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Measuring the Important Factors Influencing Family Restaurant Choice

Jong-Heon Kang - Jung-Mi Kim
Food & Cooking Sciences, Sunchon National University

Abstract

The aim of this study was to test the different situational characteristics of family restaurant choice.
Accordingly, this study measured the important factors influencing family restaurant choice between university
student’s situational characteristics. In this study, the important factors were food presentation-related, facility-
related, food quality & value-related and service-related factors.

The findings from this study were as follows.

Results of analyzing the validity and the internal consistency of important factors showed that the convergent
and discriminant validitys of important factors are supported, and cronbach’s alpha showed that the internal
consistency of important factors is supported. It was found that groups of different situational characteristics
perceived that facility factor was significantly important factor influencing their family restaurant choice. It was
found that the important factor was statistically significant with regard to the difference situational characteristics.
Finally, the results of the study provide some insights into the market-oriented types of foodservice marketing

strategies or tactics to enable family restaurant to effectively manage and more competitive.
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Table 1. Characteristics of respondents

Characteristic variables N %
Gender  |Male 63 281
Female 161 719
Frequency |Low Once or less/month 8 384
of Medium |2-3 times/month 78 348

purchase (High More than 4 times/fmonth 60 268
Price Low 10,000 or less fonce 83 37.1

willing to \Medium |##10,000-20,000/once 65 290
pay High More than ¥20,000/once 76 339
Eating Lunch 50 223
time Lunch-Dinner 54 241

Dinner 57 254

Supper 63 281
Total 224 100.0
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Table 2. Results of factor analysis

. . Eigenvalue
Correlation | Communality| AVE ,
(% of Variance)
Food color 721 .686
Food shape 780 747 | 825 3.547"
Food height 792 .730 (17.737)
Garnishing 641 643
Arrangement 541 .608
Parking & Exteria| .737 564
Interia 747 673
Rest toom 638 497 | 748 3.185°
Seat & table type| .584 578 (15.926)
Table decoration .697 .606
Menu design 520 438
Food temperature .540 .566
Food quantity 737 616 | 781 2.962°
Food price 807 677 (14.808)
Food texture 738 694
Food flavor 494 511
Uniform .666 .565
Reception service | .787 718 | 819 2.800"
Food service 741 715 (14.002)
Farewell service 728 .662
KMO measure of sampling adequacy 918
Bartlett’s test of sphericity ¥ = 2196.215/df
= 190
Sig. = .000"
Notes : 1=Food presentation, 2=Facility,
3=Food quality & value, 4=Service,

##% p<0.001.

- 189 -

-z 358 A A204 A235(2004)



72 qetgel HEgied A 9L HAE Foadse B}

AE2 vehgth 123 Fomell and Larcker”7} 5 Z#PHo] &l rtEBartet)d] AHE FP5HA

A% BFEAFEPO! 07 olFoz vehdy] E o 2% AR Saw, FFEAZ EARe=R

of 990 BEEE M) 22959 AFEIAel  FISA UEIAR=361.427, df=6, p<00)) EFH

AzH ATk TER N2 Ml F2905S TR
Maxham and Netemeyer’”e] dFoAe} o] W4 A A2So|Yrh

7 AuASY AR, & 52 Wt e ds

of ols) FPHE B v S(hared variance)t d 3. O|RAE EMUIM 22010 24

o WFPUFEREL vimsld] FEHFHL 2 D ALY H2ET o] V) BE F28

23 Aol sy FFRAFEEC] Table 39 24

B4 vgsRY 24 Jelsr] diEe] $880F omgt o] EHIEFoA ojuF 9Qlo] Fagjle

o BEEIAE YZFch 2 UeitEAS sebsty] 9@ e A 2
471 F88JE Yt A=He FAHAEo = Table 404 AA=H AT} Table 4914 H= vt

Table 304 A% % th. Nunnally™= 0.603% 0.70 © g} Zo] B AT} o]&WEd o3 LHEAES 37

o) aEN Syt YALBES Jehle 7&o O EHEFER BRI Qv W g Fi

B3 gtk B AT 229954 tid A8 248k R wA (9Ee w@Hkol 00360191,

Ao FAANESL <k 0629 0822 UEy] BlRe]  946%9) AL Hdsia g Ao ueutth of
]

—_— = =

2 Aol AFESHE e 88050 TS W Het 27 zkde] Jebd o] 8RSt F3aQle #
A QA4 (internal consistency) & Ho|i &L & F Al Fig. 1914 AAIH AT}
AT A 2 dFE ) F88QE x9HE Fig. 1o ¢J3tH, 37] | EWEFLES A2 T
SAETEY HAE s A HA 8918 54 AHERC] YXABEA Utk 37 o] BWELE FolA
Aol 99l F WA 9& AH 89, A HNEEY o]l8 AVEFS AH 817 #Ho| e
A4 8908 54 27 74 891, a2 v WA Aoz Yeter] o] AJd a1 H2E™R o] &
A Qe MHlE go R FYstth AREFAN F22JYES ¢ # vk a8y &
2 dFEs d75HE 24871 dstd sER 2 ZH A old AT AHE 902 HEEF o]
258 ) 588059 T E(summated scale) £ ANEZH BE o|8NETA Foagle=m
£ TEHUFTE AMESHY HHZELEAE FESA vebdth aga &4 4% X 8]l 37 9]
o SRHEEZ NEE M Fa8dEC] U EUEFE BEFAAA FagRles eyt o
EAHEA Y A ARJQAE Fetshr] 918t Rao A AFe AZH2EZES Bol o8 XS
and Wang”d) QATolqet Zol 47 FoeUEY  H2EF ol 2MET] ol8NEst YuHew

Table 3. Matrix of zero-order correlations and reliability

Mean(SD) 1 2 3 4
1. Food presentation 3.0616(.8056) [.8672] .603 .673 .580
2. Facility 3.0744(.7433) 364 [.8196] 431 588
3. Food quality & value 3.2812(.7269) 453 .186 [.8095] 490
4. Service 3.0748(.8281) .336 .346 .240 [.8285]
KMO measure of sampling adequacy 764
Bartlett’s test of sphericity X = 361.427/df = 6

Sig. = .000™"

Notes: Intercorrelations are included in the upper triangle of the matrix, Shared variances in percent are included in the lower
triangle of the matrix. Each scale’s reliability(Cronbach’s @) is reported in the diagonal in brackets.
***% p<0.001, ** p<0.01.

Table 4. Summary of dimension results: frequency of purchase

. . . . Proportion of Inertia Confidence Singular Value
Dimension Singular Value Inertia Accounted for Cumulative S.D. Correlation
1 .036 .001 946 946 .033 243
2 .009 000 054 1.000 012
Total .001 1.000 1.000
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Fig. 1. Perceptual map showing positioning of frequency
of purchase

fl: food presentation factor, f{2: facility factor,
f3: food quality & value factor, f4: service factor,
low: low frequency of purchase,

med: medium frequency of purchase,

high: high frequency of purchase

Table 5. Summary of dimension results: price willing to pay
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Fig. 2. Perceptual map showing positioning of price
willing to pay

fl: food presentation factor,
f3: food quality & value factor,
low: low price willing to pay,
med: medium price willing to pay,
high: high price willing to pay

f2: facility factor,
f4: service factor,

Proportion of Inertia

Confidence Singular Value

Dimension Singular Value Inertia Accounted for Cumulative S.D. Correlation
1 037 .001 921 921 026 112
2 011 .000 .079 1.000 .020
Total .001 1.000 1.000
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Table 6. Summary of dimension results: eating time

AYel L NAL FLa5e B}

EFTHF=3.288, p<0.01).

Table 704 718 £889%19
£ Ui 2 gstd, ¢ 22808 FoA
=4 Z Aol 81, 3@. F27 7HA .49, 2
g3l Auj2 819 o] &HIEFE Zol7t FAIF L
2 FYstA EA YER 2 (p>0.05), Ald 84l
(p<0.001)9] o] &RI=FE ztol= FAFOZE F935t
A VERsich

AFEA ATl Qlohy, HAEY ol 2HE

ogUEZY Aol

¢

S

3 .
| |
" 13
Id :
: f4
. f2
O ' --------------- e 4
: =
1
S
-3
-4 0.0 4

Fig. 3. Perceptual map showing positioning of eating
time

fl: food presentation factor, f2: facility factor,

f3: food quality & value factor, f4: service factor,

I: lunch, d: dinner, 1d: lunch-dinner, s: supper

Proportion of Inertia

Confidence Singular Value

Dimension  Singular Value  Inertia Accounted for Cumulative SD. Correlation
1 055 .003 935 935 037 027
2 013 .000 .053 .988 015
3 .006 .000 012 1.000
Total .003 1.000 1.000
Table 7. The difference between factors and frequency of purchase
. Mean for each group
Attribute F P Low Medium High Total
Overall MANOVA test
Wilks’ A .889 3.288 0017
Univariate ANOVA tests
Food presentation 1.881 155 3.1744 3.0513 2.9133 3.0616
Facility 7.974 0007 3.3159° 2.9530° 2.8861° 3.0744
Food quality & value 159 .853 3.2651 3.2641 3.3267 3.2812
Service .809 447 3.1366 3.0929 2.9625 3.0748

% p<0.01, *** p<0.001,

a-b: Means with different superscripts in the same row differ significantly(p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.

2z #eksl 2] A2078 A25.(2004)

- 192 -



70"%;'1:!

¢

o] AAYHAEZS AT uf Al Qo i)
FastA Adste == B d2ET ol& o
M=ds 2o SAFCE §98 A2 ¥4 v
WTHp<0.05). ©]2d ZAE W' A g
Al - Adu) AEg Y o] g E Aolv) iEte
Z2FA[T &2 FEZT A
zke)7t AR OE {9 etA
ATl A4S H&iA o B

2) H2EF SN E AEHE |8 Fg 29l
z}e] ¥4
g 2By Ado) 4L vlA= 58
A vl 2ol E FUsE Aol ¢S, A
H 28119 Ao)7t BAHLE {F5HA
THF=2.748, p<0.01).

L oMy o
=z
3 A

3) A A o] w2 F289] 3}o] BA

AU AES Hdo] IFL nAL 2899
A EHE ztolE Frke Ao 93t
H 999 A7t FAH=Z {79
THF=3.322, p<0.001).
Table 9o1A 7|E Z28219]

B7Fst Aol 9w, 470
2 FA3 7Fx 841, 2@ A AH)
2l Aol7h SAHoR FodtA] 4A
©1kp>009), &4 ZeHAHClH 2(pE<00DF A
A 2AE<0.001)9] AqARAZIEE Aol ESAALE
o]
T

[>

Table 814 7fE F9.919 AEH|FHE Ifol& o} stAl YrEFSTH
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AE<00DY AZuFE Aok BAFCR §98 no FARCE §9% AT A dERg
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Table 8. The difference between factors and price willing to pay
. Mean for each group
Attribute F p Low Medium High
Overall MANOVA test
Wilks™ A 906 2.748 006"
Univariate ANOVA tests
Food presentation 3218 042 2.8867° 3.1415% 3.1842°
Facility 5.475 005" 2.9016° 3.0513" 3.2829°
Food quality & value 108 .898 3.2988 3.2462 3.2921
Service 2.768 .065 29518 3.0269 3.2500
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01,
a-b: Means with different superscripts in the same row differ significantly(p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
Table 9. The difference between factors and eating time
. Mean for each group
Al
dribute F p Lunch Lunch-Dinner Dinner Supper
Overall MANOVA test
Wilks™ A .837 3322 0007
Univariate ANOVA tests
Food presentation 4.235 006" 3.0200° 3.3889" 2.9263° 2.9365"
Facility 9.520 0007 3.0067" 3.5062" 2.9795° 2.8439"
Food quality & value 2.598 .053 3.2520 3.4481 3.3544 3.0952
Service 1.433 234 3.1200 3.2454 3.0175 2.9444

** p<0.01, *** p<0.001,

a-b: Means with different superscripts in the same row differ significantly(p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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