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A Study on the Evaluation of Sensbility Vocabularys for Atmosphere on Food-Space
-Centered on Family Restaurants-

Jong-Sook Hong and Y oung-Gab Kim'
Marecons Group, Seoul 137-070, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this research was to discern how consumers experience the images of sensibility vocabularies for atmo-
sphere of family restaurants and to suggest the applications for restaurant managers and marketers by presenting words
that appeal to consumers needs and emotions. More reliable results were obtained by researching the sensibility voca
bularies using free association and stimulus methods. Extracting 8 sensibility words among 28 vocabularies, we constructed
the relation of evauation concepts by using a structural equation model. Overal, the structural equation model, which
is a method to select reliable sensibility vocabularies can increase the sensitivity of the modd.
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Table 1. Evauation of sensibility
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the subjects
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Table 3. Factor analysis result of quality of service

N(%)
Factor Eigen Relia-
. Answer . i,
Characteristics n=309 andyss vaue hility
Mae 129(41.7) s 0.828
Gender .
Femde 180(58.3) Factor 1 T4 0.799
20~30 171(55.3) gzl aig=de 0792 3249 40618 0881
471z
Age 31~40 105(34.0) A= 0774
AZN= .
41~50 33(10.7) AZE3U 0.752
AL 0813
High school 6( 1.9) Factor 2
. . i B s 0799 1949 24358 0639
Education College/Univ. 205(66.6) CRIP
* spAbet 0.561
Graduate School 97(31.5)
Total : 64.976%
100,000 or less 82(26.5)
Eating out 100,000~200,000 65(21.0) N
expense 200,000~300,000 37(24.5)
300,000 15( 9.9)
Technicd expert 17( 5.5) CIxfol
Office worker 38(12.3)
Self-management worker 6( 1.9)
4 b2
Service 27( 87)
Job Sdesman 22( 7.1) ‘%%@ Az || 51 fg% ?‘E ot tt tsest| |aharet
Professional worker 50(16.2) 30 52 2 23 40 50
Housewife 6( 1.9
Student 134(434) ) 2 *=55.402(cf=19), p<0.001, RMR=0.036,
Others 9( 29 GFI=0.953, AGFI=0.910, NFI=0.947, CFI=0.964
1,000,000 or less 126(40.8) Fg. 1. Evdudtion of senshility structura model.
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£ 000,000 o7 8 A4=(AGFI: GFI Adjusted for Degress of Freedom)= 0.9102
,000,000 or more .
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Table 4. Measurement error of sensibility vocabularies in

s
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