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Abstract

This study investigates the effect of seriousness and controllability of service failure on perceived faimess,
reliability, satisfaction and loyalty of customers. The result of the study is as follows. First, it was expected
that a control-attribute and a seriousness-attribute would have an negative(—) impact on perceived faimess-
attribute; however, the result showed that both did not have an negative impact on it. Next, a faimess-attribute
of a procedure had a significant effect on trust, and a faimess-attribute of interaction and a faimess-attribute
of distribution had a significant effect on trust and satisfaction. Lastly, trust had a significant effect on
satisfaction while satisfaction had a significant effect on loyalty. Based of the result of this study, food-service
enterprises need to perform a fast process of a recovery to overcome service failure rather than confirming
a control-attribute and a seriousness-attribute of service failure. Also, they should set up a process of the
recovery in the order of trust, satisfaction, and loyalty and check if this process is promptly camied out.

Key words: seriousness-attribute, control-attribute, faimess-attribute, trust, satisfaction, loyalty, perceived faimess-
attribute.
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oAtk S, Al Ao AAAHGED T T GROIE AT AEAES U GEASA
ARGED), A2 3840 A FPHEE 50075 WXL, 5E HEAE 45

), F5AEH FHPEED), A FHEE W, o] T BEAAY FEhE FEo] B
DS dAs B =l A&k £ 2 AS Aejeia B4 AHE HEAE 4
F@ED), W PHEED), FHECEDHE T

, 1. 222 &Y
3 QR BAS gatow A B EEe R AT ZAEEY dwg S4oze
{Table 1> Frequency analysis
Variable Contents Frequency %
Tourism 262 63.4
Business 77 18.6
:u‘r/;i)soife of Visiting acquaintances 23 5.6
Study 35 8.5
Others 16 39
Friend 177 429
Boyfriend/girlfriend 35 8.5
Accompanied Family 66 16.0
person Colleague 54 13.1
Travel companion 32 77
Others 49 11.9
Length of a visit Average 16.2 day (Standard 52.66)
Internet 114 27.6
Newspaper/magazine 35 8.5
?S;::iﬁ?i Broadcast 11 2.7
gathering Travel companion 98 237
Word of mouth 143 34.6
Others 12 29
Korean restaurant 282 68.3
Chinese restaurant 9 22
Japanese restaurant 24 5.8
EZ?::SIam Western restaurant(family restaurant included) 15 3.6
Restaurant in a hotel/accommodations 59 14.3
Fast food store 14 34

Others 10 24
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{Table 1> Continued

Variable Contents Frequency %

#10,000(less than) 169 40.9

10,000 ~30,000 180 43.6

Average meal 3 000~50,000 50 12.1
expenses

¥50,000 ~100,000 12 2.9

¥100,000(or more) 2 0.5

Taste 222 53.8

Price 57 13.8

Reason for Service 47 114

choosing Understanding of a language 31 7.5

a restaurant Atmosphere 25 6.1

Cleanliness 24 5.8

Others 7 1.7

Total 413 100.0

< BAACE AFske W &
(Anderson & Gerbing 1988). ¥ 7o 4= AMOS
7.0 AHE3 CFAE AAITTe 24 AFHEF
Fod SAATEC o SAHRI ] It

A0t Bfebd 24
24(CFA: Confirmatory Factor Ana-

7]—9,] ﬂﬂﬂaﬂ%%y,}. Z]:Eﬂﬂ.lﬂ-/\‘]
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{Table 2> Items of dissatisfaction

p=0.001, GFI=0.898, AGFI=0.866, NFI=0.940, RMR=
0.098, IFI=0.965, CFI=0.965, RMSEA=0.057= @
AR Fol Gk AoR HAAF o B o, v
3} kgt 539 SRE Hoz B = gk E3
NFIL IFL, CFI Zt°] 0.9~1.0 ¢ S &
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Variable Contents Frequency %
Taste 74 17.9

Price 44 10.7

Service 92 22.3

;ties::ti:fzction Understanding of a language 55 13.3
Atmosphere 37 9.0

Cleanliness 101 24.5

Others 10 24

Total 413 100.0
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{Table 3> Result of the confirmatory factor analysis

. Loads of
Potential . Load
Measurement variables standard  #(CR) p
factors factor
factors
Al(This problem was serious to me.) 1.000*  0.798 - -
A2(T ime than the scheduled ti f thi
' (I spent more time than the scheduled time because of this 0.935 0.677 12.305 0,000
Seriousness problem.)
ﬁjp(rl)er\lzzs t (f)urtn et;) inconvenience because such a problem 0.941 0737 13.084 0,000
B1(This restaurant could prevent the problem from arising.)  1.000*%  0.839 - -
3y B2(This problem happened by a factor under the control of 1054 0.846 18.987 0,000
Controllability the restaurant.)
B3(If the restaurant had been more careful, the problem
1.010 0.813 18.262 0.000
wouldn't have happened.)
CI1( The services of this restaurant have settled the problem
. . . . 1.000*  0.802 - -
quickly and fairly though it was complicated.)
Procedural . . .
faimess C2(My private affairs were taken with proper measures.) 1.090 0.823 18.640 0.000
C4(Thi t t in the f solvi bl h:
.( is res au.ran 1.n e process of solving pro ems. 8 el 0847 19354 0,000
fairly reflected its policy and the procedure of provided services.)
C5(While the problem was being settled, an employee in
i 1.000*  0.784 - -
Interaction charge of the problem had good manners.)
fairness
C7(I could offer my proposals for resolving dissatisfaction). ~ 1.009 0.784 16.947 0.000
C9(I felt a little inconvenience due to this problem even
though 1 contented myself with the compensation for the  1.000%¥  0.812 - -
problem in this restaurant.)
C10(I felt a little inconvenience due to this problem even
Distribution though the compensation for it in this restaurant was a proper  0.993 0.847  20.445 0.000
fairness measure.)
(T gai hat T fi lai hy
C ( gamed' what Tleeded tom complaints about the L112 0884 2183 0,000
services provided by this restaurant.)
12(Th It of i to thi 1
C12(The result o seﬁlce recovery due to this problem was 1155 0.853 20,688 0,000
beyond my expectations.)
DI(Thi i i fi t i 1
(This serv1.ce provided for customers was very sincerely 1L000*  0.858 i i
offered by this restaurant.)
Reliability D3(This restaurant is trustworthy.) 1.218 0.899 25332 0.000
D4(The number of visitors in this restaurant shows their
. 1.260 0.893  25.014 0.000
trustworthiness.)
E1(The solution of the problem offered by this restaurant
. . 1.000*  0.898 - -
was settled to my satisfaction.)
E2(Th ice-policy fi it ' dissatisfacti i
Satisfaction ( .e service-policy for .cus omers' dissatisfaction provided 1235 0909 29276 0,000
by this restaurant was satisfactory.)
E3(The service-policy for the problem provided by this L177 0905  28.966 0,000

restaurant was beyond my expectations.)
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{Table 3> Continued

. Loads of
Potential . Load
Measurement variables standard  #(CR) p
factors factor
factors
F1(I will praise this restaurant to others.) 1.000*  0.908 - -
F2(1 will d thi t t to J: tourists
(. w1 recommern s restaurant to Japanese tourists on 1121 0889 28475 0,000
a visit to Korea.)
Loyalty - . .
F3(When choosing restaurant, I'll take this restaurant into
. . 1.203 0933  32.508 0.000
consideration.)
F5(When visiting Korea in future, I will use this restaurant.)  1.208 0927  31.925 0.000

Note) 1. *Analysis will be given a value of 1.0.

2. **All ¢ values are significantly factor-loaded in p<0.001.
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2002).
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{Table 4> Result of the verification of the research model

22df) GFI AGFI NFI

RMR TLI CFI RMSEA

636.267(236) 0.887 0.857 0.933

0.091 0.949 0.957 0.064
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{0.002)

5.026
(0.001)

{Ch-8)

068
(0076

0.060
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Satisfaction
(E1-4)

*Process

calculation= Standard

calenlation

* () numerical value=p

<Fig. 2> Demonstration of the results of the research model.

{Table 5> Results of the hypothesis verification

Research hypothesis EXPecteq Standardize'd {CR) Povalue Covariance .
relationship ~ route coefficient structure analysis

Seriousness—Procedural fairness - —4.464 —3.145 0.002 Hypothesis adopted
Controllability—Distribution fairness - 4.631 3.345 0.001 Hypothesis rejected
Seriousness—Interaction fairness - —4.882 —3.154 0.002 Hypothesis adopted
Seriousness—Distribution fairness - —4.446 —3.149 0.002 Hypothesis adopted
Controllability—Interaction fairness - 5.026 3.311 0.001 Hypothesis rejected
Controllability—Procedural fairness - 4.710 3.3849 0.001 Hypothesis rejected
Procedural fairness—Reliability + —0.336 —1.315 0.188 Hypothesis rejected
Interaction fairness—Reliability + 0.786 1.998 0.046 Hypothesis adopted
Distribution fairness—Reliability + 0.450 2.284 0.022 Hypothesis adopted
Procedural fairness—Satisfaction + —0.513 —2.141 0.032 Hypothesis rejected
Interaction fairess—Satisfaction + 0.682 1.775 0.076 Hypothesis rejected
Distribution fairness—Satisfaction + 0.060 0.381 0.703 Hypothesis rejected
Reliability—Satisfaction + 0.714 6.607 0.001 Hypothesis adopted
Reliability—Loyalty + 0.124 0.793 0.428 Hypothesis rejected
Satisfaction—Loyalty + 0.761 4.816 0.001 Hypothesis adopted
a5 BAgolq FHAL Aztelr) ol A7te 244 29 F 458 34
webs, Muls dsfe] Azpgde AzE 3-d A A 3L A frojst d3S v
o B(—)9] eldh ke wAY. w3 o] X o7 yehgton, ntdle A ztd FF
e 3 g 891 BE 93 vAA Rekw Qe Aoz
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