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Measuring Preferences of University Students for Family Restaurants in the Eastern Part of Chonnam

Jong-Heon Kang
Food & Cooking Sciences, Sunchon ethnic University

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify the combinations of factors combinations conferring the highest
utility of family restaurants to university students, and establish the relative importance of these factors in terms
of their contribution to total utility. 196 of 200 questionnaires were utilized for the analysis. (Eds note: to
whom were the questionnaires administered) Frequencies, crosstabs, and the conjoint, max. utility, BTL and
Logit models, K-means cluster and one-way ANOVA analysesis, and the Friedman test were the statistical
methods used for this study. The findings from this study were as follows:

1) the Pearson’s R and Kendall’s tau statistics (Eds note: these were not mentioned earlier) show that the model

(Eds note: which model is this) fits the data well.

2) it was found that of all the respondents, especially the first and third clusters, regarded both the type of food

and the price as very important factors.

3) it was found that all the respondents, especially the third cluster, most preferred a family restaurant (design
and simulation) that provided less than 6 fusion and traditional foods. The first cluster most preferred family
restaurant (design) that provided over 10 traditional and less than 6 ethnic foods. The second cluster most
preferred a family restaurant (design and simulation) that provided over 10 traditional foods.

4) the results of the study have provided some insights into the effective types of family restaurant designs that
can be successfully developed by those who manage menu variety, quality and type of food, price, and quality
of service to university students dining at family restaurants.

Key words: family restaurant, conjoint model, preference, factor, utility.
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Table 1. Factor and factor level used in measuring preference for family restaurants

Factor Menu variety Quality of food Type of food Price Quality of service
Over 10 items Excellent quality Traditional choice Expensive food High quality
Factor level | Less than 6 items Average quality Ethnic food Reasonable food Medium quality
Fusion food Cheap food
Type of data Discrete Linear Discrete Linear Linear
S Ze RS A A 1978 A)55(2003) - 582 -
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Table 2. Restaurant profiles presented to respondents
Restaurant No. Menu variety Food quality Food type Price Service quality Status
1 Less than 6 items Average Fusion Cheap High Design
Over 10 items Average Traditional Expensive Medium Design
3 Over 10 items Excellent Fusion Expensive Medium Design
4 Over 10 items Average Fusion Reasonable High Design
5 Less than 6 items Excellent Traditional Reasonable High Design
6 Less than 6 items Average Traditional Reasonable Medium Design
7 Less than 6 items Excellent Fusion Expensive Medium Design
8 Over 10 items Average Traditional Cheap Medium Design
9 Less than 6 items Average ethnic Expensive High Design
10 Less than 6 items Average Traditional Expensive Medium Design
11 Over 10 items Excellent ethnic Reasonable Medium Design
12 Over 10 items Excellent Traditional Expensive High Design
13 Over 10 items Excellent Traditional Cheap High Design
14 Less than 6 items Excellent Traditional Expensive High Design
15 Less than 6 items Excellent ethnic Cheap Medium Design
16 Over 10 items Average ethnic Expensive High Design
17 Less than 6 items Excellent Traditional Cheap High Simulation
18 Less than 6 items Excellent ethnic Cheap High Simulation
19 Less than 6 items Excellent Fusion Cheap High Simulation
20 Over 10 items Excellent Traditional Cheap High Simulation
21 Over 10 items Excellent ethnic Cheap High Simulation
22 Over 10 items Excellent Fusion Cheap High Simulation
- 583 - S22 FHE3 A A 198 A5 (2003)
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Table 3. Characteristics of respondents

Characteristic variables Total
Gender Male 107(54.6)"
Female 89(45.4)
Purpose Purpose of eating only 89(45.4)
Specific purpose 107(54.6)
Eating party Less than 2 persons 133(67.9)
Over 3 persons 63(32.1)
Decison-maker Myself 72(36.7)
Companion 71(36.2)
Others 53(27.0)
Meal time Breakkfast 5( 2.6)
Lunch 28(14.3)
Dinner 34(17.3)
Breakfast & Lunch 16( 8.2)
Breakfast & Dinner 11( 5.6)
Lunch & Dinner 44(22.4)
3 meals 58(29.6)
Total 196(100)

Notes: a= N(%).
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Table 4. Adequacy of model and difference between clusters for part-worths

Factor leves Total Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 F Sig.
Constant 7.9795 6.7016° 12.5242° 6.0735° 31.963 0007
Menu Over 10 items 3769 -2060° 3775 -1.0608° 30.908 0007
Variety  Less than 6 items 3769 2060° -3775° 1.0608° 30.908 000"
Importance 16.72 13.98 15.26 20.36 -
Food Excellent -.0625 1.4366° -2.7843¢ .3750° 102.158 000"
Quality Average -.1250 2.8732 -5.5686 7500 -
Importance 15.78 17.49 23.85 8.59 -
Food Traditional 3104 -.8005° 7418" 1.0788° 39.517 000"
Type ethnic -5691 1.4689 -8194° -2.3519° 160.721 000"
Fusion 2587 -.6684° 0776 1.2731° 33.831 .000™"
Importance 32.39 33.03 26.42 35.90 - -
Price Expensive 4378 -.0320° .1533° 1.0848° 14.496 000"
Reasonable 8757 -.0640 3066 2.1695 - -
Cheap 13135 -0960 4599 3.2543 - -
Fmportance 20.34 20.84 17.87 21.56 - -
Service  High -1531 -.0669 -2010 -2027 090 914
Quality Medium -3061 -.1338 -4020 -4054 - -
Importance 14.76 14.66 16.60 13.59 - -
Food quality coefficient -.0625 1.4366 -2.7843 3750 - -
Price coefficient 4378 -0320 1533 1.0848 - -
Service quality coefficient -.1531 -.0669 -.2010 -.2027 - -
Pearson’s R Statistics 628 .804 945 834
Sig. 0046~ .0001 00007 00007
Kendall’s tau  Statistics 533 633 795 .583
Sig. 0020”7 .0003 0000 0008

Notes: a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Cluster 1=Cluster preferred family
restaurant sold ethnic food of excellent quality, Cluster 2=Cluster preferred family restaurant sold over 10 ethnic foods,
Cluster 3=Cluster preferred family restaurant sold less than 6 traditional foods at a expensive price.
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Table 5. General characteristics of clusters
Cluster Total
Characteristic variables 1 2 3 x? df  Sig
N % N % N % N %
Gender Male 35 N7 29 27.1 43 402 107 546" | 1279 2 528
Female 36 40.4 22 24.7 31 348 80 454
Purpose Eating only 34 38.2 26 29.2 29 32.6 89 454 1.969 2 374
Others 37 34.6 25 234 45 421 107 54.6
Eating party Less than 2 persons 52 39.1 37 27.8 44 33.1 133 679 | 3.850 2 .146
Over 3 persons 19 30.2 14 222 30 37.8 63 32.1
Decison-maker  |My self 26 36.1 17 23.6 29 40.3 72 367 | 5517 4 238
Companion 31 437 15 21.1 25 352 71 362
Others 14 26.4 19 35.8 20 377 53 270
Meal time Breakfast 5 100 5 26 | 23156 12 026
Lunch 8 28.6 5 17.9 15 53.6 28 143
Dinner 12 35.3 13 38.2 9 26.5 34 17.3
Breakfast & lunch 4 25.0 7 43.8 5 313 16 82
Breakfast & Dinner 2 18.2 5 455 4 364 11 56
Lunch & Dinner 18 409 9 20.5 17 38.6 44 224
3 meals 27 46.6 12 20.7 19 32.8 58 296
Total 71 36.2 51 26.0 74 37.8 196 100

Notes: a= % of row, b=% of total, * p<0.05.
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Table 6. Difference between family restaurants for preference mean ranks

Restaurant Total Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3

No. PS MR Rank MR Rank MR Rank MR Rank
1 9.65 9.97 1 9.06 6 6.14 13 13.50 1
2 7.92 7.50 14 8.28 10 7.40 10 6.81 12
3 7.93 7.65 12 6.32 15 10.67 5 6.83 11
4 8.46 8.44 10 8.57 9 7.18 11 9.18 9
5 9.33 9.86 2 6.70 12 11.30 3 11.90 3
6 9.11 9.56 3 9.24 5 6.16 12 12.20 2
7 8.68 8.71 8 6.76 11 9.43 7 10.07 5
8 8.80 9.02 5 8.70 8 775 9 1021 4
9 7.95 7.62 13 12.37 1 430 16 534 14
10 8.67 8.62 9 8.94 7 6.08 14 10.05 6
11 7.54 7.18 15 9.86 4 9.45 6 3.05 15
12 8.14 7.83 i1 6.04 16 12.39 2 6.40 13
13 9.01 9.43 4 6.50 14 12.73 1 9.98 7
14 8.89 8.92 6 6.61 13 10.96 4 9.74 8
15 8.73 8.86 7 10.24 3 8.41 8 7.84 10
16 7.19 6.84 16 11.81 2 5.66 15 2.89 16

2 %(df) 122.069(15)" 177.625(15)" 224.220(15)" 47024015
17 9.76 4.02 1 3.09 4 3.87 3 5.01 2
18 8.89 3.36 5 473 1 2.50 6 2.65 5
19 9.71 3.90 2 3.11 3 3.27 4 5.08 1
20 9.01 3.47 3 2.82 6 439 1 3.47 4
21 8.13 2.87 6 4.40 2 3.05 5 1.28 6
2 8.96 3.38 4 2.86 5 3.91 2 3.51 3

2 (df) 48.216(5)" 72.002(5) 34.954(5)" 220.808(5)"

Notes: *** p<0.001. PS=Preference Score, MR=Mean Rank.
Stz el B8t 3 & A 198 A 535(2003) - 586 -



2) g g el it A3
Table 7¢] 1318 29 Jnuga} B 2 EZo|
T p<0.059 A, 49, 89, 15917} 18W <] H e &=
EZE5d g3t H&.E 2 p<0.01 A, Y= e
HAEZES Y3 A3 EEL p<0.001dA ZHER
©.0)3 xpo]|2 Btk T = 104 28, 39, 4
W,ood, 119, 15T 16W, 23 204 59, 749, 11
W29, 1399 149, a3 23 3904 19, 49, 5
W, 69, 7, 89, 10T 149 9] A AEZ S
y3t HEEES E}—E— TR EAA YEhd AgE s
Hoh o A4 dehydth
o oJstd HAs=7t b
A oA 19, &3 14
3 304 19 ey
2} Hi SG2A Jeteth mEhbA
et M2 o eJAFFEE]
ZT-stof gtk AS vEhy

_ o HE }ol'
E rlo ml

by

it
ﬂl

ft
o
!
é
n o
rglll
o o,

)

o
> i

Ll

.
3w

=z X

jira)

l‘iﬂmw
L2 2

i

mloéﬂ

-‘\&E rlo

QO

£

N ooy M2 M
Lo of o o rlo
>
i

5. 7tal T2 AER0| CHE & §
1) 73 e s Wt A
R ECEES Rk

x}0|
= &5 3ol

4 £9) Aoj2

Table 7. Difference between clusters for preference scores
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Restaurant Mean St. Deviation
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 F Sig.

No. Swtistic | SE | Swfistic | SE | Swmastic | SE | Custer 1| Cluster 2 Cluster 3

1 8.9494° | 3615 | 6.9147° | 4269 | 122000° | 2643 | 3.0460 | 3.0484 | 22739 58294 | 000
2 8.4025° | 2418 | 7.8262™ | 3101 | 7.5209° | 2231 | 2.0376 | 22142 | 1.9191 3450 | 034"

3 7.0980° | 2858 | 9.9463° | 4352 | 7.3401° | 3096 | 24078 | 3.1078 | 2.6636 | 19.362 | 0007
4 8.5695" | 2726 | 7.5163° | 4028 | 9.0026° | 2704 | 22969 | 28767 | 2.3262 5575 | 004"
5 7.4128" | 2318 | 102099° | 2753 | 10.5550° | 2280 | 19529 | 1.9659 | 19615 | 53.586 | .000™"
6 8.7825° | 2423 | 7.2246° | 2868 | 107273 | 2337 | 2.0413 | 2.0483 | 20103 | 46.338 | .000"
7 7.5099° | 3177 | 9.1914* | 3907 | 9.4618" | 3084 | 2.6771 | 2.7900 | 26526 | 10.702 | .000™"
8 8.3385° | .3894 | 8.1328° | 2969 | 9.6904° | 2759 | 3.2814 | 2.1202 | 23738 6.699 | .002"
9 111508 | 2993 | 5.7110° | 3003 | 6.4145° | 2841 | 25223 | 2.1447 | 2.4441 | 100.506 | .000™"
10 8.8145° | 2141 | 7.0713° | 3351 | 9.6425° | 2502 | 1.8038 | 23933 | 2.1520 | 22.851 | .000™
11 92033 | 3070 | 9.2025" | 3160 | 4.7999" | 2131 | 25868 | 22565 | 1.8335 | 88.985 | .000™"
12 7.0328" | 2767 | 10.8115" | 2755 | 7.3486" | 2567 | 23317 | 19673 | 22081 | 51.607 | .000™"
13 6.9688° | 3033 | L1181 | 3430 | 9.5181° | 3275 | 25553 | 24497 | 2.8170 | 39.106 | .000™"
14 7.4448° | 2824 | 10.0566° | 2845 | 9.4702° | 2291 | 23796 | 2.0317 | 1.9707 | 26417 | .000™"
15 9.5832° | 3363 | 8.6009° | 4101 | 8.0063° | .3122 | 2.8338 | 2.9284 | 2.6861 5.805 | .004"
16 10.7388" | 2908 | 6.4659° | 3112 | 42028 | 2771 | 24502 | 22224 | 2.3836 | 137.537 | 000"
17 7.3808° | 2919 | 103632° | 3708 | 11.6397° | .3035 | 24600 | 2.6481 | 2.6109 51.741 | 000
18 96501° | 3155 | 88019 | 4044 | 82090" | 3067 | 2.6584 | 2.8879 | 2.6386 5.147 | 007"
19 7.5128° | 2957 | 9.6990° | 4212 | 11.8340° | 2718 | 24913 | 3.0081 | 23381 | 50.774 | 000"
20 6.9688° | 3033 | 1L118F | 3430 | 95181° | 3275 | 25553 | 24497 | 28170 | 39.106 | .000™"
21 9.2382" | 3116 | 9.5568" | 3855 | 6.0874° | 3061 | 2.6259 | 27532 | 2.6328 | 35261 | 000"
22 7.1008° | 2636 | 104539° | 4661 | 9.7124° | 3174 | 2.2214 | 33290 | 27307 | 26.808 | .000"™"

Notes: a>b>c=ANOVA Duncan test at 0.05 significance level, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ***
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p<0.001.
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EZE g3 AZEE Bt o A JUggoh
AWEE&E EFS EA Table 89 <jshd =
AHEZY £ DA JdolA 174, 1997 18
W20, 219) 7} 229 9] o2 e ,—HJ 1o A
184, 2193} 199, F3 204 209, 22¥ 3} 179, 21

A 54 A2 2EZd A ddse s Hrt

AEEE BASY R, ARt 4989 2
gol ALHA2ES] e HsEe] AL T
BEE dotalr] Sletel ANAS =Y, BIL 283
Logit ©oll =14 7h AL ~EBol g A5

=8 2HSg 2% ot 2o

g 23 304 199, 17937 209 o2 =4
gtk BIL 59 24@% gatd Ageld2eg 1) 97 A5 29
9] £9= AA AGolA 179, 199, 18¥, 20w, 22 $3 ¥ AZE Pearson’R¥} Kendall's taud] EA &
W3 209 £o2 ega, 23 194 189, 218 Sol Ulg §94E50] p00lZ JEy] #@Ed
7199, 23 2014 209, 179% 29, 283 7 AZAE B Bl A RFEYol YZHYt
304 194, 1793 299 ¢o= A Ye AZQE BP0 g3 20559 REEES H7}
Logit 3 ¥4 2% gatl AL N2EFY 9 @ Aol dohw viwTiy aolN 6] TES
B AA YA 178, 199, 183, 209, 2283 21 olst WY, SAFQ 20 ¥S ER, 2493
Wel £oz vhska, 24 1904 189, 2193} 199, 2lolx] BESA, /1A adldA 3 AE, 1oim
iﬂg 2014 209, 223 1791, 22 2R 304 19 AEIAED o)A B AuAELY HRASE
L1787 2089 o ¥ YEET, o] olg9] 29lA ThE gfEe] FRES v
55_350115 5%, AWLEE BF, BIL B33 Logit ¥/ Uehg®, 2525 24 ¥& An2Ed
w3 2HARE0) d3E HEEV} b e b3 9 RRESS 2WW Aot v A 2
Aaed2Ege A4 FWlA 179, 24 104 18 wRAGS 2Td0Y B AuAEL6) B 6
W, 29 2014 208, 23 3914 199 ALY 2E  AGAEL BE 2N FLaA nHHolok A}
Bom AUl B2 A2 G2 Y] AR M= 2lE AN FE ARas ada s 29E &
THIEH SAFEY gdscl ALHHEEZ AN SAFEL 7HE £ FAEE B, AHE
N Hz=d %‘%% nNAYE e ¢ F U FEA2 M 42 FA4EE B4t
g BEAEL A w2t A2 oE dwFohedd AXRJE B EAAH st Hs%rt 713
I SAREY g EEc] 89 HEAEE & w2 7HE e dAER S AA F9F 25 394
Tstdof Jitke RE UEhl F3 glth IA(EE F29 #4548 67 olst2 744 “ﬂv
£ 422 7HHoE AFotHA AuaFERe] 52
n.Z@ B ~Eg), 24 104 0(2E FAY FESAE o
oz FHE WFE ¥ HHOE AFHAM A
B d7E 1450 HEse 9A5FER 298 v2Fge] 5L d2ED), T 20014 BAELS F
L AEGS dotste #eFed ZHT 0|23 Ao FESAE 0] older 744 rwE 42
A FHAN =2 AT Astd ATAYE Ao AFHAN MH2FDo] ¥ HLEDL
Jgol 28 APeH2EDd] YF A% ARE 2 A% 297 VRN $93 oS BAT,
SARGTL, 8 AR ARAE B Brho] §  PUERE F9% Aol 1YY R AIASS
g9 ARAL 95T ¥ AZUE 2 99 990 Al me} A2 O 9Q5E50 28 nlg
& FEEEE Hrlotd AR dEEZA Agg Z7-stooF dohs AS & F AU
Table 8. Simulation Summary
Restaurant Max Utility” BTL Logit
No. Total |Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3| Total |Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3| Total |Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
17 23R 6.34 23.53 40.54 | 1789 | 1531 2064 | 23.19 9.16 21.85 37.56
18 1454 | 37132 392 .00 1657 | 2032 14.31 1554 | 3510 6.50 3.02
19 22.19 9.86 8.82 4324 17.85 | 15.74 2169 | 11.64 12.08 3797
20 14.54 7.75 2941 10.81 1635 | 14.39 16.61 13.69 7.79 2574 11.05
21 1454 | 3451 7.84 .00 1503 | 1941 10.29 | 12.87 | 28.49 9.29 33
22 10.46 4.23 26.47 5.41 16.31 14.83 17.06 13.02 7.82 24.55 10.06
Note: * Includes tied simulations
B3 22 83 2] A 1998 A 55 (2003) - 588 -
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