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Abstract: This study examines the nature of online reviews to explain changes in satisfaction, trust,
and consumer intent to write a review during restaurant revisit stages. Using a data set of two-time
lags, the findings show that the impact of online reviews on customer satisfaction, trust, and consumer
intent to write a review decreases or dilutes over time. More specifically, the effect of online reviews
in T + 1 diminishes as consumers experience a particular restaurant compared to when they initially
encountered the review. Our findings also show that the impacts of online reviews on satisfaction and
trust gradually decrease over time. However, the relationship between online reviews and trust is
only significant in T + 1. Additionally, the effect of trust on customer intent to write a review initially
increases (T) and then, gradually drops over time (T + 1). Finally, this study proposes guidelines for
improving theoretical and practical insights across consumption experience stages.
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1. Introduction

“Even with restaurants possibly being the easiest industry to acquire for, over 50% of
guests still never write a review” [1].

This quote highlights a direction for research on how consumers accept online reviews
and how they write and share their experiences. Despite the importance of online reviews,
potential consumers are often hesitant to write their actual experiences. However, reviewers
are also information providers for potential customers. For example, shoppers often revisit a
particular website to check reviews as part of their product or service evaluation journey [2].
This activity is considered one of the influential expressions of customer engagement [3,4]
and plays an important role in facilitating sustainable business. In terms of sustainability,
after the COVID-19 pandemic, online reviews not only expanded the concept of social
sharing but also promoted social culture and economic growth to young consumers. This
effect was enormously observed on websites such as TripAdvisor, Yelp, and Instagram.

Research demonstrates that customer perceptions change over time [5]. Since online
reviews in the hospitality industry are critical for reducing uncertainty [6–8], it remains
unclear how the evolution of online reviews affects its outcomes and what dynamics of
change are significant. This leads us to examine the changes in online reviews and their
outcomes, suggesting that a complete understanding of the dynamic nature of constructs is
essential [9,10].

Hu et al.’s study [11] using transaction cost economics and uncertainty reduction
theories presents a possible example where the temporal effect of online reviews has been
critical. They demonstrated that consumers vary in their acceptance of e-WOM (or online
reviews) because the evaluation of online reviews evolves over time. Although online
reviews play an important role in triggering customer engagement, to the best of our
knowledge, there have been relatively few studies on temporal effects, particularly in
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the hospitality sector. This lack of temporal dynamics suggests a requirement for new
knowledge to enhance the sustainability of the hospitality literature.

This study enables scholars to focus on changes in online reviews while helping
practitioners create communication designs that can be shared with online users via various
online channels. We establish a proposed model regarding online reviews in two ways, as
follows. First, we examine the consequences of online reviews for consumers who used user-
generated information during the restaurant consumption stages (T and T + 1). Additionally,
we incorporate two affective constructs that have highlighted the importance of customer
engagement in hospitality research, namely, customer satisfaction [12,13] and trust [14–16],
which motivate customers to write their reviews about a restaurant experience.

From a sustainable perspective, we consider the development of dynamic phases
that can address the nature of online reviews. We demonstrate that such an approach
can enhance scholars’ knowledge of sustainable hospitality management. For this pur-
pose, we developed a conceptual model of the changes in online reviews. We tested the
model using two points of time lag. Thus, we provided insights for researchers in the
hospitalityi ndustry.

2. Theoretical Background

After the COVID-19 pandemic, Koreans are significantly interested in online reviews
of restaurant choices. The most important reason for the increase in online reviews is the
sharp decrease in the number of customers visiting restaurants compared to before the
COVID-19 pandemic. Consequently, the increase in non-face-to-face ordering has been
perceived to protect customer safety. Thus, online reviews from users who have used
the restaurant help to resolve uncertainty and understand restaurant selection attributes.
Moreover, restaurants’ sales have been gradually increasing since the summer of 2021 [17].
In addition, a growing number of young Koreans are visiting restaurants and sharing their
experiences through Instagram or TripAdvisor [18]. In other words, we demonstrate that
online reviews are closely related to Korean restaurant consumption experiences.

The consumption-system approach that addresses the rational and emotional changes
in consumer behavior suggests that intention and its antecedents are dynamic. Fanselow [19]
demonstrated that emotion is a function of motivating behavior. In particular, a stimulus
to achieve an emotional state can facilitate behavioral intentions, suggesting the emotion–
behavior linkage [19,20]. Furthermore, information processing can capture a consumer’s
emotional state [21]. For instance, if consumers search for e-WOM, this information pro-
cessing on online reviews should influence their affective evaluation, and then, behavioral
intentions. Regarding the latter, online reviews of a particular object follow a person’s
psychological beliefs about the behavior [22].

Regarding the cognition–affection–behavior link, Figure 1 describes the mechanism
from an evolutionary perspective. The affect theory demonstrates that when a consumer
is satisfied (or dissatisfied) with an information cue, a positive (or negative) emotion
will be generated [23]. The cycle of satisfaction highlights that subsequent information
perception, emotional state, and behavioral intention depend on each initial level, indicating
that consumers’ subsequent behaviors should be adjusted by their prior evaluations [24].
Therefore, online review, satisfaction, trust, and the intention to write a review at time T + 1
are revised by the evaluation of each construct at time T. This logic is supported by the
experience-based performance in the subsequent consumption phase [25].
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TR: trust with the restaurant; IWR: consumer intent to write a review.

The proposed model (T and T + 1) consists of two phases of a consumption-system
approach, namely, from online review processing to subsequent behavioral formation that
draws on theoretical justifications. In particular, this model highlights the importance of
construct evolution, indicating that marketing constructs improve, decrease, or remain
unchanged [10]. Thus, changes in online reviews must eventually be translated into
satisfaction, trust, and intentions.

2.1. Online Reviews

Customers are likely to use online reviewers to make their decisions about restaurant
selection [26]. Online reviews are typically defined as an evaluation of a specific object made
by a person with real experience [27]. This definition emphasizes the importance of sharing
people’s experiences with other customers or relevant people, resulting in an improve-
ment in sales and attitudinal change [28]. As the hospitality sector is primarily intangible,
customers seek online reviews from well-known experienced sources (e.g., Yelp.com, Tri-
padvisor.com, Catchtable.com, etc.) to reduce uncertainty and risk. Once customers have
visited a particular restaurant, online reviews often play an important role in enhancing
restaurant satisfaction and leading to initial trust [29].

Our proposed model particularly implies the evolution of online reviews. Theoretically,
a consumption system in consumer behavior emphasizes the subsequent evaluation of a
particular service that is consumed during multiple consumption periods [25]. For example,
if consumers visit a particular restaurant based on online reviews and their experiences with
the restaurant do not match online reviews at time T, dissatisfaction or distrust of online
reviews will appear at time T + 1, resulting in them no longer visiting the restaurant. This
behavior is consistent with the goal-driven behavior theory [30] because consumers search
for online reviews to achieve positive goals, which in turn motivate certain behaviors. In
contrast, if the consumption experience of a particular restaurant is positive, the outcomes
of online reviews will positively evolve over time. Similarly, online reviews are consistent
with their experiences (T), and then, they should influence the perception of existing
reviews in subsequent restaurant visits (T + 1), indicating that there is a carryover effect.
Therefore, this study is critical for a complete understanding of behavioral dynamics during
subsequent restaurant revisits.

2.2. Satisfaction with the Restaurant

Since satisfied customers are likely to choose the same brand of service, the concept of
customer satisfaction is popular in service literature [31] because satisfaction is likely to
enhance a consumer’s repeated behavioral intentions [24]. In particular, when researchers
conceptualize customer satisfaction, there are two common formulations of satisfaction,
namely, transaction and cumulative satisfaction. The former focuses on the evaluation of a
single transaction at a particular service, whereas the latter focuses on multiple subjective
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comparison standards that reflect a subsequent evaluative judgment of the service purchase
occasion [32]. This study accepts a cumulative perspective of satisfaction because behav-
ioral researchers have especially highlighted the mediating role of satisfaction between its
antecedents and outcomes. It is consistent with the appraisal–emotional response–coping
framework [33]. This framework suggests that the initial evaluation of online reviews leads
to an emotional response, resulting in the triggering of behavioral intention. In line with
these observations, this study conceptualizes customer satisfaction as a customer’s fulfill-
ment response or judgment that reflects a pleasurable level of the consumption experience.

2.3. Trust toward a Restaurant

Trust is important for the longitudinal relationship between customers and service
providers [33,34]. In the hospitality sector, trust is quite important because consumers are
likely to avoid uncertainty and risks if they are not familiar with a particular restaurant,
resulting in hesitation about further actions [35]. Trust serves as the fundamental corner-
stone of the initial relationship between the two parties and then bridges the relationship
between its antecedents and outcomes [36,37].

From a customer–brand relationship perspective, trust is defined as the willingness
of the average consumer to rely on the ability of a particular restaurant (or brand) to
perform its stated function [38]. Although this definition mainly focuses on the cognitive
perspective, the majority of researchers do not agree with the definition of trust [39,40]. To
overcome this issue, researchers have adopted the expectancy-disconfirmation theory to
define trust as follows: “an attitude of confident expectation in a particular situation of risk that
one’s vulnerabilities will not be exploited” [41] (p. 860). Additionally, trust should generate a
positive feeling of trust formation through the service exchange process between customers
and service providers [42]. The definition of trust should be related to the rational and
affective aspects of trust [43]. In line with these observations, we conceptualize trust as a
consumer’s confidence based on the favorable feelings that occur before, during, and after
a particular restaurant visit.

3. Conceptual Model

The proposed model demonstrates that online reviews influence behavioral intentions
through the effects of customer satisfaction and trust. Our model upgrades the evolution of
behavioral intentions proposed by Ha et al. [44], which includes rational and emotional
routes. These two routes are customer satisfaction and trust, indicating the role of medi-
ators [45,46]. With this logic, we posit that behavioral intent consists of an online review
and two mediators, namely, customer satisfaction and trust. Thus, the metacognitive
mechanism conceptually supports our model, which depends on two mediators connecting
cognitive knowledge (online reviews) and action (behavioral intention) [47].

3.1. Temporal Dynamics

As mentioned earlier, the drivers of behavioral intentions evolve over time [10]. From
a consumption-system perspective, a reasonable route would be to make an evaluation of
a restaurant after a consumer searches for online reviews and visits the restaurant. If the
overall evaluation exceeds their expectations, the consumer forms a positive attitude toward
returning to the restaurant in the future. However, an essential approach is to recognize
the existence of temporal dynamics during the restaurant’s revisit periods [25,44,48].

Regarding these effects, Singer and Willett [49] pointed out that the change in outcomes
depends on a function of time. In particular, changes in rational and emotional constructs,
as well as behavioral intentions toward a specific object, are fundamental to construct
dynamics [10]. In addition, as the nature of dynamics increases, decreases, or remains
unchanged, the proposed constructs such as online reviews, customer satisfaction, trust,
and online review intention in T + 1 are adjusted by prior evaluations in T [24]. Thus,
changes in constructs are evolved within the experience-based evaluation system through
online information processing.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 4612 5 of 12

3.2. Research Hypothesis

Online reviews influence entire phases of the consumption system, including before,
during, and after visits. The nature of temporal changes in online information processing
emphasizes the evolution of online reviews. Brzozowska-Woš and Schivinski [50] pointed
out that the effect of online reviews on consumer behavior evolves. For instance, if a
consumer searches for online reviews of a restaurant, the impact of online reviews may
become increasingly strong, resulting in the reinforcement of behavioral intentions. How-
ever, the impact of online reviews may dilute or decrease over time [11]. In the early stage
of a service that has not yet been experienced, consumers tend to rely on online reviews,
but over time, the effectiveness of online reviews for the same service may be diluted or
diminished. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The effect of online reviews on customer intent to write a review diminishes as
consumer evaluation of online reviews in their consumption experience gradually dilutes over time.

As mentioned earlier, we particularly focus on the role of mediation. We expect that
online reviews should influence customer satisfaction and trust, resulting in behavioral
intentions. Signal theory supports the approach because there is a signal behavior between
two parties (e.g., consumer A and restaurant B) where information asymmetry exists [51].
Restaurant services are intangible, which leads to information asymmetry between two
parties. In other words, consumer behavior is inevitably different depending on what
users write and the opinions they express. In this process, customer satisfaction and trust
are formed through online reviews [52]. However, consumers with actual consumption
experiences are becoming less reliant on online reviews over time [11]. Thus, we proposed
the following two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The effect of online reviews on satisfaction declines as consumer evaluation of
online reviews decreases over time.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The effect of online reviews on trust declines as consumer evaluation of online
reviews decreases over time.

The direct effect of online reviews on customer intent to write a review should diminish
over time. This is because two emotional constructs such as satisfaction and trust, increase
over time and are directly related to intentions [25,45]. Regarding this mediation role, the
temporal impact of emotional constructs increases on a particular behavioral object [48].
While the impact of online reviews diminishes over time, rational beliefs or emotional
attitudes toward a particular subject can influence patterns of behavioral dispositions [53].
Thus, we propose the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Satisfaction has a direct, positive effect on customer intent to write a review
as emotional evaluation is enhanced.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Trust has a direct, positive effect on customer intent to write a review as their
emotional attitude improves.

Although we do not establish formal hypotheses regarding the carryover effect, our
proposed model particularly involves the concept of temporal changes. More specifically,
carryover effects are expected in consumption experiences because a consumer’s evaluation
of a specific construct affects the same construct at the time of the next restaurant visit [24,48].
Therefore, online reviews, satisfaction, trust, and customer intent to write a review in one
period should affect the same construct in a subsequent period if consumers revisit the
restaurant with a time difference.
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4. Methodology
4.1. Data Collection

We tested the proposed hypotheses using a data set of two time lags in South Korea.
In particular, we collected data at two points (6-month time lags) in January 2021. Although
many restaurants were struggling with their sales during the COVID-19 pandemic [54], the
restaurant industry witnessed remarkable competitive growth by August 2021 [55].

Respondents were contacted at shopping mall food courts in the capital city of Korea.
We conducted a brief interview about whether these respondents could participate in our
survey. One week later, 1255 participants were contacted, of which 1052 respondents
informed their participation, including their mobile phone numbers and emails. Finally,
the sample criteria of this study were set for customers who have visited a casual restaurant
at least once and always search for reviews when choosing a restaurant.

In T, we contacted respondents (n = 1052) twice using a text message and an email.
We also provided a URL link so that respondents could respond conveniently. Excluding
respondents who did not meet the sample criteria (n = 54) or who were insincere (n = 19), a
total of 648 usable responses remained among 721 responses. At time T + 1, the remaining
respondents (n = 648) who participated in T were again contacted. We collected 407 usable
responses. In particular, the research team checked whether they had experienced the
desired restaurant after the first survey, resulting in the exclusion of 85 responses. Thus, a
total of 322 responses were used to test the proposed hypotheses (response rate = 32.2%).
The average age of the participants was 36.9 years, and 57.1% were women.

4.2. Measures

As shown in Table 1, we assessed all items on a 5-point scale (1 = definitely disagree
to 5 = definitely agree). We measured online reviews using three items adapted from the
studies by Filieri and McLeay [56] and Senecal and Nantel [57]. Satisfaction was measured
using three items from the studies by Fullerton [58] and Ryu and Han [59]. Trust was
measured using three items adapted from the work by Morgan and Hunt [34]. Finally,
customer intent to write a review was measured using two items adapted from the research
by Dixit et al. [60].

Table 1. Model constructs, measures, and AVE by time period (CR: composite reliability).

Construct Measures Loading (T) Loading (T + 1)

Online reviews
(α: T = 0.74, T + 1 = 0.76;

AVE: T = 0.66, T + 1 = 0.68;
CR: T = 0.85; T + 1 = 0.86)

The overall review rating facilitates the evaluation of available alternatives. 0.87 0.88
Overall review length helps me rapidly select the best restaurant

among alternatives. 0.75 0.77

The online reviews are trustworthy overall. 0.79 0.81
Satisfaction

(α: T = 0.76, T + 1 = 0.78;
AVE: T = 0.67, T + 1 = 0.69;
CR: T = 0.86; T + 1 = 0.87)

I have really enjoyed myself at this restaurant. 0.78 0.79

My expectations of service in this restaurant had been met.
I was fully satisfied with the service in this restaurant.

0.85
0.82

86
0.84

Trust
(α: T = 0.76, T + 1 = 0.79;

AVE: T = 0.68, T + 1 = 0.70;
CR: T = 0.86; T + 1 = 0.88)

This restaurant is reliable. 0.84 0.85
I have confidence in this restaurant. 0.91 0.92

This restaurant has high integrity. 0.71 0.75
Consumer intent to write a

review (α: T = 0.70, T + 1 = 0.81;
AVE: T = 0.70, T + 1 = 0.84;
CR: T = 0.82; T + 1 = 0.91)

I intend to write online reviews in the near future. 0.92 0.92

I plan to write online reviews in the near future. 0.75 0.91

5. Results

All constructs in the conceptual model were specified using the reflective indicators
outlined in Table 1. The estimation method should be consistent with the complex inter-
relationships between observed and latent variables [48], which, in this case, involves
eight latent constructs with temporal and carryover effects. As a result, for estimating
such a complex structural equation model, partial least square (PLS) is appropriate [61].
In particular, the use of PLS arises from the following issues: (1) the main approach is as
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explanatory as predictive of the complex inter-relationships between observed and latent
variables; (2) the sample size (n = 322) is not very large; (3) our approach depends on a
composite measurement model with a reflective design, which means that indicators and
dimensions represent different facets [62]. Thus, Smart PLS software (v.3) was used for the
PLS analysis.

We checked the mean and Cronbach’s alpha. We analyzed the pair-wise t-test, resulting
in nonsignificant changes (the mean of two constructs) from T to T + 1. However, the mean
of both customer satisfaction and the customer’s intent to write a review has decreased
significantly (p < 0.01). These results indicated substantial changes in scores. Furthermore,
Cronbach’s alphas showed that scales were stable during subsequent consumption stages.

We tested the proposed hypotheses using SPSS and Smart PLS. We checked convergent
validity using loadings and average variance extracted (AVE). Table 2 showed that all
loadings exceeded the recommended level (0.71–0.92) [63]. The AVE values exceeded
the cut-off of Fornell and Larcker’s guidelines [64]. Finally, we checked for discriminant
validity. It also met Fornell and Larcker’s guidelines [64]. Therefore, we confirmed that
convergent and discriminant validities were acceptable.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix.

Construct Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

OR (T) 3.62(0.71) 0.66
CS (T) 3.55(0.75) 0.15 0.67
TR (T) 3.71(0.80) 0.45 0.41 0.68

IWR (T) 3.61(0.77) 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.70
OR (T + 1) 3.64(0.78) 0.38 0.17 0.46 0.05 0.68
CS (T + 1) 3.12(0.78) 0.17 0.37 0.42 0.01 0.20 0.60
TR (T + 1) 3.68(0.86) 0.48 0.44 0.37 0.01 0.50 0.45 0.70

IWR (T + 1) 3.18(0.86) 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.28 −0.01 0.06 0.06 0.84

Note: Italics are AVE. OR: online reviews; CS: customer satisfaction with the restaurant; TR: trust with the
restaurant; IWR: consumer intent to write a review.

The path coefficients for the proposed model are reported in Figure 2. The PLS boot-
strapping tests of statistical significance and significant differences in the path during the
subsequent restaurant visit are considered. The nonsignificant paths in the proposed model
mainly appeared at T and T + 1. In particular, these results were relevant to the impact of
online reviews, which has decreased over time. More specifically, the direct effect of online
reviews has dramatically decreased over time. As shown in Table 3, initial online reviews
had a positive and significant effect on consumers’ intentions to write a review. However,
the same relationship became less effective over time (T, β = 0.08, p < 0.05; T + 1, β = −0.02,
p > 0.05; ∆ = −0.10). Thus, H1 was supported.

At time T, online reviews had positive and significant effects on customer satisfaction
(β = 0.15, p < 0.05), trust (β = 0.45, p < 0.01), and consumer intent to write a review (β = 0.08,
p < 0.05). Customer satisfaction, on the other hand, had small and nonsignificant effect on
consumer intent to write a review (β = 0.02, p > 0.05). Consistent with previous studies
of the consumption-systems approach [25], all four carryover effects from T to T + 1 are
significant. The largest carryover effect is for customer satisfaction (0.82), followed by
online reviews (0.78), trust (0.74), and consumer intent to write a review (0.28).

Moving from T to T + 1, the effect of online reviews on customer satisfaction and trust
declines. In particular, the relationship between online reviews and trust was significant
(β = 0.06, p < 0.05) at time T + 1, whereas the temporal change in the relationship between
the two constructs was dramatically decreased (T, β = 0.45, p < 0.01; T + 1, β = 0.06, p < 0.05;
∆ = −0.39). There is a significant decrease in the direct effect of online reviews on consumer
intent to write a review (T, β = 0.15, p < 0.05; T + 1, β = 0.03, p > 0.05; ∆ = −0.12). Thus,
both H2 and H3 were supported.
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Table 3. Changes in path coefficients.

Proposed Relationships T T + 1 Change from T to
T + 1

Significant
Change? Support?

Reviews—intentions 0.08 * −0.02 (ns) −0.10 Yes H1: Yes
Reviews—satisfaction 0.15 * 0.03 (ns) −0.12 Yes H2: Yes

Reviews—trust 0.45 * 0.06 * −0.39 Yes H3: Yes
Satisfaction—intentions 0.02 (ns) 0.04 (ns) 0.02 Yes H4: No

Trust—intentions 0.07 * 0.05 * −0.02 Yes H5: Partial
Reviews (T)—reviews (T + 1) 0.78 *

Satisfaction (T)—satisfaction (T) 0.82 **
Trust (T)—trust (T + 1) 0.74 **

Intentions (T)—intentions (T + 1) 0.28 **

Notes: *, p < 0.05; **, p < 0.01.

Although the effects of customer satisfaction on consumer intent to write a review
positively increased over time, the results of path estimation did not provide support for
H4, as indicated by a nonsignificant relationship between the two constructs over time
(T, β = 0.02, p > 0.05; T + 1, β = 0.04, p > 0.05; ∆ = 0.02). Thus, H4 was rejected. The
support of H5 is mixed. While the positive effect of trust on consumer intent to write a
review marginally increased from T to T + 1 (T, β = 0.07, p < 0.05; T + 1, β = 0.05, p < 0.05;
∆ = −0.02), at every time lag, the relationship between the two constructs was significantly
positive. H5 was partially supported.

6. Discussion

Although the importance of online reviews has been well documented, research on the
changes in online reviews is still limited in the hospitality literature. This research expands
the hospitality literature in three aspects by providing ample evidence for the evolution
of four constructs such as online reviews, satisfaction, trust, and consumer intent to write
a review. First, our findings demonstrate how online reviews partially lead to customer
satisfaction and trust and then link to consumers’ intent to write a review through the
subsequent restaurant revisit phases. More specifically, the relationship between online
reviews and their outcomes evolves over time, and the consumption experience at two
time intervals (T vs. T + 1) adjusts consumers’ cognitive and emotional judgments.

Second, this study demonstrates how the direct effects of online reviews decrease
or dilute over time. While experiential attributes tend to increase the salience of tangible
products over time [25], our findings show that the experiential aspect of online reviews,
wherein consumer experience is added around cognitive judgment, dilutes the direct effect
on behavioral intentions. Third, our results provide evidence on how customer satisfaction
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has no effect on customers’ intention to write a review throughout the subsequent consump-
tion phases. In particular, just as satisfied customers do not necessarily repurchase [65], we
empirically confirm that satisfied customers do not necessarily write online reviews. Even
though the direct or indirect effect of online reviews decreases over time, the insignificance
of customer satisfaction contrasts with the significant effect of trust on customer intent to
write a review at time T + 1.

6.1. Theoretical Implications

Our findings add new insights to the literature on the evolution of online reviews.
Additionally, since longitudinal studies of online reviews are still in their infancy, this
study advances insights into the dynamics of online reviews and their outcomes across
restaurant visit episodes. First, the impact of online reviews on customer satisfaction,
trust, and consumer intent to write a review decreases or dilutes over time. If consumers
are willing to revisit a restaurant, the direct impact of online reviews is reduced [66,67].
More specifically, the effect of online reviews at time T + 1 diminishes as consumers
experience a particular restaurant compared to when they initially encountered the review.
From a longitudinal perspective on the nature of marketing construct dynamics [10], our
findings provide ample evidence that the impact of online reviews relies on consumption
experiences. This suggests that the temporal change in marketing constructs is crucial for a
complete understanding of how online reviews dynamically influence their outcomes.

Second, there are differences and similarities between online reviews and their out-
comes. The literature on information highlights the importance of the online information–
emotional construct linkage that influences behavioral intentions [68,69]. The findings
indicate that the impacts of online reviews on emotional constructs (satisfaction and trust)
gradually decrease over time. However, changes in statistical significance differ from
satisfaction to trust. Specifically, the significance of the relationship between online reviews
and their two emotional constructs appears at time T, whereas the relationship between
online reviews and trust is only significant at time T + 1. On the other hand, the relation-
ship between online reviews and satisfaction is not significant at time T + 1. Generally,
Bagozzi’s appraisal–emotional response–coping framework [33] that reflects the initial
evaluation of online reviews on emotional responses plays an important role in a better
understanding of behavioral processes. Previous work also supported the increase in
customer affection over time [48]. However, by highlighting the nonsignificance between
the two constructs, this coping framework may have some limitations in emphasizing the
dynamics of consumer behavior.

Third, the evolutionary pattern of trust is different compared to customer satisfaction.
Most researchers agree with the evolution of trust, whereas the role of trust decreases
over time. The impact of trust on customer intent to write a review initially increases (T)
and then, gradually drops over time (T + 1). According to the evolution of trust [70], the
impact of trust increases due to consumers’ interaction with a brand during the initial stage.
However, our findings indicate that the effect of trust for writing a review decreases rapidly
throughout restaurant visit episodes.

6.2. Managerial Implications

The dynamic nature of online reviews can be directly related to restaurants’ managerial
decisions because the impact of online reviews diminishes over time. Managers can sustain
the indirect influence by considering the insignificance of the direct effect of online reviews.
For example, it is a way to build customer trust through the usefulness of online reviews.
The first priority is to activate the customer’s voice or review board in the restaurant.
Managers can allow customers to post photos, respond to reviews, provide promotions,
and edit their business information. These approaches can help strengthen customer
touchpoints and create sustainable online reviews.

Another implication is that consumer intent to write a review is not affected by
customer satisfaction. If restaurant practitioners wish to improve the effect of customer
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satisfaction on triggering consumer intent to write a positive review, they should step up
their efforts to get their customers to write positive reviews. Since consumers’ intention
to write a review is different from their behavioral intention of revisiting a restaurant,
another option is to offer incentives for customers to write reviews. For example, an
event in which coupons or discount vouchers are provided to customers who will leave a
review on restaurant websites can be a clue to improving customer satisfaction by offering
an incentive.

6.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study exhibits some limitations that provide fruitful insights for future research.
First, not all online reviews are equal. Since the effectiveness of both text and rated reviews
may be different, future research should focus on the evolutionary difference between
the two types of online reviews. An additional limitation is the evolution of intentions
throughout restaurant visit episodes. Previous studies showed the significant longitudinal
dynamics of behavioral intention, whereas not all emotional constructs trigger consumers’
behavioral intentions. One alternative is the approach of whether consumers participate
voluntarily or involuntarily. If this participation can be elucidated through longitudinal or
experimental studies, we expect a re-examination of the coping framework.

7. Conclusions

Online reviews and their consequences evolve through different experience stages.
Our findings show how online reviews partially lead to customer satisfaction and trust and
then link to consumer intent to write a review through the subsequent restaurant revisit
phases. In particular, we point out how the dynamic nature of online reviews decreases or
dilutes over time. Our study adds to this literature stream by providing evidence for how
customer satisfaction has no effect on customers’ intention to write a review throughout
the subsequent consumption phases. Consequently, our findings suggest that from the
initial stage of online review search activity to the evolutionary stage of a consumption
experience, researchers should focus on why online reviews evolve over time and how
our findings can be extended and applied to existing theories. However, we also address
theoretical and practical studies to explore the remaining areas of research.
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