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Abstract 

Service recovery strategies have become exceedingly important as a tool to retain 

customer confidence after service failures. We examined the effects of apology vs. ingratiation 

service recovery communication for male vs. female service providers and high familiarity vs. 

low familiarity customers through an online study utilizing experimental vignettes (N= 345). We 

did not find any significant difference in customer perceptions between apology vs. ingratiation 

conditions, but we found that customers who received an apology after a service failure were 

more likely to tip, tipped higher and rated greater customer satisfaction than control; whereas 

customers who received a gratitude recovery response only rated greater customer satisfaction 

than control. Additionally, our analysis posited that the type of message framing (i.e., gratitude 

vs. apology) had a significant effect on service perceptions for male service providers, especially 

for different gender interactions (i.e., male service provider and female customer).  
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1. Introduction 

Based on a recent survey of 1,000 consumers, 96% of consumers would at least consider 

switching brands for subpar service (Hyken, 2020). Customer service is at the heart of a 

business, and neglect of this can cause long-lasting damage to a business’s brand (Hays & Hill, 

2009). Customers who are unsatisfied with service are more critical of their previous service 

encounters (Andreassen & Olsen, 2008) and more likely to spread negative word-of-mouth 

(Richins, 1983; Swanson & Hsu, 2010). However, despite a business’s best efforts, it is 

impossible to satisfy every customer. A service failure is when a business fails to meet a 

customer’s expectations (Michel, 2001). Businesses engage in service recovery as a response to 

services failures to attempt to regain consumer confidence. Excellent service recoveries have 

been shown to restore a business’s consumer sentiment to close to or above pre-service failure 

levels (Andreassen, 2001; Maxham, 2001; Michel & Meuter, 2008). 

Common factors that can affect service recovery include preferential treatment, 

compensation (e.g., gifts or discount), and dimensions of communication (e.g., timeliness, 

credibility, and apology) (Davidow, 2003). Previous research on service recovery procedures has 

focused mainly on compensation strategies (Smith et al., 1999; Mattila, 2001b; Wirtz & Mattila, 

2004; Roschk & Gelbrich, 2017) and preferential treatment (Neira et al., 2010; Luo et al., 2021). 

Compensation and preferential treatment can often be costly and may not produce desired results 

if not well executed (Stakhovych & Tamaddoni, 2020). A significant component of service 

recovery often neglected is the communication process with customers (i.e., how should you 

contact customers after a service failure?); a robust service recovery communication strategy can 

frequently mean the difference between a lost or retained customer. There is evidence that 

communication after service failures (e.g., apologizing) can significantly increase customer 
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satisfaction (Bradley & Sparks, 2009). In addition, combining both strong communication and 

compensation can yield higher post-recovery satisfaction than either alone (Goodwin & Ross, 

1992). 

Recent research has shown that ingratiation (i.e., thanking the customer) after a service 

failure may be more beneficial than apologizing (You et al., 2019). Nonetheless, existing 

research does not consider moderating factors such as gender and customer familiarity that may 

impact this ingratiation advantage. Previous research suggests that customers with opposite-

gender service interactions tend to have higher customer satisfaction than same-gender 

interactions (Lynn & McCall, 2000) and that customer familiarity can significantly impact 

service recovery expectations after service failure (Hess et al., 2003). The purpose of this paper 

is to examine the effect of gender and customer familiarity on appreciation and apologetic 

message framing after a service failure through an online study that examines consumer 

reactions to different experimental vignettes. 

 

2. Review of Literature and Hypothesises 

2.1 Message Framing 

Message framing is the linguistic manner a message is communicated. For example, 

framing a message positively vs. negatively (e.g., gain vs. loss) has been shown to affect 

persuasion (Maheswaran & Levy, 1990). Previous research demonstrates that the effects of 

message framing can be wide-ranging. For instance, there is evidence that message framing can 

lead to higher goal-directed behaviour (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2012), influence peer-to-peer 

fundraising (Sepehri et al., 2021), and even alter user experience with AI voice assistants (Qu et 

al., 2020). Message framing is an important tool within the services industry where customer 
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communications are abundant. There is an indication that message framing can directly affect 

consumer satisfaction, especially when stimuli are ambiguous (Hoch & Ha, 1986; Levin & 

Gaeth, 1988). 

Existing research on customer satisfaction and message framing has explored the various 

components and contexts of effective framing. For example, a study by Seiter & Weger (2013) 

examining message framing and customer satisfaction found that messages framed with a  

customer’s name relative to other forms of address (e.g., titles, sir/ma’am, or no address) tended 

to elicit higher tips from customers. And a more recent study by Packard et al. (2018) suggests 

that using personal pronouns during customer-firm interactions can increase customer 

satisfaction and purchase intentions. The way a message is described (e.g., concreteness vs. 

abstract and vividity vs. pallid) can also influence customer satisfaction and purchase intentions 

(Shiv et al., 2004; Yao & Shao, 2019; Packard & Berger, 2020). An optimally framed message 

can improve brand engagement (Labrecque et al., 2020) and customer involvement in pertinent 

issues such as environmental sustainability (Bertolotti & Catellani, 2014; Do et al., 2021).

 Framing a message differently can directly shift the locus of attention which can affect 

customer perceptions. Five field studies by Mogilner & Aaker (2009) showed that framing a 

product’s description emphasizing time led to more favourable customer attitudes than 

emphasizing money. Additionally, there is evidence that framing promotional messages as 

questions can lead to greater customer favourability under low arousal conditions (Hagtvedt, 

2015). 

 Effective message framing can facilitate stronger service recovery communication. The 

most common form of service recovery communication is apologizing (Lutzky, 2021). 

Apologies tend to have varying levels of effect based on the manner of apology (e.g., timeliness 
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and empathy) and severity of service failure (Davidow, 2003). Based on existing research, 

apologies are more effective when the service provider is intensely empathetic and accepts fault 

(Roschk & Kaiser, 2012; Fehr & Gelfand, 2010; Boshoff & Leong, 1998; Pizzi & Scarpi, 2013). 

Also, apologizing promptly (i.e., immediately after service failure) tends to be more effective 

than delayed apologies (Shams et al., 2020). However, in high severity service failures, apologies 

tend not to work well alone but need to be accompanied by compensation to be effective 

(Goodwin & Ross, 1992; Shams et al., 2020) 

Recent findings have indicated that gratitude may be an effective driver for positive 

behavioural and relational outcomes. For example, individuals receiving expressions of gratitude 

are more likely to vote (Panagopoulos, 2011), form healthier interpersonal relationships (Algoe 

et al., 2008), and perceive greater national support after major state-wide disasters (Raggio & 

Folse, 2009; Raggio & Folse, 2011). Individuals are theorized to be receptive to ingratiation due 

to self-enhancement motivations (Vonk, 2002). Current research on gratitude framing in service 

encounters has demonstrated that displaying gratitude can lead to higher tips (Rind & Bordia, 

1995; Seiter & Dutson, 2007; Seiter, 2007) and customer compliance (Jacob & Gueguen, 2014). 

After a service failure, gratitude can be an effective communication frame as it highlights the 

positive characteristics of the customer instead of focusing on the service provider’s fault. 

 There is evidence that consumer satisfaction may be higher for gratitude framed 

messages vs. apology framed messages. Through a series of seven studies, You et al. (2019) 

demonstrated that consumers receiving gratitude (apology) framed messages after service 

failures felt higher satisfaction, even in higher service failure severity situations. The researchers 

attributed the higher satisfaction from appreciative message framing to the heightened self-

esteem caused by ingratiation. Additionally, a study by Luo et al. (2021) found that mandatory 
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mask policies framed as appreciatory messages led to higher compliance and customer 

satisfaction than apologetic message framing.  

Based on the existing research outcomes for ingratiation vs. apology framing for service 

failures, it is expected that service providers displaying ingratiation will lead to better service 

recovery outcomes than apology framing or no framing (i.e., control). 

Therefore, we predict the following: 

H1: Gratitude framed recovery messages will lead to higher customer satisfaction than 

both apology framed and control (no apology). 

 

2.2 Gender & Existing customer relationships 

 Considerable research has been directed towards the role of gender in service 

interactions. Although there is no evidence of differences in average tips between male and 

female servers (Lynn & Simons, 2000; Seiter & Weger, 2010), there is evidence that gender 

similarity may be consequential to service outcomes (Fischer, 1997). In a meta-analysis of 36 

studies (22 published and 14 unpublished), Lynn & Mccall (2000) found that opposite-gender 

customer-server interactions tipped more than their same-sex counterparts due to higher sexual 

appeal. The effects of this gender similarity effect extend beyond the restaurant industry; 

Moshavi (2004) found that customer satisfaction for phone-based service encounters was higher 

for same-sex service interactions. However, the existence of this gender similarity effect remains 

in debate as a recent study by Pinar et al. (2017) on ten service industries in Turkey and the U.S. 

failed to find evidence for improved service outcomes from opposite-gender service interactions. 

Experiences of gratitude also differ between gender (Kashdan et al., 2009). Expressions of 

gratitude from female (male) service providers were more likely to be interpreted as friendly and 
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rewarded by customers (Rind & Bordia, 1996). Additionally, there is evidence that genders may 

react differently to types of message framings. A study by Mayer & Tormala (2010) found that 

males rated statements beginning with “I think” (“I feel”) to be more persuasive; in contrast, 

females found “I feel” statements to be more persuasive. 

As customers have shown to be more receptive to messages of gratitude from female 

providers due to increased friendliness perceptions, female interactions should elicit higher 

customer satisfaction. 

Therefore, we predict the following: 

H2: Gratitude framed recovery messages from females will induce higher customer 

satisfaction  

Consumers generally associate their identities with the brands they most frequently 

purchase from (Lin & Sung, 2013). This identity and brand fusion can directly alter customer-

firm relationship expectations and interactions. Existing research suggests that a customer's 

existing relationship type with a firm (e.g., communal vs. exchange relationship) can influence 

customer perceptions and responses towards service failures (Goodwin, 1996; Wan et al., 2011). 

In this study, a customer's level of recurring visits and emotional engagement will designate their 

relationship type (e.g., high familiarity customer vs. low familiarity customer). High familiarity 

customers have been demonstrated to be more receptive to service recovery procedures (Mattila, 

2001a), have lower recovery expectations, and be less likely to attribute service failures to stable 

causes (Hess et al., 2003). It is predicted that high familiarity customers will be more receptive to 

ingratiation framed recovery messages due to their increased likelihood to conjure self-esteem 

from gratitude framed messages. 

Therefore, we predict the following: 
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H3: High familiarity customers will be more receptive to gratitude framed recovery 

messages than low familiarity customers 

 

3. Methods 

3.1 Participants 

350 participants (Mage= 39, SDage= 10.2, 38% female) were recruited through MTurk. 

Participants were required to be geographically in North America and to have a 98% MTurk HIT 

approval rating over at least 5000 HITS. Participants received $0.55 USD for completing the 

questionnaire. Participants were randomly assigned to each vignette condition through the 

Qualtrics randomization function. Four participants were removed from the survey due to failing 

to complete the survey (i.e., leaving blanks for the dependent variable); in total, 346 participants 

were legible for statistical inclusion. 

 

3.2 Materials & Design 

The study was a between-subjects factorial (3x2x2x2) design. The factors of this study 

included the type of service recovery framing (factor 1), the existing relationship of the customer 

(factor 2), the gender of the service provider (factor 3). 

A basic questionnaire collecting demographic information (i.e., WorkerID, age, gender, 

& sex) and reactions to an experimental vignette was issued. The experimental vignette outlined 

a situation where the participant was asked to vividly imagine a scenario where they were 

grabbing lunch at a restaurant and the food came fifteen minutes late with various factors within 

the situation altered based on the experimental scenario. The three levels in factor 1 (service 

recovery message framing) dictated the type of message the participant received after the service 
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failure. The participant could have received a message with no acknowledgment (i.e., “Here is 

your food”), an apology (i.e., “Sorry for the wait, here is your food”), or gratitude (i.e., “Thank 

you for your patience, here is your food”). The two levels in factor 2 (familiarity) concerned 

whether the participant is dining at a restaurant that they knew intimately (i.e., high familiarity) 

or a new restaurant they have never been to (i.e., low familiarity). Factors for factor 3 (gender) 

concerned whether the server is male (i.e., Matthew) or female (i.e., Mary). We used the names 

Matthew and Mary because of their similar level of salience (i.e., linguistic and popularity 

similarity). In total, there were 12 unique experimental conditions and participants were 

randomly assigned evenly to each of the 12 scenarios.  

After imagining the hypothetical scenario, participants were asked a series of questions, 

including whether they would tip this server, how much they would tip this server (on a scale of 

0-30%), and customer satisfaction (on a scale of 0-5); these three variables serve as the 

dependent variables for this study. 

 

3.3 Procedure 

The questionnaire ad on MTurk was minimally titled “Experience Survey” with a 

description of “Survey 2–3-minute completion” to minimize the possibility of self-selection from 

workers (Hauser et al., 2018). Upon accepting the MTurk request, workers were given a 

Qualtrics link to complete the questionnaire. After completing the questionnaire, workers 

received a six-digit confirmation code to paste into MTurk for their compensation. During the 

survey, workers received captchas to prevent bots. 
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4. Results 

4.1 Tipping Likelihood 

An additional derived variable, gender similarity, was created, which measures whether 

the gender of the service provider and customer is the same (0) or different (1). Amongst the 345 

eligible responses, 272 respondents (78.8%) responded that they would tip the service provider 

despite the service failure. A binary logistic regression was conducted to examine the likelihood 

to tip accounting for factors such as message framing condition, existing relationship, gender, 

and gender similarity (see Table 1 in Appendix A for full outcomes). The results indicated that 

individuals who were given an apology after the service failure had 2.82 times higher odds 

(OR 95% CI [1.43 - 5.55], p < 0.01) of tipping than control (i.e., individuals who did not receive 

an apology or gratitude-based message). We did not find a significant difference for tipping 

likelihood between individuals who received an appreciative service recovery message vs. 

control (OR = 1.55, 95% CI [0.84 – 2.85], p = 0.16) or between individuals who received an 

apology-based service recovery message vs. appreciation-based service recovery message (OR = 

1.84, 95% CI [0.91 – 3.74, p = 0.09). Additionally, we did not find a significant difference for 

tipping likelihood between server genders (OR = 1.36., 95% CI [0.79 – 2.36], p = 0.27), 

familiarity (OR = 1.23, 95% CI [0.71 – 2.15], p = 0.46) or gender similarity (OR = 0.8, 95% CI 

[0.46 – 1.39], p = 0.43). 

 

4.2 Tipping Percentage & Customer Satisfaction 

Individuals who did not tip were coded as tipping 0% for the tip percentage condition. A 

multivariate analysis of variances (MANOVA) examining recovery messaging framing, gender 

of service-provider, gender similarity, and existing customer relationships (IVs) on customer 
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satisfaction and tip percentage (DVs) was conducted (see Table 2 in Appendix B for full 

outcomes). We found that service recovery message framing had a significant impact on both 

customer satisfaction and tip percentage (Roy’s Largest Root = 0.05, F[2, 321] = 8.1, p < 0.001, 

partial eta squared = 0.048). When considered separately, we found a significant main effect of 

service recovery framing on both satisfaction (F[2, 321] = 7.48, p < 0.001, partial eta squared = 

0.045) and tip percentage (F[2, 321] = 3.55, p < 0.05, partial eta squared = 0.022).  

Individuals who received an apology (Mtip = 11.32, SDtip = 6.68) gave higher tips than 

control (Mtip = 9.32, SDtip = 7.57) by a significant margin p < 0.01 but did not give significantly 

higher tips than customers receiving gratitude messages (Mtip = 10.21, SDtip = 7.01, p = 0.16). 

Contrary to results from previous research, customers who received gratitude framed messages 

did not receive significantly higher tips than control (p = 0.246).  

Individuals who received post-service failure acknowledgment in general had higher 

satisfaction than control conditions (apology condition [Msatisfaction = 2.828, SDsatisfaction = 0.942, p 

< 0.001] and appreciation condition [Msatisfaction = 2.768, SDsatisfaction = 0.859, p < 0.01] vs. control 

condition [Msatisfaction = 2.393 SDsatisfaction = 0.989]). Similarly, we failed to find a significant 

difference between customer satisfaction between apology and appreciation message framing 

conditions p = 0.443. 

A multivariate test indicated that gender did not have a significant effect on customer 

satisfaction and tip percentage (Roy’s Largest Root < 0.001, F[1, 321] = 0.055 , p = 0.946, 

partial eta squared < 0.001). Interaction effects between gender and message framing was not 

significant (Roy’s Largest Root = 0.011, F[1, 321] = 1.806 , p = 0.166, partial eta squared = 

0.011); however, when examined separately we found that the type of message framing was 

highly significant on service quality perceptions for male service providers (Roy’s Largest Root 



Service Recovery Message Framing  
   

13 

= 0.049, F[1, 321] = 7.794 , p < 0.001, partial eta squared = 0.046) but not for female service 

providers (Roy’s Largest Root = 0.012, F[1, 321] = 1.979 , p = 0.14, partial eta squared = 0.012). 

Although gender similarity and message framing also did not produce significant interaction 

effects (Roy’s Largest Root = 0.009, F[1, 321] = 1.487, p = 0.228, partial eta squared < 0.001), 

we found that when examined independently, a multivariate test of different gender and message 

framing was highly significant (Roy’s Largest Root = 0.046, F[1, 321] = 7.387, p < 0.001, partial 

eta squared < 0.044), whilst same gender and message framing was not significant (Roy’s 

Largest Root = 0.019, F[1, 321] = 2.976, p = 0.052, partial eta squared = 0.018). Opposing our 

hypothesis, female servers (vs. male servers) who gave appreciation framed messages did not 

receive a higher customer satisfaction rating (Mdifference = -0.82, SE = 0.193, p = 0.67); female 

serves (vs. male servers) who gave an apology also did not receive higher tips (Mdifference = -

0.212, SE = 1.473, p = 0.89).  

A univariate test indicated that familiarity did not significantly effect tipping percentage 

(F[1, 321] = 2.22, p = 0.137) or customer satisfaction (F[1, 321] = 2.15, p = 0.144). There were 

no significant interaction effects between familiarity and recovery message framing either (Roy’s 

Largest Root = 0.006, F[1, 321] = 0.917, p = 0.401, partial eta squared = 0.006). High familiarity 

(vs. low familiarity) customers did not tip more under the appreciation condition (Mdifference = 

0.85, SE = 1.473, p = 0.954); although this effect was much stronger for high familiarity (vs. low 

familiarity) customers who received the apology condition ((Mdifference = 2.683, SE = 1.398, p = 

0.056).  
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5. Discussion 

Contrary to H1, we found that apologizing better redressed customer dissatisfaction after 

a service failure than ingratiation. Customers who received an apology after a service failure 

were more likely to give tips, gave higher tips and rated higher customer satisfaction than 

control. In contrast, customers who received an appreciative message only rated higher customer 

satisfaction than control. These findings were rather surprising as it differs drastically from 

recent research denoting appreciative message framing to be more effective at retaining customer 

satisfaction (You et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2021). Previous research on appreciation framing linked 

the strong positive post-recovery customer satisfaction to an increase in customer self-esteem. 

The primary methodological differences between our study and previous research (i.e., You et 

al’s [2019] paper) was that the service failure scenario was less severe (i.e., food was late for a 

shorter period: 15min vs. 30 and 60 min), and that our focus was on server gender and familiarity 

instead of other factors such as compensation, severity, recovery timing, and self-esteem. We 

suspect that the appreciation recovery advantage may be attenuated for less severe service 

failures. With a minor inconvenience, individuals may be less likely to feel elevated self-esteem 

from gratitude-based encounters due to lack of emotional commitment into the encounter; in 

these types of scenarios, expressions of empathy (i.e., apology) may be more effective. As well, 

vignette-based studies are generally unable to accurately measure the positive emotions (e.g., 

contentment with recovery efforts and overall satisfaction) associated with service failures and 

recoveries (Kim & Jang, 2014). This effect may have resulted in previous studies over-reporting 

the positive impact of gratitude-based service recovery. 

Previous research has generally noted apology as an effective service recovery strategy 

(Bradley & Sparks, 2009; Radu et al., 2019). Apologizing has been theorized to be effective 
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because of its ability to convey empathy and is a strategy often used in modern customer and 

firm interactions (Lutzky, 2021). Giving an apology serves to acknowledge the customer’s 

inconveniences and affirms the service provider’s guilt for the mishap. An apology indicates the 

service provider taking responsibility for the customer’s troubles, whereas showing gratitude 

may be interpreted as an attempt to avert responsibility. Taking responsibility is crucial in the 

post-service failure reconciliation process and can significantly affect post-recovery satisfaction 

(Boshoff & Leong, 1998; Pizzi & Scarpi, 2013). 

In general, we found that having a post-service failure strategy (i.e., apology or 

ingratiation) after a service failure led to greater overall customer satisfaction than not. This 

finding aligns with previous research that noted disregard (i.e., no response) to be the least 

effective recovery strategy (You et al., 2019). Commenting about the service failure 

acknowledges the customer’s grievances, which can lead to increased post-failure satisfaction. 

We also did not find sufficient evidence to support H2. The gender of the service 

provider did not significantly impact tippling likelihood, tip percentage, or customer satisfaction. 

Also, customers did not react any differently when female service providers (male service 

providers) gave appreciation-based comments after the service failure. Based on previous 

evidence that patrons were more receptive to female gestures of appreciation (Rind & Bordia, 

1996), we expected female (male) appreciation interactions to be more effective. On the other 

hand, interestingly, we found that message framing was much more significant towards service 

perceptions for male service providers (female service providers). The cause of this effect might 

be because males are typically stereotyped as being less empathetic (Moore et al., 2014), and so 

their acknowledgment of the service failure may have been more impactful and impression 

forming. This finding is in line with previous research indicating that patron service impressions 
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of male servers tended to be more swayed by contextual factors such as server competence 

(Lynn & Simons, 2000). Implications for this is that male service providers may need to be 

especially aware of their verbiage during service encounters; based on our finding, the 

importance of this effect may be amplified for male service providers interacting with opposite 

genders.  

We did not garner enough evidence to support H3. Low and high familiarity customers 

did not differ in customer service impression based on recovery framing conditions; in the 

gratitude condition, we found no significant differences between customer service opinion 

between high familiarity and low familiarity customers. This result was unexpected as existing 

research on familiarity suggests that highly familiar customers tended to have lower recovery 

thresholds (Mattila, 2001a). We suspect that the concept of familiarity was not fully translated in 

an online vignette scenario as familiarity is a complex emotional process that is difficult to 

replicate fully, which may have affected the results. 

 

6. Limitations & Future Research 

A glaring methodological limitation of this study is that the design revolves around using 

experimental vignettes administered online via mTurk. Our study utilized mTurk because of 

COVID-19 limitations restricting in-person field experiments. Self-selection bias (i.e., bias 

resulting from participants’ autonomy to decide whether to opt-in/out of a study) is a significant 

concern for online questionnaire-based studies (Greencare, 2016). Although we attempted to 

minimize this bias by limiting our study description, no doubt some degree of self-selection still 

existed. 
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Often, vignettes cannot fully capture the elements of reality relative to other research 

tools (Erfanian et al., 2020). As previously mentioned, vignette-based studies have difficulty 

measuring the positive emotions of service failures (Kim & Jang, 2014). This effect may have 

inflated the overall tipping likelihood and percentage of participants. As well, in-field service 

interactions generally involve situational subtleties such as social gestures and small talk. For 

example, the concept of doing gender is when individuals subconsciously enact gender roles 

during social exchanges (West & Zimmerman, 1987); this can be prominent during opposite 

gender service encounters where subtle flirting can lead to improved service perceptions 

(Moshavi, 2004). Doing gender is a phenomenon that is difficult to replicate in vignette-based 

studies. Future studies could benefit significantly by examining appreciative message framing in 

in-field settings, such as setting up temporary pop-up restaurants and examining consumer 

reactions to service recovery strategies in different contexts. 

This study primarily explored the effects of gender and familiarity on apology vs. 

gratitude recovery framing. Future research could benefit from examining recovery message 

framing in other contexts such as repeated service failures (i.e., continuous back-to-back service 

failures). As little as two repeated service failures could negatively affect recovery attempts by 

businesses (Maxham & Netemeyer, 2002); future research could investigate how best to 

communicate with a customer who has experienced repeated service failures. Additionally, 

existing research examining message framing as a tool to service recovery tool has primarily 

focused on B2C (business-to-consumer) interactions. Service recovery processes in B2B 

(business-to-business) can be markedly different from B2C interactions (Baliga et al., 2020), so 

it may be worthwhile for future research to examine the efficacy of different recovery message 

framing formats in B2B environments. 
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Another limitation of this study is that this study only investigated the restaurant industry. 

The efficacy of different types of recovery message framing could vary based on the context of 

the service failure. For example, service recovery strategies to mitigate a service failure in a high 

stakes industry such as medicine could differ drastically from a service failure in a low stakes 

industry such as recreational dining. Even within the context of the restaurant industry, a 

customer’s service recovery expectations can differ drastically from higher-end restaurants vs. 

lower-end restaurants (Jerger & Wirtz, 2017; Kowalczuk & Gebski, 2021). Future research could 

study the effectiveness of service recovery in multiple industries as consumers generally change 

expectations with different industries (Mattila, 2001b; Johnson et al., 2002). 

Finally, this study propounds the idea that apologizing can be more effective than 

gratitude for remedying service failures. The effectiveness of apologies can be influenced greatly 

by situational factors; for example, culturally, apologies can be more effective in east Asian 

cultures than Western ones (Lee & Park, 2010; Sugimoto, 1997). And at times, apologies may 

not work, such as apologizing in combination with social rejection (Freedman et al., 2017). It 

would be wise to examine contextual factors of the service failure before defaulting to 

apologizing. 
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Appendix A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                Figure 1 

 

Lower Upper
Control Framing 9.007 2     0.011**
Appreciation Framing 0.438 0.312 1.976 1 0.160 1.550 0.841 2.854
Apology Framing 1.035 0.346 8.954 1     0.003** 2.816 1.429 5.549
Gender 0.309 0.280 1.215 1 0.270 1.362 0.786 2.358
Familiarity 0.210 0.283 0.551 1 0.458 1.234 0.709 2.148
Gender Similarity -0.221 0.280 0.622 1 0.430 0.802 0.463 1.389
Constant 0.757 0.292 6.732 1     0.009** 2.131

Step 1

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Table 1

Binary Logistic Regression

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
95% C.I.for EXP(B)
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Appendix B 
 

Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.
Partial Eta 
Squared

Pillai's Trace 0.890 1288.311b 2.000 320.000    <0.001*** 0.890
Wilks' Lambda 0.110 1288.311b 2.000 320.000     <0.001*** 0.890
Hotelling's Trace 8.052 1288.311b 2.000 320.000     <0.001*** 0.890
Roy's Largest Root 8.052 1288.311b 2.000 320.000     <0.001*** 0.890
Pillai's Trace 0.051 4.190 4.000 642.000     0.002** 0.025
Wilks' Lambda 0.949 4.221b 4.000 640.000     0.002** 0.026
Hotelling's Trace 0.053 4.252 4.000 638.000     0.002** 0.026
Roy's Largest Root 0.050 8.095 2.000 321.000     <0.001*** 0.048
Pillai's Trace 0.000 .055b 2.000 320.000 0.946 0.000
Wilks' Lambda 1.000 .055b 2.000 320.000 0.946 0.000
Hotelling's Trace 0.000 .055b 2.000 320.000 0.946 0.000
Roy's Largest Root 0.000 .055b 2.000 320.000 0.946 0.000
Pillai's Trace 0.010 1.565b 2.000 320.000 0.211 0.010
Wilks' Lambda 0.990 1.565b 2.000 320.000 0.211 0.010
Hotelling's Trace 0.010 1.565b 2.000 320.000 0.211 0.010
Roy's Largest Root 0.010 1.565b 2.000 320.000 0.211 0.010
Pillai's Trace 0.001 .186b 2.000 320.000 0.831 0.001
Wilks' Lambda 0.999 .186b 2.000 320.000 0.831 0.001
Hotelling's Trace 0.001 .186b 2.000 320.000 0.831 0.001
Roy's Largest Root 0.001 .186b 2.000 320.000 0.831 0.001
Pillai's Trace 0.012 0.959 4.000 642.000 0.430 0.006
Wilks' Lambda 0.988 .958b 4.000 640.000 0.430 0.006
Hotelling's Trace 0.012 0.957 4.000 638.000 0.431 0.006
Roy's Largest Root 0.011 1.806 2.000 321.000 0.166 0.011
Pillai's Trace 0.009 0.706 4.000 642.000 0.588 0.004
Wilks' Lambda 0.991 .704b 4.000 640.000 0.589 0.004
Hotelling's Trace 0.009 0.702 4.000 638.000 0.591 0.004
Roy's Largest Root 0.006 0.917 2.000 321.000 0.401 0.006
Pillai's Trace 0.012 0.954 4.000 642.000 0.432 0.006
Wilks' Lambda 0.988 .952b 4.000 640.000 0.433 0.006
Hotelling's Trace 0.012 0.950 4.000 638.000 0.434 0.006
Roy's Largest Root 0.009 1.487 2.000 321.000 0.228 0.009
Pillai's Trace 0.000 .070b 2.000 320.000 0.932 0.000
Wilks' Lambda 1.000 .070b 2.000 320.000 0.932 0.000
Hotelling's Trace 0.000 .070b 2.000 320.000 0.932 0.000
Roy's Largest Root 0.000 .070b 2.000 320.000 0.932 0.000
Pillai's Trace 0.006 .887b 2.000 320.000 0.413 0.006
Wilks' Lambda 0.994 .887b 2.000 320.000 0.413 0.006
Hotelling's Trace 0.006 .887b 2.000 320.000 0.413 0.006
Roy's Largest Root 0.006 .887b 2.000 320.000 0.413 0.006
Pillai's Trace 0.003 .503b 2.000 320.000 0.605 0.003
Wilks' Lambda 0.997 .503b 2.000 320.000 0.605 0.003
Hotelling's Trace 0.003 .503b 2.000 320.000 0.605 0.003
Roy's Largest Root 0.003 .503b 2.000 320.000 0.605 0.003
Pillai's Trace 0.006 0.459 4.000 642.000 0.766 0.003

Wilks' Lambda 0.994 .458b 4.000 640.000 0.767 0.003

Hotelling's Trace 0.006 0.457 4.000 638.000 0.767 0.003

Roy's Largest Root 0.005 0.882 2.000 321.000 0.415 0.005

Pillai's Trace 0.017 1.406 4.000 642.000 0.230 0.009

Wilks' Lambda 0.983 1.407b 4.000 640.000 0.230 0.009

Hotelling's Trace 0.018 1.408 4.000 638.000 0.230 0.009

Roy's Largest Root 0.017 2.769 2.000 321.000 0.064 0.017

Pillai's Trace 0.021 1.673 4.000 642.000 0.154 0.010

Wilks' Lambda 0.979 1.675b 4.000 640.000 0.154 0.010

Hotelling's Trace 0.021 1.677 4.000 638.000 0.154 0.010

Roy's Largest Root 0.020 3.214 2.000 321.000 0.041 0.020

Pillai's Trace 0.006 1.019b 2.000 320.000 0.362 0.006

Wilks' Lambda 0.994 1.019b 2.000 320.000 0.362 0.006

Hotelling's Trace 0.006 1.019b 2.000 320.000 0.362 0.006

Roy's Largest Root 0.006 1.019b 2.000 320.000 0.362 0.006

Pillai's Trace 0.010 0.819 4.000 642.000 0.514 0.005

Wilks' Lambda 0.990 .818b 4.000 640.000 0.514 0.005

Hotelling's Trace 0.010 0.817 4.000 638.000 0.514 0.005

Roy's Largest Root 0.010 1.605 2.000 321.000 0.203 0.010

Table 2

Multivariate Anova

Effect
Intercept

Recovery Message Framing

Gender

Familarity

Gender Similarity

Recovery Message Framing * 
Gender

Recovery Message Framing * 
Familarity

Recovery Message Framing * 
Gender Similarity

Gendercondition * Familarity

Gender * Gender Similarity

Familarity* Gender Similarity

Recovery Message Framing * 
Gender * Familarity

Recovery Message Framing * 
Gender * Gender Similarity

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Recovery Message Framing * 
Familarity * Gender Similarity

Gender * Familarity * Gender 
Similarity

Recovery Message Framing * 
Gender * Familarity * Gender 
Similarity

b. Exact statistic


