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Abstract
This study proposes a marketing approach to service recovery (SR) models in order to help to
explain what factors affect cumulative satisfaction, loyalty and word-of-mouth following
complaint behavior. The model has its base on the definition of perceived justice and its
influence on satisfaction with service recovery (SSR) and on emotions (positive and
negative). Trust acts as a central construct in the model, receiving influence from the
affective and cognitive aspect and mediating the relationship between SSR and cumulative
satisfaction and between positive/negative emotions and loyalty. The sample for this study
consists of 303 Spanish B2C-EC users who made a complaint after an electronic transaction.
Results from the analysis show the influence of perceived justice –mainly interactional justice
and procedural justice– on SSR, and the relevance of positive emotions as a key factor in
SSR processes, in contrast to the major role which negative emotions have traditionally
played in these models. Furthermore, trust mediates the relation between SSR and cumulative
satisfaction, and is the factor which has a higher influence on loyalty, whilst cumulative
satisfaction becomes the more relevant factor affecting WOM.
Keywords: service recovery, B2C, trust, emotions, justice, satisfaction.
1. Introduction
Despite the big efforts from companies in order to provide high quality services, providing an
error-free service is impossible. Errors may frequently cause dissatisfaction in customers,
which in turn may lead to complaint behaviors. Therefore, the actions that a service provider
takes to respond to service failures and the process by which the company attempts to rectify
the failure, known as service recovery (SR) (Kelley and Davis, 1994), becomes a critical
moment for the interaction between consumer and companies, a chance to lower
dissatisfaction occurs and reinforcing the somehow damaged relationship with the customer
is beneficial (Gustafsson, 2009).

Several studies demonstrate that lower perceived satisfaction occurs from customers when
they receive a service than when they receive a product. One of the main reasons behind this
fact is the co-participation, in many cases, of the customer in the providing of a service, a
situation that offers a greater possibility of error introduction due to the intervention of the
human element.
Historically, early research studies dealing with the characterization of SR after a complaint
behavior have focused in applying the theory of justice to SR. Maxham and Netemeyer
(2002) analyze, in one of these early studies, the effects of distributive justice, procedural
justice and interactional justice over satisfaction with service recovery (SSR). Then, other
authors (Menon and Dubé, 2004; Schoefer and Ennew, 2005; Smith and Bolton, 2002) claim
the relevance of affective and emotional factors –and not only of cognitive components– after
a complaint behavior. Nevertheless, the research on the influence of emotions in SR is scarce
at the present time (Rio-Lanza et al., 2009). Chebat and Slusarczyk (2005), study the effects
of justice in emotions and loyalty. DeWitt et al. (2008) study the effects of perceived justice
on emotions –both positive and negative– and trust, and how these impact in attitude and
loyalty behavior.
This study seeks to explore in greater depth the factors which have an impact on service
recovery, including constructs such as perceived justice, emotional response (positive and
negative), satisfaction with service recovery (SSR) and the consequent changes that arise in
behavior (cumulative satisfaction, word-of-mouth, or WOM, and loyalty. In order to do so,
the research introduces a new element –trust–, which has a high relevance after a service
failure, and its role as a mediator between emotions and loyalty, and –at the same time–
between SSR and cumulative satisfaction.
2. Theoretical Considerations
Perceived justice
Adams' theory of perceived justice (Adams, 1963) has become a highly effective tool to study
individuals' reactions in complaint behavior (Rio-Lanza et al., 2009; Konovsky, 2000;
Maxham, 2001). According to this theory, a person perceives what a work situation gives him
in relation to what he contributes to it, and he then compares the ratio between the effort
made and the result obtained compared to another person who performed the same activity.
Some studies make no distinction between the different dimensions of perceived justice (Chiu
et al., 2010), or do not analyze all three components of perceived justice –distributive,
procedural and interactional– (Oliver and Swan, 1989). However, other researchers (Smith et
al., 1999) recommend including all three components in research on SR. In this study, justice
is a second order formative indicator, comprising of procedural justice, informational justice
and interpersonal justice
The effects of distributive, procedural and interactional justice on SSR
Distributive justice (DJ) are the tangible resources which the company devotes to correct and
compensate for a service failure, including monetary compensation, exchanging the item or
service, discounts for future purchases and discount coupons (Smith et al.1999; Mattila,

2001). Procedural justice (PJ) includes the processes and methods required to address an SR
(Mattila, 2001), including the choice of the most suitable process to resolve a problem (Kim
et al., 2009). Interactional justice (IJ) refers to the way in which customers have experienced
justice in their interaction with company employees during the service recovery process
(McColl-Kennedy, 2001). This concept includes customers' perception of employees'
empathy, respect, politeness, courtesy, sensitivity in the way they treat customers, the way in
which they apologise and the efforts they make to resolve the problem. Therefore, H1. Justice
has a positive influence on SSR.
Justice and emotions
Using the affect control theory (ACT) (Heise, 1979), Chebat and Slusarczyk (2005) assert
that individuals experience emotions and become involved in behaviors that are in line with
the impressions and feelings they experience with the SR depending on the level of perceived
justice. Not many studies analyse the reactions of the emotional effects to justice and a large
part of those that do are experimental designs, measuring the reaction caused in a
manipulated situation (Chebat and Slusarczyk, 2005). The results show that low levels of
perceived justice correspond to high levels of negative emotions and low levels of positive
emotions.
In their research, Río-Lanza et al. (2009) report that the DJ and IJ dimensions do not have a
significant influence on negative emotions. DeWitt et al. (2008) study the influence of
perceived justice (without differentiating between IJ, PJ, and DJ) on positive and negative
emotions and find that there is greater influence on positive emotions. Chebat and Slusarczyk
(2005) analyze the effect of the dimensions of justice on emotions. These authors declare that
all three dimensions of perceived justice have a significant effect on negative emotions and
that IJ and DJ affect positive emotions. DJ has more impact on positive emotions than on
negative emotions. Schoefer and Ennew (2005) find that all three dimensions of justice have
a significant effect.
Therefore, H2. Justice has a negative effect on negative emotions. H3. Justice has a positive
influence on positive emotions
Satisfaction
Satisfaction occurs when the services received when using a product or service surpass the
expectations held prior to use; that is, when there is a confirmation of the expectations (Oliver
et al., 1997; Oliver, 1980). There are two types of satisfaction described in the scientific
literature: satisfaction with a specific transaction and cumulative satisfaction. Many research
studies have focused on satisfaction after a specific process –for example, a SR– (Rio-Lanza
et al., 2009; Karatepe, 2006; Yi, 1990).
When the provision of services satisfies the consumers, they have a motivation to transmit
their experience to others via WOM communication (Mangold and Miller, 1999). There is
experimental and empirical proof of this relationship between satisfaction and WOM
(Hutchinson et al., 2009). However, it is essential to take cumulative satisfaction into account
in a SSR model whose purpose is to provide information about consumer attitudes and
behaviors, since although the result of a specific transaction (for example, a service recovery)

may not be satisfactory, the cumulative transactions taken as a whole could entail an increase
in overall satisfaction and, furthermore, provide with a broader perspective on consumer
behavior (Maxham and Netemeyer, 2002).
Therefore, H4. Cumulative satisfaction has a positive effect on WOM
Trust
Trust is as a set of beliefs in the benevolence, competence and integrity of the other party
(Doney and Cannon, 1997). The establishment and maintenance of relationships between
customers and providers are, to a large degree, determined by trust (Blau, 1964). Trust is an
essential ingredient for creating satisfied and loyal customers in e-commerce (Ratnasingham,
1998). Satisfactory experiences with service providers go on to create greater levels of trust
which will exert an influence on long-term relationships (Genesan, 1994). In a SSR context,
customer trust reflects how willing the customers are to accept their vulnerability, expecting a
positive solution in case of service failure (Dunn and Schweitzer, 2005). In the event that a
customer receives an unwanted response to his or her complaint, he will lose trust in the
organisation (DeWitt et al., 2008).
Loyalty is the intention to have repeated dealings with a provider over a period of time, with
a favourable attitude on the part of the purchaser (Keller, 1993). Loyalty entails a reluctance
to change provider and a willingness to pay more (Shankar et al., 2003). Trust plays a
fundamental role in developing loyalty, and this is also true in online environments (Pitta et
al., 2006; Kim et al., 2004). Trust is the most important factor in order for consumers to
consolidate their purchases with an online vendor. If you want to gain consumers' loyalty,
you must first gain their trust (Reichheld et al., 2000). Additionally, the spatial and temporal
separation between purchasers and sellers in B2C-EC means that trust is a key factor in
maintaining loyalty (Chiu et al., 2010).
In addition, trust has a positive influence on the purchaser-vendor relationship even if trust is
already beneficial (Selnes, 1998). In SR, if there is satisfaction, trust means that the customer
can generate positive WOM towards the company, thus providing good references (Kim et
al., 2009). Previous studies confirm the positive relationship between SSR and trust (Kim et
al., 2009) and find that trust is a strong predictor of satisfaction in online environments
(Gummerus et al., 2004; Harris and Goode, 2004).
Trust not only has not only a direct impact on loyalty but also an indirect influence through
cumulative satisfaction. Trust is a critical antecedent of building relationships between buyer
and seller (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002; Verhoef et al., 2002). In any relationship of this kind,
consumers’ trust evaluations before a specific transaction has a direct influence on their post
purchase satisfaction (Singh and Sirdeshmukh, 2000). In the context of electronic commerce,
where trust may act as a trigger to initiate a transaction, this relationship may also prove true.
Customers perceive a higher level of risk with online retailers than traditional retailers in
terms of delivery, payment medium and terms, information disclosure, etc. Therefore, B2CEC customers may prefer to buy from online retailers they can trust (Singh and Sirdeshmukh,
2000). In previous studies, trust has proved a strong predictor of satisfaction in online
environments (Gummerus et al., 2004; Harris and Goode, 2004).

Therefore, H5. SSR influences positively cumulative satisfaction. H6. SSR influences
positively consumer trust. H7. Trust has a positive influence on cumulative satisfaction. H7a.
Trust has a mediation role on the relation between SSR and cumulative satisfaction. H8.
Trust has a positive influence on WOM. H9. Trust has a positive influence on loyalty.
Emotions and loyalty. Emotions and trust
The affect control theory (ACT) allows approaching the influence of emotions on loyalty.
When consumers experience inadequate service recovery, they will express their emotions
and act in a way which enables them to regain their own identity (Chebat and Slusarczyk,
2005). The emotions experienced by customers as a result of the perceived justice have an
effect on loyalty (DeWitt et al., 2008). In the context of a service recovery with a positive
result an individual will remain loyal to the provider. If negative emotions arise then the
customer may become disloyal or may unsubscribe from the service (DeWitt et al., 2008).
Emotions play an important role in building trust. Positive emotions enable individuals to
make the “leap of faith” to move from feelings to beliefs (Andersen and Kumar, 2006). H10.
Negative emotions have a negative influence on loyalty. H11. Positive emotions have a
positive influence on loyalty. H12. Negative emotions generated in a SR process have a
negative influence on trust. H13. Positive emotions generated in a SR process have a positive
influence on trust. H14. Negative emotions generated in a SR process have a negative
influence on SSR. H15. Positive emotions generated in a SR process have a positive
influence on SSR. The model in Figure 1 summarizes the research hypotheses.

Figure 1. Proposed model

3. Methodology
An online questionnaire on a gross sample of 2100 Internet users from the Spanish population
who made purchases through B2C-EC tested and validated the proposed model, with 303
valid responses from people who had made a complaint after a B2C-EC transaction. All those
surveyed responded to the questionnaire. The socio-demographic characteristics of the
sample are as follows: 66.7% men and 33.3% women; 13.9% are individuals of ages between
16 and 24, 26.4% are between 25 and 34, 49.8% between the 35 and 49 age bracket, 9.2%
between 50 and 64 years old and the remaining 0.7% are between 65 and 74 years old. With
regard to their employment status, 13.2% are self-employed, 60.4% are employees, 7.9% are
unemployed, 3% are retired, 10.9% are students and 4.7% belong to other categories of
unemployed. 4.3% have completed primary/compulsory education, 38.3% secondary
education, 46.9% higher education studies and 10.6% have completed postgraduate studies.
The items in the final survey –see Appendix A– have their source in previous studies. All of
the indicators are reflective except perceived justice, which has a formative nature.
4. Results
Partial Least Squares (PLS) is a technique which allows to perform analysis of combined
reflective and formative indicators in the same model, and therefore considered as the most
appropriate for this research; this type of analysis is not possible with other covariance-based
modeling techniques (Esposito, Chin, Henseler and Wang, 2010; Chin, 2010; Wold, 1982).
PLS-Graph version 3.00 build 1130 helped to perform the data analysis.
Reliability and validity of the scales
In order to analyze the measurement model, a requirement is to test single-item reliability for
reflective indicators measuring the factor loadings of the latent variable indicators, which
should present a factor loading greater than 0.707 (Hair et al., 1998), although loadings of
0.5-0.6 may be acceptable in preliminary phases (Chin, 1998). In this case, all the factor
loadings exceed 0.90, except one of the loyalty indicators whose value (0.79) exceeds the
lower limit by a wide margin (Nunnally, 1978). From these results, all indicators were valid
in this stage.
Next, this method requires –for reflective indicators– a composite reliability analysis, a
Cronbach’s alpha measurement and an analysis of the average variance extracted from the
constructs, which should be greater than 0.7, 0.7 and 0.5, respectively, as recommended by
several authors (Hair et al., 1998; Fornell and Larcker, 1981). In this case, the values for
composite reliability were above 0.92 and the average variance extracted (AVE) was above
0.8 (see Table 1).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix
Composite Cronbach's
reliability
Alpha

AVE

Mean (STD) P_Em

N_Em

SSR

WOM

LOY

JUSTICE

TRST

P_Em

0.96

0.96

0.89

3.64 (1.92)

0.93

N_Em

0.97

0.95

0.91

3.97 (2.05)

-0.6

0.95

SSR

0.98

0.97

0.89

4.05 (1.94)

0.79

-0.63

0.94

WOM

0.97

0.96

0.93

4.89 (1.47)

0.33

-0.28

0.41

0.96

LOY

0.92

0.87

0.8

4.07 (1.74)

0.62

-0.5

0.7

0.48

0.89

JUSTICE

-

-

-

4.02 (1.91)

0.68

-0.56

0.8

0.33

0.61

-

TRST

0.96

0.91

0.92

4.39 (1.6)

0.6

-0.47

0.65

0.53

0.64

0.6

0.96

SAT

0.98

0.93

0.89

5.10 (1.44)

0.23

-0.25

0.37

0.7

0.47

0.3

0.52

Discriminant validity test (Table 1) was obtained from average variance extracted (AVE)
analysis; that is, the average shared variance between a construct and its measurement scales,
which must be greater than the shared variance between the construct and the other constructs
in the model (the squared correlation between two constructs). Here, the square root of the
AVE is higher than the correlations between the constructs and greater than 0.7 (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981) and the correlations between the different constructs is less than 0.79, which
confirms that every construct measured is dissimilar to the rest of constructs (Kline, 1998).
To evaluate formative indicators, the examination of the weights provides information about
how the indicator contributes to the construct. Weights must not be over any threshold limit
(Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001) (see Table 2). In the case of formative indicators it
is necessary to assess multicollinearity, which could lead to unstable results. Results of the
variance inflation factor (VIF) show values far from the threshold limit of 10.
Table 2. Justice as a formative construct: weights and VIF
Construct

Justice

Code

Weights VIF

DJ

0.43

3.7

PJ

0.93

5.0

IJ

0.93

3.6

Table 3 shows the result of the construct-to-item loadings and cross-loadings of the reflective
measures, with all items exceeding at least 0.79. In addition, the loading of the items over
their latent variable is much higher than the loading over the rest of the constructs (Chin,
2010).

SAT

0.94

Table 3. Reflective constructs: factor loadings and cross-loadings
SSR

N_Em

P_Em

TRST

LOY

WOM

SAT

SOL1

0.92

-0.54

0.70

0.60

0.62

0.40

0.35

SOL2

0.96

-0.61

0.77

0.61

0.66

0.40

0.35

SOL3

0.96

-0.61

0.75

0.65

0.69

0.40

0.37

SOL4

0.96

-0.63

0.78

0.62

0.67

0.38

0.36

SOL5

0.92

-0.57

0.76

0.58

0.67

0.36

0.31

EMOC1

-0.59

0.97

-0.59

-0.45

-0.48

-0.26

-0.21

EMOC2

-0.56

0.94

-0.52

-0.45

-0.47

-0.32

-0.30

EMOC3

-0.64

0.95

-0.60

-0.43

-0.47

-0.23

-0.20

EMOC4

0.78

-0.60

0.99

0.58

0.62

0.34

0.23

EMOC5

0.73

-0.55

0.93

0.56

0.57

0.28

0.20

EMOC6

0.73

-0.52

0.91

0.55

0.55

0.26

0.19

TRU1

0.61

-0.42

0.57

0.96

0.61

0.50

0.50

TRU2

0.64

-0.47

0.57

0.96

0.62

0.51

0.50

LOY1

0.49

-0.30

0.43

0.47

0.79

0.34

0.37

LOY2

0.67

-0.46

0.61

0.60

0.94

0.45

0.42

LOY3

0.69

-0.54

0.59

0.63

0.93

0.49

0.47

WOM1

0.40

-0.26

0.32

0.50

0.47

0.95

0.66

WOM2

0.37

-0.28

0.30

0.49

0.44

0.96

0.68

WOM3

0.40

-0.28

0.33

0.53

0.47

0.97

0.68

SATI1

0.27

-0.12

0.13

0.46

0.37

0.63

0.91

SATI2

0.42

-0.32

0.29

0.52

0.49

0.65

0.93

SATI3

0.34

-0.25

0.20

0.48

0.46

0.67

0.96

Common method bias assessment
As the data on all the variables for this study are self-reported and collected from single
respondents, common method bias is possible. A statistical analysis assessed the severity of
common method bias in the data. The variances in indicators explained by their principal
constructs (average: 0.887) are much larger than those explained by the method factor
(average: 0.002). The ratio of principal variance to method variance is about 443:1. The
above results show that the method did not contribute substantively to the variances in
indicators and, therefore, common method bias was unlikely to be a serious concern for this
study.
Structural model
The evaluation of the structural model consists of a bootstrapping procedure with 500
samples using three indicators: the path coefficients (β), the t-statistics (see Table 4) and the
explained variance (R2) (see Table 5). The path coefficients should be equal to or higher than
0.2 and the explained variance should be greater than or equal to 0.1 (Esposito et al., 2010).

Table 4. Supported and non-supported hypotheses: path coefficients (β) and t-values.

H1

Justice→SSR

0.35

t
value
8.90 ***

H2

Justice→Negative Emotions

-0.51

13.70 ***



H3

Justice→Positive Emotions

0.63

20.37 ***



H4

Cumulative Satisfaction→WOM

0.58

8.68

***



H5

SSR→Cumulative Satisfaction

0.05

0.8

ns



H6

SSR→Trust

0.46

5.28

***



H7

Trust→Cumulative Satisfaction

0.49

7.62

***



H8

Trust→WOM

0.22

3.32

***



H9

Trust→Loyalty

0.40

6.86

***



H10

Negative Emotions→Loyalty

-0.13

2.34

*



H11

Positive Emotions→Loyalty

0.30

4.35

***



H12

Negative Emotions→Trust

-0.06

1.03

ns



H13

Positive Emotions→Trust

0.19

2.29

*



H14

Negative Emotions→SSR

-0.14

3.56

***



H15

Positive Emotions→SSR

0.42

7.69

***



Hypothesis

β

Supported


Table 5. Model summary: R2 and Q2
R2

Q2

P_Em

0.46

0.35

N_Em

0.31

0.13

SSR

0.76

0.67

WOM

0.52

0.43

LOY

0.51

0.35

TRST

0.44

0.33

SAT

0.28

0.07

The R2 values indicate a good explanation of the model based on the proposed constructs. For
the dependent variables, the variance in the explanation of loyalty and WOM are above 50%.
Q2 parameter from the cross-validation test of Stone-Geisser measures the predictive
relevance of the model’s constructs with a blindfolding procedure (Chin, 1998) and its values
ensure the predictive validity of the model (Q2 >0 in all cases).
The DJ-Negative emotions, PJ-Positive emotions and negative emotions-trust paths are not
significant. The rest of the paths are significant and exceed the limit value of 0.2 in all cases,
except in the negative emotions-loyalty, negative emotions-SSR and positive emotions-trust
which, with values of -0.13, -0.14 and 0.19, have a weaker impact.
The goodness-of-fit (GoF) index for PLS models (Tenenhaus et al., 2005) assesses the quality
of the measurement model and the structural model, with a result of 0.65. Figure 2 shows the
results for the model.

Figure 2. Results obtained from the research model

5. Conclusions and managerial implications
Contribution to existing research
This study makes a contribution to the scientific research literature on SSR proposing a
model that analyzes loyalty and WOM following an SR. To this end, it analyzes the effects of
perceived justice –separately in its distributive, procedural and interactional dimensions– on
SSR and on emotions. Trust is as a fundamental mediator combining the influence of
emotions and of SSR and influencing the marketing variables of attitude and behavior, such
as satisfaction –through SSR–, WOM –together with cumulative satisfaction– and loyalty –
together with positive emotions–. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this research
pioneers in the study of the influence of emotions on trust in a SR context and in analyzing
the dual mediating role of trust on cumulative satisfaction and loyalty. The explanation of the
variance in overall satisfaction is 27.5% which is noteworthy as a R2 greater than 0.10 is
considered high in the majority of studies (Gustafsson, 2009) and an explanation of loyalty
greater than 50%. The explained variance of SSR is over 73%.
The lower influence of negative emotions on loyalty and trust may have its origin in the
problems of Spanish purchasers that state they have had with their online purchases (Urueña,
2009) which subsequently led to the complaint behavior: 59.5% of people who had an
incident in 2008, had a bad experience due to logistics issues. Indeed, one out of every four

people affected claimed delays in receiving the product or service. Payment problems were
also common, mainly caused by mistakenly being charged twice (9.3%).
Another common problem in online shopping is that the product or service purchased does
not match what was offered on the website. Specifically, one out of every three purchasers
who experienced some difficulty in their shopping during 2008 cites this problem as the
cause. Firstly, 32.7% of the people affected by this problem state that it was a
misunderstanding on their part –the product information on the website was correct–.
Secondly, consumers reported several other causes with similar percentages: around 30%
assert that the online store sent the wrong product and only 15.3% say that the information on
the website was incomplete.
Due to the fact that, in many cases, logistical and payment problems have their origin in
provider companies who operate under their own trade name, and not handled directly by the
B2C-EC platform, these may be situational and beyond the control of the B2C-EC vendor
(McColl-Kennedy and Smith, 2006). Customers' misunderstandings in ordering the wrong
product may be internal, generating emotions of shame or guilt (McColl-Kennedy and Smith,
2006). Other studies (Smith and Ellsworth, 1985) state that emotions are more intense when
the perception of SR is under the direct control of the service provider. Therefore, negative
emotions generated towards oneself or towards organizations viewed as separate from the
B2C-EC platform have no influence on loyalty and trust towards B2C-EC. In addition, as this
is a study on generic B2C-EC, another explanation for the lower influence of negative
emotions is that no specific company names have been used. This result emphasizes then the
need of taking into consideration positive emotions in SSR processes, since they have a
significant influence on loyalty and trust.
Managerial implications
The need to generate positive emotions in a process of complaint, lowering negative emotions
is an important aspect for management. Customers are not buying just a product or service
from a company; they are buying the total experience around its consideration, purchase, use
and service –even the customer service as part of the consumer experience.
A relevant point relates to the implications associated to justice. Firstly, despite the fact that
IJ and PJ have more influence on perceived justice, paying sufficient attention to the DJ
dimension is also important. PJ has the strongest influence on perceived justice. When a
problem appears in a B2C-EC SR, it looks like consumers value positively the company’s
efforts and procedures to reestablish the service as soon as possible. The existence of a
tangible compensation policy does not raise perceived justice considerably.
Although IJ is the “no-cost action” of the dimensions of justice (Chebat and Slusarczyk,
2005; Weiss et al., 1999; DeWitt et al., 2008), a good customer care service is an important
investment. If there is a large number of incidents (requests for information, complaints, etc.)
it will be difficult to have good IJ when problems arise. Therefore, in the first place it is
advisable to get one step ahead of complaints by encouraging customers to give reviews on
the products and logistics services, for example. This information, duly processed, can lead to
take measures (removing products, providers, etc.) that will help prevent complaint behavior.

Support from senior management is important in order to improve IJ. The active participation
of managers in real complaint cases in customer service centers, the existence of complaint,
loyalty and satisfactory resolution indicators, and monitoring and studying IJ in real
complaint cases will help to involve the whole company in defining and managing SR
policies.
Another important aspect is training employees in how to manage customer emotions
(especially positive emotions) in a complaint situation through role-playing and techniques to
detect emotions in telephone conversations or e-mails while being aware of the difficulties
this process entails in an online environment due to the lack of face-to-face interaction with
the customer. Providing employees with the technological resources (webcams for
videoconferences, for example) that enable them to recognize more accurately customers'
emotions and the appropriate training can improve the quality of the interaction.
Finally, generating trust through SSR and positive emotions, with procedures in line with the
customer's shopping track record and the problems experienced, with the appropriate
information systems, will provide greater loyalty. If a company wishes to generate positive
WOM, maximizing as much cumulative satisfaction as possible through SSR and trust is
important. Therefore, triggering consumer’s trust after a complaint behavior becomes a
challenge to B2C-EC companies.
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Appendix A. Survey items
Construct

Code
DJ1
DJ2

Distributive Justice

DJ3
DJ4
DJ5
PJ1
PJ2

Procedural Justice

PJ3
PJ4
PJ5

The e-commerce store tried to resolve the problem as soon as possible.

IJ1

The e-commerce store's employees showed an interest in my problem.
The e-commerce store's employees did everything possible to resolve my
problem.
The e-commerce store's employees were honest when dealing with my
problem.
The e-commerce store's employees showed that they had enough authority
to resolve the problem.
The e-commerce store's employees looked after me politely to resolve the
problem.
The e-commerce store's employees showed an interest in being fair in the
solution to the problem.
The treatment and communication with the e-commerce store's employees
to resolve the problem were acceptable.
I am satisfied with the resolution of the problem.

IJ2
IJ3
Interactional Justice

IJ4
IJ5
IJ6
IJ7
SOL1
SOL2

SSR

EMOC1

I am satisfied with the way in which my problem was resolved.
I am satisfied with the procedure (working method) and resources used to
solve the problem.
In my opinion, the e-commerce store provided a satisfactory solution to my
problem.
I am satisfied with the solution provided by the company
I felt angry with the response to my claim

EMOC2

I felt offended by the response to my claim

SOL3
SOL4
SOL5

Negative emotions

Positive emotions

Indicators
Taking into account the problems caused and the time lost, the
compensation I received from the e-commerce store was acceptable.
The e-commerce store took the appropriate compensation measures to
resolve the problem.
The efforts made by the e-commerce store were sufficient to offer
satisfactory compensation.
I think that the e-commerce store was quite fair in the compensation to
resolve the problem they caused me.
In general, the e-commerce store was able to adequately compensate for the
problems I had experienced in service delivery.
I think that my problem was resolved properly.
I think that the e-commerce store has good policies and practices for
dealing with problems.
In spite of the problems caused by the e-commerce store, they were able to
respond appropriately.
The e-commerce store showed flexibility in solving the problem.

EMOC3

I felt disappointed with the response to my claim

EMOC4

I felt happy on receiving the response to my claim

EMOC5

I felt pleased on receiving the response to my claim

EMOC6

I felt joy on receiving the response to my claim

TRU1

E-commerce stores deserve their customers' trust

TRU2

E-commerce stores are honest and keep their promises

LOY1

I do not intend to change to one of the e-commerce store's competitors.

Trust

Loyalty

WOM

Cumulative Satisfaction

LOY3

I am going to purchase more services from this services company in the
future.
I am going to visit this e-commerce store again.

WOM1

I am going to recommend e-commerce stores.

WOM2

I would be delighted to recommend online shopping to other purchasers.

WOM3

I will recommend using the Internet for shopping to other purchasers.

SATI1

I like shopping over the Internet.

SATI2

I am delighted with my experience of Internet shopping.

SATI3

I am satisfied with my decision to shop over the Internet.

LOY2
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