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Introduction

Multichannel marketing is now the omnipresent trend in direct marketing (The DMA 2005 Multichannel Marketing Report). Among others, the use of multiple channels by customers is suggested to have a positive effect on buying behavior (e.g., Herrmann 2003, Kumar and Venkatesan 2005, Neslin et al. 2006, Ronning 2003, Saunders 2002, Stone et al. 2002, Yulinsky 2000), customer satisfaction (ForeSeeResults 2004), customer loyalty (Aaronson 2003, Wallace et al. 2001), and word-of-mouth (ForeSeeResults 2004).
 In 2006, however, both Gartner and Forrester Research concluded that, although being big spenders, multichannel shoppers tend to be less loyal than their single-channel counterparts. It is plausible that multiple channel strategies in a competitive environment may decrease customer switching costs while at the same time increase customer motivation to switch, leading to reduced customer loyalty (Wallace et al., 2004). 

The aim of this research is to investigate the relationship between multiple channel use and customer loyalty by gaining insight into differences between multi-channel and single-channel shoppers’ loyalty. Our primary goal is to find out whether multi-channel users are more or less loyal than single-channel shoppers, and whether they are monogamous (100% loyal) or promiscuous (no loyalty) shoppers. Furthermore, we explore possible explanations for differences between multi- and single-channel shoppers’ loyalty.

Conceptual framework
Wallace et al. (2004) argue that, in general, increased multiple channel shopping by the customer increases the available package of service outputs and the potential number of contact points between the company and the customer, which has major strategic consequences for customer satisfaction. 

For that, we hypothesize that 

H1: multichannel shoppers are more satisfied than single channel shoppers.

Because satisfaction is the ‘seed’ out of which loyalty develops (Fornell, 1992; Oliver, 1999), enhancing satisfaction is an important means for achieving loyalty, behaviorally and attitudinally (Wallace et al., 2004: 252).

Therefore, our second and third hypotheses are as follows: 

H2: multichannel shoppers spend more than single channel shoppers (behavioral loyalty).

H3: multichannel shoppers are more committed than single channel shoppers (attitudinal loyalty).

Satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty have a positive effect on word-of-mouth (ForeSeeResults 2004) and the willingness to continue the relationship.  So, we hypothesize that

H4: multichannel shoppers are more willing to recommend the supplier than single channel shoppers.

H5: multichannel shoppers are more willing to continue the relationship than single channel shoppers.

Summarizing, our conceptual framework is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework

In exploring differences between multi- and single-channel shoppers, we suggest that multichannel shoppers perceive more potential contact points with the supplier, and hence are more likely to be satisfied. Furthermore, we expect that the influence of satisfaction on loyalty will be higher for multichannel shoppers, resulting in more favorable levels of recommendation, and intentions to continue the relationship with the supplier. We expect the conceptual model presented in Figure 1 to be more effective for multichannel rather than single-channel customers.

Research methodology

E-mails inviting survey participation were sent in June 2006, to approximately 20,000 customers of home shopping firms. For three weeks, the survey was available to respondents through a secure Web site, including questions with regard to use of direct channels (i.e., digital, postal, phone, personal), spending, ambassador behavior, satisfaction, commitment, and purchase intentions. No follow-up mailings were sent or phone calls made to those individuals that partially completed the survey. No incentive to participate was used. By the end of June, a total of 2,638 individuals completed the entire questionnaire, resulting in a 13% response rate. 

Every construct involved in our conceptual framework, with the exception of behavioral loyalty, was measured using two balanced seven-point Likert-type scales anchored ‘completely disagree’ (1) and ‘completely agree’ (7). Behavioral loyalty was measured in Euros (€).

Data were analyzed using independent samples t-tests, comparing users of one channel (e.g. digital) and users of multiple channels (e.g. digital, postal, and personal). Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to explore possible differences between multi- and single-channel users. We analyzed our conceptual framework to determine whether the model is more effective for multichannel rather than single-channel customers in building loyalty.

Research results

First, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied to the four latent factors in our conceptual model: satisfaction, attitudinal loyalty, willingness to recommend, and willingness to continue the relationship. All loadings were significant and ranged from .675 to .910, well above Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) suggested cutoff of .4. The model was significant (χ2(42) = 653.678; p = .000) which is not surprising given this test’s known sensitivity to large sample sizes (Bollen, 1989). However, alternative fit indices suggest that the model fits the data reasonably well: the GFI, NFI and CFI statistics are .970, .976 and .977 respectively, and RMSEA = .053 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988).  Table 1 summarizes the results of the independent samples t-test with respect to the variables involved in our conceptual framework.

Table 1: results independent sample t-test

	Variable
(Cronbach’s alpha)
	Average single-channel shopper
(n=1,055)
	Average multichannel shopper
(n=1,583)
	t-value
	p-value
	Hypothesis accepted/rejected

	Satisfaction

(.87)
	5.8194
	5.8383
	-.489
	.618
	H1: rejected

	Attitudinal loyalty

(.67)
	4.5739
	4.7224
	-3.021
	.003
	H3: accepted

	Behavioral loyalty
	€224
	€336
	-5.616
	.000
	H2: accepted

	Willingness to recommend 

(.84)
	4.7422
	4.8468
	-1.991
	.047
	H4: accepted

	Willingness to continue relationship (.88)
	5.4360
	5.5553
	-2.512
	.012
	H5: accepted


From Table 1 it is concluded that multichannel shoppers differ significantly from single channel shoppers, with the exception of satisfaction. So, multichannel consumers on average spend 50% more than single-channel consumers, they are better advocates, they are more committed to their main supplier and they are more inclined to continue the relationship with their main supplier. 

Furthermore (not shown in Table 1), on the average, multichannel consumers shop at 2.7 home shopping firms, which is significantly more than single-channel consumers (2.2 home shopping firms). Of the multichannel (single-channel) users, 75% (63%) shop at more than one home shopping firm, and 48% (33%) even shop at more than three home shopping firms. So, although multichannel shoppers tend to be big spenders (a purchase amount of +50% as compared to single-channel shoppers), multichannel shoppers are somewhat polygamous loyal.

We used AMOS5 to determine whether our conceptual framework (see Figure 1) in general fits well with the data. GFI, NFI and CFI are .970, .973 and .976 respectively, and RMSEA = .045, suggesting that the structural model fits the data reasonably well. 

To determine whether this model is more effective for multichannel rather than single-channel customers, we investigated the standardized total effects (Table 2) and the R2 (Table 3). 

Although multichannel users are as satisfied as single-channel users (Table 1), the (total) influence of satisfaction on attitudinal loyalty is stronger for multichannel users (.733) than for single-channel users (.724). With respect to behavioral loyalty, however, the effect of satisfaction is stronger for single-channel users (.087) than for multichannel users (.073). This might be the result of the polygamous shopping behavior of multichannel users since multichannel users shop at a broader portfolio of suppliers than single-channel users.

Table 2: Standardized Total Effects 

	Standardized Total Effects
	Single-channel users
	Multichannel users

	Satisfaction ( Attitudinal loyalty
	.724
	.733

	Satisfaction ( Recommend
	.664
	.715

	Satisfaction ( Continue
	.835
	.833

	Satisfaction ( Behavioral loyalty
	.087
	.073

	Attitudinal loyalty ( Recommend
	.717
	.665

	Attitudinal loyalty ( Continue
	.531
	.511

	Attitudinal loyalty ( Behavioral loyalty
	.175
	.303


Taking into account the total variances explained by the model (R2), the assertion that our model is more effective for multichannel rather than single-channel customers seems to be supported. Both attitudinal loyalty and behavioral loyalty, for example, are explained more successfully for multichannel shoppers than for single-channel shoppers.

Table 3: R2 
	R2
	Single-channel users
	Multichannel users

	Attitudinal loyalty
	.524
	.538

	Recommend
	.685
	.715

	Continue
	.831
	.814

	Behavioral loyalty
	.022
	.048


Conclusions

With respect to our main research question ‘How loyal are multichannel users anyway?’, our results suggest that multichannel shoppers are somewhat polygamous loyal. Although multichannel shoppers tend to be big spenders (a purchase amount of +50% as compared to single-channel shoppers), they are loyal to a small portfolio of suppliers. This portfolio, however, is broader than the portfolio of single-channel shoppers. So, compared to single-channel shoppers, multichannel users are less loyal with respect to allocating their budgets, since they shop at a (small) number of competitive home shopping companies. Apparently, the more shopping customers engage in, the less they allocate their budget to one specific merchant (Wallace et al., 2004). However, their attitudinal loyalty to their main supplier is larger: they feel a stronger sense of commitment as compared to their single-channel counterparts. Therefore, relationships with multichannel shoppers may last longer, although their loyalty has to be shared with other suppliers.  The challenge then will be to increase the share of wallet.

This result underscores the importance of distinguishing several (i.e. behavioral and attitudinal) dimensions of loyalty. This is in line with e.g., Baldinger and Rubinson (1996), Brewer (2000), Day (1969), Koslowsky (2000), and Liddy (2000). Day (1969) argued that for true loyalty to be in effect the customer must have a favorable attitude towards a product and purchase it repeatedly.

We also conclude that satisfaction is a necessary but insufficient condition for customer loyalty. Despite satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty, and although they spend more, multichannel users shop at more home shopping firms than single-channel users. Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) argue that the objectives of loyalty strategies are to increase customer loyalty, increase the purchase amount of loyal customers, decrease customer loyalty to competitors, and decrease customer switching. Indeed, multichannel users are more (attitudinal) loyal and spend more than their single-channel counterparts. They appear, however, to be behavioral loyal to a broader portfolio of (competing) suppliers. Suppliers have to be aware of this when implementing a customer loyalty strategy using a multichannel approach. 

Multiple channel strategies may take a variety of forms. Friedman and Furey (2003) differentiate between channel mix and channel integration (see also Schijns and Groenewoud, 2006). The question rises which strategy is able to not only increase customer’s attitudinal loyalty and increase the purchase amount of these loyal customers, but also decrease customer loyalty to competitors, decrease customer switching and increase the share of wallet.

The results of our exploratory analysis of differences between single- and multichannel shoppers show that satisfaction influences behavioral loyalty through attitudinal loyalty, and that this effect is stronger for multichannel shoppers. Although multichannel shoppers appear not to be more satisfied than single-channel shoppers, their satisfaction leads to stronger effects. Our results provide a preliminary indication that the presented conceptual model is more effective for multichannel users than for those customers employing only a single channel.
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