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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

While recent research on sustainability communication demonstrates Message framing; emotions;
the relevance of message framing, research on the effects of message ~ environmental behavior;
framing on consumers’ emotions is scant. Using the Stimulus- experimental design;

stimulus-organism-response

Organism-Response (S-O-R) framework, this paper examines the framework: prospect theory

impact of environmental advertisements (stimuli) on two discrete
emotions — hope and guilt - (organism) and how these emotions
influence consumers’ behavioral intentions (responses). Relying on
the prospect theory, this study focuses on positive (gain) and negative
(loss) frames. Study 1 shows that, in the context of Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR), a gain message elicits hope while a loss-message
triggers guilt. Study 2 shows that both emotions positively influence
consumers’ attitudes toward the cause; however, only hope affects
attitude toward the company. Attitudes toward the cause and the
company, in turn, influence consumers’ behavioral intentions.
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Introduction

Individuals and companies are increasingly coming under pressure to exhibit responsible
behaviors (Ettinger et al., 2021; White et al.,, 2019), thus making Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) more important than ever (DiRusso & Myrick, 2021; Vitell, 2015).
Not surprisingly, research on CSR in the hospitality context has received considerable
attention over the last decade (Garcia de Los Salmones et al., 2021; Grazzini et al., 2018;
Guzzo et al.,, 2020; Qian et al., 2021; Rhou & Singal, 2020; Xu & Jeong, 2019). Environmental
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CSR, and its impact on consumers, are among the dominant themes in the hospitality
literature (for a review, see, Rhou & Singal, 2020). Given the importance of climate change,
which is challenging humanity (White et al., 2019), environmental communication cam-
paigns aim to encourage pro-environmental behaviors (Chi et al., 2021; Grazzini et al,,
2018). In this paper, we examine how companies can effectively frame sustainability
messages to increase consumer participation in pro-environmental activities.

Kahneman and Tversky (1979) refer to framing as the presentation of messages in terms
of positive gains or negative losses. However, research findings about the effectiveness of the
two frames (gain vs. loss) are mixed (Homar & Cvelbar, 2021). For example, while gain-
framed carbon offsetting options for travelers are more effective than loss-framed messages
(Chi et al., 2021), gain-framed and loss-framed messages result in similar levels of perceived
CSR, food waste reduction intention and re-patronage intentions in a restaurant context
(Huang & Liu, 2020). This suggests the existence of affective, as well as contextual, mediators
and moderators that might influence the persuasion outcomes of these frames (Nabi et al.,
2018; Roeser, 2012). In this paper, we examine emotions as a potential mediator.

There is a notable lack of hospitality research on message framing and emotions. Using
the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) framework (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) and
prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), we examine the effect of message framing
(stimuli) on consumers’ emotions (organism) and subsequent evaluations (responses).
Study 1 investigates the effectiveness of message framing (gain vs. loss) in evoking two
discrete emotions (hope and guilt) in the context of CSR advertising. Study 2 examines the
impacts of hope and guilt on: i) consumers’ attitudes toward the cause and the company;
and ii) consumers’ behavioral intentions.

Literature review and research framework
CSR message framing

Previous research shows that environmental CSR communications influence company
image and profitability (Du et al., 2010; Vitell, 2015). A systematic review of studies
investigating CSR communications in the hospitality industry highlights a need to under-
stand the effects of environmental messages on consumer responses (Table 1). The main
theoretical framework used for message framing is the prospect theory (Grazzini et al., 2018;
Huang et al., 2021; Kim & Kim, 2014; Randle et al., 2019; Topcuoglu et al., 2022). However,
past research has given mixed results. In the context of online accommodation bookings,
Randle et al. (2019) find that negatively framed CSR messages are more effective than
positively framed messages. Kim and Kim (2014) find that positively framed messages are
more effective in the context of green hotels. Other studies do not find significant differ-
ences between gain-framed and loss-framed messages, such as Huang et al.’s (2021) study
on food waste reduction intentions and Topcuoglu et al.’s (2022) research on hotel
customers’ green brand image perceptions and behavioral intentions. Given these mixed
findings, further research in framing effects is warranted.

Previous hospitality research on environmental CSR communication has mainly focused
on five areas: i) consumers’ attitudes toward the company (Garcia de Los Salmones et al.,
2021; Line et al., 2016); ii) visiting intentions (Kim & Kim, 2014; Xu & Jeong, 2019); iii)
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recycling intentions (Grazzini et al., 2018); iv) food waste reduction intentions (Huang
et al,, 2021); and v) donation intentions (Huang & Liu, 2020). Dhanesh and Nekmat (2019,
p. 30) state that:

Most research on the effect of message frames on attitudes and behavioral intentions has
focused on cognitive processes rather than affective processes. Findings of these studies
bolster the emergent body of research that examines the role of affect in evaluating message-
framing outcomes.

In summary, we identify the following gaps in CSR communication studies in the
hospitality industry: i) a lack of clarity on which is better, positive or negative message
framing, and ii) a lack of research on consumers’ emotional responses to CSR
communication.

Research framework: stimulus-organism-response (S-O-R)

In this study, we use the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) framework as a theoretical
lens (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). We posit that exposure to a CSR advertisement induces
discrete emotions (i.e., of hope or guilt), which in turn lead to attitudinal and behavioral
responses, i.e., consistent with the framework, an advert (stimulus) leads to an emotion
(organism), which leads to a behavior (response). Specifically, drawing on the prospect
theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), this study investigates the role of loss or gain-framing
in CSR messages and its effect on consumers’ responses. Our conceptual model is shown in
Figure 1.

Stimulus: message framing in CSR advertising

Message framing refers to a technique whereby objectively equivalent information is
described in different ways to elicit distinct responses and choices from audiences by
making a specific aspect of a perceived reality more pertinent (Segev et al., 2015).
Framing has the potential to influence behavioral outcomes via emotions, yet message
framing in CSR communications remains under-researched (Han et al., 2019; Overton,
2018). Messages can be positively or negatively framed (Meyers-Levy & Maheswaran, 2004;

Study 1 R Study 2

-

!i Attitude $0 Cause H5a _.J Intention to Cawsa
i Hia A, M, A
—— "7 HSh /
it H3a NS

i . ! 7 H4 \ |
i N Hla — ! iy ‘;{/ i
i} Outcomsa Massage - S \ !
!| Frame |Galn vsLoss) 0 Chm / H
{ I Hib i . Héa :
il y —_— i . —_—
: _____.‘ o }> H3b | 1/ \\ [ Intention to 1
{ ii itude to Comn HED wtantiol
) L : ) .| Attitude to Company Company
- 1 | R | I

Stamilus Organisim Response

(SR ) [Eanations] fatrinidinal and' Beheraioral Matention Waabies)

Figure 1. Conceptual framework for the effect of CSR outcome message frame (gain vs. loss) on
consumers’ emotions, attitudes and behavioral intentions.
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Segev et al., 2015). Those that are positively framed stress either the benefits to be gained or
the negative consequences avoided (e.g., “If you reuse towels, you conserve natural
resources.”). Negatively framed messages stress either the negative consequences to be
incurred or the benefits foregone (e.g., “If you do not reuse towels, natural resources will
not be conserved.”).

According to the prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), loss-framed (negative)
messages are more effective at encouraging behaviors that involve risk, while gain-framed
(positive) messages are more effective at encouraging cautious behaviors (Loroz, 2007;
Segev et al., 2015). As most sustainable behaviors (for example, using reusable coffee
cups) can be classified as low-risk and preventive, the prospect theory suggests that gain-
framed messages might be more effective in environmental communications (Loroz,
2007).

Organism: emotions in response to CSR advertising

To better understand the effectiveness of CSR advertising, it is important to consider the
role of emotions. Previous advertising research has shown that affect mediates the relation-
ship between cognition and behavior (Holbrook & Batra, 1987; Vakratsas & Ambler, 1999),
while Poels and Dewitte (2019) indicate that there is a paucity of research on discrete
emotions.

In CSR advertising, understanding emotions is important as emotions can influence
consumers’ attitudes toward the cause and the company (Lu, 2016). Emotions clearly
influence people’s environmental attitudes and behaviors (Nabi et al., 2018), and they
help generate a sense of urgency regarding the consequences of climate change, which are
often distant and, therefore, somewhat abstract to the individual (Bilandzic et al., 2017).

Effects of message framing on hope and guilt
Previous research suggests that hope and guilt are particularly relevant within the context of
CSR advertising (Bilandzic et al., 2017). Hope is a future-oriented, discrete emotion
(Winterich & Haws, 2011) induced by cognitive appraisal of an uncertain, goal-congruent
future result that is important to the individual (Chadwick, 2015). Guilt arises when
a person believes himself to have engaged in morally deficient behaviors; even more so if
such behaviors have harmed others (Kapoor et al., 2021; Lazarus, 1991).

A gain-framed message emphasizes the positive consequences of an (in)action while
a loss-framed message highlights the negative consequences of an (in)action (Segev et al.,
2015). As gain-framed messages highlight the potentially positive outcomes of an action, or
omission to act, they are likely to evoke positive emotions, particularly hope. In the context
of CSR communications, Bilandzic et al. (2017) show that a positive, gain-framed message
(i.e., one that outlines the desirable effects of engaging in climate protection) generates
hope, while a loss-framed message (i.e., one that outlines the undesirable effects of not
engaging in climate protection) decreases feelings of hope while strengthening feelings of
guilt and fear. Similarly, for climate change, Nabi et al. (2018) show that gain-framed (vs.
loss-framed) messages induce hope, while loss-framed (vs. gain-framed) messages generate
fear. Taken together, we posit the following predictions:

Hypothesis 1a: Gain-framed messages elicit higher levels of hope than loss-framed messages.
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Hypothesis 1b: Loss-framed messages elicit higher levels of guilt than gain-framed messages.

Response: effects on attitude and behavioral intentions

Effects of hope and guilt on attitudes

Empirical evidence is mixed regarding the effects of hope and guilt on consumers’
attitudes. Ojala (2012) establishes that a constructive type of hope on climate change
issues, which is not based on denial, significantly increases engagement in pro-
environmental behavior. Similarly, Nabi et al. (2018) find hope to be a key mediator
between gain-framed messages and consumers’ attitudes toward climate change policies.
Chadwick (2015) demonstrates that hope increases a person’s interest in climate protec-
tion but does not have a significant effect on that person’s behavioral intentions.
Conversely, Bilandzic et al. (2017) conclude that hope has a negative effect on behavioral
intentions as gain-framed messages reduce an individual’s willingness to make sacrifices
for a climate change cause. They found that loss-framed messages have a positive influ-
ence on an individual’s willingness to make sacrifices, due to higher levels of fear and
guilt. Considering the mixed results, based on the findings of Ojala (2012) and Nabi et al.
(2018), we suggest that hope positively influences consumers’ evaluations and, based on
Bilandzic et al. (2017), we suggest that guilt also positively influences consumers’ evalua-
tions. Consequently, the following hypotheses are posited:

Hypothesis 2: Hope positively influences: (a) consumers’ attitudes toward the environmental
cause, and (b) consumers’ attitudes toward the company.

Hypothesis 3: Guilt positively influences: (a) consumers’ attitudes toward the environmental
cause, and (b) consumers’ attitudes toward the company.

Effects of attitude on behavioral intentions

Behavioral intentions are an individual’s readiness to perform the behavior and, as such,
encompass an individual’s motivations (Ajzen, 1991). Previous studies in the CSR context
(Dhanesh & Nekmat, 2019; Grau & Folse, 2007; Inoue et al., 2017; Johnson-Young &
Magee, 2019; Overton, 2018) have called for further research into demonstrating a direct
link between attitudinal and behavioral intention variables.

In a meta-analysis of behavioral intentions toward environmentally friendly initiatives in
the hospitality sector, attitudes are considered to be one of the consumers’ internalized
perceptions (Gao et al., 2016). Garcia de Los Salmones et al. (2021) find that an individual’s
attitude toward a social media post (e.g., attitude toward the cause) has a double influence:
first, it improves the individual’s attitude toward the company and, second, it increases their
behavioral intentions to act (e.g., their intention to share the post). Ertz et al. (2017) show
that pro-environmental attitudes have a significant influence on behavioral intentions
toward reusable containers. Wang and Anderson (2011) find that brand attitude acts as
a mediator between an individual’s assessment of CSR practices and their purchase inten-
tions. Dhanesh and Nekmat (2019) demonstrate that attitude toward an organization
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positively influences an individual’s behavioral intentions toward that organization. Based
on the outlined empirical findings, it is proposed that:

Hypothesis 4: A favorable attitude toward the cause has a positive impact on attitude toward
the company.

Hypothesis 5: A favorable attitude toward the cause has a positive impact on behavioral
intentions toward: (a) the cause, and (b) the company.

Hypothesis 6: A favorable attitude toward the company has a positive impact on behavioral
intentions toward: (a) the cause, and (b) the company.

Method

Given the numerous empirical challenges in CSR research, it was crucial to conduct
experiments to establish a causal relationship between message framing, emotions, atti-
tudes, and behaviors (Shadish et al., 2002). We used two sequential studies, as discussed
later. In Study 1, we analyzed the direct effects of message framing (gain vs. loss) on hope
and guilt (Hypotheses 1a and 1b). In Study 2, we examined the impacts of hope and guilt on
consumer attitudes toward the environmental cause and toward the company (Hypotheses
2a, 2b, 3a and 3b). In addition, we examined the effect of attitude toward the cause on
attitude toward the company (Hypothesis 4). Lastly, we analyzed the impact of the two
attitudinal measures (toward the cause and toward the company) on behavioral intentions
toward the cause and toward the company (Hypotheses 5a, 5b, 6a and 6b).

Study 1: message framing in CSR advertising

Design and sampling

This study adopted a single-factor, between-subjects design (message framing: gain vs. loss).
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two experimental conditions.
Participants were exposed to a social media post (Figure 2) that promoted reusable coffee
cups (RCCs). We used a fictitious company to mitigate any potentially confounding effects
of previous brand experiences (Geuens & De Pelsmacker, 2017) and we also controlled for
gender, age, and level of education (Ribeiro et al., 2022).

Respondents were recruited online via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) and offered
a small monetary compensation for completing a survey. Various CSR studies, published in
reputable journals, have used this platform (e.g., Xu & Jeong, 2019; Zhang & Yang, 2019).
Prior research suggests that online panels allow for fast data collection and participants tend
to be more diverse than other sampling methods, such as college student samples
(Buhrmester et al., 2011).

A total of 978 participants took part in Study 1. We removed responses of 20 participants
who failed the attention check (i.e., “The Facebook post I just read was primarily about the
following topic: Disposable and reusable coffee cups; Advertisement for a new product from
Atlas; None of the above”). A one-way ANOVA showed that there were no significant
differences between the two conditions (loss- or gain-framed message) in terms of age
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Gain Message Frame

Atlas
Sponsored - &

Did you know that annually 16 billion disposable coffee cups are used in the
US alone?

Imagine what we will gain if we make a green choice today. If everyone starts
using reusable coffee cups now, we improve our environmental conditions
considerably which benefits us all. By using reusable coffee cups, we are able
to significantly reduce the number of disposable coffee cups ending up in
landfills every day! In addition, we can save 6.5 million trees and 4 billion
gallons of water this year alone. Please, start using reusable coffee cups now
so all of us can benefit from the positive effects on the environment!

Loss Message Frame

Atlas
Sponsored - §

Did you know that annually 16 billion disposable coffee cups are used in the
US alone?

Imagine what we will lose if we don't make a green choice today. If no one
starts using reusable coffee cups now, we drastically worsen our
environmental conditions which impacts us all. By not using reusable coffee
cups now, tons of disposable coffee cups end up in landfills every day! In
addition, we currently waste 6.5 million trees and 4 billion gallons of water
every year. Please, stop using disposable coffee cups now as we all have to
pay for the negative effects on the environment!

1

OO0 «
(ﬂ) Like ( comment

35 comments 45 shares

35 comments 45 shares

O©0% «

d) Share [ - Ad |ﬁ Like O Comment £ Share [ - A d

Figure 2. CSR social media stimuli.

(Mgge = 38.1), gender (male: 50.7%), education (undergraduate degree: 26.7%) and ethnicity
(non-Hispanic white: 73.4%). Thus, subsample equivalence was met as the two samples
were homogeneous and comparable (Geuens & De Pelsmacker, 2017).

Measures

Following their exposure to the CSR message, the participants were asked to rate their
emotional responses to the ad. Hope was measured using three items (optimistic, encour-
aged, and hopeful), adapted from Richins (1997). Guilt was measured using three items
(remorseful, guilty, and conscience-stricken), adapted from Bilandzic and Sukalla (2019).
All the responses were rated on seven-point Likert-type scales (1 = strongly disagree; 7 =
strongly agree). To assess perceived message framing (i.e., potential loss or potential gain of
the message), the 958 remaining participants were then asked to rate the extent to which
they believed: “The Facebook post I just saw included information that primarily focused on
gains or losses (1 = potential losses; 7 = potential gains).” Lastly, demographic information
was collected.

Results

Manipulation check: A one-way ANOVA on the manipulation check question indicated
that the manipulation was successful; participants in the loss-framed message condition
revealed having felt potential loss, compared to those in the gain-framed message condition
(MpogentialLoss = 1.61, SD = 0.727 V5. MpotentialGain = 6.30, SD = .736; F = (1, 955) 9703, p <
.001, n* = 0.910). This suggested the manipulation worked as intended.
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Hypothesis testing: We predicted that the gain-framed message would elicit hope (H1a),
while the loss-framed message would induce guilt (H1b). To test Hla and H1b, an ordinary
least square (OLS) regression was undertaken with message framing (gain vs. loss) as the
independent variable and with hope and guilt as dependent variables, while controlling for
age, gender and level of education. To test Hla we used a dummy coding message frame
(gain = 1; loss = 0). To test H1b the dummy code was swapped (gain = 0; loss = 1; Hayes &
Preacher, 2014). The results indicated that the gain-framed message elicited hope (§ = 0.47,
t = 26.63, p < .001), while the loss-framed message triggered feelings of guilt ( = 0.27, t =
17.03, p < .001). Taken together, these results provide support for Hla and H1b.

Study 2: effects of emotions on consumer responses

Design and sampling

As in Study 1, a between-subjects design (message framing: gain vs. loss) was adopted,
and participants were randomly assigned to one of the two experimental conditions.
A total of 472 participants were recruited using MTurk and offered a small monetary
compensation for completing a survey. Six responses were removed due to failed
attention checks resulting in a final sample of 466 participants (Gain 234 and Loss
232). Similar to Study 1, a one-way ANOVA showed that there were no significant
differences between the two groups in terms of age (Mg = 39.9), gender (male: 50.6%;
female: 48.7%; prefer not say: 0.7%), education (undergraduate degree: 43.8%; some
college degree = 26.7%; high school degree or less = 11.8%; postgraduate degree =
10.2%, other: 7.5%) and ethnicity (non-Hispanic white: 73.6%, African or Black
American = 11.3%, Asian = 6.7, Hispanics = 6%; other: 2.4%).

Measures

After their exposure to the same message frames as in Study 1 (see, Figure 2), participants
were asked to indicate their emotional responses to six items (three related to hope and
three to guilt) using the same Likert-type scales (see, Table 2). Attitude toward the
environmental cause was measured on a 7-point Likert scale using three items adapted
from Johnson-Young and Magee (2019). Attitude toward the company was measured using
four items, following the semantic differential scale adapted from K. Kim et al. (2015). The
items used to measure behavioral intention toward the cause were adapted from Price and
Arnould (1999); the questions measured the likelihood of the participants to use RCCs.
A 2-item scale was used to measure behavioral intention toward the company (Price &
Arnould, 1999; Putrevu & Lord, 1994). Finally, the last section of the survey contained
demographic questions.

As a cross-sectional survey was used to collect the data, common method bias (CMB)
needed to be ruled out. We used Harman’s single factor test, with all 17 of the items loaded
into a single, unrotated, exploratory factor. The results demonstrated that 41.42% of the
variance of the items could be explained through a single factor, suggesting that common
method variance (CMV) was not a pervasive issue in our study (Jordan & Troth, 2020;
Ribeiro et al., 2021).
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and results of the measurement model for Study 2.

Constructs and indicators Mean® SD  Std.B° t-value
Hope

optimistic 457 1.697 0.926*** N/A
encouraged 490 1.720 0.883*** 41.047
hopeful 476 1.749 0.912*** 45802
Guilt

remorseful 3.61 1902 0.859*** N/A
guilty 3.61 1.944 0.905*** 34.987
conscience-stricken 4.03 1.908 0.842*** 32216
Attitude to Cause

I am concerned about the use of disposable cups for beverages like coffee 512 1.659 0.859*** N/A
The campaign about reducing the use of disposable cups is very important to me. 494 1.767 0.905*** 39.085

It is important to assist in supporting the cause of reducing the use of disposable cups. 537 1.575 0.842*** 39.220
Attitude to Company

... negative — positive 591 1246 0.931*** N/A
...good - bad 598 1.183 0.922*** 52114
... unfavorable - favorable 5.89 1.265 0.934*** 54595
... not likeable - likeable 595 1.277 0.936*** 55.042
Behavior to Cause

... using reusable coffee cups now? 541 1.625 0.825*** N/A
... recommending using reusable coffee cups to family and friends? 529 1710 0.968*** 33.273
Behavior to Company

| will definitely try an Atlas coffee shop 505 1451 0.891*** N/A

| would recommend this coffee shop to others 502 1.443 0.918*** 36.760

Note: AAll items measured on 7-points scales. ® Std. B = Standardized factor loadings.

***p < 0.001 level (Two-tailed).

N/A - In Amos, one loading has to be fixed to 1; hence, t-value cannot be calculated for this item.

Results of the measurement model: x* = 243.032, df = 102, y*/df = 2.383), CFl = 0.991, TLI = 0.998, RMSEA = 0.038, SRMR =
0.035.

Results

Before testing the structural model, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted
following a two-step approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Results of the CFA (provided
by IBM AMOS v27 software) indicated that the model showed a good fit to the data: chi-
square (X2 =243.032, df = 102, Xz/df= 2.383), comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.991, Tucker-
Lewis index (TLI) = 0.998, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.038,
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.035 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), which
demonstrates the accuracy of the model (Kline, 2016). As presented in Table 2, the factor
loadings were higher than 0.80 and significant (p < .001). Table 3 shows that the average
variance extracted (AVE) exceeded the 0.50 cutoff value for all constructs and was higher

Table 3. Reliability and discriminant validity: Fornell and Larcker criterion.

a CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Hope 0.95 0.933 0.823 0.907
2. Guilt 0.90 0.903 0.756 —0.045 0.869
3. Attitude to Cause 0.96 0.925 0.805 0.441 0.422 0.897
4. Attitude to Company 0.94 0.963 0.866 0.558 0.161 0.553 0.931
5. Behavior to Cause 0.90 0.900 0.818 0.582 0.285 0.641 0.711 0.905
6. Behavior to Company 0.92 0.894 0.809 0.409 0.312 0.786 0.542 0.644 0.899

Note: a = Cronbach alpha; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted. The bold elements in the diagonal
matrix are the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE). Interconstruct correlations are shown off-diagonal. All
correlations are significant at p <0.001 level
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than the squared correlation between the constructs. These results provided evidence for
both convergent and discriminant validity of all the constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR) values for all the constructs were greater
than the recommended threshold of 0.70 (Table 3), which evidenced the reliability of the
construct (Hair et al., 2019). Overall, these results revealed that the measurement model was
adequate to assess the latent variables used in the study’s structural model.

After assessing the validity and reliability of the measurement model, the structural
model was tested. Fit indices showed that the model fit the data reasonably well (x* =
285.131, df = 109, Xz/df= 2.616, CFI = 0.990, TLI = 0.975, RMSEA = 0.059, SRMR = 0.052;
Hu & Bentler, 1999) and was strong enough to test the proposed hypotheses.

Table 4 shows the results of the structural model with standardized paths of the proposed
relationships. The results indicate that eight out of the nine hypotheses are supported.
Specifically, hope positively influences both attitude toward the cause (f = 0.48, p < .001)
and attitude toward the company (f = 0.40, p < .001); thus, H3a and H3b are supported.
Similarly, guilt significantly influences attitude toward the cause ( = 0.42, p <.001) but does
not influence attitude toward the company (B = 0.02, p >.05). Thus, H4a is supported while
H4b is rejected. Additionally, attitude toward the cause positively affects attitude toward the
company (B = 0.37, p <.001) as well as behavioral intentions toward the cause (f = 0.70, p <
.001) and the company (p = 0.64, p < .001); therefore, H5, H6a and Héb are supported.
Lastly, attitude toward the company positively influences behavioral intentions toward the
cause (P = 0.15, p < .001) and the company (B = .45, p < .001), lending support to H7a
and H7b.

Post hoc analysis

Further analyses were performed to estimate separate structural models for each of the
message frame conditions (gain and loss) to see if there were any substantive differences in
their structural relationships (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). A structural invariance test was
performed to determine whether structural invariance existed in the model (emotions —
attitudes — behaviors) when exposed to outcome message framing (i.e., gain and loss) in
CSR advertising. A baseline (unconstrained) model with maximum Likelihood (ML)
estimation was generated. The results of the baseline model (where all the loadings across
the two message frames were constrained to be equivalent) demonstrated that the model fit

Table 4. Standardized regression weights for structural model.

Standardized hypothesized relationship Std. Estimates t-value Result
H2a: Hope — Attitude to Cause 0.48%** 16.922 Supported
H2b: Hope — Attitude to Company 0.40%** 12.060 Supported
H3a: Guilt — Attitude to Cause 0.42%** 14.315 Supported
H3b: Guilt — Attitude to Company 0.02™ 0.719 Not Supported
H4: Attitude Cause — Attitude to Company 0.37%** 10.205 Supported
H5a: Attitude Cause — Intention to Cause 0.70%** 23.681 Supported
H5b: Attitude Cause — Intention to Company 0.64*** 12.546 Supported
Hé6a: Attitude to Company — Intention to Cause 0.15%** 5.526 Supported
Héb: Attitude to Company — Intention to Company 0.45%** 14.382 Supported

Note: Ns = not significant. ***p < 0.001. Variance Explained: R? Attitude to Cause = 0.39.
Explained variance:

RZ Attitude to Cause = 0.39.

Rz Attitude to Company — 0.45.

R? Intention to Cause = 0.73.

R2 Intention to Company = 0.65
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Table 5. Multigroup analysis of message framing in CSR advertising.

Gain message Loss message Message framing
Relationships framing framing B AB difference p value
Hope — Attitude to Cause B =0.631*** B = 0.349*** AB =.0282 p =.000
Hope — Attitude to Company B = 0.587*** B =0.276*** AR =0.310 p =.001
Guilt — Attitude to Cause B = 0.225*** B = 0.576*** AB =-0.352 p =.000
Guilt — Attitude to Company B =0.021" B=0.052" AB = —0.030 p = .676
Attitude to Cause — Attitude to B =0.213** B = 0.440*** AB =-0.226 p =.003
Company
Attitude to Cause — Behavior to B = 0.820*** B = 0.770*** AB = 0.050 p =.838
Cause
Attitude to Cause — Behavior to B = 0.473*** B =0.373*** AB =0.100 p =474
Company
Attitude to Company — Behavior to B =0.090 "™ B=0.114* AR =-0.024 p =.956
Cause
Attitude to Company — Behavior to B = 0.455*** B = 0.501*** AB = -0.046 p = 497
Company

B = Standardized Regression Coefficient; p = Statistical Significance; A = Difference; * p < 0.050; ** p < 0.010; *** p < 0.001;
ns = not significant

the data reasonably well (x> = 374.400, df = 212, x*/df = 1.766, p < .001, TLI = 0.976; CFI =
0.981; RMSEA = 0.041; SRMR = 0.065). As summarized in Table 5, the baseline model,
where paths were allowed to vary freely (i.e., gain and loss), was compared to nine
constrained models in which the paths were equally constrained in sequence across the
two message framing groups. As anticipated, results of the x* difference test revealed that
the two message framing groups varied at the model level (Ax* (9) = 62.213, p < .001),
indicating that there were differences in the path relationships between gain and loss
outcome message framing in CSR advertising.

To understand which path estimates varied between the two message framing condi-
tions, we calculated the statistical differences. The results, depicted in Table 5, demonstrate
that the effect of hope on both attitude toward the cause and attitude toward the company
was stronger in the gain (vs. loss) message condition. Conversely, the effect of guilt on
attitude toward the cause was stronger in the loss (vs. gain) message condition. However,
the effect of guilt on attitude toward the company did not differ across the two framing
conditions. In addition, the positive effect of attitude toward the cause on company attitude
was stronger in the loss (vs. gain) message condition. However, the effect of attitude toward
the cause on behavioral intention toward the cause and toward the company did not differ
between the two message framed conditions. Lastly, the effect of attitude toward the
company on behavioral intention toward the cause was significant only in the loss message
condition.

Conclusions and implications

The contributions of this paper are two-fold: first, our study demonstrates how message
framing elicits two discrete emotions of hope and guilt; second, we examine how such
emotions influence consumer attitudes and behavioral intentions toward the cause and the
company. This study adds to the body of literature on the effects of discrete emotions on
consumer responses to advertising stimuli (Poels & Dewitte, 2019), particularly in the
context of message framing of CSR ads (Segev et al., 2015).
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Theoretical implications

Research on emotions, in the context of message framing, has only emerged relatively
recently and remains rather atheoretical (Nabi et al., 2018). Prior research in climate change
communication highlighted the relevance of message framing and emotions when examin-
ing perceived threats and people’s willingness to make sacrifices for the environment
(Bilandzic et al., 2017; Nabi et al., 2018). However, previous hospitality research on
environmental CSR communication has largely ignored consumers’ emotional responses.
In response to the call to examine the effectiveness of message framing strategies (Segev
et al., 2015), there has been an increase in research on the impact of message framing on
consumers’ responses to CSR communication. However, the findings have been mixed.
Several studies have suggested that negatively framed CSR messages are more effective
(Grazzini et al., 2018; Randle et al.,, 2019), while others have concluded that positively
framed messages lead to more positive evaluations (Kim & Kim, 2014).

This research offers two main contributions. First, to reconcile the mixed findings on
message framing, we examine the impact of message framing on consumers’ emotional
responses (particularly, hope and guilt). Second, we demonstrate the relevance of the
S-O-R framework in the context of CSR communications, supporting the influence of
advertising stimuli (i.e., message framing) on the organism (i.e., consumers’ emotions),
which in turn influences consumers’ responses (i.e., their attitudes and behavioral
intentions).

Congruent with prior research in climate change communication (Bilandzic et al., 2017;
Nabi et al., 2018), our findings from Study 1 show that message framing (gain vs. loss)
induces hope and guilt (respectively) in the context of pro-environmental communications.
We further demonstrate that loss-framed messages generate higher levels of negative
emotions, such as guilt (Nabi et al., 2018), and that guilt is linked to consumers’ attitudes
toward the cause; this finding is consistent with prior research that shows the power of guilt
at enhancing consumer participation in CSR initiatives (Bilandzic et al., 2017). Feelings of
hope also influence consumers’ attitude toward the CSR cause (Ahn, 2021). However, only
hope has a positive effect on attitude toward the company. Guilt is triggered when an
individual perceives him/herself to have engaged in a moral transgression (Lazarus, 1991)
and, therefore, it is not surprising that guilt fails to influence consumer attitudes toward the
company.

The impact of framing on environmental attitudes and behaviors remains inconclusive
(Homar & Cvelbar, 2021). The evidence is mixed in relation to whether CSR messaging
influences attitudinal, as well as behavioral, outcomes (Dhanesh & Nekmat, 2019; Grau &
Folse, 2007; Inoue et al., 2017; Johnson-Young & Magee, 2019; Overton, 2018). Prior
research suggests that consumers’ perceptions of a company’s CSR activities have a halo
effect (Albus & Ro, 2017). A positive attitude toward a cause improves a consumer’s attitude
toward the company. Consistent with prior studies (Garcia de Los Salmones et al., 2021), we
demonstrate that favorable attitudes toward a CSR cause lead to positive attitudes toward
the company. Additionally, our research shows the direct effects of attitudinal responses to
behavioral intentions in the context of CSR. Specifically, consumers’ attitudes toward both
the CSR cause and the company have a positive effect on consumers’ behavioral intentions
(Ojala, 2012).
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Practical implications

The study provides practical insights for the hospitality industry to enhance the effective-
ness of their CSR communication. As evidenced by National Geographic’s Planet or Plastic
campaign, it is relatively easy to incorporate cues inducing discrete emotions into CSR
messages (DiRusso & Myrick, 2021). However, as only hope-inducing messages (i.e., gain-
framed messages) have a positive effect on consumers’ attitudes toward a company, hospi-
tality firms are advised to stay away from loss-framed CSR messaging. To induce feelings of
hope, companies can either highlight the positive outcomes of their CSR initiative or
highlight the negative consequences avoided, that have resulted from the target behavior.
Headlines such as “one reusable cup in your hand = 1,000 single-use cups not in landfill” or
“reusable coffee saves our sea life,” supported by evidence, can be used by companies to
reinforce the positive impacts that their customers are having, or the negative impacts they
are avoiding, with their purchase.

Limitations and avenues for future research

The use of behavioral intention variables, instead of measuring actual behavior, is
a limitation. There is a gap between intentions and actions in the CSR context, which is
likely due to two reasons. First, actual purchase behaviors are more complex than intentions
because numerous factors (e.g., price, situational circumstances) play a role in the decision-
making process (Inoue et al., 2017). Second, topics such as responsible behaviors, which are
loaded with societal expectations, create a social desirability bias whereby participants
respond in accordance with general expectations (Babakhani et al., 2017). Consequently,
future research in this realm should use behavioral data to validate previous findings on
behavioral intentions. In addition, future research should investigate subjective norms and
perceived behavioral controls, both of which are likely to have a major influence on
behavioral intentions and actions. Lastly, this study used two online experiments to test
the proposed hypotheses. Further research could combine lab experiments (i.e., electro-
dermal, facial reader recognition) with field experiments to examine the influence of CSR
stimuli on consumers’ emotions (e.g., Gémez-Carmona et al., 2021), attitudes, and
behaviors.
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