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Few, if any, past studies have attempted to develop a model
to capture and explain industry context variability and
hypothesize its effects on consumer-firm relationships.
Generally, industry effects are ignored, described, or ex-
plained post hoc. Using the notion of consumers’disposi-
tions toward a market, a framework is proposed for
understanding the influence of industry context on con-
sumer satisfaction, trust, value, and loyalty in relational
exchanges. The empirical results of a survey in two service
industries show that industry contexts matter and yield
significant direct and moderating effects on consumer-
firm relationships. The study underscores the promise of a
dispositional approach for providing insights for the the-
ory and practice of relationship marketing, resolving out-
standing questions, and proposing fruitful areas for
further examination.

Under the rubric of relationship marketing, interest in
understanding consumer-firm relationships has mush-
roomed into a significant body of work (Garbarino and
Johnson 1999; Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and Sabol 2002;
Smith and Barclay 1997). Concurrently and perhaps para-
doxically fueling this growth is the increasing recognition
among researchers and practitioners alike that consumer
loyalty is fickle. Conventional constructs of satisfaction
and trust often fail to show a strong association with loy-
alty (Oliver 1999). Significantly, empirical research has
begun to systematically document that the association
between loyalty and satisfaction is subject to wide vari-
ability across industry contexts. In some studies, the satis-
faction and loyalty association ranges from almost
nonsignificant (e.g., cars) to highly significant, near-perfect
associations (e.g., local telephone services) (Jones and
Sasser 1995).

Why do such wide differences occur? Surprisingly, lit-
tle theoretical work has been done to map the mechanisms
underlying industry variability. Specifically, past research
has tended to account for industry variability in consumer-
firm relationships in one of three ways. The first approach
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ignores across industry heterogeneity by pooling such data
to provide an aggregate sense of the focal interrelation-
ships. Often, it is reasoned that conceptual interest lies in
the associations between theoretical constructs, while con-
textual variability is akin to random “error.” A characteris-
tic of this approach is the use of large random samples
drawn from multiple industries that are pooled for analysis
(e.g., Tax, Brown, and Chandrashekaran 1998). The sec-
ond approach copes with industry variability by describ-
ing the heterogeneity in consumer-firm relationships. This
approach controls for industry effects but typically does
not model industry variability (e.g., Jones and Sasser
1995). The third approach, although less common,
attempts to develop a model to “explain” industry variabil-
ity and hypothesize its effects on consumer-firm relation-
ships. Often these studies use structural characteristics of
industries (e.g., level of concentration or rivalry, and regu-
latory environment) to model industry variability (Singh
1991). Although each of these approaches has produced
useful insights, the third approach appears most promising
for mapping underlying mechanisms and addressing criti-
cal questions such as those posed by Anderson (1994):
“Why do we observe these differences?” and “How do
these differences emerge?” (p. 25)

The purpose of our study is to contribute to the third
approach by modeling the effects of industry context on
consumer-firm relationships using an approach rooted in
the consumer dispositions literature. Although the notion
of consumer dispositions as cognitive and action tenden-
cies dates back to the early work on consumer attitudes
toward businesses (e.g., Barksdale and Darden 1972), we
align our conceptualization with the emerging ideas of
context-specific dispositions that depict situational sensi-
tivity (cf. Steenkamp, ter Hofstede, and Wedel 1999) and
rely on consumers’ schemas or representations of industry
contexts (Rosa, Porac, Runser-Spanjol, and Saxon 1999).
Just as a dispositional approach has yielded useful insights
in other areas of marketing inquiry (e.g., in studying
innovativeness) (cf. Steenkamp et al. 1999), we reason that
such an approach is likely to be fruitful for modeling
industry context effects and for opening new directions for
research. Thus, the key premise guiding this research is not
that the dispositional approach is necessarily superior to
other approaches but rather that it is a theoretically sound
and empirically useful approach for providing unique
insights into industry contexts. If the results of our efforts
are promising, we hope that future researchers will be
encouraged to develop more completely the theoretical
ideas concerning consumer dispositions and their poten-
tial impact.

Our research is organized as follows. First, we intro-
duce the framework of consumer dispositions. Next, we
review the literature on satisfaction-loyalty linkages to
introduce a baseline model and develop hypotheses for

the direct and moderating effects of the proposed dispo-
sitional dimensions. Thereafter, we discuss initial
empirical evidence with data from retail and airline con-
texts. We close with a discussion and implications for
future research.

CONCEPTUALIZING
CONSUMER DISPOSITIONS

A considerable body of work exists to establish that
industry/contextual factors have a significant influence on
satisfaction-loyalty relationships. Often, this influence is
construed in one of two ways. First, the level of satisfac-
tion and loyalty is thought to vary depending on the indus-
try involved—an approach that has been recently popular-
ized by the Consumer Satisfaction Index studies in
Sweden, the United States, and other countries (Fornell,
Johnson, Anderson, Cha, and Bryant 1996). Second,
industry and/or product/service categories are posited to
moderate the relationship between satisfaction and loy-
alty. Jones and Sasser (1995) have provided evidence that
satisfaction-loyalty relationships are consistently stronger
in less competitive markets (e.g., local telephone services
and airlines). Likewise, Johnson and Auh (1998) identi-
fied industry context as an important moderator of
satisfaction-loyalty relationships.

Although few studies have theoretically explored the
mechanisms underlying the influence of industry context,
Hirschman (1970) drew on economic and political theory
to develop a consumer-based explanation with specific
focus on dispositions to exit or voice, or both. In industries
where consumers are disposed toward exit and feel
empowered to act on the basis of their dispositions,
Hirschman reasoned that satisfaction levels would be
higher as sellers would work harder to avoid the deleteri-
ous consequences of consumer exit. Likewise, in indus-
tries where consumers are disposed toward voice and feel
empowered, satisfaction levels may be high as well
because sellers are likely to be wary of the wrath of angry
consumers who may engage in boycotts and organized
protest. However, when consumers’ disposition toward
voice and exit is curbed either because consumers feel
powerless to exit and/or lack efficacy, Hirschman posited
that satisfaction levels would suffer. Empirical tests have
found support for Hirschman’s propositions in the con-
sumer dissatisfaction context (Singh 1991). Notably,
Hirschman uses the notion of consumers’ dispositions
toward an industry to “explain” variability in satisfaction-
loyalty levels.

We draw on the theoretical work of Mischel and
Shoda (1999) and Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989) to build
on Hirschman’s work and provide a foundation for concep-
tualizing the notion of consumer dispositions and hypothe-
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sizing its direct and moderating role in satisfaction-loyalty
relationships. We define dispositions as attitudes and
action tendencies to respond to industry-context situations
in a particular, predetermined manner. Specifically, dispo-
sitions are conceptualized as predictable patterns of
behaviors/attitudes that account for intraindividual coher-
ence and stability within industry contexts but are capable
of depicting differential sensitivity across contexts
(Mischel and Shoda 1999). Moreover, the notion of dispo-
sitions is consistent with the social constructionist
approach to conceptualizing product markets (Rosa et al.
1999). That is, consumer dispositions are conceptualized
to emerge as consumers synthesize their information and
experiences across multiple exchanges within an industry
to develop higher-level inferences. Such higher order
inferencing may be a complex process, in which individual
exchanges with one or more sellers in an industry are fil-
tered through the perceptions and attributions of the con-
sumer. Within an industry context, such sense making is
aggregated across sellers, experiences, and time through a
process of assimilation and updating, resulting in an over-
all industry disposition. This account of consumer disposi-
tions as being situationally defined, that is, at the level of
marketers in specific industries rather than at the overall
market level, is consistent with current models of sche-
matic representation of knowledge (Friestad and Wright
1995; Myers-Levy and Tybout 1989; Rosch and Mervis
1975). Also, the work of Srinivasan and Ratchford (1991)
and Mittal and Kamakura (2001) points to the influence of
personal motivations and personal characteristics in this
process.

Guided by extant research (Iacobucci and Oström
1996; Wish, Deutsch, and Kaplan 1976), we identified two
key dimensions of consumer dispositions for our initial
study: (1) valence, referring to the overall positivity or
negativity of judgments (e.g., Barksdale and Darden 1972;
Johnson and Auh, 1998), and (2) marketplace efficacy,
referring to the perceived control that consumers feel that
they have relative to sellers in the marketplace (Allison
1978; Otnes, Lowrey, and Shrum 1997). Both of these
dimensions have been identified as core facets of commer-
cial relationships (Oström and Iacobucci 1995; Wish et al.
1976). Together, they provide a more balanced under-
standing of industry context dispositional mechanisms.
However, in focusing on these dispositional dimensions,
we neither aim to provide construct and scale development
nor suggest that these dimensions are sufficient to cir-
cumscribe the dispositions construct. Rather, our aim is
to provide tenable insights into the potential of the dispo-
sitions approach through an initial study with available
constructs and measures. If the results from this initial
study are promising, it can likely provide a starting point
for future studies with more comprehensive (multidi-
mensional) and rigorous operationalizations of the
dispositional constructs.

CONSUMER DISPOSITIONS AND
THE STVL RELATIONSHIPS

To develop hypotheses to guide our empirical research,
we first describe the two dispositional dimensions and
thereafter develop the hypotheses in the context of a base-
line model for understanding satisfaction, trust, value, and
loyalty (STVL) relationships. STVL relationships capture
consumer-firm mechanisms implicated in relational
exchanges at the level of a specific individual interacting
with a specific relational service provider.

Valence

Valence represents affect dispositions that reflect
approach and avoidance. Drawing from Wish et al. (1976)
and Iacobucci and Oström (1996), consumer dispositions
toward firms in an industry can be valenced positively with
cooperative and friendly attitudes or negatively with
competitive and hostile attitudes. As such, valence dispo-
sitions parallel notions of consumers’ sentiment toward
various marketing practices and feelings of satisfaction/
contentedness or dissatisfaction/discontentedness
(Fornell et al. 1996; Lundstrom and Lamont 1976).

Marketplace Efficacy

The notion of marketplace efficacy is cognitive and
rooted in the notion of power asymmetry in social and eco-
nomic settings. When perceived power asymmetrically
favors the consumers, their ability to influence outcomes
in the industry should enhance their sense of control. Con-
versely, when power distribution favors the firm, consum-
ers lack control over industry practices (Iacobucci and
Oström 1996). Power asymmetry is likely affected by sev-
eral factors, including lack of sufficient alternatives (Jones
and Sasser 1995), information asymmetry (Singh and
Sirdeshmukh 2000), or a general lack of customer orienta-
tion by members in the industry. Moreover, the literature
on consumer alienation provides additional support for the
relevance of marketplace efficacy dispositions (Allison
1978).

Baseline Model for
Satisfaction-Loyalty Relationships

We recognize that there is significant debate and con-
troversy about the linkages that connect satisfaction and
loyalty and concerning the constructs that mediate this
relationship. Our research does not aim to address these
issues. Rather, we utlilize a baseline model that draws
from published literature and has been shown to be con-
sistent with empirical data in service contexts. As a base-
line model, it does not include any influence of industry
context, however. We use this baseline model to model
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the effect of industry context by examining the direct and
moderating effects of consumer dispositions.

Drawing on previous research, we define encounter-
specific satisfaction as the degree of fulfillment of some
need, desire, goal, or some other pleasurable end state in a
given exchange encounter between the consumer and firm
(Oliver 1999). Likewise, loyalty is indicated by an inten-
tion to perform a diverse set of behaviors that signal a moti-
vation to maintain a relationship with the service provider/
seller. In general, the satisfaction-loyalty literature has
anticipated a direct, linear, and positive effect of satisfac-
tion on loyalty (Johnson and Auh 1998). However, empiri-
cal studies have often indicated that the relationship is
indirect and complex. Others have gone as far as to suggest
that satisfaction and loyalty are unrelated constructs (Neal
1999). Explanations for these discrepancies vary and have
been rather speculative. Recently, Oliver (1999) noted that
the direct relationship between satisfaction and loyalty is
probably “misspecified” and “mediated by other
exchange-relevant constructs” (p. 34).

Because loyalty implies a behavioral commitment on
the part of the consumer toward a seller/provider, the
mediating variables must link (past) encounter-specific
satisfaction to the ongoing relational construct of loyalty.
The recent work of Garbarino and Johnson (1999) and
Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002) suggests that trust and value act
as critical mediating variables. Following these studies, we
define trust as a customer’s confidence that the seller can
be relied on to deliver promised services, while value is
defined as the consumer’s perceptions of the benefits
enjoyed versus cost incurred. Using the trust-commitment
theory, Garbarino and Johnson (1999) demonstrated that
trust mediates the link between encounter-specific satis-
faction and relational commitment including consumers’
future intentions to purchase and continue the relationship.
Sirdeshmukh et al. extended this finding by conceptualiz-
ing and providing evidence for the mediating role of value.
Drawing from the theory of goal-directed behaviors, the
authors argued that consumers seek value as the higher
order goal in marketplace exchanges and that this goal reg-
ulates their future behaviors including loyalty. As such,
satisfaction and trust build loyalty only to the extent that it
contributes to the higher order goal of value. Using data
from different service contexts, Sirdeshmukh et al. provide
consistent evidence in support of their hypothesis that
value mediates the influence of satisfaction and trust on
loyalty.

Using this stream of past research, we conceptualize a
baseline model of STVL as shown in Figure 1. Consistent
with the notion of partial mediation, each antecedent con-
struct is posited to influence the downstream variables
directly as well as indirectly following its effect on inter-
vening constructs. As noted, this model is used as a base-
line model to hypothesize and explore consumer disposi-
tion effects.

Hypotheses

The valence and marketplace efficacy dispositions are
hypothesized to directly influence the STVL constructs in
specific exchanges between the consumer and individual
seller/service providers. Consumers interpret and encode
their interactions with a given firm in the context of the va-
lence of the industry schema evoked in memory (Friestad
and Wright 1995). Due to the aggregation of multiple ex-
periences in the industry schema, valence dispositions are
probably held with confidence, positively influencing
firm-level transactions and relationships (Fazio and Zanna
1978). Likewise, efficacy dispositions are posited to have
a direct positive affect. A consumer’s feelings of satisfac-
tion and trust are closely related to his or her sense of con-
trollability of outcomes. Studies show that people with
greater sense of ability and control maintain more positive
affects and evaluate performance more positively. Hui and
Bateson (1991) demonstrated direct positive impact of
these variables on behavioral tendencies. In addition, so-
cial justice theory suggests that consumers’sense of control
and efficacy through voice enhances their sense of fairness
of outcomes. In turn, these fairness perceptions promote
trust and enhance loyalty toward the service provider (Lind
and Tyler 1988). Thus, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 1: The consumer industry dispositions of (a)
valence and (b) marketplace efficacy will be related
positively to the evaluations of satisfaction, trust,
value, and loyalty toward a specific service provider/
firm.

Moderating influences of consumer dispositions on
the STVL interrelationships are also anticipated. Regard-
ing valence, we draw on attribution theory to posit that
positive valence dispositions will lead to beneficial and
benevolent attributions of firm behaviors enhancing the
strength of STVL relationships. Negative valence, on the
other hand, is expected to have the reverse effect due to
the dominance of negative attributions that likely dimin-
ish the STVL interrelationships. Research examining the
effect of suspicions on attributions and correspondent in-
ferences provides support for the posited effects. As Fein
(1996) noted, “The most fundamental effect that suspicion
has on perceivers is that it causes them to hesitate to take
behavior at face value. Suspicion renders ambiguous the
implications of a variety of behaviors for making
dispositional inferences about the actor” (p. 1165). Nega-
tive valence dispositions are expected to demonstrate ef-
fects analogous to suspicion, weakening the proposed
STLV relationships.

Efficacy dispositions are also expected to moderate the
interrelationships in the STVL model. When efficacy dis-
positions are low, consumers may develop uncertainty re-
garding the provider’s motivation to provide the present
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benefits in the future or regarding their own ability to be ef-
ficacious. Conversely, high perceptions of efficacy are
likely to lead to enhancement of STLV relationships by
creating confidence in the continuity of relational benefits.
Thus, by affecting the consumers’ ability to make confi-
dent predictions about the future based on benefits and
value received in the present, efficacy is expected to posi-
tively moderate the impact of satisfaction, trust, and value
on loyalty. However, predictions for the opposite effect of
efficacy dispositions are also tenable. Increasing efficacy
dispositions in an industry may reduce the consumer’s de-
pendence on a given firm for achieving satisfaction and re-
lational benefits. That is, when efficacy is low, consumers
are likely to have greater dependence on a given firm to
provide satisfying transactions. Low levels of efficacy
should reduce the consumer’s optimism that they will be
able to obtain satisfying transactions with another firm,
leading to stronger STLV relationships. By contrast, when
consumers have high efficacy dispositions, a fundamental
outcome may be that consumers perceive greater ability to
exit, voice, or otherwise obtain desired benefits. Thus,

while it may be predicted that STLV relationships will be
negatively moderated by efficacy dispositions, we antici-
pate that the positive moderating effects of efficacy are
likely to dominate because, under high satisfaction, the
costs of continued search eventually outweigh the benefits
(Johnson and Auh 1998:16).

Hypothesis 2: The consumer industry dispositions of (a)
valence and (b) marketplace efficacy will have posi-
tive moderating effects on the interrelationships be-
tween satisfaction, trust, value, and loyalty toward a
service provider/firm.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHOD

Overall Considerations

Two service industries, retail clothing purchases and
nonbusiness airline travel, were selected for our initial
study. Within these industry contexts, we focused on ex-
changes that were likely to depict relational characteristics.
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For clothing purchases, we asked consumers to focus on
exchanges with a retail store that involved at least a $50
purchase in the last visit and at least two visits during the
last 6 months. If consumers could not come up with
exchanges that satisfied the preceding qualifying criteria,
they were excluded. Likewise, for airline travel, we asked
consumers to focus on exchanges with an airline company
for which they hold a frequent-flyer account and have
made at least one nonbusiness trip during the last 6
months.

Sample

The sample consisted of individual consumers residing
in the metropolitan area of a large midwestern city. Ques-
tionnaires accompanied by a cover letter and a stamped
return envelope were mailed to 1,230 respondents for each
service category. A second wave of questionnaires was
mailed to all respondents with a reminder, 4 weeks after
the initial mailing.

In the clothing purchase category, a total of 325 usable
responses were received across the two waves. Likewise,
in the airline travel category, a total of 113 returned
responses were received. Adjusting for the qualification
ratio based on nonqualifyers’ returned questionnaires,
response rates of 26 percent and 29 percent were calcu-
lated for retail and airlines services, respectively
(Armstrong and Overton 1977). Table 1 depicts the
respondent profile. Except for a significant gender imbal-
ance in each service category, with 70 percent of respon-
dents in the clothing sample being female, while only 30
percent in the airline sample were female, no major differ-
ences were encountered.

Measurements

Table 2 provides the operationalization and descriptive
statistics for the study’s constructs. The correlation matrix
and reliabilities are reported in the appendix.

STVL constructs. The measures for STVL were
adapted from the extant literature. The loyalty measure
used is a four-item measure drawn from the services litera-
ture (Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman 1996). Respon-
dents indicated the likelihood of performing several future
behaviors involving the specific provider including the
likelihood of repeat usage, doing most of their future shop-
ping (traveling) with this provider (i.e., share of category
wallet), and positive word of mouth. A four-item measure
of value was adapted from existing value research
(Grisaffe and Kumar 1998). Respondents evaluated the
worth of benefits received given the prices paid, time
spent, effort involved, and overall experience in maintain-
ing a relationship with the focal provider. Adapting mea-

sures from extant research for our context (Morgan and
Hunt 1994) resulted in a 10-item, 10-point semantic differ-
ential scale measure of overall trust in the service provider.
The measure included 5 items each to measure trust in
frontline employees and company policies and practices.
They were aggregated to develop an indicator of overall
trust (in accordance with Doney and Cannon 1997).
Finally, three items were included to measure episode-
specific consumer satisfaction with the last experience on
a 10-point scale anchored by end points such as highly un-
satisfactory/highly satisfactory, very unpleasant/very
pleasant, and terrible/delightful. These measures were
adapted from scales reported in satisfaction research (Oli-
ver 1997). The STVL constructs had alpha reliabilities of
.88 or higher.

Consumer dispositions. Consumer dispositions were
measured using the two dimensions identified. Because
the notions of consumers’ marketplace valence and effi-
cacy are rooted in alienation theory and consumer senti-
ment toward marketing, we reviewed various measures
including that of Barksdale and Darden (1972) for con-
sumer attitudes toward marketing, Gaski and Etzel’s
(1986) measure regarding consumer sentiment toward
marketing, Lundstrom and Lamont’s (1976) consumer
discontent measure, and Allison’s (1978) consumer alien-
ation scale. Unfortunately, these measures confound va-
lence and efficacy, as well as general attitudes toward
business practices. Several researchers have raised con-
cerns with regard to the preceding measures. For example,
after reviewing some of these measures, Lambert (1980)
concluded that researchers “should exercise care to avoid
overlapping measures” (p. 11) when selecting instruments
to measure consumer alienation and dissatisfaction. In a
study on construct redundancy using consumer alienation
and discontent constructs, Singh (1991) showed that while
discontent and alienation may be conceptually nonredun-
dant, their current operationalizations are empirically
redundant.

Thus, while it is clear to us that original scale develop-
ment work is necessary, we sought to identify a subset of
items from these scales that could serve as adequate indi-
cators for valence and efficacy concepts. We felt that for
this initial study, such a bootstrapping approach may be
reasonable. Specifically, each of the coauthors independ-
ently identified a tight set of plausible measures for the
valence and efficacy conceptualizations from a pooled set
of consumer sentiment (Barksdale and Darden 1972;
Gaski and Etzel 1986), consumer discontent (Lundstrom
and Lamont 1976), and consumer alienation items
(Allison 1978). Thereafter, the coauthors met to discuss
the items identified to select a common set of items. Over-
all, the coauthors reported difficulty in identifying a large
number of items that were (a) consistent with the
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conceptual definitions, (b) unconfounded with other
aspects of consumer sentiment, and (c) clearly written and
meaningful for the retail and airline context of the present
study. As such, we sought to refine the items slightly to
provide a better fit with the preceding criteria. In all, four
items were adopted with rewording and refinement (see
Table 2). For example, the item “These days shopping is
generally an unpleasant experience” was adopted on the
basis of Gaski and Etzel’s “Because of the way retailers
treat me, most of my shopping is unpleasant” and Allison’s
“Shopping is usually a pleasant experience.” Likewise, the
efficacy item “Misleading ads are something we have to
live with” involved a composite of “Advertising makes
false claims” (Gaski and Etzel 1986), “Advertising tempts

people to spend their money foolishly” (Lundstrom and
Lamont 1976), and “Mispresentation of product features is
just something we have to live with” (Allison 1978).
Respondents were asked to respond on a 5-point scale
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree.
Although the items were negatively framed, the use of
bipolar response categories allows measurement of the
valence continuum ranging from positive to negative dis-
positions and efficacy from a sense of helplessness to
empowerment when dealing with firms. The internal con-
sistency of the measure was reasonable (valence α = .70,
efficacy α = .80).

Control variables. Several control variables were in-
cluded in this study to enhance the validity of the ob-
tained results, including gender (“0” for male and “1” for
female) and education. Also, a general industry dummy
was introduced to control for additional structural differ-
ences (“0” for clothing and “1” for airline). Other demo-
graphic control variables initially controlled for included
age, income, and household size. They were not signifi-
cant and were removed from the final analysis to keep the
model parsimonious.

Method of analysis. The data were analyzed using EQS
software. However, before testing the hypotheses, the con-
struct validity of all variables was examined using confir-
matory factor analysis (CFA) and chi-square difference
tests. The CFA model yielded a good overall fit (χ2 =
1340.5, df = 260, p < .01; Normed Fit Index [NFI] = .93,
Non-Normed Fit Index [NNFI] = .94, Comparative Fit In-
dex [CFI] = .94, root mean square error [RMR] = .06, root
mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] = .11, 90%
confidence interval [CI] = [.10-.11]), and with factor load-
ings that were significant and greater than .65, without any
exception. This suggests a high level of convergent valid-
ity of study constructs as measures load only on their hy-
pothesized factors. The correlations among the constructs
range from .25 to .68, with an average of .47, indicating
that constructs do not share a substantial portion of their
variance. This evidence of discriminant validity was con-
firmed by conducting pairwise chi-square difference tests
supporting that none of the correlations among the study
constructs equaled unity. In addition, the valence and effi-
cacy measures were factor analyzed to separately test their
discriminant and convergent validity. Using the scree plot
and eigenvalue criteria, two factors with eigenvalues of
2.83 and 1.20 that explained more than 67 percent of the
variance were extracted as expected. Upon oblique rota-
tion, two clean factors were obtained with all hypothesized
loadings exceeding .50 and cross-loadings less than .15.
The factor pattern conformed to theoretical expectations.
The interitem correlation between the valence and efficacy
dimensions was .46, indicating that less than 22 percent of
the variance is shared between these dispositional con-
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TABLE 1
Demographic Profile of the Respondents

Variable Percentage

Age
18-24 1.7
25-34 13.1
35-44 29.5
45-54 29.2
55+ 26.5

Gender
Male 44.6
Female 55.4

Education
High school 10.7
Some college 22.8
College degree 41.6
Graduate school 24.8

Ethnicity
White 93.9
African American 4.7
Other 1.4

Marital status
Married 77.9
Single 9.4
Divorced/separate 9.7
Widow(er) 3.0

Household size
1 11.4
2 32.7
3 16.5
4 23.6
5 11.4
≥ 6 4.4

Annual household income
< $35,000 4.9
$35,000-$44,999 13.2
$45,000-$54,999 13.6
$55,000-$64,999 13.6
$65,000-$74,999 9.8
$75,000-$84,999 10.8
$85,000-$94,999 8.4
≥ $95,000 25.7



structs. Finally, we conducted Fornell and Larcker’s
(1981) test for discriminant validity by confirming that the
squared correlation between any two constructs is lower
than the average variance extracted by either construct (see
appendix).

RESULTS

Table 3 summarizes the results from estimating the
hypothesized model of Figure 1. In terms of overall model
fit, the statistics obtained were as follows: χ2 = 117.8, df =
74, p < .01, indicating that the hypothesized model does
not fit the data adequately. However, this statistical test is
known to be oversensitive and biased toward rejection.
The more robust fit indexes including the relative indexes
(e.g., NFI = .95, CFI = .98) and absolute indicators of fit
(e.g., RMSEA = .04, 90% CI = .027-.055; RMR = .05) sug-
gest the proposed model to be a reasonable explanation of
observed covariances among the study constructs. In addi-
tion, the NNFI, which is thought to be sensitive to both
explanation and parsimony, equals .96, indicating that the

model strikes an appropriate balance between these com-
peting goals.

To test the improvements in model fit due to
dispositional variables, we estimated two additional mod-
els: (a) a competing model that omitted any relationships
involving valence and efficacy dispositions but retaining
all other paths, including those involving the industry
dummy, and (b) a baseline model that omitted both the
industry dummy and dispositional variables. While the
former examines the incremental effect of dispositional
constructs beyond the inclusion of an industry dummy, the
latter provides evidence for the significance of industry
context in STVL relationships regardless of how it is
modeled.

Compared with the proposed model, the competing
model had inferior fit statistics (χ2 = 258.4, df = 94, p < .01;
NFI = .91, NNFI = .89, CFI = .93, RMR = .08, and
RMSEA = .072, 90% CI = .061-.082), which was con-
firmed by the chi-square difference test, χ2

diff = 140.6
(258.4 - 117.8), dfdiff = 20 (94 - 74), p < .01. Moreover,
except for satisfaction, the proposed model also explained
nontrivial variances in the dependent constructs, including

Nijssen et al. / CONSUMER-FIRM RELATIONSHIPS 53

TABLE 2
Operational Measures Used for the Study Constructs

Consumer-Firm Relationship Constructs Industry Context Constructs (Consumer Dispositions)

Loyalty (10-point semantic differential scale, very unlikely-very likely,
X = 7.09, s = 2.10)

How likely are you to Valence (5-point Likert-type scale, strongly disagree-strongly agree,
do most shopping for clothing items at this store? X = 3.25, s = 0.94)
recommend this clothing store to friends, neighbors, and relatives? Please tell us how strongly you disagree or agree with the following
shop at this store the very next time to buy clothing items? statements regarding clothing stores in general:
spend more than 50 percent of your clothing budget at this store? These days shopping is generally an unpleasant experience (R)

Value (10-point semantic differential scale, X = 7.02, s = 1.67) I often feel dissatisfied with what I purchase (R)
Evaluate the store on the following factors: Efficacy (5-point Likert-type scale, strongly disagree-strongly agree,

Prices you pay for clothing at this store X = 3.92, s = 1.05)
Very poor deal / very good deal Please tell us how strongly you disagree or agree with the following

Time you spent shopping for clothes at this store statements regarding clothing stores in general:
Highly unreasonable / highly reasonable We must be willing to accept poor service (R)

Effort involved in shopping at this store Misleading ads are something we have to live with (R)
Not at all worthwhile / very worthwhile

How would you rate the store?
Extremely poor value / extremely good value

Trust (10-point semantic differential scale, X = 7.59, s = 1.61)
I feel that this store isa

Highly untrustworthy / highly trustworthy
Highly undependable / highly dependable
Very incompetent / very competent
Of very low integrity / of very high integrity
Very unresponsive to customers / very responsive to customers

Satisfaction (10-point semantic differential scale, X = 7.17, s = 1.78)
How satisfying was your last experience with this store?

Highly unsatisfying / highly satisfying
Very unpleasant / very pleasant
Terrible / delightful

NOTE: Items presented are for the retail clothing context. Items for the airline context were similar, with slight changes for relevance purposes only. (R) in-
dicates a reversed-scored item.
a. The same five-item question was asked regarding store employees.



trust (R2 = .37), value (R2 = .43), and loyalty (R2 = .43).
With regard to the low R2 for satisfaction (R2 = .13), note
that satisfaction is an exogenous construct in our model
whose prediction is not intended, and customary anteced-
ents (e.g., disconfirmation) are excluded.

With regard to the competing model, we note that the
purpose of the dispositional variables is to explain industry
context variability. As such, while dispositional variables
may not yield an incremental increase in R2 beyond that
explained by the industry dummy, their inclusion can pro-
vide substantive insights into industry context mecha-
nisms based on the pattern of significant dispositional
coefficients. As such, we compared the proposed model
with the baseline model, which yielded the following fit
statistics: χ2 = 60.8, df = 15, p < .01; NFI = .96, NNFI = .91,
CFI = .97, RMR = .06, and RMSEA = .095, 90% CI = .07-
.12). In addition, the R2 values for the STVL constructs
were as follows: loyalty, R2 = .35; value, R2 = .43; trust,
R2 = .38; and satisfaction, R2 = .01. In comparison with the
proposed model (Table 3), the baseline model indicated a
poorer fit (e.g., NNFI = .96 vs. .91, RMSEA = .04 vs. .095)

and a significant deterioration in explained variance for
loyalty (R2 = .43 vs. .35), while the explained variance for
value and trust constructs remains unperturbed. As noted
before, inferences about the explained variance for satis-
faction are not warranted. Taken together, it appears that
the hypothesized model is a reasonable fit to the data.

A closer inspection of Table 3 shows that all relation-
ships in the baseline STVL model are significant and posi-
tive as expected. Specifically, satisfaction has direct posi-
tive and significant effects on trust (B = .55, p < .01), value
(B = .19, p < .01), and loyalty (B = .18, p < .05). Likewise,
trust influences value (B = .38, p < .01) and loyalty (B =
.24, p < .01) positively and significantly. Finally, as noted,
value has a significant positive effect on loyalty (B = .35,
p < .01).

More important, the findings reveal that valence dispo-
sitions have a significant positive direct effect on satisfac-
tion (B = .25, p < .01) and value (B = .11, p < .01) but a
nonsignificant influence on trust and loyalty. This pro-
vides partial support for Hypothesis 1a. In accord with
Hypothesis 1b, efficacy dispositions produced a
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TABLE 3
Estimated Coefficients for the Impact of Valence and

Efficacy on Consumer Satisfaction, Trust, Value, and Loyalty

Dependent Constructs

Loyalty Value Trust Satisfaction

Independent Constructs B (SE) t-Value B (SE) t-Value B (SE) t-Value B (SE) t-Value

Direct effects
Exchange-specific variables

Value .35 (.07) 4.8*** — — — — — — — — —
Trust .24 (.07) 3.3*** .38 (.06) 6.1*** — — — — — —
Satisfaction .18 (.06) 2.8** .19 (.06) 3.1*** .55 (.05) 10.2*** — — —

Dispositional variables
Valence .01 (.05) 0.2 .11 (.04) 3.2*** –.03 (.04) –.7 .25 (.05) 5.2***
Efficacy –.00 (.05) 0.1 .02 (.04) 0.7 .04 (.04) 1.0 .15 (.05) 3.1***

Industry-specific variables
Industry dummy .54 (.09) 5.6*** –.30 (.09) –3.3*** –.16 (.09) –1.6 –.18 (.11) –1.6

Moderating effects
Dispositional × Exchange variables

Valence × Value –.07 (.06) –1.3 — — — — — — — — —
Efficacy × Value .02 (.05) 0.5 — — — — — — — — —
Valence × Trust .12 (.06) 1.9* –.01 (.04) –0.3 — — — — — —
Efficacy × Trust .17 (.07) 2.7** .05 (.04) 1.2 — — — — — —
Valence × Satisfaction –.03 (.06) –0.5 .03 (.04) 0.8 .03 (.03) 0.7 — — —
Efficacy × Satisfaction –.19 (.06) –3.2*** –.04 (.05) –0.9 –.03 (.04) –0.7 — — —

Industry × Exchange variables
Industry ×Value .11 (.11) 1.0 — — — — — — — — —
Industry × Trust .03 (.12) 0.2 .09 (.10) 0.9 — — — — — —
Industry × Satisfaction –.24 (.11) –2.0** .06 (.11) 0.8 .08 (.09) 0.9 — — —

Control variables
Gender .26 (.09) 2.9** –.1 (.09) –1.5 –.22 (.08) –3.0*** –.14 (.09) –1.5
Education –.04 (.04) –1.0 .01 (.04) 0.3 –.02 (.04) –0.4 –.03 (.04) –0.7

Model R2 .43 .43 .37 .13

*p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .01.



significant positive direct effect on satisfaction (B = .15, p
< .01). However, efficacy dispositions failed to yield a sig-
nificant effect on trust, value, and loyalty.

In terms of moderating effects of valence, a significant
but borderline effect is obtained for the trust-loyalty rela-
tionship (B = .12, p < .10), providing weak support for
Hypothesis 2a. None of the other moderating effects
hypothesized for valence is supported. For efficacy dispo-
sitions, two significant moderating effects were obtained.
Efficacy dispositions positively moderated the relation-
ship between trust and loyalty (B = .17, p < .05) but nega-
tively moderated the relationship between satisfaction and
loyalty (B = –.19, p < .01). This suggests that efficacy has
complicated and conflicting effects as expected. None of
the other moderating effects of efficacy dispositions were
large enough to achieve significance.

Insofar as the control variables were concerned, gender
had a significant positive effect on loyalty (B = .26, p < .01)
but a significant negative effect on trust (B = –.22, p < .01).
This suggests that women tend to have higher loyalty but
lower trust in the service providers. None of the relation-
ships concerning education was significant, indicating that
its role is not relevant. The industry dummy had a signifi-
cant effect on value and loyalty (B = –.30 and .54, respec-
tively, p < .01) but not on trust and satisfaction. In addition,
a moderating effect of industry was obtained for the rela-
tionship between satisfaction and satisfaction (B = –.24, p
< .05). None of the other effects involving industry
achieved significance.

DISCUSSION

Two aims guided this research. First, we proposed the
notion of consumer dispositions as an alternative approach
for modeling the influence of industry context. This repre-
sents a point of departure from much previous research
that has tended to either aggregate across or describe
industry variability. Second, for the purposes of an initial
study of underlying processes, we used two dimensions of
consumer dispositions—valence and marketplace effi-
cacy—to empirically examine the potential of the con-
sumer dispositions approach for modeling industry effects
in retailing and airline contexts. We reasoned that if the
results from our initial study were promising, greater
investments in the proposed approach would be warranted.
Overall, our results establish the potential of the consumer
dispositional approach. Below, we discuss the key findings
of our initial study, outline the limitations of our study, and
propose an agenda for future research.

Our results provide evidence that explanation of rela-
tional dynamics (STVL) is significantly enhanced by the
inclusion of dispositional constructs of valence and effi-
cacy. In our analysis, model fit deteriorates significantly

when the dispositional constructs are omitted in the com-
peting model. Moreover, because the competing model
included an industry “dummy” to account for the conven-
tional approach for modeling industry effects, it appears
that the dispositional approach clarifies and extends con-
ventional wisdom. Specifically, the use of two distinct
dimensions of valence and efficacy provides a mechanism
for probing and clarifying how industry effects may influ-
ence STVL dynamics. By contrast, an industry “dummy”
is a blunt instrument that is neither powerful enough to
fully capture industry context variability nor to provide
insights into mechanisms implicated in the influence-of-
industry context.

While recognizing the tentative nature of the reported
effects, we appear to have sufficient evidence to conclude
that a dispositional approach for “unpacking” the effect of
industry context is viable and warrants the attention of
future researchers. In particular, the direct and moderating
effects obtained in our study offer insights into the influ-
ence of industry context dispositions on STVL mecha-
nisms. The valence aspect of context-induced disposi-
tions—that is, consumers’ positive or negative affect
toward the industry—produced a dominant direct effect
on satisfaction (B = .25) and value (B = .11). Likewise,
context-induced efficacy dispositions—that is, consum-
ers’ perceived control on marketplace outcomes in that
industry—directly influence satisfaction (B = .15). As
such, both valence and efficacy positively “color” per-
ceived encounter-specific satisfaction. When consumers
feel positively toward an industry and/or have a greater
sense of control within that industry, they are likely to per-
ceive higher levels of satisfaction in individual exchanges
with specific firms. Although we do not imply causal
mechanisms, it is possible to construe these direct effects
as disposition “spillover” effects such that dispositional
evaluations of an industry spill over to affect future indi-
vidual exchanges with specific sellers within this industry.

In addition to their direct effects, consumer disposi-
tions significantly moderate the relationships in the STVL
model, including (a) trust-loyalty and (b) satisfaction-
loyalty relationships. To facilitate interpretation, we have
plotted the relevant results based on a procedure from
Aiken and West (1991). This procedure involves estimat-
ing the regression coefficient for three different levels of
the moderating (dispositional) variable: (a) a high level
equal to 1 standard deviation above the mean, (b) an aver-
age level where the variable assumes a value equal to its
mean, and (c) a low level equal to 1 standard deviation
below the mean. Figures 2 and 3 display these plots for the
focal relationships, respectively.

Figure 2 reveals that valence and efficacy dispositions
significantly and positively moderate the relationship
between trust and loyalty. When either disposition is held
at the average level, a consumer’s trust in the specific firm
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with whom he or she maintains a relational exchange has a
positive and significant effect on loyalty (B = .24, p < .01).
However, when the consumer dispositions toward the
industry are low due to either highly negative (low)
valence or a sense of helplessness (low efficacy), the
strong relationship between trust and loyalty is reduced
significantly (B = .12 and .07 for valence and efficacy,
respectively). Conversely, when consumers’ dispositions
are high due to either highly positive (high) valence or a
heightened sense of marketplace control (high efficacy),
the relationship between trust and loyalty is amplified con-
siderably (B = .36 and .41 for valence and efficacy,
respectively).

What do these strong moderating effects imply? It
appears that in highly favorable industry contexts, con-
sumers reward exchange-specific firms that earn their trust
with high levels of loyalty. Such amplifying advantages
accrue to individual firms not simply because they are
more effective in building trust with the individual cus-
tomers but because they belong to an industry that is per-
ceived by consumers to facilitate a greater sense of control
and/or provide them with positive experiences. By con-
trast, in industry contexts that consumers perceive

negatively, firms seeking to build consumer loyalty
may have to work harder to overcome the negative
effects of consumer dispositions toward their industry
that depress trust-loyalty linkages. In the extreme, con-
text-induced dispositions can shut off the trust-loyalty
linkage, resulting in an absence of trust-based consumer
loyalty. Thus, complementing the spillover direct effects
of dispositions on STVL constructs, consumers’ valence
and efficacy dispositions have modifying effects that
either shut off or amplify the link between trust and
loyalty.

Compared to the results for the trust-loyalty link, the
effect of efficacy dispositions on the relationship between
satisfaction and loyalty run in the opposite direction (see
Figure 3). At the average level of efficacy, the relationship
between satisfaction and loyalty is positive and significant
(B = .18, p < .01). When a consumer has a low sense of con-
trol in the marketplace and feels helpless, the relationship
between satisfaction and loyalty is amplified twofold (B =
.37). In contrast, when efficacy dispositions indicate a high
sense of control, the link between satisfaction and loyalty
dissolves to insignificance (B = –.01). Why so? Appar-
ently, in markets where marketplace practices and
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FIGURE 2
Graphic Display of the Moderating Effects of Consumer Dispositions on the

Trust-Loyalty Relationship for Consumers With Low, Medium, and High Disposition Levels



consumer behaviors have converged to empower the con-
sumer, loyalty gains from transactional advantages appear
to evaporate. Ironically, superior performance in markets
where consumers are otherwise helpless appears to pay off
in stronger ties due to consumer dependence. This result is
in accord with Hirschman (1970) and Jones and Sasser
(1995). We note the conjectural nature of our explanation
and encourage future researchers to explore such
attributional dynamics within the dispositions approach.

Nevertheless, the counteracting modifying effects of
efficacy dispositions on trust-loyalty and satisfaction-
loyalty relationships are intriguing and require further dis-
cussion. It is important to keep in mind that satisfaction
and loyalty are connected by two distinct pathways: (1)
satisfaction has a direct, unmediated effect on loyalty, and
(2) satisfaction indirectly affects loyalty via its effect in
building trust. The latter is a mediated effect such that con-
sumer loyalty is enhanced to the extent satisfaction con-
tributes to enhanced trust, which in turn has direct and
indirect effects on loyalty (via value). Our pattern of
results suggests that under low-efficacy dispositions, the
direct effect of satisfaction to loyalty is amplified (B = .37),
while the indirect effect via trust is curtailed as trust fails to
build loyalty (B = .07). By contrast, under high-efficacy
dispositions, the direct effect of satisfaction on loyalty is
severely curtailed (B ≈ 0), while the indirect effect via trust

is amplified as trust contributes heavily to loyalty (B =
.41). We have conjectured that this pattern is possible
because consumers with low-efficacy dispositions tend to
feel a sense of helplessness in dealing with the industry
and are, consequently, less willing to build relationships
with individual firms. Instead, such low-efficacy consum-
ers are transactionally oriented, relying on arm’s-length
exchanges for obtaining desired outcomes. For such
transactional consumers, trust judgments are less critical
in determining future exchanges. As Garbarino and John-
son (1999) reported, satisfaction assumes a relatively
more dominant role in determining loyalty for trans-
actional consumers. By contrast, under the high-efficacy
condition, consumers are more likely to be relationally
oriented. For these consumers, trust, not satisfaction,
plays a dominant role in determining their loyalty as they
tend to reciprocate trust by being more loyal to the specific
firm.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

For a balanced assessment of the promise of the dispo-
sitions approach and the insights obtained, it is useful to
highlight some limitations of the present study.
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First, a key limitation involves the measurement of a
limited set of consumer dispositions with a restricted set of
operational items. Although the measures evidence
acceptable reliability, convergent and discriminant valid-
ity, we recognize that consumer disposition is a multifac-
eted, multidimensional construct and that we have barely
scratched the surface of its complexity. However, our
study was not intended to provide a definitive study of con-
sumer dispositions. Instead, we aimed to provide initial
evidence concerning the potential of a relatively novel
approach for studying the influence of industry context.
We reasoned that if the evidence were compelling despite
its limitations, our study would motivate more thorough
and programmatic study of consumer dispositions. Future
researchers should regard our dimensions and operational-
izations as starting points for further conceptualizations of
the consumer dispositions construct.

Second, as a cross-sectional study, the findings may be
biased due to common method variance and spurious
cause-effect inferences. Common method variance is
known to inflate correlations resulting in overestimating
the influence of hypothesized predictors. However, our
focus is on the differential pattern of results—in terms of
moderating effects of valence and marketplace efficacy.
Because method variance is “common,” affecting all rela-
tionships equally, it is likely to work against detection of
moderating effects, suggesting that our results may be
conservative. We recognize that drawing cause-effect
inferences from cross-sectional data is essentially tenuous
and agree that longitudinal studies are needed to establish
the hypothesized sequence of effects. In addition, as a part
of the cross-sectional design, we focus primarily on the
impact of dispositions on consumers’relational exchanges
in an industry. However, industry dispositions are being
constantly shaped by relational exchanges with specific
providers, leading, in essence, to a nonrecursive relation-
ship among the levels of exchange. Future research should

examine the processes that determine the development of
industry dispositions of consumers, the process by which
dispositions, once formed, are updated.

Third, the study may have limited generalizability due
to the limited set of industry contexts used. Although the
retailing and airline contexts provide substantial variabil-
ity to result in significant direct and moderating effects of
dispositional variables, including more industry contexts
can enhance the generalizability of the suggested
approach. In addition, the size of the airline sample is rela-
tively small mainly because of a lower qualifying rate.

Finally, because of the small sample size and inclusion
of moderating effects, we used a path model with simulta-
neous estimation of modeled equations but without con-
trol over measurement error. Measurement error is known
to bias path coefficients. While procedures for incorporat-
ing measurement error in complex nonlinear equations
have become available recently, they demand large sample
sizes. In addition, data about the performance of these pro-
cedures are lacking. Future researchers attempting to rep-
licate or extend the present work may find it useful to
examine the potential of these procedures.

In closing, we confirm that the observed industry vari-
ability is an important unexplained effect that researchers
should seek to analyze further using theoretically
grounded approaches. Taking one step in this direction, the
disposition approach adopted here demonstrates that
industry contexts are perceived differently by consumers,
and these perceptions affect how consumers evaluate their
experiences with individual firms in an industry and
behaviorally respond in future exchanges. In doing so, we
hope we have increased focus on the notion that industry
variability is open to deeper analysis and explanation.
Understanding industry variability can provide conceptual
and practical insights into consumer-firm relationships,
and further development of the consumer dispositions
approach is likely to be fruitful in this pursuit.
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APPENDIX
Reliabilities, Correlations, and Discriminant Validity Evidence of the Study Constructs

Correlation Matrix

Loyalty Value Trust Satisfaction Valence Efficacy Variance Extracted Highest Variance Shared

Loyalty .92 .72 .30
Value .55 .88 .79 .35
Trust .51 .59 .96 .80 .40
Satisfaction .46 .55 .63 .94 .84 .40
Valence .25 .42 .28 .39 .70 .55 .18
Efficacy .21 .31 .27 .31 .34 .80 .68 .12

NOTE: All coefficients are significant at p < .001; Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities are on the diagonal.
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