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Abstract 

Consumer loyalty is generally considered the ultimate goal of relationship marketing. 

Although accepted definitions of loyalty include both behavioral and attitudinal aspects, the fact 

is that little is known about the components of behavioral and attitudinal loyalty and their 

relationship. In addition, hedonic and utilitarian attitudes are important antecedents of consumer 

behavior that can be manifested in behavioral loyalty. However, little is known about the 

relationship between hedonic and utilitarian attitudes and different loyalty components. To 

investigate the above mentioned theoretical gaps, this study identifies and tests several 

components of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty in a comprehensive model. This model 

investigates the effect of various hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, and trust, on each attitudinal 

and behavioral loyalty component. Moreover, it looks at the relationship of each attitudinal 

loyalty component to each behavioral loyalty component. In the proposed model, attitudinal 

loyalty components are (1) relationship satisfaction, (2) continuance commitment, (3) affective 

commitment, and (4) identification, and the behavioral loyalty components are (1) repurchase 

intention, (2) word-of-mouth (WOM), and (3) cooperation. The survey approach was 

implemented to collect data in a pretest (80 participants), a pilot study (177 participants), and a 

main study (1028 participants). Results of the analyses, using Structural Equation Modeling 

(SEM), confirmed that consumer’s hedonic and utilitarian attitudes affect behavioral loyalty 

directly, and indirectly through the mediation by trust and attitudinal loyalty components. 

Key words: loyalty, attitudinal loyalty, behavioral loyalty, hedonic attitude, utilitarian 

attitude, trust, commitment, relationship marketing. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

Consumer loyalty is generally considered the ultimate goal of relational marketing. 

Although accepted definitions of loyalty include both behavioral and attitudinal aspects, the fact 

is that little is known about the components of behavioral and attitudinal loyalty and their 

relationship to each other. On the other hand, hedonic and utilitarian attitudes are important 

antecedents of consumer behavior that can be manifested by behavioral loyalty. However, little 

is known about the relationship between hedonic and utilitarian attitudes and different loyalty 

dimensions.  The aforementioned theoretical gaps are the main focus of this research.  

The economic view argues that improvement in attributes of a product (e.g., a price 

reduction, function enhancement, or quality improvement) leads to increased product demand 

based on utilitarian attitudes, which in turn leads to behavioral loyalty (e.g., re-purchase intention 

and actual purchase). However, this study proposes that this behavioral loyalty is determined 

through different mediation channels from evoking both utilitarian and hedonic attitudes. The 

utilitarian channel represents the effect of utilitarian attitudes on behavioral outcomes through 

the trust-relationship satisfaction linkage found in the relationship marketing literature. Price 

reduction may stimulate utilitarian attitudes but it does not directly lead to behavioral loyalty.  

Simultaneously, the hedonic channel represents the effect of hedonic attitudes (e.g., by means of 

signaling identity or affective commitment) on behavioral outcomes by way of a separate 

channel. Tim Hortons is a tangible example for this notion. While Tim Hortons is competing 

with Starbucks in Canada to attract loyal consumers by means of both lower price (i.e., utilitarian 

channel) and Canadian identity (i.e., hedonic channel), it has not been successful in the US due 

to the hedonic channel constraint. The aim of this research is to investigate the attitude-loyalty 
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relationship and address the following research questions: (1) what are the dimensions of 

behavioral and attitudinal loyalty? (2) how do hedonic and utilitarian attitudes impact attitudinal 

and behavioral loyalty? (3) how is attitudinal loyalty related to behavioral loyalty? and (4) how 

do key relational mediators, such as trust and commitment, function in the attitude-loyalty 

relationship?. Therefore, current research hypotheses focus on the specific logical linkages 

between hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, and attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, mediated by 

trust.  

 

Context 

Loyalty brings with it several advantages to firms, such as greater market share, higher 

relative prices, lower marketing costs, greater trade leverage, and favorable word of mouth 

(Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Dick & Basu, 1994; Keller, 1993). Maintaining loyal consumers 

is cheaper than attracting new consumers; hence, maintaining loyal consumers is one of the 

primary competitive advantages for many companies (Yu & Dean, 2001; Sheth & Parvatiyar, 

1995). Furthermore, loyalty signals emotional attachment to products and firms, creates 

consumer communities, and verifies consumer identity and relationship satisfaction (Crosby, 

Evans, & Cowles, 1990; De Wulf, Odekerken-Schröder, & Iacobucci, 2001; Fournier, 1998; 

Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006). The question of how consumers become loyal is the subject of 

several researches. Researchers have argued the role of relational variables such as attitudes, 

trust, and commitment in predicting loyalty (Ball, Coelho, & Machas, 2004; Berry, 1995; 

Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Kumar, 

Pozza, & Ganesh, 2013; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Oliver, 1999). For example, Oliver (1999) states 

loyalty is formed in different stages. Consumers become loyal in a cognitive sense, which 



ATTITUDES,)TRUST,)ATTITUDINAL)&)BEHAVIORAL)LOYALTY)

3)

)

afterwards affects preferences and attitudes, relational trust, commitment, intentions and, finally, 

behavior. But Oliver’s loyalty formation process is more complex than he initially expressed, 

and the current research explicates the attitude-loyalty relationship more fully.  

It is argued that consumers perceive a product or service based on both functional (or 

rational, utilitarian) and emotional (or affective, hedonic) properties, which they experience and 

understand over time (Aaker, 1991, 1997; Homer, 2008). To explain consumer attitudes 

researchers have implemented a two-factor view of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes founded on 

the fact that originally consumption is based on hedonic and utilitarian motives. Hedonic motives 

represent the emotional sensation derived from experiencing the product, while utilitarian 

motives are driven from functions of the product itself (Alba & Williams, 2013; Batra & Ahtola, 

1990; Chitturi, Raghunathan, & Mahajan, 2008; Voss, Spangenberg, & Grohmann, 2003). 

Researchers have recognized the influence of attitudes on loyalty (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; 

Oliver, 1999; Sirdeshmukh, Singh, & Sabol, 2002), which in turn is mediated by trust and 

commitment (Ball et al., 2004; Berry, 1995; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Moorman, Deshpande, 

& Zaltman, 1993; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Furthermore, commitment is also an essential 

ingredient for loyalty (Dwyer et al., 1987; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Kumar et al., 2013; Oliver, 

1999; Toufaily, Ricard, & Perrien, 2013). Altogether, the relationship is epitomized by the 

degree of consumer loyalty created by trust and connected to specific attitudes. The contribution 

in this dissertation is to link hedonic and utilitarian attitudes to loyalty and assess the direct and 

mediated impacts upon several loyalty dimensions—attitudinal and behavioral. 
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Model 

Attitudes are important antecedents of consumer behavior that can be manifested by 

behavioral loyalty. The study model is an endeavor to propose a better explanation of the 

attitude-loyalty relationship and the mediating construct trust. The existence of relational 

mediators such as trust is well established in the relationship marketing literature; however, little 

is known about their functional relationship in connecting attitudes to behavioral loyalty. Early 

theorists viewed loyalty as simply behavioral (i.e., repurchase actions), while others have 

suggested that a complete evaluation of loyalty should include assessment of consumer beliefs, 

affects, and attitudes (Oliver, 1999). Accepted definitions of loyalty include both behavioral and 

attitudinal aspects (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001). For example, while repurchasing is one of the 

behavioral aspects, sensitivity to some unique value is one of the attitudinal aspects (Aaker, 

1991; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Oliver, 1999). Although it has been empirically shown that 

attitudinal loyalty influences behavioral loyalty (Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007), the fact is 

that little is known about the relationship. To investigate the aforementioned theoretical gaps, I 

identify and test several dimensions of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty in a comprehensive 

model to investigate not only the relation to each other but also the effect of various hedonic and 

utilitarian attitudes, and trust upon each component of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. In the 

proposed study, attitudinal loyalty components include (1) relationship satisfaction, (2) 

continuance commitment, (3) affective commitment to the product/service/or brand, and (4) 

identification. Behavioral loyalty components include (1) repurchase intention, (2) cooperation, 

and (3) word-of-mouth (advocacy). Thus, the theoretical model proposes to explain in detail how 

specific hedonic and utilitarian attitudes impact several dimensions of attitudinal and behavioral 

loyalty through the mediation of trust (See Figure 1). 
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In the following section I review the background literature and develop the conceptual 

structure of the study model. Because of the importance of “loyalty” in the model, which is the 

core of the conceptual development, I begin by developing the dependent variables—attitudinal 

and behavioral loyalty.  Next I discuss the main independent variables (hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes) and then the main mediator (trust). It is both theoretically and empirically interesting to 

understand more fully about the different components of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty as 

well as the functional relationships among hedonic and utilitarian attitudes and components of 

loyalty. This complete understanding extends relationship marketing and helps managers to act 

more effectively in choosing actions that will most effectively generate consumer loyalty. 

The conceptual overview follows with the empirical methodology that includes the 

pretest, the pilot, and the main study. After presenting the results in the method section for both 

the pilot and main study, I follow with a discussion of rival models and, in the presentation of the 

findings from the pilot and main study, compare results with those of the model. Afterwards, in 

the discussion section, I discuss the findings, and then the contributions to the theory and 

practice are outlined. Finally, I explain limitations and opportunities for future research.  

 

Attitudes Behavioral 
Loyalty 

Attitudinal 
Loyalty Trust 

Figure 1: Theoretically-based model of attitudes, trust, and loyalty 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review and Conceptual Development 

Loyalty 

The early loyalty literature is positioned on two divergent approaches. First, loyalty is 

defined as a behavior; some researchers refer to it as the “stochastic approach” because it 

considers loyalty as an inherently complex inexplicable behavior (Bass, 1974; Ehrenberg, 

Goodhardt, & Barwise, 1990; Mcalister & Pessemier, 1982; Odin, Odin, & Valette-Florence, 

2001). The major disadvantage of this approach is that it implies that a company has no 

knowledge of the causes of loyalty and, consequently, that it is difficult for the company to 

influence repurchase behavior. The second approach considers loyalty as an attitude (Odin et al., 

(2001) called it the “determinant approach”). Researchers following this view usually investigate 

the “psychological commitment of the consumer in the purchase” process (Odin et al., 2001). 

Although these two extreme approaches may explain different aspects of loyalty, each of them 

solely is unable to explain loyal consumers’ entire set of attitudes and behaviors. Therefore, I 

turn to a third approach that simultaneously integrates the two former views. 

 Jacoby (1971) was the first marketing researcher that integrated the two notions of 

attitude and behavior within a conceptual definition. According to this view, loyalty is a “non-

random behavioral response (i.e., purchase), expressed over time by a decision-making unit with 

respect to one or more alternative products or services, and is a function of evaluative 

psychological processes” (Jacoby & Kyner, 1973). Thus Jacoby’s view explores the 

psychological meaning of loyalty to separate it from behavioral (e.g., repurchase) loyalty and 

concludes that repetitive purchase alone cannot be a valid indicator for loyalty because this 
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pattern may not be seen for multi-brand loyal consumers who are purchasing inconsistently 

(Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978). 

Another important conceptual definition that integrates both cognitive/attitudinal and 

behavioral aspects of loyalty is stated by Oliver (1999, 2010) and his followers who define 

loyalty as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize 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” (Oliver, 1999, p. 34). This definition and other recently accepted definitions of loyalty 

emphasize both behavioral and attitudinal aspects of loyalty; more specifically, the attitudinal 

aspect is expressed by the “deeply held psychological commitment” (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 

2001; Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978). Furthermore, prior literature emphasizes the importance of 

intrinsic-attitude-based loyalty (or “true loyalty”), as opposed to extrinsic loyalty that is 

stimulated by switching costs or temporary promotional advantages (Aurier & Lanauze, 2012; 

Oliver, 1999; Palmatier, Grewal, & Evans, 2006; Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996). In 

another interpretation, loyalty is differentiated from inertia based loyalty on the level of brand 

sensitivity-“the degree to which brand name plays a key role in the choice process of an 

alternative” (Kapferer & Laurent, 1983, p.17; Odin et al., 2001).  In other words, repurchasing 

behavior in high levels of sensitivity is considered “real loyalty”, whereas repurchasing behavior 

in the weak sensitivity condition is considered “purchase inertia” (Odin et al., 2001). In sum, the 

dominant definition and conceptualization of loyalty includes both behavioral and attitudinal 

aspects, although it seems that the conceptualization of loyalty in regards to these two 

components and related sub-components is still elusive and flawed in terms of the positioning of 

the concept and its components in the relational exchange process. As a result, an important 
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contribution of this research is to fill this gap by offering a proper conceptualization of loyalty’s 

components and fit within a buyer-seller relationship. 

Becoming Loyal.  The question of how consumers become loyal has been the subject of 

many research studies. For example, Oliver (1999, 2010) proposed that loyalty is created in each 

attitudinal stage, which depends on different attitude structures. First, consumers become 

“cognitively loyal” preferring the brand/product/service to alternatives based on the available 

information such as price and features. This kind of loyalty is only based on beliefs inferred from 

prior knowledge and experience. Second, consumers become “affectively loyal” based on their 

developed attitude towards the brand/product/service by gained satisfaction of repeated usage. 

This kind of loyalty reflects the pleasurable fulfillment of satisfaction and contains some degree 

of commitment, although consumers are still subject to switching behavior. The third phase of 

loyalty development is the “conative (behavioral intention)” stage that reflects a deep 

commitment to the specific brand/product/service based on a repeated positive affect toward the 

brand/product/service. This phase of loyalty is a kind of repurchasing intention that is 

anticipating but not realized action. The final phase is the “action loyalty”, in which intentions 

are transformed into actions. This phase of loyalty contains both “deeply held commitment” to 

rebuy a desirable brand/product/service regularly in future and overcoming situational forces that 

would lead one to switch behaviors (Oliver, 1999).  

Other researchers similarly divide loyalty formation into different levels or phases. For 

instance, Aaker (1991) distinguishes five levels of loyalty related to five categories of consumers 

who show different attitudes and behavior: (1) non-loyal buyers; (2) not dissatisfied buyers, who 

have intention to switch products/services/brand; (3) satisfied consumers due to high switching 

costs, who display a higher level of loyalty than the prior group; (4) consumers displaying 
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emotional attachment to a specific product/service/brand, and (5) fully-committed consumers, 

who are pleased to use the brand/product/service. In brief, the dominant pattern of loyalty 

formation, expressed in prior research, follows the attitudinal-behavioral framework of loyalty 

formation and states that attitudes lead to loyalty (Oliver, 1999; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002); 

however, it seems that loyalty formation is more complex than previously believed in regards to 

the effect of each attitude type on various loyalty dimensions. This research is an endeavor to 

extend our understanding about the attitude-loyalty relationship. 

 

Attitudinal Loyalty Components 

 Prior literature has delved into the multi-dimensionality of the loyalty construct. 

Accepted definitions of loyalty include both behavioral and attitudinal aspects, which is 

described in prior works (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Jacoby, 1971; Oliver, 1999, 2010). 

Based on the relationship marketing literature, I propose that relationship satisfaction and 

continuance commitment are dimensions of attitudinal loyalty that function as higher order 

constructs. I underpin the model by referring to the extensive relational marketing literature. It 

has been depicted that after creating a relationship with a service/product provider, consumers 

are more likely to be loyal in future exchanges, and that relationships drive the ongoing 

interaction between the service/product provider and consumer (Rundle-Thiele & Bennett, 

2001). In addition, after extracting findings from the branding and social psychology literatures, I 

propose that identification and affective commitment are also dimensions of attitudinal loyalty 

that lead to long-term relationships. In brief, based on the nature of attitudinal loyalty presented 

in the prior literature, I propose four dimensions of attitudinal loyalty: (1) relationship 

satisfaction, (2) continuance commitment, (3) affective commitment, and (4) identification. 
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These four dimensions, theoretically based on the literature, explain variations in attitudinal 

loyalty. In a following section, I explain more about how these four dimensions cover all facets 

of attitudinal loyalty.    

There is a huge conceptual overlap between relationship quality and this study definition 

of the dimensionalization of attitudinal loyalty. Relationship quality is the general estimation of 

the relationship strength (Smith, 1998) or, by another definition, a consumer’s “perception of 

how well the whole relationship fulfills expectations, desires, and goals" (Hyun, 2010). 

Relationship quality is conceptualized as a “higher-order construct” that has different 

dimensions, such as relationship satisfaction, trust, and commitment (De Wulf et al., 2001; 

Dorsch, Swanson, & Kelley 1998; Kumar, Scheer, & Steenkamp, 1995). Prior conceptualizations 

emphasize the importance of “relationship satisfaction” and commitment in generating 

relationship quality (Athanasopoulou, 2009; De Wulf et al., 2001; Dwyer et al., 1987; Hyun, 

2010). I follow the existing literature to position attitudinal loyalty in the relational exchange as 

the predictor of behavioral outcomes. In fact, although I do not use the term of “relationship 

quality” the study model comprises the concept of relationship quality within attitudinal loyalty 

by containing its elements, such as relationship satisfaction, trust, and commitment  

Attitudinal loyalty affects behavioral loyalty. Because of various affective factors, 

attitudinal dimensions of loyalty might predict behavioral loyalty components such that 

attitudinally loyal consumers use more of the brand/product. This repeated use of the same 

brand/product can be elicited from attitudes (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Upshaw, 1995). 

Furthermore, a recent study empirically found that attitudinal loyalty influences behavioral 

loyalty (Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007). Other evidence demonstrating the effect of attitudinal 

loyalty on behavioral loyalty is found in the relationship quality literature (De Wulf et al., 2001). 
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Prior literature has supported the view that relationship quality is a predictor of behavioral 

loyalty (De Wulf et al., 2001; Crosby et al., 1990; De Ruyeter et al., 2001; Hewett, Money, & 

Sharma, 2002). In more detailed analyses, several empirical studies have depicted that 

dimensions of relationship quality (e.g., commitment and satisfaction) influence behavioral 

loyalty components, such as repeated purchase behavior (Hennig-Thurau & Klee, 1997; 

Rauyruen & Miller, 2007) and word-of-mouth (WOM) (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, & Gremler, 

2002). Finally, in a meta-analysis, Athanasopoulou (2009) summarized the literature on 

relationship quality and demonstrated support for most of the aforementioned relationships. 

Altogether, the literature theoretically supports the study paradigm that proposes attitudinal 

loyalty positively predicts behavioral loyalty. But the contribution of this study lies in explaining 

how changes in attitudinal loyalty translate to changes in behavioral loyalty. In other words, I 

extend the relationship marketing literature by explaining the functional relationships among 

behavioral loyalty components and attitudinal loyalty components as influenced by specific types 

of attitudes—hedonic and utilitarian. The paradigm I follow is also in accordance with the theory 

of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein 1980), which affirms that attitudes precede behavioral 

intentions and actual behavior. Attitudinal loyalty components, including relationship 

satisfaction, continuance and affective commitment, and identification, stimulate behavioral 

loyalty aspects, including intentions and behaviors such as repurchase intention, cooperation, and 

word-of-mouth. 

 

Relationship Satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction refers to consumers’ “affective or 

emotional state toward a relationship, usually evaluated cumulatively over the history of the 

exchange” (Palmatier et al., 2006, p. 138) and is a predictor of behavioral loyalty (Crosby et al., 
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1990; Mittal & Frennea, 2010; Reynolds & Beatty, 1999; Pallas et al., 2014). In fact, this state 

refers to satisfaction with the relationship and differs from transaction satisfaction or overall 

satisfaction with the product. The important difference is in the length of formation; relationship 

satisfaction forms cumulatively over time, while transaction satisfaction is a pleasurable 

fulfillment with each usage of product. Since relationship satisfaction is more relevant to the 

relational model, and because it is employed in the literature as a long-term relationship 

construct, I use this version of relationship satisfaction in the study model. There are both 

empirical and conceptual evidence that relationship satisfaction predicts loyalty (Dick & Basu, 

1994; Fornell, 1992; Mittal & Frennea, 2010; Palmatier et al., 2006).  Dick and Basu (1994) 

stated that satisfaction is an affective predictor of loyalty. It also positively influences purchase 

intentions—a behavioral aspect of loyalty (Bolton, 1998; Macintosh & Lockshin, 1997; Pallas et 

al., 2014). Furthermore, it has been shown that satisfaction with service leads to maintaining 

consumers (Gwinner, Gremler & Bitner, 1998). Researchers have also shown that satisfaction is 

an attitudinally-based condition that evolves from meeting an acceptable level of expectations 

(Oliver, 1999, 2010; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Homburg, Wieseke & Bornemann, 

2009). Additionally, the marketing literature differentiates between “transaction-specific 

satisfaction” and “cumulative satisfaction” (Homburg, Koschate & Hoyer, 2005). As I have 

defined before, “relationship satisfaction” is cumulative and is also attitudinally based. On the 

other hand, Oliver (1999, 2010) affirmed that satisfaction is a building block of loyalty, Thus, I 

propose that relationship satisfaction is a part of loyalty in the cumulative relationship building 

between consumers and service/brand/firms, and conceptualize it as a component of attitudinal 

loyalty. In fact, satisfaction is a part of loyalty; consumers who are satisfied with the relationship 

are usually loyal to the firm (Fornell, 1992). 
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It has been shown that relationship satisfaction (Reynolds & Beatty, 1999) and generally 

satisfaction leads to positive word-of-mouth (WOM) (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Pallas, Mittal, 

& Groening, 2014; Oliver, 2010; Swan & Oliver, 1989; Singh, 1990a). Moreover, a satisfied 

consumer usually advocates in favor of the supplying company (Crosby et al., 1990). Thus, 

relationship satisfaction influences WOM behavior. Prior studies have also examined the 

relationship between overall satisfaction and repurchase intentions (e.g., Anderson & Sullivan, 

1993; Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Delgado-Ballester, 2001; Oliver, 1999, 2010). Oliver (1999, 2010) 

stated that overall satisfaction is the necessary condition for repurchase intention. It is consistent 

with others’ view that expresses satisfaction leads to repurchase intention (e.g., Cronin & Taylor, 

1992; Delgado-Ballester, 2001). In addition, highly satisfied consumers purchase substantially 

more than less satisfied consumers (Zeithaml et al., 1996). In brief, I refer to Palmatier et al’s. 

(2006) findings, which affirm that relationship satisfaction is an important relational mediator 

that leads to positive WOM, cooperation, and loyalty. Therefore, as I define relationship 

satisfaction as a cumulative attitudinal based aspect of attitudinal loyalty and according to the 

mentioned literature, I also propose that relationship satisfaction is an antecedent of behavioral 

loyalty components, such as repurchase intention, WOM, and cooperation (see Figure 2).  

 

H1a, b, c: Relationship satisfaction (a) is positively related to repurchase intention, (b) 

positively influences consumer cooperation, and (c) positively influences WOM. 
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Commitment. The relationship marketing literature argues that commitment is a 

necessary part of a successful long-term relationship (Davis-Sramek, Droge, Mentzer & Myers, 

2009; Dwyer et al., 1987; Iglesias, Singh, & Batista-Foguet, 2010; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; 

Palmatier et al., 2006). A common theme in the relationship marketing literature expresses 

commitment as the key outcome of establishing a relationship. Partners attempt to develop and 

maintain it, and commitment becomes the central ingredient to all successful relational 

exchanges (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Although Morgan and Hunt (1994) propose that both trust 

and commitment are key mediators in relational marketing, others suggest that mere commitment 

is the key relational mediator (e.g., Anderson & Weitz, 1992; Gruen, Summers & Acito, 2000; 

Jap & Ganesan, 2000). However, based on the nature of attitudinal loyalty and commitment as 

expressed in the literature, I propose that commitment is a component of attitudinal loyalty. In 

fact, loyalty without commitment is meaningless. This notion is evidenced in the definition of 

loyalty, which states loyalty is “a deeply held commitment”. In addition, commitment is an 

important condition to developing loyalty, specifically in the conative and action stages (Oliver, 

1999).  

Types of commitment. Drawing on commitment theory found in the organizational 

behavior literature (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1997), marketing researchers have 

Co-operation 

WOM)

H1b(+) 

H1c(+) 

H1a(+) 

Figure 2: Relationship satisfaction’s influence on behavioral loyalty components 

Relationship satisfaction)

Repurchase Intention 
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defined commitment as an “enduring desire to maintain a relationship”(Moorman, Zaltman & 

Deshpande, 1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), a promise of “continuity between parties” (Dwyer et 

al., 1987), the “sacrifice or potential for sacrifice if a relationship ends” (Anderson & Weitz, 

1992), and the “absence of competitive offerings” (Gundlach, Achrol & Mentzer, 1995).  The 

various definitions suggest two major types of commitment: first, affective commitment and, 

second, continuance commitment (or calculative commitment) (Fullerton, 2003; 2005; Iglesias et 

al., 2010; Johnson, Herrmann, & Huber, 2006; Gustafsson, Johnson, & Roos, 2005). Although 

several marketing studies have taken a unidimensional approach to identifying the commitment 

construct (e.g., MacKenzie, Podsakoff & Ahearne, 1998; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), other studies 

have treated it as a multidimensional construct (e.g., Bansal, 2004; 2005; Gustafsson, 2005; 

Gruen et al., 2000; Gundlach et al., 1995; Iglesias et al., 2010). It has been shown that the 

multidimensional view is more powerful in explaining commitment and its role as a mediator in 

relational exchange. Thus I also implement a multidimensional approach that includes (1) 

continuance commitment and (2) affective commitment. Furthermore, in this dissertation both 

views will be empirically tested and compared to confirm the superiority of the multidimensional 

view. 

Commitment as an Aspect of Attitudinal Loyalty. In the marketing literature, commitment 

is often argued to be a predictor of loyalty (Fullerton, 2005; Palmatier et al., 2006; Toufaily et 

al., 2013), more specifically, behavioral loyalty. Morgan and Hunt (1994) empirically 

demonstrated the relationship between a consumer’s commitment and indicators of behavioral 

outcomes such as acquiescence, propensity to leave, and cooperation.  In other studies, 

researchers argued that brand loyalty is a facet of commitment (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999) or 

similar to commitment (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  In this vein, Assael (1987) defines brand loyalty 
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as "commitment to a certain brand", which is caused by certain positive attitudes. Oliver (1999) 

also defines loyalty as a “deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize”.  Moreover, it is 

argued that there are various levels of commitment in attitudinal brand loyalty (Chaudhuri & 

Holbrook, 2001). Furthermore, studies have argued that commitment best explains loyalty. For 

instance, Park and Kim (2000) empirically applied Allen and Mayer’s (1990) model of 

commitment to explaining several loyalty dimensions. One of the theoretical contributions of the 

proposed research is addressing the aforementioned inconsistencies about the conceptualization 

of commitment and loyalty. I believe that these inconsistencies arise because of the 

multidimensional characteristics of loyalty and commitment. Thus, to solve this problem, based 

on the nature of the various commitment components, I categorize continuance and affective 

commitment as two distinct facets of attitudinal loyalty, which predict behavioral loyalty. In the 

following discussion I develop the hypotheses about continuance and affective commitment 

based on evidence from prior literature.  

Continuance Commitment. Continuance commitment is rationally based and depends on 

relationship benefits due to the lack of alternatives or the existence of high switching costs 

(economic, social, and status related) (Anderson & Weitz, 1992; Dwyer et al., 1987; Johnson et 

al., 2006). It also contains a sense of moral obligation to (Gruen et al., 2000; Palmatier et al., 

2006), and desire for relationship consistency over time (Gundlach et al., 1995). It has been 

shown that continuance commitment positively affects consumer retention (Gustafsson et al., 

2005). Furthermore, an empirical study depicted that continuance commitment leads to 

relational-based participation (Gruen et al., 2005). Finally, although some studies have argued 

about the positive effect continuance commitment has on WOM (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; 

Beatty, Kahle, & Homer, 1988; Price & Arnould 1999), it has also been shown that consumers 
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that are trapped in the relationship with high switching costs or lack of alternatives forego 

offering positive WOM and may invoke negative WOM (Fournier et al., 1998; Fullerton, 2003; 

Harrison-Walker 2001). 

Affective Commitment. Affective commitment is the consumer’s attachment or 

psychological bond to the firm, brand, product, or service based on the perception of 

favorableness and is more emotional in nature than rational (Allen & Meyer, 1990; 

Evanschitzky, Iyer, Plassmann, Niessing, & Meffert, 2006; Gruen et al., 2000; Iglesias et al., 

2010; Johnson et al., 2006). Early works on this concept reported a positive relationship between 

uni-dimensional commitment and individuals’ emotional attachments (Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992; 

Rusbult, 1983).  However, as already mentioned, recent works decompose commitment into 

continuance and affective components and define affective commitment as an emotional 

attachment. 

What is meant by the term emotional attachment? Attachment was originally defined in 

the psychology of parent-infant relationships as a strong bond between those entities (Bowlby, 

1979). Emotional attachment in marketing is defined as a relationship-based construct that 

manifests a strong bond between individuals with a brand, person, firm, product, or place (Park 

& MacInnis, 2005; Schmitt, Zarantonello, & Brakus, 2009). Attachments are different in 

strength; however, as more powerful attachments lead to more affective feelings, such as of love 

and passion (Thomson, Macinnis & Park, 2005). Emotional attachment has evaluative 

characteristics, such as attitudes, but it also includes strong affects that reflect motivational and 

emotional characteristics of the relationship bond (Park & MacInnis, 2005). Thomson and his 

colleagues (2005) developed valid scales for measuring emotional attachment and conceptually 

differentiated it from other relational constructs, such as attitude, satisfaction, and involvement. 
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It is argued in consumer behavior that these attachments reflect an emotional bond or affective 

commitment (Shimp & Madden, 1988; Thomson et al., 2005). 

In relational marketing, the term “affective commitment” is employed instead of 

emotional attachment. It is argued that affect is an important factor in loyalty (Gremler & Brown, 

1998; Dick & Basu, 1994). Moreover, it has been shown that emotional or psychological 

attachment to a product or brand is a key factor in developing and maintaining consumer loyalty 

(Baloglu, 2002; Jaros, Jermier, Koehler, & Sincich, 1993). In addition, it is stated that the notion 

of “love” in the context of marketing connects participants to the long-term relationship (Ahuvia, 

1992; Fournier 1998), and may manifest in two aspects:  adoration (or focused attention) and 

unfailing commitment (Oliver, 1999, p.38). Emotional attachment predicts consumer intentions 

to behave in a way consumers use resources, such as time, money, and reputation and, 

consequently, it is an antecedent of behavioral loyalty (Fournier & Yao, 1997). Furthermore, 

prior studies have shown the strength of the relationship between affective commitment and 

behavioral loyalty (Fullerton, 2003; Kumar et al., 2013). For example, Evanschitzky and his 

colleagues (2006) found that affective commitment drives behavioral loyalty. In another study, 

Verhoef (2003) demonstrated that affective commitment affects relationship retention and 

development in the financial service context. Finally, an empirical study showed that establishing 

an emotional and psychological bond leads to brand loyalty (Delgado-Ballester, 2001). Although 

these aforementioned studies employ different terms for affective commitment in different 

contexts, all of them have introduced and examined a construct that is attitudinal and affective in 

nature, and which predicts long term behavioral intentions. Thus I position affective commitment 

as a dimension of attitudinal loyalty and propose that it predicts various aspects of behavioral 

loyalty.  



ATTITUDES,)TRUST,)ATTITUDINAL)&)BEHAVIORAL)LOYALTY)

19)

)

The literature on “affective commitment’ supports the view that identification and 

emotional attachment are associated with cooperation. From an organizational perspective, 

Meyer and Allen (1997) defined affective commitment as the consumer’s “attachment to, 

identification with, and involvement in” the organization. Therefore, affective commitment 

connotes a “sense of belonging” (Auh et al., 2007; Meyer & Allen, 1997). Consequently, 

marketers have also shown that affective commitment predicts cooperation (Auh et al., 2007). 

Furthermore, the human resource literature suggests that employees with higher levels of 

affective commitment (consequently high emotional attachment and identification) are highly 

motivated to contribute to organizational outcomes (Meyer & Allen, 1997). They also 

demonstrate greater levels of positive work effort (e.g., Randall et al., 1990), higher job 

performance (Babakus et al., 2003) and advocacy (Allen & Meyer 1990). In addition, it has been 

shown that commitment leads to positive WOM (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002;!Kumar et al., 2013; 

Price & Arnould 1999; Sweeney & Swait, 2008), especially affective commitment positively 

affects consumer advocacy intentions (Fullerton, 2003; Kumar et al., 2013). Thus, according to 

the aforementioned literature, there exists support for a positive influence of affective 

commitment on behavioral loyalty (i.e., repurchase intention, cooperation, and WOM).  

 Altogether, I state the following hypotheses for the relationship of two aspects of 

commitment (continuance and affective) and components of behavioral loyalty (Figures 3 & 4):  

 

H2a, b, c: Continuance commitment is positively related to (a) repurchase intention and 

(b) cooperation, (c) but it is negatively related to the WOM. 
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H3a, b, c: Affective commitment positively affects (a) repurchase intention, (b) 

cooperation, and (c) WOM. 

 

 

 

Identification. It is argued that identification with the firm is the main reason for 

consumer-company relationships and this identification helps fulfill one or more important self-

definitional needs, such as a sense of belonging, attachment, membership, and identity. In fact, 

perceptions of similarity between consumers’ identity and that of the company are the source of 

self-definition (Bhattachary & Sen, 2003). This notion is supported by social identity theory 

(Brewer, 1991; Tajfel & Turner, 1985), which proposes organizations (or organizations’ 

Repurchase intention 

Cooperation  

WOM)

H2b (+) 

H2c (-) 

H2a (+) 

Figure 3: Continuance commitment’s influence on behavioral loyalty components 
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Figure 4: Affective commitment’s influence on behavioral loyalty components 

Affective Commitment)
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attachments, such as brand, product, or service in the marketing context) are key components of 

an individuals’ social identity. In fact, people express their sense of self beyond self-identity in 

order to gain a social identity, and to categorize themselves as a member of a social group, such 

as ethnic society, sport teams, or brand community (Bhattachary & Sen, 2003; Kramer, 1991). 

Similarly, Oliver (1999) argued that high social support and high individual fortitude leads to the 

“immersed self-identity” characteristic. This characteristic captures the socio-emotional side of 

loyalty and goes beyond the cognitive-affective-conative-action sequence. This characteristic is 

similar to the study definition of identification. The consumer immerses his or her self-identity 

into the social system of which the brand/firm is a part. This social environment is consistent 

with and supports the consumer’s self-concept. Thus, consumers desire products or services that 

relate to their social environment (Oliver, 1999). In addition, it is discussed that identification 

(i.e., the social identity that is a main consequence of brand community) leads to loyalty, 

satisfaction, and involvement (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006; Stokburger, 2010). Moreover, 

identification leads people to mentally attach themselves to a firm that provides an opportunity 

for social identity. As a result, high identifying consumers interact positively and cooperatively 

with their organization, commit to repurchase products of the organization, and make stronger 

claims on the organization (Bhattachary & Sen, 2003). In addition, the notion of consumer-

company identification indicates that consumers with a high perception of oneness with an 

organization (identification) are more likely to cooperate in relational exchanges (Bhattacharya 

& Sen, 2003). Also, consumers, who strongly feel the sense of self with a firm’s experiences and 

successes, incline more to cooperate and participate in the firm’s service process to ensure the 

best outcomes benefiting both firm and themselves (Dutton et al., 1994). Finally it has been 

shown that identification positively affects WOM (Tuškej, Golob, & Podnar, 2013). Altogether, 
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the next hypotheses state that identification is positively related to behavioral loyalty components 

(see Figure 5). 

 

H4a, b, c: Consumer identification with a brand/firm/product or service positively affects 

(a) repurchase intention, (b) cooperation, and (c) WOM.  

 

 

Behavioral Loyalty Components 

The traditional definition of behavioral loyalty is the notion of “re-purchase” (e.g., see 

Oliver, 1999, Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001), especially in most of the prior studies that 

operationalize behavioral loyalty in a unidimensional way (Zeithamal et al., 1996). Cronin and 

Taylor (1992), using a single item for purchase intention, showed the relationship between a 

behavioral outcome (intention) and its predictors (service quality and satisfaction). Anderson and 

Sullivan (1990) found that highly satisfied consumers show stronger repurchase intentions. But 

the fact is that behavioral loyalty can be demonstrated in multiple ways. For instance, it can 

manifest in saying positive things about the firm/brand/product/service to people (Boulding et 

al., 1993, Sweeney & Swait, 2008), recommending the firm/brand/product/service to people 

(Sweeney & Swait, 2008; Zeithaml et al., 1996), repurchase behavior (Dagger & O’Brien, 2010; 

Repurchase intention)

Cooperation  

WOM)

H4b (+) 

H4c (+) 

H4a (+) 

Figure 5: Identification’s influence on behavioral loyalty components 
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Dimitriades, 2006; Parasuraman, Berry, & Zeithaml, 1993; Parasuraman et al., 1988; Reichheld 

& Sasser, 1990), or co-creating value in producing or delivery of the service (Yim, Chan, & 

Lam, 2012).  Furthermore, evidence on the multi-dimensionality of behavioral loyalty is based 

on the work by Zeithaml et al. (1996), who established a classic service model of “consumer 

behavioral intentions” and categorized components into two main domains: favorable and 

unfavorable behavioral intentions. Based upon her work, behavioral intentions consist of (1) 

word-of-mouth communications, (2) purchase intention, (3) price sensitivity, and (4) 

complaining behavior, of which that the first two are favorable and the last two are unfavorable 

intentions. The connection of this work to the current study categorization scheme is that the 

favorable intentions are determinant of being with the company for a long time (Zeithaml et al., 

1996). In other words, these intentions are determinants of being behaviorally loyal to the 

company. Based on prior literature, I categorize all advocacy behavioral components such as 

“saying positive things about the company”, “recommending the company”, or “do not complain 

to external agencies,” under the rubric of word-of- mouth (WOM), and “pay price premium”, 

“spend more with the company”, or “do more business with the company” under the umbrella of 

“repurchase intention”. Moreover, it is well established that cooperation is a positive behavioral 

outcome of relational exchange (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994 and Palmatier et al., 2006). In fact, 

cooperation is a behavioral dimension of loyalty, which shows the tendency of the consumer to 

be with the company for long time. In sum, I propose that (1) repurchase intention, (2) 

cooperation, and (3) WOM are dimensions of behavioral loyalty because these behavioral 

outcomes are parts of loyalty, and loyalty without them is meaningless or at least meaningless 

with respect to consumer behavior. 
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Repurchase Intention. It has been shown that repurchase intention is a relevant part of 

loyalty, not only in the conceptualization but also in the operationalization of loyalty (Bayus, 

1992; Dagger & O’Brien, 2010; Dimitriades, 2006; Dick & Basu’s 1994; Zeithaml et al., 1996; 

Kumar, 2004; Kumar et al., 2013). For example, Sheth (1968) defined loyalty as a function of 

the relative purchase frequency in both time-independent and time dependent situations.  In 

another example, Bayus (1992) also operationalized loyalty as the probability of purchase. It is 

notable to mention Dick and Basu’s (1994) statement that repeated patronage is a required 

element for loyalty. Also, Zeithaml and her colleagues (1996) demonstrated that favorable 

purchase intentions are a factor for a positive long-term consumer-company relationship. Finally, 

it has been shown that a loyal consumer exhibits repurchase behavior (Dagger & O’Brien, 2010; 

Dimitriades, 2006). On the other hand, almost all measures of loyalty include a repeat purchase 

or patronage component. Traditionally, loyalty has been operationalized as behavioral measures, 

such as proportion of purchase, probability of purchase, purchase frequency, repeat purchase 

behavior, and purchase sequence (Kumar, 2004). All mentioned behavioral measures include a 

necessary condition that can be referred to as “repurchase intention”, which manifests itself 

through repeated purchases. All behavioral elements and intentions that carry the meaning of 

repurchase are categorized under the construct of “repurchase intention”, and serves as an 

important dimension of behavioral loyalty. The study categorization is applicable for numerous 

contexts and industries because repurchase is the general behavioral element in dealing with a 

product, service, brand, or organization. Based on the literature that supports the influences of 

satisfaction (Bolton, 1998; Macintosh & Lockshin, 1997; Palmatier et al., 2006), commitment 

(Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Palmatier et al., 2006), and identification (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; 
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Oliver, 1999) on repurchase intention, I predict that attitudinal components of loyalty positively 

influence repurchase intention because it is the most important indicator of behavioral loyalty.  

Cooperation. Cooperation comes from two Latin words “co” and “operari”, meaning to 

work together, and it refers to the efforts of working exchange parties together to achieve shared 

goals (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). It is a behavioral outcome of relational 

exchange (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Palmatier et al., 2006). Recently, a similar construct has arisen 

in the marketing literature that is often termed “co-production” (Auh et al., 2007; Bendapudi & 

Leone, 2003) or in the service domain known as “co-participation” (e.g., Yim et al., 2012; Chan, 

Yim & Lam, 2010). Co-production/participation refers to the extent to which consumers make an 

effort and spend time to share information, make comments, and become engaged in decision 

making. It also causes mutual creation of value (Auh et al., 2007; Chan et al., 2010; Yim et al., 

2012).  Since the cooperative contribution is the underlying meaning of all aforementioned 

constructs (Auh et al., 2007), I use cooperation instead of co-production, and co-participation in 

this study. In addition, cooperation is the broader term among the two latter terms that are 

usually used in service related contexts. 

 The association between loyalty and co-production has been debated in prior literature. 

Yim et al. (2012) stated that consumer participation leads to enjoyment for both consumers and 

employees and, consequently, leads to satisfaction and purchase intention (loyalty). Furthermore, 

Auh et al. (2007) affirmed that co-production directly and positively related to attitudinal loyalty 

but indirectly affects behavioral loyalty through the mediating role of attitudinal loyalty. On the 

other hand, it has been argued that behavioral loyalty is not only limited to re-purchase behavior, 

but also involves other positive outcomes such as advocacy and co-creation/operation (Finch et 

al., 2013).  
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Although prior studies may consider cooperation as a distinct relational outcome of 

loyalty (e.g., Palmatier, et al., 2006), or as a predictor of loyalty (e.g., Auh, Bell, Mcleod & Shih, 

2007; Yim et al., 2012), I propose that cooperation is an aspect of behavioral loyalty for the 

following reasons. Firstly, cooperation is an important behavioral outcome of an exchange 

relationship (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Palmatier et al., 2006). Secondly, both theory and empirical 

evidence indicates that commitment and trust between exchange partners promotes cooperation 

(Anderson & Narus, 1990; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In fact, cooperation is the main behavioral 

outcome in Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) classic relational model.  Thus, cooperation is positively 

predicted by both commitment and trust. Finally, the association of loyalty and cooperation has 

been indicated both theoretically and empirically such that loyal consumers usually cooperate 

with the firm (Auh et al., 2007). Therefore, based on the existing literature in relationship 

marketing, I propose that cooperation explains the notion of behavioral loyalty but it is 

discriminately different behavioral constructs form repurchase intention—the traditional 

definition of loyalty.  

Word of Mouth (WOM). It is affirmed that word-of-mouth is an important element in the 

decision making process for product and services (Murray, 1991; Freiden & Goldsmith, 1988; 

Kozinets, Valck, Wojnicki & Wilner, 2010), and that informal conversation is an important 

mechanism to develop, express, and spread opinions on brands, products, or services (Arndt, 

1967). Strong relationships with consumers cause them to advocate for the firm/product/service 

(Griffin, 1995). Moreover, Beatty and her colleagues (1996) showed that consumers advertise 

the firm/product/service by means of WOM when they are in a strong positive relationship 

(Beatty, Mayer, Coleman, Reynolds, & Lee, 1996). Thus, WOM is an important outcome of 

relational marketing (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Palmatier et al., 2006). Furthermore, evidence 
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consistently shows that relationship satisfaction positively affects WOM (e.g., Hennig-Thurau et 

al., 2002; Palmatier et al., 2006; Zeithaml et al., 1996).  However, there are mixed results about 

the commitment-WOM relationship. For example, it is argued that commitment leads to 

advocacy about the brand or product (Sweeney & Swait, 2008). Also, it has been shown that 

commitment positively influences WOM (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Beatty et al., 1988; Price 

& Arnould 1999). On the other hand, some researchers affirmed that although both affective and 

continuance commitment have positive effects on consumer intentions, continuance commitment 

has a negative effect on consumer advocacy (Fullerton, 2003), because when consumers feel 

trapped in the dependency to the organization/ brand/service, perhaps based on the lack of 

alternative choices or high switching costs, they do not advocate for the relationship partner and 

give up the positive WOM (Fournier, Dobscha, & Mick, 1998; Harrison-Walker, 2001).  

Altogether, as loyal consumers usually engage in positive WOM by advocating the brand, 

product, or service, I propose that WOM is an important conceptual component of behavioral 

loyalty. Furthermore, based on the aforementioned literature, as I have already proposed, most of 

the attitudinal loyalty components positively influence WOM. 

 

Attitudes 

This study is integrating literature on attitudes into the relationship marketing model. It is 

well established that attitudes lead to behavioral outcomes such as loyalty. These attitudes have 

been explained in the marketing literature by two inherent characteristics: hedonic and utilitarian. 

It is interesting to note how changes in hedonic and utilitarian attitudes lead to changes in trust 

and loyalty. In the following section I present the definition of attitude, and follow up with a 

discussion about hedonic and utilitarian dimensions. Afterwards, the formation of hedonic and 
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utilitarian attitudes, as well as their relationships with trust and loyalty, is illustrated. Finally, I 

specify the working hypotheses related to hedonic and utilitarian attitudes and key variables in 

the relationship marketing model.  

The literature in social psychology identifies two types of definitions that describe 

attitudes: definitions that describe attitudes as temporary judgments formed from accessible 

information, or describe it as “stable entities stored in memory” (Bohner & Dickel, 2011). 

Generally, however, attitudes show an overall evaluation of an object of thought by expressing 

characteristics such as “good-bad, harmful-beneficial, pleasant-unpleasant, and likable-

dislikable” (Ajzen, 2001; Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000). I believe that the consumption experience not 

only evokes temporary judgments but also cumulatively creates stable characteristics in 

consumers’ minds, which are indicative of enduring attitudes. What is needed for our marketing 

context is a single definition that captures this meaning.  This goal is attained using Eagly and 

Chaiken’s (2007, p. 582) “umbrella definition”, which defines attitudes as a "psychological 

tendency, expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor". 

Thus, by attitudes I mean enduring associations of an object assessment, saved in memory 

(Fazio, 2007).  

It is important to mention the differences between attitudes and values because 

sometimes values interchangeably have been used in the marketing literature when attitudes were 

the focus of discussion (e.g., see Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; 

Ryu, Han, & Jang, 2010). Values are abstract and linked to basic beliefs, which serve to 

construct consumer attitudes that lead to behaviors (Homer & Kahle, 1988). In other words, 

attitudes are overall evaluations based on cognition, beliefs, and values. Values and attitudes are 

similar in the way that they are driven from environmental information and cognition. Compared 
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to values, however, attitudes are broader concepts that are enduring over time and predict 

relational behaviors (Homer & Kahle, 1988). In contrast, values are more basic elements shaping 

attitudes and may be used as criteria for judgments (Homer & Kahle, 1988). Also, marketers 

have used values as “the key outcome variable in a general model of consumption experience” 

(e.g., see Babin et al., 1994).  It is inferred therefore that values, in certain instances, are 

transaction/experience-specific phenomena. In fact, value is the “perception of benefits minus 

costs of maintaining the relationship with a service provider” (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002; Kotler, 

2000; Zeithaml 1988), which leads to favorable attitudes. Altogether, according to the 

aforementioned literature, value is a predictor of attitudes and, since the attitude formation is 

beyond the scope of this study, I do not include value in the empirical model. Value is mentioned 

in this dissertation only to distinguish it from attitude. 

Hedonic and Utilitarian Attitudes. It is found that attitudes are complex and 

multidimensional (see Voss et al., 2003). Therefore in order to understand consumer attitudes 

towards brand/product/service, marketing scholars have evaluated their affective and 

instrumental aspects based on the fact that consumption is motivated by two basic reasons: 

hedonic (affective) and utilitarian (instrumental) motives (Alba & Williams, 2013, Chitturi et al., 

2008; Homer, 2008; Pallas et al., 2014; Voss et al., 2003). Hedonic motives represent the 

emotional sensation derived from the experience of using a product (e.g., pleasurable sense of 

going to Disney world), while utilitarian motives are driven from functions performed by the 

product itself (the good sense from the function of a bank services). This notion is justifiable 

with the multi-component view of attitude in social psychology, which states both cognition and 

affect form evaluations (Ajzen, 2001; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Recently, researchers have found 

that the dual (utilitarian/hedonic) dimensionalization of attitudes explains greater variances than 



ATTITUDES,)TRUST,)ATTITUDINAL)&)BEHAVIORAL)LOYALTY)

30)

)

uni-dimensional conceptualization of attitudes (Alba & Williams, 2013; Homer, 2008; Voss et 

al, 2003; Batra & Ahtola, 1990). Thus, implementing and measuring hedonic and utilitarian 

dimensions of attitudes benefits both theory and practice. For instance, researchers can develop 

more powerful models to explain and predict consumer behaviors based on the primary 

consumption motives that are affective and functional. Also, managers can improve their 

strategy’s effectiveness by positioning affective and functional predictors of consumer behavior. 

For example, managers in the banking context should improve consumers’ functional attitudes 

since utilitarian attitudes are essential for building and maintaining loyalty in the banking 

industry (Akhgari, Bruning, & Bruning, 2013). 

The idea that attitudes predict behavior evolves from an established paradigm in social 

psychology (Glasman & Albarracin, 2006). This notion establishes the theoretical underpinning 

for the propositions about the relationship between attitudes and loyalty in this study. The 

dominant paradigm in this topic stems from the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 

1980) and, to some extent, from its revised version, the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 

1991). Together, the two theories explain how a consumer performs a certain buying behavior. 

They introduce attitudes as a predictor of behavioral intentions and, consequently, actual 

behavior (in reasoned action theory attitude and subjective norms are predictors of behavioral 

intention; however, the theory of planned behavior added “perceptions of behavioral control” as 

the third predictor). Related to the main interesting variable of this research-loyalty, which 

manifests in consumers behavior, it is argued that loyalty, as a multi-facet construct, is expected 

to be more manageable and meaningful by the utilization of reasoned action theory (Ha, 1998). 

Other studies argued that behavior predicts attitudes (e.g., see Krugman, 1965); however, the 

context and function of their studies are different from those of this study. It is true that a single 
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purchase experience (as a behavior) may lead to a belief (it might be interpreted as an attitude) 

about the product/service/or brand; however, this type of transaction is neither necessary nor 

adequate for shaping relational attitudes. To form enduring attitudes, several transactions may 

have to happen or attitudes may have to form with external information or social norms without a 

transaction (e.g., people may have a positive hedonic attitude about Mercedes Benz without any 

experience or transaction involving that car). Therefore, the scope of this study includes both 

clients and non-clients consumers. Altogether, I believe that the dominant paradigm of attitude-

behavior is capable of explaining this study’s relational model.        

Researchers have also suggested that hedonic and utilitarian values and attitudes 

influence relational elements, such as trust, commitment, and loyalty in regards to a brand, firm, 

or product (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001). In other words, there is a connection between 

consumer’s sensations from the product category characteristics level (hedonic/utilitarian) and 

the relational exchange level. Theories of categorization and schema theory (Lurigio & Carroll, 

1985; Sujan, 1985) in consumer behavior appear to justify this notion. These theories both 

suggest that consumers form categories from their cognitions of the world around them and, 

consequently, evaluate thoughts and feelings (attitudes) within existing categories.      

Categorization theory (Sujan, 1985) states that people understand and process the world around 

them by categorizing environmental objects such that they understand new stimuli according to 

how they fit in the existing categories. Therefore prior knowledge about the product category 

helps the selection of the type of evaluation that new brand/product/service will evoke. Similarly, 

schema theory (Lurigio & Carroll, 1985) suggests that consumers form abstract schemas from 

past experiences and knowledge and that they use those abstract schemas to evaluate new 

information (e.g., brand, product, or service). The connecting idea is that hedonic and utilitarian 
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values and attitudes can thus be admitted as abstractly representing two types of categories 

formed from past experience and knowledge of a product, service, or brand for use in evaluating 

future interaction within that product category (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001). For example, in 

an empirical study it has been shown that utilitarian and hedonic values influence trust and affect 

differently such that hedonic values have significant, positive influences on brand affect whereas 

utilitarian values have significant, negative effects on brand trust (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001). 

In another study, Homer (2008) empirically showed that non-attribute beliefs are more strongly 

related to hedonic attitudes and attribute beliefs are more strongly related to utilitarian attitudes. 

In sum, consumers form hedonic and utilitarian attitudes based on the beliefs that are evoked 

from the categories or abstract schemas in their minds derived from past experience. After 

distinguishing the importance of the two-factor conceptualization of attitudes, I discuss how 

these different attitudes function as predictors of loyalty. 

The important theoretical gap revolves around how attitudinal changes translate into 

changes in loyalty. This study is an endeavor to answer whether this influence is direct or 

through a mediating process. The marketing literature aligns with the dominant paradigm of 

reasoned action theory (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) by claiming that consumer’s attitudes (created 

by the organization performance/image or product/service quality) influence behavioral 

indicators of loyalty, such as purchase intention. For example, there is evidence from the linkage 

of service quality and behavioral intentions. It is argued that perceived service quality is similar 

to attitudes and predicts satisfaction and purchase intention (Cronin & Taylor, 1992; 

Parasuraman et al., 1988).  In a more fully developed explanation that serves as an underpinning 

for the study model, Homer (2008) conceptually and empirically depicted that there are two 

different channels of attitude changes. Image and non-attribute beliefs strongly stimulate the 
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hedonic attitudes channel, while quality and attribute-based beliefs strongly stimulate utilitarian 

attitudes channel (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Homer, 2008). Although several studies show that both 

hedonic and utilitarian attitudes directly predict purchase intention (e.g., Voss et al., 2003), the 

relationship is more complex than such a simple explanation, and other studies have affirmed the 

existence of intervening mediators between attitudes and behavioral intention (loyalty), such as 

trust, commitment, and satisfaction (e.g., Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Harris & Goode, 2004). 

The point is that this mediation process occurs through different channels based on the 

stimulation of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes. For example, from the utilitarian channel, 

perceived quality or performance leads to satisfaction by fulfillment of consumers’ utilitarian 

needs (Fornell, Johnson, Anderson, Cha, & Bryant, 1996; Reynolds & Beatty, 1999).  

Furthermore, there is evidence that the utilitarian channel is a stronger predictor of loyalty 

(Homer, 2008). In some contexts, such as financial services, the indirect effect of hedonic 

attitudes on trust and loyalty through the mediation role of utilitarian attitudes is stronger than 

direct effect of hedonic attitudes (Akhgari et al., 2013).  

To my knowledge the marketing literature has not confirmed the relationship between 

utilitarian and hedonic attitudes. In fact, conflicting results are reported in the research that has 

addressed the nature of the relationship. Several studies argue the two types of attitudes are 

independent while several works find that utilitarian attitudes are explained in part by hedonic 

attitudes. Voss, Spangenberg, and Grohmann (2003) developed the notion of consumer hedonic 

and utilitarian attitudes in marketing. They propose that hedonic and utilitarian attitudes are 

independent and that the hedonic dimension is driven by affective involvement while utilitarian 

dimension is cognitively based. However, the scope of their nomological framework is limited to 

the central processing route and thus other complex models are needed to test the hedonic and 
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utilitarian attitude relationship (Homer, 2006; Voss et al. 2003). Homer (2008) also is silent 

about the preferred order of these two types of attitudes, while she proposes similar antecedents 

for the two types of attitudes. Another empirical research by Homer (2006), in the context of 

affective advertisement, affirms that utilitarian attitudes mediate the effect of beliefs on hedonic 

attitudes based on the notion that lower order concepts (e.g., functional experience) predict 

higher order concepts (e.g., emotional experience) (Olson & Reynolds, 1983). Homer’s (2006) 

empirical work is confined due to ordering hedonic and utilitarian attitudes into different 

information processing levels, while others argue that the two types of attitudes are in the same 

processing level based on the dominant view of attitude formation (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Voss 

et al., 2003). 

 On the other hand, there is increasing evidence supporting the idea that the effect 

direction is from hedonic attitudes to utilitarian attitudes. Predicting that hedonic attitudes 

directly affect utilitarian attitudes is underpinned by the literature referred to as “affect-as-

information” (Schwarz, 2000; 2011; Schwarz & Clore, 2007; Wyer, Clore, & Isbell, 1999), 

which affirms hedonic attitudes are sources of utilitarian attitudes (Pham, 1998, 2004; Pham, 

Cohen, Pracejus, & Hughes, 2001). Studies have shown that consumers evaluate objects not only 

by rational assessment but also by monitoring their feelings and emotions, since people perceive 

feelings as valuable information for judgments and decision-making (Pham et al., 2001; 

Schwarz, 2011; Schwarz & Clore, 1996; Wyer et al., 1999). Accordingly, I argue that hedonic 

attitudes that are emotional evaluations of an object (Ajzen, 2001; Alba & Williams, 2013; Eagly 

& Chaiken, 1993) serve as a predictor in the same way as other cognitive predictors (Schwarz, 

2011) for forming utilitarian attitudes. Thus, I test the following hypothesis:  
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H5: Hedonic attitudes have a positive and direct effect on utilitarian attitudes.  

)

Altogether, according to the aforementioned literature, attitude changes translate into 

loyalty changes through different channels and intervening mediators. Hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes are two main channels and, when attitudes are based on attribute beliefs, the utilitarian 

attitudinal channel would be stronger. On the other hand, when attitudes are based on non-

attribute beliefs, the hedonic channel would be stronger (Homer, 2008), Furthermore, trust is the 

key mediator in the mediation process of attitude to loyalty (Ball, et al., 2004; Garbarino & 

Johnson, 1999; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). As the result hedonic attitudes affect trust through a 

partial mediation of utilitarian attitudes. Thus, the following hypotheses address the hedonic and 

utilitarian attitudes’ influence on trust (see Figure 6).  In the next section I will explain the role of 

trust more fully. 

 

H6: Hedonic attitudes have a positive and direct effect on trust.  

H7: Utilitarian attitudes have a positive and direct effect on trust. 

 

Based on the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishben, 1980) attitudes predict 

intentions and behaviors. Although, generally, the study argument is based on the logic of 

attitudes-behavior theory (Ajzen, 1991; Homer & Kahle, 1988), there is evidence that supports 

utilitarian attitudes (evoked by quality and service function) affect satisfaction and purchase 

intention (Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Parasuraman et al., 1988). In addition, it is supported by prior 

research that both types of attitudes predict purchase intention (Voss et al., 2003). Thus, I argue 

that hedonic and utilitarian attitudes directly affect attitudinal and behavioral loyalty 

components.   
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H8a, b: Hedonic attitudes positively influence both (a) attitudinal and (b) behavioral 

loyalty.  

H9a, b: Utilitarian attitudes positively influence both (a) attitudinal and (b) behavioral 

loyalty. 

 

Trust 

There is evidence that consumer attitudes influence trust (Ball et al., 2004; Garbarino & 

Johnson, 1999; Homer, 2008; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). Trust is a vital ingredient in consumer-

seller relationships and is a key predictor of commitment and loyalty (Berry, 1995; Moorman, et 

al., 1993; Mazodier & Merunka, 2012; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Moorman et al., (1993, p. 82) 

define trust as "a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence". Also, 

Morgan and Hunt (1994, p. 23) define trust as the perception of "confidence in the exchange 

partner's reliability and integrity". It is undeniable that to gain consumers’ loyalty an 

organization first must gain their trust (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). Furthermore, it has been 

argued that trust has two aspects: perceived trustworthiness and trusting behavior. While 

trustworthiness as an attitude reflects confidence, trust behavior consists of “willingness to rely 

on the exchange partner” by means of engaging in risk-taking behavior (De Wulf et al., 2001; 

Smith & Barclay, 1997). Although several scholars merged these two aspects, others stated that 

the attitudinal aspect (trustworthiness) is a necessary and sufficient indicator for trust to be 

formed (Dewulf et al., 2001; Anderson & Narus, 1990). Thus, it can be another confirming bit of 

evidence of the effects of utilitarian and hedonic attitudes on trust since the first step of trust 

formation is the creation of positive attitudes. 
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Behaviors and practices of the firm build consumer trust that leads to consumer loyalty 

(e.g, Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002), commitment (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994), and behavioral 

intentions (e.g, Bove & Johnson, 2006; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001). This notion stems from 

the theory of brand commitment/loyalty in relational marketing, which states trust is the key 

predictor of commitment and loyalty because trust forms highly valued exchange relationships 

(Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Fournier 1998; Gundlach et al., 1995; Harris & Goode, 2004; 

Moorman et al., 1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Webster, 1992). More specifically, Chaudhuri and 

Holbrook (2001) demonstrate that trust is related to both behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. 

Altogether, it is well established that trust is one of the main mediators in the relational 

exchange; however, the contribution in this research is to explore the mediation process in more 

detail to show that trust has a direct effect on behavioral loyalty. In addition, trust also indirectly 

affects behavioral loyalty through the partial mediation of attitudinal loyalty. Thus, I state two 

general hypotheses below to test the relationship among trust, attitudinal and behavioral loyalty 

(see Figure 6). Therefore, the more probable scenario based on the prior literature is that trust 

affects behavioral loyalty components—repurchase intention, cooperation, and WOM—through 

the partial mediation of attitudinal loyalty components— relationship satisfaction, continuance 

and affective commitment, and identification.   

 

H10a, b: Consumer trust positively predicts both (a) attitudinal and (b) behavioral loyalty. 

 

Channels of Influence 

The main mission of this research is to illustrate different channels of influence from 

attitudes to behavioral loyalty. As I have argued in the previous sections of hypothesis 
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development, prior literature confirms the study’s nomological structure of influence channels 

from attitudes to loyalty. Literature documents the influence utilitarian attitudes, evoked from 

service quality, has on satisfaction and repurchase intention (Cronin & Taylor, 1992; 

Parasuraman et al., 1988). In addition, the influence path of attitudes- trust-commitment- 

cooperation/repurchase intention is supported by prior studies (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Auh et 

al., 2007; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Another path that is strongly 

supported by empirical evidence is the attitudes-trust- relationship satisfaction- behavioral 

intentions linkage (e.g., repurchase intention and WOM) (Ball, et al., 2004; Chaudhuri & 

Holbrook, 2001; Bove & Johnson, 2006; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Garbarino & Johnson, 

1999; Pallas et al., 2014). Moreover, attitudes also divided between two main channels, hedonic 

and utilitarian (Alba & Williams, 2013; Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Homer, 2008; Voss et al, 2003), 

which, by taking account the literature of affect-as-information, the hedonic dimension serves as 

a predictor of the utilitarian dimension (Pham, 2004; Pham et al., 2001; Schwarz, 2000,2011; 

Schwarz & Clore, 2007). Finally, evidence supports the path of attitudes-identification-

cooperation/WOM (Bhattachary & Sen, 2003; Toskej, Golob, & Podnar, 2013).  

Although relationship marketing and consumer behavior literatures have discussed most 

of relationships in the model, nonetheless the literatures are silent about several of relationships 

and several ways in which the relationships are integrated. In response to this shortcoming, the 

main contribution of this study is in clarifying the nature of the relationships and integrating 

them in order to explain behavioral loyalty. For example, integration of hedonic attitudes-

utilitarian attitudes-trust-loyalty components is a new channel of influence. However you may 

find empirical studies about some specific parts of this channel but the integration is a 

contribution. Furthermore, to my knowledge there are not explicit empirical findings about 
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following relationships: trust-identification, relationship satisfaction-cooperation, identification-

repurchase intention, and affective commitment-WOM. Moreover, there is lack of empirical 

research in testing direct relationship of attitudes and relational exchange elements such as 

commitment, identification, relationship satisfaction, repurchase intention, cooperation, and 

WOM. So this study contributes to integrate and test these neglected relationships in channels of 

influence from attitudes to behavioral loyalty. Following, I will explain more about the 

nomological structure of the study model. 

 

Proposed Model 

Figure 6 depicts the conceptual model of functional relationship of hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes, trust, attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. This model is an endeavor to explain how 

changes in hedonic and utilitarian attitudes translate to changes in attitudinal and behavioral 

loyalty. Based on the literature, I have affirmed that hedonic and utilitarian attitudes predict 

consumer behavior. Furthermore, the existence of relational mediators such as trust, 

commitment, and relationship satisfaction is well established in the relationship marketing 

literature; however, no comprehensive model exists that demonstrates the functional relationship 

that connects hedonic and utilitarian attitudes to various types of loyalty. As shown in the model, 

trust is the key mediator that links hedonic and utilitarian attitudes to attitudinal and behavioral 

loyalty. Although it has been empirically shown that attitudinal loyalty influences behavioral 

loyalty (Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007), the fact is that little is known about the relationship 

since the components of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty are not well investigated. To 

investigate the aforementioned theoretical gaps, the study model explores the functional 

relationships among hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, trust, and several dimensions of attitudinal 
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and behavioral loyalty. In brief, the model reflects the hypotheses that focus on the specific 

logical linkages between hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, and attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, 

mediated by trust.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Theoretically-based model of attitudes, trust, attitudinal and behavioral loyalty 
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Chapter Three 

Empirical Methodology 

Two empirical phases are used for testing the hypotheses. Phase one includes a pretest 

and a pilot study. This phase employs exploratory techniques to ascertain relevant hedonic and 

utilitarian attitudes, and attitudinal and behavioral loyalty dimensions. Pretesting is vital for 

developing appropriate measurement scales for phase two. Moreover, the pilot study, using 

student participants, helps to fine-tune understanding of the scales and the functional 

relationships among the model’s variables prior to launching the main study. The second phase 

uses a survey (Internet based) approach to collect data from US consumers in Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk) platform. The study sample’s result shows unbiased and 

representative sample elements from the selected population. Furthermore, established scaling 

measures are used for all variables adjusted for the included service sectors. The main dependent 

variables of this study are the attitudinal and behavioral loyalty components, and the key 

independent variables are dimensions of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes. Finally, the key study 

mediator is trust. In addition, I enter robust data by preparing and coding the collected 

information prior to data analysis. Finally, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is utilized to test 

the significance of the relationships among the study variables and the effectiveness of the model 

in explaining them.  

Phase one consists of a short pretest, a main pretest and a pilot study, all of which is 

conducted in a laboratory setting by utilizing the Asper School of Business’ marketing 

department student subject pool. The survey method was used for all studies. The first goal of 

this phase is to pretest items and scales to identify hedonic and utilitarian products and 

qualitatively recognize participants’ hedonic and utilitarian attitudes towards those products. The 
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second goal is to refine the related measures of hedonic/utilitarian attitudes, trust, and 

attitudinal/behavioral loyalty components for conducting the main study. Finally, I want to 

determine how participants express their loyalty towards selected services and, consequently, 

qualitatively verify the conceptions of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. 

 

Pretest  

For the main pretest 80 undergraduate students at a Canadian university (49 males, 61%) 

were recruited through the marketing subject pool in exchange for partial fulfillment of course 

requirements. There are several goals for conducting the main pretest. The first goal was to look 

for a range of services from extremely hedonic to extremely utilitarian to use for the pilot and 

main studies. The second goal was to test study scales and measures, their reliability, relevance, 

and refine them for the pilot study. Finally, the last goal was to qualitatively confirm the 

proposed model by investigating reasons that lead to participant’s loyalty to the asked services. It 

is necessary to mention that the main method of the research in Phase 1 is not qualitative but for 

gaining a better understanding of the study concepts, several open-ended questions were asked. 

Procedure. Participants were asked to read the consent form and if they agree to 

participate, they were asked to answer the questionnaire. They were ensured that participation in 

this study is voluntary and their responses would be kept totally anonymous. Also they could 

choose to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty or choose to have their data 

destroyed. After accepting the consent form, participants read the below paragraph about the 

definition of hedonic and utilitarian products in order to prepare them for the next step in the 

process where they evaluated hedonic and utilitarian services.    
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“Hedonic goods are multisensory and provide for experiential consumption, fun, 

pleasure, and excitement. Flowers, designer clothes, music, sports cars, luxury watches, 

and chocolate fall in this category. Utilitarian goods, on the other hand, are primarily 

instrumental and functional product aspects motivate their purchase. Examples are 

microwaves, detergents, minivans, home security systems, or personal computers” (Dhar 

& Wertenbroch, 2000; Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998).  

 

Next, participants were asked to rate 21 services in regards to the extent of their utility 

and hedonism in two separate questions using a seven point Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all 

Hedonic/Utilitarian, 7 = Extremely Hedonic/Utilitarian). I used two separate rating questions 

because hedonism and utility are not two ends of a single continuum and a given service can 

represent a degree of both (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001). Afterwards, participants were 

randomly assigned to either hedonic or utilitarian sets of questions. Firstly, they were asked to 

write the name of at least three hedonic services that induce the sense of pleasure or three 

utilitarian services that are functional. They were then asked to chose and write the name of the 

most pleasurable/functional service to which they are loyal. Next they were told to explain three 

reasons that express why they are loyal to that service in open-ended questions. Participants were 

then requested to answer the main pre-test questionnaire, which including measures of the 

study’s constructs (i.e., attitudes, trust, relationship satisfaction, identification, commitment, 

repurchase intention, cooperation, and WOM), about their chosen service (see Appendix B). A 

detailed description of these items is provided in the pilot study (next section). In the pretest 

instrument more than one scale was used for trust, identification, and commitment in order to 

effectively test for construct reliability in the study. All participants were asked to complete the 
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pre-test questionnaire for their primary financial institution where they keep their chequing or 

saving accounts and fulfill their financial needs. Finally, participants were asked to answer 

several demographic questions related to age, gender, home language, and nationality. 

Results and Discussion. Results of the first part of the pretest depict that reported 

services varied from extremely hedonic services, such as a spa, a 5 star hotel, and a cinema, to 

extremely utilitarian services, such as insurance, banking service, and automotive service (see 

Table 1). This rating for attitudinal perception of service characteristics helps me to choose 

several hedonic and utilitarian services to include in the pilot and main studies.  

 

Table 1: Perception of participants about the level of hedonism and utility of services 

Name of Service Mean rating 
for Utility 

Mean rating for 
Hedonism 

Insurance 5.02 2.70 
Banking Services 4.97 2.72 
Automotive Service 4.84 3.40 
Dentistry 4.79 3.22 
Psychiatry 4.70 3.11 
Credit Counseling 4.68 2.94 
Library 4.67 4.00 
Grocery Shop 4.55 3.24 
Baby Sitting 4.45 3.41 
House Cleaning 4.32 3.91 
Athlete Therapy 4.29 4.07 
Gym 4.26 4.79 
Car Wash 4.15 3.91 
Rental Car 4.13 3.71 
Hair Cut 4.05 4.40 
Massage 3.38 5.50 
Cinema 3.16 5.73 
Bowling 3.03 5.30 
Nail Salon 2.93 5.68 
5 Star Hotel 2.92 5.98 
Spa 2.91 5.99 
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Results of the qualitative analysis of “loyalty reasons” provide support for the study’s 

face validity since participants mentioned almost all behavioral loyalty antecedents contained in 

the theoretical model. For instance, participants expressed their hedonic attitudes by statements 

such as “gaming is a lot of fun” or “it makes me happy”. Also they expressed “trust” by the 

statement “I believe they would do anything to maintain a strong customer relation”. I presented 

examples that state the meaning of the study’s constructs in the Table 2. These expressions of the 

behavioral loyalty antecedents help me to choose the most suitable scales to the study’s model 

for the pilot and main studies and improves the validly of the research measures. 
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Table 2: Examples of the loyalty antecedents extracted from qualitative analysis 

Construct Examples 

Hedonic Attitudes 

“Fun to relax and get involved in a story” 
“I enjoy sports” 
“It is fun” 
“Gaming is a lot of fun” 
“It makes me happy” 

Utilitarian Attitudes 

“They provide quality” 
“Cheap” 
“Consistent quality” 
“Low cost” 
“It is convenient” 
“Product is convenient and easily accessible” 
“Helpful” 
“Good customer service” 

Trust 

“I believe they would do anything to maintain a strong customer 
Relation” 
“Reliable” 
“Feel like they have my best interest in mind” 

Relationship Satisfaction 

“Pleasant past experiences with the customer service” 
“No bad experiences” 
“Never encountered any issues” 
“Satisfied with service” 
“Relationship with loan provider” 
“Good relationship with the employees” 

Identification 
“Family setting with friendly riders” 
“It is based in my hometown” 
“When I walk in everyone knows me very well” 

Affective commitment 

“My family has been loyal throughout the years” 
“When I walk in everyone knows me very well” 
“It is my hometowns bank” 
“Friendly” 

Continuance commitment 

“No alternative” 
“Such a hassle to change banks, not worth it” 
“Hard to find the time to change banks” 
“Long-term relationship” 

WOM “I recommend friends to this bank” 
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Testing for the reliability and validity of the study measures was an important goal of the 

pretest. Although the low pre-test sample size prohibits rigorous testing, the results demonstrated 

acceptable reliability and validity indices. In regards to scale reliability, all indicators displayed 

acceptable internal scale reliability as the standardized Cronbach's Alpha coefficients were 

greater than 0.86 (see Table 3). However, in selecting the final scales for the study comparing 

Cronbach's Alphas was one of the criteria. Other selection criteria were based on the validity and 

the length of the scales. 

 

Table 3: Pretest scales and their reliability 

Scale Name Items Reference 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Hedonic Attitudes 5 Voss et al., (2003) .926 
Utilitarian Attitudes 5 Voss et al., (2003) .861 
Trust 4 Chadhuri & Halbrook, (2001) .914 

Relationship Satisfaction 6 

Jones et al., (2000)! Items1-3, 4, 6    
Reynolds & Beatty(1999)!Items1,2,4,5 
Crosby et al.,(1990)!Items 1,3,6 
Bansal et al,(2004,2005)!Items1-4 

.953 

Identification 6 Aaker et al., (2004) .905 
Affective Commitment 4 Auh, et al.,(2007) .966 

Continuance Commitment 5 Bansal et al., (2004) ! Items 1-3  
Garbarino & Johnson(1999)! Items 4,5 .860 

Repurchase Intention 4 Jones, et al.,(2000 )/Swan & Oliver 
(1989) .946 

Cooperation 6 Auh et al., (2007) ! Items 1&2, 
Yim et al., (2012)! Items 3-6 .890 

WOM 3 Sweeney & Swait, (2008) .930 
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Pilot Study  

The pilot study was conducted to test the full model and fine-tune the final model, its 

measures, and the relationships between the constructs before launching the main study. It was 

conducted in the Asper School of Business’ marketing department student lab setting in order to 

avoid confounding effects. 

Sample. For the pilot study, 177 undergraduate students (94 male, 53%) were recruited 

through the marketing subject pool in exchange for partial fulfillment of course requirements. 

Participants’ age varied from 18 to 29 years old. Furthermore 94 participants had Canadian 

nationality (53 %), 32 participants had Chinese nationality (18 %), and other participants had 

other nationalities (29 %). However, 125 participants (71%) indicated that their primary 

language at home is English. 

Procedure. A survey (internet based) approach was implemented for the pilot study. 

First, participants were asked to read the consent form and, if they agree to continue then they 

were automatically redirected to start the survey. The questionnaire begins with a brief 

description about the questions and the length of the study. 

There were eight similar sets of questions for eight services that were chosen from the 

pretest’s results including four hedonic services (Cinema, Restaurant/Bar, Fitness Club, and 5-

star Hotel) and four utilitarian services (Financial Services, Insurance, Pharmacy and 

Automotive Service). A separate pretest was conducted using 56 undergraduate students to 

confirm the hedonic and utilitarian characteristics of the eight services by asking the question “In 

your opinion, to what extent are the following services hedonic/utilitarian?” Before asking 

participants to rate the utilitarian and hedonic services, participants were instructed to read a 

short paragraph about the definitions of those constructs to make sure that all participants were 
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knowledgeable of the meaning of hedonic and utilitarian product characteristics. Please see 

Table 4 for more details on the results. 

 
Table 4: Products in the pilot study and participants’ ratings 

Name of Service Mean rating 
for Utility 

Mean rating 
for Hedonism Orientation 

Pharmacy 5.29 3.13 
Utilitarian Banking Services 5.22 3.66 

Insurance Services 5.12 3.22 
Automotive Service 4.81 3.83 Mixture of both Fitness Club 3.98 4.85 
Restaurant/Bar 3.55 5.50 

Hedonic 5 Star Hotel/Luxury Hotel 3.52 5.56 
Cinema 3.38 5.45 

)

Participants were then asked to answer four sets of questions for four services that were 

randomly assigned from four paired services. In other words, each participant confronted 

randomly with one service out of two in each pair. Each set of questions started with the name of 

the service category (e.g., insurance services), then asking the name of the service company that 

is the most pleasurable /functional for participants and to which participants are loyal. They were 

also informed that they might be asked questions about this service provider company. Next, 

participants were asked two controlling questions: “To what extent do you consider yourself a 

loyal consumer of this service provider?” and “If you do not use the mentioned service, let us 

know to skip this part?”  After these questions, participants were asked to answer questions 

related to the measures of the study constructs such as hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, trust, 

relationship satisfaction, identification, commitment, repurchase intention, cooperation, and 

WOM (for more details on implemented scales please see the Appendix C). Pilot study’ 

measures were similar to pretest measures except that a few scales that did not show acceptable 

reliability and validity indices in the pretest and, consequently, I omitted them. Finally, 
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participants were asked to answer several demographic questions, such as age, gender, home 

language, and nationality.  

Measures. The measures that are used in analyzing the pilot study and the main study are 

described below.  

Hedonic/Utilitarian Attitudes. To assess attitudes, Voss’ et al., (2003) ten-item measure 

of the hedonic and utilitarian dimensions of overall brand/product attitudes is used. Hedonic 

Attitudes (HA) were measured by the phrase “I think this service company” and five items 

assessed by seven point semantic differential scale using polar adjectives of 1 (not fun) and 7 

(fun), 1 (dull) and 7 (exciting), 1 (not delightful) and 7 (delightful), 1 (not thrilling) and 7 

(thrilling), and 1 (enjoyable) and 7 (not enjoyable). The Utilitarian Attitudes (UA) are measured 

by the phrase “I think this financial institution /product is” and five items assessed by a seven 

point semantic differential scale using polar adjectives of 1 (effective) and 7 (ineffective), 1 

(helpful) and 7 (unhelpful), 1 (functional) and 7 (not functional), 1 (necessary) and 7 

(unnecessary), and 1 (practical) and 7 (impractical). Similar to other scales for measuring 

hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, this scale suggests that hedonic attitudes are more subjective, 

experiential, pleasure driven, and affective based, while utilitarian attitudes are more objective, 

functional, and cognitive based. Voss et al., (2003) conducted several tests to assess the 

reliability and validity of the scale. Their results show that although hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes are unique aspects, they represent a higher order construct. Also, hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes items measure different constructs apart from the involvement dimensions (discriminant 

validity). 

Trust. The trust measure was adapted from Chadhuri and Halbrook (2001). The scale 

includes four items assessing the reliability of the company/product/brand by rating the 
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agreement of the questions “I trust this ...”, “I rely on this...”, “This is an honest ... “, and “This ... 

is safe”, on a seven point Likert-type scale from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7(very strongly 

agree).  

Relationship Satisfaction. To assess satisfaction with the relationship, six items were 

used with a seven point semantic differential measure. Items assessed consumers’ level of 

general satisfaction with an object or relationship. The question “Please indicate how satisfied 

you are with the relationship that you have with your “Name of the service” by checking the 

space that best gives your answer” were asked to adjust this scale for measuring relationship 

satisfaction. The scales anchored by 1 (displeased me) and 7 (pleased me), 1 (disgusted with) and 

7 (contented with), 1 (very dissatisfied with) and 7 (very satisfied with), 1 (unhappy with) and 7 

(happy with), 1(frustrating) and 7 (enjoyable), and 1 (very unfavorable) and 7 (very favorable). 

These measures have been implemented by several researchers such as Jones, Mothersbaugh, & 

Beatty (2000) who used items 1-3, 4 and 6, Reynolds and Beatty (1999) who used items 1, 2, 4 

and 5, and Bansal et al, (2004, 2005) who used items 1 to 4. Jones et al. (2000) confirmed that 

their version of the scale was unidimensional and had discriminant validity as well as an average 

variance extracted of 0.91. Reynolds and Beatty (1999) and Bansal et al., (2005) provided 

evidence on scale convergent validity based on significant loadings and squared multiple 

correlations.  

Identification. This construct was measured by six items from Aaker, Fournier, and 

Brasel (2004) in which they developed their seven point Likert-type scale to measure the “self-

connection” of consumers with a brand/company. In fact, this scale assesses the extent of 

perceived fitness of company/brand image with the consumers’ own self concept (Bruner, 2009) 



ATTITUDES,)TRUST,)ATTITUDINAL)&)BEHAVIORAL)LOYALTY)

52)

)

and consists of items such as “This “Name of the service” connects with the part of me that 

really makes me tick”. 

Affective Commitment. The affective commitment scale was adapted from the extant 

research literature (Bansal et al, 2004, 2005; Auh et al. 2007) to use in the study of services. The 

scale includes four reversed items, which were assessed by seven-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).  A representative question is “I do not feel 

“emotionally attached” to my financial institution”. Items measure the emotional or desire-based 

attachment of a consumer to a service provider. 

Continuance Commitment. The scale for this construct was drawn from Bansal’s et al. 

(2004) work. Three items, anchored by seven point Likert-type scale of agreement, assessed the 

continuance/calculative-based attachment of a consumer to a service provider. From the validity 

point of view, items capture my definition from continuance/calculative commitment by asking 

questions such as “It would be very hard for me to leave my financial institution right now, even 

if I wanted to”, “Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my 

financial institution now”, and “I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving my 

financial institution”. 

Bansal’s et al., scales of affective and continuance commitment are drawn originally from 

Meyer and Allen (1997). Although they argued that commitment is best described by three 

components—normative, continuance, and affective—I determined that there are only two valid 

and reliable dimensions of commitment based on more recent marketing literature (e.g., 

Fullerton, 2003; 2005; Iglesias et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2006; Gustafsson et al., 2005) and the 

validity evaluations from early pre-tests. From the face and nomological validity point of view, 

all facets of commitment are explainable in two dimensions: affective and 
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continuance/calculative. The third normative commitment scale that Bansal (2004) presented is 

so similar to loyalty measures such as “my service company deserves my loyalty” and is 

therefore omitted from the analysis. Bansal’s scale dramatizes the overlap often used in 

marketing between commitment and loyalty measures. 

Repurchase Intention. This construct measure was extracted from the extant research on 

behavioral intentions (e.g., Jones et al., 2000; Oliver & Swan, 1989), and includes four-items 

assessed by using a seven-point semantic differential scale.  The items were introduced with the 

phrase “Please rate the probability that you will continue using your current financial institution 

in the future” and were anchored by 1 (Unlikely) and 7 (Likely), 1 (Improbable) and 7 

(Probable), 1 (Impossible) and 7 (Possible), and 1 (No chance) and 7 (Certain). These items tend 

to assess the likelihood of repeating consumer purchase from a service company. 

Cooperation. Four items of the cooperation scale were adopted from Yim et al. (2012) 

and assessed by seven point Likert-type scale of agreement from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). Items such as “I spent a lot of time sharing information about my needs and 

opinions with the staff during the service process” evaluated levels of participation and 

involvement in the delivery and process of a service. 

World-Of-Mouth. Positive WOM was measured by a three-item scale adapted from 

Sweeney and Swait (2008) and was assessed by a seven point Likert-type scale of agreement 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This scale assesses the extent to which 

consumers talk positively about, recommend to others, and are encouraging to a service (see 

Appendix C).  
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Results. Considering the properties of the study’s theoretical model, data were analyzed 

by a combination of factor analysis and path analysis. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was 

used to evaluate the model’s factor structure and to establish measurement properties. 

Afterwards, the two-step approach of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), including test of 

measurement model and full model, is used (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM) provides a “parsimonious summary of the interrelationships among study 

variables” (Khan, 2006), investigates the hypothesized relationship between constructs (Weston 

& Gore, 2006), and generally tests the fit of the study model to the data.  

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). I conducted EFA, using SPSS 18, refined the study 

measures, determined the correlation among variables in the data set and, consequently, 

constructed the empirical model composed of a clean factor structure. I used principle 

components analysis as the extraction method, which accounts for the total measurement 

variance and considers all variables to maximize variance extraction. I implemented Varimax as 

the rotation method as it minimizes the number of variables with very high or low loadings 

(extreme loadings) on a factor. As it is theoretically expected, there are 10 variables in the 

model, indicating very strong convergent and discriminant validity. Moreover, the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test of sampling adequacy (0.92) shows excellent appropriateness 

(adequacy) of the data. All item loadings on related variables are higher than 0.5 and the average 

of loadings for each variable is higher than 0.7 that indicates evidence for strong convergent 

validity. In terms of discriminant validity, there are no cross loadings among variables’ items 

(within cut-off point of .4 and higher). Reliability is evident by Cronbach's Alpha indices that are 

higher than 0.7, which shows strong internal reliability (see the discussion in Hair et al., 2011).  
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I then evaluated the unidimentionality and adequacy of the behavioral and attitudinal loyalty 

components by means of principle component analysis, Varimax rotation, and Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin (KMO) test. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy test, which 

tests whether the partial correlations among variables are small, is higher than 0.5, which is well 

within the acceptable range (KMO for attitudinal loyalty’s components is 0.882 (p < .001) and 

for behavioral loyalty’s component is 0.871 (p < .001)). Furthermore, principal component 

analysis depicts that attitudinal loyalty consists of four distinctive components that explain 76.6 

% of its total variances, and behavioral loyalty consists of three components that explain 87.7 % 

of total variances. Finally, varimax rotation results confirmed that there are four distinct factors 

for attitudinal loyalty and three distinct factors for behavioral loyalty. All item loadings are 

higher than 0.56 for the related factor and lower than 0.36 for other factors. Altogether the first 

objective of the study was achieved by confirming the existence of different components of 

attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. 

 

Measurement Model. The measurement model includes 44 items across 10 constructs 

(for more details on constructs properties see Table 5). The correlational structure of the study 

constructs and the lower bound of estimated reliabilities are shown in Table 5. Inter-construct 

correlations are used to assess convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity. The lower 

bound of estimate reliabilities (or squared multiple correlation) is equal to R2 and expresses the 

amount of variance in the dependent variable that is explained by the independent variables.  
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Table 5:  Study constructs correlations and lower bound estimate reliabilities 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Hedonic Attitudes -          
Utilitarian Attitudes .186 .035         
Trust .285 .513 .342        
Relationship satisfaction .594 .488 .576 .391       
Identification .349 .130 .327 .312 .123      
Affective Commitment .279 .228 .137 .180 .404 .029     
Continuance Commitment .009 .056 .082 .047 .334 .156 .008    
Repurchase Intention .387 .473 .576 .696 .228 .065 .048 .543   
Cooperation .326 .004 .202 .170 .594 .349 .430 .078 .360  
WOM .475 .450 .664 .705 .383 .225 .043 .633 .228 .610 

Note: The lower bound of estimate reliabilities (squared multiple correlation) are on the 
diagonal, this value shows the R2 for dependent variables of the estimated model. 
 

 
 Given the relatively large sample size (n = 507) and the number of constructs, it is not 

surprising that the χ2 is significant (Chi-square = 2276.097, p < .001). However, the relative chi-

square (χ2/df) is relatively low (2.53) and within acceptable standards. A relative chi-square 

statistic that is less than 3 depicts acceptable fit between the hypothesized model and the data 

(McIver & Carmines, 1981). There are two robust measures of the model fit that depicts both 

goodness of fit (Comparative Fit Index (CFI)) and the badness of fit (Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA)). The CFI represents the difference between the average correlation of 

variables in the specified model and that of the baseline model in which variables are not 

correlated. Generally, higher CFI values are more desirable, though the acceptable value for CFI 

is .9 or higher (Hu & Bentler, 1995). The RMSEA expresses the badness of fit due to difference 

between the tested model and sampling error. A lower RMSEA value is more desirable; 

however, its acceptable criteria is less than .10 with a maximum upper bound of the 90% CI of 

.10 (Browne & Cudek, 1993). Taken together, these two indices are the least redundant with 

other indices and offer the most complementary unique information about model fit because they 
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are negatively correlated with one another (Bludau, Herman, Williams, & Cortina, 2007; 

Williams et al., 2009). For the pilot study, the measurement model indices are: CFI = .939 and 

RMSEA = .055 (.051 <90% CI < .057). Table 6 shows indicators of goodness and badness of fit 

as well as two parsimony adjusted measures including Parsimonious Comparative Fit Index 

(PCFI), and Parsimonious Normed Fit Index (PNFI). These adjusted indices penalize the 

complexity of the model, so the simple model shows simple parsimonious indices. Altogether, 

considering the pilot study’s data sample size and the complexity of the proposed model, the 

measurement model indices demonstrate good fit.  

 

Table 6: Measurement model fit indices 

Fit indices Measurement model Acceptable criteria 
χ2 2123  
df 857  
χ2/df 2.477 < 3.0 
CFI .943 > .9 

RMSEA .054 < .1 
RMSEA Upper Bound .057 < .1 

PCFI .817  
PNFI .787 > .6 

 
 
 
Reliability and Validity. There are two criteria in testing a measures’ reliability that were 

suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (1988). First, a construct’s reliability measure should equal or 

exceed a value of 0.60, and second, the average variance extracted (AVE) should equal or exceed 

a value of 0.50 (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011). As shown in Table 7, the first criteria for the 

reliability was satisfied because all construct reliabilities in the measurement model are greater 

than 0.87. Additionally, all constructs’ AVE are higher than 0.70.  Thus, the results indicate that 

all multiple-item scales meet the recommended cut-off criterion for internal reliability.  
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Table 7: Properties of the measurement model 

Variable Items 
Std. 

Factor 
Loadings 

P < Construct 
reliability AVE 

Utilitarian 
Attitudes 

Util_att_4_R .763 .001 

.943 .768 
Util_att_3_R .926 .001 
Util_att_2_R .913 .001 
Util_att_1_R .914  
Util_att_5_R .854 .001 

Hedonic 
Attitudes 

Hed_att_2 .948  

.955 .809 
Hed_att_3 .91 .001 
Hed_att_4 .848 .001 
Hed_att_5 .856 .001 
Hed_att_1 .931 .001 

Trust 

Trust_4 .877 .001 

.908 .715 
Trust_3 .899 .001 
Trust_2 .685 .001 
Trust_1 .902  

Identification 

Identifica_4 .859 .001 

.897 .718 

Identifica_3 .808 .001 
Identifica_2 .573 .001 
Identifica_1 .659 .001 
Identifica_5 .832 .001 
Identifica_6 .862  

Relationship 
Satisfaction 

Satisfact2_4 .925 .001 

.961 .965 

Satisfact2_3 .924 .001 
Satisfact2_2 .879 .001 
Satisfact2_1 .895 .001 
Satisfact2_5 .873  
Satisfact2_6 .884 .001 

Affective 
Commitment 

Com_affect_4_R .837 .001 

.918 .737 
Com_affect_3_R .921  
Com_affect_2_R .908 .001 
Com_affect_1_R .758 .001 

Continuance 
Commitment 

Com_contin_1 .854 .001 
.874 .701 Com_contin_2 .931 .001 

Com_contin_3 .713 .001 
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Cooperation 

Cooperat_4 .919  
.942 .804 

Cooperat_3 .81 .001 
Cooperat_5 .94 .001 
Cooperat_6 .911 .001 

Repurchase 
Intention 

Repurchase_4 .829 .001 

.952 .831 
Repurchase_3 .915 .001 
Repurchase_2 .959  
Repurchase_1 .939 .001 

WOM 
WOM_3 .927 .001 

.958 .885 WOM_2 .957 .001 
WOM_1 .938  

 
 
 
Construct validity is composed of four components: convergent, discriminant, face, and 

nomological validity. Construct loadings and the AVE are used to assess convergent validity. 

The first criterion is to check whether the standardized factor loadings in the confirmatory model 

are statistically significant (p < .01) and greater than 0.5. The pilot study confirmatory model 

meets acceptable conditions because, as depicted in Table 7, all loadings on the hypothesized 

factors are statistically significant (p < .001) and larger than 0.60. The high construct variance 

extracted (AVE) provides additional evidence for convergent validity as the AVE for all 

proposed model constructs is greater than the suggested cut-off point of 0.5.  

To meet the acceptable conditions for discriminant validity, the AVE for each construct 

should be higher than the square of the correlation between that construct and other constructs 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). By comparing values in Tables 5 and 7 we can see that the square 

root of the AVE is greater than all corresponding squared inter-construct correlations, which 

provides evidence of discriminant validity. Furthermore, to meet the conditions for appropriate 

face validity, the content of items must be consistent with the construct definitions. This issue 

was highly considered in choosing scales for the model construct; however, in the process of 
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implementing results of pretest I omitted scales that were not related to construct definitions I 

wished to study as well as scales that show low psychometric characteristics. For instance, scales 

of normative commitment were so similar to the loyalty evaluation that challenged face and 

discriminant validity. Consequently, the scale was omitted from the measurement tools. 

Moreover, I chose only one scale, one that was more relevant and shows better psychometric 

characteristics, out of two tested scales in pretesting for the cooperation, trust, and relationship 

satisfaction constructs. Finally, to provide evidence for nomological validity, I evaluated the 

model’s construct correlations.  As shown in Table 5, correlation coefficients are low which 

suggests minimal multicollinearity.  

 

Full Model (Pilot Study). I estimated the fully proposed model by means of 

simultaneous path analysis in SEM. Although the χ2 is significant (Chi-square = 2251, p < .001), 

the relative chi-square is lower than 3 and meets the acceptable criteria (χ2/df = 2.600). The CFI 

is 0.938 and RMSEA is 0.056 including 90% CI with lower bound of 0.053 and higher bound of 

0.059 (for more indices see Table 8). Both RMSEA and CFI exceeded the acceptable cut-off 

criteria for a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995; Browne & Cudek, 1993). These results show good 

overall fit of the model on the sample data as well as evidence depicting the proposed model is a 

strong explanation of observed covariances among the study constructs. 

Figure 7 presents full model coefficients with their significance level. In this figure, R2 is 

reported below each construct, which expresses the amount of variance in the dependent variable 

that is explained by the independent variables. Generally, the study proposed model is supported, 

which leads to achievement of the study objectives and answering research questions. In the next 

sections I explain the study objectives separately by dividing the full model into sub-models.  
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 Table 8: Full model fit indices 

Fit indices Full model Acceptable criteria 
χ2 2251  
df 866  
χ2/df 2.600 < 3.0 
CFI .938 > .9 

RMSEA .056 < .1 
RMSEA Upper Bound .059 < .1 

PCFI .820  
PNFI .790 > .6 

 
 

 

Figure 7: Full model measurement coefficients 

)

Note: Only significant relationships are shown in the model; “*” represents p < .1, “**” 
represents p < .01, and “***” represents p < .001. 
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Partial Models 1 & 2(Pilot Study): These partial models present evidence to answer the 

second objective of this study (second research question), which increases our understanding 

about the attitude-loyalty relationships. Study results depict that hedonic attitudes and utilitarian 

attitudes have both direct and indirect effects on behavioral loyalty components (see Figures 8 

and 9). Interesting insights from the attitude-loyalty analysis are that two types of attitudes 

differently affect not only behavioral loyalty components but also relational marketing mediators 

including trust and attitudinal loyalty components. This notion confirms the existence of 

different channels of attitudes’ effect on loyalty. Hedonic attitudes have a direct and significant 

effect on cooperation (β = .22***)1 and WOM (β = .09*)2 but not on repurchase intention, 

evidence for partial support of H8b. While utilitarian attitudes have a direct and significant effect 

on repurchase intention (β = .14***) and cooperation (β = - .09*) but not on WOM, so H9b is 

also partially supported (see Partial model 1 in Figure 1). On the other hand, hedonic attitudes 

have a direct and significant effect on utilitarian attitudes (β = .19***), which supports H5 and 

provides evidence of full mediation of utilitarian attitudes in attitudinal loyalty-repurchase 

intention relationship. I should mention again that partial models 1-4 are not new models and are 

just a depiction of the specific relationships that are reported in the Figure 7 for clarity purposes.  

Thus, Figures 8-11 are isolated views of the full model (Figure 7). 

 

 

)))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))
1

))***)Indicates)P<0.001)

2

))*)Indicates)P<0.1)
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 In regards to mediators, according to the partial model 2 coefficients (Figure 9), hedonic 

attitudes have a significant and direct effect on both utilitarian attitudes (β = .19***) and trust (β 

= .20***). Utilitarian attitudes also have a significant and direct effect on trust (β = .48***). 

These significant relationships provide necessary evidence for partial mediation of utilitarian 

attitudes in the hedonic attitudes-trust relationship. Considering the statistics associated with 

these effects, H5, H6, and H7 are supported. Furthermore, hedonic and utilitarian attitudes 

explain 30 percent of the variance in trust (R2  = .30). Hedonic attitudes do not affect contiuance 

commitment but affect all other attitudinal loyalty components, while utilitarian attitudes affect 

all attitudinal loyalty components except identification (see Figure 9).The negative effect of 

utilitarian attitudes on contiuance commitment (β = - .14*) may be due to student sample 

limitation. The low size of β and P-value also confirms that this negative, unexpected result 

might be due to the sample limitation. I evaluate this issue by analyzing the results of the main 

study, in which I use a more generalized sample. 

 

Hedonic 
Attitudes 

Utilitarian 
Attitudes 

Repurchase 
Intention  

Cooperation  

WOM  

.19 *** 
.09* 

.14 *** 

-.09* 

Figure 8: Partial model 1 coefficients (attitudes-loyalty direct effects) 

)

.22*** 
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Partial Model 3(Pilot Study): In regards to the study objective 3 (research question 3), 

this model expresses an important contribution by explaining the functional relationships 

between attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty components. In other words, the model 

addresses hypotheses 1 to 4 that explain effects of attitudinal loyalty’s components on behavioral 

loyalty’s components. Relationship satisfaction positively and significantly affects repurchase 

intention (β = .51***) and WOM (β = .38***) but negatively affects cooperation (β = -.14*). 

Therefore, only H1a and H1c are supported. The negative effect of relationship satisfaction on 

cooperation may be due to the fact that satisfied consumers with their relationship to a firm 

might less cooperate in producing and delivery of a product or service as they overly confident 

about the service provider. Continuance commitment and affective commitment have a positive 

effect on cooperation. In addition, affective commitment has a negative impact on repurchase 

Hedonic 
Attitudes 

Utilitarian 
Attitudes 

Trust  

.48 *** 

Relationship 
Satisfaction  

Identification)

Affective 
Commitmen

t 

Continuance 
Commitment  

.19 *** 

.45 *** 

.29 *** 

-.14 * 

.19 *** 

.20 *** 

.25 *** 

R2 = .035 

R2 = .30 

Figure 9: Partial model 2 coefficients (effects of attitudes on mediators) 

)

.22 *** 
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intention (β = -.10**); so only H3b and H4b are supported. Identification also positively affects 

WOM (β = .11***) and cooperation (β = .43***), which supports H4b and H4c. The negative 

effects are small in regards to the size of β and P-value, which may be caused by the sample 

limitation. I discuss the unexpected, negative relationship in the main study section.  

 

Partial Model 4 (Pilot Study): Fourth objective of the study (research question 4) deals 

with the mediating structure in attitudes-trust-loyalty relationship. Accordingly, partial model 4 

increases our understanding about trust’s role and its effects on attitudinal loyalty and behavioral 

loyalty components. Trust possesses a positive and significant effect on only three components 

of attitudinal loyalty, including relationship satisfaction (β = .36***), identification (β = .29***), 

and continuance commitment (β = .16**); but it does not have a significant effect on affective 

.38 *** 

Relationship 
Satisfaction  Repurchase 

Intention  

Cooperation  

Identification)

Affective 
Commitment  

Continuance 
Commitment  

WOM  
.11 ** 

.51 *** 

.14 *** 

.29 *** 

.43 *** 

-.10 ** 

- .14* 

Figure 10: Partial model 3 coefficients (effects of AL on BL) 

)
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commitment. Thus, H8a is partially supported. However, H8b is fully supported because trust has 

a positive, significant and direct effect on all components of behavioral loyalty:  repurchase 

intention (β = .21***), cooperation (β = .09*), and WOM (β = .35***). 

 

 

Table 9 shows the summary of the hypotheses and related coefficients. Generally 

speaking, most study hypotheses are supported through the model tests. The full model depicts 

both direct and indirect effects of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes on behavioral loyalty through 

the partial mediation of trust and attitudinal loyalty components. Additionally, attitudinal loyalty 

partially mediates the trust-behavioral loyalty relationship. 

Trust  

Relationship 
Satisfaction  

Repurchase 
Intention  

Cooperation  

Identification)

Affective 
Commitmen

t  

Continuance 
Commitment  

WOM  

.36 *** 

.16 ** 

.29 *** 

.09 * 

.21 *** 

.35 *** 

Figure 11: Partial model 4 coefficients (effects of trust on AL and BL) 

)
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Table 9: Summary of hypotheses and empirical findings for pilot study 

 Predicted relationship Result Std. β Coefficient 
H1a RS! Repurchase Intention Supported .51*** 
H1b RS! Cooperation Not Supported -.14* 
H1c RS ! WOM Supported .38*** 
H2a CC! Repurchase Intention Not Supported NS 
H2b CC! Cooperation Supported  .29*** 
H2c CC ! WOM Not Supported NS 
H3a AC! Repurchase Intention Not Supported -.10** 
H3b AC! Cooperation Supported  .14*** 
H3c AC! WOM Not Supported NS 
H4a Identification ! Repurchase Intention Not Supported NS 
H4b Identification ! Cooperation Supported .43*** 
H4c Identification ! WOM Supported .11*** 
H5 HA ! UA Supported .19*** 
H6 HA ! Trust Supported .20*** 
H7 UA ! Trust Supported .48*** 

H8a HA ! AL Partially Supported 

.45*** HA!RS 
NS HA!CC 
.25*** HA!AC 
.29*** HA!I 

H8b HA! BL Partially Supported 
NS HA!RI 
.09* HA!WOM 
.22*** HA!CO 

H9a UA ! AL Partially Supported 

.22*** UA!RS 
-.14* UA!CC 
.19*** UA!AC 
NS UA!I 

H9b UA ! BL Partially Supported 
.14*** UA!RI 
NS UA!WOM 
-.09* UA!CO 

H10a Trust ! AL Partially Supported 

.36*** T!RS 

.16* T!CC 
NS T!AC 
.29*** T!I 

H10b Trust ! BL Supported 
.21*** T!RI 
.35*** T!WOM 
.09* T!CO 

Note: In β Coefficient (*) indicates p < .1 level of significance, (**) indicates p < .01 level of 
significance, and (***) indicates p < .001 level of significance. 
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Discussion and Contributions. Results of the pilot study show that, generally, the 

proposed model has good fit indices as well as good explanatory power. In addition, results 

support the functional relationship among the model’s constructs, which was the main goal of the 

pilot study and the prerequisite for conducting the main study. These functional relationships 

highlight the channels of influence from attitudes to behavioral loyalty. Moreover, results from 

the pilot study help us to understand the empirical model and its measures by the use of an 

accessible population of students. Overall, the pilot study findings show very good psychometric 

characteristics of the several measures and of the overall structural relations. Furthermore, the 

pilot study also points to necessary changes and adjustments in the factor structure that improved 

the reliability and validity of the measures employed in the structural model, and results 

generally support most of the proposed relationships in the study model. However, several 

findings displayed unexpected negative relationships, represented by their low beta coefficients 

and low P-values, which affirms the notion that I need to test the model with a more generalized 

and valid sample. 

Thus, the pilot study makes several contributions to both improving the study modeling 

efforts and adding to the body of marketing theory and practice. The first contribution is the 

recognition that hedonic and utilitarian attitudes differently affect loyalty components and are the 

first steps to build consumer-company relationship that leads to loyalty. In other words, I propose 

that relational exchange outcomes depend on the kind of attitude that is stimulated. The result of 

the pilot study depicts that the correlation of utilitarian attitudes and trust is much higher than 

that of hedonic attitudes and trust (0.40 vs. 0.18). Therefore, stimulating utilitarian attitudes by 

means of superior performance, function, and quality, is a necessary condition for creating a 

strong relational exchange, including the mediation of trust and both attitudinal as well as 
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behavioral loyalty. For instance, lower rates in the financial institution context or high service 

quality in the pharmacy context stimulate favorable utilitarian attitudes that lead to consumer 

trust, satisfaction and, ultimately, future repeat purchases. However, it seems that simply 

stimulating utilitarian attitudes alone may not be adequate for establishing long-term 

relationships because alternative brands/products/services, by providing higher utility, may 

substitute the existing brands/products/services. For example, companies that have created strong 

hedonic attitudes by creating excellent brand image, pleasure, or consumer-company 

identification, would not lose their loyal consumers, if competitor banks only offer lower rates or 

if competitor pharmacies only offer more convenient services such as free delivery. Therefore, 

stimulating hedonic attitudes is another predictor for maintaining long-term relationships 

(Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001).  

Secondly, results demonstrate that commitment alone is not enough to explaining all 

components of behavioral loyalty, and that there are other mediators, such as identification and 

relationship satisfaction along with continuance and affective commitment, which form 

attitudinal loyalty and that ultimately impacts behavioral loyalty. A third contribution of this 

pilot study lies in shedding more light on the different components of the loyalty construct. 

Although loyalty is conceptualized and measured in regards to its attitudinal and behavioral 

aspects (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Oliver 1999; 2010), I stated that just dividing loyalty into 

attitudinal and behavioral types is not enough; each type of loyalty has several aspects that 

express separate sub-constructs with different roles in relational exchange. The empirical testing 

confirmed the importance and role of different components of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. 

Principal component analysis depicted that four claimed components of attitudinal loyalty, and 

three claimed components of behavioral loyalty explain high amount of variance in these two 
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constructs. Moreover, results of the full model confirm the functional role of claimed 

components in the relationship marketing structure. 

Finally, the pilot model explains the relationship between attitudinal loyalty and 

behavioral loyalty components. For example, consumer relationship satisfaction leads to higher 

purchases intention and more advocating (WOM), but it does not affect cooperation. On the 

other hand, both kinds of commitment (continuance and affective) have significant positive 

effects on cooperation. In other words consumers with commitment to a company indicate more 

cooperation behavior, which is rational. Finally identification leads to more WOM and 

cooperation behavior but not repurchase intention.  The nature of the various relationships 

between attitudinal and behavioral loyalty are explored and insights into their connections are 

offered in main study of this dissertation. 

Limitations. There are several limitations in the pilot study, which are improved in the 

main study. First, a problem exists in terms of the generalizability of the model and results. The 

pilot study recruited only students from the Marketing department’s subject pool. In the main 

study, however, I recruit a field sample of respondents with different demographic characteristics 

that are more comparable to the general population. The second limitation in the pilot study is 

the format response problem, which means a participant might answer the same set of questions 

for four different services. Thus, the four sets of results are correlated since they are related to 

one participant. To overcome this problem, only participants’ answer to one service provider is 

used for analysis in the main study. Last but not least, low sample size of investigated services 

(there are only around 25-83 answers for each service, which is far from requirement of the 

model analysis method__ around 200) did not allow the researcher to compare different services’ 

results (multiple-group analysis). This is a useful diagnostic, especially to understand the 
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differences between hedonic and utilitarian services, so in the main study I compare different 

services by multiple-group analysis. 

 

Main Study  

The main study was conducted to test the full model, its measures, and the relationships 

among the constructs, thus addressing the limitations of the pilot study. The results of the pilot 

study indicate that the measurement tools are valid and reliable. The results also demonstrate that 

the study model is psychometrically sound and functions well to explain various attitude-trust-

loyalty relationships. In other words, the model demonstrates very good fit to the pilot study’s 

student data. After this initial confirmation of the measurement tools and the model, I now test 

the model by employing a more generalized sample to increase the model’s external validity, as 

well as overcome the limitations the pilot study’s format responses problem. I also increase the 

external validity of the model by implementing more service offerings (i.e., four different 

services for the main study vs. one service for the pilot study) and gather more data in order to 

conduct between group analyses.    

 The main study commences with a survey of selected service consumers drawn from a 

sample frame provided by Amazon Mechanical Turk. Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) is an 

online job market where researchers (requesters) post studies (hits) as jobs and participants 

(workers) select jobs to do for monetary compensation (Mason & Suri, 2012). There are more 

than 600,000 workers (2014 statistics) mostly from United States included in MTurk’s pool. 

Several papers have demonstrated the validity of research using MTurk data (Buhrmester, 

Kwang, & Gosling, 2011, Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). 

MTurk is a valid, easily accessed, low cost platform for online data gathering with the very good 
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subject pool diversity (Ipeirotis, 2011; Mason & Suri, 2012). Furthermore MTurk data is as 

reliable as that of traditional methods (Buhrmester et al., 2011). Several studies have compared 

behavior and results of MTurk’s workers with those of other online and offline platforms (e.g., 

Marge, 2010; Paolacci et al., 2010; Suri & Watts, 2011; Urbano, Morato, Marrero, & Martin, 

2010).  These studies offer consistent evidence that MTurk is a valid data source for behavioral 

and attitudinal research (Mason & Suri, 2012). Participants in the main study are randomly asked 

about four services, including two hedonic (restaurant/bar and luxury hotel) and two utilitarian 

(financial service and pharmacy) services. This selection increases the external validity of the 

study as well as making it possible to have multiple-group analysis to compare the results of 

different services in regards to their attitudinal orientations. 

Similar to the pilot study, the main study uses a survey (Internet based) approach to 

collect data from consumers who possess varied demographic characteristics. Additionally, I use 

established scaling measures as in the pilot study for all variables adjusted for the included 

services sectors. The main dependent variables of this study are the attitudinal and behavioral 

loyalty components including, relationship satisfaction, identification, continuance commitment, 

affective commitment, repurchase intention, WOM, and cooperation. The key independent 

variables are hedonic and utilitarian attitudes and the key study mediator is trust.  

Sample. The main study sample includes 1028 respondents (520 male, 50.6 %) through 

the Amazon Mechanical Turk, in which participants were compensated one US dollar. In 

addition to capturing perceptions related to the key study variables, we also collected 

participants’ demographic information including age, gender, primary language at home, 

ethnicity, household income, nationality, educational level, and family structure. Table 11 

displays the sample characteristics. As MTurk panel workers are primarily from United States, it 
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is not surprising that the study sample demographics are very close to that of average Americans 

(see Table 11). The closeness between sample and population statistics confirms that the study 

sample is a good representative depiction of US service consumers. According to the study 

demographics, 90.7 % of participants indicated that their primary language at home is English. 

Also the first nationality of 74.7 % of participants is US, 16.6 % is Indian, and 8.7 % is other or 

non-specified.  

As demonstrated in Table 11, median age of participant is between 25 and 34 years, the 

median household income for the sample is between $35,000 and $49,999, 62.3 % of the sample 

are White, not Hispanic or Latino, 99.3 % are high school graduates or higher, and 37.6 are 

single.  The sample demographics are close to the U.S. Census Bureau data for the US 

population, which indicates that 50.8 % are female, median age is 37.2 years old, 20.7 % speak 

other language then English at home, 62.6 % are White, median household income is $53,046, 

education level of 86.0 % of US population is high school graduate or higher, and 30.7 % are 

single who is never married (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). Furthermore, age, income, and 

education measures in our sample display good distributional characteristics as skewness and 

kurtosis statistics of the aforementioned factors are in the acceptable range (-1< skewness< 1, -

1< kurtosis< 1). Altogether the summary statistics indicate that our sample is a balanced 

representation of the US consumer population. 
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Table 10: Main study’s sample characteristics 

Group Female 
% 

Median 
Age 

Language 
other than 

English 
spoken at 

home 

Ethnicity 
White, 

not 
Hispanic 
or Latino 

Median 
household 

Income 

Education 
High school 
graduate or 

higher 

Family 
structure 

(Never 
married) 

 
Study 

Sample 49.0 % 25 to 34 9.1 %1 62.3 $35,000 to 
$49,999 99.3 37.6 

USA* 50.8% 37.2 20.7 %2 62.6 $53,0463 86.04 30.7 

1 English is not the primary language at home 
2 Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2009-2013 
3 Median household income, 2009-2013 
4 percent of persons age 25+, 2009-2013 
* U.S. Census Bureau, retrieved 2015 

 

Procedure. As in the pilot study, the survey (internet based) approach was employed for 

the main study. A brief summary about the study and its link was posted at the MTurk panel 

prior to commencement of the data collection process. After clicking the link, participants were 

asked to read the consent form and, if they agreed to continue, were automatically redirected to 

start the survey.  

Followed by the results of the pretest and pilot study, four services were chosen for 

respondents to evaluate in the main study, including two hedonic services (restaurant/bar and 

luxury hotel) and two utilitarian services (financial services and pharmacy). As I discovered in 

the pretest and pilot studies (Table 4), the selected services for the main study ranged from very 

hedonic to very utilitarian. This selection allows me to conduct multiple-group analysis among 

services for further insights about the study model dealing with different usage contexts. 

Questions posed in the survey are the same for all services but have been slightly adjusted to 

accommodate the specific nature of each service offering. 
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Therefore I pose four services and randomly assign two (one hedonic and another 

utilitarian) to each participant. In other words, participants were asked to answer questions 

related to only two services that were randomly assigned from each pair of hedonic and 

utilitarian services, so each participant answered both a hedonic and utilitarian service questions. 

Each set of questions started with the name of the service category (e.g., financial services), 

followed by the name of the participant’s service company (e.g., “what is the name of your 

primary financial institution”). They were also informed that they might be asked questions 

about the service provider. Next, participants were asked specific questions about the service 

provider, e.g., “How long have you been with your primary financial institution”. After these 

questions, participants were asked to answer questions related to the key study constructs, such 

as hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, trust, relationship satisfaction, identification, commitment, 

repurchase intention, cooperation, and WOM. I employed established scaling measures as in the 

pilot study for all variables adjusted for each service sectors. Furthermore, I used three 

Instructional Manipulation Check (IMC) questions and one verifiable question to check each 

questionnaire in order to identify unengaged respondents in the data set. The verifiable question 

and IMCs are: 

“Who is the president of the United States? ” (Mason & Suri, 2012) 

“Please click on the last choice. Do not click on the scale items that are labeled by 

the levels of agreement. This is just to screen out random clicking” and “I would 

click on the second choice (Disagree); this is just to screen out random clicking”, 

adjusted from Oppenheimer, Meyvis, and Davidenko (2009).  
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Finally, participants were asked to answer several demographic questions related to age, gender, 

primary speaking language at home, ethnicity, household income, nationality, educational level, 

and family structure.  

 

Data Analysis. Considering the properties of the study’s theoretical model, data were 

analyzed by a combination of factor analysis and path analysis. Firstly, I cleaned the data set and 

followed with Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using SPSS to compare the factor structure 

with that of the pilot study. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was then implemented to 

confirm the reliability and validity of the model’s factor structure and measurement by 

comparing results to the pilot study and to reported findings from previous research studies. 

Afterwards, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was conducted to assess the structural 

characteristics of the estimation model. I should mention again that the properties of the measures 

were determined in the pilot study and by previous researchers using the several scales and the 

purpose in conducting the CFA and EFA was to confirm that indeed the data met the criteria. 

 

Post hoc data cleaning is usually employed to improve the quality of data from the 

MTurk panel (Chandler, Mueller, & Paolacci, 2014), despite of the fact that MTurk data has 

replicated several classical research findings (Buhrmester et al. 2011; Paolacci et al., 2010; Rand, 

2012; Shapiro et al., 2013). In order to improve data quality, I carefully screened the data to 

eliminate non-usable responses. Since participants answered similar questionnaire for two 

services, some participants differently engaged in each questionnaire. The reason is that some of 

them may not have been consumers of one of the asked services; consequently, they may answer 

in a random or unengaged manner. As a result, I screened all responses separately (total 2056 
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answers). In the screening process, I excluded unengaged responses based on the following 

criteria (for a discussion, see Johnson, 2005): (1) high missing values, which I identified as 

responses with more than 15% missing values of the model’s total items (10 responses were 

excluded); (2) low standard deviation among responses, which means the respondent likely 

selected the same answer for all questions (SD = 0 for 107 responses, 0 < SD < 0.5 for 16 

responses for a total of 123 additional excluded responses); (3) duration of answering time is less 

than that a human could answer in the allotted time  (Mason & Suri, 2012), which in this case 

was less than 5 minutes.  Based on this criteria an additional 19 responses were excluded; (4) 

failing to correctly answer instructional manipulation checks (IMC) and verifiable questions (153 

responses excluded); (5) non-usable responses that were identified by visual inspection (i.e., 

responses that displayed an obvious pattern, random pattern, or empty instructional manipulation 

check /verifiable questions). A further 132 responses were excluded based on condition 5.  For 

more assurance about the necessity of excluding non-usable data I conducted Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances and t-test for Equality of Means. Levene's Test is a tool to find out 

whether there is a statistical difference between variances of two groups (i.e., that are non-usable, 

identified in step 5, and reminder of responses). If the results of Levene's Test and t-test for 

equality of means show statistical differences for variances and means of non-usable (i.e., those 

that are identified in step 5) and usable responses, it would not be legitimate to include non-

usable responses in the final analysis. In this case, results of Levene's test and t-test depicted that 

means and variances of non-usable data are statistically different from those of main data for 

most constructs such as trust, identification, relationship satisfaction, affective commitment, 

repurchase intention, and WOM. Therefore, I excluded all 132 non-usable answers from the data. 

(6) Two responses also were excluded as related respondents expressed by email that they 
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randomly chose answers based on the lack of service usage. (7) Finally, using SPSS, ten outliers 

responses were excluded from the data. These outliers were significantly different from other 

respondents’ responses and identified in SPSS’s Plot Box depiction. Altogether, about 21.8 % of 

responses (449/2056) were excluded from data. Table 11 shows the summary of data screening. 

 

Table 11: Summary of data screening process  

 Number of 
Omissions 

Number of 
Remainder 

Percentage 
% 

Total number of participants  1028  
Total number of responses1   2056 100 
Data screening steps:    

1- Missing  > 15 % 10   
2- SD < .5 123   
3- Duration < 5 min2 19   
4- Failed checking questions 153   
5- Visual inspection 132   
6- Participant’s email 2   
7- Outliers 10   
Total response omissions  

449 1607 21.8 

Random selection3  902  
After screening process:    

Total number of participants  902  
Total number of responses  902  

1 Each participant has two responses. 
2 Duration of the total study including two services answers 
3 Random selection of one response for participants who still have two responses in the data set, 
avoiding format response measurement problem  
 

I used the mean substitution method to deal with the missing value data for all variables 

except the descriptive demographic characteristics. It is noteworthy to mention that the items 

missing value percentages across all constructs in this stage were less than 0.4 % (7 out of 1607). 

Afterwards, to avoid the format response measurement problem mentioned in the pilot study, I 
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randomly selected only one response from each respondent (since each participant answered two 

different service questions). Thus, 902 answers remained for the final analysis, which means that 

only 126 (1028-902) participants’ responses (12.3 %) were excluded in the data screening 

process. Table 12 shows the frequency of responses, used in the final analysis, after screening 

process. 

Table 12: Frequency of responses that used in the analysis after screening data 

Service Groups Frequency 
Pharmacy 233 
Financial Institution 245 
Restaurant/Bar 237 
Luxury Hotel 187 
Total 902 

)

Results 

Despite the fact that pilot study and prior research have established the measurement 

properties, using EFA, I confirm that the main study factor structure is similar to that of pilot 

study. Thus, I use principle component analysis as the extraction method, which considers all 

variables to maximize variance extraction using Promax as the rotation method. Promax is 

usually used for large datasets like that of this study; this method also focuses on the unique 

relationship between each factor and the variables. You can find the main study pattern matrix in 

the Appendices D. As it is theoretically expected, there are 10 variables in the model all of which 

demonstrate very strong convergent and discriminant validity. Because of the nature of the study, 

I exclude an item from hedonic attitudes, utilitarian attitudes, trust, and relationship satisfaction, 

and two items from identification in the main study factor structure. These items had cross 

loading problem in the factor structure. However these changes do not substantial impact 

measures reliability and validity since construct reliabilities and validity are very close to those 



ATTITUDES,)TRUST,)ATTITUDINAL)&)BEHAVIORAL)LOYALTY)

80)

)

of pilot study (Cronbach's Alphas of the main study constructs different from those of pilot study 

only .005 to .032). All item loadings on related variables are higher than 0.5 and the average of 

loadings for each variable is higher than 0.7 that indicates we have evidence for strong 

convergent validity. In terms of discriminant validity, there are no cross loadings among 

variables’ items (within a cut-off point of .3 and higher). Reliability is evident by Cronbach's 

Alphas that are higher than 0.7 for each measure, which shows strong internal reliability (see the 

discussion in Hair et al., 2011). Table 14 depicts the study scales and Cronbach's Alphas for the 

main study variables. 

I confirmed the unidimentionality of the hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, and behavioral 

and attitudinal loyalty components using the main study data. Principle component extraction 

analysis identified two unique factors that explain 77.2 % of the observed variance in attitudes. 

The first factor (hedonic attitudes) explains 43.3 % and the second factor (utilitarian attitudes) 

explains 33.9 % of total variance. Additionally, the rotation analysis shows that all item loadings 

are higher than 0.76 for the related factor and lower than 0.3 for the other factor. As I will report 

further in the discussion, both hedonic attitudes and utilitarian attitudes possess a significant 

relationship with trust after taking into account the association between them. Moreover, 

principal component analysis depicts that four distinct factors explain 81.6 % of the observed 

variance in attitudinal loyalty, and that three distinct factors explain 84.7 % of the observed 

variance in behavioral loyalty. Finally, rotation results confirmed that there are four distinct 

factors for attitudinal loyalty and three distinct factors for behavioral loyalty. All item loadings 

are higher than 0.6 for the related factors and lower than 0.3 for other factors. Altogether, results 

show the existence of different components of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty (the first 

objective of the study). 
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Table 13: Main study scales and reliabilities 

Scale Name Items Reference Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Hedonic Attitudes 4 Voss et al., (2003) .947 
Utilitarian Attitudes 4 Voss et al., (2003) .882 
Trust 3 Chadhuri & Halbrook, (2001) .883 

Relationship Satisfaction 5 Jones et al., (2000),Crosby et al.,(1990),  
Bansal et al,(2004,2005) .960 

Identification 4 Aaker et al., (2004) .913 
Affective Commitment 4 Auh, et al.,(2007) .951 
Continuance Commitment 3 Bansal et al., (2004)  .865 
Repurchase Intention 4 Jones, et al.,(2000 ),Swan & Oliver, (1989) .938 
Cooperation 4 Yim et al., (2012) .922 
WOM 3 Sweeney & Swait, (2008) .959 

 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Using the factor structure from the previous 

section, I conducted the confirmatory factor analysis by SEM (Amos 20) to confirm the validity 

and the goodness of fit of the measurement model (factor structure). The measurement model 

(Apendix F) includes 38 items across 10 constructs (for more details on constructs correlations 

see Table 14). The correlational structure of the study constructs is shown in Table 14. All 

correlations among variables are less than 0.8 except between relationship satisfaction and 

WOM, which this correlation is between an independent and a dependent variable, so it is 

expected. I also conducted invariance tests among four service groups by checking the Z-score of 

the item loadings. This test assures us that we can combine data from the four services to test our 

model. Results showed that there is no significant difference in study constructs among four 

services except for continuance commitment, which implies that continuance commitment is a 

context specific construct. I will discuss this finding in the multiple-group analysis and 

discussion section. Furthermore, the invariance test between hedonic and utilitarian services as 

well as between client and non-client status with respect to each service did not show any 
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significant differences in regards to the model constructs. Someone may ask whether the study 

framework focuses on users rather than consumers in a general sense. In fact, people who have 

not purchased a product may also have positive attitudes and loyalty tendencies towards a 

product. I addressed this concern by asking participants whether they are clients of the study 

services. The results of invariance test by checking the Z-score of the item loadings showed that 

there is no significant difference in study constructs between answers of client and non-client 

participants. Thus, empirical testing confirms that the study framework explains the attitude and 

behavior of general consumers and it is not limited to users. 

 

Table 14:  Main study constructs correlations )
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Continuance Commitment 1          
Relationship Satisfaction .167 1         
Hedonic Attitudes .217 .591 1        
Utilitarian Attitudes .134 .743 .359 1       
Affective Commitment .373 .538 .606 .419 1      
Repurchase Intention .208 .681 .326 .609 .424 1     
Cooperation .545 .249 .450 .192 .477 .160 1    
Identification .479 .537 .712 .376 .715 .339 .638 1   
Trust .221 .737 .410 .676 .498 .609 .276 .465 1  
WOM .128 .801 .558 .649 .545 .623 .216 .529 .746 1 

 
 

 Given the relatively large sample size (n = 902) and the number of constructs, it is not 

surprising that the χ2 is significant (Chi-square = 1738.96, df = 618, p < .001). However, the 
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relative chi-square (χ2/df) is very good (2.81) and within the acceptable standards. A relative chi-

square statistic that is less than 3 depicts a very good fit between the hypothesized model and the 

data (McIver & Carmines, 1981). There are two robust measures of the model fit that depicts 

both goodness of fit (Comparative Fit Index (CFI)) and the badness of fit (Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA)). The CFI represents the difference between the average 

correlation of variables in the specified model and that of the baseline model in which variables 

are not correlated. Generally, higher CFI values are more desirable, though the acceptable value 

for CFI is 0.9 or higher (Hu & Bentler, 1995). The RMSEA expresses the badness of fit due to 

difference between the tested model and sampling error. A lower RMSEA value is more 

desirable; however, its acceptable criteria is less than 0.10 with a maximum upper bound of the 

90% CI of 0.10 (Browne & Cudek, 1993). Taken together, these two indices are the least 

redundant with other indices and offer the most complementary unique information about model 

fit because they are negatively correlated with one another (Bludau, et al., 2007; Williams et al., 

2009). For the main study, the measurement model indices are: CFI = 0.939 and RMSEA = 

0.055 (.051 < 90% CI < .057). Table 15 shows indicators of goodness and badness of fit as well 

as two parsimony adjusted measures including Parsimonious Comparative Fit Index (PCFI), and 

Parsimonious Normed Fit Index (PNFI). These adjusted indices penalize the complexity of the 

model, so the simple model shows higher parsimonious indices. Altogether the measurement 

model indices demonstrate very good fit.  
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Table 15: Measurement model fit indices 

Fit indices Measurement model Acceptable criteria 
χ2 1738.96  
df 618  
χ2/df 2.814 < 3.0 
CFI .968 > .9 

RMSEA .045 < .1 
RMSEA Upper Bound .047 < .1 

PCFI .851  
PNFI .836 > .6 

 
 
 
Reliability and validity. There are two criteria in testing a measures’ reliability that were 

suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (1988). First, estimates of each measurement scale (construct 

reliability) should equal or exceed a value of 0.60, and second, the average variance extracted 

(AVE) should equal or exceed a value of 0.50 (Hair et al., 2011). As shown in Table 16, the 

findings indicate that all multiple-item scales meet the recommended cut-off criterion for internal 

reliability.   

Construct validity is composed of four components: convergent, discriminant, face, and 

nomological validity. Construct loadings and the AVE are used to assess convergent validity. 

The first criterion is to check whether the standardized factor loadings in CFA are statistically 

significant (p < .01) and greater than 0.5. The main study confirmatory model meets acceptable 

conditions because, as depicted in Table 16, all loadings on the hypothesized factors are 

statistically significant (p < .001) and larger than 0.70. The high construct variance extracted 

(AVE) provides additional evidence for convergent validity as the AVE for all proposed model 

constructs is greater than the suggested cut-off point of 0.6.  
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Table 16: Properties of the measurement model 

Variable Items 
Std. 

Factor 
Loadings 

P < Construct 
reliability AVE 

Relationship 
Satisfaction  

Satisfact_2 .854 .001 

.960 .829 
Satisfact_3 .931 .001 
Satisfact_4 .931 .001 
Satisfact_1 .917 .001 
Satisfact_6 .918 .001 

Hedonic 
Attitudes 

Hed_att_4 .879 .001 

.948 .821 
Hed_att_1 .914 .001 
Hed_att_2 .951 .001 
Hed_att_3 .879 .001 

Utilitarian 
Attitudes 

Util_att_5_R .638 .001 

.880 .649 
Util_att_3_R .816 .001 
Util_att_1_R .879 .001 
Util_att_2_R .867 .001 

Affective 
Commitment 

Com_affect_3_R .955 .001 

.951 .831 
Com_affect_2_R .934 .001 
Com_affect_4_R .916 .001 
Com_affect_1_R .836 .001 

Repurchase 
Intention 

Repurchase_2 .936 .001 

.931 .772 
Repurchase_1 .946 .001 
Repurchase_3 .822 .001 
Repurchase_4 .800 .001 

Cooperation 

Cooperat_6 .913 .001 

.918 .738 
Cooperat_5 .930 .001 
Cooperat_4 .822 .001 
Cooperat_3 .761 .001 

Identification 

Identifica_3 .894 .001 

.914 .727 
Identifica_6 .863 .001 
Identifica_4 .857 .001 
Identifica_1 .793 .001 

Trust 
Trust__3 .835 .001 

.884 .718 Trust__4 .819 .001 
Trust__1 .886 .001 

Continuance Com_contin_3 .725 .001 .866 .685 
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Commitment Com_contin_1 .897 .001 
Com_contin_2 .852 .001 

WOM 
WOM_3 .930 .001 

.956 .877 WOM_2 .949 .001 
WOM_1 .931 .001 

 
 
 

To meet the acceptable conditions for discriminant validity, the AVE for each construct 

should be higher than the square of the correlation between that construct and other constructs 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). According to the Table 14 the model meets this condition—all of the 

square roots of the AVE calculations are greater than corresponding inter-construct correlations, 

which provides evidence of discriminant validity. Furthermore, to meet the conditions for 

appropriate face validity, the content of items must be consistent with the construct definitions. 

This issue was highly considered in choosing scales for the model construct such that in the 

exploratory phase (pretest and pilot studies), I chose scales that were related to the construct 

definitions that I wished to study. Finally, to provide evidence for nomological validity, I 

evaluated the model’s construct correlations. As shown in Table 14, correlation coefficients are 

not extremely high or low. This means that model constructs neither highly correlated, which 

leads to multicollinearity issue, nor disconnected from nomological point of view. Finally, to 

determine the possible existence of multicollinearity, I conducted the variance inflation factor 

(VIF) test among variables in the same levels such as attitudinal loyalty components and 

behavioral loyalty components. Results of the multicollinearity test depicts that all VIF are less 

than 3 for attitudinal and behavioral loyalty components, which indicates that multicollinearity is 

not an issue (O'Brien, 2007; Pan & Jackson, 2008).  
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Structural Equation Modeling-SEM (Test of Hypotheses). I estimated the fully 

proposed model by means of simultaneous path analysis in SEM. Although the χ2 is significant 

(Chi-square = 1829.55, df = 625, p < .001), the relative chi-square is lower than 3 and meets the 

acceptable criteria (χ2/df = 2.927). The CFI is 0.966 and RMSEA is 0.046 including 90% CI 

with lower bound of 0.044 and higher bound of 0.049 (for more indices see Table 8). Both 

RMSEA and CFI exceeded the acceptable cut-off criteria for a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995; 

Browne & Cudek, 1993). These results show very good overall fit of the model on the sample 

data as well as provide evidence depicting the proposed model is a strong explanation of 

observed covariances among the study constructs. 

 

 Table 17: Full model fit indices 

Fit indices Full model Acceptable criteria 
χ2 1829.55  
df 625  
χ2/df 2.927 < 3.0 
CFI .966 > .9 

RMSEA .046 < .1 
RMSEA Upper Bound .049 < .1 

PCFI .858  
PNFI .844 > .6 
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 )

Note: Only significant relationships are shown in the model; “*” represents p < .1, “**” 
represents p < .05, and “***” represents p < .01. 

 

Figure 12 presents main study’s full model coefficients with their significance level (see 

detailed SEM model in Appendix G). In this figure, R2 is reported below each construct, which 

expresses the amount of variance in the dependent variable that is explained by the independent 

)
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Figure 12: Main study full model coefficients 
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variables. In SEM, R2 is called the lower bound of estimate reliabilities (or squared multiple 

correlations). The study model is supported, which leads to achievement of the study objectives 

and answering the key research questions. In the next sections I explain the study objectives 

separately by dividing the full model into sub-models. 

 

Partial Models 1 & 2: These partial models present evidence to answer the second 

objective (second research question) of the dissertation, which increases our understanding about 

the attitude-loyalty relationships. Study results depict that hedonic attitudes and utilitarian 

attitudes have both direct and indirect effects on behavioral loyalty components (see Figures 13 

and 14). Interesting insights from the attitude-loyalty analysis are that two types of attitudes 

differently affect not only behavioral loyalty components but also relational marketing mediators 

including trust and attitudinal loyalty components. This notion confirms the existence of 

different channels of attitudes’ effect on loyalty. Hedonic attitudes have positive, direct, and 

significant effect on cooperation (β = .13***)3 and WOM (β = .10***) but a negative, direct, and 

significant effect on repurchase intention (β = - .09**)4, evidence for partial support of H8b. 

While utilitarian attitudes have only a positive, direct and significant effect on repurchase 

intention (β = .15***) but not on cooperation and WOM, so H9b is partially supported (see 

Partial model 1 in Figure 13). It means that favorable opinion about the function of the service 

directly leads to repurchase of that service. On the other hand, hedonic attitudes have a direct and 

significant effect on utilitarian attitudes (β = .36***). This finding conforms to the notion of 

“affect-as-information” that affirms hedonic attitude are source of utilitarian attitudes (Pham, 

1998,2004; Pham et al., 2001; Schwarz & Clore, 2007; Wyer et al., 1999). Low amount of beta 

)))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))
3

))***)Indicates)P<0.01)

4

))*)Indicates)P<0.1)
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coefficients in direct effects of attitudes on behavioral loyalty is another evidence of the 

existence of indirect effect in the relationship. For example, many people may have favorable 

attitudes toward Starbucks, Although these favorable attitudes are necessary for being loyal 

consumer, they may not be strong direct reasons for loyalty and other factors such as reliability 

of, American identity of, relationship satisfaction with, or emotional attachment to Starbucks are 

might play important roles in maintaining loyal consumers. 

Figure 13: Partial model 1 coefficients (attitudes- loyalty direct effects) 

)

Note: Only significant relationships are shown in the model; “*” represents p < .1, “**” 
represents p < .05, and “***” represents p < .01. 

)

 In regards to mediators, based on the partial model 2 coefficients (Figure 14), hedonic 

attitudes have a significant and direct effect on both utilitarian attitudes (β = .36***) and trust (β 

= .20***). Utilitarian attitudes also have a significant and direct effect on trust  

)
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(β = .61***). These significant relationships provide necessary evidence for a partial mediation 

of utilitarian attitudes in the hedonic attitudes-trust relationship. Thus, favorable opinions about 

the function of a service play an important role in building consumer trust and moreover mediate 

the effect of favorable affects on trust. Considering the statistics associates among these effects, 

H5, H6, and H7 are supported. Furthermore, hedonic and utilitarian attitudes explain 49 percent 

of the variance in trust (R2 = .49). The higher beta coefficient of the relationship between 

utilitarian attitudes (vs. hedonic attitudes) and trust implies that utilitarian attitudes explain more 

variance in trust compared to what hedonic attitudes explain. Utilitarian attitudes do not affect 

contiuance commitment and identification but affect relationship satisfaction and affective 

commitment, while hedonic attitudes affect all attitudinal loyalty components (see Figure 14). 

These findings conform to the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), which 

affirms the predicting role of attitudes for intentions and behaviors. Accordingly, behavioral 

loyalty components are manifestations of behavior in the model, which is predicted by two-factor 

aproache of attitudes (i.e., hedonic and utilitarian attitudes). The findings however offer greater 

clarity and insight into these relationships in service context. For example, findings show that 

favorable opinions about the function of a service strongly lead to relationship satisfaction, but 

on the other hand, identification and commitment are strongly predicted by favorable affects and 

emotions. Therefore, findings show that both functional and affective channels are involved in 

the attitued-loyalty relationship. 
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Figure 14: Partial model 2 coefficients (effects of attitudes on mediators) 

)

Note: Only significant relationships are shown in the model; “*” represents p < .1, “**” 
represents p < .05, and “***” represents p < .01. 

 

 

Partial Model 3: In regards to study objective 3 (research question 3), partial model 2 

expresses an important contribution by explaining the functional relationships between 

attitudinal and behavioral loyalty components. In other words, the model addresses hypotheses 1 

to 4 that explain the effects of attitudinal loyalty’s components on behavioral loyalty’s 

components. Relationship satisfaction positively and significantly affects repurchase intention (β 

= .49***) and WOM (β = .42***), but negatively affects cooperation (β = -.21*). Therefore, 
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only H1a and H1c are supported. These results conform to those from both the pilot study and 

prior academic research about the effect of relationship satisfaction on WOM (Hennig-Thurau et 

al., 2002; Pallas et al., 2014; Reynolds & Beatty, 1999; Singh, 1990a). However, they also 

provide deeper insights about the general effect of relationship satisfaction on behavioral loyalty. 

Although prior research affirms the positive effect of satisfaction on behavioral loyalty (Dick & 

Basu, 1994; Mittal & Frennea, 2010;), the findings show that it is not true for cooperation. Thus 

it can be inferred that consumers highly satisfied with their relationship with a service provider 

would not cooperate in producing and delivering that the service.  

Continuance commitment has a positive effect on repurchase intention (β = .10***) and 

cooperation (β = .31***), but a negative effect on WOM (β = -.10***), which leads to the 

supporting of H1a and H1c. Furthermore, affective commitment has only positive effects on 

repurchase intention (β = .13***) and WOM (β = .07**) but not on cooperation; therefore, only 

H3a and H3c are supported. Identification also positively affects cooperation (β = .44***) and 

negatively affects repurchase intention (β = -.13**), which depicts only support for H4b but not 

for H4a and H4c. Generally, the study findings conform with prior research findings about the 

predicting effect of attitudinal loyalty on behavioral loyalty (Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007; 

De Wulf et al., 2001; Dorsch, et al., 1998; Kumar et al., 1995); however, the study’s findings 

contribute to our understanding about the relationship in more depth, which I will discuss in the 

final chapter of this dissertation.  
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Figure 15: Partial model 3 coefficients (effects of AL on BL) 

)

Note: Only significant relationships are shown in the model; “*” represents p < .1, “**” 
represents p < .05, and “***” represents p < .01. 

 

Partial Model 4: The fourth objective of the study (research question 4) deals with the 

mediating structure in the attitudes-loyalty relationship. Accordingly, partial model 4 increases 

our understanding about role of trust and its effects on attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty 

components. Trust possesses a positive and significant effect on all components of attitudinal 

loyalty, including relationship satisfaction (β = .34***), affective commitment (β = .26***), 

identification (β = .21***), and continuance commitment (β = .21**); Thus, H10a is supported. 

However, H10b is only partially supported because trust has a positive, significant and direct 

effect on repurchase intention (β = .17***) and WOM (β = .33***), but not cooperation. These 
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results conform to the prior research about trust’s role on attitudinal and behavioral loyalty 

components (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Bove & Johnson, 2006; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; 

Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 

 

Figure 16: Partial model 4 coefficients (effects of trust on AL and BL) 

)

Note: Only significant relationships are shown in the model; “*” represents p < .1, “**” 
represents p < .05, and “***” represents p < .01. 

 

Altogether, Table 18 summarizes the study hypotheses and related summary statistics. 

Generally speaking, most of the hypotheses are supported. The full model depicts both direct and 

indirect effects of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes on behavioral loyalty through the partial 

mediation of trust and attitudinal loyalty components. Additionally, attitudinal loyalty partially 

mediates the trust-behavioral loyalty relationship. 
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Table 18: Summary of hypotheses and empirical findings of the main study 

 Predicted relationship! Result! Std. β Coefficient! 
H1a! RS! Repurchase Intention! Supported! .49***! 
H1b! RS! Cooperation! Not Supported! -.21***! 
H1c! RS ! WOM! Supported! .42***! 
H2a! CC! Repurchase Intention! Supported! .10***! 
H2b! CC! Cooperation! Supported!  .31***! 
H2c! CC ! WOM! Supported  -.10***! 
H3a! AC! Repurchase Intention! Supported! .13***! 
H3b! AC! Cooperation! Not Supported! NS! 
H3c! AC! WOM! Supported! .07**! 
H4a! Identification ! Repurchase Intention! Not Supported! -.13**! 
H4b! Identification ! Cooperation! Supported! .44***! 
H4c! Identification ! WOM! Not Supported! NS! 
H5! HA ! UA! Supported! .36***! 
H6! HA ! Trust! Supported! .20***! 
H7! UA ! Trust! Supported! .61***! 

H8a! HA ! AL! Supported! 
.31***! HA!RS! 
.16*** HA!CC! 
.48***! HA!AC! 
.63***! HA!I! 

H8b! HA! BL! Partially Supported! 
-.09**! HA!RI! 
.10***! HA!WOM! 
.13***! HA!CO! 

H9a! UA ! AL! Partially Supported! 
.40***! UA!RS! 
NS! UA!CC! 
.07*! UA!AC! 
NS! UA!I! 

H9b! UA ! BL! Partially Supported! 
.15***! UA!RI! 
NS! UA!WOM! 
NS! UA!CO! 

H10a! Trust ! AL! Supported! 
.34***! T!RS! 
.21***! T!CC! 
.26***! T!AC! 
.21***! T!I! 

H10b! Trust ! BL! Partially Supported! 
.17***! T!RI! 
.33***! T!WOM! 
NS! T!CO! 

Note: In β Coefficient (*) indicates p < .1 level of significance, (**) indicates p < .05 level of 
significance, and (***) indicates p < .01 level of significance. 
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Alternative Models. Model comparison is a part of the methodology. Therefore, to 

empirically confirm the superiority of the theoretically based model, I tested six alternative 

models to it. These models are based on either the naïve perception about the relationship 

between attitudes and loyalty or the traditional views as presented in the relationship marketing 

literature. Traditional views include trust and commitment as two main mediators and loyalty as 

the main outcome of relationship marketing. If the proposed model displays better properties and 

fit indices than those of alternative models, it would confirm our view that the proposed model is 

the better explanation for the relationships of the study variables.  

Alternative Model 1 (Naive Model). The first alternative model (Figure 17) depicts the 

simple naive relationship based on the common wisdom regarding the expected direct 

relationship of consumer attitudes and loyalty. This model is particularly important to consider 

since it depicts loyalty as stimulated by two distinct channels of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes. 

In fact this model shows that building loyalty first needs building favorable affective and 

functional attitudes about the company. Also, the naive model aligns with the dominant 

paradigm of the well-established linkage found in the attitudes–behavior relationship expressed 

by work in theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). In other words, the naïve model 

is a simple manifestation of reasoned action theory, which states attitudes lead to behavior 

(loyalty in our case). In addition, from the operationalization point of view the naive model is 

based on the marketing literature that deals with loyalty as a unidimensional construct (Yang & 

Peterson, 2004; Zeithaml et al., 1996). However, this representation of the attitude-loyalty 

relationship is limited in some ways. First, it cannot explain how attitudes predict loyalty. In 

other words, this simple model does not clarify mediation structure of this relationship. Second, 
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this model does not account for all aspects of loyalty and consequently cannot explain all 

variation in the loyalty construct. 

 

Figure 17: Naive alternative model 1 

)

 
 
Alternative Model 2.  The second alternative model (Figure 18) is based on traditional 

theory developed along the trust-commitment linkage in relationship marketing (Berry, 1995; 

Moorman, et al., 1993; Mazodier & Merunka, 2012; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). As it is shown in 

the Figure 18, the second alternative model argues that trust and commitment predict behavioral 

loyalty (e.g., Palmatier et al., 2006; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In this model, commitment partially 

mediates the trust-loyalty relationship (e.g., Garbarino & Johnson, 1999). Operationalizing this 

second alternative model, the traditional measure of relationship commitment developed by 

Morgan and Hunt (1999) is used, which includes three items, anchored by seven point Likert-

type agreement scale assessed the degree of intention, effort, and commitment to maintain the 

relationship. Loyalty is measured by its traditional six-item scales (Zeithaml et al., 1996; Yang & 

Peterson, 2004) and is assessed by seven point Likert-type scale of agreement anchored by 1 

(strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). This scale focuses on word of mouth (say positive 

things about my financial institution, recommend my financial institution, encourage friends and 
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relatives to use my financial institution, post positive messages about my financial institution) 

and continuity of business (intend to continue to do business, intend to do more business). As 

you see in the Figure 18, results of SEM supported the functional relationship in the model. 

These findings replicate the theory of trust-commitment and affirm that building loyalty needs 

building consumer trust and commitment. However this model is limited in the explanation of 

different aspects of commitment and loyalty and their relationship with other constructs. In fact 

this general view of relationship marketing cannot provide deep insights to explain all variations 

in loyalty and commitment. 

 

Figure 18: Traditional alternative model 2 

 
 
 

Alternative Model 3. The third alternative model (Figure 19) is also based on the 

traditional theory of trust-commitment as expressed in alternative model 2; however, a multi- 

dimensional definition of behavioral loyalty is employed that has been developed in relationship 

marketing. It is established that trust, though partially mediation of commitment, affects 

repurchase intention (e.g, Garbarino & Johnson, 1999), cooperation (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 

1994), and WOM (e.g., Palmatier et al., 2006). The significance of this model is that behavioral 

loyalty can be manifested in other behavioral outcomes, such as cooperation and WOM, rather 

than only in repurchases intention. Thus, this model has higher explanatory power for behavioral 
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loyalty. However this model is limited in terms of accounting for different aspects of 

commitment and attitudinal loyalty. 

 

 

 

Alternative Model 4. The fourth alternative model (Figure 20) is also based on the 

traditional theory of trust-commitment but differs from the previous alternatives by including a 

multi-dimensional definition of loyalty in regards to its attitudinal and behavioral aspects 

(Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Oliver, 1999, 2010). This model represents significant progress in 

the conceptualization and operationalization of loyalty; however, it still neglects the multifaceted 

characteristics of commitment. There is conceptual and practical elusiveness in the general 

commitment’s scale and definition such that loyalty is combined in the measures of general 

commitment. For example, the statement “I am a loyal patron/customer of ...” is used as an item 

in the scale of “general commitment” in several studies (Aaker et al., 2004; Garbarino & 
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Figure 19: Traditional alternative model 3 
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Johnson, 1999; Verhoef, 2003). Thus for explaining all variation in the commitment and loyalty 

we need a clearer conceptualization and operationalization of constructs and their relationship to 

each other. For example, the model 4 cannot explain the relationship of the attitudinal and 

behavioral loyalty or their different aspects and their relationships.  

 

Figure 20: Traditional alternative model 4 

 

 

Alternative Model 5. The fifth alternative model (Figure 21) also is consistent with 

the traditional theory of trust-commitment. In addition, this model includes a multi dimensional 

definition of both commitment and of behavioral loyalty. The marketing literature suggests two 

major types of commitment: first, affective commitment and, second, continuance commitment 

(or calculative commitment) (Fullerton, 2003; 2005; Iglesias et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2006; 

Gustafsson et al., 2005). Also, trust, through partial mediation of commitment, affects repurchase 

intention (e.g, Garbarino & Johnson, 1999), cooperation (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994), and 

WOM (e.g., Fullerton, 2003). Results of this model, using SEM, shows that affective and 
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continuance commitment differently affect behavioral loyalty components. According to the 

prediction based on prior literature, continuance commitment negatively affects on WOM and 

positively affects on cooperation. However affective commitment significantly and positively 

affects on all components of behavioral loyalty. The theoretical and managerial significance of 

this model is in distinguishing different aspects of behavioral loyalty as well as commitment; 

however, it still ignores the role of attitudinal loyalty components. To have more fully 

explanation we need to consolidate various aspects of commitment and other drivers of 

behavioral loyalty such as identification and relationship satisfaction into the attitudinal loyalty 

construct. This integration not only demonstrates the more fully mediation structure in the 

relationship but also solves the inconsistencies in the conceptualization and operationalization of 

commitment and loyalty. 

 

Figure 21: Traditional alternative model 5 
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Alternative Model 6. Finally, the last alternative model (Figure 22) is also aligned with 

the traditional theory of trust-commitment as well as including a multi dimensional definition of 

commitment and loyalty. To have the best probable rival model, according on the established 

literature in relationship marketing, this alternative model proposed commitment as a multi-

dimensional construct including continuance and affective commitment (Fullerton, 2003; 2005; 

Iglesiaset al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2006; Gustafsson et al., 2005) as well as loyalty that is 

investigated as a multifaceted construct including attitudinal and behavioral aspects (e.g., 

Bandyopadhyay & Martell, 2007; Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001). The results, using SEM, 

depicts that both affective and continuance commitment partially mediate the trust-loyalty 

relationship. Also the negative effect of continuance commitment on behavioral loyalty is 

another interesting result that needs further investigation in future research. 

Although these sixth alternative models are the most complete explanations of 

relationship marketing among the presented alternative models, nonetheless, they neglect the 

insight of attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty as well as the relationship between them. 

Furthermore, alternative models 2 to 6 ignore the predictive role of attitudes in the trust-loyalty 

relationship exchange. The main study model of this dissertation presents clear insights about 

attitudinal loyalty, behavioral loyalty, and their relationships as well as the role of attitudes and 

mediation process in predicting loyalty. These mentioned advantages of the main study model 

are important theoretical contributions that are confirmed by the better goodness of fit indices 

(see Table 19).  
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Figure 22: Traditional alternative model 6 

 

 

 
 
Comparison of Models Results. Table 19 presents all seven models’ fit indices resulted 

from simultaneous multi-path analyses by SEM. As is evident, fit indices of the study’s full 

model are superior to those of the six alternatives. For example, most of their relative Chi-square 

(χ2/df) indices are much higher than the acceptable value of 5. In addition, the study model hast 

the highest CFI. Furthermore, most alternative models do not meet the acceptable criteria of the 

badness of fit indicator (i.e., their RMSEA > .1). Finally, their parsimony indices (PCFI and 

PNFI) also display poorer parsimony than those of the proposed model. Altogether, these results 

confirmed that the main proposed model (i.e., more theoretically specified) is more fitted to the 

data, parsimonious and provides a more thorough explanation of the study main constructs and 

their relationships. I should mention that the results of comparison are corroborated with the pilot 
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sample. I similarly tested and compared the study model and alternatives by the pilot sample too 

and results showed that the study model has the best fit indices among alternatives. 

 

Table 19: Comparison of models’ fit indices 

Fit indices Full 
model 

Alternative 
model 1 

Alternative 
model 2 

Alternative 
model 3 

Alternative 
model 4 

Alternative 
model 5 

Alternative 
model 6 

χ2 1829.55 1451.21 642.82 851.42 840.05 937.36 974.67 
df 625 102 62 128 39 198 82 
χ2/df 2.927  14.23  10.37  6.65  21.54  4.73  11.89  
CFI .966  .894  .935  .950  .886  .959  .916  

RMSEA .046  .121  .102  .079  .151  .064  .110  
RMSEA 

Upper Bound .049  .127  .123  .084  .160  .069  .116  

PCFI .858  .671  .637  .711  .524  .822  .715  
PNFI .844 .666 .632 .705 .521 .814 .710 

 

 
Relatively close fit indices of Model 3 and 5 to those of the main model may question the 

value of the study’s main model. However, the advantage of the proposed model resides in its 

ability to offer stronger explanatory as well as predictive power. The importance of hedonic and 

utilitarian attitudes in predicting consumption behavior has been established (Alba & Williams, 

2013, Chitturi et al., 2008; Homer, 2008; Pallas et al., 2014; Voss et al., 2003). The main study 

model more fully explains the functional linkage between hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, trust 

and loyalty components. This explanation sheds more light not only on different mediation 

channels connecting attitudes to behavioral loyalty, but also on the functional relationships 

between attitudinal and behavioral loyalty components.  
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Multiple-Group Analysis. I conduct multiple-group analysis using SEM to examine the 

differences among four service groups (financial institution, pharmacy, restaurant/bar, and 

luxury hotel) in regards to the study model. In other words, I examine the degree of context 

dependency for the findings in the study model. This multiple-group analysis contributes to our 

understanding of variations in the attitudes-trust-loyalty relationship across four services. 

Furthermore, it explains whether functional relationships are different between hedonic and 

utilitarian services. Moreover, these findings enhance the external validity of the study model for 

academic analysts as well as its generalizability for practitioners. 

According to the Table 20, results of the multiple-group analysis provide interesting and 

deeper insights about the model relationships in different service usage contexts. First, in terms 

of the attitude-trust relationship comparison between hedonic and utilitarian services, results 

depict that utilitarian attitudes are stronger predictors of trust for the utilitarian services (financial 

institution: βHA!T = .159*** vs.  βUA!T  = .727***; pharmacy: βHA!T = .189*** vs.  βUA!T = 

.596***) but that utilitarian and hedonic attitudes have the same strength of effect on trust for 

hedonic services (restaurant/bar: βHA!T = .325*** vs.  βUA!T  = .385***; luxury hotel: βHA!T = 

.429*** vs.  βUA!T = .403***). Furthermore, the effect of hedonic on utilitarian attitudes is 

weaker for pharmacy in comparison to other services. Second, in terms of mediators, the results 

show that trust is a strong predictor of both types of commitment for hedonic services but not for 

utilitarian services (restaurant/bar: βT!AC = .382***, βT!CC = .137NS and luxury hotel: βT!AC = 

.251**, βT!CC = .300** vs. financial institution: βT!AC = .148NS, βT!CC = - .038NS and pharmacy: 

βT!AC = .096NS, βT!CC = .168*). Thus the trust-commitment theory (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) fits 

well for hedonic services but it is questionable as an explanation for utilitarian services. On the 

other hand, utilitarian attitudes predict affective commitment only for utilitarian services 
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(pharmacy: βUA!AC = .163***, financial institution: βUA!AC = .164*). Therefore, although 

affective commitment is driven by trust and hedonic attitudes for the hedonic services, it is 

driven by utilitarian and hedonic attitudes, but not by trust, for utilitarian services. Finally, in 

terms of behavioral loyalty outcomes, the results demonstrate that trust directly affects 

repurchase intention only for the luxury hotel category (βT!RI = .213***) but not in other service 

contexts. Confirming results of the continuance commitment construct’s invariance test among 

services in CFA, multiple-group analysis also shows variation in the continuance commitment 

relationship with other constructs. For instance, continuance commitment predicts repurchase 

intention only for pharmacy (βCC!RI = .162**) and luxury hotel (βCC!RI = .131**) but not for 

financial institutions and restaurant/bar service categories. Moreover, continuance commitment 

negatively predicts WOM for all services (pharmacy: βCC!WOM = -.101**, restaurant/bar: 

βCC!WOM = -.174***, luxury hotel: βCC!WOM = -.137**) except financial institutions (βCC!WOM = 

.44NS). In fact, in the financial service case, continuance commitment only predicts cooperation 

(βCC!CO = .148**) but not other behavioral loyalty aspects. It is also interesting that relationship 

satisfaction affects WOM in all services (financial institution: βRS!WOM = .547***, pharmacy: 

βRS!WOM = .365***, restaurant/bar: βRS!WOM = .319***) except in luxury hotel (βRS!WOM = 

.086NS). Relationship satisfaction only affects repurchase intention (βRS!RI = .598***) in luxury 

hotel context. Furthermore, in the pharmacy context, relationship satisfaction only affects WOM 

(βRS!WOM = .365***) but not other behavioral loyalty aspects. Moreover, affective commitment 

is an important mediator in the luxury hotel case, which affects repurchase intention (βAC!RI = 

.263***) and cooperation (βAC!CO = .171**); however, it does not affect behavioral loyalty 

components in other services. In addition, identification has a negative significant effect on 

repurchase intention only in pharmacy and luxury hotel services (pharmacy: βId!RI = -.237**, 



ATTITUDES,)TRUST,)ATTITUDINAL)&)BEHAVIORAL)LOYALTY)

108)

)

luxury hotel: βId!RI = -.154*). Identification also predicts WOM only for pharmacy service 

(βId!WOM = .242***). Moreover, multiple-group analysis leads to several interesting and unique 

results. For example, in the luxury hotel context, hedonic and utilitarian attitudes do not have a 

direct affect on behavioral loyalty except for the marginal effect hedonic attitudes have on WOM 

(βHA!WOM = .148*), which is an important finding since hedonic attitudes do not directly affect 

WOM in other services. Additionally, in the luxury hotel industry, continuance and affective 

commitment affect all behavioral loyalty components in this context. Finally, we have two 

significant relationships in the study model by analyzing whole data (combination of four 

services’ data) (βHA!RI = -.880** vs. βAC!WOM =  .071**) while they are not individually 

significant for any service group.  
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Table 20: Multiple-group analysis among the study’s four services 

Predicted relationship 
Std. β Coefficient 

All 

Utilitarian  
Services 

Hedonic  
Services 

Financial 
Institution Pharmacy 

Restaurant 
/Bar 

Luxury 
Hotel 

Utilitarian_Attitudes <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .359*** .454*** .297*** .549*** .564*** 
Trust <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .192*** .159*** .189*** .325*** .429*** 
Trust <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .607*** .727*** .596*** .385*** .403*** 
Continuance_Commitment <--- Trust .206*** -.038 .168* .137 .300** 
Relationship_Satisfaction <--- Trust .337*** .279*** .253*** .402*** .334*** 
Affective_Commitment <--- Trust .262*** .148 .096 .382*** .251** 
Identification <--- Trust .207*** .212** .094 .146* .408*** 
Continuance_Commitment <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .162*** .370*** .318*** .374*** .367*** 
Relationship_Satisfaction <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .308*** .258*** .256*** .344*** .249*** 
Affective_Commitment <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .475*** .559*** .541*** .388*** .407*** 
Identification <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .634*** .627*** .716*** .540*** .522*** 
Identification <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .015 -.009 .053 .014 -.122 
Affective_Commitment <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .072* .164* .163** -.071 .025 
Relationship_Satisfaction <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .404*** .481*** .534*** .203*** .422*** 
Continuance_Commitment <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes -.066 .030 -.196** -.092 -.225** 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Trust .167*** -.011 .093 .056 .213** 
Cooperation <--- Trust .044 .054 .046 .046 -.009 
WOM <--- Trust .332*** .291*** .086 .588*** .669*** 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Continuance_Commitment .101*** .030 .162** -.068 .131** 
Cooperation <--- Continuance_Commitment .314*** .148** .216*** .360*** .502*** 
WOM <--- Continuance_Commitment -.101*** .044 -.101** -.174*** -.137** 
Cooperation <--- Relationship_Satisfaction -.210*** -.246** -.153 -.266*** -.077 
WOM <--- Relationship_Satisfaction .420*** .547*** .365*** .319*** .086 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Relationship_Satisfaction .485*** .584*** .138 .584*** .598*** 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Affective_Commitment .131*** .074 .104 .021 .263*** 
Cooperation <--- Affective_Commitment .045 .049 -.008 .031 .171** 
WOM <--- Affective_Commitment .071** .092 .009 .084 .062 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Identification -.134*** -.049 -.237** .034 -.154* 
Cooperation <--- Identification .442*** .450*** .520*** .307*** .256** 
WOM <--- Identification .055 -.014 .242*** .065 .014 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .151*** .281*** .427*** .188** -.021 
Cooperation <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .042 .051 -.061 .065 -.024 
WOM <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .041 .033 .323*** -.042 .055 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Hedonic_Attitudes -.088** -.093 .034 -.085 -.009 
Cooperation <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .133*** .301*** .174* .237*** -.045 
WOM <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .097*** -.020 -.002 -.036 .148* 
Note: In β Coefficient (*) indicates p < .1 level of significance, (**) indicates p < .05 level of 
significance, and (***) indicates p < .01 level of significance. 
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In order to compare results in higher level of hedonic and utilitarian nature of the services 

I test the model for two different groups of utilitarian services (financial institution and 

pharmacy) and hedonic services (restaurant/bar and luxury hotel). Table 21 also shows the result 

of multiple-group analysis between hedonic and utilitarian services. Findings depict differences 

in the relationship of continuance commitment and other construct. For example, trust 

significantly predicts continuance commitment in the hedonic services (βT!CC = .194***) but not 

in utilitarian services (βT!CC = .072). Continuance commitment also has a significant effect on 

repurchase intention (βCC!RI = .096**) but not a significant effect on WOM (βCC!WOM = -.22) in 

utilitarian services, while these relationships are reverse in hedonic services (βCC!RI = .049, 

βCC!WOM = -.139***). Furthermore, affective commitment plays an important role in hedonic 

services by predicting repurchases intention (βAC!RI = .152**) and WOM (βAC!RI = .084*), 

while it has no significant effect on behavioral loyalty in utilitarian services. Finally, Table 21 

shows that attitudes have a direct effect on most of loyalty components in utilitarian services, 

while attitudes have no direct effect on loyalty component in hedonic services. This shows that 

relational mediators fully mediate the predicting affect of attitudes on behavioral loyalty 

components for hedonic services so the mediation structure is more important for this context 

than for utilitarian context. I will discuss the logic and significance of these results in the 

discussion section. 
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Table 21: Multiple-group analysis between utilitarian and hedonic services 

Predicted relationship 
Std. β Coefficient 

All Utilitarian  
Services 

Hedonic  
Services 

Utilitarian_Attitudes <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .359*** .376*** .559*** 
Trust <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .192*** .163*** .390*** 
Trust <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .607*** .675*** .366*** 
Continuance_Commitment <--- Trust .206*** .072 .194*** 
Relationship_Satisfaction <--- Trust .337*** .264*** .397*** 
Affective_Commitment <--- Trust .262*** .132** .333*** 
Identification <--- Trust .207*** .138** .231*** 
Continuance_Commitment <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .162*** .362*** .380*** 
Relationship_Satisfaction <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .308*** .262*** .299*** 
Affective_Commitment <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .475*** .555*** .391*** 
Identification <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .634*** .680*** .562*** 
Identification <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .015 .033 -.043 
Affective Commitment <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .072* .152*** -.029 
Relationship_Satisfaction <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .404*** .508*** .282*** 
Continuance_Commitment <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes -.066 -.110 -.140* 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Trust .167*** .105 .142** 
Cooperation <--- Trust .044 .099 -.027 
WOM <--- Trust .332*** .195*** .626*** 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Continuance_Commitment .101*** .096** .049 
Cooperation <--- Continuance_Commitment .314*** .183*** .431*** 
WOM <--- Continuance_Commitment -.101*** -.022 -.139*** 
Cooperation <--- Relationship_Satisfaction -.210*** -.189** -.219*** 
WOM <--- Relationship_Satisfaction .420*** .454*** .265*** 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Relationship_Satisfaction .485*** .354*** .607*** 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Affective_Commitment .131*** .087 .152** 
Cooperation <--- Affective_Commitment .045 .018 .079 
WOM <--- Affective_Commitment .071** .054 .084* 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Identification -.134*** -.137* -.083 
Cooperation <--- Identification .442*** .481*** .312*** 
WOM <--- Identification .055 .091* .001 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .151*** .311*** .065 
Cooperation <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .042 -.038*** .070 
WOM <--- Utilitarian_Attitudes .041 .178*** -.037 
Repurchase_Intention <--- Hedonic_Attitudes -.088** -.039 -.048 
Cooperation <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .133*** .225*** .118 
WOM <--- Hedonic_Attitudes .097*** .008 .048 
Note: In β Coefficient (*) indicates p < .1 level of significance, (**) indicates p < .05 level of 
significance, and (***) indicates p < .01 level of significance. 
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Generally, multiple-group analysis depicts that the mediation structure is different 

depending on the service context. For instance, in a utilitarian service context (vs. hedonic 

services context), utilitarian attitudes are the stronger predictors of trust and trust does not 

directly affect continuance commitment, repurchase intention, and cooperation. In addition, in 

utilitarian service context (vs. hedonic services context), attitudes have direct effect on most 

loyalty components while in the hedonic service context, attitudes have no direct effect on any 

loyalty component. Furthermore, findings show different relationship between the continuance 

commitment construct and other constructs for different services. It means, for example, that 

differences exist in the nature of consumer-firm relationship in using restaurant service (hedonic 

service category) compared to using the financial institution service (utilitarian service category). 

In brief, the dissertation results provide deeper insights about the attitudes-loyalty relationship 

than those currently reported in relationship marketing literature. 
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Chapter Four 

Discussion 

Discussion of Findings 

The aim of this dissertation is to determine how attitudes (hedonic and utilitarian) affect 

loyalty components (attitudinal and behavioral) through different channels with trust serving as a 

key mediator. Further, this research investigates different components of attitudinal and 

behavioral loyalty and the relationships among the several components. These aims stem from 

important gaps existing in the marketing literature. It is well established that consumption is 

predicted on two fundamental attitudes, hedonic and utilitarian attitudes, which stem from affect 

and reason (Alba & Williams, 2013, Chitturi et al., 2008; Homer, 2008; Pallas et al., 2014; Voss 

et al., 2003). Hedonic and utilitarian attitudes reflect two contrasting paradigms in consumer 

behavior theory. On the one hand, information processing theory (e.g., Bettman, 1980) considers 

consumer behavior as largely rational, calculative, and objective. Therefore, trust, which 

involves a calculative process, may be more driven by the function of products and services and, 

thus, driven by utilitarian attitudes (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001). In contrast, the experiential 

paradigm (e.g., Halbrook & Hirchman, 1982) highlights the emotional and feeling aspects of 

consumption’s pleasure. It is discussed in this paradigm that consumer behavior follows the more 

subjective, emotional, and pleasurable aspects of consumption. Prior literature argues how these 

two processes lead to attitude formation that is the basis of consumption (Alba & Williams, 

2013; Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Homer, 2008; Pallas et al., 2014).  

Nonetheless, there exists an important gap between consumer attitude formation and the 

loyalty that leads to a long-term relationship. This gap is both practically and theoretically 

important since loyalty is the ultimate goal of relationship marketing, and businesses are looking 
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to maintain loyal consumers in the long-term (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Dick & Basu, 1994; 

Keller, 1993; Yu & Dean, 2001). In this regard, this dissertation addresses the gap in the effects 

of the consumer’s rational and affective mind-set (i.e., attitude formation process) on relational 

mediators such as trust, commitment, identification, and relationship satisfaction, as well as 

consumer behavioral loyalty, considering the emphasis of prior literature on trust, commitment, 

and satisfaction in the loyalty formation process (e.g., Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Morgan & 

Hunt 1994; Oliver 1999, 2010; Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). Moreover, this dissertation addresses 

the gap in deeper insights of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty and their relationship to each 

other, considering that prior literature conceptualized loyalty as a multidimensional construct that 

includes both attitudinal and behavioral aspects (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Jacoby, 1971; 

Oliver, 1999, 2010).  

Dimensions of Attitudinal and Behavioral Loyalty. The first research question 

addressed in this dissertation develops our understanding about dimensions of attitudinal and 

behavioral loyalty components. Findings of this dissertation show that the traditional 

conceptualization of loyalty (e.g., Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Jacoby, 1971; Oliver, 1999, 

2010), without any consideration of different aspects of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, is not 

enough for explaining the essence of loyalty and its function in relationship marketing. Results 

demonstrate four distinct aspects of attitudinal loyalty, which include relationship satisfaction, 

continuance commitment, affective commitment, and identification. There are also three distinct 

aspects of behavioral loyalty, which include repurchase intention, cooperation, and WOM. Thus 

academics and managers should consider differences, relationships, and the nature of all 

components of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty in their research programs and business 

decisions. For example, evidence shows that companies that rely only on repurchase aspects of 
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loyalty need to account for the importance of consumer positive WOM and cooperation. For 

instance, imagine a local Asian restaurant that has little competition in the area and relies heavily 

on building consumer repurchase intentions. This restaurant could be confronted with economic 

loss since it does not promote positive conversations about the restaurant in social media such as 

Facebook, Twitter, and Tripadvisor (i.e., WOM). Its ratings could decline due to ignoring these 

online platforms. Moreover, this restaurant may neglect cooperation and fail to implement 

feedback about the tastes and desires of its patrons. Furthermore, steady or declining repurchase 

intentions might be based on the lack of alternatives or inertia rather than aspects of attitudinal 

loyalty. Altogether, this restaurant would not have a strong relationship with its consumers and 

could easily lose them to a competitor.  

Channels of Influence from Attitudes to Behavioral Loyalty. Findings of this 

dissertation address the second research question by illustrating the manner in which hedonic and 

utilitarian attitudes impact attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. Findings show that the direct effect 

of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes on behavioral loyalty is neither strong nor significant. This 

notion serves as evidence of an indirect effect through a mediation structure. Results show that 

trust and attitudinal loyalty components function in the mediation structure and that different 

channels of mediation exist, which vary in terms of strength and nature with respect to affective-

cognitive linkages. Altogether, the study model introduces 90 possible channels from attitudes to 

behavioral loyalty components. In the follow sections I discuss several important channels of 

influence based on the dissertation findings. 

Hedonic Attitudes-Utilitarian Attitudes-Trust. Findings indicate that, in addition to a 

direct effect of hedonic attitudes on trust, a strong indirect effect exists through the mediating 

role of utilitarian attitudes. It is usually believed that improving the functional aspects of a 
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service, such as improving service quality, enhancing performance, or offering compatible rate 

and price changes, are ways of enhancing utilitarian attitudes, trust, and, consequently, long term 

relationships. What the findings indicate however is that enhancing favorable affective (hedonic) 

attitudes is as important as improving functional (utilitarian) attitudes. For example, improving 

the image of the company or increasing the pleasure derived from using the service (e.g., the 

pleasure of being a client of a high-status hotel, such as the Fairmont hotels) improves trust not 

only directly, but indirectly as well through improving utilitarian attitudes. This notion is 

consistent with the theory of “affect-as-information” (Pham, 2004; Schwarz, 2000, 2011) and the 

study’s empirical results tie the essence of this theory into the relationship marketing realm. In 

fact, aligned with this theory, the findings show that consumers’ affective (hedonic) attitudes, as 

a predictor, elevate functional (utilitarian) attitudes. Moreover, the data suggest that this 

relationship is not context-specific but holds for all four service contexts. Thus, from a 

managerial point of view, building favorable hedonic attitudes is an important practice for 

managers in all service contexts in order to establish long-term relationship with consumers. In 

addition, the hedonic attitude-utilitarian attitude-trust channel is very important since it is the 

beginning of other channels of influence, commencing from attitudes to attitudinal and 

behavioral loyalty, and affects several critical channels that I describe in the following section.  

Attitudes-Trust-Relationship Satisfaction- Repurchase Intention. Repurchase intention, 

a behavioral loyalty component, is mainly predicted by the trust-relationship satisfaction 

mediation channel except for the pharmacy context in which relationship satisfaction does not 

affect repurchase intention. Instead, utilitarian attitudes directly and strongly predict repurchase 

intention in the pharmacy context. Moreover, the hedonic attitudes-utilitarian attitudes 

relationship is weaker in the pharmacy services context.  Altogether, the findings suggest that 
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improving utilitarian attitudes in the pharmacy services context is crucial for improving 

repurchase intention, while improving relationship satisfaction has substantial effect in this 

channel for financial institution, restaurant/bar, and luxury hotel services. Consequently, to 

improve consumer repurchase intention pharmacy managers should improve the functional 

aspects of their service offerings, such as quality, price, delivery, accessibility, and so forth. 

From a theoretical point of view, this channel of influence conforms and complements the 

existing literature about the utilitarian attitudes-satisfaction-repurchase intention path (e.g., 

Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Parasuraman et al., 1988) by adding the essence of hedonic attitudes and 

trust, and explaining the context dependency of the channel. Another interesting finding in this 

channel is trust’s direct effect on repurchase intention, which is found only in the luxury hotel 

context. Consequently, hotel managers specifically should enhance the trustworthiness of their 

services. For example, this goal can be met by creating service consistency across different 

branches of the hotel and consistently across different times.  

Attitudes-Identification-Cooperation/WOM. Although prior studies imply the existence 

of the attitudes-identification-cooperation/WOM channel of influence (Bhattachary & Sen, 2003; 

Toskej et al., 2013; Wu & Tsai, 2008), findings of this dissertation empirically provide additional 

insights regarding the linkage as well as complementing the prior literature. An interesting 

finding with regards to this channel is the non-significant effect of identification on WOM for 

services except for the pharmacy service context. The meaning of this finding is that, in the case 

of hedonic services (i.e., luxury hotels and restaurants/bars) and financial institutions, a high-

identifying consumer would forgo advocating (WOM). This result is not consistent with prior 

study findings that demonstrate the positive effect of identification on WOM (Kuenzel & 

Halliday, 2008; Toskej et al., 2013). However, the reason could be due to the tendency of the 
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high-identifying consumer to cooperate (by providing advice and complaints as explained in Wu 

and Tsai’s (2008) study) instead of advocating and interacting with other consumers about their 

identity with the related company. In fact, consumers prefer to forgo talking about the company 

that is highly related to their identification for the three aforementioned service contexts; instead 

they try to protect their identity by positive cooperation with the service provider (Bhattacharya 

& Sen, 2003; Singh, 1990b; Wu & Tsai, 2008). The finding contributes to marketing theory by 

affirming that this relationship is context-specific. As a result, managers’ primary approaches 

should consider on whether elevating identification benefits the provider’s strategic goals 

regarding consumer advocacy and WOM since the outcome of this effort is uncertain 

(Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Malaviya & Spargo, 2002). Furthermore, results from the empirical 

analysis emphasize the important role of identification in improving cooperation in all service 

contexts. Generally, cooperation is a critical component of loyalty in all exchange contexts, and 

this is especially true for service providers. Cooperative consumers provide valuable information 

for a service company, which can enhance service creation and delivery. For instance, 

restaurants/bars gain creative recipes from cooperative consumers, financial institutions gain 

valuable information about the financial status of their consumers to use in their bank’s critical 

decision making, and luxury hotels gain valuable information about the preferences of their loyal 

consumers to improve the customer relationship management (CRM) systems. The findings align 

with prior results that affirm that high-identifying consumers tend towards higher levels of 

cooperation by providing advice and complaints (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Singh, 1990b; Wu 

& Tsai, 2008). In the section that follows I discuss the findings of two significant sub-channels 

related to cooperation for more insights about the aforementioned channel.  
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Hedonic Attitudes-Identification-Cooperation. Findings show that compared to utilitarian 

attitudes, hedonic attitudes have a direct, strong (in terms of their beta coefficient), and 

significant effect on identification, followed by a significant effect of identification on 

cooperation for all service contexts addressed in this study. This means that enhancing affective 

(hedonic) attitudes plays an important role in improving consumer-company identification and, 

consequently, cooperation for creating and delivering a service (Bhattachary & Sen, 2003; 

Oliver, 1999; Stokburger, 2010). Thus, services in which cooperation is an important behavioral 

aspect of loyalty should enhance the experiential aspects of the offering, such as pleasure, 

delight, excitement, and enjoyment. For example, by implementing a loyalty program luxury 

hotels are creating delightful and enjoyable experiences for their loyal members through adding 

variety to their entertainment and food offerings. These experiences consolidate hedonic attitudes 

so that consumers feel they are well-treated members of the hotel. As a result, they would be 

more likely to cooperate by providing valuable feedback to enhance the hotel’s service offerings. 

Attitudes-Trust-Identification-Cooperation. The dissertation findings show the 

significance of the attitudes-trust-identification-cooperation channel in all service contexts. The 

predicted role of trust in creating identification is noteworthy. To my knowledge, there are no 

empirical studies that address the direct relationship of trust and identification. This study’s 

findings indicate that trust’s role in identification building is important for financial institutions, 

luxury hotels and marginally significant for restaurant/bars, but is not important for pharmacies. 

As a result, high-identifying consumers with financial institutions and luxury hotels indicate a 

higher level of trust in their service provider, which is a prerequisite for establishing 

identification. This notion conforms to prior research results that state that the trustworthiness 
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and external image of a company positively affect organizational citizenship behavior and 

identification (Ahearne et al., 2005; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Kramer, 1999).   

Trust-Continuance Commitment-Cooperation. Findings show that another important 

predictor of cooperation is continuance commitment, specifically with regards to hedonic 

services in which this predicting effect is much stronger than that of utilitarian services. 

Furthermore, trust strongly predicts continuance commitment in the luxury hotel context and is 

marginally significant in the pharmacy case; however, the relationship is not significant in other 

service contexts. From a theoretical point of view, this finding demonstrates that the trust-

continuance commitment-cooperation linkage is context-specific and is not supported in all 

service contexts addressed in this dissertation. From a practical point of view, luxury hotel 

managers can implement this finding to improve consumers’ cooperation by building trust and, 

consequently, continuance commitment. In this context more intention to continue the 

relationship leads to more cooperation. For instance, luxury hotels would be more trustworthy in 

the eyes of their consumers if they provide consistent, superior, and personalized services 

anywhere, anytime for their consumers. As a result, consumers are more likely to continue their 

relationship with the hotel and, consequently, cooperate with the service provider to improve 

service delivery. 

Utilitarian Attitudes-Trust-Relationship Satisfaction-WOM. This channel of influence is 

important for creating positive WOM since the study findings show that WOM is mainly 

predicted by relationship satisfaction (except for luxury hotels) and trust (except for pharmacies). 

To my knowledge there is a lack of empirical testing in the trust-relationship satisfaction-WOM 

relationship, and few studies have evaluated the satisfaction-WOM relationship (Mittal & 

Frennea, 2010; Pallas et al., 2014). Thus, the findings shed light on enhancing WOM in 
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relationship marketing in regards to relational but not transactional satisfaction and they affirm 

that the relationship is context-specific. Furthermore, there are two interesting points in this 

channel of influence. First, the partial mediation of relationship satisfaction in the trust-WOM 

relationship is noteworthy. This means that consumers who advocate for a company (i.e., WOM) 

also express trust in the company, which, as I discussed in an earlier section, is predicated on the 

existence of favorable attitudes. Second, a strong and direct effect exists for both types of 

attitudes on relationship satisfaction across all service contexts. This finding implies that a first 

step in developing consumer relationships is to create positive hedonic and utilitarian attitudes. 

For example, a consumer who has unfavorable attitudes about Delta hotels would not be satisfied 

with the relationship despite experiencing a favorable transactional experience. The example 

demonstrates the different nature of relationship satisfaction and its antecedents from 

transactional satisfaction. While good service is a necessary predictor of transactional 

satisfaction, other important necessary predictors of relationship satisfaction include favorable 

hedonic and utilitarian attitudes that stem from both attribute and non-attribute aspects of 

services (see Homer, 2008). 

Effect of Attitudinal Loyalty on Behavioral Loyalty. Addressing the third research 

question of the dissertation, the results affirm that the effect of attitudinal loyalty components on 

behavioral loyalty components is not consistent in different services, and therefore that the 

relationships are context-specific. For example, affective commitment leads to repurchase 

intention and cooperation only in luxury hotels but not other services. The finding shows the 

importance of emotion and affect in developing consumer loyalty in the hotel industry. Hence, 

hotel managers should emphasize affective connections between their company and consumers 

to generate loyalty and cooperation. Moreover, relationship satisfaction is the main repurchase 
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intention predictor for all services except pharmacy, in which there is no significant relationship 

satisfaction-repurchase intention effect. As a result, satisfied consumers return more often for 

future purchases, although in the pharmacy service context this factor is not an important 

repurchase intention predictor, and therefore managers should refocus attention on other 

mediators. Furthermore, continuance commitment significantly affects all components of 

behavioral loyalty in all services except for financial institutions, where the findings indicate that 

continuance commitment only affects cooperation. On the other hand, cooperation is a very 

important component of behavioral loyalty for financial services. For instance, consider the fact 

that banks need consumers to be cooperative in updating their information in order to make 

better financial planning decisions (Auh et al., 2007; Yim et al., 2012). The study results suggest 

that managers should build continuance commitment to achieve higher levels of cooperation in a 

financial institution context. Furthermore, the negative effect of continuance commitment on 

WOM (except for financial institutions) is considerable. This effect stems from the feeling 

expressed by consumers of being trapped in the relationship (Fullerton, 2003; Harrison-Walker, 

2001). Managers should therefore be careful about relying exclusively on continuance 

commitment due to its detrimental outcome on consumer advocacy (WOM). As a result, 

companies should enhance continuance commitment that stems from a genuine willingness to 

become one with the service provider and not from the lack of alternatives or high switching 

costs. This continuance commitment leads consumers to forgo negative WOM or even advocate 

in favor of the service provider (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Price & Arnould, 1999).  

Functions of the Key Mediators (trust and commitment). The last research question, 

regarding the function of key relational mediators, (i.e., trust and commitment), is also addressed 

in the dissertation findings. Results affirm that trust is the most important bridge between 
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consumers’ perceptions (i.e., favorable attitudes) and intentions/actions (attitudinal and 

behavioral loyalty components). It means that after building favorable hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes, companies should build consumer trust to transfer the effect of favorable attitudes to 

desirable behavioral outcomes. Furthermore, the results complement the trust-commitment 

paradigm (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) by showing that there are other mediators alongside 

commitment, such as relationship satisfaction and identification, which mediate the trust-

behavioral loyalty relationship. Moreover, the two-factor approach of affective and continuance 

commitment explains more variation in the mediation structure. As mentioned in the results 

section based on comparing findings of the study model across four different services (i.e., 

multiple-group analysis), one of the interesting findings is that the trust-commitment linkage is 

not always significant since trust predicts commitment components for the luxury hotel context 

while it does not predict commitment components for the financial institution and pharmacy 

contexts. In addition, trust predicts affective commitment but not continuance commitment in the 

restaurant/bar service context. Once again, the findings demonstrate that Morgan and Hunt’s 

(1994) trust-commitment linkage is context-specific and inconsistent in regards to different types 

of commitment.   

Counter-Intuitive Negative Relationships. The dissertation findings depict three 

important and interesting counter-intuitive relationships, which led to the rejection of several 

study hypotheses since they are negative. These include relationships between (1) relationship 

satisfaction and cooperation, (2) identification and repurchase intention, and (3) hedonic attitudes 

and repurchase intention.  

1. Relationship Satisfaction-Cooperation. First, the study results confirmed that 

relationship satisfaction negatively affects cooperation. Moreover, the multiple-group analysis 
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discovered that this effect is significant only for financial institutions and restaurant/bar services 

but not for pharmacy and luxury hotel services, which indicates that the relationship is context-

specific. The interpretation of this finding is that when consumers are highly satisfied with their 

relationship, say, with a bank or restaurant, they are more reluctant to cooperate with the service 

provider. In fact, higher relationship satisfaction leads to lower consumer cooperation probably 

because consumers are overly confident about the service that they receive from a financial 

institution or a restaurant/bar. Thus they may not feel any need to cooperate in order to achieve 

service improvements. This result conforms to prior research findings that state satisfaction 

negatively affects consumer participation (Bettencourt, 1997) and shared planning with suppliers 

(Johnston, McCutcheon, Stuart, & Kerwood, 2004). Moreover, another study found that 

satisfaction does not have a significant effect on cooperation (Tyler, 1990). From another 

perspective, the reason for a negative effect between relationship satisfaction and cooperation 

lies in the fact that a dissatisfied consumer is more likely to voice complaints. Since complaining 

and expressing dissatisfaction are aspects of cooperation, it follows that more satisfaction with 

the relationship could lead to less cooperation. This line of reasoning also conforms to the 

consumer complaining behavior literature that demonstrates a negative relationship between 

satisfaction and voicing complaints (Bettencourt, 1997; Singh, 1990b; Swan & Oliver, 1989).  

2. Identification-Repurchase Intention. Second, there is a negative relationship between 

identification and repurchase intention, which is significant in the pharmacy service context, 

marginally significant in the luxury hotel context, but not significant in financial institution and 

restaurant/bar service contexts. The finding might be justified by the results from prior studies 

that show that identity embeddedness and identity salience have a moderating effect on the 

identification-consumer loyalty relationship such that higher identity embeddedness and salience 
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lead to more repurchase intentions (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Wu & Tsai, 2008). It is obvious 

that both identity embeddedness and salience for a utilitarian service, such as a pharmacy 

service, are considerably lower than those for other services. This would cause inconsistency in 

the identification-repurchase intention relationship in the pharmacy context compared to that of 

other contexts. A recent empirical study has found that there is no direct significant relationship 

between team identification and purchase intention in the sport service context. The lack of a 

direct relationship could be explained by the high price sensitivity of fans that possess greater 

identification with the team (Kwon, Trail, & James, 2007). Pharmacy consumers who have 

higher identification have lower repurchase intention due to their sensitivity to the price of 

medicine or because of the low embeddedness of their identity with the pharmacy, which might 

lead to fewer repeated purchases. Finally, it is noteworthy to mention that the absolute size of the 

beta coefficient and its level of significance is rather low for this relationship in the main study, 

and was not significant at all in the pilot study. In conclusion, the nature of pharmacy services 

and/or the existence of one or more potential moderators resulted in the negative relationship 

between identification and repurchase intention, which requires further investigation.  

It is important to mention that the first two negative relationships mentioned above are 

context-specific. Therefore, they should be scrutinized in isolation within the related service 

context and not generalized to all services; the negative relationships stem from the specific 

nature of the service context contained in the dissertation. For example, the negative effect of 

identification on repurchase intention only pertains to pharmacy and luxury hotel service 

contexts. The results of these two specific contexts overwhelm the findings for other services and 

lead to the negative relationship found in the overall results. Altogether, it can be inferred that 

the negative relationships stem from the specific nature of the chosen services but not from the 
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theory behind the study model. Although I have offered several reasons for these results, the 

specific negative relationships need further exploration in different service contexts, which 

would open new avenues for future research. 

3. Hedonic Attitudes-Repurchase Intention. The last counter-intuitively negative effect 

is found in the hedonic attitudes-repurchase intention relationship. Since this effect is very weak, 

and because the finding does not individually hold across any of the main study’s services nor in 

the pilot study, it might be due to the sensitivity generated by very high statistical power in the 

aggregate analysis using data for all of the four services. In fact, hedonic attitudes do not affect 

repurchase intention in the study at the micro-level (i.e., each study’s service context). This 

notion confirms the existence of an indirect effect of hedonic attitudes on repurchase intention 

through mediators, which is supported by both theory and empirical testing. However, the 

relationship is negative and significant in the study at the macro-level (i.e., combination of all 

service contexts) due to a confound effect of exaggeration of results based on the nature of 

specific services that overwhelm the results from other services. Another reason might be due to 

the random omission of the participants’ answers. Each participant was asked about two different 

services, of which I randomly selected only one for the final analysis. Consequently, the 

selection method may have produced a confound effect that altered the relationship. As a 

remedy, within-subject analysis might give us more insights especially about this negative effect.  

Comparison of the Study Model with Alternative Models. This dissertation’s findings 

show that the study’s theory-based model is a superior explanation of loyalty when compared 

with other existing models reported in the relationship marketing literature. This notion was 

confirmed by the statistical test of model fit using both the pilot and main study data sets. As 

mentioned in the results section, the six alternative models developed for this study range from a 
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simple effect to several complicated relationship marketing models. These alternative models fail 

to account for the role of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes in loyalty formation, the mediating role 

of identification and relationship satisfaction, the multidimensional nature of commitment, and 

different aspects of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, and thus do not explain the full nature of 

the loyalty construct. However, the dissertation model considers all of the aforementioned 

theoretical notions, which establishes a relational model that provides a better explanation for the 

formation of desirable loyalty outcomes based on consumer attitudes. Although the proposed 

model is a more complex explanation of the attitudes-behavior relationships, having a higher 

degree of complexity helps us understand the true nature of consumer loyalty and the factors 

impacting loyalty, which is a point raised in the literature that needs attention (Oliver 1999, 

2010).  

   

Theoretical Contributions  

This dissertation makes several theoretical contributions to the field of marketing. The 

first contribution is to empirically answer the question of whether hedonic and utilitarian 

attitudes differently affect components of loyalty and the relational mediator, trust. In fact this 

study, by embracing the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishben, 1980), explains the 

neglected attitudes-loyalty relationship by implementing the two-factor approach of attitudes, 

from the consumer behavior field, in the relationship marketing models. Although Oliver (1999) 

argued about the role of consumer attitudes in his classic model of loyalty, the attitudes-loyalty 

relationship needs deeper insights and empirical testing to solve inconsistencies and 

shortcomings of existing theories. On the other hand, Homer (2008) shows that consumer 

attitude formation is more complex than prior literature had proposed. This dissertation is an 
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endeavor to bring Homer’s explanation of hedonic and utilitarian attitudes to the loyalty 

formation process. A recent study by Akhgari et al. (2013) shows that, in the financial institution 

context, utilitarian attitudes, rather than hedonic attitudes, are stronger explainers and predictors 

of trust, which consequently affects consumer loyalty. Thus, hedonic attitudes are not directly 

important antecedents of trust; rather, they indirectly affect trust and loyalty through their effect 

on utilitarian attitudes (Akhgari et al., 2013; Pham, 2004; Schwarz, 2000, 2011; Ball et al., 2004; 

Garbarino & Johnson, 1999).  This dissertation adjusts and builds on this earlier work to draw a 

more comprehensive model that is applicable to different service contexts. In fact, this 

dissertation shows that relational exchange outcomes depend on the kind of attitude that is 

stimulated. For example, results of the main and pilot studies show that the effect of utilitarian 

attitudes on trust is much more powerful than that of hedonic attitudes on trust. Therefore, 

stimulating utilitarian attitudes by means of superior performance, function, and quality is a 

necessary condition for creating a strong relational exchange, including the mediation of trust 

upon both attitudinal and behavioral loyalty components. Furthermore, findings show that 

utilitarian attitudes may not be adequate for long-term relationships because alternative 

brands/products/services may poach utilitarian-loyal consumers by implementing marketing 

forces and overcoming switching cost barriers. In this case, emotional attachments and affective 

channels of relationship do prevent switching of loyal consumer to other companies. Thus, 

stimulating hedonic attitudes is another means available to develop and maintain long-term 

relationships; specifically, hedonic attitudes are more important for predicting attitudinal loyalty 

components (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001). The dissertation findings also confirm that the direct 

effects of hedonic attitudes on attitudinal loyalty components are stronger than those of either 
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utilitarian attitudes or trust on attitudinal loyalty components. As a result, service companies 

should strive to keep consumers emotionally inclined toward the service provider.  

Secondly, this dissertation extends the loyalty literature by providing deeper insights 

concerning various loyalty components. Although loyalty is conceptualized and measured in 

regards to its attitudinal and behavioral aspects (Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; Oliver 1999, 

2010), this study states that dividing loyalty into attitudinal and behavioral types alone is not 

sufficient. Each type of loyalty has several aspects that express separate constructs with different 

roles in relational exchange. For example, behavioral loyalty is traditionally conceptualized and 

operationalized as only repurchase intention (e.g., Oliver, 1999, Chaudhuri & Halbrook, 2001; 

Zeithamal et al., 1996); however, there are other important behavioral loyalty components, such 

as cooperation and WOM.  Furthermore, I conceptualized and tested the role of four different 

components of attitudinal loyalty in relational exchange. The empirical testing confirmed the 

importance and role of different components of attitudinal and behavioral loyalty.  

Thirdly, the study model explains the relationship between attitudinal and behavioral 

loyalty components. The theory-based model of this dissertation identifies different mediation 

channels in relational exchange through the components of attitudinal loyalty. The dissertation’s 

empirical testing also shows that attitudinal loyalty components differently predict behavioral 

loyalty aspects and some of these predictions vary depending the service context. For example, 

affective commitment predicts purchase intention and cooperation only in the luxury hotel 

industry but not in other services. On the other hand relationship satisfaction predicts all 

behavioral loyalty components in tested services except in the luxury hotel context, in which 

relationship satisfaction only predicts WOM. Furthermore, cooperation is predicted mainly by 

relationship satisfaction, identification, and continuance commitment but not by affective 
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commitment. In other words, consumers with a higher sense of identification, higher satisfaction, 

and more rational commitment to a company indicate more cooperative behavior. In brief, the 

varying relationships between attitudinal and behavioral loyalty are explored and insights into 

their connections are offered in this dissertation (see the “Discussion of Findings” section for 

more details and examples). 

Fourthly, a contribution of this dissertation is in extending current theories of relationship 

marketing by introducing a more robust mediation structure in the trust-loyalty relationship. The 

study identifies and tests a theoretical-based model with a more powerful mediation structure 

than that of the traditional theory of trust-commitment (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) to explain the 

relational exchange. This study demonstrates that commitment alone is not enough to explain the 

trust-loyalty relationship. The model affirms that there are other mediators, such as identification 

and relationship satisfaction along with continuance and affective commitment, which form 

attitudinal loyalty and ultimately impact upon behavioral loyalty. This model accounts for the 

role of identification, which was a shortcoming of Oliver’s (1999, 2010) loyalty conception. 

Although Oliver (1999) affirms the existence of the identification in the loyalty formation, his 

model does not account for the role of identification. Oliver (1999) mentions that identification is 

beyond his loyalty theory and called it as “the socioemotional side of loyalty” (p. 38). I borrow 

the conceptualization of identification from the consumer-brand relationship literature (e.g., 

Fournier et al., 1998; Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006) to include this important mediator in the study 

relationship marketing model. As a result, this dissertation’s empirical testing supports the 

position of identification as an important mediator and predictor of behavioral loyalty. 

Furthermore, there is evidence in relationship marketing that relationship satisfaction is 

positively related to behavioral loyalty and WOM (Dick & Basu, 1994; Hennig-Thurau et al., 
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2002; Pallas et al., 2014; Oliver, 2010; Reynolds & Beatty, 1999), but its positioning in the 

relational exchange process, especially in relation to trust and other mediators, is elusive and 

inconsistent. Therefore, this dissertation established and tested the role of relationship 

satisfaction and identification in the relationship marketing linkages.  

Last but not least, the fifth contribution is that the dissertation presents a clear 

conceptualization of commitment in relational exchange and especially in regards to loyalty and 

trust. Prior literature, both conceptually and practically, has combined “loyalty” and 

“commitment” such that their roles are elusive in the relationship marketing models. For 

example, the statement “I am a loyal patron/customer of ...” is used to measuring commitment in 

several studies (Aaker et al., 2004; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Verhoef, 2003). Although 

several studies define commitment as a construct equal to, a facet of, or similar to loyalty 

(Assael, 1987; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), this dissertation affirms and 

tests whether the two commitment factors are facets of attitudinal loyalty but not behavioral 

loyalty even though they predict behavioral loyalty. In addition, the conceptualization and 

operationalization of “commitment” has been mixed with “trust” in literature. For instance, 

several measures of commitment include the statement “I have feelings of trust toward the 

company” (Gustafsson et al., 2005; Johnson, Gustafsson, Andreassen, Lervikc, & Cha, 2001). 

This study presents a clearer model in terms of conceptualization and operationalization of 

commitment, trust, and loyalty by including all constructs and separating their meanings. This 

notion was also empirically tested using alternative models and comparing results such that the 

main study’s conceptualization and measurement of trust, commitment and loyalty demonstrates 

better measurement and structural model fit indices. 
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Managerial Contributions 

From the managerial point of view, it is interesting for companies to know significant 

predictors of behavioral loyalty component. For example, the study result depicts that 

relationship satisfaction, continuance commitment, and identification are important predictors of 

cooperation. From the managerial point of view, financial services specifically need consumer 

cooperation, such as providing correct information and updating income profiles. Thus, financial 

service companies should improve the identification, satisfaction, and continuance commitment 

of their consumers. For improving identification and affective commitment, they are able to 

create member communities such that the consumer feels himself or herself to be part of a 

family. For increasing continuance commitment, financial companies can create impediments to 

switching to other service providers, such as incurring penalties for withdrawing from mortgage 

contracts. Finally, relationship satisfaction is predicted by favorable attitudes and trust, which 

can be improved by building a positive image about managers’ compensation and the bank’s 

financial performance, high service quality, and reliable market performance (see the 

“Discussion of Findings” section for more details and examples).  

A second interesting managerial implication of this dissertation is showing the variation 

of the model constructs’ relationships in different service contexts. Managers of each specific 

service domain can implement the most context-related and suitable channels of the study model. 

For example, a luxury hotel service is a highly hedonic service, and managers should consider 

the importance of affective commitment in predicting behavioral loyalty outcome. In other 

words, to be more behaviorally loyal, consumers should feel that they are a part of the service 

provider family. On the other hand, WOM is a very important outcome for hotel industries as 

evidenced in the importance of conversations in the social media by reviews or ratings in 
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traveling websites such as Expedia, Priceline, and Hotwire. Thus, hotel managers can focus on 

improving WOM by investing in the main predictors of WOM and, as a consequence, build trust 

and hedonic attitudes.   

The third managerial implication is that this study presents a better understanding of 

hedonic and utilitarian predictors and different channels of loyalty formation for managers who 

are seeking to increase the cost effectiveness of reaching their target market. This will occur 

when managers chose the most effective and suitable relational channel for each target market 

such as using hedonic channels when consumers are more sensitive to hedonic predictors or 

using utilitarian channels when consumers are more sensitive to utilitarian predictors. For 

example, RBC has attitudinally loyal consumers because its identity relates to consumers’ needs 

for safety, security and stability. They also have behaviorally loyal consumers because they offer 

competitive rates and ancillary services that enhance the economic value consumers receive. 

This work pinpoints specific attitudes that impact specific types of loyalty as well as trust.  

 

Limitations 

There are several limitations in this dissertation that set the stage for future research. The 

first limitation relates to the generalizability of findings, as they are limited to four specific 

contexts. Using initial pretests and the pilot study as a guide, I selected services with varying 

degrees of hedonic and utilitarian characteristics, which provided an opportunity to test the 

model in four different contexts. The approach led to interesting insights about the model and 

relationships among the key constructs, which consequently improved the external validity of the 

results. Nonetheless, the findings may be service context-specific, and future research could test 
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different types of services. This is important since several relationships in the model varied 

among different services.  

 A second limitation arises from the generalizability of findings regarding participants 

recruited for the study. The main study participants were recruited from MTurk’s online panel. 

Although I tried to increase the external validity in the main study by recruiting a sample of 

respondents that is representative of the targeted population (the US consumer population), there 

is the possibility of a systematic bias of “internet access” as well as the other fact that 

participants were limited to a single country. Future research should conduct cross-cultural and 

international studies as well as testing different population elements. 

A third limitation is one commonly faced when implementing analyses with cross-

sectional data that provides a snap shot in a single point of time. This kind of data gathering is 

the most common method in relationship marketing due to cost and accessibility. However, 

cross-sectional data cannot contribute to the establishment of causality. Although the study 

model is underpinned by strong theories to support the testing of casual relationships, 

nonetheless, the best method to investigate causality is the use of longitudinal data, which is 

expensive in terms of time and money and beyond the scope and capabilities of this dissertation. 

Thus, using longitudinal data in future research could provide greater insights about 

consumer/service provider long-term relationships.  

A final limitation is related to the use of self-reported measures. All variables and items 

in the study were based on participant self-reports. In other words, participants’ perceptions of 

their attitudes, intentions, and behaviors were used to measure study variables. Although this is 

the most common method in relationship marketing studies, objective measures, specifically for 

behavioral loyalty components, would be more accurate indicators of the key dependent 
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variables. For example, objectively measuring consumer repurchase is the most accurate 

indicator for measuring repurchase intention. Therefore, future research could implement 

implicit behavioral measures (i.e., measuring consumers’ real repurchase, WOM, and 

cooperation while consumers are not aware of being measured) both to have an accurate 

indication of their behavior (i.e., this study’s dependent variables) and to avoid social desirability 

bias in consumer responses. 

 

Directions for Future Research 

In order to extend the contributions of this research, there are several directions for future 

research to follow. First, based on the study results, continuance commitment items are 

significantly different across the four service contexts. Thus, there are significant variations for 

consumer relationships with a restaurant, bank, pharmacy, or hotel. There is evidence that 

switching cost and availability of service alternatives are important factors affecting continuance 

commitment (Burnham, Frels, & Mahajan, 2003; Dick & Basu, 1994; Lam, Shankar, Erramilli, 

& Murthy, 2004). There are also inconsistencies in findings about the continuance commitment-

WOM relationship. It has been argued that continuance commitment generally improves 

retention and WOM (Gruen et al., 2000; Palmatier et al., 2006). On the other hand, when people 

feel trapped in the relationship they may forego giving positive WOM or may speak negatively 

about the brand or service provider (Fournier et al., 1998; Fullerton, 2003; Harrison-Walker, 

2001). Thus a useful research effort would be to investigate the patterns associated with 

consumers’ continuance commitment, its predictors, and its outcomes in different service 

contexts.  
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A second interesting finding deals with the attitudes-trust relationship that needs 

additional attention directed at investigating probable mediators, moderators, or boundary 

conditions. In fact, this relationship is a bridge between consumer behavior and relationship 

marketing, and in both fields there is a lack of sufficient research focused on the attitudes-trust 

relationship. The study results demonstrate that utilitarian attitudes have a stronger direct effect 

on trust in the utilitarian (vs. hedonic) service context. Following up with another study under 

different service contexts would be an interesting question for future research. 

Last but not least, the study findings that resulted in counter-intuitive negative 

relationships require further attention in future research. For example, the negative effect of 

relationship satisfaction on cooperation, which is significant only for financial institution and 

restaurant/bar services, needs more scrutiny and perhaps a novel approach in order to unravel the 

nature of the relationship. There is evidence for the existence of additional mediators, such as 

trust, information exchange, joint working, supplier flexibility, and duration of the relationship 

(Homburg et al., 2003). It may be useful to pursue studying alternative mediators in future 

research in order to provide a stronger explanation of the attitude-loyalty relationships. 

Furthermore, there is a negative relationship between identification and repurchase intention, 

which is only significant for pharmacy and luxury hotel contexts but not for other services. This 

result might be explained by the existence of specific moderators, such as identity embeddedness 

and identity salience (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Wu & Tsai, 2007), and calls for additional 

research to test their significance. The last counter-intuitive relationship is the negative effects of 

hedonic attitudes on repurchase intention. Future research, by means of within-subject analyses, 

may provide deeper insights into the negative effect. 
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Response to Committee Concerns 

The examination committee members offered several constructive comments and 

concerns during the examination and review process. The following section addresses several of 

the important issues. It is good to mention that minor issues have been addressed in the draft. 

The first major concern is about controlling common method bias. Podsakoff et al. (2003) 

suggested several remedies to control common method bias, which can be categorized in two 

major types of procedural and statistical remedies. Procedural remedies, that are used in the 

design stage of the research, include: a) use of scales with different response formats (Likert-type 

and semantic differential items), b) use of established scales and items that previously have been 

tested and applied in marketing literature, c) protecting respondent anonymity to avoid socially 

desirable responses, d) separation of Mturk samples (that helps to have different sources of data), 

and, finally, e) measuring predictor and criterion in different contexts. The aforementioned 

remedies minimized the problem of common method bias. However, for more assurance, I have 

used “common method factor” as a well-known statistical remedy. In this technique, I added a 

common latent factor (CLF) that loads on all items of the measurement model in the CFA stage. 

The presence of CLF did not significantly change the standardized regression weights of the 

model items on constructs (range of changes was from 0 to 0.087, which the square of those 

changes shows less than 1 percent difference). In addition, there was no significant change in the 

fit indices of the measurement model by adding CLF (χ2/df = 2.245, CFI = 0.978, RMSEA = 

0.037). Thus, there was no common method bias problem. 

Another concern is whether my conceptual model and empirical findings are theorized 

for relational, transactional exchanges, or both. The answer to this issue can be inferred from the 

literature review section, where I demonstrated the relational nature of the model and its 
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constructs. In addition, I draw attention to the “relational” theme of the questions that have been 

implemented in the research questionnaire. As you can see below, the main study questionnaire 

starts with the following sentences that emphasize the relational nature of the study:  

“Please answer the following questions about your primary financial institution (the 

institution where you keep your daily chequing or savings account and fulfill your 

financial needs).  

Please answer all the following questions about your primary pharmacy company (the 

pharmacy where you often shop and fulfill your health related needs). 

Please answer all the following questions about your primary luxury hotel (high star hotel 

where you often stay). 

Please answer all the following questions about your primary restaurant/bar (where you 

often eat).” 

 

Furthermore, a committee member raised a concern about the lack of knowledge about 

relational experience regarding relationship frequency/intensity and its effect on the model. Two 

questions in the questionnaire indicate the intensity of the consumer-firm relationship: (1) are 

you a client of a pharmacy [or other study services]? Yes / no, and (2) how long have you been 

with your primary financial institution [or other study services]? (The item is anchored by (a) I 

am not a client of any financial institution at all, (b) less than one year (c) one year to five years, 

(d) six years to ten years, (e) eleven to fifteen years, (f) more than fifteen years). The results of 

the invariance test, which was calculated by checking the Z-score of the item loadings, showed 

that there was not significant difference in study constructs between answers of client and non-

client participants.  
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Finally, there was a suggestion about model specification, asking to correlate all 

structural errors of constructs that are at the same “level” in the empirical model. I tested this 

suggestion and found no significant difference in the standardized beta coefficients and 

measurement model fit indices (χ2/df = 2.814, CFI = 0.968, RMSEA = 0.045).  It is worthwhile 

to mention that the current model specifications reflect correlation of structural errors that are 

highly covaried and problematic (identified by high modification indices in SEM’s covariance 

matrix). Thus there is no need to correlate all structural errors of constructs that are at the same 

“level”. 
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Appendix A: List of Investigated Services in the Pretest 

#) Question)

Not)at)

all)

hedonic)

)) )) )) )) ))
Extremely)

hedonic)

Total)

Responses)
Mean)

6) Spa) 3) 0) 1) 11) 6) 20) 45) 86) 5.99)

5) 5)Star)Hotel) 3) 0) 2) 7) 8) 27) 41) 88) 5.98)

20) Cinema) 3) 2) 1) 9) 16) 21) 36) 88) 5.73)

8) Nail)Salon) 4) 0) 2) 12) 11) 25) 33) 87) 5.68)

7) Massage) 4) 3) 4) 9) 12) 26) 30) 88) 5.50)

19) Bowling) 6) 2) 1) 14) 21) 16) 28) 88) 5.30)

13) Gym) 2) 5) 5) 24) 22) 19) 10) 87) 4.79)

2) Hair)Cut) 2) 7) 14) 20) 23) 20) 2) 88) 4.40)

15)
Athlete)

Therapy)
3) 13) 17) 19) 15) 14) 5) 86) 4.07)

14) Library) 5) 12) 13) 25) 16) 12) 4) 87) 4.00)

11)
House)

Cleaning)
8) 13) 18) 13) 16) 13) 6) 87) 3.91)

4) Car)Wash) 4) 15) 15) 23) 17) 10) 4) 88) 3.91)

18) Rental)Car) 10) 8) 16) 25) 19) 6) 2) 86) 3.71)

12) Baby)Sitting) 10) 17) 17) 22) 13) 4) 3) 86) 3.41)

1)
Automotive)

Service)
18) 9) 18) 16) 15) 10) 1) 87) 3.40)

21)
Grocery)

Shop)
18) 18) 13) 17) 11) 8) 3) 88) 3.24)

3) Dentistry) 15) 17) 21) 14) 9) 10) 1) 87) 3.22)

17) Psychiatry) 22) 18) 10) 17) 11) 7) 3) 88) 3.11)

16)
Credit)

Counseling)
19) 19) 17) 21) 7) 3) 2) 88) 2.94)

10)
Banking)

Services)
24) 24) 14) 13) 7) 4) 2) 88) 2.72)

9) Insurance) 31) 16) 15) 11) 6) 7) 2) 88) 2.70)
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#) Question)
Not)at)all)

Utilitarian)
)) )) )) )) ))

Extremely)

Utilitarian)

Total)

Responses)
Mean)

9) Insurance) 6) 2) 3) 19) 21) 15) 21) 87) 5.02)

10)
Banking)

Services)
5) 2) 6) 15) 24) 20) 15) 87) 4.97)

1)
Automotive)

Service)
7) 4) 5) 18) 16) 20) 17) 87) 4.84)

3) Dentistry) 7) 3) 3) 23) 18) 16) 16) 86) 4.79)

17) Psychiatry) 5) 3) 7) 21) 22) 18) 10) 86) 4.70)

16)
Credit)

Counseling)
6) 4) 4) 23) 19) 23) 8) 87) 4.68)

14) Library) 3) 3) 11) 22) 17) 26) 5) 87) 4.67)

21)
Grocery)

Shop)
8) 4) 7) 23) 19) 10) 16) 87) 4.55)

12)
Baby)

Sitting)
4) 2) 12) 29) 16) 16) 6) 85) 4.45)

11)
House)

Cleaning)
5) 7) 8) 27) 23) 9) 8) 87) 4.32)

15)
Athlete)

Therapy)
6) 8) 8) 23) 23) 13) 6) 87) 4.29)

13) Gym) 3) 10) 12) 22) 18) 20) 2) 87) 4.26)

4) Car)Wash) 7) 6) 11) 27) 20) 11) 5) 87) 4.15)

18) Rental)Car) 5) 5) 14) 30) 18) 10) 4) 86) 4.13)

2) Hair)Cut) 7) 7) 13) 24) 23) 10) 3) 87) 4.05)

7) Massage) 18) 16) 10) 16) 13) 9) 4) 86) 3.38)

20) Cinema) 27) 10) 13) 15) 9) 7) 6) 87) 3.16)

19) Bowling) 26) 12) 15) 15) 8) 8) 3) 87) 3.03)

8) Nail)Salon) 31) 10) 12) 13) 10) 7) 3) 86) 2.93)

5) 5)Star)Hotel) 32) 12) 12) 12) 7) 5) 7) 87) 2.92)

6) Spa) 32) 10) 10) 17) 7) 5) 5) 86) 2.91)
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Appendix B: Pretest Questionnaire (partial) 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the 
basic idea of what the research is about and what your participation will involve. If you would 
like more detail about something mentioned here, or information not included here, you should 
feel free to ask. Please take the time to read this carefully and to understand any accompanying 
information. After reading the descriptions, please select either “Yes” or “No” corresponding to 
whether or not you wish to participate in the study.    

Research Project Title: Loyalty 
Researcher: Mehdi Akhgari (PhD Student), 474-8959, Office: 371D Drake 
       Edward Bruning (Professor of Marketing), 474-8347, office: 650 Drake 
  
Loyalty is the ultimate goal of relational marketing. In this study we are looking to 

investigate all loyalty dimensions and several personal and relational predictors. To investigating 
this research question we will ask you several questions about a service and a product. Please try 
to provide your best answer to each question that you are asked. There is no risk to participating 
in this study other than those in everyday life.  If you feel uncomfortable when answering the 
questionnaire, you are free to withdraw at any time without any penalty. This study will not take 
more than 25 minutes, and your participation will provide data for our studies so we can conduct 
research and publish it in reputable academic journals. 

All responses to the questionnaires will be kept in a locked office accessible only to the 
primary researchers. There is no identifying information asked for on any of the questionnaires. 
At the end of the term, we will provide you with feedback on the specific nature of the research 
questions under investigation. For a summary of the results, please contact the corresponding 
researcher. For your participation in this research, you will receive credit towards your research 
participation in MKT 2210. You are free to terminate your participation at any time without any 
grade penalty and you will get full credit if you terminate or choose not to participate in the 
study. 

These research projects have been approved by the Joint Faculty Research Ethics Board 
of the University of Manitoba. If you have any concerns or complaints about any of these 
projects, you may contact the above-named persons or the Human Ethics Secretariat at 474-
7122, or e-mail margaret_bowman@umanitoba.ca. 

Your response on this form indicates that you have understood to your satisfaction the 
information regarding participation in the research projects and agree to participate as a subject. 
In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the researchers, sponsors, or involved 
institutions from their legal and professional responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from any 
of the studies at any time, and/or refrain from answering any questions you prefer to omit, 
without prejudice or consequence. You will still get course credit if you choose to withdraw. 
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Your continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you should feel 
free to ask for clarification or new information throughout your participation. The data from the 
study will be used only for academic research. No part of the data will be sold or used for any 
commercial purpose. 

If you wish to receive a copy of this INFORMED CONSENT FORM to keep for your 
own records, please inform the researcher conducting your experimental session. 

Please indicate if you wish to participate in this study:  __Yes       __No 
 

 

Hedonic goods are multisensory and provide for experiential consumption, fun, pleasure, and 
excitement.  Flowers, designer clothes, music, sports cars, luxury watches, and chocolate fall in this 
category.  Utilitarian goods, on the other hand, are primarily instrumental and their purchase is motivated 
by functional product aspects. Examples are microwaves, detergents, minivans, home security systems, or 
personal computers (Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; Strahilevitz and Myers 
1998). 

 
In your opinion, to what extent are the following services hedonic? 

 Not at all 
hedonic 

(1) 

  (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6) Extremely 
hedonic (7) 

Automotive service (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Hair cut (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Dentistry (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Car wash (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

5 star hotel (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Spa (6) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Massage (7) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Nail Salon (8) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Insurance (9) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Banking services (10) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
House Cleaning (11) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Baby sitting (12) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Gym (13) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Library (14) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Athlete therapy (15) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Credit counseling (16) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Psychiatry (17) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Rental car (18) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Bowling (19) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Cinema (20) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Grocery shop (21) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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In your opinion, to what extent are the following services utilitarian? 
 Not at all 

Utilitarian 
(1) 

  (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6) Extremely 
Utilitarian 

(7) 
Automotive service (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Hair cut (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Dentistry (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Car wash (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

5 star hotel (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Spa (6) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Massage (7) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Nail Salon (8) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Insurance (9) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Banking services (10) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
House Cleaning (11) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Baby sitting (12) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Gym (13) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Library (14) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Athlete therapy (15) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Credit counseling (16) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Psychiatry (17) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Rental car (18) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Bowling (19) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Cinema (20) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Grocery shop (21) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
 
Please think for a while and write the name of at least 3 hedonic services that induce the sense of 

pleasure for you?  
  (1) 
  (2) 
  (3) 

 
Chose one of your mentioned hedonic services and its provider that you think is the most 

pleasurable for you and to which you are loyal (you will be asked questions about this service provider 
company). 

 
Please state the name of the service provider company that you have chosen. 
 
Please state 3 reasons explaining why you are a loyal consumer of your selected hedonic  

service.   
Reason 1 (1) 
Reason 2 (2) 
Reason 3 (3) 
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Please answer all the following questions about your previously selected hedonic service 
company: 

 
I think this service is... 

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 
effective: ineffective (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

helpful: unhelpful (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
functional: not functional (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
necessary: unnecessary (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
practical: impractical (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 
I think this service is... 

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 
not fun: fun (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

dull: exciting (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
not delightful: delightful (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

not thrilling: thrilling (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
enjoyable: un enjoyable (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 

company. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree (6) Strongly 
Agree (7) 

I trust this service company. (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
I rely on this service company. (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This is an honest service company. (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
This service company is safe. (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 
company. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

I feel that I can trust this service 
company completely. (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This service company is truly sincere in 
its promises. (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This service company is honest and 
truthful with me. (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This service company treats me fairly 
and justly. (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

I feel that this service company can be 
counted on to help me when I need it. (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

I feel that this service company does not 
show me enough consideration. (6) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 

company. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree (6) Strongly 
Agree (7) 

I am satisfied with this service 
company. (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

My choice to use this service was a 
wise one. (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This is one of the best service 
companies I could have chosen. (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Using this service company has 
been a good experience. (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

I have truly enjoyed doing business 
with this service company. (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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Please indicate how satisfied you are with the relationship that you have with your selected hedonic  
service company by checking the space that best gives your answer. 

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 
displeased me: pleased me (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

disgusted with: contented with (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
very dissatisfied with: very satisfied with (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

unhappy with: happy with (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
frustrating: enjoyable (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

very unfavorable: very favorable (6) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
 
 

Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 
company. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

This service company connects with the 
part of me that really makes me tick. (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This service company fits well with my 
current stage of life. (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This service company says a lot about 
the kind of person I would like to be. 

(3) 
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Using this service company lets me be a 
part of a shared community of like-

minded consumers. (4) 
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

I have become very knowledgeable 
about this service company. (5) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This service company makes a 
statement about what is important to me 

in my life. (6) 
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 
company. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

It pays off economically to be a 
customer of this service company. (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

I would suffer economically if the 
relationship were broken. (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

This service company has location 
advantages versus other companies. (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 

  
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

I would continue to do business with this 
service company if its prices increase 

slightly* (1) 
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

I would take some of my business to 
another service company that charges lower 

rates than my financial institution.(2) 
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 

company. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

1. Even if it were to my advantage, I 
do not feel it would be right to leave 

my service company.  
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

2. My service company deserves my 
loyalty.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

3. I would feel guilty if I left my 
service company now. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

4. I would not leave my service 
company right now because I have a 

sense of obligation to it.  
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 
company. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree (6) Strongly 
Agree (7) 

1. It would be very hard for me to leave my 
service company right now, even if I wanted to. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

2. Too much of my life would be disrupted if I 
decided I wanted to leave my service company 

now.  
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

3. I feel that I have too few options to consider 
leaving my service company. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

4. I care about the long-term success of this 
service company. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

5. I plan to maintain a long-term purchase 
relationship with this service company. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 

company. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

1. I feel like part of the family with 
my service company.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

2. This service company has a great 
deal of personal meaning for me.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

3. I feel emotionally attached to this 
service company.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

4. I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
this service company.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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Please rate the probability that you will continue doing business with your selected hedonic  
service company in the future.    

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 
Unlikely : likely (1) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

Improbable : probable (2) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
Impossible : possible (3) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  
no chance : certain (4) "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 

company. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

1. I would say positive things about my 
service company to other people. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

2. I would recommend my service 
company to someone who seeks my 

advice. 
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

3. I would encourage friends and 
relatives to do business with my service 

company.  
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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Please indicate your agreement with the following statements about your selected hedonic service 
company. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

1. I try to work cooperatively with this 
service company. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

2. I do things to make my service 
company's tasks easier. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

3. I spend a lot of time sharing 
information about my needs and 

opinions with the staff during the service 
process. 

"  "  "  "  "  "  "  

4. I always provide suggestions to the 
staff for improving the service outcome.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

5. I have a high level of participation in 
the service process. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

6. I am very much involved in deciding 
how the services should be provided.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

1. In general, it would be a hassle 
changing my service company. "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

2. It would take a lot of time and effort 
changing my service company.  "  "  "  "  "  "  "  

3. For me, the costs in time, money, and 
effort to switch my service company to 

a new one are high.  
"  "  "  "  "  "  "  
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Appendix C: List of Pilot and Main Studies’ Measures 

 [Hedonic & Utilitarian Attitudes, Voss et al., 2003] 
I think this service provider is...  
Utilitarian: 

Util_att_1. Effective/ineffective 
Util_att_2. Helpful/unhelpful 
Util_att_3. Functional/not functional 
Util_att_4. Necessary/unnecessary 
Util_att_5. Practical/impractical 

 
Hedonic: 

Hed_att_1. Not Fun/Fun 
Hed_att_2. Dull/exciting 
Hed_att_3. Not delightful/delightful 
Hed_att_4. Not thrilling/thrilling 
Hed_att_5. Unenjoyable/Enjoyable 

 
Please indicate your agreement with the following statements: 

All items will be assessed by a seven point Likert-scales (1 = very strongly disagree, 7 = very 
strongly agree) 

 
[Trust, Chadhuri & Halbrook, 2001] 

Trust_1. I trust this __________.  
Trust_2. I rely on this __________.  
Trust_3. This is an honest __________.   
Trust_4. This __________ is safe. 

 
Attitudinal loyalty 
[Relationship Satisfaction, Jones et al., (2000), Crosby et al.,(1990), Bansal et al, (2004, 2005)] 
Please indicate how satisfied you are with the relationship that you have with your _____ by 
checking the space that best gives your answer. 

Satisfact_1. Displeased me / pleased me 
Satisfact_2. Disgusted with / contented with 
Satisfact_3. Very dissatisfied with / very satisfied with 
Satisfact_4. Unhappy with / happy with 
Satisfact_5. Frustrating / enjoyable 
Satisfact_6. Very unfavorable / very favorable 

 
[Identification, Aaker et al., 2004] 

Identifica_1. This __________connects with the part of me that really makes me tick. 
Identifica_2. This __________fits well with my current stage of life. 
Identifica_3. This __________ says a lot about the kind of person I would like to be. 
Identifica_4. Using this __________lets me be a part of a shared community of like-minded 

consumers.  
Identifica_5. I have become very knowledgeable about this __________.  
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Identifica_6. 6.This __________makes a statement about what is important to me in my life. 
  
[Commitment to the Company (Continuance), Bansal et al., 2004] 

Com_contin_1. It would be very hard for me to leave my __________right now, even if I 
wanted to. 

Com_contin_2. Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my 
__________ now. 

Com_contin_3. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving my __________. 
 
[Affective commitment, Bansal et al. 2004; 2005; Auh et al., 2007] 

Com_affect_1. I do not feel “emotionally attached” to my __________. (r) 
Com_affect_2. I do not feel like “part of the family” with my __________. (r) 
Com_affect_3. I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to my __________. (r) 
Com_affect_4. My service company does not have a great deal of personal meaning for 

me. (r) 
 
Behavioral Loyalty  
[Repurchase intention, Jones, et al.,(2000 ),Swan & Oliver, (1989)]  
Please rate the probability that you will continue using your current __________in future. 

Repurchase_1. unlikely / likely 
Repurchase_2. improbable / probable 
Repurchase_3. impossible / possible 
Repurchase_4. no chance / certain 

 
[Positive WOM, Sweeney & Swait, 2008] 

WOM_1. I would say positive things about my financial institution to other people 
WOM_2. I would recommend my financial institution to someone who seeks my advice 
WOM_3. I would encourage friends and relatives to do business with my financial 

institution. 
 
[Cooperation, Yim et al., 2012] 

Cooperat_1. I spent a lot of time sharing information about my needs and opinions with the 
staff during the service process. 

Cooperat_2. I always provide suggestions to the staff for improving the service outcome. 
Cooperat_3. I have a high level of participation in the service process. 
Cooperat_4. I am very much involved in deciding how the services should be provided. 
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Appendix E: Main Study Pattern Matrix 

Pattern Matrixa 

 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Satisfact_2_1 .985          
Satisfact_3_1 .928          
Satisfact_4_1 .923          
Satisfact_1_1 .876          
Satisfact_6_1 .815          
Satisfact_5_1 .764          
Hed_att_4_1  .944         
Hed_att_1_1  .940         
Hed_att_2_1  .935         
Hed_att_3_1  .865         
Hed_att_5_1  .756         

Util_att_5_R_1   .873        
Util_att_4_R_1   .843        
Util_att_3_R_1   .763        

Util_att_1_R   .742        
Util_att_2_R_1   .724        

Com_affect_3_R_1    .937       
Com_affect_2_R_1    .930       
Com_affect_4_R_1    .927       
Com_affect_1_R_1    .904       

Repurchase_2     .927      
Repurchase_1     .900      
Repurchase_3     .892      
Repurchase_4     .724      
Cooperat_6_1      .922     
Cooperat_5_1      .904     
Cooperat_4_1      .901     
Cooperat_3_1      .874     
Identifica_3_1       .846    
Identifica_6_1       .820    
Identifica_4_1       .769    
Identifica_2_1       .759    
Identifica_1_1       .758    
Identifica_5_1       .557    

Trust__3        .856   
Trust__4        .837   
Trust__1        .724   
Trust__2        .723   

Com_contin_3_1         .911  
Com_contin_1_1         .904  
Com_contin_2_1         .858  

WOM_3          .835 
WOM_2          .818 
WOM_1          .787 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations. 

 
 



ATTITUDES,)TRUST,)ATTITUDINAL)&)BEHAVIORAL)LOYALTY)

180)

)

Appendix F: Main Study Measurement Model 
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