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Abstract 

Cause-related marketing (CRM) has become an important part of a company’s corporate social responsibility 

(CSR) efforts. Beyond helping organizations meet their social obligations, CRM also strengthens corporate 

reputation, shapes brand preferences, and influences consumers’ purchase decisions. To communicate these 

initiatives, marketers often use different advertising appeals—one of which is the guilt appeal. As a moral emotion 

that encourages prosocial behavior, guilt can motivate consumers to act in ways that support social causes, 

making it a powerful tool in both social marketing and CRM. Yet, not all consumers view or respond to CRM 

messages in the same way. People differ in how they interpret and react to guilt-based messages, and these 

individual differences can significantly influence the success of such campaigns. One key factor shaping these 

responses is consumer skepticism. This study examines how skepticism moderates the impact of guilt appeals in 

CRM. Drawing on an experiment conducted with student participants, the results reveal that consumers with high 

levels of skepticism react less positively to guilt appeals compared to non-guilt messages. Conversely, consumers 

who are less skeptical respond more favorably when a guilt appeal is used. By highlighting the moderating role 

of skepticism, this study deepens our understanding more authentic and effective CRM communications. 
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Introduction 

Cause related marketing (hereafter CRM) has been 

one of the important promotion tools in the portfolio 

of CSR initiatives of many companies (Kotler & 

Lee, 2005). American express pioneered CRM three 

decades ago in the USA by linking purchase and 

usage of its credit card to supporting the cause of 

renovating statue of liberty and witnessed massive 

positive response from the consumers (Varadarajan 

& Menon, 1988). Ever since then, the practice of 

CRM has been gaining importance in US and 

elsewhere in the world. It is evident from the fact 

that the spending of CRM is increasing with passing 

years. According to the IEG Sponsorship report 

2019, in North America alone the spending on CRM 

was $2.23 billion in the year 2018. Also, consumer 

surveys indicate that consumers expect companies to 

make meaningful contributions to societal welfare 

by supporting various causes. According to 2019 

Porter Novelli/Cone Gen Z Purpose Study, 84% buy 

a product with a social or environmental benefit; 

85% of consumer share their positive opinion about 

a company that is doing good; 76% take an online 

action to trigger a donation (e.g., post a selfie and a 

company will donate to a charity). 

CRM refers to the conditional support of the 

company to a cause based on the positive consumer 

response. Usually, CRM is designed and executed in 

collaboration with Non-Profit organisation 

(hereafter NPO) (Berglind & Nakata, 2005). Unlike 

the corporate philanthropy wherein company 

donates a portion of its profit to the cause, in CRM 

a portion of the revenue generated by each 

transaction is donated to the cause either in cash or 

kind. The company, the cause and the consumers are 

the primary participants as well as beneficiaries of 

CRM. A well-designed CRM improves brand 

attitude, brand image, corporate image, purchase 

intention, and helps company to differentiate its 

offering; similarly, NPO benefits through improved 

awareness about the cause, material and financial 

resources generated and transferred by the CRM, 

and direct donations by the consumers (Berglind & 

Nakata, 2005; Lafferty et al., 2016; Varadarajan & 

Menon, 1988). Consumer also benefits through 

satisfaction of altruistic needs of helping others in 

need, and by feeling warm glow. CRM also 

enhances consumer experience by reducing 

consumption guilt associated with hedonic products 

(Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2016). Thus, a well-designed 

https://economic-sciences.com/
mailto:tejaswipatil.mba@bmsce.ac.in


Economic Sciences 
https://economic-sciences.com 

ES (2025) 21(2), 433-440| ISSN:1505-4683 

434 

 

 

 

CRM may prove to be a win-win-win proposition for 

all the primary participants. However, an ill 

designed CRM could prove costly for the company 

as consumer may grow sceptical of the motive of the 

company to engage in CRM and in some cases 

respond negatively (Sabri, 2018). To design 

workable CRM strategy, a thorough understanding 

of factors affecting consumer response is 

imperative. 

Consumer is known to be sensitive towards the 

factors related to company such as origin of the 

company (Choi et al., 2016), its size (De Vries & 

Duque, 2018) and CSR reputation (Lii & Lee, 2012). 

Similarly, consumers pay attention to cause types , 

temporal and spatial spread of the cause, severity of 

cause (Vanhamme et al., 2012) and reputation of 

NPO (Cornwell & Coote, 2005). Another set of 

elements which predominantly affect consumers’ 

response are product (Chang et al., 2018), price 

(Koschate-Fischer et al., 2016), place (Hagtvedt & 

Patrick, 2016) and promotion (Samu & Wymer, 

2014) associated with CRM. 

Of these, promotion in general and advertisement in 

particular plays pivotal in determining success of 

CRM because it integrates all the factors and 

elements mentioned above in the form of an 

advertisement and communicates to consumers. In 

the literature of social marketing and charity 

marketing, the role of guilt appeal in eliciting 

positive response has been established (Basil et al., 

2006; Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). Guilt being a 

quintessential self-conscious moral emotion (Haidt, 

2003; Leary, 2007; Tangney et al., 2007), linked 

with the pro-social behaviour in various contexts 

including CRM (Baghi & Antonetti, 2017; Hagtvedt 

& Patrick, 2016). However, due to periodic 

reporting of instances of corporate fraud there has 

been loss of trust in the corporate among the 

consumers. This has also made consumers sceptical 

about CSR claims of company (Sabri, 2018; Webb 

& Mohr, 1998b). In addition to this there is a section 

of consumers who show dispositional skepticism 

(Bae, 2018). Though guilt appeal is used in CRM, 

their efficacy especially factoring in the individual 

consumer differences has not received adequate 

attention. A segment of consumer remains sceptical 

about CRM claims (Webb & Mohr, 1998) and not 

much is known how they react to guilt appeal. There 

has been suggestion to investigate the effect of 

individual differences in CRM communication and 

constitute an important gap that needs to be filled 

(Chang & Chen, 2017; Howie et al., 2018). Hence, 

this study was undertaken to fill the gap. I designed 

empirical research involving experimental design 

with college students as respondents. The study 

reveals that guilt appeal is effective in eliciting 

positive response from consumers. Further, 

skepticism moderates the effect of guilt appeal on 

purchase intention. I next narrate a brief overview of 

literature reviewed, followed by description of 

methodology and discussion. 

CRM advertisements 

As mentioned above section, among the various 

elements contributing for the success of CRM, 

promotion plays a pivotal role. Promotion in general 

and advertisements in particular integrate diverse the 

elements of CRM efficiently, communicates 

coherently to the consumers. In CRM 

communication, the focus of the researchers has 

been on the type of message(Samu & Wymer, 2014), 

visual elements (Chang & Chen, 2017), valence 

(Grau & Folse, 2007), appeal (Chang, 2011)and 

their interaction with brand-cause fit, product type, 

and consumer attributes (Chang & Cheng, 2015). 

Though CRM messages usually have elements of 

both the brand and cause, the dominant focus usually 

remains on either the brand or the cause, accordingly 

they are called informational ads or buy ads. The 

‘informational ads’ with dominant focus on cause 

will generate better results when the fit between 

cause and brand is low (vs high fit); whereas, ‘buy 

message ads’ with their emphasis on brands elicit 

high response when fit is high (Samu & Wymer, 

2009, 2014). While designing cause focused ads, 

marketers can use beneficiary image or social image, 

while former is more effective when used for 

promoting hedonic goods, the later is effective in 

promoting utilitarian product. The valence of 

message has been studied by Grau & Folse (2007) 

and found that positively framed message is 

effective for consumers having low involvement 

with the causes and negatively framed message are 

effective for consumers having high involvement 

with causes. 

Guilt Appeal 

Among the various ad appeals, guilt appeal is more 

frequently used by charity fund raisers and social 
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marketers (Antonetti & Baines, 2015; Basil et al., 

2006, 2008; Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). It has 

also been researched quite intensely in social 

marketing and charity marketing context. Guilt is a 

negative emotion experienced by an individual when 

s/he fail to live up to the internalized standards 

(Aquino & Reed, 2002). Since guilt is a negative 

emotion, an individual experiencing guilt strives to 

release himself/herself from it by approaching the 

situation that caused the guilt in the first place by 

acknowledging the transgression, accepting 

responsibility and amending the situation (Haidt, 

2003; Tangney et al., 2007). 

The consumption guilt felt by consumers while 

consuming hedonic, luxury and frivolous goods can 

be reduced by linking these products to the cause 

charity through CRM (Zemack-Rugar et al., 2016). 

Existential guilt felt by consumers/donors due to the 

awareness of inequity in the living conditions of 

themselves and beneficiary of charity make 

consumers to respond to the charity requests 

(Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). Anticipatory guilt 

felt by consumers when they reflect and visualise 

negative consequences of their inactions is also 

known to generate prosocial behaviours (Baumeister 

et al., 2007; Lindsey et al., 2007). For instance, 

visualising the state of patient due to one’s own 

inaction may induce a person to anticipate guilt and 

may prompt an individual to donate blood. In CRM 

persuasion context, guilt appeal has been shown to 

increase purchase intension and attitude towards 

firm. Further, guilt appeal is effective when used for 

promoting utilitarian product and when donation 

size is moderate; guilt appeal is ineffective in 

eliciting positive response when used for promoting 

hedonic product with high donation size (Chang, 

2011). In fact, in the latter case, consumers may 

grow sceptical and show maladaptive responses. 

Based on the above discussion I hypothesise to retest 

the efficacy of guilt appeal with the experimental 

stimulus designed for the study. 

H1: CRM ad with guilt appeal is more effective in 

enhancing the purchase intension than CRM ad 

without guilt appeal. 

Skepticism 

Skepticism refers to absence of trust in the marketer 

and not believing the claims made in the 

advertisements (Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998). 

Since CRM is unusual promotion wherein 

NPO/cause is the third party unrelated to the 

transaction between seller and buyer, but the 

recipient of the benefits of CRM, a sections of 

consumer finds it hard to trust the intent of the 

marketer and disbelieve the claims made in the 

advertisement about donations (Webb & Mohr, 

1998). In the CRM context, skepticism has been 

studied in relation to factors such as CSR reputation 

of the firm (Ellen et al., 2006; He et al., 2016; B. A. 

Lafferty, 2007), fit between cause and brand (Ellen 

et al., 2000; Mendini et al., 2018), donations (Singh 

& Duque, 2020), consumer traits (Chang & Cheng, 

2015). 

Consumer remain highly sceptical about CRM when 

the firm communicates only about the benefits 

delivered to the causes (but does not reveal explicitly 

benefit accruing to the firm)(Bae, 2018), 

information related donation is ambiguous (rather 

than concrete), fit between cause and brand is 

taxonomic (rather than thematic)(Mendini et al., 

2018) and unfamiliarity with CRM(Singh et al., 

2009). Consumer traits such as utilitarian shopping 

orientation and individualistic mind set have been 

reported to be linked with high degree of consumer 

skepticism towards CRM (Chang & Cheng, 2015). 

Individuals differ in their guilt sensitivity (Zemack- 

Rugar et al., 2016) and they also vary in their 

perceptions of CRM (Webb & Mohr, 1998). The 

processing of guilt appeal communication is affected 

by the individual factors. For instance, personality 

traits such as locus of control, self-blame, inherent 

guilt (Ghingold, 1981), and self-esteem (Bennett, 

1998) affect response to guilt appeal. Skepticism 

itself is a personality trait that affect processing of 

guilt appeal communication (Bae, 2018). Hebert 

2007 investigated skepticism towards ad on guilt 

appeal in charity context and found they are 

negatively related. In the CRM context, though the 

skepticism and guilt appeal have not been studied 

together, Chang 2001, while studying impact of guilt 

appeal on type of product reported that consumer 

perceive manipulative intent when guilt appeal is 

used in promoting hedonic product, resulting in 

negative response. 

Skepticism as an individual factor influence the 

effect of guilt appeal of CRM on purchasing 

intention. An individual who is highly sceptical may 

perceive guilt appeal as manipulative in comparison 
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to CRM message without guilt appeal and respond 

negatively. On the other hand, an individual with 

low skepticism may not perceive manipulative intent 

when exposed to guilt appeal of CRM; hence, they 

experience guilt which may make them to relieve 

themselves from negative emotional state of guilt by 

responding positively to the CRM. Hence, 

H2: Skepticism moderates the effect of guilt appeal 

in CRM on purchase intention in such a way that 

high skepticism reduces the positive effect of guilt 

appeal on purchase intention; low skepticism 

enhances the positive effect of guilt effect on 

purchase intention. 

Methodology 

In order to test the hypotheses, I designed 2 (CRM 

with guilt appeal V/s CRM without guilt appeal) X 

2 (High skepticism V/s low skepticism) mixed 

experiment design. Advertisement appeal was used 

as a between subject factor and skepticism was 

within subject, but later was split into high and low 

to probe its moderation effect. The students of 

college were the respondents. A questionnaire with 

CRM advertisement stimulus served as data 

collection tool. Sample size was 150; after 

eliminating incomplete response the study retained 

145 responses. 

Stimulus design 

Around 30 MBA students of the sample frame were 

approached to get inputs for design of stimulus. 

After introducing students to the concept of CRM, I 

collected information about popular types of causes, 

causes and NPOs they are aware of, the products 

they purchase, nature of the product, and so forth. 

Based on these insights and with the help of past 

study the stimulus was designed (Chang, 2011). 

The study chose notebook as a product, I gave it 

fictitious brand name to avoid confounding effect of 

past brand experience. I chose child malnutrition in 

India as a cause with Rs.5 donation to a popular NPO 

engaged in children welfare, ‘CRY India’. For CRM 

with guilt appeal, the copy contained statistics about 

gravity of problem (Huhmann & Brotherton, 1997). 

For CRM without guilt appeal, all elements of ad 

were identical except the image and the description. 

The study tested the stimuli for their effects with a 

single question “Reading this ad makes me feel 

guilty”. The respondents were asked to are the extent 

to which they agreed to the statement on a scale of 1 

to 7, 1 being strongly disagree, 7 being strongly 

agree. Guilt appeal was perceived as more guilt 

inducing than the Non-guilt CRM advertisement. 

Hence manipulation was successful. 

Post manipulation measures 

Purchase intention was assessed using 3 item scale. 

They were averaged to derive a composite index. 

The study adopted Mohr et al (1998) scale for 

consumer skepticism about environmental claims of 

products in the advertisements. Since 

environmental causes themselves form an important 

category of CRM (Lafferty & Edmondson, 2014), 

and since it parsimoniously capture the essence of 

skepticism in the form of disbelief and mistrust, it 

suitably fitted skepticism about CRM claims (Webb 

& Mohr, 1998). The four items were averaged to 

derive an index. The questionnaire with ad copy and 

questions were randomly distributed to students in 

the classrooms in the form of printed black and white 

copies. 

Results: 

Skepticism was adopted from Mohr et al., (1998); it 

is a four item scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.818) and 

purchase intention (Chang, 2011) three item scale 

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.844 ). Model 1 of Andrew 

Hay’s PROCESS was run using Ad appeal as 

independent variable, Purchase intention as 

dependent variable and Skepticism as moderator by 

setting Bootstrap sample at 5000. The results re 

reported in the Table1 and Table 2. The moderator 

effect is depicted pictorially in Fig 1. 

Table 1: Model estimates 

 coeff se t p LLCI ULCI 

constant 4.7678 0.2733 17.4436 0 4.2274 5.3081 

GLT 1.8942 0.4224 4.4843 0 1.0591 2.7293 

SK 0.0754 0.084 0.8974 0.3711 -0.0907 0.2414 

Int_1 -0.5554 0.1376 -4.0357 0.0001 -0.8275 -0.2833 

R2 = 0.1497 F (3,141) = 8.276 P < 0.05 
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CRM Guilt appeal is having significant effect on 

purchase intention (b = 1.8942, p < 0.05), thus the 

result supports H1. Skepticism does not affect 

purchase intention (b = 0.0754, p > 0.05). However, 

interaction between skepticism and CRM guilt 

appeal negatively affect Purchase intention (b = - 

0.5554, p < 0.05). Thus, H2 is supported. Overall, 

the model is significant (R2 = 0.149, F (3,141) = 

8.276, P < 0.05). 

Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of 

the skepticism (moderator) are given in the Table 2 

and Figure 1 captures the essence of the same. For 

lower level of Skepticism there is higher level of 

purchase intention for CRM guilt appeal. As the 

skepticism increase, purchase intention decreases 

for the CRM guilt appeal. However, in case of non- 

CRM guilt appeal (dotted line in Figure 1), 

Skepticism does not have statistically significant 

effect on purchase intention. 

Table 2: Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator 

SK Effect se t p LLCI ULCI 

1.6667 0.9685 0.229 4.2286 0 0.5157 1.4213 

2.6667 0.4131 0.1655 2.4962 0.0137 0.0859 0.7403 

4 -0.3275 0.23 -1.424 0.1567 -0.7821 0.1272 

 

 

 

 

 

Discussion 

Figure 1: Interaction of guilt appeal and Skepticism on Purchase Intention 

developing nation context. Most previous work have 

demonstrated its efficacy in developed nations. Guilt 

This work contributes to theory advancement by 

determining the boundary condition of guilt appeal. 

Guilt appeal in CRM works well for consumers with 

low skepticism. But may have opposite effect with 

highly sceptical consumers. 

This work demonstrates the efficacy of guilt appeal 

of CRM in eliciting positive response in the 

appeal though effective in eliciting positive 

response, should be used cautiously by managers. 

Managers can consider segmenting the consumers 

based on the skepticism and deploy guilt appeal 

messages only to consumers with less skepticism. 
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Limitations and future research directions 

Respondents were college students. Though 

homogeneity of respondents is desirable from the 

point of view of reducing the confounding effect and 

increasing internal validity, however, it reduces 

external validity of findings. Future research can be 

done in field with representative sample of the 

market place. The moderating effect of other 

individual differences like need for cognition, big 

five factors, involvement with cause, brand 

attachment can be explored as moderators. Other 

emotional appeal can be explored. For instance, 

pride in place of guilt in supporting a cause through 

CRM. 

References: 

1. Antonetti, P., & Baines, P. (2015). Guilt in 

Marketing Research: An Elicitation- 

Consumption Perspective and Research 

Agenda. International Journal of Management 

Reviews, 17(3), 333–355. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12043 

2. Aquino, K., & Reed, A. (2002). The self- 

importance of moral identity. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 83(6), 

1423–1440.   https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 

3514.83.6.1423 

3. Bae, M. (2018). Overcoming skepticism toward 

cause-related marketing claims: the role of 

consumers’ attributions and a temporary state of 

skepticism. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 

35(2), 194–207. https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM- 

06-2016-1827 

4. Baghi, I., & Antonetti, P. (2017). High-fit 

charitable initiatives increase hedonic 

consumption through guilt reduction. European 

Journal of Marketing, 51(11–12), 2030–2053. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-12-2016-0723 

5. Basil, D. Z., Ridgway, N. M., & Basil, M. D. 

(2006). Guilt appeals: The mediating effect of 

responsibility. Psychology & Marketing, 

23(12), 1035–1054. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20145 

6. Basil, D. Z., Ridgway, N. M., & Basil, M. D. 

(2008). Guilt and giving: A process model of 

empathy and efficacy. Psychology & 

Marketing, 25(1), 1–23. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20200 

7. Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., Nathan DeWall, 

C., & Zhang, L. (2007). How Emotion Shapes 

Behavior: Feedback, Anticipation, and 

Reflection, Rather Than Direct Causation. 

Personality and Social Psychology Review, 

11(2), 167–203. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307301033 

8. Bennett, R. (1998). Shame, guilt & responses to 

non-profit & public sector ads. International 

Journal of Advertising, 17(4), 483–499. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.1998.111047 

34 

9. Berglind, M., & Nakata, C. (2005). Cause- 

related marketing: More buck than bang? 

Business Horizons, 48(5), 443–453. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2005.04.008 

10. Chang, C.-T. (2011). Guilt appeals in cause- 

related marketing. International Journal of 

Advertising, 30(4), 587–616. 

https://doi.org/10.2501/IJA-30-4-587-616 

11. Chang, C.-T., & Cheng, Z.-H. (2015). Tugging 

on Heartstrings: Shopping Orientation, 

Mindset, and Consumer Responses to Cause- 

Related Marketing. Journal of Business Ethics, 

127(2), 337–350. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2048-4 

12. 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. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2015.110069 

8 

13. Chang, C., Chen, P., (Marcos) Chu, X., Kung, 

M., & Huang, Y. (2018). Is cash always king? 

Bundling product–cause fit and product type in 

cause‐related marketing. Psychology & 

Marketing, 35(12), 990–1009. 

14. Choi, J., Chang, Y. K., Li, Y. J., & 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. 

15. Cornwell, T. B., & Coote, L. V. (2005). 

Corporate sponsorship of a cause: the role of 

identification in purchase intent. Journal of 

Business Research, 58(3), 268–276. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(03)00135- 

8 
16. De Vries, E. L. E., & Duque, L. C. (2018). 

Small but Sincere: How Firm Size and 

Gratitude Determine the Effectiveness of Cause 

Marketing Campaigns. Journal of Retailing, 

94(4), 352–363. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2018.08.002 

17. 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. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4359(00)00032- 

4 

18. Ellen, P. S., Webb, D. J., & Mohr, L. A. (2006). 

Building Corporate Associations: Consumer 

Attributions for Corporate Socially Responsible 

https://economic-sciences.com/


Economic Sciences 
https://economic-sciences.com 

ES (2025) 21(5S), 117-124| ISSN:1505-4683 

439 

 

 

 

Programs. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, 34(2), 147–157. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070305284976 

19. Ghingold, M. (1981). Guili Arousing Marketing 

Gommunigations: an Unexplored Variable. 

Advances in Consumer Research, 8(1), 442– 
448. 

20. 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 Advertising, 36(4), 19–33. 

https://doi.org/10.2753/JOA0091-3367360402 

21. Hagtvedt, H., & Patrick, V. M. (2016). Gilt and 

Guilt: Should Luxury and Charity Partner at the 

Point of Sale? Journal of Retailing, 92(1), 56– 
64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2015.07.004 

22. Haidt, J. (2003). THE MORAL EMOTIONS. In 

Handbook of affective sciences (pp. 852–870). 

Oxford University Press. 

23. He, H., Zhu, W., Gouran, D., & Kolo, O. 

(2016). Moral identity centrality and cause- 

related marketing: The moderating effects of 

brand social responsibility image and emotional 

brand attachment. European Journal of 

Marketing, 50(1–2), 236–259. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-10-2014-0613 

24. Howie, K. M., Yang, L., Vitell, S. J., Bush, V., 

& Vorhies, D. (2018). Consumer Participation 

in Cause-Related Marketing: An Examination 

of Effort Demands and Defensive Denial. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 147(3), 679–692. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2961-1 

25. Huhmann, B. A., & Brotherton, T. P. (1997). A 

content analysis of guilt appeals in popular 

magazine advertisements. Journal of 

Advertising, 26(2), 35–45. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1997.106735 

21 

26. Koschate-Fischer, N., Huber, I. V., & Hoyer, 

W. D. (2016). When will price increases 

associated with company donations to charity 

be perceived as fair? Journal of the Academy of 

Marketing Science, 44(5), 608–626. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-015-0454-5 

27. Kotler, P., & Lee, N. (2005). Corporate Social 

Responsibility: Doing the Most Good for Your 

Company and Your Cause. Wiley. 

28. Lafferty, B. A. (2007). The relevance of fit in a 

cause–brand alliance when consumers evaluate 

corporate credibility. Journal of Business 

Research, 60(5), 447–453. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.09.030 

29. Lafferty, B. A., Lueth, A. K., & McCafferty, R. 

(2016). An Evolutionary Process Model of 

Cause-Related Marketing and Systematic 

Review of the Empirical Literature. Psychology 

& Marketing, 33(11), 951–970. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20930 

30. 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. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.07.021 

31. Leary, M. R. (2007). Motivational and 

emotional aspects of the self. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 58(1), 317–344. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.1104 

05.085658 

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. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0948-0 

33. Lindsey, L. L. M., Yun, K. A., & Hill, J. B. 

(2007). Anticipated Guilt as Motivation to Help 

Unknown Others: An Examination of Empathy 

as a Moderator. Communication Research, 

34(4), 468–480. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650207302789 

34. Mendini, M., Peter, P. C., & Gibbert, M. (2018). 

The dual-process model of similarity in cause- 

related marketing: How taxonomic versus 

thematic partnerships reduce skepticism and 

increase purchase willingness. Journal of 

Business Research, 91, 195–204. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.06.010 

35. Mohr, L. A., Eroǧlu, D., & Ellen, P. S. (1998). 

The development and testing of a measure of 

skepticism toward environmental claims in 

marketers’ communications. Journal of 

Consumer  Affairs, 32(1), 30–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745- 

6606.1998.tb00399.x 

36. Obermiller, C., & Spangenberg, E. R. (1998). 

Development of a scale to measure consumer 

skepticism toward advertising. Journal of 

Consumer Psychology, 7(2), 159–186. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp0702_03 

37. Sabri, O. (2018). The Detrimental Effect of 

Cause-Related Marketing Parodies. Journal of 

Business Ethics, 151(2), 517–537. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3232-5 

38. Samu, S., & Wymer, W. (2009). The effect of 

fit and dominance in cause marketing 

communications. Journal of Business Research, 

62(4), 432–440. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.039 

39. Samu, S., & Wymer, W. (2014). Cause 

marketing communications: Consumer 

inference on attitudes towards brand and cause. 

European Journal of Marketing, 48(7/8), 1333– 

1353.  https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-04-2012- 

https://economic-sciences.com/


Economic Sciences 
https://economic-sciences.com 

ES (2025) 21(5S), 117-124| ISSN:1505-4683 

440 

 

 

 

0226 

40. Singh, S., & Duque, L. C. (2020). Familiarity 

and format: cause-related marketing 

promotions in international markets. 

International Marketing Review, 37(5), 901– 
921. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-10-2018- 

0307 

41. Singh, S., Kristensen, L., & Villaseñor, E. 

(2009). Overcoming skepticism towards cause 

related claims: The case of Norway. 

International Marketing Review, 26(3), 312– 
326. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02651330910960807 

42. Tangney, J. P., Stuewig, J., & Mashek, D. J. 

(2007). Moral Emotions and Moral Behavior. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 58(1), 345–372. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.0911 

03.070145 

43. 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. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1134-0 

44. Varadarajan, P. R., & Menon, A. (1988). Cause- 

Related Marketing: A Coalignment of 

Marketing Strategy and Corporate 

Philanthropy. Journal of Marketing, 52(3), 58– 
74. 

45. Webb, D. J., & Mohr, L. A. (1998a). A typology 

of consumer responses to cause related 

marketing: From skeptics to socially concerned. 

Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 17(2), 

226–238. 
46. Webb, D. J., & Mohr, L. A. (1998b). A 

Typology of Consumer Responses to Cause- 

Related Marketing: From Skeptics to Socially 

Concerned. Journal of Public Policy & 

Marketing, 17(2), 226–238. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/074391569801700207 

47. 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. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2015.06.001 

https://economic-sciences.com/

