View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by fCORE

provided by DSpace Universidad de Talca

Assessing the Antecedents of Service Recovery Evalion and their

Impact on Repurchase Behavior

Fredy Valenzuela A!, José Rojas M, Jennifer Rindfleish?, David Pearsori & Roger
Epworth?

!Universidad de Talca, Chile. E-maflalenzu@une.edu.ajrojasm@utalca.ctUniversity of New England,

Australia. E-mailjrindfle@une.edu.gudpearson@une.edu,agpworth@une.edu.au

ABSTRACT. The aim of this paper is to analyse the influence ofpmreation, promptness and employee behaviour on
customers’ evaluation regarding the way companies handle arstoromplaints and on their repurchase bahavior. A
survey was conducted based on a cross sectional random sanepkashers belonging to two Chilean cities. Using

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) it was found that the bigstificant structure among the latent variables examined
is: Compensation and Employee Behaviér Service Recovery Evaluatio® Repurchase Behavior. It was also

determined that compensation is the most important dimensiccusbomers when evaluating service recovery efforts.
The interrelationship between compensation and employee belasasiso found significant, meaning that customers
are expecting both to be compensated, but at the sameotibee tteated well. The dimension of Promptness was not
found significant in the final model, thus indicating that theidsef time pressure was not really relevant for Chilean

customers.

Key words: Service Recovery Evaluation, Compensation, Promptness, Eraaymvior and Repurchase Behavior.

RESUMEN. El objetivo de este articulo es analizar la influenciaatepensacion, rapidez y conducta de los empleados
sobre la evaluacion de los consumidores respecto la forma efagj@mpresas manejan los reclamos y sobre sus
conductas de recompra. Una encuesta fue realizada basadanemestra aleatoria de consumidores pertenecientes a dos
ciudades chilenas. Usando un modelo de ecuaciones estruct8ialés ge encontré que la estructura més significante
entre las variables latentes examinadas es: CompensaCidmdycta de los Empleades Evaluacion de Recuperacion

de Servicios>» Conducta de Recompra. Se determiné también que compensale@hinesnsion mas importante para los
consumidores cuando evallan esfuerzos de recuperacion de sebadierrelacion entre compensacion y conducta de
los empleados fue también significante, lo que significa quednsumidores estan esperando tanto ser compensados
como ser tratados bien. La dimensién Rapidez no fue encontgaificante en el modelo final, indicando que el tiempo

no fue realmente relevante para los consumidores chilenos.

Palabras clave Evaluacion de Recuperacion de Servicios, Compensacion, Rafideducta de los Empleados y
Conducta de Recompra.
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Introduction

It is well known that businesses are trying to p#eiigh quality service or product in order to
generate customer satisfaction which in turn miglad to customer repurchase and long term
customer loyalty (1996:5). In his study, he argubdt the impetus for the development of
relationships with customers has been a growingewess of the long-term financial benefits it
can provide.

Despite this awareness, service failure remain®hlgmatic issue for almost every firm in the
world (Ennew and Shoefer, 2003). Ensuing customwuations could affect the company’s
bottom line either positive or negatively (i.e. mmers might exit the firm or might become more
loyal). Unfortunately, and despite its strategitevance, companies are not giving complaint
management the importance it deserves (Stauss,).2@ari (2000) mentioned that most
organizations face important challenges in custoomnplaint handling, namely: they do not
recognize its importance, have no technology otesyatic approach, have cultures adverse to
customer complaints and, finally, have not embrabectoncept of quality management.

All actions that an organization may take to rectfservice failure are considered as service
recovery efforts (Andreassen 2001). The prevaleficervice failure in retail service settings and
the growth of the service sector in the world’sremay point to the need for a better understanding
of the role that service recovery should play idays business. Service recovery also continues to
receive increasing attention in part due to risiogstomer expectations and competitive
marketplace responses designed to meet and exbeed txpectations (Brown, et al. 1996).
Finally, firms working under changing market coiatis must listen and rapidly respond to
customers’ complaints in order to match their exggens (Barlow and Moller, 1996:23). As a
result, firms are therefore spending much more tame resources designing mechanisms for

handling complaints.
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Background
In this section the service recovery concept iswdised. Special attention is given to the

dimensions that may play a role as antecedentsroice recovery evaluation.

Service Recovery

A complaint is a gift because it gives firms an oppnity to find out what customers
problems are, so companies get a vital informatmimplement actions in order to solve them,
which in turn might encourage customers to comek Ba@in and to use firms services and to buy

their products (Barlow and Moller 1996:10).

As Zaire (2000) discussed, complaints have to bkdd at in a constructive, positive and
professional perspective. Johnston (1995) mentiotleat complaints should lead to the
identification of problems and actions to ensura guch failures do not happen again. For Stauss
and Schoeler (2004) complaint handling has a gngaéict on customer retention and the beneficial
usage of information for quality improvements. Altigh service recovery can increase costs, it
also can provide the information needed to redesiggiems free of deficiencies if used in a
relationship context. Incidents of service failunave the potential for providing firms with
valuable information which can be used to fix tbhetrcauses of failures and help them improve

service processes (Brown, Cowles et al. 1996).

The service recovery efforts should play a rolethbim the short-term by recovering
customer satisfaction and in the long-term by imprg future service design and delivery (Lewis
and McCann 2004). For this to happen, a clear serkgécovery strategy is essential in order to
minimize the negative effects of the initial faBuand maximize the positive outcomes from the

recovery process (Ennew and Shoefer 2004).
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The recovery of services failures can provide aomajpportunity for organizations to
create very satisfied customers. If mistakes aildrés are an inevitable part of service then there
are opportunities for organizations to create aatisfied customers (Johnston, 1995). Johnston
(2001) also argued that good complaint processeslaghresult in employees feeling in greater
control over the work situation and thus with leggss. Johnston (2001) also established that there

is a high correlation between complaint processesemployee attitude and customer satisfaction.

Complaint handling has also a great impact on costaetention and the beneficial usage
of information for quality improvements (Stauss &@whoeler 2004). For instance, Ahmad (2002)
reported that when customers have bad experieniteonline shops they do not use them in the
future, but customers who felt their problem wasoheed to their satisfaction tended to continue to
use them. Effective service recovery will enhance probability that aggrieved customers are
returned to a state of satisfaction and are likelymaintain the business relationship with the
service firm that is obviously beneficial (Boshaffid Allen 2000). Complaining customers who
have received service recovery action have a moséiye perception of the supplier and a higher
repurchase intention than dissatisfied non-comjigicustomers (Andreassen 2001). Andreassen
(2001) also established that customer delightet satrvice recovery will create positive word of
mouth. In the same direction, Barlow & Moller (1986) mentioned that an effective complaint
handling mechanism can be a powerful source oftigesword of mouth, and that the more
dissatisfied customers become, the more likely they to use word of mouth to express their

displeasure.

Looking at company’s internal outcomes, serviceovecy enhances frontline staff's job
satisfaction, and there is a negative relationgl@fween service recovery performance and staff

turnover (Boshoff and Allen 2000).

As it can be seen, there are different reasons aviepmpany should see complaints as

something positive. Complaints should be seen gi$t éBarlow and Moller 1996), because they
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are one of the primary means to communicate witbtazners (Barlow and Moller 1996:2).

Besides, complaints tell organizations how to impreervice and products (Barlow and Moller
1996:20), provide a relationship adjustment oppuoty the possibility for a company to expand its
scope of knowledge about the customer, or a meamgett data about its products and services

(Peppers and Rogers 2004:186).

Complaint satisfaction is the satisfaction of a ptaimant with a company’s response to
the complaint (Stauss 2002). In this regard, sévstiadies have shown different aspects or
dimensions that have to be considered when evafuagrvice recovery efforts (Tax and Brown
1998; Boshoff 1999; Davidow 2000; Estelami 2000 #here is still no consensus in which are

the key dimensions that have to be considerechfsmatter.

Researchers suggest that complaint satisfactioh vl higher when customers are
convinced that outcomes and policies are fair ardreated fairly during the process (Ennew and
Shoefer 2004). Boshoff and Allen (2000) mentiondét tcustomers who have experienced
unsatisfactory service do not want to be refercedumerous other people or be told to come back
later when the supervisor is back from lunch. Thest want the problem to be fixed. Chung-
Herrera et al. (2004) mentioned that under badopedince in service recovery, customer will rate
global impression variables more negatively thanpleyees whereas in the good recovery

condition, no significant differences would occur.

Figure 1 shows the potential outputs of servicevery efforts, where customers may end
up being satisfied or dissatisfied. In this Figuservice recovery effort is related to a certain
number of dimensions (i.e. three). Besides, custenexpectations and customers’ perceptions of
the performance of firms when handling complaintl vead to customers’ confirmation of

expectancies or may be not, and therefore, to mestsatisfaction or dissatisfaction.
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Service Recovery Dimensions
Several studies, such as Estelami (2000) and frak €.998), have used three antecedent
dimensions when explaining service recovery effotii®y are: compensation, promptness and

employee behaviour. These dimensions are discussdd

Compensation

Davidow (2000) mentioned that compensation referhé benefits or response outcomes
that a customer receives from their supplier dughtocomplaint. Estelami (2000) reported that
compensation is the single most important dimendimmn customers when evaluating service
recovery efforts. Similar results were obtainedBmshoff (1999), who concluded that atonement
was one of the most important factors for customBedative to the effect on customers post-
complaint behaviour, Goodwin and Ross (1989) rebthat compensation has a positive impact
on satisfaction and on repurchase intentions, wMkck et al. (2000) showed an effect of

compensation on repurchase.

These findings argued in favour of including soradress or compensation when firms
design mechanisms for handling customers’ com@ai@onlon and Murray (1996) note that by so
doing customers will be much more willing to do imess again with the company in the future.
Regarding the level of compensation, Boshoff (19@tnd that the higher the compensation the
more satisfied were customers. However, this figdines not mean that companies must give any
level of compensation to their customers because generosity might have a negative effect on
customers evaluations (Estelami and De Maeyer 2@2)the opposite, if customers feel that the
outcome of their complaint was a fluke (Goodwin &wmks, 1990), then all resources invested by

the company would be lost.
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Promptness

Davidow (2000) defined promptness or timelinesstlas customers’ perceived speed
regarding the way their complaints are handled ibmsf. Several researchers have included this
dimension in their studies (Tax and Brown 1998; iDaw 2000; Estelami 2000). Results have not
been conclusive because some researchers have tmme impact of timeliness on service
recovery evaluation and customer post-complaineben, and others have found no relationship
at all. Davidow (2003) reported that from 18 stwedikaling with response speed, nine reported a
positive relationship between perceived responged@mnd post-complaint customer behaviour,

three reported no relationship at all, and six reggbmixed results.

Davidow (2000), for instance, showed that timelghes promptness had a positive effect
on satisfaction and word of mouth valence, butffieceon repurchase intentions or word of mouth
likelihood. Estelami (2000) found that speed halgaificant effect on delight with the complaint
handling, but no effect on dissatisfaction with toenplaint handling. In a similar direction are the
conclusions of Clark, Kaminski, and Rink (1992), ovfound that a quick response improves
companies’ image only if redress is included. Oa t¢hther hand, Boshoff (1997; Boshoff 1999)
concluded that speed is not a dominant factor, hwiscsimilar to the conclusion obtained by
Morris (1988), who reported that the speed of gpaoase does not appear to influence guest

satisfaction with the response.

Employee Behaviour

This dimension refers to the interpersonal commatioa between the company’s
employees and the complainers ( Davidow (20003hénsame direction, Boshoff (1999) showed

that personal communication is one of the most mambd factor for customers when evaluating
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service recovery efforts. Goodwin and Ross (199éptioned that even if the customer gets a
completely positive outcome, this might be oversiveed by discontent with procedures used to
arrive to that outcome. Thus, it could be expethed satisfaction with complaint resolution might
be related to procedures used to settle the contpl@oodwin and Ross (1990) also said that
customers might be expected to believe that a $imasponse to a complaint is unfair when it is
accompanied by rudeness. Similar results were rddaby Estelami (2000), who reported that
employee behaviour has a significant impact orstatiion, greater even that redress. Regarding

more specific aspects, Morris (1988) showed thatdme of the response is also very important.

Another aspect that can be considered in this diinans the feedback that customers get
from their supplier. In this regard, Boshoff (198®yued for the importance to companies of being
constantly in touch with their customers in ordeirtform them about the result of the complaint

process.

Because of the current importance of “employee Wieba’ dimension when handling
complaints, some companies are encouraging emmayesolve customers’ complaints. United
Airlines (UA), for instance, sends this messagétdacustomers using a television advertisement
where UA’s employees are being trained on this enatin this advertisement the trainer puts
employees in customers shoes by purposively showatg to the training session. The

advertisement goes like this:

Employees’ Minds: Is this training start at six? Where is he? Whathe deal? I've one hundred
things to do!!

Trainer to Employees: Feel a little frustrated? Tired of waiting? Yourdoknow what is going
on? Hung on to that feeling next time a frustratedtomers come to you with a problem...Make it
your responsibility to solve the problem.....Act lke own the place, because you know... you do!

Voice in off: compare to other airlines United Airlines is heaglin a different direction.
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This example shows the increasing importance ofragpjate dealing with customer

complaints. They want solutions to their problemsgxcuses.

The vast majority of the studies dealing with custes’ complaints have been carried out
in developed countries (i.e. the US, the UK, Swedestralia, etc), where customers are very
conscious of their rights and obligations. In &iddi, regulations related to these types of critica
incidents have been around for long periods of tilevertheless, in most developing countries
managing complaints is a real new issue for congsanand legislations are still evolving.
Therefore, studying this issue in such an envirarinfee. like Latin America) will contribute to

the debate as customers increasingly demand tgbisr

Theoretical Model of Service Recovery Evaluation and Hypotheses Development
Based on the aforementioned, nine hypotheses amoged regarding the relationships
among the variables such as compensation, prongteesployee behaviour, service recovery

evaluation, and repurchase behaviour (See Figure 2)

H1l: There is a positive and direct relationship ween employee behavior and
compensation.
H2: There is a positive and direct relationship ween employee promptness and

compensation.

H3: There is a positive and direct relationship ween employee behavior and

promptness.
H4: Compensation has a positive impact on sergo®very evaluation.
H5: Promptness has a positive impact on servicevery evaluation
H6: Employee behavior has a positive impact oniserkecovery evaluation

H7: Compensation has a positive impact on repurehashavior.
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H8: Employee behavior has a positive impact on relpase behavior.

H9: Service recovery evaluation has a positive iotfwa repurchase bahavior.

These hypotheses will be tested with customers &alaveloping country such as Chile.

Methodology

The method used in this study was a survey andntBasurement instrument was a
guestionnaire designed in Spanish language. 8eahs developed by other researchers were used
to operationalize the main constructs (Tax and Brd®98; Estelami 2000). Few adjustments
were necessary adapt them to the current Chileatex These scale items were translated into
Spanish by one of the authors, and the translateschecked by two bilingual Chilean Marketing
Research Professors, so to ensure that the triamsleas appropriated. To apply the questionnaire,

personal interviews were conducted in interviewé®gseholds.

The population of this study was composed by thénhhbitants equal or older than 18
years of age, living in the cities of Talca and Gecion, both located in the centre-south part of
Chile. The final sample size was 316 and the selecbf people was done considering

stratification by social class. The sample profde be seen in Table 1.

Regarding data analysis, this issue will be disedsi# detail as long as results are

presented in the next section.

Analysis and results

The scales to be tested postulate that the latmble “Compensation” is composed of
three observed variables (Tax and Brown 1998; &siieP000). Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) was performed for the set of three varialidetest for unidimensionality. Results suggested

that a very good fit of the scale has been achid¢getthe sample data. A similar procedure was
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followed for the analysis of the other two dimemsiof “Promptness” and “Employee Behavior”
scales. The results recommend that both scaleddshemain with the original three items each
one. CFA also suggested that the “Service Recdweayuation” dimension should remain with its
three original items. Table 2 shows the items |daoie each factor both the original English items
and their translations into Spanish language. Efahility coefficient (Cronbach alpha) for each
factor is as follow: Compensation 0.86, Promptn@®&8, Employee Behavior 0.79; and Service

Recover Evaluation 0.92).

Combined Measurement Model

The analysis of the theoretical model proposediguiie 2 followed the two-step approach
recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1998). Tke gtep involves the use of CFA to develop
an acceptable measurement model. The test of auneeasnt model allows us to assess whether
observed variables are really measuring their uyidegr theoretical constructs and whether the
measurement model provides evidence of an accepfialtb the sample data. Figure 3 shows the

measurement model for the expected antecedente &drvice Recovery in Chile.

One necessary procedure at this stage is to igagstif the model is over-identified. This
process requires verifying that the number of gaiats in the analysis is larger than the number of
parameters to be estimated. Because the modelew/8lindicators, the number of distinct sample
moments from which the unknown parameters in thdehare estimated is 45 (i.e. 9 [9 + 1] / 2).
There are 21 distinct parameters to be estimateggBession paths (all are factor loadings), 9
variances (9 measurement error variances; all taterables variances were fixed to unity, and
thus won’t be estimated), and 3 covariances betdagent variables. Thus, the confirmatory factor
model has 24 degrees of freedom (i.e. 45 - 21) aadsuch, it is an over-identified model. In
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) this is the dedisituation because the model can be tested

(Chou and Bentler 1995).
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Model testing is not necessarily a simple procedweause it relies not only on one fit

index, but also on the interpretation of severdlergfore, for the model tested in this research,

multiple fit indices representing different typesmeasures are reported. Tiéstatistic for the

confirmatory factor analysis of the measurement ehquesented in Figure 3 was statistically

significant §?(24) = 55.4, p = .000), thereby suggesting that niedel can be rejected. An
accepted rule of thumb is that the p-value showdgkeater than .05 for the model not to be
rejected. However, in practice this statistic isyveensitive to sample size and provides little

guidance in determining the extent to which the ehalbes not fit. Unlike fit indexes normed from

0 to 1 (e.g. goodness of fit index), tRétest does not provide a direct degree of fit. BiEM

literature is quite generous in providing differdittindexes and recommendations of how they
should be used to evaluate theoretical models. iBecan individual index is a very specific
measure of fit, having an acceptable or reasorfélileex does not by itself indicate a good fit of

the whole model (Kline 1998).

Assessment of model adequacy must rely on multigteria (i.e. theoretical, statistical,
and practical considerations), rather than on singtlexes (Byrne 2001). Therefore, it will be
always necessary to review other indexes to havevarall evaluation. Indeed, the assessment of

any model must rely on several measures of fieaemmended by Tanaka (1993) rather than on a

single measure. The Relatixé is (x? / df) = 2.31, the Standardized Root Mean Squargdral
(SRMR=0.03), the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI = 0,96¢ Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI
= 0.93), the Comparative Fit Index (CFlI = 0.98),dathe Root-Mean-Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA = 0.06). All of these index&sdl within the accepted boundaries, thus
indicating that the measurement model for the pikrantecedents of “Service Recovery
Evaluation” has been confirmed. Therefore, the & is to test the structural model (i.e., adding
the main latent variable “Service Recovery Evaludtiand the consumer behavioral observed

variable “Repurchase Behavior”).
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Structural Model

The results of the structural model presented guiféi 4 follow: The Relativg? is (x> / df)

= 3.26, Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI = 0.92), the ysigd Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI = 0.87),

the Comparative Fit Index (CFI = 0.96). At lease tRelativex? and the AGFI are below the
boundaries of accepted levels. The Root-Mean-Sgden@ of Approximation value (RMSEA =
0.09) is also above the recommended range of aduiéipt. Analyzing the Critical Ratios of the
regression weights, it is found that the lowestfficient belongs to the path “Promptness
Service Recovery Evaluation” (0.715), which is smnificant, and therefore such a path must be
deleted from the model before going further witle #mnalysis. When running the model again
without such a path, every index but AGFI (0.88)res above the required baseline levels (all
equal or above the cut-off point of .90). Moreowshen checking the standardized total effects,
surprisingly the latent variable “Promptness” has effect at all upon “Service Recovery
Evaluation”, which implies that such a variable Icbbe deleted from the model. On the basis of
these results and parsimony it is not possibleotacieide that the sample data seems to be well
described by the original model proposed in Figur@hus, “Promptness” was excluded from the

analysis.

The general approach of our data analysis is toSkd to estimate the parameters. The
tools for examining the fit in detail are the stardtised residuals and modification indices, which
help in locating potential sources of mis-specifmain the model and to get insights into how the
model should be modified to fit the data better. aWhassessing the global model every
modification that becomes suitable for improving thodel will follow the approach recommended

by Long (1983. That is, adding or deleting only one parametea &itne. Model re-specification
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began by considering possible parameter deletlmrsause it is generally safer to drop parameters
than to add new ones (Bentler and Chou 1987). Adarh modification is introduced in the
models, a new run will be performed and the assessprocess will be carried out again. Model
testing is a necessary step to observe if all ypothesised relationships in a proposed model are

supported by the sample data.

The Relativex? is (x? / df) = 2.9, the Standardized Root Mean Squardediab
(SRMR=0.03), the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI = 0,9b¢ Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI
= 0.91), the Comparative Fit Index (CFlI = 0.97),dathe Root-Mean-Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA = 0.08). All of these index&sdl within the accepted boundaries, thus
indicating that our model assessments to this dead us to conclude that this modepresents
the best fit to the dat&EM is capable of estimating not only the diredeef of one variable on
another but also the indirect effects. The totahdardized contribution to Repurchase Intention
from Compensation was 0.349 compared with a totd).06 from the Employee Behavior, and

0.399 from Service Recovery Evaluation.

Table 4 shows the fit indices and coefficients eebd both by the original theoretical

model and also by the most parsimonious model fdwend (See Figure 5).

Hypotheses Testing

The proposed hypotheses were tested by examinngritical ratios for each hypothesized
link in Figure 5 (see Table 4). Hipotheses H1, H8,and H9 were above 1.96 and of the expected
sign and therefore significant. The other hypotkegere rejected since the proposed relationships
were not significant in previous stages of the wsialor the latent variables were not impacting
each other, and therefore were deleted from theemadthus, only four out of the nine hypotheses
originally formulated were supported. A reasondelyel of the variance in reported Repurchase

Behavior was predicted {R 0.16).
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If the customer perceived that the compensatiorived is appropriate, then it is more
likely to have a better perception of the servieeovery evaluation. Therefore, we have identified
a strong impact of Compensation upon Service Regdwealuation. Similarly, although with less
strong impact, the customer’s perception of EmptoBehavior is positively affecting the Service
Recovery Evaluation. The two measures play a rbntecedents of Service Recovery Evaluation,
which means that companies interested in keepingptaning customers should worry not only
about they employee behavior in such situationd, dso in compensating the complaining

customers accordingly.

Discussion and future research

Several important findings were obtained from teiigdy. Convergent and discriminant
validity of the different scales used to measure dbnstructs have been confirmed. Nevertheless,
when testing the structural model promptness redutiot to be significant as an antecedent
variable of service recovery evaluation. Thus, e¢hiar additional support to the findings already
reported by Boshoff (1997; Boshoff 1999) and Mo(i®88). SEM analyses found that the best
significant structure among the latent variablesangiwed is: Compensation and Employee

Behavior-> Service Recovery Evaluatiotr Repurchase Behavior.

This study has also shown that “compensation” canstis the single most important
dimension for the service recovery evaluation aepgurchase bahavior. Its positive impact is
almost six times greater than the “Employee Behldvdonstruct. This finding is consistent with
what other researchers have reported in previadiest (Boshoff 1999; Estelami 2000) who have
identified compensation as the most significanteestient of service recovery evaluation,

repurchase intention and repurchase behaviour.

Although is significant, by far “Employee Behavidsg' not the most important antecedent

of service recovery evaluation as Davidow (200@preed in his study.
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It was also demonstrated that there is an intdioslship among this variable and
employee behavior. The latter means that custormersexpecting to be compensated for their
perceived losses, but also they want to feel thaesetbeen treated well. This finding is similar to
what was suggested by Goodwin and Ross (1992), wieotioned that a good level of
compensation could be overshadow by rudenessemsalso that one of the things that customers
are expecting is to get in touch immediately wih person in charge of handling complaints, and
not to be sent from one person to another or fromn glace to another. The last point has to be
confirmed by future research, which would be anitamithl indication that firms must be ready for
handling complaints so all employees should knosvttocess that must be followed by customers
when complaining so customers could be sent imnedglito the person in charge of providing a
solution to their complaints. This also implies tthfi@ams should give clear and immediate
information to customer regarding the matter, whgchupported by other research done in the past

(e.g. Davidow 2000; Estelami 2000).

The most significant contribution of this studytésshow that “promptness” not only does
not have effect on Repurchase Behavior as Davi@®fQ) reported, but also have no impact at all
on service recovery evaluation. This may be dustnactural characteristics of the Chilean society
which have been classified as Present Orientedsacit less conscious of the time when compared

with future oriented cultures such as the U.S. §Rdyléndez, Davies et al. 2002).
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Figure 1

Service Recovery Processes (Modified version ofréassen 2001 model)
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Figure 3
Measurement Model of Service Recovery in Chile (2004)
Chi-Square=55,395 [24 df] p=,000
GFI=,962; AGFI=,929; CFI=,981
RMSEA=,064
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Figure 4
Structural Model of Service Recovery in Chile (2004)
Chi-Square=184,068 [56 df] p=,000
GFI=,921; AGFI=,871; CFI=,956
RMSEA=,085
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Figure 5
Final Structural Model of Service Recovery in Chile (2004)
Chi-Square=93,195 [32 df] p=,000
GFI=,945; AGFI=,906; CFI=,970
RMSEA=,078
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Table 1:

Sample Demographic Characteristics

Variable Frequency Percentage
City Talca 117 37%
Concepcion 199 63%
Sex Male 145 46%
Female 171 54%
High 29 9.2%
Social Class Medium 176 55.7%

Low 111 35.1%
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Table 2:

Scale Iltems Loaded on Each Dimension (Factor) nfiS&aRecovery

Original English Item

Compensation
* |l gotwhat | deserved from the complaint
(compl) *
e The company compensated me for my *
problems (Comp2) .

e The company made adequate efforts to
replace my losses (Comp3)

Promptness

e The company responded quickly to my
complaint (Promp1)

e The complaint handling process in this
company was quick (Promp2)

e The speed of the company’s response to my
complaint was very adequate (Promp3)

Employees’ Behavior

e The employee who handled my complaint
were polite (Employl)

* The employees who handled my complaint
seemed very much concerned about my
problem (Employ2)

e The employees who handled my complaint
gave me individual attention (Employ3)

Service Recovery Evaluation

e | am satisfied with the way that my
complaint was solved (Recovl)

e The supplier met all the requirements that |
see reasonable in the complaint resolution
(Recov2)

e The supplier satisfied my need in the
complaint resolution (Recov3)

Repurchase Behavior

e Have you continued purchasing
products/services to the company where you
complained last time?

Rapidez

Spanish Translation

Compensacion
Recibi lo que merecia de mi reclamo

La empresa me compensoé por mis problemas
La empresa hizo lo adecuado por reponer mis pérdida

La empresa respondié rapido a mis reclamos

El proceso de solucion de reclamos de la empresa fu
rapido

La velocidad de respuesta a mi reclamo fue la akcu

Comportamiento de los empleados

El empleado que manejé mi reclamo fue muy educado
El empleado que manejo mi reclamo parecia muy
preocupado por mi problema

El empleado que manejé mi reclamo me dio atencién
personalizada

Evaluacion de la Recuperacion del Servicio

Estoy satisfecho en la forma en que mi reclamo fue
resuelto

La empresa hizo todo lo posible para solucionar mi
problema

La empresa satisfizo mis necesidades en cuanto a la
solucion del reclamo

Comportamiento de Recompra

¢ Ha continuado comprando productos/servicios de la
empresa a la que le efectud el ultimo reclamo?

# The label in parenthesis indicates the variahteeused in the database.
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Table 3:
Fit Indices of the Model Tested (#)

Theoretical Refined
Model Model
Paths Coefficients Critical Coefficients Critical
Ratios Ratios
Compensatiok-—>Employees’ Behavior 0.53 6.54 0.53 6.56
Compensatiok - Promptness 0.82 9.21
Promptnes&-> Employees’ Behavior 0.63 7.12
Compensatio» SRE* 0.83 10.51 0.87 16.23
Employees’ Behavie® SRE 0.14 2.99 0.15 3.52
Promptness> SRE 0.06 0.70
SRE>RB** -0.33 -0.92 0.40 7.25
Compensatior> RB 0.74 2.09
Promptness> RB 0.02 0.19
Employees’ Behavio> RB -0.03 -0.28
RZ
SRE 0.92 0.93
RB 0.21 0.16
Model Fit Indexes
Chi-Square (df) 184.07(56) 93.20(32)
Cmin/df 3.29 2.91
Absolute Fit Indexes
SRMR 0.04 0.03
RMSEA 0.09 0.08
GFI 0.92 0.95
AGFI 0.87 0.91
Comparative Indexes
NFI 0.94 0.96
IFI 0.96 0.97
CFlI 0.96 0.97
Parsimonious Fit Indexes
PNFI 0.67 0.68
PCFI 0.69 0.69
PGFI 0.57 0.55

# A shadowed cell means that the coefficient daé®chieve the minimum generally accepted level.
* SRE = Service Recovery Evaluation

** RB = Repurchase Behavior
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Table 4:
Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis Standardized
regression weight

H1 There is a positive and direct relationship betwee 0.53
employee behavior and compensation.

H2 There is a positive and direct relationship betwee
promptness and compensation.

H3 There is a positive and direct relationship betwee
employee behavior and promptness.

H4 The better the perception of the compensation 0.87
received from the company the higher the service
recovery evaluation.

H5 Promptness has a positive impact on service
recovery evaluation

H6 The better the perception of the employee behavior  0.15
the higher the Service Recovery Evaluation.

H7 Compensation has a positive impact on repurchase
behavior.

H8 Employee behavior has a positive impact on
repurchase behavior.

H9 A positive Service Recovery Evaluation will 0.40
increase customers repurchase

Critical
Ratio
6.56

16.23

3.523

7.25

28

Confirmed
Yes
No
No

Yes

No
Yes
No

No

Yes
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