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Abstract

This paper examines the links between service tyyalistomer satisfaction and loyalty
in logistics outsourcing relationships. Besidewviserquality, also the role of inter-firm

relationships and service provider's image are emach A theoretical model is

developed and tested with structural equation mieglelsing survey data from

industrial companies in Finland. It is shown thatgeived service quality influences the
customer’s satisfaction which again affects loyaliyer-firm relationships and service
provider’'s image affect loyalty directly and indstly through satisfaction.
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Introduction

Outsourcing of non-core activities such as logssisctoday seen by many companies as
an essential means for improving operational efficy and strengthening focus on core
competencies. The drivers and benefits of outsngrisave been widely documented in
the literature (e.g. Razzaque and Sheng, 1998; i€retal., 2006), but critical views
have also been presented pointing out potentiks rasmd drawbacks (e.g. Kakabadse
and Kakabadse, 2000). Generally, however, empiscaveys show high levels of
buyer satisfaction in outsourcing relationships ékmyer & Murphy, 2004; Wilding
and Juriado, 2004).



Being able to meet service commitments is critibacause service quality is
generally conducive to customer satisfaction arnyalty (Olsen 2002). Moreover, the
service provider's image (Andreassen and Lindest®B8) and good inter-firm
relationships (Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Ring arah e Ven, 1994) are important
criteria for customer’s loyalty in business-to-mess service environment. However,
defining service performance in business-to-businetationships can be problematic
(Chumpitaz and Paparoidamis, 2004). Similarly, tledinition and determinants of
customer loyalty in business-to-business environimege not clear and are under-
represented in service research (Chumpitaz andréldpmis, 2007; Davis-Sramek et
al., 2009).

This study addresses the question of how perceseedce quality influences the
service buyer's satisfaction and loyalty in logisti outsourcing relationships. In
addition, the study focuses on the parallel impé#uas affect customer satisfaction and
loyalty in business relationships. Among these ictpare inter-firm relationships and
the service provider's image, which affect loyakyther directly or indirectly in
business relationships. A theoretical model is bged outlining the hypothesized
relationships between the key constructs and thdeimig then tested with structural
equation modelling (SEM) using the LISREL softwaackage. The empirical data of
the study was collected from industrial companieEinland during the spring 2008. A
total of 235 companies participated in the surveggonse rate 22.5 percent) that was
administered over the Internet using the “Webropod! for Internet surveys.

The paper begins with a presentation of the thealdbundations based on previous
research in service quality, business relationsaimsbrand image. A conceptual model
is then developed and testable hypotheses arenpedstgether with the operational
measures for the key concepts. The empirical sisidlyen reported based on the SEM
estimation and statistical test indicators. The epaponcludes with theoretical and
managerial implications and further research sugges

Theoretical background

Service qualityand business relationships are popular topicscademic research of
marketing and service management (for an overvee®, Seth et al., 2005). Influential
research describes the dimensions and attributereice quality (Grénroos, 1984;
Haywood-Farmer, 1988), differences between quaditpectations and performance
(Parasuraman et al., 1985 and 1988; Bolton and Dté@1), linkages between service
performance, customer satisfaction and loyalty€li 1980; Cronin & Taylor, 1992;
Sweeney et al. 1997), customer service in busitebssiness relationships
(Parasuraman, 1998; Chumpitaz & Paparoidamis, 28@d the role of image in service
evaluation, satisfaction and loyalty (Andreassehi&estand, 1998). However, despite
active research in the area, no unanimity has bebieved regarding the dimensions of
service quality and the linkages between satigfactiquality and loyalty (e.g.
Asubonteng et al., 1996).

The disconfirmation-of-expectatiomaodel argues that customer loyalty is a function
of customer satisfaction, which again is influencey cognitive comparison of
expectations prior to consumption and actual eepeg (Parasuraman et al., 1988;
Andreassen and Lindestad, 1998). An alternativeaindte performance-only model
(SERVPERF), directly captures the customers’ pdioep of the service encounter,
which makes it a more efficient measurement insémin{Cronin and Taylor, 1992).
However, both models share the same idea that thexe indirect influence between
the customer’s service quality perception and lgyddrough satisfaction (Olsen, 2002).
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Besides the service experience and satisfactienctistomer’s loyalty can also be
attributed to goodinter-firm relationships Long-term relationships increase trust
(Anderson and Weitz, 1989; Ring and Van de VenA4l2®d reduce the perception of
opportunistic behaviour between the parties torétationship (Parkhe, 1993) through
evolving norms of mutual equity (Bolton, 1998; Geunland Coulter, 2002). A solid
relationship increases the service provider's fipekhowledge about its customer,
which has a significant positive impact on custortwgalty (Lee and Cunningham,
2001). Closeness and duration of the relationship also be seen as relationship
investments that increase commitment and reduce ptopensity of relationship
dissolution (Hocutt ,1998).

Corporate imaggAbratt, 1989) and reputation (Fombrun and van,Rig97) refer
to the stakeholders’ perceptions of the companykbktem from long-term experience
that the customer has with a service provider. @bdror an image involves a perception
of quality and serves as an embodiment of the &ronédibility (Selnes, 1993; Sweeney
and Swait 2008). Very much like trust which resdiftan long-term relationships, the
company’s image creates loyalty to the service ideveither directly or through
service perception and satisfaction judgment (Aassen and Lindestad, 1998). For
new customers, a company’s image may be primaaget on advertising or word-of-
mouth impacts, while old customers are more likelyform their perceptions from
earlier experiences (Brunner et al., 2008). To sextent, a brand can also act as a
substitute for personal relationships in situatioere direct relationships are difficult
to achieve (Palmer, 1997).

The conceptualization dbyalty has evolved over the years. Initially, the emphasi
was on behavioural dimension of loyalty, where dréoyalty was simply measured in
terms of its outcome characteristics (e.g. propaorivf purchase devoted to a given
brand). However, attitudinal and cognitive dimensiof loyalty which relate with the
consumer’s decision making process in the evalnatfoproducts or brands have also
been recognized in later research. Caruana (20£f)ed service loyalty as the degree
to which a customer exhibits repeat purchasing \aeba from a service provider,
possesses a positive attitudinal disposition towthsd provider, and considers using
only this provider when a need for this servicesexiLoyal customers are less costly to
than acquiring new ones and increase revenuesgihrapeat sales and referrals (e.g.
Reichheld et al., 2000). Besides the sellers, tgyahy also involve advantages for the
customers themselves through functional benefith si3 time savings and convenience
as well as social benefits such as good relatipsshwith business partners (e.g.
Reynolds & Beatty, 1999).

Conceptual model and measures

This study builds on the satisfaction-loyalty pagad in service management research
(Oliver, 1980; Olsen 2002), notably theefformance-onlyy (SERVPERF) model
advocated by Cronin and Taylor (1992). It is hysihed that perceived service quality
is positively associated with the service buyengrall satisfaction in an outsourcing
relationship (H1), which positively influences tbeyer’s loyalty to the 3PL service
provider (H2). Moreover, it is hypothesized thag gervice provider’s image positively
influences the buyer’s satisfaction (H3) and loydH4), as indicated by the empirical
studies of Andreassen and Lindestad (1998) and i&yeand Swait (2008). Finally, it
is hypothesized that the quality of relationshigween the service provider and the
buyer positively affects the buyer’s satisfactibétb) and loyalty (H6), as suggested by
Crosby and Stephens (1987) and Andersson and W®#89), respectively. The
resulting theoretical model with the hypothesizeldtionships is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 — Theoretical model

The service buyer’s perception of outsourced serguality was measured with three
indicators describing the operational aspects ofice quality. Previous studies have
emphasized the importance of operational servieditgun logistics (Stank et al., 1999
and 2003) and its importance in overall qualitygegtion of third party logistics service
has been shown to outweigh personal and techrspadcss of service quality (Juga et
al., 2009). The logistics service provider's imagas similarly measured with three
indicators describing the logistics service provElereputation among the service
buyers. The indicators were selectively chosen feobiroad set of measures that was
originally developed and tested in third party &igis context by Davis et al. (2008).
The quality of the relationship between the thiedty logistics provider and the service
buyer was measured with three indicators that Hmeen proposed and tested in an
empirical study of logistics outsourcing relatioipshby Juga & Juntunen (2010).

Satisfaction, as a composite construct, was meadswi¢h a single indicator
representing the service buyer’s overall satisfactvith the relationship to the service
provider. In service quality research, most measwofesatisfaction are based on one-
item scale although multiple-item scales are alslable (Olsen, 2002). Finally, the
buyer’'s loyalty to the main service provider wasaswed with two indicators
describing the buyer's commitment to the ongoingsourcing relationship. In service
research, loyalty is a multifaceted construct immaj both attitudinal and behavioural
dimensions. However, measurement problems ofted teathe omission of direct
behaviour and focus is on intentions, assumingititahsions strongly affect behaviour
(Cahill, 2007). In this study, two indicators werged describing the buyer’s intentions
to continue or discontinue the relationship wita thain service provider for outsourced
services in logistics.

The proposed theoretical constructs, which are shasMatent variables or factors in
SEM analysis, and their operational statementstfiee observed variables) used in the
survey questionnaire are presented in Table lvakiables were measured on a 7-point
scale, including quality ratings for the concept®perational service quality (poor ...
excellent) and satisfaction (very dissatisfied ..ryveatisfied), as well as Likert-scale
statements for image, relationships and loyaltihy(idisagree ... fully agree).
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Table 1 — Latent constructs and operational measure

Latent Operational measures in the questionnaire Label
variable
Perceived Based on recent experiences with your main logist&vice | QUALITY
service quality | provider, evaluate the service in terms of (schlgoor ... 7
excellent):
- ability tokeep schedules schedule
- ability to offer service promptly quick
- ability to provide sufficient capacity capacity
LSP’s image Please describe the impression you have of youn mai IMAGE
logistics service providers (scale: 1 fully disagre 7 fully
agree):
- Compared to other logistics service providers, our brand
logistics provider is a leading brand in the indyst
- Our main logistics service provider is a highlypested | resp
company
- Compared to other logistics service providers, our comresp
logistics provider is highly respected
Relationship Please describe the relationships with your loggsgervice | RELATION
providers (scale: 1 fully disagree... 7 fully agree):
- We have cooperated for a long time with our logssti history
service providers
- We have good personal relationships with our loggst | personal
service providers
- We have good routines to solve emerging problentis wi routines
our logistics service providers
Satisfaction Indicate your satisfaction with the present seryicavider SATIS
(scale: 1 very dissatisfied ... 7 very satisfied):
- Give an evaluation of your overall satisfactionhntihe satisfi
operation of your main logistics service provider.
Loyalty Indicate your intentions regarding relationship tamuity LOYAL
(scale: 1 fully disagree ... 7 fully agree)
- With high probability we will continue the relatiship continue
with our present logistics service providers agjlas
possible.
- We are likely to recommend our main logistics sesvi | change

provider to our business partners

Data collection and estimation method

Data were collected from Finnish industrial comeanduring spring 2008. The survey
was conducted over the Internet using the ‘Webrapdine survey package and e-mail
notification. The first criterion for target growgelection was that a company’s line of
business should consume a lot of logistics servieeg. mining, manufacturing and
construction). The next criterion was that the campmust have at least 50 employees
and an annual turnover of over 400,000 Euros. Target group included some
companies twice because they had several offic&snliand. After eliminating double
entries from the register, the final target grogmsisted of 1,043 companies. There

were 235 acceptable responses for an overall respaite 22.5 percent.
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Non-response bias was studied by comparing differesponse waves using
randomized one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).eTlirst wave included
companies that responded after the original e-negjliest (37.4 percent). The second
wave consisted of companies that responded atiglephone reminder (62.6 percent).
There were no statistically significant differendes p < 0.05 level) between the two
groups for any of the variables used in the stuidws, non-response bias was not
considered to be a problem in the study and we idenghe resultant sample
satisfactorily represents the target group popamati

Respondents had completed the questionnaires wibd @ccuracy and item non-
response rate was low. However, to avoid any lnssample size missing data were
completed with the SPSS expectation maximizatiod)(Eunction. Likelihood based
procedures are generally recommended for missing dampletion where available
(Schafer and Graham, 2002) and the EM techniquesefested as it shows little bias
under most conditions (Hair et al., 2010).

The model was tested using SEM and LISREL softwdteskog and Sérbom
1993a, 1993b; Joreskog et al., 2000). SEM is &sttat technique that can be used for
testing and estimating the reliability and validity theoretical constructs as well as
inferential relationships among these constructsr(et al., 2010). The estimates were
calculated using the maximum likelihood (ML) methbdsed on covariance matrix.
Prior to model estimation, the normality of the ightes was studied with the Prelis2
software.

Empirical results

The empirical test (see Figure 2) shows a goodsttat fit of the model to the datg?(
62.01, df. 45, p 0.047, RMSEA 0.040). The directicof the relationships in the
empirical test are as proposed in the theoreticadeh It can be seen that strong links
exist between the theoretical constructs of peeckigervice quality (QUALITY),
customer satisfaction (SATIS) and loyalty (LOYAMhich is fully consistent with the
satisfaction-loyalty paradigm in service qualitysearch. There is also an association
between the quality of relationship (RELATION) aralyalty (LOYAL) and the
logistics service provider's image (IMAGE) and amer satisfaction (SATIS).
Compared to the main effects between service guadiitisfaction and loyalty,
however, the impacts from image to satisfaction aelkhtionships to loyalty are
considerably weaker.

Interestingly, not all relationships in the empatienodel are statistically significant
(the relationships that are statistically significamn the 0.05 level are underlined in
Figure 2). On the one hand, the direct link betwiegage and loyalty is not statistically
significant, so there is only an indirect impacbnfr image to loyalty via overall
satisfaction. On the other hand, the associatidwd®n the quality of relationship and
satisfaction is not statistically significant, wdih direct link from relationship to loyalty
is significant. Thus, both image and inter-firmatednships are important elements in
the customer’s decisions concerning the continaoityoutsourcing relationships, but
there seem to be different mechanisms how these destructs affect on the
customer’s satisfaction and loyalty.



027

schedule

0. 20—

quick

0. 57—

capacity

0. 55—

brand

0.1z

EE3D

021

COmresp

0. 5q—ie

hiztory

0,85

“H—\- %
n_sd @
0B
m‘“n.sﬁ'
\ o.14
n_55
- a.
n.33 0.1z
o 0.59
a_1lo

satisfi

0. 32—l

personal

U]

routines

.
]
]

L

a.

e

continue

Ty

0.9s
&8 0. 1% T
TE

-0.51
&0

change

-0 .10

=80 .05

—==-0.7%

Figure 2 ~ Model estimation

The factor loadings of the indicator variablesha empirical model are generally good,
indicating acceptable validity of the measureshafotetical constructs. However, it is
problematic to evaluate the validity of construaftish only two or just one indicator
variables (i.e. the endogenous variables “SATISd AoOYAL” in this case), so the
validity should preferably be assessed on the bafsihe whole model rather than
individual factors of the model. The test statstaf the empirical model and latent
constructs are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 — Test statistics of the final model

Path model Latent constructs

Test Value P-value CR AVE
chi-square (d.f.) 62.01 (45) 0.047 QUALITY 0.83 6D.
RMSEA 0.040 IMAGE 0.85 0.66
CFlI 0.99 RELATION 0.79 0.63
GFI 0.96 SATIS 0.90 0.47
SRMR 0.034 LOYAL 0.74 0.55
normed chi-sq. 1.378

Conclusions

This study confirms the central role of service lgpaand overall satisfaction as the
antecedents to buyer’'s loyalty in logistics outsmg relationships (H1 and H2).
Moreover, somewhat weaker, but statistically sigaiit, associations can be found
between the service provider's image and satisgfacfH3) as well as the quality of
relationship and loyalty (H6). By contrast, the swfs of image on loyalty and



relationship on satisfaction are statistically smnificant, and hypotheses H4 and H5
are therefore rejected.

The main effects between service quality, satisfacind loyalty are consistent with
the satisfaction-loyalty paradigm in service gyaliesearch. Thus, perceived quality
influences overall satisfaction which again affdotglty. At the same time, there seem
to be different mechanisms how the service prosdemage and inter-firm
relationships affect on the customer’s satisfactma loyalty. Image has an indirect
effect on loyalty via satisfaction whereas relasioips affect loyalty directly without an
impact on satisfaction. This difference may perhagselated to the existence of the so-
called “halo effect” (e.g. Wirtz, 2003; van Doorg008) which distorts individual
quality or satisfaction measures towards a gengratession — for instance, a strong
brand may have spillover effects on all productsewices under the same brand name.
In this case, a halo-like effect is seen as a pesitnpact of the service provider’s
image on buyer satisfaction which strongly affécialty.

In this paper the service quality evaluation isitéd to one dimension, operational
quality, and additional dimensions could be inctlitte get a more comprehensive view
of the various performance aspects in third pantystics (see e.g. Mentzer et al., 2001;
Seth et al., 2006). In addition, the measures efttieoretical constructs should be
further developed to improve the reliability andididy of the model. For instance, the
concept of loyalty obviously involves various otlrespects that could be included to
complement the measures of intended behavior uséus study. The nature and role
of the halo effect should also be further invesadan the business-to-business service
context and outsourcing relationships.

A final comment concerns the geographic settingtanohg of the study. The survey
was conducted in Finland, which is a fairly smalarket for third party logistics
services. To validate and expand the results, adaminternational survey would be
needed. In addition, it should be remembered tleasurvey was administered in spring
2008 and the logistics market changed dramaticlithe end of that year because of
the business slowdown initiated by the financiasisr This may have changed the
shippers’ attitudes to outsourcing, perhaps slgftime focus more on cost efficiency
than on service quality. Therefore, the study ndedse repeated - preferably with the
inclusion also of the cost performance dimensida get comparative findings under
different economic conditions.

References

Abratt, R. (1989), “A New Approach to the Corporateage Management Process”, Journal of
Marketing Management, Vol. 5, No 1, pp. 63-76.

Anderson E. and Weitz, B. (1989), “Determinant€ohtinuity in Industrial Channel Dyadd¥arketing
ScienceVol. 8, No 4, pp. 310-323.

Andreassen, T.W. and Lindestad, B. (1998), “Custdmgalty and Complex Services”, International
Journal of Service Industry Managemeviol. 9 No. 1, 1998, pp. 7-23.

Asubonteng, P., McCleary, K.J. and Swan, J.E. (L9SERVQUAL Reuvisited: A Critical Review of
Service Quality”,The Journal of Services Marketingol. 10, No 6, pp. 62-81.

Bolton, R. N. (1998), “A Dynamic Model of the Duiat of the Customer's Relationship with a
Continuous Service Provider: The Role of SatistactiMarketing Sciengevol. 17, No 1, pp. 45-65.

Bolton, R.N. and Drew, J.H. (1991), "A Multistageollel of Customers’ Assessments of Service Quality
and Value” Journal of Consumer Researd¥iol. 17, No. 4, pp. 375-384.

Brunner, T. A., Stdcklin, M. and Opwis, K. (20083atisfaction, Image and Loyalty: New Versus
Experienced CustomersEuropean Journal of Marketing/ol. 42, No 9/10, pp. 1095-1105.

Cahill, D.L. (2007) Customer Loyalty in Third Party Logistics Relatibips Springer/Physica-Verlag,
Heidelberg.

Caruana, A. (2002), “Service Loyalty: The EffectsService Quality and the Mediation Role of
Customer SatisfactionEuropean Journal of Marketing/ol. 36, No 7/8, pp. 811-828.

8



Chumpitaz, R.C. and Paparoidamis, N.G. (2004),viserQuality and Marketing Performance in
Business-to-Business Markets: Exploring the Med@fole of Client SatisfactionManaging
Service QualityVol. 14, No 2/3, pp. 235-248.

Chumpitaz, R.C. and Paparoidamis, N.G. (2007),vi8erQuality, Relationship Satisfaction, Trust,
Commitment and Business-to-Business LoyalBtropean Journal of Marketing/ol. 41, No 7/8,
pp. 836-867.

Coulter, K.S. and Coulter, R.A. (2002), “Determitgaf Trust in a Service Provider: The Moderating
Role of Length of RelationshipJournal of Services Marketinyol., 16, No 1, pp. 33-50.

Cronin, J.J. and Taylor, S.A. (1992), “Measuringv@g Quality: A Reexamination and Extension
Journal of MarketingVol. 56 No 3, pp. 55-68.

Crosbhy, L.A. and Croshy, L.A. (1987), “Effects oél&tionship Marketing on Satisfaction, Retentiamd a
Prices in the Life Insurance Industrygurnal of Marketing Researclol. 24, No 4, pp. 404-411.

Davis, D.F., Golicic, S.L. and Marquardt, A.J. (8)02Branding a B2B Service: Does a Brand
Differentiate a Logistics Service Providerfidustrial Marketing Managemenetol. 37, No 2, pp.
218-227.

Davis-Sramek, B., Droge, C., Mentzer, J.T. and My#&t.. (2009), “Creating Commitment and Loyalty
Behavior among Retailers: What Are the Roles oWigerQuality and SatisfactionJournal of the
Academy of Marketing Sciendéol. 37, No 4, pp. 440-464.

van Doorn, J. (2008), “Is There a Halo Effect ii§action Formation in Business to Business
Services?”Journal of Service Researctiol. 11, No 2, pp. 124-141.

Fombrun, , C.J. and van Riel, C.B.M. (1997), “ThepRtational Landscape”, Corporate Reputation
Review, Vol. 1, No 1, pp. 5-15.

Gronroos, C. (1984), "A Service Quality Model atslMarketing Implications”European Journal of
Marketing Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 6-44.

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. and AndersRrE. (2010)Multivariate Data Analysis: A Global
PerspectivePrentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Haywood-Farmer, J. (1988), "A Conceptual Model ef\ice Quality”,International Journal of
Production and Operations Managemeviol. 8, No. 6, pp.19-29.

Hocutt, M.A. (1998), “Relationship Dissolution Mddéntecedents of Relationship Commitment and the
Likelihood of Dissolving a Relationshipliternational Journal of Service Industry Manageen
Vol. 9, No 2, 1998, pp. 189-200.

Juga, J., Juntunen, J. and Grant, D.B. (2009), dishpf Service Quality on Outsourcing Relationship
Continuity”, Proceedingsf the 14' Annual Logistics Research Network Confere®idel. September
2009, Cardiff University & The Chartered InstitutBLogistics and Transport (UK), pp. 681-688.

Juga, J. and Juntunen, J. (2010), “Trust, Contrdl@onfidence in Logistics Outsourcing Decisions”,
International Journal of Services Technology andnisigementforthcoming.

Joreskog, K.G., Sérbom, D. (1993B)SREL 8:Structural Equation Modeling with the SIMPLIS
Command Languagé&sSil, Inc., Lincolnwood.

Joreskog, K.G., S6rbom, D. (1993BRELIS 2: User’s Reference Gui8Sl, Inc. Lincolnwood.

Joreskog, K.G., Sérbom, D., du Toit, S. and du,Mdit(2000),LISREL 8: New Statistical FeatureSSl,
Inc. Lincolnwood.

Kakabadse, N. and Kakabadse, A. (2000), “CriticaiBw — Outsourcing: A Paradigm Shiffhe
Journal of Management Developmegvibl. 19, No 8, pp. 670-728.

Knemeyer, A.M. and Murphy, P.R. (2004), “Evaluatthg Performance of Third-Party Logistics
Arrangements: A Relationship Marketing Perspectifigie Journal of Supply Chain Management
Vol. 40, No. 1, pp.35-51.

Kremic, T., Tukel, O.l. and Rom, W.0O. (2006), “Catiscing Decision Support: A Survey of Benefits,
Risks and Decision FactorsSupply Chain Management: An International Journ&l. 11, No 6, pp.
467-482.

Lee, M. and Cunningham, L.F. (2001), “A Cost/Benhéfiproach to Understanding Service Loyalty”,
Journal of Services Marketingol. 15, No 2, pp. 113-130.

Mentzer, J.T., Flint, D.J. and Kent, J.L. (1999)¢e¥eloping a Logistics Service Quality Scalégurnal
of Business Logistic¥/ol. 20, No. 1, pp.9-32.

Oliver, R.L. (1980), “A Cognitive Model of the Antedents and Consequences of Satisfaction
Decisions”,Journal of Marketing Researchol. 17, No. 4, pp.460-469.

Olsen, S.0. (2002), “Relationship between Quafgtisfaction and Repurchase Loyaltydurnal of the
Academy of Marketing Sciendgol. 30, No. 3, pp.240-249.

Palmer, A. (1997) “Defining Relationship Marketinn International PerspectivelManagement
Decision,Vol. 35, No 4, pp. 319-321.



Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A. and Berry, L.L. &89 “A Conceptual Model of Service Quality and its
Implications for Future Researctipurnal of MarketingVol. 49, No 3, pp. 41-50.

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A. and Berry, L.L.&89 “SERVQUAL: A Multiple Item Scale for
Measuring Consumer Perception of Service Qualiigijrnal of RetailingVol. 64, No. 1, pp.12-37.
Parasuraman, A., (1998), “Customer Service in Bassifto-business Markets: An Agenda for Research”,

Journal of Business & Industrial Marketingol. 13, No 4/5, pp. 309-321.
Parkhe, A. (1993), “Strategic Alliance StructuridgGame Theoretic and Transaction Cost Examination
of Interfirm Cooperation”Academy of Management Journebl. 36, No 4, pp. 794-839.

Razzaque, M.A. and Sheng, C.C. (1998), “Outsourofrigpgistics Functions: A Literature Review”,
International Journal of Physical Distribution & lgistics Managemenvol. 28, No 2, pp. 89-107.

Reichheld, F.F., Markey, R.G. and Hopton, C. (2000he Loyalty Effect — The Relationship between
Loyalty and Profits” European Business Journalol. 12, No 3, pp. 134-139.

Reynolds, K.E. and Beatty, S.E. (1999), “Customendfits and Company Consequences of Customer-
Salesperson Relationships in Retailinggurnal of RetailingVol. 75, No 1, pp. 11-32.

Ring, P.S. and Van de Ven, A.H. (1994), “DeveloptakRrocesses of Cooperative Interorganizational
Relationships”Academy of Management Revj&il. 19, No 1, pp. 90-118.

Schafer, J.L. and Graham, J.W. (2002), “MissingaD&tur View of the State of the ArtPsychological
Methods Vol. 7, No. 2, pp. 147-177.

Selnes, F. (1993), “An Examination of the EffecPobduct Performance on Brand Reputation,
Satisfaction and Loyalty,European Journal of Marketing/ol. 27, No 9, pp. 19-35.

Seth, N. Deshmukh, S.G. and Vrat, P. (2005), “Ser@uality Models: A Review'International
Journal of Quality &Reliability Managementol. 22, No. 9, pp. 913-949

Seth, N., Deshmukh, S.G. and Vrat, P. (2006), “A¢aptual Model for Quality of Service in the Supply
Chain”, International Journal of Physical Distribution & lgistics Managemenvol. 36, No. 7,
pp.547-575.

Stank, T.P., Goldsby, T.J. and Vickery, S.K. (1998ffect of Service Supplier Performance on
Satisfaction and Loyalty of Store Managers in thstFFood Industry*Journal of Operations
ManagementVol. 17, No 4, pp. 429-447.

Stank, T.P., Goldsby, T.J., Vickery, S.K. and Sglué, K. (2003), "Logistics Service Performance:
Estimating its Influence on Market Shar@turnal of Business Logistic¥ol. 24, No. 1, pp.27-55.

Sweeney, J. and Swait, J. (2008), “The Effectsraf@ Credibility on Customer LoyaltyJournal of
Retailing and Consumer Servigé®l. 15, No 3, pp. 179-193.

Wilding, R. and Juriado, R. (2004), “Customer Pptimns on Logistics Outsourcing in the European
Consumer Goods Industryfhternational Journal of Physical Distribution & lgistics Management
Vol. 34, No. 8, pp.628-644.

Wirtz, J. (2003), “Halo in Customer Satisfaction &8eares”,International Journal of Service Industry
ManagementVol. 14, No 1, pp. 96-119.

10



