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A Study on Market Segmentation of American Family Restaurants
Based on Relational Benefits

Hyun-Jung Kim
Dept. of Hotel and Tourism, Daegu University

Abstract

The purposes of the study are to segment the American family restaurant market based on relational
benefits and to compare each group’s demographics, dining characteristics, relationship quality(consumer
identification, switching costs, satisfaction, commitment), and relational outcomes(positive word-of-mouth
intentions and share of purchases). 510 responses were collected from American family restaurant customers
and analyzed using frequency analysis, EFA, reliability test, cluster analysis, MANOVA, discriminant analysis,
chi-square test, and ANOVA. The results of the study found three different types of relational benefits:
confidence, special treatment, and social benefits. The results of cluster analysis identified three market
segments, namely, high relational benefits consumers, medium relational benefits consumers, and low
relational benefits consumers. The three groups were different in terms of age(p<0.05) and level of
education(p<0.05). In addition, high relational benefits consumers showed a higher level of relationship
frequency(p<0.001), relationship quality(p<0.001), and relational outcomes(p<0.001), followed by medium and
low relational benefits consumers. Overall, the results indicated that family restaurants need to deliver
excellent relational benefits to customers in order to achieve desired relationship quality and relational
outcomes. Managerial implications were provided.

Key words: relational benefits, market segmentation, relationship quality, relational outcomes,
family restaurant, cluster analysis
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{Table 1> Demographic and dining characteristics

Variable Freq. % Variable Freq. %

Gender Household income
Male 237 46.5 Less than $20,000 36 7.1
Female 272 533 $20,000 - $39,999 76 14.9
Marital status $40,000 - $59,999 106 20.8
Single 188 36.9 $60,000 - $79,999 83 16.3
Married 316 62.0 $80,000 - $99,999 54 10.6
Age $100,000 or more 128 25.1

18-29 years old 38 7.5 Length of patronage
30-39 years old 58 11.4 Less than 1 year 30 59
40-49 years old 132 259 1-2 years 62 12.2
50-59 years old 174 34.1 2-3 years 62 12.2
60 or older 105 20.6 3-4 years 52 10.2
Education More than 4 years 304 59.6

Less than high school 7 1.4 Frequency of visit
High school degree 54 10.6 Twice a week 44 8.6
Some college 161 31.6 Once a week 95 18.6
College graduate 168 329 2-3 times a month 170 333
Graduate degree 114 22.4 Once a month 150 29.4
Others 50 9.8

29 BAL ST ¥ A7ddE 249 57}
o] AFH TH  IRANM AR 2 0 TAARE F7hee] M

{Table 2> Results of factor analysis of relational benefits

Factor Eigen- Variance
Item . .
loadings value explained

Confidence benefits (a=0.883) 6.730 48.075
I know what to expect when I visit the restaurant(“6.19; b0.86) 0.695

This restaurant's employees are perfectly honest and truthful(*5.58; b1.15) 0.870

This restaurant's employees can be trusted completely("5.40; b1.24) 0.844

This restaurant's employees have high integrity(*5.39; b1.22) 0.814

Special treatment benefits (a=0.820) 1.609 11.492
As a frequent diner, I enjoy saving time in dining because I am familiar with

the service process of this restaurant("5.50; b1.33) 0.446

As a frequent diner, I get complementary offerings such as desserts or

drinks(*3.59; "2.16). 0.735

This restaurant provides me with a personalized dining service(*4.29; °1.88) 0.735

I can tailor my order based on my desire(*5.53; °1.44) 0.508

The employees provide me insider's tips/advice for menu selection or special

events and promotions(“4.86; b1.79) 0.719

They provide me the table seat that I prefer(“5.01; b1.71). 0.723

Social benefits (a=0.898) 1.016 7.254
I am recognized by certain employees(*5.01; °1.98) 0.855

I enjoy certain social aspects of the relationship with this restaurant("5.13;

b].55) 0.754

I have developed a friendship with this restaurant(*4.97, b1.71) 0.762

Most employees know my name("3.83; b2.09) 0.789

b .
"mean; “standard deviation
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<Table 3> Summary statistics of cluster analysis of relational benefits

Confidence benefits

Special treatment benefits Social benefits

Cluster I'(n=203) 4.82%0.73°) 3.77(0.87) 3.32(1.23)
HCA Cluster I’(n=211) 5.97(0.67) 5.09(0.83) 5.18(0.89)
Cluster III°(n=96) 6.66(0.45) 6.32(0.78) 6.75(0.37)
K. Cluster I(n=125) 4.85 345 2.58
Cluster II(n=222) 5.48 4.61 4.74
means Cluster [(n=163) 6.47 6.08 638
K-means significance 173.573%** 421.051%** 858.954*+**
ANOVA
Groups Confidence benefits Special treatment benefits Social benefits
I-IT skksk sesksk sk
I_III skl sesksk sk

Pillai's Trace=0.897(p<0.000)
Wilks' Lambda=0.141(p<0.000)

Hotelling's Trace=5.806(p<0.000)
Roy's Largest Root =5.758(p<0.000)

*High relational benefits consumers;
‘Low relational benefits consumers;
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"Moderate relational benefits consumers;
dmean; estandard deviation; ***p<0.001

FAA|(Pillai's Trace, Wilks's Lambda, Hotelling's

Trace, Roy's Largest Root)= =5 2|l

(p<0.000) 3k 2+ FAE Y 821 BAAC

% 918 Aol sl Aoe ¥AAon @
3}

waste) 14 By Hs

X2ate] 990.318(p<0.001)E 99%
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19] 23 0923, I 29 HFT
FIAE 021302 HHEEE 19] dgo] B}
2223k Aoz et} 7h gdsEso] 7:“7‘
o Wzt Aoz 27|12 vlws) By, ddes
oA ALSlA e, SEe Fde] o *é“é
ol =2 Aoz yepgon, wighs 204

<Table 4> Results of discriminant analysis of relational benefits clusters

Function Eigen- Canonical correlation Wilks' Lambda x2 p
value
Relational benefits 1 5.758 0.923 0.141 990.31 0.000
0.047 0213 0.955 23.48 0.000
Function 1 Function 2

Confidence benefits 0.334 0.558

Coeftficients Special treatment benefits 0.529 0.502

Social benefits 0.789 -0.599

*Hit ratio: 99.8%; Cross-validated: 99.6%
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A e 5o A2 Yet AM@ defo] & o=, A RFEo Ael7t A AT EY] o]
=5 WEEE 29 AAAT LS A & 5 Aol 7 HpEel te g4 8l A B 4lg
AUTh HES A E(hit ratio)©] 99.8%, WAHTEAY = BAS HAISITHTable 5). B4 QQ1EA
(cross-validated)©] 99.6%% 2z} #lo| 27} Sul2 & FAREAMS 23 wja]w s 3] S o] &
Al EFEe] Jerng A Ae gasitt St MFES a1A A 7ol 04 ool 1
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A% Alg B3 0.7297H 095602 WA JH
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<Table 5> Results of factor analyses
Factor  Eigen- Total
Item . .
loadings  value variance

Identification (a=0.729) 1.580  78.894
Visual identification 0.889
Verbal identification 0.889
Switching cost (a=0.931) 3926 78517
I would feel frustrated if I terminated my current relationship with this restaurant 0.797
The costs in time, finance, effort, and grief to switch from the current restaurant would 0.905
be high
I would lose a lot in changing from the current restaurant 0.910
It would cost me lots of time & energy to find a new restaurant 0.905
The cost to stop doing business with this restaurant and start up with a new restaurant 0.908
would be high
Satisfaction (a=0.921) 3.281 82.017
My choice to use this restaurant was a wise one 0.890
I am always delighted with this restaurant’s service 0.864
Overall, I am satisfied with this restaurant 0.925
I did the right thing to dine at this restaurant 0.940
Commitment (a=0.956) 3.540  88.488
I am committed to my relationship with this restaurant 0918
I care about my ongoing relationship with this restaurant 0.958
The relationship with this restaurant is something I am very committed to 0.966
The relationship with this restaurant deserves my maximum effort to maintain 0.919
Positive word-of-mouth intention (a=0.951) 3.520  88.006
I am willing to encourage friends and relatives to do business with this restaurant 0.936
I am willing to recommend this restaurant whenever anyone seeks my advice 0.961
I am willing to go out of my way to recommend this restaurant 0.902
I am willing to recommend this restaurant to my friends 0.953
Share of purchase (in three months) (¢=0.910) 2.544  84.788
How likely are you to make a larger share of your eating-out expenditure at this restaurant 0.875
rather than other restaurants?
How likely are you to increase your visits to this restaurant as compared to other 0.946
restaurants?
How likely are you to increase your spending to this restaurant as compared to other 0.940

restaurants?
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5. 2& 2t QIRSHISIA EM L ZADIZ2  tiE 2 Ltk o] g e &2fF A
1} IS0 [ X0l Him o8 et gk #AN R Jloixe gk &
TR T AFEATE 544 L WA R o 23W WMEShE H|Fo] w2 o ® YEh
So) }E Aol wimely] fele] WARNE o mxvtow 24 3¢ WA Anhe
AN BAAT, A, mEFE WANE  son) ol4e] 2 WS AXIAReH], WEFE
oM 7 7 Aol7t I Ao UehdthTable € mZ 58 uZ njke] 0jFo] =& Aoz 1}
6. WA ARE Avnw, TP 1(FL WA ehgich WANEE Auew ge 2R v
aHlzhe] A5 40t e BlFo] 12 Aew Ue & dFdol 13] o dld HaERE WEshe
won, wgaEd oide e FH| & HFe] 12 SHAEC] FE o)FE AR Y
& 71 SAL 5 ol R EF WANE  ehdeh. oleld Aol vFol B o B Y
o QlejA] gk el g W’ WEete SHEHA B @] Wethal Qs AHIAES SH tde]
Skekh A 2(F3 BAEE &b 2000elA @ HAERS Bk A5 ek Aol dE
ovle] SHAEC] 28 oleYor], mEFES A% & 5 vk
{Table 6> Cluster differences by demographic and dining characteristics
Variabl Low Medium High ) .
ariable sig.
RB'(A)  RB(B)  RB(C) X &
Gender Male 54 106 77 0.75 0.686
Female 71 116 85
. Single 37 88 63 4.28 0.118
Marital status Married 28 130 08
18-29 years old 6 21 11 17.06 0.029*
30-39 years old 12 27 19
Age 40-49 years old 44 57 31
50-59 years old 46 69 59
60 or older 16 47 42
Less than high school degree 0 2 5 17.84 0.022*
High school degree 11 17 26
Education College 44 65 52
College graduate 40 86 42
Graduate degree 28 50 36
Less than $20,000 5 17 14 4.30 0.933
Annual $20,000 - $39,999 18 30 28
household $40,000 - $59,999 27 46 33
) $60,000 - $79,999 22 37 24
fneome $80,000 - $99,999 12 23 19
$100,000 or more 35 52 41
Less than 1 year 10 16 4 8.59 0.378
1-2 years 15 29 18
Length of
e?gt © 2-3 years 16 27 19
patronage 3-4 years 8 23 21
More than 4 years 76 127 101
Twice a week 2 12 30 86.96 0.00%***
Frequency of Once a week 10 41 44
visit Twice or three times a month 31 86 53
Once a month 58 69 23

“relational benefits consumers; *p<0.05; ***p<0.001
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6. LK 2AHEA 2Dt xwo] A B, e Bl AP E 50
ARsE 29 ol Bl AEAe] BUA, o olde] PdBe] Bston, meSEe 1%
A, LANE, DA DAY ;2 2% v|oE B I vls) we Aow
4 FRAYE, AL FEl Aol7k A o} Uelirh o5 AFU 18] oo B 1%
B7) gia A BARAS A AT 7 ol H8) iR BRI A seR
4 2ol fmG Aol7l A oz etk ek of 18] 2¥ASE B gl v 1
(Table 7). ALF2Y A7), BE W5 djgle] & o £ YA AEE w7lov], 8 g aEgde
3 AR 2ol G461 B GRYE R WA S i de Ao vehd
or|, 7 Hl2 F7F BAEE AnlA PR Oh EQ BEEe BYe HEE we Aow
4741611511 anlA P9 wo Uehgh ole Btk Uk @ANIYS) S giel 34
@ AR g WANYS B 2AArs A PHE} AR FE Y B gl v
A A 2EY et FAA FFo] wovl, B Hoh e Ao vehyeh Wi <53k wAa
doEgore AP ES B Adek 2 2¥APE 20094 sotkel g 2 S v
& 5 gleh ER old @ vt mE FEa € ol Bl skt @ Pol 238 A
W BQws) mon], Yobrl 2HH FAS  HAESS PR glom vshyon, ste
Bt s o damYg viamste] % @ AN 20 E 4ot ol e tetm
sEge] WESLA S st Be AL S KL URor] oY diEFS @ 2ol @
& sle A PEShe Ao Ve
o9 2e Ask 4 F71 YA BBl
V. 22 2 Fiet Vg S A, R, A, PR,

AT & B ARAA TS 7R AL 9

2 AT dAlEE et e Hagge] A Uelrt Sl ARRIX|A| o] Fopx
ZF EA e QIFFEAISE e Hele d7daE 12RE wl(Jeong CJ 5

R, dAe] A, @A 2012), ARl gl 7S AR =—e] dsta
o Ael7h AeAE Aot 1 BAo] vk A F ARRAAE AdstaL sl 40thel A 7
?@er g gaEd AGS FAEE e 14 v dAlEE S =73 e B A dolrt
o whet Al 7He] AlRAPGO R W em, Zt SFE ARRAIA| ] FobA| oL o] fhadt]

I’--‘E ol A%, wS5E, daEd WEvls, & 12Fshis] AAlE g & Bt s =7 Al
Ale] A, BAT 2lel7t Sle Aow yehsith. 2 olald 4= gink whebd sjie) | aER 50

=

fr =

1 oS o

>

<{Table 7> The results of ANOVA

Low Medium RB(B)  High RB(C) F value Scheffe's test
RB(A)
Identification 321 3.80 4.66 36.29%** C>B>A
Switching costs 3.09 4.02 5.25 79.31%** C>B>A
Satisfaction 5.46 5.88 6.56 83.86%** C>B>A
Commitment 3.23 4.40 5.88 151.43%%* C>B>A
Positive WOM 5.10 5.64 6.60 92.36%** C>B>A
Share of purchases 3.69 4.45 5.32 47.32%%* C>B>A

“relational benefits consumers; ***p<0.001
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oA AN g Bt olefet nEAe] LA Aol dE 5w AUl garY A 2d
A &Aoo 2 A|Fete] G214 delS efelor & B 2RO IIEV U 5 L Af
Zojtt, ek v A AR s o siYste oy HAED dEo] =30
She 2412 Fhefsio] Wt Al mo] v W x}al HQ3k o] ol A Bold ¢ RS ke AE F
ol 7155 AW vt JIEF élof & Ao, & Who] = Fojth
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OH theFet A S oS A gtk FARIEC] e FAHAA A ATE

A

‘E‘r webd side] YgirERS 450 F EE wSdloF Sl (Gremler DD & Gwinner
g ~EgS o] A HESHE S sk WekS vl KP 2000). AT st F fH S E3eAY
datofof gith. 71 s gl 2aEge] 7P Wl Ao dF2 V|9sta o] ES Eulge 5o W
W3] Abgete AR WUk 29E Zrad }S Sl A dYe AsE 5 v Sy
o] WHE3SlS el nle] AFE ou| sl 2 (Gwinner KP et
[e]

(loyalty program)©.=, tjf-&2 1174
2l
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