
3 A model to show the relationship 
among factors involved in the 
formation of CRM alliances 
 

In this chapter, a model is introduced to help illustrate the interactions among 

players and the driving factors involved in the formation of CRM alliances.  The 

purpose of creating such a model is to gain insight into the dynamics of these 

alliances, and from that be able to draw some conclusions as to key elements that 

must be present in order for CRM to gain traction in a country. The model is based on 

observations of the researcher and current literature/studies on CRM alliances. 

Therefore, it is based primarily on the experiences of CRM in Western countries 

including: the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, and Australia. These 

countries share similar operating environments, markets, and governance.  All four of 

these countries also have well established CRM advocacy groups and consulting firms.  

While the model is developed based on observations from fairly homogeneous nations, 

the model is intended to be broad enough to apply to a variety of countries and to help 

predict the feasibility of CRM taking hold in most economies of the world. 

The model is presented in Figure 3.1.  It addresses three major areas: external 

forces; organization characteristics; and market (consumer) responses. These 

divisions allow us to explain organizations’ motivations and abilities to use CRM, as 

well as consumers’ motivations and reactions to the moves of the other players.  Key 

factors within these three areas that are necessary for cause-related marketing to 

develop in a country are identified. The model also takes into account the role of two 

outside players, government and facilitators (i.e., consultants and advocacy groups), 
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which often act as sources of additional pressure to undertake CRM.   

 

Figure 3.1: Model showing factors and key players driving CRM alliances 

Business:
CEO commitment
Good reputation

Value-based culture
Experience with alliances

NPO:
Understand business

Adequate staff & resources
Attractive cause

Credibility

Consultants/
Advocate groups

CRM Alliance

Government

Competition for customers

Competition for labor

Public pressure for social responsibility
Competition for donors

High cost of marketing 

Need to diversify funding sources

External pressures:

Consumer response:
Wealth, charitable giving, social activism

 

 

It is important to note that, within each area discussed in the model, not all factors 

have to be present for CRM alliances to be viable; but at least some of the factors in 

each area need to be present.  For example, when external pressures are considered in 

the next section, not all three factors need to be present to motivate a business or NPO 

to undertake CRM.  The presence of one key factor may be enough for CRM alliances 

to take hold.   

Figure 3.2 highlights the interactions between the various players in the model.  

For the sake of simplicity the key components within each factor have been omitted.  

Instead, this version of the model labels the pressures exerted on different players, and 

which resources each player is able to leverage.  
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Figure 3.2: Model showing the interactions among key players in the CRM alliance 
environment 
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The model does not explicitly reflect the inner dynamics of the CRM alliance 

itself, as this subject has been well covered in the previous literature and is 

summarized in Section 2.1 of the Literature Review.  Each component of the model is 

now discussed in detail, and a summary is provided at the end of the chapter. 

3.1 External forces 
 

External forces are considered the starting point in the model, because without 

these external pressures most organizations would never consider CRM.  We address 

the forces affecting businesses and NPOs separately, as they are slightly different.  Of 

the myriad of external forces which normally put pressure on organizations and shape 

organizational decision making, the model identifies a few key forces which may be 

able to be addressed through CRM.  
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3.1.1 External forces - the business perspective 
 

There are three external factors that most often put pressure on businesses to 

consider forming CRM alliances: a highly competitive industry; a highly competitive 

labor market; and public pressure for corporate social responsibility.  The presence of 

one or more of these factors may be the impetus for a firm to begin looking into the 

possibility of finding CRM partners. 

The first factor, a highly competitive industry environment, forces businesses 

to differentiate in order to succeed against competitors.  As competition has increased, 

companies have created loyalty programs, relationship marketing and other tools to 

engage consumers.  Now, as hyper-competition is emerging in some industries (Adler 

2006, 9) companies are looking for new ways to differentiate their message and their 

products. CRM can help companies differentiate their marketing, value proposition, 

and product offering.  The literature, as reviewed in the previous chapter, clearly 

shows consumers are willing to switch brands or try a new brand because of a 

product’s affiliation with a cause.  CRM can also help avoid the need to use other 

tactics, such as price discounting, to differentiate a product or service. 

The second factor, a competitive labor market, means that companies are 

finding it increasingly difficult to recruit and retain the best talent.  As in a 

competitive industry, the key to success is to differentiate the company from other 

employers and CRM offers one way to do this.  It has been shown that a company’s 

affiliation with a cause not only helps to attract potential employees, but also helps 

boost the morale of current employees.  In the US, a company’s commitment to social 

issues was important when choosing where to work according to 81% of respondents 

(“Cone 2004”), and employees at companies with CRM programs were 38% more 

likely to say they were proud of their firm’s values than employees at other firms 
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(“Cone 2001”).  In the UK, 87% of employees at companies with CRM programs feel 

a strong sense of loyalty to their employer, compared to 67% at companies without 

links to a cause (Adler 2006, 6).  

Public pressure for corporate social responsibility is the third factor.  In the 

West, consumer expectations of corporate social responsibility are higher than they 

have ever been before (Kotler and Lee 2005, 11-13; Adkins 1999, 290). In the US, 

more than 90% of consumers believe it is important for companies to become good 

corporate citizens (Krol 1996).  A 2000 study found that 58% of Europeans believe 

businesses do not pay enough attention to their social responsibilities (“Corporate 

Social Responsibility Survey” 2000). The literature suggests that the growing public 

pressure for corporate social responsibility is in response to a combination of factors, 

including recent corporate financial scandals, a shift in attitudes post-9/11, as well as 

greater transparency due to the internet.   

The public’s growing desire for corporate social responsibility is emerging at 

the same time that many companies are facing increased pressure from shareholders 

to cut costs and deliver greater profits.  The result--on the corporate side--is a desire to 

narrow the focus of corporate philanthropy and to tie philanthropy to corporate 

strategies that improve financial performance (Porter and Kramer 2002; Andreasen 

1996; Smith 1994; Varadarajan and Menon 1988). In this environment CRM makes 

sense to many businesses as well as consumers.  In a 1999 Cone/Roper Survey, 60% 

of consumers felt that CRM should be a standard business practice. By 2002, 72% felt 

it should be a standard business practice (Lachowetz et al. 2002).  

While CRM is often undertaken in response to current pressure for better 

corporate social responsibility, it can also be considered as an investment in goodwill 

for the future.  Companies who are already seen as good corporate citizens are often 
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judged less harshly in the court of public opinion when something goes wrong.  

However, this factor has its limitations.  Potentially exploitative industries, such as 

chemical companies or tobacco manufacturers, are not likely to be able to consider 

CRM as a viable tool.  While CRM alliances have the potential to build public 

goodwill and be a valuable method to demonstrate corporate social responsibility, 

companies in these industries will struggle to find NPO partners because of the risk 

they bring to any potential alliance.  

3.1.2 External forces – the NPO’s perspective  

There are a number of external forces that can exert pressure on NPOs and 

lead them to consider CRM alliances including: competition within the sector, the 

need to create diverse and sustainable income streams, and the increasing difficulty of 

raising public awareness of causes.   

In many countries where the NPO sector is mature, organizations are 

competing for donations in an increasingly competitive environment.  In the US, for 

example, there are 1.4 million NPOs registered with the Internal Revenue Service, 

with the number of organizations growing 27% between 1994 and 2004 (“Nonprofit 

Sector” 2007).  These organizations received a total of $260 billion in donations from 

individuals, foundations, and corporations in 2005, however, distribution was skewed 

towards a few large organizations.  Amongst public charities, the top 0.1% of the 

sector accounted for 27% of the sector’s revenue and the next 0.5% of organizations 

accounted for an additional 30% (“Nonprofit Sector” 2007).  These top organizations 

generally include hospitals, health care organizations and universities. The majority of 

public charities, 61%, have annual incomes under $250,000 per year--sharing less 

than 2% of the sector’s revenue (“Nonprofit Sector” 2007).  The situation in the UK is 

similar, where 66% of the sector’s income was received by the top 2% of 
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organizations (Kelly 2006).  Given the increasing number of organizations and the 

growing concentration of resources, in many areas competition for donors and 

revenue is fierce.   

Compounding the competition problem is that donation levels are stagnant. 

The Giving USA Foundation (2006) estimates that, taking inflation into account, there 

was no real increase in charitable contributions in the US between 2000 and 2005, 

despite the fact that the economy grew by 12%.  While corporations make only a 

small percentage of total donations, giving as a percentage of corporate profits 

dropped by 50% between 1987 and 2002 (Porter and Kramer 2002).  Adding to the 

pressure is the fact that in some countries--including the US--the government has been 

cutting spending on social welfare programs and leaning on the NPO sector to create 

more social safety nets (Andreasen 1996). In countries where the NPO sector is 

increasingly competitive, organizations are searching for new revenue streams to 

supplement traditional, and increasingly scare, charitable donations.  

Not only are NPO organizations realizing the need for diversification, but so 

are the foundations that often contribute significantly to public charities’ annual 

budgets.  As a result, a growing number of foundations are pressuring organizations to 

demonstrate new, long-term income streams before providing funding.  The logic is 

that foundations do not want to contribute to an organization that can not sustain itself, 

and that will be in jeopardy if foundation funding is removed.  As a result, NPOs are 

increasingly exploring non-related sources of revenue, such as opening side-

businesses or selling products (Foster and Bradach 2005).  The success of these 

earned-income ventures, however, has been mixed at best (Foster and Bradach 2005).5  

                                                 
5 In the study, 41 NPOs engaged in earned income activities were randomly chosen to be surveyed 

regarding the profitability of their ventures.  The results showed that 71% of the earned income 
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Another option has been for charities to try to increase their portion of corporate 

donations.  Currently, individuals are responsible for 83% of charitable donations 

while corporations provide about 5% of donations in the US (“Nonprofit Sector” 

2007).  One avenue to increase corporate support is through CRM, and successful 

campaigns can help win foundation support by demonstrating that the organization 

has independent income streams. 

A final external pressure that can lead NPO organizations to consider CRM is 

the need to raise public awareness in an increasingly expensive marketing 

environment.  Traditionally, NPOs relied on free media and donated advertising to 

reach the public.  As information sources become more disbursed, however, greater 

effort and resources are required to reach targeted audiences.  CRM provides an 

opportunity for causes to partner with professional marketers and use corporate 

budgets to extend their message to wider audiences.  

3.2 Organization characteristics 

The characteristics and capabilities of individual firms and NPOs dictate how 

the organization is able to respond to the external forces acting upon it.  For example, 

while many companies may be operating in highly competitive environments, they do 

not all have equal opportunities to respond to the challenges of this situation.  Some 

firms will have superior creativity, and will respond through outstanding advertising. 

Others will have long-standing relationships with distributors and will use this 

resource to their advantage.  It is the existence of a few key organizational 

characteristics that allow some organizations to engage in CRM, while others do not 

have the capacity to utilize these types of alliances. 

                                                                                                                                            
ventures were unprofitable, 5% were breaking even, and 24% claimed to be profitable.  However, of 

this 24%, half did not include indirect costs such as general overhead in their calculations.   
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3.2.1 Organization characteristics – the business perspective 

In order to consider the use of CRM, a firm should have a strong reputation, a 

value-based corporate culture, a sincere commitment to the cause, and the 

commitment of the senior management team.  These four characteristics are closely 

related and mutually reinforcing.  A fifth characteristic, aptitude for building strategic 

alliances, is also extremely useful when considering the suitability of a firm to engage 

in CRM.   

A good reputation and a history of social responsibility are necessary not only 

to find an NPO partner, but also to reap the image enhancement benefits CRM can 

offer.  According to Cone et al. (2003), CRM can help a strong brand become even 

stronger, but it can not erase a damaged reputation or turn around a negative brand 

image.  This ties in closely with the public’s attitudes towards corporate motivations.  

Consumers are more likely to view a CRM campaign negatively if they believe the 

company is only participating for selfish reasons, such as improving a damaged 

reputation. 

A values-based corporate culture is another important component of firms that 

are able to successfully utilize CRM.  A corporate culture that includes values other 

than profit seeking (such as responsibility to the local community) will pave the way 

for acceptance amongst internal stakeholders, and will help demonstrate sincerity to 

external stakeholders.  While CRM is a business tool, it must also be viewed as a way 

to demonstrate corporate values and the alliance may require decision making that 

does not always enhance the bottom line.  If there is no altruism within the company 

culture, then a CRM alliance can not be justified. 

A company must be able to demonstrate a sincere and meaningful 

commitment to a cause.  Consumers are quick to criticize partnerships they believe 
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are one-sided or based purely on business goals. Without being able to demonstrate 

sincere desire to forward the mission of a cause, CRM is unlikely to produce benefits 

for the firm and may actually worsen public opinion. Sincerity can be demonstrated 

by choosing a cause that is compatible with the firm, creating compelling and honest 

advertising, and being willing to engage in long-term relationships.  

While CRM is primarily a marketing tool, ownership can not rest in the 

marketing department alone.  Executive level commitment to the CRM alliance is 

necessary to guarantee adequate resources will be devoted to the project, to secure 

buy-in from all levels of employees, and to integrate the cause into the organization’s 

culture (Andreasen 1996).  Without senior level commitment to the alliance, neither 

internal nor external stakeholders will be convinced of the company’s commitment to 

the cause, which can have disastrous effects in the public perceptions of the alliance.  

While internal stakeholder support is absolutely critical for CRM to be 

successful, it is important to note that the choice of a cause should not be made by a 

CEO or group of employees based on their personal preferences.  In almost all cases, 

the choice of a cause is a decision that should be made by the marketing department, 

and should be based on logical, transparent criteria that can be easily explained to 

consumers.  If a cause is not relevant to a company’s product or brands, consumers 

are more likely to question the campaign (Trimble and Rifon 2006). 

Finally, aptitude for building strategic alliances is important when considering 

engaging in CRM.  Working with partners and learning to maximize partnership 

benefits can be a difficult skill to learn, and experience will improve most companies’ 

ability to work with partners.  Working with a NPO partner may be especially 

challenging, as it means working across sectors with traditionally very different goals, 

cultures, structures and norms.  If a company has never partnered before, they will 
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have a steep learning curve and may not be able to gain maximum benefit on their 

first try.  They may also bring greater risk to their NPO partner.  In these 

circumstances outside consultants can be particularly helpful. 

3.2.2 Organization characteristics – the NPO perspective  

In order for an NPO to consider CRM as a tool, it must be able to understand 

the business mindset, have adequate staff and resources, must be credible and offer an 

attractive cause to support. 

To benefit from an alliance with a corporate partner, an NPO must be able to 

understand and respect business objectives. Historically, there had been little cross 

over between the for-profit and not-for-profit sector, and staff from the two sectors 

often had trouble communicating.  This is changing, however, as more business 

leaders seek volunteer positions on charity boards, or begin new careers in the NPO 

world.  NPO managers are also increasingly seeking out business school educations 

and applying business concepts to the day-to-day operations of their organizations. 

This growing overlap between the sectors helps smooth the communication and 

relationship building between individual corporations and NPOs.  Previous experience 

with business partners or expertise in areas such as marketing will further improve an 

organization’s case for engaging in CRM.  Even so, in this atmosphere of growing 

understanding, there will always be some NPOs that have an adversarial attitude 

towards business--either for reasons of mission or culture.  Greenpeace is a good 

example, as the NPO closely polices the environmental activities of corporations 

around the globe.  In order to protect its independence, the organization has stated that 

it will never align with corporate partners.  This is an extreme case, but an 

organization must carefully assess its culture, mission, and personnel to decide if it 

has the ability to effectively partner with a profit-seeking organization.   
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Managing a CRM alliance will require staff and resources, which may not be 

available, especially in small NPOs.  In organizations that are completely volunteer-

led, or have a very small staff, managing an alliance may detract from the mission-

critical work of the organization.  Entering an alliance without adequate resources 

may also compromise the NPO’s position and leave it vulnerable to becoming a silent 

partner.  For example, an NPO needs public relations staff to work directly with the 

company in a partnership in order to insure the message being delivered to the public 

is consistent with the NPO’s values, and to leverage additional publicity from the 

charity’s perspective.  Without adequate staffing and resources, it will be difficult to 

move beyond a transaction-based alliance and realize the deeper values that can be 

gained through a partnership.  Again, outside consultants may be helpful in this 

situation. 

An NPO must have credibility in order to be a viable CRM partner.  According 

to some practitioners, an NPO’s image is its most valuable asset in a marketing 

alliance (Andreasen 1996). A charity’s reputation relies on its ability to manage its 

finances and programs.  Therefore, NPOs must be able to demonstrate that their 

programs have good return on investment, and be able to provide data on program 

outcomes. If an organization is not able to quantify its effectiveness, it will find the 

cause difficult to “sell” to companies, which will rely on reported outcomes to 

evaluate the programs.  Quantifiable results are also necessary for public advertising 

during any cause-related campaign.  The public will need to understand how the 

donations are being used, and what results can be expected. Organizations that are not 

yet tracking results will not be able to bring credibility to the partnership.  Nonprofits 

that do not have long track records, sound financials, and previous marketing 

experience may have to settle for short-term alliances to start with, and build 
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credibility before attracting long-term partnerships (Andreasen 1996).  

The final characteristic that organizations need to assess carefully is the 

attractiveness of their cause in relation to a potential partner’s stakeholders.  There are 

many factors that make causes “attractive” for CRM alliances, including reach, 

familiarity, and urgency.  Often, being attractive means having a local focus – being 

able to make a difference in consumers’ backyards. For this reason, international 

causes are generally less attractive than domestic. Also, national causes generally 

must be able to demonstrate local impact (Welsh 1999).  Well known causes may be 

perceived by consumers as doing the most good for society and have images that can 

easily be transferred to corporations in consumers’ minds (Trimble and Rifon 2006).  

Consumers also have more positive perceptions of alliances when the cause is well 

known. Because of this, well-known organizations have a powerful bargaining chip, 

especially when aligning with lesser-known brands (Lafferty et al. 2004). Even so, 

lesser known causes can still find partners by offering companies a chance to 

differentiate themselves.  Typically, companies can have a bigger impact on a lesser 

known area (Cone et al. 2003).  

Most companies in the US chose to support “consumer friendly causes” – 

those related to education, health and children (Cone et al. 2003).  This finding 

dovetails with a ranking of issues that Americans view as important (where 80% 

believe that education, health, and environment are important issues). Urgent causes, 

those that are currently at the forefront of the public’s mind, can be more beneficial 

for companies, but some causes are seen as too “hot” and companies fear that they 

will turn customers away. AIDS used to be an example in the US, but is now more 

widely accepted.  Causes must also be appealing without alienating large groups of 

consumers.  For this reason, religious causes, which are highly attractive but also 
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highly alienating, do not make good choices for CRM.  Anti-smoking campaigns are 

another example of causes that are not well matched for CRM, due to company fears 

of alienating customers who smoke (Adler 2006, 98).   

3.3 Consumers  

Consumers are the ultimate judge of most CRM alliances.  If consumers fail to 

respond to the campaign, either through improved brand perceptions, higher 

awareness of the cause, or modified purchasing behavior, then the alliance will not be 

judged a success.   There are consumer characteristics that can help marketers 

determine beforehand if consumers are likely to view CRM positively, and if they are 

likely to respond.  In order for a market to be ready for CRM, consumers must enjoy 

fairly high income levels, be socially conscious and have a culture of charitable giving. 

CRM requires that consumers enjoy a certain level of discretionary income 

because most CRM campaigns rely on consumers making purchase decisions on 

criteria other than price.  Studies have shown consumers are more likely to support 

CRM campaigns for “frivolous” rather than “essential” products and services.  Also, 

products linked to causes are often sold at a premium, so consumers must be willing 

to pay the increased price to support the cause.  

Some studies have suggested that there are different levels of social 

consciousness amongst consumers, which in turn affect purchasing decisions.  If 

CRM is to take hold in a country there must be a large enough constituency of 

consumers willing to support social causes through their purchasing decisions. 

Otherwise, there will be no long-term incentives for companies to invest in CRM.  

To date, CRM has been successful in countries with well established traditions 

of philanthropic giving.  Consumers unfamiliar with giving to social causes, such as 

those living in highly socialist countries where the government plays a larger role in 
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providing public goods or in areas where the NPO sector is small or weak, are less 

likely to feel the need to buy products that benefit a cause.  Some researchers suggest 

that reliance on family networks in Asia for social welfare results in less willingness 

to donate to charities. 

3.4 Role of  government 

The government can impact CRM in a number of ways, including through the 

delivery of social services, promotion of the NPO sector, and setting of corporate 

social responsibility expectations. 

Generally, in countries where the government has historically played a very 

large role in the delivery of social services and public goods, the NPO sector is 

relatively small.  The demand for nongovernmental services may be limited to niche 

causes.  In these cases, the NPO sector will not be a major force in most consumers’ 

daily lives and payment of taxes will be perceived as the method to provide the 

majority of social services.  On the other hand, in countries where the government 

increasingly relies on outside organizations to provide social safety nets, the public 

may be well acquainted with causes.  In this situation, growing demand for NPO 

services is usually accompanied by a sector-wide effort to increase funding to extend 

programs.  The need to provide more services can increase the competition within the 

sector, leading to the use of CRM and other innovative fundraising techniques. 

Governments can encourage CRM in the same way that they promote charitable 

giving to the NPO sector.  Many governments offer tax incentives to businesses and 

individuals to donate to NPO organizations and they often offer special legal and tax 

status to the organizations themselves.  While no government has yet offered tax 

incentives to companies engaged in CRM, the idea has been proposed by some 

academics.  Even without financial incentives, governments are finding other ways to 
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promote the practice, as illustrated by the UK government’s co-sponsorship of an 

annual award given to the best CRM campaign in the nation.   

Governments can also help set the expectations for corporate social 

responsibility.  In many countries new, stricter laws regulating corporate standards are 

being enacted.  In the US, the passage of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act has demonstrated 

the government’s demand for greater honesty and transparency in corporate 

accounting and governance.  Even in countries where laws are not being enacted, 

governments are often signaling that they expect businesses to be good corporate 

citizens.  One mechanism for companies to demonstrate a commitment to good 

citizenship is through CRM. 

3.5 Role of consultants or advocacy groups 

Consultants and advocacy groups play a major role in educating corporations, 

NPOs and the public about CRM.  Also, as mentioned above, consultants can be 

helpful in managing the alliance if necessary.  By sharing best practices, these types 

of groups are able to shorten the learning curve for new participants and improve the 

overall level of success for CRM alliances.  Knowledge accumulation also encourages 

greater sophistication amongst alliances, often leading to deeper, longer-term 

relationships. The Cause Marketing Forum is an example of an advocacy group that is 

impacting the CRM environment in the US.  The web-based community of cause-

related practitioners offers a comprehensive website, a national conference and local 

educational programs to improve the field of CRM.   

Additionally, consultants and advocacy groups help study and monitor the use 

of CRM.  To date, most statistics about the use of CRM are a result of surveys carried 

out by consultants or groups of practitioners.  International Events Group (IEG) 

provides annual estimates of the investment companies make in CRM.  In the UK, 
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Business in the Community (BITC) has created a calculator to record the amount of 

financial benefit CRM has brought to charities in the country.  

Consultants and advocacy groups can also play a major role in facilitating CRM 

alliances in a region.  These groups can act as matchmakers to help companies or 

NPOs find partners.  They can also help with each ensuing step of the alliance, from 

alignment, to negotiations, to campaign creation and execution.  For example, Cone 

Inc., a Boston-based firm, played a pivotal role in creating and marketing the 

American Heart Association’s “Go Red for Women” and signing up the numerous 

corporate partners.   

Advocacy groups also exert pressure on companies to become involved in CRM 

through public awareness campaigns or more personal appeals between business 

leaders. BITC, the UK-based group made up of business leaders, is an example of a 

group that has been actively working to increase the use of CRM.    In addition to 

publishing information on CRM, BITC--in cooperation with the UK government--

awards an annual ‘Excellence in CRM’ award to reward companies who are taking 

leadership positions. 

The presence of experts in the field can also help lead to the geographic spread 

of CRM.  It appears that consultants such as Jerry Welsh, the creator of CRM at 

American Express, are now aiming to introduce the concept into new markets, such as 

China.   

3.6 Summary of the model 

The model introduced in this chapter shows the necessary conditions for CRM 

alliances to be formed in a country, as well as the interactions between the major 

players in the CRM environment.  The model is summarized in Table 3.1. 

From the model, we learn that there must be strong external pressures for which 
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CRM can offer solutions. These external pressures can include intense competition, 

strong public expectations, or the need to diversify funding.   

The next set of factors are those characteristics specific to individual firms or 

NPOs.  These are the characteristics that determine whether the organization has the 

capacity to use CRM as a tool to deal with external pressures effectively.  We find 

that businesses must have a good reputation and strong commitment to the cause.  

NPOs must understand business, have adequate staff and resources, and bring 

credibility to the cause. 

 Consultants, advocacy groups and governments can provide additional 

pressure on companies and organizations to undertake CRM.  They can also smooth 

the creation of alliances by providing matchmaking, negotiation, and implementation 

assistance.  

Ultimately, the fate of an alliance rests with consumers.  Certain types of 

consumers are more likely to respond favorably to alliances.  Consumers should have 

adequate disposable income, be socially conscious, and have a history of 

philanthropic giving.  If there is not a large enough core of consumers with these 

qualities in a country, CRM will not be viable over the long-term.   
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Table 3.1: Summary of the key factors and the pressures they exert on businesses and 
NPO’s, which foster CRM in certain countries 
 
 Key factors How exert 

pressure on 
business  

How exert 
pressure on NPO 

External 
Pressures 

Business: 
• Competition  
• Labor market 
• Corporate social 

responsibility 
NPO: 
• Funding shortages 
• Income diversification 
• Public awareness 

• Must 
differentiate 

• Seek NPO cause 
to demonstrate 
values 

• Limits corporate 
philanthropy 
budget 

• Seek business 
partner for 
funding and 
marketing 
opportunities 

Organization 
characteristics 

Business: 
• Executive commitment 
• Sincerity 
• Reputation 
• Value-based culture 
• Experience with alliances 

NPO: 
• Understand business 

objectives 
• Adequate staff & resources
• Attractive cause 
• Credibility 

• Determines 
chances of 
recruiting  
partner and 
maximizing 
value from 
alliance 

• Determines 
chances of 
recruiting  
partner and 
maximizing 
value from 
alliance 

Consumers • Higerh income levels 
• Socially conscious 
• Culture of charitable 

giving 

• Employees 
• Purchasing 

behavior 
• Lobbying of 

government 

• Donations 
• Volunteering 

Facilitators • Presence of consultants or 
CRM advocacy groups 

• Knowledge 
sharing 

• Matchmaking 
• Business-to-

business 
pressure 

• Knowledge 
sharing 

• Matchmaking 
• Public 

awareness 

Government • Corporate social 
responsibility expectations 

• Level of social service 
• Support for NPO sector 

• Regulations on 
corporate social 
responsibility 

• Incentives to 
support NPOs 

• Increased 
demand for 
services 
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