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Abstract The United States is one of the most charita-

ble nations, yet comprises some of the most materialistic

citizens in the world. Interestingly, little is known about

how the consumer trait of materialism, as well as the

opposing moral trait of gratitude, influences charita-

ble giving. We address this gap in the literature by theo-

rizing and empirically testing that the effects of these

consumer traits on charitable behavior can be explained by

diverse motivations. We discuss the theoretical implica-

tions, along with implications for charitable organizations,

and offer suggestions for future research.

Keywords Materialism � Charitable behavior � Gratitude �
Consumer behavior

Introduction

Charitable giving in the United States has been trending

upward in recent years and was estimated at $335.17 billion

in 2013 (Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philan-

thropy 2014). According to statistics published by the

National Philanthropic Trust, 94.5 % of households gave an

average of $2974 to charity in 2013, and 64.5 million adults

volunteered 7.9 billion hours of service worth an estimated

$175 billion (http://www.nptrust.org/philanthropic-resour

ces/charitable-giving-statistics/). These statistics are

indicative of the extraordinary generosity of American cit-

izens and raise a question as to what motivates individuals to

contribute time and money to charitable organizations.

Substantiating this issue is the call for research to examine

the influence of consumer personality traits on donations,

enabling nonprofits to better understand their donors and

enhance their revenues (O’Reilly et al. 2012).

While the United States is the most charitable nation in the

world (Charities Aid Foundation 2014), its citizens are also

often considered to be some of the most materialistic (Ger and

Belk 1990). Extant research reveals mixed findings regarding

the relationship between consumer materialism and ethical or

charitable behavior (Arli and Tjiptono 2014; Lu and Lu

2010). For instance, some studies link materialism to uneth-

ical consumer behavior (Muncy and Eastman 1998; Chowd-

hury and Fernando 2013), and find a negative association

between materialism and charitable contributions (O’Reilly

et al. 2012; Richins and Dawson 1992). Another study shows

materialism maintains both a negative and positive associa-

tion with charitable behavior (Mathur 2013). Specifically,

Mathur (2013) finds materialism negatively affects charita-

ble behavior through inverse associations with empathy and

social responsibility; yet, he also finds a direct positive rela-

tionship between materialism and charitable behavior. These

results suggest that it is possible for the apparently contra-

dictory values of materialism and generosity to exist at the

same time in the same individual, and more importantly, that

the positive impact of materialism on charitable giving cannot

be explained by the mediating constructs of empathy and

social responsibility. In accordance with Zhao et al. (2010),

these initial results suggest an incomplete framework and the

likelihood of a missing mediator within the direct path. In this
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article, we propose that motivations may be the missing link

between materialism and charitable behavior.

The literature suggests that there are many different

aspects of what motivates consumers’ charitable behaviors

(Osili et al. 2011; Van Leeuwen and Wiepking 2013).

Social exchange theory (Homans 1958; Emerson 1976)

suggests that ‘‘we give in order to receive’’ (Pitt et al. 2001,

p. 51). However, what one is looking to receive may vary

greatly. First is the idea of feeling good about helping

others (Prendergast and Maggie 2013), that is, the joy

experienced by giving to worthy causes (Van Leeuwen and

Wiepking 2013). Second is giving to others to feel better

about oneself (Clary et al. 1998) or because the donor reaps

benefits in terms of status, reputation, and/or incentives

(Clary et al. 1998; Van Leeuwen and Wiepking 2013).

Another aspect discussed frequently in the literature is the

social benefits of giving (Clary et al. 1998; Prendergast and

Maggie 2013). While there have been many articles that

address the relationship between demographics and chari-

table behaviors (Schlegelmilch et al. 1997), this research

makes a contribution by looking beyond demographics to

examine the impact of consumer traits, specifically mate-

rialism and its inversely associated trait—gratitude (Lam-

bert et al. 2009; McCullough et al. 2002) and motivations

on charitable behaviors. In examining these relationships,

we answer Mathur’s (2013) call to further assess how

materialism positively influences charitable behaviors.

Thus, the purpose of this paper is to examine the impact of

consumers’ charitable motivations on donations of both

time and money (generosity), and to determine how these

motivations account for the relationships between con-

sumer traits and charitable behaviors. In addition to

addressing an important gap in the literature, this research

assists nonprofits in encouraging increased charitable be-

haviors by providing a better understanding of the char-

acteristics and motivations of donors.

This paper will first discuss the literature on the moti-

vations for consumer charitable behaviors (e.g., donation

and volunteering). Next, we will describe the materialism

and gratitude literature, and develop hypotheses regarding

how specific charitable motivations account for the rela-

tionships between these consumer traits and charitable be-

havior intentions. We then present our methodology and

results, followed by a discussion of the theoretical and

managerial implications for nonprofit organizations.

Literature Review and Hypotheses

Motivations for Charitable Behavior

Many possible motivations for charitable behavior exist,

and they can be generally categorized as either self-

sacrificing or self-serving. The appeals marketers use to

gain support for charities exemplifies this categorization, as

marketers commonly position ‘‘charitable giving either

egoistically (i.e., by highlighting the benefits for the donor)

or altruistically (i.e., by the highlighting the benefits for

others)’’ (White and Peloza (2009, p. 109). While a self-

sacrificing or altruistic motivation would characterize the

agapic model of pure and selfless giving (Belk and Coon

1993), the self-serving or more egoistically model would

be more characteristic of the social exchange model (Ho-

mans 1958; Gouldner 1960; Emerson 1976) due to the idea

of wanting to get something in return for one’s charita-

ble behavior. Pitt et al. (2001) describe that donations

motivated by reciprocity would follow a social exchange

model even if what is being received is only symbolic in

nature, while those who donate without any intentions of

reciprocity would characterize the agapic model. The self-

sacrificing motivation for charitable behavior is embodied

in the ‘‘values’’ function identified by Clary et al. (1998), in

which volunteerism is a means for individuals to ‘‘express

values related to altruistic and humanitarian concern for

others’’ (Clary et al. 1998, p. 1517). The psychological

benefits for the donor (‘‘warm glow’’) that can result from

charitable action (Harbaugh 1998; Khalil 2004) might be

viewed as a selfish reason for giving, but can also be

considered inherent to altruistic behavior.

While charitable behavior involves self-sacrifice and

may be inspired by altruism, it may also be motivated by

factors that are more self-serving or egoistical (White and

Peloza 2009). Social exchange theory suggests that even

with charitable behavior, donors may be looking for some

reward or benefit in response to their donations (Mathur

1996; Pitt et al. 2001). In addition to the more selfless

‘‘values’’ function, Clary et al. (1998) suggested that vol-

unteering can also provide individuals with opportunities to

(1) learn or use knowledge and skills that might otherwise

go unlearned or unused (the ‘‘understanding’’ function); (2)

socialize with friends and participate in activities viewed

favorably by them (the ‘‘social’’ function); (3) prepare for a

new career and/or maintain skills relevant to a career (the

‘‘career’’ function); (4) address their own personal prob-

lems and their feelings of guilt over being more fortunate

than others (the ‘‘protective’’ function); and (5) achieve

personal growth and build self-esteem (the ‘‘enhancement’’

function). Khalil (2004) discusses ‘‘rationalistic’’ theories

of altruism, which explain charitable giving as a means of

optimizing a donor’s future benefits or personal utility, and

concludes that many people who say that their donations

are motivated by a desire to help others really have more

self-serving motives.

Another possible self-serving motive for charitable giv-

ing is a desire for recognition or status on the part of the

donor. Bazilian (2012) argues that giving is the newest
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status symbol among wealthy individuals and corporations.

Harbaugh (1998) identifies ‘‘prestige benefits’’ as a possi-

ble motive for charitable giving, where such benefits result

from others knowing if and how much a donor has given.

Munoz-Garcia (2011) suggests that donors actually com-

pete with each other for status, where status increases with

the difference between the donation amounts. The desire

for status by donors has led charities to report donations

and/or use sequential fundraising campaigns (in which

charities announce large donations from wealthy and well-

respected donors before soliciting other donations) because

total donations increase as others try to associate them-

selves with the high-status ‘‘lead’’ donors (Kumru and

Vesterlund 2010; Munoz-Garcia 2011).

Materialism

Materialism has been described in the literature as the

importance a consumer attaches to possessions, with the

idea that possessions play a central role in one’s life (Belk

1984, 1985; Cleveland et al. 2011; Ger and Belk 1990).

Flynn et al. (2013, p. 49) describe materialism as ‘‘over-

estimating the importance of material goods to human

happiness.’’ A consistency in defining materialism is the

idea that consumers are looking for more than just utility or

instrumental value, and seek to define themselves (Shrum

et al. 2013) and enhance their well-being through the

consumption process (Kilbourne and Pickett 2008). For

marketers, materialism is a critical individual difference

variable to segment markets (Cleveland et al. 2009; Griffin

et al. 2004). In this paper, we suggest that materialism, as a

means to define oneself, may be useful as a segmentation

variable to better target potential donors for a nonprofit

organization, particularly those drawn by more egoistical

than altruistic motivations.

Materialism has been studied both as a personality trait

(Belk 1984, 1985) and as a value (Richins and Dawson

1992; Richins 1994). Both involve seeking happiness

through consumption (Flynn et al. 2013), but materialistic

values have a highly other-directed and public orientation,

linking consumption to a desire to display success (Po-

doshen and Andrzejewski 2012) and arouse envy (Wong

1997, p. 201). Clark and Micken (2002) found that highly

materialistic consumers placed greater importance on the

external values of belonging and being well-respected than

less-materialistic consumers.

Materialism has often been perceived in a negative light

as greedy, conspicuous consumption (Josuh et al. 2001).

Materialistic consumers place more importance on

acquiring possessions merely for display rather than for

their functional utility (Belk 1985; Richins and Dawson

1992; Weidmann et al. 2009; Wong 1997). The literature

suggests that materialistic people are more likely to value

products that signal accomplishment and enhance social

status and owners’ appearances (Richins and Dawson

1992; Richins 1994). Hudders (2012) found that external

motives to purchase luxury brands are more important for

highly materialistic consumers than for low-materialistic

consumers. Likewise, Richins (1994) found that consumers

with higher levels of materialism place greater value on

possessions that are publicly consumed, more expensive,

and more likely to relate to the financial worth of the

possession. Thus, the literature has clearly demonstrated a

link between materialism, social needs (including status),

and consumption behaviors. However, research remains to

link the notion of materialism and looking good socially

with doing good things socially.

While materialism has often been viewed in a negative

light, there may also be a positive aspect of materialism in

that consumption may aid with identity, enhance well-

being (Ger and Belk 1996, 1999; Karabati and Cemalcilar

2010; Kilbourne et al. 2005; Shrum et al. 2013), and

reduce uncertainty in one’s life (Chang and Arkin 2002;

Micken and Roberts 1999). Shrum et al. (2013, p. 1180)

propose ‘‘materialism is the extent to which individuals

engage in the construction and maintenance of the self

through the acquisition and use of products, services,

experiences, or relationships that are perceived to provide

desirable symbolic value.’’ Their definition focuses on the

motives for materialistic behavior, with the key function

of materialism being the construction/maintenance of the

self (Shrum et al. 2013). They build on six distinct identity

motives from the literature (self-esteem, continuity, dis-

tinctiveness, belonging, efficacy, and meaning) and link

these motives to materialism and consumption to address

why people consume this way (Shrum et al. 2013). The

process of self-identity occurs by the symbolic function of

acquisitions through signaling, and this signaling can

either be a self-signal or other-signal (Shrum et al. 2013).

Thus, whether materialism helps or hinders well-being

may depend on the motives for the materialistic behavior

and if those motives are fulfilled through self- or other-

signaling; for example, when the goal is to maintain an

identity through other-signaling, the impact may be neg-

ative (Shrum et al. 2013).

Micken and Roberts (1999, p. 513) suggest ‘‘that

materialists are not motivated by the pursuit of possessions,

but rather by a desire for certainty’’ and people utilize

possessions to construct and assess their own and others’

identities. In other words, it is not the possessions them-

selves that provide happiness, but the decrease in uncer-

tainty (Micken and Roberts 1999). In agreement with this

notion, Chang and Arkin (2002) suggest people turn to

materialism when they experience uncertainty, either

within the self (self-doubt) or within society (anomie), and

this uncertainty predicts materialism in terms of the success
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and happiness dimensions as ownership of possessions may

aid in providing norms and guidelines for success and

aspirations. Additional empirical evidence further validates

the link between materialism and uncertainty, as Christo-

pher et al. (2006) find personal insecurity as an antecedent

of materialism. Taken together, these articles suggest that

possessions may help consumers cope with uncertainty.

These dual aspects of materialism have been viewed as

instrumental versus terminal materialism. ‘‘Terminal

materialism represents a high level of preoccupation with

the acquisition and ownership of material objects simply

for the sake of possessing them’’ while instrumental

materialism, which may even be necessary, connotes the

use of things ‘‘merely as a means to achieve some higher

end(s)’’ (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 1997, p. 89). While

instrumental materialism is seen as essential to discovering

and meeting ones’ goals and basic needs, terminal mate-

rialism involves the use of possessions to generate envy or

achieve status—the idea of ‘‘materialism for the sake of

materialism’’ (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton

1978, 1981; Richins and Dawson 1992; Sirgy et al. 1998,

p. 125). Unanue et al. (2014, p. 581) offer that the quest for

material goods takes ‘‘time and energy away from fulfilling

basic psychological needs’’ and that ‘‘the higher the

materialistic value orientation, the higher the need frus-

tration and, in turn, the lower the well-being and the higher

the ill-being.’’ Consequently, it is advocated that while

terminal materialism is harmful, instrumental materialism

(in which materialistic purchases serve as tools for

empowerment, control, independence, and security, and

other nonmaterial sources of happiness) is not harmful (Ger

and Belk 1999). Nonetheless, the literature acknowledges

the difficulties in delineating these two aspects of materi-

alism (Richins and Dawson 1992) and recent research has

delved deeper into their association, suggesting that ‘‘ma-

terialism (instrumental value) motivates the attainment of

three major life goals or terminal values: happiness, social

recognition, and uniqueness’’ (Gurel-Atay et al. 2014,

p. 502).

Relationship Between Materialism

and Charitable Behaviors

Muncy and Eastman (1998) suggest that with higher levels

of materialism, concern for others and spirituality may

become secondary to a primary focus on acquiring pos-

sessions. Extant research further explores the relationship

between materialism and ethical behavior by incorporating

a consumer’s ethical philosophy, revealing that materialists

with a relativistic moral philosophy are more likely to

engage in questionable, but legal, consumer behaviors (Lu

and Lu 2010).

As noted earlier though Mathur (2013) examined the

relationship between materialism and generosity and found

that there can be a positive relationship between these two

apparently conflicting values. This suggests that the two

values can co-exist in the same person at the same time, but

may alternate as the dominant value over time. There was

no support for the propositions that there are two separate

segments of the population (one primarily materialistic and

the other primarily altruistic), or that these conflicting

values reflected the country’s state of economic develop-

ment (i.e., that more advanced countries can focus more on

higher-order, less-materialistic needs) (Mathur 2013).

Mathur (2013) noted, however, that the positive relation-

ship between materialism and charitable giving could be

attributed to either common antecedents (e.g., a desire for

status) or to the possibility that the motivations for mate-

rialistic behavior and charitable behavior coincide. We

suggest a materialistic person may be generous due to

egoistic type motivations rather than agapic, self-sacrifice,

or more altruistic motivations.

Social exchange theory provides a theoretical founda-

tion for why materialism and charitable giving can coin-

cide. Specifically, social exchange theory would suggest

that materialistic people donate to receive some gratifica-

tion, pleasure, satisfaction (Thibaut and Kelley 1959), or

some form of social power (Homans 1958; Emerson 1976),

which is consistent with the argument that ‘‘charita-

ble contributions may be motivated by givers’ self-inter-

est’’ (Mathur 1996, p. 108; Pitt and Skelly 1984). In

examining charitable giving for older adults, Mathur

(1996) proposes individuals would engage in charita-

ble activities when the outcome or benefit of that activity is

at least equal to the cost of the activity. This proposition,

that donors want to maximize the rewards they receive

from giving, with rewards exceeding costs, corresponds to

one of the key tenets of social exchange theory (Blau

1964). Thus, in accordance with social exchange theory,

egotistical motivations may explain why materialism and

charitable giving co-exist.

In examining the six motivations for charitable behav-

iors suggested by Clary et al. (1998), we suggest that the

protective and enhancement motives are most relevant to

materialism, as these two motives are more egotistically

oriented than the remaining motivations. To clarify, the

protective function implies that individuals perform char-

itable behaviors to address their personal problems, to

escape from negative self-feelings or perceptions, or to

reduce feelings of guilt about having more than others,

while the enhancement function refers to achieving per-

sonal growth (Clary et al. 1998). These motives are similar

in that both focus on inner self-views often perceived by

materialistic consumers (Clary et al. 1998; Park and John

2010). However, a critical difference is that the protection
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function focuses on eliminating negative self-views or

deficits, whereas the enhancement function involves

maintaining or growing self-views (Clary et al. 1998).

First, we propose charitable actions performed by mate-

rialistic consumers result from protecting their egos. Extant

research reveals that consumers with low self-views (i.e.,

low self-esteem) are more prone to being materialistic (Park

and John 2010) and that materialistic consumers value

security (Gurel-Atay et al. 2014). Further validating mate-

rialism as a coping factor, Segev et al. (2015) find positive

correlations among depression and negative affect and

materialism. That is, feelings of depression and negative

affect lead consumers to be more materialistic. As such,

materialistic consumers may engage in charitable behaviors

to eliminate these negative self-views and to deal with

uncertainty (Chang and Arkin 2002; Micken and Roberts

1999). Likewise, we anticipate that those who are more

materialistic may feel guilt for their emphasis on possessions

and thus, the protective motive may account for why

materialistic consumers engage in charitable behavior.

Second, because extant research finds a positive rela-

tionship between self-enhancement and materialism (Ger

and Belk 1996, 1999; Karabati and Cemalcilar 2010; Kil-

bourne et al. 2005; Shrum et al. 2013), we suggest that

Clary et al.’s (1998) enhancement motivation may also

relate to materialism as an aid in developing one’s identity

and enhancing well-being. That is, materialistic consumers

desire social recognition and being well-respected within

society (Gurel-Atay et al. 2014), thus, a self-enhancement

motive may underlie materialistic consumers’ charita-

ble behaviors. This suggests that materialism could also

work through an enhancement motivation to enhance social

recognition and/or one’s individual uniqueness.

We suggest that Clary et al.’s (1998) other motives

(values, understanding, social, and career) will not account

for the positive relationship between materialism and

charitable behavior intentions. Thus, we propose the fol-

lowing hypotheses (as illustrated in Fig. 1):

Hypothesis 1a There is a positive relationship between

materialism and protection motivation.

Hypothesis 1b There is a positive relationship between

protection motivation and charitable behavior intentions.

Hypothesis 1c Protection motivation mediates the rela-

tionship between materialism and charitable behavior

intentions.

Hypothesis 2a There is a positive relationship between

materialism and enhancement motivation.

Hypothesis 2b There is a positive relationship between

enhancement motivation and charitable behavior

intentions.

Hypothesis 2c Enhancement motivation mediates the

relationship between materialism and charitable behavior

intentions.

Gratitude

Studies have indicated that gratitude and materialism are

inversely related consumer variables (Lambert et al. 2009;

McCullough et al. 2002). As discussed by Lambert et al.

(2009), this negative relationship can be explained as a

result of the key foci of these constructs. Materialistic

consumers tend to focus on the self and what one does not

have, while grateful consumers tend to focus on others and

on what one does have. The inverse relationship shared

between these two consumer traits indicates that gratitude

and materialism may motivate charitable behaviors through

different mechanisms.

Gratitude, as a trait, refers to a ‘‘generalized tendency to

recognize and respond with grateful emotion to the roles of

other people’s benevolence in the positive experiences and

outcomes that one obtains’’ (McCullough et al. 2002,

p. 112). Gratitude is a valued trait within several religions,

and expressions of gratitude exist in nearly every language

(Emmons and Crumpler 2000; McCullough et al. 2001).

Despite its pervasiveness, until the early 2000s, gratitude

research was virtually nonexistent. In fact, Wood et al.

(2010, p. 891) describe gratitude as a ‘‘key underappreci-

ated trait in clinical psychology.’’ Only recently have

psychology and marketing scholars acknowledged the

critical role of gratitude in everyday life occurrences.

McCulloughet al.’s (2002) definition considers the grateful

disposition as maintaining four facets—intensity, frequency,

span, and density. These facets imply that compared to indi-

viduals low in gratitude, highly grateful individuals experi-

ence more intense feelings of gratitude, feel gratitude more

frequently, appreciate a larger amount of life experiences, and

are thankful to a larger number of individuals for a sole pos-

itive experience. Similar to these facets, other scholars

describe grateful individuals as having a sense of abundance,

an appreciation for the simple pleasures in life and others’

contributions to one’swell-being, and a belief that expressions

of gratitude are important (Watkins et al. 2003).

Empirical evidence validates that grateful individuals

readily experience thankfulness, and reveals that this phe-

nomenon is explained by the positive benefit appraisals

undertaken when receiving a benefit (McCullough et al.

2002; Wood et al. 2008). Compared to others, individuals

scoring high on trait gratitude perform more positive ben-

efit appraisals, such that when receiving a benefit, these

individuals appraise the help as more valuable, more costly

to provide, and more benevolently motivated, all of which

drive feelings of gratefulness (Wood et al. 2008).
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Moral affect theory describes gratitude as maintaining

three functions (McCullough et al. 2001). First, gratitude

functions as a moral barometer by being a response to the

recognition of another individual’s moral behaviors. Sec-

ond, gratitude maintains a moral motive function by

prompting grateful individuals to perform positive behav-

iors directed toward one’s benefactor and other individuals.

Third, gratitude functions as moral reinforcer, such that

expressions of thankfulness encourage benefactors to per-

form moral behaviors in the future.

Most relevant to the current research, is the moral

motivator function, which has been empirically validated

in the literature by linking gratitude to prosocial behaviors

directed toward one’s benefactor and toward strangers

(Bartlett and DeSteno 2006). Equally important, is the wide

array of prosocial behaviors gratitude promotes. For

instance, gratitude has been positively linked to helping

others, returning favors (Emmons and McCullough 2003;

Li and Chow 2015; Romani et al. 2013), and most recently,

consumer support for nonprofits—operationalized as the

likelihood of joining, donating money to, and actively

participating in nonprofits (Xie and Bagozzi 2014). Fur-

thermore, in comparison to happiness, gratitude appears to

be a stronger predictor of helping others and helping others

voluntarily (Hui et al. 2015).

Examining the diverse motivations for charitable giving

reveals one motivation, the values motivation, as relevant

to consumers scoring high on trait gratitude. The values

motivation implies that consumers engage in charita-

ble behaviors to express their humanitarian concern for

others (Clary et al. 1998). In accordance with the moral

motivator function of gratitude, grateful individuals are

concerned about others, and engage in a wide array of

prosocial behaviors due to being motivated to help others

(Emmons and McCullough 2003; McCullough et al. 2001;

Romani et al. 2013; Xie and Bagozzi 2014). Thus, we

anticipate that grateful individuals perform charitable be-

haviors to genuinely express their altruistic concern for

others (rather than maintaining more self-serving motives),

and that the consumer trait of gratitude does influence

charitable behavior intentions, but this influence is medi-

ated by one’s values motivation, as illustrated by the fol-

lowing hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a There is a positive relationship between

gratitude and values motivation.

Hypothesis 3b There is a positive relationship between

values motivation and charitable behavior intentions.

Hypothesis 3c Values motivation mediates the relation-

ship between gratitude and charitable behavior intentions.

Methods

Participants and Procedures

Undergraduates at a major state university participating in

a subject-pool for course credit recruited 231 adults to

participate in the survey. Each student recruited 1–3 adults

(i.e., nonstudents) to participate. The average age was

44.43 years, and 57 % of the participants were female. The

majority of the participants were Caucasian, representing

78.7 % of the sample, 11.7 % were African American,

3.5 % were Hispanic, 3.5 % were Asian, and less than 1 %

were Native American or Pacific Islander. Participants

maintained diverse annual household incomes, ranging

from under $20,000 to over $150,000, with 50 % of the

sample indicating household incomes above or below the

100,000–109,999 range. Data were gathered through an

online survey platform. After obtaining informed consent,

participants were asked whether they had volunteered or

donated within the past year, and if so, the type of dona-

tion, including time, money, and gifts. Participants who

had volunteered or donated within the past year were

presented the following measures.

Values  
Motivation 

Protection  
Motivation 

Enhancement  
Motivation 

Charitable Behavior 
Intentions 

Gratitude 

Materialism 

Charitable Behavior 
Intentions 

H1c 

H2c 

H1a 

H2a 

H1b 

H2b 

H3c 
H3a H3b 

Fig. 1 Hypothesized Effects.

Solid lines represent supported

paths. Dotted lines represent

nonsignificant paths
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Measures

All measures utilized a 7-point scale unless noted other-

wise. After ensuring acceptable psychometric properties

and internal consistency (Nunnally 1978), average com-

posite scores were created for each construct. See Table 1

for all measures.

Volunteer/Donation Motivations

We adapted Clary et al.’s (1998) six-dimensional volunteer

functions inventory by including charitable donations in

the instructions. Specifically, we asked participants ‘‘to

please indicate how important or accurate each of the

following reasons are for you in doing volunteer work or

providing charitable donations.’’ Each of the items was

anchored by ‘‘not at all important or not at all accurate’’ to

‘‘extremely important or extremely accurate.’’

Charitable Behavior Intentions

We assessed charitable behavior intentions by the item

‘‘Overall, how likely is it that you will donate or volunteer

in the future,’’ anchored by ‘‘very unlikely’’ to ‘‘very

likely.’’1 Participants were asked donation or volunteer

intentions together since Apinunmahakul et al. (2009)

suggest that donating time versus money are largely com-

plements rather than substitutes. Moreover, this opera-

tionalization is consistent with extant research, which has

measured consumer support for nonprofits as one’s intent

to join, donate money, and actively participate in nonprofits

(Xie and Bagozzi 2014).

Gratitude

Trait gratitude was assessed using the six-item GQ-6 Likert

scale developed by McCullough et al. (2002). Typical of

reverse coded items (Weijters and Baumgartner 2012), the

two reverse coded gratitude items failed to adhere to the

recommended psychometric criteria, and thus were

removed from subsequent analyses.

Materialism

Materialism has been measured by Belk (1985), Richins

and Dawson (1992), and Sirgy et al. (2012). Given the

reliability issue with Belk’s (1985) scale (Ger and Belk

1990, 1996; Richins and Dawson 1992) and the issues with

Richins and Dawson’s (1992) scale (Flynn et al. 2013;

Goldsmith et al. 2012; Griffin et al. 2004; Kilbourne et al.

2005; Strizhakova and Coulter 2013; Tobacyk et al. 2011),

we chose to utilize Sirgy et al.’s (2012) nine-item materi-

alism Likert scale as a unidimensional construct.

Controls and Marker Constructs

We included a four-item Likert scale measuring one’s

attitude toward charitable organizations, as extant research

has associated attitudes with charitable behavior (Webb

et al. 2000). We also controlled for consumers’ desire to be

recognized for charitable acts (hereafter recognition;

Winterich et al. 2013), as materialism has been associated

with utilizing consumption to demonstrate success (Po-

doshen and Andrzejewski 2012; Richins and Dawson

1992). Lastly, a three-item Likert scale of financial inad-

equacy (Wiepking and Breeze 2012) was included as a

marker variable to assess common method variance.

Results

The majority of the sample had donated (91.8 %) or vol-

unteered (63.6 %) within the past year. Since the focus was

to understand motivations for donating or volunteering,

only data obtained from participants donating or volun-

teering within the past year were used in the subsequent

analyses. This created a useable sample of 216 participants.

Common Method Bias

Common method bias was considered ex ante and ex post.

Prior to gathering the data, the researchers ensured that all

items werewordedwithin the participants’ frame of reference

and, as a precautionary measure, the survey did not present

constructs in the hypothesized order. After data collection,

common method bias was assessed by the Harman’s single-

factor test and through the marker variable technique (Pod-

sakoff et al. 2003). Following the Harman’s single-factor test,

all items representing latent constructs were subjected to an

exploratory factor analysis. Examining the unrotated factor

solution revealed that the majority of the variance could not

be explained by a single-factor, indicating that common

method bias failed to contaminate the data. To further assess

common method bias, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

including financial inadequacy as marker variable was per-

formed. The results of this technique revealed that less than

7.6 % of the variance was shared among the constructs, fur-

ther substantiating that common method variance failed to

influence the interpretation of the data.

1 Rather than measuring donation magnitude, we adhered to the

stream of academic research examining intentions, which has been

extended specifically to charitable giving (Ein-Gar and Levontin,

2013; White and Peloza, 2009; Xie and Bagozzi, 2014). Extant

research also indicates that participants may be unable to remember

exact donation amounts and that such measures lend themselves to

increased social desirability bias (Mathur, 1996).
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Table 1 Construct measures

Construct and measures Mean SD C.R.

Protective motivation (Clary et al. 1998) 3.18 1.62 .87

No matter how bad I’ve been feeling volunteering/donating helps me to forget about it

By volunteering/donating I feel less lonely

Doing volunteer work/donating relieves me of some of the guilt over being more fortunate than others

Volunteering/donating helps me work through my own personal problems

Volunteering/donating is a good escape from my own troubles

Values motivation (Clary et al. 1998) 6.06 1.01 .85

I am concerned about those less fortunate than myself

I am genuinely concerned about the particular group I am serving

I feel compassion toward people in need

I feel it is important to help others

I can do something for a cause that is important to me

Career motivation (Clary et al. 1998) 2.74 1.73 .92

Volunteering/donating can help me to get my foot in the door at a place where I would like to work

I can make new contacts that might help my business or career

Volunteering allows me to explore different career options

Volunteering/donating will help me to succeed in my chosen profession

Volunteering experience will look good on my résumé

Social Motivation (Clary et al. 1998) 3.84 1.65 .88

My friends volunteer/donate

People I’m close to want me to volunteer/donate

People I know share an interest in community service

Others with whom I am close place a high value on community service

Volunteering/donating is an important activity to the people I know best

Understanding motivation (Clary et al. 1998) 4.66 1.62 .89

I can learn more about the cause for which I am working

Volunteering/donating allows me to gain a new perspective on things

Volunteering lets me learn things through direct, hands on experience

I can learn how to deal with a variety of people

I can explore my own strengths

Enhancement motivation (Clary et al. 1998) 3.82 1.75 .89

Volunteering/donating makes me feel important

Volunteering/donating increases my self-esteem

Volunteering/donating makes me feel needed

Volunteering/donating makes me feel better about myself

Volunteering/donating is a way to make new friends

Gratitude (McCullough et al. 2002) 6.40 .78 .84

I have so much in life to be thankful for

If I had to list everything that I felt grateful for, it would be a very long list

When I look at the world, I don’t see much to be grateful for. (R)

I am grateful to a wide variety of people

As I get older I find myself more able to appreciate the people, events, and situations that have been part of my life

history

Long amounts of time can go by before I feel grateful to something or someone. (R)

Materialism (Sirgy et al. 2012) 2.31 1.21 .95

Having luxury items is important to a happy life

To me, it is important to have expensive homes, cars, clothes and other things. Having these expensive items makes me

happy

Material possessions are important because they contribute a lot to my happiness
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Construct Validity

We then ran CFA including the theoretically related con-

structs to ensure construct validity and discriminant

validity. With the exception of attitude toward charita-

ble organizations, the results confirmed construct validity,

such that estimates of average variance extracted exceeded

the criterion of .50 and all composite reliabilities surpassed

.70 (Hair et al. 2010). The constructs also indicated dis-

criminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981). Despite the

high association between protection and enhancement

motivation (q = .86), which is anticipated since both

motives focus on the ego (Clary et al. 1998), constraining

their relationship indicated significantly worse fit

(Dv2 = 6.86, p\ .05), supporting discriminant validity

between protection and enhancement motivations (Ander-

son and Gerbing 1988). As expected, a marginally signif-

icant negative correlation was shared between gratitude

and materialism (q = -.14; p = .056), substantiating

extant work revealing the opposing nature between these

two traits (Lambert et al. 2009). See Table 2 for all con-

struct correlations.

Hypothesis Testing

We conducted multiple mediator testing (Preacher and

Hayes 2008) using the PROCESS macro to test two mod-

els, one for materialism and another for gratitude. Boot-

strapped estimates of the indirect effects were utilized since

this technique is appropriate for small sample sizes and

offers several advantages by directly estimating the size of

the indirect effects, in addition to offering confidence

intervals of the effects and establishing higher power and

more control over Type 1 error (Preacher et al. 2007). The

effects were calculated to obtain a 95 % confidence inter-

val with 10,000 samples, using income, attitude toward

charitable organizations, and recognition as control

variables.

We first tested the predictions that protection and

enhancement motives mediate the relationship between

materialism and charitable behavior intentions. As pre-

dicted, materialism positively influenced protection moti-

vation (b = .25, SE = .09, t = 2.69 p\ .05, CI .07–.44),

and protection motivation positively influenced charita-

ble behavior intentions (b = .24, SE = .09, t = 2.72,

Table 1 continued

Construct and measures Mean SD C.R.

I love to buy new products that reflect status and prestige

I like to own expensive things more than most people because this is sign of success

I feel good when I buy expensive things. People think of me as a success

I enjoy owning expensive things that make people think of me as unique and different

I usually buy expensive products and brands to make me feel unique and different

I usually buy expensive things that make me look distinctive

Charitable behavior intentions 6.17 1.27 –

Overall, how likely is it that you will donate or volunteer in the future?

Controls

Attitude toward Charitable Organizations (Webb et al. 2000) 5.63 0.81 .74

The money given to charities goes for good causes

Much of the money donated to charity is wasted

Charitable organizations have been quite successful in helping the needy

Charitable organizations perform a useful function in society

Recognition (Winterich et al. 2013) 2.15 1.36 .90

Please indicate how important it is for you that:

Your donations be acknowledged by the charity

Your donations be recognized by the charity

Your donations be recognized by others

Your donations be made publicly visible to others

Marker construct

Financial Inadequacy (Wiepking and Breeze 2012) 3.66 1.14 .63

I worry about my finances most of the time

Most of my friends have more money than I do

I am worse off than my friends
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p\ .05, CI .07–.41), thus supporting H1a and H1b. In

support of H1c, the indirect effect (IE) of materialism on

charitable behavior intentions through protection motiva-

tion was significant (p\ .05), with a 95 % confidence

interval from .01 to .16. The results also offered support for

H2a, such that materialism positively affected enhance-

ment motivation (b = .37, SE = .10, t = 3.70, p\ .05, CI

.17–.56). However, the results failed to support H2b and

H2c, as enhancement motivation had no effect on chari-

table behavior intentions (b = -.15, SE = .08, t = -1.85,

p[ .05, CI -.32 to .01), and the indirect effect through

enhancement was nonsignificant (p[ .05), with a 95 %

confidence interval from -.16 to .002.

As a supplemental test of our hypotheses, we performed

a post hoc analysis that included the other, nonhypothesized

motivations (i.e., values, understanding, social, and career),

as mediators between materialism and charitable intentions.

With the exception of the values motivation, the indirect

effects were nonsignificant (p[ .05), indicating that these

other motives did not account for the positive relationship

between materialism and charitable behavior intentions.

The 95 % confidence interval for the indirect effect of

materialism on charitable behavior intentions through val-

ues orientation did not include zero (-.07 to -.003).

Materialism negatively influenced the values orientation

(b = -.12, SE = .06, t = -1.89, p = .06, CI -.24–.005)

and values orientation positively influenced charitable be-

havior intentions (b = .22, SE = .10, t = 2.06, p\ .05, CI

.01–.42). This finding corroborates the notion that materi-

alism affects charitable behaviors positively through more

egoistic, self-serving motivations, than through an altruistic,

self-sacrificing motivation (Table 3).

Using the PROCESS macro, a second model including

income, attitude toward charitable organizations, and

recognition as control variables was also used to test

hypotheses pertaining to gratitude (H3a–H3c). Results

from bootstrapping indicated support for H3a, such that

trait gratitude positively impacted values motivation

(b = .19, SE = .09, t = 2.15, p\ .05, CI .02–.36) and

support for H3b, as values motivation positively impacted

charitable behavior intentions (b = .20, SE = .09,

t = 2.14, p\ .05, CI .02–.38).2 Examining the indirect

effects revealed a significant indirect effect of trait grati-

tude on charitable behavior intentions through values

motivation, with a 95 % confidence interval ranging from

.001 to .13, therefore supporting H3c.

A post hoc analysis, including the other, nonhypothe-

sized motivations (i.e., protection, enhancement, under-

standing, social, and career) as mediators between

gratitude and charitable intentions, confirmed the values

motivation as the key explanatory mechanism. As expec-

ted, the 95 % confidence intervals for the indirect effects

through the other nonhypothesized motives contained

zero, indicating that these other motives did not account

for the relationship between gratitude and charitable be-

havior intentions. These findings confirm that gratitude

influences charitable behaviors through altruistic rather

than self-serving motives.

Discussion

The research herein reveals that two vastly different traits,

materialism and gratitude, can both positively influence

charitable behaviors though operating through very dif-

ferent motivations. Our results offer significant implica-

tions for theory and practice as well as indicate needed

areas of research.

Table 2 Construct correlations

Constructs AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Gratitude .58 –

2. Materialism .67 -.14 –

3. Protective motivation .58 -.07 .33** –

4. Values Motivation .53 .24** -.19* .16* –

5. Career motivation .70 -.20** .38** .70** -.02 –

6. Social motivation .60 -.02 .21** .66** .27** .61** –

7. Understanding motivation .61 .03 .19* .70** .44** .59** .57** –

8. Enhancement motivation .62 -.05 .40** .86** .22** .67** .62** .77** –

9. Charitable behavior intentions – .17* -.05 .04 .21** -.03 .09 .04 -.02 –

10. Attitude toward

charitable organizations

.42 .34** -.10 .02 .53** -.11 .16 .15 .04 .16* –

11. Recognition .69 -.22** .52** .39** -.10 .45** .37** .22** .44** -.10 -.06 –

Notes * p B .05; ** p\ .01

2 Path analysis revealed similar path estimates.
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Implications

Charitable giving within the United States represents a sig-

nificant amount of time and money. Organizations rely on

consumers’ charitable behaviors, yet to encourage a

continuance of giving, organizations need a more precise

understanding of consumer traits and motivations driving

these behaviors (Pitt et al. 2001). The current research

contributes to the literature and practice by exploring rela-

tionships between donor motives and type of

Table 3 Mediation results

Hypothesis testing Empirical support

H1: materialism ? protection motive ? charitable behavior intentions Supported

H2: materialism ? enhancement motive ? charitable behavior Intentions Partially supported

H3: gratitude ? values motive ? charitable Behavior intentions supported

Paths Unstandardized estimates SE T value

Materialism Model

Effects on protection motivation

Materialism .25 .09 2.69*

Income -.10 .02 -4.83*

Attitude toward C.O. .13 .12 1.05

Recognition .26 .08 3.10*

Model summary R2 = .22; F(df) = 14.41(4208); p = .00

Effects on enhancement motivation

Materialism .37 .10 3.70*

Income -.07 .02 -3.28*

Attitude toward C.O. .13 .13 .96

Recognition .36 .09 4.02*

Model summary R2 = .25; F(df) = 17.57(4208); p = .00

Effects on charitable behavior intentions

Protection motivation .24 .09 2.72*

Enhancement motivation -.15 .08 -1.85

Materialism -.02 .08 -.28

Income .05 .02 2.53*

Attitude toward C.O. .21 .11 1.93

Recognition -.03 .08 -.36

Model Summary R2 = .07; F(df) = 2.75(6206); p = .01

Gratitude model

Effects on values motivation

Gratitude .19 .09 2.15*

Income -.005 .01 -.33

Attitude toward C.O. .39 .08 4.70*

Recognition -.05 .05 -.94

Model summary R2 = .14; F(df) = 8.59(4208); p = .00

Effects on charitable behavior intentions

Values motivation .20 .09 2.14*

Gratitude .14 .12 1.18

Income .03 .02 1.80

Attitude toward C.O. .11 .11 .96

Recognition .00 .06 .001

Model summary R2 = .07; F(df) = 3.17(5207); p = .01

* p\ .05
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charitable behavior and by empirically testing the relation-

ships among consumer traits, motives, and charitable be-

havior intentions. Extant research reveals that one consumer

trait, materialism, can influence charitable behaviors, with a

positive direct effect and a negative indirect effect (Mathur

2013), suggesting the need for a more complete theoretical

framework (Zhao et al. 2010). We theorized consumer

motivations as explanatory mechanisms, and empirically

confirmed that distinct motivations can account for the

effects of two inversely related consumer traits—material-

ism and gratitude—on charitable behavior.

Extant research reveals difficulty in explaining the

relationship between materialism and charitable behavior

(Mathur 2013; O’Reilly et al. 2012). This study contributes

to the literature by providing an explanation for why

materialistic consumers give to charities. Rather than

attempting to make one look better to others or to enhance

one’s identity (Ger and Belk 1996, 1999; Karabati and

Cemalcilar 2010; Kilbourne et al. 2005; Shrum et al. 2013),

we suggest materialistic consumers donate to aid in pro-

tecting their egos. That is, for materialistic consumers,

charitable giving may have an instrumental purpose in

reducing uncertainty or negative feelings consumers may

have about themselves. These results suggest that highly

materialistic consumers are motivated by a more egoistical,

self-serving motive, and that this is occurring through a

protection function rather than an enhancement function.

This finding suggests that materialism appears to be oper-

ating instrumentally rather than terminally.

Per social exchange theory, materialistic consumers are

seeking a reward in exchange for their behavior toward

charities (Thibaut and Kelley 1959). Our research suggests

that the reward the donors are seeking in their exchange

relationship with charities is relieving guilt and uncertainty

rather than enhancing oneself in terms of feeling important

or enhanced social interaction. This instrumental aspect of

materialism (Ger and Belk 1999), in which consumers are

utilizing charitable behaviors as means to feel better about

themselves, may illustrate a positive aspect of materialism.

In relating back to Mathur’s (2013) question of how

materialism and generosity can co-exist, our research

suggests that it does so through a protection motivation

(i.e., materialistic consumers give to feel better about

themselves by relieving guilt and trying to reduce uncer-

tainty in their lives). Research illustrates that materialistic

people are associated with a sense of insecurity, which is

why they try to utilize possessions to bring happiness (Ger

and Belk 1996; Sangkhawasi and Johri 2007). Likewise,

consumers who are depressed and/or have negative affect

utilize materialism as a coping mechanism (Segev et al.

2015). Research also suggests that individuals with low

self-concept clarity and low self-efficacy may attribute

control to others and then utilize materialism as a means of

gaining control (Watson 2014). Our findings suggest that

charitable behaviors may aid materialistic consumers in

dealing with this sense of insecurity or guilt by providing a

means of gaining control over oneself, rather than as a

means to enhance oneself or to look better to others.

We did not find enhancement to mediate the effect of

materialism on charitable behavior. These results suggest

that the intention to give to charities is not motivated by

looking better or affiliating with others socially and, con-

sequently, that the social aspect of materialism (social

recognition) is not at work in explaining the impact of

materialism on charitable behaviors. We found, similar to

the literature, that materialism functions as means to

enhance oneself (Richins and Dawson 1992; Richins 1994),

but our results found that this enhancement motivation will

not be demonstrated through charitable behavior, which

suggests the terminal view of enhancement through pos-

sessions (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1978,

1981; Richins and Dawson 1992; Sirgy et al. 1998).

Our results lead to the recommendation that nonprofits

should not promote the idea of encouraging donors to get

their friends involved with their charitable causes, partic-

ularly for those consumers who are more materialistic.

White and Peloza (2009) suggest that a self-benefit (in

terms of resume building or networking, social opportuni-

ties) is less effective than any other-benefit (helping the

less fortunate and making the community a better place) in

a public context. These results along with our findings are

interesting because this is a tactic that some nonprofits have

utilized in relying on people buying products from people

they know (such as charities selling candy/popcorn,

magazines, gift wrap) or requesting that people ask friends

for donations. Another possible explanation for why there

was not a significant result with the enhancement motiva-

tion may be seen with Lemrova et al.’s finding (2014,

p. 329) that ‘‘those who pursue materialism cherish

achievement (vanity), but budget their money poorly’’.

Thus, a contribution of this research is to illustrate the

potential impact of materialism on charitable behaviors

through a protective motivation. It extends the stream of

research relating materialism to consumers’ feelings of

uncertainty (Chang and Arkin 2002; Micken and Roberts

1999; Shrum et al. 2013) by illustrating a positive impact

of materialism on charitable behaviors, and aids in

explaining Mathur’s (2013) results. Given that materialism

significantly impacted charitable behaviors through a pro-

tection rather than an enhancement motivation, we con-

clude that materialism positively impacts charitable giving

as a result of instrumental materialism (i.e., to achieve

some higher end such as enhancing one’s sense of control

through reducing uncertainty and guilt), rather than ter-

minal materialism (i.e., to create envy and increase one’s

status). However, future research incorporating a thorough
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measurement of instrumental and terminal materialism

(Gurel-Atay et al. 2014) is needed to measure this directly.

Since grateful consumers appreciate what life has to

offer, it is no surprise that gratitude has been positively

linked to ethics, corporate social responsibility (Andersson

et al. 2007), and support for nonprofits (Xie and Bagozzi

2014). While research on gratitude has recently flourished,

to the authors’ knowledge no research has examined how

trait gratitude influences charitable giving. Consistent with

moral affect theory of gratitude and gratitude’s function as

a moral motivator (McCullough et al. 2001), we find that

grateful consumers intend to continue their charitable be-

haviors as a means to express their genuine concern for

others. That is, grateful individuals perform charitable be-

haviors as a more agapic action toward another rather than

a social exchange (Pitt et al. 2001), as these consumers are

motivated to engage in prosocial behaviors that benefit

others, including strangers (Bartlett and DeSteno 2006).

While this is the first research examining these relation-

ships with gratitude, it marks a significant contribution and

encourages future research on priming or developing con-

sumer gratitude to encourage charitable acts. Moreover, the

results herein encourage future research to further under-

stand the relationship between gratitude and charitable and

ethical behaviors by incorporating other variables such as

religiousness. Extant research associates gratitude with

religiousness (McCullough et al. 2002), and intrinsic and

extrinsic religiousness have been demonstrated to impact

consumer ethics, with intrinsic religiousness having a more

positive impact on consumer ethics than extrinsic reli-

giousness (Arli and Tjiptono 2014). These findings high-

light the importance of additional research on gratitude’s

association with other charitable and ethical behaviors.

Charitable organizations need to recognize the impor-

tance of consumer gratitude. The results herein reveal

gratitude’s key association with charitable behavior, which

extends the rich array of prosocial behaviors associated

with grateful consumers (Emmons and McCullough 2003;

McCullough et al. 2001; Romani et al. 2013). To attract

this consumer segment, our findings encourage charita-

ble organizations to utilize empathy appeals and emphasize

the importance of helping others. Thus, we recommend that

charitable organizations focus their appeals on the positive

impact donors can make by helping others, rather than

appealing to social or enhancement benefits for the donors

themselves.

Limitations and Future Research

A limitation of this study is that our operationalization of

charitable behavior intentions measured the likelihood to

donate (e.g., money) or volunteer (e.g., time)

simultaneously, rather than separately. Although extant

research suggests that donating time versus money are

complements (Apinunmahakul et al. 2009), it would be

beneficial for future research to determine if the relation-

ships we found between materialism, gratitude, charita-

ble motivations, and charitable behavior vary based upon

whether the behavior studied includes donating time versus

donating money. Reed et al. (2007) suggest that by priming

moral identities, consumers are more likely to prefer giving

time than money, and this preference is even stronger when

the organization is one that assists others in need (i.e., when

the time given has a moral purpose). This suggests that

charities need to utilize their communications to prime

donors in terms of the charitable behaviors needed (i.e., time

versus money). Consequently, it would be insightful for

future experimental research to determine how a moral

identity prime impacts time versus money donations given

consumers’ motivations for charitable behaviors.

Another limitation of our study is that we examined

charitable behaviors in terms of likelihood rather than

magnitude of time and/or money donated. Extant research

suggests that charitable giving amounts are influenced by

the time-ask effect (i.e., asking individuals how much time

they would like to donate, rather than how much money,

enhances the amounts of charitable donations; Liu and

Aaker 2008). Given the substantive importance of donation

magnitude, additional research is necessary to examine

how the consumer traits and motivations studied herein

affect the amounts of charitable donations. Similarly, we

considered motivations for giving as operating indepen-

dently. Nonetheless, it is possible for consumers to possess

multiple motivations simultaneously, and for these moti-

vations to interact with each other.3 While these issues

were outside the scope of the current study, additional

research is warranted to examine these possibilities.

Our result that materialism impacts charitable behaviors

through an ego-protection motivation suggests that chari-

ties need to illustrate how consumers can make a difference

and improve society, rather than merely look better to

others. Future research could examine the effectiveness of

different charitable behavior tactics given one’s level of

materialism and/or gratitude, such as through extending the

work of White and Peloza (2009) of self-benefit versus

other-benefit appeals. That is, future research could

examine whether donors’ reactions to self- or other-benefit

appeals differ across consumer traits. Future research is

also needed to examine these results in more detail; for

example, to explore more specifically whether it is instru-

mental or terminal materialism impacting motivations for

charitable behaviors. Finally, future research could use

social exchange theory to better understand

3 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.
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charitable behaviors. For example, researchers could

extend the work of Shehu et al. (2015) by examining how

charitable motives relate to trust, brand personality of

nonprofits, and incentives for giving. Thus, while the

research offers a more complete look at how the opposing

constructs of materialism and gratitude can both impact

charitable behaviors through the mediating influence of

charitable motivations, more research is needed to better

define this influence in terms of specific

charitable behaviors.
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