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Factor Influencing on Satisfaction of Foodservice in Family Restaurant

Jong-Heon Kang, So-Young Yang
Food & Cooking Sciences, Sunchon National University

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify factors associated with high satisfaction with foodservices in family
restaurant. Accordingly, this study surveyed questionnaire concerning 20 measures of foodservice as well as major

subject descriptors.

The result of this study were as follows. KMO and Bartlett’s test statistics showed that the data fitted factor
analysis well. Results of factor analysis, average variance extracted estimates and shared variance showed that the
convergent and discriminant validitys of 3 factors are supported, and cronbach’s alpha showed that the internal

consistency of 3 factors is supported.

It was found that expensive groups, except gender groups and frequency of purchase groups, were differentially
associated with high levels of overall satisfaction with foodservices. Multivariate analyses showed that satisfaction
with service factor was the best predictor of overall satisfaction, followed by facilities factor. Three factors
emerged from the logistic regression analysis as predictors of level of overall satisfaction. Overall, approximately
77% of university students could be correctly classified as being satisfied or unsatisfied. 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. Overall satisfaction by characteristics of respondents
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N(%)
Overall satisfaction Total r
Very Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very
unsatisfied | unsatisfied satisfied satisfied
‘  less/not satistied More/very satisfied
Male 1(1.6) 11(17.5) 36(57.1) 13(20.6) 2(3.2) 63(26.8) .
Gender | male 00) 16(9.3) 93(54.1) 61(35.5) 2(1.2) 1y | 0T
1/month 0(0) 7(14) 24(48) 18(36) 12) 50(21.3)
Frequency |2~ 3/month 0(0) 7(8.6) 49(60.5) 230284) | 2025 81(34.5)
4~5/month 0(0) 7(15.2) 30(65.2) 9(19.6) 0(0) 46(19.6) | 18612
of purchase ¢ nth 0(0) 3(18.8) 9(56.3) 4(25) 0(0) 16(6.8)
1~2fyear 12.4) 3(7.1) 1740.5) 20(47.6) 12.4) 42(17.9)
10,000 11.2) 11(12.8) 46(53.5) 27(31.4) 1(1.2) 86(36.6)
W10,000~20,000 | 0(0) 13(18.3) 40(56.3) 18(25.4) 00) 71(30.2)
¥20,000~30,000 | 0(0) 0(0) 22(62.9) 1337.1) 0(0) 35(14.9) ,
Expense |4430,000~40000 | 0(0) 1(5.6) 11(61.1) 6333) | 00) 1877y | 024
W40,000~50,000 | 0(0) 0(0) 4(30.8) 7(53.8) 2154) 13(5.5)
50,000~ 0(0) 216.7) 6(50) 3(25) 1(8.3) 126.1)
Total 1(4) 27(115) | 129(549) | 74(3L5) 41.7) 235
157(66.8) 78(332)
* p<0.05.
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Fig. 1. Perceptual map showing positioning of expense
S1: Very unsatisfied, S2: Somewhat unsatisfied, S3: Neutral,
S4: Somewhat satisfied, S5: Very satisfied,

El: 510,000, E2: %#810,000-20,000, E3: 3%20,000-30,000,
E4: %%30,000-40,000, ES5: ¥%40,000-50,000, E6: %#50,000-.

Table 2. Summary of dimension results for expense variable
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Table 3. Results of factor analysis
. Eigenvalue
onCommunality) AVE | (% of
, i Variance)
Food color .762 650
Food shape 753 619 787+ 2.511°
Food arrangement .829 710 (20.927)
Garnishing .634 496
Uniform 555 416
Reception service | .806 697 775 | 2442°
Food service 772 671 (20.347)
Farewell service .765 .630
Parking & Exteria| .749 563
Interia 716 .601 728 | 2.042°
Rest room .618 .500 (17.016)
Seat & table type .605 441
KMO measure of sampling adequacy .846
Bartlett’s test of sphericity x?= 818.997/(16f6
Sig. = 000"

Notes: a=Food, b=Service, c=Facilities, *** p<0.001.
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Table 4. Matrix of zero-order correlations and reliability
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Mean(SD) 2 3 4
1. Food 2.8691(.6893) [.7897 ] 4667 4057 3637
2. Service 3.0755(.7713) [.7651] 4037 4737
3. Facilities 2.8947(.6761) 162 [.6629] 4207
4. Overall satisfaction 3.2255(.6875) 224 .176 -

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.

Table 5. Average scores for factors by satisfaction group
Satisfaction gronp Mean = SD.  T-value

Table 6. Relationship between level of overall
satisfaction and factors

Food Less/not satisfied 27070 64994 5417

Overall: satisfaction

More/very satisfied 3.1955  .65297 Rank Partial Part
Service  Less/not satisfied 2.8551 71226 -6.788" Food 3447 115 .097

Morefvery satisfied 3.5192 69410 Service 4667 3117 2747
Facilities Less/not satisfied 27771 59685 -5.605 Facilities 3987 2497 2157

More/very satisfied 3.2788  .73633

**% p<0.001
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Table 7. Effect of factors on overall satisfaction
Model ' R . Durbin-Watson
1.996
: ¥ Sig.
Regression 67.054 000"
Residual
Total
2 Regression 31.221 2 15.611 46.535 0007
Residual 77.826 232 335
109.047 234
8 f Collinearity
o Tolerance VIF
1  Constant 1.939 .
Service 418 051 473 8.189 0007 473 473 1.000 1.000
2 Constant 1.438 191 7.532 0007
Service 321 054 .363 5.983 0007 .366 332 .838 1.193
Facilities 277 061 274 4.520 0007 284 251 .838 1.193
*** n<0.001 ’
J=2 22 783 2] 208 A 435(2004) - 376 -
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HeEs FoA Ho= sy o]de MFrt f94%S
&g 4 At o]# 3k Z7 = Hosmer and Lemeshow
A= AA9 ZAF}p>0.05)9 Table 98 THE
FEY A EFS FE766%)N4% dISHA
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O’Hara, et al.9] d7-¢} vl AT

AR :Wald(forward:Wald) #H oz BEME 2 A
g IARZY IAATS A8 948 2 2
£ Table 1094 AAFHAT Fegrte] E3E 2
ALY FARFAAN FrFe FAAF7T -0.699%

B oo

dagle] ¥3hd 2X 2 IARY,

agx 45,

31, Wald &4

o] 255002 VEhty, 2A2E 3

Au| 29217 AJd gl 4 8%le] X3 ZA| XA ARGANA AT FAFLz F95d4
g FARFPY 2827 LEH|E= 298.697, 256,113, (p<0.001). A5do] AH|Aa0] THH IARY
245511, 18] 31 241.099% ¢} oA Muj2gle IAAF7F 1.3530]913, Wald
Aaddtte] TFEHE ZAAEH AR et -2 Aol 32.8580|3, FEAATAA FAFE]
23 §xH|¢ 7] dyEo] EIE 2AAE I 03210193, AMulAggle] 199 F4HHE UEE
Table 8. Significant prediction dimensions and goodness of fix
Entry step/ Log likelihood | . : ) B .
ditumension Block 0 | Block I x (A2 Sig. z @N=x) Sig.
0 Constant 298.697
1 Service 256.113 42585 1,N=235 0.000"" ) ) )
GOF 7.646 =7 0.365
2 Facilities 245.511 10.601 1LN=235 0.001™ 53.186 2N=235 0.000""
GOF 5.770 =8 0.673
3. Food 241.099 4412 2,N=235 0.036" 57.599 3,N=235 0.000"
GOF 4.992 =8 0.758

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.

Table 9. Classification of satisfaction

Entry step [/ dimmension  Overall classification accuracy improvement(%)

For unsatisfaction(%)

For satisfaction(%)

0 Constant 66.8 100.0 0

1 Service 71.1 84.7 43.6
2 Facilities 76.6 90.4 48.7
3. Food 76.6 90.4 48.7

Table 10. Summary of statistics of the final logistic regression

, /mmﬁggn B SE Wald df Sig R Exp(B)

0  Constant -0.69954 0.138528 25.50044 1 0.000"" - -

1 Service 1.353977 0.236205 32.85834 1 0.000" 0.321418 3.872796
Constant -5.02133 0.789569 40.44423 1 0.000"" - -

2 Service 1.147597 0.245919 21.77688 1 0.000" 0257314 3.150614
Facilities 0.82448 0.261246 9.960036 1 0.0017 0.163246 2.280694
Constant -6.80537 1.033894 43,3263 1 0.000" - -

3 Food 0.574327 0277148 4294328 1 0.038 0.087642 1.775935
Service 1.009443 0.256781 15.45304 1 0.000" 0.212231 2.744071
Facilities 0.683195 0.270127 6.396678 1 0.011° 0.121324 1.980194
Constant -7.63445 1.150395 44,0414 1 0.000™ - -

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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