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Abstract 
Research on value co-creation in service recovery is increasing, yet existing 
empirical studies show disagreements in their findings. Based on a systemic 
literature review, we identified 29 articles that investigated 8401 complaint 
customers in service recovery after value co-creation in this study. Subse-
quently, a conceptual framework was developed and analyzed through a me-
ta-analysis of 29 independent samples from 26,334 effect sizes. The findings 
showed that value co-creation is positively associated with post-recovery per-
formance (satisfaction, repurchase intention, and word of mouth) through 
perceived justice. Moreover, it was found that additional compensation mod-
erates the impact of value co-creation on perceived justice (including proce-
dural justice, distributive justice, and interactional justice). Additionally, the 
positive relationship between value co-creation and procedural justice is 
stronger in process service failure than in outcome service failure. The posi-
tive impact of value co-creation on interactional justice is amplified in the on-
line service industry. This study contributes to research on value co-creation 
in service recovery and provides implications for service firms. 
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1. Introduction 

Value co-creation, which refers to customer engagement in coordinating with 
employees to complete a service recovery journey (Roggeveen, Tsiros, & Grewal, 
2012), is based on customer participation in service recovery (Dong, Evans, & 
Zou, 2008; Vaerenbergh, Hazée, & Costers, 2018). Service recovery means ac-
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tions taken by companies when service failure happened and he specified it into 
two dimensions: outcome and process (Gronroos, 1988). In fact, whether en-
gaging in service recovery is an option for the customer (Hogreve, Bilstein, & 
Mandl, 2017) and whether to provide the opportunity for the customer to par-
ticipate in it are strategy choices that service firms must make (Akaka & Vargo, 
2015; Xu, Tronvoll, & Edvardsson, 2014). As such, value co-creation in service 
recovery has received close attention from researchers. Existing research has 
examined various aspects of how it can be conducted, such as considering the 
level of customer participation (Dong et al., 2008), enhancing resource integra-
tion (Xu, Tronvoll, et al., 2014), and empowering complaint customers (Ben-Zur 
& Yagil, 2005). Among these studies is research discussing the impact of value 
co-creation (Cheung & To, 2016; Hazée, Van Vaerenbergh, & Armirotto, 2017; 
Park & Ha, 2016) on indicators such as satisfaction (Gohary, Hamzelu, & Aliza-
deh, 2016; Vázquez-Casielles, Iglesias, & Varela-Neira, 2017), repurchase inten-
tion (Hazée et al., 2017), and word of mouth (Bock, Folse, & Black, 2016; Zogh-
bi-Manrique-de-Lara, Suárez-Acosta, & Aguiar-Quintana, 2014). Some re-
searchers have argued that the approach to take in engaging a customer in par-
ticipation should depend on the type of service failure involved (Roggeveen et 
al., 2012). Other researchers have also begun to disentangle the dark side of val-
ue co-creation (Haj-Salem & Chebat, 2014; Heidenreich, Wittkowski, Handrich, 
& Falk, 2015), that is if complaint customers fail to achieve value co-creation, 
they will present more unsatisfied after service recovery. In short, a growing 
body of research focuses on the effects of value co-creation in service recovery. 

Although previous research has provided many insights regarding the reasons 
that a customer might display willingness to coordinate with a firm and the ef-
fects of value co-creation (Koc, Kilic, Bahar, Yumusak, & Ulukoy, 2015; Nätti, 
Pekkarinen, Hartikka, & Holappa, 2014), further research is necessary for two 
main reasons. First, there are contradictions among the empirical findings of the 
existing research. In particular, some studies show that value co-creation in ser-
vice recovery to be positively associated with aspects of performance such as sa-
tisfaction and repurchase intention (Dong et al., 2008; Roggeveen et al., 2012), 
whereas other studies argue that value co-creation buffers the positive impact of 
service recovery efforts (Hazée et al., 2017; Heidenreich et al., 2015). These con-
flicting arguments create doubt around the usefulness of value co-creation for 
service firms and customers. Secondly, researchers view value co-creation as a 
result of service recovery and examine the impact of this result on customer 
evaluation in of the service recovery experience (Cheung & To, 2016; Jin, Nicely, 
Fan, & Adler, 2019). In reality, however, value co-creation is a strategy that ser-
vice firms adopt in service recovery, not a result of it. This means that value 
co-creation is a service recovery process in itself and that the mechanism of how 
customers evaluates value co-creation therefore must be researched. 

The overall aim of this study is to combine a systematic literature review and a 
meta-analysis of value co-creation in service recovery in order to explore the 
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mechanism of value co-creation’s influence on service recovery performance 
through perceived justice. The findings expand the literature on value co-creation 
in service recovery and provide meaningful implications for service firms. 

2. Research Framework 
2.1. Data Coding 

In coding data along the dimension of variables, it can be difficult to ensure that 
different measures for the same constructs are consistent among primary stu-
dies. In a meta-analysis, there is the additional challenge of ensuring the com-
mensurability and heterogeneity of the studies being investigated. For instance, 
there is an issue related to construct boundaries. The systematic literature review 
demonstrates that the term “post-recovery performance” has been used broadly 
in the literature, using a wide range of measurements. 

To address this issue, we examined whether the indicators were consistent 
among the definitions of “post-recovery performance” and confirmed through a 
discussion among the three authors that 75% of the items closely match the defi-
nition of “satisfaction” after service recovery (Hunter and Schmidt, 2004). The 
authors first agreed on the definitions for each construct dimension. The re-
viewed papers were then coded independently to avoid bias, and any disagree-
ments regarding the coding were resolved through discussion. Consequently, we 
categorized the construct into the relevant dimension of the conceptual frame-
work when more than 75% of the items in each construct closely matched our 
definition (Hunter and Schmidt, 2004; Geng, Mansouri and Aktas, 2017). 

2.1.1. Independent Variables 
Existing research has discussed value co-creation based on customer participa-
tion in service recovery from two perspectives: value co-creation as a part of the 
service recovery processes (Boukis, 2016; Jin et al., 2019) and value co-creation 
as the outcome of service recovery (Elsharnouby & Mahrous, 2015; Koc et al., 
2015; Sugathan, Ranjan, & Mulky, 2017). In our meta-analysis, we defined value 
co-creation as a part of the service recovery process, in which customers partici-
pate in the recovery as “partial employees” (Dong et al., 2008). The reason we 
chose this perspective is that value co-creation is a recovery strategy used by ser-
vice firms that was designed to empower complaining customers to make deci-
sions about how to handle the service failure (Edvardsson, Tronvoll, & Höykin-
puro, 2011; Koc et al., 2015). As a result of this approach, value co-creation in-
fluences the customer’s perceived justice in service recovery (Balaji, Jha, Sarkar, 
& Krishnan, 2018; Guo, Lotz, Tang, & Gruen, 2016). The definition of value 
co-creation from a service recovery outcome perspective, meanwhile, is already 
included in post-recovery performance, as mentioned in next section (Gohary, 
Hamzelu, Pourazizi, & Hanzaee, 2016). 

2.1.2. Mediator Variables 
Perceived justice has been well defined in existing research. In equity theory 
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(Adams, 1963), it is divided into procedural justice, distributive justice, and in-
teractional justice, with some authors suggesting the addition of informational 
justice. We adopt the three main dimensions of perceived justice in me-
ta-analysis:  

Procedural justice refers to the customer’s perception of justice regarding the 
methods that the firm adopts to deal with the service failure, including policies, 
procedures, and process controls aimed at fulfilling customer recovery needs 
(Gohary, Hamzelu, Pourazizi, et al., 2016; Guo et al., 2016). Previous research 
has suggested flexibility, accessibility, process control, decision control, and res-
ponses speed as the sub-dimensions to consider in such discussions (Magnini, 
2007). 

Distributive justice refers to the individual’s perception regarding the tangi-
ble resources that the firm uses to rectify a service failure by achieving equitable 
exchange relationships. In other words, distributive justice is the fairness of ser-
vice failure management as perceived by complaining customers receiving re-
sources such as discounts, coupons, and monetary refunds (Boukis, 2016; Chen 
& Kim, 2019). 

Interactional justice focuses on the customer’s evaluation of the degree of 
perceived fairness in interpersonal interaction with the employees who delivered 
the service recovery (Gohary, Hamzelu, Pourazizi, et al., 2016). Prior research 
has argued the sub-dimensions of interactional justice include courtesy, offering 
explanations, and empathy (Cheung & To, 2016; Xu, Tronvoll, et al., 2014). 

2.1.3. Dependent Variables 
After reviewing the sample of existing studies collected for the meta-analysis, we 
developed three dimensions to code post-recovery performance: satisfaction 
with recovery processes, repurchase intention, and word of mouth. Each is de-
fined below. 

Satisfaction with recovery processes refers to a complaining customer’s pos-
itive state of mind and a positive evaluation after the service recovery. Therefore, 
we coded studies that measured complaining customers’ satisfaction with service 
recovery processes (Authors, 2017; Jin et al., 2019). Measures of satisfaction with 
recovery processes included indicators of being happy with, pleased with, and 
grateful for recovery processes (Hamzelu, Gohary, Ghafoori Nia, & Heidarzadeh 
Hanzaee, 2017). 

Repurchase intention refers to the willingness to or action of repurchase after 
service recovery (Kuo & Wu, 2012). Measures of repurchase intention include 
willingness to repurchase and repurchase behavior after service recovery (Rog-
geveen et al., 2012). 

Word of mouth, in our framework, refers to the willingness of a complaining 
customer to share information about the service or experience with others in a 
positive manner. In the meta-analysis, word of mouth included various indica-
tors, such as recommending the service to others and sharing the positive service 
recovery experience with others (Hamzelu et al., 2017). 
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2.1.4. Moderator Variables 
Moderator variables in meta-analysis are often taken from control variables in 
existing empirical studies (Golicic and Smith, 2013). As such, these variables af-
fect the zero-order correlation between the independent and dependent variables 
in the correlational analysis (Hunter and Schmidt, 2004). According to the re-
viewed papers in this meta-analysis, researchers have emphasized that type of 
failure, additional compensation, industry, and culture as factors that may in-
fluence the relationship between value co-creation and customers’ perceived jus-
tice (Vaerenbergh et al., 2018). Consequently, moderating variables in our re-
search framework were coded as the below: 

Type of service failure can be distinguished by the locus of the failure: 
process or outcome (Smith et al. 1999). Process failures occur when the service is 
delivered disrespectfully or the employee is impolite. Outcome failures, such as a 
canceled flight, occur when the core service is not delivered correctly. Customers 
have more chances to engage in process failures than in outcome failures and 
can therefore evaluate the attribution of process failures easily. Thus, customers 
are more likely to feel that they are participating in service recovery and perceive 
value co-creation. We expect that the effect size of outcome failure is higher than 
the process failure. 

Additional compensation has been divided into two types: economic com-
pensation (e.g. money) and mental compensation (e.g. apology) (Balaji et al., 
2018; Jin et al., 2019; Vaerenbergh et al., 2018). We expect that effect sizes will be 
higher in studies in which consumers receive additional compensation than in 
studies in which they simply participate in the service. 

Industry is the third moderator variable. The majority of the studies appear-
ing in this meta-analysis were carried out in high-contact service industries, such 
as the hotel and airline industries. In order to explore the effects of industry on 
service recovery, given the interactive features of service itself, our meta-analysis 
divides the industries into two categories: online and offline. An online industry 
is based on services provided on the platform of the internet and provide 
self-service to customers or online contact service. For example, the main service 
failure in an online industry is often payment problems on the self-service online 
system. By contrast, an offline industry is a traditional service industry in which 
customers communicate with frontline employees face to face. When service 
failure occurs, there is less justice bias in offline service industries than in online 
service ones, as direct interaction with employees leads to rapid responses. 
Therefore, we expect that the effect size of offline service industries to be lower 
than that of online ones. 

Culture is believed to also play a role. In line with existing literature, this 
moderator variable captures whether the research data were collected in an 
Eastern or a Western country. The definition of culture is “the collective pro-
gramming of the mind, which distinguishes the member of one group of people 
from others” (Hofstede 1997, p. 9). For instance, customers living in Eastern 
cultures tend to focus more on relationships and connectedness and have a 
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stronger willingness to coordinate with others in their cultural climate than 
Western customers (Sharama, 2010). We expect higher effect size for studies in 
Western countries that for studies in Eastern countries. When service failure 
occurs, Western customers tend to find the solutions by themselves and provide 
feedback to frontline employees, while customers in Eastern culture do opposite 
(Vaerenbergh et al., 2018). Thus, we expect that the effect size will be higher in 
Western culture. 

2.1.5. Control Variables 
In order to ensure the accuracy and consistency of the data, we added three con-
trol variables to conduct our meta-analysis: study design, sample, and journal 
quality.  

Study design is based on whether the research methodology is experimental 
or survey-based. Here, “experiments” refer to scenarios and field study, and 
“survey” includes interviews, questionnaires, and case studies. The experimental 
design controls the various variables more objectively, so we anticipate that the 
experimental effect size will be found to be stronger.  

Sample refers to whether respondents are student or nonstudent. Because 
students have limited experience of everyday life, including customer service, 
research results based on student data are weighed differently (Burnett and 
Dune, 1986).  

Journal quality captures whether the research is published in an ABS-ranked 
four-star journal. We use the ABS ranking (2018) as our criterion of journal 
quality, and four-star journals in ABS ranking (2018) are evaluated as high qual-
ity journals. The research published in high-quality journals may report stronger 
effect sizes than studies published in general journals. 

2.2. Conceptual Framework 

Our systematic literature review found that most of the reviewed papers have 
mentioned that engaging customers in managing a service failure influences 
customers’ perception in a way that may increase perceived justice (Xu, Mar-
shall, Edvardsson, & Tronvoll, 2014). Therefore, in general, we assume that the 
influence of value co-creation on customers’ perceived justice affects service re-
covery performance, shown in Figure 1. 

First, after value co-creation, consumers judge the compensation in recovery 
equitable due to their participation in the decision making of the service recov-
ery process, which may influence their sense of distributive justice (Xu, Mar-
shall, et al., 2014). Moreover, when customers have the right to decide how to 
deal with the service failure, such as choosing the type of compensation, they are 
more likely to have a positive sense of procedural justice after service recovery 
(Dong et al., 2008). At the same time, customers’ participation enhances their 
interactional justice because they feel they are being treated fairly when em-
ployees ask for their suggestions about the service recovery (Roggeveen et al., 
2012). 
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Figure 1. Research framework. 
 

H1. Value co-creation is positively related to customers’ perceived justice, in-
cluding: 1) procedural justice, 2) distributive justice, and 3) interactional justice. 

As a service recovery strategy, value co-creation plays as service has positive 
impact on customer satisfaction, especially after the recovery (Cheung & To, 
2016; Grönroos & Voima, 2013). We argue that value co-creation is positively 
related to satisfaction with post-recovery performance, repurchase intention, 
and word of mouth (Cheung & To, 2016; Park & Ha, 2016; Vázquez-Casielles et 
al., 2017) for three reasons. Firstly, value co-creation creates an appropriate in-
teractional approach between employees and customers that takes into account 
the customers’ needs and preferences, leading to the improvement of procedural 
justice (Elsharnouby & Mahrous, 2015). Secondly, the aim of co-creation in ser-
vice recovery is to increase customer repurchase intention, as customers trust 
providers who allow them to participate in decision making in the event of a 
service failure (Boukis, 2016). Consequently, value co-creation is positively asso-
ciated with distributive justice. Thirdly, customers are satisfied psychologically 
when employees understand their psychology. In line with this, value 
co-creation provides customer with opportunities to interact with employees di-
rectly, thus leading to interactional justice (Vázquez-Casielles et al., 2017). As 
summary, we hypothesis as follow:  

H2. Value co-creation is positively associated with service recovery perfor-
mance, including: 1) post-recovery performance, 2) repurchase intention, and 3) 
word of mouth, 

Previous research has revealed that perceived justice has a strong relationship 
with customer satisfaction in service recovery (Xu, Marshall, et al., 2014). In-
itially, when customers are willing to participate in value co-creation, they will 
perceive greater procedural justice and feel satisfied, as they perceive that they 
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have some control over the service recovery process (Roggeveen et al., 2012). 
The customer then receives compensation, which may increase their sense of 
distributive justice. Having participated in the service recovery process, custom-
ers understand the reason for the compensation, thus increasing the satisfaction 
with recovery (Boukis, 2016; Zhang & Geng, 2019). Additionally, appropriate 
interaction with consumers plays an important role in service recovery. Value 
co-creation provides an opportunity for interaction with customers, including 
asking for their opinions, leading to an increase the interactional justice (Xu, 
Marshall, et al., 2014). In summary, we proposed the following hypothesis: 

H3. Perceived justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with recovery 
process. 

H3a. Procedural justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with the recovery 
process. 

H3b. Distributive justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with the recovery 
process. 

H3c. Interactional justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with the recovery 
process. 

Extant research has indicated that when complaining customers focus on the 
process of service recovery, they are more willing to make future purchases and 
take part in co-creation in the future (Guo et al., 2016). First, if consumers 
perceive that they have a dominant role in the process, procedural justice will 
increase because they will feel that they are needed (Guo et al., 2016). As a result, 
they become a part of the service provider itself, and their repurchase intention 
is implied (Hazée et al., 2017; Park & Ha, 2016). Second, once customers receive 
compensation that meets their expectations, the repurchase intention will in-
crease as distributive justice is raised (Roggeveen et al., 2012). The reason for 
this relationship is that customers who perceived distributive justice trust that 
the service provider is able to deliver high-quality service even in the case of a 
service failure (Gohary, Hamzelu, & Alizadeh, 2016; Nadiri, 2016). Third, com-
plaint customers who experience a smooth service recovery and perceive inter-
active justice tend to choose the same service in the future, thus increasing re-
purchase intention (Vázquez-Casielles et al., 2017). In short, the following hy-
pothesis is proposed: 

H4. Perceived justice has a positive effect on repurchase intention. 
H4a. Procedural justice has a positive effect on repurchase intention. 
H4b. Distributive justice has a positive effect on repurchase intention. 
H4c. Interactional justice has a positive effect on repurchase intention. 
Existing research has shown that positive word of mouth plays an important 

role in service recovery (Ha & Jang, 2009; Tax, Brown, & Chandrashekaran, 
1998). (On the other hand, when customers feel they have been treated unfairly 
in service recovery, they tend to spread negative word of mouth.) The first rea-
son for this is that, when customers participate in each part of the process, active 
word of mouth will be broadcast, owing to the increasement of procedural jus-
tice (Vázquez-Casielles et al., 2017). Next, when employees show sympathy to 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jssm.2020.132026


M. Zhang, S. Jin 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jssm.2020.132026 396 Journal of Service Science and Management 
 

customers, the customer, perceiving higher interactional justice, will be more 
likely to spread word of mouth. Moreover, since material satisfaction is equally 
as important as psychological satisfaction, consumers may provide free adver-
tising when they receive higher distributive justice (Gohary, Hamzelu, Pourazizi, 
et al., 2016). Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis: 

H5. Perceived justice has a positive effect on word of mouth.  
H5a. Procedural justice has a positive effect on word of mouth. 
H5b. Distributive justice has a positive effect on word of mouth. 
H5c. Interactional justice has a positive effect on word of mouth. 

3. Methods 
3.1. Literature Search 

In order to investigate how value co-creation impacts post-recovery satisfaction 
in service recovery, we conducted a systematic review on the existing research on 
the topic (Henry, Foss, & Ahl, 2015; Terjesen, Hessels, & Li, 2016). Searching all 
papers published until the end of 2018, we first identified five key articles that 
met our inclusion criteria to create a set of keywords (shown in Table 1) for the 
following stages of our search. For instance, we applied “customer joint recov-
ery,” “co-recovery,” and “joint recovery” as the alternative keywords for “value 
co-creation.” In line with this, we kept search terms sufficiently broad to avoid 
artificial limitations and inaccurate results. Second, we searched several well-known 
databases: ABI/INFORM, web of science, EBSCO, and Scopus. The identified 
studies include the search terms in their title, abstract, and keywords. Third, we 
inspected the references of the identified studies to find further studies on value 
co-creation in service recovery. These search procedures yielded an initial data 
set of 60 papers. 

3.2. Inclusion Criteria 

To make sure related papers can be included in the meta-analysis, the articles 
should met the following three criteria: 

1) Focus on service recovery, rather than other recovery, e.g., mental health 
recovery or industry recovery (52 papers remaining); 
 
Table 1. Keywords sets for the systematic literature review. 

  AND 

 Service recovery Co-creation 

OR Service failure Value creation 

 Failure handing Value co-creation 

 Compensation Value co-production 

 Apologize Creation of value 

 Customer complaint 
Customer joint 

Co-recovery 
Joint recovery 
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2) Focus on service recovery processes that include customer participation (27 
papers remaining); 

3) The targeted papers needed to report the effect size of the relationships 
among value co-creation, perceived justice, service recovery performance with 
Pearson correlation coefficients or other test statistics, such as F-statistics. 

Applying these criteria, we identified 29 empirical studies representing a total 
sample of 8401 customers. These studies are summarized in Table 2. 

3.3. Descriptive Statistics Results 

First, as shown in Figure 2, we analyzed the distribution of the articles’ publica-
tion dates from 2007 to 2019. The first paper published on our topic was by Ka-
rande et al. (2007). The substantial growth trend from 2014 and the eight papers 
published in 2016 indicate an increased focus in the literature on value 
co-creation in service recovery. The latest paper published was by Dan Jina et al. 
(2019).  

Next, we divide the industries investigated in the studies into two categories: 
online industry and offline industry. The “online industry” refers to inter-
net-based companies providing services such as self-service, while the “offline 
industry” includes traditional, high-contact service companies, such as those in 
the airline or hotel industry. Figure 3 shows that most of the research under 
analysis has focused on the offline industry (19 papers). With the increasing de-
velopment of internet, however, more scholars also investigating the online in-
dustry (3 papers), including self-service technology (SST) (Lee & Cranage, 2018).  

We then applied the Academic Journal Guide (AJG) as our criterion for the 
quality of the reviewed papers, as shown in Table 3. The AJG is based on peer 
review, editorial, and expert judgements on the quality of journals and is up-
dated every three years. As the AJG provides a wide journal coverage and relia-
ble journal quality, it has often been used to identify high-quality papers in sys-
tematic literature reviews (Rowlinson et al., (2011); Ashby et al., 2012; Alhejji et 
al., 2015). Table 3 shows that most of articles we reviewed are published in 
high-ranking journals, with most articles about co-creation in service recovery 
published in the Journal of Service Research, the Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, and the Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services with 3 
papers each.  

Figure 4 summarizes the type of methodology in the reviewed studies. Scena-
rio (18) and questionnaire (4) were the most common methodologies in the re-
viewed papers. The scenario method can most faithfully recreate the situation 
experienced by the participator, leading to the most realistic responses. As a re-
sult, the data collected would be more reliable, and subjective errors avoided. A 
questionnaire, however, is easier to implement than a scenario. 

Finally, we investigated the country profile of the studies and categorized 
them as either Western or Eastern. As can be seen from Figure 5, majority of re-
viewed papers collected data from Western countries (18), while there were few-
er from Eastern countries (7). 
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Table 2. Reviewed papers. 

 Authors Year Journal Name Methodology Industry Culture Sample Size 

1 Karande et al. (study 1) 2007 Journal of Service Research scenario airline Western 216 

2 Karande et al. (study 2) 2007 Journal of Service Research scenario hotel Western 208 

3 Beibei Dong et al. 2008 
Journal of the Academy 

of Marketing Science 
scenario online course Western 223 

4 SALLY A. HIBBERT et al. 2008 Journal of Consumer Behavior scenario not specified Western not specified 

5 Bo Edvardsson et al. 2011 Managing Service Quality interviews restaurant services Western 32 

6 Roggeveen et al. 2012 
Journal of the Academy 

of Marketing Science scenario service companies Western 111 

7 Yingzi Xu et al. 2014a Journal of Service Management scenario hospitality industry Western 418 

8 Yingzi Xu et al. 2014b Service Industries Journal scenario hotel eastern 287 

9 Satu Nätti et al. 2014 Industrial Marketing Management case study housing corporation Western 15 

10 Sven Heidenreich et al. 2015 
Journal of the Academy 

of Marketing Science 
scenario shoe design Western 265 

11 Elsharnouby, T. H. et al. 2015 
Journal of Research 

in Interactive Marketing 
scenario 

telecommunication 
sector 

Eastern 400 

12 Erdogan Koca et al. 2015 Total Quality Management scenario hotel Eastern 472 

13 Achilleas Boukis 2016 Service Industries Journal scenario travel Western 128 

14 Cheung, F. Y. M. et al. 2016 Management Decision questionnaire not specified Eastern 594 

15 Park, J. et al. 2016 
Journal of Retailing 

and Consumer Services 
scenario hotel Western 330 

16 Ali Gohary et al. 2016a 
Journal of Retailing 

and Consumer Services 
scenario online industry Eastern 278 

17 Ali Gohary et al. 2016b 
Journal of Retailing 

and Consumer Services 
scenario bank Eastern 944 

18 
Ali Gohary et al. 

(study 1) 
2016c 

Journal of Hospitality 
and Tourism Management 

scenario; 
questionnaire 

travel Western 254 

19 
Ali Gohary et al. 

(study 2) 2016c 
Journal of Hospitality 

and Tourism Management 
scenario; 

questionnaire 
travel Western 188 

20 
Dong, B et al. 

(study 1) 
2016 Journal of Service Research scenario car rental Western 92 

21 
Dong, B et al. 

(study 2) 
2016 Journal of Service Research scenario car rental Western 439 

22 Guo et al. 2016 Journal of Service Research questionnaire cable service Western 283 

23 Vazquez-Casielles et al. 2017 Service Business 
interviews; 

scenario 
department store; 

computer store 
Western 240 

24 
Simon Hazée et al. 

(study 1) 
2017 Journal of Business Research scenario airline Western 464 

25 
Simon Hazée et al. 

(study 2) 
2017 Journal of Business Research scenario hotel Western 466 

26 Joosten et al. 2017 Journal of Service Management questionnaire not specified Eastern 260 

27 Praveen Sugathan et al. 2017 Journal of Interactive Marketing scenario bicycle design Western 112 

28 M.S. Balaji et al. 2018 Journal of Business Research scenario hotel Western 187 

29 Dan Jina et al. 2019 
Journal of Hospitality 

and Tourism Management 
scenario hotel Western 495 
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Figure 2. Distribution of reviewed papers across the period 2007-2019. 

 

 
Figure 3. Industry distribution of papers reviewed. 

 

 
Figure 4. Number of papers by methodology. 

 
Table 3. Number of papers by journal. 

Journal name 
Number of 

articles 
AJG (ABS) 

ranking 2018 
Percentage 

(%) 

Journal of Service Research 3 4 12 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 3 4* 12 
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 3 2 12 

Journal of Service Management 2 NA 8 
Service Industries Journal 2 2 8 

Journal of Business Research 2 NA 8 
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management 2 1 8 

Industrial Marketing Management 1 3 4 
Total Quality Management 1 NA 4 

Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing 1 1 4 
Management Decision 1 NA 4 

Journal of Consumer Behavior 1 2 4 
Service Business 1 NA 4 

Managing Service Quality 1 1 4 
Journal of Interactive Marketing 1 NA 4 
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Figure 5. Number of papers by culture. 

3.4. Meta-Analysis Process 
3.4.1. Meta-Analysis 
Following Hunter and Schmidt (2004), we use meta-analysis to discern the ac-
curacy of the relationships proposed above and generalize the empirical results 
of previous studies (Raudenbush et al., 1991). We used a fixed-effects me-
ta-analysis, an approach found to be effective in similar studies, and the software 
Comprehensive Meta-Analysis. To begin the meta-analysis, we used corrected 
average correlation of each variable. If a paper did not report a reliability varia-
ble, we use mean sample size-weighted reliability variable in its place. We then 
reported the standard errors, 95% confidence intervals and other significance 
tests, such as Q-value, Z-value, and P-value. We also reported the fail-safe N, 
which indicates the necessary number of null studies for significant relation-
ships. 

3.4.2. Moderator Analysis 
Additionally, for further statistical information, we tested the predictions in 
Figure 5 again. To test for significance, we chose Q-value of each hypothesis to 
do a meta-regression and the result is reported in Table 4. We reported the pa-
rameter estimate, standard error, and P-value of every study to determine which 
moderator variable may be present. Because the overall variable has difference 
with detailed variables, so report all these significance values. 

4. Result 

The results we provide will be presented in two steps. First, the descriptive statis-
tics regarding the relationship between the value co-creation and perceived jus-
tice and its outcome variables are included in Meta-analysis results. Second, we 
report the moderator analysis results. 

4.1. Meta-Analysis Results 

We employed the software Comprehensive Meta-Analysis to simply operations. 
The result is shown in Table 4, where K refers to the number of studies, N refers 
to the sample size, and R refers to the average correlations during the studies. 
According to Cohen and Cohen (1983) and Cohen et al. (2003), an effect size 
less than 0.1 is weak, 0.1 - 0.3 is moderate, and higher than 0.3 is strong. There-
fore, in Table 3, value co-creation positively and strongly affects perceived jus-
tice, including procedural justice (r = 0.355, p = 0.000), distributive justice (r =  
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Table 4. Result of meta-analysis. 

FIXED 
model 

K N 
Effect size 

(r) 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval of r 

Standard 
error 

Q-Statistic 
Z 

value 
P 

value 
Fail-safe 

N 

H1: Value co-creation – Perceived justice 

H1a PJ 6 2589 0.355 0.052 0.321 0.389 129.547 18.844 0.000 616 

H1b DJ 6 2589 0.459 0.045 0.428 0.489 113.569 25.163 0.000 860 

H1c IJ 6 2589 0.251 0.043 0.215 0.287 107.955 13.018 0.000 259 

H2: Value co-creation – Service recovery performance 

H2a SA 9 3087 0.474 0.138 0.447 0.501 619.534 28.534 0.000 2184 

H2b RI 7 2028 0.340 0.069 0.301 0.378 178.578 15.872 0.000 420 

H2c WOM 1 240 0.303 0.023 0.267 0.403 5.409 8.966 0.000  

H3: Perceived justice – Satisfaction 

H3a PJ 4 2076 0.722 0.324 0.700 0.742 508.192 41.385 0.000 1928 

H3b DJ 6 2500 0.754 0.560 0.736 0.770 1471.251 48.922 0.000 3820 

H3c IJ 5 2363 0.782 0.624 0.766 0.797 1384.938 50.903 0.000 3145 

H4: Perceived justice – Repurchase intention 

H4a PJ 3 1333 0.609 0.311 0.574 0.641 163.138 25.719 0.000 639 

H4b DJ 3 1333 0.534 0.401 0.495 0.572 210.309 21.686 0.000 510 

H4c IJ 3 1333 0.757 0.346 0.734 0.779 181.543 36.030 0.000 789 

H5: Perceived justice – Word of mouth 

H5a PJ 2 538 0.715 0.005 0.671 0.754 0.081 20.713 0.000  

H5b DJ 2 538 0.772 0.005 0.736 0.804 0.326 23.655 0.000  

H5c IJ 2 538 0.567 0.252 0.507 0.622 47.426 14.839 0.000  

DJ: distributive justice; PJ: procedural justice; IJ: interactional justice; SA: satisfaction with post-recovery; 
RI: repurchase intention; WOM: word of mouth. 

 
0.459, p = 0.000). While interactional justice is positively related to value 
co-creation (r = 0.251, p = 0.000), the effect size is weaker than that of the others. 
Thus, H1 is supported. Next, value co-creation is strongly associated with 
post-recovery performance, including satisfaction with recovery process (r = 
0.474, p = 0.000), repurchase intention (r = 0.34, p = 0.000), and word of mouth 
(r = 0.303, p = 0.000). As such, H2 is supported as well.  

Moreover, perceived justice affects post-recovery performance significantly 
and positively. The effect sizes of the three perceived justice dimensions’ impact 
on satisfaction with recovery processes are higher than 0.5, including procedural 
justice (r = 0.754, p = 0.000), distributive justice (r = 0.722, p = 0.000), and inte-
ractional justice (r = 0.782, p = 0.000). Thus, H3 is supported. Similar to 
post-recovery satisfaction, distributive justice (r = 0.772, p = 0.000) and proce-
dural justice (r = 0.715, p = 0.000) have a positive effect on word of mouth, while 
interactional justice have a weaker effect than word of mouth (r = 0.567, p = 
0.000). Moreover, interactional justice (r = 0.757, p = 0.000) is significant for 
repurchase intention, while procedural justice (r = 0.609, p = 0.000) and distri-
butive justice(r = 0.534, p = 0.000) are a little weaker. Thus, H4 and H5 was 
supported. 
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4.2. Moderator Analysis Results 

Table 5 shows the moderator analysis results. R2 represents the reliability of sta-
tistics. The reliabilities are all higher than 99%, meaning that the three types of 
perceived justice are strongly reliable, and significance F shows its validity. The 
results indicate that procedural justice (0.131) and interactional justice (0.149) 
are not significant in the moderating role. Additional compensation has positive 
moderate the relationships between value co-creation and distributive justice (γ 
= 0.77, p < 0.1), procedural justice (γ = 0.79, p < 0.1), and interactional justice (γ 
= 0.78, p < 0.1), which means if the service firm gives customers additional 
compensation in the process of value co-creation, the customer will perceive 
greater fairness. Type of failure negatively moderates the relationship between 
value co-creation and procedural justice (γ = -0.64, p < 0.1). Meantime, the posi-
tive impact of value co-creation on interactional justice is amplified in the case 
of online industry (γ = 1.29, p < 0.1). It was found that, whether in Western or 
Eastern cultures, customers feel almost the same levels of perceived justice in 
value co-creation. Regarding the control variables, the effect sizes are all similar. 
 
Table 5. Moderator analysis results. 

Variables 
Parameter 
estimate 

Standard 
error 

P value 

Distributive justice; R2 = 99.65(%); Significance F = 0.088 

Type of failure (0 = process failure, 1 = outcome failure) −0.02258 0.057678 0.762408 

Additional compensation (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.772644 0.057678 0.047436 

Industry (0 = offline, 1 = online) 0.372036 0.076301 0.128779 

Culture (0 = eastern, 1 = western) −0.03252 0.076301 0.743477 

Study design (0 = survey, 1 = experiment) 0.378024 0.474463 0.509156 

Sample (0 = non-student, 1 = student) 0.022584 0.547862 0.970863 

Journal quality (0 = not elite, 1 = elite) −0.069395 0.474463 0.897126 

Procedural justice; R2 = 99.23(%); Significance F = 0.131 

Type of failure (0 = process, 1 = outcome) −0.6355 0.100591 0.09994 

Additional compensation (0 = no,1 = yes) 0.785455 0.100591 0.081089 

Industry (0 = offline, 1 = online) 0.161063 0.13307 0.439594 

Culture (0 = eastern, 1 = western) 0.58433 0.13307 0.142547 

Study design (0 = survey, 1 = experiment) −0.01110 0.48492 0.983810 

Sample (0 = non-student, 1 = student) 0.635497 0.55994 0.374104 

Journal quality (0 = not elite, 1 = elite) −0.28283 0.48492 0.618729 

Interactional justice; R2 = 99.0(%); Significance F = 0.149 

Type of failure (0 = process failure, 1 = outcome failure) 0.316309 0.121159 0.232876 

Additional compensation (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.778099 0.121159 0.098339 

Industry (0 = offline, 1 = online) 1.293214 0.160278 0.078501 

Culture (0 = eastern, 1 = western) −0.45169 0.160278 0.217077 

Study design (0 = survey, 1 = experiment) −0.19881 0.482228 0.720133 

Sample (0 = non-student, 1 = student) −0.31631 0.556829 0.627270 

Journal quality (0 = not elite, 1 = elite) 0.768787 0.482228 0.251918 
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5. Conclusion 

Our meta-analysis about the value co-creation is focused on service recovery. 
The results of this research revealed some relationship between value co-creation 
and post recovery performance according to perceived justice. Firstly, to identify 
the research framework, we do a data coding. Secondly, through some systemat-
ic literature review, we identified 29 empirical studies representing a total sample 
of 8,401 customers. Then, the results of meta-analysis and moderator analysis 
show that in service recovery process, the value co-creation can positively affect 
post recovery performance through the effect of perceived justice. And if the 
firm provides addition compensation, the customer will feel more justified. 
Overall, the adoption of value co-creation in service recovery will play an increa-
singly important role in service companies. 

5.1. Theoretical and Managerial Implications 

The overall aim of this research was to consolidate the existing empirical find-
ings regarding the impact of value co-creation from complaining customers in 
service recovery on post-recovery performance through customers’ perceived 
justice. Our systematic literature review and meta-analysis offer the following 
contributions. 

First, this research outlines the influence of value co-creation through interac-
tions between customers and frontline employees on post-recovery performance 
(including satisfaction with recovery process, repurchase intention, and word of 
mouth). Our study complements Vaerenbergh et al.’s (2018) meta-analysis, fo-
cused on customer participation and its effects on service recovery. Both studies 
found that additional compensation in service recovery moderates the positive 
impact of value co-creation on perceived justice. Thus, this study reaffirmed the 
moderating role of additional compensation in service recovery (Kwon & Jang, 
2012; Noone, 2012; Vaerenbergh et al., 2018). However, our study also found 
that the type of failure moderated the relationship between value co-creation and 
procedural justice, while the effect of value co-creation on interactional justice is 
stronger in the online service industry. As such, this study has expanded the ex-
isting research on value co-creation in a service recovery context. 

Second, our research treats customers’ perceived justice as the mechanism of 
value co-creation impact on post-recovery performance, while previous research 
treated it as an outcome of the service recovery journey (Vaerenbergh, Varga, & 
Keyser, 2019). However, value co-creation involves the customers themselves 
engaging in the process of managing a service failure and thus influences the 
perceived justice reflected in their post-recovery satisfaction. In line with this 
idea, this research explored how value co-creation, as a service recovery strategy, 
may influence customers’ evaluations of service recovery outcomes. In other 
words, we address the recent call for more research on the impact of value 
co-creation in service recovery and whether engaging in service recovery is an 
option for complaint customers. Some research suggests a dark side of value 
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co-creation in service recovery, especially in cases of failure, that is if customer 
failed to achieve value co-creation in service recovery, they display even more 
unsatisfied. The results of this study are consistent with recent research on this 
dark side of customer participation in service recovery (Heidenreich et al., 2015) 
and provide a mechanism through which customers display even more dissatis-
faction after engaging in service recovery. As such, we provide insights into the 
integrated empirical findings reported in the existing literature. 

In summary, this study analyzed value co-creation as a strategy in service re-
covery and examined its impact on service recovery performance through per-
ceived justice by combining the methods of a systematic literature review and a 
meta-analysis. 

5.2. Limitations 

There are several limitations of this study that may be addressed in further re-
search. First, due to the limitation of meta-analysis, its conceptual framework 
only addressed the constructs used in previous studies. Therefore, constructs 
such as perceived control (Guchait, Kim, & Namasivayam, 2012), psychological 
safety (Guchait, Paşamehmetoğlu, & Dawson, 2014), and self-efficacy of cus-
tomer (Dong, Sivakumar, Evans, & Zou, 2016) were not included in this study. 
Second, the results of this meta-analysis were based on a systematic literature re-
view, and empirical research confirming them has yet to be conducted. 
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