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Fig.1 Model of group consumer’ s psychological and behavior

interaction after service failure
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Table 1 Test of manipulate variables
F P
N =123 N=120 N=120 N =119
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Table 2 Univariate analyse of deindividuation
Type I Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig
56.019 3 18. 673 11.672 0.000
11 740.47 1 11 740. 473 7 351.374 0.000
42.144 1 42. 144 26.389 0.000
13.466 1 13. 466 8.432 0.004
* 0.045 1 0. 045 0.028 0.867
12574.94 479
3
Table 3 Tes of individual negative emotion difference in different test group
(p<<0.05) (p<<0.05)
1 2 3 1 2 3
4.47 — — 4.9 — —
— 4.83 — — 5.32 —
— 5.08 — — 5.38 —
_ — 5.40 — — 5.74
4
Table 4 Univanate analyse of individual negative emotion
Type T Sum-of Mean Square F Sig
Squares
39.174 3 13.058 12.746 0.000
13642.79 1 13 642.79 13 316.63 0.000
22.038 1 22. 038 21.511 0.000
16.653 1 16. 653 16.255 0.000
* 0.011 1 0.011 0.011 0.918
14 188.42 477
4 (5.38)
3, ANAOVA (SNK ) (5.32), ;
. (5.74 ) 4.93). p<0.05
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Table 5 Results of cormrelation coefficient of variables

(NE) (DI) (cn)
(GS) 0.111 (*%) 0.021( 3
(GF) 0.089 ( * %) 0. 144 ( * % * )
(NED) 0.533 (***)
(NE) 0.269 ( ** %) 0.326 (% * %)
(DI) 0.340 (%% %)
R? 0.349 0.19 0.281
F 229.49 36. %8 92.25
s * R H o x p<0.01  p<<0.001 , B
p<0.05 .
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Research on group consumer ’s psychological interaction process under serv-
ice failure setting

DU Jian-gang's FAN Xiu-cheng’
1. School of Business, NanKai University, TianJin 300071, China;
2. School of Management, FuDan University, ShangHai 200433, China

Abstract: There has been abundant research on service failure and service recovery. Surprisingly, most of the
papers are from an individual consumer perspective, and not a group consumer perspective. However, group
consumer failures occur rapidly year by year in China. Compared with individual failure, interaction of group
consumers is more complicated and more variable, so that it is more difficult for Service Corporation to cope
with. By the use of real experiment, the authors discuss the impact of deindividuation and group emotional
contagion on customer’ s negative emotion under group service failure setting. Results indicate that both group
emotional contagion and deindividuation effect both exists in group consumers and which will bring direct im-
pact on customer ’s complaint intention.

Key words: deindividuation; group emotional contagion; psychological interaction process; complaint intention



