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Abstract
Several studies have focused on the influence of service recovery efforts on customers’ post-complaint responses. However, customer outcomes consisting of responses that can lead to long-term buyer-seller relationships have not been thoroughly investigated.  Using a customer sample in an emerging economy, Chile, this paper studies the relationship between service recovery evaluation (SRE) and a long-term customer post-complaint behavior (LTC-PCB) consisting of customer trust, relationship commitment, and loyalty.  With regard to SRE dimensions, the study shows that compensation and employee behavior are directly related to trust and indirectly related to both commitment and loyalty. The study also shows that another dimension, promptness, is not significant for customers.  In other words, customers do not give great importance to the amount of time that companies take to handle complaints as long as the complaints are resolved.
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1. Introduction
Service recovery has gained importance in the last decade because of an increase in service failure [Andreassen and Gerbing, 1998]. Despite such recognition, customer complaint handling and complaint resolution seem to be neglected areas [Andreassen and Gerbing, 1998], and few studies have focused on the antecedents and consequences of service recovery [Andreassen, 1999].  According to some accounts, more than 50 articles have empirically examined the relationship between some aspects of the organizational complaint response and customer post-complaint behavior, including satisfaction with the complaint response [Davidow, 2003].  In addition, there is no consensus on how organizations should respond or what corrections they should take. 
Furthermore, customers in emerging countries may face service failure more often and more intensely than customers in developed countries [Boshoff and Allen, 2000], making service recovery a more important task in those countries. Moreover, considering that most of the information related to service recovery was gathered in the U.S. or Europe, it is important to consider the cross-cultural validity of the measures used, particularly those related to post-complaint behavior. Adjustments in the measures used are recommended when Western-based models are transferred to non-Western countries, such as China, because of cultural differences [Lindgreen, 2003].  Cross-cultural validation is also needed regarding the investment of resources in mechanisms for handling complaints. 

Studies of post-complaint behavior have produced mixed results. On one hand, post-complaint behavior has been investigated in various ways [Andreassen, 1999], but long-term seller-customer relationships resulting from complaint resolution have been scarcely researched. On the other hand, the exchange process where sellers and buyers relate in the long term has been the subject of much research, but much work remains to be done on identifying the relationship path that can best reflect positive customers’ responses to complaint resolution.
For these reasons, this paper aims at determining the relationship that exists between service recovery evaluation and customers’ post-complaint behavior as reflected in their long-term relationship with the seller.
2. Literature Review

We first review the literature on service recovery and then present our rationale to treat customers’ post-complaint behavior as an outcome consisting of positive responses in the framework of customer-seller long-term relationships.
2.1 Service Recovery

Service recovery has been variously defined as the response a provider makes to a service failure [Kelley and Davis, 1994], the actions an organization may take to rectify the failure [Andreassen, 2001], or the second opportunity that a firm has to make it right, having failed in the first attempt to do it properly [Bowen and Johnston, 1999]. In any case, the goal of service recovery is to retain existing customers, rather than attracting new ones [Andreassen, 2001].  Service failure has the potential to destroy customer loyalty [Mattila, 2001].

Figure 1 offers a modified version of the model presented by Andreassen [2001] and shows a conceptual map of different outcomes of service failure and service recovery. A positive confirmation leads to satisfaction, whereas a negative confirmation leads to service failure and, thus, customer dissatisfaction. When a customer is dissatisfied, he/she may complain or not. If he/she complains, the company may put in place some mechanisms for handling complaints (better called service recovery efforts). The customer may evaluate those service recovery efforts either positively or negatively. The level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction regarding service quality and service recovery may have a positive or negative impact on both the customer intent and the corporate image.  A ‘+’ sign reflects positive outcomes and a ‘-’ sign, negative ones.  In addition, the relevant path for service recovery evaluation was highlighted.
2.1.1. Service Recovery Dimensions. When customers evaluate service recovery efforts, they may consider a number of service recovery dimensions, which are eventually compared with their expectations of the provider’s performance in the service recovery efforts. For instance, if customers are expecting to be compensated, they would evaluate the quality of the compensation, provided they received one.
Several authors have considered compensation, employee behavior, and promptness as service recovery dimensions [Boshoff, 1999; Davidow, 2000; Estelami, 2000; and Tax and Brown, 1998]. Using Davidow [2000], compensation refers to the benefits or response outcomes that a customer receives from his or her supplier because of a complaint. Employee behavior refers to the interpersonal communication between the company’s employees and the complainers. Promptness refers to customers’ perceived speed regarding the way their complaints are handled by companies. There is a consensus that compensation and employee behavior have a positive impact on service recovery evaluation. The impact of promptness, however, is unclear, since different studies arrived at opposite conclusions regarding the effect.
[image: image1.emf] 

Trust  

Commitment  

Loyalty  

H4  

H6  

H3  

H1  

Promptness  

Employee   Behavior  

Compensation  

H5  

H2  

H8  

H7  

H9  


Figure 1: Service Quality and Recovery Processes
(Adapted from Andreassen, 2001)
2.2 Customer-Seller Long-Term Relationships

Vasquez and Alonso [2000] found that a customer’s long-term relationship can be empirically represented by following a sequence that includes trust, which influences relational commitment, which in turn influences customer loyalty.  Such a relationship path was validated in tourism research [Zamora, et al., 2004].

Trust depends on confidence in another partner [Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman, 1993]. Lindgreen [2003] refers to trust as exemplified in a partner who trusts another partner, has confidence in that partner, and relies on that partner as an exchange partner. The importance of trust lies in its contribution to the strengthening of interpersonal relationships [Svensson, 2001].  For instance, regarding service failure, trusting the marketer may allow the costumer to believe that poor product quality was a simple error that will not be repeated or which would be addressed [Priluck, 2003].

Commitment is defined as an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship [Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman, 1993]. Commitment to the marketer suggests that the customer has an investment in the relationship [Moorman, Zaltman, and Deshpande, 1992]. Committed customers are more loyal to a retail organization and may be retained by the retail establishment even when dissatisfied [Priluck, 2003]. More specifically, it was found that customers who are highly committed to an organization develop higher expectations for service recovery than those who are not highly committed [Kelley and Davis, 1994].

Customer loyalty is a behavioral and attitudinal predisposition to stay with the seller in the long-term [Oliver, 1999].  It includes the customer’s predisposition to repurchase the same product or from the same company again, but neither limits itself to such predisposition nor to customer retention.  Thus, when measuring loyalty, we include both the behavioral and attitudinal components that are involved in true loyalty.
2.3 Customers’ Post-Complaint Behavior

Complaints should to be looked at in a constructive, positive, and professional manner [Zairi, 2000] mainly because complaint handling can make use of information for quality improvements and have a great impact on customer retention [Strauss and Schoeler, 2004]. Moreover, the benefits of regaining service customers may outweigh the cost of doing so [Strauss and Friege, 1999]. Indeed, the recovery of service failures can provide a major opportunity for organizations to generate satisfied customers. Mistakes and failures seem to be an inevitable part of a service delivery.  Consequently, the opportunities for organizations to create satisfied customers must be welcome [Johnston, 2001].

In addition to the impact that a good service recovery performance might have on customer satisfaction, some researchers have found service recovery to have some impact on long-term seller-customer relationships, including customer loyalty [Andreassen, 1999]. For instance, Ahmad [2002] reported that, when customers had bad experiences with online shopping, they stop using it, whereas customers who felt their problem were resolved to their satisfaction tended to continue using it. Consequently, service recovery efforts can play a role, both in creating immediate customer satisfaction and in improving future service design and delivery [Lewis and McCann, 2004]. Furthermore, such efforts can play a role in forming and maintaining a long-term relationship between the seller and the customer.
Thus, the following guiding research question is proposed:

What is the influence of service recovery evaluation (SRE) on long-term customer post-complaint behavior (LTC-PCB)?

When customers feel committed to a product (good or service) and trust the marketer, they are more likely to forgive a poor product experience [Priluck, 2003] and remain loyal to the seller. Previous research shows that customers retain higher levels of trust and commitment when faced with poor product performance if they have a relationship with the marketer [Priluck, 2003]. Tax and Brown [1998] found that complaint handling had a direct impact on trust and commitment, whereas Ruyter and Wetzels [2000] found some evidence that a lack of equity during the service recovery might also have long-term consequences on the level of loyalty and trust. Ruyter and Wetzels [2000] also found that a form of compensation and a listening ear are very important to recover from a service failure and to nurture long-term relationships. 

With this in mind, the first two propositions are formulated:

Proposition 1: The service recovery evaluation has a positive impact on customer trust.
Proposition 2: The service recovery evaluation has a positive impact on customer commitment.

In addition, there seems to be considerable benefits of customer satisfaction, loyalty, and increased profits from developing strategies to prevent service failures and strategies to successfully implement service recovery [Cranage, 2004]. Effective service recovery will enhance the probability that aggrieved  customers return to a state of satisfaction and are likely to maintain the business relationship with the service firm that is obviously beneficial [Boshoff and Allen, 2000]. It was found that complaining customers who have received service recovery have a more positive perception of the supplier and a higher repurchase intention than dissatisfied but non-complaining customers [Andreassen, 2001].  Moreover, customer delight with service recovery can generate positive word of mouth [Andreassen, 2001]. In fact, an effective complaint-handling mechanism can be a powerful source of positive word of mouth, because the more dissatisfied customers become, the more likely they are to use word of mouth to express their displeasure [Barlow and Moller, 1996; and Heung and Lam, 2003].

Considering the above, the third proposition of the study is:

Proposition 3: The service recovery evaluation has a positive impact on customer loyalty.
2.4. Proposed Model

Based on the literature review, the investigation considered three SRE components (compensation, employee behavior, and promptness), and three LTC-PCBV components (trust, commitment, and loyalty). Consequently, three hypotheses are proposed for each of the three propositions previously formulated and all nine hypotheses are tested.  The arrows in Figure 2 indicate the direction of the relationship for each of the hypotheses. The statement that follows summarizes the nine hypothesized positive and direct relationships.
The model assumes relationships among the variables participating in each group (SRE or LTC-PCB), but does not hypothesize about them, since the focus of the model is on the relationship between groups. Our central concern relates to the influence of service recovery evaluation on long-term customer post-complaint behavior.  Yet, an improved model derives from considering within-group relationships that are statistically significant.  This improvement is not limited to the empirical findings. It is also based on the literature supporting SRE and LTC-PCB within-group relationships.
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Figure 2 Relationships Among the SRE Components and the LTR Components
H1-H9: There is a positive and direct relationship between each SRE component (compensation, employee behavior, and promptness) and each LTC-PCB component (trust, commitment, and loyalty).

3. Methodology

The main method used in this study was a survey. A questionnaire was designed with open-ended and closed-ended questions. The open-ended questions were used to allow respondents to provide a description of situations that provoked their complaints.  The closed-ended questions were used to gather data related to (1) service recovery efforts as represented by compensation, promptness of the action, and employee behavior; and (2) PCB seller-customer long-term relationships as represented by customer trust, commitment, and loyalty. Each SRE component and each LTC-PCB component is developed as a construct.

To measure the constructs, scale items used in previous research were adopted with minor modifications because of the context (Chile). Three scale items for each -- compensation, promptness, and employee behavior -- were adapted from Estelami [2000], and three scale items for each -- trust, commitment, and loyalty -- were adapted from Vasquez and Alonso [2000]. Table 1 shows the six scale items used in this research. The scale items were translated into Spanish by the researchers.  Both, the translation and back-translation were checked by two bilingual marketing research professors, in order to ensure that the instruments have cross-cultural validity. 

Table 1 Examples of Scaled Items Used in the Questionnaire
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The survey focused on data related to complaint issues.  Consequently, a screening question was used to identify customers who had a bad purchase experience and/or who have been dissatisfied with what they bought: Have you ever been dissatisfied with the product/service you purchased?  Respondents who answered “no” were dropped from the study.
To apply the questionnaire, we used a Chilean map stratified on the basis of social-economic status, and chose randomly selected households. In all those cases when no answer was obtained (e.g., no one answer the door, the person was not willing to participate in the study, etc.), the household was replaced with another one also randomly chosen. The questionnaire was applied to a Chilean sample of 498 consumers. Of these, 48% were men and 52% women.  With regard to economic status, 11% were upper class, 54% were middle class, and 35% were low-income class.  Of the 498, 98 (21%) indicated that they have never been dissatisfied with a product or service they bought and were thus dropped from the sample. Of the remaining 400, 317 (79%) stated that they have complained about a product or service in the past.  These 317 constitute the effective sample (see Table 2 for sample distribution).

Table 2 Sample Data Distribution
	Question
	Percentage (%)

	Gender
	Men:

Women:
	48%

52%

	Socio-Economic Status
	Upper Class:
Middle Class:
Low-Income Class:
	11%

54%

35%

	Have you ever been is satisfied?
	No:

Yes:
	20%

80%

	Have you ever complained?
	No:

Yes:
	21%

79%


Data analyses were performed to check for both validity and reliability. Factor analysis was performed using varimax rotation to extract the constructs. Cronbach alpha was calculated for each construct to check for reliability. The analysis of the proposed model followed the two-step approach recommended by Anderson and Gerbing [1998]. The first step was the development of an acceptable measurement model, which was done performing confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS 5.0. The next step was to test the structural model, for which parameters were first estimated. Model re-specification consisted in some parameter deletions, because it is generally safer to drop parameters than to add new ones [Bentler and Chou, 1987]. In order to improve the model, we made two modifications, and every time a modification was done, a new run was performed and an evaluation of the modified model was conducted. To facilitate the understanding of the initial model and the modified ones, we gave them different pertaining names: Proposed Model, Modified Model I, and Modified Model II.
4. Results

The results are presented in two sections: (1) test for validity and reliability of the constructs representing both service recovery evaluation and long-term customer post-complaint behavior, and (2) test of the hypothesized relationships among the constructs representing both service recovery evaluation and long-term customer post-complaint behavior. 

4.1 Service Recovery Evaluation (SRE)

Table 3 shows three factors emerging from factor analysis applied to the indicators of SRE, each of them with three scale items with loadings higher than 0.7.  Cronbach alphas ranged from 0.79 to 0.91, and the total explained variance was 79%. These factors represent three clearly differentiated constructs in SRE: compensation, promptness, and employee behavior, in correspondence to the hypothesized components of SRE.

Table 3 Service Recovery Evaluation Components Factor Analysis
	
	Compensation
	Promptness
	Employee Behavior

	Compensation1
	0.84
	
	

	Compensation2
	0.84
	
	

	Compensation3
	0.85
	
	

	Promptness1
	
	0.83
	

	Promptness2
	
	0.84
	

	Promptness3
	
	0.70
	

	Employee1
	
	
	0.78

	Employee2
	
	
	0.82

	Employee3
	
	
	0.81

	Reliability
	0.91
	0.86
	0.79

	Explained Variance
	29%
	26%
	24%

	Accumulated Variance
	29%
	55%
	79%


To confirm the factors, structural equation modeling was used. The goodness-of-fit index statistics resulted in a very good fit (CFI: 0.99; GFI: 0.95; AGFI: 0.90; RMSEA: 0.037), reaffirming the three factors obtained in representation of SRE. 


4.2 Long-Term Customer Post-Complaint Behavior (LTC-PCB)

Factor analysis resulted in a solution of three factors, with two indicators each. The scale items that were deleted, one per factor, had a negative effect on reliability. The final three factors clearly represent three constructs: trust, commitment, and loyalty. Cronbach alphas were above the minimum threshold and ranged from 0.75 to 0.87.  The total explained variance was 85%, which can be considered high (see Table 4). Confirmatory factor analysis showed excellent goodness-of-fit indices (CFI: 0.99; GFI: 0.99; AGFI: 0.97; RMSEA: 0.028).
Table 4 Customer’s PCB Long-Term Relationship Components Factor Analysis
	
	Trust
	Commitment
	Loyalty

	Trust 1
	0.70
	
	

	Trust 2
	0.90
	
	

	Commitment 1
	
	0.81
	

	Commitment 2
	
	0.91
	

	Loyalty 1
	
	
	0.83

	Loyalty 2
	
	
	0.83

	Reliability
	0.75
	0.82
	0.87

	Explained Variance
	30%
	29%
	26%

	Accumulated Variance
	30%
	59%
	85%


4.3 Relationships Among the SRE and the LTC-PCB Components

In order to determine the direction and strength of the relationship between each SRE component and each LTC-PCB component, structural equation modeling was performed using AMOS 5.0. The relationship of each SRE component with each LTC-PCB component was tested in a model that shows nine relationships. Results showed that seven of those relationships were significant (see Table 5, “Proposed Model” column), but the other two had to be deleted from the model. Only the relationships promptness(commitment and employees behavior(loyalty had critical ratios lower than 2.6, the minimum value to consider a relationship significant.  However, the goodness-of-fit indices of the proposed model were not adequate: The AGFI, GFI, and CFI were too low, whereas the RMSEA and Chi Square to Degree of Freedom ratio were too high. Thus, even though most hypotheses were strongly supported, the model fitting needed improvement.
Table 5: Fit Indices of Models Tested*
[image: image2.emf] Proposed Model   (Constructs are  correlated between  groups only)  Modif ied Model I   (Constructs are  correlated within and  between groups)    Paths  Coefficients  Critical   Ratios  Coefficients  Critical   Ratios         Compensation   Commitment  0.52  9.537  - 0.067  - 0.542   Compensation    Trust  0.45  9.225  0.553  5.376   Compensation  Loyalty   0.56  10.953  0.008  0.077   Promptness    Commitment  - 0.139  - 2.453     Promptness    Trust   0.168  4.109  0.177  1.670   Promptness    Loyalty   0.166  3.232  0.149  1.760   Employees’  Behavior  Commitment  0.224  3.701  - 0.021  0.724   Employees’ Behavior    Trust  0.203  4.593  0.178  2.681   Employees’ Behavior     Loyalty  0.077  1.450     Compensation   Promptness    0.811  9.441   Compensation   Employee  Behavior    0.535  7.061   Promptness   Employee  Behavior    0.625  7.549   Trust    Commitment    0.696  4.647   Trust    Loyalty    0.396  3.420   C ommitment    Loyalty    0.453  7.098         Model Fit Indexes       Chi - Square (df)  668.4 (81)   179.6 (77)    Cmin/df  8.3   2.3          Absolute Fit Indexes       RMSEA  0.15   0.065    GFI  0.79   0.93    AGFI  0.68   0.89          Comparative Indexes       CFI  0.81   0.97           


* A shadowed cell means that the coefficient does not achieve the minimum accepted Level
To improve the model fitting, correlations within the SRE and the LTR groups were allowed (see Table 5, “Modified Model I” column). By doing this, we found that all the interrelationships within groups were highly significant, with critical ratios ranging from 2.68 to 9.44. In terms of the relationship between groups, trust was found to be significantly related to compensation and employee behavior, with critical values of 5.38 and 2.68, respectively. All other interrelationships between groups were found to be not significant, mainly because of the powerful effect that trust has on the entire model, and the within-group relationships.  In fact, the latter additions significantly improved the goodness-of-fit indices (AGFI=0.89, GFI=0.93, and CFI=0.97), while the Chi Square to Degrees of Freedom ratio went down to 2.3 and the RMSEA, to 0.065. However, AGFI is still under the minimum value expected (0.90). 

The model was further improved by deleting the non-significant relations. In summary, the improved model (as shown Figure 3) indicates: (1) significant interrelations within the SRE group, (2) significant relationships between compensation and trust and between employee behavior and trust, and (3) significant relationships between trust and both commitment and loyalty and between commitment and loyalty. The estimated values in Figure 3 show that the relationship between compensation and trust (0.69) is stronger than that between employee behavior and trust (0.22). The result means that compensation is the most important service recovery dimension when developing customer trust.  
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Figure 3:  Modified Model I
Following the principle of parsimony, we further improved the model by deleting promptness, mainly because it was not directly related to any LTC-PCB component.  As a result, all relationships and goodness-of-fit indices improved (see Table 6). Critical ratios for the relationships ranged from 3.5 to 9.5, and all goodness-of-fit indices resulted to be adequate (AGFI=0.92, GFI=0.95, CFI=0.98, RMSEA=0.060, Chi Square to Degree of Freedom ratio=2.1). Figure 4 shows Modified Model II, in which compensation and employee behaviors are interrelated, and influence trust directly but influence commitment and loyalty only indirectly. The estimated values show that the relationship between compensation and trust (0.68) is stronger than the relationship between employee behavior and trust (0.22), indicating the importance of compensation in the service recovery efforts. Compensation is the most important variable for generating customer trust.

The results also indicate the positive effect of service recovery efforts on customer trust.  Trust is absolutely necessary to get a customer’s commitment and loyalty. 

4.4 Hypotheses Testing

The proposed hypotheses were tested by examining the critical ratios, as in Table 5 (proposed model) and Figure 2. Seven out of nine hypotheses were empirically supported.  Only hypotheses H2 and H9 were below the acceptable critical ratio (2.6) and had to be rejected.  

The modified models I and II were statistically generated to improve the model fitting, not to test the hypotheses again.  The rationale behind the shift in the relationship from the between-group to the within-group one is of a structural nature.  As figures 3 and 4 show, trust is the key component linking service recovery to long-term customer post-complaint behavior.  Compensation and employee behavior impact trust, and trust impacts customer commitment and loyalty.

5. Conclusions

Several important conclusions can be inferred from the study. First, the validity of the constructs under study was evaluated. Then, the influence of service recovery efforts on customers’ post-complaint behavior was fruitfully evaluated, as follows: 

(a) Compensation is significantly and directly related to trust, reflecting its central importance in service recovery in the long-term.  Through trust, compensation is indirectly related to commitment and loyalty.

(b) Employee behavior is directly related to trust and indirectly related to commitment and loyalty. However, its impact on the LTC-PCB components is lower than the effect of compensation.

(c) Promptness is directly related to compensation and employee behavior, but has no effect on trust, commitment, or loyalty. 

These findings clearly indicate that there is a mediating variable between service recovery evaluation and loyalty; the variable is trust.  The mediation signifies that a good service recovery evaluation alone is necessary but not sufficient to build customer loyalty.  Thus, the main goal of SRE should be the development of trust among customers.  Trust, in turn, can generate customers’ commitment and loyalty in the long-term.
6. Managerial Recommendations

Some useful recommendations can be derived from the results of this research. Companies using SRE should emphasize the role of compensation and employee behavior over the role of promptness.  This also means that companies need to spend resources to compensate customers when a service failure occurs. The benefit of such expense may outweigh its cost as a result of customers gaining trust in the product and/or the firm and, as a consequence, becoming both committed and loyal. 

When companies make a mistake in a buyer-seller transaction, customers expect the provider to correct the mistake and its negative effects. In such cases as when customers spend significant time attempting to get a response to their complaints, or when conflictive situations are not handled properly by the provider, customers may expect additional compensation, such as a special discount on the interest rate they are set to pay on a loan or zero maintenance fee for a credit card. Even though such additional compensation represents added cost to the company, it actually saves future expenses to the company by retaining the customer.  It is known that customer retention is a lot cheaper than new customer recruitment.
In terms of employee behavior, complaining customers expect to be treated well by the employees handling the complaint.  The role of employees in helping resolve customers’ complaints is paramount.  Customers expect the employees to show: (a) good personal relationship skills, (b) empowerment for resolving their complaints, (c) care for their complaints, (d) language that expresses the truth, and (e) use of proper information in handling a complaint and its resolution. The latter implies that, in order to handle complaints properly, employees should receive from the company all the information needed regarding the process that must be followed when receiving and resolving customers’ complaints.
7. Limitations and Future Research

Future research should focus on the SRE components to further understand their contribution to long-term buyer-seller relationships.  By better understanding how those components work, companies can rely on deeper knowledge about what customers can expect and what companies can do in service recovery efforts that are geared to influence the LTC-PCB components, particularly trust. For instance, it seems relevant to focus on the type of compensation that customers expect when they experience a service failure. But, what kinds of expectations may customers have?  Do customers use the concept of fairness in their expectations?  Do they want to be over-compensated? The customer expectations regarding employee behavior should be studied along the same lines. Does good employee behavior mean “employees well educated” or “employees well dressed”? Is it related to characteristics such as “employee empathy”?

Regarding promptness, it is not clear what this concept really means for customers. Do they refer to promptness as “time for resolving the problem” or “time for acknowledging the problem”?  It may not be circumscribed to the time used to resolve the complaint, and include the time customers spend in their attempt to resolve the problem. When promptness is judged unimportant, it may mean that customers are not in a hurry and can wait for their complaint to be resolved, as long as the provider tells them how much time will be spent arriving at a resolution, so that customers would not be worried about it during the handling period.

In addition, future research should focus on discovering other potential SRE components, such as service type and magnitude of failure [Mattila, 2001] that may be important for customers when evaluating companies’ service recovery efforts and that may have some impact on the LTC-PCB components under study: trust, commitment, and loyalty. Qualitative research, such as focus groups and in-depth interviews, is highly recommended for accomplishing this goal.
References
Ahmad, S. 2002. Service failures and customer defection: a closer look at online shopping experiences, Managing Service Quality 12(1) 19-29.

Anderson, J., and D. Gerbing.  1998.  Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step approach, Psychological Bulletin 103(3) 411-423.

Andreassen, T.W. 1999. What drives customer loyalty with complaint resolution? Journal of Service Research 1(4) 324-332.

Andreassen, T.W. 2000. Antecedents to satisfaction with service recovery, European Journal of Marketing 34(1/2) 156-175.

Andreassen, T.W. 2001. From disgust to delight: Do customers hold a grudge? Journal of Service Research 4(1) 39-49.

Barlow, J., and C. Moller. 1996. A Complaint Is a Gift. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Bentler, P. M., and C.-P. Chou. 1987. Practical issues in structural modeling, Sociological Methods and Research 16(1) 78-117.

Boshoff, C. 1999. An instrument to measure satisfaction with transaction-specific service recovery, Journal of Service Marketing 1(3), 236-249.

Boshoff, C., and J. Allen. 2000. The influence of selected antecedents on frontline staff's perceptions of service recovery performance, International Journal of Service Industry Management 11(1) 63-90.

Bowen, D. E., and R. Johnston. 1999. Internal service recovery: developing a new construct, International Journal of Service Industry Management 10(2) 118-131.

Cranage, D. 2004. Plan to do it right and plan for recovery, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 16(4) 210-219.

Davidow, M. 2000. The bottom line impact of organizational responses to customers’ complaints, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 24(4) 473-490.

Davidow, M. 2003. Organizational responses to customer complaints: what works and what doesn't, Journal of Service Research 5(3) 225-240.

Estelami, H. 2000. Competitive and procedural determinants of delight and disappointment in consumer complaint outcomes, Journal of Services Research 2(3) 285-300.

Heung, V.C.S., and T. Lam.  2003. Customer complaint behavior towards hotel restaurant services, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 15(5) 283-289.

Johnston, R. 2001. Linking complaint management to profit, International Journal of Service Industry Management 12(1) 60-69.

Kelley, S., and M. Davis. 1994. Antecedents to customer expectations for service recovery, Journal of International Consumer Marketing 8(2) 59-76. 

Keng, K., D. Richmond, and S. Han. 1995. Determinants of consumer complaint behavior: a study of Singapore consumers, Journal of International Consumer Marketing 8(2) 59-76.

Lewis, B. R., and P. McCann. 2004. Service failure and recovery: evidence from the hotel industry, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 16(1) 6-17.

Lindgreen, A. 2003. Trust as a valuable strategic variable in the food industry; different types of trust and their implementation, British Food Journal 105(6) 310-327.

Magnini, V.P., and J.B. Ford.  2004. Service failure recovery in China,  . International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 16(5) 279-286.

Mattila, A.S. 2001.  The effectiveness of service recovery in a multi-industry setting, Journal of Services Marketing 15(7) 583-596.

Moorman, C., Deshpande, R., and G. Zaltman. 1993.  Factors affecting trust in market research relations, Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 70-85.

Moorman, C., G. Zaltman, and R. Deshpande. 1992. Relationship between providers and users of marketing research: the dynamics of trust within and between organizations, Journal of Marketing Research 29(3) 314-329.

Oliver, R. 1999. Whence consumer loyalty? Journal of Marketing 63, 33-44.

Priluck, R. 2003. Relationship marketing can mitigate product and service failures, Journal of Services Marketing 17(1) 37-52.

Ruyter, K., and M. Wetzels, 2000. Customer equity considerations in service recovery: A cross industry perspective, International Journal of Service Industry Management (1) 91-108.

Stauss, B., and C. Friege, C. 1999. Regaining service customers: Costs and benefits of regain management, Journal of Service Research 1(4) 347-361.

Stauss, B., and A. Schoeler. 2004. Complaint management profitability: What do complaint managers know? Managing Service Quality 2(3) 147-156.

Svensson, G. 2001. Extending trust and mutual trust in business relationships towards a synchronized trust chain in marketing channels, Management Decisions 39(6) 431-440.

Tax, S., and S. Brown. 1998. Customer evaluations of service complaint experiences: Implications for relationship marketing, Journal of Marketing 62(2) 60-76.

Vasquez-Parraga, A.Z., and S. Alonso, S. 2000. Antecedents of customer loyalty for strategic intent, in Marketing Theory and Applications, John P. Workman, Jr., and William D. Perrault, eds. Chicago: American Marketing Association, 82-83.

Zairi, M. 2000. Managing customer dissatisfaction through effective complaints management systems, The TQM Magazine 12(5) 331-335.

Zamora, J., A.Z. Vasquez-Parraga, F. Morales, and C. Cisternas. 2004. Formation process of guest loyalty: Theory and empirical test, Studies and Perspectives in Tourism 13 (3-4) 197-221. 

Fredy Valenzuela, Ph.D. candidate, has an MBA degree from the University of Ottawa, Canada. His area of research is marketing, particularly topics related with service recovery, customer satisfaction management, and relationship marketing. His work has been published in several international refereed journals, such as Journal of Travel Research, Journal of Contemporary Management Research, and Journal of Services Research. He has also participated in international conferences in México, Puerto Rico, Chile, India, Hong Kong, and Australia. At the International Conference on Business and Information in Hong Kong in 2005, he received the best paper award.
Arturo Z. Vasquez-Parraga received his Ph.D. in economics and demography from the University of Texas at Austin and his Ph.D. in business administration from Texas Tech University.  His research has been published in Journal of Marketing Research, Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Journal of Business and Economics Research, Research in Marketing, Advances in International Marketing, Journal of Euromarketing, and Journal of Travel Research, among others.

Orlando Llanos Contreras has an MBA degree from Adolfo Ibáñez University, Chile. His area of research currently focuses on management of small- and medium-sized enterprises and family business.  His work has been published in international refereed journals, such as Alcance Review and Journal of Contemporary Management Research. He has also participated as speaker at congresses in Chile, Brazil, Peru, and Bolivia.

Sonia Vilches Montero has an MBA degree from Diego Portales University, Chile.  Her main area of research is marketing, specially consumer behavior and design of marketing channels. Her work has been published in Chilean and international refereed journals, such as, Socio Economic Panorama, Alcance Review, and Journal of Contemporary Management Research. She has also presented her research studies at congresses in Chile, Brazil and Bolivia.





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































