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Antecedents and Consequences of Customer Satisfaction:

Do They Differ Across Online and Offline Purchases?

Abstract

Retailess seek tautilize both online and offlinpurchase channetdrategicallyto satisfy
customes and thrive in the marketpladdnfortunately,current nultichannel researcis
deficient in answeng what drivescustomes’ satisfactionand consequently theioyalty,
differentlywhencustomergpurchasenline \ersusat a physicastore This gap in knowledge
can be a significardoncernfor retailersdue tothe negative impadif having disatisfied
customes on their bottom linetJsing aversion of theAmerican Customer Satisfaction Index
(ACSI) model we demonstrate several importgoirchrasechanneldifferences in the
antecedentsf customer satisfactiosind its subsequent effect on customer loy&pecifically,
we showthatwhenretail customerbuy electronic goods online theyew purchase valuas a
significant attribute in rating satisfacticend aranore satisfactiorsensitive when making
repurchaselecisions than when they purchase offline. On the other talerall quality of
the purchase experience and customer expectatiosg@nge drivers of customer satisfaction
in the offlinepurchasesWe provide evidence that gedifferences betweetne channels
generally persishcrosscustomer demographics (gender, age, and education) and broader
product categoriemndwe alsodiscuss the specific contexts where they do@at.work offers
actionable guidance to retailessekingo enhance customer satisfaction and loyalty across both
theonline and offline channels.

Keywords. Customer Satisfaction; Loyalty; Online vs. Offline Purchase; Retailing; Mulijgro
Comparisons



Introduction

The retail industry todaig a highly competitivdousiness with a large economic footprint.
With over 15 million people employertktail salesin theU.S alonereached a whopping $5.7
trillion in 2017, makingetail one of the largest industries in the wotlRetailersstrive to
differentiate themselves from the competitpnofferingcustomers a positivelyifferentiated
shopping experience that will bring them back for more (cf. Hult et al.;2(Htgikeas et al.
2016). Indeedgustomer satisfaction and loyalyethe “holy grail” of modern retailGoyles and
Gokey 2005f0rnell2007). A satisfied customer is not only a high return-low risk economic
asset (FornellMithas, Morgeson, and Krishnan 2006; Fornell, Morgeson and Hult 201G@hebut
de facto brand ambassador of a retail comg#gngenheimandBayon2007).

However,customes today are perceptive and demanding, ismall measuréue to the
affordances offered by advances in technol(®gil and Patterson 20114s the recent
bankruptcie®f RadioShack an@oys “R” Usaptly demonstrate, old assumptions about
customer satisfaction and loyaklye no longer valids competitors shift strategies using newer
technologies, causing big shifts in consumer buying behéJemung2017).The rise of
electronic commerce means tlcahtemporary consumers can choosgu@hase the same
producteitheronlineor at aphysicalstore. Whatdrivestheir satisfactionandultimately their
loyalty, when they do sol? it the same assortment of valuleshe online and offline
environment? Surprisingly, trerrentretail literaturedoes not offer a cleanswer to theseery
pertinent questions.

Retailersacknowledg the reldive merits of both online (e.g. conuence) and physical

stores (e.gsensory experienceand the importance of omnichannel strategies (Bell, Gallino, and

L https://www.plunkettresearch.com/statistics/IndusStstisticsUS-RetaitIndustry Statisticsand Market Size
Overview/



Moreno 2014)While traditional retailers wittheavy equity irphysical stores (e.g. Walmart,
Macy’s) have had to apt to the online preferences of customeranyonline retailers (e.qg.
Amazon, Bonobos) are converselyperimenting to enhance their offline presence by opening
physical storesln light of these heavy investments in building crosannel capabilitieby
retailers at both ends, there isextiting yet untapped, opportunity to understéedterhow
customes’ purchasing experiences across chaninéisencetheir satisfactiorand loyalty. Due
to the inherendifferencedn the online and offlinehannelscustomer perceptiormdbehaviors
are likely to be very different when they purchase online versus offline, resultiaged
implications forthe retail firms (Rajamma, Paswan, and Ganesh 200d@eper knowledge of
how the antecedents and consequences of customer satisfaction differ in online flersus of
purchase contextsan becrucial for retailersn desigring effective strategief®r operatingacross
both channels, such dd#ferent pricing and marketing strategies tailored to the context
Given its high relevance, the research comparing online and offline purchasing has
enjoyed a prominent role in the retail literature. Early studid3dgegatu, Rangaswayy and
Wu (2000) and Danaher, Wilson, and Davis (2003) (wkiek recentlyeplicated bySaini and
Lynch (2016), showedthatbrand loyalty differs in online and offline purchasing contexts.
Shankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy (2003) showed that the relationship between customer
satisfaction and loyaltis stronger irthe online than offline context due to theognitive lock
in” effect. Other studies have also utilized the online versus offline distinction to examine
customersbehavioral intentionsMan Birgelen, Jong, anBe Ruyter 2006)choice(Campo and
Breugelmans 2015; Degeratu, Rmswany, and Wu 2000)transaction costChintagua, Chu,
and Cebollada, 2012), price sensitivity (Chu, Chintagunta, and Cebollada 2008), response to

promotions (Zhang and Wed2009), perceptions oétailerdeception (Riqguelme, Roman, and



lacobucci 2016), dimensioms intangibility andtheir consequences (Larocheang,
McDougall, and Bergeron 2005), and price dispersfinuéng Leszczyc, and Lin 2018).

Despite this rich foudation, we stilldo not fully understanthe differencesn how
customer satisfaction is fosteredthe first placeand in turn how itnfluences customedoyalty,
acrosghe onlineandoffline purchases. This gap was recently highlighted bydlenal of
Retailings special issue omultichannel retaihg, which reinforced the need to understand
customersshopping behavior acrosise twocontextgVerhoef, Kannan, and Inman 201%he
central questioin this study ishow do customers’ perceptions regarding the quality and value of
the purchase experienaad theimpre-purchase expectatiom#luencetheir satisfactionand
ultimately theirloyalty, differently when they purchase online versus offline? The answer to this
guestioncan beof significant interest tdoth scholars and practitioners of multichannel retail.

We explore thisssueby relying oncustomer data collected fire American Customer
Satisfaction Index (ACSI) modélwhich is the most comprehensivieeoreticallywell-
establishedand widely used customer satisfaction index in the(Bognellet al.1996; Fornell,
Morgeson and Hult 2016). The ACSI is the oekstingmeasure that offeia-depthcustomer
experience benchmarks across ten sectorsnamnd tharforty industries, including measurement
of more than 350 companiéalany; if not all, large retail companiesncluding Amazon, eBay,
Target,andWalmart) utilize ACSI's benchmarks to gauge customer percepbatesign
policies and strategies that shape customers’ beharastgtingin a concretémpact on thi
stock value, and ultimately, théSretail economy Anderson, Fornelland Mazvancéryl 2004;

Fornell, Morgeson and Hult 2016). A major strength of our unique dasathett itallows us to

2The ACSI model is a causmdeffect model with antecedents of customer satisfaction (customer expes;tatio
perceived quality, and perceived value), and outcomes of satisfaction (éogneumyalty).
http://www.theacsi.org/aboutcsi/thescienceof-customersatisfaction

3 http://www.theacsi.org/abotscsi/uniquecustomersatisfactiosbenchmarkinecapability



generalize our findings across custosegments and broader product categ@iesce,
leading to a comprehensive understanding of how the antecedents and consequencesesf cust
satisfaction differ across the online and offline purchase platforms.

The paper is organized as follows: first briefly describehe conceptual framework
behind the ACSI model used in this study. By drawing omtukichannel retail literatureve
suggest howthe primaryrelationships in the mod#état directly relate to customer satisfaction
and loyaltyare expectetb differ acrosgheonline and offlingourchaseswWe analyze thee
differences using a random sampf 913 customers who made online or offline retail purchases
at dedicated electronic goods stores to obviate any product category. €ffectsuls suggest
thatwhenretail customers buy onlingheyview value as a significant attributedriving their
satisfaction and are more satisfactg@nsitive when makingepurchaseecisions about
suppliers. Howevetheoverall quality ofthe purchase experienaad customes’ expectations
arestronger drives of customer satisfaction in offline purchases. Additional robustness checks
demonstrate that these differences between online and offline contexts gerersadit across
customer demographics (gender, age, and education) and broader product cafég@ies
notethe specific contexts wheoair resultsdo notgeneralizeFinally, we discuss the
implicationsof ourwork for research anthe retail industry

The ACSI Model in the Context of Online and Offline Retail Purchases

Our research is based the theoretical framework provided by the ACSI model, which
was first theoretically described more ti#hyears ago (e.g., Fornell et al. 1996), and has been
adoptedby numerouscademic researctudies since that time (e.g., Morgeson, Sharma, and
Hult 2015). As such, the constructs and the links in the ACSI model are based on a rich

theoretical foundation and voluminous subsequent empirical validation, and the sum total of



these effortsvill not be reexamined hereBriefly, the modebuggestshatthe perceived overall
gualityand value of the purchase experierazel wistomer expectatiaare the three direct
antecedents of customer satisfactiwith customer loyaltyi.e. repurchase intention) @#s
immediateconsequencg@-ornell et al. 1996).

Despite the vast literatusaipport and thenaturationof the ACSI modebver the years,
there is a lack of a cohesive theoretical foundation in the literature to saggekitsively which
of the theorized paths in the model may differ when customers buy online versus atal physi
store.Thereforewe empirically investigatbow the purchaseontext altes the theorized links in
the ACSI modeby drawing on the fundamental differences between the online and offline
environments discusséd the multichannel literatur®@ecausdhe ACSI modetegards
customer satisfaction and loyalg the main constructs of inter@Sornell et al.1996),we focus
selectively ortheprimaryrelationshig in the model constitutintpe direct effects ahe three
antecedents of customer satisfactjowerall quality,perceived valueand customer
expectationsandthe effect ofsatisfactioron custometoyalty. Figure 1 presents the ACSI
model in which the relationships empirical interest in thistudy tave beernighlightedby
solid lines While the model fully incorporates nine theoretical relationsHgasising orhow
the fouraforementionegbrincipal relationshipdiffer across the purchase contexts can help
retailersfine-tune the specifidriversof customer satisfaction and loyattgpending on the
channel Furthermore, it allows us twontribute to customer satisfaction theory by incorporating
a keymoderatng variableand lay the foundation for further theoretical developmafetnext
discuss how the above-mentioned relationshipgbe expected to differ across the contexts.

--Insert Figure 1 aboutére—

Overall Quality = Customer Satisfaction



Overall qualityis a measure afustomers’ overall assessments of the recent consumption
experience, how well their personal requirements were met (custom)zatiorthe reliabilityof
the product (and service), and is expected to positively influence custorstacsaimn (Fornell et
al. 1996). We expect customers’ overall quality perceptions to play a stronger ttedeoifline
purchaseshan online due to two reasons: (1) the possibility to interact with a humanaaglest
positive store environment, and (2) perceived reduction in shopping risk. The possibility of
having a facdo-faceinteraction with sales or customer service representatiaeekey
ingredient in the offline context that allows customers to access personalisdaorthy
information and help in customizing the products (or services) on site (Laroche et al. 2005)
Shopping at a physical store provigestomers with an immediatsensoryor tactile
experience” of the actual product they are considealhgwing themmore certaintyn judgng
thequality and rdiability of its different aspectéDegeratu, Rangaswamy, and Wu 200he
physical interactionvith the productan enhance the salience of quality that customers attach to
the purchase antius allow retailers more leverage over customers’ overall quality perceptions
in the offline channel. Moreover, the emerging “retail therapy” literatigieights the role of
shopping as a cathar@ctivity for many, and suggests that people often go to physical stores to
enjoy, relax, and socialize (Rick, Perearad Burson 2014). Thuspasitive store ambience can
add to the perception of the overall quality of the purchase experience.

In contrast, customers perceive online purchases to be convenient and efficieskidaut r
than buying offline due to the uncertainty in the reliability of the product and e,
Forsythe, and Kwon 2014). Online customers often worry about the quality and performance,
and whether the produrtceived will match the descriptiam be in good conditionthe spatial

and temporal separation between the customer and the retailer means thatrsusawmto



accept the possibility of loss due to late or failed delivery (Chiu 20&#).Many customers
report transaction security and privagjated concernghen shopping online (Nepomuceno,
Laroche andRichard2014). These factors partly explain the phenomenon of “webrodming,
where customers seeking reliability search for prices online but purchagdytical store
where the perceived shopping risk is lower (Zhuang, Leszczyc, and Lin 2018).

Nevertheless, the decision to purchase at a store means that customers hewge to dri
park, walk and search to feel the products, push their carts around, spend time talkisglesthe
representatives aboubfgntial options, and stand in queues at the checkout, thereby incurring
several types of transaction costs (Chintagunta et al. 2012). There is strongesthdénc
customers deem convenience to be a significant factor in making purchasendeaisd prier
goods or services that can help them reduce convenience costs (Anderson and Shugan 1991;
Berry, Seiders, and Grewal 2Q0h this vein, a recent report notes that the ability to purchase
24x7 in the comfort of their home is the main convenieetatal reason why customers chose
to purchase onlingThus,for the customers to purchase offline, their willingness to bear the
convenience costs neetsbe offset by the benefits offered by the overall quality of the purchase
experience (Berry, Seiders, aBdewal 2002; Hult et al. 2018), which can further heighten the
importance they attach to the perception of overall quality when shopping oftiepossibility
of receiving custom products (or servics)their specific needs, reliability and reduced
perception of shopping risk, a positive store environment, and the quality of servieel bfjer
the employees in satisfying customer concamnesallcomponents of theverall quality of the

offline purchase experience trat not easily replicabla the online context.

4 https://www.pwc.com/sg/en/publications/assets/tmtiF2015. pdf



Proposition 1: The effecof overall quality on customer satisfaction is stronger (i.e., more
positive) in the offline than online purchases.
Perceived Value = Customer Satisfaction

Perceived value representsstaners’assessmesdf the quality of the productafd
servicg being soughtelative toits price and is expected to positively influence their
satisfaction levelgFornell et al. 1996 More importantly, it tapsnto howcustomeraitilize the
online and offlinechannels to achieve the best balance between quality and/preeent
survey found that 91% American retail customers believe that products sold onlineweave
prices(Statista 2017)lespite research that suggests that “witktailer” prices for most
consumer products (69% in the U.S) gemerallysimilar across the online and offline channels
(Cavallo 2017). However, when the prices do differ, the online chéymiedlly offers heaper
prices® More importantlythe online channel enhances the reach of custonfersancompare
prices for the same produmtross multiple retailers to find bettalsdue to higher price
dispersion online (Zhuang, Leszczyc, and Lin 20A8kess ¢ broader offerings witlifferent
price points online allowthemto find an offering that fits their budget more easily than at a
physical store. Not surprisingly, customecnmonly perceive purchase value as more
important when purchasing online (Clatial.2014). This partly explains the popularity of
“showrooming”(Heitz-Spahn 2013), where customers find the product that meets their needs at
a physical store and then go online to purchagedtbetter price

Customerganextract othebenefitsfrom purchasing online, such as lemsearch cost
(Shankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy 20@8dthe choice and efficienap buyingin the comfort

of their home oopffice at anytime of the day They can easily save and retrieve tlse@rch and

S http://www.anthemedge.com/sites/default/files/20150120_Onlinastore _Final.pdf



shopping histaesfor the next purchag@®egeratu, Rangaswamy, and Wu 200)eonline
channeklso allowscustomers taccess detailed produoformation reviews, tutorials, anthe
ability to customize their search processording to thie preferenceglLaroche et al. 2005In
addition, fast and uneventful hordelivery add to the sense eflueof the online purchase
(Campo and Breugelmans 2015

The multichannel literature suggests tltatstomerdake into consideratioa utility
functionthat accounts faboth theacquisition utility {.e., product quality, promotions, atite
costsassociated with the purchasandthetransaction utilityice., benefits such as low search
cost, shoppingonvenience, and fast home deliyemhen makingurchasealecisions
(Chintagunta, Chu, and Cebollada 20I2)line purchase allows customers to maximize the
perceived value of the purchaseperiencdy extracting both acquisition and transaction ugsit
relative tothe price they pay for the product or servicé. Campo and Breugelmans 2015).
Theseunique value offengs, especially those related to transaction utilityhe online purchase
contexteventudly set it aparfrom theoffline contextin terms of value extractioffhis suggests
thatcustomersnayallocatemore weight to perceived valjiglgementsvhen considering their
overall satisfactiomn the onlinepurchase context thanifline.
Proposition 2: The effecof perceived value on dasner satisfaction istronger (i.e., more
positive) in the online thatie offlinepurchases.
Customer Expectations = Customer Satisfaction

Theexpectatios construct captures customer’s prpurchaseexperience with the
firm’s offering—including non-experiential information available through sources such as
advertising and word-of-mouth—and a forecast of the supplier’s ability to deliviglyqnahe

future” (Fornell et al1996, p.9) Specifically, customers’ expectations stem from three aspects:



their experience with the retailer, the retailer’s reputation, and their betied retailer’s future
offerings.Thus, expectationareboth backward and forward-lookingnd reflect the anticipated
quality and reliabilityof the offering (Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann 1984tjmately,
expectations serve as cognitive guides for customers to radoedaintyin purchasing.

As discussed above, because shoppingsigknerally perceivetb be higher onlineye
expectcustomers whare driven bystrongerexpectations of reliability and quality prefer the
relativecertainty of offline purchasg andreduce the possibility afegative disconfirmatian
Such customemnay be more willing tdear theassociatedonveniene costgi.e. visit to the
store)to pursuea reliable and risltree experiencdn contrast, customers who are more
accepting of thehoppingisks may be tempered in their expectatj@m willing totry online
purchasedo gain other benefits such as value and convenience (Chiu et gl ZbQiihg,
Leszczyc, and Lin 2018). Furthermore, customers @iteeptthe uncertainty of online
purchagg for potentially untriedproductghat maynot beavailable in physical storegthin a
driving distance (Donthu and Garcia 1999), whieh further decrease the importance of
customer expectations when rating satisfacfidnese factorpartially explain the higher return
rates in the online retail compared to the offline retail (Saleh 2016).

Proposition 3: The effecbf customer expectations on satisfaction is stronger (i.e., more
positive) in the offline than the onlipairchases.
Customer Satisfaction = Customer Loyalty

The ACSI modeposits customer loyalty (i.e., intention to repurchase from the retailer) as
the directconsequence of custonsatisfaction In accordance with Shankar, Smith, and
Rangaswamy (2003)ve expect customer satisfaction to play a stronger role in determining

customeloyalty in the online channel for two reasons. Firstyagliscussed earlieonline

10



shopping systems enable customers to save and retrieve their prior search lzaskgustaes
and customize their screening and search prq@esgeratu, Rangaswamgnd Wu 2000
Shankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy 2003). Many online retailers now provideddicigle-
ordering systemds hese featurel®wer the costassociated witlfuture purchases (Lynch and
Ariely 2000, increasecustomer confidencghankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy 2003), and
eventually‘lock” the custometo theretailer Johnson, Bellman, and Lohse 2D0Bhus, & long
as customers are satisfied with their prior experienceththetailer, they are likgto come
back and maké&uture purchases due tiee reducedaognitive effortand efficiency of purchase
(VanBirgelen, Jong, anBe Ruyter 2006). Secondlpecausehe switching costaremuch
lower when customers shop onlimestomersan easily choose another retailer when they feel
dissatisfiedwith their purchase (Jones, Mothersbaugh, and Beatty 2000; Zhang, Cheung, and Lee
2012). In other words, satisfying customers’ needs plays a more importamt refainingtheir
future patronage itheonlinepurchases
Proposition 4: The effetof customer satisfaction on customer loyalty is stronger (i.e., more
positive) in the online than the offlipeirchases.
Data

We utilized the survey datallected by theACSIl to test the differences between online
andoffline experiencesThe theoretical and conceptual differences between the original ACSI
model set forth by Fornell et al. (1996) and the model we test here are minintapbuiiaint.
While the original ACSI moel asked three questions about just the product, just the service, or
the undifferentiated combination of the two, we aggregate consumers’ quaté&ppens into an
overall qualityconstruct. The respondents are asked questions regarding both the product and the

service quality perceptions during the purchase, including questions on overall prodiuct

11



service quality perceptions, and the customization and reliability of both the peodiitte
service (six questions in totalhis is appropriate in theetail settingwhere both the (distinct)
product and the (distinct) service quality dimensions are relevant and expdrignihe
customer. This nearly simultaneaggoerience is incorporatedtime “reflective” construct
(overall quality). Also, snce mnsumers are more likely to comment on their global impressions
and general experiences during a purchase (Jiang and RosenbloontH2z0@b}lel estimates
the overall quality perceptions of customersichasexperienceavith the retailer in its entirety.

The survey instrument used by ACSI to collect the data analyzed in this study is a
standardized questionnaire designed for the estimation of a single, commdicataizdel (the
ACSI model) for maximum applicability and comparability across a divensge of companies
and industries. This approach — from the perspective of both the generalized surueeimistr
and the common statistical modediacilitates comparison of the analyzed data between both
similar and dissimilar customer experiences (Fortehl. 1996). Because the questionnaire
seeks customer feedback regarding a general set of perceptions thajapfpyyveell across
diverse product and service categories, rather than specific customer extrdndges unique
to individual industries, it has a broad appeal and applicability. In total, 16 questibns a
resulting variables are produced during interviewing to be included in the modelieggrbt
addition to these model variables, several demographic questions are included daring da
collection and are used as control variables in our analysis. More detaitdimgghe constructs
and their measurement are presented in Table 1.

--Insert Table 1 about here—
The ACSI interviewsU.S. customer®f largecap, large market share consurfexzused

companiesMore than100,000 interviews are conducted during each annual cythe ACCSI

12



study. Given our study focusther than analyzand modebata forthe entirg¢y of the ACSI
universe, wespecificallyfocus on customers who made online or offline retail purchatses
dedicated electronic goods starésereason for this sample selection iotwiate anyproduct-
category specific effectélso, this specific category selection results from the fact that among
all product categorgeintheretail industrythis category has formed the most balanm@atsumer
purchase preferences between online and offlaoerding to PwC’s 2017 Total Retail Suney.
Thus, these balanced preferences can help reveal more established andistiatiiens
between aline and offline retail contexts. Additionally, limit the possibility thathe
idiosyncrasies from any specifieriod might influence the results of our analysis, our sample
was restricted toustomer purchases ovetveo-yearwindow (2013-2014). Based on the above
specificationsa total sample 313 uniquecustomerperception surveys (497 online and 416
offline) wereavailable for analysié Table Al (inthe webappendix)presentshie demographic
breakdown of respondents included in our sample.
Statistical Analyses and Results

Partial LeasSquares (PLS) modelinga-multipleindicator latent variable approaeh
was used to test throdel. PLS has been the technique of choice for previous B&s®d
studies (e.g., Hair et al. 2017; Morgeson, Sharma, and Hult R)gdon, Ringle, Sarstedt, and
Gudergar011), and the ACSI model was designed for estimation usingdPi&ximize the
focus on customer satisfaction and loyalty (Fornell et al. 1$963is appropiate when the

research is primarily concerned with the variance explained in the dependailieyand when

6 According to the surveyp1% of customers prefer to buy in store, while 43% of them prefer to parchiase.
https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/industries/assets/totaail2017.pdf

" The full list of companies included in the retail industridmth online and offline- can be fond at
www.theacsi.org

13
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assumptions of multivariate normality and interval scaled data cannot négdssaade dair
et al. 2016). In addition, employing PLS provides results (path estimates,|&extings, and
path differencesthatarecomparabldo previous studies and putem inproper perspective.
The first stagen a PLS analysis is to ensubeat the measures used as operationalizatdthe
underlying construstare both reliable and valithéasurementalidity). The second stage then
interprets the resulting model coefficiensgrjcturalvalidity). After establishing the model
validity we analyze the multigroup differences to answer our main questions.
Measurement Model Validity

In accordance with previous reseately. Fornell et al. 1996; Rigdat al.2011) all the
latentconstructs in th&CSIlwere modeled as reflectivedicators, an approathatassunes
that the constructgathe cause of manifest variablés. establish convergent validity thfe
reflectiveconstructs we focused on thediability of items as measured by their loadiags!
significance levelstheir internal consistency (Cronbach’s o), the average variance extracted
(AVE) by the constructsandtheir composite reliability (CR)As shown in Table A2 (ithe web
appendix)Cronbach’s a, AVE and CRvaluesexceededhe thresholdsf 0.70, 0.50 and 0.80
respectivelyfor all the constructHair et al. 2086). In addition, all the item loadinggere
greater than the threshold value of 0.70, exB¥RONGXandWRONGXwhichwere greater
than 0.60 and significanthese were retainddr further analysesrhe dscriminant validity of
the constructs was assessed using the recommended Hetdfotraitait (HTMT) inference
ratio method, which providesiascorrected confidence intervals around the HTMT inference
values obtained through the nparametric bootstrappproachi(Henseler Ringle, and Sarstedt

2019. The upper 95% Cls indicated that all HTMT values were lower than one for each

14



relationship, thereby establishiagceptable levels afiscriminant validity of the&onstructs
(TableA3 in the webappendix).
Structural Model Validity

To assess the nomological validity of /€SI model,we first examinedhe pooled
sample that includedll customers who purchased electronics gaieroffline or online. The
path coefficients and their significand@able A4 inthe webappendix) provided strong support
for all the expected relationships atwhfirmedthe overall structure of the ACSI mogdelith
one exception: the effect of customer expectations on pertealue was not significant €
0.053, p = 0.33).8 The fitted model exhibits high level of model BRMR = 0.05pand
explains a significant proportion of variance in the key endogermnstructs Rsatistaction=
773 Rloyary = .568).° The StoneGeisserQ? based on leava-out crossralidation
(blindfolding), is a predictive relevance mettic gauge a modeljgotential generalizability
(Hair et al. 2014). The ACSI model shows highels of predictive relevand@?satistaction= .550;
Qoyairy = .540). Overall, we conclude that the ACSI model adequately explains customer
satisfaction and loyaltyn our sample?

Multigroup Differences. Offline versus Online Electronic-good Purchases

8 As we discuss later, this nonsignificant result is likely due tantiesion of both online and offline purchases.

9 SRMR measures the standardized difference between the observed gredlitted correlation and is an absolute
measure of fit. While a value of zero indicates perfect model fit, valugshiass .08 are generally considered a good
fit (Hu and Bentler 1999).

10 Common M ethod Bias: An empirical concern in surveyased studiethat collect data on predictor and criterion
variables from the same respondent is that they may suffer from@omethod bias (CMB). We used two
approaches to rule out CMB. First, using Liang et al.’s (2007) latettiod construct approach, we specified
method factor together with original latent variables to check whetbevétrage variance explained (AVE) by the
method factor was substantially less than the AVE by the substdatiginal) factors. The average substantive
variance was significantlhigher than the method variance, which was less than 10% of the farmarmodel,
suggesting that common method bias was less of a concern for ourShally, we also utilized the measured
latent marker variable approach, which is the preferred technique to detect ant@®IB (Chin, Thatcher,

Wright, and Steel 2013). This analysis showed that the path loadingaated fih (R%) values with the marker
variable are consistent with original estimates (Tatidénithe web appendix). Overall, thestdts of the two
approaches suggest that CMB did not seriously influence estimatesanalysis.
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To answer our main research questiovis next analyze the differences in greapecific
model paths via pairwise multigroup comparisons. PLS allows for testing ofatiodecffects
in path models using multigroup analysis, which is especially useful for éisnoeterator
variables such as group meenghip and demographic variables (Sarstedt, Henseler, and Ringle
2011). Because the moderator variable in our analysis is categorical (onlne offiise
purchase), we tested whether significant differences exist in path bsdmgiveen the group-
spedfic models using the PLS multigroup analysis. In this case, the path ddésr#dmemselves
are measures of the effect siz&gotential concern while conducting multigroup comparisons
and interpreting the results is the issue of measurement invarifimaeis, ensuring that the
instruments designed to measure the relevant constructs are invaaastthergroups. Before
embarking on the comparisons, we tested for invariance to ensure that the measaredels
were comparable across the online afilihe groups. We used the MICOM procedure in PLS to
test for configural and compositional invariance, and the equality of means amtea@&ross
the two groups (Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt 2016). The MICOM results stronglyedipport
“full” measurement invarianc@ able A6 in the webappendix), thereby allowing us to
meaningfully interpret any differences in the structural mo#féésproceeded to conduct
multigroup comparisons among the online and offline grdtps.

Our empirical results (shown in T&?) indicatehatthe positive effect of overall quality
on consumer satisfaction was stronger for offline than online purchiasgs£ 0.545, p =

0.00Q foniine= 0.353 p =0.00Q |4] = 0.192, p = 0.00% which supports proposition Next,

1L A finite mixture analysis (FIMIX) of the sample suggested two segments in the data (Rigdon el &). 20
exhaustive chsquare decision tree analysis (CHAID) showed that the purchase chanmellifiee and offline) and
demographic variables provided a classification accuracy of 70.4% Sugdést these variables captured a large
portion of heterogeneity in the dataset. Furthermore, the purchase channel variable was the most significant (Ay2 =
18.533,df =1, p <.01).
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consistent with proposition 3, the positive effect of customer expectations oactatisfvas
marginally stronger for offline than online purchag&siite = 0.139, p = 0.002f0oniine = 0.051, p
= 0.265 |4| = 0.088, p = 0.088) These results imply that the overall quality of the purchase
experience and customer expectations are stronger drivers of custonfectsatisvhen they
shop at a physical store.

In contrastthe positive effects of perceived value on customer satisfagiiine=
0.281, p= 0.00Q ponine= 0.535, p = 0.000|4| = 0.255, p = 0.00p, and customer satisfaction
on customer loyaltyfsiine = 0.670, p = 0.000f0niine = 0.809, p = 0.000|4| = 0.139, p =
0.001)were larger for online than offline mirasessupporting proposons 2 and 4In
combination, these two significant differences suggest that the “perceived¥@ustomer
satisfaction> customer loyalty” chaktink is stronger for online than offlineontext That is,
when customers buy online they view value asose significant attribute in rating satisfaction,
and that, more importantly, they are more satisfactemsitive when making decisions about the
company they will purchase from in the futdre.

--Insert Table 2 about here—

Robustness Check 1. Generalizability across Demographicsfor Electronic-good Purchases

To assess the generalizability of our results across customer demograplexplored
thedifferences among speaifcustomer segmenté/e selected customer gender, age, and

education as the three demographics variables for further assessment becaunsesedsat

2To assess the robustness of our results against jgossitogeneity in channel choice while assessing post
purchase metrics (Maity and Dass 2014), we incorporated customershpityo choose online or offline channel
as an additional control variable in the model. Past research has showicthaépgivity and customer
heterogeneity can determine the choice of a channel (Chu et al. 2008). Thevefotiized customers’ price
tolerance (the maximum price they are willing to pay before switcleitagiers) and their demographic variables to
calculatetheir propensity to buy online vs. offline using a Logistic regressitie results show that the inclusion of
the propensity score did not affect our conclusions (TaBli Ahe web appendix).
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these factors possibly affect how people shop in the multichannel céh@emder differences
have long been noted in the customer heterogeneity literature (e.g., Mets@haér, and

Bijmolt 2009). Similarly, digital natives (yourgadulty and digital immigrants (okt adult9
typically interact with technology differently (Palfrey, Gasser, Simad,Barnes 2009), which
may lead to different behaviors when shopping onffriéinally, people with lower education
may behave differently from those with higher education because the foegdikely be less
techsavvy and be more cautious with online shopping but feel more comfortable witiotraldit
offline shopping. On the other hand, it is possible that, given the relatively long gexiod t
online shopping has been in existence, a majority of customers have become equatylblzm
and familiar with both the channels. If so, we would expect our conclusions to be gahézali
across gnder, age, and educatione\Wyeedthe investigation by treating customers who made
online vs offline purchases as separate segmamiexamined the differences across customer
gender (male vs. femalegge (digital natives vs. digiténmigrants), and education level

(college educated vs. namollege educated). Our analyses showed that the same path differences
between offline and online purchasing generally persist across the gendendaggyation
groups.Table 3 summarizes the ingindings of this research, including the generalizability of
results across customer demographics.

--Insert Table 3 about here—

13 Customer income is another relevant variable; however, it was highblated with customer education levels
and thus not utilized for segmentation.

¥ There is no consensus regarding the {pedod that serves as a dividing line between young anpagidlation,
and we accept the pitfalls of such a broad categorization. We follow PalfreyrGaissun, and Barnes (2009), who
have argued that millennials who were born on or after 1980 (i.e.etinef/the advent of Usenet and bulletin
board systemgypically interact with technology differently than those born befoeen. Thus, we classify those
who were born on and after 1980 as digital natives (young population) andvtmmseere born before 1980 as
digital immigrants (old population).

5 TablesA8-A10 (in the web appendix) present the customer demographics resultsdatetail.
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Despite the overall consistency in the results (c.f. Table 2), a feweablecdiscrepancies
emerge across the customemagraphics, especially gender, that warrant further discussion.
First, unlike menthe effect of the overall quality of purchase experience on satisfaction is
equally strong for female electronic good customers across the two muctizesnels. This
suggests that women are equallgemanding” with regard to the@verall qualityand reliability of
purchase across both channpkshaps becauseomen are generallyore riskaversethan men
(Sunden and Surette 1998). In contrast, this effect varies considerably for nateerasvho
differentiate strongly between the channels with regatde@mpact of overall quality of
purchasentheir satisfaction levels. In other words, male customers place more premium on the
perception of overall quality when they purchase electronic goods offline than. online

Second, theelationship between customer expectations and satisfaction for male
customerss neithersignificantnor different across thehannelsin addition, the effect of
satisfaction on loyaltys comparable in offline and online purchases for male customers. In other
words, male customers tend to be less affected by the purchase channel differtbnesmnd
to their loyalty to retailers. This suggests that the differences acrosisaheels irihe two
effects were driven mainly by the female customers. Research has shown tharenalese
likely to useselectiveinformationto reduce cognitive effort when takisopping decisions
rather than engaging in the comprehensive processing of all the availabheatidbn (Okazaki
and Mendez 2013As such, we speculate that men may revert to the retailer with the last
satisfactory purchase (online or offline), and may not form or leverageettpactationdy
processg all availableinformation wherrating satisfaction as strongly as women.

Third, the effect of customer expectations on satisfaction differed across the chHannels

younger (digital natives) customers but fastolder (digital immigrants) customeidarket
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researchhas only recently begun to pay attention to the impodiierencesn the waydigital
natives and immigrants colleahd process product (and service) informat@mform pre

purchase expectations. Digital natives, who are the first generation to gronhupenimternet,

are more engaged with technology and comfortable at aggregating informatromftritiple
sources (e.g. social media, online searctied websitésbefore planning a purchase. In the
specific context of B2B purchasinfpr exampleresearch has showhat digital natives often
start with a generic wekearch for a product and progressively expand their knowledge, forming
strong prepurchase expectations, before actually meeting a vendor or saledpéisalize the
purchasé?® Our results suggest that digital natively onthe saméiabits when purchagy at a
physical retail storeOn the other hand, they may rely to a lesser degree on their expectations
when shopping onlinedzause of their generalhyghertrustin the online retail(Shafiq Obeidat
and Young 2017). In contrast, digital immigrargly strongly, andsomewhat comparably, on
their expectations in both the channdleeymay feel more comfortable when they are aware of
the brand or the product via advertisemamta/ord-of-mouth and they have faith in the
company’s delivery, regardless of the shopping channel.

Finally, we found thaexpectations are equailyportantfor collegeeducated customers
when rating satisfaction acrossththe purchasehannels. This could be due toitheomfort in
accessing, searity, and integrating information from a variety of sour@specially when
purchasing specialty electronic products that require betterstiadding of technical details
Research has shown that better educated customers, on aseekg®re information to get
better bargais (Chiou-Wei and Inman 2008). Thiiseymayform stronger expectations

regardless of thehanrel than norcollege edoated customers

16 https://hbr.org/2018/03/howigital-nativesare changingb2b-purchasing
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Robustness Check 2: Generalizability across Broader Product Categories

Ouranalyss so farwasrestricted tacustomers whonade purchases at dedicated
electronicsonly retail store$o obviate any product category specific effeltisrder to assess
whether our conclusions are robust and generalizable across product eategoelarger
retail, were-analyzedhedifferences in thgath estimateby using alarge sample of 7537
unique respondents (2726 online and 4811 offlinkjs Targer retail sampleonsists oa
broader category of products including convenience (e.g. household items) and shopggg g
(e.g. apparelfrom internet retail (online) and department and discount stores (offliakle 3
presents the summary of taealysis across the product categotfes.

Overall, wefind similar pattern of path differences between offline and online purchases
asour main analysiswith onenoticeable exceptioff The effect ofoverall quality on customer
satisfactiondid not differ among the offline and online purchases, and was thus not
generalizableThis resultcould beattributed tahe difference in theroducts included in the two
samples. Specialty products suclekstronic goodsvhich were the focus in our maanalysis,
are associated with Hgr functionalndfinancial risks thanconvenience and shopping goods
(Thirumalai and Sinha 2005). Thus, custonmmrechasing electronics itemsight be more
perceptive to theotential of reduced shopping rigigd higher customization and reliabildf
product (and servicafferedby the plysical storestherebyhighlighting the role of overall
quality in offline purchases. In contrast, customers mdgsseaffectedby the differences across

channeldor everyday convenience and shopping items that are generally low-pitbddwer

" Table A1l (in the web appendix) presents the details of this analysis.

8 There are other less noticeable discrepancies between our main analysis andul&ssuesas the difference in
the valuesatisfaction link becomes marginally significant and that of the expetdasatisfaction link becomes
highly significant. We surmise product categories can help explain the above #tenaigis. Given the focus and
the space limitation, we suggest future research should explore theseiisswre detail.
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perceved risks thereby nullifying the difference in the larger retail sampheerall, by largely
generalizing from a specific product category (i.e. electronic goodajder retail, these results
provide additional evidence for our conclusions and strasuggest that the path differences
persist between online and offline shopping contexts across product categories.
Discussion

We highlightthe mostimportantimplicationsdrawn from our findingshathelpadvance
the theoretical knowledge of custonsatisfaction antielpretail managers on how to operate
themultichannel environmend enhance overall performangeult et al. 2017 Katsikeas et al.
2016 Kozlenkova et al. 2015). As indicatatle extahmultichannel literature has only offered
piecemeahnswes to what may drive customer satisfaction émghlty differently when
customers shop online versoifline. For example, Van Birgeledong, and De Ruyter (2006)
and Shankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy (2003) narrowly focused on the relationship between
customer satisfaction and loyalty. Linking customer satisfactiamtaltichannel context from a
broader perspectivehis regarch builds on and extends the ACSI mdnyetonsidering the
antecedents @nconsequencef customer satisfactian the online versusffline purchasesBy
focusing on therimary relationshipsf the ACSI model, or resultgeveal that perceived
overall quality ancustomer expectations awongerdriversof customer satisfaction in the
offline purchaseswhile perceived value is eritical factordriving satisfaction in the online
purchasesin addition, whertustomergpurchase onlingheyare more satisfaction sensitive
when making repurchase decisions fritva retailersThese differences generally persistoss
customer demographics (gendmye,and educationand product categoriesxcept in some key
instances as noteabove Table3 summarizeshe mainfindings of this research, including the

generalizability of results acrosastomer demographics alalger retailproductcategories

22



I mplications for Retail Practice

As retailers invest heavily in operating both online and offline channels, ib@jftan
left to wonder how to coordinate and manage customers’ perceptions and behaviothacross
channelsKult et al. 2017; Pauwels and Neslin 20M/e argued thahe lack of knowledge
regarding the drivers of customer satisfaction and loyalty acresshtinnels can hamper
retailers’ marketing and pricing strategies and affect their ability to su(efvélult et al. 2017).
The recengrowth in omnichannetketail is pushingetailers to consolidate multiple channels
with the goal of providing a seamless and synchronized customer experiertuaefyEannan,
and Inman 2015). In this vein, Brynjolfsson, Hu, and Rahman (2013) suggest that the distinctions
between the online and offline channels wilentuallyblur and retailers may need to have
similar offerings such as prices, services, and images across chanmedseHmur research
indicates thaseveral fundamental differencstdll exist acrosshe online and offline channels. In
particular, the effects afustomes’ expectations, angerceptions of quality and value, on their
satisfactionevelsdiffer markedly across the channels, thereby necessitating strategies tailored to
the context. Thus, the assumptibat customers utilize the channels in a similar faskaod
thatidenticalstrategieshould work equally wellcould be detrimental for retailers.

For retailers seefg to increase the fodtaffic and purchases at their physit@ations,
our resultdargely validatehe recommended retail practides enhaning the customer
experience, for example, llowing customerso interact withhigh-quality and reliable
products in a welcoming and pressinee environmentand access to knowledgeable sales
representativesn addition,creatingand maintaiimg a positive and trustworthy image via
marketing campaignand word-of-mouth management, and providing reliable product

information to better manage pre-purchase expectations is more critibabfgting offline
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sales Sincethe distinguishing characteristics of offline channel cannot be eapiigated in the
online settings, and becausgstomers sedbetter purchase value when buymgine, offline
retailers can seek advantage over their online competitdrauilyg competitivepricing.

In contrast, onlineetailers need effective websites that offer lower search costs, faster
and more secure checkouts, easy access to purchase and search historiesligtiad simp
navigation with autonomougistomization. It may also be worthwhile to emphasize information
aceessibility and content richness, such as by providing tutorial videos and productisomgpa
on the product page to facilitate memory retention and recall (Bucy 2004d®eocavenience
is the main motivation for customersshop online (Campo and Breugelmans 30these
efforts can help retailers increase the perceived value they offer to custom#reratidckin”
them eventually. The penalties for not doing so can be especially severe in theantixg c
where lowswitchingcosts mean that urtssfied consumers caeasily defect to another retailer.
Our findings send a strong signal thatusng oncustomeisatisfactionn the online purchasing
context ismorecritical due tothe strongelink between satisfactioandloyalty.

Finally, our gereralizability analysis across customer demographics for electronic good
purchases opens up avenuesdogeted marketing campaigtwstap into thdocal drivers of
satisfaction for different customer segmefis example, femaleustomersiemand high
qudity and reliability intheir purchasef electronic goodsegardless of thehannelln contrast
perceived value in the online and overall quality in the offline purchases are stlonges of
satisfaction fomale customerd'hus, marketing messages and sales representative interactions
should be tailored differently to ensure satisfaction across customer gafeeatso find
important differences among digital natives (younger adults) and immigcdaés adults)for

examplethat immigrants relyo a larger extentn theirpre-purchase expectations when rating
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satisfactionregardless of the channel when buying electronic gawih.the ecent
announcement th&est Buy is buyinghe makeof the Jitterbugellphonedo caterto the over-
70 baseit is clear that electronic retailers are increasingly focusingider adultst® Our
analysis suggests that managingpuechase expectations weihile providing a qualitystore
experience could be crucial for the succ&stailes may need to utilize traditional media (such
as newsletters) to tailor the marketing efforts andtaiprovide more comprehensive and
frequent information of products to this population.
Limitations and Implications for Research

Our main theoretical conbution is to highlight the role of the purchase channel as a key
moderator influencing customer satisfaction and loy&uy. work brings together how the
channel influences the three key antecedents of customer satisfpetiogived overall quality,
valug and customer expectations. By providing evidence for the generalizabibity 6hdings,
but more importantlyby highlighting the situations where they do geheralizewe open up
avenues for future researtthanalyzein more detaitheinterplaybetween purchase chansel
product categories, and customer demographics. As shown in Table 3, the role of gemder s
important in understanding how the purchase channel affects satisfaction diyd knya
examplethe oveall quality of purchase experience seems to have an equally sffengon
satisfaction for femaleustomers when purchasietgctronic goodacross the two purchase
channelsls this resulspecificto how female customers purchase specialty itemsould it
alsohold for convenience and shopping goods? How about male custoMieitszhese
guestionsarebeyond the scope of this research, theyimportanfor enhancingustomer

experienceailored tospecific customer segments gmoduct categories.

19 https://www.cnn.com/2018/10/08/business/Hasf-greatcalljitterbug-phones/index.html
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We foundthe differences icustomers’ perceptions of overall value of purchase to be
stronger in the online purchassfselectronic goods. Clearly, customers place higher premium on
the purchase value when purchagmnigier specialty products online than offline. However,
these differencewere only marginally significant in the larger samiblat also included the
convenience and shopping goods. Is the reduction in the statistical significainealibference
across the channels driven by the inclusion of lower-value prodbotsistomers place a
higher premium on purchase value when purchasing lpweed everyday items online? We
suspect thathe effect of perceived value on satisfaction may wasedon product type.

Various other product value propositionsueh asustainability (Hult et al. 2018), to name just
one — also influence customers. A deeper knowledgeeséigsues canresult invaluable
implications for retailers who have struggled to adopt to the high shipping priaes, @amdwith
whether they should chartjee same price online and offlinBor exampleWalmart is
experimenting withraising online prices of certain household products (e.g. food items,
toothpaste) to nudge customers to purchase #tenphysical locatioandsave on shipping’
While it may seem problematic due to the importance customers attach to puaibasalhne,
whether such atrategyis successful magliso partlydepend on the type of products chosen.

Our results also highlight the importance of better understanding how various @ustom
segments form prpurchase expectations in driving their satisfaction lefafldHult et al. 2017).
While customer expectations have long been investigated in a variety ofsaitingesults
point to seveaal gaps in the knowledge, especially for male, older (digital immigradt) an
collegeeducated customend/hile we have speculated based on past theory why our results did

not generalize to these segments, a deeper understanding of the issues involvredtsdizor

20 https://www.wsj.com/articles/novieaturedon-wal-martswebsitehigherprices1510517219
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examplea key unexplored issuel®wdigital natives and immigrants utilize technologies
differently to form prepurchase expectatiofsr different product categories, and how it
influences theiutilization of channet and satisfactionThese issueare of interest as retailers
increasingly shift their strategies in respottssaewmarket realitiesOur choice t@nalyze broad
categoriesvas due to our focus on the purchase channelmaranizingthe generalizability o
our findings; a more granular approach might be beneficial in fine-tuning they tred
implications for the specific customer population and prodategoryof interest.

We also contribute to theory by extending the scope of knowledge regarding the
differential effect of customer satisfaction their loyalty (repurchase intentiopacross the
channels. While Shankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy ’s (2003) study focused on customers who
utilized online versus offline travel agent services to book hotel rooms, our findings provide
evidence that these results extend not only to retail customers purchasiatjyspeaducts (i.e.
electronic goods) but also broadly to customers purchasing a varmigwe#nience and
shopping goodsNe show that thidifferenceis mostlygeneralizabl@cross customer
demographicsexcept in the case of male customen® bought electronic goods.may be also
be worthwhile to explore the potential role of the purchase channel in determiningetidivew
repurchase inté¢ions convert into actual future purchases.

The increasing importance of mobdemmercgm-commerceplso necessitates
investigation in howcustomeiperceptions and behavs differ when usinghe“anytime
anywheré convenience offered hyobilephone apps to purchase productddencesuggests
that establishing trust and fostering customer loyaltynigudy challenging in r.commerce due
to customer privacy concerns (Eastin, Brinson, Doorey, and Wilcox 201&ymdi@tic habits

(Lin and Wang 2006 and limited hardware functionalitie$ deviceqe.g. small screens and
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keys)that make it challenging to create user friendly interfaces and graphical appboatie,
Moon, Kim, and Yi 201k Theuniquefeatures oin-commerceadda significant‘socio-
technical’layerin customer perceptions and behasjoecessitatingnoregranularimplications
on managingustomer satisfaction and loyalty effectively. Finabyrsample was restricted to
customersvithin theU.Sonly. The primary relationships in the ACSI model may vary
differently across the online and offline channels for international customerseN&ee that
conducting crossultural studies could be a fruitful avenfioe research taddresshis concern.
Conclusion

At a time when retail firms are facing tremendous uncertainties and presssueg\e
in themultichanneimarketplacethe ability to disern and utilize the factors tHalster customer
satisfaction and loyaltgtifferently acrosshe channelsould be a key competitive advantage.
The recent bankruptcies of major retaildesnonstrat¢hatfirms that are unable to manage both
online and offline channels equally well are likely to perish. Past reseagrdwaded ample
evidence thatustomer behavior differs across the shopping channels. Yet, there was limited
knowledgeregardinghow the antecedents atie consequens®f customer satisfaction differ
across the contexte date, and more importantly, whether these differepeess$ across
customer segments and larger retail categdiesprovide evidence that several noteworthy,
and generalizabla@lifferences existvthen modelingustomer satisfactioacross online and
offline purchaseswe alsodiscuss thaepecific contextsvhere thg do not. Qir workextend the
customer satisfaction theory in relatiormaltichannel retailinghighlights the need for granular
investigation and more importantly, providésplicationsto managers tbetter manage

customeisatisfacibn across the shopping channels.
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Tablel

ACSI Survey Questions
Construct / Descriptions Item Question Wording (Abbreviated)
Overall Before your experiences with (Company/Brand), you probateyvkn
Expectations something about (Company/Brand). Thinking about youralver
(OVERALLX) expectations of the quality you would receive from (Company/Brand)

Customer Expectations

(Customer expectations is a measure of th
customer's anticipation of the quality of a
company's products service$

please give me a raty on a 10 point scale on which "1" means your
expectations were "not very high" and "10" means your expectations w
"very high."

=Y

Expectations of
Customization

At the same time, you probably thought about things yowpelly require
from (Company/Brand), such as...

(CUSTOM X)

Expectations of Again, thinking about your expectations before yourmeegperiences with
Reliability (Company/Brand)...you probablydught about how often things could go|
(WRONGX) wrong with (Company/Brand)...

Overall Product First, please consider all your experiences with (Company/Brand)’s
Quality products. Using a 10 point scale, on which "1" means "&gtkigh" and
(POVERQ) "10" means "very high," how would you rate the productituaf

(Company/Brand)

Product Quality as
Customization

Now, thinking about your personal requirements from (Camg{Brand)’'s
products, please tell me how well (Company/Brand) hagsty met your

Overall Quality
(Overallquality is a measure of the
customer's evaluation via recent consumpt

(PCUSTQ) requirements...
Product Quality as | Now, please think about how often things go wrong with
Reliability (Company/Brand)’s products...

: {PWRONGX)

experience of the quality of a company's
productsand services

Overall Service
Quality (SOVERQ)

First, please consider all your experiences with (Company/Brand)’s
services. Using a 10 point scale, on which "1" means "ngthigh" and
"10" means "very high," how would you rate the service guafi
(Company/Brand)?

Service Quality as
Customization

Now, thinking about your personal requirements from (Camg{Brand)’'s
services, please tell me how well (Company/Brand@leasally met your

(SCUSTQ) requirements...

Service Quality as | Now, please think about how often things go wrong with
Reliability (Company/Brand)’s services...

(SWRONGX)

Perceived Value
(Perceived value is a measure of quality
relative to price pad

Price given Quality

(PQ)

Given the quality of (Company/Brand), how would you ratepthees that
you pay for (Company/Brand)? Please use a 10 point scalbion "
means "very poor price given the quality" and "10" meansg/'geod price
given the quiity".

Quality given Price

(QP)

Given the prices you pay at (Company/Brand), how would siteithe
quality of (Company/Brand)?

Customer Satisfaction
(The customer satisfaction (ACSI) index
score is calculated as a weighted average

Overall Satisfaction
(SATIS)
f

First, please consider all your experiences to date wimf@ny/Brand).
Using a 10 point scale on which "1" means "very dissatiséed "10"
means "very satisfied," how satisfied are you with (Company/B?and

threesurvey questions that measure differe
facets of satisfaction with a product or
serviceg

nfconfirmation of
Expectations
(CONFIRM)

Considering all of the expectations that we have discussed, to vibiat ex
has (Company/Brand) fallen short of yaxpectations or exceeded your
expectations?

Comparison to Idea
(IDEAL)

Forget (Company/Brand) for a moment. Now, | want you t@imaan
(Company/Brand). How well do you think (Company/Brandjpares with
that ideal delivery service?

Customer Complaint Complaint Have you complained to (Company/Brand) within the past sixtins@
(Customer complaints are measured as a | (COMPLAINT)

percentage of respondents who indicate they

have complained to a company directly about

a product or service within a specified time

framé

Customer Loyalty Repurchase The next time you are going to choose a service provider for yedsne
(Customer loyalty is the customer's professeatention how likely is it that it will be (Company/Brand) again? Usa10 point
likelihood to repurchase from the same (REPUR) scale on which "1" means "very unlikely" and "10" means "\igg}y,"

supplier in the future)

how likely is it that it will be (Company/Brand) again?
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Table?2

Multigroup Differences: Offline vs. Online Electronic Good Purchases

Offline Purchases Online Pur chases
Proposition Structural Model Link (n =416) (n =497) Path Differences
Path p-val Path p-val [A] p-val
1. Stronger Offline | Overall Quality> Customer Satisfaction 0.545 0.000 0.353 0.000 0.192%** 0.004
2. Stronger Online | Perceived Value Customer Satisfaction 0.281 0.000 | 0.535 0.000 0.255%** 0.000
3. Stronger Offline | Customer ExpectatiomsCustomer Satisfaction| 0.139 0.002 0.051 0.265 0.088* 0.088
4. Stronger Online | Customer SatisfactiehCustomer Loyalty 0.670 0.000 0.809 0.000 0.139*** 0.001
Customer ExpectatiorsOverall Quality 0.717 0.000 0.788 0.000 0.071* 0.082
Customer ExpectatiorsPerceived Value 0.056 0.447 0.061 0.421 0.005 0.482
Customer SatisfactiohCustomer Complaints -0.141 0.003 -0.200 0.001 0.059 0.217
Customer Complaint# Customer Loyalty -0.107 0.030 -0.011 0.657 0.096** 0.036
Overall Quality> Perceived Value 0.646 0.000 0.755 0.000 0.109 0.134
Control Variables
Rae—>Customer Satisfaction -0.016 0.544 -0.040 0.082 0.024 0.249
Age~>Customer Satisfaction -0.053 0.025 0.005 0.811 0.058** 0.033
Educatior> Customer Satisfaction -0.015 0.588 -0.036 0.079 0.021 0.268
Gender> CustomerSatisfaction 0.032 0.200 -0.023 0.243 0.055** 0.043
Income> Customer Satisfaction 0.016 0.590 0.019 0.373 0.003 0.468
Model Fit
R2 Customer Satisfaction 0.764 0.797
R2 Customer Loyalty 0.480 0.658
QZ Customer Satisfaction 0523 0573
Q2 Customer Loyalty 0.454 0.622
SRMR 0.067 0.060

*** Significant at 0.01; ** Significant at 0.05; * Significant at 0.10.




Table3

Summary and Breakdown of Findings

Proposition

Statement

Statistical Support Across Customer swho Purchased:

Electr onic Goods (n=913)

Implications

Pooled

Gender

Age

Education

Sample

Female

Male

Y oung

Old

College

Non-College

All Product
Categories
(n=7537)

The effect of overall quality
on customer satisfaction is
stronger (i.e., more
positive) in the offline than
online purchases.

Customers more strongly
seek a positive quality of
purchase experience in
the offline than the online
purchases

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Theeffectof perceived
value on customer
satisfaction is stronger (i.e
more positive) in the onling
than the offline purchases.

Customers more strongly
seek to extract positive
,value out of thenline
purchase experience tha
offline.

Yes

Yes?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes?

The effect of customer
expectations on satisfactio
is stronger (i.e., more
positive) in the offline than
the online purchases.

Customers weigh the
nanticipated quality of the
offering more strongly in
the offline than the onling
purchases

Yes?

Yes

No

Yes?

No

No

Yes?

Yes

Theeffectof customer
satisfaction on customer
loyalty is stronger (i.e.,
more positive) in the onling

Customer satisfaction is
moreimportant to gain
customer loyaltyor the
onlinepurchases

than the offline purchases.

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

amarginally significant at .10 level.
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Figurel
Empirical Model

Customer

Overall Quality Complaint

Customer
Satisfaction

4 (ACSI)

Customer /

Expectations /|

\ Customer
L oyalty

Note Solid linesrepresent the primary relationships of focus in this study.
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