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Supporter Loyalty: Conceptualization, Measurement, and Outcomes 

 

 

Abstract: 

 We conceptualize supporter loyalty, evaluate a scale for its measurement, and examine 

which organizational facets are most suitable to serve as loyalty objects.  We conducted survey-

based research (N = 306) to examine the influence of supporter loyalty on donation behaviors (4 

types), volunteering behaviors (3 types), organizational citizenship behaviors (4 types), and 

bequest intentions.  The effect of supporter loyalty was significant for one type of donation 

behavior, all three volunteering behaviors, three of four organizational citizenship behaviors, and 

bequest intentions.  Evaluating the effect sizes indicates that the strength of supporter loyalty’s 

influence is relatively modest.  The organization’s mission and the people served by the 

organization were the most important loyalty objects. 
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Introduction 

 It is a virtual truism to state that nonprofit organizations would like to have loyal donors 

and volunteers.  It is generally taken for granted that more loyal donors are longer retained than 

less loyal donors (Sargeant & Jay, 2004).  Given that, in some cases, organizations may lose up 

to 60 percent of their first time donors (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007), retaining donors is 

important to nonprofit organizations.  Even though it is intuitive to believe that loyalty is closely 

related to retention and other desirable outcomes, the relationship between loyalty and desirable 

outcomes (like donor retention) is poorly understood.  One purpose of this research is to add to 

our knowledge of this relationship.   

 

Contributions and Novelty of Inquiry 

 This study furthers a stream of research on loyalty which conceives loyalty as a latent 

psychological construct that is distinct from possible antecedents like attitudes and possible 

consequents like intentions and behaviors.  Rather than limiting the scope of our inquiry to 

donors, we also include volunteers (using the term supporters to refer to both groups), increasing 

the external validity of this research and the relevance of its findings. 

Rather than limiting the scope of our investigation to donor retention, this study examines 

the influence of loyalty on a variety of outcome variables.  The outcome variables include 

donation behaviors (donation recency, donation frequency, annual cumulative donations, and 

amount of most recent donation), volunteer behaviors (average monthly hours volunteered, 

volunteer recency, and volunteering frequency), organizational citizenship behaviors (volunteer 

recruitment, donor recruitment, event attendance, and fundraising engagement), and bequest 

intentions.  Data are analyzed using robust procedures, going beyond simply reporting statistical 
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significance and also reporting effect sizes so that a richer understanding of the influence of 

supporter loyalty on supporter outcomes is attained. 

 In addition to adding to our understanding of the nature of loyalty and the influence of 

loyalty on important outcomes, this study examines the validity of a supporter loyalty scale.  

There is an important relationship between defining a construct and its valid measurement. A 

poorly defined construct cannot be validly measured, resulting in invalid research findings (Teas 

& Palan, 1997).  A well-defined construct whose measurement lacks construct validity also 

produces invalid research findings.  Our conceptualization of the supporter loyalty construct, 

coupled with a valid scale, provides an important contribution to the field and improves the 

validity of future research derived from this study. 

 Another important contribution of this study is in improving our understanding of a 

nonprofit organization as a loyalty object.  This study examines the degree to which various 

facets of a nonprofit organization serve as loyalty objects (elements of the composite 

organization to which supporters direct their feelings of loyalty).  A more refined understanding 

of organizational facets that serve as loyalty objects enriches our understanding of the 

relationship between an organization and its supporters. 

 

Conceptual Background 

The Nature of Supporter Loyalty 

 In the nonprofit scholarly literature, loyalty has been primarily used in two different ways 

(AbouAssi, 2012).  First, loyalty is often used as a surrogate for retention (Wymer & Alves, 

2013; Sargeant & Jay, 2004).  Researchers using loyalty as a substitute for retention often do not 

define the loyalty construct.  Weak or omitted construct conceptualization decreases the validity 
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of research on the construct (MacKenzie, 2003).  For example, an examination of the context in 

which the term loyalty is used and examining the way in which loyalty is measured often makes 

it clear that retention (not loyalty) is the true focal construct being investigated (Gutierrez-Nieto 

& Serrano-Cinca, 2010; Naskrent & Siebelt, 2011; Sargeant, Hudson, & Wilson, 2012; Waters, 

2011).   

Conflating antecedent (loyalty) and consequent (retention) constructs weakens the 

validity of some prior research.  If we are really examining retention and not loyalty, it would be 

better to state this explicitly.  The conflated use of retention and loyalty may be the result of 

researchers uncritically extending prior work from the marketing discipline to the nonprofit 

context.  Despite the meaning of loyalty in the English language, loyalty’s meaning as used in 

marketing research was derived from business jargon.  Loyalty was used in the marketing 

practitioner lexicon to refer to repeated, regular shopper patronage at a specific retail store chain 

(customer loyalty).  Brand loyalty was used soon thereafter to refer to consumer enduring repeat 

purchasing of a branded product (Wymer, 2013). For example, Oliver (1993) defines loyalty as a 

deeply held commitment to repatronize consistently in the future despite situational influences 

that may causes switching behavior.   

Jacoby (1978) criticizes researchers who acknowledged that loyalty was a latent 

psychological construct, but continued to measure it solely as customer behavior.  Some 

researchers responded to Jacoby’s criticism by redefining loyalty into two types:  attitudinal 

loyalty and behavioral loyalty (Dick & Basu, 1994).  The root problem of relying on business 

jargon’s misuse of the word loyalty was not revolved, however.  For example, a person can have 

positive attitudes toward something without feeling loyalty toward it.  A person can purchase a 

product or service regularly without feeling loyal to it.  Someone’s behavior may be motivated 
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(entirely or partially) by loyalty, but it could also be motivated by other factors (which are 

overlooked when loyalty and the behavior are conflated). 

The attempts to bridge the validity issues with this stream of loyalty research have 

evolved into an amalgamation of different types and stages of loyalty (Oliver, 1997).  For 

example; Han, Kim, and Kim (2011) proposed different loyalty phases: cognitive loyalty, 

affective loyalty, conative loyalty, and action loyalty.  Defining loyalty as a multi-phase, multi-

type construct violates Hunt’s (1991) rule of replacement for defining constructs.  It also 

represents inadequate construct conceptualization by defining a construct in terms of its 

antecedents or outcomes (MacKenzie, 2003; Summers, 2001).  Summers (2001) writes, “one 

cannot define a construct in terms of its antecedents or its consequences. Moreover, trying to do 

so means that the proposed theoretical linkage between A and B would not be empirically 

testable (i.e., it could not be falsified); rather, it would be true by definition” (p. 407). 

It is reasonable to believe that loyalty and retention are distinct constructs.  Loyalty 

concerns one’s feelings toward a something or someone (Haidt, 2003).  It is reasonable to 

believe that one’s feelings may influence one’s decisions, intentions, and behaviors (Oliver, 

1980).  It is also reasonable to believe that attitudes and value congruence may be antecedents to 

loyalty (Ugboro, 1993).  However, when a researcher conflates constructs--like feelings (loyalty) 

with behaviors (retention), there are two substantial problems.  First, our theoretical 

understanding of both loyalty and retention become misconstrued.  Second, our understanding of 

the influence of loyalty on retention becomes spurious.  When loyalty is measured as if it were 

the same as retention, then the researcher is assuming that the effects on retention are caused by 

loyalty.  This tacit assumption produces research with weak internal validity because it overlooks 

other plausible explanations for retention effects. 
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The second way in which loyalty has been conceptualized views loyalty solely as a 

psychological construct.  For example, Goldfarb (2011) defines loyalty as a person’s devotion to 

a cause.  In the Sage Nonprofit Insights (2013) study on donor loyalty, donor loyalty is defined 

as an emotional connection and relationship between donors and the nonprofit organization.  

Hustinx and Lammertyn (2004) do not define loyalty, but the context in which loyalty is used 

views supporter loyalty as a volunteer’s feelings of attachment and devotion towards the 

organization.   

We believe that conceptualizing supporter loyalty solely as a latent psychological 

construct and distinguishing supporter loyalty from antecedents and outcomes has the most 

validity.  We, therefore, define supporter loyalty as a supporter’s affective attachment and 

devotion for a target organization.  This conceptualization of loyalty is consistent with its use in 

prior research on fan loyalty for a sports team (Funk & James, 2006), loyalty as group 

attachment (Davis, 1999), and loyalty as patriotism (Schatz, Staub, & Lavine, 1999).  This 

conceptualization of loyalty is consistent with its meaning and etymology in the English 

language (Loyalty, 2014).  This conceptualization of loyalty is consistent with its ontology in the 

field of philosophy (Kleinig, 2013). 

 

Consequents of Supporter Loyalty 

 It is reasonable to believe that supporter loyalty is an antecedent construct that influences 

some supporter outcomes.  Donor retention, as discussed previously, has been the principle focus 

of prior research on donor loyalty.  However, to add to our knowledge of the relationship 

between supporter loyalty and outcome variables it influences, we will discuss four categories of 
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outcome variables: donation behaviors, volunteer behaviors, organizational citizenship 

behaviors, and future bequest intentions. 

 

Donation Behaviors 

 We argue that supporters of a nonprofit organization who have strong feelings of loyalty 

towards the organization would have stronger motivations to give than supporters having weaker 

feelings of loyalty towards the organization.  Findings from related research lend support to this 

argument.  For example, Filo, Funk, and O’Brien (2010) reported individuals’ attachment to a 

charity was linked to their participation in a charity sport event for their charity.  University 

fundraising studies have reported that emotional attachment to the university is a significant 

indicator of giving (Booker & Klastorin, 1981; Brady et al., 2002).  Hence, we present the 

following hypothesis: 

 

H1: Supporter loyalty influences donor outcomes in a positive direction. 
 

 We will examine the influence of supporter loyalty on multiple donation outcome 

variables to provide a richer understanding of this important relationship.  One donative outcome 

variable we will examine is donation recency, referring to how recently supporters made their 

prior donations to their favorite organizations.  Another donation outcome variable we will 

examine is donation frequency, which refers to how often supporters donate to their favorite 

organizations in an average year.  We will also examine the influence of supporter loyalty on the 

donation amount, which refers to supporters’ estimated total amount donated to their favorite 

organization over the past year.  Another donation outcome variable of interest is the amount of 
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supporters’ most recent, donation.  To add greater specificity to our first hypothesis, we present 

the following sub-hypotheses of H1: 

 

H1a: Supporter loyalty influences donation recency in a positive direction. 
 

H1b: Supporter loyalty influences donation frequency in a positive 
direction. 
 

H1c: Supporter loyalty influences annual donation amount in a positive 
direction. 
 

H1d: Supporter loyalty influences last donation amount in a positive 
direction. 

 

Volunteering Behaviors 

 It is also reasonable to expect supporter loyalty to influence volunteering behaviors.  

Supporters with greater feelings of attachment and devotion for their favorite nonprofit 

organization are likely to have greater motivation for volunteer service than supporters reporting 

weaker supporter loyalty.  Attachment is based on a perception of mutual trust (Boguna et al., 

2004; Jeffires & Reed, 2000).  Trust (Bortree & Waters, 2008) and feeling valued (Farmer & 

Fedor, 1999) have been found to be components of relational attachment felt by volunteers 

toward their organizations.  The level of devoted attachment supporters feel toward their 

organizations is a reflection of their perceptions of relationships between themselves and their 

organizations.  Prior research has found that volunteers’ perceptions of their relationships with 

their organizations influence their volunteer performance and retention (Bussell & Forbes, 2006).  

Therefore, we offer the following hypothesis: 

 

H2: Supporter loyalty influences volunteering outcomes in a positive 
direction. 
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 The volunteering outcome variables we examine in this research are average monthly 

volunteering, volunteering recency, and monthly volunteering frequency.  Average monthly 

volunteering refers to the number of hours that supporters’ volunteer for their favorite 

organization during an average month.  Volunteering recency refers to how recently it has been 

since supporters last volunteered for their favorite organization.  Monthly volunteering frequency 

refers to the number of different times during a typical month that supporters volunteer for their 

favorite organization.  We present the following sub-hypotheses of H2: 

 

H2a: Supporter loyalty influences average monthly volunteering in a 
positive direction. 
 

H2b: Supporter loyalty influences volunteering recency in a positive 
direction. 
 

H2c: Supporter loyalty influences monthly volunteering frequency in a 
positive direction. 

 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

 Research on organizational citizenship behaviors began as a way to understand employee 

behaviors that reflected a positive engagement with the organization, but were not part of formal 

employee duties and responsibilities (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983).  In nonprofit organizations, 

some supporters regularly engage in extra-role helpful, supportive behaviors, while other 

supporters do not (Farmer & Fedor, 2001).  We will use the term organization citizenship 

behaviors to refer to behaviors that are beneficial to the organization, but are not normally 

associated with a supporter’s primary role in the organization. 
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 O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) argue that one basis of an individual’s psychological 

attachment to an organization is predicated on congruence between individual and organizational 

values.  The value congruence between organizations and employees appears to be an important 

component of person-organization fit (Kristof, 1996).  Prior research has reported that person-

organization fit (the compatibility between people and the organizations in which they work) 

influences the level of organizational citizenship behaviors (Hoffman & Woehr, 2006).  Hence, 

we offer the following hypothesis: 

 

H3: Supporter loyalty influences organizational citizenship behaviors in 
a positive direction. 

 

 The organizational citizenship behaviors we examine are volunteer recruitment, donor 

recruitment, event attendance, and fundraising engagement.  Volunteer recruitment refers to the 

number of new volunteers supporters have recruited for their favorite organization over the past 

year.  Donor recruitment refers to the number of new donors supporters have acquired for their 

favorite organization over the past year.  Event attendance refers to the number of organizational 

events supporters have attended during the past year.  Fundraising engagement refers to how 

actively supporters have helped their organization with its fundraising activities.  We offer the 

following sub-hypotheses of H3: 

H3a: Supporter loyalty influences volunteer recruitment in a positive 
direction. 
 

H3b: Supporter loyalty influences donor recruitment in a positive direction. 
 

H3c: Supporter loyalty influences event attendance in a positive direction. 
 

H3d: Supporter loyalty influences fundraising engagement in a positive 
direction. 
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Future Bequest Intentions 

 Bequests or legacy gifts are important outcomes of donor cultivation and donor 

relationship programs (Sargeant, Wymer, & Hilton, 2006).  Sargeant and Shang (2011) reported 

that donors’ desire to further the organization’s cause and donors’ perceptions of a high degree 

of fit between their values and the organization’s values were important influencers of bequest 

giving.  Since a value congruence between supporters and their organization influences 

supporters attachment to the organization (O’Reilly and Chatman,1986), it is reasonable to 

believe, that the degree to which supporters feel loyal to their organization has an influence on 

their intentions to make a bequest.  Hence, we offer the following hypothesis: 

 

H4: Supporter loyalty influences supporter bequest intentions in a positive 
direction. 

 

The Loyalty Object 

In understanding the nature of supporter loyalty, it is valuable to better understand the 

nature of the loyalty object.  In the nonprofit research literature, it is tacitly assumed that the 

loyalty object is the organization one supports.  This may be true and it is a reasonable 

assumption.  However, does a supporter have feelings of attachment and devotion to the 

organization as an institution?  Are supporters’ feelings of loyalty instead directed at a 

nonprofit’s mission, its leadership, its staff, its community of volunteers or donors, or its board 

of directors?  Are feelings of loyalty directed at the people served by the organization?  More 

needs to be known regarding the organization as a loyalty object. 

Royce (1908) argued that loyalty is the devotion to a cause. Ladd (1967) argued that 

loyalty objects tend to be persons, collectivities, or social groups.  Konvitz (1973) argued that 
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loyalty objects can be almost anything “…to which one’s heart can become attached or devoted” 

including causes, individuals or groups, principles, ideas, and ideologies (p. 108).  

We identified seven facets of a typical nonprofit organization that we believe could serve 

as loyalty objects.  They are listed in Table 7.  An organization’s mission reflects a cause, idea, 

principles, or an ideology.   An organization’s leadership and an organization’s various sub-

groups listed in Table 7 reflect persons, personal collectivities, and social groups that are 

common in many nonprofit organizations.  To evaluate the suitability of the various 

organizational facets to serve as loyalty objects, as well to test our hypotheses and evaluate our 

supporter loyalty scale, we conducted a study which we discuss next. 

 

Methods and Procedures 

We describe a study developed to test our hypotheses and to examine which 

organizational facets are likely to serve as loyalty objects.  We will begin by discussing our data 

collection procedures and sample.  Then we will describe our measures.  Finally, will report our 

analysis and present our findings. 

 

Sample 

A list of 5,000 email addresses was rented from First Direct Solutions, which is a division 

of the Australia Post.  This sample frame was chosen because it is updated annually through a 

national lifestyle survey, it contains a good proportion of the Australian population (4.6 million 

out of 22.4 million total), and is representative of the general Australian population (Anonymous, 

2010a, 2010b).  The decision to collect data from an Australian sample was influenced by the 

availability of a high quality sample frame. 
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Email recipients were invited to complete our online survey.  A reminder was sent one 

week later, followed by a final reminder sent one additional week later.  Approximately 536 

email messages were returned as undeliverable or given an “out of office” reply; 306 surveys 

were completed for an approximate response rate of 7%. 

The sample was comprised of 195 females (63.7%) and 111 males (36.3%).  Participants’ 

ages ranged from 18 to 86 years (mean = 48 years).  With respect to the relationship status of 

respondents, 14.4 percent were single, 4.6 percent were widowed, 61.1 percent were married or 

living with a partner, and 18.6 percent were divorced or separated.   

 

Measures 

 The measures used for the supporter loyalty construct and the outcome variables are 

presented in the Table 1. 

 

Insert Table 1 here. 

 

Supporter Loyalty 

 A refined five-item Likert scale was derived from Wymer and Rundle-Thiele’s (2009) 

supporter loyalty scale.  We selected the five items (listed in Table 1) from the original set of 30 

items for several reasons.  Loyalty is conceptualized as a one-dimensional construct.  The 

relationship of the construct to its indicators is reflective, rather than formative.  Reflective 

indicators are expected to correlate and are relatively interchangeable.  That is, items should be 

able to be removed without degrading the construct validity of the scale if the conceptual domain 

of the construct is still manifested in the surviving indicators (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2006).  
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With respect to reflective measures, Kline (2011) recommends four items per latent variable, but 

finds three items per latent variable acceptable.  Following Hair et al.’s (2013) recommended 

procedures, we identified five items that were not semantically redundant and reflected the 

construct’s conceptual domain. 

 The algorithm in structural equation modeling (SEM) is such that successfully fitting the 

scale (measurement model) to the data limits the number of scale items per latent variable to a 

maximum of six indicators (Ping, 2008).  The model fit indices of Wymer and Rundle-Thiele’s 

(2009) 30-item supporter loyalty scale were not favorable because of the large number of items, 

many of which were semantically redundant. 

 According to Ping (2004), a scale’s consistency and unidimensionality are suggested by a 

measurement model that fits the data.  To evaluate the supporter loyalty scale, we conducted a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-

SEM).  We used the cutoff recommendations of Hair et al. (2010) to assess the fit of the 

measurement model (supporter loyalty scale) with the data.  Our results, presented in Table 2, 

indicate that the measurement model meets or exceeds all fit index cutoff levels.  We conclude 

that the measurement model is a good fit. 

 

Insert Table 2 here. 

 

With respect to internal consistency reliability, the composite reliability and Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficients (see Table 3) exceed the 0.70 minimum recommended by Nunally and 

Bernstein (1994).   

Insert Table 3 here. 
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 Convergent validity is the extent to which a measure correlates positively with alternative 

measures of the same construct.  Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2011) recommend deleting scale 

items having outer loadings below 0.40.  Outer loadings exceeding 0.70 are desired.  Scale items 

with outer loadings between 0.40 and 0.70 should be evaluated further.  They recommend that 

scale items with loadings less than 0.70, but greater than 0.40, should be retained if the item 

removal affects content validity.  Since item 5 (See Table 1) does not appear to be redundant and 

since item 5’s outer loading of 0.68 (see Table 3) is quite close to the 0.70 threshold, we chose to 

retain the scale item. 

 Convergent validity signifies that a set of indicators represents one and the same 

underlying construct, which can be demonstrated through their unidimensionality.  Fornell and 

Larcker (1981) recommend using the average variance extracted (AVE) as a criterion of 

convergent validity.  An AVE value of at least 0.5 indicates sufficient convergent validity, 

meaning that a latent variable is able to explain more than half of the variance of its indicators on 

average (Götz et al., 2010).  The AVE for supporter loyalty is 0.63 (see Table 3), exceeding the 

0.50 cutoff. 

 Discriminant validity is assessed by comparing the scale item loadings on supporter 

loyalty with their cross-loadings on other variables.  A discriminant validity problem is indicated 

by cross-loadings that exceed a scale item’s outer loadings (Götz et al., 2010).  Our five-item 

supporter loyalty scale yielded a single-factor solution in a factor analysis.  A comparison on 

supporter loyalty scale item loadings from Table 3 with the supporter loyalty scale’s cross-

loadings on other variables from Table 4 shows that the loadings on the target construct are much 

greater than their cross-loadings.   



16 
 

 

Insert Table 4 here. 

 

Outcome Variables 

 The outcome variable measures are presented in Table 1.  Single-item scales were 

considered acceptable for these variables because respondents were estimating simple concepts 

like the number of times they volunteer in an average month.  It is common in prior research, 

also, to measure behavioral intention outcome variables (in our study, bequest intentions) with a 

single item (Wymer, 2012). 

 

Analysis 

 The supporter loyalty scale has been evaluated and validated.  It is now appropriate to 

assess the influence of supporter loyalty on our various outcome variables.  Since our outcome 

variables use single-item measures, since we are interested in the ability of supporter loyalty to 

predict our outcome variables, since our model is simple, and since our dependent variables are 

likely to correlate; we will test our hypotheses using a series of OLS regressions in which our 

independent variable is supporter loyalty and our dependent variable will consist of a series of 

our outcome variables.  The significant findings are presented in Table 5. 

Insert Table 5 here. 

 

 The hypotheses that are supported are indicated in Table 5.  We find that as supporter 

loyalty increases, supporters make more frequent contributions, they volunteer more intensively, 

they are more engaged in the organization’s activities, and they are more likely to make a 
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bequest.  To better understand the relationship between supporter loyalty and these outcome 

variables, we will look beyond to the relationship’s existence (statistical significance) and 

evaluate the strength of supporter loyalty’s influence (effect size).  We will begin this evaluation 

by discussing Beta. 

Beta is the standardized version of B.  It indicates the effect that a one standard deviation 

unit change in the independent variable has on the dependent variable (also measured in standard 

deviation units).  The use of Beta coefficients provides a means of comparing the relative 

influence of supporter loyalty on the variance of outcome variables.  The relative magnitude of 

Beta reflects the level of influence of supporter loyalty on an outcome variable.  Our Beta 

comparisons (see Table 5) indicate that the influence of supporter loyalty is strongest for a 

supporter’s participation on organization fund raising activities and weakest for a supporter’s 

donation frequency. 

The coefficient of determination (R2) represents the percentage of variance explained by 

supporter loyalty in each regression.  The R2 value provides a useful measure of effect size, 

espcially considering each regression used a single independent variable and a single dependent 

variable (Ellis, 2010).  Adjusted R2 statistics remove an upward bias that may result from large 

sample sizes and the number of independent variables in a regression.  Since our regressions only 

use a single independent variable, supporter loyalty, the adjusted R2 statistics are equivilent to 

Cohen’s f 2 effect size statistics.  Guidelines for assessing the degree of substantive impact of an 

independent variable are indicated by f 2 values of approximately 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35; 

respectively representing small, medium, and large effects (Cohen, 1988).  Table 6 presents the 

adjusted R2 statistics and their effect size assessments.  Although supporter loyalty was found to 
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have significant effects on most outcome variables, the relative strength of these effects is 

modest.   

Insert Table 6 here. 

 

With respect to investigating the likely organizational facets to serve as loyalty objects, 

we developed a list of seven loyalty objects (see Table 7).  Respondents were asked to rank order 

the seven organizational facets based on each’s perceived personal importance (1st = most 

important; 7th = least important).  We found that the mission and purpose of the organization was 

the most important organizational facet, followed by the people served by the organization.  The 

organization’s donors and board of directors were the least important facets.  The organization’s 

leadership, staff, and volunteers were ranked third, fourth, and fifth, respectively. 

 

Insert Table 7 here. 

 

Discussion 

 We define supporter loyalty as supporters’ affective attachment and devotion for their 

nonprofit organization.  We find that supporter loyalty influences… 

• how often supporters donate to their favorite nonprofit organization; 

• volunteering behaviors: average monthly volunteering, volunteering recency, and 

volunteering frequency; 

• organizational citizenship behaviors: volunteer recruitment performance, attendance at 

organization events, engagement in fundraising activities; and  

• supporters’ intentions to make a bequest. 
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In general, the strength of supporter loyalty’s influence on the outcome variables was 

modest.  Examining our assessment of the effect sizes presented in Table 6, the strength of 

supporter loyalty’s influence on attendance in fundraising events was medium or moderate.  The 

strength of supporter loyalty’s influence on the remainder of the outcome variables was 

relatively small. 

 With respect to better understanding the nature of the organizational loyalty object facets 

to which supporters feel loyal, we found that the organization’s mission/purpose and the people 

served by the organization were the most important loyalty objects (see Table 7).   

 

Contributions of Research 

 One of the contributions of this research is in enhancing our understanding of the 

supporter loyalty construct.  In our conceptualization of supporter loyalty, we clearly distinguish 

the construct from its potential consequents or outcomes, a common oversight in prior research 

(MacKenzie, 2003).  We conceptualize supporter loyalty solely as a psychological construct that 

influences behaviors and intentions.  Supporter loyalty refers to an individual’s affective 

attachment and devotion to a nonprofit organization. 

 A valid conceptualization of supporter loyalty is a prerequisite for developing a scale 

with construct validity (Teas & Palan, 1997).  Another contribution of this research is the 

validation of a refined supporter loyalty scale.  A five-item Likert scale for measuring the 

supporter loyalty construct was evaluated (see Table 1).  In exploratory factor analysis, the scale 

produced a single-factor solution.  In confirmatory factor analysis, the measurement model 
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proved to be a good fit for the data; with strong, significant loadings (see Table 2).  The scale’s 

reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity were supported (see Table 3).   

Feelings of loyalty are directed at loyalty objects.  Another contribution of this inquiry is 

adding to our understanding of which facets of a nonprofit organization are most likely to serve 

as loyalty objects.  Apart from a prior study that examined facets of charity sport events as 

loyalty objects (Filo, Funk, & O’Brien, 2010), no other works were identified which examined 

this phenomenon.  We found that the mission and purpose of the organization was the most 

important organizational facet (see Table 7).  This finding is consistent with Royce’s (1908) 

view that a cause serves as a loyalty object.  The people served by the organization represented 

supporters’ second most important organizational facet.  This finding is consistent with Ladd’s 

(1967) view that loyalty objects tend to be persons, collectivities, or social groups.  Our findings, 

in total, are most consistent with Konvitz’s (1973) view that loyalty objects can be causes and 

people. 

Another contribution of this research is an enhanced understanding of the relationship 

between supporter loyalty and important outcome variables.  With some notable exceptions like 

Bennett and Barkensjo (2005), who examined the effects of supporters’ perceptions of the 

quality of a charity’s relationship marketing activities (antecedent) on two intentions and three 

behaviors (outcomes), most prior research in the nonprofit area has too narrowly limited their 

focal outcome variables.  In our study, we included four classes of outcomes: donation behaviors 

(4 types), volunteering behaviors (3 types), organizational citizenship behaviors (4 types), and 

bequest intentions (1 type).  As a result, we have a richer understanding of the relationship 

between supporter loyalty on supporters’ behaviors and intentions. 
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Future Research 

Although the influence of supporter loyalty on many of the outcome variables was 

significant, the strength of the influence (effect size) was modest (see Table 6).  It would be 

valuable to identify antecedents which are more influential than supporter loyalty.  Future 

research that includes supporter loyalty in the structural model as well as other constructs that 

influence desired supporter outcomes is needed.  We recommend that future research also 

evaluate effect sizes so that the strength of the comparative influence of constructs on supporter 

outcomes is better understood. 

We recommend that future research consider increasing the breadth (different categories) 

and depth (varieties within a category) of supporter outcome variables.  Supporters’ 

contributions to their organizations are better understood as a group of outcomes rather than a 

limited focus on only one or two outcome variables. 

Future research is needed to identify antecedents and additional consequents of supporter 

loyalty and to understand their inter-relationships.  Future research is needed to better understand 

the differences, similarities, and relationships between supporter loyalty and constructs like 

identification and commitment. 

There are other questions of interest for which future research is needed to provide 

answers.  For example, what role does a charismatic leader serve in enhancing loyalty among 

supporters?  Are some supporter personality traits predictive of loyalty?  Is there a relationship 

between an organization’s reputation and its ability to evoke supporter loyalty? 
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Managerial Implications 

 We found that supporter loyalty influences a number of supporter outcomes.  If managers 

do not measure supporter loyalty or the outcomes that it influences, they will not be well 

informed about the state of supporter attachment to the organization or their supporters’ 

contributions to the organization.  Periodically measuring supporter loyalty using the 5-item 

scale we validated in this study is a means of evaluating the trend of supporters’ perceived 

relationship to the organization.   

The importance of an organization’s relationship with its supporters has been recognized 

for some time (Cho & Kelly, 2014).  Outcomes of good organization-supporter relationships are 

important (Waters, 2011), but they may not be the best proxies to evaluate relationship quality.  

Since supporter loyalty reflects supporters’ affective attachment and devotion to an organization, 

it may be a better indicator of relationship quality.  Furthermore, since supporter loyalty is 

antecedent to supporter outcomes and an indicator of relationship quality, supporter loyalty 

represents a leading indicator of the outcomes.  Supporter outcome measures are lagging 

indicators of supporter-organization relationship quality.  Hence, even though managers are most 

interested in attaining outcomes, periodically measuring supporter loyalty provides trend 

information which can inform the planning and refinement of marketing activities which 

influence the organization’s relationship with its supporters (Bennett & Barkensjo, 2005). 

More comprehensive measurement of supporter outcomes helps to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the marketing and communication programs.  Measuring more of the effects of 

an organization’s marketing activities also helps to more accurately evaluate the returns 

generated from marketing expenses.  Sawhill and Williamson (2001) recommend that an 

organization assess its effective use of organization resources.  Taking a fuller measure of 
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supporter outcomes is a more effective means of evaluating the organization’s use of its 

supporters.  We provide an example in this study of how including a variety of outcome 

measures enriches our understanding of the effects of supporter loyalty. 

Our findings show that supporter loyalty influences an array of supporter outcomes.  

Organizations may find it advisable to place greater emphasis on relationship-building with 

supporters.  Relationship building efforts that evoke feelings of attachment and devotion may be 

useful supplements to existing supporter cultivation programs.  Stimulating supporter loyalty 

must be informed by an understanding of which facets of the organization are most likely to 

serve as loyalty objects. 

Our finding that an organization’s mission is the most important loyalty object has 

practical implications.  An organization’s mission represents its purpose.  The mission connects 

with the values of supporters (McDonald, 2007).  O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) argue that one 

basis of an individual’s psychological attachment to an organization is predicated on congruence 

between individual and organizational values.  Communicating an organization’s values 

embedded in the mission, perhaps by showing how the people served by the organization (the 

second most important loyalty object) benefit, may be an effective strategy in increasing levels 

of supporter loyalty. 

 

  



24 
 

References 

AbouAssi, K. (2012). Hands in the pockets of mercurial donors: NGO response to shifting 

funding priorities. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 42(3), 584-602. 

Anonymous. (2010a). Australia's population. from Australia Bureau of Statistics. Retrieved from 

http://www.abs.gov.au/ 

Anonymous. (2010b). Target by lifestyle. from First Direct Solutions. Retrieved from 

http://auspost.com.au/firstdirectsolutions/target-by-lifestyle.html 

Bennett, R. & Barkensjo, A. (2005). Causes and consequences of donor perceptions of the quality of the 

relationship marketing activities of charitable organisations. Journal of Targeting, Measurement and 

Analysis for Marketing, 13(2), 122-139. 

Boguna, M., Pastor-Satorras, R., Diaz-Guilera, A., & Arenas, A. (2004). Models of social 

networks based on social distance attachment. Physical Review, 70(5), 122-130. 

Bortree, D. & Waters, R. (2008). Admiring the organization: A study of the relational quality 

outcomes of the nonprofit organization-volunteer relationship. Public Relations Journal, 

2(3), 1-17. 

Booker, G., & Klastorin, T, D. (1981). To the victors belong the spoils? College athletics and alumni 

giving. Social Science Quarterly, 62, 744-750. 

Brady, M., Noble, C., Utter, D., & Smith, G. (2002). How to give and receive: An exploratory study of 

charitable hybrids. Psychology & Marketing, 19(11), 919-944. 

Bussell, H. & Forbes, D. (2006). Developing relationship marketing in the voluntary sector. 

Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, 15(1/2), 151-171. 

Cho, M. & Kelly, K. (2014). Corporate donor—charitable organization partners: A coorientation 

study of relationship types. 

http://www.abs.gov.au/
http://www.abs.gov.au/
http://auspost.com.au/firstdirectsolutions/target-by-lifestyle.html
http://auspost.com.au/firstdirectsolutions/target-by-lifestyle.html


25 
 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd Ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Davis, T. (1999). Revisiting group attachment: Ethnic and national identity. Political 

Psychology, 20(1), 25-47. 

Diamantopoulos, A. & Siguaw, J. (2006). Formative versus reflective indicators in 

organizational measure development: A comparison and empirical illustration. British 

Journal of Management, 17, 263-282. 

Dick, A., & Basu, K. (1994). Consumer loyalty: Towards an integrated conceptual framework. 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 22(2), 99-113. 

Ellis, P. (2010). The essential guide to effect sizes: Statistical power, meta-analysis, and the 

interpretation of research results. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Farmer, S. & Fedor, D. (1999). Volunteer participation and withdrawal: A psychological contract 

perspective on the role of expectations and organizational support. Nonprofit Management & 

Leadership, 9(4), 349-367. 

Farmer, S. & Fedor, D. (2001). Changing the focus on volunteering: An investigation of 

volunteers’ multiple contributions to a charitable organization.  Journal of Management, 27, 

191-211. 

Filo, K., Funk, D., & O’Brien, D. (2010). The antecedents and outcomes of attachment and 

sponsor image within charity sport events. Journal of Sport Management, 24(6), 623-648. 

Fornell, C. & Larcher, D. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable variables and 

measurement error: Algebra and statistics. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(3), 382-388. 

Funk, D. & James, J. (2006). Consumer loyalty: The meaning of attachment in the development 

of sport team allegiance. Journal of Sport Management, 20, 189-217. 



26 
 

Goldfarb, N. (2011). Josiah Royce’s philosophy of loyalty as philanthropy. Nonprofit and 

Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(4), 720-739. 

Götz, O., Liehr-Gobbers, K., & Krafft, M. (2010). Evaluation of structural equation models using 

the partial least squares (PLS) approach. In V. Esposito Vinzi, W. Chin, J. Henseler, & H. 

Wang (Eds.), Handbook of partial least squares: Concepts, methods and applications in 

marketing and related fields (pp. 691-711). Berlin: Springer. 

Gutierrez-Nieto, B. & Serrano-Cinca, C. (2010). Factors influencing funder loyalty to 

microfinance institutions.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 39(2), 302-320. 

Haidt, J. (2003). The moral emotions. In R.J. Davidson, K.R. Scherer, & H.H. Goldsmith (Eds.), 

Handbook of affective sciences (pp. 852-870). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Hair J., Hult, G., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2013). A primer on partial least squares structural 

equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Hair, J., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal of 

Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-151. 

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., and Anderson, R. (2010). Multivariate data analysis (7th ed.): 

Prentice-Hall, Inc. Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA. 

Han, J., Kim, Y., & Kim, E. (2011). Cognitive, affective, conative, and action loyalty: Testing in 

the impact of inertia. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 30(4), 1008-1019. 

Hoffman, B. & Woehr, D. (2006). A quantitative review of the relationship between person-

organization fit and behavioral outcomes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68(3), 389-399. 

Hunt, S. (1991). Modern marketing theory: Critical issues in the philosophy of marketing 

science. Cincinnati, OH: Southwestern Publishing Company. 



27 
 

Hustinx, L. & Lammertyn, F. (2004). The cultural bases of volunteering: Understanding and 

predicting attitudinal differences between Flemish Red Cross volunteers. Nonprofit and 

Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33(4), 548-584. 

Jacoby, J. (1978). Consumer research: How valid and useful are all our consumer behavior 

research findings? Journal of Marketing, 42(2), 87-97. 

Jeffries, F. & Reed, R. (2000). Trust and adaption in relational contracting. Academy of 

Management Review, 25(4), 873-882. 

Kleinig, J. Loyalty. (2013). Loyalty. In E. Zalta (Ed.), The Standford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy. Retrieved from http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2013/entries/loyalty.  

Kline, R. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (3rd Ed). New York: 

The Guilford Press. 

Konvitz, M. (1973). Loyalty. In P. Wiener (Ed.), Encyclopedia of the history of ideas. New 

York: Scribner’s, Vol III, pp. 108-116. 

Kristof, A. (1996). Person-organization fit: An integrative review of its conceptualizations, 

measurement, and implications. Personnel Psychology, 49, 1-49. 

Ladd, J. (1967). Loyalty. In P. Edwards (Ed.), The encyclopedia of philosophy. New York: 

Macmillan & The Free Press, Vol V, 97-98 

Loyalty. (2014). Oxford English dictionary. Retrieved from 

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/loyalty?q=loyalty.  

MacKenzie, S. (2003). The dangers of poor construct conceptualization. Journal of the Academy 

of Marketing Science, 31(3), 323-326. 

McDonald, R. (2007). An investigation of innovation in nonprofit organizations: The role of 

organizational mission. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 36(2), 256-281. 

http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2013/entries/loyalty/
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2013/entries/loyalty/
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/loyalty?q=loyalty
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/loyalty?q=loyalty


28 
 

Naskrent, J. & Siebelt, P. (2011). The influence of commitment, trust, satisfaction, and 

involvement on donor retention. Voluntas, 22, 757-778. 

Oliver, R. (1980). A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of satisfaction 

decisions. Journal of Marketing Research, 17(4), 460-469. 

Oliver, R. (1993). Cognitive, affective, and attribute bases of the satisfaction response. Journal 

of Consumer Research, 20(3), 418-430. 

Oliver, R. (1997). Satisfaction: A behavioral perspective on the consumer. New York: McGraw-

Hill. 

O’Reilly, C. & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and psychological attachment: 

The effects of compliance, identification, and internalization on prosocial behavior. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 492-499. 

Ping, R. (2004). On assuring valid measures for theoretical models using survey data.  Journal of 

Business Research, 57, 125-141. 

Ping, R. (2008). The puzzle of “about six” indicators in latent variables.  Proceedings of the 2008 

American Marketing Association Winter Educators Conference (pp. 421-431). Chicago: 

American Marketing Association. 

Royce, J. (1908). The philosophy of loyalty. New York: Macmillan. 

Sage Nonprofit Insights (2013).  Sage insights survey: Donor loyalty study, 2013.  Retrieved 

from http://na.sage.com/~/media/site/sage-nonprofit-

solutions/docs/PDFs/sage_nonprofit_insights_donor_loyalty_2013.pdf?ClickID=clvqswwqslfpzxxlnzvxpenvpin

fp7xp7ksxsi  

Sargeant, A., Hudson, J., & Wilson, S. (2012). Donor complaints about fundraising: What are 

they and why should we care? Voluntas, 23, 791-807. 

http://na.sage.com/%7E/media/site/sage-nonprofit-solutions/docs/PDFs/sage_nonprofit_insights_donor_loyalty_2013.pdf?ClickID=clvqswwqslfpzxxlnzvxpenvpinfp7xp7ksxsi
http://na.sage.com/%7E/media/site/sage-nonprofit-solutions/docs/PDFs/sage_nonprofit_insights_donor_loyalty_2013.pdf?ClickID=clvqswwqslfpzxxlnzvxpenvpinfp7xp7ksxsi
http://na.sage.com/%7E/media/site/sage-nonprofit-solutions/docs/PDFs/sage_nonprofit_insights_donor_loyalty_2013.pdf?ClickID=clvqswwqslfpzxxlnzvxpenvpinfp7xp7ksxsi
http://na.sage.com/%7E/media/site/sage-nonprofit-solutions/docs/PDFs/sage_nonprofit_insights_donor_loyalty_2013.pdf?ClickID=clvqswwqslfpzxxlnzvxpenvpinfp7xp7ksxsi
http://na.sage.com/%7E/media/site/sage-nonprofit-solutions/docs/PDFs/sage_nonprofit_insights_donor_loyalty_2013.pdf?ClickID=clvqswwqslfpzxxlnzvxpenvpinfp7xp7ksxsi
http://na.sage.com/%7E/media/site/sage-nonprofit-solutions/docs/PDFs/sage_nonprofit_insights_donor_loyalty_2013.pdf?ClickID=clvqswwqslfpzxxlnzvxpenvpinfp7xp7ksxsi


29 
 

Sargeant, A. & Jay, E. (2004). Building donor loyalty: The fundraiser’s guide to increasing 

lifetime value. San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons. 

Seargeant, A. & Shang, J. (2011). Bequest giving: Revisiting donor motivation with dimensional 

qualitative research. Psychology & Marketing, 28(10), 980-997. 

Sargeant, A. & Woodliffe, L. (2007). Building donor loyalty: The antecedents and role of 

commitment in the context of charity giving. The Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector 

Marketing, 18(2), 47-68. 

Sargeant, A., Wymer, W., & Hilton, T. (2006). Marketing bequest club membership: An 

exploratory study of legacy giving. Nonprofit & Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 35(3), 384-404. 

Sawhill, J., & Williamson, D. (2001). Mission implssible?: Measuring success in nonprofit 

organizations. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 11(3), 371-87. 

Schatz, R., Staub, E., & Lavine, H. (1999). On the varieties of national attachment: Blind versus 

constructive patriotism. Political Psychology, 20(1), 151-174. 

Smith, C. Organ, D. & Near, J. (1983). Organizational citizenship behavior: Its nature and 

antecedents.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 68, 655-663. 

Summers, J. (2001). Guidelines for conducting research and publishing in marketing: From 

conceptualization through the review process. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

29(4), 405-415. 

Teas, R. & Palan, K. (1997). The realms of scientific meaning framework for constructing 

theoretically meaningful nominal definitions of marketing concepts. Journal of Marketing, 

61(2), 52-67. 

Ugboro, I. (1993). Loyalty, value congruency, and affective organizational commitment. Mid-

American Journal of Business, 8, 29-36. 



30 
 

Waters, R. (2011). Increasing fundraising efficiency through evaluation: Applying 

communication theory to the nonprofit organization—donor relationship. Nonprofit and 

Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(3), 458-475. 

Wymer W. (2012). Gender differences in social support in the decision to volunteer.   

International Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing, 9(1), 19-26. 

Wymer, W. (2013). The influence of marketing scholarship’s legacy on nonprofit marketing. 

International Journal of Financial Studies, 1(3), 102-118.  Available online at 

http://www.mdpi.com/2227-7072/1/3/102 

Wymer, W. & Alves, H. (2013). Deconstructing the brand nomological network. International 

Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing, 10(1), 1-12. 

Wymer, W. & Rundle-Thiele, S. (2009). Defining and measuring supporter loyalty.  Academy of 

Marketing Science 14th Biennial World Marketing Congress, July 22-25, Oslo, Norway. 

  

http://www.mdpi.com/2227-7072/1/3/102
http://www.mdpi.com/2227-7072/1/3/102


31 
 

 

Table 1. Measures of Supporter Loyalty and Outcome Variables 
Supporter 
Loyalty 

1. I feel a sense of belonging with my organization. 
2. I am devoted to my organization. 
3. My organization values me. 
4. My organization trusts me. 
5. I trust my organization. 

Note: These items were evaluated as a series of 7-point Likert formatted statements.  1 = strongly 
disagree to 7 = strongly agree.   

  

Donating Outcomes: 
Donation 
recency 

How many months has it been since your last monetary donation to your favorite organization? 
Note: Respondents were given a choice set which began with “less than one month,” followed by 
“1 month,” “2 months, and so on until reaching “more than 20 months.” 
 

Donation 
frequency 

Please estimate how often you contribute monetary donations in an average year to your favorite 
organization. 
Note: Respondents were given a choice set ranging from 1 (once a year) to 52 (weekly). 
 

Annual 
donation 
amount 

Please estimate the amount of dollars you donated to your favorite organization over the past year. 
Note: Respondents typed in their answers in a text box. 
 

Last donation 
amount 

Please estimate the dollar amount of your last donation to your favorite organization. 
Note: Respondents typed in their answers in a text box. 

  

Volunteering Outcomes: 
Average 
monthly 

volunteering 

How many hours do you volunteer for your favorite organization in an average month? 
Note: Answer choices ranged from 0 to 70 hours per month. 
 

Volunteering 
recency 

How many weeks has it been since you last volunteered for your favorite organization? 
Note: Answer choices range from 1 (less than 1 week) to 33 (more than 30 weeks since I last 
volunteered). 
 

Monthly 
volunteering 

frequency 

How many times during an average month do you volunteer for your organization? 
Note: Answer choices ranged from 0 (no times per month) to 30 (daily volunteering). 

  

Organizational citizenship outcomes: 
Volunteer 

recruitment 
Over the past year, how many new volunteers have you brought in to your favorite organization? 
Note: Answer choices ranged from 0 to 20. 
 

Donor 
recruitment 

Over the past year, how many new financial contributors have you brought in to your favorite 
organization?  
Note: Answer choices ranged from 0 to 20. 
 

Event 
attendance 

Over the past year, how many of your favorite organization's events have you attended? 
Note: Answer choices ranged from 0 to 20. 
 

Fundraising 
engagement 

On a scale of 1 to 7, how actively do your help your favorite organization with its fund-raising 
activities? 
Note: Answer choices ranged from 1, not active, to 7, extremely active. 

  

Bequest 
intentions 

On a scale of 1 to 7, how likely are you to leave a bequest to your favorite nonprofit in your will? 
Note: Answer choices ranged from 1, “I definitely will not,” to 7, “I definitely will.” 
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Table 2.  Measurement Model Fit Indices and Cutoff Values 
Fit Index Cutoff Value Supporter Loyalty Scale 

Chi-square/df < 3 1.782 
p-value of model >.05 .113 

CFI >.95 .994 
GFI >.95 .988 

AGFI >.80 .965 
RMSEA <.05 .051 
PCLOSE >.05 .423 

Note:  Cutoff values based on recommendations of Hair et al. (2010) 
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Table 3. Measurement Model Values 

 
Outer 

Loading 
Composite 
Reliability AVE 

Discriminant 
Validity? 

Sup. Loyalty  0.894281 0.630948 Yes 
Item 1 0.767730    
Item 2 0.738665    
Item 3 0.860787    
Item 4 0.903099    
Item 5 0.680559    

Note: Scale item statements are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 4. Scale Item Cross-loadings with Other Variables 
 Supporter Loyalty Scale Items 

Variable Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 
Donation     
frequency 

0.071010 0.063923 0.090372 0.110793 0.017886 

Ave monthly   
volunteering 

0.001566 -0.039365 0.132326 0.109863 -0.031517 

Volunteering 
recency 

-0.253978 -0.105662 -0.095624 -0.195411 -0.056444 

Monthly 
volunteering 
frequency 

-0.066782 0.028733 0.063912 -0.014835 0.013474 

Volunteer 
recruitment 

-0.072839 0.009939 0.061913 0.021683 -0.060315 

Event 
attendance 

-0.109550 -0.035519 -0.017289 -0.021280 -0.091767 

Bequest 
intentions 

-0.005594 0.034857 -0.007435 0.076404 0.003998 

Fundraising 
engagement 

0.016319 -0.001549 -0.051485 -0.012431 -0.063038 
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Table 5.  Significant Supporter Loyalty Prediction Results 
 

Hypothesis 
Outcome 
variable 

Adj 
R2 B SE Beta 

t 
value 

p 
value 

H1b Donation frequency .012 1.340 .648 .123 2.069 .039 
H2a Ave monthly volunteering .025 2.255 .776 .168 2.907 .004 
H2b Volunteering recency .069 -3.264 .737 -.271 -4.427 .000 
H2c Monthly vol frequency .035 1.198 .366 .195 3.275 .001 
H3a Vol recruitment .034 .435 .130 .194 3.342 .001 
H3c Event attendance .058 1.467 .338 .248 4.339 .000 
H3d Fund raiser .134 .750 .109 .371 6.886 .000 
H4 Bequest intentions .057 .440 .101 .246 4.380 .000 
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Table 6.  R2 Values and Effect Size Assessment 
Outcome variable R2

adj Assessment 
Donation frequency .012 ~ Small 
Ave monthly volunteering .025 Small 
Volunteering recency .069 Small 
Monthly vol frequency .035 Small 
Vol recruitment .034 Small 
Event attendance .058 Small 
Bequest intentions .057 Small 
Fund raiser .134 ~ Medium 
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Table 7.  Evaluation of Loyalty Objects 
Loyalty Object Rank Mean 
The mission and purpose of the organization. 1 2.35 
The people served by the organization. 2 3.19 
The organization’s leadership. 3 3.93 
The organization’s staff. 4 4.11 
The organization’s volunteers. 5 4.12 
The organization’s donors. 6 4.95 
The organization’s board of directors 7 5.21 

 


