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Abstract. The study aims to investigate whether a company reputation can be used to reduce the impact of negative electronic word of mouth (eWOM). We conducted experimental research in two studies along with 225 college students, who
at least have two accounts in different social media, as participants. We use both qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Qualitative research was carried out with focus group interviews to decide the number of high or low negative reviews
as well as the level of credibility. Quantitative research used cross-sectional field design by pilot study and the main study.
The model was tested and developed using data collected by questionnaires in paper surveys. The results of study 1 suggest
that negative eWOM reduces purchase intentions mediated by the subjective norms and perceived behavior control. High
negative eWOM reduces purchase intention more than low ones. Study 2 found out that in a condition of high negative
eWOM, good company reputation’s perception affected purchase intention mediated by attitude. Furthermore, purchase
intention is higher when a good company reputation’s perception is stronger. Therefor Organizations should convey its
company reputation to their customer visually to get a good perception. Further research to investigate another variable
that the company has is required.
Keywords: company reputation, mitigation, negative electronic word of mouth, purchase intention, theory of planned
behavior.
JEL Classification: M30, M31.

Introduction
Electronic word of mouth (eWOM) is person-to-person
communication online or through social media (Yang,
2017). Using eWOM as a source of consumer reference
in making decisions has become increasingly important
(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Brown et al., 2007; Cheung
& Tadani, 2012; Xiaorong et al., 2011).
Several studies have shown that eWOM has a great
deal of influence on consumers’ purchase decisions (Xiaorong et al., 2011; Yang, 2017; Thomas et al., 2019), and
consumer attitudes (Hsu et al., 2013). An information
search is one stage in the process of making a purchase
decision (Engel et al., 1968; Kotler & Keller, 2012). Therefore, information is an important thing that consumers
need before deciding to buy a product or service.
eWOM is not always positive. Research has shown
that negative WOM is more influential in purchase decisions, attracts more attention, and reaches more people
than positive WOM (Cui et al., 2012; De Carlo et al.,

2007; Lau & Ng, 2001). Negative WOM is defined as interpersonal communication about products and services
that put them in an unfavorable light (Weinberger et al.,
1981). Chevalier and Mayzlin (2006) found that negative
eWOM (online reviews) affected book sales more than
positive eWOM.
For producers, negative eWOM is very detrimental
because, even one negative review can be damaging (Zhu
& Zhang, 2010). Negative eWOM has had an impact on
customer acquisition (Sharp, 2010), customer retention
and loyalty (East et al., 2006). Because of the strong negative impact of eWOM, it is important to know how the
influence of negative online reviews on consumers’ intention to purchase can be managed. Generally, producers
reduce the impact of negative online reviews by offering
an apology or giving an explanation (Bhandari & Rodgers, 2018), and responses to customer complaints online
(Spark & Bradley, 2017; Herhausen et al., 2019).
This study examined how company reputation could
mitigate the impacts of negative eWOM. Company

*Corresponding author. E-mail: shinta.rahmani@mercubuana.ac.id
Copyright © 2021 The Author(s). Published by Vilnius Gediminas Technical University
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited.

110

S. Rahmani et al. The role of company reputation in mitigating negative word of mouth

reputation is a variable that the company already has; it is
an intangible asset that can be managed by the company. It
is rare to find research using company reputation in context of mitigating the impact of negative eWOM.
The second contribution of this research is to propose
a strategy to address negative events using the asset of a
good company reputation before negative events occur.

1. Theoritical background and hypotheses
1.1. Theory of planned behavior
As one of the most widely used theories, theory of planned
behavior (TPB) was formulated and intended to predict,
and change human social behavior. According to TPB
(Ajzen, 1991), individuals’ behavioral intentions are jointly
influenced by three factors: attitude, subjective norms, and
perceived behavioral control. TPB has been relied upon as
the best model for predicting intentions (Yadav & Pathak,
2016). The theory of planned behavior is applied in a wide
range of contexts, like recalling damaged products on the
market (Lin et al., 2011), and food products that contain
additives in Taiwan (Chen, 2017). Research in consumer
buying behavior after food safety accidents by Mazzocchi
et al. (2008) found that attitudes towards behavior, subjective norms and perceived behavior control affected the
changes in consumer buying behavior after a food safety
accident. Lu et al. (2010) reported that the inclusion of attention to news and perceived credibility of information
constructs can enable a higher model fit than that of the
original TPB model. This research will apply TPB with
negative eWOM as a source of information.

1.2. Negative word of mouth
Bachleda and Berrada-Fathi (2016) showed that negative
eWOM played an important role in service consumption
decisions. Companies must actively manage this form of
negative eWOM because studies have shown that the effect of negative eWOM on consumer attitudes towards
service providers and purchase intentions is far greater
than the effect of positive eWOM (Kudeshia & Kumar,
2017; DeCarlo et al., 2007). Armelini and Vilanueva Galobart (2011) observed that negative WOM can damage
brand reputation and sales. That the quantity of negative
reporting will affect negative attitudes is known from the
research of Bachleda and Berrada-Fathi (2016). The higher
the number of negative testimonials received from each
eWOM source, the higher the negative attitude towards
the service provider
Taylor and Todd (1995) defined attitudes as “positive
or negative feelings of individuals towards the target behavior” (p. 149). Comparing the impact of positive and
negative reviews on hotel customer choices, Vermeulen and Seegers (2009) emphasized that such negative
reviews resulted in changes in negative attitudes, while
positive reviews improved the attitudes of customers
towards the hotel. Lee and Cranage (2014) found that

negative eWOM influenced attitudes toward restaurants
more than positive eWOM. This leads to the first hypothesis of this study:
H1: The attitudes of consumers who received high
negative eWOM will be less positive than the attitudes
of consumers who received low negative eWOM.
According to the theory of planned behavior (TPB),
subjective norms are defined as perceived social pressure to perform or not perform behavior by individuals
(Ajzen, 1991). Subjective norms are the implementation
of personal behavior in accordance with relationships
with others who are considered important. These norms
also refer to individual pressure when people are expected to take certain actions (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977).
Subjective norms, such as word-of-mouth recommendations, influence one’s attitudes and behavior (Cheung &
Lee, 2008).
Guoqing et al. (2009) examined negative WOM by
mediating subjective norms on brand switching. They
found that negative WOM had a direct effect on subjective norms and led to brand switching by consumers. In simple terms, it can be concluded that negative
eWOM makes subjective norms smaller, meaning that
the orientation of other people’s views is small and their
attitude towards the brand also becomes small/down,
which results in being moved to another brand. Thus, it
is hypothesized that:
H2: Subjective norms of consumers who received high
negative eWOM will be less positive than subjective
norms who received low negative eWOM.
Perceived behavioral control (PBC) is a measure of the
extent to which individuals believe that displaying certain behaviors will be easy or difficult (Hogg & Vaughan,
2005). PBC is an individual’s perception of the ease or difficulty of behavior and the level of control to implement
that behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Therefore, if a person has the
opportunity and the ability to act according to information he or she believes, then he or she will be motivated
to take action.
EWOM negatively influences decision making and
hinders purchase (Chen & Lurie, 2013). Cui et al. (2012)
found that positive WOM improved the quality and attitude of consumers toward products and negative WOM
reduced them. Jalilvand and Samiei (2012) found that
eWOM affected PBC. An individual’s attention to negative news and the credibility of the news received by consumers determined the perception of risk about using the
product being reported. Thus, the PBC of consumers is affected by negative reviews. Purchase behavior in the TPB
framework has a mediator’s attitude, subjective norms,
and PBC. If eWOM is negative with mediator attitudes,
subjective norms, and PBC and results in negative behavior, such as not buying a product, then the three mediators
following the negative eWOM become negative. Thus, it
can be hypothesized that:
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H3: The PBC of consumers who received high negative
eWOM will be smaller than PBC who received low
negative eWOM.
The eWOM phenomenon has changed people’s behaviors and decisions, such that they rely more on the
opinions of others and the information that they get from
others. Consumers even make offline decisions based on
information obtained online (Lee et al., 2008). Besides
influencing results on sales figures at the corporate level,
for example, eWOM also influences individual end-user
in terms of their attitudes, trust, or purchase intentions
(Doh & Hwang, 2009; Sparks & Browning, 2011). Wu and
Wang (2011) conducted a study in Taiwan of the effects of
eWOM on the purchase of Notebooks, products with high
levels of involvement, and shampoos, daily consumption
products with low involvement. They found that eWOM
positively influenced the purchase intentions of both
products.
Negative opinions get more consideration by recipients than positive opinions (Sparks & Browning, 2011)
because negative opinions are considered to be more credible and easily generalized than positive opinions (Chatterjee, 2001). Bachleda and Berrada-Fathi (2016) found
that negative eWOM, as well as negative WOM, played an
important role in the choice of services that have not been
used before. Thus, it can be hypothesized that:
H4: The purchase intentions of consumers who received high negative eWOM will be smaller than the
purchase intentions of consumers who received low
negative eWOM.

1.3. Company reputation
Reputation is a collective representation of a company’s past
actions and can be measured from time to time (Worcester, 2009). A good reputation is an asset that can increase
buyers’ expectations about what a company offers (Shapiro,
1983), and it reduces uncertainty about the performance
of the product or service. The company’s reputation is determined by the relative perspective of the individual and
is closely related to the consumer’s subjective evaluation of
the company (Fombrun & Shanly, 1990). A positive corporate reputation increases consumer purchase intentions,
attitudes toward the company and its products, and brand
loyalty, so that company products with negative associations
do not always receive negative responses from consumers
(Brown & Dacin, 1997). That is, a good reputation serves
as a buffer against negative consumer perceptions (Lange
et al., 2011). Negative eWOM has a direct influence on attitudes, subjective norms, and PBC. So, when exposed to
negative reviews, the three constructs together will be negative (Chen, 2017). A positive company reputation partially
or jointly will moderate the negative eWOM relationship
and the three TPB constructs. Thus, it can be stated that:
H5a: Under high negative eWOM conditions, the attitudes of consumers toward a company with a good
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reputation will be greater than the attitude of consumers toward a company with a bad reputation.
H5b: Under high negative eWOM conditions, the subjective norms of consumers toward a company with
a good reputation will be greater than the subjective
norms of consumers toward a company with a bad
reputation.
H5c: Under high negative eWOM conditions, the PBC
of consumers toward a company with a good reputation will be greater than the PBC of consumers toward
a company with a bad reputation.
A company’s reputation is defined as the accumulation of opinions, perceptions, and attitudes of consumers
towards the company (Fombrun et al., 2000; Fombrun &
Shanly, 1990). Reputation illustrates the ability of organizations to provide value for all stakeholders (Fombrun &
Rindova, 2001). Company reputation significantly influences satisfaction, purchase intention, and company performance (Spreng & Page, 2001).
In a competitive market, consumers pay attention to
information about the company behind the product and
brand (Kitchen & Laurence, 2003). Consumers seek more
information when facing a higher risk (Gemunden, 1985),
as well as when getting negative eWOM information about
the product to be purchased. As stated by Brown and Dacin (1997) and Saxton (1998), a positive company reputation increases consumer purchases, attitudes toward the
company, and customer loyalty to the brand. Therefore, it
can be stated that:
H6: Under high negative eWOM conditions, the purchase intention of consumers with good company reputation will be greater than purchase intention with
bad company reputation.
We conducted two studies to investigate how company
reputation serves as a buffer against negative perceptions
and mitigates the effect of negative eWOM. In Study 1 we
varied the quantity of negative eWOM in a controlled field
experiment. We examined whether the high quantity of
negative eWOM about a product decreased the intention
to buy that product more than a low quantity. Study 1 also
examined whether the effect of eWOM was mediated by
TPB. In Study 2, a laboratory experiment, we manipulated
a company reputation using TV news videos that made
announcements about the company to know whether participants’ perception would influence purchase intention.

2. Study 1
Study 1 was conducted to examine the intention to purchase
products that have been exposed to low and high negative
eWOM (H4). The products were also used by a control
group that was not exposed to negative eWOM. Besides that,
the study tested the variables of attitude, subjective norms,
and perceived behavior control (H1) (H2), and (H3).
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2.1. Method
2.1.1. Design and participants
Study 1 involved three treatments on participants (negative eWOM: Low vs high) and non-eWOM negative. The
participants were 135 undergraduate students (53 male
and 82 female, Mage = 22.05) from Mercu Buana University and Indonesia Banking School. Participants were
randomly assigned to follow one of the three treatments.
2.1.2. Stimulus development
To create a stimulus, we conducted four pilot studies, each
carried out by 30–50 different Mercu Buana University
undergraduate students. Pilot study 1 was an exploratory
study to determine which utilitarian products − in this
case, beverage products − would be used in the rest of this
study. Participants were asked to write down the types of
drinks that they commonly purchased because they saw
their benefits. The highest-ranking choice was UHT milk
products. To control the effect of attitudes on existing
brands, Pilot study 2 was conducted to determine fictitious brands. Participants were asked to propose a brand
name for UHT milk that had not been used before. From
this, we made a list of the five fictitious brands with the
most support. Next, a different group of students chose
one name from the list. Most chose the name Moo as the
brand of the fictitious UHT milk products. Pilot study 3
was conducted to determine what negative reviews influenced participants not to buy UHT milk, and Pilot study
4 was conducted to equate participants’ perceptions of
high and low negative reviews through interviews with
30 students. These participants provided written answers
to a series of questions to find out how many negative
reviews were considered low and high, what social media
were generally owned by participants, and what parties
who submitted online reviews were considered credible.

Based on the results of the pilot studies, packaging images and video advertisements were made to describe Moo
milk. Moo milk was presented as having calcium for bone
health. Furthermore, a high-fidelity mock-up was made
on a smartphone application to access negative reviews on
social media Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram (Figure 1).
There were three reviews that were somewhat negative and
15 that were highly negative reviews. These reviews were
commented on by nutritionists and responded to by the
Food and Drug Monitoring Agency (BPOM) as an official institution for controlling food quality in circulation.
BPOM and the nutritionists − seen as credible and trusted
sources by the pilot study participants − comprised official
institutions (100%), experts (47%), and friends or family
(38%). All these negative reviews were fictitious and were
used only for this experimental study.

2.2. Measurement of the dependent variable
Participants were asked to respond to a series of statements
throughout using a six-point Likert scale. Four statements,
adapted from Taylor and Todd (1995) were used to measure attitudes (α = 0.916): (1) Overall, buying Moo milk is
a good thing; (2) Generally, buying Moo milk is recommended; (3) Generally, buying Moo milk is safe; (4) Moo
milk will give me benefits. Four statements, adapted from
Fizben and Ajzen (1975), were used to measure subjective
norms (α = 0.793): (1) Parents suggested I should not buy
Moo milk (2) My family members suggested buying Moo
milk based on their exp erience (3) My friends suggest I
should not buy Moo milk (4) My colleague gives a reference to buy Moo milk. Three statements, adapted from
Chen (2017) and Taylor and Todd (1995), were used to
measure behavioral control (α = 0.844): (1) I believe I can
buy Moo milk (2) I tend to buy Moo milk, (3) I believe
that I have the opportunity to buy Moo milk. Five statements, adapted from Taylor and Todd (1995), were used

Figure 1. High-fidelity mock-ups of High negative eWOM and Low negative eWOM (source: created for this research, 2019)
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to measure purchase intentions (α = 0.884): (1) I will look
for information to buy Moo milk (2) I plan to buy Moo
milk (3) In the next three months I will buy Moo milk
(4) Overall, buying Moo milk is not problematic or safe,
(5) I will buy Moo milk with my family. All measurements
in study 1 had valid instruments with loading factor >0.6.

2.3. Results
2.3.1. Manipulation checks
To find out whether negative eWOM reduced attitudes,
subjective norms, PBC, and purchase intentions, participants used a smartphone application to access mock-up
shows that gave negative online eWOM about products. In
the high negative eWOM conditions, 15 negative eWOM
impressions were given, while the low negative eWOM
conditions were given two impressions. To measure
whether participants felt they received high or low negative eWOM, they were asked to respond to two statements
(α = .981): “The number of negative reviews is large, more
than 5 reviews”, “The number of negative comments online is small, less than 3 reviews”. In the control group,
no negative eWOM impressions were given. The results
of measurements using the t-test showed that there were
significant differences between the high and low eWOM
groups [F(1, 88) = 1.456, p = .000 (2-tailed)]. Negative
eWOM weakens consumer attitudes towards dairy products. It is estimated that there are consumers’ concerns
that when products are given massive negative reviews,
those reviews are indeed true − that the products are
negative − compared to low negative eWOM conditions.
This hypothesis was tested using one-way ANOVA with a
contrast test. The control group was compared first with
the treatment group then with the low and high treatment
groups.
2.3.2. Attitudes
Attitudes towards the product were measured using four
statements. Based on factor analysis, the four statements
formed one variable and each had a loading factor > 0.6
with Cronbach α = 0.916. The test results using one-way
ANOVA using the four questions on the attitude variable
showed a significant difference in the high negative eWOM
condition group, the low negative eWOM condition, and
the control group [F (2,132) = 146.375, p = .000]. The contrast test showed that the control group was significantly
higher than the low negative eWOM group (Mnon-newom =
17.80, Mlow = 15.84, t = −9.519, p = .000), and the low
negative eWOM condition group was significantly higher than the negative eWOM group high (Mlow = 15.84,
Mhigh = 8.51, t = 12.669, p = .000) This result supports H1.
2.3.3. Subjective norms
Questions to measure subjective norms are four, questions
adapted from Fizben and Ajzen (1975). Factor analysis of
the four questions formed one variable, and each had a
loading factor > 0.6 with Cronbach α = 0.793.
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Test results using one-way ANOVA using the questions on the subjective norms variable showed a significant difference in the high negative eWOM condition
group, the low negative eWOM condition and the control
group [F (2.132) = 127.174, p = .000]. The contrast test
showed that the control group was not significantly higher
than the low negative eWOM group (Mnon-newom = 16.82,
Mnewom = 15.84, t = −9.519, p = .067), however the low
negative eWOM condition group was significantly higher
than the group eWOM negative is high (Mlow = 15.84,
Mhigh = 9.07, t = −14.642, p = .000).
The results of the contrast test showed that the subjective norms of consumers with high negative eWOM was
smaller than the subjective norms of consumers with low
negative eWOM. This supported H2.
2.3.4. PBC
Perceived behavioral control (PBC) was measured using
three question items. Based on the factor analysis, the three
questions form one variable and each had a loading factor
> 0.6 with Cronbach α = 0.843. One-way ANOVA test results on the variable, perceived behavioral control, showed a
significant difference between the three groups (F (2.132) =
81.403, p = .000). The contrast test found (Mlow = 12.24,
Mhigh = 7.84, t = 8.982, p = .000). It is proven that PBC
consumers who received high negative eWOM will be less
positive compared to PBC consumers who received low
negative eWOM. This result supports H3.
2.3.5. Purchase intention
Negative eWOM makes consumer purchase intentions for
dairy products decrease. It is estimated that there are consumers’ concerns that when a product gets massive negative reviews it indicates that the product is negative. compared to the low negative eWOM condition. This hypothesis was tested using one-way ANOVA with a contrast test.
The control group was compared with the treatment group
then compared with the low and high treatment groups.
The five statements to test purchase intention formed
a variable with a loading factor > 0.6 and Cronbach α =
0.884. One-way ANOVA test results on the purchase
intention variable showed a significant difference between the three groups (F (2.132) = 93.212, p = .000). A
Dunnet-test (< control) showed that participants in the
low negative eWOM group were lower than the control
group (Mlow = 19.49, Mnon-newom = 22.16, SE = 0.791,
p = .000), and the high negative eWOM condition group
was lower compared to the control group (Mhigh = 12.97,
Mnon-newom = 22.16 SE = 0.791, p = .000). See Figure 2 The
contrast test showed that the difference in purchase intentions in the low negative eWOM group was higher than in
the high negative eWOM group (t = 9.774, p = .000) this
result supports H4.
2.3.6. Mediation
We conducted a mediation analysis with attitude, subjective norms, and PBC as mediators of the influence of
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Figure 2. Impact of negative eWOM on attitude, subjective norms, PBC and purchase intention
(source: Rahmani et al., Research data, 2019)

Figure 3. Model framework of study 1

Table 1. The mediation results of study 1 (n = 90) (source: Research data, 2019)
Consequent
M1

M2

Coeff.
Antecedent
X (HNwom)

a1

SE
0.331
0.034

M3

Coeff
p
a2
0.000**

Y

Coeff.

SE
p
−0.303
0.034 0.000**

a3

Coeff.

SE
p
−0.206
0.028 0.000**

c’
b1

M1 (Attitude)

b2

M2 (Subj. norm)

b3

M3 (PBC)
iM1

21.044
Constant
0.961 0.000**
Note: Bootstrap = 1000, *<0.05, **<0.001.

iM2

20.596
0.959

0.000**

iM3

15.592
0.802

iy
0.000**

SE
−0.007
0.058
0.232
0.153
0.569
0.148
0.378
0.160
2.108
3.178

p
0.905
0.132
0.000*
0.021*
0.509
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negative eWOM on purchase intentions (See Figure 3)
using PROCESS SPSS Macro model 4 and bootstrap
analysis (Hayes, 2018). We tested mediation in groups
that received negative eWOM treatment on attitude,
subjective norms, and perceived behavior control (PBC)
(a1 = −0.332, t = −9.878, p < .05, a2 = −0.303, t = −9.028,
p < .05, a3 = −0.206, t = −7.362, p < .05) and the effect of attitude on purchase intention (b1 = 0.232, t =
1.520, p > 0.05 is not significant), while the influence
of subjective norms and perceived behavior control on
purchase intention (b2 = 0.569, t = 3.854, p < .05; b3 =
0.378, t = 2.361, p < .05). Both were significant. The
direct effect of negative eWOM on purchase intention
(c = −0.007, t = −0.120, p > .05) was not significant. See
Table 1 This indicated full mediation (Zhao et al., 2010;
Baron & Kenny, 1986).

3. Study 2
Study 2 was a replication of Study 1 with a company
reputation, as a moderator. Moreover, Study 2 was tests
whether a company’s reputation can reduce the impact of
negative eWOM on attitudes, subjective norms, PBC, and
purchase intentions (H5a, H5b, H5c, and H6).
To that end, we manipulated the company’s reputation
in two ways, namely good and bad company reputation, all
of which were applied to the high negative eWOM conditions. This is based on the results of study 1, in which for
high negative eWOM conditions, purchase intention was
the lowest compared to the low negative eWOM conditions
or no exposure to negative reviews in the control group.

3.1. Method
3.1.1. Design and participants
Study 2 had two treatment conditions (company reputation: good vs bad) between design participants. The participants in this study were 90 undergraduate students
of Mercu Buana University (26 male, 64 females; Mage =
22.26) who were randomly assigned to one of two conditions.
3.1.2. Stimulus development
Two types of TV news videos about a company that produces Moo milk were made for this research. One video
presented coverage of reputable companies, and the other
video presented coverage of companies with bad reputations. The videos had the same picture at the beginning,
meaning that the two treatment groups got the same information about the company. In the video about the company with a good reputation, they were paying attention
to employee welfare. They also had a company social responsibility (CSR) programs, and fostered cattle farmers.
However, the video about the company with a bad reputation included strike of fostered farmers and company employees who were dissatisfied with payment. Both videos
had the same storyline but in different versions.
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3.1.3. Procedure
Study 2 aimed to identify the factors that can mitigate the
impact of negative eWOM. Company reputation was the
factor used in this study as a moderator that was expected
to mitigate negative impacts. The 90 participants were randomly assigned to two different classrooms. All participants were shown the advertisement video for Moo milk
twice. Then they were asked to read negative eWOM on
smartphones accessed by using the QR code provided on
the distributed paper. For easy access to negative reviews,
participants were also given a paper containing screenshots of eWOM negative impressions. After reading
negative reviews, participants answered the high negative
eWOM questions then were shown one of the TV news
videos according to the conditions. Furthermore, they answered research questions, filled out demographic forms,
and answered manipulation checks.

3.2. Results
3.2.1. Manipulation checks
Three statements were used to measure the company’s
reputation: (1) The company conducts activities that benefit the community and the environment, (2) the company
acts according to ethics and obeys the law, and (3) the
company’s reputation is good (α = 0.827). All these statements had a loading factor > 0.6. The t-test showed that
there were significant differences between the groups of
good and bad company reputation (Mgood = 12.80, SD =
2.865; Mbad = 7.69, SD = 3.267 −7,890; [F (1, 88) = 1.682,
p = .000]). This finding means that the manipulation was
going well.
3.2.2. Attitude, subjective norms, PBC
Study 1 showed that negative eWOM decreases attitudes,
subjective norms, and behavior control. Study 2 examined
the variable of a company’s reputation as a factor that
mitigated negative eWOM. In this section, we examine
whether attitudes, subjective norms, and behavior control
in the group of good reputation conditions were higher
than in the group of bad reputation conditions in high
negative eWOM.
The results of the t-test showed a significant difference
in attitude between the group of good company reputation conditions and the group of bad company reputation
conditions at high negative eWOM (Mgood = 14.91, SD =
2.548; Mbad = 9.29, SD = 2.849; [F (1.88) = 0.039, p =
.000]). These result support H5a.
The subjective norms variable in the group condition of good company reputation was higher than in
the group of bad reputation condition in high negative
eWOM (Mgood = 14.62, SD = 2.733; Mbad = 9.84, SD =
2.946; [F (1.88) = 0.72, p = .000]) Thus, H5b is supported.
Likewise, the perceived behavior control variable in
the good company reputation condition group was higher
than in the bad reputation condition group in the high
negative eWOM (Mgood = 11.02, SD = 2.580; Mbad = 8.33,
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3.2.3. Moderated mediation

SD = 3.411; [F (1.88) = 2.943, p = .000]. Thus, H5c is
proven.
The t-test on the intention to purchase variables in
the group condition of good company reputation was
higher than in the group of bad reputation conditions in
high negative eWOM (Mgood = 21.02, SD = 2.896; Mbad =
13.22, SD = 3.617; [F (1.88) = 0.72, p = .000]). These
support H6.

The main goals of the moderated by company reputation
was to mitigate the decline of purchase intention cause
by negative eWOM. We tested moderated mediation in
relationship of high negative eWOM to attitude, subjective
norms, perceived behaviour control and purchase intention using PROCESS SPSS Macro model 8 and bootstrap
analysis (Hayes, 2018).

Table 2. The moderated mediation results of Study 2 (n = 90) (source: Rahmani et al., Research Data, 2019)
Consequent
M1 (Attitude)

a1

Coeff.

SE

Coeff.

SE

Coeff.

SE

CI

p

CI

p

CI

p

CI

p

−23.621

11.868

−18.848

10.654

−27.036

11.064

−11.680

11.764

M2
(Subj. norm)

−

M3
(PBC)

−

Constant

a2

0.050*
−

X×W

Y (Purchase int)

SE

M1
(Attitude)

W
(Corep)

M3 (PBC)

Coeff.
Antecedent
X
(CoRep)

M2 (Subj.norm)

a3

0.080

c’1

0.017*

−

−

0.324
b1

0.509

0.125
0.000**

−

−

b2

0.481

0.129
0.000**

−

−

b3

0.114

0.131

d4

−21.506

18.810

c’1d4

0.451

0.392

[−.329,1.231]

0.254

0.386
d1

−39.21

a1d1

0.823

18.928

d2

−30.250

16.991

a2d2

0.638

0.354

0.041*
0.394

1136.048

569.493

[.066,1.342]
iM2

904.682

0.049*
R2

= 0.264
F(3.86) = 10.266
p < 0.001

−44.724

a3d3

0.935

0.079

[.039,1.607] 0.040*
iM1

d3

0.013*

0.075
511.225 iM3
0,080

R2 =

0.140
F(3.86) = 4 .677
p < 0.004

17.645
0.368

0.256

[.204,1.666] 0.013*
1302.833

530.898

530.898

0.016*

R2

= 0.140
F(3.86) = 4 .677
p < 0.004

Note: (*<0.05, **<0.01).

Figure 4. Research model study 2
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In order to test whether differences in good and bad
company reputation perception underlie the difference of
attitude, subjective norms, PBC and purchase intention,
we conducted moderated mediation analysis. We examine whether different perception of company reputation
moderate the a and c’ path of our model (Figure 4) with
differences in attitude, subjective norms and perceived behavior control mediate the purchase intention. We tested
the model with 5,000 bootstrap iteration (Table 2).
The indirect effect through attitude was significant and
greater for good company reputation with confidence interval: −1.131 [−2.579, −.355], 1.262 [.584, 1.974], .3.656
[1.642, 5935] for company reputation level 25.987, 31.700,
37.413 respectively, corresponding to the mean company
reputation and plus or minus one standard deviation from
mean. The index of moderated mediation was significant
(95% CI [.181, .731]. The indirect effect through subjective
norms, perceived behavior control and direct effect was
not significant. The direction of the effects in the mediation analysis indicates that the influence of high negative
eWOM to attitude was stronger for participants with good
company reputation, which in turn contributed to higher
purchase intention.

4. Discussion
The results of study 1 showed that negative electronic word
of mouth had a significant effect in reducing the intention
to purchase negatively reviewed products. The higher the
negative eWOM, the lower the purchase intention. This is
in line with the research of Bachleda and Berrada-Fathi
(2016); Lee et al. (2008) because more negative reviews
are perceived as negative product.
This research shows that the negative effect of eWOM
does not influence purchase intentions directly but
through mediators. From the measurement results of this
study, attitude does not mediate purchase intentions from
the negative eWOM effect, it was mediated by subjective
norms and PBC. These results are different from previous
research which found that Attitude, as well as a subjective
norm and perceived behavior control, affected purchase
intention (Mazzocchi, 2008; Chen, 2017). However, the attitude that cannot predict purchase intention also exists in
a meta-analysis conducted by Wallace et al. (2005); Sniehotta et al. (2014). Meanwhile, subjective norm mediated
purchase intention may be due to the research conducted
in a country with low individualistic value (Hofstede,
1993) beside that, participants being college students with
an average age of 22 years old, so that the role of friends or
group references is indispensable in purchasing decisions
(Saputri & Wandebori, 2014). Because the effect of negative eWOM can spread quickly, it is good if company have
any tools to avoid the damage too far.
In study 2, company reputation was used as a moderator to influence purchase intention mediated by attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavior control. As
in study 1, there was no direct effect affecting purchase
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intention, but there was indirect effect through attitude.
This result prove that a good company reputation becomes
a buffer against negative consumer perception (Lange
et al., 2011). Products with negative reviews do not always receive negative responses from consumers (Brown
& Dacin, 1997). Attitude is the only significant mediator
to increase purchase intention, possibly because the company reputation is determined by the relative perspective
of the individual and subjective evaluation of the company
(Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). So that in this perspective the
role of the individual is quite large.
In this study, we use the stimulus to manipulate company reputation in the form of video. Company reputation
can be obtained by providing information to consumers
of what good things the company does in example charity and CSR program or employee outing. The information provided should be online, like social media so that
it is easily transmitted and spread quickly. Therefore, good
company reputation perspective can be reached. The
company needs to have a social media account (Becker
& Lee, 2019) so he can immediately detect if there are
any negative reviews about the company circulating. We
propose company to be proactive rather than reactive to
negative eWOM. So, the impact can be mitigated, before
company find another way or choose the best answer to
response (Herhausen et al., 2019)

Conclusions
Negative electronic word of mouth is often occurring,
and cause damage. Several studies have been conducted
to reduce the negative impact of negative electronic word
of mouth and they were mostly focused on improvement
efforts after negative events occurred. Because of its rapid
spread and difficult to control, mitigation efforts are needed before negative events occur. Therefore, mitigation of
negative eWOM before the news spreads will help lessen
adverse effects. Interestingly in study 1, we found that subjective norms had the most significant impact. This might
because the participant were college students who were
concerned with their peer words.
We found in study 2 that a company’s good deeds have
a positive impact. We recommend that companies convey
their good reputation visually to consumers on regular
based so that the company’s reputation is perceived well
and can be one of the tools to reduce negative perceptions.
The participants were a limitation of this research, we
encourage future research to have more diverse participants. Beside company’s reputation, there are still other
company assets such as product claims and brand loyalty.
Future research should explore whether those variables
can mitigate negative electronic word of mouth.
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