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Abstract

This research focuses on the influence of emotions and intentions on consumer negative
word-of-mouth (WOM) communications when service failure occurred. The paper
conducted four empirical studies to examine the relationship between emotions, intentions,
personality trait and negative WOM communications. The results revealed that the
disappointed customers were usually with altruism intention, and would with higher
intention to help/warn others; whereas consumers with a higher level of anger had more
revenge intention to engage in negative WOM after service failure.
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1% (Word-of-mouth ; WOM) & —F#H & 7 A R 2 Al iR s i FE =0 PR E
(Anderson, 1998; Arndt, 1967; Dichter, 1966) ° IT A MRS HINEAL - BT LI fEIHZE
HGEEEN A - LHAER FEEF - RS E BRI E R O R
HIYEF (Sweeney, Soutar, & Mazzarol, 2008) °

B R ey —fE o HE A BERS - FEIE =Rz B O e iR Bs - &
rhak B BURA A HE AR (Anderson, 1998) © MRS {HIHE # ] DAESER AU AR 2 oh S IR 7S+ IR#S
RRIVE A ERE A (Kim, Wang, & Mattila, 2010) * 5225525 IR (Kim et al.,
2010; Lau & Ng, 2001) » &5 B anERHY TP 5185 » S i N5 200

A E TR RS iR M E 4 (Laros & Steenkamp, 2005; Nyer, 1997; Richins,
1997) » Mo e —fE 4 = H & &Rt & 220 (Wetzer, Zeelenberg, & Pieters,
2007) > THEEHLAERE B CRYRSE S - KE B e & A (Xia, Monroe, & Cox,
2004) > 81823 H] (Bechwati & Morrin, 2003; Grégoire & Fisher, 2006, 2008) °

A FE AT IR iRt - IHE B AU E ENE #E B &l P E R E R Z R - DURIH
BB IR ASHIERE I EREE B - IHEE T A BRIRFE A& THH
BHIEE IR G A ar s - B AR EE R & OB ERE 22 - DUERRRG 1S AER T
i+ SR R ] IR Y T BRI & T FE IR

&l ~ SRERET

— ~ IR AR

T3 DA — B H SR IR R s m EHAR - SR » T 2 IEsE ) TEIREZE+
2 e HEE DU Ry - (EAR B PR AL - #EiR5e e ki A3 /E (Kelley & Davis,
1994; Patterson, Cowley, & Prasongsukarn, 2006) ° & AR5 2L 1 - fHA&RyElfEA AT
REVKAR A2 A = P AR TR - (B AT RERE AR 55 25 R I TB Il B AL - SE A
ZEHEE R AN E] (Smith, Bolton, & Wagner, 1999) » Kl » IRF5S R AYE BTG
B - CROROR i AZ RS E R YRRE -

TR RRR o BTEE FR e A L o - {rT B R s AH B B S BERAE RE RN EHE L
(Bitner, Booms, & Tetreault, 1990; Namkung & Jang, 2010) * A2 %5 5% Al GE(HH BE S &
AN T E A | LW (Gursoy, McCleary, & Lepsito, 2003) ° 5T Hij iff 58 (Day,
Grabicke, Schaetzle, & Staubach, 1981; Day & Landon, 1977; Kim et al., 2010; Singh, 1988;
Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2004) fEH - ERAEE BRI ARZL - MM AT pE S BT & I8
ERE ~ mfth AFERR ~ (7258 =05 OB S EREUERT 1T E) (Inertia) © [MASHTFE 3 2 & H1H
B BB RS S AR R B AR - DL T RS B B B R (IR 2 15 e i [
HIBELR
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o 1ERE

NHENEHETEER ENARERE - 5 B EARBEHARE BRI TE) (Frijda,
2004; Mattila & Ro, 2008; Yi & Baumgartner, 2004; Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2004) ° & [HH
TR R E R Wetzer et al. (2007) BYFEHREER » A% (Anger) » [E
(Irritation) I (Disappointment) J& & 188 & HAS BRI FT =22 1B - R4 R
TERGE B EE I EBORET I DUINRAEOF » R - AR5 R i &
FRBRRBRA D EENEE G : AZE (NREHE)  DURAER (MNEERE) -

=~ AmOM

OB REEEE B A MEEZE T ERE KR (Alreck & Settle, 1995; Arndt,
1967; Lee & Youn, 2009) * ‘ERVsZE SRR » R HERESEITHES - HEZEEHE
TEE R R EEH I (Sen & Lerman, 2007) o [ AT REEAA B A& B ARSI = (1E
) MNWE (BRI ) - AFREERERE (AlEEE) -

B DUEHE S EEE R H ] (Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2004) > {HHIFJHEE
HE AR EM AN EHE A AR (Bougie, Pieters, & Zeelenberg, 2003;
Haywood, 1989) » s 2B A 1H H Y (Gelbrich, 2010) » DLEKE% /N ] (Richins, 1983) © &
JAFFE S Y18 (Wangenheim, 2005) °

Wetzer et al. (2007) B A 1¢S5 & R ERE R A SR IRE - B2 25 B8 3 it i
HBEEIHEAS ~ B R DUS T E 5 EE N E B SCER (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, &
Gremler, 2004; Kowalski, 1996; Luminet, Bouts, Delie, Manstead, & Rimé¢, 2000;
Sundaram, Mitra, & Webster, 1998) 1% » f&H /EEEE® IR HPY © &7 ErvEER
(Comfort Search) + Z%%, (Venting) * & Hi#H= (Advice Search) ~ AFEEH{%R (Bonding) ~ #53
%% (Entertaining) ~ H¥KFRH (Self-presentation) » ZEE Bl (Warning Helping) » ¥{E1T
By (Revenge Behavior) ° 554 » Sundaram et al. (1998) #F{¢ S5 & L RE R BEIRE R 75y
FIft (Altruism) ~ [F{KFERE (Anxiety Reduction) » #7158 (Vengeance) » & R=3K (Advice
Seeking) ° FLVUFEENHEH - FfthEIEERY HAY - A EreE I EMHEZETHE RN
Eil Wetzer et al. (2007) FirieEry " E5E ) BIBEAENTRE - EEEIHEAY B A97E A FHET =
fil T B RERZ 3+ Bl Wetzer et al. (2007) FT#ERY " #1E1T Ry o BHEEAHITFE -

77 Sundaram et al. (1998) Hi Wetzer et al. (2007) $fiA EH SRRy 48 » DK
HEREIR T R AR R DU R M5 8 - 23R PR AR th B R 1R B B A & i R R = -
Frgg ] REER A [ 2 ZE HA A BUTT B » B TH) M REE B M E S E TR
R » SERE RV E ZERR - FERFRIINDAEE -

i bR - ASHF TR O S B A RS W B A A+ DAt B s 75 R ] 2 1
WEREEE - ETEARBET -
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2 - HRRER

— ~ SR BRI Bt 1 e I

KR TN R E Y 3L AR E#EAENENR TIELERE o (van
Dijk, Zeelenberg, & van der Pligt, 1999; Wetzer et al., 2007) » =S IEE & Al fEAIZERE
A ERE & T - DIFE H AR Es#%ES (Disconfirmation Experience) (Chen, Tsai,
& Chuang, 2010; Xia et al., 2004) °

IRIS R R AN AERHE R I REg EXEm I - DUESHEHAM A (Wetzer et
al., 2007) » 22 & fth A 1 221 E 5l FH 3% 2 S eIk 75 (Bougie et al., 2003; Haywood,
1989)  FLHF » HEEREN " A, - mEREE R - TR, S5 AR
U mEHBEEBEM A - AL (Lee & Chung, 2008; Schroeder, Penner,
Dovidio, & Piliavin, 1995) * Sundaram et al. (1998) F8H} * AA{MZ AT DA 25 & i 1] hdt
7% Rz —2 5 T I A AR FEREE - REANHE S » iEgaEE5H
HyEE R - DU E B EEEIREER (Wetzer et al., 2007) » Kt - LR HEE AJEES
B MR ERR &R R - AR - MEEEREE CEER RS A RS - 8¢
BB SRR B R IR - ARG CHEEmiE T - THEAIRZERIHEE B GF]
fHENHE - TR B A TR ERE - 2150 - AF5es R DL NI FERER -
H1 @ RAFRBEA%  RZFSELAHEB O @ oG T EH Eqaian o

\

iy

T~ DB A B 1 R I

H—H - KEIEHEEE S E A SIRAS AL - 36 H B A 5 AR5 ES
DU AR 75 2 =8 BREHR AR T B - B0l Eo Al A AN R E e B 75 (Zeelenberg, van
Dijk, Manstead, & van der Pligt, 2000) ° EHZ #{8 (Revenge) FATERAZS H ¥ B HIARL
B 15 (BB ET /A FIRYTT R (Bechwati & Morrin, 2003; Grégoire & Fisher, 2006,
2008) - E A I A{E R — SR BRI E{E = (Wangenheim, 2005) » #&H7 Z/Y 7 H
PRI TREORR B i Eo At A\ H1E - DGRE A FIRYEE - ISR HA R I E A
nn B AR -

Wetzer et al. (2007) fEH} @ JHEEFIREENRAEZEGEMYE - REMSGZEEH 2GS
MEEX EH I - Sundaram et al. (1998) T8 HIVHE & nlES Hifth \ s> EMpY & miLhs
DARH B HADyH 2 O RARL 2 - ZERMENEM - SCREMERI 2SR EEE
FBEEOBRREZ — - B - AirsesRE DU N seERER
H2 : BRFARELE  AELBBRANBE B AGURERIBEEAEGER -

= PR SR R B R R o N
HEHNERBEE GRS PUT RIEAE > AERE - 6] & H e & ER
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(DeWitt & Brady, 2003; Keaveney, 1995; Smith & Bolton, 1998; McColl-Kennedy,
Patterson, Smith, & Brady, 2009) ° & F1EEEREL « [RGB BMEKEE  BUNAFER - Mg
FEALRMIERE (Barclay, Skarlicki, & Pugh, 2005; Bougie et al., 2003; Chen et al.,
2010) - Bechwati B Morrin (2003) fiff5C88 AL RANHE EE R EHwE - MME 2 ERE
T FE R S ES RN - Rt fEEHRE AT " RE (Wronged) 5 {7 -

HPA EFRmilt - AemsCiEsmtE - BB A REHIHEE TTiE s A hiEEEmRE
FA[H IR (Wetzer et al., 2007) » #£1 » AIFFEEEH DA T ER
H3 : IRFRZEAK  ARABFERANARKE DN a G oRRIEEBAEGEH -

Wetzer et al. (2007) FIJFHZ4 5 & 515347 (Multiple Discriminant Analysis ; MDA) * #%
B TE A PR TR BT TR R EAR (BhBR ) dETT 00T - FEIRE IR E MDA T3 5
FAAE RS A - ARG SR AEEN R R R A — R R - AR E S (Pt ) A EhE R
FAN[EIRE T+ [A] I A SR B A fth Bl B B8 A B IS BRI R 2

AN - ERERGEBETT RIES - HEHRRZSEAKSR  EREENER
s HE T B AWIENE - HE S T REEE B ARYENEE - (EELEIEE RTRESK B IR AAS Y52
% [HHEE NG RRERZIERNEE - MESRHEBA - KBk - HEHERER
B EPOHEEI I A EE - R E O PRAEE - mEE s EHE TR
5% » Sterling B Gaertner (1976) G#&HET—(E@F5E » FIHRIFFELTTAINGE - &
A RIEHE R T EEBEN AT B ERREIEEEN T - AREEE IR AT
Rl - AR HEGm A RIS S A E R A& H DO M EREE -

PY ~ A N RS B A R 0

15 A BE FA A A S B 4SS = M N By 2 AR (Emmons, 1992; McCullough, Rachal,
Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight, 1998; Stuckless & Goranson, 1992) » Hij&lif &z
AR5 25 R 2 HU AR R B B AN R B AR B Bl (B T 5 |38 B N FIRYTT fy (Bechwati &
Morrin, 2003; Grégoire & Fisher, 2006, 2008) - [fi {8 & E AT EHEHITE - S EE
RIS MEAIHUAS (Hibbard, Kumar, & Stern, 2001) - ifi H AJ DL E B @RS - BERED
HORGHEUE F T A BANEUE (Grégoire & Fisher, 2008) e

WEMIEIEH - B L ARE G W®E M A (Barber, Maltby, & Macaskill,
2005) ~ ¥IEHYRERE (Emmons, 1992; McCullough et al., 1998; Stuckless & Goranson,
1992) - ;ELE N FTREEL A #RIE AASRIE o AMERy TR —ME AR EAE ~ 1B AT R BIFs
RN - ER&E B AR A ZANE - 0 BAE A [R] A R A R B R AN
(Phares, 1991; Runco, 2007) o AHFFEEF ¥ {8 A A% R E Bl & i R ERE E B 2 B R
THET - EHEB A RENMER - fERRREARE R - i nTse & fHAD A 5=
H ORI - DURREIBF A RIEE - W BB M AN EREZARIEE - 54
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HWEF R I 7 & B CEA BRI AR R E -

fr RTaEm - AT R AL A W E AR EE - RSB R EE R H AT BRI
ERFEE TR o BRI - AWFZEiR DL MERER -
H4 : 3R AT HANRE BN AGuREIBEEA Ea64a -

£ EEHR
AT T TURERII - HRATT -

(—) HEH R RBAR

W e — St RIS S 3 Y B T RRSEETT oM - 38 28 TR o B PR B IR 5 % A Y
HEE TR - AR B E G LAl NS RIIERE - e EE/iE
R T s 2 P T Y 151 R T 1 -

WFFE—HRIAL R Ry B E R SCESE TR S - 5P E RIS R R - $H8E%
RTS8 B R B EET T HIE - 35 BRI Likert LB - MR RI( G5 F
B3 8 BCEEEETT 0T o EREFE A B SR (ZRE bl ERF) - |
“fiEFoEE R - RIE RAHIREE T -

(=)s&aTh

Aise A I E R T FGETHIE - B BRI RSB - S8Rk T Al B TR
15 DPMERREE & - BFLL Wetzer et al. (2007) &= 3= I AE T/ MESAGHEE -
2 A= BRI E AL IR 2 H IR © 55 8B ke TR ) M1 T AR5 ) TBRERI & -
B &R FIRERY Zeelenberg Ei Pieters’s (2004) =35 R EEMEETT/NMERY SCFASGHEE
B Yi B2 Baumgartner (2004) + Bonifield 2 Cole (2007) A1 Gelbrich (2010) Ffrfs F
Y = 8 F R BT/ MERI S B R EE - DL BB RAEIE BRI I TErY 75 22
TESEE - AMBHEAZP R A ERETD  — R IEFEANFEE AR IEFEEE -

MIBEETTH - FFMAVEIEANER 1 Fr - bR 7R ZIE#EHY Cronbach’s alpha
Ry .66 - H'EREIERY Cronach’s alpha {5 E a2 E] .70 DL EAIFRYE - HIN KL IEHE
HY Cronbach’s alpha {5 £ 23T .70 - EL#Hi% .60 #Y ~N[R (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black,
1998; Prasad & Aryasri, 2009) * # 3% ¥ [ {5 & o4 7] 82 %7 - #H & {5 & (Composite
Reliability ; CR) fRELGTH » A G BIAH & (5 B R EENEE & Fornell B Larcker (1981) i
F .70 22 - R AH S (5 RS ml a2« ILmRURE /51D > AR 92 Bagozzi B Yi (1988) HUAEFE -
S5 BL VS (Average Variance Extracted ; AVE) FERZEHE 50 » AN BB HEIEY
SRR AR R 50 0 RIS AT DARE 2 - BRI (Discriminate Validity)
J7TH » Fornell B Larcker (1981) a2 Y238 S A N E A~ T IR ERZ = iR 5% A
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T B L At AR T AR B R 8 - DARE S I8 R i 2 P DA R R o0 B - ASHIF 72 25 1S T T AH A
TREUET /NGRS AR AP TR - R B A] AR 2 -

®1ARA—ZEWNEDH

2 ISIUE ERI%UE (Pearson 1ERHRE )
am erz::h’s fBE{ERE (CR) %g@i%gﬁy; FfeEE  REEE ki
F 1t .80 .87 .69 1.00
IR1E .84 .91 .76 A7 1.00
Sk .66 .85 74 18 23 1.00
R .93 .96 .89 .09 67 .36

(=) &Ho#

AREFEM I A A E 2 (RS - ARG ) B (EER (At EE
WA EE ) RIS HERRATR - KR BAT 258 B B Bl e 2 ] s 8 - 5l &1 TS i 712
&2 (Structural Equation Modeling ; SEM) 5347 © SEM ATt rfr - DA A8 A e B
R FRMERE RS 5220 (Linear Structural Relations ; LISREL) » FF 505 2% 1R A8 -
Mueller (1997) #8517 LISREL S3H7HF » FERZAH 200 {EREA DL R8T - AWFFEEAEL
T2 200 » (A - AFFEERIVRASEL TR SKig/ )N ~ B EEIUREGN (Re-sampling) HYHED
538/ NEF i (Partial Least Squares 3 PLS) SE{TERMT - HAMTRESRA0E 1 Fs -
1 A HETH AVE (B ELEEE 0.5 17K HE - H A BIETEN A3 & fa] E80E 0 0.7 7K HE -
A HEEFTIRAE AT o FHIE 1 #Y PLS A5 SR T DUSF] » A S e s B i e iy & T I e
REEE - SR H3 5 ARG A E E SEE N A A & R EREERE - ZFF HI - (Hk
LIEHE TSN ER & R EREERE - SCr R H2 -

FRIFFEERERA E YL - W9 —ERFH K-means S£8F /775 » BF&E & A PR TR & H1H
FERIREE - SR =(EEEAE - SAERESAE - mAE  BAEEH - E 1HE85 R
EREEESARBHEAR PSCE § 557 50 REAERNNE - F=MH 16/
EARFRIRE ~ AR AR (EERIEETER ) - BRI (ANOVA) E£H » 2=
FHHAY S E A AR AZR (p<.01) ©
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Note: ***p < 0.001

Alt1
0.74
P! 080 P e
0.92 " \_(Disappointment) {Xﬁfé'ﬁ 0.88 > | Alt2
D1 4 (Altruism) 0.87
R2=0.04 "4 | Alt3
. 0.002
%,(0.04)

A Rev1
0.92 0.67 , 0.88
ERIBE (12.09) ¢ e O
A2 <04 (Angry) HERE 0.91 > |Rev2
0.96 (Revenge) 0.83
il R2=0.45 4 |Rev3

1 PLS /i8R

®2 EHTMER

Group1 G o G 3
. roup roup
S & . ANOVA Post hoc test
o Ak 1R B 5
=SER
BHIEHE (n = 85) (n = 50) (n=16)
M 4.28 3.95 2.56 < .01 1) > (2) >
. P 1>
SD 0.56 0.51 0.25 F=24.70 (3)
e M 4.31 2.29 2.52 p < .01 > 312
b > s
* SD 0.53 0.71 0.93 F = 209.03
< 3 =Ef1HRTE9 ANOVA 21
Group1
=y g Group?2 Group3
=) .
o SR BRI ANOVA  Post hoc test
=) 2 3K
EFEEmOAFERRE (n=85) (n =50) (n=16)
M 3.72 3.46 3.40 =048
Flfte P
SD 1.11 0.89 0.93 F=0.74
., M 3.14 1.95 1.96 p < .01
Hwig (1)>(3).(2)
SD 0.83 0.89 0.80 F =6.46
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AHFFELL ANOVA AT EEREAN ] & I 17 i B 2% A H A LA R 12 (4 L S [ 2
MAHZER - ANOVA TG REUR - B I ERE SR FEZEFIRE KL - (£=F7F
HHAEREZ A AR (F = 6.46, p < .01) » {HYEFIfl RSB EE - AIESHH
T (F =074, p = 0.48) » 415K 3 AR © 111 Scheffe FirtmE A - AV EHE
JE B ®RE R EREEE - BB SR RS =4 - BRI BAA S RN m R AIRT
- HSPEEABARRN SRR BRI R - ERVWESSERMERER
RHAR B Y S 1R B S B e T R

At E A = (E A RS AR IR 2R - BUREE = AEREE
SE & I AR - BP0 S R HE I = SR AR A B R ERE - RO = e
Fy s R ERE R A RTER

R
(—) #HEH L2 RSB
W5 — DL F B4 X AG e — AT 2 BH O R SRR - BGEE 20

9% o 151 MLEE DY EREE T - 5 69 (2 HIHE HFE2 L5 — - Hrfb o Efr—F
REIEIEE NS BIER - REBESIEARR 68 2 - AU AREINCEERR 45.03% © ZiHlE
HISEES e Ry 28.8 3% (SD = 5.6)  HAH » 5 54 i1 (79.41%) R 224 » 14 {iL (20.59%) K
B 5 91.18% B AREDL EERE 5 22 {17 (32.35%) WIZHIE B 57 BE4E > 46 (17 (67.65%)
TR o
(=) zBTh

ERRVUEE 5 - 156 - DEEREER - AREEALHEE - BT X
e —rITER Y ERBE RIS IESN - 28 =331¢ McCullough et al. (1998) ZEREHY
ERPERAEMEERE SR E - ARASERAZEERAMRNERERE (1 =IFFET
FE - 5=9FFFEE) - &k RRGREHERIZMMEARAER - B 5

W5 B A IS B ERUE AT A15R 4 s » 3% 4 BYE R LAEE TR Cronbach’s
alpha EE(H  #HEEE ~ WEKREII A DI - SR MR B/ NA 18 2
HHEVERISE TR - RIFE B 0] A2 < 18 &R R B R (B U ARAT - 8k
TR 2 ARG B EIBE - 2 0.58 » #EHIRE R BIsE —(EH 68 EE4A - HEk
R A R EETE - ARBE AT - BRAEUE HEEE » Cronbach o (FEHEE A
REFZAX (Riddle & Stratford, 2002) « FHIA[F—&FRAEMFFE—KF (n = 151) Cronbach o {5 &
REUEE] 0.66 » AL » AWFFERLEEERBBREAERREARD » ZAEIEHER
PSRRI ERMY AT LA -
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x4 MRE_ZEWESN

12 IRUE ERIE (Pearson 1ERI1REN )
BE Cronbach’s #&EE FIHEEE Filft w1 5 5%
alpha (CR) HEYE (AVE) BE =\ E%E E%E

Filfth 71 .88 71 1.00

#Ris .93 .96 .88 .31 1.00

= .58 .82 .70 .31 .32 1.00

£R .86 .93 .82 19 41 .51 1.00
FRIEAFE .86 .90 .64 13 48 .20 .20

(=) BHo#

AIHFEERF PLS 4347 ~ SEEEHT ~ BEREHT (ANOVA) BaAERA Tt  THaEs -
T FKE » 15 68 MAH I MEEEFHE SNEEEE - KRB ER
4.44 (SD = 0.60) » 4 RIGFEAIEEER 4.11 (SD = 0.85) » RN EEHRH AE TR
FEETS - I ATHERRE LB E I BEBE A IEE S AmER - AN - ZHEERR
AP ET R A O RMERE R (M = 4.16, SD = 0.74) BAE S A EE W EE=E (M =2.74,
SD = 1.18) » Flft A P EHRE EE A EE =R (p<.01) °

e Z[FIEREREL PLS 4347 » DASEAREEARECRE - S s SRaitE 2 frs o & 2 A9
1 AVE [HIF TS 0.7 Fy/KHE - BB ENZ AR E8 i 0.7 AY/KYEE » ATt
HETRAE ST - HIE 2 B PLS TR SR T DUSH] - ARG ERERBEHEEVE (1
=2.87; p < 0.01) » BURHEENEREHET TESENFENER OB EREEE -
T H3 . AEHEEEAMERGEEREE 1 =3.27; p < 0.001) » ERAEEEEGEY
FLRAFI L B O E R R R - SR H - AR EH I e S B A e &m
WHEREEE - BORZFF H2 - [ HEEHMRE G REAREE - 58 E R
BRI EE I TREREERE (1=4.21; p <0.001) » S7FF H4 -
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F24 B 1

Alt1
0.74
? 08 KB Flftb O
0.83 "~ \_(Disappointment) /* Tii%.‘é@ 0.88_» | Alt2
b1 |« (Altruism) 0.87
011 R2=0.09 4| Alt3
. (1.15)

A1 —
0.94 0.27*** ) 065
ERIEHE (287) WiE O
A2 |« 0.87 (Ar}gr;‘) o EEEE 0.91 » |Rev2
oo 0.44*** (Revenge) 0.83
il (4.21) R2=0.40 "\ [Rev3

WEARSE

(Retaliation personality trait)

0.81 0.76 0.82 0.79 0.81
e v Sa

PR1 PR2 PR3 PR4

Note: **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
2 PLS An#ER

B TEEENEH TIENFRE - nef B T e m D BERE & 25 ik H g
FERR T S R THEEERE - A0 T RS EERERO A fih B 18 TR R B B A 2= - AL
9% — A K-means £E8¥ 514 - K28 B KA GRS 2 = S A ZENEER (n
=26) » FHEE (n=18) HIEETHEER (n=21) > 115% 5 fllE 3 fix - 3% 6 HifE 4 B T
ANOVA B THER - SRR - MECWEREEE S H o MEEEERE R
ZHHEEEAEHESERGEHEERT - &I EE SR A s e O R
EE o Nl = (E B TR R RO A i R R R [ IR e R -

SN IR IR SR - R AR E Bl E I BME RS B B B (EAHRE (r =
48, p < .01) > W2 HEH B HRIEASFFERGE - ANEERSARE RO EE
ERAE A R ERE R R -
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&5 EHINRER

Group1 Group2 Group3
BSXE & ANOVA Post hoc test
B mAE  EEEEE ostnoctes
SER
BEERE (n = 26) (n=18) (n=21)
ses M 4.79 4.58 3.88 p < .01 2> G)
SD 0.32 0.39 0.61 F =24.70 '
M 4.95 4.09 3.10 p < .01 M >(2) >
E%®
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Emotional Episode, Retaliation and Altruism: Negative Online
Word-of-Mouths after Service Failure

Chih-Chien Wang, Professsor, Graduate Institute of Information Management, National Taipei University

Yi-Huan Wu, Master, Graduate Institute of Information Management, National Taipei University

Purpose / Objective

Word-of-mouth (WOM) is informal human communication among consumers to
exchange product and service messages. Recently, due to the rapid development of internet
technology, electronic WOMs (e-WOMs) play a critical role in consumer marketing. WOM
is already a prime information source for consumers to evaluate the product and service
before purchase. Most consumers trust the comments and judgments posted online by other
consumers. eWOM is becoming a significant issue for retailing marketing. eWOM plays a
critical role in consumers’ choices.

Customers present both their satisfactory and unsatisfactory experience about the
product or service to others. The satisfactory comments to the product/service are positive
eWOMs, while the unsatisfactory ones are negative eWOMs.

Negative eWOMs usually contain unpleasant experiences, product denigration, or
private complaining. Negative WOM appear when service failure occurs. When people met
dissatisfactory consumption experience, their WOM would be negative as well. There are a
lot of websites or online forum where dissatisfied consumers can easily express their
opinions and comments on products or services. The unsatisfactory customers post
complains or comments in online forums, social networking websites, and/or their own
blogs, which will spread to enormous others. Negative WOM will damage firms’ reputation
and lower consumers’ attitude to the brand.

The current research focuses on the relationship between negative emotion and negative
WOM, and the moderation effect of personality trait. The research results would be useful
for service providers to develop a sound recovery procedure to reduce reputation damage

after service failure.

Design / Methodology / Approach
The research designed four empirical studies to examine the relationship between
emotions, intentions, personality trait and negative eWOM communications. The first study
conducted a content analysis for negative eWOMs. The second study collected data from

negative eWOM spreaders. The third study created a service failure scenario and collected
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data from voluntary subjects. The last study conducted a questionnaire survey in an actual
service failure event.

Study 1 used content analysis to analyze the 151 negative eWOM articles. They were
collected from a large online community in Taiwan. Observers were assigned to evaluate the
emotion status of negative emotion spreader based on the content of negative eWOMs.

Study 2 invited 68 actual negative eWOM spreaders to present their emotion status and
motivations when they post the negative eWOMs. Their retaliation personality trait was also
measured. Study 2 adopted Partial Least Squares (PLS) to analysis data.

Study 3 developed a restaurant service failure scenario. The study recruited 626
voluntary respondents. Subjects were asked to read the service failure scenario and present
their emotion status if they met the same service failure. Their intention to spread negative
eWOMs and their retaliation personality trait was also measured. The study 3 adopted
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to analysis the questionnaire survey data.

Study 4 based on an actual service failure case with a one-month longitudinal field
survey. Study 4 invited 56 subjects who met the same service failure event. They were asked
to present their emotion status after the service failure and their intention to spread the
negative experience to the public and to their friends. The same questions were asked in one
month after the service failure. Study 4 used t-test to reveal the longitudinal change in

negative emotion of the service failure.

Findings

Study 1 used content analysis to analyze the negative emotion of negative eWOM. The
results revealed that anger emotion would lead to revenge based negative eWOM, while
disappoint emotion will lead to altruism based negative eWOMs. However, there is no
evidence for the relationship between anger emotion and altruism based negative eWOMs.

Study 2 based on the viewpoint of eWOM spreaders. The results revealed that altruism
motivation is the prime reason to spend the negative eWOMs. Besides, as the results of study
1, anger emotion would lead to revenge based negative eWOM, while disappoint emotion
will lead to altruism based negative eWOMs. There is no evidence for the relationship
between anger emotion and altruism based negative eWOMs. Besides, study 2 revealed that
retaliation personality trait would lead to revenge based negative emotion.

Study 3 created a service failure scenario. In the scenario, the study 3 found that

disappoint subjects would generate an altruism motivation to spend negative eWOM, to
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prevent others from the same service failure. However, disappoint emotion would not lead to
revenge based negative eWOMs. Nevertheless, subjects who felt anger would generate
revenge motivation to spend negative eWOM. These anger customers would spend negative
eWOM to revenge the service providers. Retaliation personality subjects were more likely to
spread negative eWOMs than others. They spread negative eWOM as payback to the service
provider for the service failure.

Study 4 revealed that disappoint customers trend to spread altruism based negative
eWOM when meeting service failure. Nevertheless, the disappoint emotion was not relative
with revenge motivation to spread negative eWOMs. Besides, the anger emotion is relative
with revenge emotion. People with retaliation personality were more likely to spread
negative eWOM than others. Study 4 also revealed that negative emotion will reduce by the
time pass.

Based on the results of the four empirical studies, the research argues that disappointed
customers were usually with altruism motivation to help others to avoid encountering the
same service failure. They spread negative eWOM for altruism purpose. Besides, consumers
with a higher level of anger had more revenge intention to engage in negative eWOM after
service failure. Individuals with retaliation personality trait were more likely to have revenge

motive to spread negative eWOM than others.

Originality / Contribution

Consumers usually go to Internet to search information about the product and service
before purchase. eWOM is an important information source for most consumers. Most
previous studies, however, focus on the positive eWOMs. These previous studies provide
perspective on how eWOMSs help the sale of product/service. Unlike the usual studies of
positive eWOMs, this study focused on negative eWOMs, which would destroy the sale of
product/service and the reputation of service providers. The research discussed the
relationship between negative emotion and negative WOM, and the moderation effect of
personality trait. The findings of this research could be useful to facilitate the marketers and
service personnel to realize the relationship between consumers’ emotion and their intention
of spreading negative WOM, when they encountered service failure. Service providers
should take care about consumers’ negative emotion seriously, to reduce or eliminate

consumers’ intention to distribute negative eWOMs.
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Implications

Emotion is a stimulus factor for successful consumer marketing. Unsatisfactory
customers who want to revenge service providers may engage in negative WOM
communication. Service providers should take account of consumers’ negative emotion after
the service failure and to understand why negative WOM appear. This study suggests that
service providers should establish collect customers’ critics, opinions and suggestions from
online forums. Unsatisfactory customers may publicly spread negative eWOMs. If managers
do nothing to these negative eWOMs, the companys’ reputation may damage. If managers
respond quickly to customers’ comments, the unsatisfied customers may stop to spread the
negative eWOMs or even turn to customers with loyalty.

The interaction between consumers and employees may play a critical role in the
management of customers’ negative emotions. When customers have dissatisfied experience,
the employees take the appropriate service recovery action would reduce customers’
dissatisfaction. Reduce or eliminate customers’ negative emotion could reduce their intention

to spread negative eWOMs to the public or to their friends.

Research Limitations

The research suffers from some limitations. First, it is not an easy task to find the
customers who met the service failure. The small samples of study 2 and study 4 maybe a
weakness for the research. Besides, this study discussed only the eWOM intention rather
than actual eWOM behavior. The gap between intention and behavior is not discussed in the
study. Moreover, emotion changes quickly. People are with negative emotion when they
meet service failure. Nevertheless, they feel better when time pass. If we cannot conduct
questionnaire survey immediately after service failure, we cannot get the real emotion status
that consumers engage in the service failure. This is another research limitation for the
research.

Future research should investigate whether the information seeking scale assesses a
passive or active information search process. Although the sample in the study was small,
this thesis hoped that it could serve as some basis for further study and contribute to the
understanding of the negative eWOM communications’ relationship between emotion and

intention after service failure.
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