Web Appendix A: Consumer Survey
We conducted an online survey (Prolific) with 1,003 respondents, focusing on four product categories: laptops, automobiles, banks, and mobile service providers. Each participant was randomly assigned to one category comprising a subset of brands. Respondents first selected a brand they currently use or are closely familiar with and then answered a series of CSAT questions. The survey incorporated eight scales: Anderson and Sullivan (1993), ACSI, Oliver (1980, 2006a, b), Mittal and Kamakura (2001), Keiningham et al. (2007), and YouGov (see Table 2a). After completing the CSAT scales, respondents provided demographic information, including age, gender, ethnicity, social class, and political ideology. 
We assessed reliability using Cronbach’s alpha (0.67–0.92) across five scales, excluding three single-item scales. We then averaged the items within each scale to construct composite measures and examined correlations among the scales. A principal component analysis of the eight scales indicated that all loaded strongly on a single factor, accounting for 78% of the variance. These results indicate that the scales largely capture a common underlying construct of CSAT. Table WA1 shows the results of the principal component analysis.
Table WA1 Principal component analysis: Component loadings and variance explained by the components
	
	PC1
	PC2
	PC3
	PC4
	PC5
	PC6
	PC7
	PC8

	Anderson Sullivan (1993)
	0.90
	0.25
	0.04
	0.01
	-0.16
	-0.32
	-0.04
	0.02

	ACSI
	0.80
	0.51
	0.24
	0.09
	0.10
	0.16
	0.01
	0.01

	Oliver (1980)
	0.90
	-0.14
	-0.22
	0.29
	0.03
	0.03
	0.00
	0.19

	Oliver (2006a)
	0.93
	-0.06
	-0.17
	0.19
	0.09
	-0.01
	-0.04
	-0.24

	Mittal and Kamakura (2001)
	0.92
	-0.11
	0.01
	-0.06
	-0.24
	0.12
	0.24
	-0.03

	Oliver (2006b)
	0.89
	0.03
	-0.17
	-0.31
	0.25
	-0.06
	0.10
	0.04

	Keiningham et al. (2007)
	0.92
	-0.04
	-0.08
	-0.21
	-0.12
	0.15
	-0.25
	0.02

	YouGov
	0.80
	-0.41
	0.43
	0.01
	0.09
	-0.05
	-0.03
	0.01

	Eigenvalue
	6.26
	0.52
	0.36
	0.27
	0.19
	0.17
	0.13
	0.10

	Variance explained
	78%
	6%
	4%
	3%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	1%
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Web Appendix B: Scales Measuring Related Constructs
	Construct Source
	Example Items

	Service quality (SERVQUAL)
Parasuraman et al. (1988)
	The SERVQUAL instrument asked respondents to rate items on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”). 
Tangibles
1. XYZ has up-to-date equipment.
2. XYZ’s physical facilities are visually appealing.
3. XYZ’s employees are neat in appearance.
4. Materials associated with the service (e.g., pamphlets, statements) are visually appealing at XYZ.
Reliability
5. When XYZ promises to do something by a certain time, it does so.
6. When you have problems, XYZ is sympathetic and reassuring.
7. XYZ is dependable.
8. XYZ provides its services at the time it promises to do so.
9. XYZ keeps its records accurately.
Responsiveness
10. XYZ tells customers exactly when services will be performed.
11. Employees of XYZ give prompt service to customers.
12. Employees of XYZ are always willing to help customers.
13. Employees of XYZ are never too busy to respond to your requests.
Assurance
14. The behavior of employees of XYZ instills confidence in customers.
15. You feel safe in your transactions with XYZ.
16. Employees of XYZ are consistently courteous with you.
17. Employees of XYZ have the knowledge to answer your questions.
Empathy
18. XYZ gives you individual attention.
19. Employees of XYZ give you personal attention.
20. Employees of XYZ understand your specific needs.
21. XYZ has your best interests at heart.
22. XYZ has operating hours convenient to all its customers.

	Customer engagement (CE)
Kumar and Pansari (2016)
	A 16-item survey for measuring CE. The items are measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree,” 5 = “strongly agree”). 
1. I will continue buying the products/services of this brand in the near future.
2. My purchases with this brand make me content.
3. I do not get my money’s worth when I purchase this brand. (reverse-coded)
4. Owning the products/services of this brand makes me happy. 
5. I promote the brand because of the monetary referral benefits provided by the brand.
6. In addition to the value derived from the product, the monetary referral incentives also encourage me to refer this brand to my friends and relatives.
7. I enjoy referring this brand to my friends and relatives because of the monetary referral incentives.
8. Given that I use this brand, I refer my friends and relatives to this brand because of the monetary referral incentives.
9. I do not actively discuss this brand on any media. (reverse-coded)
10. I love talking about my brand experience.
11. I discuss the benefits that I get from this brand with others.
12. I am a part of this brand and mention it in my conversations.
13. I provide feedback about my experiences with the brand to the firm.
14. I provide suggestions for improving the performance of the brand.
15. I provide suggestions or feedback about the new products/services of the brand.
16. I provide feedback or suggestions for developing new products/services for this brand.

	Customer experience (CX)
Gähler et al. (2023)
	18 items across six dimensions assessing omnichannel customer experience (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”)

1. Affective Experience 
1. The contact with the experience partner induced good emotions.
2. I had positive feelings during the contact with the experience partner.
3. The contact with the experience partner put me in a good mood.

2. Cognitive Experience 
4. The contact with the experience partner piqued my curiosity.
5. I learned something beneficial during the contact with the experience partner.
6. I got positive insights during the contact with the experience partner.

3. Physical Experience 
7. My physical responses during the contact with the experience partner were pleasant.
8. During the contact with the experience partner, I actively moved in a way I liked.
9. During the contact with the experience partner, I was active in a way I liked.

4. Relational Experience 
10. I established a personal relationship with the experience partner.
11. I felt positively connected with the experience partner.
12. The contact with the experience partner made me feel like I belonged to a community.

5. Sensorial Experience 
13. The contact with the experience partner had a positive sensory appeal.
14. The contact with the experience partner had a positive impact on my senses.
15. The contact with the experience partner positively engaged my senses in a variety of ways.

6. Symbolic Experience 
16. The contact with the experience partner was in line with my personal values.
17. My personal beliefs were confirmed during the contact with the experience partner.
18. The contact with the experience partner was in line with my self-image.

	Customer perceived value (PERVAL)
Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

	Multiple dimensions (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”)

1. Functional Value: Quality/Performance
1. This product has consistent quality.
2. This product is well made.
3. This product has an acceptable standard of quality.
4. This product has poor workmanship. (reverse-coded)
5. This product would perform consistently.

2. Functional Value: Price/Value for Money
6. This product is reasonably priced.
7. This product offers value for money.
8. This product is a good product for the price.
9. This product would be economical.

3. Emotional Value
10. This product is one that I would enjoy.
11. This product makes me feel good.
12. This product gives me pleasure.

4. Social Value
13. This product helps me to feel acceptable.
14. This product improves the way I am perceived.
15. This product makes a good impression on other people.
16. This product gives its owner social approval.

5. Functional Value: Flexibility (optional subdimension in early stages)
17. This product can be used in many different situations.
18. This product is versatile.
19. This product is adaptable to different needs.

	Customer value
Keiningham et al. (2007)
	Please tell me how much you agree with the statement: “(Company or Brand X) is worth what I pay for it.” (10 = “strongly agree,” 1 = “strongly disagree”)
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	Web Appendix C: Historical Overview of Customer Satisfaction (CSAT) Research

	Article
	Area of Focus
	Key Findings
	Level of Analysis
	Moderators

	Pre-1980: Exploring the Terrain

	Kotler and Levy (1969)
	CSAT engineering
	Compared old sense of “pushing products” with the new approach of "customer satisfaction engineering.” Marketing should focus on serving and satisfying human needs rather than just selling or persuading.
	Micro, meso
	

	Skinner (1969)
	CSAT and corporate strategy
	Argued that CSAT should be embedded in a firm's manufacturing and corporate strategy, making it a fundamental, pervasive concept in all aspects of business.
	Meso
	

	Czepiel and Rosenberg (1977)
	Conceptualizing CSAT
	Proposed a conceptual model for defining and measuring CSAT, recognizing it as a crucial but underdeveloped concept in marketing.
	Micro, meso
	

	Cadotte (1979)
	Measuring CSAT
	Developed a push-button survey tool to measure CSAT in retail settings, providing an empirical method for companies to assess and improve satisfaction.
	
Micro
	

	Cardozo (1965)
	Customer effort and CSAT
	Found that customers were more satisfied when they expended higher effort in acquiring a product or service, highlighting the relationship between effort and satisfaction in a purchase context.
	Micro
	

	Bell (1967)
	CSAT and sales influence
	Examined how customer characteristics and a salesperson's persuasion efforts influence post-purchase CSAT, emphasizing the role of human interaction in satisfaction.
	Micro
	

	Esbensen (1973)
	CSAT in public services
	Used CSAT as a metric for holding public schools accountable to parents, demonstrating its utility beyond the commercial sector.
	Micro, meso
	

	Pickle and Rungeling (1973)
	CSAT, strategy, and profit
	Showed that in a firm’s strategy, CSAT is integral to a firm's long-term success and profitability.
	Meso
	

	1980–2000: Nomological Net

	Oliver (1980)
	Expectancy–disconfirmation model
	Introduced cognitive model linking expectations, disconfirmation, and satisfaction.
	Micro
	Consumer status (user vs. non-user)

	Churchill and Surprenant (1982)
	Performance attributes
	For nondurables, expectations + disconfirmation matter; for durables, satisfaction is driven almost entirely by performance attributes.
	Micro
	Product type (durable vs. non-durable)

	Cadotte et al. (1987)
	Norms
	Best-brand norm and product norm act as additional standards for evaluating focal brand performance, beyond the commonly considered expectations.
	Micro
	Use situation (restaurant type influences the standard used: product norm or best-brand norm)

	Folkes (1988)
	Attribution theory
	Attribution processes not only affect satisfaction but also mediate post-purchase behavior and emotional reactions, suggesting models of CSAT should include causal attribution as a core determinant alongside expectation-disconfirmation.
	Micro
	Causal dimensions (locus, controllability, and stability), antecedents (motivation, information, beliefs), and situational factors (e.g., incentives, expectation violation)

	Oliver and Swan (1989)
	Equity and fairness
	Unlike simple expectation–disconfirmation models, equity-based fairness mediates in driving satisfaction with the salesperson (e.g., interpersonal fairness matters more than advantageous inequity).
	Micro
	Comparison (self vs. salesperson), input vs. outcome (asymmetrical), and disconfirmation 

	Mano and Oliver (1993)
	Affect and evaluation, CSAT model
	Product evaluations (utilitarian and hedonic) drive affect (pleasantness and arousal) and satisfaction, integrating cognitive and emotional dimensions in post-consumption experience.
	Micro
	Product involvement level

	Fornell et al. (1996)
	ACSI model, benchmarking
	CSAT is more quality-driven than price-driven; customization matters more than reliability, and satisfaction varies across sectors (goods, services, and government).
	Micro
	Industry sector and production/consumption variance

	Anderson and Sullivan (1993)
	Antecedents and consequences; non-linear relationships
	CSAT is primarily driven by perceived quality and disconfirmation; negative disconfirmation has a stronger effect on satisfaction and repurchase intentions than positive disconfirmation.
	Micro
	Ease of quality evaluation and firm’s baseline satisfaction level

	Mittal et al. (1999)
	Attribute-level performance; shift in attribute weights overtime
	Satisfaction and attribute-level effects on behavioral intentions shift over time in consumption systems; service satisfaction initially dominates, while product satisfaction becomes more important later.
	Micro
	Time (consumption stage)

	Tsiros and Mittal (2000)
	Regret–CSAT link
	Regret and satisfaction are distinct constructs; satisfaction influences both repurchase and complaint intentions, while regret affects only repurchase intentions, mediated by satisfaction for complaints.
	Micro
	Situation-specific characteristics: outcome valence, status quo preservation, and reversibility of the outcome

	Oliver (2006)
	CSAT research review
	Synthesized advances and highlighted complexity in satisfaction formation.
	Micro
	Methodological and contextual factors

	2000–2010: Consequences of Satisfaction

	Anderson (1996)
	Price tolerance–CSAT link
	CSAT levels are negatively associated with price tolerance, but year-to-year improvements in satisfaction increase willingness to pay and reduce price sensitivity.
	Micro
	Temporal changes in satisfaction 

	Richins (1983)
	CSAT–WOM
	Negative WOM is more likely when dissatisfaction is perceived as severe, the firm is blamed, and retailer responsiveness is perceived as low, distinguishing it from other complaint behaviors.
	Micro
	Retailer attribution and responsiveness (if firm is viewed as addressing the problem). Nature/ severity of dissatisfaction (extent and issue type)

	Anderson (1998)
	CSAT–WOM
	CSAT strongly predicts positive WOM behavior, while dissatisfaction increases negative WOM; the relationship is nonlinear, with negative experiences having a stronger impact.
	Micro
	Level of satisfaction/dissatisfaction

	Mittal and Kamakura (2001)
	CSAT–behavior link, measurement bias
	Repurchase behavior is influenced by true satisfaction, but survey ratings are error-prone and biased by customer characteristics; thresholds and functional forms differ for intent vs. actual behavior.
	Micro
	Customer characteristics

	Fornell et al. (2010)
	CSAT–consumer spending growth
	CSAT changes predict future consumer spending, explaining over 23% of variation in next-quarter growth, a notable improvement on prior models.
	Macro
	Debt–service ratio

	Huang and Sudhir (2021)
	Customer churn
	Established causal link between service satisfaction and loyalty and profitability using field experiments.
	Micro, meso
	Service complexity

	2000–Current: Satisfaction–Performance Chain—An Integrated Approach to Strategic Management

	Rucci et al. (1998)
	Employee–customer-profit chain
	Improvements in employee attitudes lead to higher employee satisfaction, which drives better CSAT and ultimately improves financial performance.
	Meso
	Store-level execution, employee engagement, and service quality consistency

	Bowman and Narayandas (2004)
	SPC adaptation, customer profitability, business markets
	Adapting the service-profit chain to business markets shows that vendor effort improves CSAT, which mediates the link to account profitability; effects are nonlinear with diminishing returns.
	Meso
	Competitive context and customer-specific characteristics

	Kamakura et al. (2002)
	SPC assessment
	Comprehensive SPC modeling shows that CSAT is critical but not sufficient to translate branch-level efficiency into profitable behaviors.
	Meso
	Branch efficiency, customer behavioral response, and operational inputs

	Homburg et al. (2009)
	Social identity & SPC
	Including customer and employee company identification in SPC strengthens the link between employee satisfaction, CSAT, loyalty, and financial performance beyond the conventional SPC path.
	Meso
	Social identity strength

	Hogreve et al. (2017)
	SPC meta-analysis
	Confirmed SPC as a robust framework.
	Meso
	Type of service, service encounter quality, and customer relationship characteristics

	Mittal et al. (2021)
	B2B satisfaction programs
	Identifies key strategic attributes driving B2B CSAT and reveals asymmetric effects on performance; satisfaction is associated with sales and purchase value but varies across industries and customers.
	Meso
	Industry and customer heterogeneity

	2000–Current: Satisfaction–Finance Interface 

	Anderson et al. (2004)
	CSAT and shareholder value
	CSAT positively affects shareholder value by influencing future cash flow level, timing, and risk, with effects varying across firms and industries.
	Meso
	Industry type and firm characteristics

	Aksoy et al. (2008)
	Stock market valuation
	Firms with high and improving CSAT outperform the market and other portfolios, though the stock market initially undervalues satisfaction information.
	Meso
	Level and change in satisfaction

	Jacobson and Mizik (2009)
	Financial market mispricing
	Financial market mispricing of CSAT is not widespread; abnormal returns are concentrated among computer and internet firms.
	Meso
	Industry sector

	Fornell et al. (2009)
	Stock returns commentary
	Firms with strong CSAT significantly outperform the market with annual risk-adjusted returns of 5.4%–8.4%, challenging claims of no long-term advantage.
	Meso
	Measurement intervals

	Mittal et al. (2005)
	CSAT and dual emphasis strategy
	CSAT has a stronger positive effect on long-term financial performance for firms that achieve a dual emphasis on revenue expansion and cost reduction.
	Meso
	Strategic emphasis type and time (long-term vs. short-term)

	Tuli and Bharadwaj (2009)
	CSAT and stock risk
	Improvements in CSAT reduce overall and downside systematic and idiosyncratic stock return risk, providing insulation from market volatility.
	Meso
	 

	Luo et al. (2010)
	Analyst recommendations
	Positive changes in CSAT improve analyst stock recommendations and reduce dispersion, mediating the effect on firm abnormal returns and risk.
	Meso
	Product market competition and financial market uncertainty

	Lim et al. (2020)
	Future selling costs
	Higher CSAT reduces future cost of selling.
	Meso
	Strategic focus, strategic flexibility, and operating environment

	Malshe et al. (2020)
	Customer dissatisfaction and short sellers
	CSAT positively affects abnormal stock returns, while dissatisfaction has a stronger negative effect; short seller activity mediates this relationship
	Meso
	Capital intensity and competitive intensity

	Non-Marketing Studies

	Ittner and Larcker (1998)
	Non-financial indicators & financial performance
	CSAT measures act as leading indicators of customer behavior and accounting performance and provide incremental information to stock markets beyond book values.
	Meso
	Diminishing returns at high satisfaction

	Krishnan et al. (1999)
	Financial services, drivers of CSAT
	Satisfaction with product offerings is the strongest driver of overall CSAT in financial services, followed by service quality factors.
	Micro, meso
	Customer segments

	Hu et al. (2025)
	Expectation management, uncertainty communication
	Providing range estimates rather than point estimates in uncertain contexts improves CSAT and app evaluations across multiple domains and designs.
	Micro
	Domain type, time duration, and outcome distribution


Note: SPC = service-profit chain; B2B = business-to-business.
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Web Appendix D: Methodology for YouGov CSAT Analysis
We construct the dataset using three sources. Consumer mindset metrics, including CSAT and likelihood to recommend, come from YouGov, which provides daily measures for more than 1,900 brands. Financial market data on daily and monthly stock returns come from CRSP. Firm-level accounting measures come from Standard & Poor’s Compustat. YouGov and CRSP are available daily and Compustat quarterly. We aggregate the YouGov data and summarize CRSP returns to the quarterly level before merging the three datasets.
Our primary independent variable is CSAT, measured in YouGov as the percentage of respondents who report being satisfied with the brand. Before merging the three datasets, we aggregate the YouGov data to the quarterly level through a two-step process. First, because both CRSP and Compustat are firm-level datasets, we summarize brand-level scores to the firm level. We identify the firms that own the brands tracked by YouGov and restrict the sample to publicly listed firms, enabling linkage with CRSP and Compustat. For each firm, we calculate the daily average CSAT score (the percentage of customers satisfied with the brand) across its brands and then compute the quarterly average. This quarterly firm-level measure serves as our measure of CSAT. In the regressions, we use the log of CSAT variable.
The empirical analysis examines the association of CSAT with several outcome metrics. The consumer mindset metrics include likelihood to recommend and likelihood of purchase, both constructed in the same manner as CSAT. Next, we include financial performance metrics. We capture profitability using profit margin, or operating income after depreciation divided by sales, and ROA, or operating income after depreciation divided by total assets. Free cash flow has two measures: the level of free cash flow, defined as the residual funds after covering expenses, and its volatility, computed as the standard deviation of quarterly free cash flow over the prior five years. We calculate market share, our final operational metric, at the firm level within two-digit Standard Industrial Classification industries. We estimate systematic and idiosyncratic risk using Carhart’s (1997) four-factor model based on daily stock returns in each quarter. We likewise estimate abnormal returns using the Carhart (1997) model. We calculate Tobin’s q, a measure of firm value, following Chung and Pruitt (1994).
All regression models include firm size (measured as the natural logarithm of total assets), competitive intensity (measured with the Herfindahl–Hirschman Index), industry demand growth, and financial leverage as control variables. We estimate industry demand growth following the approach of Han et al. (2017). The regressions predicting abnormal returns and Tobin’s q also include profit margin.
Addressing potential endogeneity
CSAT is a strategic decision variable. Firms may set target CSAT levels that yield superior firm performance. For example, to achieve higher profit margin a firm may invest in higher levels of CSAT because it leads to higher willingness to pay (Homburg et al. 2005) and lower costs of selling (Lim et al. 2020). However, for researchers, firms’ strategic decision-making processes, which affect the levels of CSAT that firms set, are unobservable. As firms are also likely to use the same strategic decision-making process to set target performance output levels for profit margin, market share, sales, cash flow, firm value, and so on, omitted variable bias is likely to be an issue in our regression models. Thus, if we do not account for this source of endogeneity, our estimated model parameters will be biased.
	To address endogeneity, we adopt a control function correction using one quarter lag of CSAT as an instrumental variable. Prior research in marketing has also used the lag of CSAT as an instrument (e.g., Anderson et al. 2004; Malshe and Agarwal 2015). Tuli and Bharadwaj (2009) report a substantial persistence of CSAT scores over time within a firm. This finding suggests that CSAT in quarter t – 1 is a relevant instrument for CSAT in quarter t. Furthermore, Tuli and Bharadwaj (2009) and Rego et al. (2013) report that lags of CSAT satisfy exogeneity requirements in the context of dynamic panel models. Although our empirical model is not a dynamic panel model, the econometric logic still holds.
	We first regress CSAT in quarter t on CSAT in quarter t – 1 and control variables. We use the residuals from this first-stage model as control function corrections in the second stage. As Table 4 shows in the main article, we estimate 12 random-effects models with the general structure outlined in Equation D1. These models allow the coefficient of CSAT to vary across firms, consistent with the approach of Anderson et al. (2004). We lag all right-hand-side variables, including CSAT and the control variables, by one quarter. We attempted to specify firm-level random intercepts; however, these models frequently failed to converge. As an alternative, we model the intercept as random at the year-quarter level, thereby capturing temporal variation in the analysis.
 	 (D1)
where, for every firm i and year-quarter t, Firm performanceit is one of the 12 performance metrics as outlined and Control variablecit is the set of control variables.
In some cases, lagged values of CSAT may not be exogenous. As we use a single instrument, standard tests for instrument exogeneity, such as Hansen’s overidentifying restrictions test, are not applicable. Thus, empirically, we cannot rule out a lack of endogeneity of our instrument. To ensure that our results are robust to such concerns, we replicate our results with an internal instrument using the Gaussian copula method (Park and Gupta 2012). Although multiple new variants of Gaussian copula method have emerged since publication of the original article, none deal with random parameter models as in our case. As such, we take a parsimonious approach and use the original Gaussian copula method as introduced by Park and Gupta (2012). 
Table WD1 reports the results. Reassuringly, we are able to replicate all 12 random parameter models, as reported in Table 4.

Table WD1 Replication of main results using Gaussian copula correction
	
	Recommend
	Purchase Intent
	Log(Sales)
	Profit Margin
	ROA
	Cash Flow
	Cash Flow Volatility
	Market Share
	Systematic Risk
	Idiosyncratic Risk
	Abnormal Returns
	Tobin’s q

	Intercept
	1.116***
	-0.127***
	0.253***
	-0.918***
	0.018***
	-0.692**
	0.890**
	-0.047***
	0.834***
	0.047***
	-0.002
	1.428***

	
	(0.019)
	(0.025)
	(0.059)
	(0.211)
	(0.003)
	(0.272)
	(0.419)
	(0.001)
	(0.048)
	(0.002)
	(0.007)
	(0.132)

	Log(% satisfied customers)
	0.591***
	0.453***
	0.213***
	0.155***
	0.007***
	0.159**
	-0.241**
	0.004***
	-0.065***
	-0.001*
	0.012*
	0.306***

	
	(0.012)
	(0.010)
	(0.037)
	(0.057)
	(0.001)
	(0.074)
	(0.122)
	(0.001)
	(0.013)
	(0.000)
	(0.006)
	(0.064)

	Firm size
	0.009***
	0.025***
	0.688***
	0.051***
	-0.002***
	0.029
	0.012
	0.005***
	0.029***
	-0.003***
	0.001
	-0.080***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.005)
	(0.017)
	(0.000)
	(0.021)
	(0.028)
	(0.000)
	(0.004)
	(0.000)
	(0.016)
	(0.015)

	HHI
	0.032
	1.092***
	0.515**
	-0.553
	-0.074***
	-0.690
	-1.214
	0.204***
	0.113
	0.006
	-2.088**
	-3.848***

	
	(0.084)
	(0.134)
	(0.261)
	(1.264)
	(0.016)
	(1.605)
	(2.116)
	(0.006)
	(0.282)
	(0.008)
	(1.033)
	(0.723)

	Industry demand growth
	0.037
	-0.229***
	2.135***
	4.213***
	0.085***
	4.554***
	-4.504***
	-0.001
	-0.200*
	-0.014***
	0.225
	2.673***

	
	(0.025)
	(0.034)
	(0.078)
	(0.495)
	(0.005)
	(0.633)
	(1.250)
	(0.002)
	(0.105)
	(0.003)
	(0.404)
	(0.223)

	Financial leverage

	-0.019***
	0.063***
	-0.229***
	-0.147
	-0.001
	-0.279**
	0.576***
	-0.003***
	0.095***
	0.006***
	-0.118*
	0.621***

	
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.019)
	(0.104)
	(0.001)
	(0.131)
	(0.196)
	(0.000)
	(0.023)
	(0.001)
	(0.071)
	(0.052)

	Gaussian copula
	0.042***
	0.085***
	-0.078***
	-0.031
	-0.003***
	-0.030
	-0.022
	-0.001***
	0.015***
	-0.000*
	-0.001
	-0.113***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.004)
	(0.023)
	(0.000)
	(0.030)
	(0.043)
	(0.000)
	(0.005)
	(0.000)
	(0.001)
	(0.011)

	Profit margin
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.003
	0.011***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)

	No. of obs. (firm-year-quarter)
	17,001
	12,832
	17,001
	17,001
	17,001
	16,576
	16,622
	17,001
	16,973
	16,973
	16,505
	16,973

	No. of firms
	458
	449
	458
	458
	458
	447
	448
	458
	458
	458
	446
	458

	No. of responses (million)
	285.28
	226.23
	285.28
	285.28
	285.28
	274.82
	276.47
	285.28
	284.92
	284.92
	283.55
	284.92

	R2 marginal
	0.471
	0.642
	0.368
	0.009
	0.018
	0.006
	0.003
	0.166
	0.017
	0.130
	0.001
	0.012

	R2 conditional
	0.987
	0.977
	0.984
	0.143
	0.836
	0.129
	0.012
	0.941
	0.256
	0.639
	0.015
	0.914


*p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. All the explanatory variables in the regression with abnormal returns are unexpected changes in the respective variables estimated using AR(1) models. Firm size is the log of total assets for all the models except for abnormal returns and Tobin’s q. For these two models, firm size is the log of sales. The coefficients of log(% satisfied customers) are random effects at the firm level. The intercept has random effects at the year-quarter level. R2 marginal is the R2 without random effects, and R2 conditional is the overall R2 including random effects. HHI = Herfindahl-Hirschman index.


References
Anderson, E. W., Fornell, C., & Mazvancheryl, S. K. (2004). Customer satisfaction and shareholder value. Journal of Marketing, 68(4), 172–185.
Carhart, M. M. (1997). On persistence in mutual fund performance. Journal of Finance, 52(1), 57–82.
Chung, K. H., & Pruitt, S. W. (1994). A simple approximation of Tobin's q. Financial Management, 23(3), 70–74.
Han, K., Mittal, V., & Zhang, Y. (2017). Relative strategic emphasis and firm-idiosyncratic risk: The moderating role of relative performance and demand instability. Journal of Marketing, 81(4), 25–44.
Homburg, C., Koschate, N., & Hoyer, W. D. (2005). Do satisfied customers really pay more? A study of the relationship between customer satisfaction and willingness to pay. Journal of Marketing, 69(2), 84–96. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.69.2.84.60760
Lim, L. G., Tuli, K. R., & Grewal, R. (2020). Customer satisfaction and its impact on the future costs of selling. Journal of Marketing, 84(4), 23–44. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242920923307
Malshe, A., & Agarwal, M. K. (2015). From finance to marketing: The impact of financial leverage on customer satisfaction. Journal of Marketing, 79(5), 21–38.
Park, S., & Gupta, S. (2012). Handling endogenous regressors by joint estimation using copulas. Marketing Science, 31(4), 567–586.
Rego, L. L., Morgan, N. A., & Fornell, C. (2013). Reexamining the market share–customer satisfaction relationship. Journal of Marketing, 77(5), 1–20.



Web Appendix E: Economic Impact Analysis
We evaluated the economic impact of CSAT using four firm performance variables: cash flow, sales, operating profits, and market value. We analyzed operating profits using profit margin regressions and assessed market value with Tobin’s q. For illustration, we considered a representative firm with average values approximated from our sample: cash flow of $1.5 billion, sales of $10 billion, operating profits of $1.5 billion, and total assets of $125 billion. A one-percentage-point increase in CSAT corresponds to a 6.35% relative increase, given an average satisfaction level of 15.75%. To estimate the economic impact, we multiplied the firm averages by 0.0635 and the corresponding regression coefficients. For example, we calculated the effect on cash flow as

We applied the same procedure to the remaining variables, except for sales, for which the log–log specification required interpreting the coefficient as an elasticity of sales with respect to CSAT.
We repeated these calculations for Apple, Home Depot, McDonald’s, Procter & Gamble, and Walmart. Because our models incorporated firm-level random effects for CSAT, the estimated effects varied across firms, capturing substantial heterogeneity in the impact of satisfaction on cash flow, sales, operating profits, and market value.

