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A Multiple Discriminant Approach to Identifying Frequent Users of

Eating out at Family Restaurant

Jongheon Kang
Food & Cooking Sciences, Sunchon National University

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify the behavioral, attitudinal, and demographic correlates of light, medium, and heavy
users of eating out at family restaurants. Among 358 reponses from the subjects, 224 responses were utilized for the analysis,
and 134 responses were rteserved for validating the discriminant function. Descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, stepwise
discriminant analysis, canonical discriminant analysis, and anova analysis were used for this study. The findings from this study
were as follows: First, the behavioral characteristics were found to discriminate among the three usage groups. Second, it was
found that heavy users expressed greater difference between perception and expectation on the quantity of food that are
appropriately served and the consistent quality of food at every visit. Third, the usage rate of eating out was not dependent

on the sex, but dependent on the companion, average expenditure, and the time of eating out in chi-square test.

Finally, the

results of the study provide some insight into the pattern of marketing strategies that can be successfully used by the managers

of family restaurants.
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Table 1. Measuring results of internal consistency
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st Corrected Alpha
Items Mean deviation Item-Total if Ttem
Correlation Deleted
Exteriors that are well arranged -.1295 1.1270 3122 .8888
Dining area that is well arranged -.2321 1.1442 4945 .8833
Rest rooms that are congenial -.2500 1.2311 3553 .8880
Tables that reflect the restaurant’s theme -.1920 1.0561 5705 8810
Tables that are attractively setted -.1741 1.0926 4927 .8833
Menu that is attractively designed -.1786 1.1142 4901 .8834
Employees who are appropriately dressed 2098 1.0570 4745 .8838
Receptionists who are friendly -.0670 1.0672 4737 .8839
Employees who serve foods by rule -.0625 1.0654 5216 .8825
Employees who give a big send-off -.0580 1.1170 5402 .8818
Foods that are attractively plated -.0982 1.0371 5618 8813
Foods that are colorful -2098 1.0269 5281 .8823
Foods that are well assorted -.1384 1.1139 .5270 .8822
Foods that are appropriately garnished -.1920 1.0772 5373 .8820
Temperatures of foods served exactly -.2634 1.2302 6626 8776
Quantities of foods served adequately -.2679 1.1865 4050 8862
Foods that are valuable for price -.2098 1.2368 4451 .8850
Quality of food served is consistent during each visit -.3795 1.0896 .5219 .8824
Food variety is excellent -2723 1.1645 .5862 .8803
Taste of food is excellent -.2366 1.0341 5747 .8810
Alpha .8882
Table 2. Eigenvalues and Wilks’ Lambda
Function  Eigenvalue % of Canonical Wilks’ Chi-square df Sig.
Variance Correlation Lambda
Tl A} 2 051 57.5 221 917 19.110 8 014
2 038 42.5 .191 .964 8.160 3 043
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Table 3. Functions at group centroids

Category Function

1 2
Light users 277 -5.551E-02
Medium users -116 .245
High users -247 -.239

Table 4. Classification results: sample used to
discriminate between groups
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Table 5. Classification results: hold-out sample

Original Predicted Group Membership

Original Predicted Group Membership

Category Total  Light Medium  High Category Total  Light Medium  High
users users users users users users
Count Light users 86 69 8 9 Count Light users 52 28 10 14
Medium users 78 11 59 8 Medium users 46 14 24 8
High users 60 9 S 46 High users 36 11 12 13
Total 164 30 67 17 Total 98 42 34 22
% Light users 1000 855 60.6 57.4 % Light users 100.0 53.8 19.2 26.9
Medium users 1000 619 86.5 67.2 Medium users 100.0 304 522 17.4
High users 100.0 599 58.4 89.6 High users 100.0  30.6 33.3 36.1
Priors 384 34.8 26.8 Priors 38.8 34.3 26.9
Hit Ratio 77.7 Hit Ratio 48.5
Cmax 384 Cmax 38.8
Cpro 333 Cpro 33.3
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Table 6. Structure Matrix

Function

1 2
Quantities of foods served adequately J61% 221
Quality of food served is consistent 753% 143
during each visit
Food variety is excellent” 455* .079
Foods that are valuable for price” 455* 087
Taste of food is excellent’ 437 075
Temperatures of foods served exactly” 392% 046
Foods that are appropriately garnished” 390* 061
Employees who serve foods by rule’ 375%  -067
Foods that are colorful® 338 -.091
Employees who give a big send-off® 324 021
Foods that are well assorted” 283* -115
Menu that is attractively designed" 272% 023
Employees who are appropriately dressed” 265% -.084
Foods that are attractively plated” 253% -.060
Receptionists who are friendly” 229% 032
Tables that are attractively setted” 189%  -106
Dining area that is well arranged” A77% 123
Rest rooms that are congenial® 120% 021
Exteriors that are well arranged -.128 .643%
Tables that reflect the restaurant’s theme 319 -.496*
*77re Aot dele waws Aol g 2
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Table 7. Characteristics of discriminating variables by usage categories

Items Category Mean F P Differences”
Quantities of foods served adequately Light users -.0349(1) 3474 .033 (1,3)
Medium users -3077(2)
High users -.5500(3)
Total -2679
Quality of food served is consistent during Light users -.1628(1) 3293 .039 (1,3)
each visit Medium users -4359(2)
High users -.6167(3)
Total -.3795
Exteriors that are well arranged Light users -2093 1.824 164
Medium users 0641
High users -.2667
Total -.1295
Tables that reflect the restaurant’s theme  Light users -.0698 1.627 203
Medium users -.3590
High users -.1500
Total -.1920

a: Tukey Pairwise Differences(a =0.05)
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Table 8. Characteristics of gender by usage categories A B9Ate) olgAEWES AFYFon HE F=
Male  Female  Total A, FutAEd we AF5E F AHE A7

Light  Count 23 63 86 o =

usirs % within users 267%  733% 100.0% =A 2o ARd d9e 4re £ ?}\}:} Table 9
% within gender  365% 39.1%  384% A 27 BEFE FE AR FEEEY ©
% of Total 103% 28.1%  384% H£JGEE o8& BHZFTg 9 o|gJaE

Medium Count 25 53 78 d wE kAl xol:= «x o] 26.407, §-8)zo0)
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High  Count 15 45 60 WY o] EAEE YHLR ATg ATE »avt

users % within users 250% 75.0%  100.0% Ak & 4 v} BojanicE e AAE2] ATl A
% within gender 238% 280%  268% Ewges Nzow s mAAAT AWALY
% of Total 67% 201%  268% AmEdAEgEte SOHg BASAL

Toal  Count 63 161 224 WA TS FA8E 2ASIAL, 1 F
% within users 28.1% 71.9%  1000% o ald g3 Aoz Vel
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% of Total 28.1% 719%  100.0% gRYE 252 1HE o SHATEINS 3
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Table 9. Characteristics of companion by usage categories
Same  Oppositege Family MeetingMe  Total

gender nder mber
Light Count 38 24 19 5 86
users % within users 44.2% 27.9% 22.1% 5.8% 100.0%
% within companion 34.5% 38.1% 792% 18.5% 38.4%
% of Total 17.0% 10.7% 8.5% 22% 38.4%
Medium Count 35 24 4 15 78
users % within users 44.9% 30.8% 51% 19.2% 100.0%
% within companion 31.8% 38.1% 16.7% 55.6% 34.8%
% of Total 15.6% 10.7% 1.8% 6.7% 34.8%
High Count 37 15 1 7 60
users % within users 61.7% 25.0% V7% 11.7% 100.0%
% within companion 33.6% 23.8% 42% 25.9% 26.8%
% of Total 16.5% 6.7% 4% 3.1% 26.8%
Total Count 110 63 24 27 224
% within users 49.1% 28.1% 10.7% 12.1% 100.0%
% within companion 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 49.1% 28.1% 10.7% 12.1% 100.0%
x 26.407 Sig. .000
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Table 10. Characteristics of avrage check by usage categories

under  ¥11,000- ¥21,000- ¥31,000- ¥41,000- ¥51,000 Total
W10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 over
Light Count 21 26 14 10 10 5 86
users % within users 244%  30.2% 16.3% 11.6% 11.6% 5.8% 100.0%
% within average check 253% 400% 412% 55.6% 769% 45.5% 38.4%
% of Total 9.4% 11.6% 6.3% 4.5% 4.5% 22% 38.4%
Medium Count 32 25 11 4 2 4 78
users % within users 410% 32.1% 14.1% 51% 2.6% 51% 100.0%
% within average check 38.6% 385% 324% 222% 154%  36.4% 34.8%
% of Total 14.3% 11.2% 4.9% 1.8% 9% 1.8% 34.8%
High Count 30 14 9 4 1 2 60
users % within users 500% 23.3% 15.0% 6.7% 1.7% 33% 100.0%
% within average check 36.1% 21.5% 265% 222% 7.7% 18.2% 26.8%
% of Total 13.4% 6.3% 4.0% 1.8% 4% 9% 26.8%
Total Count 83 65 34 18 13 11 224
% within users 37.1%  29.0% 152% 8.0% 5.8% 49% 100.0%
% within average check 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 37.1%  29.0% 152% 8.0% 5.8% 49% 100.0%
x* 18.843 Sig. .042
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Table 11. Characteristics of time of day by usage categories
Breakfast Lunch  Dinner Breakfast Lunch Dinner-  Total

Lunch Dinner

Light Count 20 37 8 21 86
users % within users 233%  43.0% 9.3% 24.4%  100.0%
% within time of day 417%  68.5% 14.0% 333% 384%
% of Total 8.9% 16.5% 3.6% 9.4% 38.4%
Medium Count 19 15 19 25 78
users % within users 244% 192% 244%  32.1% 100.0%
% within time of day 396% 27.8% 33.3% 397% 34.8%
% of Total 8.5% 6.7% 8.5% 112% 34.8%
Hight Count 1 9 2 1 30 17 60
users % within users 1.7% 15.0% 3.3% 1.7% 50.0% 283% 100.0%
% within time of day 100.0% 18.8% 3.7% 100.0% 52.6% 27.0% 26.8%
% of Total 4% 4.0% 9% 4% 13.4% 7.6% 26.8%
Total Count 1 48 54 1 57 63 224
% within users 4% 214%  24.1% 4% 254% 28.1%  100.0%
% within time of day 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 4% 21.4% 24.1% 4% 25.4% 28.1% 100.0%
x* 55.254 Sig. .000
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