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Abstract

The aim of this study was to investigate the effect of food neophobia on restaurant image, customer satisfaction, and
loyalty in ethnic restaurants. A self-administered survey for data collection 581 customers who visited an ethnic restaurant
in August, 2015. Statistical analyses included descriptive analysis, t-test, ANOVA and regression analysis for SPSS 21.0.
The finding of the study indicated that the differences of food neophobia score in demographic characteristics showed
significant differences by age, occupation, dining-out frequency, and source of dining-out information, not by gender. The
mean value of food neophilic group was significantly higher than food neophobic group in all items of restaurant image,
overall satisfaction and customer loyalty. The regression analysis showed that tangible aspect, price aspect, and food aspect
of restaurant image had positive effects on overall satisfaction and customer loyalty however employee service showed
different result by groups. The finding of the study offer marketing strategies for ethnic restaurants to induce customer revisit.

Key words: ethnic restaurant, food neophobia, restaurant image, customer satisfaction, loyalty
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents (n=581)

Variables Frequency(%o)
Male 182(31.3)
Gender
Female 399(68.7)
20 to 29 years 155(26.7)
30 to 39 years 175(30.1)
Age
40 to 49 years 83(14.3)
Over than 50 years 168(28.9)
Student 73(12.6)
Sales/technician/office worker 213(36.7)
Occupation  Professional 106(18.2)
Service worker/self employed 58(10.0)
Homemaker 131(22.5)
1 to 3 times 165(28.4)
Dining-out 4 7 (imes 226(38.9)
frequency in a )
8 to 10 times 113(19.4)
month
11 times or above 77(13.3)
Friends & work colleagues 262(45.1)
Source of g ity & relatives 110(18.9)
dining-out . .
information Magazine & mass media 66(11.4)
Internet 143(24.6)

2 1107(18.9%), 72| &t A7} 6678 (11.4%) 2.2 e}
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Table 2. Difference in food neophobia score by demographics
Variables Mean+SD" t or F-value
Male 32.0249.26
Gender =0.414
Female 31.6749.17
20 to 29 years 28.72+8.92
Age 30 to 39 years 31.6248.75° JRp—
40 to 49 years 3427877
Over than 50 years 33.48+9.40%
Student 30.30+8.65°
Sales/technician/office worker 30.4049.24°
Occupation Professional 32.92:+9.09% F=3479"
Service worker/self employed 32.60+8.86%
Homemaker 33.5649.30°
1 to 3 times 33.4849.19°
Diniﬁg_out frequency 4 to 7 times 31.54+9.11%® 303
in a month 8 to 10 times 30.73£9.37°
11 times or above 30.40+8.79°
Friends & work colleagues 31.55+9.54°
Source of dining-out Family & relatives 34.16+8.77* 3786
information Magazine & mass media 31.89+7.40°
Internet 30.31£9.33

Y Food neophobia 10 items ‘Strongly agree’=7 point ~ ‘Strongly disagree’=1 point converted into a score by adding points (Minimum=1

point~Maximum=59 point, Mean+SD=31.7849.19)

2 * Means with different letters (column) are significantly different at p<0.05 by Duncan’s multiple range test.

EE

) *p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001
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Table 3. Difference in restaurant image by food neophobia?

. Food neophiles Food neophobes
Variables (1=295) (n=256) t-value
Tangible aspect (afiequatt.e space, good ambience, 4914116 4524109 4108
decoration suit the theme)

Restaurant location (accessibility, parking spaces) 4.83+1.38 4.44+1.30 3.531™

Emplo?/ service (gooq service manner, 4914125 44801 13 4277
responsiveness, professional competence)

Price aspect (adequacy of the price) 439+1.33 4.08+1.28 2.889"

Food aspect (good presentation of food, taste) 5.00+1.27 4.57+1.19 4207

D 7-point Likert-type scale : l=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree
"p<0.01, "p<0.001

Table 4. Difference in overall satisfaction and customer 4. FELH|2EH|0F S0 ME A= HZO0|0|X|7}

loyalty by foodneophobia OEEE0| Ojxl= A
Food Food Fodjexzulo} kol wet HAER FHxo|u| 2|7} P&
Variables neophiles neophobes t-value EY WEE nXe 93 gotEr] fste Frved
(n=295) (n=286) g 153 Foyexd 802 o] BASYT A
Overall satisfaction ~ 5.23+1.07 4724099 59157 Ed 2w d3S Ll YAEY Axolu|AE 15}
Customer loyalty — 4.66£1.20  4.15£1.20 5.089"" 7] 95t $387F a4 dAaET 9%, YUY A8, 7t
™p<0.001 A &9, 22 2;5_ 1S Emig quo]._,—l Al o] ufE

£ TEHHUSE A5t o IHEAS AAlsHh

st e ALeE Yehgth %‘—EH]R%J%‘ 259 A AWE s ol b

Foyemulor Hae] weh AWAQ YRR xfolE o FAL I dLEY AXo|mAL ANHL YL

A% A% FEUodY IF0 SBHOE B e S8.6% RSk gom, 83 840255, FYU A

om(p<0.001), T 2AHE G| Ty oPe TEo| 4.66 2(0.180), 72 =w(0.123), 4] =1(0.370)0] AukA ¢l ut
]

Moz FoUoTY IFAISHET B ehdtp000).  E=o] 3 T v JoR BAHg Foy
Choe JY(Q009)9] ATLNAE A& A fopat HPAES  0EY TF B9, ANE BEHEE Folt o JFL 3
ggoR 2R 23k FEUQEHol 2y HAEFY b diEF BEoluAL ANl BHES 549% U5
WEEe] 29 9T nAL ABE YL, B AT 1 gom, 3FH 22025), FYLL HHI20.145), 714
= FoUemud 15 BEE FEULRYR IFR ZH(0.1060), S4 ZH0368)0] AW WIS FHH
o WA et 499TE XS AnE Bk FFL wA a_o_f; EHEQ F g% nE 998 8

Table 5. The effect of restaurant image on overall satisfaction by foodneophobia

Food neophiles Food neophobes
B beta t-value B beta t-value
Constant 1.245 6.075™ 1.184 5.985""
Tangible aspect 0.235 0.255 51217 0.229 0.252 4766
Restaurant location 0.017 0.022 0.464 0.044 0.058 1.184
Employ service 0.154 0.180 3.155™ 0.128 0.145 2.557"
Price aspect 0.099 0.123 2475 0.083 0.106 2.165
Food aspect 0.312 0.370 6951 0.306 0.368 6.671""
F=84312"", R*=0.586 F=70265"", R*=0.549

Dependent variable: overall satisfaction

EET

*p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001
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Table 6. The effect of restaurant image on customer loyalty by foodneophobia

Food neophiles

Food neophobes

B beta t-value B beta t-value
Constant 0.485 1.931 0.126 0.497
Tangible aspect 0212 0.204 3.766™ 0.176 0.161 2.866"
Restaurant location 0.075 0.087 1.704 0.069 0.074 1.442
Employ service 0.064 0.066 1.071 0.162 0.153 2.542"
Price aspect 0213 0.236 4369 0.183 0.195 3.743"
Food aspect 0.304 0.320 5517 0.317 0.316 5.402""
F=61.928"", R*=0.509 F=55.934"" R*=0.491

Dependent variable: customer loyalty

EE

*p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001
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