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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the influences of tangible clues on university students’ perceived
risks and satisfaction at family-restaurants in Seoul. The performances of 3 tangible clues(physical evidence,
employee, service process) negatively influenced the student’s perceived risks. This result indicated that tangible
clues can reduce the negative characteristics of setvice (intangibility, inseparability, perishability and variability)
toward student customers at family restaurants. Meanwhile, financial risk, performance risk and social risk
negatively influenced their overall satisfaction. Performance risk had the strongest negative influence on student
customers’ overall satisfaction, indicating that university students were much more interested in performance and
utility about menu, food and service quality than in other factors at family restaurants. As a result, food-service
corporations need to manage suitably various tangible clues as an important marketing strategy to diminish their

customers’ perceived risk and raise their satisfaction.
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Table 1. Tangible clues in this research

Convenience of reservation alteration and cancel,

Speediness of complaint treatment, Satisfaction of

food offering and service speed, Management policy

of restaurant

Ability of complaint treatment, Etiquette and

Employee kindness, Knowledge about products and setvice,

External appearance and tidiness

Elegance of interior decoration, Beauty of exterior

appearance, Cleanness of restroom, Confusional

degree of restaurant, Quality and condition of

background music, Space for children’s rest, Smoking

area and its atmosphere

from: Lovelock & Wright (2002), ©]-3#](2005), Zeithaml
5(2006)

Service
process

Physical
evidence
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Table 2. General Ch:

Male 168 55.4

Gender Female 135 446
Friend 153 50.5

Companion Lover 116 38.3
Family 34 112

>2 261 86.1

If(‘;ﬁz‘;r u‘i 3<, =5 33 125
6< 4 1.4

<100 8 26

100<, >200 79 26.1

M‘(’?g‘(lxy) 3’;‘;;;’56 200<, >300 141 465
; 300<, >400 62 205
400< 13 43

<10 10 33

Expense per once 10<, >15 107 353
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20<, >25 56 18.5
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Fig. 1. The last path diagram of SEM
(among tangible clues, perceived risk and overall
satisfaction)

Table 3. Exploratory(cronbach’s @) and Confirmatory factor analysis of tangible clues

Elegance of interior decoration 0.769 0.787 .
Beauty of exterior appearance 0.725 0.802 0.347 0.070 5.437  0.000
Factor 1 Cleanness of restroom 0.646 0.672 0.650 0.068 9.611  0.000
physical Confusional degree of restaurant 0519 0.608 0.8207 0.341 0.081 5.057  0.000
ovidence’ Quality and condition of background music 0.640 0.841 0.297 0.075 3976  0.000
Space for children’s rest 0.746 0.804 0.244 0.081 3292  0.006
Smoking area and its atmosphere 0.680 0.779 0.256 0.090 2.837 0.003
X’=14.758, p=0.194>0.05, GFI=0.986, AGFI=0.973, PGFI=0.516, NFI=0.897, RMR=0.034
Ability of complaint treatment 0.675 0.617 1.000
Etiquette and kindness 0.807 0.847 0.243 0.071 3290 0.006
Factor 2 . 0.7798
employee’ Knowledge about products. a'md service 0.763 0.824 0.157 0.067 2353 0019
External appearance and tidiness 0.759 0.849 0.344 0.070 5207  0.000
X*=15.005, p=0.241>0.05, GFI=0.985, AGFI=0.975, PGFI=0.563, NFI=0.748, RMR=0.043
Convenience of reservation alteration and cancel  0.677 0.762 1.000
Factor 3 Speediness of complaint treatment 0.762 0.774 07459 0.937 0044 21217 0.000
‘service  Satisfaction of food offering and service speed 0.585 0.669 ’ 0.680 0044  15.623 0.000
process’” Management policy of restaurant 0.619 0.623 0.704 0.051 13.838  0.000

X°=128.303, p=0.000<0.05, GFI=0.982, AGFI=0.969, PGFI=0.433, NFI=0.862, RMR=0.037

Rz 2| 7R AW 332006

- 358 -



147 -

LIHLASCCE 0517, B34 F AT 2RE)
£ 004002 $ASY] AYES Hw
st

k)

D #3234 DA 449 A8 AAE 9%
WA, 493 A 1 BYH A A4 99,
B3 g, HeA Fel mE 2AHA0 JTL

Table 4. Exploratory(cronbach’s @) and Confirmatory factor
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analysis of perceived risk

erceived risk

Exploratory factor analysis: - Confirmatory factor analysis

Commo ROBUON Cronbach’s| Estim

. loadin; SE. CR
[ - -dity capacitgy a -ate P
1. Because of much fat, family restaurant® foods are harmful 0.691 0.831 1.000
to the health.
2. Family restaurant’s foods are the cause of digestive 0678 0.760 0.865 0.075 11.557 0.000
Physical Risk trouble. 0.8275
3. I worry about family restaurant’s foods for diet control. 0.692  0.769 1.113 0.093 11.950 0.000
4. Family restaurant’s foods are the cause of adult diseases 0.737  0.858 1.113 0.081 13.782 0.000
or fatness.
X'=72.812, p=0.000<0.05, df=4, GFI=0.910, AGFI=0.884, PGFI=0.303, NFI=0.883, RMR=0.122
1. Due to lack of personal expenses, I worry about payment 0.569  0.704 1.000
at restaurant.
Financial 2. Food’s price is generally more expensive than other 0.748  0.865 1.082 0.116 9.353 0.000
Risk restaurant. 07167
3. Beverage’s price is generally more expensive than other 0.696  0.834 ) 1.116 0.120 9.266 0.000
restaurant,
4. T will control myself to use family restaurant(money 0564 0751

problem).

‘:)‘998 0.126 7.909 0.000

X'=7.335, p=0.078>0.05, df=4, GFI=0.985, AGFI=0.954, PGFI=0.328, NFI=0.972, RMR=0.043

1. Food’s service speed is slow. 0610 0.781 1.000

Time Risk 2. It’s long waitmgpetime at this restaurant. 0661  0.749 0.6931 | 0.856 818? gi% 8%
4. Speediness of complaint treatment is slow. 0.665  0.698 10679 ) )
X=2.172, p=0.924>0.05, df=4, GF1=0.981, AGFI=0.964, PGFI=0.543, NFI=0.934, RMR=0.038
1. Contrary to my expectation, menu and service were not 0.558  0.677 1.000
rfect.

Pe, ﬁomce 2. Eljclzzuse of insufficient quantity, I felt expensive food’s 0.688  0.698 07356 1363 0.208 6.568 0.000
Risk 3. On food’s remaining, I felt regrettable using restaurant. 0.597  0.747 1.327 0.190 7.001 0.000
4. Memu and actual food were often different. 0557 0.756 1.512 0.212 7.141 0.000

X'=5.872, p=0.170>0.05, df=4, GFI=0.977, AGFI=0.934, PGFI=0.195, NFI=0.943, RMR=0.049

1. Because of confusional atmosphere, 1 felt unpleasant. 0516 0.674 1.000
Psychological 2. Because of ergployee’.s over-kindness, I felt fretful. 0.742  0.860 0.6471 1.032 0253 4.076 0.000
Risk 3. Because food isn’t suit my taste, I felt unhappy. 0.821 0.89%4 2982 0610 4.88 0000
4. Because of employee’s unkindness, I felt angry. 0.817  0.903 2206 0.434 5085 0.000

X’=30.000, p=0.000<0.05, df=4, GFI=0.961, AGFI=0.884, PGFI=0.320, NFI=0.903, RMR=0.179

1. If using family restaurant, 1 feel that my colleagues remind 0.725  0.771 1.000

me of a unsubstantial person.

2. If using family restaurant, I feel that my colleagues remind 0.820  0.852

me of a person with spend-thrift habits.

Social Risk 3. If using family restaurant, I feel that my colleagues remind 0.674  0.960

me of a person without sense of economy.

4. If using family restaurant, I feel that my colleagues remind 0.610  0.821

me of a boaster.

1341 0.104 12947 0.000

0.8806 1.369 0.100 13.669 0.000

1.189 0.110 10.818 0.000

X’=63.755, p=0.000<0.05, df=4, GF1=0.0.924, AGFI=0.771, PGFI=0.308, NFI=0.928, RMR=0.049
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Table 5. SEM(path analysis) from tangible clues to
ived risk

Physical Risk
Financial Risk
Time Risk

0.018 0.057 0.317 0.751
-0.073 0.055 -1.3210.186

Factor 1 -0.120 0.056 -2.143 0.032*

efil(lﬁzz}, Performance Risk  -0.376 0.052 -7.200 0.000%%*
Psychological Risk  -0.172 0.053 -3.215 0.001%*
Social Risk 0,018 0.056 -0.315 0.753
Physical Risk 0.026 0.057 -0.453 0.651
Financial Risk 0.258 0.055 -4.688 0.000%**

Factor 2 Time Risk
“employ” Performance Risk
Psychological Risk
Social Risk
Physical Risk
Factor 3 Financial Risk
“service Time Risk
process”  Performance Risk
Psychological Risk
Social Risk
***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05

-0.087 0.056 -1.566 0.117
-0.294 0.053 -5.501 0.000%**
-0.177 0.052 -3.392 0.001**
-0.235 0.056 -4.215 0.000***
-0.155 0.053 -2.909 0.004**
-0.111 0.055 -2.009 0.044*
-0.188 0.056 -3.371 0.000%**
-0.180 0.057 -3.176 0.000%***
-0.073 0.052 -1.409 0.159
-0.057 0.056 -1.026 0.305
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Table 6. SEM(path analysis) from perceived risk to overall
satisfaction

Physical Risk -0.037 0.045 -0.817 0414
Overall Financial Risk 0.147 0.046 -3.219 0.000%**
VeIl Time Risk 0017 0045 0378 0.706

satisfac

Performance Risk  -0281 0.046 -6.219 0.000***

Psychological Risk  0.008 0.046 0.183 0.855

Social Risk -0.218  0.045 -4.789 0.000***
**¥+p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05
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