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Abstract
Extant communication theories predate the explosion of digital formats and technological advances such as virtual reality, which
likely explains their predominant focus on traditional and format-level (e.g., face-to-face, email) rather than digital or
characteristic-level (e.g., visual cues, synchronicity) design decisions. Firms thus lack insights into how to create and use
emerging digital formats, individually or synergistically. To establish a holistic framework of bilateral multiformat communica-
tion for relationshipmarketing, this article reviews communication theory to establish a foundation for understandingmultiformat
communication and to identify any gaps (e.g., AI agents, simulated cues). The authors then review bilateral communication
research in light of the identified theoretical gaps, to inform their framework. Finally, by decomposing these formats according to
six fundamental characteristics, they predict how each characteristic might promote effective, efficient, and experiential com-
munication goals, in light of distinct message, temporal, and dyadic factors. Ultimately, these combined insights reveal an
overarching framework, with characteristic-level propositions grouped into five key themes, that can serve as a platform for
academics and managers to develop multiformat communication theory and relationship strategies.
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Simulated cues

Multiformat communication refers to personalized, bilateral,
simultaneous communication through various channels; it is
critical to relationship marketing efforts (Palmatier et al. 2008;
Verma et al. 2016). Recent changes in technology and busi-
ness practices have profoundly transformed the nature of bi-
lateral (i.e., one-to-one) customer–firm communication
(Appel et al. 2020; Grewal et al. 2020a, 2020b). An influx
of new formats (e.g., video messaging, virtual worlds) occupy
the communication landscape, as do opportunities to design
novel options with unique characteristics for specific ex-
change needs (e.g., one-sided video conference). But even as
technology-enabled formats have exploded in number and
reach, “research has not kept pace with the rapid expansion
of device types and interaction modes” (Yadav and Pavlou
2014, p. 25).

As a critical marketing research priority, identifying ways
to manage customer relationships across a variety of commu-
nication formats represents a timely, complex challenge
(Appel et al. 2020), especially amid a pandemic like
COVID-19, in which mediated formats became a primary or
sometimes only option for firms to build and maintain rela-
tionships with their customers (e.g., contactless or virtual
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appointments). According to the Aberdeen Group, companies
with the strongest multiformat communication strategies re-
tain an average of 89% of their customers, compared with
33% for those with weak strategies (Kulbyte 2018). With the
recognition that current technology allows managers to vary
formats across relational exchanges according to their com-
munication goals, discussion topics (message factors), timing
(temporal factors), and parties involved (dyadic factors), we
seek a theoretically grounded, managerially relevant,
characteristic-level framework of bilateral multiformat com-
munication for achieving different goals, contingent on mes-
sage, temporal, and dyadic factors.

The need for this framework also reflects the state of extant
communication theories, which predate recent technological ad-
vances (e.g., artificial intelligence [AI], virtual reality [VR]) that
facilitate sophisticated relationship marketing strategies
(Steinhoff et al. 2019; van Doorn et al. 2017). Their insights tend
to be limited to traditional (e.g., face-to-face, email) formats. On
the other side, strategies that leverage emerging digital formats
(e.g., video messaging, social media, virtual worlds) rarely are
based in theory. With a more fine-grained analysis of the unique

characteristics (e.g., visual cues, textual cues, synchronicity) em-
bedded within communication formats, we seek to reveal how
individual format characteristics (rather than the format as a
whole) function in an exchange, so managers can use them
and choose among existing formats, create newones, or combine
multiple formats to achieve key communication goals and per-
formance objectives, without wasting resources. This
characteristic-level perspective is essential to developing a foun-
dation for multiformat communication (Palmatier et al. 2018).

Therefore, we start by introducing several communication
fundamentals and goals (effective, efficient, experiential) that
firms pursue with multiformat communication strategies.
Next, we review extant communication theory and identify
three research gaps, which motivate our specification of six
fundamental format characteristics that constitute the building
blocks for our framework (MacInnis 2011). Each characteris-
tic can promote different communication goals; furthermore,
theory suggests that distinct message (e.g., ambiguity) and
temporal (e.g., relationship stage) factors create unique re-
quirements for different characteristics (Table 1). We then
consider prior bilateral communication research (Table 2), in

Table 1 Review of communication theories

Theories Description of theories Cue and channel characteristics Characteristic-level insights

Social presence
(Dahl et al. 2001;
Short et al. 1976)

Communication formats differ in their
ability to convey social presence,
which is perceived intimacy and
immediacy in an exchange.

Characteristics that enhance social
presence are proximal cues, visual
cues, verbal cues, and channel
synchronicity.

For effective communication,
characteristics that promote social
presence should be used when an
exchange needs interpersonal
involvement. These characteristics
should also promote experiential
communication.

Social information
processing
(Walther 1992;
Yadav and
Varadarajan
2005)

Communication formats differ in the rate
at which social information can be
exchanged in an exchange.

Characteristics that enhance the rate at
which social information can be
exchanged are visual cues.

For effective communication,
characteristics that promote the
exchange of social information at a
faster rate should be used to accelerate
relational development in early
relationship stage exchanges.

Media richness (Daft
and Lengel 1986;
Venkatesan and
Kumar 2004)

Communication formats differ in their
ability to convey richness, which is the
ability to change understanding within
a certain time interval in an exchange.

Characteristics that enhance richness are
proximal cues, visual cues, verbal
cues, and channel synchronicity

For effective and efficient
communication, characteristics that
promote a higher degree of richness
should be used when an exchange
involves ambiguous messages.
Richness is not efficient when an
exchange involves unambiguous
messages.

Media synchronicity
(Dennis et al.
2008)

Communication formats differ in their
capacity for behavioral coordination,
which refers to the ability to support
people working together at the same
time with a shared pattern of
coordinated behavior in an exchange.

Characteristics that enhance (suppress)
behavioral coordination are proximal
cues, visual cues, verbal cues (textual
cues), and channel synchronicity
(channel revisability).

For effective and efficient
communication, characteristics that
promote a higher (lower) degree of
behavioral coordination should be used
when the specific step of the exchange
requires message convergence
(message conveyance) or features high
content variety. An exchange can
involve multiple steps with different
requirements.

Note: These four theories were selected for their prevalence, consideration of underlying characteristics, and relevance to relationship marketing efforts
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Table 2 Summary of select bilateral communication research

Research objectives Comments and findings Selected sources

Format trade-offs and synergies:

Format trade-offs should be considered for a
single exchange and across multiple
exchanges. Synergistic effects across formats
can but do not always exist.

• A communication threshold (i.e., point of
diminishing returns) exists for customer-firm
interactions. Communication costs accumulate
across multiple interactions and thus firms
should use rich, more costly formats
strategically to avoid reaching the threshold
too soon.

Godfrey et al. 2011; Hewett et al. 2016; Kumar
et al. 2016a; Kumar et al. 2017; Reinartz et al.
2005; Venkatesan and Kumar 2004

⁃ There is an inverted U-shaped relationship
between communication frequency and
exchange performance that is inversely related
to format richness.

• Positive and negative format synergies can
exist, and the variation in costs and benefits
associated with the underlying format
characteristics may explain why. The format
(and characteristic) sequence across
interactions should be considered.

⁃ There are conflicting findings regarding the use of
multiple formats. Some studies find negative
interaction effects across all format pairs, whereas
others indicate positive interaction effects across
certain format pairs (e.g., face-to-face and
telephone, email and telephone, social media and
email).

Social media interactions:

Customer-firm interactions via social media
posts will inherently be public.

• Social media interactions generally have positive
effects on exchange performance but can exert
different effects on the customer (i.e.,
communicator) and any observers.

Achen 2016; Gu and Ye 2014; Kumar et al.
2016a; Johnen and Schnittka 2019; Ma et al.
2015; Meire et al. 2019; Toker-Yildiz et al.
2017; Viglia et al. 2018; Wang and Chaudhry
2018⁃ Social media interactions can enhance shopping

behavior, engagement, and relationship
quality, among other outcomes.

⁃ Responding to customers can positively affect those
customers but negatively affect observers whose
own comments were ignored.

⁃ Responding to a complaint encourages more
complaints from others but improves the
customer’s relationship with the firm and can
lead to more positive online voices.

⁃ Responding to negative reviews influences
subsequent opinion in a positive way, but
responding to positive reviews influences
subsequent opinion in a negative way.
Tailoring or personalizing responses enhances
these effects.

⁃ Informational, more so than emotional, content
enhances online sentiment in unfavorable
situations.

⁃ Firms should target social media interventions
based on the customer’s relationship.

AI agents:

Characteristics delivered by human versus AI
agents will have differential impacts on
performance.

• AI agents can be humanized through certain
format characteristics but still might not be as
effective as human agents in all customer-firm
exchanges.

Castelo et al. 2018a, 2018b; Davenport et al.
2020; Daugherty andWilson 2018; Huang and
Rust 2018; Keeling et al. 2010; Kumar et al.
2016b; Mende et al. 2019; Mimoun et al. 2012

⁃ AI agents can facilitate relational bonds and
enhance customers’ experiences, among other
outcomes.
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light of the theoretical insights and gaps identified, to comple-
ment and extend prior theory. In line with the state of theory,
extant research largely pertains to the format level, though the
findings still yield essential insights for our holistic,
characteristic-level framework. Current bilateral communica-
tion frameworks do not encompass pertinent aspects such as
the public nature of social media posts, AI agents, virtual

worlds, or avatars, despite the opportunities afforded by such
features for relationship marketing efforts.We review relevant
research to understand how these previously identified factors
(Table 2) and new considerations become manifest in ex-
changes and affect performance; we recognize additional tem-
poral (e.g., sequence) and dyadic (e.g., human vs. AI) factors
that alter the impacts of format characteristics.

Table 2 (continued)

Research objectives Comments and findings Selected sources

⁃ Perfectly humanlike AI agents are still
perceived to lack empathy and understanding.

⁃AI agents struggle to realistically portray human
behavior and can lead to customer frustration,
disappointment, or discomfort.

• The use of an AI versus human agent should be
determined by the message, which also helps to
dictate the characteristic needs for the exchange.

⁃ Mechanical and analytical (i.e., lower
intelligence) tasks are easier and more efficient
for AI agents. Such tasks should require less
interpersonal cues.

⁃ Intuitive and empathetic (i.e., higher
intelligence) tasks are more effective with
human agents, because AI agents lack
emotional intelligence.

⁃ AI agents are more persuasive when explaining
how to use a product versus why to use a
product (e.g., high vs. low message
ambiguity).

Simulated cues:

Certain characteristics (proximal, visual, and
verbal cues) can be simulated in online
interactions with avatars and virtual worlds.

• Simulated proximal, visual, and verbal cues can
be introduced into online interactions through
avatars and virtual worlds, to promote effective
and experiential goals.

Bickmore et al. 2010; Grewal et al. 2020b; Kim
et al. 2016; McGoldrick et al. 2008; Moon
et al. 2013; Papadopoulou 2007; Tapus et al.
2012; Thomaz et al. 2020; van Doorn et al.
2017⁃ Avatars enhance social presence, interpersonal

involvement, entertainment value, and
customer experiences in online interactions
and virtual worlds.

- Virtual worlds allow customers to experience
products in unique settings, which enhances
decision comfort and convenience, as well as
immerses customers into some aspect of the
firm’s story.

- In virtual worlds, observers (i.e., public
interaction) enhance outcomes such as
enjoyment, attitudes, and purchase intentions.

•Nonhuman, AI-based avatars that are extremely
humanlike can exert different effects on
exchange performance outcomes.

⁃ AI-based avatars with humanlike features can
enhance medication adherence, facilitate social
engagement, and encourage greater
self-disclosures.

⁃ AI-based avatars with humanlike features
threaten customer’s autonomy and thus can
negatively impact outcomes such as game
enjoyment.
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The insights obtained from our reviews of communication
theory and bilateral communication research then allow us to
decompose traditional and emerging digital formats into their
individual characteristics. Communication theory acknowl-
edges traditional formats that bundle multiple characteristics
(e.g., telephone, email); we seek to go beyond bundles and
format-level analyses to investigate individual communication
characteristics (e.g., visual cues, textural cues, channel syn-
chronicity) and their interactive effects (i.e., characteristic-
level analyses). We also predict how certain characteristics
might be simulated through recent technology (e.g., avatars,
virtual worlds). Thus, we generate new insights to predict how
each characteristic (real and simulated) contributes to effec-
tive, efficient, and experiential communication goals in light
of important message, temporal, and dyadic factors (Table 3).
This contribution paves the way for future efforts; by

identifying the building blocks of communication formats
and revealing their effects and success drivers, we recommend
how firms can implement existing formats and build new
ones, now and as technology evolves to support novel com-
binatory possibilities. We conclude with 15 formal proposi-
tions categorized into five overarching themes (Table 4).

Communication fundamentals

Relational multiformat communication strategies are “aimed
toward guiding more personal relationships with clients and
enhancing customers’ noneconomic (social) satisfaction (Kim
and Kumar 2018, p. 50). Communication theorists and mar-
keting scholars concur that a primary goal of effective, bilat-
eral communication is to reach mutual understanding, such

Table 3 Decomposition of communication formats: characteristic comparisons

Communication
formats

Cue characteristics Channel characteristics

Proximal Visual Verbal Textual Synchronicity Revisability

Traditional formats

Face-to-face ✓(real) ✓(real; dynamic) ✓(real) ✓ N/A

Telephone ✓(real) ✓ N/A

Email ✓ Low-Medium ✓

Letter ✓ Low ✓

Emerging digital formats

Video-chat (e.g.,
Skype, Zoom,
FaceTime)

✓(real; dynamic) ✓(real) ✓ N/A

Video messaging
(e.g., Snapchat)

✓(real; dynamic) ✓(real) Medium-High Low-High

Live chat ✓ High Low-High

SMS-text messaging ✓ Medium-High ✓

Direct social
messaging

✓ Low-Medium ✓

Social posting (e.g.,
social media,
public forum)

✓ Low-Medium ✓

Virtual world (e.g.,
Second Life)

✓(simulated) ✓(simulated;
dynamic, static)

✓(simulated) Medium-High N/A

Characteristics
promote
communication
goals by
relationship stage:

∙Effective
(r > s) and
experiential
(r < s) goals
during early
stages

∙Effective (r > s)
and experiential
(r < s) goals
during early
stages; dynamic >
static

∙Effective (r > s)
and experiential
(r < s) goals
during early
stages

∙Effective and
efficient goals
during late
stages

∙Effective,
experiential,
and (possibly)
efficient goals
across all
stages

∙Effective and
efficient goals
during late
stages

Characteristics are
key for the following
message factors:

∙Interpersonal
involvement

∙Interpersonal
involvement

∙Interpersonal
involvement,
ambiguity,
convergence

∙Conveyance,
content variety

∙Ambiguity,
convergence

∙Conveyance,
content variety

Note: The format list is not intended to be exhaustive but rather to serve as an illustrative example for characteristic comparisons across formats. The
characteristics inherent to the format are noted, but additional characteristics can be added to each format (e.g., live chat + simulated static visual cues
with avatars or real static visual cues with real picture of employee). A check mark denotes that a format inherently has a characteristic, with no variation.
Synchronicity and revisability capabilities can vary and be practiced at different degrees across formats and platforms. r = real cues, s = simulated cues
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that “between two people, the messages received equal the
messages sent, with no distortion” (Mohr and Bitner 1991,
p. 2). At its core, effective communication means that each
party understands what the other is trying to communicate; if
two parties cannot reach mutual understanding, the exchange
does not persist. This inherent goal of customer–firm bilateral
communication appears in early communication frameworks
that identify the face-to-face format as optimal (e.g., Short
et al. 1976; Walther 1992).

As newer formats emerged (e.g., email, video chat), so did
another goal, namely, to minimize the communication costs as-
sociated with each format, such as the time, effort, and resources
required (Palmatier et al. 2008), and thereby ensure efficient
communication. Communication frameworks that acknowledge
this goal note a trade-off between efficiency and effectiveness
(e.g., Daft and Lengel 1986; Dennis et al. 2008). Efficiency tends
to be less critical for early stages of a customer–firm relationship,
because firms (and people) are willing to invest more resources
to develop strong, profitable relationships, and new customers
may be less concerned with costs as they learn about the firm
and its offerings. In later stages though, both parties may bemore
concerned with efficiency.

Finally, firms have realized the value of interactions char-
acterized as experiential and engaging too (Gonzalez 2019;
Hilken et al. 2020). Chief marketing officers responding to a
survey indicate that they plan to spend up to half of their
budgets on experiences, and 77% of them identify experiential
marketing as vital (Wertz 2019). Promoting experiential ex-
changes by stimulating sensory involvement in particular is a
growing practice (Krishna and Schwarz 2014), as is enabled
by many emerging digital formats (Altman 2017). Virtual
interactions, especially in the COVID-19 era, are notably
prominent. However, bilateral communication frameworks
have not kept pace with these developments, to specify how
an experiential, engaging exchange should integrate sensory,
emotional, and social information (Arnould and Price 1993)
that can enrich customers’ existing or build new mental asso-
ciations with the core offering, brand, or firm (Harmeling et al.
2017; MacInnis and MacInnis and Price 1987), as well as
ultimately generate long-term shifts in beliefs or attitudes
(Schouten et al. 2007). Although experiential communication
can generate long-lasting, positive impressions that create af-
fective, customer–firm connections, this outcome may not al-
ways be a primary goal. Rather, experiential communication
may be more relevant in early (vs. later) relationship stages
(e.g., acquisition, onboarding), to create strong first impres-
sions and build new mental associations with the firm.

Our relationship-based conceptual framework accordingly
addresses how each format characteristic might promote ef-
fective, efficient, and/or experiential communication goals, in
light of relevant contextual factors. Specifically, we consider
exchange factors pertaining to discussion topics (message),
timing (temporal), and parties involved (dyadic).

Communication theories

We review and synthesize the most widely recognized com-
munication theories (social presence, social information pro-
cessing, media richness, and media synchronicity), selected
for their prevalence, consideration of underlying format char-
acteristics, and relevance to relationship marketing (Table 1).
Even if developed prior to the emergence of many modern
communication formats, they constitute the primary theoreti-
cal lenses available to assess bilateral communication in
customer–firm exchanges and its effective, efficient, and ex-
periential goals.

Social presence theory

Social presence theory proposes that communication formats
differ in their ability to convey social presence, perceived
intimacy, and immediacy (Short et al. 1976; Walther 1992).
When the exchange requires interpersonal involvement or
warm, personal communication, it should rely on a format
with a high degree of social presence (Miranda and
Saunders 2003; Short et al. 1976). For example, during service
recovery encounters, formats with higher (face-to-face) versus
lower (telephone) social presence promote satisfaction and
trust, which should improve word of mouth and repurchase
intentions (Lii et al. 2013). Proximal, visual, and verbal cues
are characteristics that convey social presence, as does chan-
nel synchronicity (Miranda and Saunders 2003; Short et al.
1976). Still, this theory mainly focuses on the format (e.g.,
face-to-face, telephone), not the individual characteristics that
define each format. In online environments, social presence
arises when “situations trigger a feeling that a human being is
present” (Grewal et al. 2020b, p. 98), and researchers have
described options to heighten levels of social presence by
enhancing formats with specific characteristics, such as
adding visual cues (e.g., Gefen and Straub 2004; Hassanein
and Head 2007) or interactive tools (Fortin and Dholakia
2005) to websites. Thus, in addition to predicting which com-
munication formats promote effective exchanges when they
require interpersonal involvement, this theory recognizes that
new formats with unique characteristic combinations are pos-
sible and warrant attention in frameworks.

Social information processing theory

Similarly, this theory focuses on interpersonal benefits, but it
highlights the dynamic effects of formats, by noting that some
cues encourage faster relational development. That is, formats
can prompt exchanges of social information at varying rates
(Walther 1992; Yadav and Varadarajan 2005). Such social
information extends beyond what is needed for the exchange,
promoting both effective communication and accelerated re-
lational development. Without it, mutual understanding is
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difficult, which would delay relationship development. For
example, salesperson attractiveness in face-to-face interac-
tions enhances performance, but this effect becomes sup-
pressed over time (Ahearne et al. 1999). Face-to-face interac-
tions also lead to more relational communication (a form of
social information) than live chats (Walther et al. 2005), which
is important during initial stages of customer–firm relation-
ships but may diminish in value as the relationship matures.
Originally developed to compare the relational benefits
afforded by face-to-face relative to computer-mediated

formats (e.g., email), this theory also tends to focus on the
format level and emphasize how visual cues (e.g., facial ex-
pressions) offer social information (Walther 1992; Walther
et al. 2005). Even with formats without visual cues or inter-
personal information though, parties can adapt over time and
cultivate strong relationships (Walther 1996), so ultimately,
this theory suggests that ideal formats for effective communi-
cation shift with the relationship stage (i.e., temporally). In
support of this, textual formats (with no visual cues) may grow
more impactful in later (vs. earlier) relationship stages

Table 4 Characteristic-level multiformat communication strategies

Key themes and propositions

Theme 1 Achieving communication goals with real versus simulated cues

P1: For effective communication, the bundle of format characteristics must match the message at each step, or for each task, of the exchange.
Specifically, formats with

(a) proximal, visual, and/or verbal cues promote mutual understanding when the exchange requires interpersonal involvement.

(b) verbal cues and/or channel synchronicity promote mutual understanding when the exchange features highly ambiguous messages or involves
message convergence.

(c) textual cues and/or channel revisability promote mutual understanding when the exchange involves message conveyance or features messages
with high content variety.

P2: For experiential communication, formats with proximal cues, visual cues, verbal cues, and/or channel synchronicity promote sensory involvement.

P3: For efficient communication, formats with textual cues, low-medium degrees of channel synchronicity and/or channel revisability have smaller
positive impacts, overall, on communication costs than formats with proximal cues, visual cues, verbal cues, and/or high degrees of or inherent
synchronicity.

P4: Simulated proximal, visual, and verbal cues have smaller positive impacts on mutual understanding than their real counterparts but similar if not
larger positive impacts on sensory involvement.

P5: Dynamic visual cues have larger positive impacts on mutual understanding and sensory involvement than static visual cues but also larger positive
impacts on communication costs.

Theme 2 Achieving communication goals in early versus late relationship stages

P6: In early relationship stages, real or simulated proximal, visual, and verbal cues accelerate relationship development by promoting high levels of
mutual understanding and sensory involvement, whereas textual cues and channel revisability, individually and especially synergistically, slow down
relationship development.

P7: In early (vs. late) relationship stages, textual cues and channel revisability, individually and especially synergistically, have smaller positive impacts
on mutual understanding and larger positive impacts on communication costs.

Theme 3 Bundling and sequencing complementary versus substitutive characteristics

P8: Formats with substitutive (vs. complementary) characteristics have larger positive impacts on mutual understanding and sensory involvement but
also larger positive impacts on communication costs, when used for a single exchange task.

P9: Formats with complementary (vs. substitutive) characteristics have larger positive impacts on mutual understanding and smaller positive impacts
on communication costs, when used across multiple exchange tasks (i.e., multistep exchange) or sequenced across multiple exchanges.

P10: When formats with substitutive (vs. complementary) characteristics are used across multiple exchange tasks (i.e., multistep exchange) or
sequenced across multiple exchanges, the communication frequency threshold is reached sooner.

Theme 4 Characteristics delivered by human versus AI agents

P11: An AI (vs. human) agent suppresses the characteristics’ positive impacts on mutual understanding, when the exchange requires interpersonal
involvement, features ambiguous messages, or involves message convergence, and this effect (i.e., less effective) is more pronounced in early
relationship stages and with simulated cues.

P12: An AI (vs. human) agent suppresses the characteristics’ positive impacts on communication costs, when the exchange features unambiguous
messages or involves message conveyance, and this effect (i.e., more efficient) is offset by simulated cues that are too humanlike.

P13: AnAI (vs. human) agent suppresses the characteristics’ positive impacts on sensory involvement, and this effect (i.e., less experiential) is offset by
simulated cues.

Theme 5 Managing public interactions via social media and virtual worlds

P14: A public (vs. private) interaction via social posting enhances the characteristics’ positive impacts on mutual understanding but also on
communication costs, and this effect on mutual understanding is offset by AI agent.

P15: A public (vs. private) interaction via avatar-mediated virtual worlds enhances the characteristics’ positive impacts on mutual understanding and
sensory involvement.
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(Bandyopadhyay et al. 1994; Mohr andMohr and Sohi 1995),
perhaps both because it is efficient and because customers
appreciate a record of their interactions once they establish a
relationship. Customers with longer tenure are evenmore like-
ly to exhibit favorable responses to firm communication on
social media (Kumar et al. 2016a), perhaps due to the perma-
nent record or public nature of the interaction.

Media richness theory

Media richness theory predicts that the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of communication formats depend on their information
richness, defined according to whether the information can
enhance understanding, within a certain time interval (Daft
and Lengel 1986; Yadav and Varadarajan 2005). For ex-
changes characterized by high message ambiguity and the
potential for “multiple and potentially conflicting interpreta-
tions” (Daft and Lengel 1986, p. 556), a richer format pro-
motes effectiveness, despite the higher associated costs (e.g.,
time, effort); richness benefits outweigh the costs. If an ex-
change instead features unambiguous, standardized messages,
a leaner, less rich format can improve both effectiveness and
efficiency. For example, in high-risk exchanges (which tend
to be ambiguous), a richer format can elevate the human com-
ponent and minimize potential losses by providing more trust-
worthy information, which also incurs greater costs. In low-
risk (less ambiguous) exchanges, a leaner format reduces both
customers’ and firms’ costs but still supports effective com-
munication (Polo and Sese 2016). Although this theory orig-
inally pertained to manager–employee relationships, market-
ing scholars have applied it productively too. The primary
focus is the format, yet research indicates that proximal, visu-
al, and verbal cues, as well as channel synchronicity, can
increase richness (Daft and Lengel 1986; Yadav and
Varadarajan 2005). Overall, this theory recognizes which for-
mats promote effective and efficient communication and sug-
gests that richer formats are more useful for ambiguous mes-
sages, even though they conflict with efficient communication
goals.

Media synchronicity theory

Media synchronicity theory extends beyond media richness
theory, with the acknowledgment that a single exchange can
involve multiple tasks, or steps, each of which might require a
different level of behavioral coordination, defined as an “abil-
ity to support individuals working together at the same time
with a shared pattern of coordinated behavior” (Dennis et al.
2008, p. 576). In this step-by-step perspective, format choices
appear more complex than previous theories would suggest.
Here, the format should match the message for each task,
rather than the exchange as a whole. A task that demands
message convergence (high levels of coproduction,

ambiguous information) should take place in formats that pro-
mote more behavioral coordination (e.g., face-to-face, video-
chat); one that entails message conveyance (diverse informa-
tion, unambiguous information) can be paired with formats
that feature lower levels of behavioral coordination (e.g.,
email, SMS) (Dennis et al. 2008). For example, face-to-face
communication is better for tacit knowledge acquisition (e.g.,
ambiguous messages), whereas email is better for product
knowledge acquisition (e.g., less ambiguous messages, high
content variety) (Ganesan et al. 2005). Face-to-face and email
communication, however, both lower operational costs, which
are associated with complex issues (Cannon and Homburg
2001). Complex exchanges likely involve many steps (e.g.,
convergence and conveyance), such that exchange goals at
each step require formats with different characteristics.

Behavioral coordination (also referred to as coordinated
interactions or being in sync) can facilitate customer–
employee rapport (Gremler and Gwinner 2000) but might
hinder effective communication goals in other contexts, such
as by creating cognitive overload, premature action, or distrac-
tion from the message content. Similar to media richness the-
ory, it posits that proximal, visual, and verbal cues and chan-
nel synchronicity contribute to behavioral coordination.
Messages encoded in textual cues enable people to edit the
message while encoding (i.e., rehearsability) and reexamine
them during and after decoding (i.e., reprocessability) (Dennis
et al. 2008), so they offer what we call channel revisability.
We propose that revisable formats in turn should be more
effective for messages that contain high content variety (e.g.,
words, numbers, and statistics), because they support
reprocessing to reach mutual understanding (Berger 2014).
For these reasons, firms may need to use multiple formats
for one interaction or design a completely new format to ac-
commodate all their exchange needs.

Communication theories: Summary of insights

This review of communication theories reveals six underlying
format characteristics (proximal, visual, and verbal cues;
channel synchronicity, and revisability) that drive perfor-
mance. It also denotes some message (interpersonal involve-
ment, ambiguity, convergence vs. conveyance, content varie-
ty) and temporal (relationship stage) factors that determine
their impact on performance. This synthesis indicates three
gaps, as well as the need for a theoretical framework that
informs communication across the spectrum of format char-
acteristics. First, we require a systematic review of how indi-
vidual characteristics (not formats) affect exchange perfor-
mance, individually and synergistically. Communication the-
ories make format-level predictions, even as they acknowl-
edge that underlying, fundamental building blocks are respon-
sible for those effects. Current theories also focus on the
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individual effects of formats, without exploring potential syn-
ergies among formats or their underlying characteristics.

Second, extant theories’ format-level predictions largely
prioritize effective and efficient communication goals, with-
out clearly illustrating how different formats could promote
experiential communication in bilateral exchanges, even
though customers demand experiences and “firms face unique
challenges with regard to providing compelling customer ex-
periences at the online organizational frontline” (Hilken et al.
2020, p. 884). However, research finds that social presence on
websites, for example, can increase pleasure, arousal, and
flow (Wang et al. 2007). Thus, we infer the characteristics that
promote social presence also could advance experiential com-
munication goals, by offering multisensory, social, and emo-
tional information.

Third, communication theory predates two major shifts in
bilateral customer–firm communication practices: frequent
social media interactions (Hewett et al. 2016) and technolog-
ical advancements through AI and VR (Appel et al. 2020;
Davenport et al. 2020). These trends represent major develop-
ments for relationship marketing strategies, in that “they can
make online relationships more personal and virtually bring
sellers and customers closer together while reducing some of
the risk inherent to online contexts” (Steinhoff et al. 2019, p.
382). Existing bilateral communication frameworks thus op-
erate under three assumptions: The exchange is private (with-
out any observers), both parties are human, and the format
characteristics (e.g., facial features, body language, tone of
voice) are real instead of simulated. Thus, such theories cannot
capture the differences between private social media messages
and public posts, interactions involving a human or AI agent,
or in-person interactions and those that occur in virtual worlds.
To offer preliminary insights into these theoretical gaps and
assumptions, we next review relevant bilateral communica-
tion research in marketing, after which we begin the
characteristic-level analyses for our framework.

Bilateral communication research

A review of relevant bilateral (one-to-one) communication
research in marketing provides additional insights that help
complement, and extend existing theory (Palmatier et al.
2018) and support key considerations to develop a
characteristic-level framework (Fig. 1). We recognize the lim-
itation that extant bilateral communication research is primar-
ily conducted at the format level, yet it yields important in-
sights into the aforementioned theoretical gaps (e.g., format
synergies, social media). Marketing literature on bilateral
communication that is most pertinent for addressing these
identified theoretical gaps can be meaningfully grouped into
four main streams, as in Table 2: format trade-offs and syner-
gies, social media interactions, AI agents, and simulated cues.

Format trade-offs and synergies

Current communication theory recognizes that format trade-
offs exist; extant bilateral research goes a step further to ex-
plore trade-offs across exchanges and their synergistic effects
across formats. The established, inverted U-shaped relation-
ship between communication frequency and firm performance
appears inversely related to format richness (Kumar et al.
2008; Venkatesan and Kumar 2004), such that communica-
tion costs accumulate across multiple customer–firm interac-
tions. Rich formats thus might need to be used strategically, to
avoid reaching a communication frequency threshold (i.e.,
point of diminishing returns) too soon. Researchers agree that
spillover effects and synergies exist among different formats,
such as social media and traditional marketing, and their in-
fluences vary over time (Hewett et al. 2016; Kumar et al.
2016a; Kumar et al. 2017). Still, some debate arises regarding
whether the use of multiple formats in bilateral communica-
tion practices always helps or sometimes hurts performance.
For example, Reinartz et al. (2005) indicate positive interac-
tion effects among certain format pairs, such as face-to-face
and email or telephone and email, which synergistically
increase performance. Godfrey et al. (2011) find negative in-
teractions across all format pairs though, suggesting substitu-
tion effects. These conflicting findings might reflect the vari-
ation in and trade-offs across format characteristics, such that
redundant characteristics would induce substitutive effects,
whereas complementary characteristics might evoke positive,
synergistic effects. Following this logic, the format sequence
across multiple interactions or steps within a single exchange
should be determined by the trade-offs of the underlying char-
acteristics. Accordingly, we recognize two additional tempo-
ral factors for our framework: communication frequency (i.e.,
number of customer–firm interactions per unit of time) and
format sequence (i.e., order of communication formats used
during the course of customer–firm interactions).

Social media interactions

Bilateral communication on social media platforms has be-
come “the heart of online RM efforts in this era” (Steinhoff
et al. 2019, p. 377). Social media communication enhances a
variety of outcomes, including consumers’ shopping (Kumar
et al. 2016a), repeat usage (Toker-Yildiz et al. 2017), interac-
tive engagement (Viglia et al. 2018), and overall relationship
quality (Achen 2016). Social media interactions can occur via
private messages, public posts, or virtual worlds; we discuss
virtual worlds in a separate section. Public social media inter-
actions (posting) represent unique opportunities (e.g., con-
sumer praise) and challenges (e.g., complaints), raising both
the stakes and communication costs, because they reveal what
was said and when, indefinitely (permanent record), which
could have positive or negative influences on communicators
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and observers. For example, firms’ responses to customers’
posts may appeal to those who receive the feedback but alien-
ate observers whose posts were ignored (Gu and Ye 2014).
Replying to a complaint raises expectations (among the com-
plainer and observers) and encourages more complaints, but it
also improves the customer’s underlying relationship with the
firm, which can lead to more positive online voices (Ma et al.
2015). In unfavorable situations, informational instead of
emotional messages are also more effective for enhancing
customer sentiment (Meire et al. 2019). Reacting to negative
online reviews influences subsequent opinions positively;
reacting to positive reviews influences subsequent opinions
negatively; tailoring or personalizing replies amplifies these
effects (Wang and Chaudhry 2018). An informational or per-
sonalized response in unfavorable situations (e.g., negative
reviews) may add specificity and value, whereas responses
that are emotional or that highlight positive reviews may call
the firm’s intent into question (e.g., self-promotion). We in-
clude a dyadic public versus private interaction factor (i.e.,
whether the customer–firm interaction inherently has ob-
servers) in our framework; it will influence the impact of dif-
ferent format characteristics on performance.

AI agents

To enhance customer experiences, firms have been investing in
new tools to further humanize AI agents in exchanges (e.g.,
humanlike avatars, virtual assistants, robots) (Mende et al.
2019; Steinhoff et al. 2019). Customers can engage in real-
time dialogue with AI agents through instore robots or call

centers, text-based messaging, or virtual face-to-face contact
in online simulations and worlds. When they function as cus-
tomer service representatives or salespeople, AI agents might
interact with individual customers as they browse a website,
foster relational bonds (Keeling et al. 2010), enhance customer
experiences, and improve sales and customer service outcomes
(Daugherty andWilson 2018). Still, AI agents struggle to mim-
ic human behaviors fully (e.g., unique, flexible placement of
punctuation or capital letters for emphasis), which can lead to
customer frustration, disappointment, or discomfort (Castelo
et al. 2018b; Mimoun et al. 2012), so purchase rates drop a
reported 75%when firms disclose to online customers that they
are conversing with a nonhuman agent (Davenport et al. 2020).
Even AI agents with perfect human appearances lack the affec-
tive capability or empathy needed to perform certain tasks
(Castelo et al. 2018a), suggesting simulated visual and verbal
cues may not be as effective from an AI agent. Still, AI agents
offer efficiency benefits (e.g., exceptionally fast responses) and
“can be as effective as trained salespersons, and 4x as effective
as inexperienced salespersons” (Davenport et al. 2020, p. 28).

A general consensus is that the message or task should
determine the decision to use human versus nonhuman
agents in bilateral exchanges; the task, in turn, dictates
unique characteristic needs. More mechanical and analyt-
ical tasks are easier and more efficient for AI agents
(Kumar et al. 2016b); tasks that require higher intelli-
gence, intuition, and empathy instead are better performed
by human employees (Huang and Rust 2018; Kumar et al.
2016b). AI agents lack emotional intelligence and their
response effectiveness depends on first categorizing the

Effective 
communication goal

Exchange 
Performance

(Seller’s 
relational, 

service, and 
�inancial 

performance)

Mutual Understanding
(Shared perspective by the 
customer and �irm on the 

information sent and received 
in the communication 

interaction)

Communication Costs 
(Time, effort, and resources 
applied by the customer and 
�irm to the communication 

interaction)

Mediating 
Mechanisms

Performance 
Outcomes

Communication 
Format

Message Temporal

Proximal
• Real

• Simulated

Visual
• Real (d, s)

• Simulated 

(d, s)

Verbal
• Real

• Simulated

Textual
• Real

• Simulated

Synchronicity

Revisability

Sensory Involvement
(Degree to which customers’ 
senses are stimulated during 

the communication interaction)

• Interpersonal 
involvement

• Ambiguity
• Convergence vs. 

conveyance
• Content variety

Ef�icient 
communication goal

Experiential  
communication goal

 
e

u
C

scitsir
etc

ar
a

hc

 l
e

n
n

a
h

C

scitsir
etc

ar
a

hc

• Relationship 

stage 

• Communication 

frequency

• Format sequence

• AI (versus 
human) agent

• Public (versus 
private) 
interaction

Dyadic
Moderating Factors

Format 

characteristics 

exert 

individual and 

interactive 

effects on the 

mediating 

mechanisms.

Message, temporal, and 

dyadic factors interact to 

in�luence individual 

characteristics’ and 

formats’ abilities to 

promote communication 

goals.

Fig. 1 Conceptual framework for bilateral multiformat communication strategies

450 J. of the Acad. Mark. Sci. (2021) 49:441–461



message correctly, which becomes more difficult in high-
ly ambiguous and early relational exchanges (e.g., no pre-
vious customer data). Cues from AI agents may not be as
effective for conveying a genuine apology or interperson-
al involvement (Petterson 2019). AI agents may
miscategorize confusing messages and deliver an unwar-
ranted, inauthentic sorry or irrelevant response. We in-
clude the dyadic factor of human versus AI agent in our
framework, which refers to whether the employee deliv-
ering the message in the exchange is human or nonhuman
and technology generated (van Doorn et al. 2017) and will
influence the impact of format characteristics on
performance.

Simulated cues

Existing communication theory recognizes that underlying
characteristics of communication formats exist but does not
consider how proximal, visual, and verbal cues might be sim-
ulated in online interactions with avatars and virtual worlds, to
promote effective and experiential goals. An avatar encom-
passes any visual representation (i.e., 2D or 3D) of an online
user, including complex beings created in a shared virtual
reality; it thus adds simulated visual (e.g., facial features, body
language) and/or verbal (e.g., tone of voice) cues to the ex-
change. Avatars can be simple, personalized cartoon-like
characters (e.g., Yahoo avatars) or complex, anthropomor-
phized, embodied persons. By addressing consumers’ needs
for interpersonal involvement in mediated shopping environ-
ments (Papadopoulou 2007), they have potential benefits in
terms of offering more information, greater entertainment val-
ue, and enhanced online experiences (McGoldrick et al.
2008). Furthermore, because people treat nonhuman agents
as human beings when they are anthropomorphized and im-
bued with humanlike features (Kim et al. 2016), nonhuman,
virtual agents with anthropomorphic features can help en-
hance medication adherence (Bickmore et al. 2010) and facil-
itate social engagement behaviors (Tapus et al. 2012).
Anthropomorphized technology also tends to evoke greater
self-disclosures from customers, because it provides social
cues (Thomaz et al. 2020). Yet the uncanny valley theory,
which predicts that technology that is too humanlike appears
creepy, and the opportunities for adopting calculated self-
presentation strategies suggest some issues. Simulated cues
(e.g., facial features) may be perceived as less authentic and
more carefully managed than real cues, especially for nonhu-
man (vs. human) agents. In other words, the effect of simulat-
ed cues on performance may vary depending on the task and
agent type. For example, in online exchanges, AI agents with
humanlike features sometimes negatively influence computer
game enjoyment, because they undermine consumers’ auton-
omy (Kim et al. 2016).

Avatars also can be incorporated into existing formats
(e.g., live chat) or mediate interactions in virtual worlds.
These immersive, 3D, multi-user online spaces in which
all participants interact using virtual representations pro-
vide the highest degree of media richness and social pres-
ence to consumers among the online platforms currently
available (Grewal et al. 2020b; Moon et al. 2013), by
offering simulated proximal (e.g., co-location), visual,
and verbal cues. For example, in a virtual shopping envi-
ronment with avatar-mediated communication, social
presence increases enjoyment, brand attitudes, and pur-
chase intentions; these effects are more pronounced when
other consumer avatars are present (Moon et al. 2013).

Decomposition of communication formats

Our review of communication theory and extant bilateral com-
munication research in light of the identified theoretical gaps
establishes a foundation from which we can decompose the
formats into their underlying characteristics (Table 3), which
constitute two main categories: cue and channel. Cue
characteristics (proximal, visual, verbal, textual) determine
how people encode messages within a particular format
(Te'eni 2001), whereas channel characteristics (synchronici-
ty, revisability) refer to how the format enables people to
transmit and process messages. With this categorization, we
can predict how the underlying characteristics, individually
and synergistically, promote communication goals (effective,
efficient, experiential) and performance outcomes across dif-
ferent message, temporal, and dyadic factors (Table 4).

Cue characteristics

Cues vary across formats, and technological advances (e.g.,
avatars, virtual worlds) now allow simulated proximal, visual,
and verbal cues in online interactions.We thus first discuss the
real versions, followed by simulated ones, to clarify any sim-
ilarities and differences.

Real proximal cues The customer’s and employee’s physical
copresence in an exchange creates proximal cues (e.g.,
physical touch, atmospherics; Wilson et al. 2012). We recom-
mend them for effective and experiential goals, in earlier re-
lationship stages, and to convey interpersonal involvement.
Proximity can heighten both involvement and attachment
(Price et al. 1995) and overall exchange evaluations (Hornik
1992). A handshake (physical touch) in greeting could pro-
mote intimacy (social presence), psychological closeness, and
relationship development. Copresence also facilitates mutual
understanding by making it easier to seamlessly incorporate
other materials (e.g., handouts) or product demonstrations.
Still, proximal cues require customer and employee colocation
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in spatial and temporal proximity (i.e., in same room at same
time), which promotes effective (mutual understanding) and
experiential communication (sensory involvement) but also
invokes substantially greater costs (e.g., travel, attention) that
accumulate quickly across exchanges. Face-to-face interac-
tion is the only format that offers real proximal cues; they
are thus the least accessible and flexible characteristic and will
always be combined with visual and verbal cues.

Real visual cues Physical appearances, facial expressions, eye
contact, gestures, body language, and body orientation offer
visual cues (Sia et al. 2002) and are relevant for effective and
experiential communication goals. We contend that they will
function well in early relationship stages, to accelerate rela-
tional development, and when there is a high need for inter-
personal involvement. Visual cues complement spoken lan-
guage by “repeating, substituting, complementing, accenting,
regulating, and relating it better than mere words alone”
(Bonoma and Felder 1977, p. 170), so they should help cus-
tomers and employees reach mutual understanding. Even if
visual cues contradict verbal cues, they provide additional
information, such as about a person’s affect; recipients tend
to perceive visual cues as more authentic than consciously
managed verbal cues (Marinova et al. 2018). Eye contact,
smiling, gestures, and body orientation can enhance rapport
by signaling positivity, warmth, and friendliness, even in awk-
ward interactions (Gremler and Gwinner 2000). Visual cues
also enhance mental stimulation and evoke imagery (Elder
and Krishna 2012), which should capture attention and dis-
courage multitasking (Brasel and Gips 2017). Despite their
relational and experiential advantages, visual cues make it
impossible to maintain anonymity, which may create self-pre-
sentation, privacy, or embarrassment costs (Dahl et al. 2001).
Visual cues also introduce cue-message consistency concerns
(e.g., expressions and body language must match messages).
Traditionally, face-to-face interaction was the only format that
provided real visual cues, but more formats do so now, includ-
ing video chat (e.g., Skype, FaceTime) and video messaging
(e.g., Snapchat). These emerging digital formats embrace vi-
sual cue advantages (e.g., social presence, social information)
without evoking high proximity costs. For example, Hubspot,
an inbound marketing and sales platform, responds to new
customers’ questions (even in a public forum) with video
messages, to introduce tone and establish trust.

Furthermore, while visual cues inherent to bilateral formats
are dynamic, we recognize that visual cues too can be static
(e.g., picture of employee) and added to different formats
(e.g., letter, email, live chat). Dynamic visual cues (e.g., mul-
tiple facial expressions, body language) provide more social
information and evoke greater sensory involvement than static
ones (e.g., one facial expression and body position). They will
thus likely be important in situations requiring high levels of
interpersonal involvement and in early relationship stages

(e.g., first impressions, onboarding). For example, research
finds that dynamic visual cues have greater carryover rates
than static ones and evoke greater mental imagery in
nonbilateral communication contexts (Bruce et al. 2017;
Roggeveen et al. 2015). Static visual cues, however, will be
less costly for both parties (e.g., less cue-message consistency
concerns and technology requirements) and thus likely be
more important in later relationship stages and situations that
cannot accommodate dynamic visual cues but still require
interpersonal involvement.

Real verbal cues A bilateral message inherently includes
verbal or textual cues. Verbal cues are made available
from the vocal features of the spoken language, such as
tone, pitch, inflection, and accent (Walther et al. 2005).
We contend that they promote effective and experiential
communication goals; should be offered at early stages;
and can meet needs for interpersonal involvement, reduce
ambiguity, or suffice for message convergence tasks.
Approximately 38% of the emotional content in an ex-
change gets communicated through verbal cues (Barker
and Gaut 2002). In face-to-face interactions (i.e., when
coupled with proximal and visual cues), verbal cues can
indicate competence (e.g., knowledge, skills) and
problem-solving orientation (e.g., engaged, proactive), as
well as compassion (e.g., empathy, caring) and agreeable-
ness (e.g., courtesy, respect), which support emotional
bonding and connections (Marinova et al. 2018). Verbal
cues also can enhance perceptions of an employee’s per-
sonality, emotional state, credibility, and sincerity; they
carry much of a message’s cognitive component (de
Ruyter and Wetzels 2000). Thus, they should promote
mutual understanding by assigning meaning and intent
to the message and reducing ambiguity. Verbal cues can
promote experiential communication too, by attracting
and maintaining the customer’s attention and establishing
an emotional narrative. These experiential benefits could
be enhanced even more if combined with visual or prox-
imal cues for a multisensory experience. As the customer–
firm relationship evolves, verbal cues may become less
necessary though; if an employee consistently expresses
concern across multiple exchanges, the customer likely
infers concern in future interactions, even without further
verbal cues. They also can be carefully managed, so they
risk appearing inauthentic, especially if no accompanying
visual cues are available for reinforcement. In terms of
costs, verbal cues evoke memory and recall demands;
people must remember the conversation, because there is
no physical record to review. In some cases, verbal cues
can be combined with revisability (e.g., video messages
recorded and sent via text), to reduce memory and recall
demands. But in other cases, they create costs associated
with dialect-related concerns (e.g., accent, speaking
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speed). Verbal cues are available through face-to-face,
telephone, video chat, and video messaging formats.

Textual cues Cues made available from written or typed lan-
guage such as spelling and punctuation, are textual cues (Sia
et al. 2002). People obtain unique information from hearing
words (verbal cues) and from seeing words (textual cues). We
recommend them for effective and efficient goals and contend
that they are appropriate for customers in late relationship
stages (e.g., maintenance), tasks that demand message con-
veyance, and messages with high content variety. The em-
ployee (human vs. AI) delivering the message and whether
the interaction is public (vs. private) are also relevant.
Compared with formats with verbal cues, those with textual
cues typically appear more formal and establish physical doc-
umentation to some degree (Mohr and Mohr and Sohi 1995),
such that they tend to encourage long-term orientations, high
interdependencies, and joint planning across cultures but dis-
courage information distortion and withholding (Mohr and
Mohr and Sohi 1995). Customers may be more comfortable
explicitly expressing their thoughts and opinions through tex-
tual cues in later relationship stages, especially if those textual
cues combine with high channel revisability (i.e., permanent
record of conversation) and when the interaction is public,
such as in social posting. Lengthymessages or those with high
content variety also may be conveyed better through textual
cues, to avoid confusion and reduce cognitive loads. Varied
content often is required for exchanges that involve product
knowledge acquisition, complex services (e.g., financial), or
comparisons. Formats with textual cues also support interac-
tions across cultural and geographical boundaries
(Bandyopadhyay et al. 1994) and thus should lower the com-
munication costs (e.g., dialect, travel, time). Even if people are
in relatively close geographical proximity, they might use tex-
tual formats for efficiency (Ganesan et al. 2005). Still, textual
cues offer limited feedback capabilities compared with cues
that provide meaning beyond the message; these capabilities
are even more limited with AI agents (e.g., lack ability to use
punctuation as a genuine expression of emphasis or empathy).
Textual cues also raise conversational structuring (e.g., spell-
ing), error (e.g., auto-correct), and privacy (e.g., data
breaches) concerns, especially when combined with
revisability. If the interaction is public (as with social media
posts), the potential benefits and stakes become even higher;
any benefit- or cost-related issues affect both communicators
and observers (Gu and Ye 2014; Ma et al. 2015). Email, let-
ters, live chat, SMS-text messaging, direct social messaging
(e.g., private messages), and social posting all contain textual
cues.

Simulated proximal, visual, and verbal cues Because techno-
logical advances have enabled simulated proximal, visual, and
verbal cues in online interactions, firms now commonly

incorporate such cues into communication protocols through
avatars (e.g., Slack’s 24/7 virtual assistant) and virtual worlds
(e.g., Second Life), seeking the new advantages and opportu-
nities. But we contend that they also raise some unique chal-
lenges. Simulated cues promote experiential communication
potentially beyond that of their real counterparts; they provide
multisensory, often highly immersive experiences, along with
high levels of social presence and even customer escapism. In
virtual worlds, a public interaction (with other customer ava-
tars) enhances social presence along with outcomes such as
enjoyment and purchase intents (Moon et al. 2013). Simulated
cues can even alleviate some of the costs associated with real
cues (e.g., colocation and anonymity with real proximal and
visual cues). In turn, online interactions have become a dom-
inant exchange mode, and VR can “mitigate some of the sen-
sory disadvantages that customers face online” (Steinhoff
et al. 2019, p. 375), which in turn should enhance social pres-
ence and performance outcomes (Grewal et al. 2020b). Still,
simulated cues might be less effective than real cues, especial-
ly if the messages are highly ambiguous; simulated cues are
selected and thus do not provide the same information as real
ones. The employee sending the simulated cues (human vs.
AI) matters too. Due to their lack of emotional intelligence, AI
agents already are less effective in certain situations; this det-
riment may become more pronounced with simulated cues.
Customers often perceive simulated cues as inauthentic and
carefully constructed (Chakraborty and Sabharwal 2019), es-
pecially if they also appear extremely humanlike.

In more detail, simulated proximal cues are made available
through the customer’s and the employee’s virtual copresence
(e.g., virtual touch, virtual atmospherics). They can allow cus-
tomers to experience products in various settings while pro-
viding vivid, transformative online interactions. They can also
eliminate travel costs (i.e., no physical colocation required),
even if they introduce limits on which materials can be shared
(e.g., brochures) and on product demonstrations. Furthermore,
unlike real proximal cues, simulated ones are not always com-
bined with simulated visual (avatars) or verbal (voice features)
cues. A virtual world may solely comprise simulated proximal
cues (e.g., virtual product interaction), with a chat function
(textual cues), for example. Simulated visual cues stem from
an avatar’s physical appearance, facial expressions, eye con-
tact, gestures, body language. They eliminate many cue–
message consistency, self-presentation, privacy, and embar-
rassment concerns, yet they may appear less authentic than
real visual cues, especially when they are dynamic. In turn,
it becomes harder for both parties to gauge and trust the social
information in the exchange, preventing them from achieving
mutual understanding in situations that demand interpersonal
involvement or relationship building. Still, simulated visual
cues offer new opportunities for self-presentation strategies.
On the one hand, firms can customize employee avatars to
match customer avatars, which might increase perceptions of
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similarity and overcome obstacles associated with non-hu-
man, AI agents. Such similarity helps build rapport (Gremler
and Gwinner 2000). On the other hand, simulated cues that are
too humanlike often seem creepy and perhaps opportunistic;
they also threaten a customer’s autonomy in an exchange.
Simulated verbal cues result from voice features in online
interactions (e.g., simulated voice and pitch). They can elim-
inate dialect-related concerns (e.g., accent) but also reduce the
emotional tone and information in the exchange, which may
be essential for mutual understanding when the message is
highly ambiguous or requires convergence. Real verbal cues
help convey the tone of the message (e.g., concern, sincerity);
simulated verbal cues are inauthentic and thus generally lack
this capability.

In summary, designing and implementing formats with sim-
ulated cues requires investments from the firm (e.g., monetary,
training, customer education) and the customer (e.g., learning
curve). Firms also worry about introducing AI and VR solutions
that customers might reject (e.g., millennials versus boomers).
For example, simulated cues can enhance customers’ decision
comfort, but privacy concerns attenuate this effect (Hilken et al.
2020). We anticipate that simulated cues will become even more
relevant to multiformat communication strategies over time,
growing more common in customer–firm exchanges (Gonzalez
2019; Grewal et al. 2020a, 2020b). As technology evolves, sim-
ulated cues may become more effective (e.g., convey empathy
and feelings). Still, customers may crave human-to-human inter-
action if AI agents and simulated cues become commonplace
(Mende et al. 2019). The only format that inherently has simu-
lated proximal, visual, and verbal cues, combined, is a virtual
world, but simulated visual and/or verbal cues can be added to
many formats through avatars (e.g., live chat).

Channel characteristics

Channel synchronicity The degree to which communication is
temporally consistent, occurring at the same time and togeth-
er, determines channel synchronicity (Berger and Iyengar
2013). We contend that channel synchronicity promotes ef-
fective, experiential, and (possibly) efficient goals, and we
recommend that firms make it available for customers across
all relationship stages, especially if exchanges involve ambig-
uous messages or message convergence. For relatively new
customers, synchronicity allows for interruptions, so they can
obtain clarification and offer real-time feedback, ensuring that
both parties are on the “same page before moving forward”
(Berger 2014, p. 600). In later relationship stages, synchronic-
ity also can promote efficient communication, by enhancing
behavioral coordination and quicker, substantial feedback.
Such feedback is especially important if the task demands
message convergence and an understanding of individual in-
terpretations, as with ambiguous messages. Greater synchro-
nicity implies a more interactive exchange, with enhanced

sensory and cognitive involvement (Haeckel 1998). Without
any response delay, the employee and customer pay close
attention to each other, whereas delays create opportunities
for disengagement, distraction, and multitasking. Still, syn-
chronicity requires temporal colocation; when both visual
cues (real or simulated) and synchronicity exist, multitasking
is nearly impossible. Both these elements impose firm and
customer costs. Wells Fargo reduced its operating costs by
introducing live chat (high but not inherent synchronicity, no
visual cues), which enabled its service employees to multitask
and handle several customers at once.

Formats with inherent synchronicity include traditional
face-to-face and telephone formats, as well as video chats
(e.g., Skype, FaceTime) and virtual worlds. Other formats
vary in their potential for a response delay. Live chat creates
an implicit assumption that the other person is available to
provide feedback nearly immediately, but it is not inherently
synchronous. This expectation increases with an AI agent,
which is quite common with live chat practices (Press 2019).
In terms of decreasing synchronicity, we rank non-inherently
synchronous formats as follows: live chat, video messaging/
SMS-text messaging, direct social messaging/social posting,
email, and letters. When people send video messages via
Snapchat or SMS-texts, they presumably seek nearly immedi-
ate feedback, though the recipient may take seconds, minutes,
or days to respond. Similar expectations arise with direct so-
cial messaging (e.g., private LinkedIn message) and posting,
but people generally experience some delay. With email, lon-
ger delays are common. Letters are the least synchronous for-
mat, with the longest feedback delays.

Channel revisability The degree to which messages can be
edited during and reviewed during and after encoding deter-
mines channel revisability, which supports effective and effi-
cient communication. We recommend that this feature be
available mainly in later relationship stages and when the task
involves message conveyance or high content variety (e.g.,
stock market price and trend comparisons). In revisable for-
mats, people can edit information before responding and con-
trol the pace of encoding, leaving behind a record of ex-
changed messages. Both parties can review the message con-
tent as many times and in any order they prefer. These ele-
ments increase precision and should enhance mutual under-
standing, because “rather than saying whatever comes to
mind, or speaking off the cuff” (Berger and Iyengar 2013, p.
568), the customer and employee gain more control over what
they say and how they react. Both parties may choose their
words carefully and ensure the meaning of the message is as
they intended, which prevents premature reactions or interrup-
tions. Formats with high revisability typically exhibit lower
synchronicity and are less likely to interrupt daily tasks or
demand substantial mental resources, but they may be associ-
ated with longer response delays, effortful encoding, and
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permanency concerns. When a revisable interaction is public
too (e.g., social media posts), it induces additional costs, be-
cause the customer and observers may view the message in-
definitely. That is, people might not want their messages re-
corded, out of costly privacy, embarrassment, or topic
concerns.

Formats that are inherently revisable include email, letter,
SMS-text messaging, direct social messaging, and social post-
ing. Other formats’ revisability levels will vary. Live chat
often occurs on company websites, and many companies pro-
vide an option to obtain a copy of the conversation after it
ends. Because live chat also implies immediate responses
(i.e., high synchronicity), the parties have limited time to re-
vise their messages during actual encoding. Video messaging
with Snapchat grants both parties control over revisability
(i.e., length of time the message is revisable), but a video sent
through email entails greater revisability.

Decomposition insights: Toward a theory
of multiformat communication

In our effort to address current theoretical gaps and summarize
the insights we derived across communication theory, bilateral
communication research, and the decomposition of commu-
nication formats, we propose formal propositions grouped in-
to five overarching themes that serve as strategic guidelines
(Table 4) and provide illustrative business case examples
(Web Appendix). They can benefit both managers who design
and implement multiformat communication strategies to en-
hance customer relationships and firm performance as well as
scholars seeking to advance research in this domain.

Theme 1: Achieving communication goals with real
versus simulated cues

Firms should select and bundle format characteristics together,
according to the communication goals of the exchange, while
taking into consideration that simulated cues will exert differ-
ent (positive and negative) impacts on the goals than real cues.
Characteristics vary in their ability to promote mutual under-
standing (effective communication), reduce communication
costs (efficient communication), and stimulate sensory in-
volvement (experiential communication). Effective communi-
cation, for example, is a primary goal in all exchanges; it is the
foundation for a successful exchange. All characteristics can
promote mutual understanding, but the degree to which they
do so depends on the discussion topics (i.e., message factors).
Verbal cues promote effective communication by reducing
ambiguity in the exchange, in that they assign meaning and
intent to the message beyond the words themselves. Textual
cues promote effective communication with high content va-
riety; they reduce cognitive load and avoid confusion. Thus,

the former might be more appropriate when customers are
trying to evaluate why stock prices have changed and what
to do next, whereas the latter should be more meaningful for
their efforts to compare actual stock prices. Understanding
which characteristics are mandatory to achieve effective com-
munication and additional characteristics needed to promote
efficient and/or experiential communication thus is imperative
when designing successful multiformat strategies.

Even further, cutting-edge technologies such as avatars and
virtual worlds can simulate proximal, visual, and verbal cues,
which can vary in their abilities to promote effective and ex-
periential goals. Real verbal cues provide an emotional tone
for the message (e.g., inflection, pitch); simulated verbal cues
cannot, because they are manufactured. Real visual cues pro-
vide authentic, social information and are not as carefully
managed as verbal cues (Marinova et al. 2018), especially
when their changes are observable (i.e., dynamic); simulated
visual cues instead are carefully selected and managed (e.g.,
avatar hair color, facial expressions, voice). Interactions across
formats with simulated cues, however, provide novel,
immersive experiences. With VR, a sense of colocation can
be simulated, which should heighten customer experiences
(Expert Panel 2019). With simulated proximal cues, cus-
tomers can explore products in different settings, enhancing
decision convenience and comfort (Heller et al. 2019; Hilken
et al. 2020) and transporting customers into the firm’s story
(Grewal et al. 2020b). An avatar can provide an escape for
customers, who appear however they want. In other words,
simulated cues will be less effective but likely more experien-
tial than real cues. Accordingly, we propose the following:

P1: For effective communication, the bundle of format char-
acteristics must match the message at each step, or for
each task, of the exchange. Specifically, formats with

(a) proximal, visual, and/or verbal cues promote mutual un-
derstanding when the exchange requires interpersonal
involvement.

(b) verbal cues and/or channel synchronicity promote mutu-
al understanding when the exchange features highly am-
biguous messages or involves message convergence.

(c) textual cues and/or channel revisability promote mutual
understanding when the exchange involves message con-
veyance or features messages with high content variety.

P2: For experiential communication, formats with proximal
cues, visual cues, verbal cues, and/or channel synchronic-
ity promote sensory involvement.

P3: For efficient communication, formats with textual cues,
low-medium degrees of channel synchronicity and/or
channel revisability have smaller positive impacts,
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overall, on communication costs than formats featuring
proximal cues, visual cues, verbal cues, and/or high de-
grees of or inherent channel synchronicity.

P4: Simulated proximal, visual, and verbal cues have smaller
positive impacts on mutual understanding than their real
counterparts but similar if not larger positive impacts on
sensory involvement.

P5: Dynamic visual cues, real or simulated, have larger posi-
tive impacts on mutual understanding and sensory in-
volvement than static visual cues, real or simulated, but
also larger positive impacts on communication costs.

Theme 2: Achieving communication goals in early
versus late relationship stages

In early relationship stages, firms should select and bundle
characteristics that accelerate relational development by pro-
moting effective and experiential goals, whereas in late stages,
firms should implement characteristics that promote effective
and efficient goals. Efficient communication may be especial-
ly important in late relationship stages, when customers grow
more sensitive to excessive and unnecessary costs.
Experiential communication instead may be critical in early
relationship stages, to create long-lasting first impressions,
build new mental associations, and facilitate emotional con-
nections between the firm and its customers (Harmeling et al.
2017; Schouten et al. 2007). Real proximal cues promote at-
tachment (Price et al. 1995); real visual cues convey authentic,
social information (Marinova et al. 2018); and real verbal cues
provide emotional meaning and narrative (Barker and Gaut
2002). Thus, they all convey interpersonal involvement and
promote mutual understanding in early stages. Visual cues in
particular can accelerate relational development (Walther et al.
2005). Simulated cues promote mutual understanding but not
as effectively as real cues, though they can evoke even greater
sensory involvement (P4).

Adding to the complexity, formats with both textual cues
and revisability, such as email or SMS-texting, can slow down
relational development (Walther 1996), because they do not
inherently convey interpersonal involvement or allow for be-
havioral coordination, which are important in early stages.
Face-to-face interactions may be ideal for relationship build-
ing, but they also are the least accessible and most costly
format. In response, emerging digital formats are designed
specifically for relational and experiential purposes, such that
they provide superior options for firms (e.g., more efficient,
lower cost) and customers (e.g., more experiential, novel,
immersive). If real proximal cues bear an unnecessary cost,
firms can encourage video messaging (e.g., Skype) for initial
interactions or a virtual world meeting (e.g., Facebook
Horizons), assuming such a novel, experiential aspect would

be well received by the customer base (e.g., millennials vs.
boomers). Accordingly, we offer the following propositions:

P6: In early relationship stages, real or simulated proximal,
visual, and verbal cues accelerate relationship develop-
ment by promoting high levels of mutual understanding
and sensory involvement, whereas textual cues and
revisability, individually and especially synergistically,
slow down relationship development.

P7: In late (vs. early) relationship stages, textual cues and
channel revisability, individually and especially synergis-
tically, have larger positive impacts on mutual under-
standing and smaller positive impacts on communication
costs.

Theme 3: Bundling and sequencing complementary
versus substitutive characteristics

Formats with substitutive characteristics (e.g., visual and ver-
bal cues both promote interpersonal involvement) can yield
benefits that outweigh the high costs, for a single task.
However, across multiple tasks (multistep exchange) or mul-
tiple interactions, a format sequence with complementary (vs.
substitutive) characteristics may yield far greater benefits and
fewer costs. The inherent trade-offs across characteristics de-
scribed in Propositions 1–7 give rise to the idea of comple-
mentary and substitutive characteristics within and across for-
mats. For example, video chats (e.g., Zoom, Skype, WebEx)
feature visual and verbal cues, and are inherently synchronous
(i.e., real-time interaction with no time delay); video messag-
ing (e.g., Snapchat) features visual and verbal cues, medium to
high synchronicity (i.e., not an inherently synchronous, real-
time interaction), and low to high revisability (e.g., ability to
review message more than once during the interaction or re-
review after the interaction has ended), depending on response
times and the platforms used. These two formats overlap on
visual and verbal cues (substitutive across formats) but differ
in their degree of synchronicity and revisability (complemen-
tary across formats). A format featuring substitutive character-
istics with similar benefits should be used for a single task to
enhance performance, especially in early relationship stages,
when customers tolerate higher costs and firms see greater
returns from rich, costly formats. For example, a format with
proximal cues, visual cues, verbal cues, and channel synchro-
nicity (e.g., face-to-face, virtual world) likely promotes greater
sensory involvement than a format with visual cues, verbal
cues, and channel revisability (e.g., video sent through email)
but also increases communication costs (e.g., spatial and tem-
poral colocation); in early relationship stages, the substitutive
benefits can outweigh the costs for a single task or exchange.

Alternatively, formats featuring complementary character-
istics with unique benefits should be used across multiple
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tasks (i.e., multistep exchange) or multiple exchanges, to en-
hance performance and avoid reaching the communication
frequency threshold (i.e., point of diminishing returns) prema-
turely. Complementary characteristics across tasks or ex-
changes can reduce unnecessary costs. A video chat (e.g.,
Skype) followed by a telephone call would incur high tempo-
ral colocation and behavioral coordination costs, but a video
chat followed by an email does not, so it likely extends the
communication threshold, or the point at which communica-
tion returns start to diminish. As noted, communication fre-
quency has an inverted U-shaped relationship with perfor-
mance, inversely related to format richness (Godfrey et al.
2011), due to the high communication costs associated with
rich formats. The complementary versus substitutive nature of
cue and channel characteristics may determine how the simul-
taneous use of multiple formats affects performance, whether
negatively (substitutive; Godfrey et al. 2011) or positively
(complementary; Reinartz et al. 2005). Following up a video
chat with email correspondence (complementary sequence)
can bring new advantages and enhance mutual understanding
via textual cues and channel revisability; following it with a
phone call cannot, due to their high characteristic overlap
(substitutive sequence). We thus propose the following:

P8: Formats with substitutive (vs. complementary) character-
istics have larger positive impacts on mutual understand-
ing and sensory involvement but also larger positive im-
pacts on communication costs, when used for a single
exchange task.

P9: Formats with complementary (vs. substitutive) character-
istics have larger positive impacts on mutual understand-
ing and smaller positive impacts on communication costs
when used across multiple exchange tasks (i.e., multistep
exchange) or sequenced across multiple exchanges.

P10: When formats with substitutive (vs. complementary)
characteristics are used across multiple exchange tasks
(i.e., multistep exchange) or sequenced across multiple
exchanges, the communication frequency threshold is
reached sooner.

Theme 4: Characteristics delivered by human versus
AI agents

Firms should carefully manage the use of AI agents (e.g.,
chatbots) in bilateral exchanges across tasks, especially
online when simulated cues become involved (e.g., ava-
tars, virtual worlds). The specific task will dictate the
characteristic needs, and AI agents will inhibit mutual
understanding or relational development for certain tasks.
People will interpret characteristics delivered by nonhu-
man agents as less authentic and more strategically

managed than ones delivered by human agents (e.g., robot
vs. human smile in retail setting, capitalization for empha-
sis in online setting). Customers will also expect an even
faster response from an AI agent in online exchanges; the
heightened expectations may in turn reduce the positive
effect synchronicity exerts on performance. Human em-
ployees are generally better suited for situations that re-
quire interpersonal involvement, ambiguity reduction, or
message convergence, and in early relationship stages
(e.g., onboarding, recovery). Such exchanges benefit from
flexible interpretations of and responses to ambiguous in-
formation and authentic emotional expressions. While hu-
man employees vary in their interpretation and emotional
capabilities, characteristics delivered by them should still
be perceived as more genuine and less manufactured in
comparison to those delivered by nonhuman employees
(e.g., sincere voice). However, AI agents are ideal for
unambiguous messages or message conveyance purposes
(e.g., repetitive call center tasks), which reflect situations
that demand accurate information but not authentic emo-
tional expressions to promote both effective and efficient
communication (Thomaz et al. 2020). Thus, to manage the use
of human versus nonhuman employees, firms might plan to
use AI agents for efficiency until topics that demand flexibility
and authentic, emotional characteristic expressions emerge,
which the AI agent can identify. Customers then can be
redirected to a human employee, through the same or another
format with more interpersonal cues.

We suggest that simulated cues are less effective but pos-
sibly more experiential than their real counterparts (P4). They
may become even less effective with AI agents. When non-
human agents take on humanlike features, people treat them
like human beings, heightening their expectations of the agent
and the exchange (Kim et al. 2016). When an online exchange
(e.g., live chat) calls for interpersonal involvement, an AI
agent cannot meet the heightened expectations; in this situa-
tion, we do not recommend adding simulated cues. When an
exchange features unambiguous messages (e.g., pay a bill,
place an order), an AI agent likely can meet expectations,
and can incorporate otherwise absent cues and social informa-
tion into the exchange (e.g., visual cues in live chat) or reduce
communication costs (e.g., no colocation or anonymity con-
cerns, available 24/7), so simulated cues may be beneficial.
Still, simulated cues should not be too humanlike, because if
customers perceive them as creepy, inauthentic, or opportu-
nistic, it likely mitigates any otherwise positive effects (e.g.,
lower costs). Characteristics delivered by an AI agent also
might evoke lower levels of sensory involvement and social
presence (experiential communication) in an exchange, com-
pared with a human agent (Steinhoff et al. 2019). Adding
simulated cues to the online exchange (e.g., avatar, virtual
world) creates a multisensory, socially charged, immersive
experience, which may offer a means to offset the potential
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negative impacts of an AI agent on sensory involvement. We
propose:

P11: An AI (vs. human) agent suppresses the characteristics’
positive impacts on mutual understanding when the ex-
change requires interpersonal involvement, features am-
biguous messages, or involves message convergence,
and this effect (i.e., less effective) is more pronounced
in early relationship stages and with simulated cues.

P12: An AI (vs. human) agent suppresses the characteristics’
positive impacts on communication costs when the ex-
change features unambiguous messages or involves mes-
sage conveyance, and this effect (i.e., more efficient) is
offset by simulated cues that are too humanlike.

P13: An AI (vs. human) agent suppresses the characteristics’
positive impacts on sensory involvement, and this effect
(i.e., less experiential) is offset by simulated cues.

Theme 5: Managing public interactions via social
media and virtual worlds

A public customer–firm interaction, with observers, exerts
different (positive and negative) effects across communication
goals and formats. Social media posts inherently have textual
cues and channel revisability, and the interaction is both pub-
lic and permanent. Public social media posts provide oppor-
tunities for enhancing mutual understanding (e.g., transparen-
cy, multiple people can see responses), but at the expense of
increased costs. For example, responding to customers
through social media posts usually exerts a positive impact
on them, such that addressing a complaint generally improves
the underlying customer–firm relationship and potentially
leads to more positive online posts, from both the focal cus-
tomer and observers (Ma et al. 2015). However, when firms
respond to positive posts, their intent may be questioned,
(Wang and Chaudhry 2018), especially with AI (vs. human)
agents (e.g., no emotional intelligence or empathy, less au-
thentic). Many firms (e.g., Jet Blue, Hyatt Hotels) use human
employees to communicate with customers via social posting.
In avatar-mediated virtual worlds, the presence of others en-
hances both mutual understanding and sensory involvement.
Creating socially engaging virtual environments that foster
sensory involvement, social presence, and social interaction
among customer avatars thus may yield numerous benefits,
with few additional costs, especially with a receptive customer
base. We formally propose:

P14: A public (vs. private) interaction via social posting en-
hances the characteristics’ positive impacts on mutual
understanding but also on communication costs, and this
effect on mutual understanding is offset by AI agent.

P15: A public (vs. private) interaction via avatar-mediated
virtual worlds enhances the characteristics’ positive im-
pacts onmutual understanding and sensory involvement.

Conclusion, limitations, and further research

Bilateral communication is a critical antecedent of successful
relationship marketing; firms can use it to differentiate their
offerings. Communication theories predate many technologi-
cal advances and emerging digital formats, so they focus pri-
marily on traditional, format-level decisions. We propose a
holistic, characteristic-level view of bilateral multiformat
communication for relationship marketing by synthesizing
communication theory and research and decomposing formats
into their underlying characteristics. We offer 15 formal prop-
ositions group into five overarching themes, to encapsulate the
resulting strategic insights and offer a platform for research
and a guide for managers’ multiformat strategy decisions
(Table 4).

Several limitations of this research suggest avenues for fur-
ther investigation. First, to derive communication strategies at
the characteristic level, we have relied on theory and re-
searchers’ post hoc explanations for their findings. Further re-
search should explicitly test characteristic-level strategies for
customer–firm exchanges, as well as explore potential influ-
ences of other contextual factors. Investigating customers’ re-
ceptivity to certain technologies (e.g., simulated cues, virtual
worlds, avatars) is especially relevant. We expect that younger
consumers will be more likely to adopt and respond well to
technologically advanced agents and characteristics (e.g., mil-
lennials vs. boomers). Theoretically, our relationship-based
framework could be adapted to reflect different exchange types
(e.g., transactional, economic) or non-bilateral (i.e., one-to-
many) communication contexts (e.g., advertising, marketer-
generated content). Research finds that relationship marketing
versus economic marketing communication impact perfor-
mance differently (Kim and Kumar 2018). In an online digital
advertising context, factors such as featured emotions and ad
length affect virality and sharing (Tellis et al. 2019). Second,
our summary of how different characteristics promote effective,
efficient, and experiential goals is not exhaustive. Additional
research could explore and empirically test how each character-
istic drives performance, to determine optimal characteristic
combinations. Communication goals also vary for the firm ver-
sus the customer, so research is needed to distinguish and em-
pirically examine these constructs from each party’s perspec-
tive. Third, we examine the differential impacts of characteris-
tics delivered by human versus AI agents on performance but
do not investigate uses of service scripts (e.g., AI-generated
message delivered by human), which generally are discouraged
in relational exchanges. Scripts might yield firm benefits (e.g.,
consistent service, lower costs) but offset human (vs.
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nonhuman) characteristic advantages (e.g., authentic smile,
genuine punctuation emphasis), if customers can detect their
use and dismiss the scripted exchange as inauthentic or oppor-
tunistic by firm. Investigating whether or not the firm directly
discloses the nature of the agent to the customer is also relevant.
In summary, our framework offers novel multiformat commu-
nication insights for enhancing customer relationships to man-
agers and many avenues for scholars to advance research.
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