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Abstract: This paper takes a closer look at customer experience during product return and the
customer’s ability to share information about it. The research process included the development of
research tools such as questionnaires. Anonymous surveys were conducted by computer assisted
web interview among individual customers from Poland on a sample 327 respondents. Non-stratified
random sampling was used, as we considered it to be the most effective in terms of the effort-benefit
ratio of the survey. A contingency table was constructed from the responses, the observed values
and expected values were compared, and the Pearson Chi-square and the p-value of Fisher’s exact
test were calculated. The research process carried out as well as the analysis of the obtained results
allowed us to respond to the research questions. As a result, it can be stated that the clients, both
satisfied (80.1%) and dissatisfied (84,4%), tended to share their opinion about return experience
with other potential clients. Moreover, 42.2% of the respondents declared that they would not buy
again from a seller after an unsuccessful return operation. The presented conclusions enrich the
theoretical understanding of customer behavior and their purchase intention. It also offers retailers
a quantitative benchmark and new perspective on the design of return policy in order to improve
customer satisfaction.

Keywords: product returns; return policy; customer behavior; negative experiences during purchases

1. Introduction

Sustainable consumption and production are two of the most significant challenges
of sustainable development, which requires a comprehensive approach and cooperation
of all links participating in the entire supply chain, from suppliers to consumers [1]. This
process assumes, among other things, that conducting educational activities for consumers
raises their awareness of sustainable consumption, and thus allows them to more conscious
purchasing decisions [2]. In turn, supply chains should base their offer on customer expec-
tations, which requires adaptation of basic logistics subsystems to market requirements. It
is worth pointing out that the implementation of sustainable management in the supply
chain is associated with the need to develop, implement and improve concepts that inte-
grate various spheres of operation of enterprises, which were usually considered separately.
Therefore, SSCM (sustainable supply chain management) requires the improvement of
such areas as product design and development (reduction of consumption components,
wide use of recycling, looking for alternative components that are more environmentally
friendly, etc.), procurement (including ecological and social criteria in supplier selection
procedures, maintaining partnership relations, developing a common pro-ecological, phi-
losophy etc.), distribution and transport (selection of environmentally friendly means of
transport, minimization of empty runs, load consolidation, reduction of exhaust emis-
sions, etc.) and production (rational waste management, implementation of environmental
management systems, compliance with environmental and social standards, investment
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into clean technologies, etc.) [3–5]. In addition, there is a need to change the mentality of
consumers, who will make conscious purchases, seek to reduce waste and have a greater
resistance to temporary fashion [6]. However, cooperation between the supply chain and
the consumer is very complex and requires constant communication and knowledge of
end-user preferences [7]. In the literature, there is a significant amount of studies on the im-
provement of the basic aspects of SSCM [8–10]. However, there are still no studies dealing
with the subject of consumer behavior in reverse logistics. This knowledge is necessary not
only for the optimal design of products, but also helps to improve the forms of after-sales
service and create sustainable forms of SCM (supply chain management). In view of the
above, the article attempts to examine consumer preferences regarding the offered forms
of the return policy. The importance of return policy in gaining customer satisfaction is
particularly important, as it represents to consumers an indicator of the level of service of a
company and is a key aspect that contributes customer loyalty. The relationship between
returns rules offered by the seller and customer perception and their purchase intention is
now widely acknowledged and has led to a major research thrust in recent years. Petersen
and Kumar [11] find that lenient return policies lead to both higher purchase and higher
returns. Baiman et al. [12] showed that an unconditional full return policy will affect
positively customer perception of product quality, but it also can increase unnecessary
returns. In turn Wood [13] and Wang [14] find that lenient return policies increase purchase
without increasing returns. Harris [15] recommends restrictive return policies because they
minimize logistics costs. Anderson and Hansen [16] believe that companies should find an
optimal point of leniency/restrictiveness. Chen and Chen [17], investigated when retailers
should offer full refunds or no returns. In turn Yan [18] found that a partial return policy is
the best choice for the retailer, especially in ecommerce. Stock et al. [19] have shown that
handling returns is costly for retailers. Zhang et al. [20] investigated return strategies which
are better for the manufacturer that considers the consumer’s utility. Janakiraman [21]
suggests that product return decisions are more complex than product purchase decisions
because the effect of the different leniency factors is likely to vary not just on the degree
of their effect on return, but also on the valence or the direction of their effect on return
decisions. Janakiraman and Ordónez [22], have found that longer deadlines increase the
endowment effect for products and lead to consumers postponing or delaying their return
decisions. According to Davis [23] a full refund policy leads to unnecessary returns and
this type of policy is not optimal for the company. Feng et al. [24] identified the condition
in which the manufacturer/retailer should reveal product quality in the presence of con-
sumer returns. Bahn and Boyd [25] explored the role of assortment-related information in
moderating consumers’ negative reactions to more restrictive product return policies.

In summary, while researchers have examined the causes and effects of return policy,
we still do not know enough about the customer’s ability to share information about their
return experience, both negative and positive. The present study aims to fill this gap by
adding more new knowledge in this field. For this purpose, survey research was carried
out among individual customers from Poland on a sample 327 respondents. Hypotheses
are formally defined as follows:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The customer will not purchase again after a bad return experience.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The customer will recommend the store to his friends after a successful
return experience.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The customer will definitely share information with friends and write a
negative opinion on social media after a bad return experience.

The intention of the article is to highlight the relationship between the return pro-
cess and customer perception of this process and the ability of customers to share their
experience, both negative and positive. This paper has four additional sections. The next
section provides a review of the literature related to customer satisfaction and loyalty
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and consumer behavior in terms of returns in support of the questions addressed in this
research. Section 3 formulates the research questions and explains the research method-
ology, while Section 4 presents the results. Section 5 provides a discussion of the study
findings, including theoretical implications. This section includes limitations of the study,
conclusions and areas for future research.

2. Review of the Literature
2.1. Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty

Customer satisfaction is defined as a customer’s overall evaluation of the performance
of an offering to date [26]. Satisfied customers have a higher probability of repeating their
purchases over time [27], and, moreover, sharing this source of satisfaction with others [28],
and becoming less sensitive to the competitor’s offerings [29]. Customer satisfaction is one
of the most important reasons for consumer retention and loyalty. This overall satisfaction
has a strong positive effect on customer loyalty [30]. According to research by Pong and
Yee [31], customer satisfaction has a stronger influence on service loyalty than the perceived
quality of services. The relation of these concepts is as follows—the quality of products,
services and communication affects customer satisfaction, which in turn is the basis and
condition for loyalty. According to Deming [32], it is not enough for customers to be only
satisfied, because satisfied customers may still go to another company. A satisfied customer
can also go to the competition, when he loses little and can gain more. Profit in business
is provided by regular customers, those who praise the company’s products and services
and who bring their friends to it. Griffin [33] believes that a loyal customer is a person who
makes regular purchases, spreads positive information about his company and is resistant
to slight price increases and promotional activities of competitors. So, a satisfied customer
is not necessarily a loyal customer, but a loyal customer is always satisfied. According to
Kandampully [34], building a loyalty-based and true relationship between a company and
its customers is possible through the organization’s ability to create emotional and long-
term relationships with its customers. Loyalty is not only about behavior, but also about
emotions between the parties. Oliver [35] suggests a four-stage loyalty model proposing
that loyalty consists of belief, affect, intentions and action. Cognitive loyalty focuses on the
customer’s perception and perception of the brand, emotional loyalty or affective loyalty
consists in establishing a positive emotional relationship with the company, loyalty of
beliefs manifests itself when the customer is focused on the willingness to make another
purchase and action loyalty is reflected in the readiness to repeat purchases.

In order to retain the customer for longer, the company must ensure high-quality
communication with him, especially in difficult situations, when the customer has changed
his mind and wants to return the goods, or when he is dissatisfied with the quality and
submits a complaint [36,37]. It is important to create a system of effectively handling
returns, complaints and grievances, which will allow for mutual benefits—the customer
will feel that he has been heard and the company cares about him. Consequently, the
company will receive a signal about which aspects of the business should improve and will
have a chance to gain a loyal customer. In this paper, the concept of returns means all flows
that take place from the consumer to the retailer and the producer, regardless of the reason
for their occurrence. Currently, after-sales service is not only related to maintaining contact
with the customer, it is also important to deliver spare parts or pick up a damaged or
broken product. Such additional services provided by companies contribute to achieving
a competitive advantage [23]. Moreover, companies which use returns management for
strategic purposes, positioning themselves as a “citizen company”, engaging socially and
helping the less privileged [38]. Companies that have expanded their supply chain to
include reverse flows have a better reputation for caring for the environment, as they try
to extend the life cycle of products by repairing them or recycling [19]. Every conscious
customer prefers to cooperate with a company that cares not only about the financial
result, but also about nature and sustainability [39]. It is also important that, apart from
the financial benefits, the management of the flow of returns is a source of very valuable
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information about customer behavior and expectations. A well-served customer in the
post-trade phase will share his opinion with the company, suggest what to change, and
probably make a purchase again, and may even recommend the company to friends.

Experts from The Corporate Executive Board Company [40], researching both con-
sumers and companies, concluded that 20% of satisfied customers declared their willing-
ness to leave the company, while 28% of dissatisfied customers were classified as loyal.
Often, the client gets so used to the company that he does not try to find a replacement
or the company plays a monopoly role, e.g., it is the only one close to work or home and
the client, having no choice, has to use its services. Research shows that among customers
who decide to change supplier, approximately 65–85% are satisfied with the product they
received [41]. In this case, the reason for leaving may be poor or average customer service
or ineffective handling of returns or complaints. The client did not feel that the company
cared about him. In this situation, service recovery paradox may prove itself [42]. It refers
to a situation where, after solving a problem, the customer is more satisfied and loyal than
they would be if nothing happened.

2.2. Consumer Behavior and SCM

Customers’ purchasing decisions depend on many factors and complex processes,
which must be recognized and included in the supply chain strategy. As rightly noted by
Naoui [43], thanks to the development and general access to new information technologies,
the client very quickly changes his tastes, preferences and views. Today, most consumers
are faster and smarter than ever—they navigate market realities more often, more efficiently
and with more energy. That is why customer acquisition and retention become the most
important value for enterprises. Korpela et al. [44] emphasizes that currently, managers
strive to design the supply chain in such a way that it provides customers with goods
and services at low costs but at a high level of service at every stage. Therefore, supply
chains that want to achieve market success must obtain detailed knowledge about buyers,
collect information about their individual needs and skillfully adapt the offer to consumer
behavior [45]. The term consumer behavior should be understood as all activities related
to the acquisition, use and disposal of all products and services, supported by decisions
preceding and conditioning these activities [46,47]. In addition, it can be interpreted as a
way in which the buyer prioritizes his needs, chooses products and services that can meet
his expectations and finally uses the possessed goods. Researchers of customer behavior
in the market believe that consumer behavior covers all mental and physical activities,
along with their causes and motives, concerning the entire consumption cycle [48]. Under
the described term, we understand: the acquisition, possession and use of specific goods.
Purchasing products and services is preceded by a choice made on the basis of the assumed
criteria. Therefore, it can be assumed that consumer behavior consists of the following
elements. Based on the above considerations, it can be concluded that the effectiveness and
efficiency of supply chains to a large extent depends on the recognition and appropriate
interpretation of the expectations, requirements, tastes and preferences of customers. [49].
This view is shared by Yan et al. [50] claiming that customer relationship management plays
a major role in conditions of increased competition. Supply chains should therefore focus
their activities on shaping long-term relationships with customers and on developing and
offering additional benefits to customers and thus improving their competitive advantage.
Sharma and Lambert [51] argue that properly structured logistics customer service in the
supply chain is creating a sustainable competitive advantage, but priority should be given
to customer segmentation.

According to Yan et.al. [52] logistic customer service should have a special focus
on meeting customer requirements in terms of: time, convenience, reliability, flexibility,
completeness and communication. However, it is worth noting that customer service in the
supply chain significantly exceeds the area of logistic activities and must combine a number
of activities in the field of marketing, quality management and finance. Therefore, customer
service management in the supply chain should be considered as a broader philosophy
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leading to the development of optimal strategies and standards of customer service. It is
important to introduce individual customer service logistics strategies to the individual
logistics subsystems, which have different goals and tasks [53].

2.3. Consumers’ Returning Behaviour

The topic of managing returns in supply chains and its impact on consumer behavior
is relatively rarely discussed in the literature of the subject and is worth continuous
research and analysis. [54]. The tastes and preferences of customers are subjects of constant
changes and modifications. According to managers, it is important to adapt the features
and characteristics of the product to customer requirements and to develop effective
forms of logistic customer service that include not only product delivery but also a whole
range of after-sales facilities. [55,56]. However, this requires the development of optimal
channels of communication with customers, in which retailers who have direct contact
with consumers play a special role. [57]. Currently, consumers are aware of their key
role in supply chain management [58], which is why the number of customer returns is
increasing. In addition, they have more expectations about specific product features and
are increasingly demanding in the form of after-sales service [59]. Customers have gained
additional confidence in their purchasing decisions in the knowledge that they have a wider
spectrum of return options and, therefore, are likely to increase the tendency of returns.
Nowadays the main reason for consumer returns is no longer problems with the quality
of products, but the impulse to make a return decision because of minor shortcomings
or remorse after making impulsive purchases [11]. With increasing quality improvement,
recently most of the product returns are referred to returns prompted/stimulated by the
discrepancy between consumer expectations and actual product offerings [59]. According
to [60], consumer returns are often caused by an impulse or are the result of a sudden
emotion. It happens that customers buy a certain product because they want to check how
it will behave or look (e.g., its color or size) in everyday use. Customers often abused
their right to returns. In some cases, the customer did not even have the opportunity
and time to check the quality of the purchased goods at home. Very often the customers
are not “dissatisfied” with the goods, but are “dishonest” towards the seller. Impulsive
behavior is a personality feature defined as a tendency towards acting without forethought,
making quick cognitive decisions without considering the long-term consequences of
their actions [61]. Customers who shop based on emotions and impulse in some cases
are likely to regret their purchases when they get back control of their emotions and then
start returning their items to the shop. Considering the aspects of impulsive buying, the
consumer is likely to generate a problem with returns for the retailers. This has implications
for the volume of returned products, returns physical network design and return logistics
processes [62], especially when looking at this problem from a sustainability perspective.
That is why currently it is difficult to predict why consumers make returns. For this reason,
consumer behavior regarding returns should be carefully examined. Retailers should use
technologies (CRM) which make it possible to segment customers and allow lenient return
policies only for those whose past positive experience warrants it. It is also necessary
for retailers to introduce to their customers understandable terms of returns, as well as
a harmonized and unified return policy. Return policies are a consumer risk reliever
often used by retailers to increase consumer demand [63]. However, higher demand also
likely leads to higher product returns [36]. The particular return policy offered by retailers
can vary from more to less restrictive. Return policy leniency can be analyzed from five
dimensions [21]: time leniency (e.g., 60 day vs. 30 day return policy), monetary leniency
(e.g., offering 100 percent money back vs. 80percent money back), effort leniency (e.g.,
no forms required vs. forms required), scope leniency (e.g., accepting returns on sale
items vs. not), and exchange leniency (e.g., cash back vs. store credit). The pro-consumer
return policy is characterized by a high focus on customer needs, high personal culture of
employees directly serving customers, and a fast and efficient logistics system. However,
a pro-consumer return policy alone is not enough to keep customers satisfied. It must be
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based on efficient logistics systems that guarantee consumers a free, fast, and informal
procedure for the return of goods and their complaints. Thus, the logistic handling of
returns increases customer satisfaction and loyalty to the brand [64]. Logistic handling of
returns shows how quickly and efficiently the company can respond to the diverse needs
of its customers [65]. The most important challenge for modern companies that want to
gain a regular customer is to work out the optimum between customer expectations and
their logistic capabilities. This is only possible when a high level of customer service is
included in the company’s strategy that all employees implement [66].

3. Methodology

In this research, for measuring the factors of customer return, a questionnaire was
used as the main data collection tool. The questionnaire included the questions related
to the expectations of the customers and their ability to share information about their
experience, both negative and positive. The subject of empirical research was consumer
returns occurring in B2C relation both in stationary and online business on the Polish
market. We convey our expectations regarding the relationship between the customer
return experience and customer after purchase behavior in H1–3.

The selection of the sample was non-random, and the applied selection method was
a quota selection. The quota selection was used due to the inability to obtain a sampling
frame that would allow us to determine the exact number of units included in the general
population (adult residents of Poland returning a product at least once in their life), and thus
the procedure of drawing respondents for the sample; therefore, it was necessary to select
non-probabilistically. Before starting the survey, it was assumed that demographic variables
such as gender, place of residence, age and education are the features that can differentiate
the respondents in terms of the obtained results. The amounts established before the survey
reflected the demographic structure of the Polish population. The following gender and
age amounts were used in the study:

- 48% of male and 52% of female,
- 60% of people aged 25 to 46.

The research process related to the collection of primary data consisted of two stages:
pilot and proper studies. In each of them, questionnaire surveys were used to collect
primary data. Surveys of anonymous nature were made by CAWI technique among
individual customers from Poland on a sample 327 respondents in April and May 2018.
Care was taken to ensure that the respondents had realized a return at least once. According
to the Central Statistical Office, 38.434 million people lived in Poland at the time of the
research. Non-stratified random sampling was used, as we considered it to be the most
effective in terms of the effort-benefit ratio of the survey. Representativeness was tested
additionally, with all variables finding a relatively good fit with the overall population.
The sample copies relatively well the overall distribution of the population in terms of
age, gender, place of residence, education, average net income and professional situation
(Table 1).

The Chi-square test was used to analyze the differences. Two variables always entered
this test, depending on which research questions we wanted to examine. Most of them
were variables of nominal type, while we analyzed the numbers of all categories of answers.
A contingency table was constructed from the responses, the observed values and expected
values were compared, and the Pearson Chi-square and the p-value of Fisher’s exact test
were calculated. If the p-value was less than 0.05, we considered the null hypothesis to be
rejected and statistical significance between the variables was confirmed.
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Table 1. Sample profile.

Question: n %

Age:
up to 25 years 41 12.5%

26–45 years 128 39.1%
46–60 years 48 14.7%

over 60 years old 110 33.6%

Sex:
female 162 49.5%
male 165 50.5%

Place of residence:
village 125 38.2%

city up to 50,000 47 14.4%
city 50,000–150,000 42 12.8%
city 150,000–500,000 46 14.1%

city with over 500,000 67 20.5%

Education:
basic 5 1.5%

professional 17 5.2%
technical secondary 82 25.1%

general secondary education 93 28.4%
higher 130 39.8%

Average net income:
Up to PLN 1000 23 7.0%
PLN 1001–2000 98 30.0%
PLN 2001–3000 93 28.4%
PLN 3001–4000 60 18.3%
over PLN 4000 53 16.2%

Professional situation:
unemployed 30 9.2%

student 21 6.4%
have own business 12 3.7%

employed in a company/institution 147 45.0%
pensioner 117 35.8%

n = 327

4. Analysis of Test Results

At this stage of the research, first of all, the willingness to make repeated purchases
was examined in a situation where the return operation was not successful, e.g., it took too
long or the store did not accept the return for various reasons. In order to better examine
the motives leading to service recovery, we decided to use two positive options—one for
positive contracts with the seller and the other for the offered value of purchase (good and
price). Based on this, we were later able to explore in more depth the possibilities that can
be regained by the customer (Figure 1).

42.2% of the respondents declared that they would not buy from a seller again because
they were afraid that they would face the same situation. These consumers have lost trust
to the seller. From the point of view of the store, this is the worst situation that can happen.
One mistake cost the loss of a customer forever. 31.8% of respondents will come back and
make new purchases, because previous positive contacts with the company stay in the
memory for longer than one made mistake. 15.3% will return to the store due to the price
or uniqueness of the goods offered by the store. It can be said that for these consumers a
given company plays a monopoly role. 10.7% of the respondents had no opinion. This
could be because they never had any trouble returning the goods or were not honest when
filling out the survey.
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Figure 1. Willingness to make a purchase from the same seller after an unsuccessful return operation.
n = 327.

In the analysis of the relationship between the willingness to purchase from the same
seller after a failed return operation and sociodemographic variables, the chi-square test
result showed a statistically significant relationship (p < 0.05) between the willingness to
buy from the same seller after a failed return operation and net income of respondents.
People with the highest (over PLN 4000) and the lowest (up to PLN 1000) monthly income
were the least likely to indicate that they are not willing to buy again due to the fear that
the unpleasant situation would repeat (Table 2).

Table 2. The willingness to make a purchase from the same seller after a failed return operation broken down into the
average net income of respondents per person in the household.

Answer Up to PLN 1000
[n = 23]

PLN 1001–2000
[n = 98]

PLN 2001–3000
[n = 93]

PLN 3001–3000
[n = 60]

Over PLN 4000
[n = 53]

yes, due to the goods and the price
offered by the seller 13.0% 17.4% 9.7% 21.7% 15.1%

yes, due to previous positive
contacts with the seller 39.1% 21.4% 34.4% 31.7% 43.4%

no, because I am afraid that such a
sad situation will happen to

me again
30.4% 44.9% 49.5% 41.7% 30.2%

I have no opinion 17.4% 16.3% 6.5% 5.0% 11.3%

in total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Statistical significance χ2 = 21.174185, df = 12, p = 0.047887

n = 327.

The respondents with the lowest income are likely to have the least demands on the
company. Often when shopping, these customers are only guided by the price offered by
the store. If the price is right, such a customer will not go to the competition, but will stay
with the seller because he has no choice. In the case of customers with higher incomes, the
obtained result can be explained by the fact that such customers are much better educated,
know the specifics of the offer and its quality, but are more price sensitive than occasional
buyers. The customer with higher income also pays attention to the price and is also
more devoted to the company, but this is not due to compulsion, as in the case of poorer
customers, but from higher awareness and experience. A wealthier client can appreciate
the relationship with the company and forgive the mistakes that have occurred.

Next, the relationship between the return operation and consumer behavior after
purchase was investigated. Consumers were asked about the willingness to share their
opinion with others in two situations: when they experienced a successful return operation
and a one-time unsuccessful one.
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As shown in Figure 2, almost half of the respondents declared that after a successful
return operation, they would recommend the store to their friends. Of those, 22.3% will
not only tell their close friends about it, but also write about it on social networks, and the
message will reach a wider audience, 12.8% will be shared only in the case when someone
asks for an opinion, and 8% of respondents will share their opinion only on the Internet.
Only 4% of the respondents did not have an opinion, and for 3.1% the issue of returns is
not worth attention at all.
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Figure 2. Willingness to recommend a shop to friends after a successful return operation.

In response to a situation where a consumer had a failed one-time return operation
(e.g., non-recognition of a return), 41% said they would definitely talk about it to warn
others. Of the respondents, 22.9% will share their opinion on social networks in order
to reach the largest possible audience, 20.5% will only tell their friends about it, and will
not write on the Internet, 12.2% are the most loyal consumers because previous positive
contacts with the seller are more valuable to them than one wrong return, 8.3% do not have
an opinion and another 8.3% will not tell anyone about it, unless someone asks themselves
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Willingness not to share information with others about dissatisfaction with a one-time
operation of return on the condition of previous positive contacts with the seller depended
on age (Table 3). The oldest people chose this answer most often (19.1%), and it obtained
the lowest percentage of responses in the youngest age category (4.9%). This may be
due to the fact that young people are less attached to stores and brands, and forget the
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previous positive contacts. For elderly people, relationships with the company are the most
important—if they are at a high level, these customers are more likely to forgive faster and
not to share a negative opinion with their friends. This shows a very high level of loyalty.

Table 3. Willingness to share with others information about dissatisfaction with a one-time operation of return, broken
down by age of respondents.

Answer Up to 25 Years
[n = 41]

26–45 Years
[n = 128]

46–60 Years
[n = 48]

Over 60 Years Old
[n = 110]

Statistical
Significance

I will definitely tell about it so that others
will not be exposed to dissatisfaction 34.2% 40.6% 37.5% 45.5%

χ2 = 1.949238
df = 3

p = 0.583009

I will share this on social networks as it
will allow to reach a larger audience 19.5% 21.9% 35.4% 20.0%

χ2 = 5.119999
df = 3

p = 0.163218

I will tell my friends, but I will not share it
on social networks 26.8% 21.9% 20.8% 16.4%

χ2 = 2.315232
df = 3

p = 0.509609

I will not tell on the condition of previous
positive contacts with the seller 4.9% 8.6% 12.5% 19.1%

χ2 = 8.466746
df = 3

p = 0.037289

I will not tell, unless someone asks me
about it 14.6% 8.6% 4.2% 7.3% –

I have no opinion 9.8% 11.7% 4.2% 5.5% –

n = 327, the data do not add up to 100%, because the respondents had the option to choose more than 1 answer.

5. Discussion

In discussion, it is worth saying that one mistake in the form of a faulty return
operation on the part of the company can contribute to the loss of customers and deteriorate
reputation in the eyes of both current and potential customers. Companies must take care of
the customer and guarantee him the most pro-consumer return policy [67]. Consumers may
return a product for a variety of reasons, such as the product having the wrong color or size,
having poor functionality, being damaged during shipment or simply prompting regret for
an impulsive purchase. Retailers generally provide lenient return policies not only because
they may signal high quality but also because they act as risk relievers for consumers’
purchasing decision processes [68]. It’s easier than ever for customers to publicly share
their experiences, because of the Internet. If something does not go well for the consumer,
he quickly shares it with other network users [69]. It is very important that the client also
shares positive experiences from cooperation with the company online. Companies must
take this into account and try to use it to their advantage. For example, if for any reason
the customer is not satisfied with the course of the return operation, the company must
surprise him with some positive experience. This could be an apology email or a discount
on subsequent purchases, or free shipping. It takes 12 positive experiences to repair the
damage caused by a single unresolved negative one [70]. During a crisis situation, the
client expects empathy and quick response from the company, because the high level of
customer service is directly related to the qualifications and the use of empathy by the staff
towards the consumer.

An overview of the relationship between the return process and customer perception
of this process and the customers’ ability to share their experience, both negative and
positive, made it possible to identify more new information. In this section, the above
conclusions will be summarized.

Hypothesis 1 (the customer will not purchase again after a bad return experience) was
confirmed on the basis of empirical research. Dissatisfaction with the return and complaint
processing is closely related with the willingness to buy again. Firms must try to change
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the minds of the first group of customers—those who have lost faith in the company and
are dissatisfied with its services. This is the basis for building effective customer service.
A crisis situation should be treated as an opportunity to gain a loyal customer. Of the
respondents, 42.2% declared that they would not buy from a seller again because they
were afraid that they would face the same situation. This is a very large group of potential
customers who expect the company to apologize, sometimes to compensate or simply to
send a friendly e-mail. Along with the apology, there should also be an explanation of the
situation. Merely “sorry” is not enough until the customer finds the real cause of the error.

Hypothesis 2 (the customer will recommend the store to his friends after a successful
return operation) was confirmed on the basis of empirical research. It can be said that as
many as 80.1% of respondents are loyal customers who are willing to recommend the store
to their friends. These customers are able to risk their own reputation by recommending
a particular seller. They became brand ambassadors. This is also confirmed by the e-
commerce management platform Narvar [71]. According to a recent survey 95% of online
shoppers polled said they would shop again with a retailer that provided a satisfactory
return experience. Also, 82% of the survey participants who had already returned an
item to a retailer confirmed they were repeat shoppers of the store. If retailers can meet
customers high expectations, they can use returns to improve customer satisfaction, inspire
loyalty and achieve a competitive advantage.

Hypothesis 3 (the customer will definitely share information with friends and write
a negative opinion on social media after a bad return experience) was confirmed on the
basis of empirical research. Dissatisfaction with the return and complaint processing is
closely related with the willingness to share their opinion. After an unsuccessful return or
complaint operation, most customers (84.4%) will tell their friends about it, and half of them
will write about it on social media. Moreover, 63.9% will share with others information
about dissatisfaction with a one-time return operation using social media. So, the client,
both satisfied and dissatisfied, tends to convey his opinion to other potential clients, but
the greater percentage is in the case of satisfied people.

5.1. Finding and Implications

The findings of the study have a range of implications for practitioners, policy makers
and managers. Retailers can use this information to structure their returns policies, interac-
tions and processes to better meet and exceed customer expectations. Moreover, it can be
helpful for entrepreneurs to improve their after-sales service. The presented knowledge
is necessary for a better understanding of customer behavior after a return process. The
presented conclusions enrich the theoretical understanding of customer behavior and their
purchase intention. It also offers retailers a quantitative benchmark and new perspective
on the design of return policy in order to improve customer satisfaction.

5.2. Limitations and Future Research

As with other studies of this type, the findings and implications are limited because
of the research design and methods employed. However, these limitations also indicate
potential avenues of future research. There are many challenges to conducting research in
the area of customers satisfaction and loyalty in terms of returns. The topic is dynamic and
multidisciplinary, and it requires different points of view. Although some future directions
of research can be related to understanding of different customer profiles who make returns,
under what circumstances and also the reasons for their returns. A similar study can be
done on a wider research sample by questioning respondents from different countries,
analyzing the behavior of different customers with different mentality.

6. Conclusions

Satisfaction does not determine loyalty, but it is a necessary condition for its occurrence.
The difference between a loyal and simply satisfied customer is that a loyal customer is able
to risk his reputation by recommending an offer to others, actively participates in the life of
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the company and cares about the best results of its activities. Companies need to know that
changing the approach to a more consumer-friendly one and investing in logistics systems
is the best way to achieve a competitive advantage. In this case, it is worth analyzing all
return flows in the company and trying to manage them efficiently. Managing consumer
returns has a direct impact on customer satisfaction, because the cheaper and faster the
return and complaint operation is, the more likely the customer will appreciate it and use
it as an incentive to make further purchases.

Considering the relationship between the return experience and the willingness to
share opinion with others, the following results were obtained. The majority of respondents
declared that they will not make repeat purchases after experiencing an unsuccessful
operation returns or complaints. Moreover, after an unsuccessful return or complaint
operation, most customers will tell their friends about it, and half of them will write about
it on social media. Similar results were obtained for a successful return or complaint
operation—most customers will share this with their friends. This study suggests that the
client, both satisfied and dissatisfied, tends to share his opinion about returns with other
potential clients.

In times of full enterprises orientation to meet customer requirements, it is necessary
to improve the logistic forms of customer service and enable them to freely return the
purchased goods. On the other hand, entrepreneurs must understand that current and
future generations expect them to increasingly implement sustainable solutions in their
supply chains. Therefore, managers must develop new management methods and invest
in campaigns leading to increased environmental awareness of customers and external
stakeholders. Nowadays it is a great challenge for managers to reconcile the challenges
posed by advancing globalization, business ethics and the desire to gain a competitive
advantage. The key to developing effective business models is the integration of economic,
environmental and social considerations. However, the biggest challenge will be to con-
vince consumers that their conscious purchasing decisions have a great impact on shaping
the SSCM strategy. Customers need to understand that their mistakes and comfort degrade
the environment. Customers need to understand that their errors or convenience affects
and stimulates the degradation of the environment.
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