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Effect of Consumers’ Awareness in Store and Determinants of Consumer Complaint Behavior

on Consumer Complaint Intention: Focus on Super Stores and Traditional Markets

Yoon Jung Kim - Seung Sin Lee
Department of Consumer Information Science, Konkuk University, Seoul, Korea

Abstract

Product complaints allow business operators to learn from and solve problems they have been unaware of
and prevent customers from leaving in advance. The ability to deal properly with complaints may improve
consumer loyalty and repurchase intentions. This study analyzes consumers' intention in complaining behavior
towards supermarkets and traditional markets. This study provides implications for business operators in the
establishment of marketing strategies to deal with complaints and perform education related to consumer
complaints by the verification of variables that influence intention on complaining behavior. A survey was
conducted on housewife consumers who had experience using supermarkets and traditional markets. The major
results are as follows: first, in store awareness higher in supermarkets than in traditional markets. Second,
determinants of consumer complaint behavior, indicated a belief there was a need to spend more money at
traditional markets than supermarkets, where the possibility of complaint success and complaint attitudes were
found to be low. Third, intention of complaining behavior was lower at traditional markets than supermarkets.
Intentions on private complaining behavior and public complaining behavior were both low. Fourth, intention of
private behavior is higher than intention of public behavior for both supermarkets and traditional markets. Fifth,
complaint attitudes were variables with the greatest influence on intention of complaining behavior for both

supermarkets and traditional markets.
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3) B2 Table 1. General Characteristics of Subjects
Ajzent Fishbein [112 =3 7Helo] 7HAl= 5749 bl Variable Group N (%) M (SD)
el 5784, FA44, 204, v|ao)A] St 22 =Alolet O] Age (y) 20-29 75(250)  40.36 (10.08)
2L, Singh [23]2 &0l thel s EvEe] Arek= 30-39 75(25.0)
olo] B E s11= slo] £2-2|(goodness) 124 (badness)]| 40-49 75 (25.0)
o5l 2|2t ole] Wrle Aejat 2= olrhl sleit) o2 B 50-59 75 (25.0)
H ol tol A B Es B alo)S sl Ao] 9.04] 1240 Education degree  High school (or less) 71(237)  14.81(1.99)
_ o College degree 59 (19.7)
ok amle] Bbelan 24 ol el Ashes stk o
University degree (or more) 170 (56.6)
B PNCRNESS 0123 w
=gell Wt Hitm W 5402 /59t Richins [21= Job Specialized job/technical post 22 (7.3)
=30l tigt et EH1 s (toli= A4 TAVE o= B Office jobfpublic official 111(37.1)
At} Ye [24]9] Aol AxE Av|A} By} ZH =) AR Private business/sale service 37 (12.3)
5, Al A+ WA UE = AL dhglct Cho [4] Housewife/unemployedfother 130 (43.3)
o] GlTLo| A= E-Hof| thak B} 7| ¢o]] thalh L sy} SLu) Income (KRW) 3.00 million (or less) 69 (23.0) 460.99 (191.69)
AR ol 43R, AZFE 71 W BA RS Sl M A1 301-400 millon 73 (243)
B T RIS PR Pe S 4.01—5.F)(? million 75 (25.0)
e ool o]0l Hmo] wels o4 Kim [15] 501 million (or more) 83(27.7)
=IO e e e m Expense (KRW)  1.50 million (or less) 53(17.7) 289.90 (132.92)
o H i3l & 5 S} A=
e E‘g g%oﬂ EH \_]— EHE]]' EQ]@IO]_TJ_ ?_UH 1_]— ZﬂE‘O] X]—/‘K_]Oﬂ 1.51-2.50 million less 87 (29.0)
Al %&"S‘PE}E ‘ﬂ*@*ﬁ b} T A8l W e 719 2.51-3.50 million less 86 (28.6)
Al Qr 3.51 million (or more) 74 (24.7)
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Total NV (9%)=300 (100.0); Traditional market A/ (%)=300 (100.0); Department
store NV (9)=300 (100.0).
KRW, Korean Won.
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Variable

Scale Question Reliability

General characteristic of subjects
expense

Supermarket Store image

Gender, education degree, job income,

Price, product, exchange and refund,

Ratio scale, nominal scale,

friendly staff, store atmosphere

Store credibility
Store preference Belonging
Complaint expense

Possibility of complaint success

Complaint attitude

Intention of complaining behavior Public, private

Traditional market ~ Store image

Store credibility
Store preference Belonging
Complaint expense

Possibility of complaint success

Complaint attitude

Intention of complaining behavior Public, private

Trust, faith, peace of mind

Price, product, exchange and refund,
friendly staff, store atmosphere
Trust, faith, peace of mind

) 8 -

5 Likert scale

5 Likert scale 9 827
5 Likert scale 3 832
5 Likert scale 4 .799
5 Likert scale 4 884
5 Likert scale 5 849
5 Likert scale 6 891
5 Likert scale 7 .868
5 Likert scale 9 .886
5 Likert scale 4 887
5 Likert scale 3 835
5 Likert scale 4 .802
5 Likert scale 5 929
5 Likert scale 6 931
5 Likert scale 7 909
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Table 3. Level of Awareness for Supermarkets and Traditional Markets

A2V EE el
Ol 9] ZjolE o 7] fJste] t—test, UEEAREA (one—way
analysis of variance)S AAISF9 oW, A AZ0 72 DMR A%
= AAIEkSIT

OpAJIEO 2 ’\H]X}—OJ Syl wo] gl i FeFeS
A E 7] ffsto] - e taAdE et flsted

%XPOPﬁl(tolerance)% 54%%3@(% , 5
Wm0 tfgt AelrEo] AekeS ulelsly] §l5te] thagl i

A (multiple regression analysis)=r AA|SFL]
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o
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E
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K
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HES} Al he HERIAS] 47 Table 37} 72
o] Abrlsl, Fzolulx|7} 54 oA thgukest 3,75, 7
o] 31040 R tf@utEsL o e o vehget

Al 7k
A w7} JEulE 3,674, AEAo] 322807 HFulE

r°1'

g

1. CHSOLES} HSAIZ| cist H=oIA +F
3l
}_

EX
S
2z

) Supermarket Traditional market
Factor Question M (5D) M (5D) t

Store image Is pricing appropriate? 3.46 (.77) 3.59 (.75) =230
Is the price cheap compared to the product quality? 3.34 (.84) 3.65 (.85) 5017
Provides good products and services? 3.63 (.75) 3.16 (.90) 817"
Active in solving problems such as return/exchange/refund? 3.93 (.69) 2.55 (1.06) 1833
Friendly salespeople? 3.77 (.70) 299 (93) 12617
Are salespersons interested in customers? 3.48 (.76) 3.10 (.88) 6.47"
Is the store clean and comfortable? 3.94 (.71) 2.66 (.91) 1976
Varied products? 411 (74) 333(91) 12.88"
A good display state of product? 4.10 (.68) 2.89 (.85) 18617
Total 3.75 (.48) 3.10 (.65) 16.74"

Store reliability Reliable 3.66 (.64) 3.26 (.76) 825"
Has belief 3.68(.72) 3.26 (.82) 7.88"
When using has relief 3.66 (.78) 3.15(.84) 861"
Total 3.67 (62) 322 (73) 972"

Store loyalty Sense of intimacy 3.76 (.70) 3.64 (.82) 239
Has affection 3.44 (.76) 3.47 (.84) -.68
I think it is good 3.75(.76) 3.53(82) 3917
I'intend to buy the product 3.93 (.80) 2.93 (95) 13.76
Total 3.72 (.60) 339 (.70) 7.24"

'p<.05, " p<.001.
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Table 4. Level of Determinants of Consumer Complaint Behavior

. . Supermarket Traditional market
Variable Question t
M (SD) M (SD)

Complaint expense It might take a lot of processing time. 2.80 (.90) 3.71(.88) -12.18"

Significant are likely required. 2.93 (.90) 3.76 (.89) -11.20"

This seems to have a greater psychological burden. 2.81(98) 3.64 (.94) -10.68"

The monetary cost seems high. 2.60 (.99) 3.07 (93) -7.28"

Total 2.79(81) 3.55(72) -12.26"
Possibility of complaint success It will receive appropriate action. 3.73 (.68) 2.70 (.92) 1620

It will provide you the benefit. 3.63 (.76) 2.61(.95) 1598~

It will never be denied. 3.53(79) 2.76 (93) 167"

It receives attention to the complaint. 3.68 (.76) 2.78 (92) 1385

In the future, It will promote better services. 3.64(78) 2.85 (93) 1266

Total 3.64 (59) 2.74(82) 16.83"
Complaint attitude The complaint is beneficial. 3.24(83) 2.84(87) 737"

The complaint is wise. 3.43(79) 295 (94) 826"

It is worthwhile to complain. 3.29 (.83) 2.87 (94) 7.48"

Itis a good thing to complain. 3.35(.85) 2.96 (.96) 676

The complaint is a good act. 3.22 (82) 2.89 (87) 6.26

The complaints improved the quality of the product. 3.58(.85) 293 (.95) 1097"

Total 3.35(67) 2.91(.80) 10.43"
“p<.001.
= 8 AlFehs Aom vl faofjiois thgutErt S8 aHARES A gAPl His] tidvkEe] thgt g ofert
8,727, AEAe] 330702 tAulEs} o e SRR U o e AL ST 4 rk
Epgch uleb] HEQLY SES BPUIESL BEAGRC O ANEHREOIRS $EL A, AEAYels ALHE
& 1S RIS FAo i eolA] off el wRk Fato- thigul o] tigutEsl= FAdE0] 2 e HAlth ARAEEollA]
EQF AEAC] 2ol 7} LHeEbA] ok Ao SRISHIL, S FElA ooy & Zlelth(p<.001)' 7} tHEWEE]

A 3.59F 02 HFAA 3 25F L} =2 S Holal, ‘B

Ol‘m o,

Ny
2. THEIOIES} MEAIE] i SHUS 2Ol 45 SNSol & Aolekp<.001) 7 HfulE} 2,004 0.
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of o] Ammwl, AztEl BHulgo] 54 el HEAGe]l  BATHAEI el HEol] WAL & AolThp
3,557, HRUIE 2,79 0% djRulEnct A5 o] S5y <.001) o)A tlEuEL 3,280 02 AFAA 29080 EE
82 7 QAL ek, XZHE BB AL et 28 solw, W] 29k olob] & Aelthp<.001)]
E7} 3,647, AEAAo] 2,747 A JEutEL 3 448 08 AEAR 2988} o 58 1
L] 4E7bs ol okn AR, SRAEAIAE o ol slow, “HEe] A4S AL RAT Aelckp<.001)
HlEv} 335908 HEAA 2910HT e Soln] o= A o tHﬁéU}Eﬂ 8607102 HEAA 300480} e 45

> e
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s}
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=
I
N
>
OHH
>
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AR} k] HE R} e L0 ek & WY BEE ARIWAIRAL FAAD] AR Zolcp

< Q0D HUE 2,68005 AEAR 2 460} 0

3. iaintEct HEA Chet STusols 45 S8 Ho|1L glon], e Am|xjpkely|z] 47|18 Aot
\=]
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Table 5. Level of Intention of Complaining Behavior

TAE A Supermarket  Traditional market
M (SD) M (SD)
Intention of complaining behavior Private Complaining to people 3.59 (.85) 3.25(1.01) 647"
Writing on a social network service 2.90 (.94) 2.62 (1.02) 545"
Sub-total 3.25(76) 2.93(89) 732"
Public Directly complain to the store 3.28(89) 2.90 (93) 701"
Take a complaint to the store 3.44 (.86) 2.98 (1.01) 831"
Request corrective action from the store 3.69 (.84) 3.00(1.01) 163"
Report on the complaint (newspapers, magazines) 2.68 (.98) 2.46 (1.00) 550"
File a complaint at a consumer-related organization 2.87 (.96) 2.55 (.96) 650"
Sub-total 3.19 (71) 278 (82) 152"
Total 3.21(.68) 2.82 (80) 1158~
“p<.001.
At B A3} Taple 59} e, o} djedukE Axolale] tiet BHalEels 2joloi] X =

4. FH=Z2140f| chst SEAS2|= x}0]

1) gute FZAXe] he BFAEYE Ho]
ke HERIA] that BHAEO]E Joli= Table 63 7

Table 6. Difference between Intentions of Complaining Behavior in
Accordance with the Recognition of a Supermarket

Supermarket intention of

Variable Group complaining behavior
M SD D”
Store image Top 3.35 77 a
Middle 3.16 63 b
Below 3.07 54 b
F 428
Store reliability Top 347 69 a
Middle 3.00 .58 b
Below 3.16 .68 b
F 15.48"
Store loyalty Top 3.58 T4 a
Middle 3.15 55 b
Below 3.03 .70 b
F 15.19"

Top, above M+5D; Middle, M-SD~M+SD; Below, M-SD.
“Duncan’s multiple range test a>b>c.
‘p<.05, " p<.001.
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Table 7. Difference between Intentions of Complaining Behavior in Accordance
with the Recognition of a Traditional Market

Traditional market intention of

Variable Group complaining behavior
M L)) D?

Store image Top 3.22 83 a
Middle 2.61 .60 b
Below 2.60 77 b
F 2309

Store credibility Top 3.17 86 a
Middle 2.69 64 b
Below 250 77 b
F 19.89”

Store preference  Top 3.25 94 a
Middle 2.81 64 b
Below 2.54 .76 C
F 17.327

Top, above M+SD; Middle, M-SD~M+SD; Below, M-SD.
“Duncan’s multiple range test a>b>c.
“p<.001.
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Table 8. Difference between Intentions of Complaining Behavior According
to the Determinants of Consumer Complaint Behavior at Supermarkets

Table 9. Differences between Intentions of Complaining Behavior According to
the Determinants of Consumer Complaint Behavior at a Traditional Market

Supermarket intention of

Variable Group complaining behavior
M SD D?
Complaint expense Top 3.44 .70 a
Middle 3.06 51 b
Below 3.12 77 b
F 978"
Possibility of complaint success ~ Top 3.36 79 a
Middle 3.22 57 a
Below 298 .56 b
F 804"
Complaint attitude Top 3.63 63 a
Middle 3.22 51 b
Below 2.81 .66 ¢
F 4263"

Top, above M+SD; Middle, M-SD~M+SD; Below, M-SD.
“Duncan's multiple range test a>b>c.
“p<.001.
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Traditional market
intention of

Ve S complaining behavior
M SO D
Complaint expense Top 2.89 99 a
Middle 2.89 .65 a
Below 2.62 75 b
F 3.55
Possibility of complaint success Top 341 77 a
Middle 2.70 62 b
Below 248 .76 C
F 4143”7
Complaint attitude Top 3.50 .65 a
Middle 2.76 58 b
Below 2.29 WA c
F 80.53"

Top, above M+SD; Middle, M-SD~M+SD; Below, M-SD.
“Duncan’s multiple range test a>b>c.

'p<.05, p<.001.
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Table 10. Influence of the Variables that Affect Intention of Complaining Behavior

Intention of complaining behavior ()

Variable Supermarket Traditional market
Private Public Private Public
General characteristic of subjects Age (yr) -124 -.096 -.104 -.049
Education degree 026 041 061 107
Job Specialized job/technical post 013 533 101 031
Private business/sale service 044 863 153 041
Housewife/unemployed/other 023 582 066 014
Income 041 046 .001 -.054
Expense -.029 .000 -.002 042
Recognition of stores Store image 204 -.020 -.067 -.081
Store credibility -208 -107 046 034
Store preference .080 109 049 029
Determinants of consumer Complaint expense 175" 147" 234" 72"
complaint behavior Possibility of complaint success -0450 114 130 274"
Complaint attitude 440" 490" 439" 515"
Adjusted A’ 261 353 333 493
Constant 827 .652 -.147 -.631
F 9.123" 13565 12485° 23333

Standard: job (specialized job/technical post).
<05, p<.01, " p<.001.
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