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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of customers' perceived risks on their perception of value
at family restaurants in Seoul. Frequency analysis, reliability analysis, factor analysis, multiple-regression analysis were
employed to analyze the data. The customers' perceived risk were divided into 6 factors. Three of the perceived risk
factors(financial, time, performance risk) negatively(—) influenced the perception of value. In particular, 'financial risk'
was the most negative. However, 3 factors(physical risk, psychological risk, social risk) didn't have significant influence
on perceived risk. As a result, customers of family restaurants appear to perceive various risks, and these risks have
significant impacts on their perception of value. Therefore, food-service corporations need to reduce customers' perceived
risks, possibly by various and efficient pricing-policies, discount, price-bundling. using coupon, effective physical evidence
and offering unique compensation.
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Table 1. General characteristics

Result

0,

Categories Frequency N %o
Male 166 522

Gender Female 152 478
Friend 174 54.7

Companion Lover 97 30.5
Family 47 14.7

> 2 231 72.6

I:l“zltz?r of 3~5 75 235
Ontly use 6 < 12 49
< 100 44 13.8

100~200 117 36.7

I(\f((’)r(’)tgg XPISE 200~300 7 226
000Won) 300~400 62 19.4
400 < 23 0.7

<10 77 242

c L 10-1s ) 41.0
( lxgggse per Ofee 4599 74 32
000 won) 20~25 54 169
25 < 21 0.6
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Table 2. Reliability and validity of perceived risk(Cronbach's ¢, factor analysis)
Results . . Rotat.lon Eigen Acc1.1mu- Commo- Cronbach's
Perceived risk loading value lation dity a
Factors capacity (%)
1. Because of much fat, family restaurant' foods are harmful to  0.831 0.827
the health.
Ph.yswal 2. Family restaurants.foods are the cause of dlgestwe trouble.  0.760 4043 26.371 0.774 0.8001
risk 3. I worry about family restaurant's foods for diet control. 0.769 0.752
4. Family restaurant's foods are the cause of adult diseases or  0.858 0.811
fatness.
1. Due to lack of personal expenses, I worry about payment at  0.704 0.712
restaurant.
Fullanmal 2. Food's price 1§ get'lerally more expensive than other restaurant.  0.865 2397 38,993 0.748 0.7741
risk 3. Beverage's price is generally more expensive than other res-  0.834 0.831
taurant.
4. 1 will control myself to use family restaurant(money problem).  0.751 0.779
Time 1. Food's service speed is slow. 0.781 0.763
risk 2. It's long waiting time at this restaurant. 0.749 1.987 53.127 0.727 0.7325
3. Speediness of complaint treatment is slow. 0.693 0.681
1. Contrary to my expectation, menu and service were not per-  0.677 0.645
Perfor- fect.
mance 2. Because of insufficient quantity, I felt expensive food's price.  0.698 1.621 57.987 0.688 0.6889
risk 3. On food's remaining, I felt regrettable using restaurant. 0.747 0.712
4. Menu and actual food were often different. 0.756 0.732
Psycho- 1. Because of confusional atmosphere, I felt unpleasant. 0.674 0.663
. 2. Because of employee's over-kindness, 1 felt fretful. 0.860 0.812
1 1 . 321 0.6842
r(i)sglica 3. Because food isn't suit my taste, I felt unhappy. 0.894 1423 653 0.821
4. Because of employee's unkindness, 1 felt angry. 0.903 0.887
1. If using family restaurant, I feel that my colleagues remind me  0.771 0.725
of a unsubstantial person.
2. If using family restaurant, I feel that my colleagues remind me  0.852 0.820
Social of a person with spend-thrift habits.
. . . . . 72.073 0.6507
risk 3. If using family restaurant, [ feel that my colleagues remind me  0.860 1.301 0.874
of a person without sense of economy.
4. If using family restaurant, I feel that my colleagues remind me  0.821 0.810

of a boaster.

KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin)=0.791(>0.6),  Bartlett )c2=812.547(p<0.000), Overall Cronbach's a= 0.7912.
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Table 3. Reliability and validity of customer's value(Cronbach's «, factor analysis)

Results Customer's value Rota;i;;r;cli(t);ding S;%zz Accug;.)l)lation Commodity ~ Cronbach's @
1. Monertary value 0.831 0.799
2. Non-monetary value 0.760 1.199 66.356 0.787 0.8001
3. Overall value 0.769 0.766

KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin)=0.758(>0.6),

Table 4. Multiple regression analysis from perceived
risk to customer's value

Results
B Tolerance ~ VIF Hp)
Perceived risks
. . -1.081
1 Ri -0, : .

Physical Risk 0.060 947 1.056 (0.280)
~4.461

Financial Risk -0. . .
inancial Ris 0254 829 1.207 0.000™)
-2.184

Ti isk -0. . . o
ime Ris 0.121 889 1.108 00307

. -4215
Performance Risk 0.237 908 1.102 0.00 Om)
Psychological Risk —0.083 942 1055 o0

Yeh0lo8 ‘ ' ' (0.132)

. 1.650

ial ) . .

Social Risk 0097 875 1.141 0.100)

7(0.479), Ad F%(0.453), F(13.114), Durbin-Watson(1.897)

ko

p<0.001, “p<001, “p<0.05.
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