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Abstract

The effort to understand customer is essential and customer satisfaction measurement tool is
needed in today’s intensively competitive environment of restaurants. The objectives of this study
were to measure customers’ expectation and satisfaction of service quality attributes and to identify
relatively imp'ortant attributes for overall satisfaction in restaurants. The questionnaires were
distributed to 232 customers at 78 family-style; pizza and fast food restaurants. Statistical data
analysis was completed using SPSS for t-test, ANOVA, factor analysis, Pearson’s correlation and
regression analysis. The results of this study were as follows: 1) four and six- dimensional structures
were established from 25 expectation and satisfaction attributes, respectively. 2) Demographic
variables and usage characteristics didn't affect on service quality expectation, but expectations were
significantly different according to the types of restaurant. 3) Expectation/satisfaction matrix
showed different patterns in 3 types of restaurant. 4) ‘Quality of food” and ‘atmosphere’ were the
most relatively important attributes for overall satisfaction in restaurants.

Keywards : service quality, expectation, satisfaction, restaurant .
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<Table 1> Demographics of respondents

Category Characteristics Number(%)
Sex Male 72(31.0)
Female 160(69.0)
Under 19 41(17.7)
Age 20-29 154(66.4)
30-39 32(13.8)
Over 40 522
Middle schoot 23(10.1H)
Education High school 116(51.1)
College/University 88(38.8)
Middle/High school student 30(13.0)
Job College/University student 97(42.2)
Bussiness 7331.7)
Housewife 30(13.0)
Marriage state Slngl'e 192(83.1)
Married 39(16.9)
Less 100 161(72.5)
+ 100~199 43(19.4)
Income 200~299 11(5.0)
Over 300 73.1)

e U I
+ 10,000 won
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<Table 2> Visiting characteristics of respondents

Characteristics | Number(%)

First time 24(104)

1 per a week 51221

1 per 2-3 weeks 34(14.7)

Frequency |} et & month 45(19.5)
1 per 2-3 months 45(19.5)

Rarely 32(13.9)

Meal 96(41.7)

Purpose Meeting with friends 125(54.3)

Meeting with family or colleagues 9(4.0)

Husband/wife 12(5.3)

Children/parents 14(6.2)

Company | Friends 190(84.1)

Colleagues 8(3.5)

Others 2(0.9)
Himself/Herself 91(40.1)

Husband/wife 4(1.8)

Right of Children/parents 12(5.3)
menu choice| Friends 110(47 .4)
Colleagues 4(1.7)

Others 6(2.6)

Breakfast 2(09)

) Lunch 107(46.5)
Time Dinner 76(33.0)
Snack 45(19.6)
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<Table 3> Factor analysis based on customers’ expectarion towards restaurant services

/ Factor loadings Eigen-values Percentage of variation
Comfortable atmosphere 78
Convenient location 73
Neat establishment 65
Factor 1 Cleanliness of facilities/utensils 63
Convenient parking .61
General Employee responsiveness to complaints 58 4.86 194
Manegement Attractive decoration .56
Friendly employee 54
Employee appearance 54
Friendly/quick counter service 53
Reasonable price 44
Food taste .70
Food freshness 66
Factor 2 Consistant food quality 63
Portion size .60 3.39 13.6
Food Appearance of food .58
Knowledged employee A48
Menu variaty 41
Quick food delivery .80
Factor 3 Speédy service .80 13 133
Reliability Service when asked 54
Speedy payment A2
: Effective advertising 81
Factor 4 Reputation 67 252 10.1
Reputation Convenient business hours 61

<Table 4> Comparison of service quality expectation with restaurant types

Mean+S.D.
o Restaurant type
xpectaion Factors Total F value
pec 58 Family Pizza Fast Food ?
General Management 396+0.72a 346+0.770 3.48+0.77b 3624078 9.279%*
Food 3.731+0.66a 3.44+0.64b 3.46+0.64b 3.53£0.66 4.145%
Reliability 391+0.81 3.70+£0.74 3.85£0.75 3.84+0.76 1.075
Reputation 3574£0.72a 323+0.77 3.57+0.75a 3.50£0.76 J 3.897*
*p (05 % p (001
ab) Values with different subscipts are significantly different by Tukey’s multiple range test
HE 2013 297) 2o g Rugrh &8 443 5 QMK SEHY IS oL HT
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<Table 5> Factor analysis based on customers’ satisfaction towards restaurant services

Factor | Friendly/quick counter service 74
Employee responsiveness to complaints 70
Employee Friendly employee .66 332 133
Attitude Employee appearance 57
Cleanliness of facilities/utensils .56
Food taste 74
Food freshness 73
Factor 2 Consistant food quality 65 3.12 125
Appearance of food .63
Food
Knowledged employee .56
Menu variaty 44
Factor 3 Quick food <'ie11very .7;
Speedy service 7 273 109
Reliability Service when asked 5
Portion size A4
Factor 4 Comfortabl'e atmosphere .82
Neat establishment N/ 259 104
Atomosphere | Attractive decoration .64
Convenient parking .50
Factor 5 Effectw.e advert.lsmg 76
Convenient business hours 62 200 8.1
Reputation Convenient location 60
reputation 53
Fa.ctor 6 Reasonabie Price 74 L6l 64
Price Speedy payment 70
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Family restaurant

satisfaction

32 34 36 3.8 42

expectation

40

Pizza restaurant

satisfaction

32 34 36 3.8 4

expectation

—

Fast food restaurant

satisfaction

34

36 3.8 4

expectation

<Fig. 1> Expectaion/Satisfaction matrix of family, pizza,
fastfood restaurant
(1: Employee attitude 2: Food 3:Reliability
4. Atmosphere 5: Reputation 6:Price)
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<Table 6> Correlations between service quality and overall satisfaction

correlation coefficient

o Restauranttype Total

e ‘ nily - Pizza Fast Food
Employee attitude 0.435%* 0.645%* 0.421%* 0.511%+*
Food 0.667** 0.657** 0.478** 0.585%*
Reliability 0.534%* 0.452%* 0.282%* 0.420%*
Atmosphere 0.565%* 0.659** 0.396** 0.542%*
Reputation 0.428%* 0.616%* 0.312%* 0.403%*
Price 0.479** 0.329% 0.313** 0.370%*

*p {05 ** p( 01
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<Table 7> Multiple regression analysis of service quality factor as predictors of overall satisfaction

Constant 28.050 4.062 0.000 0479
Family Food 10.164 4435 0.000 (0.463)
Atmosphere 4.042 2.063 0.043
Constant 3.101 0.337 0.738
. Atmosphere 6.092 2.313 0.026 0.605
Pizza
Food 9.621 3.039 0.004 (0.578)
Employee attitude 5.572 2.075 0.044
Constant 25.808 3.996 0.000
Fast Food Food 7.147 4450 0.000 0.336
Atmosphere 4.721 2.862 0.005 (0.318)
Price 3.562 2.602 0.011
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