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Abstract: The study aims to explore a conceptual model for the sustainable reciprocity relationships
in sport-based initiatives and empirically test the model and its underlying mechanism in the context
of a real sport-based national initiative. Adapting a seminal work from social work literature as
a theoretical framework and the following measurement for the social impact of sport from sport
management literature, a conceptual model addressing sport participation, gratitude, social benefits,
and prosocial behaviors is presented. Two separate surveys were conducted through face-to-face
interviews with independent and random samples representing the Singaporean residents in October
2014 for Study 1 (n = 500) and February 2015 for Study 2 (n = 501). The results demonstrate that the
frequency of participation in a range of daily sport activities of a national sport initiative positively
influences the perceived value of social capital and health literacy through the mediation effect of
gratitude. The study also demonstrates that participation in sport activities positively influences
prosocial behavioral intention through the serial mediation effect of gratitude and social capital.
The findings implies how we better understand and utilize the dynamic power of gratitude to sustain
the win–win relationships to multi-stakeholders in the contexts of sport-based initiatives based on
the nature of reciprocity.
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1. Introduction

The number of organizations participating in sport-based social initiatives in the forms of
various collaborations such as sponsorship, partnerships, and corporate social responsibility (CSR) is
continually growing. Additionally, sports are the fastest growing sponsorship categories with causes [1].
Many researchers have investigated the effectiveness of those collaborative initiatives for organizational
goals [2–5]. There has been, however, little research to investigate the actual benefits for participants
or beneficiaries, despite the fact that those social initiatives in sport are literally beneficiary-oriented.
One of the challenges might be that the social outcomes for beneficiaries from sport-based social
initiatives frequently are “difficult-to-measure or intangible” constructs in areas related to health,
well-being, social capital, societal equity, education, gender equality, sustainability, and peace [6].
Subsequently, the potential might be undervalued and underleveraged to stakeholders (e.g., general
public, athletes, volunteers/donors, corporate sponsors, employees, nonprofits, government) [6].
For this reason, consistent support and investments and the presumed win–win relationships for
multi-stakeholders in sport-based social initiatives may be limited. Meanwhile, it is one thing for
a program to do good work, and it is another thing to measure and communicate these successful
mechanisms, relationships, and outcomes to stakeholders in a sport-based social initiative. pecially,
measuring and communicating the invisible outcomes to various stakeholders from sport-initiatives
would be crucial in order to sustain the win–win relationships. That is, the measurement of outcomes
for participants/beneficiaries in sport-based social initiatives could be useful and leveraged to attract
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social, political, and financial support in the various forms such as corporate sponsorship, donations,
and volunteering [6]. For example, according to the work of Lee and Babiak [3], communicating
measured societal value can be beneficial to both nonprofits and corporate sponsors in CSR partnership
initiatives by increased donation intentions and reduced perception of corporate hypocrisy because
the standardized measurement can effectively validate the invisible societal functional values of social
initiatives with the general public [3].

In sport-based social initiatives of social sponsorship or CSR practices, we particularly note that
participants/beneficiaries can experience or receive either tangible or intangible positive social benefits
provided from other entities. Considering these characteristics, gratitude might be regarded as an
underlying factor to influence the social benefits for participants/beneficiaries in sport-based social
sponsorship initiatives and CSR practices. Additionally, the perception of gratitude might play a role
in motivating participants, benefactors (e.g., corporate sponsors, volunteers, donors, NPO partners),
and the general public to act more prosocially. However, there has been little research to investigate
gratitude as an important construct to influence the perceived social outcomes related to social capital,
well-being, and health for participants in cause-oriented sponsorship and CSR literature. Additionally,
there has been insufficient research to investigate how gratitude can better play a role in motivating
beneficiaries, benefactors (e.g., corporate sponsors, volunteers, donors, NPO partners), and the general
public to act more prosocially in collaborative social initiatives, ultimately promoting gratitude practices
in organizational settings, communities, and society at large in sport-based social sponsorship and
CSR practices.

In summary, when we intend to accomplish and sustain the so-called win–win relationships with
multi-stakeholders through sport in the real business environment, it would be an efficient starting point
to develop a conceptual model to deal with the measurement issue and the gratitude-based reciprocity
relationship, as we mentioned above. Thus, the first objective of the study is to explore a conceptual
model for the sustainable reciprocity relationships among sport participation, gratitude, social benefits,
and prosocial behaviors in a sport-based initiative based on previous literature on measurements for the
social impact of sport and gratitude. The second objective is to empirically test the conceptual model
and its underlying mechanism of structural relationships among sport, gratitude, perceived social
outcomes for participants, and their prosocial behaviors in the context of a real sport-based national
initiative, “Vision 2030: Live Better through Sport” in Singapore, applying a developed instrument
to measure the social impact of sport [6]. Thus, the study aims to better understand the sustainable
reciprocity mechanism of sport-based social initiatives, focusing on measurement of societal value and
gratitude in sport.

2. Theoretical Foundation and Hypotheses Development

2.1. Sport and Social Benefits

As one of the social elements in society, sport is popularly recognized as a tool to create
positive social value by generating social capital central to social inclusion, empowerment, well-being,
community development, health education, and youth development [7–20]. Previous research supports
this argument in various contexts such as the UK, Canada, and the USA [16,21–24]. According to
the work of Lee, Cornwell, and Babiak [6], there has been consistent support for the potential of
sport’s contribution to society, but little empirical evidence in a standardized and systematic format.
In addressing this issue, first, they chose five core areas to which sport can make a contribution to
society in terms of social capital, collective identities, health literacy, well-being, and human capital by
adapting the conceptual work of Lawson [11] and other scholars’ supporting literature [25,26].

According to the work of Lawson [11], sport, exercise, and physical education (SEPE) can
develop and enhance social networks among participants, their families, residents of the community,
and professions, generating social trust and norms of civil society. Secondly, he argues that SEPE can
be designed to contribute to the development of collective identities by linking intergroup differences,
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promoting solidarity and social integration. Third, Lawson conceptualizes that SEPE can contribute to
health-enhancing environments. Further, he argued that SEPE can improve well-being and health,
nurture balanced relationships, and offer opportunities for identity development. Finally, he argues
that SEPE can make a contribution to human capital development related to knowledge, skills, attitude,
competence, capacity, and citizenship of individuals and groups. Following this foundation for the
social contribution of sport, Lee, Cornwell, and Babiak [6] developed a measurement for the chosen
five core constructs to be influenced by sport based on extensive literature review of past measures in
the respective areas. Additionally, they provided their paraphrased definitions based on supporting
literature (see Table 1). The findings demonstrated that a structural equation model based on a two
group comparison by the awareness of a major charity sport event in a community reveals that the
frequencies of exposures to community-oriented sports (e.g., intramural sport, local softball league,
local tennis tournament) and participation in individual recreation sports positively influences the
development of social capital, collective identities, and health literacy [6]. In addition, they found
that the awareness of a major charity sport event in the community played a moderating role in these
causal relationships [6]. Previous research also argues that the general public’s participation in sports
activities in daily life could be a fundamental factor to influence various developmental outcomes in
the context of grassroots sports [27,28].

Table 1. Definitions and sources for conceptual measures of the social impact of sport [6].

Construct Definition Sources

Social capital

Social relationships and conditions including
trustworthy and diverse networks, social proactivity,

and participation in community are conducive to
cooperation for mutual success in society

[11,24,29–33]

Collective identities
The sense of belonging to a social group or community
reflecting self-categorization with positive attitude and

important self-concept in a social context
[11,34–36]

Health literacy
An individual’s functional, interactive, and critical

abilities to understand and use healthcare information to
make appropriate health decisions

[11,37–39]

Well-being Harmonious life quality in both psychological and
economic aspects for human function and development [11,40,41]

Human capital
The attributes of individuals in terms of knowledge,

skills, competencies, and attitudes conducive to personal
development and societal well-being

[11,42,43]

Adapting Lawson’s [11] seminal work as a theoretical framework and the following conceptual
measurement model and the empirical evidence of Lee, Cornwell, and Babiak [6], we hypothesize
that frequency of participation in a range of activities of sport-based social initiative are expected to
influence the multi-dimensional values of social benefits related to social relationships and development,
well-being, human capital, and health. (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. A conceptual model of the reciprocity mechanism in sport-based social initiative.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The frequency of participation in a range of sport activities positively influences the
perceived social benefits of social capital, collective identities, health literacy, well-being, and human capital of
participants in a sport-based initiative.

2.2. Gratitude, Social Outcomes, and Prosocial Behaviors

In sport-based social initiatives in the forms of social sponsorship or CSR practices, participants
experience or receive positive benefits either tangibly or intangibly offered from other individuals or
organizations. For example, as a government’s administrative sports organization, the Korea Sport
Promotion Foundation (KSPO) launched a “sports voucher” program in 2009 to partially subsidize
lectures or entrance fees to sports classes or events for children and youth from low-income families
as one of the channels of promoting healthy and active society and nation [44]. More than 140,000
children and youth participated in the sport voucher program for the last six years from 2009 to 2014,
receiving benefits from the initiative.

Given these characteristics, gratitude, defined as “a sense of thankfulness and joy in response to
receiving a gift, whether the gift be a tangible benefit from a specific other or a moment of peaceful
bliss evoked by natural beauty” [45] (p. 554), might be a fundamental construct to influence the social
outcomes for participants or beneficiaries in sport-based social initiatives. In fact, many running
organizations introduce several reasons to be thankful for running [46,47]. For example, they reason
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that running offers opportunities to get ourselves outside of the house or work and experience the
natural beauty of creation by seeing others, animals, trees, and the world on a run. Therefore, gratitude
might be a more immediate outcome for participants/beneficiaries to enjoy from fun and pleasant
experiences in sport activities, especially cause-oriented sport activities, given that gratitude also can
be referred to as pleasant state and is linked with positive emotions including contentment [48].

There has been consistent support for the positive correlation between gratitude and positive
outcomes related well-being, health, social relationships, and youth development. For example,
Haidt [49] argued gratitude promotes benefits exchanges and societal well-being [49]. Emmons
and McCullough [50] argued that gratitude is strongly correlated with healthy psychological and
social functions focusing on self-improvement and social ties [50]. Wood et al. also summarized
that gratitude is associated with positive emotional functioning, lower dysfunction, and positive
social relationships [51]. Given this theoretical foundation in previous research, we hypothesize that
the gratitude of participants/beneficiaries is positively correlated with the social outcomes in the
context of sport-based social initiatives. Specifically, we hypothesize that the perceived gratitude of
participants mediates the relationship from their participation in sport activities to their social benefits
in sport-based social initiatives (see Figure 1).

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The frequency of participation in a range of sport activities related to a sport-based initiative
positively influences the perceived social benefits through the mediation of gratitude.

In addition, given that gratitude would be a fundamental construct to influence the relationships
and outcomes related to cause-oriented sport sponsorship and CSR practices, we want to view it as a
more integrated mechanism. Notably, McCullough et al. [52] originally proposed the three functions
of gratitude as (1) “a moral barometer for beneficiaries by signaling the value of the relationship with
benefactor for the gift bestowed upon them, (2) a moral reinforcer by increasing the probability that
the benefactor will bestow gifts again in the future, and (3) a moral motive by spurring beneficiaries to
respond prosocially toward the benefactor or other people” [53] (p. 312). Recent experimental studies
offered convincing evidence in support of the moral motive function of gratitude [54–56], which spurs
beneficiaries to respond prosocially toward other people as well as the benefactor. This dynamic nature
of gratitude can also play a key role in encouraging participants, benefactors, and the general public to
act more prosocially in the context of a sport-based social initiative. Thus, we raise an exploratory
question: whether gratitude of participants can mediate the relationship from participation in sport
and their prosocial behaviors in sport-based social initiatives (see Figure 1).

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The frequency of participation in a range of sport activities related to a sport-based initiative
positively influences their prosocial behavior through the mediation of gratitude.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The frequency of participation in a range of sport activities related to a sport-based initiative
positively influences their prosocial behavior through the serial mediation of gratitude and their perceived
social benefits.

In the following empirical work, Study 1 and Study 2 were designed to examine the relationships
between sport participation, gratitude, social benefits, and the intention of prosocial behavior in a
sport-based initiative. Two separate surveys were administered through face-to-face interviews with
independent and random samples representative of the Singaporean residents in terms of gender,
race, income, education, and age (20–59) in October 2014 for Study 1 and February 2015 for Study 2.
We tested the hypothesized conceptual relationships in the context of a national sport-based social
initiative of Singapore. The “Vision 2030: Live Better through Sport” (a short name is used subsequently
as Vision 2030) is a sport initiative led by a sport government organization, Sport Singapore, with active
participation from the general public and private sectors in Singapore. As one of the fundamental
engines for it, “Active Singapore” was launched in April 2014 in order to create a sporting ecosystem
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with sports programs available, accessible, and affordable to everyone regardless of their skill level
and age. Therefore, it offers a specific target population in the context of a sport-based development to
examine the actual developmental relationships and outcomes with realities and complexities.

3. Study 1

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants and Procedures

A random sample (n = 500) was obtained from the Department of Statistics Singapore at a charge
(see Table 2). If an eligible respondent was not available for interview, he/she was replaced by the
next household with the “nearest door”. This procedure was followed until all the interviews were
conducted. Five one-dollar vouchers (totaling S$5) were given to each respondent as a token of
compensation and appreciation for participation. The author also procured a local survey company
with 20 trained interviewers for door-to-door survey administration for three weeks. Before starting
the fieldwork, all interviewers went through an intensive training in a briefing session designed to
acquaint them with the sampling procedures and the importance of these procedures. A briefing
session for all interviewers and supervisors explained the survey objectives, interviewing procedures,
and how the questionnaire should be administered. Mock interviews among interviewers also ensured
that they have achieved a thorough understanding of how the questionnaire should be administered.

Table 2. Demographics of a sample representative of the Singaporean residents (Study 1).

Sample Size % Number of Respondents

Age Group

20–29 25.6 128
30–39 26.8 134
40–49 27 135
50–59 20.6 103

Race

Chinese 66.4 332
Malay 18 90
Indian 12.6 63
Others 3 15

Sex
Male 42.4 212

Female 57.6 288

Monthly Household
Income

S$1999 and below 9.6 48
S$2000–S$3999 22 110
S$4000–S$5999 28.4 142
S$6000–S$8999 17.4 87

S$9000 and above 15.8 79
Prefer not to disclose 6.8 34

Education Level

Below Secondary 5.4 27
Secondary 26.8 134

Post-Secondary (Non-Tertiary) 13.8 69
Diploma and Professional Qualification 27.6 138

University 26.2 131
Others 0.2 1

TOTAL 100 500

3.1.2. Measures

Social Outcomes

Appling the newly-developed measurement of Lee, Cornwell and Babiak [6], a total of 23 items
were used to assess the social outcomes of social capital (5 items), well-being (5 items), health literacy
(4 items), human capital (5 items), and collective identity (4 items). They were measured by a 10-point
Likert Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 10 = strongly agree). See Table 3 for this instrument.
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Table 3. Measures of Social Outcomes and Gratitude: Factor Loadings (β), Cronbach’s Alpha (α),
and Average Variance Extracted (AVE).

Factor and Item B α AVE

Social capital [6]
GS-1. I have trustworthy social interaction and cooperation in daily activities with the people in my community. 0.72

0.88 0.52
GS-2. I currently enjoy trustworthy interaction and cooperation with the people in my community. 0.75

GS-3. Generally, I trust and cooperate with people in my social networks. 0.65
GS-4. When I interact with people in my community, I feel a common sense of trust and cooperation. 0.75

GS-5. I feel I work with trustworthy and cooperative people in my community. 0.72
Well-being [6]

GW-1. I feel I am continually growing and developing as a person. 0.74

0.87 0.55
GW-2. I feel good about my whole life. 0.73

GW-3. I generally feel healthy, happy, and appreciated. 0.75
GW-4. I feel confident in my ability to handle most things in my life. 0.74

Health literacy [6]
GH-1. I have a basic understanding and communication skills needed to maintain my health 0.72

0.90 0.57
GH-2. I currently enjoy trustworthy interaction and cooperation with the people in my community. 0.77

GH-3. I have the capability to obtain, understand, and process basic health information and services to make
appropriate health decisions. 0.76

GH-4. I understand I am in control of my health. 0.76
Collective identities [6]

GC-1. I have a strong sense of belonging to the community or group where I live or work. 0.76

0.76 0.54
GC-2. I have a shared feeling of "we" or "groupness" with the people in my community or group where

I live or work. 0.82

GC-3. I have shared goals, ideas, or opinions with the people in my community or group where I live or work. 0.68
GC-4. I have similar goals, ideas, or views to the people in my community or group where I live or work. 0.68

Human capital [6]
GHC-1. I feel I am continually growing and developing as a person. 0.71

0.76 0.54
GHC-2. I have opportunities to continue developing knowledge, skills, and competencies. 0.72

GHC-3. I have the necessary knowledge, skills, and competence to develop as a person. 0.83
GHC-4. I am continually making efforts to improve my social and economic well-being. 0.80

GHC-5. I am committed to improve my social and economic well-being. 0.77
Gratitude [57,58]

GR-1. I have so much in life to be thankful for. 0.90
0.84 0.59GR-2. I am thankful to a wide variety of people. 0.96

GR-3. If I had to list everything that I felt thankful for, it would be a very long list. 0.77

Gratitude

Adapting the measurements of Thomas and Watkins [57] and McCullough, Emmons,
and Tsang [58], three items were adapted to measure gratitude [57,58]. They were measured by
a 10-point Likert Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 10 = strongly agree). See Table 3 for the instrument.

Prosocial Behaviors

As one of the intentions of prosocial behaviors related to the national sport-based development
initiative of Singapore, donation behavior intention was measured, adapting the donation mechanism
of contingent valuation method (CVM). The respondents were exposed to a contingent scenario,
which elicits willingness to donate (WTD) to the sport-based societal foundation. It is the National
Football Academy Foundation, hypothetically established as a non-profit to promote the societal
values of civic pride, community bonds, national pride and identity, inspiration, and role modeling
of Singapore’s young footballers. We use the multiple bounded discrete choice (MBDC) elicitation
developed by Welsh and Poe [59] to reduce the hypothetical bias of contingent valuation [59]. It requires
respondents to express their donation decision certainty for their amount of willingness to donate
(WTD) as one of the five choices including definitely yes, probably yes, don’t know, probably no,
and definitely no. Individuals’ minimum amount with “definitely yes” is retained as the dependent
variable of WTD for each respondent. In this way, we can more conservatively measures their donation
intention by reducing the hypothetical bias found in donation format of CVM (see Appendix A).

Independent Variables

Frequencies of participation in sports activities (e.g., jogging, swimming, cycling, martial arts,
soccer, basketball, volleyball, tennis, golf, cricket) were measured by the format: never (0), once every
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quarter of a year (0.08 per week), once a month (0.25 per week), once every other week (0.5 per week),
1 time a week (1 per week), 2–3 times a week (2.5 per week), 4–5 times a week (4.5 per week), or 6–7
times a week (6.5 per week).

3.2. Results

3.2.1. Measurement Model

We employed confirmatory factor analysis to assess the validity of the multiple items measuring
the constructs of social capital, well-being, health literacy, collective identities and human capital,
and gratitude. Using the maximum likelihood estimation procedure, the measurement model represents
the six constructs with a good fit to the data (N = 500, Chi-Square/df = 982.108/231 = 4.252, CFI = 0.929,
TLI = 0.908, IFI = 0.929, RFI = 0.882, NFI = 0.910, RMSEA = 0.081). All indicators loaded significantly
on the constructs as expected, showing the convergent validity. They ranged from 0.65 to 0.75 for social
capital, 0.73 to 0.76 for well-being, 0.72 to 0.77 for health literacy, 0.68 to 0.82 for collective identities,
0.71 to 0.83 for human capital, and 0.77 to 0.90 for gratitude. Additionally, all the constructs also
exhibited reliability with Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.84 to 0.90 (see Table 3). In addition, there is
no correlation more than 0.85 between constructs of social capital, health literacy, and gratitude [60],
and there is no squared correlation between one and any others bigger than AVE for each construct
for social capital, health literacy, and gratitude [61] (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) (see Table 4). Thus,
discriminant validity is established for social capital, health literacy, and gratitude. However, due to
strong correlations (0.99 for social capital and collective identities, 0.96 for health literacy and human
capital, 0.97 for health literacy and well-being), discriminant validity is not established for these
constructs of human capital, collective identities, and well-being. In other words, social capital was
captured as a similar construct to collective identities, and health literacy was captured a similar
construct to well-being and human capital from the respondents of the general public in Singapore.
We further discuss this measurement challenge in the discussion section. In the following examination
for structural relationships, therefore, we focus on two separate dimensional constructs of social capital
and health literacy as social benefits from the sport-based development initiative of Vision 2030.

Table 4. Correlations among the Constructs of Social Outcomes and Gratitude.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Social capital 1.00
2. Collective identity 0.99 1.00
3. Health literacy 0.39 0.66 1.00
4. Well-being 0.52 0.40 0.97 1.00
5. Human capital 0.56 0.28 0.96 0.96 1.00
6. Gratitude 0.39 0.28 0.37 0.37 0.40 1.00

3.2.2. Structural Model

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine the social outcomes in hypothesized
directions and examine any underlying mechanism of structural relationships among sport participation,
gratitude, the perceived social outcomes for beneficiaries, and their prosocial behavior in sport-based
social initiatives [62]. Figure 2 depicts the serial mediation roles of gratitude and perceived social
capital in the structural relationships from the actual participation in a range of sport activities and the
relevant prosocial behaviors of Vision 2030 (n = 500, Chi-Square/DF = 281.897/66 = 4.271, CFI =0.944,
TLI = 0.923, IFI = 0.946, RFI = 0.902, NFI =0.929, RMSEA = 0.081).
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Figure 2. Structural relationships among gratitude, social outcomes, and prosocial behaviors in
sport-based social initiative (Study 1: n = 500, Chi-Square/DF = 281.897/66 = 4.271, CFI = 0.944,
TLI = 0.923, IFI = 0.946, RFI = 0.902, NFI = 0.929, RMSEA = 0.081).

3.3. Findings

As shown in the model (Figure 2), frequency of participation in a range of sport activities positively
influences social capital (β = 0.16, p < 0.001) and health literacy (β = 0.15, p < 0.001) directly, supporting
Hypothesis 1. It also shows that frequency of participation in a range of sport activities positively
influences the gratitude of beneficiaries/participants (β = 0.18, p < 0.001), which positively influences
their social outcomes of social capital (β = 0.48, p < 0.001) and health literacy (β = 0.46, p < 0.001),
supporting Hypothesis 2. On the other hand, it does not show that the frequency of participation in a
range of sport activities influences their prosocial behavior intention of willingness to donate (WTD) to
sport-based societal foundation through the mediation of gratitude (β = 0.10, p = 0.064), which does
not support Hypothesis 3. It shows, however, that the frequency of participation in a range of sport
activities related to a sport-based initiative positively influences their prosocial behavior of willingness
to donate (WTD) through the serial mediation of gratitude and their perceived social capital (β = 0.23,
p = 0.015), supporting Hypothesis 4. Interestingly, health literacy as one of the social benefits is not
a significant mediating factor to influence the prosocial behavior intention of donation (β = −0.16,
p = 0.098). The findings are, however, limited to be generalizable.

4. Study 2

4.1. Method

To replicate the findings, we conducted Study 2 with a different sample four months later in
February 2015 (see Table 5). Another random sample (n = 501) was obtained from the Department of
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Statistics Singapore at a charge. The same approach as Study 1 was used for survey administration in
Study 2 in the context of sport-based social initiative of Vision 2030.

Table 5. Demographics of a sample representative of the Singaporean residents (Study 2).

Sample Size % Number of Respondents

Age Group

20–29 27.5 138
30–39 22.4 112
40–49 25.2 126
50–59 25 125

Race

Chinese 72.9 365
Malay 15.2 76
Indian 10.2 51
Others 1.7 9

Sex
Male 49.1 246

Female 50.9 255

Monthly Household
Income

S$1999 and below 12.8 64
S$2000–S$3999 23 115
S$4000–S$5999 14.8 74
S$6000–S$8999 11.2 56

S$9000 and above 11.2 56
Prefer not to disclose 27.1 136

Education Level

Below Secondary 5 25
Secondary 26.3 132

Post-Secondary (Non-Tertiary) 9.4 47
Diploma and Professional Qualification 27.5 138

University 31.7 159
Others - -

TOTAL 100 501

Measures

The same donation mechanism of CVM was used to measure willingness to donate (WTD) as in
Study 1. Likewise, social outcomes and gratitude were measured in the same items by a 10 point-Likert
Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 10 = strongly agree). Additionally, independent variables were composed
of the same format as Study 1: never (0), once every quarter of a year (0.08 per week), once a month
(0.25 per week), once every other week (0.5 per week), 1 time a week (1 per week), 2–3 times a week
(2.5 per week), 4–5 times a week (4.5 per week), or 6–7 times a week (6.5 per week).

4.2. Results

4.2.1. Measurement Model

We employed a confirmatory factor analysis to assess the validity of multiple items measuring the
constructs of social capital, collective identities, health literacy, well-being, human capital, and gratitude.
Using the maximum likelihood estimation procedure, the measurement model represents the six
constructs with a good fit to the data (N = 501, Chi-Square/df = 660.589/136 = 4.857, CFI = 0.922,
TLI = 0.902, IFI = 0.923, RFI = 0.880, NFI = 0.905, RMSEA = 0.088). All indicators loaded significantly
on the constructs as expected, showing the convergent validity. They ranged from 0.72 to 0.78 for social
capital, 0.72 to 0.76 for collective identities, 0.75 to 0.81 health literacy, 0.77 to 0.81 for well-being, 0.69 to
0.82 for human capital, and 0.86 to 92 for gratitude. In addition, all the constructs showed reliability,
with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.85 to 0.92. However, as we found in Study 1, discriminant
validity is not established for the constructs of human capital, collective identities, or well-being due to
strong correlations again (0.99 for social capital and collective identities, 0.93 for health literacy and
human capital, 0.87 for health literacy and well-being). In the following examination for structural
relationships, therefore, we focus on two separate dimensional constructs of social capital and health
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literacy as social benefits from the sport-based development initiative of Vision 2030. We further
discuss this measurement issue in the discussion section.

4.2.2. Structural Model

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the hypotheses, including mediation effects
in the causal relationship [58]. Figure 3 depicts the mediation roles of gratitude and social benefits in
the relationships between participation in sport activities and donation intention of prosocial behavior
(n = 501, Chi-Square/DF = 194.591/66 = 2.948, CFI = 0.965, TLI = 0.952, IFI = 0.965, RFI = 0.922,
NFI = 0.948, RMSEA = 0.061). As shown in the model in Figure 3, frequency of participation
in a range of sport activities positively influences social capital (β = 0.09, p = 0.032) and health
literacy (β = 0.14, p < 0.001) directly, supporting Hypothesis 1 again. Additionally, participation in
sport activities significantly enhanced gratitude (β = 0.16, p < 0.001), which subsequently enhanced
social capital (β = 0.42, p < 0.001) and health literacy (β = 0.50, p < 0.001), supporting H2 again.
The model also replicates the finding that participation in sport activities enhanced donation intention
of prosocial behaviors through the serial mediation effects of gratitude and social capital, supporting
H4. Interestingly, the direct effect of gratitude on donation intention of prosocial behavior was not
significant (β = 0.09, p = 0.108), and the direct effect of health literacy on donation intention of prosocial
behavior was also not significant (β = −0.10, p = 0.166).Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 12 of 18 
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4.3. Findings

Study 2 replicated the findings that participation in sport activities enhances donation intention
of prosocial behavior in a sport-based social initiative with another representative sample. Importantly,
the work demonstrates the serial mediation roles of gratitude and social capital that link participation
in sport activities to donation intention of prosocial behavior. As a complementary effort to reinforce
the reciprocity relationship in sport-based social initiatives, the findings showed how gratitude of
participants can play a significant role in enhancing prosocial behaviors in sport-based social initiatives.
The study also identified the underlying needs of social capital for those exposed to sport-based social
initiatives in enhancing their prosocial behaviors.

5. Discussion

An important contribution of this study is to propose a conceptual model of a sustainable reciprocity
mechanism in sport-based social initiatives by integrating the standardized measurement constructs
of social outcomes and gratitude as well as the relevant prosocial behaviors from interdisciplinary
literature of sport management, social work, and psychology. Additionally, applying the conceptual
model into a sport-based national initiative with a sample representative of national population,
the study empirically shows that this reciprocity mechanism can materialize in a real sport-based
development initiative such as in Singapore. Additionally, the empirical structural model visualizes
the mediation effect of gratitude in the reciprocity mechanism, which significantly influences the
two dimensions of social outcomes: social capital and health literacy for beneficiaries/participants.
When we remove the construct of gratitude in the structural equation model, the explanatory power
(r2) for the social outcomes becomes significantly reduced from 0.28 to 0.06 for social capital and
from 0.26 to 0.05 for health literacy in Study 1. As for Study 2, the explanatory power (r2) for the
social outcomes becomes significantly reduced from 0.20 to 0.03 for social capital and from 0.26 to 0.05
for health literacy. It confirms the significance of the mediating role that gratitude is playing in the
structural relationships of the reciprocity mechanism in sport-based social initiatives.

Additionally, the current study provides a potential regarding how sport-based social initiatives
should be designed, managed, and developed as a self-reinforcing or sustainable system based on
the reciprocity nature. Previous research showed significant positive relationships between gratitude
and athletes’ well-being and team satisfaction in Taiwan [63]. Additionally, researchers from sport
psychology found that adolescent athletes’ gratitude positively influences life satisfaction through
the mediation of perceived team cohesion [64]. Further, many researchers demonstrate that gratitude
influences prosocial behaviors [54–56,64]. However, these relationships from previous works are still
fragmentary and do not fully support a sustainable system of sport-based social initiatives in a holistic
approach. In this challenge, the proposed conceptual model is more necessary and meaningful to seek
the sustaining win–win relationships of sport-based social initiatives. Especially, it implies how to deal
with the measurement issue of intangible societal value in sports and leverage gratitude as another
mediating factor to facilitate the more successful outcomes in sport-based social initiatives. In addition,
while previous research found that gratitude can lead to prosocial behavior [54–56,64], the current
research shows the serial mediation effects of gratitude and social capital to motivate prosocial
behaviors in sport-based social initiatives. It implies how the measurement and communication of
social capital-related values in sport is significant to influence prosocial behaviors in social initiatives.
On the one hand, we found that health literacy as one of social outcomes is not a significant mediator
to influence prosocial behavior in the model. One of the reasons for it might be that health literacy
indicates more personal outcomes than social benefits and that this individualized nature of health
literacy might result in the no significant relationship with prosocial behavior. Additionally, further
research is required to examine this relationship in a longitudinal way, given that health literacy is a
more immediate outcome than health and social health.

Especially noteworthy is the fact that the empirical model shows that frequency of participation
in a range of sport activities in daily life can positively influence gratitude of participants/beneficiaries.
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Given that there has been no research examining the relationship between sport participation and
gratitude, we examined this structural relationship in an exploratory question. This is the first study
to empirically examine that participation in recreational sport activities in daily life can positively
influence gratitude. The findings offer significant implications to both academics and practitioners
in sport management and industries regarding how to better understand and leverage the dynamic
power of gratitude in a sport-based social initiative. Future research is required to develop a stronger
and deeper theoretical framework for the relationship between sport and gratitude.

Another contribution of the study is to apply the developed instrument for the Social Impact
of Sport of Lee, Cornwell, and Babiak’s work [6], published in the Journal of Sport Management,
into the real industry of a sport-based development initiative in Singapore. The findings of the study
can help various stakeholders justify their investment and engagement in the sport-based national
development initiative of Vision 2030 with both theoretical and empirical evidence. In addition,
the findings from theoretical and empirical evidence are useful to build up a strategic map regarding
how to better leverage the impact of sport on society. For example, it implies that how grateful
participants/ beneficiaries feel during or through sport activities or events could be one of the most
important factors to enhance the social outcomes in the sport-based development initiative.

The findings from the measurement model raise a challenge regarding why the instrument
successfully captured only the two discriminant constructs of social outcomes, social capital and health
literacy, not the five discriminant constructs as developed and tested in the work of Lee, Cornwell,
and Babiak [6]. One of the reasons might come from the samples’ characteristics and environmental
differences in the interviewing processes. When the instrument was developed and tested with a
sample of college students in a classroom setting, the students might be able to better understand the
constructs and distinguish their similar question items of social capital, collective identities, health
literacy, well-being, and human capital due to their active academic ability. However, when the
instrument was applied with the general public (regardless of education level and age) in the real
context of a sport-based development initiative, some question items (e.g., social capital vs. collective
identity, well-being vs. human capital) can be similarly understood and perceived by respondents.
It might be considered as a gap between academia and practical work in sport management. It also
implies that the instrument of Lee, Cornwell, and Babiak [6] may need to be refined more specifically
for its effective application into the sport industry with realties and complexities, depending on the
characteristics of target populations and data collection environment. Additionally, another reason
might come from the sample’s English proficiency capacity. Although Singaporeans typically speak
English, they are not native English speakers. When the instrument was tested with college students in
US, they could easily respond to and distinguish the similar question items. On the other hand, it might
not have been that easy for Singaporeans to respond to and distinguish the similar question items
of social capital, collective identities, and human capital within the limited time of the interviewing
process. This issue might have influenced the discriminant validity. We can also think that the possible
reason might be related to who administered the survey (principal investigator vs. trained interviewers).
When the principal investigator administered the survey from a classroom, the respondents were more
likely to better understand the survey questions and pay more attentions to the survey processes.
Additionally, the principal investigator could better control the survey process. On the other hand,
when the interviewers administered the door-to-door survey, these conditions and the attitudes of the
respondents might not be the same as when the principal investigator administered.

Limitations and Future Research

We have tested the conceptualized reciprocity mechanism of a sport-based initiative with a random
sample of the general public of a city-state, considering the population as participants and beneficiaries
at the same time in a sport-based national development initiative. This research still addresses significant
relationships and outcomes in the reciprocity mechanism. Future research should apply this model into
a more specific target population, especially those who are beneficiaries from corporate sponsorship,
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corporate social responsibility, nonprofit partnerships, government subsidy programs (e.g., sports
voucher), and athlete foundations. Given that gratitude is associated with individuals’ welfare and
various positive developmental outcomes for children and adolescents [53], it can examine particular
aspects of gratitude with regard to beneficiaries, benefactors, and society at large in sport-based
cause-oriented sponsorship and corporate social responsibility practices. Additionally, it can give us
opportunities to develop and test a more integrated model of reciprocity mechanism by including
various stakeholders in sport-based initiatives. Further, it gives us opportunities to examine fully the
dynamic nature of gratitude to influence the economic or social objectives of stakeholders in sport-based
initiatives. For example, if we strategically communicate that beneficiaries experience and receive
important social benefits from a sport-based initiative sponsored by a corporation, it might be effective
to reduce the criticized commercialism for corporate engagement in corporate social sponsorship and
CSR [3].

Admittedly, hypothetical bias and social desirability bias cannot be completely excluded in
measuring the prosocial behavior intention of willingness to donate (WTD) to societal foundations.
Future study is required to examine the prosocial behavior of beneficiaries/participants in sport-based
social initiatives in more comprehensive and longitudinal ways. For example, some beneficiaries
(e.g., sick children, football scholarship students) might require time for their recovery, development,
maturity, or success before they can be able to act more prosocially. Thus, longitudinal research is
necessary to fully examine these underlying or time-required relationships of the reciprocity mechanism
of sport-based social initiatives. We also admit that the data collection is slightly outdated, since the
data were collected in 2014 and 2015. Future study is required to examine the model with the newest
data collection to generalize the relationships and findings at present.

6. Conclusions

When we intend to accomplish sustaining reciprocity relationships in sport-based social initiatives,
we face many challenges in the real world. The current research tried to address two of those issues
by measuring the invisible outcomes in a more standardized way and by identifying gratitude as a
mediator to enhance the social outcomes. Especially, the study developed an integrated conceptual
model for the sustainable reciprocity relationships among sport participation, gratitude, social benefits,
and prosocial behaviors in a sport-based initiative. Subsequently, the study empirically tested the
model and its mechanism of structural relationships for participants and their prosocial behaviors in
the context of a real sport-based national initiative. One of the key findings is that sport participation
can lead to prosocial behaviors through the serial mediation of gratitude and the perceived social
capital. It implies how significant the perceived value of gratitude and social capital value is for
participants to enhance their prosocial behaviors in sport social initiatives. These research efforts
will play a pivotal role in giving us a better understanding of how gratitude can play a key role in
initiating a new paradigm of sport-based sponsorship, partnerships, and CSR practices. They will foster
“real win–win—win” relationships among beneficiaries, benefactors, and society by examining the
sustainable reciprocity mechanism of gratitude to influence or facilitate the outcomes for beneficiaries
as well as spur beneficiaries, benefactors, and the general public to act more prosocially in sport-based
social partnerships and CSR practices.
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Appendix A. An Example of Measurement of Donation Behavioral Intention Using the
Contingent Valuation Method (CVM)

The National Football Academy (NFA) was launched with the aim of developing Singapore’s
young footballers. NFA supports young footballers to play for Singapore in the international games
for the glory of Singapore, representing Singapore as an ambassador. NFA also provides the young
footballers with meaningful exposures to local communities of Singapore through the Lion City Cup
(LCC). Families, friends, and colleagues enjoyed civic pride and community bonds, gathering and
cheering on their heroes at the 23rd, 24th, and 25th LCC in June 2011, 2012, and 2013. Many fans agree
that they were inspired by the positive image and excellent performance and that they experienced
enhanced national pride and identity as Singaporean. Further, NFA builds up community programs for
young footballers to participate in community outreach projects and make voluntary contributions to
communities. These activities develop educational values, revealing new possibilities and transforming
challenges and adversity into joy and success for children, youths, and communities through inspiration
and role modelling from sporting heroes in Singapore.

Hypothetically suppose that NFA Foundation is established as a non-profit to ensure that NFA is
properly managed to benefit communities, society and Singapore for the values as described: (1) civic
pride, (2) community bonds, (3) national pride and identity, (4) inspiration and role modelling from
sporting heroes. Without individual contributions, NFA Foundation cannot play its intended beneficial
roles to society.

Based on the scenario above and considering all the positive benefits and contributions that NFA
makes to Singaporean society, how much would you be willing to pay as a monthly donation to the
NFA Foundation?

Please circle one answer for each amount level to show your certainty of willingness to donate.

The Amount Level of Your Certainty

S$ 1 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 2 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 5 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 10 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 20 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 50 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 100 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 200 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 500 Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

S$ 1000 and over Definitely Yes Probably Yes Don’t know Probably No Definitely No

References

1. IEG. What Sponsors Want & Where Dollars Will Go in 2018. Available online: http://www.sponsorship.com/

IEG/files/f3/f3cfac41-2983-49be-8df6-3546345e27de.pdf (accessed on 17 May 2020).
2. Wakefield, L.; Wakefield, K.; Lane Keller, K. Understanding Sponsorship: A Consumer-Centric Model of

Sponsorship Effects. J. Adv. 2020, 49, 1–24. [CrossRef]
3. Lee, S.P.; Babiak, K. Measured Societal Value and Its Impact on Donations and Perception of Corporate Social

Responsibility: An Experimental Approach. Nonprofit Volunt. Sect. Q. 2017, 46, 1030–1051. [CrossRef]
4. Aramburu, I.A.; Pescador, I.G. The effects of corporate social responsibility on customer loyalty: The mediating

effect of reputation in cooperative banks versus commercial banks in the Basque country. J. Bus. Ethics 2019,
154, 701–719. [CrossRef]

5. Scheinbaum, A.C.; Lacey, R.; Drumwright, M. Social responsibility and event-sponsor portfolio fit. Eur. J. Mark.
2019, 53, 138–163. [CrossRef]

http://www.sponsorship.com/IEG/files/f3/f3cfac41-2983-49be-8df6-3546345e27de.pdf
http://www.sponsorship.com/IEG/files/f3/f3cfac41-2983-49be-8df6-3546345e27de.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2020.1751011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0899764017713725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3438-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EJM-05-2018-0318


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9279 16 of 18

6. Lee, S.P.; Cornwell, T.B.; Babiak, K. Developing an Instrument to Measure the Social Impact of Sport: Social
capital, Collective Identities, Health Literacy, Well-being and Human Capital. J. Sport Manag. 2013, 27, 24–42.
[CrossRef]

7. Bailey, R. Evaluating the relationship between physical education, sport and social inclusion. Educ. Rev.
2005, 57, 71–90. [CrossRef]

8. Botcheva, L.; Huffman, L. Grassroot Soccer Foundation: HIV/AIDS Education Program: An Intervention
in Zimbabwe. GRS Evaluation Report. Children’s Health Council Outcomes Research Consulting
Service. 2004. Available online: https://www.grassrootsoccer.org/wp-content/uploads/final.pdf (accessed on
1 December 2019).

9. Delaney, L.; Keaney, E. Sport and social capital in the United Kingdom: Statistical evidence from national
and international survey data. Dublin Econ. Soc. Res. Inst. Inst. Public Policy Res. 2005, 32, 1–32.

10. Jarvie, G. Communitarianism, Sport and Social capital: Neighbourly Insights into Scottish Sport. Int. Rev.
Soc. Sport 2003, 38, 139–153. [CrossRef]

11. Lawson, H.A. Empowering People, Facilitating Community Development, and Contributing to Sustainable
Development: The Social Work of Sport, Exercise, and Physical Education Programs. Sport Educ. Soc. 2005,
10, 135–160. [CrossRef]

12. Munro, B. Role Models: Is Anything More Important for Future Development? Role Models Retreat Laureus
Sport Good Foundation. In Sport and Social Capital; Nicholson, M., Hoye, H., Eds.; Elsevier: Oxford, UK, 2005.

13. Seippel, Ø. Sport and social capital. Acta Soc. 2006, 49, 169–183. [CrossRef]
14. Skinner, J.; Zakus, D.H.; Cowell, J. Development through sport: Building social capital in disadvantaged

communities. Sport Manag. Rev. 2008, 11, 253–275. [CrossRef]
15. Tonts, M. Competitive Sport and Social Capital in Rural Australia. J. Rural Stud. 2005, 21, 137–149. [CrossRef]
16. Zakus, D.H. The Saskatchewan Roughriders and the construction of identity and regional resistance in

Saskatchewan, Canada. Footb. Stud. 1999, 2, 57–76.
17. Ekholm, D.; Dahlstedt, M.; Rönnbäck, J. Problematizing the absent girl: Sport as a means of emancipation

and social inclusion. Sport Soc. 2019, 22, 1043–1061. [CrossRef]
18. Morgan, H.; Parker, A.; Roberts, W. Community sport programmes and social inclusion: What role for

positive psychological capital? Sport Soc. 2019, 22, 1100–1114. [CrossRef]
19. Gemar, A. Social capital networks in sports spectatorship and participation. Int. Rev. Soc. Sport 2020,

1012690220940867. [CrossRef]
20. Cunningham, R.; Bunde-Birouste, A.; Rawstorne, P.; Nathan, S. Young people’s perceptions of the influence

of a sport-for-social-change program on their life trajectories. Soc. Incl. 2020, 8, 162–176. [CrossRef]
21. Coalter, F. A Wider Social Role for Sport: Who’s Keeping the Score? Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2007.
22. Crabbe, T.; Brown, A. You’re Not Welcome Anymore: The Football Crowd, Class and Social Exclusion. British

Football and Social Exclusion; Routledge: London, UK, 2004; pp. 109–124.
23. Gruneau, R.; Whitson, D. Hockey Night in Canada: Sport, Identities and Cultural Politics; Garamond Press:

Toronto, ON, Canada, 1993.
24. Putnam, R.D. Bowling alone: America’s declining social capital. In Culture and Politics; Palgrave Macmillan:

New York, NY, USA, 2000.
25. Chalip, L. Toward a distinctive sport management discipline. J. Sport Manag. 2006, 20, 1–21. [CrossRef]
26. Chalip, L.; Johnson, A.T.; Stachura, L. National Sports Policies: An International Handbook, 1996; Greenwood

Press: Westport, CT, USA, 2000; pp. 223–234.
27. Kenny, S. Developing Communities for the Future: Community Development in Australia, 2nd ed.; South Melbourne:

Nelson, Australia, 1999.
28. Schulenkorf, N. Sustainable community development through sport and events: A conceptual framework

for sport-for-development projects. Sport Manag. Rev. 2012, 15, 1–12. [CrossRef]
29. Bourdieu, P. The forms of capital. In Education, Culture, Economy and Society; Halsey, A.H., Launder, H.,

Brown, P., Stuart Wells, A., Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 1997; pp. 46–55.
30. Coleman, J.S. Foundation of Social Theory; Belknap Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1994.
31. Narayan, D.; Cassidy, M.F. A dimensional approach to measuring social capital: Development and validation

of a social capital inventory. Curr. Soc. 2001, 49, 49–93. [CrossRef]
32. Onyx, J.; Bullen, P. Measuring social capital in five communities. J. Appl. Sci. 2000, 36, 23. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.27.1.24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013191042000274196
https://www.grassrootsoccer.org/wp-content/uploads/final.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1012690203038002001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1357332052000308800
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0001699306064771
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1441-3523(08)70112-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2005.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2018.1505870
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2019.1565397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1012690220940867
http://dx.doi.org/10.17645/si.v8i3.2828
http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/jsm.20.1.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2011.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0011392101049002006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0021886300361002


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9279 17 of 18

33. Sudarsky, J. Colombia’s Social Capital: The National Measurement with the Barcas; World: Washington, DC,
USA, 1999.

34. Ashmore, R.D.; Deaux, K.; McLaughlin-Volpe, T. An Organizing framework for Collective identity:
Articulation and significance of multidimensionality. Psychol. Bull. 2004, 130, 80–114. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Deaux, K. Social identification. In Social Psychology: Handbook of Basic Principles; Higgins, E.T.,
Kruglanski, A.W., Eds.; Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 1996; pp. 777–798.

36. Simon, B.; Klandermans, B. Politicized collective identity: A social psychological analysis. Am. Psychol. 2001,
56, 319–331. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Nutbeam, D. Health literacy as a public health goal: A challenge for contemporary health education and
communication strategies into the 21st century. Health Promot. Int. 2000, 15, 259–267. [CrossRef]

38. Nutbeam, D. The evolving concept of health literacy. Soc. Med. 2008, 67, 2072–2078. [CrossRef]
39. WHO. Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion; WHO: Geneva, Switzerland, 1986.
40. Nieboer, A.; Lindenberg, S.; Boomsma, A.; Bruggen, A.C.V. Dimensions of well- being and their measurement:

The SPF-IL scale. Soc. Ind. Res. 2005, 73, 313–353. [CrossRef]
41. Ormel, J.; Lindenberg, S.; Steverink, N.; Verbrugge, L.M. Subjective well-being and social production

functions. Soc. Ind. Res. 1999, 46, 61–90. [CrossRef]
42. OECD. The Well-Being of Nations: The Role of Human and Social Capital; OECD: Paris, France, 2001.
43. Stroombergen, A.; Rose, D.; Nana, G. Review of the Statistical Measurement of Human Capital. Infometrics

Consulting. Business and Economic Research Ltd. 2002. Available online: http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/

groups/public/documents/apcity/unpan016774.pdf (accessed on 20 January 2009).
44. KSPO. The Korea Sports Promotion Foundation. Sports Voucher. Available online: http://english.kspo.or.kr/

?menuno=674 (accessed on 15 May 2017).
45. Peterson, C.; Seligman, M.E. (Eds.) Character Strengths and Virtues: A Handbook and Classification; Oxford

University Press: Oxford, UK, 2004; pp. 553–568.
46. Runhaven.com. Top 5 Reasons to be Thankful as a Runner. Available online: http://runhaven.com/2014/09/

26/top-5-reasons-thankful-runner/ (accessed on 17 May 2017).
47. Runladylike.com. Dear Running . . . Thank You. Available online: http://www.runladylike.com/2012/11/21/

why-im-thankful-for-running/ (accessed on 17 May 2017).
48. Walker, L.J.; Pitts, R.C. Naturalistic conceptions of moral maturity. Dev. Psychol. 1998, 34, 403. [CrossRef]
49. Haidt, J. The Moral emotions. In Handbook of Affective Sciences; Oxford University Press: Washington, DC,

USA, 2003; pp. 852–870.
50. Emmons, R.A.; McCullough, M.E. (Eds.) The Psychology of Gratitude; Oxford University Press: Oxford,

UK, 2004.
51. Wood, A.M.; Froh, J.J.; Geraghty, A.W. Gratitude and Well-being: A Review and Theoretical Integration.

Clin. Psychol. Rev. 2010, 30, 890–905. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
52. McCullough, M.E.; Kilpatrick, S.D.; Emmons, R.A.; Larson, D.B. Is Gratitude a Moral Affect? Psychol. Bull.

2001, 127, 249–266. [CrossRef]
53. Froh, J.J.; Fan, J.; Emmons, R.A.; Bono, G.; Huebner, E.S.; Watkins, P. Measuring gratitude in youth: Assessing

the psychometric properties of adult gratitude scales in children and adolescents. Psychol. Assess. 2001, 23,
311. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Bartlett, M.Y.; DeSteno, D. Gratitude and prosocial behavior: Helping when it costs you. Psychol. Sci. 2006,
17, 319–325. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Tsang, J. BRIEF REPORT Gratitude and Prosocial Behaviour: An Experimental Test of Gratitude. Cognit. Emot.
2006, 20, 138–148. [CrossRef]

56. Tsang, J. Gratitude for Small and Large Favors: A Behavioral Test. J. Posit. Psychol. 2007, 2, 157–167.
[CrossRef]

57. Thomas, M.; Watkins, P. Measuring the Grateful Trait: Development of the Revised GRAT. In Proceedings of
the Annual Convention of the Western Psychological Association, Vancouver, BC, Canada, 5 February 2003.

58. McCullough, M.E.; Emmons, R.A.; Tsang, J. The Grateful Disposition: A Conceptual and Empirical
Topography. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2002, 82, 112. [CrossRef]

59. Welsh, M.P.; Poe, G.L. Elicitation Effects in Contingent Valuation: Comparisons to a Multiple Bounded
Discrete Choice Approach. J. Environ. Econ. Manag. 1998, 36, 170–185. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.1.80
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14717651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.4.319
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11330229
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/heapro/15.3.259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.09.050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-004-0988-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1006907811502
http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/apcity/unpan016774.pdf
http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/apcity/unpan016774.pdf
http://english.kspo.or.kr/?menuno=674
http://english.kspo.or.kr/?menuno=674
http://runhaven.com/2014/09/26/top-5-reasons-thankful-runner/
http://runhaven.com/2014/09/26/top-5-reasons-thankful-runner/
http://www.runladylike.com/2012/11/21/why-im-thankful-for-running/
http://www.runladylike.com/2012/11/21/why-im-thankful-for-running/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.34.3.403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2010.03.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20451313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.2.249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021590
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21443367
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01705.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16623689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02699930500172341
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17439760701229019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.1.112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jeem.1998.1043


Sustainability 2020, 12, 9279 18 of 18

60. Kline, R.B. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 2nd ed.; Guilford Press: New York, NY,
USA, 2005.

61. Fornell, C.; Larcker, D.F. Structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error:
Algebra and statistics. J. Mark. Res. 1981, 3, 382–388. [CrossRef]

62. Iacobucci, D.; Saldanha, N.; Deng, X. A meditation on mediation: Evidence that structural equations models
perform better than regressions. J. Consum. Psychol. 2008, 17, 139–153. [CrossRef]

63. Chen, L.H.; Kee, Y.H. Gratitude and adolescent athletes’ well-being. Soc. Ind. Res. 2008, 89, 361–373.
[CrossRef]

64. Chen, L.H.; Kee, Y.H.; Chen, M.Y. Why grateful adolescent athletes are more satisfied with their life:
The mediating role of perceived team cohesion. Soc. Ind. Res. 2015, 124, 463–476. [CrossRef]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the author. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70020-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-008-9237-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11205-014-0798-0
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Foundation and Hypotheses Development 
	Sport and Social Benefits 
	Gratitude, Social Outcomes, and Prosocial Behaviors 

	Study 1 
	Method 
	Participants and Procedures 
	Measures 

	Results 
	Measurement Model 
	Structural Model 

	Findings 

	Study 2 
	Method 
	Results 
	Measurement Model 
	Structural Model 

	Findings 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	An Example of Measurement of Donation Behavioral Intention Using the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM) 
	References

