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This study focuses on the relative influences of three types of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
initiatives, sponsorship, cause-related marketing, and philanthropy, on consumers’ identification with 
consumer-company (C-C identification). Two hundred and forty-six subjects participated in a between-
subjects factorial design experiment. The test results revealed that philanthropy had a stronger effect on C-C 
identification than did sponsorship or cause-related marketing. In addition, C-C identification was found to 
have a significant and positive influence on consumers’ use of citizenship behaviors (in-role and extra-role). 
This finding provides further support for the argument that corporations must be concerned with the 
employment of CSR initiatives because different types of CSR initiatives trigger different perceptions of the 
corporation and different behavioral intentions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
In today’s highly competitive, turbulent and volatile 
market place, having the right reputation helps firms rea-
lize values (Fombrun, 1996), such as the ability to charge 
premium prices, enjoy enhanced customer loyalty (Klein 
and Leffler, 1981; Milgrom and Roberts, 1986b), increase 
customer identification with the company (Keh and Xie, 
2009), and attract better human resources and more 
capital resources (Milgrom and Roberts, 1986a; Stigler, 
1962). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives 
are one way for firms to gain positive reputations 
(Fombrun and Shanely, 1990). Today, more than 80% of 
the fortune 500 companies address CSR issues on their 
Web sites (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004), reflecting the 
pervasive belief that performing CSR initiatives can lead to 
better reputation.  

CSR includes corporate social acts that satisfy social 
needs beyond the legal obligations of a firm (Angelidis 
and Ibrahim, 1993; Enderle and Tavis, 1998). CSR func-
tions as a key component of a firm’s marketing toolbox 
because it responds to consumer expectations, improves 
corporate performance and reputation, and, at the same 
time, helps worthy causes (Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001; 
Nan and Heo, 2007). For example, Starbucks’s recent 
CSR campaign (2009) with the slogan “Are You In?” 

 
 
offers a free cup of coffee and a pledge card in exchange for 
5 h of documented community service between January 21 
and 25. While the campaign provides a platform to those 
consumers that are ready to do som-ething meaningful, it 

also helps reinvigorate Starbucks’s image and is tied to the 
local community. CSR initiatives have been well 
established in the marketing literature on enhancing 
corporate image or reputation (e.g., Nan and Heo, 2007; 
Polonsky and Speed, 2001). The underlying theme is that 
CSR initiatives allow consumers to identify with the 
company (Bhattacharya et al., 1995), which is the notion 
of consumer-company (C-C) identification proposed by 
Bhattacharya and Sen (2003). C-C identification is the 
degree to which a consumer’s self-definition overlaps with 
the consumer’s perceived traits of the corporation 
(Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003; Duton et al., 1994). Thus, 
when consumers perceive a CSR initiative that has 
certain traits that overlap with their self-concepts, they 
develop greater identification with the company and are 
more likely to support it (Ahearne et al., 2005; 
Lichtenstein et al., 2004). Previous research has 
demonstrated that CSR initiatives positively affect C-C 
identification, which in turn has a positive effect on con-
sumer evaluations and behavioral intentions (Lichtenstein 



 
 
 

 

et al., 2004).  
Although, there are many ways to implement CSR, 

three CSR initiatives that firms commonly use are 
sponsorship, cause-related marketing (CRM), and 
philanthropy (Polonsky and Speed, 2001). The current 
study enhances knowledge about CSR initiatives by 
investigating the relative contribution of three types of 
CSR initiatives, sponsorship, CRM, and philanthropy, to 
consumers’ ability to identify with a company. The more a 
consumer identifies with a company, the more likely he or 
she will exhibit both in-role and extra-role behaviors that 
will benefit the company. While many companies engage 
in these three common CSR initiatives to enhance C-C 
identification, to our knowledge, little research has been 
addressed their relative effects on consumers’ 
identification with a company. Thus, such research is 
important in terms of providing guidance to practitioners 
in selecting appropriate CSR initiatives to increase C-C 
identification, particularly when the chosen CSR initiative 
ultimately becomes the “face” of the company (PR News, 
April 19, 2010). 
 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
Research framework 

 

Using the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) frame-
work developed by Belk (1975), this study examines 
three types of CSR initiatives (stimulus) and their ability to 
arouse consumers’ appraisal, such as identification with 
the company (organism). The appraisal is expected to 
influence consumers’ in-role and extra-role behaviors 
(response). 
 

 

Corporate social responsibility initiatives 

 

CSR is the policy and practice of corporate social involve-
ment to satisfy social needs (Angelidis and Ibrahim, 1993; 
Enderle and Tavis, 1998). While Lerner and Fryell (1998) 
stated that a firm’s CSR actions should be in harmony 
with societal values and expectations, Carroll (1996) 
further typified CSR into activities that involve economic, 
legal, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities. Similar to 
Polonsky and Speed (2001), we identify three types of 
philanthropic corporate social responsibilities in this 
study: sponsorship, CRM and philanthropy.  

Sponsorship is a strategic investment, in cash or in kind 
(people or equipment), in an activity to access the 
exploitable commercial potential associated with the 
sponsored entity or event (Gwinner and Bennett, 2008; 
Lachowetz et al., 2002). Sponsorship is one of the most 
prominent forms of marketing (Roy and Cornwell, 2004) 
and, according to Harvey (2001), generates more money 
than all advertising media combined. While there is an 
established line of research on sponsorship’s effect on  
brand awareness (e.g., Cornwell and Coote, 2005; Gwinner 

 
 

 
 

 

and Swanson, 2003; Rifon et al., 2004), brand image 
(Meenaghan and Shipley, 1999) and brand association 
(Polonsky and Speed, 2001), Gwinner and Bennett 
(2008) stated that more research should be done in order 
to fully explore the effects of consumers’ attitudes 
towards sponsorship.  

CRM involves a company’s promise to donate a certain 
amount of money to a nonprofit organization or to a social 
cause when consumers purchase its products/services 
(Nan and Heo, 2007). Several researchers have studied 
the effect of CRM on consumers’ perceptions of the 
sponsoring brand or firm. Smith and Alcorn (1991), for 
example, found that about half of the consumers (56%) 
think that it is important to contribute to a charitable cause 
and 46% of interviewees would like to switch brands 
because of the desire to support a cause. Ross et al. 
(1992) found that CRM has a positive effect on con-
sumers’ perceptions of the sponsoring firm. Research has 
also shown that customers’ general response to CRM 
tends to be positive (Webb and Mohr, 1998).  

Philanthropy involves a firm making a contribution of 
money or kind (people or equipment) to a worthy cause 
simply because the firm wishes to be a good citizen 
without an expectation of a benefit tied to the effort (Shaw 
and Post, 1993; Collins, 1994). However, as researchers 
have noted, much of what is labeled as corporate philan-
thropy does seek to generate and exploit an association 
with the cause. Collins (1994) referred to this effort as 
pseudo-altruism. Although, true philanthropy does not 
expect direct benefits, previous research has found that 
the associated corporate image and social recognition in 
the community that philanthropy can generate can also 
result in positive feelings and improvements in the atti-
tudes of consumers towards the firm (D’Astous and Bitz, 
1995; Brown and Dacin, 1997; Sen and Bhattacharya, 
2001). 
 

 

Customer identification 

 

The concept of identification, which originated from the 
areas of social psychology and organizational behavior, 
satisfies consumers’ self-definitional needs (Bhattacharya 
and Sen, 2003) and social identity needs (Escalas and 
Bettman, 2005). Identification has consistently been 
found to have a positive effect on organizational member 
loyalty (Adler and Adler, 1987; Mael and Ashforth, 1992) 
as well as citizenship behaviors (Bergami and Bagozzi, 
2000) and brand loyalty (Peter and Olson, 1993). Based 
on the social identity theory and organizational identifi-
cation theory, Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) extended the 
concept of identification to develop a conceptual frame-
work for C-C identification. The underlying premise of C-
C identification is that consumers can identify with a 
company because the company they patronize at least  
partly satisfies their self-definitional needs (e.g self-  
distinctiveness, self-enhancement and self-congruity), 
even when they are not formal members of the company 



 
 
 

 

(Pratt, 1998; Scott and Lane, 2000; Turner, 1982). That 
is, customers’ needs for self-definition or a sense of 
belonging can be articulated through developing socially 
identifying relationships with a company (Brewer, 1991; 
Mael and Ashforth, 1992). In a sense, C-C identification is 
similar to the concept of brand resonance developed by 
Keller (2003), which is the final stage of customer-based 
brand equity and describes the intense and active loyalty 
relationship between customers and a company by 
addressing the question, “What about you and me?” 
 

 

Corporate social responsibility initiatives and 
customer identification 

 

Consumers’ identification with a company is based on 
their perceptions of the company’s defining traits or per-
ceived identity (Dutton et al., 1994), that is, consumers 
identify with a company based on their beliefs that they 
share certain common traits with the company, which pro-
vides a sense of self-fulfillment, self-distinctiveness and 
self-enhancement (Ashforth, 1998; Bhattacharya et al., 
1995; Elsbach, 1998; Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001) and 
enriches consumers’ social identity (Ahearne et al., 
2005). CSR initiatives create the kind of traits that are 
capable of triggering customer’s identification.  

As Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) proposed, the key 
antecedent of C-C identification is the attractiveness of 
the company’s identity, which depends on individuals’ 
three basic self-definitional needs, namely, identity simi-
larity, identity distinctiveness and identity prestige. Social 
identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1985) suggests that 
people often associate themselves with certain groups, 
even those with which they have no contact, to enrich 
their social identity, which serves to enhance their self-
definition. CSR has a positive influence on the develop-
ment of consumers’ identification because consumers are 
willing to identify or build a series of connections with 
highly regarded companies, which can facilitate their self-
definition processes (Pratt, 1988; Bhattacharya and Sen, 
2003).  

Previous research has demonstrated consumers who 
identify with a company’s CSR initiative are more likely to 
identify with the corresponding company (Du et al., 2007; 
Lichtenstein et al., 2004). With regards to the three CSR 
initiatives, consumers who perceive different levels of a 
company’s involvement with the three CSR initiatives 
may differ in their degree of C-C identification. Polonsky 
and Speed (2001) stated that the philanthropic type of 
CSR seems to be the most effective in enhancing 
corporate reputation through association of brand/cause. 
As a form of altruistic CSR, philanthropy, with its 
associated perception of “giving,” may also lower 
consumers’ skepticism about the firm’s intentions (Webb 
and Mohr, 1998) and possibly positively affect purchase 
intentions (Szykman et al., 1997). As a result, we propose 
the following hypothesis: 

 
 
 
 

 

H1: Sponsorship, CRM and philanthropy differ in their 
relative influence on C-C identification. 
 

 

Outcomes of consumer-company identification 

 

Based on the social identity theory, consumers who iden-
tify with a company are more likely to engage in favorable 
actions toward it because of the act of self-expression. 
Favorable outcomes of C-C identification have been 
found to include behaviors, such as increased consumer 
loyalty, increased cross-buying behavior, greater positive 
word of mouth (WOM), and increased resilience to nega-
tive information (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003; Einwiller et 
al., 2006; Keh and Xie, 2009; Marin et al., 2009). In 
addition, Ahearne et al. (2005) found that C-C 
identification positively affects both in-role behavior 
(product utilization) and extra-role behavior (citizenship 
behaviors).Van Dyne et al. (1995) suggested that beha-
viors that “are required or expected as part of performing 
the duties and responsibilities of the assigned role,” such 
as purchasing a company’s products, can be categorized 
as in-role behaviors. On the other hand, extra-role 
behavior refers to voluntary and discretionary behavior 
that is not directly or explicitly expected or rewarded 
(Groth, 2005), such as making suggestions related to 
product or service improvement, making recommen-
dations to others, and engaging in positive WOM.  

Based on the concept of organizational citizenship 
behavior (Bateman and Organ, 1983) and boundary-
spanning behavior (Bettencourt and Brown, 2003), 
consumers who identify with a company are more likely to 
express their support for CSR initiatives by engaging in 
in-role behaviors, such as purchasing products from that 
company (Adearne et al., 2005). Thus, in line with 
Ahearne et al.’s (2005) findings, we propose: 

 

H2: The greater the C-C identification, the more likely 

consumers will exhibit in-role behaviors that support the 
company, such as purchasing products from that 
company. 

 

Social identity theory supports a link between C-C 
identification and consumers’ extra-role behavior. 
Consumers who strongly identify with a company are 
more likely to engage in reciprocation that may benefit it 
(Ahearne et al., 2005). In the context of the current study, 
customers’ extra-role behavior includes making sugges-
tions related to product or service improvement, making 
recommendations to others, and engaging in positive 
word of mouth (Anderson et al., 2004; Bettencourt, 1997). 
Hence, we propose the following hypothesis. 
 

H3: The greater the C-C identification, the more likely 

consumers will demonstrate extra-role behaviors, which 
support the company. 
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Figure 1. Model of CSR initiatives, C-C identification, and behaviors. 

 

 

Our research hypothesizes that the three types of CSR 
initiatives will differ in their effect on C-C identification. 
Through that identification, consumers are also more 
likely to exhibit in-role and extra-role behaviors. The 
conceptual model that integrates the hypothesized 
relationships is presented in Figure 1. 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Design and subjects 
 
A between-subjects factorial design was employed with the 
manipulation of three types of CSR initiatives (sponsorship, CRM, 
and philanthropy) and one control group (no CSR initiative). As 
suggested by Bronnand and Vrioni (2001), the socio-cultural and 
economic differences of each society are so different that it is worth 
looking at different perceptions of each society toward CSR and 
subsequent influence of these perceptions on the members of each 
society. This study recruited 246 undergraduate students from 
marketing-related classes at Feng Chia University (Taiwan) as 
participants in the study. The students who participated took the 
survey in a classroom setting in exchange for extra credit. Upon 
arrival to the classroom, each participant was given a booklet con-
taining a questionnaire and a campaign that used one of the three 
CSR initiatives. Participants were told that the purpose of the study 
was to determine how college students responded to the CSR 
initiative in the packet as well as to the corresponding company. 
Participants viewed the stimulus material in the packet and 
completed a questionnaire containing items that measured their 
attitudes and behavioral intentions. 

 

Stimulus 
 
Similar to previous research (Mohr and Webb, 2005; Nan and Heo, 
2007), we designed a survey-based experiment with different 
scenarios to test the proposed hypotheses. As indicated by Grewal 
et al. (2004), scenario-based experiments reduce biases from 
memory retrieval, rationalization tendencies, and inconsistency 
factors. Since marketing students were the targeted subjects, the 
experimental scenario was designed in such way to ensure realism. 
A pretest with 72 students, who did not later participate in the main 
experiment, was conducted to determine the company and the CSR 
initiative to be used as the stimulus since students vary in their 
knowledge of past corporate behaviors and in their relationships 
with various causes. Athletic shoes, a common purchase by univer-
sity students, often induce high levels of interest and involvement. 

 
 

 
A list of brands (Nike, Puma, Adidas, Converse, Ascis, Reebok and 
New Balance) was provided to the 72 pretest subjects to determine 
their familiarity and past purchase behavior with the brand. The 
Nike brand met the criteria of being the most familiar and having 
been purchased most frequently.  

A fictitious campaign was created to reduce the effect of partici-
pants’ previous experiences with cause/nonprofit organizations 
(NPO) and to reduce the confounding effect of both brand and 
experience-related variables. Four different campaigns, one for 
each of the three CSR initiatives and one for the control group, 
were developed to represent each condition. To identify the condi-
tion that was to be used in the study, the pretest subjects were 
asked to evaluate the three CSR conditions, each of which provided 
the same monetary/in-kind contribution to the nonprofit 
organization. In addition, the pretest subjects helped to evaluate the 
brand/cause fit since previous research has found that fit influences 
consumer evaluations of sponsoring firms (Nan and Heo, 2007; 
Barone et al., 2007).  

The basic design of the fictitious campaign featured Nike’s 
enormous sympathy for the victims of the recent debris-flow disas-
ter in Taiwan. No CSR action was taken in the fictitious campaign 
presented to the control group. The fictitious sponsorship campaign 
featured Nike’s sponsorship of an NPO’s (the Taiwanese Family 
Association, TFA) event (family run) to raise money and support for 
victims of the debris-flow disaster in Taiwan. The fictitious CRM 
campaign featured Nike’s offer to donate, for any purchase of Nike 
shoes, NT$300 dollars to TFA to help raise money for the victims of 
the debris-flow disaster. The fictitious philanthropy campaign fea-
tured Nike’s donating NT$100,000 to TFA to help raise money for 
the victims of the debris-flow disaster. 

 

Measurement 
 
C-C identification was measured using scales adapted from Mael 
and Ashforth (1992), which consisted of three items measured on a 
five-point Likert-type scale with items as follows: (1) When someone 
criticizes X, it feels like a personal insult, (2) I am very interested in 
what others think about X, and (3) When someone compliments the 
X, it feels like a personal compliment. Customer in-role behavior 
was operationalized as customers’ engagement in behaviors that 
support the company, such as purchasing products from that 
company. Three statements measured on a five-point Likert scale 
adapted in part from Putrevu and Lord’s research (1994) were used 
to measure purchase intention: After seeing the campaign, (1) It is 
very likely that I will buy the brand, (2) I will consider purchasing the 
brand the next time I need this product, and (3) I will try this brand.  

Customer extra-role behavior was operationalized as voluntary 
and discretionary behavior by individual customers that is not 



 
 
 

 
Table 1. Measurement scales used and properties.  

 
 
Variable Mean 

Standard C-C In-role Extra-role 
 

 
deviation identification behavior behavior  

   
 

 C-C identification 3.759 0.546 (0.835)   
 

 In-role behavior 3.904 0.591 0.355** (0.868)  
 

 Extra-role behavior 4.026 0.608 0.38** 0.595** (0.844) 
 

 
*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, N=480 and alpha reliability is reported in parentheses in the diagonal. 

 
 

 
Table 2. Post-hoc analysis (Scheffe test).  

 
CSR (I) CSR (J) Mean difference (I – J) Significance 

 Philanthropy (4.178) -0.8 0.000 

No condition (3.378)* CRM (3.617) -0.239 0.042 

 Sponsorship (3.874) -0.496 0.000 

 No condition (3.378) 0.8 0.000 

Philanthropy (4.178) CRM (3.617) 0.56 0.000 

 Sponsorship (3.874) 0.304 0.005 

 No condition (3.378) 0.239 0.042 

CRM (3.617) Philanthropy (4.178) -0.56 0.000 

 Sponsorship (3.874) -0.257 0.025 

 No condition (3.378) 0.496 0.000 

Sponsorship (3.874) Philanthropy (4.178) -0.304 0.005 

 CRM (3.617) 0.257 0.025 
 

*Means of C-C identification are reported in parentheses. 
 

 
directly or explicitly expected or rewarded. Three items measured 
on a five-point Likert scale adapted from De Matos et al. (2009) 
were used to measure customer extra-role behavior: After seeing 
the campaign, what are the chances that (1) You will tell your rela-
tives and friends about the good deed of the company, (2) You will 
join the activity held by the company in the future, and (3) You will 
recommend the company to your relatives and friends? 

 

Scale validation 
 
Table 1 presents the scale reliability, means, standard deviations, 
and correlations of constructs. The internal consistency was cal-
ulated to assess the reliability of the scale. Cronbach’s α, which 
provides a reasonable estimate of internal consistency, ranged from 
0.835 (C-C identification) to 0.868 (in-role behavior). All values 
surpassed the recommended value of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978). 
 

 

DATA ANALYSES AND RESULTS 
 
The scales used in the pretest to determine the 
brand/cause fit were employed to determine whether the 
manipulation worked as intended. Two items measured 
on a 1 to 5 scale anchored by the statement, high fit/ low 
fit and makes sense/ does not make sense, assessed the 
perceived brand/cause fit (Becker-Olsen and Hill, 2006). 

 
 

 

The results revealed that subjects perceived a high level 
of brand/cause fit (Mean = 3.994, t = 104.591, p < 0.01).  

To determine whether the three types of CSR initiatives 
resulted in different perceptions of C-C identification, we 
performed a one-way ANOVA. The results showed 
signifi-cant differences in the perception of C-C 
identification with the CSR initiatives (F = 33.896, p < 
0.01). To exa-mine specific differences among the four 
CSR conditions, we carried out a post hoc analysis 
(Scheffe’s test) that revealed the intra-group differences 
(Table 2). The results support H1 since philanthropy 
(Mean = 4.178) exerted greater influence on C-C 
identification compared to sponsorship (Mean = 3.874), 
CRM (Mean = 3.617) or no condition (Mean = 3.378). 
Compared to the condition with no CSR manipulation, all 
three types of CSR initiatives increased C-C identification 
with the corresponding com-pany. The linear effect of C-
C identification on in-role and extra-role behaviors was 
examined using regression analysis. The results 
indicated that C-C identification had a positive influence 

on both in-role behavior (R
2
 = 0.126, adjusted R

2
 = 

0.123, β = 0.355, t = 5.916, p < 0.01) and extra-role 

behavior (R
2
 = 0.145, adjusted R

2
 = 0.141, β = 0.35, t = 

6.398, p < 0.01). Therefore, H2 and H3 are supported. 



 
 
 

 

DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 

What about you and me? Does different type of CSR 
initiatives (You) elicit different degree of consumer 
identification (Me) and subsequent behavioral intentions? 
The answer appears to be a qualified yes in that, as the 
results indicated, the three types of CSR initiatives exert 
significantly different influences on C-C identification. The 
experiment revealed that participants who were exposed 
to the CSR initiative that utilized a philanthropy campaign 
identified significantly more favorably with the company 
compared to those who were exposed to a CSR initiative 
that utilized a sponsorship or CRM campaign or those 
without a CSR initiative.  

The intention of all three CSR initiatives is to associate 
a company with some other object (cause or NPO) in 
order to improve customer identification. Across all above 
mentioned initiatives, philanthropy facilitated the transfer 
of positive identification from an object to the object-
associated brand better than did sponsorship or CRM. 
That is, consumers reacted more favorably to companies 
that donated large amounts of money to a cause/NPO 
directly than to those that undertook the more indirect 
approaches of sponsorship and CRM. Compared to 
philanthropy and sponsorship, CRM performed worse on 
consumer evaluations. This is intuitively reasonable, 
given that CRM requires consumers to make a purchase, 
a clear benefit to the company, while philanthropy and 
sponsorship do not require consumers to make any effort 
or sacrifice. Relative to other forms of CSR, CRM 
campaigns are more likely to be viewed with suspicion, 
given that these campaigns often explicitly link support of 
a cause to a firm’s profit-generating activities (Barone et 
al., 2007). This finding provides additional support for the 
arguments made by some scholars that corporations 
must be concerned with the employment of CSR 
initiatives because different types of CSR trigger different 
perceptions of the corporation (Polonsky and Speed, 
2001).  

As expected, higher degree of C-C identification seems 
to be linked to stronger in-role and extra-role consumer 
responses, which are beneficial for companies. The 
finding adds to the current literature on social identity 
theory by providing further evidence of the critical role of 
C-C identification and the effect of CSR on consumer 
behavioral intentions.  

An increase in CSR initiatives has been prompted by 
companies that recognize it as a way to build public 
relations, enhance corporate image, and increase sales. 
However, by their very nature, CSR initiatives are difficult 
to manage and must be implemented carefully to avoid 
consumer skepticism. Nevertheless, from a managerial 
point of view, the findings presented here should be 
considered supportive of those companies that have 
chosen to engage in CSR and those considering initiating 
one. It is clear that creating and maintaining a state of 
closeness between the consumer and the company 
(identification) through CSR initiative has a potential to 

 
  

 
 

 

generate positive behavioral responses towards the 
company (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003; Perez, 2009). 
Managers, however, should be aware of the various 
effects that CSR initiatives have on consumer evalua-
tions. As managers seek to build C-C identification, in 
particular, they should consider engaging in the 
philanthropy tactic first, followed by sponsorship and 
CRM. In addition, when communicating with their stake-
holders, companies should highlight the philanthropic 
aspect of CSR since it constitutes the key feature of 
building the consumer-company bond (identification) 
(Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003; Marin and Ruiz, 2007). 
 

 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

This study focused on the effect of sponsorship, CRM, 
and philanthropy on C-C identification and its subsequent 
effect on behavioral responses. As with all studies, the 
design of the present research is subject to the 
generalization limitation. The data for this research were 
collected through convenience sampling; therefore, the 
findings should be interpreted with caution to avoid 
generalization. Further research is needed to examine 
when (that is, temporal distance) and under what 
conditions managers should choose a particular type of 
CSR initiative. Subsequent research should also consider 
the effect of alternative causes or the magnitude of the 
cause on consumer evaluations. Future research could 
also be conducted with other organizations, as some of 
the results of the study may be industry-specific. 
 

 
REFERENCES 
 
Adler P, Adler PA (1987). Role Conflict and Identity Salience: College  

Athletics and the Academic Role. Soc. Sci. J., 24: 443-455.  
Ahearne M, Bhattacharya CB, Gruen T (2005). Antecedents and 

Consequences of Customer-Company Identification: Expanding the 
Role of Relationship Marketing. J. Appl. Psychol., 90(3): 574-585.  

Anderson EW, Fornell CF, Mazvancheryl SK (2004). Customer 
Satisfaction and Shareholder Value. J. Mark., 68: 172-185.  

Angelidis JP, Ibrahim NA (1993). Social Demand and Corporate 
Strategy: A Corporate Social Responsibility Model (Summer/Fall). 
Rev. Bus., 15 (1): 7-10.  

Ashforth BE (1998). Becoming: How does the Process of Identification 
Unfold? In Identity in Organizations: Developing Theory through 
Conversations, David A. Whetten and Paul C. Godfrey, eds. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, pp.213-222.  

Barone MJ, Norman AT, Miyazaki AD (2007). Consumer Response to 
Retailer Use of Cause-Related Marketing: Is More Fit Better? J. 
Retail., 83(4): 437-445.  

Bateman TS, Organ DW (1983). Job Satisfaction and the Good Solider: 
The Relationship between Affect and Employee "Citizenship." Acad. 
Manage. J., 26: 587-595.  

Becker-Olsen KL, Hill RP (2006). The Impact of Sponsor Fit on Brand 
Equity: The Case of Nonprofit Service Providers, J. Serv. Res., 9(1): 
73-83. 

Belk  RW (1975),  Situational  Variables  and  Consumer  Behavior,  J. 
Consum. Res., 2: 157-164.  

Bergami M, Bagozzi R (2000). Self-Categorization, Affective 
Commitment and Group Self-Esteem as Distinct Aspects of Social 
Identity in the Organization. Br. J. Soc. Psychol., 39: 555-577.  

Bettencourt LA (1997). Customer Voluntary Performance: Customers as 



 
 
 

 
Partners in Service Delivery. J. Retail., 73(3): 383-406.  
Bettencourt LA, Brown SW (2003). Role Stressors and Customer-

Oriented Boundary-Spanning Behaviors in Service Organizations. J. 
Acad. Mark. Sci., 31(4): 394-408.  

Bhattacharya CB, Rao H, Glynn MA (1995). Understanding the bond of 
Identification: An Investigation of its correlates among Art Museum 
Members. J. Mark., 59: 45-57.  

Bhattacharya CB, Sen S (2003). Consumer-Company Identification: A 
Framework for Understanding Consumers’ Relationships with 
Companies. J. Mark., 67: 76-88.  

Bhattacharya CB, Sen S (2004). Doing Better at Doing Good: When, 
Why, and How Consumers Respond to Corporate Social Initiatives. 
Calif. Manage. Rev., 47(1): 9-24. 

Brewer MB (1991). The Social Self: On Being the Same and Different at 
the Same Time, Personality Soc. Psychol. Bull., 17(5): 475-482.  

Brønn PS, Vrioni AB (2001). Corporate Social Responsibility and 
Cause-Related Marketing: An Overview, Int. J. Advert., 20(2): 207– 
222. 

Brown TJ, Dacin P (1997). The Company and the Product: Corporate 
Associations and Consumer Product Responses. J. Mark., 61: 68-84.  

Carroll AB (1996). Ethics and Stakeholder Management, Cincinnati 
Southwestern Publishing.  

Collins M (1994). Global Corporate Philanthropy and Relationship 
Marketing. Eur. Manage. J., 12(2): 226-234.  

Cornwell BT, Coote LV (2005). Corporate Sponsorship of a Cause: The 
Role of Identification in Purchase Intent. J. Bus. Res., 58: 268-276.  

D’Astous A, Bitz P (1995). Consumer Evaluations of Sponsorship 
Programs, Eur. J. Mark., 29(12): 6–22. 

De Matos CA, Rossi CAV, Veiga RT, Voeira VA (2009). Consumer 
Reaction to Service Failure and Recovery: The Moderating Role of 
Attitude toward Complaining. J. Serv. Mark., 23(7): 462-475.  

Du S, Bhattacharya CB, Sen S (2007). Reaping Relational Rewards 
from Corporate Social Responsibility: The Role of Competitive 
Positioning. Int. J. Res. Mark., 24(3): 224-241.  

Dutton JE, Dukerich JM, Harquail CV (1994), Organizational Images 
and Member Identification, Admin. Sci. Quart., 39(34): 239-263.  

Einwiller SA, Fedorikhin A, Johnson AR, Kamins MA (2006). Enough is 
Enough! When Identification No Longer Prevents Negative Corporate 
Associations. J. Acad. Mark. Sci., 34(2): 185-194.  

Elsbach KD (1998). The Process of Social Identification: With What Do 
We Identify in Identity in Organizations, David A. Whetten and Paul 
C. Godfrey, eds. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Pub.. pp.232-237.  

Enderle G, Tavis L (1998). A Balanced Concept of the Firm and the 
Measurement of Its Long-term Planning and Performance. J. Bus. 
Ethics, 17: 1121–1144.  

Escalas JE, Bettman JR (2005). Self-Construal, Reference Groups, and 
Brand Meaning. J. Consum. Res., 32(3): 378-391.  

Enderle G, Tavis AL (1998). A Balanced Concept of the Firm and the 
Measurement of its Long-Term Planning and Performance. J. Bus. 
Ethics., 17(11): 1129-1143.  

Fombrun C (1996). Reputation: Realizing Value from the Corporate 
Image, Boston, MA. Harv. Bus. School Press.  

Fombrun C, Shanely M (1990). What’s in a Name? Reputation Building 
and Corporate Strategy. Acad. Manage. J., 33(2): 233-258.  

Grewal D, Hardesty D, Iyer G (2004). The Effects of Buyer Identification 
and Purchase Timing on Consumers’ Perceptions of Trust, Price 
Fairness, and Repurchase Intentions. J. Interact. Mark., 18(4): 87-
100.  

Groth M (2005). Customers as Good Soldiers: Examining Citizenship 
Behaviors in Internet Service Deliveries, J. Manage., 31(1): 7-27.  

Gwinner K, Bennett G (2008). The Impact of Brand Cohesiveness and 
Sport Identification on Brand Fit in a Sponsorship Context, J. Sport 
Manage., 22: 410-426.  

Gwinner K, Swanson S (2003). A Model of Fan Identification: 
Antecedents and Sponsorship Outcomes. J. Serv. Mark., 17: 275-
294. 

Harvey B  (2001)  Measuring the Effects  of Sponsorships, J. Advert.  
Res., 41: 59-65.  

Keh HT, Xie Y (2009). Corporate Reputation and Customer Behavioral 
Intentions: The Role of Trust, Identification and Commitment, Ind. 
Mark. Manage., 38: 732-742. 

Keller KL (1993). Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing 

 
 
 
 

 
Customer-Based Brand Equity, J. Mark., 57(1): 1-22.  
Klein B, Leffler K (1981). The Role of Market Forces in Assuring 

Contractual Performance, J. Polit. Econ., 89(4): 615-641.  
Lachowetz T, Clark JM, Irwin R, Cornwell TB (2002). Cause-Related 

Sponsorship: A Survey of Consumer/Spectator Beliefs, Attitudes, 
Behavioral Intentions, and Corporate Image Impressions. Am. Mark. 
Assoc. Conf. Proceed., 13: 14-20.  

Lerner DL, Fryell EG (1988). An Empirical Study of the Predictors of 
Corporate Social Performance: A Multi-dimensional Analysis. J. Bus. 
Ethics, 7: 951-959.  

Lichtenstein DR, Drumwright ME, Braig BM (2004). The Effect of 
Corporate Social Responsibility on Customer Donations to 
Corporate-Supported Nonprofits. J. Mark., 68: 16-32.  

Mael F, Ashforth BE (1992). Alumni and their Alma Master: A Partial 
Test of the Reformulated Model of Organizational Identification. J. 
Organ. Behav., 13: 103-123.  

Marin L, Ruiz S (2006). “I Need You Too!” Corporate Identity 
Attractiveness for Consumers and The Role of Social Responsibility. 
J. Bus. Ethics, 71: 245-260.  

Marin L, Ruiz S, Rubio A (2009). The Role of Identity Salience in the 
Effects of Corporate Social Responsibility on Consumer Behavior. J. 
Bus. Ethics., 84: 65-78.  

Meenaghan T, Shipley D (1999), Media Effect in Commercial 
Sponsorship, Eur. J. Mark., 33(3/4): 328-347.  

Milgrom P, Roberts J (1986a). Relying on the Information of Interested 
Parties. RJ. Econ., 17: 18-32.  

Milgrom P, Roberts J (1986b). Price and Advertising Signals of Product 
Quality. J. Polit. Econ., 17: 18-32.  

Mohr LA, Webb DJ (2005). The Effects of Corporate Social 
Responsibility and Price on Consumer Responses. J. Consum. 
Affairs, 39(1): 121-147.  

Nan X, Heo K (2007). Consumer Response to Corporate Social 
Responsibility (CSR) Initiatives. J. Advert., 36(2): 63-74.  

Nunnally JC (1978). Psychometric Theory, New York, McGraw-Hill 
Press.  

Pérez RC (2009). Effects of Perceived Identity Based on Corporate 
Social Responsibility: The Role of Consumer Identification with the 
Company. Corp. Reput. Rev., 12(2): 177-191.  

Peter JP, Olson JC (1993). Consumer Behavior and Marketing 
Strategy. Homewood, IL: Richard D. Irwin, Inc.  

Polonsky MJ, Speed R (2001). Linking Sponsorship and Cause Related 
Marketing: Complementary and Conflicts. Eur. J. Mark., 35: 1361-
1389.  

PR News Online (April 19, 2010): 
http://www.prnewsonline.com/topics/csr/Choosing-CSR-Initiatives-
Connect-Issues-With Business-Goals_13854.html  

Pratt MG (1998). To Be or Not to Be: Central Questions in 
Organizational Identification, in Identity in Organizations: Building 
Theory through Conversations, David A. Whetten and Paul C. 
Godfrey, eds. Thousand Oaks, CA. Sage Pub., pp.171-207.  

Putrevu S, Lord KR (1994). Comparative and Non-comparative 
Advertising: Attitudinal Effects under Cognitive and Affective 
Involvement Conditions. J. Advert., 23(2): 77-90.  

Rifon N, Choi S, Trimble C, Li H (2004). Congruence Effects in 
Sponsorship. J. Advert., 33(1): 29-42.  

Ross JK, Patterson LT, Struts MA (1992). Consumer Perceptions of 
Organizations that Use Cause Related Marketing, J. Acad. Mark. 
Sci., 20(1): 93-97.  

Roy D, Cornwell B (2004). The Effects of Consumer Knowledge on 
Responses to Event Sponsorships. Psychol. Mark., 21: 185-207.  

Scott SG, Lane VR (2000). A Stakeholder Approach to Organizational 
Identity, Acad. Manage. Rev., 25(1): 43-62.  

Sen S, Bhattacharya CB (2001). Does Doing Good Always Lead to 
Doing Better? Consumer Reactions to Corporate Social 
Responsibility. J. Mark. Res., 38: 225-243. 

Shaw B, Post FR (1993). A Moral Basis for Corporate Philanthropy. J. 
Bus. Ethics., 12: 745-751.  

Smith SM, Alcorn DS (1991). Cause Marketing: A New Direction in the 
Marketing of Corporate Responsibility. J. Serv. Mark., 5(4): 21-37. 

Stigler GJ (1962). Information in the Labor Market. J. Polit. Econ., 70:  
49-73. 

Szykman RL, Bloom NP, Levy SA (1997). A Proposed Model of the Use 



 
 
 

 
of Package Claims and Labels, J. Pub. Pol. Mark., 16(2): 228-241. 
Tajfel H, Turner JC (1985). Psychology of Intergroup Relations, 

Chicago: Nelson-Hall.  
Turner JC (1982). Towards a Cognitive Redefinition of the Social Group, 

in Social Identity and Intergroup Relations, Henri Tajfel, ed. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp.15-40. 

 
  

 
 

 
Webb DJ, Mohr LA (1998). A Typology of Consumer Responses to 

Cause-Related Marketing: From Skeptics to Socially Concerned. J. 
Pub. Pol. Mark., 17(2): 226-238. 


