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ABSTRACT 

Especially in habitualised food purchase decisions consumers rely on rule of thumbs 

rather than apply mechanisms, which are assumed by expected utility theory. 

Information given at the point of sale has been proven to influence consumers’ 

choice. 

As during the time of research the first organic CrM campaign was promoted in 

Germany and organic shoppers are generally assumed to be more critical towards 

the provided information on products, results were expected to benefit from this 

specific target group and market situation. The question raised in this paper is, what 

kind of information do consumers need to choose a new type of product, in this case 

a Cause-related Marketing yoghurt. In our analysis we made use of the Information 

Display Matrix in order to detect consumers search behaviour and additionally 

conducted face-to-face interviews (n = 196) at the point of sale.  

By using the Information Display Matrix we identified two groups of consumers, 

those who actively look for information with regard to social aspects and thus Cause-

related Marketing aspects, and those who do not. Results show that only a small 

share of participants paid attention to social aspects (i.e. 16 %) in their information 

search an decision making process.  

Moreover, the second research aim was to identify consumers’ demands with 

regard to Cause-related Marketing. A comparison of the demands of the two groups 

with regard to the way of revealing information indicates that in general, both 

consumer groups – either those who looked for information on social aspects and 

those who not – have strong needs for transparency in labelling as well as on the 

donation amount but are only up to a certain amount willing to pay more in favour of 

a higher donation. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

As studies reveal people make around 200 decisions only with regard to food per day 

(Wansink 2006). Especially in Western countries there are huge varieties of different 

food items, which might be substantially the same but differ in brand, price, image, 

packaging etc. Due to time restrictions and the tremendous number of decisions 

made per day individuals do not cognitively process, weigh and evaluate all pieces of 

information before decisions are made. Individuals rather apply rules of thumb that 

lead to final decisions (Hogarth 1981; Hoyer 1984). 

With respect to food choices previous research has shown that these decisions 

are influenced rather by cultural, social and cognitive as well as situational aspects 

and contexts than by physiological needs (Martins and Pliner 2005; Mela 1999). 

What can be derived from these findings is that decisions regarding food 

consumption and food purchase are quite complex dealing with different influences 

such as situational effects (e.g. being tired), stimuli (e.g. passing a coffee to go shop 

and smelling the flavour of freshly brewed coffee) and determinants (e.g. being 

familiar with the quality of the goods offered in this particular coffee shop) and 

therefore difficult to anticipate and describe. 

One issue that determines the situational aspects and context of a purchase 

decision is information provided at the point of sale. Research has shown (e.g. 

Bettman et al. 1991; Malhotra 1982) that information plays a crucial role when it 

comes to decision-making because of different reasons. First of all, having the huge 

product ranges and vast product types in Western food industries, companies try to 

gain consumers’ attention for their products and distinguish themselves from 

competitors by advertising their products or certain product attributes via different 

means. Advertising thereby means providing consumers with different kinds of 

information that makes him or her remember the product when it comes to the 

purchase decision. As almost every company follows such a strategy the information 

load on consumers becomes unprocessible (Malhotra 1982). 

Even if consumers are on the one hand overloaded with information not all 

information is accessible for an individual even if strived for. This implicates 

information asymmetry on the disadvantage of consumers. The inability to get the 

desired information can have two main reasons: Either, the relevant information is 

not disclosed by the producer or supplying side (on purpose or just because they 
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don’t know that the information is of relevance for the consumers) but theoretically 

could be under the precondition that the producer/supplier side is willing to disclose 

the information and the demand side is willing to carry the cost of search. The other 

case is that the product characteristic is an abstract one, so that it cannot be easily 

assessed but needs to get approached by certain indicators. One example is e.g. 

organic production. From the product itself the consumer can’t see whether it was 

organically produced or not, but needs certain indicators (e.g. the organic label) that 

earmarks the production method and allows consumers to infer the desired attribute. 

As Grunert (1996) states in the context of the total quality model: “Products with 

differentiated qualities need to communicate these qualities to consumers, and 

consumers need to make inferences that will be predictive of the quality experienced 

later.” 

This makes clear that there are certain product attributes that have to be 

approached with the help of certain indicators because of the impossibility to capture 

them in their entirety. 

This leads us to two main hypotheses:  

1. Not all information available is considered and processed by consumers in a 

purchase decision. 

2. Not all information needed to base a purchase decision on, is provided to 

consumers. 

Before in chapter 3 it is more deeply discussed on what and how information is on 

the one hand revealed and on the other hand considered in a purchase decision – 

with special regard to products within in a Cause-related Marketing (CrM) 

campaign – we first give a short overview of the role of information in consumers’ 

purchase decision in chapter 0. The paper concludes with a summary of the main 

findings and some recommendations on how communication on Cause-related 

Marketing can be improved in order to correspond to consumers’ demands more 

effectively. 
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2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND  

CONSUMERS’ DECISION MAKING 

Many theories and models of consumers’ decision making or buying behaviour 

regard the consumer as a rational decision-maker, capable of computing probabilistic 

outcomes of uncertain decisions and then selecting the outcome which maximizes 

their utility regardless of transaction costs (Engel et al. 1968; Howard and Sheth 

1969; Richarme 2005). 

The starting point of classical information economics which describes the role, 

distribution, dissemination as well as the lack of it implies that information has an 

economic value, since it allows individuals to make choices that yield higher 

expected payoffs or expected utility than they would obtain from choices made in the 

absence of information. 

But according to Simon (1956) individuals are exposed to cognitive limitations and 

thus limited rational behaviour occurs. Even if people want to maximize their utility, 

they often can’t weigh up between all the costs from the decision being made and the 

possible benefits resulting from it. Accordingly, pure profit maximization cannot be 

assumed. Simon (1956) describes behaviour as bounded rational, if an individual 

stops the search for alternatives, as soon as he/she has found a solution that 

satisfies him/her, notwithstanding that it might be even better to keep on searching 

for superior alternatives. This shows that decision makers rather strive for satisfying 

than optimizing. Besides, Gigerenzer and Selten (2001) point out that people tend to 

rather apply so-called heuristics than a strict rigid rule of optimization due to the 

complexity of the situation, and their inability to process and compute the expected 

utility of every alternative. Accordingly, consumers rely on certain cues when making 

purchase decisions that help them to approach the needed information via indicators. 

Firms are aware of the fact that consumers’ decision making is not easy to predict, as 

they do not permanently make rational decisions. Furthermore, in a mass market it is 

challenging for firms to distinguish themselves and their products from competitors. 

Against this background companies use different strategies to get their product 

into consumers’ evoked set, meaning making their product actively considered by the 

consumer as a purchase option in the course of the alternative evaluation process. 

One of these strategies is to provide additional value to consumers. In this regard 

ethical aspects related to the production or consumption of the product like e.g. social 
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or ecological conditions during the production process are more and more serving as 

such a cue for an additional value. As studies reveal a remarkable share of people 

state to pay attention to ecological or social aspects when buying products (see e.g. 

Edelmann and The Consumer View 2011; Konsumbarometer 2010; Otto Group 

2011). A means to promote social or ecological aspects is CrM. 

LABELS AS A CUE IN CRM CAMPAIGNS 

A survey conducted by the Otto Group among 1,000 respondents in March 2011 in 

Germany reveals that around 84 % state to buy regularly or from time to time 

ethically produced products (Otto Group Trendstudie 2011). However market shares 

don’t reflect the stated buying behaviour so far. According to Transfair (2011) and 

BÖLW (2011) the market share for fair trade accounted for less than <2 % in 2010 

and for organic products for about 3.4 % (in 2009) in Germany. Reasons for the 

discrepancy between stated and real shopping behaviour have been identified in 

Langen (2011) and Langen (2012). Causes are not only the different willingness to 

pay measures which are often not estimated group-specific but also the inability to 

mirror actual market development via preference measurement instruments that are 

not incentive compatible.  

CrM is one tool out of others to perform within companies Corporate Social 

Responsibility strategy. CrM combines a product purchase with a donation to a pre-

defined cause, whereby the amount of donation and the type of project that is 

supported, is in most of the cases indicated on the product via a label. 

As the firm’s social or environmental commitment is not to be proven by the 

consumer neither before nor after the purchase without further ado (e.g. whether a 

product is GMO-free or not) and has therefore to be trusted in by the consumer it is 

characterised as credence attribute, which makes information asymmetry likely to 

occur (Darby and Karni 1973). This holds especially for CrM labels as the firm 

conducting a CrM promotion solely decides on e.g. which charitable purpose to 

support, which amount to donate, which information the product should contain and 

is finally responsible for ensuring that the money gets where it belongs. 

For consumer it often seems that firms are just perusing their own interest by the 

labelling of ethical statements on their products (Edelmann and The Consumer View, 

2011), which leads them to doubt the altruistic motives of the company (Oloko and 

Making Sense 2008; Havas Media 2009). Labels, that are by definition “any tag, 
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brand, mark, pictorial or other descriptive matter, written, painted, stencilled, marked 

embossed or impressed on, or attached to, a container” (Codex Alimentarius 1981) 

aim mainly at one thing, namely: transforming credence attributes into search 

attributes. Search attributes are such that can be actively looked for prior to purchase 

(e.g. colour) and thus reduce information asymmetry. 

In the context of this paper we are not talking of brand or company labels but of 

labels like the German organic label, the International Fair Trade label, the Forest 

Stewardship Label or CrM label. 

Labels are intended to condense information by serving at the same time as a 

signal that represents a certain issue (Hansen and Kull 1994). The German organic 

label for example serves as a proxy to point out that the product labelled is produced 

according to the EU-ECO-regulation and therefore guaranties that – among other 

things – at least 95 % of the ingredients are organically produced.  

In the case of CrM a label symbolises that either an ecological or social cause is 

supported by the purchase of the product. But besides being a proxy for ecological or 

social commitment the CrM-label mostly contains another proxy, namely one 

regarding the efficiency of the supported project. By indicating how much or what is 

achieved by each product sold, this information reflects the efficiency of the firm’s 

commitment and serves as additional information that could be relevant in 

consumers purchase decision. 

Even though labels pursue the purpose of making it easier for consumers to detect 

the attributes they desire, about two-third of the people surveyed within the Otto 

Group's trend study (2011) state to be sceptical regarding the credibility and reliability 

of such labels. Especially the number of retail-labels and non-state controlled, self-

created labels by firms and manufacturers confuses them. 

Against this background we pose the following two hypotheses: 

H1: Not all information available is considered and processed by consumers in a    

purchase decision. 

H2: Not all information needed to base a purchase decision on, is provided to  

consumers. 

With regard to the above stated function of labels as a cue, we formulated the 

following research questions. Research question 1 thereby refers to hypothesis 1 

whereas research question 2 refers to hypothesis 2: 
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Q1: What information is processed in the purchase decision of a CrM product?  

Q2: What do consumers demand from a label serving as an appropriate cue in a 

CrM campaign? 

To assess whether consumers consider information about ethical aspects in their 

purchase decision at all and if so which relevance it has, we made use of the so-

called Information Display Matrix (IDM). The IDM is a computer-based method that 

helps to trace consumers search for information, by revealing preferences and 

decision strategies and thereby approaching the relevance of information that leads 

to the final decision. The idea underlying this method is that only information that is of 

relevance for the decision maker is searched for and thus also being looked at 

(Johnson et al. 2002). Accordingly, depending on what stage of the search process a 

certain piece of information is looked at and how often information regarding a certain 

issue e.g. brand is searched for, the more relevance it has in the decision making 

process of the individual (Muehlbacher and Kirchler 2003). This hints at the 

importance of the product characteristic in respondents’ decision making.  

The advantages of this methods are e.g. that it is quite easy to understand and to 

handle for the participants; it outcomes are automatically recorded by the computer 

system, which minimises errors; there is no need of an intervention of the researcher; 

and socially desirable answers are reduced. We applied the IDM to check whether 

ethical attributes, like e.g CrM, has relevance in the information search and cognitive 

process of consumers, when buying yoghurt. 

To answer the second question we first investigate whether consumers are 

interested in information concerning the donation amount of CrM products at all and 

whether it serves for them as an appropriate cue for social and ecological 

commitment of a firm. Secondly, we assess whether the way information is presented 

to consumers effect their perception and thus their purchase decision. Finally, we find 

out how much consumers want to be donated in the frame of a CrM campaign and 

whether they are prepared to pay a price premium in order to enhance the donation 

amount. 
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3 THE STUDY 

To answer the research questions, a consumer survey of n = 196 consumers was 

conducted in organic supermarkets in Cologne and Bonn in summer 2010. Face-to-

face interviews at the point of sale were used to assess how consumers 

evaluate the presented information in the context of CrM campaigns.  

The survey was conducted when the first organic CrM product was promoted in 

Germany. Results were expected to benefit from this extraordinary market situation. 

As organic consumers – in comparison to conventional consumers – are on the one 

hand regarded to be more considered and aware in their daily shopping behaviour 

and furthermore are assumed to be more informed and eager to learn and reflect on 

the products they buy (aid 2008; BLE 2008), they seemed to serve as an appropriate 

and critical target group to focus our research on.  

For the part of the Face-to-Face interviews we used the example of a special yoghurt 

which was sold during the time of the World Championship in Soccer 2010. The price 

of a yoghurt pot of 500g was Euro 1.69 and thereby a donation of Euro 0.20 was 

generated for street children in South Africa. 

In order to grasp the attitudes, needs and opinions of consumers, general 

questions regarding CrM were asked first and later specific questions with regard to 

the organic CrM campaign.  

As the donation amount and its proper declaration are important for consumers to 

balance the information asymmetry and to reduce scepticism by serving at the same 

time as an appropriate cue, we raise the following sub-questions which refer to the 

two main research questions stated above: 

a) Is the information given by firms considered/processed during the purchase  

decision? 

b) Do consumers remember to have obtained information regarding CrM?  

c) What type of declaration do consumers prefer with regard to CrM in order to 

meet their information needs? 

d) What is the minimum amount of donation consumers want to be given to 

charity via a CrM campaign? 

e) Are consumers willing to pay an extra premium for a bigger donation amount? 

Question a) refers to our first hypothesis, namely: Not all information available is 

considered and processed by consumers in a purchase decision, whereas b) helps to 
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see whether the information given so far by firms are remembered by consumers, as 

only remembered information can be considered in an active search for information. 

Questions c) to e) target at hypothesis two that not all information needed to base a 

purchase decision on, is provided to consumers and they therefore have further 

demands on the information strategy in order to function as an appropriate cue in 

their purchase decision. 

Identifying if consumers' want information regarding the donation amount to be 

labelled on the product at all and if so which kind of labelling they prefer will help to 

reduce the intransparency and the information asymmetry. The structure of sub-

questions contributes to answer the main research question extensively. 

4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

4.1 IS THE INFORMATION GIVEN BY FIRMS CONSIDERED/PROCESSED DURING THE PURCHASE 

DECISION?  

The interview started with the question whether customers in the organic 

supermarket have time to participate in a student study concerning food 

consumption. When customers accepted the invitation the first task was to choose 

yoghurt for daily use via the IDM. The design of the IDM is presented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Design of the IDM 

 
Source: Own depiction. 

The column on the left hand side represents the major categories that might be of 

relevance when buying yoghurt. It contained the categories (listed from the first row 

to the last): taste, production method, health issues, brand, price, self for self-help, fat 

content and packaging. Each characteristic had three attribute levels, which varied 

along the corresponding row. Each respondent had a maximum of 11 clicks to use 

before having to decide on one yoghurt that he/she would most preferably buy. 

Respondents were not forced to make use of all the possible clicks but were asked to 

decide on one yoghurt as soon as they have all relevant information to make their 

decision. There was no time restriction for the respondents for making their decision. 

Each of the information cards that the respondents clicked on revealed the 

information with reference to the category of the row it was in. Cards displayed the 

information as soon as it was clicked on them and then remained open (see Figure 

2). 
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Figure 2: The IDM revealing information during the search process 

 

Source: Own depiction. 

As Table 1 depicts 8 clicks on different attributes were done on average before 

respondents felt informed enough to make their yoghurt choice. Nevertheless, 23 

respondents (12 % of the sample) stopped the information search already after three 

clicks. And, the other extreme, 46 respondents (23 % of the sample) used all of the 

maximum 11 possible clicks made before choosing a product. 
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Table 1: The number and distribution of clicks before a decision was made 

 click 1 click 2 click 3 click 4 click 5 click 6 click 7 click 8 click 9 click 10 click 11 
 Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 
Flavor 53 27.0 58 29.6 56 28.6 42 21.4 33 16.8 26 13.3 24 12.2 21 10.7 16 8.2 10 5.1 9 4.6 
Production 
Method 49 25.0 45 23.0 42 21.4 31 15.8 25 12.8 23 11.7 21 10.7 17 8.7 20 10.2 6 3.1 3 1.5 
Fat Content 33 16.8 35 17.9 34 17.4 35 17.9 33 16.8 28 14.3 14 7.1 14 7.1 13 6.6 7 3.6 5 2.6 
Price 25 12.8 21 10.7 24 12.2 24 12.2 26 13.3 28 14.3 24 12.2 19 9.7 18 9.2 9 4.6 7 3.6 
Health Issue 15 7.7 16 8.2 15 7.7 7 3.6 8 4.1 6 3.1 3 1.5 3 1.5 6 3.1 6 3.1 4 2.0 
Brand 10 5.1 10 5.1 10 5.1 14 7.1 14 7.1 14 7.1 18 9.2 15 7.7 14 7.1 4 2.0 4 2.0 
Packaging 8 4.1 8 4.1 12 6.1 13 6.6 14 7.1 14 7.1 10 5.1 9 4.6 5 2.6 8 4.1 8 4.1 
Fair Trade / 
CrM 3 1.5 3 1.5 3 1.5 7 3.6 8 4.1 8 4.1 8 4.1 9 4.6 8 4.1 8 4.1 6 3.1 
Missing             23 11.7 35 17.9 49 25.0 74 37.8 89 45.4 96 49.0 138 70.4 150 76.5 
Total 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 196 100 

Source: Own calculation and depiction. 

Table 1 and Table 2 illustrate how important flavour and production method are in contrast to fat content, price, health issues, 

brand, packaging questions and social issues within participants’ choice. Three groups of attributes can be distinguished: Those with 

more than 20 % of the first clicks (27 % of all first clicks were on flavour and 25 % on production method), those with 10-20 % of the 

clicks (fat content 18.8 % of the first clicks and price 12.8 % of the first clicks), and those with less than 10 % (health issues, brand, 

packaging and Fair Trade as well as CrM and thus the social factors). The trend from the first to the eleventh click shows that the order 

(most important to least important attribute) does not change with the exception of brand. Brand becomes more important from the 4th 

click onwards resulting in an overall share of 9 % of all clicks.
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Thus, overall brand is more important for consumers’ choice than information 

regarding health issues even though health issues attract consumers definitely more 

than brand in the first moment of information search. The contrary can be reported 

with respect to the item Fair Trade and CrM framed as Help for Selp help attributes in 

the IDM. At the beginning of the search process only three respondents looked for 

the attribute. Table 1 shows that the category of Fair Trade and CrM becomes more 

important in the course of the information search so that in the end 5 % of all clicks 

were attributed to the social label. 

As our main interests – with regard to our research question – lies in the 

relevance of ethical information (i.e. Help for self help) we had a closer look on this 

issue. 32 respondents and thus 16 % of the sample looked for information regarding 

CrM and Fair Trade during their information search. 14 of them were interested in all 

of the three CrM and Fair Trade cards, 11 of them used 11 while 7 participants only 

looked one time before they made their final choice. 

Table 2: Overall distribution of clicks 

  Sum of 
clicks 

% of clicks incl. 
missings 

Sum of clicks without 
missings 

% of clicks without 
missings 

Flavour 348 16.14 295 22.59 
Production 
Method 282 13.08 233 17.84 

Fat Content 251 11.64 218 16.69 
Price 225 10.44 200 15.31 
Health Issue 89 4.13 74 5.67 
Brand 127 5.89 117 8.959 
Packaging 109 5.06 101 7.734 
Fair Trade / 
CrM 71 3.29 68 5.21 

Missing 654 30.33 0 0 
Total 1154 100 1011 100 

Source: Own calculation and depiction. 
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4.2 DO CONSUMERS REMEMBER TO HAVE OBTAINED INFORMATION REGARDING CRM? 

One important result is that only around 9 % of the respondents is interested in CrM 

and Fair Trade issues. As only information that is communicated can be remembered 

by consumers and actively looked for during their information search, we tried to find 

out where consumers remember to have obtained any information regarding CrM 

from. 

Table 3 reveals that both groups of respondents – those who actively searched for 

ethical information and those who didn’t – have mostly obtained their information 

regarding CrM from the product itself. 

Table 3: Information channels consumers' have obtained information regarding 
CrM from  

Variable1 
Overall  CrM 

considereda 
CrM not 

consideredb t- 
value p-value 

M SD M SD M SD 
On-product information 3.82 2.13 4.59 2.11 3.69 2.11 -1.86 0.06 

Print media 3.45 1.94 3.32 1.86 3.47 1.96 0.34 0.74  

Retail store 3.43 1.99 3.41 2.11 3.43 1.97 0.05 0.96 

Television 3.50 2.32 3.73 2.89 3.46  2.31 -0.50 0.62 

Outdoor advertising 2.63 1.78 3.14 1.98 2.54 1.73 -1.46 0.15 

Radio 2.05 1.61 1.77 1.11 2.09 1.68 0.86 0.39 

Internet 1.98 1.70 2.09 1.82 1.96 1.69 -0.33 0.74 

Cinema 1.33 0.78 1.45 0.86 1.31 0.77 -0.80 0.42 
1Note:  7 point scale from 7: completely agree to 1: completely disagree. 
a: Respondents who clicked at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 
b: Respondents who clicked NOT at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 

Nevertheless – as can be seen in Table 3 – there is one significant difference 

between the two groups regarding the information channel consumers remember. 

The group of active ethical information seekers remembered more often information 

via the product itself then the other group.  

In both groups outdoor advertising, radio, internet and cinema were not that much 

of importance whereas retail store, television and print media played also an 

informing role though at a lower level as well as at a differing ranking order in both 

groups and without any significant difference between the groups. 
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4.3 WHAT TYPE OF DECLARATION DO CONSUMERS PREFER WITH REGARD TO CRM IN ORDER TO 

MEET THEIR INFORMATION NEEDS? 

The most important information for consumers within a CrM promotion is the 

donation amount (Singh 2009). As Figure 3 reveals there are different possibilities to 

label the donation amount. 

Figure 3: Possibilities of labelling the donation amount in a CrM campaign 
 

 
Source: Own depiction based on Dresewski and Koch (2006); Oloko and Making Sense (2008) and 
Olsen et al. (2003). 

The type of labelling and the amount given to a charitable organisation is a key 

indicator for consumers’ perception and evaluation of a CrM campaign and thus for 

its success. To estimate the amount of donation, which will benefit the designated 

purpose, transparency in labelling can have a decisive impact. If consumers have the 

feeling that the donation amount is not worth mentioning they might accuse the 

company of green washing and their willingness to support CrM will be limited 

(Langen 2012). Therefore we checked on what ways of labelling consumers prefer 

with regard to transparency in CrM. Thereby distinguishing between those who 

consider CrM in their purchase decision as shown in Table 1 and those to whom CrM 

is not of importance in order to see whether there are differences in their 

transparency and thus information needs. 
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Table 4: Preferred way of labelling regarding CrM 

Variable1 
Overall  CrM 

considereda 
CrM not 

consideredb t-value p-value 
M SD M SD M SD 

Absolute figures 6.10 1.49 6.13 1.38 6.10 1.51 -0.12 0.90 

Project-related 5.58 1.82 4.97 2.16 5.70 1.73 2.03 0.04 

% from product price 5.40 2.02 5.10 2.19 5.45 1.98 0.86 0.39 

Proportion to business 
profit 4.71 2.27 3.90 2.31 4.86 2.24 2.15 0.03 

Proportion to sales 
volume 4.21 2.26 3.57 2.10 4.34 2.28 1.73 0.09 

1Note: 7 point scale from 7: completely agree to 1: completely disagree. 
a: Respondents who clicked at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 
b: Respondents who clicked NOT at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 

A comparison of the preferred way of labelling reveals that both groups clearly 

prefer a declaration of the donation amount in absolute figures. While the group that 

considered CrM prefer a declaration of percentage from product price as second and 

a project-related one as third, those respondents who did not consider CrM prefer 

project-related labelling before the percentage from product price labelling scheme. 

Both groups don’t support an indication as proportion from the business profit or 

sales volume. The demands regarding a project-related labelling as well as the 

declaration of the donation as proportion from the business profit, and a proportion of 

the sales volume differ significantly between the two groups. In all three cases, the 

group of those who did not actively search for CrM in the IDM, more strongly demand 

the respective ways of labelling in contrast to those who considered CrM during their 

information search. 
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4.4 WHAT IS THE MINIMUM AMOUNT OF DONATION CONSUMERS WANT TO BE GIVEN TO CHARITY 

VIA A CRM CAMPAIGN? 

The following section examines the amount of donations consumers want to be 

donated in the frame of CrM. Participants were therefore asked: "How much should 

the donation of a 500 g pot of yoghurt priced Euro 1.69 be that you would buy that 

yoghurt?". The amounts were stated in absolute figures. Table 5 depicts the different 

demands of the consumer groups. 

Table 5: Consumers requested donation amount from 500 g yoghurt priced 
Euro 1.69 

Variable1 Overall  CrM 
considereda 

CrM not 
consideredb t-value p-value 

M SD M SD M SD 

Donation from 1.69 Euro 34.9 2.19 48.8 6.9 32.2 2.2 -2.82 0.002 
1donation amount was stated in Eurocent.  
a: Respondents who clicked at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 
b: Respondents who clicked NOT at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 
Source: Own calculation and depiction. 

As can be seen in Table 5 the group of those who actively searched for 

information regarding CrM significantly demand a greater share of donation from 

Euro 1.69 (mean: Euro 0.49) than those for whom CrM is not of relevance in their 

information search and decision process (mean: Euro 0.32). Both groups moreover, 

demand much more than it was effectively donated by Söbbeke (i.e. Euro 0.20) for a 

500 g pot of yoghurt priced Euro 1.69. 

4.5 ARE CONSUMERS WILLING TO PAY AN EXTRA PREMIUM FOR A BIGGER DONATION AMOUNT? 

This leads us to the question whether consumers just want a greater donation or if 

they themselves would also be willing to pay more in order to achieve a higher 

donation amount. Therefore we asked the participants to imagine the situation that 

they are in a supermarket facing the yoghurt shelf and intending to buy organic 

yoghurt. They have narrowed down choices and the remaining two yoghurts to 

choose from are both 1.69 Euro but one supporting a CrM campaign and one not, 

which one will they prefer. Around 90 % clearly go for the CrM yoghurt.  

Their willingness to pay more for the CrM yoghurt was moreover accessed by a 

contingent evaluation question as can be seen in Table 6. 
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Table 6: Consumers willingness to pay more for a CrM yoghurt 

Are you also willing to pay 
… Euro for the CrM 

yoghurt? 

Overall  CrM 
considereda 

CrM not 
consideredb t- 

value p-value 
yes no yes no yes no 

Euro 1.74 88% 12% 85% 15% 88% 12% 0.51 0.33 

Euro 1.79 74% 26% 62% 38% 77% 23% 1.68 0.04 

Euro 1.84 43% 57% 42% 58% 44% 56% 0.14 0.45 
Source: Own calculation and depiction. 
a: Respondents who clicked at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 
b: Respondents who clicked NOT at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 

The willingness to pay more in order to support a good cause in the frame of a 

CrM campaign generally holds for both groups; for those who are eager to look for 

information about ethical aspects and those who not. In both cases the willingness to 

pay more decreases as the hypothetical price increases. But only for the amount of 

Euro 1.79 per 500g pot of yoghurt a significant difference of the willingness to pay 

more can be found between the two groups. 

Moreover, Table 7 depicts the maximum price willing to pay for a 500g CrM 

yoghurt in contrast to 500g yoghurt without CrM priced Euro 1.69. 

Table 6: Maximum price willing to pay for a 500 g CrM yoghurt compared to a 
500 g yoghurt without CrM priced Euro 1.69 

Variable1 Overall  CrM 
considereda 

CrM not 
consideredb t- 

value p-value 
M SD M SD M SD 

Willingness to pay for the 
500g CrM yoghurt 1.87 0.26 1.87 0.13 1.88 0.28 0.17 0.43 

Source: Own calculation and depiction. 
a: Respondents who clicked at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 
b: Respondents who clicked NOT at ‘Help for Selp Help’ during their information search process. 

The average amount consumers who actively searched for CrM information were 

willing to pay for a 500g CrM yoghurt in comparison to 500g yoghurt priced Euro 1.69 

was on average Euro 1.87. This was almost the same in both groups. 
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5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  

With our research we are able to show that CrM as it is applied so far only serves for 

a quite little share of consumers as an appropriate cue. As we showed with regard to 

our first research question “What information is processed in the purchase decision 

of a CrM product?” information regarding CrM or Fair Trade was only considered by 

16 % of the sample in their search process in order to decide on a favourable 

yoghurt. An examination of the remembered information channels supports the 

finding that the information provided via the classical marketing channels allows still 

much improvement in order to being remembered by consumers. This brought us to 

focus on our second research question in order to capture further demands 

consumers have with regard to CrM. 

Results show that regardless of whether they actively search for information or 

not, consumers clearly prefer the labelling of the donation amount in absolute figures. 

Moreover, both groups demand a higher share of donation and are up to a certain 

amount also willing to pay more them selves. While both of our two hypotheses were 

supported by our findings and it was furthermore shown what consumers demand in 

the context of CrM, the results can also be looked at critically: If consumers on the 

one hand request higher donation amounts, which most probably cannot be met by 

firm’s unless they make at least short-term losses, and on the other hand want a 

declaration in absolute figures, in terms of transparency, firm’s could conclude from 

these findings that it might be problematic for them if they meet consumers demands 

of a transparent labelling, but not those of the donation amount. The principle ‘every 

little helps’ can work but could in this case also backfire to the disadvantage of the 

firms getting accused of giving too little. 

Further research on the advantages and disadvantages of modifying CrM in order 

to work as an appropriate cue from the perspective of both sides, producer/supplier 

and consumers, might be of great interest for companies, consumers as well as 

NGOs. 
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