
Culinary Science & Hospitality Research. 2017;23(1):84-94.
DOI: 10.20878/cshr.2017.23.1.010

84

* This manuscript is an addition based on the first author's master's thesis from Oklahoma State University.
†Corresponding author: Dong-Jin Kim, Dept. of Food Service Industry, Yeungnam University, 280 Daehak-Ro, Gyeongsan, Gyeongbuk 38541, 

Republic of Korea, Tel. +82-53-810-2959, Fax. +82-53-810-4668, E-mail. dj-kim@ynu.ac.kr

The Impacts of Perceived Service Quality and Restaurant Type on 
Customer Satisfaction and Return Patronage Intentions: An Exploratory 

Investigation with a Focus on Solo Diners
Sohyun Bae1 and Dong-Jin Kim2†

1School of Hotel and Restaurant Administration, Oklahoma State University, USA
2Dept. of Food Service Industry, Yeungnam University, Republic of Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to empirically test a proposed relationship among perceived restaurant quality, type of restaurant, 
satisfaction, and return patronage intentions with a focus on solo diners. More specifically, the objectives of this study are to 
assess the effects of three perceived qualities (i.e., food, service, and physical environment) and types of restaurants on solo diner 
(1) satisfaction and (2) return patronage intentions. The findings show that the greatest weight was put on food quality in 
increasing both solo diner satisfaction and return patronage intentions. Service quality was the second important contributor in 
satisfying solo diners, followed by physical environment quality. In addition, the findings indicated that solo diner satisfaction 
was affected by different types of restaurants.
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INTRODUCTION

Recent cultural and demographic trends, such as late ma- 
rriage and growth in the elderly population, have rapidly 
increased the number of diners who eat meals at restaurants 
by themselves (Jargon, 2014; Muhammad, 2012). Moreover, 
given the significant proportion these one-person households 
take up in the total population-approximately 32% of total 
households in North America were composed of single-person 
households in 2013, and 20% of the world population is 
predicted to consist of one-person households by 2030 (Eu- 
romonitor, 2014) –it seems worthy for restaurant marketers 
to pay attention to the customer segment of solo diners for 
the potential opportunity to expand and grow.

However, there has been little research in the restaurant 
literature to date that investigates solo customer behavior. 
Even though activities in the hospitality industry, such as 
dining out, traveling, and attending entertainment events, are 
usually carried out in groups, it is not uncommon to witness 

more and more people eating out alone at restaurants, ex- 
ploring new cities, and attending sport events on their own 
(Goodwin & Lockshin, 1992). Thus, in an attempt to narrow 
the gap in the literature and practice, this study aimed to ex- 
plore the perceptions of solo diners in the restaurant context, 
with a focus on customer satisfaction and return patronage 
intentions for another meal.

Satisfaction and return patronage intentions in the hospita- 
lity marketing have long been studied, yet still hold important 
positions. The primary purpose of any business is to maximize 
profits, and as antecedents of high profits, increased customer 
satisfaction and return patronage intentions play a crucial role. 
The purpose of this study is to empirically test proposed 
relationships consisting of perceived restaurant quality, type 
of restaurant, satisfaction, and return patronage intentions. 
More specifically, the objectives of this study are to assess 
the effects of three perceived qualities (i.e., food, service, and 
physical environment) and types of restaurants on (1) custo- 
mer satisfaction and (2) return patronage intention. We first 
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review study variables, and the research methods are presented. 
Then, findings of the research and discussion will conclude 
the study.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Solo Diners
More consumption occasions have taken place by one per- 

son as a unit with considerable purchasing power compared 
to larger units. As a lucrative market for many businesses, 
single-person households spend more discretionary dollars 
than their multiple-person household counterparts (Klinenberg, 
2012; Stanton, 2013). Solo diners in the United States also 
represent a considerable share of restaurant customers (Jargon, 
2014; Muhammad, 2012). People dining out alone explain that 
they prefer eating out to cooking at home because it costs less, 
and they can spend time doing other activities than cooking 
(Epter, 2009).

Many people eat out alone in recent years, but it is still 
difficult to go to a restaurant all by oneself. Although solo 
diners may want to eat well-prepared meals at a nice restaurant 
alone, they might feel uncomfortable feeling guilty that they 
are occupying a table set for more than one person. Competi- 
tion in the restaurant industry has become increasingly harsher, 
while a growing number of people living alone are looking 
for places where they can enjoy meals without feeling uncom- 
fortable (Balfour, 2014). Successful companies are aware that 
the same offerings can be perceived differently by customers 
because everyone has distinct needs and preferences (Shoe- 
maker, Lewis, & Yesawich, 2007). If the restaurant industry 
wants to win over this neglected, but lucrative, niche market 
of solo diners, it is crucial to understand the needs of solo 
diners and provide proper products and services.

Customer Satisfaction and Return Patronage Intentions
Customer satisfaction is defined as a judgment of how a 

product or service provided meets or surpasses customer ex- 
pectation (Oliver, 1997). Given a myriad of restaurant options 
available from which customers can choose, practitioners in 
the restaurant industry must ensure that customers are as 
satisfied as possible if they want to ensure customer return. 
Evidence is provided that only truly satisfied customers 

remain loyal and return for another meal (Jones & Sasser, 
1995). Satisfied customers tend to spend more, return more 
frequently, and recommend the establishment to others (Hom- 
burg, Koschate, & Hoyer, 2005). Furthermore, if customers 
are satisfied, they are less likely to switch to the competition 
(Mohsan et al., 2011).

Researchers distinguish different types of satisfaction: trans- 
action-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction (Jones & 
Suh, 2000). Transaction-specific satisfaction is associated with 
a discrete service encounter. In contrast, overall satisfaction 
involves general satisfaction or dissatisfaction with a parti- 
cular service (Bitner & Hubbert, 1994). This study measured 
overall satisfaction, adopting the position that consumers can 
still be retained, even when less-than-acceptable service was 
offered, if the overall satisfaction is high (Hoffman, Kelly, & 
Rotalsky, 1995). We chose the measure of overall satisfaction 
because solo diner self-consciousness of being alone may lead 
to a compromise in certain aspects of quality at a restaurant.

Return patronage intention is defined as “the likelihood that 
a current customer of a restaurant expects to return in the 
future for a dining experience” (Young, Clark, & McIntyre, 
2008). Consumers base such loyalty on their perceptions of 
value for time and money (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 
1996). Fowler (2003) explains that return behavior can be 
easily compromised and hard to restore if lost. While the 
literature has argued that intentions do not necessarily gua- 
rantee actual behavior (Bemmaor, 1995; Mittal & Kamakura, 
2001; Morwitz, Johnson, & Schmittlein, 1993), intentions 
have been widely considered as a valid indicative of actions 
because most human behavior is voluntary and under the 
control of intention (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). The success 
of a firm is dependent upon retaining satisfied customers and 
encouraging them to patronize in the future. Research has 
shown that mature and competitive service industries, including 
the restaurant industry, can have an advantage by retaining 
satisfied customers rather than developing new customers - a 
5% increase in customer retention could result in a 25 to 95% 
increase in profits (Fornell & Wernerfelt, 1987; Reichheld & 
Sasser, 1990; Reichheld & Schefter, 2000). Thus, many attempts 
have been made to figure what affects customer satisfaction 
and consequent return patronage intentions. The next section 
presents the factors that have an influence on customer sa- 
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tisfaction and return patronage intentions in the restaurant 
context.

Perceived Quality of Restaurant Attributes
Previous research showed that there tends to be a positive 

relationship between perceived quality of restaurant attributes 
and satisfaction/return patronage intentions (Caceres & Paparoi- 
damis, 2007; Olorunniwo, Hsu, & Udo, 2006). In other words, 
the higher the level of restaurant attribute quality one perceives, 
the higher satisfaction or return intentions that he or she tends 
to attain. As such, service firms have assessed the perceived 
quality of restaurant attributes in an attempt to track customer 
satisfaction and return intentions. According to existing litera- 
ture, three dimensions of restaurant attributes are widely used 
to measure quality: food, service, and physical environment 
(Namgung & Jang, 2008; Ryu & Jang, 2007; Susskind & Chan, 
2000). Each attribute is explained in detail in the following 
sections.

Food Quality
Food is unarguably the core product of a restaurant. Many 

studies show that food quality was the most contributing attri- 
bute to customer satisfaction and repatronage intentions (Dubé, 
Renaghan, & Miller, 1994; Clark & Wood, 1998; Fu & Parks, 
2001). Important food attributes identified include: (1) menu, 
(2) ingredients, (3) food portion, (4) taste, and (5) presentation. 
To explain, customers tend to perceive a certain restaurant 
food quality as high when (1) there are diverse menu items 
to choose from (2) the food is made from fresh and good 
quality ingredients, (3) the food portion is large enough, (4) 
the food is delicious, and (5) the food is nicely presented.

H1-a: Perceived food quality will positively affect solo 
diner satisfaction.

H1-b: Perceived food quality will positively affect solo 
diner return patronage intentions.

Service Quality
In restaurant experiences, the role of a service provider is 

crucial in inducing customer satisfaction. The service industry, 
as opposed to the manufacturing industry, involves direct cus- 
tomer-service provider interactions (Walker, 2013). In other 

words, the production of the services cannot be separated from 
its consumption. Therefore, it is very important for a server 
to carefully manage the dining process because a customer can 
observe the server and make judgments about service quality. 
In the restaurant context, positive service quality can be con- 
veyed through server appearance, attitude, and communication 
skills (Knutson, 1988; Nicholls, Roslow, & Tsalikis, 1995; 
Parasuraman, Zeithamal, & Berry, 1988). More specifically, 
a neat and clean appearance, cheerful and friendly attitude, 
attentiveness, and proficient delivery of product knowledge 
affect customer satisfaction and revisit intentions (Gupta, Mc- 
Laughlin, & Gomez, 2007).

H2-a: Perceived service quality will positively affect solo 
diner satisfaction.

H2-b: Perceived service quality will positively affect solo 
diner return patronage intentions.

Physical Environment Quality
Physical environment influence has gained much attention 

from different academic disciplines in that emotions lead to 
subsequent behavior intentions (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982; 
Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Russell & Pratt, 1980; Ryu & 
Jang, 2007; Turley & Milliman, 2000; Wakefield & Blodgett, 
1999). Mehrabian and Russell (1974) suggested that indivi- 
duals either desire to stay in or leave a particular physical 
surrounding. This concept also applies to the restaurant indus- 
try because various aspects of physical environment attributes 
can influence customer satisfaction and consequent return 
intentions (Ryu & Jang, 2007). Ryu and Jang (2008) developed 
the DINESCAPE scale, which measures customer perceptions 
of physical environment in upscale restaurant settings. Con- 
structs include facility aesthetics, lighting, ambience, layout, 
table settings, and service staff (Ryu & Jang, 2008).

H3-a: Perceived physical environment quality will posi- 
tively affect solo diner satisfaction.

H3-b: Perceived physical environment quality will posi- 
tively affect solo diner return patronage intentions.

Types of Restaurants
Types of restaurants can be commonly classified into fast- 
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Fig. 1. Research model.

food, fast-casual, and full-service dining based on menu styles, 
preparation methods, price, and the way the food is served 
to customers (Hanks, Line, & Kim, 2017; Canziani et al., 
2015; Muller & Woods, 1994). Fast-food restaurants have the 
characteristics of a narrow menu option, previously cooked 
and processed food products, relatively cheap price, and li- 
mited wait staff that require customers to order from a counter, 
instead from a table (Canziani et al., 2015; Muller & Woods, 
1994). Examples of fast-food restaurants include McDonald’s, 
Subway, Wendy’s, etc. Fast-casual restaurants carry the fast- 
food concept, but the menu choices are con- sidered healthier 
because the food is fresher and less processed (Muller & 
Woods, 1994). Price is a little bit higher, with an average 
price of $7.40. Some examples of fast-casual restau- rants are 
Panera Bread, Boston Market, and Chipotle. Full-service re- 
staurants, as opposed to limited-service restaurants, provide a 
wide selection of food and beverages. Food ingredients are 
fresh and high quality, making the food price higher than that 
of fast-food or fast-casual restaurants. Patrons order their food, 
are served while seated, and pay after eating at a full- service 
restaurant (Canziani et al., 2015; Muller & Woods, 1994). 
Different characteristics of each restaurant segment cause 
customers to tend to expect better quality of food, service, and 
physical environment as the types of restaurants proceed from 
a fast-food restaurant, to a fast-casual restaurant, to a full- 
service restaurant (Voss, Parasuraman, & Grewal, 1998).

H4-a: Types of restaurants will have an influence on solo 
diner satisfaction.

H4-b: Types of restaurants will have an influence on solo 
diner return patronage.

Although previous studies investigated the effect of percei- 
ved restaurant quality on satisfaction and return patronage 
intentions, to the best of our knowledge, the relationship has 
not been empirically tested for solo diners, nor has there been 
much research that examines the effect of restaurant types on 
solo diner satisfaction and return patronage intentions. Based 
on the above hypotheses, this study tested the effects of the 
three perceived restaurant qualities of food, service, and 
physical environment, in addition to types of restaurants on 
solo diner satisfaction and return patronage intentions. Fig. 1 
depicts the conceptual model of the current study.

METHODS

Data Collection and Survey Instrument
The target population of this study was solo diners in the 

United States. The data was collected through Mechanical 
Turk by Amazon, an online third-party intermediary to recruit 
survey participants. Four hundred and sixty-two people were 
recruited and directed to a webpage that enables users to 
conduct surveys. Each participant was paid $0.50 to complete 
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the survey. A survey questionnaire was developed based on 
previous studies. The questionnaire included solo diner per- 
ceptions of food quality, service quality, physical environment 
quality, satisfaction, and return patronage intentions. The 
questions measuring solo diner perceptions of food quality 
were adopted from studies by Dubé et al. (1994) and Gupta 
et al. (2007). Five attributes including menu variety, food 
ingredients quality, portion, taste, and presentation were utili- 
zed. Service quality attributes were adopted from Gupta et al. 
(2007) and server courtesy, appearance, promptness, and 
attentiveness were used. Physical environment quality was 
measured by six attributes based on Ryu and Jang (2007). 
Items included dining equipment, layout, ambience, lighting, 
facility aesthetics, and aroma of the restaurant. Overall satis- 
faction was operationalized with responses to the four items 
adopted from Ryu et al. (2008). Finally, return patronage 
intentions were measured using three items adopted from Ryu 
et al. (2008). All answers were measured on a 5-point scale, 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Participants were also asked to answer their general solo 
dining experiences and a few additional questions about their 
most recent solo dining experiences. Namely, the frequency 
of their solo dining occasions, when they tend to dine out, 
the types of restaurants they patronize, the ownership types 
of said restaurants, and the source from which they learned 
about the restaurants were asked. At the end of the survey, 
questions about participant demographic information, such as 
gender, age, marital status, household size, household income, 
education level, and ethnic origin, were presented.

RESULTS

A total of 370 questionnaires were used for analysis in the 
current study after excluding incomplete 92 questionnaires. 
Table 1 presents the profile of the current study sample. More 
females (51.9%, n=192) and more singles (63.2%, n=234) 
were included in the sample. The majority of the respondents 
were aged between 25 and 34 (45.1%, n=167) followed by 
age 35∼44 (24.1%, n=89), age 18∼24 (12.7%, n=47), age 
45∼54 (10.3%, n=38), and more than 55 years old (7.8%, 
n=29). The numbers of members in the household were evenly 
distributed. A single-person household was most frequent,

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the sample
(n=370)

Category Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender
Male 178 48.1

Female 192 51.9

Age

18∼24 47 12.7

25∼34 167 45.1

35∼44 89 24.1

45∼54 38 10.3

55 years or above 29 7.8

Marital status
Single 234 63.2

Married 136 36.8

Number of 
members in 
household

1 108 29.2

2 83 22.4

3 85 23.0

4 or more 94 25.4

Annual 
household 

income
($)

Less than 20,000 58 15.7

20,000 to 39,999 98 26.5

40,000 to 59,999 87 23.5

60,000 to 79,999 49 13.2

80,000 to 99,999 31 8.4

100,000 or more 47 12.7

Education 
level

Less than college 85 23.0

2-year college 77 20.8

4-year college/university 153 41.4

Graduate school 55 14.9

Ethnic origin

Caucasian 283 76.5

Hispanic 19 5.1

African American 25 6.8

Native American 3 0.8

Asian 32 8.6

Other 4 1.1

Note: Percentage may not total to 100% due to missing values.

comprising 29.2% (n=108), followed by four persons (25.4%, 
n=94), three persons (23.0%, n=85), and two persons (22.4%, 
n=83). Annual household income ranged from $20,000 to 
$39,999 for 26.5% of the respondents (n=98), and from 
$40,000 to $59,999 for 23.5% of the respondents (n=87), 
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comprising half of all respondents. Most respondents had a 
bachelor’s degree or higher (56.3%), and Caucasian was the 
most prevalent ethnic group, encompassing 76.5% (n=283).

Table 2 presents the general dining patterns of solo diners. 
The majority of respondents (87.6%) ate out 1 to 3 meals 
alone in a week. Lunch was the most frequent meal of the 
day for solo diners (68.9%), followed by dinner (19.5%) and 
breakfast (11.6%). The respondents partook in solo dining 
experiences predominantly on weekdays (89.7%) than on 
weekends (10.3%). Fast-casual restaurants (28.9%) were the 
most visited, followed by full-service restaurants (31.4%) and 
fast-food restaurants (28.9%). Chain restaurants (66.2%) were 
more frequently visited than independent restaurants (33.8%). 
Walk-ins (64.6%) and recommendations from others (22.7%) 
were the most frequent ways respondents heard about res- 
taurants.

Table 2. Description of general solo dining patterns

Category Frequency Percentage (%)

Average number 
of meals eaten 

out solo

0∼3 324 87.6

4 or more 46 12.4

Most frequent 
meal of the day 
eaten out solo

Breakfast 43 11.6

Lunch 255 68.9

Dinner 72 19.5

Period of time 
eaten out solo

Weekdays 332 89.7

Weekends 38 10.3

Type of 
restaurant

Fast-food restaurant 107 28.9

Fast-casual restaurant 147 39.7

Full-service restaurant 116 31.4

Type of 
restaurant 
ownership

Chain restaurant 245 66.2

Independent restaurant 125 33.8

Type of 
advertisement

Walk-in 239 64.6

Internet 17 4.6

Social media 6 1.6

Friend/relative 84 22.7

Newspaper 3 0.8

Coupon book 1 0.3

Other 20 5.4

This study used Cronbach’s alpha to assess the reliability 
of measurement scales. Cronbach’s alphas were all above a 
cut-off of 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978), ranging from 0.77 to 0.91. 
Composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted 
(AVE) were computed to test convergent validity of the mea- 
surement. In Table 4, all CRs and AVEs were above 0.7 and 
0.5, respectively: perceived food quality (ICR=.84, AVE=.52), 
perceived service quality (ICR=.86, AVE=.55), perceived phy- 
sical environment quality (ICR=.87, AVE=.53), satisfaction 
(ICR=.95, AVE=.82), return patronage intention (ICR=.92, 
AVE=.80). Discriminant validity was also acquired by meeting 
the criteria that the AVE for each construct should be greater 
than the squared correlation between constructs (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1981). Table 5 presents the AVEs and the coefficient 
of correlation of each variable.

Two multiple regression analysis were conducted to assess 
the effects of perceived food, service, physical environment, 
and type of restaurant on satisfaction and return patronage in- 
tentions. The items in food, service, and physical environment 
quality were averaged, while items in types of restaurants 
were dummy coded. Fast-food restaurants were chosen as a 
baseline against fast-casual and full-service restaurants. We 
hypothesized that types of restaurants would have an influence 
on solo diner satisfaction (H4-a) and on return patronage 
intentions (H4-b), and it might be appropriate to compare a 
restaurant sector with a relatively lower quality in terms of 
food, service, and physical environment to other types (i.e., 
fast-casual and full-service).

In the first regression analysis, the findings demonstrated 
that perceived food, service, and physical environment quality 
were positively related to satisfaction, and type of restaurant 
was significantly related to satisfaction (F=5,364) =126.750, 
p<.000). The beta values indicated that perceived food quality 
is the most crucial attribute to solo diner satisfaction (see Table 
6). Type of restaurant also had an influence on explaining solo 
diner satisfaction. Regarding the restaurant sectors, fast-casual 
and full service restaurants were found to be less influential 
than fast-food restaurants in inducing higher satisfaction. When 
fast-casual and full service restaurants were compared, there 
were no statistically significant results. Thus, hypotheses 1-a, 
2-a, 3-a, and 4-a were supported.

In the second regression analysis, the relationship among 



S. Bae and D.-J.Kim                Culinary Science & Hospitality Research90

Table 3. Means and standard deviations of measurement items

Construct Label Items M S.D.

Food quality

FQ1 There was a diverse menu. 3.58 .91

FQ2 The food ingredients were fresh and good quality. 4.01 .90

FQ3 Food portion was big. 3.84 .91

FQ4 Food was delicious. 4.15 .77

FQ5 Food was nicely presented. 3.76 .93

Service quality

SQ1 The server greeted me cheerfully and friendly. 4.00 .80

SQ2 The server’s appearance was neat and clean. 4.10 .74

SQ3 There were seats available as quickly as possible. 4.23 .70

SQ4 Food was served in a timely manner. 4.25 .70

SQ5 The server was attentive to my needs and checked back in with me often. 3.62 1.06

Physical
environment

quality

PQ1 Dining equipment (e.g., tableware, linens, table setting, etc.) was of good quality. 3.73 .87

PQ2 Seat space was big enough. 4.18 .71

PQ3 Temperature was comfortable. 4.08 .75

PQ4 Lighting was comfortable. 4.16 .69

PQ5 Wall décor was appealing. 3.76 .92

PQ6 Aroma was enticing. 3.98 .84

Satisfaction

SAT1 I was pleased to dine in at the restaurant. 4.14 .67

SAT2 The overall feeling I got from the restaurant was satisfactory. 4.17 .71

SAT3 The overall feeling I got from the restaurant put me in a good mood. 4.05 .78

SAT4 I really enjoyed myself at the restaurant. 4.01 .77

Return patronage 
intentions

RI1 I would like to come back to the restaurant in the future. 4.30 .71

RI2 I would recommend the restaurant to my friends or others. 4.20 .83

RI3 I would more frequently visit the restaurant. 3.99 .92

perceived food quality, service quality, physical environment 
quality, and type of restaurant on solo diner re-patronage 
intentions were estimated. The results revealed that solo diner 
return patronage intentions were significantly influenced by 
food, service, and physical environment quality. However, 
types of restaurants were not a significant predictor of return 
patronage intentions (see Table 7). Food quality was again 
found to be the most important factor in increasing solo diner 
return intentions (β=.46). Hypotheses 1-b, 2-b, and 3-b are 
supported, whereas 4-b was rejected.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The exploratory results of the current study clearly show 

that the greatest weight was put on food quality with regards 
to increasing both solo diner satisfaction and return patronage 
intentions. Service quality was the second important contribu- 
tor in satisfying solo diners, followed by physical environment 
quality. However, when return patronage is concerned, 
attributes related to physical environment had a greater impact 
than those of satisfaction. The results of this study were 
generally consistent with previous studies that demonstrated 
the importance of food, service, and physical environment 
quality on satisfaction and return patronage intentions (Bitner 
& Hubbert, 1994; Bolton & Drew, 1994; Caceres & Papa- 
roidamis, 2007; Namgung & Jang, 2008; Oh & Parks, 1997; 
Olorunniwo, Hsu, & Udo, 2006; Ryu & Jang, 2007; Susskind 
& Chan, 2000; Zeithaml et al., 1996), yet extended the scope



23(1), 84-94 (2017) The Impacts of Perceived Service Quality and Restaurant Type on Customer Satisfaction and Return Patronage Intentions 91

Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis of study variables

Construct Items
Standardized 

factor 
loadings

Composite 
reliabilities

Average 
variance 
extracted 

Cronbach’s 
alphas

Food
quality

FQ1 .50

.84 .52 .80

FQ2 .80

FQ3 .50

FQ4 .80

FQ5 .75

Service 
quality

SQ1 .71

.86 .55 .77

SQ2 .84

SQ3 .57

SQ4 .57

SQ5 .61

Physical 
environment 

quality

PQ1 .65

.87 .53 .81

PQ2 .61

PQ3 .64

PQ4 .68

PQ5 .67

PQ6 .64

Satisfaction

SAT1 .86

.95 .82 .91
SAT2 .85

SAT3 .85

SAT4 .83

Return 
patronage 
intentions

RI1 .89

.92 .80 .88RI2 .57

RI3 .70

Chi-square=803.10, (df=220), CFI=.88, NFI=.85, TLI=.87, RMSEA=.09

of study to solo diners. Solo diners were basically no different 
from non-solo diners in their pursuit of high quality in food, 
service, and physical environment in the restaurant experience. 
As such, marketers and practitioners in the restaurant industry 
should bear in mind that these three attributes (food, service, 
and physical environment quality) are maintained at their best 
conditions.

Another aspect this study attempted to explore was the 
influence of the type of restaurant on solo diner satisfaction 
and return patronage intentions. The findings suggested that 
solo diner satisfaction was affected by different types of res-

Table 5. The relationship between average variance ex- 
tracted and coefficient of correlation

Variables FQa SQ PQ SAT RI

FQ .52b

SQ .60 .55b

PQ .61 .60 .53b

SAT .68 .68 .68 .82b

RI .68 .57 .61 .81 .80b

Note: a FQ=Food quality, SQ=Service quality, PQ=Physical environ- 
ment quality, SAT=Satisfaction, RI=Return Patronage Intentions; 
b Numbers with asterisks represent the AVE, others signify coe- 
fficients of correlations.

Table 6. The results of multiple regression (Dependent 
variable: satisfaction)

Independent variables B Beta t

(Constant) .64    .38

Food quality .35 .36   7.78***

Service quality .35 .32   7.42***

Physical environment quality .34 .30   6.92***

Type of 
restaurant

Fast-food vs. Fast-casual —.15 —.11 —2.70**

Fast-food vs. Full-service —.16 —.11 —2.60**

Note. R2=.80, Adjusted R2=.64, F(5,364)=126.750***, * p<.05, ** p< 
.01, *** p<.001.

Table 7. The results of multiple regression (Dependent 
variable: Return patronage intentions)

Independent variables B Beta t

(Constant)   .87    .40

Food quality   .52   .46   8.82***

Service quality   .22   .18   3.67***

Physical environment quality   .31   .24   4.92***

Type of 
restaurant

Fast-food vs. Fast-casual —.05 —.03  —.74

Fast-food vs. Full-service —.13 —.08 —1.70

Note. R2=.73, Adjusted R2=.54, F(5,364)=84.287, *** p<.001.

taurants. However, restaurant sectors did not predict solo diner 
return patronage intentions.

Solo diners tended to be more satisfied with fast-food 
experience than fast-casual or full-service. The unstandardized 
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beta coefficient became stronger when the restaurant sector 
changed from fast-casual to full-service each against fast-food. 
The result was somewhat different from the conventional idea 
that one would be more satisfied with the presumably higher 
quality of fast-casual or full-service restaurants experience 
compared to that of fast-food establishments. Factors that are 
matter to solo diners were not taken into consideration in this 
study. Time and efficiency may be one of the attributes solo 
diners prioritize, which can explain the preference of fast-food 
restaurants over fast-casual and full-service restaurants. Re- 
garding the relationship between type of restaurant and return 
patronage intentions, it is understandable that the type of 
restaurant alone does not suffice to attract customers unless 
there is value attained from the restaurant.

The exploratory approach of this research attempted to 
address the absence of literature involving satisfaction, return 
patronage intention, and related factors in the solo diner 
context. Also, solo diner attitudes related to types of restau- 
rants are dealt with in this study, which can serve as a base 
to draw from in developing hypotheses for future studies. 
However, this study did not examine several factors that may 
influence solo diner dining behavior. For example, price, 
perceived value, time, efficiency, and safety of the restaurant 
and the surrounding areas may be included as study variables 
in future studies. In addition, it is possible to examine the 
relationship between study variables using a more detailed 
typology of restaurants. Empirical studies may be more effec- 
tively analyzed with restaurant classifications at a relatively 
micro level.

The sample of this study consisted of solo diners who reside 
in the United States with a small scale, thus the generalizability 
of the results is limited. Further research on a larger scale in 
terms of national scale or number of participants would pro- 
vide interest to the restaurant industry, since different directions 
or degrees of the relationships among study variables may be 
gained.
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