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Abstract

While commitment is an important antecedent to customer retention, a broad consensus has yet to emerge on the impacts of constituent
dimensions of commitment on loyalty in service relationships. This study explores the impacts of affective and continuance commitment on
attitudinal and behavioral loyalty in a service context. Since affective commitment is more positive and governed by free choice, whereas
continuance commitment is more the result of perceived economic and psychological benefits of being in a relationship, the results of this study
suggest that emotional bonds with customers provide a more enduring source of loyalty as compared to economic incentives and switching costs.
© 2006 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Research background and objectives

Relationship marketing approaches, in general, and services
research, in particular, assert that obtaining customer loyalty is a
preeminent goal for marketing strategy (Dick and Basu, 1994;
Gwinner et al., 1998; Reichheld and Sasser, 1990). Researchers
often express customer loyalty as repeat purchases (rebuying or
repatronizing), but customer loyalty also reflects the customer's
attitudinal state of intentions to repurchase (the likelihood of
repurchase). Thus, loyalty has at least two essential and distinct
components — attitudinal and behavioral. Behavioral loyalty
reflects customer actions and involves the measurement of past
purchases of the same brand or the same brand-set and/or the
measurement of probabilities of future purchase given past pur-
chase behaviors (Ehrenberg, 1988). Attitudinal loyalty, in

contrast, is the consumer's psychological disposition toward the
same brand or brand-set and involves the measurement of
consumer attitudes (Fournier, 1998; Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978).
Both behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty are important
concepts for understanding long-term customer relationships,
especially when the emphasis does not rest only on understanding
past behaviors but is also on predicting future patronage by the
customer (Dick and Basu, 1994; Kumar and Shah, 2004;
Pritchard et al., 1999).

A logical antecedent to loyalty is the extent to which the
customer desires to maintain a continuing relationship with the
firm or brand, in other words, customer commitment (Fullerton,
2003; Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Uncles et al., 2003). Commitment
is distinct from loyalty because commitment refers more to the
economic, emotional and/or psychological attachments that the
customer may have toward the brand, store, or service (Thomson
et al., 2005). Such attachments are important precursors to loyalty
since they are the fundamental appraisal mechanisms by which
the customer determines whether and why to have a loyal
relationship with a brand or firm (Beatty and Kahle, 1988).

Empirical research on commitment's impact on loyalty finds
positive impacts of commitment on various loyalty dimensions
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(Garbarino and Johnson, 1999; Gundlach et al., 1995; Morgan
and Hunt, 1994). Beyond its impact on customer loyalty, the
construct of commitment is also important in explaining a
variety of relationships, including the employee–employer
relationship (Allen and Meyer, 1990), manufacturer–distributor
relationship (Geyskens et al., 1996), and romantic relationships
(Rusbult, 1980). Citing prior research, Fullerton (2003) notes
that commitment has also been conceptualized in the marketing
literature as a pledge of continuity given by one party to another,
the sacrifice faced by a party in the event a relationship ends, or
even forsaking alternative options by one or both parties
(Anderson and Weitz, 1992; Gundlach et al., 1995).

Some researchers acknowledge two distinct types of
commitment — one that is more emotional in nature and
another that is more economic in its structure (Allen and Meyer,
1990; Bansal et al., 2004; Fullerton, 2003; Pritchard et al., 1999).
The emotional type is labeled affective commitment, and the
economic type is labeled calculative commitment. Following
Allen andMeyer (1990), affective commitment is the customer's
emotional attachment to the brand or organization based on his
or her identification with that brand or organization. Customers
with strong commitments identify, trust, and are more
emotionally connected with the brand or organization than do
non-committed customers.

Continuance commitment is the motivational intent to
continue the relationship, given high switching costs and scarcity
of alternatives (Bendapudi and Berry, 1997). Such a commitment
builds from cost-based calculations and results in commitment,
not because the customer feels that he or she truly wants to engage
in the long-term relationship (as in affective commitment), but
because of a need to stay in the long-term relationship when no
other comparable alternatives exist or the costs of switching to
other options are too high (Meyer and Allen, 1997).

However, the recognition of commitment as a multi-
dimensional construct that includes an affective component and
a continuance component is quite recent (Fullerton, 2003; Gruen
et al., 2000; Harrison-Walker, 2001; Pritchard et al., 1999).
Fullerton (2003) finds a significant interaction of affective
commitment and continuance commitment on loyalty. Pritchard,
Havitz, and Howard (1999) find that commitment conceptualized
as “resistance to change” is a key precursor to loyalty. Commit-
ment is also a key antecedent to retention, as noted in studies
within marketing (Brown and Peterson, 1993) and in organiza-
tional behavior (Reichers, 1985). However, the relative impacts of
the two dimensions of commitment on the two loyalty dimensions
receive less rigorous attention in the literature. Understanding the
relative impacts helps to clarify the inconsistencies in prior
research results, and provides strategic managerial guidance on
customer loyalty programs.

The current study focuses on the relative impacts of the two
commitment dimensions on the two loyalty dimensions. Speci-
fically, customer commitment is composed of affective and
continuance dimensions, and customer loyalty includes attitu-
dinal and behavioral loyalty. The study explores the relative
importance of each dimension of commitment in obtaining
customer loyalty in a service setting. The section below
elaborates the model and hypotheses.

2. Model and hypotheses

Researchers within the field of marketing have focused
attention on identifying the impacts of the unidimensional
conception of commitment, as well as on the precursors to the
different unidimensional measures of loyalty. However, given
that both commitment and loyalty are multi-dimensional
constructs, research has ignored the relative impacts of different
dimensions of commitment on the varied dimensions of loyalty.
Literature from marketing, along with research from the related
fields of management and organizational behavior provides
sufficient justification for identifying the impacts of affective
and continuance commitment on attitudinal and behavioral
loyalty.

2.1. Effects on attitudinal loyalty

Attitudinal loyalty reflects the customer's psychological
disposition toward the same brand or same brand-set. As such,
attitudinal loyalty reflects favorable attitudes toward the brand
or organization (Dick and Basu, 1994). Attitudinal loyalty
towards a brand or firm is enhanced when the relative strength
of the attitude toward the brand or firm is stronger as compared
with other brands or firms. Building attitudinal loyalty involves
more than simple transactional marketing incentives; positive
attitudes towards one's brands or firm must be cultivated over a
longer term relationship horizon (Kumar and Shah, 2004).
Commitment has a significant role in cultivating attitudinal
loyalty, since commitment reflects the customers' self-evalua-
tion of the consumption context and the active decision to
engage in a long-term relationship with a brand or a firm.

Affective commitment involves the desire to maintain a
relationship that the customer perceives to be of value (Morgan
and Hunt, 1994). Affective commitment incorporates the
underlying psychological state that reflects the affective nature
of the relationship between the individual customer and the
service provider (Gundlach et al., 1995; Kumar et al., 1995).
The identification that the customer feels toward the brand or
the firm often translates into positive feelings expressed to
others about the brand or firm (Harrison-Walker, 2001). Thus,
the emotional attachment that affective commitment entails
translates into strong attitudinal loyalty both through the
extremity of the attitude (attitude strength) and the extent to
which the customer is willing to lock into a specific relationship
(attitudinal differentiation) (Dick and Basu, 1994; Fullerton,
2003), as modeled in the hypothesis below.

H1. Affective commitment has a positive impact on attitudinal
loyalty.

Continuance commitment, on the other hand, is the con-
sumer's desire to remain in the relationship when the switching
costs are high or when the consumer perceives that other viable
alternatives are scarce. In such cases, the consumer, out of habit or
inertia, not only continues the long-term relationship with the
brand or the firm, but also develops an emotional attachment
(Dowling and Uncles, 1997). Thus, consumers may remain in a
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relationship solely because they have no reason to evaluate the
relationship or to take active measures to seek out alternative
relationships. Another reason for continuing the relationship
could be the high perceived costs of switching, especially for
products or relationships that require extensive investments in
learning. Past research shows that high costs are a major factor for
remaining in a long-term relationship (Burnham et al., 2003;
Jones et al., 2002).Whether due to repeated past behaviors or high
switching costs, the consumer may develop an affective response
to the service firm and also rule out the possibility of alternative
relationships. Therefore:

H2. Continuance commitment has a positive impact on atti-
tudinal loyalty.

2.2. Effects on behavioral loyalty

Affective commitment or the psychological motivation to be
in a long-term relationship contributes to feelings of attachment
and identification with the brand or the firm (Fullerton, 2003).
Such feelings also contribute to a “partnership” relationship
between the consumer and the brand or the service firm
(Fournier, 1998). The immediate resulting impacts of such
feelings are on consumer patronage of the brand or the firm.
Moreover, affective commitment is characterized by a desire-
based attachment of the customer, meaning that the customer is
loyal because she or he wants to be loyal. Past research has
shown that the strength of consumers' attitudes toward a brand
is a very good indicator of their brand loyalty behavior (Aaker,
1996; Keller, 1998). In the case of service firms as well, the
variety of different benefits realized by the consumer leads to
positive attitude toward the service, and to continuing patronage
(Gwinner et al., 1998). Therefore:

H3. Affective commitment has a positive impact on behavioral
loyalty.

Continuance commitment, on the other hand, is based more on
the consumer's consumption context, and the consumer may not
be directly able to manipulate his or her level of continuance
commitment. For example, continuance commitment may result
from scarcity of alternatives, that is, the consumer's desire to
maintain a long-term relationshipwith the firmmaybe duemore to
the fact that competing alternatives are not simply available. Jones
and Sasser (1995) provide examples of instanceswhere loyalty to a
firm may exist despite a low satisfaction level of the consumer
experience. They find that the competitive environment affects the
satisfaction–loyalty relationship, and in industries such as local
telephones and airlines, they note that customer loyalty was high
despite low consumer-satisfaction levels, primarily because
consumers did not have alternatives. In terms of commitment,
the consumer's desire to maintain the long-term relationship, and
the resulting high level of behavioral loyalty, would stem from the
absence or scarcity of viable alternatives. Therefore:

H4. Continuance commitment has a positive impact on behav-
ioral loyalty.

2.3. The relative impacts of different forms of commitment

In terms of the two forms of commitment, affective com-
mitment produces a positive valence toward the brand or firm that
is based on emotional attachments, while continuance commit-
ment may produce a positive affect that is based more on eco-
nomic and other contextual circumstances. Relationships formed
on the basis of affective commitment hinge on identification and
shared values, while those formed on the basis of continuance
commitment rely on the dependence of the consumer, either due to
lack of alternatives, high switching costs, or other constraints
(Bendapudi and Berry, 1997; Gundlach et al., 1995).

Consumer loyalty could be derived from either forms of
commitment; however, in terms of the relative strengths of the
attachments, affective commitment produces a stronger link to
both dimensions of loyalty as compared to continuance
commitment. This is because the essence of affective commitment
is the emotional attachment to the brand or the firm in a
consumption relationship (Fullerton, 2003). Affective commit-
ment involves feelings of attachment, trust, and identification, as
compared to continuance commitment, which is based more on
dependence and entrapment (Fullerton, 2003). Thus, affective
commitment signifies bonding in a context of free will and choice,
while continuance commitment signifies realization of benefits in a
context of dependence and perceived lack of alternatives.

A positive attitudinal response is more likely obtainable in
conditions of free will and choice than in the context of
perceived dependence. At the same time, attitudinal responses
are more favorable when they build from emotional attachments
rather than on economic incentives (Dowling and Uncles,
1997). Also, Fullerton (2003) finds that affective commitment
has a positive impact on the consumers' intentions to advocate
on behalf of their relationship partners. In contrast, consumers
feeling trapped or dependent in a relationship (i.e., continuance
commitment) are less likely to act as advocates on behalf of
their partners. Thus, attitudinal commitment would have a
greater impact on attitudinal loyalty in comparison with the
effects of continuance commitment on attitudinal loyalty.

Favorable attitudes are a better predictor of behavior than are
economic incentives or dependence (Dowling and Uncles,
1997; Gwinner et al., 1998). Thus, affective commitment would
have a greater impact on attitudinal loyalty than continuance
commitment. Therefore:

H5. The impacts of affective commitment on both attitudinal
and behavioral loyalty are greater than the impacts of con-
tinuance commitment on attitudinal and behavioral loyalty.

Fig. 1 depicts the conceptual model as well as the two
alternative models that this study examines.

3. Method and measures

Measures for the key constructs were developed from prior
literature. The study adapts the three-item scale of Kumar, Stern,
and Steenkamp's (1995) to measure affective commitment. The
three items capture the extent to which customers trust the pro-
vider firm, identify with the provider firm, and feel an emotional
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bonding to the provider firm. The study measures attitudinal
loyalty using two indicators of the customer's intention to
purchase (Narayandas, 1997). The study measures behavioral
loyalty using two items reflecting the actual purchase behavior.

While affective commitment, behavioral loyalty, and attitu-
dinal loyalty have been measured with reflective measurement
models, continuance commitment is understood as a formative
construct. In a formative measurement model, the measured
variables cause the construct as opposed to the commonly used
reflective measurement models, where the latent constructs
cause the measured variables (Hair et al., 2006). Diamantopou-
los and Winklhofer (2001) and Jarvis, MacKenzie, and
Podsakoff (2003) provide discussions of the different treatments
for formative and reflective constructs. The formative indicators
of continuance commitment are the major factors that customers
identified as being important in their use of a particular service
provider, and include measures for scarcity of alternatives,
availability of options, involuntary choice, and loyalty program
membership. These formative indicators are context-specific
and derived from focus group research conducted prior to the
quantitative data collection. The study also measures the overall
level of continuance commitment by using a single-item
indicator for the customer's commitment to the service provider.

The study measures customers' overall satisfaction with the
service provider using two indicators, and measures several
demographic variables to compare the sample characteristics
with known population characteristics. All items include five-
point Likert-type scale responses. Table 1 provides the reflective

indicators for attitudinal loyalty, behavioral loyalty, affective
commitment and overall satisfaction. Table 2 provides the
formative indicators for continuance commitment in Panel B.

The measures were refined through two focus groups with
ten actual customers each. Interviews with ten mass transit
experts helped refine the questionnaire for the specific context
of mass transit service. A pilot study using 35 customers further
refined the questionnaire.

Table 1 provides the means, standard deviations, standard-
ized loading, and composite reliability for the latent constructs,
and Table 2 provides the appropriate measurement results for
the formative indicators of continuance commitment.

Hypotheses were tested from data collected on customer
relationships to a large Western European mass transit service
provider. Trained interviewers used an intercept survey to
collect data from various regions of one country. After
eliminating questionnaires with extensive missing data, the
final sample consisted of 2389 observations. Managers at the
mass transit service firm compared the sample characteristics
along key demographics and reported behavioral dimensions,
providing assurance that the sample was representative of their
customer base.

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to assess the
measurement reliability of the reflective constructs of affective
commitment, behavioral loyalty, and attitudinal loyalty. Con-
vergent validity was examined through standardized factor
loadings, construct reliability, and the variance extracted, as
suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (1988) and Hair et al. (2006). All

Fig. 1. Panel A: Conceptual model. Panel B: Alternative models.
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standardized factor loadings were greater than the minimum
acceptable level of 0.5, and only one item had a loading lower
than the preferred level of 0.7. The construct reliability for all
the reflective measures was greater than 0.7 suggesting
adequate internal consistency. Also, the variance extracted for
all the factors were greater than 0.5. Taken together, these
results suggest adequate evidence of convergent validity.
Discriminant validity was also evident, since the variance
extracted for each pair of factors was greater than the square of
the correlation between each of those two factors (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2006). Panel A of Table 2 shows the
correlations between the latent constructs, as well as the
variance extracted by the CFA.

Apart from the direction of causality from the indicator to the
construct, formative measures do not share a common conceptual
basis (Hair et al., 2006). Therefore, formative measures are less
likely to be highly correlated. Instead, the set of formative
indicators must adequately explain the variance in the latent
construct. In formative measurement theory, the error in
measurement is the inability of the measured variables to fully
explain the construct (Hair et al., 2006). As Panel B of Table 2
shows, the four formative indicators of continuance commitment
explain about 60% of the variation in the construct and are
significant predictors of the overall measure of continuance
commitment used in the study. Thus, the formative measurement
model for continuance commitment has acceptable validity
(Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001; Hair et al., 2006).

Since the data were obtained from the same informant and
three out of the four constructs use subjective measures (only
“behavioral loyalty” is measured objectively), a possibility of
common method bias (CMB) exists. One of the more commonly
usedmethods to test for CMB reviewed by Podsakoff et al. (2003)
was used and themodel was estimated againwith a single-method
first-order factor added to the indicators of the three subjectively
evaluated constructs. Results reveal that even with common-
method variance controlled, fit-indices and the proportion of
variance explained were almost unchanged in the analytical
models, and all path coefficients remain significant. Therefore,
CMB is not a significant issue in the study.

4. Results

Structural analysis results provide a good fit of the model
tested to the data, as indicated by the various fit indices
(CFI= .964, TLI= .949, RMSEA=.067, and SRMR=.056). As
can be seen from Table 3, affective commitment has positive
and significant impacts on both attitudinal loyalty (0.77, pb .05)
and behavioral loyalty (0.59, pb .05), lending support for H1

and H3, respectively. Also, continuance commitment has a
weak, yet significant, impact on attitudinal loyalty (.06, pb .05),
and a relatively strong impact on behavioral loyalty (.43,
pb .05). Therefore, H2 and H4 are supported as well.

To test H5, the study uses multi-group causal analysis to
compare the two pairs of path coefficients comprising of the
effects of each commitment dimension on attitudinal loyalty to

Table 2

Panel A: Correlation matrix of the latent constructs

Continuance commitment 1
Affective commitment .12 1
Attitudinal loyalty .15 .67 1
Behavioral loyalty .49 .65 .69 1
Average variance extracted .77 .55 .58 .84
All correlations are significant at the .05-level

Panel B: Correlations for formative indicators and regression
to overall indicator

Regression
coefficient to
overall continuance
commitment

Correlations
between formative
indicators

“I do not own a car” .65a 1
“I use the service
provider since my
employer requires
me to do so”

.23a 0.11b 1

“I use the service
provider because
there are no
alternatives”

.24a 0.13b 0.01 1

“I use the service
provider
because I have a
loyalty rebate card”

.24a 0.14b 0.03 0.01 1

R2= .60
a Significant at .01-level.
b Significant at .05-level.

Table 1
Reflective measures and confirmatory factor analysis results

Measure a Mean S.D. Std.
loading

Construct
reliability

Attitudinal loyalty (α=.77) 0.866
I would recommend the

[service provider] in the future
3.37 1.08 .972

I will prefer this [service
provider] as opposed to
others in the future

3.26 0.94 .767

Behavioral loyalty (α=.91) 0.913
Amount of use in the past

12 months
3.18 1.19 .950

Extent of preference as
compared to competitors
in the past 12 months

2.98 1.06 .881

Affective commitment (α=.75) 0.783
I feel that I can trust the

[service provider]
3.92 1.16 .817

I identify with the [service
provider]

3.45 1.21 .773

I feel emotionally attached
to the [service provider]

3.01 1.07 .619

Overall satisfaction (α=.75) 0.742
I am satisfied with [service

provider]
2.50 0.82 .797

Overall, I am […] with the
[service provider]

2.55 0.83 .739

a All items except those for Behavioral Loyalty were measured using 5-point
Likert-type scales, where “1” represented the strongest possible (e.g., “very
satisfied” or “very likely”) and “5” the weakest possible (e.g., “very dissatisfied”
or “very unlikely”). Behavioral Loyalty items were calculated based on use and
preference responses.
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their respective effects on behavioral loyalty. The analysis then
includes computing an unrestricted model, and restricted the
path under investigation to be equal across subgroups. A differ-
ence in relative effects exists if the change in the chi-square
value between the unrestricted and restricted is statistically
significant. For the restricted model for affective commitment,
the critical value of the chi-square difference test was 3.84 and
significant ( pb .05). The impact of affective commitment on
attitudinal and behavioral loyalty was significantly greater than
the impacts of continuance commitment on the two loyalty
dimensions. These results support H5.

4.1. Alternative models

The study tests two alternate model fits to the data (as
depicted in Panel B of Fig. 1) to check for the robustness of the
results. The first model allows satisfaction to be an antecedent to
commitment. Prior studies suggest the important antecedent
role of satisfaction in securing customer loyalty. However, in a
model with commitment as the antecedent to loyalty, Garbarino
and Johnson (1999, p. 72) propose that, for high relational
customers, commitment is a more appropriate mediator between
component attitudes and future intentions than is satisfaction.

Since an intention to repurchase could be the logical a priori
to actual repurchase behaviors, the study allowed attitudinal
loyalty to be an antecedent to behavioral loyalty in the second
alternate model. This model still retains satisfaction as an
antecedent to commitment. Both alternate models are non-
nested covariance structure models, meaning that the one is not

a constrained version of the other. Therefore, the study evaluates
the models by comparing all fit indices, and also uses Akaike's
information criterion AIC (Rust et al., 1995).

The results in Table 3 indicate that the two alternate models
show acceptable fit with the data. However, the various model fit
measures for the focal model are still superior to the two alternate
models. Thus, despite the addition of an antecedent variable, viz.
satisfaction, and the additional link between attitudinal loyalty
and behavioral loyalty, the hypothesized results do not change.

5. Discussion, limitations, and future research

This study measures the relative impacts of two commitment
dimensions on the two customer loyalty dimensions that are
frequently used in the marketing literature. The introduction of
two distinct dimensions of commitment, namely continuance
commitment and affective commitment, led to empirical results
that support the two-dimensional conceptualization of commit-
ment. Continuance commitment could arise from a lack of
alternatives, the presence of a rebate loyalty card, or external
incentives or pressures that determined loyalty. However,
results indicate that affective commitment, rather than contin-
uance commitment, influences loyalty to a much higher degree.
The relatively stronger impact of affective commitment, as
compared to continuance commitment, is consistent with the
results of other researchers (e.g., Fullerton, 2003). The findings
of this study show that affective commitment drives behavioral
loyalty. This finding has important implications for recent
research within customer loyalty that acknowledges loyalty as
being a multi-dimensional construct.

The findings have important implications for managers.
Given the relative importance of affective commitment, service
providers who focus on increasing patronage merely through
economic incentives, such as loyalty discount cards, may not be
doing enough to secure customer loyalty. This finding is relevant
for the European mass transit context examined here since
discounts of as much as 50% off the regular fare prices is a
common practice. These providers must therefore focus more on
enhancing customer attachment through non-economic means.
Affective commitment would contribute to enhancing customer
loyalty both in terms of their repurchase intentions as well as
their actual repeat patronage behaviors. More importantly,
however, the results of this study suggest that strains on the
firm's bottom line through providing deep discounts may be
inappropriate and relatively less important in securing long-term
customer loyalty. Instead, the money may be better spent on
loyalty programs that focus on building affective commitment.

Several methods are available for strengthening affective
commitment. One method could be the creation of a community
of users, either a club or a specific website, through which
customers exchange their experiences with the service provider,
as well as with other customers. Another method for strength-
ening affective commitment could be the creation of programs
that stress the service provider's brand identity with the
customers. Yet another way could be to use loyalty rewards and
similar incentives only in the context of a broader program
of customer relationship management that emphasizes the

Table 3
Structural model results for focal and alternative models

Paths tested Focal
model

Alternative
model 1

Alternative
model 2

Affective commitment →
attitudinal loyalty

.766 b .751 b .751 b

Affective commitment →
behavioral loyalty

.594 b .537 b .249 b

Continuance commitment →
attitudinal loyalty

.060 a .075 a .075 a

Continuance commitment →
behavioral loyalty

.426 b .439 b .407 b

Attitudinal loyalty→ behavioral loyalty – – .431 b

Satisfaction → affective commitment – .629 b .629 b

Satisfaction → continuance
commitment

– .002 .002

Model fit results

DF 42 63 63
Chi-square/DF 4.580 6.225 6.225
CFI .964 .938 .938
TLI .949 .917 .917
AIC 81,360.629 87,269.241 87,269.241
RMSEA .067 .074 .074
SRMR .056 .061 .061
R2 (attitudinal loyalty) .604 .585 .585
R2 (behavioral loyalty) .604 .591 .668

a Significant at .01-level.
b Significant at .05-level.
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development of stronger attitudinal loyalty rather than short-term
repeat purchase behaviors.

As with all empirical studies, this study suffers from some
limitations. First, the service context studied was a mass transit
service. While many aspects of consumer relationships with
service providers can be generalized to other service contexts,
the extent of such generalizations may well be limited. In
retrospect, however, the mass transit service context allowed
exploration of the multiple dimensions of commitment and
loyalty within a single context.

The study used cross-sectional survey data, neglecting
possible time-lag effects. Replications of the relationships found
in this study in different service and cultural contexts would help
in identifying the boundary conditions for generalizations to
theory. Moreover, longitudinal data would further improve an
understanding of the mechanisms influencing different loyalty
dimensions. Also, the relationships between commitment and
loyalty could be explored for different customer groups, with the
groups based on socio-demographic characteristics.

Future research could analyze inmore detail the diverse drivers
of affective commitment, and could develop more encompassing
measures of the construct. Oliver's (1999) four-stage loyalty
model suggesting a chain of causation between different loyalty
levels would be useful for future longitudinal research to
understand the specific impacts of commitment dimensions on
the various loyalty stages (Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 2006).
By demonstrating the links between dimensions of commitment
and dimensions of loyalty, and the relative importance of affective
commitment, this research initiates a move toward a more
integrative model of customer commitment and loyalty.
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