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Abstract

The purpose of this master thesis is to examine fdeelback effects of service
extensions on the brand image of a product pareamdo Therefore, findings of
previous studies on brand extensions and feedldémtteare transferred to the service
context and it is examined whether previously idextt drivers of feedback effects are
valid in the context of asymmetric service extensjdrom the product to the service
sector. Specifically, the importance of serviceiséattion for the occurrence of

feedback effects is researched in this thesis.

An empirical study is conducted to detect the feettbeffects of service extensions on
the brand image of a product parent brand. Theystaedeals that image feedback
effects do occur if product brands introduce sernaxtensions. Particularly, service
satisfaction is found to be the main driver of imdgedback effects in this case, which

in turn highlights the role of service quality whiécomes to service extensions.

The results of the study imply tha¢rvice quality, which is seen as the originator of
service satisfaction, plays an essential role wir@noducing service extensions,
especially when asymmetric service extensions,iraimng from a product parent
brand, are concerned. This discovery opposes previEsearch findings, in the respect
that service quality is proven to be more importduain the perceived degree of fit, in
the context of service extensions and their feeklleffiects on the product parent brand
image. Furthermore, the strong parent brand us#teistudy is not found to be dilution
resistant, which indicates the importance of tharawess of the drivers of feedback
effects, to be able to introduce successful serextensions that enhance the parent

brand, instead of diluting it.

So far, there has been no evidence of the drivefeanlback effects of product- to-
service brand extensions. Therefore, the presady siontributes a valuable part to the
existing literature on brand extensions and feeklleffects in a service setting.

Key words: service extensions; service satisfaction; imagellfaek effects; service

quality
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1. Introduction

Introducing brand extensions, which means usingstablished brand name for new
products or revised versions of products (Elliott Rercy, 2007), has become an
acknowledged branding strategy. It helps to inaeasw product acceptance (Leli,
Pruppers, Ouwersloot, & Lemmink, 2004), allows ta@ation on previously acquired

brand equity and reduces market entry risk by niagkéry barrier reduction (van Riel,

Lemmink, & Ouwersloot, 2001).

Brand extensions have already been extensivelyaresed, especially in the goods
domain. However, in an increasingly homogeneouslymblandscape, service aspects
play a more and more important role, which is proby the fact that strong brands
increasingly add service aspects to their offerirgs for instance Hewlett Parker,
introducing imaging solutions and services (Leiygprer, Ouwersloot, & Lemmink,
2004). In addition to that, services representféstest growing economic sector and
contribute a large part to the global economy, anting for two thirds of the economic
output and for nearly 20% of global trade (Worléde Organization, 2013).

Services substantially differ from products in thtdtey are characterized by
intangibility, inseparability of production and mption, perishability and
heterogeneity (Shostack, 1977). These characte=rigtiply that mistakes during the
service delivery can hardly be kept secret from domsumer, that the personal
interaction between the service provider and thstorner influences the individual
qguality perception and accordingly the service eatn and that controlling the
service quality is difficult for the service proeid due to the individuality of each
service process. Therefore, the service encoumiegre personal interaction and the
actual service environment are experienced andllyfindie outcome quality is
determined, involves uncertainty about the deligeservice quality, which leads to a
different risk perception when it comes to servicesomparison with goods, as service
quality can hardly be determined prior to consumpt{Vdlckner, Sattler, Henning-
Thurau, & Ringle, 2010).

Due to the substantial differences between theachenistics of goods and services,
some of the benefits of brand extensions, suchmegye transfer, seem even more

important in a service context, as services caheahterpreted visually in advance and
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possess less tangible elements. When it comes dodbextensions, the quality
perception, which differs substantially betweendgpand services, should be taken into
consideration, especially in the evaluation of menextensions (de Ruyter & Wetzels,
2000). Perceived service quality results, in congpar with the prior expectations,
either in dissatisfaction or satisfaction with teension. This in turn is expected to
produce the feedback effects (van Riel, LemminiQ@wersloot, 2001), which describe
the impact of the extension evaluation on the garesnd (Lane & Jacobson, 1997). In
general, brand extensions have already been heesglgarched. In particular, the
concept of perceived fit has been heavily discussdtie literature on product brand
extensions and is generally classified as one @inhin drivers of feedback effects in
the goods domain (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). Duehw differences between goods and
services, the findings on feedback effects from gbeds domain, like the role and
impact of perceived fit for instance, are expectethke a different shape in the service
context, as other factors, such as perceived snueality, assume greater importance
in the evaluation of services compared to goodseNBeless, the feedback effects of
service brand extensions on a product parent bmaddespecially the impact of service
guality and customer satisfaction on the feedbdtdces on the parent brand, in the

service context have not yet been investigated.

Given this research gap and the growing importapicservices as well as brand
extensions, feedback effects of service extensdors product parent brand, provide an
interesting and important field for marketing resba The numerous distinctions
between goods and services touched upon aboveesutpat the evaluation of brand
extensions and more importantly, the feedback tffem the parent brand differ
between product and service extensions (van Riemrhink, & Ouwersloot, 2001).
Nevertheless, service extensions, especially extens$rom the product into the service
sector have hardly been investigated (van Riel,herk, & Ouwersloot, 2001). Brand
extensions can be useful if they enhance the brarafje or reinforce attributes
associated with the brand (Martines Salinas & Hréaez, 2009). However, brand
extensions can also harm the parent brand andchébarice dilute the brand meaning
(Martines Salinas & Pina Pérez, 2009; Roedder Jdlmken, & Joiner, 1998).
Particularly such feedback effects on the pareanhdrimage, have been examined for
product extensions but not for asymmetric branermsibns from the product into the

service sector. These facts highlight the needdantific research in the field of brand
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extensions from the product into the service sedtberefore, the following research
guestion has been developed to guide the purpase study:

“How do feedback effects of service extensionsémite the product parent brand

image?”

To answer the research question, first the necgfisaoretical background is explained
and elaborated upon. The differences between ssrand goods are highlighted and a
literature review on brand extensions and feedlediects is given. Out of the first part
of the thesis, hypotheses about the feedback sftecthe parent brand are developed,
which are tested in the empirical study following $econd, the empirical part
investigates how feedback effects of service exbessinfluence the product parent
brand. Therefore, a well known and establisheddfeom the sports industry is chosen
and four hypothetical service scenarios are deeelpm order to project the feedback
effects on the parent brand. All of the fictitiosisrvice scenarios are characterized by
the same degree of tangibility and interactionueng proper comparability. In order to
conduct the research, a questionnaire is desighattests the quality perception of the
parent brand, before and after the brand extentherservice itself, in particular service
satisfaction and quality, and the feedback effetthe service extensions on the parent
brand. The service scenarios are pretested, tatdebether they fulfil the requirements
for the study and represent a high and a low fiemsion to the brand in question, a
second pre-test follows, in order to see if thenades represent the same level of
interaction and tangibility but different servicealty and satisfaction levels. Finally,
the study is conducted and the feedback effectshenparent brand are tested and
elaborated upon in order to answer the researclstigne and give theoretical

implications.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Brands and Branding

Brands are intangible assets that constitute value topeomes (Keller & Lehmann,

2006). In general, they can be defined as following

“A Brand is a name, term, sign, symbol or desigrt@mbination of them, intended to
identify goods or services of one seller or grofipallers and to differentiate them from

those of competitors”
(Kotler & Keller, 2006, p. 274).

Branding a product hence means adding brand elsmiéw a logo or a slogan to the
products offered by the company, and by doing ddresssing a certain target group that
identifies with the brand. This aims at positionthg brand in the heads of consumers,
which means that it occupies a certain place in rtinds of the target market,
distinctive from competitive brands (Kotler & Kel)e2006).

In addition to that, a brand creates reputation awdreness and thereby guarantees
recognition in the market (Keller, 2008). As seedcdiffer from goods in terms of
tangibility, they cannot be marked as easily asdgday the brand elements mentioned
above. Thereforeservice brandscan be described more precisely as distinctivasde
of services in the consumer’s mind, whereas theiceappears alike, with constant or

increasing quality over a long time span (MefferB&uhn, 2009).

When it comes to service branding, several diffiesl stemming from the
characteristics of services, which are explainedetail later on, arise. A service brand
has to help and ascertain the consumer in the elodithe service, which is why service
brands, lacking tangible elements, need a partigulatrong identity, which is
transported to the end- consumer during the sedstieery and is ideally identical with
the arising image of the service brand in the hafatthe consumer (Meffert & Bruhn,
2009). In service branding and positioning it isspecial importance to understand the
conception of customer value and to include ithe service delivery process, in order
to ensure that the consumer has a distinctive ng@ictd the service brand in mind
(Lovelock & Wirtz, 2011).
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Brands in general exist in the heads of people,thackfore add intangible dimensions
to the product or service, that ensure differeiatiefrom the brands and products of
competing companies. They serve different functifors consumers as well as for
companies. First, they simplify consumers’ choitgstelling what they stand for,
guaranteeing the brand promise and representingeydike prestige for instance, the
consumer can identify with. If customers are oremifiar and satisfied with a brand
and are able to identify themselves with it, it c@mve as a risk reducer in the buying
process, signalling a certain quality level (Keetehmann, 2006), which is especially
important in the context of service brands (Mefi&rBruhn, 2009). Second, for the
brand owner or company some key functions of adrae the ability to protect it
through trademarks, the communication function thelps to create and shape the
brand image and the resulting consumer brand kyKller, 2008). Thus, providing
brand equity, the brand also serves an importar@ntial function for the company
(Keller & Lehmann, 2006).

Brands can be divided into corporate and produanhdis. Corporate brands refer to the
manufacturer of products or the service providdrengas product brands relate to the
product level. Hence, corporate brands are morelylikko possess intangible
characteristics that can be applied to severalymtoclasses, which is the basis for high
credibility and extendibility. Consequently, theyopide a better basis for brand
extensions than product brands (de Ruyter & Wet2680).

To manage brands successfully and to assess tBdwrmance, it is essential to
properly understand the concept of brand equitylléke Lehmann, 2006), which
describes the value of a brand either from a firngoint of view, or from the
customers’ standpoint, including all the subjectassessments beyond the objective
value and is a measure of brand strength. Custobased brand equity is constituted
by the supplementary value that a firm adds topitsducts (Martinez, Montaner, &
Pina, 2009) and is reflected by the attractionustoemers towards the brand (Keller &
Lehmann, 2006). The financial- based brand equtgrs to the worth of a brand in
monetary terms (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). Brand ggaan be modified through the
introduction of brand extensions. It can eitherdphanced, in that the brand has a
higher value to the customer or in financial teafter the brand extension, but lowered
as well, as in the case of dilution of the branége for example, which is explained

later, on page 38.
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2.2. Services

The service sector is of increasing importancéeworldwide economy as its share of
the gross domestic products around the world isn@mging (Statista, 2013). In Austria
for example, the service sector accounts for 698%e gross domestic product, which
is the largest share of the Austrian GDP. Stik, Austrian service sector in numbers is
slightly behind the average of the EU 27, wherestnwice sector accounts for 73,6% of
the average GDP (Wirtschaftskammer Osterreich, R0lilese numbers highlight the
economic importance of this sector, but in additionthat, services are essential in
providing companies with proper means to differaetifrom the competition (Lovelock
& Yip, 1996). Nearly all products possess serviomponents, whereas the difference
between services and manufactured goods is theelégrwhich the characteristics of
services, which will be explained in the followirsgction of the thesis, are present
(Rushton & Carson, 1989). Goods are often the b#sisservices (Lovelock &
Gummesson, 2004), and by adding services or seelements to their offering,
companies can increase customer satisfactionnretastomers in the long run, build
customer loyalty and accordingly increase their raNeprofit margins (Brown,
Sichtmann, & Musante, 2011). Moreover, the serciomponent, as after sales service
for instance, in many products rises and gets mage more important in the overall
quality evaluation, as it differentiates one selleom another (Lei, Pruppers,
Ouwersloot, & Lemmink, 2004). Nevertheless, the kaing practices applied in the
goods sector cannot be simply transferred to thecgesector, primarily based on to the
substantial differences between the two categgReshton & Carson, 1989), and the
need to investigate services and specifically braxteénsions in the service context is
constantly increasing. Therefore, services, thiearacteristics, their attributes, as well
as brand extensions from the goods into the sesgc&r and the feedback effects on
the product parent brand, will be focused on in foBowing chapters as the
discrepancies in the characteristics between gandsservices are expected to produce
differences in the brand extension evaluation atldwWing the feedback effects on the

parent brand.

2.2.1.Characteristics of Services

While goods can be seen as bundles of attribudéisfysng consumers’ needs, services
are rather regarded gsromises of satisfaction{Walker, 1995, p. 5), directed towards

consumers’ needs. Products are homogeneous, mamefighysical goods and hardly
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personalized, whereas services are performed (BushtCarson, 1989) and therefore
individually produced for the consumer, each havimggue characteristics (Walker,

1995).

The most important differences between goods amdcss are the following four

characteristics of services:

* Intangibility
* Heterogeneity
* Inseparability

* Perishability
(Shostack, 1977; Shostack, 1987; Lovelock & Gummames2004).

The first essential difference between services gomtls is the degree of tangibility,
which can be visualized on a goods- service spec{fRushton & Carson, 1989; Lei,

Pruppers, Ouwersloot, & Lemmink, 2004).

Most gwt services

Easy to| Tangible elements Difficult to
evaluate Intangible elementsevaluate
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Figure 1: The Goods Service Continuum (Walker, 1$fhton & Carson, 1989)

As can be seen above, services can be classifgsatihgon their degree t@ngibility .

In general, services are rather intangible, whigans that the consumer cannot smell,
touch, see, hear or feel whatever service he or ishpurchasing, in advance
(Ghobadian, Speller, & Jones, 1993). Hence, sesVimek corporality, which implies
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that physical ownership cannot be acquired andgénece can only be experienced but
not owned (Shostack, 1977). The intangibility ofvgges has significant implications
for marketing as it is far more difficult for cormaers to imagine what the product (i.e.
service) is about, lacking corporality. In consate it is often difficult to evaluate the
service prior purchase (Rushton & Carson, 1989jthieunore, services are typically
characterized by thmseparability of production and consumption, which means that
the customer is directly involved in the productfmocess. The service process, which
can be thought of as replacing the physical prodmight vary because of different
sequences, effects of judgement or different clsoi(ghostack, 1987). Therefore,
mistakes during the production process cannot ddeni and automatically influence
the consumers’ perceived service quality. Parttongain the service delivery process,
the consumer and the service employees represgmbrtamt parts of the whole
procedure (Shostack, 1987; Ghobadian, Speller, 82901993). Another important
aspect is thaeterogeneityof services. This characteristic refers to the flaat services
usually cannot be reproduced in an exact mannetheapersonal contact between the
consumer and the seller is indispensable and ummereery situation. The behaviour of
both is a critical process component and inhilhies standardization of services. There
is always a human element inherent in a servicechwis why it is always prone to
some degree of variation (Rushton & Carson, 198%)ecisive point hereby is, that the
consumer has to actively communicate what he orsseepecting. The service provider
in turn has to be capable of absorbing and proogghis information correctly, to fulfil
the service quality expectations, which might varyd modify during the service
delivery process (Ghobadian, Speller, & Jones, 1988 addition to that, services
cannot be stored but have to be produced when dbsdarwhich means they are
perishable This is the fourth important characteristic anstidction between goods
and services (Rushton & Carson, 1989; Ghobadiasl]e3p& Jones, 1993).

2.2.2.Attributes of Services

Goods as well as services possess search, expeaadccredence attributes, as can be
seen in Figure 1 on page 14. Notable is, that sesvare richer in experience and
credence attributes than goods. The servicesbates play a decisive role in the
evaluation of the service. Depending upon the lahdttributes the service possesses,
an evaluation in advance is possible, hardly péssib not possible at all (Walker,
1995).
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Search attributes are characteristics of the service that can béuated before the
purchase or consumption and therefore help theuroesto estimate what he or she
will get in exchange for the price he or she pdayserefore, search attributes provide
information either about the price or the qualdythe end- consumer prior purchase. An
alternative way to obtain information is to actiwexperience the product or service
(Nelson, 1970). Hencexperience attributes as for instance reliability or the ease of
use, cannot be evaluated prior to the purchasedtumated through reviews and reports
of other consumers and experienced during the erfliovelock & Wirtz, 2011).
Credence attributesare the hardest ones to evaluate, even afterotisgumption of the
service. The customer usually lacks the knowledgadsess the value of credence
attributes (Darby & Karni, 1973) and therefore, sieevice quality. If the service is rich
in credence attributes, as a medical service fataice, it cannot be evaluated
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985). Hence tstamer has to rely on the service
provider when it comes to credence attributes (lanke& Wirtz, 2011).

The afore listed attributes and characteristicsarvices influence the evaluation of
services (Rushton & Carson, 1989) and the conssnpatception of risk. Therefore,
they must be taken into account when it comes taicge quality and the consumer’s
evaluation of service quality (Parasuraman, Zeith&nBerry, 1985), which will be
explained in detail on page 19 f.. The consumer datifferent risk perception as
regards services in comparison to goods, as gosaslly incorporate a lot of search
attributes that can be assessed and evaluatedgthnasual inspection in advance,
whereas services possess a higher number of ceddtndutes, as can be seen on the
goods service continuum on page 14 (Elliott & Per2907). In general, the more
difficult the evaluation of the service is, for iasce due to a high number of credence
attributes, the higher the perceived risk of thastwner is. Especially first time users,
not having any references or personal experientle the service, might encounter a
higher perceived risk when purchasing a servicéeats of a product, whereas the
perceived risk depends on the gravity of the ou@bovelock & Wirtz, 2011).

Different types of risk the consumer faces whencpasing a service are: financial,
functional, temporal, physical, psychological, sdcand sensory risks. Uncertainty and
the connected risk can be reduced by the compayyproviding previews, using
evidence management, using the corporate brandigaseliead or for instance

installing safety procedures (Lovelock & Wirtz, 201Furthermore, service guarantees
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provide a good possibility to reduce the perfornearisk and lower the financial risk
associated with a service, especially in the cdssophisticated services (Lei, de
Ruyter, & Wetzels, 2008).

Manufactured goods in general have a lower degreemvice intensiveness, defining
service intensiveness as the involvement of thswwoer in the service process and the
interaction between the provider and the consur8ervice intensiveness is highly
interrelated with the extent to which the serviosgesses tangible elements, displayed
on the goods- service continuum on page 14, intti@thigher the intangibility is the
higher the service intensiveness is. Accordinghg tlegree of risk perception varies,
depending on how much interaction takes place, tamgible the service is, how many
tangible elements are inherent in the service,elkas what is being processed and how
the consumer is involved. Consequently, the evanaand quality perception of a
service differs from the evaluation and qualitygegtion of manufactured goods (Lei,
Prupper, Ouwersloot, & Lemmink, 2004).

When it comes to service brand extensions, wellWknparent brands can be used to
build trust and therefore reduce the risk inhereith the service. The brand imposed
onto the extension serves as quality indicator pravides credibility, similar as in
product extensions. As services typically posseseermredence attributes than goods,
consumers have to rely on cues like the brand imagessess the quality of the service
prior purchase and thereby diminish the risk inheia the acquisition of a service
product (de Ruyter & Wetzels, 2000).

2.2.3.Categories of Services

Services might additionally be divided into fouffelient categories according to what
or who the direct recipient of the service is arftether tangible or intangible actions
are used. Tangible actions are typically actiofsctihg people’s bodies or possessions,
whereas intangible actions refer to the mental ggsinig or processing of intangible
property (Lovelock C. H., 1983).

The first categorypeople processingencompasses services where tangible actions are
directed towards people’s bodies. This could fetance be passenger transportation, or
as in the following empirical study, personal traghlessons. For this type of service,

people have to actually enter the service systahpagsical location where the service
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is delivered as they themselves participate insér@ice delivery process (Lovelock &
Yip, 1996). Additionally, the customer has to bdlimg to cooperate in the service
process and specify what he or she wants, to redbe desired benefit or outcome
(Lovelock C. H., 1983).

The second category is callgassession processingnd describes tangible actions
directed towards physical possessions of peopldpragistance laundry services. In
contrast to the first category, possession proogssioes not imply simultaneous
production and consumption, as customers are lessompally involved in the service
process (Lovelock C. H., 1983).

The third category,mental stimulus processing,encompasses intangible actions
directed towards people’s minds, as for instanagcatibn. This implies that ethical

standards have to be established, as peopleigdattar behaviour might be influenced.
However, no physical but mental presence is nepgstareceive such a service. The
core of a mental stimulus processing service ispintrast to the afore mentioned types,
information based, which means that it can be dtdigitally and consumed at a later

point or repeatedly (Lovelock C. H., 1983).

The fourth categoryjnformation processing comprises services where intangible
actions are directed towards intangible assetg fi instance financial services.
Information processing is the most intangible fayfra service. Nevertheless, any kind

of information can be stored on a tangible or digilatform (Lovelock C. H., 1983).

No matter what kind of category, the service entauplays an significant role when it
comes to the evaluation of the service. It referghie time span during which the
customer interacts with the service provider anscdbees the period where the service
actually takes place and the consumer is in comtdbtthe service provider, comprising
all elements of the encounter, like physical appees, waiting times and the service
personnel (Walker, 1995). Hereby, services canléssidied according to high or low
contact service encounters. High contact servicewnters describe services including
personal contact and interaction throughout theicer whereas low contact service
encounters describe services with little or no platscontact (Lovelock & Wirtz,
2011).
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Depending on the category of service, the consumasrto be physically present and
enter the place where the service is performedobr @onsequently, if experiencing
direct contact, the consumer’s evaluation of angsfsation with the service will be
affected by the personal interaction with the stiddé appearance of the service facility
or even the presence of other consumers (Lovelodd.C1983). Hence, it is essential
to bear in mind the category of services and whetere is a large amount of contact
between the service provider and the end- consement, as the quality of and the
satisfaction with a service might differ dependioig the category. Therefore, when
examining feedback effects of service brand extagrsson product parent brands, the
service category should be kept in mind.

2.2.4.Service Quality

To offer high quality is essential in today’s biess environment, in both, services and
manufactured goods (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasurankf96). However, there are
substantial differences between manufactured g@ods services when it comes to
qguality (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1988). deneral, service quality is a
complex, multidimensional construct consisting eleral components. There is no
clear cut between the definitions of customer &ation and perceived service quality
in the scholarly work reviewed for this thesis,kegh concepts are highly interrelated
(Caruana, 2002), which makes it even more diffi¢altaccurately define perceived
service quality and rises the need to take mone timee model into consideration. One

definition of service quality that meets the requirements of this study is dHeviing:

"Quality in a service organization is the measuf¢he extent to which the service

delivered meets the customer’s expectations”
(Ghobadian, Speller, & Jones, 1993, p.,49)

whereas perceived service quality is based on dmsumer’s subjective judgement
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988) and is casedo by prior customer
expectations, the actual process and outcome gu@&ihobadian, Speller, & Jones,
1993) and therefore involves outcomes as well asgases (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, &
Berry, 1985). Further definitions of service qualielate to the continuityith which
the customer expectations are met or the accuranlafi mistakes during and after the

service delivery (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Beri§83). Perceived service quality in
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general has large impact on the behavioural irdantihe purchase behaviour and the
repurchase intention (Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 2000his is highly related to and
influenced by the word of mouth people spread eithben they are satisfied or
dissatisfied with a service. By ensuring high ssgvquality and fostering a positive
word of mouth, the company can convince new custsmé trying the service, and
retain them by satisfying them with high servicalify (Ghobadian, Speller, & Jones,
1993). Customer satisfaction stemming from highliguaervices, leads to favourable
behavioural intentions of consumers, like the wihess to pay a price premium or to
raise the purchase quantity for instance, wherealslgms during the service delivery
and negative experiences are more likely to rasulinfavourable reactions, such as

negative word of mouth for example (Zeithaml, Be&yParasuraman, 1996).

As services possess lots of credence attributesuooers cannot derive the quality in
advance but only experience service quality dutivegservice delivery or judge it after
the consumption of the service. Therefore, theestibje purchase risk is substantially
higher in the context of services, compared to go(®ichtmann, Klein, & Ostruk,
2008).

The quality dimensions identified by different auth can be summarized into five
main service quality dimensions, consumers useate the overall service quality,
which are tangibles, reliability, responsivenessusance and empathy (Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985; Lovelock & Wirtz, 2011).

To detect the critical points, where the ratingha five quality dimensions takes place,
a very basic division of services can be used, hathe separation into the potential
dimension, the process dimension and the outcomeerdiion. First, the potential
dimension refers to the personal requirements of #ervice provider, like
administrative competences for instance, commowdjyuated before the actual service
is experienced. Second, the process dimensiorsrefeéhe whole process of the service
encounter, comprising the servicescape, which sefer setting where the service
encounter takes place and compri