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Executive Summary 

 

Consumers are overwhelmed with communications from companies and NGOs trying to 

increase their brand awareness and push the consumers to action. But, since consumers are 

continuously in contact with brands through advertising, they cannot be attentive to each one 

of them. Humour is a frequently used method by marketers to attract the attention of the 

consumers and to enact positive reactions.  

In this thesis, we have analysed whether NGOs, and more specifically the Rainforest Alliance, 

should use humour in its socially responsible advertisements and what the effects of it are. We 

circulated a questionnaire showing randomly a humorous or a non-humorous CSR 

advertisement from the Rainforest Alliance and gathered 115 valid responses in total.   

Our study revealed that the humorous CSR advertisement led to a better attitude towards the 

ad and a higher purchase intention of certified products from the Rainforest Alliance. 

Moreover, a credible ad enhances the attitude towards the ad and the brand even more and 

increases the intention to purchase products from the NGO. People who are less sceptical 

about advertisements have a better attitude towards the ad and the brand as well as a higher 

intention to purchase the products. Furthermore, a person highly interested in sustainability 

will have a less positive attitude towards the humorous ad compared to a person that is not 

interested in the matter.  

All in all, NGOs should use humour in CSR advertisements since it has a lot of beneficial 

effects and it draws the attention of the consumers. Humour will also enable the NGO to reach 

a broader public and increase its brand awareness. 

 

 

Keywords: Sustainability, CSR communication, humour, advertisements, NGO, marketing 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

We are continually confronted with the effects of climate change. Every week we see misery 

in the world and groups of people that are being abused. Every month disasters affect the 

environment and local communities. Every year some people ask themselves what they could 

do more to make our planet a better world.  All these themes are encompassed in the social 

responsibility concept. 

In recent years, consumers have become more aware of social responsibility and they 

pressurise companies to behave more ethically. Some companies just surf on the wave and 

adopt a couple of measures to be left alone. Others build their whole strategy around 

sustainability and truly differentiate themselves from their competitors.  

Consumers have easier access to information thanks to the Internet. As such, they expect 

transparency and a clear and honest communication from companies. It is important 

consumers have a good image of the company and that is why a lot of companies 

communicate about their corporate social responsibility (CSR) strategy and actions they put in 

place benefiting society. Similarly, NGOs also have to be honest and authentic and consumers 

want to learn more about the causes they support, where their donations go and how it helps 

the community. 

But, firms and NGOs have a hard time standing out of the crowd and creating brand 

awareness. As such, most entities communicate CSR messages on different channels to try 

and grab the viewers’ attention. The problem is that all organisations adopt this approach and 

consumers are overloaded with messages. Consumers cannot pay attention to every single 

advertisement so some communication messages just pass unnoticed. Marketers are struggling 

and they have to be endlessly creative to attract the audiences’ attention and be sure their 

communication is effective.  

A frequently used method in advertising (and communication in general) is humour. Earle 

(2013) says combining humour with sustainability is not easy. He adds some people argue 

social responsibility cannot and should not be presented in a ludicrous way since it is a serious 

topic and people might be offended or not get the underlying message.  

It is true the consequences of global warming, deforestation, unethical behaviour or disasters 

have huge impacts and have to be taken seriously but it is believed consumers are tired of 
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dull, dark, monotonous messages about sustainability and they prefer something that grabs 

their attention and that will amuse them (Steisel, personal communication, 2015). Edland-

Gryt (2014) agrees with this view and adds showing misery will lead to negative attitudes as 

well as increased stereotypes.   

It is believed humour has a lot of beneficial effects on consumers’ perception and 

interpretation of an advertisement. Several studies have analysed the impacts of humour in 

corporate advertisements. If corporations have been using humour in corporate social 

responsibility advertisements for the last decade, NGOs have started using humour more 

recently and more cautiously as well in their communication. Since this phenomenon is more 

recent, not a lot of studies have been carried out yet.  

The aim of this thesis is to go deeper into this field and analyse the impacts of humour in a 

socially responsible advertisement of the NGO the Rainforest Alliance. Our managerial 

question is thus: ‘what are the effects of using humour in a socially responsible advertisement 

from an NGO on the attitude towards the advertisement and the brand, on the consumer 

purchase intention and on the credibility of the ad?’. We will also look at moderating 

variables that could impact the effects of the humour such as consumers’ scepticism towards 

advertisements, their need for humour and interest in sustainability and the ecology. 

To give an answer to our managerial question we divided our thesis in two parts. First, we did 

a literature review about our main concepts: CSR, CSR communication, humour, humour in 

advertisements and a special focus on humour used in CSR ads. This enabled us to have a 

broader view of what CSR and humour precisely represent and how they could be used to 

communicate. We also analysed the effects of using these themes in CSR advertisements. 

Most studies based themselves on corporate advertisements so we tried to deduct the 

outcomes for NGOs at the end of each respective chapter. 

In the second part we explain the qualitative study we conducted with four experts: Mathieu 

Jahnich, Andrea Catellani, Anita Neville and Silvia Steisel. They provided us with useful 

insights that helped build our views on the different concepts we analysed.  

Then, we built research questions and hypotheses based on the literature review and the 

qualitative study. After that, we collected 115 valid responses to a questionnaire we diffused. 

The methodology used is explained at the end of the empirical studies chapter.   
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The second chapter of part two is dedicated to the analyses of the results of our study as well 

as the discussion of the results and the managerial recommendations for NGOs. We end with 

proposing leads for future research and the limits of our study. 
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PART 1: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

We have done an extensive literature review on the concepts of corporate social responsibility 

(CSR) and CSR communication in chapter 1. In chapter 2 we will tackle humour, humour in 

advertisements and humour in CSR advertisements.  

When starting our research we understood there was not a lot of information available about 

NGOs for our topics. Since this thesis focuses on the use of humour in socially responsible 

advertisements of the Rainforest Alliance, we will base our research on information found 

about companies and at the end of the chapters we will try and draw a parallel for NGOs and 

see if there are any differences between both. Because Rainforest Alliance’s certification label 

is found on products sold by companies, it will also be interesting to look at the different 

strategies companies can put in place to communicate about CSR. 

CHAPTER 1: Corporate social responsibility  

In this first chapter we will start with explaining what corporate social responsibility is. Then, 

we will move on to CSR communication and more specifically to the three CSR 

communication strategies, the content, the channels and the outcomes of CSR 

communication. We will end with the limits of this type of communication as well as a special 

focus on sustainability messages for NGOs. 

 Corporate social responsibility definition 1.

For decades, people have been wondering whether companies should have a role besides 

making profits. Bowen (1953) asked himself that same question and he is the first person to 

come up with a concept defining the social importance of firms. He is the founding father of 

the corporate social responsibility (CSR) concept. Over time, the concept has evolved and it is 

still not clear what CSR should exactly cover. Nevertheless, Pinkston and Carroll (1996) say 

it is normal that CSR has several definitions and fluctuates over time because the concept will 

be adapted regarding the present social concerns and actual issues.  

We have decided to take the CSR definition of the European Commission (2011, p. 6) since it 

is one of the most complete and recent ones in our view: CSR is “the responsibility of 

enterprises for their impacts on society”. Moreover, it adds that “respect for applicable 

legislation, and for collective agreement between social partners, is a prerequisite for 

meeting that responsibility. To fully meet their corporate social responsibility, enterprises 
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should have in place a process to integrate social, environmental, ethical, human rights and 

consumer concerns into their business operations and core strategy in close collaboration 

with their stakeholders, with the aim of: 

- Maximising the creation of shared value for their owners/shareholders and for their 

other stakeholders and society at large; 

- Identifying, preventing and mitigating their possible adverse impacts.” 

This definition encompasses the different aspects of corporate social responsibility and it is 

clear that the actions or non-actions of companies will have an impact on several stakeholders. 

Freeman (1984, p. 46) defines the stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect or 

is affected by the achievement of an organization’s objectives.” (In Stieb, 2008). 

There are different concepts related to CSR that mean more or less the same that are often 

used indiscriminately. Examples of such concepts are: sustainability, corporate citizenship, 

triple bottom line, ethical behaviour, etc. (Perrini, 2006, p.305). In this paper we will also use 

these different terms to refer to the CSR concept we just described. 

In 2013, Accenture and the UN Global Compact 

did a joint study on CEOs and sustainability. 

They asked CEOs what their main drivers were 

to invest in sustainability. As we can see from 

the figure 1 on the left, the three main 

motivations are (1) building the brand identity, 

create a trusted relationship and increase the 

company’s reputation, (2) increase the revenues 

or enact a cost reduction and (3) pressures from 

the consumers/ customers.  

 

 

 

*(1000 completed responses) 

 

 

Figure 1: CEO study on sustainability. Source: Accenture and UN Global Compact (2013, p.37). 
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CSR is increasingly at the fore-front of the companies’ interests. Nevertheless, spending 

resources on CSR initiatives is one thing, but communicating efficiently to the stakeholders is 

a challenge for companies in order to maximize their expected benefits. This will be tackled 

in the next part. 

 CSR communication  2.

In the past, firms did not communicate a lot about their social and environmental actions 

because they were afraid of being suspected of manipulation, trigger scepticism or being 

criticised by the public opinion (Tixier, 2003). Kotler and Lee (2005) add firms tried having 

other actors, like NGOs or the media, to talk about how good and invested they were in social 

causes. 

Although, investing in CSR initiatives has been introduced years ago, it is only since the 

1990s and the emergence of the stakeholder theory that companies became aware of the 

importance of communicating to stakeholders such as employees, shareholders or investors 

(Benoît-Moreau and Parguel, 2011). At that time, consumers were neglected and companies 

did not see the interest of sharing too much information with them. Nowadays, the situation is 

different and the emergence of CSR communication is partly due to the increase of 

importance of this particular group (Benoît-Moreau and Parguel, 2011). 

To reach the consumers, CSR advertisements are often used. Mögele and Tropp (2010) have 

done a study showing that between 2002 and 2007 the number of printed ads related to CSR 

increased by 390% in German weekly magazines. ARPP and ADEME (2009) found the 

visuals related to the environment increased by 5.5% between 2006 and 2009. ARPP and 

ADEME (2014) did another research and the results are displayed on figure 2 below.  

  

      * Banners used on Internet and in 

mass media (no regional or 

professional press) excluding 

television.     

  (No data available for 2008) 

 

  

  

Figure 2: Percentage of visual advertisements linked to the environment in France. Source: based on ARPP and 

ADEME (2014, p.18). 
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We can deduct from figure 2 above that each year between 2006 and 2009 more visual 

advertisements were linked to the environment in France. Since 2010 the percentage has 

diminished and it has stagnated at 3% from 2011 until 2013. 

Swaen and Chumpitaz (2008) have tried to find reasons for increased communications about 

social responsibility. They found CSR communications have been boosted due to financial 

scandals (e.g. the Enron affair), social problems (e.g. poor working conditions) and 

environmental disasters (e.g. BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico) that have occurred. We 

believe the 2009 boom in figure 2 could maybe be explained with the economic crisis where 

companies tried to regain a trustworthy image. 

Consumers are expecting transparency and honesty from companies. They are also eager to 

know the company’s impacts on global and local challenges and their use of natural resources 

to be sure the company is truly invested in social causes (Accenture and UN Global Compact, 

2014). Lewis (2003) points out a lot of companies fulfil their social duties but simply fail to 

communicate effectively. A study carried out by IFOP and LSA (2007) reveals that one out of 

two French consumers says it is interested by the benefits environmentally-friendly products 

bring, but have difficulties evaluating them clearly.  

If the stakeholders are not aware of the actions a company is undertaking to help the society 

and how it affects them, chances are bigger companies will not have a positive return on 

investment and they will not reap all the benefits of their actions (Du, Bhattacharya and Sen, 

2010; Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004).  

 Three CSR communication strategies  2.1.

Van de Ven (2008) puts forward three strategies companies can adopt to integrate and build 

their CSR communication: reputation management, building a virtuous corporate brand and 

ethical product differentiation. Firms have to decide the appropriate strategy according to their 

identity.  

 Reputation management 2.1.1.

The reputation management strategy is suited for companies that listen to the needs of their 

main stakeholders and try to act upon them. Furthermore, they tend to defend their reputation 

if they are criticised but do not invest explicitly in CSR communication (van de Ven, 2008; 

Parguel, Benoît-Moreau and Larceneux, 2011). 
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 Virtuous corporate brand building  2.1.2.

The second strategy, the virtuous corporate brand building, is about communicating the 

socially responsible actions they are putting in place. To create a good brand, it goes without 

saying that the company should already have a good reputation. Firms will have to decide 

between marketing communication and corporate communication instruments. The former 

often raises scepticism about the true intentions of the company. Examples of this approach 

are advertising, sponsoring, direct marketing, packaging and promotions (van de Ven, 2008). 

Corporate communication on the other hand is used to keep a low profile since the company 

restricts its CSR communication to its website and some reports (van de Ven, 2008).  Here 

again, the firm has to look at its identity and decide which communication instruments are 

best suited.   

Additionally, companies should not communicate too extensively about their CSR 

investments in order to not raise any suspicions. Furthermore, companies should balance 

‘expert CSR communication processes’ (direct) and ‘endorsed CSR communication 

processes’ (indirect) to increase the reputation and credibility of the company (Nielsen and 

Thomsen, 2009).  

 Ethical product differentiation  2.1.3.

Ethical product differentiation is about differentiating a product or a service in a social and 

environmental-friendly way. The firm uses for instance natural and environmental-friendly 

ingredients or certified ingredients to manufacture its products and differentiate itself from its 

competitors.  

Companies like The Body Shop or Natura Brasil are good examples of this approach where 

CSR communication is done automatically with the social responsible aspect of the product 

(Parguel et al., 2011, Benoît-Moreau and Parguel, 2011). Another example of this strategy is 

the use of the Fairtrade or Rainforest Alliance label. The price premium will help small 

farmers to live in better conditions, improve their harvest output and ensure they receive a 

decent wage (van de Ven, 2008).  

 

The virtuous corporate brand and the ethical product differentiation can also be combined. 

Chiquita is working with the Rainforest Alliance since 1992 and assures that all its bananas 

are produced in a sustainable way by fulfilling the certification criteria from the Rainforest 
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Alliance (van de Ven, 2008). Since 2005, Chiquita uses the green frog logo from the 

Rainforest Alliance on all its bananas and this has awaken some criticism from the general 

public. Indeed, they claimed that Chiquita could do more to protect the environment since it 

still used some herbicides for instance. By putting the green frog on the bananas, Chiquita has 

extended its CSR communication strategy to the ethical product differentiation. This brings 

along more responsibilities regarding communication and actions put in place to help society 

since stakeholders are becoming more critical.  

In order to communicate efficiently and reap the maximum benefits of the CSR 

communication, companies have to: choose the appropriate content, communicate on the right 

channels, be aware of the outcomes as well as the limits of CSR communication.  

 Content of CSR communication 2.2.

When talking about CSR, companies have to select which aspect they want to tackle since the 

concept is quite large. We can think of environmental or social actions of any kind. As a 

matter of example, Jones, Comfort and Hillier (2005) analysed the content of the displays and 

banners stores used for promoting CSR initiatives. UK retailer Co-op used themes such as 

fairtrade, healthy or organic products, support for local farmers, waste recycling initiatives, 

actions helping the local community or even banners tackling anti-social behaviour. 

Most CSR communication focuses on a company’s involvement in a cause. A firm can for 

instance donate an amount of money for each product sold. Following the framework of Du et 

al. (2010) displayed in figure 3 below, we will analyse the different aspects companies can 

highlight in CSR communication: the commitment to the cause, the impact it has on a cause, 

its motives for investing in this cause or the fit with the company. 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

  

Figure 3: A framework of CSR communication. Source: Du et al. (2010, p. 11). 
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 CSR commitment 2.2.1.

A company can communicate about the amount they put in a social action (i.e. $250.000), the 

duration of the association between both entities (i.e. since 1997) and the consistency of 

support (i.e. the percentage donated on the price of each product). Companies can choose 

from one or several aspects to focus on (Du et al., 2010). 

 CSR impact  2.2.2.

Companies can also decide to communicate about the impacts the actions will have. For 

instance Pampers launched a social initiative where they donated one tetanus vaccine to a new 

born child for each pack they sold. The vaccine would be administrated to pregnant woman in 

developing countries to prevent their new-borns to get the disease (Du et al., 2010). 

Sen, Du and Bhattacharya (2009) say diffusing a CSR message about your commitments or 

the social impacts it has, is an effective communication strategy because the message is 

factual and this gives more credibility to the message without giving the impression the 

company brags about their actions (in Du et al., 2010).  

 CSR motives 2.2.3.

The motives are a third aspect companies can use to communicate about CSR. On the one 

hand, there are the extrinsic or self-interested motives. These have as primary goal to increase 

the sales/ profits or improve the corporate image. On the other hand, there are the intrinsic or 

selfless motives. These motives would benefit the others, such as the community or the cause 

they support (Du, Bhattacharya and Sen, 2007).  

Talking about the intrinsic motives is generally more appreciated by the consumers than 

talking about the extrinsic ones. If consumers believe the company invested in social causes 

by genuine concern, the impact of CSR communication will be bigger. Indeed, if stakeholders 

think the company is really invested in a cause and does not do it solely for making more 

money, the internal and external outcomes will be more positive (Sen, Bhattacharya and 

Korschun, 2006).  

But, research from Ellen, Webb and Mohr (2006) has shown that communicating about 

intrinsic and extrinsic features at the same time had the best positive reactions regarding CSR. 

The research pushes the idea that consumers are accepting a ‘win-win’ situation for both 

companies and the community (Du et al., 2010).   
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 CSR fit  2.2.4.

One question that has been debated about is whether companies should support causes that are 

linked to their business or on the opposite activities that have nothing to do with it. Which one 

will have the best positive impacts and will this look suspicious?  

CSR actions companies put in place, should have a link with the brand in order to be credible 

(Dawkins, 2004; Du et al., 2010). Indeed, stakeholders expect common associations between 

the brand and the supported cause. On the contrary, low CSR fit increases the customer 

distrust in the firm and it reflects the extrinsic motives that cause negative reactions (Du et al., 

2010).  But on the other hand a high fit should be extended over a longer period of time to 

ensure consumers see this collaboration as aligning its values instead of just reactions to 

pressure coming from stakeholders (Ellen et al., 2006). 

Philip Morris International
1
 created a campaign named ‘talk to your kids about not smoking’ 

which was badly perceived by the general public because the company had a bad reputation 

and the cause acted against its business. This raised some questions about the sincerity of the 

firm (Bhattacharya et al., 2004). So, having a good fit with the firm is important but 

companies have to remain credible as well. 

 Channels for CSR communication 2.3.

Communication about companies’ CSR actions can come either from controlled (corporate 

website, annual reports, newsletters, consumer magazines, product packaging, advertisement, 

CSR report) or uncontrolled sources (word of mouth, social media, press, NGOs, consulting 

agencies) (Parguel et al., 2011; Benoît-Moreau and Parguel, 2011; Du et al., 2010; Jones et 

al., 2005). 

A trade-off exists between controllability and credibility of the communication. Consumers 

are more sceptical about channels controlled by the company. Uncontrolled sources increase 

the credibility of CSR initiatives and the impact on consumers’ attitudes   (Swaen and 

Vanhamme, 2005; Du et al., 2010). 

Internet is the preferred media to communicate the social activities the company is active in 

since a lot of stakeholders particularly go on Internet to look for more information about the 

company and how socially responsible it is before purchasing a product (van de Ven, 2008). 

A tab dedicated to CSR on the corporate website or the online annual reports are good ways to 

                                                 
1
 An American global cigarette and tobacco company. 
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explain in detail what the company is doing for society (Parguel et al. 2011). Companies 

understood this since 80% of the Fortune 500 companies dedicate a special area on their 

websites to explain their involvement in social activities (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004). 

Moreover, it is accessible by a lot of people and it is an inexpensive medium.  

Another external communication tool that becomes more popular is social media. Customers 

want to interact with the company and expect an open and transparant two-way conversation 

nowadays (Du et al., 2010; Reilly and Hynan, 2014; Nielsen and Thomsen, 2009). The big 

problem with this media is its uncontrollability. Consumers can write whatever they want on 

this channel, even negative comments. This becomes visible for other consumers and it can 

influence their behaviour (Du et al., 2010; Reilly and Hynan, 2014).  

A particular challenge companies have to bear in mind is that there are a lot of different 

stakeholder groups and each of them have other expectations. To reach each one of them, 

different channels should be used (Dawkins, 2004). 

Most consumers for instance, do not seek proactively for the company’s ethical behaviour. 

Dawkins (2004) says there is a huge potential in this category and companies could reach 

them through marketing campaigns, advertisement at the point of sale or on the product/ label 

itself. If they trust the company and believe its social claims they can act as real brand 

advocates on blogs or social media (Dawkins, 2004).  

Employees are another important group to communicate to because they are often in contact 

with other stakeholders. If they know their company is doing something good for society, they 

will often be more motivated and they will have a better esteem of their employer (Dawkins, 

2004).  

 Outcomes of CSR communication 2.4.

CSR communication can have, depending on some contingency factors, a lot of beneficial 

outcomes if it is done adequately.  

For instance, if you divulge your plans of investing in CSR actions, you will be forced to 

respect them to avoid bad publicity. Moreover, CSR communication can enhance the 

corporate image and the reputation of the firm as well as achieve social legitimacy and build 

trust (Tixier, 2003; Lewis, 2003; Parguel et al., 2011). Other potential benefits could be better 

financial results, good relations with the government and communities, better risk and crisis 

management, increased motivation and involvement of the employees, a proactive innovation 
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strategy, reduced costs and a long-term viability of the company (Kotler and Lee, 2006; 

Swaen and Vanhamme, 2005; Jones et al., 2005). But, Kotler and Lee (2006) say the effects 

on the financial returns of the company are still uncertain since there exists little historic data 

on the matter and there is a lack of expertise. 

Since our focus lies on the consumers, we will dig deeper into the main outcomes related to 

this particular stakeholder group. 

CSR awareness among consumers is typically very low since some companies limit their 

communication to an annual report and some papers (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004). To tackle 

this problem, firms have to understand the consumers’ expectations and build a 

communication strategy around them (Bhattacharya, Sen and Korschun, 2011).  

Consumers that are aware of the CSR involvement of a firm, and the benefits it will bring to 

them, will have a better attitude towards the products and the company. They will also 

identify themselves with the values of the firm as well as generate positive word of mouth and 

be resilient to negative information (Jones et al., 2005; Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004; Du et al., 

2007; Parguel et al., 2011).  

Moreover, companies with a long CSR history will be able to use their previous good deeds to 

respond to bad press as a proof of their commitment whereas a company that has just invested 

in CSR initiatives cannot: consumers will feel sceptical if they do so (Swaen and Vanhamme, 

2005; Vanhamme and Grobben, 2008). As Bhattacharya and Sen (2004) put it: by investing in 

CSR, companies will build a ‘reservoir of goodwill’ and consumers will be more loyal to 

them. Subsequently, they will generally buy more products (Parguel et al., 2011; Bhattacharya 

et al., 2011; Tixier, 2003). 

Indeed, a study conducted by Dawkins (2004) reveals that 25 percent of the British would buy 

more products from a company if they knew how socially engaged it was. Another study from 

IFOP (2008) analysed that 54% of the French consider the environmental-friendly aspect of a 

product a very important criterion when choosing between different products (in Benoit-

Moreau and Parguel, 2011). In the same line, “81% of CEOs believe that the sustainability 

reputation of their company is important in consumer’s purchasing decisions” (Accenture 

and UN Global Compact, 2013, p. 36). As Bhattacharya et al. (2011, p.46) say “creating 

social value is a prerequisite for creating business value”. 

Nevertheless, most consumers are not ready to pay more for socially responsible products 

neither would they appreciate a reduction of quality. But, some consumers are willing to pay a 
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price premium if they know a certain amount of this premium goes directly to a good cause 

and if they have a strong commitment with it (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004).  

 Limits of CSR communication 2.5.

As already said a couple of times in this paper, CSR and CSR communication are becoming 

more and more important. In order to communicate efficiently, a firm has to be aware of its 

identity and match it with appropriate communication. If the actual and the communicated 

identity differ, the company will suffer from a promise/performance gap (van de Ven, 2008; 

Jeurissen and van de Ven, 2006). Companies suffering from such a gap and trying to benefit 

from the CSR trend without investing many resources will be accused of ‘greenwashing’ 

(Parguel et al., 2011). Consumers are aware of this trend and are becoming more sceptical 

towards any kind of communication putting forward the good deeds of the company (Du et 

al., 2010). Being transparent and communicating efficiently is thus essential to build strong 

brand equity.  

As we just saw, there are a lot of beneficial outcomes of CSR communication. But, we have 

to remain critical since a lot of the previous research has been done in laboratories and do not 

always reflect the reality. Furthermore, when consumers respond to questionnaires they often 

state their intentions but this might be really different from their actual in-store behaviours 

(Sen et al., 2006). Moreover, the reactions between and within different stakeholder groups is 

really different and the outcomes might depend on several factors so the effect might not be 

the same for everybody (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004). 

While communicating about CSR actions is, in most cases, beneficial, over-communicating 

and bragging about the accomplishments of the firm is not a good strategy (Swaen and 

Vanhamme, 2004). Parguel et al. (2011) add that focusing too much on CSR claims can raise 

consumer suspicion. As a general rule, companies should not invest more resources in 

communication than they do in CSR initiatives (Tixier, 2003).  

If an unethical behaviour is spotted, the firm might lose some credibility and its image will 

deteriorate. In this case the company will be worse off than a company that does not 

communicate about CSR at all (Swaen and Vanhamme, 2004; Tixier, 2003). The media and 

NGOs are also important actors in the twenty first century because they denounce companies 

not fulfilling their responsibilities towards our planet (Tixier, 2003).   
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 CSR communication for NGOs 3.

Compared to companies, NGOs are inherently expected to act in a sustainable way. But 

according to Jahnich (personal communication, 2015), they should have a strong CSR 

communication strategy anyway. Consumers want to know what happens to their donated 

money and how invested the NGO is in the different causes it supports. The interviewed 

experts all agree NGOs should communicate about their CSR strategy. 

NGOs generally communicate about their mission and try to find support for their causes. As 

such, they advertise in order to raise money or criticise companies that behave unethically 

(Neville, personal communication, 2015).  

The Rainforest Alliance also advertises to raise money. On the other hand, the NGO is 

peculiar since its core business consists of certifying farms and granting companies the 

permission to use its label. As such, the Rainforest Alliance also advertises about its own 

label, its core business (Jahnich, personal communication, 2015).  

We believe the main points of this first chapter also apply to the NGOs. NGOs have to choose 

carefully what the content of their CSR message will be. We believe choosing the right 

channels is also an important aspect since the credibility of a message can vary depending on 

the channel chosen. Moreover, not all stakeholders can be reached with the same channel, so 

it is important to cover different ones. The experts we interviewed all agree CSR messages 

from NGOs are often more credible than those coming from companies because people trust 

them more. Nevertheless, both entities can be criticised if there is a gap between the content 

of the diffused messages and their real actions. Therefore, NGOs such as the Rainforest 

Alliance have to be careful to not over-promise and say its label is infallible (Neville, personal 

communication, 2015). Indeed, if a farm does not comply with the certification standards 

anymore, people will start questioning the effectiveness of the label.  

NGOs and companies that communicate about their CSR actions can expect better results 

since this will increase its awareness and support for the cause (Neville, personal 

communication, 2015). 
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 Conclusion  4.

Most companies understand their obligations go further than just making profits for their 

shareholders. Firms have an impact on society as a whole. Through socially responsible 

actions companies try to pull their weight in saving biodiversity and acting responsibly in 

accordance with their local communities.  

The shareholders are no longer the only actors a company has to report to. Indeed, companies 

have a big social responsibility since they can have an influence on many groups of people, 

namely the stakeholders. Firms have started communicating with them since the 1990s. 

Stakeholders have gained power over the years and firms’ CSR communication has 

consequently increased over the last decades to keep them informed. 

Stakeholders expect openness and transparency and a two-way conversation from the 

company. If consumers do not have any information about the companies’ actions they will be 

sceptical about its social involvement. A good communication strategy about the CSR actions 

a company puts in place can have a lot of beneficial outcomes. The same can be said for 

NGOs. The company or NGO will gain more awareness and enhance its image. This will, for 

instance, increase the consumer’s trust in the entity and bring a positive attitude towards the 

brand.  

Nevertheless, we have seen these positive outcomes are not self-evident because a lot of 

factors might reduce the beneficial effects of CSR communication or even induce negative 

ones. Everybody is different and as such the reactions to sustainability messages are 

divergent. Moreover, people like different causes and they might not like the one a company 

or NGO is supporting. Additionally, a consumer might not like a brand even though it 

communicates efficiently because of the previous negative image it had. 

In a nutshell, companies and NGOs have to communicate efficiently to their stakeholders and 

choose the right media channels to do so since all stakeholder groups are different and have 

other expectations. Organisations have to bear in mind that the investments in social actions 

will only reach their full potential if people are aware of it and support the cause. 
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CHAPTER 2: Humour in advertisements 

In this second chapter we will analyse the concept of humour, the three processes of humour 

and the different types of humour. Afterwards, we will have a closer look at humour in 

advertisements and we will review more specifically the effects of humour in advertisements 

as well as the factors influencing the humour. Furthermore, we will discuss humour used in 

CSR advertisements, subdivided into the types of humour used in CSR ads and the limits of 

this approach. We will then finish with a paragraph on humour used by NGOs before coming 

to an initial conclusion. 

 Humour definition  1.

During our extensive research, we have found that it is really difficult to define humour and 

not a lot of authors have dared to do so. The reason is that there are so many different types of 

humour and a lot of factors influencing the effect of it. Billig (2014) says some authors have 

equated humour to laughter but he argues this equation is too simplistic because people do not 

always laugh at humour and people can laugh with other things than humorous content. Howe 

(2002) agrees with this statement and adds that humour involves higher social interaction. 

Billig (2014) adds it is better to define humour as what people find funny. 

Humour consists of nonverbal and verbal communications which produce a “positive or 

affective response from listeners” (Crawford, 1994; in Romero and Cruthirds, 2006, p.59). 

Humour often (but not always) reflects itself in laughter, smile and warmth and evokes 

amusement on the part of the spectator (De Pelsmacker and Geuens, 1999; Malecka, 2014).  

There is no population on earth that does not use humour (Howe, 2002). He adds this might 

be specific to mankind because no other species show signs of having a sense of humour. Our 

daily lives are filled with moments where we encounter humour: on television, in a book or 

magazine, when we talk with other people, etc.  

 Humour processes  2.

Speck (1990) has tried to categorise humour according to three different processes: 

incongruity-resolution, arousal-safety and humorous disparagement.  

2.1. Incongruity-resolution 

The incongruity-resolution process is a cognitive mechanism to create humour. Incongruity 

refers to “the extent to which ad content differs from generally expected beliefs, attitudes, 
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and/or behaviors” (Woltman Elperts, Mukherjee and Hoyer, 2004, p. 592). This incongruity 

theory has been developed since the 18
th

 century thanks to Emmanuel Kant and in a later 

stage by Sigmund Freud (Malecka, 2014).   

Alden and Hoyer (1993) argue a humorous response to incongruity depends on 3 elements. 

First of all, the viewer has to resolve the incongruity rapidly. Secondly, there should be a 

‘playful’ context in order to not take the information too seriously. Lastly, the person needs to 

be in a good mood. 

Spotts, Weinberger and Parsons (1997) say at least 75% of the magazine ads use this kind of 

humour and we can imagine it is also broadly used in other media. Because this process is the 

most frequently used (Flaherty, Weinberger and Gulas, 2004), we will further analyse the 

incongruity-resolution model in detail below. 

In a first stage, the incongruity situation can generate a surprise. This feeling of surprise is 

later transformed into humour when the incongruity is understood and resolved by the viewer 

(Alden, Mukherjee and Hoyer, 2000).  

Alden et al. (2000) propose an extended model for the incongruity-resolution process based 

on Speck’s framework. This is displayed in figure 4 below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Proposed extension of Incongruity-Resolution model of humour in television advertising. Source: 

Alden et al. (2000, p.3). 
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In the figure above, we can see that schema familiarity has some influence on the surprise 

effect. If viewers are familiar with the situation, the surprise effects will be less powerful and 

they will resolve the incongruity more easily (Alden et al., 2000). They also add surprise is a 

necessary, but not sufficient, condition for humour in television advertisements. 

Furthermore, other effects are created by the incongruity such as warmth and playfulness. 

These will also impact the effects of the surprise. Warmth is defined as “a positive, mild, 

volatile emotion involving physiological arousal and precipitated by experiencing directly or 

vicariously a love, family, or friendship relationship” (Aaker, Stayman and Hagerty, 1986, 

p.366). Afterwards, playfulness arises, a precondition for humour (Speck, 1990). It is defined 

by Glynn and Webster (1992, p.85) as “…a propensity to define (or redefine) an activity in an 

imaginative, nonserious or metaphoric manner so as to enhance intrinsic enjoyment, 

involvement and satisfaction” (in Alden et al., 2000, p.4). Speck (1990) adds humour is a 

specific expression of play and it occurs only temporarily.  

Similarly to warmth, playfulness will create a low-risk environment to ease the transformation 

of the surprise effect into humour. So, higher playfulness will have a bigger surprise effect on 

perceived humour.  

Surprise will thus be transformed into perceived humour after the incongruity has been 

resolved. In the context of humour used in advertisements, humour will in its turn have a 

positive effect on the attitude towards the ad (Aad). This will be further explained in point 

4.1.2. 

Speck (1990, p.8) gives the example of an ad for Centrum Vitamins, ‘Beta Than Ever’. The 

author adds “the discrepancy between what we read (‘Beta Than Ever’) and what we expect 

(‘Better Than Ever’) is resolved when the accompanying discussion announces the addition of 

beta-carotene”. 

2.2. Arousal-safety 

The arousal-safety process generates humour by reducing physiological tension (Blackford et 

al., 2011). It creates warm feelings and we laugh with the main characters or personified 

creatures. This process wants to share amusement and creates an affective bond with the 

target audience (Speck, 1990). Herbert Spencer stated that people tend to find a release of 

tension in humour and that is why some researchers call it the ‘release theory’ instead (Billig, 

2014) or ‘relief theory’ (Dormann, 2014; Swani, Weinberger and Gulas, 2013).  
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An example of this arousal-safety process is the film ‘It’s a Wonderful Life’ (Speck, 1990, 

p.6). Indeed, the author says the “tale of a common man’s near tragedy is so successful at 

arousing fear and then restoring order that many viewers smile through their tears”. 

2.3. Humorous disparagement  

Humorous disparagement uses criticism or hostility to generate humour (Speck, 1990). Some 

authors prefer to call this humour creation process the ‘superiority theory’ (Dormann, 2014; 

Swani et al., 2013; Billig, 2014). Billig (2014) gives the example of a dignified person 

slipping in the snow and falling down. We laugh because we feel superior to this person in 

this situation. This theory has been highlighted by Thomas Hobbes in the early stages. 

Speck (1990, p.9) gives the example of a printed ad for HeadStart Explorer (a personal 

computer). The ad goes like “for years IBM and Apple have told you they’re user friendly. 

With friends like these, who needs enemies?”. 

 

We can conclude that these three approaches are not mutually exclusive and that none of them 

provide a critical approach to humour on their own. With one of these three theories or with a 

combination of them, we believe we can have a grasp of what humour is.  

 Types of humour  3.

Humour is a complex construct that has interested different researchers in various domains 

such as linguists, philosophers, psychologists and marketers (Swani et al., 2013). We will 

concentrate ourselves in this paper on the humour used in advertisements.  

Kelly and Solomon (1975) have identified 7 different techniques that could be included in a 

humorous advertisement:  

- A pun: the humorous use of a word or phrase in a way that suggests two interpretations 

- An understatement: representing something as less than is the case 

- A joke: speaking or acting without seriousness 

- Something ludicrous: that which is laughable or ridiculous 

- Satire: sarcasm used to expose vice or folly 

- Irony: the use of words to express the opposite of what one really means 

- Intent: perceived intent of advertiser to be humorous 
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According to Speck (1990), humour can be constructed by one of the three (or a combination 

of the) processes explained earlier to form five humour types: comic wit, sentimental humour, 

satire, sentimental comedy and full comedy. This has been illustrated in figure 5 below.  

Figure 5: Five types of humour. Source: based on Speck (1990, p.11). 

As we can see, some types of humour such as comic wit and sentimental humour are only 

created by one form of process. Satire, sentimental comedy and full comedy are composed of 

different processes. For a full review and an example for each type of humour, you can look at 

Speck (1990, p.12-16) ‘The humorous message taxonomy, a framework for study of humorous 

ads’. 

 Humour in advertisements  4.

Humour is a frequently used communication tool for advertising. It represents an investment 

of a couple of billion dollars each year (Weinberger, Spotts, Campbell and Parsons, 1995). 

Indeed, Kellaris and Cline (2007) say Ad Age did a research in 2006 and found that 43 billion 

dollars is spent every year on humorous ads only. 

But, in the beginning of the 20
th

 century copywriters such as Claude Hopkins (1923) did not 

believe in the use of humour in ads. They thought humour drew the attention away from the 

main subject and that people would not take the ad seriously (Weinberger et al., 1995). A 

couple of years later marketers began using humour in advertisements without really knowing 

the benefits of it.  

Weinberger and Spotts (1989) have analysed that on average 24.4% of the US and 35.5% of 

the UK commercials were viewed as having a humorous intent. Kelly and Solomon (1975) 

found on their turn that 14.7% of their analysed television ads were humorous. More recently, 

Beard (2005) states approximately 1 out of 5 American TV ads contains humour. And a study 

Processes of humour 

 Incongruity-resolution Arousal-safety Humorous disparagement 

1. Comic wit                     X   

2. Sentimental humour                      X  

3. Satire                     X                         X 

4. Sentimental comedy                     X                     X  

5. Full comedy                      X                     X                        X 
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from Ace Metrix (2013) showed that during the last three years, the top 10 Super Bowl
2
 ads 

nearly all contained humour or animals.  

 Effects of humour in advertisements  4.1.

We have just seen that humour is broadly used in advertising so there must be a reason. A lot 

of research has been done regarding the effects of it in advertisements. The main effects are 

explained here below. But, we have to bear in mind the effects of humour will depend on the 

nature of the advertisement but also on the type of humour and on the humour intensity.  

 Attention  4.1.1.

The researchers in general agree that humorous content helps grabbing the attention of the 

viewer (e.g. Sternthal and Craig, 1973; Madden and Weinberger, 1982; Speck, 1990). 

Spotts et al. (1997) say humorous ads create a stronger initial and sustained attention. Strick, 

Holland, van Baaren, van Knippenberg (2010) even used eye-tracking technology and proved 

humorous content enhances the attention compared to non-humorous positive and neutral 

messages. Eisend (2010) adds that greater attention will create better attitudes towards the ad 

and the brand. These concepts will be explained in the next point. 

Duncan (1979), on the contrary, states humour increases the interest in a message and thus the 

attention to it only if the original message is boring. If the message is interesting on its own, 

the combination with humour does not enhance its effectiveness. Moreover, De Pelsmacker 

and Van den Bergh (1998) say emotional advertising distracts the viewer. As such, he pays 

less attention to the central information contained in the ad. 

 Attitude towards the ad and towards the brand  4.1.2.

Attitude towards the ad (Aad) is defined by Lutz (1985) as a “predisposition to respond in a 

favorable or unfavorable manner to a particular advertising stimulus during a particular 

exposure occasion” (in MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986, p. 130-131). 

Cochran and Quester (2004) have analysed the effectiveness of humour in advertising thanks 

to the attitude theory. A person’s attitude can be divided into three components: affective 

(emotions or feelings), cognitive (beliefs) and behavioural. The components are related and 

when one is influenced, it has an effect on the other ones. For instance if I like a brand 

                                                 
2
 A major sports event in the United States with up to 111.5 million viewers for the 2014 edition (The New York 

Times, 2014) http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/04/business/media/seahawks-broncos-super-bowl-tv-ratings-top-

111-million.html?_r=0 (page viewed on the 24/08/2014). 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/04/business/media/seahawks-broncos-super-bowl-tv-ratings-top-111-million.html?_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/04/business/media/seahawks-broncos-super-bowl-tv-ratings-top-111-million.html?_r=0
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(affective), then the purchase intention (behavioural) is higher compared to a brand that I do 

not like (Cochran and Quester, 2004). This is explained in figure 6 below and is commonly 

referred to as the affect transfer hypothesis (ATH). 

 

 

 

 

                                                    

           Figure 6: The affect transfer hypothesis. Source: Cochran and Quester (2004, p.72). 

This ATH has been confirmed by several authors. For instance, Duncan and Nelson (1985) 

say humour increases the attention towards the ad. Humour will then influence positively the 

attitude towards the commercial and reduce irritation. Irritation leads to negative Aad and can 

be created when a commercial interrupts a TV program for instance (De Pelsmacker & Van 

den Bergh, 1998).  

Unger (1995) confirms this view and sees a direct link between a humorous ad, the attitude 

towards the ad and the subsequent liking of the product/ brand. MacKenzie et al. (1986) go 

further by saying that Aad is a moderator of the advertising effects on the attitude towards the 

brand (Ab) and the purchase intention.  

Chattopadhyay and Basu (1990) say a prior positive brand evaluation influences positively the 

attitude towards a humorous ad and vice versa. Chung and Zhao (2011) go further by saying 

that a person not familiar with a brand will have an even more favourable attitude towards the 

ad than someone who knew the brand and had a positive attitude towards it. 

Weinberger and Gulas (1992) point out that ten advertising studies and seven non-advertising 

studies report a positive effect of humour on liking. On the contrary, no studies revealed a 

negative effect of humour on liking but two advertising and three non-advertising studies 

came up with neutral or a mixed effect.  

We can thus say that in general it is believed that humour will enhance the liking of the ad. 

Subsequently, the viewer will then also like the brand more. 
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Persuasion  

Being persuaded by an ad is linked to the attitude towards the ad people can have. Brooker 

(1981, p.31) defines persuasion as “agreement with, or change in an individual's position in 

the direction advocated by a persuasive message”. 

The different studies show all kinds of results so it is difficult to define the effect of humour 

on persuasion (Weinberger and Gulas, 1992).  

Stewart and Furse (1986) and Markiewicz (1974) found no effect of humour on persuasion. 

Some studies stipulate that humour distracts the audience. Sternthal and Craig (1973) say the 

distraction will prevent people who are initially opposed to the arguments of the persuasive 

message to generate counterarguments. This leads to greater message acceptance and 

persuasion in the end (De Pelsmacker and Van den Bergh, 1998). Biel and Bridgwater (1990) 

have analysed people liking an add ‘a lot’, had two times more chance to be persuaded by it 

than people who did not have strong feelings towards it. 

In a nutshell, Weinberger and Gulas (1992) did an analysis of the existing research and state 

that five studies indicate a positive effect of humour on persuasion, eight a neutral or mixed 

effect and one a negative result. We can thus conclude that humour may be persuasive but that 

it probably is not more effective than no humour (Sternthal and Craig, 1973). 

Elaboration Likelihood Model 

The Elaboration likelihood Model (ELM) has been created by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) and 

offers a “theoretical explanation for observed differences in the amount of influence accepted 

by recipients exposed to new information” (Angst and Agarwal, 2009, p.341).  

If the viewer is highly motivated and has the ability to process communication, elaboration 

likelihood is high. In this case, consumers will do a lot of cognitive processing and analyse 

the information related to the issue itself (Yang, 2014). 

On the contrary, if people are not motivated or do not have the capabilities to think about the 

issue, elaboration likelihood is low and the viewers will base their attitude on simple or 

peripheral information (Yang, 2014). 

The ELM illustrates that when elaboration likelihood is high, the viewer experiences 

persuasion through the central route. But, when elaboration is low, the peripheral route takes 

the upper hand and the viewer will be influenced by situational variables such as humour or 

product type (Chung and Zhao, 2003).  
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The Product Colour Matrix (PCM) is a useful tool to regroup different product types (Spotts 

et al., 1997). There are two dimensions, namely whether purchasing the product represents a 

high or low risk/involvement and functional (thinking) versus expressive (feeling) products.  

High-involvement products (i.e. high capital goods purchased after long reflexion) such as a 

car, will increase the viewer’s elaboration likelihood. We will actively gather more 

information about it. A low-involvement product (i.e. consumable items requiring low prior 

reflexion before purchase) such as candy will not incentivise the consumer to process 

information and as such the peripheral route will be used (Chung and Zhao, 2003).  

Several authors say humour is best suited (some even say only suited) for low-involvement 

products (Madden and Weinberger, 1984; Weinberger and Campbell, 1991; Chung and Zhao, 

2003). De Pelsmacker and Geuens (1999) have found that under lower levels of involvement, 

peripheral cues, such as humour, have a considerable effect on the Aad. 

The second dimension of the PCM depicts a functional or an expressive tool. Functional 

products are products we need to buy for our house or any home appliance for instance. 

Expressive tools on the contrary, are products we like to buy and they make us feel better. 

Sometimes we can express ourselves with these products.   

The PCM is often used to analyse humour in advertising and to see the difference in effects 

between products (Spotts et al., 1997). The matrix in figure 7 below gives an overview of the 

PCM and the different product types belonging to each category. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 7: The Product Colour Matrix and prototype products. Source: Spotts et al. (1997, p.21). 
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We will not spend too much time explaining every category, but rather concentrate ourselves 

on Cell 4 or the yellow goods since this category encompasses the type of products that could 

be certified by the Rainforest Alliance, and thus be of interest to our study.  

The yellow goods are the little pleasures you buy now and then. They do not represent a big 

risk since they have a low cost. Furthermore, they are products you buy without thinking too 

much. Examples are beer, chips and snacks. The snacks category is more relevant for us since 

certified products could vary from ice creams, chocolate, tea or coffee, fruit, etc.  

Eisend (2009) states ads should be emotionally appealing for this category. Consumers have 

to like the ad to have the best effects. As we saw, humour can in most cases enhance the 

liking of an ad, so this could be useful in this case. 

 Purchase intention 4.1.3.

Even though the ATH showed humour increased the intention to purchase a product in the 

end, the results from the literature are mixed. Perry et al. (1997) said humour enhanced the 

intentions to purchase the product whereas Gelb and Pickett (1993) and Duncan and Nelson 

(1985) found the opposite. Eisend (2009) and Madden and Weinberger (1984) found mixed 

results. Additionally, Gelb and Zinkhan (1986) say humour does not have a direct relation to 

purchase intention. 

We must bear in mind that there is a difference between purchase intention (i.e. what 

consumers say they are willing to do) and purchase behaviour (i.e. actual purchase decision).  

 Comprehension 4.1.4.

It is not clear whether humour has an influence on the comprehension of a message. 

Weinberger and Gulas (1992) have done a review of 17 studies on this topic and they have 

found that six enhance comprehension (e.g. Duncan, Nelson and Frontczak, 1984; Weinberger 

and Campbell, 1991; Zhang and Zinkhan, 1991), five give neutral or mixed outcomes (e.g. 

Duncan, 1979; Eisend, 2009) and six indicate humour may inhibit the comprehension of the 

message (e.g. Gelb and Zinkhan, 1986).  

Greatbatch and Clark (2002) mention humour creates an open atmosphere by triggering 

positive emotions. This leads to better listening, understanding and acceptance of the 

message. On the contrary, Sternthal and Craig (1973) state that humour could reduce the 

overall message reception and thus comprehension (in comparison with a serious message) 

because some people focus more on the humorous aspect (Markiewicz, 1974). 
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As we can see, the different researches have shown us divergent outcomes for message 

comprehension using humorous content. Weinberger and Gulas (1992) say there are three 

main reasons why there is a lack of agreement in the studies. First of all, the studies have 

different definitions for the concept of ‘comprehension’. Some studies used recall to measure 

comprehension. Others used it to measure the attention towards the ad or ad memorisation 

(Weinberger and Gulas, 1992). Furthermore, some studies used single measures whereas 

others summated a couple of them. A second remark is the different types of humour used in 

the studies. Indeed, Speck (1987) found that some humorous ads did better or worse regarding 

the type of humour it used (in Weinberger and Gulas, 1992). Finally, the type of product 

advertised also had an impact on the results of humour on comprehension.  

In the advertising field, it is thus difficult to come up with relevant conclusions so we might 

want to turn to the non-advertising studies. Weinberger and Gulas (1992) took this approach 

and show that eight studies reported a positive effect of humour on comprehension, eleven 

indicated a mixed or neutral effect and no study came up with negative results. 

In general we can thus conclude that the research is mixed and that there are more studies 

showing a positive or neutral result for humour on comprehension.  

 Message credibility 4.1.5.

McCroskey (1998) defines credibility as “the attitude of a receiver, which refers to the degree 

to which a source is seen as believable” (In Stoll, 2015). Weinberger and Gulas (1992) say 

source credibility analyses cognitive aspects such as the perceived expertise of the company 

and the trust consumers have in the brand and message.  

The results of the different studies show that the use of humour in advertisements has mixed 

results for the credibility of a message (Weinberger and Gulas, 1992; Sternthal and Craig, 

1973). Indeed, Weinberger and Gulas (1992) say that three studies reported positive results 

regarding credibility, four showed neutral or mixed effects and three had negative effects (e.g. 

Eisend, 2009). The results are similar for the non-advertising studies. Weinberger and Gulas 

(1992) state these divergent results could be due to the different types of humour used in the 

studies.   

 Memorisation 4.1.6.

Chung and Zhao (2003) say memorisation can be measured through recall and recognition 

(aided recall). Recall is measured by “asking subjects to specify the stimulus without aid” 
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(Chung and Zhao, 2003, p.122). Recognition is measured “by asking subjects to identify 

whether they have seen or heard the stimulus before” (Chung and Zhao, 2003, p.122). 

According to the studies from Chung and Zhao (2003), we can conclude humour has a 

beneficial effect on both unaided recall and recall. Other researchers have also found that 

humour helped the brand recall (e.g. Krishnan and Chakravati, 2003; Cline and Kellaris, 

2007; Zhang and Zinkhan, 1991). Duncan (1979) says humorous advertisements are more 

appealing and get stuck in a person’s memory for longer. Summerfelt, Lippman and Hyman 

(2010) add that humour creates a level of arousal. Arousal in turn facilitates the memorisation 

of something. 

But, Gelb and Zinkhan (1986) and Strick et al. (2010) argue humorous advertisements have 

detrimental effects on retaining the ad. As such, we may say the use of humour in 

advertisements has mixed results on the memorisation of the advertisement and the brand.  

 

As a conclusion from the paragraph, we can say that there are often a lot of positive effects 

resulting from humour in advertisements. But, we have to bear in mind that using humour can 

be risky. Phillips (1968) says that if the humour does not work and is not perceived by the 

audience, it will most probably end up in a failed advertising campaign (in Sternthal and 

Craig, 1973).  

As Chattopadhyay and Basu (1990) say, we have to ask ourselves when humour will be 

effective and not whether it induces some beneficial effects or not. This is why we will 

analyse the moderating factors influencing the effects of humour in advertisements. 

 Factors influencing humorous ads 4.2.

 Humour relatedness  4.2.1.

Weinberger and Campbell (1991, p.46) define unrelated humour as humour that is “not 

closely linked to the product and is almost incidental to the product”. Related humour is 

defined as humour that “is linked to the product and the fabric of the commercial” 

(Weinberger and Campbell, 1991, p.46-47). 

Humour relatedness can be a predictor of the success of an ad (Cline and Kellaris, 2007). 

Related humour is generally more successful since it enhances the attention paid to an ad, the 

comprehension of a message and the memorisation of it (Duncan, 1979; Krishnan and 

Chakravati, 2003).  
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 Product type 4.2.2.

The Product Colour Matrix (PCM) and whether humour should be used depending on the 

product type have already been analysed in part 4.1.2.  

 Personal characteristics  4.2.3.

What is hilarious for one person might not be so for somebody else (Brooker, 1981). The 

author adds people have different senses of humour and this can change according to several 

factors such as the personality, the person’s intelligence or even the attention given to the 

advertisement (Brooker, 1981). Moreover, consumers are more educated and have easier 

access to information than a couple of years ago. As such, they will be more sceptical about 

the different marketing techniques used that try and influence their behaviour (Eisend, 2009).  

Need for humour 

Everybody is different and humour can be interpreted in different ways. Some people also 

find something funny whereas others do not (Swani, Weinberger and Gulas, 2013). Cline, 

Machleit and Kellaris (1999) identified a personal trait that they call ‘need for levity’ (NFL) 

(in Cline, Altsech and Kellaris, 2003). It refers to an individual’s longing for humour and 

whimsy. The authors say it is represented by 4 dimensions: internal humour, external humour, 

internal whimsy and external whimsy.  

Some articles like Cline and Kellaris (2007) focus only on the two humour dimensions and 

refer as such to the concept ‘need for humour’ (NFH). NFH is defined as capturing 

“important individual differences that shape responses to humor” (Cline and Kellaris, 2007, 

p.57). People with a high NFH will proactively seek for humorous content and will respond 

more positively to humour contained in an ad (Cline and Kellaris, 2007). 

Need for cognition 

Cline et al. (2003) have identified another personal trait: the ‘need for cognition’ (NFC), this 

is the motivation to process cognitive challenging information in an advertisement (Yoon and 

Mayer, 2014).  

Previous research from Haugtvedt, Petty and Cacioppo (1992) and Haugtvedt and Petty 

(1992) have found that the attitudes from low NFC individuals are more likely to be 

influenced by the peripheral cues (cfr. ELM) than the message arguments. Zhang (1996) 
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found that humour was more effective on attitudes and purchase intention for low NFC 

individuals compared to high NFC individuals.   

In contrast, people with a high NFC are more inclined to put their attention on the issue-

relevant ad claims rather than on the subordinated humour. In this case, strong arguments are 

more efficient (Zhang, 1996).  

When analysing NFC and NFH together, Cline et al. (2003) found that if an individual has a 

low NFC and a high NFH, the attitude towards the humorous ad is positive. If a person has a 

high NFC and a high NFH, he will concentrate himself more on the message and the 

arguments of the ad and the impact of the humour will be less important.  

Demographics 

Young, well-educated male consumers are generally more influenced by humour used in 

advertisement (Eisend, 2009; Madden and Weinberger, 1984). Alden, Hoyer and Lee (1993) 

also say humour differs from culture to culture and from country to country. We thus have to 

be careful when generalising the outcomes of humour.  

 Repetition  4.2.4.

Advertisements are often seen several times before consumers enter in contact with the 

advertised product in a store (Gelb and Zinkhan, 1985). The more you are exposed to a 

commercial, the less effective the humour becomes (Gelb and Zinkhan, 1985). Zhang and 

Zinkhan (1991) say repetition of an ad could lead to irritation but they could not support this 

with their research. They also add that seeing an ad several times might not influence the 

perceived humour or the effectiveness of the ad since their hypothesis was not supported.  

 Media channel 4.2.5.

The use of humour is more effective on television and radio ads than on printed ads 

(Weinberger et al., 1995; Eisend, 2009; Speck, 1990). A survey made by Madden and 

Weinberger (1984) among directors of research and creative services confirms this view.  

Humour is less used in magazines or written content because it is believed humour needs 

some kind of context and interpretation that can better be transferred thanks to the tone of 

voice and the way you plot the situation (Weinberger et al., 1995). But, we have to bear in 

mind that at that time the Internet did not exist and we may assume that advertisements on 

(online) media such as YouTube or social media are also effective.  
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In the figure 8 below we summarised the factors influencing humour perception and the 

effects of humour found throughout our literature research.  

Figure 8: Summary of the factors influencing humour and the effects of humour. Own source. 

 

In the figure 8 above, only high NFH people will respond positively towards the humour. 

Similarly, only low NFC people will respond positively to humour. Sometimes, the results are 

neutral or mixed because we found several studies showing different results depending on 

certain conditions. This has been represented by a (0).  

 Humour in CSR advertisements 5.

Earle (2013) says combining sustainability with humour is not always easy. First of all, some 

people think sustainability is a serious matter and we cannot joke about it. Secondly, finding 

the right balance between communication messages that are consistent with the brand and that 

use humour to trigger the audience is not an easy task. Moreover, we have to be careful when 

using humour to not ‘go too far’ and shock people. This could lead to a negative reaction from 

the audience and damage the brand (Earle, 2013).  
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On the other hand, Earle (2013) states everybody uses humour and it is part of our society. It 

is thus a powerful tool to engage people. CSR messages have often been seen as dull and 

repetitive, so humour could make the topic more fun. Moreover, people will remember the ad 

more easily if humour is used because it increases the attention and it sets the ad apart from 

more serious CSR messages. As Earle (2013, para.7) says “using humour to talk about an 

important subject can make people question themselves and their behaviour leading to real 

change”. She adds serious messages about the topic on the contrary do not incite people to 

change anything. Jahnich (personal communication, 2015) says shocking images and 

messages might create a sense of urgency but will not lead to a long-lasting engagement over 

time. 

 Types of humour in CSR advertisements  5.1.

The ADEME (Agence de l’Environnement et de la Maitrise de l’Energie) (2011) proposes 4 

different types of humour that could be used with the sustainability theme: sympathetic 

humour, caustic humour, satirical humour and absurd humour. 

5.1.1. Sympathetic humour  

The ADEME (2011, p.9) say sympathetic humour makes people laugh together instead of 

laugh at someone or something. Analysis has shown that it often generates a smile rather than 

laughter.  

This type of humour has been used for companies as well as NGOs. Its primary goal is to 

inform and attract people’s attention so it is important viewers like the ad and find it funny. 

Therefore, marketers have to be really original and come up with great surprising ideas 

(ADEME, 2011). 

An example of such a metaphor using sympathetic humour was used by a BMW ad: ‘More 

power, less consumption’ (figure 9 below). With this ad, BMW wanted to state their cars are 

really powerful and consume less than other cars. 
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Figure 9: Sympathetic humour BMW example. Source: ADEME (2011, p.11) 

Nevertheless, there are some limits for using this approach. First of all, we have to ask 

ourselves if the brand has some legitimacy to talk about social responsibility (and this is true 

for all approaches). Secondly, is the person bringing over the message credible? Even though 

the company uses a famous person, this person might not be credible enough to talk about 

such a delicate topic (ADEME, 2011). 

5.1.2. Caustic humour  

Caustic humour wants the audience to understand the reality. By using humour, companies 

can show something the viewer does not particularly want to see. Humour is here being used 

as a facilitator to tackle a sensitive issue. Even though people might find the ad funny, 

viewers will not laugh abundantly (ADEME, 2011). 

An example of such an advertisement is the ‘All we throw away turns against us’ campaign 

from the ecological movement (figure 10 below). In this ad we can see an airplane made of 

waste people have thrown away. The ad suggests the airplanes are going to attack and this 

will not have happened if people would have recycled their things. 
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Figure 10: Caustic humour ecological movement example. Source: ADEME (2011, p.20). 

This type of humour can provoke criticism and create heavy reactions from people feeling 

shocked by the ad. Therefore, these kinds of ads are not suitable for every company. The 

ADEME (2011) states it is often used by militants, associations or big causes that need to grab 

the attention of people by shocking them in a hope for a positive reaction.  

5.1.3. Satirical humour  

The aim of satirical humour is to reinforce the bond between the company and the viewer. It 

is defined by the ADEME (2011) as all the strategies involving a ‘scapegoat’, the one 

everybody laughs about. This type of humour might not please everybody but it can be 

especially efficient for people sharing the same values. So, as the ADEME (2011) says, it 

might help segment the market. 

This type of humour for sustainability issues is often used by companies since it reinforces the 

relationship with the viewer. The ADEME (2011) gives an example with an ad (figure 11 

below) showing the ‘Play For Life’ partnership between PUMA and the United Nations 

Environment Programme (UNEP). The person depicted is the famous Cameroonian football 

player Samuel Eto’o and we can see the message ‘For every fallen tree, I will build a new one 

out of wood’. The ad was used to create awareness and engage people in protecting the 

biodiversity. The campaign was launched during the FIFA World Cup 2010 that was 

organised in South Africa (Media-NewsWire, 2010).  
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   Figure 11: Satirical humour Play For Life example. Source: ADEME (2011, p.27). 

A problem for this kind of humour is that people do not get the underlying message. They 

might interpret the ad too literally because they do not understand the irony. Moreover, 

companies using this type of humour should be credible otherwise they might experience a 

backfiring effect. 

5.1.4. Absurd humour  

ADEME (2011) says that absurd reasoning allows explaining the truth of a message by 

showing the absurdity of the contrary proposition or by deducing absurd consequences. When 

tackling the sustainability issue, the negative impacts of reckless behaviour are pushed to an 

extreme in order to show they do not make any sense. 

An example has been given by ADEME (2011) for the Xanlite brand. In this ad (figure 12 

below) we can see a person trying to hypnotise a blind man. But, this is an absurd situation 

since the blind man cannot see, so it will be impossible to hypnotise him with a pendulum. 

Underneath the ad we can read: ‘Why waste energy?’ and then information about led 

technology bulbs that use 95% less electricity. So, the company implies you should not waste 

your energy in doing something impossible or useless, you should just go and buy Xanlite 

bulbs. 
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            Figure 12: Absurd humour Xanlite example. Source: ADEME (2011, p.36). 

A drawback from this type of humour is the fact that it might not incite the consumer to act 

concretely. He could think the ad just tries to give him a moralising lesson without proposing 

concrete ways to tackle the problem. Moreover, the solution might be too difficult to 

implement or too concentrated in the long run (ADEME, 2011). 

 Limits of using humour in CSR advertisements  5.2.

As we already saw, there are several limits when combining humour with advertisements and 

most of the rules apply for CSR advertisements as well.  

In 2009, Volkswagen created a commercial
3
 for the Passat BlueMotion car using satirical 

humour. In this ad we can see a group of people trying to live without rejecting any CO2 

emissions. To do so, they live like in the prehistory. From in the beginning we understand 

those people live in a precarious situation. At one point, a person is interviewed and the 

interviewer asks him: ‘But now, when you are talking to me, you are rejecting CO2, aren’t 

you?’. The person looks at him and answers after a little pause: ‘Not at all’. We understand he 

lies and then the ad finishes with the mention ‘We can’t live without rejecting CO2. But we 

can reject less of it’ and we see the Passat BlueMotion car with the information that it rejects 

119g CO2/km. This ad uses humour to illustrate the company was doing its best to tackle 

climate change and curb its CO2 emissions.  

                                                 
3
 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w90GUVy_16E (consulted on the 14/02/2015). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w90GUVy_16E
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Siquier (2009) says this advertisement has been criticised by ecologists and NGOs because 

they did not like the company making a fool of people trying to reduce their CO2 emissions. 

They said it gave a bad image of these engaged people.  

But, in general the ADEME (2011) says we can talk about serious topics like sustainability 

with all types of humour if we respect a couple of conditions: 

- Companies do not have to try and make the viewer feel guilty. For example, 

advertisements should not create fear or be too dramatic. 

- CSR advertisements should not push people to behave in a certain way and give 

negative consequences for not doing so. 

- Commercials always have to propose concrete solutions for the problem and make it 

easy to adopt. 

- Companies have to play on the personal interest of the viewer and the benefits he 

could get out of it. 

 Humour used in CSR advertisements by NGOs 6.

Edland-Gryt (2014) says NGOs have a lot of challenges. One of them (and maybe the biggest 

one) is to raise money to pursue their cause. 

The debate whether NGOs can use humour to try and grab the viewer’s attention and create a 

‘buzz’ has existed for a couple of years now. Some people think we cannot laugh with poor 

people that are starving or even environmental issues. They think using humour for such 

matters could discourage people from donating money. Edland-Gryt (2014) disagrees and 

says we have to change our mindset on charity work. Indeed, NGOs typically used 

advertisements showing the misery people are living in and that we should help them. This 

leads to creating negative images and the stereotypes grow bigger (Edland-Gryt, 2014).  

Catellani (personal communication, 2015) says humour should be used for serious topics like 

climate change and pollution to create a nicer, positive atmosphere. Edland-Gryt (2014) adds 

satire (if used efficiently) can help highlight some issues in poor countries. People might 

change their bad attitudes and negative images they have. Moreover, over the years we have 

been in contact with so many negative images about people needing help that we became 

somewhat immune to dark, boring messages (Edland-Gryt, 2014; Steisel, personal 

communication, 2015). Humour can change this by opening our minds again and see the 

problems from a different angle. 
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Furthermore, social media has become a powerful marketing tool. Companies or NGOs could 

share content on such platforms. Viewers could also share content with friends and disperse 

the video to create awareness and maybe a ‘buzz’. Nelson-Field (in Kuchinskas, 2013) found 

that videos triggering a strong positive emotional response are 30 percent more likely to be 

shared than a strong but negative emotion, like shock or anger. She adds exhilaration and 

hilarity are the two most effective positive emotions for triggering behaviours such as sharing 

the video. This result has been confirmed by Berger and Milkman (2009) who say that a 

commercial inducing more amusement, is more likely to be shared. 

And, as Sheng and Joginapelly (2012) analysed, emotional responses are positively correlated 

to the viewer’s purchase intention. With an increased arousal and valence, the viewer’s 

purchase intention increases.  

Catellani (personal communication, 2015) argues NGOs should combine humorous messages 

with more serious messages about CSR to maintain certain credibility in the conveyed 

message and in the company. Neville (personal communication, 2015) adds communication 

about sustainability should be authentic and transparent. It should be imbedded in the strategy 

of the company to be credible. 

Unfortunately, we did not find a lot of research on the factors influencing humour and the 

effects of humour used by NGOs. As such, we believe most of the outcomes are more or less 

the same than for CSR advertisements for companies.  

 Conclusion 7.

Over the years, researchers from several areas have been interested in humour. Humour fills 

our daily lives and we encounter it everywhere.  

Speck (1990) has come up with 3 main processes for humour: incongruity-resolution, arousal-

safety and humorous disparagement. Based on these three processes, Speck (1990) came up 

with five different types of humour: comic wit, sentimental humour, satire, sentimental 

comedy and full comedy.  

In this paper, we have concentrated ourselves more specifically on humour used in 

advertisements. Humour is a frequently used tool in marketing campaigns since it brings a lot 

of benefits. Previous research has shown it has a positive effect on the viewer’s attention. The 

person will like the ad and eventually he will have a positive attitude towards the ad. The 

affect transfer hypothesis states humour will also have a positive effect on the purchase 
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intention of the viewer but other research we have found give mixed results. For 

comprehension, message credibility and memorisation of the advertisement we also identified 

mixed results depending on the study. Thanks to the Elaboration Likelihood Model we found 

people can analyse a humorous message through a central and a peripheral route depending 

on the motivation and the capabilities to process cognitive information related to the issue. 

Humour is more effective with a low-involvement product and the person gets more 

persuaded in this case. 

A lot of studies contradict each other since there are different factors influencing the effects of 

humour in advertisements. Firstly, humour relatedness is important: humour related to the 

advertised product is more effective. Secondly, we looked at the Product Colour Matrix and 

analysed the effects of humour on different product types. Thirdly, everybody reacts 

differently to humorous ads depending on their personal characteristics such as their need for 

humour (NFH) and their need for cognition (NFC). Furthermore, the amount of times 

somebody saw the ad will also impact the outcome. Other factors such as the type of media 

used are also important.  

We then moved on to humour in CSR advertisements. The ADEME (2011) proposes four 

different types of humour for CSR advertisements: sympathetic humour, caustic humour, 

satirical humour and absurd humour.  

Furthermore, we analysed humour used in CSR ads by NGOs. For years, NGOs have 

confronted people with dull, serious CSR messages. It is believed people do not pay any more 

attention to them. With creativity and humour NGOs can increase its awareness and maybe 

create a ‘buzz’ so that their CSR ad will be shared across social media. This can lead to more 

people adhering to the values of the NGO.  

To conclude, we can say humour has a lot of beneficial aspects and it can be used in CSR 

advertisements by companies and NGOs but under several conditions. They always have to 

analyse what they want to achieve and be sure the targeted audience will appreciate the 

message. Indeed, if people do not like the ad or find the humorous content inappropriate, the 

campaign will fail and it might even hurt the image and credibility of the organisation.  
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PART 2: PRACTICAL PART 

The first part of this thesis consisted of a literature review focusing on the main concepts of 

our research: CSR and more specifically CSR communication, humour and a special focus on 

humour in (CSR) advertisements. We also addressed the effects of humour in advertisements 

as well as the factors influencing humour. We also tried to draw a parallel with NGOs.  

This practical part is divided into two chapters. The first chapter will explain how we 

performed the qualitative study and the quantitative study. For the quantitative study we will 

explain our research questions and hypotheses as well as present the methodology of the 

study.  

The second chapter is dedicated to the analyses of the results of the quantitative study. First, 

we will explain the factor analyses and reliability tests we performed. Then we move on to the 

variables we recoded to create low and high profiles and we explain the different sample 

analyses we did. Furthermore, we display the analyses of the hypotheses as well as additional 

analyses that we found interesting. We then end by discussing the results of the study and give 

managerial recommendations. After that we give recommendations for future studies and the 

limits of the study. 

CHAPTER 1: Empirical studies  

Qualitative study  

For this qualitative study we interviewed 4 experts from different fields to have a more 

comprehensive view about our analysed concepts: CSR, humour and the effects of humour on 

CSR advertisements. We tried to focus more on the effects that showed mixed results in our 

literature review to have better insights on these. The interviews helped us develop our 

hypotheses and provided more information for our thesis in general. We also asked the 

experts questions about videos to determine which videos where most appropriate for our 

questionnaire.  

We interviewed Mathieu Jahnich who is the founder of Sircome, a French strategy and 

marketing communications agency. He is also a former researcher in information and 

communication sciences on the questions of the environment and CSR. 
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The second person we interviewed was Andrea Catellani, an assistant professor at UCL. He 

teaches courses on public relations and communication as well as researches environmental 

communication. 

Then we interviewed Anita Neville, a communications and marketing consultant that has been 

working for the Rainforest Alliance for 9 years now. 

Lastly, we interviewed Silvia Steisel, a philanthropist and sustainability advisor at Bank 

Degroof.  

The interviews were semi-structured, so we had some open questions prepared but asked 

more questions depending on the answers we received. This enabled us to stay flexible and to 

ask the interviewee to go more in depth if we think he or should could give interesting 

information on a certain point. The questions of the questionnaire have been built upon our 

previous researches. We constructed the interview guides in the same way our report is 

structured: we often tried to draw a parallel between the companies and the NGOs and asked 

the experts whether there would be a big difference between both cases. An overview of the 

interviews and the answers can be found in appendix 1.  

Quantitative study 

We have established research questions and hypotheses based on our literature review and on 

the interviews with the experts. We will go over them and explain how we came to these 

hypotheses. Then, we will explain the methodology of the study: how and why we selected 

our advertisements, how we built the questionnaire, the pre-test and the sample we analysed. 

 Research questions and hypotheses 1.

Research question 1: How does humour in CSR ads impact the consumer’s Aad, Ab and 

purchase intention? 

Previous research highlighted that humour creates a stronger attention to the advertisement. 

Eisend (2010) goes further by saying that an increased attention to the ad will induce a better 

attitude towards the advertisement (Aad) and the brand (Ab).  

The experts we interviewed all stated that the effects of humour rely on certain conditions and 

to the context in which it is used. Most of them agreed that well-formulated and appropriately 

used humour could have a positive influence on the liking of an advertisement and the brand. 

Moreover, the experts agree that too dark and shocking images can have a negative effect on 
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the public’s attitudes, since people do not listen to those kinds of messages anymore. Using a 

lighter, funnier approach such as humour in CSR advertisements will create a better bond with 

the public and thus induce a more positive outcome. 

Cochran and Quester (2004) have used the affect transfer hypothesis (ATH) to study the 

attitudinal response to a humorous appeal. They state that a humorous appeal creates 

amusement and will induce a positive attitude towards the ad. Then, this will lead to a positive 

attitude towards the brand and eventually to an increased intention to purchase the product of 

the company.  

We can thus come to the following hypotheses:  

Humour in CSR advertisements (compared to non-humorous CSR ads) has a positive 

influence on: 

Hypothesis 1a: The attitude towards the ad (Aad). 

Hypothesis 1b: The attitude towards the brand (Ab).  

Hypothesis 1c: The purchase intention (PI) of the customer for certified products. 

Research question 2: What is the role of the credibility of a CSR advertisement as a 

mediating variable between humour and the Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention? 

Studies analysing the impact of humour on the credibility of the advertising message show 

mixed results (Weinberger and Gulas, 1992). The impact of humour on the credibility of the 

advertisement (message) depends on a lot of factors and that is why there are different results. 

Neville (personal communication, 2015) says “the credibility will be assessed on whether or 

not the humour used is appropriate for delivering your message”. Steisel (personal 

communication, 2015) confirms this view by saying that humour should be “elegant and not 

misunderstood. If you handle humour in a good way, it might increase the credibility of the 

message and you can be respected because it is not easy to use humour appropriately”.  

Catellani (personal communication, 2015) for his part says that “in a pedagogical context 

perhaps humour or something more ludicrous can be interesting to make a serious topic 

easier understood and increase the credibility of the message”. 
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For these reasons we have decided to position ourselves on the positive effect of humour on 

the credibility of the CSR ad.  

We believe the credibility of the advertisement (message) is a mediating variable between 

humour and the Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention. So we created these hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 2a: Humour in CSR advertisements increases the credibility of the ads. 

Hypothesis 2b: A credible CSR advertisement enhances the Aad. 

Hypothesis 2c: A credible CSR advertisement enhances the Ab. 

Hypothesis 2d: A credible CSR advertisement leads to a greater purchase intention. 

 

Research question 3: Does the dispositional scepticism act as a moderating variable 

between humour and credibility/ Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention? And how does the 

dispositional scepticism impact the relation between humour and the credibility/ Aad/  

Ab/ purchase intention? 

Communicating about CSR has become more important for companies and NGOs nowadays. 

A lot of companies use this trend to improve their image without investing too many 

resources in genuine CSR causes. As such, some consumers have developed a general 

dispositional scepticism about CSR communication and marketing techniques used to 

influence consumer behaviours (Eisend, 2009). Nevertheless, consumers are more educated 

and “can smell a rat very quickly” (Neville, personal communication, 2015). Companies and 

NGOs will be accused of greenwashing if there is a gap between their actions and their CSR 

claims and they will lose credibility (Parguel et al., 2011).  

Neville (personal communication, 2015) says that using humorous advertisements might not 

be the best option for people that are already sceptical about the company or NGO. 

Additionally, if consumers are sceptical about advertisements in general, humour would 

probably not make a big difference. Catellani (personal communication, 2015) agrees with her 

point of view and says humour could create a boomerang effect. Consumers could perceive 

the humour as a way to manipulate them.  

We can thus deduct the following hypotheses:  
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Hypothesis 3a: Consumers that are in general more sceptical about advertisements 

will find the humorous CSR advertisement less credible compared to less sceptical 

consumers. 

Hypothesis 3b: Consumers that are in general less sceptical about advertisements will 

have a better attitude towards the humorous CSR ad than sceptical consumers. 

We can even go further by stating:  

Hypothesis 3c: Consumers that are in general less sceptical about advertisements 

 will have a better attitude towards the brand compared to sceptical consumers after 

seeing a humorous ad. 

Hypothesis 3d: Consumers that are in general less sceptical about advertisements will 

have a higher purchase intention compared to sceptical consumers after seeing a 

humorous ad. 

 

Research question 4: Does the need for humour act as a moderating variable between 

humour and Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention? And how does the need for humour impact 

the relation between humour and the Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention? 

People perceive humour in different ways and what is funny for one person might not be so 

for someone else. Studies such as those from Cline and Kellaris (2007) have identified the 

need for humour (NFH) concept that identifies the “individual differences that shape 

responses to humor” (Cline and Kellaris, 2007, p.57). As stated by Cline and Kellaris (2007) 

people with a high NFH will actively look for humorous content and will have a better 

attitude towards the ad if it contains humour. This brings us to our next hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 4a: Consumers with a high NFH will have a greater positive attitude 

towards the humorous ad than consumers with a low NFH. 

We can go further by stating: 

Hypothesis 4b: Consumers with a high NFH will have a greater positive attitude 

towards the brand than consumers with a low NFH after seeing a humorous ad. 

Hypothesis 4c: Consumers with a high NFH will have a higher purchase intention 

than consumers with a low NFH after seeing a humorous ad. 
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Research question 5: Does being interested in sustainability and the ecology impact the 

Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention and the credibility of a humorous CSR advertisement? 

The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) explains people can analyse a humorous message 

through a central and a peripheral route. People that are educated and that are interested in 

sustainability are likely to have the motivation and the capabilities to process more rational, 

fact-based messages and might be frustrated by emotional messages such as humour. Eisend 

(2009) explains humour can disturb the viewer and derive his attention from the main 

message to the peripheral cues such as the humorous content. Neville (personal 

communication, 2015) agrees and says humour “could also distract the consumer and 

influence the consumer in a bad way” and this could lead to not liking the advertisement 

(Steisel, personal communication, 2015). 

Eisend (2009) also adds some viewers might associate the humour used as the marketer’s 

incapability of providing a serious fact-based message for the brand. This might lead to a loss 

of trust in the company. We go one step further by stating that the loss of trust in the company 

leads to a loss of credibility in the advertisement message.  

This reasoning leads us to the following hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 5a: A consumer interested in sustainability and the ecology will have a 

less positive attitude towards a humorous CSR ad compared to someone not interested 

in sustainability and the ecology. 

Hypothesis 5b: A consumer interested in sustainability and the ecology will find a 

humorous CSR ad less credible than a non-humorous CSR advertisement.  

We can go further by saying:  

Hypothesis 5c: A consumer interested in sustainability and the ecology will have a 

less positive attitude towards the brand compared to someone not interested in 

sustainability and the ecology after seeing a humorous ad. 

Hypothesis 5d: A consumer interested in sustainability and the ecology will have a 

lower intention to purchase a product compared to someone not interested in 

sustainability and the ecology after seeing a humorous ad. 

 

 

 



46. 

 

In figure 13 below we have schematised the model we will test:  

 

      Figure 13: Hypotheses model to test. Own source. 

 Methodology of the study 2.

2.1. Advertisements selected  

Our research consists of analysing whether there is a significant difference in the attitudes, 

behaviour and credibility between consumers watching a humorous CSR advertisement and a 

non-humorous CSR advertisement. To do so, we have selected one humorous and one non-

humorous video to add to the questionnaire.  

During the qualitative interviews, we asked the experts’ opinion on a couple of 

advertisements of the Rainforest Alliance. The first interview we conducted served as a test to 

have an opinion on 5 different videos and see if the interviewee found the videos funny or not. 

Some videos were more perceived as a documentary rather than advertisements so we did not 

select those. We selected the ‘follow the frog’ video since it was depicted as humorous by the 

first interviewee.  
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For the next interviews, we selected the ‘follow the signs’ and the ‘small actions = big 

changes’ videos and asked the experts to give their opinion on these videos. In our view, these 

two videos were non-humorous. We also showed the ‘follow the frog’ video to verify the 

humorous aspect.  

All the experts agreed the ‘follow the frog’ video (URL video: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3iIkOi3srLo) was humorous and appropriate for the 

Rainforest Alliance. We think sympathetic humour was used (cfr. Silvia Steisel) in the follow 

the frog video since it makes people laugh together instead of laugh at someone or something. 

This video attracts the attention of the viewer by creating surprise effects. This type of 

humour rather initiates a smile than a laughter. 

But, we also think absurd humour is used when the main character goes to the rainforest and 

tries to lead a revolution against the tree loggers. The consequences of his actions are turned 

into absurdity and you quickly see this is not the best solution. In the end you understand you 

should preferably just buy Rainforest Alliance certified products. This absurd humour could 

explain the quite high score of perceived humour given by the experts. On a scale from 1 to 7 

with 7 being extremely humorous, the experts gave scores ranging from 5 to 7. We thus 

included this video in the questionnaire. 

For the non-humorous video we selected the ‘small actions = big changes’ video (URL video: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=G4TLxFvF15I) since we think the message of this video 

is more or less similar than the ‘follow the frog’ video. Indeed, it encourages people to buy 

Rainforest Alliance certified products to help preserve the environment. This video provides a 

rational message and it gives more information about farmers in a non-humoristic way. 

Indeed, our experts have given this video a score of 1 and 2 meaning that they did not find 

this video humorous at all.  

2.2. Questionnaire survey   

To establish our questionnaire, we looked at our hypotheses and made sure every aspect of 

each hypothesis was represented in the questionnaire so that we would be able to test it.  

In order to analyse the data easily, most of our questions are 7-point semantic differential 

scales or 7-point Likert scales - with 1 being ‘totally disagreeing’ (pas du tout d’accord) and 7 

‘totally agreeing’ (tout à fait d’accord). We also included several multiple choice questions 

and one open question in the end. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3iIkOi3srLo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=G4TLxFvF15I
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The questionnaire has been created in French since we target French-speaking Belgians. We 

established two identical questionnaires with the only difference that Group 1 saw the 

humorous video and Group 2 the non-humorous video. For a complete view of the 

questionnaire, please refer yourself to appendix 2.  

The summary of the concepts, the number of items used and the studies from which the items 

have been selected to build our questionnaire can be found in figure 14 below. For a more 

detailed overview, please refer yourself to appendix 3. 

Concept Items Reference 

Familiarity with the 

advertisement 

1 item Translated and adapted from Escalas et al. (2004). I added (3 

fois ou plus) and (moins de 3 fois) 

Perceived humour 5 items Translated from Zhang & Zinkhan (2006); Cline & Kellaris 

(2007); Chattopadhyay & Basu (1990) and Zhang (1996) 

and modified into a 7-point scale. 

Attitude towards the ad 4 items Translated from Zhang & Zinkhan (2006); Chattopadhyay & 

Basu (1990); Zhang (1996); Geuens, De Pelsmacker & 

Faseur (2011) and modified into a 7-point scale. 

Characteristics of the 

advertising message 

6 items Own source 

Attitude towards the brand 3 items  Translated from Zhang & Zinkhan (2006); Chattopadhyay & 

Basu (1990); Zhang (1996) and modified into a 7-point scale 

Purchase intention 3 items  Translated from Zhang & Zinkhan (2006); Chattopadhyay & 

Basu (1990); Zhang (1996) and modified into a 7-point scale 

Credibility of the 

advertisement 

4 items 

 

Translated from Sabri & Michel (2014) 

Familiarity with the brand 1 item  Translated from Chung & Zhao (2011) and modified into a 

7-point scale 

Previous buying behaviour 1 item  Own source  

Interest in sustainability 

and the ecology 

10 items 

 

Imed (2005) 

Need for humour (NFH) 6 items Translated from Cline, Kellaris & Machleit (2011) 

General scepticism of 

advertisements 

4 items 

 

Boyer (2010) 

Gender 
1 item 

Own source 

Age 
1 item  

Own source 

Nationality 1 item  Own source 

Social status 1 item Own source  

Remarks 1 item Own source 

Figure 14: Summary of concepts and items used in the questionnaire. Own source. 
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2.3. Pre-test 

We have conducted a pre-test among 10 people. Group 1 consisted of 5 people that had seen 

the humorous ‘follow the frog’ video. Group 2 consisted of 5 people that had seen the non-

humorous ‘small actions = big changes’ video.  

This pre-test confirmed our views about the videos that one was humorous and the other was 

not. Some respondents had difficulties understating the statement: ‘Les gens me regardent 

pour dire des choses amusantes’, so we modified it into ‘Les gens attendent de moi que je 

dise des choses amusantes’. Others had the impression several statements were a little bit 

redundant such as peu plausible/ improbable/ impossible but we had to keep this as such to 

maintain the items we had researched in previous studies.   

Since the video was in English and the respondents were French-speaking Belgians, we asked 

them if the video was difficult to understand given the fact that English is not their mother 

tongue. The respondents said the English language did not impact the comprehension of the 

video. 

2.4. Sample  

The understanding of humour depends on several factors such as the age, culture, country, etc. 

of the receiver (Eisend, 2009; Madden and Weinberger, 1984). Thus, we decided to 

concentrate ourselves on adult men and women (older than 18). We asked the respondents to 

tick a box representing their age range and eliminated the respondents that were under 18 

years old. We believe children interact differently with humour and are less inclined to buy 

(certified) products in general.  

Since there is a cultural difference between French-speaking people and Dutch-speaking 

people in Belgium, we diffused our questionnaire in Wallonia where most people speak 

French. This will reduce the biases since the humour will be perceived in the same region by 

people with a similar culture. Non Belgian respondents’ answers were removed from the 

dataset. Since we wanted to reach French-speaking people we have decided to create the 

questionnaire in French to ease the comprehension of the questionnaire and have another way 

to verify people spoke French.  

We have created an online questionnaire using Qualtrics. Subsequently, we diffused the 

questionnaire on Facebook (on our profile, in different groups, etc.) and through email to our 

contacts and to our parents’ contacts. We used a non-probability sampling method, and more 
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specifically a convenience sampling method to gather responses for our questionnaire. We are 

aware this method might induce some biases but we tried to mitigate these by asking people 

to share the questionnaire with their friends to create a ‘snowball effect’.  

Our questionnaire was online from the 5
th

 of July until the 9
th

 of July 2015 and we gathered 

120 responses composed of 60 people that have seen the humorous video (Group 1) and 60 

people that have seen the non-humorous video (Group 2). The random attribution of the 

videos has been done automatically through the randomization tool provided by Qualtrics. 

After we eliminated the respondents that were younger than 18 years old, the non-Belgians 

and the invalid or incoherent answers, we had 115 participants left: 57 for Group 1 and 58 for 

Group 2.  
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CHAPTER 2: Analyses of the results of the quantitative study 

  Factor analyses and reliability tests 1.

First, we did factor analyses and reliability tests to see whether we could regroup items into 

one variable. We wanted to create the new variables perceived humour, attitude towards the 

ad, attitude towards the brand, purchase intention, credibility of the advertisement, interest in 

sustainability and the ecology, need for humour and general scepticism of advertisements. 

We run the different factor analyses for the items that would be represented by the new 

variables. In general, the KMO has to be bigger than 0.7, the extraction scores from the 

communalities table has to be bigger than 0.5-0.6. We privileged 0.6 to have more accurate 

results when we could. We also needed one component explaining more than 50% of the 

variance and a Cronbach’s Alpha bigger than 0.7. We sometimes had to delete a couple of 

items to have reliable and coherent new variables but we did this with care and looked at the 

meaning of the item before deleting it. The summary of the results can be found in figure 15 

below:  

Variable Items remaining % of variance Cronbach’s Alpha 

Perceived humour 5/5 77.624% 0.923 

Aad 4/4 70.558% 0.853 

Ab 3/3 85.072% 0.911 

Purchase intention 3/3 85.037% 0.910 

Credibility 4/4 69.769% 0.854 

Interest in 

sustainability and the 

ecology 

5/10 

Eliminated items
4
:  

No. 1, 2, 3, 4, 9 

64.435% 0.854 

Need for humour 5/6 

Eliminated item: No. 1 

61.848% 0.815 

General scepticism 

of advertisements 

4/4 68.631% 0.836 

  Figure 15: Summary of the results of the factor analyses and reliability tests. Own source. 

For a thorough explanation of the factor analyses and reliability tests of the different 

variables, please refer yourself to appendix 4. 

 Variables recoding 2.

After the factor analyses we recoded some variables. Thanks to this recoding, we were able to 

test our hypotheses and make a distinction between two groups of people (low and high 

profiles).  

                                                 
4
 See appendix 3 to see which number corresponds to which item. 
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We first looked at the means and regrouped the people answering between 1 and 4 as low 

profiles and people answering between 4.001 and 7 as high profiles (on a Likert or semantic 

differential scale). Since this gave us only 7 respondents with a low NFH profile, 21 

respondents with a low interest in sustainability and the ecology and 17 low sceptics, we 

decided to look at the median to effectuate more reliable tests and have more or less 50% of 

the sample in each category.  

- Scepticism 

The median score for the scepticism variable is 5.50. We have recoded the variable scepticism 

into a new variable: Med_scepticism (Label: Q12_Med_Scept) with values from 1 to 5.4 

representing a low scepticism level (value: 0) and values from 5.401 until 7 representing a 

high scepticism level (value: 1). The 5.4 score has been used instead of the median to have 

more balanced groups. 

- NFH 

We have done the same for the need for humour variable. The median is 5.8 and we recoded it 

into Med_NFH (Label: Q11_Med_NFH) with values from 1 to 5.7 representing a low NFH 

level (value: 0) and values from 5.701 until 7 representing a high NFH level (value: 1). The 

5.7 score has been used instead of the median to have more balanced groups. 

- Interest in sustainability and ecology 

We also recoded the interest in sustainability and the ecology into Med_Sust (Label: 

Q10_Med_Sust) with values from 1 to 5 representing a low interest in sustainability (value: 0) 

and values from 5.001 until 7 representing a high interest in sustainability (value: 1). The 

median is 5 here. 

 Sample analyses 3.

- Homogeneity of sub-groups  

Before analysing our hypotheses, we need to first verify whether our sub-groups (Groups 1 

and 2) are homogeneous. In order to do so, we executed some tests comparing both sub-

groups regarding the gender, the age, the need for humour, the interest in sustainability and 

the ecology, the general scepticism towards advertisements and people’s social status.  

In total, we kept 115 valid responses of the survey, among which 51 male and 64 female 

answers (see appendix 5.1.). We did a chi-square or ANOVA between the video type 

(humorous and non-humorous video) and the different variables to see if there were any 
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differences between both groups (see appendix 5.1.1. to 5.1.6.). The summary of the results 

have been represented in the figures 16 and 17 below. 

Variable Statistic value (X²) P-value 

Gender 0.732 0.392 

Age 0.530 0.767 

NFH 1.515 0.218 

Interest in sustainability 2.516 0.113 

General scepticism 0.078 0.780 

Figure 16: Summary results chi-square homogeneity sub-groups. Own source.  

Variable Statistic value (F) P-value 

Social status 0.145 0.704 

Figure 17: Summary results ANOVA homogeneity sub-groups. Own source. 

Since all the P-values are > 0.05, there is no relation between the variables and the video type.  

 We can thus say that both sub-groups (formed by either the humorous video or the 

non-humorous video) are homogeneous so a comparison between both groups will be 

possible. 

For the age category, we had only 2 respondents that were older than 70 years old: 1 for each 

sub-group. We decided to regroup these people with the 51-70 category to create a new one 

called 50+.  

- Perceived humour  

The next step consisted of checking whether the supposedly humorous video was perceived as 

humorous and the non-humorous video was perceived as non-humorous. We did an ANOVA 

to verify this (see appendix 5.2.). With a P-value < 0.001 and an F = 247.511 we can say with 

certainty that the respondents thought the humorous video was more humorous (mean 5.58) 

than the non-humorous video (mean 2.96). When looking at the means of both videos, we can 

conclude the ‘follow the frog’ video is humorous and the ‘small actions = big changes’ is non-

humorous. 

- Control variables 

The control variables have been created to see if something else than just humour 

distinguishes the videos. Maybe some other variable might have an impact on the results of 

our analysis. 

We conducted an ANOVA for each characteristic (see appendix 5.3.) and the results are 

summarised in the figure 18 below: 
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Variable Statistic value
5
 P-value 

Abstrait/ Concret 0.333 0.565 

Emotionnel/ Rationnel 0.259 0.612 

Choquant/ Plaisant 2.171 0.143 

Répulsif/ Attirant 0.574 0.450 

Ennuyant/ Intéressant 3.018 0.085 

Pas informatif/ Informatif 4.673 0.033 

           Figure 18: Summary results control variables. Own source. 

All variables have a P-value > 0.05 (except Pas informatif/ Informatif), this means the 

different characteristics do not differ according to the video type. 

 The videos are good to analyse the effect of humour since none of these variables 

(except Pas informatif/ Informatif) differ significantly for both videos selected.  

From the previous ANOVA test we can say the respondents thought the non-humorous video 

was significantly more informative (mean: 5.98) than the humorous video (mean: 5.54).  

Now, we will perform an ANCOVA between Aad (dependent variable) and video type 

(independent variable) and put Pas informatif/ Informatif as a covariate to neutralise this 

effect (see appendix 5.3.1.). The results are significant (F = 20.819, P-value < 0.001).  

From this ANCOVA test displayed in figure 19 below, we can conclude a humorous ad will 

induce an even better attitude towards the ad if the informative character is neutralised.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

             Figure 19: ANCOVA results. Source: SPSS.   

                                                 
5
 The statistic value is from an ANOVA if the hypothesis of the homogeneity of the variances is respected (P-

value > 0.05) and Welch if there is no homogeneity of the variances (P-value < 0.05). This rule will be applied to 

the whole thesis. 
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 Hypotheses analyses  4.

Research question 1: How does humour in CSR ads impact the consumer’s Aad, Ab and 

purchase intention? 

Hypothesis 1: Humour in CSR advertisements (compared to non-humorous CSR ads) has a positive 

influence on the attitude towards the ad (Aad) (H1a), the attitude towards the brand (Ab) (H1b) and 

the purchase intention (PI) of the customer for certified products (H1c). 

To test these hypotheses we did an ANOVA (see appendix 6.1.). The summary of the results 

are found in the figure 20 below:  

Variable Statistic value P-value 

Aad 20.277 < 0.001 

Ab 1.634 (0.204/2) = 0.102 

Purchase intention 3.906 (0.051/2) = 0.0255 

 Figure 20: Summary results hypothesis 1. Own source.  

Since both the Aad and the purchase intention have a P-value < 0.05, we can conclude 

humour in CSR advertisements (compared to non-humorous ads) has a positive influence on 

the attitude towards the ad and on the purchase intention of the customer for certified 

products. Nevertheless, we could not confirm hypothesis 1b since the P-value is > 0.05: we 

cannot conclude humour in CSR advertisements has a positive influence on the attitude 

towards the brand.  

 Hypothesis 1a and 1c are confirmed. 

Research question 2: What is the role of the credibility of a CSR advertisement as a 

mediating variable between humour and the Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention?  

Hypothesis 2a: Humour in CSR advertisements increases the credibility of the ads. 

Firstly, we performed an ANOVA to verify this hypothesis (see appendix 6.2.). We obtained 

the following descriptive statistics: 

 Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Non-humorous video 4.9828 0.88712 3.00 6.50 

Humorous video 4.4561 1.10308 1.75 6.25 

Total 4.7217 1.03012 1.75 6.50 

        Figure 21: Descriptive statistics hypothesis 2a. Own source.  

The P-value is < 0.05 (F = 7.973, P-value = 0.006/2), so the ANOVA is confirmed but we can 

see the relation goes in the other way: the non-humorous video is significantly more credible 
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(mean: 4.98) than the humorous video (mean: 4.46). As such, we cannot confirm hypothesis 

2a.  

We will now test whether credibility is a mediating variable between perceived humour and 

the attitude towards the ad. 

- Condition 1: Aad = f (perceived humour) 

We did a linear regression to test this (see appendix 6.3.). The R² is 0.225 so 22.5% of the 

Aad (dependent variable) is being explained by the perceived humour (independent variable). 

The P-value of the ANOVA table is < 0.05 so we will reject H0. There is a linear regression 

model between both variables. This rule will be applied for other similar linear regression 

tests we performed further on. 

The P-value is < 0.001 and the linear regression model is: Aad = 3.620 + 0.346 (perceived 

humour). 

 Condition 1 of Baron and Kenny is verified. 

 

- Condition 2: Credibility = f (perceived humour) 

We did an ANOVA to test this (see appendix 6.4.). The p-value of the ANOVA table is > 

0.05 (P-value = 0.105) so we will not reject H0. There is no linear regression model. 

 Condition 2 of Baron and Kenny is not verified. This condition also applies for 

testing whether credibility is a mediating variable between the perceived humour and 

Ab/purchase intention. We can thus conclude the credibility is not a mediating 

variable between perceived humour and Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention. We will thus 

not test the conditions 3 and 4.  

Hypothesis 2b: A credible CSR advertisement enhances the Aad. 

For this hypothesis, we did a linear regression (see appendix 6.5.) and obtained a R² of 0.026. 

This means 2.6% of the Aad (dependent variable) is being explained by the credibility of the 

ad (independent variable). The P-value is 0.083 (and the F = 3.049). The P-value is between 

0.05 and 0.1 so it is marginally significant. The credibility of an advertisement is a marginally 

significant predictor for the attitude towards the advertisement. The linear regression model 

is: Aad = 4.231 + 0.182 (credibility). 

 Hypothesis 2b is confirmed. 
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Hypothesis 2c: A credible CSR advertisement enhances the Ab. 

We performed a linear regression (see appendix 6.6.) and we obtained a R² of 0.317, so 31.7% 

of the Ab (dependent variable) is being explained by the credibility (independent variable). 

The contribution of the credibility to the Ab is significant (F = 12.663, P-value = 0.001). In 

other words, the more an advertisement is credible, the better the impact on the attitude 

towards the brand. The regression model is: Ab = 3.902 + 0.334 (credibility). 

 Hypothesis 2c is confirmed. 

We interested ourselves to the results of hypothesis 1b, hypothesis 2a and 2c. We have done 

an additional ANCOVA and put credibility of the ad as a covariate to neutralise the effect of it 

on the attitude towards the brand (appendix 6.7.). The results are interesting since the P-value 

is < 0.001 (F = 16.973). From our results and from the figure 22 below, we can clearly see 

that if the credibility is neutralised, people that viewed the humorous video have a 

significantly better Ab than people seeing the non-humorous video. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 22: ANCOVA results additional test. Source: SPSS. 

We could not confirm that humour in CSR advertisements had a positive influence on the 

attitude towards the brand (hypothesis 1b). We think this might be because respondents 

thought the humorous video (mean 4.46) was significantly less credible than the non-

humorous video (mean 4.98). With the ANCOVA we just did, we can conclude humorous 

CSR advertisements have a positive influence on the Ab, if the humour does not reduce the 

credibility of the ad. So, if this condition is met, we can say hypothesis 1b is partially 

confirmed. 
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Hypothesis 2d: A credible CSR advertisement leads to a greater purchase intention. 

We performed a linear regression (see appendix 6.8.) and we obtained a R² of 0.072, so 7.2% 

of the purchase intention (dependent variable) is being explained by the credibility of the ad 

(independent variable). The contribution of the credibility on the purchase intention is 

significant (F = 8.774, P-value = 0.004). In other words, the more an advertisement is 

credible, the higher the intention to purchase certified products. The regression model is: PI = 

4.277 + 0.259 (credibility). 

 Hypothesis 2d is confirmed. 

Research question 3: Does the dispositional scepticism act as a moderating variable 

between humour and credibility/ Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention? And how does the 

dispositional scepticism impact the relation between humour and the credibility/ Aad/ 

Ab/ purchase intention?  

Hypothesis 3a: Consumers that are in general more sceptical about advertisements will find 

the humorous CSR advertisement less credible compared to less sceptical consumers. 

To test this hypothesis, we did a univariate ANOVA test with credibility as the dependent 

variable (see appendix 6.9.). The video type (condition) and the Med_scepticism were the 

independent variables. The interaction effect between both variables (Med_scepticism and 

video type) is not significant (F = 0.933, P-value = 0.336). 

 Hypothesis 3a is not confirmed. 

Hypothesis 3b: Consumers that are in general less sceptical about advertisements will have a 

better attitude towards the humorous CSR ad than sceptical consumers. 

To test this hypothesis, we did a univariate ANOVA test with Aad as the dependent variable 

(see appendix 6.10.). The video type (condition) and the Med_scepticism were the 

independent variables. The Levene’s test of equality of error variances has a P-value < 0.05 

(P-value < 0.001 and an F = 6.836). So we reject H0: the hypothesis of homogeneity of the 

variances is not respected. But, since the test is robust we will do the ANOVA anyways to 

look at the results and be careful with the interpretation of them. This rule will be applied for 

other similar univariate ANOVA tests we performed. The interaction effect between both 

variables (Med_scepticism and video type) is significant (F = 4.029, P-value = 0.047). So, the 
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consumers that are in general less sceptical about advertisements have a better attitude 

towards the humorous CSR ad than sceptical consumers. 

 Hypothesis 3b is confirmed. 

The results are displayed on figure 23 below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

Figure 23: ANOVA results hypothesis 3b. Source: SPSS 

Hypothesis 3c: Consumers that are in general less sceptical about advertisements will have a 

better attitude towards the brand compared to sceptical consumers after seeing a humorous ad. 

We did a univariate ANOVA to test this hypothesis (see appendix 6.11.). The interaction 

effect between both variables (Med_scepticism and video type) is significant (F = 5.671, P-

value = 0.019). 

We can say that low sceptic consumers will have a better attitude towards the brand than high 

sceptic consumers after seeing a humorous ad. 

 Hypothesis 3c is confirmed. 

The results of the ANOVA are displayed in figure 24 below: 



60. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24: ANOVA results 

hypothesis 3c. Source: SPSS. 

 

 

 

 

Hypothesis 3d: Consumers that are in general less sceptical about advertisements will have a 

higher purchase intention compared to sceptical consumers after seeing a humorous ad. 

We did a univariate ANOVA to test this hypothesis (see appendix 6.12.). The interaction 

effect between both variables (Med_scepticism and video type) is significant (F = 4.888, P-

value = 0.029). 

We can say that low sceptic consumers will have a higher purchase intention than high sceptic 

consumers after seeing a humorous ad. 

 Hypothesis 3d is confirmed. 

The results of the ANOVA are displayed in figure 25 below: 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25: ANOVA results 

hypothesis 3d. Source: SPSS. 
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 We can conclude that scepticism about advertisements is a moderator between the 

perceived humour and the Aad, Ab, PI but not for the credibility of the ad. 

 

Research question 4: Does the need for humour act as a moderating variable between 

humour and Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention? And how does the need for humour impact 

the relation between humour and the Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention? 

Hypothesis 4a: Consumers with a high NFH will have a greater positive attitude towards the 

humorous ad than consumers with a low NFH. 

To test this hypothesis, we did a univariate ANOVA (see appendix 6.13.). The P-value is 

between 0.05 and 0.1 (F = 3.707, P-value = 0.057). We can thus say the interaction effect 

between Med_NFH and the video type is marginally significant.  

But the results do not go into the direction of our hypothesis. So, we cannot confirm that 

people with a high NFH have a better attitude towards the ad than low NFH respondents.  

 Hypothesis 4a is not confirmed. 

The results of the ANOVA are displayed in figure 26 below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 26: ANOVA results hypothesis 4a. Source: SPSS. 
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Hypothesis 4b: Consumers with a high NFH will have a greater positive attitude towards the 

brand than consumers with a low NFH after seeing a humorous ad. 

To test this hypothesis, we did a univariate ANOVA (see appendix 6.14.). The interaction 

effect between Med_NFH and the video type is not significant (F = 1.062, P-value = 0.305). 

The P-value is > 0.05, so we will not reject H0. We cannot say that consumers with a high 

NFH will have a greater positive attitude towards the brand than consumers with a low NFH 

after seeing a humorous ad. 

 Hypothesis 4b is not confirmed. 

Hypothesis 4c: Consumers with a high NFH will have a higher purchase intention than 

consumers with a low NFH after seeing a humorous ad. 

To test this we did a univariate ANOVA (see appendix 6.15.). The P-value of the interaction 

effect between the video type and Med_NFH is 0.061. The P-value is between 0.05 and 0.1 so 

the interaction effect is marginally significant.  

But the results go in the opposite direction of our hypothesis so we cannot confirm the 

hypothesis.   

 Hypothesis 4c is not confirmed. 

 We can conclude that the NFH does not act as a moderator variable between 

perceived humour and Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention. 

 

The results from hypothesis 4a/b/c looked weird since in our literature review these 

hypotheses were confirmed. Moreover, on the graphs, the high NFH people seem to have a 

better Aad/ Ab and a higher purchase intention compared to low NFH people when looking at 

the non-humorous advertisement. To verify if the difference is significant, we selected only 

the respondents that saw the non-humorous video and did an ANOVA. 

 

We can conclude people with a high NFH profile have a significant better Aad (F = 5.321, P-

value = 0.025/2) and purchase intention (F = 5.997, P-value = 0.019/2) as well as a marginally 

significant better Ab (F = 2.821, P-value = 0.100/2) than people with a low NFH profile when 

seeing the non-humorous ad. Again, we were surprised with this result. 
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We assume high NFH people are in general nicer and could have given a higher score for 

these questions. We also thought high NFH persons might have perceived more humour in the 

non-humorous video than low NFH people. To verify this, we selected only the non-

humorous respondents and did an ANOVA (see appendix 6.16.) with perceived humour as the 

dependent variable and Med_NFH as the independent variable. Unfortunately, the test is not 

significant (F = 0.680, P-value = 0.413/2).  

 

Research question 5: Does being interested in sustainability and the ecology impact the 

Aad/ Ab/ purchase intention and the credibility of a humorous CSR advertisement? 

Hypothesis 5a: A consumer interested in sustainability and the ecology will have a less 

positive attitude towards a humorous CSR ad compared to someone not interested in 

sustainability and the ecology. 

To test this hypothesis, we did a univariate ANOVA (see appendix 6.17.). The interaction 

effect between Med_Sust and the video type is significant (F = 4.738, P-value = 0.032). The 

P-value is < 0.05, so we will reject H0. We can say that consumers that are interested in 

sustainability and the ecology have a less positive attitude towards the ad than consumers that 

are not interested in sustainability and the ecology after seeing a humorous ad. 

 Hypothesis 5a is confirmed. 

The results are depicted in figure 27 below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 27: ANOVA results 

hypothesis 5a. Source: SPSS. 
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We have done the same tests by replacing the attitude towards the ad by the attitude towards 

the brand and the purchase intention but the interaction effects were not significant (F = 

2.025, P-value = 0.158 for the Ab and F = 1.552, P-value = 0.215 for the PI).  

 Hypotheses 5c and 5d are not confirmed.  

 

Hypothesis 5b: A consumer interested in sustainability and the ecology will find a humorous 

CSR ad less credible than a non-humorous CSR advertisement.  

To test this hypothesis, we did a univariate ANOVA (appendix 6.18.). The interaction effect 

between Med_Sust and the video type is not significant (F = 0.002, P-value = 0.965). The P-

value is > 0.05, so we will not reject H0. We cannot say that a consumer with a high interest 

in sustainability and the ecology will find a humorous CSR ad less credible than a consumer 

with a low interest in sustainability and the ecology. 

 Hypothesis 5b is not confirmed. 

 We can conclude that interest in sustainability and the ecology is a moderator 

between the perceived humour and the Aad but not between the perceived humour 

and Ab, PI or credibility. 

We will now represent the model we tested with the effects in the summarising figure 28 

below: 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Figure 28: Hypotheses model with effects. Own source. 
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 Additional analyses  5.

- Brand familiarity  

We verified whether people familiar with the brand had a better Aad or Ab or a higher 

purchase intention, higher perceived humour and an increased credibility in the ad. We did 

linear regressions to test this (see appendix 7.1.-7.3.). We can conclude consumers familiar 

with the brand have a higher purchase intention (R² = 0.034, F = 3.994, P-value = 0.048) and 

find the ad more credible (R² = 0.035, F = 4.051, P-value = 0.047). The linear regression 

models are respectively: PI = 5.195 + 0.091 (brand familiarity) and Credibility = 4.402 + 

0.095 (brand familiarity). The linear regression between brand familiarity and Ab is 

marginally significant (R² = 0.026, F = 2.985, P-value = 0.087). We can say people familiar 

with the brand have a better attitude towards the brand. The linear regression model is: Ab = 

5.188 + 0.086 (brand familiarity). 

- Informative and credibility 

We wanted to see if an informative video would predict the credibility of an ad. To do so, we 

did a linear regression (see appendix 7.4.). We can conclude the higher the informative 

character of the ad, the more credible it is (R² = 0.157, F = 20.967, P-value < 0.001). The 

linear regression model is: Credibility = 2.591 + 0.370 (Charact Pas informatif/ informatif).  

 Conclusion 6.

To conclude this second part, we will first discuss the results of the quantitative study and 

give managerial recommendations for NGOs. Then, we will emit recommendations for future 

studies. We will end with the limits that might have influenced the results of our study.   

6.1. Discussion of the results and managerial recommendations 

Firstly, we checked whether there was a significant different degree of perceived humour 

between the two selected videos. The results confirmed our views that the ‘follow the frog’ 

video was humorous (with a mean of 5.58) and that the ‘small actions = big changes’ was 

non-humorous (mean 2.96).  

The non-humorous video was perceived as more informative (mean: 5.98) than the humorous 

video (mean: 5.54). We expected this since the non-humorous video provides information 

about certification and how this helps preserve the environment and benefits the farmers. But, 

we were surprised the humorous video was perceived as informative too as we can see from 
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its mean score. Our additional test shows that if the informative character of the video is 

neutralised, that the humorous video will be even more effective.  

When looking at our hypotheses, we can confirm humour in CSR advertisements has a 

positive influence on the attitude towards the advertisement and on the purchase intention of 

certified products. Surprisingly we could not confirm that the humour used in the ad had a 

positive influence on the attitude towards the Rainforest Alliance brand. An additional test 

demonstrated that if the humour in the ‘follow the frog’ video did not reduce the credibility of 

the ad, that the attitude towards the brand would be more positive.  Ideally, a CSR ad should 

thus be humorous and credible at the same time. We are aware this is difficult since often the 

humour might reduce the credibility. 

Previous research showed mixed results regarding the impact of humour on the credibility of 

an advertisement. The experts we interviewed thought humour could be beneficial to make a 

serious topic understood. They also added that if the humour was appropriate it could increase 

the credibility of the ad. Our study did not confirm this view. On the contrary, the non-

humorous video was more credible than the humorous video. We believe that if the follow the 

frog video would have given more factual data and as such be more informative, it would 

have increased the credibility of the ad. We base this assumption on an additional test we 

performed showing that the informative character of an ad is a predictor of the credibility of 

the ad. 

Other tests we did, confirmed that a credible CSR advertisement would enhance the attitude 

towards the ad and the brand and increase the purchase intention of the customer. This 

coincides with our hypotheses. Consumers have access to a lot of information nowadays so 

we believe they are not easily influenced by advertisements that are not credible. As Neville 

(personal communication, 2015) said “people can smell a rat very quickly” so they 

understand rapidly if companies or NGOs are lying or overpromising for instance. If the 

advertisement is not credible, we think consumers will be angry and have a negative attitude 

towards the ad and the brand and it will influence negatively the purchase intention of the 

consumers. 

Interestingly, our results could not confirm that sceptical respondents found the humorous 

CSR advertisement less credible than someone who had a low scepticism profile. On the other 

hand, we proved that less sceptical people seeing the humorous video have a better attitude 

towards the ad and the brand as well as a higher purchase intention. This was in line with our 
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assumptions since the experts thought humour could create a boomerang effect for high 

sceptics and make them believe the humorous message is trying to manipulate them. We thus 

believe humour will be more powerful for low sceptics, so the Rainforest Alliance should 

identify the right channels and the right people to communicate to. 

Our literature review showed that people with a high NFH had a more positive attitude 

towards the humorous ad. This sounded logical to us too and we assumed this would be the 

case for the ‘follow the frog’ video. But, the results were surprising since we could not 

confirm high NFH people have a better attitude towards the ad/ brand nor a higher purchase 

intention. Moreover, the high NFH people that watched the non-humorous video had 

systematically a better attitude towards the ad and brand and a higher purchase intention. This 

result struck us since we did not expect this at all. We offer as an explanation high NFH 

respondents are in general nicer, and gave higher scores for the video. We also believed high 

NFH people might find humour in the non-humorous video and transform non-funny 

situations in something funny. To verify this, we did an additional test but unfortunately there 

was no significant difference in the means of perceived humour between low and high 

profiles. 

Furthermore, we analysed the impact of people being interested in sustainability and the 

ecology. We could confirm consumers interested in the matter had a less positive attitude 

towards the humorous CSR ad. As seen from our literature review, humour can disturb 

viewers and influence them badly. We believe viewers were frustrated by the humour since 

they expected a more factual message from an NGO. As such, this reduced their liking of the 

ad. On the other hand, we could not confirm respondents interested in sustainability had a less 

positive attitude towards the brand, a weaker purchase intention or found the ad less credible. 

It is not because they did not like the humorous ad, that their views on the NGO change. In 

other words, we think consumers are resilient and will still support the Rainforest Alliance as 

well as buy certified products because they believe in the cause, even after not liking an ad of 

the NGO. 

Another insight we had from our literature review was that prior positive brand evaluation 

influenced positively the attitude towards the ad (Chattopadhyay and Basu, 1990). Chung and 

Zhao (2011) went further by saying persons not familiar with the brand will have an even 

more favourable Aad. We wanted to test if the same was true in our case. Our results show 

that a person familiar with the brand will have a better attitude towards the brand, it will 

increase the credibility of the ad and enhance his purchase intention. We could not confirm 
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the same regarding the attitude towards the ad. We believe our results can be explained 

because the Rainforest Alliance works in a specific field and if people are aware of what their 

mission is, they will adhere to it and try and buy certified products. People not knowing the 

brand, do not know what the green frog label stands for and thus we think the ad does not 

impact them that much. 

In short, we can say humour has a lot of beneficial effects. We thus believe humour can and 

should be used in CSR advertisements for NGOs. Nevertheless, humour can be dangerous if it 

is used inappropriately. Moreover, NGOs should try and reach an audience that is not 

sceptical, since sceptics have a bad Aad, Ab and purchase intention after seeing a humorous 

video.  

Since NGOs often strive for long-term goals, it is important consumers maintain a good image 

of them. In the specific case of the Rainforest Alliance, its goal is to increase the number of 

certified farms and products wearing their label. They also have to increase people’s 

willingness to buy certified products and to support their cause. Creating a ‘buzz’ with the 

‘follow the frog’ video and reaching more than five million views on YouTube was a good 

strategy for the Rainforest Alliance since we believe this increased the awareness of the green 

frog label and more people might become interested in sustainability issues the Rainforest 

Alliance tackles.  

As we have seen, people interested in sustainability and the ecology had a lower attitude 

towards the ad but we could not confirm it affected their image of the brand or their purchase 

intention. We assumed one humorous video that they liked less, did not affect their support 

for the NGO. So, we believe a good marketing strategy for NGOs could be to create 

humorous videos once in a while to try and reach more people and increase its awareness. 

Nevertheless, the NGO has to diffuse other more serious messages as well to inform people 

on their mission and be sure people invested in the cause do not get too frustrated and will not 

lose faith in the cause if the communications get too funny.  

Moreover, we saw a credible video led to a better attitude towards the ad and the brand and a 

higher purchase intention. Furthermore, an additional test we did confirmed an informative ad 

was a predictor for credibility. We thus believe an informative, credible and humorous CSR 

advertisement will show the best results since consumers want to receive credible information 

about what the company does and how it impacts them and the community as well as being 

entertained at the same time. But, further research should be done to test this assumption. 
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6.2. Recommendations for future studies 

First of all, we have only tested the different effects between a non-humorous CSR video and 

a humorous CSR video. We have seen there are a lot of different types of humour so it could 

be interesting to make a distinction and see if the results would be different according to other 

kinds of humour and the intensity of the humour used.  

We are also aware our videos were quite different and it is not only the humorous aspect that 

distinguished them. Even though, we tried to find videos that had similarities, the Rainforest 

Alliance does not have that many advertisements. It would be interesting to find (or even 

create) two videos that are similar and that just the humorous aspect would differ. This way, 

the results would be more accurate. 

As we saw in the literature review humour can have a lot of positive or negative effects on 

several aspects. In our hypotheses we only analysed the attitude towards the ad, the attitude 

towards the brand, the purchase intention and the credibility of the ad. More studies should be 

administrated to analyse other effects of humour on the comprehension, the attention, the 

persuasion, the memorisation, etc. These future studies could also integrate other factors that 

could influence the effects of humour such as the product type, humour relatedness, 

repetition, the media used, etc.  

And even though a lot of studies tackled the effects of humour and the factors influencing it, 

these studies are mainly focusing on corporate advertisements. Not a lot of studies have 

analysed the effects of humour for NGOs or even for a serious topic such as CSR. We believe 

more attention should be given to these two categories since the results might be totally 

different than for corporate ads. The Rainforest Alliance certifies products with its label so we 

analysed the purchase intention of certified products. But, most NGOs do not sell products or 

are not directly connected to products with their brand. It would be interesting to analyse the 

impact of humour on people’s intentions to donate money to NGOs.  

Moreover, narrative storytelling is becoming more important in the communication field for 

companies and NGOs. Narratives or stories are everywhere and we believe the ‘follow the 

frog’ video is a narrative since we follow the life of the main character and get involved in his 

journey (cfr. Mathieu Jahnich). Since stories can take different forms, it is sometimes difficult 

to know it actually is a story: “stories fill our lives in the way that water fills the lives of fish. 

Stories are so all-pervasive that we practically cease to be aware of them” (Denning, 2015).  
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Gill (2014, p.3) defines storytelling as “a narration that tells of particular acts, occurrences 

or events presented in the form of text or art and has the ability to transcend age-groups, 

cultures and genders, and captures the imagination and attention of listeners regardless of 

background”. Some studies already analysed the effects of narratives on people and an 

important aspect that influenced the viewers was narrative transportation. Narrative 

transportation is “the phenomenon in which consumers mentally enter a world that a story 

evokes” (van Laer et al., 2014, p.797) and it will induce a lot of beneficial effects that 

marketers are looking for. Furthermore, if future studies could analyse the impacts of 

storytelling combined with humour, we believe interesting results could be found.  

6.3. Limits of the study   

First of all, let us repeat humour differs from culture to culture and is country dependent 

(Alden et al., 1993). We should thus be careful when generalising the outcomes of humour. 

During our literature review we mostly analysed corporate ads since there is not a lot of 

information available on NGOs or CSR advertisements. This has led us to assume the effects 

would be the same but since a lot of our results are non-significant, we could argue some 

results might not be generalised as such.    

Another explanation for the non-significance of the hypotheses might be found in the low 

amount of people with a low interest in sustainability, that are not sceptical about ads and that 

have a low NFH profile that responded to our questionnaire. To try and reduce this limit we 

eventually divided the low and high profiles based on the median but this might induce some 

biases as well. 

We think social desirability might have played a role here for NFH and interest in 

sustainability. Indeed, people are expected to have a good sense of humour and listening to 

jokes and laughing with them is part of every day’s social life. As such, some people might 

have given high scores to the NFH variable because they felt they had to respond in a way 

society expects them to. Similarly, it is not socially accepted not to care about the 

environment and some people say they are interested in the topic but there might be a gap 

between what they say and their real actions. We believe the results might have been different 

if the low categories would have been more represented. 

Moreover, the videos we selected were quite different. Even though we tried to figure out if 

other variables would influence the effects of the video or the perception of it with the control 

variables (characteristics), there might still be other aspects that could influence people’s 
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opinion. Examples of such aspects are the music, the characters, the colours, storytelling, the 

mood of the person, the mind-set, the length of the video, etc. 

Another aspect that could be seen as a limit to the study is that the videos were in English and 

we assume most of the respondents’ mother tongue is French. Even though the respondents of 

the pre-test told us the English language did not complicate the understanding of the video, 

we may assume some people have a poor English level and did not understand all the 

elements of the videos.  

The questionnaire has been diffused online and the respondents were not able to ask questions 

if something was not clear. Some people may have answered a question without fully 

understanding it.  

The randomization tool from Qualtrics automatically diffused both questionnaires randomly 

but we can assume someone saw the non-humorous video and closed his Internet page by 

accident or because he did not have a lot of time at that moment. If he would come back on 

the questionnaire, he might have the other version and skip the video since he thinks he saw 

the video already. As such, some results might be coded in the wrong version. To mitigate this 

risk we went through the results and deleted the answers that looked odd. 

And last but not least, we diffused the questionnaire by email and on Facebook to our contacts 

and asked them to diffuse it to their friends. This snowball effect has some downsides since 

we might not have a fully representative sample covering the whole French part of Belgium. 
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GENERAL CONCLUSION 

 

With this thesis, we wanted to give an answer to the question whether NGOs should use 

humour in socially responsible advertisements. To do so, we started with a literature review 

based on CSR, humour and advertisements. Since most studies were concentrating on 

companies rather than on NGOs, we tried to draw a parallel for NGOs at the end of each 

chapter. 

The literature review made it clear consumers expect companies and NGOs to talk about their 

CSR actions and how these will impact society. As such, they can use CSR advertisements to 

give the transparency consumers expect and increase the organisation’s brand awareness. But, 

CSR messages are often perceived as boring and consumers are confronted with so many 

messages from different brands that they do not pay attention to all of them.  

Humour is a widely used tool in socially responsible communications since it draws the 

attention of the consumer. A number of studies proved using humour is beneficial but others 

contradict these results. A lot of factors influence the effects of humour so it is difficult to 

generalise the outcomes of it (Alden et al., 1993).  

After our literature review we interviewed four experts from different areas to have a broader 

view about CSR and humour as well as the combination of them in advertisements from 

companies and NGOs.  

The insights of the literature review combined with the knowledge of the experts enabled us 

to create our research questions and hypotheses. After that, we diffused a questionnaire 

showing randomly a humorous or a non-humorous CSR advertisement from the Rainforest 

Alliance. We gathered 115 valid responses in total. 

The analyses from our quantitative study confirmed consumers seeing the humorous ‘follow 

the frog’ video had a better attitude towards the ad and an increased intention to purchase 

products with the label of the Rainforest Alliance.  

Moreover, our results show an advertisement should preferably be credible. Indeed, a credible 

ad enhances the attitude towards the ad and the brand as well as the intention to purchase 

products. In our case, the non-humorous video was more credible than the humorous video.  

We have also seen the humorous CSR advertisement works better for people who are less 

sceptical about advertisements in general.  



73. 

 

Contradictorily to the results of the literature review, we could not confirm that a person with 

a high need for humour (NFH) profile had a better attitude towards the ad and the brand or a 

higher purchase intention. Interestingly, the high NFH respondents systematically expressed 

better attitudes and behaviours compared to low NFH profiles for the non-humorous video.  

Furthermore, we showed that people highly interested in sustainability, had a less positive 

attitude towards the humorous CSR ad. But we could not prove the same for the attitude 

towards the brand, the purchase intention or the credibility of the ad.  

A lot of our results confirmed our hypotheses but we were also surprised by some outcomes 

we discovered. To try and give an answer to these peculiarities we made some assumptions. 

As such, we believe humour and credibility are difficult to combine together since humour 

could reduce the credibility of the ad. High sceptics do not react positively to humour because 

they might think it is inappropriate or tries to manipulate them. High NFH respondents had 

better attitudes and a higher intention to purchase products compared to low NFH respondents 

after seeing the non-humorous CSR advertisement. We thus assume they are in general nicer 

and happier so they gave better scores to the non-humorous video. Lastly, consumers 

interested in sustainability like humorous CSR ads less but we doubt it will however affect 

their perception of the brand or their willingness to purchase certified products from the 

Rainforest Alliance. 

In a nutshell, we can say NGOs should use humour in CSR advertisements since it has a lot of 

beneficial outcomes. And as Chattopadhyay and Basu (1990) say, we have to ask ourselves 

when humour will be effective and not whether it will be effective. NGOs have to be cautious 

the humour is appropriate and that the message is well understood to avoid the potential 

downsides of a failed advertising campaign. Humour might increase the reach of the CSR 

advertisement and increase the brand awareness. Nevertheless, we believe NGOs have to 

diffuse more serious, informative messages as well to remain credible and continue having 

support from people interested in the causes the NGO supports. 

Since not a lot of studies have analysed the impacts of humour for NGOs and the combination 

of humour with CSR, we think our research contributed to this and it paved the way for future 

studies. We are well aware our study is limited and further research is needed to test our 

assumptions and to analyse other effects of humour in CSR advertisements from NGOs. 
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