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Abstract

In its three decades of development, many constructs of cause-related marketing have been tested from different perspec-
tives and in varied contexts. However, there has not yet been an integrated empirical study. Reviewing 162 studies from 117
articles, we constructed a framework of meta-analysis and identified 20 constructs. Among these, 13 are antecedents that can
be grouped into three components: consumer-related traits, execution-related factors, and product-related traits, while three
mediators and four consequences are used to measure the effectiveness of cause-related marketing. Moreover, we examined
857 relationships among the constructs. The results showed that consumer-related traits, execution-related factors, and
product-related traits all influence the effectiveness of cause-related marketing to varying degrees. Furthermore, we analyzed
the effects of six moderators and found that cause-related marketing would be more effective when the brand is familiar, the
product is utilitarian, the donation magnitude is large, and the cause is less familiar. However, neither cultural orientation
nor cause type significantly influences the effectiveness of cause-related marketing. Finally, the interactions between these

moderators and execution-related antecedents provide contributions and implications for cause-related marketing.

Keywords Cause-related marketing - Consumer-related traits - Execution-related factors - Product-related traits

Introduction

Cause-related marketing (CRM) has grown exponentially
in the last 30 years after Varadarajan and Menon (1988)
first introduced the concept of corporate social responsibility
(CSR) initiatives. In 2019, companies’ spending on causes
in the US alone was USD 2.23 billion, increasing by 4.6%
as compared to 2018 (IEG 2019). It has attracted attention in
both academic and managerial circles. Most studies showed
that CRM is a useful marketing tool with many benefits
(Chang et al. 2018; Lafferty et al. 2016). However, some
researchers argued that it may generate the opposite of its
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anticipated effect (Berglind and Nakata 2005). They criti-
cized not only the essence but also the form (Sabri 2018),
stating, for example, that the measures of CRM may suf-
fer from bias (Miiller et al. 2014), ignoring the consumer’s
heterogeneity in CRM effectiveness (Arora and Henderson
2007). Krishna (2011) argued that CRM reduces participa-
tion intention and happiness regardless of cost, since CRM
is more selfish than charitable giving. Moreover, market-
ers have not yet determined how to successfully implement
CRM strategies across many industries, including retail,
pharmaceuticals, banks, technology, apparel, and food,
which have supported various social causes, such as breast
cancer research, children’s education, and world wildlife.
Because the antecedents of CRM have different impacts
on consumer responses, determining the antecedents that
influence CRM effectiveness and confirming their effect
sizes may be necessary for the success of a CRM strategy
(Lafferty et al. 2016). However, the literature on CRM is
fragmented, and findings on these antecedents are often
inconsistent between studies and contexts, lacking an inte-
grated approach to determine the actual effects of these
antecedents on CRM effectiveness (see Online Appen-
dix 1). While some studies found an impact for a specific
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antecedent, others reported a reverse or no impact for the
same antecedent. These inconsistencies are widespread in
the assessment of consumer, execution, and product factors.
For example, the impact of donation proximity was found
to be positive (Grau and Folse 2007), non-significant (Ross
et al. 1992), and varied within contextual factors—national-
istic consumers reported more favorable attitudes toward a
local company (vs. a distant company) engaged with a local
(vs. distant) cause (Strizhakova and Coulter 2019).

Beside antecedents, some contradictory findings on the
role of moderators hinder researchers from reaching a con-
sensus regarding CRM effectiveness; that is, we are not sure
in which moderating contexts CRM campaigns are more
effective. Research on CRM poses some questions, such as:
Which country’s residents are more likely to support CRM
(Choi et al. 2016; La Ferle et al. 2013)? Is a well-known
or an unknown brand more conducive to CRM (Arora and
Henderson 2007; Lafferty et al. 2004)? What type of prod-
uct is more suitable for implementing CRM (Chang 2011;
Strahilevitz and Myers 1998)? Should the company choose
a familiar or an unfamiliar cause to implement CRM (Laf-
ferty and Goldsmith 2005; Vyravene and Rabbanee 2016)?
Should the company support a humanitarian cause or an
environmental one (Lafferty and Edmondson 2014; Sabri
2018)? Lastly, do larger donations produce better results
(Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012; Strahilevitz 1999)? However,
our research provides compelling evidence to answer these
questions plaguing both researchers and managers.

The following two primary unsettled debates elicit two
key research questions that should be addressed.

RQ1: For which antecedents is CRM more effective?

RQ2: In which moderating contexts is CRM more
effective?

Thus, a meta-analytic review of CRM literature is neces-
sary to integrate existing empirical research, address these
conflicting conclusions, and provide systematic insight to
help marketers make informed decisions regarding CRM
strategies. Moreover, it may narrow these research gaps and
motivate researchers to investigate the most meaningful
hypotheses (Verma et al. 2016), providing significant impli-
cations for companies to integrate their marketing activities
using a CRM strategy. The objectives of this research are
twofold:

(1) To identify the antecedents and measures of CRM
effectiveness and build relationships between anteced-
ents and CRM effectiveness to determine a specific
effect size across previous studies.

(2) To examine whether and how these moderating con-
texts influence CRM effectiveness.

The study is organized as follows: the second section
provides a conceptual framework to identify constructs and
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build relationships among these constructs; the third section
presents the article selection criteria, coding procedure, and
methods; the fourth section reports the results; and finally,
we discuss the findings, contributions, implications, and
limitations.

Conceptual Framework

CRM is defined as a company contributing a certain amount
to a designed cause when consumers purchase their offer
(Varadarajan and Menon 1988). However, CRM effective-
ness relies on not only the cause that is highly consistent
with the brand name and product function (Barone et al.
2007), but also the consumer’s attitude toward the com-
pany—cause alliance (Lafferty et al. 2004). Furthermore,
some attributes of cause (e.g., donation proximity) influence
the effect of CRM on consumers’ responses (Robinson et al.
2012). Thus, CRM effectiveness depends on the consumer,
charity, and company (Guerreiro et al. 2016). Similarly, Laf-
ferty et al. (2016) classified the independent variables into
consumer, cause, and firm characteristics. Thus, we clas-
sified antecedents as “consumer-related traits” when they
discuss consumers’ characteristics, as “execution-related
factors” when they discuss how a company to execute a
CRM campaign, and as “product-related traits” when they
represent company/product attributes.

Antecedents

Consumer-related traits. The consumer represents a key
factor for implementing CSR initiatives because the CSR
program may succeed when a consumer believes in and likes
the supported cause (Winterich and Barone 2011).

First, moral identity refers to “a self-schema organized
around a set of moral trait associations, including being car-
ing, compassionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, hard-
working, honest and kind” (He et al. 2016, p. 237). Although
CRM has less influence on consumers with high moral
identity than those with low moral identity (He et al. 2019),
moral identity can predict prosocial behaviors by increasing
the sense of moral elevation (Aquino et al. 2011), which
shows a positive effect on consumer responses to CRM
campaigns (Zheng et al. 2019). Moreover, previous studies
suggested that moral identity has a more substantial positive
impact on purchase intention toward the brand engaging in
CRM (He et al. 2016), thus showing a strong connection
with an ethical brand (Newman and Trump 2017). Thus, we
propose the following hypothesis:

H1a Moral identity positively influences CRM effectiveness.
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Second, identification is “the individual’s knowledge that
he belongs to certain social groups together with some emo-
tional and value significance to him of this group member-
ship” (Lee and Ferreira 2013, p. 163). Joo et al. (2016) found
that relative to consumers with higher levels of identifica-
tion, those with lower levels show greater attitude changes
since preexisting attitudes of high identifiers reduce the
influence of CRM campaigns. However, social exchange
theory suggests that relationships between consumers and
organizations influence the attitudinal evaluations of the for-
mer, and that consumer identification with a company con-
ducting CRM campaigns enhances brand attitude, predicts
purchase intention, and improves recommendation intention
(Lii and Lee 2012). Moreover, identification increases cor-
porate benefits and donations for non-profit organizations
(Lichtenstein et al. 2004), and that in turn positively influ-
ences consumers’ attitudes and purchase intention (Lee and
Ferreira 2013). Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H1b Identification positively influences CRM effectiveness.

Third, involvement is defined as the relevance or per-
ceived importance of a cause to consumers (Inoue et al.
2016). Less involved consumers reported more favorable
attitudes and participation intentions when a company made
donations locally (Grau and Folse 2007), but employees’
involvement with sports does not influence their sponsor-
ship beliefs (Inoue et al. 2016). However, self-categorization
theory indicates that consumers prefer CRM campaigns
with which they are most closely associated (Lafferty and
Edmondson 2014). When consumers are more strongly
involved with the cause, they will have more favorable
responses to the CRM (Barone et al. 2007). Moreover,
involvement is positively associated with attitudes and par-
ticipation intention (Aliperti et al. 2018) and consumers’
continuous intention (Choi and Kim 2016). Therefore, we
propose the following hypothesis:

H1c Involvement positively influences CRM effectiveness.

Fourth, skepticism is defined as the general tendency
to disbelieve informational claims (Bae 2018). Although
Gupta and Pirsch (2006) found that skepticism regarding
a company’s motivation for CRM has no significant effect
on purchase intention, Barone et al. (2000) suggested that
skepticism toward CRM is associated with the attribution of
a company’s motives. Attribution theory argues that motives
behind CRM can be divided into two categories—altruistic
attribution is made when consumers believe that the com-
pany has a sincere motivation to in promote social welfare;
egoistic attribution is evoked when consumers do not feel
the company’s motivation for others-related services (Choi
et al. 2016), which decreases purchase intention (Ellen et al.

2006). Moreover, when consumers have stronger skepticism,
they will have less favorable attitudes toward the product and
show weaker purchase intention (Chang and Cheng 2015).
Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H1d Skepticism negatively influences CRM effectiveness.

Finally, self-construal (i.e., interdependent vs. independ-
ent) measures how people view their relationships with
others (Cross et al. 2011). Interdependent self-construal
consumers attach more importance to others’ goals than self-
interest; they are more likely to focus on the motive of CRM.
Contrarily, independent self-construal places more impor-
tance on personal goals than social relationships (Youn and
Kim 2018). Chen and Huang (2016) indicated that interde-
pendent consumers react more favorably than independent
ones, although alternative hypotheses suggest that CRM is
less altruistic than corporate philanthropy, which may elicit
interdependent consumers to underestimate CRM effective-
ness more, as opposed to the independent ones.

Moreover, Youn and Kim (2018) found that interdepend-
ent consumers make more altruistic attributions of CRM
motives than their counterparts, except consumers with
long-term high involvement. Furthermore, relative to inde-
pendent consumers, interdependent ones displayed more
empathy when witnessing others’ misfortune (Yang and Yen
2018), showing a more positive favorable tendency to sup-
port CRM (Winterich and Barone 2011). Thus, we propose
the following hypothesis:

Hle Self-construal influences CRM effectiveness. Interde-
pendent consumers are more likely to support CRM than
independent consumers.

Execution-Related Factors. There are five constructs: two
concerning message framing (i.e., cause-focused, vividness),
two regarding donation framing (i.e., choice of cause, dona-
tion proximity), and fit.

Cause-focused is “the degree to which a particular
message (e.g., a CRM ad) differentially emphasizes the
brand and/or the cause” (Samu and Wymer, 2009, p. 433).
Although ad types (brand vs. cause) generally make no dif-
ference in the effect of attitudinal outcomes (Lafferty and
Edmondson 2009), a company should emphasize the cause
(brand) in the message when the cause (brand) is salient
(Samu and Wymer 2014). The brand-oriented ad should be
bound with a utilitarian product, while the cause-focused
ad is more effective in promoting a hedonic product (Chang
2012). Moreover, Baghi and Gabrielli (2018) found that
making the for-profit brand more prominent than the non-
profit brand in an ad positively influences willingness to pay
through an increased attitude, and the effect improves when
the for-profit brand is a luxury. However, the cause-focused
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ad may be perceived as distinct from other marketing activi-
ties, producing perceptions because causes can enhance
emotional responses (Chang 2012) and improve processing
fluency and consumer evaluation relative to product-focused
ads (Chang et al. 2018). Thus, we propose the following
hypothesis:

H2a The cause-focused (vs. product-focused) of CRM
advertising positively influences CRM effectiveness.

Some studies discussed the vividness effect of advertis-
ing appeal. By manipulating the message as concrete (rather
than abstract), a vivid message induces people to engage in
greater cognitive elaboration than a pallid message (Kisie-
lius and Sternthal 1984). Bae (2017) found that the vivid-
ness effect is context-dependent—consumers in high-context
cultural societies prefer pallid and indirect messages while
those in low-context cultures like vivid and direct messages.
However, a vivid message can influence the persuasion of
CRM advertising from both cognitive and emotional per-
spectives. For example, vivid advertising showing victims’
happy or sad faces may influence consumer responses
through emotional contagion (Chang 2012). Moreover,
Baghi et al. (2009) suggested that a vivid message elicits
a more positive affective reaction toward the CRM cam-
paign and that consumers show a stronger willingness to pay.
Finally, a vivid message can increase the information trans-
parency of the CRM campaign, which, in turn, improves
consumer attitudes (Zheng et al. 2019). Thus, we propose
the following hypothesis:

H2b A vivid (vs. pallid) message of CRM advertising posi-
tively influences CRM effectiveness.

The choice of cause refers to a form of CRM, “in which
companies let consumers determine which cause should
receive support,” leading to greater consumer perception
and support (Robinson et al. 2012, p. 126). Previous studies
showed varied results due to different contexts, such as level
of fit and cultural orientation (Robinson et al. 2012). A CRM
campaign with choice induces a more favorable attitude and
brand attachment than a CRM without choice (Kull and
Heath 2016). Drawing upon self-determination theory, the
choice of cause satisfies the consumer’s basic psychologi-
cal need for autonomy and influences consumer responses
by increasing involvement and elevating perceived control,
producing more positive outcomes of companies’ CSR activ-
ity (Tao et al. 2018). Moreover, consumers are more likely to
participate in the choice-providing CRM through the effects
of consumer empowerment and engagement (Kull and Heath
2016). Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:
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H2c The choice of cause positively influences CRM
effectiveness.

Varadarajan and Menon (1988) identified geographic
scope as one of the managerial dimensions of CRM, which
depicts the distance between the donation activity and the
consumer and can be divided into national, regional, or
local categories. Although donation proximity is important,
Ross et al. (1992) found that the difference between local
and national donations effect on attitudes is not significant.
Moreover, the charity location (i.e., a local or worldwide
charity) does not affect attitudes toward the campaign (La
Ferle et al. 2013). Strizhakova and Coulter (2019) explained
that the effectiveness of donation proximity varies with
contextual factors—nationalistic consumers reported a
more favorable attitude regarding a local (distant) company
engaged with a local (distant) cause. However, signal theory
argues that a local donation assigns a more concrete value to
the CRM campaign than a distant donation. Donation prox-
imity, which serves as a valid cue, shows that a local dona-
tion produces a more favorable attitude than a national dona-
tion (Grau and Folse 2007). Furthermore, social exchange
theory reveals that consumers tend to maximize their self-
interest, and identify with a company that supports a local
cause to satisfy their basic needs (Vanhamme et al. 2012).
Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H2d Donation proximity (local vs. national) positively influ-
ences CRM effectiveness.

More importantly, fit refers to the perceived link between
a cause and the firm’s product line, brand image, position,
and/or target market (Becker-Olsen et al. 2006). Research-
ers examined the effect of different types of fit on CRM
programs, such as product fit, brand fit, and perceptual
congruence (Lafferty 2007). However, the effect of fit dif-
fers from consumer to consumer (Basil and Herr 2006).
While Koschate-Fischer et al. (2012) suggested that a low
fit reduces consumers’ willingness to pay through increased
cause-exploitative perception, some studies argue that a high
fit is more likely to generate cause-exploitative perception
(Barone et al. 2007), but it has no major effect on purchase
intention (Roy 2010). However, relatedness (i.e., fit) is one
of the basic psychological needs in self-determination theory
(Barone et al. 2007). Furthermore, congruity theory suggests
that relatedness positively influences consumer association
(Lafferty 2007). As most studies showed that fit can posi-
tively affect CRM effectiveness (Chang et al. 2018; Samu
and Wymer 2009), we propose the following hypothesis:

H2e Fit positively influences CRM effectiveness.
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Product-Related Traits. There are three constructs related
to a firm and its products from past articles, namely product
quality, pre-reputation, and cost.

Product quality has been identified as an important fac-
tor in CRM effectiveness (Woo et al. 2006). Consumers
tend to support the brand engaging in CRM campaigns in
which the product quality and price are equal (Winterich and
Barone 2011), implying financial tradeoffs between quality
and expenditure (Andrews et al. 2014). Thus, high product
quality renders companies to benefit from their involvement
with social causes (Luo and Bhattacharya 2006), although
consumers believe that CRM encourages them to purchase
lower-quality products (Webb and Mohr 1998). Moreover,
quality enhances both the CSR effect and brand loyalty
through increased customer satisfaction and brand identifi-
cation (He and Li 2011). We expected that product quality
could explain CRM effectiveness: the higher the product
quality, the stronger consumers’ responses. We propose the
following hypothesis:

H3a Product quality positively influences CRM effectiveness.

Pre-reputation refers to the firm’s reputation before a
CRM campaign (Lafferty et al. 2016). A company with a
good reputation positively influences consumer percep-
tions and attitudes (Lafferty 2007), although some studies
showed a negative (Dean 2003; Lichtenstein et al. 2004)
or marginal (Schamp et al. 2019) effect. However, consum-
ers tend to consider a company’s motivation to be altruistic
when its pre-reputation is positive (Koschate-Fischer et al.
2016), and a brand’s credibility and expertise can increase
the persuasive power to improve attitude (Bigne et al. 2012).
Thus, brand pre-reputation elicits more favorable brand asso-
ciations and consumer responses and positively influences
purchase intention toward CRM (He et al. 2016). Moreover,
pre-reputation can be used to explain CRM effectiveness,
with a positive (negative) pre-reputation having a positive
(negative) effect on CRM outcomes (Lafferty et al. 2016).
Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H3b Pre-reputation positively influences CRM effectiveness.

However, cost refers to “personal costs associated with
helping the cause increase,” including time, effort, and
money (Howie et al. 2018, p. 682). CSR initiatives increase
costs, which are then transferred to consumers in the form
of higher prices, influencing perception, and intention to
participate, especially for price-sensitive consumers (Mohr
and Webb 2005). Although Folse et al. (2010) did not find a
major effect of cost on participation intention, CRM, which
required consumers’ effort/cost, was less effective relative
to the no-cost CRM (Arora and Henderson 2007). Since
consumers prefer financial tradeoffs (Andrews et al. 2014),

CRM works when the cost of supporting the social cause
is minimal (Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal 2005), thus being
more inclined to participate in charity when it is less costly
(Haruvy and Leszczyc 2009). Thus, we propose the follow-
ing hypothesis:

H3c Cost negatively influences CRM effectiveness.
Moderators

Cultural Orientation. A company should understand
whether the residents are more inclined to support CRM
before entering a new market. Regarding cultural orienta-
tion, residents in collectivistic countries are more likely to
support prosocial activities because they place the commu-
nity’s interests on a higher pedestal than those in individu-
alistic countries (Hofstede 2001). Kim and Johnson (2013)
suggested that consumers from collectivistic cultures tend to
purchase social-cause products, although Choi et al. (2016)
found that people in individualistic societies (e.g., the US)
make more altruistic attributions that elicit more positive
attitudes toward CRM than those in collectivistic societies
(e.g., South Korea).

However, compared to consumers in an individualistic
country, such as the US, consumers in India (a collectivistic
country) may perceive more novel and altruistic efforts when
engaging in a CRM campaign (La Ferle et al. 2013). Col-
lectivist mindsets can improve purchase intention through
reduced skepticism regarding CRM advertising, while indi-
vidualism may increase ad-related skepticism (Chang and
Cheng 2015). Furthermore, culture is also found to influ-
ence CRM execution. For example, Koreans would be more
inclined to prefer indirect, non-verbal, and implicit mes-
sages, while Americans prefer direct, verbal, and explicit
messages (Bae 2017). Moreover, people who place a high
value on collectivism (rather than individualism) prefer a
cause with a choice (Robinson et al. 2012). Thus, we pro-
pose the following hypothesis:

H4 Cultural orientation influences CRM effectiveness: con-
sumers in collectivistic countries are more likely to support
CRM than those in individualistic countries.

Cause Familiarity. Since CRM is seen as a cause—brand alli-
ance (Lafferty et al. 2004), cause familiarity may affect the
effectiveness of CRM. When positioning CRM strategies,
companies should select one from thousands of charitable/
non-profit organizations (Lafferty and Goldsmith 2005),
ranging from well-known charities, the American Red
Cross, to lesser-known charities, Famine Relief Fund. Cause
familiarity positively influences consumers’ judgment and
willingness to pay (Vyravene and Rabbanee 2016), although
Lafferty and Goldsmith (2005) suggested that allying with
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an unfamiliar cause improves attitudes when the brand is
familiar, since the familiar brand serves as a robust cue and
cause familiarity becomes unimportant. Moreover, support-
ing a familiar cause cannot ensure a good outcome but may
even be harmful if the fit is low (Simmons and Becker-Olsen
2006). However, attitude accessibility theory indicates that
when attitude is more favorable, the consumer is more famil-
iar with the attitude object (Fazio et al. 1989). Concerning
CRM, a social cause can be retrieved quickly and easily from
a consumer’s memory when the consumer is familiar with
the cause. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H5 Cause familiarity positively influences CRM
effectiveness.

Cause Type. Ellen et al. (2000) found that consumers
respond differently to CRM efforts based on the types of
causes a company supports. The most commonly used
causes fall into two broad categories: humanitarian and
animal/environmental. The humanitarian category refers to
the causes dealing with human issues, such as breast cancer
research, while the animal/environmental category repre-
sents causes aiming to protect animals, rivers, and forests
(Lafferty and Edmondson 2014). Companies largely use
humanitarian causes to promote products, although this may
be criticized as using CRM to exploit human suffering and
consumers’ kindness (Sabri 2018). However, drawing upon
the self-categorization theory, Lafferty and Edmondson
(2014) showed that humanitarian causes do better than ani-
mal/environmental causes. They argued that individuals may
tend to choose causes that they are most closely associated
with because, at a superordinate level of the self, “human
beings self-categorize on their identity as a human being as
opposed to alternate life forms or non-life forms” (p. 1456).
Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H6 A humanitarian cause is more likely to influence CRM
effectiveness than an animal/environmental cause. Consum-
ers tend to support a humanitarian cause more than an ani-
mal/environmental cause.

Donation Magnitude. Companies can choose to manipu-
late the donation magnitude (from large to small) in CRM
advertisements, which may influence the effectiveness of
the CRM effort (Chang 2008). Strahilevitz (1999) proposed
three consumer responses for donation magnitude: positive,
negative, and no effect. Holmes and Kilbane (1993) sug-
gested that a larger donation magnitude does not improve
behavioral intention. However, previous studies indicated
that a larger donation positively influences willingness to
pay (Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012). According to attribu-
tion theory, consumers are more inclined to consider a
company’s motive as positive when the donation amount
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is large (Koschate-Fischer et al. 2016). Moreover, donation
magnitude is also related to CRM execution. For example,
Koschate-Fischer et al. (2016) showed a negative interaction
between donation magnitude and fit on CRM effectiveness—
donation amount positively influences price fairness for a
low fit—while it is non-significant for a high fit. When con-
trolling for other factors, we expect that the donation amount
positively influences CRM effectiveness, since the higher the
donation amount, the greater the benefit that CRM brings
to the company (Folse et al. 2010). Thus, we propose the
following hypothesis:

H7 Donation magnitude positively influences CRM effec-
tiveness. Consumers prefer large donation amounts to rela-
tively small ones.

Brand Familiarity. Brand familiarity is the consumer knowl-
edge and association of a brand that exists within the con-
sumer’s memory and is easy to recall. Arora and Henderson
(2007) argued that consumers’ attitudes mainly depend on
CRM campaigns. Thus, an unfamiliar brand is more likely to
increase CRM effectiveness since people have fewer associa-
tions related to unfamiliar brands and they interfere less with
the CRM campaign. However, brand association is impor-
tant for consumers’ attitude formation since CRM is a type
of brand-cause alliance (Lafferty 2007; Lafferty and Gold-
smith 2005). According to anchoring and adjustment theory,
individuals anchor information that is easily accessible and
adjust for less salient information (Tversky and Kahneman
1973). Thus, if the brand is familiar, consumers will anchor
the brand and adjust their attitude toward the CRM (Laf-
ferty and Goldsmith 2005). Perera and Chaminda (2013)
suggested that CSR increases product evaluation and that
the effect is greater for products with high-brand familiarity
than those with low-brand familiarity. Moreover, a brand’s
prior CSR image positively influences purchase intention
(He et al. 2016), and brand familiarity is important for elic-
iting a positive consumer response (Huertas-Garcia et al.
2017). Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H8 Brand familiarity positively influences CRM effective-
ness. Consumers prefer CRM products with a familiar brand
to those with an unfamiliar brand.

Product Type. Product type is an important factor in CRM
research and is divided into two types: hedonic and utilitar-
ian (Chang 2011). Some studies suggested that the role of
product type in CRM effectiveness is decided by emotional
reactions (Baghi and Antonetti 2017). From the perspective
of an affect-based complementarity, Zemack-Rugar et al.
(2016) suggested that CRM drives consumer reactions more
for a hedonic product because it can reduce the guilt that
often arises when purchasing a hedonic product, rather than
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a utilitarian product. However, the attitude and purchase
intention of a hedonic product is less than those of a utili-
tarian product in terms of guilt-CRM appeal (Chang 2011).
Conversely, a utilitarian product is more cognitive and
generates more attributions (Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012),
while attribution theory suggests that consumers evaluate a
CRM campaign by inferring the firm’s motives (Ellen et al.
2000). Moreover, Proctor & Gamble (a utilitarian brand) is
perceived as less exploitative when engaging in CRM (Dean
2003), while McNeil’s (a hedonic brand) CRM incurred a
negative result because the public perceived it as a fraud
(Webb and Mohr 1998). Finally, Roy (2010) suggested that
consumers’ attitudes toward the sponsor are more positive
when the product is utilitarian. Thus, we propose the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

H9 Product type influences CRM effectiveness: utilitar-
ian products are more effective for CRM campaigns than
hedonic products.

Control Variables

We tested some control variables to explain heterogeneity,
as suggested by Abraham and Hamilton (2018). When we
tested moderating effects, both the mediators and conse-
quences emerged as dependent variables (DV). Thus, out-
comes type must be controlled. Previous studies measured
the outcome variables using both scale and non-scale. For
example, willingness to pay was measured by respondents
using a scale approach (Vyravene and Rabbanee 2016) or
using the BDM method, which asked the subjects to choose
products (Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012). Thus, the DV type
must be controlled for. Moreover, we controlled for sample
differences by using a student (vs. adolescent) sample, dona-
tion type (absolute amount vs. percentage of price/profit),
and gender percentage because these factors may confound
the results (Chang and Chen 2017; Chang et al. 2018; Chang
and Cheng 2015). We examined the temporal trend using the
year of reporting (relative to 1988, when Varadarajan and
Menon (1988) published their first paper). Finally, we con-
trolled for the effect of the method (experiment vs. structural
equation model/regression). Appendix 2 shows the defini-
tions of the control variables.

CRM Effectiveness

Previous studies often focused on the attitudinal and
behavioral aspects of CRM effectiveness from a consum-
er’s viewpoint (Chang 2008). Barone et al. (2007) used
CRM effectiveness to examine how consumers’ response
to CRM campaigns, attitude, and purchase intention were
used to measure CRM effectiveness. Besides purchase
intention, Chang (2008) also used pleasure perception and

recommendation intention to measure CRM effectiveness.
However, Koschate-Fischer et al. (2012) focused on con-
sumer behavior and used willingness to pay (rather than
attitudinal or behavioral intention), while Vanhamme et al.
(2012) used corporate image to measure CRM effective-
ness. Moreover, Zheng et al. (2019) used moral emotions
to explain the mechanism of attitude formation. Thus, there
are seven constructs from previous studies that measure
CRM effectiveness—three of them (i.e., moral emotions,
consumer perception, and attitude) are always viewed as
mediators, with the remaining ones (i.e., purchase inten-
tion, recommendation intention, willingness to pay, and
post-reputation) representing consequences (Chang 2011;
Lafferty et al. 2016).

Moral emotions refer to “those emotions that are linked
to the interests or welfare either of society as a whole or at
least of persons other than the judge or agent” (Kim and
Johnson 2013, p. 81). They are categorized as positive
emotions, such as elevation, gratitude, and empathy, or
negative emotions, such as shame, guilt, and embarrass-
ment (Tangney et al. 2007). CRM may influence consumer
responses by evoking moral emotions in both positive and
negative dimensions (Zemack-Rugar et al. 2016; Zheng
et al. 2019). Moreover, positive emotions (e.g., empathy,
pride) have been well documented as bringing about posi-
tive CRM consequences, while negative emotions (e.g.,
guilt, anger) elicit negative responses toward the company
(Zemack-Rugar et al. 2016). Thus, when consumers have
stronger positive (negative) moral emotions, they will have
more (less) favorable attitudes toward the product, showing
stronger (weaker) purchase intention. Consumer percep-
tion comprises feelings and judgments about the brand’s
CRM campaign (Bloom et al. 2006, p. 51). For example,
a consumer will judge the firm’s altruistic motivation or
perceive CSR when they participate in a CRM campaign
(Youn and Kim 2018). However, when consumers view a
company’s motives as egoistic and exploitative, they are
less likely to support it (Howie et al. 2018). Thus, con-
sumer perception can be used to explain CRM effective-
ness. When consumers have stronger perceptions, they will
have more favorable attitudes toward the product and show
a stronger purchase intention, choice, and loyalty (Barone
et al. 2000; La Ferle et al. 2013). Moreover, attitude is
defined as a consumer’s overall attitude toward a cause,
brand, or product (Lafferty and Edmondson 2014). Prior
studies showed that attitude positively influences CRM
consequences (La Ferle et al. 2013). However, besides
influencing consequences, moral emotions and consumer
perception also affect attitude (Folse et al. 2010).

Purchase intention measures how likely the participant
would be to purchase the product (Argo et al. 2008). There
are some similar concepts of purchase intention among
studies measuring the same construct, such as participation
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intention (Folse et al. 2010). Thus, purchase intention is
an integrated construct defined as consumers’ intention to
support the cause by purchasing the product. Similarly,
recommendation intention refers to consumers’ inten-
tion to recommend, or the word-of-mouth (WOM) effect
(Lafferty et al. 2016), which is also positively influenced
by CRM initiatives (Lii and Lee 2012). Instead of using
attitudinal constructs such as purchase intention and rec-
ommendation intention, some studies focused on behav-
ioral constructs, namely, willingness to pay and choice
(Robinson et al. 2012). To distinguish these constructs
from purchase intention, we defined them as willingness
to pay to measure consumer behavioral reactions to CRM
campaigns. Finally, as Lafferty et al. (2016) suggested,
post-reputation is an outcome measuring corporate reputa-
tion after being exposed to the CRM campaign, including
brand image, CSR image, and loyalty.

Figure 1 shows the conceptual model of the meta-analytic
framework.

Methods

We identified many constructs with similar definitions but
different operationalization, and used a single construct
definition offered by previous research (e.g., Guerreiro
et al. 2016; Lafferty et al. 2016) to code articles. We inves-
tigated 20 constructs in our framework, each having at least
10 effects in the empirical studies (Palmatier et al. 2006).
Thus, the constructs are driven by both theory and frequency
in past articles. Of these constructs, 13 are antecedents, 3

Moderators
Cultural orientation
Cause familiarity
Cause type

are mediators, and 4 are consequences. After identifying
these, we included seven moderators at the macro level to
test the differences between antecedents and effectiveness in
varied contexts, and to examine how the interactions among
moderators and execution-related antecedents affect CRM
effectiveness.

We conducted a literature search using various scientific
databases to extract studies on CRM research. As in Guer-
reiro et al. (2016), we used the keywords “cause-related
marketing” and “cause marketing” as search criteria in Web
of Science, EBSCO, and Science Direct. The first search,
conducted on September 27, 2018, yielded 381 articles. We
identified the fulfillment of the following criteria for each
article: the article should be related to CRM, report the sam-
ple size, and give the Pearson correlation coefficient or some
test statistics that can be converted to correlation. Addition-
ally, we only selected English-written articles published in
peer-reviewed journals with an SCI/SSCI/EI index, thereby
avoiding the possibility of quality issues.

Based on these criteria, we selected and coded 79 arti-
cles. The second search was conducted on August 15, 2019,
using the same method as the first search, to identify the
most recently published articles. Moreover, we conducted a
targeted search of major journals (e.g., Journal of Market-
ing, Journal of Marketing Research, and Journal of Busi-
ness Ethics) to avoid missing important articles. The sec-
ond search results returned 38 articles after the removal of
duplicate articles or articles not meeting the criteria. Finally,
we selected 117 empirical articles from the last three dec-
ades (1988-2019) and provided 857 relationships (details in
Appendices 3 and 4).

Donation type

Method

Student sample
Gender percentage
Year of reporting

Donation magnitude
Antecedents Brand familiarity
Consumer-related traits Product type Fr——————— — — — — — — —
Moral identity | CRM effectiveness |
Identification
Involvement | |
Skepticism | Mediators Consequences |
Self-construal Moral emotions Purchase Intention
Execution-related factors v | Positive R di . |
Dominance i > Negative ».| Recommend intention
R . Willingness to pa;
Vividness l Consumer perception € . pay l
Choice of cause | . Post-reputation |
S Attitude
Proximity
Fit | |
Product-related traits | |
Product quality Control variables
Pre-reputation Outcome type |_ —_— I
Cost DV type

Fig.1 Meta-analytic framework
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Using standard procedures, the two research assistants
worked independently on the coding, before finally discuss-
ing it with the third research assistant to resolve any differ-
ences and reach a consensus based on the two coding materi-
als. We coded statistics based on the reported results in each
article and included means and standard deviations, sample
size, correlation coefficients, T test, F test, )(2 test, and
coefficients. Since some articles provided more than one
study, we identified 162 studies from the 117 articles. We
calculated the average when a single study offered more than
one effect size estimate for the same relationship. However,
when the multiple effect size estimates were independent,
although, from the same study, we coded these as separate
effect size estimates (Palmatier et al. 2006).

We converted the effect size values to correlations (7)
because correlation is often taken as a scale-free measure to
easily interpret (Verma et al. 2016). We included studies
using experiments, structural equation modeling (SEM), and
regression (Grewal et al. 2018). If these studies provided
some other statistics (e.g., means, T tests, F tests, ;{2 tests),
we estimated the mean difference effect sizes, and then con-
verted them into correlations using the formula r = ES

where ES equals the mean difference effect sizes (Lipsey and
Wilson 2001). If studies provided regression f coefficients,
we used the formula r=0.984+ 0.054, where 1 equals 1
when f is non-negative and 0 when it is negative. We took
direct effect as the correlation if studies provided path coef-
ficients of SEM (Verma et al. 2016).

The effect sizes across studies were integrated as sample-
size-weighted r values based on random-effect models. Fur-
thermore, the two parameters, estimated variance of meta
and confidence interval, were estimated and reported. We
also estimated the Q statistic test of homogeneity to examine
the heterogeneity in the effect size of each relationship
(Hunter and Schmidt 2004). If the Q test is significant, it
suggests that the relationship needs moderator analysis.
Finally, the fail-safe ratio was estimated to address the file-
drawer problem (Lipsey and Wilson 2001), using the for-
mula: ratio = 5)’(‘;—:;’0, where k is the number of correlations,
Niji—are Tefers to the number of null effect studies that would
be necessary to lower a significant effect to a barely signifi-
cant level, and it should be greater than 5 X k + 10, as sug-
gested by Rosenthal (1979). Thus, if the fail-safe ratio is
greater than 1, it suggests no publication bias.

We used the hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) method
to explore the effects of the proposed moderators and control
variables (e.g., Abraham and Hamilton 2018). We dummy-
coded the moderators and control variables on Level 2. A
between-study (Level 2) model allowed us to clarify that
the effect sizes among relationships may vary between stud-
ies, and investigate the moderators that may be “systemati-
cally related to differences in the magnitude of effect size”

(Denson and Seltzer 2011, p. 227). Moreover, to estimate the
cross-level interactions between execution-related anteced-
ents and moderators, we also dummy-coded the execution-
related antecedents (see Appendix 2) and included them at
Level 1 to estimate the following model:

Level 1 1 Y; = By + By, X;; + €;

Level 2 1 f; = agy + agy * My; + gy,

Byy=agt+ay* Mjj+gq;

where Yl-j is the dependent variable r, Xij is the execution-
related antecedent (cause-focused, vividness, choice of
cause, proximity, fit), Moj and M, j are the moderators and
control variable, € refers to the residual errors at Level 1,
and 6; and 6,; are the residual error on Level 2.

Results

The findings are robust because the most fail-safe ratio is
greater than 1, meaning only three relationships are sus-
pected of a file-drawer problem: proximity — attitude, choice
of cause — post-reputation, positive moral emotions — pur-
chase intention (Table 1). Further, the plot suggests that
the 857 effect sizes are symmetrically distributed on both
sides of the average effect size (see Fig. 2). In the Q test for
homogeneity, all tests were significant. Table 2 shows the
descriptive statistics and relationships.

Antecedents

The five consumer-related antecedents were moral
identity, identification, involvement, skepticism, and
self-construal. First, moral identity leads to consumer
perception (r-weighted =0.258) and purchase inten-
tion (r-weighted=0.123). Second, identification leads
to attitude (r-weighted =0.483), purchase intention
(r-weighted =0.307), and recommendation intention
(r-weighted = 0.286). Third, involvement is associ-
ated with consumer perception (r-weighted =0.295),
attitude (r-weighted =0.195), purchase intention
(r-weighted =0.184), and an insignificant extent with willing-
ness to pay (r-weighted =0.058). Fourth, skepticism is nega-
tively associated with consumer perception (r-weighted =
— 0.343), post-reputation (r-weighted=— 0.464), and an
insignificant effect on purchase intention (r-weighted =
— 0.153). Finally, interdependent self-construal is related
to positive moral emotions (r-weighted =0.325), negative
moral emotions (r-weighted =— 0.147), consumer percep-
tion (r-weighted =0.259), attitude (r-weighted =0.340),
purchase intention (r-weighted =0.147), rec-
ommendation intention (r-weighted =0.216),
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Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Fisher's Z

0.05

Standard Error

Fisher's Z

Fig.2 Funnel plot of the meta-analysis

willingness to pay (r-weighted =0.359), and post-reputation
(r-wr-weighted =0.095).

The five execution-related antecedents were cause-
focused, vividness, choice of cause, proximity, and fit.
First, cause-focused is related to consumer perception
(r-weighted =0.334), attitude (r-weighted=0.179), pur-
chase intention (r-weighted=0.188), and willingness to pay
(r-weighted =0.259). Second, vividness is related to consumer
perception (r-weighted =0.227), attitude (r-weighted =0.320),
purchase intention (r-weighted =0.260), willingness to pay
(r-weighted=0.439), and post-reputation (r-weighted =0.377).
Third, the choice of cause leads to consumer perception
(r-weighted =0.308), purchase intention (r-weighted=0.207),
recommendation intention (r-weighted =0.329), and willing-
ness to pay (r-weighted =0.549), but insignificantly influences
negative moral emotions (r-weighted =— 0.056) and post-repu-
tation (r-weighted =0.069). Fourth, proximity leads to consumer
perception (r-weighted=0.214), attitude (r-weighted=0.132),
purchase intention (r-weighted=0.252), recommenda-
tion intention (r-weighted=0.118), and post-reputation
(r-weighted =0.166). Finally, fit is related to consumer percep-
tion (r-weighted =0.276), attitude (r-weighted =0.298), pur-
chase intention (r-weighted =0.190), recommendation intention
(r-weighted =0.120), willingness to pay (r-weighted=0.279),
and post-reputation (r-weighted=0.412), while fit is insignifi-
cantly related to both positive (r-weighted=0.153) and negative
(r-weighted=— 0.175) moral emotions.

The three product-related antecedents were product qual-
ity, pre-reputation, and cost. First, product quality is associ-
ated with consumer perception (r-weighted=0.508), attitude
(r-weighted =0.306), purchase intention (r-weighted=0.213),
willingness to pay (r-weighted =0.380), and post-reputation
(r-weighted =0.230). Second, pre-reputation decreased
negative moral emotions (r-weighted=— 0.275), but
increased consumer perception (r-weighted =0.226), attitude
(r-weighted =0.246), purchase intention (r-weighted=0.157),
willingness to pay (r-weighted =0.143), and post-reputation
(r-weighted=0.363). Finally, cost is negatively related to pur-
chase intention (r-weighted =— 0.345) and willingness to pay
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(r-weighted =— 0.362), but insignificantly related to consumer
perception (r-weighted=— 0.037).

Mediators and Consequences

Moral emotions have separate positive and negative dimen-
sions, and partially influence CRM effectiveness. Posi-
tive moral emotions lead to positive recommendation
intention (r-weighted=0.220) and willingness to pay
(r-weighted =0.328), but the effect on purchase inten-
tion is insignificant (r-weighted=0.115). However,
negative moral emotions negatively influence willing-
ness to pay (r-weighted=— 0.446) but are insignificantly
related to attitude (r-weighted=0.172), purchase inten-
tion (r-weighted =0.062), and recommendation inten-
tion (r-weighted=— 0.147). Moreover, consumer per-
ception leads to attitude (r-weighted=0.384), purchase
intention (r-weighted =0.383), recommendation intention
(r-weighted =0.388), willingness to pay (r-weighted =0.332),
and post-reputation (r-weighted =0.364). Finally, attitude is
related to purchase intention (r-weighted =0.375), recom-
mendation intention (r-weighted =0.398), willingness to pay
(r-weighted=0.578), and post-reputation (r-weighted =0.420).

Moderators

Overall Effect on CRM Outcomes. The mean effect of the
antecedents on CRM outcomes is 0.26 (p=0.002), indi-
cating that most of these antecedents positively influence
outcomes with only two antecedents (skepticism and cost)
having a negative effect. However, 0.26 is a medium effect
size according to Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) guidelines
(effect size is small if r <0.10, medium if r=0.25, and
large if r > 0.40), indicating that differences in effect sizes
from previous studies should be explained by the modera-
tors (Table 3).

Cultural Orientation. The effect of cultural orientation is
not significant (f=0.01), suggesting that cultural orien-
tation does not influence CRM effectiveness after exam-
ining other theoretical moderators and control variables
simultaneously. However, cultural orientation will interact
with vividness, choice of cause, and proximity to predict
CRM effectiveness. People from collectivistic countries
are more likely to support a CRM campaign with a pallid
message, options, and local donation goals.

Cause familiarity. Cause familiarity negatively influences
CRM effectiveness (f=— 0.03), indicating that consumers
are more inclined to be persuaded when the cause is unfamil-
iar. However, when a company allies with a familiar cause,
it should donate to a local community and choose a cause
that is congruent with its product.
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Table 1 Review of construct definitions and hypotheses

Construct Definition Hypothesis
Antecedents

Moral identity

Identification

Involvement

Skepticism
Self-construal

Cause-focused

Vividness

Choice of cause
Proximity

Fit

Product quality

Pre-reputation
Cost

Moderators

Cultural orientation

Brand familiarity
Product type
Cause familiarity

Cause type

Donation magnitude
Measures of CRM effectiveness

Moral emotions

Consumer perception

Attitude

Purchase intention
Recommendation intention

Willingness to pay

Post-reputation

Moral identity refers to a “self-schema organized around a set of moral trait associations, includ-
ing being caring, compassionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, hardworking, honest, and
kind” (He et al. 2016, p. 237)

Identification is “the individual’s knowledge that he belongs to certain social groups together with
some emotional and value significance to him of this group membership” (Lee and Ferreira
2013, p. 163)

Involvement is defined as the relevance or perceived importance of a cause to consumers (Inoue
et al. 2016)

Skepticism is defined as the general tendency to disbelieve the informational claims (Bae 2018)

Self-construal (i.e., interdependent vs. independent) measures how people view the relationships
between themselves and others (Cross et al. 2011)

Cause-focused is “the degree to which a particular message (e.g., a CRM ad) differentially empha-
sizes the brand and/or the cause” (Samu and Wymer, 2009, p. 433)

Vividness is “manipulated by concrete and abstract versions of a message” (Kisielius and Stern-
thal, 1984, p. 54), and the vividness of a CRM message increases its persuasiveness (Baghi et al.
2009)

The choice of cause refers to a form of CRM, “in which companies let consumers determine
which cause should receive support” (Robinson et al. 2012, p. 126)

Donation proximity deals with the distance between the cause and the consumer, and it can be
divided into national, and local (Grau and Folse 2007)

Fit refers to the perceived link between a cause and the firm’s product line, brand image, position,
and/or target market (Becker-Olsen et al. 2006)

Product quality refers to the perceived quality of a product, and its influences “consumers’
responses to companies that engage in social causes” (Vock et al. 2013, p. 1483)

Pre-reputation is the corporate reputation before a CRM campaign (Lafferty et al. 2016)

Cost refers to “personal costs associated with helping the cause increase”, including time, effort,
and money (Howie et al. 2018, p. 682)

“1” if the collectivistic country, “— 1" if the individualistic country, “0” if unclear
“1” if the real brand, “— 1” if the fictitious brand, “0” if unclear

“1” if a hedonic product, “— 1" if a utilitarian product, “0” if unclear

“1” if the real cause, “— 17 if the fictitious cause, “0” if unclear

“1” if the humanitarian cause, “— 1” if the animal/environmental cause, “0” if unclear

“1” if a large donation, “— 1” if a small donation, “0” unclear

Moral emotions refer to “those emotions that are linked to the interests or welfare either of society
as a whole or at least of persons other than the judge or agent” (Kim and Johnson 2013, p. 81)
and can be categorized as positive (e.g., guilt, shame) and negative (e.g., empathy, pride) emo-
tions (Zemack-Rugar et al. 2016)

Consumer perception refers to the feelings and judgments in a consumer’s mind when engaging in
CRM (Bloom et al. 2006)

Attitude is defined as the consumer’s overall attitude toward the cause, brand, or product (Lafferty
and Edmondson 2014)

Purchase intention is defined as the consumer’s intention to support the cause by purchasing the
product (Argo et al. 2008)

Recommendation intention refers to the consumer’s intention to recommend or the WOM effect
(Lafferty et al. 2016)

Willingness to pay refers to the “maximum amount of money a customer is willing to pay for a
product” (Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012, p. 910)

Post-reputation is the company’s benefit in terms of corporate reputation after being exposed to
the CRM campaign (Lafferty et al. 2016)

+ o+

+ o+ o+
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Table 3 The effects of moderators
DV: Effect size r Between- Model: no  IV: Cause-focused IV: Vividness IV: Choice of cause  IV: Proximity IV: Fit
study model interactions
Level 1
Intercept 0.26™ 0.14* 0.16 0.13 0.18" 0.20" 0.14
Cause-focused - 0.03* 0.04 0.04" 0.02 0.01 0.02
Vividness - 0.08"" 0.10™ 0.07" 0.07" 0.10"" 0.08""
Choice of cause - 0.06" 0.06" 0.01 0.11" 0.07" 0.05*
Proximity - 0.04" 0.03 0.03 0.04* 0.01 0.03
Fit - 0.05™ 0.05" 0.06™" 0.04" 0.03" 0.03
Level 2
Main effects
Cultural orientation 0.01 0.02 0.03* 0.03* 0.03* 0.02 0.01
Brand familiarity 0.05™ 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03"
Product type —0.04" —0.04™ —-0.06" —-0.05" —0.04™ —-0.04" —0.05™
Cause familiarity —-0.03" —-0.02* -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02° —-0.03"
Cause type 0.03" 0.02 0.01 —0.00 0.03* 0.02 0.01
Donation magnitude 0.05" 0.02 0.02 0.04" 0.04" 0.02 0.02
Donation type 0.01 0.04" 0.04" 0.04+ 0.03* 0.05™ 0.04"
Year of reporting 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Method —-0.01 —0.01 —-0.01 —0.00 —-0.01 —-0.02 —0.00
Gender percentage -0.14 —0.06 - 0.07 —0.08 —0.07 - 0.07 —0.06
Student sample —-0.02 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01
DV type —-0.03 —-0.03 —0.04 —-0.03 —-0.03 —-0.02 -0.03
Outcome type 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
Interaction Effects
Cultural orientation * IV - - 0.00 -0.06" 0.10" 0.04* 0.01
Brand familiarity * IV - - —0.01 —0.02 0.02 —0.02 —0.04"
Product type * IV - - 0.05" —-0.01 0.02 —-0.02 0.02
Cause familiarity * IV - - —-0.02 —0.00 0.03 0.06™" 0.04"
Cause type * IV - - —-0.00 0.07" 0.04 0.06" 0.03
Donation magnitude * IV - - 0.02 —0.03 0.12° - 0.02 0.01
*p<0.1, " p<0.05, " p<0.01, " p<0.001

«

" indicates that this condition was not met; we do not propose interaction effects between IVs and control variables; we do not code the

IVs which are incorporated in consumer/product traits in within level, because there are a large number of missing data

Cause Type. The coefficient for cause type is significant
and positive (f=0.03), suggesting that using humanitarian
causes is preferable to animal/environmental causes. Moreo-
ver, a humanitarian cause should be bound with a vivid mes-
sage and local donation goal.

Donation Magnitude. The effect of donation magnitude is
significant and positive (f=0.05), showing that a large dona-
tion amount is an important factor that influences CRM effec-
tiveness. Furthermore, the larger the donation magnitude, the
more options the company should offer to consumers.

Brand Familiarity. The coefficient of brand familiarity is signif-
icant and positive (#=0.05), indicating that brand familiarity is
an important driving factor for CRM. Moreover, fit is effective
for an unfamiliar brand, but not important for a familiar brand.

Product Type. The significant effect of product type
(f=— 0.04) shows that, from a holistic perspective, and
after controlling for other moderators, a utilitarian product
will be more conducive to CRM than a hedonic product.
However, the interaction between product type and cause-
focused is positive, suggesting that for a hedonic (utilitarian)
product, advertising should make the cause (product) more
prominent.

Control Variables
The results showed that the coefficients of these control

variables are not significant, suggesting that differences
between these groups are not problem. However, these
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confounders should be controlled for since they may influ-
ence the accuracy and stability of our estimation.

Discussion

This meta-analysis reviewed 117 existing empirical papers
on CRM and synthetically examined how antecedents,
mediators, and consequences influence one another and
the potential effect of moderators and control variables.

Table 4 Summary of results and implications

We found noteworthy results conducive to implementing or
studying CRM (see Table 4).

First, thirteen antecedents were studied simultaneously
and divided into three components: consumer-related traits,
execution-related factors, and product-related traits. Regard-
ing the consumer-related component, we found that the
effects of the five constructs (moral identity, identification,
involvement, skepticism, and self-construal) on CRM effec-
tiveness were significant and that all the constructs positively
influenced their effectiveness, except skepticism. Regarding

Hypothesis

Effect Inference Implications

Consumer-related antecedents — effectiveness

Managers should position their CRM strategy with consumers who are
involved, and mostly identify with a company who performs a CRM cam-
paign but do not suspect the company’s motive

The effectiveness of CRM may be improved when managers elaborately
design their advertising and donation framing and select the cause which
has high relatedness with their product

Researchers should control the confounding effect of the brand’s pre-repu-
tation. Managers should fully consider the effect of the marketing mix on
CRM. Particularly, they need to control the cost of CRM to consumers

The effect of cultural differences on CRM effectiveness was not significant.

However, the interactions between cultural orientation and some execu-
tion-related antecedents on the CRM effectiveness should be discussed
again. Managers can perform a CRM campaign with a pallid message,
choice, and a local donation goal in collectivistic societies, but a vivid
message, no choice, and national donation goal in individualistic societies

A familiar cause may do badly for CRM. Managers should not work with a

familiar charity, if they do, a local donation goal and high fit should also
be used

In general, managers should choose those causes that are more related to

humans. A vivid message and local donation goal should be used when the
cause is related to humans

Managers should try to choose a relatively large donation amount than

choosing a meager one. If a large amount is selected, the company should
provide some causes to make consumer choice

H1la: Moral identity — effectiveness +
H1b: Identification — effectiveness +
Hlc: Involvement — effectiveness +
H1d: Skepticism — effectiveness -
Hle: Self-construal — effectiveness +
Execution-related antecedents — effectiveness
H2a: Cause-focused — effectiveness +
H2b: Vividness — effectiveness +
H2c: Choice of cause — effectiveness +
H2d: Proximity — effectiveness +
H2e: Fit— effectiveness +
Product-related antecedents — effectiveness

H3a: Product quality — effectiveness +
H3b: Pre-reputation — effectiveness +
H3c: Cost — effectiveness -
H4: Cultural orientation — effectiveness +
HS5: Cause familiarity — effectiveness +
H6: Cause type — effectiveness +
H7: Donation magnitude — effectiveness +
H8: Brand familiarity — effectiveness +

To obtain the accurate effects among the variables, researchers should use a

virtual brand or eliminate the brand name in their research as much as pos-
sible. However, managers must take full advantage of their brand familiar-
ity to better implement their CRM

HO: Product type — effectiveness -

Researchers should take care when extending findings across products in

which the effects may vary. Managers should know that the benefits of
CRM will be more stable when it binds with a utilitarian product rather
than a hedonic product. Moreover, a cause-focused (product-oriented)
advertising is suitable for the hedonic (utilitarian) product

In this table, we integrated the results of the post-hoc tests regarding the interactions among the moderators and the execution-related anteced-

ents
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the execution-related component, the effects of the five con-
structs (cause-focused, vividness, choice of cause, proxim-
ity, and fit) on CRM effectiveness were significant, and most
relationships were positive. Regarding the product-related
component, the effects of the three constructs (product qual-
ity, pre-reputation, and cost) on effectiveness were signifi-
cant, and most relationships were positive, except cost.

Second, we investigated three mediators: moral emo-
tions, consumer perception, and attitude. Moral emotions
have both positive and negative types, and partially influence
CRM effectiveness. Positive emotions positively influence
recommendation intention and willingness to pay, while
negative moral emotions negatively influence willingness
to pay. However, all the effects of consumer perception and
attitude on CRM effectiveness were positive.

Third, we examined the role of moderators in answering
these questions: Which country’s residents are more likely
to support CRM? Is a well-known or unknown brand more
conducive to CRM? What type of product is more suitable
for implementing CRM? Should the company choose a
familiar or unfamiliar cause to implement CRM? Should
the company support a humanitarian or an environmental
cause? Lastly, do larger donation magnitudes produce better
results? From an integrated perspective, our results showed
that the cultural orientation of the society in which people
live (i.e., collectivistic or individualistic countries) does not
influence CRM effectiveness. Moreover, while selecting
the cause, companies should prefer humanitarian causes to
animal/environmental causes. Similarly, a large donation
amount and an unfamiliar cause should be chosen when a
company communicates its CRM information. Further, a
well-known brand to implement CRM brings more benefits
than an unknown brand. Moreover, a utilitarian product
will be more conducive to CRM. Finally, the interactions
between moderators and some execution-related antecedents
provided a few novel findings.

General Conclusion

Using the meta-analytic method, this research examined the
factors that influence CRM effectiveness to address the two
research questions, namely, for which antecedents is CRM
more effective, and in which moderating contexts is CRM
more effective. The advantage of meta-analysis is helping
researchers take a holistic perspective to simultaneously
test the effects of many constructs researched separately by
multiple independent studies. Understanding the relation-
ships among these constructs will help researchers conduct
further research and provide guidance for the development
of research hypotheses. Another advantage of meta-anal-
ysis is that it reduces the effects of sample selection bias
and potential confounders that may exist in independent

research (Grewal et al. 2018). This is because our meta-
analysis integrated multiple studies (and the sample size
in the meta-analysis is far more than in any independent
study) and examined multiple moderators simultane-
ously, an approach that difficult to undertake in independ-
ent research. For example, some researchers found that a
hedonic product was preferable to a utilitarian product for
CRM, but our meta-analysis illustrated that a utilitarian
product is more likely to increase CRM effectiveness when
we consider the product type as the moderator and control
for other moderators. Thus, our research not only made the
findings of previous studies more robust, but also provided
some new findings about CRM research.

Theoretical Contributions

Our findings shed important light on CRM research. First,
we provided both a review and conceptual framework for
CRM in meta-analytic form different from previous studies
(Guerreiro et al. 2016; Lafferty et al. 2016). By combining
the influence relationships among the constructs, our meta-
analysis can help researchers understand the research status
and identify new questions. We can clarify the contradictory
relationships from separate studies, making these relation-
ships clearer and more unified through integrated research.

Consumer-Related Traits. Previous studies found that moral
identity, identification, involvement, skepticism, and self-
construal influence CRM effectiveness with either a posi-
tive, negative, or non-significant effect due to differences
in research designs, sample sizes, consumer heterogeneity,
and situations (Barone et al. 2007; Chen and Huang 2016;
Grau and Folse 2007; Gupta and Pirsch 2006; He et al. 2016;
Joo et al. 2016; Lafferty and Edmondson 2014; Lii and Lee
2012; Yang and Yen 2018). Our results suggest that moral
identity, identification, involvement, and interdependent self-
construal positively affect CRM effectiveness, while skepti-
cism negatively affects.

Execution-Related Factors. Similarly, previous studies
showed a positive, negative, or non-significant effect of
execution-related factors, such as cause-focused, vividness,
choice of cause, proximity, and fit (Bae 2017; Chang 2012;
Grau and Folse 2007; Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012; Kull and
Heath 2016; Lafferty 2007; Lafferty and Edmondson 2009;
La Ferle et al. 2013; Robinson et al. 2012). This research
showed that all these variables positively influence CRM
effectiveness and eliminate confusion regarding how to
execute the CRM campaign.

Product-Related Traits. Finally, product-related traits (i.e.,
product quality, pre-reputation, and cost) were also found to
have positive, negative, and non-significant influences CRM
effectiveness (Dean 2003; Folse et al. 2010; Howie et al.
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2018; Lafferty 2007; Webb and Mohr 1998; Winterich and
Barone 2011), and our research showed a positive effect of
product quality and pre-reputation, and a negative effect of
cost.

Second, besides the antecedents, we also tested the rela-
tionships among the mediators and consequences. We found
that moral emotions can be categorized as positive and nega-
tive emotions (Tangney et al. 2007), and the partial effects
of positive (negative) moral emotions on consequences are
positive (negative). Thus, researchers should study these
emotions simultaneously in their research because examin-
ing only one or two emotions (e.g., guilt, pride) may not lead
to accurate results; rather, researchers should distinguish the
different roles of such emotions.

Our third contribution lies in theoretical moderators that
may influence CRM execution and effectiveness from a
macro perspective.

Cultural Orientation. Unlike some previous studies (e.g.,
La Ferle et al. 2013), cultural orientation (collectivism vs.
individualism) does not affect CRM effectiveness. However,
when interacting with execution-related antecedents, people
from collectivistic countries prefer a CRM campaign with a
pallid message and local donation goal, which allows them
to make a choice. These findings are consistent with prior
studies, which suggested that people with collectivistic ori-
entation are more likely to support domestic (rather than
foreign) causes (Choi et al. 2016).

Cause Familiarity. Although some studies showed that cause
familiarity positively affects CRM effectiveness (Vyravene
and Rabbanee 2016), we found the reverse, indicating that a
more familiar non-profit organization could not elicit more
favorable responses. This finding can be interpreted using
attitude accessibility theory: a familiar non-profit organiza-
tion received less spillover effect from the CRM campaigns
of a cause-brand alliance, thus, improving the overall atti-
tude less (Lafferty and Goldsmith 2005). However, if com-
panies cooperate with a local, high fit charity, the CRM
campaign is effective even if the non-profit organization is
familiar.

Cause Type. Consistent with Lafferty and Edmondson
(2014), people are more inclined to support a humanitarian
(rather than environmental) cause with both a vivid message
and local donation goal to realize cognitive consistency. Our
research diminished concerns that supporting humanitar-
ian causes would be perceived as more exploitative (Sabri
2018).

Donation Magnitude. We found that donation magnitude
positively influences CRM effectiveness, confirming a
positive relationship which was found as the potential ter-
nary effect from previous studies: positive, negative, and

@ Springer

non-significant (Holmes and Kilbane 1993; Strahilevitz
1999). Moreover, we found that the interaction between
donation magnitude and choice of cause was positive.
Because it takes energy and time to be involved in CRM
(Howie et al. 2018), people tend to choose a cause only when
the donation amount is large. Contrarily, when the donation
amount is small, people may be reluctant to choose a cause.

Brand Familiarity. We found that brand familiarity posi-
tively influences CRM effectiveness by comparing studies
that used real and virtual brand names, although previous
studies showed a positive or negative effect of brand famili-
arity (Arora and Henderson 2007; Lafferty and Goldsmith
2005). We recommend that researchers choose a virtual
brand to eliminate the influence of a brand when designing
laboratory experiments. To some extent, fit is not important
for a well-known brand, which is interesting but contrary
to many studies that found that fit is important (e.g., Bigne
et al. 2012; Kuo and Rice 2015).

Product Type. Our integrated research indicated that a utili-
tarian (rather than hedonic) product is more effective for
CRM, consistent with previous studies that suggest that a
utilitarian product will be more effective than a hedonic
product from the cognitive perspective and based on attri-
bution theory (e.g., Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012; Roy 2010),
but inconsistent with other studies that found that a hedonic
product offers more benefits than a utilitarian product from
the perspective of affect-based complementarity (e.g., Zem-
ack-Rugar et al. 2016). However, for a utilitarian product,
CRM advertising should make the product more prominent
than the cause to influence consumers’ cognition, while for
a hedonic product, the company should emphasize the cause,
rather than the product, to arouse consumers’ emotions. This
finding reduces the contradictory conclusions made by pre-
vious studies regarding which element (product vs. cause)
should be more prominent when designing a CRM ad (Baghi
and Gabrielli 2018; Chang 2012).

Managerial Implications

Our research provides some implications for managers to
implement CRM strategies. First, managers should con-
sider three main factors when positioning CRM strate-
gies. Managers should position their CRM strategies with
consumers who tend to be involved in CRM and identify
with a company when it conducts a CRM campaign. A
survey on consumer characteristics is necessary before
entering a new market. Moreover, CRM effectiveness
may be improved when managers elaborately design their
advertising and donation framing, such as using vivid
advertising and high donations. They also should select
a cause highly related to their brand/product, especially
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for an unfamiliar brand. However, familiar brands do not
need to lend themselves well to fitting with a non-profit
cause. Finally, managers should fully consider the effect
of marketing mix (e.g., product quality, pre-reputation,
and cost) on CRM. They need not to worry that CRM
may damage their brand image. Particularly, they need to
control the cost of CRM.

Second, by comparing research located in collectivistic
and individualistic countries, we found that consumers from
collectivistic societies tend to support a CRM campaign with
a pallid message and local donation goal, which allows them
to make choices. Thus, managers can perform CRM with
different executions regarding cause in collectivistic and
individualistic societies.

Third, when designing a CRM plan, managers are not
required to work with a famous charity, since cooperating
with a newer/smaller/less visible charity is an initiative
worth recommending, or they can choose not to disclose the
charity name when they communicate the CRM. Further-
more, priority should be given to those humanitarian causes
aiming to solve human problems, rather than animal/experi-
mental causes. Furthermore, if possible, managers should
provide a relatively large donation magnitude, and not a
meager one. Finally, managers should take full advantage of
their brand familiarity and product type to better implement
the CRM. They should also find a balance between brand
familiarity and fit between the product and cause.

Limitations and Future Work Directions

Although meta-analysis has many advantages, it also has
certain limitations. First, we found that previous studies
focused on how to conduct CRM campaigns and understand
how the characteristics of consumers affect their acceptance
of CRM by comparing the number of constructs and relevant
studies regarding the three components. However, product
attributes are relatively ignored, as the relevant literature is
scarce. Considering that CRM is an alliance between prod-
uct and social causes to increase product sales (Andrews
et al. 2014; Lafferty and Goldsmith 2005), product attrib-
utes should be as important as consumer characteristics and
CRM executions. Thus, future work should pay more atten-
tion to product attributes, such as how to price cause-related
products, how to distribute them, and what particularities
they should have (e.g., package, color, and shape).

Second, while from a holistic perspective, we suggested
that cultural orientation does not influence CRM effective-
ness, it was shown to be effective in independent studies
(e.g., Choi et al. 2016). We explain this difference as the
interaction of cultural orientation and economic develop-
ment because evidence suggests that individualistic coun-
tries are usually developed countries, while collectivistic

countries are usually developing countries. Future work
should examine the interaction between cultural orientation
and economic development on CRM effectiveness from a
specific perspective.

Third, one difficulty lies in how companies choose social
causes and manage their relationships with non-profit organ-
izations. Although our research, consistent with Lafferty
and Goldsmith’s (2005) work, found that cause familiarity
negatively influences CRM effectiveness, many companies
have extremely successful CRM campaigns with a familiar
charity such as the American Red Cross. This gap may be
derived from the influences of some potential moderators or
the interactions with CRM executions. Our meta-analysis
showed that a familiar cause elicits more favorable consumer
responses when the company donates to a local charity and
when the fit is high. However, future work should explore
more moderators or interactions with cause familiarity to
better understand this gap.

Acknowledgement This research was supported by the National Natu-
ral Science Foundation of China (71772115, 71702097).

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflicts of
interest.

References

Abraham, A. T., & Hamilton, R. W. (2018). When does partitioned
pricing lead to more favorable consumer preferences?: Meta-
analytic evidence. Journal of Marketing Research, 55(5),
686-703.

Aliperti, G., Rizzi, F., & Frey, M. (2018). Cause-related marketing for
disaster risk reduction in the tourism industry: A comparative
analysis of prevention- and recovery-related campaigns. Journal
of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 37, 1-10.

Andrews, M., Luo, X. M., Fang, Z., & Aspara, J. (2014). Cause mar-
keting effectiveness and the moderating role of price discounts.
Journal of Marketing, 78(6), 120-142.

Aquino, K., McFerran, B., & Laven, M. (2011). Moral Identity and the
Experience of Moral Elevation in Response to Acts of Uncom-
mon Goodness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
100(4), 703-718.

Argo, J. J., Dahl, D. W., & Morales, A. C. (2008). Positive consumer
contagion: Responses to attractive others in a retail context. Jour-
nal of Marketing Research, 45(6), 690-701.

Arora, N., & Henderson, T. (2007). Embedded premium promotion:
Why it works and how to make it more effective. Marketing Sci-
ence, 26(4), 514-531.

Bae, M. (2017). Matching cause-related marketing campaign to culture.
Asian Journal of Communication, 27(4), 415-432.

Bae, M. (2018). Overcoming skepticism toward cause-related market-
ing claims: the role of consumers’ attributions and a temporary
state of skepticism. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 35(2),
194-207.

@ Springer



358

X.Fanetal.

Baghi, I., & Antonetti, P. (2017). High-fit charitable initiatives increase
hedonic consumption through guilt reduction. European Journal
of Marketing, 51(11/12), 2030-2053.

Baghi, 1., & Gabrielli, V. (2018). Brand prominence in cause-related
marketing: luxury versus non-luxury. Journal of Product and
Brand Management, 27(6), 716-731.

Baghi, 1., Rubaltelli, E., & Tedeschi, M. (2009). A strategy to commu-
nicate corporate social responsibility: Cause related marketing
and its dark side. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environ-
mental Management, 16(1), 15-26.

Barone, M. J., Miyazaki, A. D., & Taylor, K. A. (2000). The influence
of cause-related marketing on consumer choice: Does one good
turn deserve another? Journal of the Academy of Marketing Sci-
ence, 28(2), 248-262.

Barone, M. J., Norman, A. T., & Miyazaki, A. D. (2007). Consumer
response to retailer use of cause-related marketing: Is more fit
better? Journal of Retailing, 83(4), 437-445.

Basil, D. Z., & Herr, P. M. (2006). Attitudinal balance and cause-
related marketing: An empirical application of balance theory.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 16(4), 391-403.

Becker-Olsen, K. L., Cudmore, B. A., & Hill, R. P. (2006). The impact
of perceived corporate social responsibility on consumer behav-
ior. Journal of Business Research, 59(1), 46-53.

Berglind, M., & Nakata, C. (2005). Cause-related marketing: More
buck than bang? Business Horizons, 48(5), 443-453.

Bigne, E., Curras-Perez, R., & Aldas-Manzano, J. (2012). Dual nature
of cause-brand fit Influence on corporate social responsibility
consumer perception. European Journal of Marketing, 46(3-4),
575-594.

Bloom, P. N., Hoeffler, S., Keller, K. L., & Meza, C. E. B. (2006). How
social-cause marketing affects consumer perceptions. MIT Sloan
Management Review, 47(2), 49-55.

Chang, C. T. (2008). To donate or not to donate? Product characteris-
tics and framing effects of cause-related marketing on consumer
purchase behavior. Psychology & Marketing, 25(12), 1089-1110.

Chang, C. T. (2011). Guilt appeals in cause-related marketing: The
subversive roles of product type and donation magnitude. Inter-
national Journal of Advertising, 30(4), 587-616.

Chang, C. T. (2012). Missing ingredients in cause-related advertising:
The right formula of execution style and cause framing. Interna-
tional Journal of Advertising, 31(2), 231-256.

Chang, C. T., & Chen, P. C. (2017). Cause-related marketing ads in
the eye tracker: It depends on how you present, who sees the
ad, and what you promote. International Journal of Advertising,
36(2), 336-355.

Chang, C. T., Chen, P. C., Chu, X. Y., Kung, M. T., & Huang, Y.
F. (2018). Is cash always king? Bundling product-cause fit and
product type in cause-related marketing. Psychology & Market-
ing, 35(12), 990-1009.

Chang, C. T., & Cheng, Z. H. (2015). Tugging on heartstrings: Shop-
ping orientation, mindset, and consumer responses to cause-
related marketing. Journal of Business Ethics, 127(2), 337-350.

Chen, Z., & Huang, Y. (2016). Cause-related marketing is not always
less favorable than corporate philanthropy: The moderating role
of self-construal. International Journal of Research in Market-
ing, 33(4), 868-880.

Choi, B., & Kim, M. (2016). Donation via mobile applications: A study
of the factors affecting mobile donation application use. Interna-
tional Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 32(12), 967-974.

Choi, J., Chang, Y. K., Jessica Li, Y., & Jang, M. G. (2016). Doing
good in another neighborhood: Attributions of CSR motives
depend on corporate nationality and cultural orientation. Journal
of International Marketing, 24(4), 82—102.

Cross, S. E., Hardin, E. E., & Gercek-Swing, B. (2011). The What,
How, Why, and Where of Self-Construal. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 15(2), 142-179.

@ Springer

Dean, D. H. (2003). Consumer perception of corporate donations:
Effects of company reputation for social responsibility and type
of donation. Journal of Advertising, 32(4), 91-102.

Denson, N., & Seltzer, M. H. (2011). Meta-Analysis in Higher Educa-
tion: An Illustrative Example Using Hierarchical Linear Mod-
eling. Research in Higher Education, 52(3), 215-244.

Ellen, P. S., Mohr, L. A., & Webb, D. J. (2000). Charitable programs
and the retailer: do they mix? Journal of Retailing, 76(3),
393-406.

Ellen, P. S., Webb, D. J., & Mohr, L. A. (2006). Building corporate
associations: Consumer attributions for corporate socially
responsible programs. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 34(2), 147-157.

Fazio, R. H., Powell, M. C., & Williams, C. J. (1989). The Role
of Attitude Accessibility in the Attitude-to-Behavior Process.
Journal of Consumer Research, 16(3), 280-288.

Folse, J. A. G., Niedrich, R. W., & Grau, S. L. (2010). Cause-relating
marketing: The effects of purchase quantity and firm donation
amount on consumer inferences and participation intentions.
Journal of Retailing, 86(4), 295-309.

Grau, S. L., & Folse, J. A. G. (2007). Cause-related marketing
(CRM) - The influence of donation proximity and message-
framing cues on the less-involved consumer. Journal of Adver-
tising, 36(4), 19-33.

Grewal, D., Puccinelli, N., & Monroe, K. B. (2018). Meta-analysis:
integrating accumulated knowledge. Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 46(1), 9-30.

Guerreiro, J., Rita, P., & Trigueiros, D. (2016). A text mining-based
review of cause-related marketing literature. Journal of Busi-
ness Ethics, 139(1), 111-128.

Gupta, S., & Pirsch, J. (2006). The company-cause-customer fit deci-
sion in cause-related marketing. Journal of Consumer Market-
ing, 23(6), 314-326.

Haruvy, E., & Leszczyc, P. T. L. P. (2009). Bidder motives in cause-
related auctions. International Journal of Research in Market-
ing, 26(4), 324-331.

He, H., & Li, Y. (2011). CSR and service brand: The mediating effect
of brand identification and moderating effect of service quality.
Journal of Business Ethics, 100(4), 673—688.

He, H., Zhu, W., Gouran, D., & Kolo, O. (2016). Moral identity cen-
trality and cause-related marketing: The moderating effects of
brand social responsibility image and emotional brand attach-
ment. European Journal of Marketing, 50(1/2), 236-259.

He, H., Chao, M. M., & Zhu, W. (2019). Cause-related marketing and
employee engagement: The roles of admiration, implicit moral-
ity beliefs, and moral identity. Journal of Business Research,
95, 83-92.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values,
behaviors, institutions and organizations across nations. Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc.

Holmes, J. H., & Kilbane, C. J. (1993). Cause-related marketing:
Selected effects of price and charitable donations. Journal of
Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, 1(4), 67-84.

Howie, K. M., Yang, L., Vitell, S. J., Bush, V., & Vorhies, D. (2018).
Consumer participation in cause-related marketing: An exami-
nation of effort demands and defensive denial. Journal of Busi-
ness Ethics, 147(3), 679-692.

Huertas-Garcia, R., Lengler, J., & Consolacion-Segura, C. (2017).
Co-branding strategy in cause-related advertising: the fit
between brand and cause. Journal of Product and Brand Man-
agement, 26(2), 135-150.

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2004). Methods of meta-analysis:
Correcting error and bias in research findings. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc.



Factors Affecting the Effectiveness of Cause-Related Marketing: A Meta-Analysis 359

IEG. (2019). Sponsorship Report. Retrieved from https://www.spons
orship.com/Latest-Thinking/Sponsorship-Infographics/Spons
orship-Spending-of-Causes-to-Grow-4-6--in-201.aspx.

Inoue, Y., Havard, C. T., & Irwin, R. L. (2016). Roles of sport and
cause involvement in determining employees’ beliefs about
cause-related sport sponsorship. International Journal of
Sports Marketing and Sponsorship, 17(1), 3—18.

Joo, S., Koo, J., & Fink, J. S. (2016). Cause-related marketing in
sports: the power of altruism. European Sport Management
Quarterly, 16(3), 316-340.

Kim, J. E., & Johnson, K. K. P. (2013). The impact of moral emo-
tions on cause-related marketing campaigns: A cross-cultural
examination. Journal of Business Ethics, 112(1), 79-90.

Kisielius, J., & Sternthal, B. (1984). Detecting and Explaining Viv-
idness Effects in Attitudinal Judgments. Journal of Marketing
Research, 21(1), 54-64.

Koschate-Fischer, N., Huber, 1. V., & Hoyer, W. D. (2016). When
will price increases associated with company donations to
charity be perceived as fair? Journal of the Academy of Mar-
keting Science, 44(5), 608-626.

Koschate-Fischer, N., Stefan, I. V., & Hoyer, W. D. (2012). Willing-
ness to pay for cause-related marketing: The impact of dona-
tion amount and moderating effects. Journal of Marketing
Research, 49(6), 910-927.

Krishna, A. (2011). Can supporting a cause decrease donations and
happiness? The cause marketing paradox. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 21(3), 338-345.

Kull, A.J., & Heath, T. B. (2016). You decide, we donate: Strength-
ening consumer-brand relationships through digitally co-cre-
ated social responsibility. International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 33(1), 77-92.

La Ferle, C., Kuber, G., & Edwards, S. M. (2013). Factors impacting
responses to cause-related marketing in India and the United
States: Novelty, altruistic motives, and company origin. Jour-
nal of Business Research, 66(3), 364-373.

Lafferty, B. A. (2007). The relevance of fit in a cause—brand alli-
ance when consumers evaluate corporate credibility. Journal
of Business Research, 60(5), 447-453.

Lafferty, B. A., & Edmondson, D. R. (2009). Portraying the Cause
Instead of the Brand in Cause-Related Marketing ADS: Does
it Really Matter? Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice,
17(2), 129-144.

Lafferty, B. A., & Edmondson, D. R. (2014). A note on the role
of cause type in cause-related marketing. Journal of Business
Research, 67(7), 1455-1460.

Lafferty, B. A., & Goldsmith, R. E. (2005). Cause-brand alliances:
Does the cause help the brand or does the brand help the
cause? Journal of Business Research, 58(4), 423-429.

Lafferty, B. A., Goldsmith, R. E., & Hult, G. T. M. (2004). The
impact of the alliance on the partners: A look at cause-brand
alliances. Psychology & Marketing, 21(7), 509-531.

Lafferty, B. A., Lueth, A. K., & McCafferty, R. (2016). An evolution-
ary process model of cause-related marketing and systematic
review of the empirical literature. Psychology & Marketing,
33(11), 951-970.

Lee, J., & Ferreira, M. (2013). A role of team and organizational
identification in the success of cause-related sport marketing.
Sport Management Review, 16(2), 161-172.

Lichtenstein, D. R., Drumwright, M. E., & Braig, B. M. (2004).
The effect of corporate social responsibility on customer dona-
tions to corporate-supported nonprofits. Journal of Marketing,
68(4), 16-32.

Lii, Y. S., & Lee, M. (2012). Doing right leads to doing well: When
the type of CSR and reputation interact to affect consumer
evaluations of the firm. Journal of Business Ethics, 105(1),
69-81.

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis
(Applied social research methods series; v. 49). Sage Publica-
tions, Inc., Thousand Oaks, CA.

Luo, X., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2006). Corporate social responsibility,
customer satisfaction, and market value. Journal of Marketing,
70(4), 1-18.

Mohr, L. A., & Webb, D. J. (2005). The effects of corporate social
responsibility and price on consumer responses. Journal of Con-
sumer Affairs, 39(1), 121-147.

Miiller, S. S., Fries, A. J., & Gedenk, K. (2014). How much to give?
— The effect of donation size on tactical and strategic success
in cause-related marketing. International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 31(2), 178-191.

Newman, K. P., & Trump, R. K. (2017). When are Consumers Moti-
vated to Connect with Ethical Brands? The Roles of Guilt and
Moral Identity Importance. Psychology & Marketing, 34(6),
597-609.

Palmatier, R. W., Dant, R. R., Grewal, D., & Evans, K. R. (2006). Fac-
tors influencing the effectiveness of relationship marketing: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Marketing, 70(4), 136—153.

Perera, L. C. R., & Chaminda, J. W. D. (2013). Corporate social
responsibility and product evaluation: The moderating role of
brand familiarity. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environ-
mental Management, 20(4), 245-256.

Robinson, S. R., Irmak, C., & Jayachandran, S. (2012). Choice of
cause in cause-related marketing. Journal of Marketing, 76(4),
126-139.

Rosenthal, R. (1979). The file drawer problem and tolerance for null
results. Psychological Bulletin, 86(3), 638—641.

Ross, J. K., Patterson, L. T., & Stutts, M. A. (1992). Consumer percep-
tions of organizations that use cause-related marketing. Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 20(1), 93-97.

Roy, D. P. (2010). The impact of congruence in cause marketing cam-
paigns for service firms. Journal of Services Marketing, 24(2-3),
255-263.

Sabri, O. (2018). The detrimental effect of cause-related marketing
parodies. Journal of Business Ethics, 151(2), 517-537.

Samu, S., & Wymer, W. (2009). The effect of fit and dominance in
cause marketing communications. Journal of Business Research,
62(4), 432-440.

Samu, S., & Wymer, W. (2014). Cause marketing communications
Consumer inference on attitudes towards brand and cause. Euro-
pean Journal of Marketing, 48(7-8), 1333-1353.

Schamp, C., Heitmann, M., & Katzenstein, R. (2019). Consideration of
ethical attributes along the consumer decision-making journey.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 47(2), 328-348.

Simmons, C. J., & Becker-Olsen, K. L. (2006). Achieving marketing
objectives through social sponsorships. Journal of Marketing,
70(4), 154-169.

Strahilevitz, M. (1999). The effects of product type and donation mag-
nitude on willingness to pay more for a charity-linked brand.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 8(3), 215-241.

Strahilevitz, M., & Myers, J. G. (1998). Donations to charity as pur-
chase incentives: How well they work may depend on what
you are trying to sell. Journal of Consumer Research, 24(4),
434-446.

Strizhakova, Y., & Coulter, R. A. (2019). Spatial Distance Construal
Perspectives on Cause-Related Marketing: The Importance of
Nationalism in Russia. Journal of International Marketing,
27(1), 38-55.

Tangney, J. P., Stuewig, J., & Mashek, D. J. (2007). Moral emotions
and moral behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 58, 345-372.

Tao, W. T., Song, B. B., Ferguson, M. A., & Kochhar, S. (2018).
Employees’ prosocial behavioral intentions through empower-
ment in CSR decision-making. Public Relations Review, 44(5),
667-680.

@ Springer


https://www.sponsorship.com/Latest-Thinking/Sponsorship-Infographics/Sponsorship-Spending-of-Causes-to-Grow-4-6--in-201.aspx
https://www.sponsorship.com/Latest-Thinking/Sponsorship-Infographics/Sponsorship-Spending-of-Causes-to-Grow-4-6--in-201.aspx
https://www.sponsorship.com/Latest-Thinking/Sponsorship-Infographics/Sponsorship-Spending-of-Causes-to-Grow-4-6--in-201.aspx

360

X.Fanetal.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1973). Availability: A heuristic for
judging frequency and probability. Cognitive Psychology, 5(2),
207-232.

Vaidyanathan, R., & Aggarwal, P. (2005). Using Commitments to
Drive Consistency: Enhancing the Effectiveness of Cause-related
Marketing Communications. Journal of Marketing Communica-
tions, 11(4), 231-246.

Vanhamme, J., Lindgreen, A., Reast, J., & Van Popering, N. (2012).
To do well by doing good: Improving corporate image through
cause-related marketing. Journal of Business Ethics, 109(3),
259-274.

Varadarajan, P. R., & Menon, A. (1988). Cause-related marketing: A
coalignment of marketing strategy and corporate philanthropy.
Journal of Marketing, 52(3), 58-74.

Verma, V., Sharma, D., & Sheth, J. (2016). Does relationship marketing
matter in online retailing? A meta-analytic approach. Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 44(2), 206-217.

Vock, M., van Dolen, W., & Kolk, A. (2013). Changing behaviour
through business-nonprofit collaboration? Consumer responses
to social alliances. European Journal of Marketing, 47(9),
1476-1503.

Vyravene, R., & Rabbanee, F. K. (2016). Corporate negative public-
ity—the role of cause related marketing. Australasian Marketing
Journal, 24(4), 322-330.

Winterich, K. P., & Barone, M. J. (2011). Warm glow or cold, hard
cash? Social identify effects on consumer choice for donation
versus discount promotions. Journal of Marketing Research,
48(5), 855-868.

Webb, D.J., & Mohr, L. A. (1998). A typology of consumer responses
to cause-related marketing: From skeptics to socially concerned.
Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 17(2), 226-238.

Woo, K. S., Fock, H. K. Y., & Hui, M. K. M. (2006). An analysis of
endorsement effects in affinity marketing. Journal of Advertising,
35(3), 103-113.

@ Springer

Yang, H. T., & Yen, G. F. (2018). Consumer responses to corporate
cause-related marketing: A serial multiple mediator model of
self-construal, empathy and moral identity. European Journal
of Marketing, 52(9-10), 2105-2127.

Youn, S., & Kim, H. (2018). Temporal duration and attribution process
of cause-related marketing: Moderating roles of self-construal
and product involvement. International Journal of Advertising,
37(2), 217-235.

Zemack-Rugar, Y., Rabino, R., Cavanaugh, L. A., & Fitzsimons, G.
J. (2016). When donating is liberating: The role of product and
consumer characteristics in the appeal of cause-related products.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 26(2), 213-230.

Zheng, L., Zhu, Y., & Jiang, R. (2019). The mediating role of moral
elevation in cause-related marketing: A moral psychological per-
spective. Journal of Business Ethics, 156(2), 439-454.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Xiaojun Fan is a Professor at the School of Management, Shanghai
University, PR China. His research interests include network marketing
and marketing channel. His work has been published in European Jour-
nal of Operational Research, Transportation Research Part E: Logistics
and Transportation Review, Annals of Operations Research, Journal
of the Operational Research Society, Electronic Commerce Research
and Applications, International Transactions in Operational Research,
International Journal of Market Research, and Asia Pacific Journal of
Marketing and Logistics.



	Factors Affecting the Effectiveness of Cause-Related Marketing: A Meta-Analysis
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Conceptual Framework
	Antecedents
	Moderators
	Control Variables
	CRM Effectiveness

	Methods
	Results
	Antecedents
	Mediators and Consequences
	Moderators
	Control Variables

	Discussion
	General Conclusion
	Theoretical Contributions
	Managerial Implications

	Limitations and Future Work Directions
	Acknowledgement 
	References




