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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
We propose that while past research has generally suggested that 

communals (vs. agentics) help more (Utz 2004), this will depend on 
the resource being sought (i.e., time vs. money; e.g., MacDonnell and 
White 2012). Due to the social nature of volunteering, we predict and 
find that communals are more inclined to contribute time, whereas 
agentics prefer to donate money (pilot study). In addition, we predict 
and find that this effect is moderated by the affective state of the target, 
such that when the target is sad, or sadness-provoking, and there is 
therefore social esteem to be gained from making the individual feel 
better, communals are more willing than agentics to give time (stud-
ies 1 and 2). Further, we predict and find that agentics are more com-
pelled to give money – a more individual approach to helping – when 
presented with a sad target. Social approach – the desire to help from 
up close, versus from a distance – to enable feeling good about one’s 
contribution is proposed and tested as a mechanism (study 3). 

Pilot Study
This study assessed the willingness of communal (vs. agen-

tic) individuals to contribute time (vs. money) to a charitable cause. 
When time was the resource solicited, the model was significant 
(p=.005). Communal orientation (p=.01; Singelis 1994; Singelis, Tri-
andis, Bhawak and Gellfand 1995) was significantly related to vol-
unteer intentions, whereas agentic orientation was not (p=.11). When 
money was sought, the overall model predicting volunteer intentions 
was also significant (p<.001). Notably, while communal orientation 
was significantly related to donation intentions (p<.001), agentic ori-
entation was also a significant predictor (p=.015). In line with our 
predictions, while communals were in general more willing to con-
tribute either resource, agentics a.) were not inclined to contribute 
time, but b.) were more willing to contribute money. 

Study 1
Study 1 assesses the notion that affect of the target (i.e., sad vs. 

happy) will moderate the effect of helping. It was predicted that com-
munal individuals would be most inclined to contribute time to a sad 
target, whereas agentics would be least inclined to do the same. The 
data was analyzed using a 2 (orientation: agentic vs. communal) by 2 
(target affect: sad vs. happy) between subjects ANOVA on the contri-
bution intentions difference score. The main effect of affect was not 
significant (p=.48), and the main effect of self-construal was non-sig-
nificant but marginal (p = .10). Generally, communal individuals pre-
ferred to give time (M = .14), whereas agentic individuals preferred 
to give money (M = -.10). These main effects for contributing were 
qualified by a significant interaction (p = .03). While agentic and 
communal consumers did not demonstrate a preference for giving 
time (vs. money) to happy targets (Mcommunal=.11, Magentic=.03, p=.71), 
a significant difference was observed for sad targets. As predicted by 
social approach reasoning, communals intended to contribute more 
time (M=.25) to a sad target, whereas their agentic counterparts in-
tended to contribute more money (M=-.32; p=004). 

Study 2
Whereas affect was examined in terms of the affective expres-

sion of the charitable target, in study 2 we operationalized affect 
in terms of emotionality, using victim identification instead. It was 
predicted that communals would be more inclined to give time to a 

target they can identify, because this allows them to formulate ap-
proach motives. Agentics, on the other hand, were expected to prefer 
contributing money to identified victims. Data was analyzed using a 
2 (orientation: agentic vs. communal) by 2 (victim status: identified 
vs. unidentified) by 2 (resource: time vs. money; within-subjects) 
mixed-model ANOVA. While agentic (M = -.10) and communal (M 
= .14) individuals did not differ significantly in their preference for 
contributing to an identified target (p=.38) the pattern was in the pre-
dicted direction. Agentics tended toward contributing money to an 
identified victim, whereas communals tended toward contributing 
time. When the target was unidentified, however, agentics (M = .28) 
intended to contribute significantly more time, whereas communals 
(M = -.23) intended to contribute significantly more money (p = .03) 
in the predicted direction. When the target was not identified, com-
munals did not experience a social approach motive, and thus pre-
ferred to help from a distance, whereas agentics did not feel inhibited 
from a social approach and thus intended to contribute time. 

Study 3
The results of studies 1 and 2 suggest that the mechanism under-

lying the observed effects involves approach (vs. avoidance), wherein 
communals approach individuals who are sad (study 1) or identified 
(study 2) with their time, but the opposite with their money. Converse-
ly, agentic individuals approach individuals who are happy (study 1) 
or unidentified (study 2) with their time, and do the opposite with their 
money. The proposed mechanism is social approach, or the desire to 
help from up close (vs. from a distance). Data were analyzed using 
hierarchical multiple regression on volunteer intentions. Main effects 
were entered in the first step, interactions in the second step, and the 
three-way interaction in the third step. While neither the main effects 
nor the first order interactions significantly improved the model, the 
three-way interaction significantly improved model fit (p=.01). Next, 
social approach was added to the model, showing significant improve-
ment in fit (p<.001). Importantly, the three-way interaction dropped 
from significance (p = .18), suggesting that social approach signifi-
cantly mediated the path between the three-way interaction and vol-
unteer intentions. Thus, whether one prefers to help from up close (vs. 
from a distance) significantly mediated the effect of self-construal, af-
fect and victim status on volunteer intentions.

Discussion
Taken together, the results of the pilot study and studies 1 to 3 

suggest that agentic and communal consumers weight different in-
formation in determining what, when, and to whom they contribute 
charitably. In studies 1 and 2, the differing effect of contribution on 
money (vs. time) was examined, and in study 3 the mediating role 
of social approach was established for volunteer intentions. These 
findings suggest that agentics gravitate more toward assisting those 
who seem happier or less emotionally taxing, whereas communals 
gravitate to supporting those who are sad or whose plight is more 
emotionally engaging (i.e., identified targets).
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