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4.6.6 Hypothesis 6 

Hypothesis six propose that a customer will be more emotional satisfied when an 

encounter is successful, and less emotional satisfied when an encounter is 

unsuccessful when using HI, compared to SST. When the encounter is successful, 

the emotional satisfaction is significantly higher with HI than with SST 

(MeanHI=5.4857, MeanSST=4.8491). On the other hand, when the encounter is 

unsuccessful, the mean is slightly lower in a HI encounter, than in the SST 

encounter, but there are no significant differences (MeanHI=2.5403, 

MeanSST=2.5815). Consequently, H5 (a) is supported and (b) is not supported. 

4.6.7 Hypothesis 7  

Hypothesis seven propose that when a customer experiencing a successful service 

encounter with HI, it will have a lager positive effect on behavioral intention, 

compared to a SST encounter. Opposite, when a customer experiences an 

unsuccessful encounter with HI, it will have a larger negative effect on behavioral 

intentions than with a SST encounter. As visible in table 23, when the encounter is 

successful, HI have a significantly larger positive effect on behavioral intention, 

than SST (MeanHI=5.8942, MeanSST=5.2264). Furthermore, when the 

unsuccessful encounter occurs with HI, there is a significantly larger negative 

effect on behavioral intentions, than when the encounter is done through SST 

(MeanHI=2.1393, MeanSST=2.7346). Summarizing, H7 is supported. 
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4.6.8 Summary of Hypotheses 

 
Hypothesis Dependent 

Variable 
Supported/Not supported 

H1: Customers involved in a credence service 
encounter, that is either experienced as (a) 
successful or (b) unsuccessful, will perceive a (a) 
higher or (b) lower level of reliability in a 
human interaction encounter, than in a self-
service technology encounter.  

Reliability 

 

(a) Support 

(b) Support 

H2: Customers involved in a credence service 
encounter, that is either experienced as (a) 
successful or (b) unsuccessful, will perceive a (a) 
higher or (b) lower level of assurance in a 
human interaction encounter, than in a self-
service technology encounter.  

Assurance 

 

(a) Supported 

(b) Supported 

H3: Customers that experience an unsuccessful 
service encounter with self-service technology 
will perceive it as more stable, compared to if 
the encounter was done with human interaction. 

Stability Supported 

H4: When an unsuccessful service encounter 
occurs, customers feel that they are more in 
control of the situation when they use self-
service technology, compared to human 
interaction. 

Controllability Not supported 

H5: When a (a) successful or (b) unsuccessful 
encounter is experienced with HI, there will be a 
(a) higher cognitive satisfaction of the 
experienced service or (b) lower cognitive 
satisfaction than when using SST. 

Cognitive 
Satisfaction 

(a) Supported 

(b) Supported 

H6: When a (a) successful or (b) unsuccessful 
encounter is experienced with HI, there will be a 
(a) higher emotional satisfaction or (b) lower 
dissatisfaction than when using SST encounters. 

Emotional 
Satisfaction 

(a) Supported 

(b) Not supported 

H7: Customers involved in a credence service 
encounter, that is either experienced as (a) 
successful or (b) unsuccessful, will perceive a (a) 
higher or (b) lower level of behavioral intention 
in a human interaction encounter, than in a self-
service technology encounter. 

Behavioral 
Intention 

(a) Supported 

(b) Supported 

Table 24: Summary of hypotheses 

 

5. Discussion 
The main purpose of this study was to examine the effect of how customers 

evaluate humans compared to machines in a service counters, either successful or 

unsuccessful, in order to see if customers respond to these encounters in the same 

way. More specifically, how customers evaluate a service person compared to 

technology in a credence based service encounter in a bank. A credence based 

service encounter was used because it was assumed to have a larger effect on how 

the encounter would be evaluated, compared to a more traditional encounter, such 

as a service encounter in a grocery store.  
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Prior research has looked into how SST affects customers, both negatively and 

positively, but there are contradicting findings. We wanted to contribute to the 

field of SST by including a deeper insight to the aspect of man versus machine. 

We included different theories that have been broadly studied before, both 

separately, and some of them collectively.  

 

The digitalization is getting much attention. Especially how it will affect 

traditionally service encounters within different business sectors has gained 

increased focus. One of the most interesting aspects of digitalization, according to 

us, is that services where customers usually have been dependent on a service 

person (such as financial advice), is becoming more digitalized. We assumed that 

customers would evaluate SST as valuable, but be more reliant on HI in these 

types of services. Nevertheless, how valuable a customer considered SST 

compared to HI and what differentiated SST and HI, would be very interesting to 

investigate. Therefore, we studied how customers evaluated the exact same 

credence based service, either HI or SST, under successful or unsuccessful 

conditions.  

 

We acquired a comprehensive understanding of up-to-date research that have 

studied customer reaction toward SST, and attained knowledge of how customers 

were affected by less interaction with service personnel. Building on different 

findings, we found that technology can weaken social connections and affect 

customer loyalty negatively, and that the personal, emotional connection is 

important to create memorable experiences. Previous research also claimed that 

customer evaluate humans more positively under successful conditions, and more 

negatively under unsuccessful conditions, compared to technology/machines. 

Moreover, research has proposed that service quality positively influences 

customer satisfaction, and that removing the human touch could have an effect on 

behavioral intentions. Based on this, we wanted to examine if it would affect the 

service quality and satisfaction as well.  Further, previous research found that SST 

satisfaction and SST service quality were influencing factors on the outcome of 

SST behavioral intentions. Knowing that the established relationship between the 

three constructs also are present in a SST service encounter, as the construct have 

been proven many times in HI, it is not certain that service quality, satisfaction, 

and behavioral intention is experienced and evaluated correspondingly between 
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HI and SST. Therefore, we found it interesting to examine if there was a change in 

service quality, emotional- and cognitive satisfaction and behavioral intention, as 

well as how the customers attributed their perception of stability and 

controllability in credence based service encounters. By choosing a credence 

service as the main service purpose to examine, we managed to capture the true 

evaluation of the event based on the participants’ attribution of responsibility. We 

assumed, consistent with previous theory, that the participants would assign 

success to their own abilities and efforts, but blame failure to external factors.  

 

The general findings in this study shows that in successful credence based service 

encounters, customers evaluate HI more positive than SST. Contrary, the overall 

interesting aspect of this study is that in unsuccessful encounters, costumers 

evaluate HI as more negative than SST. We hypothesized seven assumptions 

where five of the hypothesis had two sections including different assumptions of 

both successful and unsuccessful. Five of the hypothesis were supported, while 

one of the hypothesis were partly supported (the successful part of the hypothesis 

was supported, and the unsuccessful was not supported). Lastly, only one of the 

hypothesis was not supported.  

 

In the first hypothesis, the construct of service quality let us understand how 

customers perceived the credence service based on the dimensions of assurance 

(trust that the service was done accurate, felt safe about the supervision, trust that 

the service was tailored to their needs) and reliability (good quality, done 

correctly, information was reliable). The results showed that in both dimensions, 

when the encounter was successful, the customers perceived a higher level of 

assurance and reliability with HI compared to SST. As pervious research claims, 

reliability has been found to represent SST, and that was also visible in our 

research. Zhu et al. (2002) argued that the reliability dimension has a direct 

positive effect on perceived service quality and customer satisfaction by electronic 

banking systems. Our findings were consistent with the findings of Dabholkar and 

Bagozzi (2002) where they found that HI was perceived as more reliable than 

SST. This does not come as a surprise because customers that interact with a 

service person in a credence service encounter will feel more confident in the 

expertise given, than if the expertise given was generated through a machine. This 

will also be accounted for in assurance, where a customer trusted that the service 
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was done more accurate and felt safer about how the supervision went in SST 

compared to HI. SSTs can be technically accurate, but cannot provide the same 

level of assurance that a human can. According prior research, removing the 

personal touch of expertise will make it hard for customers to perceive assurance 

in a credence based service, and this is consistent with our findings.  

 

Extended, we also considered the unsuccessful aspect of service quality. When 

customer is left with little information in a situation where the bank is supposed to 

be the expert, the customers will perceive less reliability and assurance with HI, 

than SST. A customer expect that a service person will be the expert, and give 

them the supervision and guidance they need. The customer will put more 

expectations into that one person, than when relaying on SST. In credence service, 

such as financial guidance to get mortgage, the service advisor is supposed to be 

the expert and determine the customer need (Wolinsky, 1995). Therefore, when a 

customer is left uncertain and with little information after guidance from an 

expert, they will be less likely to rely on the service person and see the service 

encounter as something that not was done accurate and not personalized, 

compared to SST. According to prior research, the personal interaction is critical 

to establish, because a personal and memorable connection is considered crucial 

to create memorable experiences. Therefore, the negative experience of an 

unsuccessful service encounter with HI will be evaluated more negatively than 

SST. Moreover, researchers have found that humans evaluate humans in more 

extreme manners, both positive and negative, compared to SST.  

 

The third and fourth hypothesis included attribution theory. Here, the third 

hypothesis was statistically supported and the fourth was not. Our aim with these 

two hypotheses, was to understand if customers attributed the perceived stability 

and controllability differently between HI and SST in an unsuccessful credence 

encounter, where they were left with little information, and uncertain of the 

outcome of the service. In the third hypothesis, including dimension of perceived 

stability, we expected that customers will experience an unsuccessful credence 

service encounter more stable with SST than HI. The result showed that perceived 

stability between HI and SST in an unsuccessful encounter are significantly 

different. This indicate that customers perceive an unsuccessful service encounter 

with SST as something that are more likely to happen again in the future, 
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compared to HI. This is consistent with the findings of Rebertson et al., (2012), 

where they claimed that SST is more likely to change due to technological 

challenges or errors on the web page. Similar to prior findings, a service failure 

might lead to customers finding the event as more stable, indicating that it will 

happen again in the future. This could be understandable since the customer in a 

credence service encounter are more reliable on professional expertise, and as the 

failure occur, the customer will feel that the expertise given will keep occurring.  

 

The fourth hypothesis, controllability, was downsized to focus on the perceived 

control that customers experienced in the situation they were put in. There was 

statistically no difference between an unsuccessful HI encounter, and an 

unsuccessful SST encounter. We expected that customer would feel more in 

control with an SST encounter than HI encounter. This is based on previous 

findings, where researcher claim that the perceived control of an SST is the degree 

a customer believes they have the ability to understand and use SST. According to 

Bateson (1985), perceived control over a service situation is a key motive for 

customers to prefer self-service over a service person in service encounters. 

Therefore, we assumed that customer experiencing an unsuccessful encounter 

would perceive more control in the situation they were more involved in, with 

SST, that in a HI encounter where they not are involved in the same degree. On 

the contrary, when applying for a mortgage, which is a credence based service, 

customer may want to relay more on the expertise of a bank. Therefore, customers 

might feel less in control during an unsuccessful service encounter by SST, 

because they are more dependent on an expert to determine their needs (Wolinsky, 

1995). Other reasons could be that lack of knowledge and information increase the 

importance of expertise (Hsieh et al. (2005) and that people tend to not claim 

personal responsibility for failures (Shepperd et al., 2008). Hence, during an 

unsuccessful SST encounter, customers might feel that the service is out of their 

control, and will therefore not statistically differ from an unsuccessful service 

encounter with HI. 

 

An additional analysis to how stability and controllability affects the relation of 

cognitive and emotional satisfaction, shows that stability have a high positive 

effect in both HI and SST successful encounters, while they have no effect in the 

unsuccessful encounter. Logically, it showed that the control a customer felt in a 
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situation relational to the cognitive and emotional satisfaction, was only present in 

the SST encounters. Consequent, we can draw that the more a customer will have 

a feeling of control, the more satisfied they will be, opposite to an unsuccessful 

SST encounter. 

 

One of the main finding in this paper, is the significantly differences between HI 

and SST in emotional- and cognitive satisfaction, which approved hypothesis five 

and six. As we expected, both emotional- and cognitive satisfaction was higher 

with HI than SST in the successful credence encounters, and lower with HI than 

SST in the unsuccessful credence encounters. Similarly, Lin and Hsieh (2011), 

found comparable relations of service quality, satisfaction and behavioral 

intentions in the financial market, which is visible in our research as well. On the 

contrary, Lin and Hsieh (2011) did not include whether satisfaction would be 

different between SST and HI. Our findings show that the human touch is 

important in order to gain a higher satisfaction, both emotionally and cognitive. 

According to different researcher, the higher the focus is on emotional 

satisfaction, the higher mental stage of feelings (Bagozzi, et al., 1999; Mano & 

Oliver 1993; Kunz et al., 2010). Our findings, where a customer is feeling more 

satisfied or less satisfied in the HI encounter is consistent with the findings of 

Liljander and Strandvik (1995). They found that customers who develops a 

positive emotional response towards the individual service employee, and 

established a stronger relationship to the service or organization, will be more 

satisfied. Therefore, customer satisfaction will be more affected when a human is 

involved. Further, as the human touch has a greater impact on satisfaction, it is 

also consistent with the aspect of credence based services. Zeithaml (1981) 

findings states that credence based services is highly professional and associated 

with higher degree of unpredictability, and that customer need more information 

to reduce risk. Customer are more dependent on expert opinion in credence based 

services, and the human touch will further be more important and impact the 

customer more than SST.  

 

In order to see the relation between emotional satisfaction, cognitive satisfaction 

and behavioral intention, an additional analysis was done. As we expected, 

satisfaction have an effect on behavioral intentions. This consistent with previous 

studies (Ladhari, 2009; Zeithaml et al., 1996;). Still, examining the differences 
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between cognitive- and emotional satisfaction, the successful encounters showed 

that in SST, it was only cognitive satisfaction that had an effect on behavioral 

intention. This is understandable, as personal interaction can enhance the 

emotional, physical or intellectual experience (Pine and Gilmore, 1998), while the 

emotional satisfaction will be lower in SST because the personal interaction is not 

present at the same level. Therefore, as we expected, the emotional satisfaction 

has a higher effect on behavioral intention than the cognitive satisfaction. Still, 

cognitive satisfaction has a significantly positive effect as well. 

 

On the contrary, in unsuccessful encounters, only the judgmental aspect of 

cognitive satisfaction had an effect on behavioral intention, in both HI and SST. 

Emotional satisfaction had barely no effect on behavioral intentions. The reason 

for this can be based on the findings from Kunz et al., (2010), where customers 

evaluates the service by the actual experience and judge the experience based on 

their expectations. This rational and judgmental part of a customer’s evaluation of 

the event can be explained by how they use expectations to judge the situations, 

and not the emotional part of the cognitive satisfaction. This can give reasons to 

believe that expectations are valuable for a customer to decide if he or she want to 

speak negatively about the encounter to friends and family or not come back at a 

later point, when the encounter is unsuccessful. 

 

Lastly, another interesting finding was that behavioral intention was higher in a 

successful encounter by HI, and lower in an unsuccessful encounter, compared to 

an encounter done by SST. This approved our last hypothesis. Evidence from 

previous research have shown that there is a positive relation between service 

quality and word of mouth (Berry & Parasuraman 1993). Further, Yu and Dean 

(2001) found a relationship between satisfaction and behavior intentions. As 

discussed about satisfaction above, the human touch, and especially in credence 

service, affect satisfaction more and with the relationship between satisfaction and 

behavioral intention, the discussion will apply here as well. Findings from 

Liljander and Strandvik (1995) states that the emotional response for the service 

employee establish a stronger satisfaction. They also found that it established a 

stronger intention of behavior. We expected behavioral intentions to change 

accordingly to satisfaction and service quality. As customer satisfaction has 

gained much attention because of its potential influence on consumer behavioral 
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intention (Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 2000), it is consistent that the human touch also 

affect behavioral intention in a credence service encounter as it did in satisfaction. 

Although some of the hypothesized effect were not supported in this study, we 

developed a thorough understanding of the current state of research involving SST 

and HI in service encounters. Concluding, each of the hypothesis that was 

supported also compliments the findings of person sensitivity bias from Moon and 

Conlon (2002). Service quality, satisfaction and behavioral intentions supported 

their theory that claims HI is evaluated in more extreme manners. Customers 

evaluated humans more positively when things went right, and evaluated the HI 

more negatively when it went wrong in all three of these constructs (Moon & 

Conlon, 2002). Finally, we found that there are changes in perceived service 

quality, stability, emotional satisfaction, cognitive satisfaction and behavioral 

intentions between HI and SST. However, controllability did not have any 

significant difference in the different encounter, but we could still see how they 

effected satisfaction differently in the various encounters.  

5.1 Managerial implications 

Based on the findings of this study we can draw some managerial implications. 

This research has important relevance for managers, because a deeper 

understanding of customers’ expectations in a service encounter is valuable for 

companies to increase the overall satisfaction. This is important in order to create 

a picture of how managers can be able to maintain loyal customers that will talk 

positively about the company and service to friends and family. Especially when 

launching new products or new services, such as SST, and thereby generate 

sustainable business growth. According to the interviews we had with the 

directors at Sopasteria and Finans Norge, online distribution of financial services 

will make it easier for customers to determine the best choice for themselves, 

because they can find the company that suits their needs the best more easily than 

before. They also believed that the most important task for different banks today 

is to truly understand their customers’ needs and desires online. Moreover, the 

most important focus should be simplification, transparency and efficiency in 

order to deliver value to their customers. We assume that other directors in 

financial companies share their views on how digitalization will affect their 

company and customers.  
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Customer participation in service encounters have increased in the same tempo as 

technological advances. However, the differences in customers’ perception when 

comparing HI and SST represent an aspect that managers should be more aware 

of. Moreover, since we have focused on both successful and unsuccessful 

encounters, managers are able to understand how both types affect the customers 

in an encounter, whether it is with HI or SST. Consequently, using research based 

on man versus machine when creating new service interactions, like SST, can 

reward managers with valuable advantage. According to Deloitte and Heads! 

(2016), banks will experience a 40-45% change towards a more technology based 

service delivery within two years. As customer expectations for banks continue to 

rise, banks will be required to create a more valuable online experience that is 

more customer driven, potentially changing the role of service providers. This rise 

the importance for how managers will be able to create satisfied and loyal 

customers online, and how the customers can benefit from SST by crating aspects 

of personal interaction.  

 

The findings in this study shows that customer perception of service quality, 

cognitive- and emotional satisfaction, and behavioral intentions are stronger in a 

successful encounter done by a service person, then a machine. This indicates that 

managers need to maintain the human touch in credence based service encounters 

in order to keep satisfied and loyal customers. Moreover, they should try to 

increase the perception of personal interaction in SST. Further, customers’ 

perception of emotional satisfaction, cognitive satisfaction, and behavioral 

intentions are stronger when they are involved with SST in an unsuccessful 

encounter, than with a service person. This specifies an important aspect of 

technology that managers need to take into consideration, because having SST 

available for customers can decrease the negative overall perception of the 

company. The human touch is considered the most important factor to generate 

highest satisfaction when successful, but SST can be explained as a factor that are 

able to decrease the dissatisfaction when an unsuccessful event occurs. Hence, we 

recommend managers to keep improving SST, because it can help them to 

maintain loyal customers, even when the credence based service is unsuccessful. 

Managers should recognize the importance of customer engagement as internet is 

considered an innovative and fast-moving tool for co-creating values between 

companies and customers.  
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Our findings indicate that there are significantly differences in satisfaction 

between HI and SST in service encounters. Customers are more satisfied with HI, 

compared to SST in successful service encounters and less satisfied with HI, 

compared to SST in unsuccessful service encounters. The most important aspect 

managers can draw from this, is that the human touch still is very important, but 

technology does not necessary decrease the perception of the company in the 

same way as HI, when unsuccessful. We recommend managers to keep the human 

touch within the most important credence based services they offer and 

simultaneously improve SST. By doing so, companies would be able to keep up 

with the fast-moving technology, but also be able to make satisfied and loyal 

customers. These findings can also be used within other business sectors that offer 

credence based services, such as legal and medical advice and medical guidance.  

 

In sum, our results suggest that the human touch still are an important aspect of 

service, especially in credence services. Continuously, there are many benefits for 

companies by offering SST, and they should keep adopting newer innovation 

within technology that might appeal more to the safety, risk reducing security a 

customer search for in credence based services. By doing so, managers will be 

able to reduce costs by having less employees, maintain satisfied customer and 

create interesting SST that can bring the company toward sustainable business. 

We do not believe there is a question of if the customers are willing to use SST or 

not. They are, and they will be in a much larger scale in the future. The important 

questions are how you can create technology with a human touch that can give 

you satisfied and loyal customers. Companies that are moving their services 

online, or are already there, should be aware of the impact that can have on 

service quality, satisfaction and loyalty, and with this awareness find other 

solutions to create the satisfaction and loyalty they might lose. 
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6. Limitations and Future Research 
With our research, there are some limitations to consider that highlight numerous 

worthy paths for future research.  

 

6.1 Limitations 

Although this research contributes to the self-service literature by comparing HI 

and SST in the same situation based on the different theories combined, a number 

of limitations exists in this research.  

 

First, this study only examined one type of service within the finance sector and 

hence our study has limited generalizability. By including different types of 

services, it allows conclusions that are more generalizable. Moreover, this study 

included a bank that was imaginable for the customer, and not a specific bank 

with a brand, making the self-selection bias a possible limitation.  

 

Second, the service of guidance for a mortgage in a bank could also give possible 

limitations to the study since some of the respondents may not have been in the 

situation of needing guidance for this type of service before. This lead to the 

concerns that, even though the service was explained by best effort, and as simple 

as possible in the scenario and questionnaire, each respondent might not 

completely understand and grasp every step of the service encounter.  

 

Lastly, in order to see the differences in perceived control more clearly, we could 

have used a 7-point semantic scale. This could have been a better option to get a 

deeper insight into how customers perceived the control, either that the bank has 

more control, or themselves.  

 

All in all, we consider this research important as we have provided a deeper 

understanding of how SST and HI differ in either a successful or unsuccessful 

credence based service encounter. However, there are new research areas within 

this topic that need further examination to get an underlying improved 

understanding of the differences. These are discussed in the next section.  
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6.2 Future Research 

Based on this research, we have identified several possibilities for future research. 

We have identified interesting factors/tendencies of how customers evaluate SST 

compared to HI in service encounters, and future research should aim to address 

and test the hold of these effects in other contexts, such as other credence based 

service industries. The digitalization and technological advances have changed the 

traditional service interaction with customer and service personnel, and customer 

are required to participate in a larger extent. Additional research is needed to 

better understand how customers evaluate SST compared to HI in different service 

situations such as getting medical guidance from a doctor online, legal advice 

from a lawyer online, or insurance guidance online.  

 

Using an experiment with pre- and post-test could give interesting findings as 

well. One should consider doing an experiment where the participant first got a 

survey they needed to answer about SST and HI, but where they would not 

understand that the survey had that in focus. Then, they should have done a real-

life experiment where they would be observed using SST in a service encounter, 

in addition to a HI service encounter. A while after the experiment, the researchers 

could have done a post test in order to compare the pre- and post in addition to the 

questionnaire right after the service experiment procedure. An especially 

interesting aspect would be to include the choice of whether to use SST or HI and 

then look into the reasons for choosing the one or the other.  

 

Previous research has found relationship between both HI and satisfaction, and 

SST and satisfaction. Future research should look even deeper into the construct 

to find more support. Including different theoretical perspectives would give 

researcher more to build on, and more to compare to prior studies. It would be 

interesting to investigate production and recovery in SST versus HI. By doing so, 

the researcher could look into how by customers respond to an unsuccessful 

credence based service encounter (comparing HI and SST), and investigate if and 

how customers should participate in the recovery process. It would also be 

interesting to compare customer complaints after the encounter, in order to see 

how the complaints varied in HI and SST. Another theoretical perspective could 

be previous experience with technology along with habit, and then examine how 

that would affect HI versus SST in credence based services. With increased 
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technology experience, the habit is assumed to have a larger impact on the 

intention to use technology based service in banks, but this has not, to our best 

knowledge, been investigated in a credence service scenario.  

 

Including different bank brands would also be interesting. This would allow the 

researcher to investigate if the company would affect the evaluation of the 

credence based service encounter, both successful and unsuccessful. Additionally, 

to see if the loyalty towards the bank would differ in HI and SST.  

 

Attribution theory should also be used in a larger scale in future research, where 

attribution should be studied in the perspective of credence based services versus 

other services not including credence (e.g. self-checkout in grocery stores and 

airports). By examine how customers attribute stability and controllability in a 

credence based service, where they are more dependent on the service person 

professional expertise, one could be able to find expectations in stability and 

control that would be comprehensive to prior theory on different service situations 

and service recovery. Finally, as this study was conducted in Norway, it would be 

interesting to establish if the same relationships hold true in an international 

context. 

 

It is hard to say if HI will be completely absented in the service setting the future. 

It is also hard to say if companies will be able to create technology that are so 

advanced within a few years, that customers can use SST with an almost perfect 

human touch for credence based services. Although there are several directions 

for future research on the basis of this study, we believe our results and 

conclusions contribute to existent literature on SST versus HI.  
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8. Appendices 
8.1 Appendix 1: Framework 

 

8.2 Appendix 2: Scenarios 

Scenario Norwegian  
 
Hei! 

Vi går nå vårt siste år av en master i strategisk markedsføringsledelse ved handelshøyskolen 
BI. I den forbindelse jobber vi med vår masteroppgave, og trenger deltagere til vår 
spørreundersøkelse. Vi setter stor pris på at du tar deg tid til å hjelpe oss med å svare på disse. 

Spørreundersøkelsen vil ta rundt 7 minutter. Den er anonym, og det finnes ingen gale svar, så 
svar så godt du kan.   

Du vil på neste side få en tekst. Ta deg gjerne god tid til å lese denne før du svarer på 
spørsmålene. 

Tusen takk! 

Scenario HI 

Tenk deg at du er i denne situasjonen: 

Du har bestemt deg for å kjøpe bolig og trenger derfor et lån i banken. Du trenger informasjon 
i forhold til hvor mye lån du kan få, din nedbetalingstid og renter. Du oppsøker en 
kundebehandler i banken din for å få veiledning. 
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(Successful HI service encounter) 

Du kommer til banken din der kundebehandleren raskt tar deg imot med et smil. Du setter deg 
ned og gir en beskrivelse av din situasjon og ditt ønske om lån til bolig. Kundebehandleren er 
effektiv med utregningene, og går deretter gjennom beregningene som er gjort basert på din 
situasjon med egenkapital, gjeld, nedbetalingstid og renter. Kundebehandleren gir deg flere 
alternativer og sørger for at du får en god informasjon over hvilke muligheter du har i 
forbindelse med ditt kjøp av bolig. Du går fra banken med god oversikt over hvilke 
alternativer du har med tanke på nedbetalingstid og hvor mye du eventuelt må betale hver 
måned. 

(eller) 

(unsuccessful HI service encounter) 

Du kommer til banken der du må vente på kundebehandleren din. Når vedkommende er ledig, 
setter du og kundebehandleren dere ned. Du gir en beskrivelse av din situasjon og ditt ønske 
om lån til bolig. Kundebehandleren bruker mye tid på utregningene, og du får lite informasjon 
om hvordan beregningene er gjort basert på din situasjon med egenkapital, gjeld, 
nedbetalingstid og renter. Kundebehandleren gir deg til slutt ett alternativ, og forsøker å 
overtale deg til å gå med på dette uten å informere om hvilke andre muligheter du har i 
forbindelse med ditt kjøp av bolig. Du går fra banken med dårlig oversikt over hvilke 
alternativer du har med tanke på nedbetalingstid og hvor mye du eventuelt må betale hver 
måned. 

 
Scenario SST 

Tenk deg at du er i denne situasjonen: 

Du har bestemt deg for å kjøpe bolig og trenger derfor et lån i banken. Basert på dette trenger 
du informasjon i forhold til hvor mye lån du kan få, din nedbetalingstid og renter. Du bruker 
nettsiden til din bank som har en boliglånskalkulator for å få veiledning. 

(Successful SST service encounter) 

På bankens nettside finner du raskt en boliglånskalkulator som kan hjelpe deg med å regne ut 
hva du kan få i boliglån. Du legger inn informasjon om deg selv og ditt ønskede beløp for 
boliglån. Boliglånskalkulatoren bruker kort tid på beregningene, og du får god oversikt om 
hvordan beregningene er gjort basert på din situasjon med egenkapital, nedbetalingstid og 
renter. Boliglånskalkulatoren gir deg til slutt flere alternativer, og du får også informasjon om 
hvilke andre muligheter du har i forbindelse med ditt kjøp av bolig. Du forlater nettsiden med 
god oversikt over hvilke alternativer du har med tanke på nedbetalingstid og hvor mye du 
eventuelt må betale hver måned. 

(eller) 

(unsuccessful SST service encounter) 

På bankens nettside må du lete en stund etter boliglånskalkulatoren som kan hjelpe deg med å 
regne ut hva du kan få i boliglån. Du legger inn informasjonen om deg selv og ditt ønskede 
beløp for boliglån. Boliglånskalkulatoren bruker lang tid på beregningene, og du får lite 
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oversikt om hvordan beregningene er gjort basert på din situasjon med egenkapital, 
nedbetalingstid og renter. Boliglånskalkulatoren gir deg til slutt ett alternativ, og du får lite 
informasjon om hvilke andre muligheter du har i forbindelse med ditt kjøp av bolig. Du 
forlater derfor nettsiden med dårlig oversikt over hvilke alternativer du har med tanke på 
nedbetalingstid og hvor mye du eventuelt må betale hver måned. 

 

Scenario translated to English  
Hello! 
 
We are two students that are at our final year of a Master in Strategic Marketing Management 
at BI, Norwegian Business School. We are now writing our master's thesis, and we need 
participants for our survey. 
 
We appreciate you taking the time to help us answer these. The survey will take around 7 
minutes. It is anonymous and there are no wrong answers. You will get a text on the next 
page. Please use time to read this carefully before answering the questions. 
Thank you! 
Ina and Adina 
 
Scenario HI 
Imagine that you are in this situation: 
You have decided to buy a new house, and therefore you need a mortgage in the bank. You 
need information about the amount of loan you can get, your repayment period, and interest. 
You are looking for a service person at your bank in order to get guidance. 
 

(Successful HI service encounter) 
 

You enter your bank where the service person quickly welcomes you with a smile. You sit 
down with the service manager and give a description of your situation and your desire for a 
mortgage. The service manager is efficient with the calculations, and then goes through the 
calculations with you, made based on your own equity, debt, repayment and interest rates. 
The service manager gives you more options and ensures that you get thorough information 
about what opportunities you have for a mortgage. You walk away from the bank with a good 
overview of what options you have in terms of repayment time and how much you may pay 
each month. 
 
(Or) 

(Unsuccessful HI service encounter) 
 

You enter your bank where you have to wait for your service manager. When the person is 
available, you sit down to talk. You provide a description of your situation and your desire for 
a mortgage. The service manager uses a lot of time on the calculations and you get little 
information about how the calculations are based on your equity, debt, repayment and interest 
rates. The service manager finally gives you an option, and persuades you to agree to this 
option without informing you about what other options you for a mortgage. You walk away 
from the bank with a poor overview of what options you have in terms of repayment time and 
how much you may pay each month. 
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Scenario SST 
Imagine that you are in this situation: 
You have decided to buy a new house, and therefore you need a mortgage in the bank. You 
need information about the amount of loan you can get, your repayment period, and interest. 
You use your banks website that has a mortgage calculator in order to get guidance. 
 

(Successful SST service encounter) 
 

On the bank's website, you quickly find a mortgage calculator that can help you figure out 
how much money you can loan. You enter information about yourself and your desired 
amount of mortgage. The mortgage calculator uses a short amount of time to calculate the 
numbers and you get a good overview of how your calculations are based on your equity, 
repayment and interest rates. At the end, the mortgage calculator gives you more choices, and 
you get information about what other opportunities you have. You leave the website with a 
good overview of what options you have in terms of repayment time and how much you may 
pay each month. 
 
(Or) 

(Unsuccessful SST service encounter) 
 
On the bank's website, you have to look for a little while in order to find the the mortgage 
calculator that can help you figure out what you can get in mortgage. You enter information 
about yourself and your desired amount of mortgage. The mortgage calculator uses a long 
amount of time to calculate the numbers, and you get little information of how your 
calculations are based on your equity, repayment and interest rates. The mortgage calculator 
finally gives you an option and you get little information about what other opportunities you 
have. You therefore leave the website with a poor overview of what options you have in terms 
of repayment and how much you may pay each month. 

 

8.3 Appendix 3: Questionnaire  

Questionnaire: Norwegian Version  
Basert på historien, vær vennlig å ta stilling til følgende utsagn:  

1. Jeg har tillit til at banktjenesten gikk ordentlig for seg. 
 

 
2. Jeg føler meg trygg på veiledningen jeg fikk underveis i denne tjenesten.   

 

3. Jeg føler jeg kan stole på at denne banktjenesten ble tilpasset mine behov. 
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4. Jeg føler kvaliteten på denne veiledningen var god. 

 

5. Jeg føler denne banktjenesten ble utført riktig. 

 

6. Jeg føler at informasjonen jeg fikk under denne veiledningen var pålitelig. 

 

7. Denne banktjenesten ble utført innen forventet tid. 

 

8. Hvis jeg benytter meg av samme banktjeneste igjen i fremtiden, vil utfallet 
sannsynligvis bli det samme. 

 

9. Hvis jeg bytter meg av samme banktjeneste igjen i fremtiden, vil veiledningen 
sannsynligvis forandre seg.   

 

10. Hvis jeg benytter meg av samme banktjeneste igjen i fremtiden, vil jeg 
sannsynligvis oppleve tjenesten på samme måte. 

 

11. Utfallet av denne banktjenesten er utenfor min kontroll. 
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12. Utfallet av denne banktjenesten er utenfor bankens kontroll. 

 

13. Jeg er ansvarlige for utfallet av denne banktjenesten. 

 

14. Banken er ansvarlige for utfallet av denne banktjenesten. 

 

15. Utfallet av denne banktjenesten var tilfeldig og ikke påvirket av meg. 

 

16. Utfallet av denne banktjenesten var tilfeldig og ikke påvirket av banken. 

 

17. Denne tjenesteleveransen er noe banken er ansvarlig forkontroll. 

 

18. Denne tjenesteleveransen er noe jeg er ansvarlig for. 

 

19. På bakgrunn av hvordan banktjenesten er beskrevet i historien, vil jeg som 
kunde ved bruk av denne banktjenesten føle meg: 

1             2           3           4            5            6            7 

Likegyldig                                                                           Engasjert 
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Kjede meg                                                                           Bli inspirert 
Sikker                                                                                  Usikker 
Skuffet                                                                                 Positivt overrasket 
Sint                                                                                      Glad 
20. Hvor fornøyd eller misfornøyd er du med denne banktjenesten? 

 

21. I hvilken grad innfrir denne banktjenesten til dine forventninger? 

 

22. Tenk deg en ideell banktjeneste med kunderådgivning. Med bakgrunn i 
historien, hvor langt fra eller hvor nært synes du utfallet av banktjenesten er i 
forhold til idealet? 

 

23. Hvor attraktiv eller lite attraktiv opplever du at denne banktjenesten er 
sammenlignet med andre måter å få boliglånsveiledning på? 

 
24(a) HI: Hvor attraktiv eller lite attraktiv opplever du at denne banktjenesten er 
sammenlignet med å få veiledning på banken din sin nettside ved å bruke en 
boliglånkalkulator"?

 

24 (b) SST: Hvor attraktiv eller lite attraktiv opplever du at denne banktjenesten er 
sammenlignet med å dra i banken din og få veiledning av en kunderådgiver? 

 

25. Hvor sannsynlig eller usannsynlig er det at du vil anbefale denne 
banktjenesten dersom noen spør deg om råd? 

 

26. Hvor sannsynlig eller usannsynlig er det at du vil omtale denne banktjenesten 
positivt til andre? 
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27. Hvor sannsynlig eller usannsynlig er det at du ville brukt denne banktjenesten 
dersom du hadde hatt behov for denne type tjeneste igjen. 

 

28. Alder? 

 

29. Kjønn? 

 

30. Sivilstatus? 

 

31. Inntekt? 

 

32. Høyeste fullført utdanning? 

 

33. Arbeidsstatus? 
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Questionnaire: English Version                                                        
                                    

Based on the story, please consider the following statements: 
1. I trust that this bank service was done accurate. 
 

 
2. I feel safe about the super vision I got during the service. 

 

3. I trust that this bank service was tailored to my needs. 

 

4. The quality of this supervision was good. 

 

5. I feel that this supervision was done correctly. 

 

6. The information I got under this supervision was reliable. 

 

7. This supervision was accomplished within the expected time. 

 

8. If I use the same banking service again in the future, the outcome will probably 
be the same 
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9. If I use the same banking service again in the future, the outcome will probably 
change.   

 

10. If I use the same banking service again in the future, I will probably 
experience the service the same. 

 

11. The outcome of this banking service is beyond my control. 

 

12. The outcome of this banking service is beyond the control of the bank. 

 

13. I am responsible for the outcome of this bank service. 

 

14. The bank is responsible for the outcome of this bank service. 

 

15. The outcome of this banking service was random and not affected by me. 

 

16. The outcome of this banking service was random and not affected by the bank. 

 

17. This service delivery is something that the bank is responsible for. 

 

18. This service delivery is something that I am responsibility for. 

 

Based on how the banking service is described in the history, I will as a customer, 
using this banking service, feel: 

1             2           3           4            5            6            7 

Indifferent                                                                           Engaged 
Bored                                                                                   Inspired 
Certain                                                                                Uncertain 
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Disappointed                                                                       Positively surprised 
Angry                                                                                   Happy 
20. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with this banking service (1=very 
satisfied, 7= very dissatisfied) 

 

21. In what extent does this banking service meet your expectations 

 

22. Imagine an ideal banking service with customer advice. Based on the story, 
how far from or how close do you think the outcome of the banking service is in 
relation to the ideal? (1= very distant, 7= very close)   

 

23. How attractive or unattractive do you find that this banking service is, 
compared to other ways to get mortgage advice? 

 
24(a) HI: How attractive or unattractive do you find that this banking service is, 
compared to getting guidance on your bank's website using a mortgage calculator? 

 

24 (b) SST: How attractive or unattractive do you feel that this banker is, 
compared to going to your bank and getting guidance from a customer advisor? 

 

25. How likely or unlikely is it that you would recommend this banking service if 
someone ask you for advice? 

 

26. How likely or unlikely is it that you would refer to this bank service as 
positive to others? 

 

27. How likely or unlikely it is that you would use this banking service again if 
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you were in need for this type of service in the future? 

 

28. Age? 

 

29. Gender? 

 

30. Relationship status? 

 

31. Income? 

 

32. Highest completed education? 

 

33. Employment status/Student? 
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8.4 Appendix 4: Pretest questions  

Pretest 1: Norwegian 

Basert på historien du nettopp leste, vær vennlig å ta stilling til i hvilken grad du er 
enig/uenig i følgende utsagn: 
1. Jeg synes at utfallet av denne banktjenesten gikk som forventet. 
 

 
2. Jeg synes at utfallet av banktjenesten er bedre enn forventet. 
 

 

3. Jeg synes at utfallet av banktjenesten er verre enn forventet. 

 

4. Jeg har ingen problemer med å se meg selv i situasjonen som er beskrevet. 

 

Har du andre tilbakemeldinger på historien eller spørsmålene? Eller noen anbefalinger å 
komme med? 

 
 
 

Pretest 1: English 

Basert på historien du nettopp leste, vær vennlig å ta stilling til i hvilken grad du er 
enig/uenig i følgende utsagn: 
1. I think the outcome of this banking service went as expected. 
 

 
2. I think the outcome of this banking service went better as expected. 
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3. I think the outcome of the banking service is worse than expected. 

 

4. I have no trouble seeing myself in the situation described. 

 

Do you have other feedback on the story or questions? Or any recommendations to come 
with?

 
 
 

 

 

Pretest 2: Norwegian 

1. Basert på historien, i hvilken grad opplevde du at du som kunde bidro til resultatet av denne 
banktjenesten? Liten grad=1, Stor grad= 7.  

 
 
2. Hvem mener du har størst ansvar for utfallet av denne banktjenesten?  
1= Mest meg selv, 7= Mest banken 
 

 

Har du andre tilbakemeldinger på historien eller spørsmålene? Eller noen anbefalinger å 
komme med? 

 
 
 

Pretest 2: English Version 

1. Based on history, to what extent did you experience that you as a customer contributed to 
the outcome of this banking service? Small degree = 1, High degree = 7. 
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2. Who do you think is the most responsible for the outcome of this banking service? 
1 = Most myself, 7 = Most bank 

 

Do you have other feedback on the story or questions? Or any recommendations to come 
with?
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8.5 Appendix 5: Descriptive 
 

 Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 
Assurance_1 4.24 2.317 -.006 .158 -1.674 .315 
Assurance_2 3.92 2.139 -.045 .158 -1.519 .315 

Assurance_3 3.76 1.706 -.485 .158 -.720 .315 
BI_1 3.84 2.001 -.209 .158 -1.347 .315 
BI_2 3.94 2.014 -.283 .158 -1.344 .315 

BI_3 4.11 2.101 -.034 .158 -1.505 .315 
CognitiveSat_1 3.79 2.102 .056 .158 -1.482 .315 
CognitiveSat_2 3.61 1.677 -.425 .158 -.737 .315 

CognitiveSat_3 3.90 1.555 -.022 .158 -.678 .315 
CognitiveSat_4 3.84 1.388 -.273 .158 -.659 .315 
ControllabilityME_1 3.55 1.910 .126 .158 -1.158 .315 

ControllabilityME_2 4.08 1.958 -.073 .158 -1.185 .315 
ControllabilityME_3 3.78 1.804 .055 .158 -1.017 .315 
ControllabilityME_4 4.36 1.769 -.355 .158 -.953 .315 
ControllabilityBank_1 5.20 1.546 -.711 .158 -.240 .315 
ControllabilityBank_2 5.27 1.544 -.802 .158 -.067 .315 
ControllabilityBank_3 5.20 1.482 -.857 .158 .329 .315 
ControllabilityBank_4 5.62 1.318 -1.334 .158 2.073 .315 
Emotion_1 4.04 1.935 -.177 .158 -1.126 .315 
Emotion_2 3.84 1.895 .046 .158 -1.150 .315 
Emotion_3 3.77 2.120 .098 .158 -1.427 .315 
Emotion_4 3.59 1.965 .152 .158 -1.192 .315 
Emotion_5 4.00 1.892 -.006 .158 -1.011 .315 
Reliability_1 3.92 2.136 .093 .158 -1.585 .315 

Reliability_2 3.93 2.044 .136 .158 -1.400 .315 
Reliability_3 4.66 2.039 -.037 .158 -1.405 .315 
Reliability_4 4.19 1.964 .125 .158 -1.423 .315 

Stability_1 4.57 2.080 .016 .158 -1.517 .315 
Stability_2 4.13 2.014 .012 .158 -1.489 .315 
Stability_3 4.82 2.081 -.116 .158 -1.511 .315 
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8.6 Appendix 6: Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks 
 

Test of Normality 
 Manipulation Kolmogorov-

Smirnov 
Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Reliability SST/Unsuccessful ,093 54 ,200* ,985 54 ,732 

SST/Successful ,135 53 ,017 ,934 53 ,006 
HI/Successful ,206 66 ,000 ,866 66 ,000 
HI/Unsuccessful ,110 67 ,041 ,929 67 ,001 

Assurance SST/Unsuccessful ,113 54 ,082 ,955 54 ,042 
SST/Successful ,138 53 ,013 ,942 53 ,012 
HI/Successful ,255 66 ,000 ,829 66 ,000 
HI/Unsuccessful ,196 67 ,000 ,857 67 ,000 

Stability SST/Unsuccessful ,141 54 ,009 ,963 54 ,098 
SST/Successful ,178 53 ,000 ,929 53 ,004 
HI/Successful ,142 66 ,002 ,958 66 ,024 
HI/Unsuccessful ,134 67 ,005 ,970 67 ,107 

Controllability SST/Unsuccessful ,139 54 ,011 ,909 54 ,001 
SST/Successful ,102 53 ,200* ,964 53 ,112 
HI/Successful ,116 66 ,028 ,959 66 ,029 
HI/Unsuccessful ,151 67 ,001 ,921 67 ,000 

Emotional 
Satisfaction 

SST/Unsuccessful ,105 54 ,200* ,956 54 ,046 
SST/Successful ,124 53 ,040 ,944 53 ,015 
HI/Successful ,104 66 ,074 ,947 66 ,007 
HI/Unsuccessful ,123 67 ,013 ,938 67 ,002 

Cognitive 
Satisfaction 

SST/Unsuccessful ,189 54 ,000 ,899 54 ,000 
SST/Successful ,130 53 ,025 ,932 53 ,005 
HI/Successful ,121 66 ,017 ,956 66 ,019 
HI/Unsuccessful ,133 67 ,005 ,904 67 ,000 

Behavioral 
Intention 

SST/Unsuccessful ,189 54 ,000 ,902 54 ,000 
SST/Successful ,184 53 ,000 ,886 53 ,000 
HI/Successful ,248 66 ,000 ,844 66 ,000 
HI/Unsuccessful ,173 67 ,000 ,912 67 ,000 
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8.7 Appendix 7: Correlation Matrix  
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