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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study investigated customers' perception of a hygiene grade certification
system for restaurants and this study also determined way to promote the application of the
hygiene grade certification.

Methods: A total of 315 customer responses were used for the data analysis. Statistical
analyses were conducted using the SPSS program (ver. 23.0) for frequency analysis, y*-tests,
t-tests, analysis of variance, and Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA).

Results: The composition of the respondents was 43.8% males and 56.2% females. The
73.3% lived with their families while 26.7% lived alone. Among those surveyed, 84.5% dine
out at least once a week and 66.8% dine out during weekends evening. In addition, the most
preferred types of restaurants were Korean restaurants (37.5%), delivery restaurants (14.6%),
and Western restaurants (8.9%). Information about restaurant was most frequently obtained
through Internet searches (54.0%). The average expenditure of eating-out per person was
15,483 Korean won, and the overall satisfaction averaged 3.58 out of 5 points. According to
the results of IPA, the restaurant selection attributes that were priorities for improvement
were the foods' taste and restroom cleanliness. In addition, 30.5% of respondents recognized
the hygiene grade certification system for restaurants. The intention of dining at restaurants
with a hygiene grade certification in the future was on average 4.02 out of 5 points. A total
0f'56.8% of respondents were willing to pay more for a restaurant with a hygiene grade
certification. The average percentage of additional price was 6.02%.

Conclusion: In order to apply and quickly disseminate the hygiene grade certification
system all over the Korea, the study results suggest that relevant policy should be provided
by the Korean government for certified restaurants along with the relevant education and
promotion of the system to customers.

Keywords: hygiene, certification, restaurant, perception, satisfaction
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Table 1. General characteristics of the respondents

Variables Value
Sex

Male 138 (43.8)

Female 177 (56.2)
Age (yrs)

<30 153 (48.5)

>30 and < 50 107 (34.0)

> 50 55 (17.5)
Education level

High school or lower 35 (11.1)

College and university 230 (73.0)

Graduate school 50 (15.9)
Marital status

Married 178 (56.5)

Single 137 (43.5)
Occupation

Office worker 198 (62.9)

Unemployment (student, housewife, etc.) 17 (37.1)
Type of family

With family 231 (73.3)

Single household 84 (26.7)

Values are frequency (%).

ATt T ZASAE S A AQlo] A9 62.9%H oW, 7FE1 F AT A= A
73.3%, 12! 7} 26.7%A ).

ZAMCH &R SAI1H 0|8 AEl

ZA/SARS] SA1F o] & A= Table 22 2T}, 9] A] Rl = 3 2-62] 7} A A Q] 43.5%% 7}t
Ok, I thE-2 2 135) (21.6%), SHF 18] 0]/ (19.4%), “¥ 1-38)’ (12.7%), <2 18] u]qbk
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Table 2. Eating-out practices of the respondents

Variables Value
Eating-out frequency (based on last 1year)
1time/day 61(19.4)
2-6 times/wk 137 (43.5)
1time/wk 68 (21.6)
1-3 times/mon 40 (12.7)
Less than 1time/mon 9 (2.8)
Main time zone of eating-out”
Weekday morning 2 (0.6)
Weekday lunch 97 (31.0)
Weekday dinner 183 (58.5)
Weekend morning 8 (2.6)
Weekend lunch 116 (37.1)
Weekend dinner 209 (66.8)
Favorite type of restaurant (rank: 1st to 5th)
Korean restaurant 118 (37.5)
Delivery restaurant 46 (14.6)
Western restaurant 28 (8.9)
One-dish meal specialty store 26 (8.3)
Chinese restaurant 21 (6.7)
Co-consumer
Alone 97 (8.6)
Family 128 (40.6)
Friend or co-worker 118 (37.5)
Lover 40 (12.7)
Source of restaurant information
Internet search 170 (54.0)
Recommendation (from family, friends, etc.) 78 (24.8)
Direct comparison at dining place 45 (14.3)
Restaurant advertisement 18 (5.7)
Expenditure of eating-out (Korean won/person) 15,482.5 +15,038.2
Overall satisfaction? 3.58 £ 0.61

Values are frequency (%) or mean + SD.
Yplural response.
2A 5-point scale (1: strongly unsatisfactory-5: strongly satisfactory).

SMHE Mei&Mof| st ZRE-0Ex 2N

SA A& o) gt F 2 =9 TR 9] x}o] 2A] A T}+= Table 42 2T A A
S4 WA BB FoE B2 207408, 2 FE TR HE Ao I 3.53%),
4719 2 (3.503), ‘A2 A (3.49%), ‘AT H 2 3.467), A A E A
(3.227) £ 02 =Y SAH A& HA FEo| TS Hi-2 2708 0|l om, <24
o] 9k (2.99%), ‘5419 & (2.927), “S41 9] A (2.84%), S A -] HLA (2.804), ‘A1 7]
ol J7A (2.7974), TAML Y AE® (2.79%) £ 22 w9t T ol H|sl TFE =7} 79
02 57 7 52 5412 B (p < 0.001), A S A4 (p <0.01), A S| A 7HA
(p <0.01), &A1 <] HOAJA (p <0.001), “ZHE &R F|E” (p < 0.05) 50l AL, Lol H]
8 SE7F o A 02 5 W7 FE2 S A9 F (p <0.001), w4 AR E2] fAkAp
(p < 0.001), ‘Al Q€[ 2] o]’ (p < 0.001) 5-°] ATt

9lo) A2 HlEo 2 slo] 941 MESAol Tt FRE L BA S Sast ATk
Fig. 17t 2T BHEE W7t 442 X308 FE Wt 44S vE0R 511, $25 BT
QoA)T HEE B 2708)8 HES) 71EH 0T slo] £ aAtERo s Bet & 2R
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Table 3. Comparison analysis of expenditure of eating-out and overall satisfaction according to the
characteristics of the respondents

Variables Expenditure of eating-out Overall satisfaction”
(Korean won/person)
Sex
Male 17,387.6 + 20,398.5 3.67 £ 0.65
Female 13,997.1 + 8,631.7 3.51+£0.56
t=1.829" t=2.217
Age (yrs)
<30 13,849.6 +16,665.3 3.67 £ 0.57
>30 and <50 16,247.6 +12,360.0 3.55+0.66
> 50 18,536.3 + 14,667.8 3.38 £ 0.56
F=2.191 F=4.933
Marital status
Married 13,567.4 +15,486.0 3.67 + 0.60
Single 17,970.8 +14,106.1 3.47 £ 0.59
t=-2.632" t=2.942
Occupation
Office worker 17,022.7 +17,960.3 3.54 + 0.61
Unemployment (student, housewife, etc.) 12,876.0 + 7,310.2 3.66 +0.59
t=2.871"" t=-1.733
Type of family
With family 16,790.0 +17,045.9 3.58 £ 0.59
Single household 11,886.9 + 5,703.1 3.57 £ 0.64
t=3.823" t=0.167

Values are mean + SD.
YA 5-point scale (1: strongly unsatisfactory-5: strongly satisfactory).
*p < 0.05; *p < 0.01.

Table 4. Comparison analysis of perceived important and satisfaction about the restaurant selection attributes

Selection attributes Importance” Satisfaction? t-value
Food taste 3.53 £ 0.60 2.99 £ 0.58 11.296™"*
Appropriate portion size 2.76 = 0.81 2.92 + 0.53 -2.940™*
Food safety 3.49 + 0.61 2.84 +0.64 13.074™*
Nutritive value 2.23 + 0.87 2.42 + 0.75 -2.932
Food freshness 3.22 +0.68 2.78 + 0.69 8.012
Food ingredients origin 2.46 + 0.88 2.58 £ 0.70 -1.990™*
Dining room cleanliness 3.46 £ 0.63 2.78 £ 0.70 12.628
Dishes cleanliness 3.50 £ 0.59 2.79 + 0.71 13.644
Restroom cleanliness 314 +0.78 2.62 = 0.77 8.338
Dining room decoration 2.55 + 0.82 2.74 + 0.68 -3.091™
Friendly employees 314 £0.71 2.79 + 0.69 6.285
Employee sanitation 3.00 + 0.74 2.74 + 0.65 4.656
Price propriety 3.18 + 0.65 2.68 = 0.72 9.201™
Convenience of restaurants 2.72 + 0.91 2.62 + 0.75 1.567°"
Accessibility of restaurants 2.84 = 0.79 2.80 + 0.72 0.787
Various discounts 2.97 £ 0.94 2.18 + 0.83 1.253"
Average score 2.97 + 0.87 2.70 = 0.72

Values are mean = SD.

YA 4-point scale (1: strongly unimportant-4: strongly important).

A 4-point scale (1: strongly unsatisfactory-4: strongly satisfactory).
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; **p < 0.001.

oM 47 $4H 0.2 e [E el AT B2t ATk WAHE G2 (focus here) &
4 92249 24 747 ol giet,

b

3t S Qo eVt B E = YUiE o] A S F of & &5 (doing great)
=419 ob, ZA Q] YA, A AR B M T, Alde] A, A 7]9] A, < SAF 9]
ALY B H A 5 7ol 3 e k= WAR

piy

https://doi.org/10.4163/jnh.2020.53.2.203 208



IJNHS

Journal of Nutrition and Health

3.50

3.25

3.00

Focus here

Doing great 13. Price propriety
Doing great 1. Food taste

5 3. Food safety

[

O ° o'l 5. Food freshness

2.75

Importance

2.50

2.25

297

Low priority
T

8. Dishes cleanliness

5 ° Overdone 2. Appropriate portio
10. Dining room deco

2.7 Overdone

2.0

T T T Low priority 4. Nutritive value
24 26 2.8 3.0 6. Food ingredients o

Focus here 9. Restroom cleanliness

12 7. Dining room cleanliness

2 11. Friendly employees
12. Employee sanitation

n size
ration

4 15. Accessibility of restaurants

rigin

Satisfaction 14. Convenience of restaurants

16. Various discounts

Fig. 1. Results of Importance-Performance (satisfaction) Analysis about the restaurant selection attributes.

https://e-jnh.org

=)
s
=
(oW
(e}
=
o
Flo
o
1>
lo
o
>
ofl
O,

SMHE HSEH QAT I 9IS M| 0|8 oF

ZAFRARFO] S AT 9 A S-F Aol TS Q1A = RAF AT Table 59F 2T SAIH QIS
A= o1 Qe AL AA 9 30.5%9 T, RECHL 2He AL A9 69.5%% 0.
SAA A TIAE LA Y= Aol TH JRE 5= F 2 Tv-atd e 5 oAy
o] AU FAFI (37.4%), ‘A AYSEA A SAH] FIL (= Hy (23.1%),
(Bra) wgolut A (22.0%), ‘AEU AMo|LE SNS’ (11.0%), ‘A&, A 52 A&
(6.5%) O 2 Hoton SAY Y SIAE L1 Y= At T SA- A A 414 9
EFA AF AR E FlstE v A9 28.1%% T ZAFNGALS] &5 A1 Ay
SEA A Ao o] & oS54 M = 2 PRk A}, et 4.024 0 2 o] &5tk 27

Table 5. Results of customers' recognition of a hygiene grade certification for restaurants

Variables Value
Recognition of a hygiene grade certification system

Yes 96 (30.5)

No 219 (69.5)
Source of a hygiene grade certification information (n = 91)

News or public advertisement from TV and radio 34 (37.4)

Advertisement or signboard of restaurant with a hygiene grade certification 21 (23.1)

Education or lecture 20 (22.0)

Internet or social network service 10 (11.0)

Newspaper, magazine, etc. 6 (6.5)
Confirmation of a hygiene grade certification (n = 96)

Yes 97 (28.1)

No 69 (71.9)
Intention of visiting restaurant with a hygiene grade certification” (n = 315) 4.02 £ 0.79
Willing to pay more for a restaurant with a hygiene grade certification

Yes 179 (56.8)

No 136 (43.2)
Maximum percentage of additional price (%) (n =179) 6.02 + 3.69

Values are frequency (%) or mean + SD.
YA 5-point scale (1: strongly no-5: strongly yes).
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Table 6. Results of difference analysis according to the recognition of a hygiene grade certification system

Variables Recognition of a hygiene grade certification system ¥ value
Yes (n = 96) No (n = 219)
Sex
Male 41(29.7) 97 (70.3) 0.068
Female 55 (31.1) 122 (68.9)
Age (yrs)
<30 42 (27.5) 111 (72.5)
1.992
>30 and < 50 38 (35.5) 69 (64.5)
>50 16 (29.7) 39 (70.9)
Education level
High school or lower 1 (31.4) 24 (68.6) 7.047"
College and university student 62 (27.0) 168 (73.0)
Graduate school 23 (46.0) 27 (54.0)
Marital status
Married 51(28.7) 127 (71.3) 0.643
Single 45 (32.8) 92 (67.2)
Occupation
Office worker 64 (32.3) 134 (67.7) 0.858
Unemployment (student, housewife, etc.) 32 (27.4) 85 (72.6)
Type of family
With family 67 (29.0) 164 (71.0) 0.886
Single household 29 (34.5) 55 (65.5)
Intention of visiting restaurant with a hygiene grade certification” (n = 315) 4.04+0.76 4.01+0.79 0.290%
Willing to pay more for a restaurant with a hygiene grade certification
Yes 56 (31.3) 123 (68.7) 0.198
No 40 (29.4) 96 (70.6)

Values are frequency (%) or mean + SD.

DA 5-point scale (1: strongly no-5: strongly yes).

9The t-value.
“p < 0.05.
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