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ABSTRACT 

 

The marketing landscape has grown complex and fragmented due to the growth of digital 

touchpoints.  The proliferation evolves into siloed, depersonalized, and less effective 

touchpoints, causing discord and broken relationships that result in disengaged customers.  To 

address research and practice needs, we theorize, conceptualize, and empirically validate 

touchpoint orientation (TO), a multi-touchpoint approach to effectively position relevant and 

personalized touchpoints to establish strong firm–customer relationships.  This research offers a 

framework that leverages antecedents of TO proactiveness and TO technology to enhance 

desired outcomes of customer engagement, trust, loyalty, and customer satisfaction.  Study 1 

supplemented the TO theoretical perspective by gaining support from the practitioner’s 

perspective, achieved by using grounded theory and the semi-structured interviews of 21 

marketing and sales professionals, academicians, and customers.  Study 2 used 2x2x3, a 

scenario-based experiment in the context of firm–customer touchpoints, employing 636 

consumer participants.  It established empirical support for an interaction effect of TO 

proactiveness on the relationship between TO technology and outcome variables (customer 
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engagement, trust, loyalty, and customer satisfaction) such that the impact of artificial 

intelligence (AI)-enabled TO on outcome variables was stronger for reactive TO than proactive 

TO.  Our research offers a touchpoint positioning approach for practice and expands the 

customer engagement framework (Brodie, Hollebeek, Juric, & Ilic, 2011; Vivek, Beatty, & 

Morgan, 2012).  

Keywords: Touchpoint, Multi-touch, Touchpoint Orientation, Proactiveness, Technology, 

Artificial Intelligence, Customer Engagement, Consumer Journey, Trust, Satisfaction, Loyalty 
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Relative Effects of Touchpoint Orientation on Customer Engagement, Trust, and Loyalty: The 

Role of Proactiveness and Artificial Intelligence-Capabilities 

The marketing landscape has grown complex and fragmented due to the recent growth of 

the various touchpoints (i.e., episodes of direct or indirect contact between a firm and a 

customer; Baxendale, Macdonald, & Wilson, 2015) that are enabled by mobile, smart devices, 

video, social media, and the internet of things (IoT;  Leeflang, Verhoef, Dahlström, & Freundt, 

2014; E. M. Payne, Peltier, & Barger, 2017).  As a result, touchpoints are siloed and ineffective 

in building a strong firm–customer relationship. 

A customer, on average, is exposed to 5,000 touchpoints or interactions per day across 

multiple businesses (Alt, Müller, & Schmidt, 2012; Atamaniuk, 2020; Johnson, 2006) and over 

120 marketing channels (Smartinsights, 2017).  This hyper-cluttered ecosystem of touchpoints 

(Dan, 2016) generates noise that tires customers on top of growing privacy concerns (Consumer 

Reports, 2017).  The information overload through the oversaturation of ineffective touchpoints 

pushes the limited customer attention to the edge.  Since a human’s average attention span has 

already degraded to 8 seconds, it has become a challenge for the firms to effectively use 

touchpoints to hold customers’ attention spans and use touchpoints to keep in customer 

viewpoint (Murphy, 2019).  As a result, firms fail to stand out and thus may succumb to 

competition, losing disengaged and defected customers.  Firms need to rethink their customer 

engagement strategy by adopting effective and smart touchpoints to not only remain competitive 

but also stay at the top of the customer’s mind and attain business performance (Fisher, 2018b).  

Thus, it is imperative to build a deeper understanding of the touchpoints in terms of their 

constituent elements and how firms should design an effective touchpoint to engage customers 
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and drive long-term loyalty.  Henceforth, touchpoint effectiveness is the primary focus for this 

research. 

While the technology proliferation offers new channels and touchpoints to reach 

customers at scale and a lower cost, it develops siloed channels and touchpoints due to the risk of 

a disconnect between touchpoints, resulting in disconnected and less engaged customers.  

Customer engagement is built on effective touchpoints between a brand and a customer.  An 

effective touchpoint is not just a siloed email to connect with the customer.  It is an opportunity 

to develop an intimate relationship with the customer throughout the journey, on their preferred 

channel, using a personalized experience targeted to reduce customer churn, and enhance 

customer loyalty and lifetime value (Fisher, 2018b; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  Customer churn 

refers to the percentage of customers that stopped using a firm’s products or services (Keaveney 

& Parthasarathy, 2001).  

Siloed and less effective touchpoints are a field problem.  Salesforce (2018) reported that 

an average rate of siloed touchpoints and channels has jumped 8% in a year, weakening the 

brand–customer relationship and causing customer churn and dissatisfaction.  Industry-wide 

research conducted by marketing leaders such as Salesforce (2017) and Accenture (Wollan, 

Barton, Ishikawa, & Quiring, 2017) has found a 52% and 58% customer switchover due to 

ineffective touchpoints, respectively.  Furthermore, 73% of CEOs identified the critical role of 

effective touchpoints in reducing the customer churn and increasing customer engagement 

(Wollan et al., 2017).  Therefore, this research focuses on building an approach to designing 

effective touchpoints that enhance customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer 

satisfaction.  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 3  

 

The rest of the dissertation is structured as follows: first, we elaborate the research gap in 

existing relationship marketing frameworks, propose touchpoint orientation (TO) as an effective 

multi-touchpoint approach, and provide insights on the impact of artificial intelligence (AI) 

technology on touchpoint effectiveness, customer engagement, and firm–customer relationships.  

Second, we provide a theoretical perspective of TO approach, TO proactiveness, and TO 

technology based on the review of relationship marketing, market orientation, service marketing, 

the theory of motivation, and experiential marketing literature.  This builds the foundation for the 

TO approach and TO proactiveness concept using the theory of market orientation (Kohli & 

Jaworski, 1990).  Moreover, it offers a theoretical framework to develop TO proactiveness and 

TO technology concepts based on the combination of touchpoint elements extracted from the 

relationship, customer, interaction, and technology characteristics.  It expands the customer 

engagement framework using TO proactiveness and TO technology.  Thirds, we cover the 

practitioner's perspective on TO concepts, gained using a qualitative exploratory study of 

marketing and sales professionals and academicians, as well as customers.  Fourth, we use the 

scenario experiments for hypothesis testing of the effects of TO proactiveness and TO 

technology on the outcomes of customer engagement, trust, loyalty, and satisfaction in a 

business-to-customer retail context.  Last, we provide an overall discussion of the findings, 

business applications, limitations, and future research in the area. 

The Research Gap in Multi-Touchpoint Approach  

The marketing research has introduced frameworks such as omnichannel, integrated 

marketing communications (IMC), and multitouch attribution to address multi-channel 

complexity issues (Neslin & Shankar, 2009; E. M. Payne et al., 2017).  Adoption of omnichannel 

and IMC frameworks helps reduce the message duplication at some level and integrate channels.  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 4  

 

However, it doesn’t offer an efficient way for marketers to engage their customers dynamically 

across channels in real-time with personalized touchpoints (Z. W. Y. Lee, Chan, Chong, & 

Thadani, 2019).  Furthermore, the primary reason for omnichannel’s ineffectiveness is the 

mismatch between customer engagement strategy and evolving customers’ characteristics and 

needs, technology evolutions such as AI, and touchpoint characteristics (Baxendale et al., 2015; 

Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016). 

Similarly, the multitouch attribution technique (Fisher, 2018a) has been adopted by 

marketing professionals in a multi-touchpoint or multi-channel environment to implement 

customer engagement frameworks.  The multitouch attribution technique uses metrics such as 

the number of clicks or the number of visits to measure touchpoint performance.  However, it is 

limited to performance measurement.  It does not contribute to the touchpoint’s actual 

effectiveness since firm–customer touchpoints rely on multiple factors such as personalization, 

the unification of the message, the channel characteristics, and customer needs.  Hence, 

touchpoints remain failed in delivering the required personalized experience to the customer 

(Fisher, 2018b).  Since the current frameworks are less effective in addressing the disengagement 

and complexity problems at the channel level, we believe touchpoints can play a critical role in 

leading a firm–customer relationship that is built on personalized interactions.  We need a 

research framework that focuses on effective brand–customer touchpoints, reduces complexity, 

and maps touchpoints with customer characteristics.  Research has identified an effective 

touchpoint as a critical antecedent of customer engagement and a determinant of customer-

related psycho-social and financial outcomes.  Hence, it is imperative to look beyond 

omnichannel towards the touchpoint effectiveness and orientations (Hollebeek, Glynn, & Brodie, 

2014; Pansari & Kumar, 2017; E. M. Payne et al., 2017).  Addressing the effectiveness of 
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touchpoints helps resolve the customer churn issue that obstructs the orchestration of customer 

engagement throughout the customer journey (Dhebar, 2013; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  

Touchpoint Orientation as the Proposed Multi-Touchpoint Approach 

Our research introduces TO as a multi-touchpoint approach.  We define TO as an 

approach for a firm–customer touchpoint that is built by combining distinct touchpoint elements 

based on the relationship, interaction, customer, and technology characteristics (Stein & 

Ramaseshan, 2016).  It is customer-oriented and focused on satisfying the current or future 

customer needs to co-create value and build a long-term relationship. 

Touchpoints are made up of a combination of distinct elements (Stein & Ramaseshan, 

2016).  Therefore, the firm–customer relationship and customer experience should be 

orchestrated by a multi-touchpoint approach.  It helps firms effectively align touchpoints that are 

specific to customer needs, characteristics, personalization, relationship, journey, and 

technology.  We built this research upon the market orientation theory (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; 

Narver, Slater, & Tietje, 1998).  We believe that the touchpoints should be customer-oriented to 

effectively engage customers, gain value, and drive long-term loyalty (Blocker, Flint, Myers, & 

Slater, 2011; Jaworski, Kohli, & Sahay, 2000; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990).  Hence, it is crucial to 

study the TO approach to better understand and map touchpoint and customer characteristics 

based on customer and market orientation.  

Impact of Digitization and Digital Channels on Customer Behavior 

Brands in the age of digitization are facing the crisis of customer immediacy.  The crisis 

is significant in the case of Generation-Z (customers born after 1995) who anticipate highly 

interactive, real-time, and personalized brand touchpoints (Parise, Guinan, & Kafka, 2016).  

Generation-Z and Generation-Y customers (born between 1981 and 1994) spend the most time 
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on smartphones or interacting with AI-enabled virtual assistants and anticipate brands are readily 

available to connect.  They prefer highly proactive, personalized, and technology-enabled 

touchpoints on their preferred digital channels (Murphy, 2019).  Earlier generations, such as 

Boomers (born 1946–1960), Generation-X (born 1961–1980), and some Generation-Y 

customers, carry more privacy concerns.  They often prefer to be engaged using the personalized, 

discrete touchpoints that are reactive and the result of a response to their inquiry or requests 

(Blocker et al., 2011; Narver, Slater, & MacLachlan, 2004).  

Customer value realization and switching behavior are driven by their preferred 

relationship and interaction approach, which is based on their characteristics (generation, 

timeliness, personalization, and others).  A satisfied customer can also defect and switch over 

due to the lower customer value realization (Banwari, 2016; Banwari & Walfried, 1998).  

“Customer value is a customer's perceived preference for and the evaluation of those product 

attributes, and performances, and consequences arising from use that facilitate (or block) 

achieving the customer's goals and purposes in use situations" (Woodruff, 1997, p. 142). 

It is critical to study the firm–customer touchpoint approach to effectively position 

touchpoints that meet customer needs and map touchpoints with customer characteristics and 

interactions that need to be driven by the customer's preferred orientation.  Leading marketing 

researchers and academics have started prioritizing brand–customer relationships and touchpoint 

research.  Moreover, this prioritized research focus has been driven by the realization and 

reflection of the evolving marketing challenges due to the outgrowth of touchpoints, or the 

declining effectiveness of touchpoints that results in growing customer disengagement 

(American Marketing Association [AMA], 2018; Marketing Science Institute [MSI], 2018). 
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Artificial Intelligence Technology Impacts on Firm–Customer Relationship, Touchpoints, 

and Customer Engagement 

Brands use AI to develop AI-enabled touchpoints that offer predictive capabilities to 

anticipate customers' current or future needs to engage effectively.  The rapid growth of AI-

enabled touchpoints is expected to jump from hundreds of millions to billions by 2021 (Brill, 

2018).  Top technology leaders like Apple, Amazon, and Microsoft have already introduced their 

AI-enabled touchpoints (Siri, Alexa, and Cortana, respectively) and gained productivity growth 

and competitive advantage along with enhanced customer experience (Brill, 2018).  The AI-

enabled touchpoints adoption trend has started reaching other industries, such as retail and 

finance (Shankar, 2018).  

Customers today are more tech-savvy and would like to use smart touchpoints to engage 

with the brand, such as the use of smart retailing, virtual assistants, and chatbots (Priporas, 

Stylos, & Fotiadis, 2017).  Marketers are looking for ways to leverage AI predictive capabilities 

to enhance their customer relationships that eventually attain competitive advantage and deliver a 

real-time customer experience (Adobe, 2018; Bughin et al., 2017; Salesforce, 2017).  

The research on marketing and other allied disciplines highlights the positive effects of 

AI-enabled touchpoints to develop strong firm–customer relationships (Brehmer & Rehme, 

2009), value co-creation (A. F. Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2008), driving innovation with the 

customers as co-developers (Beverland, Farrelly, & Woodhatch, 2007), establishing customer 

trust (R. M. Morgan & Hunt, 1994), and creating satisfied and loyal customers (Challagalla, 

Venkatesh, & Kohli, 2009).  We need to further understand how brands can leverage technology 

like AI to develop a holistic view of their customers by using past customer interactions (E. M. 
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Payne et al., 2017).  Such insights can further help build AI-enabled proactive touchpoints using 

AI technology to predict customer behavior and future needs (Blocker et al., 2011).  

Research Questions  

This research examined two key research questions through the combination of literature 

review and qualitative and quantitative studies.  The first question is as follows: 

1. What are the key touchpoint elements that distinguish different types of TO, and how do they 

enhance touchpoint effectiveness?  

We addressed the research question by looking deep into the literature on marketing 

domains related to firm–customer touchpoints and relationships (market orientation, relationship 

marketing, IMC, customer engagement, service marketing, customer experience, and value co-

creation).  Additionally, we looked into psychology literature (theory of motivation) and 

literature on the technology role in relationship marketing.  We identified the distinct touchpoint 

elements used to form firm–customer interactions that distinguish based on their characteristics, 

effectiveness, and impact.  We introduced the process to classify touchpoint elements based on 

their characteristics, such as interaction characteristics, customer characteristics, technology 

characteristics, and firm–customer relationship direction.  We also introduced the new TO 

approach based on the market orientation theory (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990).  We leveraged the 

theoretical and practitioner's perspective to develop TO concepts (TO proactiveness and TO 

technology) using the mix of different touchpoint elements. 

The second research question is: 

2. What are the relative effects of different TO on desired outcomes of customer engagement, 

trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction? 
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We developed a theoretical framework for customer engagement using the newly 

proposed TO approach and the related concepts of TO proactiveness and TO technology for 

effective touchpoint positioning and enhanced customer engagement.  Next, we empirically 

validated the impacts of TO proactiveness and TO technology on the firm–customer relationship 

in the business-to-consumer context.  Finally, we examined the impacts of TO proactiveness and 

TO technology on key outcomes of customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer 

satisfaction.  We tested hypotheses that examined the causal impact of TO proactiveness and TO 

technology on these outcomes.  

Research Contribution 

Our study contributes to relationship marketing, market orientation, and IMC literature.  

It expands the omnichannel, IMC, and customer engagement frameworks (E. M. Payne et al., 

2017).  We understand that the TO approach has a broader impact on different firm-desired 

outcomes (customer engagement, customer lifetime value, new opportunity identification, 

product innovation, and value co-creation), customer-desired outcomes (satisfaction, drive 

change), and mutual outcomes (trust, commitment, and relationship).  While we could not study 

every possible outcome, we examined the differential effects of TO proactiveness and TO 

technology on the critical outcomes of customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and 

customer satisfaction. 

This study contributes to existing marketing practices and provides an effective 

touchpoint developing and positioning approach for marketing and sales professionals to 

establish a strong firm–customer relationship.  
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Theoretical Perspective for Touchpoint Orientation 

The review of relevant marketing, psychology, and management literature helps us 

understand the buyer–seller relationship in general and touchpoints specifically.  The literature 

further helps us identify the reasons for the firm and customer to act proactively or passively 

during a touchpoint.  It helps identify the distinct touchpoint elements, understand element 

characteristics, identify element classification, and use elements to build TO concepts (TO 

proactiveness and TO technology).  The marketing literature review revealed that TO can be 

linked across marketing domains that are responsible for the firm and customer relationships, its 

impacts, and outcomes.  The literature highlights touchpoint as a critical building block for 

marketing success across multiple domains (Baxendale et al., 2015; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). 

Furthermore, the literature helps establish a link with the drivers of customers’ behavior 

through the theory of proactive behaviors (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 1996, 2000).  The 

review enabled us to draw foundational assertions from both the firm’s and the customer’s 

perspective and deduce the initial assertions for touchpoint elements, their classification, and the 

relationship with different TO types.  Outcomes of the literature study are covered in detail in the 

following sections. 

In this section, we develop the concepts of TO proactiveness (proactive TO and reactive 

TO) and TO technology (AI-enabled TO and Non-AI TO) based on the guidelines proposed by 

Whetten (1989).  We answer the following questions for TO and related concepts from the 

theoretical perspective: 

• What is the definition of TO? 

• What are the elements of TO? 

• Who initiates TO? 

• When is TO used in a customer journey? 
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• Where does TO impact a firm–customer relationship? 

• How can touchpoint elements be  classified based on common attributes? 

• How can TO proactiveness and TO technology concepts be positioned for the firm–

customer relationship? 

• How can TO proactiveness and TO technology concepts be used effectively at different 

stages of the customer journey? 

• What can be the relative effects (from a theoretical perspective) of TO proactiveness and 

TO technology concepts on firm-desired and customer-desired outcomes? 

Touchpoint Orientation Basis from Literature 

Market orientation.  The baseline premise that drove towards the theory of market 

orientation is that there is no fixed approach to apply marketing (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990); firms 

may use different approaches to implement marketing.  Furthermore, firms’ distinct marketing 

approaches are reflected in their activities and behaviors.  The theory of market orientation 

consolidated the marketing concept implementation, focusing on two pillars of customer needs-

based orientation and coordinated response.  The market orientation approach highlights the 

firm’s ability to gain a competitive advantage by anticipating customers’ current and future 

needs and responding accordingly (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990).  Hence, the theory of market 

orientation is best aligned to build the concept of TO proactiveness.  It provides a foundation for 

building a strong firm–customer relationship, driving customer outcomes, such as improving 

customer perceptions about the firm, satisfaction, loyalty, and customer value (Jaworski & 

Kohli, 1993).  Further, it helps achieve the target outcomes of touchpoints, such as firm 

performance of product success, market share, sales, profitability, and innovativeness of new 

products and services (Kirca, Jayachandran, & Bearden, 2005; N. A. Morgan, Vorhies, & 

Mason, 2009; Verhees & Meulenberg, 2004).  
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 Market orientation is either responsive marketing orientation, that is, it addresses the 

expressed needs, or proactive market orientation, that is, it focuses on latent and future needs 

(Blocker et al., 2011; Narver et al., 2004).  Blocker et al. (2011) and Narver et al. (2004) further 

tested the differential effects of two approaches on product success. Their research implied that 

firms use the responsive marketing orientation to stay in business by addressing current needs 

and use proactive market orientation to address future needs and remain sustainable and 

innovative (Blocker et al., 2011; Narver et al., 2004).  They also found that the firms that failed 

to adopt proactivity as part of their strategy were doomed to economic failure and competition 

overrun (Blocker et al., 2011; Narver et al., 2004).  Based on the intuitiveness of the responsive 

versus proactive orientations in marketing, Blocker et al. (2011) went one level deeper to map 

the market orientation capabilities against customer expectations and behaviors; the researchers 

introduced the notions of customer orientations, responsive customer orientations, and proactive 

customer orientation  and empirically established and tested the causal impact on values creation 

and customer satisfaction and loyalty. 

We conceptualized that the TO proactiveness has two types of firm–customer 

touchpoints, proactive TO and reactive TO, similar to market orientation theory (responsive vs. 

proactive market orientation) and customer orientation theory (responsive vs. proactive customer 

orientation).  A reactive TO addresses the current customer needs, while a proactive TO 

anticipates and targets latent and future customer needs.  The TO proactiveness concept aligns 

with the core marketing concept for firms to stay customer-focused and coordinated.  The market 

orientation-based TO approach provides the firms with a path to use customer-focused, need-

based, personalized touchpoints to build strong relationships, successfully stay customer-
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focused, and remain competitive, sustainable, and innovative.  Hence, we can say that the market 

orientation theory lays the foundation for TO proactiveness.  

Service marketing.  We see the notion of market orientation (proactive and reactive) 

applied practically in specialized marketing domains such as service marketing.  A more in-depth 

study by Challagalla et al. (2009) of the supplier services business in the business-to-consumer 

and business-to-business relationship context further highlighted the varied effects of a firm’s 

proactiveness on a firm’s service delivery outcomes (faster delivery, innovation, product 

success) and customer psychological outcomes (satisfaction).  The authors highlighted the 

impact of proactiveness approaches (reactive vs. proactive) dependent on the product lifecycle 

stage and customer journey stage (Challagalla et al., 2009).  Additionally, they highlighted the 

associated challenges, such as privacy in the case of the firm proactively reaching out to 

customers, speed, and lowered expectations in the case of reactive reach out (Challagalla et al., 

2009).  The effects of reactive interactions for driving firm–customer relationships have been 

studied in the service delivery context.  Researchers have identified that reactive interaction can 

be driven by customer-initiated requests to help and gain satisfaction (Beverland & Lockshin, 

2003).  On the other side, proactive interactions may be guided by the firm’s intention to build a 

long-term relationship by offering proactive service improvements (Wallenburg, Knemeyer, 

Goldsby, & Cahill, 2010). Hence, we see practical applications and practices of TO 

proactiveness in domains such as services.  

Touchpoint proactiveness has been studied for its impact on customer experience and 

financial outcomes in the services domain.  Shin, Ellinger, Mothersbaugh, and Reynolds, (2017) 

explored different TO in the context of service failure and driving customer emotions and 

behaviors in a positive direction.  They found that customers prefer firms that use proactive 
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touchpoints to reach out and to solve problems (Shin et al., 2017).  Touchpoint proactiveness 

offers practical implications in domains like services where positioning appropriate touchpoints 

helps prevent service failure, deliver education, seek customer feedback (Challagalla et al., 

2009), and drive overall customer service experience (Shin et al., 2017).   

Psychology.  Firms adopt proactiveness to engage customers to achieve firm-desired 

outcomes (Challagalla et al., 2009).  Likewise, the customer’s interaction behaviors differ 

(proactive vs. passive) based on various factors.  The customer-desired outcome of satisfaction 

drives their behavior.  The social cognitive theory defines a relationship between human 

cognition, affect, environment, and behavior (Bandura, 1986).  Bandura (1986) described an 

individual's capability to influence his or her environment and vice versa; the author took a step 

forward and called it an essence of humanness. 

Bateman and Crant (1993) further looked at factors that influence an individual’s 

behavior to control the environment.  They positioned a view that individuals in similar roles and 

environmental settings tend to demonstrate different behaviors, either passive behavior when 

they conform with the status quo or proactive behavior when they initiate and take actions to 

alter the environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993).  This is in line with the TO proactiveness 

concept, where customer-initiated touchpoints may reflect different active or passive behavior 

based on customers’ capability to influence firms for their desired outcome.  When a touchpoint 

is oriented towards proactive customer behavior, it can reflect three critical attributes: self-

initiated, change-oriented, and future-needs focused (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010; Tornau & 

Frese, 2013).   

Proactiveness is a well-established concept in psychology, management, and 

organizational behavior research (Tornau & Frese, 2013).  This concept is built upon elements 
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such as proactive personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993), personal initiative (Frese, Fay, 

Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997), and taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999).  A customer’s 

orientation towards proactive versus reactive touchpoints and engagement has its roots in the 

expectancy theory of motivation (Vroom, 1964), which proposes that an individual’s motivation 

to choose a behavior is driven by three elements of effort: performance link, performance-reward 

link, and reward value.  A customer’s decision to initiate a touchpoint effort with the firm is 

motivated by their expectancy.  Such a touchpoint helps address the current or future needs 

regarding the firm’s products or services.  Furthermore, it influences the firm to provide an 

acceptable resolution to the customer’s problem, which can be considered as a reward for the 

customer’s interaction effort.  As a result of problem resolution, customers can realize the 

product and service value and attain a satisfactory experience. 

Furthermore, an individual’s proactive or reactive behavior can be an initiative that is 

taken to change existing circumstances and is motivated by challenging the status quo instead of 

passively adopting the conditions.  Touchpoint proactiveness covers both firm-initiated and 

customer-initiated behaviors and desired outcomes.  Customers self-initiate proactive 

touchpoints by their desire to change the environment and conform with the status quo or desired 

outcome.  

Touchpoint Orientation Approach  

A touchpoint is an episode of direct or indirect contact between a firm and a customer 

(Baxendale et al., 2015).  It occurs anytime, anyplace, by any means for a defined purpose  

(Choy, 2008).  Touchpoints are often mistaken for marketing channels such as TV, radio, mail, 

social media.  However, a touchpoint is not limited to specific channels; it can be seen as a 

medium for the firm and customer interaction (Neslin et al., 2006).  Touchpoints are generally 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 16  

 

classified as brand advertising, retailer advertising, in-store communication, and word of mouth 

(Baxendale et al., 2015; Giebelhausen, Robinson, Sirianni, & Brady, 2014; Rawson, Duncan, & 

Jones, 2013).  A touchpoint can be owned by brands, partners, retailers, and consumers (Lemon 

& Verhoef, 2016).  Touchpoints are distinguishable based on their differences and oriented 

towards different directions since touchpoints are made of the combination of distinct elements 

that include but are not limited to technology and contextual and product elements (Stein & 

Ramaseshan, 2016).  Touchpoints also vary in their impacts for firm-desired outcomes based on 

their ingrained elements and orientation (Baxendale et al., 2015).  Examples of touchpoints 

include a firm’s posting of a marketing advertisement via email and other channels, a customer’s 

sending of a social media message for a product experience, a customer writing a blog on 

product features, a customer’s interaction with an online chatbot for an online retail store, a 

customer making a phone call to a firm’s support phoneline, a mobile app notification, or an in-

person salesperson reaching out to a customer inside the store.  

We previously defined TO as an approach for the firm–customer touchpoint developed 

by combining distinct touchpoint elements based on the firm–customer relationship, interaction, 

customer, and technology characteristics (Blocker et al., 2011; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Narver 

et al., 2004; Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  Our proposed TO approach can be applied through two 

key concepts of TO proactiveness and TO technology.  By adopting the TO proactiveness and 

TO technology concepts, marketers can build a marketing strategy that differentiates touchpoints 

based on the distinct touchpoint elements and elemesnt classification.  Marketers can design 

touchpoints based on TO, such as orientation towards the customer expressed versus latent 

needs, responsive versus self-initiative, or non-AI versus AI-enabled touchpoints.  
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Furthermore, a TO can be a product of multiple distinct touchpoint elements (carrying 

different properties).  Such a combination of the touchpoint elements defines the TO 

proactiveness.  A proactive TO is based on self-initiative and is personalized, anticipative, 

timely, and firm-initiated, has a holistic viewpoint, and is characterized by actively helpful 

characteristics.  A reactive TO is based on responsive, non-personalized, non-anticipative, 

scheduled, customer initiated, passively helpful, and discrete elements.  An AI-enabled TO uses 

predictive technology and a non-AI TO uses a descriptive technology like a customer 

relationship database (CRM).   

Finally, the touchpoint elements can be classified based on their common attributes of 

relationship direction, interaction, customer, and technology.  Market orientation theory offers 

support for TO based on customer needs.  Our research further identified new distinct elements 

of touchpoints that can help classify touchpoints and introduce new concepts of TO 

proactiveness and TO technology. 

Touchpoint Orientation Proactiveness   

The TO proactiveness concept is based on the market orientation theory (Kohli & 

Jaworski, 1990).  An evolved marketing approach, market orientation positions that successful, 

profitable, and innovative firms focus more on anticipating and identifying customer needs and 

develop solutions to meet such requirements and create customer value.  Accordingly, TO 

proactiveness is customer-oriented, focused on satisfying the current or future customer needs, 

co-creates value, and builds a long-term firm–customer relationship.  

Since TO proactiveness focuses on building long-term relationships to drive firm-desired 

outcomes, it incorporates the elements (customer characteristics, relationship direction, 

technology, and interaction characteristics) that affect the firm–customer relationship (Palmatier, 
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Dant, Grewal, & Evans, 2006).  The concept of TO proactiveness can be used for effective 

touchpoint positioning at various stages of the customer journey.  Hence, we defined TO 

proactiveness as a customer-oriented touchpoint that is established by consolidating the 

interaction characteristics, customer characteristics, and relationship direction to satisfy current 

and future customer needs, build a long-term relationship, and deliver proactive and reactive TO 

type experiences.  

Reactive touchpoint orientation.  A reactive TO is a traditional touchpoint that is 

adaptive (Beverland et al., 2007), passive, and discrete in nature (Baxendale et al., 2015) and is 

used to target customers while they are at the consider and buy stages during their entire decision 

journey (Rawson et al., 2013).  Reactive TO-based touchpoints develop a complex relationship 

as they grow and carry a narrow focus on isolated and individual customer interactions, causing a 

distorted picture and driving the firm’s attention away from customer’s end-to-end journey 

(Rawson et al., 2013).  These touchpoints can be used throughout the customer journey (pre-

purchase, purchase, and post-purchase stage; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Neslin et al., 2006).  

Marketers treat such touchpoints in isolation, with different teams focused on different 

touchpoints in silos such as TV, radio, digital advertisements, mail, and track performance for 

each touchpoint separately, often termed as swim lane measurement (Kitchens, Dobolyi, Li, & 

Abbasi, 2018; Nichols, 2013).  Reactive TO helps affect consumer behaviors in a siloed manner 

at the different stages of the journey and serves the short-term benefits for firm and customer.  

However, it lacks a focus on an entire journey or long-term customer loyalty to the brand itself 

(Nichols, 2013; Rawson et al., 2013).  Research has highlighted the impact of non-AI reactive 

touchpoints on customer satisfaction and loyalty (Maklan & Klaus, 2011; Rawson et al., 2013).  
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Reactive TO does help reduce customer dissatisfaction that is driven by immediate problems and 

current needs (Beverland et al., 2007).  

We define reactive TO as a firm–customer touchpoint that is non-anticipative and only 

focuses on responding to the customer-initiated inquiry and addressing current customer needs.  

It carries characteristics such as being non-personalized, discrete in viewpoint, scheduled, and 

passively helpful to address an immediate issue.  It is primarily a response to customer requests.  

Furthermore, it may use non-AI TO to leverage traditional descriptive technology tools such as 

CRM to look for customer information to plan their response to customer problems.  

An example of a reactive TO is a customer calling a customer support helpline for a 

product issue or a firm responding to a customer email inquiry about a new product or service.  

Hence, we need to find touchpoints that are more effective and can enhance the effects of social 

bonding to achieve customer loyalty.   

Proactive touchpoint orientation.  A proactive TO is used to shape the relationship with 

customers and partners.  It is based on the activities to co-create value, identify future 

opportunities, anticipate and meet future customer needs, and build long-term relationships 

(Beverland et al., 2007).  From a customer perspective, it is the ability to anticipate and prevent 

the problem before it occurs, take control to make things happen, and achieve the desired 

outcomes (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006).  The proactiveness subject has gained much 

attention across the research in psychology, management, and organizational behavior (Bateman 

& Crant, 1993; Binnewies, Ohly, & Sonnentag, 2007; Crant, 2000; Parker et al., 2010).  

Marketing research has adopted proactiveness in areas of market orientation and service 

marketing (Barker, Lane, Holbrook, Vadrevu, & Padalino, 2005; Blocker et al., 2011; 

Challagalla et al., 2009; Narver et al., 2004; Shin et al., 2017; Sieg, Fischer, Wallin, & von 
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Krogh, 2012; Wallenburg et al., 2010).  Proactiveness for the buyer–seller relationship is still 

nascent in relationship marketing; only a handful of research has been done on proactive 

interactions (Shin et al., 2017).  

We define proactive TO as a firm–customer touchpoint that focuses on future customer 

needs and intends to actively help a customer, anticipates customer needs, offers a personalized 

experience, and possesses elements such as self-initiative (Wallenburg et al., 2010).  

Furthermore, it is one way, it is a timely reach out to a customer, it is contextual, and it accounts 

for a holistic customer view.  It may help firms to proactively engage with the consumer well 

ahead of their journey to begin and vice versa.   

The key difference between a reactive and proactive TO is that the former responds to 

customers’ current needs or problems, while the latter is self-initiated, anticipative, and focuses 

on addressing future customer needs (Blocker et al., 2011; Challagalla et al., 2009).  While 

reactive TO are mainly focused on meeting with the customer-initiated change request and fail to 

develop a continued relationship, proactive TO plays an effective role in improving customer 

satisfaction and loyalty (Wallenburg et al., 2010).  Instead of using reactive touchpoints for 

consumers at the consideration and evaluation stages, a firm can proactively engage with the 

consumer.  It may use AI-enabled TO to predict their needs in advance and learn from their 

previous touchpoints or profile and position a product, solution, or service that meets their future 

needs.  An example of a proactive TO is an in-store salesperson reaching out to the customer and 

offering help in product evaluation by providing a practical demonstration or briefing the 

customer with the product features and functionalities.   
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Touchpoint Orientation Technology  

The concept of TO technology includes required technology tools to store customer 

demographic information and build a psychographic profile that is based on their past history and 

interests.  While the market is exploding with digital touchpoints, the majority of the firms are 

not ready for the digital revolution and still face the primary challenge of delivering reactive 

touchpoints with the right message on the right channel at the right time in response to current 

customer needs (Leeflang et al., 2014; Salesforce, 2018).  

Firms can replace their adaptive CRM-based market campaign practices with more 

customer-centric, personalized, and AI-driven CRM practices.  It helps build effective reactive 

touchpoints that meet customer demands and increase firm profitability (Sun, Li, & Zhou 2006).  

The firms can adopt AI-enabled TO technology to build a rational approach to analyze the firm–

customer relationship and orchestrate more personalized responses to customer inquiry (Wray, 

Palmer, & Bejou, 1994).   

On the other side, a firm can drive markets by adopting AI for shaping future customer 

needs in comparison to a reactive TO, which is market-driven (Jaworski et al., 2000).  The 

predictive capability of AI can help firms build the capability to anticipate customers’ needs in 

advance and match customer profiles along with their current relationship and past touchpoints 

(i.e., purchases, product searches, inquiries, support requests).  The AI-enabled TO technology 

can analyze large customer data efficiently and design personalized touchpoints for customer 

experience.  However, it also brings privacy concerns for some customers (Görgens, 2019).  The 

TO technology offers an approach to position touchpoints that meet customer expectations and 

address concerns; for example, privacy concerns can be addressed by positioning adequate 

touchpoints that intend to help.  
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We define TO technology as a customer-oriented touchpoint built using the technology 

elements of traditional descriptive data analytics and AI-enabled predictive data analytics to 

create psychographic customer profiles and anticipate future needs, respectively, to build a long-

term relationship and deliver a personalized, proactive, or reactive experience. 

Non-artificial intelligence touchpoint orientation.  We define non-AI TO as a firm–

customer touchpoint that uses adaptive marketing learning techniques, traditional technologies, 

and tools such as the CRM for positioning the right product to the right customer at the right time 

through the right channel to meet customer needs (Sun et al., 2006).  It uses traditional 

technologies that could only offer descriptive customer information, such as demographics and 

purchase history, to respond to their inquiries.  An example of non-AI proactive touchpoints is a 

sales agent using a CRM to understand past customer purchases and interests and reaching out to 

the customer to position a new product that matches their interests.   

Artificial intelligence-enabled touchpoing orientation.  We define AI-enabled TO as a 

firm–customer touchpoint that uses AI technology’s predictive capabilities to anticipate customer 

needs and offer a personalized experience.  It provides technical assistance to enhance proactive 

and reactive TO effects.  A proactive TO uses AI-enabled predictive analytics to enable firms to 

self-initiate customer contact and develop personalized messages based on their unique context 

and situation.  On the other side, a reactive TO leverages AI-enabled predictive capabilities to 

build a customized and focused response to a customer inquiry and develop a customer profile 

based on past interactions and interests.  An example of an AI-enabled TO is a mobile navigation 

app that sends a proactive notification for the traveler for the anticipated traffic on his or her 

daily commute path with alternate routes options. 
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Touchpoint Orientation Technology and Touchpoint Orientation Proactiveness 

Relationship 

The concept of TO Technology can be used to enhance TO proactiveness effects if used 

in conjunction.  A joint TO proactiveness and TO technology approach enables marketing 

practitioners to build a personalized customer touchpoint management strategy.  It helps to 

effectively create a firm–customer touchpoint to position the right message for the right customer 

at the right time, over the desired channel, that is personalized based on the customer 

characteristics.  Such a joint and tailored touchpoint approach offers a choice of touchpoints for 

firms to evolve their marketing strategies and technology adoption into more market-focused and 

customer-oriented approaches.  Based on the theoretical perspective from marketing literature 

and technology use, we see the TO approach as the combination of TO proactiveness and TO 

technology to build a firm–customer relationship, as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1.  Touchpoint orientation technology and touchpoint orientation proactiveness 

relationship.  AI = artificial intelligence. 
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Classification of Touchpoint Elements  

A touchpoint can be a product of multiple distinct elements (carrying different properties) 

that drives its orientation.  Distinct elements of touchpoints can be classified based on their 

common attributes and characteristics.  Past research has suggested that the touchpoint elements 

can be classified by: (a) interaction characteristics, (b) customer characteristics, (c) technology 

characteristics, and (d) relationship direction (Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  

Interaction classification contains distinct elements that differ based on firm–customer 

communication characteristics.  Such a touchpoint can vary based on how it is initiated (self-

initiative vs. responsive), positioned to deliver the message using a viewpoint (discrete viewpoint 

vs. holistic viewpoint), able to understand customer needs (anticipative vs. non-anticipative), 

intended to reach the customer (actively helpful vs. passively helpful), and able to reach out to 

the customer (timely vs. scheduled). 

Customer classification contains distinct elements that differ based on targeted customer 

characteristics.  The touchpoint is delivered to address customer preference to receive a 

personalized or non-personalized message or focus on the customer’s current needs or future 

needs.  

Technology classification contains distinct technological elements that cover the firm’s 

technology capabilities, such as using predictive or descriptive tools to create market knowledge, 

decision making, and designing and establishing customer touchpoints.  While traditional market 

analysis uses descriptive tools such as statistics and spreadsheets, adoption of predictive 

analytics and big data to gain customer insight and create market knowledge is where the 

marketing is heading (Hair, 2007; Verhoef, Kooge, & Walk, 2016).  
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Finally, the relationship-based classification contains elements that differ based on 

relationship initiation and direction, such as who initiates the touchpoint: firm, customer, 

technology platform, or mutual.  It also classifies the touchpoint based on the direction, such as 

one-way or two-way interaction.  

The following sections discuss touchpoint elements in detail, summarized in Table 1.  We 

used a literature review to develop theoretical assertions that align with marketing and 

psychology theories.  The assertions provide an insight into the relationship between touchpoint 

elements, classification, TO concepts (TO proactiveness and TO technology), and its impact on 

firm–customer touchpoints.  We introduce 10 TO assertions (referred to with letter A and the 

associated number), shown in Table 1, with related touchpoint elements, classification, TO 

concept, aligned theories, example, and references. 

Touchpoint Elements Based on Interaction Characteristics  

Self-initiative versus responsive.  The concept of TO proactiveness can vary based on 

who initiates the touchpoint in the first place.  When a customer initiates it, it can be either 

responsive or passive, that is, following the status quo of adopting existing product offerings or 

self-initiating touchpoints to influence the firm for developing new products that meet their 

future needs (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker et al., 2010).  

When a firm initiates the touchpoint, it could be a reaction to a customer request, a 

response to current needs, or an adaption to the existing relationship.  In other instances, it is 

proactively self-initiated by the firm to anticipate customer needs (Beverland et al., 2007; 

Wallenburg et al., 2010).  A self-initiated, proactive behavior is motivated by a change to 

achieve a different future (Wollan et al., 2017).  For example, a mobile navigation app sends a 
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proactive notification for the traveler for the anticipated traffic on his or her daily commute path 

with options for alternate routes.  Therefore, we present the following assertion: 

A1: TO proactiveness offers the firm the capability to use self-initiative touchpoints to 

anticipate customer needs or to use responsive touchpoints to address current needs. 

Anticipative versus non-anticipative.  While interacting with the customer, firms can 

demonstrate the capability to anticipate future customer needs and to identify further the 

opportunities to create value when the customer is unaware and cannot anticipate his or her 

needs (Beverland et al., 2007; Challagalla et al., 2009; Wallenburg et al., 2010).  Anticipative 

touchpoint is possible when firms use predictive analytics, AI, and machine learning tools to 

become proactive and relevant (Wollan et al., 2017).  Otherwise, they can use non-anticipative 

touchpoints to interact passively and deliver generic information regarding offered products and 

services (Crant, 2000).  Customers can also interact proactively to demonstrate the capability of 

anticipation to prevent problems they foresee in the products or services or help firms innovate 

new products or services to meet future customer needs (Parker et al., 2010).  Therefore, we 

assert the following. 

A2: TO proactiveness offers the firm the capability to use anticipative touchpoints to 

identify future customer needs or to use non-anticipative touchpoints to deliver generic 

information. 

Holistic viewpoint versus discrete viewpoint.  Discrete touchpoints have traditionally 

been used to interact with customers and deliver a message in a siloed manner (Baxendale et al., 

2015).  Discrete touchpoints are designed based on the customer information in the CRM and use 

the transactional analysis capability to understand customer relationships and their product 

purchases to position the related products and services (Kitchens et al., 2018).  
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However, the recent focus on customer experience research has highlighted the need for 

holistic touchpoints, which can incorporate past touchpoints to build an end-to-end customer 

experience (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  The firm may use touchpoints based on the holistic 

viewpoint of customer situations and developed using AI predictive capabilities and big data 

(Kitchens et al., 2018).  It maps past customer interactions (i.e., purchases, inquiries) with their 

future needs, understands customers’ contexts better, and then positions a personalized message 

accordingly (Görgens, 2019).  The firm uses a holistic touchpoint based on the vast amount of 

customer data to develop competitive offerings and personalized messages to gain a sustainable 

advantage (Kitchens et al., 2018).  Holistic touchpoints, in some cases, introduce privacy 

concerns for certain types of customers based on their characteristics, and firms are required to 

address such concerns (Görgens, 2019).  The concept of TO proactiveness lets a firm use discrete 

or holistic touchpoint elements as needed to meet the customer context, individual characteristics 

(privacy concerns), and current technology capabilities in place.  Thus, 

A3: TO proactiveness offers the firm the capability to use a discrete viewpoint to deliver a 

siloed message or to use a holistic viewpoint to deliver an end-to-end customer 

experience. 

Actively helpful versus passively helpful.  Customers appreciate actively helpful 

touchpoints by firms that are intended to solve their problems.  For example, a firm provides 

detailed comparative analysis information of different product models against the competition.  

That helps a customer make a purchase decision about the product purchase.  Likewise, a firm 

may assist in troubleshooting a product issue.  On the other side, a customer may disregard 

passively helpful, subjective touchpoints, since they create an impact on their perception of firm 

experience (Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016). 
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Moreover, passively helpful touchpoints offer a generic response to the customer inquiry 

and prove to be less helpful.  A touchpoint is deemed passively helpful if it responds to customer 

queries with generic information about a product or service.  Additionally, a touchpoint is 

considered actively helpful if it can anticipate the customer’s issue and offers a helpful solution 

before a problem occurs.  Therefore,   

A4: TO proactiveness offers the firm the capability to use actively helpful touchpoints to 

solve customer problems or to use passively helpful touchpoints to offer a generic 

response to a customer inquiry. 

Timely versus scheduled.  A timely touchpoint triggers the positive mental frame from 

the customer towards the firm and provides an opportunity for the firm to openly engage with the 

customer and position products or services that help the customer in his or her current needs 

(Challagalla et al., 2009).  Touchpoint timing is a situational element that is based on the 

touchpoint commencement, duration, and termination.  It plays a critical role in the firm–

customer relationship and can be used in conjunction with discrete and holistic touchpoint 

elements (Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987).  

A timely touchpoint element is aligned with the proactive TO.  It can offer a personalized 

experience, and it is market-oriented, which means it can help shape customer needs (Beverland 

et al., 2007).  A scheduled touchpoint occurs at a fixed time interval or upon a customer request.  

It commences based on either firm- or customer-selected preference of schedule for the 

touchpoint.  Regular marketing campaigns or a customer opt-in for a monthly newsletter fall 

under scheduled touchpoint elements.  Thus, 

A5: TO proactiveness offers the firm the capability to use timely touchpoints to shape 

customer needs or to use scheduled touchpoints to deliver regular marketing campaigns. 
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Touchpoint Elements Based on Customer Characteristics  

Personalized versus non-personalized.  Customers are involved in an interactive 

relationship with the firm because they are looking for real-time personalized services.  

Moreover, they are willing to offer their help (i.e., share usage data or share product feature 

needs) in the process to co-develop personalized experiences (Parise et al., 2016; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000; Roy, Balaji, Sadeque, Nguyen, & Melewar, 2017).  A non-personalized 

touchpoint delivers a generic message for customer fulfillment.  On the other side, a personalized 

touchpoint demonstrates the firm’s understanding of the customer context and the customer’s 

unique needs to deliver a personalized message.  It reflects the firm’s commitment to the two-

way relationship and drives loyalty and long-term relationships (Oliver, 1999).  It further 

engages a customer in a value co-creation process (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  

Comparing to interactions that are based on fixed attributes, such as customer 

demographics (age, gender, location, etc.), firms may be impactful by making their touchpoints 

personalized, incorporating relevant customer data, and understanding the customer’s context 

along with the specific needs in a given circumstance (Wollan et al., 2017).  Therefore, 

A6: TO proactiveness offers the firm the capability to use personalized touchpoints to 

deliver customer-specific contextual messages or to use non-personalized to deliver 

generic messages. 

Future needs versus current needs.  A firm’s touchpoint with the customer can either 

focus on addressing and fulfilling the current customer demand or perceiving future needs to 

shape the market (Blocker et al., 2011; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Narver et al., 2004).  A 

touchpoint can either focus on meeting current customer needs or anticipating latent and future 

customer needs and responding accordingly.  A touchpoint that focuses on addressing current 
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customer needs can adapt to the existing relationship to further drive customer satisfaction 

(Blocker et al., 2011).  On the other hand, a touchpoint that focuses on future customer needs 

may help shape future engagement and relationships.  Furthermore, such a touchpoint is 

perceived as a firm’s action that is focused on long-term relationships and is future based (Frese 

& Fay, 2001; Frese, Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996).  For example, a shopping app like Amazon 

can perceive customer interest and offers proactive recommendations to the customer of a book 

in which he or she might be interested.  Therefore, 

A7: TO proactiveness offers the firm the capability to use touchpoints to perceive future 

customer needs or to address current needs. 

Touchpoint Orientation Technology Characteristics 

Technology is at the center of the firm–customer relationship (Giebelhausen et al., 2014).  

It offers the ability to influence customer cognitive (attitude) and affective states (pleasure and 

arousal; S. Lee, Ha, & Widdows, 2011).  It is reshaping every industry (Shankar, 2018).  The 

marketing research has further highlighted the imminent role of technology in the buyer–seller 

relationship and in customer engagement (Hair, 2007; Wray et al., 1994).  Technology elements 

drive the touchpoint orientation and the buyer–seller relationship (Görgens, 2019).  Hence, we 

included two key technology elements of descriptive technology, which encompasses traditional 

customer data tools, and predictive technology, which is based on new AI predictive capabilities 

to design firm–customer touchpoints.  

Predictive versus descriptive technology.  Firms require the ability to perceive the 

customer needs well ahead of time, even before a customer starts his or her journey, to offer a 

relevant experience (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  The customer experience is built on the 

proactive firm–customer touchpoints that use advanced analytics for data-driven customer 
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insights (Nichols, 2013).  However, the process of using traditional analysis tools for data 

sources like website visits, social media, or purchase history cannot help much in building 

perceptive capabilities, which are required to design effective proactive touchpoints.  Every firm 

holds a vast amount of data across different organizational functions.  Turning this data into 

valuable insights by using the predictive analytics capability will help firms gain competitive 

advantage, growth, customer lifetime value, customer engagement value, and customer 

satisfaction (Görgens, 2019; Verhoef et al., 2016).  Predictive analytics help convert customer 

information into actionable knowledge to build effective touchpoints (Hair, 2007).  The AI 

machine learning technology analyzes real-time data to predict customer behavior and gain 

insights to develop personalized, relevant, and proactive touchpoints (Aluri, Price, & McIntyre, 

2019).  The AI predictive capability helps build a long-term relationship and enhance customer 

engagement and customer experience (Aluri et al., 2019; Wollan et al., 2017).  

Not every firm has been able to evolve and adapt to the new AI predictive analytics 

capabilities to manage their firm–customer relationships.  Firms still rely on traditional 

spreadsheets and CRMs for multichannel customer management, customer acquisition, retention, 

and driving customer value (Neslin et al., 2006).  Predictive technologies may help firms design 

long-term relationships.  On the other hand, descriptive technology elements allow firms to 

capture the record of customer touchpoints through different information sources such as point-

of-sale and sales tracking.  Firms may use such customer information across the organization to 

execute their marketing strategies (Meyer & Schwager, 2007).  The concept of TO technology 

incorporates the technology tools used by the firm.  Thus, we assert the following. 
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A8: TO technology offers the firm the capability to use the predictive capability of AI 

technology or to use traditional descriptive technology to design firm–customer 

touchpoints. 

Touchpoint Elements Based on Relationship Direction  

TO proactiveness differs based on the relationship direction since touchpoints can be 

initiated by different relationship stakeholders, such as the firm, customer, technology platform, 

or it can be mutual.  A customer-initiated touchpoint element is built from the existing research 

streams from marketing, management, organizational behavior, and psychology research 

(Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker et al., 2010; Tornau & 

Frese, 2013; Wollan et al., 2017).  Researchers have posited that the customer-initiated 

touchpoint element is primarily driven by the characteristics of a customer’s behavior identified 

as passive versus proactive individual personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993), their personal 

initiative (Frese et al., 1997), and intention to take charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999).  Customer-

initiated touchpoints are driven by the customer’s inquiry or call for support and require a firm’s 

response (Challagalla et al., 2009), while firm-initiated, technology-initiated, and mutual 

touchpoints are driven by firm-desired goals to seek customer feedback, new product ideas, co-

create value; such touchpoints can be perceptive and proactive in nature (A. F. Payne et al., 

2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  Figure 2 shows the different touchpoints’ relationship directions.  

We assert the following, 

A9: TO proactiveness can be used to deliver firm-initiated, customer-initiated, 

technology-initiated, or mutual touchpoints. 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 34  

 

 

Figure 2.  Touchpoint orientation based on relationship direction. 
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One-way versus two-way.  The relationship marketing research has posited that the 

firm–customer touchpoints can be either one-sided (customer-initiated, firm-initiated) or dyadic 

in nature (Palmatier et al., 2006).  Touchpoints between firm and customer can be one-way or 

two-way; they can be initiated by the firm or buyer or by a mutual interaction (A. F. Payne et al., 

2008; Wallenburg et al., 2010).  Thus, we asserted, 

A10: TO proactiveness can be used to deliver one-way or two-way touchpoints. 
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Table 1  

Summary of Assertions on Touchpoint Orientation, Elements, and Classifications 

Assertions 

Touchpoint 

Element 

Classification 

Touchpoint 

Element 

Touchpoint 

Orientation 

Concept 

Aligning 

Theory 
Sample Touchpoint References 

A1: TO proactiveness offers the 

firm the capability to use self-

initiative touchpoints to anticipate 
customer needs or to use 

responsive touchpoints to address 

current needs.   

Interaction 
characteristics 

Self-initiative Proactive TO 

Relationship 

marketing 
Theory of 

motivation  

A mobile app sends a proactive 

notification on a customer’s phone 

for important information. 

Beverland et al., 2007; 

Challagalla et al., 2009; 

Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker 

et al., 2010; Seibert et al., 

2001; Wallenburg et al., 

2010 

Responsive Reactive TO 

A2: TO proactiveness offers the 

firm the capability to use 
anticipative touchpoints to identify 

future customer needs or to use 

non-anticipative touchpoints to 
deliver generic information.  

Interaction 

characteristics 

Anticipative Proactive TO 
Relationship 

marketing 

Service marketing 
Theory of 

motivation 

A mobile navigation app sends a 

proactive notification for the traveler 

for the anticipated traffic on his or 
her daily commute path with options 

for alternate routes. 

Beverland et al., 2007; 

Challagalla et al., 2009; 

Parker et al., 2010; 

Wallenburg et al., 2010 
Non- 

anticipative 
Reactive TO 

A3: TO proactiveness offers the 

firm the capability to use a discrete 
viewpoint to deliver a siloed 

message or to use a holistic 

viewpoint to deliver an end-to-end 
customer experience. 

Interaction 

characteristics 

Holistic 

viewpoint 
Proactive TO 

Customer 

experience  
Integrated 

marketing 

communications 
 

A theme park using predictive 

analytics to map customer 
demographics and real-time park 

data to model customers’ patterns for 

their favorite rides.  It decides to 
proactively send a notification with a 

recommendation for a park ride that 

matches their interests and also has 
no wait time. 

Baxendale et al., 2015; 

Görgens, 2019; Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016 
Discrete 

viewpoint 
Reactive TO 

A4: TO proactiveness offers the 

firm the capability to use actively 
helpful touchpoints to solve 

customer problems or to use 

passively helpful touchpoints to 
offer a generic response to a 

customer inquiry. 

Interaction 
characteristics 

Actively helpful Proactive TO 
 

Customer 
Experience  

 

An airport authority shares the 

current wait time to help customers 

plan their travel. 
The restaurant shares the current 

wait time to help the customer plan 

pickup or restaurant arrival. 

Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016 

 Passively 
helpful 

Reactive TO 

A5: TO proactiveness offers the 

firm the capability to use timely 

touchpoints to shape customer 
needs or to use scheduled 

touchpoints to deliver regular 

marketing campaigns. 

Interaction 
characteristics 

Timely Proactive TO Relationship 

marketing 

Buyer–seller 
relationship 

Service marketing 

 

An airline sends a timely phone text 

or email notification to the customer 
with information on a flight delay 

due to weather.  

Beverland et al., 2007; 

Challagalla et al., 2009; 

Dwyer et al., 1987 

(continued) 

Scheduled Reactive TO 

Two-way Reactive TO 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Assertions 

Touchpoint 

Element 

Classification 

Touchpoint 

Element 

Touchpoint 

Orientation 

Concept 

Aligning 

Theory 
Sample Touchpoint References 

A6: TO proactiveness offers the 

firm the capability to use 

personalized touchpoints to deliver 
customer-specific contextual 

messages or to use non-

personalized touchpoints to deliver 
generic messages. 

 

 
 

Customer 

characteristics 

Personalized Proactive TO 

Customer 

experience  

Value co-creation 
 

A customer proactively calls a 

restaurant for a custom order. 

Oliver, 1999; Parise et al., 

2016; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000; Roy et 

al., 2017; Vargo & Lusch, 

2004 

Non-
personalized 

Reactive TO 

A7: TO proactiveness offers the 

firm the capability to use 
touchpoints to perceive future 

customer needs or to address 

current needs. 

Customer 

characteristics 

Future needs Proactive TO 
Market orientation 
(proactive, 

reactive) 

An online bookstore offers proactive 
recommendation on the books in 

which customers might be interested. 

Blocker et al., 2011; 

Jaworski et al., 2000; 

Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; 

Narver et al., 2004 
Current needs Reactive TO 

A8: TO technology offers the firm 
the capability to use the predictive 

capability of artificial intelligence 

technology or to use traditional 

descriptive technology to design 

firm–customer touchpoints. 

 

Technology 

characteristics 

Predictive 
Artificial 
intelligence enabled 

TO 

Customer 
experience 

Customer 

engagement  
Marketing 

knowledge creation 

Relationship 
marketing 

Integrated market 

communication 

A global shoemaker identifies a 

higher demand for its new sneakers 

among college students in Beijing 
based on data analysis of the 

purchase pattern, online reviews, and 

YouTube hits and it decides to 
proactively promote it to all major 

China-based college students.  

Aluri et al., 2019; Görgens, 

2019; Hair, 2007; Lemon 

& Verhoef, 2016 Descriptive 
Non-artificial 

intelligence TO 

A9: TO proactiveness can be used 
to deliver firm-initiated, customer-

initiated, technology-initiated, or 

mutual touchpoints. 

Relationship 

direction 

Firm-initiated Proactive TO 

Value co-creation 
Relationship 

marketing  

An electronics retailer initiates a 

contact with the customer to provide 
an installation service after a 

television purchase. 

A customer makes a proactive call or 
email to the firm. 

A firm and customer meet at an 

event or conference. 

Challagalla et al., 2009; E. 

M. Payne et al., 2017; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2004 

Customer-
initiated 

Reactive TO 
Mutual 
Technology-

initiated 

A10: TO proactiveness can be used 

to deliver one-way or two-way 

touchpoints 
 

Relationship 

direction  

One-way Proactive TO 
Relationship 
marketing  

Value co-creation 

The firm reaches out to the customer 

via a social post. 

The customer reaches out to the firm 

via an email or social post. 
A dialogue between the firm and 

customer occurs over the phone. 

A. F. Payne et al., 2008; 

Wallenburg et al., 2010 
Two-way Reactive TO 
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Positioning Touchpoint Orientation for Customer Journey and Decision Making 

Court, Elzinga, Mulder, and Vetvik (2009) helped lay out a landscape of the consumer 

journey that transitioned from the old marketing funnel metaphor.  The marketing funnel is a 

model that depicts the firm–customer interaction stages (awareness, research, decision, and 

purchase) during the purchase decision process (Jansen & Schuster, 2011).  In the funnel 

approach, a customer starts with an awareness of many brands, followed by focused brand 

research and finally deciding to purchase one brand at the end of the funnel.  Court et al. (2009) 

took it in a new direction and offered four stages of the consumer decision journey (consider, 

buy, evaluate, and advocate); they also described consumer loyalty as a looped function driven 

by consumer experience across the stages.  Since then, the consumer journey has been extended 

with new decision journey stages of customer experience and bond (Edelman, 2010; Edelman & 

Singer, 2015; Maechler, Neher, & Park, 2016).  

Research shows a customer experience is built by positioning the distinct elements of a 

touchpoint across the different stages of the customer journey in a repetitive model (Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016; Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  Here we will try to understand the impact of the 

newly proposed TO approach that maps the touchpoint with the customer characteristics and 

their journey stage.  By adopting the TO approach, firms may develop a capability to analyze and 

track the relative impact of different touchpoints to better allocate their resources and track 

touchpoint performance (Baxendale et al., 2015). 

As shown in Figure 3, TO can be applied to effectively position different touchpoints 

(proactive or reactive) to influence customers at various stages of the customer journey.  Further, 

it can be used to achieve a firm’s targeted outcome to gain customer satisfaction or build long-

term loyalty.  Based on the firm’s engagement strategy, a discrete reactive touchpoint can be 
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applied during a specific stage and single point in time (Tn), while proactive touchpoints can be 

applied at multiple different points in time of consumer engagement (Tn-1, Tn, and Tn+1).  While a 

reactive TO can be used to engage the customer to address specific customer issues and achieve 

customer satisfaction, a proactive TO can help create a positive mental frame both for a customer 

and firm (Challagalla et al., 2009).  Firms should ensure that the customer needs are properly 

assessed along with the appropriate TO type at the beginning of any major stage of the journey, 

and revised during ongoing journey experiences and right after the transition from one stage to 

another stage.  The TO approach can be applied throughout the journey , such as when a firm–

customer relationship is started with a proactive TO and followed-up by a reactive TO and vice 

versa.  
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Figure 3.  Touchpoint orientation proactiveness across the customer journey. Tn-1, Tn, and Tn+1 

shows the point in time during customer journey. 
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A retail firm can choose to adopt AI-enabled and proactive TO ahead of the beginning of 

the customer journey in a hypothetical retail scenario.  The firm uses an AI-enabled touchpoint at 

Stage 0 when the customer has not even planned for any product purchase or even visited the 

store (online or offline).  The firm proactively reaches out to the customer based on the previous 

data collected from customer purchases by running an AI-enabled predictive analysis of 

customer context, circumstance, and future needs (Beverland & Lockshin, 2003; Sun et al., 

2006).  

As customers finish their journey by making a store purchase and successfully consuming 

it, they may provide a reference or review for the product or service.  There can be numerous 

opportunities for the firm to use reactive TO to gain customer satisfaction at different time 

points, such as in-store advisory or online chat-based order support.  The firm can decide to 

continue the use of insights from the big data and AI to initiate future AI-enabled and proactive 

TO to keep the customer engaged and transform a satisfied customer into a loyal customer by 

offering a follow-up service or loyalty program and building a continuous loyalty loop 

(Challagalla et al., 2009).  The firm can use similar AI-enabled and proactive TO touchpoints by 

communicating any updates or upgrades to the purchased product or service (Barker et al., 2005) 

and offering transparent communication for any current defaults or coming issues, upcoming 

product roadmaps, or any promotions for existing customers (Sieg et al., 2012).  

Proactive TO can be channel and stage independent compared to the passive touchpoints; 

proactive touchpoints are targeted to achieve higher satisfaction and loyalty goals.  Therefore, we 

asserted the following. 

A11: TO can map across the customer journey and be aligned for different targetted 

outcomes. 
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Touchpoint Orientation as an Outcome Focused Approach  

The TO approach can be used for positioning distinct touchpoints to achieve different 

firm-desired (performance) or customer-desired outcomes (customer satisfaction; Palmatier et 

al., 2006).  Proactive TO drives customer loyalty and relationship continuance, while reactive 

TO is used to reduce dissatisfaction (Beverland et al., 2007; Challagalla et al., 2009; Wallenburg 

et al., 2010).  

The concept of TO can be used by firms to target their desired outcomes, such as build 

strong firm–customer relationships and engagement (Wallenburg et al., 2010), continue the 

existing relationships (Sieg et al., 2012), innovate and achieve new product success (Beverland et 

al., 2007; Narver et al., 2004), co-create value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), and improve customer 

experience (Shin et al., 2017).  The approach also helps achieve customer-desired outcomes 

(Frese et al., 1996), such as customer value (Blocker et al., 2011), customer desired value change 

(Beverland & Lockshin, 2003), and customer satisfaction (Parker et al., 2010).  Thus, we 

asserted the following. 

A12: TO is an outcome-focused approach and targets both firm-desired and customer-

desired outcomes.  

We will further discuss in detail the key TO outcomes, as identified through the literature 

review of the aligning marketing theories.  The TO outcomes' theoretical assertions are discussed 

in the following sections, and a summarized list of the assertions, outcomes, aligning marketing 

theory, and sample TO types is provided in Table 2.  

Touchpoint Orientation for Firm-Desired Outcomes 

Customer engagement.  Firms use different TO types to build strong customer 

relationships, increase customer engagement by emotionally connecting with the customer, and 
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stimulating their cognitive and behavioral activities (Hollebeek et al., 2014; Pansari & Kumar, 

2017).  With its roots from service-dominant logic, customer engagement emphasizes building 

interactive touchpoint-based experiences for customers (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  Using TO 

effective positioning of personalized touchpoints, firms can increase customer involvement that 

touches their cognitive processing, affection, and activation and build interactive experience 

(Hollebeek et al., 2014).  Thus, 

A13: TO is used to increase customer engagement by stimulating the customer’s 

emotional, behavioral, and cognitive activities.  

Innovation and entrepreneurship.  Marketers can leverage the TO approach during the 

process of value co-creation, relationship building to expand their opportunity horizons by 

identifying opportunities to innovate and target future customer needs, also referred to as 

entrepreneurial marketing (Beverland et al., 2007; Morris, Schindehutte, & LaForge, 2002).  

While some customers remain passive buyers and candidates for reactive TO, there is an 

evolving customer base of active players and candidates for proactive TO for co-creating and co-

developing (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000).  Customer-initiated proactive TO is used to reflect 

the customer expectation from the provider or firm for innovation, and it is a source of sharing 

new ideas and practices (Flint, Larsson, Gammelgaard, & Mentzer, 2005).  Such proactive TO 

not only facilitates proactive feedback-seeking on current products but also for sharing new ideas 

for innovation and improvements (Challagalla et al., 2009). 

A14: TO can facilitate proactive feedback-seeking and sharing of ideas between firms and 

customers for innovation and improvements. 

Value co-creation.  Marketing has started to deviate from the four P’s (price, product, 

promotion, and place) concept that focuses on tangibles and leans towards the intangibles.  As 
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per service-dominant logic, the customers' continuous relationship has taken center stage in 

driving value co-creation and profitability (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Sheth & Parvatlyar, 

1995; Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  The TO approach helps the firm with touchpoint elements that 

address the requirements of traditional product-focused marketing to the new customer 

engagement-focused marketing that is based on dynamic and highly interactive firm–customer 

relationships and drives the value co-creation (A. F. Payne et al., 2008).  The concept of TO 

includes customer-initiated touchpoints that drive the value co-creation process and focus on 

customer cognition, emotion, and behavior, while firm-initiated touchpoints help drive the firm’s 

goal of opportunity co-creation, organization learning, solution implementation, and developing 

performance metrics (A. F. Payne et al., 2008).  Thus, 

A15: TO offers customer-initiated touchpoints to drive value co-creation. 

Customer satisfaction.  Relationship marketing proposes that the firm–customer 

relationship varies from transaction-specific touchpoints to a long-term relationship (Garbarino 

& Johnson, 1999).  The concept of TO can be used to enhance customer satisfaction by 

addressing specific customer requests or targeting future needs for long-term relationships (Jones 

& Suh, 2000).  The concept of TO includes elements such as anticipating and addressing 

customers’ current and future needs that enhance customer affective reaction for transaction-

specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction based on their experiences with the firm (E. 

Anderson, Fornell, & Lehmann, 1994; Oliver, 2014).  Therefore, we asserted the following, 

A16: TO is used to enhance customer satisfaction by anticipating and addressing customer 

needs. 

Customer loyalty.  Customer loyalty demonstrates a customer’s commitment to a long-

term relationship with the firm and the intention to repurchase in the future (Oliver, 1999).  
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Touchpoints are used to connect and stimulate customers’ cognitive and affective behaviors and 

attitudes towards the firm to build strong relationships and drive loyalty.  Firms may use TO to 

engage the customers and influence their behaviors and attitude towards the firm by addressing 

their needs and offering personalized and helpful solutions to their problems (Josic, Petrosyan, & 

Dimitriadis, 2017; Michell & Sanders, 1995).  Therefore, 

A17: TO is used to drive customer loyalty by offering helpful solutions. 

Touchpoint Orientation for Customer-Desired Outcomes 

Change-oriented and value co-creation.  Customers use reactive TO and demonstrate 

their adoption of passive behaviors.  They start following the status quo practices of receiving 

information from regular ads in newspapers, TV, and promotional emails.  The proactive TO use 

shows their intention to influence firms by sharing their needs, experience, and ideas. T his 

phenomenon is aligned with TO and its impact on value co-creation research (A. F. Payne et al., 

2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004).  A proactive TO is based on the principle of change, where it 

focuses on challenging the status quo instead of passively adapting to the present conditions 

(Crant, 2000).  Similar to individual’s behavior, a firm’s behavior to proactively reach out to the 

consumer should be driven by a cause to alter the environment and the disposition of opinions 

and beliefs about the brand (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Parker et al., 2010).  Therefore, we assert, 

A18: Customer-initiated proactive TO is used to help the firm challenge the status quo, 

drive change, and co-create value with the customer. 

Touchpoint Orientation for Mutual Outcomes 

Commitment and trust.  A successful relationship between a firm and a customer 

requires commitment and trust (R. M. Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Setó-Pamies, 2012; Suh & Han, 

2003).  Marketing research has emphasized ongoing relationships and has identified commitment 
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and trust as the drivers for such relationships (Dwyer et al., 1987; Ganesan, 1994; R. M. Morgan 

& Hunt, 1994).  The concept of TO is used to demonstrate commitment, build trust, reduce 

uncertainty, and decrease risk (Deepen, Goldsby, Knemeyer, & Wallenburg, 2008).  Proactive 

touchpoints play a positive role in building a firm–customer relationship (Deepen et al., 2008) 

and help with renewal decisions (Beverland et al., 2007).  The concept of TO provides a 

mechanism for firms to proactively reach out to their customers for situations like upcoming 

product issues or opening support tickets in advance.  

An example of such proactive touchpoints would be when an airport authority shares the 

current wait time, or when a restaurant shares the current wait time, or a parcel delivery service 

sends a proactive notification of when the delivery is expected so the customer can stay home or 

leave a signed release.  These touchpoints demonstrate the firm’s commitment to the relationship 

and help build customer confidence.  Some other examples include a car manufacturer sending 

recall notices for a possible issue, a bank sending proactive notifications of customer credit card 

usage pattern change, or a customer support representative opening a proactive ticket for  

customer to enroll into sharing software usage data with a vendor.  Thus, 

A19: TO is used to demonstrate commitment and help build trust in relationships. 

  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 47  

 

Table 2 

Assertions and Theory Alignment for Touchpoint Orientation Outcomes 

Assertions 

Touchpoint 

Orientation   

Outcome 

Aligning 

Theory 
Sample Touchpoint References 

A11: TO can map across the 
customer journey and align 

for different targeted 

outcomes. 

Customer 

Journey 
Mapping 

Consumer Decision 

Making (Customer 

Journey) 
Customer 

Experience 

A real estate agent initiating contact to a 
client with a successful home closing after 

some time with the information for home 

insurance or a new maintenance contract. 
A car manufacturing firm reaching out to a 

customer for an invite-only, early access test 

drive of a newly launched model.  

Court et al., 2009; 

Edelman, 2010; 

Lemon & Verhoef, 

2016 

A12: TO is an outcome-
focused approach and 

targets both firm-desired and 

customer-desired outcomes.  

Firm-Desired 

Outcomes  

Customer-
Desired 

Outcomes 

Market Orientation  

Theory of 
Motivation 

A customer contacting a firm for a training 

need that is motivated by job performance. 

A firm contacting a customer with a new 
consulting service to help the customer 

achieve a job goal. 

Challagalla et al., 

2009; Crant, 1996, 

2000; Frese et al., 

1996; Kohli & 

Jaworski, 1990; 

Narver et al., 2004; 

Parker et al., 2010; 

Vroom, 1964 

A13: TO is used to increase 
customer engagement by 

stimulating the customer’s 

emotional, behavioral, and 
cognitive activities. 

Customer 
Engagement 

Customer 
Engagement 

A customer proactively contacting the firm 

for a revised contract, motivated by an 

ongoing competitor offer. 

Brodie et al., 2011; 

Pansari & Kumar, 

2017 

A14: TO can facilitate 

proactive feedback-seeking 

and sharing of ideas 
between firms and customer 

for innovation and 

improvements. 

New 

Opportunities 
Product 

Innovation 

Entrepreneurship 
Marketing, 

Diffusion of 

Innovation 
Value Co-Creation 

Firms interacting with customers to 

understand their future needs and responding 

with their product roadmaps. 

Beverland et al., 

2007; Challagalla et 

al., 2009; Flint et al., 

2005; Morris et al., 

2002; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000 

A15: TO offers customer-
initiated touchpoints to drive 

value co-creation. 

Value Co-

Creation 
Value Co-Creation 

The firm offering an online or cloud-based 

proactive remote monitoring and diagnosis 
with a customer alert system. 

A firm-initiated product beta notice for an 

upcoming product or service, which 
customers can join and provide product 

feedback. 

A firm-initiated market analysis survey. 

A. F. Payne et al., 

2008; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2004 

 

A16: TO is used to enhance 

customer satisfaction by 

anticipating and addressing 
customer needs. 

Customer 

Satisfaction 

Relationship 

Marketing 

Firms respond to customer product issues and 

provide solutions. 

 

E. Anderson et al., 

1994; Garbarino & 

Johnson, 1999; Jones 

& Suh, 2000 

A17: TO is used to drive 

customer loyalty by offering 

helpful solutions.  

Customer 
Loyalty 

Relationship 
Marketing 

The firm offers a helpful solution to the 

customer’s existing product issues instead of 

selling a new product. 

Michell & Sanders, 

1995; Oliver, 1999 

 

(continued) 

 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 48  

 

Table 2 (continued) 

Assertions 

Touchpoint 

Orientation   

Outcome 

Aligning 

Theory 
Sample Touchpoint References 

A18: Customer-initiated 

proactive TO is used to help 

firms challenge the status 
quo, drive change, and co-

create value with the 

customer. 

Drive Change 

Value Co-

Creation 

Value Co-Creation 

Theory of 

Motivation  

The customer proactively contacts the firm 
for a new product feature. 

Crant, 2000; Parker 

et al., 2010; A. F. 

Payne et al., 2008; 

Vargo & Lusch, 

2008; Vroom, 1964 

A19: TO is used to 

demonstrate commitment 
and build trust in the firm–

customer relationship. 

Trust 

Relationship 

Theory 

Commitment-Trust 

A parcel delivery service sends a proactive 

notification of when the delivery is expected 

so the customer can stay home or leave a 
signed release. 

An airport authority shares the current wait 

time. 

The restaurant shares the current wait time. 

A car manufacturer sends recall notices for a 

possible issue. 
A bank sends proactive notifications of 

customer credit card usage pattern change. 

A customer support representative opens a 
proactive ticket for customers enrolled into 

real-time sharing of their software diagnosis 

data with a vendor. 

Brehmer & Rehme, 

2009; R. M. Morgan 

& Hunt, 1994; E. M. 

Payne et al., 2017 
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Conclusion  

The objectives of the literature review were first, to understand the role of effective 

touchpoints in building a firm–customer relationship; second, to identify the elements to 

constitute an effective touchpoint; third, to develop the theoretical concepts of TO proactiveness 

and TO technology; and finally, to identify the impacts of the customer-desired and firm-desired 

TO outcomes of customer engagement, trust, customer satisfaction, and customer loyalty. 

Since our study focused on firm–customer relationships and touchpoints, we started from 

the relationship marketing literature that helped us define the touchpoint and understand its 

crucial role as a medium to build long term firm–customer relationships.  Moreover, we gained 

an understanding of how touchpoints differentiate behavior and outcomes based on the distinct 

set of elements.  Further, by building on the market orientation theory, we introduced the concept 

of TO proactiveness as a firm–customer touchpoint approach that is customer-oriented and 

focused on satisfying the current or future customer needs to co-create value and build a long-

term relationship.  

We identified the set of distinct touchpoint elements to constitute TO proactiveness and 

TO technology from an in-depth literature review of relationship marketing (with subdomains of 

IMC and buyer–seller relationships), market orientation, service marketing, customer experience, 

knowledge creation, value co-creation, and the psychology theory of motivation.  These 

touchpoint elements were further classified based on their significant interaction characteristics, 

customer characteristics, relationship direction, and technology characteristics.  For effective 

marketing positioning and practice usage, we developed the TO proactiveness (proactive and 

reactive) and TO technology (AI-enabled and non-AI) concepts.  Table 1 summarizes the 
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theoretical assertions, aligned theories, references for the touchpoint elements, touchpoint 

element classifications, TO proactiveness, and TO technology.  

Since marketing academics and practitioners focus more on end-to-end customer 

journeys and customer experience, we laid out an effective touchpoint positioning approach 

(using TO proactiveness and TO technology) across the customer journey and decision-making 

process.  Finally, the theoretical perspective for the TO consequences was built on the need for a 

firm’s use of touchpoints for the desired outcomes of performance and customer value.  

Similarly, customers interact with the firm for their desired outcomes of satisfaction.  

In summary, cross-domain academic literature has positioned a need to adopt the TO 

approach, TO proactiveness, and TO technology for effective touchpoint positioning across the 

customer journey for building strong long-term relationships, enhancing customer engagement, 

and achieving other desired outcomes of customer loyalty, trust, and customer satisfaction.  In 

the following chapters, we formally adopt the newly introduced concepts of TO proactiveness 

and TO technology, validate the findings of this chapter, and further refine these concepts 

through a follow-up qualitative study with the academics, practitioners, and customers.  
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Practitioners’ Perspective on Touchpoint Orientation 

Study 1 focuses on gaining the practitioner’s perspective for TO proactiveness and TO 

technology.  This study used the grounded theory approach (Glaser, Strauss, & Strutzel, 1968) to 

inductively develop the conceptual basis for TO proactiveness and TO technology by using an 

exploratory qualitative interview method (Charmaz & Belgrave, 2012).  

Study 1 builds on the theoretical perspective that offered the key assertions for the 

relationship between touchpoint elements, TO concepts (TO proactiveness and TO technology), 

and the impact on firm–customer touchpoints.  Furthermore, this study validates the theoretical 

assertions for TO proactiveness (proactive and reactive) and TO technology (AI-enabled and 

non-AI) by gaining the practitioner’s perspective on the topics.  In the following paragraphs, we 

discuss the Study 1 research design in detail. 

Methods 

Study 1 was based on an exploratory-qualitative design and used the semi-structured 

interview method.  It helped us understand and cross-validate the TO proactiveness and TO 

technology concepts using the industry lenses by looking through the practitioners’ and the 

customers’ perspectives (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Turner, 2010).  The study provides an 

opportunity to validate the foundational assertions drawn in the previous section.  

We chose the grounded theory approach because it allowed for defining TO 

proactiveness and TO technology at a conceptual level through a rigorous discovery process.  

Further, it enabled us to adopt an iterative and refined approach until the concepts are well-

developed, verified, and the theoretical situation is achieved (Glaser et al., 1968; Hausman, 

2000).  Several marketing studies have previously used such an approach for theorizing complex 

firm–customer relationship marketing concepts and phenomena (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003; 
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Beverland et al., 2007; Challagalla et al., 2009; Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016; Yi & Gong, 2013).  

The following section discusses the Study 1 research design and methodology in detail. 

Sample.  Study 1 focused on conceptualizing and formulating the TO proactiveness and 

TO technology concepts based on the marketing and sales practitioners’ perspective and the 

customers’ viewpoint.  It was critical to lay out a sampling plan that reflects this same population 

(Glaser et al., 1968).  The study included marketing practitioners, sales professionals, business 

owners, and marketing academics from the United States with extensive marketing experience.  

We also included customer participants to gain their viewpoint on firm–customer touchpoints.   

The population was ideal for understanding firm–customer relationships and the 

touchpoints that occur during the entire lifecycle of the relationship and customer journey 

(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  We used a snowball or chain sampling approach, which is the 

recommended approach for such qualitative studies according to Noy (2008).  We reached more 

than 100 candidates, out of which 21 agreed to participate as an informant for an interview-based 

study.  Four other participants agreed to provide a written response to interview questions.  

The snowball sampling helped us approach the population to gain their insights.  We 

targeted a mixed population of customers and practitioners focused on firm–customer 

relationships such as marketing and sales professionals, business owners, and academics 

(Atkinson & Flint, 2001).  The approach proves advantageous for generating social, emergent, 

and interactional knowledge (Noy, 2008).  

We tried to generate the social knowledge to understand the dynamics of touchpoint 

experiences between a firm and customer and how different touchpoint elements interrelate to 

define TO proactiveness and TO technology.  This helped us further understand how touchpoints 

are used to gain a targeted firm-desired, customer-desired, or mutual outcomes.  With its tight 
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integration with the in-depth interview data collection method, our sampling approach helped us 

build trust with the informants to gain the required quality, critical-holistic view of the TO 

concepts (Noy, 2008).  

Our sample included a mix of industries, roles, job functions, and focused areas of firm–

customer relationships (business-to-consumer and business-to-business).  It involved participants 

that are part of frequent firm–customer relationship experiences.  The informants were contacted 

via email and provided with the initial information about the study's high-level purpose, the 

semi-structured interview method of the study, study duration, and other information.  

Participants were asked to recommend available time slots that were suitable to their schedules.  

Candidates were sent a reminder email after two weeks.  At the end of the interview, participants 

were asked to share a possible reference contact with a similar firm–customer relationship 

experience.  Demographic characteristics of the interview participants are given in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Study 1 Participant Demographics 

Number Confidential Code Gender Job Function Industry 
Relationship 

Type 

1 Cust001 Female Customer 
Services & 

Education 
B2C 

2 BusOwnMktProfAcad001 Female 
Digital Marketing Firm Owner, 

Marketing Professional & Academic 

Manufacturing & 

Education 
B2B 

3 BusOwnMktProfAcad002 Female 
Digital Marketing Firm Owner, 

Marketing Professional & Academic 

Services & 

Education 
B2B and B2C 

4 MktAcad001 Female Marketing Academic Education B2C 

5 MktAcad002 Female Marketing & Sales Academic Education B2C 

6 MktAcad003 Male Marketing Academic Education B2B and B2C 

7 MktAcad004 Male Marketing Academic Education B2C 

8 MktAcad005 Male Marketing Professional & Academic Retail B2C 

9 MktAcad006 Male Marketing Academic Education B2C 

10 MktAcad007 Male Marketing Academic Education B2B and B2C 

11 MktProf001 Female Marketing Professional Manufacturing B2B and B2C 

12 MktProf002 Male Marketing Professional Healthcare B2C 

13 MktProf003 Female Marketing Professional Healthcare B2C 

14 MktProf004 Male Marketing Professional Technology B2B and B2C 

15 MktProf005 Female Marketing Professional Technology B2B and B2C 

16 MktProfAcad001 Male Marketing Professional & Academic Telecommunication B2C 

17 Cust002 Male Customer 
Services & 

Education 
B2B and B2C 

18 Cust003 Female Customer Retail & Education B2C 

19 MktSalesProf001 Female Marketing & Sales Professional Retail & Education B2C 

20 MktSalesProf002 Female Marketing & Sales Professional Retail B2C 

21 SalProfMktAcad001 Male Marketing Professional & Academic 
Services & 

Education 
B2C 

22 Cust004 Female Customer Insurance B2C 

23 Cust005 Male Customer Education B2C 

24 Cust006 Female Customer Finance B2C 

25 Cust007 Female Customer Manufacturing B2C 

Note.  B2C = business-to-consumer, B2B = business-to-business 
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Research design.  We adopted the semi-structured interview method to understand the 

TO proactiveness and TO technology concepts and validate the TO assertions from the previous 

section.  This research method has been widely used for similar qualitative research (Hausman, 

2000; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990).   

We used the semi-structured interview method to explore how marketing and sales 

academics, professionals, and customers perceive the touchpoints, TO proactiveness and TO 

technology.  How would they differentiate between different TO types (proactive, reactive, AI-

enabled, and non-AI)?  We aimed to discover how these individuals identify the distinct 

touchpoint elements based on various characteristics, how they think TO types could impact a 

firm–customer relationship, and what kind of outcomes they can achieve using the TO approach. 

Interviews were based on semi-structured open-ended design to help participants fully 

express their viewpoints for TO concepts and share real-life touchpoint experiences (Turner, 

2010).  We developed our interview protocol based on the guidelines provided by Creswell 

(2018) and Turner (2010); both authors guide us toward an effective qualitative research design 

to gain participant viewpoint and experience.  Following their suggestion, we selected a semi-

structured interview method with an interview guide that included carefully worded open-ended 

questions. 

We developed an interview guide and protocol (shown in Appendix A) to attain the 

interview process's standardization and bring consistency if multiple interviewers were to 

conduct the study (McNamara, 2006; Turner, 2010).  The interview guide included key 

information regarding the interview flow, duration breakdown, detailed structure of the 

interview, and instructions to execute the interview.  This standardized semi-structured interview 
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research design helped us collect rich participant qualitative data and reduce researcher biases 

while engaging with multiple participants (Turner, 2010).  

Marketing academics and researchers pre-tested the interview guide.  Furthermore, all 

open-ended questions were designed following the guidelines presented by McNamara (2006), 

Thompson, Locander, and Pollio (1989), and Turner (2010) and reviewed for clarity, language, 

and format (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 2003).  The guide provided the step-by-step interview process 

along with the maximum duration an interviewer could assign for each section and the questions 

to be asked.  We ensured that all questions were covered with all participants.  

We followed the qualitative interview guidelines proposed by McNamara (2006).  What 

follows is the process and protocol used to conduct our interviews: 

1. We started with a kickoff that included explaining the purpose of the interview, the interview 

process, duration, type of questions, asking if the participant wanted to ask any questions, 

and gaining permission to record the interview.  

2. We read the confidentiality terms and the informant consent. 

3. We gained participant acknowledgment. 

4. We collected participant demographics. 

5. We provided the research context to the participant (Thompson et al., 1989). 

6. The participant was asked to consider recent touchpoints and associated personal experience 

while answering the open-ended questions. 

7. The participant was asked to share sample touchpoints they had in order to validate his or her 

role for firm–customer relationships and touchpoints. 
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8. We asked open-ended exploratory questions followed by probing questions to understand the 

participant’s perspective on touchpoint elements, TO proactiveness, TO technology, impacts, 

and outcomes.  

9. We performed continuous validation of foundational assertions of TO concepts that were 

previously driven from the theoretical perspective. 

10. We asked participants for any additional thoughts. 

11. The interview was closed, and we shared the interviewer’s contact detail for a follow-up. 

Data collection.  Data was collected in the form of audio recordings along with 

transcripts.  Some participants expressed their unavailability for an in-person or phone interview 

and requested an alternate option to participate.  We offered a paper-based self-completion form 

with the same standardized interview questions.  We stopped the data collection process when 

we realized a saturation and repetitiveness in information pattern from any new interview (Guest, 

Bunce, & Johnson, 2006).  We were able to collect 21 recorded interviews with transcripts and 

four paper submissions, totaling 25 participants for the study.   

Analysis.  Since TO proactiveness and TO technology are new theoretical concepts, we 

used a method that helped extract the important information from the participant data and helped 

us better understand and define these concepts.  As suggested by Braun and Clarke (2006), we 

used the thematic analysis method to analyze the qualitative data collected in the form of 

recorded interviews and paper submissions, shown in Figure 4.  Our goal was to make sense of 

participants' and customers’ perspectives for the TO concepts (TO proactiveness and TO 

technology; Braun & Clarke, 2006).   

As proposed by Creswell (2018) and Turner (2010), a code or theme book was developed 

to segment information and validate the TO viewpoint across multiple participants (shown in 
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Table 4).  To alleviate the researchers’ biases, the codebook was reviewed by non-participating 

researchers for quality and effectiveness.  We used a powerful computer-assisted qualitative data 

analysis software package called NVivo.  The program has been used by qualitative and mixed-

method researchers to develop codebooks and perform in-depth thematic analyses for mixed 

qualitative data like ours (text, audio, and transcript; Bazeley & Jackson, 2013). 

We started organizing the data by creating dedicated data folders for each participant and 

created cases in the NVivo software.  We performed data familiarization by first transcribing the 

audio recording, assigning it to the individual case, and finally storing it in the respective 

participant folder.  Furthermore, we listened to the audio recording and checked the transcripts 

for any errors and ensured the accuracy of participant accounts and experiences shared through 

the interviews.  Next, we used an inductive process to thematically analyze and code participant 

responses using the NVivo software.  The produced codes were categorized for common patterns 

in the data, as shown in Table 4.  Next, we searched for the broader themes by combining related 

codes and defined the themes based on grouped codes.  The themes were once again reviewed 

for an inter-code relationship, quality, and goodness of fit.  Finally, the emerging themes were 

cross-validated with the findings from the theoretical perspective to establish an alignment 

between the theoretical and practitioner perspectives. 
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Figure 4.  Study 1 data analysis process. 

Phase 1 

Familiarization 
with data

• Created NVivo cases and dedicated data folders for each participant

• Transcribed audio and checked for error and accuracy in narration

• Reviewed both audio and transcription

Phase 2

Generate codes

• Produced intial codes from data

• Categorized codes and related cases

Phase 3

Search, define, and 
review themes

• Searched for common themes using related codes

• Defined theme title

• Reviewed theme for quality and goodness of fit

Phase 4

Cross-validate 
themes

• Cross-validated themes with theoretical perspective

• Established an alignment between theoretical and practitioner 
perspectives
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Results 

Study 1 was conducted using the grounded theory approach to answer the following 

research questions: 

1. What are the key touchpoint elements that distinguish different types of TO, and how do they 

enhance touchpoint effectiveness?  

2. What are the relative effects of different TO on desired outcomes of customer engagement, 

trust, loyalty, and satisfaction? 

The thematic analysis of 25 participants’ data cross-validated the findings from the 

theoretical perspective using the practitioners’ viewpoint regarding major themes and the related 

concept of the elements of TO proactiveness types (proactive and reactive), TO technology 

types, antecedents of TO, consequences of TO, factors influencing TO effects, the relationship 

between different TO types, and finally other impacts of the TO approach. 
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Table 4  

Study 1 Qualitative Thematic Analysis and Coding 

Theme Parent Code Child Code Cases 

Vignettes 

and 

References 

Example 

Touchpoint 

Orientation (TO) 

Antecedents 

Total  7 7  

Customer 

Interest 
 1 1 

We were proactive in future campaigns 

because we had qualifying questions (in 

initial campaigns) about what their interests 

were. 

Customer 

Type 
 4 4 It's somewhat customer dependent. 

Existing 

Relationship 
 2 2 

So there has been a positive relationship in 

the past that builds for the future. 

     

TO 

Consequences 

Total  17 65  

Financial 

Outcomes 

Increased Sales 9 12 
You can increase revenue with reactive 

touchpoints if you do those really well. 

Wallet Share 3 3  

Psycho-Social 

Outcomes 

Sub-Total 17 61  

Brand 

Awareness 
7 7 

My job was proactive communication to 

ensure that they (customers) were kept 

abreast of the upcoming product launches, 

aware of all the training opportunities. 

Customer 

Engagement 
4 4 

I think those interactions show a level of 

social engagement with your brand. 

Customer 

Retention 
2 3 I think it increases customer retention. 

Customer 

Satisfaction 
7 8 

I can actually help them (customers), so they 

have more satisfaction. 

Loyalty, 

Repurchase 

Intention 

12 19 
I would say it helped build a more loyal 

customer base for the company 

Trust 7 8 

I think the proactive approach tends to 

reinforce the trust the customer has with a 

company. 

Value Co-

Creation 
4 6 

I think consumers are interested in sharing or 

co-creating new product ideas. 

Word of Mouth 5 7 

And there is definitely a possibility that the 

customer could even serve as an educator for 

the firm, for their friends and family. 

    

          (continued) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Theme Parent Code Child Code Cases 

Vignettes 

and 

References 

Example 

Elements of TO 

Proactiveness: 

Proactive Type 

Total  20 89  

Anticipative 

Sub-Total 5 7  

Anticipate ahead 

of time 
5 7 

I would describe proactive as someone 

sensing ahead of time a need. 

Anticipate using 

past history 
3 3 

I receive proactive touchpoints from Netflix; 

they will say these are recommendations for 

you, the newly released movies this week.  

Based on what you watch in the past. 

Customer Didn’t 

Anticipate but 

Firm Did 

4 5 

Proactive communication is highly 

anticipated, where you are trying to guess 

ahead of time.                             (continued) 

Future Needs 

 6 7  

Developing 

Future Needs 
4 5 

Proactive interaction would be about future 

needs.  It requires that they're not aware that 

they need this. 

Actively 

Helpful 

Sub-Total 9 15  

Customer's 

Intention to 

Help 

2 2 

I can think of a proactive touchpoint when I 

help other Wazer's (A GPS mobile app for 

navigation) around. 

Firm's Intention 

to Help 
6 9 

When you (firm) actually went to take the 

step to help people, giving them a heads up. 

Holistic 

Viewpoint 

Sub-Total 5 10  

Using Customer 

Context and 

Situation 

3 5 

Proactive is opening up real experiences and 

putting products and services in a context 

that I hadn't considered before. 

Using Customer 

Information 
0 0 

The communication is based exclusively on 

information that the firm has gathered and 

knows about that customer. 

Personalized 

Sub-Total 7 16  

Customized for 

Customer 
1 2 

I would define a proactive interaction as a 

form of communicating that is customized 

and specific to the customer. 

Relevant 4 7 

We were not product pushers; it was all 

about finding the right product for the right 

customer. 

Self-Initiated 

Sub-Total 11 15  

Firm making the 

first contact 
5 5 

Proactive interaction as a salesperson is 

reaching out to a customer and making the 

first contact based on the customer's needs. 

Self-initiated by 

customer 
2 2 

If I have a problem, if I am concerned about 

something, I will make that first move. 

Timely  13 19 
Number one would be the timeliness with 

which you do proactive touchpoints. 

      

(continued) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Theme Parent Code Child Code Cases 

Vignettes 

and 

References 

Example 

Elements of TO 

Proactiveness: 

Reactive Type 

Total  16 30  

Current 

Needs 

Sub-Total 7 10  

Match Current 

Customer Needs 
6 8 

Assessing a customer's needs and desires and 

providing them information can provide a 

much higher satisfaction. 

Relevant to 

Customer Needs 
1 1 

It has to be relevant that the organization is 

going to send me towards others who have 

the experience. 

Discrete 

Viewpoint 
 2 2 

It is going to be more likely focused on a 

single event. 

Non-

Anticipative 
 3 3 

The reactive is what I (customer) expect. 

  

Non-

Personalized 
 3 3 

I would think reactive is a little more kind of 

throwing spaghetti against the wall and 

seeing what sticks and hoping that you have 

this general message that connects with 

everyone.   

Responsive  7 8 
For me, its kind of reactive because it's kind 

of responding.                             (continued) 

Scheduled  1 1 
Brands have to figure out what a perfect time 

would be to send emails out. 

Passively 

Helpful 
 2 3 

Reactive, in my view, is all about damage 

control. 

     

TO Technology 

Types 

Total  10 21  

Descriptive: 

Non-AI 

Technology 

 7 11 
So database-driven communications are 

proactive. 

Predictive: AI 

Technology 
 7 10 

I think there are companies that are utilizing 

proactive touchpoints, like Amazon; a lot of 

it is based on predictive analytics. 

     

Factors Impacting 

TO Effects 

Total  8 10  

Customer 

Journey Stage 
 2 2 

At the initial stages of your selling cycle, 

when you're building awareness about a new 

product. 

Touchpoint 

Frequency 
 6 8 

If it (touchpoints) exceeds a certain number, 

people only pay so much attention span. 

They won't be able to consume it. 

     

Other 

Implications of 

TO 

Total  12 15  

Annoyance  3 3 

Proactive touchpoints have the tendency to 

be a little more annoying if they're not 

targeted. 

Creepiness  7 8 

When you look at proactive, you know how 

much of that could be like a creep 

factor. 

Excessiveness  4 4 
On the negative side, if you're in the 

customer's face way too much. 

     

(continued) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Theme Parent Code Child Code Cases 

Vignettes 

and 

References 

Example 

Relationship 

Between TO 

Types 

Total  7 16  

Mutual 

Relationship 

Sub-Total 6 7  

Proactive TO 

Drive Reactive 

TO 

4 5 

We would send out the first email to a 

random list of people. Then people would 

come back with questions, like reactive, and 

we respond to those. 

Reactive TO 

Drive Proactive 

TO 

2 2 

Reactive touch points would be based on 

your (customer) purchase, then we (firm) 

reach out with a different type of email 

communication. 

Relationship 

Direction 

Sub-Total 5 9  

Customer-

Initiated 
2 2 

Reactive, to me, is typically initiated by the 

audience (customers). 

Firm-Initiated 2 3 

I would define a proactive interaction as a 

form of communicating between where the 

firm initiates the communication.  

Platform-

Initiated 
3 4 

Let's say you have Facebook, and then you 

have a brand that's on Facebook.  It is 

Facebook who is facilitating proactive 

touchpoint. 

Note.  TO = Touchpoint Orientation, AI = Artificial Intelligence 
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Touchpoint orientation proactiveness elements.  We asked participants questions such 

as what constitutes the touchpoints, what are key characteristics of proactive and reactive 

touchpoints, and how they find a differentiation or a dichotomous relationship between the two 

TO proactiveness types.  The thematic analysis highlighted their responses for the foundational 

elements of TO proactiveness and its types (proactive TO and reactive TO).  Participants 

identified elements of proactive TO (shown in Table 1) as anticipative (vignettes = 7, cases = 5), 

based on future needs (vignettes = 6, cases = 7), actively helpful (vignettes = 15, cases = 9), 

personalized (vignettes = 16, cases = 7), self-initiative (vignettes = 15, cases = 11), timely 

(vignettes = 19, cases = 13), and uses a holistic viewpoint (vignettes = 10, cases = 5).  On the 

other side, participants also identified elements of reactive TO as non-anticipative (vignettes = 3, 

cases = 3), based on current needs (vignettes = 10, cases = 7), passively helpful (vignettes = 3, 

cases = 2), scheduled (vignettes = 1, cases = 1), responsive (vignettes = 8, cases = 7), discrete 

(vignettes = 2, cases = 2), and non-personalized (vignettes = 3, cases = 3).  We discuss these 

findings in detail in the following subsections.  

Self-initiative versus responsive.  The TO proactiveness includes a key element of 

touchpoint initiation that is used to establish a firm–customer communication.  It is related to 

how the touchpoint was originally initiated.  It is responsive when initiated as a result of a 

customer inquiry, and it is self-initiative when it was initiated by the firm to make the first move 

with the customer.  A self-initiative proactive TO is the first move by the firm to reach out to the 

customer (current and potential) to address needs (Participant-5), or in some cases, to show 

gratitude towards the customer (Participant-12).  For instance, Participant-5 said, “Proactive 

interaction as a salesperson or a marketing person is reaching out to a customer and making the 

first contact based on the customer's needs.”  And Participant-12 said, 
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In order to enhance the customer's view of the brand, we did outbound calling.  

They (firm) would have us contact existing customers and say, “Hi, I'm so and so 

from Sprint.  I was just calling to make sure everything was okay with your service.  

See if you had any questions and let you know how much we appreciate the fact 

that you're a Sprint customer.”  I think certain types of customers more likely to 

churn.  So that was proactive. 

Self-initiative proactive TO can also be used by the customer as the first move to reach 

out to the firm via his or her preferred channel for an inquiry, product awareness (Participant-

17), or an existing product issue (Participant-1).  “A proactive interaction means when you take 

the first step.  If I need to, if I have a problem, if I am concerned about something, I will make 

that first move” (Participant-1).  Participant-17 indicated, 

I think as a customer, my version of proactive is something that I initiated.  So just 

in the last couple of days, I have initiated online searches for travel and golf carts.  

So proactive touchpoints from my perspective would be when I begin to search, and 

I'm trying to learn about all the possible options.  So anytime that digital, desktop, 

laptop, mobile phone where I initiated the search is an example of a proactive 

touchpoint on my part. 

Contrary to self-initiative, a firm uses reactive TO with responsive characteristics to 

respond to a customer inquiry, request (Participant-4 & 7), or ask for help (Participant-12).  In 

some cases, a reactive TO can be used to respond to an obvious or predetermined customer need, 

such as a signboard for the direction to the product shelf (Participant-3).  “The second a customer 

reaches out to your brand, and the brand responds, it seems like that would be more reactive” 

(Participant-7).  Participant-4 said, “For me kind of the reactive, because it's kind of responding.  
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It's not necessarily interesting and fascinating,” while Participant-12 indicated, “As a customer 

service agent, one of the things most of the time, we sat there, and we waited for the call.  So 

reactive touchpoint, right.  When a consumer had a problem, they would call the 800 number.”  

Another example came from Particpant-3,  

To me, when you take a look at the reactive part, it’s more on the traditional side; a 

customer comes in store and firm, making sure whatever needs they have, like I 

(customer) can't find the toothpaste, where is it?  So to make sure that we have the proper 

signage.  So how they're able to make sure to reach the customer for whatever needs they 

have and to meet needs right there in a moment. 

Anticipative versus non-anticipative.  As per the analysis, TO proactiveness includes the 

anticipative element of a firm’s ability to understand and address customer needs, even before 

the customer mentions it.  Participants characterized a touchpoint as proactive TO with 

anticipative characteristics and reactive TO with non-anticipative characteristics.  

A firm uses proactive TO to anticipate customer needs ahead of time (Participant-2), even 

before the customer realizes it (Participant-14 and -19).  “I would describe proactive as someone 

sensing ahead of time a need and making the first move versus after an inquiry being told that 

someone is interested” (Participant-2).  “For example, when my new laser printer when I'm 

running low on toner, it notifies me that I'm running low on toner.  So it really did anticipate my 

need.  Because otherwise, I'm not gonna be able to print anymore” (Participant-19).  Participant-

14 said, 

Proactive communication is highly anticipated, where you are trying to guess ahead of 

time what your audience's going to want or need, even if they don't know it yet.  So to 

me, that is the number one characteristic of proactive communication. 
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This can be used as an effective proactive product positioning strategy for a firm 

(Participant-5).  They may increase their sales by anticipating customer interest based on past 

purchases and match customers with a new product (Participant-16 & 18).  For example, 

Particpant-18 said, “I receive proactive touchpoints from Netflix; they will say these are 

recommendations for you, the newly released movies this week.  Based on what you watched in 

the past, we think we would like the new releases as well.” 

When I go into customer business, I say, your website is not ranking well, your 

competitors are doing better than you. I will say, this is what's wrong with your 

advertising or your website right now, and this is what I can do for you. Then they 

realized there truly is a need. (Participant-5) 

I used to work at the Nordstrom department store chain; I was a sales associate.  We 

were told to create relationships with our customers that came in store a lot.  We 

would write down what they were buying, like the brands they liked.  I was told to 

call them whenever something new came in, and we thought they might like to try 

and get them into the store.  So we would have to call them out of nowhere to like 

strengthen their relationship and tell them about anything new that came in. 

(Participant-16) 

However, a reactive TO is non-anticipative.  It sometimes uses previously shared 

customer information to generate an obvious or generic response (Participant-2 & 18).  “Because 

the reactive is now what I (customer) expect” (Participant-2).  “To me, it's reactive because 

they're getting information from the consumer, but it's proactive when a consumer never thought 

of that in the first place.” 
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Holistic viewpoint versus discrete viewpoint.  The thematic analysis further highlighted 

the TO proactiveness element of using a holistic viewpoint that is based on the customer’s 

unique situation and context.  A proactive TO uses customers’ information to understand their 

unique context or situation (Participant-9) and further solve their problems (Participant-4).  It 

offers a firm the capability to look at the situation more broadly and establish a holistic view of 

their customers.  Participant-4 commented, “It is an interaction that allows me to get more 

information to have an experience that I wouldn't otherwise consider.  It gives me a broader 

context of what I am looking for” and “Proactive is opening up real experiences and putting 

products and services in a context that I hadn't considered before.”  Participant-9 said, 

The communication is based exclusively on information that the firm has gathered 

and knows about that customer.  Like, my bank is trying to sell me something or 

has a proactive touchpoint with me, it would be based on my spending.  Like when 

they say they knew that I was enrolled (student) at school, and send me touchpoint, 

“do you need a student loan?” 

In contrast, a reactive TO is a siloed or discrete event of interaction with a focus on 

reacting to an immediate customer issue (Participant-7, -8 and -20).  Participant-7 stated, “it is 

going to be more likely focused on kind of a single event,” and Participant-8 said, “Reactive 

versus proactive, might be just as you're sensing some opportunity, as opposed to reacting to an 

issue.”  Participant-20 said, “Reactive is always about immediate customer actions.  Form 

responses in relation to reasoned customer actions.  But those usually are all about negative 

events.” 

Actively helpful versus passively helpful.  The thematic analysis further highlighted the 

TO proactiveness element of helpfulness.  Firms use a proactive TO to demonstrate their 
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intention to help customers (Participant-1 & -4) and to dissipate the customer’s perception about 

the firm’s intention of only selling products and not being helpful (Participant-20).  “When you 

(firm) actually went to take the step to help people, giving them a heads up, I think that would be 

another characteristic for the betterment of all users” (Participant-1).  “When we traveled to 

Great America (theme park), it had a type of queuing on the mobile app, for what rides were 

available, and how long the wait was for each.  That was very helpful” (Participant-4).  

Participant-20 said, 

Samsung water filter. They may send an email to me saying, “Hey, by the way, you 

know this needs to be replaced every six months.  We'll send you a reminder email 

in six months.”  You have peace of mind.  That's actually proactive….It’s the 

customer’s perception of this particular touchpoint.  Whether it is completely to 

help them or is it completely just to sell some products? 

Also, in some cases, the customer uses proactive TO to demonstrate his or her intention 

to help the firm or other customers in the community, to earn rewards, or to build a helpful 

customer community.  “I can think of a proactive touchpoint when I help other Wazer's (a GPS 

mobile app for navigation) around by alerting them about police or traffic or accidents or 

anything like that” (Participant-1). 

In contrast, a reactive TO offers a passively helpful response to manage damage control, 

a negative customer situation or churn (Participant-20), and product dissatisfaction (Participant-

8).  “Reactive tends to be when you sense a customer may have some dissatisfaction with the 

product or may indicate that they might be looking at other suppliers” (Participant-8).  “In my 

mind, reactive is always when something negative happens, like a customer complaint happens, a 
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customer returned the product…. Reactive, in my view, is all about damage control.” 

(Participant-20). 

Timely versus scheduled.  Participants described the TO proactiveness characteristic of 

being timely for proactive TO and scheduled for reactive TO.  A proactive TO uses timeliness to 

reach out to customers ahead of time before they issue a request for contact (Participant-6 & 9).  

It helps firms gain a competitive advantage (Participant-6) and enhance customer engagement.  

“Proactive characteristic would be the timing of that (touchpoint).  So, in sales and service, 

everything is typically about timing because there's competition” (Participant-6).  “Number one 

would be the timeliness with which you do proactive touchpoints” (Participant-9).  Participant-

10 commented, 

I think it is very important that it should be time-sensitive.  If someone searches 

knee pain or knee replacement, they want to take action right now.  If we're getting 

an ad in front of them three months later, we're too late.  So if you want to truly be 

proactive, and you want to engage with them, it needs to be at the right time, it's not 

too early, it's not too late, it's when they are ready to make a decision, or when they 

are maybe in a place that they can be influenced. 

On the other side, reactive TO may use shopping seasons (Participant-3) or regular events 

to schedule touchpoints with the customer to position a product or promotion and gain an 

advantage.  “When there is cars season, January tends to be the time that you buy cars.  You see 

advertisements, it can also be seasonal” (Participant-3).  Participant-1 suggested, 

Brands have to figure out what a perfect time would be to send emails out.  Let's 

say I am looking to buy a winter coat.  If I get emails about winter coats, then that 

helps me because instead of going into stores or websites, I can go through 
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promotional emails to see what they have and what their prices are, what the 

qualities like.  I can sit at my place, and I have that comparison point, like price 

comparisons.  So, I think that's definitely an advantage.  That's how brands can be 

helpful. 

Future needs versus current needs.  Some participants emphasized the firm’s ability to 

meet the future and current customer needs as the key characteristic of TO proactiveness.  A 

proactive TO can be used to demonstrate a firm’s ability to foresee the customer’s future 

interests and needs based on his or her history, even before the customer realizes his or her 

upcoming needs (Participant-6 & -2).  “Proactive interaction would be about future needs.  It is 

required that customers are not aware that they need this” (Participant-6).  Participant-2 stated, 

“knowing the information ahead of time, being able to ascertain customer interest.” 

The firm also uses proactive TO to initiate a dialogue with existing customers to develop 

their undefined and future needs (Participant-5 & -2) for new business opportunities. 

I start working with a client on a website.  Usually, that's how I get started with 

them.  However, once the website is done, then I will contact them and say, well, 

now that you have a website or online presence, do you want to get into either just 

display ads, or pay per click ads, or video ads? (Participant-5) 

As a consulting firm, we weren't necessarily doing heavy marketing and reaching 

out to the potential client, but with current clients always proactively identifying 

additional consulting areas.  I think that's more proactive messaging in terms of the 

kind of identifying a future business or consulting project opportunities. 

(Participant-7) 
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The firm may use proactive TO with existing relationships and use past behaviors such as 

purchase history and interests to fit new products as future needs (Participant-11 & -19).   

I think what makes it a proactive interaction would be things like you're looking at 

previous behavior to see what new thing that they (customers) don't have and 

necessarily have a need for, is in the marketplace.  A lot of times, we were 

developing need. (Participant-11) 

For example, I don't need a new car right now.  But if I could buy a Tesla, I would 

absolutely love to buy a Tesla.  Maybe I didn't know that I had that desire, but 

because the firm contacted me at just the right time, all of a sudden, I become aware 

of this new need I didn't have before. (Participant-19) 

While future needs are in line toward proactive TO, reactive TOs align with current 

customer needs and develop relevancy with their interests (Participant-4 & -20).  Such reactive 

TOs help drive customer satisfaction with the product and with the firm overall (Participant-8).  

Participant-20 stated, “From my car dealership, reminding me of stuff that I need to do as winter 

is coming up, and then they try to sell me some services that I might be needing.”  Participant-8 

said, “Assessing a customer's needs and desires and providing them information can provide a 

much higher satisfaction with the company, the brand, and the product in a forward-looking 

manner.”  Another participant shared the following, 

I am looking at a general fire apparatus provider.  It has to be relevant that the 

organization is going to send me towards others who have the experience.  Where it 

can say, I know you are a firefighter, and I know that you are interested in perhaps 

this type of apparatus. (Participant-4) 
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Personalized versus non-personalized.  Some participants focused on the TO 

proactiveness element of personalization.  A personalized proactive TO is a customized and 

focused touchpoint with the customer to deliver a personal experience (Participant-3 & -9).  Such 

a personalized proactive TO includes content that matches with customer interests (Participant-

19).  “I sometimes get the Google Maps popping up (notification) on my phone to tell me how 

many minutes left in reaching home.  I certainly didn't ask Google to do that.  I think this is a 

personal experience” (Participant-3).  “I would define a proactive interaction as a form of 

communicating that is customized and specific to that customer” (Participant-9).  “From a social 

media perspective, I would say most social platforms are trying to use proactive touchpoints.  

Like, with news feeds, when you refresh, it gives you content that it thinks you're interested in” 

(Participant-19). 

Firms use customer information and profiles to deliver a personalized, custom, and 

targeted touchpoint (Participant-10).  Their goal is to stay relevant to customer interests and 

match customer needs with products to drive long-term value (Participant-11 & -16).  

In healthcare, we use targeted social media ads based on customer search patterns.  

So, if a customer searches for knee pain or joint replacement, you can then have 

targeted ads pop up on their social media that would have information about our 

orthopedic surgeons or about our therapy department.  So that is an example of a 

more customized, proactive touchpoint. (Participant-10) 

We were not product pushers; it was all about finding the right product for the right 

customer.  We spent a lot of time doing that customization and figuring out what to 

present to customers; we also use that information to develop custom promotions. 

(Participant-11) 
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I was working at the startup where we had a big contact list of basically Instagram 

influencers, and we would just send them emails anytime a new campaign launched 

that basically match their interests based on their profile to get them to apply for the 

campaign. (Participant-16) 

Participants identified the key difference between reactive TO and proactive TO, based 

on the proactive TO’s level of customization and reactive TO’s level of generalization of the 

touchpoint message (Participant-10, -19 & -20).  Participant 20 said, “It is the level of perceived 

personalization that also matters to the customer.  The customer perceived is that a general 

message that everybody receives?  Or is it something very specific to that customer?” 

I think a proactive, like you are getting a specific message to a specific group.  It's 

extremely customized.  I would think reactive is a little more kind of throwing 

spaghetti against the wall and seeing what sticks and hoping that you have this 

general message that connects with everyone.  So I guess that's kind of the line. 

(Participant-10) 

Brand contacts me through social media, whether it's tweeting at me or more 

personalized contact, as opposed to the brand is posting some broad (general) 

message on social media.  I am getting it (personalized contact) because I have 

liked the brand on social media. (Participant-19) 

Touchpoint orientation technology types.  Participants responded to our open-ended 

questions regarding the touchpoints, key touchpoint characteristics, the critical role of TO 

technology, and different types of technologies used by the firms to design firm–customer 

touchpoints.  The thematic analysis highlighted the two types of TO technology as descriptive 
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(non-AI; vignettes = 11, cases = 7) and predictive (AI-enabled; vignettes = 10, cases = 7; shown 

in Table 4).  

Study participants described how firms use AI-enabled TO technology and its predictive 

analytics capability to process a large amount of customer data and information.  The AI 

technology is used to develop a psychographic profile, gain meaningful customer insights to 

match customers interests, and efficiently position product and services (Participant-7, -2).  

Participant-20 said, “Proactive in my mind is looking at customer data and predicting what 

would work best (for the customer),” while Participant-17 commented, “A relationship with the 

firm will help drive proactivity.  If it is a strong relationship, then the frequency is higher in 

which the customer proactively reaches out for anything like I want to buy a new car.” 

The firm would need to understand the customer.  If the customer has any interest?  

I guess data analytics will show if people have college-age students (at home), then 

the university has to say to them, why is it important to you?  What are the benefits 

for you? (Participant-2) 

If you (firm) are trying to understand the psychographic profile of your customers 

to develop personalized messages, you will collect a lot of data on what they 

(customers) bought, how they bought, where they bought, to generate their 

psychographic profile. (Participant-17) 

TO proactiveness can benefit from the predictive capabilities of AI-enabled TO to 

effectively anticipate customer needs, develop a holistic viewpoint of customers, and deliver 

personalized touchpoints to customers. Participant-7 put it this way, 

I think there are companies that are utilizing proactive touchpoints, like Amazon, a 

lot of it is based on predictive analytics, identifying what all their similar consumers 
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like and then using holistic viewpoints of the customer to anticipate what that next 

product or service that the consumer might be most interested in, and then sending 

that either onscreen message or on a website.  Like Amazon was sending it via 

email….For a brand to create a proactive interaction, they need to have a holistic 

viewpoint of their customers.  So they need to have a database that connects all of 

the possible interactions with the consumer, whether that might be in a store, online 

or other smart devices.  They use data-driven insights to send a highly relevant and 

personalized message via whatever platform or touchpoint, and it happens so they 

can anticipate what that customer wants or needs to be based on those data-driven 

insights that they've (the firm) gained. 

AI-enabled TO uses analytics to analyze past or present customer behaviors to narrow 

down their addressable market and to focus on the most important customers (Participant-11 &  

-17). 

One of the things that we would do when we had a new product launch, I would do 

a lot on the analytics side, to look at prior purchasing behavior for products that 

would be a complementary product to this, so that we could create low hanging 

fruit or hit list for the sales team. (Participant-11) 

If I have a Facebook page and am listening to the comments, or sharing or likes or 

anything in that line, I could, potentially with analytics, proactively send a 

communication or an offer to somebody based on their open-ended comments. 

(Participant-17) 

Participants described their touchpoint experiences and familiarity with AI-enabled TOs, 

such as chatbots, health analytics apps, and smart devices from a customer's perspective.  Some 
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participants expressed their concern of the AI-enabled TO capability to monitor their behavior, 

and some thought of it as an effective touchpoint channel (Participant-19 & 17).  Participant-17 

commented, “I'm sure you know about chatbots, where brands or companies are trying to use AI 

to interact with customers.  It's still driven by the customer, so the customer initiates the chat.”  

Participant-19 made the comment, 

Health app that I use sometimes reminds me that I should, for example, with Apple 

Watch where it tells you, you've been sitting too long, you should probably stand up 

for a little bit.  We are worried it's doing something in the background.  That is 

monitoring my behavior. 

Contrary to the new AI-enabled TO with predictive capabilities, some firms still use non-

AI TO that is descriptive and based on traditional data tools such as CRM databases.  It is used to 

store customer demographics and past transactions to plan their touchpoints with the customers 

(Participant-15 & -19).  Participant-19 commented, “The cable networks, they are trying to get 

into programmatic ads where ads can be targeted much more personally based on data you have 

about that individual.”  Participant-15 said, 

With reactive (touchpoints), you need to know the past.  You need to know where 

they (customers) stand, what their concerns are, and you need to know the past 

conversations that were held in order to get them the information they really are 

looking for. 

Similar to AI-enabled TO, firms leverage non-AI enabled TO to support their TO 

proactiveness based communication, both in-store and online (Participant-3 & -17).  “Proactive 

touchpoint would be reaching out or providing information to customers based on your customer 
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basis (profile).  You have a dataset on them already, so you should have their profile up at the 

time they walked into a store” (Participant-3).  Participant-17 commented, 

I would say that you (firm) have collected data on (customer) response data of what 

they purchase.  So if I (as a customer) bought a computer from Best Buy, that (Best 

Buy) person perhaps has an offer for a printer.  So they would tend to [be] cross-

selling options to me.  That is a form of proactive because I (Best Buy) looked at 

the (customer) data.  So database-driven communications are proactive. 

Participants highlighted the benefits of non-AI TO such as demand generation 

(Participant-5) and effective launch of new products with the existing customer base and further 

achieved competitive advantage (Participant-11). 

I was working for a company that was highly focused on innovation.  So, you 

would have tools (products) that don't have a competitor, which is a great position 

to be in, but I had to figure out how to price the stuff and who to take it to the 

market.  So, in that case, we use the data proactively to even launch the product into 

the market. (Participant-11) 

I determine if somebody needs digital advertising based on how well they rank 

organically for search engine optimization.  Basically, their (customers) kind of 

profile.  For instance, if I type in a plumber in Whitewater, Wisconsin, and ABC 

Plumbing Company comes up on page two, I will suggest to them that you should 

get search engine optimization and pay per click ads.  It's really based on kind of 

their demographics or how they come up online. (Participant-5) 

  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 80  

 

Touchpoint orientation antecedents.  When asked for the factors that can help develop 

effective touchpoints, participants identified customer type (vignettes = 4, cases = 4), existing 

relationship (vignettes = 2, cases = 2), and customer interest (vignettes = 1, cases = 1) as factors 

that need to be put into consideration by the firm (shown in Table 4). 

Participants highlighted the customer role in driving a firm–customer touchpoint, 

relationship, and related outcomes.  While some customers show interest in proactive 

touchpoints, many prefer to hear from the firm only when they initiate a request to do so.  

Participant-8 had this to say, 

It's somewhat customer dependent.  Many times I've worked for companies that 

want us to do cross-selling and looking for proactive suggestions.  While a lot of 

customers just don't want that, they want to feel like they're in charge, and they 

want to feel empowered. 

Customer interest was identified as a driving factor for successful communication.  

Customers may be happy to engage with the firm if it is about something in which they are 

interested.  Participant-6 noted, 

We had the campaign to get our Facebook pages like up.  So we incentivize people 

to do that.  It was 20,000 followers; then, we were proactive in future campaigns 

because we had qualifying questions (in initial campaigns) about what their 

interests were.  

Firms can leverage established trust and goodwill driven from the existing relationship to 

drive future touchpoints and enhance customer engagement. 

A consumer has trust with that brand, so they see them as offering goodwill and 

positive, and it is a good company, and they have my best interest in mind.  So they 
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just have an overall good feeling about the brand that is going to increase the 

likelihood of responding.  So, there has been a positive relationship in the past that 

builds for the future. (Participant-18) 

Touchpoint orientation consequences.  Participants highlighted several psycho-social, 

and financial outcomes when we asked them what they think are the possible outcomes driven by 

the TO approach.  They identified psycho-social outcomes of brand awareness (vignettes = 7, 

cases = 7), customer engagement (vignettes = 4, cases = 4), customer retention and relation 

(vignettes = 2, cases = 2),  customer satisfaction (vignettes = 8, cases = 7), loyalty and 

repurchase intention (vignettes = 19, cases = 12), trust (vignettes = 8, cases = 7),  value co-

creation (vignettes = 6, cases = 4),  and word of mouth (vignettes = 7, cases = 5).  Likewise, they 

identified two major financial outcomes driven by TO: increased sales (vignettes = 12, cases = 9) 

and wallet share (vignettes = 3, cases = 3; shown in Table 4). 

Customer engagement.  The thematic analysis highlighted customer engagement as a 

possible outcome of TO touchpoints.  Firms may use TO influenced touchpoints to drive 

customer engagement activities to further gauge customers’ perceptions about the firm 

(Participant-10), generate new product ideas (Participant-17), and to offer personalized offers 

(Participant-3): 

The firm should think about how people are talking about their brand.  I think one 

way to measure it is by how they are interacting with your brand on social media.  

If a customer is sharing their experience or they are checking in at your facility, I 

think those interactions show a level of social engagement with your brand. 

(Participant-10) 
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So if you are receiving an email that is not necessarily designed to sell you 

something but rather asks for help like “tell us your opinion on this clothing item,” 

then the next one is, “what do you think about offering these clothes off-season?”  

So, they (firm) are trying to get your opinion to engage with them.  Then they can 

offer better and targeted offers to you. (Participant-17) 

For example, if a customer walked into Target (retail) store, and we (firm) know 

that they are buying a certain type of product almost every time, that product could 

pop up onto their phone, saying, “Hey we have a sale going on detergent x now.”  

Just a way for the firm to start (communication), as “hey, don't forget to buy this 

product.”  I see that as a way to engage the customer. (Participant-3) 

Customer loyalty.  Participants described TO as a means to enhance customer loyalty and 

repurchase intention by showing customers that they are valued (Participant-1) and the firm 

actually cares about them (Participant-16) and will help them solve their problems (Participant-

18) and not just sell their products.  Participant-16 commented, “I would say it helped build a 

more loyal customer base for the company.  For the customer, I would say it was proof that we, 

as a company, cared explicitly about them and knew them.”  Participant-18 noted, “If proactive 

touchpoints are not too often, and they are relevant and helpful, then the consumer feels 

appreciated, the relationship then goes on.”  Participant-1 said, 

Because the customer feels like they are valued and helped, like a brand making 

sure that the customer is getting what they want, and they're comfortable with it, 

and not just like trying to sell to them.  I think that customer is going to be like a 

repeat customer since they feel comfortable, they will keep coming back. 
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Participants thought that TO might help develop a stronger firm–customer relationship if 

it is used to anticipate their needs and will drive product sales in the long run (Participant-7 &     

-9).  The following is a comment from Participant-9, “I think it creates an increasingly positive 

relationship between the customer and the firm.”  Participant-7 noted, 

I think brands can help consumers by focusing on educating and anticipating their 

needs.  Then, based on that, building a stronger relationship that, in turn, may lead 

to greater loyalty, greater usage of a product or service; it may lead to sales down 

the road. 

Customer satisfaction.  Some participants defined customer satisfaction as a TO outcome 

since it enables firms to effectively match needs using customer data (Participant-2 & -5).  

Participant-2 commented, “I guess that there would be some satisfaction and, and even loyalty,” 

and Participant-5 said, “I can help them (customers), so they have more satisfaction, and they 

become more loyal to me because I have done my homework, and I am doing the research for 

them.” 

Trust.  Participants further identified trust as an outcome that is generated by TO-based 

firm–customer touchpoints (Participant-8).  They highlighted TO proactiveness as a means to 

establish trust by demonstrating the firm’s intention to help and to establish credibility that turns 

into trust (Participant-6 & -10).  Participant-8 said, “I think the proactive approach tends to 

reinforce the trust the customer has with a relationship manager or company.”  Participant-6 

commented, “I think it generates loyalty and trust.  I can trust that even some of their promotions 

if it expires, they'll still honor that.  So, I think it developed the loyalty and the trust within the 

relationship when you're proactive.”  Another participant said the following, 
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If we use the Google Maps example, the fact that they send me (notification), “Hey 

if you go this route, it's going to be faster.”  I am not going to have greater trust 

until I take the route, and it's faster.  Once that happens, then I would say, “Wow, 

they gave me a (good) recommendation.”  They sent me this customized 

notification, and it helped me; now I am going to trust this company. (Participant-

10) 

Customer retention.  Results highlighted that participants felt that the TO characteristic 

of being personalized drives customer retention and relationship strength (Participant-7 & -18).  

Participant-7 suggested, “If a message is on target, if it resonates, they (customer) are obviously 

more likely to purchase, that it's going to lead to greater sales, can lead to stronger relationships 

with the customer retention.”  Another participant said, “For example, with Netflix, all it does is 

keep people their subscription, not buying more (services) from Netflix.  So my answer, I think it 

increases customer retention” (Participant-18). 

Word of mouth.  Some participants shared their intention to refer a firm and offer a WoM 

recommendation if the firm uses TO proactiveness to appropriately match products and services 

to their specific needs based on their unique situation (Participant-2 & -9).  Participant-2 

indicated, “if they (students/customers) want their younger siblings to attend the same university, 

they tell their friends or cousins if they were satisfied.”  Participant-9 said, 

And there is definitely a possibility that customers could even serve as kind of an 

educator for the firm for their friends and family and say, “hey, you're going to 

school, did you think about using such and such bank for student loans?”  Like, 

that's where I got my student loan.  Having that kind of word of mouth referral is 

one of the best that the firm can get. 
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Brand awareness.  Participants highlighted the importance of TO as a mean to generate 

brand awareness by replacing noise with relevant touchpoints (Participant-3) and by delivering 

communication that is relevant and offering interesting products and opportunities (Participant-

3).  “It is difficult to get the reach above the noise.  Everyone else is trying to do the same thing.  

I think if you can do it right, then you can get your brand out there” (Participant-3). 

My job was predominantly proactive communication and to ensure that they 

(customers) were kept abreast of the upcoming product launches, aware of all the 

training opportunities, and aware of workshops, labs, and hands-on training.  We 

would have a series of (proactive) communications that are linked to a (product) 

launch. (Participant-14) 

Value co-creation.  Participants felt that the customer using famous brands like Waze 

and Huggies are motivated by a sense of contribution, community building, or co-creating value 

for the firms (Participant-1 & -4).  They find TO proactiveness as a way to build strong and 

helpful communities by offering new product ideas (Participant-7).  Participant-7 said, “I think 

there's a number of cases where consumers are interested in sharing or co-creating new product 

ideas.”  Other comments include, 

In Waze (a GPS navigation mobile app), when you (customer) give people a heads 

up to point out that there's traffic or accidents or construction, you actually can 

accumulate points.  When you are driving, and you send those notifications out to 

other Wazers, they are actually able to wave to you or say hello on the app.  So, I 

think that's just a good way of building that Waze community. (Participant-1) 

I go to my Kimberly Clark days.  As a proactive touchpoint, we (firm) talk to moms 

to purchase the diapers and baby wipes.  It's all under Huggies.  So those efforts 
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leads to a whole level on the community of moms who are Huggies moms.  There 

were communications to support parenting and to support what are some of the 

challenges being a mom since children are in diapers and use wipes for quite a 

while, all the way up to the age of three years or so, then leads to pull-ups.  The 

communication process goes to the first few four years of a child's life, and that's 

pretty important. (Participant-4) 

Increased sales.  Multiple participants highlighted that TO proactiveness drives the 

financial outcomes of increasing sales and revenue (Participant-10 & -2).  While one participant 

felt that proactive TO helps firms stay focused and target the right customers (Participant-5), 

another thought that reactive TO allows them to approach customers with high frequency 

(Participant-17).  Participant-10 stated, “You can increase revenue with reactive touch points if 

you do those really well,” and Participant-2 commented, “Success would be having a student 

enrolled.  So closing the sale or having a student enrolled.”  Participant-5 said, “With my 

business, the financial (outcome) is better because I have better closing ratios because I only go 

after a very select few businesses.  Instead of contacting 100 customers and selling one website, I 

rather contact 10 and sell one.”  Another participant commented, 

I think the frequency of reactive touchpoints will be so high.  As a company, I am 

likely to generate more revenue from my reactive touchpoints because it is just 

common bi-weekly emails, you know, everything I do to affiliate with customers. 

(Participant-17) 

Wallet share.  One of the participants shared how firms can motivate existing customers 

to spend more and grow their wallet share using TO proactiveness.  Participant-3 shared, 
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I would want my service team members working in an electronics area to set a 

customer who is looking for a cell phone, a mobile phone, or a smartphone, and 

there are other products that could be sold upon as well.  So don't forget to follow 

up with the customer about an Otter case (mobile phone case).  Proactive 

interaction helps build the sale.  The customer may have been thinking about 

getting a new Otter case.  It's the interaction that is trying to be having a great 

customer experience so they would want to buy more product and come back again. 

Factors impacting touchpoint orientation effects.  We asked participants about their 

perceptions of the factors that impact the TO effects on the firm-desired outcomes.  They 

identified customer journey stage (vignettes = 7, cases = 7) and touchpoint frequency (vignettes 

= 7, cases = 7; shown in Table 4). 

 Customer journey stage.  One participant suggested that the firm should consider the 

touchpoint positioning, and TO should be targeted based on current customer journey stage such 

as pre-purchase (awareness), purchase, and post-purchase stage. 

At the initial stages of your selling cycle when you're building awareness about a 

new product, it's right in the beginning, then you have to consider the next 

touchpoint, right, where they probably are considering it, then you have to show 

them how you're better than the competition. (Participant-14) 

Touchpoint frequency.  Participants emphasized the impact of the number of touchpoints 

(touchpoint frequency) on the TO effects as this may trigger negative customer behavior, 

distraction (Participant-14), and disengagement (Participant-6).  Touchpoints need not be 

excessive or saturated; otherwise, customer fatigue and a negative perception of the brand may 

develop (Participant-1 & -18). 
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The touchpoint frequency impacts customer behavior, response, and desired outcome.  

Whether they are comfortable with the touchpoint or annoyed by the frequency of touchpoints, 

customer time and attention span are required to respond to such touchpoints.  Participant-1 

commented, “A lot of people don't like marketing emails.  So as a brand, you just have to decide 

how much is going to be too much.”  Participant-6 commented similarly, “If you just are so 

proactive, you can push customers away, to the point where the customer no longer wants emails 

or interactions anymore because it's just too saturated.”  Participant-14 said, “If it (touchpoints) 

exceeds a certain number, people only pay so much attention span.  They won't be able to 

consume it.”  And Participant-18 commented, “I think consumers faced touchpoints fatigue when 

they received so many proactive touchpoints.  They might just start blocking them or ignoring 

them, particularly by email, because people see thousands and thousands of (marketing) emails 

pile up in their inbox.” 

Relationship between touchpoint orientation types.  Participants highlighted the 

relationship between TO types as part of the open-ended responses and shared their thoughts 

about touchpoints.  They identified a mutual relationship between TO types such that sometimes 

proactive TO may drive reactive TO (vignettes = 5, cases = 4), or in some cases, reactive TO 

may drive proactive TO (vignettes = 2, cases = 2).  Furthermore, they also identified the 

relationship direction of different TO types, such that touchpoints can be firm-initiated (vignettes 

= 3, cases = 2), customer-initiated (vignettes = 2, cases = 2), or platform-initiated (vignettes = 4, 

cases = 3; shown in Table 4). 
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Mutual relationship.  Participants shared how proactive TO may drive a follow-up 

reactive TO (Participant-6).  For example, a firm-initiated proactive TO that reaches out to the 

customer via email or platforms such as Twitter may drive a series of follow-up touchpoints 

from the customer side in the form of product inquiries or other requests (Participant-16 & -17).  

Participant-6 commented, “Proactive marketing kind of works that way.  You start proactive, but 

then it's reactive, based on their (customer) participation.”  Other comments include, 

That happened a lot at the startup.  We would send out the first email to a random 

list of people.  Then people would come back with questions and be like, “Oh, can 

you check on my application?”  So then we would have to be, like reactive, and we 

respond to those. (Participant-16) 

If the firm was sending me a notification where I'm getting notified without having 

to take any action.  I think an interesting difference is that in some cases, the 

customer has to do something first to get a proactive touchpoint.  Whereas in other 

cases, the customer doesn't have to do anything at all….I am on Twitter, and a 

brand reaches out to me.  They tweet at me.  I can very quickly and very easily 

respond back.  Then all of a sudden, this two-way communication is started. 

(Participant-19) 

On the other side, a reactive TO initiated by a customer in the form of a first purchase 

may trigger the firm’s follow-up in the form of proactive TO-based customer reach outs.  

Participant-17 said, 

So when the consumer uses their credit card for a purchase, that is obviously logged 

into the shopping cart and put up in their dollars.  So the reactive touch points 

would be based on your (customer) purchase, then we (firm) reach out with a 
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different type of email communication because we're reacting to your (customer) 

behavior.  So that is a combination of reactive and proactive.  I am (firm) 

proactively reaching out, in terms of you (customer) didn't request the next email, 

but I (firm) reacted to what you did that I (firm) proactively reached out. 

Relationship direction.  The results from thematic analysis identified customer’s 

responses on the firm–customer relation direction.  Participants highlighted the situation when 

the firm initiates the proactive TO-based touchpoint (Participant-9) in the form of an enrollment 

request for customers to join their loyalty program (Participant-17).  Participant-9 stated, “I 

would define a proactive interaction as a form of communicating where the firm initiates the 

communication.”  Participant-17 said, 

For example, we developed an online program to reach out to customers, either at 

the gas pump or via email or via in the store.  We had to entice enrollment in the 

program.  So this was something that we went to the consumers unaware of because 

we proactively wanted to develop an opt-in program.  So in my perspective, when I 

reach out from an awareness of zero, trying to generate awareness, try and then opt-

in as an example of our firm can be proactive. 

When we asked participants about the difference between proactive and reactive TO, 

some participants highlighted that proactive TO is usually firm-initiated while reactive TO is 

customer-initiated (Participant-14).  Participant-16 indicated, “When I think of a reactive 

touchpoint, I am thinking of the customer (initiated) email.  But when I'm thinking of a proactive 

touchpoint, I'm thinking of like, the company (initiated) email.”  Participant-14 commented, 

Reactive is, to me, is typically initiated by the audience (customers).  In my 

understanding, if it's not initiated by the audience, then it seems to be proactive.  
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Because we are sending out so much (proactive) communication, that to a certain 

extent, audiences remember us.  The moment they have an issue with something, 

they react to it, and they initiate a conversation with us. 

Participants highlighted a new trend where brands hire a social media platform like 

Facebook for their communications with the customers.  They described such touchpoints as 

platform-initiated touchpoints (Participant-16 & -19). 

Our (marketing) platform had built-in email communications.  So, there would be 

an email sent a few months before the campaign started to reach out to selected 

influencers that we thought might be interested in either the brand or the product or 

the campaign. (Participant-16) 

Let's say you have Facebook, and then you have a brand that's on Facebook.  It is 

Facebook who is facilitating proactive touchpoints.  On Facebook, you (brand) can 

upload a customer list, and then Facebook uses that to help target their ads.  

Facebook is trying to be more of a partner as opposed to just a channel or medium. 

(Participant-19) 

Other implications of touchpoint orientation.  We asked an open question to 

participants on what other implications TO has for firms and customers.  Participants responded 

by identifying three possible impacts of creepiness (vignettes = 8, cases = 7), annoyance 

(vignettes = 3, cases = 3), and excessiveness (vignettes = 4, cases = 4; shown in Table 4). 

Creepiness.  When we asked participants about the TO’s harmful effects, participants 

shared implications such as creepiness that is conditional to customer type (Participant-3 & -10).  

Participant-3 made the comment, “When you look at proactive, you know, how much of that 

could be like a creep factor.”  Participant-10 observed, 
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I guess one negative for a company is when you get pinpointed, and you may have 

customers that feel like you are getting into their private space or border, I guess 

you could say, quote-unquote, like creepy.  So back to my example in health care, if 

someone googles joint replacement, and then five minutes later an ad shows up on 

their social media for joint replacement, some individuals might see that as, “whoa, 

I just google it, and now I'm getting an ad from you (firm), like you're in my 

(personal) information a little too much.  I feel like you're getting too close to me.”  

Some people feel really uncomfortable with that. 

A proactive TO may generate a creepiness factor among customers when they find their 

personal information in marketing communication.  Participant-9 said, 

It always makes me wonder like, what kind of and how they got my information, 

who's selling my information….I have heard of people's pets that have a human 

name getting credit card offers in the mail.  I think about how the firm knows my 

pet dog. 

However, one participant felt that a good brand will always tell their consumers how their 

data is used and that strategy addresses the creepiness factor and build trust. 

So, if you look at a data privacy statement, the brands, usually if they're a good 

company, they will tell the consumers how they use their customer data.  There's 

always a premise there that it starts with.  These are things that they're allowed to 

share.  That deal with that strength of the relationship, I am more likely to do this 

data sharing process if I have a relationship with you, one that I could trust. 

(Participant-17) 
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Another customer participant highlighted the growing trend of social media has changed 

people’s attitudes toward privacy.  “I think people are getting used to companies knowing 

information about them and using it to make informed offers.  So, privacy could be concerned, 

but I have seen it less and less.” 

Another customer participant highlighted that when a customer initiates the reactive 

touchpoint and brands follow-up with a proactive touchpoint, then it reduces the creepiness 

factor. 

For example, Amazon, if I go to amazon.com, the fact that I made that initial 

approach, that actually helps because then I'm not as creeped out when Amazon 

says, “Hey, this, you might be interested in this.”  Whereas if it's, if it's completely 

out of the blue, where I didn't do anything at all, I think that that might be more 

problematic for some consumers. (Participant-19) 

Annoyance.  Some participants felt that a touchpoint that is not personalized or targeted 

to the specific customer needs could generate annoyance.  “A proactive touchpoints have the 

tendency to be a little more annoying if they're not targeted” (Participant-16).  

Excessiveness.  Furthermore, participants thought excessive and irrelevant touchpoints 

could cause dissatisfaction and negative WoM (Participant-3 & -18).  Participant-3 commented, 

“On the negative side, if you're in the customer's face way too much.”  Participant-18 said, 

I think consumers can get annoyed with too frequent (touchpoints), or the content 

that is not relevant, or the timing is off.  You (customer) receive an inquiry about 

your interest in winter coats, and you bought one two weeks ago; that doesn't make 

sense.  I think those all play consecutively into consumer dissatisfaction or negative 

word of mouth. 
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Conclusion  

In summary, based on our Study 1 thematic analysis, we were able to triangulate the 

touchpoint elements, their relationship with TO proactiveness, and their relationship with TO 

technology with the literature shown in Table 1 and Table 2.  Additionally, we were able to 

identify new TO antecedents, consequences, and other impact factors.  We can conclude that TO 

antecedents include customer type, customer interest, and state of the current relationship 

(existing relationship).  We also conclude that the proactive TO can be developed using 

interaction characteristics of anticipative, self-initiative, personalized, actively helpful, timely, 

holistic viewpoint, and focus on future needs.  Furthermore, reactive TO can be developed using 

interaction characteristics of non-anticipative, responsive, non-personalized, passively helpful, 

scheduled, and discrete.  We understand a relationship between different TO types, such as 

proactive TO, which may be followed up by reactive TO and vice versa.  An AI-enabled TO uses 

technologies that offer predictive analytics and big data, while a non-AI uses traditional database 

tools that offer descriptive ability.  These TO types can be firm-initiated, customer-initiated, and 

technology- or platform-initiated.  Key TO psycho-social outcomes include customer 

engagement, brand awareness, customer retention, customer satisfaction, loyalty or repurchase 

intention, trust, value co-creation, and WoM.  At the same time, financial outcomes include 

increased sales and wallet share.  Wallet share refers to how shoppers divide their purchases 

across competing stores (Magi, 2003).  We understand that touchpoint frequency and customer 

journey stages can impact TO proactiveness and TO technology effects on these outcomes.  The 

possible negative touchpoint effects include customer annoyance, creepiness, and touchpoint 

excessiveness.  
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Relative Effects of Touchpoint Orientation on Customer Engagement, Trust, Loyalty, and 

Satisfaction 

As firms look toward new ways to differentiate themselves by building emotion-based 

customer connections, the customer engagement concept has received considerable attention 

from academics and practitioners as a means to build such connections (Leckie, Nyadzayo, & 

Johnson, 2016; Pansari & Kumar, 2017; Vivek et al., 2012).  Further, firms extend customer 

engagement to build customer satisfaction  and customer loyalty  to gain profitability (Kumar, 

Dalla Pozza, & Ganesh, 2013).  This theoretical perspective provides support for the TO 

approach to be effective in building strong firm–customer relationships (Brehmer & Rehme, 

2009; R. M. Morgan & Hunt, 1994) and driving outcomes of customer engagement (Brodie et 

al., 2011; Pansari & Kumar, 2017) and customer loyalty (Leckie et al., 2016).  

Market orientation research has established the chained relationship from proactiveness 

to customer value and customer satisfaction to customer loyalty (Blocker et al., 2011).  

Marketing academics have established a similar causal chain in the advertising contexts, where a 

proactive touchpoint by a firm’s employees positively affects customer loyalty (Josic et al., 

2017).  Further support has been provided on how AI-enabled TO impacts customer behaviors 

and builds dynamic customer engagement to drive long-term customer loyalty in a business-to-

consumer context across customer-focused industries like hospitality (Aluri et al., 2019) and 

retail (Roy et al., 2017; Shankar, 2018).  

This section covers the results for the quantitative study (Study 2) to validate our findings 

from the theoretical and practitioners’ perspectives and examine the relative effects of TO 

proactiveness and TO technology on selected outcomes of customer engagement, trust, customer 

satisfaction, and customer loyalty in a business-to-consumer retail context.  The goal for Study 2 
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was to establish a causal relationship between TO proactiveness and TO technology and 

outcomes of customer engagement, trust, customer satisfaction, and customer loyalty.  Study 2 

focused on testing the effective impacts of TO proactiveness and TO technology from a 

customer’s viewpoint, since a touchpoint occurs as part of an ongoing firm–customer 

relationship.  The following sections discuss the research design in detail.  

Model Development 

Research model.  We conceptualized the model shown in Figure 5, which identifies the 

TO proactiveness and TO technology impact in driving customer engagement, trust, customer 

loyalty, and customer satisfaction.  The model was developed based on the findings from the 

theoretical perspective of marketing and related literature.  Study 1 further validated the model 

from the practitioner’s and the customer’s perspective.  The model identifies the moderation 

effects of the customer journey stages on the TO proactiveness and TO technology impact on 

customer engagement.  The relationships between the model variables and hypotheses are 

discussed in detail in the following sections. 
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Figure 5.  Research model for relative effects of touchpoint orientation on customer engagement, 

trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction.  TO  = Touchpoint Orientation and AI = 

Artificial Intelligence.  Letters a, b, c represents the hypothesis number.  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 98  

 

Touchpoint orientation proactiveness.  We theorized TO proactiveness and its types, 

proactive TO and reactive TO, in touchpoint orientation proactiveness section.  Here, we discuss 

the concepts further and cover the TO proactiveness measure and its operationalization for Study 

2 based on the theoretical perspective and insights from the qualitative Study 1 in the previous 

section.  The TO proactiveness related assertions, theories, examples, and relative touchpoint 

elements are summarized in Table 1.  These guidelines were further validated in Study 1, using a 

qualitative study to understand the practitioner’s perspective for TO proactiveness.  The 

validated TO proactiveness themes (and examples) and its types (proactive TO and reactive TO), 

based on the thematic analysis, are summarized in Table 4. 

We previously defined TO proactiveness as a customer-oriented touchpoint that is 

established by consolidating the interaction characteristics, customer characteristics, and 

relationship direction to satisfy current and future customer needs, build a long-term relationship 

and deliver proactive and reactive TO type experiences.  The two TO proactiveness types 

(proactive TO and reactive TO) were operationalized in the scenario-based experiments using 

their distinct elements as treatment conditions. 

We previously defined reactive TO as a firm–customer touchpoint that is non-anticipative 

and only focuses on responding to the customer-initiated inquiry and addressing current 

customer needs.  It is primarily a response to customer requests.  We operationalized reactive TO 

based on its key elements of being non-anticipative, responsive, discrete, passively helpful, 

scheduled, and non-personalized.  

We also defined proactive TO as a firm–customer touchpoint that focuses on future or 

latent customer needs and intends to help a customer, anticipates customer needs, offers a 

personalized experience, and possesses elements such as self-initiative (Wallenburg et al., 2010).  
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Furthermore, it is one-way, it is a timely reach out to a customer, and it is contextual and 

accounts for a holistic customer view.  We operationalized proactive TO based on its key 

elements of being anticipative, self-initiative, holistic viewpoint, actively helpful, timely, and 

personalized.  

Touchpoint orientation technology.  We theorized TO technology and its types (AI-

enabled TO and non-AI TO) in the touchpoint orientation technology section.  Here, we discuss 

the concept further and cover the TO technology measure and its operationalization for Study 2 

based on the theoretical and practitioner guidelines established in previous chapters.  The 

theoretical guidelines were established in the theoretical perspective for touchpoint orientation 

technology section.  The TO technology assertions, theories, examples, and relative touchpoint 

elements are summarized in Table 1.  These guidelines were further validated in Study 1, using a 

qualitative study to understand the practitioner’s and customer’s perspectives for TO technology.  

The validated TO technology theme (and examples) and its types (AI-enabled TO and non-AI 

TO), based on the thematic analysis, is summarized in Table 4. 

We previously defined TO technology as a customer-oriented touchpoint built using the 

technology elements of traditional descriptive data analytics and AI-enabled predictive data 

analytics to create psychographic customer profiles and anticipate future needs, respectively, to 

build a long-term relationship and deliver a personalized, proactive, or reactive experience.  The 

two TO technology types of AI-enabled TO and non-AI TO were operationalized in the scenario-

based experiments using their distinct technical characteristics as treatment conditions.  

We previously defined non-AI TO as a firm–customer touchpoint where the firm uses 

adaptive marketing learning techniques, traditional technologies, and tools such as the CRM for 

positioning the right product to the right customer at the right time through the right channel to 
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meet their demand (Sun et al., 2006).  It uses traditional technologies that could only offer 

descriptive customer information, such as demographics and purchase history, to respond to their 

inquiries.  We used a traditional call-in customer support service to operationalize non-AI TO in 

Study 2. 

AI-enabled TO was previously defined as a firm–customer touchpoint that uses AI 

technology’s predictive capabilities to anticipate customer needs and offers a personalized 

experience.  It provides technical assistance to enhance proactive and reactive TO effects.  A 

proactive TO uses AI-enabled predictive analytics to enable firms to self-initiate customer 

contact and develop personalized messages based on the unique context and situation.  On the 

other hand, a reactive TO leverages AI-enabled predictive capabilities to build a customized and 

focused response to customer inquiry and develop a customer profile based on their past 

touchpoints and interests.  We used an AI-agent based financial assistance service to 

operationalize non-AI TO in Study 2. 

Hypotheses Development 

Customer engagement.  Customer engagement is defined as a customer's positively 

valenced brand-related cognitive, emotional, and behavioral activity during or related to focal 

firm–consumer interactions (Hollebeek et al., 2014).  Effective touchpoints build a strong firm–

customer relationship (R. M. Morgan & Hunt, 1994) that results in positive customer 

engagement (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  The TO proactiveness and TO technology elements can 

intensify the firm–customer connection and serve as antecedents of customer engagement (Vivek 

et al., 2012).  

The TO proactiveness and TO technology are built using the selected set of touchpoint 

elements based on the interaction characteristics, customer characteristics, relationship direction, 
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and technology characteristics (Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  Firms use TO proactiveness and 

TO technology to target their desired outcomes, such as meeting customer needs and enhancing 

customer engagement.  

The concept of TO proactiveness can be more personalized and impactful for customer 

engagement, which is a customer’s psychological state, by developing an engaging and 

interactive experience (Brodie et al., 2011).  The choice of TO proactiveness type (proactive TO 

vs. reactive TO) helps a firm to effectively position touchpoints that cater to different customer 

needs (current needs versus future needs; Blocker et al., 2011) and deliver a preferred 

engagement experience (personalized vs. non-personalized) throughout the customer journey 

(Roy et al., 2017).  The impact of TO proactiveness type  (proactive TO vs. reactive TO) on 

customer engagement differs based on its relative touchpoint elements: anticipative versus non-

anticipative, personalized versus non-personalized, self-initiative versus responsive, actively 

helpful versus passively helpful, timely versus scheduled, and future needs versus current needs.  

Likewise, the TO technology type (AI-enabled TO vs. non-AI TO) effect on CE may 

differ based on the technology's technical capabilities, such as AI’s predictive capability 

compared to the traditional marketing tools' descriptive capabilities.  The firm may combine TO 

proactiveness and TO technology to deliver an effective touchpoint.  Such a touchpoint offers a 

personalized, cognitive, and affective experience when used with the elements of AI-enabled TO 

and proactive TO (future need, personalized, anticipative, self-initiative, holistic viewpoint, 

predictive, timely, and actively helpful).  While proactive TO includes anticipation and 

personalization elements to trigger customer engagement activities, reactive TO becomes more 

effective if used in conjunction with AI-enabled TO’s predictive characteristics to deliver an 

engaging experience. (Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016) 
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Therefore we propose that: 

H1a: AI-enabled TO results in higher customer engagement than non-AI TO. 

H1b: Proactive TO results in higher customer engagement than reactive TO. 

H1c: TO proactiveness moderates the relationship between TO technology and customer 

engagement such that the impact of AI-enabled TO on CE is stronger for reactive than for 

proactive TO. 

The moderating impact of customer journey.  The customer journey is a three-staged 

(pre-purchase, purchase, and post-purchase) decision process (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Neslin 

et al., 2006).  Firm–customer touchpoints occur at each stage of the customer journey and as the 

customer progresses through information search at the pre-purchase stage to purchase to after 

purchase service (Neslin et al., 2006).  The concept of TO plays a crucial role in building an end-

to-end customer experience throughout the customer journey (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  

Touchpoints exist and influence customer behavior across the customer journey (Stein & 

Ramaseshan, 2016).  Furthermore, a similar touchpoint influence across the three stages has been 

previously established in the education marketing context (Khanna, Jacob, & Yadav 2014).   

Positioning relevant TO types specific to the customer journey stage (pre-purchase, 

purchase, post-purchase) has a higher impact on customers’ cognitive, affective, and emotional 

responses to the firm's activities, also referred to as customer engagement (Brodie et al., 2011).  

The TO proactiveness and TO technology themes can be used to effectively offer different 

touchpoint experiences at different customer journey stages to personalize the customer 

experience (Roy et al., 2017) and influence brand consideration (Baxendale et al., 2015). 

A firm’s adoption of TO proactiveness and TO technology at different journey stages is 

primarily driven by a firm’s goals for the stage (Vivek et al., 2012). The TO types vary in their 
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effects on a customer’s cognitive, emotional, and behavioral activity (customer engagement) 

(Challagalla et al., 2009; Vivek et al., 2012).  Certain elements of an AI-enabled TO and 

proactive TO (anticipative, helpfulness, and predictive) are highly effective in developing long-

term emotional connections with the customer and increasing engagement at the post-purchase 

stage (Vivek et al., 2012).  Moreover, elements of a proactive TO and AI-enabled TO develop a 

more positive and open cognitive mental frame of customers at the post-purchase stage.  Using a 

proactive TO and AI-enabled TO, a firm can address customer issues even before they perceive 

the problem and ask for a resolution (Challagalla et al., 2009).  Hence we posit that: 

H2a: The impact of TO technology on customer engagement is moderated by the stages of 

the customer journey such that the impact of AI-enabled TO on customer engagement is 

stronger at the pre-purchase stage than at the purchase and post-purchase stages. 

H2b: The impact of TO proactiveness on customer engagement is moderated by the stages 

of the customer journey such that the impact of proactive TO is stronger at the pre-

purchase stage than at the purchase and post-purchase stages. 

Psycho-social outcomes: trust, loyalty, satisfaction.  Relationship marketing was 

introduced by Berry (2008) as a marketing strategy to drive firm performance.  Dyadic 

touchpoints (between firm and customer) have been identified as the drivers to influence firm–

customer behavior and as building blocks for the long-term ongoing relationship (Dwyer et al., 

1987).  The phenomenon has been validated by meta-analysis of wider research efforts in the 

marketing domain (Palmatier et al., 2006).  Furthermore, the research has emphasized that we 

should look for more effective touchpoints to form our marketing strategy of building long-term 

relationships (Dwyer et al., 1987).  The research has proved the impact of effective touchpoints.  

The impact reaches far beyond building a firm–customer relationship to gain the psycho-social 
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customer-focused outcomes such as trust, satisfaction, customer loyalty, and WoM to firm-

focused outcomes of objective performance (Palmatier et al., 2006).  Our literature review 

verified such an impact, and we established the theoretical perspective of TO as an outcome-

driven approach with an impact on psycho-social outcomes, covered in an earlier section.  

Furthermore, we found validation of TO impacts on these psycho-social outcomes from Study 1, 

which focused on the practitioner’s and customer’s perspective, discussed in the previous 

section.  Hence, Study 2 examines the nomological validity and effective impacts of TO 

proactiveness and TO technology on the psycho-social outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and 

customer satisfaction, as shown in Figure 5.  

Trust.  Trust is defined as "the belief that a party's word or promise is reliable and a party 

will fulfill his/her obligations in an exchange relationship" (Schurr & Ozanne, 1985, p. 940).  

Further, Doney and Cannon (1997) defined trust as “perceived credibility and benevolence of a 

target of trust” (p. 36).  Research has referred to the trust concept with alternates such as 

trustworthiness, credibility, benevolence, and honesty (Palmatier et al., 2006).  It has a positive 

impact on customer-focused and firm-focused outcomes (Palmatier et al., 2006).  Trust plays 

both as an antecedent and outcome of TO (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Dwyer et al., 1987; 

Garbarino & Johnson, 1999).  Furthermore, firms use TO proactiveness and TO technology to 

show their anticipation of customer needs and intention to help in a timely manner.  Proactive 

TO includes anticipative, actively helpful, and timely elements to trigger trust.  However, 

reactive TO does not include such elements; hence, it requires AI-enabled TO’s predictive 

characteristics to deliver an experience to influence a customer’s behavior towards the firm and 

establish trust (Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  
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Furthermore, trust has been established as an outcome of customer engagement  

(Bowden, 2009; Brodie et al., 2011; Pansari & Kumar, 2017).  Pansari and Kumar (2017) saw 

trust as a deep customer attitude toward the firm that is embedded in customer engagement.  TO 

proactiveness and TO technology are used to build long-term relationships, and trust is used as 

the means to influence firm–customer behavior for coordination, as a counterbalance to 

anticipated conflicts of interest, and to build cooperation (Dwyer et al., 1987).  Hence, trust is the 

key determinant of the long-term firm–customer relationship and customer engagement and is an 

outcome for TO proactiveness and TO technology (Ganesan, 1994).  Therefore, we posit that: 

H3a: AI-enabled TO results in higher trust than non-AI TO. 

H3b: Proactive TO results in higher trust than reactive TO. 

H3c: TO proactiveness moderates the relationship between TO technology and trust such 

that the impact of AI-enabled TO on trust is stronger for reactive than proactive TO. 

H6: Customer engagement mediates the impact of (a) TO technology, (b) TO 

proactiveness, and (c) interaction on trust. 

Customer loyalty.  As positioned by Oliver (1999), customer loyalty is a deep 

commitment by the customer to the brand to repurchase the brand’s products or services 

consistently in the future.  It generates repetitive selling opportunities regardless of any 

situational influences and potential to switch brands.  Yoo and Donthu (2001) defined customer 

loyalty as the “tendency to be loyal to a focal brand, which is demonstrated by the intention to 

buy the brand as a primary choice” (p. 3).  Customer loyalty can be behavioral or attitudinal, 

where the former is superior and opportunistic and the latter is a sincere commitment that is 

long-term and solid (Shankar, Smith, & Rangaswamy, 2003).  Researchers have examined the 

chain relationship between customer engagement and loyalty (Leckie et al., 2016).  We prefer to 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 106  

 

approach customer loyalty as an attitudinal construct that demonstrates customer commitment 

towards the brand and repurchase intention (Dick & Basu, 1994; Russell-Bennett, McColl-

Kennedy, & Coote, 2007).  

TO proactiveness and TO technology can be used to effectively position touchpoints to 

build strong firm–customer relationships.  A reactive TO triggers the satisfaction that further 

initiates customer loyalty (Oliver, 1999).  Moreover, a proactive TO is used to anticipate and 

address a customer’s latent needs, further increasing a customer’s fortitude towards the brand 

and developing the firm–customer social bonding for long-lasting customer loyalty.  Proactive 

TO is a determinant of customer loyalty since its personalized, anticipative, self-initiative, and 

actively helpful characteristics build a long-term firm–customer relationship and drive active 

engagement (Josic et al., 2017; Michell & Sanders, 1995).  However, reactive TO does not 

include such elements; therefore, it requires AI-enabled TO’s predictive characteristics to engage 

customers and build long-term loyalty (Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  Thus, we propose that: 

H4a: AI-enabled TO results in higher customer loyalty than non-AI TO. 

H4b: Proactive TO results in higher customer loyalty than reactive TO.  

H4c: TO proactiveness moderates the relationship between TO technology and customer 

loyalty such that the impact of AI-enabled TO on customer loyalty is stronger for reactive 

than proactive TO. 

Firms use TO to build strong, personalized firm–customer connections and social 

bonding that influences customer engagement and, eventually, customer loyalty (O'Brien, Jarvis, 

& Soutar, 2015).  Customer engagement’s dimensions of affection and activation positively 

impact customer loyalty (Bowden, 2009; Leckie et al., 2016). Hence, we posit that: 
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H7. Customer engagement mediates the impact of (a) TO technology, (b) TO 

proactiveness, and (c) interaction on customer loyalty. 

Customer satisfaction.  Customer satisfaction can be defined as the degree to which a 

firm’s product or service meets customer expectations. Satisfaction is a cognitive evaluation 

process that occurs as a result of a customer’s experience meeting expectations (Meyer & 

Schwager, 2007).  However, it has a second facet of emotional experience where emotions such 

as affection and appreciation are part of customer satisfaction and manifest as ways to express 

the experience (Kunz, Schmitt, & Meyer, 2011; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  The concept of TO 

proactiveness focuses on responding to the customer needs and increasing consumer satisfaction.   

Satisfaction can be transaction-specific or relation-specific (also termed as overall 

satisfaction; Shankar et al., 2003).  Since TO proactiveness and TO technology are relationship 

concepts, we look towards the overall customer satisfaction that considers the cumulative effect 

of TO types.  While proactive TO includes anticipative, actively helpful, and personalized 

features to trigger customer satisfaction, reactive TO enhances its effects using AI-enabled TO’s 

predictive characteristics to engage customers and develop satisfaction (Stein & Ramaseshan, 

2016).  Hence, we posit that: 

H5a: AI-enabled TO results in higher customer satisfaction than non-AI TO. 

H5b: Proactive TO results in higher customer satisfaction than reactive TO. 

H5c: TO proactiveness moderates the relationship between TO technology and customer 

satisfaction such that the impact of AI-enabled TO on customer satisfaction is stronger 

for reactive than proactive TO. 
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An engaged customer demonstrates his or her commitment and satisfaction towards the 

brand based on the interactive experience that affects cognition and emotions (Bowden, 2009; 

Brodie, Ilic, Juric, & Hollebeek, 2013). Hence, we propose that: 

H8: Customer engagement mediates the impact of (a) TO technology, (b) TO 

proactiveness, and (c) interaction on customer satisfaction. 

Control variable: Technology self-efficacy.  According to Bandura (1986), self-efficacy 

is defined as  

people's judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required 

to attain designated types of performances.  It is concerned not with the skills one has but 

with the judgments of what one can do with whatever skills one possesses.  

Furthermore, self-efficacy in terms of technology is the degree to which individuals believe that 

they adopt and use technology to perform a task (Gelbrich & Sattler, 2014).  Self-efficacy 

directly influences an individual’s behavior, motivations (Bandura, 2001), affect, and technology 

usage (Compeau & Higgins, 1995).  Thus, we needed to control for both AI-enabled and non-AI 

technology self-efficacy to test TO proactiveness and TO technology effects on customer 

engagement, trust, loyalty, and satisfaction (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Hollebeek et al., 2014; 

Oliver, 1999).  

Methods 

Sample.  Study 2 focused on customers’ viewpoint of TO proactiveness and TO 

technology impacts on customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction 

in a business-to-consumer retail bank scenario.  Touchpoints occur where a firm–customer 

relationship exists or is going to exist.  Therefore, our sampling approach included a diverse 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 109  

 

representation of the customer population.  We hired participants using an online Qualtrics 

platform to make sure we had a generalized representation of the customer population. 

There were 2,200 participants for Study 2, of which 636 were accepted after removing 

the incomplete responses and responses that did not meet the age qualification and attention 

check questions.  All accepted responses met the criteria of using an online or mobile banking 

service in the last three months.  Furthermore, the accepted sample, as shown in Table 5, 

included 62.1% (395) female and 37.6% (239) male; .2% (1) selected Other and .2% (1) 

preferred not to answer the gender question.  Participants were representatives of multiple 

generations and the median age group fell between 1986 and 1990, with 1.3% (8) selecting Silent 

Generation (1925–1945), 7.9% (51) selecting Baby Boomers (1946–1960), 23.2% (148) 

selecting Generation X (1961–1980), 41.9% (267) selecting Generation Y (1981–1994), and 

25.4% (162) selecting Generation Z (born after 1995; Bolton et al., 2013; Priporas et al., 2017).  
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Table 5 

Sample Characteristics 

Characteristics Frequency % 

Gender   

Male 239 37.6 

Female 395 62.1 

Other 1 .2 

Prefer not to answer 1 .2 

Total 636 100.0 

Generation / Age   

Born in 1945 or earlier 8 1.3 

1946 – 1950 13 2.0 

1951 – 1955 18 2.8 

1956 – 1960 20 3.1 

1961 – 1965 25 3.9 

1966 – 1970 27 4.2 

1971 – 1975 32 5.0 

1976 – 1980 64 10.1 

1981 – 1985 79 12.4 

1986 – 1990 88 13.8 

1991 – 1995 100 15.7 

1996 – 2000 123 19.3 

Born after 2000 39 6.1 

Total 636 100.0 

Employment Status   

Working (paid employee) 333 52.4 

Working (self-employed) 69 10.8 

Not working (temporary layoff) 18 2.8 

Not working (looking for work) 56 8.8 

Not working (retired) 45 7.1 

Not working (due to disability) 31 4.9 

Not working (student) 57 9.0 

Not working (other) 27 4.2 

Total 636 100.0 

Education   

Less than a high school degree 20 3.1 

High school graduate 140 22.0 

Some college 189 29.7 

Bachelor's degree (4-year) 176 27.7 

Master's degree 91 14.3 

Doctoral degree 20 3.1 

Total 636 100.0 

   

          (continued) 
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Table 5 (continued) 

Characteristics Frequency % 

Income   

Less than $10,000 70 11.0 

$10,000 to $39,999 215 33.8 

$40,000 to $84,999 158 24.8 

$85,000 to $99,999 47 7.4 

$100,000 to $149,999 82 12.9 

$150,000 or more 62 9.7 

Prefer not to answer 2 .3 

Total 636 100.0 

Occupation    
 

Management, professional, and related 128 20.1 

Service 78 12.3 

Sales and office 54 8.5 

Farming, fishing, and forestry 5 .8 

Construction, extraction, and maintenance 26 4.1 

Production, transportation, and material 

moving 

16 2.5 

Government 15 2.4 

Retired 46 7.2 

Unemployed 126 19.8 

Other 141 22.2 

Prefer not to answer 1 .2 

Total 636 100.0 

Note.  All participants reported using an online or mobile banking service in the 

last three months 
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Research design.  Study 2 design focused on the empirical testing of the hypotheses 

developed in previous sections.  It empirically tested customers’ reactions (customer 

engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction) to TO proactiveness and TO 

technology and the moderating role of the customer journey in a business-to-consumer retail 

context shown in Figure 5.  Study 2 used a scenario-based experiment research methodology that 

combines the best of experiment and survey research methods (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Mutz, 

2011).  

Study 2 used 2x2x3 (2 types of TO technology x 2 types of TO proactiveness x 3 stages 

of the customer journey) between-subject factorial design as shown in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6.  Study 2 between-subject 2x2x3 factorial experiment design.  TO  = Touchpoint 

Orientation and AI = Artificial Intelligence. 
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The methodology used scenario-based experiments to apply required control and 

manipulated the scenarios for two TO proactiveness types (proactive TO and reactive TO), two 

TO technology types (AI-enabled TO and non-AI TO) as our treatment conditions, and also for 

the customer journey (pre-purchase, purchase, and post-purchase) as the moderator.  The 

methodology helped us establish a causal relationship between the TO proactiveness, TO 

technology, and outcome variables.  

We used a survey sampling method to get the data for the representation of the adult 

customer population with banking services experience and to establish internal validity.  The 

sample further helped establish the generalizability of our treatment effects at a population level 

and further established external validity.   

We established ecological validity (the extent to which a study's findings can be 

generalized to real-life settings) and our study's experimental realism by using real-life retail 

banking scenarios.  The scenarios offered a real-life psychological experience for participants 

and served as a stimulus to trigger real participant behaviors after everyday firm–customer 

touchpoints at a retail bank.  Furthermore, we hired adult customer participants using the 

Qualtrics platform instead of using a convenience sample of student participants to ensure that 

we captured the diverse set of respondents.  It further helped capture real customer behaviors 

during a touchpoint in a retail context.  Additionally, participants were checked for prior service 

experiences with a retail bank before being assigned to a scenario. 

We randomly assigned participants to the factorial scenario experiments.  We then asked 

the participants to record their responses towards the hypothesized outcomes in a follow-up self-

completion survey for the effects of the independent variables (TO proactiveness and TO 

technology) along with the moderator variable (customer journey) on the dependent variables 
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(customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, customer satisfaction) along with control 

variables or covariates of AI technology self-efficacy and non-AI technology self-efficacy.  

Finally, an analysis was performed for the obtained survey scores for hypotheses testing and by 

comparing the mean and variance between study participants.  

This research design is effective in experimenting with complex real-life situations.  It 

uses strong stimuli that trigger participants’ behavior, apply better control, and properly 

manipulate the required treatment conditions.  Otherwise, it takes months to develop such real-

life situations in a context such as retail with specific conditions of the firm–customer interactive 

relationship in a retail context.  Academic research has validated the equal effectiveness of 

scenario-based survey experiments compared to the natural experiments to examine the causal 

effects between subjects (Barabas & Jerit, 2010).   

Study 2 examined the main effects as laid out in the following hypotheses: 

• H1a, H3a–H5a: TO technology main effect on customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, 

and customer satisfaction. 

• H1b, H3b–H5b: TO proactiveness main effect on customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, 

and customer satisfaction. 

We further examined the mediated effects as laid out in the following hypotheses: 

• H6a–H8a: Customer engagement mediates the TO technology effect on outcomes of trust, 

customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction. 

• H6b–H8b: Customer engagement mediates the TO proactiveness effect on outcomes of trust, 

customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction. 

• H6c–H8c: Customer engagement mediates the TO technology x TO proactiveness effect on 

outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction. 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 116  

 

Finally, we examined interaction effects as laid out in the following hypotheses: 

• H2a: Interaction of TO technology and the customer journey on customer engagement. 

• H2b: Interaction of TO proactiveness and the customer journey on customer engagement. 

Experiment scenarios.  All scenarios were baselines for a retail banking context.  Using 

a retail banking context allowed us to operationalize all four TO types.  We found both 

traditional banks that practice non-AI TOs and modernized banks that are wide-scale AI 

technology adopters and use AI-enabled TO, such as virtual financial assistants (Shankar, 2018).  

Furthermore, this context allowed us to manipulate the scenarios for conditions for all three 

stages of the customer journey (pre-purchase, purchase, and post-purchase) in a retail context, 

which may not be easy to develop in other contexts.  Using retail banking based scenarios, we 

triggered real-life customer behaviors after firm–customer touchpoints.  All scenarios were 

controlled for the baseline scenario context.  Controlled scenarios bring consistency and make 

sure that only manipulations for independent and dependent variables are modified and tested.  

Each scenario was manipulated for the combination of a single level of the independent variables 

TO proactiveness, TO technology, and the moderating variable customer journey.  

We only focused on key TO proactiveness and TO technology elements while 

operationalizing the four TO types as treatment conditions.  This helped in reducing the possible 

noise as we only tested for the main effects per hypothesis.  These elements have strong support 

from the theoretical (e.g., Aluri et al., 2019; Beverland et al., 2007; Challagalla et al., 2009; 

Oliver, 1999) and practitioner (Nichols, 2013; Verhoef et al., 2016; Wallenburg et al., 2010; e.g., 

Wollan et al., 2017) perspectives and can serve as a proxy for other elements.  What follows are 

the elements that were included in the TO proactiveness treatment conditions: 

• Self-initiative versus responsive, 
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• Anticipative versus non-anticipative,  

• Future need versus current needs, and 

• Personalized versus non-personalized. 

For TO technology, the treatment conditions included predictive (AI-enabled) and descriptive 

technology (non-AI).  

Participants were asked to consider themselves as customers for a retail bank called CX 

Bank.  The scenarios further introduced the relationship context by providing the information 

that the participant is a long-term and existing CX Bank customer.  The scenario was then 

manipulated for the treatment condition for the moderating effect of customer journey stages.  

The moderating treatment conditions were applied by manipulating information, such as the 

participant is a customer who is planning to get a new credit card (pre-purchase stage) or decides 

to accept CX Bank’s credit card offer (purchase stage) or needs help since his or her credit card 

transaction gets declined and the card is blocked (post-purchase stage).  The scenario then put a 

participant into a situation where an interaction (touchpoint) happens between the customer 

(participant) and firm (CX Bank).  Interactions were manipulated for the independent variable 

levels.  For TO technology, AI-enabled TO, an AI-agent was used.  For non-AI TO, a call-in line 

human assistance service was used.  The touchpoint was also manipulated based on TO 

proactiveness type (proactive TO and reactive TO).  After finishing the scenario, a participant 

was asked to fill out a self-completion survey that included the response for the outcome 

variables, control variable, manipulation check, realism check, and demographics.  

At the end of the survey, participants were asked how they felt about the scenario 

(realism check), as shown in Appendix E.  Responses were measured using a 7-point Likert scale 
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(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) for the following realism check items (results 

discussed in the next section): 

• I feel that the scenario is realistic.  

• I believe in the scenario as it happens in real life. 

• The scenario language is clear and defines the situation clearly. 

An example is shown in Appendix B for a sample scenario manipulated for the TO 

technology type AI-enabled, TO proactiveness type proactive, and customer journey stage of 

pre-purchase.  Appendix C includes all 12 scenarios for Study 2. 

Pretest.  We conducted a study pretest to ensure that (a) the experiment scenarios were 

well-defined and developed close to real-life situations, (b) manipulations were strong to test 

hypotheses without any confounding effects or overlapping manipulation of TO proactiveness 

and TO technology variable levels, (c) language was clear, and (d) the study could pass 

manipulation, realism, and believability checks by the participants.  Based on the pretest 

findings, we revised scenario language for clarity and to accurately present the treatment 

conditions.  For example, the initial pretest scenarios used MyBank as the firm name; we 

changed it to CX Bank in the final study.  Likewise, we carefully revisited the treatment 

conditions language and updated the final scenarios accordingly.  The pretest process was 

performed with a small number of participants who were randomly assigned to one of the 12 

scenarios.  After reading the scenarios, the pretest participants were asked to fill out a self-

completion online survey that included survey items for outcome measures (customer 

engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction), control measures (Non-AI 

technology self-efficacy and AI technology self-efficacy), manipulation check for independent 

variables (TO proactiveness, TO technology, and customer journey) and additional checks for 
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realism.  The pretest analysis checked the reliability and validity of the measures.  The pretest 

was taken by 60 participants, a generalized representation of the customer population using the 

online Qualtrics platform.  Final experiment scenarios reflected updates based on the feedback 

from the pretest.  

Measures and manipulation checks.  We used customer engagement, trust, customer 

loyalty, and customer satisfaction as dependent variables.  All three dimensions of customer 

engagement (cognitive, affection, and activation) were measured using 10 items.  Trust was 

measured using four items.  Customer loyalty was measured using three items.  Customer 

satisfaction was measured using three items: satisfaction towards the firm, satisfaction towards 

the service experience, and overall satisfaction.  Two types of technology self-efficacy were 

measured (non-AI self-efficacy and AI self-efficacy) as control variables.  All dependent 

variables had an open-ended item to follow up on participant responses.  Most of the items were 

collected using a 7-point Likert scale (Hinkin, 1998).  All dependent variable and control 

variable items were adapted from the relevant literature.  We collected the demographic 

information for participant age, gender, education, ethnicity, income, and employment.  Items 

were validated with academic experts for face validity.  Appendix D provides the details for each 

dependent and control variable, including the conceptual and operational definition, items list, 

reported reliability using Chronbach’s alpha or composite reliability, operationalization process 

(scale, instructions), and literature reference.  

Manipulation checks.  Each scenario was manipulated with the treatment conditions for 

the independent variables, two TO proactiveness types (proactive and reactive), two TO 

technology types (AI-enabled and non-AI), and a moderator with three customer journey stages 

(pre-purchase, purchase, and post-purchase).  That resulted in a total of 12 (2x2x3) scenarios.  
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We used manipulation checks to ensure our manipulation of the treatment condition was well-

established.  Participants were asked to respond to the survey items for the manipulation checks 

included in the self-completion survey.  Since scenarios were manipulated for five dichotomous 

types of element conditions that were assigned based on TO proactiveness types (proactive vs. 

reactive) and TO technology types (AI-enabled vs. non-AI), covered in previous sections, we 

used a single manipulation check item for each dichotomous condition.   

All manipulation check items were developed using the theoretical and practitioner’s 

perspective (covered in previous sections) for the four TO proactiveness elements (responsive, 

non-anticipative, non-personalized, and current needs) and TO technology (predictive).  We 

included one item per element for most touchpoint elements.  Items for manipulation checks 

were validated with academic experts for face validity.  All manipulation check items were 

measured using 7-point Likert style scales.  

Appendix E provides each independent variable's details, including the conceptual and 

operational definition, manipulation check item list, operationalization process (scale, 

instructions), and literature reference.  

Attention check.  An attention filter question was inserted to check if the participant was 

real and paying attention to the survey questions.  The attention question asked participant, “This 

question checks if you pay attention just click Agree," as shown in Appendix E.  Participants 

with a failed answer to the attention item were dropped from the analysis. 

Reliability, validity, and dimensionality of measures.  We established face validity and 

content validity for the measures by engaging academic experts.  We asked them to check if our 

instrument represents our constructs of interest and contains suitable items from the relative 

firm–customer relationship domains.  
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We conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the measurement model to test how 

well the measured variables represented the constructs of customer engagement, trust, customer 

loyalty, customer satisfaction, non-AI self-efficacy, and AI self-efficacy.  All dependent 

variables and control variables were tested for standard loading against their respective 

constructs.  This helped us determine the dimensionality of the measures (Hair, Babin, Anderson, 

& Black, 2018).  Convergent validity was tested for the measures using average variance 

extracted (AVE), and discriminant validity of the measures was tested using heterotrait-

monotrait (HTMT) analysis.  We also tested the CFA model for fit indices to ensure how well 

our measurement model truly fits in correspondence to our proposed theoretical structure.  We 

tested for fit indices such as comparative goodness of fit index (CFI), root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), standard root means square residual (SRMR; Hu & Bentler, 1999), the 

goodness of fit (GFI) and adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980), and 

chi-square and degrees of freedsom (CMIN / df; J. Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  

Reliability was assessed using Chronbach’s alpha and composite reliability to determine 

if all the items for the construct measures the same thing, also referred to as internal consistency.  

Reliability also served as an additional indicator of adequate convergent validity.  The results are 

discussed in the next section. 

Data collection.  We used the Qualtrics online platform to conduct data collection for 

Study 2.  The platform was used primarily for participant management (hire participants for the 

study, send email reminders to participants, survey distribution to participants) and survey 

management (develop a self-completion survey, perform survey tests such as preview test, share 

draft survey with academic experts for face validity, use surveys for pretest and final study, 

export data for analysis). 
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Participants were screened for their eligibility to participate in the study. The 

prequalification check was applied using questions regarding the participant’s age, consent, and 

if the participant had used online or mobile banking services in the last three months.  Figure 7 

Shows the detailed data collection process for Study 2. 
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Figure 7.  Study 2 data collection process.  AI = Artificial Intelligence. 

 

Prequalification

• Eligibility check for participation

Informed 
Consent

• Study name, description, and investigator information

• Research risks and benefits

• No special population requirements

• Safeguarding the identity of participants

• Consent for future use of data

• Right to withdraw

• Institutional review board contact information and approval

• Statement of consent with Yes or No

Scenario 
Allocation

• Participants were randomly assigned to one of 12 scenario experiment treatment groups and assigned a unique 
respondent identification

• Scenario readout for minimum 1 minute, enforced using timing object

• Participant was asked to assume himself/herself as the customer of CX Bank while answering the follow-up 
survey questions

Questions

• Question blocks for customer engagement

• Question blocks for trust

• Question blocks for customer loyalty

• Question blocks for customer satisfaction

• Question blocks for moderator (customer journey stage)

• Question blocks for manipulation, realism, demand Check

• Question blocks for control variables of non-AI self-efficacy and AI self-efficacy

• Question blocks Demographics

Close Out

• Thank you note for survey participation

• Researcher contact information for follow-ups
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Biases.  Social desirability bias was addressed by communicating with the participants 

regarding their confidentiality.  Further, we kept the respondents’ personal information 

anonymous and assigned a unique numerical identifier to each respondent to link survey results.  

Selection bias was addressed by hiring Qualtrics services for participant recruitment.  It served 

the generalization requirement and also the random selection of participants from the sample. 

Analysis.  The goal of Study 2 was to examine the impacts of TO proactiveness and TO 

technology on customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, customer satisfaction.  Study 2 

performed three different analyses of main effects, interaction effects, and mediation effects, as 

hypothesized in hypotheses development section and shown in Figure 5. 

Analysis of main effects. An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used as suggested 

by Hair et al. (2018) for similar studies.  The ANCOVA was used to test the hypothesis for the 

main effects of independent variables (TO technology and TO proactiveness) on the outcome 

variables (customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction).  The control 

variables (covariates) non-AI self-efficacy and AI self-efficacy were included in the analysis. 

The following hypotheses were tested for main effects: 

• H1a, H3a–H5a: TO technology main effect on customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, 

and customer satisfaction. 

• H1b, H3b–H5b: TO proactiveness main effect on customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, 

and customer satisfaction. 

Analysis of interaction effects. The ANCOVA was further used, as Hair et al. (2018) 

suggested, to test the interaction hypotheses.  The ANCOVA was used for the two-way 

interaction between independent variables (TO proactiveness, TO technology) and dependent 

variables (customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction).  Further, it 
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was used for the three-way interaction between independent variables (TO proactiveness, TO 

technology), moderator (customer journey stage), and dependent variable (customer 

engagement).  The ANCOVA was conducted based on the factorial design (2x2x3) for Study 2 

as shown in Figure 6.  Control variables (covariates) of non-AI self-efficacy and AI self-efficacy 

were included in the analysis.  The following hypotheses were tested for interaction effects: 

• H1c, H3c–H5c: Two-way interaction effect between TO technology and TO proactiveness on 

customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction. 

• H2a: Two-way interaction effect between TO technology and customer journey on customer 

engagement. 

• H2b: Two-way interaction effect between TO proactiveness and customer journey on 

customer engagement. 

Analysis of mediation effects.  The PROCESS tool by Hayes (2017) was used to 

investigate for the mediation effects of the mediator variable (customer engagement) on the 

impacts of independent variables (TO technology, TO proactiveness) on outcome variables 

(trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction), using the percentile bootstrap estimation 

approach as suggested by Shrout and Bolger (2002).  Both partial and full mediation were tested.  

Additional simple slope tests (independent t-test) were performed as required.  The following 

hypotheses were tested for mediation effects: 

• H6a–H8a: Customer engagement mediates the TO technology effect on outcomes of trust, 

customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction. 

• H6b–H8b: Customer engagement mediates the TO proactiveness effect on outcomes of trust, 

customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction. 
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• H6c–H8c: Customer engagement mediates the TO technology and TO proactiveness effect on 

outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction. 

Additional Analysis.  We followed the process by Fehrer, Woratschek, Germelmann, and 

Brodie (2018), to perform an independent sample t-test to analyze the effectiveness of the TO 

proactiveness and TO technology scenario manipulations on participants’ behavior and 

perceptions.  We also performed analysis for the realism check items to address realism concerns 

raised by Aronson, Wilson, and Brewer (1998) by following the process to compare participants’ 

perception means (Shin et al., 2017).  Additionally, we performed analysis for the demand check 

items to check if participants were biased to experimenter demand effects, where a participant 

can infer the study purpose and respond to help confirm the researcher’s hypotheses (Mummolo 

& Peterson, 2019).  The demand check analysis was performed by comparing participants’ 

perception means (Shin et al., 2017). 

Results 

Demand check.  The three demand check items were used to check if participants were 

biased to experimenter demand effects.  Demand check results as shown in   
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Table 6 revealed that out of the 636 accepted sample, when we asked for the purpose of 

the study, 94.7% (602) chose the option that matched with the provided cover story at the 

beginning of the study, only 3% (19) chose no idea, and 2.4% (15) chose other.  Since including 

the only sample of 602 respondents did not make any difference in this analysis, we used the full 

636 sample for our analyses. 
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Table 6 

Study 2 Demand Check 

Demand Check Scenarios 
AI x Proactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
AI x Reactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
N-AI x Proactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
N-AI x Reactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
Total 

N = 636 

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Customer's response to banking 

services experiences 
152 95.6 150 94.3 152 95.6 148 93.1 602 94.7 

No Idea 2 1.3 7 4.4 5 3.1 5 3.1 19 3.0 

Other. Please Explain 5 3.1 2 1.3 2 1.3 6 3.8 15 2.4 

Note.  AI = Artificial Intelligence, N-AI = non artificial intelligence and Freq = frequency. 

 

  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 129  

 

Realism check.  Our study incorporated three realism check items to address the 

experimental realism concerns raised by Aronson et al. (1998).  The items were measured on a 7-

point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).  Table 7 shows the detailed results 

for realism check items (overall MeanAll_Realism = 5.58).  The results showed that participants’ 

perceptions for scenario realism were above the midpoint (p = 0.00), which indicates that 

participants felt that scenarios were realistic, believable, and clear in language, as recommended 

by Shin et al. (2017).   
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Table 7 

Study 2 Realism Check 

Realism Check Scenarios 
AI x Proactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
AI x Reactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
N-AI x Proactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
N-AI x Reactive 

n = 159 

Scenarios 
Total 

N = 636 

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

I feel that the scenario is realistic. 
5.35 1.43 5.52 1.36 5.51 1.26 5.45 1.32 5.46 1.34 

I believe in the scenario as it happens 

in real life. 5.19 1.42 5.63 1.09 5.46 1.31 5.57 1.20 5.46 1.27 

The scenario language is clear and 
defines the situation clearly 5.92 1.10 5.83 1.14 5.87 1.09 5.64 1.26 5.82 1.15 

Note.  Cronbach's Alpha = .79. All realism check items total Mean = 5.58 and SD = 1.05. All items measured using a 7-point Likert scale.  AI 

= Artificial Intelligence and N-AI = Non Artificial Intelligence 
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Measurement model results.  We conducted a CFA using IBM AMOS 25 to test the 

measurement model for the dimensionality, reliability, and validity of measures and overall 

model fit.  The CFA measurement model, as shown in  Figure 8, includes measures of customer 

engagement with 10 items, trust with four items, customer loyalty with three items, customer 

satisfaction with three items, non-AI self-efficacy with four items, AI self-efficacy with four 

items, and associated error terms.  

As shown in Table 8 for CFA model fit statistics, all model fit indices were satisfactory.  

According to the cutoff criteria provided by Hu and Bentler (1999), the CFI (0.975, 

recommended > 0.95), RMSEA (0.045, recommended < 0.06), and SRMR (0.031, recommended 

<0.08) showed a good fit between the model and data.  Furthermore, as suggested by Bentler and 

Bonett (1980), the GFI (0.923, recommended > 0.900) and AGFI (0.902, recommended  > 0.900) 

achieved goodness of model fit with data.  Lastly, the CMIN / df (2.264, recommended between 

1 and 3) also supported the goodness of fit with model (J. Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  Model 

fit measures were also validated using Gaskin J's AMOS Plugin (Gaskin & Lim, 2016).  
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Table 8 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model Fit Statistics 

Measure Estimate 
Suggested Range/ 

Threshold 
Interpretation 

Chi-square / CMIN 722.120 -- -- 

df 319 -- -- 

CMIN / df 2.264 Between 1 and 3 Excellent 

CFI 0.975 > 0.95 Excellent 

GFI 0.923 > 0.900 Excellent 

AGFI 0.902 > 0.900 Excellent 

SRMR 0.031 < 0.08 Excellent 

RMSEA 0.045 < 0.06 Excellent 

PClose 0.980 > 0.05 Excellent 

Note.  CFI = comparative goodness of fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of 

approximation, SRMR = standard root mean square residual, GFI =goodness of fit, AGFI = 

adjusted goodness of fit index, CMIN = chi-square, and PClose = the p of close fit. 
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All individual CFA item loadings, AVE, composite reliability, and Cronbach’s alpha are 

reported in Table 9.  Since all constructs used more than one item, we did not exclude any 

construct from CFA.  As shown in Table 9, all item loadings were significant, positive, and 

greater than .8, exceeding the guidelines of a preferred 0.7 scale item loading and establishing 

convergent validity (Cortina, 1993; Hair et al., 2018).  

All constructs showed evidence of the convergent validity with AVE estimates for all 

constructs exceeding the critical value of 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) except for covariates of 

non-AI self-efficacy (AVE = 0.41).  Reliability can also provide evidence for convergent 

validity.  Malhotra (2018) further argued that AVE is often too strict, and we can establish 

reliability through composite reliability alone.  Composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha for 

all constructs were greater than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2018), thus providing evidence of both the 

convergent validity and reliability.  IBM SPSS was used to measure Cronbach’s alpha.  

Composite reliability and AVE estimates were calculated using Gaskin et al. (2019) "Master 

Validity Tool," AMOS plugin.  As suggested by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015), we 

performed HTMT analysis to establish discriminant validity for the outcome and control 

variables.  The HTMT values were less than the suggested threshold of 0.900 for the outcome 

variables of customer engagement, trust, and customer loyalty as shown in Table 10.  Only 

customer satisfaction showed higher values.  We understand that is due to the higher customer 

satisfaction correlations with these variables, also suggested by the literature (Al-Dmour, Ali, & 

Al-Dmour, 2019; Bell & Babyak, 2018; Thakur, 2019).  We used the same Gaskin et al. (2019) 

"Master Validity Tool," AMOS plugin for the HTMT analysis.   
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Table 11 provides the descriptive statistics, correlations, and significance levels for the 

Study 2 factors and covariates that were used in the measurement model. 
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Figure 8.  Confirmatory factor analysis diagram. e = error term, CE = customer engagement 

item, T = trust items, CL = customer loyalty items, CS = customer satisfaction items, TSE1 = 

Non-AI self-efficacy items, and TSE2 = AI self-efficacy items 

Table 9 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Measurement Model 

Factors and Item Description 
Standardized 

Loading 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 
(AVE) 

Composite 
Reliability 

(CR) 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha (α) 

Cust_Engagement: Cognitive (CEC1-3), Affection (CEAF1-4), Activation (CEAC1-3)  0.65 0.95 0.95 

CEC1: Using CX Bank’s services would get me to think about CX Bank.  1.00 

CEC2: I would think about CX Bank a lot when I am using its services. .85 

CEC3: Using CX Bank’s services can stimulate my interest in learning more about 

CX Bank. 

1.00 

CEAF1: I would feel positive when I use CX Bank’s services. 1.24 

CEAF2: Using CX Bank’s services would make me happy.  1.29 

CEAF3: I would feel good when I use CX Bank’s services.  1.29 

CEAF4: I would be proud to use CX Bank’s services. 1.32 

CEAC1: I would prefer to spend a lot of time using CX Bank compared to other 

banks.  

1.28 

CEAC1: Whenever I am using bank services, I would use CX Bank. 1.10 

CEAC1: CX Bank would be one of the brands that I prefer to usually when I use 

bank services. 

1.27 

Trust (TRU)  0.78 0.94 0.93 

TRU_1: CX Bank would keep its promises. 1.00 

TRU_2: I trust that CX Bank would keep my best interests in mind 1.16 

TRU_3: CX Bank is trustworthy. 1.06 

TRU_4: When making important decisions, CX Bank considers my welfare as well 

as its own. 

1.15 

Cust_Loyalty (CL)  0.76 0.90 .91 

CL1_1: I would consider myself to be loyal to CX Bank. 1.00 

CL1_2: CX Bank would be my first choice.  1.07 

CL1_3: I would not use other banks if CX Bank is available. .96 

Cust_Satisfaction (CS)  0.81 0.93 0.92 

CS1_2_1: In general, I would be very satisfied with the services offered by CX 

Bank. 

1.00 

CS1_2_2: Overall, I would be very satisfied with my relationship with CX Bank.  1.06 

CS3: Considering your experience as a CX Bank customer, how satisfied are you 

with the level of service that CX Bank provides?  

1.01 

NAI_Self_Efficacy (NAIS) 

I would be able to use a call-in line assistance service . . . 

 0.41 0.74 0.76 

NAIS1: . . . if there is no one around to tell me what to do. 1.00 

NAIS2: . . . if I had just the built-in help facility for assistance. 1.11 

NAIS3: . . . if I had never used a call-in line assistance service before. 1.02 

NAIS4: . . .if I had seen someone else using it before trying it myself. .99 

AI_Self_Efficacy (AIS) 

I would be able to use a new secure type of technology-based financial assistant 

service. It is called an Artificial Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent). It has the ability to 

predict your future needs and provide personalized service… 

 0.55 0.83 0.83 
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AIS1: . . . if there is no one around to tell me what to do. 1.00 

AIS2. . . if I had just the built-in help facility for assistance. .92 

AIS3. . . if I had never used a technology-based financial assistant service 

(Artificial Intelligence Agent) before. 

.98 

AIS4: . . .if I had seen someone else using it before trying it myself. .93 

Note. All scales measured on a 7-point Likert scale. 

Table 10 

Heterotrait-Monotrait Analysis 

Variables CE T CL CS NAISE AISE 

Customer Engagement (CE)       

Trust (T) 0.883      

Customer Loyalty (CL) 0.885 0.886     

Customer Satisfaction (CS) 0.899 0.934 0.927    

Non-AI Self Efficacy (NAISE) 0.336 0.389 0.309 0.322   

AI Self Efficacy (AISE) 0.430 0.424 0.399 0.398 0.743  

Note.  Heterotrait-monotrait value threshold is 0.900 to establish discriminant validity. 
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Table 11 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations 

Variables M SD CE T CL CS NAISE AISE TOT TOP CJS 

Customer Engagement (CE) 4.95 1.34 1         

Trust (T) 5.13 1.38 .83** 1        

Customer Loyalty (CL) 4.92 1.51 .83** .82** 1       

Customer Satisfaction (CS) 5.19 1.49 .84** .87** .85** 1      

Non-AI Self Efficacy (NAISE) 5.18 1.04 .28** .32** .25** .27** 1     

AI Self Efficacy (AISE) 5.22 1.13 .38** .37** .35** .35** .59** 1    

TO Technology (TOT) 1.50 .50 -.07 -.03 -.07 -.07 .05 .04 1   

TO Proactiveness (TOP) 1.50 .50 -.28** -.22** -.27** -.26** .02 -.02 .00 1  

Customer Journey Stage (CJS) 2.00 .82 .09* .07 .08* .08* .02 .05 .01 .01 1 

Note.  N = 636. 

*p < .05, **p < .01. 
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Manipulation checks for touchpoint orientation proactiveness.  Following the process 

by Fehrer et al. (2018), we performed an independent sample t-test to test if the scenario 

manipulations for TO proactiveness were successful and effective on participants’ perceptions.  

Results supported the expected difference between the proactive and reactive treatment groups 

for all TO proactiveness manipulations (responsive, non-anticipative, non-personalized, and 

current needs).  Results, as shown in Table 12 and  
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Table 13, showed that the participants in the reactive TO condition scored significantly 

higher than the participants in the proactive TO condition on Manipulation_Responsive 

(MResponsive_Proactive = 5.31, MResponsive_Proactive = 3.57, p < .05), Manipulation_Anticipative (MNon-

Anticipative_Reactive = 5.39, MNon-Anticipative_Reactive = 3.07, p < .05), Manipulation_Personalized (MNon-

Personalized_Reactive = 4.53, MNon-Personalized_Reactive = 2.84,  p < .05), and Manipulation_Current_Needs 

(MCurrentNeeds_Proactive = 5.14, MCurrentNeeds_Proactive = 3.17, p < .05).  Therefore, all TO proactiveness 

manipulations were considered successful.  
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Table 12 

Group Statistics for Touchpoint Orientation Proactiveness Manipulations 

Manipulation Grp_Proact_React N M SD SE Mean 

Manip_Responsive 
Proactive 318 3.57 2.01 .11 

Reactive 318 5.31 1.68 .09 

Manip_Non_Anticipative 
Proactive 318 3.07 1.97 .11 

Reactive 318 5.39 1.60 .09 

Manip_Non_Personalized 
Proactive 318 2.84 1.86 .10 

Reactive 318 4.53 1.98 .11 

Manip_Current_Needs 
Proactive 318 3.17 1.93 .11 

Reactive 318 5.14 1.84 .10 

Note.  Manip = manipulation, Grp = group 

 

  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 141  

 

Table 13 

Independent Sample T-Test for Touchpoint Orientation Proactiveness Manipulations 

Manipulation 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

M 

Differ

ence 

SE 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Manip_Responsive Equal variances assumed 37.16 .00 -11.82 634.00 .00 -1.74 .15 -2.02 -1.45 

Equal variances not assumed   -11.82 615.33 .00 -1.74 .15 -2.02 -1.45 

Manip_Non_Anticipative Equal variances assumed 35.55 .00 -16.34 634.00 .00 -2.32 .14 -2.60 -2.04 

Equal variances not assumed   -16.34 608.69 .00 -2.32 .14 -2.60 -2.04 

Manip_Non_Personalized Equal variances assumed 3.54 .06 -11.05 634.00 .00 -1.69 .15 -1.99 -1.39 

Equal variances not assumed   -11.05 631.52 .00 -1.69 .15 -1.99 -1.39 

Manip_Current_Needs Equal variances assumed 4.88 .03 -13.19 634.00 .00 -1.97 .15 -2.27 -1.68 

Equal variances not assumed   -13.19 632.48 .00 -1.97 .15 -2.27 -1.68 

Note.  Manip = manipulation 
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Manipulation checks for touchpoint orientation technology.  We performed an 

independent sample t-test to test if the scenario manipulations for TO technology were successful 

and effective on participants’ perceptions.  Results supported the expected difference between 

the AI-enabled and non-AI treatment groups for TO technology manipulation.  Results, as shown 

in   
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Table 14 and   
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Table 15, showed that the AI-enabled participants in the AI-enabled condition scored 

significantly higher than the participants in the non-AI condition for Manipulation_Technology 

(MTechnology_AI = 5.66, MTechnology_Non-AI = 4.03, p < .05).  Therefore, TO technology manipulations 

were also considered successful.  
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Table 14 

Group Statistics for Touchpoint Orientation Technology Manipulation 

Manipulation Grp_Proact_React N M SD SE Mean 

Manip_Technology 

 

AI 318 5.66 1.49 .08 

Non-AI 318 4.03 1.95 .11 

Note.  Manip = manipulation, Grp = group and AI = Artificial Intelligence 
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Table 15  

Independent Sample t-Test for Touchpoint Orientation Technology Manipulation 

Manipulation 

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

M 

Difference 

SE 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Manip_ Technology 
Equal variances assumed 38.16 .00 11.82 634.00 .00 1.63 .14 1.36 1.90 

Equal variances not assumed   11.82 592.45 .00 1.63 .14 1.36 1.90 
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Hypotheses results for the main effects and the interaction effects of touchpoint 

orientation technology, touchpoint orientation proactiveness, and customer journey state 

on customer engagement.  To test the main effects of TO technology (H1a) and TO 

proactiveness (H1b), and the two-way and three-way interaction effects between TO technology x 

TO proactiveness (H1c), TO technology x customer journey stage (H2a), TO proactiveness x 

customer journey stage (H2b) on customer engagement, and TO technology x TO proactiveness 

X customer journey stage, an ANCOVA was conducted while controlling for AI self-efficacy 

and non-AI self-efficacy as covariates.  Table 16 shows the results for ANCOVA for customer 

engagement, and Table 17 shows the related descriptives (means and standard deviations).  

Participants in the AI-enabled TO condition (M = 5.04, SD = 1.32) had higher customer 

engagement scores than those in the non-AI condition (M = 4.86, SD = 1.35, F [1,622] = 6.32, p 

< .05).  Therefore, H1a was supported.  Participants in the proactive TO condition (M = 5.32, SD 

= 1.18) had higher customer engagement scores than those in the reactive condition (M = 4.58, 

SD = 1.38, F [1,622] = 61.49, p < .01).  Hence, H1b was also supported.  

Furthermore, the hypothesis for the moderating influence of TO proactiveness on the 

relationship between TO technology and customer engagement (H1c) was tested in the same 

ANCOVA.  Results (shown in Table 16) suggested that the interaction between TO technology 

and TO proactiveness on customer engagement was significant (F [1,622] = 4.98, p < .05).  A 

follow-up simple slope analysis (independent samples t-test) suggested that, as predicted by H1c, 

TO proactiveness moderates the relationship between TO technology and CE such that the 

impact of AI-enabled TO on customer engagement was stronger for reactive TO (MAI, Reactive = 

4.80, MNAI, Reactive = 4.36, t = 2.88, df = 316, p < .01) than proactive (MAI, Proactive = 5.28, MNAI, 
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Proactive = 5.35, t = -.53, df = 316, p > .05).  This interaction is plotted in Figure 9.  Hence, H1c was 

supported.  

Neither of the hypotheses on the moderating effects of customer journey stages on the 

relationship between TO technology and customer engagement (H2a) and the relationship 

between TO proactiveness and customer engagement (H2b) were supported.  There was no 

statistically significant interaction between TO technology and customer journey stage on 

customer engagement whilst controlling for non-AI self-efficacy and AI self-efficacy (F [2,622] 

= 1.06, p > .05, ηp2 = .00).  Hence, H2a was not supported.  Likewise, there was no statistically 

significant interaction between TO proactiveness and customer journey stage on customer 

engagement whilst controlling for non-AI self-efficacy and AI self-efficacy (F [2,622] = .13, p > 

.05, ηp2 = .00).  Hence, H2b was not supported. 

  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 149  

 

Table 16 

Analysis of Covariance Result for Customer Engagement 

Outcome Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df M Square F Sig. ηp2 

Cust_Engagement 

Corrected Model 282.97 13 21.77 15.88 .00 .25 

Intercept 116.61 1 116.61 85.07 .00 .12 

NAI_SelfEfficacy 9.00 1 9.00 6.57 .01 .01 

AI_SelfEfficacy 65.10 1 65.10 47.49 .00 .07 

TO_Technology 8.66 1 8.66 6.32 .01 .01 

TO_Proactiveness 84.29 1 84.29 61.49 .00 .09 

Cust_Journey_Stage 8.43 2 4.22 3.08 .05 .01 

TO_Technology x TO_Proactiveness 6.82 1 6.82 4.98 .03 .01 

TO_Technology x Cust_Journey_Stage 2.90 2 1.45 1.06 .35 .00 

TO_Proactiveness x Cust_Journey_Stage .36 2 .18 .13 .88 .00 

TO_Technology x TO_Proactiveness x 

Cust_Journey_Stage 
2.42 2 1.21 .88 .41 

.00 

Error 852.61 622 1.37    

Total 16710.27 636     

Corrected Total 1135.59 635     

Note.  R2 = .25, Adjusted R2= .23, ηp2 = Partial ETA Squared, Sig. = Level of Significance, F = Fisher’s F ratio  
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Table 17 

Means and Standard Deviations of Customer Engagement 

TO_Technology TO_Proactiveness Cust_Journey_Stage Customer Engagement 

   M SD N 

AI 

Proactive 

1 5.20 1.21 53 

2 4.95 1.58 54 

3 5.71 .99 52 

Total 5.28 1.32 159 

Reactive 

1 4.58 1.37 54 

2 4.82 1.31 51 

3 5.00 1.17 54 

Total 4.80 1.29 159 

Total 

1 4.89 1.33 107 

2 4.89 1.45 105 

3 5.35 1.13 106 

Total 5.04 1.32 318 

Non-AI 

Proactive 

1 5.31 1.04 52 

2 5.27 .78 55 

3 5.49 1.24 52 

Total 5.35 1.03 159 

Reactive 

1 4.38 1.71 53 

2 4.19 1.14 51 

3 4.50 1.41 55 

Total 4.36 1.44 159 

Total 

1 4.84 1.49 105 

2 4.75 1.11 106 

3 4.98 1.42 107 

Total 4.86 1.35 318 

Total 

Proactive 

1 5.25 1.13 105 

2 5.11 1.25 109 

3 5.60 1.12 104 

Total 5.32 1.18 318 

Reactive 

1 4.48 1.54 107 

2 4.50 1.26 102 

3 4.75 1.32 109 

Total 4.58 1.38 318 

Total 

1 4.86 1.40 212 

2 4.82 1.29 211 

3 5.16 1.29 213 

Total 4.95 1.34 636 

Note.  AI = Artificial Intelligence and Cust = Customer.  
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Figure 9.  Moderation impact of touchpoint orientation proactiveness on the relationship 

between touchpoint orientation technology and customer engagement.  TO = touchpoint 

orientation and AI = artificial intelligence. 
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Results for trust.  To test the main effects of TO technology (H3a) and TO proactiveness 

(H3b), and the two-way interaction effects between TO technology x TO proactiveness (H3c) on 

trust, an ANCOVA was conducted while controlling for AI self-efficacy and non-AI self-

efficacy as covariates.  Table 18 shows the results for the ANCOVA for trust, and  
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Table 19 shows the relative descriptives (means and standard deviations).  

As shown in the results, participants in the AI-enabled TO condition (M = 5.17, SD = 

1.35) did not have significantly higher trust scores than those in the non-AI condition (M = 5.09, 

SD = 1.41, F [1,630] = 1.95, p > .05).  Therefore, H3a was not supported.  Participants in the 

proactive TO condition (M = 5.44, SD = 1.22) had higher trust scores than those in the reactive 

condition (M = 4.82, SD = 1.46, F [1,630] = 38.90, p < .01).  Hence, H3b was supported.  

Furthermore, the hypothesis for the moderating influence of TO proactiveness on the 

relationship between TO technology and trust (H3c) was tested in the same ANCOVA.  Results 

(shown in Table 18) suggested that the interaction between TO technology and TO proactiveness 

on trust was significant (F [1,630] = 5.09, p < .05).  A follow-up simple slope analysis 

(independent samples t-test) suggested that, as predicted by H3c, TO proactiveness moderates the 

relationship between TO technology and trust such that the impact of AI-enabled TO on trust is 

stronger for reactive TO (MAI, Reactive = 5.00, MNAI, Reactive = 4.64, t = 2.19, df = 316, p < .05), than 

proactive (MAI, Proactive = 5.34, MNAI, Proactive = 5.53, t = -1.34, df = 316, p > .05).  This interaction 

is plotted in  
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.  Hence, H3c was supported. 
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Table 18 

Analysis of Covariance Result for Trust 

Outcome Source Sum of 
Squares 

df M Square F Sig. ηp2 

Trust 

Corrected Model 257.02 5 51.40 34.07 .00 .21 

Intercept 107.97 1 107.97 71.55 .00 .10 

NAI_SelfEfficacy 24.29 1 24.29 16.10 .00 .02 

AI_SelfEfficacy 54.31 1 54.31 35.99 .00 .05 

TO_Technology 2.94 1 2.94 1.95 .16 .00 

TO_Proactiveness 58.70 1 58.70 38.90 .00 .06 

TO_Technology x TO_Proactiveness 7.69 1 7.69 5.09 .02 .01 

Error 950.66 630 1.51    

Total 17935.69 636     

Corrected Total 1207.68 635     

Note. R2 = .21, Adjusted R2= .21, ηp2 = Partial ETA Squared,  Sig. = Level of Significance, F = Fisher’s F ratio 

 

  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 156  

 

Table 19 

Means and Standard Deviations of Trust 

TO_Technology TO_Proactiveness Trust   

  M SD N 

AI 

Proactive 5.34 1.29 159 

Reactive 5.00 1.39 159 

Total 5.17 1.35 318 

Non-AI 

Proactive 5.53 1.14 159 

Reactive 4.64 1.51 159 

Total 5.09 1.41 318 

Total 

Proactive 5.44 1.22 318 

Reactive 4.82 1.46 318 

Total 5.13 1.38 636 

Note.  AI = artificial intelligence 
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Figure 10.  Moderation impact of touchpoint orientation proactiveness on the relationship 

between touchpoint orientation technology and trust.  TO = touchpoint orientation and AI = 

artificial intelligence. 
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Results for customer loyalty.  To test the main effects of TO technology (H4a) and TO 

proactiveness (H4b) and the two-way interaction effects between TO technology x TO 

proactiveness (H4c) on customer loyalty, an ANCOVA was conducted while controlling for AI 

self-efficacy and non-AI self-efficacy as covariates.  Table 20 shows the results for the 

ANCOVA for customer loyalty and  

  



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 159  

 

Table 21 shows the relative descriptives (means and standard deviations).  

Participants in the AI-enabled TO condition (M = 5.02, SD = 1.48) had higher customer 

loyalty scores than those in the non-AI condition (M = 4.82, SD = 1.54, F [1,630] = 5.31, p < 

.05).  Therefore, H4a was supported.  Participants in the proactive TO condition (M = 5.32, SD = 

1.29) had higher customer loyalty scores than those in the reactive condition (M = 4.52, SD = 

1.61, F [1, 630] = 54.32, p < .01).  Hence, H4b was also supported.  

Furthermore, the hypothesis for the moderating influence of TO proactiveness on the 

relationship between TO technology and customer loyalty (H4c) was tested in the same 

ANCOVA.  Results (shown in Table 20) suggested that the interaction between TO technology 

and TO proactiveness on customer loyalty was significant (F [1,630] = 4.22, p < .05).  A follow-

up simple slope analysis (independent samples t-test) suggested that, as predicted by H4c, TO 

proactiveness moderates the relationship between TO technology and customer loyalty such that 

the impact of AI-enabled TO on customer loyalty is stronger for reactive TO (MAI, Reactive = 4.75, 

MNAI, Reactive = 4.28, t = 2.64, df = 316, p < .05) than proactive (MAI, Proactive = 5.29, MNAI, Proactive = 

5.36, t = -.48, df = 316, p > .05).  This interaction is plotted in   
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.  Hence, H4c was supported. 

Table 20 

Analysis of Covariance Result for Customer Loyalty 

Outcome Source Sum of 
Squares 

df M Square F Sig. ηp2 

Customer Loyalty 

Corrected Model 295.80a 5 59.16 32.27 .00 .20 

Intercept 105.42 1 105.42 57.50 .00 .08 

NAI_SelfEfficacy 8.45 1 8.45 4.61 .03 .01 

AI_SelfEfficacy 76.41 1 76.41 41.68 .00 .06 

TO_Technology 9.74 1 9.74 5.31 .02 .01 

TO_Proactiveness 99.59 1 99.59 54.32 .00 .08 

TO_Technology * TO_Proactiveness 7.74 1 7.74 4.22 .04 .01 

Error 1155.05 630 1.83    

Total 16848.22 636     

Corrected Total 1450.85 635     

Note. a. R2 = .20 Adjusted R2= .20, ηp2 = Partial ETA Squared, Sig. = Level of Significance, F = Fisher’s F ratio 
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Table 21 

Means and Standard Deviations of Customer Loyalty 

TO_Technology TO_Proactiveness Customer Loyalty 

  M SD N 

AI 

Proactive 5.29 1.38 159 

Reactive 4.75 1.53 159 

Total 5.02 1.48 318 

Non-AI 

Proactive 5.36 1.20 159 

Reactive 4.28 1.66 159 

Total 4.82 1.54 318 

Total 

Proactive 5.32 1.29 318 

Reactive 4.52 1.61 318 

Total 4.92 1.51 636 

Note.  AI = artificial intelligence. 
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Figure 11.  Moderation impact of touchpoint orientation proactiveness on the relationship 

between touchpoint orientation technology and customer loyalty.  TO = touchpoint orientation 

and AI = artificial intelligence. 
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Results for customer satisfaction.  To test the main effects of TO technology (H5a) and 

TO proactiveness (H5b) and the two-way interaction effects between TO technology x TO 

proactiveness (H5c) on customer satisfaction, an ANCOVA was conducted while controlling for 

AI self-efficacy and non-AI self-efficacy as covariates.  Table 22 shows the results for the 

ANCOVA for customer satisfaction, and  
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Table 23 shows relative descriptives (means and standard deviations).  

Participants in the AI-enabled TO condition (M = 5.29, SD = 1.42) had higher customer 

satisfaction scores than those in the non-AI condition (M = 5.08, SD = 1.56, F [1,630] = 5.64, p 

< .05).  Therefore, H5a was supported.  Participants in the proactive TO condition (M = 5.58, SD 

= 1.23) had higher customer satisfaction scores than those in the reactive condition (M = 4.80, 

SD = 1.63, F [1, 630] = 52.91, p < .01).  Hence, H5b was also supported. 

Furthermore, the hypothesis for the moderating influence of TO proactiveness on the 

relationship between TO technology and customer satisfaction (H5c) was tested in the same 

ANCOVA.  Results (shown in Table 22), suggested that the interaction between TO technology 

and TO proactiveness on customer satisfaction is significant (F [1,630] = 7.69, p < .05).  A 

follow-up simple slope analysis (independent samples t-test) suggested that, as predicted by H5c, 

TO proactiveness moderates the relationship between TO technology and customer satisfaction 

such that the impact of AI-enabled TO on customer satisfaction is stronger for reactive TO (MAI, 

Reactive = 5.07, MNAI, Reactive = 4.52, t = 3.03, df = 316, p < .01) than proactive (MAI, Proactive = 5.51, 

MNAI, Proactive = 5.65, t = -1.00, df = 316, p > .05).  This interaction is plotted in  
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.  Hence, H5c was supported. 

 

Table 22 

Analysis of Covariance Result for Customer Satisfaction 

Outcome Source Sum of 
Squares 

df M Square F Sig. ηp2 

Customer Satisfaction 

Corrected Model 295.96 5 59.19 33.28 .00 .21 

Intercept 129.42 1 129.42 72.76 .00 .10 

NAI_SelfEfficacy 11.56 1 11.56 6.50 .01 .01 

AI_SelfEfficacy 69.27 1 69.27 38.95 .00 .06 

TO_Technology 10.04 1 10.04 5.64 .02 .01 

TO_Proactiveness 94.12 1 94.12 52.91 .00 .08 

TO_Technology x TO_Proactiveness 13.67 1 13.67 7.69 .01 .01 

Error 1120.55 630 1.78    

Total 18528.78 636     

Corrected Total 1416.51 635     

Note.  R2 = .21 Adjusted R2= .20, ηp2 = Partial ETA Squared, Sig. = Level of Significance, F = Fisher’s F ratio 
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Table 23  

Means and Standard Deviations of Customer Satisfaction 

TO_Technology TO_Proactiveness Customer Satisfaction 

  M SD N 

AI 

Proactive 5.51 1.32 159 

Reactive 5.07 1.49 159 

Total 5.29 1.42 318 

Non-AI 

Proactive 5.65 1.13 159 

Reactive 4.52 1.72 159 

Total 5.08 1.56 318 

Total 

Proactive 5.58 1.23 318 

Reactive 4.80 1.63 318 

Total 5.19 1.49 636 

Note.  AI = artificial intelligence. 
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Figure 12.  Moderation impact of touchpoint orientation proactiveness on the relationship 

between touchpoint orientation technology and customer satisfaction.  TO = touchpoint 

orientation and AI = artificial intelligence. 
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Hypotheses results for customer engagement simple mediation for touchpoint 

orientation technology and touchpoint orientation proactiveness.  We performed tests to 

investigate for simple mediation hypotheses using the PROCESS tool, as laid out by Hayes 

(2017).  As shown in Figure 13, customer engagement mediates the effect of TO technology and 

TO proactiveness on the outcomes of trust (H6a-b), customer loyalty (H7a-b), and customer 

satisfaction (H8a-b).  Results for customer engagement simple mediation are shown in Table 24. 

Results for Path a models indicated that TO technology was a significant predictor of 

customer engagement (E = -.23, SE = .10, p < .05) and TO proactiveness was a significant 

predictor of customer engagement (E = -.73, SE = .09, p < .001).  

Results for Path b models showed that, for the mediation model with TO technology as 

an antecedent, customer engagement was a significant predictor of trust (E = .83, SE = .02, p < 

.001), customer loyalty (E = .92, SE = .03, p < .001), and customer satisfaction (E = .93, SE = 

.03, p < .001).  Furthermore, for the mediation model with TO proactiveness as an antecedent, 

customer engagement was a significant predictor of trust (E = .83, SE = .03, p < .001), customer 

loyalty (E = .90, SE = .03, p < .001), and customer satisfaction (E = .92, SE = .03, p < .001).  

These results support the mediational hypotheses for trust (H6a-b), customer loyalty (H7a-b), and 

customer satisfaction (H8a-b).  

Consistent with full mediation requirements, results for Path c’ (direct effect) models 

showed that TO technology was no longer a significant predictor of outcomes after controlling 

for the mediator, customer engagement, trust (E = .06, SE = .06, non-significant), customer 

loyalty (E = -.04, SE = .07, non-significant), and customer satisfaction (E = -.04, SE = .06, non-

significant).  Likewise, TO proactiveness was no longer a significant predictor of outcomes after 

controlling for the mediator, customer engagement, trust (E = -.01, SE = .06, non-significant), 
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customer loyalty (E = -.13, SE = .07, non-significant), and customer satisfaction (E = -.10, SE = 

.07, non-significant).  For the mediation model with TO technology and customer engagement as 

predictors, we accounted approximately the variance of 71% (R2 = .71) in trust, 68% (R2 = .68) 

in customer loyalty, and 71% (R2 = .71) in customer satisfaction.  Likewise, for the mediation 

model with TO proactiveness and customer engagement as predictors, we accounted 

approximately the variance of 71% (R2 = .71) in trust, 69% (R2 = .69) in customer loyalty, and 

71% (R2 = .71) in customer satisfaction.  

The test for Path ab (indirect effect) was performed using a percentile bootstrap 

estimation approach with 5,000 samples (Shrout & Bolger, 2002) and implemented with the 

PROCESS macro Version 3.5 (Hayes, 2017).  The results for Path ab (indirect effect) indicated 

the indirect coefficients were significant with TO technology and customer engagement as 

antecedents for trust (E = -1.93; SE = .08, 95%; confidence interval [CI] = -.35, -.03), customer 

loyalty (E = -.21; SE = .09, 95%; CI = -.39, -.04), and customer satisfaction (E = -.21; SE = .09, 

95%; CI = -.40, -.04).  The concept of TO technology as mediated by customer engagement was 

associated with scores that were approximately -.193 lower for trust, -.21 lower for customer 

loyalty, and -.21 lower for customer satisfaction.  Furthermore, results also indicated that the 

indirect coefficients were significant with TO proactiveness and customer engagement as 

antecedents for trust (E = -60; SE = .08, 95%; CI = -.77, -.43), customer loyalty (E = -.65; SE = 

.09, 95%; CI = -.82, -.49), and customer satisfaction (E = -.65; SE = .09, 95%; CI = -.85, -.49). 

The concept of TO proactiveness as mediated by customer engagement was associated with 

scores that were approximately -.60 lower for trust, -.65 lower for customer loyalty, and -.66 

lower for customer satisfaction.  
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In summary, simple mediation hypotheses tests supported that customer engagement 

fully mediates the effects of TO technology and TO proactiveness on the outcomes of trust (H6a-

b), customer loyalty (H7a-b), and customer satisfaction (H8a-b).  Furthermore, in the following 

sections, we discuss the customer engagement mediation effects on the relationship between TO 

technology and TO proactiveness on the outcomes for participants in proactive TO and reactive 

TO conditions.  
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Figure 13.  Simple mediation of customer engagement.  Letters a, b, c shows the path.  TO = 

touchpoint orientation, M = customer engagement, X = TO technology and TO proactiveness, 

and Y = trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction.  
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Table 24 

Results for Simple Mediation of Customer Engagement 

Model 
Antecedent: TO Technology (X) 

 Model 
Antecedent: TO Technology (X), Customer Engagement (M)   

 
a 

X on M (path) 

 b 

M on Y (path) 

c’ 

X on Y (Direct Effect) 

 ab 

X to Y (Indirect Effect) 

Consequents (M) E SE p Consequents (Y) E SE P E SE p E SE 95%  CI 

Customer 

Engagement 

-.23 .10 <.05 

Trust 
.83 .02 <.001 .06 .06 >.1 -1.93 .08 -.35, -.03 

F(4,631) = 377.88, R2 = .71, p <.001  

Customer 

Satisfaction 

.93 .03 <.001 -.04 .06 >.1 -.21 .09 -.40, -.04 

F(4,631) = 392.75, R2 = .71, p <.001  

Customer Loyalty 

.92 .03 <.001 -.04 .07 >.1 -.21 .09 -.39, -.04 

F(3,632) = 39.31  

R2 = .16, p <.001 F(4,631) = 341.65, R2 = .68, p <.001 

 

                

Model 

Antecedent: TO Proactiveness (X) 

 Model 

Antecedent: TO Proactiveness (X), Customer Engagement (M) 

  

 a 

X on M (path) 

  
b 

M on Y (path) 

c’ 

X on Y (Direct Effect) 

ab 

X to Y (Indirect Effect) 

Consequents (M) E SE p Consequents (Y) E SE p E SE p E SE 95%  CI 

Customer 
Engagement 

-.73 .09 <.001 

Trust 
 .83 .03 <.001 -.01 .06 >.1 -.60 .08 -.77, -.43 

F(4,631) = 377.14, R2 = .71, p <.001  

Customer 

Satisfaction 

.92 .03 <.001 -.10 .07 >.1 -.66 .09 -.85, -.49 

F(4,631) = 394.64, R2 = .71, p <.001  

Customer Loyalty 

.90 .03 <.001 -.13 .07 <.1 -.65 .09 -.82, -.49 

F(3,632) = 60.57  

R2 = .22, p <.001 
F(4,631) = 344.45, R2 = .69, p <.001  

Note.  Bootstrapping Samples=5000, N = 636 

Covariates:  AI Self Efficacy, NAI Self Efficacy. AI = artificial intelligence. 

E:  Effect (Average estimate for effect), CI: Confidence Interval, SE: Standard Error Estimate 
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Hypotheses results for the mediation role of customer engagement.  We performed 

tests to examine if customer engagement mediates the impact of the TO technology x TO 

proactiveness interaction on outcome variables (trust, customer loyalty, and customer 

satisfaction).  To do this, we used the PROCESS tool as laid out by Hayes (2017).  We split the 

data for each level of the moderating variable TO proactiveness (reactive TO, proactive TO).  

We performed the test in two steps.  The first step tested if customer engagement mediates the 

relationship between TO technology and outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and customer 

satisfaction for participants in the reactive TO condition.  The second step tested if customer 

engagement mediates the relationship between TO technology and outcomes of trust, customer 

loyalty, and customer satisfaction for participants in the proactive TO condition.  This is also 

shown in Figure 14. 

Step 1 models used the data for participants in the reactive TO condition.  Results shown 

in Table 25 for Path (a) indicated that the interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness 

(reactive TO type) was a significant predictor of customer engagement (E = -.44, SE = .14, p < 

.01).  Furthermore, Step 1 models for Path b also showed that customer engagement was a 

significant predictor of trust (E = .86, SE = 04, p < .001), customer loyalty (E = .94, SE = .04, p < 

.001), and customer satisfaction (E = 1.00, SE = .04, p < .001).  Consistent with full mediation 

requirements, results for Path c’ showed that the interaction of TO technology x TO 

proactiveness (reactive TO type) was no longer a significant predictor of outcomes after 

controlling for the mediator customer engagement, trust (E = .02, SE = .09, non-significant), 

customer loyalty (E = -.06, SE = .11, non-significant), and customer satisfaction (E = -.11, SE = 

.10, non-significant).  For the Step 1 model for Paths b and c’, with interaction of TO technology 
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x TO proactiveness (reactive TO type), we accounted approximately the variance of 70% (R2 = 

.70) in trust, 66% (R2 = .66) in customer loyalty, and 73% (R2 = .73) in customer satisfaction.  

For Step 1, the indirect effect was tested using a percentile bootstrap estimation approach 

with 5,000 samples (Shrout & Bolger, 2002), implemented with the PROCESS macro version 

3.5 (Hayes, 2017).  The Step 1 model results indicated the indirect coefficients were significant 

with interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness (reactive TO type)  (X) and customer 

engagement (M) as antecedents for trust (E = -.38; SE =.12, 95%; CI = -.62 , -.14), customer 

loyalty (E = -.42, SE =.14, 95%; CI = -.68 , -.16), and customer satisfaction (E = -.44, SE = .15, 

95%; CI = -.74 , -.15).  The interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness (reactive TO type)  

(X) as mediated by customer engagement (M) was associated with scores that were 

approximately -.38 lower for trust, -.42 lower for customer loyalty, and -.44 lower for customer 

satisfaction.  In summary, Step 1 results supported that customer engagement fully mediates the 

relationship between TO technology and outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and customer 

satisfaction for the participants in the reactive TO condition. 

Step 2 models used the data for participants in the proactive TO condition.  Results 

shown in Table 25 for Path a indicated that the interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness 

(proactive TO type) was not a significant predictor of customer engagement (E = -.02, SE = .12, 

p > .1).  Furthermore, Step 2 models for Path b showed that customer engagement was a 

significant predictor of trust (E = .77, SE = 04, p < .001), customer loyalty (E = .84, SE = .04, p < 

.001), and customer satisfaction (E = .77, SE = 04, p < .001).  The results for Path c’ models 

showed that the interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness (proactive TO type) was no 

longer a significant predictor of outcomes after controlling for the mediator customer 

engagement, trust (E = .09, SE = .08, non-significant), customer loyalty (E = -.01, SE = .08, non-
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significant), and customer satisfaction (E = .06, SE = .80, non-significant).  For Step 2 models 

for Paths b and c’, with interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness (proactive TO type), 

we accounted for approximately the variance of 70% (R2 = .70) in trust, 66% (R2 = .66) in 

customer loyalty, and 67% (R2 = .67) in customer satisfaction.  

For Step 2, the indirect effect was tested using a percentile bootstrap estimation approach 

with 5,000 samples (Shrout & Bolger, 2002), implemented with the PROCESS macro version 

3.5 (Hayes, 2017).  The Step 2 model results indicated the indirect coefficients were also non-

significant with interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness (proactive TO type) (X) and 

customer engagement (M) as antecedents for trust (E = -.02; SE =.09, 95%; CI = -.20, .16), 

customer loyalty (E = -.02; SE =.09, 95%; CI = -.20, .17), and customer satisfaction (E = -.02; SE 

=.09, 95%; CI = -.20, .16).  The interaction of TO technology x TO proactiveness (proactive TO 

type) (X) as mediated by customer engagement (M) was associated with scores that were 

approximately -.02 lower for trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction.  In summary, 

Step 2 results did not support that customer engagement fully mediates the relationship between 

TO technology and outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction for the 

participants in the proactive TO condition. 

Hence, we can conclude on the basis of the results of Step 1 and Step 2 that the 

hypotheses on trust (H6c), customer loyalty (H7c), and customer satisfaction (H8c) were supported 

since customer engagement fully mediates the relationship between TO technology and 

outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction for the participants in the reactive 

TO condition and not those in the proactive TO condition. 
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Figure 14.  Customer engagement mediation for interaction effects of touchpoint orientation 

technology and touchpoint orientation proactiveness on outcome variables.  Letters a, b, c shows 

the path.  TO = touchpoint orientation, M = customer engagement, X = TO technology and TO 

proactiveness, and Y = trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction.  
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Table 25 

Results for Mediation of Customer Engagement for the Interaction of Touchpoint Orientation 

Technology (AI-Enabled, Non-AI) x Touchpoint Orientation Proactiveness (Reactive, Proactive) 

Model Step 1 
Antecedent (X): 

TO Technology (AI-Enabled, Non-AI) x 

TO Proactiveness Level: Reactive 

 Model Step 1 
Antecedent (X): 

TO Technology (AI-Enabled, Non-AI) x TO Proactiveness 

Level: Reactive 
Antecedent (M): Customer Engagements 

  

 
a 

X on M (path) 

 b 

M on Y (path) 

c’ 

X on Y (Direct Effect) 

 ab 

X to Y (Indirect Effect) 

Consequents (M) E SE p Consequents (Y) E SE p E SE p E SE 95%  CI 

Customer 

Engagement 

-.44 .14 .002 

Trust 
.86 .04 <.001 .02 .09 >.1 -.38 .12 -.62 , -.14 

F(4,313) = 184.11, R2 = .70, p <.001  

Customer 

Satisfaction 

1.00 .04 <.001 -.11 .10 >.1 -.44 .15 -.74 , -.15 

F(4,313) = 206.38, R2 = .73 , p <.001  

Custtomer Loyalty 

.94 .04 <.001 -.06 .11 >.1 -.42 .14 -.68 , -.16 

F(3,314) = 21.14  

R2 = .17, p <.001 F(4,313) = 154.55, R2 = .66 , p <.001 

 

                

Model Step 2 

Antecedent (X): 

TO Technology (AI-Enabled, Non-AI) x TO 
Proactiveness Level: Proactive 

 Model Step 2 

Antecedent (X): 

TO Technology (AI-Enabled, Non-AI) x TO Proactiveness 
Level: Proactive 

Antecedent (M): Customer Engagements 

  

 a 

X on M (path) 

  
b 

M on Y (path) 

c’ 

X on Y (Direct Effect) 

ab 

X to Y (Indirect Effect) 

Consequents (M) E SE p Consequents (Y) E SE p E SE p E SE 95%  CI 

Customer 
Engagement 

-.02 .12 >.1 

Trust 
 .77 .04 <.001 .09 .08 >.1 -.02 .09 -.20 , .16 

F(4,314) = 171.40, R2 = .70, p <.001  

Customer 

Satisfaction 

.77 .04 <.001 .06 .08 >.1 -.02 .09 -.21 , .16 

F(4,313) = 159.59, R2 = .67, p <.001  

Customer Loyalty 

.84 .04 <.001 -.01 .08 >.1 -.02 .10 -.21 , .17 

F(3,314) = 25.65  

R2 = .20, p <.001 
F(4,313) = 154.51, R2 = .66, p <.001  

Note: Bootstrapping Samples = 5000, N = 636 split for Step 1 Reactive = 318, Step 2 Proactive = 318 

Covariates:  AI Self Efficacy, NAI Self Efficacy.  AI = artificial intelligence. 

E:  Effect (Average estimate for effect), CI: Confidence Interval, SE: Standard Error Estimate 
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Summary of results.  In summary, findings from the Study 2 hypotheses tests provided 

the anticipated support for the main effects of TO technology and TO proactiveness on customer 

engagement (H1a-b), customer loyalty (H4a-b), and customer satisfaction (H5a-b).  We did not find a 

significant main effect of TO technology on trust (H3a).  However, the test did offer support for 

the main effect of TO proactivensss on trust (H3b).  Additionally, in line with our hypotheses, we 

found significant interaction effects of TO technology x TO proactiveness on customer 

engagement (H1a-b), trust (H3a-b), customer loyalty (H4a-b), and customser satisfaction (H5a-b).  

We hypothesized yet did not find the support for the moderation effect of customer 

journey stages on the impacts of TO technology (H2a) and TO proactiveness (H2b) on customer 

engagement.  However, the results did support the mediation hypotheses for trust (H6a-b), 

customer loyalty (H7a-b), and customer satisfaction (H8a-b).  

Finally, mediation moderation hypotheses for trust (H6c), customer loyalty (H7c), and 

customer satisfaction (H8c) were supported since customer engagement fully mediated the 

relationship between TO technology and outcomes of trust, customer loyalty, and customer 

satisfaction for the participants in the reactive TO condition and not those in the proactive TO 

condition. 

We further discuss these findings and their research and managerial impacts in the 

following sections.  The summary of the results for Study 2 hypotheses is shown in Table 26. 
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Table 26 

Hypotheses Tests Results 

Hypothesis Effect Type Path Relationship Tested Result 

H1a Main TO Technology → Customer Engagement Supported 

H1b Main TO Proactiveness → Customer Engagement Supported 

H1c Interaction TO Technology x TO Proactiveness → Customer Engagement Supported 

H2a Interaction TO Technology x Customer Journey → Customer Engagement Not Supported 

H2b Interaction TO Proactiveness x Customer Journey → Customer Engagement Not Supported 

H3a Main TO Technology → Trust Not Supported 

H3b Main TO Proactiveness → Trust Supported 

H3c Interaction TO Technology x TO Proactiveness → Trust Supported 

H4a Main TO Technology → Customer Loyalty Supported 

H4b Main TO Proactiveness → Customer Loyalty Supported 

H4c Interaction TO Technology x TO Proactiveness → Customer Loyalty Supported 

H5a Main TO Technology → Customer Satisfaction Supported 

H5b Main TO Proactiveness → Customer Satisfaction Supported 

H5c Interaction TO Technology x TO Proactiveness → Customer Satisfaction Supported 

H6a Mediation TO Technology → Customer Engagement → Trust Supported 

H6b Mediation TO Proactiveness → Customer Engagement → Trust Supported 

H6c Mediation TO Technology x TO Proactiveness  → Customer Engagement → Trust Supported for Reactive 

TO 

H7a Mediation TO Technology → Customer Engagement → Customer Loyalty Supported 

H7b Mediation TO Proactiveness → Customer Engagement → Customer Loyalty Supported 

H7c Mediation TO Technology x TO Proactiveness  → Customer Engagement → Customer Loyalty Supported for Reactive 
TO 

H8a Mediation TO Technology → Customer Engagement → Customer Satisfaction Supported 

H8b Mediation TO Proactiveness → Customer Engagement → Customer Satisfaction Supported 

H8c Mediation TO Technology x TO Proactiveness  → Customer Engagement → Customer 

Satisfaction 

Supported for Reactive 

TO 

Note.  TO = touchpoint orientation 
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Discussions, Limitations, Future Research, and Implications 

Discussion 

Our research offers TO as a new multi-touchpoint approach to effectively position 

relevant and personalized touchpoints to establish strong firm–customer relationships.  The TO 

proactiveness and TO technology concepts were theorized using marketing and related literature 

reviews, conceptualized based on customers’ and practitioners’ perspectives, and empirically 

validated using real-life customer viewpoints of TO concepts to enhance TO outcomes of 

customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and customer satisfaction.  Our research adds to 

firm–customer touchpoint literature in relationship marketing (Grönroos, 1989), buyer–seller 

relationships (Ganesan, 1994), and market orientation (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990).  Our findings 

expand firm–customer relationship frameworks, customer engagement (Brodie et al., 2011), 

omnichannel, and IMC (E. M. Payne et al., 2017).  Most importantly, our research emphasized 

studying AI technology capabilities and proactiveness impacts on the firm–customer 

relationship, touchpoints, customer experience, and customer engagement as called out areas of 

future marketing research (Moorman, van Heerde, Moreau, & Palmatier, 2019; Shankar, 2018).  

We addressed firm–customer touchpoint challenges at multiple levels (shown in Figure 

15) of firm–customer engagement using scientific and evidence-based guidance.  We offer a new 

TO multi-touchpoint approach for effective touchpoint positioning that: 

• Reduces market complexity due to a myriad of touchpoints by positioning effective 

touchpoints to enhance customer engagement, 

• Strengthens the buyer–seller relationship by offering personalized touchpoints at every stage 

of the customer journey and their preferred channels, 
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• Offers a multi-touchpoint approach similar to omnichannel to map touchpoints with customer 

characteristics and orientation, and 

• Leverages the opportunity to utilize AI technology predictive analytics capabilities for 

marketers to gain deep customer insights for customer engagements based on anticipative 

touchpoints. 
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Figure 15.  Multi-level marketing challenges and touchpoint orientation based solution approach. 
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Discussion of Study 1 for practicioners’ perspective on touchpoint orientation.  The 

Study 1 findings (shown in Table 4) from the practitioners’ perspective offered support for our 

theoretical assertions regarding what touchpoint elements can be used to establish TO 

proactiveness, TO technology types, the antecedents of the TO approach, TO driven firm–

customer relationship outcomes, factors impacting TO effects, and TO implications (shown in 

Table 1 and Table 2).  

First, Study 1 offered insights to establish a proactive TO touchpoint using interaction 

characteristics (self-initiative, anticipative, holistic viewpoint, and actively helpful), customer 

characteristics (personalized, focused on future needs), and relationship direction (firm-initiated, 

platform-initiated).  Furthermore, reactive TO touchpoints can be established using interaction 

characteristics (responsive, non-anticipative, discrete, and passively helpful), customer 

characteristics (non-personalized, focused on current needs), and relationship direction 

(customer-initiated; Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  Moreover, there is a relationship between 

different TO types such that a proactive TO may trigger a series of reactive TO events and vice 

versa. 

Furthermore, Study 1 offered insights into TO technology types (AI-enabled and non-AI) 

used by a firm to engage customers and deliver a smart customer experience (Roy et al., 2017).  

Non-AI descriptive technologies like a CRM database were identified as tools to deliver the right 

messages on the right channel at the right time in response to current customer needs (Leeflang 

et al., 2014).  The AI predictive analytics were identified as a tool to enhance customer 

engagement, loyalty, satisfaction, and other relationship outcomes (Aluri et al., 2019; 

Makridakis, 2017). 
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Third, the findings showed that the TO approach depends on antecedents factors such as 

customer type, such as if a customer is open to proactive TO that offer new product suggestions 

or if they prefer reactive TO that offer help to solve an immediate issue rather than to sell a 

product (Challagalla et al., 2009).  Further, TO may be driven by the previously demonstrated 

customer interest and existing firm–customer relationship.  

Fourth, consistent with relationship marketing research, Study 2 results provided insights 

on the TO outcomes.  The concepts of TO proactiveness and TO technology may be to used 

trigger customers’ cognitive, emotional, and behavioral activities to enhance customer 

engagement (Brodie et al., 2011), develop customer awareness of new product promotions and 

enhance brand awareness, reduce churn and retain existing customers (Keaveney & 

Parthasarathy, 2001), drive satisfaction (Oliver, 2014), co-create value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), 

build trust (Doney & Cannon, 1997), encourage WoM, and build long-term loyalty (Oliver, 

1999). 

 Fifth, Study 1 results indicated that TO approach effects may differ based on the 

customer journey stage and how frequently touchpoints are used (touchpoint frequency; 

Baxendale et al., 2015).  Finally, results highlighted some negative touchpoint impacts on a 

firm–customer relationship, such as perceived creepiness increasing by the firm’s use of 

personalized customer information, perceived annoyance to the number of touchpoints targeted 

towards the customer, and excessive use of touchpoints to target the customer for unrelated 

marketing. 

Discussion of Study 2 for relative effects of touchpoint orientation on customer 

engagement, trust, loyalty, and satisfaction.  The Study 2 results provided critical implications 

regarding TO impact on the firm–customer relationship outcomes of customer engagement, trust, 
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loyalty, and satisfaction.  First, on customer engagement, data demonstrated that customers 

respond with higher cognitive, affective, and activation activities to show their increased 

engagement with the firm when they are approached using AI-enabled TO, proactive TO, or a 

combined touchpoint.  This points towards the effectiveness of TO proactiveness and TO 

technology touchpoints on customer engagement.  Interestingly, TO proactiveness moderated the 

relationship between TO technology and customer engagement, such that the firm attained 

stronger customer engagement when AI-enabled TO for reactive TO touchpoints were adopted 

(shown in Figure 9).  However, we did not find any noticeable moderation effect of AI-enabled 

TO on the relationship between proactive TO and customer engagement.  This suggests firms 

should adopt AI-enabled TO to boost reactive TO touchpoint effectiveness to enhance customer 

engagement.  Unfortunately, as hypothesized, we could not find a customer journey moderation 

effect on TO proactiveness, TO technology, or a combined touchpoint impact on customer 

engagement.  This suggests that firms may use TO proactiveness and TO technology seamlessly 

across customer journey stages to enhance customer engagement.  

Second, on trust, results showed that customers demonstrate higher perceived credibility 

for the firm when they are approached using a proactive TO touchpoint alone or in 

combination with TO technology.  However, unexpectedly, we did not find an impact of an 

AI-enabled TO technology touchpoint on customer trust.  This suggests that TO 

proactiveness elements do impact customer trust.  However, TO technology alone has no 

impact on customer trust.  Moreover, TO proactiveness moderated the relationship 

between TO technology and trust, such that the firm enhanced customer trust when AI-

enabled TO for reactive TO touchpoints were adopted (shown in  
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).  However, we did not find any noticeable moderation effect of AI-enabled TO on the 

relationship between proactive TO and trust.  This suggests firms should adopt AI-enabled TO to 

boost reactive TO touchpoint effectiveness to increase trust.  

Results showed that the TO proactiveness and TO technology concepts’ individual 

impacts on trust were fully mediated through customer engagement.  This suggests that the firm 

can enhance trust using TO technology touchpoints for engaged customers only, not for the 

disengaged customers.  Likewise, the firm can enhance trust using TO proactiveness touchpoints 

for engaged customers only, not for the disengaged customers.  In the case of combined TO 

proactiveness and TO rechnology touchpoint impact on trust, customer engagement fully 

mediated the relationship only for the reactive TO condition, not for proactive TO.  This suggests 

that the firm can also enhance trust using a combined TO proactiveness and TO technology 

touchpoint only for engaged customers, not for the disengaged customer.  However, that effect is 

conditional to only reactive TO touchpoints.  The proactive TO type may not cause such an 

impact.  

Third, on customer loyalty, data suggested that customers demonstrate their repurchase 

intentions and have a higher tendency to be loyal to the firm when they are approached using AI-

enabled TO, proactive TO, or combined touchpoints.  This points towards the effectiveness of 

TO proactiveness and TO technology touchpoints on customer loyalty.  Additionally, TO 

proactiveness moderated the relationship between TO technology and customer loyalty, such that 

the firm enhanced customer loyalty when AI-enabled TO for reactive TO touchpoints were 

adopted (shown in   
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).  However, we did not find any noticeable moderation effect of AI-enabled TO on the 

relationship between proactive TO and customer loyalty.  This suggests firms should adopt AI-

enabled TO to boost reactive TO touchpoint effectiveness to enhance customer loyalty.  

Results suggested that the TO proactiveness and TO technology concepts’ individual 

impacts on customer loyalty were fully mediated through customer engagement.  This suggests 

that the firm can increase customer loyalty using TO technology touchpoints for engaged 

customers only, not for the disengaged customers.  Likewise, the firm can increase customer 

loyalty using TO proactiveness touchpoints for engaged customers only, not for the disengaged 

customers.  In the case of combined TO proactiveness and TO technology touchpoint impact on 

customer loyalty, customer engagement fully mediated the relationship only for the reactive TO 

condition, not for proactive TO.  This suggests that the firm can also increase customer loyalty 

using a combined TO proactiveness and TO technology touchpoint only for engaged customers, 

not for the disengaged customer.  However, that effect is conditional to only reactive TO 

touchpoints.  The proactive TO touchpoints may not cause such an impact.  

Fourth, on customer satisfaction, results suggested that customers demonstrate their 

touchpoint satisfaction and overall satisfaction with the firm when they are approached using AI-

enabled TO, proactive TO, or a combined touchpoint.  This points towards the effectiveness of 

TO proactiveness and TO technology touchpoints on customer satisfaction.  Additionally, TO 

proactiveness moderated the relationship between TO technology and customer satisfaction, such 

that the firm increased customer satisfaction when AI-enabled TO for reactive TO touchpoints 

were adopted (shown in  
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).  However, we did not find any noticeable moderation effect of AI-enabled TO on the 

relationship between proactive TO and customer satisfaction.  This suggests firms should adopt 

AI-enabled TO to boost reactive TO touchpoint effectiveness to enhance customer satisfaction.  

Results suggested that the TO proactiveness and TO technology concepts’ individual 

impacts on customer satisfaction were fully mediated through customer engagement.  This 

suggests that the firm can increase customer satisfaction using TO technology touchpoints for 

engaged customers only, not for the disengaged customers.  Likewise, the firm can increase 

customer satisfaction using TO proactiveness touchpoints for engaged customers only, not for 

the disengaged customers.  In the case of combined TO proactiveness and TO technology 

touchpoint impact on customer satisfaction, customer engagement fully mediateed the 

relationship only for the reactive TO condition, not for proactive TO.   This suggests that the 

firm can also increase customer satisfaction using a combined TO proactiveness and TO 

technology touchpoint only for engaged customers, not for the disengaged customer.  However, 

that effect is conditional to only reactive TO touchpoints.  The proactive TO touchpoints may not 

cause such an impact.  

Finally, contrary to our hypothesized TO technology’s main effect on trust, our findings 

showed that both the AI-enabled TO and non-AI TO did not significantly impact trust.  The 

results suggested that customers do not demonstrate a significant increase in their trust levels 

when firms use TO technology touchpoints to approach customers.  This points back to our 

findings from the qualitative study where participants identified touchpoint creepiness as a factor 

that impacts TO technology's effect on trust.  The literature supports our findings and position 

that the customer’s perceived trust towards the firm varies based on the touchpoint type (Gefen, 

Karahanna, & Straub, 2003).  Moreover, a customer may demonstrate higher trust for a human 
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touchpoint than a technology-based touchpoint.  However, firms may influence customer’s trust 

perception for TO technology by showing their intention to build credibility by not being 

opportunistic, behaving ethically, offering mechanisms to keep customer data safe, and providing 

technology ease of use.  

 

Limitations and Future Research 

Our research opens several doors for future firm–customer touchpoints and relationship 

marketing research.  First, we developed our theoretical assertions for interaction characteristics, 

customer characteristics, technology types, and relationship directions based on our literature 

review of selected marketing and psychology research domains.  We understand there could be 

many more touchpoint elements that are based on similar interaction characteristics, customer 

characteristics, technology types, and relationship directions.  Future research may explore these 

and additional marketing, psychology, and other research domains to identify new touchpoint 

elements to incorporate in the TO approach for effective touchpoint positioning and building 

strong relationships (Baxendale et al., 2015; Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016).  Second, while we 

were able to identify at least 10 touchpoint elements (shown in Table 1), we could only use four 

touchpoint elements for TO proactiveness.  Future research could study the remaining six 

elements, which include a holistic viewpoint, discrete, actively helpful, passively helpful, timely, 

and scheduled.  Likewise, our theoretical (shown in Table 1) and practitioner perspectives 

(shown in Table 4) identified the relationship direction of firm-initiated TO, customer-initiated 

TO, platform-initiated, and mutual.  We could only test the firm-initiated TO in our study.  Our 

research further points towards the mutual relationship between proactive TO and reactive TO, 

such that proactive TO type may trigger reactive TO type and vice versa.  Future research can 
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further study the customer-initiated and mutual relationship directions to provide deeper insights 

into the firm–customer relationship continuum and relative effects on firm-desired and customer-

desired outcomes.  Third, while our research addressed two major TO technology elements of 

descriptive data analytics and predictive analytics, there are many new technology elements and 

capabilities being evolved and studied that could expand TO technology and create a huge 

impact on the firm–customer relationship.  There are marketing and technology studies that point 

toward such elements, such as machine learning impact on value co-creation, customer 

engagement, and loyalty (Aluri et al., 2019).  The addition of new possible TO technology 

elements, such as AI ability for text analytics, voice analytics, image analytics, and video 

analytics, can fully change firm–customer relationship dynamics by enhancing firms’ ability to 

analyze, anticipate, and influence customer behaviors across all types of marketing channels 

(Shankar, 2018).  Fourth, our research using theoretical (shown in Table 1 and Table 2) and 

practitioner perspectives (shown in Table 4) identified that TO proactiveness and TO technology 

influence firm-desired and customer-desired psycho-social outcomes.  However, we could only 

empirically test the selected outcomes of customer engagement, trust, customer loyalty, and 

customer satisfaction.  Our research provides insights into how TO proactiveness and TO 

technology influence areas such as product innovation, value co-creation, brand awareness, 

customer retention, and WoM.  Furthermore, our study identified financial outcomes of 

increased sales, revenue growth, and wallet share, which can be influenced by TO proactiveness 

and TO technology.  Future research can empirically validate these outcomes and expand TO 

proactiveness and TO technology use.  Fifth, our research identified antecedents of effective 

touchpoints and TO approach that require further study, such as how customer interest, customer 

type, and existing relationships impact firm–customer touchpoints.  Sixth, we identified 
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touchpoint frequency as a factor that impacts TO’s effect on its outcomes; this requires further 

study.  Seventh, our research emphasized the factors that harm firm–customer touchpoints 

(shown in Table 4), such as annoyance, creepiness, and touchpoint excessiveness.  Several study 

participants (shown in Table 4) shared their concerns that unrelated, non-personalized, and 

excessive touchpoints annoy customers.  At the same time, they shared how highly personalized 

touchpoints cause creepiness for customers.  We suggest future research on the harmful factors 

for firm–customer touchpoints and relationships to help firms develop more relevant and 

impactful experiences with reduced concerns.  Finally, we used online experiment scenarios to 

test the effects of TO proactiveness and TO technology on outcome variables in a retail banking 

context.  While we tried to apply the required controls and manipulated the scenarios for our 

treatment conditions in an online setting, we recommend future studies test such effects in a real-

life business-to-consumer context to achieve better ecological validity and real-life touchpoint 

experiences.   

Implications 

This study makes three key contributions to marketing research.  First, we introduced, 

operationalized, and tested the TO proactiveness and TO technology concepts in relationship 

marketing to make marketing communication more effective and efficient.  Our study offers new 

opportunities and practical guidance for a firm to use TO concepts to engage with the customers 

and achieve performance and innovation goals.  Second, we introduced the new aspects of 

designing touchpoints based on interaction characteristics, customer characteristics, and 

technology characteristics.  With the TO approach, firms can develop more effective and 

efficient marketing communication.  Lastly, we proposed a comprehensive framework to build a 

strong firm–customer relationship and engagement that targets psycho-social outcomes. 
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Our research addresses the challenges marketers, sales professionals, and retailers face 

today, such as how to develop an effective marketing strategy using the most effective 

touchpoint that strengthens the brand–customer relationship, enhances customer engagement, 

and drives firm outcomes.  Furthermore, this research drives the results for increased revenue, 

higher customer satisfaction, reduced churn, increased trust, simplified customer journey, and 

long-term consumer loyalty.  This study offers insights into how AI technology can be adopted 

to bring further efficiency, intelligence, and predictability for customer touchpoints.  Marketers 

can leverage this study to design customer touchpoints that are more customer fitting, predictive, 

anticipative, effective, and meaningful. 

The practical significance of this research includes the resulting insights for firms that 

although customers are open to both TO proactiveness types, proactive TO touchpoints do help 

achieve higher customer engagement, trust, customer satisfaction, and customer loyalty more 

than reactive TO.  Furthermore, firms should adopt AI-enabled TO technology for reactive TO 

touchpoints, where it is needed most.  The AI-enabled TO technology significantly enhances the 

effectiveness of reactive TO touchpoints that are non-anticipative, non-personalized, siloed, and 

passively helpful.  As a result, firms gain a significant benefit from their AI investment and 

achieve their desired outcomes of enhanced customer engagement, trust, customer satisfaction, 

and customer loyalty. 
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Appendix A 

Interview and Open Survey Guide 

 

Exploratory Study for Touchpoint Orientation 

Approximate Interview Duration: 30–45 Minutes (Min) 

Survey Duration: Less than 20 Min 

Interview/Online Survey Section Interview 

Duration 

Purpose/Instructions 

A. Interview/Online Survey Kickoff 3–4 Min 

Section is intended to formally 

kickoff by walking through the 

interview process, attaining a 

consent, setting expectations such 

as duration and confidentiality  
A.1:  

• Consent Readout (Study Purpose, Confidentiality) 

• Acknowledgment for Consent and Recording 

• Assignment of an auto-generated code (i.e. Cons001, 

Mkt001, Sales001) 

  

B. Participant Info 1 Min 
Gain understanding of the 

participant role  

B.2: Participant Information 

• B.2.1 Job Function (Consumer vs. Sales vs. Marketing) 

• B.2.2 Industry 

  

C. Explore Proactive Interaction or Touchpoint Concept using 

Open Ended Questions  

36 Min  

 

Build a conceptual foundation of 

touchpoint and Touchpoint 

Orientation. There are 17 open 

question in this section 

C.1 Starting with providing the study context. (2–3 Min)  

C.2 Participant will be asked to answer below open-ended 

questions in order: 

 

• C.2.1 Participant will be asked to consider their recent 

considerable firm–customer interaction or touchpoint 

experience, please explain that interaction and related 

experiences in detail. 

• C.2.2 What does the term touchpoint mean to you and how 

you define different touchpoint types such as proactive, 

reactive and others? 

• C.2.3 What do you think can be the key characteristics of 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive? 

• C.2.4 What do you think are the key differences between 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive?  

• C.2.5 What do you think are the similarities between 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive?  

(Avg 2–3 

Min 

/Question) 

All questions in section C. require 

Open Response. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(continued)  
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Appendix A (continued) 

Interview/Online Survey Section Interview 

Duration 

Purpose/Instructions 

 

• C.2.6. How do you think different touchpoint types, such as 

proactive and reactive, can benefit a brand, a customer or 

both? 

• C.2.7. How do you think different touchpoint types, such as 

proactive and reactive, can harm a brand, a customer or 

both? 

• C.2.8. What channels (i.e. Mobile Phone, Social Media, 

Internet-website, Email, Telephone, In-store reach out, 

loyalty programs) do you think can work best for different 

touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive? Please 

share specific examples. 

• C.2.9. What do you think are the possible impacts of 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive on 

customers? 

• C.2.10. What do you think are the possible impacts of 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive on 

firms? 

• C.2.11. What do you think are the possible impacts of 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive on 

the relationship between a firm and a customer? 

• C.2.12. What do you think can be the social outcomes of 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive, 

for a firm or a customer? 

• C.2.13. What do you think can be the financial outcomes of 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive, 

for a firm or a customer? 

• C.2.14. What do you think can be the other outcomes of 

different touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive, 

for a firm or a customer? 

• C.2.15. What factors related to a customer, firm, or both do 

you think can develop a positive effect for different 

touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive? 

• C.2.16. What factors related to a customer, firm, or both do 

you think can develop a negative effect for different 

touchpoint types, such as proactive and reactive? 

• C.2.17. Finally, any other open thoughts on interactions or 

touchpoints that we did not cover? 

 

(Avg 2–3 

Min 

/Question) 

All questions in section C. require 

Open Response. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D. Participant Demographics 1 Min Gain understanding of participant 

demographics  

D.1: Demographics (Age, Gender, Education Level, Job title)   

E. Interview/Online Survey Closing 2 Min Section is intended to formally 

close interview/online survey 

session, including asking if 

participant has any questions and 

sharing researcher’s contact with 

participant.  
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Appendix B  

Sample Scenario 

  

IVs: AI-Enabled TO, Proactive TO 

Moderator Variable-Customer Journey Level: Pre-Purchase Stage 

Baseline Context:  

Retail Bank 

Firm (CX Bank)–Customer 

(Participant) Relationship 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

Moderator Manipulation: 

Customer Journey Stage 

You are planning to get a new credit card immediately to make monthly 

payments for your upcoming large purchase. You just started your 

research for the available credit card offers from multiple banks.  

However, you are finding it difficult to collect the required information from 

banks to make a credit card purchase decision such as the credit limit, 

monthly fees, interest rates, and benefits.  

TO Technology IV 

Manipulation: 

AI-Enabled TO Elements:  

Predictive-AI Technology 

As an existing customer, you have signed up for CX Bank’s new secure type 

of technology-based financial assistant service. It is called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent) because it can predict your future needs and 

provide personalized service offerings.  

TO Proactiveness IV 

Manipulation: 

AI-Enabled Proactive TO 

Elements:  

Self-Initiative 

The AI-Agent could anticipate your information and credit needs even before 

you ask for help by following up on your recent inquiry on CX Bank’s 

website. Therefore, the AI-Agent self-initiates the contact by sending you 

a secure, personalized, and proactive mobile notification even before you 

reach out to the “CX Bank.”   

IV Manipulation: 

AI-Enabled Proactive TO 

Elements:  

Anticipative 

Future Need 

Personalized 

The proactive notification includes all the information you needed for CX 

Bank’s current catalog offers. Additionally, it informs you that it has 

generated a personalized credit card offer for you based on your personal 

financial and spending history. The offer includes zero annual fees, 0% 

interest rate for 24 months,  a monthly credit limit of $10,000, and a 

special 10% cashback benefit for your purchases in the next six months.  

The AI-Agent addresses your current information needs and also helps in your 

future needs by providing a personalized offer that suits you. 

Note.  Here IV = Independent Variable, AI = Artificial Intelligence, TO = Touchpoint Orientation, and CX = 

Bank Name 
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Appendix C  

Study 2 Scenarios 

Customer Journey Moderator: Pre-purchase Stage  

Scenario 1a (Pre-Purchase) 

IVs: AI-Enabled TO,  Proactive TO 

Elements: - Predictive (AI), Self-initiated, Anticipative, Personalized, Future 

Needs 

Scenario 3a(Pre-Purchase) 

IVs: Non-AI TO, Proactive TO 

Elements: - Descriptive (Human), Self-initiated, Anticipative, Personalized, 

Future Needs 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are planning to get a new credit card immediately to make monthly 

payments for your upcoming large purchase. You just started your research 

for the available credit card offers from multiple banks.  

However, you are finding it difficult to collect the required information from 

banks to make a credit card purchase decision such as the credit limit, 

monthly fees, interest rates, and benefits.  

As an existing customer, you have signed up for CX Bank’s new secure type of 

technology-based financial assistant service. It is called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent) because it can predict your future needs and 

provide personalized service offerings.  

The AI-Agent could anticipate your information and credit needs even before 

you ask for help by following up on your recent inquiry on CX Bank’s 

website. Therefore, the AI-Agent self-initiates the contact by sending you a 

secure, personalized, and proactive mobile notification even before you 

reach out to the “CX Bank.”   

The proactive notification includes all the information you needed for CX 

Bank’s current catalog offers. Additionally, it informs you that it has 

generated a personalized credit card offer for you based on your personal 

financial and spending history. The offer includes zero annual fees, 0% 

interest rate for 24 months,  a monthly credit limit of $10,000, and a special 

10% cashback benefit for your purchases in the next six months.  

The AI-Agent addresses your current information needs and also helps in your 

future needs by providing a personalized offer that suits you. 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are planning to get a new credit card immediately to make monthly 

payments for your upcoming large purchase. You just started your 

research for the available credit card offers from multiple banks.  

However, you are finding it difficult to collect the required information from 

banks to make a credit card purchase decision such as the credit limit, 

monthly fees, interest rates, and benefits.  

CX Bank offers a call-in line human assistance service to help their 

customers.  

The CX Bank’s financial assistant Mike could anticipate your information 

and credit needs even before you ask for help by following up on your 

recent inquiry on CX Bank’s website. Therefore, Mike self-initiates the 

contact by making a secure, personalized, proactive call to you, even 

before you reach out to CX Bank.   

He performs necessary customer verification.  

Mike provides you all the information you needed for CX Bank’s current 

catalog offers. Additionally, he advises you to consider a credit card 

offer that matches your personal financial and spending history.  

Mike addresses your current information needs and also helps in your future 

needs by matching a credit card offer that suits you. 

 

(continued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Scenario 2a (Pre-purchase) 

IVs: AI-Enabled TO,  Reactive 

Elements: - Predictive (AI), Responsive, Non-Anticipative, Personalized, 

Current Needs 

Scenario 4a (Pre-purchase) 

IVs: Non-AI TO, Reactive 

Elements: - Descriptive (Human), Responsive, Non-Anticipative, Non-

Personalized, Current Needs 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are planning to get a new credit card immediately to make monthly 

payments for your upcoming large purchase. You just started your research 

for the available credit card offers from multiple banks.  

However, you are finding it difficult to collect the required information from 

banks to make a credit card purchase decision such as the credit limit, 

monthly fees, interest rates, and benefits.  

As an existing customer, you have signed up for CX Bank’s new secure type of 

technology-based financial assistant service. It is called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent) because it can provide personalized service 

offerings.  

The AI-Agent could not anticipate your information needs in advance. 

Therefore, you have to initiate an online chat with the AI-Agent service and 

seek the information you need by asking specific questions. 

You ask AI-Agent, “What are the current credit cards offers by CX Bank?”  

The AI-Agent performs an analysis of your personal financial and spending 

history and provides information for the matching catalog offers.  

The AI-Agent only addresses your current information needs, and no further 

assistance and follow-up are provided. 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are planning to get a new credit card immediately to make monthly 

payments for your upcoming large purchase. You just started your 

research for the available credit card offers from multiple banks.  

However, you are finding it difficult to collect the required information 

from banks to make a credit card purchase decision such as the credit 

limit, monthly fees, interest rates, and benefits.   

CX Bank offers a call-in line human assistance service to help their 

customers.   

The CX Bank’s financial assistants could not anticipate your information 

needs in advance. Therefore, you have to initiate a call to CX Bank’s 

Customer Support Helpline to seek the information you need by asking 

specific questions. 

Mike, the financial assistant, attends your call. He performs necessary 

customer verification. 

You ask Mike, “What are the current credit cards offers by CX Bank?”  

Mike provides a  non-personalized generic response by providing the 

information for generally available credit card offers. 

Mike only addresses your current information needs, and no further 

assistance and follow-up are provided. 

(continued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Customer Journey Moderator: Purchase Stage 

Scenario 1b (Purchase) 

IVs: AI-Enabled TO,  Proactive TO 

Elements: - Predictive (AI), Self-initiated, Anticipative, Personalized, Future 

Needs 

Scenario 3b (Purchase) 

IVs: Non-AI TO, Proactive TO 

Elements: - Descriptive (Human), Self-initiated, Anticipative, Personalized, 

Future Needs 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You urgently need a new credit card to make payments for your upcoming large 

purchase. You have finally decided to accept CX Bank’s credit card offer.  

However, you are finding it difficult and time-consuming to complete the credit 

application and fulfill the requirements for pre-approval eligibility checks. 

As a result, you might not be able to get the credit card approved on time for 

your purchase. 

As an existing customer, you have signed up for CX Bank’s new secure type of 

technology-based financial assistant service. It is called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent) because it can predict your future needs and 

provide personalized service offerings.  

The AI-Agent could anticipate your problem and situation even before you ask 

for the help, by following up to your recent inquiry on CX Bank’s website. 

Therefore, the AI-Agent self-initiates the contact by sending you a secure, 

personalized, and proactive mobile notification even before you reach out to 

the “CX Bank.”   

The notification informs you that AI-Agent has proactively filled your credit 

application form based on your personal CX Bank customer profile. It asks 

for your permission to submit the application. 

Furthermore, within 1 minute of your submission, the AI-Agent finishes your 

eligibility check and inform you that you are approved for CX Bank’s credit 

card, based on your personal financial history. 

AI-Agent sends a proactive mobile notification upon application approval along 

with instructions to use the credit card. 

The AI-Agent addresses your current information needs and also helps in your 

future needs by assisting in faster application submission, eligibility checks, 

and approval process. 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You urgently need a new credit card to make payments for your upcoming 

large purchase. You have finally decided to accept CX Bank’s credit 

card offer.  

However, you are finding it difficult and time-consuming to complete the 

credit application and fulfill the requirements for pre-approval eligibility 

checks. As a result, you might not be able to get the credit card approved 

on time for your purchase. 

CX Bank offers a call-in line human assistance service to help their 

customers.  

The CX Bank’s financial assistant Mike could anticipate your problem and 

situation even before you ask for help by following up on your recent 

inquiry on CX Bank’s website. Therefore, Mike self-initiates the contact 

by making a secure, personalized, proactive call to you, even before you 

reach out to CX Bank.   

He performs necessary customer verification.  

Mike provides you a personal advisory service to help complete your credit 

application. Additionally, he guides you through the eligibility checks 

and approval process. 

Mike addresses your current information needs and also helps in your future 

needs by assisting in application submission, eligibility checks, and 

approval process. 

 

 

(continued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Scenario 2b (Purchase) 

IVs: AI-Enabled TO,  Reactive 

Elements: - Predictive (AI), Responsive, Non-Anticipative, Personalized, 

Current Needs 

Scenario 4b (Purchase) 

IVs: Non-AI TO, Reactive 

Elements: - Descriptive (Human), Responsive, Non-Anticipative, Non-

Personalized, Current Needs 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You urgently need a new credit card to make payment for your upcoming large 

purchase. You have finally decided to accept CX Bank’s credit card offer.  

However, you are finding it difficult and time-consuming to complete the credit 

application and fulfill the requirements for pre-approval eligibility checks. 

As a result, you might not be able to get the credit card approved on time for 

your purchase. 

As an existing customer, you have signed up for CX Bank’s new secure type of 

technology-based financial assistant service. It is called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent) because it can provide personalized service 

offerings.  

The AI-Agent could not anticipate your problem and situation in advance. 

Therefore, you have to initiate an online chat with the AI-Agent service and 

seek assistance by asking specific questions. 

You ask AI-Agent, “What is the eligibility requirement for CX Bank’s credit 

card?” 

You further ask AI-Agent, “Can you please provide information for the 

application process?”  

The AI-Agent uses your personal information and financial history to run a 

personalized pre-approval eligibility check. 

It confirms your pre-approval eligibility. Furthermore, it provides a link of 

resources to the application process. However, you are required to fill and 

submit an application by yourself and wait for the approval. 

The AI-Agent only addresses your current information needs, and no further 

assistance and follow-up are provided.  

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You urgently need a new credit card to make payment for your upcoming 

large purchase. You have finally decided to accept CX Bank’s credit card 

offer.  

However, you are finding it difficult and time-consuming to complete the 

credit application and fulfill the requirements for pre-approval eligibility 

checks. As a result, you might not be able to get the credit card approved 

on time for your purchase. 

CX Bank offers a call-in line human assistance service to help their 

customers.  

CX Bank’s financial assistants could not anticipate your problem and 

situation in advance. Therefore, you have to initiate a call to CX Bank’s 

Customer Support Helpline to seek the information you need by asking 

specific questions. 

Mike, the financial assistant, attends your call. He performs necessary 

customer verification. 

You ask Mike, “What is the eligibility requirement for CX Bank’s credit 

card?” 

You further ask Mike, “Can you please provide information for the 

application process?”  

Mike provides a  non-personalized generic response by providing the 

information for general eligibility criteria and application process. 

Mike only addresses your current information needs, and no further 

assistance and follow-up are provided. 

 

(continued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Customer Journey Moderator: Post-purchase Stage 

Scenario 1c (Post-Purchase) 

IVs: AI-Enabled TO,  Proactive TO 

Elements: - Predictive (AI), Self-initiated, Anticipative, Personalized, Future 

Needs 

Scenario 3c (Post-Purchase) 

IVs: Non-AI TO, Proactive TO 

Elements: - Descriptive (Human), Self-initiated, Anticipative, 

Personalized, Future Needs 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are currently on an international family vacation trip and planning to use 

your existing CX Bank’s credit card to make a large purchase. However, 

your credit card transaction gets declined, and further blocks the card. 

You need CX Bank’s immediate assistance to resolve this issue. Otherwise, you 

will not be able to make this purchase without cash. 

As an existing customer, you have signed up for CX Bank’s new secure type of 

technology-based financial assistant service. It is called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent) because it can predict your future needs and 

provide personalized fraud watch and protection service.  

The AI-Agent could anticipate your payment issue even before you ask for help 

by following up on your recent failed international transaction alert. 

Therefore, the AI-Agent self-initiates the contact by sending you a secure, 

personalized, and proactive mobile notification even before you reach out to 

the “CX Bank.” 

The notification asks you, “Can you please verify if the transaction is valid?” It 

will help avoid fraudulent use of your credit card. The AI-Agent 

immediately unblocks your card and approves the transaction upon your 

confirmation. Additionally, the AI-Agent informs you that, based on your 

personal financial history, it has waved foreign transaction fees for your 

current and future purchases. 

The AI-Agent addresses your current payment issue and also helps in your 

future needs for international transaction fees. 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are currently on an international family vacation trip and planning to 

use your existing CX Bank’s credit card to make a large purchase. 

However, your credit card transaction gets declined, and further blocks 

the card. 

You need CX Bank’s immediate assistance to resolve this issue. 

Otherwise, you will not be able to make this purchase without cash. 

CX Bank offers a call-in line human assistance service to help their 

customers.  

The CX Bank’s financial assistant Mike could anticipate your payment 

issue even before you ask for help by following up on your recent 

failed international transaction alert. Therefore, Mike self-initiates the 

contact by making a secure, personalized, proactive call to you, even 

before you reach out to CX Bank.   

He performs necessary customer verification.  

Mike provides you a personal assistance service to help resolve your issue.  

He unblocks your card and approves your transaction upon your 

confirmation. Additionally,  even before you asked, he provides 

information on the personalized foreign transaction fees on this 

purchase. 

Mike addresses your current information needs and also helps in your 

future needs for international transaction fees information. 

(continued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Scenario 2c (Post-Purchase) 

IVs: AI-Enabled TO,  Reactive 

Elements: - Predictive (AI), Responsive, Non-Anticipative, Personalized, 

Current Needs 

Scenario 4c (Post-Purchase) 

IVs: Non-AI TO, Reactive 

Elements: - Descriptive (Human), Responsive, Non-Anticipative, Non-

Personalized, Current Needs 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are currently on an international family vacation trip and planning to use 

your existing CX Bank’s credit card to make a large purchase. However, 

your credit card transaction gets declined, and further blocks the card. 

You need CX Bank’s immediate assistance to resolve this issue. Otherwise, 

you will not be able to make this purchase without cash. 

As an existing customer, you have signed up for CX Bank’s new secure type of 

technology-based financial assistant service. It is called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent (AI-Agent) because it can provide personalized service 

offerings.  

The AI-Agent could not anticipate your payment issue in advance. Therefore, 

you have to initiate an online chat with the AI-Agent service and seek 

assistance by asking specific questions. 

You ask AI-Agent, “Can you please provide information for the process to 

unblock my card and approve an international transaction?” 

The AI-Agent performs an analysis of your personal financial history and 

provides information for the unblock process along with your personalized 

foreign transaction fee on this purchase.  

The AI-Agent only addresses your current information needs, and no further 

assistance and follow-up are provided. 

Imagine that you are an existing long-term customer for a local retail bank 

called “CX Bank.” 

You are currently on an international family vacation trip and planning to 

use your existing CX Bank’s credit card to make a large purchase. 

However, your credit card transaction gets declined, and further blocks 

the card. 

You need CX Bank’s immediate assistance to resolve this issue. Otherwise, 

you will not be able to make this purchase without cash. 

CX Bank offers a call-in line human assistance service to help their 

customers.  

CX Bank’s financial assistants could not anticipate your problem and 

situation in advance. Therefore, you have to initiate a call to CX Bank’s 

Customer Support Helpline to seek help by asking specific questions. 

Mike, the financial assistant, attends your call. He performs necessary 

customer verification. 

You ask Mike, “Can you please provide information for the process to 

unblock my card and approve an international transaction?” 

Mike provides a non-personalized generic response by providing the 

information for the general process to unblock a card and approve a 

transaction.  

Mike only addresses your current information needs, and no further 

assistance and follow-up are provided. 

Note.  IV = Independent Variable, AI = Artificial Intelligence, TO = Touchpoint Orientation, and CX = Bank Name 
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Appendix D  

Study 2 Measures and Survey Items 

Construct Definition Operationalization Source Items Final Survey Items Reference 

Dependent Variables 

Customer 

Engagement  

A customer's 

positively 
valenced brand-

related cognitive, 

emotional, and 
behavioral 

activity during or 

related to focal 
consumer–brand 

interactions 

 

Borrowed scale,  
adopted for retail 

banking context. 

7-point Likert scale 
 1 = strongly disagree, 

7 = strongly agree. 

 
Instructions: 

 

Based on your 
experiences as per the 

scenario, please rate 

your attitudes and 

feelings towards CX 

Bank? 

 
 

 

Total: Cronbach alpha 

(.933) 
 

Cognitive (CEC) 

(Cronbach alpha .825, 
AVE .62): 

CEC1-Using [brand] 

gets me to think about 

[brand]. 

CEC2- I think about 

[brand] a lot when I’m 
using it.  

CEC3-Using [brand] 

stimulates my interest to 
learn more about 

[brand]. 

 
Affection (CEAF) 

(Cronbach alpha .907, 

AVE .71): 
CEAF1-I feel very 

positive when I use 

[brand]. 
CEAF2-Using [brand] 

makes me happy. 

CEAF3-I feel good 

when I use [brand]. 

CEAF4-I am proud to 

use [brand]. 
 

Activation (CEAC) 

(Cronbach alpha .894, 
AVE .74): 

CEAC1-I spend a lot of 

time using [brand], 
compared to other 

[category] brands. 

CEAC2-Whenever I’m 
using [category], I 

usually use [brand]. 

CEAC3- [Brand] is one 
of the brands I usually 

use when I use 
[category]. 

Main Questions: 

Cognitive (CEC): 
CEC1-Using CX Bank’s 

services would get me to 

think about CX Bank.  
CEC2-I would think about 

CX Bank a lot when I am 

using its services. 
CEC3-Using CX Bank’s 

services can stimulate my 

interest in learning more 

about CX Bank. 

 

Affection (CEAF):  
CEAF1-I would feel 

positive when I use CX 

Bank’s services. 
 CEAF2-Using CX Bank’s 

services would make me 

happy.  
CEAF3-I would feel good 

when I use CX Bank’s 

services.  
CEAF4-I would be proud 

to use CX Bank’s services. 

 
Activation (CEAC):  

CEAC1-I would prefer to 

spend a lot of time using 

CX Bank compared to 

other banks.  

CEAC2-Whenever I am 
using bank services. I 

would use CX Bank. 

CEAC3-CX Bank would be 
one of the brands that I 

prefer to usually when I 

use bank services. 
 

Followup Question: 

Consider your previous 
answers regarding your 

Engagement with CX 

Bank. Can you please help 
us understand what factors 

contribute to your 
Engagement with CX 

Bank? Please briefly 

explain or name them here. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Hollebeek et 

al., 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(continued) 

 

 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 226  

 

Appendix D (continued) 

Construct Definition Operationalization Source Items Final Survey Items Reference 

Dependent Variables 

Trust  

Perceived 
credibility and 

benevolence of a 

target of trust 

Borrowed scale, adopted 

for retail banking context 
7-point Likert scale 

1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 

strongly agree. 
 

Main Question 

Instructions: 
Imagine your 

experiences in the 

scenario, please indicate 
how much you agree 

with below statements 

about your attitude 
towards CX Bank 

Trsut (T) Scale 

Reliability α= .90 
T1-This supplier keeps 

promises it makes to our 

firm 
T2- We trust this vendor 

keeps our best interests 

in mind 
T3- This supplier is 

trustworthy 

T4- When making 
important decisions, this 

supplier considers our 

welfare as well as its 
own. 

Trust (T) Main Questions: 

T1 - CX Bank would keep 

its promises. 
T2 – I trust that CX Bank 

would keep my best interests 

in mind 
T3 - CX Bank is trustworthy. 

T4 -When making important 

decisions, CX Bank 
considers my welfare as well 

as its own. 

Followup Question: 
Can you please help us 

understand what factors 

contribute to your Trust with 
CX Bank? Please briefly 

explain: 

 

 

 

(Doney & 

Cannon, 

1997) 

 

 

 

 

Customer 
Loyalty 

The tendency to 
be loyal to a 

focal brand, 

which is 
demonstrated by 

the intention to 

buy the brand as 
a primary choice 

 
Attitudinal Loyalty. 

Scale borrowed  

Measured by 3 items.  
7-point Likert scale 

  1 = strongly disagree, 7 

= strongly agree. 
 

Main Question 

Instructions: 
Imagine your 

experiences in the 

scenario, please indicate 
how much you agree 

with below statements 

about your attitude 
towards CX Bank 

Customer Loyalty (CL) 

Scale Reliability α = 

.93, Composite 
Reliability (CR) = .84 

 

CL1-I consider myself 
to be loyal to X. 

CL2-X would be my 

first choice.  
CL3-I will not buy other 

brands if X is available 

at the store. 

Customer Loyalty (CL)  Main 

Questions: 
CL1-I would consider 

myself to be loyal to CX 

Bank. 
CL2-CX Bank would be my 

first choice.  

CL3-I would not use other 
banks if CX Bank is 

available. 

Followup Question: 
Can you please help us 

understand what factors 

contribute to your loyalty 

towards CX Bank? Please 

briefly explain: 

(Yoo & 

Donthu, 

2001) 

Customer 

Satisfaction  

The customer's 
overall 

dis/satisfaction 

with the 
organization 

based on all 

encounters and 
experiences with 

that particular 

organization 

 

Borrowed scale, adopted 
for retail banking context 

CS1 & CS2 for service 

satisfaction while CS3 is 
for overall satisfaction 

7-point Likert scale 

CS1 & 2 (1 = strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly 

agree) 

CS3 (1 = extremely 
dissatisfied, 7 = extremely 

satisfied) 

CS1 & 2 Questions 
Instructions: 

Please indicate how 

much you agree with the 
following statements 

about your attitude 

towards CX Bank. 
CS3 Instructions: 

Overall, how much you 

are satisfied with CX 
Bank? 

(Lam et al., 2004) 
Customer Satisfaction 

(CS) Scale CR = .94, α  = 

.94, AVE = .84 
CS1: In general, my 

company is very 

satisfied with the 
services offered by 

[brand]. 

CS2: Overall, my 
company is very 

satisfied with its 

relationship with 
[brand]. 

(Montoya-Weiss, Voss, 

& Grewal, 2003) 
CS3: Considering all of 

your experiences as a 

[brand] customer, how 
satisfied are you with 

the level of service that 

[brand] provides? 

Customer Satisfaction (CS): 
CS1-In general, I would be 

very satisfied with the 

services offered by CX 
Bank. 

CS2-Overall, I would be 

very satisfied with my 
relationship with CX Bank.  

CS3-Considering your 

experience as a CX Bank 
customer, how satisfied are 

you  with the level of service 

that CX Bank provides?  

 

 

 

 

(Bitner & 

Hubbert, 

1994; Lam et 

al., 2004; 

Montoya-

Weiss et al., 

2003; 

Parasuraman 

et al., 1994) 

 

(continued) 
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Appendix D (continued) 

Construct Definition Operationalization Source Items Final Survey Items Reference 

Control Variables 

Technology 

Self-efficacy 

The degree to 

which the 

consumers 
perceive their 

capability  to use 

a technology in 
accomplishing a 

particular course 

of action and in 
this case, the 

engagement and 

participation in 
social  

networking sites. 

Borrowed scale 

7-point Likert scale 
 1 = strongly 

disagree to 7 = 

strongly agree 
 

Instructions: 

 
Please indicate 

how much you 

agree for the 
following 

statements about 

yourself? 
 

CR = .94, Factor 

Reliability = .94 
I would be able to use the 

self-checkout . . . 

. . . if there is no one 
around to tell me what 

to do 

. . . if I had just the built-
in help facility for 

assistance 

. . . if I had never used a 
checkout like this before 

Non-AI Self-efficacy 

(NAISE): 

I would be able to use a 
call-in line assistance 

service . . . 

NAISE1. . . if there is no 
one around to tell me 

what to do 

NAISE2. . . if I had just 
the built-in help facility 

for assistance 

NAISE3. . . if I had 
never used a call-in line 

assistance service before 

NAISE4...if I had seen 
someone else using it 

before trying it myself. 

 
AI Self-efficacy (AISE): 

I would be able to use a 

new secure type of 
technology-based financial 

assistant service. It is 

called an Artificial 
Intelligence Agent (AI-

Agent). It has the ability to 

predict your future needs 
and provide personalized 

service… 

AISE1. . . if there is no 
one around to tell me 

what to do 

AISE2. . . if I had just 

the built-in help facility 

for assistance 
AISE3. . . if I had never 

used a technology-based 

financial assistant 
service (Artificial 

Intelligence Agent) 

before 
AISE4...if I had seen 

someone else using it 

before trying it myself. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Compeau & 

Higgins, 1995; 

Gelbrich & 

Sattler, 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Demographics 

Generation 

Gender 
Education 

Ethnicity 

Income 

Employment 

 

 Instructions: 

To best understand 
the customer's 

response to 

banking services 

experiences, we’d 

like to understand 

a bit more about 
you. 

What is your year of birth? 

What is your gender? 
What is the highest level of school you have completed or 

the highest degree you have received?  

Choose one or more races that you consider yourself 

Information about income is important to understand. 

Would you please give your best guess? 

Which statement best describes your current employment 
status? 

Which of the following industries most closely matches 

the one in which you are employed? 
Please indicate your occupation 

 

Note. AVE = Average Variance Extracted, CR = Composite Reliability, α = Cronbach's Alpha. 

General Instructions: Please answer every statement, even if you are not completely sure about your response. Note that there are no right or 
wrong answers and we are just interested in knowing about your views.   

Qualification Question: Have you used an online or mobile banking service in the last three months? 
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Appendix E  

Study 2 Manipulation and Other Checks 

Construct Definition Operationalization Items Reference 

Independent Variables 

TO Technology 

TO 

Proactiveness 
 

TO technology is defined as a 

customer-oriented 
touchpoint built using the 

technology elements of 

traditional descriptive 
data analytics and AI-

enabled predictive data 

analytics to create 

psychographic customer 

profiles and anticipate 

future needs, 
respectively, to build a 

long-term relationship 

and deliver a 
personalized, proactive, 

or reactive experience. 

TO proactiveness is defined 
as a customer-oriented 

touchpoint established by 

consolidating the 
interaction 

characteristics, customer 

characteristics, and 
relationship direction to 

satisfy current and future 

customer needs, build a 
long-term relationship 

and deliver a proactive 

and reactive experience. 

Newly developed using 

new items 

7-point Likert scale 
1 = strongly disagree, 7 

= strongly agree 

Instructions: 
Let's recall the 

background scenario 

that you read at the 
beginning of the 

survey. We reprint the 

same scenario here. 
Please answer every 

statement, even if you 

are not completely sure 
about your response. 

Based on your experiences as per the 
scenario, please rate your feelings 

towards CX Bank? 

 
TO Technology: 

Predictive: CX Bank used a new 

technology-based financial assistant 
service (called an Artificial 

Intelligence Agent or AI-Agent) to 

understand my needs better and offer 
personalized service  

 

TO Proactiveness: 
Responsive: I first had to initiate 

contact with CX Bank to seek help. 

They did not begin the communication 
with me.  

Non-anticipative: CX Bank could not 

anticipate my needs in advance. I had 
to seek help by asking specific 

questions. 

Non-personalized: I feel CX Bank 
does not understand my individual 

needs. They offered a non-

personalized and generic solution to 
my problem. 

Current Needs: CX Bank only 

addressed my current needs and did 
not offer any further assistance for my 

future needs. 

(Aluri et al., 

2019; Beverland 

et al., 2007; 

Blocker et al., 

2011; Challagalla 

et al., 2009; 

Narver et al., 

2004; Oliver, 

1999; Shin et al., 

2017; Sun et al., 

2006; 

Wallenburg et 

al., 2010) 

Moderator Variables & Other Checks 

Customer 

Journey Stages 

A product or service purchase 

decision process, in which a 
customer goes through across 

the three stages (pre-purchase, 

purchase, and post-purchase). 

New scale for retail 

banking context. 
3-choice categorical for 

pre-purchase, purchase 

and ost-purchase stages 

Based on the scenario: CX Bank helped 

me to 

Collect information for credit card 
offers to research and make a credit 

card purchase decision. 

Complete my credit card application 
and fulfill requirements for eligibility 

checks. 

Resolve issues for my blocked credit 
card and declined transaction. 

(Khanna et al., 

2014; Lemon & 

Verhoef, 2016) 

Realism Check  

7-point Likert scale 

1 = strongly disagree, 7 

= strongly agree 

Based on your experiences as per the 
scenario, please indicate how much you 

agree with the below statements 

I feel that the scenario is realistic. 

I believe in the scenario as it happens 

in real life. 

The scenario language is clear and 
defines the situation clearly. 

(Shin et al., 

2017) 

Attention Filter  

7-point Likert 

scale 
1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = 

strongly agree 

Based on your experiences as per the 
scenario, please rate your feelings 

towards CX Bank. 

This question checks if you pay 
attention to survey questions, just click 

"Agree" 

 

 



EFFECTS OF TOUCHPOINT ORIENTATION ON OUTCOMES                                           

 229  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

VITA 

 

 

Ahmed Bux Abro completed his undergraduate work and received a Bachelor of 

Computer Science with a First Stood Third Position at Shah Abdul Latif University, Khairpur, 

Pakistan (1999).  He completed his Master of Science in Computer and Information Technology 

with 3.67 C.G.P.A from the University of Sindh, Jamshoro, Pakistan (2002).  He completed 

requirements for his Doctorate of Business Administration with a successful dissertation defense 

in December 2020 at the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater.  


