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C o ~ e  wid rapomibili~y (CSR) is an imprtant 
wave d tb b w h ~  practice. Miany c o m p n i ~  have atready 
done CSR activities fw two mmns. First, they pit busium 
a g a  swim, when CW IIR two are infmlqmdertt. 
Second, tbq psmre eompmk to think of c v t e  M a 1  
wmnsibiity in rZonwic ways in- o'f is the way most 
appmpria!~ 10 W c m p ~ l  mare@. G R  prog~ams have 
been h m i n g  increwingly pqmk marketing took. CSR and 
aarketiq research i n c w d  importantly h this W. 
Cauda led  mlrrkptlslg (CW dhch rely on collsumm to 
m a k u ~ ~ i n $ a r c h ~ ~ ~ t ~ I i d m t b e ~  
firm to a csue has h o m e  a popular and uniqm promotional 
W fur CSR activitisg and rn- twls ibr d e h g  
psactitionon, Errrfy m w m h  ha showed that cammars' 
m p m  t~ CRM letld to be pashive, In addihd,  many 
pmvbus r o d e !  have slated hat CRM &i&w have as 
many concerns in CRM: compm~~t m (here are potdial 
blils, such as. Caust Impwttmt, Brand-Cause Fit, Donatian 
Framing, T'rma hame Campaign, and Campaign Diwlosms 

k y w o t d ~  COipOfatt h i d  RaOpMlsibility. Corporate *I 
Wiw thss Rnlated M d d n g  

Corporate social riqmmbility (CSR) is ab 
imptmt m e  of the ~ L I B ~ S S  practice. Many 
~ b v e b e a d e S R t o d d r e ~ t b &  
=id and W-M comma C$R repming 

km Steadily rising h e  1993 and it has 
bmasd substantially in the perid of BC. 2002 - 
2005 Th majuriky of Farlune Global 250 
wptmt i~  h s w y  published CSR 
i n f ~ t i o n a r t ~ d f ~ h n n m l ~ ~ 5 2  
paeni  in 2W2 t.e 64 pmmt in 2005 (KPMG, 
2 ~ ~ ) C S R i s ~ d ~ a ~ ~  in bushew 
m#w@m&~L CSR #W meaged as sra inescapable 
prior@ fw b w h s s  leadem itr evay country. Many 
c m p d e ~  have already dmm CSR dvit ies  for 
tw9 RWOIUI. F i  thy pit h h s s  against society. 
S- they p r e m  compank to think of 
wpmk~ swhd mpmibility h~ generic ways 

instead of in the way most appropriate to each 
coprate' s strategy. (Porter & Kmw,  2006, p.78) 
Specifically, the business case for virtue is strongest 
for companies that have made CSR part of heir 
strategy fm attractmg and retaining; consmars, 
employees, and investors, and for highly visible 
global mpmanres that have beem targeted by 
activities. (Yogel, 2005) 

C3R programs have hen becoming 
incramgly popular mark- tools since in the 
sixties and seventies, such as Andreasen's (1975) 
work 04 the disadvaqtage con sum^, empirical 
studies of socially respaasible consumers (Miller & 
Sturdivant, 1977), and more general analyses, of the 
relevance of CSR to marketing (Patterson, i 1966; 
Webster, 1974). CSR and mark* resew@ has 
increased impwtantly in this decade (BhaWhatya 
et al., 2004; Ellen et al., 2005; Lidenstein lei al., 
2004; Luo & Bhattacharya, 2006; Mi an & 
Fwrell, 2004; Mohr et d., 2001; Yoon et #I., 4 00.8) 

I 
In the interim, cause-rel&ed 

(CRM) has become a pupular 
promotional tool for CSR activities and 
tools for marketing practitioners 
Wood. 2001). CRM a m p a i p  rely on cm#mers 
to make purchases in, exc bange for a donatioh from 
the spansoring corporate to a cause (\ramd&an & 
Maon, t988). One of the very notable ex&tples 
was the American Express campaign to redre  the 
Statue of Liberty and Ellis ISM. The cobpany 
prmi* to contribute 1 cent for every card 
transaction and $1 for every new card issued bring 
ttre last qmtw of 1983 to the cause. American 
Express callected $1.7 million for the restmtion 
&ort, Repmt indicated that as a result bf that 
pr- thm was a 2% increase in use 'of the 
American Expnss card. (Chiagouris & Ray, 4007) 

For example 
Cerebos (Thailand) Ltd has ussd CSR 
build brand loyalty of BRANDS' Es 
Chicken for over 20 yem. In the 

launched CRM 
gift basket the 

Fuundation." The company reponed that 
of C W  -pip .there IWS 1-42 
d o n a f i o n f ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ c I d . c o .  
px?si&377). 

This article seeks to review the literabe in 
CSR md CRM d e m i c  ma&. One &dm 
hm contributed ta the conceptuorl dmelqmmt of 



the construct, the second seeks to understand the 
name of c o n s ~ e r  responses to causprelatd 
marketing initiatives. 

Ferpora te Socia1 Responsibility Concept 

CSR is a broad concept, there ars a variety 
of defmitions given to this tam and goes by many 
names. which include: corporate citizenship, 
corporate philanthropy, corporate giving, corporate 
community involvemmt, camunity relations, 
community affairs, commmty devdopment, 
corporate responsibility, global citizenship, and 
mrporate societal marketing. Here's the ultimate 
defiiition as provided in Corporate Social 
Raponribiltty: Dohg tbe Mast Good for Your 
Company and Your Cause (Katter & Lee, 20051 

lhtler and Lee (2005, p.3) define CSR as 
"a commitment to improve community well-being 
through discretiormy business practices and 
contributions of corporate resources". Tke word 
"dimtionary" is a key element of this kfmition. 
A business must be contributions as socially 
responsible with voluntary commitment. 

From the last d e c a d ~  the CSR has initiated 
dm related concepts and arguments. Friudman 
(1970) d&td against the concept of social 
respibi l i ty .  A business person who acts 
"responsibility" by cuttmg he pri& of the 
company's p r h c t  to prevent inflation, or by 
making expenditures to reduce paUution, or by 
king the M-core  unemployd instead of Mer- 
qualified available workmen to contribute to the 
social objective of reducing poverty. ln eacb of 
these cases, is spnding the shareholder's money for 
a general social interest. By taking on the burden of 
these sseial COB& tbe business becomes less 
emcient. Insofar business may reduce returns to 
heho l&rs  that cause to raise the price to 
conmm. Business is spendi~g the consumers' 
qmd q  money and employees' income 5 has 
a c t h  to lower the salaries. 

Friedman (1970) refer to tbe social 
responsibility of business as a "fundmentdly 
subvmsive doctrine" and sbtd "There is one and 
d y  m e  social responsibility of business to use its 
resources and engage in activities designed to 
increase its profits so long as it stays d e s  of the 
m a ,  which is to say, engages in open and free 
competition without deception or fraud." 

Carroll (1979, p.5UO) pmmt corporate 
social mponsibility as a construct that 

"encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and 
discretionary qmtations tlut wciety has of 
organkatigns at a given point in time". Economic 
responsibilitses are the frtst and foremost w i a l  
responsibility of business to produce goods and 
services of value to sadety. Legal responsibilities 
are the obligation of companies to abide by the 
d e s  of law, Ethical responsibilities are the society 
has expectations of business behavior in society 
wer and above legal requirements, Finally, 
discretionary responsibilities are the purely 
voluntary obligations a corpamtion assmes. 
(Carroll, 1979) 

Cmoli's pyramid af corporate social 
responsibility   nod el had been developed in 1991. 
Companies should not pursue the discretionary 
(Called "philanthropic" in tha pyramid model) &the 
other elements are not accomplished. (Carroll, 
tW1) 

Schwartz and Cmll(2003) presented new 
CSR model tQ describe CSR as achrdly being 
c m p w d  of three domains - aconomic, ethical and 
I& by werlap with .each other. Therefore, the best 
business strategy is to focus on the part of diagram 
where all three domains overlap. 

CSR bas also been desctibd as a h s k s s  
tool to build g o d  coqmate reputation. L w i s  
(2003) found that public perception on the role of 
companies' in socidy has changed significantly, 
CSR can become a competitive edge / m e  
compbnce for companies where can exploit it 
proply. However, when CSR is seen business 
stmtegy, companies should Wa! their corpwate 
stakeholders dso. Freeman (1%) defined 
stakehdders as "any individual or groups who can 
affect, or is affected by, the achievement of the 
corpwate's objecrives". Stakeholdm theary does not 
accept that &meholder must always be given 
primacy. A company's activities aect  many other 
components including the employem, consumers, 
strppliers, environment and a i e r y .  So, according 
to stakeholder theory, a c o m p y  has a 
responsibility to swiety just as much as it has 
mponibility to its shareholders. 

Hopkins (2003, p.10) is quite specific 
about the relationship betwm CSR and stakeholder 
management w f m  he defined CSR as "treating the 
stakeholckm d the company ethically or in a 
responsible manner", lin the same way, Smith 
(2003, p.52) stated that CSR is "obligations of the 
corporate to society, or mare specifically, the 
capomteas stakeholders - those affectad by 



corporate policies and practices". According to 
Smith (2003) explained, business practitioners 
prefer to discuss the specific activities that 
constitute CSR rather that debb* the concept of 
CSR. (Bhattacharya et at., 2004; Ellen et al., 2005; 
Lichtenstein et al., 2004; Luo & Bhathcharya, 
2QO6; Maignan & FarreU, 2004; Yoon et al., 2006) 

Kotler and Lee (2005, p.3) issued 
"corporate social initiatives" to describe major 
efforts under the carparate social responsibility 
umbceila and offer the definition. Corporate social 
initiatives are major activities uddertaken by a 
corporation to support social causes and to fulfill 
commitment to coqmate &I responsibility. 

In the concept "doing well and doing 
good", more companies picking a few strategies 
areas of focus that fit with corporate values; 
selecting initiatives that support business goals; 
choosing issues relatd to core proh t s  and care 
market; supprtmg issues that provide opportunities 
to meet marketing objectiva, such as increased 
market share, market penetration, or burlding a 
desired brand identity; evaluating issues based on 
their potenlial for positive support in times of 
corporate crisis or national policy making; 
involving more than one department in the selection 
process, so as to lay a f o h o n  of support for 
implmmtation of program; and t a b  on issues 
the community, consumers, and employees care 
most about. (Koder & Lee, 2005) 

In the well-known case of Siam Cement 
Group (SCGX one of the leading conglomerates in 
Thailand and ASEAN, comprises 5 eore strategic 
business units which include SCG Chemicals, SCG 
Paper, SCG Cement, SCG B d h g  Materials, and 
SCG Distribution, the company adheres to the 
philosophy of conducting its business with a 
commitment to promote sustainable growth in evay 
community and society as well as creating value for 
its consumers, employees and stakeholders 
everywhere it operates. SCG has organized itself 
largely around the concept of being a good 
corporate citxzen. SCG M i e v ~  Wt canducting an 
accountable, business with society and all 
stakehdders can contribute to sustainable business 
growtk SCG bas, therefore, initiated numerous 
socially beneficial activities designed to improve 
the quality of life in line with SCG's business 
philosaphy regarding "Concern for Social 
Respomibilw. SCG mtinuousIy supponts 
activities, especially the development af potentiality 
in the area of & d o n ,  not only in Thailand, but 
also m other muntries of ASEAN. SCG has 

encouraged its employees to contribute in d a l l y  
hdcial activities. 

For 2007, SCG has provided 635 @lion 
bahts to public h e f i t  both mial contribution and 
environmentalconservation 
~ h t t ~ : l / ~ . l s i a m c e m ~ t , ~ ~ m )  In summary, ScG 
pursuw CSR h s e  SCG vision is "by &k year 
2015, SCG will be well remgmmd as an jnn+ative 
workplace of choice, and a role model in -rate 
governance and susbmable development". 

Corporate Sadal i n l a t i v a  (CSl): Six jptions 
for doing well 

Kotler and Lee (2005) inden~es CSR 
programs manifestly as the following six strategies: 

I 

1. Cause Promotions: A corpbration 
provides funds, in-kind contributions, or other 
corporate resources to increase awareness and 
concern about a sacial cause or support 
participation, or voluntser recruitment 
The corporation may initiate and m 
promotion on its own; it may be a major p b e r  in 
an effort; or it may be one of several sponsors. 

I 

2. Canse-Related ~arkethg:l A 
corporation commits to make a contribution or 
donating a percentage of revenues to a specific 
c a w  based on product sales. Most wmmonly this 
o5u is for an m o u n d  period of time1 for a 
specific product, and for a specified ch&ty.l In this 
scenario, a corporation is most often pwtnerkd with 
a nonprofit organhion, aezthg a mutudly 
hneficial relationship h i g n a d  to k m s e  sales of 
a particular product and to generate Tancia1 
support for the charity, The consumer thinks of this 
as a win-win-win, as it provides consumers an 
opportunity to contribute for h e  to their favorite 
charities as well. i 

3. Corporate Social Marketbg: A 
corporation supports the devdopment andlor 
implementation of a behavior change m p a i g n  
intended ra improve public health, safdty, the 

I 
environment, or community well-being. The 
distinguishing feature is the behavior change focus. 
which differentiates if from cause promotions that 
focus on supporting awareness, funhisip& and 
volunteer recruiment for a cause. A mcratim 
may develop and implement a bekmor ;change 
campaign on its own (tobacco and alcoholic 
beverage companies are good examples), but more 
often it involves partners in public swor hacia 
andor nonprofit organizations. I 



4. Cargorate PhilaaLmpy: A corporation 
makes a direct cmtribution to a charity or cause, 
most a b n  in the form of cash grants, donations, 
andlor in-kind services. This is perhaps the most 
waditianal of all corporate social initiatives. 

5, Community Volunteering: A 
corporation supports and encourages employees, 
retsut paFblerq andlor franchise memhrs to 
vol~eeer  their time to support local community 
o r ~ o n s  and causes. This activity may be a 
stand-alone effort ot it may be dom in partnership 
with a nonprofit mgmiaion. Volunteer activitres 
may be organized by the ~arporatim, or mployees 
may choose their own activities and receive sup- 
from the compzrny through such m a s  a paid time 
off. 

6. Sodaily Rapossible BusPo- 
Practi-: A wrparation adopts a d  c d u c t s  
discdomy business practices and inveslments 
that support social MUSS to jmprove communie 
well-being and protect the environment. Initiatives 
may Ix conceived of and implemented by the 
corpmtion or b y  may be in parhership with 
others. 

Amording to Friedman (1 970) state &at the 
company's only rtqmnsibility is to maximize 
&meholder prof* bur fd to acknowledge that 
*re are several mehods of doing so, not Bil of 
w b ~ h  provide easily measurable returns. Marketing 
is widely acknowledged as being one such masure; 
a w e l l W d  CSR strategy is another. 

However, some CSR initiative has often 
h e n  calIed a waste of shareholders' investment It 
has never Men referred to what it actually is; an 
integral part of a corporate's marketing strategy. 
Companies need to become more comfortable with 
its use as a means of marketing and learn where to 
benefit fmcialIy hrn its impact 

Among the six categories of corporate 
wid initiatives, caumreI&ed marketing (CBM) is 
only one which directly measure fmncblly impact 
of the marketirrg campaign. A well-known CRM 
p r o w  has been, Avon, ongong worldwide fund 
for woman's Mtb. In the United Kingdom in 
1992, Avon conducted a eomprehmsive research 
smdy amongst its conSumers and representatives to 
better understand women's needs, m s t s ,  and 
motivations. The results s h e d  clearly that h s t  
cancer was the issue of letding concern to these 
women. This led Avon UK to create the Avon 
Ccusade Against Breast Cancer later that same year, 
and led Arm in the United States to mate  Avm's 

Breast Cacw Awumt3s3 Crusade iq 1993. The 
mission of bath ini ti* is t~ raise awareness of 
the h s t  cmcm came- and to help Avon saleg 
representatives raise monq for k t  cancer 
erg-ion through the sales af special fundraising 
prducts. (Adkins, 2605) 

The CRM Model that was F i  create in 
Avon UK has been su~cussfully exported to more 
hm SO countries. From 1992 until luly 2 W ,  
Avon's Breast Cancer Awwcnm C r u d e  has 
raised and awarded more than $550 million for 
a w a m w  atrd education, screening and diapslosis, 
access to treatment, suppfi and sci&fie 
research ~ t i p : l / ~ . a v o t ~ c o m p a n y  corn) 

From the mcoldmg example, CRM is a 
very ufktiw socially respmsibility marketing tml. 
It is dm brreoming an &rwingly significmt 
contributor i9 addmshg sr>cal issues and tb d s  
of charities and muses. CRM w o k  by integFating 
the care irading ob+tives and wivitias of a 
business with the needs of a parkicarlar cause or 
charity. Indeed, w h  done well, CRM provida a 
win for the c h i 9  or W&W, a win for t h ~  comumer, 
a win for sh~&oldsrs and o h  stak&Lders and a 
win for the bmims. 

Cause Related Marketing (CRM) Con cepf 

Varanbjan and M.enen (1988) 
categorized CRM among Cmpumb Social 
Initiatives that "0  Better by Doing Good." In other 
w ~ d s ,  CRM not only iqmses the company's 
revenues but alsu contributes to socjetal welfare. 
They stated CRM as: The process of fmulating 
and implementing marketing activities that are 
characterized by an offer from the company tr, 

contribute a specified atrtomt to a designated cause 
when consumem engage in revenu~providing 
exchanges that satisfy organkationd and individual 
objtxtives. ~ ~ j a n  & Menon 1988, p. 60) 

0th definitions of mw-rdated 
marketitrg exist, but dl recognize the same e d a l  
charackriskjcs offwd in the Vatkldarajan and 
Menon de fdrm.  For example, more recently, 
Lewis (2003) in brand s t r a w  offered a &hition 
of cause-related marketing witbin the context of 
brand management: CRM links charities and 
businesses in a Fundraising rffarketixlg model. 
Loosely, it. can be defu1e.d as a product promoth 
that pledges to dm& money or go& to a woathy 
cam. Brzwds get the gmd imw and m t i a t l y  
b s t d  des from W i  misted with a gad 
cause, while charities get to ride on the: mat tails of 



the brmd's advertising bollm, raising exm money 
in the meantime. A win-win situation. (p. 26) , 

According to Kutler and Lee (2005, p.8 1 ), 
CRM is a corporation commits to making a 
contribution or donating a percmtage of revenues to 
a specific muse based on pr&Ft AM. Most 
cammonly this offer is for an armwnced period of 
time, for a specific prsduct, apd for n specified 
charity. The distinction from other corporate social 
initiatives is clear on several fronts. First, this is the 
d y  one of the six initiatives which corporate 
contribution bvel is dependat on some consumer 
d o n .  Second, CBM initiatives often require rum 
formal agreemeats atld cootdination with the 
charity; important activities include establishing 
specific promotional offers, developing a-branding 
advertisements, and tracking Gonsumer purchases 
atld activities. Finally, this initiative typically 
involves more promotion, especially peid 
advertising. Tbis makes sense, as there are 
anticipatd economic h e f i t s  for the corp~rstion tb 
promote pmbct  sales. As a resulk this initiative is 
most likely to be managed and M d  by the 
corpmtion's marketing dqartsaent. 

CRM h e f i t  & Practical 

Tbe previous CRM ecademic research has 
been c o h n t d  with twa extended issues. The Arst 
concerns consumers' g d  respnses to CRM. 
That is, do mmumm generally think of and rtae 
to tbis form of marketing tactic favorably? Early 
researoh has showed that c o m e r s '  respoma to 
CRM tend to be positive (Webb & Mohr, 1998). A 
v a r i e ~  of consumer re'spoases, including 
perceptions of and attributes toward the corporate, 
brand, and product, have been examined. 
Consumers tend to believe that spowring 
companies CRM are socially responsible (Ross et 
al., 1992), I4 addition, willingness to purchase a 
company's product is dw positively Muencsd by 
the company's CRM activities (Smith & Alcom, 
1991) and more effective among consumers 
pmhasing luxury h s  than practical ones 
(SWevitz & Myers, 1998). Thc others findings 
explain that consumers prefer I d  causes to 
national caws, and -that women are more favorable 
towards CRM than men (Ross et d., 1992) and the 
oommer choice only migrates towards the product 
of the cornpmy that engages in CRM in case of 
minor competitive product and pnce tmdeoffs 
(Betrme & al., 2000). 

The degree to which competing products 
d8er  can affect the consumer's willingness to take 

a CRM initiative into -idemtion. When no &kr- + 

brand differences exist, any CRM activity 
positive1 y influences consumer choice. Howkver, 
when *-brand differences exist and q u i r e  
tradeoffs by the consumers, the tendency $ the 
consumer to select a particular bmd will d 
the size of the CRM advantage 
company (Barone et al., 2000). 

The second issue has ro do with the +ative 
deck of CRM campownL Many preiviow 
researches have stated that CRM initiatives h ve as 
many w n m  rn there are p o W d  ben q as 
follow: 

4 
I 

Came Imprtank Campmy har to s%lect a 
major mrse thal company and tatget consums 
have passim abut (Kotlw & Lee, 2005). h e r e  
will be a main &mt of c u e  impmce. Vlza 
cause imptance is high, the axteslt of elabamtion 
regarding the CRM offer is greater dun w d  cause 
importmce is law (Landre& 2002). This fwdq 
support the another pmviws march, ~llenA Mshr 
and Webb (2000) manipulated the dgatlon 
situation as either an ongoing cause or a W t e r ,  
whch utilizes the notion of prsmal relevrylce to 
determme consumers' awssmsnts of a company's 
CSR. They found that disaster situati X E  perceived as more import* bemuse, di 
wee pcroctved ar monr pnondly involving.1 

BmndXaaae mt: The importance of 
brmdkawe fit in CRM has k e n  wwsk by 
marketing researchm (e.g., Dnunwright 1996; 
Strahilavitz 6t Myen 1998). S m u  a d  b y m a  
(2802) describe fit in terms of dogme of mgrueme 
h e e n  a cause d h s k s ' s  prddsewice .  
"Fit" hss been sddmwd in the b d h g  litmhm. 
~ & i t n a b m d m t e m i o n m d & m  
h d  fester mMpl favorable consumer 
t o w d  a brand extension (Bottomley & 
2001). Similarly, Urn  is poritivc corplarioo 
b e m  brand - cause fit and consumar mih& 
(Gupta & h h  ,2006) Hi& level of fit 1 among 
pmlmrhg oT&BnizatiOns l e d  to more positive 
8fiktld~~ and mqGT p ~ r c b  ~ & s I  (mil, 
2002). Basil and Herr (2003) found that fd was 
partrcdarly relevant in pr&ting b i t w e  
cansum responses $ prior mmumw 
toward the partners were positive. Perceiv 
a signif~mnt effect on consumers with 
having impact on choice and market s h a  
& Qlsen, 2004). Thdm, company 
product offer that tbas the most 
cause, looking for the irltmedon 



consumer base, prodttcts, and people who care 
about the c a w  (Kotler & Lee, 2005). 

Donation Framing: While company 
launches CRM campaign, comumers are lookmg 
closely at company who make claims regarding its 
involvement in cause. Consumer skepticism has 
emerged as a major obstacle to success of a CRM 
campaign, which consumers were unable to 
estimate the donation amount and often 
overestimated (Olsen et al., 2003). The skepticism 
toward the CRM campaign in turn may lead to 
negative consumer responses. 

Pracejus, Olsen and Brown (2004) use the 
term "donation guant&hs" to &scribe huw the 
donation amount is presented to the consumer. 
There are three main types of quantifiers; 
calculable, estimated, and abstract. Calculable 
quantifiers are define as donation amounts that 
allaw consumers to calculate the actual amount 
being donated and include "percentage of sales'' or 
"prcentage of price" formats. Estimable quantifiers 
give the customer only a piece of the information 
needed to calculate the donation amount. These 
quantifiers are usually expressed as "a percentage 
of the net proceeds" or as "a percentage of 
profitlnet profit". Abstract quantifiers, the most 
commonly used method occur when the customer is 
provided with ahost no infomation about how 
much the company is donating to the sponsored 
cause. (Olsen et al., 2003; Pracejus & Olsen, 2002; 
Pracejus et a1 ,2004) 

Landre&, Pirsch, and Garretson (2004) 
included a fourth level, the "exact" donation 
quantifier. The most concrete option, an exact 
quntifier, states the exact amount of the donation 
given for each product s~1d. Exampla f m  recmt 
CRM campaigns include Avon's "Kiss Goodbye to 
Breast Cancer'" ccunpign where the company 
donates $1 for each lipstick sold Grau, Garretson, 
and P h h  (2007) founded 75% of responses 
preferred exact option. Despite the numb of 
campaigns using abstract quantifiers, consumers 
prefer more tangible information -ding the 
donation. 

Consumer perception of donabon 
g d f i e r s  may also be influenced by the size of the 
donation relative to the price of the product oflered 
for purchase. Dahl and Lwack (1995) found that 
consumers are more skeptical of small donation 
sizes. However, the amount per wansactian 
generated by the campaign may be small and 

therefore h~& volumes will be key to successful 
campaign (Kotler & Lee, 2005). 

Time Frame Campaign: Varadaroj an and 
Menon (1988) state that there are three different 
tyges of time frame campaigns. These are long- 
term, medium-tern and short-term. Short-term 
focus is the most dominating choice even though 
companies daire to focus on medium-term or long- 
term. Howwm-, short-term have more 
disadvantages than advantages when it comes to 
creating trust and belief among the consumers if the 
support is going to last no longer than a year. Long- 
term relationships have a h  shown h t  consumers 
recognize the brand and the charity cause if the 
relationship is strong and take place over a long 
period of time (R.lngle & Thornp~m, 1999). 

Campaign Disclosurex From the 
consumer's perspective, no news about the results 
of the CRM campaign means thqr never know 
whether their efforts have help the company to mwt 
w exceed tbe donation god. The issue of disclosure 
is important to companies fram an image 
standpoint. Above dl, one wrong promotiand move 
and all of the good effort directed toward the cause 
can damage the brand (Grau et al., 2007). Company 
should keep the offer simple, to avoid consumer 
suspicion and significant paperwork. Consider the 
benefits of disclosing the actual or anticipated 
amount to lx donated to the charity (e.g., the next 1 
million dollars raised will h designated to 
eradicating polio in the world) (Katler & Lee, 
2005). 

Causerelated marketing campaigns are 
most difference from other v t e  social 
responsibility initiatives by the link of contributja~~ 
levels from company product sales to charity or 
cause. CRM wd1 become increasingly important to 
recognize and appreciate the hasic elements hat 
contribute to eflktive efforts, CRM pr- 
excellent oppoWhes far building brand, 
wnsumet perceptian, md sales. In addition, this 
initiative may aIso k olle of the k t  strategies for 
raising significant Funds for a cause. The 
practitioners should concern about key success 
factors which include the following: select an 
important cause that company and target consumers 
have perceived, cause should be fit in with 
corpocateh~products donation quantifiers 
should be clearly and tangible infonmpim, time 
frame campaign should not be too short-term, 



communicate progressive donation and campaign 
disclosures. 
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