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Assessing the Mediating Effects of the Factors on the Relationships
between Customers' Past Behavior and Negative Word-of-Mouth
Intention in Western Restaurant

Jong-Heon Kang' and Gil-Taek Pyo

Dept. of Cooking Science, Sunchon National University, Jeonnam 540-742, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the mediating role of attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral
control on the relationships between past behavior and customers' intention to engage in negative word-of-mouth
communication of dissatisfaction responses. Results of the study demonstrated that the inclusion of past behavior improved
the predictability of the negative word-of-mouth communication of dissatisfaction response intentions. Furthermore, the
mediating analyses indicated that the influence of past behavior was mediated by the mediator. In the contests of negative
word-of-mouth communication, the effect of past behavior on intention was partially mediated by attitude, subjective norm

and perceived behavioral control.
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Table 1. Respondent's word of mouth intention by de-
mographic characteristics

N Mean SD t/F
Gender Male 107  5.1526 1.38219
Female 153 49521 138782 L
Education }I:;SE :Crhool 112 52470  1.20870 *
2227
i‘;‘rl:ge 148 48739 149092
Married  Single 176 4.9830 138255
Married 84 51429 139639 B
Age(yrs)  Less or 19 37 51622 1.19573
20~29 146 48653 145827
30~39 31 50215 122606 2.119
40~49 27 52963 146857
50 or more 19 57368 1.07485
Income  Less or 2,000 131 49822 1.35956
(LO0OR) ) 000~3.000 77 51472 123247
3,000~4,000 35 51048 1.65243 1.071
4,000~5000 10 52667 1.08639
5,000 or more 7 4.0952 225022
Household 1 person 8 54167 103510
size 2 persons 23 47246 098295
3 persons 55 51697 114373 769
;;’Srog"re 174 50346  1.50905
* p<0.05.
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Table 2. Validity of constructs for word of mouth-related factors

Component ‘
ATT SN INT PBC PB

WOM"® is disembarrassing 798 113 157 .058 ~.048
WOM is useful .899 .097 .036 051 .086
WOM is valuable .893 137 .054 .039 039
WOM is desirable .868 .160 015 .043 .082
WOM is common .856 131 .049 030 .069
For me, WOM is easy 149 264 177 580 B 416
It is up to me whether or not to share® .105 296 .083 775 203
I can control the action of sharing -.018 .084 .025 .852 ~.124
Most people® would approve sharing 238 ‘.696 199 183 231
Most people think I should share 152 .819 239 .140 .063
Most people expect me to share 151 831 198 170 .024
Most people will share .128 .808 204 144 209
I intend to share .092 227 72 .045 342
1 would try to share 084 212 903 042 .038
I plan to share .071 281 .867 132 ~-.027
I had shared with family and friends .076 232 .140 .083 851 ‘
Eigenvalue 3.906 2977 2.430 1.805 1.199
% of variance(76.979) 24415 18.603 15.189 11.281 7.491
MSA 0.852
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 22=2526.482""/df=120

AVE 0.746 0.625 0.721 0.554 0.724
Composite reliability 0.936 0.869 0.885 0.785 0.724

ATT: Attitude, SN: Subjective norm, INT: Intention,
b: to share the experience with family and friends,

PBC: Perceived behavior control,
c: Most people who are important to me,

PB: Past behavior,
" p<0.001.

a: Word of mouth,
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Table 3. Correlations and reliability of constructs for
word of mouth-related factors

INT ATT PBC SN PB
INT (0.878)  0.043 0085 0281  0.098
ATT 207 (0.924)  0.039 0.130 0.031
PBC 2927 198" (0712) 0244 0.091
SN 5307 3607 494" (0.844)  0.167
PB 3137 1757 3™ 408 -

Parenthesis on the diagonal: Reliability, ATT: Attitude, SN:
Subjective norm,  INT: Intention, PBC: Perceived behavior
control,  PB: Past behavior, " p<0.01, 7 p<0.001.
The top half: Shared variance.

Table 4. Multiple regression analysis predicting word of
mouth intention

‘Standardized regression coefficients

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Attitude 0207 0.019 0.018 0.015
Subjective norm 0523 05037 04667
fz:l:reci)\lled behavioral 0.040 0.025
Past behavior 0.113"
R square 0043 0281 0282 0292
R square change 0.238 0.001 0.010
F 11.596™ 50.154"™ 33504 26.350™"
Y p<0.05, 77 p<0.001.
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Table 5. Univariate results for word of mouth intention with attitude as mediator

Equation Path F R Beta t Mediation
M=aX+e PB—ATT=a 8.140™ 0.031 0.175 2.8537 Achieved
Y=cX+e PB—INT =¢ 28.085" 0.098 0.313 5300 Achieved
Y=cX+bM+e  ATTSINT=5 17.887"" 0.122 0.157 2.652" Achieved
Y=cX+bM+e  PB—INT=(' 17.887" 0.122 0.286 4815 Partial

Z : Dependent Xariable, X: Independent variable, M: Mediator, PB: Past behavior, ATT: Attitude, INT: Intention.
p<0.01, p<0.001.
Table 6. Univariate results for word of mouth intention with subjective norm as mediator

Equation Path F I°4 Beta t Mediation -

M=aX+e PB—SN=gq 51.468" 0.166 0.408 7174 Achieved
Y=cX+e PB—INT=¢ 28.085" 0.098 0.313 53007 Achieved
Y=CcX+bM+e SN—INT=5 52,942 0.292 0.482 8.382" Achieved
Y=cX+bM+te PB—INT=¢’ 52.942™ 0.292 0.117 2.0317 Partjal

Y: Dependent variable,
T p<0.05, " p<0.001.

X Independent variable,

M. Mediator,

PB: Past behavior, SN: Subjective norm, INT: Intention.
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Table 7. Univariate results for word of mouth intention with perceived behavior control as mediator

Equation Path F B Beta t Mediation
M=aX+e PB—PBC=a 25917 0.091 0.302 5.0917" Achieved
Y=cX+e PB—INT=¢ 28.0857" 0.098 0313 53007 Achieved
Y=cX+boM+e PBC—INT=b 21.100™ 0.141 0.217 3,581 Achieved
Y=c'X+bM+e PB—INT=c¢' 21.100™" 0.141 0.248 4.084" Partial

Z:: Dependent \isiﬁable, X: Independent variable, M: Mediator, PB: Past behavior, PBC: Perceived behavior control, INT: Intention.
p<0.01, p<0.001.
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Table 8. Standardized total effect for word of mouth
intention with attitude as mediator

Path
Effect Py Py - 71 Y13
ATT 0.286
Direct SN 0.117
effect
PBC 0.248
ATT 0.028
Indirect SN 0.197
effect
PBC 0.066
ATT 0314
Total SN 0314
effect
PBC 0314

Y= Py =a

ri3= Pyt Py r9= Py + (Py - Py)=DE+IE=c+(b" a).

# : Relationships among subjective norm (1), attitude (2), and
intention (3), P : Path coefficients among subjective norm
(1), attitude (2), and intention (3).
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