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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to examine whether consumers complaint behavior varies according to
demographics, psychographics, and attitude toward businessesaswell asproduct attributes. Discriminant
analysis on a sample of 122 consumers residing in north Malaysia showed that complainers were
males, married, better educated, and holding white collar jobs. Complainers were found to be more
confident, more assertive, individualistic, and possessed a positive attitude toward complaining.
Consumers who have a more positive attitude towards businesses and product attributes were more
likely to complain. The discriminant model was able to predict behavior of complainers better than
chance. Implications and suggestions for future research are discussed.

ABSTRAK

Tujuan kajian ini adalah untuk mengkaji sama ada gelagat mengadu di kalangan pengguna adalah
ber beza berdasarkan unsur demografi, €l emen psikografi, sikap terhadap perniagaan dan atribut produk.
Analisis diskriminan terhadap sampel yang terdiri daripada 122 pengguna di Utara Semenanjung
Malaysia menunjukkan golongan lelaki, golongan yang sudah berkahwin, golongan yang berpendidikan
tinggi dan mereka mempunyai pekerjaan kolar putih |ebih suka membuat aduan. Pengadu juga didapati
lebih berkeyakinan, lebih tegas, bersikap individualistik, serta mempunyai sikap yang lebih positif
terhadap tindakan mengadu. Pengguna yang mempunyai sikap positif terhadap perniagaan dan atribut
produk didapati lebih cenderung untuk membuat aduan. Model diskriminan yang dibentuk berupaya
meramal gelagat mengadu lebih baik daripada nasib. Implikasi dan cadangan untuk penyelidikan

selanjutnya dibincangkan.

Kucukemeriroglu, & Odabasi, 1992). To be
successful in acompetitive business environment,
producing firms and sellers need to understand

INTRODUCTION

Consumer dissatisfaction and consumer complaint
behaviors have grown inimportance over thelast
few decades. Thisisespecially truefor developed
Western countries where consumerism activity is
an accepted phenomenon (Kaynak,

and satisfy the needs of their customers. Marketers
must realize that their survival depends on the
goodwill of their customers (Keng, Richmond, &
Han, 1995). If customer complaints are not
handled properly, the consequences will be far
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reaching. This is because dissatisfied customers
will not only give up patronage, but are also bound
to convey a negative message, jeopardizing a
company’s image (Lewis, 1983). According to
Kim, Kim, Im, and Shin (2003), dissatisfied
customers communicate about their negative
experienceswith an average of nine other persons.
Given the potentially serious repercussionson an
organi zation resulting from the spread of negative
word-of-mouth messages, understanding
customer complaint behavior becomescritical. In
this regard, marketers should ensure customer
satisfaction and rectify any dissatisfaction
concerning a product or service. One way to do
soisviacustomer service. Complaint handling of
adissatisfied complainer is oneform of customer
service. If the complaint of adissatisfied customer
was handled successfully such that the dissatisfied
customer could beturned into asatisfied customer,
then the possibility of customer retention would
be high. In additional, the producing firm or seller
will gain free advertising through positive word-
of- mouth from these satisfied customers. Thus,
firmsthat are renowed for consistently remedying
customer complaints are more likely to foster
customer loyalty, and over time, may increasetheir
market share. Conversely, firms that have
developed areputation for their unwillingnessto
entertain their customers complaints are more
likely to lose their customers.

Numerous studies on complaint behavior
have been undertaken in the United States (e.g.
Richins, 1981; Beardon & Teel, 1983;
Morganosky & Buckley, 1986; Bettina, Alan, &
Emin, 1991; Kolodinsky, 1993; Blodgett,
Wakefield, & Barnes, 1995; Nyer, 2000). In
developed markets like the United States,
consumer complaints are handled with care. In
addition, products bought can be exchanged or
returned within a stipulated time period if
consumers are not satisfied with the products
(Phau & Sari, 2004). Thisisnot the case for many
developing countries. Furthermore, there is a
paucity of research onthissubject withintheAsian
context. To date, only two studies concerning
complaint behavior have been undertaken in
South-East Asia. The first study conducted by
Keng et al. (1995) attempts to profile complaint
behavior of Singaporean consumers. A very recent

study carried out by Phau and Sari (2004) attempts
to investigate why some people tend to complain
while others do not among Indonesian consumers.
The findings from these two studies seem to
indicate some similarities in terms of the profile
of complainers. For example, consumerswho are
educated and earned high incomes are likely to
complain.

Today, Malaysian consumers are more
aware of their rights. The establishment of the
Federation of Malaysian Consumers Association
(FOMCA) in 1973 is areflection of the nation’s
commitment to consumer protection (http://
www.fomca.org.my). Thisnon-profit body aspires
to promote an organized consumer movement in
Malaysia. With its 12 affiliates comprising of
various state consumer associations as well as 4
non-affiliates, FOMCA aims at enhancing the
rights of consumersthat would subsequently lead
to a better quality of life. The increasing
awareness about their rights and consumerism
among Malaysian cousumers is indicated by the
rising number of complaints made by consumers
over the past three decades. For example, in 1972,
the number of complaints received by the
Consumer Association of Penang (CAP), a non-
affiliate of the Federation of Maaysian Consumers
Associations was only 55 (CAPR, 1994). This
relatively poor response may be due to the fact
that amajority of Malaysian consumers prefer to
take private actions such as boycotting the brand,
switching brands and/or sellers and spreading
negative word-of-mouth to their family members,
friendsand other potential consumers, rather than
file a complaint against the producing firm or
seller. According to the CAP, Malaysian
consumers are more likely to be fatalistic when
they have adissatisfying experiencewith aproduct
by blaming themselves rather than the
manufacturer (CAP, 1994). Nevertheless, the
Public Complaints Bureau (PCB) recorded atotal
of 20,000 complaints in 2000 whereas CAP
receives over 3,000 complaints a year (Vijian,
2001). Hence, this article intends to explore and
understand complaint behavior anong Malaysian
consumers. Therefore, the objective of this study
is to examine whether consumers' complaint
behavior varies according to demographical,

psychographical and attitudinal factors.

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Consumer Complaint Behavior

Dissatisfaction caused by negative
disconfirmation of purchase expectations is
recognized asaprimary determinant of legitimate
consumer complaint behavior (Oliver, 1980;
Williams, Drake, & Moran, 1993). Dissatisfaction
occursif product performance, expressed interms
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of attributes/outcome evaluations, is below
anticipated levels(Keng et al., 1995). Dissatisfied
customers may subsequently engagein complaint
behavior. According to Day and Landon (1977),
complaint behavior engaged by consumers as a
result of their dissatisfaction is based on whether
the responses are of a public or private nature.
The complaint process as conceptualized by Day
and Landon (1977) is presented in Figure 1.

Dissatisfaction
No action Private action Public action

Warn family, Decideto stop Seek redress Complain to Take legal
friends, buying, from seller, business, private actionto

and others boycott manufacturer or obtain

product or government redress

brand agency
Figurel

Consumer complaint behavior

As shown in Figure 1, consumers may opt for a
number of alternative courses of action, namely
“noaction”, “private action”, and “ public action”.
A dissatisfied consumer who doesnot react in any
manner and continuesto behave normally towards
a product is described as taking “no action”.
Private actions include decisions to stop further
purchases (boycott the product or brand) and
warnings to friends, family and others through

negative word-of-mouth. Public actions, on the

other hand, include seeking redressfrom the seller
or manufacturing firm, and filing complaintsto a
third party consumer affairs institution (Day &
Landon, 1977; Bearden & Tesel, 1983). Hirschman
(1970) found that firms' reactions to consumers
dissatisfaction variessignificantly depending upon
the nature of the industry involved. According to
past scholars (for example, Hirschman, 1970;
Singh, 1990), consumers are less likely to take
public actions and more likely to take private

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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actions against industries characterized as loose
monopolies. One such industry relates to durable
products.

The Impact of Demographics on Complaint
Behavior

Demographic variables have been found to
influence the different types of complaint
behavior. For instance, a study by Bettina et al.

(1991) found that the Mexican-American male
consumers make most of the financial decisions.
This finding suggests that the male head of a
household may be more likely to initiate the

a complaint process. Subsequently, in Kolodinsky
(1993)’s study which examined public complaint

3 actions, company responses and subsequent
-O purchases within the medical industry, which has
been categorized as a loose monopoly, it was

found that women and elderly consumers were

s Morelikely to use private actionsrather than public

== actions. Keng et a. (1995) found that females
C rather than males prefer to complain by using
public actionsrather than private actions. Although

no significant differences were found between
complaint behavior and marital statusin Keng et

3 al. (1995) study, it can be proposed that in
= Malaysia, married consumers particularly those

® ™= with many children are moreinclined to complain.
This is because married couples with

many dependents are more likely to maximize

value for money spent on increased family

E commitments. As such, they are quick to identify
~— defects for products purchased. This proposition
~— isfurther supported by the findings of Hansen and
= = Woolridge (2002). In their investigation of
Q_ complaint behavior among church members,
Hansen and Woolridge (2002) discovered that

— groups consisting of married members with the

least number of children were most satisfied with
: their church experience and demonstrated no
inclination to complain.

Young, better educated and higher
income consumers prefer to complain publicly
(Warland, Herman, & Willits, 1975; Day &
Landon, 1977). According to Beardon and Mason
(1984), consumer complaint behavior isinversely
related to age and positively linked to income and
education. Moyer (1985) contended that

consumers with higher income, who were better
educated, had professional jobs, and wereyounger
were more likely to complain. Other studies (e.g.
Morganosky & Buckley,1986; Singh, 1990) also
found similer relationship between complaint
behaviour and age, income, education, and
occupation. A recent study by Phau and Sari
(2004) demonstrated that complainersin Indonesia
too had a higher level of income and education.
Keng et al. (1995), on the other hand, found that
complainers who resort to public actions were
older. Ethnicity is another important influence
on consumer complaint behavior. Cicarelli (1974)
in investigating the behavior of black and white
consumersin the United States found differences
intheir consumption patterns. Bettinaet a. (1991)
also discovered differences between Mexican-
American and the general population of the United
Statesintermsof complaint behavior. Watkinsand
Liu (1996) found that differences in consumers
behavioral responses to post purchase
dissatisfaction were strongly influenced by their
culture.

The Impact of Psychographics on Complaint
Behavior

Psychographic variables include one's opinions
and aspects of personality (e.g. self-confidence,
individualism, conservatism, assertiveness, risk-
taking orientation, and sense of justice). These
variableshave been found to influence consumers
complaint behavior. Allison (1978) discovered that
individuals who were more assertive, possessed
self-confidence, and were self-monitors, were
more likely to complain. Similarly, consumers
who were individualistic in nature were more
inclined to be complainants (Morganosky &
Buckley, 1986). According to Morganosky and
Buckley (1986), complainantsvalued uniqueness
and individuality, and had a greater sense of
independence compared to non-complainants.
Bearden and Mason (1984) found that complaint
behavior had a direct relationship with
assertiveness but an indirect one with feelings of
powerlessness. In additional one’s attitude toward
complaining would influence whether the person
would resort to actual complaint behavior. Attitude
towards complaining refers to an individual’s

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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disposition to seek redress when dissatisfied with
a product (Richins, 1987). According to Richins
(1981), there are three dimensions of attitudes:
(1) the perception of societal benefits likely to
result from complaining, (2) whether complaining
isworth thetrouble, and (3) theindividual’snorms
concerning complaining. Richins (1981)
contended that there were positive relationships
between these dimensions of attitudes and actual
complaint behavior. Inanother study, Beardon and
Teel (1983) discovered that attitude had a
significant relationship with intentionto complain.
Dissatisfied consumerswho had apositive attitude
toward complaining were more inclined to use
public actionsinstead of private ones (Blodgett et
al., 1995; Keng et a., 1995; Phau & Sari, 2004).

The Impact of Attitude toward Business on
Complaint Behavior

Consumers' attitudestowards businesses have an
influence on their complaint behavior. Factors
such asseller’sreputation for quality and service,
responsiveness of manufacturers and retailers to
complaints, and the amount of sales pressure
exerted by the seller have been found to berel ated
to thelodging of complaints (e.g. Day & Landon,
1977; Folkes, Koletsky & Graham, 1987; Singh,
1990; Kolodinsky, 1993; Keng et al., 1995).
According to Folkes et al. (1987), when a
consumer perceived that the existence of a
problem concerning a product or service lied
within the control of the seller, there was a strong
likelihood that the consumer would complain
using public actions. Singh (1990) noted that
private actionswerelesscommon whenthe sellers
or manufacturing firms were perceived as
responsive to consumer complaints. In addition,
the probability of consumers complaining using
public actionswas higher for large companies and
those that offered guarantees or warranties
(Kolodinsky, 1995).

The Impact of Product Attributes on
Complaint Behavior

Product attributes or product importancerefersto
therelative“worth” that anindividual placesona
particular product (Bloch & Richin, 1983).
Durable products are considered to be more
important than non-durables because they are
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relatively more expensive, and consumers rely
heavily on the product and derive greater
enjoyment from using it. When the worth of a
product is perceived to be higher, consumerstend
to opt for more public actions when complaining
(Oster, 1980; Blodgett et al., 1995). Similarly,
consumers are less likely to complain under low
harm failure conditions whilst redress seeking is
more likely to occur under high harm failure
conditions (Richins 1983,1987). In addition, Keng
et al. (1995) discovered that consumers tended to
complain using public actions when the price of
the product was high. According to Keng et a.
(1995), if the product was defective and socially
visible, then the probability of filing a complaint
was higher. Tax, Brown, and Chandrashekaran
(1998) found that most complaints resulted from
problems judged by the consumers to be highly
important.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND
HYPOTHESES

This study adopted Keng et al. (1995) theoretical
framework, as shown in Figure 2.
Four major hypotheseswere developed asfollows:

H1: Consumer complaint behavior differs
according to demographics.

Hla:  Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to gender.

Hlb:  Consumer complaint behavior
differsaccordingto agegroups.

Hlc:  Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to education
level.

H1ld:  Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to ethnic
groups.

Hle:  Consumer complaint behavior

differs according to marital
status.

HAif: Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to job
categories.

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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H2:

H1lg:  Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to income

groups.

Consumer complaint behavior differs
according to psychographics.

H2a:  Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to
assertiveness level.

Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to
conservatism level.

Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to
individualism level.

H2b:

H2c:

Demographics
Gender, marital status, income, age,
education, job, and ethnicity

Psychographics

Assertiveness, self-confidence &
individualism, conservatism, risk-
taking attitude, attitude toward
complaining and sense of justice

Attitudestoward

businesses

Consumers' attitudestowards
business practices

Product attributes
Consumers' view towards product
attributes in terms of price, usage, etc.

H3:

H4:

Figure2
Research framework

H2d:  Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to attitude
towards complaining.
Consumer complaint behavior
differsaccordingto risk-taking
attitude.

Consumer complaint behavior
differs according to sense of

justice.

H2e:

H2f:

Consumer complaint behavior differs
according to attitudestoward businesses.

Consumer complaint behavior differs
according to consumers’ views on
product attributes.

Consumer
Complaint
Behavior

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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METHODOLOGY

Sampling Procedure

Consumers in this study consisted of employees
working in manufacturing organizations located
in the states of Penang and Kedah. A total of 350
guestionnaires were distributed via personal
contacts and electronic mails. Respondents were
given two weeks to complete and return the
guestionnaires. A total of 183 questionnaireswere
received representing a response rate of 52.3%.
However, only 122 questionnaires were included
in the statistical analyses.

Measurement

Theitems designed to measurethe study variables
were adopted from Keng et a. (1995). The full
guestionaire give consisted of 41 itemswith atotal
of 27 itemsrelating to constructs such as attitudes
toward complaining, risk taking attitude,
assertiveness, self-confidence and individualism,
conservatism, and sense of justice were utilized.
A 5-point response format ranging from (1)
“strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree” was
used. The 27 items can be divided into self-
confidence and individualism (6 items),
conservatism (5 items), risk taking attitude (4
items), attitudes towards complaining (4 items)
and sense of justise (3 items). Another ten items
were utilized to measure the respondent’ s opinion
about business practices and the perception of
business responsiveness. Four itemswere used to
measure the respondent’s perception of product
attributes.

The dependent variable in this study is
consumer complaint behavior which can be
divided into two in accordance to Keng et al.
(1995) namely: (1) complainers — taking public
actions such as filing a complaint toward the
manufacturer or seller, or filing a formal
complaint with a third party other than the
manufacturer or seller, such as (CAP) and
initiating legal action, and (2) non-complainers—
taking private actionswhich involve exit behavior
and spreading negative word-of-mouth to family
members, friends and relatives. Not taking any
action when thereis dissati sfaction with aproduct
(no action) is aso considered as private action.
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To gauge a respondent’s response towards a
product that he/sheis dissatisfied with, 5 questions
were utilized. The first question examines the
types of possible actions that respondents would
pursue if they encountered an unsatisfactory
purchase (for instance, switching brand, stop
buying, inform family, and others). A 4-point
response format was used ranging from (1) “Very
unlikely to (4 ) “Very likely”. Using a“Yes’ or
“No’ answer format, the second question, asks
respondentsto recall if they had encountered any
unsatisfactory product (durable product) for the
last 12 months. Those who have purchased a
product that created dissatisfaction will have to
name the product in the third question (such as
electrical, clothing, automobile, and others) and
state price in the fourth question. Question 5
identifies the possible public and private actions
according to the taxonomy of complaint actions
developed by Day and Landon (1977). It asksthe
respondent to indicate at | east one or more actions
that were taken in response to a complaint. This
guestion was determine whether the respondent
isacomplainer or non-complainer.

In thisstudy, adissatisfied consumer can
opt for two types of action, namely public and
private. Public actions are taken when consumers
chooseto react on their dissatisfaction by seeking
redress through voice actions and third party
actions. Voice actions involve complaining
directly to the sellers and manufacturers. Third
party actions involve complaining through the
various consumer associations, writing to the
press, and taking legal actionsif their voice actions
failed to satisfy them. Private actions, on the other
hand, are taken when consumers choose to react
on their dissatisfaction with aproduct by warning
family members, friends and others via negative
word-of-mouth as well as boycotting the product
or brand. Whereas, ‘no action’ or ‘did nothing’ is
considered as part of private actions. Complainers
inthis study refer to consumerswho chose public
actionswhen they were dissati sfied with aproduct,
whereas non-complainers are those who chose not
to take any action or taking only private actions
when they were dissatisfied with a product.
Demographic information of respondentsrelating
to gender, marital status, race, age, education level,
monthly income, and occupation asal so gathered.

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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Table 1
Profile of Respondents

Variable Category Frequency Percent
Gender Male 67 54.9
Female 55 45.1
Marital Single 33 27.0
Status Married 89 73.0
Ethnicity Malay 52 42.6
Chinese 40 32.8
Indian 28 23.0
Others 2 1.6
Age 15-24 13 10.7
25-29 24 19.7
30-34 45 36.9
>35 40 32.8
Education SRP 1 0.8
SPM/STPM 22 18.0
Cert/Diploma 31 254
> Degree 68 55.7
Monthly Income > RM 1000 11 9.0
RM 1001 — RM 2500 51 41.8
RM2501 — RM4000 37 30.3
> RM 4001 23 18.8
Job Category White Collar 45 36.9
Blue Collar 77 63.1

RESULTS

Table 1 presents the demographic profile of
respondents.

Table 1, showsthat the sample consisted
of more males (54.9%) compared to females
(45.1%). The majority (73%) of them were
married. In terms of age, 32.8% were 35 years
and above. Classification of the respondents by
ethnicity showsthat 42.6 % were Malays, 32.8 %
were Chinese, 23.0 % wereIndiansand 1.6% were

others. Education-wise, the majority (55.7%) of
them had bachelor degrees and above. The
majority (36.9%) of the respondents sampled were
white-collar workers. In terms of income, 50.8%
of the respondents had monthly incomes of
RM 2500 and below.

Table 2 indicatesthe 10 possible actions
that consumerswerelikely to takewhenthey were
dissatisfied with a product. Table 2 also shows
that 68% of the respondents preferred to tell their
family, friends and othersin the form of negative

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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Table 2
Respondents’ Actions toward Dissatisfied Products

Variable Frequency of Frequency of
“Yes' (%) “No” (%)
Did nothing 6 (4.9) 116 (95.1)
Quit the product 44 (36.1) 78 (63.9)
Switch the brand 60 (49.2) 62 (50.8)
Stop buying from the seller 43 (35.2) 79 (64.8)
Told family, friends and othersin form of 83 (68.0) 39(32.0)
negative word-of-mouth
Told the seller and asked for remedy 41 (33.6) 81 (66.4)
Told the manufacturer and asked for redress 18 (14.8) 104 (85.2)
Told athird party or CAP 2(1.6) 120 (98.4)
Took legal action 0(0) 122 (100)
Wrote to the press 2(1.6) 120 (98.4)

word-of-mouth. In addition, respondents preferred
to switch brands (49.2%), stopped buying the
brand (36.1%6), and stopped buying from the same
seller (35.2%). Almost all (95.1%) of the
respondents sampled indicated that they were
likely to take action and would not remain quiet
when they were dissatisfied with aproduct. None
of the respondents had taken legal action against
the manufacturing company or seller associated
with the dissatisfied product. A very small portion
(1.6%0) of the respondents had taken the matter to
the press and third parties to address their
dissatisfaction.

Table 3 presents the categories of
productswith which consumerswere dissatisfied.
As shown in Table 3, of the 122 consumers
sampled, the largest proportion (33.6%) of their
dissatisfaction involved electrical products,
followed by clothing (27%), and automobile
(27%).

Table 4 indicates the price of products
with which consumerswere dissatisfied. Asshown
in Table 4, of the 122 consumers sampled, the
largest proportion (40.2%) of their dissatisfaction
lies with rather expensive products involving
prices of RM500 and above.

Reliability of Instruments

Table 5 shows the reliability coefficients of the
independent variables.As shown in Table 5, the
reliabilities of the instruments used were
considered acceptable sincethey areall above 0.6
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Differencesin Complaint Behavior According
to Demographics between Complainers and
Non-Complainers

In testing the first hypothesis, the chi-square test
was undertaken. Table 6 shows the chi-square
test resultsfor difference between complainersand
non-complainers according to demographic
variables.

As can be seen from Table 6, the
variables that show significant differenceswere
gender (p<0.05), marital status (p<0.1),
educational level (p<0.01), and job category
(p<0.05). Nosignificant differencesin complaint
behavior were obtained for income level and
ethnicity. These results provided evidence to
support Hla, Hlc, Hle, and H1f. Thus, H1 was
partially supported.

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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Table 3
Category of Dissatisfied Product

Product category Frequency Percentage
Electrical 41 33.6
Clothing 33 27.0
Automobile 25 20.5
Others 23 18.9
Tota 122

Table4

Price of Dissatisfied Product

Price of product Frequency Percentage
Lessthan RM 50 20 16.4
RM 50 - RM 99 16 131
RM 100 - RM 299 20 16.4
RM 300 - RM 499 17 13.9
RM 500 and above 49 40.2

Table5

Reliability Coefficients of the Independent Variables

Variable Cronbach’sAlpha
Self-confidence and individualism 0.64
Conservatism 0.63
Assertiveness 0.60
Risk taking attitude 0.62
Attitude toward complaining 0.62
Sense of justice 0.66
Attitude toward business 0.66
Product Attribute 0.76

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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Table 6
Percentage Distribution of Complainers and Non-Complainers

Variable % N X*
Complainers Non-
Complainers
Gender Male 40.3 59.7 67 5.80"
Female 20.0 80.0 55
Marital Single 18.2 81.8 33 3.55
Status Married 36.0 64.0 89
Ethnicity Malay 30.8 69.2 52 121
Chinese 30.0 70.0 40
Indian 35.7 64.3 28
Others 0.0 100.0 2
Agegroup (years) 15-24 231 76.9 13 254
25-29 20.8 79.2 24
30-34 37.8 62.2 45
235 325 67.5 40
Educationa SRP 0.0 100.0 1 12.32"
Level SPM/STPM 45 95.5 22
Cert/Diploma 25.8 74.5 31
> Degree 42.6 57.4 68
Monthly Income < RM1000 18.2 81.8 11 421
RM1001-RM2500 275 725 51
RM2501 -RM4000  29.7 70.3 37
= RM 4001 47.8 52.2 23
Job Category White Collar 17.8 82.2 45 5.94"
Blue Collar 39.0 61.0 77

Note: " p<0.01,” p<0.05and” p<0.1

Differencesin Complaint Behavior According
to Psychogr aphics between Complainersand
Non-Complainers

In testing the second hypothesis, the t-test was
carried out. Table 7 shows the t-test results for

psychographic differences between complainers
and non-complainers.

Table 7 shows that the mean scores of
complainers and non-complainers differed
according to their psychographics. The t-test

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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results show significant levels, providing (p<0.01)
evidence to support H2a to H2f. Thus, H2 was
fully supported.

Differencesin Complaint Behavior According
to Attitude toward Businesses Between
Complainers and Non-Complainers

Intesting thethird hypothesis, thet-test was again
conducted. Table 8 shows the t-test results for
differences between complainers and non-
complainers according to their attitude toward
business.

Table8 showsthat the differencein mean
scores for attitude toward businesses between
complainersand non-complainerswas significant
(p< 0.05). This result provided support for H3.

Differencesin Complaint Behavior According
to Product Attributes between Complainers
and Non-Complainers

In testing the fourth hypothesis, the t-test was
undertaken. Table 9 showsthe t-test result for the
difference between complainers and non-
complainers according to their perception toward
product attributes.

Table 9, shows that the difference in
mean scores for product attributes between
complainersand non-complainerswas significant
(p< 0.01). Thisresult provided support for H4.

Determining Variables That Discriminate
Between Complainersand Non-Complainers
Discriminant analysis was conducted to test
whether the 15 variables can help to discriminate

Table7
T-Test Results for Psychographic Differences between Complainers and Non- Complainers

Dimensions Complainers Non Complainers  t-value
Self-confidence and individualism 3.62 331 3.074**
Conservatism 2.06 2.38 -2.893**
Assertiveness 3.76 341 3.097**
Risk taking attitude 3.69 3.09 5.474**
Attitude toward complaining 3.60 3.04 4.218**
Sense of justice 4.01 3.56 3.253**
** p<0.01
Table 8

T-test Results for Differences in Attitude toward Businesses between Complainers and
Non-Complainers

Variable

Complainers

Non Complainers  t-value

Attitude Toward Businesses

3.02 2.77 2.502*

*p<0.05

Malaysian Management Journal 8 (2), 59-76 (2004)
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Table9
T-test Results for Differences in Perception Toward Product Attributes between
Complainers and Non-Complainers

Variable Complainers Non Complainers  t-value
Product attributes 3.94 3.24 4.631**
** n<0.01
Table 10

Hit Ratio for Cases Selected in the Analysis

Actual Group No. of Predicted Group
Cases Membership
Complainer Non Complainer
Complainer 22 17 5
(77.3%) (22.7%)
Non-Complainer 58 2 56
(3.4%) (96.6%)

Percentage of “grouped” cases correctly classified: 91.3%

Table 11
Hit Ratio for Cases in the Holdout Sample

Actual Group No. of Predicted Group
Cases Membership
Complainer Non Complainer
Complainer 17 12 5
(70.6%) (29.4%)
Non-Complainer 25 3 22
(12.0%) (88.0%)

Percentage of “grouped” cases correctly classified: 81.0%
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Table 12
Comparing the Goodness of Measure (Holdout Sample)

Measure Value Hit Ratio for Holdout
Sample

Maximum Chance 72.50 % 81.0%

Proportional Chance 60.13 % 81.0%

Comparison with Hair et al. (1998) 75.17 %

1.25 times higher than chance

Press Q Table Value 6.635

Calculated Value 16.1**

** p< 0.01

complainers and non-complainers. The sample
was randomly divided into two groups based on a
65-35 ratio with the first group as the analysis
sample and the second group as the holdout
sample. The analysis sample was used for
estimation whereas the holdout sample was used
for vaidation.

As shown in Tables 10 and 11, the
predictive accuracy of the model for the
analysis sample and holdout sample was
91.3% and 81.0% respectively. The results,
suggest that the model, can be used to
classify the respondents according to their
complaint behavior, i.e. complainer or non-
complainer.

To examinewhether the model wasgood
and accurate, three testswere conducted as shown
in Table 12. The table shows that the hit ratio
exceeded both the maximum likelihood and
proportional chancevalue. The Press’ Q statistics
was significant (P< 0.01). Therefore it can be
concluded that the model developed is good and
accurate. The overall hit ratio also exceeded the
proportional chance criterion (60.13%) by the
requisite 25% cutoff (exceeded 75.17%), giving
support to the confidencein the predictive vaidity
of the discriminant function and confirming the
inferences made based on the univariate results.

(Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). This
result further confirmed that the discriminant
model is good and valid. Table 13 presents the
summary of interpretive measures for the
discriminant analysis.

Table 13 presents a summary of
interpretive measures for the discriminant
analysis. With a canonical corrélation of 0.764,
and by squaring this value, it can be concluded
that 58.4% of the variance in the dependent
variable can be accounted for by thismodel. From
the discriminant function loading, it can be
concluded that self-confidence and individualism,
conservatism, assertiveness, risk-taking attitude,
attitude toward complaining, sense of justice and
attitude towards businesses and education level
werethe factorsthat would help to discriminate a
complainer from a non-complainer. The
discriminant loadings of seven variables were
positiveinvalues. Thisindicatesthat complainers
had higher self-confidence and individualism,
assertiveness, risk-taking attitude, attitude toward
complaining, sense of justice and attitude towards
businesses whereas the negative value for
conservatism indicates that the non complainers
were higher on conservatism. The negative value
obtained for education level of SPM/STPM
indicatesthat those holding that qualification were

mostly non-complainers.
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Table 13
Summary of Interpretive Measures for Discriminant Analysis

Independent Variable Discriminant  Univariate F Ratio
Loading
Self-confidence and individualism 0.204 4.543*
Conservatism -0.199 4.326*
Assertiveness 0.245 6.541*
Risk-taking attitude 0.536 31.398**
Attitude toward complaining 0.452 22.309**
Sense of justice 0.218 5.211*
Attitude towards businesses 0.191 3.970*
Product attribute 0.304 10.083**
Male (Female = Q) 0.166 3.031
Single (Married = 0) -0.109 1.310
Malay (Others = 0) -0.004 0.001
Chinese -0.039 0.163
Indian 0.053 0.308
5-24 (Above 39=0) -0.058 0.374
25-29 0.003 0.001
30-34 0.037 0.147
35-39 0.039 0.169
SPM/STPM (Degree and above = Q) -0.219 5.267*
Certificate/Diploma -0.082 0.741
RM 1000 and less (More than RM 6000 = 0) -0.078 0.661
RM 1000 — RM 2500 -0.025 0.071
RM 2501 — RM 4000 -0.035 0.132
RM 4001 — RM 6000 0.114 1411
White Collar (Blue Collar = 0) -0.137 2.049
Group Centroid for Complainers 1.899
Group Centroid for Non Complainers -0.720
Wilks Lambda 0.416
P-value 0.000
Canonical squared correlation 0.764

** p<0.01; * p<0.05

CONCLUSION

The objective of this study isto examine whether
consumers’ complaint behavior varies according
to demographics, psychographics, and attitudes.
Thet-test results show that consumers' complaint
behavior varies according to gender, education

level, marital status, and job profession. These
findingsare consistent with those of prior research
(for instance, Moyer, 1985; Bettina et al., 1991,
Kolodinsky, 1993; Keng et a., 1995; Hansen &
Woolridge, 2002; Phau & Sari, 2004). Specifically,
male, married, higher educated (degree or higher),
and white-collared consumers are more likely to
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be complainers. Complaint behavior does not
differ by ethnicity, age, and income level. One
plausible reason may be attributed to the
Malaysian cultural values of humility (Abdullah
et al., 1992) where peopl e regardless of ethnicity,
age, andincomelevel aremoreinclined to be non-
assertive. Hence, Malaysians are less likely to
complain even when they are dissatisfied with a
product. Similarly, consumers’ complaint
behavior was found to vary according to their
psychographics (for example, self-confidence and
individualism, conservatism, assertiveness, risk-
taking orientation, and sense of justice). These
findingsare corroborated by those of past scholars
(Allison, 1978; Morganosky & Buckley, 1986;
Bearden & Mason, 1984; Richins, 1987; Blodgett
etal., 1995; Kengetal., 1995, Phau & Sari, 2004).
Consumers who are more assertive, more
confident and individualistic, more assertive, and
possess a positive attitude toward complaining,
are more likely to be complainers. On the other
hand, individuals who are more conservative are
lessinclined to complain, whichisconsistent with
the findings of Keng et al. (1995). Consumers
complaint behavior was also found to vary
according to their attitudes towards businesses.
Such finding is consistent with those of Singh's
= == (1990) and Kolodinsky’s (1993). In addition,
complaint behavior differs according to product
attributes. Thisfinding is consistent with those of
Richin’s(1987). For instance, consumersare more
likely to complain when they are dissatisfied with
higher priced products.

From the practical point of view,
manufacturing firmsand sellers should pay special
attention to the needs of consumerswho aremales,
married, and better educated, hold white-collar
jobs, are confident, and assertive, possess a
positive attitude towards business, and perceive
the product to be valuable. This group of
consumersare morelikely to be complainerswhen
they are dissatisfied with a particular product by
opting for public actions. Therefore, it is
imperative for manufacturers and sellers to deal
with their customers’ complaints quickly and
properly. When consumersfed that their problems
have been resolved, they will be satisfied, and
subsequently convey positive word-of-mouth
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about the company or seller to other customersor
potential customers. This action, in turn, helps
build customers’ retention and loyalty. In
additional, non-complainers should be considered
asimportant as complainers. Thisisbased on the
fact that they prefer to warn their families and
friends about their bad purchase experience (68%)
as shown by the results in this study. Given the
disadvantages of negative word-of-mouth,
companies should encourage consumers to voice
their dissatisfaction by facilitating the complaint
handling process.

Two magjor limitations worth noting in
thisinvestigation relate to the sasmple size and the
product involved. Since this study is confined to
consumers working in the Northern region of
Malaysia, generalizability of the findings may be
rather limited. Future researchers may need to
focus on consumersin other regionsaswell to be
able to gain a more comprehensive perspective.
Second, thisresearch coverscomplaintsregarding
durable products alone. In future, it may be
worthwhile for future researchers to investigate
complaint behaviors relating to other categories
of products.
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