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Measuring the Effect of Foodservice on Tourist Preference

Jae—Kon Lee'
Tourism Management, Kyonggi University

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to measure the importance of attributes: area, food quality, food type,
price, service quality, which influence tourist preference of foodservice. It also identifies foodservice
attributes’ level combinations which confer the highest utility to tourists. Conjoint model was used for
this study. The findings from this study were as follows. First, it was found that all tourists regarded
food type and price as very important factors. Second, it was found that the foodservices with different
attribute levels were preferred across cluster. Third, it was found that the most preferred foodservice
was significantly different by cluster. Finally, the implications of the study and proposal of future study
were outlined.

Key words : conjoint, attribute, attribute level, preference, foodservice, utility.
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{Table 1> Main conjoint analysis used in food & beverage researchs

Reference Product Geographic scope Attributes
Steenkam . .
P Ham Holland Brand name, packing, stores and price
(1987)
Johnson et al. . . . . . . .
(1991) Wine Australia Price, wine type, wine region, vintage year

Baker and Croshie
(1993)

Fresh apples

California(USA)

Price, damages, certi.cation, and pesticide regula-
tion

Ness and Gerhardy

(1994) Eggs United Kingdom Production method, origin, information and price
Halbrendt et al. . Mid-Atlantic Region . .
Fish P Fresh

(1995) is (USA) rice, size and Freshness
Pol and Ryan Fruits and Aberdeen(Scotland) Qual_ity, place of purchase and price; for. fruits:
(1996) vegetables packing; for vegetables: easy of preparation
Baidu-F l. Pl ield, haulm yield, foliar leaf

aidu-Forson et a Peanuts Nigeria ant ty_pe, pod vyie d,_ aulm vyield, foliar lea
(1997) spot resistance and grain colour
Brugarolas et al. Organic Valencia and Pamplona  Origin, guarantee, price, level of residues and
(1997) products (Spain) external appearance
Gil and Sanchez Wine Aragon and Navarra Price. origin. vintage vear
(1997) (Spain) » origin, vintage ¥

Mesias et al. Boiled ham Teruel(Spain) Price, cure, feed, origin, and designation of
(1997) with D.O. P origin
Gil and Sanch

( 1;93? anchez Wine Avragon(Spain) Price, vintage year, origin
Gracia et al. Organic . Common: price, origin and type of growing;

z S|
(1998) products aragoza(Spain) bread: characteristics; tomato: presentation
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{Table 1> Continued

Reference Product Geographic scope Attributes
uester and Smart ) . . . . .
Q Wine South Australia Price, origin, grape variety, wine type
(1998)
Bech-Larsen et al. Functional
¢ * unct Denmark, Finland, US Product, enrichment, claim, naturalness, price
(2001) foods
Murphy et al. . .
pny Honey Ireland Texture, colour, source, price, packaging
(2000)
Bernabeu et al.
Wine Albacete(Spain Price, origin, wine type
(2001) (Spain) g typ
Jaeger et al. . Variety, number of varieties packed, origin
g Packed apples Berkshire(UK) v . . P g
(2001) country, other information
Monjardino Traditional Lishon(Portugal) Price, designation of origin, texture and sale unit
and Ventura (2001) cheeses g size
Sanchez et al. Lamb meat Pamplona and San Price, origin, quality distinctive and sensory charac-
(2001) and beef meat  Sebastian(Spain) teristics
Corn flakes
Baker and Burnham . .
genetically USA Brand, GMO content and price
(2001) .
modified
Brugarolas et al. . . Variety, price, avour and colour its own design-
9 Tomato Alicante(Spain) . W, P . . g
(2003) ation of origin for quality
Lockshin et al. . . . . .
(200 4)| Wine Adelaide(Australia) Brand, region, price, award

Source: Martinez et al.(2006).
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e, x,=1 x,=0). A A P AL oAb AubA ALl
gt AFo R A, AR, I 54, BE VE,
M. otk s FEH T AP s BEHER =
Ak T HA B2 B3 Aswe #sh
1. Z=ApE D L Aotk 2AF U182 (Table 2)9F 22 212l
B = o 218 9AEy] 9ate] 2000 0 R 2 FEEC] £ 16749 54 AHlzel
W 79 1QRE 79717 954 Alowzgug el (Table 3)3} o] F-ofl 115 16W71]
AN LFAIN BF ARo] Y BPASe A MESE WSS AR oS she A
HNERAZS H|BElT ARz HA2 Husle  weolel, $HA ARl 7MY HdEshe 40
AR SHElEE sl WAooz zAEg. A 2 AW WEsE WA dEste ds)
HER= 27 BREZ 2AEe] zAkEqrh  © SAUE MEsES sha, T vl 7P A
F3 e wle) 24 A2 MESS Aus
(Table 2> Attributes and attribute levels wed in & AE3HA = wA U R widst=s o, A
this study gabar Fe 871 54 Ml M ES Hsst
Attributes Attribute levels Data = AR GsIES sk A HER 573
Area Downtown, Rural Discrete Aok
Food quality High, Medium Discrete L2 Mu)2~ 9915 =4 9%, 4 31}
Food type Traditional, National Fusion  Discrete 71A9] @0l W @9l S=F2 Koo et al.(1999) o] &
Price High, Medium, Low Linear 22 Avsigny. oA ZA7 Au)As E4] @
Service quality High, Medium Discrete ol W @9l 5F& June & Smith(1987), Pol &

{Table 3> Foodservice combinations presented to participants

Fs Avrea Food quality Food type Price Service quality
Fsl Rural Medium Fusion Low High
Fs2 Downtown Medium Traditional High Medium
Fs3 Downtown High Fusion High Medium
Fs4 Downtown Medium Fusion Medium High
Fs5 Rural High Traditional Medium High
Fs6 Rural Medium Traditional Medium Medium
Fs7 Rural High Fusion High Medium
Fs8 Downtown Medium Traditional Low Medium
Fs9 Rural Medium National High High
Fs10 Rural Medium Traditional High Medium
Fs11 Downtown High National Medium Medium
Fs12 Downtown High Traditional High High
Fs13 Downtown High Traditional Low High
Fs14 Rural High Traditional High High
Fs15 Rural High National Low Medium
Fs16 Downtown Medium National High High

Fs=Foodservice.
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A o] 534%, oA FEo] 46.6%AT) 29
Al mek o] 36.5%, 30~394] FE-o] 41.0%,
223l 404 o) FEo] 25%tr &4 BF
E;G 4;4714 XHo ] 45.0%, 7]1:)r Ez% J,}J/Lyu
o] 55.0%ATE A WE P2 o] 58.2%,
AT W37 EEo] 41.8% Ak JNE B
o] 66.3%, @Al #F o] 33.7%Ah
5 AR} A0 ®Eo| 37.3%, T8 %
©] 34.1%, 71E} tHE AFEQI 3EE-0] 28.5% AT
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{Table 4> Characteristics of participants (%)

Item Frequency
Male 133( 53.4)
Gender

Female 116( 46.6)

~29yrs 91( 36.5)

Age 30~39yrs 102( 41.0)

40yrs~ 56( 22.5)

. Pleasure 112( 45.0)

Trip purpose
Others 137( 55.0)
. First 145( 58.2)
Trip frequency
Second 104( 41.8)
. Individual 165( 66.3)
Trip type

Group 84( 33.7)

Myself 93( 37.3)

Decision-maker Companion 85( 34.1)

Others 71( 28.5)

Total 249(100.0)
AXQE Bdlo] 23S A3 (Table 5
of eJshd vloj= Alg=2] FA o] 0.624(p<0.01),
A ER9-9] FA o] 0.517(p<0.01)0117] W&
o e A=) 2o Fawg Hrt
& Aol ot &4 §30] 718 23 29
o2 UEth 1 theow b4, 91X, Aulx
$49 44 549 o2 hekith B4, Koo
et al.(1999)¢] Aol ofshd =2 FE 3 Mul=
FAE 1 727 20100k o159 A7
A Zadpl Azske agle B ol &
2] Aul2s FARE] F23H AZkeke 2
7] wjiel £ o] Avtels v Al Yebgth

{Table 5> Attributes’ importances

. Fit indices
Attributes  Importances
Pearson's R Kendall's tau
Area 24.34 .624(.005)** .517(.003)**
Food quality 2.55
Food type 33.51
Price 32.19

Service quality 741

**0<0.01.
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Il AYzhgi A oA 3otk
(Table 6yl &Jshd we] o] F-EFEL
B4 Aole] BRagHT e Aow Yeyt 3 S Aul2of Cf MaT 24 An}
o e 92 $He) RRELC) BE $2) FI (Table 7)ol <Jahwl 167 &2 Aulzg 4wl
o) RREGRT B A0E Uehdth FE & 84 AH2E ALY UelA 54 Aulze] of
Ao nrEge ¥ o439 A S RE @ ATEEL FHEE Aol7} Ak AA &
FEENT B A0R yehdth B ANa BAE0] /Y MEshe 4 Aulae 19§
FAo| FEAEo] By ARls FHo FEEE A AH2E YERTE 1 thgo] 59, 139, 6
Ho}h =2 AoZ Yepgth o]t A= Koo ®, 14W 2] Mujx=9) o7 yephgth &3
t al.(1999)2] AT-o} 22 A3k 1o] 7H¢ dEste 2 AL 1 324 AJH]
i%}% HEA AJolg AT Aol o 22 vepgrh 2 vhsol 54, 6%, 79, 109 &
S wo Az FAT 0E AEz A 4 Aulze) g0 Uehdth 23 27} 71 A
A RRESEL Ao} gle Aoz e sskE 24 Muze ow 24 Hu]*z Lhet
ot =4 AGS P dEste FAee 77 10wk 1 theol 169, 154, 118, 10 22) A
93, we) AL 7 HEehe Pue B 3 Wz wo Yehth 4 30] 44 s
AT HE £4 FAE VY dsehe AVE £ 4 AMaE 139 2 Az ek
A 10103, =& 22 FAE /P AEshs 1 tgol 124, 59, 149, 8 &) A
Aere 27 301tk F4 $4 P M 20® Uit 49 59) ol Sof gl 24
= gee 79 10007, 21 248 P s AN2E FolA 108 &4 Auzot 71 139
she Ave P9 29, FE 242 /P A5 27 20 TaEo] i, 5 &4 Azt 7
she Hue 29 oItk v HAe s A 13 29 3] T3] 9L B ) S0l
£ e P4 10093, e MAS HEse Asshe 59 84 AuaEe M ge
Aee 23 2800, wEe] /14 dsshs A vehioh
{Table 6> Attribute levels' partworths
. Total Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 )
Attribute levels F Sig.
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Constant 7.49 2.58 6.50° 2.06 877" 259 7.37° 2.59 19.2  .000***
A Rural —.38 1.15 -1.30° .75 —14° .92 A48 .96 92.0 .000***
Downtown .38 1.15 1.30* .75 14° .92 —.48° .96 92.0 .000***
Fq High .04 1.13 -.20° .88 -39°  1.09 .80° 1.08 31.3  .000***
Medium —.04 1.13 .20° .88 39" 1.09 —80° 1.08 31.3  .000***
Traditional 41 1.55 83* 115 —.87° 140 1.25° 1.25 62.6  .000***
Ft  National —.65 2.03 -2.11° 1.29 173 114 -138° .98 258.6  .000***
Fusion .24 1.60 1.27% 118 —.86° 148 13° 1.35 55.4  .000***
sq High A1 1.08 A5 111 —.08 1.05 .28 1.07 24 091
Medium —.11 1.08 —.15 111 .08 105 — .28 1.07 24 091
P Price 51 1.38 1.02* 1.14 —.03° 141 46" 1.42 13.7 .000***

A=Area, Fq=Food quality, Ft=Food type, Sq=Service quality, P=Price.
Means in the same raw with different letters differ significantly(p<0.05) by Duncan's multiple range test, ***p<0.001.
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{Table 7> The preferences for foodservices

Az e v 24 Aulze 9T B 39

Fs Total Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 . sig.
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Fs1 9.742 3.438 12.513¢ 2.145 8.265" 2.960 7.905° 2.993 7879  .000***
Fs2 7.879 2.069 7.102° 1.761 8.205° 2.074 8.487° 2.140 11.76  .000***
Fs3 7.787 2.854 7.136° 2.302 747 2.880 8.972° 3.008 10.37  .000***
Fs4 8.454 2.468 8.874 2.418 8.002 2271 8.416 2.665 273  .067
Fs5 9.484 2.430 10.636° 1.847 7,505 2.144 10.157° 2.055 58.32  .000***
Fs6 9.167 2423 10.741° 1.975 8.468" 2.162 7.976° 2.162 4301  .000%**
Fs7 8.562 2.826 9.754° 2.230 7.714° 2.807 7.995° 3.025 1490  .000***
Fs8 8.904 2.834 9.143° 2.087 8.137" 3.189 9.420° 3.087 465  .010*
Fs9 7.823 3.299 7.082° 2.623 10.939° 2.557 5.449° 1.978 107.03  .000***
Fs10 8.654 2.310 9.721° 2.260 8.502° 1.967 7.510° 2133 2281  .000***
Fsl11 7.406 3.086 4.767° 1.818 9.989° 2410 7.916° 2.305 127.19  .000***
Fs12 8.196 2.577 6.998" 1.831 7.242° 2.287 10.668° 1.845 84.39  .000***
Fs13 9.222 3.108 9,039 2.622 7.174° 2.633 11.601° 2.440 58.09  .000***
Fs14 8.972 2.396 9.616° 1.866 7.539" 2423 9.691° 2.302 25.18  .000***
Fs15 8.694 2.719 8.406" 2410 10.252° 2515 7.405° 2.506 26.82  .000***
Fs16 7.048 3.556 4.464° 2.672 10.642° 2434 6.426° 2.089 14254  .000***

Fs=Foodservice. Means in the same raw with different letters differ significantly(p<0.05) by Duncan's multiple range test.
*p<0.05, ***p<0.001.
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2 A SEANA 7S dsEkA] e 24
ARIZ=E Ve AL, 2 ohso] 119, 3%, 94, 2
H 52 AE|2~9] o2 vt 73 1914
T 16 52 ARl2TE 7Y SR e 54
ARIZE VAL, T vhgo] 119, 9%, 24, 3
W52 M2 o2 veRdth i 204
139 2] Mul27t 7P AEEkA] e o2 Al
H| 22 UERAL, 1 th5o] 1219, 3, 51, 141
w2 Aulz=e] o2 yERgTth 73 39014 15

A 118 &2} Aulz ol9lol] UmA 3¢ 4917}
Ao] £ 2L Az tes) yepg. of
Aslol) ojalwl BAMSe] 478 wep o 2 &
=27 F7] el BA) SRAS2RE 2A1E
AzEolw vEe T Aol chie} 14

WS4 Azl b AEEA e o Ael 4 ZEE e 53
22 YA, T o] 104, 19, 119, 69 2 Aol 243 gle 3 TS o
e Auize) 2o vehgth 7 AEsA 3 9wk 54 AT Qe JeEdAE 9
UE B9 5AAL) A AHIASOINE HA 2] g (Table 8)9] (284 Azl ofap
SHASo] AEahA] B o4 AUAST e ) FHES B HE, o 4337 BE 2
&2 M2ES AsakA) g PR 2R 10 A ZWAAN BAHCE o3 5L /R
RAARE, T 2004 3 4 Aulsel 2 39 Qe Uehgth 3 32 W HlEoA
{Table 8> Characteristics of clusters
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 x 2 Sig.
Male 58(43.6) 41(30.8) 34(25.6)
Gender 5.445 .066
Female 35(30.2) 39(33.6) 42(36.2)
~29 yrs 25(27.5) 32(35.2) 34(37.4)
Age 30~39 yrs 43(42.2) 34(33.3) 25(24.5) 7.602 107
40 yrs~ 25(44.6) 14(25.0) 17(30.4)
Student 14(31.8) 13(29.5) 17(38.6)
Employee 44(43.1) 35(34.3) 23(22.5)
Job Professional 9(31.0) 8(27.6) 12(41.4) 8.420 .394
Homemaker 15(41.7) 9(25.0) 12(33.3)
Others 11(28.9) 15(39.5) 12(31.6)
. Pleasure 40(35.7) 43(38.4) 29(25.9)
Trip purpose 4.061 131
Other 53(38.7) 37(27.0) 47(34.3)
. First 48(33.1) 44(30.3) 53(36.6)
Trip frequency 6.155 .046*
Second 45(43.3) 36(34.6) 23(22.1)
. Individual 53(32.1) 60(36.4) 52(31.5)
Trip style 6.468 .039*
Group 40(47.6) 20(23.8) 24(28.6)
Myself 41(44.1) 34(36.6) 18(19.4)
Decision maker ~ Companion 29(34.1) 28(32.9) 28(32.9) 10.599 .031*
Others 23(32.4) 18(25.4) 30(42.3)
Total 93(37.3) 80(32.1) 76(30.5)

Parentheses is percent, *p<0.05.
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WA B wEe) Aol HGor] WE A @ &4 AHlx 89 2 20 Fow 23
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Fol A9 Yuow vehdch A2 T A7 BHL 2] Aste] &4
23 2 WE MmN 3 OPR Bl Mulzo] 932 vNE 29 % 29 FFo] &
AGER BRAT 0E AolE MY, AW T 16709 34 ArIzSol] tis) HAsshe A
FRoIA N Bge] BAl BT Mg B =8 2Ashe] BASTh B4 Ak e
o AolE MY, WE AYACIN Bk e Ak
Agtaet glo] oa) W] A4W Aoz BAdl: 250w ARA F 9%/} HEHL
JeRith 2 18 BE v R} BB B Boz ASHt: ® A7 A8E ARl
3 JRQ Bt b e Rolg B U@ Fole At AP ek Ago] o5k
4 : =
3} 7bg e AelE BYov], B AN Ak 5 24 Aulz 895 Fawo] o3
$Olst FEET O ARl o) WRel 23 B4 A g5 24 437 7Hdo] a3
B gros Jeit bebd shlEg B3 4 aslolglon), &4 E4% Auls gL ge
AL R T, o FE PR AYANH  AUERT Ge FLES Be otk
AR fOl8 54 Hole BAAES A AW 24 AUl 450 Zolg BT A
¥ AgoR BRekm, ool 71 AEss & o o5 aws) Aol mE FA) FH &4
4 AEl2E AFSelor ke 22 X5 Utk 2 e A B Mux FAR ATHE &
99, PN T 19 2008 WAe] SR A4 MulaE b dEshe Aee 23 1019
oo Be RIS BEw, 73 30E 4ol W th wsl A BE A9 FH 4L Be
Huhd @e $EE RGO $ANCE § 4% we Az FAR AT &4 A
o Aolg melAE Yotk AP FH 1 28 /Mg Asshe UL 24 250k 24 A
3} 201 30th7h 200 oltst 40th olgETE B )M e BAe) FE S4E e A ¥
Wo B¥E BAW, 23 3005 200 olabh 0 & ANz BAR ATeHe 84 ANAE A%
thsh dorh olguTh B WE BES Hgou B Asshe due 24 sl
AHOR fol% Aol§ HolAE WAtk A9 Wb BRAL hPOE £ Au2E A
oA 7] A Aglo] e AQYAVE  Tat SAHEY vplE EE B AAAE
uoh o Be RIS Bgou FAHCE 9 AR ARER /P AEse o4 Az a9l
3 Aolg Mol Ygkth P BAA FH L 8Q) fFo] lon], B AR AP
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