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Abstract 

By virtue of their significant influence on customers’ decisions, retailers’ acceptance of a service 

plays a significant role in the success of that service. Therefore, retailers’ acceptance of the service 

and commitment to selling the service must be ensured.  However, this issue has attracted limited 

attention in acceptance research, which tends to focus on goods, technologies and consumers. 

Based on a survey of consumer durables retailers in three countries, this study focuses on retailer 

acceptance of a complimentary use-guarantee service, which is meant to maintain customer’s 

ability to use a semi-durable consumer product. The results of this study link retailers’ perceived 

usefulness, and commitment & effort to their service acceptance. Manufacturer support was found 

to moderate the relationship between ease of use and acceptance. Further, nationality, retailer’s 

own use of the service as a consumer and the importance of the manufacturer’s business for 

retailers were important for retailer acceptance. Thus, manufacturers need to focus as strongly on 

retailer acceptance as on the end customer acceptance to ensure service success. They also need to 

ensure the usefulness of the service for retailer, give retailers a reason to commit to the service 
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sales and provide enough support to make retailers comfortable in selling the service. 
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Introduction 

Many manufacturers distribute their offerings through a retailer network, especially in consumer 

markets. Successful introduction of a service therefore depends on convincing retailers—who are 

responsible for promoting the service—of its attractiveness (Lenfle and Midler, 2009). As retailers 

become increasingly powerful (Hultink et al., 1999) with the ability to critically influence customer 

decisions (Badrinaryanan and Laverie, 2013; Nordfält, 2017), their acceptance of new services is 

essential in gaining retailers’ commitment to market the offering (Hultink and Atuahene-Gima, 

2000), in turn increasing customer acceptance (di Benedetto, 1999). However, retailer acceptance 

is not a given, as the retailer may prefer to focus on existing offerings (Wieske and Homburg, 

2008). It follows that sales force adoption of an innovation requires managerial effort; in general, 

salespeople should be seen as the first customers to whom the innovation needs to be sold 

(Atuahene-Gima, 1997).  

 

Acceptance is known to be affected by several factors, such as benefits and ease of use (e.g., Chen 

et al., 2007; Davis, 1986; Smith et al., 2014). However, the current literature on innovation 

acceptance emphasizes goods, and it remains unclear whether those findings can be generalized to 

the service domain (Lenfle and Midler, 2009). This is despite the fact that traditional technology 

acceptance models have more generally been noted as useful for studying services acceptance 

(Rexfelt and af Ornäs, 2009; Vaittinen et al., 2018). Additionally, the prevailing focus on 



customers’ adoption of innovation neglects the role of those who sell and market the service 

(Athuane-Gima, 1997; De Kerviler et al., 2016; Wieske and Homburg, 2008). The few studies of 

innovation acceptance among retailers relate to new goods and technologies (e.g., Lin and Chang, 

2012; Kaufman et al., 2006), with little research on service acceptance. The lack of focus on 

understanding the antecedents of acceptance for services is surprising, given the importance of 

services to most economies. It is also at odds with the growing importance of services for 

traditionally goods-focused businesses (Witell and Löfgren, 2013), who are seeking competitive 

advantage through servitization—that is, “the process of creating value by adding services to 

products” (Baines et al., 2009).   

 

There is some evidence that manufacturers can enhance retailer acceptance of goods, for example, 

by investing in the supplier-retailer relationship, providing monetary and managerial incentives, 

and communicating the benefits of the product (Lin and Chang, 2012). However, studies of 

retailers’ and salespersons’ adoption processes have, to date, focused mainly on the initial adoption 

decision (Collins-Dodd and Louviere, 1999; Kaufman et al., 2006; Lin and Chang, 2012)—for 

example, whether a retailer includes a new product in their selection (Kaufman et al., 2006)—

while ignoring the later stages of the adoption process. This seems odd, as many studies have 

highlighted salespersons’ potential to influence customer decisions (Athuane-Gima, 1997; 

Badrinaryanan and Laverie, 2013; di Benedetto, 1999; Hultink and Atuahene-Gima, 2000). 

Furthermore, the mere introduction of an innovation into the offering does not guarantee either its 

continued inclusion in the offering (Hultink et al., 1999) or the retailer’s willingness to persuade 

customers to buy the service. This is better described by the retailer’s willingness to actively 

market the service to their customers following the initial adoption decision. In this paper, this 



phase of the adoption process, the active willingness to market the service, is referred to as 

acceptance. Kaufman et al. (2006) realized the importance of acceptance and called for research 

to look beyond retailers’ initial selection of a new offering to how well it is presented to customers 

as part of the retailer’s offering during the sales process. 

 

Clearly, then, although acceptance research in general has a long history, there is an evident 

research gap in relation to the acceptance of goods-related consumer services. To address this gap, 

the present study seeks to identify the antecedents of service acceptance among retailers of 

consumer semi-durables and to adapt current acceptance models to this context in order to increase 

understanding of this issue and to offer practical support for the management of retailer service 

acceptance. The study focuses on a complimentary use-guarantee service, which is meant to 

maintain customer’s ability to use a semi-durable consumer product. Thus, the service is triggered 

if the product breaks in normal use, and includes retrieval and replacement of the product. This 

use-guarantee service is offered to consumers by the manufacturer of the product, but marketed 

and implemented through a retailer network. At the time of the study, the service was something 

of an innovation in this industrial sector. An example, in a more traditional context, would be a 

service guarantee, given with the sale of a computer, which would promise that if you 

unintentionally break your computer the retailer would organize a service employee to collect the 

broken computer from you, replace the broken part as soon as possible, and bring it back to you 

ready to use. 

 

The paper contributes to the current literature in three ways. First, it explores retailers, who have 

previously been studied less than consumers or even than internal salespeople.  Second, it focuses 



on goods-related services rather than on technologies and technology-intensive services, which 

have predominated in previous studies of acceptance. Third, the focus here is on the phase 

following initial adoption, which is not just about agreeing to offer the service alongside the 

product offering, but actually making an effort to market it. While earlier studies have tended to 

focus on the initial adoption decision, many authors have highlighted the importance of this 

subsequent phase (Lin and Chang, 2012; Kaufman et al., 2006). By taking acceptance research 

into a new and highly topical context, the present study contributes to the research on acceptance 

and provides insights for servitization research from a retailer perspective.  

Theoretical Background 

The service context and defining service acceptance 

Services are not a homogenous group but can vary widely (Edvardsson et al., 2005). Services have 

been classified into professional services, service shops, and mass services depending on their 

characteristics (Silvestro et al., 1992). On the other hand, services have also been classified based 

on their focus on product or process, or the amount of customer contact they have and the value 

added in the front office (Shafti et al., 2007). The majority of studies on service adoption and 

acceptance have focused on technology-intensive services that require active involvement with the 

technology (e.g. Chen et al., 2007; Jang and Noh, 2011; Lin and Chang, 2011). In contrast to this, 

the service under study here is goods-focused and the value added by the front office is low, as is 

the amount of customer contact. It is a goods-based service offered by a manufacturer to consumers 

who use their semi-durable goods; more precisely, it is a complementary use-guarantee that could 

be described as a form of warranty.  

 

As a form of guarantee, warranties have an important role in consumer transactions (Murthy and 



Djamaludin, 2002). They have been used, for example, to protect customers buying a good, to 

signal high goods quality or reliability, and as a value add element in marketing strategy (Murthy 

and Djamaludin, 2002). From the point of view of consumer behavior, warranty literature mainly 

sees warranties as something that positively affects consumer product choices through signaling 

reliability (Murthy and Djamaludin, 2002). However, other research suggests that warranties are 

not necessarily used to signal goods quality or that with a good reputation, or oppositely with 

negative information, warranties can become less effective (Chu and Chintagunta, 2011; Grunwald 

and Hemplmann, 2010; Yeh; 2016). Similarly, popular press is littered with examples of firms 

being criticized for failing to honor warranties, offering misleading warranties, or providing 

‘exclusions’ that limit the value of such warranties (Knowles, 2017; McCarthy, 2018; Read, 2014). 

Even within the warranties literature, retailer acceptance of manufacturer warranties has not been 

the focus of past studies.  

 

In the vast literature on innovation adoption and acceptance, the use of these terms remains fuzzy. 

In many contexts, adoption and acceptance are used interchangeably (see Planing, 2014), but 

specific definitions have also been proposed. For example, in the often-cited work by Rogers 

(1983, p. 21), adoption is defined as a “decision to make full use of an innovation as the best course 

of action available”. In a retail context, Atuahene-Gima (1997) defined adoption in terms of the 

retailer’s commitment and effort. Planing (2014) suggested that while adoption describes the 

decision to use an innovation, acceptance refers to continued use of the innovation. Following 

Planing’s distinction, the present study focuses on acceptance of a service that retailers have 

promoted for some time rather than on initial adoption. Therefore, the term acceptance includes 

retailers’ continued promotion and implementation of the service.  



 

Given the scarcity of studies on retailer acceptance, this study also draws on studies of 

salespeople’s acceptance of goods and technologies, as retailers and company’s internal sales 

people play what is, in many regards, a very similar role when marketing a service. For example, 

as both intend to sell the service forward, they need to understand the benefits of the service for 

both the customer and for their own company, and they need to have sufficient information to 

market the service. In this sense, retailers can be seen as the company’s frontline salespeople.  

 

Service acceptance among retailers  

Many manufacturers distribute their goods and service offerings through a retailer network. In 

such cases, manufacturers’ success depends on retailers’ acceptance (Kaufman et al., 2006) 

because retailers influence how customers perceive new offerings (Ahearne et al., 2010). 

Salesforce literature also identifies that the acceptance of new offerings affects sales performance 

because, without it, marketing efforts may be dysfunctional (Athuane-Gima, 1997). Indeed, it has 

been suggested that service innovations can be successful only when frontline employees adopt 

the service and promote it to their customers (Cadwallader et al., 2010).  

 

Retailer or salesforce acceptance of new offerings is, therefore, essential, but this is not a given or 

without challenges. For example, in their study of travel service brand extensions, Wieske and 

Homburg (2008) reported that the salesforce might prefer to focus on existing goods and services 

because of uncertainty about the success of a new offering. If they doubt customers’ interest in the 

product, salespeople may hesitate to market it because of a fear of negative consequences for their 

customer relationships (Wieske and Homburg, 2008). Investigating salesforce success 



expectations and sales efforts during a new industrial product launch, Beuk et al. (2014) 

emphasized that salespeople need to overcome uncertainties, as low expectations of success lead 

to reduced sales effort, resulting in low customer acceptance of the offering.  

 

To summarize, retailers are significant stakeholders who can affect customer acceptance and 

ultimately the success of new offerings. However, it cannot be assumed that those responsible for 

selling the offering are willing to accept and promote it. Given their essential role and related 

challenges, it is important to understand what influences the acceptance of those selling the service 

(Janssens, 2015), in this case, the retailer staff. However, previous studies have not addressed 

retailer acceptance in the case of extensions from goods to services but have instead focused on 

new goods. Extensions of this kind are arguably more complex for retailers than broadening the 

offering with other goods from the same manufacturer, and, thus, offer an important context in 

which to study acceptance.  

 
Antecedents of retailer service acceptance  

This research builds on studies of technology-intensive services, which is the most extensively 

studied domain closest to the goods-related services that are typical of the servitizing 

manufacturers, as the one studied here. The present work is based on Davis’ (1986) technology 

acceptance model, which has been widely utilized in several fields and found to be a suitable 

framework for investigating technology-intensive services (Chen et al., 2007; Kallweit et al., 2014; 

Smith et al., 2014). In fact, among commonly used models, such as the innovation diffusion model, 

the theory of reasoned action and the theory of planned behavior, this is the most widely accepted 

model of acceptance (Lin and Chang, 2011). However, TAM has been criticized for addressing 

only two main independent variables (Kallweit et al., 2014), and in the retail context, other relevant 



independent variables must be identified. The following sections discuss the antecedents relevant 

to retailer acceptance of goods-related services. 

 

Perceived ease of use 

Retailer perceptions of the service to be sold or marketed are likely to be affected by the number 

and difficulty of the extra tasks service requires. This issue can be understood in terms of the TAM 

variable perceived ease of use. This is similar to Rogers (1983) concept of complexity (Moore and 

Benbasat, 1991), referring to how difficult the innovation is to use and understand. The importance 

of ease of use has been noted for consumer acceptance of several services, such as self-service 

information technologies in purchasing (Kallweit et al., 2014), as well as attitudes to RFID 

applications and intention to use them (Smith et al., 2014). In relation to salesforce acceptance, 

Lenfle and Midler (2009) described how a service’s operational complexity may cause hesitancy 

among salespeople. Additionally, Mallat and Tuunaninen (2005) found that complexity hindered 

retailer willingness to adopt mobile payment services. Clearly, then, a service’s perceived ease of 

use is likely to be an antecedent of retailer service acceptance. Thus, we hypothesize that:  

 

H1. Perceived ease of use of the service has a positive relationship with retailer’s service 

acceptance. 

 

Perceived usefulness 

A service’s usefulness seems important for the retailer for two reasons. First, it is unlikely that 

retailers’ customers would want a service that is not of use to them, or that a retailer would want 

to sell it. Second, if a service is perceived to be of use to retailers, it seems likely that this perception 



will increase their willingness to accept it. The TAM factor perceived usefulness (Davis, 1986) 

overlaps with another commonly used antecedent, relative advantage, referring to the degree to 

which an innovation improves on previous solutions—for example, in terms of economics or status 

(Rogers, 1983). Perceived usefulness has also been identified as a significant antecedent in several 

contexts (Jang and Noh, 2011; Moore and Benbasat, 1991). In the retail domain, Lin and Chang 

(2012) found that product benefits contribute to cellular phone retailers’ acceptance of a new 

product. Mallat and Tuunainen (2005) identified the differing benefits of mobile payment systems 

for retailers and their customers (such as enhanced image and customer service) as relevant drivers 

of retailer use. This supports the view that retailer acceptance of a service relates to its benefits for 

the retailer and thus, we hypothesize:  

 

H2. Perceived usefulness has a positive relationship with retailer’s service acceptance. 

 

Retailer commitment and effort  

Salespeople may dislike the extra effort or changes in their selling routines required by marketing 

new products (Andersson and Robertson, 1995), and this may encourage them to continue to 

promote existing offerings (Beuk et al., 2014). However, because salespeople need to distribute 

their sales efforts across different offerings, they may assume that a beneficial new product will 

promote itself, requiring only minimal effort from them (Ahearne et al., 2010). Overall, they must 

balance their sales efforts, and investing effort in a new offering will reduce the effort allocated to 

other offerings (Beuk et al., 2014). However, Athuane-Gima (1997) has noted that successful 

marketing depends on more than mere effort and must be combined with commitment; it has even 

been claimed that effort and commitment are the constituent elements of salesforce adoption 



(Athuane-Gima, 1997; Hultink and Athuane-Gima, 2000). On that basis, commitment and effort 

are hypothesized to have a positive effect on retailer service acceptance. 

 

H3. Commitment and effort have a positive relationship with retailer’s service acceptance. 

 

Result demonstrability 

Result demonstrability refers to the tangibility of outcomes when using an innovation. This is 

derived from Rogers’ (1983) observability antecedent in light of the complexity of the original 

construct (Moore and Benbasat, 1991). Kapoor et al. (2015) identified result demonstrability as a 

significant factor in the adoption of an interbank mobile payment service; it has also proved 

important in other contexts, such as investment decision making in the food industry (Heyder et 

al., 2012). It is logical to think that the importance of this factor will increase in the case of retailer 

service acceptance. For example, the retailer’s marketing success depends on how well they can 

describe the service’s benefits for the customer, and given that services can be more difficult to 

understand than goods, because of their intangible nature (Johne and Storey, 1998), it would seem 

logical that higher levels of demonstrability are likely to make acceptance of the service more 

likely. Thus, we hypothesize:   

 

H4. Perceived result demonstrability has a positive relationship with retailer’s service acceptance. 

 

Manufacturer support 

Retailer-manufacturer relationships have attracted some research interest. For example, Lin and 

Chang (2012) and Kaufman et al. (2006) found that this relationship was important for retailers’ 



new product adoption decisions and Bronnenberg et al. (2002) found the same effect for new brand 

adoption. Badrinarayanan and Laverie (2013) discovered that trust in a manufacturer and their 

salespeople had a positive effect on retail associates’ actions in recommending that manufacturer’s 

brand to their customers. Pellegrini and Zanderighi (1991) found that existing suppliers have a 

higher probability of getting their new products accepted than suppliers without existing 

relationships with a retailer. Further, they noted that retailers perceive that products by new 

suppliers have lower consumer value and that their marketing skills are inferior to those of 

established suppliers (Pellegrini and Zanderighi, 1991). Manufacturer reliability has been noted to 

improve the likelihood that they will be accepted and similarly, the support manufacturers offer in 

the form of marketing efforts makes them more desirable business partners in retailer’s eyes 

(Hansen and Skytte, 1998). Kaufman et al. (2006) highlighted the importance of the relationship 

with a manufacturer for retailer product acceptance, especially when the product is moderately 

attractive. The relationship between retailer and manufacturer and the support the manufacturer 

provides would, therefore, be expected to moderate retailer service acceptance. According to 

Kaufman et al. (2006), a product’s attractiveness or lack of attractiveness is enough to direct 

retailer decision-making, but a good relationship with the supplier can sway the retailer to adopt a 

moderately attractive product (Kaufman et al., 2006). Therefore, the expectation is that 

manufacturer support will have a positive effect on the relationship between the independent 

variables and retailer’s service acceptance.  

 

H5a. The relationship between retailer’s perceived ease of use and service acceptance will be 

stronger (more positive) when manufacturer support is greater. 

H5b. The relationship between retailer’s perceived usefulness and service acceptance will be 



stronger (more positive) when manufacturer support is greater. 

H5c. The relationship between retailer’s perceived result demonstrability and service acceptance 

will be stronger (more positive) when manufacturer support is greater. 

H5d. The relationship between retailer’s commitment and effort and service acceptance will be 

stronger (more positive) when manufacturer support is greater. 

 

Based on these potential antecedents, Figure 1 captures the proposed research model of retailer 

service acceptance. 

 

FIGURE 1 HERE 

 

Methodology 

Data collection  

The data were collected by means of a questionnaire distributed to retailers of a use-guarantee 

service for end customers. The service was introduced by a large manufacturing company whose 

semi-durable goods target consumers and professional users. The company has a long history as a 

manufacturer of high quality goods, but a few years ago, it began to look for new service 

opportunities as a means of getting closer to end customers, since they do not gain data about their 

customers through retailers.  

 

The manufacturer’s retailers sell their goods alongside similar goods from other manufacturers. 

Some retailers are more active in selling this manufacturer’s goods (e.g. due to higher margins), 

whereas others may favor other manufacturer’s goods, (e.g. due to lower prices). After all, it is up 

to the retailers to choose which brands they present and where they wish to focus their marketing 



effort, as the manufacturers are not in a position to demand sales; they can merely encourage and 

offer incentives. The manufacturer keeps its retailers informed about their products through visits 

and marketing materials. 

 

The service in question is a complimentary use-guarantee service that enables customers to 

continue using the semi-durable consumer good if it breaks during normal use. It is available to 

consumers who register when purchasing a certain type of good from the case company retailers. 

The use-guarantee service is provided by the manufacturer for end customers but marketed and 

implemented by retailers. The retailers studied had marketed the service since its launch, a few 

years ago, and, thus, represent a suitable population for the study of service acceptance (i.e., by 

virtue of their ongoing marketing of the service). 

 

The questionnaire was distributed to all the retailers of this manufacturer, based on the 

manufacturer’s records, as an e-survey in three European countries in which the service was 

offered, all in the same geographic region. The questionnaire was made available for three weeks, 

during which time two reminder messages were sent to non-respondents. A total of 1008 responses 

were received, yielding a response rate of 14.1%. However, 47 of the respondents did not belong 

to the target group, reducing the number of respondents to 961. Respondents were from retailers 

of two types: those whose main business was retailing the semi-durable goods in question and 

those whose main business related to other goods. For the purposes of this study, we concentrated 

on the first group, who were more focused on the service investigated here. This yielded a final 

sample of 403 respondents, whose background information is summarized in Table 1. 

 



TABLE 1 HERE 

 
 

Measures 

As this was a new research context, our questionnaire modified Hultink and Atuahene-Gima’s 

(2000) salesforce product adoption survey and earlier work on innovation adoption by Moore and 

Benbasat (1991). Additionally, a study of retailer new product acceptance by Lin and Chang 

(2012) was used to capture retailer support, and Chen et al.’s (2000) study of electronic toll 

collection was referred to for ease of use items. In addition to the questions adapted from these 

surveys to fit the service adoption context, one case-specific question was constructed in 

collaboration with the case company, as described in the measures section. The questionnaire was 

finalized on the basis of feedback provided by other academics.  

 
Independent variables and moderator. The questionnaire included 15 items related to acceptance 

of a complimentary goods-related service in the retail context, referring to such themes as retailers’ 

service marketing effort, service usefulness, ease of use, result demonstrability and cooperation 

and communication with the manufacturer (Table 3). Of these, 14 items were modified from 

previous questionnaires to fit the retail and service contexts, and the remaining item (handling 

service implementation claims goes smoothly with the manufacturer) was created for this context 

to capture manufacturer support. In addition, there were questions about respondents’ background, 

their own use of the service and the stores they represented. 

 

Dependent variable. The dependent variable described retailers’ acceptance of the service. A 

traditional measure would be data recorded about an individual salesperson’s performance on 



objectives such as percentage of sales quota for a service (see for example Ahearne et al., 2010). 

In the present case, salesperson-specific marketing data for the service were not recorded by the 

retailers nor by the manufacturer, and, for example, observations of an individual retailer’s 

marketing performance were not possible due to the large size of the target group. Instead, each 

individual retailer’s acceptance was assessed by means of a self-report question, ranging from 

telling none of their customers about the service to marketing it to all customers (Table 2). The 

dependent and independent variables were measured on different scales to avoid common method 

bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

 

Control variables. To reduce the risk of omitted-variable bias, we chose six control variables 

related to the respondents and the company they represented. The first respondent-related control 

variable was age, given the existing evidence that age is important for adoption (Ching and Ellis, 

2004). Following Wieske and Homburg (2007), we also included gender to control its effect on 

respondents’ perceptions of the service. In addition, we included respondents’ nationality in the 

analysis, as country-specific factors might affect respondents’ adoption choices (Gupta and Arora, 

2017). As earlier research has shown that previous experiences can affect acceptance decisions 

(Park and Joon, 2013), we chose respondents’ registration as a service user as the fourth control 

variable to distinguish the possible effect of personal use of the service (as the service is a 

consumer service the retailers can also have the service in personal use).  

 

The first company-related control variable was percentage of revenues from manufacturer’s goods 

(a categorical variable entailing five classes). This was included because retailers who are more 

dependent on the manufacturer may have a more positive (Bronnenberg et al., 2002) or negative 



(van Everdingen et al., 2011) view of the service than other retailers. Following Bronnenberg et 

al. (2002), we also included number of company employees in the analysis, as firm size has been 

found to affect adoption in many contexts. Table 2 presents the classification of control variables. 
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Data Analysis And Results 

Factor analysis 

We conducted exploratory factor analysis (EFA) separately for each expected factor. EFAs were 

implemented using principal axis factoring, promax rotation and pairwise deletion (Hair et al., 

2010). Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant for all EFAs (p < 0.001), and the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was greater than 0.6 for all factors other than manufacturer 

support (KMO = 0.5). 

 

Common method variance was tested using Harman’s one-factor method (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

The single-factor model explained 43.2% of the total variance; as less than half, this indicates that 

common method variance is not of great concern but cannot be completely excluded (Podsakoff 

et al., 2003). 

 

The items loaded well enough on their respective constructs, as most of the loadings were above 

0.6, and only one loading was below 0.5 (loading = 0.473) (Costello and Osborne, 2011). In 

addition, the factor constructs indicated good internal consistency, with Cronbach alpha values 

ranging between 0.77 and 0.85 (Hair et al., 2010). Factors were created by taking the average of 

items for each factor; more detailed information is presented in Table 3. 
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Regression analysis 

 
The relationship between the different factors and retailers’ acceptance of the service was 

examined using ordinal logistic regression analysis with a logit link function, as the dependent 

variable is ordinal (see Table 2). The Appendix presents descriptive statistics and Spearman’s 

correlations between the variables utilized in the regression. To check the results for 

multicollinearity, variance inflation factors (VIFs) were calculated using linear regression. As all 

VIFs were below 5 (i.e., below the commonly used cutoff value), multicollinearity should not be 

a problem (Hair et al., 2010; Jung and Seock, 2017). 

 

In the first model, only control variables were included to create a baseline model to have a 

comparison point. The four factors formed in EFA were added to the second model. For the third 

model, we further added the interactions of manufacturer support during service implementation. 

The factors were mean centered before the analysis, as instructed by Dawson (2014). The increase 

in the Nagelkerke Pseudo R2 from the first to the second model and to the final model (0.223 -> 

0.366 -> 0.377) and the decrease in –2 Log Likelihood (936.6 -> 718.6 -> 714.0) indicate that the 

final model offered the best explanation of the data. Furthermore, the test of parallel lines was not 

statistically significant (χ2 = 50.8; p = 0.364) for the final model, indicating that the proportional 

odds assumption was not violated (National Centre for Research Methods, 2011). 

 

Because there were some continuous independent variables, analysis had a high number of value 

combinations of dependent and independent variables that are not present, which can skew the 



Pearson’s and Deviance goodness-of-fit statistics. Therefore, these should not be given weight and 

are not reported here. Instead, emphasis is placed on measures of association such as pseudo R2 

(National Centre for Research Methods, 2011). The ordinal regression results are presented in 

Table 4. 
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Two antecedents of service acceptance (retailer’s perceived usefulness and commitment & effort) 

were statistically significantly related to retailers’ service acceptance (B = 0.453, p < 0.05 and B 

= 0.782, p < 0.01, respectively). Respondents who felt that the service had benefits for them and 

were committed to investing effort in promoting the service more frequently to their customers 

were more likely to have accepted the service than other retailers. Interestingly, manufacturer 

support seems to only significantly moderate retailers’ perceptions of ease of use (B = -0.304; p < 

0.05). Due to lack of tools that exists, for example, for linear, Poisson and logistic regressions 

(Dawson, 2014) a plot of the interaction could not be made. However, the following information 

and figure 2 demonstrate the relationship seen in the data. Ease of use seems more important when 

the retailer perceives manufacturer support to be high, as the difference in acceptance is greater 

for respondents with high manufacturer support with different levels of ease of use. However, the 

relation may be even stronger, as very few respondents perceived ease of use as high and 

manufacturer support as low. For that reason, values smaller than two (on a scale of 1–5) were 

included in the high category and values larger than 3.5 in the low category. As a result, the 

category high ease of use-high manufacturer support includes as many as 175 people. However, 

the lack of people in the high ease of use-low manufacturer support category can illustrate the 



strong relationship between these two variables, which is also apparent in their high correlation 

(Spearman correlation 0.565, p < 0.001).  

 

FIGURE 2 HERE 

 
In addition, retailers who themselves had a service registration accepted the service significantly 

more often than those without a service registration (B = 0.739; p < 0.01). Of the other control 

variables, nationality and percentage of revenue from the manufacturer’s goods were significantly 

related to retailer service acceptance (B = -1.293, p < 0.001 and B = -1.251, p < 0.001 for 

nationality, and B = -0.193, p < 0.05 for revenue percentage). When compared to country C, 

respondents from countries A and B exhibited higher levels of acceptance, as did respondents who 

attributed a larger percentage of their revenue to selling the manufacturer’s goods. The variables 

and their relation to marketing performance are illustrated in Figure 3.  

 

 FIGURE 3 HERE 
 

Discussion 

Antecedents of service acceptance in a retailer context 

This study contributes to the wider adoption and acceptance literature by providing an initial 

insight into the antecedents of retailer acceptance of goods-related services targeted at their 

customers. While the structure of this model of retailer service acceptance seems to align with 

previous findings in other domains (product, technologies and technology-intensive services) and 

customer contexts, there are some nuanced differences and unique aspects. In the present context, 

the focus shifts from customer benefits and convenience when using the service to benefits and 

convenience for the retailer. This reflects Athuame-Gima’s (1997) view that retailers are the first 



customers to whom the service needs to be sold, making end customers’ experiences secondary. 

On that basis, distinct models are needed for retailer and customer acceptance.  

 

The present study revealed that the benefits (i.e., perceived usefulness) for retailers offering the 

service and the commitment and effort needed are important for retailer service acceptance. In 

offering the service, retailers are seeking to gain something, even where the service does not yield 

direct monetary results in terms of commission. This is significant, as it implies that retailers 

perceive advantages in offering manufacturer’s services beyond direct monetary rewards; for 

example, they may see a service as a means of selling more goods or goods with higher margins. 

However, one could assume that the importance of benefits would increase when a retailer can 

achieve benefits in the form of direct returns from the new services. Especially since earlier 

research has found that retailers pay attention to an innovation’s ability to add to their bottom-line 

(Plouffe et al., 2001). 

 

The present findings confirm that salespersons’ commitment & effort are important for acceptance, 

as suggested by the earlier literature on retailer acceptance of goods (see Hultink and Atuahene-

Gima, 2000). On the other hand, against expectations, no statistically significant relationship was 

found between result demonstrability and retailer service acceptance. One possible explanation is 

that result demonstrability may be mediated by commitment & effort. This is plausible, as an 

understanding of the service and the ability to demonstrate its results are required if one is to invest 

effort in marketing the service and actually committing to it. Additionally, the high correlation 

between these two aspects (Spearman correlation 0.516, p < 0.001) may indicate such a 

relationship.  



 

Retailer’s perceived ease of use was found to have no independent effect on retailer service 

acceptance. This aligns with some earlier studies in a consumer context, suggesting that the effect 

of ease of use decreases in moving from an initial adoption decision to acceptance of the service 

(e.g., Jang and Noh, 2011). However, the interaction effect of ease of use and manufacturer support 

was found to affect retailer adoption. It seems that retailers who perceived manufacturer support 

as low generally exhibited lower service acceptance than those who perceived manufacturer 

support as high. However, the difference in acceptance level between those who perceived the 

service’s ease-of–use to be high and those who perceived it as low is smaller among retailers who 

perceived manufacturer support as low than among those who perceived manufacturer support as 

high. This may not reveal the whole effect, as almost no retailers exhibited high perceived 

manufacturer support and low perceived ease of use. This may suggest that good manufacturer 

support can effectively reduce the effect of the service implementation challenges faced by 

retailers. This is also a pioneering study in investigating the role of manufacturer support or 

relationship as a moderating variable, as most previous studies have focused on its direct effect 

(e.g., Lin and Chang, 2012).  

  

We also found that some of the control variables were related to retailer service acceptance. Of the 

respondent-related control variables, retailer service registration and nationality were linked to 

service acceptance. Service registration may increase a retailer’s knowledge of the service, making 

marketing easier, as retailers can base marketing arguments on their own experiences. 

Additionally, the literature on services suggests that earlier use of the same or similar services can 

have a positive impact on future use of services (Johne and Storey, 1998; Park and Kim, 2013; 



Rexfelt and af Ornäs, 2009). Following this logic, it may also be that use of a service can improve 

one’s perception of it, making those retailers more willing to discuss the service with customers. 

The study also revealed differences in acceptance between respondents from different countries. 

This is surprising, as all three countries are located in the same geographic region and resemble 

each other culturally and socially. It is possible that the manufacturer’s and/or retailers’ marketing 

practices diverge in the different countries, which might explain differences in marketing 

performance. This is an important finding, as it highlights the need to consider nationality even 

when countries seem similar in terms of culture and geography. 

 

One company-related control variable—retailer revenue percentage from selling the 

manufacturer’s goods—was linked to service acceptance. Those retailers earning a higher 

percentage of their revenue from the manufacturer’s goods were found to market the service more 

frequently to their customers. This seems logical; if selling the manufacturer’s goods is important 

for the retailer’s business, the retailer is likely to have a favorable perception of a service that can 

enhance those sales. However, this result conflicts with van Everdingen et al.’s (2011) finding that 

higher dependency on a manufacturer reduces a retailer’s eagerness to accept new offerings from 

that manufacturer. This difference may relate to the complimentary and additional nature of the 

service investigated here, which does not increase retailers’ dependency on the manufacturer but 

makes it easier to market the goods. On the other hand, this may also reflect the manufacturer 

power over those retailers who are more dependent on them. Thus, although retailers can have 

significant power in their relationship with the manufacturer, due to their ability to affect consumer 

choices (Porter, 1974), the manufacturer may be able to more easily convince retailers for whom 

they are an important provider of goods to also sell their services. 



 

Managerial implications 

The present findings about retailers’ influence on the success of services will be of interest to both 

manufacturers and retailer organizations. It is especially important to consider the retailer’s role in 

selling or marketing new services, as retailer acceptance affects consumer service acceptance. 

Therefore, retailers are important for servitizing firms focused on consumers – working with them 

can be highly beneficial and lead to more successful servitization efforts if manufacturer’s can 

achieve retailer acceptance. This study indicates how manufacturers and retail managers can 

enhance retailer service acceptance and related marketing performance.  

 

As a first recommendation, we would suggest that servitizing manufacturing companies offering 

services through retailer channels should emphasize the benefits for retailers to convince them to 

sell services more actively. Manufacturers should also strive to increase retailers’ effort and 

commitment in relation to services—for example, by making sure that retailers understand the 

service well and have a sense of its importance. This study also confirms that manufacturers should 

seek to develop their relationship with retailers and should ensure that retailers get sufficient 

support when selling services, so mitigating risk that retailers find the service too difficult to 

implement. These actions are especially important in the context of complex services; as Janssens 

(2015) noted, complexity undermines retailers’ interest in marketing the offering. Additionally, as 

retailers must split their time between different offerings (Beuk et al., 2014), ease of marketing is 

a central issue when retailers are deciding whether to direct their efforts to the new offering.  

 

For smooth marketing, we recommend that manufacturers provide marketing material and training 



to convince retailers about the benefits of the service. In addition, clear presentation of its results 

by the manufacturer can enhance retailer service acceptance. Potentially, even more effective in 

enhancing retailer service acceptance is to run initiatives to get retailer staff to try out the service, 

which appears to make marketing the service even more appealing and effortless. Manufacturers 

also need to ensure that the retailer sees the expected customer demand as positive, as the 

salesforce may hesitate to market new offerings if they perceive that customers are not interested 

(Wieske and Homburg, 2008). This may require customer pull efforts as well as retailer push 

efforts. Further, previous literature has found information sharing and cooperation beneficial for 

manufacturer and retailer (Kulp et al., 2004). Thus, in addition to providing information about the 

new service other kinds of data sharing should also be considered, such as, data on customer needs. 

 

As these results also suggest that national characteristics may affect service acceptance, harnessing 

the best marketing practices can improve overall marketing performance. Managers in companies 

operating in several countries should exploit any cross-cultural learning to enhance service 

marketing. For example, managers might usefully compare service marketing and selling practices 

and outcomes across countries to identify the most effective practices and apply them with due 

regard to cultural effects. 

 

Another important finding here is that retailers who earn a smaller percentage of revenue from a 

manufacturer’s goods are less likely to market their goods-related services. Manufacturers need to 

invest in convincing these retailers to market the service, not only in the case of those who mostly 

sell competitors’ goods but also where retailers’ main business is selling other kinds of goods, 

leaving little scope for the goods in question. In such cases, marketing other goods may seem more 



profitable and effortless for the retailer, and the manufacturer should offer specific assurances 

about the importance and benefits of marketing their service that has only minor effects on the 

retailer’s business. 

 

Limitations and further research 

This study has two clear limitations. First, as all the data were gathered using a single 

questionnaire, the possibility of common method variance cannot be completely excluded. Future 

research should, therefore, ensure that part of the information (for example, the dependent 

variable) is acquired through a different medium. As we used a single questionnaire, we can draw 

conclusions only about the relation of the variables but not about causality, and further studies 

should be designed to address causal connections. 

 

Second, the service examined here is a specific complimentary service that is clearly of use to 

consumers. This makes positive perceptions more likely, causing the data to be skewed. While 

some factors may, therefore, be typical only for this kind of service, others might be of interest for 

a non-complimentary service where, for example, cost might be an issue. Complimentary services 

are a highly interesting area of study, as this is where many manufacturers commence servitization. 

However, further research should also explore non-complimentary services (Witell and Löfgren, 

2013), considering their direct returns. Further, to complement this there is need to consider the 

costs for the retailer in future studies. Additionally, the model of acceptance of goods-related 

services presented here is a first step of model specification in this context and requires further 

validation using confirmatory methods.  

 



This study opens to wider discussion the question of how retailer service acceptance affects service 

success. This issue should be further explored in a different context where service implementation 

is more common. Additionally, there is a need to assess the suitability of these factors to represent 

service acceptance more generally, beyond the context of complimentary goods-related services. 

Future studies should also address the relationship between result demonstrability and commitment 

and effort. In highlighting directions for further research, the present study serves as a good starting 

point for deeper investigation of retailer service acceptance that have not gained attention in the 

existing acceptance literature.  
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Appendix Descriptive statistics of and correlations between variables used in regression 

Variable Mean Std. 
Correlations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 Share of turnover from 
the manufacturer's goods   1.00           

2 Number of employees  9.30 23.97 0.076 1.00          
3 Nationality   .102* -0.031 1.00         
4 Age 45.36 9.64 0.010 -0.013 0.006 1.00        
5 Gender   -0.016 -0.039 -0.043 -0.124* 1.00       
6 Registration   0.191*** 0.085 -0.087 0.059 -0.062 1.00      

7 Retailer's perceived 
usefulness 1.80 0.81 -0.265*** -0.037 0.054 -0.043 -0.002 -0.171*** 1.00     

8 Retailer's perceived ease 
of use 1.84 0.88 -0.108* 0.029 0.039 -0.082 -0.053 -0.075 0.384*** 1.00    

9 Retailer’s perceived result 
demonstrability 1.57 0.79 -0.268*** -0.055 0.058 -0.014 -0.021 -0.110* 0.461*** 0.450*** 1.00   

10 Commitment & effort 1.85 0.87 -0.394*** -0.033 0.071 -0.075 -0.053 -0.218*** 0.658*** 0.364*** 0.516*** 1.00  
11 Manufacturer’s support 1.59 0.88 -0.016 0.032 0.105* 0.010 -0.012 -0,062 0.313*** 0.565*** 0.359*** 0.203*** 1.00 
12 Acceptance   -0.291*** 0.024 0.271*** 0.029 -0.039 -0.248*** 0.400*** 0.174*** 0.368*** 0.500*** 0.157** 
*** p<0.001; ** p  < 0.01; * p  <0.05  



Table 1. Background information about respondents 
0BVariables 1BCharacteristics 
2BAge (avg., range) 3B45 years, 19–69 years 
4BGender (male/female) 5B95%/5% 
6BRespondent with service registration 7B19% 
8BRespondents from different countries (A/ B/C) 9B48%/26%/26% 
 

  



Table 2 Classification of dependent and control variables 

 10BVariables 11BClassification 
12BDependent 

13BAcceptance: (tells about the service 
to) 

1) 14Ball customers 
2) customers interested in goods that include the 

service 
3) customers purchasing goods that include the 

service 
4) random customers 
5) none of the customers 

15BControls 16BGender 17Bmale; female 
 18BAge (in years) 19B19–69 
 20BNationality 21BA; B; C 
 22BOwn service registration 23Bno; yes 
 24BPercentage of revenues 25B0–20; 21–40; 41–60; 61–80; 81–100 
 26BNumber of employees 27B0–400 

 

  



Table 3. Factors, internal consistency and loadings 

28BFactor (Cronbach's alpha) 29BLoadings 
30BRetailer’s perceived usefulness (0.818)  
  The service complements our company’s offering well 32B0.876 
  The service improves consumers’ image of our company 34B0.746 
  The service eases selling of the products it is related to 36B0.698 
  The trouble from selling and implementing the service pays back for our company 38B0.538 
39BRetailer’s perceived ease of use in service implementation (0.776)  
  Overall, the service implementation process is easy 41B0.891 
  The service implementation form is easy to fill out 43B0.885 
  It is easy for me to check the validity of the service from customer’s receipt 45B0.473 
46BCommitment & effort (0.772)  
  The success of the service is important to me 48B0.739 
  I enjoy discussing about the service with customers 50B0.731 
  I invest in telling about the service as much as in telling about our other services 52B0.720 
53BRetailer’s perceived result demonstrability (0.806)  
  It is easy to tell customers about the service 55B0.974 
  I have received enough information about the service to market it to customers 57B0.717 
  The customer benefits of the service are evident to me 59B0.631 
60BManufacturer’s support (0.845)  
  Handling service implementation claims goes smoothly with the manufacturer 62B0.855 
  I get help rapidly from the manufacturer if I have something to ask when implementing the     
__service 64B0.855 

 

  



Table 4 Results of ordinal regressions: basic model with control variables and full model 

  65BModel 1 66BModel 2 67BModel 3 
68BThreshol
d 69BAcceptance = 1, High 

70B-1.790* 71B1.555 72B-1.487 

 73BAcceptance = 2 74B-0.125 75B0.391 76B0.468 
 77BAcceptance = 3 78B1.021 79B1.903* 80B1.998* 
 81BAcceptance = 4, Low 82B2.563** 83B4.629*** 84B4.870*** 
85BLocation 86BShare of revenue from manufacturer’s goods 87B-0.468*** 88B-0.213* 89B-0.193* 
 90BNumber of employees 91B0.001 92B-0.002 93B-0.001 
 94BAge 95B0.004 96B0.003 97B0.002 
 98BGender: Male 99B0.291 100B0.324 101B0.489 
 102BGender: Female    
 103BNationality A 104B-1.356*** 105B-1.250*** 106B-1.293*** 
 107BNationality B 108B-0.683* 109B-1.221*** 110B-1.251*** 
 111BNationality C    
 112BDoes the retailer use the service: No 113B0.905*** 114B0.758** 115B0.739** 
 116BDoes the retailer use the service: Yes    
 117BRetailer’s perceived ease of use  118B-0.244 119B-0.231 
 120BRetailer’s perceived usefulness   121B0.389 122B0.453* 
 123BResult demonstrability  124B0.479 125B0.419 
 126BCommitment and effort  127B0.864*** 128B0.782** 
 129BManufacturer’s support  130B0.198 131B0.295 
 132BRetailer’s usefulness X Manufacturer’s support   133B0.412 
 134BRetailer’s ease of Use X Manufacturer’s support   135B-0.304* 
 136BRetailer’s result demonstrability X Manufacturer’s 

support 
  137B0.291 

 138BCommitment and effort X Manufacturer’s support   139B-0.210 
 140BNagelkerke Pseudo R-Squared 141B0.223 142B0.366 143B0.377 
 144B–2 Log Likelihood 145B936.60 146B718.62 147B713.97 
 

148B–2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square 
149B85.036**
* 150B131.98*** 

151B136.65**
* 

 152BTest of parallel lines, Chi-Square 153B62.40*** 154B51.33* 155B50.78 
 *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05  
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