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Although the cognitive dimension of customer
experience (CX) affects the affective or social
dimensions of CX and vice versa in consu-
mers’ thoughts and behavior, our understand-
ing of this reciprocity is limited. The authors fill
this gap by applying categorization theory ra-
tionales to analyze whether reciprocity exists
among important CX dimensions in consumer
shopping at omnichannel retailers and how it
affects consumer loyalty versus word-of-
mouth. They analyze longitudinal data from
528 consumer evaluations of leading fashion
retailers in three waves via cross-lagged pan-
el models. The results indicate that the cogni-
tive CX dimension increases the affective and
social dimensions and vice versa but to differ-
ent extents. The reciprocal effects of the CX
dimensions are different for consumer loyalty
and word-of-mouth, and the results differ from
those of a nonreciprocal study. These findings
have direct implications for managers inter-
ested in understanding how the reciprocity of
CX dimensions affects consumer behavior.

1. Introduction

Customer experience (CX), i.e., consumers’ holistic,
subjective, multidimensional mental responses to inter-
actions with firms (e.g., Gahler et al. 2023), is an impor-
tant source of firms’ competitive advantages, especially
for omnichannel retailers, who provide a seamless ex-
perience in the consumer journey through all CX di-
mensions (De Keyser et al. 2020). CX encompasses
cognitive, affective, and social responses throughout the
consumer journey that influence consumer behavior
(Kuehnl et al. 2019; Lemon and Verhoef 2016). Fashion
retailers, such as Zara (2023, p.5) or H&M (2023),
strive for an overall CX, whereas others focus on indi-
vidual CX dimensions (e.g., Nike 2023, p. 8, or Sephora
2023, p. 4, strive for a more cognitive or affective CX
dimension). However, firms can do more, as individual
CX dimensions are interrelated in consumers’ minds
and may reciprocally affect certain behavioral decisions
regarding the retailer differently. We analyze such re-
ciprocal effects of three major CX dimensions in con-
sumer shopping at omnichannel retailers that likely af-
fect each other in a loop: consumers’ cognitive, affec-
tive, and social responses to problem solving, feelings,
and social contacts in the consumer role (Gahler et al.
2023; Nagase and Kano 2017; Liu-Thompkins et al.
2022). We explore the reciprocal effects on two behav-
ioral outcomes.

Scholars often studied CX as one construct, i.e., from an
overall or joint view (see Table 1).[1] For example, An-
shu et al. (2022) studied the effects of overall CX on re-
purchase intention and Bustamante and Rubio (2017) on
satisfaction. Few studies examined CX dimensions, six
cognitive vs. affective CX only, e.g., Gao et al. (2021a)
on customer retention, Riaz et al. (2022) on satisfaction,
Barari et al. (2020) and Rose et al. (2012) on satisfaction,
Word-of-Mouth (WoM), and trust, and Tyrväinen et al.
(2020) on WoM and repurchase intentions. Only three
studies examined the effects of more CX dimensions:
Roy et al. (2022) of affective, social and physical CX on
consumer commitment and engagement in offline retail-
ing, Bleier et al. (2019) of cognitive, affective, social and
physical CX on purchase intention in online retailing,
and Gahler et al. (2023) of even two additional dimen-
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 One behavioral outcome More behavioral outcomes 

Overall CX 

(joint view)

Anshu et al. (2022); Brakus et al. (2009); Cambra-

Fierro et al. (2021); Gao et al. (2019), (2021b); Jara et 

al. (2018); Khan et al. (2020); Kuehnl et al. (2019);

Kumar et al. (2014); Massi et al. (2023); Nguyen et al. 

(2022a), (2022b); Prentice et al. (2019); Quach et al. 

(2020).

Bustamante and Rubio (2017); Butt et al. (2023);

Das et al. (2019); Mclean et al. (2018); Rahman et 

al. (2022); Roy (2018); Stein and Ramaseshan 

(2019)

Non-

reciprocal
Bleier et al. (2019); Ciuchita et al. (2019); Gao et al. 

(2021a)
1
; Riaz et al. (2022)

1

Barari et al. (2020)
1
; Gahler et al. (2023); Rose et 

al. (2012)
1
; Roy et al. (2022); Tyrväinen et al. 

(2020)
1

CX dimen- 

sions

Reciprocal — This study 

Notes: 1Studies analyzing only cognitive/affective CX dimensions. Italics = Studies on omnichannel firms. For a detailed description of the
literature see Web Appendix A.

Tab. 1: Literature Review (Effect Studies)

sions (sensorial, symbolic) on attitudes, satisfaction, or
WoM in omnichannel retailing. However, the insights are
contradictory. For example, Rose et al. (2012) found
strong effects of both CX dimensions on satisfaction but
not on trust. Barari et al. (2020) showed stronger cogni-
tive experience effects on WoM, and Tyrväinen et al.
(2020) stronger affective effects. Bleier et al. (2019)
found strong effects of the cognitive CX dimension that
were missing in Roy et al. (2022) or Gahler et al. (2023).
Notably, almost all studies studied the effects of CX di-
mensions as unconnected independent variables (only
two in mediation models; Rose et al. 2012; Roy et al.
2022), no study reciprocally. In contrast, conceptual pa-
pers assume reciprocal relations of CX dimensions, such
as cognitive, affective, and social dimensions, in omni-
channel firms (e.g., De Keyser et al. 2020). For omni-
channel firms, consumer mental links between CX di-
mensions are of specific interest because of the seamless
experience offered (different from online/offline con-
texts, Roy et al. 2022). Reciprocity goes beyond unidi-
rectional mediation models and accounts for links be-
tween CX dimensions that may emerge in all directions
in a circular fashion and may change previous findings
(Pekovic and Rolland 2020). Neglecting this relationship
overlooks possible synergies or combined effects of the
associated dimensions in consumers’ minds. Consumers
can reduce their mental load in cognitively complex om-
nichannel shopping by differentially considering the dif-
ferently linked CX dimensions in certain decisions (e.g.,
Rahman et al. 2022). In such an omnichannel shopping
journey, consumers are offered seamless transitions be-
tween perceptions of the CX dimensions that influence
behaviors (De Keyser et al. 2020). Theory-based insights
are valuable.

This study addresses such research gaps and inconsistent
results by analyzing two research questions: What are the
reciprocal relationships among the cognitive, affective,
and social CX dimensions in consumer shopping at om-
nichannel firms? Does each CX dimension reciprocally
affect consumer loyalty and WoM, and if so, how? This
study offers two important research contributions.

We provide novel insights into the reciprocity of the cog-
nitive, affective, and social CX dimensions. Scholars
have called for studies to determine the interaction of
these individual mental responses (De Keyser et al.
2020; Rahman et al. 2022). We know that these dimen-
sions may form a factor (e.g., Brakus et al. 2009; Busta-
mante and Rubio 2017) or that overlapping relationships
exist (e.g., affective on cognitive). However, knowledge
about the reciprocity of the dominant CX dimensions in
consumer shopping at omnichannel retailers is limited
but important, as a seamless experience along the jour-
ney across all dimensions is crucial, especially in the om-
nichannel context (Lemon and Verhoef 2016). These in-
sights enable managers to prioritize CX dimensions dif-
ferently depending on their reciprocal role from the con-
sumer perspective. We also contribute to the research by
providing categorization theory-based rationales (Mervis
and Rosch 1981). According to this theory, consumer
process information in a hierarchical way; the knowledge
about the retailer in general represents a basic category,
and knowledge about CX dimensions represents lower-
level category members. Consumers match their percep-
tions to corresponding category members (CX dimen-
sions) to reduce their cognitive load and draw inferences
between these category members to different extents.

We contribute to the literature by studying the reciprocal
effects of CX dimensions and by responding to scholars
who have encouraged such research (Gahler et al. 2023;
Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022). We know that various ef-
fects of CX dimensions on different outcomes emerge,
but these effects have not been conceptualized recipro-
cally. We focus on loyalty and WoM for several reasons.
Loyalty, as a consumer’s preference for and attachment
to a retailer for consistent purchases (e.g., Oliver 1999),
represents an often studied goal of firms to retain long-
term relationships with customers (Kuehnl et al. 2019;
Stein and Ramaseshan 2019). WoM, as conversations
among individuals (i.e., individuals relate information
about or recommend a retailer to others, Swan and Oliver
1989; Gahler et al. 2023), is central in referral marketing
but has been inconclusively linked to the affective or
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Fig. 1: Conceptual Framework

cognitive CX. For managers, knowledge of the recipro-
cal effects of CX dimensions on both outcomes allows
activities to be prioritized in these CX dimensions to best
support a firm’s goals with respect to omnichannel shop-
pers (i.e., retaining them or strengthening references,
Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022). Both outcomes are recom-
mended for further study (Gahler et al. 2023; Rahman et
al. 2022). Additionally, our categorization theory-based
rationales contribute to the literature (Rahman et al.
2022). Consumers use category knowledge to draw infer-
ences (from one CX dimension to another and back, in a
loop) for judgments in decisions. They draw the stron-
gest inferences by referring to certain category members
(i.e., cognitive, affective, or social CX dimensions) that
most affect their behavioral decisions.

2. Conceptualization and Theory

To address our research aims, we propose a framework
conceptualizing the reciprocity of the cognitive, affective,
and social CX dimensions and assume different extents of
their relationships. We also evaluate the reciprocal total ef-
fects of the CX dimensions (sum of their direct and indi-
rect effects) on consumer loyalty and WoM (see Figure 1).

The dimensions are related to CX in omnichannel envi-
ronments, and consumers evaluate each dimension in
terms of negative and positive mental responses (in their
role as consumers, Gahler et al. 2023). Since reciprocity
is our research focus, we choose three CX dimensions,
which is reasonable due to model complexity as well.
The cognitive and affective dimensions of CX are con-
sidered the most important and most studied and reflect
classic dichotomy aspects of consumer behavior (Liu-
Thompkins et al. 2022). In addition to the many studies
on cognitive and affective CX dimensions, social drivers
that adopt a more dyadic/multiparty view of CX are im-
portant and significant for consumer decisions (Liu-
Thompkins et al. 2022; empirically more relevant than
sensory/physical CX, Bleier et al. 2019; Roy et al. 2022).
Focusing on these three dimensions of CX provides im-
portant information about the actual psychological pro-
cesses by which retail elements influence customer loy-
alty. We conceptualize the cognitive CX dimension as
consumers’ mental responses to a firm regarding the
learning, problem solving, or worth that underlies infor-

mation acquisition and processing (Liu-Thompkins et al.
2022; Nambisan and Watt 2011). This is important for
shoppers at omnichannel firms because of their various
information and cognitive challenges (Rahman et al.
2022). Firms such as Trader Joe’s (2022) view this di-
mension as a core value for consumers, e.g., via informa-
tion on offers for a considerable price. The affective CX
dimension is conceptualized as the feeling or stronger
emotion of joy and fun in response to interactions with a
retailer (Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022; Nambisan and Watt
2011). Positive or negative feelings are important for
consumer shopping in omnichannel contexts (Hsia et al.
2020). Sephora (2023, p.4) strives for an eventful and
fun experience for its customers, whereas Starbucks
(2022) focuses on the social CX dimension, aiming to
create moments of connection and a personalized experi-
ence. This dimension represents consumers’ responses to
social contact with people (employees, shoppers) or
brands during shopping interactions (i.e., their customer
role, Gahler et al. 2023; Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022), re-
sulting in feelings of friendliness or belonging.

Reciprocity means that one mental response, i.e., one CX
dimension, may affect a second or third CX dimension,
and a second or third can, in turn, affect the first in a loop
(e.g., cognitive affective, affective social; Nagase and
Kano 2017; Swoboda et al. 2013). Such reciprocal rela-
tionships are interdependent exchanges of different con-
structs that are essentially mutual (e.g., Swoboda and
Winters 2021; Weindel and Swoboda 2016). Generally,
reciprocity between CX dimensions can be initiated in
any dimension depending on which dimension a con-
sumer references when forming a mental response to an
interaction with a retailer (Kwon and Lennon 2009); dif-
ferent dimensions can be important for different deci-
sions (Gahler et al. 2023). Methodologically, cross-
lagged longitudinal path models (CLPMs) are the most
common methods for addressing reciprocal effects. Reci-
procity is examined by testing cross-lagged relations, the
effect of construct A on construct B after controlling for
the previous effects of A (Usami et al. 2019). Reciprocal
studies differ from nonreciprocal studies (e.g., regarding
over- or underestimated offline or online channel image
effects, Swoboda and Winters 2021).

We conceptualize distinct consumer decisions. Loyal be-
havior is a long-term decision with a behavioral compo-
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nent and an attitudinal component (Oliver 1999; Watson
et al. 2015). It reflects the behavioral intention or actual
action of repeated patronage and advocacy, while the lat-
ter reflects the preference for a retailer over alternatives
(Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022; Watson et al. 2015). Loyalty
is based on the positive evaluation of a retailer resulting
from a previous purchase experience that is stored in a
consumer’s mind and is influenced by triggers and habits
(Brakus et al. 2009). WoM is a short-term decision re-
flecting the discussion or sharing of retailer-related con-
tent (e.g., mere mention of recommendations, Berger
2014). It is usually not planned, as many conversations
are rather spontaneous and take place soon after a CX
event, albeit beyond the customer role (Berger 2014;
Gahler et al. 2023).

2.1. Categorization Theory

The literature on CX dimensions adopts different ap-
proaches: SOR frameworks that assume stimuli effects
on consumers’ CX and responses can hardly explain rec-
iprocity (Gao et al. 2021a; Rose et al. 2012) and goal set-
ting and striving theories or information processing se-
quences (Barari et al. 2020; Bleier et al. 2019). We con-
tribute to the field by using categorization theory, which
posits that consumers categorize every contact with a re-
tailer in a hierarchical structure in their memory. This
cognitive theory provides a stringent explanation for re-
ciprocal effects and fits our study design.

The theory suggests that people are more inclined to use
a categorical mode of thinking when the information en-
vironment is demanding (Epitropaki and Martin 2005).
Accordingly, people structure knowledge by categoriz-
ing environments and objects for efficient information
processing and compare their perceptions with existing
basic categories or lower-level category members and as-
sociated attributes stored in their memory (Keaveney and
Hunt 1992; Mervis and Rosch 1981). Perceptions of un-
familiar objects evolve into novel, basic categories and
category members; those of familiar objects match a ba-
sic category or category member knowledge. Thereby
knowledge is transferred among members, and recipro-
cal inferences are drawn (Mervis and Rosch 1981). Ad-
ditionally, people rely on their most familiar and repre-
sentative category member to draw the strongest infer-
ences (Mervis and Rosch 1981). Category knowledge
and inferences are used for judgments in people’s deci-
sions, i.e., they affect their behavior (Epitropaki and
Martin 2005; Keaveney and Hunt 1992; Loken 2006).

To explain the interdependencies of CX perceptions in
consumers’ minds and their impact on consumer behav-
ior, we argue that in our context, categories represent re-
tailers and CX dimensions represent category members
(with specific associated attributes, such as a worthwhile
cognitive CX or an enjoyable affective CX, Bleier et al.
2019; Rahman et al. 2022). Theory suggests that consu-
mers addressing a CX dimension categorize it as related
to a retailer and transmit their evaluation across CX di-

mensions, likely in a reciprocal manner (Grewal et al.
2017; Rahman et al. 2022). They draw inferences about
CX dimensions to the most knowledgeable and familiar
dimension (i.e., Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022). Moreover,
perceived CX attributes, such as worthwhileness, not on-
ly match the cognitive CX dimension but are also trans-
ferred to other CX dimensions, resulting in reciprocal in-
ferences (e.g., enjoyable shopping matches the affective
CX dimension but is also transferred to the cognitive and
social CX dimensions Rahman et al. 2022; Roy 2018).
Hence, consumers use category-based inferences of the
cognitive, affective, and social CX dimensions for judg-
ments in decision situations but to different extents (Liu-
Thompkins et al. 2022; Loken 2006).

Next, we provide the rationales for our hypotheses re-
garding the reciprocity of CX dimensions and then for
those concerning the reciprocal effects on loyalty and
WoM.

2.2. Hypothesis Development

We assume reciprocity of CX dimensions, i.e., a circular
relationship among the CX dimensions. The first hypoth-
esis provides theoretical rationales for the existence of
such relationships and for the assumption of a dominant
role of the cognitive CX dimension in such reciprocal re-
lationships.

First, consumers compare environments and objects
against categories stored in memory and categorize per-
ceived CX dimensions into a corresponding (basic) re-
tailer category (Epitropaki and Martin 2005; Rahman et
al. 2022). They draw reciprocal category inferences, e.g.,
conveying cognitive to affective and social CX dimen-
sions in a loop, to assess the first dimension. The same
occurs among consumers who convey the affective or so-
cial CX dimensions. However, information on CX di-
mensions with a high category fit can be more easily pro-
cessed. Successful categorization also stimulates positive
or negative feelings, resulting in an evaluation (Loken
2006; Verhagen et al. 2019). Since the cognitive CX di-
mension is the most frequently processed and familiar di-
mension (Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022), we assume that it
evokes the strongest reciprocal inferences. Consumers
who confront a more unfamiliar category member (e.g.,
an unappealing affective experience) rely more on famil-
iar category members (Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022; Lo-
ken 2006). We assume that cognitive experience domi-
nates these reciprocal relationships across all dimen-
sions.

Second, the perceived attributes of an environment or ob-
ject are linked with different CX dimensions (Mervis and
Rosch 1981). For example, the attributes associated with
cognitive category members can be shared with the af-
fective or social CX dimensions in memory and vice ver-
sa (Loken 2006). A friendly employee is strongly associ-
ated with the social CX dimension but may be shared
with the affective CX dimension through an entertaining
character (Pekovic and Rolland 2020). These mecha-
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nisms underline the reciprocity of CX dimensions. With
respect to strength, the most frequent process attributes
of long-term decisions, for example, are likely and
strongly shared with the cognitive CX dimension. Owing
to the resulting highest knowledgeability with respect to
reciprocal reasoning, a dominance in memory is as-
sumed. Studies have shown that omnichannel CX has a
stronger effect on long-term consumer behavior than on
short-term consumer behavior and have argued about its
cognitive nature (Rahman et al. 2022). However, the af-
fective CX dimension, for example, is probably easier to
process, as the information learned from an emotional
state is more easily retrieved (Rose et al. 2012). Howev-
er, we argue that omnichannel retailers are primarily val-
ued cognitively (Gao et al. 2021a), which carries over
more to the affective and social CX dimensions than vice
versa.

We hypothesize the following:

H1: Reciprocal effects exist between (a) the cognitive
and affective CX dimensions, (b) the cognitive and
social CX dimensions, and (c) the affective and so-
cial CX dimensions, and (d) the cognitive CX di-
mension dominates.

While studies on CX dimensions mostly consider CX di-
mensions to be unconnected variables, we posit their rec-
iprocity and different total effects regarding distinct con-
sumer decisions (e.g., referring to Liu-Thompkins et al.
2022). We assume that the reciprocal inferences of each
dimension toward the other CX dimensions are used for
consumer decisions (Kwon and Lennon 2009) and con-
sider the sum of both the direct effects of each CX di-
mension (influenced through reciprocal inferences) and
their indirect effects (as transferred knowledge from CX
dimensions to others can lead to judgments in decisions
via the latter dimensions).

With respect to a consumer’s long-term decision to be
loyal, categorization theory allows us to theorize about
the reciprocal effects of all CX dimensions on loyalty.
Their indirect effects are discussed next. Furthermore,
we offer justifications for the likelihood that the cogni-
tive CX dimension will be the reciprocally dominant loy-
alty driver.

Regarding the cognitive CX dimension, knowledge is
transferred to the affective and social CX dimensions and
vice versa, from which reciprocal inferences are drawn
to evaluate loyalty. These evaluations differ for long-
term decisions such as loyalty compared with more
short-term decisions such as WoM. Increasing expertise
implies a more accurate categorization of evaluations
(Fiske 1982; Riaz et al. 2022). Scholars argue that in
long-term relationships, the cognitive CX dimension be-
comes more significant as consumers gain more informa-
tion, especially in the omnichannel context (Pekovic and
Rolland 2020). Constantly provided, helpful, valuable
information that corresponds to evaluations of the cogni-
tive category is particularly relevant (Rose et al. 2012).

A categorization of the affective CX dimension fosters
both knowledge transfer to other CX dimensions and re-
ciprocal inferences in a loop (Mervis and Rosch 1981;
Rahman et al. 2022). Emotions affect the retrieval of use-
ful information from memory (Verhagen et al. 2019).
The content learned in a particular affective state is best
retrieved when a person is in a similar affective state
(Rose et al. 2012). Retailers such as Nordstrom stimulate
emotional experiences to provide consumers with a
stronger sense of such a purchase. Moreover, a positive
evaluation of a categorized affective experience may di-
rectly affect long-term decisions (Ou and Verhoef 2017).
Positive emotions directly influence loyalty, as those
evaluations can buffer disappointing purchases (Roy
2018).

Similarly, categorizing the social CX dimension leads to
knowledge transfer to other CX dimensions (also, its loy-
alty link can be mediated, Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022;
Rahman et al. 2022). This knowledge transfer results in
reciprocal inferences drawn from other dimensions to a
social experience in a loop. The social aspects of shop-
ping suggest that personal interactions with employees,
for example, likely contribute to cognitive value (Stein
and Ramaseshan 2019). Moreover, direct effects on loy-
alty are likely, as shoppers who see themselves as mem-
bers of a retailer’s community are more loyal (while
studies also question this, Koller et al. 2011).

The strongest total effect on loyalty is posited for cogni-
tive CX, as people rely on their strongest reciprocal in-
ferences for judgments. On the basis of increasing infor-
mation and resources in long-term decisions, studies sug-
gest that behavior is determined by a cognitive rather
than an affective category, thereby attributing an overrid-
ing role to the cognitive experience (Pekovic and Rol-
land 2020). Emotions, for example, affect loyalty in ad-
dition to cognitive information (Ou and Verhoef 2017).
Familiarity with the cognitive dimension allows us to
draw strong reciprocal inferences through affective and
social experiences (Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022). Addi-
tionally, consumers mostly remain loyal to those omni-
channel retailers they deem most worthwhile and that of-
fer them the greatest value (embraces by cognitive expe-
rience, Bleier et al. 2019; Koller et al. 2011). Without a
strong cognitive anchor, firms must engage their custom-
ers every day.

We propose the following:

H2: Loyalty is positively affected by the total effect of
reciprocally linked (a) cognitive CX, (b) affective
CX, and (c) social CX dimensions, and the (d) cog-
nitive CX dimension has the strongest effect.

Consumer WoM is a short-term, rather spontaneous de-
cision and is important when consumers shop at omni-
channel retailers (Rahman et al. 2022). Categorization
theory also facilitates theorizing about the positive total
effect of reciprocally linked CX dimensions on WoM,
which we assume for all dimensions. We also provide ra-
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tionales for the possibly dominant role of the affective
CX dimension.

The cognitive CX dimension, as an information-oriented
response, can be processed in the short term and provides
reciprocal inferences through affective and social re-
sponses in a loop (Bleier et al. 2019; Kranzbühler et al.
2018). In most short-term (vs. long-term) decisions, cate-
gories are created more often, and, for example, recipro-
cal inferences emerge spontaneously to achieve situa-
tional goals (Fiske et al. 1987). Moreover, shoppers are
likely to feel encouraged to tell others about a retailer
following a helpful cognitive experience (Barari et al.
2020).

Category knowledge is reciprocally transferred from the
affective CX dimension to the cognitive dimension and
vice versa. A unsuccessful purchase can be portrayed as
worthwhile through fun or joy, whereby affective re-
sponses are retrieved to balance emotional arousal (Rose
et al. 2012; Tyrväinen et al. 2020). A direct effect is as-
sumed, as consumers prefer to share their positive feel-
ings about an experience at an omnichannel retailer with
others (Tyrväinen et al. 2020). Furthermore, the influ-
ence of affective experience on WoM is strong in suc-
cessful buying situations, and consumers feel encour-
aged to share affective experiences with friends (Gahler
et al. 2023; Roy 2018).

For the social CX dimension, inferences to the other CX
dimensions and effects on WoM are also assumed. Re-
sponses concerning shoppers’ social interactions may be
transferred to emotions in a loop as a result of a pleasur-
able experience, which reciprocally affects individuals’
WoM toward friends (Fuentes-Blasco et al. 2017; Roy et
al. 2022). Shoppers who feel that they belong to a retail
community have no issues actively supporting and rec-
ommending it (Roy et al. 2022). Retailers such as Lulu-
lemon desire to add consumers to their community to
achieve WoM (Forbes 2019), even if firms only have a
limited influence on social CX.

In short-term decisions, the emotional elements in a jour-
ney constitute a core of CX (Roy 2018). Consumers are
often irrational, emotional beings who desire pleasurable
experiences. We assume the reciprocity of CX dimen-
sions but follow arguments suggesting that the emotional
drivers of WoM dominate; these are spontaneously used
to balance emotional arousal (Tyrväinen et al. 2020).
Gahler et al. (2023) argue that affective experience is rel-
evant primarily for WoM in combination with cognitive
and social CX. Moreover, affective experience is both
more important for and a more accurate predictor of
WoM (Barari et al. 2020), as situational emotions lead to
situational results (Hsia et al. 2020).

We hypothesize the following:

H3: WoM is positively affected by the total effect of re-
ciprocally linked (a) cognitive CX, (b) affective CX,
and (c) social CX dimensions, and the (d) affective
CX dimension has the strongest effect.

3. Empirical Study

3.1. Sample

For the empirical study, fashion omnichannel firms were
chosen for several reasons. The fashion sector has high
online sales shares and is one of the largest retail sectors
(up to 35 % of online sales are estimated for 2025 in Ger-
many or the U.S., Planet Retail,2021). In Germany, this
sector is the third-largest retail sector, with a high share
of online sales (24.1 % according to the retail associa-
tion, HDE/IFH 2022_ENREF_32). It comprises many
omnichannel firms whose systematic selection allows us
to avoid individually selected or firm-specific insights.
Moreover, this sector is not highly concentrated. More
than 25 firms account for 45 % of sales, and the omni-
channel context is important for the consumer journey
(while one dominant electronic retailer accounts for
38 % of sale). The leading retailers have CX as their pri-
mary goal (H&M 2023; Zara 2023, p.5) when targeting
consumers with typical purchase periods of <40 days
(Hult et al. 2019)_ENREF_58. These are not representa-
tive of the majority of brick-and-mortar stores in the
fashion sector, which are often still family-owned, but
they are omnichannel, face the challenges of CX reci-
procity, and avoid single-company results.

We considered the requirements of longitudinal model-
ing in the sampling procedures (see Web Appendix B)
and conducted several pretests. First, we identified the
fifteen top-selling retailers, as these retailers are likely to
be frequented for purchases. We then selected eleven
firms with integrated omnichannel structures (Planet Re-
tail 2021; ensuring integrated information, etc., Oh et al.
2012). Second, we selected the eight most frequented
firms on the basis of purchase experience data collected
in a pretest (N=50, at respondents’ homes, on the basis of
quota sampling, as in the main study). We excluded two
firms because of their broad assortment beyond fashion
articles, and we accounted for construct equivalence by
making semantic adjustments (e.g., due to translated/
back-translated scales). Third, we conducted another pre-
test to ensure that we captured consumers’ regular online
and offline purchase experiences (using face-to-face in-
terviews and a quota sample according to gender and
age, N = 180). This test allowed us to maintain the prese-
lected retailers and test the scales for the CX dimension
by Nambisan and Watt (2011) and Gahler et al. (2023) in
our context, reflecting their reliability and validity.[2]
The six selected firms leverage the focal omnichannel
context.

Our main study was based on quota sampling following
the national distribution of gender and age for 600 indi-
viduals (based on official data on online shopping expe-
rience and restricted to the age of 55 years; see Table 2).
We recruited 750 regular omnichannel fashion shoppers
from an existing consumer panel. Following the quotas
in the initial screening phase, t0, contact was established
by phone and e-mail and continued until 620 individuals
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Realized quota (%)  Planned quota (%) 

  Male Female Total  Male Female Total 

Age 18-30 16.8 16.8 33.6 16.6 16.6 33.3 

Age 31-43 17.4 16.5 33.9 16.6 16.6 33.3 

Age 44-55 15.9 16.6 32,5 16.6 16.6 33.3 

Total 50.1 49.9 528  50.0 50.0 576 
Tab. 2: Sample

agreed to participate in the three waves of the survey
(due to power considerations, Wang and Rhemtulla
2021). While providing general information about the
survey, we asked them about their previous buying expe-
riences and their sociodemographic characteristics,
among other things. Each participant had to have previ-
ous online and offline shopping experience with at least
one of the selected retailers. To reduce possible biases,
such as top-of-mind selection, in alteration, the first or
second retailer mentioned by each respondent who met
our preselection was randomly selected for evaluation in
all three waves. The surveys were conducted 4–5 months
apart over a period of 10–11 months via standardized
questionnaires at the respondents’ homes by trained in-
terviewers (to reduce nonresponse bias and increase data
quality compared with web surveys). We used a low-
priced coupon lottery as an incentive (McGovern et al.
2018). Prior to each wave, the respondents again had to
have made online and offline purchases from their select-
ed retailer to ensure that they had relevant access. While
all individuals initially met our requirements, 23 and
then 34 individuals were eliminated before the subse-
quent waves (563 respondents remain; the elimination
did not lead to any distortion of the quota groups and
thus to any over- or underrepresentation of age and gen-
der). To ensure the stability of the within-person variance
for each respondent, the mean values of a self-assess-
ment construct were used. After eleven outliers and
24 Mahalanobis distance-based outliers were eliminated,
528 observations remained in each wave (compared with
our plan, the 44–55 (31–43) age group was slightly un-
derrepresented (overrepresented)). We used robust maxi-
mum likelihood estimators for hypothesis testing be-
cause our data were not normally distributed (Maydeu-
Olivares 2017).

3.2. Measurement

Referring to the literature, we used Likert-type scales
(ranging from 7 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly dis-
agree; see Table 3) and measured all the constructs in
each of the three waves.

The CX dimensions were (finally) measured according
to Nambisan and Watt (2011), Stein and Ramaseshan
(2019), and Gahler et al. (2023). The cognitive CX di-
mension was measured with the following items: How
helpful, informative/instructive, useful, and worthwhile
were the insights of this CX with [retailer]? The affective
CX dimension included items on enjoyable feelings,
emotional happiness, entertainment, the mood of the CX,

the social CX dimension of friendly connectiveness, and
communal and personal CX with [retailer].

Consumer loyalty was measured with three items (Bra-
kus et al. 2009; Oliver 1999): I consider myself loyal to
[retailer]. [Retailer] would be my first choice. I will not
buy elsewhere if [retailer] is available to me. I intend to
continue to shop at [retailer]. WoM was captured by two
items (Gahler et al. 2023; Fuentes-Blasco et al. 2017;
Swan and Oliver 1989): I recommend [retailer] to my
family/friends. If my family/friends ask my advice, I tell
them to go to [retailer].

We used covariates because loyalty and WoM may be in-
fluenced by gender, age (0/1 = male/female, Hult et al.
2019) and internet expertise, as experienced consumers
may place less value on CX (we question the respective
extents, Swoboda and Winters 2021).

Measurement reliability was ensured at each of the time
points, as was convergent and construct validity (see Ta-
ble 3). We ensured discriminant validity and satisfactory
fit values (Hair et al. 2018, p. 93; see Tables 4–5).

Common method variance (CMV) was ensured with an
appropriate questionnaire design (at all points in time)
and with single-factor and marker variable tests (using
the three item constructs of self-efficacy; see Web Ap-
pendix C).

3.3. Method

To ensure comparability over time, we test for measure-
ment invariance (Van de Schoot et al. 2012). We found
a good fit and partial metric invariance (see Web Ap-
pendix F).

We tested for endogeneity using instrumental variables
(IVs) to reveal biases among the omitted variables (An-
tonakis et al. 2014). Perceived store usefulness (three
items), hedonic shopping motivation (two items), and so-
cial influence (three items) were measured in the screen-
ing phase (Gao et al. 2019; Han et al. 2020; Stein and Ra-
maseshan 2019). These IVs are theoretically suitable for
the CX dimensions (useful store aspects such as informa-
tion, products, prices are drivers of the cognitive CX di-
mension; hedonic shopping motivation refers to behavior
related to fun, amusement; social aspects of CX refer to
the influence of other consumers and social identities in
consumers’ minds (Gao et al. 2021a; Tyrväinen et al.
2020). F tests revealed that these IVs were strong predic-
tors (see Web Appendix D, Hair et al. 2018, p. 390). Due
to the Hausman (1978)-Test the exogeneity of the inde-
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Construct MV/Std FL KMO ItTC 

Time point one 

Cognitive CX Dimension      

How helpful was this experience (with [retailer])? 5.10/1.01 .802 .746 

How informative was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.94/1.13 .768 .713 

How useful was the learning from this experience (with [retailer])? 5.22/1.07 .895 .818 

How worthwhile were the insights from this experience (with [retailer])? 5.18/1.19 .794 

.817

.733

.887

Affective CX Dimension      

How much enjoyment did you feel during this experience (with [retailer])? 4.96/1.09 .776 .691 

How happy was this experience (with [retailer])? 5.36/1.10 .766 .588 

How entertaining was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.18/1.39 .761 .698 

Did this experience (with [retailer]) put you in a fun mood? 4.28/1.46 .833 

.689

.752

.844

Social CX Dimension      

How friendly and connected was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.91/1.17 .719 .540 

How communal was this experience (with [retailer])? 3.73/1.44 .721 .613 

How personal was the relationship experience (with [retailer])? 3.96/1.42 .848 

.676

.672

.770

Loyalty      

I consider myself loyal to [retailer]. 4.46/1.58 .847 .768 

[Retailer] would be my first choice. 4.24/1.72 .916 .820 

I will not buy elsewhere if [retailer] is available to me. 5.27/1.28 .719 .659 

I intend to continue to shop with [retailer]. 3.54/1.77 .782 

.804

.641

.868

WoM      

I recommend [retailer] to my family/friends. 5.29/1.33 .937 .879 

If my family/friends ask my advice, I tell them to go to this [retailer]. 5.14/1.39 .937 

.500

.879

.936

Time point two 

Cognitive CX Dimension      

How helpful was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.94/1.12 .825 .774 

How informative/learnfull was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.82/1.16 .779 .735 

How useful was this experience (with [retailer])? 5.03/1.12 .918 .847 

How worthwhile were the insights in this experience (with [retailer])? 5.02/1.18 .818 

.822

.763

.902

Affective CX Dimension      

How enjoyable did you feel during this experience (with [retailer])? 4.88/1.18 .823 .767 

How emotional happy was this experience (with [retailer])? 5.17/1.20 .790 .735 

How entertaining was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.13/1.38 .842 .793 

Did this experience (with [retailer]) put you in a mood of fun? 4.16/1.47 .873 

.755

.816

.900

Social CX Dimension      

How friendly, connected was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.81/1.18 .787 .629 

How communal was this experience (with [retailer])? 3.91/1.39 .832 .729 

How personal was the relationship experience (with [retailer])? 3.97/1.41 .865 

.705

.747

.835

Loyalty      

I consider myself loyal to [retailer]. 4.52/1.56 .883 .815 

[Retailer] would be my first choice. 4.33/1.59 .932 .845 

I will not buy elsewhere if [retailer] is available to me 5.19/1.21 .809 .659 

I intend to continue to shop with [retailer]. 3.75/1.76 .831 

.806

.693

.885

WoM      

I recommend [retailer] to my family/friends. 5.12/1.35 .961 .924 

If my family/friends ask my advice, I tell them to go to this [retailer]. 5.03/1.41 .961 

.500

.924

.960

Tab. 3: Reliability and Validity (Explorative)
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How worthwhile were the insights in this experience (with [retailer])? 5.09/1.08 .854  .807  

Affective CX Dimension      

How enjoyable did you feel during this experience (with [retailer])? 4.94/1.14 .873 .820 

How emotional happy was this experience (with [retailer])? 5.15/1.15 .854 .711 

How entertaining was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.45/1.31 .865 .814 

Did this experience (with [retailer]) put you in a mood of fun? 4.47/1.34 .885 

.773

.830

.908

Social CX Dimension      

How friendly, connected was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.82/1.20 .793 .659 

How communal was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.08/1.39 .906 .813 

How personal was the relationship experience (with [retailer])? 4.13/1.39 .914 

.699

.818

.873

Loyalty      

I consider myself loyal to [retailer]. 4.55/1.53 .909 .835 

[Retailer] would be my first choice. 4.35/1.56 .926 .851 

I will not buy elsewhere if [retailer] is available to me 5.09/1.25 .797 .655 

I intend to continue to shop with [retailer]. 3.81/1.74 .752 

.817

.712

.891

WoM      

I recommend [retailer] to my family/friends. 5.13/1.34 .962 .926 

If my family/friends ask my advice, I tell them to go to this [retailer]. 5.02/1.36 .962 

.500

.926

.962

How useful was this experience (with [retailer])? 5.11/1.07 .907 .855

Cognitive CX Dimension      

How helpful was this experience (with [retailer])? 5.07/1.02 .879 .833

How informative/learnfull was this experience (with [retailer])? 4.88/1.12 .811 .773

.834 .921

Time point three 

Time points One Two Three 

Construct Item CR  CR   CR  CR   CR  CR 

               

CCX1 .816 .816  .814 .814  .864 .864 

CCX2 .765 .763  .790 .788  .806 .803 

CCX3 .875 .874  .901 .900  .900 .900 

Cognitive CX 

Dimension

CCX4

.905

.801

.905

.802

.891

.834

.890

.836

.914

.877

.914

.879

ACX1 .721 .742  .763 .773  .785 .795 

ACX2 .674 .675  .744 .748  .762 .758 

ACX3 .802 .774  .862 .874  .895 .894 

Affective CX 

Dimension

ACX4

.844

.851

.842

.823

.876

.851

.876

.884

.897

.924

.898

.917

SCX1 .698 .712  .753 .759  .778 .780 

SCX2 .649 .634  .769 .768  .803 .724 
Social CX 

Dimension
SCX3

.762

.798

.761

.787

.774

.863

.771

.861

.805

.898

.805

.900

LOY1 .851   .877   .891  

LOY2 .875   .912   .907  

LOY3 .722   .747   .703  
Loyalty

LOY4

.873

.716

.890

.742

.894

.736

WoM1  .948   .961   .951 
WoM 

WoM2 
.867

.928
.909

.959
.916

.970

Confirmatory model fits:

Times point, one (Loyalty): CFI .893, RMSEA .096, SCF 1.12, SRMR .067, TLI .865, ²(86) = 523.349. Times point, two: CFI .912, RMSEA .102, 

SCF 1.07, SRMR .054, TLI .893, ²(86) = 544.331. Times point, three: CFI .924, RMSEA .098, SCF 1.15, SRMR .062, TLI .907, ²(86) = 520.245.

Time points, one (WoM): CFI .886, RMSEA .110, SCF 1.16, SRMR .066, TLI .856, ²(61) = 462.256. Time points, two: CFI .923, RMSEA .105, 

SCF 1.09, SRMR .051, TLI .902, ²(61) = 448.632. Time points, three: CFI .930, RMSEA .106, SCF 1.17, SRMR .062, TLI .907, ²(61) = 429.423.

Notes: α = Cronbach’s Alpha & .7; FL = Exploratory Factor Loadings; ItTC = Item to Total Correlation; KMO = Kaiser Meyer Olkin-
criterion; MV = Mean value; Std. = Standard Deviation.

Tab. 3: (continued)

Notes: λ = Standardized factor loadings ( & .5); CR = Composite reliability ( & .6).

Tab. 4: Reliability and Validity (Confirmatory)
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Time points One Two Three 

 Constructs 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

           

1 Cognitive CX .768  .739  .790    

2 Affective CX .403 .692 .483 .737 .571 .779

3 Social CX .283 .541 .604  .359 .529 .620  .432 .598 .689

4 Loyalty .292 .203 .282 .607 .338 .332 .278 .638 .319 .387 .264 .634 

1 Cognitive CX .769  .740  .790    

2 Affective CX .406 .682   .484 .739   .574 .780

3 Social CX .283 .542 .603 .359 .529 .617 .432 .599 .664

4 WoM .281 .278 .213 .822 .318 .331 .239 .875 .316 .380 .272 .885 

Notes: Bold = Average Variance Extracted.(Fornell/Larcker & .5); Italics = Squared correlations.

Tab. 5: Discriminant Validity

pendent variables is supported (the consistent model did
not differ significantly from the efficient models).

We performed cross-lagged structural equation modeling
(SEM) using Mplus 8 (because the CLPM is most com-
monly used for testing reciprocity). This approach is
based on two assumptions (a variable Xt can be predicted
by Xt-1, and Xt is also cross-lagged by Yt-1 or Z t-1 and
vice versa) and facilitates the study of reciprocal effects
(e.g.,Swoboda et al. 2021; Zyphur et al. 2019; see Web
Appendix E). All goodness-of-fit values were satisfacto-
ry (Model Loyalty: CFI. 858, RMSEA. 067, SCF .88,
SRMR. 084, TLI. 850, χ 2(1325) = 4488.808; Model
WoM: CFI .860, RMSEA. 073, SCF .87, SRMR .079,
TLI .851;.χ 2(1026) = 3903.926). We also conducted sev-
eral stability checks.

3.4. Results

The results obtained via standardized coefficients and t-
difference tests are presented in Table 6.

In support of H1a-b, the cognitive CX dimension recip-
rocally interacts with the affective and social CX dimen-
sions in both models (e.g., in Model 1 for the first two
waves β 1–2 = .124, p < .001, β 1–2 = .068, p < .001 and
β 1–2 = .116, p < .001, β 1–2 = .071, p <. 001). Additionally,
H1c is supported, as the affective and social CX dimen-
sions interact with one another in both models (e.g., for
the first two waves in Model 1, β 1–2 = .120, p < .001,
β 1–2 = .189, p < .001, and in Model 2, β 1–2 = .136,
p < .001, β 2–3 = .198, p < .001). Most importantly, the
cognitive CX dimension more strongly affects the affec-
tive and social CX dimensions than vice versa in both
models, as the difference tests support H1d (e.g., for the
second and third waves in Model 1, t2–3 = 2.439, p < .05,
t2–3 = 2.073, p < .05, and in Model 2, t2–3 = 2.471, p < .05,
t2–3 = 2.145, p < .05).

With respect to loyalty, the total reciprocal effects of the
cognitive and affective CX dimensions on loyalty are
significant (β = .133, p < .001 and β = .075, p < .05), in
support of H1a-b, whereas the social CX dimension does

not significantly affect loyalty, rejecting H2c (β = .050,
ns). However, the cognitive CX dimension has the
strongest effect (compared with the affective dimension
tC-ACX = 4.768, p < .01 and the social dimension tS-CCX =
9.584, p < .01), which supports H1d. Moreover, the af-
fective CX dimension is stronger than the social CX di-
mension is (tA-SCX = 2.055, p < .05). We discuss this later.

Regarding WoM, the total effects of the affective and
cognitive CX dimensions and social CX on WoM are
significant, whereas the effect of the social CX dimen-
sion is insignificant (β = .077, p < .05, β = .132,
p < .001, β = .047, ns), supporting H3a-b and rejecting
H3c. As hypothesized in H3d, the effects of the affective
CX dimension are stronger than those of the cognitive
and social CX dimensions are (tC-ACX = 6.621, p < .01 and
tA-SCX = 10.384, p < .01). Moreover, the cognitive CX
dimension is stronger than the social CX dimension
(tS-CCX = 2.572, p < .01).

3.5. Stability Checks

Robustness checks strengthened our observations.

First, a randomly split half-sample test showed identical
results (see Web Appendix G).

Second, we test the reciprocal effect in models that omit
CX dimensions to determine whether the results are sta-
ble (for all further tests, see Web Appendix H). The mod-
els with the cognitive and affective CX dimensions show
differences (weaker differences for loyalty β = .143,
p < .001 vs. β = .097, p < .01, t = 3.147, p < .01; insig-
nificance of cognitive CX on WoM β = .068, ns vs.
β = .184, p < .001, t = 7.141, p < .01). The models with
cognitive and social CX dimensions show significant
results for the latter and a dominance of the cognitive
CX dimension for WoM (loyalty β = .151, p < .001 vs.
β = .074, p < .05, t = 5.874, p < .01; WoM β = .124,
p < .001 vs. β = .085, p < .05, t = 2.497, p < .01). The
models with the affective and social CX dimensions
show significant results for affective CX and insignifi-
cant results for social CX in both decisions. We also test
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Model.1: Loyalty Model.2: WoM

p Difference tests p Difference tests

Direct effects     

Cognitive CX (1) Affective CX (2) .124*** .135*** 

Affective CX (1) Cognitive CX (2) .068*** 
t = 2.556* 

.070***
t = 2.619* 

Cognitive CX (1) Social CX (2) .116*** .127*** 

.Social CX (1) Cognitive CX (2) .071*** 
t = 2.250* 

.074***
t = 2.382* 

Affective CX (1) Social CX (2) .120** .136**

Social CX (1) Affective CX (2) .186*** 
t = 3.356** 

.198***
t = 3.081** 

Cognititve CX (1) Dependend Variable (2) .096**  .052†.079  

Affective CX (1) Dependend Variable (2) .059†.079  .128***  

Social CX (1) Dependend Variable (2) .046ns  .054ns  

Cognitive CX (1) Cognititve CX (2) .551***  .546***  

Affective CX (1) Affective CX (2) .421***  .389***  

Social CX (1) Social CX (2) .412***  .389***  

Dependend Variable (1) Dependend Variable (2) .633***  .562***  

Cognitive CX (2) Affective CX (3) .135*** .147*** 

Affective CX (2) Cognitive CX (3) .076*** 
t = 2.439* 

.080***
t = 2.471* 

Cognitive CX (2) Social CX (3) .119*** .130*** 

Social CX (2) Cognitive CX (3) .081*** 
t = 2.073* 

.084***
t = 2.145* 

Affective CX (2) Social CX (3) .165*** .182*** 

Social CX (2) Affective CX (3) .134*** 
t = 3.246** 

.145***
t = 3.127** 

Cognititve CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .109**  .058†.078  

Affective CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .067†.078  .147***  

Social CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) -.004ns  -.049ns  

Cognitive CX (2) Cognititve CX (3) .603***  .596***  

Affective CX (2) Affective CX (3) .466***  .441***  

Social CX (2) Social CX (3) .436***  .414***  

Dependend Variable (2) Dependend Variable (3) .674***  .604***  

R² Dependend Variable (3) .601***  .494***  

    

Indirect Effects     

Cognititve CX (1) Cognitive CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .060**  .032†.085  

Cognitive CX (1) Affective CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .008†.091  .020**  

Cognitive CX (1) Social CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .000ns  -.006ns  

Cognitive CX (1) Dependend Var. (2) Dependend Variable (3) .065**  .031†.072  

Affective CX (1) Affective CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .028†.085  .057**  

Affective CX (1) Cognititve CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .007**  .004†.098  

Affective CX (1) Social CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .000ns  -.007ns  

Affective CX (1) Dependend Var. (2) Dependend Variable (3) .040†.076  .077***  

Social CX (1) Social CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) -.002ns  -.019ns  

Social CX (1) Cognititve CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .008**  .004†.099  

Social CX (1) Affective CX (2) Dependend Variable (3) .013ns  .029** 

Social CX (1) Dependend Var. (2) Dependend Variable (3) .031ns  .033ns  

    

Total effects     

Cognitive CX (1) Dependend Variable (3) .133*** tC-ACX = 4.768** .077* tC-ACX = 6.621**

Affective CX (1) Dependend Variable (3) .075* tA-SCX = 2.055* .132*** tA-SCX = 10.384*

Social CX (1) Dependend Variable (3) .050ns tS-CCX = 9.584** .047ns tS-CCX = 2.572**

Notes: (1–3) = Time points, ns = not significant; †p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Tab. 6: Results
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Gender (2) Dependend Variable (2) -.003ns  -.004ns  

Gender (3) Dependend Variable (3) -.011ns  -.015ns  

Age (1) Dependend Variable (1) .018ns  .025ns  

Age (2) Dependend Variable (2) .018ns  .024ns  

Age (3) Dependend Variable (3) .019ns  .025ns  

Internet expertise (1) Dependend Variable (1) .016ns  .008ns  

Internet expertise (2) Dependend Variable (2) .015ns  .008ns  

Internet expertise (3) Dependend Variable (3) .015ns  .007ns  

Structural model fits:

Model Loyalty: CFI .858, RMSEA .067, SCF .88, SRMR .084, TLI .850, ²(1325) = 4488.808. 

Model WoM: CFI .860, RMSEA .073, SCF .87, SRMR .079, TLI .851;. ²(1026) = 3903.926. 

Covariates     

Gender (1) Dependend Variable (1) -.003ns  -.004ns  

Notes: (1–3) = Time points, ns = not significant; †p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Tab. 6: (continued)

the effects of the overall CX without gaining further in-
sights. The results are charged if single dimensions are
omitted.

Third, we test the nonreciprocal effect, i.e., treat the cog-
nitive, affective, and social CX dimensions as uncon-
nected, independent variables. We conduct a second
cross-sectional study by referring to the same omnichan-
nel firms using the same measurements and methods for
different respondent data (n = 386). For loyalty, the cog-
nitive, affective, and social CX dimensions are signifi-
cant; moreover, the cognitive and affective CX dimen-
sions have equally strong total effects, whereas the social
CX dimension is significantly weaker. For WoM, the af-
fective CX dimension remained the strongest dimension,
but minor significant effects were also found for the so-
cial CX dimension. Omitting reciprocity changed the in-
sights. We discuss this below.

4. Discussion

Scholars have recommended that research should move
beyond an overall view of CX or of CX dimensions as
unconnected, independent variables (e.g., Rahman et al.
2022). We have acted on these recommendations, pro-
viding two contributions to the literature: we look at the
reciprocity of major CX dimensions, and we explore the
effects of reciprocally linked CX dimensions on two dif-
ferent behavioral outcomes. This is important in retailing
because the cognitive, affective, and social mental re-
sponses linked to consumers’ memories may be useful in
some decisions but not in others. Below, we carefully de-
lineate implications for theory and practice.

4.1. Contribution to Theory

With respect to research question one, this study re-
vealed that reciprocal relationships exist among the three
major CX dimensions and that the cognitive dimension is
the most important. These insights extend the usual
views on CX dimensions and expand our theoretical

knowledge. Consumers categorize CX dimensions into a
retailer category and reciprocally transfer knowledge
among them, as indicated for these three dimensions.
Consumers structure their knowledge on different hierar-
chical levels. The perception of a retailer at the superor-
dinate level is divided in the consumer’s mind, whereby
each dimension can be perceived separately and matched
with the expectations of the retailer and transmitted to
the knowledge about the other dimensions. The cognitive
CX dimension most strongly affects the other dimen-
sions in all loyalty and WoM models in this study (e.g.,
clarifying earlier assumptions, Rose et al. 2012). The re-
ciprocal links of the affective and social CX dimensions
change at both points in time, which future research may
address (Liu-Thompkins et al. 2022). Further analysis of
our theoretical mechanisms is critical, i.e., reciprocity
through drawn inferences among the CX dimensions, as
category members, and through matches of perceived at-
tributes with further category members (Loken 2006;
Mervis and Rosch 1981; Rahman et al. 2022). Interest-
ingly, these findings lead to the question of what omni-
channel retailers should do, e.g., addressing the dominant
cognitive CX dimension or the respective attributes of
this dimension (De Keyser et al. 2020). Such analysis
would shed further light on the mechanisms behind the
role of the cognitive and other CX dimensions for a spe-
cific seamless experience through the consumer journey
in omnichannel retailing.

Regarding research question two, the results on the re-
ciprocal effects of the CX dimensions support our theo-
retical rationale, i.e., the cognitive, affective, and social
CX dimensions differently affect different behavioral
outcomes. We highlight two contributions to the litera-
ture.

First, we extend previous studies, most of which have
conceptualized two, seldom more CX dimensions as un-
connected independent variables, and respond to respec-
tive calls for CX as a multidimensional construct of
linked dimensions (e.g., Lemon and Verhoef 2016). We
provide novel theoretical rationales for the reciprocal ef-
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fects of three CX dimensions and underline the impor-
tance of their shared, overlapping mechanisms (for two
dimensions in second stability checks). The results sup-
port our rationale that the cognitive CX dimension recip-
rocally most strongly affects consumer loyalty and that
the affective CX dimension reciprocally most strongly
affects consumer WoM. This may clarify inconclusive in-
sights into cognitive and affective experiences (Barari et
al. 2020; Tyrväinen et al. 2020) and extend the mixed re-
sults for overall CX concerning loyalty vs. WoM (Rah-
man et al. 2022; Roy 2018). The theoretical contributions
are obvious.

) Loyalty decisions are characterized by long-term eval-
uations among category members, and we provide
theoretical rationales in which evaluations are mainly
based on expertise among category members (Fiske
1982). Individuals rely strongly on extant information
and values to draw inferences when making judg-
ments (Bleier et al. 2019). The affective CX dimen-
sion has a reciprocally weaker effect on loyalty; the
social CX dimension shows weaker inferences to cate-
gory members and affects loyalty only indirectly.

) Consumer WoM, a short-term, spontaneous decision,
is characterized by rather ad hoc category inferences
that show different effects from the CX dimensions
(Berger 2014; Fiske et al. 1987). We have provided re-
spective theoretical rationales and shown the strongest
effects of the affective CX dimension, which is
strongly affected by cognitive experience. As men-
tioned, this contributes to inconclusive insights (Bara-
ri et al. 2020; Tyrväinen et al. 2020). The cognitive
CX dimension has a weaker total effect, whereas the
social CX dimension has only an indirect effect.

Second, reciprocity may alter extant insights, as nonre-
ciprocal studies may overestimate or underestimate the
effects of CX dimensions. Our second stability check un-
derlines the danger of ensuring the validity of the results
if the cognitive CX dimension is not reciprocally concep-
tualized or is omitted (e.g., Roy et al. 2022). Our third
stability check on the nonreciprocal effect provides new
insights. For loyalty, the total effects of the cognitive and
affective CX dimensions are equally strong, and those of
the social CX dimension are significant. For WoM, affec-
tive experience remains the strongest dimension, but
there are also significant effects of social experience.
Nonreciprocal studies may not sufficiently account for
the inferences among category members (Swoboda and
Winters 2021) or the shared attributes of the CX dimen-
sions. Studies that are unable to conceptualize reciprocal
effects may address any possible omitted overlapping or
combined effects of CX dimensions that are shown in re-
ciprocal analysis. Future research may reciprocally study
the role of more than three CX dimensions in omnichan-
nel retailing or only online retailing, which the model
complexity and current statistical limitations made im-
possible for us to address in this study.

4.2. Practical Relevance

For managers, we underline the importance of reciproci-
ty and the different effects of major CX dimensions on
the coordination of subjective consumer responses when
shopping at omnichannel retailers. Unnoticed reciprocity
may lead to misinterpretations of market analysis, limit-
ed conclusions, or even ineffective activities. Managers
can benefit from understanding the interdependent ef-
fects of the CX dimensions in a circular relationship that
affects shoppers’ responses and likely business perfor-
mance, especially in an omnichannel context that is men-
tally complex for consumers (Pekovic and Rolland 2020;
Rahman et al. 2022).

Our results on the reciprocity of the cognitive, affective,
and social CX dimensions are relevant for retailers striv-
ing for overall CX, such as Zara or H&M, and those
striving for the cognitive and affective CX dimensions,
such as Nike and Sephora. This provides a deeper under-
standing of what CX dimensions should be prioritized to
increase a seamless experience. All the dimensions are
reciprocally linked, but the cognitive CX dimension
largely determines the affective and social dimensions
and occupies a central position because it benefits less
from the latter two dimensions. The affective and social
CX dimensions are mutually dependent.

Moreover, our results show that the CX dimensions dif-
ferentially impact two outcomes that are important for
cognitive and affective experiences. Here, the cognitive
CX dimension reciprocally affects the affective and so-
cial dimensions the most. More importantly, prioritizing
the strongest effect supports a firm’s obvious long-term
or short-term goals, i.e., the cognitive or affective CX di-
mensions, to retain consumers or to increase referral
marketing. Managers should therefore link their own
consumer goals with the reciprocal effects of the CX di-
mensions from a consumer’s perspective.

5. Limitations and Further Research

This study is not without limitations. Here, we highlight
three of them.

Although we have carefully collected data, broader data
will allow additional implications, for example, for other
service industries, smaller firms, differently preselected
omnichannel firms, or specific contexts such as cross-na-
tional e-commerce (Swoboda and Müller 2022). Our lon-
gitudinal design has improved external validity, but re-
search may emphasize internal validity.

With respect to the measures, enhancing loyalty via ob-
jective data is promising but difficult to realize in three
waves (Brakus et al. 2009) and involves examining be-
havioral outcomes that are more closely related to trans-
actional behavior, such as repurchase intention. Scholars
may study four or six CX dimensions in the future,
which we were unable to do due to the limitations men-
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tioned (Gahler et al. 2023; Rahman et al. 2022), and the
absence of negative emotions in our measurement is a
limitation. Research can further explore consumer
groups beyond experienced individuals, such as hedonic
or first-time consumers (Roy 2018). We know little about
whether or how in CLPM substantive consequences for
parameter estimates of (within-person) reciprocal effects
emerge (Usami et al. 2019).

Our theorizing followed cognitive theory, but it would be
interesting to explain reciprocal effects with alternative
theoretical foundations. The drivers of the reciprocal
links among CX dimensions could be modeled (e.g.,
touchpoints or marketing instruments, Stein and Rama-
seshan 2019), and the effects of CX dimensions along the
consumer journey could be modeled. The latter is attrac-
tive for research, as only one study addresses different
stages by suggesting prioritizing CX, for which consu-
mers are sensitive to website speed, but not conceptualiz-
ing or measuring CX at the stages Gallino et al. (2023).
Evaluating moderators, such as motives or prior shop-
ping experiences, is always attractive for marketers
(Massi et al. 2023).

Notes

[1] A systematic literature review was performed in more than 21
journals following Harzing’s recent journal quality list and fo-
cused on studies published in 2000 or later with respective
cross-citations. The keywords used were cognitive or affec-
tive or social CX dimensions, CX effects, design, manage-
ment, etc. (see Web Appendix A for detailed insights into the
studies; available at https://shorturl.at/TRoYI).

[2] A literature review was used to select measurements. For various
reasons, the methods of Nambisan and Watt (2011) and Stein and
Ramaseshan (2019) were chosen for a pretest of the CX dimen-
sions. One item for each of the cognitive and affective CX dimen-
sions (”relevance, pleasure”) was excluded because of unsatis-
factory factor loadings (identical to Nambisan and Watt 2011);
two social CX dimensions were also excluded, which Nambisan
and Watt (2011) also excluded in their final measure. The con-
tents of our scales largely correspond to those of Gahler et al.
(2023); only the cognitive item “curiosity” is missing.

References

Anshu, K., Gaur, L., & Singh, G. (2022), “Impact of customer ex-
perience on attitude and repurchase intention in online grocery
retailing: A moderation mechanism of value Co-creation,” Jour-
nal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 64(October), 1–13.

Barari, M., Ross, M., & Surachartkumtonkun, J. (2020), “Nega-
tive and positive customer shopping experience in an online
context,” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
53(March), 1–9.

Berger, J. (2014), “Word of mouth and interpersonal communica-
tion: A review and directions for future research,” Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 24(4), 586–607.

Bleier, A., Harmeling, C. M., & Palmatier, R. W. (2019), “Creat-
ing effective online customer experiences,” Journal of Market-
ing, 83(2), 98–119.

Brakus, J. J., Schmitt, B. H., & Zarantonello, L. (2009), “Brand
experience: what is it? How is it measured? Does it affect loyal-
ty?,” Journal of Marketing, 73(3), 52–68.

Bustamante, J. C., & Rubio, N. (2017), “Measuring customer ex-
perience in physical retail environments,” Journal of Service
Management, 28(5), 884–913.

Butt, A., Ahmad, H., Ali, F., Muzaffar, A., & Shafique, M. N.
(2023), “Engaging the customer with augmented reality and
employee services to enhance equity and loyalty,” International
Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 51(5), 629–652.

Cambra-Fierro, J., Gao, L. X., Melero-Polo, I., & Trifu, A. (2021),
“How do firms handle variability in customer experience? A
dynamic approach to better understanding customer retention,”
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 61(July), 1–11.

Ciuchita, R., Mahr, D., & Odekerken-Schröder, G. (2019), “Deal
with it”: How coping with e-service innovation affects the cus-
tomer experience,” Journal of Business Research, 103(Octo-
ber), 130–141.

Das, G., Agarwal, J., Malhotra, N. K., & Varshneya, G. (2019),
“Does brand experience translate into brand commitment?: A
mediated-moderation model of brand passion and perceived
brand ethicality,” Journal of Business Research, 95(February),
479–490.

De Keyser, A., Verleye, K., Lemon, K. N., Keiningham, T. L., &
Klaus, P. (2020), “Moving the Customer Experience Field For-
ward: Introducing the Touchpoints, Context, Qualities (TCQ)
Nomenclature,” Journal of Service Research, 23(4), 433–455.

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2005), “From ideal to real: a longitu-
dinal study of the role of implicit leadership theories on leader-
member exchanges and employee outcomes,” Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, 90(4), 659.

Fiske, S. T. (1982). Schema-triggered affect: Applications to so-
cial perception. Paper presented at the Affect and cognition:
17th Annual Carnegie Mellon symposium on cognition.

Fiske, S. T., Neuberg, S. L., Beattie, A. E., & Milberg, S. J.
(1987), “Category-based and attribute-based reactions to others:
Some informational conditions of stereotyping and individuat-
ing processes,” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
23(5), 399–427.

Forbes. (2019). Lululemon Is On Fire Thanks To The Power Of
Community Retail. Retrieved from https://www.forbes.com/site
s/pamdanziger/2019/12/12/lululemon-is-on-fire-thanks-to-the-
power-of-community-retail/ Accessed 13 January 2023.

Fuentes-Blasco, M., Moliner-Velázquez, B., Servera-Francés, D.,
& Gil-Saura, I. (2017), “Role of marketing and technological
innovation on store equity, satisfaction and word-of-mouth in
retailing,” Journal of Product & Brand Management, 26(6),
650–666.

Gahler, M., Klein, J. F., & Paul, M. (2023), “Customer experience:
Conceptualization, measurement, and application in omnichan-
nel environments,” Journal of Service Research, 26(2), 191–211.

Gallino, S., Karacaoglu, N., & Moreno, A. (2023), “Need for
speed: The impact of in-process delays on customer behavior in
online retail,” Operations Research, 71(3), 876–894.

Gao, L., Melero, I., & Sese, F. J. (2019), “Multichannel integra-
tion along the customer journey: a systematic review and re-
search agenda,” The Service Industries Journal, 15(August),
1087–1118.

Gao, W., Fan, H., Li, W., & Wang, H. (2021a), “Crafting the cus-
tomer experience in omnichannel contexts: The role of channel
integration,” Journal of Business Research, 126(March), 12–22.

Gao, W., Li, W., Fan, H., & Jia, X. (2021b), “How customer expe-
rience incongruence affects omnichannel customer retention:
The moderating role of channel characteristics,” Journal of Re-
tailing and Consumer Services, 60(May), 1–9.

Grewal, D., Roggeveen, A., & Nordfält, J. (2017), “The Future of
Retailing ” Journal of Retailing, 93(1), 1–6.

H&M. (2023). H&M Group: Taking steps to grow the customer
experience through tech. Retrieved from https://hmgroup.com/o
ur-stories/hm-group-taking-steps-to-grow-the-customer-experi
ence-through-tech/ Accessed 11 January 2023.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., E., A. R., & Tatham, R. L.
(2018), “Multivariate Data Analysis.” Hampshire: Cengage.

Han, S.-L., An, M., Han, J. J., & Lee, J. (2020), “Telepresence,
time distortion, and consumer traits of virtual reality shopping,”
Journal of Business Research, 118(September), 311–320.

Fränzel/Swoboda, Reciprocal Effects of Cognitive, Affective, and Social Customer Experience

16 MARKETING · ZFP · Volume 46 · 4/2024 · p. 3–18

https://doi.org/10.15358/0344-1369-2024-4-3
Generiert durch IP '31.145.16.12', am 16.06.2025, 02:25:25.

Das Erstellen und Weitergeben von Kopien dieses PDFs ist nicht zulässig.

https://doi.org/10.15358/0344-1369-2024-4-3


Hausman, J. A. (1978), “Specification Tests in Econometrics,”
Econometrica, 46(6), 1251–1271.

HDE/IFH. (2022), “Online Monitor.” Berlin: Handelsverband
Deutschland (HDE).

Hsia, T.-L., Wu, J.-H., Xu, X., Li, Q., Peng, L., & Robinson, S.
(2020), “Omnichannel retailing: The role of situational involve-
ment in facilitating consumer experiences,” Information &
Management, 57(8), 1–14.

Hult, G. T. M., Sharma, P. N., Morgeson III, F. V., & Zhang, Y.
(2019), “Antecedents and Consequences of Customer Satisfac-
tion: Do They Differ Across Online and Offline Purchases?,”
Journal of Retailing, 95(1), 10–23.

Jara, M., Vyt, D., Mevel, O., Morvan, T., & Morvan, N. (2018),
“Measuring customers benefits of click and collect,” Journal of
Services Marketing, 32(4), 430–442.

Keaveney, S. M., & Hunt, K. A. (1992), “Conceptualization and
Operationalization of a Retail Store Image: A Case of Rival
Middle-Level Theories,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 20(2), 165–175.

Khan, I., Hollebeek, L. D., Fatma, M., Islam, J. U., & Riivits-Ar-
konsuo, I. (2020), “Customer experience and commitment in re-
tailing: Does customer age matter?,” Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, 57(November), 1–9.

Koller, M., Floh, A., & Zauner, A. (2011), “Further insights into
perceived value and consumer loyalty: A “green” perspective,”
Psychology & Marketing, 28(12), 1154–1176.

Kranzbühler, A. M., Kleijnen, M. H., Morgan, R. E., & Teerling,
M. (2018), “The multilevel nature of customer experience re-
search: an integrative review and research agenda,” Internation-
al Journal of Management Reviews, 20(2), 433–456.

Kuehnl, C., Jozic, D., & Homburg, C. (2019), “Effective customer
journey design: consumers’ conception, measurement, and con-
sequences,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
47(3), 551–568.

Kumar, V., Umashankar, N., Kim, K. H., & Bhagwat, Y. (2014),
“Assessing the influence of economic and customer experience
factors on service purchase behaviors,” Marketing Science,
33(5), 673–692.

Kwon, W.-S., & Lennon, S. J. (2009), “Reciprocal Effects Be-
tween Multichannel Retailers’ Offline and Online Brand Im-
ages,” Journal of Retailing, 85(3), 376–390.

Lemon, K. N., & Verhoef, P. C. (2016), “Understanding Customer
Experience Throughout the Customer Journey,” Journal of Mar-
keting, 80(November), 69–96.

Liu-Thompkins, Y., Khoshghadam, L., Shoushtari, A. A., & Zal,
S. (2022), “What drives retailer loyalty? A meta-analysis of the
role of cognitive, affective, and social factors across five de-
cades,” Journal of Retailing, 98(1), 92–110.

Loken, B. (2006), “Consumer psychology: categorization, infer-
ences, affect, and persuasion,” Annual Review of Psychology,
57(January), 453–485.

Massi, M., Piancatelli, C., & Vocino, A. (2023), “Authentic omni-
channel: Providing consumers with a seamless brand experi-
ence through authenticity,” Psychology & Marketing, 40(7),
1280–1298.

Maydeu-Olivares, A. (2017), “Maximum likelihood estimation of
structural equation models for continuous data: Standard errors
and goodness of fit,” Structural Equation Modeling: A Multi-
disciplinary Journal, 24(3), 383–394.

McGovern, M.E., Canning, D., & Bärnighausen, T. (2018), “Ac-
counting for non-response bias using participation incentives
and survey design: An application using gift vouchers,” Eco-
nomics letters, 171(October), 239–244.

Mclean, G., Al-Nabhani, K., & Wilson, A. (2018), “Developing a
mobile applications customer experience model (MACE)-im-
plications for retailers,” Journal of Business Research,
85(April), 325–336.

Mervis, C. B., & Rosch, E. (1981), “Categorization of natural ob-
jects,” Annual Review of Psychology, 32(1), 89–115.

Nagase, M., & Kano, Y. (2017), “Identifiability of nonrecursive

structural equation models,” Statistics & Probability Letters,
122(March), 109–117.

Nambisan, P., & Watt, J. H. (2011), “Managing customer experi-
ences in online product communities,” Journal of Business Re-
search, 64(8), 889–895.

Nguyen, A. T., McClelland, R., & Thuan, N. H. (2022a), “Explor-
ing customer experience during channel switching in omni-
channel retailing context: A qualitative assessment,” Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, 64(January), 1–18.

Nguyen, T. M., Quach, S., & Thaichon, P. (2022b), “The effect of
AI quality on customer experience and brand relationship,”
Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 21(3), 481–493.

Nike. (2023). Nike inc Impact Report. Retrieved from https://abou
t.nike.com/en/newsroom/reports/f-y22-nike-inc-impact-report,
Accessed 11 December 2023.

Oh, L.-B., Teo, H.-H., & Sambamurthy, V. (2012), “The effects of
retail channel integration through the use of information tech-
nologies on firm performance,” Journal of Operations Manage-
ment, 30(5), 368–381.

Oliver, R. L. (1999), “Whence Consumer Loyalty?,” Journal of
Marketing, 63(4), 34–44.

Ou, Y.-C., & Verhoef, P. C. (2017), “The impact of positive and
negative emotions on loyalty intentions and their interactions
with customer equity drivers,” Journal of Business Research,
80(November), 106–115.

Pekovic, S., & Rolland, S. (2020), “Recipes for achieving custom-
er loyalty: A qualitative comparative analysis of the dimensions
of customer experience,” Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, 56(September), 1–15.

Planet Retail. (2021). Planet Retail Data. Retrieved from http://pla
netretail.net.

Prentice, C., Wang, X., & Loureiro, S. M. C. (2019), “The influ-
ence of brand experience and service quality on customer en-
gagement,” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
50(September), 50–59.
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