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Measuring the Impacts of Service Quality on Customer Satisfaction and Customer 
Loyalty: A Case Study of Vietnam’s Supermarket 

 
 

ABSTRACT: This study aims to examine comprehensively the impact of service quality dimensions on both 

customer satisfaction and customer loyalty as well as the effect of customer satisfaction on the factors of 

customer loyalty in Vietnam’s supermarkets. Using structural equation modelling and multiple regressions, 

the study analyzes the opinions of random 500 supermarket customers in Vietnam. Compatible with prior 

studies, the outcomes indicate that service quality dimensions are crucial antecedents to raise the level of 

customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. Also, customer satisfaction has moderate impacts on customer 

loyalty. Finally, the research suggests future directions to develop a better understanding of the impacts of 

service quality on customer satisfaction and customer loyalty in other jurisdictions and business sectors. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Vietnam has been considered as one of the most appealing markets for retail industry all over the world 

after five years of the World Trade Organization (WTO) accession and supermarkets have been ranked at 

Vietnam’s 3rd biggest retail distribution channels (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2017). The number of 

new established supermarkets after has increased by over 20 per cent and the number of established trade 

centers has increased by over 72 percent (Deloitte, 2017). About 65 percent of Vietnamese shoppers tend 

to shop in supermarkets or hypermarkets. With an increasing number of new entrants enter to this 

industry, the competition is intense for supermarkets to survive in the market. The factors of service 

quality including store atmosphere, accessibility, respectfulness, suave, and well-behaved employees, etc. 

is amongst the most crucial factors influence the customer satisfaction and loyalty for service industry in 

general and for supermarket business in particular (Min, 2010; Kitapcia, Akdoganb, & Dortyolb, 2014; 

Kotelnikov, 2008). And hence, the understanding towards service quality measurement, and the 

understanding towards the manner in which these evalutation are effected on customer satisfaction or 

loyalty has received increasing attention from both practitioners and academics over the years (Rahim, 

2016; Makanyeza & Chikazhe, 2017; Forsythe, 2016). However, to date, there is only few studies fully 

explore the impacts of each service quality dimension on both customer satisfaction and loyalty as well as 

the effects of its customer satisfaction on the factors of customer loyalty, especially in the context of 
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Vietnam. Therefore, to fill the gap in research, this study aims to define the relationship amongst service 

quality dimensions, customer satisfaction and customer loyalty as well as the direct path between 

customer satisfaction and customer loyalty in Vietnam’s supermarket, which has received little or no 

attention in the past.   

The outline of this paper is arranged as follow: starting with theoretical explanations of service quality, 

customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, proposed hypotheses and research model are presented. Then, 

the methodology and data collection process are presented. The results of data analysis are explained by a 

discussion in connection with the literature above. The paper completed with limitation and suggestions 

for future research section. 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Theoretical Background of Service Quality, Customer Satisfaction and Customer Loyalty 

Service quality 

Several experts define the concept of service quality with similar ideas. Ghylin, et al. (2008) found that 

companies deliver high quality service, will be able to increase their customer satisfaction. Customer 

defines the service quality based on the overall assessment of a service received (Eshghi, Roy, & Ganguli, 

2008). Additionally, Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988) defined that service quality is a consumers’ 

judgment or attitude towards the performance of the service as to measure whether the service delivered 

matches the customer’s needs or expectations. The service quality will be considered excellent when 

perceptions exceed expectation; it will be measured as adequate or good when perceptions equal 

expectations; and the service quality will be regarded as deficient when it does not meet customers’ needs 

(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1994). According to Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985) service 

is intangible to provide physically facilities, personnel and equipment; therefore, it is significantly difficult 

to measure how customer perceives service quality. 

The Gap Model was first introduced by Parasuraman et al., (1985), and is considered the most famous 

framework in the service quality research (Kitapci, Dortyol, Gulmez, & Yaman, 2013). It has called for 
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the attention of international researchers to examine its empirical implications and build up proper 

measurement scales for different industries across nations (Iwaarden, Wiele, Ball, & Millen, 2003; 

Chowdhary & Prakash, 2007; Hamer, 2006). This conceptual model offers a comprehensive way to fully 

understand the service quality dimensions (Shahin, 2006). According to (Parasuraman et al., 1985), the 

gap model examined the five different perception gaps between consumers and managers that 

detrimentally affect service quality including 

Gap 1. Consumer expectations vs management perceptions. 

Gap 2. Management perceptions vs service quality specifications. 

Gap 3. Service quality specifications vs service encounter process. 

Gap 4. Service encounter process vs outsider communication. 

Gap 5. Expected service vs perceived service. 

Developed from Gap model, the SERVQUAL model has been widely accepted as being the most 

extensive use to measure service quality (Kassim & Abdullah, 2010). At first purification stage from 1985 

to 1988, (Parasuraman et al., 1985) created SERVQUAL with ten dimensions including Reliability, 

Responsiveness, Competence, Access, Courtesy, Communication, Credibility, Security, Understanding 

and Tangibles, that are used to measure the service quality to compare the customer expectation before 

and their perception after service encounter. They further reduced to five main collective dimensions (Lee, 

Kim, Ko, & Sagas, 2011) as presented in the table 1. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

There is a general consensus in previous researches that perceived service quality is the antecedent of 

satisfaction (Lee et al., 2011; Murray & Howat, 2002; Falk, Hammerschmidt, & Schepers, 2010), and 

perceived service quality has direct and indirect influence on customer loyalty (Kuo, Wub, & Deng, 2009; 

Ladhari, 2009; Matos & Rossi, 2008).  In this research, the main purposes are to explore the most crucial 

dimensions in service quality and investigate the interrelationships amongst service quality perspectives, 

customer satisfaction and customer loyalty for Vietnam’s supermarket. Especially, in this study, the 
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secured shopping environment dimension is also examined as a dimension of service quality in order to 

provide more comprehensive findings regarding this phenomenon. 

Customer satisfaction and customer loyalty 

According to Kotler (2000), customer satisfaction is the personal feeling of pleasure or unsatisfied 

resulting when buyers have conflict between his or her expectations and perceptions. Hansemark and 

Albinsson (2004) also posited that satisfaction is customers’ attitudes towards service providers, or 

psychological reactions to the difference of what they anticipate and receive to fulfill their needs, desires 

or goals. Hoyer, MacInnis, and Pieters (2010) defined that satisfaction could be related to the combination 

of agreement, relief, happiness, delight and excitement. Moreover, to gain customer satisfaction, 

organizations should understand their customers’ needs and wants as to target suitable segmentations 

(LaBarbera & Mazursky, 1983). Overall, several experts agreed that satisfaction is an attitude or 

evaluation formed by the comparison between the pre-purchase expectations and the perception of what 

buyers actually receive from the products or services (Oliver, 1980; Lee et al., 2011). 

Various measurements were developed to evaluate the customer satisfaction in order to reflect properly 

the variables according to business sectors and countries (Kursunluoglu, 2014; Yüksel & Yüksel, 2001; 

Erevelles & Leavitt, 1992). Also, several national customer satisfaction indexes were published such as 

American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) (American Customer Satisfaction Index, 2017), European 

Customer Satisfaction Index (ECSI) (Haaften, 2016) or UK Customer Satisfaction Index (Institute Of 

Customer Service, 2017). This research is employed the American Customer Satisfaction Index. 

In addition, the antecedents of satisfaction have been studied in many researches. For example, Fornell, 

Johnson, Anderson, and Bryant (1996) pointed out that perceived quality, perceived value, and customer 

expectations determine the customer satisfaction. Service quality dimension of Parasuraman et al. (1985), 

which evaluates customer expectations and measures service performance also have a positive impact on 

customer satisfaction and customer loyalty (Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 2000; 

Kursunluoglu, 2014). The correlations have been discussed in different sectors and across nations 

(Forsythe, 2016; Eshetie, Seyoum, & Ali, 2016; Kitapcia et al., 2014). Also customer satisfaction may 
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play a role as a mediating factors between service quality and customer loyalty which is mentioned in the 

researches of (Kursunluoglu, 2014; Kitapc et al., 2013). 

Turning to customer loyalty perspective, it can be clarified as a secured promise to purchase a product 

or service repeatedly and regularly in the future, notwithstanding influential issue and marketing strategy 

having the effect in changing buying behavior (Andreassen & Lindestad, 1998). It also means increasing 

the proportion of budget paying for the service, according to (Khuong & Dai, 2016; Olorunniwo, Hsu, & 

Udo, 2006). Satisfied customers could be potential resource to increase profit for service organizers 

(Kitapci et al., 2013). They tend to commit, communicate more and be willing to pay a higher price to the 

service providers, meanwhile, dissatisfied customers make more complains and repurchase less (Lee et al., 

2011; Ueltschy, Laroche, Tamilia, & Yannopoulos, 2004). Therefore, customer satisfaction can help to 

maintain the close relationship between customers and sellers after the first payment (Hallowell, 1996). 

However, the overall satisfied feeling of a customer results from not only transactional experience but also 

the whole purchase process (Andreassen & Lindestad, 1998). Another contribution of customer 

satisfaction is the willingness to recommend a product or service which is a crucial factor to increase the 

word-of-mouth power to attract new customers (Gilly, Graham, Wolfinbarger, & Yale, 1998). It is 

referred as an informal communication source among experienced and potential customer regarding the 

past purchased service or product (Murray & Howat, 2002; Svensson, 2006). A customer with high 

perception of service quality tends to be more willing to introducing the service to other potential 

customers. That will help the service providers increase the reputation at no extra cost. To sum up, 

repurchasing intention, word-of-mouth communication and increasing proportion of purchasing budget for 

supermarket are considered as the three indicators for customer loyalty in this research. 

The positive correlation between customer satisfaction and loyalty has been somehow proved in 

previous research (Kitapcia et al., 2014; Hartmann & Ibáñez, 2007; Lai Ming Tam, 2012). However, this 

correlation does not prove to be strong enough to explain the customer loyalty in every situation (Miranda, 

Kónya, & Havrila, 2005). There are some other factors that have more significant impacts on customer 

loyalty than satisfaction such as relational trust and value determinants in (Agustin & Singh, 2005). In the 
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research of (Kumara, Pozzaa, & Ganeshc, 2013), it is said that other related variables such as  moderators, 

mediators, antecedent variables, or all three are better determinants of loyalty than just customer 

satisfaction. Therefore, although this research aims to find the relationship between customer satisfaction 

and customer loyalty, there are other factors which may tremendously influence the customer loyalty that 

future researches should consider. 

The differences in cultures and business sectors can significantly influence the perception of consumers 

(Johnson, Herrmann, & Gustafsson, 2002) and hence satisfaction and loyalty can be tremendously varied 

according to nations and business sectors regardless the fact that the same measurement is used, and hence 

this study will help to enrich the empirical evidences of the relationship amongst service quality, customer 

satisfaction and customer loyalty in Vietnam. 

Hypotheses Development and Research Model 

Towards to those literatures above, this paper adopted the SERVQUAL model of (Parasuraman et al., 

1985) to measure the impacts of service quality of supermarkets on customer satisfaction and customer 

loyalty. The link between customer satisfaction and customer loyalty was also examined. The model 

contains 8 different variables named tangibility, reliability, responsiveness, empathy, assurance and 

secured shopping environment, customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. The proposed hypotheses are 

shown in the table 2 and the research model is shown in the figure 1. 

Insert Table 2 and Figure 1 about here 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Quantitative approach (Creswell, 2014) by using structured survey questionnaire is used to gather, 

analyze numeric data and identify the relationships and trends of the research hypotheses (Aliaga & 

Gunderson, 2002). The survey questionnaire includes 2 parts. The first part defines the demographic 

profiles of the sample. The second part involve statements to measure the service quality level of 

customers when they do shopping at the supermarket as well as their satisfaction and loyalty level of the 
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supermarket through five point Likert scale questions (1 referred to “strongly disagree” and 5 referred to 

“strongly agree”). These main research categories of questions are firstly based on the SERVQUAL model 

of (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Then, the questionnaire is modified to fit the characteristics of supermarket 

business in Vietnam by referencing to several researches in service sectors of different countries. 

Measurement scales is adapted from the findings of American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) for 

customer satisfaction and from the literature of (Martinez-Ruiz, Jimenez-Zarco, Isabel, & Cascio, 2011; 

Kursunluoglu, 2014) for customer loyalty. Then a focus group of 25 invited supermarket customers in 

research areas is organized to discuss about these concepts. All of the ideas in the discussion are 

documented in order to finalize the most adequate scales. Customer satisfaction includes four-item scale 

and customer loyalty consists of three-item scale. Similarly, the questions of service quality perception are 

firstly adopted the measurement scales from the case of (Hisam, Sanyal, & Ahmad, 2016; Kitapci et al., 

2013; Ladhari, 2009; Lu, Guo, & An, 2007) and then finalized by the same focus group technique. 

Tangibility is finally defined by six-item scale; reliability, responsiveness, assurance consist of five-item 

scale each and empathy includes four-item scale. The research adds a new dimension namely secured 

shopping environment (three-item scale) after group discussion. The details of are shown in the table 3. 

Insert Table 3 about here 

The population of this research is customers who do shopping in Vietnam’s supermarket. The sample 

size is calculated by the popular sample size formula n = (z2*p*q)/e2 with confidence level: 95% (z = 

1.96) and the margin of error (e): 5%, p: 62% (percent of respondents who were satisfied by the service 

quality of the supermarket) and q: 38% (percent of respondents who were not satisfied by the service 

quality of the supermarket) is calculated in the pilot study. The calculated sample size in this study is 363. 

However, in order to increase the accurate of the research findings, the target sample size is approximately 

500. 

A pilot study of 50 random respondents is tested to ensure the reliability and suitability of the 

questions. The result shows that there are only some minor changes in wording and translating in order to 
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help the subjects fully understand the questions. To approach the large-scale respondents, researchers used 

convenient random sampling technique in which each individual has an equal probability of being chosen 

(Creswell, 2014). Because there is no significant difference in size and the number of visitors of those 

supermarkets, the target sample size in each branch is at least 10. With the help of undergraduate students 

from local university where the authors work, 600 survey questionnaires (paper or online form) are 

randomly distributed to customers who are currently shopping at one of those supermarket branches in Ho 

Chi Minh and Binh Duong listed in table 4 to collect data from 10th May to 20th June 2017. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

 

Theoretical model is tested by Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) (Bollen, 1989) and multiple linear 

regression model (Rawlings, Pantula, & Dickey, 1998 ) using SPSS 20.0 and AMOS 21.0.  

The secondary data are collected from books, journals, publications and other official website of 

organization to complete the literature and build up the research framework. 

 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

Demographics of the Respondents 

As can be seen in the table 1, the valid samples are 500 respondents, and the profiles of respondents’ 

show that there is no bias in the surveying period. More detailed figures are explained in the table 5. 

Insert Table 5 about here 

Cronbach’s α Test 

The result of Cronbach’s α is presented in the table 6. The final result shows that the alpha coefficients 

for all latent and observed variables are over 0.7, suggesting that constructs’ scales are enough reliable 

(Field, 2000).  
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Insert Table 6 about here 

Exploratory Factor Analysis  

Exploratory factor analysis is employed to reduce data to a smaller set of summary variables and to 

explore the structure of the relationship between the variable and the respondent (Field, 2000). Because 

the results of EFA are needed to later use for CFA and SEM construction, the extraction method is 

principal axis factoring (Steiger, 1990). The table 7, 8, 9 show the results of the final EFAs, when all 

conditions are satisfied. The outcomes of EFA confirmed that 33 variables are internally consistent and 

extracted into 8 main groups. 

Insert Table 7, 8, 9 about here 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

The result of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the model is used to examine whether or not the 

construct measurement is consistent with the researcher’s understanding of the nature of that construct. 

Factor loadings, chi-square test and other goodness of fit statistics are main indicators that help to 

demonstrate the acceptance of model fit  (Hoyle, 2014). The requirements are shown in the table 10. The 

results of CFA in this study shown in figure 2 indicate that this is a good-fitting model. 

Insert Table 10 and Figure 2 about here 

Also, composite reliability (CR) coefficient (Jöreskog, 1971) and average variance extracted (Fornell 

& Larcker, 1981) which is shown in the table 11 indicates that the measurement scale is reliable and the 

measure is internally consistent. Convergent and discriminant validity are also tested to examine the extent 

to which measures of a latent variable shared their variance and how they are different from others 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Fiske & Campbell, 1959). The figures shown in the table 12 and 13 indicates 

that the data are satisfied the requirements of convergent and discriminant validity.  
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Insert Table 11, 12, 13 about here 

To conclude, after the CFA, the validity of measurement model is confirmed and 33 remaining 

observed variables are satisfied all of the requirements of fitness indexes of each construct to further 

analysis in SEM model. 

Evaluating the Fitness of the Structural Equation Model 

Linear Structural Equation Model is used to validate the research model. Similar to the construct 

validity, Maximum Likelihood estimation method (Hoyle, 2014) is employed to estimate the parameters 

of the model. The results confirm that this model is fit to the data at hand that is the most important 

condition to prove the model is achieved unidimensionality. To conclude, at the confidence level of 95%, 

the correlations of the main three hypotheses are statistical significance and all accepted by SEM analysis 

as shown in the table 14 and figure 3. Especially, assumes the other independent variables are held 

constant, with an increase of one standard deviation in service quality, customer satisfaction rises .505 

standard deviations. Similarly, with an increase of one standard deviation in service quality and customer 

satisfaction, loyalty level rise .413 and .408 standard deviations, respectively. The other effects may be 

from unmeasured variables or random errors (Schniederjans, Schniederjans, & Starkey, 2014). 

Insert Table 14 and Figure 3 about here 

Multiple Regression Analysis at the Confidence Level of 95 Percent 

Multiple regression analysis for service quality dimensions towards customer satisfaction 

The figures shown in the table 15 indicate that service quality dimensions can explain 47.3 of the 

dependent variable (SAT) changes and the rest 52.7 percent relied on other unmeasured variables and 

random errors. Also this regression has no autocorrelation and multidimensional situation. Therefore, this 

linear regression is accepted and could be generalized for the whole population (Hoang & Chu, 2008). The 

results show that only TAN, ASS and SAF dimensions are accepted. And, tangibles (Beta = 0.400) is the 
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most influence on customer satisfaction. The relationship is explained by the linear equation as follow: 

SAT = 0.400 TAN + 0.254 ASS + 0.164 SAF. 

Insert Table 15 about here 

Multiple regression analysis for service quality dimensions towards customer loyalty 

Similarly, as presented in the table 16, it is concluded that the regression for service quality dimensions 

towards customer loyalty is statistical significance, satisfied all the requirements and can explain well for 

the whole. Empathy, responsibility, assurance and safe shopping environment contribute to influence the 

customer loyalty at the confidence level of 95%. The equation is as follow: LOY = 0.338 EMP + 0.136 

RES + 0.130 ASS + 0.339 SAF.  

Insert Table 16 about here 

The correlation between customer satisfaction and customer loyalty 

The results in Table 17, 18, 19 suggest that customer satisfaction have modest impact on repurchase 

intention, word-of-mouth communication and increasing proportion of purchasing budget for supermarket. 

Customer satisfaction can only explain approximately 7 to 8 percent of the variance in each factor of 

customer loyalty. The Beta coefficients of customer satisfaction is 0.289, 0.273, 0.287 which indicates that 

customer satisfaction is correlated with those mentioned factors of customer loyalty.  

Insert Table 17, 18, 19 about here 

 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
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This study contributes to comprehensively review the impacts of service quality factors including 

tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy and safe shopping environment based on 

SERVQUAL model on customer satisfaction and customer loyalty in Vietnam’s supermarket. This 

research helps supermarkets to know the demographics of their customer as well as understand crucial 

antecedents of customer satisfaction and customer loyalty in order to compete in the fierce retail market. 

The structural equation model analyzed by AMOS confirmed that service quality and customer 

satisfaction are the critical antecedences that can raise the loyalty of supermarket customers in Vietnam. 

The results indicate that there is a direct positive relationship between the service quality and customer 

satisfaction which supports H1. And it is compatible with the findings of (Wantara, 2013; Bhatt & 

Bhanawat, 2016; Kitapci et al., 2013). The findings also support H2, the customer satisfaction of 

supermarket has a direct positive impacts on the customer loyalty although the correlation is not strong. It 

strengthens the findings of (Cronin et al., 2000; Agustin & Singh, 2005; Kumara et al., 2013; Suki, 2014). 

Finally, the results support the hypothesis H3 demonstrate that the service quality has a direct positive link 

to the factors of customer loyalty which is reconcilable with the studies of (Wantara, 2013, Hartmann & 

Ibáñez, 2007; Lai Ming Tam, 2012).  

The multiple regressions analyzed by SPSS suggests that that three out of six SERVQUAL dimensions 

including tangibles, assurance and safe shopping environment are important influential factor of 

satisfaction, and, based on the Beta coefficients, the impact of tangibles dimension (Beta = 0.400) on 

consumer satisfaction is stronger than the influence of assurance (Beta = 0.254) and safe shopping 

environment dimensions (Beta = 0.164). Also, service quality dimensions namely empathy, responsibility, 

assurance and safe shopping environment are the antecedents of customer loyalty in general. In which, 

safe shopping environment and empathy have the strongest impact on customer loyalty (Beta = 0.339 and 

0.338 respectively). Finally, the results show that customer satisfaction only has modest impact on 

repurchase intention, word-of-mouth communication and increasing proportion of purchasing budget for 

supermarket. 

 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTION 
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Although this study could be seen as one of the first study to measure the impacts of service quality on 

customer satisfaction and loyalty in Vietnam’s supermarket, it is not without limitations. Firstly, the 

sample size is 500 which is theoretically sufficient but the respondents are randomly selected in only the 

two main big cities: Ho Chi Minh and Binh Duong. Further research should expand the survey area to the 

whole country and the demographics of the respondents must be controlled more carefully in order to 

make the sample become more representative. Moreover, this research should be conducted in different 

industrial sectors with proper sample size to help manager to improve the customer satisfaction and 

loyalty. Also, comparative study amongst nations and business sectors should be conducted. Next, the 

pilot study should be managed stricter in order to develop more precise questionnaires and measurement 

scales. Moreover, other influential factors of customer loyalty except for customer satisfaction and service 

quality should be considered in the future. Finally, several comparisons relating to the difference of 

customer satisfaction level amongst genders, occupations and ages in the sample group should be 

examined in the future research. 
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Figure 2: The result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
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Figure 3: Structural equation model of the impacts of service quality on customer satisfaction and 

customer loyalty of Vietnam’s supermarket 

 

 

Table 1: Five dimensions of SERVQUAL model (Lee et al., 2011) 
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Table 1: Proposed research hypotheses 

H1 Service quality has a direct and positive impact on customer satisfaction 

H1a. Tangibles have a significantly positive influence on customer satisfaction. 

H1b. Reliability has a significantly positive influence on customer satisfaction. 

H1c. Responsiveness has a significantly positive influence on customer satisfaction. 

H1d. Assurance has a significantly positive influence on customer satisfaction. 

H1e. Empathy has a significantly positive influence on customer satisfaction. 

H1f: Secured shopping environment has a significantly positive influence on customer satisfaction. 

H2: Customer satisfaction has a direct and positive influence on customer loyalty 

H2a:  Customer satisfaction has a significantly positive influence on customer repurchasing 

intention 

H2b: Customer satisfaction has a significantly positive influence on word-of-mouth communication 

H2c: Customer satisfaction has a significantly positive influence on increasing proportion of 

purchasing budget for supermarket 

H3: Service quality has a direct and positive influence on customer loyalty 

H3a. Tangibles have a significantly positive influence on customer loyalty 

H3b. Reliability has a significantly positive influence on customer loyalty 

H3c. Responsiveness has a significantly positive influence on customer loyalty 

H3d. Assurance has a significantly positive influence on customer loyalty. 

H3e. Empathy has a significantly positive influence on customer loyalty. 

H3f: Secured shopping environment has a significantly positive influence on customer loyalty. 
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Table 2: Proposed research hypotheses 

Variables Codes 

TANGIBLES TANG 

• Goods and layouts in the supermarket are well-organized TAN1 

• The equipment and facilities including elevators, parking site, toilets, fire facilities in 

the supermarket are modern 

TAN2 

• Interior design and disabled path, emergency exit are well-designed TAN3 

• Guidance signs in the supermarket are visually attractive and easy to understand TAN4 

• Advertisements in the supermarket are good designed and appealing TAN5 

• Staff in the supermarket have a professional looking TAN6 

EMPATHY EMP 

• Supermarket staff understand your needs and can suggest you a suitable product EM1 

• Supermarket staff pay enough personal attention to customer EM2 

• Supermarket staff always leave an impression that customers are their first priority EM3 

• Supermarket have various attractive promotions and loyalty program for customers EM4 

RESPONSIVENESS RESP 

• Staff in the supermarket try their best to satisfy customer requirements RES1 

• Supermarket always welcome the feedback from customers and try to satisfy them RES2 

• Staff in the supermarket provide customers with all necessary information for every 

items 

RES3 

• Customers do not need to wait long to pay at the checkouts RES4 

• Supermarket rarely run out of goods on shelves RES5 

ASSURANCES ASSU 

• Staff in the supermarket can always raises customer’s trust ASS1 
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• Customers believe in the logistics arrangement such as home delivery service ASS2 

• Staff in the supermarket are polite and respect to their customers ASS3 

• Employees in the supermarket have necessary knowledge to answer all questions 

raised by customers 

ASS4 

• Staff in the supermarket fully understand all information regarding their products and 

is able to suggest customer proper substitute products if necessary 

ASS5 

SAFETY SAFE 

• The parking service of the supermarket always ensures the safety of your vehicle SAF1 

• Customers never experience any lost during shopping in supermarket SAF2 

• Supermarket ensure the confidential security for customers SAF3 

RELIABILITY RELI 

• All items in the supermarket are well-packaged, well preserved and reliable REL1 

• The price in the supermarket is competitive REL2 

• The opening hours of supermarket are suitable with personal schedule REL3 

• The supermarket provides its services such as online shopping, telephone shopping 

without making mistakes 

REL4 

• Supermarket always provide fully aftersales customer service on time REL5 

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SATI 

• The service quality of the supermarket is by far over expectations SAT1 

• Customers are satisfied and believe in the service quality of the supermarket SAT2 

• Customers always believe that shopping in the supermarket is the right decision SAT3 

• Customers are satisfied with and believe in the improvements of the supermarket SAT4 

CUSTOMER LOYALTY LOYA 

• Customers would like to continue shopping in the supermarket again and again LOY1 
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• Customers tend to spend more money on shopping in the supermarket LOY2 

• Customers are willing to introduce and recommend the supermarket to friends and 

family members 

LOY3 

 

 

Table 3: Names of supermarkets and number of branches that questionnaires are distributed 

The supermarket’s name Number of stores distributed the questionnaires 

Co.opmart 

Big C  

Lotte Mart 

City Mart  

MM Mega Market (Metro)  

Aeon Mall  

34 branches 

9 branches 

4 branches 

4 branches 

4 branches 

3 branches 

 

 

Table 4: Demographics of the sample  
Frequency Percentage Cumulative Percent 

Gender 

Females 291 58.2 58.2 

Males 209 41.8 100.0 

Total 500 100.0 
 

Ages 

18-30 116 23.2 23.2 

31-40 139 27.8 51.0 

41-50 79 15.8 66.8 
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51-60 85 17.0 83.8 

>60 81 16.2 100.0 

Total 500 100.0 
 

Occupation 

Students 95 19.0 19.0 

Officers 139 27.8 46.8 

Self-employed 70 14.0 60.8 

Housewife 163 32.6 93.4 

Other 33 6.6 100.0 

Total 500 100.0  

Total monthly income 

< 10 million VND 119 23.8 23.8 

10 - less than 20 million VND 170 34.0 57.8 

20- less than 30 million VND 103 20.6 78.4 

30 - less than 40 million VND 67 13.4 91.8 

> 40 million VND 41 8.2 100.0 

Total 500 100.0 
 

Expense for supermarket 

< 10% of the total expenses 49 9.8 9.8 

11-20% of the total expenses 117 23.4 33.2 

21-30% of the total expenses 129 25.8 59.0 

31-40% of the total expenses 161 32.2 91.2 

>40% of the total expenses 44 8.8 100.0 

Total 500 100.0 
 

Frequency of visiting a supermarket 
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1-2 days/time 52 10.4 10.4 

3 - 5 days/time 118 23.6 34.0 

5-7 days/time 170 34.0 68.0 

2 - 3 weeks/time 89 17.8 85.8 

Monthly 55 11.0 96.8 

Rarely 16 3.2 100.0 

Total 500 100.0 
 

Which one is the most visited supermarket 

Co.opmart 124 24.8 24.8 

Big C 100 20.0 44.8 

Lotte Mart 58 11.6 56.4 

City Mart 68 13.6 70.0 

MM Mega Market (Metro) 76 15.2 85.2 

Aeon Mall 74 14.8 100.0 

Total 500 100.0 
 

Complaints 

Never 217 43.4 43.4 

Sometimes for some little concerned 

issues 

187 37.4 80.8 

Sometimes for some very concerned 

issues 

79 15.8 96.6 

Usually 17 3.4 100.0 

Total 500 100.0 
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Table 5: The result of Cronbach’s α of variables 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance 

if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

1. Tangibles: α = .869 

TAN1 19.30 10.647 .757 .832 

TAN2 19.31 10.688 .775 .830 

TAN3 19.28 10.794 .749 .834 

TAN4 19.37 10.684 .761 .832 

TAN5 19.52 10.974 .490 .884 

TAN6 19.46 10.529 .575 .867 

2. Empathy : α = .807 

EMP1 11.47 3.705 .727 .713 

EMP2 11.66 3.599 .474 .858 

EMP3 11.55 3.871 .681 .736 

EMP4 11.51 3.806 .686 .732 

3. Responsiveness  : α = .856 

RES1 14.80 8.658 .678 .823 

RES2 14.79 8.367 .732 .809 

RES3 14.85 8.646 .516 .874 

RES4 14.75 8.466 .745 .807 

RES5 14.62 8.819 .726 .814 

4. Assurances  : α = .812 

ASS1 15.05 7.173 .576 .786 
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ASS2 15.06 7.793 .426 .836 

ASS3 14.91 7.534 .728 .743 

ASS4 14.85 7.415 .727 .741 

ASS5 14.91 7.837 .625 .770 

5. Safety  : α = .767 

SAF1 7.47 2.383 .588 .702 

SAF2 7.41 2.383 .608 .679 

SAF3 7.50 2.501 .607 .681 

6. Reliability  : α = .859 

REL1 11.98 16.091 .677 .829 

REL2 11.69 15.047 .750 .809 

REL3 11.96 15.528 .715 .819 

REL4 11.77 16.383 .580 .854 

REL5 12.16 16.461 .658 .834 

7. Satisfaction  : α = .839 

SAT1 10.08 8.789 .639 .811 

SAT2 9.57 9.277 .673 .798 

SAT3 10.04 8.335 .698 .785 

SAT4 9.89 8.550 .685 .791 

8. Loyalty  : α = .932 

LOY1 6.62 3.452 .861 .899 

LOY2 6.70 3.568 .851 .907 

LOY3 6.74 3.497 .866 .896 
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Table 6: KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.907 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

 

Approx. Chi-Square 9680.823 

df 528 

Sig. 0.000 

 

 

Table 7: Total Variance Explained 

 

Factor 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation 

Sums of 

Squared 

Loadingsa 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total 

1 9.589 29.058 29.058 9.225 27.955 27.955 5.711 

2 3.668 11.115 40.173 3.322 10.068 38.022 5.162 

3 2.558 7.753 47.926 2.322 7.036 45.058 5.968 

4 1.891 5.729 53.655 1.476 4.473 49.531 5.651 

5 1.642 4.975 58.630 1.210 3.666 53.197 5.024 

6 1.492 4.520 63.150 1.116 3.381 56.579 2.524 

7 1.452 4.401 67.551 1.062 3.218 59.797 5.056 

8 1.059 3.209 70.760 .745 2.256 62.053 5.789 

9 …. …. …. ….    

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

a. When factors are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance 
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Table 8: Pattern Matrix 

 

Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

TAN3 .859 
       

TAN2 .854 
       

TAN1 .833 
       

TAN4 .812 
       

REL2 
 

.812 
      

REL1 
 

.797 
      

REL3 
 

.710 
      

REL5 
 

.679 
      

REL4 
 

.561 
      

RES5 
  

.817 
     

RES2 
  

.806 
     

RES4 
  

.781 
     

RES1 
  

.709 
     

RES3 
  

.530 
     

ASS3 
   

.784 
    

ASS4 
   

.762 
    

ASS5 
   

.640 
    

ASS1 
   

.622 
    

ASS2 
   

.619 
    

SAT2 
    

.776 
   

SAT3 
    

.764 
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SAT4 
    

.737 
   

SAT1 
    

.663 
   

SAF1 
     

.909 
  

SAF3 
     

.879 
  

SAF2 
     

.865 
  

EMP1 
      

.843 
 

EMP3 
      

.729 
 

EMP4 
      

.726 
 

EMP2 
      

.614 
 

LOY2 
       

.870 

LOY3 
       

.860 

LOY1 
       

.846 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 

 

Table 9: The three categories of model fit and their level of acceptance (Awang, 2012) 
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Table 10: Composite reliability and average variance extracted test 

 Estimate 

1 - 

lamda^2 

Lamda^2 

Composite 

Reliability (ρc) 

Average Variance 

Extracted (ρvc) 

REL2  RELI 0.831 0.309439 0.690561 

0.843 52.1% 

REL1  RELI 0.723 0.477271 0.522729 

REL3  RELI 0.758 0.425436 0.574564 

REL5  RELI 0.667 0.555111 0.444889 

REL4  RELI 0.61 0.6279 0.3721 

   
3.589 2.395 2.605   

TAN3  TANG 0.866 0.250044 0.749956 

0.915 72.8% 

TAN2  TANG 0.875 0.234375 0.765625 

TAN1  TANG 0.826 0.317724 0.682276 

TAN4  TANG 0.846 0.284284 0.715716 

   
3.413 1.086 2.914   

RES5  RESP 0.81 0.3439 0.6561 

0.860 55.4% 

RES2  RESP 0.777 0.396271 0.603729 

RES4  RESP 0.798 0.363196 0.636804 

RES1  RESP 0.727 0.471471 0.528529 

RES3  RESP 0.586 0.656604 0.343396 

   
3.698 2.231 2.769   

SAT2  SATI 0.713 0.491631 0.508369 

0.831 55.3% 

SAT3  SATI 0.775 0.399375 0.600625 

SAT4  SATI 0.789 0.377479 0.622521 

SAT1  SATI 0.692 0.521136 0.478864 

   
2.969 1.790 2.210   
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EMP1  EMPT 0.799 0.361599 0.638401 

0.841 57.4% 

EMP4  EMPT 0.826 0.317724 0.682276 

EMP3  EMPT 0.815 0.335775 0.664225 

EMP2  EMPT 0.558 0.688636 0.311364 

   
2.998 1.704 2.296   

ASS3  ASSU 0.847 0.282591 0.717409 

0.830 50.4% 

ASS4  ASSU 0.825 0.319375 0.680625 

ASS5  ASSU 0.726 0.472924 0.527076 

ASS2  ASSU 0.487 0.762831 0.237169 

ASS1  ASSU 0.599 0.641199 0.358801 

   
3.484 2.479 2.521   

LOY2  LOYA 0.888 0.211456 0.788544 

0.927 80.8% LOY3  LOYA 0.908 0.175536 0.824464 

LOY1  LOYA 0.901 0.188199 0.811801 

   
2.697 0.575 2.425   

SAF1  SAFE 0.914 0.164604 0.835396 

0.914 78.1% SAF3  SAFE 0.876 0.232624 0.767376 

SAF2  SAFE 0.86 0.2604 0.7396 

   2.650 0.658 2.342   
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Table 11: Standardized Regression Weights 

   Estimate 

TAN3  TANG 0.866 

TAN2  TANG 0.875 

TAN1  TANG 0.826 

TAN4  TANG 0.846 

REL2  RELI 0.831 

REL1  RELI 0.723 

REL3  RELI 0.758 

REL5  RELI 0.667 

REL4  RELI 0.61 

RES5  RESP 0.81 

RES2  RESP 0.777 

RES4  RESP 0.798 

RES1  RESP 0.727 

RES3  RESP 0.586 

ASS3  ASSU 0.847 

ASS4  ASSU 0.825 

ASS5  ASSU 0.726 

ASS2  ASSU 0.487 

ASS1  ASSU 0.599 

SAT2  SATI 0.713 

SAT3  SATI 0.775 

SAT4  SATI 0.789 

SAT1  SATI 0.692 
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SAF1  SAFE 0.914 

SAF3  SAFE 0.876 

SAF2  SAFE 0.86 

EMP1  EMPT 0.799 

EMP4  EMPT 0.826 

EMP3  EMPT 0.815 

EMP2  EMPT 0.558 

 

  

Table 12: Discriminant Validity Test 

Correlations: (Group 

number 1 - Default model) 

Estimate 

SE= SQRT((1-

r2)/(n-2)) CR= (1-r)/SE 

P value = 

TDIST(|CR|, n-2, 2) 

TANG  RELI 0.205 0.0400 19.863 4.30702E-65 

TANG 
 

RESP 0.487 0.0357 14.363 2.16518E-39 

TANG  ASSU 0.592 0.0330 12.380 7.08554E-31 

TANG  SATI 0.273 0.0393 18.480 1.88123E-58 

TANG  SAFE -0.026 0.0409 25.098 1.86701E-90 

TANG 
 

EMPT 0.598 0.0328 12.265 2.10284E-30 

TANG 
 

LOYA 0.38 0.0378 16.391 1.32518E-48 

RELI 
 

RESP 0.433 0.0369 15.382 5.73938E-44 

RELI 
 

ASSU 0.248 0.0396 18.982 7.41581E-61 

RELI 
 

SATI 0.544 0.0343 13.290 1.041E-34 

RELI 
 

SAFE 0.128 0.0406 21.501 5.05289E-73 

RELI 
 

EMPT 0.226 0.0398 19.430 5.23873E-63 

RELI 
 

LOYA 0.615 0.0322 11.940 4.50382E-29 
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RESP 
 

ASSU 0.49 0.0356 14.307 3.85141E-39 

RESP 
 

SATI 0.386 0.0377 16.276 4.51583E-48 

RESP 
 

SAFE 0.143 0.0405 21.175 1.9292E-71 

RESP 
 

EMPT 0.434 0.0368 15.363 6.99735E-44 

RESP 
 

LOYA 0.513 0.0351 13.874 3.08575E-37 

ASSU 
 

SATI 0.311 0.0389 17.728 7.09928E-55 

ASSU 
 

SAFE 0.023 0.0409 23.898 1.18029E-84 

ASSU 
 

EMPT 0.577 0.0334 12.665 4.6015E-32 

ASSU 
 

LOYA 0.421 0.0371 15.610 5.27278E-45 

SATI 
 

SAFE 0.095 0.0407 22.231 1.43349E-76 

SATI 
 

EMPT 0.342 0.0384 17.123 5.04716E-52 

SATI 
 

LOYA 0.617 0.0322 11.901 6.44756E-29 

SAFE 
 

EMPT 0.067 0.0408 22.867 1.17729E-79 

SAFE 
 

LOYA 0.088 0.0407 22.389 2.46437E-77 

EMPT 
 

LOYA 0.301 0.0390 17.925 8.29458E-56 

Note: r – correlation coefficient; S.E. = sqrt((1-r2)/(n-2)); C.R.=(1-r)/S.E.; p-value =TDIST (|C.R.|, n-

2,2); n – Degrees of freedom in the model. 

 

Table 13: The summary of hypotheses tested by SEM 

Paths 

Unstandardized 

Beta 

Standardized 

Beta 

S.E. C.R. P Testing 

SATI  SVQ 0.823 0.505 0.102 8.062 *** Accepted 

LOYA  SVQ 0.45 0.408 0.058 7.701 *** Accepted 

LOYA  SATI 0.744 0.413 0.102 7.327 *** Accepted 

Note: Hypotheses are tested at the Confidence Level of 95% (α =5%) 
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Table 14: Coefficients of regression model of service quality towards customer satisfaction  

 

Notes: Significant at: p < 0.05 level; R= 0.692; R2 = 0.479; adjusted R2 = 0.473; Durbin-Watson test = 

1.918; F = 75.657; Sig. F = 0.000 

 

Table 15: Coefficients of regression model of service quality dimensions towards customer loyalty 

 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 7.071E-17 .030 .000 1.000

F_TAN .389 .042 .400 9.330 .000 .575 1.739

F_EMP -.042 .043 -.042 -.975 .330 .575 1.739

F_RES .065 .044 .065 1.465 .144 .533 1.875

F_ASS .254 .043 .254 5.851 .000 .560 1.787

F_SAF .166 .042 .164 3.917 .000 .600 1.665

F_REL .054 .032 .055 1.665 .096 .955 1.047

1

a. Dependent Variable: F_SAT

Coefficients
a

Model

Unstandardized 

Coefficients

t Sig.

Collinearity Statistics

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF

(Constant) -2.626E-17 .028 .000 1.000

F_TAN .027 .039 .026 .687 .492 .575 1.739

F_EMP .349 .040 .338 8.784 .000 .575 1.739

F_RES .139 .041 .136 3.397 .001 .533 1.875

F_ASS .135 .040 .130 3.342 .001 .560 1.787

F_SAF .353 .039 .339 8.988 .000 .600 1.665

F_REL -.006 .030 -.006 -.212 .833 .955 1.047

1

a. Dependent Variable: F_LOY

Coefficients
a

Model

Unstandardized 

Coefficients

t Sig.

Collinearity Statistics
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Notes: Significant at: p < 0.05 level; R= 0.761; R2 = 0.579; adjusted R2 = 0.574; Durbin-Watson test = 

1.868; F = 113.167; Sig. F = 0.000 

 

Table 16: Coefficients of regression model of customer satisfaction towards repurchasing intention 

 

Notes: Significant at: p < 0.05 level; R= 0.289; R2 = 0.084; adjusted R2 = 0.082; F = 45.79; Sig. F = 0.000 

 

Table 17: Coefficients of regression model of customer satisfaction towards word-of-mouth  

 

Notes: Significant at: p < 0.05 level; R= 0.273; R2 = 0.075; adjusted R2 = 0.073; F = 40.099; Sig. F = 

0.000 

 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 3.540 .041 85.835 .000

F_SAT .298 .044 .289 6.744 .000 1.000 1.000

1

a. Dependent Variable: LOY1

Coefficients
a

Model

Unstandardized 

Coefficients

t Sig.

Collinearity Statistics

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 3.450 .041 84.570 .000

F_SAT .277 .044 .273 6.332 .000 1.000 1.000

1

a. Dependent Variable: LOY2

Coefficients
a

Model

Unstandardized 

Coefficients

t Sig.

Collinearity Statistics
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Table 18: Coefficients of regression model of customer satisfaction towards increasing proportion of 

purchasing budget for supermarket.

 

Notes: Significant at: p < 0.05 level; R= 0.287; R2 = 0.083; adjusted R2 = 0.081; F = 44.803; Sig. F = 

0.000 

 

 

 

 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 3.434 .040 85.401 .000

F_SAT .289 .043 .287 6.693 .000 1.000 1.000

1

a. Dependent Variable: LOY3

Coefficients
a

Model

Unstandardized 

Coefficients

t Sig.

Collinearity Statistics


