount of the donation would
be based on brand sales (see the case descrigtinmppendix B).

Measure of CRM motive inferendkfter read the fictitious CRM case, all
participants answered a “why” open-ended questicastess their causal attribution
of the motives of Brand X’'s CRM program operatidhis technique was used
commonly in previous studies of causal attributjery., Forehand & Grier, 2003;
Harvey & Weary, 1984; Harvey, Yarkin, Lightner, &Wn, 1980; Wong & Weiner,
1981). Specifically, the question that was useshéasure the CRM motive inference
in this study was exactly the same as the one insb@ 2003 study of Forehand and
Grier: “Why do you think the company started thisgram?” (p. 352). Participants
were asked to type a brief one-sentence answhrstguestion.

Attribution response coding schen@uided by Forehand and Grier (2003),
the same two coders who coded participants’ regsoiasthe pretest questionnaire
coded their inferences of the motives of Brand Xponsoring the CRM program.
Three coding categories were developed, (a) firnaisg motive only, (b) both
public- and firm-serving motives, and (c) publicaseg motive only. All responses
were classified into one of these categories. Daeng rule was that a response

should be labeled as a firm-serving motive if tdsed on the benefits of the firm
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only, as a public-serving motive if it focused de public benefits of the campaign,
or as both public- and firm-serving motives if bgikblic benefit and firm benefit
could be inferred in the response.

Measure of brand evaluatiobmmediately after the open-ended “why”
guestion, participants evaluated Brand X in a e, five-point semantic
differential scale in a questionnaire. These tlteras are (a) bad/good, (b)
unfavorable/favorable, and (c) dislike/like (elgempf & Smith, 1998; MacKenzie &
Lutz, 1989; Shen & Chen, 2007; R. E. Smith, 1998 three specific questions
were structured as follows:

¢ What do you think of Brand X? Press one of five kiegm 1 (bad) to 5 (good),
to evaluate Brand X.

¢ What do you think of Brand X? Press one of five kegm 1 (dislike) to 5
(like), to evaluate Brand X.

¢ What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fives kegm 1 (unfavorable) to

5 (favorable), to evaluate Brand X.

Measure of purchase intentiohhe following task was designed to elicit
participants’ purchase intention toward Brand Xaithree-item, five-point scale
anchored by unlikely/likely, impossible/possiblagdamprobable/probable. These
three items were used in previous studies (e.gsuieKim & Chan-Olmsted, 2005;
MacKenzie, Lutz, & Belch, 1986; Shen & Chen, 200i7;1990). The three specific
questions were the following:

¢ Given that all other market factors of Brand X ammilar to its competitors
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such as price, taste, and store convenience, whemged to buy such a
fast-food meal, would you choose Brand X? Presbfige keys, from 1
(unlikely) to 5 (likely).

¢ Given that all other market factors of Brand X ammilar to its competitors
such as price, taste, and store convenience, whemged to buy such a
fast-food meal, would you choose Brand X? Preswbfige keys, from 1
(impossible) to 5 (possible).

¢ Given that all other market factors of Brand X ammilar to its competitors
such as price, taste, and store convenience, whemged to buy such a
fast-food meal, would you choose Brand X? Presbfige keys, from 1

(improbable) to 5 (probable).
Results

Manipulation checkThree paired-samples t tests were conductedaioae
the difference between two scenarios of three cd$esresult from the manipulation
check test for the case “TUMS Sponsoring the Restponder Institute (FRI)”
indicated that the mean campaign description irpti#ic-serving scenario (M = 5.43,
SD = .10) was significantly greater than the meammaign description in the
firm-serving scenario (M = 2.61, SD = 1.23), t(279.54, p < .001y?=.77. The
result from the test for the case “Briggs & Stratemd National Wildlife Federation
(NWF)’s “Mower Tune-Up Month” indicated that the amecampaign description in
the public-serving scenario (M = 5.61, SD = 1.1@pwignificantly greater than its

counterpart in the firm-serving scenario (M = 2.$8, = .93), t(27) = 10.46, p <.001,
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n? = .80. A significant difference between the pulsigving manipulation (M = 5.39,
SD = 1.37) and the firm-serving manipulation (M54, SD = 1.20) was also found
in the result from the test for the case “Pedigxdeption Drive”: t(27) = 6.30, p
<.001,n? = .60. The findings in these three paired-samplests verified the
effectiveness of the manipulation of attributeesadie.

The fourth case had only one scenario, which iredugbth public-serving and
firm-serving attributes. The mean score of thissosas not expected to be
significantly different from the middle value inglscale, which is 4, if the
manipulation was effective. Although a one-santptest indicated that there was no
significant difference between the mean campaigerjgion M = 4.04,SD= 1.56)
and the middle value in the scal@7) = .12 p = .90, it was found that there was
greater varianceS[’ = 2.42) on this case than on all of the other csatswere
presented in two scenarios. (“TUMS Sponsoring g Responder Institute (FRI)”
(SDF = .10 on the public-serving scenar&fy = 1.51 on the firm-serving scenario),
“Briggs & Stratton and National Wildlife FederatidWF)'s “Mower Tune-Up
Month” (SDF = 1.36 on the public-serving scenai®iy = .87 on the firm-serving
scenario) and “Pedigree Adoption DriveS[ = 1.88 on the public-serving scenario,
SIF = 1.44 on the firm-serving scenario). As a matfeact, the descriptive statistics
showed that 18.5 percent of the raters (n = 5) gas@re of 1 or 2 to the case while
22.2 percent (n = 6) gave a score of 6 or 7 taw#se. Such polarized interpretations
of the same case could damage the attribute salimaaipulation.

Chronic attribute accessibilityTwenty-four participants were asked to list
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four possible motives that they attributed to CRMeir responses were coded and
categorized with one of two labels: public-servingtive or firm-serving motive. One
participant listed only three motives because htedtthat he could think of only
three. Therefore, a total of 95 responses weredcbygéwo coders (intercoder
reliability, Cohen’sc = .66). Each response was weighted with a score. A
paired-samples t test was conducted to evaluatéhehpublic-serving motive or
firm-serving motive is more chronically accessitilan the other. The result indicated
that the mean firm-serving motive inference (M 5,.3D = .26) is significantly
greater than the mean public-serving motive infeegiM = .25, SD = .26), t(23) =
-4.78, p < .001y? = .50.

These two variables were combined to form an irfdexhronic attribute
accessibility (CAl). The result indicated that thejority of the participants listed
more firm-serving motives than public-serving mesivAlmost 80 percent of the
participants’ CAl scores were less than 100. O$¢hearticipants, 42 percent did not
list any public-serving motive (CAI = 0).

Gender Five one-way ANOVA tests were conducted to examunether
gender was an effective factor in the research ioderms of its effects on
dependent variables including All, TAI, CRM motiwderence, brand evaluation, and
purchase intention. The results indicated thaigjpants’ gender had effects on All,
F(1, 22) =4.39, p <.0512 =.17, and CRM motive inference, F(1, 22) = 478,.05,
nz =.19. No effect was found on TAI, F(1, 22) =.p4s .72, brand evaluation, F(1,

22) = .46, p = .51, and purchase intention, F(},2Z2, p = .41. This finding is
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consistent with the literature that one of the bagments of the female gender role
in the United States is an emphasis on nurturamddif@-preserving activities
(Shaffer, 1981; P. A. Smith & Midlarsky, 1985), ahd suggested that women are
more favorable toward self and other-oriented alspban are men (Meyers-Levy,
1988). In Ross, Patterson, and Stutts’(1992) emparial study of consumer
perceptions of cause-related marketing, femaleggaaints were found having a more
favorable attitude toward both the firm and theseathan their mail counterparts.

Pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in geneft#m statistics showed that
participants’ pre-exposure attitudes toward CRMdibfour items inclined to being
positive (bad/good (M =3.92, SD = .88), unpleagdeasant (M = 3.62, SD = 1.01),
against/for (M = 3.92, SD = 1.06), and unfavordbhgrable (M = 3.75, SD = 1.07).
Scores for these four items were added to formidimensional scale. A reliability
test was conducted and the result indicated tleatelability of the measure was
acceptable (Cronbaah= .78).

To examine the effects of pre-exposure toward CRIgeineral in the research
model, correlation coefficients were computed betwihis variable and dependent
variables including All, TAl, CRM motive inferencbrand evaluation, and purchase
intention. Out of these five correlations, thregevieund to be significant, including
the one between pre-exposure attitude toward CRéireral and CRM motive
inferencer = .51,p < .05, the one between pre-exposure attitude @&M in
general and brand evaluations .45,p < .05, and the one between pre-exposure

attitude toward CRM in general and purchase inbenti= .54,p < .01. The other

79



two were not significant, including the one betwees-exposure attitude toward
CRM in general and Ally = .27,p = .21, and the one between pre-exposure attitude
toward CRM in general and TAl,= -.02,p = .93.

CRM motive inferencéarticipants’ responses to the open-ended “why”
question were coded by two coders and classifieddne of three coding categories,
(a) firm-serving motive only, (b) both firm-servirand public-serving motives, and (c)
public-serving motive only. These three categoniese meaningful at three different
levels. That is, from the perspective of publicve®y motivation, the category of
“firm-serving motive only” was at the lowest levethile the category of “both
firm-serving and public-serving motives” was in tin&ldle and the category of
“public-serving motive only” was the highest. Thaghree-point scale was applied to
these three categories. The numbers assignedrtovikee 1, 2, and 3 respectively.
The greater the number is, the stronger the ativibwf the public-serving motive to
the fictitious CRM campaign. An intercoder reliatlyitest was conducted. The result
indicated the reliability was liberally acceptaf@hen’sk = .76).

Brand evaluationAdopting the brand evaluation measurement tecienicsed
in previous studies (e.g., Kempf & Smith, 1998; Manzie & Lutz, 1989; Shen &
Chen, 2007; R. E. Smith, 1993), a three-item (baaldg unfavorable/favorable, and
dislike/like), five-point semantic differential deavas used to measure participants’
evaluations of Brand X. Scores for three items veslded up to form a
unidimensional scale, which was found to be redigironbach’sx = .88).

Purchase intentionA three-item, five-point scale anchored by urlijéely,
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impossible/possible, and improbable/probable usgutevious studies (e.g., Shen &
Chen, 2007; Yi, 1990) was adopted to measure faatits’ purchase intention toward
Brand X. High reliability of this measure was foundh reliability test (Cronbaci

=.90). These four items were combined to formidiorensional sale.

Discussion

There were three primary purposes of the pilotystGohe was to assess the
efficacy of the manipulation and measures of tiegrendent variables including
attribute salience and chronic attribute accedsibil

Of four CRM cases used in attribute salience mdaijaun, three were
satisfactory as the result of the manipulation khstady indicated a significant
difference between two scenarios of each casenmstef the location of this case on
a continuum anchored by “the campaign is stronghcdbed as firm-
benefit-oriented” and “the campaign is stronglyatésed as public-benefit-oriented.”

The fourth case in the study “PepsiCo’s Partnersliip America on the Move
(AOM) Foundation,” included both public-serving afimn-serving attributes to
neutralize the possible extreme effects of the mdation. A disadvantage of
including the fourth case in the experiment stimdiwever, was recognized in the
manipulation check study. | decided that in themsaudy | would replace this case
with another case which is unrelated to CRM .

The second purpose of the pilot study was to ifleasiriables that should be
controlled in the main study. The variable of gendas found to have an effect on

All and CRM motive inference, while pre-exposurgtade toward CRM in general
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was found to be correlated with CRM motive infeenarand evaluation, and
purchase intention. These results suggested thse tiwo variables should be
controlled in the research model.

The third primary purpose of the pilot study wagwaluate the measures of
the dependent variables. Attribute importance waasuared as indices combining the
measures of two variable, public-serving attridotiportance and firm-serving
attribute importance. Both these two variables weeasured on a five-point scale
anchored by 1 (unimportant) and 5 (important). Bealing was adapted from the
five-point scale (extremely important, very impaitefairly important, somewhat
important, not at all important) used to measutitude importance in Bizer and
Krosnick’s study (2001). The reliability of this idimensional scaling was not
assessed in the previous study and neither irctinient research. Another outcome
variable, temporary attribute accessibility was saead through recording
participants’ reaction time by a computer progrdims technique was popularly used
in previous studies of attitude accessibility (eRjzer & Krosnick, 2001; Fazio, 1986;
Fazio et al., 1982), and the assumption that mocessible attitudes are associated
with faster reaction times (see Arpan et al., 2@363; M. C. Powell & Fazio, 1984,
Roskos-Ewoldsen & Fazio, 1992) was also adoptethiermeasure in the current
research.

Three outcome variables regarded as the conseiehagenda setting
include CRM motive inference, brand evaluation, patchase intention. The

reliability tests indicated the measures of thesevariables were reliable.
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In general, according the pilot study, the manipaiteof attribute salience,
measures of chronic attribute accessibility, CRMiwaoinference, brand evaluation
and purchase intention were largely successful.stineuli materials were the major
source of concern when taking the difficulty of trauresponse manipulation (both
public-serving and firm-serving in one case) intoaunt. Another concern was about
participants’ possible habitual responses towaed ¢jpeated measure of two
attribute-related statements, in that the two statés used in importance rating task
were exactly the same as the two used in attitypeession task. The initial
consideration given to this design was to make theeattribute constructs measured
in two tasks are exactly the same. Thus, the argtion of the statement sentences
needed to be modified so that the same construgasumed in two tasks have

different appearances.

Main Study

Design Changes From Pilot Study

Based on the findings of the pilot study, two clesgere made for the main
study. In the pilot study, the greatest variancéhencase “PepsiCo’s Partnership with
America on the Move (AOM) Foundation” became a@esiconcern, as the polarized
interpretations of the case could damage the intépe variable manipulation. The
pretest of the pilot study indicated that particigsawere largely skeptical regarding
the goodwill of sponsoring a CRM program (mean €A10.28,SD = 94.43; 79.2%
of CAl < 100). Thus, given that it is difficult tthange one’s deep-rooted or

deep-biased beliefs, the effect of manipulatediptddrving attribute salience would
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be easily counterbalanced or even overcome by 4 amaunt of
firm-serving-related information in this bi-attriteicase.

However, a problem would occur if the bi-attribetese were simply removed
from the stimuli materials. That is, reading anthawarizing three cases all in one
scenario consecutively would make participantsuspisious of the research purpose,
and this in turn would influence their responsesaia the dependent variable
measures. To balance these two concerns, theribbiéét PepsiCo case was replaced
by another case which is unrelated to CRM. The case select was about a real
lawsuit stated by the California Supreme CourtregjaNike, Inc. This real case was
selected from the Internet and then edited. Indage, both positive and negative
assertions with regard to Nike’s activity were preied. For example, a negative
assertion was: “That designation... places them (Nik&itements of their full First
Amendment protections) in the same category asahgany’s explicit product
advertisements for purposes of applying state lzavsng false and misleading
advertising;” and a positive assertion was: “Théf@ania Supreme Court’s decision is
based on a bizarre, arbitrarily selective intetgtien of the High Court’s precedent on
this subject. The U.S. Supreme Court has long predea corporation’s right to
contribute to matters of public interest and tordpeefend itself in public debate.”

Another change was made to the sentence orgamzztite two
attribute-reflecting statements in the attituderegpion task so that the statement
appearances of the same two constructs in thadstéxpression task are different

from the appearances in the importance rating &gécifically, the two
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attribute-reflecting statements in the importaraténg task in the main study were as
follows:
¢ The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of ciegribr nonprofit
organizations is to serve and benefit the society.
¢ The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of ciegribr nonprofit
organizations is to serve and benefit the firmsrbelves.
The two attribute-reflecting statements in thetadie expression task in the
main study were as follows:
¢ To serve and benefit the society is the main perpbsorporate sponsorship of
charities or nonprofit organizations.
¢ To serve and benefit the firms themselves is the puaipose of corporate

sponsorship of charities or nonprofit organizations

Pretest

A pretest was conducted a week before the expetiméehe main study to
elicit the attributes pertaining to participantdarences of cause-related marketing
motivation and measure the chronic accessibilitthe§e attributes.

Participants One hundred sixteen students enrolled in massntomncation
courses in Southern lllinois University Edwardsvilarticipated in the main study.
They were rewarded with extra credits for theitipgration. Their gender was
recorded when they signed up for participationti@fparticipants, 62.1% (n = 72)
are female and 37.9% (n = 44) were male. The pgretes conducted as part of

participation sign-up process.
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Measure of chronic attribute accessibilifthe same questionnaire used in the
pretest of the pilot study was adopted. The pretegte main study went through the
same three steps as the pretest of the pilot stidadyo elicit participants’ thoughts
(attributes) about cause-related marketing motwesind measure the chronic
accessibility of these attributes. In the firsipsteach participant was required to list
four specific motives for CRM sponsorship. Of ti& Darticipants who completed
the pretest, 111 listed four motives successfuliyle\s listed only three. As a result, a
total of 459 responses were elicited.

All the responses (N = 459) were coded by two cotdénd to the research
hypotheses and were labeled as either public georifirm serving in the second
step. A reliability test was conducted and the ltesdicated that the inter-coder
reliability was acceptable (Cohems= .74). In the third step, each coded response
was weighted and given a score based on the ofdesonse elicitation. Finally,
two attribute variables, public serving and firnmaéeg, were combined to form
chronic attribute accessibility indices (CAl).

Measure of pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in gané®re-exposure
attitude toward CRM in general was identified ie filot study and it was suggested
that it should be involved in the research mode¢hexmain study. All the participants
were also required to evaluate CRM in a four-itéwe-point semantic differential
scale that was used in the pretest of the pilatystTihe four items were bad/good,
pleasant/unpleasant, for/against and favorablevonddle. A reliability test was

conducted and the result indicated the measurdengntly acceptable (Cronbach’s
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o = .66).

Experiment — Session |

The first session of the main experiment regardsctire part of the model and
was conducted a week after the CRM motive eliatatest. A 2 (public-serving
attribute salience vs. firm-serving attribute sadie)x 2 (dependent variable
measurement order: importance before attitudegcersersa) between-subjects
factorial experimental study including chronic agsibility as a continuous variable
measured in pretest, was run to test the hypotheskesliing H1, H2a, H2b, H2c, and
H3 as well as RQ1.

Procedure A week after the pretest, the same 116 partitgparticipated in
two sessions of the experiment. The experimentgohoe was the same as that of the
pilot study. 29 participants were randomly assigieedach of four conditions
(importance/attitude with public-serving attribsience, importance/attitude with
firm-serving attribute salience, attitude/importamgth public-serving attribute
salience, and attitude/importance with firm-senattibute salience).

In the condition of importance/attitude with pubkdierving attribute salience,
participants read and summarized three cases jputbie-serving scenario and one
case which is unrelated to CRM. After the readind summary task, participants
rated the importance of eight statements inclutlegtwo attribute-reflecting ones
before they performed the attitude expression wasire they chose agree/disagree to
ten statements including the two attribute-reflegtones. The participants in the

importance/attitude with firm-serving attributeisate condition read and
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summarized the same three cases but in the firmirgescenario and the same
irrelevant case. And then, they performed the ingrare rating task and attitude
expression task in the same order as in the impoetattitude with public-serving
attribute salience condition.

In both the condition of attitude/importance witlihyic-serving attribute
salience and the condition of attitude/importandé ¥irm-serving attribute salience,
the participants read and summarized the same ¢thasss and then expressed their
attitudes toward ten statements including the ttiribate-reflecting ones before they
rated the importance of eight statements inclutlegtwo attribute-reflecting ones.
The only difference between these two conditions that in the former condition,
the three cases were presented in the public-gesa@enario while the same three
cases were presented in the firm-serving scenaitioei latter condition.

The presentation order of the four cases was méatgzland fixed for all the
participants. The four cases were presented indar @s follows: “TUMS Helps Put
Out More Fires Than You Think: TUMS Sponsoring Hiest Responder Institute
(FRI),” “Briggs & Stratton and National Wildlife eration (NWF)'s ‘Mower
Tune-Up Month’ campaign,” “Nike v. California Supne Court,” and “Pedigree
Adoption Drive, Pedigree and numerous shelters.”

Attribute importanceThe same measure used in the pilot study wastediop
Participants rated the importance of eight statésnem a five-point unidimensional
scale (from 1 = unimportance to 5 = important), dwniy the rate for the two

attribute-reflecting ones was recorded. Thus, ttirtbate importance variables —
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public-serving attribute importance and firm-segvattribute importance — were
formed. Using the index calculation used in thetpstudy, these two importance
variables were combined to form unidimensionaldedi

Temporary attribute accessibilitfhe measure of this dependent variable was
the same as the one used in the pilot study. Remtits expressed their attitudes
toward ten statements including the two attrib@#ecting ones. They were required
to express their attitudes by choosing agree @gdee as quickly as possible, but not
so quickly that they would make any errors. Temppoadtribute accessibility was
measured by participants’ reaction time. Only theaction times to the two
attribute-reflecting statements were recorded. Theo temporary attribute
accessibility variables — public-serving attribatzessibility and firm-serving
attribute accessibility — were formed. Using theeix calculation used in the pilot
study, these two variables were combined to foumidimensional index for each

participant.

Experiment — Session Il

In this session, all the stimuli materials, expemiprocedure and dependent
variable measures were copied from the pilot stattgr finished the first session of
the experiment, all 116 participants immediatefdra fictitious CRM campaign case
(Brand X supporting MADD). After the reading taglarticipants answered the
open-ended “why” question to infer Brand X's motteelaunch the CRM campaign
and then expressed their attitudes toward the BXaand their purchase intention to

the brand. The second session of the experimenteralucted to test the possible
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effects of temporary attribute accessibility andilawite importance on CRM motive
inference, and in turn on perceivers’ evaluatioiihe CRM sponsor, and their
product purchase intention. Such effects of temmyaaeacessibility and attribute
importance are regarded as possible perceptual@gmtive consequences of agenda
setting. Thus, H4b, H5b, H6a, H6b, and H6c weretem this session.

Measure of CRM motive inferendéhe measure of CRM motive inference
was exactly the same as that used in the pilotysilte result of a reliability test
indicated that the measure was reliable (Cohews79). The three categories were
meaningfully at three different levels. That ignfrthe perspective of public-serving
motivation, the category of “firm-serving motivelghwas at the lowest level, while
the category of “both firm- and public-serving mets” located in the middle and the
category of “public-serving motive only” was theghest. Thus, a three-point scale
was applied to these three categories (from 1rs $ierving only to 3 = public serving
only), the greater the number, the relative strotige public-serving motive was
attributed to the fictitious CRM campaign.

Measure of brand evaluatioRight after the open-ended “why” question,
participants evaluated Brand X on a three-iteng-fiint semantic differential scale
in a questionnaire. These three items were bad/goddvorable/favorable, and
dislike/like (e.g., Kempf & Smith, 1998; MacKenzelLutz, 1989; Shen & Chen,
2007; R. E. Smith, 1993). The result of a reliapilest indicated that this measure of
brand evaluation was highly reliable (Cronbaceh’s .91).

Measure of purchase intentiohhe following task for the participants was to
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express their purchase intention toward Brand 4 tiree-item, five-point scale
anchored by unlikely/likely, impossible/possiblegdamprobable/probable (Jeesun
Kim & Chan-Olmsted, 2005; MacKenzie et al., 1986e6 & Chen, 2007; Yi, 1990).
The result of a reliability test indicated thatstmmeasure of purchase intention was

highly reliable (Cronbach’s = .91).
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Manipulation Check

Of the four cases used as the stimuli materiailBignexperiment, three were
used to manipulate the independent variable attribalience while the fourth
irrelevant case served as the buffer of the maaijmun.

A separate manipulation check study for the theses was conducted in the
pilot study. To repeat, 28 raters judged theseetheses on a seven-point
unidimensional scale (from 1 = the campaign isrgjlypdescribed as
firm-benefit-oriented to 7 = the campaign is strigradescribed as
public-benefit-oriented). The results of three padisamplestests indicated that the
manipulation was largely successful. Specificalg mean campaign description in
the public-serving scenarid(= 5.43,SD= .10) was significantly greater than the
mean campaign description in the firm-serving soer = 2.61,SD= 1.23),t(27)
=954 p< .OOl,n2 = .77 in the “TUMPS” case; in the “Briggs & Stiatt’ case, the
mean campaign description in the public-servingnade M = 5.61,SD= 1.17) was
significantly greater than its counterpart in tmenfserving scenarioM = 2.14,SD
=.93),t(27) = 10.46p < .001,n? = .80; and in the “Pedigree” case, the mean

campaign description in the public-serving scenévie= 5.39,SD = 1.37) was



significantly greater than the mean campaign deBori in the firm-serving scenario
(M = 2.54,SD= 1.20),t(27) = 6.30p < .001,n° = .60.

Although the fourth case was selected as the mumeyhthe manipulation
and was unrelated to CRM, there was a concerrpdréitipants’ extreme attitudes
toward Nike’s activity in the case might influertteir CRM motivation inference in
general. That was the reason why both positivereagative assertions about Nike’s
behavior were presented in the case. Thus, a neavate manipulation check study
was conducted to evaluate the case viewers’ asttmward the corporate behavior in
the main study. 45 raters expressed their attittmleard Nike’s behavior in the case
on a seven-point, three-item scale anchored bygbad/ dislike/like, and against/for.
The reliability of this attitude measure was acabfg (Cronbach’s. = .86). The item
statistics indicated that raters’ attitudes towdike’s behavior were close to neutral
level, bad/goodN = 4.13,SD= 1.03), dislike/like 1 = 4.04,SD= 1.21), and

against/for 1 = 4.36,SD = 1.30).
Attribute Salience and Attribute Importance
Separate ANOVAs on public-serving and firm-seratigbute importance

Two 2 (public-serving attribute salience vs. firergng attribute salience) 2
(dependent variable measurement order: importagioedattitudes or vice versa)
ANOVAs were conducted to evaluate the effects witatte salience manipulation
and the dependent variable measure order on twasables of attitude importance,
public-serving attribute importance and firm-segvattribute importance. The means

and standard deviations for public-serving attebmtportance and firm-serving
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attribute importance as a function of the two festare presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Public-Servingdrtance and Firm-Serving Importance
Public-Serving Firm-Serving
Importance Importance
Attribute Salience DV Measure Order Mean SD Mean SD
Firm-serving Importance Before Attitude 3.14 1.62 3.83 1.20
Attitude Before Importane 3.38 1.29 3.66 1.26
Total 3.26 1.46 3.74 1.22
Public-serving Importance Before Attitude 4.31 .97 3.07 1.22
Attitude Before Importance 3.69 1.37 3.31 1.44
Total 4.00 1.21 3.19 1.33

As Table 2 shows, the ANOVA for evaluation of thetbrs’ effects on
public-serving attribute importance indicated rgngficant interaction between
attribute salience manipulation and dependent bigrimeasure ordelf(1, 112) =
3.04,p = .08, partiah? = .03, no significant main effect for order of éegent
variable measure§(1, 112) = .59p = .45, partiah?® = .01, but significant main

effect for attribute salience manipulatid¥(l, 112) = 8.99p < .05, partiah? = .07.

Table 2
Summary of ANOVA on Public-Serving Attribute Imparice
Sum of Mean Partial Eta
Source Squares df Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 22.37 3 7.46 4.20 .007 101
Intercept 1527.94 1 1527.94 861.29 .000 .885
Salience 15.94 1 15.94 8.99 .003 .074
Order 1.04 1 1.04 .59 .445 .005
Salience*Order 5.39 1 5.39 3.04 .084 .026
Error 198.69 112 1.77
Total 1749.00 116
Corrected Total 221.06 115
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The results from the ANOVA conducted to evaluatettho factors’ effects on
firm-serving attribute importance were similar &swn in Table 3. It indicated no
significant interaction between attribute salien@mipulation and dependent variable
measure ordeF(1, 112) = .75p = .39, partiah? = .01, no main effect for dependent
variable measure orddf(1, 112) = .02p = .89, partiah? = .00, but significant main

effect for attribute salience manipulatidf(l, 112) = 5.35p < .05, partiah? = .05.

Table 3
Summary of ANOVA on Firm-Serving Attribute Importza
Sum of Mean Partial Eta
Source Squares df Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 10.10 3 3.37 2.04 112 .052
Intercept 1393.14 1 1393.14 844.52 .000 .883
Salience 8.83 1 8.83 5.35 .023 .046
Order .03 1 .03 .02 .885 .000
Salience*Order 1.24 1 1.24 75 .388 .007
Error 184.76 112 1.65
Total 1588.00 116
Corrected Total 19486 115

Regression analysis of attribute importance indeX) (

The two subvarialbes of attribute importance wenalgined to form a
unidimensional attribute importance indices (Alihe descriptive statistics for the
dependent variable (All) indicated that for an ager participant, the public-serving
attribute was more important than the firm-senatigibute (M = 136.67, SD =
111.77). A hierarchical moderated multiple reg@sgMMR) analysis was conducted

to evaluate the causal effects of attribute sadienanipulation and dependent
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variable measure order on attribute importancexindeh gender and pre-exposure
attitude toward CRM in general in control. Attributalience and dependent variable
measure order were centered by converting themstmoZes with means of zero, and
an interaction variable (SalienceOrder) was crebyechultiplying the two Z scores
together. Gender and pre-exposure attitude towRfd @ general were entered into
a hierarchical regression followed by the entratfibute salience and dependent
variable measure order as a group, and then taeagction variable (SalienceOrder).
The results of this three-step hierarchical rego@sanalysis are presented in Table 4.

The first regression model involving gender andgxposure attitude toward
CRM in general as the predictors was significadjuated B = .04, F(2, 113) = 3.24,
p < .05. The value of Rehange when the two independent variables, atéribu
salience and dependent variable measure orderaddesl was .07 and that change
was significant, Adjusted = .09, F Change(2, 111) = 4.48, p < .05. But ttfird
regression model when the interaction variablei¢8aeéOrder) was added, the value
of R? change, which was .005, was not significant, Ajd$¥ = .09, F Change(1,
111) = .66, p = .42.

In the first regression model, the effect of germeAll was significant, Beta
=-.20, p < .05, but was not significant when colted in the second regression
model involving attribute salience and dependenalsée measure order as the
independent variables, Beta = -.17, p = .07, andigmificant when controlled in the
third regression model involving attribute salieac® dependent variable measure

order as the independent variables as well asitheaction of these two
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(SalienceOrder), Beta = -.16, p =.09. The regogsanalysis indicated that there was
no significant effect of pre-exposure attitude tadv@RM in general on attribute
importance in all three regression models: in tst fegression model, Beta = .13, p
=.15; in the second regression model, Beta p #1,24; and in the third regression

model, Beta = .11, p = .22.

Table 4
Hierarchical MMR of Attribute Importance
(Betas, N =116)

Independent variables Regression Model Regression Model Regression Model
I Il 1]

Gender -.204* -.173 -.163
Pre-exposure attitude 132 107 111
Attribute Salience .268** .269**
DV Measure Order .005 .005
SalienceOrder -.073
R .054 125 .130
AdjustedR? .038 .093 .091
R Change .054 071 .005
Sig. of Change .043 .013 419

*p<.05;*p<.01

Almost no effect of dependent variable measurerosde found in both the
second regression model, Beta = |©8,.99, and the third regression model, Beta =
-.001,p = .99. The interaction effect was also not sigaifit in the third regression
model, Beta = -.07f = .45.

However, the significant effect of attribute satiermanipulation was found in
both the second and third regression models, Be2d ,p < .01. Thus, H1 was

supported. That is, a salient attribute pertaitongn attitude object in information is
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more likely to be judged as important than other-salient attributes pertaining to

the same attitude object by a person after beipgsed to this information.

Attribute Salience and Temporary Attribute Accesiib

Separate ANOVAs on temporary public-serving attataccessibility and temporary
firm-serving attribute accessibility

Two 2 (public-serving attribute salience vs. firergng attribute salience) 2
(dependent variable measurement order: importagioedattitudes or vice versa)
ANOVAs were conducted to evaluate the effects witatte salience manipulation
and the dependent variable measure order on twasables of temporary attitude
accessibility, public-serving attribute accesdipifind firm-serving attribute
accessibility. The means and standard deviationgublic-serving attribute
importance and firm-serving attribute importancedsnction of the two factors are

presented in Table 5.

Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations for Temporary PubdioAing & Firm-Serving Accessibility
Temporary Temporary
Public-Serving Firm-Serving
Accessibility Accessibility
Mean Mean
Attribute Salience DV Measure Order (seconds) SD (Seconds) SD
Firm-serving Importance Before Attitude 6.92s 288 6.12s 3.42
Attitude Before Importance 9.80 6.16 9.27 4.39
Total 8.36 4.98 7.69 4.21
Public-serving Importance Before Attitude 7.91 4.25 7.76 3.87
Attitude Before Importance 9.37 6.72 13.64 7.96
Total 8.64 5.62 10.70 6.87

The results from the ANOVA for evaluation of thetiars’ effects on
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public-serving attribute accessibility indicatedignificant main effect for dependent

variable measure ordd¥(1, 112) = 4.97p < .05, partiah? = .04, but no significant

main effect for attribute salience manipulati&(l, 112) = .08p = .77, partiah?

=.001, and no significant interaction betweentaite salience manipulation and

dependent variable measure ordf,, 112) = .53p = .47, partiah? = .01 (See Table

6).
Table 6
Summary of ANOVA on Temporary Public-Serving Atttk Accessibility
Sum of Mean Partial Eta
Source Squares df Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 1.53 3 5.10 1.86 .140 .048
Intercept 8.38 1 8.38 306.39 .000 732
Salience 2284813.79 12284813.79 .08 773 .001
Order 1.36 1 1.36 4.97 .028 .043
Salience*Order 1.45 1 1.45 .53 469 .005
Error 3.07 112 2.74
Total 1.16 116
Corrected Total 3.22 115
Table 7
Summary of ANOVA on Temporary Firm-Serving AttrileuAccessibility
Sum of Mean Partial Eta
Source Squares df Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 9.07 3 3.02 11.06 .000 .229
Intercept 9.81 1 9.81 359.13 .000 762
Salience 2.63 1 2.63 9.61 .002 .079
Order 5.90 1 5.90 21.59 .000 162
Salience*Order 5.42 1 5.42 1.98 162 .017
Error 3.06 112 2.73
Total 1.38 116
Corrected Total 3.97 115

Table 7 summarizes the results from the two-way AN©onducted to

evaluate these two factors’ effects on firm-senatigibute accessibility. The results
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indicated a significant main effect for both depemdvariable measure ordé&i(l,
112) = 21.59p < .001, partiah? = .16, and attitude salience manipulatib¢t,, 112)
=9.61,p < .01, partiah? = .08, but no significant interaction betweenibitre
salience manipulation and dependent variable measder,F(1, 112) = 1.98p = .16,

partialn? = .02.
Regression analysis of temporary attribute accélgsiliTAl)

The two subvarialbes of temporary attribute actégyiwere combined to
form unidimensional temporary attribute accessipifidices (TAl). The descriptive
statistics for the dependent variable (TAI) indezhthat for an average participant, the
public-serving attribute was more temporarily asd&e than the firm-serving
attribute (M = 126.22, SD = 78.38). A hierarchinaderated multiple regression
(MMR) analysis was conducted to evaluate the caeffadts of attribute salience
manipulation and dependent variable measure ordegraporary attribute
accessibility index (TAI) with gender and pre-exp@sattitude toward CRM in
general in control. Attribute salience and depehdanable measure order were
centered by converting them to Z scores with medzgro, and an interaction
variable (SalienceOrder) was created by multiplyimgtwo Z scores together.
Gender and pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in rgéneere entered into a
hierarchical regression followed by the entry afibtite salience and dependent
variable measure order as a group, and finallyrttezaction variable (SalienceOrder).
The results of this three-step hierarchical rego@sanalysis are presented in Table 8.

The first regression model involving gender andgxposure attitude toward
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CRM in general as the predictors was not signiticB(2, 113) = .48p = .62. The

value ofR? change when the two independent variables, atérisalience and
dependent variable measure order were added wasdlthat change was significant,
AdjustedR? = .10,F Change(2, 111) = 7.79,< .01. But in the third regression model
when the interaction variable (SalienceOrder) veted, the value d® change,

which was .02, was not significant, Adjust&t=.11,F Change(1, 110) = 2.7,

=.10.
Table 8
Hierarchical MMR of Temporary Attribute Accessibjli(l)
(Betas, N =116)
Independent variables Regression ModelRegression Model Regression Model

I Il 1]
Gender -.045 -.028 -.048
Pre-exposure attitude -.076 -.084 .091
Attribute Salience .243% 242%*
DV Measure Order .252** .252**
SalienceOrder .148
R .008 130 152
AdjustedR? -.009 .099 113
R Change .008 122 .021
Sig. of Change .620 .001 .099

*p<.05;*p<.01

No significant effects of gender and pre-exposttitude toward CRM in
general were found in all three regression modgdsder in the first regression model,
Beta = -.05p = .63, in the second regression model, Beta 5 p83.76, and in the
third regression model, Beta = -.@b+ .59; pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in

general in the first regression model, Beta = 408,42, in the second regression
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model, Beta = -.0§ = .35, and in the third regression model, BeteD9,p = .31.
Although the results from the regression analysiécated no significant
interaction between attribute salience and depeangeiable measure order, Beta
=.15,p = .10, the effect of dependent variable measuteroras significant in both
the second regression model, Beta = [28,.01, and the third regression model, Beta
=.25,p < .01. A significant effect also was found forrdtite salience manipulation
in both the second and third regression modelss Be24, p < .01.
Thus, H2b was supported. That is, a salient attitittfibute in information
will be more accessible in a person’s short-terrmory than other non-salient

attributes pertaining to the same attitude aft@ndexposed to this information.

Attribute Salience, Chronic Attribute Accessibilignd Temporary Attribute
Accessibility

A hierarchical moderated multiple regression (MMIRplysis was conducted
to evaluate the causal effects of attribute sadiananipulation, chronic attribute
accessibility, and the interaction between thesefagtors on temporary attribute
accessibility index. In this moderating model, tlependent variable was temporary
attribute accessibility measured by TAI, the indegent variables were attribute
salience which was manipulated and chronic atteifautcessibility measured by CAl,
and the control variables were gender, pre-expastitade toward CRM in general,
and dependent variable measure order. The desergtatistics for the independent
variable, chronic attribute accessibility (CAl)dinated that for an average participant
before the study, firm-serving attribute was mdmeoaically accessible than

public-serving attributeM = 30.34,SD = 38.11).
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Attribute salience and chronic attribute accesgybihdex (CAI) were
centered by converting themZoscores with means of zero, and an interaction
variable (SaliChronic) was created by multiplyilg twoZ scores together. Gender,
pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in general anceddpnt variable measure order
were entered into a hierarchical regression follbire the entry of attribute salience
and CAl as a group, and finally the interactionafale (SaliChronic). The results of

this three-step hierarchical regression analygigpaesented in Table 9.

Table 9
Hierarchical MMR of Temporary Attribute Accessilyli(ll)
(Betas, N =116)

Independent variables Regression ModelRegression Model Regression Model
I Il 1]
Gender -.056 .000 -.008
Pre-exposure attitude -.061 -.126 -.113
DV Measure Order .254** .265** .236**
Attribute Salience .226* .224*
CAl .240** 243**
SaliChronic 170
R .073 185 213
AdjustedR? .048 .148 .170
R Change .073 113 .028
Sig. of Change .037 .001 .052

*p<.05;*p<.01

The first regression model involving gender, prpesure attitude toward
CRM in general and dependent variable measure asigre predictors was
significant, Adjusted?® = .05,F(3, 112) = 2.92p < .05. The value d® change when

the two independent variables, attribute saliemue@Al were added was .11 and that
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change was significant, Adjust&d = .15,F Change(2, 110) = 7.6f,< .01. In the
third regression model when the interaction vagg®8aliChronic) was added, the
value ofR? change, which was .03, was not significant, A(ﬁdﬁz =.17,F
Change(1, 109) = 3.8p,= .052.

No significant effects of gender and pre-exposttitude toward CRM in
general were found in all three regression modgdsder in the first regression model,
Beta = -.06p = .54, in the second regression model, Beta =p.60,10, and in the
third regression model, Beta = -.@il+ .93; pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in
general in the first regression model, Beta = 406,51, in the second regression
model, Beta = -.13 = .16, and in the third regression model, Betal%,p = .20.

The effect of dependent variable measure orderswasficant in all three regression
models, in the first regression model, Beta = (25,.01, in the second regression
model, Beta = .27, p < .01, and in the third regjresmodel, Beta = .24, < .01.

The results from the regression analysis indicatemnificant effect of
attribute salience manipulation on TAI in both Hezond regression model, Beta
=.23,p < .05, and the third regression model, Beta =p24,01. This was in
accordance with the earlier findings. It was fotimak the effect of CAl on TAI was
significant in both the second and third regressmmalels, Beta = .24, p < .01. These
findings supported H2a that an attribute that isex@hronically accessible in general
will be more accessible in the person’s short mgmospecific situations.

However, the results from the regression analgsiated no significant

interaction between attribute salience and chratiitbute accessibility in the third
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regression model, Beta = .J¥+ .052. But based on tipevalue, it was judged that
there was a marginal relationship between thedntem and temporary attribute
accessibility. Thus, H2c, which states that theatfbf attribute salience on temporary
attribute accessibility in a person’s short memesrgnoderated by the person’s chronic

accessibility of the attribute, was weakly suppdrte

Temporary Attribute Accessibility and Attribute lmpance

A correlational analysis was conducted to testéfegionship between
temporary attribute accessibility and attribute aripnce. The results indicated no
significant correlation between these two variaplResarson’s = .024,p = .80. Thus,
hypothesis H3that perceived importance of an altieilis correlated with temporary
accessibility of this attribute was not supportednce, there was no need to answer
RQ: Does perceived attribute importance mediatattidute salience effect on
temporary attribute accessibility or does attritateessibility mediate the attribute
salience effect on temporary attribute accessjilit

To examine the argument for the unreliability ohperary attribute
accessibility and the stability of attribute impante, in addition to the analyses of the
effect of dependent variable measure order on tesmpattribute accessibility and
attribute importance, additional analyses were ootetl to examine the relationship
between the attitudes toward the attribute statésribat participants expressed and
the reaction time on attitude expression, and e¢ks&ionship between the attitudes
toward the attribute statements and the importafhtee same statements that

participants rated. For the first relationship exsation, the results of two
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independent-samplegests indicated no significant relationship neithetween the
attitudes toward the public-serving statement &ed¢action timet(114) = -.757p
=.450, nor between the attitudes toward the fiemvisg statement and the reaction
time, t(114) = .005p = .996. On the other hand, the results of two
independent-sampleégests indicated a significant relationship betwenattitudes
toward the public-serving statement and the impoezof the same attribute
statementt(114) = 3.929p < .001, and a significant relationship between the
attitudes toward the firm-serving statement andrtigortance of this attribute

statementt(114) = 3.757p < .001.
Temporary Attribute Accessibility, Causal Attribomi, and Brand Evaluation

Aregression analysis was conducted to test tleetedif temporary attribute
accessibility on CRM motive inference, involvingngler, pre-exposure attitude
toward CRM in general, chronic attribute accesisjhihind dependent variable
measure order as the control variables. The regressodel did not fit the data well,
AdjustedR? = .05,F(5, 110) = 2.09p = .07. Specifically, the only significant effect
found was for pre-exposure attitude toward CRMeneyal, Beta = .2 < .05,
while no significant effects found for all otherntool variables, including gender,
Beta = -.17p = .06, chronic attribute accessibility, Beta =,.04 .66, and dependent
variable measure order, Beta = .05, p = .63. Theltealso indicated no significant
effect for the independent variable, temporarylaite accessibility, Beta = .0,
=.40. Thus, H4a, which predicted that an attrilfpteblic-serving or firm-serving)

that is more accessible in a perceiver’s memorlbeilmore likely to be used for
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CRM motive attribution than the other attributer(fiserving or public-serving) that
is less accessible in memory, was not supported. éansequence, H4b predicting
that temporary attribute accessibility mediatesetfect of attribute salience on CRM
motive inference was also not supported.

The relationship between temporary attribute adle#isg and brand
evaluation was also examined through a regressialysis. The result indicated no
significant effect for temporary attribute accesgipneither, Beta = .03p = .76. H6¢C

was not supported.
Attribute Importance and Causal Attribution

Aregression analysis was conducted to test tieedeffect of attribute
importance on CRM motive inference. In this regicssnodel, the dependent
variable, CRM motive inference has three values)-Berving motive only, both
firm- and public-serving motive, and public-servimgtive only. The independent
variable was attribute importance measured bybattiimportance index (All) while
gender, pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in genehabnic attribute accessibility
measured by CAI, and dependent variable measuer sedved as control variables.

The regression model was fit, Adjusteti= .09,F(5, 110) = 3.36p < .01. The
results from the regression analysis indicatedjaifstant effect for attribute
importance, Beta = .24, p <.05. No significaneet§ were found for all control
variables including gender, Beta = -.p35 .17, pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in
general, Beta = .1, = .06, Chronic attribute accessibility, Beta =, & .39, and

dependent variable measure order, Beta =p&7.45. This result supported H5a that
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an attribute (public-serving or firm-serving) thigjudged more important will be
more likely to be used for CRM motive attributidrah the other attribute

(firm-serving or public-serving) that is judgeddamportant.

Attribute Salience, Attribute Importance, and Caégaibution

Based on the results that supported H1 that atéribalience has causal effect
on attribute importance and H5a that attribute irtgoece has effect on CRM motive
inference, it was hypothesized that the mechanistineocausal relationships among
attribute salience, attribute importance, and CRMive inference is that attribute
salience influences CRM motive inference throughbeite importance. That is, as
H5b predicted, the effect of attribute salienceGstM motive inference is mediated
by attribute salience.

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis wasduarted to test this
hypothesis. The control variables including gengdeg;exposure attitude toward
CRM in general, chronic attribute accessibilitydaependent variable measure order
were entered into a hierarchical regression follbwe the entry of attribute salience,
and then attribute importance was entered in tstestep. The first regression only
involving the control variables was not significaftljustedR? = .05,F(4, 111) =
2.44,p = .05. When attribute salience was added to teession, th&? change,
which was .02, was not significant, Adjust&d=.06,F Change(1,110) = 2.5p,
= .11. In the third regression model, fRiechange was .04 when attribute importance
was added and that change was significant, AdjuRted.09,F Change(1, 109) =

4.82,p < .05.
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The results from the regression analysis indicatedignificant direct effect
for attribute salience on CRM motive inference aitbthe second regression model,
Beta = .15p = .11, and the third regression model, Beta =pG9,34. Thus, the
mediation model that H5b stated was not suppodiédapugh there was a significant
correlation between attribute salience and cauBAll @otive inference, Pearsom’s
=.19,p < .05, without controlling gender, pre-exposutéwate toward CRM, chronic

attribute accessibility, and dependent variablesuesorder.

Attribute Importance, Causal Attribution, and Braewhluation

It was hypothesized that attribute importance Hi@s&s on brand evaluation
and such effects are mediated by CRM motive infaeiio test this mediation model,
guided by Baron and Kenny (1986&)series of regression analyses were conducted.
Specifically, three following regression equatiovere estimated: first, regressing
CRM motive inference, the mediator, on attribut@amiance, which was the
independent variable (1V); second, regressing bevaduation, the dependent
variable (DV) on the attribute importance (IV); athitd, regressing the dependent
variable (DV) on both attribute importance (IV) a@&M motive inference
(mediator).

To estimate the first regression equation, a maltipgression analysis was
conducted where CRM motive inference was treatdtieagependent variable,
attribute importance served as the independendblariand gender, pre-exposure
attitude toward CRM in general, chronic attributeessibility and dependent variable

measure order manipulation as the control variafdles results indicated that the
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regression model fit the data well, Adjusfd= .10,F(5, 110) = 3.66p < .01. The
results also indicated a significant effect forihtite importance, Beta = .26< .01.

This finding also supported H5a.

Table 10
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Brand Evaluatio
(Betas, N =116)

Independent variables Regression ModelRegression Model Regression Model
I Il 1]
Gender -.016 .021 .061
Pre-exposure attitude .394*** .368** 313+
CAl -.060 -.049 -.074
DV Measure Order .165 165 143
Attribute Importance .175* .100
Motive inference .318***
R 171 1199 .287
AdjustedR? 141 .163 .248
R Change 171 .029 .088
Sig. of Change .000 .049 .000

*p<.05;*p<.01; ** p<.001

Then, a hierarchical multiple regression analysas wonducted to estimate
the second and the third regression equationsvadah the mediation model. The
control variables, gender, pre-exposure attitudeatd CRM in general, chronic
attribute accessibility, and dependent variableomanipulation were entered the
regression in the first step. Then, attribute intgoce was entered in the second step
followed by the entry of CRM motive inference irettiird step. The results (see
Table 10) indicated that the first test model imiad only the control variables fit the

data well, Adjusted® = .10,F(4, 111) = 5.71p < .001. The?? change (= .03) in the
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second test model when the independent varialitéyuae importance was added was
significant, Adjusted?? = .16,F Change(1, 110) = 3.95,< .05. In the third test

model when CRM motive inference was added Rhehange (= .09) was significant,
AdjustedR? = .25,F Change(1, 109) = 13.44,< .001.

In the first test model, the results of the analysdicated a significant effect
only for pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in geheBata = .39p < .001 while no
significant effect for other three control variadlén the second test model when
attribute importance was added to regression,gfelts indicated significant effects
for pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in general@daeta = .37p <.001, and for
the independent variable, attribute importanceaBetl8,p < .05. However, in the
third test model when CRM motive inference was ddtlee effect of attribute
importance was not significant, Beta = .@G; .25, while the results indicated a
significant effect for CRM motive inference, Beta32,p < .001.

A procedure for testing the significance of the ragdn effect of CRM
motive inference was provided in the Sobel tesiclwhesulted in & statistic. The

formula used for the Sobel test was as below:

7_ ab
\Jb?SE + a’SE?

wherea denotes the unstandardized regression coeffitenhbe relationship directed
from attribute importance (V) to CRM motive infeiee ( presumed mediator) in the
first regression equatiom & .091);SE, means the standard erroraofSE, = .032);b
refers to the unstandardized regression coeffid¢@rthe relationship directed from

CRM motive inference (presumed mediator) to brarauation (DV) when the IV
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was also a predictor of the DV in the third regi@s®quationly = 1.076); andSE,
means standard error lo{SE, = .294) (Todman & Dugard, 2007).

Application of the Sobel test formula to these tarstiardized coefficient and
standard error values yielded the stati&tie 2.25, p = .01. Thus, according to this
mediation analysis, it was confirmed that CRM metinference mediates the
relationship directed from attribute importancéotand evaluation.

Finally, the possibility of substantial multicoléarity, which refers to the
existence of a strong correlation between attribufgortance (IV) and CRM motive
inference (mediator), was evaluated. The correidbetween the 1V and the mediator
in this study was moderate (Pearsan.28). Furthermore, the variance of inflation
factors (VIF) for attribute importance (VAfibute importance= 1.13) and for CRM motive
inference (VIkotive inference= 1.15) were calculated, and the results indicttad
multicolliearity was not statistically significart0 < VIFatribute importance= 1.13 <

1 :140 and 10 < Vlﬁotive inference= 115 < i = 140 That |S,

1-R? 1-R?
multicollinearity was not a serious problem in thisdiation model.
H6b was supported. That is, there exists an intl&#ect of attribute

importance on brand evaluation and such effectediated by CRM motive

inference.
Correlation Between Brand Evaluation and Purchatsmtion

Supporting H6a, the significant relationship diegcfrom CRM motive
inference to brand evaluation was found. As a aqunsiece of the supported H6a, H8

predicted a direct relationship between brand ext@no and purchase intention, that
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is, consumers who evaluated the CRM sponsor bramd positively will be more
likely to purchase the brand. Therefore, if H8 wagported, the behavioral
consequence of the proposed cognitive process mddgenda setting, which was
called for by McCombs (2004), can be empiricallyified. A linear regression
analysis was conducted to evaluate the predictigruichase intention toward the
CRM sponsor brand from attitudes toward that braime:. result indicated a

significant attitude-intention relationship, Beta35,p < .001.

Testing the Model

A serious of separated multiple regression analljage been conducted to
examine research hypotheses by using a statistitvgsse program, SPSS 16.0. But
multiple regressions with this program did not pdevestimate of goodness of model
fit. To evaluate the cognitive process model ofraigesetting, based on the results of
the regression analyses, the AMOS graphics prograsnused to construct an input
path diagram representing the causal model linkiggt key variables. These key
variables were attribute salience, chronic atteladcessibility, temporary attribute
accessibility, attribute importance, CRM motiveeirdnce, pre-exposure attitude
toward CRM in general, brand evaluation, and pusehatention. Data were entered
for 116 cases and standardized beta coefficients generated for all paths aRfl
values for all endogenous variables.

The output path diagram showing the computed vatugsFigure 2 (see
Figure 2 from appendix A). The goodness of fit gitsy chi-square wag(N = 116)

= 25.07,df = 20,p = .20. The insignificance of chi-square indicaéegbod fit for this
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model in whole. That is, the proposed cognitivecpss model of agenda setting was
consistent with the observed data. Bentler-Bonoeted fit index (NFI) was .77,
which was relatively low. With a concern about gessible small sample size that
might let the NFI underestimate the fit of the midq@=arden, Sharma, & Teel, 1982;
see Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, p. 698), Tucker-lsemon-normed fit index (NNFI)
was calculated and indicated a better fit (NNFRBZ). Comparative fit index (CFI
=.93) was also considered indicative of a good/fitle a value less than .10 for root
mean square error of approximation (RMESA = .053 s@nsidered a reasonable fit

(Marcoulides & Hershberger, 1997; Todman & Dug&@7).
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Figure 2. Causal paths in the cognitive-processahofagenda setting and

consequences
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

The Core of the Cognitive-Process Model

Predicting that the media transfer issue (firselpor attribute (second-level)
salience to the audience is the core of agendagéiieory. In the
mass-communication model of agenda setting, thet ingriable is the issue or
attribute salience in mass media and the saliefite@bissue or attribute among the
public is the outcome. The correlation rather ttiencausal relationship between
these two types of salience was examined by toaditiagenda-setting researchers.
The cognitive-process model that has been establishthis dissertation deals with
the causal relationships among the key variableadig attribute salience, attribute

importance, and attribute accessibility.

Attribute Salience

Adhering to the theoretical core of agenda setting,examination of the
cognitive-process model in this dissertation sthftem manipulating the
independent variable, attribute salience. Discersiefinitions of salience have been
existing and used in the literature of communicatad social psychology for
decades. The main issue is that two distinct coatsy information salience and

perceived salience, were confused. That is, bdtirmation properties and perceiver



properties were included in the definition of satie or even only perceiver properties
were considered when defining salience of an objdus might be part of the
misleading postmodern notions on science and yesdippostmodernists insist that no
objective reality exists independent of human thymgocesses. Such understanding
of object salience, as Higgins (1996) argued, makéience lose its distinct role as a
factor in attitude research since previous revieage included perceiver properties
such as accessibility as the determinants of sedeattention (McArthur, 1981;

Taylor & Fiske, 1978).

Since salience is the key of the theoretical cdi@genda setting, clarifying its
definition is necessary for the following examioatof the psychological mechanism
of the theory. Two constructs pertaining to thias@ept including information salience
and perceived salience were involved in the cogaipirocess model as the key
variables in this dissertation. Information salienas Higgins (1996) suggested,
should be defined as something about a stimulustéliat occurs on exposure
without considering the perceiver’s personal praesrIn Augoustinos and Walker’s
definition (1995), “salience refers to the extemtvhich a stimulus, or referent object
in the surrounding situation, stands out from o#tenuli, or from other aspects of the
situation” (p.86). In second-level agenda settattyjbute salience is the focus of
information salience and it was manipulated in thésertation. The manipulation
was carried out through presenting one of twolaites to participants while the other
was absent (public-serving attribute vs. firm-segvattribute) in the experiment.

According to the theoretical core of agenda settingalient attribute in the
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media will be perceived as salient by the audieBSceh attribute salience on the
audience side is called perceived salience indisigertation. Perceived salience is the
outcome variable in the agenda-setting processlandld be about perceiver
properties only while information salience is thput variable and should be solely
based on information properties. Based upon theegnoalization of perceived
salience in literature that importance and accésgitvere used to define this concept,
both attribute importance and attribute accessjbaere included as the outcome

variables in the cognitive-process model of agesettng.

Temporary Attribute Accessibility: The Temporaryt€aumne of Agenda Setting

According to the construct activation principletthaconstruct can be
temporary accessible through recent priming, it imgsthesized in this dissertation
that through agenda-setting process, a salieibuierwill be more temporarily
accessible in a person’s short-term memory aftergbexposed to that salient
attribute. The results of the present study sujpdttis hypothesis. It was found that
the participants who were exposed to the casesicamg the salient firm-serving
attribute reacted to the attitude-probe statemeotiethe firm-serving attributeM =
7.69s,SD = 4.21) significantly faster than those who wexpased to the salient
public-serving attributeM = 10.70sSD= 6.87) (see Table 5).

However, such significant effect of attribute satie manipulation on reaction
time was not found for the public-serving attribuae the reaction time of the
participants in these two different salience caodg was not significantly different

As a matter of fact, in more detail, participantsowvere exposed to the salient
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public-serving attribute reacted to the attitudeher statement regarding the same
attribute M1 = 8.64sSD = 5.62) even tinily slower than those who wereoseal to
firm-serving attribute 1 = 8.36s SD= 4.98) (see Table 5).

Such result distorting the effect of attribute esadie on temporary attribute
accessibility can be explained by the cognitiveaimnce theory proposed by
Festinger (1957). Belief disconfirmation is onelad paradigms used in the
investigation of the dissonance theory (Harmon-3p2602). First used by Festinger,
Riecken, and Schachter(1956), belief disconfirnmatissumes that dissonance is
aroused when persons are exposed to informati@méstent to their beliefs. As
conceptualized as a negative drive state, dissenarassumed to ensure and to
motive activity to reduce it (Chaiken, Wood, & Egdl996). In other words,
counterattitudinal messages create high levelsadfgssing because they are more
likely to threaten the message recipient’s pretedisittitude (Cacioppo & Petty,
1979). High levels of information processing, inurequire more cognitive efforts
and lead to slower judging action. Furthermoregmecesearch has also provided
evidence that counterattitudinal primes trigger sage resistance that would
overshadow the priming effects (Carpentier, Rogkea®idsen, & Roskos-Ewoldsen,
2008).

In the present study, for most of the participatits,firm-serving attribute was
more chronically accessible than the public-seratigbute when measured before
the experiment, as 92.2 percent of chronic atteilaacessibility indices (CAls) were

below 100 and of these CAls, 35.3 percent wera Other words, for most of the
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participants, the stimulus cases containing sapebtic-serving attribute were
counterattitudinal messages. Such counterattitigmaing might lead to more
cognitive efforts that the participants would makeeduce the dissonance between
their chronically accessible beliefs and the incstest messages, and this in turn,
might slow the participants’ reaction to the atitdrelated attitude-probe statements.
In fact, the results from the hierarchical regressinalysis of temporary attribute
accessibility, which was measured by temporarybati accessibility index (TAI),
indicated significant main effect for attributeisate manipulation (see Table 9).

It was also found that temporary attribute accéggilwas influenced not only
by attribute salience manipulation but also by ale@ttribute accessibility, Beta
=.24,p < .01 (see Table 5). The effect of chronic attebaccessibility on temporary
attribute accessibility was found to be parallefte effect of attribute salience as the
results of the hierarchical regression analysigcatéd no interaction of these two
factors. The moderate correlation between chratitbate accessibility and
temporary attribute accessibility indicated thaséhtwo are distinct constructs and
implied that attitude change occurred after beimgpeed to the manipulated
messages. That is, part of the chronically acckesbidiefs about cause-related
marketing motivation in participants’ mind was disated or suppressed or even
changed after reading and summarizing the attrileftecting cases. Such attitude
change toward low personally relevant attitude abjsuch as cause-related
marketing may occur relatively easier than higrspeally relevant objects.

These results indicate that agenda setting atdeitive-process level has
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recent priming effects. That is, the communicator tansfer the attribute salience
from the media to the audience if perceived attelzalience is conceptualized as
temporary attribute accessibility.

However, in consistent with the literature of pmigiiresearch, this dissertation
provides evidence that such temporary attributesgibility is not stable and easily
dissipates in a short time. The results from the-tway ANOVAs on both temporary
public-serving attribute accessibility and tempgram-serving attribute
accessibility indicated a significant effect fope@adent variable measure order. The
attitude-probe statements for the importance-ratasg were the same as the ones for
the attitude-expression task except the word ongere different in the questions.
Therefore, when the dependent variable measure waemanipulated as
importance/attitude, the importance-rating tasidfitserved as a more recent prime
for the following measure of temporary attributeessibility.

The results showed that after being exposed tettimeilus cases reflecting the
public-serving attribute, the participants who meed the attribute importance before
the attitude-expression task reacted to the a#tifudbe statements about the attribute
(M =7.42sSD = 3.63) significantly faster than those who repdrthe attribute
importance after the measure of temporary attrinatessibility 1 = 9.58s,SD=
6.39). The result of the ANOVA on the temporaryrfiserving attribute accessibility
was similar. It showed that after being exposetthécsstimulus cases reflecting the
firm-serving attribute, the participants who repdrthe attribute importance before

attitude expression reacted the questidhs-(6.94s,SD = 3.71) significantly faster
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than those who expressed their attitudes beforgrpertance-rating taskM = 11.45s,

SD= 6.74).

Attribute Importance: The Stable Outcome of Agebeltiing

In the traditional mass-communication model of aigesetting, the outcome
of agenda-setting process, perceived saliencecaraeptualized as perceived
importance. This conceptualization was challengeddme media framing scholars
as they argued that the outcome of agenda-settoweps should be accessibility only
and using importance to measure perceive salisneeong (S.-H. Kim et al., 2002;
Sheufele, 2000; Sheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). Ths@nt study examined the
relationship between attribute salience and attilimportance. The results of the
hierarchical regression analysis of attribute ingace measured by attribute
importance index (All) indicated that the caus#atienship directed from attitude
salience to attitude importance was significané (B&ble 2). That is, the participants
who were exposed to the stimulus cases reflechiagtblic-serving attribute rated
the public-serving statement more important congbéwehe firm-serving attribute
than those who were exposed to the stimulus ca$lesting the firm-serving
attribute did.

The results of two separate two-way ANOVAs on thélj-serving attribute
importance and the firm-serving attribute imporeatso revealed the causal
relationship between attribute salience and attilmportance. It was found that
when rating the importance of the statement refigahe public-serving attribute, the

participants who were exposed to the stimulus caeftesting the public-serving
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attribute attached more importané¢ £ 4.00,SD= 1.21) to this attitudinal statement
than those who were exposed to the firm-servingate cases did{ = 3.26,SD=
1.46). The result of the analysis of firm-servirttgibute importance was similar. It
showed that the participants who were exposedetdirtim-serving attribute cases
rated the firm-serving statement more importdhty3.74,SD = 1.22) than those
who were exposed to the public-serving attributesalid 1 = 3.19,SD = 1.33).

The stability of attribute importance was also eixad in this study. The
result of the regression analysis of attribute ingoace measured by attribute
importance index (All) indicated no significantedt for the dependent variable
measure order (see Table 2). This result indicei@othe importance that the
participants attached to the attribute statemeidtaat vary significantly over time (at
least in a short time as designed in this dissertatudy). The results of two separate
two-way ANOVAs also indicated that attribute imorTte was consistent over time
for both the public-serving attribute and the fiserving attribute. These results
provide evidence that as an outcome of agendageditribute importance is stable

over time.

Independence of Attribute Importance and Tempo#fdiybute Accessibility

Positive correlation between attitude/attribute amipnce and attitude/attribute
accessibility was found in a number of studies €Bi& Krosnick, 2001; Krosnick,
1989; Krosnick et al., 1993; Lavine et al., 1996gBe & Olson, 1994; van Harreveld
et al., 2000). Based on these findings, a few rekess have started to examine

whether importance causes accessibility or viseavée.g., Bizer & Krosnick, 2001;
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Roese & Olson, 1994).

However, the results of the correlational analysigis dissertation study told
a different story: No significant correlation beeweattribute importance and
temporary attribute accessibility was found, Peaisso= .024,p = .80. One possible
explanation to such inconsistent findings couldhi®emeasure of the construct of
attribute importance used in this dissertation. Wéxgplaining the levels of attitude
importance in their review article, Boninger and associates (1995) said, “one could
envision measuring a person’s perception of theoimamce of an attitude object at a
variety of social levels in addition to the persdesael” (1995). Personal importance
and collective importance were distinguished. @iNe importance is not to the
judger himself or herself but to various socialsvsuch as attitudinal importance to
the nation as a whole or to a particular socialgeo Different from personal
importance, the construct of attribute importamcehis dissertation study was a type
of third-person importance. That is, when perfogrtine importance-rating task, the
participants weighted the importance to third-pensiher than themselves.
Specifically, they were required to rate how impattis the statements for a person to
learn about corporate behavior.

Research has provided evidence supporting thabpersnportance and
national importance reflect distinguishable corgsifsee Boninger et al., 1995;
Fabrigar & Krosnick, 1994). Fabrigar and Krosni@d®94) also found the significant
relationship between personal importance and d#iaccessibility while no

measurable impact for national importance. Simmdsults were provided in a study
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of the relationship of national and personal issalence to attitude accessibility on
foreign and domestic policy issues (Lavine et#196). Lavine and his associates
found that attitude accessibility was more clossyociated with the personal
importance of an issue than with the perceiveconatiimportance of an issue. These
findings in previous studies might explain why rasrelation between third-person
importance and accessibility in this dissertation.

However, on the other hand, it has been arguedath#diute importance and
accessibility are not necessarily related as tfognmation retrieval from memory is
unreliable and subject to various distortions (Bmgeau & Rasinski, 1988).
Tourangeau and Rasinski (1988) argued that thievatprocess may yield
accessibility rather than importance and the natiprocess is not reliable as most of
the determinants of accessibility such as goalesiee, recency and frequency of use
and temporary salience (see Higgins & King, 198b)not necessarily relate to its
long-term strength. In deed, “Just because a mégdormation or a belief has been
primed does not guarantee that respondents wilitusdéorming a judgment or
answering a question” (Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1$8305). A number of studies
that respondents will discount or actively suppie&srmation that they regard as
suspect or irrelevant so that the accessible casickpnot have effects on the later
judgment (e.g., Martin, 1986; N Schwarz & Clore83Pand even generate backfire
effect results (e.g., Higgins & King, 1981; Marti986; R. Wyer, Rodenhausen, &
Gorman, 1985).

The argument for the unreliability of accessibibityd the stability of
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importance was also supported by the additiondlyaaa conducted in this
dissertation study. The results of two indepencamiples tests indicated no
significant relationship neither between the adltsi toward the public-serving
statement and the reaction tin@,14) = -.757p = .450, nor between the attitudes
toward the firm-serving statement and the readiioe, t(114) = .005p = .996. This
implies that when the participants expressed #i@iudes toward the attribute
statements, their final judgment (agree/disagreses) mot based on what was most
accessible in their mind at the moment. That is,uhconscious attribute accessibility
was not the determinant of the conscious attitudirdgment, even in the
simultaneous situation.

On the other hand, the results of two independamipées tests indicated a
significant relationship between the attitudes talnthe public-serving statement and
its importancef(114) = 3.929p < .001, and a significant relationship between the
attitudes toward the firm-serving statement andrtigortance of this attribute
statementt(114) = 3.757p < .001. These results indicated that the cognitive
attitudinal judgment was stable across two diffegtribute-judging tasks, attitude
expression and importance rating. That is, thagyaaints who agreed with the
attribute statements attached greater importantieetstatements, or vise versa.

In light of these arguments and findings in literatas well as the evidence
provided by this dissertation study, that the catss of importance and accessibility
are not necessarily related to each other seerssnable. For example, through an

effective advertising campaign, a brand has su@dgssicreased its awareness and

126



has been easily remembered by consumers. Butdks bt necessarily guarantee
that consumers will believe the brand is importanvhatever reason when the brand
comes into their mind. That is, accessibility doesnecessarily cause importance.
“As Tversky and Kahneman demonstrated, what is mezstily retrieved from
memory does not necessarily reflect either realitthe contents of memory”
(Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988, p. 301). It is alebeved that a construct that is
perceived as important by a person will not neadgdze accessible in that person’s
short-term memory, even the construct is importarhe person himself or herself.
Such situation actually often occurs in real liide often hear people’s confession that
they forgot very important things such as an impatrtneeting. That’s w.hy many
people attach reminding notes somewhere conspidadbeir offices. When people
forget so-important things, meaning that these i@ things are not accessible in
their short-memory temporarily, very likely theyeazognitively busy with other
unimportant or distractive noises. In other wotbsse unimportant trivial things are

temporarily more accessible than the importanighin

Consequences of Agenda Setting: Predicted by Ateilmportance

The consequences of the agenda-setting procesdbanenften confused
with the outcome in the process in agenda-settiegature. In traditional
agenda-setting effects research, the broad conégpiblic opinion was often
regarded as the output and was specified in vaxi@ys in different studies. One
popular dependent variable specifying public opinias issue or attribute salience

(e.g., lyengar & Kinder, 1987; McCombs et al., 200@Combs & Shaw, 1972;
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Winter & Eyal, 1981) while other popular dependeatiables specifying public
opinion were also used in agenda-setting effeaidiess such as attitude toward the
object (e.g., Kiousis, 2003; Kiousis, BantimaroydiBBan, 1999; McCombs, Llamas,
Lopez-Escobar, & Rey, 1997) and even behavior,(Raberts, 1992).

Although there is nothing inherently wrong to use tonsequences of
agenda-setting process or the outcome within tbeqss as the dependent variables
under the umbrella of agenda-setting effects,risishing between them may be
helpful to understanding the psychological mecharo$ agenda setting. In the
cognitive-process model of agenda setting, thecmécwithin the
salience-transference process of attribute agegttiag is perceived attribute salience,
which consists of two parallel outcomes, temposdtsibute accessibility as the
temporary priming outcome and attribute importaasé¢he stable cognitive outcome.
The consequences of agenda setting should oceurtld salience-transference

process.

Attitudinal Consequence

When discussing the consequences of agenda-sigttmsg latest book about
the theory, McCombs (2004) demonstrated, as at&@iagenda setting provides more
detailed understanding of the attitudes and op@iafong with priming, this theory
leads the media effects research paradigm badietmtiuence of mass media on
attitudes and opinions. According to McCombs’ (200woretical map of
agenda-setting’s consequences, opinion is thetdioasequence predicted by

object/attribute salience among the public. In thssertation study, such attitudinal
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consequence predicted by both temporary attitudesadility and attribute
importance was examined.

The hypothesis that as a consequence of agendaysétand evaluation is
predicted by temporary attribute accessibility wested. Similar to the research
findings in Miller and Krosnick’s (2000) study, thesult indicated no significant
effect for temporary attribute accessibility. Thigding is consistent with the results
indicating the unreliability of this variable.

Aregression analysis on brand evaluation predibieattribute importance
was also conducted. Contrary to the findings agaémporary attribute accessibility
as a predictor of brand evaluation, the resultciagid a significant effect for attribute
importance. Such significant effect of attributgpontance on brand evaluation is also
consistent with the earlier findings of the stapibf attribute importance. However,
this result was contradictory to the findings inllstiand Krosnick’s (2000) study
where no association between increased nationgd igsportance of an issue and
impact of that issue on overall performance evauaatof President Clinton was
found. However, after reviewed their study, | woaftdue, such insignificant
relationship might be due to the invalidity of thsiudy design. In their study, only
two national issues, illegal drugs and immigratizere used. Thus, to test whether
national issue importance has effects on overalbp@ance evaluation of President
Clinton, it must assume that these two most impwitsues are sufficient
determinants of the dependent variable. In othedg,dhe participants would most

likely evaluate the president’s overall performabesed on the president’s handling
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of these two most important issues. Unfortunatlgh assumption is not tenable.
The participants’ evaluation of the overall perfamoe of the president might be
based on other national issues or other thingerahan national issues.

In addition, it was found that brand evaluation \a&s® influenced by

pre-exposure attitude toward CRM in general.

Causal Attribution as the Direct Consequence amdegliator

Finding the association between attribute importaared brand evaluation is
still not sufficient to expound the mechanism & ttonsequences of agenda setting.
Without revealing whether the importance attributé be used to judge the later
related attitudinal object, the statement thatugloattribute agenda setting, media
can tell the public how to think about it (the taitiinal object), would be still an
assumption.

In the present study, it was hypothesized thatjenda-setting effects on
brand evaluation is mediated by causal attributibe,direct consequence of agenda
setting, which was specified as CRM motive infegerihe results from a hierarchical
regression analysis followed by the Sobel testieerthis meditational model. It was
found that more important attributes were morelyike be used as the motives for
the CRM campaign, and this in turn influenced thgipipants’ evaluation of the
sponsor brand. This meditational model practicatiplies the appropriateness for the
theory of agenda setting to be the theoretical éwark for the research of CRM
effectiveness, since from the perceptive of caatebution agenda-setting process

serves as a primary antecedent.
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Behavioral consequence

Still, McCombs’ (2004) theoretical map of agendtisg consequences
includes behavior as the last step after attitudkeapinion. Such causal direction
reflects the attitude-behavior consistence paradigamerous empirical verifications
of strong attitude-behavior relations have beewigesl since 1950s (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993). The behavioral consequence of aggeiting was also examined in
this dissertation. Consistent with the literatwignificant correlation between the
CRM sponsor brand evaluation and purchase intetivard the sponsor brand was
found to be significant. This implicated that comsus’ attitudes toward the CRM
sponsor brand are one factor that predicts theghase intention toward the brand.

This finding confirms behavior as an indirect cansence of agenda setting.

Agenda-setting and CRM Research

Attribution theory has been used as a theoretieahéwork for CRM
effectiveness research for years. The core meahasithat how consumers evaluate
a CRM sponsor is influenced by how they infer thersor’s motive for CRM
activities. However, the hypothesized cognitivegass model of agenda-setting
involves the antecedent cognitive process thatémtes CRM motive attribution or
motive inference. In other words, CRM motive infaze is a consequence of an
outcome of the agenda-setting process (attribup@iitance), which in turn affects
consumer evaluation of the CRM sponsor and branchpse intention. This
dissertation provides evidence supporting this riégzal mechanism. It was found

that attribute salience manipulation (public-segvialience vs. firm-serving salience)
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has direct influence on participants’ rating of thative importance of these two

attributes, which in turn influences participaf@®M motive inference.

Study limitations

Internal Validity Issues

One of the main concerns about the study limitatisrinternal validity. The
stimulus materials used to manipulate attributeeseé were four real cause-related
marketing cases. The purpose was to make theiparits highly involved in the
study. However, although these four cases werduthreelected and edited to match
the need for attribute salience manipulation, the of real cases as the stimulus
materials may cause a problem that would threatennal validity of the study. That
is, some of the participants might know some ofdases or know some of the
sponsor brands, and their pre-exposure knowledgedattitudes toward the cases or
brands could bias the research results. For examplextreme negative pre-exposure
attitude toward a sponsor brand in a stimulus casé distort the public-serving
attribute salience manipulation in this case. Téigpant would interpret the CRM
campaign in a negative way, although the case veaspulated for the public-serving
attribute salience.

Another concern about internal validity might be thtact-group issue.
Although all the participants were recruited frdme faicademic department and were
randomly assigned to the conditions in the exparmtirtbey were at different grade
levels from freshmen to senior. Those at highedgilavels might have taken or were

taking some courses in advertising and marketingevthose freshmen participants
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had not taken such courses yet. For the particpatritigher grade levels who had
been trained with advertising and marketing knowéedhe agenda-setting effects of
the manipulation could be weakened. Such intactqygissue cannot be solved
through the technique of random assignment.

Finally, there is a concern about the responsedgtmeasure. In this
dissertation study, a computer software programuwsasl to record the participants’
reaction times to the attribute statement as thesore of temporary attribute
accessibility. Although this measurement techniga® been commonly used in
attitude accessibility research, its serious probl@éave been discussed. It was found
that reaction time data are inherently messy (Fd#880). A number of sources that
result in the messiness of reaction time data baes identified including a lack of
practice sessions for participants, undesired maeian participants’ speed of
responding to probes and attention to the expetinummtended effects of
independent variables, and the order of attitudégs (Arpan et al., 2007).

The experiment was carefully designed based ogulgeline for accessibility
measurement provided in literature. For example ptiesentation order of two
attribute statements was randomized so that tha&lpegriming effects of one on
another could be eliminated. Also, several attgbuatelevant statements were
presented before the appearance of the attribatensénts as the practice to make
participants familiar with the task and keyboardideé from these measures, to urge
the participants to balance their reaction speedaanuracy as desired, following

Fazio’s guideline (Fazio, 1990), the participantesewrequired to respond as quickly
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as possible, but not so quickly that they would enaky error. Thus, although it has
not been discussed in literature, the validitynef measure was based on an
assumption that the participants would performtés& accurately as required by the
instruction. Unfortunately, this assumption is goaranteed because the participants’

reaction process was not controllable.

External validity Issues

External validity was taken into account when tlmgkof the study limitations.
As Shadish, Cook and Campbell (2002) demonstrageternal validity concerns
inferences about the extent to which a causaliogisttip holds over variations in
persons, settings, treatments, and outcomes” jpa@d estimates of such extent to
which a causal relationship holds are conceptusatylar to tests of statistical
interactions. Specifically, threats to externaldity include interaction of the causal
relationship with units, interaction of the causaationship over treatment variations,
interaction of causal relationship with outcomeseiiactions of the causal
relationship with settings, and context-dependesdiation (Shadish et al., 2002).
The first three types of interactions are espec@dinsidered regarding the concern
about external validity of this dissertation study.

First, the unique characteristics of the participamere concerned with
respect to external validity. All the participamésruited for this dissertation were
college students enrolled in Southern lllinois Wmaity Edwardsville. This specific
group of people is different from other generatisnsh as their parents in terms of

many aspects of personality such as cynicism. @lastnd Peissig (1998) found in
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their study that college students were more cyriltah their parents. Cynicism is the
tightly related to cause-related marketing reseascit may be hard to convince a
cynical person that the main purpose of corporat@tion from sales is to benefit the
society. Thus, if other types of participants sashn the generation of college
students’ parents had been involved in the stindyrésearch results could have
varied.

Three attribute-reflecting cases were used to nodatip attribute salience.
Such design was in accordance with Krugman'’s tpteerule (1972) popularly used
in determining the effectiveness of advertisingaesyre frequency, which suggests
that only after being exposed to a commercial thirees or more, viewers are able to
comprehend the message. However, some other reseattave challenged this rule
and proposed an inverted U-curve to denote theidnecy effects. For example, an
overexposure effect was found in Williams’ (198i)dy of the correlation between
repeated exposure and the attractiveness of sympetech that the preference
function does rise with familiarity at first buteih reaches a turning point and
diminishes. Singh and Rothschild (1983) even fotlvad, after four exposures, the
effectiveness of a commercial began declining. Thwgould be a problem if
attempting to generalize the results from thisetisdion study to other study where
attribute salience is manipulated at different trexacy levels, even all else being
equal.

Finally, attribute importance, the cognitive out@of the cognitive process of

agenda setting, was measured through the partisipadgment of the importance of
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the attribute statements to other people rather ti@mselves. In other words,
attribute importance in this dissertation study waspersonal importance but a type
of third-person importance. The difference betwgersonal importance and other
types of importance such as national importancediszsissed earlier in this chapter.
This implies that if personal importance insteadhafd-person importance had been
used in the study to specify attribute importatice research results could have been
different. Thus, it might not be suitable to trygeneralize the results from this
dissertation to other situations where personabntgmce is adopted, even all else

being equal.
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Form 2
Acknowledgement of Informed Consent

Section I: Identification of Project and Responsible Investigator:

1 hereby agree to cooperate and participate in a research project entitled “Consumer Opinion
Study“ to be conducted by Jason Jusheng Yu as principal investigator.

Section II: Participant Rights and Information:
1. Purpose of the Project:

This study seeks to understand consumer perception of corporate behavior as well as consumer
brand evaluation and purchase behavior. -

2. Description of Risks:

There is no foreseeable risk for participants

3. Description of Benefits:

Research is designed to benefit society by gaining new knowledge. You may not benefit
personally from being in this research study.

4. Disclosure of Alternative Procedures:

If'you choose to not participate, you will not be treated as a participant in the research. If you
withdraw from the research before completing it, all your responses will be excluded from the
research. ’

5. Confidentiality of Records: |
Your responses will be confidential. Only the researcher can access to the data. No one will

access to the data without the researcher’s permission. Your ID information such as your name
will be used only for participation reminding and check receiving.

6. Contact Information:

If you have any questions about our research project or about your rights and activities as a
participant, then please contact the project’s principal investigator, Prof. Jason Jusheng Yu.
You can call Prof. Yu at (618) 650-2219, e-mail him at jyu@siue.edu, or write him at
Department of Mass Communications, SIUE, Edwardsville, IL 62026. Ifyou are a participant

APPROVED |
AUG 26 2008

SIUE Institutional i

Rensiaw Raare
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and become worried about your emotional and physical responses to the project’s activities, then
we encourage you to immediately notify Prof. Yu. He will work with you to help identify the
problem and solve it. You can also seek assistance from SIUE Counseling Services (at 618-650-
2197 If you have any questions about your rights or any other concerns, you may ulso contact
Linda Skelton with the SIUE Institutional Review Board at (618) 650-2958 or Iskelto@sive.edy.

7. Statement of Voluntary Participation:

Ifyou choose to join our research project, your participation will be voluntary. You can ask to
withdraw from the research project at any time.

Section III: Signatures

1.

Participant

2.

Date

Principal Investigator(s)

Date

3. Department of Mass Communications, SIUE, Edwardsville, 62026

Principal Investigator’s Address
4, (618) 650-2219

Jyu@siuve.edu

Principal Investigator’s Phone Number

Updated 5/27/03

APPROVED
AUG 26 2008

SIUE Institutional
Review Board
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5

~NVED
AUG 5 7008
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Appendix B:

Stimulus Materials and Questionnaire Used in FSliuidy:

Public-serving Attribute Salience Condition
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In this task, you will read four cases. After rempdeach case, you will need to write
ONE sentence to conclude the case very brieflyboxabelow the text. When you
finish concluding a case, click the "next >" buttormove to the next case and do the
same work again until you finish all four cases.

Before each case presentation except the firstaosign, "Next Case," will appear on
the screen shortly as a cue for the coming case.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddyack to review the cases that you
have finished. You must keep going forward until ymish all four cases.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Case I: “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than YourkhiCampaign: TUMS
Sponsoring the First Responder Institute (FRI)

In 2003, TUMS, America's first response to hearbdecided to sponsor America's
first responders to fire and local emergenciesufjinthe First Responder Institute. The
program that TUMS and FRI worked on together ifeddfTUMS Helps Put Out More
Fires Than You Think.”

The First Responder Institute is a nonprofit orgation dedicated to providing
leadership and support to the nation’s First Redpmnthrough programs of instruction
and education.

Through “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than Yourkiicampaign, TUMS
pledged to donate 10 cents to the First Respondétute for every bottle of TUMS
sold.

The campaign was successful. TUMS donated $238@00® First Responder

Institute, which in turn funded 60 fire departmeti®ughout the United States.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case
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Case Il: Briggs & Stratton and National Wildlifedexation (NWF)'s “Mower Tune-Up
Month” Campaign

Research has shown that a regular tune-up helpscptbe environment, extends the
life of your mower and improves engine performafd&t's why the National Wildlife
Federation (NWF) and Briggs & Stratton launchedfitst-ever National Mower
Tune-Up Month in March 2002.

Briggs & Stratton sponsored a website, http://wwmeupmonth.com/, that included
information on lawn mower tune-ups, tips for redgcpollution and energy
inefficiency, and educational information.

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF), the nat®fargest member-supported
conservation education and advocacy group, ungeglp from all walks of life to
protect nature, wildlife and the world. The Fedierahas educated and inspired
families to uphold America's conservation traditgimnce 1936.

Through Mower Tune-Up Month, Briggs & Stratton awd/F have focused on the 40
million U.S. households that don't perform moweintenance. By performing a
simple mower tune-up, these households can reduissien levels up to 50 percent,
reduce fuel consumption up to 30 percent and exégugpment life. Converting even a
small percentage of these households would beiaveostep toward protecting the
environment.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case llI: PepsiCo’s partnership with America ontave (AOM) Foundation

Responding to consumers’ increased awareness acdrooabout their dietary intake
(and that of their families), PepsiCo created the® Spot" line of products to
provide a wide array of better product choicescfamsumers.

PepsiCo was committed to partnering Smart Spot avitbnprofit that focused on
energy balance managed through healthy eating laygigal activity. PepsiCo
decided to sponsor America on the Move (AOM) Fotioaeby providing funding in
the form of unrestricted grants for grassrootsregfo
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Perhaps the most ambitious element of the Smatte&8EbAOM partnership was
PepsiCo’s sponsorship of AOM Day of Action, a naéibawareness event held on
September 28, 2005, encouraging the American ptdlicake AOM’s two
recommended small changes to their daily routi@egd00 more steps and 100 fewer
calories — in order to prevent weight-related sise

As a result of AOM day, the outcome in growth ipmessive. There were over 50,000
AOM participants, both online and offline. There anore than 725 million media
impressions to date, and 30,000 schools are repd2id million students while over
1,800 work sites are reaching 3.2 employees. AQIgér success has reported that 71
percent of participants maintained or lost weiginid 36 percent increased daily steps
by 2,000 or even more.

By enhancing their reputation through such markegrogram, PepsiCo’s image
issues were solved. Its brand credibility is sigaifitly enhanced because of its
association with AOM. Its visibility on all of t®OM materials both online and
offline promotes the building of customer loyalyong with sponsoring AOM,
PepsiCo is finally seen as a company that offerswamers nutritional options.
Through this partnership, PepsiCo stands out frompetitors, because unlike most
of the latter, PepsiCo is now affiliated with héadind nutrition.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case IV: Pedigree Adoption Drive, Pedigree and moo®dog shelters

Each year, approximately four million dogs are apddoption at animal shelters and
breed rescue organizations across the countryy,Sady half of these dogs ever find
homes, leaving two million dogs in a dire situation

Kicked off in February 2006, actress Minnie Driwei1d PEDIGREES® Food for Dogs
have been giving millions of homeless dogs newsHea" on life through the second
annual The PEDIGREES® Adoption Drive. The naticaabreness and fundraising
campaign rallies and rewards dog lovers nationwile come to the rescue of the
millions of shelter dogs waiting to find good homes

This program was designed to raise money for deliesis nationwide and increase
awareness of the dog adoption cause through sheiltele positioning Pedigree as a
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brand that loves dogs and understands the dog-aelaionship. By donating a
percentage of the sales of each bag of Pedigrdésbknefit dog shelters, Pedigree
included retailers and consumers in the effort.

Supported by advertising, PR and promotion, thgamm has raised $750,000,
generated 51 million media impressions, and Joltordirector of Pedigree brand
marketing, projected the company would raise $H#aniffor dog shelters through
foundation donations and Pedigree dog food sal2808.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. In your personal
opinion, how important is each of the followingtstaents for a person to learn about
corporate behavior. Please indicate their impogdncpressing one of five keys, from
"1" (unimportant) to "5" (important).

Be aware: These statements are not necessarigctorr

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Corporate laws require that corporations be stradtinto classes of superiors and
subordinated within a centralized pyramidal struetehairman, directors, chief
executive officer, vice presidents, division marragend so on.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Theoretically, privately held corporations—those edmy individuals or
families—do not have the imperative to expand.

145



Unimportant Important

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporations do not care about nations; they leolnd boundaries.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the society.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporate planners consciously attempt to brings'l#eveloped societies into the
modem world" to create infrastructures for develeptnas well as new workers and
new consumers.
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1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the firms themselves.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. After reading
each statement, press "y" or "n" key AS QUICKLY ROSSIBLE, BUT NOT SO
QUICKLY that you would make any errors. PressingKgy indicates that you agree
with the statement, while pressing "n" key indisatieat you disagree with the
statement.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Business corporations are indispensable institatfonAmerican capitalism.

Agree Disagree

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.

Agree Disagree

For multinational corporations, global growth pilamore important than local
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development.

Agree Disagree

The Courts should give business a wide varietyghits to political speech and
petitioning.

Agree Disagree

Corporations live or die by whether they can sasgaowth.

Agree Disagree

As an employee, you are expected to be part oftézen,” but you also must be ready
to climb over your own colleagues.

Agree Disagree

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the society.

Agree Disagree

Corporations place every person in managemenetingdicompetition with each other.

Agree Disagree
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When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.

Agree Disagree

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the firms themselves.

Agree Disagree

Next step, you will read an extract from a newspag®isiness section about a
corporation's activity, and then answer the follegvguestions.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddack to review the reading
materials and questions that you have finished.nast keep going forward until you

finish all questions.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

A well-known national chain fast food restaurane (will call it Brand X instead of its
true name) announced that Brand X will make a dond@b Mothers Against Drunk
Driving (MADD). The goal of MADD was to reduce drkidriving traffic fatalities and
this nonprofit organization has been highly effeetin raising public disapproval of
drunk driving. The proportion of traffic fataliti¢hat are alcohol-related has dropped
dramatically, in part because of MADD's good effort

Brand X will donate to MADD 2% of each customer’smey spent for each meal in
any of its 528 restaurants in the United Statesifdoine 1 to August 31, 2008. That is,
the eventual amount of the donation is based onuh&er of Brand X meal sold and
the generation of revenue for Brand X.

When interviewed by a national newspaper, the CEBrand X said, “This donation

program reflects our high social responsibilityaasactive member of our society and
our effort to building a safe community.”
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Make sure you have read this news extract carefutig then press "p" key to move
to the questions.

Why do you think the company started this progrér@vide a ONE-sentence
answer in the box below. When you finish, click thext >" button to move to the
next question.)

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (bad) to "5" (good), to
evaluate Brand X.

Bad Good

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (dislike) to "5" (like),
to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5
Dislike Like

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivegkdgom "1" (unfavorable) to "5"
(favorable), to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5 Unfavorable
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Favorable

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teeledy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsn{'1" (unlikely) to "5"

(likely).

1 2 3 4 5
Unlikely Likely

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teelbdy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsn{'1" (impossible) to "5"
(possible).

1 2 3 4 5
Impossible Possible

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teelbdy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kagsn{'1" (improbable) to "5"
(probable).

1 2 3 4 5
Improbable Probable

151



END

Congratulations! You have finished the whole stitlgase DO NOT press any key and
leave quietly.

Please DO NOT tell other people about the contkittiti® study so that the result of the
study won't be biased.

Thank you for your participation!
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In this task, you will read four cases. After rempeach case, you will need to write
ONE sentence to conclude the case very brieflyboxabelow the text. When you
finish concluding a case, click the "next >" buttormove to the next case and do the
same work again until you finish all four cases.

Before each case presentation except the firstaosign, "Next Case," will appear on
the screen shortly as a cue for the coming case.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddyack to review the cases that you
have finished. You must keep going forward until ymish all four cases.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Case I: “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than YourkhiCampaign: TUMS
Sponsoring the First Responder Institute (FRI)

In 2003, TUMS, America's first response to hearbdecided to sponsor America's
first responders to fire and local emergenciesutinathe First Responder Institute
through its marketing program, called “TUMS Helpg Put More Fires Than You
Think.”

The First Responder Institute is a nonprofit orgation dedicated to providing
leadership and support to the nation’s First Redpmthrough programs of instruction
and education.

Through “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than Yourikiicampaign, TUMS
pledged to donate 10 cents to the First Respondétute for every bottle of TUMS
sold.

The campaign was successful. TUMS saw a 30% inerieatie number of displays

shipped to stores and 16% increase in sales volume.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case Il: Briggs & Stratton and National Wildlifedexation (NWF)'s “Mower Tune-Up
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Month” Campaign

Briggs & Stratton Corporation is the world's largesnufacturer of small, air-cooled
engines for outdoor power equipment, including lanowers, pressure washers and
generators. With a 70% market share for its praguice company sought to drive sales
of its lawn mower tune-up kits among consumers dbwo't maintain their equipment.

To accomplish this marketing goal, Briggs & Strattarned to the National Wildlife
Federation (NWF) to build credibility for the caniga message.

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF), the nat®fargest member-supported
conservation education and advocacy group, ungeglp from all walks of life to
protect nature, wildlife and the world. The Fedierahas educated and inspired
families to uphold America's conservation traditgimnce 1936.

The “Mower Tune-Up Month” campaign started in Mag802. The campaign
message stressed that a tuned-up mower cuts ensisgiozone-producing
hydrocarbons by up to 50 percent and reduces &rewmption by as much as 30
percent.

Atune-up can be done at home in 30 minutes oy tgs® a service dealer. It involves
four simple steps: changing the air filter and @placing the spark plug and adding
fuel stabilizer. Briggs & Stratton provides mairdene kits with all elements to
perform tune-ups.

The campaign had more than 175 million media ingoes. Briggs & Stratton saw its
tune-up kit sales tripled.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case llI: PepsiCo’s partnership with America ontave (AOM) Foundation
Responding to consumers’ increased awareness acdrooabout their dietary intake
(and that of their families), PepsiCo created the® Spot" line of products to

provide a wide array of better product choicescfamsumers.

PepsiCo was committed to partnering Smart Spot avitbnprofit that focused on
energy balance managed through healthy eating laygigal activity. PepsiCo
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decided to sponsor America on the Move (AOM) Fotioaeby providing funding in
the form of unrestricted grants for grassrootsregfo

Perhaps the most ambitious element of the Smatt&8EbAOM partnership was
PepsiCo’s sponsorship of AOM Day of Action, a naéibawareness event held on
September 28, 2005, encouraging the American ptdlicake AOM’s two
recommended small changes to their daily routi@egd00 more steps and 100 fewer
calories — in order to prevent weight-related sise

As a result of AOM day, the outcome in growth ipmessive. There were over 50,000
AOM participants, both online and offline. There anore than 725 million media
impressions to date, and 30,000 schools are repd2id million students while over
1,800 work sites are reaching 3.2 employees. AQIgér success has reported that 71
percent of participants maintained or lost weiginij 36 percent increased daily steps
by 2,000 or even more.

By enhancing their reputation through such markeprogram, PepsiCo’s image
issues were solved. Its brand credibility is sigaifitly enhanced because of its
association with AOM. Its visibility on all of t®OM materials both online and
offline promotes the building of customer loyalyong with sponsoring AOM,
PepsiCo is finally seen as a company that offerswamers nutritional options.
Through this partnership, PepsiCo stands out frompetitors, because unlike most
of the latter, PepsiCo is now affiliated with héadind nutrition.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case IV: Pedigree Adoption Drive, Pedigree and moo®dog shelters

Through a marketing program “Pedigree Adoption Byivedigree, a well-known dog
food brand, has successfully enhanced its brangatpn and increased its product
sales.

This program was designed to raise money for deliesis nationwide and increase
awareness of the dog adoption cause through sheiltele positioning Pedigree as a
brand that loves dogs and understands the dog-awlaionship. By donating 1% of
the sales of each bag of Pedigree sold to beragistelters, Pedigree included retailers
and consumers in the effort.

156



Supported by advertising, PR and promotion, th@amm generated 51 million media
impressions, engaged more than 80% of Pedigreg’sektailers and helped Pedigree
top $1 billion in sales for the first time.

"When you find something that works, you want tiokswith it and you want to do
things that make things better and better,"” JohioArdirector of Pedigree brand
marketing, tells Marketing Daily. "We make dog famad we help dogs. We've gotten
so much traction over the last three years thalit made sense to put as much as we
could behind this."

The effort has translated into increased salesléMmton would not disclose sales
figures, he says the marketing push has resultédouble digit" growth for the brand
on both the dry and wet dog food lines.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. After reading
each statement, press "y" or "n" key AS QUICKLY ROSSIBLE, BUT NOT SO
QUICKLY that you would make any errors. PressingKgy indicates that you agree
with the statement, while pressing "n" key indisatieat you disagree with the
statement.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Business corporations are indispensable institatfonAmerican capitalism.

Agree Disagree

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.
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Agree Disagree

For multinational corporations, global growth pilamore important than local
development.

Agree Disagree

The Courts should give business a wide varietyghits to political speech and
petitioning.

Agree Disagree

Corporations live or die by whether they can sasgaowth.

Agree Disagree

As an employee, you are expected to be part oftézen,” but you also must be ready
to climb over your own colleagues.

Agree Disagree

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the society.

Agree Disagree
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Corporations place every person in managemenetingdicompetition with each other.

Agree Disagree

When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.

Agree Disagree

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the firms themselves.

Agree Disagree

Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. In your personal
opinion, how important is each of the followingtstaents for a person to learn about
corporate behavior. Please indicate their impogdncpressing one of five keys, from
"1" (unimportant) to "5" (important).

Be aware: These statements are not necessarigctorr

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Corporate laws require that corporations be stradtinto classes of superiors and
subordinated within a centralized pyramidal streetehairman, directors, chief
executive officer, vice presidents, division marragend so on.
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Unimportant Important

Theoretically, privately held corporations—those edmy individuals or
families—do not have the imperative to expand.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporations do not care about nations; they leobd boundaries.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the society.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.
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Unimportant Important

Corporate planners consciously attempt to brings'l#eveloped societies into the
modem world" to create infrastructures for develeptnas well as new workers and
new consumers.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the firms themselves.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Next step, you will read an extract from a newspag®isiness section about a
corporation's activity, and then answer the follegvguestions.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddack to review the reading
materials and questions that you have finished.fast keep going forward until you

finish all questions.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

A well-known national chain fast food restaurane (will call it Brand X instead of its
true name) announced that Brand X will make a dondb Mothers Against Drunk
Driving (MADD). The goal of MADD was to reduce drkidriving traffic fatalities and
this nonprofit organization has been highly effeetin raising public disapproval of
drunk driving. The proportion of traffic fataliti¢hat are alcohol-related has dropped
dramatically, in part because of MADD's good effort

Brand X will donate to MADD 2% of each customer’smay spent for each meal in

any of its 528 restaurants in the United Statesifdoine 1 to August 31, 2008. That is,
the eventual amount of the donation is based onuh&ber of Brand X meal sold and
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the generation of revenue for Brand X.

When interviewed by a national newspaper, the CEBrand X said, “This donation
program reflects our high social responsibilityaasactive member of our society and
our effort to building a safe community.”

Make sure you have read this news extract carefutig then press "p" key to move
to the questions.

Why do you think the company started this progrér@vide a ONE-sentence
answer in the box below. When you finish, click thext >" button to move to the
next question.)

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (bad) to "5" (good), to
evaluate Brand X.

Bad Good

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (dislike) to "5" (like),
to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5
Dislike Like

Next Question
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What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivegkdgom "1" (unfavorable) to "5"
(favorable), to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5 Unfavorable
Favorable

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teeledy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsnf'1" (unlikely) to "5"

(likely).

1 2 3 4 5
Unlikely Likely

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teelbdy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsn{'1" (impossible) to "5"
(possible).

1 2 3 4 5
Impossible Possible

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teeledy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kagsn{'1" (improbable) to "5"
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(probable).

1 2 3 4 5
Improbable Probable
END

Congratulations! You have finished the whole stitlgase DO NOT press any key and
leave quietly.

Please DO NOT tell other people about the contkttiti® study so that the result of the
study won't be biased.

Thank you for your participation!
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In this task, you will read four cases. After rempeach case, you will need to write
ONE sentence to conclude the case very brieflyboxabelow the text. When you
finish concluding a case, click the "next >" buttormove to the next case and do the
same work again until you finish all four cases.

Before each case presentation except the firstaosign, "Next Case," will appear on
the screen shortly as a cue for the coming case.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddyack to review the cases that you
have finished. You must keep going forward until ymish all four cases.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Case I: “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than YourkhiCampaign: TUMS
Sponsoring the First Responder Institute (FRI)

In 2003, TUMS, America's first response to hearbdecided to sponsor America's
first responders to fire and local emergenciesufjinche First Responder Institute. The
program that TUMS and FRI worked on together ifeddfTUMS Helps Put Out More
Fires Than You Think.”

The First Responder Institute is a nonprofit orgation dedicated to providing
leadership and support to the nation’s First Redpmnthrough programs of instruction
and education.

Through “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than Yourkiicampaign, TUMS
pledged to donate 10 cents to the First Respondétute for every bottle of TUMS
sold.

The campaign was successful. TUMS donated $238@00® First Responder

Institute, which in turn funded 60 fire departmeti®ughout the United States.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case Il: Briggs & Stratton and National Wildlifedexation (NWF)'s “Mower Tune-Up
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Month” Campaign

Research has shown that a regular tune-up helpscptbe environment, extends the
life of your mower and improves engine performafd&t's why the National Wildlife
Federation (NWF) and Briggs & Stratton launchedfitst-ever National Mower
Tune-Up Month in March 2002.

Briggs & Stratton sponsored a website, http://wwmeupmonth.com/, that included
information on lawn mower tune-ups, tips for redgcpollution and energy
inefficiency, and educational information.

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF), the nat®fargest member-supported
conservation education and advocacy group, ungeglp from all walks of life to
protect nature, wildlife and the world. The Fedierahas educated and inspired
families to uphold America's conservation traditgimnce 1936.

Through Mower Tune-Up Month, Briggs & Stratton awd/F have focused on the 40
million U.S. households that don't perform moweintenance. By performing a
simple mower tune-up, these households can reduissien levels up to 50 percent,
reduce fuel consumption up to 30 percent and exégugpment life. Converting even a
small percentage of these households would beiaveostep toward protecting the
environment.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case llI: Nike vs. California Supreme Court

In May, California Supreme Court ruled that pulsiatements by Nike, Inc. --
including press releases and letters to newspali@r -- in response to public
accusations leveled against its overseas labotiggacconstituted "commercial
speech.” That designation strips Nike’s statemefitiseir full First Amendment
protections, and places them in the same categatyeacompany'’s explicit product
advertisements for purposes of applying state lzavsng false and misleading
advertising.

Nike is asking the U.S. Supreme Court to reviewddesion. Without the High Court’s
intervention, the company will have to stand time& lower state court against
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California resident Mark Kasky, who, under the satigid consumer protection laws,
filed a claim -- without having to show any persbimarm -- alleging Nike’s public
relations campaign contained false or misleadiatestents. If found liable, Nike
could be forced to surrender all profits attriblgatio the statements.

The California Supreme Court’s decision is based bizarre, arbitrarily selective
interpretation of the High Court’s precedent o fubject. The U.S. Supreme Court
has long protected a corporation’s right to comtetto matters of public interest and to
openly defend itself in public debate.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case IV: Pedigree Adoption Drive, Pedigree and moo®dog shelters

Each year, approximately four million dogs are apddoption at animal shelters and
breed rescue organizations across the countryy,Sady half of these dogs ever find
homes, leaving two million dogs in a dire situation

Kicked off in February 2006, actress Minnie Drieei1d PEDIGREES® Food for Dogs
have been giving millions of homeless dogs newsHea" on life through the second
annual The PEDIGREES® Adoption Drive. The naticaaéreness and fundraising
campaign rallies and rewards dog lovers nationwile come to the rescue of the
millions of shelter dogs waiting to find good homes

This program was designed to raise money for deliesis nationwide and increase
awareness of the dog adoption cause through sheiltele positioning Pedigree as a
brand that loves dogs and understands the dog-aelaionship. By donating a
percentage of the sales of each bag of Pedigrdésbknefit dog shelters, Pedigree
included retailers and consumers in the effort.

Supported by advertising, PR and promotion, thg@mm has raised $750,000,
generated 51 million media impressions, and Joltomrdirector of Pedigree brand
marketing, projected the company would raise $H#aniffor dog shelters through
foundation donations and Pedigree dog food sal2808.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.
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Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. After reading
each statement, press "y" or "n" key AS QUICKLY ROSSIBLE, BUT NOT SO
QUICKLY that you would make any errors. PressingKgy indicates that you agree
with the statement, while pressing "n" key indisatieat you disagree with the
statement.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Business corporations are indispensable institatfonAmerican capitalism.

Agree Disagree

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.

Agree Disagree

For multinational corporations, global growth pilamore important than local
development.

Agree Disagree

The Courts should give business a wide varietyghits to political speech and
petitioning.

Agree Disagree
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Corporations live or die by whether they can sasgaowth.

Agree Disagree

As an employee, you are expected to be part oftézen,” but you also must be ready
to climb over your own colleagues.

Agree Disagree

To serve and benefit the society is the main pumdsorporate sponsorship of
charities or nonprofit organizations.

Agree Disagree

Corporations place every person in managemenetingdicompetition with each other.

Agree Disagree

When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.

Agree Disagree

To serve and benefit the firms themselves is thia marpose of corporate sponsorship
of charities or nonprofit organizations.
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Agree Disagree

Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. In your personal
opinion, how important is each of the followingtstaents for a person to learn about
corporate behavior. Please indicate their impogdncpressing one of five keys, from
"1" (unimportant) to "5" (important).

Be aware: These statements are not necessarigctorr

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Corporate laws require that corporations be stradtinto classes of superiors and
subordinated within a centralized pyramidal struetehairman, directors, chief
executive officer, vice presidents, division marragend so on.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Theoretically, privately held corporations—those edmy individuals or
families—do not have the imperative to expand.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important
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Corporations do not care about nations; they leyobd boundaries.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the society.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporate planners consciously attempt to brings'l#eveloped societies into the
modem world" to create infrastructures for develeptnas well as new workers and
new consumers.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the firms themselves.
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Unimportant Important

Next step, you will read an extract from a newspag®isiness section about a
corporation's activity, and then answer the follegvguestions.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddack to review the reading
materials and questions that you have finished.nast keep going forward until you

finish all questions.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

A well-known national chain fast food restaurane (will call it Brand X instead of its
true name) announced that Brand X will make a dond@b Mothers Against Drunk
Driving (MADD). The goal of MADD was to reduce drkidriving traffic fatalities and
this nonprofit organization has been highly effeetin raising public disapproval of
drunk driving. The proportion of traffic fataliti¢hat are alcohol-related has dropped
dramatically, in part because of MADD's good effort

Brand X will donate to MADD 2% of each customer’smey spent for each meal in
any of its 528 restaurants in the United Statesifdoine 1 to August 31, 2008. That is,
the eventual amount of the donation is based onuhe&er of Brand X meal sold and
the generation of revenue for Brand X.

When interviewed by a national newspaper, the CEBrand X said, “This donation
program reflects our high social responsibilityaasactive member of our society and
our effort to building a safe community.”

Make sure you have read this news extract carefutig then press "p" key to move
to the questions.

Why do you think the company started this progré@Rr@vide a ONE-sentence
answer in the box below. When you finish, click thext >" button to move to the
next question.)

Next Question

173



What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (bad) to "5" (good), to
evaluate Brand X.

Bad Good

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (dislike) to "5" (like),
to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5
Dislike Like

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivegkdgom "1" (unfavorable) to "5"
(favorable), to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5 Unfavorable
Favorable

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teeledy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsn{'1" (unlikely) to "5"

(likely).
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1 2 3 4 5
Unlikely Likely

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teelbdy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsn{'1" (impossible) to "5"
(possible).

1 2 3 4 5
Impossible Possible

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teelbdy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kagsn{'1" (improbable) to "5"
(probable).

1 2 3 4 5
Improbable Probable
END

Congratulations! You have finished the whole stitlgase DO NOT press any key and
leave quietly.

Please DO NOT tell other people about the contkttiti® study so that the result of the
study won't be biased.

Thank you for your participation!
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Appendix E:

Stimulus Materials and Questionnaire Used in Maud$.

Firm-serving Attribute Salience Condition
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In this task, you will read four cases. After rempeach case, you will need to write
ONE sentence to conclude the case very brieflyboxabelow the text. When you
finish concluding a case, click the "next >" buttormove to the next case and do the
same work again until you finish all four cases.

Before each case presentation except the firstaosign, "Next Case," will appear on
the screen shortly as a cue for the coming case.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddyack to review the cases that you
have finished. You must keep going forward until ymish all four cases.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Case I: “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than YourkhiCampaign: TUMS
Sponsoring the First Responder Institute (FRI)

In 2003, TUMS, America's first response to hearbdecided to sponsor America's
first responders to fire and local emergenciesutinathe First Responder Institute
through its marketing program, called “TUMS Helpg Put More Fires Than You
Think.”

The First Responder Institute is a nonprofit orgation dedicated to providing
leadership and support to the nation’s First Redpmthrough programs of instruction
and education.

Through “TUMS Helps Put Out More Fires Than Yourikiicampaign, TUMS
pledged to donate 10 cents to the First Respondétute for every bottle of TUMS
sold.

The campaign was successful. TUMS saw a 30% inerieatie number of displays

shipped to stores and 16% increase in sales volume.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case Il: Briggs & Stratton and National Wildlifedexation (NWF)'s “Mower Tune-Up
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Month” Campaign

Briggs & Stratton Corporation is the world's largesnufacturer of small, air-cooled
engines for outdoor power equipment, including lanowers, pressure washers and
generators. With a 70% market share for its praguice company sought to drive sales
of its lawn mower tune-up kits among consumers dbwo't maintain their equipment.

To accomplish this marketing goal, Briggs & Strattarned to the National Wildlife
Federation (NWF) to build credibility for the caniga message.

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF), the nat®fargest member-supported
conservation education and advocacy group, ungeglp from all walks of life to
protect nature, wildlife and the world. The Fedierahas educated and inspired
families to uphold America's conservation traditgimnce 1936.

The “Mower Tune-Up Month” campaign started in Mag802. The campaign
message stressed that a tuned-up mower cuts ensisgiozone-producing
hydrocarbons by up to 50 percent and reduces &rewmption by as much as 30
percent.

Atune-up can be done at home in 30 minutes oy tgs® a service dealer. It involves
four simple steps: changing the air filter and @placing the spark plug and adding
fuel stabilizer. Briggs & Stratton provides mairdene kits with all elements to
perform tune-ups.

The campaign had more than 175 million media ingoes. Briggs & Stratton saw its
tune-up kit sales tripled.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case llI: PepsiCo’s partnership with America ontave (AOM) Foundation
Responding to consumers’ increased awareness acdrooabout their dietary intake
(and that of their families), PepsiCo created the® Spot" line of products to

provide a wide array of better product choicescfamsumers.

PepsiCo was committed to partnering Smart Spot avitbnprofit that focused on
energy balance managed through healthy eating laygigal activity. PepsiCo
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decided to sponsor America on the Move (AOM) Fotioaeby providing funding in
the form of unrestricted grants for grassrootsregfo

Perhaps the most ambitious element of the Smatte&8EbAOM partnership was
PepsiCo’s sponsorship of AOM Day of Action, a naéibawareness event held on
September 28, 2005, encouraging the American ptdlicake AOM’s two
recommended small changes to their daily routi@egd00 more steps and 100 fewer
calories — in order to prevent weight-related sise

As a result of AOM day, the outcome in growth ipmessive. There were over 50,000
AOM participants, both online and offline. There anore than 725 million media
impressions to date, and 30,000 schools are repdl2id million students while over
1,800 work sites are reaching 3.2 employees. AQIgér success has reported that 71
percent of participants maintained or lost weiginij 36 percent increased daily steps
by 2,000 or even more.

By enhancing their reputation through such markegirogram, PepsiCo’s image
issues were solved. Its brand credibility is sigaifitly enhanced because of its
association with AOM. Its visibility on all of t®OM materials both online and
offline promotes the building of customer loyalyong with sponsoring AOM,
PepsiCo is finally seen as a company that offerswamers nutritional options.
Through this partnership, PepsiCo stands out frompetitors, because unlike most
of the latter, PepsiCo is now affiliated with héadind nutrition.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next Case

Case IV: Pedigree Adoption Drive, Pedigree and moo®dog shelters

Through a marketing program “Pedigree Adoption ByiWedigree, a well-known dog
food brand, has successfully enhanced its brangatpn and increased its product
sales.

This program was designed to raise money for deliesis nationwide and increase
awareness of the dog adoption cause through sheiltele positioning Pedigree as a
brand that loves dogs and understands the dog-awlaionship. By donating 1% of
the sales of each bag of Pedigree sold to beragistelters, Pedigree included retailers
and consumers in the effort.
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Supported by advertising, PR and promotion, th@em generated 51 million media
impressions, engaged more than 80% of Pedigreg’sektailers and helped Pedigree
top $1 billion in sales for the first time.

"When you find something that works, you want tiokswith it and you want to do
things that make things better and better,” JohioArdirector of Pedigree brand
marketing, tells Marketing Daily. "We make dog famad we help dogs. We've gotten
so much traction over the last three years thalit made sense to put as much as we
could behind this."

The effort has translated into increased salesléMmton would not disclose sales
figures, he says the marketing push has resultédouble digit" growth for the brand
on both the dry and wet dog food lines.

Write a ONE-sentence conclusion of this case irbthebelow. When you finish, click
the "next >" button to move to the next case.

Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. In your personal
opinion, how important is each of the followingtstaents for a person to learn about
corporate behavior. Please indicate their impogdncpressing one of five keys, from
"1" (unimportant) to "5" (important).

Be aware: These statements are not necessarigctorr

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Corporate laws require that corporations be stradtinto classes of superiors and
subordinated within a centralized pyramidal struetehairman, directors, chief
executive officer, vice presidents, division marragend so on.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important
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Theoretically, privately held corporations—those edmy individuals or
families—do not have the imperative to expand.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Corporations do not care about nations; they leobd boundaries.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the society.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important
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Corporate planners consciously attempt to brings'l#eveloped societies into the
modem world" to create infrastructures for develeptnas well as new workers and
new consumers.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

The main purpose of corporate sponsorship of éaardr nonprofit organizations is to
serve and benefit the firms themselves.

1 2 3 4 5
Unimportant Important

Next step, you will read several statements aborgarate behavior. After reading
each statement, press "y" or "n" key AS QUICKLY ROSSIBLE, BUT NOT SO
QUICKLY that you would make any errors. PressingKgy indicates that you agree
with the statement, while pressing "n" key indisatieat you disagree with the
statement.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wayddack to review the statements that
you have finished. You must keep going forwardlyau finish all the statements.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

Business corporations are indispensable institatfonAmerican capitalism.

Agree Disagree

Corporations’ political lobbying fits uneasily inthe machinery of American
democracy.
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Agree Disagree

For multinational corporations, global growth pilamore important than local
development.

Agree Disagree

The Courts should give business a wide varietyghits to political speech and
petitioning.

Agree Disagree

Corporations live or die by whether they can sasgaowth.

Agree Disagree

As an employee, you are expected to be part oftézen,” but you also must be ready
to climb over your own colleagues.

Agree Disagree

To serve and benefit the society is the main pumdsorporate sponsorship of
charities or nonprofit organizations.

Agree Disagree
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Corporations place every person in managemenetingicompetition with each other.

Agree Disagree

When investing in a foreign country, a corporatialh inevitably be influenced by that
country's domestic economic policy.

Agree Disagree

To serve and benefit the firms themselves is thiea marpose of corporate sponsorship
of charities or nonprofit organizations.

Agree Disagree

Next step, you will read an extract from a newspag®isiness section about a
corporation's activity, and then answer the follegvguestions.

This is a one-way task. That is, there is NO wagddack to review the reading
materials and questions that you have finished.fast keep going forward until you

finish all questions.

Make sure you understand this instruction, and fress "p" key to start the task.

A well-known national chain fast food restaurane (will call it Brand X instead of its
true name) announced that Brand X will make a dond@b Mothers Against Drunk
Driving (MADD). The goal of MADD was to reduce drkidriving traffic fatalities and
this nonprofit organization has been highly effeetin raising public disapproval of
drunk driving. The proportion of traffic fataliti¢hat are alcohol-related has dropped
dramatically, in part because of MADD's good effort

Brand X will donate to MADD 2% of each customer’smay spent for each meal in

any of its 528 restaurants in the United Statesifdoine 1 to August 31, 2008. That is,
the eventual amount of the donation is based onuh&ber of Brand X meal sold and
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the generation of revenue for Brand X.

When interviewed by a national newspaper, the CEBrand X said, “This donation
program reflects our high social responsibilityaasactive member of our society and
our effort to building a safe community.”

Make sure you have read this news extract carefutig then press "p" key to move
to the questions.

Why do you think the company started this progrér@vide a ONE-sentence
answer in the box below. When you finish, click thext >" button to move to the
next question.)

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (bad) to "5" (good), to
evaluate Brand X.

Bad Good

Next Question

What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivekdgom "1" (dislike) to "5" (like),
to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5
Dislike Like

Next Question
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What do you think of Brand X? Press one of fivegkdgom "1" (unfavorable) to "5"
(favorable), to evaluate Brand X.

1 2 3 4 5 Unfavorable
Favorable

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teeledy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsnf'1" (unlikely) to "5"

(likely).

1 2 3 4 5
Unlikely Likely

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teelbdy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kegsnf'1" (impossible) to "5"
(possible).

1 2 3 4 5
Impossible Possible

Next Question

Given that all other market factors of Brand X sireilar to its competitors such as
price, taste, and store convenience, when you teeledy such a fast-food meal,
would you choose Brand X? Press one of five kagsn{'1" (improbable) to "5"
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(probable).

1 2 3 4 5
Improbable Probable
END

Congratulations! You have finished the whole stitlgase DO NOT press any key and
leave quietly.

Please DO NOT tell other people about the contkttiti® study so that the result of the
study won't be biased.

Thank you for your participation!
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