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Abstract

This study has investigated the impact of few ingpairantecedents (such as perceisevicequality, perceived
productquality, store assortment, price perception, trasy commitment) of shoppers’ satisfaction and how
these antecedents as mediated through shoppeisfastion affect shoppers’ repatronage intentionmailti-
item structured questionnaire was used to colleta drom 210 shoppers of a major retail chain apegan
Dhaka, Bangladesh. Validity and reliability of eaminstruct were assessed by employing Confirmefastor
Analysis (CFA) using AMOS and the results were sfatitory. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was
performed to assess the data-model fit and exath@ecausal paths to test the proposed hypothesgsofO
seven hypotheses, five hypotheses were supportedieaily as per SEM results. Perceivptbductquality,
price perception, perceiveservicequality, and product assortment came out to bestteng antecedents of
shoppers’ satisfaction with high statistical sigrafice. Furthermore, shoppers’ satisfaction dematest the
most powerful impact on shoppers’ repatronage tidganThus, the fifth hypothesis was supported.isBiudy
might encourage the retail operators to identify tieedful to make the shoppers to become steadyngatf
their stores.

Key Words: PerceivedServiceQuality, PerceivedProductQuality, Store Assortment, Price Perception, Trust,
Commitment, Customer Satisfaction, and Repatrohatgation.

1. Introduction

Superstores and retail chain stores are becoming axed more popular every day among the urban peopl
Bangladesh. If the rise of supermarkets (from hisab perspective) is considered, the diffusiorsepermarkets

in Bangladesh is believed to be taking place inftheth wave (Kashem, 2012). As reported by Banggad
Supermarket Owners Association (BSOA) in Bangladidgine is consistent 15%-20 % annual growth in the
sales of supermarkets or retail chain stores (Mu2@10). BSOA also claims that the annual turnafethe
superstores now stands at Taka 15.0 billion (apprabely). It also reported that about 30 companigs more
than 200 outlets have already made foray into ebeslrindustry so far and more than 600 retail chaitlets are
expected to be debuted in the next five years. rEtal supermarket industry has become the secampbdt
contributing sector to the economy of Bangladesty@eesk, 2012).

Major retail chains in Bangladesh are Agora, MeBaaar, Prince Bazar, Nandan, and Swapno. Thesi reta
stores are catering the everyday shopping neetlseafrban shoppers through fair price, right assent, and
best quality. Noteworthy attractive features ofsthetores are hassle-free shopping, hygienic aaeh dhopping
environment, quality products, fair price, rightlamider product assortment, and superior storeicas\{Munni,
2010). However, the most important one is thasatts of products can be purchased under the samfieAs

per the observations of some retail managers,arethly days of retail business, approximately &@&omers
used to visit such a retail outlet per day and tteevnumber has gone up to 5,000 per day (approgimatuch

a massive traffic of shoppers has necessitatecethé operators to pay attention to the prefersrafeshoppers

in order to keep them happy and delighted. As ttes®pers are knowledgeable, convenience seeker, an
shopping in superstores goes well with their lifestthe retail operators should focus on the irapees to
influence the shoppers to keep patronizing thesest

Shoppers’ satisfaction has become a major conoerthé retail operators; because it is not eagptoe up with

a magic recipe, which will make the shoppers hagjypugh there is a certain degree of commonalitgragn
the retail shoppers all over the world, but the pgers are different in different regions and so der
preferences. So it will be wise to put some efforunderstand what makes the shoppers happy amadl itoy
Bangladesh. In the past, researchers attemptedderstand various antecedents of shoppers’ satmfaand
loyalty such as service quality, product qualitypre image, retailer brand image, trust, commitment
relationship strength, relationship quality, prodassortment, lifestyle, culture and so forth (§habonthorn &
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Suksa-ngiam, 2011; Wong & Sohal, 2006). In thisdgtuhe author has selected perceiseivice quality,
perceivedproduct quality, store (product) assortment, perceived gyricust, and commitment as exogenous
variables. Shoppers’ satisfaction and repatroia@gation have been chosen as endogenous varidaslly,
satisfaction is rather a mediating variable. Inusshell, this paper intends to assess the disqgpmifects of
these antecedents on shoppers’ satisfaction and¢patronage intention.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Customer Satisfaction

Satisfaction is commonly interpreted as a feelifgci results in from a process of evaluating whes heen
received against what was expected from the puechad usage of a product or service (Armstrong &e€p
1996). Bitner and Zeithaml (2003) stated that fatifon is customer’s evaluation of a service (orduct) in
terms of whether that service (or product) has histher needs and expectations. According to Beseli
Hesselink, and Wiele (2002) satisfaction is a peesiand affective state of mind resulting from Hypraisal of
all aspects of a party’s working relationship wahother. Previous studies have identified two aspet
customer satisfaction: transaction specific satttda and overall or cumulative satisfaction (Arasgen, 2000).
According to Wang, Lo and Yang (2004) in the pasidigs, overall satisfaction has been used mora tha
transaction specific satisfaction to predict custoivehavior. This paper has also focused on ovemtfifaction.
Satisfied customers tend to be more loyal and tireyless likely to move to the competitors (Baléing
Rubinson, 1996). Keeping the shoppers happy afgfisdtis an imperative for long-term business sgsc

2.2 Perceived Service Quality

Service quality is conceptualized as the consunmesall impression of the relative inferiority superiority of
the services (Zeithaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 198®rvice quality is often referred to the compaeat
evaluation between customer’s expectation(s) reéggrd service to be received and perception ofsdrgice
being received (Dotchin & Oakland, 1994; Parasurgnzeithaml, & Berry, 1988). According to Gronroos
(1983) service quality is comprised of two compdrentechnical quality (“what” core services ardivazed)
and functional quality (“how” the service is beimlivered). In SERVQUAL Parasuraman et al. (1988)
identified five dimensions of service quality (vizliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy tangibles)
that link specific service characteristics to cuso expectations. However, Dabholkar, Shepherd, Tdraipe
(2000) stated that while judging different dimemsiaof service quality, the customers tend to forlistinct
overall evaluation of service quality, which eveaity influences their behavioral intentions conéegwhether

to become or remain loyal to the service providgrcording to Imrie, Cadogan, and McNaughton (2002),
service quality happens to be an important antetezfecustomer’s appraisal of value. Berry, Parasian, and
Zeithaml (1988) considered service quality is toabgreat differentiator and the most powerful cotitipe
weapon. Sureshchandar, Rajendran, and Anantharé2088) identified a strong relationship betweerviser
quality and customer satisfaction, which eventuafiffluences the customer whether to be loyal. Hence
following hypothesis has been identified:

Hypothesis 1: Perceived service quality has a positive and significant impact on customer satisfaction.

2.3 Perceived Product Quality

Product embodies bundle of attributes represemtidgfinite level of quality, which therefore offarslity to the
customer (Snoj, Aleksandra, & Damijan, 2004). Peaxk product quality refers to the customer’s juégin
about the superiority of a product, which is ess¢im conceptualization of quality (Forker, Vicker& Droge,
1996). Schiffman and Kanuk (2004) stated that e¢usts often judge the quality of a product on thsidaf a
variety of informational cues (intrinsic or extriasor both) that they associate with the prodirerceived
product quality is central to the theory that strdirands or good quality products add points tosoorers'
purchase evaluation (Low & Lamb, 2000). AccordimgRuyter and Wetzels (1998) the perceived product
quality is often viewed as a pre-requisite for onstr satisfaction, repeat purchase and customeityoyAs
retail stores typically thrive on pushing or salliproducts produced by others, the retailers neeletkeen
about keeping quality products in their stores.leos’ perception of product quality typically indinces their
value appraisal, which eventually influences theirel of satisfaction and loyalty (Munger & Grewa001).
Therefore, the next hypothesis has been proposed:
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Hypothesis 2: Perceived product quality has a positive and significant impact on customer satisfaction.

2.4 Store Assortment

According to Leszczyc, Sinha and Sahgal (2004) siap-shopping essentially represents the idea whétie

shoppers get an opportunity to buy multiple progumt services from a single visit to a retail stdPeoduct
assortment is considered to be an integral andatrpart of retail management. Store assortmentigdiy

addresses issues like variety of products, braB#d)s (stock keeping units) considering various §eop
segments. Shoppers appreciate wide product assurtaithout considering retailers’ operational inggliions;

whereas the retail operators want to assort exalysithose products that will be sold quickly amdlarge

volume. So there is a certain degree of incongmiénaefining an ideal product assortment consigekioth

parties’ point of view (Hansen, 2003). However,ratowith wider product assortment tend to do betian

those with narrower product assortment and vasiuymtoassortment helps the shoppers to economizaver
money, because such assortment allows them to bugy products in fewer trips (Leszczyc et al., 206#Bnce,
the following hypothesis has been developed:

Hypothesis 3: Sore assortment has a positive and significant impact on customer satisfaction.

2.5 Perceived Price

According to Schiffman and Kanuk (2004) perceiveide(or price perception) refers to the notion étirer the
customers consider a product’s price is high, loiad’. They also said that if the price perceivede unfair, it
affects the customers’ perception of value andnaltely their willingness to purchase the produdcakding to
Moore, Kennedy, and Fairhurst (2003) numerous rekestudies showed that price may carry both pes#ind
negative cues as far as the product’s worth ortigeess concerned.

When perceived price carries positive or favoraimals it could be translated to positive (or highality,
prestige and status in the minds of the custonMdo®(eet al., 2003). Alvarez and Casielles (2005) stated that i
the consumer perceives a gain (as a result ofdrigibsitive price perception), he/she will be msaéisfied and
continue purchasing. Perceived price also playsngortant role in determining post-purchase satisfa
(Jiang & Rosenbloom, 2005). Hence, the more faderdbe perceived price is the higher the deemed
satisfaction will be. Therefore, the following hytpesis is presented:

Hypothesis 4: Perceived price has a positive and significant impact on customer satisfaction.

2.6 Trust

In business trust is found to be very importantiailding and maintaining long-term relationshipo(sseau,
Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998; Singh & SirdeshmuRB00). Trust is positive expectations towardsktbkavior
of others (Beatty, Mayer, Coleman, Reynolds, & L£896). According to Lau and Lee (1999), if onetypar
trusts another party that eventually engenderstipedbiehavioral intentions towards the other pafiust is a
key antecedent to the motivation of enhancing anadening the scope of a relationship, and a késriehénant
of relationship continuity (Selnes, 1998). In retadustry, contact personnel can deliver high ledfetrust by
demonstrating that they have the customers’ bdstdst at heart, and they have necessary skillsiget
customer needs, and they have the ability to sobwomer problems honestly and promptly (Beattalget
1996). Clearly, trust is an important constructeatational exchange, which generates comfort asdraace in
customer’s mind and that leads to customer satisfacThus, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5: Trust has a positive and significant impact on customer satisfaction.

2.7 Commitment

Moorman, Zaltman, and Deshpande (1992) concepadhlcommitment as an enduring desire to maintain a
valued relationship. According to Dwyer, Schurr &id (1987) commitment is ‘an implicit or expliciteplge of
relational continuity between exchange partnerssm@itted customers are positive both in attitudel an
behavior while showing resistance to competitotgrapts to entice them (Rowley, 2005). There aetypes

of commitment: affective and calculative. Affectitemmitment is usually described in terms of psyofical
attachment, identification, affiliation and valuengruence (Allen and Meyer, 1990). Calculative commant is
based more on rational motives, whether the partrezreive superior benefits from their businesaticiship.
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Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp (1995) pointed outitantion to stay’ in the relationship is an iomant and
attractive corollary of commitment that has a diregpact on supplier-customer relationships. In thievant
literature, commitment is usually associated witlstomer satisfaction, loyalty and affiliation (Guach,
Achrol, & Mentzer, 1995). Therefore, considering tbase of relationship between the shopper andttre
personnel or the store, the following hypothesisraposed:

H6: Commitment has a positive and significant impact on customer satisfaction.

2.8 Repatronage Intention

Repatronage intention typically refers to the notibat how likely a shopper will continue shoppaga retail
store in the future. Retail shopper’s repatronagention is quite similar to the repurchase inmiermane to
product consumption. According to Jones, Reynads, Arnold (2006) shopper's repatronage intentiwaird
a retailer usually corresponds to his/her ‘decisiérchoice’. Repatronage intention also known d®pper’'s
revisit intention’ or ‘continuance intentiom$ probably the most important outcome variabléhia context of
retail operation, since it is synonymous to custonegéention (Wakefield & Barnes, 1996). Grace ari@a3s
(2005) investigated several antecedents of custemepatronage intention and found customer satisfia to
be the strongest one like other researchers (Balbarden, 1996). Hence, the following hypothesiprisposed:

H7: Customer satisfaction has a positive and significant impact on Repatronage intention.

2.9 Conceptual Framework
Based on the aforesaid hypotheses following cone¢ftamework is proposed (Figure 1).
[Please insert Figure 1]

3. Methodology
3.1 Sampling and Data Collection

The researchers followed area-based quota samglimgdata collection purpose, the researchers gmglo
survey via personal interview. Structured questairas were distributed among 400 (210 questiongairere
finally used) regular and occasional shoppers alkglat four different outlets of a major retaibohoperating
in Dhaka, Bangladesh. Thus, the response rate @/86.5The average age of the respondents was 3é&4.y
73 % respondents were female and 37 % were male.

3.2 Measurement Instruments

The questionnaire was comprised of eight sectioranifor eight constructs and the author used bado
scales from previous researchers and all items wrpeessed in seven-point Likert scales. The ojoeralt
definition of each construct is presented withoitiginally reported reliability in Table 1.

[Please insert Table 1]

3.3 Data Analysis

The researcher has employed both descriptive dsawehferential statistics. For that purpose, SA8 was
used. Confirmatory factor analysis and structucplagion modeling were carried out by using AMOS 2be
main reason of choosing SEM was it permits theyeeal of multiple structural relationships simul@ugy
while maintaining statistical efficiency (Hair, Aecson, Tatham, & Black, 2006).

4. Results
4.1 Descriptive Satistics and Reliability Coefficients

Descriptive statistics and reliability coefficiend$ the studied constructs are presented in TabEa2h scale
showed an acceptable level of internal consistevitty Cronbach’s alphas in the range of 0.801 t®9,8vhich
shows that the reliabilities of all the construate well above the standard (i.e. 0.70) set by Hlnr§1978).
Mean scores of all the variables measured on angawi@t likert scale found to have a range of 3%6.21 and
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the corresponding standard deviations were ranfimym 0.86 to 0.58. These mean scores indicate that
shoppers’ appraisal of servigpiality, productquality, store assortment, price, trust, commitmenistomer
satisfaction, and repatronage intention is quigg hi

[Please insert Table 2]

4.2 Testing Multivariate Assumptions

Data screening was carried out to test the mulat@rassumptions (normality, homoscedasticity,diitg, and
multicollinearity), as any violation of these asgiions usually undermines the use of multivaridegigtical
techniques (Hair et al., 2006). Univariate nornyaléfers to the distribution of each observed \deawhereas
multivariate normality refers to the joint distriflen of observed variables as posited in the mdnelthe
researcher (Kline, 2005). According to Kline (200®ltivariate normality testing is often difficullence, as a
‘quick and dirty’ method sometimes researchersuegtariate normality of each observed variable #rdese
variables found to be normally distributed, it issamed that multivariate normality exists (Garsdd12).
Skewness (ranging from - 0.491 to 0.637) and kigt@ranging from -0.045 to 0.709) values for eabkayved
variable were checked and as a common rule-of-thilney were within the acceptable range +2 (Gar26t).
Later on, histograms of the observed variables wesaally inspected to evaluate whether the dataewe
normally distributed, and this exercise revealedt thistograms had very close resemblance with aalid
histogram drawn from a normally distributed datdbttir et al., 2006).

Homoscedasticity was tested using scatterplotesitivals. The assumption regarding randomnesssiofuas
supposedly met if scatterplots show no definiteagoas. As per author’s visual inspection, the scpibts did
not show any definite patterns, so the conditiohahoscedasticity was met. Linearity was assesgedrning
series of simple linear regression analysis an@amining the residuals using Normal Probabilitf? lots
(Hair et al., 2006). As the points were almost straight line around the diagonal axis, no violatof linearity
assumption can be reported.

To detect multicollinearity, at first the correlati matrix for the independent variables was exadhared there
was no presence of high correlations (i.e., 0.9@reater) to reveal the problem of collinearity i€, 2005).
The highest correlation coefficient was (r = 0.48@fween product assortment and commitment. Later o
variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance valuer all the constructs were checked. VIF valuesmding
from 1.157-4.566) were less than 10.0, and toleraradues (ranging from 0.219-0.864) were greaten .10
but less than 1.0 and confidently suggest abseherikticollinearity (Kline, 2005).

To detect multivariate outliers (a multivariate l@rthas extreme score on two or more variable®)eK12005)
squared Mahalanobis distance (D?) values were exarfrom AMOS output. As none of those D2 valuamfb
to be distinctly standing apart from other valuss,evidence of serious multivariate outliers coloéddetected
(Byrne, 2001).

4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Scale validity and reliability were assessed usiogfirmatory factor analysis (Anderson & Gerbin§88).The
initial Measurement Model (MM) included eight (8atént constructs and each construct had several
indicators/items pertinent to its scale. There wetal 31 items. Initially, the first-order CFA meld(with 31
items) was drawn to assess the goodness-of-fithef hodel. The initial model (CFA1) did not yield a
satisfactory model fit for the data. The goodnefsBtandices for the CFA models are displayed iable 3. It
was obvious that some modifications were necedsaensure a better fit of the model. This modelsien was
carried out by examining standardized factor logslirstandardized residuals, and modification irgl{¢él) as
suggested by Hair et al. (2006). Hence, the fatiadings of the items and standardized residualse we
consulted to identify the offending item(s) andtivat process three (3) items were identified anebfaly
considered for elimination to improve the model fit

More specifically, two items with very low factooddings (i.e. 0.207 and 0.249) were considered for
elimination, since standardized factor loading tgeahan 0.50 is considered acceptable (Bollen,01.99
Furthermore, one item was removed from the modeltdwnacceptable cross-loading (i.e. 0.619, wisichore
than the acceptable standard of 0.40) onto anatbestruct. But not a single item was deleted withou
considering its theoretical implication or relevanand impact on the respective construct. Everntudte
revised CFA model (with 28 items) produced an atadap level of data-model fit (please see Table 3).
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[Please insert Table 3]

However, before testing the structural model (tamixe the causal links among the constructs), rénised
measurement model has been used to run confirmigoiryr analysis in order to assess the convengditity,
discriminant validity, and construct reliabilityt¢8ub, 1989).

4.3.1 Convergent validity

Convergent validity refers to how well the observedicators or items relate to the unobserved coois)
(Kline, 2005). The convergent validity was assedsgdhecking the loading of each observed indicatothe
respective latent construct (Anderson & Gerbingg8)9 Table 4 presents the standardized factor hgadnd
item reliability of each indicator.

The results show that each factor loading of trdicator was statistically significant at 0.001 leeed no
loading was less than the recommended level of. Ol68 squared multiple correlations (also knowrites
reliability) of the items were also higher than txeptable level of 0.50 (Bollen, 1990). To assessergent
validity fully average variance extracted (AVE) we$ should be considered too. According to Foraed
Larcker (1981) AVE value should be greater tha® @bindicate an acceptable level of convergentitglfor a
construct. However, AVE values will help again tetefmine discriminant validity later on. The constr
reliability should be greater than 0.70 (Nunnally978). Table 4 presents satisfactory results régard
convergent validity and construct reliability faaah construct.

[Please insert Table 4]

4.3.2 Discriminant validity

AS far as the discriminant validity is concern, thest common method is examining whether the AViGeraf
each construct exceeds the squared inter-constarotlations related to that construct (Fornell &rdker,
1981). In other words, the square root of averag@wce extracted value of each construct shoulahdre than
its correlations with other constructs. The AVEued and squared inter-construct correlations apevishin
Table 5. It is evident from Table 5 that the comstis have adequate level of discriminant validity.

[Please insert Table 5]

4.4 Sructural Equation Modeling (SEM)

The structural model was examined by employing StMer maximum likelihood method (MLE). Testing
structural model aids in examining the hypothesieadsal paths/links presented in the conceptuaieveork.
Table 6 presents the goodness-of-fit indices alwitly the acceptable cut-off values recommendedhbySEM
experts. Other than GFl, all the fit indices hawet the requirements set for SEM analysis. AlthoGgt has not
exceeded 0.90 (the threshold value), it still méfe¢sstandard suggested by Baumgartner and Hon{bhages),
and Doll, Xia, and Torkzadeh (1994): this valudl stuld be considered acceptable if above 0.80.

[Please insert Table 6]

Now the logical step is to examine the path coiffits. Relevant measures of the causal paths pedia the
structural model (standardized path coefficiegs 6tandard errors, p values, and hypotheses sgsale
displayed in Table 7. The level of significanog {as set at 0.05.

[Please insert Table 7]

The square multiple correlation for the structwaliations index connotes that six predictors (pezdeservice
quality, perceivedproduct quality, store assortment, price perception, trasl commitment) have together
explained 71.7 % of the variance in shoppers’ fati|on. Shoppers’ satisfaction has explained 43.98f the
variance in shoppers’ repatronage intention (Figd)reHow strong the causal links are between exogemnd
endogenous variables are evident from Table 7 #isawd-igure 2. Table 7 presents the results ademges to
support H1, H2, H3, H4, and H7.

[Please insert Figure 2]
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5. Discussion

The present study is noteworthy for two reasonsstllyj as to the knowledge of the author, in Badgkh no
such causal study has been carried out to scretihiz antecedents of shoppers’ satisfaction anatnemmge
intention. Secondly, use of CFA has been considafiblutely vital to estimate the constructs’ vigicand
reliability, as opposed to merely borrowing scdtesn previous researchers, checking Cronbach’szalttues,
and calling the measurement instrument ‘sound’ ¢ii$ rather vague and limited to describe the dness of
an instrument).

Perceivedproduct quality by far seems to be the strongest antecedeshoppers’ satisfaction. Though the
customers’ quality assessment of the productsedfer sold in the retail store is perceptual irurgtthe retail
operators must not compromise with quality of tesasted products. If good quality products are satbout a
fail, the customers’ perception regarding the pobddjuality supposed to be straightened or imprabredugh
‘instrumental conditioning’.

Price perception seems to be the second importaetedent affecting shoppers’ satisfaction. Irstimgly,
price perception is often linked with issues likece fairness or whether the purchase has ensaocedd(ensure)
‘good value for money’. However, the retail operatghould follow the best practices or heuristi€getail
pricing that are proven to be effective as repoaed recommended by the credible researchers awtitpmers
in the field of retail operation.

Perceived service quality seems to be the thirdbimapt factor influencing the shoppers’ satisfattiShoppers
tend to evaluate service related aspects pertitwent retail store, which subsequently influencertogerall

assessment of shopping experiences and satisfactgeneral. So the retail operators should be keeateliver

impeccable services to the shoppers.

Store assortment appears to be the fourth impoatatgtcedent influencing the shoppers’ satisfactfomvider

product assortment allows the shoppers to buy ritams in fewer trip(s) to the store. Shoppers agipte wide
product assortment, which is often devoid of thesideration ‘how it might affect retailers’ opemati; whereas
the retailers want to assort only those produds ¢an be sold quickly and in large volume. Soeéfining and
determining an ideal product assortment, the mrmshould be prudent and follow the best practieesane to
retail store category management.

Shoppers’ satisfaction as a mediating variable slaswed the most powerful impact on the shoppers’
repatronage intention. In fact, the way satisfactias been posited in the structural model, itde®me a fully
mediated model. Keeping the variables same two etingp models like ‘no mediation’ and ‘partially matkd
model’ could have been compared side by side.Buas not the primary objective of this study.

However, other exogenous variables (such as tngsttammitment) appear to be neither significant stosng
antecedents of shoppers’ satisfaction. Nonethelbese weak factors should be given proper coratide (in
the light of other relevant empirical evidencesjlevattempting to understand how these factorscefhoppers’
satisfaction and shape their repatronage intention.

The findings of this study have to be interpretedsidering few limitations. First, data collectionas limited to
the shoppers of one retail chain who live in Dhaletropolitan area. Thus, the results can not bergéned for
the entire retail industry. Second, no categomzafor shoppers was done to compare the model dtipteu
groups (i.e. member, non-member, regular or ocnasishoppers). Third, the current study was crestienal
in nature, but to draw causal inferences more tigsbr and safely a longitudinal study would hawseh better
(Poon, 2004). Finally, inclusion of other variabliise- store location, culture, lifestyle, storergannel,
relationship strength or relationship quality, st@tmosphere, or shopping orientation could havdentae
conceptual framework more robust. The author irgetadincorporate some of the aforesaid variablesdma
comparative study of nested models in the future.
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Table 1: Operational Definitions and Originally Refed Reliability of the Constructs

Construct Operational Definition Source(s) Reportd Reliability
(Cronbach’s Alpha)
Customer The degree to which the customeris  Chaiyasoonthorn and 0.828
satisfaction satisfied or dissatisfied with the outcomeSuksa-ngiam (2011)
of shopping at the retail store.
Perceived How the customer perceives the quality Wong and Sohal (2006) 0.960
servicequality  of services rendered at the store.
Perceived The degree to which the customer Chaiyasoonthorn and 0.806
productquality perceives the quality of products sold in Suksa-ngiam (2011)
the store as high or low quality.
Store Whether the customer perceives the Chaiyasoonthorn and 0.835
assortment product assortment of the retail store is Suksa-ngiam (2011)
wide or narrow to meet his/her needs.
Price The degree to which the customer Chaiyasoonthorn and 0.816
perception perceives the prices of products sold in Suksa-ngiam (2011)
the store as expensive or cheap or fair.
Trust To what extent the employees of the ~ Wong and Sohal (2006) 0.870
retail store or the store is trustworthy.
Commitment To what extent the customer is Wong and Sohal (2006) 0.910
committed to maintain his/her
relationship with the employees of retalil
store.
Repatronage  How likely the shopper will patronize the  Taylor and Baker 0.890 & 0.874
intention retail store in the future. (1994) & Yang and

Chang (2011)
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics and Reliability @méents (N =210)
Scales Number of items Alpha M SD
Perceivedservicequality (SQ) 0.895 5.98 0.58
Perceivedproductquality (PQ) 0.862 6.09 0.71
Store assortment (AS) 3 0.873 5.93 0.66
Price perception (PR) 5 0.801 6.21 0.81
Trust (TR) 3 0.832 6.05 0.73
Commitment (CM) 3 0.854 5.64 0.82
Customer satisfaction (CS) 0.806 6.08 0.75
Repatronage intention (RI) 0.847 6.03 0.86
Table 3: Goodness-of-fit Results for Measurement&l®
Model x2 df yalli P GFI TLI CFlI RMSEA
CFA1 Model (with 1261 406 3.11 0.0001 0.713 0.702 0.740 0.095
31 items)
CFA Revised Model 911 322 2.83 0.0001 0.897 0.907 0.930 0.069

(with 28 items)

Note: 3 items (item 7, item 15, and item 19) were deleted
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Table 4: Measures to Assess Convergent Validi@aristructs from Measurement Model

Construct  Items Factor Standard  Critical ltem AVE (e) Construct
Loading (a) Error (b) Ratio(c) Reliability Reliability (f)

iteml 0.793 - (d) - 0.629
item2 0.849 0.104 9.221 0.721

SQ item3 0.769 0.144 7.671 0.591 0.638 0.90
item4 0.741 0.124 5.673 0.549
item5 0.838 0.148 6.99 0.702
item6 0.735 - - 0.540

PO item8 0.709 0.094 4.048 0.503 0.578 0.85
item9 0.782 0.158 7.626 0.612
item10 0.812 0.152 6.557 0.659
iteml1l 0.757 - - 0.573

AS ftemlz 0.864 0.215 5.728 0.746 0.653 0.88
item13 0.749 0.111 6.588 0.561
item14 0.855 0.261 5.98 0.731
item16 0.807 - - 0.651

PR item17 0.860 0.368 4.307 0.740 0.663 0.86
item18 0.774 0.112 7.367 0.599
item20 0.826 - - 0.682

TR item21 0.855 0.084 10.63 0.731 0.643 0.84
item22 0.718 0.094 8.017 0.516
item23 0.771 - - 0.594

CM item24 0.892 0.135 9.468 0.796 0.681 0.86
item25 0.808 0.139 7.46 0.653
item26 0.714 - - 0.510

Cs item27 0.726 0.138 8.291 0.527 0.564 0.79
item28 0.809 0.173 7.682 0.654
item33 0.755 - - 0.570

RI item34 0.787 0.097 9.188 0.619 0.660 0.85
item35 0.890 0.217 6.582 0.792

Note: (a) All itemloadingsin CFA model were significant at 0.001 level.
(b) SE. stands for standard error of the covariance;

(c) C.R. isthecritical ratio obtained by dividing the estimate of the covariance by its standard error. A value of
C.R exceeding 1.96 represents significance level of 0.05;

(d) Some critical ratios were not calculated because loading was set to 1 to fix construct variance;

(e) Variance Extracted (VE) = (Zstandardized loadings2 / 2'standardized loadings2 + 2&j) (where e = error
variance and X' is summation).

(f) Construct reliability = (square of the summation of the factor loadings)/{(square of the summation of the
factor loadings) + (square of the summation of the error variances)}
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Table 5: Average Variance Extracted Values and fglu@orrelations of the Constructs

Constructs SQ PQ AS PR TR CM CS RI
SQ 0.64
PQ 0.07*** 0.58
AS 0.42*** 0.13*** 0.65
PR 0.23*** 0.35*** 0.37*** 0.66
TR 0.19%** 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.17** 0.64
CM 0.47%** 0.16*** 0.49*** 0.44*** 0.16*** 0.68
CS 0.32%** 0.30*** 0.35*** 0.48*** 0.07**  (0.32*** 0.56
RI 0.28*** 0.41%** 0.35*** 0.37*** 0.11***  0.38*** 0.55*** 0.66

Note: AVE values (boldface) are shown on the diagonal while the off-diagonal entries represent the squared
inter-construct correlations. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table 6: Goodness-of-fit Indices for Structural Mbd

Fit Indices Accepted Value Model Value
Absolute Fit Measures
x2 (Chi-square) 934
df (Degrees of Freedom) 328
Chi-square/df{2/df) <3 2.85
GFI (Goodness of Fit Index) >0.9 0.879
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) <0.08 0.071
Incremental Fit Measures
AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index) >0.80 0.821
NFI (Normed Fit Index) >0.90 0.887
CFI (Comparative Fit Index) >0.90 0.943
IFI (Incremental Fit Index) >0.90 0.946
Parsimony Fit Measures
PCFI (Parsimony Comparative of Fit Index) > 0.50 0.684
PNFI (Parsimony Normed Fit Index) > 0.50 618
Table 7: Summary of Hypotheses Testing Results
Paths Hypothesized B SE Critical p Supported
Direction ratio
H1: SQ —> CS + 0.29 0.120 2.676 0.007 Yes
H2: PQ —> CS + 0.34 0.064 4171 i Yes
H3: AS —>CS + 0.19 0.086 2.045 0.041 Yes
H4: PR —>CS + 0.33 0.099 3.029 0.002 Yes
H5: TR —> CS + 0.14 0.12 1.795 0.073 No
H6: CM —> CS + 0.02 0.137 1.847 0.065 No
H7: CS —> Rl + 0.69 0.092 7.938 bl Yes

Note: § = standardized beta coefficients; SE. = standard error; C.R. = critical ratio; *p< 0.05
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