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Relationships are an important aspect of doing business,
and few businesses can survive without establishing solid
relationships with their customers. Although the market-
ing literature suggests that personal relationships can be
important to service firms, little specificity has been pro-
vided as to which relational aspects should receive atten-
tion. In this study, the authors examine one specific aspect
of customer-employee relationships, rapport, that they be-
lieve may be particularly salient in service businesses
characterized by a high amount of interpersonal interac-
tions. Rapport has received relatively little attention in the
marketing literature; the goal of this study is to fill this gap
in the literature. In two different service contexts, the au-
thors find support for two empirically distinct dimensions
of rapport. They also find a positive relationship between
these dimensions and satisfaction, loyalty intent, and
word-of-mouth communication. They conclude by sug-
gesting future research directions for further academic in-
quiry of rapport in service contexts.

There have been frequent discussions in the marketing
literature suggesting that personal relationships can influ-
ence the evaluation of goods and services (Beatty et al.
1996; Bitner, Booms, and Tetreault 1990). This is thought
to be particularly true for services where a high amount of
customer-employee interaction is required in the delivery

of the service (e.g., Crosby, Evans, and Cowles 1990; File
and Prince 1993; Jain, Pinson, and Malhotra 1987). How-
ever, in spite of the attention that customer-employee rela-
tionships have received, little has been done to identify
which components or dimensions of these relationships
have the strongest impact on outcomes favorable to the
firm (e.g., customer satisfaction, loyalty, etc.) (cf. Barnes
1994). Indeed, Gummesson (1994) notes that “it is . . . ob-
vious how much weight companies and consumers give to
relationships and how little weight has been given to them
in the marketing literature” (p. 16). Czepiel (1990) argues
that relational concepts are especially relevant to the mar-
keting of services because of their intangible nature, the
extent to which the customer is involved in the production
process, and the long-term formal and informal ties pro-
viders often establish with their customers. As interactions
between employees and customers are repeated over time,
particularly as they work together to produce the service
(Bowen 1986; Gummesson 1987), the motivation for the
development of a social aspect to the relationship neces-
sarily increases (Czepiel, Solomon, and Surprenant 1985).
In fact, Gwinner, Gremler, and Bitner (1998) found that
social benefits were rated by consumers as being more im-
portant than special treatment considerations as outcomes
of engaging in relational exchanges with service firms.

There are a variety of relational constructs that can be
examined in assessing their potential to positively influ-
ence outcomes favorable to service firms. For example,
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Gremler and Brown (1998) identify five different factors
comprising a higher order factor they call interpersonal
bonds: familiarity, care, friendship, rapport, and trust. In
this study, we examine one particular component of cus-
tomer-employee relationships: rapport. We choose to ex-
amine the rapport construct for three reasons. First,
although the marketing literature suggests that personal re-
lationships can be important to service firms, little speci-
ficity has been supplied as to which relational aspects
should receive attention. Therefore, in choosing to con-
centrate on rapport, we limit the scope of the broad con-
struct of relationship marketing by focusing on one specific
aspect of this construct. Second, service exchanges can take
many forms. Gutek et al. (1999) suggest that a service rela-
tionship occurs when a customer has repeated interactions
with the same provider, whereas, at the other end of their
continuum, a service encounter is a situation in which a
customer has a single interaction with a provider and has
no expectations of any future interactions. We believe that
rapport has the potential to be applicable across a variety of
service interactions regardless of whether the customer
has repeated interactions with the same provider. Third,
we focus on rapport because of its understudied nature in
marketing and its potentially large impact for service
firms. Although rapport is likely to be applicable to a vari-
ety of settings (e.g., business-to-business, personal sell-
ing), we specifically consider rapport in the context of
service exchanges because the intangible nature of many
service encounters makes the customer-employee inter-
face particularly salient in customers’ evaluations of the
service (Bitner, Booms, and Tetreault 1990). When a
service is difficult to evaluate, consumers often look to
other cues, such as aspects of the interaction, in assessing
service quality (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1985).
Furthermore, due to the customer’s central position in ser-
vice delivery and the simultaneous production-consump-
tion aspects associated with many services, there is often
an opportunity for service employees to leverage rapport
perceptions. Thus, perceptions of rapport are important for
service firms because they may help to positively influ-
ence judgments about the service.

The article is organized as follows: We begin this study
of rapport by reviewing the construct from a variety of lit-
erature perspectives. To identify which components of
rapport are particularly important in a service context, we
conducted depth interviews of 41 respondents, including
both customers and employees. As we will discuss, our
findings suggest that two rapport dimensions are particu-
larly salient in service relationships and help form the con-
ceptualization of rapport used in this project; that is, based
on our analysis of the depth interviews and our review of
the literature, we consider rapport (a) to be the customer’s
perception of having an enjoyable interaction with a ser-

vice provider employee, and (b) to be characterized by a
personal connection between the interactants. We then ex-
amine these two dimensions of rapport in two empirical
studies (with bank customers and dental patients) and in-
vestigate how they relate to several outcomes (satisfaction,
loyalty intent, and word-of-mouth communication) im-
portant to service firms. Finally, we conclude by discussing
implications from our findings, and we provide several di-
rections for further academic inquiry.

DIFFERING CONCEPTIONS OF RAPPORT

Scholars from many disciplines have investigated rap-
port. The construct has been examined in contexts as di-
verse as educational settings, roommate relationships,
psychotherapist-client interactions, qualitative data col-
lection, and business transactions. Table 1 provides a sum-
mary of various rapport studies across several contexts.
The table is organized according to context, provides defi-
nitions of rapport, and includes antecedents to and out-
comes of rapport. Rapport is such a familiar concept that
almost everyone can identify when it is present in a rela-
tionship, yet pinning down a precise definition is not an
easy task. Indeed, as shown by the diverse conceptualiza-
tions of rapport in Table 1, rapport has been considered dif-
ferently in a variety of studies. Tickle-Degnen and
Rosenthal (1990) suggest that people experience rapport
when “they ‘click’with each other or [feel] the good inter-
action [is] due to ‘chemistry’ ” (p. 286). Rapport has been
described as “the quality of the relationship” in investigat-
ing psychotherapist-client interactions (Gfeller, Lynn, and
Pribble 1987, p. 589), as the “quality of [a] relationship
characterized by satisfactory communication and mutual
understanding” in looking at college roommate relation-
ships (Carey et al. 1988, p. 175), and as “a quality in the re-
lation or connection between interactants, especially
relations marked by harmony, conformity, accord, and af-
finity” (Bernieri et al. 1996, p. 113). However, as
Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal (1987) point out, “despite
its recognized importance to the outcome of interactions,
the concept of rapport has not been very clearly delin-
eated” (p. 114).

Unfortunately, the marketing literature also lacks a
clear delineation of the rapport construct. Although the
value of establishing rapport with potential customers has
been recognized (e.g., Busch and Wilson 1976; Nickels,
Everett, and Klein 1983; Riordan, Oliver, and Donnelly
1977; Spiro, Perreault, and Reynolds 1977; Weitz 1981;
Weitz, Castleberry, and Tanner 1992; Woodside and Dav-
enport 1974), few precise definitions or operationalizations
of the rapport construct exist in this body of research. De-
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TABLE 1
Studies of Rapport in Several Contexts

Author(s)—Context Description of Rapport Antecedents to Rapport Outcomes of Rapport Comments

Education
Bernieri (1988)— interaction characterized as • coordinated movement • successful interactions • rapport measured by examining various characteristics of the interaction,

high school teachers harmonious, smooth, “in tune • behavior matching by certain professions including enjoyment, liking of other, satisfaction, friendliness, interest,
and students with,” and “on the same wave (i.e., psychotherapists, easygoing, cooperative, and humorous

length” (p. 121) physicians, counselors,
and teachers)

LaFrance and sharing a common viewpoint • mirroring — • found rapport between class and instructor and posture sharing to be positively
Broadbent (1976)— • posture sharing correlated

college instructor • listener attention
and students • environmental features

LaFrance (1979)— sharing a common viewpoint • posture sharing — • found rapport between class and instructor and posture sharing to be positively
college instructor correlated
and students

Perkins et al. (1995)— expressing an individual — • positive (student) • in an experimental setting, rapport was manipulated and found to influence
college instructor interest in students’ opinions evaluation of instructor students’ ratings of instructors (in Study 2, 69% of the variance in the ratings
and students and feelings and encouraging could be accounted for by variation in rapport)

interaction between instructor • suggest that instructors can establish rapport even in large classes through
and students developing rapport with a single student

Roommate
Carey, Hamilton, and relationship characterized by — — • purpose of study was to develop a reliable, unidimensional instrument to
Shanklin (1986)— satisfactory communication measure roommate rapport; started with Anderson and Anderson’s (1962)

college roommates and mutual understanding original 50 items and ended up with a 28-item scale

Carey, Stanley, and not defined • time of peak alertness — • found roommates who matched on peak alert time reported higher levels
Biggers (1988)— during the day of rapport

college roommates

Carey et al. (1988)— quality of relationship — — • study focused on further development of a roommate rapport scale
college roommates characterized by satisfactory • started with the Carey, Hamilton, and Shanklin (1986) 28-item scale and

communication and mutual reduced it to a 10-item scale that demonstrated reliability and unidimensionality
understanding (p. 175)

Saidia (1990)— the quality of relationship • interpersonal • satisfaction and success • found those who understand their roommates more have greater rapport
college roommates characterized by satisfactory understanding in college

communication and mutual
understanding (from Carey,
Hamilton, and Shanklin 1986)
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Interviewing
Berg (1989)— not defined • interviewer appearance • successful qualitative • the establishment of rapport is critical to successful qualitative interviews

qualitative • interviewer demeanor interviews
interviewing

Goudy and (various definitions of
Potter (1976)— rapport provided) • interviewer characteristics • respondent motivation • conclude by saying “that we de not know what rapport is remains a plausible

qualitative (e.g., gender, age, educa- • generation of free and conclusion from this research” (p. 541)
interviewing tion, race, previous frank answers

experience)
• similar characteristics of

interactants
• perceptions of both parties

in the social relationship

Aburatani (1990)— an emotional tie between the — • better interviewer • suggests that rapport is developed in interviews in three stages, including
life-psychoanalysis interviewer and the respondent understanding of the (a) neutral, (b) rapport, and (c) strong rapport
` that includes good chemistry respondent

between them (p. 50)

Psychotherapist
Anderson and effective communication in — • improved interactions • developed a 50-item scale for measuring rapport in therapist-client relationships
Anderson (1962)— counseling interviews (p. 20) that has been used and refined in several subsequent studies

psychologist/
counselor and
client interactions

Charny (1966)— the level of relatedness in • posture mirroring — • concluded that postural configurations in psychotherapy are behavioral
psychotherapy the relationship indicators of rapport

Gfeller, Lynn, and the quality of the relationship • personal disclosure — • suggest rapport might be cultivated by self-disclosure of the provider, a lengthy
Pribble (1987)— • verbal reinforcement period of contact, and verbal reinforcement of the subject

hypnotist-subject
interaction

Harrigan and open, interested, and warm — • satisfaction with health • raters used a 14-item measure of rapport (using bipolar adjective scales) to
Rosenthal (1983)— relationship care provider judge rapport in physician-patient interactions

clinical psychology • intention to stay in the • argue that if rapport does not exist with a health care provider, patients are more
relationship likely to be dissatisfied and change physicians

Kritzer (1990)— a “good” interaction (p. 51) • skill of therapist • better therapist-patient • suggests rapport is related to empathy, warmth, genuineness, trust,
therapist-client • behavioral coordination relationship unconditional positive regard, facilitativeness, congruence, affiliation, liking,
interactions and attractiveness, as well as balance, harmony, and being “in sync”

(continued)
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TABLE 1 Continued

Author(s)—Context Description of Rapport Antecedents to Rapport Outcomes of Rapport Comments

Sheehan (1980)— positive interaction — • countering (hypnotized • contends that rapport is more easily interfered with than facilitated in the
hypnosis subject responds as hypnotic setting

intended to hypnosis)

General interactions
Bernieri et al. overall perception of an • interactional synchrony — • rapport measured with 7-item scale focused on perceptions of the interaction
(1994)— interaction (i.e., movement synchrony and included (a) involvement, (b) emotional positivity, (c) comfort,

experimental setting: and posture similarity) (d) harmony, (e) boredom, (f) satisfaction, and (g) focus
mutual planning task • focus of the study is on interactional synchrony (which is expected to be highly

correlated to rapport)

Bernieri et al. a quality in the relation or — — • rapport measured by (a) an 18-item scale rating the interaction on cooperative,
(1996)— connection between interactants, harmonious, and engrossing dimensions and (b) a 2-item scale (by observers)

experimental setting: especially relations “marked regarding interactants’ general attitudes toward each other
debate on a contro- by harmony, conformity, accord, • found several behavior cues to be highly correlated with rapport, including
versial issue and and affinity” (p. 113) mutual eye contact, gestures, mutual silence, body orientation, racial similarity,
cooperative activity smiling, and posture mimicry

Gillis, Bernieri, and not defined • various nonverbal cues — • used a 1-item perceptual measure of rapport and an 18-item measure of rapport
Wooten (1995)— including mutual eye con- that includes behavioral cues

experimental setting: tact, forward lean of body, • study focuses on observers judging the level of rapport in the relationship
role-playing on a gestures, mutual silence, between two others
controversial issue body orientation, racial • reported low agreement between interactants of rapport

similarity, smiling, posture
mimicry

Tickle-Degnen and a generally good interaction • coordinated behavior • coordinated behavior • in a meta-analysis, found evidence suggesting “nonverbal behavior is a
Rosenthal (1987)— among individuals (p. 114) correlate, antecedent, and consequence of rapport”

general applications • rapport elements include the degree of (a) group-directed focus of attention by
participants, (b) positivity of the interaction, and (c) coordination of the
interaction

Tickle-Degnen and is expressed when people “click” • mutual gaze — • propose a conceptualization of rapport that includes mutual attentiveness
Rosenthal (1990)— with each other or feel a good • postural mirroring (intense mutual interest in each other), positivity (mutual friendliness and

general applications interaction due to “chemistry” • proper turn taking in caring), and coordination between the interactants
(p. 286) speaking and listening • rapport in encounters is indicated strongly by the presence of positivity,

• various nonverbal be- warmth, and friendliness
haviors (smiling, directed
gazing, head nodding,
forward trunk lean,
direct body orientation,
posture mirroring,
uncrossed arms/legs)
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Miscellaneous
Crook and Booth establishing a trusting, har- — • improved communication • develop a reliable, unidimensional scale of rapport using a 14-item scale (using
(1997)— monious relationship with in e-mail messages semantic differential items) that includes items about being honest, sincere,

electronic mail another (p. 6) trustworthy, compatible, sensitive, likeable, and caring

Dougherty, Turban, not defined • positive first impression — • found mild support for the hypothesis that first impressions (via looking at
and Callendar (based on job application applicants’ applications and test scores) are correlated to applicant rapport with
(1994)— form and test scores) the interviewer

interviewer–job • “positive regard” by • also found interviewers’ “positive regard” behaviors to be significantly
applicant interactions interviewer of job applicant correlated to applicant rapport with the interviewer

(supportive questions,
agreeing with applicant,
laughter, verbal encour-
agers, positive style, fav-
orable orientation toward
a job offer, vocal style)

Efstation, Patton, and supervisor support and — — • rapport conceptualized as a dimension of working alliance in supervisor-trainee
Kardash (1990)— encouragement of trainees interactions

supervisor-trainee • investigates rapport from both perspectives of the dyad and includes a 7-item
interactions measure of supervisor-reported rapport and a 12-item measure of trainee-

reported rapport

Sales relationships
Brooks (1989)— a harmonious, empathetic, or • understanding of another’s • increased likelihood of • contends customers may avoid purchasing a needed product or service simply

salesperson-customer sympathetic relation or model of the world purchase (goods and because of not having established a rapport with the person representing the
interactions connection to another self • self-disclosure services) company

Dell (1991)— includes “hitting it off” and • continuity of vendor • organizational customer • found customers believe it is the relationship with their vendors (reflected, in
vendor–industrial “being comfortable with the personnel loyalty part, by the level of rapport) that most significantly affects their buying
customer relationship” (p. 103) • amount of time customer • overall quality of the decisions
interactions spends with a vendor customer-vendor • found rapport to be the most difficult and highest level of interaction that

representative relationship vendors and their customers can achieve
• respect • contends that rapport is the best indicator of an effective customer-vendor
• trust relationship
• honesty

LaBahn (1996)— the perception that a relation- • cooperativeness • client trust • developed a 5-item scale to measure interfirm rapport at an organizational
advertising agency ship has the right “chemistry” • diligence • client disclosure level
and client and is enjoyable • found support for a model suggesting rapport results from cooperativeness (the

degree to which a firm helps a client achieve its objectives) and diligence (the
degree to which a firm takes responsibility for correcting problems that arise
during interactions)

(continued)
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TABLE 1 Continued

Author(s)—Context Description of Rapport Antecedents to Rapport Outcomes of Rapport Comments

Marks (1994)— not defined • matching body language — • suggests several behaviors that salespeople might use to establish rapport,
salesperson- • using pacing statements including matching body language; using pacing statements that play back a
prospect • salesperson appearance customer’s observations, experience, or behavior; salesperson appearance;
interaction • small talk on nonthreaten- shaking hands only if prospect initiates the behavior; small talk on topics where

ing topics agreement is likely to be found; using humor; asking for advice on a particular
• using humor matter; and remembering and using the prospect’s name
• using the prospect’s name

Moine (1982)— not defined • hypnotic pacing (state- • increased likelihood of • argues that the techniques of the clinical hypnotist (e.g., mirroring the thoughts,
salesperson-client ments and gestures that purchase tone of voice, speech tempo, and mood of the customer) can be useful in
interactions play back a customer’s developing rapport in salesperson-client interactions

observations, experience,
or behavior)

• properly using the cus-
tomer’s name in
conversation

• telling stories, anecdotes,
or parables

Nancarrow and (others’ definitions of rapport • harmony of purpose • development of a • in a survey of telemarketers to understand rapport-fostering practices, found
Penn (1998)— are provided) • salesperson capabilities relationship 80% of the sample provide their telemarketers with training on listening, 58%

telemarketing (knowledge and expertise) provide training on mirroring of a customer’s pace, and 22% provide training
• similarity of business and on neurolinguistic programming

personal values • the use of personal and business information about the client was noted as the
• expressive behavior or basis for ensuring telemarketers were “in tune with customers’ needs”

mannerisms

Nickels, Everett, and the perception of having • neuro-linguistic program- • trust • suggest that “the sales encounter is much like a dance, during which a
Klein (1983)— established similarity with ming, which includes • increased sales conversation takes place with the customer leading and the salesperson

salesperson- another person pacing behavior, matching following. Ideally the two soon merge into a couple moving together in
customer voice patterns, matching rapport” (p. 4)
interactions posture, matching voice • suggest salespeople use neurolinguistic programming in interactions with

tone, matching breathing customers, including pacing behavior (verbal and nonverbal), matching voice
patterns, matching gestures patterns (e.g., speaking the language of the recipient by using descriptive words

that match his or her primary thinking mode), matching posture, matching
voice tone (e.g., excited, relaxed, loud, etc.), matching breathing patterns, and
matching gestures (hand and head movements, smiles, frowns)

Spiro, Perreault, and not defined • perceived ideological • progress in the sales- • present an integrative conceptual framework of the personal selling process that
Reynolds (1977)— similarity interaction process includes personal affiliation and rapport as vital influences on successful

industrial • supporting the self-image sales performance
salesperson– of the customer
customer • empathizing with the
interactions customer
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Weitz, Castleberry, a close, harmonious • common links (e.g., • greater customer • contend customers are more receptive to salespeople with whom they have
and Tanner (1992)— relationship founded on mutual friends, common receptivity to the established a rapport

salesperson- mutual trust hobbies, attendance at salesperson
customer the same schools)
interactions

Service contexts
Ashforth and a sense of genuine — • good service • rapport between the customer and service provider is a key driver of good
Humphrey (1993)— interpersonal sensitivity and service

services in general concern (p. 96)

Berry (1995)— not defined — • ability to customize • contends rapport helps to address customers’ desires for more personalized,
services in general service to customer’s closer relationships with service providers

specifications

Ford and Etienne not defined • courteous service — • contend that courteous service creates a rapport in the service encounter; thus,
(1994)— rapport can be established through casual smiles, engaged eye contact, friendly

customer service greetings, and provider sociability and attentiveness
encounters

Ketrow (1991)— immediacy (similar to rapport) • body orientation toward • customer satisfaction • interestingly, did not find that immediacy related to customer satisfaction
bank-customer is the directness and intensity customer • suggests that in some contexts (banks, supermarkets, fast-food restaurants,
interactions of interaction between two • forward leans ticket terminals) receiving immediacy from the clerk may not be an

parties • physical distance between essential condition for retaining customer loyalty
provider and customer

• head nods and shakes
• eye contact

Shapiro (1989)— the ability to enter another’s • observation • creation of a • contends rapport can be established through flexibility (the provider
restaurant- world and make him or her feel • flexibility personalized service customizing his or her style to match the other person’s style) and mirroring
customer that a strong common bond has • mirroring delivery (talking slow or fast, loud or soft, pausing between sentences, hand gestures)
interactions been formed
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spite a lack of a clear definition of rapport, those studies
that have attempted to conceptualize rapport do have some
common characteristics. Weitz, Castleberry, and Tanner
(1992) define rapport as “a close, harmonious relationship
founded on mutual trust” (p. 228). Dell (1991) refers to
rapport as “how good customers feel in general about their
interactions with the vendor” (p. 101). She suggests that
this includes “hitting it off” and “being comfortable with
the relationship.” LaBahn (1996), in an examination of ad
agency–client relationships, defines rapport as “the cli-
ent’s perception that the personal relationships have the
right ‘chemistry’ and are enjoyable” (p. 30). Ashforth and
Humphrey (1993) describe rapport as “a sense of genuine
interpersonal sensitivity and concern” (p. 96). A common
theme running through these studies is that rapport experi-
ences are characterized by an enjoyable interaction in
which participants connect on some level.

TWO DIMENSIONS OF RAPPORT

To understand what aspects of rapport are prominent in
service interactions, we conducted depth interviews with
both consumers and service providers. In particular, a
judgment sample composed of employees and customers
from a variety of service contexts was selected, as the
study proceeded, on the basis of experience with previ-
ously interviewed respondents (Belk, Sherry, and
Wallendorf 1988; Jorgensen 1989). The customers in the
sample were chosen from among those who appeared
likely to have used a number of different services and thus
would have experience with a variety of service interac-
tions; similarly, employee respondents were selected from
services frequently mentioned by the customer respon-
dents. The final sample included 21 customer respondents
and 20 service provider employees.1 Respondents were re-
cruited through a network of acquaintances (cf. Schouten
1991) in a major western metropolitan area of the United
States and were thought to be sufficiently diverse in their
use of service providers or in the services they provide.

The interviews, which averaged 48 minutes, were pri-
marily conducted in respondents’ homes or (for service
provider employees) places of business. An interview
schedule was generally followed, with deviations allowed
to facilitate a smoother information flow. The interviews
were conducted as part of a larger study on customer rela-
tionships with service providers and included questions to
prompt respondents to discuss those situations in which
customer-employee rapport developed. All interviews
were tape-recorded to allow for a smoother flowing inter-
view and to capture respondents’ verbatim comments. To
facilitate further analysis, the interviews were subse-
quently transcribed.

Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) categorizing process, which
“involves sorting units into provisional categories on the
basis of ‘look-alike’ characteristics” (p. 203), was fol-
lowed in analyzing the interview data. In particular, after
all of the interviews were conducted, the transcriptions
were read and examined several times, with key phrases
highlighted. The goal in selecting these phrases was to
identify recurring thoughts, ideas, and perceptions each
respondent had in discussing rapport or related concepts.
Segments of each respondent’s conversation that included
thoughts related to rapport were then identified. After sev-
eral iterations through the data, we agreed that the com-
ments relating to rapport could be organized into two
primary categories: enjoyable interaction and personal
connection. Although this did not exhaust all components
or dimensions of rapport, these two dimensions were
clearly the most prominent. Indeed, there was no differ-
ence between employees and customers in this regard. Il-
lustrative comments suggesting the importance of an
enjoyable experience follow.

He [hairstylist] does a good job and is likeable. He
tells jokes and asks about my family and my work.
We both play bridge, so we’ll talk about that. So, we
can have a nice conversation while he is cutting my
hair. He’s real personable and has an interesting per-
sonality. (AH, 42, F, software project manager)

We socialize with our customers—there is a camara-
derie there. I think that’s important to customers be-
cause people still want a sense of community, and
it’s just pleasant to go somewhere . . . with this type
of atmosphere. (MH, 34, M, bookstore assistant
manager)

Larry [automobile repair serviceman] at K-Mart has
a great personality. He always seems to be positive
and in a good mood. He’s easy to deal with. Even if
he’s busy, he takes time to spend a little time with
me, talk with me, and ask me how things are. (RS,
58, M, office equipment serviceman)

Other respondents express that a personal connection is
an important part of their personal service relationships.

Most of my customers are my friends. There are a
few that don’t like you after the process. But, for
most, you really get to know them throughout the
process. You help them fill out their credit applica-
tion, you know how many kids they have, you know
how much money they make, you know where they
work, how long they’ve worked there. And pretty
soon, you find out you both play basketball, you
both play golf, you have two daughters and he has
two daughters. Whatever. Pretty soon, you start hav-
ing this bonding thing that goes on. (CL, 36, M, new
car salesperson)
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If I feel the person is being straight with me, if they
are treating me in a humane way and with concern
and compassion, if they are authentically connecting
with me in helping me get what I want, then it works
better than if it is an anonymous, impersonal pro-
cess. (BS, 32, M, psychologist)

A customer can detect when you are genuinely con-
cerned about them. They really know when you’re
really trying to take care of them properly. To me,
that’s what it’s all about—to be genuinely interested
in them and what they do. We were invited by a cus-
tomer to come out to their dairy farm because I had
expressed an interest in learning about what they
did. I was genuinely interested in how many cows
they have, how much milk they get out of them every
day, that type of thing. (LC, 34, M, auto serviceman)

In summary, our review of the extant literature and the
analysis of our interview data suggest that an enjoyable in-
teraction and personal connection are common and impor-
tant facets of rapport. As such, we examine these two
dimensions further.

Enjoyable Interaction

The enjoyable interaction component of rapport is
comparable to what Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal (1990)
term “positivity,” described as a feeling of care and friend-
liness, in their discussion of rapport. It is also similar to the
concept of liking, defined as a favorable association with
the relationship, which is considered to be one of the basic
components in the definition of a relationship (Gupta
1983). In this study, we consider the enjoyable interaction
facet of rapport to be an affect-laden, cognitive evaluation
of one’s exchange with a contact employee. It is important
to note that the evaluation of enjoyableness specifically re-
lates to the customer-employee interaction. This can be
contrasted with the evaluation of one’s level of satisfaction
with the final service outcome (Bitner and Hubbert 1994).
Because rapport is a relationship-based construct, it is
likely to have a greater influence on the evaluation of the
interpersonal customer-employee interaction than on the
final service outcome.

Although the distinction between technical quality
(what is being delivered) and functional quality (the way it
is delivered) has been made, we recognize that for many
services this distinction is blurred (Edvardsson, Thomas-
son, and Øvretveit 1994; Grönroos 1982). We consider
rapport to be one element of functional quality, which is an
overarching concept that we believe encompasses a vari-
ety of interpersonal interaction elements (which would
also include eye contact, language, and nonverbal ges-
tures), related to the provision of service. Conceptually, we

view the enjoyable interaction evaluation to be distinct
from the evaluation of the service outcome, because enjoy-
able interaction is an assessment of the relational aspects
of the service. However, in practice, it can be much harder
for consumers to separate their evaluations of the provi-
sion of the service from their evaluations of the service
outcome. Indeed, for some services, the interpersonal as-
pects of service delivery (e.g., the doctor’s bedside manner
or the level of confidence instilled by the banker) may have
as much to do with one’s overall service evaluation as the
service outcome (e.g., the physical examination or the
home loan). Thus, we argue that satisfaction with an indi-
vidual will influence satisfaction with the service. This is
likely to be especially evident when the service is simulta-
neously produced and consumed, as in the case of a physi-
cal examination with a doctor. In contrast, for services
where technical quality and functional quality are more
distinct, it is more probable that a consumer can effectively
separate his or her satisfaction evaluations. In these situa-
tions, it is possible for a customer to have an enjoyable in-
teraction but rate the service outcome as unsatisfactory
(and vice versa). For example, the relational aspects in-
volved in a trip to one’s hairstylist (e.g., exchanging gos-
sip, discussing aspects of one’s life with a sympathetic
listener) may lead to a highly enjoyable encounter,
whereas the evaluation of the actual service (i.e., the hair-
cut) may be dissatisfying.

Personal Connection

Our notion of personal connection in a service relation-
ship is based on the customer’s perception of a bond be-
tween the two parties in the dyad. That is, a personal
connection represents a strong affiliation with the other
person (perhaps unspoken) based on some tie (e.g., close
identification with the other, mutual caring, etc.). The cus-
tomer-employee connection has received attention in re-
cent services marketing literature on commercial
friendships (Price and Arnould 1999) and customer inti-
macy (Stern, Thompson, and Arnould 1998). Using the
phrase authentic understanding, Price, Arnould, and
Tierney (1995) describe relational elements in service
transactions well beyond traditional customer contact em-
ployee roles. Authentic understanding is developed when
“service provider and client engage in self-revelation, ex-
pend emotional energy, and connect as individuals” (p. 92).
Although their construct is developed in the context of ex-
tended, affectively charged, intimate service encounters, it
is possible for connections between customers and em-
ployees to occur in briefer transactions that are repetitive
in nature (e.g., weekly interactions with a dry cleaner)
(Czepiel 1990). Indeed, it is not unheard of for customers
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and employees to develop strong friendships out of such
mundane encounters (Goodwin 1996; Goodwin and
Gremler 1996).

Based on phenomenological consumer interviews,
Stern, Thompson, and Arnould (1998) assert that many
consumers may especially desire employee “relationship
partners” who understand them, care about them, and rein-
force their values. Understanding, care, and value rein-
forcement are very consistent with our notion of a personal
connection. In support of our premise that rapport is an im-
portant element in the development of service relation-
ships, Stern, Thompson, and Arnould argue that
relationship development can be emotionally driven rather
than motivated by the desire for choice reduction (Sheth and
Parvatiyar 1995) or choice augmentation (Peterson 1995).

The personal connection dimension of rapport may fa-
cilitate the development of relationships because it can
contribute to one’s sense of self-definition (Sheaves and
Barnes 1996). That is, the way individuals (i.e., consumers
or employees) think of themselves is largely driven by the
type of people with whom they interact and the nature of
those interactions (Felson 1992; Weigert, Teitge, and
Teitge 1986). “Through social interaction and the internal-
ization of collective values, meanings, and standards, indi-
viduals come to see themselves somewhat through the
eyes of others and construct more or less stable self-defini-
tions and a sense of self-esteem” (Ashforth and Kreiner
1999, p. 417). Customers and employees who come to
know each other through repeated exchanges over time
may become important in each other’s sense of self-defini-
tion. Thus, to the extent that a personal connection with a
service employee contributes to a consumer’s sense of
identity, we propose that a personal connection is an im-
portant aspect of the relationship and will contribute to the
consumer’s relationship satisfaction and increase his or
her desire to maintain the relationship.

An interesting issue to consider is how a personal con-
nection can be developed within the context of a service
exchange. Some insight can be gleaned from the so-
cial-psychology literature, where Duck (1994) has used
the term psychological similarity to describe connections
between people. Two people can be described as psycho-
logically similar on the basis of common attitudes, person-
ality predispositions, and values. Furthermore, at a higher
level, when two individuals characterize the same events
or experiences with similar meanings (i.e., understand-
ing), they are psychologically similar (Duck 1994). In the
marketing literature, similarity between customers and
employees has been shown to have a positive impact on re-
lationship quality (Crosby, Evans, and Cowles 1990).

These similarities have implications for the connection
aspect of customer-employee rapport. Although service
exchanges do allow for a great deal of communication be-

tween employee and customer, it is unlikely that even ex-
tended, ongoing transactions will result in an employee
and a customer truly knowing each other (Siehl, Bowen,
and Pearson 1992). The psychological similarity construct
may help to bridge this gap. Duck (1994) suggests that not
only does psychological similarity allow individuals to ef-
fectively communicate about a particular topic (e.g., a
common interest, viewpoint, etc.), but it also provides a
basis for making inferences regarding the other person. In-
ference making allows individuals to fill in gaps they have
in their knowledge of others. If two parties have found sim-
ilarity in some areas (e.g., attitudes, personality predispo-
sitions, or values), in many instances they will assume the
other party has a worldview that is consistent with their
own (Dixson and Duck 1993). In this manner, a perception
of knowing the other party may result in a personal con-
nection within the context of a service exchange.

Another way in which a personal connection may be
initiated is through the development of a genuine interest
in the other party. Naturally, in the course of transacting
business, employees and customers will be mutually in-
volved as they exchange information regarding the provi-
sion of the service and other issues not necessarily
germane to service delivery. However, mutual interest ex-
isting on a more personal and relational level is likely to
build stronger bonds between customers and employees
and, indeed, may even result in the development of friend-
ships (Goodwin 1996; Goodwin and Gremler 1996). In
our view, although most individuals can appear attentive to
what another party is saying, being interested implies a
higher level of relational development, one that is more
likely to result in a personal connection. Personal connec-
tion, as we have described it, is consistent with Tickle-
Degnen and Rosenthal’s (1990) mutual attentiveness com-
ponent of rapport, which they describe as an intense mu-
tual interest brought about through focused involvement
with what the other party is saying and doing during the
encounter.

A Working Definition of Rapport
in Service Interactions

In summary, given the variety of conceptualizations
found in the literature, we do not claim to have captured
the entire conceptual domain of the rapport construct in the
enjoyable interaction and personal connection dimen-
sions. However, evidence from our depth interviews sug-
gests that these two dimensions of rapport are particularly
salient in service contexts. As such, we use the following
as a working definition of rapport in this study: Rapport is
a customer’s perception of having an enjoyable interaction
with a service provider employee, characterized by a per-
sonal connection between the two interactants.
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Rapport and Its Relationship
With Satisfaction, Loyalty, and
Word-of-Mouth Communication

These dimensions of rapport are only important to
firms to the extent that they influence certain outcomes.
Price and Arnould (1999) found commercial friendships
to be strongly correlated with three key “marketing objec-
tives: satisfaction, loyalty, and positive word-of-mouth
communication” (p. 51). Consistent with their approach,
we undertook a quantitative study to examine the impact of
perceptions of an enjoyable interaction and a personal con-
nection on (a) satisfaction with the service, (b) customer
loyalty intentions, and (c) word-of-mouth communica-
tion. Aside from these three outcomes being important for
service firms in their own right, their examination also
serves to extend some of the past research on the rapport
construct.

Rapport and satisfaction. Although the relationship be-
tween rapport and satisfaction with particular individuals
(e.g., with roommates or therapists) has been examined
(e.g., Carey, Hamilton, and Shanklin 1986; Harrigan and
Rosenthal 1983; Kritzer 1990), the relationship between
rapport and satisfaction with a product or service has not.
Therefore, we build on these past studies to examine
rapport’s relationship with overall satisfaction of the ser-
vice. This is in line with Gutek et al.’s (1999) call for cus-
tomer-employee relationship research to use a broader sat-
isfaction measure that goes beyond satisfaction with the
customer’s experience.

The term perceived control has been used in the service
literature to describe situations in which customers are
able to predict and control events within the service en-
counter (Bateson 1985). Predictability in a service en-
counter is thought to lead to higher levels of customer
satisfaction (Solomon et al. 1985). Perceived control can
be increased when customers and employees form rela-
tionships. More specifically, the familiarity that is gained
from repeated interactions with the same service provider
will contribute to the predictability of the overall service
outcome.

We contend that increased rapport should lead to
greater satisfaction in service exchanges. In a similar man-
ner, Ennew and Binks (1999) have suggested that close
personal contacts and the sharing of personal information
will lead to increased overall customer satisfaction for two
reasons. First, because of the close relationship, the em-
ployee is more likely to have greater knowledge of the cus-
tomer’s unique needs and expectations. This provides the
opportunity for the employee to customize the service of-
fering and may lead to higher levels of perceived service

quality (Surprenant and Solomon 1987), which is thought
to be an antecedent to customer satisfaction (Cronin and
Taylor 1992). The second way in which satisfaction may
be increased by closer personal contact is through the
management of the customer’s expectations. With greater
contact between service provider and customer comes a
higher level of customer awareness for the provider’s ca-
pabilities. The improved accuracy of the customer’s ser-
vice expectations should result in closer alignment
between expectations and performance, thus resulting in
higher levels of customer satisfaction (Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, and Berry 1994).

Rapport and loyalty. Although the relationship be-
tween rapport and initial purchase intentions has been ex-
amined (e.g., Brooks 1989; Moine 1982), we extend this
idea by examining the relationship between rapport and
continuing purchase intent in the form of customer loyalty.
Rapport may contribute to relationship strength, which
has been conceptualized as the customer’s level of com-
mitment to the service provider (Liljander and Strandvik
1995). Degree of commitment has been associated with
customer loyalty, where higher levels of relationship com-
mitment are associated with customer loyalty (Christo-
pher, Payne, and Ballantyne 1991). Thus, to the extent to
which rapport strengthens the relationship between cus-
tomer and employee, we expect a positive relationship be-
tween rapport and loyalty. There are several sources of
support for such a relationship in the service literature.
Barnes (1997) argues that customer-employee rapport will
lead to repeat patronage. Throughout their discussion of
commercial friendships, Price and Arnould (1999) pro-
vide illustrative quotations that suggest that customers of-
ten become loyal as a result of connecting, or developing
rapport, with a hairstylist. Furthermore, social benefits
have been shown to be a significant, positive antecedent of
loyalty to the salesperson, which, in turn, influences com-
pany loyalty (Reynolds and Beatty 1999).

Rapport and word-of-mouth communication. If rapport
does indeed influence satisfaction and loyalty, as we have
argued, then a positive influence of rapport on positive
word-of-mouth communication is a logical extension.
However, the marketing literature has only recently begun
to explore this relationship to any extent. Price and
Arnould (1999) found commercial friendships between
customers and employees to be strongly correlated with
customers’ positive word-of-mouth communications
about the service provider. Although we acknowledge that
the presence of rapport in a customer-employee relation-
ship does not necessarily mean that a friendship will de-
velop, rapport may provide the foundation for customers
to communicate the positive aspects of the firm to others.
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Whereas we have argued above that rapport will influence
evaluations, there has been no work examining the impact
of rapport on communicating these evaluations to others.
Thus, we include positive word-of-mouth behavior as an
important outcome variable in this study of rapport.

In summary, this article thus far has emphasized four
points. First, rapport is a familiar concept that suffers from
a lack of clear delineation in the literature. Second, rapport
appears to be a multidimensional construct. Third, from a
study that included 41 depth interviews, we found that two
particular dimensions of rapport—enjoyable interaction
and personal connection—appear to be particularly salient
in services contexts. Fourth, we contend that rapport is re-
lated to three outcomes of interest to marketers: satisfac-
tion, loyalty, and word-of mouth communication. The
method used to empirically assess these relationships is
discussed next.

METHOD

Overview of Analytical Procedures

We used a self-report questionnaire to empirically in-
vestigate rapport. Two sets of respondents, bank custom-
ers and dental patients, are included in the study.
Multi-item scales are used to measure each of the two rap-
port components as well as the three outcome constructs
described earlier. The data analysis proceeds according to
the two-step approach recommended by Anderson and
Gerbing (1988). First, the measurement model is esti-
mated. In this study, the measurement model consists of
the five latent factors described earlier. An assessment of
reliability, discriminant validity, and convergent validity
of the two rapport scales is included in the measurement
model assessment. Second, a structural model represent-
ing the series of path relationships linking the two rapport
components with the other three constructs is specified. In
particular, the two dimensions of rapport (enjoyable inter-
action and personal connection) are specified as exoge-
nous variables that are allowed to covary, and three
outcomes thought to be consequences of rapport (satisfac-
tion, loyalty intent, and word-of-mouth communication)
are specified as endogenous variables (see Figure 1). The
final step in the analysis is to estimate the path coefficients
between the two rapport dimensions and the outcome vari-
ables using the CALIS procedure of SAS.

Samples

We used a self-report questionnaire with each of the
two samples included in this study. The two samples are as
follows:

Bank sample. The first sample consists of 3,390 ran-
domly selected retail customers from one district of a large
bank in the southwestern United States that serves 40,000
households. Those selected received a survey and a
prestamped return envelope through the mail. A total of
1,328 usable surveys (39%) were returned. Of these re-
spondents, 52% are women, the average age is 48.4 (with a
range of 18 to 90), and the average length of time as a cus-
tomer of the bank is 13.2 years (varying from 6 months to
60 years).

Dental sample. As a contrast to the bank customer sam-
ple, a dental context was selected, in part because it is char-
acterized by longer transactions and interactions that are
of a more personal or intimate nature. For the dental sam-
ple, 484 patients who visited a dental practice in a large,
southwestern metropolitan area over a 3-month period
were asked directly by the staff to participate in the study.
Surveys were mailed directly to an additional 437 patients.
Of the 921 surveys distributed to the dental patients, a total
of 399 usable surveys (43%) were returned. Of these re-
spondents, 58% are women, the average age is 47.6 (rang-
ing from 19 to 89), and the average length of time as a
patient is 8.7 years (varying from 1 week to 28 years).

Measures

The 11 items for the two rapport dimensions included
in the study, enjoyable interaction (6 items) and personal
connection (5 items), were generated from several
sources: in-depth interviews with service customers, other
similar relational constructs in previous studies, and a re-
view of the rapport literature. (Table 2 includes the items
used to measure each of the constructs.) For the rapport
items, respondents were asked to think of the employee
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Rapport Dimensions and Related Outcomes



they knew best or interacted with the most. Overall service
satisfaction was measured using 5 items, including the 3
positively worded items from Oliver’s (1980) scale. The 3
loyalty intent items were adapted from Zeithaml, Berry,
and Parasuraman’s (1996) behavioral intentions battery.

Finally, word-of-mouth communication was measured us-
ing 4 items developed for use in this survey. All items were
rated on 7-point Likert-type scales, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to increase ease of
response.

Gremler, Gwinner / CUSTOMER-EMPLOYEE RAPPORT 95

TABLE 2
Measurement Model Results

Overall Model Fita

Measurement model 2 df CFI TLI

1331.5 / 921.3 220 / 220 .965 / .923 .960 / .918

Internal Consistency

Average
Standardized Composite Coefficient Variance

Construct and Scale Itemsb Loadingc Reliability Alpha Extracted

Enjoyable interaction .957 / .956 .955 / .954 .788 / .784
In thinking about my relationship with this person, I enjoy interacting with this employee. .927 / .942
This employee creates a feeling of “warmth” in our relationship. .913 / .910
This employee relates well to me .908 / .926
In thinking about my relationship, I have a harmonious relationship with this person. .902 / .892
This employee has a good sense of humor. .892 / .896
I am comfortable interacting with this employee. .773 / .729

Personal connection .929 / .936 .927 / .934 .724 / .746
I feel like there is a “bond” between this employee and myself. .887 / .882
I look forward to seeing this person when I visit the bank. .874 / .856
I strongly care about this employee. .843 / .895
This person has taken a personal interest in me. .851 / .808
I have a close relationship with this person. .798 / .875

Satisfaction .967 / .951 .966 / .939 .853 / .799
Based on all of my experience with this bank, I am very satisfied with the banking

services it provides. .922 / .952
My choice to use this bank was a wise one. .945 / .966
Overall, I am satisfied with the decision to use this bank. .948 / .973
I think I did the right thing when I decided to use this bank for my banking needs. .924 / .930
My overall evaluation of the services provided by this bank is very good. .878 / .585

Loyalty intent .874 / .868 .860 / .830 .700 / .701
I intend to continue doing business with this bank over the next few years. .856 / .953
As long as the present service continues, I doubt that I would switch banks. .916 / .972
I am not very likely to recommend this bank to a friend. (reverse coded) .727 / .500

Word-of-mouth communication .918 / .852 .919 / .856 .737 / .591
I encourage friends and relatives to do business with this bank. .856 / .794
I recommend this bank whenever anyone seeks my advice. .907 / .831
When the topic of banks comes up in conversation, I go out of my way to

recommend this bank. .830 / .703
I have actually recommended this bank to my friends. .840 / .740

NOTE: Statistics are presented for each of the two samples, with the bank sample statistic before the slash and the dental sample statistic after the slash.
a. The χ2 statistic is significant at the .01 level. CFI = Bentler’s (1990) Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis ρ (Tucker and Lewis 1973). Composite
reliability is based on the reliability index suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981).
b. The items are 7-point Likert-type scales ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The items listed are from the bank questionnaire; the
dental questionnaire was reworded slightly by making appropriate replacements (e.g., “this bank” was replaced with “this dental office”).
c. All factor loadings are significant in both samples. In particular, all t-values are at least 10.3 or greater (p < .001).



RESULTS

Measurement Model Results

To measure the two dimensions of rapport, as well as
the other constructs of interest, commonly accepted guide-
lines for measure development and purification (i.e.,
Babbie 1989; Churchill 1979; DeVellis 1991) were
followed.

An assessment of the measures of each of the constructs
was assessed by performing a confirmatory factor analysis
using the CALIS procedure in SAS. The measurement
model statistics that resulted are reported in Table 2. The
results suggest an adequate fit of the model to the data in
both the bank sample (TLI = .960; CFI = .965; χ2= 1331.5,
df = 220)2 and the dental sample (TLI = .918; CFI = .923;
χ2 = 921.3, df = 220). As reported in Table 2, the factor
loadings for each item in each set are fairly high, with all
but two loadings (for one item measuring satisfaction and
one item measuring word-of-mouth communication, both
in the dental sample) greater than .70 in both contexts. All
indicator loadings are positive and significant (p < .01).
The average variance-extracted values are greater than .70
for all but one of the measures (for word-of-mouth com-
munication in the dental context, it is .591) and exceed the
.50 cutoff recommended by Bagozzi and Yi (1988).

Table 2 also presents reliability estimates for each of
the five constructs in both contexts using coefficient alpha
and a measure of composite reliability based on the load-
ings of the measurement model (Bagozzi and Yi 1988).
Each set of items has coefficient alphas of at least .830 in
both contexts, well above Nunnally’s (1978) criterion of
.70 for exploratory research. Composite reliabilities are all
above .850 for each set of items in both contexts. Overall,
the measurement model statistics suggest sufficient reli-
ability for each set of items.

The correlations among the constructs are presented in
Table 3. Although correlations between all pairs of con-
structs are significant, they are all at least two standard er-
rors away from 1—providing evidence of discriminant
validity (Anderson and Gerbing 1988). Of particular inter-
est is the correlation between enjoyable interaction and
personal connection. As expected, the correlation between
these two rapport dimensions is high: .825 in the bank
sample and .813 in the dental sample. However, the corre-
lations in both samples are significantly different from 1
(and in each sample the correlation is actually more than 9
standard errors from unity), providing strong evidence of
discriminant validity between these two dimensions of
rapport.

Because measures of rapport are nearly nonexistent in
the marketing literature, we were also interested in assess-
ing the convergent validity of the two rapport dimensions.

Convergent validity traditionally is presented as the corre-
lation of responses obtained from maximally different
methods measuring the same construct (Peter 1981).
Given the paucity of rapport measures in the marketing lit-
erature, we naturally were limited in our ability to identify
appropriate alternative measures of rapport for use in a
marketing context. However, an additional item, “I have a
good rapport with this employee,” was included in the
questionnaire to assess convergent validity. In particular,
we created an index by summing the items for each of the
two rapport dimensions. We then examined the correla-
tions between each index and the single-item rapport mea-
sure. As expected, the correlations are quite high and
significant in both samples: For the enjoyable interaction
dimension, the correlation with the rapport item is .930 in
the bank sample and .941 in the dental sample, and for the
personal connection dimension, the correlation is .738 in
the bank sample and .748 in the dental sample. These cor-
relations provide support for convergent validity of the two
rapport measures.

Structural Model Results

As Figure 1 indicates, in the structural model enjoyable
interaction and personal connection are specified as exog-
enous variables, and satisfaction, loyalty intent, and
word-of-mouth communication are specified as endoge-
nous variables. Table 4 contains the overall good-
ness-of-fit indices and the standardized parameter
estimates for the hypothesized model. As shown in the ta-
ble, support is found for a relationship between the two
rapport dimensions and the three outcome variables. The
goodness-of-fit indices suggest a suitable fit of the model
to the data in both the bank sample (TLI = .866; CFI = .882;
χ2 = 3996.6, df = 223) and the dental sample (TLI = .863;
CFI = .880; χ2 = 1407.7, df = 223). All but two of the stan-
dardized path coefficients between the two rapport dimen-
sions and the three outcome variables are positive and
significant (see Figure 2). The two nonsignificant paths,
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TABLE 3
Correlations Among Latent Constructs

Enjoyable Personal Loyalty
Interaction Connection Satisfaction Intent

Personal connection .825/.813
Satisfaction .376/.421 .339/.317
Loyalty intent .339/.360 .303/.273 .943/.839
Word-of-mouth

communication .406/.512 .430/.509 .801/.678 .781/.562

NOTE: Correlations are presented for each of the two samples, with the
bank sample correlation given before the slash and the dental sample cor-
relation after the slash.



both in the dental sample, are the personal connection–sat-
isfaction path and the personal connection–loyalty intent
path. We will discuss these nonsignificant paths in further
detail in the Discussion section.

An examination of the amount of variance explained in
each of the three outcome variables appears in Table 4. The
variance explained (measured in terms of R2) in each of
three variables ranges from approximately 12% to 30%:
for satisfaction, the variance explained is .157 in the bank
sample and .199 in the dental sample; for loyalty intent, the
variance explained is .125 in the bank sample and .152 in
the dental sample; and for word-of-mouth communica-
tion, the variance explained is .206 in the bank sample and
.297 in the dental sample.

DISCUSSION

Although the importance of customer-employee rela-
tionships is often talked about in services contexts, these
discussions typically lack specificity. The purpose of this
study was to focus on rapport as a particular component of

customer-employee relationships. Boshoff (1999) notes
that what does not get measured does not get managed. We
believe that the absence of studies empirically assessing
specific components of relationships, like rapport, has re-
stricted our understanding of how relationships influence
valuable outcomes for service businesses and limited our
ability to provide specific advice to service managers.

Given the nature of the qualitative study, we do not
claim to have investigated the entire conceptual domain of
the rapport construct. However, our findings suggest that
enjoyable interaction and personal connection are two di-
mensions worthy of inclusion in future studies in service
contexts. Findings from our examination of these two rap-
port components provide empirical support for their im-
portance to service managers. Three aspects of our
findings are worthy of further discussion. First, the various
conceptualizations of rapport from a variety of literatures
do not provide specific insight as to which of its compo-
nents are most relevant in service relationships. However,
our depth-interview findings suggest that two components
of rapport, enjoyable interaction and personal connection,
are perceived by both customers and employees as being

Gremler, Gwinner / CUSTOMER-EMPLOYEE RAPPORT 97

TABLE 4
Structural Model Results

Overall Model Fit

Structural Model Statistic Bank Sample Dental Sample

χ2 3996.6 1407.7
df 223 223
CFI .882 .880
TLI .866 .863

Standardized Path Estimates and t Values

Bank Sample Dental Sample

Standardized Standardized
Path Path Estimate t-Value Path Estimate t-Value

Enjoyable interaction → satisfaction .284 5.37 .541 6.04
Enjoyable interaction → loyalty intent .262 4.69 .489 5.33
Enjoyable interaction → word-of-mouth communication .172 3.24 .356 3.89
Personal connection → satisfaction .127 2.37 –.123 –1.37 (ns)
Personal connection → loyalty intent .105 1.87 –.131 –1.42 (ns)
Personal connection → word-of-mouth communication .301 5.57 .214 2.32

Variance Explained for Endogenous Variables

Bank Sample Dental Sample

R2—Satisfaction .157 .199
R2—Loyalty intent .125 .152
R2—Word-of-mouth communication .206 .297

NOTE: The χ2 statistics are significant at the .01 level. CFI = Bentler’s (1990) Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis ρ (Tucker and Lewis 1973). Ex-
cept where noted by ns (nonsignificant), t-values with an absolute value of 1.65 or greater are significant at the .05 level, and t-values of 1.96 or greater are
significant at the .01 level.



important in the development of relationships in service
contexts.

Second, our analysis of the survey data from two differ-
ent contexts finds empirical support for the two dimen-
sions of rapport identified in the depth interviews. Our
measure of the enjoyable interaction dimension of rapport
captures evaluative elements of the interaction by focusing
on an assessment of the enjoyment perceived in the en-
counter. The other dimension of rapport included in this
study, personal connection, captures a sense of a bond
forming between the employee and the customer. Al-
though the reliability and validity of any measure cannot
be unequivocally established in a single study, we believe
our research represents a significant step in creating a mea-
sure of important rapport dimensions suitable for use in
marketing contexts.

Third, our results in the bank context indicate that both
rapport components are significantly related to customer
satisfaction, customer loyalty intent, and the likelihood of
positive customer communication about the firm. In the
dental context, the enjoyable interaction component is sig-
nificantly related to all three outcome variables, and the
personal connection component is significantly related to
word-of-mouth communication. Across both contexts, the
percentage of variance explained for each of these con-
structs is higher than one might expect (all but one had R2

values greater than .15). This certainly suggests that cus-
tomer-employee rapport should merit additional attention
by both researchers and practitioners.

In contrast to the results from analysis of the bank data
and our predictions, the paths between personal connec-
tion and both satisfaction and loyalty intent were
nonsignificant in the dental sample. One interpretation is
that, at least in this context, there is no relationship be-
tween a customer connecting with a service employee and
his or her satisfaction with the service and intention to re-
main loyal to that provider. These results were not what we
expected; in fact, we would have predicted that, if any-
thing, the relationship between personal connection and
these two constructs might have been stronger in the dental
context where, it would seem, a personal connection could
be easier to establish. Alternatively, perhaps the relative
infrequency of service encounters in the dental context
plays an influential role. In particular, unless there are ex-
ceptional service needs, the average dental patient is not
likely to visit the dentist more than two or three times a
year. Perhaps a personal connection between the customer
and an employee is not present, or differs in degree, in
comparison to services like banking that typically involve
more frequent contact. In any case, the conflicting results
between the two contexts suggest the need for additional
research in this area. For example, future research could
further explore the personal connection dimension of rap-
port to determine if its influence varies significantly across
service contexts.

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Rapport at Various Stages
of a Business Relationship

The current study did not delineate between long- and
short-term customer-employee relationships; however,
this may be an interesting area for further investigation.
More specifically, future studies could examine whether
the two dimensions of rapport are more salient at various
stages of the relationship. For example, we might expect to
see the enjoyable interaction dimension of rapport domi-
nate in an initial service encounter, whereas the personal
connection dimension may require a more extensive inter-
action (or series of interactions) in order to develop. In-
deed, Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal (1990) argue that,
over time, positivity drops in relative importance com-
pared to other aspects of rapport. As such, it may be in-
sightful to measure rapport at various stages of the
customer-employee relationship. Such research could
help determine (a) if the two dimensions—enjoyable in-
teraction and personal connection—vary in their contribu-
tion to rapport at various stages of the relationship and (b)
whether rapport building would benefit from longer or
more frequent service encounters.
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FIGURE 2
Summary of Structural Model Results

NOTE: All estimates are standardized. Path coefficients are included
from each of the two samples, with the bank sample coefficient before the
slash and the dental sample coefficient after the slash.



Rapport in Various Service Settings

Our understanding of rapport leads us to believe that it
has the potential to be influential in a variety of service in-
teractions. It would appear to be particularly influential in
situations where the customer has repeated interactions
with the same person (called service relationships by
Gutek et al. 1999). In those service exchanges where re-
peated contact with the same employee can occur (e.g.,
with physicians, investment counselors, or travel agents),
the presence of rapport between the customer and the pro-
vider would be expected to help cultivate the service rela-
tionship. However, we also suggest that rapport may be
established in a single service encounter between a cus-
tomer and an employee who previously have never inter-
acted. Even in these situations (e.g., amusement park, bus
terminal ticket office, guided museum tour), we believe
rapport between the customer and the employee may influ-
ence the customer’s overall satisfaction with the service
experience. One area for future research would be to ex-
plore the relationship between rapport and the length of the
encounter. For example, are extended service encounters
(Price, Arnould, and Tierney 1995) more appropriate for
development of rapport? Is there a minimum amount of in-
teraction time needed in the encounter before rapport de-
velops to the point that it has a measurable influence on the
service experience?

Even within the same service, there can be various lev-
els of interactions and opportunities for cultivating rapport
between customers and employees. To illustrate, on an air-
line flight a stewardess serving 12 first-class passengers is
provided with many more opportunities to interact with
those customers than are two other stewardesses on the
same flight who may be serving 80 coach customers. Simi-
larly, a personal banker may have more occasions to inter-
act with a client for an extended period of time than does a
bank teller who may be concerned about quickly wrapping
up a transaction so that he or she can serve the next person
in line. Indeed, in settings like these, management may
want to limit the degree to which rapport is cultivated in or-
der to focus on other aspects of service delivery (such as
speed and efficiency). Another consideration for service
firms is the potential consequence of developing rapport
with some customers, and not others, in situations where
multiple customers are present. Indeed, one reason to ne-
glect rapport would be if there is the potential for jealousy
or resentment to develop when a customer observes that
rapport exists between the provider and another customer.
If the provider has not yet developed rapport with the first
customer, that individual may feel alienated or not well
treated. Thus, one area for future research would be to in-
vestigate the consequences of neglecting rapport in service
companies. In particular, is there a dark side to rapport?

Are there situations in which the firm would be better off
neglecting, or even discouraging, the cultivation of rapport
between employees and customers?

Facilitating Rapport in Service Exchanges

The study of interpersonal service relationships in gen-
eral, and rapport specifically, would benefit from a better
understanding of the factors that promote the development
of interpersonal elements in a service encounter. That is,
what environmental or contextual factors contribute to the
development of rapport in a service setting? What specific
actions can employees take to encourage rapport develop-
ment in their customer interactions? An analysis of the
studies reported in Table 1 suggests that employee rap-
port-building strategies can be grouped into four types: (a)
customer imitation, (b) employee courteousness, (c) atten-
tive interaction, and (d) finding common ground. An im-
portant contribution to our understanding of these
strategies could be made by exploring under what circum-
stances each strategy is most effective at building rapport.
For example, does context, servicescape, or similarity of
gender have an impact on the development of rapport, and
more specifically, does it moderate the effectiveness of the
type of rapport-building strategy being used? Perhaps ex-
isting service typologies (e.g., Bowen 1990; Lovelock
1983) could be expanded to gain insight into when rapport
will have the biggest impact on outcomes favorable to the
firm.

Investigating Rapport From
a Dyadic Perspective

The results of this study should be evaluated with the
understanding that we focused exclusively on the cus-
tomer’s perception of rapport in a relationship with a ser-
vice provider employee. However, we acknowledge that
rapport exists only in an interaction between individuals
(Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal 1990). Indeed, Bernieri
et al. (1996) argue that rapport is unique in that the con-
struct “does not reside within a single individual” (p. 114).
Although we believe that the customer’s perspective is of
primary importance, we recognize the limitation of look-
ing at only one side of a dyadic construct. We are not alone
in this regard; in our review of the rapport literature, we
found only two studies—Bernieri et al. (1996) and
Efstation, Patton, and Kardash (1990)—that examine rap-
port from both perspectives of the dyad. Rapport may need
to be measured from both halves of the dyad to assess more
accurately the amount of rapport in a relationship. Simi-
larly, looking at both perspectives may allow for a compar-
ison of what each party believes are the best rapport-
building strategies.
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Rapport Without a Personal Connection

We believe that rapport can be an important element in
customer-employee interactions even when customers do
not desire a personal connection with service providers.
Goodwin (1996) suggests that, for some types of services,
customers prefer not to engage in exchanges with rela-
tional consequences. In fact, some customers may per-
ceive customer-provider relationship building as intrusive
(Adelman, Ahuvia, and Goodwin 1994); Gutek et al.
(1999) refer to those who tend to avoid service relation-
ships as encounter people. However, we believe that in
most exchanges customers still desire an enjoyable inter-
action with the service employee. For example, it is un-
likely that many fast-food-restaurant customers desire
relational exchanges in their dealings with front-counter
employees. Simply put, the time commitment required in
relationship building is inconsistent with most consumers’
goals for this type of service setting—a quickly served
meal. And, due to employee turnover and varying work
schedules, a customer may encounter a different employee
each time he or she visits the restaurant, making the forma-
tion of relationships more difficult. However, the enjoy-
able interaction dimension of rapport can be achieved by
(a) relating to the customer’s needs, (b) caring about the
customer’s service outcome, and/or (c) using humor to
place the customer at ease, without any appreciable
lengthening of the transaction and without the need for
multiple interactions with the same employee. This dis-
cussion suggests two research questions: Do consumers
classify an enjoyable interaction without a personal con-
nection as rapport? Does rapport still have a significant im-
pact on the customer’s experience if the personal
connection element is not present?

Rapport in Various Cultures

One limitation of this study is that it includes only U.S.
respondents. It is quite possible that rapport manifests it-
self differently and to various degrees in other cultures. For
example, Winsted (1997) found significant cross-cultural
differences in the role of conversation in the service en-
counter. In particular, Winsted determined that various
employee behaviors that predict satisfaction in the United
States are not nearly as helpful in explaining satisfaction in
Japan. Similarly, Gwinner, Gremler, and Bitner (1998)
speculate that relational benefits received in the cus-
tomer–service provider relationship differ significantly
across cultures. Our own personal experiences in traveling
suggest that rapport between service employees and cus-
tomers may be more prevalent in some countries (e.g., the
Netherlands, Italy, and Kenya) than in others, particularly
those not as inclined to engage in extensive personal inter-

action in the service encounter (e.g., Germany, Switzer-
land, and Japan). Further exploration of the role that rap-
port can or should play in the service delivery process in
various cultures is needed.

Rapport Between Customers

For many services, particularly those requiring custom-
ers to interact with other customers, the rapport estab-
lished between customers may positively influence the
overall service experience. Grove and Fisk (1997) found
that satisfaction in the service encounter often results from
“a warm feeling” created in situations in which other cus-
tomers were hospitable or amiable. Although hard to
quantify, positive social interactions with other customers
can add value to one’s overall service experience. For ex-
ample, customers may form friendships with others, help
other customers to understand the rules of conduct, en-
courage each other during the service delivery process,
serve as mentors to other less experienced customers, en-
hance the experience by creating excitement, or stimulate
audience participation (Grove and Fisk 1997; Lovelock
1996; Zeithaml and Bitner 1996). Indeed, other customers
may have a more profound impact than service personnel
on a customer’s perception of the organization’s service
quality (Adelman, Ahuvia, and Goodwin 1994; Lehtinen
and Lehtinen 1991).

However, other customers can also negatively affect the
service experience. Research has shown that other cus-
tomers may trigger a dissatisfactory service encounter
(Bitner, Booms, and Tetreault 1990). For example, other
customers may participate in disruptive behavior that in-
fluences a customer’s perceptions of the service provider
(Grove and Fisk 1997). In such situations, the lack of rap-
port between customers may contribute to the negative in-
fluence other customers can have on one’s experience.
Future research should explore strategies that firms might
use to create a sense of rapport between customers. If rap-
port can be established or encouraged between customers
in a service environment, we believe that the likelihood of
other customers having a positive influence on one’s ser-
vice experience would increase and, similarly, that the
likelihood of other customers having a negative influence
on one’s experience would decrease.

Rapport Implications for
Technology-Driven Services

This study examined rapport in two service contexts
with a high level of interpersonal contact. However, as
more services are delivered via technology, thereby ex-
cluding human interaction, the threat to interpersonal rap-
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port (as conceived in this study) is severe. Self-service
technologies such as pay-at-the-pump gasoline, in-room
hotel checkout, and home banking eliminate opportunities
for customer-employee interactions and, thus, rapport
building (Meuter and Bitner 1998). When considering the
two rapport dimensions we examined, it would appear to
be difficult for customers to have an enjoyable interaction
with a service employee or feel there is a personal connec-
tion when there are no employees involved in the encoun-
ter. Perhaps in services delivered through technology, we
must relax the notion of rapport being between humans.
That is, might it be possible to have rapport between a cus-
tomer and some technology interface (e.g., computer
screen, touch-sensitive menu, keypad)? Indeed, in a recent
study, Crook and Booth (1997) found rapport can be built
in a non-face-to-face context: electronic mail.

Although service technology is growing at a rapid pace,
these advancements are not always universally embraced.
Dabholkar (1994) contends that the degree to which cus-
tomers prefer a technological interface over a person-to-
person encounter will depend on their technological self-
efficacy and their need for human interaction. This implies
that, although some customers will embrace technological
advancements in service delivery, others may prefer more
traditional face-to-face encounters. As such, although the
nature of rapport may evolve to new forms to include tech-
nology-driven service delivery, the traditional notion of a
connected, enjoyable interaction between people will con-
tinue to be important in some consumer segments.

CONCLUSION

The idea of the importance of developing strong inter-
personal relationships between service employees and
customers has been growing in the marketing literature.
However, this guidance may be too broad to provide ser-
vice managers with practical advice for managing service
encounters. The study reported here examines two dimen-
sions of rapport as a specific element of the customer-em-
ployee relationship. The results provide support for the
benefits that may accrue to firms when their employees
cultivate rapport with customers in service encounters.

NOTES

1. The customer respondents were 10 men and 11 women with a wide
range of ages (29 to 78) from a variety of occupations (e.g., nurse, soft-
ware engineer, salesman, homemaker) who purchase and use a variety of
services. Additionally, 20 service employees were interviewed, includ-
ing 10 male and 10 female employees with a wide range of ages (25 to
68), occupations (e.g., banking, medical services, automobile repair),
and authority within their organizations (e.g., frontline employee, assis-

tant manager, company vice president). Employee respondents were se-
lected from service providers in the same metropolitan area as the cus-
tomer sample and included services frequently discussed by the customer
respondents.

2. TLI refers to the Tucker-Lewis ρ (Tucker and Lewis 1973). CFI re-
fers to the Comparative Fit Index of Bentler (1990). The χ2 statistics are
significant at the .01 level.

REFERENCES

Aburatani, Jun (1990), “Psychological Analysis of Ordinary People and
the Structure of Interviews,” Journal of Advertising Research, 30
(April/May), 47-52.

Adelman, Mara B., Aaron Ahuvia, and Cathy Goodwin (1994), “Beyond
Smiling: Social Support and Service Quality,” in Service Quality:
New Directions in Theory and Practice, R. T. Rust and R. L. Oliver,
eds. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 139-71.

Anderson, James C. and David W. Gerbing (1988), “Structural Equation
Modeling in Practice: A Review and Recommended Two-Step Ap-
proach,” Psychological Bulletin, 103 (May), 347-62.

Anderson, Robert P. and Gordon V. Anderson (1962), “Development of
an Instrument for Measuring Rapport,” Personnel and Guidance
Journal, 41 (September), 18-24.

Ashforth, Blake E. and Ronald H. Humphrey (1993), “Emotional Labor
in Service Roles: The Influence of Identity,” Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 18 (January), 88-115.

 and Glen E. Kreiner (1999), “How Can You Do It? Dirty Work
and the Challenge of Constructing a Positive Identity,” Academy of
Management Review, 24 (July), 413-34.

Babbie, Earl R. (1989), The Practice of Social Research. Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth.

Bagozzi, Richard P. and Youjae Yi (1988), “On the Evaluation of Struc-
tural Equation Models,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Sci-
ence, 16 (Spring), 74-94.

Barnes, James G. (1994), “The Issue of Establishing Relationships with
Customers in Service Companies: When Are Relationships Feasible
and What Form Should They Take?” working paper, Memorial Uni-
versity of Newfoundland.

 (1997), “Closeness, Strength, and Satisfaction: Examining the
Nature of Relationships between Providers of Financial Services and
Their Retail Customers,” Psychology and Marketing, 14 (Decem-
ber), 765-90.

Bateson, John E. G. (1985), “Perceived Control in the Service Encoun-
ter,” in The Service Encounter: Managing Employee/Customer In-
teraction in Service Businesses, J. A. Czepiel, M. R. Solomon, and
C. F. Surprenant, eds. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 3-16.

Beatty, Sharon E., Morris Mayer, James E. Coleman, Kristy Ellis Reynolds,
and Jungki Lee (1996), “Customer-Sales Associate Retail Relation-
ships,” Journal of Retailing, 72 (Fall), 223-47.

Belk, Russell W., John F. Sherry, Jr., and Melanie Wallendorf (1988), “A
Naturalistic Inquiry into Buyer and Seller Behavior at a Swap Meet,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 14 (March), 449-70.

Bentler, Peter M. (1990), “Comparative Fit Indexes in Structural
Models,” Psychological Bulletin, 107 (March), 238-46.

Berg, Bruce L. (1989), Qualitative Research Methods for the Social Sci-
ences. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Bernieri, Frank J. (1988), “Coordinated Movement and Rapport in
Teacher-Student Interactions,” Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 12
(Summer), 120-38.

, Janet M. Davis, Robert Rosenthal, and C. Raymond Knee
(1994), “Interactional Synchrony and Rapport: Measuring Syn-
chrony in Displays Devoid of Sound and Facial Affect,” Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20 (June), 303-11.

Gremler, Gwinner / CUSTOMER-EMPLOYEE RAPPORT 101



, John S. Gillis, Janet M. Davis, and Jon E. Grahe (1996), “Dyad
Rapport and the Accuracy of Its Judgment across Situations: A Lens
Model Analysis,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71
(1), 110-29.

Berry, Leonard L. (1995), “Relationship Marketing of Services: Growing
Interest, Emerging Perspectives,” Journal of the Academy of Mar-
keting Science, 23 (Fall), 236-45.

Bitner, Mary Jo, Bernard H. Booms, and Mary Stanfield Tetreault (1990),
“The Service Encounter: Diagnosing Favorable and Unfavorable In-
cidents,” Journal of Marketing, 54 (January), 71-84.

 and Amy R. Hubbert (1994), “Encounter Satisfaction vs. Overall
Service Satisfaction vs. Service Quality: The Customer’s Voice,” in
Service Quality: New Directions in Theory and Practice, R. T. Rust
and R. L. Oliver, eds. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 72-94.

Boshoff, Christo (1999), “RECOVSAT: An Instrument to Measure Satis-
faction with Transaction Specific Recovery,” Journal of Service Re-
search, 1 (February), 236-49.

Bowen, David E. (1986), “Managing Customers as Human Resources in
Service Organizations,” Human Resource Management, 25 (Fall),
371-83.

Bowen, John (1990), “Development of a Taxonomy of Services to Gain
Strategic Marketing Insights,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 18 (Winter), 43-49.

Brooks, Michael (1989), Instant Rapport. New York: Warner Books.
Busch, Paul S. and David T. Wilson (1976), “An Experimental Analysis

of a Salesman’s Expert and Referent Bases of Social Power in the
Buyer-Seller Dyad,” Journal of Marketing Research, 13 (February),
3-11.

Carey, John C., Dinah L. Hamilton, and Garth Shanklin (1986), “Devel-
opment of an Instrument to Measure Rapport between College
Roommates,” Journal of College Student Personnel, 27 (May),
269-73.

, D’Lisa A. Stanley, and Julian Biggers (1988), “Peak Alert Time
and Rapport between Residence Hall Roommates,” Journal of Col-
lege Student Development, 29 (May), 239-43.

, , Charles J. Werring, and Douglas W. Yarbrough (1988),
“Development of a Short Form of the Roommate Rapport Scale,”
Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 20
(January), 175-80.

Charny, E. Joseph (1966), “Psychosomatic Manifestations of Rapport in
Psychotherapy,” Psychosomatic Medicine, 28 (July-August),
305-15.

Christopher, Martin, Adrian Payne, and David Ballantyne (1991), Rela-
tionship Marketing: Bringing Quality, Customer Service, and Mar-
keting Together. Oxford, UK: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Churchill, Gilbert A., Jr. (1979), “A Paradigm for Developing Better
Measures of Marketing Constructs,” Journal of Marketing Research,
16 (February), 64-73.

Cronin, J. Joseph, Jr. and Steven A. Taylor (1992), “Measuring Service
Quality: A Reexamination and Extension,” Journal of Marketing, 56
(July), 55-68.

Crook, Connie W. and Rosemary Booth (1997), “Building Rapport in
Electronic Mail Using Accommodation Theory,” S.A.M. Advanced
Management Journal, 62 (Winter), 4-13.

Crosby, Lawrence A., Kenneth R. Evans, and Deborah Cowles (1990),
“Relationship Quality in Services Selling: An Interpersonal Influ-
ence Perspective,” Journal of Marketing, 54 (July), 68-81.

Czepiel, John A. (1990), “Managing Relationships with Customers: A
Differentiation Philosophy of Marketing,” in Service Management
Effectiveness, D. E. Bowen, R. B. Chase, and T. G. Cummings, eds.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 299-323.

, Michael R. Solomon, and Carol F. Surprenant (1985), The Ser-
vice Encounter: Managing Employee/Customer Interaction in Ser-
vice Businesses. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Dabholkar, Pratibha A. (1994), “Technology-Based Service Delivery: A
Classification Scheme for Developing Marketing Strategies,” in Ad-
vances in Services Marketing and Management, Vol. 3, T. A. Swartz,
D. E. Bowen, and S. W. Brown, eds. Greenwich, CT: JAI, 241-71.

Dell, Sherry A. (1991), “Relational Communication and Organizational
Customer Loyalty (Customer Loyalty),” doctoral dissertation, Uni-
versity of Denver.

DeVellis, Robert F. (1991), Scale Development: Theory and Applica-
tions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Dixson, Marcia and Steve W. Duck (1993), Understanding Relationship
Processes: Uncovering the Human Search for Meaning. Newbury
Park, CA: Sage, 175-206.

Dougherty, Thomas W., Daniel B. Turban, and John C. Callendar (1994),
“Confirming First Impressions in the Employment Interview: A Field
Study of Interviewer Behavior,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 79
(October), 659-65.

Duck, Steve (1994), Meaningful Relationships: Talking, Sense, and Re-
lating. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Edvardsson, Bo, Betril Thomasson, and John Øvretveit (1994), Quality
of Service: Making It Really Work. Berkshire, UK: McGraw-Hill.

Efstation, James F., Michael J. Patton, and CarolAnne M. Kardash
(1990), “Measuring the Working Alliance in Counselor Supervi-
sion,” Journal of Counseling Psychology, 37 (July), 322-29.

Ennew, Christine T. and Martin R. Binks (1999), “Impact of Participative
Relationships on Quality, Satisfaction, and Retention: An Explor-
atory Study,” Journal of Business Research, 46 (October), 121-32.

Felson, Richard B. (1992), “Coming to See Ourselves: Social Sources of
Self-Appraisals,” in Advances in Group Processes, E. J. Lawler,
B. Markovsky, C. Ridgeway, et al., eds. Greenwich, CT: JAI,
185-205.

File, Karen Maru and Russ Alan Prince (1993), “Evaluating the Effec-
tiveness of Interactive Marketing,” Journal of Services Marketing, 7
(3), 49-58.

Ford, Wendy S. Zabava and Christina Nation Etienne (1994), “Can I Help
You? A Framework for the Interdisciplinary Research on Customer
Service Encounters,” Management Communication Quarterly, 7
(May), 413-41.

Fornell, Claes and David F. Larcker (1981), “Evaluating Structural Equa-
tion Models with Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (February), 39-50.

Gfeller, Jeffrey D., Steven Jay Lynn, and W. Eric Pribble (1987), “En-
hancing Hypnotic Susceptibility: Interpersonal and Rapport Fac-
tors,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52 (March),
586-95.

Gillis, John S., Frank J. Bernieri, and Eric Wooten (1995), “The Effects of
Stimulus Medium and Feedback on the Judgment of Rapport,” Orga-
nizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 63 (July),
33-46.

Goodwin, Cathy (1996), “Communality as a Dimension of Service Rela-
tionships,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 5 (4), 387-415.

 and Dwayne D. Gremler (1996), “Friendship Over the Counter:
How Social Aspects of Service Encounters Influence Consumer Ser-
vice Loyalty,” in Advances in Services Marketing and Management,
Vol. 5, T. A. Swartz, D. E. Bowen, and S. W. Brown, eds. Greenwich,
CT: JAI, 247-82.

Goudy, Willis J. and Harry R. Potter (1976), “Interview Rapport: Demise
of a Concept,” Public Opinion Quarterly, 39 (Winter), 529-43.

Gremler, Dwayne D. and Stephen W. Brown (1998), “Service Loyalty:
Antecedents, Components, and Outcomes,” in 1998 AMA Winter Ed-
ucators’Conference: Marketing Theory and Applications, D. Grewal and
C. Pechmann, eds. Chicago: American Marketing Association, 165-66.

Grönroos, Christian (1982), “An Applied Service Marketing Theory,”
European Journal of Marketing, 16 (February), 30-41.

Grove, Stephen J. and Raymond P. Fisk (1997), “The Impact of Other
Customers on Service Experiences: A Critical Incident Examination
of ‘Getting Along,’ ” Journal of Retailing, 73 (Spring), 63-85.

Gummesson, Evert (1987), “The New Marketing: Developing
Long-term Interactive Relationships,” Long Range Planning, 20
(August), 10-20.

 (1994), “Relationships Marketing: Its Role in the Market Econ-
omy,” in The Conference on Understanding Service Management:
Integrating Marketing, Organizational Behavior, and Human Re-

102 JOURNAL OF SERVICE RESEARCH / August 2000



source Management, W. Glynn and J. Barnes, eds. Dublin, Ireland:
University College–Dublin.

Gupta, M. (1983), “A Basis for Friendly Dyadic Interpersonal Relation-
ships,” Small Group Behavior, 14 (1), 15-33.

Gutek, Barbara A., Anita D. Bhappu, Matthew A. Liao-Troth, and
Bennett Cherry (1999), “Distinguishing Between Service Relation-
ships and Encounters,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 84 (2),
218-33.

Gwinner, Kevin, Dwayne D. Gremler, and Mary Jo Bitner (1998), “Rela-
tional Benefits in Services Industries: The Customer’s Perspective,”
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 26 (Spring), 101-14.

Harrigan, Jinni A. and Robert Rosenthal (1983), “Physicians’ Head and
Body Positions as Determinants of Perceived Rapport,” Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 13 (November-December), 496-509.

Jain, Arun K., Christian Pinson, and Naresh K. Malhotra (1987), “Cus-
tomer Loyalty as a Construct in the Marketing of Banking Services,”
International Journal of Bank Marketing, 5 (3), 49-72.

Jorgensen, Danny L. (1989), Participant Observation: A Methodology
for Human Studies. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Ketrow, Sandra M. (1991), “Nonverbal Communication and Client Satis-
faction in Computer-Assisted Transactions,” Management Commu-
nication Quarterly, 5 (November), 192-219.

Kritzer, Rachel (1990), “Rapport in Therapist-Client Interactions: An
Ecological Analysis of the Effects of Nonverbal Sensitivity and
Interactional Synchrony,” doctoral dissertation, Hofstra University.

LaBahn, Douglas W. (1996), “Advertiser Perceptions of Fair Compensa-
tion, Confidentiality, and Rapport,” Journal of Advertising Research,
36 (March/April), 28-38.

LaFrance, Marianne (1979), “Nonverbal Synchrony and Rapport: Analy-
sis by the Cross-Lag Panel Technique,” Social Psychology Quarterly,
42 (March), 66-70.

 and Maida Broadbent (1976), “Group Rapport: Posture Sharing
as a Nonverbal Indicator,” Group and Organizational Studies, 1 (Sep-
tember), 328-33.

Lehtinen, Uolevi and Jarmo R. Lehtinen (1991), “Two Approaches to
Service Quality,” Services Industries Journal, 11 (July), 287-303.

Liljander, Veronica and Tore Strandvik (1995), “The Nature of Customer
Relationships in Services,” in Advances in Services Marketing and
Management, Vol. 4, T. A. Swartz, D. E. Bowen, and S. W. Brown,
eds. Greenwich, CT: JAI, 141-68.

Lincoln, Yvonna S. and Egon G. Guba (1985), Naturalistic Inquiry.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, 187-220.

Lovelock, Christopher H. (1983), “Classifying Services to Gain Strategic
Marketing Insights,” Journal of Marketing, 47 (Summer), 9-20.

 (1996), Services Marketing. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

Marks, Ronald B. (1994), Personal Selling: An Interactive Approach.
Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 210-17.

Meuter, Matthew L. and Mary Jo Bitner (1998), “Self-Service Technol-
ogies: Extending Service Frameworks and Identifying Issues for Re-
search,” in 1998 AMA Winter Educators’ Conference: Marketing
Theory and Applications, D. Grewal and C. Pechmann, eds. Chicago:
American Marketing Association, 12-19.

Moine, Donald J. (1982), “To Trust, Perchance to Buy,” Psychology To-
day, 18 (August), 51-54.

Nancarrow, Clive and Sally Penn (1998), “Rapport in Telemarketing:
Mirror, Mirror on the Call?” Marketing Intelligence and Planning, 16
(1), 12-20.

Nickels, William G., Robert F. Everett, and Ronald Klein (1983), “Rap-
port Building for Salespeople: A Neuro-Linguistic Approach,” Jour-
nal of Personal Selling and Sales Management, 3 (November), 1-7.

Nunnally, Jum C. (1978), Psychometric Theory. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Oliver, Richard L. (1980), “A Cognitive Model of the Antecedents and
Consequences of Satisfaction Decisions,” Journal of Marketing Re-
search, 17 (November), 460-69.

Parasuraman, A., Valarie A. Zeithaml, and Leonard L. Berry (1985), “A
Conceptual Model of Service Quality and Its Implications for Future
Research,” Journal of Marketing, 49 (Fall), 41-50.

, , and  (1994), “Reassessment of Expectations as
a Comparison Standard in Measuring Service Quality: Implications
for Further Research,” Journal of Marketing, 58 (January), 111-24.

Perkins, David, Terry A. Schenk, Lynn Stephan, Shelley Vrungos, and
Shelli Wynants (1995), “Effects of Rapport, Intellectual Excitement,
and Learning on Students’Perceived Ratings of College Instructors,”
Psychological Reports, 76, 627-35.

Peter, J. Paul (1981), “Construct Validity: A Review of Basic Issues and
Marketing Practices,” Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (May),
133-45.

Peterson, Robert A. (1995), “Relationship Marketing and the Con-
sumer,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23 (Fall),
278-81.

Price, Linda L. and Eric J. Arnould (1999), “Commercial Friendships:
Service Provider-Client Relationships in Context,” Journal of Mar-
keting, 63 (October), 38-56.

, , and Patrick Tierney (1995), “Going to Extremes: Man-
aging Service Encounters and Assessing Provider Performance,”
Journal of Marketing, 59 (April), 83-97.

Reynolds, Kristy E. and Sharon E. Beatty (1999), “Customer Benefits
and Company Consequences of Customer-Salesperson Relation-
ships in Retailing,” Journal of Retailing, 75 (Spring), 11-32.

Riordan, Edward A., Richard L. Oliver, and James H. Donnelly, Jr.
(1977), “The Unsold Prospect: Dyadic and Attitudinal Determi-
nants,” Journal of Marketing Research, 14 (November), 530-37.

Saidia, Debie D. (1990), “Roommates’ Cognitive Development, Inter-
personal Understanding, and Relationship Rapport,” Journal of Col-
lege Student Development, 31 (July), 300-306.

Schouten, John W. (1991), “Selves in Transition: Symbolic Consump-
tion in Personal Rites of Passage and Identity Reconstruction,” Jour-
nal of Consumer Research, 17 (March), 412-25.

Shapiro, Steve (1989), “Building Proper Rapport Enhances Guest Rela-
tions,” Restaurants and Institutions, 99 (August 7), 22.

Sheaves, Daphne E. and James G. Barnes (1996), “The Fundamentals of
Relationships: An Exploration of the Concept to Guide Marketing
Implementation,” in Advances in Services Marketing and Manage-
ment, Vol. 5, T. A. Swartz, D. E. Bowen, and S. W. Brown, eds.
Greenwich, CT: JAI, 215-45.

Sheehan, Peter W. (1980), “Factors Influencing Rapport in Hypnosis,”
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 89 (April), 263-81.

Sheth, Jagdish N. and Atul Parvatiyar (1995), “Relationship Marketing
in Consumer Markets: Antecedents and Consequences,” Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 23 (Fall), 255-71.

Siehl, Caren, David E. Bowen, and Christine M. Pearson (1992), “Ser-
vice Encounters as Rites of Integration: An Information Processing
Model,” Organizational Science, 3 (November), 537-55.

Solomon, Michael R., Carol F. Surprenant, John A. Czepiel, and Evelyn G.
Gutman (1985), “A Role Theory Perspective on Dyadic Interactions:
The Service Encounter,” Journal of Marketing, 49 (Winter), 99-111.

Spiro, Rosann L., William D. Perreault, and Fred D. Reynolds (1977),
“The Personal Selling Process: A Critical Review and Model,” Indus-
trial Marketing Management, 5 (December), 351-64.

Stern, Barbara B., Craig J. Thompson, and Eric J. Arnould (1998), “Nar-
rative Analysis of a Marketing Relationship: The Customer’s Per-
spective,” Psychology and Marketing, 15 (3), 195-214.

Surprenant, Carol F. and Michael R. Solomon (1987), “Predictability and
Personalization in the Service Encounter,” Journal of Marketing, 51
(April), 86-96.

Tickle-Degnen, Linda and Robert Rosenthal (1987), “Group Rapport
and Nonverbal Behavior,” in Group Processes and Intergroup Rela-
tions: Review of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 9, C.
Hendrick, ed. Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 113-36.

Gremler, Gwinner / CUSTOMER-EMPLOYEE RAPPORT 103



 and  (1990), “The Nature of Rapport and Its Nonverbal
Correlates,” Psychological Inquiry, 1 (4), 285-93.

Tucker, Ledyard R. and Charles Lewis (1973), “A Reliability Coefficient
for Maximum Likelihood Factor Analysis,” Psychometrika, 38
(March), 1-10.

Weigert, Andrew J., J. Smith Tietge, and Dennis W. Tietge (1986), Soci-
ety and Identity. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Weitz, Barton A. (1981), “Effectiveness in Sales Interactions: A Contin-
gency Framework,” Journal of Marketing, 45 (Winter), 85-103.

, Stephen B. Castleberry, and John F. Tanner (1992), Selling:
Building Partnerships. Homewood, IL: Richard D. Irwin.

Winsted, Kathryn Frazer (1997), “The Service Experience in Two Cul-
tures: A Behavioral Perspective,” Journal of Retailing, 73 (Fall),
337-60.

Woodside, Arch G. and J. William Davenport, Jr. (1974), “The Effect of
Salesman Similarity and Expertise on Consumer Purchasing Behav-
ior,” Journal of Marketing Research, 11 (May), 198-202.

Zeithaml, Valarie A., Leonard L. Berry, and A. Parasuraman (1996),
“The Behavioral Consequences of Service Quality,” Journal of Mar-
keting, 60 (April), 31-46.

 and Mary Jo Bitner (1996), Services Marketing. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Dwayne D. Gremler is an associate professor of marketing at
Bowling Green State University. He previously worked in the
computer industry for 10 years as a software engineer and project
manager. His current research interests are in services marketing,
particularly in issues related to customer loyalty and retention,
relationship marketing, self-service technology, and
word-of-mouth communication. His work has been published in
the Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, the Interna-
tional Journal of Service Industry Management, the Journal of
Professional Services Marketing, Advances in Services Marketing
and Management, and the Journal of Marketing Education.

Kevin P. Gwinner is an assistant professor of marketing at Kan-
sas State University. His research interests focus on understand-
ing and improving aspects of the employee-customer encounter,
customer complaint behavior, and corporate event sponsorship.
His work has been published in the Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, the Journal of Applied Psychology, the Jour-
nal of Advertising, International Marketing Review, and the In-
ternational Journal of Service Industry Management.

104 JOURNAL OF SERVICE RESEARCH / August 2000


