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Abstract

This article explores why most prospects will stick to the same brand even after
experiencing service encounter failure from the brand’s service provider in the luxury goods
industry. With an aim of understanding this paradoxical phenomenon, the authors propose a
new construct, which is known as “prospect’s self-recovery behavior,” to explain the reasons
why prospects do not switch and to deliberate on the underlying consumption values that
they are secking. For the research design, the authors use focus groups to collect data about
service encounter failures, employ content analysis to identify critical incidents, and combine
the method of sequentlal critical incident analysis to interpret how the prospects develop
their self-recovery mechanisms so as to protect themselves from similar service failures in
the next service encounter. Furthermore, this research has firstly combined related theoretical
foundations from different fields into a conceptual framework to successfully address the
research issue; these theories include attribution theory, process interdependency and
outcome interdependency, prestige-seeking consumer behavior, and functional analysis of
emotion. Based on the deduction drawn from sequential critical incident analysis and
hermeneutic mode of interpretation, the finding enhances our understanding of self-recovery
from the consumer’s perspective and provides a useful foundation for future studies.

[ Keywords ] service encounter failure, prospect's self-recovery behavior, sequential critical
incident analysis, self-construal, self-association
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AR5 (EE ) A BR A AR - iR E IR /K HE B 7S iR T B NI L R (e.g.,
Day and Landon, 1977; Bitner, Booms, and Tetreault, 1990; Bitner, Booms, and Mohr, 1994;
Mascio, 2010; Ma and Dube, 2011) « BT ER - BUEEE —R B8 THYRIRME » 1B
BT B LR B 2R /7 (Bove and Johnson, 2001) » i {EAR S EZMRAEFE T - AR
BN B R ER AT R th B2 R A RIRI AR B 7K e - B8 H RSB (Lindquist,
1974) BEEZEH I (Kunkel and Berry, 1968) « DIEUL - TEARB M - S5—fRIRES A&
Bl 2 R A BR A B S BER - AR E T & 2 AR5 Y ZE A8 % (Ma and Dube,
2011) - IR A S BEHIE « 828 - ArlfEF » BB IR 4 (Zeithaml,
Bitner, and Gremler, 2009) * DAEGA RIS EFREE 1T R b - (BEERE RAR SR FE 4 -
RS RBUR R BRI BB A AR - BB E % - EiiRp it acE
PRHERA S SE - R » B0l SR e T E AR 235 B PRAVAI IR S RL (Service Recoverty) FHRH
WFFE B AR 82 - 140 - Hart, Heskett, and Sasser (1990) 58 5 AR5 RUE A L RE TS Bk
TE1E R R AR 5 iR 25 B RE AT 5 i 9 5% » L AT DATE A2 B A 1 1% B R AR5 o R Y BT
& ° Fornell and Wernerfelt (1987) FH{E 47 HY AR F5 R AT DA R i =10 v] # e R4 R AR
THPGREZS B LR 21T Ry © Spreng, Harrel, and Mackoy (1995) HIJZ% 3/ & 57 A AR 755 1
R it AT DS N A i R - thREE N Em Ay R - (B2 - RIS HRRE TS E AT
HARCRY - FERGA A EIFIEEE - ME B E MR - DL AR AIRE (McDougall and
Levesque, 2000) °

Tt A AR A5 B Al R S A R VA BRI 5T - R DUIRB IR AL R e - 20
BEZRGSHIHE R - R EPRE H et H IRws B flih ok B e A S G2 Bl 55X - DU AT REDR
A a] B S HE T TARRARTIT « B4 » Weiner (1985) 38R B (A0 {r] 7 8 B 72 L U A
TEMEE » BEISHERE BRIITEEA - M1 Tsiros, Mittal, and Ross (2004) HIIFFEEE
L I HERS M - BRI E TR E M HF = ER N - W E R R
BRAENFENZOER - 5% - HIRG A B EEEERE s - HE SN
HIET A fma% (Fiske and Taylor, 1984) < (41 » & BBy " B IEIIRVE AR R (Self-serving
Attribution Bias) ; * tRfE NP AR LDhER Y B CRTEHIIER - 22— m AR AR E
Heafbfmas (Self-enhancing Bias) » M- NFEAIERMHYEE - S0 RF R R R AME A
o M ERAEENRR (Self-protecting Bias) ° Bitner et al. (1994) {KILHEGmFEH
15 T H e JE Th Y B Al AR i 328 A TR AR s Bl 3 AR Rk SR B S iR e D T S

AN - BEEEEEIREEFESW AR - R ARSI - BB EE - DI
A HOEZ IR SRS - &5 [ BEaZIII NS - RMER_EAlZHE —EEmEH 5 -
FE o SE I T E R A RS PR IR 5 Bl RIS 1% SR — M IR A5 2R TH B & & RF IEL iR Bt AT
AR IR AL - BREVEL & Ak s 288 = 05 SO AR SR al iR I A T8y ~ B ek
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B R RS R AT TED - DIERE AN RIS RE - B A R A s 2
PR E B - SR AR BRI B BARaT o JREN - BIEEAE SLBAE R E (£ I AR
A s E R SRt A &SI T - 84 T NatkeyiRs ke - AlE 1D E{ER
ENFRMERRANEEZN - 2 E B EEEE - 7R — B E s E R A R
MRS AR B ARG - AW el - BN AR AL A SRR IR EE RS HEER O
BT RA st o - SRRy TAREN ) TG R RO B SR R - PR FTRE A RS B R
ENENE a1 N

BIIL - AW SR fEfe iH 2 2 BB AR PRET - R S VBHE R T B IR e Rk - & F
EERHER AR T M BRICEARY B REEITR - DB S i S iRt 5 mbt
FEBBESLSEIR A AN e » T - SR GL VB A T B IR 2 MR IS iy S A AL
B P BLFH BT E PR 2 O FE B A T Ry - AL 5 hS d S & N T T RS 1
RAGHith1T 2 BN E — R E S MR MTE % - BUE 2 AHFeie A i
P IEIRRYIA - #EER LA T RN FE M AR EERT - (R A B & 1 B REETT
T ? LRCE R AR #8412
1. FE VB E RS R RS e ik o2 I BR R Ry ) 2 DARCRy(rI AN L B EA 2
2. ML TEAERAE SR IR S I Al oS & B SR B IEEEIT R © B2 EEny 2

&\ SOEREST
— ~ IR%5#% M (Service Encounter)

— R E B - RSB S E 2 BN IR R L - £ SR 3 AR A IR B i A2
o FTEBHYER IS B2 (Service Encounter) 525 @ ARISEE (5 Bl & & WY T A 8l
(Dyadic Interaction) B4 3% (Role Performance) (Solomon, Surprenant, Czepiel, and
Gutman, 1984) = #{ERERERGETEKE - Jkps B2 il th 578 & 2 B iR %5 A 8hHY — B FRf
(Shostack, 1984) » Hrh & =(E 0% « HBIFRFEIIRFA « ARps 2 fh = Bl 2R n &
7R~ DL RS i 0 T #E UK (Price, Arnould, and Deibler, 1995) © [Al[fi] * Grove,
Fisk, and Bitner (1992) B[ DUSKEEE HH A MR & o i B 05 B e A - A 2 Ry BI85 P G
(Dramaturgy Theory) ° fEARFSHUFEAEFEH - BRAELARS AN BRI A PR A8 Ry T 200 |
(Performance) * ERFZEBIITEZ0 5 MRS S ~ IREAE ~ B 2R AR
B STRAERASHE KBRS R - BAMNERIIRG a0 E - BfE AP ESEISE ~ IR
BB B IR SRR  SRATHYSCHRSS -

R - IR A\ B HAZ 2 B TR - Nime a2 F e Rk ivE L - &
A FEHKAY (Ma and Dube, 2011) « & BB EEF#EANR - 5— 7RV (Enactment) &
o e B S — TR o BEREEAEAEMK (Process Interdependency) 5 % » BEZE HMEHIEF
TEHETT - RS {E T B BRI ITHE (Dyadic Coordination) » fHA ££FE (Concomitant
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Behavior) %R FTHY A BT Ry » BIREEE RO (2 HYZE HIAHAK (Outcome Interdependency)
Bl - EIRGREFEIITRELEZN - g FHRBEEAERE - HEAERZAEMK 5 4§
i lr TR At B SRR 2 T A iy T B HE S AR N AR - Al ] RE S ARy a4 A4 E
HROFEZEHEENRBNEM AFRIEE - JmMEBSCER &R AR E A
W FLENEETT IR B2 B HAEIR - R - B B R AR s Bl N PR O BhE 2 ia b -
e R B L B A AR i B B Y Z © Johnson and Sirikit (2002) FYRFFEREE » 1
BB e RS B RIS N B RS (Performance Cues) H » H|ET HE2 5 EIE I {#
WEHIR S 58 (Hartline and Jones, 1996) o KA -t 04 A 725 22 il 5 15 B s H L RE 2K R
AR5 58 » Bitner et al. (1994) #E—PH2H AT (Role) FEIZ (Script) HIEIRAKEET AR
WA - R - B IS e 2 A — W E R PITTIE SRR - RIS N BRI
CACEE G E A RS TEI A I hERgEE 2 L EE—2 0 #HiR
FFE 1S BRI IR S B th st RE TR IAEA B4R - 2 & AR5 A B 7 SR R e A Eary
WENEF BN EFR - SR A ORI 2 R 8 4 RS TS E N
T °
[LAR » AR5 il e v HH AR = DA s FH— 38 §R i S AT AL R+ BRERASZ B IR S
et EE =P EEIFERE (Verhoef, Antonides, and de Hoog, 2004) » DA E R
5 Pl 8 B Y F R S B AR SE BB EE £F (Critical Incidents) ¢ 1R #
Flanagan (1954) F7EF © " FrEENYEELE (Incident) » FEAE AT Al WL 22 g5 E) -
MEARGIMNE @ B4 LU BCHE R S TR & 20 {r] R ER BLTTEY 5 10 & i ey e 3
(Critical) HYEH » EREETTEIZ B BYEE R R AR P AHE BAME - i E
ABEEZATEIFT AT RER SR AUAS SRt EEHIERY o fKIEL » Bitner et al. (1990) & FARG;
RS - TERS A BB E MR R LR B 8T R - BEUHE S B ERH
WEBERANRE" - AL > WIEFTE AR B AE AT AR RS & R R g S - M i Ao
MR - MR AP HE B2 Ll B B g -

T~ AR Ok i G D] B ] i

—EmE - HERRS A BRI I B R B WS SO N i R - BIA]
iR IR SRS (Zeithaml et al., 2009)  Smith, Bolton, and Wagner (1999) [ AR 75k 2 5348
FyFATE ¢ (1) EHERE (Outcome Failure) » (RFEHLERL LIRS W AR EIEAG T - MRS E
BHBEEHEREEE EAYEL (flales - - ) 5 (2) EFEHR L (Process
Failure) » (RIEZ LIRBHIESEREFE RN E - EFRHEEEL TSR LAEL (F1
anmt gy - HEe ) ME L EHEVEEY RBIES I CEEAIEE i
TR w2 R ZE 00 B it & fo O BR IR R 3R < 1 VH B 8008 =2 i s ik ok 1 i DAT B e Bl AT e 2
iH 0 B U DB A AR (Attribution Theory) 2RERET © HF RAVERAE N Y1 =4 (Weiner,
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1980) : (1) RRETE: » TEEMA S ESREAE B FEEAHIIIN  (2) HERBE (Locus) »
EHEEAR SR BMREATER 5 (3) AIEHIME - #8409 IR Mg e ] 2 sl A Al 122
FIRIR © MR - Bitner (1990) FURFFEEEIR T (EH BREVIR SR - (1) A LEREAE AR
BEEARENEE - GiFBEFEREERR & T8 EimIEREHE# - 20— 2RI AT LUK
DRk S B PR A 22 0E - IRITE R NS & B 5 ) B IR IR I ERIR
RIFis - HRFBA BRI - QIS YRR E BR AR AN nl e sl A R E RO B ET: -

o B e 2 3 (PR e e a5 2% Bt DR B PR R P A5 2RO AH BRI RS B - U0 R DA AR
Ry (ARG AL VB RE B FHE Y — M AR B A (E S AR R MR BRI » A ERZAT
RATRE S TR AR E R AU o - 1T ELERR AR S EE AR B B EAVTT Ry 2 Iy J& 38
% R B SE (A SL R P B BRI AR - Bl - AR RS A 51
FEREA R H B B WA ELUR A F R B B (E (E -

= FEMIRTE - B ETEBE RS B 1

K& - XA HE (Luxury Goods) @ JFE BRI/ A BEE sl A i 22 2 5
RS2 ATEH (Bourne, 1957) » FH{EERSASE BB AE - Mo R IHE & S5 @7(
JA 1 IR - EIWAIE IO - R B (G HTEREN At E RS X - HIEHERE
EI’JE HIEIERE - WD R S E ~ MRS (EA - PR B M - R E =

A& A HA(E A FESE 0 DA AT B AT (Superfluousness) <5 /N H A (Dubois and
Laurent, 1995) » F55 » FHIEEMARGHIFRHERTE » X538 « (1) DHRElE - BEEESER
DREEL S ;5 (2) faE 1 - Rt (7 B R A S A8k WA I s (3) it (Indulgence) °
RERBIHESA G - 5IAEE - e —fHiEE &Qﬁiﬁﬁﬂfﬁﬂfjﬁﬁ (Gardyn, 2002) * 2R
FEmEEER S N RN - HEEATFIREE MRS » A DR B
£S48 (Grossman and Shapior, 1988) ° [tk » fE P BEA HIZHEAEM » AR EH
EE Ry T EZFE(E(E (Dream Value) ; (Dubois and Laurent, 1995) ©

(=) W EHRPHEEEA—FEEROHEEHEITS

AR EME THES O A2 EEE - RILEHE S ARSI
WAR T EG ISR - RIS &L A B (E (B — it 2 S e KRR Z R -
Vigneron and Johnson (1999) ¥ MY ELZE (Prestige) T2 » DA—{BLEE T & 53 AL
2R T HERIZALRE  (Other Types of Brand) K A7/AF5:8H) " BEEHH | (Prestige
Goods) » H ARSI R AT 9 Fs EULah (Upmarket) ~ 88 5 (Premium) 1
FZ#N, (Luxury) @ A] RAS L 2 AR MBS A ERE A, - A EEELES
M EAE R ~ TR S AR A R B A R IR ~ DUSCERE A B Bl & sm X GE AL S5 Y
F#1%E (Rl » Vigneron and Johnson (1999) RHHE: & ¥ A B A Y H B E - )y
SORESERTHE & 1T Ry (Prestige-seeking Consumer Behavior) @ HEIEEEFHY FHIMT N
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EH « ROEMEEE - BRI EE - A2 EE - WiREENSEEE - EEE A EEE
B HT AT AR 73 FLE S F LS8 L R 22 52 o
(=) B EBRE

Dubois and Laurent (1995) IRIEfE B EHRKIEE E S B =3 75k (1) B/
# (The Affluent) * BHEAEBELIEERBEERRNIZHES ok THHEE®H (Old
Money) ; ;2 " ##5F (Nouveaux Riches) ; W4H ; (2) FHFEETT3 (The Excursionist) * 5§
EHEREHIE S - BERIIRIEE T A MEE - DU (3) #iHEFRT (The Excluded) @ fE{EAR
EEfE i E S - R BWHEREE —EEENEE S - (52 - HEERE
FE i BH - bR T EIRNREENLE Y » B EE RGN AN 23R 0 g8
R R E R FES TH  DUREHiL AT K - 5 Z - R ASrEEarotEE " 2
BEE - #Reie N EEERE RS TEEHE S H VBT R ERE - DIEUA AT
ey AR g HEE Y BRI DUINA S — 380k T B0 A 1 (Included-
being) * JREMEILHITB{LRAZS (Prospect) » AWFFEAMAEEILBEBEE ER L« T EE
moon B E LR R R — BB EE R - BEESRYEEE T SEFY R
KEJIGA A - (BRI EERH TS, -

P9 ~ BlEZEHE (Conceptual Framework)

frer Bl AR RESCERZ [ERE - PRI SE B VB R R - AR TERl R - R
FE B LB S AP B H B R AB1E T Ry - TR FHER R B G o BT £ G - St RIS
BB RASEEATR  (1) MR AR RN R () eI B R
FHRUWTHETERREEVAE » &k (3) RS 5F R AU AERE LR m - R AR AR A
P BHEHEREET R - 5% - HRIERG S E32 E RS R EiEh - FEE
AR AR — T D EEERE - EREAEER ) B T E AR ) BT RE A R SRR
TE ~ BREHIER R K H IRER T R HEamAE AR B - RN - AR SRR AU R
HEBREEE - IEEER AR LAINEE) IR — S KRB R HE R TR - hE
ERL{[E] N B P a2 RO FIDHEAS - DABUAR AN L AYTT Rt =UEL (0 RE - JERZIRI Y & 52 B0k
m VB A 2 A AR A5 B2 R R S O BR IR AR » DU H B EIT R P BIN - B2 2
T AR s M e S R ] 1 P < BR8N (OR B RES3 A R A B G i A B
HEGmAERE
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BRI51ZABRI — ST A Eh
BB EZIENE
AR

\

BRISIEARER S 2 RASE
=4

\ \

\

\

BR ISR ABER S 2 R IA HEEBHEETR

L BRERZIHBETH j

1 ARFRZEZEE

2\ R HIAEEERE

— ~ WF5E 5k

R AT FE 2 1L AR5 B AR TR A I RS R BRIG A » Rl L S iR HR RS SRR A7
TR TCRE TR R TR &R - HAFFRZ (Gremler, 2004) ¢ (1) FifS K& RHEL &2 FH
& AR B YRR S - M EE R RS 2RREAEE 2 HRZ8 B e » Q) &
e T ERIAE BN Y » BRI IR PR R M 72 DAHG A 1 A FE EL R G2 i G B2 e
AR - R pE R RS 2 DR R E T ek B ¢ (3) A
DIAE SR # B FE AR B R IETE B 28 AWUEC SR 5 Bxf% » (4) Al ARt G S E Y EE —
FRERERE - 5 A 60 AR R <7 5 7 R B B B I RSB R 52 - FE 2 R AR5
BErIEE - HR - B TREEAZRENZHE N OEIEREEEEHEZ - Ai5En
ERIEE S EH A ERTEEE (Focus Groups) ° WA E EHA RS N & FE AT 5eE
Py EEETHE A G - HE FE N EHERGE NS B LAV T E
(Moderator) At » Atk - FREFRFEE IR (THERERE A 8ok A SRt B 22 - [T 58 AR R
REIEE BN O B2 5281 (Morgan, 1997) - [FEF - Fragny " EEL  (RI8FTE
RiRE B — AR ER LR I - e R M R AR AT FLERY - Ak Rl
AEMEfHELER AT I & Ty 2 Fe @ #E (Self-disclosure) » 3t H H 0 FP E FERYFE L HL RS
(Krueger and Casey, 2000) ° £/ » RIS EFERIRISHT - AR ERAE L hiiss &
2B % (Interpretive Method) * SePANE S ITEF E M TEZ RN - HHREE LM
R B R AT AR ER R Y RSE (T (Chell and Pittaway, 1998) » JRE[ - AFFFEEEATZE
R o VAT R 7 8 <2 i 5 B B R O 21 E FRAS1E B DR R » IR PRR MR ZE - Bk
AR R (G SRR SR 38 4F - B R LE LB HMERRIRTT - HAN - BERE LERA
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PR A A2 5B WL it - (HA0{r] KR <2 58 Pk g 2 1Y B Al /252 1 it
FEHHISTHTIM AR (Gremler, 2004) ©

> ERPES - fRENER

AT B A T <2 R DU S Al s Bl ik O T 2 #E IR e 2 5+ Bt e
Sy - fEMmER DRI AE T - B EEEG RS B hE
32N g TR ARG IR S R B+ A EAE MM L B e K A R RIS R - i SR ERE
TAZEHH A LR B R REEEEE - — RS - BREHREEEE 5 2 10 (75256E /A -
o m] (R PR B 7 A R [E 1L 22 4 (LF] 12 {7 - EEFEE AR LSRR
TCHYE R, - Nl 2 AR NGRS - LIh - SRR ETRISS R B E=15 -
A RENE L[] Phim Bl Sy fr e+ i HY S 3 1Y AU RE B s T Y I %2 (Krueger and Casey,
2000) © TS EFE ML ERBIERR - POBDISFERS L ARG R 52 - W5
EHEGER LA R E R ER I - MOREREMRES - ILAN - BREERNEE
BERIRIETREER A (UREVEEEFRE RIS ) AP RE 2 5T am B s B E S5 TR 255K
ENAEBMZEEST - AR ET R =5 R R R RL - A e —EE (OOR
Tl \WEE) EEERA - RREEEfEE S EERE - G3E B8RRI
Ak ERrrcEg -

A —5ahek - (R [A]  Zah NBUR 9 N 5 B8 858K - A% [B] » Bigk A
7 N BBEENER AR [C] IR AL S N <35 21 [AZEhE R T 4 A7 BRSNS -
BRE Ry REESFIB FEAT R4 - ARSI BRI i B R B SRS B e — e EF
TR o BLAh - ZEE AR M RoR B - P AREL M - #8536 fL B MER 15 2 -
HAE BN 1 s -

IRIEEEAR - P AR E AR /N F] (Morgan Stanley Capital International; MSCI) Edf5#E
L H#i/2 F] (Standard and Poor’s; SandP) FTE] &Y 2006 -2 BRZE 3£ 43 JAITUE (Global
Industrial Classification Standard; GICS) * —f&FTiEAIE M HE2 X IETE IR IR
gffi ~ EFG 2% (Apparel, Accessories and Luxury Goods) ; * " fffsk © IREMEIRE M2
2 (Textile, Apparel and Luxury Goods) | HJREZEZ — o MKILESE S FEIFUERT A » &5
KR BINIREE - IREf R A - 5% 1 237F " SE@EEL ) B T EREIR
WNAEKE » AUFFCATeh AR B S FF & Db R E 2 - b - F— 525
HsZEE M - RZIEARRCHGHE - 1545w B B T Z A0 oL A\ B IR BRI - 857
TEH "HT FEMAREBIE - RN ER SRR Bt Z ey H g+ -
FEPE H P T EA B AR R TR 52 - HOR - BERTEZ 30 B IS DR B E E I E B 2 L

(BRI REBIEEE EE 4 L) - (B2 E Y 2B rRE - EEEE T

106



SEREERE 527 5% 1)

HERR) L ESERRRT - FHREMR IR E AR MM AN E K - HE RSB TREE
w5 - RIMEA g EEIEfRR (Recall Bias) [BIF2E4: - FTLL » ARHFFEER G E R #E
53 H7 (Sequential Critical Incident Analysis) (Stauss and Weinlich, 1997) #i%% - 545

TS RS ) S R BRI 2R e O TE A - AR BN T B REET R

K1 ZFHEER—ER
E—I5ER [A]
%Ji?f 515  BEEEMRE B HEAES TAERE S
M1 KREBLE BEREE FEE agneés b.
M2  RELTAE BERERE REG agneés b. 1 dunhill 88
M3 mBt4d ¥SEEE  Paul Smith AR RFNE 2 EREEEE  FRREILV
F1 Et4 1EHRERE GUCCI BYRZIR miu miu BEE
F2 Bt&E BEEE RER Vivian Westwood AL 78 &
F3 W44 JESEEE GUCCI MAGXA « COACH mEisy oo o honH 8 WAL
A LEBR K
F4 KEBLE BEREE COACHHIER 88 - FE Guccl
F5 KEBYE 1EREEE COACHMIE®R - 88 GuCCI g8
F6 KE2BE EREEE COACHMIE® BargE
B imEhak [B]
= 515 EEEER EEBAES RHEEE R
158
Versus BYEIK ~ agnés b. BOEFKFIZAR ~
M4 KEBHE  ¥57EEE BURBERRY BYRZ# - VERSACE miu miu
Poter ~ LONGCHAMP agnés b. B8 &
COACH WE B MRS (E— .
M ARE WAEE BURBEFEI:Y E’\J;ix R v
LV f¢ « BURBERRY f¢ NRZHZ ~
k7 APLE WMERE CHi:JN@E?E’\J%E.ﬂ( Chance TR Lv
F8 KEBLE BEREE KA COACH
F9 KEBYE BEREEE COACHMEE® agnés b.
F10 KZ24% 1FREE DIORMEK BURBERRY
Tod’s FY$EF ~ agnés b. BB 8 ~ B2 ~
Fi1 W4 MSEEE COACH B « BTG  BHEK o h CHANELEIBE -

SE 15 HRLL ESE

Bffi i
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E=15an4 [C]

515 BREMER B E@rE R EHERER

agneés b. » DIOR ~ LV ~ CHANEL ~
F12 F¥iE #5SEEZE  Tiffany ~ GUCCI ~ HERMES » CK * MK+ CHANEL » HERMES - Catier

COACH

F13 F¥iiE F#ESEEE COACH ~ MK » GUCCI ~ Tiffany CHANEL

F14  L¥irk 155EEE agnes b. » Tiffany LV + COACH W88
agnes b. ~ LV ~ Tiffany + GUCCI ~ MK ~

F15 e fESLER CHANEL ~ DIOR ~ YSL

MR EREE COACH

agnes b. ~ MK ~ LV ~ COACH -~ Tiffany ~ __

M6 AT $EREEE o U mmee

Marc Jacobs + GUCCI ~ CK

=~ EFRrth

B ARWEFE DLRE g 514 0 i O R B SR ER <2 58 P e W IR 5 Bl iR Ok - FEDAAY
F 53N R AT R P B LU AR A B R S B - AU RE - 01 B B R 5 R Pl 3% AR R B
FFEFE (Critical Process) (Olsen, 1992) H1 » $RET 525/ 14 18 Al AR K 7] BEHY AR5 £ il
RIS ERINEIAT Ry » FERI—IRAYE » AWFFCER RSB 2 BRYE - BEABET 32
FIERLESEITRERR - EE A FERREA R - IR ISE &R AR B S &R
AL HEHBHE R T BN RS VB TE A 7 WP LL fie 55 BE A R AR R BR S SR AR A - L
R BRFHRRN ERIE - Ritse st B b5tk ByE2 % (Hermeneutic Mode of
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B2 R r B Em R - IRORER A2 58 P <2 B AR A5 B i i 25 3 L L B T AR 2
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£ ~ ShaASREADHT

— ~ MBS R R R Z B S A

FR AR FE AT PR B s 2 iR O% - DAL OR 2528 EEAE TH & 4 il JE B BT 2
o Taylor (1991) B EFEHABIH BN « BRI MR BAEENHEERER
BAERETE - UGBS EE s 4 H il B A GEMREM - [ - —IRIERZE
F TR BRSO T DABR AW AT 3 2R - S8 2 B LB R R A HE S Bl B A FR BR A 1R AU A%
FERTIZ K (Stauss, 1993) ° MAWIFEER NN RN BRI - KA 527/ PRt A A s
PGB ELE - IEAF AT 5 Bitner et al. (1990) AT H AR 2K T LA 48 - 43 Bk
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T W SEEAEW > R A EE R - ZEAIRE PO Z R RS
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HIREWEE - AR AR R E C - AWT7EHEER @ & BB ERE R EH
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TEEW - WRBEF—-REBENK  AHNEEEY 2B 2 EHHE
g ORREETEREHCHWME - BTN EREENNEZEETE
By UETEE R MR RS - — R EET gz 2E g s (M2
Stk

"N R RR T AR M R RE S RAERNRZERE - BANERIE
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= RSB ERUS B IR B R R 2 HH RIBHEIT R
—fRIME - HE G K e S BRI TR ERURRIHE B AT HR
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Sparks (2002) ¥ Levenson (1974) $4 " ¥ Z#E5 | (Locus of Control) 13- JEME—4E
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EEEFEA - BEEAEAEM  BREATT RS T L (System of Components) HYJESZ By
fa] - BLE (3) 2 A& B FER#E SR (Consequences) © $#%5% » FF5#EF] Edvardsson (1992) AiTHz
HIEHERASE 534 - fEJREAl (Cause) ~ FEFZ (Course) FIFHSR (Result) 38 = {FEFEELEL
TEE 53 Bl e HA R A A2 & o IR 2 1Y 2K BE R IREL N« A FE oK [BI9 R F e 52 5
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ATy - AT R BTBAE NS » VBRI A8 S Bk AL 1Y L R R AR R s b
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AT R 25 - A EheEiEs - BRI E ] DUX[E RE - &%
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AR ECFT R R EE  SHEEN2EHE  EEHEEZ8E K21 (Self-
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RARLERR s 2 il A E AR AR - FEME FR AT -
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FREMENK—EL - IREIHE ~ EEATAZK - RS R R G 26k -
R g 215 /R H 1% H Potential ~¥f -, (M4 Je4:)

_Eattry 5 IR HERE - E 0] DIGE H 3RS (Self-construal) B EmskieE - ATEEHY H HREE
TR - AP B O R e B (BUFERZ N EEER ) (AR A4S (Markus and
Kitayama, 1991) « & 5E I TEE G H o3 AR 7 AU B AR AU AR - S 7 2 | Ak
1# (Independent Self-construal) YA » & H 22 (H8E - HH M - ARlRETEE
#e - B EELE A B (Zhang and Shrum, 2009) 5

PR EEREAE R B E RS A 2 EEAREE - BB AR BREL
JEEE - B AR S EERESE A ) (M6)

FEAREY H FERE (Interdependent Self-construal) FI A » Rl B CU3k 1A FE(E FE#E A
H— & - BB CERS - THEEMRERE SR o ML 2B {R[& (Zhang and Shrum,
2009) -

FIRRIRFEZBIEE - WAS2/NER VVIP' » IS A\ BIERAYEL 2K
IE - ATRER RIS A5 & AT R ~ B b M g2t - itk R R £ 48
£F 1 (Mo6)

TIREE AN EioE— AR (I FERE , (F12)

(=) "HRAHRIERIRFSEE, BERER

FER RS AL VB LA AR AJS AR B 3R - $ER I e ay ez -
HARTES RERIPHE AT MM AR A IR ey " A e, - SirreE
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CASE TSI (R L BT AB At mhERNMF EEREEE LEAYEA - T
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1 —f%FTE8EHY VIP » $5AYE “Very Important Person” » # FHASRNGE ([ A 2R IEH EHFIRES -
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b7, BIFRE o HEAERE IR - BERE A BB RS - W5 E 2N EFERR
BN EREE o HEARKGERE AR MU B H AR Y - BB (EEE %
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T AR BE BRI - &5 [ BRI N i g« (HERiEHEE LTHITEa T2
TRME(E ) B0 - SRRy T EREN ) ISR RO E AR - BEREE RE A MRS B iR
RAVHIEEA - SFESIL - AWTFEE G & ks 22 M A E AR AR R B AR IR — T A 8D
B - DUREORESRETHE ST R - #EE B EEE 5 REET ROP R -
B ARETT T BB BT ) T IRIBIE AR P E IR LR - B T IR
B R BEBAAS LS R AR (Cause) s ~ T N REARS LG HT , FUERE ERE
(Course) j AR T ARSI WIS BE il AU A FERS SR (Result) ) 38 =(EFEEL - (KP4
& T EFAER - BB S TR A AR - R T HREET R ) AR
DRI - JRED > ATRE AU ERRE B REEIT R AEnEseE « " ENIRES
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A Study of the Self-Recovery Behavior of Prospects to the Provider’s
Service Encounter Failure in Luxury Goods Industry

Je-Sheng Huang, Assistant Professor, Department of International Business, Tamkang University

Peng-Chun Chen, Master, Graduate Institute of International Business, Tamkang University

Summary

The human interaction component of service delivery is essential to the determination
of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Since a service is more or less intangible, heterogeneous,
and simultaneously produced and consumed, it is difficult for marketers to meet customers’
expectations. Due to such uncontrollable factors in a service encounter, service failures
appear to be inevitable. Accordingly, frontline employees play a pivotal role in face-to-face
service encounters because they can affect customer perceptions of service quality,
satisfaction, and value. The more accurate their perceptions are, the more likely their
behavioral adjustments are to improve customer satisfaction. However, there exists an
interesting phenomenon in the luxury goods industry that the dyadic behaviors between
frontline service employees and customers are not the same results as we would expect when
faced with service encounter failures. That is, although prospects in this industry express
their dissatisfaction, most of them do not switch service providers. We call this phenomenon
as “failure recovery paradox,” which refers to a situation in which prospects experiencing
service encounter failures are still willing to stay with that service provider even if the
prospects do not receive recovery actions from the service provider. The critical problem is
that these kinds of customers do not usually complain. Therefore, this article explores why
the prospects mostly will stay with the same brand even when experiencing service
encounter failure from the brand’s service provider in the luxury goods industry. With an aim
of understanding this paradoxical phenomenon, we propose a new construct— “prospect’s
self-recovery behavior”, to explain the reasons why the prospects do not switch and to
deliberate on the underlying consumption values they are seeking. It is worth noting that the
findings of our research provide new insights of service recovery behavior from the
customer’s perspective, not from the firm’s perspective.

For the research design, we use focus groups to collect experienced service failure data
from the respondents’ perspective, employ content analysis to identify sequential critical
incidents, and then interpret how the prospects develop their self-recovery mechanisms so as
to protect themselves from similar service failures that might happen in the next service

encounter. A critical incident is described as one that makes a significant contribution to an
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activity or phenomenon. During an interview, respondents are simply asked to recall specific
events; they can use their own terms and language. By conducting focus groups, we are able
to add follow-up questions to arrive at a better description and understanding of the critical
incidents. Furthermore, examining such memorable critical incidents allows us to gain
insights into the key factors leading to consumer dissatisfaction. In data analysis, there are
two tasks tackled—one is the decision on a theoretical frame of reference to describe the
incidents and the other is the inductive development of constructing prospect’s self-recovery
behavior. In other words, we use content analysis to reveal which events occurred in the
critical incidents, and then use interpreting methodology as a means of interpreting and
understanding that experience. In addition, the focus of this study is in relation to affective
reactions. To do this, we must identify individual emotions, which are particularly relevant to
the service encounter. Thus, we employ a functional analysis of emotions that involves three
sequential phases: (1) problem to be solved (i.e., the antecedents of the emotion), (2) system
of components (including physiological, emotional, and behavioral components), and (3)
consequence. In line with sequential critical incident analysis, we further translate functional
analysis into a corresponding framework of cause, course, and result. Based on these
theoretical foundations, we analyze and construct the prospect’s recovery behavior via three
sequential phases: (1) after the service encounter failure, (2) before the next luxury goods
store visit, and (3) on the proceeding service experience within luxury goods store.

We summarize our findings as below. First, by following the literature of critical
incident classification in the service encounter, we identify respondents’ perceived service
failures into three categories: “employee response to service delivery system failures”,
“employee response to customer needs and requests”, and “unprompted and unsolicited
employee actions.” The result reveals that the most frequently mentioned incidents are
unprompted and unsolicited employee actions. This shows that there is an inequity of role
expectation between service frontline employee and prospector, which then leads to the
consequence of non-process interdependency. Secondly, we also find that when experiencing
service failures, most respondents tend to blame service failure on themselves instead of on
service providers, which indicates the locus of causality is usually located on the prospect in
the luxury industry.

Third of all, service encounters are role performances in which both customers and
service providers have roles to enact. The belief of Service Locus-Of-Control (SLOC) in
prospects’ mind will impact their behavior when customers face service encounter failure.

Generally speaking, customers with strong internal SLOC beliefs are likely to maintain an
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active role in the service encounter and seek service contexts that permit them to play such a
role. They have the tendency to seek information to guide their decisions and actions as well.
Accordingly, we construct the prospect’s recovery behavior via three proposed sequential
phases. In the first stage, “after the service encounter failure,” prospects will seek to obtain
knowledge regarding luxury goods and brand stories in fashion industries so as to enhance
their self-relevant relationships with fashion brands. We propose that prospects are willing to
purchase luxury brands because they can construct their self-concepts and, in doing so, they
can form the desired self-brand connections. Therefore, the prestige-seeking behavior of
luxury goods’ prospects can better mitigate their complaint intentions or actions when they
face service encounter failures. Later, in the second phase, “before the next luxury goods
store visit,” since the similarities in how customers and employees view service encounters
mostly depend on whether the two parties share common role expectations and whether the
service script is well-defined, the prospects are willing to prepare themselves well for the
equal role expectation and treatment from service frontline employees. "According to the
self-construal theory, we find that prospects with predominantly independent self-construal
tend to dress up, and prospects with predominantly interdependent self-construal tend to
increase their social status by asking wealthy friends to accompany them when visiting a
luxury goods store. Finally, in the last phase, “on the proceeding service experience within
luxury goods store,” based on the notion that luxury products can boost consumers’ self-
esteem, express their identity, and signal status, we propose that prospects will strongly
express their identities as luxury consumer to raise their role status in service encounter. In
addition, according to the self-association theory, there are triad relationships within it,
including self-concept, brand that is associated with the self-concept, and a mental
representation of valence. Based on the balance-congruity principle, two unassociated
objects in memory (e.g., valence and brand) that share links with a third object (e.g., self-
concept) would develop a mutual association. Therefore, motivation for self-enhancement
increases the connection with a particular luxury brand (i.e., self-brand association), which is
then transferred to facilitate a positive valence associated with the individual’s self-concept
(i.e., self-esteem). That is, prospects in luxury goods industry will build up a self-recovery
mechanism to protect themselves from service encounter failure and to seek fair process
interdependency within the dyadic interaction between frontline employee and customer.
This article reports on the conceptualization of the construct of prospect’s self-recovery
behavior. It might indicate that the configurations of this kind of behavior are signals of

switching, which provides useful knowledge for management and staff of policy and training
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purposes. Thus, it would be necessary to learn from prospects before they switch. Besides,
this article has firstly combined related theoretical foundations from different fields into a
conceptual framework to successfully address the research issue, which includes attribution
theory, process interdependency and outcome interdependency, prestige-seeking consumer
behavior, and functional analysis of emotion. In particular, based on the deduction drawn
from sequential critical incident analysis and hermeneutic mode of interpretation, the finding
enhances our understanding of self-recovery from the consumer’s perspective and provides a
useful foundation for future studies. In addition, the sequential critical incident analysis
enables us to generate an in-depth record of events and thus provides an empirical starting
point for new research evidence regarding the phenomenon of interest. Specifically, most of
the previous researches that employ critical incident technology tend to treat the respondent’s
viewpoint as a “report” while the emphasis is on analysis of the “fact” presented. Our
research, instead, takes an examination of the respondent’s account of why the events took
place, and further explains the events through the researcher’s analysis, even though the

critical incidents are described from the respondent’s perspective.
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