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Abstract

This research argues that information technolod@y @apabilities can be classified in
macro- and micro-IT capabilities. We propose tAainfrastructure capability (a macro-IT
capability) enables the development of social madid e-business technology capabilities
(two micro-IT capabilities) to online engage cus&mand improve the firm’s customer
service performance. We test the proposed modalsinyg the variance-based structural
equation modelling technique employing an innovatsecondary dataset on a sample of
100 small U.S. firms. Results suggest that IT sthacture capability positively affects
customer service performance through two micro-8pabilities (social media and e-
business technology) and social and conventional@oustomer engagement.

Keywords. Macro- and Micro-IT Capabilities, Online Custom&ngagement, Customer
Service Performance.

March 24, 2015

Preliminary draft


https://core.ac.uk/display/357357496?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1

Introduction

Information technology (IT) is changing the waynis operate internally as well as
improving the firm’s relationship with its supplgerand customers (Sanders, 2007).
However, since IT can be relatively easy to acqdioen the market, what is key in

explaining IT-based performance variation is how flim leverages IT instead of how

much invests in IT (Bharadwaj, 2000; Pavlou & EW$a2006).

Different levels/types of IT capabilities can cagxn a firm. Attending to its degree of
complexity we argue that a firm can develop maarad micro-IT capabilities. Leveraging
IT infrastructure is based on a macro-level and icaply a high degree of complexity
(Bhatt & Grover, 2005). Thus, IT infrastructure da@ considered a macro-IT capability.
Leveraging social media and web technology hasvaralegree of complexity and enables
firms and individuals to execute micro-level adies (Bala, 2013) to achieve process
differentiation (e.g., helping employees in manggithata and information needed to
develop new products or to solve customer comg@girfocial media and e-business
technology can be considered micro-IT capabilities.

This study is positioned on the relationship betwa®acro- and micro-IT capabilities
and customer service performance. Prior researdif amd customer service performance
has studied the effects of IT infrastructure fléiyp and shared knowledge on customer
service performance (Ray et al., 2005), and theachmf supplier/customer-side IT
investment on customer service performance (Migtad., 2005; Xue et al., 2013). What is
lacking is to explore the role of different mac@nd micro-IT capabilities (e.g., social
media and web technology) and the IT-enabled custoemgagement on the firm’s
customer service performance. This study trieotopete this critical research gap.

We examine the impact of IT infrastructure cap&piin customer service performance
by introducing into the same equation two new \@es: Micro-IT capabilities and the
online engagement of customers. Our central thedisat IT infrastructure capability can
create customer value by developing social medibeabusiness technology capabilities to
online engage customers. Social media capabilitabless social online customer
engagement and e-business technology capabilithtdées conventional social customer
engagement to improve customer service performdroe proposed model is tested using
the variance-based structural equation modellingM}p technique on a sample of 100
small U.S. firms.

Theory and hypotheses

The organizational capabilities-based theory, the micro-foundations approach and the

| T-enabled organizational capabilities perspective

The organizational capabilities-based theory suggest firms design and implement their
strategies based on their organizational capadslitwhich explains the difference in
competitiveness among firms (Grant, 1996). Prigeagch on organizational capabilities
has distinguished three types of organizationahbgities: Dynamic, operational and dual-
purpose capabilities (Helfat & Winter, 2011). Dynantapabilities refer to the firm’s
proficiency in building, integrating and reconfiguy its resource base in response to
changes in the business environment (Teece, 2@grational routines are patterns of
activities/processes that a firm performs at therafoons level. Better execution of similar
operational routines leads to superior firm perfance (Peng et al., 2008). Operational
capabilities are the firm’s proficiency in usingcallection of interrelated operational
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routines to solve operational problems and impldntie@ operations strategy (Wu et al.,
2010). Dual-purpose capabilities refer to thoseaoizational capabilities that can be
developed and exploited at both strategic and ¢ipeed level, that is, they are dynamic as
well as operational capabilities (Benitez-Amado &yR2012; Helfat & Winter, 2011). The
theory of organizational capabilities provides aefuk theoretical framework to
conceptualize IT infrastructure capability, soaiaédia capability, e-business technology
capability, and to link IT infrastructure to socmakdia and e-business technology.

Micro-foundations are a novel approach proposetthénstrategy field that decomposes
the firm into macro-level (firm-level) and microviel (individual or group level)
components (Teece, 2007). This approach can beidered as an extension of the
organizational capabilities-based theory that sstggehat individual/group member actions
are the key source of firm heterogeneity in devielgpporganizational capabilities and
creating value (Felin et al., 2012). In this sertbe, individual actions and processes can
explain a significant portion of firm-level outcomariance (Bala, 2013). We use the
micro-foundations approach to conceptualize ontingtomer engagement as an individual
behavior of the customer and to link social medid a-business technology capabilities,
and social and conventional online customer engagenTo the best of our knowledge,
this is the first study that uses the micro-fourateg approach to explain how IT creates
business value.

The IT enabled-organizational capabilities pergpgechas argued that organizational
capabilities are key mechanisms through which ITpddirms to create value. Some
examples of these capabilities are organizatiosaining, knowledge management, new
product development, supply chain management dnéss flexibility (Benitez-Amado &
Ray, 2012; Sambamurthy et al., 2003). This studidbwon the literature on IT-enabled
organizational capabilities to link theoretically linfrastructure, social media and e-
business technology capabilities

Macro- and micro-1T capabilities

IT infrastructure capability and social media cajléip

IT infrastructure capability is the firm’s proficiey in leveraging its technical and human
IT resources to develop other IT and business dhipeb (Paviou & EI Sawy, 2006). IT-
infrastructure is a macro-IT capability. Social naedapability is the firm’s proficiency in
leveraging Facebook, Twitter and blogs to executginess activities (Braojos-Gomez et
al., 2014). Social media is the first micro-IT chjisy examined in this study.

IT infrastructure capability can enable the firmdevelop a social media capability.
First, the firm’s technical IT resources such aspoters, laptops, operating systems and
electronic communication networks are the basetty @dopt social media and develop a
social media capability through time and experier®ienilarly, human IT resources can
help the firm to embed social media with the firfiTsapplications to acquire/provide fine-
grained data to enable key users to better intevaht customers (Braojos-Gomez et al.,
2014). Second, firms with more experience and higleeelopment of an IT infrastructure
capability can develop more easily a social medigability due to its greater experience
leveraging IT to acquire/provide timely informatidtom/to the market. In other words,
firms can use their macro-IT expertise to develgoaal media capability (i.e., a micro-IT
capability), which suggests a positive relationshgiween IT infrastructure and social
media capabilities. Thus, we hypothesize the falhguw
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Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is a positive relationsbgbween IT infrastructure capability
and social media capability.

IT infrastructure capability and e-business teclogyl capability

E-business technology capability is the firm’s prighcy in leveraging web technology in
order to exchange information within and outsideldaying and selling activities (Daniel
& Grimshaw, 2002; Devaraj et al., 2007). E-businestnology is the second micro-IT
capability that is examined in this research.

IT infrastructure capability can enable the firm develop an e-business technology
capability. The technical and human IT resourceastfucture provides the firm the
foundation to use and leverage its web technol®&yior research also found a positive
relationship between IT infrastructure and e-bussnechnology capabilities (e.g., Zhu et
al., 2006). Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2 (H2): There is a positive relationdhgtween IT infrastructure capability
and e-business technology capability.

E-business technology capability and social medgability
We also expect a positive relationship between sAegs technology and social media
capabilities. E-business technology governancebeathe starting point of how much the
firm invests in social media and how social med&araanaged (Culnan et al., 2010). Firms
with a higher proficiency in leveraging its web haology are thus motivated to also be
involved in social media platforms to be where ithmistomers are, solve the customer
problems and to run electronic selling advertisemé&or example, SEUR (a leading
express transport service in Spain) has adoptedlsoedia as a support platform for
promoting the electronic selling and solving thestomer requests to reinforce its e-
business platform (Foncillas & Gonzalez, 2013). igirty, Papa John's (a leading firm in
the pizza industry) pursues to integrate socialien@gth their previously implemented e-
commerce system to facilitate the ordering of pifE® et al., 2013). Therefore, we
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): There is a positive relationsbigtween e-business technology
capability and social media capability.

Micro-1T capabilities and online customer engagement

Social media capability and social online custormegagement

Online customer engagement refers to the degreecustomer’s virtual emotional
commitment, involvement and motivation to collaliergarticipate and contribute with the
firm’s business activities (Li et al., 2013; Rayaét 2014) entering in an interactive process
of multiple experiences with the firm online comntyn(Brodie et al., 2013; Pagani &
Mirabello, 2011). We focus on two types of onlingsomer engagement: Social online
customer engagement and conventional online custengagement. While social online
customer engagement is enabled by social mediayeational online customer
engagement is enabled by web technology. To thedfesur knowledge, this is the first
study in examining these two types of online cusgom®ngagement in the context of IT
capabilities and customer service performance.



Based on the micro-foundations approach we argatettle micro-1T capability of social
media can enable the execution of individual acti®@uch as social online customer
engagement. Social media capability can enablealsoaline engagement of customers.
Social media is a tool for mass collaboration betwsuppliers, executives, employees and
customers (Kiron, 2012a) and the firm’s proficiemeysharing, co-creating, discussing and
modifying user-generated content facilitates infation sharing (Goh et al., 2013),
interaction and connection with customers (Risleikal., 2013), hence improving customer
participation and interrelatedness. An argumentdam the trust can be also presented
here. The development of a social media capalshigws the firm’s effort in cultivating
trust with customers. Social customers perceivestfoat the firm makes for supporting the
community so the risk to reveal personal informaititiminishes at the time the motivation
to express reciprocity toward the trusted partyraases. This motivation can lead to
cooperating in new product development and loyéhgrter & Donthu, 2008). Thus, the
firm’s effort to build a social media capabilityrcancrease the probability to interact and
socially engage with customers. We therefore hygsie:

Hypothesis 4 (H4): There is a positive relationdbgbween social media capability and
social online customer engagement.

E-business technology capability and conventiomdihe customer engagement
The micro-IT capability of e-business technologyn calso enable the execution of
individual actions such as conventional online cosdr engagement. Thus, we argue a
positive relationship between e-business technologpability and conventional online
customer engagement. Firms leverage their web tdopy to exchange information with
customers for selling and supporting activitiesetichanging ideas and creating a sense of
brand identification and commitment (Casalo et 2010; Kim et al.,, 2011). Thus, we
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): There is a positive relationsbigtween e-business technology
capability and conventional online customer engaaggm

Conventional online customer engagement and soai#tie customer engagement
We expect a positive relationship between conveaticand social online customer
engagement. Firms with greater conventional ontnstomer engagement can increase
customer involvement through social media toolaniarly, customers with a prior
positive experience in online conventional engagemeéth a firm will be motivated to
also engage by using social media. Thus, we hgsaté:

Hypothesis 6 (H6): There is a positive relationstiptween conventional online
customer engagement and social online customegengant.

Online customer engagement and customer service performance

Social online customer engagement and customeicsguerformance

Customer service performance refers to the extdimtmais able to sense, understand and
satisfy customer needs and expectations by prayitigh quality products to achieve a
higher retention rate, better customer satisfaciuth a lower number of complaints (Ray et
al., 2005; Xue et al., 2013). Social online custoregagement can improve customer
service performance (Brodie et al., 2013). Socist@mer involvement and participation
provide the firm data and information on customeeds, ideas for enhancing service and
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new product development which can improve custosegvice performance (He et al.,
2013; Lim et al., 2011; Trainor et al., 2014). Sbanline engagement can also help firms
to agilely solve complaints thus improving custorservice performance (Kiron, 2012b;
Kiron et al., 2013; Zhao et al., 2012). The serfsgoaial participation can simply improve
the customer perception toward service quality,sthncreasing customer service
performance (Nambisan & Watt, 2011). We thus hypsitte:

Hypothesis 7 (H7): There is a positive relationsbgtween social online customer
engagement and customer service performance.

Conventional online customer engagement and custseneice performance
Conventional online customer engagement can alpoowe customer service performance.
Online customer engagement enabled by Internet, (@elpsite) provides the firm data and
information on customer preferences and recordsintprove its customer service
performance. Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 8 (H8): There is a positive relationstiptween conventional online
customer engagement and customer service perfoemanc

Figure 1 presents the proposed conceptual model.

Social online
customer
engagement

Social media

capability H7 (+)

Customer
service
performance

Control variables

infrastructure
capability

Conventional
online custome
engagement

E-business
technology
capability

Figure 1: Conceptual model

Resear ch methodology

Sample

We test the proposed model with the 100 small fiimduded in the 2013 Forbes
America’s Best Small Companies ranking (in shdrg Forbes database), which includes
the best 100 U.S. publicly small firms with salesler one billion dollars. The firms of the
sample came from 30 industries: Consulting (18 $ixmT (16), food manufacturing
(seven), semiconductor manufacturing (six), healthdfive), chemical (five) and other
industries (43).

Data and measures
We measure all our variables using an innovativesgary dataset that comes from eight
different sources/databases. We started colle¢tieginformation from the 2013 Forbes
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database and using the name of each firm, we gathitye information from the other
databases.

We performed a structured content analysis of BE3Zirm’s annual reports collected
from the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commissidingridatabase, and measure IT
infrastructure capability as the accumulated tatahber of firm’s initiatives/mentions on
technical and human IT resource infrastructureGh3(Braojos-Gomez et al., 2014; Joshi
et al., 2010; Luo et al., 2012).

We measure social media capability as a multidinog@$ construct determined by
Facebook capability, Twitter capability and blogahility with information collected from
Facebook, Twitter, Twopchart database (http://wwigcharts.com) and blog firm’s site
in June 2014. We conducted a structured conterysigaf the firm’s website to measure
e-business technology capability as the accumulatgdl number of firm’'s web
functionalities (e.g., product information, onlindransactions, interaction and
customization) in June 2014 (Zhu & Kraemer, 2002).

Social online customer engagement is specified asudtidimensional construct
determined by Facebook customer engagement, Twatistomer engagement and blog
customer engagement with information on the degfemistomer activity, interaction and
contribution to Facebook, Twitter and blog of tivenf collected from the firm’s Facebook,
Twitter and blog sites from June to August 2014 @ieal., 2013; Kiron et al., 2013).
Conventional online customer engagement is a dirdér construct measured as the degree
of customer activity, interaction and contributitmthe firm’s web platform through the
relative traffic rank position of the firm’s websitvith data collected from Alexa database
from June to August 2014 (Benitez-Amado & Walcz2®il2; Heath et al., 2013).

Customer service performance is measured withnméition on the firm’s reliability and
customer satisfaction collected from the BetteriBess Bureau database in October 2014
(Ma et al., 2012). Finally, we control for firm sizand industry on customer service
performance. We measure firm size as the natugakithm of the number of employees in
2013 with information collected from COMPUSTAT daése. We measure industry as a
dummy variable (0: Manufacturing, 1: Service firmith information collected from the
2013 Forbes database. Our constructs are specifiegflective at first-order level and
formative at second-order level (Petter et al.,7200

Empirical analysis

We test the proposed model by using the varianseeb&EM technique and the method of
estimation of partial least squares (PLS). We beestatistical software package SmartPLS
3 Professional (Ringle et al., 2014). The usagé’lo® is extremely appropriate in our
research due to our small sample size and thefga¢icn of the second-order constructs
as formatives which makes unable to evaluate théeinasing the covariance-based SEM
technique (Benitez-Amado et al., 2013; Peng & [26112; Tiwana & Konsynski, 2010;
Wang et al., 2015).

Measurement model evaluation

We assess reliability, convergent and discriminaadidity of the reflective first-order
constructs. We assess reliability by checking wérethe construct composite reliability
and its indicator loadings are above the suggabteghold of 0.707 (Chin, 2010). We drop
six indicators with a loading lower than 0.707. Yést convergent validity by examining
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the construct average variance extracted (AVE) esmluwhich are well above the
recommended value of 0.5. Finally, the first-ordenstructs show discriminant validity as
the square root of the construct AVE is greatenttie horizontal and vertical correlation
among constructs (Chin, 2010).

Reliability and validity check is not appropriate dssess formative constructs (Peng &
Lai, 2012; Wang et al., 2015), which indicates theftective and formative constructs
should be assessed differently. We assess the-oolltiearity, weights and its level of
significance, loadings and its level of significanof the dimensions of the formative
second-order constructs. There is no multi-collitegroblem if variance inflation factors
(VIFs) of the dimensions are lower than 10 (Petteal., 2007). VIF values are well below
10 so multi-collinearity is not a problem in ourt@aA formative dimension should be
retained if its weight and/or loading are signifita(Benitez-Amado & Ray, 2012;
Cenfetelli & Basellier, 2009). We perform a boaddgtranalysis with 5000 subsamples to
obtain the significance level of indicator loadingsmension weights and loadings, and
beta coefficients. All the dimension weights anddimgs are significant at 0.05 level.
Overall, this analysis shows good measurement piiepdor the proposed model. Table 1
(in the appendix) presents the details of the nreasent model evaluation at first- and
second-order level.

Test of hypotheses

Figure 2 presents the results of the test of hygssb. All the hypotheses are supported for
the empirical analysis. IT infrastructure capapiéhables the development of social media
and e-business technology capabilities (0.001 ad8 l@vels). E-business technology also
contributes to the development of a social medialbsity (0.001 level). Social media
capability facilitates social online customer ergagnt (0.001 level) and e-business
technology capability facilitates conventional omlicustomer engagement (0.001 level).
There is a positive relationship between convealioand social online customer
engagement (0.05 level). Social and conventionstiocner engagement improves customer
service performance (0.05 level).

The beta coefficients of the hypothesized relatiqrs range from 0.134t0 0.498" .
Hypotheses 1, 3, 4 and 5 are supported by thewd#1a0.001 level of significance while
the rest of the hypotheses are significant at &0&l. R values for the key relationships of
the proposed model range from 0.018 to 0.542. Textesize (f) values of the key
relationships of the model range from 0.018 to 0.83verall, this analysis shows a good
explanatory power for the proposed model (Chin,(201

Test of robustness

We check for the robustness of the proposed moglelsbmating five alternative models.
In the first alternative model, we triangulate esneasurement model by measuring firm
size as natural logarithm of total assets (Figurme tBe appendix). In the second alternative
model we specify our constructs as reflective dh lfiost- and second-order level (Figure 4
in the appendix). The third alternative model asssithat our second-order constructs are
formative at first- and second-order level (Figusein the appendix). In the fourth
alternative model, we specify customer serviceqrarhnce as formative but every other
specification and relationship keeps the same (Eigh in the appendix). These four
alternative models yield similar results to thob¢amed in the proposed model (Figure 2),
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which suggest that construct specification is nob@acern in our analysis (Braocjos-Gomez
et al., 2014). Finally, a better firm’s IT infragtture can enable customer engagement on
the firm’s website (Erat et al., 2006). The fiftheanative model adds a link between IT
infrastructure capability and conventional onlingstomer engagement but every other
relationship keeps the same (Figure 7 in the apgpenthis model yields similar results to
those obtained in the proposed model although ¢lsionship between IT infrastructure
capability and conventional online customer engaggerns not significant (beta = 0.05%, f

= 0.003). Overall, this test of robustness suggdsis the proposed model is the best
explanation of the data (Benitez-Amado & Ray, 2@&nitez-Amado et al., 2013).

Social media S%E':‘tlo(::‘!?e
capability 0.419 .
2_ 0.542) enzgagement 0.311
0.479 R =0. (R =0.241
T Customer
infrastructure * service
capability 0.498 0.141 pezrformance
(R =0.235
0.134 E-business Conventional 0.199 -
' technology 0.432 online customer 'O-O§5 0.268
c?pability engagement -
2
(R°=0.018 (R’ =0.187
Control variables

Figure 2: Results of the test of hypothesgs<0.10,’p < 0.05,”p < 0.01,” p < 0.001)

Post-hoc mediation analysis

We perform a post-hoc mediation analysis in two svait) Adding a link between IT
infrastructure/social media/e-business technologgpability and customer service
performance (Figure 8 in the appendix), and (2)reging and analyzing the indirect
effects involved in the proposed model (Table 2ha appendix). These two analyses
reinforce the results obtained in the test of higpeés and suggest that IT infrastructure
positively affects customer service performanceugh two micro-IT capabilities (social
media and e-business technology) and online custengagement.

Post-hoc multi-group analysis. Business-to-business (B2B) vs. business-to-customer
(B2C)

Prior studies have suggested the business bewnéfgagaging customers for B2B (e.g.,
Heath et al., 2013) and B2C models (e.g., Gangi.eR010). It is thus rational to expect
that our model can vary depending on the B2B/B2@’'§ strategy. We perform a multi-
group analysis splitting our sample in two group2B and B2C firms. Table 3 in the
appendix presents the results of this multi-gronig@lysis. This analysis suggests that social
online customer engagement has a greater positipadt in B2C than in B2B firms, which

it is rational because B2C firms are more intekdte social media than B2B firms
(Michaelidou et al., 2011). Conventional online tonser engagement seems to be more
critical for B2B firms. However, this finding needa future exploration.
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Discussion and conclusion

This research examines the impact of IT infrastmecbn customer service performance on
a sample of 100 U.S. small firms. Since IT candiatively easy to acquire in the market,
what is strategic in explaining customer servicdggmance variation are IT capabilities
instead of how much the firm invests in IT (Benitémado & Walczuch, 2012; Bhatt &
Grover, 2005). We argue that IT capabilities canclassified in macro- and micro-IT
capabilities. IT infrastructure is a macro-IT caiigbbecause is based on a macro-level
and imply a high degree of complexity for its degrhent. Leveraging social media and
web technology is less complex and enables firnts iadividuals (i.e., employees and
customers) to execute micro-level activities. Wecdss that social media and e-business
technology are micro-IT capabilities.

This study is theoretically positioned on the relaship between macro- and micro-IT
capabilities and customer service performance. gdat was to examine the impact of IT
infrastructure capability on customer service penf@nce by introducing into the same
equation two new variables/arguments: Micro-IT ¢altees and the online engagement of
customers. Our central proposition was that ITastiructure capability can create customer
value by serving as the foundation to develop $amiadia and e-business technology
capabilities to online engage customers. Social ianedpability enabled social online
customer engagement and e-business technology iliyptzilitated conventional social
customer engagement to improve customer servicéorpence. This proposition is
supported by the empirical analysis. Specificalhe empirical analysis suggests that IT
infrastructure capability positively affects cusemservice performance through two
micro-IT capabilities (social media and e-businesfinology) and social and conventional
online customer engagement.

How does IT influence customer service performante?® is our new and interesting
way to answer this critical question: Firms thattdreleverage its IT infrastructure achieve
a greater customer service performance throughdévelopment of social media and e-
business technology capabilities and engaging mest® virtually in social media and the
firm’s websites. Technical IT resource infrastruetus the base to early adopt web
technology/social media and develop an e-busineshnblogy and social media
capabilities through time and experience. Firm$waithigher proficiency in leveraging its
web technology are motivated to also be involvedanial media platforms to be where
their customers are, solve the customer problemd #m run electronic selling
advertisement (Foncillas & Gonzalez, 2013). Thospuat together macro- and micro-IT
capabilities matters. Firm’s social media and eiirss technology capabilities enable to
online engage customers in social media and th@dfiwebsite to interchange ideas and
creating a sense of brand identification, commitimemd loyalty (Casalo et al., 2010).
Customers with a prior positive experience in anladonventional engagement with a firm
are motivated to also engage by using social meshaial and conventional customer
involvement and participation provide the firm dafad information on customer needs,
ideas for enhancing service and new product dewetop which the firm leverage to
pursue customer satisfaction and improving custoseevice performance. Social online
customer engagement (beta coefficient = 0.8kl more critical than conventional online
customer engagement (beta = 0.396 improve customer service performance.
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This research has four key contributions to thil fad information systems (1S). First,
we find that firms that invest and develop macroad amicro-IT capabilities achieve
intangible business benefits such as higher custeergice performance. This research put
into the same equation macro- and micro-IT cag#&slito explain customer service
performance variation. The first key contributioh this paper is to show novel and
interesting mechanisms (i.e., micro-IT capabilitiasd online customer engagement)
through which IT infrastructure affects customerva® performance, as compared with
prior research on this topic (Mithas et al., 20R8y et al., 2005; Xue et al., 2013). Second,
this is the first study in classifying IT capahé# into macro- and micro levels considering
its complexity and the proficiency to conduct indival processes. IT infrastructure
provides the foundation through which micro-IT daifiies are built in order to engage
customers to address micro-level issues to pursuettar customer satisfaction. The third
key contribution is the exploration of online cus&r engagement in the context of IT
capabilities and customer service performance.

Finally, the micro-foundations approach suggesas ithdividual/group member actions
are the key source of firm heterogeneity in exegitleveloping organizational
routines/capabilities and creating business vakdir( et al., 2012). For example, this
approach argues that job processes and employe@’aateristics are critical to explain the
overcoming of diverse dynamic capabilities (Singlale 2011; Teece, 2012). We use the
micro-foundations approach to conceptualize ontngtomer engagement as an individual
behavior of the customer and to link social medid a-business technology capabilities,
and social and conventional online customer engagenTo the best of our knowledge,
this is the first study that uses the micro-fourated approach to explain how IT creates
business value. This seems to be a promising avienfierther research in the field of IS.
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Table 1. Measurement model evaluation at first- secbnd-order level

Construct/indicator Comp_o_sﬂe AVE | Loading| VIF | Weight
reliability
Social media capability
Facebqok papablllty.zgcebook activity 0.93 087 | 0788 | 2118| 0195
of the firm in terms of:
Number of events Dropped
Experience 0.937"
Updates 0.928"
Twitt_er (_:apability: .Twitteractivity of 0.871 0692 0918 | 2382 054%
the firm in terms of:
Spent time 0.767"
Experience 0.859"
Updates 0.866
]'?'09. capability: Blog activity of the| 4 916 | (ga5| 0874 | 1.445| 0.428
irm in terms of:
Experience 0.93"
Updates 0.908"
Social online customer engagement
Facebook engagement: Facebook
engagement of the customer in terms 0.998 0.995( 0.644 | 1.054| 0.53
of:
Fan evolution Dropped
Number of comments per post Dropped
Number of likes per post 0.998
Number of shares per post 0.598
Twitter engagement:  Twitter
engagement of the customer in terms 0.943 0.846| 0.664 | 1.054| 0.535
of:
Number of following 0.923"
Follower evolution Dropped
Number of customer tweets per fifm
Dropped
tweet
Number of favorites per tweet 0.946
Number of retweets per tweet 0.89
Blog engagemenBlog er?gagement af 1 1 0555 1 055
the customer in terms of:
Number of comments per post 1
Number of shares per post Dropped
Customer service performance 0.857| 0.751
Percentage of solved complaints 0.906~
Awarded firm 0.826~
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Table 2. Post-hoc indirect effect analysis

Indirect effects

Coefficient

Lower
confidence
interval

Upper
confidence
interval

IT infrastructure capability~ E-business technolod
capability— Social media capability

Y 0.066

0.001

0.134

Conventional online customer engagementSocial
online customer engagemenrt Customer service
performance

0.034

-0.005

0.109

IT infrastructure capability~> Social media capabilit
— Social online customer engagement Customer
service performance
+ IT infrastructure capability — E-businesg
technology capability — Conventional online
customer engagement —  Customer  service
performance
+ IT infrastructure capability— Social media
capability— Customer service performance
+ IT infrastructure capability — E-businesg
technology capabilty —  Customer  servics
performance
+ IT infrastructure capability — E-businesg
technology capability— Social media capability—~
Social online customer engagement Customer
service performance

+ IT infrastructure capability — E-businesg
technology capability — Conventional onling
customer engagement> Social online custome
engagement> Customer service performance

+ IT infrastructure capability — E-businesg
technology capability— Social media capability-
Customer service performance

1%

1%

0.144

0.022

0.322

Social media capability> Social online custome
engagement> Customer service performance

0.133

-0.169

0.285

E-business technology capability> Conventional
online customer engagement Customer service
performance

+ E-business technology capability Conventional
online customer engagememt> Social online

customer engagement — Customer service

performance

+ E-business technology capability Social media
capability — Social online customer engagement
Customer service performance

+ E-business technology capability Social medig

capability— Customer service performance

0.227"

0.107

0.387
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Table 3. Post-hoc multi-group analysis

Is the difference in the

Coefficient B(ZNB_ﬂgS)S B(ilc_ﬂégl)s beta coefficient

- B statistically significant?
IT infrastructure capability— Social media - o N
capability (H1) 0.496 0.591 No (not significant)
IT infrastructure capability — E-business N
technology capability (H2) 0.149 0.152 No (not significant)
E-business technology capability> Social - " N
media capability (H3) 0.495 0.268 No (not significant)
Social media capability— Social online 0.641" 0.727" No (not significant)
customer engagement (H4)
E-business ~ technology ~ capability — | ) 594~ 0.319 No (not significant)
Conventional online customer engagement (IH5)
Conyenthnal online customer engagement -0.048 0.077 No (ot significant)
Social online customer engagement (H6)
Social onllne_ customer engagement-> 0164 0518 Yes (p < 0.001)
Customer service performance (H7)
Conventional inlne customer engagement 0.105 .0.079 No (ot significant)
Customer service performance (H8)
Firm size - Customer service performance 20016 .0.284 No (not significant)
(control variable)
Industry — Customer service performance 0.387" 021 No (not significant)

(control variable)
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Table 4. Correlation matrix

. 5.
1.1T 2. Social 2.1. 2.2. 3. E-business 4 59C|a| 4.1 . Conventional | 6. Customer
. . . 2.3. Blog online 4.2. Twitter 4.3. Blog . )
infrastructure media Facebook | Twitter . technology Facebook online service
o o . . capability o customer engagement engagement
capability capability | capability | capability capability engagement engagement customer performance
9ag engagement
1. IT infrastructure 1
capability
2. Soc_lgl media 0.546" 1
capability
2.1. Facebook 0.436" 0.785" 1
capability
2.2. Twitter 0.44° 09018 | 0727 1
capability
2.3. Blog capability 0.518 0.814" 0.46" 0.547" 1
3. E-business
—‘- okk * ok ok
technology 0.134 0.567 0.474 0.597 0.339 1
4. Solz:-ilz.;l online ” . ) ) ”
customer 0.159 0.473 0.329 0.411 0.435 0.372 1
4.1 Facebook 0.114 0.371 0.219 0278 | 0419 0.277" 0.644" 1
engagement
4.2. Twitter 0.113 0.308" 0.21" 0201 | 0.258 0.257" 0.664" 0.226 1
engagement
4.3. Blog 0.07 0.204 0.183 0.201 0.138 0.159 0.557" -0.012 0.015 1
engagement
5. Conventional e o _;* g e 5 3 ¢ i
online customer 0.107 0.38 0.33 0.37 0.26 0.43 0.30 0.23 0.16 0.16 1
6. Customer service| ,», 0.308" 0.191 0281 | 0271 0.179 0.363" 0.142 0.261 0.268" 0.289" 1
performance
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