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Abstract

Purpose - The purpose of this study is to empirically investigate the effect of choice of cause on the purchase intention by
dividing it into the situation selected by the consumer and the company. This study also examines the moderating effect of
cause options diversity and company-cause fit on the relationship between choice of cause and purchase intention. This will
provide the theoretical information necessary to gain an in-depth understanding of the consumer's intention to purchase the
cause-related marketing campaign, and in practice, it is expected that companies will be able to obtain useful information
for effective planning and execution of the cause-related marketing campaign.

Research design, date, and methodology - This study's survey was carried out on the college students of university located
in Shandong, China. It was from November 4-11, 2018, and a total of 440 questionnaires were distributed, with 424
collected. Of them, effective questionnaires used in the final study were a total of 400 except 24 that couldn't be used. In
this study, empirical analysis was done with frequency analysis, reliability analysis, analysis of variance and simple effect
analysis by using Statistics Package SPSS 20.0.

Results - The results are reported below: first of all, in the cause-related campaign consumers are more willing to buy the
products when they are allowed to choice the focal cause of charity than when the company selects the cause of charity.
Furthermore, the positive effect of allowing consumers to choice the cause of charity (vs. company choice) on purchase
intentions is greater for high cause diversity to select. Finally, the positive effect of allowing consumers to choice the cause
of charity (vs. company choice) on purchase intentions is greater when perceived fit between the company and the cause
charity is low.

Conclusions - This study extends the scope of the consumer perspective from consumer purchase intention research to the
choice of cause in the cause-related marketing. When consumers select the cause, it would be better to provide the cause
charity in diversifying selection and provide options for low fit between company and cause charity.
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& Menon, 1988).

Ol A|Zt0f| HIEE T L= O E EF22EM 39
A O} El(Cause-Related Marketing: CRM)S
SAUCA OiAHEIO|Z Atz|H MMl ZEut O &
ANzl JjgezM 39S FSECE J|Yut AH|XPIL THELHE
2 %0 7|, AHXL, Q2|0 AtR|el 4=0|YE SAM FT
Sl= O}A E0|CHBerglind & Nakata, 2005). 527 O &
2 otj2|zh AAameAQt Zo| EF S0 CHe AH|XtO|
TOiet GIAISIY Z|RE Sh=0 IX|X| %4, 7|Zel AtelH
Molstzol Asto R YEl= UHAQl ZFAZFNA| O
27t 4L =& QJCKBerglind & Nakata, 2005; Hoeffler &
Keller, 2002). SA| OAHEIQ| Bt SHCHE|HA AHA-LXLO]
I2iMe SUOAEO|ZHE 80E AFSHHA 7|E2| H2lQ|
SAAA oA EDt 12517 | = SHCHNowak & Clarke, 2008).

SAUCA OAEE HESLOHE Xpdd(charity)e| X|RO[Lt =
Q(cause)0f AHAZAIZICL =< A O EE &350 F|AQ|
AIpRMOE A|E Z9le| X[ ol2ts 0|52 = 40| 7|
CHEICE MEHRo 2 ZAAA OAE2 7|ge Aleld Mel o
EORo| F 230 &3iCL

Z2 MER HEjel YA OtAHEOo| 221 eH M
Ei0| 75Tt SUCA OAHEOICE Z|AE AHIXSOA o
S0l X[ HRIE ZES=E St= AOICh 2ME2 S
Qlo| MEHO| ZAUNA O E ZEQlg O M3EHoR UtE
718 7|tfsict. agiLp MEio] @y SEEQl AH|X HHEE
ZtMRX| @i=Chls AS ZetstH(lyengar & Lepper, 2000),
MEIO] QU= SUAA O E Zmolel 21t= HAEE EaJt
QUCL MAZ, MEHO| Qs ZUAAHA O ER LEEoE A
HIX} 8-S0f 8% I&2 OX[X|E, 1 2ik= o428 [0l
of 2t #ek 4= Uk JHe=, A O EojM MERS|
AeZ Olslists A2 07 S M3Xel SUAA O
g Zmelg A= HUMoE EQsich SASEA O
BlofM SQMERO| AH|XL FOQ|=0| OjX|l= Fgko| 2ot &
QIE9| a&X ATE M| HTHEoZE O|FOR o, MHA
T=9| tichert Fest olntEA 3ol A E X|Ljn HH
AP Eo| ANt: LUX[SIK| 1 QJCHLichtenstein et al., 2004).
SAXMA0f CiSt AH|XHEL| HHEO| CHE Al X|S7HK|
€ 51517] fIst A7t 2= 2atEel SAAA O E
1240 SHAHO| ARULE
2 ==20MEe HY 3YAA oA Eo Chet 7|ETZnt
=ol5t3{n it O2|n 2 g7l 22 AW, SUCA
OA oA AH|XtF 7|0 S<MERof 2t Fojel=2l X}
olof CHs{ IFStaxt oHCE =W, SYMEH(AH|XL MEE vs,
71y MER)nb FOHQ|= Ztof EtAoIAM =<9 Cirdat 7(Y-3
o Motdo| ERIE =Sy MBHMoE metstuxt o
Ch. A, O|E Sl SUSA OAHE ZAm o) CHSH AH|X}Q
TOel=E MBEXHoZ Ofsst=H ERst O|EX HEE ¢
2 & AcH, ARHoRE J|Y0| 3YAHA OFAH S Zm|Qlof
Mol 2atMQl 7|20t 3o F8% HEE 2 = US A
o=z 7|CHEC

> O

MU

2. O|2H HiZd1 712 &%
2.1. 3UAA| OtA El(Cause-Related Marketing)
SAAHA O &l(Cause-Related Marketing: CRM)2 %| 277t

Xl 7|19 Atz|A Zl(Corporate Social Responsibility: CSR)
of YFFo=Z O30 2ol YHHo= J|Y0| XSdt=
NEO|Lt MH|AE AHIXEZE FOfg 0f =20 AFLEES 7|
25l £t 0|8 2E2 = FolEICt of2fst 3YAA 0Ot
83E ARld 3AS XX|Sta 7|Ye| O HItE TArA|
= e F K SYE SA0 2dste dE2 I
HZ St UCKVaradarajan & Menon, 1988). £3] 3™
22 AH|XIF ZZO|LE J4Qle| EXE BFEAIF|7] ¢
7|0t mektelo) Fojst Ch7tE BEE o] YRE £
SO|Lt HIFE| 7|FE X|Sk=0l ARSICHE FOIM ==
S7(2 AL LBt Ol SREE, FE S 8% T
THf=T Qe Y EICKVaradarajan & Menon, 1988).
SUAA OAE2 7|gel A-ZFEEQl o|gF1et 7|Y O]
OX] g2 SHCE L= AlRE MAHFTOEM 7Y
O MFHBES BLE &+ AL IE 4E2=E oot =AFE
2 7|tig = Ao = ES HmA E7|X0|CHBarone et
al., 2000; Varadarajan & Menon, 1988). 12|11 AlZ|™ Q|
=250| 7| 259| 7|27t Z|0{0F st MZHo| ity
HM SAAA O EE sdst= 7|go| CHsiME AH|XGS|
2o|X Ef=7t g dE & ofL2t siE T7|Ye| om0 CHot T
o= =OtFl ZHoz 2aE{X QCHBrown & Dacin, 1997;
Webb & Mohr, 1998). £E3| X|£9°| ZX0|L} 7}4 £ C}E X
40| Yt A0z SUSA OAHEE +=H5t= 7ol Y
off AHIX[S| MAHEMS QAL 22 AR LIEIRCH, U
A OIAEE sdst= 7|0 Ot =o/X Efes E7|HQ
ZHEOIM AHEC o|dE THMRE HSE LIEGCHCone
Communication, 2013; Varadarajan & Menon, 1988). O|0f &t
2 MYARSOIM SUAA OFAH -0 7| ol CHet AH|X; Ef
Lot A= E 3FHoRE HaAF|L, BHEE =0l &4
ME HYCKTIll & Nowak, 2000; Nan & Heo, 2007).
SYUAA O Eel S HlEe2Es FALLH 7|l At
M mMols Q= ACHE B97|7} ACKBecker-Olsen et
al., 2006). E3t 259 AH|XIES0| 7|YO|AEL 2 A=A
MAS Q7tn UACH= AMY #0t ofLzl, ME 7HHolLt 2
A HOIM XpEMOol Xt SOIX|A [ MEFOILE AMH|ALQ|
7|42l o|F0| ofL|zt 7|HHHO|LL EME O|O|X[7} 58
SHA RZERACHE Hx SUNA Ol Edatet #HH0|
QIt= ZHdo=z X|H™E|1 QICKVaidyanathan & Aggarwal,
2005). M2tM ZUAHA OFEE AR E X|L7t= |
of Eatet Z40| ofLZ} 0k, &, HRFLIE|, H=LA IiE
H Sate| A JHME s 7|Yo| BEEA| =Hslof st= Of
AHE 50|28t & 4= QUCKSteckel et al., 1999). O|EHZ Z2
A OEA2of Chet Eeldo|l HMIIH B2 (o= oo
SESIL oLl SCA O ee| dits 38N = 23
o=z LIEtE = QUCKBecker-Olsen et al., 2006). 7| 2| Of
AY &2S0| AMHoE JINd 52 RE ST FEE|0f
SYUZte|l B ZX2{(Gurin, 1987), E= AH|XP7F SUCA
O Ele S8 MZE FORtCZ AIG|E oRE Cist o=z
HEY 7tsd 582 USA O Eol| ofigt 2-Eel oA
O| LtEt}7|E SHCHDrumwright, 1996). lyengar and Lepper
(2000)= Z3UAA ORI HEHEO| SAI0| 3&ESH= & If
20| AH[XZE A4S ofF A2 7K EIKS=otof 2t
SEN Eotet 2EA HIPL 22t LtE = ATk SHRICE A
= W2 7|YES0| AHXEAH MEAEES 205t HEHE, B
0 58X 3A9A O E0| 2438t U= FM|0|CHCone
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LLC, 2010). OJof & AT0ME SASA OIS0 S2H=
Of H|RIO| FOHO|E=0f OfEA| O|RX|= XIE HTHEUA} DLt

2.2. 53 2AUMEH(Choice of Cause)

Varadarajan and Menon(1988)2 11ZHO| 7§QI™0|1 =EIX
ol FEE UEAZ|E 0|92 HSote ueto #oE I £
ot 282 HSoHL U2 XIFEH| ot 7|He2RH
o o E83tEl= OAE 282 BEHstn d&#st= ot
Ho g2 ZdA otAEel JiEE %ZEE HMASIRICL 0|F Ct
ot #EoAM A OFEE 245t &
O ALl Aot EDH ZAAA O E Hm| 2l
=0| 7|2k Y2 MEE = JTE e F AH[X}
Jfelo] dgtk QIAM0] BItskHE SAI0f FOHQ= YAl B7t5H=
Ao =Z LtEIGCHRobinson et al., 2012).

SUCA OHAEO|AM AH[XIe] ZMERO|ZH ZH| Q12 AR
Sk 7|20l ME 7t4el €7 Hlg2 AH|Xp7E MEISE F9
EEXof A 7|85 42 ZolCHCone LLC, 2010). ME42
dot IS SdliA AH|XG BSo| FE2 O|XICtD $ich
Ei2 X|ZtEl EX|4(control)d} £t E(involvement)E ZI7tA|Z
QO H(Wortman, 1975), AH|X[C| MEHO = OISiA ZALto]
=S ZOAIZ == QUCtD SEQUCHPayne et al.,, 1993).
S MEHS A2 S iHendowment effect)@f H|==d}A|, MEHSH
CHaboll CHst OHANS &1 AH[XIe| 9"t QlAME Z3tA7|H
7|19 H KME0 CHet BIHE 3HHSE 0|Z0{HCHCarmon
et al., 2003; Jang & Lee, 2016).

AH|XRZE MEdE S 7|gel OiAE &S0 EofstA &
M, AHXH= XHMe| ZFROA *20] e Ci2]|Ql(meaningful
agents)”O| =ICtT MZISHCHBotti & McGill, 2006). [H2FA] At
Aol CHot EIb= Al ZEHE el JEK|EEDE OfL 2t AH|
A AaAa2 FME datof mEA ElCHs Ao|Ch

_—

R 2 4
%

o

N

3. &9 CtYd(Cause Diversity)

Botti and McGill(2006)2 MEHCHOIO| O H|=Z M= X
A9l (responsibility)g =2 ZAoZ HQACL O] AL, ZAdto|
CHe 2 AMEfZl(choice set) 1 AIA[OA L1, {MEH
= el JHX|7t 2o |X| Qf2 Z40|Ct. HHHOY|, Tref M
=0| 37 CiECHH §F Mz E Cfete] =+elo] OfpX|
| O Z0E Z0ish=s AWM LA 7| mjZ20f MEH
00| 3382 st Ao Cfsi of & MU =2
UL} ARSE CHRHSO0| FAFSHAHLHDhar, 1997), F=X
MEHO|L} O|AHO| Q2 [{(Chernev, 2003), MEHXt= MEH
g oX|7t H2 AE HEQICL

Oiets 7t B7HE FAMEE QXM HEXE3Hcognitive
dissonance)| 22 F0[|1, MEACHQe| ATHAE HEHEY
(desirability) 2 29| B} ATs HFEe= AO=2 LIEMGLCE 13
o=, 718% FEIt QAHAHKIR Stolg HietE 7te| ofEA
ool e FES T M, ME HFZT2 CitE 2te| Xo|7t &
A "ot MEC I8 Z™o| o 7[ofst, Autof cfgt o
EAXtol Ml ofAlof Yak2 O|EICHBrehm, 1956).

Robinson et al.(2012)2] = Z3AUNHA O RS 3dS
AH|XHSO| MESIER Stz A2 A 2tE Am|QlaF 2
A Qe MEQ X|Zolket FOi7tsd HHOM AESHIUCE
gLt AT SMElo| CHbd S Ao EHEA|Z|X|

e2ro

(@]

rir mjn =2 ofn A

mo rO > >4 |1 1= o oftl rlo

24. 7|-52 E3t(Company-Cause Fit)

7|Y-&9 Hgtd(company-cause fit)2 X|@l&l= Sat 3
Al AFE, ®IE, A, 718, &) Ee d4E0: 47 24
E, CtE oA Azbd, Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006)2t9|
e ol X|Zh=l K| (perceived congruity)O|Ct.

ME AFSOIA AKX HEEE A XdgsE 7Y
O|Lt 2RHE0| CHEt S-AQl Ef=ot FOioI=E TaA|7|=
dakg FCh= ZdE M A|SHRICHPracejus & Olsen, 2004;
Nan & Heo, 2007). tX|Zt 2 =20MEs 7|8-3Y =2 H
ghdg 7HE ECH ¥ MotdE 7HE M, AHXE0A O
=2 MAUS XLl 7| SA0] w2 HeHE2 THR|H,
AHIXE2 70| YA Am|elof st 2o Ao X[
Sl QUCHAlcadiz et al., 2010). AH|Xt7F 7| 0| S AAHAA Of
A" Chst S SNEo=E 2T = QUCtD QIASHH,
7199 HED; HTiFoR X[AMEQ 30| B ZR5tH M
215X A ElCh SRR 7|gat Z9lo] & HTtdE THK|
M, AXE2 7|Yo] LA OFA"o| s=HK| §Cts A
2 X4 Jts’do| gLt A2E22 ZMEH0)| CHot AH|Xto|
LH2 U LHEL MO E FR% AoRE MZE A
O|CHRobinson et al., 2012). TteF ZAAA| DA EIO|A MEH
0| EHX| XHAO| Mzt AE DE == U= 7|27} Fo{EY
M AHZE EESO| FRE O|XICHH, =2 7(g-39 Hatdo
m, 7|el SUMERRCE AH|Xto| ZMEO| o JFHQl A
H|X} Ef=QF AH|X} FOMQI=2 O|0{E Z{O|Ch. DX 2|
2l IO AH|Xte| MEH2 XtAEC| 9"t 7|0lE O I
RIX|Ste S THE7| UfZ20| MEHO| CHS 74X|E ZHRICto &
%= QICHRobinson et al., 2012).

3. elpyHE
3.1, 7M™

gArE2 9o o] SoiA O E ALl HS d

IHo= BIEJIE JlTHSict AN, Meio] Y= 3oy
OPSe YurEoE Xt 8IS0l SN Y2 OXXID,

1 mute S8R Q00| met B 4 Ich 39 o

oM Meto] oqEe ofels %S OPE7F CIg M3

Zojoiz oY ZEIS AAst=r| Tr§No=z Haeict

2pA 2 ROIAS FO|ME(ABIXE ME vs. 7| M)t

S 39 (RS v ®2), 7I%-3Y HEH(ES Vs

U2)2 F7llol oIS Failel MBXE Hild) Cfo
=

—~

ChHet AAMES MASERAL SHEL

3.1.1. St FOje|=of A
2 M22 gefel S 00| f2451 A= o
40| 7tset SAAA OHAHEOIC}. BAZE MBS0 o

S0 X HQ7ME BFSI=E Sl= ZO|ch ME2 X%
E SHEn BHEE FIAZ = A20{(Wortman, 1975),

2H[Re] MEo= QIBHM Znto| Cict 2SS JCHAIZ =+
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QICt SlRACHPayne et al., 1993). AH|X7} SS MEHSH
o, HSHe=2 g= ASS ofALE SY7|2OA ZHXIE IA
Fog5 j20] 71g * HBOf st o S8H EHE
LIS HE FOSI=E dAIZ & RACHBotti & McGill,
2006). M2t 2 AFOME OF HE2=Z o9 7S
YA

H1: S4SA O 0N Sl S0 7| 4= o5t
—
—

MERCHOHO| Of? HIXE Me A2 M (responsibility)S =
Z o2 HEYCE oo Zute| EHE2 iR MExg
(choice set) 1 XAOfA LtD, MEAMZOl= He| THK|7} £
OlZ|X| 42 Zo|ct "hHoj, TreF MEHC{orS0| A A Cr=CHHA
0 M=E Cfekel =elo| OHX| 250 1 ANE E0ite A
MY A s7| R0 MEX= 1S0| 38R sl
740l Cjs O 2 MU =72 & QUCKBotti & McGill, 2008).
MEHCHOLO|  X}O|(differentiability)@} X|Zt=l %HQl(responsibility)
Ztof ofz2fst MAIE 7|ELQ| ¢HER XIX[Stn UCL HFE2 CH
OF=0| S AHKsimilar)&}7{LKDhar, 1997), ==X 0| MEH(dominating
option)O|L} O|AE(ideal point)0| 92 [f(Chernev, 2003), M
EiXte MEiZ & oX|7t B2 A2 EQlICt

SAUMEE FMO| FAFE MECE CHRFet I ZAAA Zm|el
Of CHot AH|AF #180| OS] SEAY AR J|HE|=0|, Xt
0| U= ZT0IAQ] MEHO] HF 7HA| e AR X|ZHEICt
(Botti & McGill, 2008).

H2: SJSi7| OOl FOYMEAHIR BN vs. 7|

J

WA HC IQ o
op 2
oy 10 8
dorx =
HL 1
n
bl
o
i)
Q
%
o
Hir
rlo
oY
Jo
N
Ing!
N
o
7g]

tot rlo
i

tE OFE ZAo|Ct.

MHATOME H2 Hohdof Hgl =2 Hgtd2 7|1g =
KMol HatMEg E0F7| ME0(Simmons & Becker-
Olsen, 2006), SUXHAH OAEHOME 7|1 S22 =2 &
2 AH[XES 3EHQl HZOE O|0{EICHPracejus &
Olsen, 2004; Rifon et al., 2004). StX|2t R &= HAFNAM 7| -
39 Htdo| AH|Ate| BHgo| ™Al Fakg O|FICt Lt
EfLIX|= ARACH

7|90 30| =2 MBS JHKH, AHXES 7|”0|
SUAA Am|elo Cist =20 AN X5t UACHAlcahiz
et al,, 2010). 7|ut 30| 2 MHE 7HA[H, AHXIE
2 7|go| 3AAA O sxotR| itte A2 Xz
7l5°d0| =Ct. 122 SMERO| CiSH AH|Xfe| 32 7|
ol LHHEL MUFHCER Foot Ac=z MZrE Aot
(Robinson et al., 2012). Btef Z A OtAHEO|A MERO| CF
X| XtAIO] M= AE 18 = U= 712|7F FO{ROIM &
HIXL gtS0 @2 DFICHH, =2 7|g-39 Nty o,
719e| SYMERDCE AH|XIS| SUMEO| o SHEQI AH|
Xt Ef=Qf AH|XF FOHQI=2 O|0f™ ZO|CL O X|TH ZHm||Ql
IPYOIN AH|XES| MEH2 XHAEO| 9Bt 7|0iE .o 3A ¢

SI=2 BHS7| IR0l Meio| Chet JHKE JRRictD E 4
CHRobinson et al., 2012). Mj2fA 7|-2Ql0] % =etA
JVE W ABIXPE IS S| £, XRAO| 7|0HE T 0]
2o =i JiOIR MYl QA0 2Bt & 9T, AT
40| S AgojMol Mg of Mep| Eicks Holct

= [ =]

1% oz mjo 0 A

H3: S2J07| OOl BOYMEAHIR BN vs. 7|
Zojde)nt Aojol= to| AN 7139 H
0 £2 FLEC} 7|Y-39 HEHO| K2 FLI
o e ZEEWE o %olck

2
= ATFOM= 7|0l SoAA DIAHEE AldY o, oiE

3o MEZ AHXPL Mests B0t 7|0| MEsts FR
£ Jhx2 TEol0l, SN M2 2u|xto] Tojol=0) Xt
018 AZstuxt sict J2|n MK BYS n2stol, At
RFSO0| K2t T CIYM(RS vs. 98), 7|93 My

H(ES vs. $2)0| ZHHARA OfHS Y2 O[K=X|S
OISRt BT WaS 7io| BAES nafele) T 2HS
M5} T+ Figure 13t Zck.

Cause Options Diversity

(High vs. Low)
Choice of Cause
Purchase
(Consumer Choice A » .
Intention
vs. Company Choice)
Company-Cause Fit
(High vs. Low)
Figure 1: Research Model

3.3. deddA o B0 UF

AFIHEe ATE fIStH & Jio g dASIL: o
S0ME BMEg AHIXE ZoMHT} 7|g ZoMeoz
T=otn, &H[AC| FOiE=0 OXl= Y X0|E dTHL
2 ARSiaR; S U 210ME ZOMES AHIXE B9
Mefnp oY BoMeioz e, BY CIYMS £ v
Wgom xAl0] BE 47) HEtoz PHElE 22 Mgt 7
291’4 |(between-subjects design)E O|23|FCt AE 2-20]
ME BOME(AE|R ME) vs. 7|9 MEN)DF 7| Q-3 M3t
=5 vs. )0 o2k 22 [E Zb 2 QlE7|(between-
subjects design)E 0|23} o0 MHS MA|SIALE

2 d3e 20184 18 4218 1Y FY S0 HAS
RACL Ho|FEHYE 0|8310 = MUsd 24 thstol st
Tl 44082 o= ZARSIRICE OS2 AEH=0f| et
TH 874 TEHO| 242 55%Y FAez LFSHRACL 0] FOf

= o

N 42492 B|48190 ZAS BIK OHIK| S 24
Mspi| SEY 4RE HOBD RE 40058 HECR M
SIICE. Aogh 400%o| AE PHS Y 226(56.5%), O
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T ATk Zh TEHO| 55FH
el Y20M of 15
ENY = OIS
(Table 1). & Al =& #Zgt Ho

=2 =
| STt
£ AGSIY T-test, O]
CELRE R TS

[¢]

N
[mAl
T
Ral

A
r

i)
r
=}
>t
o
oA
o

[uny

r

Mo 42AUETIUE MEHSE gM5Y| 28 thezmut
2 M(Simple effect analysis)2 E3df Tt 7F R9|==S AL

L.

= 70N IEHPE TSR RIS, 0|8 5
3817 s Grau and Folse(2007) iTL0IA ALEE 232
28310 ‘Lt 0| MES Fofstn A2 40| ECf, ‘Le

> O

HMES 7L A=S MU HCE, ‘L7H O MES
9 120 L2 HES fMHez 4z Aoy

ﬁ _
r2

r

ool ohel 7 ME(1: ™o DA™K oL 7 0 2L
SHOI=S StAUC,.

"
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Table 2: Manipulation Check of Choice of Cause and Cause Options Diversity

Category Mean S.D. t-value df Sig.
Consumer Choice 5.57 728
hoi f 7.7 .
Choice of Cause Company Choice 3.67 1.124 69 58 000
. N High 5.42 .834
D .2 .
Cause Options Diversity Low 343 1660 6.265 58 000
Table 3: Manipulation Check of Choice of Cause and Company-Cause Fit
Category Mean S.D. t-value df Sig.
Consumer Choice 5.53 .730
Choi f C 10.660 58 .000
olce of Lause Company Choice 3.27 .907
Company-Cause Fit High 513 1.178 5.086 58 000
= I . .
A Low 3.48 1.637
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Table 4: Purchase Intention Means for Consumer/Company Choice in CRM

Purchase Intention Scales Consumer Choice Company Choice t-Value
P1 5.02(.990) 4.64(1.104) 3.625 ***

P2 5.29(1.132) 4.74(1.216) 4.680 ***

P3 5.00(1.027) 4.63(1.072) 3.525 **

Mean” 5.10(.962) 4.67(1.030) 4.348 ***

Notes: 1. bF=4.562, p<.05; 2. *p<.1, **p<.05, **p<.01.
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Table 5: Interaction Effect of Choice of Cause and Cause Options Diversity
Dependent Variable: Purchase Intention
Source Type II Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 33.051° 3 11.017 13.890 .000
Intercept 4275.042 1 4275.042 5389.787 .000
Choice of Cause(A) 18.809 1 18.809 23.713 .000
Cause Diversity(B) 6.242 1 6.242 7.870 .006
A*B 8.000 1 8.000 10.086 .002
Error 155.462 196 793
Total 4463.556 200
Corrected Total 188.513 199

Note. a. R Squared = .175 (Adjusted R Squared = .163)
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Figure 2: Interaction between Choice of Cause and Cause
Options Diversity

Table 6: Interaction Effect of Choice of Cause and Company-Cause Fit
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Dependent Variable: Purchase Intention

Source Type II Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 13.244a 3 4.415 4.680 .004
Intercept 5297.636 1 5297.636 5615.733 .000
Choice of Cause(A) 3.209 1 3.209 3.402 .067
Fit(B) 3.556 1 3.556 3.769 .054
A*B 6.480 1 6.480 6.869 .009
Error 184.898 196 .943
Total 5495.778 200
Corrected Total 198.142 199
Note. a. R Squared =.067 (Adjusted R Squared =.053)
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Figure 3: Interaction between Choice of Cause and
Company-Cause Fit
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