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ABSTRACT 

 

The role of customers in service production has been increased in our society. Sport 

participants also play a significant role in service delivery (Chelladurai & Chang, 2000; Ko & 

Pastore, 2005). Groth (2005) introduced customer citizenship behavior (CCB) indicating the 

extra-role behaviors of customers which are not required for service production. The purpose of 

this study was to examine the relationships between perceived service quality, customer 

satisfaction, and customer citizenship behavior (CCB) moderated by customer involvement 

among campus recreational sport participants. In addition, the relationship between encounter 

service quality and global service quality was examined.  

Based on the literature, a theoretical model was developed and tested, using a structural 

equation modeling (SEM). Data were collected from 228 college students at a large south-eastern 

university. The results indicated that program quality, client-employee interaction, valence, 

sociability, ambience condition, and equipment predicted the perception of global service quality. 

In addition, both perceived service quality and customer satisfaction in the global levels 

predicted CCB. While perceived service quality influenced customer satisfaction positively, 

customer satisfaction had a negative effect on perceived service quality simultaneously. The 

moderating effect of involvement was found in the relationship from the perception of the global 

service quality to global customer satisfaction. The findings are discussed with managerial 

implications and directions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Groth (2005) introduced customer citizenship behavior (CCB) among customers based on 

face to face interaction towards the internet business. CCB is defined as “voluntary and 

discretionary behaviors that are not required for the successful production and/or delivery of the 

service but that, in the aggregate, help the service organization overall” (Groth, 2005, p. 11). 

CCB originated within the context of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) which stemmed 

from employees’ behaviors for organizational effectiveness. At the beginning of the 

organizational behavior literature, it was assumed that job satisfaction would influence individual 

performances, and in turn this would be related to organizational effectiveness. However, 

Iaffaldano and Muchinsky (1985) found that the relationship between individual performance 

and job satisfaction was weak through a meta-analysis. 

Katz (1964) mentioned three behavioral requirements for a functioning organization: “(1) 

People must be induced to enter and remain within the system. (2) They must carry out their role 

assignments in a dependable fashion. (3) There must be innovative and spontaneous activity in 

achieving organizational objectives which go beyond the role specifications” (p. 132). Building 

on the third component of Katz’s behavioral requirements, some researchers introduced OCB 

(e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). According to Organ (1988), OCB 

is defined as discretionary behaviors that are not formally recognized by the organization’s 

reward system, but they promote organizational effectiveness. He categorized OCB into five 

subdimensions: altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, consciousness, and civic virtue. Altruism 

refers to helping another person with a work problem. Courtesy describes behaviors providing 

advance notice for the prevention of a potential problem. Sportsmanship points out the tolerance 

of inconvenience. Consciousness indicates behaviors beyond minimally required levels of 

attendance and punctuality. Lastly, civic virtue refers to constructive participation in the political 

process (Organ, 1988). According to Organ, Podsakoff, and MacKenzie (2006), a high degree of 

aptitude or skill might not be required for many jobs. The flow of the work process might be 

more important than individual performance. OCB might serve as the social oil in organizations 

and help to lubricate the work flow in an organization. Ultimately, an employee’s behavior 

engaged in OCB might positively influence organizational effectiveness.  
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OCB has interested many scholars in various fields. Approximately 200 studies have 

been conducted since 1983 (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Early research of 

OCB has placed emphasis on behavior within the organization (Organ, 1988; Smith et al., 1983). 

The interests in OCB have been moved into the service context (Morrison, 1996; Vaughan & 

Renn, 1999). This movement extends to the customer context with the notion of partial 

employees, which was introduced by Mills, Chase, and Margulies (1983). 

Considering customers as partial employees, Groth (2005) expanded OCB to customers 

who used Internet services as well as face-to-face service by examining the role of in-role and 

extra-role behaviors. According to Groth (2005), CCB refers to voluntary behaviors that are not 

necessary for a successful production. The CCB construct consisted of three indicators: 

recommendations, helping customers, and providing feedback (Groth, 2005).  

 Thanks to Groth’s (2005) introduction of the concept of CCB, it will now be possible to 

lead various research agendas on this topic. The researcher categorizes this agenda into three 

domains: the external validation, consequences, and antecedents. First, it is necessary that CCB 

can be substantiated in other business settings to generalize Groth’s (2005) outcomes. As 

mentioned earlier, the CCB scale was developed with Internet service experiences. Even though 

similar results involving the CCB scale were presented toward face-to-face service, Groth (2005) 

did not report detailed outcomes with specific procedural information of the study. Thus, future 

studies validating CCB in other environments will be necessary for its generalization. 

Second, the relationship between CCB and its consequences such as organizational 

effectiveness may be investigated. There have been empirical studies that support the notion that 

OCB influences organizational effectiveness (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  Podsakoff and MacKenzie 

(1994) found a positive relationship between sales performance and OCB in an insurance 

company. Podsakoff, Ahearne, and MacKenzie (1997) revealed quantitative and qualitative 

increases of organizational performance in the paper-work context. According to Podsakoff et 

al.’s (2000) study, MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Ahearne (1996) found that OCB positively 

influenced an increase of team sale quota in pharmaceutical sales. Like in the OCB literature, 

future studies may reveal the positive relationship between CCB and organizational effectiveness 

based on qualitative and quantitative approaches. In addition, researchers may investigate the 

perception of other customers towards CCB because negative perceptions of CCB may exist in 



3 
 
 
 

 

service delivery. Rioux and Penner (2001) revealed that one of motives involving OCB is 

impression management for self-serving. These behaviors might decrease organizational 

functions (Bolino, Tumley, & Niehoff, 2004). In the line of this statement, other consumers may 

have negative experiences due to CCB.  

  Third, more antecedents of CCB may be identified in future studies to improve our 

understanding of consumer behavior and to know how to predict it. Customer satisfaction only is 

found as an antecedent of CCB among customers who used Internet services (Groth, 2005). On 

the other hand, a variety of the antecedents of OCB have been suggested: individual 

characteristics, task characteristics, organizational characteristics, and leadership behaviors 

(Podsakoff et al., 2000). Therefore, there may be plenty of room for various antecedents of CCB 

in the individual and organizational levels. As a first step to further study CCB, we assumed that 

it might be significant to validate CCB in a sport environment as one of the face-to-face service 

contexts. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

A model of service quality and profitability (Rust, Zahorik, & Keiningham, 1995) was 

used as a fundamental framework in this study. In their model, Rust and his colleagues (1995) 

described the effect of service quality and customer satisfaction on companys’ future revenues 

and market share through word-of-mouth and repurchasing (See Figure 1). In this framework, 

improved service quality resulted in increased customer satisfaction. Customer satisfaction, in 

turn, caused both higher positive word-of-mouth and customer retention levels. The company’s 

revenues and market share were improved by new customers enticed by positive word-of-mouth 

and higher levels of customer retention. 

 Recently, Chelladurai and Chang (2000) conceptualized the significance of interactions 

among sport consumers during service delivery. Later, Ko and Pastore (2005) found a significant 

effect of recreational sport participants’ interactions on the perceived service quality. Other 

customers’ behaviors during the consumption of services were positively related to the overall 

perceived service quality. However, most studies in sport management settings as well as in 

general marketing have only focused on the relationships between the perceived service quality 

or customer satisfaction and the behavioral consequences such as word-of-mouth, purchase 
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intentions, price sensitivity, and complaining behaviors (e.g., Alexandris, Dimitriadis, & Kasiara, 

2001). Little is known about customer interactions such as customers helping each other among 

sport participants during service consumption. Therefore, the main focus in the present study is 

on the model’s links of perceived service quality and customer satisfaction with consequential 

customer behaviors by including helping customers and providing feedback in sport participation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. A Model of Service Quality Improvement and Profitability (Rust, Zahorik, & 
Keiningham, 1995) 
 

Although many studies have examined the relationship between perceived service quality 

and customer satisfaction, different results have been reported with various approaches to both 

concepts (e.g., Bitner, 1990; Brady, Cronin, & Brand, 2004; Cronin & Taylor, 1992; 

McAlexander, Kaldenberg, & Koenig, 1994). Bitner (1990) argued that customer satisfaction is 

an antecedent of perceived service quality, while Cronin and Taylor (1992) found that perceived 

service quality is an indicator of customer satisfaction in regard to the relationship with 

repurchases intention.  In addition, non recursive relations, which are reciprocal, among two 
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variables were provided by McAlexander et al. (1994). According to Oliver (1997), a non 

recursive model exists between the customer satisfaction and the perceived service quality in 

both transactional and global levels. It appears that many researchers have given little attention 

to these relationships with obvious conceptual approaches. 

This debate about true relationships between perceived service quality and customer 

satisfaction might be resolved with the marketing segmentation based on the concept of 

psychological involvement. In marketing literature, segmentation is “the process of partitioning 

the heterogeneous market into segments” (Loudon & Della Bitta, 1993, p. 31). One of the well-

known variables for marketing segmentation is psychological involvement, referring to “a state 

of interest, motivation, or arousal” (Rothschild, 1984, p. 216). One of the main functions of 

involvement is a moderating effect on the relationships between other variables. In voting and 

advertising contexts, several studies revealed different sequences among cognitive, affective, and 

conative components during the process of evaluation based on the level of involvement (Crosby 

& Brown, 1983; Ray, 1973).  

Few studies have investigated the relationships between perceived service quality and 

customer satisfaction, which may be considered as cognitive and affective dimensions, with 

marketing segmentation based on psychographic characteristics. Oliva, Oliver, and Bearden 

(1995) examined these relationships based on the level of psychological involvement. However, 

even in their study, customer satisfaction was considered only as a dependent variable in the 

investigation of the linearity with the perceived product performance. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The primary purpose of this study is to investigate the nature of the relationships between 

perceived service quality, customer satisfaction, and customer citizenship behavior (CCB) 

moderated by customer involvement among campus recreational sport participants. More 

specifically, this study attempts to (a) examine specific relationships between the perceived 

transactional service quality and the perceived global service quality, (b) identify the overall 

relationships among perceived service quality, customer satisfaction, and CCB, (c) and 

investigate the moderating effects of customer involvement on the proposed model. 
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Hypotheses Development 

 The present study examines the established theoretical models in which the perception of 

the global service quality and the customer satisfaction play a significant role in the intention of 

sport participants to engage in CCB. In addition, a proposed model segments sport participants 

into two groups based on the extent of customer’s involvement towards service. The theoretical 

proposition is described in Figure 2.  

 

Service Quality 

Service quality is essential to obtain a competitive advantage (Parasuraman, Zeithmal, & 

Berry, 1988). The researcher will attempt to introduce what service is and what quality is. After 

reviewing each term, previous studies related to service quality in sport marketing as well as in 

the general marketing field will be presented to formulate hypotheses in the current research. 

Service is defined as “an act or performance offered by one party to another. Although 

the process is tied to a physical product, the performance is essentially intangible and does not 

normally result in ownership of any of the factors of production” (Lovelock & Wright, 1999, p.  

6). Based on this definition, Lovelock and Wright (1999) stated that the nature of a service can 

be described as intangible performances, greater involvement of customers, other customers 

involvement for service production, greater variability in operational inputs and outputs, the 

significant time factor, and both electric and physical delivery systems. In line with this 

definition, the service in participant sport industry is briefly summarized as an act or 

performance occurring between a provider and a receiver, and it can be a tangible performance 

(e.g., facility and equipment) or an intangible performance (e.g., kindness, music, temperature, 

etc). Additionally, a sport product involves more the customers’ participation to complete service 

delivery than other service products as it is characterized by an active involvement (Chelladurai, 

1999).  

 There are several approaches to defining quality. Chelladurai and Chang (2000) 

introduced various definitions for quality: “(a) satisfying or delighting the customer, or satisfying 

or exceeding customer expectations (b) the features of a product or service that satisfy stated or 

implied needs (c) conformance to clearly specified requirements and (d) fitness for use –  

meaning that the product meets customer needs, and is free of deficiencies” (p. 4). The quality 
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can correspond to the characteristics of tangible or intangible goods. The base line of the quality 

is related to the extent of customer satisfaction by fulfilling the customer’s motives (Chelladurai 

& Chang, 2000).  

Service quality is defined as “the consumer’s overall impression of the relative 

inferiority/superiority of the organization and its services” (Bitner & Hubbert, 1994, p. 77). This 

definition may indicate the global level of service quality, which is different from “encounter-

specific quality judgment” (Oliver, 1997, p. 181). There have been many studies focusing on 

service quality in recreational sport facilities, especially at the encounter level, during the last 

two decades (e.g., Alexandris et al., 2001; Chang, 1998; Crompton, MacKay, & Fesenmaier, 

1991; Howat, Absher, Crilley, & Milne, 1996; Kim & Kim, 1995; Ko & Pastore, 2004, 2005; 

Kwon & Ko, 2006; Papadimitriou & Karteroliotis, 2000; Wright, Duray, & Goodale, 1992). In 

addition, due to the characteristics of the different services in various sport settings, there has 

been no uniform instrument to measure service quality across fitness centers and campus 

recreational sport centers. However, recently Ko and Pastore (2004, 2005) developed the Scale 

of Service Quality in Recreational Sport (SSQRS) to measure service quality in campus 

recreational sport centers. This scale consists of a hierarchical approach for various dimensions 

of service quality. The primary dimension includes 4 dimensions: program quality, interaction 

quality, outcome quality, and physical environmental quality.  

 The first primary dimension, program quality, is conceptualized as “the customer’s 

perception about the excellence of the program” (Ko & Pastore, 2005, p. 85). This dimension 

contains subdimensions such as the range of programs, operating time, and information. The 

second primary dimension is interaction quality, emphasizing how the service is delivered. There 

are two types of interaction. One is the interaction between the service provider and the customer. 

It is revealed that the task-oriented skills, expertise, and actual behavior of the employees in 

service delivery influence the customer’s perception of the quality of the service. The other is the 

interaction among customers. The attitude and behavior of other customers also influence the 

customer’s subjective perception toward service quality in service delivery (Chang, 1998; 

Chelladurai & Chang, 2000). The third primary dimension of service quality is outcome quality. 

This is conceptualized as what the customer obtained from the service and includes three 

subdimensions: physical change, sociability, and valence (Ko & Pastore, 2004, 2005). The last 

primary dimension of service quality is the physical environment quality. It refers to “a 
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constructed facility in which service delivery occurs, as opposed to the natural or social 

environment” (Ko & Pastore, 2005, p. 87). The physical environment quality consists of the 

three subdimensions: ambience, design, and equipment. It is assumed that these four primary 

dimensions are in a positive relationship with the overall perceived service quality of the 

participants in the recreational sport center. These relationships were described in Figure 2. 

Based on literature, the following four hypotheses in the current study are formulated: 

Hypothesis 1. The perception of program quality will be positively related with the global 

   service quality perception of the recreational sport participants. 

Hypothesis 2. The perception of interaction quality will be positively related with the  

global service quality perception of the recreational sport participants. 

Hypothesis 3. The perception of outcome quality will be positively related with the global  

service quality perception of the recreational sport participants. 

Hypothesis 4. The perception of physical environment quality will be positively related  

with the global service quality perception of the recreational sport 

participants. 

 

Customer Satisfaction 

 It is a well-known agreement between both academicians and practitioners that customer 

satisfaction is essential and critical to the individual’s well being, and to companys’ revenues 

(Oliver, 1997; Zeithmal, Parasuraman, & Berry, 1996). Customer satisfaction refers to “a 

judgment that a product or service feature, or the product or service itself, provided (or is 

providing) a pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfillment, including levels of under- or 

overfulfillment” (Oliver, 1997, p. 13). It is found that service quality positively influences 

customer satisfaction (Cronin & Taylor, 1992). This causal relationship has been challenged by 

scholars (Bitner, 1990; McAlexander et al., 1994). 

There are three possible explanations for the relationships between service quality and 

customer satisfaction. First, Bitner (1990) contended that satisfaction is an antecedent of 

perceived service quality. The author assumed that the judgment of service quality is the general 

attitude of the customer. Therefore, the perception of service quality mediates the relationship 

between customer satisfaction and behavioral intention. Second, Cronin and Taylor (1992) 

conceptualized that service quality influences customer satisfaction, which in turn has effects on 
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the behavioral dimension by considering satisfaction as a broader concept. Third, it has been 

suggested that the relationship between the two variables is non-recursive, which indicates 

reciprocal causation with the assumption in which customers do not distinguish service quality 

perception and customer satisfaction constructs (McAlexander et al., 1994). These various 

interpretations might come from inconsistent levels of service quality perception and customer 

satisfaction.   

According to Bitner and Hubbert (1994), customer satisfaction can be divided into two 

levels: encounter satisfaction and global satisfaction. Customers may experience encounter 

satisfaction, which in turn influences, on a global level, both the customer satisfaction and the 

perception of service quality. The relations between the perception of service quality and 

customer satisfaction in both global and encounter levels are reciprocal interactions (Oliver, 

1997). In the beginning of service consumption, consumers perceive service quality at the 

encounter level, which in turn strongly influences encounter customer satisfaction. They 

accumulate a considerable amount of global service quality and customer satisfaction with 

repeated service consumption. At this point, the global customer satisfaction may influence the 

perceived global service quality more strongly than in the reverse direction. This study examines 

the relationship between the perceived service quality and the customer satisfaction at a global 

level. In addition, this treatment is more likely to reduce the problems of causality between two 

variables by using non-recursive relationships. These relationships were depicted in Figure 2. 

Based on the empirical studies, the hypotheses are deduced below: 

Hypothesis 5. The perceived global service quality will positively influence the   

   global satisfaction of the recreational sport participants. 

Hypothesis 6. The global satisfaction of the recreational sport participants will  

positively influence the perceived global service quality. 

 

Customer Citizenship Behavior (CCB) 

 Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was extended into CCB based on a 

consideration of customers as partial employees. Thus, theoretical and empirical studies have 

been found in marketing, organizational behavior, and social psychology disciplines. CCB refers 

to voluntary behaviors in the aggregation influencing the service organization overall (Groth, 
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2005). The CCB construct consists of three dimensions: recommendations, helping customers, 

and providing feedback (Groth, 2005).  

 The first dimension of CCB in the current study, recommendations, refers to customers 

recommending the service provider to others. This definition is similar to word-of-mouth, which 

in previous marketing literatures is described as “interpersonal communications in which none of 

the participants are marketing sources” (Bone, 1995, p. 213). There are two dimensions of word-

of-mouth: “(1) an evaluative aspect whereby consumers relate positive or negative information to 

others, and (2) a dimension reflecting cognitive advice in the form of recommendations to or 

warnings against patronizing the retailers” (Swan & Oliver, 1989, p. 517). Recommendations in 

CCB refer to the second dimension of word-of-mouth, such as suggesting services to others, 

which may influence the receiver’s choice of a service provider. 

 Helping customers is the second dimension of CCB. In the current study, it refers to 

customers assisting others in regard to some problem during service delivery in a campus 

recreational activity. This category has a lack of research in sport marketing literature as well as 

in general marketing literature. Therefore, the present study approaches this dimension from 

social psychology and OCB literature in organizational behavior based on the partial employee 

concept. In the citizenship behaviors, helping behavior has been conceptualized as “helping 

others with or preventing the occurrence of, a work related problem” (Podsakoff et al., 2000, p. 

516). In accordance with a positive relationship between OCB and organizational effectiveness, 

helping customers might influence companies’ future revenue and market share through an 

improved service quality. 

  The last dimension, providing feedback, refers to providing or suggesting information to 

the service provider (Groth, 2005). Duncan and Moriaty (1998) introduced feedback as the 

“reversal of the flow, an opportunity for communicators to react quickly to signs resulting from 

the signs they have put out” (p. 4). Bettencourt (1997) contended that the customer is in a special 

position to provide guidance to the service firm. Because they have valuable experiences with 

the service, customers are a very important source and are experts on customer perspectives. This 

is one of the key points for success in the field of sport marketing. There are two ways to provide 

feedback to the service provider: complaining and complimenting behaviors. The former is likely 

to exist with customer dissatisfaction, while the latter is more likely to occur with customer 

satisfaction.  
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Service Quality and CCB 

A positive relationship might exist between the perception of global service quality and 

CCB in a campus recreational activity. In Rust et al’s model (1995), the perceived service quality 

affects word-of-mouth mediated by global customer satisfaction, and service quality components 

do not have a direct relationship with word-of-mouth. That view was challenged by Alexandris 

et al.’s (2001) study where service quality perceptions accounted for a considerable variance of 

word-of-mouth. The direct effect of service attributes on behavioral consequences was presented 

in Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry’s (1996) study. They examined various customer 

behaviors’ consequences, including saying positive things and recommendation of the quality of 

the service. They did not find a positive relationship between the service quality and 

recommendation. However, their model included various behavioral consequences due to service 

quality, which encouraged other researchers to retest these relationships. In the context of private 

fitness clubs in Greece, Alexandris et al. (2001) examined Zeithmal et al.’s behavioral outcomes 

with the five dimensions of SERVQUAL (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988). The results 

revealed that perceived service quality significantly explained many of the variances in word-of-

mouth. Therefore, this study assumed that perceived global service quality would have a positive 

correlation with recommendations of service products.  

 Helping behavior depends on the degree of situational perceptions which relates to a 

cognitive aspect. Lind (1997) introduced a dual-aspect-theory of moral development and helping 

behavior. This theory distinguishes the cognitive aspect from the affective aspect in helping 

behavior. In other words, the person’s ability to help people should be considered distinctly from 

the person’s desire.  The dual-aspect-theory anticipates that people having a strong desire to help 

others will depend on their understanding of the situational context.  In greater detail, it can be 

assumed that highly competent customers who assess the situation of a campus recreational 

center well will be more likely to help other customers than the less competent ones when given 

a similar sense of personal responsibility. This theory might be extended to the providing 

feedback dimension of CCB. If they perceive the detail components of delivered service quality, 

customers in the sport context might be able to provide feedback to service providers when 

surveys related to service quality are provided. These relationships were described in Figure 2. 

Considering these theoretical perspectives on individual’s behaviors, the researcher formulates 

the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 7.  The perceived service quality of sport participants will positively influence  

customer citizenship behavior (CCB). 

 

Customer Satisfaction and CCB 

 Customer satisfaction is positively related to the customer citizenship behavior (CCB) of 

campus recreational sport participants. Social exchange theory contributes to the explanation of 

this relationship. This theory is defined as “voluntary actions of individuals that are motivated by 

the returns they are expected to bring and typically do in fact bring from others” (Blau, 1964, p. 

91). Social exchange theory implies an unspecified future return for another party. Satisfied 

customers may feel obligated to repay their debt toward an individual or an organization because 

they receive service from the organization beyond their expectations. These unspecified 

obligations may be returned by behaviors like recommendations, helping other customers, and 

providing feedback to the organization. 

 There is a positive relationship between customer satisfaction and recommendations. 

There are two kinds of word-of-mouth. One is positive word-of-mouth, which is positive 

evaluation and recommendation to others. The second is a negative one, which is negative 

appraisal and warnings to others. Engel, Kegerreis, and Blackwell (1969) and Bloch (1986) 

suggested that satisfaction is a stimulus of positive word-of-mouth. Swan and Oliver (1989) 

found that satisfaction was positively related to positive recommendations.  

 Research related to OCB has shown that satisfaction is one of the antecedents of OCB 

(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff, Mackenzie, & Bommer, 1996; Smith 

et al., 1983). Bateman and Organ (1983) stated that in the social psychology literature, the 

probability of prosocial gestures was influenced by mood state. They found that there is a 

positive relationship between satisfaction and citizenship behavior. Smith et al. (1983) 

mentioned that people who have positive experiences were more likely to be involved in 

citizenship behaviors. They revealed that job satisfaction, which is a measure of mood state, has 

a significant effect on altruism, or helping behavior. Organ (1988) proposed a conceptual model 

in which satisfaction might influence OCB. Podsakoff et al. (2000) supported this relationship 

through a meta-analysis. Based on the consideration of customers as partial employees, the 

above research has supported a relationship between customer satisfaction and helping others. 
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 Customers might be engaged in helping behavior towards other customers in their second 

consumption or even during their first consumption of a service in a recreational sport activity if 

helping behaviors are influenced by customer satisfaction. Groth’s (2005) items for helping 

customers indicated the occurrence of helping behavior during the consumption of a service 

while customer satisfaction takes place after consuming the service. Social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1964) indicates that the unspecified future return is an explanation of this. That is, in order 

to support a relationship between these two variables, it may be hypothesized that some 

customers are visiting for a second time. Another possible explanation for this relationship is that 

customers could be satisfied by each factor in a recreational sport center, which includes various 

components of service quality. For example, customers might be satisfied with the kindness of 

the entrance employees, and be involved in helping other customers because of an obligation felt 

in response to their initial satisfaction. 

 There is a positive relationship between satisfaction and providing feedback to a service 

provider. According to Bagozzi (1995) and Blau (1964), satisfaction is positively related to 

providing feedback because individual customers would like to reciprocate favorable service 

with suggestions and useful comments to the service provider. Ping (1993) found a positive 

relationship between retailers’ satisfaction and their constructive attempts to resolve mutual 

problems with suppliers. Groth (2005) revealed that customer satisfaction has a significant 

influence on CCB. This relationship was depicted in Figure 2. In line with the theoretical 

approach and empirical studies, the following hypothesis is developed: 

Hypothesis 8. The global customer satisfaction of sport participants will positively  

influence customer citizenship behavior (CCB). 

 

Involvement 

 Customer loyalty plays a significant role for “a sustainable competitive advantage” (Dick 

& Basu, 1994, p. 99). Psychological involvement is positively related to customer loyalty 

mediated by commitment (Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004). Practitioners in sport organizations can 

obtain this advantage from increasing sport participants’ involvement.  A variety of definitions of 

involvement has been introduced in consumer behavior research. In the broader context, 

involvement has been defined as “a state of interest, motivation or arousal” (Rothschild, 1984, p. 

216). In recreational sport activities, Funk, Ridinger, and Moorman (2004) modified 



15 
 

Rothschild’s definition of involvement by referring to “an unobservable state of motivation, 

arousal, or interest toward a recreational activity or associated product that is evoked by a 

particular stimulus or situation that possesses drive properties” (p. 36).  

Involvement is used as a criterion for segmenting customers for marketing strategies 

because the various levels of the customer’s involvement are associated with different motivation 

or behavioral consequences (Laurent & Kapferer, 1985). For example, customers with a high 

level of involvement attempt more to search information toward a service product because it is 

more important to them than those in a low level of involvement (Laurent & Kapferer, 1985; 

Zaichkowsky, 1985). When customers select service products with a greater amount of 

considerations, they may be reasonably more satisfied with their decision (Beatty, Kahle, & 

Homer, 1998). With the repetition of this kind of process with service consumption, it was 

assumed that highly involved consumers’ decisions would be more enduring by resisting other 

persuasions.  

Enduring and stable decisions have effects on the evaluation of product performance. 

Considering commitment as a component of the involvement, Crosby and Taylor (1983) found 

that highly committed voters would have a predisposition to evade inconsistent information with 

their preferences. In other words, the judgment of highly committed voters for the results of the 

election might more likely rely on their disposition with an overall evaluation like satisfaction. 

This was termed as “halo effect” (Crosby & Taylor, 1983, p. 416). This evaluation process was 

applied to the product purchasing process of consumers.  

Consumers with a low level of involvement would recognize the attributes of service 

products, be satisfied with products’ performances, and then repurchase the products. This 

hierarchical decision process might be repeated in the following consumptions. That is, 

consumers in low involvement would not have a preference toward the products. They would 

easily change their decisions toward other products if their evaluations of the products’ 

performance were poor. On the other hand, highly involved customers would have an existing 

and stable preference for the products through their repetition of satisfied consumptions. This 

preference would influence strongly positive judgments towards the products’ performance in 

the next purchase process even though contradictory information existed. Thus, customers in 

high involvement are more likely to make a positive evaluation of all of the attributes of the 

products, and engage in repurchasing behaviors. These different patterns of repurchasing 
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behaviors caused by the level of consumers’ involvement can be applied to CCB. Both 

repurchasing behaviors and CCB can be viewed as behavioral consequences which are affected 

by both perceptions of service quality and customer satisfaction. Thus, the different decision 

processes of repurchasing with levels of involvement can be extended to the proposed theoretical 

model in this study.  

Sport participants in low involvement tend to have low level of global satisfaction, 

compared to those in high involvement. Global satisfaction of sport participants in low 

involvement may be influenced by their appraisals of attributes of service quality. In addition, 

sport participants in low involvement would be likely to engage in CCB, influenced more by 

perceived service quality than customer satisfaction in the global level. In contrast, sport 

participants in high involvement might already have a greater amount of global satisfaction 

compared to those in low involvement. Global satisfaction of sport participants in high 

involvement should positively influence the evaluation of service quality. Additionally, sport 

participants in high involvement might have a higher probability to show CCB affected by global 

satisfaction than by perceived service quality. Thus, the researcher assumed that the level of 

consumer involvement would moderate the relationships among perceived service quality, 

customer satisfaction, and CCB among campus recreational sport participants. The dotted lines 

in Figure 2 indicated the moderating effects towards other variables. Taking into account of 

empirical discussions about the nature of involvement and its effects on consumer behaviors, 

these hypotheses can be logically deduced: 

Hypothesis 9. The perceived global service quality will influence the global customer  

satisfaction more strongly for low than high involved participants.  

Hypothesis 10. The global customer satisfaction will influence the perceived global  

service quality more strongly for high than low involved participants.  

Hypothesis 11. The perceived global service quality will influence customer citizenship  

behavior (CCB) more strongly for low than high involved participants.  

Hypothesis 12. The global customer satisfaction will influence customer citizenship  

behavior (CCB) more strongly for high than low involved participants.  
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Pilot Study 

 The main purpose of the pilot study was to evaluate the psychometric properties of items 

in the initial instrument. The subjects for the pilot study were supposed to be familiar with the 

constructs for the final instrument and were expected to be similar to the participants in the main 

study (Wiersma, 2000). The researcher assumed that the participants were similar to the ones in 

the accessible population for the main study because the physical classes such as weight training, 

tennis, golf, and bowling were held near to the campus recreational center. In addition, because 

the data were collected at the end of summer semester, the participants might have used the 

campus recreational center at least more than one time. Thus, the questionnaire for the pilot 

study was administrated to participants in physical activity classes of the Lifetime Activity 

Program (LAP). The researcher obtained 90 respondents in physical activity classes. Of the 

respondents, 40 were female and 50 were male. The average participants’ age was 19.26 years. 

Their year in school consisted of freshman (n = 1), sophomore (n = 10), junior (n = 24), senior (n 

= 48), and graduate (n = 7). In addition, race included African-American (n = 15), Asian-

American (n = 5), Caucasian/White (n = 54), Latina/Latino (n = 4), Native American (n = 2), and 

other (n = 5). Ten participants did not indicate their races.   

 In the pilot study, the researcher evaluated the internal consistency, item-to-total 

correlations, and item-to-item correlations in each construct. Then, correlations among the latent 

variables were analyzed by summing items’ scores in each construct. Encounter service quality 

was measured by single items of scale of service quality for recreational sport (SSQRS) (Kwon 

& Ko, 2006). However, the researcher regarded single items as the multiple indicators to 

measure each primary construct because the hypotheses were formulated in the four primary 

dimensions (program, interaction, outcomes, and physical environmental qualities). Therefore, 

the Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate reliability of the primary dimensions among single 

items of SSQRS. With Nunnally and Berstein’s (1994) guideline, the researcher used .70 as the 

criteria for acceptable reliability. Then, item-to-total correlations were examined. Hair, Anderson, 

Tatham, and Black (1999) regarded the threshold of item-to-total correlation over .50. Item-to-

item correlations were conducted to evaluate the relationships among items and the 

multicollinearity of items. Hair et al. (1999) indicated .30 as the threshold for acceptable 

estimates for interrelationship. According to Kline (1999), the correlation coefficient of .85 

indicated the multicollinearity problems. The remedy for multicollinearity problems is to delete 
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or combine redundant variables.  

 Table 1 shows that the values of Cronbach's alpha are above 0.7 for all variables except 

interaction quality exceeding the guideline of Nunnally and Berstein’s (1994) study. However,  

the researcher assumed that the reliability problem of interaction quality did not come from poor 

items, but from the weakness of Cronbach’s alpha indicating the positive relationships with the 

number of items. A small number of items might have negative effects on Cronbach’s alpha, 

whereas a large number of items influence the increase of the estimates of the internal 

consistency. Considering this weakness, Hair et al. (1999) recommended at least three  

indicators for a latent variable. In this scale, interaction quality consisted of only two items. Thus, 

the less estimates of the internal consistency might be due to the small item number of 

interaction quality. In the main study, the researcher also checked the construct reliability 

which is assumed to be a more robust method for less influenced by the item numbers. Thus, 

these items for interaction quality were considered in the further study. The coefficients of item-

to-total correlations of all variables except two items of interaction quality and item 2 of 

involvement were over .50 exceeding the threshold of Churchill (1979). However, Hair et al. 

(1999) indicated that internal consistency can be measured by inter-item correlations 

exceeding .30. The results showed that the coefficient of inter-items correlations of interaction 

quality was .48.  In addition, the coefficients of item-to-total correlations of interaction quality 

did not reach the threshold marginally. Based on these results, these items of interaction quality 

would be included in the main study. However, item 2 of involvement showed poor coefficients 

of inter-item correlations ranging .19 to .44. In addition, there were relatively enough items in 

order to measure involvement, and thus item 2 was deleted in the main study. The result revealed 

that the coefficients of inter item correlation in each construct were less than .85, and it was 

assumed that there were no multicolleanirity problems among items in each variable. 
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Table 1 
 
Mean, Standard Deviation, Item-to-Total Correlation, and Internal Consistency of the Variables  

 

 Mean S.D. Item-to-total 
Correlation 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

PG1 5.07 1.44 .696 .85 
PG2 5.28 1.29 .798  

Program 
 

PG3 5.14 1.49 .657  
IA1 4.74 1.48 .480 .65 Interaction 
IA2 5.32 1.16 .480  
OC1 5.28 1.32 .624 .81 
OC2 5.43 1.26 .752  

Outcome 

OC3 5.36 1.43 .587  
PEQ1 5.17 1.53 .588 .82 
PEQ2 5.61 1.36 .751  

Physical 
Environmental 

Quality PEQ3 5.40 1.61 .681  
OR1 5.61 1.09 .838 .93 
OR1 5.50 1.09 .903  

Overall Service 
Quality 

OR1 5.64 1.10 .826  
CS1 5.52 1.19 .880 .94 
CS2 5.67 1.19 .889  
CS3 5.57 1.28 .788  

Customer 
Satisfaction 

CS4 5.66 1.15 .903  
RC1 5.68 1.11 .667 .85 
RC2 4.72 1.75 .628  
RC3 5.60 1.22 .792  

Recommendation 

RC4 5.51 1.10 .669  
HO1 5.37 1.35 .880 .92 
HC2 5.22 1.34 .860  
HC3 5.17 1.37 .788  

Helping 
Customers 

HC4 5.20 1.27 .593  
PF1 5.21 1.58 .880 .90 
PF2 5.24 1.45 .860  
PF3 5.32 1.46 .788  

Providing 
Feedback 

PF4 4.83 1.61 .593  
IV1 3.18 1.86 .633 .89 
IV2 2.81 1.17 .472  
IV3 3.10 1.55 .702  
IV4 3.32 1.52 .662  
IV5 3.06 1.46 .553  
IV6 3.09 1.63 .702  
IV7 3.38 1.44 .597  
IV8 2.48 1.41 .690  
IV9 2.91 1.47 .633  

Involvement 

IV10 2.13 1.38 .570  
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Table 2 shows that the intercorrelation coefficients among sub-constructs were less 

than .85 indicating that there were no multicollinearity problems among the variables. Thus, all 

constructs in the model were included in the main instrument.  

 

Table 2 
 
Intercorrelations among Sub-Constructs 

 

 PQ IQ OQ PEQ OSQ CF RC HC PF IV 
PQ 1          
IQ .69* 1         
OQ .71* .79* 1        
PEQ .59* .59* .71* 1       
OSQ .54* .48* .48* .59* 1      
CF .56* .52* .59* .58* .59* 1     
RC .46* .45* .49* .59* .61* .65* 1    
HC .34* .44* .39* .39* .47* .50* .62* 1   
PF .25* .35* .29* .20 .36* .40* .42* .67* 1  
IV -.25* -21* -.17 -.12 -.32* -.29* -.31* -.26* -.28* 1 

Note.  PQ = Program Quality; IQ = Interaction Quality; OQ = Outcomes Quality; PEQ = Physical Environmental 
Quality; OSQ = Overall Service Quality; CS = Customer Satisfaction; RC = Recommendation; HC = Helping 
Customer; PF = Providing Feedback; IV = Involvement.  
* p < .05. 
 
 

Operational Definitions of Terms 

Service Quality 

 “the consumer’s overall impression of the relative inferiority/superiority of the 

organization and its services” (Bitner & Hubbert, 1994, p. 77).  

 

Customer Satisfaction 

 “the consumer’s fulfillment response. It is a judgment that a product or service feature, or 

the product or service itself, provided (or is providing) a pleasurable level of consumption- 

related fulfillment, including levels of under- or overfulfillment” (Oliver, 1997, p. 13).  
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Customer Citizenship Behavior 

           “voluntary and discretionary behaviors that are not required for the successful production 

and/or delivery of the service but that, in the aggregate, help the service organization overall” 

(Groth, 2005, p. 11). 

 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

 “individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the 

formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 

organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). 

 

Involvement  

 “a state of interest, motivation or arousal” (Rothschild, 1984, p. 216). 

 

Limitations 

       Limitations for the present study are: 

1. This study examines the intention of CCB, and thus there might be a difference between real 

behavior and intention. In OCB literature, Becker, Randall, and Riegel (1995) investigated 

the relationships between intention of and real behaviors of altruism and punctuality. The 

estimates of correlations were .16 and .03, respectively. This study might not investigate the 

frequencies of the behaviors occurring among recreational sport participants. Therefore, 

intention of CCB might not represent exactly the real behaviors.  

2. Self-report administration was selected with the surveys which might result in the common 

method variance. The common method variance increases the relationships among latent 

variables and makes it hard to reveal various relationships with specific indicators across 

dimensions (Lepine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). In order to reduce the common method 

variance, it is necessary to use different sources and/or methods. However, it is difficult for 

the employees to observe and record participants’ behaviors such as helping customers and 

providing feedback. Thus, the self-report survey method was used despite this limitation.  

3. The findings of this study might be used for generalization only to sport participants in the 

campus recreational sport center at Florida State University excluding participants in 

recreational sport centers at other universities. 
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Delimitations 

 The current study was delimited in the following three ways:  

1. This study was limited to the campus recreational sport center at Florida State University. It  

was possible that students in other universities with respect to different attributes of service 

quality would have unlike responses to the level of customer satisfaction and CCB compared 

to students in this university.  Thus, the current study was restricted to one campus 

recreational sport center.  

2. In this proposed model, customer satisfaction only was measured in recreational sport  

participants. There was a conceptual distinction between customer satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction with different antecedents and consequences. Although this study focused 

primarily on customer satisfaction at a campus recreational sport center, it did not mean to 

imply that a potential study including dissatisfaction at a recreational sport center would be 

unimportant or that it might not have any beneficial results for service providers.  

3. Subjects were current users of the campus recreational sport center at Florida State   

     University because there was a time factor that might have influenced the memory of their        

     experiences. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

 Literature on customer citizenship behavior (CCB) in the context of participants in 

campus recreational activities did not exist until 2005. The rationale for these studies was caused 

by the concept of CCB that had been recently introduced by Groth (2005). As explained earlier, 

CCB originated from OCB on the basis of considering customers as partial employees in a 

service context. It is possible that service quality and customer satisfaction positively influence 

CCB according to empirical studies and theory. Thus, the researcher will provide a literature 

review relevant to these two antecedents, the process of transition from OCB to CCB, and 

empirical studies of CCB’s components from both marketing and other disciplines such as social 

psychology and OCB. More specifically, the review of literature will focus on the following 

areas: (a) a context of campus recreational sport, (b) empirical studies of service quality, (c) 

studies of service quality and sport, (d) organizational citizenship behavior, (e) partial 

employees, and (f) customer citizenship behavior.  The final section of the review will be a 

summary of the literature.  

 

A Context of Campus Recreational Sport  

During the last two decades, a large number of universities constructed and renovated 

campus recreation sport buildings by investing millions. For example, Washington State 

University authorized a $39 million 159,155-square foot students’ recreational center (Stier, 

Schneider, Kampf, Wilding, & Haines, 2005). The University of Georgia in 1995 and the Ohio 

State University in 2005 finished $40 million and $139 million projects, respectively (Stier et al., 

2005). The National Intramural-Recreational Sports Association (NIRSA) is non-profit 

membership organization for recreational sports field. In 2006, NIRSA had 740 Institutional 

members consisting of 94 percent from college and university recreational sports programs 

(http://www.nirsa.org/about/index.htm).  

Mull, Bayless, Ross, and Jamieson (1997) defined recreation, sport, and recreational sport. 

Recreation refers to voluntary leisure activities that are meaningful and involve some outcomes. 

Sport refers to a playing activity including cooperation and competition in the game form. 
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Compared to recreation, sport relatively emphasizes playing with or against others for 

competition. Thus, standardized rules and fields are necessary for sport activity. Based on the 

above definitions, recreational sport refers to physically cooperative and competitive activity in 

the rule or structured form for fitness and fun. Recreational sport programming includes five 

divisions: instructional sport, informal sport, intramural sport, extramural sport, and club sport 

(Mull et al., 1997).  

Instructional sport indicates learning program about sport skills and rules to assist 

participants develop their performance (e.g., aerobic dance or kick boxing class). Informal sport 

includes self-directed participating program in physical activity (e.g., weight-training). 

Intramural sport refers to the formally structured contest (e.g., tournament, leagues, etc.). 

Extramural sport involves the macro competition between the winning teams from intramural 

sport program. Lastly, club sport indicates group activity in which participants are involved in 

physical activities due to a common interest in a sport (e.g., table tennis, ice hockey, etc) (Mull et 

al., 1997).   

Campus recreational sport facilities and programs provide several positive benefits to 

students (e.g., holistic wellness) and academic institutions (e.g., personal and social diversity 

enhancement and the recruiting and retention of students) (Haines, 2001). From the perspective 

of students, campus recreational sport centers help to increase the quality of campus life by 

meeting physical and psychological needs (Haines, 2001). A poll conducted by the Ohio State 

University indicated that approximately 90% of undergraduate students considered recreational 

sports and fitness activities an important part of their academic experience (Haines, 2001). 

College students can improve competence and leadership skills among interactions with other 

various student populations in recreational sport activities (Bryant & Bradley, 1993). In addition, 

college students can increase diverse social interactions through recreational sport programs 

(Bradley, Phillipi, & Bryant, 1992). Bradley et al. (1992) found that around 90 percent of all 

minorities in undergraduate studies were involved at least three times per week in recreational 

sport activities with majority students.  

From the perspective of academic institutions, a recreational sport center is positively 

related to the recruitment and retention of students (Haines, 2001). By reduced funding from 

federal and state government (Stier et al., 2005), colleges and universities have sought various 

sources in response to the tight financial situation (Styles & Mulrooney, 2005). Academic 
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institutions have considered various strategies in this dilemma: business alliance, outsourcing, 

cost reduction, etc. (Michael, 1997). Along with these strategies, universities and colleges weigh 

the enrollment and retention of students and invest seriously in both academic programs and non 

academic programs. New state-of-the-art recreational sport facilities and programs are one of the 

non-academic strategies for recruiting and retaining students (Styles & Mulrooney, 2005).  

 

Empirical Studies of Service Quality  

 Even though there have been numerous studies relevant to service quality, this project 

introduced six studies which focused on service quality measurement and instrument 

development. Marketing researchers (Collier & Bienstock, 2006; Dabholkar, Thorpe, & Rentz, 

1996; 1984; nroos,oGr &&  Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985, 1988; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & 

Malhotra, 2005) have made attempts to measure service quality since the 1980s. 

nroosoGr && (1984) proposed a model based on a comparison of the expected service quality and 

the perceived service. This model included technical quality and functional quality mediated by 

image. The technical quality referred to what is received, while the functional quality indicated 

the process of the services. Further, these qualities influenced the image the customers had and 

this image had an effect on the process from expected quality to perceived quality.  

Parsuraman et al. (1985) conducted qualitative research with twelve focus sections and 

several executives. They found that the subjects showed a similar pattern of perceived service 

quality with discrepancy between their expectation and actual service performance. Based on 

these findings, they proposed a conceptual model containing five gaps. Consequentially, 

Parasuraman et al. (1988) later introduced the SERVQUAL instrument including 22 items in five 

dimensions: reliability, tangibles, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy. Even though this 

instrument has been used in various studies, the SERVQUAL has received many criticisms from 

other scholars (e.g., Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Peter, Churchill, & Brown, 1993). The major 

concern about the SERVQUAL was its use of measurement with different scores which resulted 

in different numbers of factor dimensions, improper managerial approaches, and conceptual 

problems (Brady, 1997). Carman (1990) and Cronin and Taylor (1992) have argued that the 

performance-only measure increases variance when they removed the expectation measure. 

Based on this result, Cronin and Taylor (1994) suggested the use of SERVPERF by arguing that 
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only the performance part of the SERVQUAL should be included. Another weakness was that 

SERVQUAL did not include an outcome dimension. Even though service process has been 

emphasized, no attention has been paid to what customers achieved after receiving a service.   

 Despite many efforts and debates, there has been no consensus on the measure of service 

quality across industries. In order to overcome this problem, Dabholkar et al. (1996) presented 

the hierarchical model of service quality consisting of three levels. The first level was 

consumers’ overall perception of service quality. The second level included five dimensions: 

physical aspects, reliability, personal interaction, problem solving, and policy. The third level 

was a subdimension of the second dimension. Brady (1997) conceptualized a hierarchical model 

of perceived service quality again based on Dabholkar et al.’s (1996) model. This study included 

interaction quality, outcome quality, and physical environment. Each dimension also had a 

subdimension like in Dabholkar et al.’s (1996) model. By a hierarchical approach, service quality 

research attempted to include various components in service quality by adjusting different 

situations with various types of service quality.  

 Parasuraman et al. (2005) developed a multiple-item scale (E-S-QUAL) based on 

theoretical foundations for evaluating the service quality delivered by Web sites in the process of 

placing an order. They collected 549 questionnaires through an online survey. The findings 

revealed that two scales were possible for online customers: E-S-QUAL (the basic scale) and E-

RecS-QUAL. The former included 22 items of four components: efficiency, fulfillment, system 

availability, and privacy. The latter was relevant only to customers who experienced non-routine 

encounters and included 11 items with three components: responsiveness, compensation, and 

contact. The results indicated that the Cronbach’s alpha values for all measures ranged from .72 

to .96 exceeding .7 of the guideline of Nunnally and Berstein (1994). In addition, the difference 

existed in chi-square statistics when the authors fixed each correlation of constructs to 1. Thus, 

construct validity was supported by the above the results.  

 Collier and Bienstock (2006) extended service quality research on e-service quality to 

include both Web site interactivity and outcome quality. Unlike the previous studies, this study 

used a formative model instead of a factor model including three second-order dimensions to 

conceptualize e-service quality. Three hundred and thirty eight college students participated in 

the survey. The results found that customers evaluated the design, information accuracy, privacy, 

functionality, and ease of use of a Web site in the process for placing orders. This process quality 
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had positive impact on their perception of the outcome quality of the transaction. In addition, the 

handling of service recovery positively influenced customer satisfaction. Lastly, they found that 

there was a mediating effect of customer satisfaction on the relationship between recovery and 

outcomes to behavioral intentions.  

 In summary, research has been conducted for service quality since the 1980s. 

SERVQUAL instruments were first developed with discrepancy between expectations and the 

actual performance. With many challenges to the SERVQUAL scale, other instruments were 

developed such as SERPERF and the multidimensional and hierarchical models to measure 

service quality. More recently, instruments for e-business have been developed.  

 

Studies of Service Quality and Sport 

 The studies of service quality in sport have been conducted in different sport areas such 

as spectator sport and participant sport. While service quality in spectator sport was important to 

the field of sport management, this research focused on service quality in participant sport 

because different attributes of service resulted in various results.  

Participant sport is further distinguished into fitness settings and campus recreational 

sport centers. In the fitness sport context, four studies were conducted (Chang, 1998; 

Chelladurai, Scott, & Haywood-Farmer, 1987; Kim & Kim, 1995; Papadimitriou & Karteroliotis, 

2000).  Chelladurai et al. (1987) attempted to define and describe the dimensions of fitness 

service attributes based on groups of subjects (categorized by sex and marital status) in the 

degree to which the defined attributes influenced their choice of a fitness club. This study also 

developed a scale to measure these dimensions called the Scale of Attributes of Fitness Services 

(SAFS), with the following dimensions: professional services, consumer services, peripheral 

services, facilities and equipment, and secondary services such as a bar and restaurant. The 

results revealed that there was a general stability in the rating of facilities and equipment as the 

most important dimension. On the other hand, secondary services were rated as the least 

influential in a participant’s decision to join the club. This was the first study attempting to find 

service dimensions in sport management.  

Kim and Kim (1995) presented the Quality Excellence of Sport Centers (QUESC) 

instrument. They made 45 initial items from a review of literature and a focus group, and tested 
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it with 271 respondents from six sport centers, both private and public, in Korea. The results 

revealed that a total of 33 items described as the importance of customer needs were classified 

into 11 distinct dimensions by an exploratory factor analysis: ambiance, employee attitude, 

reliability, information, programs offered, personal consideration, privileges, price, ease of mind, 

stimulation, and convenience.  Of the above dimensions, the most desirable factors were 

cleanliness, security of personal goods, convenient schedules, convenient access to the facility, 

preparedness for emergency, and provision of safety education. They concluded that 23 of 33 

items showed t > 0 implying that the performance of Korean sport centers did not generally 

fulfill the customers’ expectations.   

Papadimitriou and Karteroliotis (2000) tested the stability of the quality excellence of 

sports centers instrument (QUESC) of Kim and Kim (1995) and developed a construct of service 

quality expectations in fitness centers in Patras. This study used 487 participants randomly 

selected in 12 of 52 fitness centers in Patras. They found that it failed to support the stability of 

the 11 dimensions of the QUESC structure of service quality expectations. The study proposed a 

four-factor model called Fitness and Sport Service Quality (FITSSQ). The factors extracted in 

their study were instructor quality, facility attraction and operation, program availability and 

delivery, and other services.  

 Chang (1998) presented the Scale of Quality in Fitness Services (SQFS) by using the 

system thinking paradigm. This scale included nine dimensions through three steps: input, 

throughput, and output. The input stage included service climate, management commitment to 

service quality, and program. The throughput stages included contact with employees, task 

interaction, contact with physical environment, contact with other clients, and service failure and 

recovery. The last stage, output, consists of service quality. The results found that the instrument 

was reliable and valid through several tests.  

 In the recreational sport setting, there were three studies relevant to service quality 

(Crompton et al., 1991; Howat et al., 1996; Wright et al., 1992). Crompton et al. (1991) provided 

RECQUAL by revising the SERVQUAL model, which was based on the disconfirmation 

paradigm. The authors used 248 consumers in a recreation program at the Recreation 

Departments in metropolitan Halifax, Canada.  This instrument included the five dimensions by 

containing 25 items. However, an exploratory factor analysis revealed that the empathy 

dimensions should be removed in the public environment. Finally, the four factors model was 
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available to the recreational sport setting: assurance, reliability, responsiveness, and tangibles. 

The results found that only 11 items of the 25 items of SERVQUAL could be used in pubic 

recreational centers.  

Wright et al. (1992) modified the SERVQUAL instrument and applied it to a campus 

recreational sport center.  A total of six focus groups participated in the process of modifying the 

instrument. The authors used a stratified sampling design and 2063 subjects from public 

recreational centers. They developed 30 items based on the disconfirmation paradigm between 

expectation and the perception of performance. This study used the score to measure change 

from expectations to perceptions of performance. Only 28 items showed negative scores 

meaning that the perceived performance did not meet with customer’s expectation for the service. 

They concluded that the modified SERVQUAL for the recreational centers could be useful in the 

public leisure service context.  

Howat et al. (1996) used an instrument to measure customer service quality, which was 

operated by the Center for Environment and Recreation Management (CERM). Originally, this 

instrument was developed in 1993 by four focus group sessions and included 60 items. In turn, 

another panel including experienced managers and researchers reviewed them and reduced them 

to 15 items. This questionnaire used disconfirmation methods by distracting the perception of 

performance from the customers’ expectation like in the SERVQUAL model (Parasuraman et al., 

1988). An exploratory factor analysis revealed that four factor structures were adequate: core 

service, staff quality, general facility, and secondary services.  

There have been many studies focusing on service quality in participant sport during the 

last two decades. Due to the characteristics of different services in various sport settings, there 

was no uniform instrument to measure service quality across a fitness center and a campus 

recreational sport center. Recently, Ko and Pastore (2004, 2005) developed the Scale of Service 

Quality in Recreational Sport (SSQRS). This instrument included a total of 49 items and 11 

subdimensions describing 4 primary dimensions: program quality, interaction quality, outcome 

quality, and physical environmental quality. 

Program quality refers to “the customer’s perception about the excellence of the 

program” (Ko & Pastore, 2005, p. 85). This primary dimension consists of three subdimensions: 

the range of programs, operating time, and information. The second primary dimension is 

interaction quality, focusing on the process of service delivery. Interaction quality can be 
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categorized into interaction with a service provider and interaction with customers (Ko & Pastore, 

2004, 2005). Customer perception of the service quality is positively correlated with task-

oriented skills, expertise, and actual behavior of the employees in service delivery (Ko & Pastore, 

2004, 2005). In addition, customers consider the attitude and behavior of other customers when 

they evaluate service quality (Chang, 1988; Chelladurai & Chang, 2000). Outcome quality is the 

third primary dimension of service quality indicating what the customer obtains from the service. 

Outcome quality can again be categorized into physical change, sociability, and valence (Ko & 

Pastore, 2004, 2005). Physical environment quality is the last primary dimension of the service 

quality and indicates a human being’s facility, but not including the natural environment. 

Ambience, design, and equipment are included in this dimension (Ko & Pastore, 2004, 2005).  

SSQRS might reach a consensus as the standard measure of service quality in the 

recreational sport settings for three reasons. First, this scale included various variables in service 

quality from previous studies by using multidimensional and hierarchical structures. Thus, 

researchers or practitioners could measure the perception of service quality at the four primary 

dimensions and eleven subdimensions. Second, the outcomes quality was included in this 

instrument. Most studies usually collected survey data after service consumption. Thus, it was 

possible that what a customer obtained after usage of service might have influenced his or her 

perception of service quality. One of the early scholars in the field of service quality, 

nroosoGr && (1984) conceptualized what customers achieved, also known as technical quality. Even 

though this conceptual model was presented, there has been little attention given to outcomes 

quality. By including this dimension, SSQRS was able to reflect the perception of service quality. 

Third, through various psychometric property tests such as reliability test and validity test, Ko 

and Pastore (2005) revealed that SSQRS was a sound instrument for recreational sport activities. 

The study used 241 respondents in the Department of Recreational Sports at a large university in 

the Midwest region of the U.S. The results showed Chi-square/df ratios (1.93) and RMSEA 

(.065) that explained adequate fit in the overall model measurement. Other indicators like NFI 

(.95), TLI (.97), and CFI (.97) also indicated acceptable model fits.  The results suggested a good 

index of reliability showing Cronbach’s alpha coefficient range between .73 and .94. 

Furthermore, the results supported the evidence of convergent validity and discriminant validity.  

Kwon and Ko (2006) examined the reliability of single item measures by utilizing 

statistical techniques. The subjects were 188 college students who currently used university 
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recreational sport services. The results found that the reliability estimates from single item 

measures of 11 dimensions of SSQRS varied from .63 to .85 and from .65 and .88 when these 

were corrected for attenuation and exploratory factor analysis (EFA), respectively. They 

concluded that the reliability estimates of single items were sound to be used.  

 

Customer Satisfaction  

It is a well-known fact that customer satisfaction is a key antecedent of corporate profits 

(Anderson & Sullivan, 1993; Oliver, 1997). Several definitions of customer satisfaction have 

been introduced (e.g., Hunt, 1997; Locke, 1967; Oliver; 1997). Locke (1967) described the 

primary perspective of satisfaction as an affective response to the experiences with services. The 

emotional response is more related to aspiration more than expectation. On the other hand, Hunt 

(1977) provided a different perspective of customer satisfaction: a cognitive process. It was 

defined as “an evaluation rendered that experience was at least as good as it was supposed to be” 

(p. 459). Customer satisfaction comes from comparison between the expectation of consumers 

and the performance of the products. This definition of customer satisfaction has been well 

identified in marketing literature as disconfirmation. Previous studies have supported this 

viewpoint by considering the cognitive processes of confirmation of expectations and inequality 

judgments (e.g., Oliver 1980; Oliver & DeSarbo, 1988; Oliver & Swan, 1989).  

In the two different perspectives, Westbrook and Oliver (1991) argued that the customer 

satisfaction is divided into dual components which consisted of affective and cognitive 

dimensions. However, this perspective of customer satisfaction was changed again by Oliver 

(1997). He thought that customer satisfaction does not include both cognitive and affective 

reactions, which are just part of satisfaction. Oliver (1997) provided a definition of customer 

satisfaction, to which other scholars mostly refer: “a judgment that a service provides a 

pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfillment including under- or overfulfillment” (p. 13). 

This definition implies that customer satisfaction is related to the fulfillment of the customer’s 

expectation with “an outcome and a comparison referent” (Oliver, 1997, p. 14).  
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The Relationship between Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction 

Satisfaction is different from dissatisfaction even though the relationship between them is 

not opposite. This differentiation between satisfaction and dissatisfaction was suggested in the 

two-factor theory of job satisfaction (Herzberg, Bernard, & Snyderman, 1959). This theory 

assumes that satisfiers and dissatisfiers are different. The former leads to job satisfaction, while 

the latter causes job dissatisfaction. Additionally, a lack of dissatisfiers such as company 

administration, policy, and supervision, results in dissatisfaction. On the other hand, the 

deficiency of satisfiers does not influence satisfaction. There have been several empirical studies 

to support this two-factor theory (e.g., Bitner, Booms, & Tetreault, 1990; Cadotte & Turgeon, 

1988; Swan & Combs, 1976). 

Swan and Combs (1976) found that when consumers evaluate goods, they consider some 

attributes more importantly in deciding satisfaction. On the other hand, when the product 

performance is not satisfactory, certain attributes influence dissatisfaction, but are not critical to 

satisfaction. Madox (1981) supported these results by finding that the attributes of service quality 

may be categorized into one factor leading to dissatisfaction and the other factor causing 

dissatisfaction.  

Johnson (1995) found a weak relationship between customer satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. The author attempted to categorize the determinants of service quality into 

satisfiers and dissatisfiers. In the study, 323 satisfaction and 256 dissatisfaction stories were 

utilized among bank customers. The findings showed that bank commitment and cleanliness 

caused satisfaction; a deficiency of one, however, did not indicate dissatisfaction. Bank integrity, 

such as honesty and aesthetics, influenced dissatisfaction. Thus, it was concluded that 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction can be influenced by different determinants of service quality 

(Johnson, 1995).  

On the other hand, Bitner et al. (1990) interviewed customers of airline, hotel, and 

restaurants to investigate satisfiers and dissatisfiers. They found that both satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction results from some incidents. Oliver (1997) provided an explanation for these 

findings that satisfaction can be categorized into bivalent satisfiers, monovalent satisfiers, and 

monovalent dissatisfiers. Bivalent satisfiers indicate the attributes causing both satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction. While monovalent satisfiers refer to additional attributes that hardly influence 
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dissatisfaction, monovalent dissatisfiers are rarely associated with satisfaction but their absence 

leads to dissatisfaction.  

In summary, satisfaction and dissatisfaction are different characteristics. The two-factor 

theory was first introduced with job satisfaction in regard to this relationship. Later, this theory 

extended to customer satisfaction and dissatisfaction with several empirical evidences. It has 

been accepted that there are three kinds of attributes influencing satisfaction and dissatisfaction: 

monovalent satisfier, monovalent dissatisfier, and bivalent satisfiers.  

 

Encounter and Global Satisfaction and Service Quality  

Two levels of customer satisfaction and service quality exist: encounter (short-term) and 

global (long-term) satisfaction and service quality (Bitner & Huberrt, 1994). The former 

indicates a single service experience, and thus it may differ from episode to episode. On the other 

hand, the latter refers to overall encounter experiences, and so is comparatively stable throughout 

time. For example, a recreational sport participant can be satisfied with one service experience 

with an employee’s attitude, while she/he can be dissatisfied with a poor facility. These service 

episodes influence and update global satisfaction.  

Oliver (1997) conceptualized the relationships between encounter and global service 

quality and customer satisfaction. Figure 3 describes encounter satisfaction and service quality, 

showing that they are interrelated, and influence integrated global service quality and satisfaction. 

At the encounter level, perceived service quality influences customer satisfaction with a weak 

influence in the reverse path. This makes it possible to assume that customers may be satisfied 

with their perceptions of service products. However, it is also possible to hypothesize that 

customers may judge service quality with immediately satisfaction of encounter episodes. Both  

can influence service quality and satisfaction at the global level. Even though encounter service 

quality may have an impact on global satisfaction, its possibility is rare, and so illustrated by the 

dotted lines in Figure 3. 

On the other hand, by repeating service experience, customers can accumulate global 

satisfaction and service quality. At the global level, there is a stronger influence of satisfaction 

on service quality than in the reverse direction. Both global service quality and satisfaction have 

been reinforced by encounter level of both variables. While encounter satisfaction have an 

impact on both global service quality and satisfaction, encounter service quality almost only 
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influences global service quality. That is, the encounter service quality is related to global 

satisfaction through global service quality and encounter satisfaction (Oliver, 1997). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Asymmetric Reciprocal Influences between Quality and Satisfaction at the Encounter 
and Global Levels from Oliver (1997) 

 

In summary, there are types of quality and satisfaction which are connected with each 

other. Based on encounter or global level, the strong influences between quality and satisfaction 

vary conceptually. According to Oliver’s (1997) conceptual model, researchers should reveal 

their intention of measuring levels of satisfaction and service quality and hypothesize the 

relationships.  

 

Empirical Studies for Relationships between Quality and Satisfaction 

 There are three perspectives in favor of linking service quality and customer satisfaction. 

The first perspective considers service quality as a function of satisfaction. That is, customer 

satisfaction influences service quality (e.g., Biter, 1990; Bolton & Drew, 1991). Bitner’s (1990) 

study examined the effect of the interaction between customer and employee with the physical 

environment on service appraisals. In this case, the author defined quality at the global level and 

satisfaction at the encounter level. In Figure 2, there is a path from encounter satisfaction to 

global service quality. Bitner (1990) used 145 participants who were airline customers. Through 

multiple regression and pass analysis, the author found a statistically significant relationship of 
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both service quality and satisfaction with future intention. However, because the coefficient 

estimate of satisfaction was larger than the one of service quality towards future intention, the 

author concluded that the direction from customer satisfaction to service quality is correct by 

considering service quality as the superordinate dimension.  

 Bolton and Drew (1991) shared Bitner’s (1990) perspective by considering service 

quality as a more global construct. They developed and investigated a model indicating that 

customer satisfaction is an antecedent of perceived service quality. The authors used 1,408 

participants among residential telephone subscribers. By conducting two-stage least squares, 

Bolton and Drew (1991) examined their model with their data. However, the empirical evidence 

did not support their model.  

 Cronin and Taylor (1992) provided the second perspective on linking quality and 

satisfaction: service quality influences customer satisfaction. However, their study did not 

indicate whether the two concepts were encounter or global level even though their model 

includes comprehensive relationships: a path from satisfaction to service quality, a path from 

service quality to satisfaction, and a reciprocal relationship between service quality and 

satisfaction. The authors compared the SERVQUAL scales with performance of SERVQUAL 

only (called SERPERF). The study used 660 participants in various industries such as banking 

and fast food. The results found that their data support the superiority of the SERVPEFR, and 

also that service quality is an antecedent of customer satisfaction.  

Brady, Cronin, and Brand (2004) replicated Cronin and Taylor’s (1992) study with the 

same data and two new data sets. The results were identical to the previous study, supporting 

relationships from service quality to customer satisfaction. Gotlieb, Grewal, and Brown (1994) 

supported that customer satisfaction is a consequence of service quality. Their study examined 

the relationship between two concepts at the encounter level with 232 medical patients. The 

results revealed that service quality is an indicator of customer satisfaction with a direct 

influence on purchase behavior. Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann (1994) also supported Cronin 

and Taylor’s (1992) study by examining the relationships among service quality, customer 

satisfaction, and economic return with approximately 25,000 customers of Swedish companies. 

The results found that customer satisfaction is a consequence of service quality and leads to 

company profitability. 
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Lastly, McAlexander et al. (1994) proposed a relationship between the two variables 

which is non-recursive, describing the reciprocal causation first presented by Cronin and 

Taylor’s (1992) study. The authors used 346 medical patients. The results revealed that both 

concepts have a reciprocal influence and affect purchase intention. It was suggested that 

customers did not distinguish between service quality and satisfaction constructs, and thus, both 

concepts are important to practitioners.  

In summary, customer satisfaction is a judgment of a pleasurable level of consumption 

from service products (Oliver, 1997). There are two types of both service quality and satisfaction. 

Based on an encounter or a global level, various relationships among four constructs are possible. 

In order to clarify specific relationships between both concepts, it may be necessary to 

conceptualize service quality and satisfaction at each level and the degree to which customers 

accumulate their global service quality and satisfaction. As there is an obvious link between both 

concepts, it is significant to identify the behavioral consequences of these concepts geared 

toward managerial perspective. Thus, service quality will be presented by empirical studies in 

sport management and general business context.  

 

The Behavioral Consequences of Perceived Service Quality 

 Literature on service quality has begun to examine repurchase intention as customers’ 

behavioral consequences with service quality (Cronin & Taylor, 1992). In this review, five 

studies will be introduced for transformation from repurchase intention to various customer 

behaviors in the service context (Alexandris et al., 2001; Bloemer, Ruyter, & Wetzels, 1999, 

Boulding, Kalra, Staelin, & Zeithaml, 1993; Brady, Knight, Cronin, Tomas, Hult, & Keillor, 

2005; Zeithaml et al., 1996).  

 Zeithmal et al. (1996) examined various behavioral outcomes of service quality including 

favorable and unfavorable behavioral intentions. The former included saying positive things, 

recommending the company, remaining loyal to the company, spending more with the company, 

and paying premium prices. The latter contained saying negative things, switching to another 

company, and complaining to external agencies. The authors used 3069 questionnaires from a 

computer manufacturer, an automobile insurer, and a life insurer. The results found positive 

relationships between overall service quality and price sensitivity.  
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 Bloemer et al. (1999) investigated the direct relationship between service quality and 

customer behavioral outcomes which were proposed in Zeithmal et al.’s (1996) study. The 

authors collected data through interviews with service customers in entertainment, fast food, 

supermarkets, and health care services. Seven hundred and eight subjects participated.  

The results found that word-of-mouth was differently related to components of SERVQUAL 

given in various business settings. In the entertainment industry, responsiveness (r = .44) and 

tangibles (r = .36) positively influenced word-of-mouth. The dimension of empathy was 

positively related to price sensitivity (r = .54), while assurance (r = .22) and empathy (r = .45) 

have a mainly positive impact on word-of-mouth in the fast food industry. In the supermarket, 

reliability (r = .62) positively influenced word-of-mouth, while price sensitivity was affected by 

empathy (r = .21). Empathy (r = .31) had a positive correlation with word-of-mouth, and price 

sensitivity (r = .29) was positively correlated with assurance in health care. That is, a variety of 

patterns existed between the perceived service quality and the behavioral outcomes within 

different service environments.  

 Boulding et al. (1993) examined a process model describing how customers changed 

their perceptions of a company’s service delivery system over time. They also examined the 

positive relationship between service quality and important behavioral consequences. These 

behavioral outcomes included repurchase intention, word-of-mouth communication, price 

sensitivity, and complaining behavior. They tested various hypotheses with a longitudinal 

laboratory experiment and a field study. A sample size of 96 was used including managers and 

staff in the business profession. They found that, as the customers have greater customers' 

perceptions of a company's overall service quality, they were more likely to engage in positive 

word-of-mouth.  

 Alexandris et al. (2001) investigated various behavioral outcomes with the five 

dimensions of SERVQUAL in the context of private fitness clubs in Greece. They collected 

three hundred questionnaires from three private fitness clubs. The results revealed some 

proportions of word-of-mouth explained by the perceived service quality in three facilities 

( 2R =.48 for 1st facility; 2R =.75 for 2nd facility; 2R =.77 for 3rd facility). Specifically, the 

tangible and assurance components significantly influenced the amount of word-of-mouth 

ranging from 25.=β  to 78.=β . Furthermore, no significant relationships existed between the 

price sensitivity, complaining implications, and perceived service quality.  
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 Brady et al. (2005) examined the models relevant to service consumers in Australia, 

Hong Kong, Morocco, the Netherlands, and the United States and across various service settings 

such as fast food restaurants and retail grocery stores. This model consisted of several variables: 

the sacrifice, service quality, customer satisfaction, value, and behavioral intention. 

Recommending the service and saying positive things about the provider were included in 

behavioral intention. They compared four nested models to determine the best fitting model to 

the data. They used 1138 subjects in the study. The results indicated the comprehensive model as 

best capturing the proposed relationships ( ,82,46.5942 == dfx CFI = .96, RMSEA = .07). 

Specifically, the findings revealed that both service quality and customer satisfaction had 

positive relationships with behavioral intentions. However, the relationship between customer 

satisfaction and behavioral intention (r = .59) proved to be stronger than the one between service 

quality and behavioral intention (r = .17).  

 In summary, research in the beginning of the exploration of service quality was interested 

in the repurchase intentions of customers. The various behavioral consequences were introduced: 

saying positive things, recommending the company, remaining loyal to the company, spending 

more with the company, paying premium prices, saying negative things, switching to another 

company, and complaining to external agencies. These behaviors usually occur outside of the 

places where service is consumed. However, it might be valuable to consider behavioral 

consequences during service delivery.  

Customer citizenship behavior (CCB) refers to voluntary and discretionary behaviors not 

required for the successful service delivery (Groth, 2005). CCB includes helping customers, 

which occurs during service delivery with recommendations and providing feedback. Thus, CCB 

might be a significant contribution to service quality research as it would extend the previous 

behavioral consequences through service quality. This originated from organizational citizenship 

behavior (OCB) based on the concept of partial employees. Therefore, the present review will 

first detail the concept of OCB, and will then introduce the role of customers as partial 

employees to explain how OCB could be used in sport marketing.  
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior   

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was first developed by researchers (e.g., 

Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983). OCB is defined as “individual behavior that is 

discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the 

aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Early 

research of OCB had placed emphasis on behavior within the organization. Then, the interests of 

OCB existed within the service context. OCB expanded to the customer context with the term of 

partial employees (Groth, 2005). This review will first present a few of the studies completed in 

sport management with OCB, and will then discuss OCB in the general management literature with a 

summary. 

 

OCB within Sport Management Context 

At the time of the current investigation, only four studies of organizational citizenship 

behavior (OCB) have been conducted in the context of sport management studies (Chang & 

Chelladurai, 2003; Kent & Chelladurai, 2001, 2003; Todd, 2003). While many studies have been 

conducted in the general business context, there have been few studies presented in the sport 

context.  Kent and Chelladurai (2001) examined propositions about the relationships between 

perceived leader-member exchange quality (LMX) and perceived transformational leadership 

behaviors (TL) of the athletic director, and the organizational commitment (OC) of subordinates 

and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and perceived TL and LMX.  The study used the 

employees in one university’s athletic department and the total sample size was 75. The major 

findings revealed positive relationships between three dimensions of TL and LMX (r = .237 for 

the relationship between charismatic leadership and LMX; r = .377 for the relationship between 

individualized consideration and LMX; r = .191 for the relationship between intellectual 

stimulation and LMX). In turn, the dimensions of LMX were related to OC (r = .285 for 

affective commitment; r = .332 for normative commitment) and OCB (r = -.314 for altruism; r = 

-.248 for generalized compliance), while those of TL were not associated with OCB (r = .007 for 

the relationship between charismatic leadership and altruism; r = -.043 for the relationship 

between individualized consideration and altruism; r = -.173 for the relationship between 

intellectual stimulation and altruism; r = .128 for the relationship between charismatic leadership 

and generalized compliance; r = .020 for the relationship between individualized consideration 
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and generalized compliance; r = -.033 for the relationship between intellectual stimulation and 

generalized compliance).  

Kent and Chelladurai (2003) investigated these above relationships with twenty-nine 

middle managers and 265 third-tier employees of a State Department of Parks and Recreation. 

Their study found low internal consistency estimates (α = .53) for the generalized compliance 

dimension, and did not include OCB in the further study. Even though their study did not include 

OCB, it was meaningful to conduct cascading effects of two leadership styles on the job attitudes 

of various employees in different positions in the recreational sport setting.  

Chang and Chelladurai (2003) identified the difference in OC and OCB between full-time 

workers and part-time workers within recreation centers and fitness clubs in Korea.  The study 

used 178 instructors in two fitness clubs and two community sport centers. The major finding 

was that the full time workers rated significantly higher on affective commitment (AC) and OCB 

while the part-time workers rated higher on continuance commitment (CC). The relationship 

between AC and OCB was stronger in the full-time group than in the part-time group. The study 

concluded that managers should make their efforts for these part-time workers to perform their 

duties effectively by identifying a more detailed job description.  

Todd (2003) examined the causal relationships among task variables, satisfaction, self 

efficacy, mood state, and OCB in the employees of sporting goods manufacturers. The findings 

indicated that statistically task autonomy, intrinsically satisfying tasks, and task routinization 

influenced positively satisfaction (r = .23, r = .74, r = .17), and job satisfaction and job self-

efficacy, in turn, predicted OCB (r = .29, r = .47).  

 

OCB within Other Contexts 

According to Podsakoff et al. (2000), there have been approximately 200 studies 

examining OCB in various disciplines. However, the researcher will review 10 empirical studies 

which will be significant for informing the historical flow of OCB development. Bateman and 

Organ (1983) introduced the term of “citizenship” (p. 588). In this study, the authors measured a 

wide array of employee activities on the job completed by employees and supervisors at two points 

in time. Thirty items indicated citizenship describing behaviors like compliance, altruism, 

dependability, housecleaning, complaint, cooperation, criticism of and arguing with others, and 

punctuality. The subjects were the employees of a major Midwestern state university. The sample 
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size was 77 (29 females and 48 males). The results showed that there was a positive relationship 

between OCB and job satisfaction, but failed to test the causal relations.  

Smith et al. (1983) also studied OCB with more valid and reliable procedures for item 

development. The purpose of their study was to measure the extent to which “good citizenship” 

(p. 656) behavior could be explained by characteristic mood state and the extent to which assured 

environmental forces and individual different variables could independently determine 

citizenship. The population consisted of employees in banks, and the sample size was 422 

employees and their supervisors in 58 departments of two banks. Smith et al. (1983) adjusted and 

developed the questionnaires that included 16 items consisting of two dimensions: altruism and 

generalized compliance. Altruism referred to helping behaviors acted toward other people.  

Generalized compliance indicated the behavior that “does not provide immediate aid to any one 

specific person, but rather is indirectly helpful to others involved in the system” (p. 657). The 

results revealed that citizenship behavior included at least two separate dimensions: altruism and 

generalized compliance. This questionnaire has been used in many studies related to OCB.  

Organ (1988) suggested five dimensions: courtesy, sportsmanship, civic virtue, altruism 

and generalized compliance. For the five dimensions, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and 

Fetter (1990) developed an instrument that consisted of 24 items by providing the definition to 

the subjects and using a Q-sort. This study used a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. The confirmatory factor analysis showed the acceptable model fit for 

all factor loadings. 

Organ (1988) also mentioned how OCB influenced the organizational performance 

conceptually. However, this study only defined OCB as behaviors not rewarded by the formal 

system. According to Podsakoff et al. (2000), OCB ultimately influenced supervisors’ 

evaluations of employees. Organ (1997) also agreed with these criticisms of the original 

definition of OCB. The author mentioned that it no longer seemed to be right to consider OCB as 

an extra-role, beyond the job, or unrewarded by the formal system. Organ (1997) suggested that 

the definition of OCB should be modified toward the definition of contextual performance. 

Organ (1990) added two other forms of OCB: peacemaking and cheerleading. He defined 

peacemaking as actions helping to prevent or alleviate negative interpersonal arguments, while 

cheerleading refers to the words or gestures of encouraging coworkers’ achievements and 

professional progress. However, Podsakoff et al. (1997) contended that it was difficult for the 
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manager to distinguish among the four dimensions-altruism, courtesy, peacemaking, and 

cheerleading. Therefore the authors integrated these dimensions into a helping behavior 

dimension by using the second order latent variable. Conceptually, they used three dimensions: 

helping, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. Because their study used a small sample size (N=40 

work crew members), it examined the factor structure with principal-components factor analysis 

instead of confirmatory analysis. All items were supported with more than .70 factor loadings.  

Graham (1991) had a different approach to OCB based on political theory by criticizing 

the lack of theory and the difficulty to conceptualize each concept among the dimensions. The 

author suggested three dimensions of organization citizenship responsibility, which was similar 

to OCB. The first component was organizational obedience. It refers to “an orientation toward 

organizational structure, job descriptions, and personnel policies that recognizes and accepts the 

necessity and desirability of a rational structure of rules and regulations” (Graham, 1991, p. 255). 

This was similar to Organ’s generalized compliance. The second dimension was organizational 

loyalty. It was defined as “identification with and allegiance to organizational leaders and the 

organization as a whole, transcending the parochial interests of individuals, work groups, and 

departments” (Graham, 1991, p. 255). This concept was not mentioned by Organ (1988). 

Defending the organization against threats and contributing to a good reputation were included in 

this behavior. The last dimension was organizational participation. It represented showing 

interest in organizational activities “guided by ideal standards of virtue, validated by keeping 

informed, expressed through full and responsible involvement in organizational governance” 

(Graham, 1991, p. 255). This was similar to the civic virtue of Organ’s OCB (1988).  

Williams and Anderson (1991) suggested that the extra-role behavior in the form of OCB 

was possible to be differentiated from traditional performances of in-role behaviors (IRBs). It 

was also able to identify the relative contributions of components of job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment to predict both dimensions of OCB performance. They provided two 

forms of OCB: organizational citizenship behavior beneficial to the organization (OCBO) and 

organizational citizenship behavior beneficial to specific individuals (OCBI). OCBO referred to 

behaviors that promote the organization while OCBI represented the behavior that provides 

immediate advantage to an individual. The study used 461 full time employees in various 

organizations from a Midwestern city. The factor analysis outcomes revealed that with 
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supervisory ratings the distinction between IRBs and OCB were supported, and the regression 

results indicated that OCB had different antecedents than IRBs.  

George and Brief (1992) suggested organizational spontaneity by distinguishing the in-

role from extra role. Extra role behavior referred to volunteer behaviors that would contribute to 

organizational effectiveness (George & Brief, 1992). The difference from OCB was that this 

included behavior which might be rewarded by the organization. They suggested that 

conscientiousness and courtesy might be included in in-role behavior more than extra-role. 

Organizational spontaneity consisted of five dimensions. The first one was helping co-workers, 

which was similar to altruism. The second one was protecting the organization. When employees 

reported or informed of a fire hazard, or a building security issue, these behaviors were related to 

protecting behavior. The third one was making constructive suggestions. It was similar to the 

civic virtue of Organ’s (1988) OCB. The fourth dimension was developing oneself. It referred to 

behaviors “seeking to enhance the knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to perform better their 

current job or to prepare themselves for more responsible positions within the organization” 

(George & Brief, 1992, p. 311).  The last dimension was spreading goodwill. When employees 

praised their company to their friends and informed or recommended their products to others, 

their behaviors were included in spreading goodwill.  

Van Dyne, Cummings, and Parks (1995) examined the extra-role behavior based on the 

previous studies by suggesting dysfunction and functional dimensions. They revealed that there 

were challenging behaviors that posed a potential threat to damage the relationship. This 

behavior could be categorized into prohibitive and promotive behaviors. Prohibitive challenge 

referred to preventing something from happening or continuing to occur (Van Dyne et al., 1995). 

Whistle blowing and principled organizational dissent were included in the prohibitive 

dimension. On the other hand, promotive challenging behavior indicated encouraging something 

to occur. This dimension consisted of voice. Smith et al.’s (1993) altruism and Graham’s (1991) 

helping behavior were included in affiliative and promotive behavior. Van Dyne et al. (1995) 

supported that OCB was the extra-role behavior, which was not obviously rewarded by formal 

system.  

Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) attempted to redefine the contextual performance that 

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) introduced into two constructs: interpersonal facilitation and job 

dedication. The former referred to “deliberate acts that improve morale, encourage cooperation, 
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remove barriers to performance, or help coworkers perform their task-oriented job activities” 

(Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996, p. 526). This dimension was similar to Smith et al.’s (1983) 

altruism, and George and Brief’s (1992) helping behavior. This behavior should be oriented to 

help the accomplishment of organizational goals.  Job dedication was defined as “self-disciplined 

behaviors such as following rules, working hard, and taking the initiative to solve a problem at 

work” (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996, p. 526). This dimension included Smith et al.’s (1983) 

generalized compliance. These dimensions consisted of 15 items identified by factor analysis. 

This study was administered to 515 mechanics, and supervisors also rated 975 mechanics in the 

U. S. Air Force. The results supported distinguishing task performance from interpersonal 

facilitation, but not from job dedication by the correlation of variables.  

Moorman and Blakely (1995) provided OCB with different dimensions by combining 

Organ’s (1988) OCB model and Graham’s (1991) political science theory. They contended that 

courtesy could be categorized into helping behavior, while the sportsmanship dimension should 

be included in loyal boosterism. They suggested and developed the scale for the four dimensions: 

interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal boosterism. They used 

185 employees of a southeastern financial services organization to examine the validity and 

relationships with other variables. The 19 items showed the significant loadings and acceptable 

model fit in confirmatory factor analysis. The results revealed that the employees would be likely 

to show OCB if they had collectivistic values or norms.  

In summary, many researchers have presented extra role behaviors. However, various 

concepts were proposed and operationalized by different scholars.  There have been no universal 

definitions and dimensions which included citizenship behaviors found in the previous empirical 

studies. Podsakoff et al. (2000) summarized the previous studies relating to OCB. They found 

seven shared themes in previous research: helping behavior, sportsmanship, organizational 

loyalty, organizational compliance, individual initiative, civic virtue, and self-development. 

Podsakoff et al. (2000) also provided the antecedents and consequents of OCB by testing 

statistical significance through meta-analysis. 

 

Antecedents of OCB 

Podsakoff et al. (2000) categorized the antecedents that have been researched into four 

categories: individual characteristics, task characteristics, organizational characteristics, and 
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leadership behaviors. In the perspective of individual characteristics, affective moral factors like 

job satisfaction, organizational commitment, fairness, and leader support have been highlighted 

and have showed a positive relationship with OCB in the early research (Bateman & Organ, 

1983; Organ, 1988; Smith et al., 1983).  

Task characteristics were related to OCB dimensions (Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1995). 

Task characteristics consisted of task feedback, task routinization, and intrinsically satisfying 

tasks. It was revealed that task feedback and intrinsically satisfying tasks were negatively related 

to OCB dimensions. On the other hand, a negative relationship between task routinization and 

OCB was also found (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Additionally, Podsakoff et al. (2000) did not 

identify a significant relationship between the dispositional factors and OCB through meta 

analysis. Altruism, courtesy, and sportsmanship were significantly related to role ambiguity and 

role conflict (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Because both role ambiguity and role conflict were 

negatively correlated with satisfaction, it was assumed that satisfaction might mediate the 

relationship between role ambiguity and role conflict (Podsakoff al., 2000).  

 In the perspective of organizational characteristics, none of organizational formalization, 

organization inflexibility, advisory/staff support, or spatial distance was consistently related to 

OCB. On the other hand, altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, civic virtue, and 

perceived organizational support were significantly related to group cohesiveness and perceived 

organizational support (Podsakoff et al., 2000). 

 Different leadership showed mixed relationships with organizational citizenship behavior 

(OCB). Transformational leadership behaviors and leader member exchange had a positive 

relationship with OCB. However, contingent leaderships of the transactional leaderships were 

positively related to OCB, while noncontingent punishment behavior was negatively related to 

OCB (Podsakoff et al., 2000).  As mentioned earlier, Kent and Chelladurai (2001) found a weak 

relationship between transformation leadership behaviors and OCB in sport organization.  

  

Consequences of OCB 

 There are two kinds of consequences of OCB: “(a) the effects of OCBs on managerial 

evaluations of performance and judgments regarding pay raise, promotions, etc., and (b) the 

effects of OCBs on organizational performance and success” (Podsakoff et al., 2000, p. 533). 

Podsakoff et al. (2000) concluded that OCB had a positive impact on evaluation made by 
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managers and in-role and extra-role performance might interact when evaluating the 

performance of the subordinates.  

 Four studies have found a positive effect of OCB on an organization (Podsakoff et al., 

2000). However, some components of OCB related differently to organizational performance in 

various situations. Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994) found that helping behavior was negatively 

related to the quantity of performance in an insurance company. The authors assumed that it was 

due to the high level of turnover, and the insurance sample and individual compensation system. 

Although there has been a different extent to the influences of OCB on an organization, it seems 

to be acceptable that overall OCB has a positive influence on organizational effectiveness.  

 

The Potential Negative Aspect of OCB 

While many researchers have highlighted the positive influence of OCB on 

organizational effectiveness, some negative views of OCB have also been suggested. Bolino et al. 

(2004) pointed out three fundamental assumptions of OCB for potential negative effect: “(1) that 

OCBs results from non-self-serving motives; (2) that OCBs facilitate the effective functioning of 

organizations; (3) that promoting citizenship in the workplace creates a positive working 

environment for employees” (p. 233).  

Employees who are involved in OCB tend to be motivated by impression-management 

behaviors (e.g., Bolino, 1999; Rioux & Penner, 2001). According to Smith et al. (1983), OCB 

shares many characteristics with altruism. Organ (1988) introduced OCB by illustrating helping 

behavior without any reward. In this case, the employee helped another person and it benefited 

this person, but not the helper. However, Rioux and Penner (2001) found three motives of OCB: 

prosocial values, organizational concern, and impression management. That is, whereas 

employees are likely to engage in OCB with altruistic motives, they may overact OCB to impress 

their supervisors or managers. Becker and O’Hair (in process) examined the relationship among 

Machiavellianism, motives towards manipulative behavior, and OCB which is distinguished into 

OCBI and OCBO. As mentioned early, OCBI is related to individual benefits such as helping 

behaviors towards coworkers, while OCBO is associated with benefits at the organizational level 

such as innovation (Van Dyne et al., 1994; William & Anderson, 1991). In Becker and O’Hair’s 

(in process) study, Machiavellianism was regarded as seeking chances to make an impression on 

the management to achieve individual benefit. A total sample size of subjects was made of 306 
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working employee including supervisors and coworkers. The results revealed that impression 

management motive was positively related to Machiavellianism more than prosocial values and 

organizational concerns’ motives. In addition, the OCBO was more strongly associated with 

Machiavellianism than OCBI.  Many studies have considered OCB as only positive behaviors 

toward an organization. However, one of the primary motives can be self-serving. 

Second, OCB may not promote the effective performance of organizations. Organ (1988) 

described OCB as employee’s behaviors which in the aggregate improve organizational 

effectiveness. Whereas many studies have assumed significant functions of OCB towards 

organizational effectiveness, there have been few studies to confirm this assumption. According 

to Podsakoff et al. (2000), there were more than 200 studies of OCB in various fields. However, 

until that time, 6 studies had been published to confirm the relationship between OCB and 

organizational effectiveness. Even in these 6 studies, all of the studies have not supported a 

positive relationship between the two variables.  Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994) revealed a 

negative relationship between helping and sales performance in insurance agencies. Podsakoff et 

al. (1997) also indicated that either the quantity or the quality of production was not associated 

with civic virtue in the paper mill context. In addition, a basic assumption of OCB for 

organizational effectiveness is that OCB contributes to decrease the need for limited resources. 

However, according to Bulkeley (1992), some reports from large firms in the United States 

revealed that it costs between US $ 6,000 and 15,000 for the individual spending time helping 

other workers. This evidence supports the potential negative perspective of OCB. Lastly, Bolino 

et al. (2004) implied that OCB is a consequence of inferiorly managed organizations. If all 

employees perform their role completely, no extra role behaviors would be necessary. In other 

words, OCB may be an antecedent of a less efficient organization (Bolino et al., 2004).   

 Third, the negative working environment in workplace may be formed by promoting 

OCB (Bolino et al., 2004). In an organization, positive behaviors among workers have been 

considered as one strategy to reinforce responsibility (Gagne, Gavin, & Tully, 2005). In addition, 

many interests of many organizations have been placed on encouraging a positive atmosphere of 

trust, respect, and shared values (Ahmed & Machold, 2004; cited in Becker & O’Hair, in 

progress). However, OCB may negatively influence organizational efforts for positive behavior 

and climate among members. Organ (1997) acknowledged supervisors regarding OCB when 

they evaluate their employees. There may exist some problem for reliable and valid criteria for 
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employee’s appraisals in including extra-role behaviors in the evaluation. In addition, receiving 

help from coworkers may represent a worker who has the inability to perform their role 

themselves. This kind of help may hurt self-esteem (Fisher, Nadlder, & Whitcher; Alagn, 1982).  

In summary, previous research has assumed that higher levels of employee citizenship 

behaviors are positively associated with positive working circumstances. However, it might also 

be hypothesized that there are negative effects of OCB on organizations such as motivation of 

impression management behavior, and it might be the cause of the negative working context. In 

addition, a few of studies have supported the effect of OCB on organizational performance, and 

even found a negative relationship. Therefore, researchers may need to pay attention to situations 

when OCB is examined in different contexts. The following section deals with the issues of OCB 

in terms of measurement construct. 

 

Factor Vs. Formative Model of OCB 

 Structural equation modeling (SEM) has been more widely used among management 

researchers in a wide variety of contexts (Medsker, Williams, & Holand, 1994). However, 

careful usage of SEM was necessary to examine multidimensional constructs. One of the well-

known multidimensional constructs is OCB in the field of organizational behavior. 

Javis, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff (2003) summarized the differences between a factor 

model, called a reflective model, and a formative model, called a composite model. There are 

four criteria for distinguishing between a factor model and a formative model. As mentioned 

above, the first difference is the direction of paths in the diagram. This direction is based on 

causality. In a factor model, the multidimensional construct is made first, and then the facets are 

formed. Therefore, a path points from a construct toward facets. However, in the formative 

model, facets are defined first, and then constructs are made. Yet, it is difficult to decide between 

the two models when scholars examine the causality among dimensions as we can interpret the 

data both ways. 

 The correlations among facets are the second difference between a factor model and a 

formative model. As mentioned above, a factor model is required for a moderate correlation 

among facets, while a formative model assumes independence of each facet. Lepine et al. (2003) 

examined the nature and the dimensionality of OCB by conducting a meta-analysis. The results 

found that the facets of OCB were highly correlated with one another. However, as the authors 
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pointed out, most studies have been done with a self-reporting survey instrument. It is assumed 

that high correlations among several facets result from common method variance. 

 The third difference is the possibility of dropping an indicator. In a factor model, it is 

possible to remove an indicator representing a latent construct because there are still several 

facets towards a construct. On the other hand, dropping an indicator in a formative model 

influences a construct because this construct is based on all facets. That is, one facet does not 

substitute for other facets. Therefore, this is a criterion for distinguishing between two models.  

 The last difference between a factor model and a formative model is measurement error. 

In a factor model, each facet represents the construct. An error might exist on the level of facets 

when they represent the construct. On the other hand, a formative model assumed that, while 

each facet explains its own meaning, a measurement error happens on the level of a construct. 

This may cause different results in the two views of the multidimensional constructs. A more 

detailed explanation follows.  

 According to Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), the observed variances of facets are 

composed of three components: common variances, specific variances, and random variances. 

Common variances are the variances represented by all observed variables of the 

multidimensional construct. Specific variances are the variances which are unique to a single 

facet. Random variance results from a measurement error. In a factor model, common variances 

are only a portion, which are shared by three facets. On the other hand, a formative model points 

out all variances shared by all observed variables. That is, a factor model assumes that the 

variances other than common variance indicate random error including specific variances, while 

a formative model only assumes that random variances are only random error. Therefore, a factor 

model assumes more random error than a formative model. This difference might result in 

different outcomes of the two multidimensional constructs.  

In summary, Javis et al. (2003) provided four criteria for two views of multidimensional 

constructs. Even though a reflective model for OCB was suggested with meta-analysis (Lepine et 

al., 2003), the argument in which all OCB dimensions are considered only as a reflective model 

might be wrong due to the common method variance. Javis et al. (2003) stated that a helping 

construct should consist of a formative model including altruism, courtesy, peacemaking, and 

cheerleading. However, there have been no obvious conceptual and empirical studies so far. A 
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future study will be necessary to identify the more obvious relationship between latent variables 

and their manifestations in OCB construct.  

 

Partial Employees 

The customer’s contribution to service delivery is important in improving the quality of 

service delivery. Lovelock and Young (1979) mentioned that focusing more on the 

client/customers might increase productivity in the service industry. Mills et al. (1983) used the 

term of partial employees for customers in the service context. They illustrated the process of 

service production by a system view: input, conversion process, and systems output. Mills et al. 

(1983) considered the employee and client as one unit, like one team. To improve the 

productivity in service industry, three methods were suggested: motivating the employee-client 

unit, goal setting, and goal-role clarity. This concept, which describes customer contribution, has 

been used in several studies (Chang, 1998; Groth, 2005; Lengnick-Hall, 1996; Mills & Morris, 

1986).   

 Mills and Morris (1986) proposed a model of client involvement stages by discussing 

role definition and control for clients involved in the creation of a complex service. They 

mentioned that many organizations disregarded issues related to client involvement as partial 

employees, even though they focused on the regular employee’s development. Mills and Morris 

(1986) concluded that customers can be “more productive participants” (p. 734), when their 

attitudes, knowledge, skills, and involvement correspond to their required roles in service 

production. Therefore, it would be important for an organization to recognize their customers as 

partial employees. Lengnick-Hall (1996) also suggested a systems view of customer 

participations by describing the role of customers as five-fold: that of a resource, a co-producer, 

a buyer, a user, and a product. In this system’s perspective, the customer’s role as a resource is 

associated with the input stage; with a co-producer with throughput stage; and the role of a 

product with the output stage. The role of the customer is beyond just a person who receives the 

service and is more like a co-producer.  

 At the macro level of the concept, Bettencourt, Ostrom, Browen, and Roundtree (2002) 

presented the co-production model describing the significance of regarding clients as partial 

employees for advancing effective client partnerships. They stated that in the United States, all 

knowledge-focused business service enterprises have increased. As the firms invent the new skill 
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and technique for a special client and certain organizations, these companies have to manage 

“the collaborative role contributions of clients” (Bettencourt et al., 2002, p. 100). Through this 

model, the authors emphasized strategies for creating high performance clients such as the client 

selectivity and client training. These kinds of strategies would help customers recognize their 

role and increase their skills.  

In the sport service industry, the significance of the customers’ roles in service delivery 

has been mentioned in several studies (e.g., Chang, 1998; Chelladuari, 1999; Chelladurai & 

Chang, 2000; Ko & Pastore, 2004, 2005). The role of customer participation in sport and 

recreation service was emphasized by Chelladurai (1999). The concept of consumer involvement 

is generally associated with service production in various forms of services. For example, a cook 

in restaurants can provide a great service even though customers sit at one table with several 

orders at a time. Their participation is limited in the certain spaces and they make little efforts in 

the beginning of the production of a service. This is considered passive involvement (Chelladurai, 

1999). On the other hand, participants in a yoga class should be actively involved in service 

production for a better service. In addition, consumers on a golf course participate actively to 

finish the service with their friends during a summer season. If they did not put forth their efforts, 

sport participants could not complete the production of the sport service. In other words, sport 

participants have enough patience to endure pain through their participation. Thus, this could be 

considered as active involvement (Chelladuari, 1999). However, all sport participants are not 

included in active involvement. Some participants do not continue their service consumption and 

drop off the activities of the class. 

Sport participants may be considered as products who influence the production of 

services of other participants. Chang (1998) emphasized the customer’s role with respect to other 

customers. He said that bad language, inappropriate behaviors, and clothing might influence 

other customers’ perception of service quality. In fitness centers, even though sport participants 

may curse to themselves only, it definitely gives a negative perception of the fitness center to 

others. Chang (1998) included the perception of other participants in the scale of service quality 

and confirmed that this factor positively influences the other customers’ perceptions of the 

quality of the service. Ko and Pastore (2004, 2005) also conceptualized and tested the interaction 

among sport participants in a campus recreational center in the SSQRS. The results showed that 

the interactions among participants exist and influence the perceived service quality of customers.  
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Chelladurai and Chang (2000) revealed that the effectiveness of coaching in athlete team 

coaching depends on the nature of the interaction among the team members. In addition, they 

indicated that the involvement of the sport participant is positively related to the continued 

participation of other participants (Chelladurai & Chang, 2000). 

 In summary, consumers play significant and various roles in the production of a service.  

Beyond being buyers and users, they are valuable resources in the input and throughput stages of 

a system’s views. Their roles improve the product, which influences the service production of 

other consumers. Even though the customer’s behavior and attitude have significant effects on 

the other customers’ service production, researchers seem to pay little attention to the 

consumer’s behaviors toward other customers especially during service delivery in the sport 

industry. On the other hand, the organizational behavior literature has emphasized the behaviors 

among employees within an organization. An approach to customers based on the partial 

employee concept gives the researchers a new perspective toward consumer behavior.  

 

Customer Citizenship Behavior  

 Recently, the role of customers in service production has been increased with the 

advanced modern technologies such as the ATM, airline reservations made online, and so on 

(Groth, 2005). This trend can also be observed in a sport business context. Sport consumers can 

buy tickets for sport events through an Internet service. Even though the significance of the 

consumer role has been increased, researchers in organizational behavior highlight OCB from 

the employee’s perspective in service context. In order to fill the gap between increased 

customer role and OCB literature, Groth (2005) expanded OCB to customers based on the partial 

employees concept (Mills et al., 1983).  

 Groth (2005) examined the in-role behaviors such as task performance and extra-role 

behaviors like citizenship behavior of customers using the Internet service. Task performance 

indicates customer coproduction behaviors which are required for customers to complete the 

service production. For instance, the customers provide their information such as addresses and 

card numbers into a website to purchase products or services such as an airline ticket reservation. 

In order to obtain a prescription from a doctor, patients tell her/him about their symptom or pains.  

Sport participants using tread-mills in a campus recreational center have to enter some 

information in the machines such as their body weight, the duration of exercise, and the type of 
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protocol. In an aerobic class, consumers need to actively engage to obtain the expected outcomes 

after finishing the class. In order to receive the newsletter from recreational sport centers, 

customers should provide their addresses to the staff. These kinds of behavior are included in the 

customer coproduction behavior. In contrast, extra-role behaviors are not necessary to complete 

service delivery, also known as CCB. These go beyond the expected customer role involving 

recommendation of a service or product to other potential customers or participating in customer 

satisfaction service by providing their comments. These kinds of behaviors are not necessary for 

completing the customers’ service consumption, but are useful resources to the service providers.   

 To learn about extra-role behaviors, Groth (2005) used this direction with 109 

participants by including the definition of CCB, “Please think of a recent incident when you 

[someone you observed] engaged in customer behavior on the Internet that was voluntary and 

discretionary and was not part of the expected role of a customer in that particular business” (p. 

15). This statement guided the subjects to write down the brief incidents that were part of the 

extra-role from the service delivery. After that, the author paraphrased and reworded their 

answers into simple sentences and typed them on different index cards. In the second stages, 119 

items were provided to 40 participants in order to categorize the steps using the multiple stages 

like Q-sort, and the author found 3 clusters. In the last step, 50 participants categorized again 119 

items into 3 clusters. In the end of these procedures, 15 items were obtained and three categories 

were revealed: recommendations, helping customers, and providing feedback (Groth, 2005). 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted because this scale was a new construct. Three 

items were found to have high cross-loadings among the three dimensions and thus deleted in the 

last items. Twelve items had above .70 factor loading values while the values of cross-loadings 

were less than .30 except for one item. The total variance of three factors was 76.6%. The 

reliability estimates using Cronbach’s alpha indicates .92 for recommendation, .92 for helping 

other customers, and .80 for providing feedback.  

 Groth (2005) also examined CCB with antecedents of customer behaviors. It was 

hypothesized that customer socialization would be more associated with customer production 

than customer satisfaction. In that study, socialization was considered as a way to do high 

performance of coproduction during the service delivery process by increasing the customer’s 

ability. Customers can be more socialized thanks to customer training, rewards, signs, and 

brochures (Groth, 2005). In the online context, frequently asked question (FAQs) play a role in 
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favor of customer socialization. It is possible to be socialized by peers or customers. The 

evidence for this positive relationship between customer coproduction and socialization has been 

supported with marketing and organizational behavior literature (e.g., Kelley, Skinner, & 

Donnelly, 1992; Morrison, 1996).  

 On the other hand, Groth (2005) hypothesized that customer satisfaction influences CCB 

more than customer coproduction behavior. Because this study was exploratory, the author 

provided the evidence from OCB literature. According to Organ (1988), the relationship between 

job satisfaction and performance might be weaker than between OCB. This is why organizations 

restrict the changeability of task performance for various tasks, whereas extra- role behaviors can 

be performed freely. Therefore, the extra-role behaviors are more strongly associated with job 

satisfaction. In addition, social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) proposed this hypothesis. In 

contrast with an economic exchange indicating quid pro quo transactions, social exchange theory 

roots in trust and reciprocity based on unspecified return. Employees satisfied with their 

organizations seem to be engaged in reciprocal behavior such as citizenship behavior.  

 These hypotheses were examined with hierarchical regression analyses. The results 

revealed that the satisfaction of the customers accounted for a statistically significant amount of 

variances of these three variables: 19%, 7%, and 12%, respectively by controlling some variables 

such as computer familiarity and previous internet purchasing.  In contrast, customer 

socialization explained 31% of customer coproduction.  

 Groth (2005) conducted the same procedures with 255 different participants by asking 

them to think of an incident in which they had been involved in CCB definition during a face-to-

face service delivery. The results revealed that the final dimensions of CCB were the same to 

those of the internet context, including recommendations, helping customers, and providing 

feedback. Thus, the author opened the usage of CCB for face-to-face service delivery.  

 

Recommendations  

Recommendations in the current study will refer to recommending the service provider to 

others. This might be included in the word-of-mouth concept in previous marketing literature. 

Both academics and practitioners have given much attention to word-of-mouth for decades. 

Arndt (1967) defined word-of-mouth as “Oral person-to-person communication between a 

receiver and a communicator whom the person perceives as non-commercial, regarding brand, 
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product or a service” (p. 190). A considerable amount of research has found the significant 

effects of word-of-mouth on other consumers. Personal conversations among consumers could 

impact other consumers’ choices and purchase decisions as they exchange informal information 

(Arndt, 1967). Zeithaml and Bitner (1996) explained that communications could form 

consumers’ expectations before the consumption of a service. Such word-of-mouth influences 

the consumers’ attitude and perception before the consumption of a product (Herr, Kardes, & 

Kim, 1991) as well as after its usage (Bone, 1995; Burzynski & Bayer, 1977). A few of studies 

have suggested that print and radio advertisings are less influential to consumer decision making 

than word-of-mouth communication (Engel et al., 1967; Herr et al., 1991).  

The accessibility-diagnosticity theory is used to justify the effects of word-of-mouth on 

purchasing behavior (Feldman & Lynch, 1988). According to this theory, there are several 

factors influencing a piece of information on consumer behaviors: accessibility of the potential 

information in the memory and the diagnosticity of the information for anticipating the actual 

product performance and classifying products (Feldman & Lynch, 1988). Word-of-mouth 

information is greatly accessible in the memory because these kinds of potential input are vivid 

(Herr et al., 1991).  

A considerable amount of research has revealed various antecedents of word-of-mouth 

such as satisfaction, loyalty, social tie strength, expertise, and received risk. In Engel et al.’s 

(1969) study, satisfaction was regarded as a stimulus of positive word-of-mouth they underlined 

the old adage that “your best salesman is a satisfied customer” (p. 15). Engel et al. (1969) 

examined the relationships between positive experiences with satisfaction and the diffusion of 

information to other customers.  A total of 173 respondents who used a new automotive 

diagnostic center were used in the study. The results coming from self-ratings, found that 90% of 

the respondents were involved in word-of-mouth by sharing their experiences with at least one 

other person. In addition, the majority was highly satisfied customers.  Dissatisfied users were 

engaged in a negative word-of-mouth, but were a smaller group than the satisfied one. In the 

restaurant food context, the positive word-of-mouth is associated with satisfied customers. Bone 

(1992) examined several influential factors of word-of-mouth during service consumption: social 

tie strength, customer satisfaction, and so on. The results revealed that the customers satisfied 

with their food were more involved in positive word-of-mouth by discussing their experience 

with other customers. 
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In the Bloch’s (1986) study, the extremely satisfied customer was described as the 

product enthusiast. The author conceptualized four behavioral outcomes of product enthusiasm: 

information seeking, opinion leadership, early adoption of new products, and product nurturance. 

Product enthusiasts seek information through the media, personal sources, and/or by visiting a 

store (Bloch, 1986). Because they like talking to others about the product, and because the 

potential buyers want to obtain sources from them, the enthusiasts are more likely to be opinion 

leaders. The product enthusiasts seem to be involved in innovation because they have a high 

level of awareness for products. Lastly, they are more likely to engage in product nurturance 

which refers to “activities designed to maintain, conserve, or enhance a product” (Bloch, 1986, p. 

54). Dick and Basu (1994) approached these kinds of relationships in conjunction with consumer 

loyalty. The authors conceptualized extreme emotions such as loyalty which may be linked to 

word-of-mouth communication.  

Söderlund (1998) also supported the positive influence of customer satisfaction on word-

of-mouth. The author investigated the relationships between satisfaction and behavioral 

consequences such as word-of-mouth, feedback, and loyalty. This study used 65 participants in a 

two-year business educational program with a survey including two episodes: poor and good 

recovery strategies. The results found that the satisfaction explained a considerable amount of 

variance of word-of-mouth in a poor recovery episode ( 313.−=β ) and a good recovery episode 

( )493.=β .  

   At the social structure, word-of-mouth communications are influenced by tie strength and 

demographic similarity. Word-of-mouth communication occurs under any social network 

“consisting of a set of people who engage in word-of-mouth, plus the relationships between 

them” (Bristor, 1990, p. 65). Because this social relationship is a continuous variable, word-of-

mouth depends on whether the relationship is trivial, weak, and short term, or significant, strong, 

and long term.  

Brown and Reingen (1987) categorized ties strength, which refers to the strength of 

interpersonal relationships, in macro level and micro level. The former indicated communication 

across groups, while the latter referred to information flow within small groups. Strong tie 

relationships were more influential on word-of-mouth information flow at the micro level, while 

weak tie relationships influenced more the information flow among groups at the macro level. In 

addition, an individual had both strong and weak social tie relationships; weak ties were less 
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likely to transmit information to each other (Brown & Reingen, 1987). The results revealed that 

the degree of tie strengths was associated with the extent of influential information given to the 

receivers. The authors suggested that consumers in strong tie relationship knew each other well 

more than in weak tie, and thus the receivers identified the degree of the sender’s relevance to 

the products. This finding might be linked to the sender’s expertise, and thus the more expertise 

the senders have, the more qualified the information source is. Therefore, the receivers are more 

likely to take into account the information from word-of-mouth communication while making 

their decision.  

Perceived risk is positively associated with word-of-mouth communication. The level of 

risk may depend on the products. For example, a parent has sick child, but does not know who is 

a good doctor. In this situation, they may make an effort to seek information through their social 

networks. However, when they choose a candy at the market, they may not put as much 

emphasis on the choice of brand because of the perception of a low-risk situation. Arndt (1967) 

mentioned the positive relationship between perceived risk and word-of-mouth communication. 

In a service context, the role of risk is also introduced. Ziethaml and Bitner (1996) suggested that 

the purchase of a service seems to be more related with a higher level of risk than the purchase of 

goods “because services are intangible, non standardized, and usually sold without guarantees or 

warranties” (p.62). Therefore, they argued that it is an important strategy to reduce the risk by 

training employees and standardizing their service delivery. Even though there are several ways 

to deal with high risk situations, word-of-mouth plays the most significant role to reduce the 

level of risk because its information clarifies the uncertainty of products (Murray, 1991).  

 Recommendations have also been identified in OCB literature even though the 

definitions are different. Podsakoff et al. (2000) proposed seven shared common themes related 

to citizenship behaviors. One of them was organizational loyalty, which included “loyal 

boosterism and organizational loyalty (Graham, 1991), spreading goodwill and protecting the 

organization (George & Brief, 1992; George & Jones, 1997), and endorsing, supporting, and 

defending organizational objectives constructs (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997)” (Podsakoff 

et al., 2000, p. 517). These indicated endorsing outsiders, and protecting the organization against 

external threats. Based on the concept of partial employees, customers’ recommendation 

behaviors can be supported by the organizational behavior literature.  
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 In summary, recommendations are one dimension of word-of-mouth. It has been found 

that such communication has significantly influenced consumers’ decision making, pre-usage 

attitude, and perception of post usage. A substantial amount of studies have identified 

antecedents of word-of-mouth. This kind of behavior has been found in organizational behavior 

literature. Thus, recommendation behaviors can be conceptualized from both word-of-mouth and 

OCB studies.  

 

Helping Customers 

Marketing literature does not have enough research on how customers help each other. 

Thus, the conceptual approach about helping others in CCB begins with prosocial behavior in 

social psychological. This is why CCB has been originated from OCB, and it is also why a 

considerable number of studies have explained altruism from social psychology at the beginning 

of the study of OCB (Organ, 1994). Thus, the current review will introduce the concept of 

helping behaviors among customers from a social psychological standpoint and then from OCB 

literature.  

 

Background of Helping Behavior in Social Psychology 

In the social psychology context, a helping behavior is considered as part of prosocial 

behavior. Prosocial behavior is defined as “behavior that has positive social consequences” 

(Sigelman, 1981, p. 277). Many psychologists have been interested in prosocial behavior for 

more practical reasons and in order to extend the boundary of the theory for understanding 

human being nature. Prosocial behavior left unanswered some questions on prosocial psychology 

against classical theory such as stimulus response theory. This theory describes that human 

beings repeat some behaviors when they are followed by rewarding outcomes (Sieglman, 1981). 

In addition, psychoanalytic theory assumes that the nature of human beings is selfish and 

aggressive. However, these representative theories did not provide the rationales for the prosocial 

behavior even though these kinds of behaviors are very useful to our society. Because of 

challenge of two classical theories and practical implication, prosocial behavior has received a 

lot of attention from social psychologist since the 1960s.   

Based on a host of prosocial behavior, Schwartz (1977) categorized several behaviors 

into a broad class: cooperation, helping behavior, donation, intervention in an emergency, and 
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altruism. Cooperation refers to behaviors that work together for reciprocal advantage, and is 

against competition, which indicates to surpass to obtain a private benefit. A helping behavior is 

related to a behavior benefiting another person. Donation refers to a behavior that provides goods 

and services to others by demanding material sacrifice. Intervention in an emergency is defined 

as a potentially costly type of helping behavior under a stressful situation implying the possibility 

of a reward. Altruism refers to a particular kind of help related to voluntary, costly, and whose 

motivation does not rely on an expected reward (Sieglman, 1981). Even though these definitions 

are slightly different from each other, prosocial behavior, helping behavior, and altruism seem to 

be used interchangeably in social psychology literatures without obvious distention.  

The explanations of helping behavior have been categorized into arousal of emotion, 

activation of social expectations, and activation of self-expectation (Schwartz, 1977). A 

physiological element is included in the arousal of emotions, and so a helping behavior with this 

explanation is related to a direct experience without awareness. Empathy can be used to describe 

this experience. In the extreme case, individuals with this motive help others to reduce their own 

pain, but not for others. Thus, Schwartz (1977) stated that this helping behavior is not included in 

altruism.  

The second explanation for helping behavior is normative explanations which are related 

to cognitive dimensions such as decision making in contrast to an emotional arousing motive 

(Schwartz, 1977). This motive indicates that the social expectation is caused by situations which 

are connected with proper reactions. In our society, socialization plays a significant role in 

people’s education on these kinds of social expectations. According to this explanation, people 

attempt to optimize the consequences of the helping behavior regarding social cost and reward of 

responses. A considerable amount of research has been aimed at the basis of this explanation: 

social exchange, reward/cost analysis, self monitoring theory, and social responsibility.  

The activation of self-expectation is the last explanation for helping behavior, and it is 

regarded as the consequences of decision making. This motive comes from the information that 

others need help, and also, the experiences of self-expectation are related to moral obligation 

(Schwartz, 1977). That is, people may engage in a helping behavior based on their values in 

order to reinforce their feeling of self-worth and evade their self-conception of pain (Schwartz, 

1977). However, the activation of self-expectation may share some variance with normative 

explanation. In Callero, Howard, and Piliavin’s (1987) study, this shared explanation was labeled 
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as role-person merger. Callero and his colleagues (1987) examined the independency and 

compensatory aspects of the role-person merger from either social or personal norm in the case 

of a blood donor. Their study used 658 subjects who are blood donors. The results found that the 

role-person merger anticipated a helping behavior and is separate from the impacts of social and 

personal norms. In addition, a number of helping behaviors was more strongly related to the role-

person merger (r = .20, p < .001). Thus, it was expected that helping behaviors could be more 

performed when social and personal norms conform toward a situational view or information.   

On top of the combination with social expectations and moral obligations, helping 

behavior depends on the partners’ impression. Van Lange and Kuhlman (1994) investigated how 

a person’s impression about honesty and intelligence has an impact on their anticipations of the 

cooperative behaviors of their partners as well as their own cooperative behavior. In their study, 

it was assumed that people would evaluate facts about another person’s personality attributes in 

interdependent circumstances since these cues might assist to anticipate their behaviors. Based 

on this expectation, people would react adequately to the social context (Van Lange & Kuhlman, 

1994). The study used Deutsch’s (1960) three-category typology: cooperation, individualism, 

and competition. Three hundred forty nine students participated in their study at the University 

of Delaware (United States) and the University of Groningen (The Netherlands). The results 

revealed that people anticipated less cooperation with a dishonest partner than with an honest 

partner. In addition, this relationship was more associated with cooperative subjects than 

individualists and competitors.  

Van Lange and Semin-Goosseens (1998) investigated the function of social value 

orientation in deciding the degree to which people tended to respond to cooperation shown by 

honest, intelligent, and unintelligent people. They used 23 participants in their experimental 

design research. The findings indicated that a high level of cooperation was shown by 

participants with prosocial orientation regardless of the others’ personality characteristics. On the 

other hand, some reciprocal cooperation among people with proself orientation was found 

toward another honest person, but they took benefit of them when others were intelligent or 

unintelligent. That is, only faith in another person could make a proself personality involved in 

reciprocated cooperation.  

Prosocial behavior is influenced by the differences among prosocial dispositions and is 

also formed at a young age. Eisenberg, Guthrie, Cumberlanda, Murphy, Shepard, Zhou, and 
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Carlo (2002) examined the consistency of a prosocial personality over time and prosocial moral 

judgment through a longitudinal study. In addition, they examined the interrelations between 

time and consistency measured among these variables including participants’ and friends’ reports. 

The interviews were conducted between 4 and 26 years with 32 participants. The results revealed 

that there were differences among the subjects in prosocial dispositions and these differences 

became apparent in adolescence and became stable at adulthood (Eisenber et al., 2002). 

Consistent and moderate correlation patterns between time and measures were found ranging 

from r = .35 to r = .70.  In addition, it was found that prosocial moral judgment affected the 

prosocial characteristics at the young ages.  

In summary, there has been little attention given to helping behavior in marketing 

literature. Thus, previous studies were examined in the field of social psychology and OCB. In 

the social psychology context, the terms among prosocial behavior, helping behavior, and 

altruism were alternated with each other despite a subtle difference in their definition. There are 

three explanations for any helping behavior: arousal of emotion, activation of social expectations, 

and activation of self-expectation. Sometimes, two or three explanations might explain helping in 

a certain situation. Helping behaviors could rely on the impressions of one’s partners, while these 

impressions could be shaped at a young age and become stable at an adult age.  

 

Helping Behavior in OCB and CCB 

Research in marketing context has aimed at exploring helping behavior such as charity 

through individuals or organizations like the Red Cross (e.g., Bendapudi, Singh, & Bendapudi, 

1996). However, this cooperative behavior indicates financial supports because donors have 

empathy toward others. It is not appropriate to consider it a helping behavior in CCB because it 

has different antecedents like customer satisfaction. It may seem that volunteering in a sport 

organization and a helping behavior in CCB are similar because they involve extra-role 

behaviors and are not full time employees. However, volunteering is different from CCB 

literature because the nature of the involvement is different. Volunteers are involved with the 

organization, and take over some roles officially. On the other hand, customers who show CCB 

do not relate to the organization directly in terms of contracts. They are just the consumers, and 

do not substitute the employee’s role officially. However, ultimately their extra role behaviors 
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will influence the profits of the organization. Therefore, the customers are also important sources 

of the sport organization. 

In organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), helping behavior has been conceptualized 

as “helping others with or preventing the occurrence of, a work related problem” (Podsakoff et 

al., 2000, p. 516). This dimension has been introduced previously as altruism (e.g., Smith et al., 

1983), courtesy, peacemaking, and cheerleading (Organ, 1988, 1990). One of the methods used 

to distinguish the difference between altruism and courtesy is whether the helping behaviors 

happen before or after the problem. 

 Altruism indicates a helping behavior that occurs after the receiver faces a problem. On 

the other hand, courtesy occurs before the problem happens. For example, when employees are 

unsure about how to operate a machine, and other workers help them solve the problem by 

instructing how to use it, this can be considered as altruism. When the workers get the help 

before experiencing a problem, it is courtesy. In a recreational sport activity, some customers 

orient the new people who are having trouble to locate the machines. On the other hand, some 

people keep informing other customers of the new information and the schedule of aerobic 

conditioning classes before any related problems occur.  

In addition, Organ (1990) added the two concepts of peacemaking, and cheerleading into 

OCB. Peacemaking is defined as “actions that help to prevent, resolve, or mitigate 

unconstructive interpersonal conflict” (Organ, 1990, p. 96).  Cheerleading is conceptualized as 

“the words and gestures of encouragement and reinforcement of coworkers’ accomplishments 

and professional development” (Organ, 1990, p. 96).  These are also included in helping 

behavior on the baseline of the above concepts. 

 Groth’s helping customers (2005) described the helping behaviors without the above 

categorizations. In the current study, helping customers in CCB refer to customers who assist 

others in regard to some problem when they use services in a campus recreational center. In the 

recreational sport setting, these kinds of behaviors can be assumed. When arguments among 

customers may happen in sport recreational centers, friends or other customers play a significant 

role in preventing the disaster. In addition, gestures or words to cheer up other customers can 

exist in a campus recreational sport center. These kinds of behaviors can be considered as 

indicative of helping customers in CCB. However, in this study, helping customers of CCB 
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indicates altruism and courtesy. Thus, CCB may be able to include these behaviors in sport 

customers in a future study.  

 

Providing Feedback 

Feedback to the service provider would play a significant role for the organization and 

might influence cost and revenue when useful information is utilized to improve present products 

and to develop new products (Söderlund, 1998). The significance of feedback appears obvious in 

several cases as it is the cause of valuable success when an organization manages feedback from 

the customers. According to Fornell and Wernerfelt (1988), the installation of toll-free 800 

numbers influenced companies’ defensive management by reducing customer turnover of 

switching to other products. Bettencourt (1997) mentioned that the special nature of “Customer 

Comment Cards” (p. 387) enabled the managers to find out significant problems in their 

company, involving their customers into their operation. New technologies such as the Internet 

and email have considerably changed the concept of feedback by redefining it as instantaneous, 

further reaching, and of greater quantity (Duncan & Moriarty, 1998).  This interaction makes the 

service providers both directly and indirectly able to track customers’ needs, desires, and product 

quality.   

Providing feedback refers to providing or suggesting information to the service provider 

(Groth, 2005). More generally, feedback is defined as “a class of behavior which deals with the 

customer’s transmission of information” (Söderlund, 1998, p. 175). It may seem that 

recommendation is similar to feedback. However, it is clearly different because feedback is 

associated with transmitting information to a service provider. Feedback to the service provider 

can be categorized into compliments and complaints. The current research will start by investing 

a few points regarding complaining and complimenting behaviors, and then will advance toward 

issues more specific to compliments with CCB. 

 

Complaints 

 A complaint refers to an expression of pain or dissatisfaction toward companies 

(Goetzinger, Park, & Widdows, 2006). It is generally accepted that highly dissatisfied customers 

are more likely to engage in complaining behaviors than complimenting ones (Goetzinger et al., 

2006). Complaints are useful to identify areas where service providers can make improvement of 
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their services. Without these complaints, they cannot fix unrecognized problems that would 

improve their relationships with their customers. However, certain consumers never complained, 

choosing to remain silent and stop, as these consumers failed to voice their complaint to the 

service provider. This situation is referred to as “silent defection” (Stephens & Gwinner, 1998, p. 

173) and is a tragedy for service providers. According to Kraft and Martin’s (2001) study, 

consumers do not choose to complain because of the psychological costs of complaining, and 

because of their low “coping potential” (p. 3) resulting from a lack of experience, fear of 

interpersonal discomfort, and conflict. Oliver (1997) stated that half of customers with 

complaining behaviors, in fact, would terminate their service consumption with even more 

dissatisfaction generated by a lack of responses to their complaints from the company. This is 

called secondary dissatisfaction. It is argued that dissatisfaction produced by poor responses 

results in serious damage to the business through a decrease in future customers (Gilly & Gelb, 

1982). By encouraging complaints and by responding to complaints, managers can prevent their 

business from serious outcomes in advance (Oliver, 1997). Thus, it is important to communicate 

with consumers to identify unidentified problems in the service delivery.  

 

Compliments 

Even in marketing literature, little is known about customer compliments compared to 

complaints. However, in some business areas, managers obtain more compliments than 

complaints. According to Cadotte and Turgeon (1988), consumers in the restaurant and the 

lodging industries provided more compliments than complaints. Therefore, it may be more 

meaningful to identify the relationship between the feedback to service providers and the 

antecedents such as customer satisfaction.  

Compliments are more likely to be effective with little cost and low tangible rewards for 

business than complaints (Robinson & Berl, 1980). Kraft and Martin (2001) stated that 

individuals attempt to select and hear pleasant news more easily than unpleasant due to human 

nature. This statement was supported by Martin and Smart’s (1988) study. In their study, 

satisfied and dissatisfied customers sent letters which included compliments and complaints to 

the good manufacturers. Most companies attributed the origin of complaints in others or in the 

environment, whereas they received praise for their management. That is, compliments tend to 

be more influential on business management.  
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Compliments can be valuable to marketing strategies and human management (Robinson 

& Berl, 1980). Compliments often provide themes which can be good examples of service 

transcending expectation. Valued attributes of service quality dimensions can be found in 

compliments. Advertising based on these compliments can emphasize the most valuable 

components of service quality. That is, companies can confirm their marketing efforts with 

compliments. In addition, managers can identify employees mentioned more often in 

compliments. Effective human management can be operated by rewarding employees who are 

praised the most with an appropriate incentive system. However, even though several scholars 

have stated the importance of complaints (e.g., Kotler, 1980; Oliver, 1997), many managers in 

the field still prefer the convenient viewpoints, “the fewer complaints, the better” (Kraft & 

Martin, 2001, p. 2). 

 Kraft and Martin (2001) examined the motives of complimenting behavior. These consist 

of great satisfaction, dissonance reduction, reciprocity, approved relationship with a service 

person, involvement with a service, voting behavior to continue special services or products, to 

protect harm from the service providers and increase effectiveness, and adulation to obtain a 

reward. Payne, Parry, Huff, Otto, and Hunt (2002) reexamined the compliments’ motives. The 

findings supported Kraft and Martin’s (2001) eight motives partially. In fact, Kraft and Martin’s 

motives of compliments have been developed based on those of complaints. The concept of 

compliment is not contrary to the concept of complaint in consumer behaviors. It seems that 

these two concepts have different antecedents akin to satisfaction and dissatisfaction.  

 

Relationship between Complaining and Complimenting  

Both customer complaints and compliments may result in fixing present service problems, 

or building new services (Plymire, 1991). However, these consumer behaviors do not result from 

the same attributes of services and products. Complaining behavior is more likely to be 

associated with customer dissatisfaction, whereas compliments are inclined to be connected with 

customer satisfaction. As mentioned earlier, satisfaction and dissatisfaction are also caused by 

different attributes of service quality even though certain determinants lead to both of them 

(Oliver, 1997). From previous studies of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, it can be assumed that 

consumer complaints and compliments are not caused by the same attributes of service quality. 

Empirical studies have been conducted with this assumption.  



66 
 

Friman and Edvardsson (2003) investigated whether different service quality attributes 

were involved in complaints and compliments. Their study used a sample of 236 complaints and 

69 compliments towards a public transport company. The findings indicated that more 

complaints were caused by reliability than compliments. Treatments and action toward 

customers were more frequently counted in compliments.  

Goetzinger, Park, and Widdows (2006) examined e-customers’ complaining and 

complimenting behaviors as the outcomes of online purchasing. They also assumed that bivalent 

satisfiers, monovalent satisfiersrs, and/or monovalent dissatifiers are associated with 

complimenting and/or complaining in the same patterns of satisfaction/dissatisfaction. They 

collected feedback comments from 32,613 e-stores from an online third party website. The 

results found that monovalent satisfiers led to customer compliments, but did not cause 

complaints in their deficiency. These monovalent satisfiers consisted of the ease of use and of the 

pricing selection. On the other hand, monovalent dissatisfiers had effects on complaints when 

problems occurred with cards, corresponding via-email, product receipt and whether or not the 

desired product was in stock. In short, complaints and compliments are different from each other, 

similarly to satisfaction and dissatisfaction. The attributes of service quality have direct effects 

on complaints and compliments. Feedback is also supported from the OCB dimensions of an 

organizational behavior perspective.  

Graham (1991) proposed employee behaviors that describe active participation and 

involvement in the governance and development of the organization. Making constructive 

suggestions involves discretionary acts of creativity in organizations such as suggestions about a 

more efficient method to handle paperwork (George & Jones 1997).  The aim of these 

suggestions might contribute to a more efficient management and might protect the organization 

in voluntary acts from “reporting fire hazards, securely locking doors, reporting suspicious or 

dangerous activities, to taking the initiative to halt a production process when there is the 

potential for human injury” (George & Brief, 1992, p. 155). Organ’s civic virtue (Organ, 1988) 

also indicates the participation of the employees in management. The main shared theme of civic 

virtue and constructive suggestions are related to the employees’ efforts to improve the working 

place. Based on partial employees, these kinds of behaviors are assumed by the customers. 

For customers in a campus recreational sport center, there are few opportunities to attend 

meetings and forums. However, the Internet, websites and email, Customer Comment Cards or 
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customer surveys can allow customers to participate indirectly in the management process. Groth 

(2005) found that customers provided feedback to the organization in the Internet service context 

as well as during a face-to-face service delivery. In the recreational sport environment, the 

opportunity for customers to provide feedback exists all the time. Even though the staff has to 

maintain the facility, it seems to be difficult to prevent all of the possible risks in the recreational 

centers. In addition, managers can recognize the valuable attributes of their service quality 

thanks to provided comments. Therefore, the feedback from the sport participants may play a 

significant role in managing the recreational centers safely and efficiently to improve service 

performance.  

 

Involvement  

The concept of involvement has been considered as a significant variable in consumer 

research to explain consumer behaviors. A variety of involvements has been conceptualized. In 

the social psychology field, Sherif and Cantril (1947) developed the concept of involvement. 

They labeled it as ego involvement which refers to the degree to which an object is primarily 

associated with a person’s value system. In the consumer behavior literature, Krugman (1965) 

introduced the term of involvement by examining the effects of advertising. He assumed that the 

degree of personal involvement was related to the number of connections between a consumer’s 

life and the stimulus.  Huston and Rothschild (1978) introduced the concept of response 

involvement referring to “the complexity or extensiveness of cognitive and behavioral processes 

characterizing the overall consumer decision process” (cited in Antil, 1984, p. 204). They 

categorized it into internal and external factors. The former was labeled as enduring involvement 

and the latter was termed as situational involvement. Despite the different definitions, 

involvement is generally defined as “a state of interest, motivation or arousal” (Rothschild, 1984, 

p. 216). 

There are three major properties of involvement: intensity, direction, and persistence 

(Andrews, Durvasula, & Akhter, 1990). First, involvement intensity refers to the degree of 

arousal of an involved consumer toward the objects. In terms of this property, previous 

researchers have categorized consumers into high/low involvement (e.g., Newman & Dolich, 

1979). Second, the direction of the involvement is associated with the target of the involvement 

such as issue, product, and advertisement. This property guides researchers to measure each 
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target of involvement with different dimensions of the scale. For example, Laurent and 

Kapferer’s (1985) Consumer Involvement Profile (CIP) measures involvement with a 

multidimensional perspective by including importance, risk probability, sign, and pleasure. At 

the product level, importance and pleasure exist, while a risk dimension measures the degree of 

involvement with the brand. A sign construct measures the degree of involvement with the 

product and the brand. The third property of involvement is persistence indicating how long it 

lasts. With this property, some scholars assumed that involvement and commitment are located 

in the same line of resistance to persuasion even though their distinction exists with general or 

specific positions on a product.  With these main properties of involvement, it is also valuable to 

understand what causes involvement. 

Three kinds of antecedents of involvement are presented: the personal, physical, and 

situational domains (Zaichkowsky, 1985). The personal indicator refers to the consumers’ needs 

or values motivating a person toward the object. The physical domain indicates particular 

characteristics of a product or a service leading to distinctions and rising interest. The situation 

characteristics imply temporary stimulation which increases relevance or interest toward the 

objects. In addition, Laurent and Kapferer (1985) considered received risk, perceived importance, 

sign and hedonic value as antecedents of involvement. However, Mittal (1995) argued that the 

importance value is directly related to involvement rather than to the antecedents. Thus, 

perceived risk, sign value, and hedonic values may be antecedents of involvement.  

The various concepts of involvement have mainly been associated with psychological 

and behavioral consequences in previous studies. Two empirical studies are presented as 

psychological outcomes of involvement. Beatty, Laczniak and Muehling (1990) examined the 

moderating effect of message involvement on the attitude toward advertisement and brand belief. 

They assumed that high involvement results in a greater level of cognitive elaboration, which in 

turn, leads to a stable belief and attitude. Eighty nine participants were used in their study. The 

results found that the participants’ brand belief under high involvement contexts were relatively 

persistent as no scores were different over the one week time period )25.0,18.1( <= pt . The 

authors attributed this result to the participants’ investment in the process called cognitive 

elaboration which is the consequence of involvement.  

Celsi and Olson (1988) investigated how felt involvement affects different facets of 

consumers’ attention and understanding process when the product information is provided 
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through various print advertisements. In their study, felt involvement referred to “a consumer’s 

overall subjective feeling of personal relevance” (p. 211). They selected tennis as the domain of 

involvement and used 136 participants. The results found that with an increase of felt 

involvement, participants progressively concentrated their comprehension process on 

interpreting information related to the products featured in the advertisements. 

In behavioral consequences of involvement, two empirical studies will be reviewed. 

Beatty and Smith (1987) examined external search efforts as consequences of ego involvement 

and purchase involvement. Through a mail survey, they collected 351 questionnaires based on 

the sample frame of recent purchasers at electronic stores. The findings indicated that purchase 

involvement had positively influenced the total search efforts )001.,37.( <= pβ . More 

specifically, purchase involvement was positively associated with the retailer search 

efforts )01.,39.( >= pβ , the media search efforts )05.,18.( >= pβ , and the interpersonal search 

efforts )01.,18.( <= pβ . 

Mittal and Lee (1989) tested a causal model of involvement including behavioral 

consequences. They also categorized involvement into product involvement and purchase 

involvement. More specifically, these involvements were categorized into product-sign value, 

brand-sign value, product-hedonic value, brand-hedonic value, brand-risk, and brand utility. As 

behavioral consequences of these involvements, six consumer behaviors were introduced: 

extensiveness of the decision-making process, interest in advertising, brand-commitment, 

frequency of product-usage, shopping enjoyment, and social observations of product/brand usage. 

A total of 180 current users of VCRs were surveyed in their study. The results showed that 

subjects in the VCRs pool indicated that purchase involvement influenced their extensive 

decision process )05.,85.0( <= pβ  and their commitment in a brand ( )05.,83.0 <= pβ . On 

the other hand, product involvement positively influenced their interest in 

advertising )05.,45.0( <= pβ , shopping enjoyment ( )05.,69.0 <= pβ , social observation 

( )05.,46.0 <= pβ , and product usage ( )05.,68.0 <= pβ . For the VCRs survey, product 

involvement had positive effects on extensive decision process )1.,28.0( <= pβ , shopping 

enjoyment )05.,73.0( <= pβ , and product usage ).05.,86.0( <= pβ  On the other hand, 

purchase involvement was positively associated with an interest in advertisement 
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)05.,46.0( <= pβ , social observations )05.,85.0( <= pβ , and brand commitment 

).05.,41.0( <= pβ  Based on the above empirical studies, it can be concluded that consumer 

involvement results in a variety of psychological and behavioral consequences. 

 

Involvement and Recreational Sport  

In a recreational sport setting, researchers have begun to study involvement since the 

1990s (e.g., Funk & James, 2001; Kerstetter & Kovich, 1997). In sport participation, three 

studies relative to involvement will be presented. Siegenthaler and Lam (1992) examined the 

relationship between the involvement and the commitment of recreational tennis participants. 

They used 1,047 members in the New Mexico district of United States Tennis. The results found 

that a positive relationship between two concepts (r = .69) existed.  Kim, Scott, and Crompton 

(1997) also investigated the relationship between involvement and commitment with intention to 

participate in trips involving bird activities. They used 805 participants who visited the Seventh 

Hummer/ Bird Celebration. The correlation analysis indicated positive interrelations between 

involvement and commitment.  Park (1996) investigated the relationship between the attitudinal 

loyalty and the involvement of fitness program participants (n = 208). He used a canonical 

analysis and found a statistically significant positive relationship between the involvement and 

attitudinal loyalty constructs.  

In a spectator sport setting, two empirical and one conceptual studies have been done 

about involvement. Kerstetter and Kovich (1997) were interested in validating involvement 

construct among team sport participants, spectators (e.g., fan behavior), and in examining it with 

spectators’ sociodemographic and behavioral characteristics. They modified the CIP to evaluate 

the level of spectators’ involvement with Penn State University Lady Lions basketball. A total of 

349 spectators participated in a survey at two women’s basketball games. By an exploratory 

factor analysis, they found two factors labeled as enjoyment (importance, pleasure, and risk 

probability) and sign (sign value). In the results related to sociodemographic characteristics, the 

booster club members were more likely to leave more sign value for becoming a spectator of 

women’s basketball games than faculty/staff (F = 3.16, p = .01). In the results related to 

behavioral characteristics with enjoyments, with spectators who attended basketball games more 

often, the higher score was shown (F =20.32 p < .001). This kind of pattern was found in 

enjoyment dimension with the number of years attending home games (F = 3.98, p = .02), 
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average number of people with respondents (F = 3.13, p = .03), and the decision times (F = 6.92, 

p < .001). In sign dimension, there were statistically significant different relationships with the 

number of attended games (F = 4.28, p = .01). Even though spectator involvement might be 

relatively more passive than the participatory one in the degree of sport recreational activities, 

the results found high levels of personal relevance to basketball games among many spectators.  

Funk, Ridinger, and Moorman (2004) examined involvement in spectator research with 

various antecedents such as motivation, arousal, and interest related in a professional sport teams. 

They used 1,600 participants who were season ticket holders and single game attendees of a 

sport team. The results found a positive relationship between 18 antecedents and 4 facets of 

involvement. They emphasized that the involvement construct can be utilized for understanding 

consumer motivations in various sport business context.  

Funk and James (2001) conceptualized Psychological Continuum Model (PCM) to 

explain the connection between individual fans and a sport team. The PCM consisted of four 

levels: awareness, attraction, attachment, and allegiance. In their study, the degree of   

involvement was used to distinguish between awareness and attraction. That is, they explained 

that low scores in involvement facets meant awareness level, and high scores in attraction facets 

of the involvement construct indicated an attraction level in the PCM. In order to distinguish 

attraction from attachment, the authors also mentioned involvement facets in the PCM. If a fan 

showed high scoring on the attraction and centrality facets of involvement, he/she would be at 

the level of attachment in PCM.  

In summary, significant effects of involvement on sport consumers’ psychological and 

behavioral facets have been found. At the beginning of the sport management research, research 

focused on sport participants’ involvement. However, the research has transferred to sports’ 

spectators such as the validation of involvement profile in spectators and the relationship with 

spectators’ motives. In addition, there were some efforts to explain how an individual becomes a 

loyal fan to a sport team with the level of involvement. Considering these studies, it was also 

assumed that highly involved consumers might have a different response to a product or service. 

Their different processes of psychological and behavioral variables will be discussed in the 

following section.  
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Halo Model and High Involvement   

Customers may have greater satisfaction with their consumption, once their selection of 

products is made through greater efforts (Beatty et al., 1988). In the repeated satisfactory process 

with the product performance, their decisions under high levels of involvement will be more 

stable and enduring with resistance to persuasion. As a result, consumers might keep their 

evaluation of post usage over a variety of product performances. On the other hand, consumers 

with low involvement might not have the proposition to maintain their evaluation reflecting the 

past experiences. Such different patterns of evaluation process will be detailed in the following 

empirical studies.  

Crosby and Taylor (1983) examined the effect of psychological commitment on post-

decision evaluation and preference stability. They stated that commitment arises “when these 

values, self-image, important attitudes, and so on become cognitively linked to a particular stand 

or choice alternative” (p. 415). This statement implies that commitment is a component of 

involvement. In their study, two mechanisms were suggested for preference stability among high 

commitment voters: selective perception and different post-decision evaluative hierarchies. The 

former indicated that voters with high commitment would have the tendency to circumvent 

information inconsistency with their preferences, while they would attempt to enhance those 

preferences by pursuing particular information. The latter described the different evaluation 

hierarchies between high and low levels of commitment. Traditional hierarchy, called standard 

learning hierarchy in their study, points out a path of effects (cognition-> attitude -> repeat 

behavior) for both pre- and post-purchase evaluation. However, this hierarchy does not always fit, 

even at the pre-purchase (Crosby & Taylor, 1983). Among high committed voters, appraising for 

election outcomes is more likely to depend on their dispositions based on an overall evaluation 

such as satisfaction/dissatisfaction. This tendency is labeled as “halo effect” (Crosby & Taylor, 

1983, p. 416). That is, in the pre-purchase evaluation, standard learning hierarchy is expected 

(cognition -> attitude -> behavior), and in the post-decision evaluation, a halo-type hierarchy is 

anticipated (attitude-> cognition-> repeat behavior) for high commitment voters.  

In the line of the above theoretical framework, Crosby and Taylor (1983) examined the 

above two models (standard learning and halo models) with high and low committed voters. Two 

data sets were used in their study. In the first one, 306 voters participated in phone interviews in 

Michigan, while 130 voters joined the second one. They considered small values of a 
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discrepancy between the actual and implied correlations as a better fitting model to the data. The 

results indicated that the halo model seemed to be more reasonable for high committed voters: 

halo model (absolute value of the discrepancy = .30) and standard learning model (absolute value 

of the discrepancy = .95).  

Based on the enduring and stable characteristics of involvement, it was presented that a 

relationship between the perception of product performance and customer satisfaction would 

vary among high and low involvements (Olivia, Oliver, & Bearden, 1995). Among high involved 

consumers, the relationships between product performance and customer satisfaction are 

nonlinear. Even though the product performance does not fulfill their expectation, consumers 

with high involvement may experience pleasure during the current consumption in order to 

preserve their preferences. On the other hand, consumers with low involvement may not have the 

proposition to maintain their evaluation reflecting their overall preferences. Thus, the link 

between product performance and customer satisfaction may exist in linear fashion. Olivia and 

his colleagues (1995) investigated these different kinds of relationships between high and low 

involvement groups. They used the data which were obtained by Oliver and Bearden (1983). 

This data set consisted of 91 users of a four week supply of appetite suppressant capsules. The 

results found that product performance did not have a linear fashion with customer satisfaction 

among high involvement consumers. This finding contributed to the current theory adding 

another relationship between these two variables.    

Involvement has been used to segment consumers in various fields in order to 

understand and predict consumer behaviors. One of characteristics of involvement is resistance 

of belief. High involved consumers will be more likely to evaluate a product performance by 

matching their preference. The tendency will lead to a halo effect hierarch model (attitude -> 

cognition -> behaviors). In addition, it was found that the relationship between product 

performance and customer satisfaction is nonlinear. 

  

Summary 

 Recently, Groth (2005) introduced customer citizenship behavior (CCB) referring to 

discretionary behaviors not required for successful service delivery. The CCB construct is made 

up of three indicators: recommendations, helping customers, and providing feedback. 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) extended to customers on the basis that they could be 
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considered as partial employees. These approaches might help to extend the boundaries between 

the current service quality studies in sport. While most research has verified repurchase as the 

outcome for service quality through satisfaction, this study attempts to reinforce the 

understanding of other customer behaviors that have not received as much attention in the sport 

marketing literature: recommendations, helping customers, and providing feedback. Based on 

theoretical and empirical research, service quality and customer satisfaction could be considered 

antecedents of CCB.  

 In addition, the debate has been continued in relation to the causality between perceived 

service quality and customer satisfaction. Even though these concepts and theoretical 

perspectives were developed in marketing literature, there has been little interest in empirical 

supports. Thus, the current research examines the relationship between perceived service quality 

and customer satisfaction at the global level with obvious conceptual distinctions. In addition, by 

assuming a reciprocal relationship, more realistic and practical results are expected, but the 

judgment will not rely on statistical approaches by deleting a relationship between the two 

variables. The moderating effect of involvement would clarify the above test of the two construct 

relationships. By segmenting sport participants into high and low level involvements, 

practitioners in the sport management context would be more likely to establish marketing 

strategies for target populations.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 The purpose of this chapter is to explain the methodological procedures that were utilized 

to test the proposed research hypotheses. The chapter consists of five sections: (a) research 

design (b) study population, (c) data collection procedures, (d) instrumentation, and (e) data 

analyses. 

 

Research Design  

This study was a quantitative, non-experimental, and used a cross-sectional design with a 

survey questionnaire. The researcher attempted to generalize the findings from a sample 

population by measuring selected variables quantitatively. This purpose was supported by a 

quantitative design. This research sought to understand and explore customers’ attitudes and 

behaviors relevant to recreational sport participants. The researcher did not control any variables 

indicating non-experimental design. The researcher collected data at one time point by using a 

survey design method which is cross-sectional in nature (Neiswiadomy, 2002). 

Survey research design involves several strengths and weaknesses (e.g., Babbie, 2001). 

One of the main advantages is to predict the characteristics of a population from a sample. In 

addition, standardized survey forms provide a researcher’s identical intent to all respondents. 

However, this strength may invert the weakness of a survey research design. If the standardized 

survey questionnaire does not represent constructs of interest, this may lead the respondents to 

respond differently and then result in a misinterpretation of the data. In addition, by limiting the 

scope of the study with several items, the survey research is inflexible. Already standardized 

surveys force researchers to keep their projects unchanged all the way through. They also remain 

unaware of the new variables which may be very important in their current study.   

In the current research design, the researcher minimized the first disadvantage by 

validating constructs of interest through the pilot study and the second potential risk by including 

the recent empirical studies.  A survey research design could be judged as the most effective way 

for the purpose of this study. Despite some efforts to compensate for these weaknesses, the 

researcher acknowledges some limitations embedded in the cross-sectional survey research 
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design such as an uncertain causality among the variables (Babbie, 2001; Baumgartner, Strong, 

& Hensley, 2002).  

 

Study Population 

 The target population of the study was participants currently registered at a university 

level, using a campus recreational sport facility. The researcher considered all campus 

recreational sport centers within the southeastern United States as an accessible population. The 

campus recreational center chosen from this accessible population was the Bobby E. Leach 

Center at Florida State University. This is a well-known recreational sport center on the campus. 

Fitness spaces are over 20,000 square feet, including almost everything students would need to 

work-out. Leach Center provides students and staffs with over 100 strength and cardiovascular 

machines, aerobics classes, aquatic classes, personal fitness training, etc. In addition, 

complimentary services are available such as message therapy, body composition analyses, 

nutrition services, and fitness assessment in the Leach Center. For current students, the fee to 

access the facility is included in students’ tuition, while faculty, staff, and alumni have to pay for 

it at a different rate. In addition, they can bring their family and friends by purchasing a one-day 

coupon. All users of the center are target populations for the current study. 

 The research adopted a convenience sampling technique guided by a mall intercept 

survey method. This was why this sampling technique is less time consuming and does not 

require the obtaining a sampling frame, i.e. a list of all of the members of the target population. 

The researcher attempted to obtain surveys in different time blocks and various places at the 

campus recreational center. If the findings verified conclusive, the study could then be replicated 

with different campus recreational sport centers or other sport service industries. 

 The sample size should be considered a critical point for structural equation modeling 

(SEM). A few criteria have been proposed such as N > 200 or ratio of between 5:1 and 10:1 (e.g., 

Bentler & Chou, 1987; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998), but these kinds of methods 

may be old-fashion (e.g., Marsh, Browne, & Sugawara, 1998; McQuitty, 2004; Velicer & Fava, 

1988). In the current study, the researcher calculated the required sample size for a test of overall 

fit with a given power level, degree of freedom (df), α , 0ε , and aε , “where 0ε  is null value of 

the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) and aε  is the alternative value of 

RMSEA” (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugwara, 1996, p. 143). In the first attempt, the minimum 
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sample size required for the power level of 0.8, df  = 175 (231-56), α = .05, 0ε = 0.05, and aε = 

0.08 were obtained by using MacCallum et al.’s (1996) calculation of minimum sample size with 

Statistical Analysis System (SAS) program. The results indicated less than 100 respondents for 

the main study. However, McQuitty (2004) recommended that the minimum sample size should 

be larger than 100 for considerable advantages for evaluation. Thus, the researcher used the 

increased power level in the identical condition. The results showed that at least 114 respondents 

would be required for the main study. Because the main purpose of the study was to examine the 

moderating effects of involvement on the proposed model, two groups would be analyzed by 

SEM multiple group analysis. Thus, the total sample size would be 228 in the pooled model to 

fulfill the minimum sample size for each group in high or low involvement. 

 

Data Collection Procedures 

 The researcher received the permission from the Institutional Review Board for Human 

Subjects for the main research (See Appendix H). After obtaining the permission, the researcher 

contacted the managers of the Leach Center. The researcher asked them to collect data in the 

Bobby E. Leach Center in several places. However, managers asked the researcher to collect data 

only at the front of the Bobby E. Leach Center to prevent the disturbance of their clients’ 

workouts. The researcher explained to the participants the survey’s purpose, confidentiality, and 

the name and status of the researcher. The instrument consisted of a cover letter which was 

designed by the researcher to provide the participants with information related to the importance 

of each subject’s participation in the study (See Appendix G). The cover letter indicated a 

reasonable time period for the completion of the survey. Clear instructions for completing the 

instrument were included. The researcher directly distributed the survey questionnaire to 

participants at the front of Bobby E. Leach Center from 2:00PM to 9:00PM on Thursday October 

5, 2006. It took 15 minutes to fill out the survey questionnaire. After filling out the 

questionnaires, the subjects returned them to the researcher. 

 

Instrumentation 

 This section will include six different sections: perceived encounter service quality, 

perceived global service quality, global customer satisfaction, customer citizenship behavior 
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(CCB), customer involvement, and demographic information. The questionnaire for the main 

study included 11 items for encounter service quality perception, 3 items for global service 

quality perception, 4 items for customer satisfaction, 12 items for CCB (4 items for each 

recommendation, helping customers, and providing feedback), 9 items for involvement, and 8 

items relevant to the background information.  

 

Encounter and Global Service Quality  

 The researcher used the single item measurement of the Scale of Service Quality in 

Recreational Sport (SSQRS) to measure encounter service quality in campus recreational sport 

activities (Kwon & Ko, 2006). This single item measure consisted of 3 items for program quality 

(PQ), 2 items for interaction quality (IQ), 3 items for outcome quality (OQ), and 3 items for 

physical environmental quality (PEQ). The scale anchors ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). In Kwon and Ko’s (2006) study, reliability was examined with a correction for 

attenuation by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) and a factor analytic technique such as 

communality. The results are shown in Table 3.  

 Program quality was measured by three subdimensions: range of programs, information, 

and operating time. The reliability estimates of correction indicated .60, .81, 86, respectively, 

while communality from factor analytic technique pointed out .56, .80, .83, respectively. 

Interaction quality was measured with the two subdimensions of client-employee interaction and  

inter-client interaction consisting of 2 items which were developed by Kwon and Ko (2006). In 

their study, the estimates of correction were reported as .77, and .80, respectively. Outcome 

quality consisted of three subdimensions: valence, sociability, and physical change. Kwon and 

Ko (2006) developed 3 items for these subdimensions, which indicated the reliability estimates 

of correction for attenuation as .69, .69, and .80, respectively. Physical environmental quality 

was the last latent variable for service quality. Kwon and Ko (2006) developed 3 items for the 

three subdimensions of physical environmental quality: ambience, design, and equipment. In 

their study, the estimates of correction for attenuation were .72, .81, and .80, respectively. Items 

for encounter service quality were measured on a 7 point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) (See Appendix A). 
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Table 3  
 
Reliability Estimation of Single-Item Measure of SSQRS  

 

Subdimensions Communality of 
single item measure 

Correction for attenuation 

Range of program .56 .60 

Information .80 .81 

Operating time .83 .86 

Client-employee .76 .77 

Inter-client .80 .80 

Valence .70 .69 

Sociability .70 .69 

Physical change .88 .80 

Ambiance .72 .72 

Design .80 .81 

Equipment .80 .80 

Source: Kwon and Ko (2006) 

  

Three items were used to measure the global service quality developed by Cronin, Brady, 

and Hult (2000). These items consisted of bipolar scale with two reverse adjectives. In the pilot 

study, Cronbach’s alpha of global service quality was .93 exceeding the threshold of .70 

suggested by Nunnally and Berstein (1994). Thus, the final instrument for the main study 

contained 11 items for encounter service quality and 3 items for global service quality (See 

Appendix B) 

 

Global Customer Satisfaction 

 The researcher selected and modified 4 items from Cronin et al. (2000) and one item 

from Oliver (1997). Cronin and his colleague (2000) developed three items to evaluate the sets of 

customer satisfaction at the global level. However, these items were very similar to Oliver’s 

(1997) scales for customer satisfaction.  Oliver (1997) stated that 10 items for service quality 

could be reduced in several ways using for example the factor analysis. However, one item 
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indicating “I am satisfied with my decision to buy this car (satisfied with my car)” (Oliver, 1997, 

p. 13) should be included despite the reduction of items. Thus, the researcher modified this item 

by changing a few of words, “I am satisfied with my decision to use the Leach Center services 

(i.e., classes/programs)”. Four items were used to measure the global service quality for the main 

study. In the pilot study, the estimate of reliability was .94. Items for global customer satisfaction 

were assessed on a 7 point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The 

items are provided in Appendix C.  

 

Customer Citizenship Behavior   

This construct included three subdimensions with four items for each subdimension: 

recommendations, helping customers, and providing feedback. The items for CCB were 

developed for customer behavior with internet shopping in general life routine (Groth, 2005). 

Thus, this study modified CCB with proper words for a recreational sport center because the 

population of this study was current college students. For example, the original items of CCB 

were changed from business to Leach Center, the business’ products/service to REC-SPORT’s 

service, service to equipment, and shopping to working out (See Table 4).  

In Groth’s (2005) study, item 3 of recommendations used peers which have similar 

meaning to fellows and coworkers in item 1. It was assumed that friends differ from peers in that 

friends know well each other, while “peers” indicates the same ages or same status. As 

mentioned earlier, helping behaviors in some situations might not be beneficial to others. Thus, 

in order to clarify the assumption that CCB would in aggregate contribute to a service 

organization, the researcher added “in need of assistance” in the sentence. With a more detailed 

description toward some contexts, it could be possible that items regarding helping others would 

represent the altruistic motive behaviors of participants, but not their own purposive and benefits. 

The researcher assessed all items with a 7 point scale, ranging from 1 (not likely at all) to 7 

(extremely likely). In Groth’s (2005) study, Cronbach’s alphas of each latent variable 

were .93, .92, and .80, respectively. In the pilot study, the estimates of internal consistency 

indicated .85, .92, and .90, respectively.  
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Table 4  
 
Comparison of Original Items with Modified Items Measuring Customer Citizenship Behavior  

 

CCB 
Dimensions/Definition 

Original Items Modified Items 

Refer fellow students or 
coworkers to the business. 

Refer fellow students or 
coworkers to the Leach Center. 

Recommend the business to your 
family. 

Recommend the Leach Center to 
your family 

Recommend the business to your 
peers. 

Recommend the Leach Center to 
your friends. 

 
 
Recommendations: 
customers 
recommending the 
service provider to 
others. Recommend the business to 

people interested in the business’ 
products/services. 

Recommend the Leach Center to 
people interested in REC-
SPORT’s service. 

Assist other customers in finding 
products. 

Assist other participants in need 
of assistance in finding 
equipment. 

Help others with their shopping. Help other participants in need 
of assistance with their work out. 

Teach someone how to use 
service correctly. 

Teach other participants, in need 
of assistance, how to use the 
equipment correctly. 

 
 
Helping Customers: 
Customers assisting 
others in regard to 
some problem during 
service delivery in a 
campus recreational 
activity. Explain to other customers how 

to use the service correctly. 
Explain to other participants in 
need of assistance how to use the 
service correctly. 

Fill out a customer’s satisfaction 
survey. 

Fill out a customer’s satisfaction 
survey. 

Provide helpful feedback to 
customer service. 

Provide helpful feedback to 
participant service. 

Provide information when 
surveyed by the business. 

Provide information when 
surveyed by the Leach Center. 

 
 
Providing Feedback: 
providing or 
suggesting 
information to the 
service provider Inform the business about the 

great service received from an 
employee. 

Inform the Leach Center about 
the great service received from 
an employee. 

 

Customer Involvement 

According to Mittal’s (1995) study, it was necessary to judge the trade offs in the 

decision of an instrument measuring involvement depending on the researcher’s needs. While 

Laurent and Kapherer’s (1985) Consumer Involvement Profile (CIP) is better in nomological 

validity, Zaichkowsky’s (1985) Personal Involvement Inventory (PII) is simpler to measure 

involvement. It is better to use a multi-dimensional scale in order to measure the relationship 
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between the facets of involvement and other variables related to consumer behaviors. In contrast, 

when researchers want to examine the mediating effect of involvement, overall involvement may 

be better for the needs of their research (Mittal, 1995). In the current dissertation, involvement 

played a significant role to segment customers into high/low involvement to identify its effects 

on the theoretically proposed model. Thus, the researcher used Zaichkowsky’s (1994) Revised 

PII because of its simplicity (it is simpler to be included in questionnaires, simpler to rate, and 

simpler to segment participants) and its interest in overall involvement. 

Zaichkowsky (1994) reduced the original 20 items into 10 items through a variety of 

statistical tests to resolve a few of criticisms such as redundancy and validity in advertisements 

(See Appendix E). In his study, the internal consistency estimates ranged from .91 to .95 for the 

advertisements and .94 to .96 over the products. In the pilot study, Cronbach’s alpha was .89 

exceeding .70 of guideline presented by Nunnally and Berstein (1994). Based on the results of 

the pilot study, nine items were used to measure customer involvement in the final instrument. 

This scale measured the recreational sport participants’ perceived relevance of the Leach 

Center’s service based on intrinsic needs, values, and interests. Each item was labeled with 

bipolar adjective such as important/unimportant, worthless/valuable, and needed/ not needed. 

The subjects’ responses to these items were summed, by creating a minimum score of 9 and 

maximum score of 63. These subjects were divided into two groups with the median score on 

involvement construct to give two equally sized groups representing high/low levels of relevance 

of the Leach Center’s service. By dividing the subjects at the median, the researcher maintained 

the maximum possible degrees of freedom for the model estimation in both involvement groups. 

Lastly, the questionnaire included demographic items to identify each subject’s gender, ethnicity, 

age, year of study at the university, and frequency of their participation at the Leach Center (See 

Appendix F). 

 

Data Analysis  

Structural Equation Modeling  

 The main study used structural equation modeling (SEM) because of two advantages: 

“(1) estimation of multiple and interrelated dependence relationships, and (2) the ability to 

represent unobserved concepts in these relationships and account for measurement error in the 
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estimation process” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 584). In other words, a series of split but independent 

multiple regressions were simultaneously estimated by SEM. Therefore, the direct and indirect 

effects were identified (Tate, 1998). However, a series of separate multiple regressions had to be 

established based on “theory, prior experience, and the research objectives to distinguish which 

independent variables predict each dependent variable” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 584). In addition, 

because SEM considers a measurement error, the reliability of the predictor variable was 

improved. Linear Structural Relations 8.7 (LISREL) were used for SEM and the data preparation 

was conducted with SPSS 13.0.   

 The researcher conducted a preliminary analysis including the treatment of missing data, 

the assumption tests for SEM, correlation estimation, and reliability. For the multicollinearity 

inspection, the Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients, the variance inflation factor (VIF) and 

tolerance was used. Kline (1998) recommended tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) to 

examine multivariate correlation. Tolerance was obtained by calculating the formula “1- iR
2 , 

where iR
2  is the coefficient of determination for the prediction of variable i by the other 

independent variables” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 148). A near zero value of tolerance indicated that 

the variable is anticipated with other variables (Hair et al., 1998).  If a variable has a tolerance 

value of .1, the variance is redundant with other variance (Kline, 1998). VIF is defined as “ratio 

of a variable’s total variance in standardized terms to it unique variance” (Kline, 1998, p. 78). It 

is said to be redundant with other variables if VIF > 10.  

 The reliability was first examined with Cronbach’s alpha. In addition, the researcher 

estimated the construct reliability which was calculated based on the below formula 

∑ ∑
∑

+
=

jε2

2

loading) edStandardiz(

loading) edStandardiz(
yreliabilitConstruct             (3.1) 

The researcher achieved standardized loadings and measurement error ( jε ) which is 1 minus the 

square of the item’s standardized loadings in the output of the confirmatory factor analysis (Hair 

et al., 1998). However, Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability does not estimate the amount 

of variance obtained by the construct related to the amount of variance because of the 

measurement error (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The variance extracted measure indicates the 

amount of variance in the observed variables for latent variable. The variance extracted values 

were estimated with the below equation: 



84 
 

∑ ∑
∑

+
=

jε)loading edStandardiz(

)loading edStandardiz(
 extracted Variance

2

2

        (3.2) 

According to Hair et al. (1998), variance extracted values should be more than .5 for a construct. 

If the value of variance extracted is less than .5, the variance explained by the construct is 

smaller than the variance due to measurement error (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  

 After examining the reliability first, the construct validity was examined with 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Convergent validity indicates “the degree to which two 

measures of the same concept are correlated” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 118). It can be determined 

from the measurement model in which each of the observed indicators’ coefficients is greater 

than twice its standard error (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The variance extracted and composite 

reliability also referred to the method of convergent validity (Fornell & Larker, 1981).  

 Discriminant validity assesses “the degree to which two conceptually similar concepts are 

distinct” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 118). In this study, the correlation coefficients should be high 

among the items for each construct in perceived service quality, while these correlation estimates 

for other constructs should be low. First, discriminant validity could be examined with the 

correlation coefficients of less than .85 (Kline, 1998).  According to Fornell and Larker’s (1981) 

study, the variance extracted value should also be larger than the squared correlation between the 

two constructs. 

 Before the structural model analysis, the measurement model analysis was conducted 

with service quality, customer satisfaction, recommendations, helping customers, providing 

feedback, and involvement. The CCB construct was partially aggregated. The advantage of 

partial aggregation is that split parameter estimates are formulated representing the degree of 

association between the latent variable and its subdimensions, and also represent the 

measurement error (Baggozi & Heatherton, 1994). The researcher wanted to maintain each 

characteristic of subdimensions of CCB. Thus, if the CFA shows a good model fit and each scale 

has high AVE values, then the items for the subdimensions of CCB would partially aggregated. 

 To identify whether the model fits to the sample data, the first three kinds of fit indices 

(absolute, incremental, and parsimonious) will be considered. The researcher will use the chi 

square ( 2χ ) statistics and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) for a 

measure of absolute fit. The chi square is defined as mlFn )1(2 −=χ  in which “n is sample size, 
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and mlF  is a fitting function minimized by the maximum likelihood estimates” (Tate, 1998, p. 

189). The hypothesis for the chi-square is that the population reproduced or implied covariance 

matrix is equal to the observed covariance matrix. Therefore, the better model fit is determined 

with the smaller values of the chi-square statistic (Tate, 1998). For a measure of incremental fit, 

the comparative fit index (CFI) was used. CFI indicates the degree of “how much better the 

model fits compared to an independence model” (Tate, 1998, p. 91). A recommended estimate of 

CFI for an acceptable model is approximately .9 as a common rule of thumb. As a measure of 

parsimonious fit, the researcher reported the ratio of the chi-square statistic to the degrees of 

freedom ( df/2χ ). The chi-square is sensitive to the sample size (Kline, 1998) and this 

disadvantage results in the value of chi-square divided by degree of freedom ( )/2 dfχ . 

According to Tate (1998) and Kline (1998), a value of less than 3 indicates an acceptable model 

fit. 

 After checking model fits with various indexes, the factor loadings of each construct were 

used for testing psychometric properties. If the outcomes of CFAs support the validity and 

reliability of the constructs, the structural relationships among perceived service quality, 

customer satisfaction, and CCB constructs were investigated with general SEM. The researcher 

tested hypotheses considering the parameter estimates and t-values of the factor loadings.  

 

Multiple Group Analysis   

 In order to identify invariance between participants with high and low level of 

involvement, the researcher used a multiple group analysis for comparing the relevant 

parameters between two groups by chi square difference ( ∆ 2χ ) and CFI changes ( ∆ CFI). 

According to rbomoS and reskogoJ &&&&  (1993), the several parameter matrices resulted in the model 

for a group: 

 

     )()()()()()()()( ,,,,,, ggggggg

s

g

y δε ΘΘΨΦΓΒΛΛ   (3.3) 

where xΛ  and yΛ  indicate factor loadings, while Β and Γ refer to structural parameters. Φ  and 

Ψ denote covariance matrices, and zΘ  and δΘ mean error variance matrices. G-th group is 

described by (g). 
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A series of the nested model were presented for the equality of parameters following the 

procedures of Kang’s (2004) study. First, the researcher examined the equality of the variance 

and covariance between high involvement and low involvement participants. In this step, the null 

hypothesis indicating no difference between groups should be rejected for further analysis. 

Second, the factor structure was tested for the same pattern of two groups before comparing the 

relevant parameters across groups.  If the proposed models across high involvement and low 

involvement were invariant in factor structures, the factor loadings would be examined in the 

third step. If the same factor structure and factor loadings in the proposed models indicating high 

involvement and low involvement were confirmed, each comparison of the proposed model 

would be examined by constraining each relevant parameter (See Table 5). The difference 

between the two models’ chi-squares has its own distribution as chi-square with degrees of 

freedom (Kelloway, 1998). In addition, According to Cheung and Rensvold (2002), if a value of 

CFIs change from two models ( ∆ CFI) is greater than -0.01, the null hypothesis should be 

rejected. Thus, the difference between the two models was tested by chi-square difference ( 2χ∆ ) 

and CFI changes ( ∆ CFI).
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Table 5 
 
Multiple Group Analysis Comparisons of Low vs. High Involvement on Parameter Estimates  

 

Hypothesis Test 
Model Hypotheses Symbolic Statement Hypothesis Statement 

Chi-Square CFI 

1 ΣH  )2()1( Σ=Σ  Equal covariance matrices Overall fit - 

2 formH  )2()1(

formform Λ=Λ  Equal factor pattern Overall fit - 

3 
s

H Λ  )2()1(

xx Λ=Λ  Equal factor loadings 23 MM −  - 

4 
11rx

H Λ  )2()1(

xx Λ=Λ , )2(

11

)1(

11 rr =  Equal factor loadings and equal path from SQ to CS 34 MM −  - 

5 
21rx

H Λ  )2()1(

xx Λ=Λ , )2(

21

)1(

21 rr =  Equal factor loadings and equal path from CS to SQ 35 MM −  - 

6 
31rx

H Λ  )2()1(

xx Λ=Λ , )2(

31

)1(

31 rr =  Equal factor loadings and equal path from SQ to CCB 36 MM −  - 

7 
41rx

H Λ  )2()1(

xx Λ=Λ , )2(

41

)1(

41 rr =  Equal factor loadings and equal path from path CS to CCB 37 MM −  - 

 

Note. SQ = Service Quality; CS = Customer Satisfaction; CCB = Customer Citizenship Behavior. 
a

In each case, the statistic for testing the hypothesis is the difference between the fit of the constrained model and that of a less constrained model.  
b

Parenthetical superscripts indicate group
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 This chapter includes the results of the quantitative data analyses procedures described in 

Chapter 3. The chapter is divided into the following sections: (1) sample characteristics; (2) data 

examination; (3) confirmatory factor analysis; (4) structural equation modeling; and (5) multiple 

group analysis.  

 

Sample Characteristics 

The quantitative data were collected in the Bobby E. Leach Center at Florida State 

University. This is FSU’s campus recreation program which includes aquatic, intramural sports, 

sport clubs, the FSU’s reservation, outdoor pursuits, and the FSU challenge.  The Bobby E. 

Leach Center includes four main sections: the fitness service, the aquatic service, the front desk 

service, and auxiliary services. The fitness service contains various strength machines, 

cardiovascular machines, three regulation-size basketball courts, a 1/10 mile indoor track, and 

activity classes such as spinning, yoga, kick boxing, etc. The aquatic section consists of lap 

swimming with a 16-lane by 25-yard indoor swimming facility, a diving-in facility over the deep 

end of the pool with two 1-meter and two 3-meter diving boards, an in-pool water basketball, and 

a spa area with 2 whirlpool spas, two steam rooms and a sauna. This facility is used by the FSU 

swimming and diving teams, SCUBA, water polo club teams and by outside groups. The front 

desk service provides locker rental, towel service, and equipment checkout such as basketballs, 

volleyballs, racquets, etc. The additional service provides complimentary services such as 

physical massage therapy, body compositions analyses, nutrition services, etc.  

The Leach Center hours are 6:15AM until 11:00PM Monday through Friday, 6:15AM 

until 10:00PM on Friday, and 11:00 AM until 9:00 PM on Saturday and Sunday. During school 

breaks, limited hours are held or the center is closed for maintenance. In addition, the Leach 

Center is closed all day on FSU football home game days. Approximately 4000 sport participants 

use the Leach Center Service daily. In particular, 5:00PM until 8:00PM on Tuesday, Wednesday, 

and Thursday are known as busy times. The administrator provided a table and a few chairs in 

the entrance of the Bobby E. Leach Center in order to prevent the disturbance of the customers’ 

workouts. To promote voluntary participation in the survey, the Leach E. Leach Center offered 
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free ball pens to the participants after filling out the questionnaire. In total, 236 surveys were 

collected and the usable data were 228 after the deletion of 8 survey questionnaires due to a lack 

of completion. The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 6.   

 
Table 6 
 

Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Characteristics 

 

Demographic 
Information 

 
Classification 

Frequency 
(N = 228) 

 
Percent (%) 

Gender Female 90 39.5 

 Male 137 60.1 

 Missing 1 .4 

 Total 228 100.0 

School Year Freshman 58.0 25.4 

 Sophomore 34.0 14.9 

 Junior 45.0 19.7 

 Senior 46.0 20.2 

 Graduate 35.0 15.4 

 Other 5.0 2.2 

 Missing  5.0 2.2 

 Total 228 100.00 

Age 17 2 .9 

 18 47 20.6 

 19 34 14.9 

 20 34 14.9 

 21 26 11.4 

 22 17 7.5 

 23 9 3.9 

 24 2 .9 

 25  6 2.6 

 26-30 2 .9 

 31-79 8 21.5 

 Missing 28 12.3 

 Total 228 100.0 
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Table 6 – continued 
 

Demographic 
Information 

 
Classification 

Frequency 
(N = 228) 

 
Percent (%) 

Race African-American 27.0 11.8 

 Asian-American 12.0 5.3 

 Caucasian/White 145.0 63.6 

 Latina/Latino 22.0 9.6 

 Native American 3.0 1.3 

 Other 12.0 5.3 

 Missing 7.0 3.1 

 Total 228.0 100.0 

Times 1-2 times 8 3.5 

 2-3 times 24 10.5 

 3-4 times 60 26.3 

 4-5 times 52 22.8 

 5-6 times 63 27.7 

 6-7 times 14 6.1 

 More than 7 times 7 3 

               Total 228 100 

Minutes Less than 30 minutes 10 4.2 

 31-60 minutes 97 42.3 

 61-90 minutes 72 31.5 

 91-120 minutes 35 15.3 

 More than 120 minutes 13 5.6 

 Missing 1 0.4 

 Total 228 100 

Experience Less than 1 year 112 49.1 

 1-2 year 44 19.3 

 2-3 year 39 17 

 3-4 year 18 7.8 

 More than 4 year 13 5.6 

 Missing 2 0.9 

 Total 228 100 
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Data Examination 

 This section includes preliminary analyses of the data, correlations, and reliabilities. First 

of all, the discussion of missing data is the first step of a preliminary analysis. The raw data 

collected in the current dissertation included 76 missing values in encounter service quality, 

global service quality, global customer satisfaction, CCB, and involvement. The data contained 

6.6% missing data for encounter service quality, 11% missing data for global service quality, and 

10.5% missing data for involvement, while customer satisfaction and CCB included less than 5% 

missing values. According to Hair et al. (1998), it is significant to completely comprehend the 

reasons for missing values. Thus, the researcher considers possible explanations in this section.  

 The dimension of encounter service quality included 11 items: range of programs, 

information, operating time, client-employee interaction, inter-client interaction, valence, 

sociability, physical change, ambient condition, design, and equipment. The original plan for this 

dissertation was a data collection in different places including classes/programs in the Bobby E. 

Leach Center. One of the reasons for this data collection was to find out why there may be few 

customers who participate in these classes/programs comparatively. As mentioned earlier, there 

are approximately 4000 customers a day. Therefore, approximately 15 percent of the customers 

participated in the classes/programs according to the last monthly report. In order to measure the 

perception of service quality for this dimension, the data collection should be conducted in the 

classes/programs. However, following the requests of the Leach Center administrator, the 

researcher collected data in the hallway of the Leach Center entrance. This might have caused 

the participants to leave 4.8 percent of the 6.6 percent missing values in encounter service quality, 

especially in program quality. In addition, the second dimension, global service quality, was 

measured with semantic scale using three pairs of adjectives. This scale was different from the 7 

point Likert scale with which the first construct was used. Unfortunately, some of the 

respondents misunderstood the directions and simply responded to only the first of the three 

adjectives. This explanation might extend to involvement construct. These missing data were 

spread throughout the dataset and no pattern could be found in all constructs. Because the 

percentage of missing data was minor, the researcher considered dealing with them.  

 There are two kinds of decisions in a listwise fashion: deleting and replaying missing data. 

The former might influence the power level because of the decrease of the sample size. In order 

to maintain the power level, the researcher preferred the latter. There are several methods to 
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replace missing data. From these methods, mean substituting and regression imputation are 

mainly used (Tate, 1998). Mean substitution is widely used due to the rational that it is the best 

single replacement estimate (Hair et al., 1998). However, there are several disadvantages. First, 

by replacing the mean for missing values, the actual distribution of values is biased. Second, this 

method depreciates the observed correlation due to a single constant value (Hair et al., 1998). On 

the other hand, regression analysis is used to replace the missing values based on its association 

with other variables in the data set. Several disadvantages are presented, such as less 

generalizability and underestimates of variance of distribution. Despite these weaknesses, the 

regression imputation method is preferred “in those instances for which moderate levels of 

widely scattered missing data are present and for which the relationships between variables are 

sufficiently estimated so that the researcher is confident that using this method will not impact 

the generalizability of the results” (Hair et al., 1998, p. 54). In the current dissertation, because 

the missing values were scattered moderately with a small percent of missing values, the 

researcher imputed them by using the regression method.  

 The assumptions required for the structural equation model (SEM) were also examined in 

a preliminary analysis. The first assumption is that, in the model, true functional form can be 

identified. This assumption can be assessed by checking the scatterplots of equation residuals 

versus predicted outcome measures. In the current data, any possibilities of non-linearities were 

not found, and therefore this assumption was not violated. The next assumption of the SEM is 

the independent of variable residuals. A violation of this assumption usually results from data 

collection of repeated measures in research design. In the current dissertation, this assumption 

might not be violated since the current research design did not include repeated measures. The 

last assumption in the SEM requires that the variables be normally distributed in a multivariate 

fashion. This assumption can be checked by skewness and kurtosis values. Skewness and 

kurtosis values of falling within the range of -3 to +3 indicate a normal distribution as a rule of 

thumb. In the current data set, two items were not in the recommended range: customer 

satisfaction 4 (4.46) and recommendation 1 (3.23) (See Table 7). The customer satisfaction item 

4 was, “Overall, I am satisfied with my decision to use the Leach Center service” and the 

recommendation item 1 was, “Refer fellow students or coworkers to the Leach Center”. Thus, 

these items were not considered in the further steps of this study.  
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics of Main Study 

 Mean S.D. Skewness Kurtosis 

PG1 5.41 1.21 -0.36 -0.71 
PG2 5.38 1.34 -0.72 0.23 

Program 
 

PG3 5.41 1.33 -0.83 0.50 
IA1 5.33 1.27 -0.71 0.16 Interaction 
IA2 5.44 1.13 -0.81 1.23 
OC1 5.68 1.11 -1.07 1.61 
OC2 5.57 1.22 -0.79 0.15 

Outcome 

OC3 5.90 1.06 -1.12 1.95 
PEQ1 5.63 1.18 -0.97 1.01 
PEQ2 5.75 1.28 -1.17 1.17 

Physical 
Environmental 

Quality PEQ3 5.48 1.37 -0.95 0.67 
OR1 5.85 1.02 -1.20 2.93 
OR1 5.77 1.03 -1.14 2.38 

Overall Service 
Quality 

OR1 5.83 1.01 -1.15 2.50 
CS1 6.07 1.03 -1.33 2.39 
CS2 6.24 0.88 -1.07 0.60 
CS3 5.89 1.07 -1.11 1.42 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

CS4 6.18 0.92 -1.59 4.46 
RC1 5.91 1.09 -1.40 3.23 
RC2 4.87 2.00 -0.79 -0.57 
RC3 5.86 1.21 -1.37 2.46 

Recommendation 

RC4 5.54 1.37 -1.14 1.42 
HO1 5.31 1.28 -0.76 0.45 

HC2 5.27 1.39 -0.88 0.51 
HC3 5.06 1.48 -0.70 0.02 

Helping 
Customers 

HC4 5.14 1.41 -0.70 0.13 
PF1 5.75 1.32 -1.28 1.78 
PF2 5.68 1.21 -1.24 2.14 
PF3 5.72 1.28 -1.38 2.32 

Providing 
Feedback 

PF4 5.23 1.48 -0.89 0.46 
IV1 5.78 1.70 -1.38 0.81 

IV2 5.69 1.63 -1.25 0.60 

IV3 5.27 1.62 -0.76 -0.22 

IV4 5.47 1.66 -1.20 0.64 

IV5 5.45 1.62 -1.06 0.13 

IV6 4.90 1.52 -0.30 -0.58 

IV7 5.72 1.58 -1.56 1.87 

IV8 5.37 1.53 -0.86 -0.04 

Involvement 

IV9 5.91 1.58 -1.73 2.42 



94 
 

Bivariate multicollinearity was checked by investigating the correlation matrix in which 

each latent variable was summated (See Table 8). Kline (1998) suggested that the correlation 

estimates of .85 or higher might result in multicollinearity problem in the SEM. In the current 

data set, correlation coefficient estimates ranged from .31 to .66. Thus, the results indicated no 

problem of bivariate multicollinearity. 

 
Table 8 
 
Intercorrelations among Subconstructs and Internal Consistency 

 

 PQ IQ OQ PEQ OSQ CS RC HC PF IV 

PQ .71          
IQ .58* .74         

  OQ .56* .77* .71        
PEQ .47* .55* .63* .84       
OSQ .54* .53* .63* .62* .94      
CS .45* .51* .57* .66* .59* .90     
RC .41* .50* .58* .56* .58* .55* .78    
HC .32* .41* .42* .39* .33* .35* .42* .91   
PF .48* .51* .54* .46* .48* .48* .42* .46* .85  
IV .37* .34* .43* .31* .40* .38* .35* .33* .46* .92 

 
Note.  PQ = Program Quality; IQ = Interaction Quality; OQ = Outcomes Quality; PEQ = Physical Environmental 
Quality; OSQ = Overall Service Quality; CS = Customer Satisfaction; RC = Recommendation; HC = Helping 
Customer; PF = Providing Feedback; IV = Involvement. Reliabilities are presented on the diagonal.  
* p < .05 
 

 

 Next, multicollinearity at the multivariate level was checked with the tolerance and 

variance inflation factors (VIF). A tolerance value of less than .1 and VIF of greater than 10 

indicates a mulicollinearity problem at the multivariate level. The tolerance value ranged 

from .303 (outcome) to .764 (involvement), while VIF ranged from 1.309 (involvement) to 3.306 

(outcome). That is, the tolerance and VIF values were located into the recommended range 

indicating no multicollinearity problem at the multivariate level (See Table 9). The reliabilities of 

latent variables of interest were examined with Cronbach’s alpha (α ), construct reliability (CR), 

and average variance extracted (AVE). All Cronbach’s alpha values of the subdimensions were 

judged to be acceptable with Nunnally and Berstein’s (1994) recommendation value of .7 (See 

Table 8). CR and AVE will be presented in the confirmatory factor analysis section. 
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Table 9 
 
Multivariate Level Multicollinearity Check 

 

Collinearity Statistics 
Dimensions 

Tolerance VIF 

Program 0.572 1.748 

Interaction 0.370 2.700 

Outcome 0.303 3.306 

Physical Environmental Quality 0.441 2.265 

Global Service Quality 0.464 2.154 

Global Customer Satisfaction 0.485 2.062 

Involvement 0.764 1.309 

 
Note: Dependent Variable: Aggregated Customer Citizenship Behavior 

 
  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted in order to investigate the 

validation of the proposed constructs of interest. Three procedures were performed: (a) 

evaluating offending estimates, (b) overall model fit, and (c) measurement model fit. In the first 

procedure, offending estimates were checked in the results. All standardized factor loadings fell 

into -1.0 and 1.0 and no negative error measurement values were found. Thus, the second 

procedure, evaluating overall model fit, was performed. There are three types of model fit 

indexes (absolute, comparative, and parsimonious fit index). The chi-square ( 2χ ) statistics and the 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) were used for a measure of absolute fit. The 

comparative fit index (CFI) was considered as a comparative fit measure; and normed chi-square 

( 2χ /df) was selected as a parsimonious fit measure. RMSEA values less than .08 would indicate a 

reasonable model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested that CFI values 

greater than .90, and normed chi-square values less than 3.0 were indicators for an acceptable model 

fit. The results of CFA indicated that the proposed measurement model fit the sample data except 

chi-square statistics which is unrealistic due to large sample size ( 2χ [584, N=228] = 1413.75, p 

< .001; RMSEA = 0.080; CFI = 0.96; 2χ /df = 2.42). In the third step, measurement model fit, 
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each of the constructs was assessed separately with statistical significance of factor loadings and 

the construct reliability (CR) and average extracted variance (AVE). The results are presented in 

Table 10 and Table 11. All factor loadings of the proposed constructs were statistically 

significant indicating that t-values were larger than 1.96, the .05 significance level. In addition, 

the CR and AVE estimates of each constructs were larger than the recommended cut-off values 

of 0.5 except program quality (AVE=0.48). However, Cronbach’s alpha and CR of program 

quality were larger than the recommended cut-off values, and also AVE were marginally less 

than the .50. Thus, it was concluded that the proposed constructs of interest were reliable.  

The construct validity was evaluated with convergent validity and discriminate validity. 

Convergent validity can be checked with each item’s loading values greater than twice their 

standard error and AVE. Table 10 and Table 11 indicate that all factor loadings were greater than 

twice their standard error and all AVE of the construct were larger than the recommended value 

of .50 except program quality. Thus, it was assumed that convergent validity in the proposed 

measurement model was supported. The discriminant validity was assessed with two methods. First, 

discriminant validity can be established when the correlation coefficients between the dimensions are 

less than .85 (Kline, 1998). In Table 8, all estimated correlation values were less than .85. Second, 

according to Fornell and Larker (1981), the AVE value of each construct should be greater than the 

squared correlations between its construct and any other constructs for sound discriminate validity. 

The results of the calculations indicated that the squared correlation values in all possible pairs of 

constructs were less than these related AVE scores except interaction quality and outcome quality. 

The squared correlation value between interaction quality and outcome quality was .59, while AVE 

of the outcome quality dimension was .50. However, the correlation coefficient of these variables 

was less than .85 and the indicator loadings of two constructs were statistically significant. The 

modification index did not suggest the model revision. Thus, it was concluded that two constructs 

would be distinguished, but it was necessary to pay attention to their interpretations in the rest of this 

study. 
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Table 10 
 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Program Quality, Interaction Quality, Outcome Quality, Physical Environmental Quality, Global 

Service Quality, and Global Customer Satisfaction : Item Loadings ( β ), Standard Errors (SE), t-values (t), Construct Reliability (CR), 

and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

 

Dimensions Items ? β  SE t CR AVE 

Program  The Leach Center offers excellent classes/programs that I need 0.72   0.73 0.48  
 It is easy to get up-to-date information of classes/programs 0.79 0.12 9.86   
 The operating hours and class/program times are convenient 0.54 0.11 7.39   
       
Interaction I am impressed with the Leach Center’s employees 0.72   0.75  0.60  
 My interaction with other participants is favorable 0.83 0.09 11.93   
       
Outcome My service experience of the Leach Center is favorable 0.80   0.74  0.50  

 My social interaction in the Leach Center was very positive 0.77 0.08 13.10   
 My physical fitness and skill level has increased after participating 

in the Leach Center 
0.51 0.08 8.00   

       
I like the ambience of the Leach Center 0.71   0.85 0.63  
The design of the Leach Center’s facility is excellent 0.87 0.11 11.79   

Physical 
Environmental 
Quality The equipment of the Leach Center is excellent 0.83 0.12 11.39   
       

Poor / Excellent 0.89   0.94  0.85 
Inferior / Superior 0.94 0.05 22.41   

Global Service 
Quality 

Low Standards / High Standards 0.93 0.05 22.11   
       

My choice to use the Leach Center service was a wise one 0.94   0.90  0.76  
I think that I did the right thing when I utilized the Leach Center 
service  

0.91 
0.04 22.31   

Global Customer 
Satisfaction 

This facility is exactly what is needed for this service 0.75 0.06 14.94   
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Table 11 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Recommendations, Helping Customers, Providing Feedback, and Involvement: Item Loadings ( β ), 

Standard Errors (SE), t-values (t), Construct Reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

 

Dimensions Items ? β  SE t CR AVE 

Recommendation Recommend the Leach Center to my family 0.63    0.76  0.52  
 Recommend the Leach Center to my friends 0.84  0.09 9.47   
 Recommend the Leach Center to people interested in REC-SPORT’s  

Service 
0.67  

0.09 8.26   

       
Assist other participants in need of assistance in finding equipment 0.74    0.90  0.70  Helping 

Customers Help other participants in need of assistance with their work-out 0.80  0.10 12.26   
 Teach other participants in need of assistance how to use the  

equipment correctly 
0.92  

0.10 14.21   

 Explain to other participants in need of assistance how to use the   
 service correctly 

0.88  
0.10 13.65   

       
Fill out a customer satisfaction survey 0.84    0.86  0.62  
Provide helpful feedback to participant service 0.84  0.06 14.94   
Provide information when surveyed by the Leach Center 0.87  0.06 15.65   

Proving 
Feedbacks 

Inform the Leach Center about the great service received from an  
Employee 

0.56  
0.09 8.68   

       
Involvement Important / unimportant  0.96    0.92  0.56  

Boring / interesting 0.96  0.03 33.72   
Relevant / irrelevant (R) 0.80  0.04 18.19   

 

Exciting / unexciting (R) 0.62  0.06 11.26   
 Means nothing / means a lot to me 0.79  0.04 17.90   

Appealing / unappealing (R) 0.60  0.05 10.76   
Fascinating / mundane (R) 0.62  0.05 11.33   

 

Worthless / valuable 0.61  0.05 11.15   
 Involving / uninvolving (R) 0.63  0.05 11.62   



99 
 

Structural Equation Modeling 

 The results of the structural equation modeling analysis indicated the offending estimates. 

The standardized path coefficients from interaction quality and outcome quality to global service 

quality were 2.27 and -1.99, respectively. This output is presented in Appendix I. This case could 

be considered as an improper solution (Bollen, 1989). There are several reasons explaining this 

case such as outlier and a basic fault of model specification. In descriptive statistics, because no 

outliers were found, it was assumed that the four dimension model for the encounter service 

quality was not specified correctly. In addition, the model modification index indicated a 

correlation between the outcome quality dimension and the two indicators of interaction quality 

dimension. In the previous section, discriminant validity was also not supported in these 

dimensions. Thus, the proposed model should be modified based on the theoretical framework.  

One of the main differences of SSQRS from previous scales is the inclusion of outcome 

quality, which is called technical quality. This factor is defined as “what the customer is left with 

when the production process is finished” (Gronroos, 1984, p. 38). Rust and Oliver (1994) 

mentioned that it is the related feature which customers appraise when service delivery is 

finished. Through these definitions, it is intuitive to infer a causal relationship between service 

process quality and outcome quality. That is, outcome quality seems to be a consequence of 

service process quality. For example, if a customer has a positive perception through his/her 

interaction with employees or other customers, these experiences are sufficient to affect his/her 

feelings toward the service quality and sociability with friends or other people. However, in the 

proposed model, the relationships among manifest variables in other constructs were strictly 

limited. This constrained model may have caused the improper solution which indicates the 

model misspecification. Thus, the control of indicators between outcome quality and other 

dimensions of service quality resulted in more disadvantages than advantages. After a 

reconsideration of the measurement model based on the statistical and theoretical frameworks, 

the proposed model was modified, allowing a direct path from the eleven manifest variables to 

global service quality and the correlations among them (See Figure 4). It was believed that this 

modification would increase the internal validity of the proposed model and is the most 

conceptually reasonable.  

 The results of the structural equation analysis of the revised model indicated no offending 

estimates in all factor loadings and an acceptable model fit of the model to data. The global fit 
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indices fell into the appropriate ranges except chi-square statistics ( 2χ [111, N=228] = 262.01, p 

< .001; RMSEA = 0.071; CFI = 0.98; 2χ /df = 2.36). As mentioned above, the chi-square 

statistics are sensitive to the sample size, and thus it was believed that the rejection of the null 

hypothesis was unrealistic in this dissertation compared to the other goodness-of-fit indices. In 

addition, because the proposed model contained the non-recursive, it was necessary to examine a 

stricter identification test than t-rule. According to Kline (1998), additional diagnostics should be 

conducted to support that a model is identified. One of the main methods is the imposition of 

randomly chosen starting values to make sure there are stable parameter values. Therefore, two 

different starting values were imputed in the syntax of the revised model. The results were 

identical to those of the revised model indicating no identification problem. A last evaluation of 

the revised model indicated that the results were completely acceptable and sound in the context 

of service quality. All path coefficients are presented in Figure 4 and direct, indirect, and total 

effect, which were estimated in the final model, are suggested in Table 12. Approximately, 60% 

of the variance in CCB was explained by the determinants of global service quality and global 

customer satisfaction. Roughly 60% of the variance in global service quality was explained by 

the range of programs, operating time, information, client-employee interaction, inter-client 

interaction, valence, sociability, physical change, ambience condition, design, equipment, and 

global service customer satisfaction. About 48% of the variance in customer satisfaction was 

explained by the determinant of global service quality. Even though the original model was 

revised by scattering manifest variables without the latent variables, these indicators were still 

representative of the four subdimensions. Thus, the hypotheses could be tested with the results of 

structural equation modeling of the revised model.  

 Hypothesis 1 proposed that the perception of program quality would be positively related 

with the global service quality perception of the recreational sport participants. This hypothesis 

was partially accepted because the indicator of program quality was positively related to the 

global service quality (z = 2.31). Hypothesis 2 posited that the perception of interaction quality 

would be positively related to the global service quality perception of the recreational sport 

participants. This hypothesis was also partially accepted as the inter-client interaction was 

negatively related to the global service quality (z = -3.03), while client-employee interaction 

positively influenced global service quality. Hypothesis 3 proposed that the perception of 
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Figure 4. Results of Structural Equation Model Testing the Relationships among Encounter and Global Service Quality, Global 
Customer Satisfaction, and Customer Citizenship Behavior.  

 Notes. Standardized parameter estimates are shown between latent variables. Model fit: 
2χ (111, N=228) = 262.01, p < .001; RMSEA = 0.071; CFI = 

0.98; 
2χ /df = 2.36. Correlation coefficients among indicators for the encounter service quality are omitted. RP = Range of Programs, OT= Operating Time, IF = 

Information, CEI = Client-Employee Interaction, ICI = Inter-Client Interaction, VL = Valence, SA = Sociability, PC = Physical Change, AC = Ambient 
Condition, DS = Design, and EQ= Equipment. * p < .05. 
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Table 12 
 
Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects for the Revised Model 

 

Causal Effects 
Outcome Determinant 

Direct Indirect Total 

CCB Range of Programs  .10* .10* 

(
2R = .50) Information  .06 .06 

 Operating time  .01 .01 
 Client-Employee Interaction  .10* .10* 
 Inter-Client Interaction  -.17* -.17* 
 Valence  .21* .21* 
 Sociability  .18* .18* 
 Physical Change  .06 .06 
 Ambient Condition  .14* .14* 
 Design  .05 .05 
 Equipment  .22* .22* 
 Global Service Quality .52* .06 .58* 
 Global Customer Satisfaction .44* -.38* .07 
     

Range of Programs .18* -.07* .11* 
Operating time .11 -.04 .07 

Global 
Service 
Quality Information .01 -.01 .01 

( 2R = .60) Client-Employee Interaction .17* -.06 .11* 

 Inter-Client Interaction -.29* .11* -.18* 
 Valence .36* -.13* .23* 
 Sociability .31* -.12* .20* 
 Physical Change .10 -.04 .06 
 Ambient Condition .24* -.09* .15* 
 Design .09 -.03 .06 
 Equipment .38* -.14* .24* 
 Global Customer Satisfaction -.65* .24* -.41* 
 Global Service Quality  -.37* -.37* 
     

Range of Programs  .10* .10* 
Operating time  .06 .06 
Information  .01 .01 
Client-Employee Interaction  .10* .10* 

Global 
Customer 
Satisfaction 

( 2R = .48) 
Inter-Client Interaction  -.16* -.16* 

 Valence  .20* .20* 
 Sociability  .18* .18* 
 Physical Change  .05 .05 
 Ambient Condition  .13* .13* 
 Design  .05 .05 
 Equipment  .22* .22* 
 Global Service Quality .89* -.33* .56* 
 Global Customer Satisfaction  -.37* -.37* 
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outcome quality would be positively related to the global service quality perception of the 

recreational sport participants. This hypothesis was partially accepted as valence and sociability 

were positively related to the global service quality (z = 3.83 for valence; z = 3.42 for sociability). 

Hypothesis 4 proposed that the perception of physical environment quality would be positively 

related to the global service quality perception of the recreational sport participants. This 

hypothesis was also partially accepted as the ambience condition and the equipment qualities 

were positively related to the global service quality (z = 2.92 for ambient condition; z = 3.99 for 

equipment). Hypothesis 5 posited that the perceived global service quality would positively 

influence the global satisfaction of the recreational sport participants. This hypothesis was 

accepted because the global service quality was positively related to the global customer 

satisfaction (z = 10.23). Hypothesis 6 proposed that the global satisfaction of the recreational 

sport participants would positively influence the perceived global service quality. This 

hypothesis was not accepted as the global satisfaction was negatively related to the global service 

quality (z = -4.81). Hypothesis 7 posited that the perceived service quality of sport participants 

would positively influence CCB. This hypothesis was accepted as the global service quality was 

positively related to CCB (z = 6.48). Hypothesis 8 focused on the relationships between the 

customer satisfaction and CCB. This hypothesis was accepted because the customer satisfaction 

was positively related to CCB (z = 5.67). 

 

Multiple Group Analysis 

Multiple group analysis was conducted in order to investigate the moderating effect of 

psychological involvement on the relationships among global service quality, customer 

satisfaction, and CCB. The data were divided into two groups with the median (53.00): low 

involvement and high involvement groups. Before testing the moderating effects of involvement 

on the parameters in the revised model, three procedures were performed. First, variance-

covariance matrices for differences between low involvement and high involvement groups were 

investigated before testing the factor structures and loadings. If a difference of variance-

covariance matrices between two groups was found, the factor structure and factor pattern would 

be tested. It was preferred to find no differences in both steps, indicating the identical conditions 

to test the key paths among latent variables in the revised model. In these conditions, the tests of 

difference in parameters would be conducted by examining the chi-square and CFI changes ( ∆ ) 



104 
 

between two models: the constrained model and no constrained model. The significance of .05 

level for chi-square test and .001 for CFI changes ( ∆ ) would be used as a criteria to evaluate the 

difference between key paths among the latent variables between low and high involvement 

groups. Table 13 presents the results of the multiple group analysis of SEM including the models, 

the goodness-of-fit, chi-square difference tests, and CFI changes ( ∆ ).  

 For the revised model, the results of equality tests of variance-covariance matrix between 

the two groups indicated the difference ( 2χ [210] = 376.83, p < 0.001). Thus, the further steps 

were run. The results of the test of the equal factor structures revealed that there were different 

factor patterns between two groups ( 2χ (211) = 365.66, p < 0.001). However, other global model 

fit indices of each group indicated that the revised model fitted to the sample data (RMSEA = 

0.073; CFI = 0.98; 2χ /df = 1.82 for low involvement group; RMSEA = 0.053; CFI = 0.99; NFI 

= 0.96; 2χ /df = 1.47 for high involvement group). Thus, it was believed that the factor 

structures of two groups were similar. The tests of equal factor loadings were followed. The 

results of this test indicated that there were no differences among factor loadings between the 

two groups (M3-M2: 2

dχ (6) = 8.19, p >.05; dCFI = .001) (See Table 13). Thus, by fulfilling the 

preliminary conditions for the tests of key paths among latent variables, the proposed hypotheses 

could be tested.  

 Hypothesis 9 postulated that the perceived global service quality would influence the 

global customer satisfaction more strongly for low than high involved participants (See Figure 5). 

This hypothesis was accepted as the paths from the global service quality to customer 

satisfaction was significantly different between low involvement and high involvement groups 

(M4-M3: 2

dχ [1] = 11.62, p <.05; dCFI  =.001). Hypothesis 10 posited that the global customer 

satisfaction would influence the perceived global service quality more strongly for high than low 

involved participants. This hypothesis was not accepted as the difference in the paths from 

customer satisfaction to global satisfaction was not identified (M5-M3: 2

dχ [1] = 1.15, p >.05; 

dCFI = 0). Hypothesis 11 proposed that the perceived global service quality would influence 

CCB more strongly for low than high involved participants. This hypothesis was not accepted as 

the paths from the global service quality to CCB were not different between the two groups (M6-

M3: 2

dχ [1]= 0.57, p >.05; dCFI = 0). Finally, hypothesis 12 posited that the global customer 
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Table 13 
 
Results of Multiple Group Analysis Comparisons of Low vs. High Involvement on Parameter Estimates  

 

Hypothesis Test 
Model Hypotheses Hypothesis Statement Goodness of Fit 

Chi-Square Test CFI 

1 ΣH  Equal covariance matrices 

2χ (210) = 376.83 

p < 0.001 
 

- 

0.97 

2 formH  Equal factor pattern 
2χ (211) = 365.66 

p < 0.001 

- 
0.976 

3 
s

H Λ  Equal factor loadings 
2χ (217) = 373.85 

p < 0.001 

M3-M2: 
2

dχ (6)= 8.19  

p >.05 

0.976 

4 
11rx

H Λ  Equal factor loadings and equal path 
from SQ to CS 

2χ (218) = 385.47 

p < 0.001 

M4-M3 
2

dχ (1)= 11.62  

p <.05 

0.975 

5 
21rx

H Λ  Equal factor loadings and equal path 
from CS to SQ 

2χ (218) = 375.01 

p < 0.001 

M5-M3 
2

dχ (1)= 1.15  

p >.05 
0.976 

6 
31rx

H Λ  Equal factor loadings and equal path 
from SQ to CCB 

2χ (218) = 374.43 

p < 0.001 

M6-M3 
2

dχ (1)= 0.57  

p >.05 

0.976 

7 
41rx

H Λ  Equal factor loadings and equal path 
from path CS to CCB 

2χ (218) = 373.86 

p < 0.001 

M7-M3 
2

dχ (1)= 0.003  

p >.05 

0.976 

 
Note. SQ = Service Quality; CS = Customer Satisfaction; CCB = Customer Citizenship Behavior. 



106 
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Results of structural equation model for two groups testing the relationships among global service quality, global customer 
satisfaction, and customer citizenship behavior  

Note.  The parameter estimates in this figure are unstandardized values. The values outside the parenthesis are for low involvement and those in the 

parentheses are for high involvement. Indicators for the encounter service quality were omitted. Model fit: 
2χ (111, N=228) = 202.39, p < .001; RMSEA = 

0.073; CFI = 0.98;
2χ /df = 1.82 for low involvement; Model fit:

2χ (111, N=228) = 163.27, p < .001; RMSEA = 0.053; CFI = 0.99; 
2χ /df = 1.47 for high 

involvement. * p < .05. 
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satisfaction would influence CCB more strongly for high than low involved participants. This 

hypothesis was not supported as there were no differences in the paths from customer 

satisfaction to CCB between the two groups (M7-M3: 2

dχ (1) = 0.003, p >.05; dCFI = 0). 

Appendix K presents a summary of the hypotheses and the decisions which were discussed. 

 

 



                                                                                        

108 
 

CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between the perceived service 

quality, customer satisfaction, and customer citizenship behavior moderated by customer 

involvement among campus recreational sport participants. This chapter includes a summary and 

interpretation of the results along with a discussion of implications. Specifically, five sections are 

presented in this chapter: (a) discussion of findings; (b) contributions; (c) practical implications; 

(d) future research; and (e) conclusion.  

 

Discussion of Findings 

The current dissertation used an exploratory research design in order to investigate a set 

of 12 hypotheses by analyzing the data collected from the Bobby E. Leach Center, a campus 

recreational sport center at Florida State University. The participants were customers who 

experienced the service of the Bobby E. Leach Center which includes fitness, aquatic, wellness 

services, etc. Survey questionnaires and pencils were provided to each participant in the front of 

the entrance.  

 The researcher conducted the preliminary analysis on the data to replace the missing 

values with regression methods and tested three assumptions for structural equation modeling: 

linearity in the residuals, independence, and normal distributions. In these tests, two items were 

eliminated due to the violation of the normal distribution. Multicollinearity was also examined 

with the correlation coefficient values, tolerance, and VIF. The results indicated no 

multicollearnity problem. After this preliminary analysis, the measurement model was tested 

with the confirmatory factor analysis with LISREL 8.7. Global model fit indices were 

moderately acceptable indicating that the measurement model fitted to the sample data. Then, the 

results were used to test the psychometric properties of the constructs such as reliabilities and 

validities. It was concluded that all constructs were reliable and valid for the further steps. 

Structural equation modeling was conducted to examine the proposed model with several 

hypotheses. However, the proposed model was modified due to the improper solution and the 

recommended modification indices. After the modification of the proposed model, the previous 

problems were not found and, in addition, the global model fit indices were acceptable. 
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Hypotheses 1-8 were tested with this output of SEM for the revised model. For hypotheses 9-12, 

the multiple group analysis of SEM was run.  

 

Hypotheses 1-4 

 Since the 1980s, there have been many studies which examined service quality in 

recreational sport facilities (e.g., Chelladurai et al., 1987; Kim & Kim, 1995; Papadimitrious & 

Karteroliotis, 2000). However, despite various efforts to develop a scale to measure all possible 

service quality, it seemed that no universal scales were presented to evaluate various sport and 

recreational contexts because each setting has different characteristics in their service delivery. 

To resolve this problem, Ko and Pastore (2004, 2005) provided a scale of service quality of 

recreational sport (SSQRS) which included hierarchical and multilevel structures. They assumed 

that 11 subdimensions would be representative of the overall service quality. Oliver (1997) 

distinguished between an encounter and global service quality. The current dissertation examined 

the relationship between the subdimensions of SSQRS as an encounter level and global service 

quality with a proposed model describing that the four main dimensions are positively associated 

with the global service quality. However, it was found that the proposed model had improper 

solutions with a larger than the maximum value of 1.0 in standardized parameters. Thus, based 

on the empirical and theoretical evidences, the model was revised in such a way that each sub- 

dimension would directly influence the perception of global service quality. Even though the 

initial model was modified, it was assumed that hypothesis one to four could be tested indirectly. 

  Hypothesis one posited that the perception of program quality measured by three 

indicators would positively influence the perception of global service quality among the 

recreational sport participants. This hypothesis was partially supported in the data in that only 

one indicator, the range of program quality, had a statistically positive relationship with the 

global service quality. This result, however, is inconsistent with Ko and Pastore’s (2005) study 

suggesting that all three indicators for the program quality have a positive relationship with 

overall service quality. These different results may come from the following reasons. Data 

collection in the front of the entrance at the campus recreational sport center may have resulted 

in the non-significant results. Chelladurai (1992) distinguished sport and physical activity service 

into consumer service and human service. The former includes making the facilities and 

equipment available to the sport participants who work out because they know what they would 
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like to do. On the other hand, the latter consists of teaching a sport and physical activity such as 

aerobic classes/programs for the client’s learning of skills or fitness maintenance. Indicators of 

program quality in SSQRS were developed to measure the human service, including range of 

program, information, and operating time. Thus, the original plan included data collection in the 

classes/programs. However, following the administrator’s requests of the Bobby E. Leach Center, 

the researcher did not obtain the data in the classes/programs, but collected them at the front of 

the entrance. As mentioned earlier, the number of daily users is 4,000. Approximately 15 percent 

of them participated in the classes/programs according to the last monthly report. The researcher 

was not able to ensure that the survey participants were interested in human services. Therefore, 

the self-exercisers in human services may be less interested in convenient times and information 

about classes/programs despite their recognition of various programs due to the lesser level of 

involvement. Thus, a future study may include a direct data collection in classes/programs to 

examine the relationship between program quality and the global service quality. Nevertheless, 

this result implies that a variety of programs are more likely to enhance the perception of 

participants’ overall service quality. Thus, administrators may need to focus on the range of 

classes/programs for advertisement. 

 Hypothesis two predicted a positive relationship between employee/client interaction 

quality and the global service quality. This hypothesis was partially supported in the data. 

Employee interaction quality had a positive relationship with the global service quality, while 

inter-client interaction quality did not. These findings are, in part, consistent with  Ko and 

Pastore’s (2004) study in that the perception related to the employee interaction would positively 

influence the overall service quality. It is noticeable that inter-client interaction quality has a 

negative relationship with the global service quality; compared to the previous empirical studies 

(Chang, 1998; Ko & Pastore, 2005) suggesting a positive relationship.  This negative relationship 

between the two variables indicates that when the perception of the client interaction quality 

decreases, the perceived overall service quality will increase due to other indicators of service 

quality. This unusual finding in the study may be related to a particular context related to 

perceived crowding of the sport participation. Perceived crowding is defined as “a psychological 

state that occurs when a person’s demand for space exceeds the supply” (Strokols, 1972, cited in 

Machleit, Eroglu, & Mantel, 2000, p. 29). This construct is multidimensional: spatial crowding 

and social crowding. The former consists of non-human elements such as equipments, while the 
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latter is related to the number of people and the rate of social interaction among individuals. The 

reduced perception of the favorable interaction with other participants may result from social 

crowding. This assumption has been found in newspapers of several universities such as 

University of Arizona and Texas A & M University. Virginia Tech has even announced the 

remodeling of their campus recreational sport centers in order to expand the capability of the 

campus recreational sport center. In the current data, the decrease of the favorable perception 

with other clients’ attitudes and behaviors may come from the lack of capability of the Bobby E. 

Leach Center or the fact that too many users use it at the same time. 

 Taken from the findings of Ko and Pastore (2005), hypothesis three posited a positive 

relationship between outcome quality and the global service quality. This hypothesis was 

accepted in the data partly because valence and sociability were positively related to the global 

service quality, while physical change was not. This finding is inconsistent with Ko and Pastore 

(2005) indicating that three variables were positively related to the overall service quality. There 

is one possible explanation for this finding. Physical change indicates the perception of increased 

fitness level and performance/skill improvement (Ko & Pastore, 2005). In exercise science 

research, experiments have usually been conducted between four and twelve weeks (e.g., Lubans 

& Sylva, 2006; Smith & Holmes, 2004; Spink & Carron, 1993) or more than three months (e.g., 

Armstrong, Sallis, Hovell, & Hofstetter, 1993). This time period indicates that the effects of the 

treatment may be found after at least four weeks with objective criteria such as fitness or skill 

level in the organized experimental condition by controlling other possible influences. However, 

the demographic information in this dissertation revealed that approximately 30 percent spent 

less than two months in the Bobby E. Leach Center. In addition, these sport participants might 

not work out following an organized schedule due to other factors such as mid-term 

examinations and social activities. Therefore, these periods might not be sufficient to change the 

perception of their physical change and might influence the non-significance of the perceived 

physical change. On the other hand, the perception of the sociability and valence may be 

relatively improved by experiences in a short-term period. Sociability refers to the pleasure of 

being with other people or friends who enjoy the same activities (Ko & Pastore, 2005). One 

aspect of sociability is determined by friendship formation. In behavioral science, research has 

been conducted in a short-period such as a daily and a weekly record to measure friendship 

formation (e.g., Craig-Bray, Adams, & Dobson, 1988; Perl & Trickett, 1988). Based on these 
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empirical research, it was believed that valence, indicating the feeling that what is left, was 

influenced by sociability quality (r = .64) more than physical change (r = .37). These findings 

imply that the administrators of campus recreational sport centers may focus on the improvement 

of the perception of sociability. 

 Hypothesis four predicted that the perception of the physical environment quality would 

positively influence the global service quality. This hypothesis was partially supported in the 

data in that the ambience condition related to background characteristics and equipment for the 

maximization of sport consumption was positively related to the global service quality, whereas 

the design related to the facility’s layout or architecture was not. These findings are inconsistent 

with Ko and Pastore’s (2005) study indicating a positive relationship of three subdimensions 

with the overall service quality. One possible explanation may come from gender characteristics 

for this different finding. Many studies suggested a variety of gender differences (e.g., Holbrook, 

1986; Iacobucci & Ostrom, 1993). For example, men are described as agentic, indicating a goal 

oriented trend, while women are illustrated as communal which point out socially oriented 

qualities (Iacobucci & Ostrom, 1993). In the service situation, male employees would be 

expected to be more professional, while women employees are supposed to be more empathetic 

(Furrer, Liu, & Sudharshan, 2000). According to Holbrook’s (1986) study, females are more 

visually oriented than males in evaluative judgments. In this dissertation, female participants 

may also have focused on the facility design more than male participants in the recreational sport 

center. While male participants were 45.6% in Ko and Pastore’s (2005) study, this dissertation 

contained 60.1% male participants which might have influenced the non-significant result of 

design quality. However, it is assumed that this explanation is not sufficient to generalize this 

finding. Future studies should examine service quality in similar contexts and consider a more 

valid explanation. Based on these findings, it is recommended for managers in the Bobby E. 

Leach Center to pay attention to background characteristics and functional aspects toward the 

equipment to maximize their participants’ workout. 

 

Hypothesis 5-6  

Previous studies on the relationships between the service quality and customer 

satisfaction have found a multitude of heterogeneous findings. Empirical findings have obviously 

confirmed the meaningful relationships between the two variables, but the direction and 
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magnitude of the relationships have been an issue in previous debates (e.g., Cronin & Taylor, 

1992; Brady et al., 2002, Bitner, 1990; McAlexander et al., 1994). The main attempt to clarify 

the complicated relationships was been presented by Oliver (1997) differentiating the two 

concepts into the global level and the encounter level. However, this conceptual framework was 

not examined based on the empirical evidences in the obvious distinction between global and 

encounter level. By combing a number of research streams, the present dissertation proposed and 

tested a theoretical model describing that, at the global level, the perception of service quality 

would positively influence customer satisfaction, while customer satisfaction would positively 

affect service quality simultaneously.  

Hypothesis five suggested a positive effect of the perceived global service quality on the 

global satisfaction. This hypothesis was drawn from conceptual support and empirical evidence. 

Bagozzi (1992) conceptually provided the relationships from appraisal to emotional response in 

coping behavior. In the service context, Gotlieb, Grewal, and Brown (1994) suggested that the 

evaluation of service quality based on cognitive aspect leads to emotional satisfaction estimation. 

This relationship between the two variables was empirically supported by many studies (e.g., 

Anderson, Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994; Anderson & Sullivan, 1993; Cronin & Taylor, 1992).  

The results from this dissertation provided further support for this hypothesis, implying that the 

high level of the global service quality would enhance the level of customer satisfaction. In 

addition, the high coefficient estimate ( β = .89) from service quality to satisfaction may result 

from an assimilation effect (Anderson, 1973) which is based on the expectancy disconfirmation 

theory. This effect suggests that the consumers are motivated to decrease the psychological stress 

caused by a change in their insight of the product. One of the methods to reduce the tension is to 

bring their perception of the product into their expectation line. In this study, sport participants 

may have taken their perception of global service quality into the expectation line. This 

assimilation effect may have promoted a more positive relationship between service quality 

construct and satisfaction construct.  

Hypothesis six posited a positive impact of customer satisfaction on service quality. 

This hypothesis was not supported in the data, indicating a negative relationship from customer 

satisfaction to the global service quality construct. However, this interesting result is not 

surprising compared to the findings in the previous studies using the non-recursive model (e.g., 

Cronin & Taylor, 1992; McAlxander et al. 1994). One plausible explanation was suggested by 
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McAlxander et al. (1994). They assumed that service quality would be positively associated with 

satisfaction. However, after this relationship was created, the degree of customer satisfaction 

decreased continually. Thus, if the service providers do not provide a continually improved 

quality of the service performance, the magnitude of satisfaction will not stay constant. In this 

dissertation, the sport participants might not have formulated a considerable amount of 

satisfaction, and thus the extent of satisfaction might not have influenced the perception of global 

service quality. Rather, their level of satisfaction seemed to decrease continually. According to 

McAlxander et al., this decrease of satisfaction can be prevented by the total quality management, 

indicating ways of doing business in terms of continuous quality improvement.   

 An in-depth explanation of this finding is put forth based on the expectancy 

disconfirmation theory (Oliver, 1994). This theory explains the process of satisfaction by 

comparing the expectation and performance of service or product. In order to explain these 

positive and negative relationships between two constructs in both directions, the expectation 

and performance of the service may play a significant and independent role and lead to three sub-

plausible explanations based on the expectancy disconfirmation theory. First, the expectancy 

may have a significant role in the negative relationship between two constructs by assuming the 

identical changes of service performance. Expectations in customer service are dynamic in many 

competitive service industries (Zeithaml & Bitner, 1996). There have been various determinants 

of customer expectations such as prior experiences, word-of-mouth, advertising, etc. (Oliver, 

1997). In recreational sport settings, sport participants can hear new information from their 

friends or watch state-of-the arts facilities in the Internet, and this may increase their 

expectations towards the present service providers. The increased expectation, in turn, leads to an 

increase in the distance in the gap between expectation and performance. This sequential process 

may result in this finding which showed a negative relationship between satisfaction and 

perceived service quality in the global levels. Second, the subjective perception of service 

performance may influence the negative relationship between the two variables in terms of 

constant expectations. This explanation is based on a contrast theory (Anderson, 1973). This 

theory implies that consumers tend to shift their evaluation of service performance away from 

their expectations when it does not meet their expectation. That is, when sport participants 

cannot match their perception of service performance, they are more likely to exaggerate the 

discrepancy. The two previous explanations in the expectancy disconfirmation theory were based 
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on fixing one of the components. However, it can be assumed that the two components are 

dynamic, but the increased or decreased ratio is different. In a situation where service 

performance increases, the ratio of the expectation should increase faster than that of 

performance to explain the decrease of satisfaction. For example, customers may be dissatisfied 

with the current interaction with employees, even if the service is evaluated positively. This is 

why their expectation toward the skills or knowledge of the employees through the previous 

experiences may increase faster than the present service performance. These in-depth 

explanations are not based on empirical results, but on an intuitive idea. Thus, it is recommended 

in future studies that the assessment of expectation be included as a diagnostic function for 

administrators or researchers (Parasuraman, Berry, & Zeithaml, 1991). Both expectations and 

performance are significant components in satisfaction formation and can be considered as a 

source of the marketing strategies since they play a role as standard for the judgments of service 

performance.  

 

Hypothesis 7-8 

 Hypothesis seven posited that the perceived service quality of sport participants would 

positively influence customer citizenship behavior. Similarly to the previous studies (e.g., 

Alexandris et al., 2001; Bloemer et al., 1999; Boulding et al., 1993; Brady et al., 2005), this 

result suggested that the high level of the perceived global service quality in a sport center would 

increase customer citizenship behaviors by enabling customers. In addition, this finding implies 

that customers can recommend the service provider, help other customers, and provide feedback 

if they have high evaluative abilities related to cognitive components. This cognitive ability may 

induce the extra role behaviors from customers not required for service consumption. As Lind 

(1997) claimed, increased levels of cognitive aspect in helping behavior encourage customers to 

reinforce their efforts to help other customers. In social psychology, it was also found that 

helping behavior is a function of the person’s elements and environment (Heider, 1958: cited in 

Midlarsky, 1984). The personal elements are related to the power (abilities) which may include 

the cognitive aspects. That is, it is important to recognize the self-competences and the 

environment situations. Dovidio, Pilianvin, Gaertner, Schroeder, and Clark (1991) explained this 

process with the cost-reward model suggesting that bystanders evaluate expected costs and 

rewards in their cognitive process. In sport centers, sport participants may help others when they 
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know their abilities and the circumstances. This cognitive aspect can be associated with the level 

of the perceived service quality. If sport participants evaluate service quality well, they are more 

likely to help others. These explanations can be applied to recommendation and providing 

feedback. The more sport participants may have recognized the service, the more they 

recommend it. In word-of-mouth communication, it has been revealed that the credibility of the 

sender influenced the decision of the receiver. In addition, by evaluating a service well, sport 

participants may be able to provide the better feedback to the service provider which will be 

valuable to the service management.  

Hypothesis eight predicted that the global customer satisfaction would positively 

influence customer citizenship behavior. As mentioned above, CCB was originated from OCB in 

the consideration of customers as the partial employees. OCB was, in turn, developed from the 

relationship between job satisfaction and the employee’s performance. This consequence of OCB 

development implied that customer satisfaction and CCB would be strongly associated.  This 

relationship has been confirmed through the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) indicating that 

the customers satisfied with a service are more likely to reciprocate to the service provider or 

others in the form of extra-role behaviors (Groth, 2005). For instance, if a customer is highly 

satisfied with the employee’s kindness or programs/classes, then, she/he may make efforts to 

help other customers or contribute to the improvement of the service delivery by providing good 

feedback because these extra-role behaviors may be necessary for the maintenance of a good 

relationship with a service provider. Therefore, managers should consider how to manage these 

valuable resources well while attempting to make their clients satisfied.  

 In addition, the results suggest that customer citizenship behavior is a consequence of 

cognitive-based satisfaction. There seems to be an agreement on the fact that satisfaction consists 

of cognitive and affective components in social science in both organizational behavior and 

marketing research (e.g., Organ & Konovsky, 1993; Westrook & Oliver, 1991; Cronin, Brady, & 

Hult, 2000). However, there has been a debate about what kind of job satisfaction in cognitive 

and affective components are more likely to force OCB in organizational behavior research. 

Many researchers have given more support to a cognitive component of satisfaction in the 

relationship with OCB (e.g., Lowery, Beadles, & Krilowicz, 2002; Moorman, 1993, Organ & 

Konovsky, 1989). In the extensive line of this debate, this study attempted to examine the 

relationship between customer satisfaction based on cognitive aspects and aggregated CCB. The 



                                                                                        

117 
 

data provided empirical support to the hypothesis that customer satisfaction with a cognitive 

dimension is a good antecedent of CCB.  

 

Hypothesis 9-12. 

As mentioned earlier, a debate has been developed as to what a true causality is in the 

relationships between the perceived service quality and customer satisfaction. Oliver (1997) 

proposed a conceptual framework for the explanation of the various empirical results by 

separating the encounter level and global level of service quality and customer satisfaction. In his 

study, involvement was introduced as a moderator to determine the relationship between two 

variables in global or encounter levels. By being less involved towards a service, a stronger 

causality from the perceived service quality to satisfaction may exist at the global level. 

 Drawn from this conceptual framework, hypothesis nine predicted that the perception of 

the global service quality would influence the global customer satisfaction more strongly for low 

than high involved participants. This hypothesis received strong support in the data. This finding 

could be assumed from the characteristics of the involvement. One of the antecedents of the 

involvement is the degree of pleasure (Laurent & Kapferer, 1985). The less involved customers 

may not formulate a considerable amount of customer satisfaction. Thus, the increase level of the 

global service quality appears to influence the formation of the global customer satisfaction 

directly more in low than high involved customers.  

 Hypothesis ten predicted a stronger influence from the global customer satisfaction on the 

perceived global service quality in high than in low involved participants. This hypothesis did 

not receive support in the data. A plausible explanation is that no significant difference may 

come from the less dynamic rate of expectation or subjective perception of service performance 

with the level of involvement. Upon the further examination of the data, the absolute values of 

the two groups did not provide a completely contrary difference in the assessment of their 

involvement, even though the two groups were obviously separate from one another. The results 

of low involvement group indicated that the majority of the survey participants still estimated 

their level of involvement to be above a score of 31.5, indicating that a high level of involvement 

was present. It might be concluded that the dichotomization distinguished groups that were 

already in high level of involvement toward the service. This dichotomization may be sufficient 

to find the moderating effects of involvement on the impact of customer satisfaction on the 
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overall perceived service quality. Further studies may be necessary to identify whether this 

explanation is right or not, and to find any other explanations related to this finding.  

 Hypothesis eleven predicted a stronger influence of perceived global service quality on 

CCB for low compared to high involved participants. Hypothesis twelve also posited a stronger 

impact of customer satisfaction on CCB for high than low involved participants. The data did not 

provide support for both hypotheses regarding the moderating effects of psychological 

involvement on the relationships among the perception of global service quality, global customer 

satisfaction, and CCB. One plausible explanation was that involvement may be not a moderator, 

but a mediator between global service quality or global satisfaction and CCB in the revised 

model. In organizational behavior literature, commitment is well known as an antecedent of 

OCB (e.g., Chang & Chelladurai, 2003; Organ & Ryan, 1995). There seems to be an agreement 

on the fact that commitment is a component of involvement (e.g, Gahwiler & Havitz, 1998; 

Iwasaki & Havitz, 2004). Thus, involvement could play a role as a mediator in the relationship 

between service quality or customer satisfaction and CCB.  Another possible explanation is that 

involvement may have a significant role as a moderator more in attitudinal than in behavioral 

processes. According to Bloch and Richins (1983), a psychological involvement plays a role in 

motivational states and antecedents of overt action. In addition, some research in consumer 

behaviors presented that consumers in low involvement are less likely to engage in search, 

whereas those in high involvement are more likely to engage in extensive search (e.g., Engel & 

Blackwell, 1982). However, Beatty and Smith (1987) argued that there have been a few 

empirical evidences to support this relationship. On the other hand, many previous studies have 

mainly found a function of involvement in attitudinal research, such as information processing 

(e.g., Chaiken, 1982; Petty, Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983). That is, the involvement construct 

may not directly influence the behavioral consequences. No moderating effects of involvement 

on the relationship between service quality and satisfaction with customer citizenship behavior 

may result from this attitudinal function of a psychological involvement. Thus, it is assumed that 

the addition of the behavioral component on involvement helps identify the moderating effect on 

the revised model.  

Consumer loyalty construct may play a role as a moderator among service quality, 

customer satisfaction, and CCB. In the beginning of loyalty research, Pessemier (1959) used 

behavioral measures to examine loyalty. Later, Day (1969) suggested that attitudinal components 
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should be included in loyalty measure. Olsen and Jacoby’s (1971) study, supported with 

empirical evidence, indicated that loyalty consisted of cognitive and behavioral components 

(cited in Backman & Crompton, 1991, p. 2). This consumer loyalty construct consisting of 

attitudinal and behavioral components may moderate the relationships between attitudinal and 

behavioral variables as well as between attitudinal constructs. In the sport and recreational 

context, Howard, Edginton, and Selin (1988) measured the loyalty of sport participants in fitness 

and cultural art classes and segmented them into four groups with both cognitive and behavioral 

components. In terms of these components, sport participants were segmented into high loyalty, 

spurious loyalty, latent loyalty, and low loyalty. This kind of dichotomization may be useful to 

examine the moderating effect of loyalty on the revised model in future studies.  

 

Contributions 

 It is believed that the findings of this dissertation will significantly contribute to the field 

of sport management. Several scholars have discussed some issues and directions for future 

research in the sport management literature (e.g., Slack, 1996; Weese, 1995). Slack (1996) 

argued that both theories and concepts from the broader ground of management should be 

employed in the sport management context. Weese (1995) proposed that academic scholars in 

sport management should focus more on the applied perspectives for practitioners in the field. 

This dissertation is a direct response to these scholars’ request to meaningfully contribute to our 

field of sport management. More specifically, this dissertation attempted to adapt and change a 

new concept in the field of management to the sport management context. Customer citizenship 

behavior at the individual level was modified to fit in the sport participation context by 

introducing helping behavior with conceptual frameworks from organizational citizenship 

behavior. In addition, managers in campus recreational sport centers can obtain useful 

information for important decision-making by understanding their participants’ behaviors based 

on the results from this study. By examining service quality dimensions at encounter and global 

levels, the researcher can present better practically managerial guidance to managers. With these 

results, managers will be able to identify which parts of their service in a campus recreational 

center should be focused on in order to increase customer satisfaction and, in turn, establish both 

behavioral and psychological loyalty among current customers. Thus, the current research 

contributes to retain the current students and attract new students who are one of the main 
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financial sources to increase market share and future revenues at the university level. 

 Lastly, this dissertation makes some meaningful contributions to the field of marketing. 

Much discussion has been highlighted about the true relationship between the perception of 

service quality and customer satisfaction. Recently, Oliver (1997) presented a conceptual model 

to clarify the mixed-up causalities by distinguishing the encounter and global model and 

including psychological involvement. The current dissertation tested that model with a 

moderating effect of involvement which is used as a standard for consumer segmentation. The 

discovery of the moderating effect of involvement on the relationship between service quality 

and satisfaction was one of the noteworthy findings. This dissertation will hopefully guide other 

studies in their examination of relevant agendas in the fields of sport management and marketing.   

 

Practical Implications 

The findings of this dissertation suggest useful information to managers interested in 

effective management of valuable resources and their customers’ extra-role behavior which may 

influence their service delivery process. Managers should focus on the global service quality in 

order to increase the frequency of CCB among their sport participants. This augmentation in the 

perception of global service quality is achieved by concentrating on the encounter service quality. 

More specifically, several attributes of service quality would likely influence the change of the 

global service quality. The equipment quality would likely stimulate changes in the global 

service quality, the global customer satisfaction, and customer citizenship behavior 

simultaneously. Therefore, practitioners should pay more attention to the selection of new 

equipments which can maximize their customer’s functional performance. In addition, valence 

and sociability would likely enhance the change in the perception of global service quality. 

Therefore, managers may be able to improve sociability by focusing more on sports clubs such 

as basketball, table tennis, and squash. The variety of programs would likely encourage an 

augmentation in perceived service quality at the global level. Therefore, managers should 

attempt to provide various programs by updating new sport activities. Lastly, the interaction 

quality with employees would likely influence the perception of global service quality. Special 

training programs for employees should be conducted to help improve their knowledge and skills 

and then change the perception of global service quality. In addition, it may be valuable to allow 

the clients to participate in special training sessions such as the training for fitness consultants. 



                                                                                        

121 
 

The findings of this dissertation indicated that the sport participants had intentions of helping 

others. Therefore, it may be an effective management resource to allow participants in special 

training programs and to obtain certifications related to life-guide and fitness instructors.  

On the other hand, managers should pay attention to the interaction among their sport 

participants. The change in the interaction quality would likely have a negative impact on the 

augmentation of the perception of global service quality due to perceived crowding, a 

specifically social factor. In order to reduce this effect, managers might consider the renovation 

of their facility to expand the capability. Another suggestion to reduce this negative relationship 

is marketing strategies to allocate their users non-busy times by opening useful programs/classes 

in other time zones. By decreasing the crowding at specific times, the negative relationship with 

global service quality may turn into a positive one. Managers should also focus on customer 

satisfaction to encourage their participants’ extra-role behavior. The findings of this dissertation 

indicated that the perception of global service quality would likely incite a change in global 

customer satisfaction. It is believed that practical implications for the change in the perception of 

global service quality would likely make the sport participants satisfied overall. Lastly, the 

results of this dissertation indicated that sport participants would likely be involved in making 

recommendations, helping others, and providing feedback when both the level of perceived 

service quality and global satisfaction increase positively. Thus, administrators may need to give 

some opportunities for customers to contribute to the management in a considerable magnitude 

of satisfaction towards the provided services.  

 

Future Research 

 There are several suggestions for future studies from this dissertation. In future studies, a 

relationship between customer citizenship behavior and organizational effectiveness should be 

investigated. Some empirical studies have revealed positive consequences from organizational 

citizenship behavior (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 1994, 1996). However, Bolino et al. (2004) suggested 

that organizational citizenship behaviors may result more in negative than in positive effects on 

organizations because employees try to impress the management. Thus, their motives are self-

serving. In sport participation contexts, it is also possible to imply a negative impact of CCB on 

process of service delivery. For example, some sport participants may not want any help from 

others. It can be assumed from some cases in which some women workout listening to music. 
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However, some male participants may tend to help them for impression strategies of social 

activity for self-serving and ultimately have negative effects on them. Thus, future studies should 

examine the effectiveness of customer citizenship behavior with the perception of this kind of 

extra-role behavior.  

 In addition, a further study should develop CCB adapting to sport participants and 

spectators. Groth’s CCB includes three behaviors towards Internet service: recommendation, 

helping others, and providing feedbacks. As Milne and McDonald (1999) cited, a sport product 

or service seems to stimulate higher levels of emotional attachment and a sense of community. 

This uniqueness may make us consider more extra-role behaviors which are showed in the sport 

context. Organ (1990) developed two concepts related to organizational citizenship behavior: 

peacemaking and cheerleading. The former refers to behaviors which assist to mitigate 

unproductive interpersonal argument, while the latter indicates words or gestures encouraging 

coworkers’ professional development. Specifically, these kinds of behaviors may be expected 

among sport spectators or participants. In a venue, fan violence between spectators has often 

been reported and televised. It is believed that peacemaking plays a meaningful role to prevent or 

alleviate this conflict among sport spectators. In addition, in the sport participation context, 

cheerleading behaviors may also be observed among sport participants. Golf is considered a 

social activity. In golf play, etiquette is a significant component in the game even in serious 

competitions. These good manners may be accounted for by cheerleading behaviors. In a 

collective perspective, there are various extra-role behaviors from sport customers. In the 

consideration of the uniqueness of sport products or services, these behaviors should be 

developed in future studies. Ultimately, these efforts may contribute to establish a unique body 

of knowledge of sport management in the field of higher education.  

 In future studies, the encounter level of customer satisfaction should be included in the 

revised model. The revised model only included the encounter level of service quality due to the 

length of the survey, identification problem for no-recursive model, etc. However, Oliver’s 

(1997) conceptual model contained the encounter customer satisfaction. The inclusions of these 

items in the revised model may help investigate the relationships between service quality and 

customer satisfaction. In addition, by measuring customer satisfaction with each expectation and 

perception of service performance, researchers may identify what causes the negative 

relationship between customer satisfaction and the perception of global service quality.   
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 One final recommendation for future studies follows the non-significant results of the 

moderating effect of involvement on the relationship between the two attitudinal and behavior 

components. It seems that these relationships are more likely to be influenced by another 

moderator which includes behavioral dimensions. Thus, consumer loyalty was suggested as a 

potential moderator for the relationship among perceived service quality, customer satisfaction, 

and customer citizenship. This is why loyalty has been developed in the behavioral perspectives. 

Future research must investigate this suggestion with empirical data in sport context.   

 

Conclusion 

 Many scholars have been interested in organizational citizenship behavior during the last 

two decades with several antecedents and consequences (Podsakoff et al., 2000). OCB has been 

extended to customers in the terms of partial employees (Groth, 2005). CCB consists of three 

behavioral components: making recommendations, helping others, and providing feedback. In 

addition, customer satisfaction was found as an indicator of CCB. Similarly to OCB, it is 

assumed that psychological benefits of CCB would be found in the sport management context.  

 The main purpose of this dissertation was to examine the moderating effect of 

psychological involvement on the relationships among the perceived service quality, customer 

satisfaction, and customer citizenship behavior among sport participants. Several sub-purposes 

were implicit under this purpose, such as the validation of CCB in other business contexts and 

another antecedent of CCB. In sport management, scholars can gain from this dissertation to 

establish a unique body of knowledge in the higher education field. Prior research in sport 

marketing as well as in general marketing fields has not shown much interest in consumer 

behavior during the service delivery even though its role is considered an important factor in 

service production. By validating helping behaviors among sport participants, it is believed that 

scholars will be able to consider customers as one of the main components in human resource 

management. In addition, it was found that the perception of global service quality and customer 

satisfaction would enhance customer citizenship behavior. Thus, future research is required to 

continue this finding by developing CCB fitting the sport context and by finding other 

antecedents as well as consequences. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

SINGLE ITEM OF SSQRS – 11 ITEMS 
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Single Item of Scale of Service Quality for Recreational Sport (Kwon & Ko, 2006) 

 

Program Quality  

The Leach Center offers excellent classes/programs that I need 

It is easy to get up-to-date information of classes/programs 

The operating hours and class/program times are convenient 

 

Interaction Quality 

I am impressed with the Leach Center’s employees 

My interaction with other participants is favorable 

 

Outcome Quality 

My service experience of the Leach Center is favorable 

My social interaction in the Leach Center was very positive 

My physical fitness and skill level has increased after participating in the Leach Center 

 

Physical Environmental Quality 

I like the ambience of the Leach Center 

The design of the Leach Center’s facility is excellent 

The equipment of the Leach Center is excellent 
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APPENDIX B 

 

GLOBAL SERVICE QUALITY – 3 ITEMS 
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Global Service Quality Items (Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 2000) 

Please respond to each item by circling the number on the scale that most accurately reflects your 

perceptions. 

My perception of the overall service quality of the Leach Center is 

Poor / Excellent 

Inferior / Superior 

Low Standards / High Standards 
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APPENDIX C 

 

GLOBAL CUSTOMER SATISFACTION – 4 ITEMS  
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Global Customer Satisfaction (Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 2000; Oliver, 1997)  

 

            My choice to use the Leach Center service was a wise one 

I think that I did the right thing when I utilized the Leach Center service  

This facility is exactly what is needed for this service 

Overall, I am satisfied with my decision to use the Leach Center service  
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APPENDIX D 

 

CUSTOMER CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR – 12 ITEMS  
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Customer Citizenship Behavior (Groth, 2005) 

 

Recommendations 

Refer fellow students or coworkers to the Leach Center 

Recommend the Leach Center to my family 

Recommend the Leach Center to my friends 

Recommend the Leach Center to people interested in REC-SPORT’s service 

 

Helping Customers 

 Assist other participants in need of assistance in finding equipment 

 Help other participants in need of assistance with their work-out 

 Teach other participants in need of assistance how to use the equipment correctly 

 Explain to other participants in need of assistance how to use the service correctly 

 

Providing Feedback 

 Fill out a customer satisfaction survey 

 Provide helpful feedback to participant service 

 Provide information when surveyed by the Leach Center 

 Inform the Leach Center about the great service received from an employee 
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APPENDIX E 

 

THE PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT INVENTORY – 10 ITEMS  
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The Personal Involvement Inventory (Zaichkowsky, 1994) 

 

Please rate the extent to which you are NOT AT ALL LIKELY or EXTREMELY LIKELY with 

the following by circling the appropriate number in the scale beside each statement    

 

To me, the Leach Center services are:  

  important / unimportant* 

  boring / interesting 

  relevant / irrelevant* 

  exciting / unexciting* 

  means nothing / means a lot to me 

  appealing / unappealing* 

       fascinating / mundane* 

           worthless / valuable 

  involving / uninvolving* 

  not needed / needed 

 
* indicates item is reverse scored.  
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APPENDIX F 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE  
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1. The Leach Center offers excellent classes/programs that I need 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. It is easy to get up-to-date information of classes/programs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. The operating hours and class/program times are convenient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I am impressed with the Leach Center’s employees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. My interaction with other participants is favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. My service experience of the Leach Center is favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. My social interaction in the Leach Center was very positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. My physical fitness and skill level has increased after participating in      
    the Leach Center 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.  I like the ambience of the Leach Center 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. The design of the Leach Center’s facility is excellent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. The equipment of the Leach Center is excellent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 

 
 

15. My choice to use the Leach Center service was a wise one 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. I think that I did the right thing when I utilized the Leach Center 
service 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. This facility is exactly what is needed for this service 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Overall, I am satisfied with my decision to use the Leach Center 
service 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

I. Please rate the extent to which you DISAGREE or AGREE with the 
following by circling the appropriate number in the scale beside each 
statement.    

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 
 

 
Strongly 
Agree 

II. Please respond to each item by circling the number on the scale that most accurately reflects your perceptions. 

My perception of the overall service quality of the Leach Center is    
 

12.  Poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   Excellent 

13.  Inferior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   Superior 

14.  Low Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   High standards 

III. Please rate the extent to which you DISAGREE or AGREE with the 
following by circling the appropriate number in the scale beside each 
statement.    

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 
 

 
Strongly 
Agree 
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19. Refer fellow students or coworkers to the Leach Center 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Recommend the Leach Center to my family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. Recommend the Leach Center to my friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. Recommend the Leach Center to people interested in REC-SPORT’s    
      service 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. Assist other participants in need of assistance in finding equipment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. Help other participants in need of assistance with their work-out 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. Teach other participants in need of assistance how to use the  
      equipment correctly 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. Explain to other participants in need of assistance how to use the   
      service correctly 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. Fill out a customer satisfaction survey 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. Provide helpful feedback to participant service 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. Provide information when surveyed by the Leach Center 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. Inform the Leach Center about the great service received from an  
     employee 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

To me, the Leach Center service is: 
31. important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     unimportant 
32. relevant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     irrelevant 
33. exciting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     unexciting 

34. means nothing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     means a lot to me 

35. appealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     unappealing 

36. fascinating 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     mundane 

37. worthless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     valuable 

38. involving 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     uninvolving 

39. not needed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     needed 

 
VI. Please check or write in the appropriate response for the items below. 
40. Gender: ____ Female ____ Male   
41. Age: ____      
42. Year in school: ____ Freshmen ____ Sophomore ____ Junior 
 ____ Senior ____ Graduate ____ Other 
43.  Race: ____ African-American ____ Asian-American   
 ____ Caucasian/White ____ Latina/Latino   
 ____ Native American ____ Other   
44. How many times a week do you use the Leach Center?      _______ 
45. How many minutes do you spend at the Leach Center each time you come?       _______ 
46. How many months or years have you being going to the Leach Center? _____Months  _____Years 

 

IV. Please rate the extent to which you are NOT LIKELY AT ALL or 
EXTREMELY LIKELY with the following by circling the appropriate 
number in the scale beside each statement.    

 
Not  likely 

at all  

 
 
 

 
Extremely 

likely 

V. Please rate how you feel about the Leach Center service on each of the scales below by circling the appropriate 
number. 
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Dear Participant: 

 

By means of this introduction, I request your participation in this study designed to 

examine the nature of the relationships between perceived service quality, customer satisfaction, 

and customer citizenship behavior among campus recreational participants. This research is 

conducted as partial fulfillment of my Ph.D. in Sport Management at Florida State University. 

Please respond to all items as instructed within the questionnaire. It will take 15 minutes to 

complete this questionnaire. Participation in this study is voluntary. There are no right or wrong 

answers. It is your personal perceptions and intentions that count. Therefore, your spontaneous 

and honest response is important for the success of this study.  

 Your answers will remain anonymous. All data will be analyzed and reported on an 

aggregate basis and not on an individual basis. If you have any questions concerning the research 

study, please call Taewook Chung at (850) 445-5159 or email me at twc02c@fsu.edu, or if you 

feel you have been placed at risk, you can call Tom Jacobson, the Chair of the Human Subject 

Committee at (850) 644-8633 or email him at tjacobso@admin.fsu.edu. Thank you for taking the 

time to complete this survey and for being a part of this study. 

  

Taewook Chung, Ph.D. Candidate 

Advisor: Dr. Quarterman  
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APPENDIX H 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL LETTERS 
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APPENDIX I 

 

LISREL OUTPUT FOR PROPOSED MODEL
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DATE: 10/11/2006 

TIME: 15:23 
 
 

L I S R E L  8.71 
 

BY 
 

Karl G. Jöreskog and Dag Sörbom 
 
 
 
 

This program is published exclusively by 
Scientific Software International, Inc. 
7383 N. Lincoln Avenue, Suite 100 

Lincolnwood, IL 60712, U.S.A. 
Phone: (800)247-6113, (847)675-0720, Fax: (847)675-2140 

Copyright by Scientific Software International, Inc., 1981-2004 
Use of this program is subject to the terms specified in the 

Universal Copyright Convention. 
Website: www.ssicentral.com 

 
 
 
The following lines were read from file  C:\Documents and Settings\Taewook 
Chung\Desktop\Final_4dimensions\STRUCTURE\STRUCTURE.spl: 

 

Latent Variables: PROGRAM INTERACTION OUTCOMES ENVIRON SERVICE SATISFACTION CCB 
 PROG1 = 1*PROGRAM 
 PROG2 = PROGRAM 
 INTER1 = 1*INTERACTION 
 INTER2 = INTERACTION 
 OUTCOME1 = 1*OUTCOMES 
 OUTCOME2 OUTCOME3 = OUTCOMES 
 PHYSIC1 = 1*ENVIRON 
 PHYSIC2 PHYSIC3 = ENVIRON 
 OVERALL1 = 1*SERVICE 
 OVERALL2 OVERALL3 = SERVICE 
 SATIS1 = 1*SATISFACTION 
 SATIS2 SATIS3 = SATISFACTION 
 SUMRECOM = 1*CCB 
 SUMHELP SUMFEED = CCB 
 SERVICE = PROGRAM 
 SERVICE = INTERACTION 
 SERVICE = OUTCOMES 
 SERVICE = ENVIRON 
 SERVICE = SATISFACTION 
 SATISFACTION = SERVICE 
 CCB = SERVICE 
 CCB = SATISFACTION 
 Set the error variance of SERVICE and SATISFACTION correlate 
 Path Diagram 
 LISREL Output: RS SS SC AD=OFF EF AM 
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         Covariance Matrix        
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       1.04 
 OVERALL2       0.86       1.06 
 OVERALL3       0.86       0.91       1.01 
   SATIS1            0.51       0.52       0.45       1.06 
   SATIS2            0.41       0.46       0.40       0.79       0.78 
   SATIS3            0.56       0.67       0.61       0.77       0.62       1.13 
 SUMRECOM    0.74       0.71       0.65       0.66       0.55       0.65 
  SUMHELP       0.36       0.42       0.38       0.38       0.36       0.39 
  SUMFEED       0.55       0.50       0.49       0.48       0.45       0.50 
    PROG1           0.50       0.48       0.43       0.51       0.37       0.49 
    PROG2           0.68       0.69       0.64       0.43       0.36       0.47 
   INTER1           0.72       0.67       0.57       0.57       0.47       0.59 
   INTER2           0.44       0.47       0.39       0.50       0.41       0.41 
 OUTCOME1     0.68       0.71       0.60       0.51       0.44       0.49 
 OUTCOME2     0.63       0.67       0.59       0.56       0.44       0.48 
 OUTCOME3     0.34       0.40       0.34       0.52       0.41       0.40 
  PHYSIC1         0.60       0.60       0.58       0.63       0.48       0.56 
  PHYSIC2         0.62       0.69       0.66       0.72       0.56       0.76 
  PHYSIC3         0.66       0.78       0.74       0.76       0.60       0.87 
 
         Covariance Matrix        
 
                     SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED      PROG1      PROG2     INTER1    
                          --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 SUMRECOM       1.60 
  SUMHELP           0.64       1.51 
  SUMFEED           0.57       0.63       1.20 
    PROG1               0.45       0.37       0.52       1.46 
    PROG2               0.66       0.39       0.63       0.97       1.81 
   INTER1               0.75       0.55       0.67       0.61       0.72       1.62 
   INTER2              0.62       0.52       0.54       0.62       0.72       0.85 
 OUTCOME1        0.73       0.50       0.60       0.53       0.73       0.87 
 OUTCOME2        0.78       0.51       0.58       0.53       0.72       0.83 
 OUTCOME3        0.48       0.38       0.42       0.38       0.49       0.49 
  PHYSIC1             0.73       0.53       0.60       0.43       0.61       0.70 
  PHYSIC2             0.82       0.52       0.59       0.57       0.66       0.73 
  PHYSIC3             0.82       0.51       0.49       0.53       0.65       0.73 
 
         Covariance Matrix        
 
                           INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2   OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    
                           --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
   INTER2             1.28 
 OUTCOME1       0.80       1.22 
 OUTCOME2       0.97       0.87       1.49 
 OUTCOME3       0.52       0.44       0.46       1.13 
  PHYSIC1            0.54       0.62       0.59       0.53       1.40 
  PHYSIC2            0.60       0.69       0.68       0.59       0.92       1.64 
  PHYSIC3            0.62       0.66       0.66       0.69       0.86       1.30 
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         Covariance Matrix        
 
                      PHYSIC3    
                         -------- 
  PHYSIC3       1.87 
 
 
 
 
 Parameter Specifications 
 
         LAMBDA-Y     
 
                           SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB 
                              --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1          0          0          0 
 OVERALL2          1          0          0 
 OVERALL3          2          0          0 
   SATIS1               0          0          0 
   SATIS2               0          3          0 
   SATIS3               0          4          0 
 SUMRECOM       0          0          0 
  SUMHELP          0          0          5 
  SUMFEED          0          0          6 
 
         LAMBDA-X     
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON 
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1          0          0          0          0 
    PROG2          7          0          0          0 
   INTER1          0          0          0          0 
   INTER2          0          8          0          0 
 OUTCOME1          0          0          0          0 
 OUTCOME2          0          0          9          0 
 OUTCOME3          0          0         10          0 
  PHYSIC1          0          0          0          0 
  PHYSIC2          0          0          0         11 
  PHYSIC3          0          0          0         12 
 
         BETA         
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB 
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE          0         13          0 
 SATISFAC         14          0          0 
      CCB         15         16          0 
 
         GAMMA        
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON 
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE         17         18         19         20 
 SATISFAC          0          0          0          0 
      CCB          0          0          0          0 
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         PHI          
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON 
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  PROGRAM         21 
 INTERACT         22         23 
 OUTCOMES       24         25         26 
  ENVIRON         27         28         29         30 
 
         PSI          
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB 
            --------   --------   -------- 
                  31         31         32 
 
         THETA-EPS    
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3 
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                  33         34         35         36         37         38 
 
         THETA-EPS    
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED 
            --------   --------   -------- 
                  39         40         41 
 
         THETA-DELTA  
 
               PROG1      PROG2     INTER1     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2 
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                  42         43         44         45         46         47 
 
         THETA-DELTA  
 
            OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    PHYSIC3 
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                  48         49         50         51 
 
 
 
 
 
 Number of Iterations = 39 
 
 LISREL Estimates (Maximum Likelihood)                            
 
         LAMBDA-Y     
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       1.00        - -        - - 
 
 OVERALL2       1.06        - -        - - 
                            (0.05) 
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                           22.51 
 
 OVERALL3       1.04        - -        - - 
                            (0.05) 
                             22.23 
 
   SATIS1        - -       1.00        - - 
 
   SATIS2        - -       0.83        - - 
                                 (0.04) 
                                 22.37 
 
   SATIS3        - -       0.82        - - 
                                 (0.06) 
                                 14.88 
 
 SUMRECOM        - -        - -       1.00 
 
  SUMHELP        - -            - -       0.70 
                                                     (0.10) 
                                                       7.17 
 
  SUMFEED        - -        - -       0.77 
                                                   (0.09) 
                                                   8.65 
 
 
         LAMBDA-X     
 
                   PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1       1.00        - -        - -        - - 
 
    PROG2       1.21        - -        - -        - - 
                      (0.13) 
                       9.23 
 
   INTER1        - -       1.00        - -        - - 
 
   INTER2        - -       1.03        - -        - - 
                                  (0.09) 
                                   11.71 
 
 OUTCOME1        - -        - -       1.00        - - 
 
 OUTCOME2        - -        - -       1.07        - - 
                                                    (0.08) 
                                                    12.71 
 
 OUTCOME3        - -        - -       0.64        - - 
                                                   (0.08) 
                                                    8.18 
 
  PHYSIC1        - -        - -        - -       1.00 
 
  PHYSIC2        - -        - -        - -       1.33 
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                                               (0.11) 
                                                11.68 
 
  PHYSIC3        - -        - -        - -       1.36 
                                                           (0.12) 
                                                           11.32 
 
 
         BETA         
 
                         SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
                             --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        - -      -0.66        - - 
                                    (0.13) 
                                     -5.13 
 
 SATISFAC       0.98        - -        - - 
                           (0.10) 
                          10.00 
 
      CCB               0.53       0.43        - - 
                           (0.08)     (0.07) 
                           6.49       5.75 
 
 
         GAMMA        
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.15       1.67      -1.40       1.08 
                        (0.22)     (0.73)     (0.84)     (0.25) 
                         0.72       2.29      -1.67       4.37 
 
 SATISFAC        - -        - -        - -        - - 
 
      CCB        - -        - -        - -        - - 
 
 
         Covariance Matrix of ETA and KSI         
 
                     SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        0.81 
 SATISFAC       0.50       0.95 
      CCB             0.64       0.67       0.86 
  PROGRAM      0.47       0.47       0.45       0.80 
 INTERACT       0.51       0.50       0.48       0.59       0.82 
 OUTCOMES     0.59       0.58       0.56       0.56       0.82       0.76 
  ENVIRON       0.54       0.53       0.51       0.42       0.49       0.53 
 
         Covariance Matrix of ETA and KSI         
 
             ENVIRON    
            -------- 
  ENVIRON       0.69 
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         PHI          
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  PROGRAM       0.80 
                            (0.14) 
                            5.69 
 
 INTERACT       0.59       0.82 
                          (0.10)     (0.14) 
                            6.15       5.91 
 
 OUTCOMES       0.56       0.82       0.76 
                            (0.09)     (0.10)     (0.11) 
                             6.34       7.89       6.86 
 
  ENVIRON       0.42       0.49       0.53       0.69 
                         (0.08)     (0.08)     (0.08)     (0.12) 
                           5.34       5.95       6.62       5.81 
 
 
         PSI          
         Note: This matrix is diagonal. 
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.76       0.76       0.24 
              (0.10)     (0.10)     (0.07) 
                7.57       7.57       3.29 
 
 
         Squared Multiple Correlations for Structural Equations   
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.07       0.20       0.72 
 
         Squared Multiple Correlations for Reduced Form           
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.51       0.42       0.43 
 
         Reduced Form                 
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.09       1.01      -0.85       0.66 
                        (0.13)     (0.47)     (0.54)     (0.16) 
                         0.72       2.13      -1.58       4.19 
 
 SATISFAC       0.09       0.99      -0.83       0.65 
              (0.13)     (0.47)     (0.53)     (0.16) 
                0.72       2.11      -1.57       4.11 
 
      CCB       0.09       0.96      -0.80       0.62 
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              (0.12)     (0.46)     (0.52)     (0.16) 
                0.72       2.09      -1.56       3.99 
 
 
         THETA-EPS    
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.22       0.13       0.13       0.12       0.13       0.50 
              (0.03)     (0.02)     (0.02)     (0.03)     (0.02)     (0.05) 
                8.47       6.29       6.62       4.37       6.25       9.72 
 
 
         THETA-EPS    
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.74       1.08       0.69 
              (0.10)     (0.11)     (0.08) 
                7.47       9.69       8.80 
 
 
         Squared Multiple Correlations for Y - Variables          
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.79       0.88       0.87       0.89       0.83       0.56 
 
         Squared Multiple Correlations for Y - Variables          
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.54       0.28       0.42 
 
         THETA-DELTA  
 
               PROG1      PROG2     INTER1     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.66       0.63       0.79       0.41       0.46       0.62 
              (0.09)     (0.12)     (0.09)     (0.06)     (0.05)     (0.07) 
                7.01       5.28       9.22       7.02       8.69       9.06 
 
 
         THETA-DELTA  
 
            OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    PHYSIC3    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.82       0.70       0.40       0.58 
              (0.08)     (0.08)     (0.07)     (0.08) 
               10.37       9.27       6.20       7.38 
 
 
         Squared Multiple Correlations for X - Variables          
 
               PROG1      PROG2     INTER1     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
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                0.55       0.65       0.51       0.68       0.62       0.59 
 
         Squared Multiple Correlations for X - Variables          
 
            OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    PHYSIC3    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.28       0.50       0.75       0.69 
 
 

Goodness of Fit Statistics 
 

Degrees of Freedom = 139 
Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square = 335.82 (P = 0.0) 

Normal Theory Weighted Least Squares Chi-Square = 319.60 (P = 0.00) 
Estimated Non-centrality Parameter (NCP) = 180.60 

90 Percent Confidence Interval for NCP = (132.39 ; 236.53) 
 

Minimum Fit Function Value = 1.48 
Population Discrepancy Function Value (F0) = 0.80 
90 Percent Confidence Interval for F0 = (0.58 ; 1.04) 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.076 
90 Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.065 ; 0.087) 

P-Value for Test of Close Fit (RMSEA < 0.05) = 0.00 
 

Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) = 1.86 
90 Percent Confidence Interval for ECVI = (1.64 ; 2.10) 

ECVI for Saturated Model = 1.67 
ECVI for Independence Model = 37.51 

 
Chi-Square for Independence Model with 171 Degrees of Freedom = 8477.79 

Independence AIC = 8515.79 
Model AIC = 421.60 

Saturated AIC = 380.00 
Independence CAIC = 8599.95 

Model CAIC = 647.49 
Saturated CAIC = 1221.58 

 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.96 

Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) = 0.97 
Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) = 0.78 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.98 
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.98 

Relative Fit Index (RFI) = 0.95 
 

Critical N (CN) = 123.15 
 
 

Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) = 0.093 
Standardized RMR = 0.070 

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.87 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.82 

Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI) = 0.64 
 
Fitted Covariance Matrix 
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
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            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       1.03 
 OVERALL2       0.86       1.05 
 OVERALL3       0.84       0.90       1.00 
   SATIS1              0.50       0.53       0.51       1.06 
   SATIS2             0.41       0.44       0.43       0.79       0.79 
   SATIS3              0.41       0.43       0.42       0.78       0.65       1.14 
 SUMRECOM      0.64       0.68       0.66       0.67       0.55       0.55 
  SUMHELP         0.45       0.48       0.47       0.47       0.39       0.39 
  SUMFEED         0.49       0.52       0.51       0.51       0.42       0.42 
    PROG1             0.47       0.50       0.49       0.47       0.39       0.38 
    PROG2             0.57       0.61       0.59       0.56       0.47       0.46 
   INTER1             0.51       0.54       0.53       0.50       0.42       0.41 
   INTER2             0.52       0.56       0.54       0.51       0.43       0.42 
 OUTCOME1       0.59       0.62       0.61       0.58       0.48       0.47 
 OUTCOME2       0.63       0.67       0.65       0.62       0.52       0.51 
 OUTCOME3       0.38       0.40       0.39       0.37       0.31       0.31 
  PHYSIC1            0.54       0.57       0.56       0.53       0.44       0.43 
  PHYSIC2            0.72       0.76       0.74       0.71       0.59       0.58 
  PHYSIC3            0.73       0.78       0.76       0.72       0.60       0.59 
 
         Fitted Covariance Matrix 
 
                       SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED      PROG1      PROG2     INTER1    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 SUMRECOM        1.60 
  SUMHELP           0.61       1.50 
  SUMFEED           0.66       0.47       1.20 
    PROG1               0.45       0.32       0.34       1.46 
    PROG2               0.54       0.38       0.42       0.97       1.81 
   INTER1               0.48       0.34       0.37       0.59       0.72       1.62 
   INTER2               0.50       0.35       0.38       0.61       0.74       0.84 
 OUTCOME1        0.56       0.39       0.43       0.56       0.68       0.82 
 OUTCOME2        0.60       0.42       0.46       0.60       0.73       0.88 
 OUTCOME3        0.36       0.25       0.28       0.36       0.44       0.53 
  PHYSIC1             0.51       0.36       0.39       0.42       0.50       0.49 
  PHYSIC2             0.68       0.48       0.52       0.55       0.67       0.65 
  PHYSIC3             0.70       0.49       0.53       0.57       0.69       0.67 
 
         Fitted Covariance Matrix 
 
                            INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2   OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
   INTER2             1.28 
 OUTCOME1       0.85       1.22 
 OUTCOME2       0.91       0.81       1.49 
 OUTCOME3       0.54       0.49       0.52       1.13 
  PHYSIC1           0.50       0.53       0.57       0.34       1.40 
  PHYSIC2           0.67       0.71       0.76       0.45       0.92       1.64 
  PHYSIC3           0.69       0.72       0.78       0.46       0.94       1.26 
 
         Fitted Covariance Matrix 
 
             PHYSIC3    
            -------- 
  PHYSIC3       1.87 
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         Fitted Residuals 
 
                     OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.01 
 OVERALL2       0.00       0.01 
 OVERALL3       0.02       0.01       0.01 
   SATIS1             0.01      -0.01      -0.06      -0.01 
   SATIS2             0.00       0.02      -0.03       0.00       0.00 
   SATIS3             0.16       0.24       0.19      -0.01      -0.02       0.00 
 SUMRECOM      0.10       0.03      -0.01      -0.01       0.00       0.10 
  SUMHELP        -0.09      -0.06      -0.08      -0.09      -0.03       0.01 
  SUMFEED         0.06      -0.02      -0.02      -0.03       0.03       0.08 
    PROG1             0.03      -0.02      -0.06       0.04      -0.02       0.11 
    PROG2             0.10       0.08       0.05      -0.14      -0.11       0.01 
   INTER1             0.21       0.12       0.05       0.06       0.05       0.17 
   INTER2            -0.08      -0.08      -0.15      -0.01      -0.02      -0.01 
 OUTCOME1       0.09       0.08       0.00      -0.06      -0.04       0.02 
 OUTCOME2       0.00       0.00      -0.07      -0.06      -0.07      -0.02 
 OUTCOME3      -0.04      -0.01      -0.05       0.15       0.10       0.09 
  PHYSIC1           0.06       0.02       0.02       0.10       0.04       0.13 
  PHYSIC2          -0.10      -0.07      -0.08       0.01      -0.02       0.18 
  PHYSIC3           -0.07      -0.01      -0.02       0.03       0.00       0.27 
 
         Fitted Residuals 
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED      PROG1      PROG2     INTER1    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 SUMRECOM       0.00 
  SUMHELP           0.03       0.00 
  SUMFEED           -0.09       0.16       0.00 
    PROG1               0.00       0.05       0.18       0.00 
    PROG2               0.12       0.01       0.22       0.00       0.00 
   INTER1              0.26       0.22       0.30       0.02       0.00       0.00 
   INTER2              0.12       0.17       0.16       0.01      -0.01       0.01 
 OUTCOME1       0.17       0.11       0.18      -0.03       0.05       0.05 
 OUTCOME2       0.18       0.09       0.12      -0.07      -0.01      -0.05 
 OUTCOME3       0.13       0.13       0.14       0.02       0.06      -0.04 
  PHYSIC1            0.22       0.17       0.21       0.01       0.10       0.21 
  PHYSIC2            0.14       0.04       0.07       0.01      -0.01       0.08 
  PHYSIC3            0.13       0.02      -0.04      -0.04      -0.04       0.07 
 
         Fitted Residuals 
 
              INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2   OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
   INTER2              0.00 
 OUTCOME1      -0.05       0.00 
 OUTCOME2       0.07       0.05       0.00 
 OUTCOME3      -0.03      -0.05      -0.07       0.00 
  PHYSIC1           0.04       0.09       0.02       0.19       0.00 
  PHYSIC2           -0.07      -0.02      -0.07       0.14       0.00       0.00 
  PHYSIC3           -0.07      -0.06      -0.11       0.23      -0.08       0.04 
 
         Fitted Residuals 
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             PHYSIC3    
            -------- 
  PHYSIC3       0.00 
 
 Summary Statistics for Fitted Residuals 
 
 Smallest Fitted Residual =   -0.15 
   Median Fitted Residual =    0.01 
  Largest Fitted Residual =    0.30 
 
 Stemleaf Plot 
 
 -14|4  
 -12|6  
 -10|390  
 - 8|211432  
 - 6|98432211075543321  
 - 4|308821110  
 - 2|9210655532210  
 - 0|87554410088886554333311000000000000  
   0|11222345678990112344667778  
   2|02559005678  
   4|2458011238  
   6|1257806  
   8|112913467  
  10|0334519  
  12|124568277  
  14|397  
  16|01793556  
  18|1292  
  20|902567  
  22|58  
  24|  
  26|42  
  28|5 
 
         Standardized Residuals   
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1         0.50 
 OVERALL2         -0.19       0.50 
 OVERALL3         0.90       1.04       0.50 
   SATIS1               0.45      -0.35      -2.74      -0.50 
   SATIS2               0.03       0.87      -1.31       0.19      -0.50 
   SATIS3               3.48       5.72       4.60      -0.86      -1.80      -0.50 
 SUMRECOM       2.62       0.87      -0.48      -0.29      -0.14       2.06 
  SUMHELP         -2.04      -1.61      -2.14      -2.27      -0.69       0.15 
  SUMFEED          1.75      -0.73      -0.84      -1.10       1.06       1.73 
    PROG1              0.68      -0.57      -1.71       1.00      -0.45       1.87 
    PROG2              2.39       2.00       1.20      -3.04      -2.64       0.15 
   INTER1              4.20       2.63       1.03       1.27       1.09       2.70 
   INTER2             -2.12      -2.47      -4.65      -0.28      -0.45      -0.28 
 OUTCOME1        2.72       2.75      -0.17      -1.95      -1.35       0.35 
 OUTCOME2       0.11      -0.01      -1.90      -1.61      -1.99      -0.45 
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 OUTCOME3      -0.92      -0.14      -1.21       3.24       2.36       1.60 
  PHYSIC1           1.43       0.63       0.56       2.33       1.07       2.25 
  PHYSIC2          -2.93      -2.46      -2.72       0.27      -0.75       3.51 
  PHYSIC3         -1.82      -0.15      -0.50       0.91       0.06       4.70 
 
         Standardized Residuals   
 
                          SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED      PROG1      PROG2     INTER1    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 SUMRECOM       0.50 
  SUMHELP          0.71       0.50 
  SUMFEED           -3.43       3.37       0.50 
    PROG1               -0.04       0.68       2.70        - - 
    PROG2                1.57       0.10       3.08       0.50        - - 
   INTER1                3.41       2.58       4.19       0.33      -0.01        - - 
   INTER2              1.94       2.41       2.78       0.35      -0.48       0.50 
 OUTCOME1        3.04       1.66       3.33      -0.82       1.34       1.76 
 OUTCOME2        2.81       1.25       2.05      -1.57      -0.21      -1.54 
 OUTCOME3        1.86       1.83       2.33       0.28       0.93      -0.83 
  PHYSIC1             3.20       2.30       3.42       0.23       1.62       3.22 
  PHYSIC2             2.23       0.52       1.23       0.30      -0.18       1.48 
  PHYSIC3              1.81       0.24      -0.63      -0.74      -0.74       1.08 
 
         Standardized Residuals   
 
                     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2   OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    
                     --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
   INTER2             - - 
 OUTCOME1      -2.66        - - 
 OUTCOME2       3.04       2.51        - - 
 OUTCOME3      -0.83      -1.35      -1.58        - - 
  PHYSIC1             0.75       1.92       0.31       3.13        - - 
  PHYSIC2           -2.09      -0.53      -1.67       2.44      -0.07        - - 
  PHYSIC3          -1.64      -1.44      -2.18       3.58      -2.92       3.21 
 
         Standardized Residuals   
 
             PHYSIC3    
            -------- 
  PHYSIC3        - - 
 
 Summary Statistics for Standardized Residuals 
 
 Smallest Standardized Residual =   -4.65 
   Median Standardized Residual =    0.29 
  Largest Standardized Residual =    5.72 
 
 Stemleaf Plot 
 
 - 4|6  
 - 3|40  
 - 2|997776553211100  
 - 1|998877666665433321  
 - 0|9988887777766555555554443332222211100000000000000  
   0|111122223333334455555555566777799999  
   1|000111122233456667788889999  
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   2|0112333344445666777788  
   3|001122223444556  
   4|2267  
   5|7 
 Largest Negative Standardized Residuals 
 Residual for   SATIS1 and OVERALL3  -2.74 
 Residual for  SUMFEED and SUMRECOM  -3.43 
 Residual for    PROG2 and   SATIS1  -3.04 
 Residual for    PROG2 and   SATIS2  -2.64 
 Residual for   INTER2 and OVERALL3  -4.65 
 Residual for OUTCOME1 and   INTER2  -2.66 
 Residual for  PHYSIC2 and OVERALL1  -2.93 
 Residual for  PHYSIC2 and OVERALL3  -2.72 
 Residual for  PHYSIC3 and  PHYSIC1  -2.92 
 Largest Positive Standardized Residuals 
 Residual for   SATIS3 and OVERALL1   3.48 
 Residual for   SATIS3 and OVERALL2   5.72 
 Residual for   SATIS3 and OVERALL3   4.60 
 Residual for SUMRECOM and OVERALL1   2.62 
 Residual for  SUMFEED and  SUMHELP   3.37 
 Residual for    PROG1 and  SUMFEED   2.70 
 Residual for    PROG2 and  SUMFEED   3.08 
 Residual for   INTER1 and OVERALL1   4.20 
 Residual for   INTER1 and OVERALL2   2.63 
 Residual for   INTER1 and   SATIS3   2.70 
 Residual for   INTER1 and SUMRECOM   3.41 
 Residual for   INTER1 and  SUMHELP   2.58 
 Residual for   INTER1 and  SUMFEED   4.19 
 Residual for   INTER2 and  SUMFEED   2.78 
 Residual for OUTCOME1 and OVERALL1   2.72 
 Residual for OUTCOME1 and OVERALL2   2.75 
 Residual for OUTCOME1 and SUMRECOM   3.04 
 Residual for OUTCOME1 and  SUMFEED   3.33 
 Residual for OUTCOME2 and SUMRECOM   2.81 
 Residual for OUTCOME2 and   INTER2   3.04 
 Residual for OUTCOME3 and   SATIS1   3.24 
 Residual for  PHYSIC1 and SUMRECOM   3.20 
 Residual for  PHYSIC1 and  SUMFEED   3.42 
 Residual for  PHYSIC1 and   INTER1   3.22 
 Residual for  PHYSIC1 and OUTCOME3   3.13 
 Residual for  PHYSIC2 and   SATIS3   3.51 
 Residual for  PHYSIC3 and   SATIS3   4.70 
 Residual for  PHYSIC3 and OUTCOME3   3.58 
 Residual for  PHYSIC3 and  PHYSIC2   3.21 
 

Qplot of Standardized Residuals 
 

3 . 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
.                                                                        . . 
.                                                                       .  . 
.                                                                     .    . 
.                                                                   .      . 
.                                                                  .       . 
.                                                                .         . 
.                                                              .           x 
.                                                             .            x 
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Standardized Residuals 
 
Modification Indices and Expected Change 
 
         Modification Indices for LAMBDA-Y        
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.25       0.82       3.52 
 OVERALL2        - -       2.45       0.02 
 OVERALL3        - -       5.14       9.45 
   SATIS1          7.62       0.25      15.00 
   SATIS2          0.46        - -       0.03 
   SATIS3          31.14        - -      18.17 
 SUMRECOM   2.96       0.48        - - 
  SUMHELP       4.76       2.01        - - 
  SUMFEED       0.01       0.22        - - 
 
         Expected Change for LAMBDA-Y     
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             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.09       0.04       0.14 
 OVERALL2          - -       0.07      -0.01 
 OVERALL3          - -      -0.10      -0.22 
   SATIS1            -0.15      -0.09      -0.32 
   SATIS2            -0.03        - -      -0.01 
   SATIS3              0.39        - -       0.44 
 SUMRECOM     0.35       0.12        - - 
  SUMHELP      -0.38      -0.21        - - 
  SUMFEED       0.01       0.06        - - 
 
         Standardized Expected Change for LAMBDA-Y        
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.08       0.04       0.13 
 OVERALL2        - -       0.06      -0.01 
 OVERALL3        - -      -0.09      -0.21 
   SATIS1           -0.13      -0.08      -0.29 
   SATIS2           -0.03        - -      -0.01 
   SATIS3           0.35        - -       0.41 
 SUMRECOM     0.32       0.11        - - 
  SUMHELP        -0.34      -0.20        - - 
  SUMFEED        0.01       0.06        - - 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for LAMBDA-Y     
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.08       0.04       0.13 
 OVERALL2        - -       0.06      -0.01 
 OVERALL3        - -      -0.09      -0.21 
   SATIS1           -0.13      -0.08      -0.28 
   SATIS2          -0.03        - -      -0.01 
   SATIS3           0.33        - -       0.38 
 SUMRECOM    0.25       0.09        - - 
  SUMHELP      -0.28      -0.17        - - 
  SUMFEED       0.01       0.06        - - 
 
         Modification Indices for LAMBDA-X        
 
                        PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
                              --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1                - -       2.01       0.12       0.03 
    PROG2                - -       2.01       0.12       0.03 
   INTER1               0.78        - -      15.31       8.25 
   INTER2              0.78        - -      15.31       8.25 
 OUTCOME1        0.32       0.11        - -       0.05 
 OUTCOME2        1.34       1.96        - -       4.89 
 OUTCOME3       0.82       4.38        - -      14.38 
  PHYSIC1           3.41       6.08       8.43        - - 
  PHYSIC2           0.14       0.45       2.55        - - 
  PHYSIC3           1.18       1.71       0.69        - - 
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         Expected Change for LAMBDA-X     
 
                   PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1        - -      -0.34      -0.26      -0.03 
    PROG2        - -       0.41       0.31       0.03 
   INTER1       0.14        - -       1.42       0.38 
   INTER2      -0.14        - -      -1.46      -0.40 
 OUTCOME1 0.07       0.14        - -      -0.03 
 OUTCOME2  -0.17       0.60        - -      -0.31 
 OUTCOME3   0.12      -0.65        - -       0.50 
  PHYSIC1       0.19       0.25       0.35        - - 
  PHYSIC2      -0.04      -0.07      -0.21        - - 
  PHYSIC3      -0.12      -0.15      -0.12        - - 
 
         Standardized Expected Change for LAMBDA-X        
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1        - -      -0.31      -0.22      -0.02 
    PROG2        - -       0.37       0.27       0.03 
   INTER1       0.12        - -       1.24       0.32 
   INTER2      -0.13        - -      -1.27      -0.33 
 OUTCOME1  0.07       0.12        - -      -0.02 
 OUTCOME2  -0.15       0.55        - -      -0.26 
 OUTCOME3  0.11      -0.59        - -       0.42 
  PHYSIC1       0.17       0.23       0.31        - - 
  PHYSIC2      -0.04      -0.07      -0.19        - - 
  PHYSIC3      -0.11      -0.14      -0.10        - - 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for LAMBDA-X     
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1        - -      -0.26      -0.18      -0.02 
    PROG2        - -       0.28       0.20       0.02 
   INTER1       0.10        - -       0.97       0.25 
   INTER2      -0.11        - -      -1.12      -0.29 
 OUTCOME1  0.06       0.11        - -      -0.02 
 OUTCOME2  -0.12       0.45        - -      -0.21 
 OUTCOME3  0.10      -0.55        - -       0.39 
  PHYSIC1       0.14       0.20       0.26        - - 
  PHYSIC2      -0.03      -0.05      -0.15        - - 
  PHYSIC3      -0.08      -0.10      -0.07        - - 
 
         Modification Indices for BETA            
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.25        - -      16.51 
 SATISFAC        - -       0.25       0.25 
      CCB        - -        - -        - - 
 
         Expected Change for BETA         
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
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                         --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.09        - -      -0.75 
 SATISFAC        - -      -0.09      -0.20 
      CCB               - -        - -        - - 
 
         Standardized Expected Change for BETA            
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.11        - -      -0.90 
 SATISFAC        - -      -0.09      -0.22 
      CCB                - -        - -        - - 
  
         Modification Indices for GAMMA           
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        - -        - -        - -        - - 
 SATISFAC       1.72       0.14       0.48       6.41 
      CCB      12.23      33.28      30.75      10.82 
 
         Expected Change for GAMMA        
 
                     PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
                        --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        - -        - -        - -        - - 
 SATISFAC         -0.17      -0.06       0.12       0.57 
      CCB                0.33       0.51       0.63       0.40 
 
         Standardized Expected Change for GAMMA           
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        - -        - -        - -        - - 
 SATISFAC      -0.16      -0.06       0.11       0.49 
      CCB            0.32       0.50       0.59       0.36 
 
 No Non-Zero Modification Indices for PHI          
 
         Modification Indices for PSI             
 
                    SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
                       --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.25 
 SATISFAC       0.25       0.25 
      CCB             28.35        - -        - - 
 
         Expected Change for PSI          
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.12 
 SATISFAC      -0.07      -0.01 
      CCB           -0.29        - -        - - 
 
         Standardized Expected Change for PSI             
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             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.14 
 SATISFAC      -0.08      -0.01 
      CCB            -0.34        - -        - - 
 
         Modification Indices for THETA-EPS       
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1        - - 
 OVERALL2       5.75        - - 
 OVERALL3       2.23       6.05        - - 
   SATIS1            5.20       1.63       2.24        - - 
   SATIS2            1.47       1.66       0.02      20.29        - - 
   SATIS3             3.83       5.55       4.95       0.74       3.08        - - 
 SUMRECOM       3.51       0.31       2.18       0.07       0.86       0.00 
  SUMHELP         3.52       0.03       0.17       3.47       0.39       0.17 
  SUMFEED         3.05       3.25       0.54       3.94       1.95       0.01 
 
         Modification Indices for THETA-EPS       
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 SUMRECOM        - - 
  SUMHELP       0.44        - - 
  SUMFEED      12.66      11.16        - - 
 
         Expected Change for THETA-EPS    
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1        - - 
 OVERALL2      -0.06        - - 
 OVERALL3       0.04       0.07        - - 
   SATIS1             0.04      -0.02      -0.02        - - 
   SATIS2            -0.02       0.02       0.00       0.20        - - 
   SATIS3            -0.05       0.05       0.05      -0.03      -0.05        - - 
 SUMRECOM     0.06      -0.02      -0.04       0.01      -0.03       0.00 
  SUMHELP      -0.07      -0.01      -0.01      -0.07       0.02      -0.02 
  SUMFEED       0.05      -0.05      -0.02      -0.06       0.04       0.00 
 
         Expected Change for THETA-EPS    
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 SUMRECOM        - - 
  SUMHELP       0.05        - - 
  SUMFEED      -0.31       0.23        - - 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for THETA-EPS    
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1        - - 
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 OVERALL2      -0.06        - - 
 OVERALL3       0.04       0.07        - - 
   SATIS1            0.04      -0.02      -0.02        - - 
   SATIS2           -0.02       0.02       0.00       0.21        - - 
   SATIS3            -0.05       0.05       0.05      -0.03      -0.05        - - 
 SUMRECOM     0.05      -0.01      -0.03       0.01      -0.02       0.00 
  SUMHELP      -0.06       0.00      -0.01      -0.05       0.02      -0.02 
  SUMFEED       0.05      -0.04      -0.02      -0.05       0.04       0.00 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for THETA-EPS    
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 SUMRECOM        - - 
  SUMHELP       0.04        - - 
  SUMFEED      -0.22       0.17        - - 
 
         Modification Indices for THETA-DELTA-EPS 
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1       1.00       0.10       1.02       5.85       1.89       0.35 
    PROG2       0.02       0.00       0.78       5.70       0.02       0.04 
   INTER1       9.70       0.14       0.95       0.23       0.00       3.71 
   INTER2       1.50       0.21       1.64       0.39       0.45       3.08 
 OUTCOME1 1.18       2.11       1.30       2.18       0.01       0.19 
 OUTCOME2 0.06       0.17       0.05       0.12       0.77       1.76 
 OUTCOME3 2.70       0.06       0.14       4.02       0.00       1.71 
  PHYSIC1       2.75       1.30       0.18       2.11       0.39       2.63 
  PHYSIC2       1.91       0.61       0.00       0.00       0.83       0.41 
  PHYSIC3       3.43       1.03       1.77       0.00       0.17       7.33 
 
         Modification Indices for THETA-DELTA-EPS 
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1       3.23       0.24       1.30 
    PROG2       0.87       0.83       1.66 
   INTER1       0.00       0.14       1.17 
   INTER2       0.01       3.37       0.34 
 OUTCOME1 0.74       0.00       0.77 
 OUTCOME2 2.95       0.02       0.01 
 OUTCOME3  0.01       0.44       0.18 
  PHYSIC1       0.35       1.88       5.04 
  PHYSIC2       0.85       0.05       0.61 
  PHYSIC3       0.11       0.05       7.00 
 
         Expected Change for THETA-DELTA-EPS  
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1       0.03      -0.01      -0.03       0.07      -0.04       0.03 
    PROG2       0.01       0.00       0.03      -0.08       0.00       0.01 
   INTER1       0.10      -0.01      -0.03      -0.01       0.00       0.09 
   INTER2      -0.03      -0.01      -0.03       0.01       0.01      -0.06 
 OUTCOME1  0.03       0.03      -0.02      -0.03       0.00      -0.02 
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 OUTCOME2      -0.01       0.01      -0.01       0.01      -0.02      -0.05 
 OUTCOME3      -0.05       0.01      -0.01       0.06       0.00      -0.06 
  PHYSIC1       0.05      -0.03      -0.01       0.04      -0.02      -0.07 
  PHYSIC2      -0.04      -0.02       0.00       0.00      -0.02       0.02 
  PHYSIC3      -0.06       0.03       0.03       0.00      -0.01       0.12 
 
         Expected Change for THETA-DELTA-EPS  
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1            -0.11       0.03       0.06 
    PROG2             0.06      -0.06       0.08 
   INTER1              0.00       0.02       0.06 
   INTER2             0.00       0.09       0.02 
 OUTCOME1       0.04       0.00       0.04 
 OUTCOME2       0.09       0.01       0.00 
 OUTCOME3      -0.01       0.04       0.02 
  PHYSIC1             0.03       0.09       0.12 
  PHYSIC2            0.05       0.01       0.04 
  PHYSIC3            0.02      -0.01      -0.14 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for THETA-DELTA-EPS  
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1       0.03      -0.01      -0.02       0.06      -0.03       0.02 
    PROG2       0.00       0.00       0.02      -0.06       0.00       0.01 
   INTER1       0.08      -0.01      -0.02      -0.01       0.00       0.07 
   INTER2      -0.03      -0.01      -0.02       0.01       0.01      -0.05 
 OUTCOME1  0.02       0.03      -0.02      -0.03       0.00      -0.01 
 OUTCOME2 -0.01       0.01       0.00       0.01      -0.02      -0.04 
 OUTCOME3 -0.05       0.01      -0.01       0.05       0.00      -0.05 
  PHYSIC1       0.04      -0.03      -0.01       0.03      -0.02      -0.06 
  PHYSIC2      -0.03      -0.01       0.00       0.00      -0.02       0.02 
  PHYSIC3      -0.04       0.02       0.03       0.00      -0.01       0.08 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for THETA-DELTA-EPS  
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1      -0.07       0.02       0.05 
    PROG2       0.03      -0.04       0.05 
   INTER1       0.00       0.02       0.04 
   INTER2       0.00       0.07       0.02 
 OUTCOME1  0.03       0.00       0.03 
 OUTCOME2  0.06       0.01       0.00 
 OUTCOME3  0.00       0.03       0.02 
  PHYSIC1       0.02       0.06       0.09 
  PHYSIC2       0.03       0.01       0.03 
  PHYSIC3       0.01      -0.01      -0.09 
 
         Modification Indices for THETA-DELTA     
 
               PROG1      PROG2     INTER1     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1        - - 
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    PROG2       0.25        - - 
   INTER1       0.14       1.36        - - 
   INTER2       2.54       0.62       0.25        - - 
 OUTCOME1  1.76       2.56       0.14       3.15        - - 
 OUTCOME2  1.99       0.28       8.34      13.56       6.32        - - 
 OUTCOME3  0.03       0.56       0.69       0.15       1.81       2.50 
  PHYSIC1       1.09       0.96       1.86       0.00       0.43       0.26 
  PHYSIC2       1.10       0.03       0.09       0.36       0.08       0.06 
  PHYSIC3       0.15       0.25       0.02       0.23       2.44       1.37 
 
         Modification Indices for THETA-DELTA     
 
            OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    PHYSIC3    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OUTCOME3        - - 
  PHYSIC1       0.73        - - 
  PHYSIC2       0.18       0.00        - - 
  PHYSIC3       5.77       8.53      10.33        - - 
 
         Expected Change for THETA-DELTA  
 
               PROG1      PROG2     INTER1     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1        - - 
    PROG2       6.55        - - 
   INTER1       0.02      -0.08        - - 
   INTER2       0.08      -0.04       0.05        - - 
 OUTCOME1 -0.06       0.08       0.02      -0.08        - - 
 OUTCOME2 -0.07       0.03      -0.18       0.19       0.16        - - 
 OUTCOME3 -0.01       0.05      -0.05       0.02      -0.06      -0.08 
  PHYSIC1      -0.06       0.06       0.08       0.00       0.03      -0.03 
  PHYSIC2       0.05      -0.01      -0.01      -0.02       0.01       0.01 
  PHYSIC3      -0.02      -0.03      -0.01       0.02      -0.07      -0.06 
 
         Expected Change for THETA-DELTA  
 
            OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    PHYSIC3    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OUTCOME3        - - 
  PHYSIC1       0.05        - - 
  PHYSIC2       0.02       0.00        - - 
  PHYSIC3       0.13      -0.18       0.28        - - 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for THETA-DELTA  
 
               PROG1      PROG2     INTER1     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1        - - 
    PROG2       4.03        - - 
   INTER1       0.01      -0.05        - - 
   INTER2       0.06      -0.03       0.03        - - 
 OUTCOME1 -0.05       0.06       0.01      -0.07        - - 
 OUTCOME2 -0.05       0.02      -0.11       0.14       0.12        - - 
 OUTCOME3 -0.01       0.03      -0.04       0.02      -0.05      -0.06 
  PHYSIC1      -0.04       0.04       0.05       0.00       0.02      -0.02 
  PHYSIC2       0.03      -0.01      -0.01      -0.02       0.01       0.01 
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  PHYSIC3      -0.01      -0.02       0.00       0.01      -0.04      -0.03 
 
         Completely Standardized Expected Change for THETA-DELTA  
 
            OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    PHYSIC3    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OUTCOME3        - - 
  PHYSIC1       0.04        - - 
  PHYSIC2       0.01       0.00        - - 
  PHYSIC3       0.09      -0.11       0.16        - - 
 
 Maximum Modification Index is   33.28 for Element ( 3, 2) of GAMMA 
 
 
 
 Standardized Solution            
 
         LAMBDA-Y     
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.90        - -        - - 
 OVERALL2       0.96        - -        - - 
 OVERALL3       0.93        - -        - - 
   SATIS1               - -       0.97        - - 
   SATIS2                - -       0.81        - - 
   SATIS3                - -       0.80        - - 
 SUMRECOM           - -        - -       0.93 
  SUMHELP              - -        - -       0.65 
  SUMFEED               - -        - -       0.71 
 
         LAMBDA-X     
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1       0.90        - -        - -        - - 
    PROG2       1.09        - -        - -        - - 
   INTER1        - -       0.91        - -        - - 
   INTER2        - -       0.93        - -        - - 
 OUTCOME1        - -        - -       0.87        - - 
 OUTCOME2        - -        - -       0.94        - - 
 OUTCOME3        - -        - -       0.56        - - 
  PHYSIC1        - -        - -        - -       0.83 
  PHYSIC2        - -        - -        - -       1.11 
  PHYSIC3        - -        - -        - -       1.14 
 
         BETA         
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        - -      -0.72        - - 
 SATISFAC       0.91        - -        - - 
      CCB            0.51       0.45        - - 
 
         GAMMA        
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             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.15       1.68      -1.35       1.00 
 SATISFAC        - -        - -        - -        - - 
      CCB        - -        - -        - -        - - 
 
         Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI        
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       1.00 
 SATISFAC       0.57       1.00 
      CCB             0.77       0.74       1.00 
  PROGRAM      0.59       0.53       0.54       1.00 
 INTERACT       0.62       0.57       0.57       0.73       1.00 
 OUTCOMES     0.75       0.68       0.69       0.72       1.04       1.00 
  ENVIRON       0.72       0.65       0.66       0.56       0.65       0.73 
 
         Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI        
 
             ENVIRON    
            -------- 
  ENVIRON       1.00 
 
         PSI          
         Note: This matrix is diagonal. 
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.93       0.80       0.28 
 
         Regression Matrix ETA on KSI (Standardized)  
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        0.09       1.02      -0.82       0.60 
 SATISFAC       0.09       0.93      -0.75       0.55 
      CCB            0.09       0.94      -0.75       0.56 
 
 
 
 Completely Standardized Solution 
 
         LAMBDA-Y     
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.89        - -        - - 
 OVERALL2       0.94        - -        - - 
 OVERALL3       0.93        - -        - - 
   SATIS1              - -       0.94        - - 
   SATIS2              - -       0.91        - - 
   SATIS3              - -       0.75        - - 
 SUMRECOM        - -        - -       0.73 
  SUMHELP          - -        - -       0.53 
  SUMFEED           - -        - -       0.65 
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         LAMBDA-X     
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
    PROG1       0.74        - -        - -        - - 
    PROG2       0.81        - -        - -        - - 
   INTER1        - -       0.71        - -        - - 
   INTER2        - -       0.82        - -        - - 
 OUTCOME1  - -        - -       0.79        - - 
 OUTCOME2  - -        - -       0.77        - - 
 OUTCOME3   - -        - -       0.53        - - 
  PHYSIC1        - -        - -        - -       0.70 
  PHYSIC2        - -        - -        - -       0.87 
  PHYSIC3        - -        - -        - -       0.83 
 
         BETA         
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE        - -      -0.72        - - 
 SATISFAC       0.91        - -        - - 
      CCB             0.51       0.45        - - 
 
         GAMMA        
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.15       1.68      -1.35       1.00 
 SATISFAC        - -        - -        - -        - - 
      CCB        - -        - -        - -        - - 
 
         Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI        
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       1.00 
 SATISFAC       0.57       1.00 
      CCB             0.77       0.74       1.00 
  PROGRAM      0.59       0.53       0.54       1.00 
 INTERACT       0.62       0.57       0.57       0.73       1.00 
 OUTCOMES     0.75       0.68       0.69       0.72       1.04       1.00 
  ENVIRON       0.72       0.65       0.66       0.56       0.65       0.73 
 
         Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI        
 
             ENVIRON    
            -------- 
  ENVIRON       1.00 
 
         PSI          
         Note: This matrix is diagonal. 
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.93       0.80       0.28 
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         THETA-EPS    
 
            OVERALL1   OVERALL2   OVERALL3     SATIS1     SATIS2     SATIS3    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.21       0.12       0.13       0.11       0.17       0.44 
 
         THETA-EPS    
 
            SUMRECOM    SUMHELP    SUMFEED    
            --------   --------   -------- 
                0.46       0.72       0.58 
 
         THETA-DELTA  
 
               PROG1      PROG2     INTER1     INTER2   OUTCOME1   OUTCOME2    
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.45       0.35       0.49       0.32       0.38       0.41 
 
         THETA-DELTA  
 
            OUTCOME3    PHYSIC1    PHYSIC2    PHYSIC3    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
                0.72       0.50       0.25       0.31 
 
         Regression Matrix ETA on KSI (Standardized)  
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.09       1.02      -0.82       0.60 
 SATISFAC       0.09       0.93      -0.75       0.55 
      CCB            0.09       0.94      -0.75       0.56 
 
 
 
 Total and Indirect Effects 
 
         Total Effects of KSI on ETA  
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.09       1.01      -0.85       0.66 
              (0.13)     (0.47)     (0.54)     (0.16) 
                0.72       2.13      -1.58       4.19 
 
 SATISFAC       0.09       0.99      -0.83       0.65 
              (0.13)     (0.47)     (0.53)     (0.16) 
                0.72       2.11      -1.57       4.11 
 
      CCB       0.09       0.96      -0.80       0.62 
              (0.12)     (0.46)     (0.52)     (0.16) 
                0.72       2.09      -1.56       3.99 
 
 
         Indirect Effects of KSI on ETA   
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             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE      -0.06      -0.66       0.55      -0.43 
              (0.09)     (0.28)     (0.32)     (0.13) 
               -0.70      -2.32       1.72      -3.41 
 
 SATISFAC       0.09       0.99      -0.83       0.65 
              (0.13)     (0.47)     (0.53)     (0.16) 
                0.72       2.11      -1.57       4.11 
 
      CCB       0.09       0.96      -0.80       0.62 
              (0.12)     (0.46)     (0.52)     (0.16) 
                0.72       2.09      -1.56       3.99 
 
 
         Total Effects of ETA on ETA  
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE      -0.39      -0.40        - - 
              (0.06)     (0.04) 
               -6.37      -9.59 
 
 SATISFAC       0.60      -0.39        - - 
              (0.04)     (0.06) 
               14.16      -6.37 
 
      CCB       0.57       0.05        - - 
              (0.07)     (0.08) 
                8.67       0.59 
 
 
    Largest Eigenvalue of B*B' (Stability Index) is   1.322 
 
         Indirect Effects of ETA on ETA   
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE      -0.39       0.26        - - 
                      (0.06)     (0.09) 
                      -6.37       2.88 
 
 SATISFAC      -0.39      -0.39        - - 
                        (0.09)     (0.06) 
                        -4.14      -6.37 
 
      CCB       0.04      -0.38        - - 
                    (0.08)     (0.06) 
                     0.60      -6.74 
 
 
         Total Effects of ETA on Y    
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.61      -0.40        - - 
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                    (0.06)     (0.04) 
                     9.77      -9.59 
 
 OVERALL2       0.64      -0.43        - - 
                          (0.07)     (0.04) 
                            9.15      -9.51 
 
 OVERALL3       0.63      -0.42        - - 
                           (0.07)     (0.04) 
                             9.13      -9.50 
 
   SATIS1       0.60       0.61        - - 
                      (0.04)     (0.06) 
                       14.16       9.77 
 
   SATIS2       0.50       0.50        - - 
                    (0.04)     (0.06) 
                      13.35       8.90 
 
   SATIS3       0.49       0.50        - - 
                     (0.04)     (0.06) 
                    11.02       8.13 
 
 SUMRECOM       0.57       0.05       1.00 
                            (0.07)     (0.08) 
                             8.67       0.59 
 
  SUMHELP       0.40       0.03       0.70 
                           (0.06)     (0.06)     (0.10) 
                            6.66       0.58       7.17 
 
  SUMFEED       0.44       0.04       0.77 
                        (0.06)     (0.06)     (0.09) 
                          7.84       0.59       8.65 
 
 
         Indirect Effects of ETA on Y     
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1      -0.39      -0.40        - - 
                          (0.06)     (0.04) 
                         -6.37      -9.59 
 
 OVERALL2      -0.42      -0.43        - - 
                           (0.07)     (0.04) 
                           -6.04      -9.51 
 
 OVERALL3      -0.41      -0.42        - - 
                           (0.07)     (0.04) 
                           -6.04      -9.50 
 
   SATIS1       0.60      -0.39        - - 
                      (0.04)     (0.06) 
                       14.16      -6.37 
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   SATIS2       0.50      -0.33        - - 
                     (0.04)     (0.05) 
                     13.35      -6.16 
 
   SATIS3       0.49      -0.32        - - 
                     (0.04)     (0.06) 
                     11.02      -5.88 
 
 SUMRECOM       0.57       0.05        - - 
                            (0.07)     (0.08) 
                             8.67       0.59 
 
  SUMHELP       0.40       0.03        - - 
                         (0.06)     (0.06) 
                          6.66       0.58 
 
  SUMFEED       0.44       0.04        - - 
                            (0.06)     (0.06) 
                            7.84       0.59 
  
 
         Total Effects of KSI on Y    
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.09       1.01      -0.85       0.66 
                          (0.13)     (0.47)     (0.54)     (0.16) 
                            0.72       2.13      -1.58       4.19 
 
 OVERALL2       0.10       1.08      -0.90       0.70 
                           (0.14)     (0.51)     (0.58)     (0.17) 
                             0.72       2.10      -1.56       4.13 
 
 OVERALL3       0.10       1.05      -0.88       0.68 
                            (0.14)     (0.50)     (0.56)     (0.16) 
                             0.72       2.10      -1.56       4.13 
 
   SATIS1       0.09       0.99      -0.83       0.65 
                        (0.13)     (0.47)     (0.53)     (0.16) 
                         0.72       2.11      -1.57       4.11 
 
   SATIS2       0.08       0.83      -0.69       0.54 
                        (0.11)     (0.39)     (0.44)     (0.13) 
                         0.72       2.14      -1.58       4.15 
 
   SATIS3       0.08       0.82      -0.69       0.53 
                      (0.11)     (0.39)     (0.43)     (0.13) 
                        0.72       2.12      -1.58       4.06 
 
 SUMRECOM       0.09       0.96      -0.80       0.62 
                              (0.12)     (0.46)     (0.52)     (0.16) 
                                0.72       2.09      -1.56       3.99 
 
  SUMHELP       0.06       0.68      -0.57       0.44 
                         (0.09)     (0.33)     (0.37)     (0.12) 
                             0.72       2.05      -1.54       3.72 



                                                                                        

171 
 

 
  SUMFEED       0.07       0.74      -0.62       0.48 
                          (0.10)     (0.35)     (0.40)     (0.12) 
                              0.72       2.08      -1.55       3.90 
 
 
 
 
 Standardized Total and Indirect Effects 
 
         Standardized Total Effects of KSI on ETA 
 
                PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE       0.09       1.02      -0.82       0.60 
 SATISFAC       0.09       0.93      -0.75       0.55 
      CCB            0.09       0.94      -0.75       0.56 
 
         Standardized Indirect Effects of KSI on ETA  
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE      -0.06      -0.66       0.53      -0.39 
 SATISFAC       0.09       0.93      -0.75       0.55 
      CCB           0.09       0.94      -0.75       0.56 
 
         Standardized Total Effects of ETA on ETA 
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE      -0.39      -0.43        - - 
 SATISFAC       0.55      -0.39        - - 
      CCB             0.56       0.05        - - 
 
         Standardized Indirect Effects of ETA on ETA  
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
  SERVICE      -0.39       0.28        - - 
 SATISFAC      -0.36      -0.39        - - 
      CCB               0.04      -0.40        - - 
 
         Standardized Total Effects of ETA on Y   
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.55      -0.39        - - 
 OVERALL2       0.58      -0.42        - - 
 OVERALL3       0.56      -0.40        - - 
   SATIS1             0.54       0.59        - - 
   SATIS2             0.45       0.49        - - 
   SATIS3              0.44       0.48        - - 
 SUMRECOM     0.52       0.04       0.93 
  SUMHELP       0.36       0.03       0.65 
  SUMFEED       0.40       0.03       0.71 
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         Completely Standardized Total Effects of ETA on Y    
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.54      -0.38        - - 
 OVERALL2       0.57      -0.41        - - 
 OVERALL3       0.56      -0.40        - - 
   SATIS1             0.52       0.57        - - 
   SATIS2            0.50       0.55        - - 
   SATIS3            0.41       0.45        - - 
 SUMRECOM      0.41       0.04       0.73 
  SUMHELP       0.30       0.03       0.53 
  SUMFEED       0.36       0.03       0.65 
 
         Standardized Indirect Effects of ETA on Y    
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1      -0.36      -0.39        - - 
 OVERALL2      -0.38      -0.42        - - 
 OVERALL3      -0.37      -0.40        - - 
   SATIS1             0.54      -0.38        - - 
   SATIS2             0.45      -0.32        - - 
   SATIS3            0.44      -0.32        - - 
 SUMRECOM      0.52       0.04        - - 
  SUMHELP       0.36       0.03        - - 
  SUMFEED       0.40       0.03        - - 
 
         Completely Standardized Indirect Effects of ETA on Y     
 
             SERVICE   SATISFAC        CCB    
            --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1      -0.35      -0.38        - - 
 OVERALL2      -0.37      -0.41        - - 
 OVERALL3      -0.37      -0.40        - - 
   SATIS1            0.52      -0.37        - - 
   SATIS2            0.50      -0.36        - - 
   SATIS3            0.41      -0.30        - - 
 SUMRECOM     0.41       0.04        - - 
  SUMHELP       0.30       0.03        - - 
  SUMFEED       0.36       0.03        - - 
 
         Standardized Total Effects of KSI on Y   
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.08       0.92      -0.74       0.55 
 OVERALL2       0.09       0.97      -0.79       0.58 
 OVERALL3       0.09       0.95      -0.76       0.56 
   SATIS1             0.08       0.90      -0.73       0.54 
   SATIS2            0.07       0.75      -0.60       0.45 
   SATIS3            0.07       0.74      -0.60       0.44 
 SUMRECOM     0.08       0.87      -0.70       0.52 
  SUMHELP       0.06       0.61      -0.49       0.36 
  SUMFEED       0.06       0.67      -0.54       0.40 
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         Completely Standardized Total Effects of KSI on Y    
 
             PROGRAM   INTERACT   OUTCOMES    ENVIRON    
            --------   --------   --------   -------- 
 OVERALL1       0.08       0.90      -0.73       0.54 
 OVERALL2       0.09       0.95      -0.77       0.57 
 OVERALL3       0.09       0.95      -0.76       0.56 
   SATIS1            0.08       0.87      -0.70       0.52 
   SATIS2            0.08       0.84      -0.68       0.50 
   SATIS3            0.06       0.69      -0.56       0.41 
 SUMRECOM    0.06       0.69      -0.55       0.41 
  SUMHELP       0.05       0.50      -0.40       0.30 
  SUMFEED       0.06       0.61      -0.49       0.36 
 
                           Time used:    0.250 Seconds 
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION TABLES USED FOR DICHOTOMIZATION OF 

INVOLVEMENT 
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Involvement Score Frequency Distribution 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

LOW 11.00 1 .4 .4 .4 

GROUP 15.00 1 .4 .4 .9 

N = 114 17.00 2 .9 .9 1.8 

 18.00 1 .4 .4 2.2 

 21.00 1 .4 .4 2.6 

 22.00 2 .9 .9 3.5 

 23.00 1 .4 .4 3.9 

 28.00 2 .9 .9 4.8 

 29.00 2 .9 .9 5.7 

 29.47 1 .4 .4 6.1 

 30.00 2 .9 .9 7.0 

 31.00 2 .9 .9 7.9 

 33.00 4 1.8 1.8 9.6 

 34.00 2 .9 .9 10.5 

 34.18 1 .4 .4 11.0 

 35.00 1 .4 .4 11.4 

 36.00 7 3.1 3.1 14.5 

 37.00 2 .9 .9 15.4 

 38.00 3 1.3 1.3 16.7 

 39.00 6 2.6 2.6 19.3 

 40.00 4 1.8 1.8 21.1 

 41.00 5 2.2 2.2 23.2 

 42.00 6 2.6 2.6 25.9 

 43.00 4 1.8 1.8 27.6 

 43.06 1 .4 .4 28.1 

 44.00 4 1.8 1.8 29.8 

 45.00 2 .9 .9 30.7 

 46.00 4 1.8 1.8 32.5 

 47.00 5 2.2 2.2 34.6 

 48.00 6 2.6 2.6 37.3 

 49.00 5 2.2 2.2 39.5 

 50.00 7 3.1 3.1 42.5 

 51.00 7 3.1 3.1 45.6 

 52.00 7 3.1 3.1 48.7 

 53.00 9 3.9 3.9 52.6 

HIGH 53.19 1 .4 .4 53.1 

GROUP 54.00 12 5.3 5.3 58.3 

N = 114 55.00 12 5.3 5.3 63.6 

 56.00 10 4.4 4.4 68.0 

 57.00 12 5.3 5.3 73.2 

 57.53 1 .4 .4 73.7 

 58.00 7 3.1 3.1 76.8 

 58.08 1 .4 .4 77.2 

 59.00 8 3.5 3.5 80.7 

 60.00 6 2.6 2.6 83.3 

 61.00 7 3.1 3.1 86.4 

 62.00 4 1.8 1.8 88.2 

 63.00 27 11.8 11.8 100.0 

 Total 228 100.0 100.0  
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SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES AND DECISIONS RENDERED  
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Hypothesis   Decision Rendered 
   
1 The perception of program quality will be positively related with 

the global service quality perception of the recreational sport 
participants. 

Partially accepted 

   
2 The perception of interaction quality will be positively related 

with the global service quality perception of the recreational 
sport participants.  

Partially accepted 

   
3 The perception of outcome quality will be positively related with 

the global service quality perception of the recreational sport 
participants. 

Partially accepted 

   
4 The perception of physical environment quality will be 

positively related with the global service quality perception of 
the recreational sport participants. 

Partially accepted 

   
5 The perceived global service quality will positively influence the 

global satisfaction of the recreational sport participants. 
Accepted 

   
6 The global satisfaction of the recreational sport participants will 

positively influence the perceived global service quality. 
Rejected 

   
7 The perceived service quality of sport participants will positively 

influence customer citizenship behavior (CCB). 
Accepted 

   
8 The global customer satisfaction of sport participants will 

positively influence customer citizenship behavior (CCB). 
Accepted 

   
9 The perceived global service quality will influence the global 

customer satisfaction more strongly for low than high involved 
participants. 

Accepted 

   
10 The global customer satisfaction will influence the perceived 

global service quality more strongly for high than low involved 
participants. 

Rejected 

   
11 The perceived global service quality will influence customer 

citizenship behavior (CCB) more strongly for low than high 
involved participants.  

Rejected 

   
12 The global customer satisfaction will influence customer 

citizenship behavior (CCB) more strongly for high than low 
involved participants. 

Rejected 
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