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Satisfaction at Family Restaurant in the Eastern Part of Chonnam

Jong-Heon Kang, Jun-Ho Lee
Food & Cooking Science, Sunchon National University

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to test the moderating effect of value on relationship between foodservice
quality and satisfaction in family restaurant. Accordingly, this study surveyed by questionnaire concerning 18 items
of foodservice quality, 1 item of overall satisfaction, 1 item of value as well as respondents’ characteristics.

The result of this study were as follows. KMO and Bartlett’s test statistics showed that the data fitted factor
analysis well. Results of factor analysis, average variance extracted estimates and shared variance showed that the
convergent and discriminant validitys of 4 factors were supported, and cronbach’s alpha showed that the internal

consistency of 4 factors was supported.

It was found that satisfaction was influenced by the interaction between 4 factors of service quality and value
rather than by either service quality or value directly. Finally, The results indicated that high level of service
quality might not lead customer satisfaction because of moderating effect of value.
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59 v, 283 6%7F 13] ST ol A &Sk Ttems Correlation Communality AVE (% of
Qe Aoz b Variance)
Food color 558 .566
Food shape .684 570 775 2.567"
2. SMMHIAE 2019| 7Y Efgdy MEjY Plating 792 694 (14.260)
& Garnishing 694 559
AukA el WEd) FE mxE=E SAMA2FE & Uniform 498 418
Reception 772 668 781 2.488
Table service 778 707 (13.823)
Table 1. Characteristics of respondents Farewell 744 .643
Characteristics Frequency Percent Parking & Exteria .688 495
Gender Male 75 26.3 Interia a3 .590 728 2.405°
Female 210 73.7 Rest room .634 526 (13.362)
Frequency 1-2 times/year 59 20.7 Table type 588 427
of Once/month 101 354 Table setting 496 .592
purchase 2-3 times/month 64 225 Menu design 371 284
4-5 times/month 18 6.3 Food temperature 513 452
More than 6 times/month 43 15.1 Food texture 621 502 .678 2.298°
Expense Less than ¥/10,000/Once 111 38.9 Food consistency 528 .393 (12.766)
¥ 10,000-less than 20,000/Once 78 274 Food flavor .800 .673
$#/20,000-less than 30,000/Once 40 14.0 KMO measure of sampling adequacy .865

¥30,000-less than 40,000/Once 26 9.1
$40,000-less than 50,000/Once 13 4.6
More than ¥/50,000/Once 17 6.0
Total 285 100.0
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X'=1605.883/df=153
Sig.=.000""
Notes: a=Food extrinsic factor, b=Personal service factor,

c=Facility factor, d=Food intrinsic factor, *** p<0.001.

Bartlett’s test of sphericity
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Ttems Mean(SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Food extrinsic factor  2.8632(.6665) [.7768] 450" 4977 5757 1027 3647
2. Personal service factor 3.0833(.7572) 203 [.7667] 426" 5377 150" 4687
3. Facility factor 2.8604(.6474) 288 182 [.7225) 433" 112 42177
4. Food instrinsic factor  2.9789(.5940) 010 288 .188 [.6844] 1107 4427
5. Value 3.0316(.9168) 010 023 013 012 - 182"
6. Overall satisfaction 3.2386(.6494) 133 219 195 195 033 -

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<0.1, ** p<0.05,

***p<(.01, ****P<0.001.

Table 4. Main effects of foodservice quality and value on overall satisfaction

Overall satisfaction

Items

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
R 307 307 317 316
Adj B 298 299 305 306

F 310737 41464 25.874" 32.379""
Constant 12287 12417 Lo7t™ 1083
Food extrinsic factor 031 - 029 -
Personal service factor 2237 2667 214" 217
Facility factor 21277 221" 207 216"
Food intrinsic factor 2117 204" 209" 221"
Value - - 069" 070"

Notes: Unstandardised beta coefficients are shown for the independent variables, * p<0.1 ,*** p<0.01, **** p<0.,001. Model 1
for 4 factors, Model 2 for 3 factors, Model 3 for full model, Model 4 for reduced model.
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Table 5. Moderating effects of value
ltems Overall satisfaction

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
R 167 233 200 215 343 259
Adj R .158 225 192 207 322 246
F 18.762"" 28.440"" 23466 25.643"" 15.981™ 19.502"
Constant 2.858"" 1.536" 1.196" 1.190" 1.033" 1.805™
Food extrinsic factor .016 - - - -.490™ -372"
Personal service factor - 472" - - 206 -
Facility factor - - 617" - 6337 77977
Food intrinsic factor - - - 5927 322 -
Value -205 169 299" 214 094 -001
Valuexfood extrinsic 1107 - - - 177 186"
Valuexpersonal service - -.028 - - 003 -
Valuexfacility - - -072 - -1417 -155"
Valuexfood intrinsic - - - -.040 -.047 -

Notes: Unstandardised beta coefficients are shown for the independent variables, * p<0.1

S p<0,05, *Fx p<0,01, Fx

p<0.001. Model 1 for food extrinsic factor and value, Model 2 for personal service factor and value, Model 3 for
facility factor and value, Model 4 for food intrinsic factor and value, Model 5 for full model, Model 6 for reduced model.
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Satisfaction

1.6

14

1.2 High level

1.0 value

8

.6 Low level

4 value

Low High

Z U RAow Food extrinsic factor
uehd /\]/g_g_o] 7t 8 ol FEAELY I Fig. 1. Interactional effect: food extrinsic factorxvalue
A5} A EZRAEINNE ol gl AL
Table 7. The relationship to the criterion for each subset
Table 6. Actual values of overall satisfaction of interaction effect: food extrinsic factorxvalue
x . . Items Overall satisfaction
. Low Medium High 7 167
High 1.338 1.119 0.901 Adj R 158
Medium 1.360 1.033 0.706 F 18.762""
Low 1.382 0.947 0.512 Constant 266977 3046
Notes: y : Criterion(overall satisfaction), Food extrinsic factor 117 -.084
x : Predictor(food extrinsic=2.86+.667), Value above -205 -
z : Moderator(value=3.032+.917), Value below - -205
z High: z=917, z Medium: z=0, z Low: z=-917, Value abovexfood extrinsic factor 110 -
x High: x=.667, x Medium: x=0, x Low: x=-.6607, Value belowxfood extrinsic factor - 110"
y for high level value: y;=1.119-0.328x, Notes: Unstandardised beta coefficients are shown for the
y for medium level value: y,=1.033-0.490x, independent variables, Value above: value-SD, Value below:
y for low level value: y;=0.947-0.652x. value-(-SD), ** p<0.05, **** p<0.001.
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Table 8. Actual values of overall satisfaction

-~

X Low Medium High
2
High 0.604 1.119 1.634
Medium 0.623 1.033 1.443
Low 0.642 0.947 1.252
Notes:

V1 Criterion(overall satisfaction),

%: Predictor(facility factor=2.86+.647),
Moderator(value=3.032+.917).

High: 2=917, z Medium: 2=0, z Low: 2z=-917.
High: %=.667, X% Medium: %=0, X Low: X=-667.
for high level value: 3,=1.119+0.795 X,

@ NN

3 for medium level value: 3,=1.033+0.633 %,
¥ for low level value: 33,=0.947-0.471 X.

Overall
Satisfaction
High level
1.6 value
1.4
1.2 Low level
1.0 value
8
6
4
Low High

Facility factor

Fig. 2. Interactional effect: facility factorxvalue

Al T AR A AAEE
Bz Uehd ATl A B nA: 93
2 2H% BFE Table 9904 AAFLG ES 5

Table 9. The relationship to the criterion for each subset
of interaction effect: facility factorxvalue

Items Overall satisfaction
R 220
Adj B 192
F 234667
Constant 1471 922
Facility factor 5517 683"
Value above 229" -
Value below - 299"
Value abovexfacility factor -072 -
Value belowxfacility factor - -.072

Notes: Unstandardised beta coefficients are shown for the
independent variables, Value above: value-SD, Value
below: value-(-SD), * p<0.1, *** p<0.01, ***=*
p<0.001.
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