ERNFHIR
FEIBE 4\ 2837

Journal of Marketing Science
Vol. 3 No. 4 December 2007 . 28 —37

WRBEY JBR AT RO

OB RO T — A ENSAE SRR SO P OC T IR S AN B IR R B AFTE R e . IE3CEIA
T A 30T B RIS 2 300 B A MR 2 i P S I 0 5 IR 95 A R R R g 2% 30 B e A R — B S B 55
ABF IS A BT AR R R . SCEE VS B AT T R S AU IR IO JE R B IR RTE T TR

ZERRY A AR ML B

SRS KR I B R

R S5 AN IR = HE B S5 S IR RO PR

0 3=

e EWJLE D AR Z O 8 A S TRk
55 AR 12X 1R e BRI 55 2R DI A B SRR T X JB 2 1)
PEA LA B AT R B ) B 52 I ( Andreassen, 2001 ;
Hess, Ganesan #I Klein, 2003; MdcColl-
Kennedy, Daus #1 Sparks, 2003), 3k £ 19
B IE I A =R 3 T ie ik 55 A& 7 A0 51 I 2k A
far e 35 BRI AT e 7 L 78 I 55 A b B 55
RGN R T 58 ek e 1 . — B B 55 2%
R 4 X T 5 R L B T X 2 D ) R
PR E AR . O A T R AR A 1Y
P HARAS —ASE R T B A AT A (Almquists
Heaton F1 Hall,2002) , 11 4 2% i iz 55 b a8 &

O WIREE , bR R He A Fl 2 B 8 4 R I BE
% 44 S0, E-mail : rungting@ gsm. pku. edu. cn

@ BRWT A A2 T 57 5y K2 B R A= BE RO, b
SR AOLARE H 2 Bi A 24 1, E-mail: chenke@
uibe. edu. cn

@ MhAER 56 H AL 30 R# BOR 5 H A E AR
F0Fl F4F , E-mail: C. Lin@duke. edu

@ fEF IR E K A RBF A TUH (70502012)
R A e 55 A T o TS 75 il R R I Y B R A6 B
24 VF 5 X A% SO AR i 2 5 AL

28

XF B2 460 4% 1) 22 36 b BE G F B AR B S B
1156 T Al 19 1E T 45 2 HE 5 A B (Kelly,
Hoffman Fl Davis,1993) , {H &%t F I 55 #b Kk ik
TE 20 KR BE b R M B 25 18 W96 25 J32 R A 9 JBE 4 2
HBETE WA —BWE L. AU &, 76 &
149 IR 55 b R =2 I B 5 1 8 R KT 23 BB SRk
A2 5 I 55 2 DL ) Jost 2 5 i 55 2 DS A 1 it
B JE 7K 5 (Smith 1 Bolton,1998; Tax,Brown
F1 Chandrashekaran, 1998) , B ffr 18 19 IR 55 #b &
1% 18 (service recovery paradox,SRP); [ #:4 W}
FER I, — H R A I 55 2% M, RV 42 it 45 o %5 5¢
2 AR RSB T B 5 ) T R T v R A2 B R 5
S g 77 A= B/ B9 7K S (Andreassen, 2001; Bolton
1 Drew, 1991; McCollough, Berry #1 Yadav,
2000) . A K55 AR PR E SR NG i AR A
X » At 2 B B IR 55 A ROTE RO B RE—
A 0 R R A ) IR 55 2 i B T
MK 7 A BIESE g BB Il 23X A ) R, AR SCH
Boulding 55 A (1993) £ X It 55 5 42t ¥4 ) XU
IR 5] F I 55 #b R B, 58 ) X 4 AT e
BB (will expectation) il “ 5 1% ] B ” (should
expectation) 7& B 2 1§ 2= s AL b i /R L 42
HE R RORCR 5 0 2% R 2 ) R — B TR
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B2 (expectation) — F & B &% i 7 A AR 55
B i B 58— A JE R R AR, B A
(perception) —EE A A J2 PR 7 B 25 1k T J3E 1) ol L
K. RS9 & I B AF A 2 2 AL (Tse F
Wilton, 1988; Zeithaml, Berry #lI Parasuraman,
1991), ##s Boulding % A (1993) By B.45. © A
SCHR e AT DL A3 S TR 2 i) . BRI A 22
(predictive expectation) Fl#{ {5 #] 22 (normative
expectation) , FHIN I B2 32 L 48 X A Ok BIAE &
A b 2 BT 5 R 20 B ) S — b AR B 1 T
R B B e S O RS 00 . LS R iz a8
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FEBATNH B A G M 55 BTk /Y sh AR AL, ]
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TRZ5 5 B o 2 R 1 7K 7 B2 8 T AT RE D
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P 09 22 5 T 25 SRR ) I 55 B RE 6% B 4 b A
TR UL 25 100 0 T K- RN AT i Ie) o 53 A T fig
GRR N 2 ) B B A T 2t 20 B T 4R v X
R A T R Y B R 12 301 B X JA 2 il A 5 T
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ABEFERY B R PR E IR 55 b R
T B P B il AR S RO L PR R AT AT fiE
SHY BRI O 32 40 B A AL G g A 3 I 55 A SR 4T I
T, 5% A TR DR I X IR 55 SR i R LA
PR B R B AE . X TR 55 A R
SR, T BE B AR 0 X T R 55 b RO AR ok 2

A B IR B TN 3 A 40 B R T O X I 55 4
BRI EN R RN ¥ s W B 98 0 % X IR 55 Ab
SR AR v N R A AT A — R R X RO B 2
EII RS RE NN R N o R E EU=NIUR A P ]
et He N KA WZ I A0 2R e B h A S
S IRl % Il 55 4D 0 R BE 40 B R R 5% B K 2% 1)
FEIE AR o B AR 2 O T — R
WERX GBI — HE R Rz B84 i
07 127 391 B ) BT B gy T O R X — KR B
NLZ AW a2 AT

O T B 2% 0 = LA K IR 45 B A Y F 9 R R SR
FH T IR B 22 A A (Oliver, 1977) 1 R J %
T Y PR E BB R BN O i R e O 2 X
iz 55 J5 £ 19 J2% R R 6T i 55 Jo i 1 40 B2 2 JR] ) 22
PR ETE S 0 R A 22 2 TF ) i BRI R 55 17 J8%
JHUER 2ok 0T IR 55 1 B B LS 4 O Pl s 2R
XA 22 R A 1 A BIDXT IR 55 08 SRR T 0 Al 55
B 301 RS 2 DO 2 AN il o R R AN Y T R
HT 22 A 246 X6 1 1) DR /N R 5 22 B OKC L it 7
AN R BE B . HN DR T IR 55 D Ry F Y
( Andreassen, 2001; Bitner, 1990; Smith FI
Bolton,2002) 4% >k H T & n-1 BB AL, (H 2
I BN % 28 1 ] e 30 2R 04 1 L OF B0 TR
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Berry 1 Yadav(2000) 42 it % X iz 55 #b K ) 19 22
E SR O T MR 55 B A e AR e 55 R IUR
W2 AT 2 8 87, Maxham FIl Netemeyer
(2002) W R 1 A0l g ARE & A . 72 X b
SCF o BAWEFEAE R 55 #0 RCRE 75 A7 R0 52 1 8 B 43
Kl FARE T H AT E AR .

FATHAE Boulding % A (1993) 4 H 1Yy 1 Fif
0128 5% ) R 55 J5 kR R B A RS I
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Swan, 1989) , 40 5 Xf B 42 28 H 0 Ik 55 N G 09 i
B A% IR 55 7 i T R DA SR A ik 55 BL
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ACHRIE W R E R S R E
(transactional) F1 2 FH ¥4 5 = & (cumulative) ,
A2 Ty P U A B O A e — R 55 28 B 1Y BV B O
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R SR A — iR B L O T A
LA S AR 2N TN B3 N S a1
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Bitner (1990) fHF 5 B0 Gk 13X — s o 1t 2 BB &
XF TR 55 28 5 W V- 5 88 AR 1 IR 55 5 ek (i 55 I
EWEREE O X TR S5 B A B R A ED
PR EEAROG . HG Al — 22 3 o GIE S X TR [A] i 55
22 Sy W B 5 T & T R 55 T I T A R 4R
B I A6 5 (Oliver #1 Swan, 1989; Suprenant
Fl Soloman,1987) , — M 1& &L T« W 55 # FF A W
Bl DX 58 By M A R B B B (Oliver,
1993) o A 5T, B AT A3 5 55 e 55 b R iE
X — G, BAR Ry A RO 0 Bl R L IR
55 % WSO 0 W R R e b A RO R R
(post-recovery satisfaction) J& 38 IR 55 #b K J5 Ji
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P<<WE<CSE., T4 3k H 2% &1 38 22 6] 1
250, Ok WA I R 25 B O B S AT R R 2
[] 0 2 SR 5 N i T 2 ] 25 R . FRATTIA
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X LA B =i A B0 B 23 A i B T R NS
2 55 b Btz 18 77 Az B BRI s BRI B4 iR 55 b
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55 b RAFIE T REAS 22 HH B

3 gL

FEXAR B T~ MR 3, T Tiz ] Sk £ i —
— A28 T R 55 A ROUE SN (P LR % W 7 (SED
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(SRP) = A= 1y 5%, SEEAF 9% ok H 45 2 15 5 1
[ 45 )8 2% ¥ (scenario-based survey) (Z& {1 B9 #F
5% W, Smith,Bolton il Wagner,1999), 3 & —#f
YE S IR BT S AR AT 5 ) 19 1) 35 155 55 o [l 22 AH iz
AR, 3 5 ¥ AR AT B AR A LE A T 3 T T2
AT FE BT CH I, 5C 8 = £ ¥ Ccritical incident
technique) ) 7€ % 45 J< W i & sz 1w 7 1l 5F ELAR
Kk

AT T AT W AE 18] 4 Y IR 55 AT
o AEEEAT ML A 2 R 22 B0 9 & T & A B
Wi RZ DA TERME LDy [, &I
A5 Ml B 25 1) B A A LA S A A — )
PR TR BT AT — 5 10 IR 55 b AL 0 B AR TR AT
M AE A iz 55 A RO BE O 28 10 BRAE 2 1 7 B S
ke (kb an, Hess, Ganesan #l1 Klein, 2003; Smith
I Bolton, 2002 X ¥k ¥ 2 & F4F [E . 2005)
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4 HUEDWES

i I R A A S DR 200 4y AT L
FEA N 157 Ao REARRSA ST R 2. R
KOHE T DL A BN T G AR ) L A9 e A
7 o AF- % R D o3 A FORAT A R TR S AR
AR o3 A RS E 2]

®2 BEAOSITHE

AOSGHTE 7k E B/ %
] 52. 87
e 5y 47.13
20 # LI 5.10
20~24 % 34,39
25~29 % 24, 20
TR 30~34 % 16. 56
35~39 % 8.28
40 Z LI I 11. 46
AELLTF 26.75
Eyi] AP} 44,59
AR B 28. 66
<1000 31.17
1001~3000 29, 22
OPNEE I UN
3001~5000 22.73
=>5000 16. 88

XF = A B B ) 0 B I AT AR BE T
Y153 T4 5 19 Cronbach’s Alpha &%, ¥ 44
0.85. Jpdl Xt =~ Bir Be i 3 5 2 12 1 SPSS
7 53 s 45 B0 B 2 fr AR R AR
(explained variance) W13 3 frsn. M55 & Wi
(i B i, — AP AL R T 66, 54 06 (AR
S RS MW R R R T 81. 9100 (i AR
S5 AN ROT YW R RE DR TR R T 84, 4300 (AR
5o TR R AR AT SO

R3 ZHERABASEINENEFINER

A F# 7
1 15 - ;
5K LB K W e W F
Satl 0.75 0.88 0.90
Sat2 0. 88 0.92 0.92
Sat3 0.81 0.92 0.94
PRI F Y 66. 54 81.91 84,43

H1~H3 438 7 Mk 55 #b Kot 16 7] Btk By
S A B> T A B A SRR A JB % 55 b R
Iz B i, FRATT A IR 7 G R v Ry
FEM T — SR bR AN — 2L KOS
“RCIZI R 22 )OS — B, X A I Y L
REN AT RE AR — B (P =5. 12 B ¥
T RN R — (B = 5. 0D)
(p<<0.00), X—5&5 5 Boulding (1993) % A 42
L0 Y AT B B BRI T 0 0 N A AR A . IR 2
H ] B 2 RN R i 0 B 2 ] YOG &R L 6 T TR AE
149 IR 55 %0 KBS g o IR AT AT RE TR S — B0
TR R A R — B

BATRAHATHMELE BB KK HL~
H3, [R] i 2R FH Logit [m1 13 43 81 F R % 3 B2 AN
—HO IR S5 AN IS T AR R R ¢ R T LA
FR () AR B 53 AT ERHL R N 2% V) R 2 A S — B
B HIRSANRAF IR A 1 B T Logit [8l)H 1
AL LA A4 7= A b RO 18 19 AT RE P 19 AR B 4 B
TR 12 B A — U 5

FATHYE P-WE A~ —ZUF P-SE A —F 4
I AEA AT 4320, %5 — 241 )y P-WE &5 P-SE
N — A o0 0 5 s (AN RBLT0 ) 1 o0 #B K F 4D
FIREA, N=89; 5 — 4 P-WE A — 8 (=
TP KT 4) 1 P-SE A — 8 # % (R 223745 /)
THET OMHEARN=410; 5 =4 ZMM A%
1303 BB Cit 3R VF 43 B/ T4 T O I HEA,
N=28, izt Kl —— b 1T A FEALENR
S B AP B R M S OGRS
WA 4 R,

XF T8 — 2, 2SRRI ) IR L RT R R
FN %02 (B WE<CSE<CP) i, b RS 9 1 25
BE BN 5. 66) 25 15 T Ik 55 2% Wi i) il 2
(BB 5. 01), p<<0. 01, iz 55 #h Kotz it b 2
Hl 23 % £, X — X &5 Smith fil Bolton

O B AERSANRAER TRIRAT 7 HERR
FE KT A B 5,67 A1 B0 32 7% T2 S 0 Y R SO 2 g T AR iz
BOSUIER 5 123 4 T 7R JBRE o AR B b R R B A (M
THEETHMN BT,
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(1998) FF 58 — 3 .

X F 5 A R RO WA N i
T AASHR 7T g 01 22 (B WE<CP<CSE) B, 2K i
O 2 B (o 4. 66) FLAN RS Y Tl 2
(KA R A 42) Z %A W3 2206 (p=0. 17, i)t
S ANKRCFE IS B, H2 B3 i — 25 s
McCollough, Berry FiI Yadav (2000) iy % ¥ #H
W5 .

X5 =20 25 AR RO IR T P e 4 B CRD
P<<WE<CSE) i, #M K i) 3l 5= B (A 4. 13)
AR T R WOHT i R B (B 4. 90D,
»<<0.01,H3 55|+,

GBI E R 58 UE T B R %, H1 ~
H3 #5453 2 7 385 %8 il 55 A iy vl B 1 227

NI R X TR RS R ) = IS AE AE AN )
FEEE RIS . A B IX 4> 3 A RE A% 5 o
0 b A TR SR A 0 R 7 A Y R RSSO
FIN N IR 55 45 44 2 0 2 3 B A K P O 1% 0028
SE) B} SR B I 55 A BorE e A 4 s #h R SS
FIAAER H T 5 30 2R AR wfE K A5 IR 45 b Rt 18
2RSS KT B R TR L R RS A T
AT RE S T R T R . A AR PR
—HUE AR TR i T A X 0 AN [ 4 30 B8 v
LI

FATF B R F Logit WA/ J7 i 56 3F P-SE
Z ] 1) 22 5 X6 IR 45 40 ROPE S A R . B 55 b Rk
PR HRAE AL SO D KOS R Y T R S T R
IR S5 R T T . B R 0-1 AR,
1 AR MRS AR I8 B, 0 F7R IR 55 b i 18
WA KA. RATAEES T A OG0 7E & 1 5 A
AT RIE L B e A P-WE A —E25 &L B S
A P-SE AN — 3028 &L 255 75 58 [l A A5 AL figg B¢
fie J1 A8 Ak

M4 WS RE W AT AN R
B SR H P-WE AS— S0 &2 Jii % iz 55 40 KO 81
TLRE T LA — 5 AR R L W0 AR 55 b RO IS A A
B, P-WE AN — R IE 7] 3 i — A 54, #bh Rt
W H IR Codds ratio) B exp (0. 94) =
2.56, {HJE5| AN %I )5 . P-SE Z [a] 1) 22

F4 LogitEAFKR

A0 A A2 A 3
CHBD 0.53" (0.17) 0.95" (0.49) —4. 14 (1.1 —7.03"" (1.54)
£ 51 —0.38(0.34) —0.38(0.38) —0.22(0.45)
AE —0.11€0. 11> —0.05(0.12) 0.01(0.15)
WA 0.07(0.15) 0.02(0.16) —0.06€0.19)
P-WE R —% 0. 94" (0. 20) 0.32(0. 24)
P-SE R — % 1.2977 (0.2
He 5l (Hit Ratio, %) 63.00 62.29 70.78 81.17
— 2log(likelihood) 200. 92 169. 71 133.13
Nagelkerke R 75 0.01 0.19 0.37
Cox & Snell R J7 0.02 0.27 0. 50

W % p<<0.10; xx p<C0.05;

wxx p<0. 015 51 Sy Xof i 28 BICH A i 2
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B RT L E AT CE n H R  JIR S5 b RbE 8
() 2 A B 1) fif R BB 0 A5 381 T AR K42 L e B
P-WE 2 [H] {1 22 I B 48 J0 1 35 52 Wi IR 45 #h %
I (p=0.19), P-SE {4 22 i 4 1 1] 4
T — A~ B A o IR 5 RO I HE B O B4 30
exp(l.29)=3. 63, 345 5% NAK 2 % £F
T SCI BRI R JE% T BB U R 2 (]
1 22 B (P-WE) AN i b % o iff 1 4 W7 1 55 #b Rk
FEIS B B, SRR R i 0] PR 2 A) B 22 B
(P-SE) A 2 ¥ 5 Mz 55 #h foA 16 3050 15 42 1

5 e

AW AR T R [ A 9] ER A IR 55
bR T X I B R AR AL B HEAE
Wt 1R 55 Ab R nT e B L0 T ) B A o e
B T AT =i AE JE o IHE 2R D i A6 iR 55 b 4
585G TR 55 b BOtE 18 1 A8 B2 48 T R AR
A TR R IR T 2 AR ZE R TR 55 4b R
o B

B AR (EL AT AR BIF 5 22 i A B 98 A 2 X
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How Does Service Recovery Paradox Happen? The Role of Should Expectation
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This paper proposes a theoretical framework to explain the inconsistent findings about the occurrence of

service recovery paradox. The authors differentiate will ex pectation and should ex pectation to examine the effects of

service recovery on satisfaction. Empirical evidences support that the disconfirmation between perception and should

expectation is the direct and influential determinant of service recovery paradox.

implications are discussed.
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