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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we examine how customers’ participating in satisfaction surveys would affect their
attitudes toward the firm differently depending on the purposes of the survey, and how relational norms
between the customer and the firm would moderate this relationship. The results of Study 1, using an
experiment, revealed that participants who were in exchange relationships with a firm showed less
favorable attitudes toward the firm when the purpose of the satisfaction survey they participated in was
the firm’s internal uses (i.e., rewarding employees), compared to when the survey purpose was not
specified. In contrast, participants who were in communal relationships showed more favorable attitudes
toward the firm when the purpose of the survey was the firm’s internal uses. Study 2 used a survey
method and replicated these results. In Study 3, in which the internal purposes of the customer
satisfaction surveys were categorized into two types, we found that participants in exchange relationships
showed more favorable attitudes toward the firm when the survey purpose was employee training than
employee rewarding, whereas participants in communal relationships showed little differences in their
attitudes regardless of the kinds of the purpose. Study 4 replicated these results using a survey method, in
which customers came across the potential purposes of the survey in a news article after participating in a
survey. Moreover, we found that the effects on attitudes toward the firm, reported in Study 1 and 3, were
mediated by participants’ reactions to the survey. This research contributes to the literature and practices
by suggesting that subtle changes in the information provided to the customers who participate in firms’

surveys will have a significant impact on their responses to the survey and the firm.
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Norm, Exchange Relationship, Communal Relationship
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