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Measuring the Effect of Foodservice Related Complaint Handling on University Students’
Behavioral Intent in Fast Food Restaurant

Jong-Heon Kang - Hang-Jin Jung
Food & Cooking Sciences, Sunchon National University

Abstract

The aim of this study was to test the behavioral intent-based model of the foodservice related complaint
handling. Accordingly, this study examined the effects of complaint handling on the university students’
behaviort based on the word-of-mouth intent and repurchase intent.

The findings from this study were as follows.

KMO and Bartlett’s test statistics showed the data fit factor analysis. The factor loadings, eigenvalues, % of
variance, and communalities showed that the convergent validity was supported, the average variance extracted
estimates and shared variance showed that the discriminant validity is supported, and composite alpha showed
that the internal consistency was supported. It was found that some of main effects on the word-of-mouth intent
and the repurchase intent were significant. It was found that some of interactional effects of the complaint type,
the degree of correction effort, and the satisfaction with the complaint handling were significant. Overall, the
results provide some insights into the types of foodservice related complaint handling strategies or the tactics
that can be effectively employed by operators who manage complaint handling for customers dining at fast food

restaurants.
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Table 1. Characteristics of respondents

m. 2l al 7k Characteristic variables N %
24 & ad Gender Male 123 549
= Female 101 45.1
1. ZAHLHAIRLS] 4 Frequency of |Oncefweek or less 83 37.1
B AT 25059 HEXES wl XSt 22449 dining out  (1-2 times/week 80 357
/gvn__x] %% 9—]-)]:(896%)—5—]':11 'E“/}ju Oﬂ /\]_‘g__—‘}_oﬂ E}- More than 2 times/week 61 27.2
_ - - Complainer  |Myself 103 46.0
oty B }al 3t
Table 1o 9Jatdl & Ao FAT SEHA= Companion 1 540
SEAE 1239, 283 q48EA 101 o—i u Total 24 1000
Table 2. Results of factor analysis
Dimension Correlation AVE Eigenvalue
(Commumality) (% of Variance)
1 would say positive things about the fast food restaurant to others. 0.875(0.781) .
1 would recommend the fast food restaurant’s food services to others. 0.903(0.817) 0.787 (2226 6)
I would encourage others to do business with the fast food restuarant. 0.415(0.259) .
In the future, I intend to use food services from the fast food restaurant. 0.851(0.726)
If I were in the market for additional food service, I would be to use food
services from the fast food restuarant. 0.874(0.766) 0.725 }
If 1 were to dine out in the near future, I would not use the fast food restuarant.” | 0.823(0.683) (;2;5)
KMO measure of sampling adequacy 0.627 ’
= 407.41
s ¢ ..
Bartlett’s test of sphericity Sig. = 0,000

Notes: 1=Word of mouth intent, 2=Repurchase intent, *** p<0.001, Asterisks(*) indicate reverse-coded items.
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Fig. 1. Two-way interaction: complaint

typexcorrection effort for word of mouth

o} ol3l A= JAEFT HoA S F intent

Table 3. Matrix of zero-order correlations and reliability

Dimension Mean(SD) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Complaint type - 0.530™" 0.746 0623 0332
2. Correction effort - 0.281 - 0558 0299 0261
3. Satisfaction with complaint handling - 0.557 0.311 - 0.655" 0217
4. Word of mouth intent 2.801(0.790) 0.388 0.089 0.429 [0.620] 0.023
5. Repurchase intent 2.838(1.036) 0.110 0.068 0.047 0.001 [0.820]

Notes: Intercorrelations are included in the upper triangle of the matrix, Shared variances in percent are included in the lower
triangle of the matrix. Each scale’s reliability(Cronbach’s a) is reported in the diagonal in brackets.

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01.
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Table 4. Tests of between-subjects effects for word of mouth intent

Source Marginal Mean Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig. I
of Squares Square

Corrected Model 71.490 7 10.213 32.632 0.000" 0.514
Food 3.181

Complaint type Service 3.678 5.17 1 5.171 16.522 0.000 0.071

Correction effort Negative 3293 1563 1 1.563 4.995 0.026" 0.023
Positive 3.566

Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 3010 14,758 1 14758 47152 | 00007 | 0179
Satisfaction 3.849

Complaint t * Total 0.008"

plaint type Food 2261 1 2261 7223 | 00007 | 0032

Correction effort p
Service 0.778

Complaint type * Sastisfaction 1.027 1 1.027 3281 0.071 0.015

Correction effort Total 0.003”

- S Negative 2.770 1 2.770 8851 | 001 | 0039

astistac Pasitive 0000

Complaint type * Correction effort * Sastisfaction 0.004 i 0.004 0.013 0911 0.000

Error 67.603 216 0.313

Total 1896.000 224

Corrected Total 139.093 223

Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.

2 2 AREFERAA diEd s FAYR
7 S4) #¥E Bl dig EASEA=EY = 4
of W} xol7t vkE A& BAFIL ATHF=7.223,
=0.008, n’=0.032). Fig. 20} 9)3td A£Z2Q BA3)

3,830 Satisfaction

Re- 3
A A FA 2o g BB A purchase 734
e HEAYA A SPRE353], 4.167)2 B infent
atE YA A SEAE(3.056, 2.965) Br) o] = 3.021 Dissatisfaction 2.545
AL FHAEE EATHp=0.011, 0.000). oj=ig 2 1
e H2EFSPAA HHAEY FAYEE 4T L |
A FAND=HS AFHA EAH A 7 FRC _ SRC
2y uEe A5 wal o7t duk= AL H Fig. 3. ’I.‘wo-w.'ay interaction: com.plamt
N type xsatisfaction for repurchase intent
o 31 I tHF=8.851, p=0.003, n°=0.039).
o AP Ee] WA= FEe FeAEaIE
2) qRAES] AFw|S) e vx]= FE e} Table 59} Fig. 3, 4014 A A5 Qo)
RECEE L Table 591 95t BHL A7@ 4ol 22019
ERRY, wANAREHt EPAT TEo] YA g 2% SPAES(G425)L AMulzolguyn oS
4 3.531 Satisfactio . 4 .. .
Dissatisfaction
Word , 2,965 2.921 .044
of 3 l\I Re- 3
mouth 3.056 Dissatisfaction purchase 7730 Satisfaction 2.835
intent 2 intent
1
% . Pl |
Negative Positive Negative Positive
Fig. 2. Two-way interaction: correction Fig. 4. Two-way interaction: correction
effort xsatisfaction for word of mouth intent effortxsatisfaction for word of mouth intent
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Table 5. Tests of between-subjects effects for repurchase intent

Auj

A 4% Bt

) Type I Smﬂ Mean . 2
Source Marginal Mean of Squares df Square F Sig. bl
Corrected Model 43.115 7 6.159 6.773 0.0007 | 0.180
] Food 3.425
Complaint type Servica 5610 12.969 1 12.969 14.261 0.000 0.062
Correction effort  |cBative 2.825 3.602 1 3.602 3961 | 0048 | 0018
Positive 3.240
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 3.187 2014 1 2014 2214 | 0138 0.010
Satisfaction 2.878
Complaint type * Correction effort 0.785 1 0.785 0.863 0.354 0.004
Complaint tvoe * |10 0.017°
ompramt type Food 5.225 1 5.225 5745 [ 00007 | 0026
Sastisfaction -
Service 0.639
Corection effort Total 0017
onection etto Negative 5252 1 5252 5775 | 0582 0026
Sastisfaction — ]
Positive 0.001
Complaint type * Correction effort * Sastisfaction 0.023 1 0.023 0.025 0.873 0.000
Error 196.436 216 0.909
Total 2043.444 224
Corrected Total 239.551 223
Notes: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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TWEe] Fxo mel xo)7k ¢l THE=2.214, p=0.138, £ 97 &3 , T 1 %Eb_a«l %EQ} =3

1’=0.010).
Fig. 30 ol5ld |4 #HA &3
SHEAEB830)S ETEAHA
He} o 233 IHLHIHE
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(F=5.745, p=0.017, n°=0.026). Fig. 4o 9)&}m =3
A FAS Aol g B Ao da] HE2HA
AL SHAER.M44)S ENSAHA A &8
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o] ATl mE AFH EANEA=H 27 B3
A HE9 ZEo| met o7t At AE BAF
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