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Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been discussed since at least the 

1950s. Recently, more and more companies take a strategic approach to 

their social activity, which is reinforced by the concept of creating shared 

value (CSV) suggested by Porter and Kramer. This study examines the 

effect of CSV by comparing it with an existing corporate social activity, 

CSR on consumer response. As corporate prosocial behavior on consumer 

response shows mixed results, the present study uses corporate stereotype as 

a moderator. The result showed that the types of corporate social activity 

(CSR vs. CSV) have the same influence on consumer response. However, 

this main effect could be moderated by “corporate stereotype.” 
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I. Introduction 

1. Background 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been discussed in the context of 

both practical and academic fields since at least the 1950s (De Bakker et al. 

2005). As traditional corporate philanthropy is founded on altruism 

(Polonsky and Speed 2001), the initial notion of philanthropy is based on a 

firm’s contribution without an expectation of receiving any benefit in return 

(Collins 1994). This initial corporate involvement in social problems 

evolved from voluntary to mandatory responses (Stroup et al. 1987). 

Despite the increase of the consideration of social problems, corporate 

executives still confront demand for higher levels of CSR. According to 

Porter and Kramer (2002), “the more companies donate, the more is 

expected of them” (p. 5). This dilemma has led more and more companies to 

take a strategic approach to social activities (Hildebrand et al. 2011; Porter 

and Kramer 2002), which is reinforced by the concept of creating shared 

value (CSV) suggested by Porter and Kramer (2011). 

Porter and Kramer (2011) describe CSV as “policies and operating practices 

that enhance the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously 

advancing the economic and social conditions in the communities in which 

it operates” (p. 66). Several multinational companies (e.g., Nestlé, Unilever) 

have already applied the concept of CSV to their business models. For 

instance, Nestlé internalizes CSV activity in its daily business processes and 
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evaluates its CSV performance annually. Moreover, some empirical and 

theoretical studies have been conducted in academia about CSV (Moon et al. 

2011; Spitzeck and Chapman 2012; Szmigin and Rutherford 2013; e.g., 

Pirson 2012). 

However, most of these academic and practical efforts have examined how 

to introduce CSV into a business model from an internal perspective. As 

many organizations initiate socially responsible activities under the 

assumption that consumers will reward firms for their support of social 

programs (Levy 1999), the external perspective (e.g., consumer) is needed. 

Prior studies point out the importance of consumers when initiating socially 

responsible activities. Consumers are particularly susceptible to corporate 

social activities (Bhattacharya and Sen 2004) and perceive those activities as 

an essential component of the communication between consumers and 

companies (Du et al. 2010). To enrich the CSV literature on consumer 

response, this study aims at comparing the impact of CSV and existing 

corporate social activities on consumer perception. 

When evaluating consumers’ response toward corporate social activities, the 

context should be considered. One’s initial attitude serves as a frame of 

reference for evaluating new information (Dean 2003). That is, consumers 

evaluate corporate social activities in the context of prior information that 

they have acquired (Torelli et al. 2012). Nevertheless, only a few studies 

exist about the effect of prior information (c.f., corporate reputation or 

image) on the consumer response toward corporate social activities (e.g., 
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Bae and Cameron 2006; Dean 2003; Lafferty 2007; Lii and Lee 2012; 

Torelli et al. 2012). Most of these studies control the prior perceptions and 

focus on examining the effect of corporate social activities on corporate 

image or reputation (e.g., Berens et al. 2005; Luo and Bhattacharya 2006; 

Pirsch et al. 2007). This study examines the effect of the former perception 

toward the company when evaluating corporate social activities. 

There are a variety of terms that are used to explain corporate social activity, 

such as corporate social responsibility (CSR), business ethics, corporate 

philanthropy, and organizational citizenship (De Bakker et al. 2005). 

Although these concepts are closely related, these concepts occasionally 

contradict each other (De Bakker et al. 2005). The relatively new term 

“creating shared value” (CSV) is also used to express corporate social 

activities. To examine the effect of CSV compared to existing corporate 

social activities, this present study uses “corporate social responsibility” 

(CSR) as the terminology for existing corporate social activities. 

Furthermore, “corporate social activities” is used as the terminology that 

encompasses both CSR and CSV. 

 

2. Research Questions 

Many previous research studies investigated and compared the effect of 

social activities on consumer response according to the type of activity (e.g., 

Lii and Lee 2012; Mattila 2013; Menon and Kahn 2003; Polonsky and 

Speed 2001). Some studies categorize corporate social activities within the 
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scope of related causes, such as economic, legal, ethical, and discretional 

(e.g., Carroll 1979; Carroll 1999). The present study, however, concentrates 

on the type of social activity to address the newly introduced concept of 

CSV, and compares it with one of existing activities. 

Some studies focus on only one type of CSR program and its effect (e.g., 

Mattila 2013). For instance, Mattila (2013) categorizes corporate 

volunteering programs based on “who” participated (employee vs. customer) 

and compares the effect of CSR programs on consumer’ perspectives. 

However, most of the prior studies address two or more types of CSR to 

compare the effect on consumers (e.g., Jeong et al. 2013; Lii and Lee 2012; 

Menon and Kahn 2003; Polonsky and Speed 2001). Menon and Kahn (2003) 

examine the benefits of the following two types of CSR for a corporate 

sponsor: cause promotions and advocacy advertising. Lii and Lee (2012) 

classified sponsorship, CRM, and philanthropy to investigate relative 

contributions to consumer identification with a company and consumer 

attitude toward that company’s brand. Jeong et al. (2013) also examined the 

effect of two types of CSR (CRM and cause sponsorship) on consumer 

responses to brand pages on social network sites. Polonsky and Speed (2001) 

qualitatively examined the link between sponsorship and CRM in order to 

integrate those two prosocial activities. 

Based on the previous studies on existing CSR, this study explores the effect 

of CSV by comparing it with an existing social activity. The decisive point 

of differentiation between CSV and existing CSR is that CSV aims to 
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“expand the total pool of economic and social value” (p. 65), rather than 

redistributing values already created by firms (e.g., profits) (Porter and 

Kramer 2011). The first research question is as follows: 

RQ1: What is the effect of CSV on consumer response compared to CSR? 

 

When consumers evaluate corporate social activity, they do so in the context 

of prior information that they have about the corporation or brand (Torelli et 

al. 2012). However, most studies focus on the effect of corporate social 

activities on corporate image or reputation (e.g., Berens et al. 2005; Luo and 

Bhattacharya 2006; Pirsch et al. 2007). Only a limited number of studies 

examine the effect of consumers’ prior perception of firms (e.g., Bae and 

Cameron 2006; Dean 2003; Lafferty 2007; Lii and Lee 2012; Torelli et al. 

2012). Given that larger budgets are being invested in CSR activities, it is 

important to know which type of company is more or less likely effective or 

efficient (Torelli et al. 2012). The second research question is as follows: 

RQ2: Does the consumer’s prior stereotype toward the company moderate 

the effect of corporate social activities on the consumer? 

To sum up, this study attempts to investigate the effect of CSV on consumer 

response (e.g., willingness to pay, purchase intention, company evaluation, 

and perceived firm value) by comparing it with existing social activity, i.e., 

CSR. Using a definition of CSR activities based on previous studies, a 

survey-based experiment was designed to identify the effect of each social 
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activity on consumer behavior. However, as corporate prosocial behavior on 

consumer response shows mixed results (e.g., Sen and Bhattacharya 2001), 

the present study uses corporate stereotype as a moderator to explore the 

effect in detail. Thus, this study attempts to verify whether prior corporate 

stereotype affects consumer responses toward different social activities and 

ultimately affects consumer response toward the company itself, including 

its product(s). The stereotype content model (SCM) will be used to evaluate 

the following two dimensions of consumers’ prior stereotypes: warmth and 

competence (Fiske et al. 2002). 

 

II. Literature Review 

1. Corporate Social activities: Corporate Social Responsibility 

(CSR) to Creating Shared Value (CSV) 

 

1.1 Creating Shared Value (CSV) 

The fundamental notion of corporate philanthropy is related to altruism 

(Polonsky and Speed 2001) and was thus initially considered contribution to 

society without any expectation of receiving benefit in return (Collins 1994). 

As time passed, this initial voluntary involvement in social problems 

evolved into mandatory responses (Stroup et al. 1987). However, 

corporations today confront an endless demand for a higher level of CSR 

(Porter and Kramer 2002).This movement has led CSR to become more 



7 

strategic (Hildebrand et al. 2011; Lantos 2001; Porter and Kramer 2002) by 

allowing a firm to benefit financially while simultaneously creating value 

for society (Lantos 2001; Lantos 2002). More companies plan to integrate 

CSR into their long-term strategic plans to pursue long-term market 

performance (Mahoney and Thorne 2005). This strategic movement of CSR 

is reinforced by a new type of social activity, CSV, which involves 

simultaneously pursuing business and societal value (Porter and Kramer 

2011). 

Porter and Kramer (2011) describe CSV as “policies and operating practices 

that enhance the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously 

advancing the economic and social conditions in the communities in which 

it operates” (p. 66). Business value creation (c.f., profit) has long been a 

major concern in the field of business, but societal issues were treated as 

peripheral matters (Porter and Kramer 2011). Assuming that corporations 

have an advantage over individuals or governments to solve social problems 

(Porter and Kramer 2002) shared value creation identifies and expands the 

linkage between business value creation and the pursuit of social causes 

(Porter and Kramer 2011). 

The difference between CSV and CSR is that CSV aims to “expand the total 

pool of economic and social value” (p. 65), rather than redistributing values 

already created by firms (c.f., profit) (Porter and Kramer 2011). Moreover, 

CSV results in the creation of societal value since the corporation 

contributes to its local community while also obtaining economic benefits 
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that enhance its competence and competiveness (Spitzeck and Chapman 

2012). 

According to Porter and Kramer (2011), there are three distinct levels of 

shared value. The first level is through “reconceiving products and markets” 

(p. 67). Companies have to pay close attention to the social demands related 

to their products or services. Porter and Kramer (2011) cite an example of 

food companies that traditionally focused on taste and quantity are 

“refocusing on the fundamental need for better nutrition” (p. 7). Society 

benefits as a result because corporations are more effective than 

governments or nonprofit organizations at marketing healthier food (Porter 

and Kramer 2011). The second level is through “redefining productivity in 

the value chain” (p. 68). Companies can reduce their internal operation costs 

by solving societal issues related to their value chain (e.g., water use, 

working conditions, equal treatment in the workplace, etc.). The last level of 

shared value can be created by “enabling local cluster development” (p. 72). 

By creating a local cluster that involves related assets and organizations, the 

productivity and competitiveness of the location and the company increase. 

For instance, companies can benefit by establishing an effective 

procurement system when developing capable suppliers. 

 

1.2 Characteristics of CSV compared to CSR 

To clarify the characteristics of CSV, the concept was compared to other 

types of social activities addressed in previous studies. As mentioned in the 
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introduction, existing corporate social activities fall under the umbrella of 

CSR, including true philanthropy, sponsorship, philanthropic giving, and 

cause-related marketing (CRM). To prevent confusion, this study uses the 

term “social activity” to encompass both existing CSR and CSV. “Corporate 

social activity” refers to the following definition of “CSR initiative” from 

Lichtenstein et al. (2004): “the various form of company involvement with 

charitable causes and the nonprofits” (p. 16). 

Drawing from Porter and Kramer (2011)’s definition of CSV, the following 

four comparable features were selected: (1) creating social value, (2) 

creating business value indirectly, (3) creating business value directly, (4) 

and extending the total pool of business and social value. The way of 

creating business value is categorized into “direct” and “indirect” methods. 

The indirect method refers to the creation of business value by improving 

corporate reputation or image. That is, companies initiate prosocial activities 

since they believe doing so will enhance economic performance through 

increasing positive consumer responses (Brown and Dacin 1997). The direct 

method creates business value by promoting products or services which can 

increase profits directly. Table 1 summarizes the comparison of four key 

features among the notion of social activities. 
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Table 1. Key features of corporate social activities 

Types of social 
activity 

 
 Key features 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) 
Creating 

shared value 
(CSV) 

True 
philanthropy

Sponsorship,
philanthropic 

giving 

Cause-related 
marketing 

Creating 
social value 

O O O O 

Creating 
business value 

indirectly 
X O O O 

Creating 
business value directly 

X X O O 

Extending total pool 
of business and 

social value 
X X X O 

Note: Main concept from Porter and Kramer (2011) 

Initially, corporate philanthropy was founded on altruism (Polonsky and 

Speed 2001); it has been defined as making a contribution of “cash or kind” 

to a worthy cause without any expectation of receiving a benefit in return 

(Collins 1994; Lii and Lee 2012). However, “much of what is labeled as 

corporate philanthropy does seek to generate and exploit an association 

between the giving company and recipient organization” (Polonsky and 

Speed 2001) (p. 1364). A distinction should be made between pure forms of 

corporate philanthropy and “pseudo-altruism” (Collins 1994), which aims to 

benefit from “giving” activities such as CRM or sponsorship. Based on the 

previous studies, this study refers to true philanthropy as a social activity 

that only aims to create social value. It does not have an impact on 

consumer behaviors or sales due to its lack of expectation of firm-related 

benefit (Polonsky and Speed 2001); that is to say, no business value is 

expected in the context of true philanthropy. 
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In contrast with true philanthropy, sponsorship, philanthropic giving, and 

cause-related marketing (CRM) are considered activities that may involve 

commercial motivation and strategic factors (Polonsky and Speed 2001). 

Sponsorships have been considered as a contaminated prosocial activity in 

terms of pure corporate philanthropy and CRM as the most conditional 

activity (Bae and Cameron 2006). 

Sponsorship is a form of supporting society, but it is recognized as a 

commercial activity due to the right of the sponsoring firm to promote an 

association with the recipient in return for support (Polonsky and Speed 

2001). That is, it is more of “an investment, in cash or in-kind, in an activity, 

in return for access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with 

that property” (Meenaghan 1991) (p. 36). Sponsorship typically involves the 

following three agents: a sponsor, the property, and the consumer (Quester 

et al. 2013). The property receives a payment, and the sponsor obtains the 

right to associate with the property (Cornwell and Maignan 1998).Previous 

studies address the effect of sponsorship on consumers’ attitudes toward 

sponsors and their products (e.g., Nicholls et al. 2011), and corporate or 

brand image (e.g., Javalgi et al. 1994). To sum up, as a form of social 

activity, sponsorship creates social value but also has an indirect impact on 

business value (e.g., sales impact; Polonsky and Speed 2001).  

Corporate giving refers to a company making monetary gifts or giving 

goods and/or services through an established corporate foundation 

(Campbell et al. 1999). Campbell et al. (1999) define corporate giving as all 
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giving activities, including CRM. However, the present study limits the 

definition of corporate giving to only pure giving activity of a firm without 

consumers’ involvement, which is the case of CRM. Corporate giving is 

usually considered as a reactive strategy to counter stakeholder demands, 

threats of government intrusion, and escalating public expectations 

(Campbell et al. 1999; Gardberg and Fombrun 2006). Thus, like sponsorship, 

the purpose of corporate giving is to improve corporate image (Campbell et 

al. 1999), which indirectly creates business value. 

Like sponsorship or corporate giving, cause-related marketing (CRM) is 

commercially motivated and thus creates both social and business value. 

However, CRM involves a consumer’s purchase behavior in response to a 

corporation’s promise to donate to a social cause (Nan and Heo 2007; 

Vanhamme et al. 2012), which leads to the creation of business value 

directly by increasing sales (Polonsky and Speed 2001). Varadarajan and 

Menon (1988) also define CRM as “the process of formulating and 

implementing marketing activities that are characterized by an offer from 

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

customers engage in revenue-providing exchanges that satisfy 

organizational and individual objectives” (p. 60). That is, a firm may create 

business value using CRM as it is mostly exercised by consumers 

purchasing the sponsoring company’s product (Grau and Folse 2007). 

Moreover, based on previous research studies about the effect of CRM on 

consumer perceptions of the sponsoring brand or firm, CRM is expected to 
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create business value indirectly (e.g., Ross et al. 1992; Smith and Alcorn 

1991). 

Creating shared value (CSV) involves creating business value in a way that 

also creates value for society by solving its needs and challenges. That is, 

CSV recognizes that societal needs – and not just conventional economic 

needs – define markets Porter and Kramer (2011). These points are 

indifferent to other types of social activity, especially CRM. However, the 

decisive point of CSV from prior CSR is that it “expands the total pool of 

economic and social value” (p. 65), rather than redistributing values already 

created by firms. 

 

2. Corporate Social Activities and Consumer Response 

Among all stakeholders, consumers are exceptionally susceptible to a 

company’s social activities (Bhattacharya and Sen 2004). Moreover, as 

business practitioners and consumers have different perceptions with respect 

to ethical sensitivity (Bone and Corey 2000), it is important to understand 

consumers’ perspective during the corporate decision-making process. 

Before addressing the effect of CSV, existing research studies on consumer 

response are reviewed. Variables used in prior studies are summarized in 

Table 2. Antecedents of consumer response toward corporate social 

activities are categorized into consumers’ own characteristics and 

consumers’ perception toward social activities. These variables are 

controlled in the present study. Outcomes of social activity were divided 
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into psychological outcomes and behavioral outcomes based on Homburg et 

al. (2013)’s study. 

Table 2. Variables used in CSR research related to consumer response 

Antecedents Outcomes 

Consumer’s 
characteristics 

Perception toward 
social activities

Psychological 
outcomes

Behavioral 
outcomes 

Socio-demographic 
factors 

(e.g.,Auger et al. 
2003) 

Cause-company 
congruence (fit) 
(e.g., Sen and 

Bhattacharya 2001)

Customer-company 
identification 

(e.g. Lichtenstein et 
al. 2004) 

Customer loyalty 
(e.g., Du et al. 

2007) 

Social value 
orientation 

(e.g., Vock et al. 
2013; Ramasamy et 

al. 2013) 

Customer-company 
congruence (fit) 
(e.g., Lee et al. 

2012) 

Corporate 
evaluation 

(e.g., Brown and 
Dacin 1997) 

Purchase intention 
(e.g., Du et al. 

2007) 

 
CSR attribution 
(e.g., Du et al. 

2007) 

Customer 
satisfaction 

(e.g., Luo and 
Bhattacharya 2009)

Willingness to pay 
(e.g., Auger et al. 

2003) 

 
CSR awareness 
(e.g., Du et al. 

2007; Sen et al. 
2006) 

Trust 
(e.g., Vlachos et al. 

2009) 

Support for CSR 
initiative 

(e.g., Bhattacharya 
and Sen 2004) 

 
 

Emotional 
attachment (e.g. 

Lichtenstein et al. 
2004) 

Resistance to 
negative company 

information 
(e.g., Vanhamme 

and Grobben 2009) 

 
  

Customer donations 
(e.g. Lichtenstein et 

al. 2004) 
Source: Adapted and modified from Homburg et al. (2013) 

Some of the previous studies explored the antecedents of consumer 

responses toward corporate social activities. Related to consumers’ personal 

values or characteristic, socio-demographic factors such as age, gender, 

marital status, and ethnicity were significant in terms of purchasing 

prosocial products (Auger et al. 2003). Moreover, according to Vock et al. 

(2013) and Ramasamy et al. (2013), consumers’ social value orientations 
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influence consumers’ responses toward corporate social activities. Social 

value orientation is defined as relatively stable personality traits influencing 

the consumer’s helping behavior and judgments (Van Lange et al. 1997). 

Other antecedents are related to consumers’ perception of social activities. 

Consumers expect organizations to establish congruence with social causes 

as part of their contribution to society (Sen and Bhattacharya 2001). That is, 

consumers evaluate a company regarding whether the organization acts 

consistently. The fitness between a company’s attempts and social causes is 

not the only type of fitness which is evaluated. According to Lee et al. 

(2012), perceived fit between consumers' point of view (e.g., personal 

values and lifestyles) and corporate social activity influences consumer 

loyalty. Moreover, consumers' awareness of a brand's social activity and 

their attributions regarding the firm’s motives for initiating these prosocial 

activities are considered as a precondition for consumers’ belief that the 

company is socially responsible (e.g., Du et al. 2007; Sen et al. 2006) 

There were several trials to measure the effect of corporate social activities. 

Companies mainly engage in corporate social activities since they believe it 

will enhance economic performance through increasing positive consumer 

responses (Brown and Dacin 1997). Several studies addressed these 

outcomes of corporate social activity which are categorized into 

psychological and behavioral outcomes. To measure the effect of corporate 

social activities, prior studies addressed psychological outcomes, such as 

customer-company identification (e.g., Lichtenstein et al. 2004), corporate 
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evaluation (e.g., Brown and Dacin 1997), customer satisfaction (e.g., Luo 

and Bhattacharya 2009), trust (e.g., Vlachos et al. 2009), and emotional 

attachment (e.g., Lichtenstein et al. 2004). 

With respect to behavioral outcomes, firms expect consumers to have higher 

customer loyalty (e.g., Du et al. 2007), purchase intentions (e.g., Du et al. 

2007), and willingness to pay for the firm’s product and/or service (e.g., 

Auger et al. 2003). Furthermore, corporate communication about the firm’s 

own social efforts could protect its image against negative publicity or help 

to restore it (Vanhamme and Grobben 2009). The positive effect of social 

activities on consumers’ personal prosocial behavior was also addressed, 

including stronger support for social initiative (e.g., Bhattacharya and Sen 

2004) and increased customer donations (e.g., Lichtenstein et al. 2004). 

 

3. Corporate stereotype based on the Stereotype Content Model 

Consumers evaluate corporate social activities in the context of prior 

information that they have acquired (Torelli et al. 2012). Moreover, given 

that larger budgets are being invested in social responsible activities, it is 

important to know which type of company is more or less likely effective 

and efficient (Torelli et al. 2012). This study examines the effect of the 

consumer’s prior corporate stereotype on the evaluation of social activities.  

According to the stereotype content model (SCM), stereotype is measured 

by the warmth and competence of the target (Fiske et al. 2002; Cuddy et al. 

2008). The social psychology and organizational behavior literatures have 
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addressed the tendency to differentiate others on the basis of perceived 

warmth and competence (Aaker et al. 2010). Although definitions vary, 

warmth includes perceptions of generosity, kindness, sincerity, friendliness, 

and tolerance, while competence includes perceptions of confidence, 

effectiveness, efficiency, independence, capability, intelligence, and 

competitiveness (Aaker et al. 2010; Aaker et al. 2012; Cuddy et al. 2008; 

Fiske et al. 2002). 

The SCM (Fiske et al. 2002; Cuddy et al. 2008) focuses on these two 

fundamental dimensions which combines and generate distinct emotions, 

such as admiration, contempt, envy, and pity. When evaluating the target, 

perceivers judge (1) if the target intends to help or harm, which is related to 

warmth, and (2) if the target can carry out its intents related to its 

competence (Caprariello et al. 2009). 

Warmth and competence have consistently emerged as two central 

dimensions of perceptions regarding individuals or specific groups (e.g., 

Cuddy et al. 2007; Cuddy et al. 2008; Fiske et al. 2002; Judd et al. 2005; 

Yzerbyt et al. 2005), and also account for the variance when targets are 

judged through the lens of a stereotype (Aaker et al. 2010). Stereotype is 

defined as “a shorthand, blanket judgment containing evaluative 

components” (Aaker et al. 2010) (p. 225). For instance, rich people are often 

perceived as high in competence but low in warmth, whereas the elderly are 

often perceived as low in competence but high in warmth (Fiske et al. 2002). 

These two dimensions are often used in contexts of evaluating others, such 
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as leadership qualifications (Chemers 2001), romantic partner choices 

(Sinclair and Fehr 2005), or employee hiring decisions (Casciaro and Lobo 

2008). 

However, recent studies use SCM to provide a model of social perception 

that applies to a variety of social targets. More specifically, some studies 

have expanded the use of two dimensions to measure stereotypes of a 

corporate brand (e.g., Aaker et al. 2010; Choy et al. 2013; Kervyn et al. 

2012). Kervyn et al. (2012) used two dimensions, i.e., warmth and 

competence, to examine how consumers’ perception of brands is similar to 

how they perceive people. In particular, Aaker et al. (2010) investigated 

whether warmth and competence felt by consumers toward corporate brands 

influenced their marketplace decisions, such as willingness to buy. 

Consumers perceive nonprofits as being warmer but less competent than 

for-profit organizations. Due to consumers’ perceptions regarding the lesser 

competence of nonprofit organizations, their intent to buy decrease for the 

products made by such organizations (Aaker et al. 2010). 

Two dimensions – warmth and competence – share similarities with the 

term “corporate association.” Corporate association refers to “all the 

information that a person accumulates about a company and that is 

combined and ordered in their mind to form a global corporate image” 

(Pérez and del Bosque 2013). Many researchers categorize corporate 

association into the following two categories: corporate ability (CA) and 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) (e.g., Brown and Dacin 1997). These 
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represent two general corporate positioning strategies (Brown and Dacin 

1997). Thus, a company can choose its strategies (1) based on its corporate 

ability (CA) which enhances capability in producing product and/or service 

offering; or (2) based on its corporate social responsibility (CSR) to enhance 

the character of the company by being associated with important societal 

issues (Brown and Dacin 1997). The two dimensions of warmth and 

competence are related to these two types of corporate association. However, 

corporate association is more about “information about a company that a 

person holds” (Brown and Dacin 1997) (p. 69). SCM uses two dimensions – 

warmth and competence – which are fundamental dimensions of people’s 

judgments. 

In this study, consumers’ prior stereotypes based on warmth and 

competence will be used to classify the types of corporate brands which 

implement corporate social activities (c.f., CSV, CSR). 

III. Research Model and Hypotheses 

1. Research Model 

The present study develops a research model (Figure 1) that hypothesizes 

corporate social activities influence the consumer’s product evaluation and 

corporate evaluation. This study includes 20 hypotheses. 
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sponsorship and CRM are considered as conditional activities (Bae and 

Cameron 2006; Dean 2003). This might cause public suspicion about a 

company having a hidden motive (Dean 2003). Corporate philanthropic 

giving, however, is considered as the most effective prosocial activity to 

minimize public suspicion (Bae and Cameron 2006). 

As mentioned, the decisive differentiation point of CSV is pursuing direct 

benefits for the firm with an emphasis on extrinsic or self-interested motives. 

An extrinsic or self-interested motive is related to increasing the brands’ 

own welfare, such as increasing sales or improving corporate image (Du et 

al. 2007). Relatively speaking, philanthropic giving places greater emphasis 

on a more intrinsic or self-less motive as its ultimate goal of doing good 

and/or taking responsibility for societal problems (Du et al. 2007). 

According to Becker-Olsen et al. (2006), when motivations are considered 

as firm-oriented, attitudes toward firms are likely to diminish. However, 

when motivations are considered as society-oriented, attitudes toward firms 

are enhanced. Moreover, the message with no self-interest is perceived as 

more trustworthy and persuasive (Hovland et al. 1953). 

Based on these previous findings, the present study builds the first 

hypothesis, which aims to explore the effect of CSV compared to one type 

of CSR (i.e., philanthropic giving) on consumer response. Evaluations of a 

firm and of its product are used as dependent variables. Previous studies 

address that a firm’s perceived motives underlying its social activities 

influence the evaluations of firms (Campbell and Kirmani 2000; Ellen et al. 
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2006). Subsequently, the overall evaluation of the firm (e.g., perceived firm 

value, company evaluation) positively influences the evaluation of the 

product (e.g., willingness to pay, purchase intention) when the consumer 

perceives a product with a company (Brown and Dacin 1997). 

H1a–d: CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have higher perceived 

product price (H1a), higher willingness to buy (H1b), more positive 

corporate evaluation (H1c), and higher perceived firm value (H1d). 

 

2.2 The moderating effect of corporate stereotype 

When consumers evaluate corporate social activity, they do so in the context 

of prior information that they have about the corporation or brand (Torelli et 

al. 2012). Dean (2003) also asserts that corporate social activity might be 

evaluated differently by consumers depending on the firm’s reputation due 

to the halo effect. 

Previous studies exist have examined the effect of consumer’s prior 

perception toward firms (e.g., Bae and Cameron 2006; Dean 2003; Lafferty 

2007; Lii and Lee 2012; Torelli et al. 2012). Bae and Cameron (2006) 

showed that the public interprets corporate philanthropic messages 

differently depending on prior corporate reputation. Corporate reputations 

were manipulated with a good or bad reputation article and were measured 

in terms of trustworthiness and expertise. Similarly, Dean (2003) divides 

between companies based on prior corporate reputation into irresponsible 

firms, scrupulous firms, and average firms. Lii and Lee (2012) explored the 
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moderation effect of corporate reputation on the effect of CSR initiatives on 

consumer behavior. Lafferty (2007) assesses a differential impact on 

attitudes and purchase intentions when the credibility of a firm is low, 

moderate, or high. Corporate credibility is considered as one dimension of 

corporate reputation (Fombrun 1996). Distinct from the previously 

mentioned studies, Torelli et al. (2012) address how brand concepts may 

influence consumer responses to corporate social activities. They use the 

following three brand concepts as points of comparison based on Schwartz 

(1992)’s theory of human values: self-enhancement, openness, and 

conservation. 

The present study uses two dimensions – warmth and competence – from 

the Stereotype Content Model (SCM), which are arguably more 

fundamental dimensions of people’s judgments. According to SCM, 

consumers combine two fundamental dimensions and distinct emotion links 

are generated for each combination of high-low competence-warmth 

stereotypes (e.g., admiration, contempt, envy, pity) (Fiske et al. 2002). The 

following four stereotypes regarding company are used: (1) high-warmth 

and high-competence (HWHC); (2) low-warmth and low-competence 

(LWLC); (3) low warmth and high competence (LWHC); (4) and high 

warmth and low-competence (HWLC). Figure 2 summarizes the hypothesis 

development for each type of corporate stereotype. 
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On the other hand, people tend to perceive a company’s efforts as a self-

interested activity when a company has a bad reputation (Bae and Cameron 

2006). When a person encounters a low-competence and low-warmth object, 

they will feel contempt and disgust (Cuddy et al. 2007). Therefore, no halo 

effect will be expected for evaluating CSV. 

H3a–d: Within companies with low warmth and low competence (LWLC), 

CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have higher perceived product 

price (H1a), higher willingness to buy (H1b), more positive corporate 

evaluation (H1c), and higher perceived firm value (H1d). 

HWLC, LWHC 

According to Kervyn et al. (2012), companies which are perceived as low 

warmth and high competence (LWHC) are represented as luxury brands, 

whereas organizations with high warmth and low competence (HWLC) are 

known as companies that need the support of government subsidy funding. 

The effect of corporate social activities within different types of companies 

can be explained with the “dual motivational effect,” which originally 

means two contradictory values, i.e., relying on social activities and abstract 

parent brand concepts (Torelli et al. 2012). 

Luxury brands are associated with a self-enhancement concept that causes 

motivational conflict when communicating their CSR initiatives (Torelli et 

al. 2012). According to Torelli et al. (2012), brand evaluation of a luxury 

brand tends to decline in the presence (vs. absence) of CSR information. 
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This phenomenon can be explained with the “dual motivational effect” 

(Torelli et al. 2012). The luxury brand automatically activates self-

enhancement values of dominance over people and resources (Chartrand et 

al. 2008). On the other hand, CSR would activate self-transcendence values 

and drive prosocial activities, such as caring for society (Verplanken and 

Holland 2002). Verplanken and Holland (2002) also assert this effect would 

not emerge with other brand concepts that do not have a motivational 

conflict with CSR. 

Therefore, the company perceived as LWHC may cause conflict when 

engaging in social activities. Philanthropic giving is considered as a more 

self-less activity than CSV, which will result in a positive perception of 

CSV. 

H4a–d: Within companies with low warmth and high competence (LWHC), 

CSV (vs. CSR) will influence consumers to have higher perceived product 

price (H1a), higher willingness to buy (H1b), more positive corporate 

evaluation (H1c), and higher perceived firm value (H1d). 

However, no conflict is expected when the company perceived as HWLC 

initiates prosocial activities. 

H5a–d: Within companies with high warmth and low competence (HWLC), 

CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have higher perceived product 

price (H1a), higher willingness to buy (H1b), more positive corporate 

evaluation (H1c), and higher perceived firm value (H1d). 
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IV. Research Methodology 

1. Stimulus Material and Instrument Development 

1.1 Stimulus Material 

The objective of the present study is to examine the effect of corporate 

social activities on consumer response and the moderation effect of prior 

corporate stereotype. Thus, this study is designed with a survey-based 

experiment with different stimulus.  

The first stimulus is corporate history timelines that are used to manipulate 

the corporate stereotype. Four different timelines were developed. The 

second stimulus is related to the corporate social activity. Two scenarios 

were developed to describe two different types of corporate social activities 

(c.f., CSR, CSV). A case scenario approach enables experiment subjects to 

receive a standardized stimulus (White et al. 2003). 

Corporate history timelines for manipulated corporate stereotype 

Four corporate history timelines were used to manipulate corporate 

stereotype (Appendix A). Specifically, five warm events, five competent 

events and 11 neutral events were prepared and assembled to manipulate 

warmth and competence (Table 3). Warm events were corporate activities 

concerning the environment and their employees (e.g., initiating an animal 

welfare program, starting ethical management). These events were selected 

such that they did not overlap with the following description of social 

activity. Competent events are mainly related to their product or service 
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(e.g., claiming number one market share, certified HACCP). Natural events 

relate to daily activity such as moving to new offices or making an official 

website. 

In total, 11 events of “Food Company A” were given for each type of 

corporate history timeline. A neutral event was fixed for the founding date 

of the company. For the warm and competent timeline, five warm events 

and five competent events were inserted. Eleven neutral events were used 

for the low warmth and low competence timeline. For the high warmth and 

low competence timeline, five warm events were used and the rest were 

filled with neutral events. Five competent events and six neutral events were 

filled for the low warmth and high competence timeline. To check if the 

timelines are well manipulated, subjects responded to perceived warmth and 

competence. 

Table 3. The number of inserted events for each corporate stereotype 

 HWHC HWLC LWHC LWLC 
Warm events 5 5 0 0 

Competent events 5 0 5 0 
Neutral events 1 6 6 11 

 

Case scenarios for different corporate social initiatives 

Following the manipulated corporate history timelines, the description of 

corporate social activity was manipulated based on the notions of CSV and 

CSR from prior literatures. Two differed social activities use a fictitious 

corporate name “Food Company A.” Each scenario begins with a thorough 

narrative of the company, including its responsible ethical actions and their 
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effects (Appendix B). Although the presented corporate name was fictitious, 

the description was adapted and modified based on the actual corporate 

practice of a multinational company, Danone. Previous studies have 

examined Danone as one of the brands engaged in various CSR activities 

(e.g. Du et al. 2007); it was also previously introduced as one of the 

examples of a CSV case (e.g., Porter and Kramer 2011). We adapted the 

recent social activity called “GrameenDanone Foods” (Moingeon et al. 

2011). Based on their strong competence in dairy products, Danone 

developed a yogurt called Shakti Doi that has high nutritional value and is 

affordable for the poor in Bangladesh (Moingeon et al. 2011; Pirson 2012). 

Rather than direct donation, Danone retails those products for between three 

and four cents. This is the critical point of this example being CSV instead 

of CSR; i.e., creating business value. 

In the present study, Danone’s Shakti Doi R&D activity in Bangladesh is 

adapted and modified to develop a stimulus explaining CSV. As the 

experiment is conducted in Korea, a “rice-porridge” product was used 

instead of yogurt and the target population was “elderly people and children 

in an urban area.” For the CSR scenario, the activity of philanthropic giving 

was described instead. While the R&D for a new rice-porridge product 

happens in a CSV scenario, the existing products of rice-porridge were 

donated in the CSR scenario. As mentioned in Table 1, while both CSV and 

philanthropic giving creates social values, only CSV pursues direct creation 

of business value. Therefore, both scenarios contain the result of developing 
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or donating rice-porridge for society; i.e., decreasing the calcium deficiency 

rate. However, only the CSV scenario describes the result for the company; 

i.e., the sales increase gradually. To check the manipulation of each scenario, 

subjects were asked to respond regarding the perceived social value and 

business value of each activity. Moreover, the congruency between 

corporate core competence and social activity should be controlled. Previous 

studies consistently assert that companies should support logically matched 

causes with their products or brand images to lead to positive consumer 

behaviors (Becker-Olsen et al. 2006; Varadarajan and Menon 1988). We set 

the fictitious company as a home meal replacement (HMR) producing 

company; perceived congruency is also measured to check if the effect was 

well controlled. Table 4 summarizes those manipulated points of CSR and 

CSV scenarios. 

Table 4. Manipulation points of CSR and CSV scenarios 

 
Corporate Social 
Responsibility 

(CSR) 

Creating Shared 
Value (CSV) 

Perceived social value created Yes Yes 
Perceived business value created No Yes 
Perceived congruency between 

corporate core competence and the 
social initiative 

Matched Matched 
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2. Instrument Development 

The scales that were used to measure the various constructs central to the 

study are summarized in Table 5. All measures were taken or adapted from 

previous studies. 

Table 5. Operationalization of Variables 

Perceived Competence 
Food Company A is … 
CM1 competent. 

(Aaker et al. 
2010; Aaker 
et al. 2012; 
Cuddy et al. 
2007; Fiske 
et al. 2002) 

CM2 effective. 
CM3 efficient. 
CM4 capable. 
CM5 intelligent. 
CM6 competitive. 
CM7 confident. 
CM8 independent. 
Perceived Warmth: Food Company A is … 
WA1 warm. 

(Aaker et al. 
2010; Aaker 
et al. 2012; 
Cuddy et al. 
2007; Fiske 
et al. 2002) 

WA2 kind. 
WA3 generous. 
WA4 friendly. 
WA5 tolerant. 
WA6 good-natured. 
WA7 sincere. 
Perceived Congruency: Food Company A… 
CG1 is an expert in this social activity. 

(Haley 1996) 

CG2 is sufficiently believable to initiate this social activity. 

CG3 
is sufficiently knowledgeable to initiate this social 
activity. 

CG4 is qualified to initiate this social activity. 
CG5 has good match with this social activity. 
Perceived Business Value: Food Company A can …
BV1 increase profitability through this initiative. 

(Husted et al. 
2012; Porter 
and Kramer 

2011) 

BV2 enlarge market share through this initiative. 
BV3 increase its growth rate through this initiative. 
BV4 obtain new customers through this initiative. 
BV5 increase its growth rate through this initiative. 
BV6 develop new products or services through this initiative. 
BV7 open new markets through this initiative. 
BV8 increase its stock price through this initiative. 
Perceived Social Value: Food Company A can … 
SV1 solve social problems through this initiative. (Ellen et al. 
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SV2 
give something back to the community through this 
initiative. 

2006; Porter 
and Kramer 

2011) SV3 bring benefits to society through this initiative. 
Willingness to buy 

PI1 
It is likely that I will purchase Food CompanyA’s sweet 
pumpkin salad. 

(Dodds et al. 
1991) 

PI2 
If I were going to buy sweet pumpkin salad, I would 
consider buying Food Company A’s at the price shown. 

PI3 
I am willing to buy Food Company A’s sweet pumpkin 
salad.  

Perceived product price 

PRE
M 

Sweet pumpkin salad is sold for 2,500 KRW in 
supermarkets or convenience stores. How much do you 
think Food Company A’s sweet pumpkin salad is? 

(Aaker 1996)  

Perceived Firm value 

FV 

The average stock price of food companies similar to 
Food Company A is 114,920 KRW. Assume that their 
firm size, total sales, and number of listed stocks are the 
same. What do think is the stock price of Food Company 
A? 

 

Corporate evaluation 

CE 
Food Company A is very unfavorable (1) – very 
favorable (5). 

(Brown and 
Dacin 1997) 

 

3. Pilot Test of the Survey Instrument 

Before conducting the experiment, two sets of pilot studies were conducted 

to explore the feasibility of each stimulus and measuring instrument. An 

initial survey was developed based on Table 5 for the pilot test. Likert scales 

(1 to 5) with anchors ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” 

were used for most questions pertaining to each construct. The first set of 

pilot tests evaluated the corporate stereotype from the corporate timelines 

given. A second set of pilot tests aimed to ensure that the developed 

scenarios regarding social activities were perceived differently as intended; 

that is, the subjects evaluated perceived social and business benefits. 

Moreover, congruency between the firm and social activity was measured 
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using five scaled items. For the first and second set of the pilot tests, 92 and 

41 responses were collected, respectively. Table 6 represents a profile of the 

pilot sample respondents. 

Table 6. Profile of Pilot Sample Respondents 

Profile Category 
(1) Corporate 

Stereotype (N=92) 
(2) Corporate Social 

activity (N=41) 
N % N % 

Gender 
Male 55 59.8 24 58.5 
Female 37 40.2 17 41.5 

Age 

18-24 23 25.0 16 39.0 
25-29 24 26.1 15 36.6 
30-39 20 21.7 10 24.4 
40 or higher 25 27.2 0 0 

Education 
College degree 54 58.7 28 68.3 
Graduate degree 38 41.3 13 31.7 

Job status 

Clerical 19 20.7 4 9.8 
Public official 4 4.3 1 2.4 
Owner 7 7.6 1 2.4 
Student 44 47.8 29 70.7 
Housewife 1 1.1 0 0 
Others 17 18.5 6 14.6 

 

Reliability was confirmed with Cronbach’s alpha; as a rule of thumb, 

greater than 0.70 represents a good measure (Bohrnstedt and Knoke 1994). 

For convergent validity check, individual item loadings were used. An 

individual item loading of 0.70 or higher from the partial least square 

method is considered adequate. The validity of the measurement model is 

examined by the composite reliability (CR) index, PLS factor loadings, and 

average variance extracted (AVE). Values greater than 0.70 in CR imply 

that a construct retains both its internal consistency and convergent validity 

(Werts et al. 1974). The recommended level of PLS factor loadings and 
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AVE are 0.70 and 0.50, respectively. Items with less than a threshold that 

has been deleted are marked with a star(*). 

Table 7. Reliability and Validity Values from Pilot test 

Pilot-test Constructs Item 
Factor 

Loading

Alpha if 
item 

deleted 

(1) Corporate 
Stereotype 

Perceived Competence 
α = .912 

CR= .929 
AVE=.623 

CM1 .7200 .907 
CM2 .8366 .896 
CM3 .7230 .906 
CM4 .8737 .891 
CM5 .8204 .897 
CM6 .8555 .893 
CM7 .7338 .905 
CM8 .7298 .906 

Perceived Warmth 
α = .917 

CR= .929 
AVE=.623 

WA1 .8651 .898 
WA2 .8324 .903 
WA3 .8122 .906 
WA4 .8668 .898 
WA5 .8213 .905 
WA6 .8605 .899 
WA7* .6580 .922 

(2) Corporate 
Social activity 

Perceived Congruency 
α = .859 

CR= .906 
AVE=.661 

CG1 .8616 .816 
CG2 .8423 .822 
CG3 .7726 .840 
CG4 .8923 .801 
CG5 .6784 .870 

Perceived Business Value
α = .640 

CR= .754 
AVE=.387 

BV1 .7836 .541 
BV2 .8363 .482 
BV3 .6802 .583 
BV4* .3221 .629 
BV5* .0803 .685 
BV6* .6584 .617 

Perceived Social Value 
α = .808 

CR= .890 
AVE=.729

SV1 .8697 .703 
SV2 .8606 .714 

SV3 .8311 .780 
 

Discriminant validity was checked with a cross-loading matrix. Items load 

highly on their theoretically assigned construct but do not load highly on 

other factors (Gefen and Straub 2005). Table 8 shows cross loadings of the 



35 

two constructs and  items which were used to measure corporate stereotype. 

For each construct, three items with the highest correlations were selected. 

The other items were marked with a star(*). The final instruments are used 

in the main experiment. 

Table 8.Discriminant Validity Values from Pilot-test 

Items Perceived competence Perceived warmth 
CM1* 0.720 0.380 
CM2 0.837 0.329 

CM3* 0.723 0.342 
CM4 0.874 0.486 

CM5* 0.820 0.425 
CM6 0.856 0.438 

CM7* 0.734 0.472 
CM8* 0.730 0.471 
WA1 0.390 0.865 

WA2* 0.426 0.832 
WA3* 0.400 0.812 
WA4 0.455 0.867 

WA5* 0.462 0.821 
WA6 0.376 0.861 

WA7* 0.566 0.658 
 

At the end of the survey, we asked the respondents to give some comments. 

From these comments, several changes were made to improve the survey. 

First, the total word count was controlled in each scenario used in the pilot 

test of corporate social activity. Moreover, the most differentiated parts of 

the two scenarios were emphasized with bold and underlined fonts. Third, 

terms that may affect the perception of warmth were removed (e.g., frozen 

food). Fourth, definitions of specialized terms (c.f., efficient, effective) were 

added to improve the clarity of these terms. 
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CSR or CSV. Then, participants answered a series of questions about 

perceived product price, willingness to buy, corporate evaluation, and 

perceived firm value. For product evaluation, a photograph with a brief 

description of “sweet pumpkin salad” from Food Company A was used. 

Finally, participants answered the additional questionnaire about 

demographics. 

 

V. Data Analysis and Results 

1. Data Collection 

Data was collected using both a paper-based survey and a web-based survey 

system. First, a survey-based experiment was conducted on campus and 

included undergraduate, graduate, and MBA students of universities in 

Seoul or the greater metropolitan area. Second, we sent a paper survey or a 

web-based link by e-mail to people who volunteered to participate in the 

experiment. Regardless of the method used, we explained the following 

information before asking for subjects’ voluntary participation: 1) the 

purpose of the study, 2) possible participants, and 3) contact information. 

A total of 553 responses were collected, 480 of which were usable (Table 9). 

The reasons that some responses could not be used are as follows: (1) 12 out 

of 480 responded in three minutes or less; (2) 24 out of 480 had serious 

missing data or were considered outliers; (3) 37 out of 480 evidenced a 
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tendency to have a common method bias; the correlation between the 

marker variable and the other latent variables is higher than 0.2. 

Table 9. Number of Responses 

 Survey 
media 

Total # of 
responses 

Usable Unusable 
(1) (2) (3) 

On 
campus 

Paper 185 130 - 18 37 
Web 64 63 1 - - 

Local Paper 73 67 - 6 - 
Internet Web 231 220 11 - - 

Sum 553 480 12 24 37 
 

2. Sample Characteristics 

The demographics of the sample are summarized in Table 10. 49.4% of 

subjects were male and 50.6% were female. The greatest number of subjects 

were between 18 and 24 years old (30.0%). The average age was 30.69 

years old.  

Table 10. Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Profile Category N % 
Gender (N = 

480) 
Male 237 49.4 
Female 243 50.6 

Age 
(AVG = 

30.69, S.D. = 
9.461) 

18–24 144 30 
25–29 141 29.4 
30–39 112 23.3 
40 or higher 82 17.1 
Left blank 1 0.2 

Education 
High school graduate or less 5 1 
College degree 268 55.9 
Graduate degree 207 43.1 

Marital 
Status 

Single 344 71.7 
Married 136 28.3 

Job status 

Specialized 92 19.2 
Clerical 69 14.4 
Sales 16 3.3 
Public official 30 6.2 
Owner 22 4.6 
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Student 212 44.2 
Housewife 12 2.5 
Other 27 5.6 

Residential 
area 

Seoul (capital) 290 60.4 
Gyeonggi, Incheon (capital area) 114 23.8 
Other 76 15.8 

Size of 
residential 

area 

Large 417 86.9 
Medium 39 8.1 
Small 21 4.4 
Left blank 3 0.6 

Household 
monthly 
income 

2,990,000 KRW or less 134 27.9 
3,000,000–4,990,000 KRW 110 22.9 
5,000,000–6,990,000 KRW 114 23.8 
7,000,000 KRW or higher 118 24.6 
Left blank 4 0.8 

 

Table 11 shows the descriptive statistics of dependent variables such as 

perceived product price, willingness to buy, corporate evaluation and 

perceived firm value. 

Table 11.Descriptive statistics of dependent variables 

Construct N Min. Max. Average S.D. 
Perceived product price 474 1,000 4,500 2,332.4 527.3 

Willingness to 
buy 

WB1 477 1 5 3.45 .908 
WB2 477 1 5 3.54 .951 
WB3 477 1 5 3.40 .925 

Corporate evaluation 478 1 5 3.68 .631 
Perceived firm value 439 20,000 250,000 118,279.8 27,578.5 

 

3. Common Method Variance 

This study uses a self-report survey, which is the most common form of data 

collection in the social sciences but susceptible to common method variance 

(Malhotra et al. 2006). Common method variance (CMV) refers to variance 

that is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the construct of 

interest (Campbell and Fiske 1959).CMV usually occurs when measures of 
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two or more variables are collected from the same respondents and the 

attempt is made to interpret correlations among those variables (Podsakoff 

and Organ 1986).Thus, while the use of self-reports, there is potential 

occurrence of method variance between self-report variables which is 

assumed to be distinct (Podsakoff and Organ 1986). 

To solve the method variance problem, Lindell and Whitney (2001) 

recommend the use of a marker variable as a post hoc remedy. This method 

estimates the correlation of a predictor variable with a dependent variable 

when the estimated effect of the common method variance is controlled. The 

marker variable should be selected following two important criteria. First, it 

should be measured by a multi-item scale and have a relevant reliability. 

Second, it should be theoretically and statistically unrelated to at least one of 

the other constructs. 

Following Lindell and Whitney (2001), this study uses marker variable 

method to investigate the effect of CMV. “Role overload” is selected as a 

marker variable to examine the common method bias. As recommended, the 

marker variable was placed between the lastly asked independent variable 

(Perceived Social value or Perceived Business value) and before the firstly 

asked dependent variable (Perceived product price). 

Table 12 shows factor loadings for “Role overload”. Greater than 0.70 of 

individual item loadings and internal consistency (e.g. Cronbach’s alpha, 

Composite Reliability) is considered to be adequate. 
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Table 12. Factor Loadings and Internal Consistency of Role overload 

Measurement Items Factor 
Loading

C.R AVE 

MV1 I have to do things that I do not really have 
the time and energy for. 

0.8334 

0.868 0.686 MV2 I need more hours in the day to do all the 
things that are expected of me. 

0.8592 

MV3 I cannot ever seem to catch up. 0.7908 
 

The correlation between the marker variable and the research variables was 

all under 0.1. Also, all correlations between the marker variable and other 

variables (numbers in bold) are much lower than those among the other 

variable themselves.  

Table 13. Correlation of Latent Variables for Examining Common Method 

Variance 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
(1) Perceived competence 1.000
(2) Perceived warmth .304 1.000
(3) Perceived congruency .265 .159 1.000
(4) Perceived business value .146 .071 .296 1.000
(5) Perceived social value .185 .122 .381 .183 1.000
(6) Role overload  .062 .033 .095 .085 .031 1.000
(7) Purchase intention .172 .126 .287 .259 .273 .068 1.000
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4. Assessment of Measurement Model 

4.1 Reliability Test 

As mentioned earlier, Cronbach’s alpha is investigated in order to verify the 

internal consistency of each construct. As shown in Table 14, all the 

constructs passed the reliability test since an alpha value higher than 0.70 

indicates that a construct has adequate internal consistency (Bohrnstedt and 

Knoke 1994). Also, values greater than 0.70 in CR imply that a construct 

retains both its internal consistency and convergent validity (Werts et al. 

1974). 

Table 14. Reliability and Convergent validity check 

Constructs Items
Factor 

Loading 
AVE C.R. 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Perceived 
competence (CM) 

CM1 0.7905 
0.694 0.872 0.779 CM2 0.8713 

CM3 0.8360 

Perceived 
warmth (WA) 

WA1 0.9152 
0.861 0.949 0.919 WA2 0.9373 

WA3 0.9303 

Perceived 
congruency (CG) 

CG1 0.7993 

0.566 0.867 0.805 
CG2 0.7713 
CG3 0.6622 
CG4 0.8100 
CG5 0.7100 

Perceived 
business value (BV) 

BV1 0.7875 
0.676 0.862 0.758 BV2 0.8683 

BV3 0.8086 

Perceived 
socialvalue (SV) 

SV1 0.7838 
0.685 0.867 0.763 SV2 0.8278 

SV3 0.8690 

Willingness to buy (WB) 
WB1 0.8720 

0.762 0.906 0.842 WB2 0.8208 
WB3 0.9237 
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In order to examine the discriminant validity of the measurement model, the 

current study uses the square root of AVE (Table 15) and a cross-loading 

matrix (Appendix 2). The square root should be greater than the correlations 

among the constructs (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The amount of variance 

shared between the latent variables indicates the existence of strong 

discriminant validity(Gefen and Straub 2005). Table 15 shows that each 

construct is more highly correlated with its measure than with any other 

construct. 

Table 15. Correlations of the latent variables and the square root of the AVE 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
(1) Perceived competence (.833)      
(2) Perceived warmth .304 (.928)     
(3) Perceived congruency .265 .159 (.752)    
(4) Perceived business value .146 .071 .296 (.822)   
(5) Perceived social value .185 .122 .381 .183 (.828)  
(6) Willingness to buy .172 .126 .287 .259 .273 (.873) 

 

5. Manipulation Check 

5.1 Corporate social activities: CSR, CSV 

Before analyzing the effects of CSR and CSV on consumer responses, the 

manipulation of the scenarios were checked (Table 16, 17, 18). The 

definition of CSR and CSV in previous studies stated that CSV aims to 

create not only social value but also business value directly. Moreover, we 

controlled the effect of perceived congruency between the corporate social 

activity and the company itself. 
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Table 16, 17, and 18 show the results as expected. Consumers perceive CSR 

and CSV differently. When encountering a CSV scenario, consumers tend 

to perceive higher business value (p < .05) and lower social value (p < .001) 

than CSR. As expected, consumers do not perceive a difference in 

congruency between social activity and the company itself (p = .055). 

Table 16. Perceived congruency 

Type of 
social 

activities 
N Average S.D. p value 

CSR 248 -.085 1.042 
.055 

CSV 232 .091 .950 

Note: two-tailed test 

Table 17. Perceived business value 

Type of 
social 

activities 
N Average S.D. p value 

CSR 248 -.107 1.022 
p< .05 

CSV 232 .114 .967 

Note: two -tailed test 

Table 18. Perceived social value 

Type of 
social 

activities 
N Average S.D. p value 

CSR 248 .184 .924 
p< .001 

CSV 232 -.197 1.044 

Note: two-tailed test 

5.2 Corporate stereotype: LWLC, HWLC, LWHC, HWHC 

The manipulation of corporate stereotype was checked by perceived 

competence and warmth (Table 19 and 20). As mentioned in the stimulus 

development section, a corporate history timeline was used to manipulate 
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corporate stereotype. The results show that each corporate history timeline 

was perceived differently as expected. 

As illustrated in Table 19, a one-way between groups ANOVA and its post 

hoc test (Scheffe) demonstrate that corporate history timelines with 

competent events (LWHC: m = -0.371, SD = 0.853; HWHC: m = 0.309, SD 

= 0.837) are significantly different than those with no competent events 

(LWLC: m = -0.528, SD = 1.128; HWLC: m = -0.196, SD = 0.909) at a 1% 

level. 

Table 19. Difference in consumers’ perceived competence of different 

corporate stereotypes 

Corporate 
stereotype 

N Average S.D. F P 
Post-hoc: Scheffe 

1 2 
LWLC 112 -0.528 1.128

24.588 .000

-0.528 
 

HWLC 123 -0.196 0.909 -0.196 
LWHC 121 0.371 0.853

 
0.371 

HWHC 124 0.309 0.837 0.309 
 

To check perceived warmth, a one-way between groups ANOVA and post 

hoc test (Scheffe) was conducted. The result in Table 20 shows that 

corporate history timelines with warm events (HWLC: m = 0.588, SD = 

0.712; HWHC: m = 0.623, SD = 0.736) are significantly different from 

those with no warm events (LWLC: m = -0.873, SD = 0.758; LWHC: m = -

0.428, SD = 0.864) at a 1% level. 
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Table 20. Difference in consumers’ perceived warmth of different corporate 

stereotypes 

Corporate 
stereotype 

N Average S.D. F P 
Post-hoc: Scheffe 
1 2 3 

LWLC 112 -0.873 0.758

111.600 .000

-0.873
 

 
HWLC 123 0.588 0.712

 
0.588 

LWHC 121 -0.428 0.864 -0.428  
HWHC 124 0.623 0.736  0.623 

 

6. Hypothesis Test 

6.1 The main effect of social activities 

To examine the main effect of CSR and CSV on consumer response (H1a– 

d), an independent t-test was conducted (one-tailed test). Table 21 shows 

that hypothesis 1 is not supported. There is no significant difference among 

consumers who read the scenario of CSR and CSV in terms of perceived 

product price (H1a), willingness to buy (H1b), corporate evaluation (H1c), 

and perceived firm value (H1d). 

Table 21. The main effect of social initiatives (CSR vs. CSV) 

Hypothesis 
Type of 

Corporate 
Social activity

N Average S.D. p value 

H1a 
Perceived 

product price

CSR 243 2,337.12 522.21
.422 

CSV 231 2,327.49 533.70

H1b 
Willingness 

to buy 

CSR 246 .0041 .9676
.463 

CSV 231 -.0044 1.0377

H1c 
Corporate 
evaluation 

CSR 247 3.66 .635
.259 

CSV 231 3.70 .627

H1d 
Perceived 
firm value 

CSR 229 116,849.8 27,566.9
.129 

CSV 210 119,839.2 27,572.2

Note: one-tailed test 
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6.2 The moderating effect of corporate stereotype 

The main effect of corporate stereotype 

To examine the main effect of four corporate stereotypes, a one-way 

between groups ANOVA was conducted (Table 22). A significant 

difference only exists in corporate evaluation (p < .01). There is no 

significant difference in the other variables, such as perceived firm value, 

perceived product price, and willingness to buy. 

Table 22. Difference in consumer response to different corporate stereotypes 

Consumer response F p value 

Corporate evaluation 5.842 p< .01 
Perceived firm value 1.789 .149 

Perceived product price .746 .525 
Willingness to buy .189 .904 

 

The result of the post hoc test (Duncan) for corporate evaluation shows the 

tendency to evaluate a company as more attractive when a warmer company 

is presented (Table 23). Consumers perceive a LWLC company (m = 3.50, 

S.D. = .684) as more attractive than a HWLC company (m = 3.83, S.D. 

= .585). 

Table 23. Difference in corporate evaluation of different corporate 

stereotypes 

Corporate 
stereotype 

N Average S.D. F P 
Post-hoc: Duncan 
1 2 3 

LWLC 112 3.50 .684

5.842 .001

3.50 
 

 

HWLC 122 3.83 .585  3.83 

LWHC 120 3.65 .545 3.65 3.65  
HWHC 124 3.73 .664  3.73 3.73 
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The moderating effect of corporate stereotype 

To examine the moderating effect of corporate stereotype on the relationship 

between corporate social activity and consumer response, the data were 

analyzed using the independent t-test. 

(1) HWHC 

Table 24 shows that the hypothesis 2 is supported. When a HWHC company 

is presented, there is no significant difference among consumers who read 

the scenario of CSR and CSV in terms of perceived product price (H2a), 

willingness to buy (H2b), corporate evaluation (H2c), and perceived firm 

value (H2d). 

Table 24. The effect of social activities (CSR vs. CSV) when the corporate 

stereotype is high-warmth and high-competence (HWHC) 

Hypothesis 
Type of 

Corporate 
Social activity

N Average S.D. p value 

H2a 
Perceived 

product price

CSR 62 2,373.9 472.6 
.800 

CSV 62 2,350.8 534.9 

H2b 
Willingness 

to buy 

CSR 62 .1200 1.00819
.352 

CSV 62 -.0613 1.14915

H2c 
Corporate 
evaluation 

CSR 62 3.81 .649
.225 

CSV 62 3.66 .676

H2d 
Perceived 
firm value 

CSR 56 124,400.9 33,468.5
.361 

CSV 56 119,017.3 28,479.9

Note: two-tailed test 
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(2) LWLC 

Table 25 shows that the hypothesis 3 is not supported. When a LWLC 

company is presented, there is no significant difference among consumers 

who read the scenario of CSR and CSV in terms of perceived product 

price(H3a), willingness to buy(H3b), corporate evaluation(H3c) and, 

perceived firm value(H3d). 

Table 25. The effect of social activities (CSR vs. CSV) when the corporate 

stereotype is low-warmth and low-competence (LWLC) 

Hypothesis 
Type of 

Corporate 
Social activity

N Average S.D. p value 

H3a 
Perceived 

product price

CSR 54 2,377.8 465.68 .116 

CSV 54 2,272.2 446.97

H3b 
Willingness 

to buy 

CSR 58 -.0430 .91922 .476 

CSV 54 -.0531 .87550

H3c 
Corporate 
evaluation 

CSR 58 3.48 .707 .392 

CSV 54 3.52 .666

H3d 
Perceived 
firm value 

CSR 53 115,321.7 23,367.7 .474 

CSV 45 115,018.7 20791.7

Note: one-tailed test 

(3) LWHC 

Table 26 shows that the hypothesis 4c is supported. When a LWHC 

company is presented, consumers evaluate the company as more attractive 

according to the responses of the subjects who read the CSV scenario (CSV: 

m=3.75, CSR: m=3.56; p<.05). However, there is no significant difference 

among consumers who read the scenario of CSR and CSV in terms of 
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perceived product price(H4a), willingness to buy(H4b) and, perceived firm 

value(H4d). 

Table 26. The effect of social activities (CSR vs. CSV) when the corporate 

stereotype is low-warmth and high-competence (LWHC) 

Hypothesis 
Type of 

Corporate 
Social activity

N Average S.D. p value 

H4a 
Perceived 

product price

CSR 64 2,334.2 591.6
.278 

CSV 56 2,400.0 627.477

H4b 
Willingness 

to buy 

CSR 63 -.0715 .87752
.273 

CSV 57 .0340 1.02790

H4c 
Corporate 
evaluation 

CSR 63 3.56 .532
p<.05 

CSV 57 3.75 .544

H4d 
Perceived 
firm value 

CSR 61 119,837.7 19,237.0
.329 

CSV 52 121,816.9 27,736.6

Note: one-tailed test 

 

(4) HWHC 

Table 27 shows that the hypothesis 5d is inversely supported. When a 

HWLC company is presented, consumers evaluate the company as more 

valuable according to the responses of the subjects who read the CSV 

scenario (CSV: m=122,648, CSR: m=107,966; p<.01). However, there is no 

significant difference among consumers who read the scenario of CSR and 

CSV in terms of perceived product price(H5a), willingness to buy(H5b), 

and,corporate evaluation(H5c). 
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Table 27. The effect of social activities (CSR vs. CSV) when the corporate 

stereotype is high-warmth and low-competence (HWLC) 

Hypothesis 
Type of 

Corporate 
Social activity

N Average S.D. p value 

H5a 
Perceived 

product price

CSR 63 2,269.05 544.2
.435 

CSV 59 2,284.75 512.2

H5b 
Willingness 

to buy 

CSR 63 -.0091 1.0637
.390 

CSV 58 .0640 1.0810

H5c 
Corporate 
evaluation 

CSR 64 3.80 .596
.271 

CSV 58 3.86 .576

H5d 
Perceived 
firm value 

CSR 59 107,966.3 30,098.1
p<.01 

CSV 57 122,648.1 31,134.5

Note: one-tailed test 

 

VI. Discussion 

1. Summary of Findings 

The main goal of the present study was to examine the influence of the 

types of corporate social activity on people’s response toward the company. 

In addition, the moderating effect of corporate stereotype was to be 

confirmed. To verify the hypotheses, the survey-based experiment was 

designed, and 480 responses were collected. The data were analyzed by 

using one-way between groups ANONA and independent t-test. 

The result showed that the types of corporate social activity (CSR vs. CSV) 

have the same influence on consumer response. However, this main effect 

could be moderated by “corporate stereotype.” When a LWHC company is 
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presented, consumers evaluate the company as more attractive according to 

the responses of the subjects who read the CSV scenario (p < .05). 

Moreover, when a HWLC company is presented, consumers value the 

company higher according to the responses of the subjects who read the 

CSV scenario (p < .01). Table 28 presents the summary of hypothesis 

testing. 

Table 28. The effect of social activities (CSR vs. CSV) when the corporate 

stereotype is high-warmth and low-competence (HWLC) 

Hypothesis Support 
H1 CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have… 
H1a higher perceived product price. Not Supported 
H1b higherwillingness to buy product. Not Supported 
H1c morepositive corporate evaluation. Not Supported 
H1d higher perceived firm value. Not Supported 

H2 
Within companies with high warmth and high competence 
(HWHC), CSV and CSR will have the same effect on… 

H2a perceived product price. Supported 
H2b willingness to buy product. Supported 
H2c corporate evaluation. Supported 
H2d perceived firm value. Supported 

H3 
Within companies with low warmth and low competence (LWLC), 
CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have … 

H3a higher perceived product price. Not Supported 
H3b higherwillingness to buy product. Not Supported 
H3c morepositive corporate evaluation. Not Supported 
H3d higher perceived firm value. Not Supported 

H4 
Within companies with low warmth and high competence (LWHC), 
CSV (vs. CSR) will influence consumers to have …

H4a higher perceived product price. Not Supported 
H4b higherwillingness to buy product. Not Supported 
H4c morepositive corporate evaluation. Supported 
H4d higher perceived firm value. Not Supported 

H5 
Within companies with high warmth and low competence (HWLC), 
CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have … 

H5a higher perceived product price. Not Supported 
H5b higherwillingness to buy product. Not Supported 
H5c morepositive corporate evaluation. Not Supported 

H5d higher perceived firm value. 
Inversely 
Supported 
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H1a–d: CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have higher perceived 

product price (H1a), higher willingness to buy (H1b), more positive 

corporate evaluation (H1c), and higher perceived firm value (H1d). 

The main effect of the research was verified. The result of the t-test (Table 

21) demonstrates the same effect of two types of corporate social initiatives 

on consumer responses. The result shows that if even consumers perceive 

CSR and CSV initiatives differently (Table 17 and 18), they do not 

demonstrate different attitudes or behaviors toward the company and its 

product. 

However, this result depends on the corporate stereotype. Our findings 

support the view that a consideration of corporate stereotype is key to 

understanding how consumers respond to differed social initiatives. 

Although firms generally communicate their social initiatives to elicit 

positive consumer response, the results show an insufficient effect in some 

circumstances. 

The result of the moderating effect only shows the effect on corporate 

evaluation but mostly shows no effect on product evaluation. This occurs 

equally with respect to philanthropic, giving which is one of the CSR 

initiatives. This seems to be because the product described in corporate 

social initiatives was not targeted to the respondents of this survey. 

According to Lii and Lee (2012) and Menon and Kahn (2003), there is a 

direct effect of prosocial activity on the product evaluation when the product 

is directly related to the cause, such as CRM. 
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H2a–d: Within companies with high warmth and high competence (HWHC), 

CSV and CSR will have the same effect on perceived product price (H2a), 

willingness to buy (H2b), corporate evaluation (H2c), and perceived firm 

value (H2d). 

The moderating role of a company perceived as high warmth and high 

competence (HWHC) on the effect of social activities on consumer response 

was proven. As expected, the result of the t-test (Table 24) shows no 

difference in consumer responses toward CSR or CSV. This can be 

explained with previous studies. Consumers infer corporate social activities 

as a mutually beneficial activity when a company has a good reputation 

(Bae and Cameron 2006). The emotion of admiration is closely linked when 

people perceive an object as warm and competent (Cuddy et al. 2007). Thus, 

consumers will even perceive companies that include self-interested motives 

while communicating their social activities as a mutually beneficial activity 

if it is a warm and competent company (c.f., CSV). 

 

H3a–d: Within companies with low warmth and low competence (LWLC), 

CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have higher perceived product 

price (H3a), higher willingness to buy (H3b), more positive corporate 

evaluation (H3c), and higher perceived firm value (H3d). 

On the other hand, the moderating role of unwarm and incompetent 

companies (LWLC) on the effect of corporate social initiatives is proven 

insignificant. Prior expectation was the stronger effect of CSR comparing to 
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CSV, but the result shows no difference between the two initiatives. This 

may be explained by the emotion linked to each combination of high-low 

competence-warmth stereotypes. Previous studies address how the low 

warmth and low competence stereotype may induce the emotion of 

“contempt” (e.g., Cuddy et al. 2007). According to Cuddy et al. (2007), 

contempt-related emotions elicit passively harmful actions, such as 

distancing, excluding, or rejecting. Within companies with low warmth and 

low competence, consumers may distance themselves from or reject 

corporate social initiatives, resulting in no difference between CSR and 

CSV. This assertion is supported by the results presented in Table x. There 

is a significant difference in corporate evaluation by corporate stereotype (F 

= 5.842, p < 0.01) and the post-hoc test shows LWLC’s corporate evaluation 

is the lowest.  

 

H4a–d: Within companies with low warmth and high competence (LWHC), 

CSV (vs. CSR) will influence consumers to have higher perceived product 

price (H4a), higher willingness to buy (H4b), more positive corporate 

evaluation (H4c), and higher perceived firm value (H4d). 

The moderating role of a company perceived as low warmth and high 

competence on the effect of social initiatives on consumer response was 

partly proven. The result of the t-test (Table 26) shows a significant 

difference in consumers’ company evaluation toward CSR or CSV (p < .05). 

This can be explained with the characteristic of a company perceived as low 
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warmth and high competence. Kervyn et al. (2012) asserts that those 

companies represent luxury brands, as they specifically target wealthy 

consumers and thus the general public perceives them as less warm. Luxury 

brands generally activate self-enhancement values of dominance over 

people and resources (Chartrand et al. 2008). These self-enhancement 

values may conflict when those companies initiate prosocial activities. As 

CSV is a more self-interested activity, it may reduce the conflict level 

compared to CSR. 

 

H5a–d: Within companies with high warmth and low competence (HWLC), 

CSR (vs. CSV) will influence consumers to have higher perceived product 

price (H5a), higher willingness to buy (H5b), more positive corporate 

evaluation (H5c), and higher perceived firm value (H5d). 

The moderating role of warm and incompetent companies (HWLC) on the 

effect of corporate social initiatives is proven to be reversely significant 

(Table 27). The prior expectation was that CSR would have a stronger effect 

than CSV, but the result shows an inverse effect on consumers’ corporate 

evaluation.  

For warm and incompetent companies (HWLC), the emotion of pity is 

closely related (Cuddy et al. 2007). Cuddy et al. (2007) also pointed out that 

“pity” involves sadness and depression, which lead to inaction, avoidance, 

or neglect; an example of this would be turning off the TV during a 

commercial showing starving children. When HWLC companies initiates 
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CSR (c.f., philanthropic giving), the emotion of pity may be enhanced based 

on the assimilation effect and may result in negative attitudes or behaviors 

toward CSR initiatives. 

 

2. Contributions and Limitations 

2.1 Theoretical implications 

First, this study is one of the first investigations that examine the effect of 

newly introduced corporate social initiatives, CSV, on consumer response. 

Prior research on CSV is focused on extending CSV-related theory (e.g., 

Moon et al. 2011; Szmigin and Rutherford 2013) or developing business 

strategy in a specific societal field (e.g., Spitzeck and Chapman 2012; 

Pirson 2012); such studies focus more on the internal perspective of a firm. 

As companies initiate prosocial activities under the assumption of 

consumers’ reward for their support (Levy 1999), this study contributes by 

examining CSV from one of the external perspective. 

Second, this study attempts to clarify the notion of CSV by comparing it 

with existing CSR initiatives, such as sponsorship, philanthropic giving, and 

CRM. Based on the prevalent CSR and CSV literature, we defined each 

type of corporate social activities. Corporate philanthropy is closely related 

to altruism. Cause-related marketing (CRM), like sponsorship or corporate 

giving, is commercially motivated and thus creates both social and business 

value. However, CRM leads to the creation of business value directly by 

increasing sales (Polonsky and Speed 2001). Compare to such types of CSR 
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activity, we found the critical point of CSV which expands the total pool of 

values is when CSR focuses on redistributing preexisting values already 

(Porter and Kramer 2011). 

Third, the moderation effect of prior attitude toward the company is 

examined. Some limited prior studies were conducted to address the 

different evaluations of corporate social initiatives depending on the firm’s 

prior reputation (e.g., Bae and Cameron 2006; Dean 2003; Torelli et al. 

2012). This study enlarges the scope of prior attitude-related studies by 

using two fundamental dimension, – warmth and competence – when 

judging other people or objects. The result of the present study shows the 

effect of corporate social activity varies based on consumers’ prior attitude 

toward the company. 

Fourth, this thesis contributes to expanding the use of SCM when evaluating 

a company or a brand. Two dimensions of warmth and competence were 

normally used in studies on judging other people or nations. Since the 

attempts to use these dimensions in brand evaluation are still relatively 

recent, only a limited number of studies exist (e.g., Aaker et al. 2012; 

Kervyn et al. 2012). This study categorizes four corporate stereotypes of a 

hypothetical company to examine a concrete effect of each type. The 

corporate history timeline is used to be manipulated describing warm, 

competent and neutral events. People perceived four types of timeline 

differently (Table 19 and 20). 
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Lastly, this study supports the argument for the existence of the halo effect 

of prior reputation. According to Bae and Cameron (2006), people infer 

corporate social activity as a mutually beneficial activity when a company 

has a good reputation, but as a self-interested activity when a company has a 

bad reputation. However, the findings show that the halo effect exists only 

for positive stereotype. For warm and competent companies that evoke the 

emotion of admiration, even a self-interested activity such as CSV can be 

evaluated positively based on the halo effect. According to this logic, 

consumers should evaluate self-interested social activity of companies 

without the warm or competent aspect; thus the negative evaluation of CSV 

compare to CSR. However, the finding shows no different effect between 

CSR and CSV. We can assume that no halo effect exists when negative 

stereotype exists a priori, because consumers either ignore or reject 

evaluating this corporate social activity. 

2.2 Practical implications 

Rather than focusing only the effect of social activity itself, this study tries 

to find out more appropriate activity for each type of organization. Our 

findings support the view that a consideration of corporate stereotype is key 

to understanding how consumers respond to different types of social activity. 

The findings offer guidance to top management and corporate social activity 

practitioners from each type of company, establishing strategic and effective 

social activity. That is, this research provides some guidance for companies 

that choose either CSR or CSV. 
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Company should carefully communicate their social value creation activity. 

For some types of company, too much appeal on their social activity may 

trigger relatively negative consumer response. Firstly, for competent but less 

warm organizations, CSV is more appropriate as a corporate social activity. 

To change the image of a company which only emphasizes competence, 

many organizations have a tendency to initiate corporate social activities 

that aim to create social values. However, consumers may perceive this 

corporate social activity as contradictory. CSV may decrease this 

contradiction in comparison to CSR. Secondly, for warm but incompetent 

organizations also, CSV is more appropriate as a corporate social activity. 

As consumers already perceive the organization as warm, CSR which 

emphasize only the creation of social value may trigger “avoidance” or 

“neglect.” Most of those warm organizations have a tendency to match their 

social activities with their missions and visions by focusing only on social 

values. However, the result of the present study addresses the possibility of 

consumers’ non-preference of these companies to emphasize only social 

values. 

Nonetheless, some types of company may lessen concerns about the choice 

between CSR and CSV. The result of the present study shows that 

consumers may ignore the types of corporate social activities for companies 

perceived as both warm and competent or both not-warm and not-competent. 

However, practitioners should recognize different reasons by types of 

company. For warm and competent companies with good reputation, 
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consumers may even perceive self-interested social activities as mutually 

beneficial activity. For not-warm and not-competent companies with bad 

reputation, consumer may ignore the evaluation about the corporate social 

activity. Knowing the reputation or evaluation about own company is 

important to plan a company’s communications strategy. 

2.3 Limitations and future study 

The limitations of this study provide some guidance for further research. 

Although the present study provides first insights into the consumer 

response toward CSV comparing to existing CSR activity, the external 

validity of the experiments needs to be strengthened by follow-up field 

research. First, this study uses a fictitious company to examine the effect of 

the corporate social activity. In reality, consumer responses to CSR will be 

inevitably influenced by brand preference for a specific firm. Additional 

research is needed to categorize real companies into four types of corporate 

stereotype to improve the externality of the study. Secondly, the present 

study examines only one type of social activity. Usually, companies initiate 

several social activities at once during a long-term period. Thus, future 

research should examine the complex effect of several social activities such 

as CRM, sponsorship, philanthropic giving. 

This research is also limited in that it considers only food industry and 

Korean consumers mostly in their twenties. That is, the results may 

represent Korean people in their twenties rather than the whole population, 

and only about food industry. Future studies on the effect of corporate social 
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activity across various industries and from an intercultural perspective 

would be highly relevant. Moreover, an array of potentially influential 

consumer’s personal characteristics remains to be studied. For instance, the 

antecedents that were addressed in Table 2 may be examined such as socio-

demographic factors and social value orientation. 

Lastly, this study focuses only the consumer response toward corporate 

social activity. The holistic stakeholder approach has been an important 

issue in CSR studies, as companies addressing stakeholders’ concerns 

perform better than firms that do not address these interests (Polonsky and 

Scott 2005). Moreover, after McDonald et al. (2011), studies addresses 

different stakeholders may have different CSR preferences and needs. 

Therefore, further study could enlarge the scope of subjects including 

suppliers or employees. 
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Appendix A. Stimulus Material (Corporate Stereotype) 

A.1 Low warmth, Low competence 

 

 

A.2 High warmth, Low competence 
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A.3 Low warmth, High Competence 

 

 

A.4 High warmth, High Competence 
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Appendix B. Stimulus Material (CSR, CSV) 

B.1 CSR 
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B.2 CSV 
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Appendix C. Sampling 

C.1 Gender 

 N Χ² p value 
CSR CSV  

LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC

Female 36 31 26 34 30 29 28 29 243 7.158 .413 

Male 22 33 38 28 24 30 29 33 237

 58 64 64 62 54 59 57 62 480

 

C.2 Age 

Corporate 
social 

activity 

Corporate 
stereotype 

N Average S.D. F p value 

CSR 

LWLC 58 30.74 9.792 .458 .865 
HWLC 64 29.89 9.054 
LWHC 64 31.11 9.490 
HWHC 61 32.30 9.778 

CSV 

LWLC 54 30.00 9.613 
HWLC 59 31.10 10.832 
LWHC 57 29.86 8.103 
HWHC 62 30.42 9.125 

 

C.3 Education 

 N Χ² p value 
CSR CSV  

LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC

High-
school 

1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 5
6.623 .948 

College 29 33 33 35 32 35 35 36 268
Graduate 28 30 31 27 21 23 21 26 207

 58 64 64 62 54 59 57 62 480   
 

C.4 Marital status 

 N Χ² p value 
CSR CSV  
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LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC

Single 42 45 41 39 44 43 45 45 344 8.359 .302 
Married 16 19 23 23 10 16 12 17 136

 58 64 64 62 54 59 57 62 480

C.5 Residential area 

 N Χ² p value 
CSR CSV  

LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC

Seoul 38 37 36 38 36 34 35 36 290 5.663 .974 
Gyeonggi 11 17 18 16 10 17 11 14 114
Others 9 10 10 8 8 8 11 12 76

 58 64 64 62 54 59 57 62 480   
 

C.6 Size of residential area 

 N Χ² p value 
CSR CSV  

LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC

Large 52 55 58 52 47 52 49 52 417 3.058 .880 
Medium 
& rural 6 9 5 10 7 7 8 10 62

 58 64 63 62 54 59 57 62 479
 

 

C.7 Household monthly income 

 N Χ² p value 
CSR CSV  

LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC LWLC HWLC LWHC HWHC

~299 24 20 15 14 18 14 14 15 134 19.801 .534 
300~499 15 10 19 15 11 10 15 15 110
500~699 7 16 15 15 10 17 17 17 114
700~ 11 18 15 16 15 18 11 14 118   

 57 64 64 60 54 59 57 61 476   
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Appendix D. Survey 

D.1 Introduction 
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D.2 Page 1 
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D.3 Page 2 
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D.4 Page 3 
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D.5 Page 4 
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D.6 Page 5 

 

 

D.7 Page 6
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D.8 Page 7 
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D.9 Page 8 
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Appendix E. Correlation 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
(1) Perceived 
competence 

1   

(2) Perceived 
warmth 

.304 1   

(3) Perceived 
congruency 

.265 .159 1   

(4) Perceived 
business value 

.146 .071 .296 1   

(5) Perceived 
social value 

.185 .122 .381 .183 1   

(6) Perceived 
product price 

.090 .032 .111 .118 .129 1   

(7) Willingness 
to buy 

.172 .126 .287 .259 .273 .254 1   

(8) Corporate 
evaluation 

.219 .299 .306 .222 .270 .105 .521 1  

(9) Perceived 
firm value 

.201 .023 .121 .080 .099 .069 .214 .261 1 
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요약 (국문초록) 

 

기업의 사회적 책임 및 공유 가치 창출 활동이 기업 및 

제품 평가에 미치는 영향 

The Impact of Corporate Social Responsibility and Creating Shared 

Value Activities on Corporate and Product Evaluation 

 

기업의 사회적 책임(CSR)은 1950 년대부터 활발하게 다루어져 온 

주제이다. 최근 많은 기업들이 기업의 사회적 활동에 대해 전략적으로 

접근하기 시작하였으며, Porter 와 Kramer 가 2011 년에 제시한 공유 

가치 창출 (CSV) 개념이 이 맥락을 같이한다. 본 연구는 소비자 반응에 

대한 CSV 활동의 영향을 기존의 CSR 활동들과 비교하여 분석하고자 

한다. 기존의 기업의 친-사회적 활동에 대한 소비자 연구 결과는 

일관되지 않았으므로, 본 연구에서는 기업에 대한 고정관념을 

조절변수로 사용하였다. 연구 결과, 기업의 사회적 활동 종류 (CSR vs. 

CSV)가 소비자 반응에 미치는 영향은 유의한 차이를 보이지 않았으나, 

기업에 대한 고정관념 변수가 조절변수로 작용하였다. 

 

주요어 : 공유가치 창출(Creating Shared Value, CSV), 기업의 사회적 

책임 (Corporate Social Responsibility, CSR), 기업의 사회적 활동, 

기업에 대한 고정관념, 고정관념 모델 (Stereotype Content Model, 

SCM) 

학번: 2012-23344 
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