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Reexamining the Market Share—
Customer Satisfaction Relationship

Market share and customer satisfaction are often used to assess marketing performance. Despite the widespread
assumption of a positive relationship between these two variables, the limited extant empirical literature on the
subject indicates either a negative or a nonsignificant relationship. The authors reexamine this relationship over a
longer time period than has previously been possible in a representative sample of U.S. consumer markets and
find a consistently significant negative market share—customer satisfaction relationship. This is because customer
satisfaction is generally not predictive of firms’ future market share, but market share is a strong negative predictor
of firms’ future customer satisfaction. In follow-up analyses, the authors find that a firm’s customer satisfaction can
predict its future market share when it is benchmarked against that of its nearest rival and customer switching costs
are low. In examining why the market share—future customer satisfaction relationship is generally negative, they
find strong support for preference heterogeneity as a key mediator in this relationship. They also show that
marketing more brands moderates the negative effect of preference heterogeneity on future customer satisfaction.
Thus, larger brand portfolios offer a strategy solution for the general market share—satisfaction trade-off.
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nected with the firm’s marketing activities, market
share and customer satisfaction are central constructs
in marketing theory and practice. They are also often viewed
as interrelated (e.g., Anderson, Fornell, and Lehman 1994):
managers commonly believe that enhancing customer satis-
faction is an appropriate strategy for improving market
share (e.g., Morgan, Anderson, and Mittal 2005). For exam-
ple, the widely cited “service—profit chain” logic suggests
that improved customer satisfaction should lead to both
enhanced retention of a firm’s existing customers and posi-
tive reputation effects that will attract new customers; there-
fore, it should be positively related to the firm’s future mar-
ket share (e.g., Kamakura et al. 2002). However, the limited
empirical evidence to date suggests that firms’ market share
and customer satisfaction either are unconnected or have a
negative relationship (Anderson, Fornell, and Lehman
1994; Griffin and Hauser 1993). As a result, Fornell (1995)
posits a nonpositive association between market share and
customer satisfaction as an empirical generalization.
Here, we empirically reassess Fornell’s (1995) proposi-
tion and answer three primary questions. First, what is the

n s performance outcomes that are intimately con-
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relationship between market share and customer satisfac-
tion over time? It is important to examine a longer time
series of data because time-varying effects can significantly
influence any relationship involving firms and their market-
and customer-level performance. Yet the few prior studies
of this relationship had access to only one (Fornell 1995) or
two (Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann 1994) years of cus-
tomer satisfaction data. Here, using American Customer
Satisfaction Index (ACSI) data over a 13-year period, our
analyses establish that market share and customer satisfac-
tion have a significant and stable negative association over
time. This strengthens Fornell’s original nonpositive empiri-
cal generalization to negative and shows that although most
managers assume that these two key aspects of marketing
performance are positively related, under most conditions,
this is not the case, and the reverse is true. This finding has
important implications for firms’ goal setting and perfor-
mance measurement.

Second, what is the nature of the relationship between
market share and customer satisfaction? Our analyses
reveal that the overall negative association between these
two variables is a result of a generally weak and insignifi-
cant impact of a firm’s current customer satisfaction on its
future market share as well as a strong and significant nega-
tive impact of a firm’s current market share on its future
customer satisfaction. We examine two factors that may
influence the effect of current satisfaction on future market
share: the firm’s customer satisfaction relative to its nearest
rival and customer switching costs. We find that a firm’s
customer satisfaction positively predicts its future market
share when it is computed relative to that of its nearest rival
and customer switching costs are low. This finding has
important implications for firms’ customer feedback system
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design and identifies when it might be worthwhile for firms
to invest in customer satisfaction improvement efforts.

Third, why is market share negatively related to firms’
future customer satisfaction? We provide the first empirical
examination of the predominant explanation posited for this
relationship—that is, greater product/service preference
heterogeneity, which is more difficult to satisfy in the cus-
tomer base of larger market share firms. Our results strongly
support this explanation for the negative market share—future
customer satisfaction relationship observed in our sample.
This finding provides important new insights into the exis-
tence of previously unidentified negative feedback effects
in the service—profit chain and shows that strategies
designed to build market share can have unintended nega-
tive consequences for firm performance. Building on this
insight, we also suggest a strategy that could enable firms to
efficiently deal with the negative effects of such high levels
of preference heterogeneity: adoption of larger brand port-
folios. We show that marketing a greater number of brands
enables firms in our sample to mitigate the negative associ-
ation between market share and customer satisfaction by
reducing the strong negative impact of preference hetero-
geneity on future customer satisfaction.

Conceptual Framework and
Hypotheses

Market share has long been a central issue in the economics,
management, and marketing literatures as both a market(ing)-
related performance dependent variable and a potential
market-based asset driver of brand- and firm-level perfor-
mance. However, there remains considerable debate sur-
rounding the nature (spurious or real) and magnitude (rela-
tively large or very small) of the relationship between
market share and firm profitability (e.g., Ailawadi, Farris,
and Parry 1999; Boulding and Staelin 1993; Jacobson
1988). Despite this controversy, researchers and managers
still typically view market share as an important indicator
of the effectiveness of firms’ marketing efforts (e.g., Farris
et al. 2006).

In contrast, whereas customer satisfaction has long been
a central construct in the consumer behavior, marketing
strategy, and theoretical and empirical modeling research
streams in marketing, it has generally received much less
attention in economics and management. In further contrast
to market share, the large and increasing body of evidence
linking customer satisfaction with suppliers’ financial per-
formance is much less controversial in terms of the nature
and magnitude of the relationship (e.g., Luo, Homburg, and
Wieseke 2010; Morgan and Rego 2006). Like market share,
however, customer satisfaction is also widely used as a key
marketing performance indicator (Luo and Homburg 2007).

Given the central importance of both market share and
customer satisfaction in the marketing literature as well
their widespread use as key performance indicators, the
relationship between these two variables has received sur-
prisingly little attention. Much of the marketing literature —
along with most managers—adopts an implicit service—
profit chain perspective and assumes that customer satisfac-
tion is a driver of subsequent repurchase and recommenda-
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tion behaviors and is thereby positively associated with a
firm’s future market share. Furthermore, brand-level
researchers have noted that consumers of high-share pack-
aged goods brands tend to purchase in greater amounts and
with greater frequency and exhibit greater behavioral loy-
alty (e.g., Fader and Schmittlein 1993). To the extent that
postpurchase attitudes such as satisfaction translate into
observed future repeat purchase behaviors, this would also
suggest that current-period customer satisfaction should
have a positive association with a firm’s future market
share.

However, the limited empirical evidence does not gen-
erally support a significant positive relationship between
customer satisfaction and market share (Anderson, Fornell,
and Lehmann 1994; Fornell 1995; Griffin and Hauser
1993). This led Fornell (1995) to propose a nonpositive
relationship between the two variables as an empirical gen-
eralization. The supporting theoretical arguments proposed
by Anderson, Fornell, and Lehmann (1994) and Fornell
(1995) suggest that, ceteris paribus, a firm’s market share
reflects the heterogeneity of its customer base, with more
heterogeneous needs being more difficult to satisfy. Fornell
(1995) therefore posits that whereas customer satisfaction
with a supplier is positively associated with customers’
repurchase and recommendation behavior, these positive
effects on a supplier firm’s future market share are counter-
balanced—and may even be overwhelmed—by the nega-
tive impact of greater heterogeneity in the firm’s customer
base, which reduces the firm’s ability to satisfy its cus-
tomers’ increasingly diverse needs and requirements in the
future. Thus, the literature suggests the following:

Hj: (a) A firm’s current period customer satisfaction is posi-
tively associated with its future market share, but (b) a
firm’s current-period market share is negatively associated
with its future customer satisfaction.

What Factors May Affect the Customer
Satisfaction—Market Share Relationship?

Because the literature has typically assumed a positive rela-
tionship between a firm’s current-period customer satisfac-
tion and its future market share, attention to factors that
may affect the existence or strength of this relationship has
been sparse. However, the literature has broadly supported
the intuition that the satisfaction of a firm’s customers may
be more strongly related to the firm’s future market share
when it is benchmarked against the satisfaction delivered
by alternative suppliers rather than calibrated as an absolute
value. For example, Mittal and Kamakura (2001, p. 134)
find that evaluating customers’ “true” satisfaction ratings
(i.e., those that will affect their actual repurchase behaviors)
requires the value of customers’ next-best alternative, which
is “based on not only the satisfaction from the brand but
also the expected satisfaction from competing brands.”
Here, we propose that a firm’s nearest rival —the rival
that targets the most similar customers and positions its
product/service most similarly in terms of quality and
price—is the closest alternative supplier to (or from) which
customers may switch. Benchmarking the firm’s customer
satisfaction against that of its nearest rival therefore pro-



vides information regarding the relative attractiveness to
customers of both suppliers (e.g., Mittal and Kamakura
2001; Ping 1993). This should be a better indicator of the
motivation for customers to switch from one firm to the
other than the absolute value of satisfaction provided by a
single firm (e.g., Fornell 1992). Thus, information that Firm
A delivers a low level of satisfaction to its customers may
not be sufficient to infer probable customer switching moti-
vation, because it ignores the satisfaction available from the
nearest alternative supplier. For example, if Firm A’s near-
est rival (Firm B) delivers even lower satisfaction to its cus-
tomers than Firm A, ceteris paribus, the likelihood of Firm
A’s customers switching to Firm B is low because they have
no expectation of finding greater satisfaction by doing so
(e.g., Colgate et al. 2007). Thus, we propose the following:

H,: A firm’s current-period customer satisfaction is more
strongly positively associated with its future market share
when it is benchmarked as relative to the firm’s nearest rival.

As we have argued, benchmarking a firm’s customer
satisfaction against that of its nearest rival provides insight
into customers’ motivation to switch suppliers. However,
the literature also suggests that customers may vary in the
extent to which they are willing or able to switch suppliers,
even when they are motivated to do so, due to the presence
of switching costs—that is, the perceived costs a firm’s cus-
tomers associate with switching to an alternative supplier
(e.g., Mittal and Kamakura 2001; Roos, Edvardsson, and
Gustafsson 2004). These may range from simple time,
effort, and psychological costs involved in finding and
acquiring substitute products/services from a rival supplier
(e.g., Burnham, Frels, and Mahajan 2003) to the monetary
costs of losing existing loyalty rewards and discounts or
breaking service contracts with an existing supplier (e.g.,
Fornell 1992). To the extent that switching costs for a firm’s
customers are positive, these costs will likely offset any sat-
isfaction benefits that customers may anticipate from
switching suppliers. Thus, if Firm B delivers a higher level
of satisfaction to its customers than Firm A, it is likely to
gain fewer additional customers from Firm A when switch-
ing costs for Firm A’s customers are high. This leads us to
propose the following:

Hj: The positive effect of a firm’s current-period relative cus-
tomer satisfaction on its future market share is weakened
by the presence of customer switching costs.

Why Might Market Share Negatively Affect
Customer Satisfaction?

The main explanation scholars have proposed for the possi-
ble negative effect of a firm’s market share on its future
customer satisfaction highlights the mediating role of the
level of preference heterogeneity evident in a firm’s cus-
tomer base. Preference heterogeneity pertains to differences
among individual customers in how they respond to firms’
products and service offerings and associated marketing
programs (e.g., Horsky, Misra, and Nelson 2006). The lit-
erature has suggested that a firm’s market share reflects the
number of customers in its customer base and that, ceteris
paribus, the greater the number of customers a firm has, the

greater the heterogeneity in customer product/service needs
and wants the firm consequently faces (Anderson, Fornell,
and Lehmann 1994; Hauser, Simester, and Wernerfelt
1994). All else being equal, it is more difficult for a firm to
effectively and efficiently satisfy customers who exhibit
more heterogeneous product and service preferences (e.g.,
Griffin and Hauser 1993). Thus, it is likely to be more diffi-
cult for larger market share firms to satisfy customers
because they face greater preference heterogeneity, which
reduces their ability to satisfy customer needs (e.g., Fornell
1995; Griffin and Hauser 1993). This suggests the following:

Hy: The negative relationship between a firm’s current-period
market share and the firm’s future customer satisfaction is
mediated by preference heterogeneity in the firm’s cus-
tomer base.

A Possible Strategy Solution for the Market
Share-Customer Satisfaction Trade-Off?

Given the centrality of market share and customer satisfaction
in marketing theory and given managers’ desire to perform
well on both criteria, it is important to identify strategies
that may enable firms to accomplish this. The theoretical
arguments for H, suggest that strategies that reduce the
negative satisfaction impact of the greater preference
heterogeneity associated with larger market shares are those
that are most likely to help firms achieve high levels of both
market share and customers’ satisfaction. A way to accom-
plish this is to market a greater number of brands (Aaker
2004). By marketing different brands—each designed to
appeal to groups of customers with similar needs and pref-
erences—firms can address varying customer needs and
requirements (e.g., Kekre and Srinivasan 1990; Morgan and
Rego 2009). Thus, facing a given level of preference
heterogeneity associated with its market share, a firm offer-
ing more brands is more likely to enable customers to find
an offering in the firm’s brand portfolio that will be closer
to their ideal individual requirements. This should diminish
the negative effect of preference heterogeneity on customer
satisfaction. Therefore,

Hs: The mediating role of preference heterogeneity in the
market share—future customer satisfaction relationship is
moderated by the number of brands marketed by the firm.

Data

The National Quality Research Center at the University of
Michigan’s Ross School of Business supplied our primary
data set, which consists of ACSI data for approximately 200
companies for the period 1994-2006. The ACSI is designed
to be representative of the U.S. consumer economy, sam-
pling industries that collectively represent more than 42%
of U.S. gross domestic product. The ACSI collects satisfac-
tion data from a national probability sample of consumers
of the products and services of the largest firms within each
industry that are responsible for more than 70% of total
industry sales (for details, see Fornell et al. 1996). More
than 800,000 customers were surveyed between 1994 and
2006. The ACSI customer satisfaction score is a latent
variable computed annually for each of the 200+ firms in
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the database (see Fornell et al. 1996) and has been widely
used in marketing strategy research. Within our sample, the
mean customer satisfaction rating is 77.37 (on a 100-point
scale), with a standard deviation of 6.48 and a range
between 52.64 and 90.17.

Because unit sales data are not available for most firms,
we drew on data from multiple sources to compute market
share as the firm’s U.S. and ACSI industry-adjusted sales
revenue as a percentage of total ACSI industry sales in the
United States. Appendix A details the procedure involved in
computing market share and data sources. As Table 1
shows, the market shares computed for the firms in our data
set ranged from less than 2.1% to 58.9%, with a mean mar-
ket share of approximately 11.2%. We assessed external
validity for our market share measure by comparing our
metric with the market share figures provided by Market
Share Reporter (e.g., Lazich 2006) for the subset of firm-
year observations common in both data sets (approximately
15% of our sample). The overall correlation between the
two market share measures was .89.

We compute relative satisfaction by benchmarking each
firm’s customer satisfaction against that of its nearest rival
for each firm in our data set in a two-stage process detailed
in Appendix A. First, we identified each firm’s nearest rival
each year using the approach developed by Morgan and
Rego (2009). Second, we created a relative satisfaction
measure for each firm-year by subtracting the nearest rival
ACSI satisfaction score from that of the local firm.

Switching costs are the perceived costs a firm’s cus-
tomers associate with moving to an alternative supplier. The
literature has suggested that switching costs are observable
when customers exhibit loyalty that cannot be explained by
the satisfaction delivered to them by firms’ product and ser-
vice offerings (e.g., Fornell 1992). As described in Appendix
A, we therefore measure switching costs as the “unexplained
loyalty” exhibited by the firm’s customers. Because there
are no publicly available direct measures of preference
heterogeneity, we use individual consumer-level ACSI data
to construct an indirect proxy measure (see Appendix A)
that captures diversity in the “ideal” points of each firm’s

customer base.! Appendix B presents four nomological
validity assessments that lend strong support to our mea-
sures of both switching costs and preference heterogeneity.

Finally, we collected information regarding the number
of brands marketed by each firm in our sample from annual
10-K/10-Q filings, supplemented by the Hoovers.com data-
base. To ensure comparability with the rest of our data set, we
collected data on only the brands owned by each firm that are
marketed in the United States in the specific industry(ies)
for which the ACSI collects data from the firm’s customers.

We also collected additional firm-level information to
obtain a range of control variables for our analyses (see
Appendix A). To control for any economies-of-scope effects,
we collected information on the number of business segments
served from the Hoovers.com database. To control for
economies-of-scale effects and firm-level heterogeneity, we
used Compustat data on firm size (book value of assets),
selling and general administration (SGA) expenses-to-sales
revenue ratio, advertising-to-sales revenue ratio, and research
and development (R&D)-to-sales revenue ratio. We also
collected data on each firm’s return on assets (ROA) to con-
trol for any possible effect of firms’ prior performance.
Finally, to control for differences between industries, we
computed market growth rates and industry concentration
(Herfindahl-Hirschman Index [HHI]) using Compustat data.

Tables 1 and 2 present descriptive statistics and correla-
tions for each of the variables in our data set. After elimi-
nating utilities (e.g., electricity, gas, water), which are typi-
cally local monopolies, and deleting firms for which less
than three years of data were available, the number of firm-
year observations in our data set was 792, covering 104
firms operating in 23 industries (see Appendix C).

Table 3 contains the contemporaneous and one-year
lagged bivariate correlations between market share and cus-
tomer satisfaction and offers preliminary insights into the
existence and nature of the association between the two

IAlthough switching costs and preference heterogeneity are
often conceptualized as industry- or category-level phenomena, in
this study, we adopt a firm-level perspective.

TABLE 1
Summary Statistics (N = 792)

Variable M SD SE Min Med Max
Customer satisfaction 77.37 6.48 .24 52.64 78.81 90.17
Rival customer satisfaction 77.39 6.45 .22 52.64 78.32 90.30
Relative customer satisfaction -.02 4.00 .16 -15.15 .00 14.24
Market share 11.21% 12.55% AT7% 2.11% 7.42% 58.90%
ROA 5.74% 5.90% 21% -38.12% 5.82% 24.37%
Firm size (total assets) 62,502 153,849 5,467 347 12,667 1,459,737
SGA-to-sales 18.95% 12.03% 43% .00% 20.49% 45.70%
Advertising-to-sales 3.22% 3.88% 14% .00% 1.96% 21.56%
R&D-to-sales 1.00% 1.74% .06% .00% .00% 12.15%
Number of segments 5.36 7.57 .27 1.00 2.00 64.00
Number of brands 16.35 20.29 .72 1.00 8.00 79.00
Market concentration (HHI) 19 14 .00 .07 .16 .60
Market growth rate 6.62% 9.49% .34% —25.30% 5.66% 61.49%
Switching costs .00 3.42 12 -9.29 .04 11.39
Preference heterogeneity 1.00 .07 .00 .72 1.00 1.23

Notes: This table presents descriptive statistics for all variables included in our sample and used in all reported empirical analyses. All variables

are defined in Appendix A.
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TABLE 3
Customer Satisfaction—Market Share Correlations by Year

Market Share

Market Share Satisfaction,

Year (t) Observations Satisfactiony; , ) Satisfaction, Market Share; ., 1)
1994 64 —.348 —.388 —-.387
1995 65 —-.376 —.363 —-.383
1996 66 -.323 —-.364 -.373
1997 66 —.346 -.311 —.343
1998 49 -.178 -.213 -.118
1999 68 —.406 —-.300 -.322
2000 68 —.288 —-.376 —-.374
2001 68 —.344 —.276 -.302
2002 49 -.193 —-.160 -.169
2003 64 —-.359 -.332 -.373
2004 56 —-.349 -.319 —.401
2005 59 —.429 -.419 —.422
2006 50 — —.462 —.415
Overall 792 -.332 -.333 -.341

Notes: This table summarizes one-period lagged and contemporaneous correlations between customer satisfaction and market share by year.

All correlations are significant at the p < .05 level.

variables. These correlations indicate the existence of a
negative association between them—both contemporane-
ously and with market share lagging customer satisfaction
one year and vice versa—with an overall correlation rang-
ing between —.332 and -.341.2 This correlation is also
remarkably stable, with annual coefficients ranging
between —.160 and —.462 for the 13 years in our data set.

Hypothesis-Testing Approach

To test our hypotheses, we use dynamic panel generalized
method of moments (GMM) estimation (Arellano and Bover
1995; Blundell and Bond 1998). This approach deals with
common estimation issues in our data set, particularly “small
T, large N panels (i.e., relatively few time periods and many
firms), dynamic dependent variables (i.e., share and satis-
faction are somewhat “persistent” and dependent on prior-
period observations), endogeneity (i.e., regressors that are
correlated with prior- and possibly current-period errors),
fixed-level firm effects, and heteroskedasticity and serial
correlation within but not across firms (Roodman 2009).
Dynamic GMM uses the generalized method of moments,
empirically generates sample moments from the data, requires
no distributional assumptions, and is most useful when the
error term and regressor distributions are not independent and
instrument variables are needed to produce efficient and
unbiased estimators (Baum, Schaffer, and Stillman 2003).

For ease of exposition, we begin by summarizing a levels-
levels model specification of H; in Equations la and 1b
(Anderson, Fornell, and Rust 1997; Tuli, Bharadwaj, and
Kohli 2010) that models the level of customer satisfaction
and market share as dependent variables. We control for
observable heterogeneity by including known predictors
and likely influencers of the customer satisfaction—market
share association in our model formulations.

2To explore possible nonlinearity in this relationship, we tried
exponential, logarithmic, polynomial, and power estimations for
the association between the two constructs and found no statistical
evidence of nonlinearity.
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(la) Market share; , 1y = 0 + o) Satisfaction;,
+ opMarket share;y + 03ROA
+ oyFirm size;) + 0sSGA/sales;
+ ogAdv/sales;) + 0;R&D/sales;
+ ogSegments; + 0gHHI)
+ apMarket growth;) + Year , 1y +n;

+ &+ 1)

(1b) Satisfaction; , 1y = By + BMarket share;,
+ B,Satisfaction;) + B3ROA;(,
+ B4Firm size;) + PsSGA/sales;
+ BeAdv/sales;y, + B7R&D/sales;,
+ BgSegments;, + BoHHI;)
+ BioMarket growth;) + Year , 1) + @;
+Gier 10

where i stands for firm and t for time (year), Year , 1) rep-
resents a set of mutually exclusive year dummies, 1); and ¢,
are time-invariant unobservable firm-fixed effects (e.g.,
supplier relationships), and € , 1) and (. , 1) are random
errors representing all unobserved influences on future mar-
ket share and customer satisfaction, respectively.

Although the inclusion of year dummies combined with
a time-invariant error component partially alleviates some
heteroskedasticity and unobservable effects estimation con-
cerns, it does not fully resolve these issues, nor does it
address all possible sources of endogeneity (Mizik and
Jacobson 2004; Tuli, Bharadwaj, and Kohli 2010). Dynamic
panel GMM resolves these concerns by first-differencing
(thereby eliminating firm-specific fixed effects) and by
using two-period or earlier lagged values of all regressors
as instrument variables (IVs), thereby alleviating simultane-
ity and dynamic endogeneity. Thus, we also assess H;
through a changes-changes model specification, as summa-



rized in Equations 2a and 2b (Arellano and Bond 1991;
Roodman 2009).

(2a) AMarket share;, , 1) = o,;ASatisfaction;
+ opAMarket share;y + 03AROA(
+ 0 AFirm size;y + 0,sASGA/sales;(y
+ osAAdv/sales;) + 07AR&D/sales;
+ ogASegments;y + 0AHHI;
+ o pAMarket growth;

+ Aei(t +1) and

(2b) ASatisfaction; , 1) = B;AMarket share;,
+ BoASatisfaction;y + B3AROA
+ B4AFirm sizej, + BsASGA/sales;,
+ BgAAdv/sales;) + B;AR&D/sales;
+ BgASegments;,) + BoAHHI; )
+ BioAMarket growth; ) + Al 4 1.

Despite the broad applicability and statistical efficiency
of dynamic panel GMM, research has also identified a few
weaknesses. These weaknesses involve the inherent decrease
in statistical power associated with first-differencing
(Levine, Loayza, and Beck 2000), the validity of the instru-
mentation procedure for the first-differences equations
(Arellano and Bover 1995), and the possibility for magnifi-
cation of gaps in unbalanced panel data sets (Roodman
2009). However, the impact of these shortcomings can be
minimized by jointly estimating levels-levels and changes-
changes formulations (Arellano and Bover 1995; Blundell
and Bond 1998). This enables researchers to obtain addi-
tional instruments and increases efficiency (e.g., Mizik and
Jacobson 2004, Roodman 2009). Regressors in the changes-
changes equation are instrumented using two-period (or
earlier) lagged regressor levels, whereas regressors in the
levels-levels equation are instrumented using their own
lagged first-differences (Roodman 2009). This system of
equations is usually referred to as “system GMM.”

Several tests enable us to assess the method used as well
as the validity of the results. The Wald chi-square statistic is
an omnibus test that assesses whether the proposed model
specification predicts market share and customer satisfac-
tion. We also examine AR(1) and AR(2) statistics to test for
serial correlation in the error terms. Dynamic panel GMM
assumes that first-order serial correlation is present in the
data but that second-order serial correlation is not present.
Therefore, the null hypotheses (i.e., there is no k-order serial
correlation) should be rejected for AR(1) and not rejected
for AR(2). We also report the Hansen J-statistic, which jointly
tests correct model specification and valid instrument overi-
dentification restrictions. Valid instrumentation requires
that the J-statistic be consistent in not rejecting the null
hypothesis.3 We also report the C-statistic (i.e., difference-

3Roodman (2009) cautions that a more conservative p-value
should be used (e.g., p > .25) and also warns that this p-value
should not equal 1, suggesting that it should be smaller than .90, as
a general rule.

in-Hansen test) as an additional robustness test of instru-
ment validity for the changes-changes model specifications.
We also verified that including year dummies improves
model fit (Sarafidis, Yamagata, and Robertson 2006) and
confirmed that all steady-state lagged dependent variable
estimates are less than 1 in absolute value (Roodman 2009).4

Finally, we address remaining estimation concerns by
testing spurious regression using the Maddala and Wu
(1999) Fisher combination test (because our panel data set
is slightly unbalanced), and we unequivocally reject the
unit-root hypothesis for both market share and customer
satisfaction. We also log-transform variables> with skewed
distributions, Winsorize data at the 1% level to ensure that
extreme observations do not drive our results (e.g., Tuli,
Bharadwaj, and Kohli 2010), and estimate variance infla-
tion statistics to confirm that multicollinearity does not
unduly influence our estimates. We jointly estimate the pro-
posed dynamic panel system GMM model specifications (i.e.,
we jointly estimate Equations 1a and 2a and then Equations
1b and 2b) and report standardized estimates (z-scores) to
facilitate effect size comparison.

To assess H, and Hj, we then reestimate the levels-levels
and changes-changes model specifications detailed previ-
ously but substitute “relative satisfaction” in place of
absolute customer satisfaction (labeled “satisfaction”) (M3C
and M4C) and include the switching costs variable (M3D
and M4D) along with the relative satisfaction X switching
costs interaction (M3E and M4E). For comparative pur-
poses, we also estimate models using absolute customer sat-
isfaction in the presence of switching costs (M3A and
M4A) and the satisfaction X switching costs interaction
(M3B and M4B). To test H,, we combine the parameter
estimates and associated (co)variance matrices from M1A
and M2A with those from models M3C and M4C into one
parameter vector and simultaneous (co)variance matrix.
Using seemingly unrelated estimation methods, we then test
for cross-model parameter equality for the “absolute” ver-
sus “relative” customer satisfaction estimates in models
M1A and M3C and models M2A and M4C (Greene 2005).

To test Hy, we follow Baron and Kenny’s (1986) logic
that if preference heterogeneity mediates the negative effect
of current market share on future customer satisfaction, we
should observe that (1) market share positively predicts pref-
erence heterogeneity, (2) preference heterogeneity negatively
predicts future customer satisfaction, and (3) the direct
effect of current market share on future customer satisfac-
tion is weaker when the effect of preference heterogeneity
is accounted for (i.e., the direct effect is “mediated away”).
In assessing the presence of mediation and the statistical
significance of our findings with bootstrapping, we follow
Zhao, Lynch, and Chen’s (2010) approach.

4As a final robustness check, we follow Bond (2002) and con-
firm that in our analysis, all main-effects estimates are such that
the corresponding estimates for ordinary least squares > GMM >
fixed effects.

5These variables include market share, customer satisfaction,
firm size (assets), and the number of segments. Substantively, our
hypothesis testing findings do not change as a result of these trans-
formations.
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To assess Hs, we conduct a moderated mediation test of
the moderating effect of the number of brands marketed by
the firm on the mediating role of preference heterogeneity on
the negative relationship between market share and future
customer satisfaction hypothesized in Hy. Drawing on Muller,
Judd, and Yzerbyt (2005), the moderated mediation test
requires simultaneous estimation of the following equations:

3) M=ay+a; xX,and

“4) Y=by+b XM+byxX+bsXxW+by XxMXxXW,

where M is the mediator variable (preference heterogene-
ity), W is the moderator variable (number of brands), X is
the independent variable (current period market share), and
Y is the dependent variable (future customer satisfaction). It
can be demonstrated that the conditional indirect effect of X
on Y, mediated by M and moderated by W, is given by a; X
by + a; X by X W (Muller, Judd, and Yzerbyt 2005). Thus,
for Hs to hold, the conditional indirect effect of market
share (X) on customer satisfaction (Y), estimated as a; X by +
a; X by X number of brands (W), should be such that a; X b;
and a; X by are both positive and significant. Preacher,
Rucker, and Hayes (2007) show that the distribution of the
conditional indirect effect in this test is nonnormal and
skewed, requiring bootstrap-estimated efficient standard
errors and percentile-based confidence intervals to assess
the statistical significance of the indirect conditional effects.

We follow this approach in testing Hs, estimating levels-
levels and changes-changes model specifications for the
moderation-mediation system of equations outlined previ-
ously. For consistency, we also include the same set of con-
trol variables in our equations as those used in our prior
hypotheses tests. The statistical significance of the condi-
tional indirect effect of market share on customer satisfac-
tion reported is based on 5,000 bootstrap runs for each esti-
mated model and uses percentile-based confidence intervals
(Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes 2007).

Results

Table 4 summarizes the estimates obtained in testing H; for
the levels-levels model specification (M1A) and changes-
changes model specification (M2A). We also examine the
possibility that the market share—customer satisfaction rela-
tionship may be characterized by longer lag structures and
report estimates for model specifications including addi-
tional market share and customer satisfaction lags (M1B
and M2B). All the instrument validity and identification
tests reported in Table 4 support the use of system dynamic
panel GMM to estimate the proposed models.

In the relationships of interest in H;, the main-effects
results in Table 4 indicate that in all four model specifica-
tions, firms’ current-period market share is a significant
negative predictor of the following year’s customer satisfac-
tion, with beta coefficients ranging from —.164 to —.486 (all
p-values < .05). However, we also find in all four models
that customer satisfaction is not a significant positive pre-
dictor of firms’ future market share, with beta coefficients
ranging from —.038 to .150 (all p-values > .10). Empirically,
the overall negative relationship we observe between the two
variables differs from Fornell’s (1995) original nonpositive
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empirical generalization logic in that the negative effect of
current market share on future satisfaction in our data is sig-
nificantly stronger than the (insignificant) effect of current
period satisfaction on future market share.6

We conducted sensitivity analyses to assess the robust-
ness of our results. First, we performed more aggressive
outlier influence tests by Winsorizing our data to the 2.5th
and 5th percentiles. Our findings remain substantively
unchanged. Second, we reestimated our models to include
the contemporaneous association between satisfaction and
market share; again, the substantive findings remain
unchanged. Third, we also estimate alternative model speci-
fications using a stock market-related measure of financial
performance (Tobin’s Q) in place of (and also in addition
to) the accounting-based financial performance (ROA) used
in our models and observed no substantive changes to our
main-effects findings. Fourth, we also tested for—and
found no supporting evidence of—alternative nonlinear
model specifications. Overall, these analyses suggest that
the Table 4 H; test results are robust and generalizable.

When compared with the equivalent models M1A and
M2A (Table 4), our Table 5 H, testing results show that
controlling for the presence of switching costs (models
M3A and M4A) does not lead current-period satisfaction to
positively predict future market share with insignificant
beta coefficients of .037 and —.189 (both ps > .05), respec-
tively. This remains true when we include the satisfaction x
switching costs interaction term in M3B and M4B, with
insignificant beta coefficients of .024 (p > .05) and —.062 (p >
05), respectively. These results also hold when we substi-
tute relative satisfaction into the same equations, as shown
in M3C and M4C, in which relative satisfaction does not
significantly predict future market share (B = .115, p > .05,
and B = 029, p > .05). They also hold when we include
switching costs in the relative satisfaction models M3D (3 =
116, p > .50) and M4D (B = .030, p > .50).

However, Table 5 also reveals that when we use the
relative measure of customer satisfaction and include both
the switching costs variable and its interaction with relative
satisfaction (models M3E and M4E), the beta coefficient
for relative satisfaction becomes positive and significant
(B =.126,p < 01, and B = .088, p < .05), switching costs
becomes positive and significant (B = .062, p < .05) in the
levels-levels model but not in the changes-changes model
(B = 021, p > 05), and the interaction term becomes nega-
tive and significant in both models (B =-.091, p < .05, and
B = -.055, p < .05).7 Chi-square tests indicate that the dif-

6This difference can be inferred from Table 4, which reports
standardized estimates (z-scores) obtained using system GMM.
We also tested the hypothesis that these two effects are identical in
magnitude by imposing a constraint to our model. We found that
the negative effect of current market share on future satisfaction is
significantly stronger than the effect of current-period satisfaction
on future market share (p < .04).

7As a follow-up analysis, we also examined two alternative
“relative-to” satisfaction metrics (industry average and best in
industry) and degree of competition (HHI) as an alternative or
complement to switching costs, but we found no significant mod-
erating effects for them either independently or in combination
with our other moderator variables.



TABLE 4
The Customer Satisfaction—Market Share Relationship

A: Levels-Levels

Market Share . 1) Satisfactiony; , )

Levels-Levels M1A M1B M1A M1B
Satisfactiony —-.038 .013 .692*** .656™**
Satisfaction; _ 1 -.032 .266™**
Market share 954 .618** 177" —.164***
Market share; _ 1 .533** .105
ROA .063** .054* .001 —-.011
Firm sizey .129* .081 .010 .011
SGA-to-salesy —-.023 -.016 —-.039* —-.024
Advertising-to-sales .016 .028 .046* .027
R&D-to-sales, .021 .039 .051** .022
Number of segmentsy -.016 .035 .073** .043**
Concentration —-.100 -.012 .01 .023
Market growth, .032 .052** —-.023* —-.023
Model Details
Observations 792 792 669 669
Parameters 23 25 23 25
Instruments 63 71 41 49
Wald %2 211.60*** 269.03*** 37.94*** 102.41***
AR(1) —2.42** —2.24~ —4.35"* —4.41*
AR(2) 1.02 —-.91 1.47 .92
Hansen J 124.83 129.45 119.02 133.08
Hansen C 26.38 21.32 23.91 18.52

B: Changes-Changes

AMarket Share , 1)

ASatisfactiony , 1

Changes-Changes M2A M2B M2A M2B
ASatisfactiony .056 .150 .183** .219**
ASatisfaction; _ 1) —-.009 .166**
AMarket share .360*** 434 -371** —.486*
AMarket share; _ 1) .065 .265
AROAy .072 -.029 .094 -.022
AFirm size 428" .053 -.237 —-.004
ASGA-to-sales 123 .189* -.037 -.077
AAdvertising-to-sales -219 -.302* .091 .149
AR&D-to-salesy .075 .078 .239 372"
ANumber of segments —.639* -.716 496 -110
AConcentrationy —.254* —.091 107 .268**
AMarket growth, —-.036 —-.036 .048 .094*
Model Details
Observations 792 792 669 669
Parameters 21 23 21 23
Instruments 59 67 27 35
Wald 2 5.93"** 3.49*** 2.38"* 4.59***
AR(1) -2.01% -2.31% —3.64*** -3.15**
AR(2) 1.17 1.42 1.58 .76
Hansen J 112.93 119.56 120.93 107.69
Hansen C 23.20 22.57 14.97 16.21
*p < .05.
**p<.01.
***p < .001.

Notes: This table presents regressions of future market share and future customer satisfaction for levels-levels and changes-changes model
specifications jointly estimated using system GMM. Models M1A and M1B are levels-levels specifications and models M2A and M2B
represent changes-changes specifications. All estimates are standardized. All variables are defined in Appendix A. The focal explana-
tory variables are the one- and two-period lags of market share and customer satisfaction. Additional explanatory variables included are
one-period lags of firm-specific ROA, firm size, SGA-to-sales, advertising-to-sales, R&D-to-sales, number of business segments, indus-
try concentration, market growth, and year dummies. Two-period (or earlier) and up to five-period lags of market share and customer
satisfaction are used as GMM-style instruments, while year dummies are used as |V-style instruments. Model fit is assessed through a
Wald y2 statistic. We tested first- and second-order serial correlations with AR(1) and AR(2) test statistics, respectively. We assessed
validity of instruments using Hansen J and difference-in-Hansen C statistics. Values with no asterisks are nonstatistically significant at
p=.05.
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Satisfaction, Relative Satisfaction, and Switching Cost Predictors of Market Share

TABLE 5

A: Market Share(t +1)

Levels-Levels M3A M3B M3C M3D M3E
Satisfactiony .037 .024
Relative satisfactiony 115 116 126"
Market share .962*** .870*** .838*** .843*** 726"
Switching costs —-.034 .012 —-.008 .062*
Switching costs ;) x satisfaction .049
Switching costs; x relative satisfactiony -.091*
ROA —.006 -.016 —-.068 —-.065 —-.066
Firm size —-.041 -.010 -.032 —-.034 —-.048
SGA-to-salesy —-.123* —-.186™* —.227** —-.226" —.224*
Advertising-to-sales .075 .159 127 128 .103
R&D-to-sales, .058 .058 A1 .109 117
Number of segmentsy —.066 —-.067 —-.101 —-.101 —-.093
Concentrationy -.104 -.148 -.126* -.128 -109
Market growthyy —.055 —-.083 —-.089 —-.089 —-.094
Model Details
Observations 792 792 792 792 792
Parameters 24 25 23 25 25
Instruments 63 67 63 63 67
Wald %2 12.04** 8.49*** 9.54*** 9.34** 9.03***
AR(1) —2.25* —-1.45 -1.61 -1.50 -1.56
AR(2) .89 .75 -.34 —-.26 —.42
Hansen J 121.93 126.77 128.02 131.39 132.93
Hansen C 10.76 14.02 13.37 16.36 16.67
B: AMarket Share; , 1)
Changes-Changes M4A M4B M4cC M4D M4E
ASatisfaction, —-.189 -.062
ARelative satisfactiony .029 .030 .088*
AMarket share 424 104 .353*** .352*** .264**
ASwitching costs .035 -.018 —-.003 .021
A(Switching costsy) x satisfaction)) .007
A(Switching Costsyy X relative satisfactiony) —.055*
AROAy .059 .067 .016 .016 .019
AFirm sizey .059 .062 .251 .252 .258
ASGA-to-sales —-.029 —-.040 .016 .015 .010
AAdvertising-to-salesy —.294 —.292 —.206 —.206 —-.207
AR&D-to-sales .083 .065 .082 .083 .083
ANumber of segments .451 .529 -173 =179 -.182
AConcentrationy —.291™** —.298™** —.305"** —.304"** —.306™**
AMarket growthy —-.080** —-.093** —-.043 —-.043 —.046
Model Details
Observations 792 792 792 792 792
Parameters 22 23 21 22 23
Instruments 59 63 59 59 63
Wald y2 433 3.27** 9.88*** 4.01* 4.01*
AR(1) —-1.56 -1.74 -79 —.26 -.37
AR(2) 1.47 .53 -.21 -.09 12
Hansen J 114.03 116.87 113.98 114.47 116.43
Hansen C 9.30 12.89 11.69 15.04 15.35
*p < .05.
**p<.01.
***p < .001.

Notes: This table presents regressions of future market share for levels-levels and changes-changes model specifications jointly estimated
using system GMM. Models M3A, M3B, M3C, M3D, and M3E are levels-levels specifications, and models M4A, M4B, M4C, M4D, and
M4E represent changes-changes specifications. All estimates are standardized. All variables are defined in Appendix A. The focal
explanatory variables are one-period lags of market share, customer satisfaction (satisfaction), relative satisfaction, switching costs, the
interaction between switching costs and satisfaction, and relative satisfaction. Additional explanatory variables included are one-period
lags of firm-specific ROA, firm size, SGA-to-sales, advertising-to-sales, R&D-to-sales, number of business segments, industry concen-
tration, market growth, and year dummies. Two-period (or earlier) and up to five-period lags of market share, customer satisfaction (sat-
isfaction), and relative satisfaction are used as GMM-style instruments, while year dummies are used as |V-style instruments. We
assessed model fit using a Wald x2. We verified first- and second-order serial correlations with AR(1) and AR(2) statistics and verified

instruments with Hansen’s J and C statistics. Values with no asterisks are nonstatistically significant at p > .05.
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ference between “absolute” and “relative” satisfaction esti-
mates (.115ns- vs. —.038ns.) is statistically significant at p <
05 in the levels-levels models but not in the changes-
changes models (.029ns. vs. .056ns.). This finding provides
partial support for H,. However, when we add the Hj
switching costs moderator (M3A/M4A vs. M3D/M4D) and
interaction terms (satisfaction X switching costs) into the
models (M3B/4B vs. M3E/MA4E), chi-square tests indicate
that the magnitudes of the positive coefficients for “rela-
tive” satisfaction are all significantly greater than those for
“absolute” satisfaction.

Overall, these results provide partial support for H, and
strong support for H3. We also confirmed the Hj test result
in a follow-up split-group analysis in which we found that
relative satisfaction is a positive and significant predictor of
future market share when switching costs are low (§ = .066,
p < 01, and B = 087, p < .05) but insignificant when
switching costs are high (B = -.021, p > .50, and B = .026,
p > .50). Collectively, these results all demonstrate that the
presence of switching costs weakens the positive effect of a
firm’s relative satisfaction on its future market share but
that both benchmarking satisfaction relative to the firm’s
nearest rival and the presence of switching costs are neces-
sary conditions to link a firm’s current period customer sat-
isfaction positively with its future market share in our data
set.

In testing Hy, as we show in Table 6, Panels A and B,
model specifications M5A and M6A results are in line with
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) logic that (1) market share posi-
tively predicts preference heterogeneity, with coefficients of
075 (p < 01) and 065 (p < .05), respectively; (2) prefer-
ence heterogeneity negatively predicts future customer satis-
faction, with coefficients of —.072 (p < .01) and —.051 (p <
05), respectively; and (3) the direct effect of current market
share on future customer satisfaction is weaker when the
effect of preference heterogeneity is accounted for, with
insignificant coefficients of —.035 (p > .10) and —.037 (p >
.10). These results show that preference heterogeneity com-
pletely mediates the negative effect of firms’ current-period
market share on future customer satisfaction, which pro-
vides strong support for Hy.

The results of the moderated mediator test presented in
models M5B and M6B provide additional support for Hy
because the direct effect of market share on customer satis-
faction is nonsignificant in both models M5B (-.026, p >
.10) and M6B (-.036, p > .10). Panels A and B in Table 6
also provide strong support for Hs because the estimated
conditional indirect effect of market share on customer satis-
faction, mediated by preference heterogeneity and moderated
by the number of brands, is consistently positive and sig-
nificant. This finding is true both for the “mediated effect”
of market share on customer satisfaction in the levels-levels
M5B (00173, p < .001) and changes-changes model M6B
specifications (.00195, p < .001) and for the “moderated
effect” in both models, which is estimated to become more
positive as the number of brands in a firm’s portfolio
increases (.00345, p < .01, and .00256, p < .05).

Thus, the results reported for models MSA and M6A
provide additional strong support for Hy, and the results for

models M5B and M6B offer strong support for Hs. Overall,
these results show that preference heterogeneity completely
mediates the negative effect of current market share on
future customer satisfaction but that this mediation effect is
moderated by the number of brands marketed by the firm.
This finding suggests that a practical strategy for dealing
with the general market share—future customer satisfaction
trade-off we document may be to adopt a brand portfolio
strategy involving the marketing of a greater number of
brands.

Implications for Theory and
Practice

Our study provides the first comprehensive assessment of
an important relationship between two key marketing
performance-related variables previously proposed as an
empirical generalization. We find support for Fornell’s
(1995) original proposed nonpositive market share—customer
satisfaction relationship using a data set covering a much
longer time period than has previously been available. Fur-
thermore, we find robust empirical evidence to strengthen
Fornell’s (1995) original framing of this relationship from
nonpositive to negative. In our sample, we show that as has
been previously theorized, market share is a significant
negative predictor of future customer satisfaction. However,
ceteris paribus, we find no support under most conditions
for the notion that customer satisfaction has a positive effect
on future market share in our sample. Overall, our results
establish (1) the generally negative nature of the association
between market share and customer satisfaction and (2) that
this negative association is the result of a strong negative
effect of current market share on a firm’s future ability to
satisfy its customers, which is much greater than the gener-
ally insignificant effect of a firm’s customer satisfaction on
its future market share.

We also provide insights into two new factors that,
together, significantly strengthen the customer satisfaction—
future market share relationship: benchmarking the firm’s
customer satisfaction relative to that of its closest rival and
accounting for the level of customer switching costs. This
has two important implications. First, our finding with
respect to the firm’s customers’ switching costs is important
because it suggests that for firms trying to increase market
share, enhancing customer satisfaction—even relative to
that of rivals—may not always be an appropriate strategy.
This finding contrasts with the prior literature in this
domain that has implicitly adopted a classical theory per-
spective and failed to examine conditions under which a
customer satisfaction improvement strategy may be more or
less beneficial for a firm. Second, our findings suggest that
managers should calibrate satisfaction improvement efforts
relative to those of rivals if their goal is to increase market
share. This has important implications for firms’ customer
feedback system designs, not least in terms of the need to
sample competitors’ customers as well as the firm’s own
customers in seeking customer satisfaction data.

Our study also contributes new insights into the causes
of the negative market share—future customer satisfaction
relationship. Importantly, our results provide strong support
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TABLE 6

The Customer Satisfaction-Market Share Relationship Mediated by Preference Heterogeneity and

Moderated by Number of Brands

A: Levels-Levelsa

Overall Mediation Moderated Mediation
Satisfaction; , 1) Heterogeneity;, Satisfaction;,  Heterogeneity Satisfaction;, 1)
Levels-Levels M1A M5A M5A M5B M5B
Satisfactiony .692*** .864*** .858***
Market share 177" .075** —-.035 10 -.026
Preference heterogeneityy -.072** .016
Number of brands .018 .070***
Preference heterogeneityy .031*
x number of brandsy
ROA .001 -.015 .006 -.019 —-.004
Firm sizey .010 .184** -.01 .188*** —-.005
SGA-to-sales -.039* .044 -.035" .040 -.037*
Advertising-to-salesy .046* .047 .022 .041 .012
R&D-to-sales, .051** .068 .029 .062 .026
Number of segmentsy .073** -107** .057*** -.118** .040™*
Market concentration .011 .002 .027* .007 .032*
Market growth rate —-.023* -118** -.010 - 17 -.010

Conditional indirect effect of market
share( on customer satisfaction ,, 1
mediated by preference heterogeneity
and moderated by number of brands

.00173*** +.00345* x Brands,

B: Changes-ChangesP

Overall Mediation Moderated-Mediation
ASatisfactiong , 1y AHeterogeneity; ASatisfaction;, ) AHeterogeneity; ASatisfaction ., 1)
Changes-Changes M2A M6A M6A Mé6B Mé6B
ASatisfactiony .183** .403*** 373
AMarket share =371 .065* -.037 .095*** —-.036
APreference heterogeneityy —-.051* .021
ANumber of brandsy .026 .057**
A(Preference heterogeneityy .027*
x number of brands)

AROAy .094 .032 .012 .037 .017
AFirm sizey —-.237 -.218* —-.039 177 —-.036
ASGA-to-sales -.037 —-.081 —-.038 —-.099 —-.037
AAdvertising-to-sales .091 .056 -.062 .068 —-.064
AR&D-to-salesy, .239 .003 .069 .006 .068
ANumber of segments;y 496 111~ .042* —.104** .039*
AMarket concentrationy 107 —-.043 .041 —-.068 .044
AMarket growth rate .048 .062 -.022 .046™** -.023

Conditional indirect effect of AMarket
shareon ACustomer satisfactiony; .. 1)
mediated by APreference heterogeneity
and moderated by ANumber of brandsy,

*p < .05.

**p<.01.

***p < .001.

aPanel A presents mediated-moderation regressions of future customer satisfaction on current preference heterogeneity and number of brands

for levels-levels model specifications jointly estimated (with changes-changes) using system GMM.

bPanel B presents mediated-moderation regressions of future customer satisfaction on current preference heterogeneity and number of brands

for changes-changes model specifications jointly estimated (with levels-levels) using system GMM.

Notes: All estimates are standardized. All variables are defined in Appendix A. The focal explanatory variables are one-period lags of market
share, customer satisfaction, preference heterogeneity, number of brands, and the interaction between preference heterogeneity and
number of brands. Additional explanatory variables include one-period lags of firm-specific ROA, firm size, SGA-to-sales, advertising-to-
sales, R&D-to-sales, number of business segments, industry-specific concentration, market growth, and year dummies. Two-period (or
earlier) and up to five-period lags of market share and customer satisfaction are used as GMM-style instruments, while year dummies
are used as |V-style instruments. We verified model fit, system GMM assumptions, and instrument validity but do not report these
results in this table. We estimated the conditional effect of current market share on future customer satisfaction as proposed by Muller,
Judd, and Yzerbyt (2005). We estimated moderated-mediated effects standard errors through bootstrapping (5,000 runs) as detailed in
Zhao, Lynch, and Chen (2010) and Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007). Values with no asterisks are nonstatistically significant at p > .05.

00195 + .00256" x ABrandsy
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for preference heterogeneity as a key explanation for the
observed negative market share—customer satisfaction rela-
tionship in our sample. This finding is theoretically important
because understanding the causes of empirical generalizations
is a central task in knowledge development within any disci-
pline. In addition, such causal understanding provides (1) a
stronger platform for the identification and exploration of the
most likely boundary conditions to an empirical generaliza-
tion and (2) a foundation for searching for strategy solutions
when—as in this case—the empirical regularity observed
involves a trade-off that is problematic for managers.

This research also provides several important new
insights for managers. First, we show that firms aiming to
enhance market share and customer satisfaction simultane-
ously will generally have a more difficult time than those
that try to maximize only one of these objectives. The
knowledge that such trade-offs generally exist is not trivial,
particularly when many firms are installing “marketing
dashboards” that frequently monitor both customer satisfac-
tion and market share as key marketing metrics. Managers
often assume that different dimensions of marketing perfor-
mance are generally positively correlated, and yet our results
show that this is not the case for market share and customer
satisfaction. Managers must be aware of this probable trade-
off when designing marketing strategies and programs and
when drawing inferences about their success and failure
using market share and customer satisfaction as metrics.

Second, we provide new insights into key linkages
posited in the widely used service—profit chain framework.
Our results show that such simple causal theories positively
linking customer satisfaction with future market share omit
key boundary conditions that may have a significant impact
on whether and how managers should act. In addition, the
service—profit chain framework misses an important and
countervailing negative feedback effect. Failure to account
for such feedback effects may lead managers to design mar-
keting programs that have unintended and unexpected nega-
tive consequences for the firm. For example, in contrast to
the service—profit chain logic, our results indicate that
focusing on enhancing customer satisfaction may not be an
appropriate strategy for increasing market share, depending
on the customer satisfaction of the firm’s rivals and the
switching costs faced by the firm’s customers. Likewise,
strategies designed to increase the firm’s market share may
have unintended negative consequences for customer satisfac-
tion unless managers are able to manage the resulting increase
in customer heterogeneity through the use of larger brand
portfolios or some other (yet-to-be-discovered) mechanism.

Third, we reveal that when aiming to increase market
share, managers should adopt relative-to-rival customer sat-
isfaction metrics. This finding has important customer feed-
back system design and budget implications. Notably, it
suggests that managers must competitively benchmark their
customers’ satisfaction, which may necessitate collecting
satisfaction data from rivals’ customers in addition to those
of the firm. This is not a trivial task given that customer
feedback research already consumes the largest proportion
of most firms’ market research budgets and that data collec-
tion costs are the single most-expensive line item of cus-
tomer feedback system costs. Yet our results show that such

additional data collection costs may be worthwhile if they
enable managers to better pinpoint the likely impact of cus-
tomer satisfaction improvement initiatives and therefore
better allocate scarce marketing resources.

Limitations and Further Research

Several limitations of our study must be considered when
assessing our results. First, although we use a sample of
U.S. firms operating in consumer markets that is designed
to be representative of the majority of the U.S. consumer
economy, this is, by definition, biased toward larger, pub-
licly traded firms. We also have no data covering firms
operating in either non-U.S. consumer markets or business-
to-business markets. In addition, we have no data relating to
markets in which alternative explanations for some of the
relationships we observe in our study may also be salient.
For example, in categories such as luxury goods, another
reason market share may be negatively related to future
customer satisfaction is that perceptions of exclusivity are
reduced (e.g., Hellofs and Jacobson 1999).

Second, we do not have direct measures of the preference
heterogeneity variable that we examine as the key cause of
the negative market share—future customer satisfaction rela-
tionship. Although our validity checks (Appendix B) pro-
vide some evidence that our proxy indicator captures the
underlying variable, direct measures would be preferable.

Third, consistent with other studies using ACSI data,
our analyses are at the firm level, and we do not have
brand-level market share or customer satisfaction data to
assess whether our results hold at the brand level. A follow-
up subgroup analysis comparing corporate (single-brand)
firms with multibrand firms suggests that we should expect
the negative market share—customer satisfaction relation-
ship to hold at the brand level. However, we do not have the
brand-level data to assess this empirically for firms market-
ing more than one brand.

Beyond the need to address these limitations, our study
also raises several important new questions for further
research. First, we establish a robust and generalizable
negative impact of a firm’s market share on future customer
satisfaction. However, depending on market size, intuition
suggests that this effect may be weaker at low levels of market
share. For example, in a post hoc analysis (Appendix D), we
split our data into market share quintiles and reestimated our
H; changes-changes model. The results show that the effect
of market share on future customer satisfaction is insignifi-
cant in the lowest two market share—level quintiles (in which
market shares range from 2.1% to 6.7%), becomes strongly
negative at average and above-average levels of market
share (market shares ranging from 6.7% to 13.4%), and
weakens in the highest market share quintile. In combina-
tion with our hypothesis testing results, these findings raise
several important research questions. For example, are there
threshold effects on effect of market share on customer sat-
isfaction? What drives any threshold levels, and are the lev-
els and their drivers different in different industries?

Second, we uncover new factors that significantly affect
the customer satisfaction—future market share relationship.
However, we do not have the data to conduct an extensive
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exploration of possible moderators of this relationship.
Having begun to establish factors that strengthen or weaken
customer satisfaction’s role in driving market share, we
believe it is worthwhile for further research to examine
additional potential moderators of this important marketing
relationship. For example, is it possible that the costs of
delivering higher levels of customer satisfaction lead firms
to raise prices, which in turn dampens customer demand
and offsets any positive share gain benefits? If so, is cus-
tomer price sensitivity an additional boundary condition?
Third, our analyses indicate the importance of managing
heterogeneous customer preferences in explaining firms’
ability to enhance their market share and highlight larger
brand portfolios as a way to deal with such preference hetero-
geneity. However, our “number of brands” measure pro-
vides a somewhat coarse picture. Further research exploring
more detailed aspects of how a firm’s brand portfolio strat-
egy affects its ability to manage preference heterogeneity is
required. For example, our results suggest that larger brand
portfolios may benefit firms even more, to the extent that
firms can position each brand as having different features
that appeal to different segments in their customer base. Is
this the case? Likewise, the impact of different brand port-
folio architectures may also be important. For example,
how effective and efficient are subbrands versus completely
different brand names in managing customer preference
heterogeneity? Does a well-known or prominently displayed
corporate parent name diminish the effectiveness of larger
brand portfolios in delivering satisfaction to diverse sets of
customers? These theoretically and managerially significant
questions are worthwhile avenues for further research.
Fourth, there is an increasing body of evidence linking
customer satisfaction with stock market performance, but
evidence regarding the level and significance of the perfor-
mance benefits of market share is far from conclusive. In
light of our findings identifying the common trade-off
between these two marketing performance aspects, does
this suggest that investors may value customer satisfaction
more than market share? Thus, if forced to make a trade-
off —as our results suggest is likely for many firms—should
managers emphasize customer satisfaction at the expense of
market share? Moreover, what are the financial perfor-

mance implications of achieving both higher levels of mar-
ket share and customer satisfaction? On the one hand,
industrial organization economics suggests that when faced
with two performance objectives that may have inherent
trade-offs, managers should aim to maximize one objective
(i.e., either customer satisfaction or market share) or risk
getting “stuck in the middle” (e.g., Rust, Moorman, and
Dickson 2002). On the other hand, the resource-based view
posits that successfully executed value-creating strategies
that are complex and difficult to achieve—such as manage-
ment of potential trade-offs between actions and resource
deployments that increase customer satisfaction and market
share simultaneously —are also more difficult to imitate
and, therefore, provide a significant source of sustainable
competitive advantage and superior long-term financial per-
formance (e.g., Mittal et al. 2005). Which viewpoint is cor-
rect with respect to market share and customer satisfaction?

Conclusions

Most managers and much of the literature assume that mar-
ket share and customer satisfaction are positively related
indicators of marketing performance. Our comprehensive
analyses on an extensive time series of data indicate a sig-
nificant, stable, and robust negative association between
market share and customer satisfaction. We show that this is
the result of a strong negative effect of market share on
future customer satisfaction coupled with a generally insig-
nificant effect of customer satisfaction on future market
share. We also find that the effect of a firm’s customer satis-
faction on its future market share is strengthened by both
benchmarking it relative to the firm’s nearest rival and con-
sidering the firm’s customers’ switching costs. In addition,
building on our finding that greater preference heterogene-
ity is a key cause of the negative firm market share—future
customer satisfaction relationship, we identify marketing
multiple brands as a condition under which this negative
association does not hold. Thus, building larger brand port-
folios that may more closely align different brands with the
needs and desires of customers in different segments is a
strategy by which firms may be able to manage the market
share—customer satisfaction trade-off revealed in our data.

REFERENCES

Aaker, David A. (2004), Brand Portfolio Strategy. New York: The
Free Press.

Ailawadi, Kusum L., Paul W. Farris, and Mark E. Parry (1999),
“Market Share and ROI: Observing the Effect of Unobserved
Variables,” International Journal of Research in Marketing, 16
(1), 17-33.

Anderson, Eugene W., Claes Fornell, and Donald R. Lehmann
(1994), “Customer Satisfaction, Market Share, and Profitabil-
ity,” Journal of Marketing, 58 (July), 53-66.

——, ——, and S. Mazvancheryl (2004), “Customer Satisfac-
tion and Shareholder Value,” Journal of Marketing, 68 (Octo-
ber), 172-85.

R ,and Roland T. Rust (1997), “Customer Satisfaction,
Productivity, and Profitability: Differences Between Goods and
Services,” Marketing Science, 16 (2), 129-45.

Arellano, Manuel and Stephen Bond (1991), “Some Tests of
Specification for Panel Data: Monte Carlo Evidence and an

14 / Journal of Marketing, September 2013

Application to Employment Equations,” Review of Economic

Studies, 58 (2), 277-97.

and Olympia Bover (1995), “Another Look at the Instru-
mental Variable Estimation of Error-Components Models,”
Journal of Econometrics, 68 (1),29-51.

Baron, Reuben M. and David A. Kenny (1986), “The Moderator—
Mediator Variable Distinction in Social Psychological Research:
Conceptual, Strategic, and Statistical Considerations,” Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 51 (6), 1173-82.

Baum, Christopher F., Mark E. Schaffer, and Steven Stillman
(2003), “Instrumental Variables and GMM: Estimation and
Testing,” Stata Journal, 3 (1), 1-31.

Blundell, Richard and Stephen Bond (1998), “Initial Conditions
and Moment Restrictions in Dynamic Panel Data Models,”
Journal of Econometrics, 87 (1), 115-43.

Bond, Stephen R. (2002), “Dynamic Panel Data Models: A Guide
to Micro Data Methods and Practice,” Portuguese Economic
Journal, 1 (2), 141-62.




Boulding, William and Richard Staelin (1993), “A Look on the
Cost Side: Market Share and the Competitive Environment,”
Marketing Science, 12 (2), 144—66.

Burnham, Thomas A., Judy K. Frels, and Vijay Mahajan (2003),
“Consumer Switching Costs: A Typology, Antecedents, and
Consequences,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
31 (2), 109-126.

Colgate, Mark, Vicky Thuy-Uyen Tong, Christina Kwai-Choi Lee,
and John U. Farley (2007), “Back from the Brink: Why Cus-
tomers Stay,” Journal of Service Research, 9 (3), 211-28.

Fader, Peter S. and David C. Schmittlein (1993), “Excess Behav-
ioral Loyalty for High-Share Brands: Deviations from the
Dirichlet Model for Repeat Purchasing,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 30 (November), 478-93.

Farris, Paul W., Neil T. Bendle, Phillip E. Pfeifer, and David J.
Reibstein (2006), Marketing Metrics: 50+ Metrics Every Execu-
tive Should Master. Philadelphia: Wharton Publishing.

Fornell, Claes (1992), “A National Customer Satisfaction Barome-
ter: The Swedish Experience,” Journal of Marketing, 56 (Janu-
ary), 6-21.

(1995), “The Quality of Economic Output: Empirical Gen-

eralizations About Its Distribution and Relationship to Market

Share,” Marketing Science, 14 (3), 203-211.

, Michael D. Johnson, Eugene W. Anderson, Jaesung Cha,
and Barbara Bryant (1996), “The American Customer Satisfac-
tion Index: Description, Findings, and Implications,” Journal
of Marketing, 60 (October), 7-18.

Greene, William H. (2005), Econometric Analysis, 5th ed. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.

Griffin, Abbie and John R. Hauser (1993), “The Voice of the Cus-
tomer,” Marketing Science, 12 (4), 1-27.

Gruca, Thomas P. and Lopo L. Rego (2005), “Customer Satisfac-
tion, Cash Flow, and Shareholder Value,” Journal of Market-
ing, 69 (April), 115-30.

Hauser, John, Duncan I. Simester, and Birger Wernerfelt (1994),
“Customer Satisfaction Incentives,” Marketing Science, 13 (4),
327-50.

Hellofs, Linda L. and Robert Jacobson (1999), “Market Share and
Customers’ Perceptions of Quality: When Can Firms Grow
Their Way to Higher Versus Lower Quality?” Journal of Mar-
keting, 63 (January), 16-25.

Horsky, Dan, Sanjog Misra, and Paul Nelson (2006), “Observed
and Unobserved Heterogeneity in Brand-Choice Models,”
Marketing Science, 25 (4), 322-35.

Jacobson, Robert (1988), “Distinguishing Among Competing
Theories of the Market Share Effect,” Journal of Marketing, 52
(October), 68-80.

and Natalie Mizik (2009), “The Financial Markets and Cus-
tomer Satisfaction: Reexamining Possible Financial Market
Mispricing of Customer Satisfaction,” Marketing Science, 28
(5), 810-19.

Kamakura, Wagner, Vikas Mittal, Fernando de Rosa, and Jose
Mazzon (2002), “Assessing the Service-Profit Chain,” Market-
ing Science, 21 (3),294-317.

Kekre, Sunder and Kannan Srinivasan (1990), “Broader Product
Line: A Necessity to Achieve Success?” Management Science,
36 (10), 1216-31.

Lazich, Robert S., ed. (2006), Market Share Reporter: Annual
Compilation of the Reported Market Share Data on Compa-
nies, Products and Services. Detroit: Gale.

Levine, Ross, Norman Loayza, and Thorsten Beck (2000), “Finan-
cial Intermediation and Growth: Causality and Causes,” Jour-
nal of Monetary Economics, 46 (1), 31-77.

Luo, Xueming and Christian Homburg (2007), “Neglected Out-
comes of Customer Satisfaction,” Journal of Marketing, 71
(April), 133-49.

N , and Jan Wieseke (2010), “Customer Satisfaction,

Analyst Stock Recommendations, and Firm Value,” Journal of

Marketing Research, 47 (December), 1041-58.

Maddala, G.S. and Shaowen Wu (1999), “A Comparative Study of
Unit Root Tests with Panel Data and a New Simple Test,”
Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, 61 (S1), 631-52.

McAlister, Leigh, Raji Srinivasan, and MinChung Kim (2007),
“Advertising, Research and Development, and Systematic Risk
of the Firm,” Journal of Marketing, 71 (January), 35-48.

Mittal, Vikas, Eugene W. Anderson, Akin Sayrak, and Pandu
Tadikamalla (2005), “Dual Emphasis and the Long-Term
Financial Impact of Customer Satisfaction,” Marketing Sci-
ence, 24 (4), 544-55.

and Wagner Kamakura (2001), “Satisfaction, Repurchase
Intent, and Repurchase Behavior: Investigating the Moderating
Effect of Customer Characteristics,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 38 (February), 131-42.

Mizik, Natalie and Robert Jacobson (2004), “Are Physicians
‘Easy Marks’? Quantifying the Effects of Detailing and Sam-
pling on New Prescriptions,” Management Science, 51 (12),
1704-1715.

Morgan, Neil A., Eugene W. Anderson, and Vikas Mittal (2005),
“Understanding Firms’ Customer Satisfaction Usage,” Journal
of Marketing, 69 (July), 131-51.

and Lopo L. Rego (2006), “The Value of Different Cus-

tomer Satisfaction and Loyalty Metrics in Predicting Business

Performance,” Marketing Science, 25 (5), 426-39.

and (2009), “Brand Portfolio Strategy and Firm Per-
formance,” Journal of Marketing, 73 (January), 59-74.

Muller, Dominique, Charles M. Judd, and Vincent Y. Yzerbyt
(2005), “When Moderation Is Mediated and Mediation Is Mod-
erated,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89 (6),
852-63.

National Quality Research Center (2003), American Customer
Satisfaction Index: Methodology Report. Ann Arbor, MI:
National Quality Research Center, University of Michigan
Business School.

Ping, Robert A. (1993), “The Effects of Satisfaction and Structural
Constraints on Retailer Exiting, Voice, Loyalty, Opportunism,
and Neglect,” Journal of Retailing, 69 (3), 320-52.

Preacher, Kristopher J., Derek D. Rucker, and Andrew F. Hayes
(2007), “Addressing Moderated Mediation Hypotheses:
Theory, Methods, and Prescriptions,” Multivariate Behavioral
Research, 42 (1), 185-227.

Roodman, David (2009), “How to Do xtabond2: An Introduction
to Difference and System GMM in Stata,” Stata Journal, 9 (1),
86-136.

Roos, Inger, Bo Edvardsson, and Anders Gustafsson (2004), “Cus-
tomer Switching Patterns in Competitive and Noncompetitive
Service Industries,” Journal of Service Research, 6 (3),
256-71.

Rust, Roland T., Christine Moorman, and Peter R. Dickson (2002),
“Getting Return on Quality: Revenue Expansion, Cost Reduc-
tion, or Both?” Journal of Marketing, 66 (October), 7-24.

Sarafidis, Vasilis, Takshi Yamagata, and Donald Robertson (2006),
“A Test of Cross-Section Dependence for a Linear Dynamic
Panel Model with Regressors,” working paper, University of
Cambridge, (accessed June 11, 2013), [available at
http://www.econ.cam.ac.uk/faculty/robertson/HCSDtest14Feb
06.pdf].

Tsui, Anne. S., Terri D. Egan, and Charles A. O’Reilly (1992),
“Being Different: Relational Demography and Organizational
Attachment,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 37 (4),
549-79.

Tuli, Kapil R., Sundar G. Bharadwaj, and Ajay K. Kohli (2010),
“Ties That Bind: The Impact of Multiple Types of Ties with a
Customer on Sales Growth and Sales Volatility,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 47 (February), 36-50.

Zhao, Xinshu, John G. Lynch Jr., and Qimei Chen (2010), “Recon-
sidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and Truths About Mediation
Analysis,” Journal of Consumer Research, 37 (2), 197-206.

Reexamining the Market Share-Customer Satisfaction Relationship / 15



(c661)
[louioS ‘(eyep asuodsal Aanins

Juspuodsa. [oAs]-[enpIAIpUl JO
uonebaibbe |ans|-reah-wlly) SOV

(S661)
[loulo ‘(erep asuodsai Aanins

Juapuodsal |9A8|-[eNpIAIPUI JO
uonebaibbe |ans|-reah-wll) SOV

(z661) Aled.0 pue ‘ueb3 ‘Ins|
{(6002) obay pue uebiol :(erep
olydesBowep pue asuodsal Aanins
Juapuodsal |9A8|-[enpIAIpUI JO
uonebaibbe |ans|-reah-wlly) SOV

(9661)
‘[e 1@ ||8uUI0S (G661 ) lIBUIOS [|SOV

"o1j109ds JeaAk pue Wil aJe ydlym ‘sjsod BuiydlMs JO S)ewsa JNo se pasn

S| pue uoissaibai sy} Jo [enpisal ayl si W3 pue ‘Ajoanoadsal ‘saiwwnp Jeak pue Ansnpur ase Wga pue ¥qp aseym
.Q_vw + C_vﬁ_> + C_vﬁ__ + C_VCO_”_.ONH_.w_wmm X _.ﬂ + oﬂ = Q_v\ﬁ._m\AOl_

oWl pue Ansnpul Joy Buljjosju09 ‘uonoe)sSiies ,sJawoisnd s ojuo AyeAo| Jawoisno

s, Wiy yoea Buissaibal Jo [enpisal 8y} Se Jeak-uwuly yoea 1o} S1s00 Buiydoums ayewnsa ap) ‘Aisnoinald pajrelop ainseaw

ISOV 8u1 SI uonoeysies "AlAlisuas aoud pue suonusiul aseyoindal siewoisno ainided jey) sejgeuen Buisudwod

Jojoey Judle| e se AjeAo| [9AS]-18WO0ISND d1ewWiiSe am ‘elep |SOV Buisn "sbBulayo s,wuly 8y} Agq paJaAljep uonoejsies

10 19A9] 8y} Ag paurejdxa aq jouued eyl wuly e 01 AjeAo] HqIyxa s1awolsnd yoiym o} aaibap oy} Se S}s0d asay) ajelq

-1eD 9\ “Joniddns aaijeulslie ue 0} BulydlmMs Ylim 91BID0SSE SIBWOISND S W) By} SIS0 pPaAiadiad ale Ss1sod Bulyoums

‘Risuaboisiay aoualajeid parewiss Jo ainseaw
1no Sse pasn sI pue uoissaibai siyy Jo [enpisas ayr st W pue seiwwnp JesaA pue Ansnpur ase Wga pue M) aseym

.C_vw + C_VD> + C_VD_ + C_v\ﬁ___ﬁm__wmu_ paAIgdled X Mo + O0p = :_V_.mmb_uounwmo_o as

"awi pue Ansnpul Joy Buljjosuod ‘[aas|-wily ayy o) payebaibbe ‘sbuuayo s,wuiy eyl jo Ayjigeral paaieolad

8y} 0juo sjuiod [eapl JI8Y} 0} BWI0D S82IAIBS/1oNPoId S Wiy 8y} Hodal siawoisnd Aj9Sojo Moy JO UONBIASP plepuels

ay} Buissalbal Jo [enpisal ay) se Allsuaboisley aoualajaid alewse am ‘9104a1ay] Sa2IAIas/onpoad s,y 8y} Jo
Angernas panieolad ayy uo eiep |SOY Buisn siawoisno Ag pauodas Aljigenen juiod [eapl eyl uo wuly 8yl Aq Aianlep
aoInI8s/1oNpoUd Juslsisuodul Jo 10edwi [enualod syl J0j [0J3U0D SN "9SB( Jawoisnd s, wll) e ul Aylsuabolslay iiod jespl
ainided 0] aouaiaaid ad1A18s/10NpoId [BapI J1IBY} 0} SBWO0D 82IAI8S/1oNpo.d s,uuly 8yl 1ey) uwodas Aayy Aj@sojo moy

Ul SI8WoIsno s Wiy yoes Buowe (uoneinsp piepuels) aouelieA 8yl Ajlluapl pue eiep juspuodsal SOV |9A8|-[enplAIpul
asn aJ0ja1ay} 9\\ Bulayo aaiAlas/onpold s, WUl 8yl Ul 81| Aj[eapl pjnom SJawolsnd JIsy} 1eym Jo swel ul suiod
[eapl, Jo abuel Jojealb e yum [eap isnw saoualsjeld Jawoisno snosusboislay aiow Buioe) suwi4 ‘sbulleyo aolnIes
nonpoud s,wliy 8y) 0} puodsal Asy) Moy Ul s1awojsnd [enpiAipul Buowe seouaiayip saAjoAul Allsusbolsloy aoualaeid

Ouonoeysies Jawolsno [eau 1saseaN — Yuonoeysies Jawoisno wuly [eoo4 = Duonoeysies annejoy

:SMO||0} SE ainseaw Ino a)ndwiod am pue ‘Aisnpul [SOV Yoea Ulyum Wiy yoes Joy pue Jeak Alons

10} S[eAl 1sa1eau Yum suwuly [eo0) Jied o\ ‘g6’ Sem sayoeoldde om) 8y} usamiag UOIIB|8.I0D 8Y} punoy pue eiep Ino
JO 18sqns e 1o} siajel uspuadapul om] Ag pa1os|as eyl yum paiiiuapl [eAl ay) buuedwoos Aq yoeosdde siyp jo Alipiea
[eulaIXd By} PaSSasSE 9\ "9100S 10]oe) AIB|IWIS 1SayBIy 8yl YIM Wil 8U) Se [BALI 1Saleau s,Wll (800} & Ajiuspl

am ‘Aisnpul SOV Yoes 104 ‘sisAjeue sjusuodwod jediound Buisn (oueuea Jo <.gg bulure|dxa) Jojoe} Ajuejwis ojbuls
B ojul $8100s Ajejiwis buiuoiisod pue Asejiwis oiydesbowsp ayy osde|j09, uayl apn “Aliejiwis Buiuonisod srewnse
01 JeaAk yoeas Jo} Asnpul |SOY yoes ul suuly Jo Jied yoes jo Buuayo aoiniesonpold sy Jo suondaosad aoud pue
Ajrenb siewoisno jo Aluejiwis ay) 81enojed 0} Blep |SOV 8sh am ‘(6002) obeay pue uebiopy Buimojjo4 "S1ewoisno
Jejiwis syable) swuy jo Jied yoea yoiym 0} aaibap ay) ssesse 0} Jeak yoes 1o} Alysnpul SOV yoes ul swiy jo Jied
yoea usamiaq 8109s Alejiwissip oiydesbowsp e 8indwod 0} (8z1s pjoyasnoy pue ‘uoneonps ‘ewodul ‘ebe ‘Jepuab)
soydesbowap juspuodsal |SOY S, Wi} YOBS 8SN S\ "Wl [B20} 8y} JO 8soy} 0} Auejiwis 1sow pauonisod buiaq

Se slawo)snd asoy} Aq panleolad ale sa9IAIas/s1onpold 8SOyYM SIaW0lsno Jejiwis jsow ay) Bunabie) Asnpul |SOY
awies ay} Ul Wiy 8y} ‘SI Jeyl—[eALl }SaJeau S}l JO Jey] pue 2100S UOIIOBJSIIES S, W1} 00} B US9MIS( DoUdIayIp 8yl

"SWl} "S"N +002 WOJ} SI8WNSU0d +000°S9 Jo ajdwes aAljejuasalda) [euoljeu [enuUe UB WoJ) 80uUs
-lladxa uondwnsuod aoiAles/1oNpoid JIdy) YlIIM UONORSIIES SAIRINWIND ,SI8Ww0IsSnd Buuinides s|gelea jusie| |aAs|-Wi

S1S00 Bulyoumsg

Aysusbolslay
aoualajald

uonoejsines
Jawoysno
oAle|oY

uonoejsies
Jawio)sny

ainjelaj/891n0S eleq

s|iela@ Juawainsesyy

sa|qeliep

$9824N0S pue ‘s|ie}ag JuswWwalnsea|y ‘suoiulaq :sajqenen
V XIAN3ddV

16 / Journal of Marketing, September 2013



‘saleys j1oy/ew ajelndoe alow saonpoid uoisnjoul

J18y) 1ey) bunsebbns ‘papnjoxe alom swilly 8say) JI Jorealb sem sajewiise ay) Ul 8oualayip Jo apnjubew ainjosge ay}
‘solewse Jopoday aieys 19)Je |qe|leA. 8y} YIM SUOIe|a1I09 Jejiwis pey sainseaw yiog ybnoyyy "uoneindwod
9ZIS 19)Jew JNO WO} d|ge|lBAR JOU 819M Blep sales oyoads—Ansnpul |SOYV J0/pue Ajuo-"S N yoiym Joy swuiy ognd
Jo|lews |je paddoip am YdIym Ul 9INSESW DAIJEUIBYE UB UM SINSESW dJeyS 193 ew Jno pasedwod os|e am ‘uoiippe
ul "AlpiieA 89ey Jua|jeoxa s1sebbns yoiym ‘68" Si 18S Biep Ino yum delsano 1eyy sieah-ullly Jo %G| 8y} o} sopodsy
8/eYS oy ey| Ul papinoid jeyl pue aleys }oylew JO 8Inseaw JNO UdSM}S] UOIB[a4I00 ay | 'Sajes Alisnpul [0} 8y}

jo abejuaoiad e se sajes s,Wilj 8y} Se aJeys 1oxJew s,wil 8y} 9)ndwod Usy} am ‘wllj paxoeli-|SOV Yyoea Joy ‘Ajjleulq

%1 Ajrewixoidde jo Joas uadlad anjosge ueaw

B YUM ‘9% || Uey} Jarealb JaAsu sI sainseaw Ylogq Usamiaq 1011 Juadlad a1njosge palewinsa ayl ‘uUonippe u| "€6" Sl
aseqelep yoleasay 1sii4 ayi Aq pauodal safes Aisnpul aAneInwNg 8yl pue sajes Aisnpul pajsnipe aAieinwng pajewiisa
INO UsaM]a( UOIB|8.I09 ||BJaA0 8y "Biep Jno yum paddejiano jey) sieak inoy ay) Jo} (£00g) Lodey Abojopoyiapy
ISOV 8yl Ul pals]] sepod D|S 8yl Buisn aseqgelep yoseasay 1sli4 8y} wolj paindwod anuanal sajes 1ayiew ajgeredwod
By} YIM Siy} pasedwlod am ‘Sajewi}se Sajes 1ax)Jew [B10} JN0 Uo 308yd AlpieA e sy "Alisnpul |[SDOV 8y} Ul S9|es [e10}
8y} a1ndwod 0} swly paxydel}-|SOY-Uou dlignd pue pax)oeli-|SOY |[e Jo Alisnpul yoes ul Sajes 'S’ 8y} wns am ‘yuno4

‘safes AJlsnpul [e10] JO 81BWIISS INO WO} WY} Papn|oxa am ‘suilly aleAld pa)oel-|SOV

-UOU |[BWS J0} JUB]SIXaUoU Aj[lendIA aJe elep |eloueul asnedagq ‘|lews Ajqeqoid s Joe Juswainseaw Jo aduanjjul
8y} ‘so|es Alsnpul 8AIB|NWND 0} dAllR[84 8JeyS JoyJew ajndwod am asnedaq pue ‘Asnpul USAIB B Ulyim swiy |[ews
yons ||e Joy apnjubew Jejiwis Jo aq 0} AjgyI| SI JolJe Juswalnseaw ‘aiowlayun4 azis 1axJew [ejo} Buindwod usym
sa[es J1ay} Buipnjoul jJo Joue Juswalinseaw A9y 8y} seonpaJ yolym ‘suopelado [euoneunnw Jo Aisnpul-ijnw aaey
01 Ajoy1| sso| os|e aJte Aay) ‘suoijelado Jojlews Juasaidal swly 9S8y} 8snedaq ‘a|ge|ieA. JoU S| SWilj J9|jews asay)
JO 8WOS 1o} syuawisnipe sajes Asnpul Jo/pue "S N ayl ybnoyly "swuly olignd payoes-|SOY Jeblie| jo eyl yorew
10U S90p Way} Jo dwos Joy Alljige|reAe elep ‘Ajjuanbasuod pue ‘swuly pazis-is|[ews Jo Jaquinu Jajealb e jussaidal
Blep asay "a|qissod se swul} 8say) Jo Auew se Jo} sdals om] 1si1} 8yl Ul paquosap ssao0.d ay) a1ealjdal pue
Ansnpul SOV yoes ul siojedwod olignd paxoeIl-|SOY-Uou Jayio Ajuapl o} Ansnpul |SOY Yoes 1oy (€00g) Hodoy
ABojopoyisy 1SOV 8y} Ul pauodal se sepod (D|S) uoiealyisse|) [euisnpu| piepuels Alewnd ayi asn am ‘payL

'sanuanal sa|es oioads-Aiisnpul |SOVY pue ‘SN uasaidal 0] palsnipe ‘elep So|es [enuue s,Wwlij Yoea 109]|00 0}

Sn pajgeus uonewIOUI [eloURUL WU-21eALd Jo s8ainos ajdiyinw asay) ‘Ajjuiop ‘'saseqelep SIXaN-SIXoT pue ‘(sseooy

[eqo|n Aewlioy) yoseasay uoswoy] ‘(sfenuely s.Apoojy Aiewioy) spoday gapy usbiapy ‘eunuQ juabiayy Buipnioul

‘elep JO S92IN0S SAIeUIS)E [BJOASS 8sn INg Sdo}S OM} PBUOIIUSWSIONE SY} POMOI|0} OM

‘sales AJsnpul B30} JO UOIIe|NDBD N0 Ul PapNn|oul swul (Jeninw o) ajeAud payoell-|SOV 89 8yl 104 ‘sieah Buimoj|o}

Jo/pue Buipadaid wouy erep Buisn eiep BuISSIW By) paleWISe ‘S9SeI M) B Ul ‘pue (Sisedalo} 1sAleue ‘sjeulnol apel)

“6'9) $924N0S BAIjRUIB)E Buisn Blep palinbai ay) pa||Ipoeq, am ‘sased asay} U] ‘suoneindwod Jno 1o} palinbal sieak

-wuly Jejnoued Joy swall eyep ay} aonpoid sAemie jou pip sdais om} islij 9S8y} 10} pasn S82IN0S “elep S109(|09 1SV

83U} YoIYM 10} S8LISNPpUI 8y} WO} 8NUBASI JIBY} JO %0/ UBY) dJ0W dALIBP Swlly d|dwes Ino JO %G/ Sealaym ‘ejep Jiay}

S109]|09 |SOV Ul YdIym 4o} Alysnpul 8y} woly paALap Buiaq se anuanal Jiay} JO %G| uey) Sso| Hodal (Jansjiun pue

(9661) ‘e 2MSN ‘NG| ‘01093 [eJoUSL)) BIEP INO Ul SWly Inoy AjlUQ “eyep uonoejsiies Aisnpul SOV 8Ul YIM elep Sajes Wiy 8y}
10 ||oUI0 ‘SIXON-SIXa] ‘YoIeasey ubBire oy Aisnpul [SOV 9y} 0] oi3108ds aJe Jey} SenuaAal "S M J0 uoiod By} 91ewIlSd 0} WOI SISA00H pue aseqelep

uoswoy ‘suodey qam 1usbisy Jebp3 (D3S) uoissiwwo) abueyox3 pue mm:::om.w BU} 8SN &M pue ‘sajes 'S’ WO} PaALSP SI Jey} Wl ,comm 10}
‘OUNUQ JUSBIS]Y ‘WOD'SIon00  SPNUAaI JO uoipodoid sy Ajnuspl 0} 8SegeIep WO SIBA00H 8y} pue elep sjuawbas s,jeisndwo)) asn em ‘puodas
‘aseqejep Jebp3 D3S ‘eseqelep "Asnpu 1ey} 1o} BlEP UONOB)SIIES Pa}0a||00-|SOY 4O Japenb 1sasojo
sjuawbes 1eisndwo ‘eseqerep Byl yum 11 ubife pue eiep sajes Apapenb pazienuue 109|109 0} elep Aauenb seisndwod) asn isiiy om ‘sjdwes
Apapenb reisndwo) ‘|SOy N0 ul swul o1gnd payoeil-|SOV 01 9y} 10} ‘1Si14 “Aisnpul ayy ul sejes [ejo} Jo uoiodoid e se anuanal sojes Swili4 aleys 19)Je\
a.njeJal]/e94no0s ejeq s|ielaq Juswainseal sa|qelep
panunuo)

V XIAN3ddV

ionship /17

the Market Share-Customer Satisfaction Relat

ining

Reexam



‘pabueyoun AjaAiuelsqns urewal synsal Ino pue ‘(sebelane pajybiam Jeakinuw pue Jeak jepusjed “'a'l)
sainpaooid Juswubie aAeulsye Buiise) Ag 189S eyep Jno Ul elep |SOY dUl YIM ejep safes-0}-Buisiaape [enuue ay} jo Juswubie siy} 0} synsaJ Bunsal sisaylodAy Jno o ssauisngos syl paljlian ap\g
'96° SI SOMIdW Yl0g Udamlaq
uolje|a100 By "Sswll JO 19sgns uowwod e Jo} (dnoin abepusan ajen) saiuedwo) Jioyl pue spuelg, ul papodal se spuelq jo Jequinu 8yl yum 3 Buedwoo Ag Ayjigelal ainseaw passosse ap\e

(6002) 0bey pue
uebloy ‘erep [enuue 1eisndwon

(£002) 1A18ydUBAZE) PUE ‘||[BUI0H
‘uosiapuy ‘eyep sjuswbas jels
-ndwo) ‘eyep Ausuenb reisndwon

(6002)
obay pue uebloj\ (W09 SI8N00H

‘eseqerep Jebp3 03s

(2002) BinquioH
pue onT ‘erep Aauenb jeisndwo)

(2002) wiy pue ‘ueseAluls
‘191s1|\yolAl ‘Elep [enuue jeisndwo)

(6002) obey pue

(3TvS way) eseqelep jeisndwo) 8y} woly sjqe|ieAe ‘Aisnpul |SOY 1By} ul sway oljgnd |je 1oy erep
aNuUBAal SB[BS SN aM ‘SUORIPUOD Allsnpul |[eJaAo ainyded o] ‘yimolb sajes Alsnpul abelaae pazienuue ue se pajew
-1s8 pue sieah aAl) snoinaid 8y Joj SenuaAal sejes Alisnpul aAle|NwNo Buisn Ansnpul [SOY yoes Joj paindwo)

-oiy1098ds Jeak pue Ansnpul si |HH @yl ‘Alsnpul yoes ul swiy
[le Jo} (s|ie1ep 2Jeys 19)Je|\,, 98S) saleys 1ayiew pasenbs ay] Jo wns ay} se pale|nojed ‘|HH 8yl buisn passassy

‘9Segelep W02 SI8A00H 8yl Buisn pejuswslddns pue
aseqeiep Jebp3 H3S oyl Buisn passeooe ‘sbuljly O-01/M-0 1 [BNUUB SWllj 8Y} WOoJ) paulelqo elep sjuswbes ssauisng

(O3VS pue DAayx swal ‘Aisnoinaid se) Jauenb Bunuodal |SOY 1S8S0[0 8yl yum paubije
pue sainseaw Ajjauenb jusjeainba uo paseq ‘enuanal sajes pazienuue Aq papIAp sasuadxa @Y pazienuuy

q(37VS pue AQvx swal) Auapenb ueyy Jayies Ajlenuue papodal si elep Buisiuaape asnedaq ajnpayds Buipodal |SOY
8y} 0] 1S9S0J0 SI pud-IedA [Basl) 8yl 1Yl yons paubily ‘anuanal sajes [enuue Aq papIAlp sasuadxa Buisiuaape [enuuy

(D3TVS pue DYHSX sway) Jepenb Buniodal |SOY 8y) yim paubije sainseaw Ajapenb wolj souaw

ael ymoib
1oeN

(IHH)

uoljBJJUSOUOD
1oeN

sjuswboes

ssauisnq
10 Jequinp

so[es-0}-a8Y

sales
-01-Buisianpy

uebloy ‘erep Ausuenb yeisndwon pazijenuue Buisn paindwod ‘enuaal sajes [enuue Ag papiAlp sesuadxa uonelisiuiwpe [elausb pue Buljes [enuuy S9|es-01-yHS
(S00g) obay pue

eoniy) ‘ejep Ajjeuenb jeisndwo) (OLY wall) siasse |ejo} pauodal s,uuly 8yl 9zIS Wil

(6002) MIZIN pue uos (DLV pue pg| swall) YO 8indwod 0y swooul buijeiado Jesak-jusiind pue s}esse

-qooer ‘eiep Aeuenb jeisndwo)  Jeak-ioud asn am ‘swiou Bununodoe Buimo|j04 “S}9SSe [B10} JO dnjeA 00q S} 0} swooul Bunesado s,wliy 8y} Jo oney VvOY

(6002) 0bay pue uebion (0661)
UBSBAIULIS pue aiyey] (002) Joxey e'9SBQgERIEp W09 SI8N00H 8yl Aq pajuswalddns ‘sbuljly ©-01/3-01 [enuue spuelq
{W09°SION00H ‘eseqelep Jebp3g D3 WwIoJj paure1qo ‘eyep aAey am ydiym Joj Aisnpul [SOV Ui Ul wily yoes Ag pajayiew spueiq JO Jaquinu ainjosqy 10 JaquinN
ainjela}i]/821n0S eleq s|ielaQq uawalinses| so|qeliep

panunuo)
V XIAN3ddV

18 / Journal of Marketing, September 2013



APPENDIX B

Nomological Validity Assessment of New Measures

Variable Validity Assessment Rationale Indicator Validity Assessment Results
Preference Because preference heterogeneity is generally The correlation between preference heterogeneity
heterogeneity greater for firms facing greater demand (Fornell and firm size is .208 (significant at p < .05) in our
1992), it should be correlated with firm size. sample.
Preference heterogeneity is likely to be lower for Among retailers, preference heterogeneity for
categories in an industry in which price is the main discount stores (—.660) is significantly lower (t-tests
driver of demand versus industries in which this is significant at p < .05) than for supermarkets (.164) or
not the case. department stores (.235).
Preference heterogeneity should be associated with  Preference heterogeneity is positively correlated
age diversity in a firm’s customer base (Andersen et  (.116, p < .05) with the standard deviation of the age
al. 1994). of consumers in a firm’s customer base.
Preference heterogeneity should be associated with ~ Preference heterogeneity is positively correlated
diversity in customers’ expectations of the firm’s (.376, p < .001) with the standard deviation of
products and services. customer expectations of the firm’s products/services.
Customer Due to the higher downside risk associated with The mean switching costs for durable products firms
switching purchasing products of unknown quality, switching (.091) is significantly higher (p < .05) than for those
costs costs should be higher for durable than for non- producing nondurable products (—.107).

durable products.

Because it is associated with brand choice, switching
costs should be positively correlated with brand
salience.

Switching costs should be higher for categories in
which location can create quasilocal monopolies
(e.g., retail) than those for which products/services
may be supplied through multiple channels (e.g.,
food and beverage).

Switching costs should be higher in categories
known for high behavioral loyalty (e.g., cigarettes)
versus relatively lower behavioral loyalty (e.g.,
automobiles, apparel).

The correlation between switching costs and brand
salience (EquiTrend) for the firms in our data set is
.163 (p < .05).

The mean switching costs in supermarket retailing
(1.20) and discount retailing (.95) are significantly
higher (t-tests significant at p < .05) than those for
processed foods (.36) and soft drinks (.03).

The mean switching costs in the cigarette category
is 1.39 versus a mean level of —1.74 for automobiles
and —.032 for apparel (t-tests significant at p < .05).

Notes: We compute preference heterogeneity and customer switching costs measures at the firm-year level. For some validity tests, measures
are aggregated to the average category level where such aggregation is required.

APPENDIX C

ACSI Industries included in the Sample
ACSI Primary SIC ACSI Primary SIC
Industry Code(s) Associated Industry Code(s) Associated
Code ACSI Industry Label with ACSI Industry Code ACSI Industry Label with ACSI Industry
1001 Food Processing—All Others 203, 203 2004 Automobiles 371
1004 Food Processing—Cereal 204 3001 Express Mail 4215, 4513
1005 Food Processing—Baked 205 3003 Airlines 4512
1007 Beverages—Beer 2082 4001 Department Stores 531
1008 Beverages—Soft Drinks 2086 4002 Discount Stores 531
1009 Tobacco—Cigarettes 2111 4003 Supermarkets 541, 5411
1010 Apparel 23 4004 Fast Food 581, 5812
1011 Athletic Shoes 302 5001 Banks 602, 603, 606
1013 Personal Care Products 284 5002 Life Insurance 631
1014 Gas—Stations 5541 5003 Property Insurance 633
2001 Personal Computers 357 6001 Hotels 701
2002 Appliances and Electronics 363
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