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The Impact of Corporate Social Responsibility
Report on Consumer’s Purchase Intention
Zhang Taihai' Zhang Yuzhou® Gao Chuanlu'

(1. School of Marketing and Logistic Management Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023  China;

2. Hongshan College Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210003 China)

Abstract: Along with the pervasive concept of sustainable development Corporate Social Responsibility disclosure has
grown in importance. This paper summarizes and extracts the qualitative characteristics of Corporate Social Responsibility Re—
port in five dimensions and they are correlation reliability comprehensibility balance and integrity. In addition the brand
attitude is divided into cognitive brand attitude and emotional brand attitude. Taking the consumers who contact with the corpo—
rate social responsibility report as object this paper analyzes how the Corporate Social Responsibility Report influences the
brand attitude and purchase intention of consumer. The research results show that each dimension of the qualitative characteris—
tics of Corporate Social Responsibility Report has a positive influence on purchase intention of consumer but there are differ—
ences. Similarly each dimension of the qualitative characteristics of Corporate Social Responsibility Report has a positive influ—
ence on brand attitude of consumer but there also exist differences. Moreover brand attitude of consumer plays a mediation role
in the relevance between informational quality of Corporate Social Responsibility Report and purchase intention of consumer.

Key words: corporate social responsibility report; brand attitude; consumer’s purchase intention
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