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Impact of Corporate Social Responsibility on Brand Value:.
Based on Empirical Analysis of the Panel Data of 9 Alcohol Enterprises

YAN Lin

(School of Management, Sichuan University of Science & Engineering, Zigong, Sichuan 643000, China)

Abstract ; Based on the panel data of 9 famous listed liquor enterprises from 2011 to 2015, the impact of corporate social
responsibility on corporate brand value is analyzed by panel regression model. The research shows that the social responsibility
of liquor making enterprises has a significant positive effect on the promotion of brand value with a time lag effect. At the same
time, the corporate publicity investment and market share havve displayed a positive impact on corporate brand value, while no
significant impact is found of the disclosure of corporate responsibility information on the brand value. Therefore, counter meas-
ures for pushing forth the implementation of corporate social responsibility are put forth on the part of governments. enterprises
and trade organizations for the promotion of corporate brand value so that a pattern for healthy corporate competition can be

fostered.
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The Effect of Wearing Skintight Clothes on College Girls’
Body Dissatisfaction

JIANG Yixin*, CHEN Hong®

(a. College of Resources and Environment b. College of Psychology., Southwest

University. Beibei, Chongqing 400715, China)

Abstract: The objectification theory is applied in the probe of whether skintight clothes could cause greater body dissat-
isfaction than well-fitting clothes among college girls. First, 120 college girl subjects imaged themself showing up at different
situations in skintight or well-fitting clothes, and were then asked to complete the Body Image States Scale. At the same time
two kinds of subjects were designed to find out about the moderating effect of the trait body dissatisfaction. The research was
a between— subjects design of 2X 2. it is found that the group wearing skintight clothes are found to have greater body dissatis-
faction than those wearing well —fitting clothes within the group with body satisfaction; yet no significant difference is found
between the two within the group without body satisfaction, indicating that the wearing of skintight clothes can lead to the in-

crease of body dissatisfaction among college girls.

Keywords: physical self; body dissatisfaction; objectification theory; self-objectification; clothing
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