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Abstract
Attitudinal loyalty such as customers’ willingness to spread positive words of mouth has received less attention
compared to behavioural loyalty (e.g., reptronage intention) in retail studies, particularly in the context of
supermarket. It is argued that supermarket consumers should be willingly share positive words of mouth when
they are satisfied. The effect of Malaysian supermarket in-store experiences (convenience, merchandise value,
internal shop environment, interaction with staff, merchandise variety, presence interaction with other customers,
in-shop emotion) on customer satisfaction and mediating effect of customer satisfaction on the relationship
between in-store experiences and positive WoM were examined. The results show significant relationship
between customer satisfaction and willingness to spread positive WoM. Convenience and in store emotion have
significant relationships with customer satisfaction, while the other in-store experiences have no significant
effects on satisfaction. Customer satisfaction played mediation roles between the relationships between
convenience, merchandise variety, interaction with staff and in store emotion with positive WoM. The findings
provide useful insights to Malaysian supermarket retailers in understanding their target markets to encourage
more positive WoM.
Keywords: in-store shopping experiences, WoM, customer satisfaction
1. Introduction
The Malaysian retail sector recorded RM 192 million in sales in 2017 with 98% contributed by store-based sales
(Euromonitor International, 2018a). The steady growth in the retail markets are mainly supported by the
Malaysian middle-income population as they are willing to spend more on non-discretionary goods with their
disposable incomes (Euromonitor International, 2018b). Despite the strong presence of home-grown and foreign
retail corporations, the Malaysian retail industry is considered fragmented. Different from developed nation,
traditional grocery retailers and non-grocery retailers located in the rural areas and neighbourhood districts still
hold major shares in the local Malaysian retail market (Euromonitor International, 2018a). Importantly, despite
the technological advancement in online retailing sector and changes in consumer buying pattern, the number of
grocery stores still experiences an increasing trend in 2017, implying that store-based conventional grocery
formats such as hypermarkets, supermarkets, and minimarkets are still highly relevant in Malaysia.
Majority of the retail businesses, particularly the grocery retailers, rely heavily on consumer patronage on daily
basis. Consumers in the urban area prefer grocery stores with hassle-free navigation floorplan and offer a
wide-ranging merchandise offering as convenience is prioritize in their busy lifestyles. These time-starved urban
consumers also visit neighbourhood supermarkets, convenience stores, and online grocery retailers. By keeping
approximately 30,000 SKUs (stock keeping unit; Levy, Weitz, & Grewal, 2015), conventional neighbourhood
supermarket is found to a popular option compared to large hypermarket as it allows the consumers to restock
their daily grocery needs in small quantity on daily basis rather than the latter as they need to do it on weekly
basis at larger quantity (Euromonitor International, 2018a). Price-sensitive consumers want hassle-free grocery
shopping experience by not leaving their neighbourhood as the traditional grocers situated throughout the
country carry most of the needed household products selling at reasonable prices. Supermarkets differentiate
themselves from other food retailers with the following aspects: offering fresh perishables, targeting green and
ethnic consumers, providing better value with its private-label merchandise, and provide excellent in-store
experience.
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However, maintaining loyal customer still posts a great challenge to many grocery retailers as brand switching is
getting common among consumers due to stiff market competition. The tougher economic environment in
Malaysia has posed more challenges for local retailers. Customer loyalty is known to generate benefits such as
repeat patronage, positive word-of-mouth (WoM), and resistant to competitors’ enticement to businesses (Dick &
Basu, 1994; Rowley, 2005). However, many retail consumers felt relationship is meant for the people around
them rather than for brand (Freeman, Spenner, & Bird, 2012). What worrying more is that grocery retailers such
as supermarkets are reported to hardly withstand the stiff retail competition due to changes in consumer
shopping behaviours where weekly shopping at the big supermarkets are shift to ad hoc purchases at
convenience stores (Ruddick, 2015). Physical price survey is no longer applicable with the advancement of
online search engines and price war initiated by supermarkets has caused major shifts in customer loyalty as
online info is just a click away. Malaysian retailers, specifically supermarkets are findings it difficult to attract
new customers while retaining existing customers as customers are spoilt with a wide range of stores that carry
similar products as the supermarkets did. Besides repatronage issue, lacking of points of differentiation among
the supermarkets leaves no reason for consumers to share positive WoM with other customers. Importantly, it is
“expected that what constitutes the in-store customer shopping experience in supermarkets today are likely to
differ from those reported in previous studies a decade ago” (Terblanche, 2018, p. 49). The study of Malaysian
retail market particularly in the context of supermarket is hence interesting and in need.
Unfortunately, there are limited studies on customer experiences in in-store environments from an all-inclusive
approach (Petermans et al., 2013 in Terblanche, 2018). Most of the retail studies are focusing on examining the
various in store experiences such as visual merchandising (Park, Jain, & Sullivan, 2015); store atmosphere
(Hussan & Ali, 2015); or even compare omni-retailing store atmosphere on purchase intention (Lazaris,
Vrechopoulos, Doukidis, & Fraidaki, 2015). Teblanche’s (2018) study examines only repurchase intention; and
WoM was consistently left out in the examination of customer loyalty, particularly in the context of supermarkets.
It is not clear how in store experiences could affect customer satisfaction and eventually encourage them to share
positive WoM. Furthermore, there is only a handful of Malaysian recent retail study focusing on supermarket
retail. Considering the tougher and more competitive market outlook, this study will investigate the relationship
of in-store experiences (convenience, merchandise value, internal shop environment, interaction with staff,
merchandise variety, presence interaction with other customers, and in-shop emotion) and positive WoM with
customer satisfaction as mediator in the context of Malaysian supermarkets.
2. Hypotheses Development
Koeck and Marshall (2015) discussed the theory of word of mouth (WOM) where people getting and passing
information through WoM with their own interpretation based on the concept of “two-step flow of
communication” theorised by Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet (1945). The theory was later evolved into
“multi-step flow of communication” where individuals obtained information from various sources and
information was exchanged among individuals such as opinion leaders (Robinson, 1976; Weimann, 1982; Burt,
1999, Troldahl & Van Dam, 1965). Huete-Alcocer (2017) compared the differences between traditional WOM
and electronic word of mouth (eWOM), in which traditional WOM was posited to be more credible as
consumers tend to believe in what was told to them in person rather than anonymous on the internet. It is often
an interpersonal conversation that convey messages in real time which making it less accessible to certain party
compared to eWOM where the messages were recorded and given to platforms that can be accessed by any
individuals at their convenient.
In consumer studies, Bowen and Chen (2001) and Bettencourt (1997) concluded that customers will spread
positive WoM and recommend their preferred store to their peers which eventually improve store’s reliability
level and reduce customer’s perceived risk. They also provide feedbacks on the shortcomings and hoping for
improvements. Long-time customers are more likely to spread both WOM compared to new customers as the
former had good experience which would make them a reputable source for newcomers (Karjaluoto, Munnukka,
& Kiuru, 2016). Customer experience is defined as “a totally positive, engaging, enduring, and socially fulfilling
physical and emotional customer experience across all major levels of one's consumption chain and one that is
brought about by a distinct market offering that calls for active interaction between customers and providers”
(Mascarenhas, Kesavan, & Bernacchi, 2006, p. 399). Some posit the importance of interpersonal relationship
between employees and customers (Gremler, Gwinner, & Brown, 2001) to encourage positive WoM behaviour
rather than just providing goods or services that are merely satisfied their customers. Others argue that company
image can affect the willingness of consumers spreading positive WoM (Ferguson, Paulin, & Leiriao, 2007);
while Casalo ́, Flavia ́n and Guinal ́ıu’s (2008) study found out that satisfaction is the key determinant of positive
WoM. It is rather inconclusive the impacts of consumers’ in store vs. out of store experiences/perceptions that
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lead to WoM. Terblanche (2018) hence called for the need to examine the in-store experiences.
2.1 Convenience
It is generally agreed that businesses that fulfilled the convenience criteria set by customers will be able to gain
more customers (Brown, 1990) because consumers would prefer to spend minimal effort in order to get the
desired outcomes. Convenience is significantly related to customer satisfaction and behavioural intentions
(Andaleeb & Basu, 1994; Jiang, Yang, & Jun, 2013; Seiders et al., 2005). However, researchers and consumers
may base on different benchmarks in assessing the convenience aspects of a retail store (Reimers, 2014), making
the assessment of convenience inaccurate. Importantly, consumers could shift their definition of convenience
based on the nature of retail stores. In-store convenience provided by retailers (e.g., air conditioning, return
policy, and payment option) was much valued compared to accessibility or parking spaces in the case of retail
store. Shopping enjoyment among consumers increased as their satisfaction against the store convenience
increased (Reimers & Chao, 2014). Access convenience is less important for consumers on choosing the stores
as consumers tend to switch stores based on the offers given by retailers (Benoit, Klose, & Ettinger, 2017).
Availability of items are important to them as most customers do not visit several stores to get what they want
(Hjelmar, 2011). Therefore, grocery shopping at the supermarkets located close to them becomes their first
choice. Still, some consumes are found to visit stores that are located far away from them due to higher
satisfaction gained (Jones, Mothersbaugh, & Beatty, 2003).
Search convenience, transaction convenience, and decision convenience are more applicable as these three
aspects are found to enhance customer satisfaction level among consumers in the retail stores and service-based
stores (Benoit et al., 2017; Nyuyen, DeWitt, & Russell-Bennet, 2012). Roy, Shekhar, Lassar, and Chen (2018)
concluded that businesses; especially service-based businesses have to factor service convenience into their
operation to ensure their customers undergo seamless experience from pre-consumption stage, consumption
stage, and post-consumption stage. The seamless experience experienced by consumers is part of the
convenience aspect provided by the businesses which will further enhance customer satisfaction. Therefore,
H1: Convenience positively affects customer satisfaction.
2.2 Merchandise Value
Merchandise value is a compromise between money spent and benefits offered by supermarket (Sirohi,
Mclaughlin, & Wittink, 1998). It is consumer’s overall evaluation of the store’s merchandise based on the
perceived fit between the overall quality and price of the merchandise (Chaudhuri & Ligas, 2009). Baker,
Parasuraman, Grewal and Voss (2002) suggested that consumer product value perception will be lower when
price goes up. They will evaluate the worthiness of products prior making any purchase decisions and they will
most likely look around to get the average pricing. Merchandise value had strong impact against customer
satisfaction which would manipulate the feeling of customers towards the stores (Sivadas & Jindal, 2017; Poncin
& Mimoun, 2014). Hanaysha (2018) suggested retailers to convey the store’s values to their customers in order
to maintain its competitive advantage in the highly competitive marketplace environment. Therefore,
H2: Merchandise value positively affects customer satisfaction.
2.3 Internal Shop Environment
Tangible and intangible aspects of the shop environment can be utilised to produce emotional effects to increase
the likelihood of consumer purchase (Marques, Cardosa & Palma, 2013). Consumers tend to react more
positively to positive stimuli such as a coherent atmosphere (Mattila & Wirtz, 2001). Internal shop environment
consists of various elements that are visible and invisible (i.e., amenities, fixtures, layout, and product
presentation) to the consumers (Terblanche, 2018) and it plays an important role in triggering customer to make
their purchase (Hanaysha, 2018; Nair, 2017; Chang, Chen, Hsu, & Kuo, 2010; Terblanche, 2018). It is also the
main factors inducing emotional responses that causing consumers to stay longer in the store, spend more money
than he/she expected, and willingness to interact with the store’s employees (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982)
For instance, store layout is found to be important in achieving greater satisfaction among the customers (Mohan,
Sivakumaran, & Sharma, 2012; Marques et al., 2013; Tomazelli, Broilo, Espartel, & Basso, 2017). Other
researchers found stores with more posters regarding social content are able to increase perceived merchandise
quality and perceived service quality among customers (Hu & Jasper, 2006). Therefore,
H3: Internal shop environment positively affects customer satisfaction.
2.4 Interaction with Staff
Businesses need to aware of customer emotions in order for the former to be able to provide solutions consumers
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need (Menon & Dubé, 2000). Customer information obtained through the frontline employees is used to improve
their services (Bitner, Booms, & Mohr, 1994). However, businesses cannot rely fully on that due to variability in
service delivery among employees. Good and consistent service provided by the in-store employees is hence
critical.
The quality of interpersonal interaction between the customers and employees affects the customer satisfaction
level as greater rapport and good employee responsiveness will bring higher customer satisfaction (Bitner et al.,
1994; Brown & Lam, 2008; Marques et al., 2013; Menon & Dubé, 2000). Tomazelli et al. (2017) stated that
customers, especially senior citizens; prefer store personnel assistance rather than having other customers to give
them a hand in their shopping activity. In addition, well-mannered and knowledgeable store personnel are crucial
in ensuring positive customer emotions that will led to positive customer satisfaction in the long-run (Terblanche,
2018). Therefore,
H4: Interaction with staff positively affects customer satisfaction.
2.5 Merchandise Variety
Customers used variety of goods over other aspects as benchmarking tool to measure retailers (Pan & Zinkhan,
2006). Donovan, Rossiter, Marcoolyn and Nesdale (1994) and Mantrala, Levy, Kahn et al. (2009) in their studies
posit that the variety of merchandise offered by the stores will ensure desirable customer satisfaction level as
retailers fully understand the customers’ preferences and able to fulfil customers’ demands. Therefore,
H5: Merchandise variety positively affects customer satisfaction.
2.6 Presence Interaction with Other Customers
Pons, Giroux, Mourali and Zins (2016) suggested that customers in the store might be able to experience a
pleasing in-store experience for other customers through their actions and gestures (Bonnin & Goundey, 2012;
Borghini et al., 2012). In fact, customers who involve themselves in promoting certain items to other customers
will feel more satisfied as they felt that they are being helpful to other customers in the store (Tombs &
McColl-Kennedy, 2003; López-López, Ruiz-de-Maya, & Warlop, 2014). This is particularly true among senior
citizens (Tomazelli et al., 2017). Bracato, Voorhees, and Baker (2012) attributed this to the sense of similarity
felt between the customers and the other customers, in which they tend to evaluate others based on their own
behaviours. Customer satisfaction will be higher when they feel that they had made a right decision to come into
the store that full of people who are similar to themselves. Interestingly, Li, Kim, and Lee (2009) found out that
high traffic of crowd in a supermarket will also bring positive impact towards consumers’ feeling by treating the
crowd as a sense of confirmation on good bargain in the store. Therefore,
H6: Presence interaction with other customers positively affects customer satisfaction.
2.7 In-Shop Emotion
Lin and Liang (2011) stated that emotion has gained attention as a central element in understanding service
encounters and experiences. Customers experience more positive emotion when they are being treated politely
by the employees. In fact, some will most likely mimic the service employee behaviour subconsciously. Walsh,
Shiu, Hassan, Michealidou and Beatty (2011) discovered that both arousal and pleasure felt by consumers in the
store will increase their satisfaction towards the store.
Several studies had indicated that positive emotion contributed to higher level of satisfaction (Machleit & Mantel,
2001; Dawson et al., 1990; Oliver, 1999). This is due to the positive emotion induces customer to view the store
as live up to their expectations. Therefore,
H7: In-shop emotion positively affects customer satisfaction.
2.8 Customer Satisfaction
Customer satisfaction is a universal theory that represents result of the overall affective response after
consumption of service (Kim & Lee, 2011). It was defined as the degree of overall pleasure or contentment felt
by customers, resulting from the ability to fulfil customer’s desires, expectations and needs in relation to the
services (Hellier et al., 2003). The state of emotion will greatly affect the shopping experience which eventually
leads to different levels of satisfaction with the retail environment (Jiunn-Ger et al., 2009).
Consumers tend to avoid the stores that do not live up to their expectations (Esbjerg, Jensen, Bech-Larsen,
Barcellos, Boztug, & Grunert, 2012). Customer satisfaction level is positively linked with the benefits of the
store services (Chang et al., 2010). Consumers talk about their post purchase experiences with other people and
satisfied customers are more likely to spread positive WoM (Chang et al., 2010; Ranaweera & Prabhu, 2003).

118

ijms.ccsenet.org

International Journal of Marketing Studies

Vol. 11, No. 2; 2019

Individuals who had good prior experience with a brand will also tend to promote the brand to their peers
(Karjaluoto et al., 2016). Therefore,
H8: There is a positive relationship between customer satisfaction and positive WoM.
Compared to new customers, long-time customers are more likely to spread both WOM and eWOM as they had
good experience which makes them a reputable source for newcomers for information regarding brands, goods
or services (Karjaluoto, et al., 2016). Their in-store experiences will determine the satisfaction level and
eventually lead to willingness to share positive WoM with others. For instance, customer satisfaction level is
positively linked with the benefits of the services provided by the stores (Chang et al., 2010). However, Chang et
al. failed to find significant relationships between product quality and convenience against customer satisfaction.
The inconsistent findings lead the assumption of the mediation role play by satisfaction in the relationships
between in store experiences and positive WoM. Therefore,
H9: Customer satisfaction mediates the relationship between (a). convenience; (b). merchandise value, (c).
internal shop environment; (d). interaction with staff; (e). merchandise variety; (f). presence interaction with
other customers; (g). in-shop emotion and positive WoM.
3. Methodology
3.1 Research Framework
This study expanded Terblanche’s (2018) framework by adding two additional variables, namely convenience
(Seiders et al., 2005) and positive WoM (Bridson, Evans, & Hickman, 2008). Convenience was added due to its
importance in enhancing customer satisfaction (Benoit et al., 2017; Nguyen et al., 2012). WoM is a powerful tool
that businesses cannot underestimate as it can help businesses to retain existing customers while gaining new
customers at the same time. This study provides a comprehensive examination of the relationships between in
store shopping experience variables (convenience, merchandise value, internal shop environment, interaction
with staff, merchandise variety, presence interaction with other customers and in-shop emotion.
The measurement items for convenience were adapted from Seiders et al. (2005), meanwhile the measurement
items for merchandise value were adapted from Chaudhuri and Ligas (2009) and Baker, Grewal, and
Parasuraman (1994). The measurement items for internal shop environment were adapted from Marques, et al.
(2013). The measurement items for interaction with staff and presence interaction with other customers were
adapted from Marques et al. (2013) and Terblanche (2018). The measurement items for merchandise variety
were adapted from Terblanche (2018). The measurement items for in-shop emotion were adapted from
Terblanche (2018) and Mohan et al. (2012). The measurement items for customer satisfaction were adapted from
Kim and Lee (2009) and Ruiz, Gremler, Washburn, and Carrión (2008). Finally, the measurement items for
convenience were adapted from Bridson et al. (2008).

Figure 1. Conceptual framework
Source: Adapted from Terblanche (2018); Seiders et al. (2005); and Bridson et al. (2008).
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3.2 Sampling Method and Sample Size
Due to absence of sampling frame of all supermarket shoppers, mall intercept was adopted and these respondents
were pre-screened for the buying frequency. Only supermarket customers who visited supermarkets of their
choice at least once a week for grocery shopping were chosen. Judgment sampling was hence applied as the
choices of “subjects are those most advantageously placed or the best position to provide the information
required” (Sekaran & Bougie, 2009, p. 277). Primary data collected through questionnaires was analysed by
using two programs: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 24 and Smart Partial Least
Square (Smart PLS) version 3.2.7. This paper also adopted quantitative research as it is the most commonly
method in marketing studies (Hansen & Grimmer). Reliability and validity are used to “defend generalizations
and specify the extent to which certainty has been achieved” (Hansen & Grimmer, p. 59) and has “satisfactorily
covered all the relevant angles in a quantitative project: theory, method, results, and discussion can fit into a
tight word limit” (Hansen & Grimmer, p. 68).
G*Power analysis was performed to identify the minimum required sample size with the effect size of 0.15 with
significant level at 95 per cent for seven predictors as suggested by Cohen (1988). The minimum sample size
suggested by a priori test was 153 sets of data. Convenience sampling method was adopted where printed
questionnaires were distributed to individuals at various supermarkets and locations using mall intercepts.
Electronic questionnaires were also distributed through Facebook and WhatsApp. A total of 213 questionnaires
were collected which comprised of 122 sets of printed questionnaires and 91 sets of electronic questionnaires.
Only 155 sets of answers were regarded as valid responses (response rate of 72.28%).
4. Findings
A majority of the respondents were single (53.5%) Chinese (42.6%) female (51.6%) aged between 26–32 years
old (35.5%) and hold a bachelor degree (32.9%). 61.9% of them worked as private sector employees and earned
between RM2000–RM2999 per month (31%). 63.9% of them visit the supermarkets 1 to 2 times a week while
30.3% of them visited the supermarket 3 to 4 times a week (30.3%). Most of them spent less than RM100 per
trip (51.6%) while 25.2% of them spent RM120 and above. More than half of the respondents (62.6%) bought a
combination of food and non-food items when they visit the supermarket while 33.5% of the respondents
purchased only food items.
Common method variance (CMV) was tested by executing Harman’s single factor test. Podsakoff, Mackenzie,
Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) stated that CMV does not affect the data if the total variance for a single component is
less than 50%. The test generated a single component which explained 21.31% of variance, indicated that CMV
is of no concern in this study.
Table 1 shows the mean and standard deviation for all variables, namely convenience, merchandise value,
internal shop environment, interaction with staff, merchandise variety, presence interaction with other customers,
in-shop emotion, customer satisfaction and positive word-of-mouth. The mean scores for all variables were
slightly above 3 (neutral) indicated rather positive responses. All variables have standard deviations less than 1
except internal shop environment, interaction with staff and presence interaction with other customers.
Table 1. Descriptive analysis for variable
Variables
Convenience
Merchandise Value
Internal Shop Environment
Interaction with Staff
Merchandise Variety
Presence Interaction with Other Customers
In-shop Emotion
Customer Satisfaction
Positive Word-of-Mouth

Mean
3.981
3.754
3.549
3.326
3.886
3.071
3.822
3.790
3.791

Standard Deviation
0.981
0.898
1.022
1.044
0.977
1.096
0.941
0.812
0.908

4.2 Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Hair, Black, and Babin (2006) stated that convergent validity is the degree to which a measure relates positively
with alternate measures of the same construct. MERVALUE5, ISENV6, ISENV7, ISENV8, INTSTAFF1,
INTSTAFF3, INTCUST1 were remove from the model due to low factor loading values. Hair, Ringle, and
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Sarstedt (2011) stated that the recommended value for CR is 0.7 and above, and the recommended value of AVE
(Chin, 1998) and factor loading had to be more than 0.5. Refer to Table 2, all outer loadings, AVE, CR indicated
acceptable convergent validity.
Table 2. Internal composite reliability and convergent validity
Construct
Convenience

Measurement Item
Loading
CON1
0.764
CON2
0.753
CON3
0.709
CON4
0.748
CON5
0.677
Merchandise Value
MERVALUE1
0.745
MERVALUE2
0.814
MERVALUE3
0.800
MERVALUE4
0.603
Internal Shop Environment
ISENV1
0.748
ISENV2
0.843
ISENV3
0.762
ISENV4
0.630
ISENV5
0.540
Interaction with Staffs
INTSTAFF2
0.555
INTSTAFF4
0.684
INTSTAFF5
0.786
INTSTAFF6
0.791
INTSTAFF7
0.804
Merchandise Variety
MERVARIETY1
0.761
MERVARIETY2
0.884
MERVARIETY3
0.851
MERVARIETY4
0.747
Presence Interaction with
INTCUST2
0.608
Other Customers
INTCUST3
0.803
INTCUST4
0.790
INTCUST5
0.838
INTCUST6
0.694
In-shop Emotion
ISEMOTION1
0.705
ISEMOTION2
0.827
ISEMOTION3
0.865
ISEMOTION4
0.876
ISEMOTION5
0.851
Customer Satisfaction
CUSSAT1
0.775
CUSSAT2
0.796
CUSSAT3
0.827
CUSSAT4
0.854
Positive Word-of-Mouth
PWOM1
0.740
PWOM2
0.815
PWOM3
0.826
PWOM4
0.804
PWOM5
0.803
Note: AVE = Average Variance Extracted, CR = Composite Reliability.

AVE
0.534

CR
0.851

Cronbach’s Alpha
0.787

0.555

0.831

0.726

0.507

0.834

0.760

0.553

0.849

0.773

0.661

0.886

0.827

0.564

0.856

0.809

0.684

0.915

0.883

0.667

0.889

0.833

0.637

0.898

0.859

Discriminant validity is examined by examining Fornell and Larcker’s criterion and heterotrait-monotrait ratio of
correlations (HTMT) (Hair et al., 2011). Table 3 showed that discriminant validity existed between all the
constructs as the square roots of AVEs on the diagonal were greater than the values of inter-constructs on the
same columns and rows.
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Table 3. Fornell-larcker’s criterion
Constructs
C
CS
ISEMO
C
0.731
CS
0.451
ISEMO
0.305
0.613
0.827
IWS
0.249
0.395
0.344
ISENV
0.271
0.293
0.358
MVAL
0.296
0.293
0.245
MVAR
0.266
0.387
0.384
PWOM
0.293
0.605
0.445
PIWOC
0.213
0.318
0.377
Note: C = Convenience, CS = Customer Satisfaction,
Environment, MVAL = Merchandise Value, MVAR
Interaction with Other Customers.

IWS

ISENV

MVAL

MVAR

PWOM

PIWOC

0.730
0.242
0.712
0.328
0.144
0.745
0.251
0.217
0.104
0.813
0.336
0.254
0.366
0.345
0.798
0.239
0.250
0.114
0.109
0.270
0.751
ISEMO = In-shop Emotion, IWS = Interaction with Staff, ISEVN = Internal Shop
= Merchandise Variety, PWOM = Positive Word-of-mouth, PIWOC = Presence

The values of HTMT criterion were ranging from 0.0162 to 0.492, which were lower than the threshold value of
HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011) and HTMT.90 (Gold, Malhotra, & Segar, 2001). Both Fornell and Larcker’s Criterion
and HTMT results indicated acceptable discriminant validity.
Table 4. HTMT Criterion
C
ISEMO
IWS
ISENV
MVAL
MVAR
PWOM
PIWOC
C
ISEMO
0.333
IWS
0.305
0.416
ISENV
0.319
0.402
0.334
MVAL
0.366
0.301
0.443
0.267
MVAR
0.309
0.451
0.326
0.298
0.220
PWOM
0.319
0.492
0.413
0.323
0.462
0.409
PIWOC
0.242
0.426
0.291
0.293
0.164
0.162
0.302
Note: C = Convenience, CS = Customer Satisfaction, ISEMO = In-shop Emotion, IWS = Interaction with Staff, ISEVN = Internal Shop
Environment, MVAL = Merchandise Value, MVAR = Merchandise Variety, PWOM = Positive Word-of-mouth, PIWOC = Presence
Interaction with Other Customers.

Kock and Lynn (2012) stated that lateral collinearity issue might cause mislead findings in a hidden way as it can
hide strong causal effect in the model. The examination of the VIF values showed the inner VIF value of all
predictor constructs were less than 5, indicating that lateral multicollinearity is not a concern in this study (Hair
et al., 2011).
4.3 Hypothesis Testing
Refer to Table 5, H1, H7 and H8 were supported while H2, H3, H4, H5 and H6 were not supported. Out of the
seven instore experience examined, only convenience (β = 0.228, p < 0.001) and in-shop emotion (β = 0.412, p <
0) were positively related to customer satisfaction. Meanwhile, merchandise value, internal shop environment,
interaction with staff, merchandise variety, and presence interaction with other customers were not significantly
related to customer satisfaction. Customer satisfaction also positively related to positive WoM (β = 0.605, p < 0).
Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins and Kepperwieser (2014) also suggested that R2 value should be examined and described
with 0.75 being substantial, 0.50 being moderate, and 0.25 being weak. The R2 value was 0.492 which regarded
as moderate.
Sullivan and Fein (2012) posited that it is essential to report the substantive significance (effect size) and
statistical significance (p-value). Cohen (1988) stated three values to represent small, medium, and large effect
size; namely 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35. According to Table 5, customer satisfaction had the largest effect on positive
WoM (f2 = 0.577), followed by in-shop emotion had medium effect on customer satisfaction (f2 = 0.219); while
convenience (f2 = 0.082) had a small effect on customer satisfaction.
On top of that, Hair et al. (2014) and Fornell and Cha (1994) concluded the model has predictive relevance for
some endogenous construct if its Q2 value is greater than 0. The result of the blindfolding procedure indicated
customer satisfaction (Q2 = 0.291) and positive word-of-mouth (Q2 = 0.194) were having Q2 value that is greater
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than 0, showing that the model had sufficient predictive relevance.
Table 5. Results of hypotheses testing
Hypothesis
H1
H2
H3
H4
H5
H6

H7
H8

Relationship

Std.
Beta
0.228

Std.
Error
0.066

t-value

Convenience -> Customer
3.442**
Satisfaction
Merchandise Value ->
0.062
0.066
0.942
Customer Satisfaction
Internal Shop Environment ->
0.001
0.071
0.015
Customer Satisfaction
Interaction with Staff ->
0.131
0.072
1.817**
Customer Satisfaction
Merchandise Variety ->
0.121
0.080
1.514
Customer Satisfaction
Presence Interaction with Other 0.062
0.071
0.881
Customers -> Customer
Satisfaction
In-shop Emotion -> Customer
0.412
0.076
5.454**
Satisfaction
Customer Satisfaction ->
0.605
0.052
11.557**
Positive Word-of-Mouth
Note: One tailed test, **t-value > 2.33(p < 0.01); *t-value > 1.65(p < 0.05).

p-value

Decision

R2

f2

0.001**

Supported

0.492

0.082

Effect
Size
Small

0.347

Not
Supported
Not
Supported
Not
supported
Not
Supported
Not
Supported

0.006

Small

0

Small

0.026

Small

0.023

Small

0.006

Small

0.001**

Supported

0.219

Medium

0.001**

Supported

0.577

Large

0.988
0.070
0.131
0.379

Q2
0.291

0.194

4.4 Mediation Analysis
Table 6 showed the findings of mediation analysis on this study where customer satisfaction mediated four out of
seven relationships. In this study, mediating effect is achieved if there is no zero between upper limit (UL) value
and lower limit (LL) value (Ramayah, 2014). The four significant relationships were convenience and positive
WoM (β = 0.138, p < 0.001), interaction with staff and positive WoM (β = 0.079, p < 0.074), merchandise
variety and positive WoM (β = 0.073, p < 0.159), and in-store emotion and positive WoM (β = 0.249, p < 0).
Table 6. Mediation analysis
Hypothesis
H9(a)

Relationship

Indirect
Effect. Beta
0.138

Std.
Error
0.042

Convenience -> Customer
Satisfaction -> Positive
Word-of-Mouth
H9(b)
Merchandise Value -> Customer
0.037
0.041
Satisfaction -> Positive
Word-of-Mouth
0.001
0.044
H9(c)
Internal Shop Environment ->
Customer Satisfaction -> Positive
Word-of-Mouth
H9(d)
Interaction with Staff -> Customer
0.079
0.044
Satisfaction -> Positive
Word-of-Mouth
H9(e)
Merchandise Variety -> Customer
0.073
0.052
Satisfaction -> Positive
Word-of-Mouth
H9(f)
Presence Interaction with Other
0.038
0.044
Customers -> Customer Satisfaction
-> Positive Word-of-Mouth
H9(g)
In-shop Emotion -> Customer
0.249
0.050
Satisfaction -> Positive
Word-of-Mouth
Note: Two tailed test, **t-value > 2.58 (p < 0.01); *t-value > 1.96 (p < 0.0).
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t-value

p-values

LL

UL

Remark

3.271**

0.001*

0.070

0.206

Mediation

0.911

0.363

-0.027

0.110

No Mediation

0.014

0.988

-0.065

0.080

No Mediation

1.790

0.074

0.007

0.152

No Mediation

1.411

0.159

0.002

0.172

No Mediation

0.859

0.391

-0.026

0.123

No Mediation

4.957**

0.001**

0.159

0.321

Mediation
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5. Discussion and Conclusion
The study was conducted to investigate the effects of in-store experience towards customer satisfactions as well
as the effect of customer satisfaction on positive WoM in the context of Malaysian supermarket. Only two out of
the seven exogenous variables examined was significant, namely convenience and in-shop emotion.
Merchandise value, internal shop environment, interaction with staff, merchandise variety and presence
interaction with other customers do not have significant relationships with customer satisfaction. These findings
are consistent with previous studies that convenience and in-shop emotion are the main predictors for customer
satisfaction (Andaleeb & Basu, 1994; Reimers & Chao, 2014; Walsh et al., 2011; Machleit & Mantel, 2001;
Dawson et al., 1990; Oliver, 1993).
The significant relationship between convenience and customer satisfaction is consistent with Hjelmar’s (2011)
and Jones et al.’s (2003) studies. Consumers prefer to spend minimal effort to get the desired outcomes in the
retail stores, making convenience an important contributor to satisfaction, consistent with Andaleeb and Basu
(1994); Jiang et al. (2013), and Seider et al. (2015). It is interesting to find insignificant relationship between
merchandise value and customer satisfaction which is not in line with the previous findings by Sivadas and
Jindal (2017) and Poncin and Mimoun (2014). One of the possible explanations could be due to the lack of
differentiation in term of merchandise quality sold in one supermarket compared to the others. Stiff price
competition among the supermarkets retailers is found to close the merchandise price gaps. Consumers perceive
less price differences among supermarket retailers making merchandise value less significant. In addition, most
of the grocery products sold in the supermarkets are either national brands (for packaged food) or fresh produced
(e.g., vegetables or poultry). These products are either sold at a tight margin or as loss leaders (e.g., poultry) to
attract higher patronage, which eventually lead to small prices differences among supermarket retailers.
The relationship between internal shop environment and customer satisfaction was also insignificant. This
finding contradicted several studies suggested that businesses should take store environmental aspect into their
managerial procedure in order to have more satisfied customers, having them to stay longer in the store, and
spend more than what they had planned which will generate more revenue for the businesses in long run.
(Donovan & Rossiter, 1982; Mohan et al., 2012; Marques et al., 2013; Tomazelli et al., 2017; Hanaysha, 2018;
Nair, 2017; Chang et al., 2010). The result of present study implied that the arrangement of products and layout
of the supermarket will not affect customer satisfaction. This could be attributed to the reason that consumers
frequently visit neighbourhood supermarkets to shop for their groceries. The store environment would not affect
their satisfaction as convenience played a larger role.
The relationship between interaction with staff and customer satisfaction was also insignificant. This could be
attributed to the fact that consumers who visited supermarkets required minimal assistance from the employees.
The respondents were mainly adults aged between 26 to 35 years old that are able to handle most of their
shopping tasks such as checking on price tags, product category, and product information. The non-negotiable
pricing policy of the supermarkets minimizes the need for interaction with staff. Most of the consumers who
visited the neighbourhood supermarkets are frequent customers who are familiar with the supermarket’s layout
and floorplan; thus, making interaction with the supermarket’s employees less significant.
The relationship between merchandise variety and customer satisfaction was insignificant. Variation of
merchandise available in the supermarket did not affect their satisfaction level. This could be attributed to the
reason that consumers might have their preferred products or brands name that available at the supermarket they
frequently visited. They only buy what they need and what they normally use for grocery items. Merchandise
variety hence play less significant role. Brand name and packaging would have less significant impacts on
grocery items include staple foods (i.e., flour, sugar, salt, rice, meat, and vegetable).
Similar to interaction with staff, the relationship between presence interaction with other customers and customer
satisfaction was insignificant. Most of respondents visited supermarket 1–2 times a week. Some of them could
be working adults who dropped by at the neighbourhood supermarkets located along the drive back from work.
Convenience is their priority and the limited time spent in the supermarkets makes interaction with other
customers less significant. In addition, the grocery products are mostly daily consumed products which high
familiarity minimizes the needs to ask others’ opinions. This contradicted the studies by Tombs and
McColl-Kennedy (2013) and López-López et al., (2014). Furthermore, Cox, Cox, and Anderson (2005)
discovered that some customers do not like to interact with other customers when they are doing their shopping.
Instead, they enjoy looking for bargains and window shopping, which could be attributed to their preference to
hunt for good bargain and are afraid that other customers might have taken the offers.
The significant relationship between in-shop emotion and customer satisfaction indicated that the emotions
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experienced by respondents while they are in the supermarket could affect satisfaction, consistent with Jiunn-Ger
et al. (2009). For instance, supermarket is said to fulfil their sense of curiosity toward the goods sold in the store
by creating exciting, pleasant and happy moods. They also feel enthusiastic while shopping. Finally, the
significant relationship between customer satisfaction and positive WoM showed that one’s satisfaction on
products and services can affect their decision in giving positive or negative WoM. Satisfied customers were tent
more likely to spread positive WoM and return to the store (Chang et al., 2014; Casalo et al., 2008). Most of the
respondents were willing to let people know about their pleasant encounters at the supermarket of their choice
and recommend the supermarket to their peers. Even though interaction with staff and merchandise variety did
not show significant relationship relationships, customer satisfaction was proven to be a valid mediator for the
relationships between these two variables and positive WoM. Customer satisfaction also plays important roles in
the other two relationships, namely convenience and in store emotions with positive WoM.
This study expanded the supermarket research by examining the relationships between in-store experiences,
satisfaction and positive WoM. The findings of the study which rather contradicted the previous studies indicated
that retail study could be highly differentiated by demographic, geographic and culture influences. Merchandise
value, internal shop environment, interaction with staff, merchandise variety, and presence interaction with other
customers were found not to having positive relationships with customer satisfaction which contradicted other
studies (Terblanche, 2018; Sivadas & Jindal, 2017; López-López et al., 2014; Poncin & Mimoun, 2014; Marques
et al., 2013; Tomazelli et al., 2012; Borghini et al., 2012; Mohan et al., 2012; Brown & Lam, 2008; Menon &
Dubé., 2000; Bitner et al., 1994; Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). It might be attributed to the nature of grocery
retailing, particularly supermarket where consumers are engaging in self-service shopping with less assistance
needed. In addition, product display, store layout, and merchandise assortments are mostly consistent across
different supermarkets making these variables less significant. The findings also supported the strong
relationship between satisfaction and positive WoM and extended the significance of WoM in grocery retail
studies, particularly in the context of supermarket. In other words, not only re-patronage or revisit the same
supermarket, satisfied supermarket customers are also willing to involve in spreading positive WoM to their
friends, peers and relatives. They could become opinion leaders championing the benefits of patronising a
particular supermarket.
The findings of the results could be extended to retail markets which are similar to Malaysian context,
particularly among the developing nation, where local retail markets are fragmented, at the same time facing stiff
global and omni-channel competitions. Supermarkets owners should take actions in improving customer
satisfaction of both existing and new customers that visiting their stores as it is the most effective method in
getting positive WoM. Firstly, supermarkets should know the segment of customers that they have as this will
allow the management to understand how the customers feel and think about the store. The segmentation can be
done in the form of store location as consumers tend to visit the nearest supermarkets or stores located from their
workplace and/or home and highlight different type of products to the customers. For example, supermarkets
located at central business districts could emphasise on convenience packaged food or ready to eat food. Ready
to eat take home food could be another potential product for consumers who value convenience and affected by
emotion and mood. Convenience in term of payment system as well as air conditioning and return policy could
be critical for supermarkets. Supermarkets could look into the opportunity of grocery delivery where customers
can order their grocery, and have it delivered to their doorstep; or purchase it in the store and have it delivered on
a later date.
Even though merchandise variety is not important, supermarkets still need to have sufficient supply of staple
goods in major brand names. This is due to these major brand names had spent tons of money in selling their
brands and products to the consumers, thus making supermarket’s role as a middleman between marketers and
consumers. Nonetheless, Aghazadeh (2005) suggested that supermarkets should place high-impulse and
high-margin items that customers do not plan to purchase at the checkout counter to serve as a reminder to
customers or create a mood which triggers buying intention to increase cross-selling in the store. Breath mints,
gift cards, batteries, drinks, stationeries, and travel size toiletries are some of the examples of high-impulse and
high-margin items that can be found at supermarkets.
Future research could increase the sample size to enhance representativeness of the sample. Future research
could investigate other attributes of behavioural and attitudinal loyalty in order to further explore the concept of
customer loyalty in various applications as well compare different retail formats to include convenience store,
minimum and hypermarkets.
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