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Abstract

Purpose: From Adam Smith onwards, gratitude has been heldwaluable to societal
functioning in view of its role in helping individls maintain their reciprocal obligations to
one another. The purpose of the current researstiauase current conceptions of gratitude
derived from work in social psychology to test wiestsimple descriptions of hypothetical
organisations could systematically differ in théeex to which they elicit gratitude, and
subsequently whether gratitude would mediate belaai intentions towards these
organisations.

Methodology: In two studies, participants read vignettes dbsugi hypothetical
organisations that systematically differed in tikeeat to which the services they provided
were costly to the organisation, of high value, pralvided out of a genuine desire to help.
Perceptions of these dimensions, feelings of gideitand behavioural intentions towards
each organisation were subsequently measured.

Findings: The appraisal group manipulation significantly anfed consumers’ behavioural
intentions towards these businesses, and the nyapdtthis relationship was mediated by
feelings of gratitude towards the organisations.

Resear ch limitations/implications. These data indicate that gratitude not only mesdiate
customer responses to relationship marketing invests, but may also be integral in
marketing communications’ role in converting norsttumers to customers. They also
indicate that marketing communications should sttkat an organisations services are of
high value, of cost to the organisation and prodidet of a genuine desire to help.
Originality/value: This paper shows for the first time that the saognitive appraisals that
underpin feelings of interpersonal gratitude medrasponses to global evaluations of

organisations. This considerably broadens thetsismunder which gratitude had previously



been considered to operate and argues for thesinalwf gratitude in understanding how
marketing communications and relationship managérrenused to influence consumer
responses.

Keywords: Gratitude, Marketing communications, Relationgmignagement, Relationship

marketing, Cognitive appraisals, Value



Introduction

In line with the shift towards focusing on the farst that assist the development of
successful longitudinal relationships between e&sas and consumers (Vargo and Lusch,
2004), marketing researchers now incorporate emaiticomponents such as trust,
commitment (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Sirdeshmukhg®iand Sabol, 2002) and — most
recently - gratitude into relationship marketingRmodels (Hasan, Lings, Neale, and
Mortimer, 2014; Palmatier, Jarvis, Bechkoff and d&g, 2009; Raggio, Walz, Godbole and
Folse, 2014). Although the inclusion of gratitudeRM is recent relative to considerations of
other relational components, it is now known tdureamental to relational exchanges. This
Is in part, because gratitude is thought to becaatent to other relational components such as
trust and commitment, making it vital to the iniittem of successful business-to-consumer
(B2C) relationships (Raggio et al., 2014), but ddsoause it is critical for the successful
maintenance of these relationships given its mlkencouraging individuals to reciprocate
positive behaviours from which they have benef(feaimatier, 2008).

These modern reflections echo Adam Smith’s (17®108) original analysis of
gratitude, in which he argued that it is esseftiakocietal functioning because it provides a
non-utilitarian basis for individuals to maintahretr obligations to one another. Almost all of
the psychological literature into gratitude hasyatgveloped in the last few years (Wood,
Froh, & Geraghty, 2010), but in line with this fuaxdental assumption, psychological data
shows that feelings of gratitude predict the remgation of altruistic acts (Bartlett and
DeSteno, 2006). Within commercial contexts, sghieréed gratitude mediates the pathway
between consumers’ responses to RM investmentsiban a seller makes additional effort
such as including favours or gifts, adapting pebkcor personalising interactions) and their
intentions to purchase from the company that madeisvestment. In one of the first studies

of this kind, Palmatier and colleagues (2009) malaifed factors designed to influence



responses to an RM investment, such as the sdileéwill and motives when making the
investment, using hypothetical vignettes in whioheaployee at a clothing store (‘Alex’)
offered help to the respondent. Feelings of gra¢ifdrust, commitment and purchase
intentions were measured subsequently. Feelingsatitude mediated the relationship
between perceptions of RM investments and consporehase intentions. The mediational
role of gratitude was also found to extend to ltundjnal field data: Customer gratitude-based
reciprocal behaviours predicted sales revenue aleg growth for data from 31 North
American manufacturers’ representative firms (Pékna&t al., 2009). Combined, the
implications from this work are to emphasise thpantance of understanding and increasing
consumer gratitude in order to maximise RM investhoeitcomes.

A crucial approach to fully understanding gratitsd®le in commercial contexts is to
incorporate psychological models of the cognitivechmnisms that underpin feelings of
gratitude. The social-cognitive model of gratitebeks to achieve this by addressing the
situational factors and associated appraisaldgtarmine the extent to which gratitude is
experienced in a given situation (Wood, Maltby v&tg, Linley and Joseph, 2008).

Critically, the model states that this depends ugpgasries of attributions individuals make
about the nature of the aid that they receive.ddugj on work by Tesser, Gatewood and

Driver (1968), the model asserts that gratitudéesres perceptions of three aspects of the
situation: (a) the benefactor’s cost of giving @dlthe value of the aid given to the recipient
and (c) the intention of the benefactor, in paticwhether they appear to be altruistically
motivated as opposed to being driven by ulteriotives. Across two experiments, Wood et

al. show that these three evaluations reflect glsilatent construct, hereafter termed a benefit
appraisal. In a further study, benefit appraisasanmanipulated in vignette-descriptions of
situations in which aid was received and it wasaghthat these benefit appraisals have a

causal effect on state gratitude.



According to the social-cognitive model of gratiéuttherefore, gratitude should be
elicited whenever individuals perceive a benefastaction; (i) to be of high cost to the
benefactor, (ii) to bestow benefits that are ohhiglue, and (iii) implemented out of a
genuine desire to help. Although not set in theceterms of the benefit appraisal model, the
dimensions employed by Palmatier et al. (2009) &amipulate perceptions of RM
investments, in particular the seller’s free wildamotives and the customer’s needs for RM
investment outcomes, tally with the three faceta bénefit appraisal, and supports the
application of this model to commercial and RM eoxt$. The novel emphasis of the current
paper, however, is a more thorough applicatiotefdocial-cognitive model of gratitude to
consumer behaviour, in particular the considerditan gratitude-eliciting cognitive
appraisals operate when consumers initially en@vuddgscriptions of businesses, and that
these appraisals may mediate consumers’ intenttoast positively towards organisations,
even when they are not the direct recipients drREhinvestment.

Previous indications that consumer gratitude caraip prior to direct interactions
with businesses come from Morales (2005), who madaipd the effort that a hypothetical
service provider made whilst displaying their proidu Effort increased positive ratings of the
service provider and this relationship was mediatgteelings of gratitude and indebtedness.
More recent work by Raggio & Folse (2009, 2011) $taewvn that exposure to expressions of
gratitude from post-Katrina Louisiana residents a@®sitive impact on perceptions of
Louisiana from other US residents. Findings of &l underscore the critical role of
expressions of gratitude in the successful devetoprof relational exchanges between
business and customer, and the commonly undersiatazh that gratitude should not only be
felt, but also expressed (Raggio et al., 20143%. ilnportant to note, however, that the current
work seeks to determine the role of gratitude atdhrliest stage of a consumer’s

consumption journey — when first encountering acdpson of a company.



The studies reported here comprise more direct téshe hypothesis that gratitude
can be elicited by simply reading a descriptiom abmpany, and that this is the
psychological mechanism by which consumers’ apalsai®late to their intentions towards
businesses. If gratitude is found to mediate comsshnesponses to messages of this kind,
this would highlight a role for gratitude in conseimmesponses to more global depictions of
commercial organisations, such as are typicallyagad by public relations and marketing
public relations practitioners (Kitchen and Papasau, 1997; Papasolomou, Thrassou,
Vrontis & Sabova, 2014) in order to manage orgdimsgublic relationships (Ledingham,
2003). Ultimately, this would constitute a muchliearoccurring and more pervasive role for

gratitude in consumer responses to marketer acti@mmspreviously considered.

Study 1

The impact of benefit appraisals elicited by glofbescriptions of organisations on
gratitude and behavioural intentions towards tlsasee organisations was tested in Study 1.
Two descriptions of six hypothetical yet realigiiganisations were created so that they
differed in the extent to which they depicted sesegithat are costly, valuable and offered out
of a genuine desire to help. Participants readvengion of each of the six vignettes (high vs.
low benefit appraisals) and were asked to rate ffeeceptions of these three appraisal
variables, their gratitude towards each organisatind their behavioural intentions (i.e. how
willing they were to recommend each organisatitfithe appraisal group manipulation was
successful, then benefit appraisals (perception®stf value and genuine desire to help)
should be higher in the high than the low apprassalition. The principal model under
examination, however, was that the appraisal groapipulation would influence

behavioural intentions, and that this pathway wdiddnediated by gratitude.



Method
Participants

Potential respondents were invited to completerdim® survey on evaluations of
different organisations, advertised as taking mgéy than 10 minutes. Invitations were
hosted on the University of Stirling’s staff andd#nt homepage as well as via social media
sites. Ninety-five participants consented to ta#g p the survey but 8 did not reach the end
of the survey. All data are described for the remmgy 87 participants. Participants fell into a
variety of age groups; 15 were 18-24 years oldyége 25-34 years old; 13 were 35-44 years
old; 2 were 45-54 years old; 4 were 55-65 yearsaolll 1 participant was over 65eventy-
six percent of the sample reported themselves mngofrom the UK with the remainder
from Germany, Turkey, USA, France, Switzerlandlaine, Norway, Australia and Argentina.
Random allocation yielded 42 participants in thghtappraisal condition (16 male, 26
female) and 45 in the low appraisal condition (Zlan21 female). A chi-square contingency
test revealed no significant association betweenlgeand appraisal group conditigf (1, N

= 87) = 2.03p>.154).

Materials and Procedure

The key materials (presented in Appendix A) wexeshiort descriptions of
hypothetical organisations. In order to includeadety of organisations, three of the vignettes
described businesses whereas the remainder welkethbs charities, and organisation-type
was included as a factor. In all cases, the vigseitere comprised of four sentences, the first
of which was identical across the two appraisatigroonditions, whereas the final three
sentences differed for the two conditions. The sd@entence manipulated perceived value;

the third manipulated genuine desire to help whiistfourth sentence manipulated cost.



Appraisals were manipulated in this way becausa prork has shown that these factors
represent the same latent construct, whilst theakiquestion of interest is whether this
construct (benefit appraisal) has an impact ontgc and intentions towards organisations
(see Wood et al., 2008 for similar logic).

Both studies reported in this paper were approyetthéd School of Management
Ethics Committee. Upon giving their consent, pgraats were presented with a series of six
vignettes describing hypothetical organisationsamdomised order. Upon reading each,
participants were asked to answer seven quesildwestirst three questions were taken from
Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman (1996) and arguegito assess behavioural intentions
towards each organisation. The three questionstdosy likely is it that you would say
positive things about this organisation to otheyge?”, “How likely is it that you would
recommend this organisation to someone who seaksaglvice?”, and “How likely is it that
this organisation would be your first choice fongees of this kind?”. Participants responded
on a 1-6 scale where 1 = “very unlikely” and 6 =ty likely”.

The final four questions assessed perceptionsrafige helpfulness, perceived cost,
perceived value, and gratitude towards each orgaais All four questions were adapted
from Wood et al. (2008). Genuine helpfulness waasueed by asking “How much do you
think that this organisation are motivated by aere desire to help?” using a 1-6 scale where
1 ="not at all motivated” and 6 = “totally motived”. Perceived cost was measured by asking
“How much do you think it costs this organisatiomptrovide the services it provides (in terms
of time, effort, financial cost etc.)?” using a 5€ale where 1 = “nothing” and 6 = “a great
deal”. Perceived value was measured by asking “Maiwable do you think are the services
that this organisation provides?” using a 1-6 sedlere 1 = “not at all valuable” and 6 =
“extremely valuable“. Finally, gratitude was measiliby asking, “How much gratitude do

you feel towards this organisation?” using a 1-#leevhere 1 = “no gratitude” and 6 = “a lot



of gratitude”. Participants were asked to givertiagie, gender and nationality at the end of
the survey. Upon completing their demographic detparticipants were given the
opportunity to provide feedback on the survey. Bhaata are not explicitly analysed here,
although some responses were taken into accoumt ddsgning Study 2 (see Study 2

Method).

Design and Analysis Strategy

A 2x2x3 mixed design with between-subjects factdrappraisal group (high vs. low)
and within-subjects factors of organisation-typleaftty vs. business) and vignette (3 levels)
was used. The three behavioural intentions measweges shown to be strongly associated
with each other (“say positive things?” and “woytil recommend?’; =.94,p <.001; “say
positive things?” and “first choice for servicestbis kind?”;r =.89,p<.001; “would you
recommend?” and “first choice for services of tirsd?”; r =.93,p <.001, all n=87), and the
associated Cronbach’s alpha was excellent 97). A single measure was subsequently
derived using the average response to all thressite

The first step of the analysis began with a mampoh check to determine the impact
of the appraisal group manipulation on benefit ajgals (perceptions of cost, value and
genuine desire to help). This was tested using2a2MANOVA with the factors outlined
above, on the three dependent variables. Mainteftgappraisal group would indicate that
the manipulation successfully influenced the caeeptions that drive gratitude.
Demonstrating this licensed the second set of aralywhich was the test that gratitude
mediates the relationship between the appraisalpgnmanipulation and behavioural
intentions. According to Baron and Kenny (1986¢thregression equations can be used to
establish mediation. Step one requires demonsirétat the independent variable (appraisal

group) has a direct impact on the mediating vagigbiatitude). Step two requires the
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demonstration that the independent variable impacthe dependent variable (behavioural
intentions). Step three is fulfilled when it is shothat the mediator impacts on the dependent
variable when the dependent variable is regressddtb the mediator and independent
variable. Assessment of the significance of théreud effect of appraisal group on

behavioural intentions (via gratitude) was testsithg Sobel’s test (1982). For all relevant
analyses, the appraisal group manipulation wasccaddollows: low = 0 and high = 1.

The third step of analyses were moderation analyseslucted to determine whether
the organisation-type factor moderated any of titbyays from appraisal group to
behavioural intentions. For each pathway, the depetvariable was regressed onto the
predictor, the moderator (organisation-type: 1 sibess, 2 = charity) and an interaction
variable (created by multiplying the predictor bg tmoderator). In order to avoid
multicollinearity between predictor and interactienms, Aiken and West (1991) recommend
centring continuous predictor variables. Gratitumethe only continuous predictor, was thus
grand mean centred for the corresponding analfssggnificant effect for the interaction
variable would indicate moderation had occurred thatlthe role of gratitude differed for
different kinds of organisation.

Critically, however, analysis steps two and threediation and moderation) were
both tested by converting the data to long fornmakt nning mixed-model analyses
(specifically: restricted maximum likelihood, whichpreferred for smaller sample sizes).
Mixed-models allow for both fixed and random eftetsd be specified, in which fixed effects
refer to standard effects most familiar to standak&® regression-users (and are thus
reflected in the coefficients reported), whereasloan effects take account of between-
individual variance because they can vary acrdsediliduals in a sample. This is nhecessary
for the current data in order to conduct regresslananalyses which allow a within-subjects

variable (in this case, organisation-type) to luded in and able to interact with an
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individual-subject level predictor (in this cadee tappraisal group manipulation) but without
violating the assumption of independence (Hoffmash Rovine, 2007). Including random
effects for individual subjects, is necessary,af@e in order to provide accurate parameter
estimates, to ensure the model clusters non-inadigmererror terms at the appropriate levels
and to allow conclusions to be drawn across diffelevels of the population structure
(Snijders, 2005). For both the mediation and mdderanalyses, therefore, random
intercepts were included in the model for individsizbjects and for the factor organisation-
type, nested within subjects. This model was resifipd for each of Baron and Kenny’s steps
to establishing mediation as well as for subsequeteration analyses, with a different
predictor (or predictors) of interest in each cagdge modelled as the corresponding fixed
effects. Unstandardized coefficients, as are tyiyiestimated by multi-level models of this

kind, are reported throughout (Nezlek, 2001).

Results

[Figure 1 to be inserted around here]

Manipulation Check: Perceived desireto help, cost, and value

Figure 1 depicts mean perceptions of genuine desinelp, cost and value for the
critical conditionsPerceptions of all three measures appear sensitive appraisal group
manipulation. For perceptions of cost this pategspears constant across all 6 vignettes,
whereas for perceived value it is largest for twthe business vignettes and generally
smaller for the three charity scenarios. Ratinggsaesteived desire to help, were generally
higher for the three charity scenarios, and theapal manipulation was most robust for
these vignettes. This pattern was tested by sulbgectings of desire to help, cost and value

to a 2 (appraisal group: high/low) x 2 (organisatigpe: business/charity) x 3 (vignette: 3
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levels) mixed MANOVA and subsequent univariate gs@$. The outcomes of these analyses

are shown in Table 1.

[Table 1 to be inserted around here]

Main effects of appraisal group and organisatiqgretwere observed for all measures,
reflecting higher ratings for the high than low egpal group and charities than businesses.
The main effect of vignette also indicates highesrall ratings for some vignettes than others
as would be expected given the use of a diversgerahrealistic organisations. Two- and
three-way interactions including the appraisal gréactor indicate, that the impact of this
manipulation differed in size for particular vigtest and organisation-types. To explicate this,
independent-tests (Bonferroni-correctqa=.008) and associated effect sizes are reported to
demonstrate the impact of the benefit-appraisalipodetion on each vignette for each of the
three variables. These are reported in Table Z;iw$lhows that perceived desire to help was
significantly higher in the high than low appraigabup for all six vignettes. For perceived
value, the appraisal group manipulation was sigaift for all vignettes except To The Moon
and Billesley Restorations. For perceived costntla@ipulation was successful at influencing
perceived cost for all six vignettes but effecesizeveal impact was largest for Dogs Down

Under.

[Table 2 to be inserted around here]

These analyses reveal two points to note. Firfteymain effects of appraisal

manipulation and organisation-type show higher g@tions of all three outcomes for the

high than low appraisal group as well as for clemitelative to businesses. Secondly, the
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appraisal manipulation was effective to differindgests for particular vignettes and appraisal
features: For perceived value, the manipulation gvaatest for two of the three business
vignettes (Hawkival/Permasole), but less so fordarities, in part because perceptions of
value were relatively high for these vignettes evethe low appraisal group. These
outcomes reveal the success of the appraisal gnamgpulation on benefit appraisals, as well
as the importance of taking account of the modegathpact of particular vignette features

on benefit appraisals and associated gratitude.

Testing the Mediation Model

The principal model under investigation tests whetiratitude mediates the
relationship between the appraisal manipulationtstthvioural intentions. This was tested
using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three regressiomegs to establish mediation. In line
with step one, the appraisal group manipulationdamnificant impact on gratitude, the
mediator b = 1.03, standard error = .11985) = 5.50p<.001). In line with step two, the
appraisal group manipulation had a significant iotjma the outcome variable, behavioural
intentions b = 1.41, SE =.14(85) = 5.52p<.001). Critically, in line with the final
requirement for mediation, gratitude was foundigmisicantly predict behavioural intentions
(b=.59, SE =.03((361) = 21.49p<.001) whilst the impact of appraisal group deceedsut
remained significanto(= .81, SE =.12(93) = 6.73p<.001). Sobel’s (1982) test indicated
that the indirect pathway from appraisal group tigtogratitude to behavioural intentions was
significant ¢ = 5.27,p<.05). Calculations using the squared beta valugisated that
gratitude mediated 67% of this pathway. Togethwsé data show that feelings of gratitude

partially mediate the impact of benefit appraisaldehavioural intentions.

Testing for Moderation
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The preceding analyses reveal both a significaettiand indirect pathway from the
appraisal manipulation to behavioural intentionsthie final step, these pathways were tested
to see whether the size of the effect differed sxmrganisation-type, which would be shown
by a significant interaction term. For the direatlpvay from appraisal manipulation to
behavioural intentions, the interaction term wasigicant o = -.51, SE =.17(433) = -
3.023,p<.01), as were the main effects of appraisal mdaijon (b = 2.18, SE =.30(459) =
7.18,p<.001) and organisation-typb € 1.05, SE =.12(433) = 8.88p<.001). There was no
evidence that organisation-type moderated the gathHmwm appraisal manipulation to
gratitude p=.615). For the path from gratitude to behaviourtdntions, the gratitude X
organisation-type interaction term significanthegicted behavioural intentionls € -.17, SE
=.05,t1(254) = -3.22p<.01), and gratitude continued to impact behaviouatantions b =
91, SE =.09t(481) = 9.78, p<.001). There was no main effecrganisation-typepc.170).

Together, these outcomes indicate that organistyme moderated the direct pathway
within the model as well as the second step ofrtigect path from gratitude to behavioural
intentions. This was tested in a final model inebhibehavioural intentions were regressed
onto appraisal manipulation (predictor 1), gratdredictor 2), organisation-type
(moderator) and the interaction terms betweenwvloeprredictors and moderator term. The
two predictors remained significant (appraisal grdu= 1.53, SE =.25; gratitudb,= .72, SE
=.10, bothp-values<.001), whereas only the appraisal groupgémisation-type interaction
term was significantl(= -.49, SE =.15, p<.01). The negative interactesm indicates that
the impact of the appraisal manipulation on behanabintentions was less for charities
(coded as 2) than for businesses (coded as 1l)dteemes of these analyses are depicted in

Figure 2.

[Figure 2 to be inserted around here]
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Brief Discussion

Study 1 showed that the extent to which an orgéinisavas described as providing
services high in value, high in cost to the orgatiis and provided out of a genuine desire to
help had a significant impact on behavioural interd, and this effect was mediated by
gratitude. The data also indicated that benefitappls were more positive for some
vignettes than others, as would be expected givendriety of organisations employed. The
moderation analyses, however, revealed that thactrgf the appraisal group manipulation
on behavioural intentions was moderated by thefamiganisation-type. Although an
interaction of this kind might indicate that lowrtadit appraisals could be particularly
damaging to some kinds of organisations, clainthisfkind are limited in Study 1 because
the scenarios associated with charities and busesadiffered in a number of ways that may
also have impacted on benefit appraisals, beyomdhhrity vs. business label. Study 2 was
designed to provide a stronger test of the po#siilat the impact of benefit appraisals
might be larger for charities vs. businesses byipudating only the organisation label and

controlling all other aspects of the organisatiesatiptions.

Study 2

Study 2 was conducted to replicate the mediatiaralof gratitude in the impact of
global benefit appraisals on behavioural intenti@h®wn in Study 1. Study 2 was also
designed to determine whether the moderating rfobeganisation observed in Study 1 was a
systematic effect of the label business vs. charitgriven by the characteristics of the
particular organisations. All participants read aaigd two vignettes, one labelled as a
business and the other as a non-profit organisatioe latter term was preferred over the

label “charity” used in Study 1 because, as a ngereeric term, it should be easier to
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convincingly apply it across organisations. Orgatits-type was thus manipulated within-

subjects, whilst appraisal group remained manipdlatthogonally across participants.

Methods
Participants

These were invited to complete an online survegwaiuations of different
organisations advertised as taking no longer thannbites. Seventy-one participants clicked
on the survey but 4 did not reach the end of tineesu All data is described for the remaining
67 participants. The age range of the final sample 19-66 with a mean of 34 years. The
majority of the sample identified as White (85%j}wthe remainder identifying as Asian
(9.0%), Latin/Hispanic (3.0%) or Black (1.5%; 1 papant withheld their response). Thirty-
four participants were randomly allocated to thghhappraisal group (22 female, 11 male, 1
transgendered) and 33 were allocated to the lowasgad group (18 female, 15 male). A chi-
square contingency test revealed no significarda@ason between gender and appraisal

group §? (2, N = 67) = 2.00p>.368).

Design and Materials

Two vignettes (one charity, one business) usedudySl were selected for use in
Study 2. Hawkival and African Cooperatives werestdd because effect sizes were robust
across the three benefit appraisal outcomes (dele Zaand it was thought that these
vignettes could best lend themselves to eithersmlbss or non-profit context. The vignettes
were modified so as to make them both more plagisiith identification as either a business
or a non-profit organisation, and the names weogtshed to increase comparability (see
Appendix B). “Hawkival” was changed to “Hawklin” bause participant feedback (collected

upon completion of the questionnaire in Study tjaated that low scores may have been
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given for this organisation because this name waggd particularly negatively. Thirty-two
participants saw the Hawklin labelled as a busimgsst AfriCo was labelled as a non-profit
organisation, whilst for the remaining 35 particifg the allocation of vignette
(Hawklin/AfriCo) to organisation-type (business/nprofit organisation) was reversed. This
between-groups factor is a counterbalance measdraralyses are collapsed across this
factor. The final design was thus mixed 2x2 witheéween-subjects factor of appraisal group
(high vs. low) and a within-subjects factor of angation-type (business vs. non-profit
organisation). The analysis strategy followed graployed in Study 1: an initial

manipulation check, followed by tests of the madrmtnd moderation models using mixed-

models analyses.

Procedure
After giving their consent, participants were prase with the two vignettes.

Participants were asked the same questions empioygiddy 1, with the exception that they
were no longer asked to what extent each orgaarsatould be their first choice for services
of this kind. This was removed because participamticated that it made little sense to them
in the current context and correlated with the ot behavioural intentions measures to a
lesser degree. Upon completion of these respopaés;ipants were asked to complete the
GQ-6 scaléof trait gratitude (McCullough, Emmons and Tsa2@)2), as well as give their

age, gender and ethnic identity.

Results

[Figure 3 to be inserted around here]

! This was measured in order to explore supplemgiitgpotheses concerning the impact of trait grdéton
benefit appraisals as well as gratitude and behaaiantentions. No interactions were observed, éwey, and
the impact of trait gratitude in Study 2 is notegpd further.

18



Manipulation Check: Perceived desireto help, cost, and value

Figure 3 depicts mean perceptions of genuine hieleés, cost and value for the
critical conditions, and shows that the effecthed appraisal manipulation appears for both
organisation-types, across all three variabless Wais tested by subjecting perceived cost,
value and desire to help to a 2x2 mixed MANOVA anbdsequent univariate analyses with
between-subjects factor of appraisal group (highoxs), and the within-subjects factor of
organisation-type (non-profit vs. business). Thizcomes of these analyses are shown in
Table 3. Main effects of appraisal group were olesgfor all measures. There was no main
effect of organisation-type, however, and the extéon between appraisal group and

organisation-type was significant only for perceivwost.

[Table 3 to be inserted around here]

The interaction for perceived cost between apprgreaip and organisation-type was
deconstructed using follow-up contrasts (Bonfermmrectedo=.0125) which revealed a
significant effect of appraisal group on businebssl(43,p<.001) but not on non-profit
organisations. The effect of organisation-type sigsificant for the highd=.44,p<.01) but
not low benefit appraisal condition. This patterdicates that the appraisal group
manipulation was only successful in manipulatingcpered cost for businesses, and that
participants in the high appraisal condition rgbedceptions of cost to be particularly high for

the business vignettes.
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The absence of interactions between appraisal grodwrganisation-type for
perceived value and perceived desire tohielgicate that the organisation label did not have
a systematic impact on these appraisals whentadl daictors were controlled. This outcome
indicates that where there was evidence of a @iffieal impact of the appraisal manipulation
in Study 1, this was driven by features of specifgnettes rather than whether organisations

were labelled as business or non-profit.

Testing the Mediation Model

The three steps of the mediation model were agated using the same approach as
in Study 1. A restricted maximum likelihood lineaixed-model was employed with
subjects’ individual intercepts modelled as, areghedictor for each step employed as fixed
effect. Appraisal group had a significant impactgatitude = .97, SE =.33((65) = 2.98,
p<.01), and a significant impact on behaviouralmtitens p = 1.54, SE =.25(65) = 6.25,
p<.001) in line with Baron and Kenny'’s steps one amal In the final step, gratitude
significantly predicted behavioural intentios< .62, SE =.05(130) = 12.32p<.001)
whilst the impact of appraisal group on behaviourntions decreaset € .94, SE =.19,
t(67) = 4.97p<.001). Sobel's test indicated that the indirechpay from appraisal group
through gratitude to behavioural intentions wasisicant (z = 2.87,p<.001). Calculations

using the squared betas show that gratitude medé# of this pathway.

Testing for Moderation

2 We note that when these analyses were conductbdivei counterbalance version as an additionalléwvet
factor (i.e. AfriCo as business vs. AfriCo as nomfi), there were 3-way interactions between ajgatagroup,
organisation-type and counterbalance version fargreed desire to help (F(1,61) = 12.60, p<.01) peteived
value (F(1,61) = 23.64, p<.001). Follow-up analyskthese outcomes, however, revealed that théseations
were driven exclusively by the vignettes themsehegmrdless of the organisation label given (spedif/, the
Hawklin vignette was more sensitive to the appfaisanipulation regardless of whether it was lattbbbeisiness
or non-profit, whereas AfriCo was less sensitivgareless of organisation label). Given that thesdyaes are
complex and do not provide any additional insigéydnd confirming that organisation label does nteract
with appraisal group, we do not further report thesrme.
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The univariate analyses above indicate that iddiai characteristics of the particular
vignettes rather than the organisation label imrgzhbenefit appraisals, at least for perceived
value and perceived desire to help. To provideal test of whether organisation label
systematically moderates the impact of the apgraisaipulation on behavioural intentions,

a final set of moderation analyses identical tes¢hemployed in Study 1 were conducted.
Again, for each pathway, parameter estimates wengetl using a multilevel model

including the predictor variable, the moderator(usiness, 2 = non-profit) and an
interaction variable created by multiplying thegiotor by the moderator. In each case, the
interaction term was not significant (bqih.243).There was thus no evidence that the impact
of the appraisal manipulation on behavioural interd in Study 2 was moderated by

organisation-type. Figure 4 shows the outcomebh@fiiediation model from Study 2.

[Figure 4 to be inserted around here]

Brief Discussion

Study 2 fully replicated the principal outcome fr&@tudy 1: that appraisals impact
consumer intentions towards organisations andttiepathway is partially mediated by
feelings of gratitude. Study 2 further demonstrdbted any moderation of the impact of
appraisal group on behavioural intentions was raairesequence of whether organisations
were labelled as a business or non-profit orgaoisal he exception to this pattern was in
perceptions of cost, which did differ for organisattype, and which indicates that some
types of business may be viewed as inherently imiglost. Important to note, however, is that
the impact of the combined appraisal group mantpriaon intentions via gratitude was not
moderated by organisation-type. The implicationpasitive and negative benefit appraisals

thus apply equally to non-profit and profit-driventerprises. Where differences were
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observed in Study 1, therefore, this presumablgctsf the fact that some services will always
be perceived to have an inherently high value, attanhow this is framed. Other business
ventures, however, may be especially vulnerableetyative framing.

Combined, the data from Study 1 and 2 demonsthatebenefit appraisals operate
when individuals make global evaluations of comparand that these appraisals can
influence consumers’ intentions towards businesHas.thus demonstrates that benefit
appraisals can impact gratitude even when resposides only reading a description of a
company, extending the contexts in which situatié@etors have been shown to influence
gratitude previously (Wood et al., 2008c). Critigathe current data show for the first time
that gratitude, a fundamental social emotion héoetounstudied in this context, is the
mechanism through which evaluations of this kindrage, when individuals first encounter

company descriptions.

General Discussion

The same benefit appraisals that elicit interpeaktaelings of gratitude were shown
to also apply when individuals read global deswipg of organisations. Gratitude was shown
to be the mediating mechanism by which these aggisadrive consumer intentions towards
businesses. This pattern was robust across thsttwles and was found to apply across
organisations regardless of whether they were liedbals businesses or non-profit
organisations. These data place a previously oveeld yet fundamental social emotion at the
heart of understanding consumer responses to nraglemmunications. In the following
sections, we discuss the implications of this fanaus areas of marketing, communication

and public relations.

Gratitude in Relationship Management
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Management of organisation-public relationshipsi®the basis of modern public
relations (Ledingham, 2003) and theoretical perspes of public relations look to determine
those factors key to positively managing and sostgithese relationships. By scaling up
understanding of interpersonal communication torimf how organisations can effectively
communicate with individuals in the public, theatednal perspective in public relations has
followed a similar trend to that of marketing (Jabaozi, 2006), and trust, openness, and
commitment have been acknowledged as importantrdiroes by both relationship
management practitioners (Ledingham and Bruning8)1and relationship marketers
(Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). At the same time, harewhilst the role of gratitude in
characterising consumer responses to RM investnhastalready been shown (Palmatier et
al., 2009) this is the first demonstration for Eerfmr gratitude in consumer responses to
initial marketing communications.

Organisation-public relationships can be vieweditler behavioural or symbolic
levels (Grunig, 1993), the former encompassing miggdion actions, which would include
RM investments, whereas symbolic relationshipgarecipally communication-based.
Successful relationship management, however, regjucorporation of both levels
(Ledingham and Bruning, 1998). The data presented $how that gratitude’s role in
influencing and understanding consumer responsegatonship management strategies

extends from the behavioural to the symbolic androonications level.

Gratitude, Satisfaction and Perceived Value

One of the core appraisal dimensions upon whielitgde has been shown to rest, is
value to the recipient. Providing products and ises/that elicit high levels of perceived
value has long been recognised as integral taoekdtip marketing, given that customer

satisfaction is dependent on perceived value (Rlaaadl Gronoss, 1996). Considerable focus
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has thus come to bear on how to increase percealed and engage value-adding strategies
to increase customer satisfaction by both maximgibenefits to customers whilst limiting

any financial or behavioural costs to them (Mondf#91; Ravald and Gronoss, 1996). By
demonstrating that perceived value is also cofedtings of gratitude, it is shown that value-
adding strategies should also serve to increasgugi@ and in turn drive consumer behaviour
towards organisations. Given the degree of ovdr&peen consumer satisfaction and
gratitude, it may be valuable to clarify the argutsefor marketers to consider gratitude
alongside of rather than instead of satisfactiarstlly, whilst satisfaction hinges on the value
to the recipient, which is an evaluation of berseféceived relative to costs outlaid, gratitude
is determined by benefits received (measured asépead value” here) alongside appraisals
of the costs to and motives of the benefactor. &dgpsatisfaction is assumed to succeed
high service quality and perceived value (Parasarardeithaml and Berry, 1988) and as
such cannot be an antecedent to the developmernbwdiness-to-consumer relationship.
Showing that appraisals play a role when consunestauate organisations as a whole before
they engage directly with a business may meanai@ataisals and gratitude could predict
customer acquisition or initial engagement withibesses. Gratitude may therefore be the
psychological mechanism through which marketing mamications achieve their principal

goal of converting non-customers to customers (H&95).

Gratitude, Public Relations and Social Responsibility

One clear implication that arises from the curggrspective is the value to
organisations to be seen to provide services thatd of high value, (ii) costly to the
provider and (iii) provided out of a genuine desodnelp. That the public should perceive
organisations as forces operating in the publieredt has long been recognised as

fundamental to public relations theory (Grunig & W¢h1992) given that the norm of
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reciprocity determines whether the public will resd positively or negatively to an
organisation (Gouldner, 1960; Grunig & White, 1992¢re, we highlight the psychological
mechanism and associated cognitive appraisals Ihwihese perceptions are likely to
translate to goodwill towards organisations, predidhat corporate activities are perceived as
positive, costly and genuine. Perhaps the mostoolsvexample of services explicitly
designed to meet criteria of high value, demonsigain altruistic desire to help at cost to the
provider are corporate social responsibility (C®Rictices; voluntary projects undertaken in
and for the benefit of the wider community outsaaeorganisation’s primary domain
(L’Etang, 1996). CSR practices are particularlerasting because they highlight inherent
tensions that arise when PR operations are empkoysistowcase an organisation’s efforts
towards serving the public interest whilst prin¢ipaperating to advocate that same
organisations’ own interests (L'Etang, 1996; FlegnéhJones, 2013). There are strong and
compelling reasons for individuals to question orgations’ motives in adopting CSR
practices (Fleming & Jones, 2013). Highlightingttbensumers’ positive intentions towards
organisations are likely to rest on the extent khicl services are perceived to be provided
out of a genuine desire to help as opposed torsgniterior motives, would suggest that CSR
initiatives will remain limited in their effectivass, so long as such cynicism remains. We
note that a similar challenge in promoting percamiof genuine sincerity is inherent for

practitioners when using marketing communicatiargiiblicity campaigns.

Limitations

Some aspects of the data from Studies 1 and »dalign entirely with the initial
model tested. Participant ratings of perceived tmstganisations, for example, did not
consistently match the pattern of responses taeperd value and desire to help. This may

reflect a weaker association between appraisatssifand gratitude when individuals
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evaluate services provided by organisations, parbapause services are always likely to
bestow a cost of some kind. The pattern reporteg, Iewever, does to some extent tally
with that shown for interpersonal vignettes: Wobdle(2008) reported smaller associations
between state gratitude and cost appraisals thigrefoeived value and genuine helpfulness,
and the manipulation of risk (i.e. potential cdstpenefactor used by Palmatier et al (2009)
was unsuccessful. A rethink of the role of costrajgals is problematic, however, for the
theoretical position that, as a regulator of remgat altruistic acts whose adaptive value is
dependent upon their cost/benefit ratio, gratitisdene-tuned to considerations of cost as
well as benefit (Trivers, 1971). More precise deteation of the antecedents of gratitude
will thus require closer analysis of the role o$tappraisals.

One further limitation is that the current apptto&limited in the extent to which the
appraisal manipulation can be attributed to retaincreases or decreases in evaluation, given
that no baseline condition was employed. Put amatag, it is not possible to determine
whether the current effects are driven by incre@sgsatitude for high appraisals or
punishing evaluations for what is viewed as paldidy poor service. One candidate
mechanism that might cause consumers to punisiisggaons on the basis of particularly
low evaluations is resentment, the sentiment S(tif®0/1976) posited as the antagonist to
gratitude and a key driver of punishment. Furtherknshould seek to determine the extent to
which rewarding vs. punishing actions are driverdisginct affective mechanisms as opposed
to different ends of the same affective continuperhaps by including a third “neutral”

baseline appraisal group condition.

Conclusions

By considering the fundamental cognitive composemqion which feelings of

gratitude rest, the current model places this kigtfluential social emotion as a mechanism

26



behind consumer responses to simple descriptioassompany, prior to any direct
interaction with a company. These findings havarcieplications for the importance of
ensuring value, cost and genuine desire to helparerently communicated within

relationship management campaigns.
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Table 1: Manipulation Check of Appraisal Group Manipulation in Study 1: outcomes of initial MANOVA and univariate analyses.

MANOVA

Desire to help

Univariate ANOVA
Cost

Value

Appraisal Group

Organisation-type

Vignette

Appraisal Group X
Vignette

Appraisal Group X
Organisation-type

Organisation-type X
Vignette

Appraisal Group X
Organisation-type X
Vignette

F(3,82) = 38.3 ¥
n’=.584

F(3,82) = 165.85 ***
n%=.859

F(3,82) = 4.49 **
n*=.254

F(3,82) = 8.27 ***
1°=.386

F(3,82) = 2.80 *
1n%=.093

F(3,82) = 5.55 *
12=.297

F(3,82) = 5.62 ***
1?=.299

F(1,84) = 109.76 ***
1%=.566

F(1,84) = 398.16 ***
n*=.826

F(1,84) = 6.81 **
n2=.075

F(1,84) = 2.92 §
n%=.034

F(1,84) =3.17 §
1%=.036

F(1,84) = 3.86 *
n%=.044

F(1,84) = 7.54 **
n?%=.082

F(1,84) = 75.35 ***
n2=.473

F(1,84) = 36.71 ***
n*=.304

F(1,84) =2.50 8§
n*=.029

F(1,84) =3.51*
n?=.040

F(1,84) = 5.91 *
1n2=.066

F(1,84) = 75.83 ***
n2=.474

F(1,84) = 183.47 ***
1%=.686

F(1,84) = 8.13
1°=.088

F(1,84) = 3.85 §
n2=.044

F(1,84) = 2.68 §
n?=.031

F(1,84) = 7.41 **
n%=.081

p<.001*** p<.01**, p<.05* p<.1§
N = 86 (data for perceptions of value for one vigmaas missing for one participant in the highraggal condition).
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Table 2: Manipulation Check of Appraisal Group Manipulation in Study 1: outcomes of
Bonferroni-corrected (p=.008) t-testsin Study 1. Means (M) and standard deviations (in
par entheses) ar e also shown for the two benefit appraisal groups.

High Low
M(SD) M(SD) t p d
Perceived Desireto Help
Dogs Down Under 5.43(0.80)3.58(1.22) 8.44 p<.001 1.80
African Cooperatives 4.76(1.21)3.27(1.21) 5.76 p<.001 1.23
Billesley Restorations 4.76(1.213.13(1.42) 5.74 p<.001 1.24
Permasole 3.40(1.33)1.42(0.72) 8.57 p<.001 1.85
Hawkival 2.81(1.22) 1.40(0.62) 6.75 p<.001 1.42
To The Moon 2.67(1.12)1.96(0.98) 3.17 p=.002 0.68
Perceived
Value
Dogs Down Under 4.43(1.42)3.51(1.04) 3.46 p=.001 0.74
African Cooperatives 4.73(1.16)3.11(1.13) 6.54 p<.001 141
Billesley Restorations 4.07(1.408.44(1.24) 2.22 p=.029 0.48
Permasole 3.71(1.13)2.00(0.74) 8.30 p<.001 1.79
Hawkival 3.93(1.33) 1.96(1.13) 7.47 p<.001 1.60
To The Moon 2.88(1.19)2.36(1.03) 2.21 p=.030 0.47
Per ceived
Cost
Dogs Down Under 4.71(1.22)3.07(1.07) 6.71 p<.001 1.43
African Cooperatives 4.45(1.19)3.16(1.28) 4.88 p<.001 1.04
Billesley Restorations 4.52(1.098.51(0.99) 4.54 p<.001 0.97
Permasole 3.93(1.14)2.76(0.96) 5.22 p<.001 1.11
Hawkival 3.55(1.11) 2.60(0.84) 4.48 p<.001 0.97
To The Moon 4.31(1.16)2.93(1.12) 5.64 p<.001 1.21
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Table 3: Manipulation Check of Appraisal Group Manipulation in Study 2: outcomes of
MANOVA and univariate analysesfor Study 2.

MANOVA Desire to help Cost Value

F(3,61) = 13.01 F(1,63) =24.50 F(1,63) = 20.30 F(1,63) = 37.68
kK T.I2:_390 Kkk 1,|2:_280 Kkk 1,|2:.244 kK 1,|2:.374

Appraisal Group

Appraisal Group _ _
o F(3,61)=4.79 F(1,63) = 8.00
X Organisation w6 2= 191 ** 2= 113

type
p<.001***, p<.01**, p<.05* p<.1 8§
N = 65 (two participants failed to give cost respemfor one of the vignettes).
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Figure 1: Mean perceptions of genuine desire tp (f@bure 1a), cost to organisation (Figure
1b) and value of services (Figure 1c) split acaugdo appraisal condition, organisation-type

and vignette in Study 1. Error bars show +/- 1 dtad error.
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Figure 2: Diagram showing the outcomes of multilemedel analyses describing the
relationship between appraisal group, gratitudelstdvioural intentions, alongside the
moderation of the direct pathway by organisatigoetin Study 1. Note that thefor the
direct impact of appraisal group on behaviouramtions when gratitude (and associated
interaction term) are removed was 2.18, indicatireg gratitude mediated 53% of this

pathway. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05.
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Figure 3: Mean perceptions of genuine desire tp (f@bure 3a), cost to organisation (Figure
3b) and value of services (Figure 3c) split acaaydo appraisal condition and organisation-

type in Study 2. Error bars show +/- 1 standardrerr
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Figure 4: Diagram showing the outcomes of multilewedels describing the relationship
between appraisal group, gratitude and behaviaotehtions in Study 2. **p<.001,

** n< 01, #p<.05.
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Appendix A: Text for High and Low Appraisal Group in Study 1 (1-3 describe
businesses; 4-6 describe charities)

A (High): Hawkival is a software company that pmes$ antivirus protection. Hawkival
software is state of the art and provides protacigainst a host of computer attacks,
including viruses, spyware, phishing and identigft. Hawkival provide a 1-year free

service to new customers because they want tognetpct all internet users. Hawkival spend
a great deal of resources on the continuous tigioiitheir programmers to keep on top of the
technological advances of virus writers.

(Low): Hawkival is a software company that providesivirus protection. Hawkival software
provides protection against most standard virusésides not go beyond the protective
systems and firewalls that come free with most nemiputers. Hawkival provide a 1-year
free service to new customers because they waatttice them to their brand. Hawkival do
not spend much on the training of their programnt@iseep on top of the technological
advances of virus writers.

B (High): To The Moon Ltd is a travel company tkatls and organises tailor-made travel
experiences and holidays. To The Moon seeks toretisat a holiday should be exactly what
the customer wants and not limited to packagesalneady exist. To The Moon customers
receive their own personal agent who is contactablbeours a day because the company is
100% committed to customising service. To The Mst@if often dedicate many working
weeks and multiple resources and contacts to agettie customers’ chosen holiday.

(Low): To The Moon Ltd is a travel company thaisaind organises tailor-made travel
experiences and holidays. To The Moon offers bespakiday experiences but most
customers usually end up choosing from a standardfsioliday options. To The Moon
provides customers with a personal agent who isactetble 24 hours a day in order to
provide the appearance of top personalised serSitedf. working at To The Moon do not
dedicate any more time to their customers tharetiagking at travel companies offering
standard package holidays.

C (High): Permasole is a high street retailer adis hiking shoes with a lifetime guarantee.
Permasole shoes are designed to protect customenseoy adventure, be it their first or their
ninety-first. Permasole provides a lifetime guagartbecause it truly cares about providing the
maximum experience in comfort and will replace anyduct the minute it becomes damaged
or uncomfortable. Permasole prides itself on tifésiine guarantee even though it can risk
substantial costs to its bottom line.

(Low): Permasole is a high street retailer thasdaking shoes with a lifetime guarantee.
Permasole shoes are designed to look good ratiweretidure and often do not last more than
a few years. Permasole provides a lifetime guaealpéeause it cares predominantly about
appearing to provide service that fits with the pamy’s branding. Permasole is a subsidiary
of a larger company who can easily cover the dostgred by multiple claims on the lifetime
guarantee.

D (High): Billesley Restorations is a charity deatied to the restoration of historical

manuscripts. Many of these documents are of coraddtkepersonal and historical value to
families who send them in, and skilled technicibaekp preserve them for future generations.
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Billesley Restorations was set up in 1984 by paDerek Billesley when he realised no
facilities for the public to preserve their famiistory were available. Mr Billesley has
dedicated his life savings and 10 years of histtifeetting up the charity to help achieve this.

(Low): Billesley Restorations is a charity dedichte the restoration of historical
manuscripts. The charity’s technicians help preselacuments although technological
advances mean many people are able to permaneesigrge their family history in digital
format at home themselves. Billesley Restoratioas set up in 1984 by patron Derek
Billesley, an amateur archivist, because he wata@thmortalise his name in British
historical archives. Mr Billesley is a very wealtiman who is easily able to afford the
foundation of the charity.

E (High): Dogs Down Under is a charity that takasecof dogs in Australia. The organisation
takes care of dogs that have suffered from crumltyeglect in the past and provides them
with shelter, companionship and veterinary careafolong as they need. Dogs Down Under
is staffed by dog lovers who want to create a waithére dogs live free from suffering.
Unpaid volunteers work hard to achieve this androffive up most or all of their free time to
take care of the rescued dogs.

(Low): Dogs Down Under is a charity that takes aafrdogs in Australia. The organisation
provides dogs with shelter and companionship ferstfort time it takes before they are
permanently homed. Dogs Down Under is mainly camegmwith keeping dogs off the streets
rather than improving dog welfare. Volunteers likespend time helping out at the charity
centre because it means they get to spend an heeelaplaying with puppies and young
dogs for free.

F (High): African Cooperatives is a charity, worito improve the lives of people in Africa

by supporting cooperatives within communities irstiéen Africa. Many new cooperatives in
Africa have greatly benefitted from the strategiodgnce and training provided by
experienced UK volunteers. African Cooperativesumtders get involved because they
genuinely want to help local cooperatives get ugp raimning. Most volunteers have worked
many months to be able to afford the necessarglteawd accommodation expenses to be able
to contribute to this work.

(Low): African Cooperatives is a charity, workingitnprove the lives of people in Africa by
supporting cooperatives within communities in Bas#&frica. Many locals in Africa have
managed to build successful cooperative projecthiein own without outside help from
volunteers. UK volunteers get involved with AfricBooperatives simply because of the
once-in-a-lifetime experience that volunteering\inica can offer. Most volunteers are
relatively wealthy and can easily afford the neaggssravel and accommodation expenses.
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Appendix B: Text for High and Low Appraisal Group in Study 2

High Benefit Appraisal

Hawklin is a business/non-profit organisation tmadvides antivirus protection. Hawklin
software is state of the art and provides protaciigainst a host of computer attacks,
including viruses, spyware, phishing and identigft. Hawklin provide a 1-year free service
to new customers because they want to help pralieiaternet users. Hawklin spend a great
deal of resources on the continuous training af grammers to keep on top of the
technological advances of virus writers.

AfriCo is a business/non-profit organisation workiio improve the lives of people in Africa
by supporting cooperatives within communities irstéen Africa. Many new cooperatives in
Africa have greatly benefitted from the strategitdgnce and training provided by AfriCo
staff. AfriCo’s UK workers get involved because\tlgenuinely want to help local
cooperatives get up and running. Most AfriCo woskare required to work long hours for
many months on low pay to be able to contributéni®work.

L ow Benefit Appraisal

Hawklin is a business/non-profit organisation tmadvides antivirus protection. Hawklin
software provides protection against most standianges but does not go beyond the
protective systems and firewalls that come fre&wibst new computers. Hawklin provide a
1-year free service to new customers because thayte entice them to their brand. Hawklin
do not spend much on the training of their programsto keep on top of the technological
advances of virus writers.

AfriCo is a business/non-profit organisation workiio improve the lives of people in Africa
by supporting cooperatives within communities irstéen Africa. Many locals in Africa have
managed to build successful cooperative projecthi@n own without outside help. AfriCo’s
UK workers get involved because of the once-infetitne experience that working in Africa
can offer. Most AfriCo workers come from wealthyckgrounds and can easily afford to
work for many months on low pay to be able to dbate to this work.
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