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Abstract The proliferation of the revolutionary “customer-provider” interfacing methods subject to 

the new era of technology has set the financial sector under a continuum in terms of disadvantages of 

self. A new required modus operandi in context to service recovery strategies is challenging “the 

black box mentality,” emphasizing conceptualization of the customers’ behaviorism and, even more, 

that of their phenomenological cognizant stance. Highly ignored as a perspective in conceptualizing 

service recovery strategies, this study assesses constructivism—reviving meaning to the customers’ 

mental stand in context to the awakened failure and pre- and post-recovery expectations. 

Approaching service recovery strategies through service failure typologies and numerous 

antecedents in self, prior research has assigned open questions to the subject of self: what recovery 

strategy satisfies a customer, and how do expectations differ from one customer to another? Although 

some considered these questions as rhetorical, heterogeneity in terms of customers’ inclinations 

challenges practitioners daily with myopic encounters, and a rupture between the customer prospect 

and the recovery is provided. In this study, the “what” and “how” questions guide the elucidation of 

service failure and recovery strategies, which is to bond the right recovery with each customer, 

generating a theoretical construct applicable to commercial banks in developing countries.  
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Introduction 

Service as a concept is prone to conceptualization conflicts, remarking a complexity 

in the phenomenon of the self. Scholars have undoubtedly enriched the service 

discipline, though the framing of the service concept in context to failures and 

recovery strategies remains unanswered. Complexity within has directed scholars of 

different disciplines to service recovery strategies, including production and 

management (Craighead, Karwan, & Miller, 2004), business (Choi & Mattila, 2008), 

marketing (Sivakumar, Li, & Dong, 2014), consumer behavior (Argo, White, & 

Dahl, 2006), and service industry (Casado-Diaz & Nicolau-Gonzalbez, 2009). 

Focusing on macro and systematic reasoning grounds, the literature on service 

recovery strategy examines issues under this spectrum, which is theoretically 

conceptualizing beyond the introspection of customers when encountering a service 

failure aiming to identify practical solutions assigned to the problematization. 
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Different elements are assigned to the lacuna between customers and the provider 

when a failure awakens, starting from customers being anonymous in their 

complaints, thus hindering providers the ability to comprehend customers’ 

conceptualization on the failure and to them being “heterogeneous” (Sivakumar, Li, 

& Dong, 2014) in their recovery strategy expectations. The issue appears to be even 

more complex when online encounters are considered. To validate this situation, 

Ozuem and Lancaster (2014) argued that “extant literature on service failure and 

recovery tends to blindly adopt existing recovery strategies in traditional marketing 

programmes into computer-mediated marketing environments (CMMEs)” (p. 144). 

Subject to diminishing the aforementioned issues, providers reach the “service 

recovery paradox,” which “refers to the effect that an outcome variable (e.g., 

satisfaction) is greater for a customer that has experienced a failure and a high 

recovery effort when compared to a customer that has experienced no failure” 

(Matos, Henrique, & Rossi, 2007, p. 64). Otherwise, customers will be subject to the 

double deviation effect, which means customers are being “doubly faced with a 

service failure, the initial service failure and the failed service recovery” (Casado-

Diaz & Nicolau-Gonzalbez, 2009, pp. 1659–1669), a situation that directs providers 

in a stance where deciphering the mental encryption of dissatisfied customers is a 

very arduous activity.  

Based on the above-mentioned issue, providing successful recovery strategies 

continues to be situated under customer’s cognitive stance and the way they assign 

meaning to expectations. Considering this issue, and the limited research in 

underdeveloped countries, this present study aims to use a social constructivist 

perspective to develop a theoretical construct that can be applied to online banking 

service failure and recovery strategies in transition economies with a particular focus 

on the Kosovan banking sector. Holstein and Gubrium (2008) relate research on 

constructivism with two questions: “what is constructed and how the construction 

process unfolds” (p. 5), directing the perspective of the present study.  

1. Conceptual Clarification and Discussion 

The term “service failure” encountered a proliferation in its usage by both scholars 

and practitioners, in the last two decades (Ozuem & Lancaster, 2014). Service 

failure, as a term, can easily be conceptualized, and the definitions in the extant 

literature reflect a trajectory of meaning from a common ground. Traced back to its 

early elucidation, Bell and Zemke (1987, p. 32) stated that service failure “happens 

every time our experience of service falls painfully short of expectations.” 

Consistent with the above-mentioned interpretation on the domain of the “customer 

expectation,” Sivakumar, Li, and Dong (2014) stated that “service failure entails 

negative disconfirmation when service performance falls below expectations” (p. 

46). Yet service failure as a phenomenon is immensely complex, prone to 

misconceptions and gaps reflected in the extant literature and with higher emphasis 

to practitioners. According to the extant literature on service failure, scholars have 
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been marching through a common ground of the research scope. Though studies on 

service failure have been enriching the literature, an unsolved puzzle exists in the 

extant research, and additional contribution is necessary.  

The primary idea that explains this complexity generates specifically from the 

differences among customers’ recovery expectations and the myopic perception of 

customers’ constructivism standpoints in terms of their prospects (Bell & Zemke, 

1987; Rust & Oliver, 2000). An additional source of complexity in conceptualizing 

the service failure is the divergence within findings on the influence that “customer-

provider relationship” has to customers’ expectations respectively to customers’ 

satisfaction with the recovery provided (Hess, Ganesa, & Klein, 2003; Hui, Ho, & 

Wan, 2011). Subject to a criticizing stimuli, Hess et al. (2003) illustrated this 

phenomenon with their questions of self as follows: “Researchers agree about the 

importance of relationships during service failure and recovery, but they do not 

present consistent or conclusive findings as to whether relationships serve to buffer 

or magnify the negative impact of failures on overall satisfaction” (p. 128). The lack 

of a structured paradigm on how compact should the relationship be between the 

provider and the customer situated scholars and practitioners in a vicious circle. The 

first group was exposed to ambiguities, such as under what direction they should 

approach the research of failure recovery strategies, and the second lacked the 

disavowing episteme on what behavioral stance to take when failures awaken and 

under what grounds to justify decisions on the recovery choices. Complexity within 

the subject is explained by others who consider the customers’ perspective on 

failure, identifying them with unsuccessful recoveries. In relation to this, Bougie, 

Pieters, and Zeelenberg (2003) argued that “most of dissatisfied customers generally 

do not bother to complain” (p. 390), situating providers in a position where they do 

not comprehend the need to provide any recovery strategy. 

In a macro perspective, the literature on service recovery has been organized into 

two fronts. The first front is composed of scholars who are interested on generating 

failure typologies and the exegesis within them (Bell & Zemke, 1987; Bitner, 

Booms, & Tetreault, 1990; Keaveney, 1995; Meuter, Ostrom, Roundtree, & Bitner, 

2000; Holloway & Beatty, 2003; Choi & Mattila, 2008). The second front includes 

scholars who aim to conceptualize recovery strategies by examining customers 

together with antecedents after the failure and recovery experience (Ringber, 

Odekerken-Schroder, & Christensen, 2007; Dong, Evans, & Zou, 2008; Schoefer & 

Diamantopoulos, 2009; Ozuem & Lancaster, 2014).   Traced back to the research 

roots, the service failure types in context to traditional services (i.e., face-to-face 

encounters) generated by subsequent research are contingent with the twofold 

service failures of Bell and Zemke (1987): process and outcome. The former 

emphasizes “what getting the service should be like” (p. 32), and the latter refers to 

the means of the final outcome.  
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In context to self-service technologies and incorporating to some degree online 

services, subject to analysis of customers’ dissatisfaction, Meuter, Ostrom, 

Roundtree, and Bitner (2000) introduced the four grounded service failure 

typologies. Evocating the myopic reflection of the virtual provider-customer 

encounter and to some extent illustrating interpersonal services and self services 

through a juxtaposition stance, Meuter et al. (2000) generated these categorizations 

of technological service failures: (1) technology failure, (2) process failure, (3) poor 

design, and (4) customer-driven failure. As provided by the original authors, 

delineations with examples on each of the failure type are as follows (p. 57): 

Technology failure—interface medium breakdowns that obstruct the use of services 

(e.g., a broken ATM). Process failures—a failure that awakens after the customer 

has completed interacting with the technological service medium; most likely the 

customer will recognize the failure after some time has passed from the interaction 

(e.g., a customer has ordered and paid online for a product, but he/she never 

received it). Poor design—awakens failures as blended design problems; first, the 

technology design problem that refers to the technological service mediums 

(whether it is a website, ATM, or any other) lacking “how-to-use clarifications,” and 

second, the service design problem that encounters issues related to the service itself 

rather than to the medium (e.g., a prolonged period required for the money to be 

transferred from an ATM to a customer’s account). Customer-driven failure—

failures endangered by the customers’ own fault (e.g., a customer cannot recall 

his/her personal identification number required to make the online transaction).  

The interest of others lies in conceptualizing how customers assign meaning to 

service recovery efforts and satisfaction on the grounds of justice, i.e., fairness 

received within the recovery experience. Given this situation, Wirtz and Mattila 

(2004) utilized distributive, procedural, and interactional justice dimensions to 

examine the influence of selves on customers’ satisfaction with the recovery 

experience and the customers’ behavior (i.e., negative word of mouth and 

repatronage intent) due to the satisfaction perceived. Based on Smith et al.’s (1999) 

definitions of distributive justice (“the perceived outcome”) and procedural justices 

(“the processes, policies and rules by which recovery effort decisions are made”) 

(Wirtz and Mattila, 2004, p. 151), Wirtz and Mattila granted compensation to the 

former and response speed to the latter, as two possible moderators of fairness. They 

defined interactional fairness as the “treatment during the service recovery process, 

including an apology, perceived helpfulness, courtesy, and empathy of the service 

staff in dealing with the recovery” (p. 151) and examined it under the apology. The 

study underlines the examination of service failures subject to no monetary 

consequences to the customer (i.e., that of a delay in a restaurant), allowing the 

following criticism - different outcome may be generated if otherwise. Emphasizing 

this condition, whether or not three dimensions of fairness were mutually influential 

to customers’ perception, procedural and interactional justices appear to have a 

greater influence because compensation does not affect satisfaction when an 
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immediate response and an apology are granted, and when in contrary; yet when one 

of these two dimensions of justices is not achieved, compensation plays a great part 

in enhancing customers’ satisfaction (p. 162). Following these findings and 

circumstances, the recovery strategy pack recommended by authors can be 

generalized into a single golden rule: “immediate recovery with an apology (but no 

compensation),” (p. 162) directing the provider across a cost-effective recovery 

strategy (p. 162). 

2. Conclusion and Managerial Implications 

Service failure recovery and recovery strategies are prone to myopic delineations 

generating within literal questions along with parochial responses to them. The 

recovery strategy typology proposed by Miller, Craighead, and Karwan (2000) is 

categorized into two: psychological and tangible recovery strategies. The former 

includes empathy and apology, whereas the latter involves compensation relative to 

the perceived failure, and value added at that (p. 390). The core essence of the 

findings the aforementioned study in context to recovery types corresponds to the 

following: the providing of blended recovery strategies is admired, yet a sole 

apology will not be enough for the customer. By contrast, any extra compensation 

enhances customers’ perception (p. 397). Another recommended recovery strategy is 

co-creation. Defined as “the degree to which the customer is involved in taking 

actions to respond to a service failure” (Dong et al., 2008, p. 126), co-creation 

recovery strategy appears to be successful particularly in co-created services, 

identified with higher satisfaction, better recovery time management, and intention 

to co-create in the future (Dong et al., 2008). Others consider social comparison an 

effective recovery strategy in “situations where customers cannot be compensated 

for the loss arising from a service failure” (Bonfield & Cole, 2008, p. 574). 

Consistent with previous studies, such as those of Choi & Choi, 2014; Harris, Mohr, 

& Bernhardt, 2006; Though Kau & Loh, 2006, the present study concludes that an 

effective recovery strategy is utilized if employees know what recovery strategy to 

provide and are empowered to do so. Thus, they should be trained to perfectly 

conceptualize customers’ expectations and have the right to make recovery 

decisions.  
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