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Abstract

The purposes of this study were to understand the influence of perceived service quality in Korean food restaurants on
customer satisfaction and behavioral intention and to empirically analyze whether trust plays a mediating role between
both the relations of the perceived service quality and customer satisfaction and the perceived service quality and
behavioral intention. Based on total 303 samples obtained from empirical research, this study reviewed the reliability
and fitness of the research model and verified a total of 5 hypotheses using the Amos program. The hypothesized
relationships in the model were tested simultaneously by using a structural equation model(SEM). The proposed model
provided an adequate fit to the data, Xz(dflj,]) =536.566, p<.01, RMR .126, GFI .841, NFI .896, CFI1 .919, RMSEA .101.
The SEM results showed that the perceived service quality(B = .823, t =9.392, p<.001) had a significant positive effect
on trust had a significant positive effect on trust, and trust had a significant positive effect on customer satisfaction(p =
730, t = 14.202, p<.001) and behavioral intention(p = .239, t = 3.362, p<.001). Also, customer satisfaction had a signi-
ficant positive effect on behavioral intention( = .509, t = 6.978, p<.001). In addition, the effect of the perceived service
quality in Korean food restaurants upon behavioral intention was found to be partially mediated by the trust.
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Fig. 1. Summary of hypothesized relationships.

Korean J. Food Cookery Si. Vol. 25, No. 5 (2009)



948 AHaA - A - oMY - AL - g3

e

3t g4l 0 ZM(Chaudhuri A€} Holbrook MB 2001), & <A
Toll 4= Ganesan S(1994), Chaudhuri A<} Holbrook MB
(2001) 52 ATolA AHEH HAEE Hste] 52
2 SAsA

@) VF 9=

g5 A== P dSstr] fs) AEHA PFo=
olojz)= YAl 2]8k0 Z(Fishbein MZ} Ajzen 1 1975),
FH o|=(Reichheld F&} Sasser WE 1990), 74 9%
(Sirohi N & 1998), AP#2] FA] ¢ %=(Dick AS$} Basu K
1994) 55 =Eglsta 9o, B AFoA= Reichheld
F2} Sasser WE(1990), Dick AS®} Basu K(1994), Sirohi N
T(1998) T2 AFNA AHgHE HAEE Hest 55
o2 ZAstuAt st

=
Hopsto] B ZAlol] ARESFATE 2009 5€ 19€FE] 28
A7kA F 1097F 4009 FES fiaew B xAES
, & 35257} IEAL, olF FAEA ]
7Fsd 3035(75.75%)2] AEAIY HF EAol| ALEEH
At
3= AZE= SPSS(V 16.0)9F Amos(V 5.0) ZZ 1
ARgste] BT 54 Ao g3 AEAEE

>
>,
ol
3R
o
i)

(structural equation model) AFS AASIATE =
o] /g E-E Rlsty] sl FHWTet FEHT
o

= o2 > g 2 e 5 ko i e
o>
&
e
=
o
gg
3R
o
A
r2
-
N
o
m
)
ftl
-
BN
ok
o

1. EE2| Udtdol EH

ZA gAY dubARl B S Fetslr] 935k H=
BAS AN A= Table 13 2o AR A
Ho I 46.5%, oA 53.501900H, shdo g 18hd
18.8%, 23hd 22.8%, 33hd 29.4%, 43hd 29.0% 5ol
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Characteristic N %

Male 141 46.5

Gender
Female 162 53.5
Freshman 57 18.8
Sophomore 69 22.8

Grade -

Junior 89 29.4
Senior 88 29.0
~20 43 14.2
Monthly 21~30 63 20.8
Pocket money 31~40 85 28.1
(W10,000) 41~50 42 13.9
51~ 70 23.1
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Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis of exogenous variables

. Factor Loading
Items Communalities : : : > Cronbach's o
Staff's service | Menu quality | Prices & value | Atmosphere Convenience
+ Menu quality
ID1 .826 258 791 247 249 .103
D2 .877 216 .846 250 177 .143 939
1D3 .857 203 .847 172 249 .084
D4 .849 336 .806 142 203 155
- Staff's service
1D5 .808 791 315 152 234 .077
1D6 .846 .836 .249 .199 205 .061 041
ID7 .827 .839 225 .164 .198 .084
1D8 .800 818 .169 220 182 142
1D9 790 784 .166 291 205 142
+ Prices and value
ID10 703 355 .163 702 130 201
IDI11 780 141 191 814 157 191 .881
D12 .818 172 163 .834 153 .206
ID13 735 .336 326 .678 230 .057
+ Atmosphere
ID14 .843 315 242 218 184 .160 906
ID15 .879 277 259 .188 .827 127
ID16 .810 .249 .296 .184 782 118
- Convenience
ID17 924 161 170 244 152 .887 .920
ID18 923 117 134 224 136 .907
Eigen Value 9.511 1.727 1.535 1.113 1.008
Cumulative of % 52.840 9.595 8.528 6.182 5.600
Note : Total Cumulative 82.745%
Ao A H HIAY dEd vl dRoE 74 ], 82 32 o] & WEs W A& o8l S
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FHE ol SOl Aol o € MAR WEY ok A QR4 WS RO o dusst Y
Sk, o] EolA £ BE YR PR gk gl o) HelH AR e AN A3k Table 4, 55} acl,
o, 01 IS O AFRFECIA 8k A, o] 3ol 1‘41 B A5S 9% PN EE 821~92301%0, EF
3l T AFEEOIAl ZolF o R olopy] & o] Utk BEAFEUE 50 o)dolen —U—TI.‘E]'% [R1FslEo]
S MR FAZRI 6@% WS AEE sl FEoR 70 oo = 001F7EANA Fost JFTEHIAEAE HF
THE P& o== W, 8% 2& o] X2 | S THFornell C2} Larcker DF 1981, Anderson JCe}t Ger-
= T Us 71040111} o] %% BT 7ol o] X bing DW 1988). T3 FHEEFIA 52 flal o] &
AAG gjolch, o] FE AFLE Aot o £& L Aael ko] AvESH 2A1aSl 1e] e A
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o} HAR 57 FHoz T HE HHsHo IEFA ™ (Table 6), BE FA 811 2+ 4A3A Al
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Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis of endogenous variables

. Factor Loading
Items Communalities - - - - - Cronbach's o
Behavioral intention Trust Customer satisfaction
+ Trust
TR1 .826 151 .847 292
TR2 818 154 .843 290
TR3 .822 269 .841 205 937
TR4 .780 296 .810 189
TRS 777 267 .807 234
+ Customer satisfaction
CSl1 .904 325 .345 .824 938
CS2 .878 330 298 .825
CS3 .882 286 357 .820
- Behavioral intention
BI1 .825 .855 187 242
BI2 .828 .857 .200 230 946
BI3 .823 .874 212 119
BI4 .851 .831 279 288
BI5 .827 788 279 358
Eigen Value 7.964 1.868 1.008
Cumulative of % 61.263 14.371 7.750

Note : Total Cumulative 83.385%

Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis of exogenous variables

Items | Estimate Stirslgiﬁged t value CCR | AVE
+ Menu quality

ID1 1.000 .879 fixed

D2 1.033 911 23.287*** | 910 792
ID3 1.025 .890 22.159%**

D4 1.012 .889 22.109%**
- Staff's service

ID5 1.000 878 fixed

D6 1.072 907 23.114%**

919 756

D7 1.033 .886 21.988%**

D8 1.029 .848 20.104***

D9 987 .840 19.753%%*
+ Price and value

ID10 1.000 182 fixed

ID11 1.150 .805 14.716%*%* | 821 .647
D12 1.105 .842 15.478%%%*

D13 1.012 .803 14.664***
- Atmosphere

ID14 1.000 .884 fixed

.885 763

ID15 1.014 911 21.967***

ID16 914 .831 18.898%**
+ Convenience

D17 1.000 .965 fixed .880 .850
ID18 .891 .882 16.132%**

ok
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Note : CCR = composite construct reliability ; AVE : average vari-
ance extracted.

X* =292.967(df = 125) p<0.01(CMIN/df 2.344); Goodness of Fit
Index(GFI) .903; AFGI .867; Normed Fit Index(NFI) .940; Com-
parative Fit Index(CFI) .965; Root Mean Square Error of Approxi-
mation(RMSEA) .067; RMR .067

**%p<0.001
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Table 5. Confirmatory factor analysis of endogenous variables

Items | Estimate Stz:slganrljzed t value CCR | AVE
* Trust

TR1 1.000 .885 fixed

TR2 963 .882 21.997***

TR3 941 880 21.929%%* 923 | 14
TR4 .865 .837 19.785%**

TRS .893 .841 19.951%%**

+ Customer satisfaction

CSl1 1.000 933 fixed

CS2 981 899 26.021%** 219|834
CS3 993 908 26.706%**

- Behavioral intention

BI1 1.000 .874 fixed

BI2 1.001 871 21.108***

BI3 1.008 844 19.871%%x* 207177
BI4 1.011 919 23.674%**

BI5 1.037 .900 22.594 %%

Note : CCR = composite construct reliability ; AVE :
ance extracted.

x> =207.573(df = 62) p<0.01(CMIN/df 3.348); Goodness of Fit In-
dex(GFI) .900; AFGI .853; Normed Fit Index(NFI) .948; Compa-
rative Fit Index(CFI) .963; Root Mean Square Error of Appro-
ximation(RMSEA) .088; RMR .056

**%p<0.001

average vari-
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TFzaga B4 A3 7 =536.566(df=131) p<.01 RMR
.126; GFI .841; NFI .896; CFI .919; RMSEA .101& 1}
ElL} Hair JF 5(2006)°] AAZ AgE A 7|ES o
AR FFANIE AR ZAENLH, FHATE HE

Table 6. Correlation analysis
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2 Yehd 7 32 A" =Tk ol Doney PM¥} Can-
non JP(1997), Doney PM 5(1998), Gefen D(2000), Paylou
PA%} Gefen D(2004) 5 573 7Igel digh A=7F
mjolw 2 AR wo) FA Rl gEkES Uiy 3k
AT FARE AAE Hole HAow ZAEIDH 7H 4
1A BuESs} 9% o A(he] IS mHE A
oz Agsglon, T 89l e EFsE F2AFIL

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 M+SD
1 1 4.89+1.13
2 S591xx* 1 4.09+1.05
3 562%%* S588F** 1 4.46+1.10
4 61 7HF* 610%** S44%F% 1 4.47+1.04
5 .392%%% 365%** S05%** A09FH* 1 4.76+1.22
6 672k x* 524%%* 527k 549%** ABOHx* 1 4.64+0.99
7 688*** .628%** 752%** S98*** S18%** .649%** 1 4.87+1.08
8 S540%** AT9FFE ST8FFE A98FHE .399%** S44xx* 633%** 1 4.20+1.20
Note : Pearson correlation coefficient *** p<0.001

1: Menu quality, 2: Staff's service, 3: Prices and value, 4: Atmosphere, 5: Convenience, 6: Trust, 7: Customer satisfaction, 8: Behavioral intention
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Table 7. Structural equation model results

. . . Proposed model
Hypothesized relationship - -
Standardized estimate t-value Results
H1 Perceived service quality — Trust .823 9.392%* Supported
H2 Trust — Customer satisfaction 730 14.202%** Supported
H3 Trust — Behavioral intention 239 3.362%** Supported
H4 Customer satisfaction — Behavioral intention .509 6.978%** Supported

Note : X =536.566(df=131) p<.01 RMR .126; GFI .841; NFI .896; CFI .919; RMSEA .101 ***p<.001

| Alternative Model 1

*** p<0.001

Customer

920%** satisfaction

Perceived
service
quality

Behavioral
intention

I Proposed Model

*** p<0.001

Customer
satisfaction

Perceived
service
quality

823 %** S09***

Behavioral
intention

B Alternative Model 2

“*p<001 *** p<0.001

Customer
satisfaction

963 %+

Perceived
service
quality

Behavioral
intention

Fig. 2. Comparison of models for additional verification in a mediating effect.
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M= ARE Mulx F-3 74 BET(B =963, t=28.649,
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Table 8. Comparison of the model adequacy among structural equation models

Alternative Model 1 Research Model Alternative Model 2
Standardized estimate t-value Standardized estimate t-value Standardized estimate t-value
ID — CS 920 10.468*** - - .963 8.649%**
ID — BI 734 9.0997%#* - - 591 2.673%*
ID — TR - - .823 9.39 %% 783 9.52] 4%
TR — CS - - 730 14.202%** -.062 -857
TR — BI - - 239 3.362%%* .039 432
CS — BI - - .509 6.978%** 116 .676
Xz 592.645 536.566 374.409
df 133 131 129
p .000 .000 .000
CMIN/df 4.456 4.096 2.902
PGFI .650 .644 .660
PNFI 769 767 782
PCFI 789 787 .802
AIC 668.645 616.566 458.409
Alternative Model 1 vs. Alternative Model 2 AxZ=218.236>X2_05(4)=9.49, Adf=4
Research Model vs. Alternative Model 2 AX2= 162.157>X2_05(2) =599, Adf=2

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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