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Abstract

The purpose of tiais study was to identify combinations of factors, with regard to the use of restaurants by
tourists, and to estatlish the relative importance of these factors in terms of their contribution to the total usage. Of
250 questionnaires, 209 were utilized for analysis in this study. Crosstabs, conjoint analysis, paired-samples t-test,
k-means cluster analvsis, one-way ANOVA analysis, and the Friedman test were used for the statistical analysis. The

findings from this stidy were as follows:

First, the Pearson’s R and Kendall’s tau statistics show that the model fits the data well. Second, it was found
that 209 tourists most preferred restaurants that provided excellent quality traditional food, with a high quality of
service, at a cheap price for the suburb. The 81 tourists of the first cluster most preferred restaurant that provided
excellent quality fusion food, at a cheap price for the suburb. The 65 tourists of the second cluster most preferred
restaurant that provided average quality national food, at an expensive price for the suburb. The 63 tourists of the
third cluster most peeferred restaurant that provided excellent quality traditional food, at a reasonable price for the
suburb. Third, it wes found that all tourists and the three clusters groups regarded both the type of food and its
price to be very imoortant factors. Finally, the results used in this study have provided some insight into the types
of marketing strategies and tourism policies that may be successfully used by the operators and policymakers
managing a location, the quality, price and type of food, and quality of service required by tourists dining at

restaurants.
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20 W: = the sum of importance score;
=

W, =

where
W; = the responcent’s importance score.

I,= the utility range for factor i(difference between the highest level j and the lowest level j of factor

i)(Maximum part-worth-Minimum part-worth); and

ﬁo I;= the sum of all the utility ranges.
=

L=W %1,
U= uy +i 2u,]x,]
where

U= the responclent’s total utility(preference score) for a given restaurant profile;

%y = constant;

Uu; = the part-worth(utility) associated with level j( ]Z 1, .., m;) of factor Wi=1,

...,n); and

x ;= a dummy variable representing the presence( y ;=1) or absence( ;=0) of the 7 th level of the ]

th factor.
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Table 1. Factors and factor level used
Factor Type of data

Factor level

Urban restaurant

Suburb restaurant
Excellent quality of food
Average quality of food
Traditional choice
National food

Fusion food

Expensive food
Reasonable food

Cheap food

High quality of service
Medium quality of service

Location Discrete

Quality of food  Discrete

Type of food Discrete

Price Discrete

Quality of service Discrete
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Table 2, Restaurant profiles presented to respondents
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Restaurant Location Food quality Food type Price Service quality
1 Suburb Average Fusion Cheap High
2 Urban Average Traditional Expensive Medium
3 Urban Excellent Fusion Expensive Medium
4 Urban Average Fusion Reasonable High
5 Suburb Excellent Traditional Reasonable High
6 Suburb Average Traditional Reasonable Medium
7 Suburb Excellent Fusion Expensive Medium
8 Urban Average Traditional Cheap Medium
9 Suburb Average National Expensive High
10 Suburb Average Traditional Expensive Medium
11 Urban Excellent National Reasonable Medium
12 Urban Excellent Traditional Expensive High
13 Urban Excellent Traditional Cheap High
14 Suburb Excellent Traditional Expensive High
15 Suburb Excellent National Cheap Medium
16 Urban Average National Expensive High
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Table 4. Adequacy of conjoint model

Total 631(.0044)

o Clusterl 827(.0000)
Pearson’s R(sig) () ern 862(.0000)
Cluster3 .882(.0000)

Total 500(.0035)

, X Cluster1 .617(.0000)
Kendall's tau(sig) e 706(.0001)
Cluster3 650(.0002)

Notes:

Cluster 1=Restaurant sold fusion food at a cheap price

Cluster 2=Restaurant sold national food at a expensive price
Cluster 3=Restaurant sold traditional food at a reasonable price.
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Table 3. Characteristics of respondents
Cluster
Characteristic variables 1 2 3 Total

N % N % N % N %
Gender Male 46 41.1 31 27.7 35 31.3 112 53.6
Fema.e 35 36.1 34 35.1 28 289 97 46.4
Less than 29 25 333 22 29.3 28 37.3 75 359
Age 30-39 31 352 34 38.6 23 26.1 88 42.1
More than 40 25 543 9 19.6 12 26.1 46 220
of visitation Touriag 31 32.6 32 337 32 33.7 95 455
I Other 50 439 33 28.9 31 272 114 54.5
Previous visitation Nonvisitor 43 35.8 37 30.8 40 333 120 574
experience Visitcr 38 42.7 28 31.5 23 25.8 89 42.6
Travel party Individual traveler 50 35.5 47 333 44 31.2 141 67.5
Tour group 31 45.6 18 26.5 19 279 68 32.5
Total 81 38.8 65 31.1 63 30.1 209 100

Notes: Cluster 1=Restaurant sold fusion food at a cheap price,

Cluster 2=Restaurant sold national food at a expensive price,

Cluster 3=Restaurant sold traditional food at a reasonable price.
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Constant 85343 0320 4626 & A 19 AR wE JhAd FREEA U
Urban -3630 0803 1.1609 2 7tF9 FEILL J1E & Ao Hole AL
Suburb 13630 0803 1.1609 2 Jeyt 23 29 1F40A & 7149 8
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verage - K .
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Traditional 3461" 1079 1.5603 I ’\—% eI 2 39 7 }%Oﬂ 1 2s 7
National -.6001" 1424 2.0584 A9 FEILETY F2 /1F FEREL M 2
Fusion .2540 1129 1.6321 Aol & Holg Ao R Ve
Prpensive 4837 o Lo A 2HE AN Aot e 2de) £ES
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High 1130 0753 1.0883 < MHlAFEE, a81 BE MuaEde] ZE R
Medium -1130 0753 1.0883 2582 2AEWZ {§9% o)t g Aoz U
Notes: A= Most important factor level, B=Least important Btk £94 RN =4 gx9 BRERFSS
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Table 6. Part-worths(utilties) of factor levels for three clusters
Factor Mean(SD) Std. Error F Si
level Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Clusterl Cluster 2 Cluster 3 g
Constant 8.5015(.3799) 8.5859(.4590) 8.5231(.5567) 0422 0569 0701 624 537
Urban -.7963(1.0842)° -.0981(.9480)" -0794(1.2946)° .1205 1176 1631 10.014 0007
Suburb .7963(1.08422)" .0981(.9480)° .0794(1.2946)" .1205 .1176 .1631 10.014 000™
Excellent .1265(.8921) -4327(1.1442)°  .4325(1.2897) 0991 .1419 1625 10.208 000
Average -.1265(.8921)° 4327(1.1442)°  -.4325(1.2897)° 0991 .1419 .1625 10.208 000™"
Traditional  1.0267(1.2771)°  -.7436(1.4604)°  .5952(1.3956)*" .1419 .1811 1758 31.510 000"
National -2.1939(1.1798)"  1.5103(1.4805)"*  -.7282(1.4668)™ 1311 .1836 .1848 132.763 0007
Fusion 1.1672(1.2830)**  -.7667(1.6333)®  .1329(1.3647)° 1426 2026 1719 33.565 0007
Expensive  -1.0329(1.1119)*®  4000(1.5458)  -.6878(1.5094)° 1235 1917 .1902 20.390 0007
Reasonable  -.8971(1.3257)"  -.7192(1.4765)™  2.0423(1.2474)"* .1473 .1831 1572 98.785 .000™"
Cheap 1.9300(1.1707)**  .3192(1.5664)°  -1.3545(1.3014) 1301 1943 .1640 106.323  .000™
High 17446(1.0956)  -.0404(1.0962) .1925(1.0717) 1217 .1360 .1350 942 392
Medium -.1744(1.0956) .0404(1.0962) -.1925(1.0717) 1217 21360 11350 942 392
Notes: a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level,
A= Most important factor level, B=Least important factor level, *** p<0.001.

Cluster 1=Restaurant sold fusion food at a cheap price,
Cluster 2=Restaurant sold national food at a expensive price,
Cluster 3=Restaurant sold traditional food at a reasonable price.
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Table 7. Importances of factors

Factor Average Importance
Total |Cluster 1{Cluster 2| Cluster 3
Location 24.95 18.70 432 2.59"
Quality of food 3.08" 2.97° 19.07 14.11
Type of food 32.51% | 39.46% | 5017 | 21.59
Price 31.69 34.78 24.66 | 55.42°
Quality of service | 7.77 4.09 1.78% 6.28

Notes: A=Most important atiribute,

B=Least important atribute.
Cluster 1=Restaurant sold fusion food at a cheap price
Cluster 2=Restaurant sold n:tional food at a expensive price
Cluster 3=Restaurant sold truditional food at a reasonable price.
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Table 8. Difference between the lowest and highest level of an factor

Utility .
Factor Cluster (Max.-Min)£SD t df Sig.
Total 9462+3.2679 4.186 208 0007
Cluster 1 -3.3611+2.1084 -14.347 80 000
Type of food Cluster 2 2.2769+2.7543 6.665 64 000"
Cluster 3 1.3234+2.5171 4173 62 0007
Total -9222+2.8712 -4.644 208 0007
Price Cluster 1 -2.9630+1.8591 -14.344 80 ooo
Cluster 2 1.1192+2.5857 3.490 64 001
Cluster 3 -2.730212.4444 -8.865 62 0007

Notes: ** p<0.01, *** p<0001. Clusterl=Restaurant sold fusion food at a cheap price, Cluster2=Restaurant sold national food at
a expensive price, Cluster3=Restaurant sold traditional food at a reasonable price.
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}\1 KeR )k] 2y [ o

o FREEH FHEFHA TR Aol 1 9.6585 2562 37041
(t=4.173, p<0.01), 23 ¥ 7}He FEEEH 2 7.8762 1459 2.1087
HE 7129 BEFE9 Zo|(t=-8.865, p<0.001)= 3 7.8738 2028 2.9316
FAH SR FATA A < o

O Aol By & = Aol BBEF ' : .

2 7MY FRagdH HE M4 TTH‘?‘% 6 9.1298 2002 3.0246
Z+e) 49AQ ol Tucci and Talagad] AT~ 2 7 8.5999 2006 2.8996
I} AuwEl Ak o] Aole Tuc 59 AT 8 8.7984 2059 2.9767
7t AANAE AA e ZABIG 7] g2l Ve 9 7.8822 2339 3.3819

10 8.6023 1649 2.3846

1 A Z2sH A A ZALA] A Ao A
q’—'—- g"l?_.]:}' H‘}'E]' 1 é“ﬂ?-l— }' ]_ EX'“7]'—1 = Z'“ ] 1 75472 2544 3.6776
3t ZAEIRS wWo AR uig nixs gF 12 8.1920 1831 26474
2 AASt ZAEIE S d9 7MAol dis W 13 9.1142 2236 3.2325
57]_ t}gt}ﬂ-»‘g 7):\4_5__ o 2= 3}1\1;]_ 14 8.9181 1673 2.4183

15 8.6681 2144 3.0997
_ o 16 7.1561 2488 3.5971

5) AX E4E 7o) Holol AT H7} Az

167) SR80 Ze AAXLEY AojE B4 FUTh pO00IAN AAEES FHER F3
3l Table 9] 2l&bd AAF L] £ FAFES 1¥ xM% Holg S4HES 1W 43, 491 44,
S84, 59 244, 6 247, 131 44, 149 H 244, 6 44, 89 S4d, o S4F,
S04, 89 247, 159 4%, 2T A 24 nm 244, 139 g4, 149 244, 159 &4
Aoz el wde] AAagoe] 42 2AHE A, 2813 16 240tk p<0.01oA] AAEE
2 168 244, 11 &44, 31 S44, 23 24 Eol TRE=E TrAa& Aol & EO]% e K R=g
A, oM 44, 1239 S44, 48 2244, 74 54 W SAHTG T AU p<0.05AAN FAR
Hoez yetwrh £E£9] —T”‘%i 93 AolE Eol% SHAES

Table 6914 EF3 £3E AANEEE e Zo 109 2447 129 24" Ut
2 EA3 Table 100 o5td 38 SAHEY 7F AANEEE T H4EH AolE 2HF Table
4 AAEEES EARCE KT Aolg RelA o] I, 167) SNFEY BRFeAES FAH
Table 10. Total utilities(preference scores) for three clusters

Restaurant Mean(SD) Std. Error F Si
Cluster1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 1  Cluster 2 Cluster 3 &
1 12.4429(2.2909)*  8.6288(3.2532)°  7.1409(3.2637)° 2545 4035 4112 64.242 000
2 7.3981(1.6765)° 8.6173(2.1013  7.7262(2.4158)°  .1863 2606 3044 6.592 0027
3 7.7917(2.6754)  7.7288(3.0357)  8.1290(3.1603) 2973 3765 3982 348 707
4 8.0231(2.9008)°  7.3942(3.0069)° 10.3790(3.3631)" 3223 3730 4237 16.877 0007
5 0.7284(2.2798)°  6.7481(2.8830)° 11.8651(2.3627)" 2533 3576 2977 67.527 0007
6 9.1265(3.2777)°  7.6942(2.7297)° 10.6151(2.1757)" 3642 3386 2741 17.249 0007
7 9.3843(2.5256)°  7.9250(2.9815)°  8.2877(3.0691) .2806 3698 .3867 5.300 006~
8 10.3611(2.2144)"  8.5365(3.2765)°  7.0595(2.4459) 2460 4064 .3082 27.895 0007
9 6.1188(2.1010)" 10.9865(2.7825)"  6.9464(3.1028Y 2334 3451 3909 66.511 0007
10 8.9907(2.4070)" 8.8135(1.9726)°  7.8849(2.6110)° 2674 2447 .3290 4314 015
11 4.5664(2.1730)°  8.8865(2.8523)"  9.9980(3.3599)" 2414 3538 4233 78.279 0007
12 8.0000(2.4942)°  7.6712(2.6988)"  8.9762(2.6477" 2771 3347 .3336 4372 0147
13 10.9630(2.7125)*  7.5904(2.9794)°  8.3095(2.9734) 3014 3695 3746 28.309 000"
14 9.5926(1.8077)°  7.8673(2.6515)°  9.1349(2.5192)° 2009 3289 3174 10.402 0007
15 8.9861(2.6451)° 10.1212(2.5688)"  6.7599(3.2171)°  .2939 3186 4053 23.777 0007
16 4.5262(2.4199° 10.7904(2.4454)  6.7877(2.5803)° 2689 13033 .3251 116.307 000"

Notes: a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
Cluster1=Restaurant sold fusion food at a cheap price, Cluster2=Restaurant sold national food at a expensive price,

Cluster3=Restaurant sold traditional food at a reasonable price.

- 315 -

oz B8 A A199 A35(2003)



54

Table 11. Difference of me:an ranks between 16 restaurants

EHA FHMu L UG BB HEES

Restaurant Total Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank

1 9.94 1 13.81 1 8.26 8 6.71 12
2 7.52 13 6.51 13 8.79 7 7.52 11
3 7.52 13 7.19 12 7.76 9 771 9
4 8.54 10 8.01 10 6.71 15 11.10 3
5 9.79 2 10.40 4 5.82 16 13.10 1
6 9.33 9.01 8 7.41 11 11.72 2
7 8.60 8 9.84 6 7.56 10 8.09 8
8 9.15 5 11.30 3 9.07 4 6.46 14
9 7.64 12 5.07 14 11.92 1 6.52 13
10 8.58 9 8.95 9 8.97 6 7.71 9
11 7.11 15 3.21 15 9.03 5 10.14 4
12 7.95 11 7.60 11 7.20 14 9.17 6
13 9.51 3 12.23 2 7.39 12 8.20 7
14 9.13 6 10.38 5 7.35 13 9.36 5
15 8.93 7 9.29 7 11.03 3 6.31 15
16 6.75 16 3.20 16 11.73 2 6.18 16

Chi-Square 133.165 481.875 134.515 184.047

df 15 15 15 15

Asymp. Sig. 000 .000 .000 .000

Notes: Cluster 1=Restaurant sold fusion food at a cheap price,

Cluster 2=Restaurant sold national food at a expensive price,

Cluster 3=Restaurant sold traditional food at a reasonable price.
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