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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to assess the effects of service quality, perceived sacrifice, food price
and image on value. A total of 273 questionnaires were completed. MANOVA, ANOVA, and ANCOVA
were used to measure the main effects and mediating effects of service quality and perceived sacrifice
on the relationships among price, image, and value. The main effects of price on service quality,
perceived sacrifice, and value were statistically significant. The main effects of image on service quality
and value were statistically significant. As expected, when price, service quality, and perceived sacrifice
regressed on the value, they were statistically significant. Moreover, when image, service quality, and
perceived sacrifice regressed on the value, they had statistically significant effects on value. The
results demonstrated that service quality played a mediating role in the relationship between price and
value.
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{Table 1> Respondent’s general characteristics

Characteristic n(%)
Male 141(51.6)
Gender
Female 132(48.4)
Less or 29 yrs 100(36.6)
30~39 yrs 120(44.0)
Age
40~49 yrs 45(16.5)
50 yrs or more 8( 2.9)
Student 58(21.2)
Employed 150(54.9)
Occupation Self-employed 9( 3.3)
Housewife 41(15.0)
Other 15( 5.5)
Visit 1st visit 167(61.2)
experience  Repeat visit 106(38.8)
Low 167(61.2)
Image .
High 106(38.8)
Low 60(22.0)
Price Medium 139(50.9)
High 74(27.1)
3
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{Table 2> Validity and reliability of constructs
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Mean SD - Comp?r?ent

Quality Sacrifice Value
Overall ability to satisfy my wants 3.304 1.060 .108 111 .816
Overall value 3.066 .868 .160 .084 799
Overall quality 3.048 .959 .857 .080 .041
Provide hight quality to its customers 3.212 .939 .848 —.025 .145
Service quality met my expectations 3.095 .878 .803 —.106 .162
The price charge to use 3.000 1.095 —.028 .843 JA11
The time needed to use 2.908 1.041 —.102 .843 187
The effort required to use 2.919 1.071 .065 .760 —.027
Eigenvalue 1.400 2.037 2.153
% of variance(69.877) 26.908 25.468 17.501
KMO .698
Bartlett's test of sphericity 579.830/28***
AVE .699 .666 .652
Composite reliability 874 .857 .789
Cronbach's alpha .801 759 .536

**%0<0,001.
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{Table 3> Mediating effects of quality and sacrifice on the relationships between price and value, and between

image and value
MANOVA ANOVA ANCOVA
Treatment Wilks of E Box's Quality  Sacrifice Value Levene's
M F F F F
Quality 20,996
(19.373**%)
Sacrifice 12.601
(14.497**%)
Price .909 6,536 4372%** 9737  5383** 3.114* 8.319***  4.266* 410
Image 912 3,269 8.609*** 3281 18.243*** 1.906 12.572***  4.808* 1.196
Mean square 3.196 2.366 5.062 6.897
explained (10.516)  (1.466) (7.733) (8.525)
Mean square 594 .760 .608 .548
residual (.576) (.769) (.615) (.553)
F 5.383** 3.114* 8.319*** 12 590***
(18.243***)(1.906) (12.572***) (15.408***)

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001. ( ) statistic of image.
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{Table 4> Mediating effect of quality and sacrifice on the relationship between interaction term of price-

by-image and value

MANOVA ANOVA ANCOVA
Treatment g uali Sacrifice  Value y
Wills of . Box's Quality Levene's
M F F F F
Quality 17.569***
Sacrifice 12.002**
Price .955 6,530 2.045 1.245 2.748 2.826 2.109
Image 967 3,265 3.019* 8.887** .362 122 .061
Price*Image 962 6,530 1.748 44,048 228 1.133 4.301* 3.885* 1.472
M
ean square 2843 1299 3451 4603

explained
Mean square 571 762 589 537
residual
F 4.977*** 1,705 5.864***  8,580***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.00L.
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{Table 5> Parameter estimates of price, image, quality, and sacrifice

Parameter B SE t Sig.
Intercept 2214 .285 7.775 .000***
Quality 249 .059 4.192 .000%**
Sacrifice 178 .051 3.464 .001**
Low image —.490 .209 —2.345 .020*
Low price —.838 .278 —3.017 .003**
Medium price —.354 151 —2.339 .020*
Low image*Low price .960 347 2.765 .006**
Low image*Medium price 416 .249 1.673 .095

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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<Fig. 1> Estimated marginal means of value by
price and image.
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