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A PATHWAY TO CONSUMER FORGIVENESS IN THE SHARING ECONOMY::

THE ROLE OF RELATIONSHIP NORMS

ABSTRACT

The emergence of peer-to-peer accommodations has revolutionized the hospitality industry.
Yet, research on peer-to-peer service failures and consumer forgiveness remains scant. This
paper shows that relationship type—whether communal ("Airbnb host") or exchange
("hotel"™)—influences consumer forgiveness in a post-recovery context. Across five studies,
this research demonstrates how peer providers (focusing on communal norms) versus
conventional providers (focusing on exchange norms) influence consumer forgiveness and
their responses to service recovery efforts. Our findings indicate that focusing on social
service recovery is particularly effective for Airbnb hosts. These findings have important
implications for crafting effective service recovery strategies based on the type of
accommodation provider-customer relationship. Finally, our findings can also help peer-to-
peer and conventional hospitality providers alleviate consumers’ negative responses to

service failures.

Keywords: Social recovery, communal norms, exchange norms, forgiveness, recovery

strategies.



1. Introduction

Scholars have expressed growing interest in two types of consumer-provider
relationships—communal vs. exchange (e.g., Aggarwal, 2004; Clark & Mills, 1993; Heyman
& Ariely, 2004; Karremans & Smith, 2010)—suggesting that consumer responses depend on
their perceptions and evaluations of the relationship partner (Clark & Mills, 1993; Goodwin,
1996; Karremans & Smith, 2010; Wan et al, 2011). In exchange relationships, people give
benefits to the relationship partner in order to get back a comparable benefit (e.g., a
relationship between business partners), whereas in communal relationships individuals take
care of each other’s needs and have a genuine concern for the other party’s well-being (e.g.,
relationships with friends and family members) (Aggarwal & Law, 2005 p. 454). However,
there is scant research on how relationship norms influence consumers’ post-failure
forgiveness and perceptions of service recovery strategies (e.g., Aggarwal & Larrick, 2012).
The present study addresses this knowledge gap in the context of peer-to-peer

accommodations.

Despite the call for research on understanding consumer responses to service failures
in collaborative consumption (Eckhardt et al. 2019), relatively little is known about factors
that influence consumers’ post-failure forgiveness in such a context. We argue that
communal norms provide a powerful theoretical perspective to explain the role of forgiveness
in collaborative consumption. Our theorizing is guided by recent studies suggesting that
interactions and relationships among peers (vs. exchange partners) are more communal (e.g.,
Costello & Reczek, 2020; Fitzmaurice et al., 2020; Schor & Attwood-Charles, 2017; Perren
& Kozinets, 2018; Shuqair et al., 2019). Thus, we postulate that consumers will react less
negatively to a service failure if their relationship is communal than if it is based purely on an

exchange.



Second, recent research suggests that different service recovery strategies can have
distinct psychological impacts on consumers' reactions (You et al., 2019; Wei et al., 2020).
For instance, expressing appreciation (e.g., "Thank you") is more effective than offering an
apology (e.g., You et al., 2020), and emotional recovery is more effective than economic
compensation (Wei et al., 2020). Drawing on prior findings, this work predicts that focusing
on the social aspect of service recovery (e.g., signaling symbolic resources, such as
apologies) is more beneficial than focusing on economic compensation (e.g., refund).
Individuals in communal (vs. exchange) relationships tend to be more responsive to issues of
interactional fairness (Aggarwal & Larrick, 2012). We posit that in peer-to-peer relationships
the importance of social value in interactions is heightened (Yang & Aggarwal, 2019).
Therefore, we expect that focusing on social service recovery can significantly influence

consumer forgiveness in a peer-to-peer context.

Finally, several empirical studies have highlighted the need to explore consumers’
forgiveness in a broader theoretical context (Newton et al., 2018; Harrison-Walker, 2019;
Wei et al., 2020). Recent research encourages scholars to identify effective recovery
strategies that may buffer forgiveness related to tourism services (Harrison-Walker, 2019;
Hur & Jang, 2019). Given the harmful consequences of service failures for hospitality
providers, identifying effective recovery strategies that are simple and cost-effective is
critical. This investigation contributes to the literature by exploring how relationship norms

shape consumers’ post-failure forgiveness in the peer-to-peer context.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1 Communal versus exchange relationships in the hospitality

The triadic nature of peer-to-peer accommodations involves three key actors: the

consumer, the peer service provider, and the mediating platform (Benoit et al., 2017).



Transactions in collaborative consumption are typically facilitated by technology-mediated
platforms (e.g., Hamari et al., 2016). Collaborative consumption is often characterized by
social interactions and social closeness (Lee, 2019; So et al., 2019; Suess et al., 2020;
Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016). Due to the social characteristics of collaborative consumption
(Perren & Kozinets, 2018; Suess et al., 2020), consumers can develop positive emotional and
behavioral responses towards peer service providers (e.g., Johnson & Neuhofer, 2017).
Relationships with peer service providers are akin to communal relationships, whereas

conventional providers (i.e., hotels) are more aligned with exchange relationships

Communal relationships are driven by social aspects (i.e., caring about partners’
needs) while exchange relationships are based on economic factors (i.e., quid pro quo) (Clark
& Mills, 1979; Yang & Aggarwal 2019). These two types of relationships evoke different
norms, reactions, and behavioral expectations (Clark et al., 2017; Wan et al., 2011). In
exchange relationships, people feel that the other party is obligated to satisfy their needs
(Wan et al., 2011; Clark & Mills, 1979). In contrast, individuals in communal relationships
show concern and caring attitudes towards their relationship partner and expect to help

without receiving benefits (Clark & Mills, 1993).

2.2 Consumer Forgiveness

Consumer forgiveness can be defined as "an internal act of relinquishing their anger
and desire to seek revenge against a firm that has caused harm, as well as the enhancement of
positive emotions and thoughts toward this firm" (Joireman et al., 2016, p. 76-77). In
interpersonal relationships, forgiveness is a multifaceted construct (Tsarenko & Tojib, 2011)
Individuals in a close social context are more accommodating toward their relationship partner
(e.g., Rusbult et al., 1998; Wieselquist et al., 1999), have higher levels of empathy (e.g., Giesler
et al., 2019; Pera et al., 2019), and more likely to perceive their relationship partner’s

transgressions as less severe (Menzies—Toman & Lydon, 2005). For instance, Karremans and



Van Lange (2004) show that individuals exhibit higher levels of forgiveness towards strong

(vs. weak) relationship partners.

In the context of service failures, consumers may be dissatisfied but decide to forgive
the provider based on situational factors (e.g., Tsarenko & Tojib, 2011) or their relationship
with the provider (Joireman et al., 2016). Forgiveness requires a transformation of negative
emotions into positive ones (Tsarenko & Tojib, 2011). Further, acknowledging fault or
apologizing is essential to promoting forgiveness (Fincham & Beach, 2001). Goodwin (1996)
suggests that consumers are more forgiving if their relationship is based on friendship.
Consumers’ reactions to service failures might be less negative when the relationship is
stronger (McCullough et al., 1998). However, the effect of consumer forgiveness can
backfire, as companies' best friends can at times become their worst enemies (Grégoire et al.,
2009). This is particularly true when communal norms are violated (Wan et al., 2011; Yang
& Aggarwal, 2019).

Prior research suggests that when consumers form social relationships with the
service employee, then the provider is evaluated akin to individuals in a close social context
(Clark & Mills, 1979). Accordingly, we propose that a relationship with an Airbnb host (vs.
conventional hotel) is closer, thus making consumers more forgiving of service failures.

Formally, we hypothesize the following:

Ha. Service recovery by a peer service provider will have a stronger positive impact on

consumer forgiveness than service recovery by a conventional service provider.

2.3 The Mediating Role of Communal Norms
Relationships with the service provider can begin as an exchange relationship and
then develop into a communal relationship (e.g., Johnson & Grimm, 2010). Consumers often

judge commercial relationships based on whether the provider’s actions signal communal or



exchange norms (Wan et al., 2011). Moreover, prior research shows that relationship norms
shape customer expectations (Yang & Aggarwal, 2019).

We postulate that consumers are likely to expect communal norms with Airbnb hosts.
People in communal relationships react less negatively to transgressions compared to
exchange relationships (Wan et al., 2011; McCullough et al., 1997). Previous research also
suggests that communal relationships can mitigate the harmful effects of service failures, thus
inducing continuous loyalty while switching is more common with exchange-type
relationships (e.g., Joireman et al., 2016; Sinha & Lu, 2016). We propose that norms
governing communal relationships are likely to apply in the peer-to-peer provider context.
Thus, we expect that communal norms mediate the relationship between provider type and
forgiveness.

Hz. Communal norms mediate the relationship between service provider type and consumer

forgiveness.

2.4 Social Recovery Expectations and Communal Norms

Prior research has examined consumers' reactions to numerous service recovery
strategies (e.g., You et al., 2019; Wirtz & Mattila, 2004). Two general recovery
classifications are intangible (i.e., focusing on psychological or social features, such as
apologies, or appreciation) and tangible (i.e., involving monetary aspects such as
compensation or discounts) (Smith et al., 1999). In general, different service recovery
strategies can have a distinct psychological impact on consumers; for instance, service
provider’s expressions of appreciation (e.g., "Thank you™) are more effective than apologies
(You et al., 2020). In the hotel context, Wei et al. (2020) found that emotional (vs. economic)
recovery leads to greater forgiveness. Additionally, Lee et al. (2021) show that consumers'

service recovery expectations are shaped by their relationship with the hotel (loyalty program



member vs. non-member). Both financial and emotional recovery seems to be effective
among loyal guests (Lee et al., 2021).

This research explores the importance of social recovery across (1) communal
relationships, which are associated with social aspects; and (2) exchange relationships, which
are tied to economic factors (Aggarwal, 2004; Clark & Mills, 1993). We propose that
focusing on social recovery is important in communal relationships. An apology reflects the
social aspect of recovery (Barclay & Skarlicki, 2008; Shapiro & Nieman-Gonder, 2006; Shin
et al., 2018). Social recovery restores consumers’ outcomes (Barclay & Skarlicki, 2008;
Haesevoets et al., 2013) and further signals that the provider is trustworthy (Haesvoets et al.,
2013). As exchange norms typically involve an ongoing cost-benefit analysis (Clark & Mills,
1993), they are characterized by the principle of reciprocity—you get what you pay for
(Heyman & Ariely, 2004). Consequently, social recovery is less important in exchange
relationships (Yang & Aggarwal, 2019).

We suggest when the consumer—provider relationship is perceived as communal (e.g.,
peer-to-peer), the social aspect is likely to gain importance (Aggrawal & Larrick, 2012), due
to a heightened sensitivity to each other’s needs in communal relationships (Clark &
Waddell, 1985; Wan et al., 2011). Since consumers in a peer-to-peer context may expect
greater concern from the provider (Aggarwal & Larrick, 2012), we propose that consumers
are more sensitive to “social recovery” when they have a communal versus exchange
relationship with the service provider.

Hs. Social service recovery mediates the relationship between service provider type and

consumer forgiveness.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework

3. Overview of Experimental Studies

To test our predictions, we report results from five studies. The objective of Study 1 is
to examine whether the nature of the relationship (communal vs. exchange) influences
forgiveness following a service failure (H1). Study 2 tests the mediating role of communal
norms in explaining the impact of relationship type on forgiveness (H2). The goal of Study
3A is to test the mediating effect of social recovery on forgiveness (H3). In Study 3B we rule
out an alternative mediation path — interactional fairness. The objective of Study 4 is to

extend our findings to two types of peer providers (communal vs. commercial host).
3.1 Study 1. Effect of service provider type on consumers’ forgiveness

In Study 1, we tested whether peer-to-peer (Airbnb host) versus conventional
providers lead to higher levels of forgiveness in the post-failure context (H1). To do so, we
randomly assigned participants to one of two provider types (collaborative versus

conventional).



Sample and procedure

One hundred and fifty participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk).
participated in this single-factor between-subjects study (service provider: collaborative vs.
conventional) for an exchange for a financial payment. MTurk, an online survey panel, is
widely used in various domains, including hospitality research (e.g., Mody & Hanks, 2020;

Chen et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2020a; Lu et al., 2020b; Umashankar et al., 2017).

Participants were screened for prior Airbnb experience ( “have you booked an Airbnb
or a similar type of accommodation during the past 12 months”). Forty participants were
failed the screening test, thus resulting in a final sample of 112 ( 48 % female, Mage=35.44,
SD= 11.08). Participants were asked to imagine themselves in a scenario adapted from Suri et

al. (2019) —see appendix A.
Measures

Participants rated their agreement with three statements of decisional forgiveness* on
a 9-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree). The measures were
adapted from Tsarenko and Tojib (2012): "I will continue my relationship with this hotel
[Airbnb host],” "I will make an effort to be friendly in my future interactions with this hotel

[Airbnb host],” and "I forgive this hotel [Airbnb host]" (a = .82).
Manipulation checks

As for a manipulation check, participants were asked to identify whether service
recovery was provided by an Airbnb host or a hotel employee. They were also asked whether

the scenario was realistic and if it could happen in real life (1 = not at all, 9 = very likely).

"We focused on decisional forgiveness because it is a behavioral intention that individuals seek to express
toward the transgressor (Tsarenko & Tojib, 2012).
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The manipulation checks worked as intended. Participants in the hotel condition
indicated that service recovery was provided by an Airbnb host (Mpeer = 3.51; Mconventional =
7.49; t[110] = 7.155, p = .05) or a hotel (Mpeer = 5.05,; Mconventional = 7.24; t[110] = 9.924 p <
.001) based on study condition. For realism checks, the mean values were high and no
significant differences emerged between the two conditions ( realism Mpeer = 6.92,;
Meconventional = 6.83, p = .804); could occur in real life (Mpeer = 77.07,; Mconventionat = 77.30 , p

= .458).
Results

To test H1, we conducted a t-test with provider type (peer versus conventional) as the
independent variable and consumers' decisional forgiveness as the dependent variable.
Results revealed a significant effect of provider type on decisional forgiveness (t[110] =
2.962, p <.001). As expected, the mean score in the peer service provider condition (Mpeer =
6.27, SD = 2.00) was higher than that in the conventional provider condition (Mconventional =

5.15, SD = 11.97); see Figure 2.

Consumer Forgiveness (Study 1)
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Figure 2. Consumer forgiveness

Discussion
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Findings from Study 1 offer initial evidence that consumers react differently to the
two types of service providers. These results support our argument that consumers exhibit
higher levels of post-failure decisional forgiveness with peer (vs. conventional) service

providers.

3.2 Study 2. Mediation of communal norms

The aim of Study 2 was threefold: (1) to replicate the findings of Study 1; (2) to test
whether communal norms mediate the relationship between service provider type and
consumer forgiveness in post-recovery context; and (3) to rule out an alternative mediator of

exchange norms (see appendix C for the results).

Procedure

One hundred and eighty-two consumers from MTurk (49% female; Mage = 38.19, SD
= 12.13) participated in the study in exchange for a nominal payment. In this single-factorial
design, we randomly assigned participants to either a peer provider (N =94) or a
conventional provider condition (N = 88). Participants were then exposed to a service failure

scenario adapted from Shuqair et al. (2019). See Appendix A
Measures

We used the same measures as in Study 1 to capture forgiveness (« = .73). Communal
and exchange norms were measured with items from Aggarwal (2004). Communal norms
were captured by asking participants to rate the service provider as "a friend" or "a family
member" (r =.890, p <.001). To assess exchange norms, participants rated the provider as a

"businessperson” and "a company" (r = .338, p < .001). Additionally, we controlled for prior
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experience with Airbnb by asking them “Did you stay in an Airbnb or similar type of

accommodation during the past two years?”.

Manipulation Checks

We used the same manipulation checks as in Study 1. Participants in the peer provider
condition indicated that the service was provided by an Airbnb host (Mpeer = 7.44 vs.
Meconventional = 2.37; 1[179] =15.106, p <.01) and participants in the hotel condition indicated
that the service was provided by a hotel (Mpeer = 3.56 vs. Mconventional = 6.75; t[179] =7.097,

p <.01). Further, participants in both conditions perceived the scenario as realistic (Mpeer

= 687 VS. Mconventional = 698, t[l?g] = 0788, p = 732)

Results

We next conducted a t-test to determine whether participants in the peer condition
perceived the service provider as having significantly higher ratings on the communal norm
measure. As expected, participants perceived the service provider as expressing stronger
communal norms (Mpeer = 3.46, SD = 2.75; Mconventional = 2.68, SD = 2.31; t[179] = 2.064, p =
.05). On the contrary, participants perceived the conventional provider as conveying
exchange norms (Mconventional = 7.00, SD = 1.92; Mpeer = 6.35, SD = 2.03; t[179] = 2.182, p <
.05). Consistent with our theorizing, the ANCOVA results indicate that participants in the
peer condition (M = 5.34, SD = 1.49) were more likely to forgive the provider than those in
the conventional condition (M = 4.18, SD = 2.57; F(179)= 12.85, p < .001), and the results

remained significant after controlling for prior experience with Airbnb (F1,79)=4.09, p=.05).

Mediation Effect of Communal Norms
We performed a single mediator analysis (PROCESS Model 4, 5,000 samples; Hayes,

2017) to test whether communal norms influenced forgiveness: service provider type (1V)
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— communal norms (mediator) and forgiveness as (DV). As predicted, the results showed
that the relationship type (peer vs. conventional) significantly influenced communal norms
(b=0.78, SE =0.37; t[179] p < .05) and communal norms influenced forgiveness (b = 0.38,
SE =0.05; p <.01). The direct effect (b = 0.85, SE =0.28; p <.05) and indirect effect (b =
0.30, SE = 0.15, BootLCCI = 0.01, BootULCI = 0.61; p < .01) were significant, indicating
partial mediation.
Discussion

The results of Studies 1 and 2 support our prediction that consumers are more likely
to forgive the peer service provider following a service failure. In Study 2 we further show
that perceived communal norms are the underlying mechanism explaining the effect. To
extend our findings, we next investigate the impact of social recovery on consumer responses

to peer (vs. conventional) providers.

3.3 Study 3A and 3B Social Recovery

Study 3A The Mediating Effect of Social Recovery

Study 3A aimed to elucidate differences in consumer responses to social recovery.
We propose that an intangible recovery (i.e., an apology) is more in line with communal (vs.
exchange) relationships. Prior research shows that apologizing reflects social aspects of
service recovery (Shin et al., 2018). Failing to express concern, empathy, or an effort to
apologize can be perceived as a violation of communal norms (e.g., Aggrawal, 2004). We,
therefore, posit that social recovery is a must with communal service providers such as

Airbnb hosts.

Sample and procedure
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Participants were randomly assigned to recall a dissatisfying experience with either an
Airbnb host or a conventional service provider (hotel). One hundred and twenty consumers
from MTurk (39.8% female; Mage =32.35, SD = 9.93) participated in an online experiment for
a nominal fee. Twenty-one participants were excluded from the analysis because they failed
to recall an experience, resulting in a total of 99 participants (N = 49 conventional and N=50

peer provider).

First, we asked them to recall a dissatisfying lodging experience during the past 6
months. Next, they were instructed to briefly describe their experience and then respond to
measures on social recovery (i.e., apology, explanation), and post-recovery forgiveness). We

controlled for the severity of service failure (Shuqair et al., 2019).

Measures

This study tapped into consumers' perceptions of social service recovery strategies.
Based on items from Mostafa et al. (2015), we measured whether the service provider offered
an apology (4 items, a=.93; e.g., "The service provider apologized to me for what had
happened™), an explanation (4 items, a =.94; e.g., "The service provider explained why the
service problem might have happened™), and offered problem-solving (3 items, o= .83; ¢.g.,
"The service provider was able to answer my questions™). We controlled for severity of
service failure using 3 items from Weun, Beatty, and Jones (2004), e.g.— “The service failure
| had was severe”, “made me angry”, and “was unpleasant” (a=.90). The complete scale

appears in Appendix B.

Results

We were interested in assessing the role of intangible recovery across the two

relationship types and whether such recovery efforts influence consumers’ decisional
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forgiveness. We first performed a t-test with provider type (peer versus conventional) as the
independent variable and social recovery as the dependent variable. The items for intangible
recovery strategies (apology, explanation, and problem-solving) were summed and averaged
(o = .96). Results show a significant effect of provider type on social recovery (t[97] = 2.243,
p <.005). The mean score in the peer service provider condition (Mpeer = 6.89, SD = 2.17)

was higher than that in the conventional provider condition (Mconventional = 5.82, SD = 2.56).

Furthermore, the ANCOVA results show a significant effect of the provider type on
decisional forgiveness when we controlled for the severity of service failure. Participants
reported higher levels of decisional forgiveness with the Airbnb host compared to a

conventional hotel (Maironb =6.40 VS. Muotel = 5.44; F1, 96)=5.54, p =.05).

Mediation

In this mediation analysis, we found that social recovery mediated the relationship
between provider type and forgiveness. A bootstrap analysis (PROCESS Model 4, 5,000
samples; Hayes, 2017) tested whether social recovery mediated the effect of provider type on
forgiveness. First, provider type (1 = conventional, 0 = peer) significantly and positively
predicted social recovery (b= 1.07, SE = 0.47, t[97] = 2.24, p <.01; 95% confidence interval
[CI] =[0.12, 2.01]). Second, social recovery significantly and positively predicted
forgiveness (b = 0.62, SE = 0.07, {{97] = 8.78 p <.001; 95% CI =[0.48, 0.76]). The direct
effect (b=0.29, SE =0.34, 1]97] = 8.58 p =.392; 95% CI =[-0.38, 0.97]) was not significant,
while the indirect effect of provider type on forgiveness via social recovery was significant (b

=0.66, SE = 0.30; 95% CI =[0.08, 1.28]), indicating a full mediation (Hayes, 2017).

Study 3B Expectations of Service Recovery
Study 3B aims to further advance our understanding of service recovery under

communal norms. We manipulated two recovery strategies apology vs. compensation
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(Grewal et al., 2008; Wei et al., 2020). Drawing upon research on interactional fairness
(Aggrawal & Larrick, 2012; Wei et al., 2020), we aim to provide an alternative explanation as
to why consumers under communal relationships are more forgiving with social (vs.

monetary) recovery.

Sample and Procedure

Ninety consumers with prior experience with Airbnb, recruited from an online panel
MTurk (N=90, 44 % female, Mage =36, SD = 10.79,). Participants were randomly assigned to
two recovery conditions: apology (N = 47) and financial compensation (N= 43).

As a cover story, participants were told that we were interested in understating how
people perceive peer service providers as "Airbnb hosts". Participants were asked to read a
scenario from Study 1. To manipulate service recovery, we adopted two conditions from Wei
et al. (2020): “John, the host, sincerely apologized and explained possible reasons for the
delay and why the room is not ready. He sincerely apologized for this several times. [John
did not offer an apology but told you to receive a partial refund of 10% on your stay].”
Measures

Decisional forgiveness was measured using 3 items (0=.84), and interactional fairness
was captured by 4 items (0=.94) adapted from Agrawal & Larrick (2012) (i.e., “The host

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢

treated me with dignity” “respect”, “politely” and “candid”. For manipulation checks, we
asked participants “if the host offered you an apology” or oftered you a "refund”.
Manipulation checks

Our manipulation checks worked as intended. Participants in the refund condition
were more likely to agree that the host offered them compensation (M = 6.98) compared to

those in the apology condition (M = 5.13, F(1,88) = 12.25, p <.001). The opposite was true in

the apology condition, as participants were more likely to agree the host offered them an
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apology (M=7.39) compared to those in the compensation condition (M=4.93, F(1,ss) = 23.17,
p <.001).
Results

Supporting H1, participants reported significantly higher levels of decisional
forgiveness in the apology condition (M =6.50) than in the compensation condition (M =
5.53; #[88] =2.48, p <.015). In terms of interactional fairness, participants in the apology
condition perceived the host’s actions to be higher in terms of interactional fairness (M =6.84)
compared to their counterparts in the compensation condition (M = 5.66; ¢[88] = 3.00, p
<.001).

Next, a mediation analysis with 5,000 samples examined whether interactional
fairness mediated the effect of recovery type on decisional forgiveness. There was a
significant effect of recovery type (0 = refund; 1 = apology) on interactional fairness (b =
1.25, SE = 0.40, #88)]=3.20, p <.001), and interactional fairness positively and significantly
predicted decisional forgiveness (b = 0.69, SE = 0.07, #(88) = 9.60, p <.001). The direct
effect (b =10.07, SE =0.28, 95% CI = [-0.50, 0.64]) was not significant, while the indirect
effect of recovery strategy type on forgiveness via interactional fairness (b =0.89, SE =0.31,
95% CI=10.32, 1.58]) was significant, indicating a full mediation (Hayes, 2017).

Discussion

Studies 3A and 3B examined our core hypothesis that social recovery is highly valued

with peer providers. A failure to implement social service recovery can, therefore, influence

perceived interactional justice and consumer forgiveness.

Study 4- Forgiveness based on Airbnb host type service failure context
Study 4 aims to extend our findings by contrasting two types of peer service providers

(commercial versus personal). Prior research has identified different types of peer providers;
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professionals managing multiple listings (“exchange” type) and co-habiting hosts that are
more communal or personal (e.g., Dolnicar & Zare, 2020; Farmaki & Kaniadakis, 2020). We
expect that consumers are more forgiving with “personal” hosts due to communal norms
guiding such relationships.
Sample and procedure

A sample of two hundred and forty US participants was recruited via (46 % female,
Mage =42., SD = 12.09). Ten participants were excluded because they failed the attention
checks. The final sample of 230 U.S. participants was assigned to a communal host ( N=115)
and an exchange host condition (N=115). Participants first read the scenario used in Study
3B. To manipulate communal versus exchange orientation, participants read, “[John’s has
several apartment rentals across New York City and other states. For John it is a good
investment, John makes high profits from Airbnb.] see appendix 1 for the full scenario.

Measures

We measured decisional forgiveness using the same three items (i.e., “I forgive the
service provider (a =.79), and communal norms with two items (e.g., “I perceive the provider
as a friend” r =.910, p <.001).

Manipulation Checks

Manipulation checks worked as intended, as respondents indicated that the personal
service provider was higher in communal norms (Mcommunal = 7.33 VS. Mexchange

=6.91 t[228] =274, p =.05).

Results

As expected, participants reported significantly higher levels of post-recovery
forgiveness with the communal provider (M = 7.38 SD =1.37) as opposed to the exchange-

oriented peer (M =6.93, SD = 1.64; t[228] = 2.238, p <.05). Next, we conducted the
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following single mediation analyses: peer service provider type (IV) — communal norms

(Mediator - M1) — post-failure forgiveness (DV).

Using Hayes Process model 4, we show that provider type (1= personal, 0 =
commercial) significantly and positively predicted communal norms (b = .48, SE =0.19, p =
.05); 95% confidence interval [CI] = [0.10, 0.85]). Second, communal norms significantly
and positively predicted forgiveness (b = 0.66, SE= 0.05, #[228] = 12.30, p <.001; 95% CI =
[0.55, 0.77]). The direct effect was not significant (b= 0.12, SE = 0.15, #[228] =.80 p = .419;
95% CI =[-0.18, 0.43]), while the indirect effect of provider type on forgiveness via
communal norms was significant (b = 0.32, SE = 0.13; 95% CI =[0.08, 0.60]), suggesting a
full mediation (Hayes, 2017).

Discussion

Our results are consistent with our predictions that consumers have higher post-
recovery forgiveness with communal (vs. exchange) Airbnb providers. Moreover, the
hypothesized mechanism of communal norms mediates the effect. These findings imply that

relationship norms guide consumers’ post-recovery forgiveness.

4. General Discussion

Given the importance of consumer forgiveness in the hospitality context (Hur & Jang,
2019; Lee et al., 2021), we sought to examine the effectiveness of service recovery strategies
in the home-sharing segment based on consumer-provider relationship type (communal
versus exchange) (Studies 1-3), and Airbnb host type (Study 4). In five studies, we
demonstrate that consumers' post-recovery forgiveness is influenced by their evaluation of
the service provider, whether communal or exchange. We showed that communal (vs.

exchange) relationship norms influenced consumers' responses and expectations to service
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recovery strategies. Furthermore, we demonstrate the importance of social recovery with peer

service providers.

4.1 Theoretical Implications

This research demonstrates that consumers react differently to hospitality provider
type (peer vs. conventional) based on relationship norms. By doing so, our findings extend
the literature on service recovery (e.g., DeWitt & Brady, 2003; Kanuri & Andrews, 2019;
You et al., 2019), relationship norms (e.g., Clark & Waddell, 1985; Wan et al., 2011; Yang &
Aggarwal, 2019), and consumer forgiveness (e.g., Joireman et al., 2016; Tsarenko et al.,
2019). In sum, we show how relationship norms influence post-failure forgiveness in

collaborative consumption.

First, prior research on forgiveness shows that the degree of forgiveness depends on
many factors such as failure severity (e.g., Wei et al., 2020), relationship with the provider
(e.g., Finkel et al., 2002), and failure attribution (e.g., Suri et al., 2019). We extend prior
studies by demonstrating why consumers exhibit higher levels of forgiveness towards peer
(vs. conventional) providers. Importantly, we reveal that the effect is driven by communal
norms and social recovery. Specifically, our findings suggest that consumers tend to be more
forgiving with peer versus exchange providers. This outcome occurs when consumers
perceive their relationship partners as being similar to themselves as in communal
relationships (e.g., Shugair et al., 2019). Further, our findings bolster research on relationship
norms (Aggarwal, 2004; Clark & Mills, 1993; Heyman & Ariely, 2004). Social psychologists
have long recognized that relationship types influence consumer behavior (Agarwal, 2004;
Clark & Mills, 1993). Our mediation analysis of communal norms provides additional
evidence that the nature of one’s relationship with a service provider enhances the possibility

of post-failure forgiveness (Karremans & Smith, 2010; Nolan et al., 2008).
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Moreover, our research contributes to the service recovery literature by examining the
role of social service recovery in enhancing post-recovery forgiveness (Liu et al., 2019. Prior
research suggests that consumers vary in their responses to service recovery strategies (e.g.,
Smith et al., 1999; You et al., 2019). This research shows that social recovery might be
particularly important with peer service providers. When social and interpersonal etiquette
are not upheld, communal (but not exchange) norms are defied, leading to lower levels of
post-failure forgiveness. Our mediation results of interactional fairness show that, in a peer-
to-peer context, individuals react differently to 'what is fair' in terms of service recovery. Put
simply, offering an apology (vs. refund), or focusing on the social aspect of recovery is
perceived fairer in such context because such actions signal communal norms of concern,

respect, and dignity towards the relationship partner (e.g., Aggrawal & Larrick, 2012).

Finally, our research contributes to the growing literature on service failures in the
sharing economy. Recent research has mainly focused on the attribution theory (Suri et al.,
2019), hosts’ interactional style (Lu et al., 2020), empathy (Suri et al., 2019), or authenticity
(Shugair et al., 2019). This research extends provides novel insight into how communal (vs.
exchange) relationships influence consumer responses to service recovery efforts (i.e., social

VS. economic compensation).

4.2 Managerial Implications

Our findings provide valuable insight into how peer providers (e.g., platforms and
individual providers) might alleviate consumers' negative responses to service failures. First,
peer service providers should focus on the social aspect of recovery. Consumers are
particularly sensitive to communal relationships and failing to abide by social norms when
recovering from a service failure can lead to negative consequences. Our findings suggest

that consumers are more forgiving in peer relationships, and therefore, peer-to-peer providers
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should be aware of the merits of social recovery. Airbnb hosts and managers of commercial
homes should sincerely apologize and politely explain the reasons for the failure. These
findings do not imply that hotels should only focus on monetary compensation. Our findings,
however, highlight the importance of the social and emotional aspects of recovery in a peer-
to-peer context. Certainly, there are cases where offering financial compensation is necessary,
but focusing on social recovery is needed in a peer-to-peer context guided by communal

norms.

These findings also have implications for booking requests in the peer-to-peer
context. Compared to traditional hotel bookings, consumers’ booking decisions in Airbnb are
more complicated (Karlsson et al., 2017). When canceling or declining booking requests,
peer providers need to focus on social cues such as offering an apology, showing
appreciation, or offering an explanation. This will not only signal the provider’s communal
bonds (e.g., empathy - Wei et al., 2020), but it also reduces consumers’ negative reactions to

the provider.

Since consumers perceive peer providers to be higher in communal norms, social
aspects of any customer interactions, not only service recovery, are important. Therefore, we
encourage such peer providers (e.g., Airbnb hosts) to cultivate social ties by engaging in
personalized interactions and sharing personal information with consumers (e.g., So et al.,
2020). Such ties can also be extended to the pre-purchase stage, as many consumers make
purchase decisions based on information presented online (Zhu & Zhang, 2010). For
instance, peer providers can develop social ties with potential consumers by sharing their

interests (e.g., sports and music) on their profiles. Alternatively, peer providers could signal
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communal norms by using emojis?> when communicating with loyal consumers (Li et al.,

2019). Such efforts might lessen consumers' negative reactions to service failure.

4.3 Limitations and Future Research Directions

This research employed scenarios and recall tasks to explore consumers' responses to
service failure across communal and exchange relationships. In reality, however, consumers'
perceptions of relationships are subtle and highly subjective. In our experimental tasks,
participants were asked to evaluate their perceptions of existing brands in collaborative
consumption (i.e., Airbnb) versus traditional hospitality settings (i.e., hotels). While our
findings revealed that service recovery appears more effective in communal versus exchange
relationships, future research could explore other variables or boundary conditions that may
influence consumers' reactions, such as the timing of recovery. Furthermore, it remains
unknown whether social recovery can induce loyalty behaviors.

One key limitation of this research is that we did not control for hotel type. Future
research could explore this issue. We expect that consumers are more forgiving towards small

(vs. large) hotels and this effect might be driven by communal norms.

References

Aggarwal, P. (2004). The effects of brand relationship norms on consumer attitudes and
behavior. Journal of Consumer Research, 31(1), 87-101.

Aggarwal, P., & Larrick, R. P. (2012). When consumers care about being treated fairly: The
interaction of relationship norms and fairness norms. Journal of Consumer

Psychology, 22(1), 114-127.

2 Emojis [images] represent graphic symbols of human facial expressions (e.g., @) and an array of non-human-
face symbols (for a review, see Li et al., 2018).



24

Aggarwal, P., & Law, S. (2005). Role of relationship norms in processing brand information.
Journal of Consumer Research, 32(3), 453-464.

Benoit, S., Baker, T. L., Bolton, R. N., Gruber, T., & Kandampully, J. (2017). A triadic
framework for collaborative consumption (CC): Motives, activities and resources &
capabilities of actors. Journal of Business Research, 79(October) 219-227.

Chen, F., Liu, S. Q., & Mattila, A. S. (2020). Bragging and humblebragging in online

reviews. Annals of Tourism Research, 80, 102849.

Clark, M. S., Armentano, L. A., Boothby, E. J., & Hirsch, J. L. (2017). Communal relational
context (or lack thereof) shapes emotional lives. Current Opinion in Psychology, 17,
176-183.

Clark, M. S., & Waddell, B. (1985). Perceptions of exploitation in communal and exchange
relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 2(4), 403-418.

Clark, M. S., & Mills, J. (1979). Interpersonal attraction in exchange and communal
relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37(1), 12-24

Clark, M. S., & Mills, J. (1993). The difference between communal and exchange
relationships: What it is and is not. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19(6),

684-691.

Costello, J. P., & Reczek, R. W. (2020). Providers Versus Platforms: Marketing

Communications in the Sharing Economy. Journal of Marketing, 84(6), 22—38.

DeWitt, T., & Brady, M. K. (2003). Rethinking service recovery strategies: the effect of
rapport on consumer responses to service failure. Journal of Service Research, 6(2),

193-207.

Dolnicar, S., & Zare, S. (2020). COVID19 and Airbnb-Disrupting the disruptor. Annals of

Tourism Research.



25

Eckhardt, G. M., Houston, M. B., Jiang, B., Lamberton, C., Rindfleisch, A., & Zervas, G.
(2019, in press). Marketing in the sharing economy. Journal of Marketing. 83(5), 5—

27.

Farmaki, A., & Kaniadakis, A. (2020). Power dynamics in peer-to-peer accommodation:
Insights from Airbnb hosts. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 89,

102571.

Fincham, F. D., & Beach, S. R. (2001). Forgiving in close relationships. Advances in

Psychology Research, 7, 163-197.

Finkel, E. J., Rusbult, C. E., Kumashiro, M., & Hannon, P. A. (2002). Dealing with betrayal
in close relationships: Does commitment promote forgiveness?. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 956 —974.

Fiske, A. P. (1992). The four elementary forms of sociality: framework for a unified theory of

social relations. Psychological Review, 99(4), 689-723.

Fitzmaurice, C. J., Ladegaard, 1., Attwood-Charles, W., Cansoy, M., Carfagna, L. B., Schor,
J. B., & Wengronowitz, R. (2020). Domesticating the market: moral exchange and the

sharing economy. Socio-Economic Review, 18(1), 81-102.

Giesler, M., Veresiu, E., & Humphreys, A. (2019). How Consumer Empathy Drives Platform

Success (No. 19-100, p. 01). Working Paper.

Goodwin, C. (1996). Communality as a dimension of service relationships. Journal of

Consumer Psychology, 5(4), 387-415.

Grewal, D., Roggeveen, A. L., & Tsiros, M. (2008). The effect of compensation on

repurchase intentions in service recovery. Journal of Retailing, 84(4), 424-434.



26

Grégoire, Y., Tripp, T. M., & Legoux, R. (2009). When customer love turns into lasting hate:
The effects of relationship strength and time on customer revenge and avoidance.

Journal of Marketing, 73(6), 18-32.

Guttentag, D., Smith, S., Potwarka, L., & Havitz, M. (2018). Why tourists choose Airbnb: A

motivation-based segmentation study. Journal of Travel Research, 57(3), 342—-359.

Hamari, J., Sjoklint, M., & Ukkonen, A. (2016). The sharing economy: Why people
participate in collaborative consumption. Journal of the Association for Information

Science and Technology, 67(9), 2047—-2059.

Harrison-Walker, L. J. (2019). The critical role of customer forgiveness in successful service

recovery. Journal of Business Research, 95, 376-391.

Hayes, A. F. (2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process

analysis: A regression-based approach. Guilford Publications.

Heyman, J., & Ariely, D. (2004). Effort for payment: A tale of two markets. Psychological

Science, 15(11), 787-793.

Hoffman, K. D., & Chung, B. G. (1999). Hospitality recovery strategies: Customer
preference versus firm use. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 23(1), 7171-

84

Hur, J., & Jang, S. (2019). Is consumer forgiveness possible?: examining rumination and
distraction in hotel service failures. International Journal of Contemporary

Hospitality Management, 31(4), 1567-1587.

Joireman, J., Grégoire, Y., & Tripp, T. M. (2016). Customer forgiveness following service

failures. Current Opinion in Psychology, 10, 76-82.



27

Johnson, D. R., & Borden, L. A. (2012). Participants at your fingertips: Using Amazon's
Mechanical Turk to increase student—faculty collaborative research. Teaching of

Psychology, 39(4), 245-251.

Johnson, A. G., & Neuhofer, B. (2017). Airbnb—an exploration of value co-creation
experiences in Jamaica. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality

Management, 29(9), 2361-2376.

Johnston, R., & Fern, A. (1999). Service recovery strategies for single and double deviation

scenarios. Service Industries Journal, 19(2), 69-82.

Karremans, J. C., & Smith, P. K. (2010). Having the power to forgive: When the experience
of power increases interpersonal forgiveness. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 36(8),1010-1023.

Karremans, J. C., & Van Lange, P. A. (2004). Back to caring after being hurt: The role of

forgiveness. European Journal of Social Psychology, 34(2), 207-227.

Kanuri, V. K., & Andrews, M. (2019). The unintended consequence of price-based service

recovery incentives. Journal of Marketing, 83(5), 57-77.

Lee, H., Yang, S. B., & Koo, C. (2019). Exploring the effect of Airbnb hosts' attachment and
psychological ownership in the sharing economy. Tourism Management, 70, 284—

294,

Lee, J. S., Kim, J., Hwang, J., & Cui, Y. G. (2021). Does love become hate or forgiveness
after a double deviation? The case of hotel loyalty program members. Tourism

Management, 84, 104279.



28

Li, X., Chan, K. W., & Kim, S. (2019). Service with emoticons: How customers interpret
employee use of emoticons in online service encounters. Journal of Consumer

Research, 45(5), 973-987.

Li, Z. C,, Tao, W., & Wu, L. (2020). The price of good friendships: Examining the roles of
relationship norms and perceived controllability in service failure

encounters. International Journal of Business Communication, 2329488420907119.

Lu, L., Cai, R., & King, C. (2020a). Building trust through a personal touch: Consumer
response to service failure and recovery of home-sharing. Journal of Business

Research, 117, 99-111.

Lu, L., Mody, M., & Andajigarmaroudi, S. (2020b). Exploring guest response towards
service failure in home-sharing: service presence and consumption motivation.

International Journal of Hospitality Management, 87, 102498.

McCullough, M. E., Worthington, E. L., Jr., & Rachal, K. C. (1997). Interpersonal forgiving

in close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(2), 321-336.

Mody, M., & Hanks, L. (2020). Consumption authenticity in the accommodations industry:
the keys to brand love and brand loyalty for hotels and Airbnb. Journal of Travel

Research, 59(1), 173-189.

Mody, M. A,, Lu, L., & Hanks, L. (2020). "It's not worth the effort"! Examining service
recovery in Airbnb and other homesharing platforms. International Journal of

Contemporary Hospitality Management. 32(9),0959-61109.

Mostafa, R. B., Lages, C. R., Shabbir, H. A., & Thwaites, D. (2015). Corporate image: A

service recovery perspective. Journal of Service Research, 18(4), 468-483.



29

Menzies-Toman, D. A., & Lydon, J. E. ((2005). Commitment-motivated benign appraisals of
partner transgressions: Do they facilitate accommodation?. Journal of Social and

Personal Relationships, 22(1), 111-128.

Newton, J. D., Wong, J., & Casidy, R. (2018). Deck the halls with boughs of holly to soften

evaluations of service failure. Journal of Service Research, 21(4), 389-404.

Nolan, J. M., Schultz, P. W., Cialdini, R. B., Goldstein, N. J., & Griskevicius, V. (2008).
Normative social influence is underdetected. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 34(7), 913-923.

Pera, R., Viglia, G., Grazzini, L., & Dalli, D. (2019). When empathy prevents negative

reviewing behavior. Annals of Tourism Research, 75, 265-278.

Perren, R., & Kozinets, R. V. (2018). Lateral exchange markets: how social platforms operate

in a networked economy. Journal of Marketing, 82(1), 20—36.

Rusbult, C. E., Bissonnette, V. L., Arriaga, X. B., Cox, C. L., & Bradbury, T. N. (1998).
Accommodation processes during the early years of marriage. The developmental

course of marital dysfunction, 74-113.

Schor, J. B., & Attwood-Charles, W. (2017). The “sharing” economy: labor, inequality, and

social connection on for-profit platforms. Sociology Compass, 11(8), e12493.

Scott, M. L., Mende, M., & Bolton, L. E. (2013). Judging the book by its cover? How
consumers decode conspicuous consumption cues in buyer—seller

relationships. Journal of Marketing Research, 50(3), 334-347.

So, K. K. F., Xie, K. L., & Wu, J. (2019). Peer-to-peer accommodation services in the sharing
economy. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 31(8),

3212-3230.



30

Sinha, J., & Lu, F. C. (2016). “I” value justice, but “we” value relationships: Self-construal
effects on post-transgression consumer forgiveness. Journal of Consumer

Psychology, 26(2), 265-274.

Shapiro, T., & Nieman-Gonder, J. (2006). Effect of communication mode in justice-based
service recovery. Managing Service Quality: An International Journal. 16 (2), 124—

144.

Smith, A. K., Bolton, R. N., & Wagner, J. (1999). A model of customer satisfaction with
service encounters involving failure and recovery. Journal of Marketing Research,

36(3), 356-372.

Shin, H., Casidy, R., & Mattila, A. S. (2018). Service recovery, justice perception, and
forgiveness: The "other customers” perspectives. Services Marketing Quarterly,

39(1), 1-21.

Shuqair, S., Pinto, D. C., & Mattila, A. S. (2019). Benefits of authenticity: Post—failure
loyalty in the sharing economy. Annals of Tourism Research, 78(September)

[102741].

So, K. K. F., Kim, H., & Oh, H. (2020). What makes Airbnb experiences enjoyable? The
effects of environmental stimuli on perceived enjoyment and repurchase

intention. Journal of Travel Research, 0047287520921241.

Suess, C., Mody, M., Bulut, U., & Sirakaya-Turk, E. (2020). What caused the rise of Airbnb?

An examination of key macroeconomic factors. Tourism Management, 81, 104134,

Suri, A., Huang, B., & Sénécal, S. (2019). I can forgive you, but I can't forgive the firm: An
examination of service failures in the sharing economy. Journal of Marketing Theory

and Practice, 27(4), 355-370.



31

Tsarenko, Y., & Tojib, D. R. (2011). A transactional model of forgiveness in the service
failure context: a customer-driven approach. Journal of Services Marketing. 25(5)

381-392.

Tsarenko, Y., & Tojib, D. (2012). The role of personality characteristics and service failure
severity in consumer forgiveness and service outcomes. Journal of Marketing

Management, 28(9-10), 1217-1239.

Tsarenko, Y., Strizhakova, Y., & Otnes, C. C. (2019). Reclaiming the future: Understanding
customer forgiveness of service transgressions. Journal of Service Research, 22(2),

139-155.

Tussyadiah, I. P. (2015). An exploratory study on drivers and deterrents of collaborative
consumption in travel. In Information and communication technologies in tourism

2015 (pp. 817-830). Springer, Cham.

Tussyadiah, I. P., & Pesonen, J. (2016). Impacts of peer-to-peer accommodation use on travel

patterns. Journal of Travel Research, 55(8), 1022-1040.

Umashankar, N., Ward, M. K., & Dahl, D. W. (2017). The benefit of becoming friends:
Complaining after service failures leads customers with strong ties to increase loyalty.

Journal of Marketing, 81(6), 79-98.

Wan, L. C., Hui, M. K., & Wyer Jr, R. S. (2011). The role of relationship norms in responses

to service failures. Journal of Consumer Research, 38(2), 260-277.

Wei, C., Liu, M. W., & Keh, H. T. (2020). The road to consumer forgiveness is paved with
money or apology? The roles of empathy and power in service recovery. Journal of

Business Research, 118, 321-334.



32

Weun, S., Beatty, S. E., & Jones, M. A. (2004). The impact of service failure severity on

service recovery evaluations and post-recovery relationships. Journal of Services

Marketing. 18(2), 133-146.

Wirtz, J., So, K. K. F., Mody, M. A,, Liu, S. Q., & Chun, H. H. (2019). Platforms in the peer-

to-peer sharing economy. Journal of Service Management. 30 (4), 452—483.

Wirtz, J., & Mattila, A. S. (2004). Consumer responses to compensation, speed of recovery
and apology after a service failure. International Journal of Service Industry

Management, 15(2),150-166.

Wieselquist, J., Rusbult, C. E., Foster, C. A., & Agnew, C. R. (1999). Commitment, pro-
relationship behavior, and trust in close relationships. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 77(5), 942-966

Worthington, E. L., & Scherer, M. (2004). Forgiveness is an emotion-focused coping strategy
that can reduce health risks and promote health resilience: Theory, review, and

hypotheses. Psychology & Health, 19(3), 385-405.

Yang, L. W., & Aggarwal, P. (2019). No small matter: how company size affects consumer

expectations and evaluations. Journal of Consumer Research, 45(6), 1369-1384.

You, Y., Yang, X., Wang, L., & Deng, X. (2019). When and Why Saying "Thank You" Is
Better Than Saying "Sorry" in Redressing Service Failures: The Role of Self-Esteem.

Journal of Marketing, 0022242919889894.

Zhou, Y., Huang, M., Tsang, A. S., & Zhou, N. (2013). Recovery strategy for group service

failures. European Journal of Marketing. 47(8), 1133-1156.

Zhu, F., & Zhang, X. (2010). Impact of online consumer reviews on sales: The moderating

role of product and consumer characteristics. Journal of Marketing, 74(2), 133-148



33



34

APPENDIX A — Scenarios

Study 1

Adapted from (Suri

“Please imagine that you were traveling to New York City and after comparing all
housing options [hotel room] on a home-sharing app [hotel booking app] for several
days, you found a suitable accommodation with a host on Airbnb [a room at 3 stars
hotel]. at $70 per night. Upon your arrival at the accommodation, no one was present

et al., 2019) - ' i
to answer the door [reception to check you in]. After a 20-minute delay, the host
[front desk agent] arrived and directed you to your room”.

Study 2 "You recently made a reservation to stay at a hotel [Airbnb] on your upcoming trip.

Adapted from

You paid USD 70 per night. Upon arriving at the [hotel] host apartment, you realize
that the room has not been properly cleaned. The bed has not been made and there
are dirty towels lying all over the floor. You return to the front desk [host] and the

Shugair et al. _ X ! i

(2019) front-office agent [host] unapologetically states the following: 'Oops, we will have
the room cleaned immediately.' 30 minutes later you make your way to the clean
hotel room."

Study 3B Please imagine that you were traveling to New York City and after comparing all

Recovery strategies
adapted from Wei et
al. (2020)

housing options on a home-sharing app for several days, you wanted to book
suitable accommodation with a host on Airbnb. You find an apartment listed by
John, for $70 per night. You made your booking. Upon your arrival at the
accommodation, no one was present to answer the door. After a 20-minute delay, the
host arrived and directed you to your room. Once you get to your room, you realize
that the room has not been properly cleaned.

John sincerely apologized and explained possible reasons for the delay and why the
room is not ready. He sincerely apologized for this several times. [John did not offer
an apology but told you to receive a partial refund of 10% on your stay].”

Study 4

John relies on this apartment to supplement his income; he makes some money from
Airbnb [ John’s has several apartment rentals across New York City and other states.
For John it is a good investment, John makes high profits from Airbnb.]”.
Participants further read “You sent an Airbnb booking request to John, He accepted
your early check-in. John later sent you this message: "Hi, thanks for booking with
me, welcome to my apartment, the check-in is at 14:00. Please send me a message
upon arrival, looking forward to getting to know you @). [ please send me a
message upon arrival, see you]”.
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Constructs

Measurement items

Source

Decisional
forgiveness

I will continue my relationships with this Hotel [Airbnb
host]

I will make an effort to be friendly in my future
interactions with this Hotel [Airbnb host]"

| forgive this Hotel [Airbnb host]

Tsarenko and
Tojib (2012)

Communal norms

I perceive this service provider as a close friend
As a family member

Aggarwal (2004)

Exchange norms

As a businessperson
As a company

Aggarwal (2004)

Expected Apology The service provider apologized to me for what had Mostafa et al.
happened (2015)
The service provider expressed regret for the mistake that
occurred
The service provider apologized for the inconvenience the
problem had brought to me
The service provider apologized for what I have suffered
because of the problem
Expected The compensation the service provider gave me for the loss Mostafa et al.

Compensation

incurred is good

The compensation the service provider gave me for all the
time | spent dealing with the complaint is good.

The compensation the service provider provided me to
cover my financial losses is good

The compensation the service provider provided me for the
inconvenience | went through due to the complaint is good
The compensation the service provider gave me for all the
hard times I had due to the complaint is good

(2015)

Expected
Explanation

The service provider explained why the service problem
might have happened

The service provider explained what factors might have
caused the problem

The service provider explained what might have gone
wrong

The service provider provided a convincing explanation for
the reason for the problem and four items for follow up
strategies

Mostafa et al.
(2015)

Expected Follow
up

After solving the problem, the service provider contacted
me to ensure that the problem has been solved completely
After handling the complaint, the service provider followed
up to make sure that everything is satisfactory

The service provider asked me to use the service to ensure
that the problem has been entirely solved

The service provider has contacted me to inform me about
the status of my complaint.

Mostafa et al.
(2015)
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Constructs Measurement items Source
Expected Problem- e The service provider was able to answer my questions Mostafa et al.
solving e The service provider knew the solutions to the problem (2015)

e The responsible employee solved the problem efficiently
Severity of service e The service failure | had was severe Weun et al
failure e Made me feel angry (2004)

e Was unpleasant

Interactional
fairness

e The provider treated me with dignity
e Respect
e Politely
e Candid

Aggarwal and
Larrick (2012)
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Appendix C- Alternative Mediation Analyses

Exchange norms (Study 4)

We show that insignificant effect of the provider type on exchange norms (b =
03, SE = 0.20; t[228] p= 86), exchange norms have a positive effect on forgiveness
(b =0.46, SE = 0.05; p <.001). The direct effect was not significant (b =.01,
SE =0.09; p <.015), and a non-significant indirect (b = SE = .01, BootLCCI = -.16,
BootULCI = 20, p <.01). Thus, no mediation effects were found for exchange norms

in Study 4.



