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The Influence of Luxuriously Furnished Degree of the Restaurant on the

Relationship Quality under the Service Failure Context: Using
Involvement Degree as a Moderator Variable
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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study is to understand the consumers with service failures and the influence of
luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant the relationship quality such as satisfaction, trust, and
commitment. And product involvement is our moderator variable.

This study was conducting virtual story and questionnaires to collect information in order to avoid the
error of the memory loss of recall method and to provide the test of the causal relationship among variables.
A total of 250 questionnaires were distributed, 231 were valid samples, and 92.4% were effective samples.
The results of the study were as follows:

When service failure occurs, the luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant will affect the satisfaction
of relationship quality. The consumer satisfaction with luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurants is
greater than which of not luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurants. And the satisfaction of high
involvement for the consumers is greater than the satisfaction of low involvement for the consumers. The
results present that the luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant will affect the satisfaction of relationship
quality. And the service failure will be forgiven. The mend effect of high involvement is greater than the
mend effect of low involvement.
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When service failure occurs, the luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant will affect the trust of
relationship quality. The consumers’ trust with luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurants and medium
furnished degree of the restaurants are greater than which of not luxuriously furnished degree of the

restaurants.

And the trust of high involvement for the consumers with luxuriously furnished degree of the

restaurants and medium furnished degree of the restaurants is greater than the trust of low involvement for the
consumers. The results present that the luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant will affect the trust of
relationship quality. And the mend effect of high involvement is greater than the mend effect of low

involvement.

The luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant will not affect the commitment of

relationship quality. The luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant will only affect the satisfaction and
the trust of relationship quality. The luxuriously furnished degree of the restaurant will not help with

establishing the long-term commitment.

Keywords: Relationship Quality, The Luxuriously Furnished Degree of the Restaurant, Involvement Degree,

Service Failure
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