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Effects of percelved employee emotional competence on customer satisfaction and
loyalty: The mediating role of rapport

Purpose — During service encounters, emotionally competemployees are likely to succeed
in building rapport with their customers, which turn leads to customer satisfaction and
loyalty. However, the relationship between emotia@npetence and rapport has not been
empirically examined. In the present study, we stigate effects of customer perceived
employee emotional competence (EEC) on satisfaatnohloyalty. We also examine how and
to what extent rapport mediates these effects.

Design/methodology/approach — Drawing on the theory of affect-as-informatisnggesting
that emotions inform human behavior, we developriacgiral model and test it on a sample
of 247 customers in a personal service setting.

Findings — Customer perceptions of EEC positively influerestomer satisfaction and
loyalty. Rapport partially mediates both effects.

Practical implications — The extent to which customers perceive emplogsesmotionally
competent is strongly correlated with the developinaé rapport, customer satisfaction, and
loyalty. Managers of high-contact services shouidréfore pay attention to emotional
competence when hiring new employees, and/or eageuand train existing employees to
develop this type of competence.

Originality/value — Previous studies have used employee self-reppodspervisor reports of
EEC, essentially capturing an employee’s poterntabehave in an emotionally competent
way. We extend emotional competence theories witustomer perspective: the present
study is the first to capture customer perceptafrsmployees’ emotional competence.
Keywords Employee emotional competence, Rapport, Custontisfasaion, Loyalty,

Service encounter

Paper type Research paper



1. Introduction

Services vary in the extent to which customergaaewith employees (Chase, 1978).
In high-contact services, interactions betweenarusts and employees are characterized by
intimacy, the exchange of content-rich informatitong interaction times, and, sometimes,
intense emotions (Kellogg and Chase, 1995; Panamsurat al, 1985). In this type of service,
customer emotions on the one hand influence thailuations of the encounter and on the
other hand provide employees with useful informatdbout their needs and wants (Mattila
and Enz, 2002). To capture the quality of the atdon between employees and customers,
Gremler and Gwinner (2000) introduced the concdptapport. Rapport, defined as a
“personal connection between the two interactaf@emler and Gwinner, 2000, p. 92),
directly affects important outcomes such as custogaésfaction and loyalty (Gremler and
Gwinner, 2000; Hennig-Thuraet al, 2006; Verbekeet al, 2008)—two key variables
ultimately related to company profitability (Anderset al, 1994).

To remain competitive, managers of high-contactises must facilitate high-quality
interactions. The ability of contact employees ®aldwith customer emotions—or their
emotional competence (EC) (Cartwright and Papp@8382—represents a potential driver of
interaction quality and service evaluation (Hadehl, 1999). EC “captures many of the key
competencies involved in creating and maintainingappropriate climate for service,” and
the development of EC among service employees ayé to reduce some of the emotional
problems inherent in high levels of interpersomaéiactions” (Bardzil and Slaski, 2003, p.
98). EC is especially important in service encotmt@here customers look for directly
observable cues, such as employee behaviors, essaske service (Lin and Lin, 2011;
Parasuramaet al, 1985). However, employees vary substantiallyhigirt capacity to build
relationships with customers and understand theiot®nal needs (Bitneet al, 1990;
Menon and Dubé, 2000). Because high-contact semaagers must ensure that employees

possess the appropriate competencies (Hartline Farcell, 1996), developing a better
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understanding of the roles of rapport and emplog@®tional competence (EEC) in high-
contact service encounters is important.

Studies examining the effects of EEC on customécamnes in service encounters
(e.g., Giardini and Frese, 2008; Harelal, 1999; Kernbach and Schutte, 2005; Weng, 2008)
report conflicting results. For example, while Kieash and Schutte (2005) show a positive
relationship between EEC and customer satisfacaod, Weng (2008) finds a positive, but
weak, relationship between EEC and customer tfGistrdini and Frese (2008) find a non-
significant relationship between EEC and custonaisfaction. These conflicting findings
may be due to one of the following reasons. Fitlsése studies use employee-reported
(Giardini and Frese, 2008) or supervisor-reportezhsares of EEC (Weng, 2008)—sources
subject to biases, such as social desirabilityntgkand distortion (Day and Carroll, 2008).
We do not know any study on EC in service encosntdrich examinesustomerperceptions
of EEC and their effects on customer satisfactinod bbyalty. This is surprising, because
customer perceptions are considered the most decpradictors of satisfaction and loyalty
(Bitner, 1990). Second, to the best of our knowéedgp study has identified a mechanism
(i.,e., a mediator) explaining how EEC exerts arusrice on customer satisfaction and
loyalty. In the present study, we investigate gpart acts as a mediator.

In an attempt to resolve the aforementioned insd@scies, we choose a customer
perspective, and examine how EEC affects rappadtomer satisfaction, and loyalty in a
high-contact service encounter. Specifically, weestigate (1) the effect of customer-
perceived EEC on satisfaction and loyalty and l{2)rble of rapport as a mediator.

In addressing these issues, our study makes thogdgribmtions. First, we
conceptualize and measure EEC from a customer gig@. Second, we investigate the
effect of EEC on customer satisfaction and loy&dtyshed light on contradictory findings in

previous studies regarding the effects of EEC ostauers. Third, we offer a better



understanding of the mechanism by which EEC affeasdomer satisfaction and loyalty by
investigating the role of rapport as a mediator.

The paper is structured as follows: First, we disciine concept of EC and then focus
on the role of EEC in high-contact service encowmt8econd, based upon a review of the
literature we develop hypotheses and build a caneémodel. Third, we discuss the design
of the empirical research we conducted to teshgpotheses. Finally, we present and discuss
the results of our empirical investigation, befa@ncluding with the implications of our
findings, limitations, and suggestions for furthesearch.

2. Therole of employee emotional competencein service encounters
2.1. Emotional competence

The concept of EC emerged from the notion of saai@lligence, which Thorndike
(1920, p. 228) defines as “the ability to underdtand manage men and women, boys and
girls—to act wisely in human relations.” Concepizations of EC usually comprise four
dimensions (Mayer and Salovey, 1997):

(1) To perceive emotionsor the accuracy with which people identify emo$oin
themselves and in other people.

(2) To use emotionsor the ability to employ emotions to facilitateotight and assist
reasoning by directing these emotions toward caoBwe activities.

(3) To understand emotion®r the ability to understand one’s own emotions #he
emotions of other people, how emotions evolve awee, how emotions differ, and
which emotion is most appropriate in a given contex

(4) To regulate emotionsor the ability to manage one’s own and others'odsoand
emotions.

2.2. The impact of employee emotional competencsdrvice encounters
Despite its potential as a means to build relatigpss with customers (Giardini and

Frese, 2008; Verbeket al, 2008), only a few studies have examined EEC istauer—
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employee interactions in service encounters (seed@®i and Frese, 2008; Haretl al, 1999;
Kernbach and Schutte, 2005; Weng, 2008). Theseestanigue that emotionally competent
employees ought to be successful in their intevastiwith customers. Furthermore, they
provide some empirical evidence for the power o€CE& predict customer attitudes, like trust
and satisfaction in service encounters (Giardini Brese, 2008; Kernbach and Schutte, 2005;
Weng, 2008).

However, these studies suffer from various limiiasi. First, Hartelet al. (1999)
conceptually model how EEC affects customer attigigntentions, and behaviors, but do not
empirically test the hypothesized relationshipsobe, Kernbach and Schutte (2005) find, in
an experimental design, that EEC increases custaaesfaction. However, they do not
provide an EEC manipulation check, which makesifficdlt to evaluate the experimental
validity of the results. Third, in a field study,affg (2008) examines the effect of supervisor
perceptions of EEC on customer trust and satisfactThe study finds a weak relationship
between EEC and customer trust, but no relationsbipreen EEC and satisfaction. Finally,
Giardini and Frese (2008) do not find a significeotrelation between self-reported EEC and
customer satisfaction in a field study, concludihgt these constructs are not related. This
surprising finding may be due either to (1) the aEemployee self-reports of EC, subject to
faking, distortion, and social desirability bias,to (2) the assumption that EEC is a stable
characteristic of the service employee. When rebeas measure EEC only once by asking
employees to self-report on their EC in general. (ilacross encounters and situations), they
treat EEC as a stable trait. However, this assum@ppears questionable because employees
do not necessarily behave in the same way (in teiremotionally competent behaviors)
with every customer across all service encouni#ies.contend that EEC is not a stable trait:
employees likely vary in terms of emotional perfamoe across encounters because of both
individual factors, such as motivation, mood, ambgonal state, and contextual factors, such

as customer personality and emotional state.



2.3. A customer perspective of employee emotiopahgetence

Considering these conflicting results concerning #ffect of EEC on customer
outcomes and to address the aforementioned lionitsitia different approach is required to
examine the role of EEC. We therefore adopt a oastgerspective, and examine the role of
customer perceptions of employees’ emotional coempet in discrete service encounters.

People often have difficulty evaluating their owerformance. Therefore, self-
perceptions of EEC likely differ from customer pegtions of EEC. Kruger and Dunning
(1999) demonstrate, in a daily life context, thampetent individuals tend to overestimate
their performance while incompetent individualsdd¢a underestimate it. This tendency is in
line with previous studies indicating inconsist&scibetween customer and employee
perceptions of what constitutes good service (Saamtd Brown, 1989) due to, among other
reasons, employees overrating their performancee(heyer and Maxham, 2007). Mattila
and Enz (2002) suggest that customers and emplogeedifferent criteria to evaluate service
employee performance. In their study, customeraluations of employee performance and
employees’ assessments of their own performanagotigorrelate significantly—suggesting
little or no relationship between customer and @ygé perceptions of employee
performance. Past research assumed that employees iw the best position to predict
customer evaluations of service quality (Schneader Bowen, 1985; Schneider al, 1980).
Later studies did not confirm these assumptionséifig either no relationship at all or even
a negative relationship between customer and erapl@grceptions (e.g., Mattila and Enz,
2002). Furthermore, an employee does not necesdagihave in the same way across
customers and situations, and customers may respatifferent ways to similar patterns of
employee behaviors because of their different asts; needs, or capabilities. We therefore
contend that in service encounteamiployee self-perceptiorad customer perceptionsf

EEC may not be the same.



In summary, what matters most to service managdfsat employees are perceived to
be emotionally competent by customers. Consequenttycontend that the customer is the
best person to evaluate EEC during service encaunt¥e therefore focus ooustomer
perceivedEEC, enabling us to address drawbacks of selfrtegpaneasures or supervisor-
reported measures.

2.4. Effects of employee emotional competence ost@uner satisfaction

Customer satisfaction is a central construct inketang research (Luo and Homburg,
2007) and widely studied in services marketing.(eNgoneet al, 2009). Satisfaction is “an
outcome of purchase and use resulting from the fsigemparison of the rewards and costs
of the purchase in relation to the anticipated egagences” (Churchill and Surprenant, 1982,
p. 493). Because the assessment and regulationstdfnaer emotions can help an employee
customize the service offering to better addressocner needs (Mattila and Enz, 2002), we
expect EEC to directly and positively affect cuséonsatisfaction. Previous research has
found that customer perceptions of other forms mapleyee interpersonal behaviors (e.qg.,
familiarity, care, commercial friendship, listeningehavior, customer orientation) affect
customer satisfaction (Dagget al, 2007; de Ruyter and Wetzels, 2000; Dean, 2007;
Gremler and Brown, 1998; Price and Arnould, 199%9. a key component of employee
interpersonal behaviors, EEC is expected to diyeaffiect customer satisfaction. The theory
of affect infusion (Forgas, 1995), positing thgteason’s affective state influences his or her
judgment, supports this expectation: in a positffective state induced by an emotionally
competent employee, customers are less critical #mu, more satisfied with the service
encounter. Accordingly, we hypothesize:

H1. Customer-perceived EEC affects customer satistadhieectly and positively.

2.5. Effects of employee emotional competence osta@oner loyalty
There are several reasons to expect EEC to hawea dffect on customer loyalty.

First, Gremler and Brown (1996) suggest that ireespnal bonds are strong predictors of
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loyalty in services. Customer perceptions of em@éynterpersonal behaviors, such as the
display of respect and efforts to address custompreblems (e.g., Schoefer and
Diamantopoulos, 2008), and employee customer atient (i.e., being focused on
understanding customer needs and keeping the cestsatisfied) (Dean, 2007) help build
customer loyalty. We also expect that EEC affecyalty based on the norm of reciprocity
(Gouldner, 1960), positing that human exchangdsatethe use of a subjective cost—benefit
analysis and comparisons of alternatives. Robirtsah. (1994, p. 139) note that “one party’s
receipt of a benefit obligates another party to pagost,” so that both parties can reach a
balance between inducements offered and induceraesitved (Blau, 1964). In an interaction
with an emotionally competent employee who undedgacustomer needs (as conveyed by
their emotions), a customer likely recognizes aefierand thus feels indebted to the
employee. To feel less indebted, the customer ndaptabehaviors that restore the balance,
such as exhibiting more loyalty to the service mew. Accordingly, we expect the following:

H2. Customer-perceived EEC affects customer loyaltyadiy and positively.
2.6. Mediating role of rapport

Human beings experience rapport when they “clickkhveach other or believe the
good interaction is due to “chemistry” (Tickle-Degnand Rosenthal, 1990). Rapport can be
built during one or more interactions between eiygds and customers (Hennig-Thuretu
al., 2006) and is an indicator of relationship quali@remler and Gwinner, 2000). In the
service literature, rapport reflects “a customeesception of having an enjoyable interaction
with a service provider employee, characterizedalpersonal connection between the two
interactants” (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000, p. 92)jokable interaction refers to “an affect-
laden, cognitive evaluation of one’s exchange watlcontact employee” while personal
connection refers to the “customer’s perceptionadbond between the two parties in the

dyad” (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000, p. 92).



Various scholars have examined rapport becausetfsalience in services
characterized by interpersonal interactions (&gemler and Gwinner, 2000, 2008; Hennig-
Thurauet al, 2006). Rapport captures the interpersonal aggesgrvice quality and is a key
determinant of customer satisfaction and loyaltye@er and Gwinner, 2000). Customers’
evaluations of an encounter mediate the relatignbkiween their perceptions of employee
behaviors and their own attitudes (e.g., satigfagtiand behaviors (e.g., loyalty) (Bitner,
1990; Bitneret al, 1990; Hennig-Thuraet al, 2006; Macintosh, 2009; Olsen, 2002). We
posit that rapport mediates the relationship betw&EC and customer attitudes and
behaviors because employees with higher levels @fpErceive and understand customer
emotions, helping them to customize the serviceroff to address customer needs and build
rapport. Perceived rapport translates into higbeels of customer satisfaction and loyalty.

Affect-as-information theory provides a useful famork for understanding how
emotionally competent employees establish rappdtt eustomers. This theory holds that
people often make judgments by asking themselepli@itly), “How do | feel about it?”
(Schwarz and Clore, 1983). People thus use thestiens as information that influences their
judgments. Affect plays an especially importanterah employee—customer interactions
(Grandeyet al, 2005), such that when they interact with cust@nemployees investigate
and draw on their own emotional state. When custsrdesplay emotions, employees who
perceive and understand them take the necessaiytstereate a positive climate and interact
smoothly; in this sense, they use customer emotasngnportant and useful information to
manage the interaction (Mattila and Enz, 2002).sThve expect that emotionally competent
employees are better in establishing rapport witamers.

Recent studies accumulate evidence of the effecamort on customer satisfaction
and loyalty (DeWitt and Brady, 2003; Gremler and i@ver, 2000; Macintosh, 2009). In
linking this evidence with our two first hypothesese predict a mediating role of rapport in

the relationships EEC—satisfaction and EEC—loyalty:



H3. Rapport mediates the relationship between EEC astbmer satisfaction.
H4. Rapport mediates the relationship between EEC astbmer loyalty.

We provide a conceptual framework in Figure 1.

3. Methodology
3.1. Research setting and sampling

We chose hairstyling as the context for this stumbing a high-contact, customized,
and personalized service (Bowen, 1990), and pataaimpetitive and growing industry (Van
der Rijken and Schmidt, 2008). Hairstyling alsouiegs providers to be in close proximity to
customers and is affectively charged (Bloeraerl, 2003; Priceet al, 1995). This highly
interactive service requires inputs from the hglist and the customer (Bloemet al, 2003),
such that they collaborate to co-produce value ¢hwet al, 2007; Vargo and Lusch, 2004).
The conversation with a hairstylist may be as irtgouras the haircut itsglHightoweret al,
2002). The quality of the interaction may even aigh the service. Because good
hairstylist—customer interactions are key to susftesrelationships, we expect the
hairstylist's EEC to be influential in determinirggistomer evaluations and behavior. This
setting provides a fruitful environment for studyirthe influence of EEC on rapport,
satisfaction, and loyalty, because hairstylists tnheen from and collaborate with customers
to identify solutions that meet their needs.

We used a student sample, since students’ perosptiehaviors, and expectations
regarding their hairstylists’ performance shouldt wiiffer significantly from those of a
random sample of customers. Although using studamiples is sometimes considered a
limitation in marketing research, several studiagehused them successfully (e.g., Graneley

al.,, 2010; Hennig-Thurawet al, 2006). We collected 323 questionnaires from gitgle
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registered for a marketing course; we excludedegpanses with missing values and from
those who had not visited their hairstylist recgitl only once in the past. Thus, the final data
set includes 247 observations (61% male respondddisthe respondents, 89% regularly

visit the same hairstylist, and 47% use the seraideast five times per year, suggesting that
most respondents have sufficient knowledge of thairstylist.

Three types of interactions can occur between oustoand hairstylist:service
encountergfwhen customers interact with an employee froniffarént hair salon each time),
pseudo relationship@vhen customers interact with different employegshetime, but within
a single hair salon), arskrvice relationshipgwhen customers have repeated contact with the
same employee within a single hair salon) (Gut&5] Guteket al, 1999). Gremler and
Gwinner (2000) anticipate rapport to be particylanfluential in service relationships, and
therefore, we contend that hairstylist custome®lired in service relationships should be
better able to evaluate EEC and the quality of eapthan customers involved in service
encounters or pseudo relationships; as such, wesiigate only situations in which service
relationships are present. However, we use the ammtarm “service encounter’” when
talking about specific interactions between custemand employees in these service
relationships.

3.2. Research approach and questionnaire design

We distributed a questionnaire to the respondemtsnéasure perceptions of and
attitudes toward their hairstylists. All variablesre measured on seven-point Likert scales (1
= “totally disagree”; 7 = “totally agree”). Respards completed the survey in reference to
their last encounter with their hairstylist.

Employee Emotional Competend® measure EEC, we rely on a scale developed and
validated by Wong and Law (2002), based on Mayer Salovey’s (1997) definition, which
consists of four dimensions with four items eacélf-Bmotion appraisal (SEA) reflects the

employee’s ability to understand and express emstfe.g., “This employee has a good sense
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of why he has certain feelings”), while others’ dimo appraisal (OEA) reflects the

employee’s ability to perceive and understand thetens of others (e.g., “He always knows
customers’ emotions from their behavior”). The dhidimension, regulation of emotion

(ROE), reflects the employee’s ability to regulaie or her own emotions (e.g., “He is able to
control his temper and handles difficulties ratibyi® and the use of emotion (UOE) reflects

the employee’s ability to make use of his or hemosmotions (e.g., “He would always

encourage himself to try his best”).

Wong and Law’s (2002) EC measure contains selfftedoitems. Because self-
reported EC is subject to social desirability, fakiand response distortion (Day and Carroll,
2008), reports by others are preferable (letval, 2004; Wong and Law, 2002). Supervisor-
reported measures are also subject to biases,asulemiency and strictness (Prendergast and
Topel, 1993). Since we want to capture employeesit®nally competent behaviors from a
customer perspective, we measure customer perceikz€lby adapting an existing measure
of EC. However, two of Wong and Law’s (2002) dimens are of little relevance in a
service encounter context. Specifically, “SEA” &alDE” can be very difficult for customers
to assess because the behaviors associated wsth dimaensions are not likely observable by
customers unless they have extensive knowledgsyahplogical processes. Accordingly, we
only use items from the “OEA” and “ROE” dimensiossice they are associated with
behaviors likely to be observable by customerscé&wve are interested in the overall EEC
construct (rather than in individual dimensionsing only those two dimensions to evaluate
EEC should be sufficient for our purposes. In gtigly, Cronbach’s alphas for OEA (.81) and
ROE (.74) are considered good (Nunnally, 1978)e (8 Appendix for a complete list of
measures.)

Confirmatory factor analyses in previous studiedicate reasonably good fit for a
second-order model in which all the dimensions loadan underlying latent factor (Lagt

al., 2004; Wong and Law, 2002). In line with 8y al. (2006), we combine the “OEA” and
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“ROE” dimensions into a single measure of EEC weflective first-order constructs and a
formative second-order construct (Diamantopoutbsal, 2008). For complex constructs,
researchers should use higher-order models, besaghemodels treat each dimension as an
important component of the construct (Podsakotil, 2006).

Rapport We use the scale developed by Gremler and Gwi29€0). Because its two
dimensions (personal connection and enjoyable aotem) tend to be highly correlated
(between .81 and .83; Gremler and Gwinner, (2000¢),combined the scales into a higher
second-order construct for parsimony reasons (g&¥itband Brady, 2003)

Customer SatisfactionVe use a five-item scale developed by Gremler Gwthner
(2000) on the basis of Oliver's (1980) work.

Customer LoyaltyWe use five loyalty items from the scale developgdeithamlet
al. (1996).

Previous research has examined the reliability\aatidity of each of these scales. We
made minor modifications to ensure the scales veelitable for our setting (measures,
sources, items, and descriptive statistics appetiel Appendix).

3.3. Assessment of common method variance

We used a single informant (i.e., the customemn&asure both the independent and
the dependent variables. In customer surveys, degasusceptible to common method
variance (CMV) (Malhotrat al, 2006). However, we expect this not to be a megoricern in
the present study, because studies in marketingrgiy do not suffer badly from CMV
(Malhotraet al, 2006). Based on their empirical study, Cote andkey (1987) also contend
that research in marketing is less subject to CRRhtresearch in sociology and education.

Regardless, we tried to minimize the potential @MV by using a range of
procedures (Campbell and Fiske, 1959). First, wetitated the items as clearly, concisely,
and specifically as possible and based them onqusly validated scales. Second, we used

computer-administered questionnaires, which shordduce social desirability biases
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(Podsakoffet al, 2003). In addition, the questionnaire introductindicated that there were
no right or wrong answers and that we were intetest perceptions of the service encounter
experience. Third, the design of our web-basedesuimstrument made it impossible for
respondents to retrieve their answers to earliestns. Therefore, it was more difficult for
them to maintain artificial consistency betweenwvasrs or search for patterns in the
guestions, which helped control for both the cdesisy motif and social desirability biases
(Podsakoff et al, 2003). Fourth, we tested for CMV using Harmanise-dactor test
(Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). A principal componrfactor analysis of the dependent and
independent variables yielded six factors with eiggdues higher than 1.0, while the first
factor explained less than 42% of the total vamankhese statistics suggest the absence of
one major factor (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Cqunsetly, CMV does not seem to be

present in our data.

4. Results
4.1. Measurement model evaluation

We use the SmartPLS (Ring&t al, 2005) implementation of partial least squares
(PLS) structural equation modeling to estimate theoretical model. As a distribution-
independent method, PLS has fewer constraints tatgstecal conditions than covariance-
based techniques, such as LISREL (Hennig-Thuwetwal, 2006). The use of PLS path
modeling is recommended in early stages of thesaetievelopment to test and validate
exploratory models (Henselet al, 2009).

In Table I, we report descriptive statistics and@ations between central constructs.
The analysis reveals that all constructs exhildistectory internal consistency. Cronbach’s
alphas range from .81 to .95 and composite religbialues range from .88 to .96, while
square roots of average variance extracted (AVH)mates range from .57 to .92.

Additionally, we test for discriminant validity dahe four latent variables in the PLS model
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using Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) criterion: elatvariable should share more variance with
its assigned indicators than with any other latamtable (Henseleet al, 2009). The square
root of the AVE of each latent variable should lveager than the latent variable’s highest
correlation with any other latent variable—whichthe case in this study. As Table | shows,
we find acceptable reliability and discriminantidaly for our measures. Having established
the soundness of the measures, we subsequentlythese to test the hypothesized

relationships.

4.2. Hypothesis testing: Direct effects

The explained variances {Rralues) for rapport, satisfaction, and loyalty 2&5,
43.9, and 52.0, respectively. We apply a bootstrepprocedure (200 subsamples; 247 cases)
to assess the significance of the path coeffici@denseleret al, 2009). The measurement
model for EEC (as a second-order construct) appedfggure 2, and the path estimates and
relativet-values of the structural model appear in Figuré/d.use the path coefficients to test
our hypotheses. In support of Hypothesis 1, we fanaignificant, positive relationship
between EEC and satisfaction (standardized patticdeat = .339;t-value = 6.188). We also
find support for Hypothesis 2; there is a significgoositive relationship between EEC and

loyalty (standardized path coefficient = .28@alue = 4.270).
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4.3. Hypothesis testing: Mediation effects

As Baron and Kenny (1986) suggest, four conditimnst be satisfied for a mediation
effect: (1) the independent variable (IV) shouldate to the dependent variable (DV)
(relationshipc in Table II); (2) the IV should relate to the maidr variable (MV)
(relationshipa in Table I1); (3) the mediator should relate te thV (relationshig in Table
II); and (4) when the mediator is added, the oagimlationship between the IV and the DV
should become non-significant for full mediationsagnificantly smaller for partial mediation
(relationshipc’ in Table 11). When mediation is detected, we caltwate its significance by
bootstrapping the product of the ¥ MV and MV — DV effects (Shrout and Bolger, 2002).
If the direct effect between the IV and the DV bmes non-significant, there is full

mediation. If all effects remain significant, thesepartial mediation.

We test the mediating role of rapport on the retathips between EEC and
satisfaction, and between EEC and loyalty, by appglya non-parametric bootstrapping
procedure (Preacher and Hayes, 2008; Shrout argeB&002). Table Il shows that rapport
partially mediates both relationships: the pathffaments decrease, but remain significant
when we control for rapport. Hypotheses 3 and 4tlawns confirmed. Rapport explains, at

least partially, how EEC translates into custonagisgaction and loyalty.

5. Conclusion

The purpose of this research is to assess thetdgterhich EEC influences customer
satisfaction and loyalty, as well as the mediatnote of rapport. By establishing the
relationships among EEC, rapport, satisfaction, #mhlty, we contribute to a better

understanding of the benefits that EEC and rappway bring to service companies. In
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particular, through EC, employees can better mestomers’ individual and dynamic needs
by learning from, collaborating with, and develagpmelationships with customers (Vargo and
Lusch, 2004). We contend that EEC is a crucial cetence facilitating employee perceptions
and understanding of customer emotions and needs.ré&3ults confirm that EEC affects
customer satisfaction and loyalty and that rappartially mediates these relationships. Thus,
our findings provide scholars and practitionerdwatbetter understanding of the role of EEC
and rapport in service encounters, with implicatifor both theory and practice.

5.1. Theoretical implications

This study answers a call for further researchhenrole of EEC in service encounters
(e.g., Verbekeet al, 2008) by exploring (1)customer perception®f EEC in service
encounters and their impact on customer satisfaetia loyalty and (2) the mediating role of
rapport in the relationships between EEC and satisin and between EEC and loyalty. Our
results show that EEC has an impact on crucialieereutcomes, such as customer
satisfaction and loyalty (Bitner, 1990). By measgrcustomer perceptions of EEC, instead of
employee or supervisor perceptions, we connectisand organizational psychology (where
the concept of EC originated) with service literatuBecause services managers want
customers to perceiveervice employees as emotionally competent, megseustomer-
perceivedEEC advances our knowledge of this construct. 8yngl so, we also address the
limitations of existing measures of EEC: employedf-seported measures of EEC and
supervisor-reported measures of EEC are subjedritatwbacks (i.e., faking, distortion, biases)
and do not measure actual employee behaviors dseiice encounters.

Our study establishes the mediating role of rapparthe relationship between EEC
and customer outcomes and may help explain why ssiodes have found weak or non-
significant relationships between EEC and customécomes (Giardini and Frese, 2008;
Weng, 2008). Neglecting the mediating role of rapjo previous studies may explain why

these studies report weak or non-significant refeinips between EEC and customer
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outcomes like trust and satisfaction. Although rapptends to be salient in services
characterized by frequent interpersonal interastidh has received no attention in EEC
research. Our findings suggest that research iggaapport overlooks a key mechanism.
That is, our results indicate that EEC not only tiasct effects on satisfaction and loyalty but
also has indirect effects on those variables mediéity rapport. Prior work has noted that
EEC could affect various kinds of customer respsnseluding rapport (e.g., Kidwedt al,
2011), but no study has explicitly examined thiatrenship. Overall, the links from EEC to
rapport to customer satisfaction and loyalty sugdkat building rapport creates a path
through which EEC can exert its influence.
5.2. Managerial implications

Our finding that EEC increases rapport, which imtleads to customer satisfaction
and loyalty, may improve managers’ understandingvby EEC matters. Specifically, this
study has three main implications for service managFirst, previous studies that examine
employee perceptions of EEC (e.g., Giardini ands&re2008) consider EEC a stable
characteristic. employees behave in the same wasseEncounters with every customer.
However, we posit that each encounter is a uniqréopnance for employees and differs
according to their motivation, mood, and emoticstate; depending on the context, they may
exhibit different emotionally competent behavionseach encounter. Accordingly, a better
approach is to examine customer-perceived EEChéncbntext of service encounters, we
contend that customer-reported EEC is more uskéul employee-reported EEC. In addition,
employee-reported EEC is subject to important Big&eking, distortion, social desirability)
and is less reliable than a customer-reported nneaglEEC. Customers and employees use
different criteria to evaluate employee performarased employee and customer perceptions
might even be negatively correlated (Mattila and,E2002). If managers want to know about

the effects of EEC on customer outcomes, they shmeasure customer-perceived EEC.
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Customers are in a good position to evaluate ensglagmotional competence during the
encounter.

Second, EEC is known to affect general well-beikgtgou et al, 2011), job
satisfaction (Syet al, 2006), job performance (Joseph and Newman, 204:10), sales
(Kidwell et al, 2011), and our results complement these findiB§ also affects customer
satisfaction and loyalty directly and through rappodrherefore, by hiring emotionally
competent employees and encouraging employees weloge emotionally competent
behaviors, service managers can facilitate the Idpeeent of rapport, satisfaction, and
loyalty.

Third, service managers should strengthen EEC tid leffective relationships with
customers. Research in psychology demonstrate€tbatan indeed be taught, learned, and
improved with training (e.g., Kotsoet al, 2011; Neliset al, 2009). Thus, service managers
could turn to scientifically validated training gmams of EC (e.g., Kotsoet al, 2011) to
improve employees’ rapport with customers and tmgsease customer satisfaction and
loyalty.

5.3. Limitations

Although this study provides insight into the rad EEC in building customer
satisfaction and loyalty and the mediating rolergpport, it has several limitations. First,
common method variance (CMV) may have affecteddisealts, though we took great care to
minimize the effect by using a range of procedtzmmpbell and Fiske, 1959; Podsakoff et
al., 2003). We find empirical support for a sigcaint mediator (i.e., rapport), which argues
against CMV. If the data were subject to CMV, weuwdbhave found little support for the
existence of a mediator. Since the effect of EEC castomer satisfaction and loyalty
decreased when we controlled for the mediatorrelaionships found appear due to an effect
other than CMV (Rupp and Spencer, 2006). Secontgsioour conceptual model, we used

cross-sectional data and a non-experimental deBigiure studies could test this model, for
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example, in an experimental design to make evemgér inferences about the causality of
the relationships.
5.4. Suggestions for further research

We asked respondents to report on their hairssyligsicusing on only one type of
service—group 1 of Bowen’s (1990) taxonomy of sesi (i.e., customized, high-contact
services). Our findings may be applicable to simdarvices where interaction and contact
between the employee and the customer are saéemt (lietary treatment, beauty services,
osteopathy). Future studies could investigate oSewice types (semi-standardized and
standardized services; Bowen, 1990). In those cesyiEEC may not play an equally
important role.

Of the three types of interactions between a custoand a provider—service
encounters, pseudo relationships, and serviceigesips (Gutek, 1995; Gutekt al,
1999)—we exclusively focused on service relatiopshibecause Gremler and Gwinner
(2000) argue that rapport is particularly influahin service relationships. However, in line
with their recommendations to explore the relatmpmdetween rapport and the length of the
encounter, further research could investigate amdpare the mediating role of rapport in the
relationship between EEC and customer satisfacimh loyalty across these three types of
interactions.

Organizational psychologists have investigated egg® perceived EC, whereas in
the current study, customers report on their peiraep of EEC. Further research could bring
employee and customer perspectives together tdageaedyadic perspective on EEC. To the
best of our knowledge, the role of the EEC constincservice encounters has not been
considered through a dyadic approach.

We found that rapport partially mediates the relahip between EEC and customer
satisfaction and loyalty. Although we encourageaeshers to investigate the mediating role

of rapport in more detail, we also recognize thieo mediators linking EEC to customer
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satisfaction and loyalty may exist. For exampl@strdepends on employee interpersonal
behaviors, such as self-disclosure (Macintosh, P@d@ benevolence (Sirdeshmugkhal,
2002), and also affects key outcomes, such asrogstsatisfaction and loyalty (Croskyal,
1990; Sirdeshmukkt al, 2002). Further research could examine whether&B@uence on
customer satisfaction and loyalty is mediated bgt@mer trust or other variables, such as
customer orientation (Dean, 2007) and relationakhbits (Gwinneret al, 1998).

Finally, we relied on an existing measure of EE@yealoped in organizational
psychology, and adapted it for use in a servicdecdr(\Wong and Law, 2002). Although the
original measure is short, shows good psychomeitroperties, and was developed to be
either self-reported by the employee or used byspaed supervisors, it suffers from several
limitations when applied to customers of serviceeoemters. First, we have used two
dimensions out of the original four. Second, theasuee we have adapted was originally
developed for use in a general context, not inexifip context such as a service encounter.
To increase the validity of measurements of cust@waluations of EEC, a specific measure
related to observable emotionally competent bemasbould be developed. Third, the EEC
measure we use does not include some relevant diamsnof EEC, such as the competence
to regulate others’ emotions. Research has devotegh attention to measuring the ability to
regulate one’s own emotions, but we are aware cfaade which measures the ability of one
person to regulate another's emotions. We belidna# scholars and practitioners would
benefit from a more specific customer-perceived E&@le. We recommend researchers

develop a concise, valid, reliable scale of EE@fwang customer perceptions.
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Tablel. Descriptive statistics and correlations

Number M SD o CR 1 2 3 4

of items
1 Employee emaotional competence 8 439 54 81 .88 .57
2 Rapport 10 468 .93 .93 .94 42.78
3 Customer satisfaction 5 5.72 .78 .95 .96 46 582
4

Loyalty 4 502 112 90 .93 50 .54 .65.88

Note: All correlations are significant pt< .001. The square root of the average variantaerd

is on the diagonal, as a test of discriminant ¥glidV = mean; SD = standard deviatiom;=
Cronbach’s alpha; CR = composite reliability.
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Tablell. Mediation tests

Dependent a b c c
variable (DV) (EEC— Rapport) (Rapport— DV) (EEC— DV) (EEC— DV;
mediator
Hypotheses controlled)
H3 Satisfaction 485*** A28*** .546*** .339%**
H4 Loyalty A85*** .184%** 27 2% .230***
Note: All paths are beta coefficients.
*** p<.001.

23



References

Anderson, E.W., Fornell, C., and Lehmann, D.R. @99Customer satisfaction, market
share, and profitability: Findings from swededdurnal of MarketingVol. 58 No. 3,

pp. 53.

Bardzil, P. and Slaski, M. (2003), "Emotional itiggnce: Fundamental competencies for
enhanced service provisioManaging Service Qualifyvol. 13 No. 2, pp. 97-104.

Baron, R.M. and Kenny, D.A. (1986), "The moderatmdiator variable distinction in social
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, satistical considerationsJournal
of Personality and Social Psychologyol. 51 No. 6, pp. 1173-82.

Bitner, M.J. (1990), "Evaluating service encountditse effects of physical surroundings and
employee responsesipurnal of MarketingVol. 54 No. 2, pp. 69-82.

Bitner, M.J., Booms, B.H., and Tetreault, M.S. (@QR9'The service encounter: Diagnosing
favorable and unfavorable incidentdburnal of MarketingVol. 54 No. 1, pp. 71-84.

Blau, P.M. (1964)Exchange and Power in Social Lil&/iley, New York.

Bloemer, J., Odekerken-Schrdder, G., and Kesten@d03), "The impact of need for social
affiliation and consumer relationship proneness lwhavioural intentions: An
empirical study in a hairdresser's contedturnal of Retailing & Consumer Services
Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 231-40.

Bowen, J. (1990), "Development of a taxonomy ofvieels to gain strategic marketing
insights”,Journal of the Academy of Marketing Scienéel. 18 No. 1, pp. 43-49.

Campbell, D.T. and Fiske, D.W. (1959), "Convergantd discriminant validation by the
multitrait-multimethod matrix"Psychological BulletinVol. 56 No. 2, pp. 81-105.

Cartwright, S. and Pappas, C. (2008), "Emotionaklligence, its measurement and
implications for the workplace'lnternational Journal of Management Reviewsl.
10 No. 2, pp. 149-71.

Chase, R.B. (1978), "Where does the customer fit $ervice operation?Harvard Business
Review Vol. 56 No. 6, pp. 137-42.

Churchill, G.A. and Surprenant, C. (1982), "An istigation into the determinants of
customer satisfactionJournal of Marketing Researchol. 19 No. 4, pp. 491-504.

Cote, J.A. and Buckley, M.R. (1987), "Estimatingittr method, and error variance:
Generalizing across 70 construct validation studiésurnal of Marketing Research
Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 315-18.

Crosby, L.A., Evans, K.A., and Cowles, D. (199®elationship quality in services selling:

An interpersonal influence perspectivdburnal of MarketingVol. 54 No. 3, pp. 68-
81.

24



Dagger, T.S., Sweeney, J.C., and Johnson, L.W.7(20@ hierarchical model of health
service quality: Scale development and investigatiban integrated modelJournal
of Service ResearcNol. 10 No. 2, pp. 123-42.

Day, A., L. and Carroll, S.A. (2008), "Faking enwotal intelligence (El): Comparing
response distortion on ability and trait-based Ehsures"Journal of Organizational
Behavior Vol. 29 No. 6, pp. 761-84.

de Ruyter, K. and Wetzels, M.G.M. (2000), "The imipaf perceived listening behavior in
voice-to-voice service encountersipurnal of Service ResearcNol. 2 No. 3, pp.
276-84.

Dean, A.M. (2007), "The impact of the customer wiadion of call center employees on
customers' affective commitment and loyaltydurnal of Service Researckol. 10
No. 2, pp. 161-73.

DeWitt, T. and Brady, M.K. (2003), "Rethinking se® recovery strategiesJournal of
Service Researc¢ivVol. 6 No. 2, pp. 193-207.

Diamantopoulos, A., Riefler, P., and Roth, K.P.Q&)) "Advancing formative measurement
models",Journal of Business Researdfol. 61 No. 12, pp. 1203-18.

Forgas, J.P. (1995), "Mood and judgment: The afiigitision model (aim)"Psychological
Bulletin, Vol. 117 No. 1, pp. 39-66.

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), "Evaluatingrustural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement edodtnal of Marketing Researchol.
18 No. 1, pp. 39-50.

Giardini, A. and Frese, M. (2008), "Linking servieenployees' emotional competence to
customer satisfaction: A multilevel approactiurnal of Organizational Behavipr
Vol. 29 No. 2, pp. 155-70.

Gouldner, A.W. (1960), "The norm of reciprocity: greliminary statement”American
Sociological Review of General Psycholpygl. 25 No. 2, pp. 161-78.

Grandey, A., Rafaeli, A., Ravid, S., Wirtz, J., a8tkeiner, D.D. (2010), "Emotion display
rules at work in the global service economy: Thecgd case of the customer”,
Journal of Service Managemeol. 21 No. 3, pp. 388-412.

Grandey, A.A., Fisk, G.M., Mattila, A.S., JansenJKand Sideman, L.A. (2005), "Is "service
with a smile” enough? Authenticity of positive deygs during service encounters”,
Organizational Behavior & Human Decision Processésl. 96 No. 1, pp. 38-55.

Gremler, D.D. and Brown, S.W. (1998), "Service loyaAntecedents, components, and
outcomes,” in AMA Winter Educators’ Conference: keting Theory and
Applications, Grewal, D. and Pechmann, C. (Edshic&yo, IL: American Marketing
Association.

Gremler, D.D. and Brown, S.W. (1996), "Service loyalts nature, importance, and
implications," in Edvardsson, B. and Brown, S.Wdalohnston, R. and Scheuing,

25



E.E. (Eds.)Advancing Service Quality: A Global Perspectivét. John’s University,
International Service Quality Association, New Ygpp. 171-80.

Gremler, D.D. and Gwinner, K.P. (2000), "Customewmpéoyee rapport in service
relationships”Journal of Service Researciol. 3 No. 1, pp. 82-104.

Gremler, D.D. and Gwinner, K.P. (2008), "Rapporiiding behaviors used by retall
employees"Journal of RetailingVol. 84 No. 3, pp. 308-24.

Gutek, B.A. (1995),The Dynamics of Service: Reflections on the Chandiature of
Customer/Provider Interactiondossey-Bass, San Francisco.

Gutek, B.A., Bhappu, A.D., Liao-Troth, M.A., and €&y, B. (1999), "Distinguishing
between service relationships and encountaatynal of Applied Psychologyol.
84 No. 2, pp. 218-33.

Gwinner, K.P., Gremler, D.D., and Bitner, M.J. (899"Relational benefits in services
industries: The customer's perspectivi@yrnal of the Academy of Marketing Science
Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 101-14.

Hartel, C., Barker, S., and Baker, N. (1999), "Thk of emotional intelligence in service
encounters: A model for predicting the effects wipédoyee-customer interactions on
consumer attitudes, intentions, and behaviourdiustralian Journal of
CommunicationVol. 26 No. 2, pp. 77-87.

Hartline, M.D. and Ferrell, O.C. (1996), "The maeagnt of customer-contact service
employees: An empirical investigatioldpurnal of MarketingVol. 60 No. 4, pp. 52-
70.

Hennig-Thurau, T., Groth, M., Paul, M., and GremBrD. (2006), "Are all smiles created
equal? How emotional contagion and emotional ladiféect service relationships”,
Journal of MarketingVol. 70 No. 3, pp. 58-73.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M., and Sinkovics, R.RO@0 "The use of partial least squares path
modeling in international marketing,” in Sinkovid®,R. and Pervez, G.N. (Eds.),
Advances in International Marketingemerald Group Publishing, Bingley, pp. 277—
319.

Hightower, R., Brady, M.K., and Baker, T.L. (2002hvestigating the role of the physical
environment in hedonic service consumption: An esqibry study of sporting
events"Journal of Business Researdfol. 55 No. 9, pp. 697-707.

Joseph, D.L. and Newman, D.A. (2010), "Emotionaklilgence: An integrative meta-
analysis and cascading modelburnal of Applied Psychology/ol. 95 No. 1, pp. 54-
78.

Kellogg, D.L. and Chase, R.B. (1995), "Constructemg empirically derived measure for
customer contactManagement Scienc®ol. 41 No. 11, pp. 1734-50.

Kernbach, S. and Schutte, N.S. (2005), "The impaservice provider emotional intelligence
on customer satisfactionJournal of Services Marketinyol. 19 No. 7, pp. 438-44.

26



Kidwell, B., Hardesty, D.M., Murtha, B.R., and Skers. (2011), "Emotional intelligence in
marketing exchangesJpurnal of MarketingVol. 75 No. 1, pp. 78-95.

Kotsou, ., Grégoire, J., Nelis, D., and MikolajkzaM. (2011), "Emotional plasticity:
Conditions and effects of improving emotional cotepee in adulthood'Journal of
Applied Psychologyol. 96 No. 4, pp. 827-39

Kruger, J. and Dunning, D. (1999), "Unskilled anthware of it",Journal of Personality &
Social Psychologwol. 77 No. 6, pp. 1121-34.

Law, K.S., Wong, C.-S., and Song, L.J. (2004), "Tdonstruct and criterion validity of
emotional intelligence and its potential utilityrfmanagement studiesJpurnal of
Applied Psychologywol. 89 No. 3, pp. 483-96.

Lin, J.-S.C. and Lin, C.-Y. (2011), "What makesvesx employees and customers smile”,
Journal of Service Managemeol. 22 No. 2, pp. 183-201.

Luo, X. and Homburg, C. (2007), "Neglected outcomesustomer satisfactionJournal of
Marketing Vol. 71 No. 2, pp. 133-49.

Lusch, R.F., Vargo, S.L., and O'Brien, M. (2000 ptmpeting through service: Insights from
service-dominant logic'Journal of RetailingVol. 83 No. 1, pp. 5-18.

Macintosh, G. (2009), "Examining the antecedentstrofst and rapport in services:
Discovering new interrelationshipsTpurnal of Retailing & Consumer Servi¢ca#ol.
16 No. 4, pp. 298-305.

Malhotra, N.K., Kim, S.S., and Patil, A. (2006),d@mon method variance in is research: A
comparison of alternative approaches and a reasafpast researchManagement
ScienceVol. 52 No. 12, pp. 1865-83.

Mattila, A.S. and Enz, C.A. (2002), "The role of @mns in service encounterslpurnal of
Service Resear¢ciVol. 4 No. 4, pp. 268-77.

Mayer, J.D. and Salovey, P. (1997), "What is enmaidntelligence?,” in Salovey, P. and
Sluyter, D. (Eds.)Emotional Development and Emotional Intelligendasic Books,
New York, pp. 3-31.

Menon, K. and Dubé, L. (2000), "Ensuring greatdis&zction by engineering salesperson
response to customer emotion¥urnal of RetailingVol. 76 No. 3, pp. 285-307.

Nelis, D., Quoidbach, J., Mikolajczak, M., and Hamse, M. (2009), "Increasing emotional
intelligence: (how) is it possible?Rersonality and Individual Difference¥ol. 47
No. 1, pp. 36-41.

Netemeyer, R.G. and Maxham, J.G. (2007), "Employeesus supervisor ratings of

performance in the retail customer service se@dferences in predictive validity for
customer outcomesJpurnal of RetailingVol. 83 No. 1, pp. 131-45.

27



Noone, B.M., Kimes, S.E., Mattila, A.S., and Wirfz,(2009), "Perceived service encounter
pace and customer satisfactiodburnal of Service Managementol. 20 No. 4, pp.
380-403.

Nunnally, J.C. (1978Rsychometric Theor{2nd ed.), McGraw-Hill, New York.

Oliver, R.L. (1980), "A cognitive model of the aoselents and consequences of satisfaction
decisions"Journal of Marketing Researcol. 17 No. 4, pp. 460-69.

Olsen, S.0O. (2002), "Comparative evaluation and te&tionship between quality,
satisfaction, and repurchase loyaltygurnal of the Academy of Marketing Scignce
Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 240-49.

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A., and Berry, L.L9&®%), "A conceptual model of service
quality and its implications for future researchdurnal of MarketingVol. 49 No. 4,
pp. 41-50.

Podsakoff, N., Shen, W., and Podsakoff, P.M. (2006le role of formative measurement
models in strategic management research: Reviemiqua, and implications for
future research," in David, K. and Bergh, D. (EdBgsearch Methodology in Strategy
and ManagementVol. 3 Elsevier, Oxford, England, pp. 201-56.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.-Y., andgakoff, N.P. (2003), "Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical reviewtlud literature and recommended
remedies”Journal of Applied Psychologyol. 88 No. 5, pp. 879-903.

Podsakoff, P.M. and Organ, D.W. (1986), "Self-répan organizational research: Problems
and prospects'Journal of Managemenvol. 12 No. 4, pp. 531-44.

Preacher, K.J. and Hayes, A.F. (2008), "Asymptatid resampling strategies for assessing
and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediatopdels”, Behavior Research
Methods Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 879-91.

Prendergast, C. and Topel, R. (1993), "Discretiod &ias in performance evaluation”,
European Economic Reviewol. 37 No., pp. 355-65.

Price, L.L. and Arnould, E.J. (1999), "Commerciaiendships: Service provider-client
relationships in contextJournal of MarketingVol. 63 No. 4, pp. 38-56.

Price, L.L., Arnould, E.J., and Tierney, P. (1998})0ing to extremes: Managing service
encounters and assessing provider performadoetnal of MarketingVol. 59 No. 2,
pp. 83-97.

Ringle, C.M., Wende, S., and Will, A. (2005), "Stpés 2.0," www.smartpls.de.

Robinson, S.L., Kraatz, M.S., and Rousseau, D.N94)}, "Changing obligations and the

psychological contract: A longitudinal studycademy of Management Journsbl.
37 No. 1, pp. 137-52.

28



Rupp, D.E. and Spencer, S. (2006), "When custortasts out: The effects of customer
interactional injustice on emotional labor and thediating role of discrete emotions”,
Journal of Applied Psychologyol. 91 No. 4, pp. 971-8.

Schneider, B. and Bowen, D.E. (1985), "Employee emstomer perceptions of service in
banks: Replication and extensiodgurnal of Applied Psychologyol. 70 No. 3, pp.
423-33.

Schneider, B., Parkington, J.J., and Buxton, V.M980), "Employee and customer
perceptions of service in bankg&dministrative Science Quarterlyol. 25 No. 2, pp.
252-67.

Schoefer, K. and Diamantopoulos, A. (2008), "THe af emotions in translating perceptions
of (in)justice into postcomplaint behavioral respesi’,Journal of Service Research
Vol. 11 No. 1, pp. 91-103.

Schwarz, N. and Clore, G.L. (1983), "Mood, misétition, and judgments of well-being:
Informative and directive functions of affectiveat&s”, Journal of Personality and
Social Psychologyol. 45 No. 3, pp. 513-23.

Shrout, P.E. and Bolger, N. (2002), "Mediation xperimental and non-experimental studies:
New procedures and recommendatior®8ychological Methodsvol. 7 No. 4, pp.
422-45.

Sirdeshmukh, D., Singh, J., and Sabol, B. (200€pnsumer trust, value, and loyalty in
relational exchangesJpurnal of MarketingVol. 66 No. 1, pp. 15-37.

Swartz, T.A. and Brown, S.W. (1989), "Consumer pralider expectations and experiences
in evaluating professional service qualityournal of the Academy of Marketing
ScienceVol. 17 No. 2, pp. 189-95.

Sy, T., Tram, S., and O'Hara, L.A. (2006), "Relatiof employee and manager emotional
intelligence to job satisfaction and performancé&urnal of Vocational Behavior
Vol. 68 No. 3, pp. 461-73.

Thorndike, E.L. (1920), "Intelligence and its usddarper’'s Magazine Vol. 140 No., pp.
227-35.

Tickle-Degnen, L. and Rosenthal, R. (1990), "Theure of rapport and its nonverbal
correlates"Psychological InquiryVol. 1 No. 4, pp. 285-93.

Van der Rijken, T. and Schmidt, D. (2008), "Coi#fUeU strategy 2009-2014", available at:
http://www.coiffure.eu (accessed January 5, 2012).

Vargo, S.L. and Lusch, R.F. (2004), "Evolving tonew dominant logic for marketing",
Journal of MarketingVol. 68 No. 1, pp. 1-17.

Verbeke, W.J., Belschak, F.D., Bakker, A.B., an@tbj B. (2008), "When intelligence is

(dys)functional for achieving sales performanckurnal of Marketing Vol. 72 No.
41 pp- 44'57.

29



Weng, H.-C. (2008), "Does the physician's emotian&lligence matter? Impacts of the
physician's emotional intelligence on the trusttiga-physician relationship, and
satisfaction"Health Care Management Revievol. 33 No. 4, pp. 280-88.

Wong, C.-S. and Law, K.S. (2002), "The effectsezfder and follower emotional intelligence
on performance and attitude: An exploratory studyadership QuarterlyVol. 13
No. 3, pp. 243-74.

Zeithaml, V.A., Berry, L.L., and Parasuraman, A94®&), "The behavioral consequences of
service quality"Journal of MarketingVol. 60 No. 2, pp. 31-46.

30



Appendix: Questionnaireitems and their descriptive statistics

Load t-value M SD
ing
Employee Emotional Competence (adapted from Wong and Law, 2062)
Others’ emotion appraisal (OEA)
The hairstylist always knows customers’ emotionsritheir behaviors. .691 11.696 4.283 .851
The hairstylist is a good observer of others’ eomgi .855 27.645 4.397 .804
The hairstylist is sensitive to the feelings andgams of others. .81226.182 4.401 .810
The hairstylist has good understanding of the esngtbf people around him. .81486.126 4.409 .754
Regulation of emotion (ROE)
The hairstylist is able to control his temper aaddie difficulties rationally. .84738.068 4.490 .887
The hairstylist is quite capable of controlling bisn emotions. .88646.884 4.466 .854
The hairstylist can always calm down quickly whenisivery angry. .79323.481 4.219 .837
The hairstylist has good control of his own emadion .883 51.739 4.417 .796
Rapport (adapted from Gremler and Gwinner, 2000)
| enjoy interacting with this hairstylist. .837 46.333 4.814 1.195
This hairstylist creates a feeling of “warmth” ioraelationship. .864 46.243 4.895 1.077
This hairstylist relates well to me. .827 37.050 5.393 .904
I have a harmonious relationship with this hailistyl .836 36.894 5.045 1.064
This hairstylist has a good sense of humor. .568.392 5.279 1.151
| am comfortable interacting with this hairstylist. .790 29.943 5.368 1.070
| feel like there is a “bond” between this hairglybnd myself.*
| look forward to seeing this hairstylist when sitithe hair salon. .75423.046 4.433 1.218
| strongly care about this hairstylist. .806 28.864 3.733 1.371
This hairstylist has taken a personal interestén m 742 24.316 4.170 1.392
| have a close relationship with this hairstylist. .754 23.046 3.713 1.507
Customer Satisfaction (adapted from Gremler and Gwinner, 2000)
Based on all of my experience with my hairstylistm very satisfied with the .903 65.360 5.717 .817
services he provides.
My choice to use this hairstylist was a wise one. 909 58.176 5.595 .896
Overall, | am satisfied with the decision to chotse hairstylist. .942112.874 5.798 .786
| think | did the right thing when | decided to dse this hairstylist. .947114.869 5.741 .877
My overall evaluation of the services provided big thairstylist is very good. .89052.872 5.757 .878
Customer Loyalty (adapted from Zeithandt al, 1996)
| say positive things about my hairstylist to otpeople. .906 72.371 5.344 1.126
| recommend my hairstylist to someone who seekadwce. 905 41.822 5.142 1.278
| encourage friends and relatives to do businetis my hairstylist. .874 41.570 4.765 1.397
| consider my hairstylist your first choice to bsgrvices. .830 35.892 4.826 1.306

I wish to do more business with my hairstylisttie hext few years.*

Notes: M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

4The original Wong and Law (2002) scale has fouretisions, but only two are considered appropriate fo

usage in this study.
* [tems deleted, according to confirmatory factoakyses.
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