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ABSTRACT

. In order to improve the quality of service co-gwotion, both academics and managers have
pointed out the pivotal role of Front line EmplogdELES) in improving the service
experience. However, few studies have simultangasmined the quality perceptions of
each group. Do FLEs perceive service quality insdmme way as their customers? If this is

the case, service quality itself will tend to impeov

The authors carried out a comparative quantitaiveey in a Banking services context where
Financial Advisors and customers were asked to andve same set of questions about
customer perceptions of service quality. FLEs wegriested to answer the survey as if they
were customers. The research results show signiffzerception mismatches between
customers and FLEs. Financial Advisors fail to aately identify service quality attributes

that are important for their customers.

Our findings provide evidence that quality manageinpeocesses should take into account
perception-based quality gaps. The paper also shesithe most important reasons and

negative consequences of perception mismatcheprapdses ways to overcome them

Keywords: Service Quality, Employee Perceptions, Custongcé&ptions, Misperception,
Banks & Banking



FRONT LINE EMPLOYEE VERSUS CUSTOMER PERCEPTIONS OF
QUALITY ATTRIBUTES

INTRODUCTION

Whereas academics and managers consider custorneppens of quality as
crucially important, FLE perceptions of quality dot appear to have been sufficiently
studied. Emphasis is laid on aspects such as goessgn and monitoring, protocol
establishment and service standards. Nonetheléssyugh quality calls for specificities these
approaches need to be complemented to better adoouhé crucial role of FLEs in

delivering quality.

In fact during service co-production, FLE perceps@f most important quality
attributes affect their interactions with customausing the service encounter (Luk and
Layton 2002). FLE assessments of quality attribaiag be quite different from that of
customers. Indeed, they may refer to the sametygutributes as customers to assess service
quality, but evaluate or rank them in a differergrmer, or they may not share the same
quality attributes with customers at all. They cadlerestimate or overestimate how the
service is delivered or how quality is evaluatedifistance (Seiders, 2009). In both cases,
FLE perceptions of quality will have an impact beit behaviour during the encounter and
thus on customer perceived quality.

To this end, we questioned both FLEs and custonfex$-cench bank about the most
important service quality attributes affecting alecustomer satisfaction with their
relationship with FLEs. We focused on financial igdvs who still play a pivotal role in the
French banking sector.

For service managers, it is fundamental to knowthdre or to what extent, FLEs have the
same perceptions of quality attributes as custonidrs more FLES share the same
perceptions as customers, the more they will be &bput themselves in their place and
deliver quality by adapting their role to the spiiesiof the customer and the service encounter
(Rohini and Mahadevappa, 2006).

The paper firstly demonstrates the need to study perceptions as opposed to customer
perceptions better. Then we present the reasonaiexyy FLE and customer perception

mismatches.



The second section is devoted to the research oietis®ed. Previous research has
focused only on either mismatches between custpneeservice expectations and post-
service perceptions; on manager and customer noeypons; or finally on employee versus
manager perceptions. Our research design is basadrirror survey, meaning that
employees and customers answered the same setstibgse We asked employees to answer
the survey as if they were customers. Thus, outribartion focuses especially on perception

mismatches between employees and customers.

Next we discuss our results. We confirm perceptngmatches between customers and
FLEs over specific quality attributes. These firgdirsupport previous research in other
sectors (Young et al.2009). Finally, we conclud&hwai discussion of the research
implications, contributions and directions for fieduwwonceptual and empirical research.

LITTERATURE REVIEW

FLE and Customer Quality Perceptions

Since the early ‘80s, FLEs have always been coresiidgs important contributors to
perceived quality. During service encounters, tl@mer in which FLES perceive quality and
display specific organisational practices affectstemer attitudes and satisfaction levels
(Pinar, Eeser and Strasser 2010; Schneider, Péokiagd Buxton 1980).

Due to their good knowledge of customers, it isrungive for management to ask
FLEs for feedback on customer perceptions of quéliettencourt and Gwinner 1996; Bitner,
Booms and Mohr 1994). This helps managers to ifjeatistomer expectations for different
customer segments, and with regard to differeresygf services (Homburg, Wieseke and
Bornemann 2009; Anderson, Pearo and, Widener 2008).

Although previous research has confirmed the gholitFLES to accurately assess
overall customer satisfaction (Reynierse and Hatké&2; Schneider,Parkington and Buxton
1980;Schneider and Bowen 1985), FLEs often faldourately assess customer perceptions
of specific quality attributes (Rhee and Rha 200&yas 2006; Chandon, Leo and
Philippel997; Johnson 1996).Thus, it seems apteptd focus on how both customers and
FLEs perceive these attributes (Huang 2008; NajjarBishu 2006;Jougleux 2006; Rohini
and Mahadevappa 2006).



Addressing this question, Johnson (1996) condumteeimployee opinion survey in
the banking sector on FLE performance in delivesaryice quality. At the same time, a
customer survey was conducted to measure cust@tsiastion with the service. The two
surveys were composed of different items. The reba@sults showed a low level of
correlation between employee and customer perceptibgservice quality indicating that

employees and customers did not share the sams viewervice quality issues.

In the same vein, Yavas (2006) carried out an eyeglecustomer survey to measure
guality perceptions of both employees and custoinesibanking services context. The items
were the same for employees and customers. Tharobsindings showed that these two

groups did not use the same attributes to evakeatece quality.

More recently, Rhee and Rha (2009) conducted agurvthe public service sector.
Although service beneficiaries and public agentui$ed on the same service quality
attributes (process, outcome, design, and reldtipreguality), they did not rank them in the
same order. Service beneficiaries gave priorigraress and outcome qualities whereas
public agents ranked design and relationship desliirst.

Thus, previous research findings seem to showRhBst are unable to assess

accurately the quality attributes that most influleenastomer satisfaction.

Reasons for FLE and Customer Perception Mismatches

Many reasons may explain why FLEs and customersotishare the same
perceptions of quality. In service delivery congeLEs are selected and trained to show
empathy towards customers, whatever their partitigs, and therefore ideally, there should
not be any quality perception mismatches (SaravandrRao 2006) at all. Thus, the question
remains: what are the reasons accounting for FLEcastbmer perception mismatches in
well-designed service contexts? We define wellgle=il service contexts as the ones where
managers give specific instructions to employeédb wagard to desired service quality
outcomes.

To answer this question we used particularly thecept of self-efficacy. In service contexts,
whenever FLEs are asked to evaluate the qualitiyeo$ervice that, by definition, they co-
produce with customers, they actually evaluatereatliy their own performance and thus
their self-efficacy. Bandura (1986) defined sdffeacy as “people’s judgements of their

capacity to organize and execute courses of antiguired to attain designated types of



performance”. Self-efficacy is linked to social odtgre theory. A high level of performance

(in our case, a high level of perceived qualitycontes) is linked to high perceived self-
efficacy. Social cognitive theory says people’scpetions have always been constructed
depending on their personality and context. Moregweople seem to have stable and durable

perceptions which are often different from otheopde’s perceptions.

We used this theory to explain mismatches in FL& @rstomer perception of the FLE-
Customer Relationship quality. We suggest that wHdbs assess quality attributes that they
consider to be direct indicators of their job periance, they will tend to be lenient (Nilsen
and Campbell, 1993) and therefore evaluate theterttéan customers. These attributes are
defined in service literature as “core qualityibtites” referring to what is essential to deliver
to customers (Anderson, and al., 2008; lacobuati@strom (1993).

On the other hand, customers will probably be nsekeere in their evaluations of these
attributes for two main reasons. First, they dotaké such criticism personally. Indeed,
customers do not assess service encounters ondiseobb¢heir performance during the
encounter. Service co-production is not perceivesdugh by customers and this is the reason
why service failures are systematically attribugatol FLES. Second, core attributes are
related to the very reason why customers needettvice, and therefore customers are very

demanding about this.

However, when FLEs assess quality attributes tieat tonsider peripheral to their activity
they will tend to be more critical about them, grthey do not consider themselves to blame
for bad performance. These attributes are definesgivice literature as “peripheral service
attributes” (Anderson, and al., 2008). Custometkhei more lenient than FLEs about these

attributes because they do consider them to beedtdart of the service.

Assessing relevant quality attributes in the banking sector

In the banking sector, two major methods are ugedsess quality. The first is based
on the SERVQUAL measurement and assesses theetiifieibetween customer expectations
and FLE perceptions of these expectations in fpeesic quality dimensions (tangibles,
empathy, reliability, responsiveness and insurariRe3earchers in this field either apply the
SERVQUAL measurement as such (Ladhari 2009; CramihTaylor 1992) or modify it



slightly (Jabnoun and Al-Tamimi 2003). This prefere for the SERVQUAL attributes can
mainly be explained by the scale’s reliability lalgo because it was first tested in the banking
sector. Nonetheless, the SERVQUAL instrument hss laéen much criticized. For instance,
Llosa et al. (1998) showed that whereas the twaeedsions of tangibles and empathy are well
understood by customers, reliability, insurance @sgponsiveness are quite confusing for

them.

The second method of assessing quality in the bgrdector is based on the premise
that perceived quality is better measured, not vétard to customer expectations, but with
regard to customer perceptions of real servicergxpees (SERVPERF). Here, quality
assessments are made after the service experiedec®bwith regard to pre-service
expectations. Research results have provided esédifnat this type of quality assessment is
more accurate than quality assessments based oct&tkpes that change over time (Caruana,
Ewing and Ramaseshan 2000; Buttle 1996). Suchestuwdien measure different quality
attributes from those proposed by SERVQUAL.

Variables other than those included in Servquakleso been used in specific sectors

or specific contexts. (Ramseook-Munhurrun et 2D0Q); (Saravan and Rao, 2007)

In the banking sector, researchers have creatadla®ervice Quality Index which is
an indicator of service performance. This is a Bpe29-item questionnaire (Abdullah et al.,
2011). These authors identified three service gudimensions: “Systematization, “Reliable

communication” and “Responsiveness”.

In this research, we were particularly interestedssessing the quality of the
Financial Advisor (FA)-Customer relationship. Thetationship has always been considered
as crucial in the European-banking sector. In Feghanking customers mainly do business
with FAs rather than via other banking distributarannels. Moreover, both practitioners and
researchers consider FAs to be one of the mostdieieg elements with regard to the
customer’s satisfaction with his bank (Aldlaigan &hdtle 2002; Bahia and Nantel 2000;
Karatepe, Yavas and Babakus 2005). We thus judgsdttwas appropriate to focus on FAs

as major contributors to customer quality percejstio

Moreover, following the financial crisis in Europe2009 and organisational changes
implemented in many European banks, we worked vattklexecutives to update
determining quality attributes. These suggestetdRAaResponsiveness is the most relevant
quality attribute in retail banking. Therefore, sasearch design focuses on responsiveness



which scholars also consider to be the most impbgaality dimension in people-based
industries (Najjar and Bishu 2006; Prabha and2809; Lee et al., 2000).

Responsiveness is defined as “willingness to hefpacners and provide prompt
service”. Whether it takes 30 minutes, 4 hoursh@drs or several days, it is important that
customers feel FAs are responsive to their requistisjust to emergencies or big deal but to

everyday demands too.

Based on that definition, bank executives helpedlestify three items measuring FA
Responsiveness: “FA availability,” “Adequacy of tlkmber of customer contacts” and “FA

follow-up”.

FA availability is a core quality attribute withgard to FA-customer Relationship
because its represents the essence of any relapon$fierefore we formulate the following

hypothesis.

H1: FA perception of how customers assess “FA abdlity” is more positive than

customer’s

FA availability reflects the extent to which itegasy for the customer to reach a FA, to
talk to him or meet him. In our study, FA availayidepends on sales department
organization, FA time allocation and opening hodmhnston (1995) analyzed 579 critical
incidents in a major UK bank. He found that avallgbwas a significant quality attribute for
the customers. Nonetheless, time perception ig glifterent in the customer universe. For
instance, customers have a tendency to overestinaatieg time whilst service employees
underestimate it (Feinberg and Smith 1989).

“Adequacy of number of customer contacts” and “Fdw up” are peripheral
quality attributes to the FA-customer Relationdbggause they are necessary but not

essential to customers. Therefore we formulatévtioefollowing hypotheses.

H2: Customers assessments of “FA adequacy of nupflmmtacts” is more positive than

Fas perceptions

Adequacy of number of contacts refers to estimbtdel-customer interactions over a
period of time. In this study, this period was gear. Adequacy of number of contacts,
which is also referred to as frequency of inteacin the literature, is considered as

positively related to relationship building andestyth (Dagger and Danaher 2009; Homburg



and Stock 2005). FAs often see contacts with custeras a means to meet sales objectives

whereas customers mainly see them as a meansdddwerto-face information.
H3: Customers assessments of “FA follow up” is mupositive than Fas perceptions

Follow up is described as the willingness to helgteomers and provide prompt
service. This item reflects employee customer augons aimed at problem solving. Most of
the research on quality attributes includes tlesijtwhatever the research design. The result
of this follow up depends on the FA but also toeottmployees within the company.

We discuss our research design and results inl detae following section.

EMPIRICAL STUDY

Research Context

We conducted our research within a leading regiénahch bank. This bank has 150
branches and nearly 750,000 customers. It has and@¥et share in the region. It has a
partnership with one of our Business Schools, wkitébled us to conduct action research

during implementation of a new customer-orientddti@nship strategy.

Upon his arrival in December 2008, the new CEO anmEnted a completely different
sales and operations policy. Its main objective twasstablish a customer oriented service
culture within which the whole organisation focusedcustomer satisfaction rather than
meeting sales objectives. To create the necessaditons for the development of customer-

oriented services, a series of marketing and mameageoperations were revisited.

New customer segmentation was implemented at thketnag and distribution levels.
The bank distinguished three main customer segméigh earning customers' and 'medium
earning customers and standard customers. Custamtéesfirst two segments had assigned
FAs whereas customers in the third segment hadsigreed FA. In practice, this meant that
customers with an assigned FA always dealt witrstiiree FA whereas customers with no
assigned FA did business with different FAs accaydo FA availability.

At the relational level, a new rule was establishecbrding to which, FAs should
achieve customer contact with all their assignediocnsrs within six months. That is to say,
the FAs had to have at least one face-to-face appent with all their assigned customers
during this period. The management set no contgetoves for customers who had no

assigned FAs. For this reason in this researchoagsed on customers with assigned FAs
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Six months after implementation of the new custoarantation, the bank needed FA
and customer feedback on determining quality atteduvegarding FA-Customer
Relationship.

Data Collection

We conducted two simultaneous surveys to measute@mpare both FA, and
customer perceptions of FA-Customer relationshigiguattributes. The surveys were made

up of a single set of identical questions.

More particularly, the FA survey was made up &f shme set of questions as that
used for the customer survey, the only differedmeieag that FAs were asked to reply as if
they were customers (each question was introdugetDio you think that customers are
...?"). In this way, customers and employees answi#tredame questions, which enabled us
to compare their answers. For practical reason@eve been able to survey real FA-customer
dyads but the fact that we only surveyed FAs arstiorners with assigned FAs compensates
for this to some extent.

The quality attributes retained were measured aitimary “better in 2009” or “worse
in 2009” question. Binary questions were imposednayagement, which wished to collect

“clear answers to simple questions.”

Overall, we analysed 430 valid surveys complete@bstomers with assigned FAs
(CFA) and 179 valid Financial Advisor (FA) surveys.

To achieve sample representativeness, surveyedncert were chosen on the basis of
three main criteria: age, profession and numbeeafs with the bank. The data collection
period lasted twenty days. The survey responsenasel 7% for customers and 60% for FAs.
The survey was exclusively administrated to FAsInteanet emailing, whereas customers
were also contacted by phone. 18-24 year olds wetertepresented in the sample. The

average number of years with the bank was 15 years.



Statistical Analysis and Results

To analyse the data we performed binary logistigcassion. This kind of analysis is used
when both the dependent and independent variat#esagegorical. The logistic regression
model is a type of generalized linear model tha¢mas the linear regression model by linking
the range of categories to the 0-1 range.

Since our objective is to test if there are anyliguperception differences between FAs and
customers with regard to quality relationship htites, the dependent variable in the
regression model was a dichotomous variable namedGwhere FAs were coded 0 and
CAFs were coded 1. The relationship quality atteisistudied were the independent variables

in the regression model.

In logistic regression is not possible to compusingle R statistic that has all of the
characteristics of Rin the linear regression model. Instead, the &Snell R square and the
Nagelkerke R square are computed (Table 1). Treeckheir values are to 1, more the Model
appears to fit the data.

Insert Tablel

Another model fit test in Binary Logistic Regressiernthe Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-
fit test (Table 2). Significance levels less thadbdndicate poor model fit. For our model, the

significance level obtained indicates a relativggbpd model fit.

Insert Table?2

Finally, to test whether our model is useful, wedted the overall percentage accuracy rate
produced by SPSS. SPSS reports the overall acctatein the footnotes to the table
"Classification Table" (Table 3). The overall accy rate computed by SPSS was 91%.

Insert Table3

Table 4 shows the parameter estimates for thessigremodel. In this table, the
threshold rows contain information on the intersegdtimated for level O of the dependent

variable, in our case FAs. Level 1 (CFAs) becorhes¢ference level by default and it does
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not appear in the parameter estimates table. THe tlasquare shows the contribution of
the independent variable in the Model. Therefordy gariables with a Wald chi square
significant at g£0.05 are useful to the model.

Insert Table4

In our case all independent variables have stadi$tisignificant Wald values
(p<0.05). Wald values can be used to rank attribwyesrtber of importance. On that basis the
quality attribute that seems to be the most impoitathe regression function is FA
Avalilability (Wald = 173.568) whereas the least orant is Follow up (Wald =
10.787).Regarding group differences it seems tAatdnd CFAs do not share the same

quality perceptions.

As far as the attribute “No. of contacts” is comzat, the possibilities of positively
evaluating “No. of contacts” increases (as indiddig the positive value of the B statistic
being equal to 2.204) by 9.057 for customers raitiem for FAs. Therefore, customers

evaluate “No. of contacts” more leniently than FAs.

On the other hand, the possibility of positively P#ailability decreases (as indicates
the negative value of the B statistic being eqoabt022) by 0.007 for customers compared

to FAs. So FAs evaluate “FA Availability” more l@mtly than customers.

Finally, with regard to the attribute “Follow ughe possibilities of positively
evaluating it increase (as indicated by the positalee of the B statistic being equal to
1.411) by 4.100 for customers rather than for FA®réfore, customers evaluate “Follow up”

more leniently than FAs.

Discussion

Our findings confirm previous evidence of ovenmastiion or underestimation of
quality attributes by FLEs in both banking (Piraeser and Strasser 2010) and non-banking
contexts (Peir, Martinez-Tur and Ramos 2005). FAs did not volee same perceptions of
relationship quality attributes as customers, @mtto service literature suggesting that FLEs
assess customer perceptions accurately (Johnsast, 3&eider, 1980). Therefore, our

11



findings underline the difficulty for boundary spemg employees to put themselves in the
place of customers and fully understand the custeerwice experience (Kerry and Darby
1997; Lambert, Marmorstein and Sharma 1990).

FLEs fail to assess customer perceptions of quatttjpbutes accurately mainly because
they cannot do so without evaluating their own @enfance. The self-efficacy theory seems
to explain FLE and customer perception mismatchels wor core service quality attributes
such as FA Availability, FLE assessments are mergeht than customer assessments
because FLEs do not like to reproach themselves batl performance. Customers on the
other hand are very demanding about this kind @fliguattribute because it represents the

main customer quality expectation with regard todustomer relationship.

For peripheral quality attributes such as “Numbercoitacts” and “FA Follow up”,
FLE and customer assessments are inversed. Fer aitiedbutes customers are more lenient
than FLEs because they are not essential to thviceeit the same time, FLEs are more
critical about them than customers because thegcieds peripheral attributes with their
individual job performance less than they do fareoguality attributes.

Indeed, in our study the “Number of contacts” arkeA“Follow up” attributes are
organizational aspects of FA job that are not adlel exclusively by the FA. For instance,
fixing appointments or identifying sales opportigst in a proactive manner requires
appropriate software to optimise FA performance tiese two peripheral attributes.
Moreover, these organizational aspects are verg-tansuming for FAs, in most cases at the

expense of core quality attributes such as FA Ality.

More broadly, our research findings suggest tlzatitional service quality

measurements should be revisited.

Even in well-designed service encounters, FLE typkrceptions play a determining
role, especially in customized services, suchranftial services (Jougleux, 2006). Our
research findings provide evidence for this andysggthat perception based quality gaps
between customer and employees should be addkd tawe Gap Quality Model
(Parasuraman et al. 1991; Parasuraman et al. Z8@&8aml et al.1988) (see Figure 1). This
model only includes management-customer expectagiaps (gap 1 in the Figure 1), whereas
our findings showed that employee misperceptiocustomer quality perceptions may also

occur even when management has accurately tratiglastomer expectations into specific
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service designs (Jougleux, 2006). For this reasernitial Gap Model proposed twenty years
ago would be enriched by this supplementary FLEgqon-based gap.

INSERT FIGURE 1

Managerial implications

In the banking sector, the deployment of multich&rstribution strategies has
negatively impacted FA time allocation. Bank custosncontact their FAs more and more via
different communication-distribution channels (eHaternet, mobile, face to face) and
increasingly expect them to be immediately avadabi this way lack of time is accountable
for self-efficacy problems. Therefore, it is crdd@a managers to intervene in those

organizational factors.

In practice this would involve better organizatmfrback-office activities so as to
allow FAs to focus on the core quality attributésheir job. Software proposing, for instance,
automated customer data mining, appointment a@dscustomer profiles would be of great
help to employees. They will then be able to usetithe they save from low-value activities

to make themselves more efficient in the core ¢yaliributes of their job.

Regarding customer relationship marketing morediyp@ur study provides
evidence of the kind of relationship customers vshave with their bank. Bank managers
often consider that high and middle earning custsnmeparticular demand closer, more
personalized relationships with their FAs than géad customers. For this reason they
consider customer contacts and proactive follovasipecessary to satisfy this clientele. Our
findings challenge this assumption and suggestdi#iak managers should reconsider their
relationship policy with regard to wealthy custoseho seem to demand less contact and
follow up than bankers think but more FA availakilit is an illustration of the “ROPQO”
effect (research on line and purchase off line)c&the customer has found enough
information on Internet, he decides to purchaseduct or a service and he wishes to be

served very quickly.

Knowing and assessing both cognitive and relatioealls seems to be the key point.
This also means that the objectives need to begeltamhe quantitative objectives of selling
products need to be transformed into qualitatijeailves, such as the number of encounters
or identifying customer projects and level of p&red quality. (Homburg, Bornemann and
Wieseke 2009).
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Therefore, managers have to develop a comprehetisstemer-oriented strategy and
implement it at the operational level (SaravananRad, 2007) using a supportive
management style (Yoon, Beatty and Jaebom 2001pldyee participation in setting
objectives could be also useful in this regard.g¥&ke 2009)

Finally, employee and customer quality perceptiasnmatches could generate high
costs at the operational level. In our researdanitial advisors underestimated their job
performance, which means that they wanted to erian customers wanted them to be
concerning certain quality attributes. However,regeality is very costly in terms of time,
energy and resources. Managers should make surentipdoyees produce the “right” level of

quality for each customer segment in order to mapag®rmance.

Customer and employee perception gaps could bedatittgough training and
information sharing. Employees could be traineahtprove their ability to focus on
guestioning and listening (Petitjohn, Petijohn aaglor 2007) and developing emotional
intelligence (Mina and Shirmohammadi, 2011) whitiproves the level of perceived quality.
Actually, via this conscious effort (emotional ithigeence) employees will be able to
recognize and understand their own emotions argkthbtheir customers and use this

awareness to manage their behaviour and relatipsishi

The necessity of such training may be explained blgange in the rules for work: “The rules
for work are changing. We're being judged by a ryandstick: not just by how smart we are,
or by our training and expertise, but also by hosWl we handle ourselves and each other.”
(Goleman 1998).

Strengths, limitations and future research

Even if management has accurately translated cesterpectations into service
encounter designs (Jougleux 2006), frontline engesyplay a determining role, especially in
non-standardised services, such as financial ssnadvice. For this reason, perception gaps
between customer and employees should be addkd Gap Model and our research

findings bring evidence in this regard.
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Like any research, our study has its limitatiohss tontingent to the banking sector
and only focuses on one bank. The research desgrcanstrained by managers, and follows
the practices and vocabulary of the sector. Thasfisst step towards new research to improve
our knowledge of quality perceptions during finah@o- production within bank branches.
Managers can also have a better understandingmwth®employee information can be used

and improved.

New research could also be designed to comparemasiand FA perceptions with regard to
specific service encounters such as service regmegrtexts. Future research is also
necessary to better understand and explain peoceptismatches and to identify other
quality attributes than the FA-customer relatiopghiat might influence customer satisfaction
(Llorens Montes, Fuentes and Fuentes and Fern&ofs).
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Table 1: Model summary

Model Summary

Step -2 Log Cox & Snell R| Nagelkerke R
likelihood Square Square
1 290.373 .520 741

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 heegarameter estimates changed by less than ,001.
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Table 2: Hosmer and Lemeshow Test

Hosmer and L emeshow Test

Step

Chi-square

df

Sig.

1

14.803

.005
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Table 3: Classification Table

Classification Table®

Observed Predicted
Group Percentage
CAD Ad Correct
CAD 404 26 94.0
Group
Step 1 28 151 84.4
Overall Percentage 91.1

a. The cut value is ,500
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Table 4. Variables in the equation

Variablesin the Equation

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Nbofcontacts 2.204 .370 35.562 1 .000 9.057
Step £ FAAvailability -5.022 .381| 173.568 1 .000 .007
FAFollowUp 1.411 430 10.787 1 .001 4.100
Constant -.283 .374 576 1 448 .753

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Nbofcontacts, ¥ellability, FAFollowUp.
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Figure 1. The revisited Gap Model
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