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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to examine the impacts of characteristics of bakery cafe customers and service quality
on customer perceived value, customer satisfaction, intention to revisit, and intention to recommend, and to provide com-
prehensive understanding on attitudes and behaviors of bakery cafe customers. The questionnaire was developed
through literature review and focus group interviews and was modified after pilot test. The questionnaires for the main
survey were distributed to 320 males and females aged 20 and over in Seoul. A total of 275 questionnaires were used
for analyses (85.9%) and the statistical analyses were completed using SPSS Win (12.0) for descriptive analyses, regres-
sion analyses, and correlation analysis. The main results were as follows. There were significant differences of intention
to revisit between groups of different gender, age, and personal expenses. The service quality of product dimension af-
fected all tested variables, and the service quality of services and price dimension had effects on customzr perceived
value and intention to recommend. Customer satisfaction was a unique variable that is affected by service quality of the
interior environments dimension. Overall, researchers and managers of bakery cafes should understand customer attitudes
and behaviors, and the results of this study would help to establish marketing strategies that meet target customers’ needs.

(Korean J Community Nutrition 11(3) : 383 ~391, 2006)
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents

Category Frequency Percgz)‘r age
Gender Male 124 451
Female 161 54,9
<26 127 46.2
26~30 39 14.2
Age 31~35 37 13.5
36~40 30 10.9
=4 42 15.3
, Single 182 66.2
Marriage
Married Q3 33.8
< High school 57 20.7
College or university 59 21.5
student
Education  cqjiege 56 20.4
University 76 27.6
= Graduate school 27 9.8
Student 76 27.6
Housewife 9 3.3
Profession 53 19.3
Occupation Office worker 44 16.0
Sales 33 12.0
Self-employed 22 8.0
Laborer 4 1.5
The others 34 12.4
<100,000 won 14 5.1
110,000~200,000 won 63 229
Personal —516.000-500000won 147 535
expenses
510,000~2,000,000 won 40 14.5
= 3,000,000 won 1 40
Total 275 100.0
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Table 2. Differences of customer atfitudes & behaviors by general characteristics

Category Perceived Cgsfom'er In’renﬁ'o.n Intention to
value Satisfaction fo revisit recommend
Male (n=124) 3.45 = 0.81 3.563 £0.83 3.62 £0.83 3.35 £ 0.94
Gender Female (n=151) 341 £ 0 3.64 = 0.64 3.93 £ 0.69 3.54 +£0.82
t-value 0.39 -1.14 -3.34" -1.78
<26 (n=127) 343 £ 0.74 3.65 = 0.68 3.90 +£0.78 3.52 +0.83
26~30 (n= 39 354 £0.75 3.66 £ 0.70 3.76 + 0.67 3.42 £0.75
Age 31~35 (h= 37) 324 £0.76 3.38 £ 0.82 3.49 £ 0.86 3.19 £ 0.96
36~40 (n= 30) 352 +0.78 3.69 + 0.66 3.97 £ 0.62 3.66 + 0.85
=4 (n= 42) 340 = 0.79 3.48 £ 0.86 3.67 £0.78 3.40 £1.03
F-value 0.88 1.19 2.69" 1.93
Single (n=182) 3.37 £ 0.80 3.52 £0.77 3.69 £0.76 3.43 £ 0.96
Marriage Married (n= 93) 3.46 +0.73 3.63 £ 0.71 3.85+0.78 3.47 £0.84
t-value -0.96 -1.18 -1.63 -0.37
< High school (n= 57) 3.57 + 0.80 3.66 = 0.83 3.75 £ 0.89 3.45 = 0.97
College or university student  (n = 59) 341 = 0.67 3.62 = 0.67 3.97 £0.77 3.55 £ 0.86
Education College (n= 56) 330 +0.73 3.55 = 0.60 3.71 £0.68 341 £0.78
University (n= 76) 339 £0.74 3.54 £ 0.79 3.78 = 0.75 3.42 £0.94
= Graduate (n= 27) 3.52 +£0.89 3.59 £ 0.79 3.74 £ 0.76 3.48 £ 0.80
F-value 1.22 0.53 1.07 0.43
Student (n= 76) 3.36 £0.72 3.61 £0.73 3.87 £0.88 3.43 £ 0.9
Housewife h= 9 3.44 + 0.52 3.78 £ 0.44 3.78 £ 0.44 344 £0.72
Profession (n= 53) 337 £0.76 3.51 +£0.80 3.78 £ 0.70 3.37 £0.93
Office worker (n= 44) 334 =071 3.34 £0.74 3.65 + 0.58 3.256 +£0.83
Occupation
Sales (n= 33) 3.45 = 0.86 3.79 + 0.64 3.88 £0.73 3.55 £0.79
Self-employed (h= 22) 3.36 £ 1.00 3.41 £ 0.85 3.64 £ 1.09 3.56 £ 1.10
Laborer n= 4 375 +0.95 3.75 £ 0.50 4.25 + 0.50 4.25 + 0.50
F-value 1.32 1.82 1.20 1.35
<100,000 won n= 14 3.50 + 0.65 3.86 + 0.66 343 +1.01* 3.21 £0.89
110,000~200,000 won (n= 63) 352 = 0.64 3.62 £0.70 3.79 £ 0.74* 3.44 +0.94
Personal 210,000~500,000 won (n=147) 343 +0.79 3.62+0.74 3.94 + 0.69° 3.57 £0.82
expenses 510,000~2,000,000 won (n= 40) 333 =0.72 343 £0.78 3.48 £0.87° 3.26+1.00
= 3,000,000 won (h= 11 3.09 £ 1.04 3.27 £0.64 3.55 + 0.82% 3.09 +£0.53
F-value 1.92 1.67 4.68" 2.14
Total 343 £0.75 3.59 £0.73 3.79 £ 0.77 3.46 + 0.88

* p<0.05, *+: p<0.01
* Scheffe’s multiple comparison

The total number of respondents of occupation is not 275 because the data of respondents who answered as ‘the others’ were

excluded at this analysis .



Table 3. Pearson’s correlation coefficients between variables
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Perceived value

Customer satisfaction

Intention fo revisit  Intention to recommend

Perceived value 1.000

Customer satisfaction 0.597""" 1.000

Intention to revisit 0.462"** 0.523"*" 1.000

Intention to recommend 0.442°" 0612 0.630™" 1,000

w*%; p<0.001
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Table 4. Service quality of bakery cafe perceived by customers

Service quality®

Dimension ltem (Mean + SD)
Variety of bakery products 3.79 £0.75
Taste of bakery products 3.85 +0.80
Taste of coffees & beverages 3.54 = 0.81

Products
Variety of coffees & beverages 3.53 £0.83
Quality of products (freshness, appearance, etc.) 3.89 +£0.75
Total 3.74 £ 0.54
Scale of bakery café 3.41 £ 095
Accessibility from place for leisure (downtown, complex mall, efc.) 3.47 £ 1.1
Accessibility by public fransportation 3.56 £ 1.01

Convenience to use Number of similar stores near by 3.27 £1.02
Kinds of amenities (interneft, etc.) 2,74 =£1.03
Noticeability of place 3.92 + 0.86
Total 3.40 + 0.62
Promptness of answering complaints from customers 3.26 £0.75
Usable discounting services (membership, etc.) 3.09 = 0.98

. . Low price 2.88 + 0.88

Services & price )
Kindness of employees 3.55 £ 0.79
Speed of service 3.60 + 0.75
Total 3.27 £ 0.56
Comfortable & pleasant facilities (chair, light, efc.) 3.49 +0.88

) . Calm & easy atmosphere 3.33 £ 0.94

Interior environments )
Sanitation & cleanness 3.78 £0.77
Total 3.53 = 0.69
Well-known brand 4,05+ 0.78

Brand Reputation & image of brand 395075
Total 3.99 £ 0.69
Accessibility from duty place (work place, school, university, ec.) 3.16 £ 1.20

Location Accessibility from home 277 £1.25
Total 297 £0.95

" 1: not satisfied at all, 5: satisfied very much

Table 5. Multiple regression analysis of service quality on perceived value

Dimensions Unstandardized coefficients Std. error Standardized coefficients f-value

Products 0.467 0.089 0.350 5.272™*

Convenience to use —0.068 0.076 —0.056 —0.885

Services & price 0.305 0.087 -~ 0230 3.518™

Internal environments 0.041 0.076 0.038 0.540

Brand 0.000 0.065 0.000 —0.008

Location -0.075 0.044 -0.096 -1.704

deh ke

R®=0.228, Adjusted R*= 0.210, F-value = 12.752

*+: p<0.01, #+*: p<0.001
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Table 6. Multiple regression andlysis of service quality on customer satfisfaction

Dimensions Unstandardized coefficients Std. error Standardized coefficients f-value
Products 0.451 0.082 0.360 5.539™*
Convenience to use -0.044 0.070 -0.038 -0.622
Services & price 0.151 0.080 0.121 1.890
Internal environments 0.175 0.070 0171 249"
Brand 0.016 0.060 0.015 0.260
Location -0.053 0.041 -0.071 -1.290

ke

R?= 0.264, Adjusted R’ = 0.247, F-value = 15.400

*. p<0.05, ¥**: p<0,001

Table 7. Multiple regression analysis of service quality on infention fo revisit

Dimensions Unstandardized coefficients Std. efror Standardized coefficients t-value
Products 0.448 0.092 0.332 4.846™"
Convenience to use 0.059 0.080 0.048 0.737
Services & price 0.002 0.090 0.001 0.022
Internal environments 0.057 0.079 0.051 0.712
Brand 0.120 0.069 0.107 1.751
Location -0.038 0.046 -0.047 -0.814

ek

R?=0.184, Adjusted R*=0.165, F-value = 9.687

xx: p<0.01, *x**: P <0.001

Table 8. Multiple regression analysis of service guality on intention fo recommend

Dimensions Unstandardized coefficients Std. error Standardized coefficients f-value
Products 0.490 0.101 0.321 4.838™"
Convenience to use 0.067 0.087 0.048 Q.764
Services & price 0.200 0.099 0.131 : 2014
internal environments 0.132 0.087 0.105 1.51
Brand 0.018 0.075 0014 0.234
Location -0.117 0.051 -0.129 -2.306"

Fkk

=0.235, Adjusted R*=0.218, F-value = 13.234

+ <005, ++ p<0.01, x*x p<0.001
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