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Abstract

Customers respond to organizational buyer dissatisin in multiple ways, by voicing a
complaint, by exiting the transaction relationslupby spreading negative word-of-mouth
(WOM). This conceptual manuscript provides a sgaif of extant customer (dis)satisfaction-
outcomes in the organizational buyer behaviordiigne. Within firm and third party recipients
of voicing and negative WOM are discussed. Possitfluences of exit, voice and negative
WOM, including competitive environment, past conmpiaesponse behavior, relationalism, and
type of purchase, are presented in a model of mestoesponse behavior. Propositions on the
effects of influence variables on response behaeiationships are provided, along with
directions for future research and managerial iogpions.

Key Words: Customer Dissatisfaction, Response Behiawv, Voice, Exit, Negative Word-of-
Mouth



In his general model of industrial buying behaviineth (1973) suggests that satisfaction
with past buying experiences influences future pase decisions. In the same vein,
dissatisfaction with past buying experiences showsd aifluence future purchase decisions.
However, dissatisfaction has the potential to babgut undesirable future decisions — not
simply future purchase decisions — but decisionstaplain and decisions to spread negative
word-of-mouth (WOM). In the following manuscrigtistomer satisfaction/dissatisfaction and
response behaviors in the organizational buyerehbterature are synthesized. A model of
dissatisfaction response behavior including praposs for potential influencers of response
behavior is presented. Discussion, along with rganal implications and future research

directions, follow.

Repercussions of Dissatisfaction Response Behavior

It is in the best interest of a supplier to undmdtthe potential behavioral responses a
dissatisfied customer may engage in and also temstahd what influences behavioral responses
to dissatisfaction so as to lessen undesirableonsgs. The repercussions of dissatisfaction
response behavior could be detrimental to a supplijtm. A dissatisfied customer may engage
in complaining behavior or terminate the transactigationship, but possibly the most costly
and potential loss in future revenue and reputdtiothe supplier occurs when the spurned
customer spreads negative word-of-mouth (WOM).

Negative word-of-mouth can be detrimental to a §eappMoney, Gilly and Graham
(1998) demonstrated that WOM referrals are useguéptly in organizational buying behavior.

A current customer may choose to spread negativéWQesponse to a dissatisfactory



experience to other existing and potential custsroéthe supplier. The impact from this
negative WOM may cause the supplier to lose criilor tarnish its reputation. This could
mean substantial revenue loss from multiple firfdéith the proliferation of the internet,
negative WOM on trade organization websites colddiet the entire industry, potentially
crippling the supplier. Bonama, Zaltman and Jabmséport that firms rely on WOM
communication within firms to make buying decisi¢h877). Negative WOM can not only ruin
the supplier’s reputation for the buying centerlwved, but can spread to other buying centers

within the firm, causing loss revenues for the digpjin other departments.

Dissatisfaction Response Behavior in the Literature

A review of the satisfaction and dissatisfactiornhia organizational buyer behavior
literature revealed limited insight into dissatitfan response behavior. Table 1 provides a
review of this literature. Much of the researcbused on defining or measuring satisfaction
(Backhaus and Bauer, 2000; Perkins, 1993; Schellr#srdock and Ohlwein, 1999) or
examined limited outcomes of or responses to satisin, such as exit behavior (Barksdale,
Powell and Hargrove, 1984, Giller and Matear, 2Qaihes, Mothersbaugh and Beatty, 2002).
However, research by Ping (1993; 1994; 1997) atub&iid, Kumar and Stern (2001) developed
models of response behavior in the channels aadingtliterature. Research by Hansen, Swan
and Powers (1996) examined multiple dissatisfaat®ponse behaviors, but only revealed
clusters of similar responding groups. The presaruscript will develop a model of
dissatisfaction response behavior for organizatiboging behavior, including propositions of

variables that may influence response.



Table 1

Review of Customer Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction —@comes
Literature in Organization Buyer Behavior Literatur e

Independent Dependent Outcomes Kev Findinas
Variable(s) Variable(s) Variable(s) y 9
Backhaus JBBM  Presence of Satisfaction Critical incidents do
and Bauer Critical impact satisfaction
(2000) Incidents formation.
Barksdale, IMM Purchase Voicing - The authors used
Powell and Price, Number Complaining  conjoint analysis and
Hargrove of Suppliers, found that purchasing
(1984) Types of people fall into three
Purchase, different categoris for
Relationship industrial complaining
with Supplier behavior: those who do
not use consistent rules
for complaining, those
who used a single rule
(i.e., price), and those
who used price and
number of suppliers to
decide complaining
behavior.
Giller and JBIM Interaction Relationship  The different
Matear (2001) between Termination perspectives on
Trigger Event relationship termination
and Existing are discussed and a
State of the model of inter-firm
Relationship relationship termination
is presented with
support through four
case studies.
Hansen, IMM Expertise, Dissatisfaction Do Nothing, The authors create a
Swan and Jurisdictional Complain, typology of
Powers Disagreement, Warn Others, dissatisfaction style
(1996) Vendor-Buyer Third Party groups: Complainer,
Communication Action Wait and Squawk,

s, Dependency

Activist and Squaker.




Independent Dependent Outcomes Kev Eindinas
Variable(s) Variable(s) Variable(s) y 9
Hansen, JBIM Effectiveness of Types of The authors found that
Swan and Complaint Complaint buyers experience
Powers Actions Actions: problems in different
(1996) Positive problem categories
(Seek (i.e., delivery). The
Assistance of authors surveyed
Vendor) and  buyers to estimate the
Negative effectiveness of 13
(Switching, complaint actions.
Negative
WOM,
Complaints
that Harm
Firm
Reputation,
Wait and See
Heide and JM Pace of Vendor The authors examine
Weiss (1995)* Technology Considera- buyers' decision
Change, tion and processes in high-
Technology Switching technology markets.
Heterogeneity, Behavior Pace of technology,
Experience, vendor-related
Technological switching costs and
Compatability, formalization all
Vendor- positively effect
Related switching behavior,
Switching while experience and
Costs, centralization both
Importance of negatively effect
the Purchase, switching behavior.
Formalization,
Centralization
Hibbard, JMR Destructive act  Disengagement, Performance  This research
Kumar and intensity, constructive (supplier's examines responses to
Stern (2001)* supplier discussion, perspective)  destructive acts in
attribution, self- passive and channels setting.
attribution, acceptance, relationship Cognitions about the
external venting quality destructive act and
attribution, relationship
relationship characteristics to
quality, total influence engagement
dependence in responses to the
and relative destructive act.

dependence




Independent Dependent Outcomes Kev Eindinas
Variable(s) Variable(s) Variable(s) y 9
Jones, JBR Switching Repurchase The authors examine
Mothersbaug Costs Intentions switching costs,
h and Beatty proposing six
(2002) dimensions: lost
performance costs,
uncertainty costs, pre-
switching search and
evaluation costs, post-
switching behavioral
and cognitive costs,
setup costs, and sunk
costs.
Liu (2006) JBIM  Customer Switching Firms can influence
Value Costs perceptions of
switching costs by
increasing perceptions
of customer value.
Liu, Leach JBR Customer Customer Share-of- Customer value, made
and Value Satisfaction and  Business up of three dimensions
Bernhardt Perceived Intention (economic value, value
(2005) Switching Costs of core services and
value of support
services), customer
satisfaction and
perceived switching
costs influence share-
of-business repurchase
decisions.
Patterson, JAMS Expectations Satisfaction Intentions The authors conclude
Johnson and (influenced by that the disconfirmation
Spreng novelty, paradigm for
(1997) importance, determining satisfaction
decision can be applied to
complexity) industrial buying
and situations. A model of
Performance satisfaction is tested
(influenced by and all but two
stakeholding & hypothesized
uncertainty); relationships are
Disconfirmation confirmed.
, Fairness
Perkins IMM Satisfaction The author offers an
(1993) approach to measuring

customer satisfaction,
using product and
service characteristics.




Independent
Variable(s)

Outcomes
Variable(s)

Dependent
Variable(s)

Key Findings

Ping (1993)*

JR

Investment in
Relationship,
Switching
Costs,
Alternative
Attractiveness,
Satisfaction

Loyalty
(inertia),
Voice,
Exiting,
Opportunism,
Neglect

The author found
negative associations
between satisfaction
and exit, neglect;
between investment
and neglect. Also
found were positive
associations between
alternative
attractiveness and exit,
neglect, opportunism;
between investment
and voice; between
satisfaction and voice;
between switching cost
and loyalty.

Ping (1994)*

JAMS

Alternative
Attractiveness

Relationship Exit
Satisfaction

(moderator)

Relationship
satisfaction has a non-
linear moderating effect
of alternative
attractiveness on exit
behavior in a channels
setting.

Ping (1997)*

JR

Satisfaction,
Cost of Exit,
Partnering Firm
Demographics

Voice

In B2B relationships,
satisfaction, cost of exit
and partnering firm
demographics effect
voicing behavior.

Schellhase,
Hardock and
Ohlwein
(1999)

JBIM

Customer
Satisfaction

Measurement for
customer satisfaction in
B2B marketing.
Specifically developed
for retail organizations
and their suppliers.

Sharma
(2006)

JBIM

Dissatisfactio
n, Marketers'
Relational
Assets, Buyer's
Relational
Assets, Quality
of Alternatives,
Buyer's
Knowledge of
Key Account
Personnel,
Lack of
Innovation,

Social/Personal

Bonds,
Changes in the
Environment

Key Account
Success

Dissatisfaction leads to
lowers key account
sSuccess.




Independent Dependent Outcomes Kev Eindinas
Variable(s) Variable(s) Variable(s) y 9
Tikkanen and  JBIM Customer The authors discuss
Alajoursijarvi Satisfaction current procedures for
(2002) tracking customer
satisfaction. Three
steps are proposed
(the inner context of a
business relationship,
the connected network
of the customer-
supplier relationship,
and the outer context of
the connected network)
that must be
considered for
industrial customer
satisfaction.
Tikkanen, IMM Critical (Dis)Satisfactio The authors
Alajoutsijarvi Incidents n demonstrate with a
and Tahtinen case study that critical
(2000) incidents do affect
buyer satisfaction and
dissatisfaction.
Trawick and IMM Follow-up Satisfaction with  Intentionsto  Follow-up,
Swan (1981) Required, Firm Response Reorder, actual=desired
Actual to Complaining Reorders response, prior
Response = Behavior complaining handled
Desired, Prior satisfactorily, and the
Complaint buyer firm being a
Response, major customer all
Buyer Firm significantly affected
Large Relative satisfaction with firm
to Supplier, response. Satisfaction
Buyer Firm a with firm response to
Major complaining behavior
Customer, significantly impacted
Another actual reordering.
Supplier
Available
Williams and IMM Dissatisfactio Organization  The authors propose a
Rao (1980) n, Individual al Buyer model of organizational
Aspects of Complaint buyer complaint
Behavior, Behavior behavior
Problem
Situation,
Structural
Variables,
Types of
Purchase

*From the channels literature



Extensive research outside the organizational biigkavior literature on response
behavior can be found as early as Hirschman’s respmodel (1970). Hirschman’s model has
received recognition in several social scienceasepolitical science, psychology,
organizational behavior, and consumer behaviorggit991). The model suggests that in
reaction to a dissatisfactory purchase experiesmesumers will behave in one of three general
ways: exit, voice, or loyalty.

A customer has three potential responses to atdifsctory purchase experience: exit,
voice or loyalty (Hirschman, 1970; Singh, 1991)y éXiting, the customer severs the
relationship with the selling firm. Activating thwice option initiates the consumer’s desire to
change the undesirable situation and to seek aetiish. The loyalty option is passive.
Omission of exiting or voicing brings about loyaltgingh (1990) took the model one step
further by introducing another option for the com&u that was close to voicing, but needed its
own classification. This option is negative woifdraouth; spreading the word to others (not the
seller) about the dissatisfactory experience (Sidg80).

Hirschman’s model has recently found some acceptanthe marketing channels
literature (Ping, 1993; Ping, 1994; Ping, 1997;4itd, Kumar and Stern, 2001). These studies
loosely used the exit, voice, loyalty model and enadaptations, including adding additional
variables, to fit the channels context. Both Ring Hibbard et al. tested the effects of
antecedents on response behavior and found suppthese effects and for the use of
Hirschman’s response variables in the channelmgett

Singh has done extensive research on responseibeimathe consumer dissatisfaction
literature, including a typology of consumer respmstyles (198l; 1990; 1990; 1991). Hansen,

Swan and Powers (1996) adapted Singh’s (1990) agyadf consumer response styles to an
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industrial market setting by developing four digsfattion style groups: complainers, wait and
squawkers, activists and squawkers. The groupe @hestered according to behavioral response
to a dissatisfying experience. Behavioral respsinsgluded: do nothing, complain, switch
suppliers, warn others, and take third party astion

Much of the earlier customer complaint literatueused on complaining solely to the
supplier (Williams and Rao, 1980; Trawick and SwEd81; Barksdale, Powell and Hargrove,
1984). Hansen, Swan and Powers (1996; 1996) iadladmplaint behavior to third party
individuals as well as positive and negative commplactions, such as negative WOM in their
studies. However, the focus of these studies wamplaining to the supplier. With today’s
ever growing intensity of the communication optiocemplaint behavior beyond the supplier
and the spread of negative WOM has heightened itaapce in complaint behavior. We include
these response options in our conceptual model.

Our proposed model will focus on three responsawebs, including exit, voicing, and
spreading negative WOM. While the loyalty, or treewariable, is a possible response to
dissatisfaction, only active response behaviorshelincluded in the model. It is important to
note that exit, voice, and negative WOM are notually exclusive responses (Singh, 1990).
Instead, these responses can be performed togdtbheexample, it is possible to carry out both

voice and exit.

Conceptual Framework
Figure one presents the Customer Response Modgj pepposed. On the left
dissatisfaction with a purchase is representeti@sttiator for the customer response. On the

right are the response options: exit, voice andtieg word-of-mouth. Past complaint response,
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competitive environment, relationalism and typeafduct are variables that may influence

response behavior.

Figure 1

Customer Response Model

Competitive Past Complaint
Environment Response
Exit
Customer .
Dissatisfaction > Voice
Negative WOM
Type of Product Relationalism

First to be explored will be the response behaoptions, including the distinction
between voice and negative WOM. Voicing and negafVOM are directed actions. The
behavior is directed from the customer to or atlamoindividual or group. The individual or
group on the receiving end of these two optionstiwén be examined. Next, each influence

variable will be assessed as to what impact eastohaesponse behavior.
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Exit, Voice and Negative WOM

When a customer chooses to exit, the customerngefovishes to continue the
transaction relationship with the vendor. The eguee is so severe that the customer believes
that voicing will not get a vendor response thatildanake the experience satisfactory. The
dissatisfactory experience at hand may be therassuccession of dissatisfactory responses,
possibly being the one to push the customer temds and sever the transaction relationship.
Exiting would lead to finding alternative sourcedtlfill the need the vendor was currently
supplying.

The exit response does not necessarily mean thautomer exits all transactions with
the supplier. In organizational buying behaviofiyi@m may utilize a vendor for many different
products and/or services. If faced with a dis&atiery situation with one product or service, the
firm may decide to exit the relationship for thatfocular product or service, but may decide to
continue as usual with fulfillment from the samader for other products and/or services. For
example, Customer A purchases bolts and faster@rsSupplier B. Supplier B delivers the
bolts on time but the fasteners are two weeksitatielivery, Customer A may decide to sever
the fastener purchasing part of the relationshgp@mtinue to keep the bolt purchasing as is.
Because of satisfactory service on the bolt ord@ustomer A will continue that portion of the
relationship with Supplier B, but will exit the taser portion of the relationship with Supplier
B. Throughout this manuscript, whexit is discussed, only the portion of the relationghgt is
directly responsible for the dissatisfactory pradorcservice will be severed.

Customers who experience dissatisfaction with @keipcan complain to the supplier.
The purpose of complaining is to obtain a respdrsa the supplier to make good on the

problem and change the experience from dissatsfatd satisfactory (Trawick and Swan,
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1981). This is the main prominent behavior of irgc Voice is an active response to
dissatisfaction, with intention to seek restitutiand without the intention to escape the
relationship (Singh, 1991). Voice is often exedutethe direction of the supplier but can be
directed towards individuals within the buying fifleustomer) and to individuals of a third
party.

Negative word-of-mouth (WOM) describes the actmken by the customer to tell others
about the unsatisfactory experience (Singh, 198@)gative WOM is not directed at the
supplier, but instead is directed to other indialduwithin the buying firm or third party
recipients. Voice and negative WOM may seem sinfiat there are distinctions. Voice is an
active option, where the customer seeks a changectar; negative WOM is active, but not to

seek a change. Negative WOM can be thought oéasng or an attempt to express frustration.

Within Firm and Third Party Recipients

In their exit, voice and loyalty studies pertagiio marketing channels, Hibbard et al.
and Ping each examined the customer responseyaaihgle informant, and his or her
response to the supplier (Ping, 1993; Hibbard, Kuana Stern, 2001). In reality, customer
response behavior could stem from a variety ofviddials in the buying firrh(customer) and
could be directed towards individuals and/or groopiside the dyadic relationship. Tikkanen,
Alajoutsijarvi and Tahtinen (2000) suggest thatewlstudying customer satisfaction, one must
look at the internal context (the buyer-seller gyasiwell as the external context (industry
scene). In this way, the response behavior sHmeildoked at within the buying firm
(customer), between the two firms (customer angbkser), and with those within the industrial

network. The following section discusses all aigé.

! The buying firm is also the “customer” throughth# context of this manuscript.
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Voice and negative WOM are distinctive from exit@ese the action can be directed to a
recipient beyond the supplier. When a customeiddsdo exit, he is exiting the relationship
with the supplier only. Voice can also be diredi@the supplier, but it can also be directed
towards others within the buying firm’s buying cemor to a third party. Like voice, negative
WOM can be directed towards others within the bgyirm or to a third party. Figure 2
illustrates within firm voicing and negative WOMdfigure 3 illustrates third party voicing and

negative WOM.
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Figure 2

Within Firm Voicing and Negative WOM

VOICE mm mm mm o o o - - >

Customer

Buying Buying
Center Center
“Dept B” “Dept C”

THE BUYING CENTER
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Figure 3

Third Party Voicing and Negative WOM

VOICE mm mm o o o o o >

Negative Word-of-Mouth, ;v eeeeeeee >

Existing/Potential
Customers of
Supplier

.'..v

Neutral Party
(i.e., Trade Legal
Organizations) Outlet

Webster and Wind (1972) discuss the concept obtiygng center within a buying firm
(customer) in their general model of understandingng behavior. Because the buying process
can be so complex with multiple persons involvedltiple goals and potentially conflicting
decision criteria, a buying center is created todf@the buying process (Webster and Wind,
1972). The buying center consists of all of thenbers in an organization involved in the
buying process, including the users, influenceesjders, buyers, and gatekeepers (Webster and

wind, 1972). Each member of the buying center poksibly have different levels of
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expectations for the product/service purchasedli@ifis and Rao, 1980). With these differences
in expectations, individual members may experiahssatisfaction while other members do not.
Also, some members of the buying center will respaifferently than others.

Johnston and Bonoma (1981) suggest that the bagingr exists as a communication
network that derives its configuration from theukgized patterns of communication. Among
other communication dimensions, the vertical ineohent and lateral involvement imply that
communication flows up and down hierarchical lew#lghe organization and side to side among
division or departments, all within the buying ecanfJohnston and Bonoma, 1981).

Figure two demonstrates that all members of thengugenter (within the buying firm,
or customer) can execute both voice and negativé/MtDeach other. For example, in the case
where a buying center member would voice to anatiember of the buying center, the “user”
may complain to the “buyer” about an insufficieapply of product from a purchase order. The
user may not know that the buyer ordered the cogaantity and it is the fault of the supplier,
but because the user voiced a complaint to therbuyerder to seek a change in the situation,
the user is executing voice. On the other hantigifuser knew the buyer ordered the correct
guantity of product, and complained to the buyerualthe supply shortage just to express
frustration without seeking restitution, the useud be executing the negative WOM response.

Figure two also demonstrates how members of tggbwcenter can spread negative
WOM beyond the buying center at hand to other yigienters within the buying firm
(customer). When faced with a dissatisfying experewith a supplier, members of the buying
firm can vent to other buying centers, thereby egping dissatisfaction with a common supplier.

Voice and negative WOM can also be directed tow#ndd parties. A dissatisfied

customer may decide that voicing to a legal outlesuing the selling firm, is the best response
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to get restitution. Members of the buying firmisying center may feel the urge to spread
negative WOM about the supplier to friends andeaglies outside the buying firm (customer).
These may be current or potential customers o$tpplier. Another outlet for customers to
vent may be to a neutral third party such as atmaganization. Trade organizations may have
boards, especially on the internet, establisheddarmunicating dissatisfaction with vendors.
Similar customers could utilize them as a resowligsen making purchasing decisions. Figure

three depicts the third party recipient options.

Influences of Customer Response Behavior

Throughout response behavior literature, variabéeg been found to influence
response. In channels, Ping (1993; 1997) has fthatdswitching costs can influence exit and
voice behaviors. Hibbard, Kumar and Stern (200up#l a relationship between intensity of
destructive act, attribution and relationship qyadil influence response behavior. Heide and
Weiss (1995) also found that switching costs infeeeswitching (or exit) behavior. Hansen,
Swan and Powers (1996) suggest that expertissdjational disagreement, vendor-buyer
communications and dependency are variables tfaénce response behavior. Inthe
consumer context, Hirschman (1970) suggests tidatiny characteristics, such as availability
of alternative suppliers, and individual charastes, such as perceived probability of
successful complaint can influence response behatnahis organizational buyer model, we
examine past complaint response, competitive enmient, type of product, and relationalism as

influences of response behavior.
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Competitive Environment

The competitive environment refers to the conegiutn of alternative suppliers available
to the customer at the time of dissatisfactionisTan include the ability to fulfill the need
internally (within the means of the buying firm, @rstomer), utilizing another supplier, or using
a substitute solution to fulfill the need. Hirsclmreferred to this competitive situation as the
seller being a monopoly or a loose monopoly (Hinsah, 1970). When the supplier is the only
alternative, or one of just a few, the customel wgihct differently to a dissatisfactory
experience.

The more alternatives a customer has, the moriden the customer will feel, and the
less the customer will feel dependent upon thelsarppWhen faced with a dissatisfying
experience, the customer will feel more confidéat there are alternatives if no restitution is
provided. In this case, the customer is likelyatioe action to solve the problem by voicing.
Since other options are available, if voice doasrectify the situation, the customer can switch
to another alternative. The customer is also rikeg¢y to exit because there are multiple
alternatives to fill this product or service neékhe following proposition suggests the influence
of competitive environment on response behavior.

P1: The more alternatives a customer has to ftitfdlneed that the supplier is currently

fulfi!ling, the more likely the customer will respd to dissatisfaction by voicing or

exiting.
Past Complaint Response Behavior

The response by a supplier to a customer’s veicalied complaint response behavior.
This would be the action taken by the supplierrtwvjale restitution to the customer for the
dissatisfying experience. If a customer has fdesbmplaint (voiced) with the supplier in the

past, the supplier's response to the complaintmtffurence the customer’s future behavior
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(Trawick and Swan, 1981). If the actual respoagert by the supplier is the same as the
customer’s desired response (responded in timeyy gave refund, etc.), then the customer will
be satisfied with the supplier's complaint respobskavior. If the actual response is not the
desired response of the customer, then the custoithée dissatisfied with the supplier’s
complaint response behavior.

Trawick and Swan found that the customer’s satigfa®f a supplier’'s complaint
response does effect reordering from the existippker. This satisfaction with the supplier’s
complaint response behavior can influence the ousts response behavior when another
dissatisfying experience occurs in the futurethdf past complaint response by the supplier has
been satisfactory, the customer will be likely 8@ ihe same response (voice) to future
dissatisfactory experiences. If the past complasponse by the supplier has been
dissatisfactory, the customer will be more likedybe unhappy with the current transactional
arrangement, and will be more likely to exit or agg in negative WOM. The following are
propositions regarding past complaint responseheha

P2a: When past voicing has resulted in satisfacesgonses by the supplier, the
customer is more likely to respond to dissatistachy voicing again.

P2b: When past voicing has resulted in dissatisfgaesponses by the supplier, the
customer is more likely to respond to dissatistacthy exiting or spreading negative
WOM.
Relationalism
The role of relationalism in market transactioas been discussed in the channels
literature (Williamson, 1975; Macneil, 1981). Adiayg Macneil’s (1981) view on relationalism,

on one end of a continuum is the discrete (or one)ttransaction, while the other end is the

relational contract. Relational contract is basedepeated transactions in which the two dyadic
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members have developed relationship tendenciesn®ad981). The closer to the relational
contract end of the continuum, the greater the arnotrelationalism.

When a customer has more relationalism with algapphe more the customer has
invested in the dyadic relationship. The customay have emotional, social or idiosyncratic
investments in the relationship that connect the (Williamson, 1975). Severing the
relationship may be an unwanted circumstance. Whigh amount of relationalism, the
customer may feel more comfortable bringing a protatic issue to the attention of the supplier
in hopes that it will be resolved. Also, becauspast experiences with the supplier, the
customer may be more willing to let the dissatisfyexperience pass without acting. On the
other hand, if there is less relationalism withupgdier, closer to the discrete transaction end of
the continuum, the customer may feel less motiwvatiiocontinue the relationship in the event a
dissatisfactory experience takes place. Becawse thay be little invested in the relationship,
customer may not feel any reservations about sprgaegative WOM. Propositions
concerning amount of relationalism are listed below

P3a: In response to dissatisfaction, the greageathount of relationalism (i.e., relational

contract) that exists between customer and supphiemmore likely the customer will

engage in voicing, and the less likely the custowiBperform exiting.

P3b: In response to dissatisfaction, the lessti@uat of relationalism (i.e., discrete

transaction) that exists between customer and muptiie more likely the customer will

exit, and spread negative WOM.
Type of Purchase

McQuiston conducted a study of the impact of thypes of purchases (novelty,

complexity and importance) on participation anduehce variables in an industrial purchase

decision (1989). Novelty refers to the lack of esence of individuals in the buying center of

the buying firm (customer) with similar purchaseiations. Complexity signifies how much
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information the customer must gather before thelpse to make an accurate evaluation of the
product. The perceived impact of the purchasergarozational profitability and productivity is
characterized by the importance of the purchase&)ikton, 1989). Novelty, complexity and
importance may influence response behavior.

When involved in a novelty purchase, the customa&y not feel confident about the
purchase decision or about the customer’s effortdmmunicate specifications to the supplier.
The customer may feel that for a novelty purchdsejnexperience of the customer could have
added to the dissatisfying experience. In a d&fgatg purchase experience the customer may
prefer to voice to the supplier to reiterate wisatéeded and to help resolve the problem. Also,
the customer may chose to exit in this novelty pase situation because with so little invested
in the new purchase situation, it may be simplertd the transaction relationship. The customer
may be less likely to spread negative WOM becausetis no confidence in knowing if
expectations have been met. Also, there may brisiom as to who is responsible for the
situation.

A highly complex purchase decision involves aagjgeal of investment on the part of
the customer. With so much invested in the purehide customer will want to voice
complaints to make the problem right, and will fibgery difficult to sever the relationship so
easily. However, if the purchase is highly compdexi the customer has spent a long time
investing making the purchase decision, the custonag feel the responsibility to let others in
similar purchase situations know about the disksatisry experience from the supplier. This
customer may choose to spread negative WOM.

Highly important purchases will also find the custy more likely to file complaints, not

only with the supplier, but with a legal outleniécessary. A dissatisfactory experience with a
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highly important purchase can be very costly todirgtomer. In this situation, the customer may
also be more likely to exit the relationship toyaet further dissatisfying experiences. As with
the highly complex purchase, customers will alseehiavested time and money in making the
purchase decision for a highly important purchaBeey may decide to spread negative WOM to
inform others who are making such important puretdecisions about the dissatisfactory
experience with this supplier.

The following propositions reflect the influengg@é of purchase may have on customer
response behavior.

P4a: For a highly novel purchase, customers mawdre likely to respond to a

dissatisfactory experience by exiting and voiciagg less likely to respond by spreading

negative WOM.

P4b: For a highly complex purchase, customers neaydre likely to respond to a

dissatisfactory experience by voicing and spreadegptive WOM, and less likely to

respond by exiting.

P4c: For a highly important purchase, customerkhgilmore likely to respond to a

dissatisfactory experience by voicing and spreadegptive WOM, and less likely to

respond by exiting.
Discussion and Future Research

Customers have several active responses to disfigsay experience with a supplier. In
this conceptual model, three responses are distussigéing the transaction relationship, voicing
a complaint, and spreading negative WOM. Pastrebenas shown that there are variables that
influence response behaviors. We have extendee tbanclude competitive environment, past
complaint response, relationalism and type of pcad@rhis model and propositions need to be

verified. For consistency, future research shoesd this model within the context of

organizational behavior in both a service and aipcbsetting.
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The impact of negative WOM both within the buyimgrf, within and between buying
centers, and to third parties needs to be furtk@méned. The impact of negative WOM may
be far more intense than we conceptualize. Fusearch needs to capture the effects of
negative WOM and to add to our understanding of hegative WOM operates in
organizational buyer behavior. Customer valueubht to recent research attention (Anderson
& Narus, 1998), may be an influence directly orsdiisfaction response behavior. Liu (2006)
and Liu, Leach and Bernhardt (2005) found thatamst value can impact customers’
perceptions of switching costs and ultimately repase behavior and exit behavior. Further

studies should be conducted to understand howrmeastealue impacts response behavior.

Managerial Implications

When conducting sales of products or servicesarbilsiness-to-business segment, it is
important for the supplier to be prepared in thergthe customer is not satisfied with the
purchase. Follow up service should be availalmagivith procedures for dealing with
complaints. What the supplier may not be prepéwet the other responses the customer may
engage in in response to dissatisfaction, i.et,aad negative WOM. Both exit and negative
WOM is undesirable to the supplier.

Exit translates to loss of current sales plus tdssdditional sales that may have come in
the future. Loyalty, inertia, or the absence dadtomer voicing, is also not a desired response to
dissatisfaction. The supplier may have retainedbilsiness of the customer for the present, but
the supplier will also be unaware of the customdissatisfaction. Without knowing to correct
the problem, this could lead to repeat dissatisfgatxperiences, not only for the current

customer, but for other customers who purchasdasimirom the supplier.
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Although complaint handling may be arduous andlgostistomer voicing may be the
desired response of the supplier. Voicing letsstiygplier know of the dissatisfactory experience
and allows them the opportunity to correct the pob(Hansen, Swan and Powers, 1996).
Voicing can also bring better products, servicesl, processes to other customers or improve an
existing protocol (Hansen, Swan and Powers, 1988hsen, Swan and Powers suggest that the
optimal response behavior for all parties involietfriendly” complaint behavior. This is voice
in a constructive context. Making the dissatistacknown to the supplier and allowing the
supplier to take appropriate action to rectify siteation makes for an optimal solution.

Understanding what influences different custonesponse options can provide the
supplier with actionable information. The suppbian do its best to change the variables
influencing response behavior so that in the evéatdissatisfactory experience, the customer
would choose to voice a complaint to the supplieor example, the supplier can strive to make
the dyadic exchange take on a higher level oficelatism by investing more in the relationship.
The supplier could spend more time with custom#s ead increase the number of customer
on-site visits. Higher levels of relationalism vdunfluence the buyer to use more voice when
faced with a dissatisfying experience.

Another possible influence of response behaviast pamplaint response, could also be
changed by the supplier. Implementing an aggressisponse plan to customer complaints,
such as faster turnaround, could influence thesitatifor a dissatisfied customer to issue
another complaint, knowing that previous complawése handled satisfactorily. Changing the
variables that influence response behavior maygdhé#me customer’s decision on how to

respond to a dissatisfactory experience.
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