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Understanding how virtuous lenders encourage support for peer-to-peer platforms’ 
prosocial initiatives 

 
Abstract 
Peer-to-peer (P2P) rental service platforms—i.e., platforms where owners of private 
possessions (e.g., houses) lend them to other people—often deliver appeals that encourage 
platform users to contribute to prosocial causes (e.g., through charitable donations). Although 
many users are skeptical about such appeals, this research argues that exposing users to 
“virtuous” lenders—i.e., lenders who convey ethicality and unselfishness through their profile 
descriptions—elicits positive reactions to the above-mentioned appeals. Three experimental 
studies demonstrate that this occurs because users’ perception of a lender’s virtuousness 
extends to the platform and facilitates a belief that it is genuinely committed to prosocial 
causes. This perception, in turn, enhances users’ willingness to engage in charitable giving. 
However, the beneficial effect of virtuous lenders vanishes when users exhibit high moral 
disengagement. P2P platforms are, therefore, advised to rely on virtuous lenders and 
strengthen users’ moral principles to increase the persuasiveness of their prosocial appeals. 
 
Keywords: Peer-to-peer platforms, prosocial behavior, donation efficacy, charitable giving, 
virtuous lenders 
 
1. Introduction 
Peer-to-peer (P2P) services are a subset of sharing economy activities whereby consumers can 
temporarily use a variety of private possessions (e.g., houses, cars, etc.) on the allowance of 
those objects’ legal owners—hereafter “lenders” (Botsman & Rogers, 2010 a,b; Hamari et al., 
2016). These services operate through digital marketplaces, commonly known as “P2P 
platforms”, that match needs (i.e., demand) with haves (i.e., supply). P2P service platforms 
often attract people with similar interests who are willing to share their assets with others to 
save or gain money and to form a community of like-minded people. People can use these 
platforms as borrowers, lenders, or even fill both roles. 

The rise of these P2P services is intertwined with the discourse on public welfare. While 
critics argue that these services may exacerbate inequality (Schor, 2017) and problems such as 
discrimination (Edelman et al., 2016), supporters argue that such services facilitate the 
development of small entrepreneurial activities based on the efficient use of idle or under-
utilized resources and reduce humans’ impact on the natural environment (Stofberg & 
Bridoux, 2019; Tussyadiah, 2016). Advocates of P2P services believe, in particular, that they 
can contribute to prosocial goals, such as improving social equality and environmental 
sustainability, as well as increasing community cohesion and development (Botsman & 
Rogers, 2010 a,b; Perren et al., 2019; Piscicelli et al., 2018). Accordingly, emerging P2P 
services are making prosocial conduct part of their design, by offering second-hand goods 
(e.g., Freecycle, Facebook Marketplace), time (e.g., Timerepublik; Vaish et al., 2018), 
training programs (e.g., WellSquad), and maintenance services (e.g., Repair Café). 
Furthermore, many P2P service platforms engage in prosocial and pro-environmental 
initiatives—e.g., by donating part of the rental proceeds to prosocial organizations and/or 
soliciting additional donations from users. To illustrate, the P2P fashion rental platform Nova 
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Octo supports charities and education programs, while the P2P carsharing platform Turo 
helps would-be entrepreneurs with crowdfunding loans. However, these efforts can meet 
resistance from consumers, who often mistrust requests for help to benefit the wider society 
(Alhouti, 2016; Choi & Park, 2021). For this reason, marketing scholars and practitioners 
continuously seek to increase the effectiveness of prosocial marketing communications 
(Pomering & Dolnicar, 2009).  

Past studies have identified a variety of factors that may affect consumers’ reactions to 
prosocial appeals: from victim facial emotions (Small & Verrochi, 2009) and nostalgic 
emotions (Ford & Merchant, 2010), to new technologies (Moriuchi & Murdy, 2022), 
language style (Pfeiffer, et al., 2023), and exposure to “virtuous” individuals, namely moral 
exemplars that, through their goodness, integrity, compassion, trustworthiness (Freeman et al., 
2019), pursue what society considers intrinsically good (Brewer, 2009; Bright et al., 2006; 
Meyer et al., 2019). Because people tend to consider such individuals as role models, 
charitable organizations often deliver their prosocial appeals through “virtuous” endorsers 
(e.g., celebrities with a righteous public image that people perceive as moral exemplars; Ho et 
al., 2022; Karlan & List, 2020). Such virtuous individuals facilitate the formation of positive 
opinions, intentions and behaviors toward the endorsed organizations (Kang & Choi, 2016; 
Kim et al., 2014; Park & Cho, 2015) and positive reactions to their appeals.  

However, considering that peopel generally learn about positive and negative behaviors 
through observing others (cf. Bandura’s [1977] Social Learning Theory), even common 
individuals (e.g., one’s “peers”) who behave virtuously may act as role models (Gretemeyer, 
2022; Jung et al., 2020) and promote prosocial behaviors (Bruhin, 2020; Kessler, 2017). This 
suggests that exposing P2P platform users to “virtuous” lenders—i.e., lenders who convey 
virtuousness through their profile descriptions—could motivate users to engage in desirable 
behaviors, such as supporting a P2P platform’s prosocial initiatives.  

Despite the potential value of this prosocial modeling effect (Gretemeyer, 2022; Jung et al., 
2020), the literature on P2P services has overlooked this phenomenon. As a result, very little 
is known about lenders' social influence on P2P platform users. Furthermore, the mechanisms 
through which prosocial models influence others are still under-investigated and vary from 
context to context. To address these gaps, the present research hypothesizes and demonstrates 
that users’ exposure to virtuous lenders elicits positive reactions to P2P platforms’ prosocial 
appeals due to the aforementioned prosocial modeling effect.  

In particular, this research shows that virtuous lenders lead platform users to extend their 
ethical judgments to the platforms, consider these organizations as genuinely (“intrinsically”) 
committed to social and environmental problems, and thereby react favorably to their 
prosocial appeals. According to the so-called “Meaning Transfer” theory (Biswas et al., 2006; 
McCracken, 1989), individuals tend to transfer one object's meaning to another through 
associations. Accordingly, we demonstrate that lender virtuousness fosters the perception that 
P2P service platforms have an “intrinsic” motivation to pursue prosocial goals (Kelley & 
Michela, 1980; Parguel et al., 2011), i.e., an authentic commitment to such goals. Consistent 
with past studies (Fajardo et al., 2018; Lee et al. 2019), this perception, in turn, elicits the so-
called “donation efficacy” (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011)—i.e., it leads users to believe that 
they can make a positive difference through their own contribution—and ultimately persuades 
users to support P2P platforms’ prosocial initiatives. However, we also found that users’ 
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moral disengagement, i.e., the set of psychosocial mechanisms that they use to disable moral 
self-sanctions (Bandura, 2001), neutralizes the positive influence of lender virtuousness.  

Our findings make three major contributions to the literature. First, they expand the stream 
of research on the positive influence of virtuous models. This stream of research has mostly 
concentrated on the direct influence that said models exert on individuals’ prosocial behaviors 
(see Table 1 and Jung et al., 2020 for a meta-analytic review). Instead, we disentangle the 
direct and indirect mechanisms through which exposure to virtuous models prompts prosocial 
behavior. As regards the latter mechanism, our research builds on the aforementioned 
“Meaning Transfer” theory and, by focusing on P2P services, demonstrates that lenders’ 
virtuousness extends to P2P platforms, engenders positive attitudes toward such 
organizations, enhances users’ trust in the relevance of their own prosocial behavior, and 
hence increases their willingness to engage in such behavior. Second, our results bolster 
knowledge about how users relate to lenders in P2P platforms. Past research mainly noted that 
users tend to embrace a collaborative mindset and engage in empathy-driven relationships 
with lenders (Huang & Savary, 2022; Pera et al., 2019; Shuqair et al., 2019). However, our 
results demonstrate that lenders can also inspire prosocial actions if users perceive them as 
virtuous individuals. Third, our research expands the literature on the effects of moral 
disengagement on individuals’ behavior. While past studies have mostly investigated 
unethical behaviors (Shepherd et al., 2013; see also Detert et al., 2008; Hinrichs et al., 2012), 
we show that moral disengagement also affects individuals’ willingness to engage in prosocial 
behaviors. Accordingly, we found that virtuous lenders influence less individuals prone to 
disengagement from moral self-sanctions.  

 
2. User reaction to lender virtuousness 
Virtuous facts or actions—henceforth, “virtuous cues” (e.g., charitable donations, acts of 
kindness, self-sacrifice, altruism, or moral goodness)—elicit a warm, uplifting feeling that 
generally motivates individuals to act altruistically and engage in prosocial behaviors (Aquino 
et al., 2011; Haidt, 2000). This phenomenon can be typically seen when an individual is 
exposed to an organization or others who display virtuousness or are known for their 
virtuousness. Evidence, for instance, shows that virtuous organizations such as reputable 
charities and donation campaigners increase donations (Beldad et al., 2014; Brown et al., 
2017; Purwandari et al., 2022; see Table 1). In the same way, virtuous models (e.g., virtuous 
endorsers) trigger favorable behavioral reactions to pro-social (Karlan & List, 2020; Wymer 
& Drollinger, 2015) and pro-environmental (Ho et al., 2022) appeals.  

Even inanimate objects may convey virtuousness: past research has documented that music 
lyrics that refer to moral goodness increase the salience of prosocial thoughts, elicit empathy, 
and promote prosocial behavior (Greitemeyer, 2009a); videogames oriented around benefiting 
game characters encourage prosocial behaviors (e.g., helping others after a mishap; 
Greitemeyer, 2009b; Greitemeyer & Osswald, 2010; Shoshani, 2023); and green products 
marketed as “virtuous” (i.e., endowed with moral qualities) elicit feelings of moral reward and 
stimulate additional virtuous acts (e.g., charitable donations; Spielmann, 2021). Interestingly, 
past studies have also found that witnessing one’s peer displaying virtue triggers a 
spontaneous desire to be altruistic, to cooperate with others, to donate resources, etc. (Jung et 
al., 2020). For example, exposure to co-workers’ visible sign of support for a charity 
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fundraising campaign (e.g., a pin with a charity logo) galvanizes further contributions 
(Kessler, 2017). Similarly, individuals living on the same street tend to engage in blood 
donation when they learn that their neighbors have enacted this behavior (Bruhin, 2020).  

These findings can be explained by the theory on “prosocial modeling” (Gretemeyer, 
2022), which claims that individuals are prone to engage in altruistic and cooperative 
behaviors when they learn about other persons’ altruistic actions—i.e., when they are exposed 
to virtuous others. The prototypical situation addressed by this theory involves a virtuous 
individual (i.e., a prosocial model), someone who receives this person’s help (the model 
target), someone who witnesses the virtuous individual’s behavior (the observer), and 
someone who receives the observer’s help (the observer target). This theory postulates that, 
after witnessing a prosocial model’s display of virtue, the observer feels motivated to imitate 
this person when he/she is presented with an opportunity to engage in virtuous behavior—a 
phenomenon known as “downstream reciprocity” (Jung et al., 2020). The most feasible 
explanation for this effect is that individuals tend to develop normative beliefs through 
observational learning processes that lead them to adopt other people’s attitudes and 
behaviors (Bandura, 1977; Busching & Krahé, 2020). 

Extending this to P2P platforms, past research has found that mere exposure to lenders’ 
socially desirable characteristics (e.g., care for others) might prompt socially desirable 
behaviors: For instance, the “superhost” badge, which signals outstanding host service quality 
in P2P accommodation platforms (Liang et al., 2017), motivates users to be friendly and 
conform to social norms (Newlands et al., 2019). Moreover, interactions with virtuous lenders 
may motivate users to adopt a cooperative mindset and engage in participative pricing 
decisions, which result in a higher willingness to pay than conventional payment methods 
(Huang & Savary, 2022).  

Therefore, based on the above, it is plausible that exposing P2P platforms’ users to 
virtuous lenders increases the likelihood that users favorably react to the platform’s prosocial 
appeals and engage in charitable giving. Formally:   

 
H1. Exposure to virtuous lenders increases users’ responsiveness to P2P platforms’ 

prosocial appeals.  
 

To better understand how exposure to lenders’ virtuousness translates into favorable 
responses to prosocial appeals, we elaborate on past studies that investigated individuals’ 
attributions of intrinsic (i.e., unselfish) versus extrinsic (i.e., selfish) motivations to other 
agents (e.g., other individuals, companies, or other organizations; Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; 
Kelley & Michela, 1980; Parguel et al., 2011; Skarmeas & Leonidou, 2013). This literature 
suggests that individuals tend to associate virtuous cues (e.g., acts of altruism) with intrinsic 
motives. As such, lender virtuousness may signal that a P2P platform is intrinsically 
motivated to support prosocial causesi.e., it is led by voluntary commitment rather than 
external (e.g., monetary) rewards (Osterloh & Frey, 2004). The so-called “Meaning Transfer” 
theory (Biswas et al., 2006; McCracken, 1989) explains this effect because it postulates that 
individuals tend to transfer the meanings they attach to a company’s representatives (e.g., a 
leader, an endorser, etc.) to the company itself.  
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Hence, it appears reasonable that platform users might transfer the meanings they attach to 
virtuous lenders to P2P platforms, thus perceiving them as intrinsically motivated to support 
prosocial causes. As the following sections explain, this effect, in turn, bolsters users’ belief 
that their contribution can have an impact (donation efficacy; Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). 
While this mechanism ultimately results in positive reactions to P2P platforms’ prosocial 
appeals, moral disengagement—i.e., individuals’ tendency to suspend moral self-sanctions 
(Bandura, 2001)—likely curbs the positive influence of lender virtuousness. Past research 
indeed noted that moral disengagement can significantly limit prosocial behavior (Sharma & 
Lal, 2020; Wu et al., 2021). 
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Table 1. Key studies on the effect of virtuousness on prosocial behavior  

Reference Virtuousness 
source Independent variable Dependent variable Mediating 

variable(s) Main findings 

Greitemeyer (2009a,b) Tangible/ 
intangible  

Music lyric 
virtuousness  

Helping behavior Interpersonal 
empathy 

Songs with virtuous (prosocial) lyrics foster helping behavior. 

Greitemeyer and Osswald 
(2010) 

objects Video game 
virtuousness 

 

Helping behavior  
- 

Virtuous (prosocial) games promote helping behavior. 

Spielmann (2021)  Consumer product 
virtuousness 

Charitable giving Positive 
emotions 

Virtuous products motivate consumers to engage in prosocial 
behaviors (e.g., charitable giving). 

Shoshani (2023)   Virtual reality game 
virtuousness 
(prosociality) 

Sharing behavior  
Positive 
emotions 

Virtuous (prosocial) games promote sharing behavior. 

Beldad et al. (2004) Organizations Charity 
virtuousness 

Repeat donation 
- 

Virtuous (reputable) charitable organizations promote repeat 
donations. 

Brown et al. (2017)  Charity virtuousness Charitable giving - Virtuous charities (charities with positive third-party ratings) 
foster charitable giving. 

Purwandari et al. (2022)  Campaigner 
virtuousness 

Donation intention - Virtuous (trustworthy) donation campaigners increase 
donation intention. 

Wymer and Drollinger 
(2015) 

Celebrities Celebrity 
virtuousness  

Donation intention Celebrity 
admirability 

Charity advertisements featuring virtuous (trustworthy) 
celebrities increase donation intention. 

Ho et al. (2022)  Celebrity 
virtuousness 

Pro-environmental 
behavior 

- Virtuous celebrities endorsing environmental campaigns foster 
pro-environmental behavior. 

Potters et al. (2007); 
Reinstein and Riener (2012) 

Leaders Leader virtuousness 
 

Donation amount - Exposure to virtuous (altruistic) leaders increases the amount 
follower’s donations. 

Karlan and List (2020)  Leader virtuousness  Charitable giving - Charities endorsed by virtuous (moral) leaders foster charitable 
giving. 

Kessler (2017) Other people Co-worker 
virtuousness 

Charitable giving - Employees who demonstrate their support for a fundraising 
campaign encourage co-workers to contribute to the campaign. 

Bruhin (2020)  Neighbor 
virtuousness 

Blood donation - Individuals who donate blood motivate their neighbors to do 
the same. 

Jung et al. (2020)  Other people’s 
virtuousness 

Charitable giving - Exposure to virtuous (moral) others promotes charitable 
giving. 
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The present study  Lender virtuousness Charitable giving P2P 
platform’s 
intrinsic 
motivation, 
User’s 
donation 
efficacy 

Lender virtuousness triggers favorable reactions to P2P 
platforms’ prosocial appeals. Platform’s perceived intrinsic 
motivation and user’s donation efficacy mediate this effect, 
whereas user’s moral disengagement moderates it. 
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3. Mediating role of platforms’ intrinsic prosocial motivation 
According to the so-called “Attribution Theory” (Kelley & Michela, 1980), individuals 
generally infer motives from other people’s or organizations’ actions. Concerning companies, 
consumers might perceive their motives either as “extrinsic” (i.e., “self-serving”) or 
“intrinsic” (i.e., “public serving”). Consumers believe that companies’ actions primarily aim 
to benefit the companies themselves; with the latter, companies' actions aim to benefit people 
outside the company (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; Foreh & Grier, 2003). Accordingly, when 
faced with messages concerning prosocial or pro-environmental initiatives, consumers may 
infer that the company is opportunistically exploiting this form of communication (extrinsic 
motives) or genuinely committed to the cause (intrinsic motives). Only in the latter situation 
do consumers tend to perceive companies as public-oriented organizations (Edinger-Schons et 
al., 2018) whose benevolent actions stem from an authentic desire to do good for society 
(Marín et al., 2016; Skarmeas & Leonidou, 2013) and a selfless concern for others (Howie 
et al., 2018).  

Consumers normally infer intrinsic motives from a company’s established reputation for 
being socially responsible (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2004) or from third-party organizations’ 
favorable evaluations of the company’s commitment to prosocial causes (e.g., high 
sustainability ratings; Parguel et al., 2011). However, company representatives, such as 
founders, leaders, or endorsers also shape consumers’ perceptions of such motives. The afore 
mentioned Meaning Transfer theory (Biswas et al., 2006; McCracken, 1989) indeed 
postulates that the meanings consumers associate with a representative of a certain 
organization carry over to the organization itself. Thus, because consumers normally extend 
virtuous endorsers’ characteristics (e.g., ethicality, trustworthiness) to the endorsed brands 
(Kang & Choi, 2016) and companies (Kim et al., 2014), this theory explains why celebrities 
or CEOs who convey virtuousness through their honesty or trustworthiness enhance a 
company’s reputation (Sohn & Lariscy, 2015; Zakari et al., 2019). The same principle also 
explains why celebrities who appear altruistic elicit favorable attitudes toward the charitable 
organizations they endorse (Park & Cho, 2015). By the same token, spreading negative 
information about endorsers and business leaders normally leads to negative perceptions of 
the related companies (Amos, 2008; Langmeyer & Shank, 1993; Zhu & Chang, 2012). 

Globally considered, these findings indicate that individuals tend to transfer endorsers, 
CEOs, or other representatives' characteristics to the related organizations. Therefore, based 
on the aforementioned meaning transfer effect (Biswas et al., 2006; McCracken, 1989), this 
research hypothesizes that the meanings that platform users associate with virtuous lenders 
carry over to P2P platforms. Due to this effect, platform users perceive some virtuousness in 
the platforms, particularly an intrinsic motivation to pursue prosocial goals. This perception, 
in turn, promotes favorable reactions to the platforms’ prosocial appeals. The following 
section delves into the mechanism underlying this effect.  

 
4. Downstream consequences of intrinsic motivation: the role of donation efficacy  
Consumers’ perception of a company’s behavior as extrinsically (i.e., self-oriented) versus 
intrinsically (i.e., public-oriented) motivated differently affects their intentions and behaviors 
toward said company (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006; Leonidou & Skarmeas, 2017). Extrinsic 
(i.e., egoistic) motives normally engender negative intentions and behaviors toward a 
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company, whereas intrinsic (i.e., altruistic) motives engender more favorable reactions. 
Therefore, when consumers view a company’s motives as extrinsic (i.e., selfish, manipulative, 
or exploitative), they tend to react less favorably to its prosocial appeals, whereas when 
consumers view such motives as intrinsic (i.e., unselfish and public-oriented), they might 
perceive companies’ involvement in prosocial initiatives as benevolent actions (Romani & 
Grappi, 2014; Romani et al., 2016). In the latter situation, consumers tend to be more 
responsive to companies’ prosocial appeals (Howie et al., 2018; Hwang & Kandampully, 
2015; Lichtenstein et al., 2004) because intrinsic motives persuade consumers to believe that 
the company is actually striving to solve social or environmental problems; therefore, their 
donations will be useful. In other words, consumers who trust a company’s genuine 
commitment to a social cause tend to form positive opinions about the outcome efficacy of 
their donations—hereafter “donation efficacy” (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011)—and believe 
that the cause is worth supporting (Sargeant et al., 2006). 

Information concerning organizations that deliver prosocial appeals normally affects 
message recipients’ perception of the efficacy of their own donations (Fajardo et al., 2018). In 
particular, messages from organizations that appear intrinsically committed to prosocial 
causes boost message recipients’ trust in the efficacy of their own contributions (Lee et al., 
2019). With specific reference to charitable giving, past research has noted that many donors 
care about whether their prosocial behavior can actually benefit the cause they are supporting 
(White et al., 2019) and feel more motivated to donate if they believe that their contribution 
might have a significant impact (Gneezy et al., 2014; Sharma & Morwitz, 2016). Consistent 
with this reasoning, past research has found that individuals’ confidence in charities is 
positively related to donation efficacy (Carroll & Kachersky, 2019). Donation efficacy, in 
turn, exerts a positive influence on charitable giving (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011; Cheung & 
Chan, 2000; Labban et al., 2023): an individual’s perceived ability to produce changes 
through his/her actions is, in fact, a key precursor of said actions (Bandura, 1997). 

The literature on donation efficacy still lacks a comprehensive view of its determinants. 
While it appears intuitive that organizations’ commitment to ethical causes will enhance 
potential donors’ conviction in their donations’ impact and spur more donation behavior, 
scholars have yet to assess this effect empirically. To close this knowledge gap, the present 
research proposes the following hypothesis:   

 
H2. Users’ perceptions of P2P platforms’ intrinsic motivation and user donation efficacy 

sequentially mediate the positive effect of lender virtuousness on users’ reaction to 
prosocial appeals. 

 
In short, this study hypothesizes that users' positive attributions about virtuous lenders 

transfer to P2P platforms; those perceptions then elicit donation efficacy, thereby triggering 
favorable reactions to the platforms’ prosocial appeals. However, personality-related factors, 
such as moral disengagement, may adversely influence users’ reactions to prosocial appeals. 
Thus, the following section hypothesizes that lender virtuousness does not affect users who 
exhibit a chronic tendency to disengage from moral standards. 
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5. Moderating effect of moral disengagement 
Individuals can deactivate their moral self-regulation through a series of mechanisms (e.g., 
moral justification, displacement or diffusion of responsibility, disregarding or distorting the 
consequences of their own actions) that, taken together, constitute “moral disengagement” 
(Bandura, 2001). In broad terms, moral disengagement is the process through which people 
cognitively restructure the amount (or the cause) of harm generated by unethical behaviors 
(Detert et al., 2008). For instance, people may cognitively misconstrue reprehensible behavior 
to increase the moral acceptability of unethical behaviors. As such, moral disengagement 
drives unethical decision-making (Chowdhury & Fernando, 2014) by helping individuals 
avoid related feelings of guilt or distress (Hinrichs et al., 2012). In contrast, individuals with a 
strong tendency to respect ethical principles can resist the temptation to disengage from moral 
self-sanctions (Peeters et al., 2019). Such individuals are less likely to disengage from moral 
standards and are inclined to engage in prosocial behaviors (De Caroli & Sagone, 2014).  

Individuals prone to moral disengagement tend to think that pursuing ethical principles is 
not worthwhile. Such individuals might exhibit low self-efficacy (i.e., a low ability to resist 
peer pressure to misbehave; Bandura et al., 2001) and may not engage in prosocial behaviors. 
Indeed, past studies have found that moral disengagement weakens individuals’ intention to 
support animal protection organizations (Lim et al., 2019), to donate blood (Chen et al., 
2022), to help others (Obermann, 2011; Paciello et al., 2013), and to engage in charitable 
giving (Baberini et al., 2015; Hardy et al., 2015) and environmental protection (Wu et al., 
2021).  

With specific reference to P2P services, the literature has highlighted that moral 
disengagement promotes misbehaviors (e.g., littering or misusing lenders’ resources, even to 
the point of damage) that often compromise the normal functioning of such services and 
decrease consumer willingness to use shared resources (Schaefers et al., 2016). Against this 
background, the present research hypothesizes that moral disengagement offsets the positive 
influence of lender virtuousness on user willingness to support P2P platforms’ prosocial 
initiatives. Formally: 

 
H3. Moral disengagement weakens the positive effect of lender virtuousness on user 
responsiveness to P2P platforms’ prosocial appeals.  
 

Table A1 in Appendix A summarizes the studies that support the development of H2 and 
H3.   
 
6. Overview of studies 
We tested our research framework and hypotheses (Figure 1) through three empirical studies 
that assessed consumers’ reactions to the prosocial appeals delivered by three real P2P 
platforms. We note upfront that such platforms do not actively showcase lenders who convey 
ethicality and unselfishness; thus, virtuous lenders generally have limited visibility in the 
selected platforms’ online environment, even if those people could favorably influence these 
platforms’ image. Study 1 focused on Airbnb, a popular P2P service platform that supports 
people needing emergency housing. This study tested whether exposing platform users to 
virtuous lenders fosters favorable behavioral reactions to the platform’s prosocial appeals 
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(H1). The study assessed this reaction in terms of the likelihood that users will click on a 
hyperlink with instructions on how to make a donation. Study 2 (which included two 
experimental studies) focused on a real P2P car rental platform to explain the effect 
investigated in Study 1. To this end, the study tested whether lender virtuousness generates 
favorable reactions to the platform’s prosocial appeals via increased user perception of the 
platform’s intrinsic motivation, increasing user donation efficacy (H2). The study also 
controlled for a possible effect of the lender’s gender.  

Finally, Study 3 focused on a real P2P fashion rental platform and assessed whether users’ 
moral disengagement moderates the positive influence that lender virtuousness exerts on 
users’ reactions to the platform’s prosocial appeals (H3). This study further validated lender 
virtuousness's direct and indirect effects on users’ reactions to such appeals. 
 
 
Figure 1. Research flow 

 
Study 1 

 

Platform: 
Aibnb.com 
Sample: n = 216 
Hypothesis tested: 
H1 

 

 
Study 2a, b 
 

Platform: 
SnappCar.nl 
Sample:  
na = 179; nb = 202 
Hypothesis tested: 
H2 

 

 
Study 3 
 

Platform: 
Tulerie.com 
Sample: n = 135 
Hypothesis tested: 
H3 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lender virtuousness 
(absent vs. present) 

Willingness to 
engage in  

charitable giving 

Lender virtuousness 
(absent vs. present) 

Platform intrinsic 
motivation 

User donation 
efficacy 

Donation amount 

Lender virtuousness 
(absent vs. present) 

Donation amount 

Platform intrinsic 
motivation 

User donation 
efficacy 

User moral 
disengagement 

H3 

H1 

H2 
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7. Study 1: Direct effect of lender virtuousness  
 
7.1. Pretest 
We wrote a short text, seemingly written by an Airbnb host who described her experience of 
hosting a family of refugees (see the text in Table B1 in Appendix B). We assessed the extent 
to which the text made readers perceive the host as a virtuous person—i.e., dedicated to doing 
good for others—through an online pretest that involved a sample of 50 US consumers (mean 
age = 36.40, SD = 8.85, 42% female) recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Participants 
read the text and then rated the host’s virtuousness using a three-item seven-point scale (α = 
0.90) derived from Cameron et al. (2004; see Appendix C). A one-sample t-test—using the 
scale mid-point of (4) as the test value—confirmed that participants perceived the host as a 
virtuous person (M = 5.34, SD = 1.09, t(49) = 8.72, p < 0.001). 

 
7.2. Main Study: Procedure 
Study 1 was a two-cell (lender virtuousness: absent vs. present) between-subjects online 
experiment that involved 216 US consumers (mean age = 38, SD = 10.09, 52% female), 
recruited as above. Participants were presented with information concerning Airbnb’s 
prosocial commitment (Table B1). About half of them were also shown the pretested 
information describing the virtuous host, whereas the other half did not receive such 
information. All participants then read that they could support Airbnb with their donations 
and were shown a link that they could click to learn about the donation procedure. Our online 
questionnaire recorded participants’ clicks on the link. Then, those participants who received 
information about the Airbnb host rated this person’s virtuousness, intended as her dedication 
to others, using the same scale as in the pretest (α = 0.91). Finally, all participants provided 
their gender and age, and indicated how frequently they used Airbnb on a seven-point scale (1 
= never, 4 = about twice a year, 7 = more than four times a year). 
 
7.3. Main Study: Results 
A one-sample t-test, conducted as above, confirmed that participants exposed to the virtuous 
lender perceived this person as virtuous (M = 5.37, SD = 1.10, t(107) = 12.94, p < 0.001). 
Next, we performed a logistic regression, which expressed participants’ click-through 
behavior (0 = link not clicked, 1 = link clicked) as a function of lender virtuousness (-1 = 
absent, 1 = present), while controlling for participants’ age, gender, and frequency of using 
Airbnb. This test returned a significant positive effect of lender virtuousness: Participants 
exposed to the virtuous lender were significantly more likely to click on the donation link 
than their unexposed counterparts (b = 0.52, Wald χ² = 4.09, p = 0.043). Thus, Study 1 offers 
initial evidence for H1.  
 
8. Study 2a: Indirect effect of lender virtuousness  
 
8.1. Pretest 
We wrote a brief profile description of a car lender, seemingly taken from SnappCar.nl, a 
Dutch P2P car rental platform (see the text in Table B2 in Appendix B). In this description, 
the lender presented himself as a person who was happy to cooperate with SnappCar and 
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support its pro-environmental initiatives. We assessed the extent to which the written 
description made readers perceive the lender as a person dedicated to doing good for the 
environment (i.e., as a virtuous person) through a test that involved 50 US consumers (mean 
age = 36.5, SD = 9.35, 32% female) recruited from Prolific Academic. The study used a 
sample of US consumers in order to reduce the likelihood that participants would have prior 
knowledge of the selected European platform. To rule out a possible influence of prior 
knowledge of the selected platform, participants were asked to indicate whether they had used 
this service platform before by answering a dichotomous (Y/N) question. All participants 
confirmed that they had never used SnappCar before. Then, based on the profile description, 
pretest participants rated the lender’s virtuousness using a three-item scale similar to the scale 
that we used in Study 1’s pretest (α = 0.92; see Appendix C for details). A one-sample t-test—
using the scale mid-point (4) as the test value—confirmed that participants perceived the 
lender as a virtuous person (M = 5.58, SD = 1.14, t(49) = 9.78, p < 0.001). 
 
8.2. Main study: Procedure 
Study 2a was a two-cell (lender virtuousness: absent vs. present) between-subjects online 
experiment involving 179 US consumers (mean age = 43, SD = 12.69, 57% female) recruited 
via the same method as the pretest. As in the pretest, to rule out the possible influence of prior 
knowledge of the platform, participants indicated whether they had used SnappCar before by 
answering a dichotomous (Y/N) question. Then, a brief written scenario instructed them to 
imagine that they were interested in renting a car through SnappCar. The scenario provided 
some background information about this Dutch P2P car rental platform and its commitment to 
environmental problems. Then, about half of the participants were presented with information 
about a virtuous lender (i.e., the same profile description from the pretest). In contrast, the 
other half did not receive such information.  

The scenario informed all participants that SnappCar welcomed monetary donations for 
environmental research institutions and asked participants to choose one of nine possible 
donation amounts, ranging from USD 0.00 to USD 10.00 (see Table B2 for details). We 
considered participants’ choice as an indicator of the extent to which they favorably reacted to 
SnappCar’s prosocial appeal. Next, all participants completed a three-item, seven-point scale 
measuring SnappCar’s intrinsic motivation (e.g., “I think that SnappCar ...is really conscious 
of environmental issues”; α = 0.92; see Appendix C), drawn from Parguel et al. (2011). They 
also answered a three-item, seven-point measurement of perceived donation efficacy (e.g., 
“To what extent do you think that your donation could make a positive difference?”; α = 
0.94), which was drawn from Sharma and Morwitz (2016) and Mainardes et al. (2017; see 
Appendix C). Those participants who had received information about the lender also rated his 
virtuousness using the same scale as in the pretest (α = 0.82). Finally, all participants provided 
their gender and age. 
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8.3. Main study: Results 
 
8.3.1. Convergent and discriminant validity assessment 
All participants confirmed that they had never used SnappCar before. We assessed the 
dimensionality of the employed multiple-item measures (i.e., platform intrinsic motivation 
and donation efficacy) by entering the corresponding items in a principal component analysis 
with oblimin rotation. The analysis returned a two-factor solution that explained over 80% of 
the variance—all items loaded on the corresponding factors, with factor loadings higher than 
0.87. Next, we checked our multiple-item measures' convergent and discriminant validity by 
running a confirmatory factor analysis with the maximum likelihood estimation method. The 
analysis returned adequate fit statistics: χ2/df = 1.293; Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.981; 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.998; Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.991; Standardized Root 
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = 0.009. For each latent construct, factor loadings and 
composite reliability coefficients were higher than 0.90, while Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) indicators (AVEPlatform intrinsic motivation = 0.89; AVEDonation efficacy = 0.85) were higher than 
the squared inter-construct correlation coefficient (r = 0.28). Because each multiple-item 
measure exhibited satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity, we averaged the scores 
obtained on each scale to produce an aggregated measure of the respective construct. 
 
8.3.2. Main effects of lender virtuousness 
A one-sample t-test, conducted as above, confirmed that participants exposed to the virtuous 
lender perceived him as a virtuous person who cared for the environment (M = 5.83, SD = 
1.10, t(88) = 16.96, p < 0.001). Participants exposed to the virtuous lender rated the 
platform’s intrinsic motivation significantly higher (M = 5.78, SD = 1.05) than their 
unexposed counterparts (M = 5.12, SD = 1.42; F(1, 177) = 12.57, p = 0.001; Table D1 in 
Appendix D) and reported a donation efficacy (M = 4.33, SD = 1.59) that was marginally 
significantly higher than their counterparts (M  = 3.85, SD = 1.86; F(1, 177) = 3.34, p = 
0.069). In line with H1, participants exposed to the virtuous lender were also willing to make 
a larger donation to SnappCar (M = 4.57, SD = 3.26) than their counterparts (M = 3.51, SD = 
3.10; F(1, 177) = 4.99, p = 0.027). 
 
8.3.3. Validating the indirect effect of lender virtuousness 
We used Hayes’ (2022) PROCESS macro to test the hypothesized serial mediation effect of 
platforms’ intrinsic motivation and users’ perceptions of their donation’s efficacy (H2). To 
this end, we ran a linear regression analysis that considered lender virtuousness as a 
dichotomous independent variable (-1 = absent, 1 = present), platform intrinsic motivation 
and donation efficacy as first-level and second-level mediators, respectively, and participants’ 
donation as the dependent variable. The analysis (see Table 2) returned the following: a 
significant positive effect of the independent variable on platform intrinsic motivation (b = 
0.66, p = 0.001); a significant positive effect of platform intrinsic motivation on user donation 
efficacy (b = 0.68, p < 0.001), controlling for lender virtuousness (p = 0.923); and a 
significant positive effect of donation efficacy on user donation (b = 1.09, p < 0.001), 
controlling for both lender virtuousness (p = 0.238) and platform intrinsic motivation (p = 
0.447). Consistent with H2, lender virtuousness exerted a significant positive indirect effect 
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on user donation via the sequential mediation of platform intrinsic motivation and donation 
efficacy (b = 0.49, 95% CI: 0.21, 0.81). We re-ran the analysis with participants’ gender and 
age as covariates, but the results did not substantially change.  
 
Table 2. Study 2a: Serial mediation analysis 
Dependent variable: Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) b SE t p 

Constant 5.12 0.13 38.74 < 0.001 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.66 0.19 3.54  0.001 

 R2 = 0.07, MSE = 1.57, F(1, 177) = 12.57, p = 0.001 
Dependent variable: User donation efficacy (Me2) b SE t p 

Constant 0.37 0.49 0.76 0.449 
Lender virtuousness (X) 

 
0.02 0.23 0.10 0.923 

Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) 0.68 0.09 7.47 < 0.001 
 R2 = 0.25, MSE = 2.30, F(2, 176) = 30.11, p < 0.001 

Dependent variable: User donation b SE t p 
Constant -1.35 0.81 -1.66 0.098 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.46 0.39 1.18 0.238 
Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) 0.13 0.17 0.76 0.447 
User donation efficacy (Me2) 1.09 0.12 8.74 < 0.001 

 R2 = 0.40, MSE = 6.27, F(3, 175) = 39.39, p < 0.001 
Indirect effects of X on Y: b SE LLCI ULCI 

Via Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) 0.09 0.11 -0.12 0.33 
Via User donation efficacy (Me2) 0.02 0.27 -0.52 0.53 
Via Me1 and Me2 0.49 0.15 0.21 0.81 

Note: N = 179; X was coded as: -1 = Absent; 1 = Present; Me = Mediator. 
 
 
9. Study 2b. Controlling for a possible effect of the lender’s gender 
 
To control for a possible effect of the lender’s gender, we re-ran Study 2a using new samples 
of consumers and information about a female lender.  
 
9.1. Pretest 
We administered the adapted version of the same questionnaire as in Study 2a’s pretest (see 
Table B3 in Appendix B) to a new sample of 80 US consumers (mean age = 45, SD = 12.96, 
52% female) recruited from Prolific Academic. As in Study 1a, all participants confirmed that 
they had never used SnappCar before, thus ruling out a possible influence of prior knowledge 
of this platform. Then, they completed the same scale as in the previous pretest to assess the 
lender’s perceived virtuousness (α = 0.93). A one-sample t-test—using the scale mid-point (4) 
as the test value—confirmed that participants perceived the lender as a virtuous person (M = 
6.15, SD = 0.98, t(79) = 19.49, p < 0.001). 
 
9.2. Main study: Procedure 
Study 2b involved 202 US consumers (mean age = 44, SD = 12.59, 50% female), recruited as 
above, who confirmed that they had never used SnappCar before. As in Study 2a, about half 
of the participants received information about the female lender and indicated how much they 
were willing to donate to SnappCar. They then completed the same scales as in Study 2a to 
measure SnappCar’s intrinsic motivation (α = 0.91) and donation efficacy (α = 0.95). Those 
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participants who had received information about the lender also rated her virtuousness (α = 
0.91). Finally, all participants provided their gender and age. 
 
9.3. Main study: Results 
 
9.3.1. Convergent and discriminant validity assessment 
A principal component analysis returned a two-factor solution that explained over 88% of the 
variance. All items loaded on the corresponding factors, with factor loadings higher than 0.80. 
Then, as in Study 2a, we ran a confirmatory factor analysis and obtained adequate fit 
statistics: χ2/df = 1.308; GFI = 0.984; CFI = 0.998; NFI = 0.991; SRMR = 0.029. Factor 
loadings were higher than 0.80, composite reliability coefficients were higher than 0.90, and 
AVE indicators (AVEPlatform intrinsic motivation = 0.87; AVEDonation efficacy = 0.77) were higher than 
the squared inter-construct correlation coefficient (r = 0.25). Because the employed measures 
exhibited satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity, we averaged the scores obtained 
on each of the two multi-item scales. 
 
9.3.2. Main effects of lender virtuousness 
Participants exposed to the virtuous lender rated her as a virtuous person (M = 6.22, SD = 
0.97, t(99) = 22.80, p < 0.001). They rated the platform’s intrinsic motivation significantly 
higher (M = 5.22, SD = 1.26) than their counterparts (M = 5.65, SD = 1.09; F(1, 201) = 6.70, p 
= 0.010; Table D2 in Appendix D), reported a significantly higher donation efficacy (M = 
4.42, SD = 1.63) than their counterparts (M  = 3.80, SD = 1.68; F(1, 201) = 7.13, p = 0.008), 
and were willing to make significantly larger donations (M = 5.08, SD = 3.57) than their 
counterparts (M = 3.99, SD = 3.44; F(1, 201) = 4.87, p = 0.029). 
 
9.3.3. Indirect effect of lender virtuousness 
As in Study 2a, we used Hayes’ (2022) PROCESS macro to assess whether lender 
virtuousness indirectly affected participants’ donation through the serial mediation of 
platform intrinsic motivation and participants’ donation efficacy. The analysis (see Table 3) 
returned the following: a significant positive effect of lender virtuousness on platform 
intrinsic motivation (b = 0.22, p = 0.010); a significant positive effect of platform intrinsic 
motivation on user donation efficacy (b = 0.63, p < 0.001), controlling for lender virtuousness 
(p = 0.101); and significant positive effects of donation efficacy (b = 1.29, p < 0.001) and 
platform intrinsic motivation (b = 0.40, p = 0.021) on user donation, controlling for lender 
virtuousness (p = 0.758). Consistent with Study 2a, lender virtuousness exerted a significant 
positive indirect effect on user donation via the sequential mediation of platform intrinsic 
motivation and donation efficacy (b = 0.18, 95% CI: 0.04, 0.33). Including participants’ 
gender and age as covariates did not alter these results.  
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Table 3. Study 2b: Serial mediation analysis 
Dependent variable: Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) b SE t p 

Constant 5.44 0.83 65.31 < 0.001 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.22 0.83 2.59  0.010 

 R2 = 0.18, MSE = 1.40, F(1, 200) = 6.70, p = 0.010 
Dependent variable: User donation efficacy (Me2) b SE t p 

Constant 0.66 0.49 1.34 0.183 
Lender virtuousness (X) 

 
0.17 0.11 1.65 0.101 

Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) 0.63 0.09 7.17 < 0.001 
 R2 = 0.48, MSE = 2.19, F(2, 199) = 30.18, p < 0.001 

Dependent variable: User donation b SE t p 
Constant -2.94 0.86 -3.40 0.001 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.06 0.19 0.31 0.758 
Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) 0.40 0.17 2.32 0.021 
User donation efficacy (Me2) 1.29 0.12 10.39 < 0.001 

 R2 = 0.47, MSE = 6.69, F(3, 198) = 59.68, p < 0.001 
Indirect effects of X on Y: b SE LLCI ULCI 

Via Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.19 
Via User donation efficacy (Me2) 0.22 0.14 -0.05 0.51 
Via Me1 and Me2 0.18 0.07 0.04 0.33 

Note: N = 202; X was coded as: -1 = Absent; 1 = Present; Me = Mediator. 
 
10. Study 3: Moderation effect of user moral disengagement  
 
10.1. Pretest 
As in the previous studies, we wrote a brief profile description of a female lender, seemingly 
taken from Tulerie.com, a French P2P fashion rental platform that donates part of the rental 
proceeds to recycling organizations (e.g., Rewearable; see Table B4 in Appendix B). The 
lender presented herself as a person who was happy to cooperate with Tulerie and support its 
pro-environmental initiatives. Through a pretest involving 50 US female consumers (mean 
age = 35.84, SD = 10.55) recruited from Prolific Academic, we assessed the extent to which 
this description made readers perceive the lender as a “virtuous” person who is dedicated to 
doing good for the environment. Like before, we focused on a sample of US consumers to 
reduce the possible influence of prior knowledge about the selected platform. To rule out 
prior knowledge's possible influence, we asked participants to indicate if they had used 
Tulerie before by answering a dichotomous (Y/N) question. All participants confirmed that 
they had never used this service before. They read the description and then rated the lender’s 
virtuousness using the same scale as in the previous pretests (α = 0.87). A one-sample t-test—
using the scale mid-point (4) as the test value—confirmed that participants perceived the 
lender as a virtuous person (M = 5.07, SD = 0.98, t(49) = 7.73, p < 0.001). 
 
10.2. Main Study: Procedure 
Study 3 was a two-cell (lender virtuousness: absent vs. present) between-subjects online 
experiment that involved 135 US female consumers (mean age = 40, SD = 11.61) recruited as 
above. As in the pretest, all participants confirmed that they had never used Tulerie before, 
thus ruling out a possible influence of prior knowledge of the platform. A brief scenario (see 
Table B4) instructed them to imagine that they were interested in renting a luxury dress 
through this service. All participants received some background information about this French 
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P2P fashion rental platform and its commitment to environmental problems. As in the 
previous studies, about half of the participants received information about the virtuous lender 
(in the form of the pretested profile description), whereas the other half did not receive such 
information.  

The scenario informed all participants that Tulerie welcomed monetary donations for 
recycling organizations and asked them to choose one of nine possible donation amounts, 
ranging from USD 0.00 to USD 10.00 (see Table B4 for details). All participants completed 
the same scales used in Study 2 to measure the platform’s intrinsic motivation and user 
donation efficacy. Participants then engaged in a distraction task aimed at assessing their 
online browsing habits and preferred websites. Afterward, they completed a three-item, 
seven-point scale of environmental moral disengagement (e.g., “Considering the pollution 
caused by big enterprises, it’s hardly a sin for people to perform environmentally harmful 
behaviors sometimes”; α = 0.84), which was drawn from Wu et al. (2021) and Moore et al. 
(2012). Those participants who had received information about the lender also rated her 
virtuousness using the same scale as in the pretest (α = 0.89). Finally, all participants provided 
their gender and age.  
 
10.3. Main Study: Results 
 
10.3.1. Convergent and discriminant validity assessment 
As in the previous studies, we assessed the dimensionality of the employed multi-item scales 
by running a principal component analysis. The analysis returned a three-factor solution that 
explained 85% of the variance; all items loaded on the corresponding factors with factor 
loadings higher than 0.85. Next, we assessed the convergent and discriminant validity of the 
scales through a confirmatory factor analysis, which returned adequate fit statistics: χ2 /df = 
1.490; GFI = 0.947; CFI = 0.988; NFI = 0.965; SRMR = 0.041. Factor loadings were higher 
than 0.67 and composite reliability coefficients were higher than 0.80, thus supporting 
convergent validity. AVE indicators (AVEPlatform intrinsic motivation = 0.86; AVEDonation efficacy = 
0.80; AVEMoral disengagement = 0.67) were higher than the squared inter-construct correlation 
coefficients (which were all lower than 0.25), thus supporting discriminant validity. 
Therefore, we averaged the scores obtained on the three multi-item scales to produce 
aggregate measures of the respective constructs (i.e., platform intrinsic motivation, donation 
efficacy, and moral disengagement). 
 
10.3.2. Main effects of lender virtuousness 
A one-sample t-test confirmed that participants exposed to the virtuous lender rated this 
person as virtuous (M = 5.48, SD = 1.11, t(68) = 10.96, p < 0.001). These participants also 
rated the platform’s intrinsic motivation significantly higher (M = 5.88, SD = 0.89) than their 
counterparts (M = 5.52, SD = 1.08; F(1, 133) = 4.53, p = 0.035; see Table D3 in Appendix D), 
and reported a significantly stronger perceived donation efficacy (M  = 4.68, SD = 1.44) than 
their counterparts (M = 3.77, SD = 1.66; F(1, 133) = 11.57, p < 0.001). Furthermore, in line 
with H1, participants exposed to the virtuous lender were willing to make a larger donation to 
Tulerie (M = 4.71, SD = 2.67) than their counterparts (M = 3.53, SD = 2.75; F(1, 133) = 6.38, 
p = 0.013).  
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10.3.3. Validating the indirect effect of lender virtuousness 
To obtain further evidence for the serial mediation effect of the platform’s perceived intrinsic 
motivation and donation efficacy, we used Hayes’ (2022) PROCESS macro to test a linear 
regression model. Lender virtuousness was the dichotomous independent variable, platform 
intrinsic motivation and donation efficacy were first-level and second-level mediators, 
respectively, and user donation was the dependent variable (Table 4). This analysis yielded a 
significant positive effect of lender virtuousness on platform intrinsic motivation (b = 0.18, p 
= 0.035). In turn, platform intrinsic motivation exerted a significant positive effect on user 
donation efficacy (b = 0.67, p < 0.001) when controlling for the effect of lender virtuousness 
(b = 0.33, p = 0.008). Finally, donation efficacy exerted a significant positive effect on user 
donation (b = 0.81, p < 0.001), controlling for the effects of both lender virtuousness (p = 
0.287) and platform intrinsic motivation (p = 0.745). Consistent with H2, lender virtuousness 
exerted a significant positive indirect effect on user donation via the serial mediation of 
platform intrinsic motivation and donation efficacy (b = 0.10, 95% CI: 0.01, 0.21). The 
inclusion of participants’ gender and age as covariates did not alter the results. 
 
Table 4. Study 3: Serial mediation analysis 
Dependent variable: Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) b SE t p 

Constant 5.70 0.09 66.65 < 0.001 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.18 0.09 2.13  0.035 

 R2 = 0.03, MSE = 0.99, F(1, 133) = 4.53, p = 0.035 
Dependent variable: User donation efficacy (Me2) b SE t p 

Constant 0.41 0.71 0.57 0.57 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.33 0.12 2.70  0.008 
Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) 0.67 0.13 5.46 < 0.001 
 R2 = 0.25, MSE = 1.98, F(2, 132) = 21.95, p < 0.001 

Dependent variable: User donation b SE t p 
Constant 0.53 1.23 0.91 0.366 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.22 0.22 1.88 0.287 
Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) -0.08 0.24 -0.33 0.745 
User donation efficacy (Me2) 0.81 0.15 5.40 < 0.001 

 R2 = 0.24, MSE = 5.93, F(3, 131) = 14.00, p < 0.001 
Indirect effects of X on Y: b SE LLCI ULCI 

Via Platform intrinsic motivation (Me1) -0.01 0.04 -0.10 0.07 
Via User donation efficacy (Me2) 0.27 0.11 0.07 0.50 
Via Me1 and Me2 0.10 0.05 0.01 0.21 

Note: N = 135; X was coded as: -1 = Absent; 1 = Present; Me = Mediator. 
 
 
10.3.4. Moderation effect of moral disengagement 
To assess the predicted moderation effects of moral disengagement, we used Hayes’ (2022) 
PROCESS macro to run a serial mediation model that tested the above relationships, 
alongside the possible moderating effect of moral disengagement. The analysis returned a 
significant positive effect of participants’ moral disengagement on platform intrinsic 
motivation (b = 0.18, p = 0.037; Table 5), as well as significant positive effects of lender 
virtuousness (b = 0.33, p = 0.009) and platform intrinsic motivation (b = 0.67, p < 0.001) on 
donation efficacy. The analysis also returned a significant positive effect of donation efficacy 
(b = 0.81, p < 0.001) on user donation and a significant negative interaction effect of lender 
virtuousness and moral disengagement on user donation (b = -0.34, p = 0.034). 
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In line with H3, the conditional direct effect of lender virtuousness on user donation was 
significant and positive at a lower level of moral disengagement (M-1SD; b = 0.72, 95% CI: 
0.08, 1.36), but nonsignificant at a higher level of moral disengagement (M+1SD; b = -0.27, 
95% CI: -0.90, 0.36). Therefore, the results confirmed that virtuous lenders enhance potential 
donors’ responsiveness to P2P platforms’ prosocial appeals, but only when potential donors 
are less likely to disengage from moral self-sanctions. Again, including participants’ gender 
and age as covariates did not alter the results.  

 
Table 5. Study 3: Moderated serial mediation analysis 
Dependent variable: Platform intrinsic motivation (Me 1) b SE t p 

Constant -0.00 0.09 -0.03 0.975 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.18 0.09 2.10 0.037 

 R2 = 0.03, MSE = 0.99, F(1, 132) = 4.42, p = 0.037 
Dependent variable: User donation efficacy  b SE t p 

Constant -0.00 0.12 -0.04 0.968 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.33 0.12 2.66 0.009 
Platform intrinsic motivation (Me 1) 0.67 0.12 5.44 < 0.001 
 R2 = 0.25, MSE = 1.99, F(2, 131) = 21.65, p < 0.001 

Dependent variable: User donation  b SE t p 
Constant 4.19 0.22 19.26 < 0.001 
Lender virtuousness (X) 0.23 0.22 1.03 0.306 
Platform intrinsic motivation (Me 1) -0.09 

 
0.25 -0.36 0.712 

User donation efficacy (Me 2) 0.81 0.16 4.99 < 0.001 
User moral disengagement (Mo) -0.09 0.15 -0.62 0.537 
X × Mo -0.34 0.16 -2.15 0.034 

 R2 = 0.28, MSE = 5.87, F(7, 126) = 6.91, p < 0.001 
Conditional direct effects of X on Y b SE LLCI ULCI 

Low level of Mo (M-1SD)  0.72 0.32 0.08 1.36 
High level of Mo (M+1SD) -0.27 0.32 -0.90 0.36 

Note: N = 135; X was coded as: -1 = Absent; 1 = Present; Me 1 = First level mediator; Me 2 = Second level 
mediator; Mo = Moderator. 
 
 
11. General discussion  
Past studies have documented a positive relationship between exposure to virtuous objects or 
persons and willingness to engage in prosocial behaviors, such as charitable giving (e.g., Jung 
et al., 2020) or helping others (e.g., Greitemeyer, 2009a,b). Although this effect plays an 
important role in prosocial communication, its mechanisms are still far from being 
understood. For companies involved in prosocial actions, like P2P service platforms, a better 
understanding of such mechanisms can support the development of effective communication 
strategies. However, marketing scholars have so far overlooked these companies’ prosocial 
appeals and the communication potential of virtuous lenders. Therefore, little is known about 
the factors motivating users to cooperate with these platforms and support prosocial projects.  

The results of this research advance knowledge on this topic by establishing, first of all, 
that lenders who convey a sense of virtuousness through their profile descriptions do not only 
lead users to make positive attributions about P2P platforms’ intrinsic motivation to pursue 
prosocial goals, but also inclines users to think that their donations can make a positive 
difference (donation efficacy). These findings, which ultimately result in positive reactions to 
P2P platforms’ prosocial appeals (e.g., greater willingness to support their prosocial initiatives 
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through charitable giving), highlight a persuasive indirect effect determined by mere exposure 
to virtuous individuals which has been neglected so far. Furthermore, although it may seem 
intuitive that the persuasive influence of virtuousness carries over to online environments, the 
literature on ethical behavior and online communication has only recently started to 
investigate this topic (Leban et al., 2021). 

Second, our findings expand the emerging stream of research on how P2P service users 
relate to lenders. Past studies make clear that P2P service users are inclined to collaborate 
(Huang & Savary, 2022) and empathize with lenders (Pera et al., 2019). For this reason, users 
are tolerant of lenders’ service failures (Shuqair et al., 2019). However, our results indicate 
that lenders can inspire prosocial actions when conveying virtuousness. From this perspective, 
virtuous lenders’ role appears comparable to the role played by moral exemplars (e.g., Hattke 
& Hattke, 2019; Jung et al., 2020; Nook et al., 2016; Shao et al., 2008). 

Finally, this research increases the field’s comprehension of the effects of moral 
disengagement on individuals’ behavior. Extant research has often investigated this construct 
with reference to behaviors that violate ethical standards (Detert et al., 2008; Hinrichs et al., 
2012; Shepherd et al., 2013). However, moral disengagement may also affect individuals’ 
propensity to enact (or not enact) prosocial behaviors (Wu et al., 2021). Accordingly, our 
third study demonstrates that lender virtuousness positively influences users’ willingness to 
support a social cause, but only when users do not exhibit high levels of moral 
disengagement. Thus, our findings contribute to research on the negative effects of moral 
disengagement on prosocial behavior, which remains under-developed. 

 
11.1. Managerial implications 
From a managerial point of view, this research offers guidance to marketing managers of P2P 
platforms supporting prosocial initiatives. Our findings indicate that such platforms could 
identify virtuous lenders—for instance, by checking their profile pages or even contacting 
them to assess their virtuousness (e.g., in terms of sensitivity to social and environmental 
problems)—and bolster their visibility in the online environment to increase users’ 
willingness to support the afore mentioned initiatives. To this end, the platforms could devote 
specific sections of their websites, blogs, and social media to virtuous lenders. Furthermore, 
since virtuous lenders can boost the platforms’ perceived intrinsic motivation, platform 
managers could seek to involve virtuous lenders in their prosocial communication programs. 
To illustrate, virtuous lenders may serve as endorsers in P2P platforms’ prosocial 
communications. This tactic would strengthen users’ perceptions of the platforms as 
genuinely committed to social and environmental issues, motivating users to contribute to 
those initiatives. In particular, considering that this perception of genuine commitment to 
prosocial causes enhances platform users’ confidence in the relevance of their own 
contribution, P2P platforms could further reassure users about the impact of their donations. 
Toward this end, they should seek to communicate this impact in a transparent manner. 

P2P platforms should be aware that these communication strategies might be ineffective 
when users are prone to moral disengagement. Thus, P2P platforms should also seek to buffer 
(or even neutralize) the negative influence of moral disengagement. To achieve this goal, 
platform managers could deploy strategies to increase users’ self-identification as moral 
individuals—i.e., their moral identity (Aquino & Reed, 2002). In this respect, the literature 
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suggests that internalizing ethical principles reduces individuals' likelihood of disengaging 
from such principles and keeping a moral identity (Aquino et al., 2007; Vitell et al., 2011). 
Therefore, platform managers and virtuous lenders could remind users of the importance of 
respecting ethical principles (e.g., using others’ possessions in a responsible way) and 
encourage them to adhere to such principles. Moreover, platform managers and virtuous 
lenders could share this information through their communication channels if a certain 
prosocial project receives support from many users. By highlighting the normative value of 
charitable giving, this tactic could reduce users' likelihood of disengaging from moral 
standards and enhance users’ willingness to support P2P platforms’ prosocial initiatives.  
 
12. Limitations and future research directions 
The limitations of this research pave the way for future studies on the effect of lender 
virtuousness in P2P platforms. First, our studies manipulated lender virtuousness using 
“static” stimuli: brief self-presentations based on written text. However, it would be 
interesting to check whether richer and more interactive stimuli (e.g., brief video 
presentations) can enhance the positive influence of lender virtuousness on users’ reactions to 
prosocial appeals. Second, our three studies considered platforms offering services with some 
hedonic components (i.e., accommodation, car rental, and fashion rental services). However, 
assessing whether the identified effects hold when the platform offers more utilitarian services 
(e.g., workspace or tool rental services) might be worthwhile. Third, this research identified 
that a platform’s intrinsic motivation and participants’ donation efficacy mediate the effect of 
lender virtuousness on participants’ donations. However, future research could investigate 
alternative mediators, such as the enhanced feelings of empathy activated by virtuous lenders. 
Finally, it would be interesting to test whether situational factors such as users’ sense of social 
closeness (Liberman et al., 2007) to lenders or lenders’ popularity (which can be signaled by 
the number of users’ reviews; Tang et al., 2023) magnify our identified effects of lender 
virtuousness.  
 
References 
Amos, C., Holmes, G., & Strutton, D. (2008). Exploring the relationship between celebrity 

endorser effects and advertising effectiveness: A quantitative synthesis of effect 
size. International Journal of Advertising, 27(2), 209-234. 

Alhouti, S., Johnson, C.M. and Holloway, B.B. (2016). Corporate social responsibility 
authenticity: Investigating its antecedents and outcomes, Journal of Business Research, 
69(3), 1242-1249. 

Aquino, K., Reed, A., Thau, S., & Freeman, D. (2007). A grotesque and dark beauty: How 
moral identity and mechanisms of moral disengagement influence cognitive and emotional 
reactions to war. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43, 385-392 

Aquino, K., McFerran, B., & Laven, M. (2011). Moral identity and the experience of moral 
elevation in response to acts of uncommon goodness. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 100(4), 703-718. 

Aquino, K., & Reed II, A. (2002). The self-importance of moral identity. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 83(6), 1423. 

Baberini, M., Coleman, C. L., Slovic, P., & Västfjäll, D. (2015). Examining the effects of 
photographic attributes on sympathy, emotions, and donation behavior. Visual 
Communication Quarterly, 22(2), 118-128. 



 25 
 

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Oxford: Prentice-Hall. 
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of Control, New York, Freeman. 
Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 52(1), 1-26. 
Battacharya, C. B., & Sen, S. (2004). Doing better at doing good: When, why, and how 

consumers respond to corporate social initiatives. California Management Review, 47(1), 
9-24. 

Becker-Olsen, K. L., Cudmore, B. A., & Hill, R. P. (2006). The impact of perceived corporate 
social responsibility on consumer behavior. Journal of Business Research, 59(1), 46-53. 

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2011). A literature review of empirical studies of philanthropy: 
Eight mechanisms that drive charitable giving. Nonprofit and voluntary sector 
quarterly, 40(5), 924-973. 

Beldad, A., Snip, B., & van Hoof, J. (2014). Generosity the second time around: Determinants 
of individuals’ repeat donation intention. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 43(1), 
144-163. 

Belk, R. (2014). You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative consumption online. 
Journal of Business Research, 67, 1595-1600. 

Biswas, D., Biswas, A., & Das, A. (2006). The differential effects of celebrity and expert 
endorsements on consumer risk perceptions. Journal of Advertising, 35, 17–31. 

Botsman, R., & Rogers, R. (2010). Beyond Zipcar: Collaborative consumption. Harvard 
Business Review, 88(10), 30. 

Botsman, R. and Rogers, R. (2010). What’s Mine Is Yours: The Rise of Collaborative 
Consumption. New York, NY: Harper Business. 

Brewer, T. (2009). The retrieval of ethics. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Bright, D. S., Cameron, K. S., & Caza, A. (2006). The amplifying and buffering effects of 

virtuousness in downsized organizations. Journal of Business Ethics, 64(3), 249-269. 
Brown, A. L., Meer, J., & Williams, J. F. (2017). Social distance and quality ratings in charity 

choice. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics, 66, 9-15. 
Bruhin, A., Goette, L., Haenni, S., & Jiang, L. (2020). Spillovers of prosocial motivation: 

Evidence from an intervention study on blood donors. Journal of Health Economics, 70, 
102244, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2019.102244. 

Busching, R., & Krahé, B. (2020). With a little help from their peers: The impact of 
classmates on adolescents’ development of prosocial behavior. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence, 49, 1849-1863. 

Cameron, K. S., Bright, D., & Caza, A. (2004). Exploring the relationships between 
organizational virtuousness and performance. American Behavioral Scientist, 47(6), 766-
790. 

Campbell, M. C., & Kirmani, A. (2000). Consumers’ use of persuasion knowledge: The 
effects of accessibility and cognitive capacity on perceptions of an influence agent. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 27(1), 69-83. 

Carroll, R., & Kachersky, L. (2019). Service fundraising and the role of perceived donation 
efficacy in individual charitable giving. Journal of Business Research, 99, 254-263. 

Chen, L., Zhou, Y., Zhang, S., & Xiao, M. (2022). How anxiety relates to blood donation 
intention of non-donors: the roles of moral disengagement and mindfulness. The Journal of 
Social Psychology, 1-16, https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.2024121 

Cheung, C. K., & Chan, C. M. (2000). Social-cognitive factors of donating money to charity, 
with special attention to an international relief organization. Evaluation and Program 
Planning, 23(2), 241-253. 

Choi, S., Mattila, A.S., & Quadri-Felitti, D. (2019). Donation appeals rewarding fitness in the 
context of CSR initiatives. Journal of Services Marketing, 33(2), 160-167. 



 26 
 

Choi, J., & Park, H. Y. (2021). How donor’s regulatory focus changes the effectiveness of a 
sadness-evoking charity appeal. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 38(3), 
749-769. 

Chowdhury, R. M., & Fernando, M. (2014). The relationships of empathy, moral identity and 
cynicism with consumers’ ethical beliefs: The mediating role of moral disengagement. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 124, 677-694. 

De Caroli, M. E., & Sagone, E. (2014). Belief in a just world, prosocial behavior, and moral 
disengagement in adolescence. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 116, 596-600. 

Detert, J. R., Treviño, L. K., & Sweitzer, V. L. (2008). Moral disengagement in ethical 
decision making: a study of antecedents and outcomes. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 93(2), 374-391. 

Edelman, B., Luca, M., & Svirsky, D. (2017). Racial discrimination in the sharing economy: 
Evidence from a field experiment. American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 9(2), 
1-22. 

Edinger-Schons, L. M., Sipilä, J., Sen, S., Mende, G., & Wieseke, J. (2018). Are two reasons 
better than one? The role of appeal type in consumer responses to sustainable 
products. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 28(4), 644-664. 

Fajardo, T. M., Townsend, C., & Bolander, W. (2018). Toward an optimal donation 
solicitation: Evidence from the field of the differential influence of donor-related and 
organization-related information on donation choice and amount. Journal of 
Marketing, 82(2), 142-152. 

Ford, J. B., & Merchant, A. (2010). Nostalgia drives donations: The power of charitable 
appeals based on emotions and intentions. Journal of Advertising Research, 50(4), 450-
459. 

Foreh, M. R., & Grier, S. (2003). When is honesty the best policy? The effect of stated 
company intent on consumer skepticism. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 13(3), 349-
356. 

Freeman, D., Aquino, K., & McFerran, B. (2009). Overcoming beneficiary race as an 
impediment to charitable donations: Social dominance orientation, the experience of moral 
elevation, and donation behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(1), 72-
84. 

Gneezy, U., Keenan, E. A., & Gneezy, A. (2014). Avoiding overhead aversion in 
charity. Science, 346(6209), 632-635. 

Greitemeyer, T. (2009a). Effects of songs with prosocial lyrics on prosocial behavior: Further 
evidence and a mediating mechanism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35, 
1500-1511. 

Greitemeyer, T. (2009b). Effects of songs with prosocial lyrics on prosocial thoughts, affect, 
and behavior. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45, 186-190. 

Greitemeyer, T., & Osswald, S. (2010). Effects of prosocial video games on prosocial 
behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(2), 211-221. 

Greitemeyer, T. (2022). Prosocial modeling: Person role models and the media. Current 
Opinion in Psychology, 44, 135-139. 

Haidt, J. (2000). The Positive emotion of elevation. Prevention & Treatment, 3(1), Article 
3c. https://doi.org/10.1037/1522-3736.3.1.33c 

Hamari, J., Sjöklint, M., & Ukkonen, A. (2016). The sharing economy: Why people 
participate in collaborative consumption. Journal of the Association for Information 
Science and Technology, 67(9), 2047-2059.  

Hardy, S. A., Bean, D. S., & Olsen, J. A. (2015). Moral identity and adolescent prosocial and 
antisocial behaviors: Interactions with moral disengagement and self-regulation. Journal of 
Youth and Adolescence, 44(8), 1542-1554. 



 27 
 

Harman, H.H. (1976). Modern factor analysis. University of Chicago press. 
Hattke, F., & Hattke, J. (2019). Lead by example? The dissemination of ethical values 

through authentic leader inspiration. International Journal of Public Leadership, 15(4), 
224-237. 

Hayes, A. F. (2022). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process 
analysis: A regression-based approach. New York: Guilford. 

Hinrichs, K. T., Wang, L., Hinrichs, A. T., & Romero, E. J. (2012). Moral disengagement 
through displacement of responsibility: The role of leadership beliefs. Journal of Applied 
Social Psychology, 42(1), 62-80. 

Ho, T. Q., Nie, Z., Alpizar, F., Carlsson, F., & Nam, P. K. (2022). Celebrity endorsement in 
promoting pro-environmental behavior. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 
198, 68-86. 

Howie, K. M., Yang, L., Vitell, S. J., Bush, V., & Vorhies, D. (2018). Consumer participation 
in cause-related marketing: An examination of effort demands and defensive 
denial. Journal of Business Ethics, 147(3), 679-692. 

Hsieh, M. H., & Yucel-Aybat, O. (2018). Persuasive charity appeals for less and more 
controllable health causes: The roles of implicit mindsets and benefit frames. Journal of 
Advertising, 47(2), 112-126. 

Huang, L., & Savary, J. (2022). When Payments Go Social: The use of Person-to-Person 
payment methods attenuates the endowment effect. Journal of Marketing Research, 
10.1177/00222437221128255. 

Hwang, J., & Kandampully, J. (2015). Embracing CSR in pro-social relationship marketing 
program: Understanding driving forces of positive consumer responses. Journal of 
Services Marketing, 29, 5, 344-353. 

Jung, H., Seo, E., Han, E., Henderson, M. D., & Patall, E. A. (2020). Prosocial modeling: A 
meta-analytic review and synthesis. Psychological Bulletin, 146(8), 635-663. 

Kang, J., & Choi, W. J. (2016). Endorsed sustainable products: The role of celebrity ethicality 
and brand ethicality. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 34(4), 303-319. 

Kang, M., & Gretzel, U. (2012). Effects of podcast tours on tourist experiences in a national 
park. Tourism Management, 33(2), 440-455. 

Karlan, D., & List, J. A. (2020). How can Bill and Melinda Gates increase other people's 
donations to fund public goods?. Journal of Public Economics, 191, 104296. 

Kelley, H. H., & Michela, J. L. (1980). Attribution theory and research. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 31(1), 457-501. 

Kessler, J. B. (2017). Announcements of support and public good provision. American 
Economic Review, 107(12), 3760-3787. 

Kim, S. S., Lee, J., & Prideaux, B. (2014). Effect of celebrity endorsement on tourists’ 
perception of corporate image, corporate credibility and corporate loyalty. International 
Journal of Hospitality Management, 37, 131-145. 

Labban, A., Novell, C., & Bauer, S. (2023). Examining the impact of mindsets on donation 
intentions to homelessness charities via parallel serial mediation. International Review on 
Public and Nonprofit Marketing, 20, 225–244. 

Langmeyer, L., & Shank, M. D. (1993). Celebrity endorsers and public service agencies: A 
balancing act. In E. Thorson (Ed.), Proceedings of the 1993 Conference of the Academy of 
Advertising (pp. 197–207). Columbia, MO: American Academy of Advertising. 

Leban, M., Thomsen, T. U., von Wallpach, S., & Voyer, B. G. (2021). Constructing personas: 
How high-net-worth social media influencers reconcile ethicality and living a luxury 
lifestyle. Journal of Business Ethics, 169(2), 225-239. 



 28 
 

Lee, Y.J., Haley, E., & Yang, K. (2019). The role of organizational perception, perceived 
consumer effectiveness and self-efficacy in recycling advocacy advertising effectiveness. 
Environmental Communication, 13(2), 239-254. 

Liang, S., Schuckert, M., Law, R., & Chen, C. C. (2017). Be a “Superhost”: The importance 
of badge systems for peer-to-peer rental accommodations. Tourism Management, 60, 454-
465. 

Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Stephan, E. (2007). Psychological distance. Social Psychology: 
Handbook of Basic Principles, 2(2), 353-383. 

Lim, H., Cho, M., & Bedford, S. C. (2019). You shall (not) fear: The effects of emotional 
stimuli in social media campaigns and moral disengagement on apparel consumers’ 
behavioral engagement. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management, 23(4), 628-644. 

Leonidou, C. N., & Skarmeas, D. (2017). Gray shades of green: Causes and consequences of 
green skepticism. Journal of Business Ethics, 144(2), 401-415. 

Lichtenstein, D. R., Drumwright, M. E., & Braig, B. M. (2004). The effect of corporate social 
responsibility on customer donations to corporate-supported nonprofits. Journal of 
Marketing, 68(4), 16-32. 

Mainardes, E. W., Laurett, R., Degasperi, N. C. P., & Lasso, S. V. (2017). External 
motivators for donation of money and/or goods. International Journal of Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Marketing, 22(2), e1568. 

McCracken, G. (1989). Who is the celebrity endorser? Cultural foundations of the 
endorsement process. Journal of Consumer Research, 16, 310-321 

Meyer, M., Sison, A. J. G., & Ferrero, I. (2019). How positive and neo‐Aristotelian leadership 
can contribute to ethical leadership. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences, 36(3), 
390-403. 

Moore, C., Detert, J. R., Klebe Treviño, L., Baker, V. L., & Mayer, D. M. (2012). Why 
employees do bad things: Moral disengagement and unethical organizational behavior. 
Personnel Psychology, 65(1), 1-48. 

Moriuchi, E., & Murdy, S. (2022). Increasing donation intentions toward endangered species: 
An empirical study on the mediating role of psychological and technological elements of 
VR. Psychology & Marketing, https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21650 

Newlands, G., Lutz, C., & Fieseler, C. (2019). The conditioning function of rating 
mechanisms for consumers in the sharing economy. Internet Research, 29(5), 1090-1108. 

Nieto García, M., Muñoz-Gallego, P. A., Viglia, G., & Gonzalez-Benito, O. (2020). Be 
social! The impact of self-presentation on peer-to-peer accommodation revenue. Journal of 
Travel Research, 59(7), 1268-1281. 

Nook, E. C., Ong, D. C., Morelli, S. A., Mitchell, J. P., & Zaki, J. (2016). Prosocial 
conformity: Prosocial norms generalize across behavior and empathy. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 42(8), 1045-1062. 

Osterloh, M., & Frey, B. (2004). Corporate governance for crooks? The case for corporate 
virtue. In G. Grandori (Ed.), Corporate governance and firm organization (pp. 191–211). 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Park, S. Y., & Cho, M. (2015). Celebrity endorsement for nonprofit organizations: The role of 
celebrity motive attribution and spontaneous judgment of celebrity-cause 
incongruence. Journal of Promotion Management, 21(2), 224-245. 

Paciello, M., Fida, R., Tramontano, C., Cole, E., & Cerniglia, L. (2013). Moral dilemma in 
adolescence: The role of values, prosocial moral reasoning and moral disengagement in 
helping decision making. European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 10(2), 190-205. 

Parguel, B., Benoît-Moreau, F., & Larceneux, F. (2011). How sustainability ratings might 
deter ‘greenwashing’: A closer look at ethical corporate communication. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 102(1), 15-28. 



 29 
 

Peeters, W., Diependaele, L., & Sterckx, S. (2019). Moral disengagement and the 
motivational gap in climate change. Ethical Theory and Moral Practice, 22(2), 425-447. 

Pera, R., Viglia, G., Grazzini, L., & Dalli, D. (2019). When empathy prevents negative 
reviewing behavior. Annals of Tourism Research, 75, 265-278. 

Perren, R., Stewart, K., & Satornino, C. B. (2019). Puritan peers or egoistic entrepreneurs?  
Moral decay in lateral exchange markets. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 36(3), 366-378. 

Pomering, A., & Dolnicar, S. (2009). Assessing the prerequisite of successful CSR 
implementation: are consumers aware of CSR initiatives?. Journal of Business Ethics, 
85(2), 285-301. 

Potters, J., Sefton, M., & Vesterlund, L. (2007). Leading-by-example and signaling in 
voluntary contribution games: an experimental study. Economic Theory, 33, 169-182. 

Piscicelli, L., Ludden, G. D., & Cooper, T. (2018). What makes a sustainable business model 
successful? An empirical comparison of two peer-to-peer goods-sharing platforms. Journal 
of Cleaner Production, 172, 4580-4591. 

Pfeiffer, B.E., Sundar, A., & Cao, E. (2023). The influence of language style (formal vs. 
colloquial) on the effectiveness of charitable appeals. Psychology & Marketing, 40(3), 542-
553. 

Romani, S., & Grappi, S. (2014). How companies’ good deeds encourage consumers to adopt 
pro-social behavior. European Journal of Marketing, 48(5/6), 943-963. 

Romani, S., Grappi, S., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2016). Corporate socially responsible initiatives 
and their effects on consumption of green products. Journal of Business Ethics, 135(2), 
253-264. 

Sargeant, A., Ford, J. B., & West, D. C. (2006). Perceptual determinants of nonprofit giving 
behavior. Journal of Business Research, 59(2), 155-165. 

Schaefers, T., Wittkowski, K., Benoit, S., & Ferraro, R. (2016). Contagious effects of 
customer misbehavior in access-based services. Journal of Service Research, 19(1), 3-21. 

Schor, J. B. (2017). Does the sharing economy increase inequality within the eighty percent?: 
findings from a qualitative study of platform providers. Cambridge Journal of Regions, 
Economy and Society, 10(2), 263-279. 

Shao, R., Aquino, K., & Freeman, D. (2008). Beyond moral reasoning: A review of moral 
identity research and its implications for business ethics. Business Ethics Quarterly, 18(4), 
513-540. 

Sharma, N., & Lal, M. (2020). Facades of morality: the role of moral disengagement in green 
buying behaviour. Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 23(2), 217-239. 

Sharma, E., & Morwitz, V. G. (2016). Saving the masses: The impact of perceived efficacy 
on charitable giving to single vs. multiple beneficiaries. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 135, 45-54. 

Shepherd, D. A., Patzelt, H., & Baron, R. A. (2013). “I care about nature, but…”: 
Disengaging values in assessing opportunities that cause harm. Academy of Management 
Journal, 56(5), 1251-1273. 

Shoshani, A. (2023). From virtual to prosocial reality: The effects of prosocial virtual reality 
games on preschool Children's prosocial tendencies in real life environments. Computers 
in Human Behavior, 139, 107546. 

Shuqair, S., Pinto, D. C., & Mattila, A. S. (2019). Benefits of authenticity: Post-failure loyalty 
in the sharing economy. Annals of Tourism Research, 78, 102741. 

Skarmeas, D., & Leonidou, C. N. (2013). When consumers doubt, watch out! The role of 
CSR skepticism. Journal of Business Research, 66(10), 1831-1838. 

Small, D. A., & Verrochi, N. M. (2009). The face of need: Facial emotion expression on 
charity advertisements. Journal of Marketing Research, 46(6), 777-787. 



 30 
 

Sohn, Y. J., & Lariscy, R. W. (2015). Competent or ethical? Impact of CEO characteristics on 
corporate reputation. In CEO Branding (pp. 189-210), New York: Routledge. 

Spielmann, N. (2021). Green is the new white: How virtue motivates green product 
purchase. Journal of Business Ethics, 173(4), 759-776. 

Stofberg, N., & Bridoux, F. (2019). Consumers’ choice among peer‐to‐peer sharing 
platforms: The other side of the coin. Psychology & Marketing, 36(12), 1176-1195. 

Sun, H.J., & Yoon, H.H. (2022). Linking organizational virtuousness, engagement, and 
organizational citizenship behavior: The moderating role of individual and organizational 
factors. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 46(5), 879-904. 

Tang, L., Xu, Z., & Lyu, X. (2023). More popular, more listings? Effects of popularity on 
Airbnb host expansion. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 
Management, 35(5), 1650-1669. 

Tussyadiah, I. P. (2016). Factors of satisfaction and intention to use peer-to-peer 
accommodation. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 55, 70-80. 

Vaish, R., Liao, Q. V., & Bellotti, V. (2018). What’s in it for me? Self-serving versus other-
oriented framing in messages advocating use of prosocial peer-to-peer 
services. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 109, 1-12. 

Vitell, S. J., Keith, M., & Mathur, M. (2011). Antecedents to the justification of norm 
violating behavior among business practitioners. Journal of Business Ethics, 101, 163-173. 

White, K., Habib, R., & Dahl, D. W. (2020). A review and framework for thinking about the 
drivers of prosocial consumer behavior. Journal of the Association for Consumer 
Research, 5(1), 2-18. 

Wymer, W., & Drollinger, T. (2015). Charity appeals using celebrity endorsers: Celebrity 
attributes most predictive of audience donation intentions. Voluntas: international journal 
of voluntary and nonprofit organizations, 26, 2694-2717. 

Wu, J., Font, X., & Liu, J. (2021). Tourists’ pro-environmental behaviors: Moral obligation or 
disengagement?. Journal of Travel Research, 60(4), 735-748. 

Zakari, M., Dogbe, C. S. K., & Asante, C. (2019). Effect of celebrity endorsement on 
telecommunication companies’ reputation: The moderating role of celebrity 
characteristics. Management Research Review, 42(12), 1297-1314. 

Zhu, D. H., & Chang, Y. P. (2013). Negative publicity effect of the business founder’s 
unethical behavior on corporate image: Evidence from China. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 117, 111-121. 



 31 
 

Appendix A 
Table A1. Studies supporting the downstream effects of lender virtuousness investigated in the present research 
Path studied Reference Independent variable Dependent variable Main findings 
Virtuousness → 
Companies’ 
intrinsic motives 
(or proxies for 
them) 

Park and Cho (2015) Celebrity 
virtuousness  

Attitudes toward 
charitable 

 

Virtuous (altruistic) celebrities foster favorable attitudes toward 
charitable organizations. 

Sohn and Lariscy (2015) CEO virtuousness  Company 
reputation 

Virtuous (ethical) CEOs enhance a company’s reputation. 

Kang and Choi (2016) Endorser 
virtuousness  

Perceived brand 
ethicality 

Virtuous (ethical) endorsers positively affect a brand’s perceived 
ethicality. 

Zakari et al. (2019) Celebrity 
virtuousness 
 

Company 
reputation  

Virtuous (trustworthy) celebrities enhance a company’s reputation. 

Company’s 
intrinsic 
motivation → 
Donation efficacy 
(or self-efficacy) 

Carroll and Kachersky (2019); 
Sargeant et al. (2006) 

Charity intrinsic 
motivation  

Donation efficacy Charity intrinsic motivation (trustworthiness) positively impacts 
perceived donation efficacy. 

Lee et al. 2019 Recycling advocacy 
organization’s 
intrinsic motivation 

Self-efficacy Intrinsically motivated organizations sponsoring recycling behavior 
increase message recipients’ perceived self-efficacy. 
 

Donation efficacy 
→ Charitable 
giving 

Cheung and Chan (2000) Donation efficacy Charitable giving Donation efficacy enhances individual willingness to support 
international relief organizations through donations. 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011)   Donation efficacy increases charitable giving. 
Sharma and Morwitz (2016)   Donation efficacy enhances individual willingness to support children 

needing medical assistance through donations. 
Labban et al. (2022)   Donation efficacy enhances individual willingness to support 

homeless charities through donations. 
Effect of moral 
disengagement on 
prosocial behavior 

Paciello et al. (2013) Moral 
disengagement 

Helping behavior Moral disengagement weakens individuals’ propensity to help. 

Baberini et al. (2015)  Charitable giving Moral disengagement reduces the likelihood of engaging in charitable 
giving. 

Hardy et al. (2015)  Charitable giving Moral disengagement reduces adolescent individuals’ charitable 
giving. 

Lim et al. (2019)  Charitable giving Moral disengagement decreases the effect of perceived animal cruelty 
on consumers’ intention to support animal-protection organizations. 

Wu et al. (2021)  Pro-environmental 
behavior 

Moral disengagement weakens tourists’ willingness to engage in pro-
environmental behaviors (e.g., supporting pro-environmental 
organizations). 

Chen et al. (2022)  Blood donation Moral disengagement reduces individuals’ willingness to engage in 
blood donation. 
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Appendix B. Scenarios 
 
Table B1. Study 1: Materials used in the main study 

Lender virtuousness absent Lender virtuousness present 
 

Please read with attention the information on 
the next screen, which is taken from the 
Airbnb’s website: 

 

Please read with attention the information on the 
next screen, which is taken from the Airbnb’s 
website: 

 

Airbnb connects hosts and guests all over the 
world. In 2020, Airbnb established Airbnb.org, a 
nonprofit organization that helps people share 
housing and resources in times of crisis. 
Airbnb.org facilitates short-term stays for 
refugees. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Airbnb connects hosts and guests all over the 
world. In 2020, Airbnb established Airbnb.org, a 
nonprofit organization that helps people share 
housing and resources in times of crisis. 
Airbnb.org facilitates short-term stays for 
refugees. 
 

 
“In 2021, I welcomed a family of refugees 
displaced from their home due to the Afghan crisis. 
Offering them a place to stay and recover made 
me extremely happy”   
 

Elizabeth   
                                                      (Airbnb host) 

 
 

You can help Airbnb.org provide stays for more 
refugees. 100% of your donation will go toward 
connecting people with short term housing. Stays 
are completely free for guests. 
 

If you wish to learn more about how donations 
work, please click on the following link: 
 

https://www.airbnb.ca/help/topic/1455/donations?_ga=2.120
536906.355035512.1647161765-
1226762118.1647161765&_set_bev_on_new_domain=1646
590131_YzllMzJmOWRmOTE2&locale=en 

You can help Airbnb.org provide stays for more 
refugees. 100% of your donation will go toward 
connecting people with short term housing. Stays 
are completely free for guests. 
 

If you wish to learn more about how donations 
work, please click on the following link: 
 

https://www.airbnb.ca/help/topic/1455/donations?_ga=2.120
536906.355035512.1647161765-
1226762118.1647161765&_set_bev_on_new_domain=1646
590131_YzllMzJmOWRmOTE2&locale=en 
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Table B2. Study 2a: Materials used in the main study 
Lender virtuousness absent Lender virtuousness present 

 

Imagine that you have to relocate abroad for job 
reasons, for five weeks. You will move into a house 
located on the outskirts of a large city and you will 
need a car to move around the area. You cannot 
bring your own car, so you decide to use a car rental 
service. 
 

After browsing the Internet, you find a peer-to-peer 
car rental service, named SnappCar, that is available 
in the area. 
 

Through SnappCar, private car owners lend their cars 
for some time in return for a rental fee. SnappCar 
donates 5% of proceeds from each transaction to 
major environmental research institutions. 
 
 
 
 

 

Imagine that you have to relocate abroad for job 
reasons, for five weeks. You will move into a house 
located on the outskirts of a large city and you will 
need a car to move around the area. You cannot 
bring your own car, so you decide to use a car rental 
service. 
 

After browsing the Internet, you find a peer-to-peer 
car rental service, named SnappCar, that is available 
in the area. 
 

Through SnappCar, private car owners lend their 
cars for some time in return for a rental fee. 
SnappCar donates 5% of proceeds from each 
transaction to major environmental research 
institutions. 
 

You browse the SnappCar website and find a person 
named Robin who lives in the city and could lend 
you his car. The information that you see below is 
taken from Robin’s profile page. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Hi, I am Robin 
Member since  
Aug 4, 2016  
Completed transactions: 50   

About Me: I bought my electric car in 2015, but I use it 
only during my summer holidays. I lend it to an average 
of 10 SnappCar users per year. This makes me 
extremely happy because the more I lend my car through 
this platform the larger will be the resources that they can 
donate to environmental research. 
 

 

Imagine that you decide to rent a car from this 
platform and read the following information at the 
payment window: 
 

 

SnappCar donates 5% of the proceeds from each 
transaction to major environmental research 
institutions. In addition, SnappCar welcomes any 
additional donation that you wish to make. How much 
would you be willing to donate? 
 

 
 

$0.0 $0.5 $1.0 $1.5 $2.0 $3.0 $5.0 $7.0 $10 
 

Imagine that you decide to rent Robin’s car and read 
the following information at the payment window: 
 
 
 

 

SnappCar donates 5% of the proceeds from each 
transaction to major environmental research 
institutions. In addition, SnappCar welcomes any 
additional donation that you wish to make. How much 
would you be willing to donate? 
 

 
 

$0.0 $0.5 $1.0 $1.5 $2.0 $3.0 $5.0 $7.0 $10 
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Table B3. Study 2b: Materials used in the main study 

Lender virtuousness absent Lender virtuousness present 
 

Imagine that you have to relocate abroad for job 
reasons, for five weeks. You will move into a house 
located on the outskirts of a large city and you will 
need a car to move around the area. You cannot 
bring your own car, so you decide to use a car rental 
service. 
 

After browsing the Internet, you find a peer-to-peer 
car rental service, named SnappCar, that is available 
in the area. 
 

Through SnappCar, private car owners lend their cars 
for some time in return for a rental fee. SnappCar 
donates 5% of proceeds from each transaction to 
major environmental research institutions. 
 
 
 
 

 

Imagine that you have to relocate abroad for job 
reasons, for five weeks. You will move into a house 
located on the outskirts of a large city and you will 
need a car to move around the area. You cannot 
bring your own car, so you decide to use a car rental 
service. 
 

After browsing the Internet, you find a peer-to-peer 
car rental service, named SnappCar, that is available 
in the area. 
 

Through SnappCar, private car owners lend their 
cars for some time in return for a rental fee. 
SnappCar donates 5% of proceeds from each 
transaction to major environmental research 
institutions. 
 

You browse the SnappCar website and find a person 
named Rachel who lives in the city and could lend 
you her car. The information that you see below is 
taken from Rachel’s profile page. 

 
 
 
 
  

Hi, I am Rachel 
Member since  
Aug 4, 2016  
Completed transactions: 50   

About Me: I bought my electric car in 2015, but I use it 
only during my summer holidays. I lend it to an average 
of 10 SnappCar users per year. This makes me 
extremely happy because the more I lend my car through 
this platform the larger will be the resources that they can 
donate to environmental research. 
 

 

Imagine that you decide to rent a car from this 
platform and read the following information at the 
payment window: 
 

 

SnappCar donates 5% of the proceeds from each 
transaction to major environmental research 
institutions. In addition, SnappCar welcomes any 
additional donation that you wish to make. How much 
would you be willing to donate? 
 

 
 

$0.0 $0.5 $1.0 $1.5 $2.0 $3.0 $5.0 $7.0 $10 
 

Imagine that you decide to rent Rachel’s car and read 
the following information at the payment window: 
 
 

 

SnappCar donates 5% of the proceeds from each 
transaction to major environmental research 
institutions. In addition, SnappCar welcomes any 
additional donation that you wish to make. How much 
would you be willing to donate? 
 

 
 

$0.0 $0.5 $1.0 $1.5 $2.0 $3.0 $5.0 $7.0 $10 
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Table B4. Study 3: Materials used in the main study 

Lender virtuousness absent Lender virtuousness present 
 

Imagine that you are going to attend a special event 
and you would like to wear a luxury dress. You 
decide to use a luxury fashion rental service and find 
online a “peer-to-peer” (i.e., “consumer-to-
consumer”) fashion rental service, named Tulerie. 
Through this service, a consumer can rent dresses 
and other fashion items directly from the owners of 
such products. 
 

Tulerie donates part of the proceeds from each 
transaction to RewearAbIe, a recycling organization 
that keeps unwanted clothing materials out of landfill 
by reusing or repurposing them. 
 
 

 

Imagine that you are going to attend a special event 
and you would like to wear a luxury dress. You 
decide to use a luxury fashion rental service and find 
online a “peer-to-peer” (i.e., “consumer-to-
consumer”) fashion rental service, named Tulerie. 
Through this service, a consumer can rent dresses 
and other fashion items directly from the owners of 
such products. 
 

Tulerie donates part of the proceeds from each 
transaction to RewearAbIe, a recycling organization 
that keeps unwanted clothing materials out of landfill 
by reusing or repurposing them. 
 

You browse the Tulerie website and find a person 
named Ellie who lends her dresses through this 
platform. The following information is taken from 
Ellie’s profile page. 

  

 

Hi, I am Ellie 
Member since Jan 4, 2019 
Completed transactions: 60 

About Me: I lend my dresses to about twenty users 
each year. This makes me extremely happy, because 
the more I lend my dresses, the larger the resources 
that Tulerie donates to recycling organizations such as 
RewearAble 

 

 
Imagine that you decide to rent a dress from this 
platform and read the following information at the 
payment window: 
 

 

Tulerie donates 5% of the proceeds from each 
transaction to recycling organizations like Rewearable. 
In addition, Tulerie welcomes any additional donation 
that you wish to make. How much would you be willing 
to donate? 
 

 
$0.0 $0.5 $1.0 $1.5 $2.0 $3.0 $5.0 $7.0 $10 

 

 
Imagine that you decide to rent Ellie’s dress and 
hence complete the online transaction. Then, you 
read this information at the payment window: 
  

 

Tulerie donates 5% of the proceeds from each 
transaction to recycling organizations like Rewearable. 
In addition, Tulerie welcomes any additional donation 
that you wish to make. How much would you be willing 
to donate? 
 

 
$0.0 $0.5 $1.0 $1.5 $2.0 $3.0 $5.0 $7.0 $10 
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Appendix C. Main measures used in the research 
Platform intrinsic motivation (Parguel et al., 2011): 
 

I believe that the platform... (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) 
 

● ...is really conscious of social/environmental issues. 
● ...is genuinely aware of social/environmental problems. 
● ...does its best to solve social/ecological problems. 

 
 
User donation efficacy (Mainardes et al. 2017; Sharma & Morwitz, 2016): 
 

Please answer these questions using a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much): 
 

● To what extent do you think that your donation could make a positive difference? 
● How important for the environment would your donation be? 
● How relevant for the environment would your contribution be? 

 
 
User moral disengagement (Moore et al., 2012; Wu et al., 2021): 
 

Please rate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements using a scale from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree): 
 

● Conducting environmentally harmful behaviors for a little while doesn’t cause big harm 
to the environment (distortion of consequences). 

● Considering the pollution caused by big enterprises, it’s hardly a sin for people to 
perform environmentally harmful behaviors sometimes (diffusion of responsibility). 

● People should not be blamed for environmentally irresponsible behaviors when the 
government does not do enough to protect the environment (displacement of 
responsibility). 

 
 

Lender virtuousness (Cameron et al., 2004): 
 

I believe that the host/lender... (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) 
 

● ...is dedicated do doing good for others/the environment. 
● ...cares for other people/the environment. 
● ...is concerned about other people/the environment. 
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Appendix D. Descriptive statistics for Study 2a, b and Study 3 
  

Table D1. Study 2a: Differences between the study’s conditions  

 
Lender virtuousness 

absent 
Lender virtuousness 

present  

  Mean SD Mean SD F Sig. 
Platform intrinsic motivation 5.12 1.42 5.78 1.05 12.57 0.001 
User donation efficacy 3.85 1.86 4.33 1.59 3.34 0.069 
User donation  3.51 3.10 4.57 3.26 4.99 0.027 
Note: N = 179. 
 
 
Table D2. Study 2b: Differences between the study’s conditions  

 
Lender virtuousness 

absent 
Lender virtuousness 

present  

  Mean SD Mean SD F Sig. 
Platform intrinsic motivation 5.22 1.26 5.65 1.09 6.70 0.010 
User donation efficacy 3.80 1.68 4.42 1.63 7.13 0.008 
User donation  3.99 3.44 5.08 3.57 4.87 0.029 
Note: N = 202. 
 
 
Table D3. Study 3: Differences between the study’s conditions 

 
Lender virtuousness 

absent 
Lender virtuousness 

present  

  Mean SD Mean SD F Sig. 
Platform intrinsic motivation 5.52 1.08 5.88 0.89 4.53 0.035 
User donation efficacy 3.77 1.66 4.68 1.44 11.57 < 0.001 
User donation 3.53 2.75 4.71 2.67 6.38 0.013 
Note: N = 135. 

 
 
 
 

Highlights 
 

• Virtuous lenders trigger favorable reactions to P2P platforms’ prosocial appeals. 
 

• This effect is due to P2P platforms’ intrinsic motivation and user donation efficacy. 
 

• The effect regards only users who exhibit low moral disengagement. 
 

• P2P platforms should increase the visibility of virtuous lenders. 
 


