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3 Abstract 

Customer loyalty programs continue to be used by companies as a tool for customer relationship 

management as shown by the growing numbers of enrollments. However, they need to be 

developed and adapted in order to keep customers engaged. One of these ways is offering 

customers an opportunity to donate their loyalty points- this allows the company and customer to 

contribute to the social good and for charities to receive points they can use well.  

 

Purpose: This exploratory study attempts to identify the antecedents underlying attitudes and 

behaviors that would lead to an individual’s intent to donate points. 

Methodology: An online survey was created and distributed among a sample of 125 responses 

from the United States SurveyMonkey Audience pool. Structural equation modeling was used to 

propose a model and assess the hypothesized relationships between defined constructs and the 

intent to donate loyalty points.  

Findings: The results showed that awareness of loyalty programs had a positive relationship with 

perceived ease of use (to donate). Altruism, ease of use (to donate), and efficacy were shown to 

have a positive relationship with company image. Efficacy and company image were shown to 

have a positive relationship with intent to donate loyalty points.  The mechanisms of solicitation, 

psychological benefits, reputation, and values, which have been widely viewed as determinants to 

giving behavior, did not have a significant effect on loyalty point donation intent  

Practical Implications: The research provides a better understanding into what would motivate 

individuals to make point donations. Several recommendations based on the findings are provided.  

The insights made also suggest the potential to apply the framework used for future philanthropic 

research topics. 
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4 Introduction  

4.1 Problem Field 

The customer loyalty point program: once an exclusive club for the world’s elite. Now for everyone. 

Loyalty programs were first created by companies to invite customers to join and as members, 

they gained access to benefits and privileges for recognition of their purchases made as loyal 

customers (Sharp & Sharp, 1997).  The S&H Green Stamp program was the first loyalty program 

created over 100 years ago in the United States (Friend, n.d.). Current programs are inspired by 

the American Airlines “loyalty program”, which was introduced in May 1981 (“The Effects of US 

Airline Deregulation 1970 - 2010,” 2011) and has since proliferated exponentially. In 2014, there 

were 3.32 billion loyalty members in the United States, a 26 percent increase from 2012 (Berry, 

2015). The average American household holds memberships to 29 loyalty point programs (ibid.) 

and companies issue approximately $48 billion in perceived value every year (Gordon & Hlavinka, 

2011). The growth shows no signs of stopping.  

 

Memberships to retail loyalty programs are at the highest, with 1.3 billion memberships 

(39%), followed by travel and hospitality at 900.8 million memberships (27%), and 577.9 million 

memberships in financial services (17%) (Berry, 2015). There is loyalty program presence in 

emerging platforms, such as daily deals, point aggregators, discount platforms and mobile rewards 

with 13% membership and 4% in other sectors (ibid.). The greatest increase in membership growth 

has been in drugstore (88%) and restaurant (107%) memberships in the past two years (ibid.). 

One can say that the customer loyalty program has become a standard within customer 

relationship management across industries. As it expands, it is interesting is to see the direction of 

its evolution and dynamics of the programs.  
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Findings also show that households are only active in 42 percent of the programs, or 12 

memberships, they are enrolled in (Berry, 2015), a level of activity that has decreased in the past 

four years (ibid.) In a survey conducted by COLLOQUY (2015), respondents listed a program’s 

ease of use (81%) and reward and offer relevance (75%) as reasons for continued participation. 

They said they stopped participating mainly because it was too hard to earn points for rewards 

(54%) or because they weren’t interested in rewards and offers (56%) (ibid.). According to the 

same study, technological factors like mobile access also had an impact on loyalty program 

participation, with younger people especially affected by this  (ibid.). 

 

In addition to this lack of activity on the collection of loyalty points, approximately $16 billion 

worth in perceived value goes unredeemed each year (Gordon & Hlavinka, 2011). Consumers 

collect the points, which then go unused and/or expired. This defeats the purpose of joining the 

program to be “rewarded” for purchases, which is likely one of the reasons consumers join loyalty 

programs in the first place. It also shows the lack of engagement they have with the company. This 

discernibly leads to findings that show that 20% loyalty members have never made a redemption 

and that non-redeeming loyalty members are 2.3 times more likely to abandon the program 

compared to recent redeemers (Bond Brand Loyalty, 2016.) These figures show that companies 

should take the opportunity to evaluate their loyalty programs to understand which elements 

encourage their loyal customers to remain active in the program created for them.  

 

Americans continue to be active donors, giving $264.58 billions in cash in 2015 (Giving 

USA, 2016). This is a 3.7 percent increase (inflation adjusted) over 2014 and the highest total in 

the past 10 years (ibid.). In addition, online cash donations grew by 13.5 percent in 2013, 

accounting for 6.4 percent of all charitable giving (NP Trust, 2016). Donations go to diverse 

causes, with 1,521,052 charitable organizations registered in the United States as of May 2015 

(ibid.). This shows that “Americans are embracing philanthropy at a higher level than ever before” 

(Giving USA, 2016) and that this philanthropic behavior is engrained in the United States mentality.  
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There are several factors that contribute to the increase in charitable giving by Americans. 

These include technological advances like social media, which make global distances shorter and 

communication and action quicker.  Traditional funding channels like face-to-face donation drives 

and mail campaigns are still powerful, but technology has taken the act of donating one step 

further. Now it is possible to send donation requests via email, SMS, or social media. 

Crowdfunding websites like kickstarter.com, indiegogo.com, and causes.com allow almost anyone 

to fundraise for anything and to reach millions of potential donors in the process. A well-known 

example of this was when the ALS Association raised over $115 million in eight weeks with their 

“ice bucket challenge” campaign on social media in 2014 (“IBC Progress Infographic,” n.d.) 

 

People aren’t just giving away their own assets.  Search engines like goodsearch.com 

(“Goodsearch - Search, coupons & deals for 100,000+ causes,” 2016) donate a penny per click to 

an organization of the user’s choice. Online retail giant Amazon introduced the AmazonSmile 

program (“About AmazonSmile: Program details and FAQ,” n.d.) and goodshop  (“Goodsearch - 

Search, coupons & deals for 100,000+ causes,” 2016) and United Community (“United 

Community,” 2013) donate a portion of purchase costs to the customer’s favorite charity. It is even 

possible to donate your computer’s idle time for research to the Berkeley Open Infrastructure for 

Network Computing project (Trapani, 2006). Several companies have even developed apps that 

donate on your behalf when you do seemingly everyday things: take a photo; walk, run or bike; 

dine out; play app games or let your location be tracked via smartphone (Marquit, 2014). It 

becomes obvious that with advancements in technology comes a proliferation of donating 

opportunities.  

 

Companies can build stronger relationships with their customers by being philanthropic 

themselves. Incorporating an element of social responsibility into the product and service allows for 

increased brand equity and competitive advantage (Porter & Kramer, 2002) and increased 

customer satisfaction of purchase leading to customer loyalty (Solomon, 2013). In a global survey, 
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44 percent of consumers in the United States said they would be willing to spend more on products 

from socially responsible companies, with a global average of 43 percent reporting they had made 

socially responsible purchases in the past six months (The Nielsen Company, 2013).  

 

One way to let customers make socially responsible decisions is to let them donate their 

loyalty points. Many loyalty programs offer the option to donate member loyalty points (Bells, 

2015). However aggregate volumes remain unclear, as published information has largely been via 

press releases. Examples Include:  

 

● 98,000 individual donors and 550 million miles (approx. value 10,000 flights) 

donated to Make-A-Wish Foundation through United’s MileagePlus Charity program 

over 30 years (United Airlines, 2016) 

● 23,000 customers donated 63 million miles in one month to support the American 

Red Cross’ effort after the 2011 earthquake in Japan through United and 

Continental’s Mileage Charity programs (“United - Newsroom - News Releases,” 

2011) 

● Club Carlson members donated 20 million Club Carlson Gold Points (approx. value 

$30,000) to support the American Red Cross’ efforts after the 2013 typhoon in the 

Philippines (Carlson Rezidor Hotel Group, 2013) 

● HiltonHonors members donated 11.4 million points (approx. value $30,000) to 

partner organizations such as the American Red Cross and World Wildlife Fund in 

2014 (Bells, 2015)  

● In Canada, 571 million miles were donated over the past 10 years (67 million to 

date in 2016) through Air Canada’s Beyond Miles Charity program (Aimia Canada 

Inc., 2016) 
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At the root of all these philanthropic activities, there is an underlying question of why an 

individual would choose to donate. What are the motivations and drivers that would lead an 

individual to donate their loyalty points?  

 

A quantitative study was conducted over several months using Bekker’s and Wiepking’s “A 

Literature Review of Empirical Studies of Philanthropy: Eight Mechanisms That Drive Charitable 

Giving” as theory to develop a framework to investigate the antecedents leading to an individual’s 

interest in donating their loyalty points. A total of 125 responses were collected in the United 

States. Using structural equation modeling, several mechanisms were identified to have either 

direct or indirect positive effects on intent to donate loyalty points. Awareness of loyalty programs 

was shown to have a positive effect on the perception of ease of use. Altruism, ease of use, and 

efficacy all had a positive and significant relationship with company image. Both efficacy and 

company image were shown to have positive and significant effects with intent to donate loyalty 

points. Ease-of-use had a stronger positive and significant effect on non-members, compared to 

members and their intent to donate points. The mechanisms of solicitation, psychological benefits, 

reputation, and values, which have been widely viewed as determinants to giving behavior, did not 

have a significant effect on loyalty point donation intent. 

4.2 Research Question 

This thesis will address the research question of: 

What are the antecedents that lead to an individual’s intent to donate loyalty points?  

4.3 Delimitations 

4.3.1 Non-theoretical delimitations 

In order for the reader to understand the limits of the research area, the author will define the 

scope of the research question. There are two key considerations that should be mentioned. From 

a geographic perspective, the focus will be on individuals based in the United States. The main 
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reason for this is the development and familiarity that Americans have with loyalty programs. A 

second reason is their prevalent donation behavior.  

 A second delimitation relates to the point donation process itself. The research defines 

loyalty point donations as when an individual donates points they have collected from purchases of 

goods or service they have made and the charity receives the donation in the form of points from 

the company that issued the loyalty points. There are a number of other ways in which points can 

be donated (for example, through third party providers who convert points to cash or third party 

providers that manage the point donation portion of the loyalty program). To clarify, the following 

will describe the specific point donation model in relation to the research question.  

The point donation process 

(Images from pixabay.com)  

Figure 1: Point Donation Process  
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The donation process that the following research is based on is characterized visually 

above. The description of it is inspired by the buyer decision process (Solomon, 2013, p.325) and 

adapted to reflect the differences between making a purchase and making a loyalty point donation.  

 

The first step to making the donation of points is to earn said points via purchases of a 

company’s goods or services. With this first step, there is also an inherent assumption that an 

individual has a membership to the company’s loyalty program in order to have an account to 

which the points can accumulate. 

 

The next step can be thought of as the “problem recognition” stage from the traditional 

buyer process, whereby customers are made aware of the gap between need and opportunity 

recognition (Solomon, 2013, p. 326). As it applies to loyalty point donations, the recognition would 

be for the need for loyalty points to support a charity or cause. This recognition would likely come 

from communication from either the company with the loyalty program or from a specific charity.   

 

After this occurs there is an “information search” where customers partake in a process to 

gather what they deem to be necessary knowledge to make a reasonable decision (Solomon, 

2013, p. 328). This could range from no additional search and accepting that the information 

provided was sufficient to a thorough assessment of funding alternatives and charity reviews.  

 

The next step is then an “evaluation of alternatives” where an individual compares the 

choices available to him/her against a defined set of criteria he/she has established based on 

his/her information search (Solomon, 2013, p. 337).  This is followed by the “product choice” 

(Solomon, 2013, p. 337) where the individual will make the decision of which charity/cause the 

loyalty points will be donated to. Lastly, the “outcomes” (Solomon, 2013, p. 342) in this process 

refer the donation of loyalty points by an individual via the company’s loyalty program website.  
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4.3.2 Theoretical delimitations 

There are a number of interesting perspectives that one can analyze when investigating the 

research question and for the purposes of the research the author has chosen to take a customer’s 

perspective.  

4.3.3 The investigation into “intent”  

As it can be deemed a novel development, the author believes it would be too ambitious to 

consider actual individual behavior towards donating loyalty points and, as such, has chosen to 

explore antecedents of intent to donate loyalty points.  

 

The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1991) is a theory that links intentions and 

actions. Attitudes towards behavior, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control are 

believed to guide intention to perform action when behaviors do not pose problems and if control 

can be predicted from intention with considerable accuracy (ibid.). This theory has been applied 

across several fields to measure various behaviors, with subsequent research supporting the 

efficacy of its application in the prediction of intention and behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001). As 

such, the author attempts to link the antecedents to point donations to the intent to donate points, 

with the idea of intent leading to actual donation behavior.  
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4.4 Structure of the Thesis 

The following will describe how the thesis is structured to allow the reader an overview of what to 

expect in the upcoming pages. The literature review will present the relevant theory, which will 

provide the context surrounding the research question, which will then lead to the presentation of 

the framework chosen to analyze the research question. The methodology section will outline the 

research design and procedures that were taken in order to collect the data for the analysis. The 

analysis and findings section will then present the results of the research, followed by the 

discussion section, which will describe implications of the results. Lastly, the conclusion will 

provide a summary of the results, followed by the limitations and future research section, which 

provides an overview of prospective research directions resulting from the research conducted. 

 

Please note the definition term usage for the following: company and firm are used 

interchangeably and will refer those who offer and manage the loyalty programs (for-profit); 

organizations and charities are used interchangeably and refer to the beneficiaries of the donations 

(non-profit); individuals, customers, donors are used interchangeably and refer to those who would 

contribute the points; points refer to loyalty points; point programs refer to loyalty point donation 

programs; donations, contributions, charitable giving refers to financial contributions unless 

otherwise noted.  
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5 Theory and Frameworks 

The following section will describe relevant aspects of the existing literature related to the focus of 

this thesis, specifically in the areas of customer loyalty programs and individual philanthropy. This 

review will also identify gaps in the existing literature in which this thesis can contribute to filling.  

5.1 Customer Loyalty Programs 

5.1.1 Customer Loyalty 

Many companies strive to gain the “loyal customer.” Oliver’s (1999) widely used definition of loyalty 

defines it as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or re-patronize a preferred product/service 

consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same brand-set purchasing, 

despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching 

behavior.” This definition highlights the many advantages of having “loyal customers” and the 

reasons why marketers strive to have a loyal customer base.  

 

Where does this loyalty come from? It is a combination of social bonding between a 

company and the individual and a perceived product superiority that develops over time and 

phases. It begins at a “cognitive stage”, where there is a loyalty to information, then to an “affective 

stage”, whereby there is a liking to the product. Following, there is a “conative stage”, whereby 

there is loyalty to an intention to buy and finally to an “action stage”, whereby there is loyalty to 

“action inertia,” as individuals accept negativities associated with the product (Oliver, 1999). “Loyal 

customers” are deemed to be more profitable to a company because they require less service 

costs, they are less price-sensitive, spend more and are cheerleaders for the company (Dowling & 

Uncles, 1997). 

 

Today, customers are demanding superior service and have become co-owners of a brand 

through the adaption of technology and online communication channels (Kandampully, Zhang, & 
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Bilgihan, 2015). Their roles are now as co-creators, brand ambassadors, and opinion leaders. As a 

result, companies are now focused on both employee and customer engagement to build and 

foster customer communities in order to meet this shift in consumer lifestyles and buying behavior 

(ibid.). 

5.1.2 Customer Loyalty Programs 

A way to bolster customer loyalty building has been the introduction of customer loyalty programs. 

The American Marketing Association defines loyalty programs as “continuity incentive programs 

offered by retailers to reward customers and encourage and repeat business.” Existing research 

on loyalty programs has been predominantly studied from three perspectives: the firm’s, the 

consumer’s, and the environment’s (Dorotic, Bijmolt, & Verhoef, 2012).  

 

The existing literature based on the firm’s perspective has focused on the competitive 

advantage and benefits of loyalty programs. Findings showed that these programs are created to 

help build a closer bond between customers and companies with the goal to retain customers, 

maintain sales goals, increase loyalty and value of existing customers, encourage cross-buying, 

create brand differentiation and to pre-empt competitors from introducing the same offering (Sharp 

& Sharp, 1997). Both support and skepticism for their effectiveness on customer loyalty have been 

found, along with practical implications of how to manage the programs “successfully” (Dowling & 

Uncles, 1997; Stegemann, 2002; Uncles, Dowling, & Hammond, 2003). It is interesting to note that 

the question becomes not, if a company should have a loyalty program, but how they should 

implement their program. 

 

From a customer perspective, literature has focused on effectiveness, process and 

applicability of loyalty programs across varying sectors. Much of the literature on loyalty programs 

have been shown to be prevalent in the service sector, perhaps due to certain aspects of the 

service industry such as intangibility of services and importance of customer service.  
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Research has investigated the effect of loyalty programs on customer retention and value 

perception (Bolton, Kannan, & Bramlett, 2000; Xie & Chen, 2014; Mimouni-Chaabane & Volle, 

2010; Yi & Jeon, 2003) and effects on customer loyalty and satisfaction (Capizzi & Ferguson, 

2005; Kandampully et al., 2015; Lemon & Wangenheim, 2008). There has been strong evidence 

that loyalty programs do have a positive effect on customer purchase behavior. Specifically, 

programs including economic incentives have a positive effect on customer retention and share 

development (Liu, 2007; Sharp & Sharp, 1997; Verhoef, Peter C., 2003).  

 

Loyalty programs can create high motivation by encouraging people to strive towards 

reward building and deter switching costs (Bolton et al., 2000; Verhoef, Peter C., 2003). They have 

also been shown to provide positive reinforcement of a purchase at the time of product or service 

purchase increasing utility of the transaction and at redemption, when receiving the economic 

benefit of membership (Xie & Chen, 2014).  

 

There has been less research on the redemption of loyalty points and it’s influence on 

customer perceptions and behavior, which is interesting since it is one of the main reasons 

consumers state as belonging to a loyalty program (Berry, 2015). Yi and Jeon (2003) identified the 

types of rewards that should be offered in complementing the product or service purchased. 

Papadatos (2006) identified from a marketer perspective how the redemption of points should be 

used to create emotional bonds between the company and the customer through storytelling.  

 

More recently, literature has considered the environmental perspective of loyalty programs-

-one example being loyalty point program structures and partnerships and network alliances. 

Lemon & Wangenheim (2008) discuss the influences of program partnerships on customer 

behavior, particularly with cross-buying and customer satisfaction, Lara & de Madariaga (2007) 

discuss the effect of network partners in perceived reward satisfaction between loyalty members 
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and non-members and Dorotic, Bijmolt, & Verhoef (2012) discuss the trend towards program 

partnerships and their strategic advantages and implications.  

 

The areas of program partnerships and rewards are of most interest to the author in 

relation to the research question. A type of this partnership can be formed through cause-related 

marketing. This is when a company and charity form a partnership and create a campaign where 

proceeds from specific sales promotions are given when consumers buy or engage in specific 

purchases to support a designated cause (Varadarajan & Menon, 1988). These partnerships are 

thought to enhance the company’s brand image and reputation and increase sales; and the 

charities are able to receive funds and create awareness of the cause to the general public (ibid.). 

However, there has also been contradicting findings to these benefits as consumers may have a 

level of distrust, skepticism and cynicism towards advertising and a firm’s motives towards these 

partnerships (Brønn & Vrioni, 2001).  

 

The research question diverges from the concept of cause-related marketing because 

although it is the company and charity forming the partnership that allows consumers to donate 

their loyalty points, it is the consumer, and not the company, who makes the decision and 

contribution of their points.  

 

There is a lack of empirical studies investigating this topic of point donations, but, a notable 

study conducted by Cohen, Higham, Stefan, & Peeters (2014) surveyed members of a frequent 

flyer program in Europe. They found that the majority of respondents prefer to redeem points for 

themselves. However, respondents said they would rather donate their points than have them 

expire. Respondents also wanted more information from the airlines about the donation option and 

were concerned about the credibility of the charities. They also wanted a greater range of 

charitable causes to donate to. The author would like to contribute to these findings by exploring 

the underlying attitudes that motivate individuals to make their choice in rewards, specifically 
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towards intent to donate and investigate these motivations within the United States, where loyalty 

memberships and charitable giving are prevalent (Berry, 2015; Giving USA, 2016).  

5.2 Individual Philanthropy 

5.2.1 Philanthropy and Charitable Giving  

The definition of philanthropy has evolved since its first English introduction by Sir Francis Bacon 

as a meaning of “goodness” and “affecting the wealth of men,” and the “habit of and inclination to 

do good towards acts of good nature” to today’s meaning of “active efforts to promote human 

welfare” (Sulek, 2009). Currently, it can be said that there is no precise meaning of philanthropy 

across academic disciplines (ibid.). However, a widely accepted definition is by Lester Salamon, 

who defines philanthropy as “the private giving of time or valuables (money, security, property) for 

public purposes; one form of income for private non-profit organizations.” (ibid.). 

 

Recent definitions of individual charitable giving define it as “gifts made to qualified non-

profit organizations” (O’Herlihy, Havens, & Schervish, 2002) and as the “donation of money to an 

organization that benefits others beyond one’s own family” (R. Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).  

 

5.2.2 Investigation of Philanthropy Across Disciplines 

Individual philanthropy is widely studied across disciplines. Aspects such as the precursors and 

motivations that guide individual donations, moderating and mediating factors that affects the 

donation process, and the impact of donating on the donor, beneficiary and society have been the 

focus of some of the research. These aspects and considerations differ relative to studies in 

corporate philanthropy, which have been mainly investigated within the context of corporate social 

responsibility. The following will highlight studies of individual philanthropy across several 

disciplines.  
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Marketing 

Author Method Key Finding 
Bennett, 2003 Interviews Personal values and personal experience influence the choice of 

charity; respondents with specific values choose same charities 
O’Reilly, Ayer, 
Pegoraro, 
Leonard, & 
Rundle-Thiele, 
2012) 

Two 
surveys 

Different donor loyalty types differ in amount donated and 
behaviors; loyal donors donate more compared to switchers; 
switchers are maximizers who compare and experience post 
decision regret 

Hoefer, 2012  Provides recommendations on three internet fundraising 
techniques: affiliate marketing, online donations and 
memberships, and creation of information products 

Sargeant, 1999 Literature 
Review 

Offers a “Model of Individual Charity Giving Behaviors,” which 
identifies the input, intrinsic and extrinsic determinant, 
perception, processing determinants and output constructs of 
their view on the donation process 

Sargeant & 
Woodliffe, 2007 

Literature 
Review 

Offers a “Giving behavior model” which identifies the source, 
external influences, individual characteristics, perceptions, 
motives, processing determinants, inhibitors, outputs and 
feedback constructs of their view on the donation process 

 

Social Psychology 

Author Method Key Findings 
Bekkers & 
Schuyt, 2008 

Panel 
Data 

Protestants are more likely to donate and volunteer more 
compared to Catholics and the non-religious. Reasons for this 
are because there is higher levels of church attendance and 
social pressure to donate  

Radley and 
Kennedy, 1995 

Interviews Donation behavior is reflective of an individual’s relationship to 
their community, with considerations of giving as normative, 
experiencing the need, and social organization 

Smith & 
McSweeney, 
2007 

Two 
surveys 

Developed a revised theory of planned behavior, confirming 
attitudes, perceived behavior control, injunctive and moral 
norms, and past behavior predicting giving intentions, and 
intention leading to donation behavior  

Bekkers 2003, 
2006 

Panel 
Data 

Charity accreditation leads to trust, increasing amounts donated; 
charitable confidence is higher among higher educated, children 
of volunteers, younger age groups; individuals donate more to 
charities they have greater confidence in 

Wiepking & 
Maas, 2009 

Panel 
Data 

Higher levels of social network and education lead to increased 
donations, likely due to increased levels of solicitations and 
involvement in religious networks promoting donation behavior  
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Economics 

Author Method Findings 

Andreoni, 1989, 
1990 

Economic 
model 

Crowd-out effect (private donations will decrease if public 
spending increases) is incomplete in a purely altruistic model of 
because there is an effect of “warm” glow that affects individual 
contributions 

Callen 1994 Database Volunteering hours positively related to fundraising 
expenditures; volunteers are indifferent to technical efficiency 
of charities; donations of time and organizational efficiency 
complement monetary donations 

Bénabou & 
Tirole, 2005 

Economic 
model 

Pro-social behavior is driven by intrinsic, extrinsic or 
reputational motivation, signaling; reward and incentives may 
deter from motivation  

Eckel & 
Grossman, 2003 

Experiment Contributions are higher when subsidies are matched 
compared to when a rebate is provided 

Andreoni & 
Payne, 2003 

Tax return 
analysis 

Government grants to charities lead to decreased fundraising 
efforts by the charities; which then may affect individual donor 
behavior 

 

Table 1: Summary of Philanthropic Studies 

 

Several literature reviews have been recently published in an attempt to provide an 

overview of philanthropy, drawing across disciplines, in an attempt to inform fellow researchers, 

those working in the third sector and the general public. One of these articles is from Smith & 

McSweeney (2007), who draw from several scholarly databases to provide practical propositions 

guided towards the fundraiser. Their “Gift Behavior Model” provides a frame to which they highlight 

each actor, applicable internal and external determinants and influences, and flow in the donation 

process.  Bekkers & Wiepking’s (2011) review also draws from a wide range of resources across 

disciplines, focusing on individual motivations towards donating. The eight mechanisms identified 

through their literature review-- awareness of need, solicitation, costs and benefits, altruism, 

reputation, psychological benefits, values, and efficacy-- are identified as the antecedents for 

charitable behavior. 
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5.2.3 Further Investigation into Philanthropy 

Early research on online purchase behavior focuses on antecedents of individual online purchase 

behavior, which can be applied to online donation behavior. Antecedents such as website 

atmosphere, openness, dominance and novelty and complexity in website environments were 

shown to provoke positive response such as arousal and satisfaction (Foxall, 1997). It was found 

that there is a need to create website trust to mitigate a customer’s perception of risk, increase 

company awareness, reputation and satisfaction (Van der Heijden, Verhagen, & Creemers, 2003; 

Yoon, 2002). This trust was also shown to have a positive effect on an individual’s attitude towards 

online purchase (ibid.). As well, past online purchase behavior was shown to have an influence on 

overall perception (Fagerstrøm, 2010).  

 

One area of recent literature has focused on charitable online behavior. For example, 

Waters (2007) evaluation of 400 charity websites. His findings showed that these websites are 

primarily used to find information about the charitable organizations (ibid.). Furthermore, he found 

that communication between the organization and customer was usually via email, feedback forms 

or donation options (ibid.) 

 

Online donations to charities have increased alongside the rise of online consumer 

shopping (Bennett, 2009) and there have been several areas of study. One of these areas was the 

investigation into the antecedents of impulse donation behavior, such as previous knowledge of 

and donations to charity, personal impulsiveness and social network effect (Bennett, 2009; Saxton 

& Wang, 2013). Others have looking into the role of social media and online social networks as 

moderators to online charitable giving and social media as a fundraising tool and communication 

platform (Panic, Hudders, & Cauberghe, 2015; Saxton & Wang, 2013; Sura, Ahn, & Lee, 2017). 
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Complementing behaviors to online donations have also been studied. Volunteering has 

been investigated and it has been revealed to have a positive effect on donations to organizations 

that individuals volunteer with (Reddick & Ponomariov, 2013).  People with previous online 

experience were found to be more inclined to donate (Treiblmaier & Pollach, 2006). 

5.3 Research Perspective 

In deciding which framework to apply for the research question, both perspectives of consumer 

behavior and individual philanthropy had interesting considerations. As loyalty programs are 

associated with purchasing, models such as the buyer behavior process would have allowed for 

potentially noteworthy analysis. However, in consideration of the research question investigating 

motivations towards loyalty point donations, it was decided that a philanthropic perspective was 

more relevant. The process and actors of donating differ compared to the traditional purchase 

process. In addition, the author was interested in the study of the underlying attitudes towards 

point donations and as such, it became evident to pursue this exploratory research with a 

philanthropic framework.   

5.4 Bekkers & Wiepking’s Eight Mechanisms 

The research conducted is inspired by Bekkers’ and Wiepking’s Eight Mechanisms that Drive 

Charitable Giving article. This article was chosen because it provides a succinct overview of a 500-

journal investigation into individual philanthropic behavior across several research disciplines 

leading to the identification of the eight mechanisms (R. Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). The breadth 

of the research complemented the research intentions of this thesis and provided a foundation to 

which the theoretical hypotheses could be made regarding individual intention to donate loyalty 

points. Bekkers and Wiepking state their intention of the review was to provide available 

knowledge in the area of charitable giving and address the need for more “substantive and 

objective research” (ibid.) to scholars and practitioners in the third sector (ibid.)--This is aligned to 

the research purpose of this thesis.  
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René Bekkers is the Director of the Center for Philanthropic Studies at VU Amsterdam 

(“About | Rene Bekkers,” n.d.). Pamala Wiepking is an assistant professor at the department of 

Business Society Management at the Rotterdam School of Management, Erasmus University 

Rotterdam (Wiepking, n.d.). Together, they have published articles exploring pro-social behavior, 

philanthropy and charitable giving, including predictors and sociological perspectives of 

volunteering, demographic, social and personality predictors of donation behavior (“Pamala 

Wiepking - Google Scholar Citations,” n.d., “René Bekkers - Google Scholar Citations,” n.d.) in a 

number of intermediate and well regarded journals (Harzing, 2015). As a result, they are 

considered to be highly reliable sources in this area of research.   

 

The following will provide a description of each of these mechanisms as defined by Bekkers 

and Wiepking. Since the review describes mechanisms towards cash donations, further 

descriptions will be made in relation to point donations leading to the developed hypotheses.  

Awareness of Need 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) define awareness of need as a “first prerequisite for philanthropy”; 

people have to know about and be conscious of a need in order to have a response towards it. 

Awareness is likely compelled by the beneficiary (of the donation) or the charitable organization 

(who work to address the need) to potential donors (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).   

 

Once aware, a personal connection to the need is a strong incentive for an individual to 

make a charitable contribution. How the beneficiaries are portrayed, the stronger the perception of 

familiarity between the beneficiary and the donor and the relationship the donor may have with the 

“cause” can motivate a donor to take action (Sargeant, 1999; Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b).  

 

A number of studies investigating pro-social behavior have shown the influence of having a 

connection to organizations and/or beneficiaries and the propensity to donate: as an individual 
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spends time volunteering they start to identify with the organization (O’Herlihy et al., 2002, p. 18). 

Students in Australia cite “personal significance” as a key reason to donate (Knowles, Hyde, & 

White, 2012) while business people, professionals and “manual” people in the UK consistently 

cited a “personal connection” to the charity through past or second hand experiences as a 

motivation to donate (Radley & Kennedy, 1995). 

 

The sources of awareness can influence donor perceptions and behaviors. Charities that 

tailor their communication (message, source, request) can affect positive donor response 

(Bendapudi, Singh, & Bendapudi, 1996). Therefore charities must be cognizant of how to develop 

this relationship with a potential donor. Having a well known brand can moderate the process of 

fundraising (Sargeant, 1999). Media exposure can also have an effect on donor awareness and 

donations; donations increase after promotional emails are first sent and solicitations are more 

successful if individuals know about the cause or major event (Mejova, Garimella, Weber, & 

Dougal, 2014). However, there is a possibility to deter potential donors if the request is perceived 

to be unrealistic, if there is a perceived lack of urgency, if perceptions of victim’s capability are in 

question and, if the cause is considered to be distant and therefore difficult to relate to (van 

Leeuwen & Wiepking, 2013). 

 

Awareness is the starting point for an individual’s decision process to donate and the 

decision to donate is based on the individual’s evaluation of the costs and benefits of donating  

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). In developing the hypotheses, the author deviates from Bekkers and 

Wiepking’s view in two aspects for the hypotheses: the first being a change of awareness of need 

to awareness of point donation programs. Second, in terms of an individual’s evaluation of costs 

and benefits, the author defines the evaluation through perceptions of ease of use and efficacy of 

point donations. Therefore, the hypotheses presented are:  
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H1a: People who have previously heard of donating loyalty points would perceive an ease of use 

H1b: People who have previously heard of donating loyalty points would perceive it to be 

efficacious for charities to receive them 

Costs and Benefits (Ease of Use) 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) define material costs and benefits as “tangible consequences that 

are associated with a monetary value.” Benefits are defined as quantifiable incentives, such as 

gifts to the donor that are offered when they make a contribution (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). As 

there are no benefits received by donating via the point programs, it has not been included as part 

of this research.   

 

Several interpretations of costs have been studied: effects of associated financial costs to 

charitable giving (Eckel & Grossman, 2003; Hoefer, 2012; Karlan & List, 2007), the impact of tax 

price and elasticity on donations (Hood, R.D., Martin, S.A., & Osberg, L.S., 1977; Sargeant & 

Woodliffe, 2007b) and intangible costs (e.g. obstacles) associated to charitable giving (Bekkers & 

Wiepking, 2011; Lindskold, Forte, Haake, & Schmidt, 1977; Sargeant, 1999). And it is in this 

definition, as intangibles costs, that cost is defined in the study.  

 

There is the consideration of nuisance costs, whereby studies show that people are more 

willing to comply with a perceived “easier” request. An example of this is the study by Castillo, 

Petrie, & Wardell (2014), where it was found that individuals were two times more willing to post 

donation requests to their Facebook wall when already logged in. Individuals also choose to post a 

donation request on a wall (one step) rather than send private messages to contacts (multiple 

step) (ibid.). Findings from surveys completed by students and charity members also showed that 

a perception of a cognitively complex website may deter a potential donor to abandon the process 

even if they had intended to donate (Treiblmaier & Pollach, 2006). 
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On the other hand, individuals are more inclined to make a donation when it is perceived as 

“easier” rather than when it was “harder” (Wagner, Carl & Wheeler, Ladd, 1960). Although the 

design of a charity website did not significantly affect respondents’ emotional reaction or increase 

its appeal, it is deemed necessary (Bennett, 2005) and poor content usability is considered to be 

the biggest problem for an organization (Nielsen, 2011). It leads to donor frustration and-- if a user 

cannot find where and how to donate--lost revenue (Nielsen, 2009). 

 

The aforementioned descriptions of intangible costs relate to the concept of “flow,” whereby 

individuals are fully immersed in the present moment, in a dynamic equilibrium whereby perceived 

action capacities and opportunities are aligned (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2014). The concept 

of flow has been widely applied across disciplines to gain an understanding in behaviors, including 

as a construct to understand “the nature of online user experience” (S. M. Lee & Chen, 2010; 

Novak & Hoffman, 2000). Constructs such as concentration, enjoyment, tele-presence and time 

distortion in the online environment have had impacts on attitudes towards perceived behavioral 

control and perceived ease of use-- which can be antecedents towards attitudes towards online 

purchases (S. M. Lee & Chen, 2010). 

 

The starting point to donate loyalty points occurs in two ways: via the company’s website 

(or app) or from an organization’s website (or solicitation) which will re-direct to the company’s 

website (or app) to complete the transaction. According to Nielsen’s 2011 study of 60 charity 

websites, it took on average 7% more time to complete an online donation compared to an e-

commerce transaction. This likely leads to donor frustration and perhaps dropout.  

 

The hypotheses are developed as an extension of Bekkers and Wiepking’s views of costs 

as a deterrent to donations and hypothesize ease of use as an antecedent towards charitable 

giving. Therefore, the following hypotheses are presented:  
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H2a: People who perceive an ease of use to donating points would have a positive image of the 

company offering this option 

H2b: People who perceive an ease to donate points would be interested in donating points 

 

Efficacy 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) refer to efficacy as “the perception of donors that their contribution 

makes a difference to the cause they are supporting.” Previous studies that have investigated 

efficacy as a motivator for charitable giving include the general perception of efficacy, the 

moderating effect of information on the perception of efficacy and the general effect of efficacy on 

donor compliance.  

 

From a consumer behavior perspective, people often make purchases “not for what they do 

but for what they mean” (Solomon, 2013, p. 40). This reasoning applied to charitable giving implies 

that people would make a donation because they perceive their contributions as a means to 

supporting the cause (e.g. finding a cure, alleviating poverty, creating access to education). And in 

order for this to be meaningful, people would need to perceive their donations as efficacious. To 

motivate their donation intent, individuals must both perceive that the cause merits their 

contributions (van Leeuwen & Wiepking, 2013) and that their contributions are used well (Knowles 

et al., 2012). In a similar vein of thought, many non-givers cite reasons as a lack of need for the 

charities themselves and a public perception of their inefficiency (Sargeant, Ford, & West, 2000).  

 

Organizations are able to affect their public perceptions by being conscious of the 

information they provide through the messaging and communication they create (Bendapudi et al., 

1996). As such they should communicate messages implying efficacious behavior. Additionally, 

donations of time are also positively influenced by advertising communication--for example, 

explaining efficacy in layman terms rather the technical efficiency of organization (Callen, 1994). 
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An experiment revealed that potential donors responded better to solicitations that included 

service efforts and accomplishments, compared to those that did not. However, this did not 

translate into actual giving. (Buchheit & Parsons, 2006). “Involved and strategic” donors do spend 

time looking at such information as efficiency, financial stability, amount of information provided 

and reputation in order to gain insight on how an organization operates and spends its money. 

(O’Herlihy et al., 2002; Trussel & Parsons, 2007). When individuals find it difficult to find 

information about a charity, they find it hard to determine its trustworthiness. (Nielsen, 2011). 

Charity “branding” has also been shown to impact individual’s perceptions of the organization’s 

effectiveness and efficiency (Sargeant et al., 2000). 

 

Organizations that are perceived as “efficient, effective and professional” are likely to have 

higher levels of material or emotional utility (Nielsen, 2009; Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b), which is 

more likely to lead to donor trust. Donor trust has been shown to lead to higher levels of donor 

retention and compliance (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b).  

 

The theories presented perceive efficacy as a positive determinant on charity branding.  

However to apply this to point donations, it is the perception of efficacy and image of the company, 

and not the charity, which the author postulates is related. It is along the rationale that efficacy 

supports both image and donor behaviors that the hypotheses presented are: 

 

H3a: People who believe in the efficacy of charities receiving loyalty points would have a positive 

image of the company offering this option 

H3b: People who believe in the efficacy of charities receiving loyalty points would be interested in 

donating points 

  



Theory and Frameworks 30 

Altruism 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) view of altruism is based on an individual’s concern for an 

organization’s output and the consequence of donations for beneficiaries. However, it is the 

commonly known concept of altruism that the author uses to develop the hypotheses below. 

Altruism is defined as a perspective for the greater good, a regard for the welfare of others, to 

benefit others (“Altruism | Definition of Altruism by Merriam-Webster,” n.d.). 

 

Individuals who behave pro-socially are intrinsically motivated and are rewarded with a “joy 

of giving” sensation that they experience when they contribute to someone beyond themselves 

(Bénabou & Tirole, 2005). Andreoni (1989, 1990) developed an “impure altruism” model studying 

private and government contributions and the public good, which showed that a “warm-glow” effect 

does exist that affects levels of contributions.  

 

Subsequent research has identified a “reciprocal/conditional altruism” phenomenon, 

whereby social preference and a principle of distributive justice (reward/punishment based on 

perception of what a beneficiary deserves) may have an influence on individual’s decision and 

experience of altruistic behavior (Fong, 2007). Fong’s (2007) study on welfare recipients showed 

that beneficiaries perceived as “worthy” had a strong positive effect on offers from donors 

compared to those perceived as “lazy” and “not worthy” of donations.  

 

The following hypotheses are developed in line with findings that of altruistic values as 

precursors to pro-social attitudes and behavior. 

 

H4a: People who have altruistic tendencies would have a positive image of the company offering 

this option 

H4b: People who have altruistic tendencies would be interested in donating points 

  



Theory and Frameworks 31 

Solicitation 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) define solicitation as “the mere act of being solicited to donate,” with 

its effectiveness depending on the way a potential donor is solicited.  

The often quoted “The Medium is the Message” (McLuhan, n.d.) describes how it is “the 

medium that shapes and controls the scale and form of human association and action.” (ibid.). 

Several studies have identified elements in the medium of the solicitation that affect donation 

behavior: 

- Appeal: a simple ask often solicits a donor compliance (Bryant, Jeon-Slaughter, Kang, & 

Tax, 2003; B. A. Lee & Farrell, 2003) 

- Form of appeal: having a direct appeal for donation (e.g. asking an individual specifically, 

“Can you please donate?”) rather than an impersonal appeal (e.g. asking into a crowd, 

“Please donate”) tends to lead to charitable behavior (Lindskold et al., 1977; Sargeant, 

1999) 

- Frequency: multiple asks can lead to increased donor compliance (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 

2007b; Wiepking & Maas, 2009) 

- Amount: Lowering the donation ask tends to increase donor compliance (Sargeant & 

Woodliffe, 2007b) and, once made, tends to increase subsequent compliance (Freedman & 

Fraser, 1966). Furthermore, the perception of the ask is rationalized by the donor and 

larger amounts can be donated as long as it is perceived to be within a “plausible range” 

(Doob & McLaughlin, 1989) 

- Timing: when request is made may influence compliance (van Leeuwen & Wiepking, 2013) 

 

The effects of these elements can be moderated by the relationship between the fundraiser 

and the donor. The more familiar the donor is with the fundraiser/recipient, the greater the 

likelihood of the donor to be solicited and compliant (B. A. Lee & Farrell, 2003; Sargeant & 

Woodliffe, 2007b), and even more so when soliciting new donations (Castillo, Petrie, & Wardell, 

2014). 
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The act of soliciting puts social pressure on the individual being solicited, thereby increasing 

his/her likelihood to comply (Bryant et al., 2003). Social pressure can change the intention of the 

donation from the genuine act of giving to an act of compliance towards a normative and morally 

held belief (Radley & Kennedy, 1995). There is also the possibility of the “foot in the mouth” effect 

(Howard, 1990) whereby donors feel obliged to donate because of previous information they have 

shared with a fundraiser rather than acting on the genuine intention of giving.  

 

This pressure can further result in donor irritation and donor fatigue. A study by Van Diepen, 

Donkers, & Franses (2009) showed that direct mailings result in irritation, however the irritation did 

not have a significant effect on actual donor compliance. However, Naik & Piersma (2002) showed 

that direct mailings and cumulative exposure did create negative goodwill for the organizations. If 

donors perceive solicitations to be excessive, they may be motivated to take a defensive strategy 

to avoid further solicitations. This will then decrease an organization’s pool of donors (Diamond & 

Noble, 2001). In a study by DellaVigna, List & Malmendier (2009), households were shown to take 

an active effort to avoid solicitors to avoid the social pressure of the act of solicitation.  

 

These aspects of traditional solicitation--elements of medium, effect of relationship, and social 

pressure--have translated into the realm of online donations. Online solicitations have proven to be 

effective. Mejova et al.’s (2014) study of 480 charities and 100,000 Yahoo users resulted in 

findings that suggested a positive relationship between email solicitation and donations with the 

highest responses for medical illness, children’s charities, humanitarian relief. In addition, an 

experiment testing the effect of reminder intervals on charitable donations revealed that, “monthly 

and weekly reminders had a significant and substantial positive effect on the amount donated” 

(Sonntag & Zizzo, 2015). Social networking based fundraising has also created an opportunity to 

access and solicit a greater contributor pool by using fans’ networks (Castillo et al., 2014; Saxton & 

Wang, 2013).   
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Bekkers and Wiepking’s views are based findings on overall solicitations. The hypothesis was 

developed to focus on online solicitation, as it was believed to be more relevant to point donations-

-specifically, that individuals who were solicited online may have a different perception of point 

donations compared to those who are not.  

 

H5: People who are solicited online for donations would be interested in donating points 

Reputation 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) define reputation as “the social consequences of donations for the 

donor…in the social environment…reward donors for giving or punish them for not giving.” 

Different perspectives of reputation have been studied, among them, the effect of reputation, its 

social context and normative impact in relation to charitable behavior.  

 

Self confident and intrinsically motivated individuals have been shown to do more for 

charities compared to self-centered and reward seeking individuals (Sargeant et al., 2000). 

Requests for contributions are more successful when charities offer more prestige (Sargeant & 

Woodliffe, 2007b) and portray their donors as generous (ibid.). People with more extended social 

networks tend to contribute because they receive more requests to donate and are more involved 

with their networks--specifically religious networks that foster pro-social behavior (Wiepking & 

Maas, 2009). Individuals are more likely to contribute via social networking sites because others 

can see their response/non response to a solicitation. (Saxton & Wang, 2013). 

 

Announcing the contributions of individuals can also have a moderating effect between 

reputation and charitable giving, specifically with the concept of signaling. Announced contributions 

can be a signal of wealth when conspicuous consumption is not socially acceptable (Glazer & 

Konrad, 1996). It strengthens individuals’ efforts for a good cause because they are able to signal 
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their pro-social behavior (Ariely, Bracha, & Meier, 2009; Bénabou & Tirole, 2005) thereby 

increasing social status (Karlan, Dean & McConnell, Margaret A., 2012).  

 

In Bereczkei, Birkas, & Kerekes (2007) study, individuals were more motivated to assist if 

their actions would be known to the group afterwards since it was believed to build their 

reputations. Those who appeared to be more generous were also believed to be more trustworthy. 

There is also the mimic effect, which occurs when there is asymmetric information: Individuals who 

are motivated by social norms and values may follow observable behavior and shift opinions 

because of the influence of group norms (Muehleman, Bruker, & Ingram, 1976; Potters, Sefton, & 

Vesterlund, 2007).  

  

These effects can have a positive impact on charitable donations. Cues of being watched 

have also shown the impact of reputation motivating normative behavior (Bateson, Nettle, & 

Roberts, 2006). Announcing contributions encourages others to give (Karlan, Dean & McConnell, 

Margaret A., 2012) and increases the normative value of donations (van Leeuwen & Wiepking, 

2013). Individuals who believe others would have a positive affinity for charitable giving are likely to 

engage in giving (Smith & McSweeney, 2007) and the recognition received creates/enforces 

loyalty and further donations (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b). Considering the influence of 

reputation on donations, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

H6: People who value social status would be interested in donating points 

Psychological Benefits 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) define psychological benefits as the intangible benefits that 

individuals place on themselves (such as positive self-image) and intangible costs  (such as guilt) 

they avoid by making a charitable contribution. 
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Previous studies have investigated the psychological effect on individuals as motivations 

for charitable giving. There is negative cost avoidance where individuals will take action to avoid 

psychological costs such as guilt (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). Individuals are likely to provide 

immediate help when a person is distressed to avoid the social cost of embarrassment and blame 

and, as the degree of help increases, the social cost of not helping increases (Staub & Baer, 

1974). However if the perceived cost is too high (e.g. increased involvement), individuals are less 

likely to help in order for self-preservation (ibid.). Charitable giving can often be motivated by fear, 

pity and guilt (Sargeant et al., 2000; Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b).  And if giving is perceived as 

the normative, the greater the negative feelings of fear, pity and guilt are on an individual’s 

conscience (Radley & Kennedy, 1995). 

 

Psychological benefits are also identified as a motivator for charitable giving. Individuals 

often associate a positive emotion when remembering charitable experiences (Radley & Kennedy, 

1995). This holds true even in the case where there is a cognitive dissonance, whereby individuals 

are then forced to process the incongruence until it is resolved, as revealed in Panic et al.’s (2015) 

experiment, where participants were asked to evaluate celebrity endorsements on a charity’s 

websites. Those who visited sites with an incongruent celebrity endorser had a more favorable 

website experience (ibid.) This then creates positive feelings towards the organization, even 

increasing individual’s donation intention (Panic et al., 2015).  Campaigns can be successful if 

donors receive positive emotions and moods (van Leeuwen & Wiepking, 2013), such as 

cheerfulness, admiration, enthusiasm, satisfaction, and inspiration from them. And this positive 

labeling can lead to donor loyalty and further donations (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b). 

 

The feeling of “warm-glow” has been proven to have the same neural effect associated 

when individuals receive money themselves, specifically due to individual’s conscious and free 

choice (Harbaugh, Mayr, & Burghart, 2007). Donations can be a complement for a luxury good 

because of the “warm glow” a donor receives in lieu of a luxury good (Glazer & Konrad, 1996). 
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With the considerations of the psychological benefits that are associated with donations, the 

following hypothesis is proposed:  

 

H7: People who enjoy giving more strongly would be interested in donating points 

Values 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) define values in terms of congruency between a potential donor and 

an organization; the greater the values are shared between the two, the more attractive an 

organization is to the donor.  

 

Values have been identified as an influencer to attitude, which, in turn, is a determinant of 

intent, and behavior as outlined in the previously mentioned, widely accepted theory of planned 

behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Studies have applied this theory across disciplines in an attempt to 

understand human interactions and experiences. Values reflect a desirability of a certain end-state 

(de Groot & Steg, 2007). They are abstract and act as a guiding principle for valuing people, 

events, and priorities (ibid.). They play a meaningful role in explaining beliefs and behaviors and 

predict attitudes and behavioral intentions (ibid.) 

 

In a study exploring the role of attitudes and values on donation behavior, values could 

predict intent to donate for individuals with “value expressive” attitudes (attitudes used to express 

values and self-concept) (Maio, Gregory R. & Olson, James M, 1995). Conversely, values could 

not predict intent to donate for individuals with “utilitarian” attitudes (attitudes towards maximizing 

rewards and minimizing costs) (ibid.). Another study found that the strength of attitude toward 

donations can be moderated by the relevance of information on which the attitude is based, which 

in this case was internet technology features and social networking positively correlated to general 

attitude towards online donations (Sura et al., 2017).  

 



Theory and Frameworks 37 

Identity theory explains the cognitive process by which an individual identifies themselves 

(Boenigk & Helmig, 2013). In Boenigk & Helmig’s 2013 study, donor identity and donor – non-profit 

identification and congruence were found to be antecedents to donor loyalty, which lead to a 

positive effect on charitable donations. Another perspective is the consideration of value 

congruence between individuals and in-groups. People will demonstrate characteristics they 

believe to be reflective of the groups they belong to. If the group displays pro-social values and 

behavior, they are likely to have similar characteristics (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b). This group 

reinforcement allows for spillovers of pro-social norms to emerge (Bénabou & Tirole, 2005). This 

group association has been identified as an important indication of charitable giving (O’Herlihy et 

al., 2002, p. 9). 

 

In order to facilitate individual and charity/in-group identity and value congruence, charities 

can communicate their mission, goals, and objectives so that individuals would be more willing to 

align themselves with the charity. This likely leads to increases of donations, as people want to 

contribute to causes that share their ideals and values (Nielsen, 2009).  

 

Individuals are more motivated to help and become more personally distressed from 

appeals that come from a solicitor or beneficiary whom they perceive as similar to themselves 

(Bendapudi et al., 1996). The strength of the motivation can also be moderated by the individual’s 

own personality and view of the world (ibid.). Empathy--the ability to share and experience other’s 

expressed emotions and sympathy and the ability to support and understand others--can moderate 

the inclination and level of donation (Sargeant et al., 2000). With the considerations of the values 

that are associated with charitable giving, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

 

H8: People who take effort in donating to charities who’s values they share would be interested in 

donating points 
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Company Image 

It has been noted that charity and beneficiary images can act as significant determinants in 

charitable giving. Since image is the attributes that one associates with the company/organization 

(Solomon, 2013, p. 199), it is the precursor to how individuals form their perceptions of the 

company/organization. This can then impact an individual’s intent to donate. For example, the 

portrayal of the beneficiary as overly handicapped or starving can reduce donations because they 

are perceived as “lost causes” (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 11/2007b). Sargeant (1999) finds that an 

organization’s “personality” and “brand recognition” has an impact on their ability to fundraise.  

 

Since the company acts as an intermediary between the individual and the charity and 

there has been previous findings that associate charity image and donations, the author 

hypothesizes that the image of the company will also have an affect on an individual’s decision 

donate their points. As such, the following is hypothesized: 

 

H9: People who have a positive image of the company would be interested in donating points 

Crowd-Out 

From an economic perspective of a “purely altruistic” motivation, crowd-out is a phenomenon that 

describes an occurrence where changes in spend from one party (e.g. government or another 

individual) has a direct reciprocal response by an individual and the amount of their contribution (R. 

Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011; Kingma, 1989). For example, if the government increases funding of a 

program by $1 USD, a donor would decrease their contribution by $1 USD.  

 

A number of economic studies have been made to understand the effect and strength of 

the “crowd-out” effect. Kingma’s (1989) study confirmed the presence of a crowd-out effect 

between an individual’s contributions and the aggregate funding of an organization. Payne’s (1998) 

study confirmed a partial crowd-out between government grants and individual contributions, while 
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Ribar & Wilhelm (2002) concluded that the crowd-out effect strengthens as the number of donors 

grow. There have also been investigations on a “crowd-in” effect, where individuals will increase 

donations when others have contributed (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). Further studies have looked 

into donor motivations that will determine whether policy contributions lead to crowd in or out 

effects (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007b). 

 

The concept of “crowd-out” has also been applied to individual donor behavior. An example 

of this is the study by Bénabou & Tirole (2005) that showed crowding-out effect of extrinsic 

incentives (rewards) or extrinsic deterrents (punishments) on donor motivations .The author also 

extends this application of crowd-out to the idea of loyalty points as a currency and, in doing so, 

applies the concept of crowd-out to the donor’s overall financial resources, specifically an 

individual’s likelihood to substitute between financial (cash) donations and point donations. 

Therefore, the following hypothesis is: 

 

H10: People who intend on donating their loyalty points would adjust (lower) their financial 

contributions duly to the respective charities 
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5.5 Conceptual Framework and Model 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) view the mechanisms as a set of factors that likely influence each 

other. They also suggest that the motives behind the mechanisms may influence the strength of 

interactions (2011). Based on the hypotheses developed by the review of existing literature and 

application to the research question, the conceptual framework for point donation intent can be 

depicted as below:  

 

Figure 2: Conceptual Model 
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6 Methodology  

The following will describe aspects of the research design that was created and used for this study, 

define key research philosophies and approaches used, research and methodological strategy, 

and data collection considerations. The research design is a plan that includes all aspects of 

research and coordinating them in an integrated manner (Blaikie, 2009, p. 15). It is integral to the 

success of a research project. It includes clear objectives: from where the data will be collected, 

how the researcher will collect and analyze this data and limitations that may be faced when 

conducting the research (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012, p. 159). Understanding the 

importance of having a research design in place and taking the time to create such a plan allowed 

for a structured research process for this study. 

6.1 Research Purpose  

Social research can serve a number of purposes: from basic research, such as exploratory where 

the researcher sets out to investigate a new phenomenon; to applied research, such as to change, 

evaluate and assess phenomena (Blaikie, 2009, p. 69) that exist in the world around us. This 

paper seeks to explore the antecedents that support this less-known phenomena of loyalty point 

donations. Bekkers and Wiepking’s Eight Mechanisms that Drive Charitable Giving (2011) provides 

an overview of factors that encourage individual monetary donation.  

 

The purpose of this study is to see if these mechanisms can be applied in understanding 

what would drive a person to donate the loyalty points. Extending the application of the theory can 

be useful in a practical manner for the designers and managers of the loyalty point donation 

programs to understand why people would donate their points. This is also useful for the charities 

that receive the loyalty points, as they are able to gain insight into potential donors motives and 

respond to these motives to encourage further donations. As well, this research can be useful in 

extending the body of literature on individual donations and philanthropy as it may provide a 
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clearer view of the relationship between the mechanisms identified by Bekkers and Wiepking and 

the donation behavior. 

6.2 “Research Onion” 

 

Figure 3: The Research Onion 

The “research onion” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 126) provides a framework that helps the 

researcher understand the choices they make when creating a research design; from where their 

choices come from to how to operationalize their research strategy. By considering the various 

elements and ensuring their alignment, the research process has the ability to follow a logical flow.  

 

In the initial stages of creating the research design, alternatives between methodological 

choice and strategy were considered in context of the research purpose and based on the purpose 

and time constraints, it was decided a survey would be the tool for data collection for this 

exploratory research. Once this was decided, the other “layers” were logically defined and 

used/considered accordingly. These “layers” are described below.   
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6.3 Research Philosophy  

Understanding the philosophical assumptions of the research allows the researcher to form the 

context in which they operate and creates credibility to the research (Farquhar, 2012, p. 15) as “it 

drives the arguments developed, language used and the data collection and analysis “ (Farquhar, 

2012, p. 15). These philosophies lie in the ontological, epistemological and axiological 

assumptions of the research. 

 

The ontological viewpoint can be described as shallow realist (Blaikie, 2009, p. 93)  or 

nomothetic (Farquhar, 2012, p. 17), where reality is independent of observer (and only what is 

observed is relevant to science) and the perceptions of the researcher are irrelevant (Blaikie, 2009; 

Farquhar, 2012), which is evident from the choice of data collection and quantitative method and 

data analysis.  

 

The epistemological viewpoint of empiricism viewpoint is taken, where “knowledge is 

produced and verified by the human sense” (Blaikie, 2009, p. 92), which is evident from the choice 

of collecting data from a survey for the research strategy. 

 

Positivism is the paradigm taken, where the traditions are an attempt to discover patterns in 

observable events, identifying causal relationships and providing explanations, often through 

developing and testing hypothesis (Farquhar, 2012, p. 18). Positivism views “reality consisting of 

discrete events experienced by the senses and that order is observed between events and 

objects” (Blaikie, 2009, p. 97). 

 

Axiology refers to the view of the role of values in research (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 140). 

From a positivist and nomothetic view, the research process and science is value-free and is 
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detached from their observations, where the researcher attempts to eliminate bias during the 

research process (Farquhar, 2012, p. 17).  

These philosophical assumptions are useful as they provide guidance to the different 

perspectives the researcher should consider when conducting the research. Defining the 

theoretical groundings of the research to be conducted assisted in understanding how to work 

through the research and methodological strategy.  

6.4 Research Approach 

The purpose of choosing a research strategy is to ensure the approach is aligned to address the 

research question and purpose. In consideration of the research purpose and philosophical 

assumptions, inductive and deductive strategies were applicable to this study.  

 

Inductive research is used for exploring and understanding, with the researcher attempting 

to generate theory from the data collected (Maylor & Blackmon, 2005, p. 25). It involves collecting 

data to which generalizations can be made with inductive logic to describe social life (Blaikie, 2009, 

p. 18). This strategy is interesting to consider in light of loyalty point donations being a relatively 

new phenomena, with the opportunity to generate theory within several research areas, such as 

marketing and philanthropy.  

 

Deductive strategy is often described as theory testing, where the theory or framework is 

developed and tested and where the findings may be generalized to a population (Farquhar, 2012, 

p. 23). It’s aim is to explain social regularity that has been discovered by developing theory and 

testing hypotheses based on the theory against the data collected (Blaikie, 2009, p. 19). In light of 

the research purpose and using Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) “Mechanisms that Drive Charitable 

Giving” as a framework to develop and test hypotheses on attitudes and behaviors towards loyalty 

point donations, it becomes evident that a deductive strategy is taken.  
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6.5 Methodological Choice and Strategy 

The quantitative mono-method was the methodical choice made in order to address the research 

question, by conducting a cross-sectional online self-completed survey. This choice was made in 

light of the research question and purpose. Surveys can be used to understand people’s behaviors 

and attitudes and provides for analytical or explanatory research to look for casual influences 

(Buckingham & Saunders, 2004, p. 13). It’s benefits include: the collection of standardized data, 

which allows for ease of standardization of results; it is perceived as authoritative; it is relatively 

easy to explain and understand; and it allows the researcher greater control of the research 

process (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 177). However, the limitations of only conducting a survey 

include: confidence if the sample represents the whole population; if the items administered get the 

information we are looking for; and the richness of the data that is received (Buckingham & 

Saunders, 2004, p. 15).  

 

In addition, by making the survey only available online, there is a bias of respondents’ 

propensity towards online familiarity, excluding those who are not active on the Internet. However, 

since point donations are likely to occur online, the author acknowledges this bias, but believes 

that those who are not active online are not likely to donate their points online. Taking these factors 

into consideration, an online survey was decided to be the best mode of data collection for this 

study. 

6.6 The Survey Process 

6.6.1 Design 

There are a number of software programs that offer survey solutions to create, collect and 

analyze survey data.  SurveyMonkey Inc. was the program chosen as it is considered to be 

established and well-reputable (“Everything You Need to Know About SurveyMonkey,” n.d.). It 

provided a number of options for functionality, which the author utilized for design purposes: 
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survey and items templates, customizable item/page logic, survey preview and testing. In addition, 

the data collection instruments that were used included: web link and email collectors and data 

exports for analysis of data.  

 

In designing the content for the survey, references were made from several survey 

handbooks for guidelines for tips for a “good” survey and “what to avoid” (Brace, 2008; Creswell, 

2013; Dillman, Christian, & Smyth, 2014). 

6.6.2 Structure 

A likert scale is an attitudinal rating scale that measures different aspects of the same attitude by 

having respondents reply to several statements on a ‘agree-disagree’ scale (Brace, 2008, p. 74), 

with the thought that these attitudes would lead to behaviors (Brace, 2008, p. 74). A likert scale 

was chosen for the tool of measurement because of its defined purpose, along with the ease of 

use and familiarity of the scale to potential respondents.  

 

The scale was decided to be 5 point – Strongly Disagree – Disagree – Neither 

Agree/Disagree – Agree – Strongly Agree – as it was assumed to provide the most user aesthetic 

appeal on a mobile device (what was believed respondents would use to answer the survey). See 

Appendix 10.1 for “Sample Question Layout.” 

 

When designing the survey, the consideration of including a neutral category was 

examined, as its presence or absence can distort the data obtained (Garland, 1991). Although 

there are different connotations between a “Don’t Know” option and a “Neither Agree/Disagree” 

option, it was decided to include a neutral category and name it “Neither Agree/Disagree” as most 

respondents do not focus on the language or wording of the center of the range, they just regard it 

is a midpoint (DeVellis, 2012). Attention was then made to ensure the wording of the items would 

be familiar to the respondent and therefore, should generate an attitudinal preference. 
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6.6.3 Developing the Measures 

Items were generated using Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) article. Each “mechanism” was defined 

in order to operationalize it by the items generated. Several survey handbooks were then used to 

provide guidelines for a “good” item (Brace, 2008; Creswell, 2013; Dillman et al., 2014). The 

“mechanisms” and its definition are listed below:  

 

Construct Definition 
Awareness of Point 
Program Individual’s knowledge of loyalty point donation programs 

Online Solicitation The frequency to which an individual is asked for donations online 
Costs (Ease of Use) Individual’s perception of the convenience of donating points 
Altruism The strength of an individual’s belief and/or tendency to help others  

Reputation The strength of an individual’s preference for being recognized for 
their charitable contributions 

Psychological Benefits Individual’s perception of the effects of own pro-social behavior 
resulting in positive moods 

Values The degree of an individual’s effort to donate to charities with shared 
values  

Efficacy Individual’s perception of charities to effectively use received points 
 

Crowd-Out Individual’s perception of likelihood to reduce own financial donations 
if also donating points 

Company Image Individual’s attitude towards option to donate points positively 
enhancing a company’s image 

 

Table 2: Definition of Constructs 

 

Inspiration for several of the items were mainly based on Bekkers and Wiepking’s (2011) article, 

and adapted to fit the context of point donations.  Subsequently, the survey items were distributed 

to several individuals in the area of philanthropy or in survey methods, as well as to the supervisor 

of the thesis, for review.  

6.6.4 Survey Reliability and Validity 

To address survey reliability and consequently to address participant error and bias (Saunders et 

al., 2012, p. 192), efforts were made in the survey design to facilitate “user-friendliness.” 

Amendments were made based on feedback from the reviewers and from the pilot survey for 
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better understanding of items. Survey logic, such as randomization of the questions and a note on 

data confidentiality was made in the interest of the respondent. The issue of social desirability bias, 

where respondents answer based on what they believe is the “right” answer or one that is more 

socially acceptable, rather than their actual belief or opinion (Dillman et al., 2014, p. 98) was also 

considered because there are several tools to mitigate this issue (such as the Marlowe-Crowne 

Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960)). However, it was decided that adding more 

items would cause respondent fatigue. Therefore the author deemed that the survey logic used 

would be sufficient in minimizing bias efforts. The issue of acquiescence, where there is a 

tendency for the respondent to agree to the question (Dillman et al., 2014, p. 100) was also 

considered. Items regarding the same construct were worded in both positive and negative terms 

in an attempt to better observe the behavior. In terms of reliability issues from the researcher, 

efforts were made based on research philosophy, methodological considerations and ethical 

principals.  

 

To address issues of survey content and construct validity (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 429), 

the survey was reviewed by several individuals in the fields of philanthropy and market research, 

and the author’s supervisor. In addition a survey pilot was distributed in order for a preliminary 

assessment of the tools the author had in place for the analysis of the collected data. The results 

from the survey pilot described below identified issues with the survey. Further considerations and 

adjustments were made in best effort to achieve reliable and valid final results.  

6.6.5 Testing the survey 

Piloting a survey is essential before conducting the research to collect the data because it allows 

the researcher to address issues with reliability (such as to ensure the survey and items are 

understood by the respondents), validity (such as to ensure the items measure what they are 

expected to) and error testing (if there are any mistakes, technological problems) (Brace, 2008, pp. 
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174–176). It was important to have a pilot survey for this study, as it was the first survey conducted 

by the author.  

 

A pilot survey was created and sent to the author’s friends and family using a snowball 

method (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 261) via email. The pilot survey was also posted in several 

Facebook pro-social related groups with an explanation about the survey topic, and purpose of the 

research. The respondents were not told that their answers would be for testing purposes only.  

 

The main feedback regarding the items of pilot survey was that there was some ambiguity 

to whether items were related to general donations experiences or specifically about loyalty point 

donation experiences and as such, several items were re-worded in an attempt to provide clarity of 

its meaning. In addition, wording was included in the introduction of the survey stating that 

charitable giving/donations refer to financial contributions unless otherwise specified, and items 

related specifically loyalty programs were clearly identified.  

 

It also became evident that it would not possible to achieve a random sample with the 

snowball /chain referral sampling method (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 261) , as responses were 

scattered across the several modes of communication channels and contacts that were used by 

the author. It also became evident that it would be difficult to define a target population, as there 

were an insufficient number of responses from a single chain (e.g. posting in Facebook groups). It 

would also be difficult to control the sampling method, for example, the type of chains and number 

of responses in the chain using this technique. This would lead to potential increase of issues of 

data quality (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981), which would increase to sampling bias in the data 

collection (Delgado-Rodríguez & Llorca, 2004).  
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6.7 Technique and Procedures: Data collection 

6.7.1 Primary Data Collection 

Based on the experience and analysis from the survey pilot conducted, it was decided that 

responses would be collected via SurveyMonkey Audience. SurveyMonkey Audience is a tool 

where responses are collected and made available for a survey based on pre-determined 

respondent characteristics defined by the researcher for a fee (SurveyMonkey Audience 2, n.d.).  

 

The European Society for Opinion and Marketing Research (ESOMAR) has a guideline, which 

provides topics that should be considered when researchers are considering buying online 

samples (ESOMAR, 2012) to ensure data quality. The following will describe how these topics 

were used when evaluating SurveyMonkey Audience as a choice for collecting the data.  

Company Profile (ESOMAR, 2012) 

Founded in 1999, SurveyMonkey states that it is the world’s largest survey company, collecting 2.8 

million online survey responses everyday (“SurveyMonkey | LinkedIn,” n.d.).. Their customers have 

included “99% Fortune 100 companies, academic institutions, small businesses, HR departments 

and neighborhood soccer leagues everywhere” (ibid.). Based on the reputation, clientele, and 

breadth of information on SurveyMonkey’s website, the SurveyMonkey Audience tool was deemed 

to be reliable. In addition, several requests for information about Audience were made to their 

service support, which were satisfactorily met.  

Sample Sources and Recruitment (ESOMAR, 2012) 

SurveyMonkey recruits respondents online to their SurveyMonkey Contribute program 

(Contribute), from an approximate pool of online survey respondents of 30 million members from 

the United States, United Kingdom and Australia (SurveyMonkey Audience 2, n.d.).  Their 

domestic United States audience pool has approximately 3 million respondents (See Appendix 

10.2 “SurveyMonkey Audience Email” for details). 
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Sampling and Project Management (ESOMAR, 2012) 

Contribute members fill out a profile, which includes demographic attributes, and other 

behavioral/lifestyle characteristics that can be used when researchers are interested in specific 

profiles (e.g. travel frequency, cell phone usage) (SurveyMonkey Audience 2, n.d.). When a survey 

is completed, a $0.50 donation to the member’s choice of charity is made, as well a chance to play 

an “instant win” game for a chance to win a prize (SurveyMonkey Inc. 3, 2014). Under the terms 

and conditions of membership, among other items, a member agrees to several participant 

requirements, such as: maintaining accurate information and security, one account per person, 

survey confidentiality, and a good faith participation, to answer surveys truthfully and carefully 

(SurveyMonkey Inc. 3, 2014). 

 

When a survey is sent out to collect responses, a standard template email is sent to a 

system generated random group of Contribute members that match the specified targeted 

audience based on details from their account profile (SurveyMonkey Audience 2, n.d.). If the 

survey is to a general audience, SurveyMonkey balances results according to census data for age 

and gender. (ibid.) 

Data Quality and Management (ESOMAR, 2012) 

To ensure data quality, SurveyMonkey limits the number of surveys Contribute members can take 

per week, to avoid survey fatigue (SurveyMonkey Inc. 5, n.d.). They also run regular benchmarking 

surveys to ensure their members represent the United States population (ibid.). In a blog post, 

SurveyMonkey described one of their test for reliability and validity (W., 2016), where they 

distributed the same survey each week between several months in several countries (ibid.). The 

results showed that the United States had 85% reliability of responses, and they were able to 

compare responses from several question to benchmarks from the PEW Research Center and the 

World Bank and found responses to be satisfactorily valid (ibid.) 
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Policies and Compliance (ESOMAR, 2012) 

SurveyMonkey has several comprehensive privacy and legal policies for both researchers and 

respondents (SurveyMonkey Inc. 2, n.d.). These include policies for data collection and storage, 

survey content, privacy, confidentiality and due diligence (ibid.) 

Sample Specifics  

In consideration of time and resources, the sample chosen is recognized to be representative of 

the domestic United States SurveyMonkey Audience pool (Contribute members), rather than the 

United States population. Although SurveyMonkey Audience tests for data quality for United States 

population representation, there are biases that the author acknowledges that may exist within this 

sample. The first bias would refer to the previously mentioned online bias, as Contribute members 

are recruited from answering previous online surveys and state that they have regular access to 

the Internet when registering to become members. The second bias would be that Contribute 

members already demonstrate pro-social behavior, since the reward for completing surveys is a 

donation to their charity of choice. Contribute members may complete surveys for a chance to 

enter contests or sweepstakes, but the apparent reward is the donation made.   

 

In consideration of the sample size and choice of PLS-SEM (described in the next section) 

as the tool for analysis there are two guidelines researchers often refer to when deciding on the 

size of the sample. An often-cited rule for models in PLS-SEM is “10 times the largest number of 

structural paths directed at a particular construct in the structural model,” (Hair Jr, Hult, Ringle, & 

Sarstedt, 2013, p. 20), which in the proposed model would be a sample of 80 respondents. A more 

stringent rule by Cohen (1992), provides references based on his statistical power analyses for 

multiple regression models, and as such, it was believed that 84 would be a sufficient sample size 

(effect size of 0.25, at 5% significance level, at a statistical power of 80%) (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 

21).  
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Based on the references and research questions, the responses were as follows: 

• 115 responses 

• Both Male and Female 

• Age 18- 100+ 

• Household income $0 - $200,000+ 

 

6.7.2 Secondary Data Collection 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) “A Literature Review of Empirical Studies of Philanthropy: Eight 

Mechanisms that Drive Charitable Giving” was the starting point for secondary data collection. 

Journals were collected based on the references listed. Further theories related to the research 

topic were considered based on relevance and scope of the project (e.g. Consumer Behavior, 

Loyalty Programs). Google Scholar and the CBS Library were the main sources for searches of 

relevant terms. The Harzing Journal Quality List (Harzing, 2016) was then used to validate journal 

quality. Further secondary data was secured mainly published reports of various foundations, 

marketing and consulting firms.  

6.8 Technique and Procedures: Data analysis 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a multivariate analysis technique that allows for a 

researcher to analyze multiple variables simultaneously (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 2). It also allows 

the researcher to incorporate the measurement of unobservable variables (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 

4), which is important compared to first generation statistical techniques such as correlations, 

regressions and difference of means tests (Lowry & Gaskin, 2014).  

 

The choice was made to use SEM as a method for analysis to address the research 

question. There are two types of SEM: covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM), which models the co-

variation of all indicators to show the assumed research model (the null hypothesis) is insignificant. 
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This means that it can be inferred that the set of paths (hypotheses) present is reasonable given 

the sample data set (ibid.).  

 

Partial least squares based SEM (PLS-SEM) aims to show that the alternative is significant, 

allowing the research to reject the null hypotheses. Although CB-SEM is more widely applied (Hair 

Jr et al., 2013, p. 14), when choosing between CB-SEM and PLS-SEM, one must consider the 

characteristics and objectives of each method in relation to their research objective. The author 

chose PLS-SEM as its characteristics are known for the following reasons: 

• For exploratory analysis and testing developmental theories 

• Goal is to predict key target constructs 

• Structural model is complex (many constructs and indicators) 

• Data flexibility: small sample size/ non-normal data 

(Hair Jr et al., 2013, p.19; Lowry & Gaskin, 2014) 

7 Analysis and Findings 

The following will describe the results obtained from the data collection and subsequent analysis 

and findings that were made to investigate the antecedents leading to intent of donating points. 

7.1 Survey Results 

Once the survey was launched on SurveyMonkey, 131 responses were collected over a 2.5 hour 

period. 6 responses were left uncompleted, resulting in 125 completed responses and an 11% 

abandon rate (which was advised to be normal). It took on average, just over 3 minutes to 

complete the survey, as expected by the author (Results provided by SurveyMonkey Audience).  

 

In an attempt to maintain a level of heterogeneity of respondents reflective of the United 

States population, SurveyMonkey Audience balanced the sample respondent’s gender and age, 

with 56% female respondents and 44% male respondents, between the ages of 18-60+, see below 
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Figure 4 for further details. It is acknowledged that there is bias present as respondents have to be 

over the age of 18 to participate in the Contribute program (SurveyMonkey Inc. 3, 2014) and are 

inherently Internet users, since surveys are answered online, therefore respondents can also be 

inferred to be technologically savvy. 

 

(Results from SurveyMonkey Audience) 

Figure 4: Respondent Gender and Age 

The location of the respondents was primarily based on the eastern coast of the U.S., shown on 

Figure 5.  One reason for this could be because of the time difference. The survey was launched 

mid-morning eastern standard time and was closed within a short time frame, which limited access 

to potential respondents on the west coast in a different time zone, several hours behind.  

 

(Results from SurveyMonkey Audience) 

Figure 5: Respondent Geographic Location 
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SurveyMonkey Audience also provided total household income details, which appears to be 

distributed across most income levels, see Figure 6 for further details. However it should be noted 

that 13% respondents chose not to include these details.  

 

Figure 6: Respondent Household Income 

 

Lastly, an item was included asking respondents if held membership to at least one loyalty 

program. 65.6% said they did, while 34.4% said they did not. This item was included to see if there 

were any differences between the groups with regards to their point donation intent.   

 

Figure 7: Respondent Loyalty Program Membership 
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7.2 Model Evaluation 

“PLS-SEM rely on measures indicating the model’s predictive capabilities to judge the model’s 

quality” and “the evaluation of the measurement and structural model results in PLS-SEM builds on 

a set of nonparametric evaluation criteria” (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 96).  

 

In order to assess and provide an evaluation of the PLS-SEM results, there must be an 

evaluation of the measurement model and the structural model (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 97). The 

measurement model specifies the relationships between the latent variables and their observed 

indicators, e.g. the items in the survey (Wong, 2013), while the structural model specifies the 

relationships between the independent and dependent variables (ibid.). Below will describe the 

results obtained from the data collected.  

7.3 Evaluation of Reflective Measurement Model 

The model identified on Figure 2: Conceptual Model is a reflective measurement model, as the 

indicators used reflect the effect of the underlying construct (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 43). This means 

that the indicators for each construct should be highly correlated, interchangeable, and the effect of 

any changes of the construct should have a simultaneous effect on the indicators of the same 

construct (ibid.). See Appendix 12.3 for Descriptive Statistics (means and standard deviation) for 

the individual indicators in the survey.   

7.3.1 Indicator Reliability  

In order to assess an indicator’s reliability, an established rule of thumb is that a latent construct 

should explain at least 50% of each of its indicators variance, and as such, the indicator’s outer 

loading should be above 0.708 (0.708 squared equals 0.50) (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 103).  

However, since weaker loadings appear when developing scales in social science, additional rules 

of thumbs have been created to address those instances, with an absolute removal of indicators 

below 0.4 (ibid.) The preliminary assessment of indicators resulted in the removal of two indicators 
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based on the rule above (See Appendix 10.4 for “Preliminary Loadings of Survey Indicators”), 

resulting the final results, which meet the above criterion: 

 
 

Indicator Loading 
I think it's important to make an effort to help benefit others 1 
I've heard about donating loyalty points to charities before today 0.907 
I'm familiar with loyalty point donations to charities 0.957 
I think it would be inconvenient to donate loyalty points 0.852 
I think donating loyalty points would be a straightforward process 0.808 
I think it would be useful for charities to receive loyalty points 0.858 
I have confidence that charities are able to use donated points 
effectively 0.803 
I have a more favorable impression of companies that offer an 
option to donate loyalty points 1 
I intend on giving some of my loyalty points to charitable causes 0.892 
I expect to donate some loyalty points in the near future 0.925 

I'd consider donating less money if I also donated points to the 
same charity 0.829 
Donating loyalty points would allow me to financially give less to the 
same charity 0.918 
I'm in a cheerful mood after I've made a donation 0.969 
Helping others is essential for my well-being 0.74 
Being recognized for donations I've made would be important to me 0.962 
I'd like to be known for the contributions I've made 0.972 
I'm rarely asked to make a contribution online 1 
I'm often solicited online to make a donation 0.787 

I take extra consideration to contribute to charities whose causes I 
think are important 1 

Table 3: Indicator Loadings 
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7.3.2 Internal Consistency Reliability and Convergent Validity 

Internal consistency reliability is a measure to evaluate the consistency of results across indicators 

on the same test, to see if the indicators measuring a construct are similar in their scores (Hair Jr 

et al., 2013, p. 102).   A traditional measure of this reliability is Cronbach’s alpha, where reliability 

is based on the inter-correlations of observed indicator variables (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 101). 

However a more accurate and recommended measure of internal consistency reliability in PLS is 

Composite Reliability, which takes into account the outer loadings of the indicator variables (ibid.). 

When using composite reliability, values should be higher than 0.7 (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011). 

Cronbach’s alpha figures have been included for the assumed familiarity of the reader; however, 

the author notes that composite reliability is the measurement to validate internal consistency 

reliability. The composite reliability scores of the constructs listed in Table 4 meet this criterion.  

 

	  	  
Cronbach's	  
Alpha	  

Composite	  
Reliability	  

Average	   Variance	  
Extracted	  (AVE)	  

Altruism	   single-‐item	   single-‐item	   single-‐item	  
Aware	   0.853	   0.93	   0.869	  
Crowd-‐out	   0.7	   0.866	   0.765	  
Ease	   0.55	   0.816	   0.689	  
Efficacy	   0.553	   0.817	   0.69	  
Image	   single-‐item	   single-‐item	   single-‐item	  
Intent	   0.79	   0.904	   0.825	  
Psy	  Benefits	   0.712	   0.851	   0.744	  
Reputation	   0.931	   0.967	   0.935	  
Solicit	   0.885	   0.893	   0.81	  
Values	   single-‐item	   single-‐item	   single-‐item	  

Table 4: Consistency Reliability and Convergent Validity Summary 

 

Convergent validity refers to the degree a measure correlates positively with other measures on 

the same construct (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 102), To establish convergent validity, average variance 

extracted (AVE) in Table 4 indicator loadings in Table 5 and are evaluated (ibid.). Average 

Variance Extracted (AVE) can be considered by be equivalent to the communality of a construct, 

the extent a latent construct explains the variance of its indicators and as such should have a value 
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of 0.50 or higher (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 114). Indicator loadings on the constructs should have a 

significant t-statistic, with a value higher than 1.96 (Lowry & Gaskin, 2014). Both of these criterions 

are met.  

Table 5: T-statistics for Indicator Loadings 

 

 

 
 

Construct	   Indicator	   T-‐statistic	  

Altruism	   I think it's important to make an effort to help benefit others 
single-‐
item	  

Awareness	   I've heard about donating loyalty points to charities before today 13.897	  
	  	   I'm familiar with loyalty point donations to charities 27.947	  
Cost	  (Ease	  of	  
Use)	   I think it would be inconvenient to donate loyalty points 14.028	  

	  	  
I think donating loyalty points would be a straightforward 
process 12.441	  

Efficacy	   I think it would be useful for charities to receive loyalty points 8.578	  

	  	  
I have confidence that charities are able to use donated points 
effectively 9.421	  

Image	  
I have a more favorable impression of companies that offer an 
option to donate loyalty points 

single-‐
item	  

Intent	  to	  donate	   I intend on giving some of my loyalty points to charitable causes 21.14	  
	  	   I expect to donate some loyalty points in the near future 42.803	  

Crowd-‐out	  
I'd consider donating less money if I also donated points to the 
same charity 2.923	  

	  	  
Donating loyalty points would allow me to financially give less to 
the same charity 3.461	  

Psychological	  
Benefits	   I'm in a cheerful mood after I've made a donation 3.963	  
	  	   Helping others is essential for my well-being 2.617	  

Reputation	  
Being recognized for donations I've made would be important to 
me 8.978	  

	  	   I'd like to be known for the contributions I've made 8.365	  
Solicitation	   I'm rarely asked to make a contribution online 3.144	  
	  	   I'm often solicited online to make a donation 2.654	  

Values	  
I take extra consideration to contribute to charities whose 
causes I think are important 

single-‐
item	  
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7.3.3 Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity refers to the extent that a construct is distinct from other constructs, such that 

the construct can be considered to be unique and not otherwise captured by other constructs in the 

model (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 104),  Two measures for evaluation are the indicator cross-loadings 

and the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 105),  

 

Under the cross-loading criterion, an indicator’s outer loading on its associated construct 

should be higher than all of its cross loadings (with other constructs in the model) (ibid.). Refer to 

Table 6 for the results that meet the criterion. 

 

The Fornell-Larcker criterion is a more conservative measure as it compares the square 

root of the AVE values with the latent variable correlations, and as such is the recommended 

measure of discriminant validity in PLS (ibid.). The AVE of the construct should be higher than the 

squared correlation of any other latent construct in the model (ibid.). Table 7 shows that the 

indicators and constructs meet this criterion.   
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Cross	  
Loadings	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  	   Altruism	   Aware	   Crowd-‐out	   Ease	   Efficacy	   Image	   Intent	  

Psy	  
Benefits	   Reputation	   Solicit	   Values	  

ALT_2	   1	   -‐0.095	   -‐0.061	   0.108	   0.202	   0.267	   -‐0.008	   0.563	   -‐0.003	   0.097	   0.324	  
AW_1	   -‐0.057	   0.907	   0.032	   0.252	   0.023	   0.122	   0.054	   -‐0.079	   0.081	   0.134	   -‐0.076	  
AW_2	   -‐0.11	   0.957	   -‐0.046	   0.328	   0.146	   0.023	   0.128	   -‐0.057	   0.009	   0.043	   -‐0.079	  
COS_1	   0.114	   0.261	   0.131	   0.852	   0.182	   0.268	   0.292	   0.183	   0.143	   0.018	   0.135	  
COS_2	   0.063	   0.267	   0.356	   0.808	   0.422	   0.245	   0.215	   -‐0.032	   -‐0.024	   -‐0.067	   -‐0.06	  
EFF_1	   0.068	   0.149	   0.136	   0.306	   0.858	   0.299	   0.309	   0.161	   0.111	   -‐0.013	   0.037	  
EFF_2	   0.285	   0.011	   0.002	   0.283	   0.803	   0.224	   0.326	   0.309	   0.341	   0.054	   0.282	  
IMP_2	   0.267	   0.068	   0.211	   0.309	   0.318	   1	   0.403	   0.263	   0.226	   0.191	   0.332	  
INT_1	   -‐0.101	   0.041	   0.053	   0.213	   0.328	   0.3	   0.892	   0.082	   0.098	   -‐0.043	   0.168	  
INT_3	   0.071	   0.14	   0.107	   0.336	   0.361	   0.423	   0.925	   0.174	   0.296	   0.087	   0.121	  
OUT_1	   -‐0.02	   0.054	   0.829	   0.301	   0.124	   0.195	   0.064	   0.006	   0.085	   -‐0.062	   0.153	  
OUT_2	   -‐0.078	   -‐0.061	   0.918	   0.215	   0.046	   0.179	   0.091	   -‐0.084	   0.089	   -‐0.158	   0.079	  
PSY_2	   0.483	   -‐0.073	   -‐0.061	   0.12	   0.25	   0.256	   0.159	   0.969	   0.3	   0.085	   0.457	  
PSY_3	   0.589	   -‐0.039	   -‐0.013	   0.007	   0.253	   0.192	   0.058	   0.74	   0.231	   0.176	   0.423	  
REP_1	   -‐0.013	   -‐0.003	   0.078	   0.046	   0.269	   0.193	   0.202	   0.289	   0.962	   0.131	   0.239	  
REP_2	   0.006	   0.076	   0.112	   0.1	   0.239	   0.242	   0.233	   0.31	   0.972	   0.139	   0.284	  
SOL_1	   0.098	   0.087	   -‐0.134	   -‐0.027	   0.022	   0.191	   0.03	   0.121	   0.142	   1	   0.244	  
SOL_2	   0.124	   0.117	   -‐0.06	   -‐0.049	   0.017	   0.176	   -‐0.001	   0.142	   0.245	   0.787	   0.221	  
VAL_2	   0.324	   -‐0.083	   0.124	   0.052	   0.181	   0.332	   0.157	   0.493	   0.272	   0.244	   1	  

Table 6: Discriminant Validity through Cross Loadings 
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Fornell	  	  
Larcker	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  	   Altruism	   Aware	  

Crowd-‐
out	   Ease	   Efficacy	   Image	   Intent	  

Psy	  
Benefits	   Reputation	   Solicit	   Values	  

Altruism	  
single-‐
tem	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  	  

Aware	   -‐0.095	   0.932	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  
Crowd-‐out	   -‐0.061	   -‐0.015	   0.874	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  	  

Ease	   0.108	   0.317	   0.285	   0.83	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  
Efficacy	   0.202	   0.102	   0.089	   0.355	   0.831	  

	   	   	   	   	  
	  	  

Image	   0.267	   0.068	   0.211	   0.309	   0.318	  
single-‐
item	  

	   	   	   	  
	  	  

Intent	   -‐0.008	   0.104	   0.09	   0.308	   0.381	   0.403	   0.908	  
	   	   	  

	  	  
Psy	  Benefits	   0.563	   -‐0.07	   -‐0.053	   0.099	   0.276	   0.263	   0.145	   0.862	  

	   	  
	  	  

Reputation	   -‐0.003	   0.041	   0.099	   0.077	   0.261	   0.226	   0.226	   0.31	   0.967	  
	  

	  	  

Solicit	   0.097	   0.086	   -‐0.134	  
-‐

0.027	   0.022	   0.191	   0.03	   0.12	   0.14	   0.9	   	  	  

Values	   0.324	   -‐0.083	   0.124	   0.052	   0.181	   0.332	   0.157	   0.493	   0.272	   0.244	  
single-‐
item	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
 

Table 7: Discriminant Validity through Fornell-Larcker Criterion
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7.4 Evaluation of Structural Model 

Evaluation of the structural model allows the researcher to assess the model’s predictive 

capabilities, as well as the relationship between the constructs (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 168). In 

order to do so, several criteria are evaluated, such as model collinearity issues, size of path co-

efficient, and effect measured by the level of R^2 (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 169). The results are 

described in the following sections.  

7.4.1 Variation Inflation Factor 

To assess for collinearity, which is when two constructs are highly correlated (Hair Jr et al., 2013, 

p. 115), the variance inflation factor (VIF) is used. It measures the degree to which standard error 

has increased because of collinearity (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 125). Each construct should have a 

VIF value of less than 5 (Hair et al., 2011). The VIF scores of the constructs in Table 8 meet this 

criterion.  

  
Crowd-
out Ease Efficacy Image Intent 

Altruism       1.044 1.615 
Aware   1 1     
Crowd-out           
Ease       1.146 1.219 
Efficacy       1.181 1.312 
Image         1.359 
Intent 1         
Psy 
Benefits         1.932 
Reputation         1.279 
Solicit         1.095 
Values         1.474 

Table 8: Measure of Collinearity through VIF Values 

 

7.4.2 Path Co-efficients 

Path co-efficients represent the relationships among the constructs (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 171) 

and bootstrapping is a resampling technique to assess whether or not the path co-efficient is 

significant (ibid.). In order to be considered a “substantial path” a value of 0.2 or greater is 
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suggested (Lowry & Gaskin, 2014).  A bootstrap of 500 iterations was performed. T-values 

generated from the bootstrapping should be at 1.65 (significance level = 10%), 1.96 (significance 

level = 5%) or 2.57 (significance level = 1%) (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 171). Note asterisks indication 

of significance levels:  * p < 0.1,  ** p<0.05,   *** p<0.001 (Lowry & Gaskin, 2014) 

  
Co-
efficient 

T 
Statistic 

P 
Values 

 Altruism -> Image 0.203 1.897 0.058 * 
Altruism -> Intent -0.196 2.026 0.043 ** 
Aware -> Ease 0.317 3.744 0 *** 
Aware -> Efficacy 0.102 0.91 0.363 

 Ease -> Image 0.216 1.966 0.05 *  
Ease -> Intent 0.138 1.252 0.211 

 Efficacy -> Image 0.2 1.924 0.055 * 
Efficacy -> Intent 0.236 2.589 0.01 ** 
Image -> Intent 0.303 2.746 0.006 ** 
Intent -> Crowd-out 0.09 0.829 0.407 

 Psy Benefits -> Intent 0.068 0.61 0.542 
 Reputation -> Intent 0.06 0.668 0.504 
 Solicit -> Intent -0.033 0.315 0.753 
 Values -> Intent 0.028 0.251 0.802 
 Table 9: Path Co-efficients Summary 

7.4.3 Effect 

The coefficient of determination (R^2) measures the model’s predictive accuracy, measuring the 

squared correlations between a construct’s actual and predicted values. (Hair Jr et al., 2013, p. 

171).  Although values of 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25 can be described as substantial, moderate or weak, 

acceptable R^2 values depend on model complexity and research discipline (Hair et al., 2011).  

For example, R^2 values of 0.2 can be considered high in consumer behavior studies (Hair Jr et 

al., 2013, p. 175).   

  R Square 
Crowd-out 0.008 
Ease 0.101 
Efficacy 0.01 
Image 0.185 
Intent 0.283 

Table 10: Structural Model Effect 
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The value of an R^2 of 0.283 for intent to donate shows that this model can be considered to have 

moderate predictive power because of the exploratory nature of the research question and the 

attempt to predict intent/behavior. Company image has an R^2 OF 0.185 which can also be 

considered to have a low to moderate predictive power. There are low R^2 values of 0.101 for 

Ease and 0.010 for Efficacy. Overall, it can be said that the model has adequate predictive power. 

7.4.4 SEM Model Results 

 

 

Note:  * p < 0.1 , ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001 

Figure 8: SEM Model  
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7.5 Hypotheses and Result Comparison 

The following will provide the results of the findings compared to the hypotheses proposed.  

Awareness 

H1a: People who have previously heard of donating loyalty points would perceive an ease of use 

H1b: People who have previously heard of donating loyalty points would perceive it to be 

efficacious for charities to receive them 

The results show that there is a positive relationship between awareness of loyalty 

programs and perception of the ease of use to donate the points with a medium path co-efficient of 

0.317. It is also statistically significant with a p-value of 0.000, therefore the results support 

hypothesis H1a.  

The results also show that there is a positive relationship between awareness of loyalty 

programs and the perceptions of efficacy towards charity’s receipt of points with a small path co-

efficient of 0.102. It is not statistically significant with a p-value of 0.363, therefore the results do 

not support hypothesis H1b.  

Cost and Benefits (Ease of Use) 

 
 H2a: People who perceive an ease of use to donating points would have a positive image of the 

company offering this option 

H2b: People who perceive an ease to donate points would be interested in donating points 

 The results show that there is a positive relationship between perceived ease of use and 

positive company image with a small to medium path co-efficient of 0.216. It is also statistically 

significant with a p-value of 0.05, therefore the results support hypothesis H2a. 

 The results show a positive relationship between perceived ease of use and intent to 

donate with a small path-co-efficient of 0.138. However, it is not statistically significant with a p-

value of 0.211, therefore the results do not support hypothesis H2b.  
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Efficacy 

H3a: People who believe in the efficacy of charities receiving loyalty points would have a positive 

image of the company offering this option 

H3b: People who believe in the efficacy of charities receiving loyalty points would be interested in 

donating points 

 The results show that there is positive relationship between belief in points’ efficacy and 

positive company image with a small to medium effect of 0.2. It is also statistically significant with a 

p-value of 0.055, therefore the results support hypothesis H3a. 

 The results also show that there is a positive relationship between belief in points’ efficacy 

and intent to donate points with a small to medium effect of 0.236. It is also statistically significant 

with a p-value of 0.01, therefore the results support hypothesis H3b.  

Altruism 

H4a: People who have altruistic tendencies would have a positive image of the company offering 

this option 

H4b: People who have altruistic tendencies would be interested in donating points 

 The results show that there is a positive relationship between altruism and positive 

company image with a small to medium path co-efficient of 0.203. It is also statistically significant 

with a p-value of 0.058, therefore the results support hypothesis H4a.  

 The results show that there is a negative relationship between altruism and intent to donate 

points with a small to medium path co-efficient of -0.196. It is also statistically significant with a p-

value of 0.043, therefore the results do not support hypothesis H4b.  

Solicitation 

H5: People who are solicited online for donations would be interested in donating points 

The results show a negative relationship between solicitation and intent to donate points 

with a small path co-efficient of -0.033. It is also not statistically significant with a p-value of 0.753, 

therefore the results do not support hypothesis H5. 
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Reputation 

H6: People who value social status would be interested in donating points 

 The results show a positive relationship between reputation and intent to donate points with 

a small path co-efficient of 0.06, however, it is not statistically significant with a p-value of 0.504. 

Therefore, the results do not support hypothesis H6. 

Psychological Benefits 

H7: People who enjoy giving more strongly would be interested in donating points 

 The results show a positive relationship between psychological benefits and intent to 

donate points with a small path co-efficient of 0.068, however it is not statistically significant with a 

p-value of 0.542. Therefore, the results do not support hypothesis H7.  

Values 

H8: People who take effort in donating to charities who’s values they share would be interested in 

donating points 

 
The results show a positive relationship between values and intent to donate points with a 

small path co-efficient of 0.028, however it is not statistically significant with a p-value of 0.802. 

Therefore, the results do not support hypothesis H8. 

Company Image 

H9: People who have a positive image of the company would be interested in donating points 

 The results show a positive relationship between positive company image and intent to 

donate points with a medium path co-efficient of 0.303. It is also statistically significant with a p-

value of 0.006, therefore the results support hypothesis H9. 

Crowd-Out 

H10: People who intend on donating their loyalty points would adjust (lower) their financial 

contributions duly to the respective charities  
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The results show a positive relationship between intent to donate and crowd-out behavior 

with a small path co-efficient of 0.09, however it is not statistically significant with a p-value of 

0.407. Therefore, the results do not support hypothesis H10. 

Summary of Hypothesis and Result Comparison 

Hypotheses	   Analytical	  Results	  
H1a: People who have previously heard of donating loyalty points would 
perceive an ease of use 
 Supported	  
H1b: People who have previously heard of donating loyalty points would 
perceive it to be efficacious for charities to receive them 
 

Insignificant	  
Result	  

H2a: People who perceive an ease of use to donating points would have 
a positive image of the company offering this option 
 Supported	  
H2b: People who perceive an ease to donate points would be interested 
in donating points 
 

Insignificant	  
Result	  

H3a: People who believe in the efficacy of charities receiving loyalty 
points would have a positive image of the company offering this option 
 Supported	  
H3b: People who believe in the efficacy of charities receiving loyalty 
points would be interested in donating points  
 Supported	  
H4a: People who have altruistic tendencies would have a positive image 
of the company offering this option 
 Supported	  
H4b: People who have altruistic tendencies would be interested in 
donating points 
 Rejected	  
H5: People who are solicited online for donations would be interested in 
donating points 
 Rejected	  
H6: People who value social status would be interested in donating 
points 
 

Insignificant	  
Result	  

H7: People who enjoy giving more strongly would be interested in 
donating points 
 

Insignificant	  
Result	  

H8: People who take effort in donating to charities who’s values they 
share would be interested in donating points 
 

Insignificant	  
Result	  

H9: People who have a positive image of the company would be 
interested in donating points 
 Supported	  
H10: People who intend on donating their loyalty points would adjust 
(lower) their financial contributions duly to the respective charities  

Insignificant	  
Result	  

Table 11: Hypothesis and Result Comparison 
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7.6 Loyalty Member and Non-member Comparison 

Further analysis was made to investigate whether or not there were differences between 

individuals who identified themselves as belonging to at least one loyalty program compared to 

individuals who identified themselves as not belonging to any loyalty programs. 65.6% (82 

respondents) identified themselves as members, while 34.4%( 43) identified themselves as non-

members.  

 

There was a significant difference between the two groups for the relationship between 

ease of use and intent to donate points, with a path co-efficient difference of 0.425 and p-value of 

0.039, which is statistically significant. The following is a table showing the comparison between 

members and non-members for all the hypotheses presented. 

 

  

Path 
coefficients: 
Non- 
members 

Path 
coefficients: 
Members 

Path 
Coefficients-diff 
( NO vs. YES 
members) 

p-Value(NO 
vs. YES 
members) 

 Altruism -> Image 0.083 0.288 0.206 0.833 
 Altruism -> Intent -0.206 -0.251 0.045 0.415 
 Aware -> Ease 0.34 0.389 0.049 0.438 
 Aware -> Efficacy 0.194 0.102 0.092 0.383 
 Ease -> Image 0.131 0.249 0.117 0.678 
 Ease -> Intent 0.439 0.014 0.425 0.039 ** 

Efficacy -> Image 0.293 0.234 0.058 0.396 
 Efficacy -> Intent 0.099 0.227 0.128 0.724 
 Image -> Intent 0.332 0.322 0.01 0.471 
 Intent -> Crowd-out 0.164 0.094 0.07 0.351 
 Psy Benefits -> Intent 0.122 0.075 0.047 0.416 
 Reputation -> Intent 0.124 -0.018 0.142 0.196 
 Solicit -> Intent -0.142 0.108 0.25 0.895 
 Values -> Intent 0.088 -0.07 0.158 0.233 
 Table 12: Loyalty Member and Non-member Results Comparison 
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8 Discussion 

There are a number of interesting findings from the results of the analysis regarding the 

antecedents of point donation intent from the framework of Bekkers and Wiepking’s Eight 

Mechanisms that Drive Charitable Behavior.  From these eight mechanisms, 14 hypotheses were 

generated in order to investigate the antecedents of loyalty point donations. The following will 

discuss the interpretation of the survey results obtained. 

Awareness  

Bekkers and Wiepking identify several aspects concerning the mechanism of awareness of 

need, notably, that perceptions of need are subjective and there are several influencing factors that 

shape the perception (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).  These factors include, a perception of need 

and a close association or familiarity of the cause, need and/or charity, both of which can be 

influenced by the presence of mass media (ibid.). 

The author considered awareness of need in terms of the donating process, as a pre-

cursor to an individual’s decision to donate, which is based on their evaluation of costs and 

benefits (ibid.), Applying this concept to point donations, the hypothesis was interpreted and 

defined the mechanisms as awareness of point programs and ease of use. The results show that 

there is a positive and significant relationship between the two, which supports Bekkers and 

Wiepking’s views.  

The inclusion of the relationship between awareness of point programs and efficacy was 

included as efficacy was interpreted as a proxy for need, since the needs vary across point 

programs and are based on charity and point program partnerships, however a perception of point 

efficacy can be applied to the overall point program. The results show a positive, but insignificant 

result, which could be due to a smaller effect between these two mechanisms or there could be 

moderating factors not included in the model that affect the strength of this relationship.  
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Costs and Benefits (Ease of Use) 

 In terms of costs and benefits, only the element of costs was considered in developing the 

hypothesis, specifically around the concept of non-tangible costs associated with donating, such as 

obstacles to donate and physical discomfort (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).  With the associations 

between higher costs leading to lower donations, the author applied this logic to lowering costs 

leading to increased donations. Another hypothesis was developed to see if there was a 

relationship between perceptions of costs and positive company image.  

 The results show that there is a positive and significant relationship between perceived 

ease of use and positive company image. This result is interesting for companies who intend on 

pursuing cause-related marketing based strategies when communicating their loyalty point 

programs allow for the points to be donated. By identifying an “ease” to donate points, individuals 

are likely to be less skeptical (Brønn & Vrioni, 2001) and more supportive of the 

company/campaign.  

 The results show that there is a positive, but insignificant result between ease of use and 

intent to donate points. An interesting finding shows that there was a significant difference between 

loyalty program members and non-members. Non-members had a positive and significant 

relationship between perceived ease of use and intent to donate, while members had a small and 

insignificant relationship. One reason for this could be that the groups have different frame of 

references when forming their perception of ease of use. The non-members are not familiar with 

how it is to redeem points, therefore may perceive it as “easy”, whereas members are more likely 

to have redeemed points and therefore perceive the “donation” experience will be similar to their “ 

redemption experience” and based on previous experiences do not perceive an ease of use.  

Efficacy 

 Efficacy in donations is the individual’s belief that their contributions are used effectively 

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).  When this is the case, Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) have found that 

individuals are more likely to donate. This perception of efficacy can facilitated by organization’s 
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providing relevant information and can influence overall charitable confidence (ibid.). With these 

two pertinent findings, two hypotheses were adapted to test their relevance to point donations.  

 The first hypothesis is based on similar thought of efficacy and charitable confidence, using 

positive company image as a proxy for charitable confidence, since both measure individual 

perception of overall company/organization. The results show that there is a positive and 

significant relationship between the perception of efficacy of point programs and positive company 

image, which supports the extension of Bekkers and Wiepking’s explanations. Practical 

implications are similar to ones previously suggested, that companies can improve customer trust 

and decrease skepticism for this program by including information about point efficacy in their 

communication campaigns. 

 The second hypothesis is based on individual’s perception of point efficacy and intent to 

donate points. The results also show that there is a positive and significant relationship between 

the two; if an individual beliefs that the donated points can be used effectively by an organization, 

they are more likely to donate the points. This also supports findings made by Bekkers and 

Wiepking. In practical terms, there is an indication for both companies and charities that they 

should include information about how the points are being used well in future communication 

campaigns to inform potential donors and encourage donations.  

Altruism 

 A general concept of altruism has been a perspective for the greater good, a regard for the 

welfare of others, to benefit others (“Altruism | Definition of Altruism by Merriam-Webster,” n.d.). 

This was used in developing hypotheses for this mechanism, which deviates from Bekkers and 

Wiepking’s views of a more economic perspective. Individuals with altruistic views would be more 

inclined to holder more positive views of other individuals, organizations, companies, etc., whom 

share the same view, and as well be more inclined to participate in altruistic behavior.  

 The results show that there is positive and significant relationship between altruism and 

positive company image, which supports the hypothesis developed.  
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 The results show that there is a negative and significant relationship between altruism and 

intent to donate points. This is an interesting result, as it would be expected that an altruistic 

individual would engage in altruistic behavior, such as donating points. One reason for this could 

be that altruistic individuals already partake in other pro-social behavior, such as volunteering time, 

that they deem to be “more altruistic” than donating points. Another reason could be that 

individuals could perceive that they have a more altruistic method to donate the points, e.g. 

redeeming on another’s behalf compared to the program offerings. 

Solicitation 

There have been several relevant aspects of solicitation that has been addressed by 

Bekkers and Wiepking, such as the various elements and act of solicitation, the impact of 

solicitations on charitable giving and both the positive and negative effects of receiving solicitations 

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).  A key finding is that most donations are made because an individual 

has been solicited (ibid.).  

In developing the hypothesis, the author specified online solicitations, as it was believed to 

be relevant to see if a relationship existed between online solicitations and point donations. They 

both occur online so it can be inferred that individuals are Internet savvy. The results showed there 

to be a weak negative and insignificant relationship between the two. A possible reason could 

include there is an element of “donor fatigue,” (ibid.) whereby individuals receive so many requests 

for solicitations that they no longer respond to them.  A second reason could be that there is a lack 

of intimacy that occurs compared to when an individually is solicited face-to-face, so it is easier to 

decline or avoid a donation request.  

Reputation 

 Reputation referred to the “social consequence of donations for the donor” (Bekkers & 

Wiepking, 2011).  People who value reputation often donate because donating is socially viewed 

as positive (ibid.).  In doing so, these individuals are willing to incur costs to make these donations, 

and also would like their donation to be recognized by others (ibid.). 
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There was a weak positive, but insignificant result between reputation and intent to donate 

points. A possible reason for this is that the individual’s perceived recognition is insufficient in 

relation to points donated. There could also be a lack of “social pressure” (Bekkers & Wiepking, 

2011) to donate points, since it is a relatively less known mode of donation compared to traditional 

cash donations and therefore not a norm an individual who values their reputation feels they 

should also partake in.   

Psychological Benefits 

 Psychological benefits are the intangible benefits one receives or costs that they avoid 

when they make a contribution (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).  Individuals often report feelings of 

joy, positive self-image, and “warm-glow” when donating; as well, they avoid feelings of guilt and 

negative moods (ibid.) 

 The results showed a weak positive, but insignificant relationship between psychological 

benefits and intent to donate. A possible reason for this could be there is a small effect between 

the two mechanisms. Another reason could be the perception of the donation experience as more 

transactional (akin to making an online purchase) than emotional, therefore there is less perceived 

psychological benefit.   

Values 

 Organizations work towards addressing gaps/needs identified between the state at the 

moment and the ideal state, defined by the organization (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).  Values and 

attitudes define the definition of the ideal state (ibid.) and relevant literature shows that the higher 

the alignment between an individual’s and an organization’s values, the more likely an individual 

will donate to that organization (ibid.).  The hypothesis that individuals take greater consideration to 

donate to causes, which they deem to be important was developed in this line of thought.  

 The results show a weak positive, but insignificant relationship between values and intent 

to donate. A possible reason for this could be there is a small effect between the two mechanisms. 

Another reason for this could be that since the majority of donations made are solicited (Bekkers & 
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Wiepking, 2011), the individual could be responding to the solicitor, rather than the cause. Or 

rather that after responding to the solicitations, individuals are satisfied with their donation behavior 

and therefore do not seek to contribute to causes they think are important.   

Company Image 

  Based on previous findings that associated charity image and charitable donations 

(Sargeant, 1999; Sargeant & Woodliffe, 11/2007b), positive company image was also believed to 

also have an effect on donation intent. This was considered noteworthy because the company is 

the intermediary between the donor and charity. 

 The results showed a positive and significant relationship between company image and 

intent to donate. This is an interesting finding as there is a strong relationship between individuals 

who have a favorable image of the company because they offer this option and their intent on 

donating their points. Company image can be reflective of an individual’s perception of self 

(Solomon, 2013, p. 199), which companies can use to promote point donation. One way can be to 

use signaling (O’Herlihy, Havens, & Schervish, 2002) communication strategies. Incorporating the 

feature of point donation into the company image may encourage consumers to use it.  

Crowd-Out 

 The concept of crowd-out is derived from a “purely altruistic” motive, whereby individual 

contributions are adjusted based on contributions of others and the overall donation output 

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). The author applied this concept of “crowd-out” to an individual’s 

donations behavior, with a hypothesis that individuals who intend on donating their points would 

adjust (lower) their financial contributions based on loyalty point donation equivalents. There was a 

weak positive, but insignificant result to support the hypothesis. A possible reason for this is that 

individuals are unable to quantify the point to cash equivalent, so they do not adjust their behavior. 

Or possibly, they associate the value of the points to be zero, if the points would otherwise expire. 

Another possible reason could be the presence of the “crowd-in” effect (Bekkers & Wiepking, 

2011) and that donating points is supplementary to financial contributions.   
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9 Conclusion 

The loyalty program is a marketing tool that companies have been using for over a hundred years 

in the United States (Friend, n.d.). It continues to develop and adapt to help strengthen the 

relationship between consumer and companies, however the outlook for loyalty programs show 

that more should be done to engage the consumers (Berry, 2015). The United States is a 

philanthropic society, as Americans continue to donate and look for new ways and technologies to 

support this behavior.  The research took these two perspectives to investigate the attitudes and 

behaviors that would lead an individual’s intent to donate their loyalty points. 

 

 To answer the research question of “What are the antecedents that lead to an individual’s 

intent to donate loyalty points?”  the author used Bekkers and Wiepking’s (2011) Eight 

Mechanisms that Drive Charitable Giving as a framework to develop the proposed constructs. 

Sample data was collected via an online survey and structural equation modeling was used in 

order to analyze effects between the mechanisms and intent to donate loyalty points. An additional 

construct of company image was introduced in an attempt to provide an adequate representation 

of the loyalty point donation process.  

 

 The results first show that awareness of loyalty programs has a positive effect on the 

perception of ease of use (to donate points). Next, altruism, ease of use, and efficacy all have a 

positive and significant relationship with company image. And efficacy and company image have a 

positive and significant effect with intent to donate loyalty points. It is interesting to note the 

significant difference between members and non-members, as ease of use has a stronger effect 

on non-members, compared to members and their intent to donate points. The mechanisms of 

solicitation, psychological benefits, reputation, and values, which have been widely viewed, as 

determinants to giving behavior did not have a significant effect on point donations.  
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Practical implications of the findings show that companies can improve their image by 

promoting altruistic appeals, and communicating the ease of donating points and efficacy of the 

points received by charities. Companies and charities should focus on endorsing the company 

image and point efficacy to encourage people to donate their points. This can be done by 

communicating relevant information about how the loyalty point donation program works, what the 

points are used for, and the results and impact of the changes made because of the points 

received. Providing these details better informs individuals, which may lead point donation. 

 

There may be an interesting opportunity to engage non-loyalty members to enroll into loyalty 

programs, as ease of donating points is a significant consideration in point donation intent. By 

communicating this ease, non-members may be encouraged to enroll into a program and collect 

points from purchases of goods and services, with the intention to donate the points collected. 

 

As Bekkers and Wiepking  (2011) suggest, further studies are needed to gain further 

understanding into how these mechanisms work to induce charitable giving, and as shown through 

the research presented, how they relate as new channels of fundraising and philanthropy emerge.  
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10 Limitations and Future Research 

The research conducted in the study was exploratory in nature to investigate mechanisms that 

shape the attitudes and behaviors to encourage loyalty point donations. The author acknowledges 

that there were limitations in sampling and data collection, such as sample size, lack of social 

desirability bias screening and responses collected only online. However, the results from the 

research provide potential future research opportunities, which are listed as follows: 

 

• Increase sample size and/or a stratified random sampling for the United States 

population in order to make greater generalizations of the findings 

• Conduct the survey in another country/countries for cultural comparisons 

• Include qualitative research in the data collection, via focus group or interview 

• Include experimental research in the data collection, such as forced choice method 

 

Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) provide a framework that outlines the mechanisms that drive 

charitable behavior. The results show that awareness, ease of use and efficacy are either direct or 

indirect factors that lead to point donation intent. Further theoretical investigation into the groupings 

of the mechanisms (introduced by Bekkers and Wiepking) and their effects could also be an area 

to be researched. A final area of further research could follow up to investigate actual point 

donation behavior. As further fundraising channels and technologies are developed, it becomes 

important to investigate which philanthropic theories and frameworks that can be applied in order 

to gain a better understanding of fundraising and donating phenomena. 
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12.2 Appendix: SurveyMonkey Audience Email 
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12.3 Appendix: Descriptive Statistics of Indicators 

	  	   Mean	  
Standard	  
Deviation	  

Excess	  
Kurtosis	   Skewness	  

AW_1	   2.784	   1.324	   -‐1.385	   0.113	  
SOL_1	   3.136	   1.229	   -‐1.017	   -‐0.263	  
COS_1	   3.328	   0.945	   -‐0.26	   -‐0.011	  
OUT_1	   2.992	   0.942	   -‐0.259	   -‐0.158	  
PSY_1	   3.912	   0.903	   2.992	   -‐1.405	  
VAL_1	   4.176	   0.83	   3.769	   -‐1.531	  
INT_1	   2.96	   0.933	   0.175	   -‐0.279	  
AW_2	   2.536	   1.197	   -‐1.087	   0.226	  
EFF_1	   3.384	   0.724	   0.946	   -‐0.354	  
PSY_2	   3.744	   0.789	   2.073	   -‐0.893	  
REP_1	   2.416	   0.973	   -‐0.511	   0.134	  
PSY_3	   3.848	   0.939	   0.747	   -‐0.865	  
COS_2	   3.376	   0.816	   0.815	   -‐0.709	  
INT_2	   2.888	   0.887	   0.325	   -‐0.194	  
SOL_2	   3.136	   1.229	   -‐0.993	   -‐0.316	  
EFF_2	   3.136	   0.793	   0.913	   -‐0.639	  
VAL_2	   4.088	   0.839	   3.189	   -‐1.402	  
OUT_2	   3.112	   0.822	   -‐0.017	   -‐0.125	  
ALT_2	   4.216	   0.755	   4.046	   -‐1.402	  
REP_2	   2.496	   0.993	   -‐0.416	   0.21	  
INT_3	   2.728	   0.941	   -‐0.189	   -‐0.127	  
IMPRESS_1	   3.528	   0.806	   1.566	   -‐0.881	  
IMPRESS_2	   3.256	   0.838	   1.34	   -‐0.599	  
LOY_MEM	   0.656	   0.475	   -‐1.584	   -‐0.665	  
PUR_1	   3.272	   1.341	   0.23	   -‐0.954	  
DON_1	   2.568	   1.393	   -‐0.647	   -‐0.429	  
AGE	   3.544	   1.008	   -‐1.099	   0.068	  
GENDER	   0.44	   0.496	   -‐1.972	   0.245	  
INCOME	   4.256	   2.635	   -‐0.41	   0.207	  
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12.4 Appendix: Preliminary Loadings of Survey Indicators 

	  	   Altruism	   Aware	  
Crowd-‐
out	   Ease	   Efficacy	   Image	   Intent	  

Psy	  
Benefits	   Rep	   Solicit	   Values	  

ALT_2	   1	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  
AW_1	  

	  
0.907	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  	  

AW_2	  
	  

0.957	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  
COS_1	  

	   	   	  
0.852	  

	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  	  

COS_2	  
	   	   	  

0.808	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  
EFF_1	  

	   	   	   	  
0.858	  

	   	   	   	   	  
	  	  

EFF_2	  
	   	   	   	  

0.803	  
	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  
IMPRESS_2	  

	   	   	   	   	  
1	  

	   	   	   	  
	  	  

INT_1	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  

0.893	  
	   	   	  

	  	  
INT_3	  

	   	   	   	   	   	  
0.924	  

	   	   	  
	  	  

OUT_1	  
	   	  

0.829	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  
OUT_2	  

	   	  
0.918	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  	  

PSY_1	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

0.63	  
	   	  

	  	  
PSY_2	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
0.943	  

	   	  
	  	  

PSY_3	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

0.703	  
	   	  

	  	  
REP_1	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
0.962	  

	  
	  	  

REP_2	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

0.972	  
	  

	  	  
SOL_1	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
1	   	  	  

SOL_2	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

0.781	   	  	  
VAL_1	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
-‐0.104	  

VAL_2	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   0.962	  
 


