I R R A S B R B R D
e B 2

=z 2]

z74 a7

o

(e

o

73 &3t

Abstract

This study examined the effect of waiting in a
service queue on the evaluation of service
quality focused on its overall process,
mediators and moderators. The conceptual
model of this paper integrates key wvariables
derived from previous studies of consumer
waiting behavior. Data obtained from actual
customers in service queue at a hospital was
used to test the theoretical framework.

First, results from the path analysis confirm
that negative affect and acceptability of the
wait function as mediators in the process that

the perceived duration of the wait affects
customer’ s evaluation of overall service
quality. Second, the analysis of the data,

with the use of moderate regression, shows
that disconfirmation of wait time expectations,
transaction importance, stability of wait time

and wait environment work as moderate
variables for the relationship between
perceived duration of wait and negative

affect. For the relationship between perceived
wait time and acceptability of the wait, on the
other hand, only transaction importance shows
a significant effect as a moderator.
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