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Discriminating Customers’ Frequent Usage of Western
Style Restaurant using Foodservice Quality Dimension

Young-Bae Park
Dept. of Holtel Culinary Arts, Ansan College of Technology

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify the college students' frequent usage groups
of Western style restaurant in Ansan city. 200 samples among subjects were utilized for
the analysis, and 150 samples were reserved for validating the discriminant function.
Crosstabs, reliability analysis, stepwise discriminant analysis, and anova analysis were
used for this study. The findings from this study were as follows. First, the result
suggested that the four variables were important in discriminating the frequent usage
group. Second, the result suggested that each discriminating variable between frequent
usage groups was different significantly. Third, the result suggested that each usage
situation between frequent usage groups was different significantly. Finaily, the study
indicated the implications that could be provided some insight into the types of
marketing strategies that can be successfully used by operators who manage Western
style restaurants.

Key words : frequent usage group, Western style restaurant, discriminant function,
crosstabs, reliability, discriminant analysis, anaova analysis.
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AElE o] & TolA] 33.3%2} 33.6%TH

{Table 1> Characteristics of gender between frequent usage groups

Frequent usage Group

Total
The most The average The least
N %" N % N % N %
Male 15 313 17 354 16 333 48 24.0
Female 50 329 51 33.6 51 33.6 152 76.0
Total 65 325 68 34.0 67 335 200 100.0

Notes : *=% of row. *=% of total.
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<Table 2> Measuring internal consistency

Corrected item- Alpha
Mean SD total correlation if item deleted

Uniform of employee 6.9950 4.8593 3430 9111
Interior 11.1600 4.7958 6138 .9046
Theme table 10.2000 5.3472 5260 95068
Restroom 9.3950 43938 5530 9061
Setting of table 9.5050 4.6376 4958 9074
Design of menu 9.1550 4.4969 5116 .9070
Exterior 10.6550 6.1852 5525 .9066
Friendliness of employee 10.4150 53117 6490 9035
Exact service 9.8000 5.1265 6666 9031
Farewell service 8.8750 49914 5955 .9050
Presentation of food 9.0600 4.3717 .6906 .9031
Color of food 9.4550 4.4550 6435 9041
Shape of food 8.7950 47398 6602 9035
Gamish of food 9.9150 4.5266 .5807 9055
Temperature of food 8.4050 4.5953 6233 .9044
Quantity of food 8.4200 4.8291 .6108 9046
Value of food 10.0650 47385 2253 9137
Quality of food 11.1250 5.6426 5351 9067
Variety of food 8.5950 45192 5173 .9069
Taste of food 10.3550 49833 5282 .9067
Alpha .9103(.9115)

Note: ( ) Standardized item alpha.
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{Table 3> Eigenvalues and Wilks' Lambdas

% of Canonical Wilks'
. . hi- df o
Function Eigenvalue variance  correlation Lambda Chi-square Sig

I(through 2) 524 77.8 .586 S71 109.527 8 000*
2 149° 222 .360 870 27.198 3 .000*

Notes : * = First 2 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis, * p<0.001.

18) Hart, C. W. and Troy, D. A. (1988), Hospitality Management Library: Marketing, Am-
erican Hotel & Motel Association 101.
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{Table 4> Correlations between each variable and discriminant functions

Function

Discriminating variables

Quantity of food ..
Quality of food
Variety of food®
Value of food®

Taste of food®
Temperature of food”
Gamish of food®
Exact service’

Color of food”
Farewell service®
Shape of food®
Design of menu®
Uniform of employee®
Presentation of food"

Friendliness of employee® 276 203
Setting of table® 261" m
Interior”
Exterior
Restroom’ 335 373

Notes : * Largest absolute correlation between each variable and any discriminant function,
®=This variable not used in the analysis.

19) Dube, L., Renaghan, L. and Miller, J. (1994), op cit.
20) Bojanic, D. C. and Shea, L. J. (1997), op cit.
21) Hsy, C. H. C, Byun, S. H. and Yang, 1. S. {1997), Attitudes of Korean College Students

towards Quick-Service, Family-Style, and Fine Dining Restaurants, Journal of Restaurant
& Foodservice Marketing, 2(4). 65-85.
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(Table 5)o) Sl8@ FFHLNE Fa) 2458 2 I} FAHL T 194
AT o]-&Hdo] 1016, LEHE o] & cho] 0.404%1c}. 2k Hte] A 9
33 3 1914 FFREFSFTE 10 7R AINE oY, T 200M W
BAYSIL 40) JP7H9E RENE o] &Te R ERHE A2E YERTh

{(Table 5> Functions at group centroids

Function
Frequent usage
1 2
The most 1.016 105
The average -.654 404
The least -.322 -512

(Table 6> Classification statistics: sample used to discriminate

Predicted frequent usage group membership

Total

The most The average The least

N % N % N % N %
The most 46 708 8 123 11 16.9 65 325
The average 7 N 1'0.‘3 42 618 19 279 68 340
The least 4 209 12 19 4 62 6 35
Total 53 33.5 50 310 | “'71' 355 200 100.0
Hit ratio 64.5 Cmax 340 Cpro 333

Notes : *=% of row, °=Prior probabilities for groups.

2) BEA, (1999, AAEE.
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(Table 6)0l] 2}3}H HuWE o] &AH] £%4HE 657 F HuHE o] gXdez
B&stH EFE FEE 70.8%, HEHE o]t A&d 687 F HENIL o]
aAgo 7 AeEA E5E B3 61.8%, 181 HAWE oj&Hdd 2L 67
B Z AT o] g2 HEsHA £/ FEL 61.2% ). (Table 7)ol &J5}
A HINE o] &R Ad4E 489 F HuWk o&3TeR FEA EF

B2 68.8%, BREUIL o] &4t 2&H 51 F HEWE o)&3vo R JF3}
A BFE 5L 62.7%, 281 JRANE o] &ATd 244 679 T HANE ¢
£AGo 2 B £E7E FEL 64.7%A

AAFRANN BFana st FAEso] BRTE oM ARk APAEEY 9
5t HaNe o] SR wo] 32.5%, HEWIE o] £3dol] 34%, 18]1 HANE o]§
Ado] 33.5%A . FEEENA Wdstnal st TS0 BT &M A
E AREE 93H Haw® o] &3 o] 32%, RERIE o] &3t HAWE o
S o] 34%H Tt AAFEY FEREENAM ZE ol el 5L FES A
23 APHEEL 33.3%RTt

AR oz Ao A Aol F 64.5%7F AAF LA, 653%71 FEEEo]|
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{Table 7> Classification statistics: hold-out sample

Predicted frequent usage group membership

Total
The most The average The least

N % N % N % N %
The most 3 8 167 7 146 8 320
The average s 18 m 15 51 340
The least 7 13.7 11 216 33 51 34.0
Total 37 22.0 40 255 2 215 150 100.0
Hit ratio 653  Cmax 340 Cpro 333

Notes : *=% of row, °= Prior probabilities for groups.
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(Table 8] 2}aha s&%m#%—g— o] g3lo] AN FAEZ e HEAFE
HAIHE o] & TA 49.15, HEHE o] &3 Thoj 1 33.64, 28] 1 HANE o] &
Aol 30652 THE o] %ﬂa—aﬂ AT o] gATA B T I 29
FBBAE IR WERSE FolA Aol p<0.0019)4 o] &HTE 72
g ajol7l e WFEIUTE AWE o4 HEUE o] &3] HrES
o) 3 HEFFE FANE o] &3e] HEFFRT £ etk Jad o
J g = sE A8 70N 7P 285 B3R g WsEE Ve
AEk, B QoA HaHE o] &o] 8814 st MR veigt. =t
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<{Table 8> Difference of discriminating variables between frequent usage groups

Frequent usage

The most The average The least Total F Sig.

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Exterior 1259 610 1144° 600 7.99° 558 1066 619 1095 .000
Theme table 13.32° 428 969 565 7.69° 445 1020 535 2294 .000
Quantity of food 11.72° 517  6.19° 363 748° 378 842 483 3084 .000°
Quality of food 11.52° 470  632° 337 749" 3.97 841 460 3005 .000
Attitude score  49.15 33.64 30.65 37.69

*

Notes : a>b>c Duncan grouping, * p<0.001.

23) 2A222(1993), SASER= ZAAL, p.522, dolHE AR, AL,

24) Heung, V. C. S., Wong, M. Y. and Qu, H. (2000), Airport-restaurant Service Quality in
Hong Kong, The Cornell HRA. Quarterly, 41(3): 86-96.
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(Table 90l 2J3hH E3hx} MFE= p<0.001o]A] o] &FHE {2 2jol& EHA
th. 22 B4 A7 B d2EFE o] &THE 1018 FolA 426%7F HEUE
o) 2ABo|AT}. 2 o)A T A HAEFE o) ETTH= 498 FollA] 49%7}
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<Table 9> Difference of companion categories between frequent usage groups

Frequent usage group

Total

The most The average The least

N %" N % N % N o
Same gender 24 238 43 426 34 337 101 50.5
Opposite gender 19 388 24 490 6 122 49 24.5
Family 19 826 1 43 3 130 23 11.5
Meeting member 3 111 24 889 27 135

%2 79.291 df 6 Sig.  .000"

Notes : =% of row, °=% of total, * p<0.001.

25) Maclaurin, D. J. and Maclaurin, T. L. (2000), Customer Perceptions of Singapore's Theme
Restaurants, The Cornell HRA. Quarterly, 41(3): 75-85.

26) AAI=F.
27) Bojanic, D. C., and Shea, L. J. (1997), op. cit.
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(Table 10> Difference of avrage check categories between frequent usage groups

Frequent usage group

Total

The most The average The least

N oo N % N % N %"
-¥%10,000 14 18.9 51 68.9 9 12.2 74 37.0
11,000 -220,000 22 38.6 14 24.6 21 36.8 57 28.5
21,000 - 30,000 12 375 2 6.3 18 56.3 32 16.0
31,000 -40,000 8 47.1 1 5.9 8 47.1 17 85
W41,000 - 50,000 5 50.0 5 50.0 10 5.0
W51,000 - 4 40.0 6 60.0 10 5.0

x? 72.388 df 10 Sig.  .000"

Notes : * =% of row, ®=% of total, * p<0.001.

{Table 11> Difference of time of day categories between frequent usage groups

Frequent usage group

Total

The most The average The least

N % N % N % N %
Breakkfast 1 100.0 1 5
Lunch 23 54.8 18 429 1 24 42 21.0
Dinner 33 71.7 5 16.9 8 174 46 23.0
B-L 1 100.0 1 5
L-D 7 13.7 40 78.4 4 7.8 51 255
Dinner- 2 34 3 51 54 91.5 59 29.5

x2 190.347 df 10 Sig.  .000’

Notes: ®=% of row, °=% of total, ¥ p<0.001.
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28) Sheldon, P. J., Fox, M. (1988), op. cit.
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