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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the effects of restaurant service quality dimensions on service value, satisfac-
tion, and behavior intention. A total of 273 questionnaires were completed. A structural equation model was used to mea-
sure the causal effects. The results of the study show that the confirmatory factor analysis model presented an excellent
model fit. The unrestricted model yielded a significantly better fit to the data than the two restricted models. In the unres-
tricted model, the effect of reliability on service value was statistically significant. The effects of tangibles and empathy on
satisfaction were also statistically significant. As expected, empathy had a significant effect on behavior intention. More-
over, empathy had a significant indirect effect on behavior intention through service value and satisfaction. Restaurants
should devote themselves to factors such as reliability in order to improve service value. Also, attention must be given
to another important factor, empathy, since this influenced not only satisfaction, but also behavior intention.

Key words : Restaurant service dimensions, service value, satisfaction, behavioral intention, structural equation model,
causal effect.
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Fig. 1. Structural equation model.
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Table 1. Respondent's general characteristics

Variables N(%)

Male 141(51.6)
Gender

Female 132(48.4)

29 or less 100(36.6)
Age 30~39 120(44.0)
(yrs) 40~49 45(16.5)

50 or more 8( 2.9)

Employed 150(54.9)

Student 58(21.2)
Occupation

Unemployed 56(20.6)

Others 9( 3.3)

No 167(61.2)
Visit experience

Yes 106(38.8)

Total 273(100)
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Table 2. Validity of constructs
Component
Variable A t

EMP ASS REL TAN RES
Attractive facility 0.198  0.048 0.223 0.803 0027 0534 83007
Clean facility -0.094 0230 0260 0736 0223 0599 9370
Facility in keeping with the type of service 0555 0132 0059 0619 0066 0761 121417
Sincere interest in solving the problem 0207 0120 0753 0176 0201 0662 11649
Dependable service 0.157 0217 0715 0140 0235 0695 12489
Serving you in the time promised 0.362 0.373 0627 0159  0.067 0693 12339
Providing services they promise to do so 0282  0.198 0615 0300 -008 0798 15.053
Telling you exactly when services will be performed 0379 0120  0.182 0194 0684 0695 122417
Providing prompt service 0403 0336 0296  0.101 0579 0877 15833
Making you feel safe in your transactions with staffs 0238 0826  0.166  0.168 0028 0789 13764
Polite staffs 0.143 0787 0176 0157 0336 0782 15040
Giving staffs support so that they can do their jobs well 0225 0736 0246 0045 0196 0853 16.805
Having trust in staffs 0.468 0.595 0216  0.104 -0237 0784 147827
Knowing what your needs are 0.732 0.202 0144 0173 0062 - 0732 133117
Restaurant giving you individual attention 0724 0153 0295 0042  0.115 0803 14669
Staffs giving you individual attention 0719 0228 0268 0073 0180 0697 12774
Having convenient serving hours to all their customers 0.702 0.145 0.089 0.137 0.321 0.831 15980
Having your best interest at heart 0677 0293 0288 0028 0216 0711 13.018™
Eigenvalue 3.816 2.859 2.527 1.906 1.373
% of variance(69.338) 21199 15884 14038 10590  7.627
KMO 0.908
Bartlett's test Chi-square=2566.785" dr=153
Cronbach's alpha 0.871 0.846 0.806 0.715 0.753
AVE 0573 0644 0510 0408  0.626
Composite reliability 0.870 0.879 0.805 0.669 0.767

Aok

" p<0.001.
/A Standardized loading. EMP: Empathy,

ASS: Assurance,
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t value of 3.29 or higher was significant at the .001 level for all model parameters.
REL: Reliability,

TAN: Tangibles, RES: Responsiveness.
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Table 3. Correlations of constructs
Constructs Mean+SD Tangibles Reliability Responsiveness Assurance
Tangibles 3.054+0.755 1
Reliability 3.12640.744 0.738(0.052) 1
Responsiveness 3.092+0.855 0.614(0.061) 0.732(0.046) 1
Assurance 3.092+0.855 0.570(0.058) 0.726(0.040) 0.674(0.046) 1
Empathy 3.072+0.790 0.661(0.053) 0.745(0.038) 0.771(0.041) 0.665(0.040)

SE in parenthesis.

If the twice SE of correlations not include 1, discriminant validity is demonstrated.

Table 4. Results of fit measures

Fit measures CFA restlris;ted resft?ied Unrestricted
model model model model
xz 120.400 488.669 483.614 476.108
45 12,561 7.506
df 104 329 325 324
Adf 5 1
P 0.130 0.000 0.000 0.000
GF1 0.956 0.897 0.898 0.900
RMR 0.032 0.055 0.051 0.052
CFI 0.998 0.987 0.987 0.988
RNI 0.998 0.987 0.987 0.988
Delta2 0.998 0.987 0.987 0.988
The significance thresholds for 4 xz(l) and J xz(S) are 3.84 and
11.07.
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Table 5. Path coefficients of latent variables
Path r-e B- B 12 ¢ R
SV<TAN 0.172(1.128)
SV<REL 0.804(4.460)"
SV<RES 0.039(0.309)
SV<ASS -0.023(-0.265)
SV—EMP 0.099(0.871)
SV<SAC 0.119(2.309)"
NY 0.048 0.903
SAT<TAN 0.532(2.139)
SAT<REL 0.912(1.726)
SAT<RES 0.105(0.568)
SAT<ASS -0.120(-0.962)
SAT<EMP 0.606(3.372)"
SAT<SV -1.017(-1.829)
SAT 0.235 0.613
BI—TAN -0.282(-0.855)
BI<REL —0.665(—0.923)
BI<RES 0.145(0.685)
BI<ASS 0.015(0.101)
BIEMP —0.675(-2.467)
BI« SV 1.172(1.483)
BI<—SAT 0.860(3.721) "
BI 0.354 0.461
" p<0.05, 7 p<0.001. ¢ value in parenthesis. ¢ values of 1.96 and 3.29, or higher were significant at the .05 and .001 levels, respec-

tively, for all model parameters. ~EMP: Empathy,
SAC: Perceived Sacrifice, SV: Service Value,
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Table 6. Standardized total effects

Path Direct Indirect Total
SV<TAN 0.133 - 0.133
SV<REL 0.747 - 0.747
SV<RES 0.038 - 0.038
SV<ASS -0.025 - -0.025
SV—EMP 0.104 - 0.104
SV<SAC 0.127 - 0.127
SAT<TAN 0.374 =0.123(=0.955) 0.251
SAT<REL 0.769 —0.688(—1.652) 0.080
SAT<RES 0.093 =0.035(=0.306) 0.058
SAT<ASS —0.123 0.023(0.259) -0.099
SAT<EMP 0.577 —0.096(—0.788) 0.481
SAT<SV -0.921 - -0.921
BI<TAN -0.191 0.344(1.625) 0.153
BI<REL -0.538 0.829(1.452) 0.291
BI<RES 0.123 0.086(0.544) 0.210
BI<ASS 0.014 —0.108(—0.836) -0.093
BI<SV 1.021 =0.762(—1.380) 0.259
BI<SAT 0.827 - 0.827
BI<SV/SAT<EMP -0.619 0.505(2.131)" -0.114
BI«<-SV<EMP - 0.106(0.751) -
BI<SAT<EMP - 0.477(2.499)" -

' p<0.05. ¢ value in parenthesis. ¢ value of 1.96 or higher was
significant at the .05 level for all model parameters. EMP :
Empathy, = ASS : Assurance, REL : Reliability, TAN :
Tangibles, RES : Responsiveness, SAC : Perceived Sacrifice,
SV : Service Value, SAT : Satisfaction, 1 . Behavior
Intention.
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