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Abstract 

The purpose of this research is to measure the dimensions of student citizenship behavior and the extent of student 
satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust as integrated factors are antecedents of student citizenship behavior in 
universities. A sample of 400 students in two private universities in Egypt was selected randomly and a 
structured questionnaire was used to collect the research data. The student citizenship behavior was found to 
contain two types of voluntary behavior; voluntary cooperative behavior and voluntary participation behavior. 
Also, despite the strong and significant interrelationships between the four antecedents of student citizenship 
behavior, student satisfaction and loyalty can be considered the strongest antecedents of all dimensions of 
student citizenship behavior in universities. The main implication of this research is that universities should 
consider students as valuable resources in both their formal roles and voluntary behavior that support the 
educational environment of a university. The research suggests satisfied and loyal students provide advantages to 
their universities not only through spreading positive word of mouth about their universities, attending further 
education in the future and supporting their universities in the community but also through their positive 
voluntary behavior. 

Keywords: student citizenship behavior, student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, trust 

1. Introduction 

In a highly competitive and changing business environment of today, much consideration has been paid for the 
behavior of the citizen, the customer in the marketing and management literature. Like the organization’s 
employees, customers may commit to a variety of conducted behavior of the citizen in a particular organization, 
especially in service-based organizations (Abbas et al., 2011; Abolfathi et al., 2013). Customers act as 
productive resources by creating suggestions for service development, purchasing other services, giving 
suggestions to others, attending brand-centered events, and participating in brand communities (Ercsey, 2016; 
Johnson & Rapp, 2010; Jung & Yoo, 2017). A sequence of studies perceives this positive role of customer 
behavior and proposes the concept of customer citizenship behavior and voluntary performance (Bettencourt, 
1997; Groth, 2005). 

Groth (2005) primarily developed the customer citizenship behavior concept (CCB) 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). Prior researchers have suggested 
that this behavior positively influence the performance of the parties involved in the service environment; the 
service employees, the organization, and even other customers, and can create an attractive business environment 
for all those parties (Lara, 2015; Yang & Qinhai, 2011). As indicated by Dai et al. (2014) and Ponnusamy & Ho 
(2015), citizen customers will enhance the organizational performance and its effectiveness through such 
behavior as, continuous purchasing, providing suggestions for organizational improvements, suggesting the 
organization to others, as well as attracting new customers and therefore these advantages can make a potential 
source of competitive advantage for that business without any cost. Abolfathi et al. (2013) and Yi et al. (2013) 
demonstrated that CCB may prompt a favorable service environment and superior quality in light of the fact that 
customer displaying citizenship behavior may stimulate other customers to do the same, beginning a chain of 
voluntary activities. Recently, Tsai et al. (2017) proposed that when an individual involves in a service delivery, 
the interactions between this person and others (e.g., service employees and other customers) transform to 
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his/her personal experiences, which then develop his/her capability to perform customer citizenship behavior.  

Considering the significance of voluntary behavior of customers in firm’s performance, most of the previous 
studies were concerned with customer citizenship of services organizations and few of them have discussed this 
concept from the students’ perspective as customers who may have kinds of voluntary behavior in their 
universities. Accordingly, the main objective of this research is to explore customer citizenship behavior in 
universities through examining the related factors that shape their citizenship behavior. The following sections 
focus on the literature review of previous studies on customer citizenship behavior, the research hypotheses, the 
research methodology, the fundamental results and discussions of the findings, and the research implications and 
suggestions, respectively.  

2. Literature Review 

Customer citizenship behavior has become a popular topic in marketing as a result of its implications for service 
performance. Previous studies related to this concept may be divided into three groups of studies: (1) studies 
focus on the customer citizenship behavior to develop measurements for this concept, (2) studies determine main 
antecedents of this behavior such as customer satisfaction, customer commitment, corporate reputation, customer 
trust, customer justice perception and customer perceived service quality in different types of organizations, and 
(3) studies consider the impact of citizenship behavior on employee performance, customer turnover intention, 
and service quality. These kinds of studies are out of the scope of the present research. 

2.1 Studies of Customer Citizenship Behavior (CCB) Dimensions 

The service marketing literature described several scales of customer citizenship behavior. These scales have 
distinctive measurements ranging from three to eight dimensions. The straightforward construct incorporates 
merely three measurements; the most sophisticated construct combines twenty-nine measurements. Some studies 
recognized this concept as a one-dimensional construct; while other studies have viewed it as a multidimensional 
construct. Others proposed the concept as formative construct adjusted from organization citizenship behavior 
scale.  

Bettencourt (1997) proposed three measurements of customer citizenship behavior: loyalty, cooperation, and 
participation corresponding to three important customer roles considered by service scholars as a promoter, a 
human resource, and an organizational consultant for the firm. Groth (2005) developed and provided preliminary 
evidence with the convergent and discriminant validity of the measure that is utilized in subsequent researches. 
The scale proposed three diverse citizenship behavior in internet services which are recommending the services 
to others, providing help and assistance to customers, and giving feedback and ideas to the organization. In the 
line of Groth’s (2005) scale of CCB, recent studies have provided empirical evidence that customer citizenship 
behavior is multidimensional construct including similar measurements suggested by Groth’s (2005) (Aggarwal 
& Soch, 2013; Bartikwoski & Walsh,2011; Soch & Aggarwal, 2013).  

Bove et al. (2009) expanded the voluntary actions to eight measurements derived from the organizational 
behavior and marketing and are applicable across several contexts. (1) Communicating positive word of mouth 
among customers. (2) Communication of customers to others. (3) Participating in organizational events. (4) 
Getting involved in charitable actions with the organization. (5) Adapting to organizational situations beyond 
their control. (6) Suggesting of ideas for organizational improvement. (7) Directing the complaint to the 
organization. (8) Observing other customers to appropriate behavior. Johnson & Rapp (2010) proposed and 
validated two distinguished multidimensional scales of CCB for for-profit organizations and another for 
nonprofit organizations. In a theoretical study, Yu-hong et al. (2013) categorized customer citizenship behavior 
into CCBO (customer citizenship behavior for the organization) and CCBI (customer citizenship behavior for 
individuals). CCBO provides benefits to the community directly, for example, saying positive words of the 
community to others or giving constructive suggestions for the improvement of the community. CCBI is directed 
towards other consumers in the community, directly beneficial to the individual consumers and indirectly 
beneficial to the community, such as posting to share information, knowledge and consumption experiences with 
others or making responses to the helping request from other members. 

In summary, according to the measurements of customer citizenship behavior revealed from previous studies, the 
concept mainly encompasses voluntary and helping behavior. Specifically, this behavior takes diverse forms such 
as feedback behavior that addresses valuable information and suggestions of customers to enhance the 
organization and its processes, recommendation organization or its employees through positive word of mouth 
(cooperation), and helping behavior to assist other customers as well as employees during the service process 
(participation). Therefore, the first hypothesis of this research is: 
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H1: Student citizenship behavior in universities can be categorized into two voluntary behaviors, cooperation, 
and participation behaviors. 

2.2 Studies of the Interrelationships among Customer Satisfaction, Trust, Commitment and Loyalty 

Service marketing studies have examined the interrelationships among the constructs of satisfaction, loyalty, 
commitment, and trust. For instance, Ponnusamy & Ho (2015) proved that when customers are satisfied by their 
online retailers, they tend to stay loyal through continuous shopping, spreading positive word-of-mouth to their 
friends/relatives, and willingness to purchase from that retailer in the future. Picon et al. (2014) recommended 
that the positive assessment of the product or service that the customer acquires is a major noteworthy to pursue 
a relationship with a company’s products or services, and a critical support that maintains loyalty. Moreover, 
Noyan & Simsek (2014) concluded that customer satisfaction is the most vital predictor of customer loyalty than 
comparative product prices, product discounts, and gifts, product and service quality, values of supermarkets 
chains in Turkey. In higher education services, Tomas (2011) suggested that satisfied students are positively 
affecting the educational quality system through effective participation and a loyalty behavior in leading 
universities in India.  

From another perspective, Balaji (2015) and Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001) supported the positive relationship 
between customer satisfaction and commitment. In their recent studies, Chen et al. (2015) and Schirmer et al. 
(2016) concluded that highly customers’ satisfaction foster customers to develop emotional link and continuous 
commitment to their organizations. Moreover, Chiu et al. (2015) concluded that the cumulative assessment of 
customers to their satisfactory experiences positively influence their committed relationships with their 
organizations in the future. Furthermore, previous studies empirically confirmed the linkage between trust and 
satisfaction. For instance, Kaur & Soch (2013) revealed satisfaction as a strong factor affecting customer trust. In 
the educational field, Rojas-Mendez et al. (2009) supported that students’ trust is described as the degree of 
student’s confidence in their universities integrity and dependability as well as it is enhanced through students’ 
experiences with their staff. 

Empirical research in the services context supports the notion that commitment influences loyalty directly. 
Henning-Thurau et al. (2001) found that students’ emotional commitment is one of the essential factors of their 
loyalty. As indicated by Balaji (2015) and Schirmer et al. (2016), commitment and loyalty are closely related but 
distinct constructs. Commitment captures the relationship strength or stickiness, whereas loyalty reflects the 
attitudes and behavior that commitment evokes. Other empirical studies tested the relationship between customer 
loyalty and trust. For example, El-Manstrly et al. (2011) and Roostika (2011) revealed that the relative effect of 
trust on loyalty is stronger than the effect of other factors such as switching cost or service quality. Furthermore, 
based on the commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing, trust and commitment are the main 
determinants of relationship marketing (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Aurier & Goala (2010) showed that when 
customers have confidence in their organizations to meet their expectations in the short and long term, they are 
willing to commit themselves to that organization.  

In summary, it can be seen that most previous researches investigated the relationship between two variables 
(antecedents of customer citizenship behavior) but the interrelationship between all of these antecedents were not 
studies. Therefore, the second hypothesis of this study is H2: Significant interrelationships exist between all 
antecedents of student citizenship behavior. 

2.3 Studies of Factors/Antecedents Affecting Customer Citizenship Behavior 

Most of the previous studies identified four groups of antecedents affecting the customer citizenship behavior, 
customer satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust. A few of them investigated other factors such as 
organizational justice and corporate reputation but they found weak and/or indirect impact of these factors on 
customer citizenship behavior. Therefore, this research concentrates on the four factors as integrated factors 
representing antecedents affect customer citizenship behavior.  

2.3.1 Customer Satisfaction and Customer Citizenship Behavior 

The influence of customer satisfaction on customer citizenship behavior has been examined by many studies, but 
the results are still not consistent. For example, Groth (2005) empirically provided support for customers that 
would engage in a citizenship behavior as a return to the organization when they received treatment exceeding 
their expectations. Lara’s (2015) study supported the findings of Groth (2005) and showed the mediating role of 
satisfaction with hotel service in the relationship between fair treatment of the staff and customer citizenship 
behavior. In consumption virtual communities, Chen et al. (2015) and Ponnusamy & Ho (2015) found that 
e-satisfaction significantly influences all measurements of e-customer citizenship behavior. Lee et al. (2014) 
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suggested that customer satisfaction has a significant impact on customer loyalty, cooperation, and participation 
as dimensions of customer citizenship behavior.  

2.3.2 Customer Loyalty and Customer Citizenship Behavior 

Some studies found that loyal customers hold more experience than the nonloyal customers that may empower 
them to provide more voluntary actions to their organizations (Flint et al., 2011; Wirtz & Mattila, 2003). Abbas 
et al. (2011) and Macintosh (2002) showed that loyalty of customers has a significant and positive relationship 
with citizenship dimensions of helping other customers and the organization. Recenlty, Ponnusamy & Ho (2015) 
concluded that the customer loyalty is the main predictor of customer citizenship behavior in online shopping. 
However, another stream of studies suggested different empirical results. Bartikowski & Walsh (2011) showed 
that customer’s loyalty influences only the helping citizenship behavior to the organization, but it does not have 
any impact on helping citizenship behavior to other customers. Anaza & Zhao’s results (2013) were opposite to 
Bartikowski & Walsh’s (2011) findings that loyalty significantly impacts customer citizenship behavior that 
helps the organization as well as other customers in online purchase setting. Abbasi & Zivarmoghbeli (2014) 
could not prove the relationship between customer loyalty and customer citizenship behavior in Iranian banks. 

2.3.3 Customer Commitment and Customer Citizenship Behavior 

Various researchers provided theoretical and empirical evidence for the extent of customer commitment shape 
customer citizenship behavior. Bove et al. (2009) empirically proved that commitment to the service staff is the 
strongest predictor of customer citizenship behavior. Further, Curth et al. (2014) suggested that commitment to 
fellow customers and commitment to the service organization is directly linked to customer-directed citizenship 
behavior (helping behavior) and indirectly influence organization-directed CCB (positive and negative feedback, 
monitoring behavior) through a commitment to the service provider. Mosavi & Ghaedi (2012) found that highly 
committed customers were more interested to dispread positive word-of-mouth, share useful information with 
other customers, and provide support in organization’s marketing research. Dai et al. (2014) confirmed that 
customer commitment plays a more important role than customer satisfaction and trust in predicting customers’ 
willingness for displaying overall customer citizenship behavior. Recently, Tan et al. (2017) asserted that 
committed students perform voluntary actions because they believe in university’s goals, values, and its welfare. 
However, other few studies (e.g., Anaza & Zhao, 2013; Chen et al., 2015) could not prove the positive 
relationship between commitment and customer citizenship behavior. Bettencourt (1997) only found support for 
the significant relationship between customer commitment and loyalty and participation citizenship behavior.  

2.3.4 Customer Trust and Customer Citizenship Behavior 

Several studies have supported the positive link between customer trust and customer citizenship behavior. 
Empirical results of Wingwon & Piriyakul (2010) showed that trust has a direct and positive influence on 
customer citizenship behavior. In line with this, Yu-hong et al. (2013) developed a theoretical model containing 
community trust as an important antecedent of CCB in a consumption virtual community. They proposed that 
customers will trust the community when they perceive the honesty and benevolence of the community, and this 
kind of trust will encourage members to engage in beneficial behavior to the community. Abbasi & 
Zivarmoghbeli (2014) found that customer trust has the most effect on customer citizenship behavior than 
satisfaction, reputation, and commitment variables. The study of Di et al. (2010) revealed that when customers 
perceive that retailers are worth trusting, they will have citizenship behavior above their purchase requirements 
behavior such as voluntary helping retailers in certain operations and doing promotion for those retailers to their 
friends. However, Mosavi & Ghaedi (2012) found that trust indirectly influences customer citizenship behavior 
through commitment. Dai et al. (2014) found that trust marginally emerges as a significant predictor of only two 
dimensions of customer citizenship behavior, the extent to which customers exhibit loyalty and cooperative 
behavior. In accordance the third hypothesis of this study is:  

H3: Student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust as antecedents are integrated and significantly affect the 
student citizenship behavior. 

3. The Research Problem  

Most of the literature, as previously indicated, has primarily focused on the antecedents CCB, in addition to CCB 
measurements. However, there are gaps in the literature regarding the measurements of this concept and the 
factors constituting it. Firstly, customer citizenship behavior has received only a little attention in universities, 
which has certain characteristics. While this concept has been studied in numerous organizations such as 
retailing (Anaza & Zhao, 2013; Aggarwal, 2013; Aggarwal & Soch, 2013; Bartikowski & Walsh, 2011; 
Bettencourt, 1997; Ponnusamy & Ho, 2015; Soch & Aggarwal, 2013), banking industry (e.g., Abbas et al., 2011; 
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Abbasi & Zivarmoghbeli, 2014; Abolfathi et al., 2013), hospitality services (eg., Dai et al., 2014; Lee et al., 
2014), and internet service deliveries (e.g., Chen et al., 2015; Groth, 2005). Only research exists regarding this 
behavior in education, particularly from a staff perspective and the amplification of organizational citizenship 
behavior in universities. Therefore, examining the concept of citizenship behavior and its dimensions from 
student perspective in universities is likely to enhance the understanding of this behavior in different 
environmental settings. Secondly, although several factors are covered in the context of the predictors of 
customer citizenship behavior, most of the literature obviously addresses the interrelationships between a few of 
them only. Therefore, it is useful in this research to test the importance and interrelationships among these 
constructs together without testing the causal ordering of them. Thirdly, to date, a variety of the antecedents of 
customer citizenship behavior have been suggested, however, still, the results are not consistent and could not 
fully support the positive relationship between these factors and customer citizenship behavior. Fourthly, 
combining all possible antecedents has not received much attention in the research; most of the previous studies 
measured the link between one or two factors and the customer citizenship behavior. Therefore, more 
interrelationships among antecedents may be useful to test how the combined factors can determine customer 
citizenship behavior particularly; these factors are interrelated according to previous research findings. The 
research problem may be identified in these questions: 

1) What are the main dimensions of student citizenship behavior in universities? 

2) Are the antecedents of student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust in universities interrelated? 

3) To what extent the student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust contribute to the student citizenship 
behavior in universities? 

4. The Research Methodology   

4.1 The research Model  

Based on the previously indicated hypotheses, a research model was developed, as indicated in Figure 1. Student 
citizenship behavior is the dependent variable and student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust are 
independent variables.  

 

Figure 1. The research model 

 

4.2 The Research Variables and Measurements 

Table 1 presents the research variables and their measurements. The student citizenship behavior is 
conceptualized by the discretionary actions of students in their relations with staff/administrative and other 
students, and the students’ active involvement in a university’s governance and development. Student 
satisfaction measure relates to academic staff, administration staff, university infrastructures, support services 
and career opportunities. Student loyalty measure relates to attitudinal and behavioral items developed and 
validated by most loyalty researchers. Student commitment contains two dimensions: a continuous commitment 
in which students take certain actions to develop and maintain a continuous relationship with their universities 
and affective commitment, which is an emotional perception for a continuous relationship with universities. 
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Student trust is multidimensional includes competence, integrity, dependability/reliability, and openness and 
honesty (Ghosh et al., 2016; Seppanen & Blomqvist, 2007).  

 

Table 1. The research variables and measurements 

Variables Measurements 

Student citizenship behavior (SCB) (Bettencourt, 1997; Groth, 2005; Kotze & Plessis, 2003) 
 -I completely follow my university procedures (SCB1). 

-I fully cooperate with my university staff (SCB2). 
-I assist other students to use my university’s service correctly (SCB3). 
-I am willing to wait longer to obtain a service from my university (SCB4). 
-I usually protect my university facilities/equipment (SCB5). 
-I help other students in my university when they need (SCB6).  
-I generally participate with the staff of my university to facilitate their jobs (SCB7). 
-I share my opinion with university staff (SCB8). 
-I participate in events that support my university (SCB9). 
-I provide information to my university even if I am not asked to do this (SCB10). 

Student satisfaction(SAT) (Icli & Anil, 2014; Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Tomas, 2011) 
Quality of academics -I am satisfied with the qualified academic staff of my university (SAT1). 

-My university provides me with the academic support I need (SAT2). 
- I have good opportunities to communicate with academic staff in my university (SAT3). 

Quality of 
administration 

- The administrative staff of my university responds to my inquiries (SAT4). 

Quality of providing 
career opportunities 

-The educational program of my university ensures what I need for development (SAT5). 
-The educational programs of my university support me in the job/market (SAT6). 
-I am satisfied with the fair evaluation of my academic performance (SAT7). 
-The educational system of my university ensures better career opportunities compared with other universities 
(SAT15). 

University 
infrastructures 

-I am satisfied with the resources provided by my university for academic education (Laboratory, computer 
software, library database, .etc.) (SAT8). 
-I am satisfied with the services/facilities (medical clinic, bathrooms, .etc.) provided by my university (SAT9). 
-The required textbook/electronic books provided by my university are satisfactory (SAT10). 
-I am proud of the good appearance of buildings and grounds of my university (SAT11). 

Support services -The non-academic activities provided by my university meet my need (SAT12). 
-The support services provided by my university (transportation service, the student union, alumni,…… etc.) are 
satisfactory (SAT13). 
-I am pleased with the internal environment (resources, management, system, activities,……….etc.) of my 
university (SAT14). 

Student loyalty (LAY) (Fernades et al., 2013; Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Tomas, 2011) 
 -I recommend my university to friends/relatives to join it (LAY1). 

-If I were to choose, I would select the same university again (LAY2). 
-I would attend further education at my university (LAY3). 
-I will continue supporting my university in the market/community (LAY4). 
-If someone talks badly about my university, I will defend it (LAY5). 

Student commitment (COM) (Riketta, 2002; Weibo et al., 2010) 
Continuous commitment -I would be very happy to complete my education at my university (COM1). 

-I would increase my effort for my university to help it succeed (COM2). 
-Making efforts to maintain a long-term commitment to my university is essential to me (COM3). 

Affective commitment -I belong to my university (COM4).  
-My university has a great personal meaning (COM5).  

Student trust (TRS) (Ghosh et al., 2016; Seppanen & Blomqvist, 2007)  
Competence -My university usually keeps its promises to students (TRS1). 
Integrity -When my university makes an important decision, the students are usually the core of this decision (TRS2). 
Dependability/ 
Reliability 

-My university usually fulfills the commitments it assumes (TRS3). 
-My university solves students' complaints/problems with great concern (TRS4). 

Openness/ Honesty -My university ensures transparency of information to students (TRS5). 

 

4.3 Data Collection Method  

A structured questionnaire to senior students in two faculties of management science at two private universities 
in Egypt is used to collect the research data. Except for the demographic variables, the 5-point Likert scale was 
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used as a measurement for all of the dependent and independent variables. For all constructs, the measurements 
were selected from the relevant literature, as indicated in Table 1. The questionnaire was tested with a 
convenience sample of students twice and modified before using the final version. 

4.4 The Research Population and Sample  

Private universities in Egypt were chosen as the service context for this study. The reason for selecting this sector 
for the study is that the (1) university embodies an interesting implication for a research study in services 
marketing literature (Hilali et al., 2015; Kalenskaya et al., 2013), (2) private universities are strongly showing 
presence in the landscape of higher education in Egypt (Barsoum, 2014), and (3) there is a lot of academic 
discussions about treating the universities their students as customers approach with applying the marketing 
practices (e.g., Budd, 2017; Bunce et al., 2016; Chalcraft et al., 2015). 

The number of private universities in Egypt is 23 universities in 2017 (Ministry of Higher Education- Egypt, 
2017). Although it may be enough to choose one university as a case study, the researchers decided to choose 
two universities to make comparison between their results if required, also the researchers have access to these 
universities (in fact the comparison was made as a byproduct analysis and similarities exist between the results 
of the two cases).  

The students’ population consists of senior students who are close to graduation and have experience with their 
universities. They are divided into similar groups or classes in the two universities. A sample of 10 
classes/groups consisting of 400 students was determined, as a sample size. The classes were selected randomly, 
group/cluster random sample. 

4.5 Data Collection 

The final version of the questionnaire was administered to 400 students in the two universities, The data 
collection process started on 29 April and continued till 11 May 2017. A total of 390 completed and usable 
questionnaires were obtained making 97.5% response rate. The sample consists of 63% male and 37% female, 
their age ranges between 20-22 years (85%) and more than half of the sample units was in the fourth level of 
their faculties (62%) as only 38% of respondents were in the third level.  

To assess the internal consistency reliability of the research measurements, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 
measured for each of the independent and dependent variables using SPSS 22 software. Table 2 shows that all 
Cronbach alpha values of the research variables were ranged between 0.78 to 0.89, more than 0.70 (Nunnally, 
1978). Thus, all measurements of the research variables are reliable and can be used for testing the research 
hypotheses.  

 

Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha of the research variables 

Variable No. of items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Student citizenship behavior 10 0.78 
Student satisfaction 15 0.84 
Student loyalty 5 0.89 
Student commitment 5 0.85 
Student trust 5 0.87 

 

5. The Research Results and Testing of Hypotheses  

The statistical package for social sciences (SPSS 22) and the structural equation modeling (SEM) through 
AMOS (Analysis of Moment Structure) 24.0 were applied to test the three research hypotheses. SPSS was 
employed to determine the measurements of citizenship behavior by exploratory factor analysis and measure the 
Pearson’s correlation among the four antecedent variables of student citizenship behavior. Amos was used to test 
the structural relationship between the citizenship behavior and its proposed antecedents: student satisfaction, 
loyalty, commitment, and trust.  

To test hypothesis (1): student citizenship behavior in universities can be categorized in two voluntary behavior, 
cooperation and participation behavior, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed based on principal 
components with varimax rotation by SPSS 22. The factor analysis applies to 10 items of student citizenship 
behavior. The measurements with eigenvalues exceeding 1 as well as the factor loadings above 0.30 were 
recognized significant (Hair et al., 1998). Table 3 shows the results of factor analysis by classifying the student 
citizenship into two factors. The value of KMO is determined as 0.818 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity as 826.031, 
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significant at 0.01, that justifies the use of factor analysis. Six items were loaded on “voluntary cooperative 
behavior” factor with the variance of 27.5%, while “voluntary participation behavior” which contributes a 
variance of 20% contained four items. The two factors together explain the cumulative variance of 47.5%. This 
result supports the first hypothesis of this study as student citizenship behavior can be categorized in two voluntary 
performances in universities which are cooperation and participation behaviors. 

 

Table 3. Categories of student citizenship behavior items 

Items Factor Loadings Factors explained variance 

Factor 1: Voluntary cooperative behavior   
-I completely follow my university procedures. 0.715 27.50% 
-I fully cooperate with my university staff. 0.709  
-I assist other students to use my university's service correctly. 0.651  
-I usually protect my university facilities/equipment. 0.655  
-I help other students in my university when they need. 0.649  
-I share my opinion with university staff. 0.479  
Factor 2: Voluntary participation behavior   
-I am willing to wait longer to obtain a service from my university. 0.481 20% 
-I generally participate with the staff of my university to facilitate their jobs.  0.553  
-I participate in events that support my university. 0.827  
-I provide information to my university even if I am not asked to do this.  0.773  

 

To test the second hypothesis of this study, the Bivariate Pearson correlation was used to test the interrelationship 
among student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust towards their universities. Table 4 summarizes a 
correlation matrix of these independent variables. Bivariate correlation result revealed that all student 
satisfaction, loyalty, commitment and trust measurements have a substantial relationship range from moderate to 
high correlations. 

 

Table 4. Interrelationships among student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust 

 
Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N= 390. 



ijms.ccsenet.org International Journal of Marketing Studies Vol. 10, No. 1; 2018 

62 

The correlation coefficients between student satisfaction and their loyalty are significant (p-value 0.000 <0.01) 
and positive (direct), ranges from 0.183 to 0.534. Additionally, student satisfaction is moderately and positively 
correlated with student trust (Pearson correlation is from 0.219 to 0.446, p ≤ 0.01) and student commitment 
(Pearson correlation is 0.185 to 0.457, p ≤ 0.01. Student loyalty is highly correlated with student commitment to 
a continuous relationship with their universities with correlation coefficients between 0.358 to 0.586, p ≤ 0.01. 
The correlation coefficients for student loyalty and student trust are moderately between 0.229 to 0.471, p ≤ 0.01. 
Finally, a strong and significant correlation between student commitment and student trust is shown ranging 
from 0.329 to 0.565 with p ≤ 0.01. These results provide support for the second hypothesis as significant 
interrelationships exist between all antecedents of student citizenship behavior.  

To test the third hypothesis, the relationship between student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust and 
student citizenship behavior AMOS version 24.0 was used to verify the structural equation modeling (SEM). The 
maximum likelihood, the standard factor loading and t-value of the path coefficient are used to analyze the 
theoretical model for the goodness of fit and determine the path strengths and directions and the significance 
levels of the research variables (Jayasinghe-Mudalige et al., 2012). First, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of 
the 40 items, composing the 10 dimensions of student citizenship behavior scale, and 30 items of the antecedents 
of student citizenship behavior were applied using Amos 24.0. The results demonstrate that two items were low 
standardized regression weights lower than the suggested value (.50). One item for student citizenship behavior 
(CCB4) and the second was for student satisfaction (SAT10). Therefore, these two items were eliminated from 
further analysis. The remaining items were then examined further to determine that the research model fits. The 
chi-square value of the research model is x2= 787.386, p = 0.000, suggesting inadequately the hypothesized 
model’s fit to data. However, the literature on model fit indices, reports various other indices that should be 
utilized to reflect the model fit than the chi-square statistics (e.g., Byrne, 2010; Hooper et al., 2008; Lei & Wu, 
2007). The output of these indices in the research model are: CFI = 0.973; GFI = 0.91; AGFI = 0.930; PGFI = 
0.76; RMR = 0. 048; TLI = 0.96; NFI = 0.96; RFI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.048. All these values exceed the standard 
goodness of fit, reflecting a reasonable fit of the research measurement model with data.  

Next, for assessing the construct reliability of the measurement model, the composite reliability is measured 
(Peterson & Kim, 2013). For all the research variables, composite reliability was between 0.85 and 0.94, exceeds 
0.70 (Table 5). The convergent validity of the research model is determined by considering the significance of 
the standardized factor loadings between the measurements and their particular variables (Lei & Wu, 2007). For 
the research measurement model, the measurements of all constructs were significant (p= 0.001); as shown in 
Table 5. The factor loadings of all research variables are from 0.60 to 0.90, exceeds the suggested value (0.50). 
Additionally, the average variance extracted (AVE) was measured to examine the convergent validity of the 
research model. The values of AVE for all constructs were all higher than 0.50 (Hoyle, 2012). Moreover, 
according to Fornell & Larker (1981), the measurement model has discriminant validity when the square root of 
the average variance (AVE) of each variable is greater than the correlations between that variable and any other 
variable in the model. As shown in Table 6, the variance extracted from each research variable conforms to this 
standard, implying the appropriate discriminant validity for the research model. Therefore, according to the 
previous results of the research measurement model, all the variables were appropriate for testing the proposed 
model.  

 

Table 5. Measurement model resulting from confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

Construct Standardized factor loadings (t-value) Critical ratio CR AVE 

Student citizenship behavior 0.92 0.57 
SCB1 0.89     
SCB2 0.87 8.29(***)     
SCB3 0.76 7.88(***)     
SCB4(a) Deleted     
SCB5 0.67 7.66(***)     
SCB6 0.69 8.40(***)     
SCB7 0.71 8.50(***)     
SCB8 0.67 8.27(***)     
SCB9 0.61 7.22(***)     
SCB10 0.84 7.60(***)     
Student Satisfaction 0.94 0.55 
SAT1 0.67     
SAT2 0.90 12.75(***)     
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SAT3 0.60 10.77(***)     
SAT4 0.87 10.15(***)     
SAT5 0.68 12.01(***)     
SAT6 0.63 11.36(***)     
SAT7 0.62 11.08(***)     
SAT8 0.78 10.15(***)     
SAT9 0.66 9.58(***)     
SAT10(a) Deleted     
SAT11 0.84 9.27(***)     
SAT12 0.90 9.37(***)     
SAT13 0.83 10.17(***)     
SAT14 0.62 11.10(***)     
SAT15 0.65 11.58(***)     
Student Loyalty 0.86 0.55 
LAY1 0.82     
LAY2 0.79 16.25(***)     
LAY3 0.61 12.17(***)     
LAY4 0.77 15.93(***)     
LAY5 0.69 14.08(***)     
Student commitment 0.85 0.55 
COM1 0.75     
COM2 0.74 14.48(***)     
COM3 0.67 12.89(***)     
COM4 0.74 14.29(***)     
COM5 0.81 14.89(***)   
Student trust 0.87 0.57 
TRS1 0.79   
TRS2 0.77 15.94(***)   
TRS3 0.78 16.14(***)   
TRS4 0.76 15.66(***)   
TRS5 0.68 13.68(***)   

Note. CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance extracted, ***p 0.001; N = 390. 
-CCB- student citizenship behavior items, SAT- student satisfaction items, LAY- student loyalty, COM- student commitment, and TRS- student 
trust. 
-(a): items lacked sufficient loading estimate less than 0.40 and eliminated from further analysis. 

 

Table 6. Construct intercorrelations, means, and standard deviation 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Student citizenship behavior 3.71 0.59 0.82     
2. Student satisfaction 3.36 0.66 0.52** 0.81    
3. Student loyalty 3.44 0.87 0.49** 0.71** 0.74   
4. Student commitment 3.52 0.82 0.44** 0.69** 0.63** 0.73  
5. Student trust 3.16 0.87 0.41** 0.65** 0.58** 0.63** 0.76 

Note. n =390; **p = 0.01; M= Mean; SD = Standard deviation. The square root of AVE for discriminant validity is in parentheses along the 
diagonal. 

 

Furthermore, to test the multicollinearity between the independent variables of the model, the variance inflation 
factor (VIF) was used (Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001). The variance inflation factors (VIFs) were 
calculated using SPSS. As indicated in Table 7, the results of this test suggested no multicollinearity between the 
antecedents of citizenship behavior. In addition, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was found less than the 
threshold limit of 5; for all the items, the highest variance inflation factor (VIF) had a value of 2.604. So 
multicollinearity does not represent a problem for the analysis.  
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Table 7. The results of collinearity test of the independent variables 

Independent variables VIF 
Student satisfaction 

SAT1 1.625 
SAT2 2.161 
SAT3 1.714 
SAT4 1.629 
SAT5 1.949 
SAT6 1.818 
SAT7 1.603 
SAT8 1.572 
SAT9 1.605 
SAT11 1.439 
SAT12 1.408 
SAT13 1.638 
SAT14 1.725 
SAT15 1.837 
Student Loyalty 
LAY1 2.604 
LAY2 2.73 
LAY3 1.631 
LAY4 2.512 
LAY5 2.05 
Student commitment 
COM1 2.346 
COM2 2.463 
COM3 1.91 
COM4 2.131 
COM5 2.52 
Student trust 
TRS1 2.429 
TRS2 2.325 
TRS3 2.318 
TRS4 2.235 
TRS5 1.787 

Note. *VIF: Variance Inflation Factor. 

 

Finally, in terms of testing the proposed linkages between the antecedents of student citizenship behavior and 
citizenship behavior measurements, standardized weights (β) result from Amos analysis were examined. Table 8 
shows that two relationships were supported; student satisfaction and loyalty, as they have significant, positive 
and direct relationships with student citizenship behavior. Student loyalty has the strongest influence on student 
citizenship behavior (β= 0.425, p < 0.001) followed by student satisfaction (β= 0.361, p < 0.001). The relative 
contributions of loyalty and satisfaction variables to student citizenship behavior are 43% and 36%, respectively. 
However, the results indicate that the effect of student commitment and student trust are not significant p-value 
and very low standard coefficients of (β= 0.007), (β= 0.003). Therefore, the third hypothesis is partially accepted 
in supporting two antecedents of student citizenship behavior in universities.  

 

Table 8. The relationship between student citizenship behavior and its antecedents’ results 

 β S.E.  C.R.  Path 

Satisfaction → student citizenship behavior 0.361 0.084 2.547** Supported 
Loyalty →student citizenship behavior 0.425  0.091 2.202* Supported 
Commitment→ student citizenship behavior 0.007  0.103 1.327 ns Not supported 
Trust →student citizenship behavior 0.003  0.045 0.34 ns Not supported 

Note. β = standardized weight, S.E= standard error, C.R. =critical ratio. **p =0.01; *p = 0:05, ns = not significant. 

 

6. The Research Discussion  

It can be concluded that: first, the student citizenship behavior contains two types of voluntary behavior 
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conducted by students to support universities in their roles. The first type of behavior is voluntary cooperative 
behavior in which students cooperate with university staff (academic and administrative staff) in providing 
effective educational services to their students by following the university rules and procedures, protecting the 
university facilities and contributing constructive suggestions to improve the educational services. As well, the 
students provide voluntary cooperative behavior to their colleagues/other students in the university through 
encouraging and explaining to them how to use the university services correctly and providing all help to them 
when they need. The second type of voluntary behavior is voluntary participation behavior with the university 
staff to facilitate their jobs and make their roles easier, participating and supporting events organized by their 
university to students and community (Educational, economics, social events,…. etc.), and providing helpful 
feedback and information that support their university to improve its educational services. 

Second, the correlation between student satisfaction, loyalty, trust, and commitment indicates strong 
interrelationships between student loyalty and commitment. The results show that loyal and committed students 
desire to develop a continuous relationship with their universities during the educational life and even after they 
graduate. The highest correlation exists between satisfaction and loyalty, students who are satisfied with the 
quality of academic and administrative staff and the role of their universities to provide career opportunities in 
the market tend to stay loyal to their universities by recommending the universities to friends /relatives to join it, 
continue to have a relationship in the near future by further education in the university, continue supporting the 
university in the community and spread positive word of mouth about their universities. Finally, the results 
revealed that the highest and significant relationship exists between student commitment and trust. Students 
committed to their universities trust its competences and promises; they perceive that the university takes the 
educational decisions that are useful to their academic and social system to students, solves their complaints/ 
problems with great concern, and ensures the transparency of information to students. These results confirm the 
empirical support provided by other studies of Anaza & Zhao (2013), Lee et al. (2014), and Ponnusamy & Ho 
(2015).  

Third, the result of structural equation modeling suggested that loyalty is an important and the strongest 
antecedent of all dimensions of student citizenship behavior in universities. Loyal students through their 
voluntary positive behavior provide some sort of strategic competitive advantage for their universities and may 
support their universities through spreading positive word of mouth about their universities. Also, they usually 
have interests to develop long-term relationships with their universities through attending new courses or further 
education in the future and supporting their universities in the community. This result concurs with the findings 
of earlier studies of Abbas et al. (2011), Anaza & Zhao (2013), and Bove et al. (2009).  

Another important antecedent to student citizenship behavior is student satisfaction. The results revealed that 
satisfied students with the academic and social system of their universities are willing to engage in related 
voluntary and discretionary behavior above their specified roles because of happiness. Additionally, the study 
revealed that students are satisfied with the educational and social life of their universities (e.g., the good 
communications with the university staff, and supportive services and the internal environment of their 
universities). Finally, they are satisfied with the career opportunities provided by their universities. Also, it was 
found that satisfaction with core educational services provided by universities through the qualified academic 
staff of the university and the efficient educational program are relatively the highest significant factor enhancing 
student citizenship behavior in universities. The results of this study consistent with the results of previous 
studies of Chen et al. (2015), Chiu et al. (2015), Groth (2005), Lee et al. (2014), and Ponnusamy & Ho (2015).  

The study results demonstrate that students are motivated to conduct extra behavior when only they are loyal and 
satisfied with university’s educational and social systems. Student commitment and trust have no direct influence 
on student citizenship behavior. These variables help in developing the continuous and long-term relationship 
between students and their universities. This result is consistent with other previous studies such as Anaza & 
Zhao (2013) and Chen et al.( 2015).  

7. Managerial Implications and Recommendations  

The findings of this research highlight a number of important implications for universities. Universities should 
consider students as valuable resources, in terms of both their formal roles and voluntary behavior that support 
the educational environment of a university. Furthermore, they should recognize that students conduct their 
voluntary behavior without thinking of getting a salary, bonus or any monetary or nonmonetary incentives, but 
they volunteer to support their universities. Moreover, universities must develop appropriate marketing 
communication systems specifically, direct personal interactions with their students to inform them about their 
voluntary behavior and the extent of this behavior to enhance the educational and social life of their universities.  
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The findings suggest that not only do the academic and administrative staff benefit from student citizenship 
behavior through facilitating and supporting their roles in providing effective educational services but also, other 
students will benefit from this voluntary behavior as they will be assisted by their collogues and will be using the 
university's services correctly. Universities could utilize this finding to formulate strategies to induce student 
citizenship behavior in the educational environment. Additionally, the dimensions of citizenship behavior 
suggested in the study; cooperation and participation behavior can aid universities in selecting students to 
develop and facilitate this extra role behavior.  

According to the results, satisfied and loyal play an important role through their citizenship behavior, therefore, 
universities should consider the appropriate motivational systems to students who provide citizenship behavior to 
staff and/or other students to enhance the university educational services. Furthermore, universities should make 
their students satisfied with the educational and social services to develop their loyalty towards their universities, 
therefore, fostering the possibility of students to involve citizenship behavior.  

8. The Research Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research  

First, the present research focused on the effects of four primary factors on student citizenship behavior only; 
therefore, other factors such as student perception of their university service quality, reputation, and justice can 
be tested by future research. Second, this study measured the citizenship behavior from only the student 
perspective, therefore, future researchers can investigate the relationship between these behavior and other 
variables such as organizational citizenship behavior of academic and administrative staffs of universities. Third, 
the current study tested the interrelationships among student satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust without 
testing the causality of these interrelationships. Future studies may test the causal interrelationship to determine 
which factor influences others and to what extent this causality influences the customer/student citizenship 
behavior. Fourth, the study views the different types of voluntary and discretionary behavior as a single construct. 
Future studies can test the extent to which the antecedents affect each type of student citizenship behavior. Fifth, 
further, possible moderators of student citizenship behavior may be examined in future research such as student 
demographic characteristics like gender, age, and the educational level which may play an important role in 
shaping a student’s citizenship behavior. Sixth, although the study found a significant relationship between 
satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, and trust, it does not show any impact of student commitment and trust on 
student citizenship behavior. Further study can examine the role of these two variables as mediator variables in 
influencing the student citizenship behavior. Seventh, the results are limited to students in private universities, 
future research can compare between public and private universities. Finally, the outcomes of customer 
citizenship behavior need further studies.  
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