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Effectiveness of Restaurant Attributes and Consumer Emotions regarding
Waiting Time on Revisit Intention

Jeongeun Lee, Jinkyung Choi*

Department of Culinary Arts, Foodservice managmement Major, Woosong University, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to measure the effect of customers’ waiting time on their revisit intention through their
emotion. Also this study assessed the effect of restaurant selection attributes on consumers’ revisit intention in Korea. This
study used experimental scenario questionnaires for collecting data. Frequency analysis, Cronbach’s alpha, correlation, t-
tests and multiple regression analysis were assessed using SPSS. Customers preferred taste, sanitation and service when
selecting a restaurant to dine out. The results of this study found that there were no significant differences between positive
and negative emotions due to waiting time. Findings of this study suggested that waiting time, convenience, nutritional
value, and emotion influenced consumers’ revisit intention. Therefore, reducing waiting time and providing proper service
will help consumers have positive emotions to return to dine at a restaurant.
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<Table1> Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents

Demographics Total N (valid %)
Female 140(46.8)
Gender Male 159(53.2)
Total 299(100)
20~30 less 134(44.8)
30~40 less 78(26.1)
40~50 less 65(21.7)
Age (yr)
50~60 less 21(7.0)
60 and over 1(0.3)
Total 299(100)
High school and less 74(24.8)
Associate’s degree and less 105(35.1)
Education level Bachelor’s degree and less 109(36.6)
Master’s degree and over 10(3.4)
Total 298(100)
Single 184(61.5)
Marital status ~ Married 115(38.5)
Total 299(100)
Self-employeed 5(1.7)
Office worker 25(8.4)
Service 5(1.7)
Technician 82(27.4)
. Professional 49(16.4)
occupation
Governmental officer 0(0.0)
House wife 13(4.30
Students 69(23.1)
Others 51(17.1)
Total 299(100)
100 less 73(24.4)
100~200 less 21(7.0)
Monthly household 200~300 less 120(40.1)
income 300~400 less 55(18.4)
(10,000 won) - 400-500 less 19(6.4)
500 and over 11(3.7)
Total 299(100)
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<Table 2> Comparisons of the responses on waiting time

Type 1 (n=150) Type 2 (n=150)

Questions Responses = : X
Frequency (valid%) Frequency (valid%)
. . Yes 78(52.0) 39(26.0)
Will you wait? 21.311%**
No 72(48.0) 111(74.0)
10 less 50(33.3) 38(25.3)
10~20 less 55(36.7) 68(45.3)
20~30 less 35(23.3) 28(18.7)
Appropriate waiting time 9
(Minutes) 30~40 less 10(6.7) 10(6.7) 9.788
40~50 less 0(0.0) 2(1.3)
50~60 less 0(0.0) 3(2.0)
1 hour and over 0(0.0) 1(0.7)
Conversation 118(78.7) 88(59.5)
) Using smart phone 18(12.0) 52(34.7)
What would you do while 10(6.7) 3(2.0) 24.973%#%
waiting
Listen to music 3(2.0) 3(2.0)
Read magazines or newspaper 1(0.7) 2(1.3)

***p<0.001
5 point Likert-scale (1: very disagreed to 5: very agreed)
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<Table 3> Measurements of constructs

Construct Type 1 Type 2
(Cronbach’ o) Measurement —— t-value
Comfortable 2.89+.973 2.82+.959 .607
- ) Pleasant 2.92+1.013 2.81+.898 1.035
POS‘“E’Zg‘g;‘O“O“ Satisfied 2641012 2.64+.893 ~039
' Rested 2.99::1.090 2.95+876 A1
Expected 3.85+.918 3.57+.870 2.648**
Angry 2.28+.829 2.45+.889 -1.753
Confused 2.05+.900 2.30+.858 -2.444%
Negative emotion ~ Disappointed 2.21+.994 2.43+.953 -1.919
(:858) Distrust 1.85+.822 2.10+.876 2.518*%
Tensed 2.30+1.134 2.28+.985 202
Frustrated 2.77+1.205 2.77+1.141 061
I will be satisfied using this restaurant 3.22+.850 2.74+.891 4.792%**
Revis(it912n3t;>ntion L:::llnﬂ f;h;gziggzuiv:’ye experience of this 3294840 2.93£.797 3.805%+*
I will recommend this restaurant to others 3.23+.878 2.83+.896 3.910%**
I will visit this restaurant again 3.05+.979 2.68+.945 3.254%*

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
5 point Likert-scale (1: very disagreed to 5: very agreed)

<Table 4> Correlations among positive, negative emotion and

<Table 6> Mean and standard deviation for restaurant selection

revisit intention attributes
Positive Negative Revisit Mean+SD (n=300)
emotion emotion intention Taste 438+.819
Positive emotion 1 Quantity 3.58+ 917
Negative emotion -0.554%%* 1 Price 3.63+.874
Revisit Intention 0.404** -0.427%* 1 Sanitation 430+.777
**p<0.01 Service 4.11+.837
Atmosphere 3.96+.855
<Table 5> Comparisons of emotions and revisit intention between Convenience 3.8141.043
waiting time
9 Nutritional value 3.63+1.102
Positive emotion Negative emotion Revisit intention Brand value 3.36+.989

Mean+SD
Type 1 3.057+0.822 2.247+0.739 3.198+0.787
Type 2 2.957+0.743 2.385+0.750 2.792+0.799
t-value 1.105 -1.607 4.418%**
**%p<0.001

5 point Likert-scale (1: very disagreed to 5: very agreed)
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<Table 7> Effectiveness of attributes of restaurant to consumer
revisit intention

B SE B t

Constant 2218 445 4.990
Waiting type 296 081 181 3.635%**
Taste .038 053 .038 731
Quantity .081 050 .090 1.614
Price -.055 054 -.058 -1.022
Sanitation -.055 .060 -.050 -904
Service .080 .060 081 1.333
Atmosphere .075 .060 .078 1.252
Convenience -216 051 -276 -4.199%**
Nutritional value 128 044 172 2.881%*
Brand value .061 045 074 1.373
Positive emotion 263 062 253 4.237%%*
Negative emotion -280 065 -256 -4.201%**

#£p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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