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	Abstract 

	

	In the preceding article “Consumer research in the restaurant environment, Part 2‿, the operationalisation of the theoretical model of dining satisfaction and return patronage (IJCHM, Vol. 11 No. 6), was developed and described. This was preceded by Part 1 (IJCHM, Vol. 11 No. 5), in which a model of dining satisfaction and return patronage was proposed and conceptualised. Based on an extensive review of the relevant consumer behaviour literature, proposed model (Part 1), the development of the research instrument, sampling frame and procedures (Part 2), and the analytical analysis used in the study, this paper is the final contribution to the three-part series and it reports on the findings of the study. Overall, the encouraging results of this study can be summarised as having provided: a clearer understanding of customers’ dining satisfaction perceptions; a clearer understanding of restaurants attribute performance that determine satisfaction as a consequence of dining experience; and a robust prediction of return as a result of dining satisfaction. 
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Introduction
In recalling Part 2, a research instrument for this study was developed and pilot tested. A reliability analysis (Cronbach, 1951) was performed to test the reliability and internal consistency of each of 28 attributes measured. The alpha coefficients for all 28 attributes ranged from 0.85 to 0.95 for the English version of the questionnaire and from 0.83 to 0.95 for the Cantonese version of the questionnaire, which was considered acceptable as an indication of reliability (Hair et al., 1995). A self-administered, closed-ended questionnaire was used to survey a sample population of diners. The survey was conducted in 15 theme or atmosphere restaurants (convenience sample) in Tsim Sha Tsui (Kowloon), Sha Tin (New Territory), and Hong Kong Island.



Descriptive profile of Hong Kong respondents
A total of 1,028 questionnaires were distributed to a systematic selection of diners who dined in Category 2 restaurants in Hong Kong. A total of 908 people completed the questionnaire, or 88.3 per cent, and 861 useable questionnaires, or 83.8 per cent, were used for the analysis. From these, 47 questionnaires were not used for the analysis because they were more than 15 per cent incomplete. 

See Table Ia, Table Ib and Table Ic which highlights that of the 861 respondents, 73.6 per cent indicated that they would return to the restaurant in the future; 17.9 indicated that they would not; and 8.5 per cent were not sure. (Simplified “occupations” are presented in Table Ic.) This suggests that the dependent variable was mainly composed of dichotomous values, which resulted in the selection of logistic regression for probability of return analysis. The reason for using the logistic regression analysis was because it allows one to predict a discrete outcome such as a group membership from a set of variables that may be continuous, discrete, dichotomous, or a mix. Therefore, the discrete outcome in logistic regression is the probability that an event “will occur” or “will not occur” (Tabachnik and Fidell, 1996). For example, can we predict “return” or “non return” from the strength of customers’ dining satisfaction with the restaurant’s attributes as a consequence of a favourable dining experience?



Respondents’ perceived “expectations met” in relation to restaurant attributes
Underpinned by the disconfirmation paradigm discussed in Part 1, the respondents’ “expectations met (EM) perceptions in relation to the restaurant” attributes were measured by asking the respondents to rate the 28 restaurant attributes on a five-point scale: 1 = “Has not met my expectations” to 5 = “Has exceeded my expectations”. The survey was conducted after the respondents had completed their dinner. Table II. highlights the mean scores and the ranking of Hong Kong diners’ perceived expectations met about the 28 restaurant attributes.The ranking indicates that restaurant performance exceeded the following customer expectations: feeling of comfort when eating there; cleanliness; freshness of food; staff appearance; temperature of food; level of comfort; restaurant’s appearance; taste of food; staff who are willing to serve; efficient service; friendly, polite and helpful staff; staff greeting customers and quality of food. The means for these attributes ranged from 4.120 (feels comfortable to eat there) to 2.820 (dining privacy), with 5 being the maximum possible score.



Instrument reliability testing
The reliability analysis was calculated to measure the internal consistency of each of the research instrument’s main item banks: “Expectations”, “Importance”, “Expectations Met”, and computations for pre-dining perceptions – “PrDp” Σ(ExI) and post-dining perceptions – “PoDp” Σ(EMxI). Table III. highlights that the coefficients for all item banks exceeded the recommended level of 0.50 (Hair et al., 1995), ranging from 0.88 to 0.96. It should be noted that the reliability alpha was higher for the PoDp than the PrDp, indicating that the data from the sample were relatively free from sampling error, i.e. data were reliable because a low sampling error would have greater reliability over samples, whereas the greater the random error the lower the reliability.



Testing the null hypotheses
A number of null hypotheses (not all reported in this article) was undertaken for analysis. To achieve this, a Chi-square (χ\ \hat\ 2) test of significance was used to determine whether or not a relationship other than chance existed between the variables investigated. A statistic that is often used to test the null hypotheses, i.e. that the row and column variables are independent, is the Pearson Chi-square. The calculated Chi-square was computed and then compared with the critical points of the theoretical Chi-square distribution to produce an estimate of how likely or unlikely this calculated value was if the two variables were in fact independent. Any decision to reject the null hypothesis was based on the probability or the observed significance level. If the probability was small enough, usually less than 0.05 or 0.01, and then the hypothesis that the two variables were independent was rejected, e.g. that they were in fact dependent or stated in another way, that there was a significant relationship between the variables analysed (See Table III and Table IV).

Cross-tabulation analysis revealed that the relationship between dining out frequency and customers’ intention to return was significant. Therefore, H01 was rejected, and the conclusion was that there was a significant relationship between dining frequency and the probability of return. The Chi-square value was 39.26794. Overall, 19.5 per cent of the diners indicated that they would not return, and 80.5 per cent indicated that they would. Of the diners who had:

· not dined there before, 12.2 per cent would not return and 30.2 per cent would; 

· dined there once, 3.6 per cent would not return and 14.2 per cent would; 

· dined there one to two times, 2.8 per cent would not return and 21.2 per cent would; 

· dined there three to four times, 0.8 per cent would not return and 10.4 per cent would; and 

· dined there more than four times, 0.3 per cent would not return and 4.4. per cent would. 

An interesting finding was that 21.2 per cent would return after they had been to the restaurant once or twice, and more than 10 per cent would return after dining at the restaurant on three or four occasions. A further 4.4. per cent of respondents indicated that they would return to the restaurant after dining there on more than four occasions. Overall, 36 per cent of respondents would return to the restaurant after dining there on more than one occasion. This is a significant finding that strongly supports previous consumer behaviour research, which suggests that the frequency of using a product (restaurant) increases repurchase behaviour (Oliver, 1993).

The relationship between dining-out occasions and customers’ intention to return was significant. The implication here is that the dining occasion did have a significant affect on return patronage. Interestingly, customers (both males and females) who dined out because of “business” or “social need” had a higher tendency to return, as compared with those who dined out because they were celebrating. Therefore, H01 was rejected, and the conclusion was that there was a significant relationship between dining out occasion and return patronage. There was a modest Chi-square value of 16.35200. Overall, 20.2 per cent of respondents indicated that they would not return, and 79.8 per cent indicated that they would. Of respondents who were:

· “celebrating” 2.2 per cent would not return and 8.9 per cent would; 

· dining because of “business need”, 4.2 per cent would not return and 23.8 per cent would; 

· dining for “social reasons”, 5.8 per cent would not return and 28.0 per cent would; and 

· dining because of “convenience”, 8.0 per cent would not return and 19.1 per cent would. 

However, when analysing “male” and “female” respondents, dining occasion, and return relationship differed markedly between each gender Table V).

Cross-tabulation analysis revealed that the relationship between dining out occasions and male customers’ intention to return was not significant. The implication here is that the dining occasion did not have a significant affect on return patronage for males. Therefore, H02(a) was accepted, and the conclusion was that there was no significant relationship between dining out occasion and return patronage. The Chi-square value was found to be 6.874. Overall, 14.9 per cent would not return and 85.1 per cent would. Of the male respondents who were:

· “celebrating”, 7.6 per cent would return; 

· “dining because of “business need”, 5.2 per cent would not return and 32.7 per cent would return; 

· “dining for social reasons”, 5.8 per cent would not return and 23.0 per cent would; 

· “dining because of ’convenience”, 3.8 per cent would not return and 21.9 per cent would return. 

An interesting finding was that those males who dined out because of “business need” were more likely to return to the restaurant than for the rest of the dining occasions, whereas only 7.6 per cent would return for “celebration”. Restaurateurs could capitalise on “male celebration”/return relationship by developing special products and services for male customers to return more frequently for celebratory purposes, and in effect, create a niche market. This is based on the premise that most restaurants do not focus enough on customer return for “celebratory” reasons (Table VI and Table VII).

In contrast to “males”, the cross-tabulation analysis revealed that the relationship between dining-out occasions and female customers’ intention to return was significant. The implication here is that the dining occasion did have a significant effect on return patronage for females which, as noted, contrasts with that of male customers. Also, female customers who dined out because of a “social need” had a higher tendency to return, as compared with those who dined out because they were “celebrating”. Therefore, H02(b) was rejected, and the conclusion was that there was a significant relationship between dining out occasion and return patronage for female customers. The Chi-square value was 27.197. Overall, 24.6 per cent of female respondents indicated that they would not return, and 75.4 per cent indicated that they would. Of the female respondents who were:

· “celebrating”, 4.1 per cent would not return and 10.0 per cent would; 

· “dining because of business need”, 3.3 per cent would not return and 16.5 would; 

· “dining for social reasons”, 5.7 per cent would not return and 32.1 would; 

· “dining because of convenience”, 11.5 per cent would not return and 16.7 would return (Table VIII). 



Testing H03(a) (dining occasion “celebration” – males): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “celebration (males) 
The “celebration” dining occasion, no measures of association were computed. The cross-tabulation table suggests that all male customers would return to the restaurant for “celebration” no matter whether or not they had dined or not dined in there before. This seems to indicate that males in particular do not want to miss an “opportunity” for a celebration (Tables IX and Table X).

Unlike with the male respondents, the results of the cross-tabulation analysis suggested that there was no significant relationship between return and “celebration” for female customers, indicating that dining frequency was not significantly affected by the dining out occasion, in this case “celebrating”. Thus, H02(b) was accepted, and the conclusion was that there was no significant relationship between dining-out frequency and dining out for celebration purposes and return for female customers (Table XI and Table XII).

The results of the cross-tabulation analysis suggested that there was no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining out occasion “business need” and it did not influence return for male customers. The Chi-square value was 8.660 (TableXIII and Table XIV).

The results of the cross-tabulation analysis suggested that there was a significant relationship between return, dining frequency and “business need” and return, indicating that females return and dining frequency was significantly affected by the dining out occasion, in this case “business need”. Thus, H03(d) was rejected, and the conclusion was that for females, there was significant relationship between dining-out frequency and dining out for business purposes. The Chi-square value was 13.546.

This is an interesting finding when compared with males because it suggests an alternative position when approached in the context of the popular view of gender roles. Arguably, most people (males in any case) would have believed that it was the males who would show a significant relationship between dining frequency and “business need” and return. In this Hong Kong sample, this is not the case, and it suggests that for females in Hong Kong, “business need” is more likely to influence their dining-out frequency and return than for males. Arguably it also suggests that females are more attentive to return, as a result of their business needs because it also “dictates” or influences strongly their dining-out frequency (Table XV and Table XVI)

The results of cross-tabulation analysis suggested that there was a significant relationship, indicating that dining frequency and return was significantly affected by the dining-out occasion “social need” for male customers. Thus, H03(e) was rejected to conclude that there is a relationship between the dining out frequency and the dining out occasion “social need”. The Chi-square value was 10.365 (Table XVII and Table XVIII).

The results of the cross-tabulation analysis suggested that there was a significant relationship, indicating that dining frequency and return was significantly affected by the dining out occasion “social need” for female customers also. Thus, H03(f) was rejected, and the conclusion was that there was a significant relationship between dining-out frequency and dining out for social purposes and return. The Chi-square value was 17.986 (Table XIX and Table XX).

The results of cross-tabulation analysis suggested that for males, there was a significant relationship, indicating that dining frequency and return was significantly affected by the dining-out occasion “convenience”. Thus, H03(g) was rejected with the Chi-square value of 10.689 (Table XXI and Table XXII).

The results of the cross-tabulation analysis suggested that for females, there was a significant relationship, indicating that dining frequency and return was significantly affected by the dining out occasion, in this case “convenience”. Hence, H03(h) was rejected, and the conclusion was that there was a significant relationship between dining-out frequency and dining out for convenient purposes. The Chi-square value was 19.635. Interestingly, males seem to be more loyal (overall) to return to a restaurant for “convenience” reasons than the females (Table XXIII and Table XXIV).

In contrast to above findings and Finkelstein’s (1989) suggestions, the results of Chi-square analysis indicate that age is significantly related to return patronage for male customers, thus the null hypothesis H04(a) “that there is no significant relationship between customers’ age and return patronage (male)” was rejected. The Chi-square value was 12.893. In an earlier study investigating customer segmentation in Hong Kong, Kivela (1997) discovered that people (males in particular) in the 35-44 age group and older people in the over 65 age group are most likely affected by their income whether or not to return to the restaurant. This finding is also consistent with the “life cycle” model, that is 35-44 year-olds are likely to have a heavy financial burden rearing their school children, hence there is less disposable income for restaurants which results in lower return rates. On the other hand, the retired people (aged over 65) have lost their regular incomes and often find it necessary to budget their expenditure, which also results in fewer dining-out and return activities (Table XXV and Table XXVI).

And yet in contrast to the preceding analysis for males, the results of Chi-square analysis indicate that age is not significantly related to return patronage for females, thus accepting the null hypothesis H04(b) “that there is no significant relationship between customers age and return patronage (female)”, even though the Chi-square value was small, 6.876.

The clue as to the findings for the females, may lie with the idea that males traditionally perceived themselves as the “bread-winners” and that income level (at certain age) may trigger the need to curtail dining-out and return activities. On the other hand, this finding does not explain the idea that females are traditionally more concerned with budgeting and frugality, by running the household, than males, and provides an interesting basis for future research (Table XXVII and Table XXVIII).

The results of Chi-square analysis indicate that male’s occupation was significantly related to return patronage, thus rejecting the null hypothesis H05(a) “that there is no significant relationship between customer’s occupation and return patronage (male)”. Of the male respondents who indicated that they would not return, 6.5 per cent were in “business and commerce” occupations, 3.8 per cent were in “sciences and education”, and 2.1 per cent were in “legal and government” occupations. Of the respondents who indicated that they would return, 27.1 per cent were in “business and commerce” occupations, 37.4 per cent were in “sciences and education”, 15.3 per cent were in “legal and government” and 7.9 per cent were in “sports, leisure, and tourism” occupations. It seems that males in “business and commerce” occupations are least likely to return and males in “sciences and education” are more likely to return (Table XXIX and Table XXX).

The results of Chi-square analysis indicate that female occupation was significantly related to return patronage thus rejecting the null hypothesis H05(b) “that there is no significant relationship between customer’s occupation and return patronage (female)”. Of the female respondents who indicated that they would not return, 6.1 per cent were in “business and commerce” occupations, 5.6 per cent were in “sciences and education”, 3.1 per cent were in “legal and government”, and 5.9 per cent were in “sports, leisure and tourism” occupations. Of the respondents who indicated that they would return, 18.1 per cent were in “business and commerce” occupations, 23.5 per cent were in “sciences and education”, 28.8 per cent were in “legal and government” and 8.9 per cent were in “sports, leisure, and tourism” occupations. Interestingly, females in “legal and government” occupations were the least likely and most likely to return out of all the other occupations. Overall, females are more likely to return as a result of their occupations with a significantly higher Chi-square value of 23.450 compared to that of males – 10.114 (Table XXXI and Table XXXII).

The results of Chi-square analysis indicated that male customers, who had a low income, did not consider their financial position in so far as encouraging or discouraging them to return. That is, low income and return were not significantly related, thus the null hypothesis H06(a) “there is no significant relationship between customers’ low income and return patronage (male)” was accepted, with the Chi-square value of 2.315 (Table XXXIII and Table XXXIV).

And yet the results of the above Chi-square analysis indicate that females who had a low income, did have different return intentions, that is, low income was significantly related to return patronage for females. The null hypothesis H06(b) “that there is no significant relationship between customers (low) income and return patronage (female)” was then rejected, with the Chi-square value of 14.665. One can argue that females, traditionally, were the keepers of family’s expenditure and were consequently conditioned to be prudent with their money. On the other hand, it could also be that in Hong Kong, like elsewhere, females have traditionally suffered the injustice of unequal pay when compared with males even at lower levels of salary. In which case it could be argued that females are more cautious about spending money on dining out and are more selective as for what reason they dine out (Table XXXV and Table XXXVI).

The results of Chi-square analysis indicate that male customers’ who had a medium income, did consider their financial position in so far as to encourage return. Hence, medium income was significantly related to return patronage. Thus, the null hypothesis H06(c) “that there is no significant relationship between customers (medium) income and return patronage (male)” was rejected. The Chi-square value was 24.367. This finding makes sense because it suggests that greater income results in greater disposable income and, presumably, some of the greater disposable income would be spent on pleasure-seeking activities such as dining-out (Yau and Lee, 1996) and as a consequence encourage return (Table XXXVII and Table XXXVIII).

As in the previous findings, the results of Chi-square analysis indicate that female customers who also had a medium income, were just as motivated towards greater return as a result of their income as males were, hence medium income was significantly related to return patronage and the null hypothesis H06(d) “that there is no significant relationship between female customers who had a medium income and return patronage (female)” was rejected for the same reasons as in the previous analysis, with the (lower) Chi-square value of 13.663 (Table XXXIX and Table XL).

The results of Chi-square analysis indicate that male customers who had a high income, did not consider their financial position, in so far as to encourage return. Hence, high income was not significantly related to return patronage, accepting the null hypothesis H06(e), a position “that there is no significant relationship between male customers high income and return patronage (male)”. The Chi-square value was 5.162. This finding is consistent with arguments posited by Lowenstein (1995) and Finkelstein (1989) who have consistently argued that customers with high incomes, in this case males, often dine-out (and return) to certain restaurants, especially the newly-opened ones, on the basis of social value (face) it (dining-out) affords them. This is certainly the case in Hong Kong. That is, often wealthy people will select and return to a restaurant that is currently in vogue – to be seen within the ranks of the high-society, and once the novelty and/or the “newness” of the restaurant exhausts the social value, they will move on to the next new restaurant. On the other hand, it is important to note that high-income customers, particularly females, are often very loyal customers and will consistently return to the same restaurant, usually a category-one restaurant, over a period of years (Finkelstein, 1989) (Table XLI and Table XLII).

The results of Chi-square analysis indicate that female customers who had a high income, did consider their financial position in so far as to encourage return. Hence, high income was significantly related to return patronage, rejecting the null hypothesis H06(f), a position “that there is no significant relationship between male customers high income and return patronage (female)”. The Chi-square value was 22.438. Similar arguments as in the “low-income (female)” analysis above can be suggested for this position also. That is, females tend to be more cautions in their spending and will consider their income, whether or not high or low, when dining-out and returning to restaurants. However, it must also be acknowledged that females in general, are more loyal customers. They tend to enjoy the security and comfort of familiar restaurants, that is, once they find that the restaurant’s ambience and service fulfils their needs, and will return to those restaurants over a long period of time (Finkelstein, 1989) (Table XLIII).



Factor analysis
As noted in Part 2, the data for the factor analysis were the 28 PoDp restaurant attribute items, measured on a weighted scale (Chapter Four), ranging from “Very dissatisfied” to “Very satisfied”. The Principal Components and Orthogonal (VARIMAX) rotation method was used for the analysis. The result of a one-tailed significance test of the correlation matrix indicated that 92 per cent of correlations were significant at the 0.01 level. The overall significance of the correlation matrix was 0.0000 with a Bartlett Test of Sphericity value of 13759.129, which indicated that the data matrix had sufficient correlation to the factor analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin overall measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) was 0.93340, which according to Hair et al. (1995) was meritorious. 

From the Orthogonal (VARIMAX) rotated factor matrix, five factors with 20 variables were defined by the original 28 variables that loaded most heavily (loading (≥0.5) on them. Table XLIV highlights that the factor analysis produced a clean factor structure with relatively higher loadings on the appropriate factors. Most variables loaded heavily on the first four factors but not on the fifth. This verified that there was a minimal overlap among these factors and that all factors were independently structured.

The higher loadings signaled the correlation of the variables with the factors on which they loaded. The communality of each variable was relatively high, ranging from 0.40 to 0.72, which also indicated that the variance of the original values was captured well by the five factors. The five-factor structure resulted in a relatively more workable and meaningful number of composite dimensions, which could be more easily interpreted and used for the subsequent regression analysis. A five-dimension solution resulted in the following factor labels:

1. “First and last impressions”. 

2. “Service excellence”. 

3. “Ambience excellence”. 

4. “Food excellence and feeling comfortable to eat there”. 

5. “Reservations and parking”. 

A composite reliability of a construct was calculated to measure the internal consistency of each of the five factor indicators. The results presented in Table XLV show that the coefficients for all four factors exceeded the recommended level of 0.50 (Hair et al., 1995), ranging from 0.85 to 0.66.

The first factor, “First and last impressions”, had six significant loadings. It was composed of original variables with the highest factor loading on that dimension: dining privacy, restaurant’s temperature, restaurant’s appearance, restaurant that offers a new dining experience, restaurant that offers food of a consistent standard, and restaurant that offers service of a consistent standard. The factor addressed two issues, namely the restaurants’ physical attributes, which were usually noticed first by the diners, and the consistency of food and service quality, which the diners monitored during the dining event and which led to them forming an impression (positive or negative) at the end of the dining event (Churchill and Surprenant, 1982; Oh and Jeong, 1996; Lyons, 1996; Qu, 1997).

The second factor, “Service excellence”, had four significant loadings. It was composed of four original variables: friendly polite and helpful staff; attentive staff; staff greeting customers; and staff who are willing to serve. The factor reflected issues of service approach and the aptitude of staff towards service and customer needs. 

The third factor, “Ambience excellence”, had three significant loadings. It was composed of three original variables: level of comfort; level of noise in the restaurant; and view from the restaurant. The factor reflected issues of ambience, related to how seating comfort and noise factors intruded on the customers’ dining pleasure, and whether these had a positive or negative effect on customers’ dining satisfaction.

The fourth factor, “Food excellence and feels comfortable to eat there”, had four significant loadings. It was composed of four original variables: menu variety; nutritious food; tastiness of food; food quality; and feels comfortable to eat there. The factor explained whether or not the restaurant provided high-quality food items as well as taking into account customers’ feelings of comfort when eating there, which according to Finkelstein (1989) is associated with the psychological rather than physical need. 

The last factor, “Reservations and parking”, had two significant loadings, composed of two original variables: handling of telephone reservations and parking. The factor explained whether or not the restaurant offered the convenience of telephone reservations and parking. After rotation, the five factors explained 60.7 per cent of cumulative variance. These factors were then used in subsequent regression analysis and probability-of-return modelling.



Logistic regression analysis: testing the research hypotheses and findings



Testing research hypothesis Ha1 
One of the salient objectives of this study was to test the return probability utility of the model, which was operationalised by the research hypothesis Ha1, that “Satisfaction with the dining experience leads to return patronage”. Although 15 other research hypotheses were tested in the study, only the findings of Ha1 will be reported in this article.

In order to analyse the relationships between intention to return and the various predictors of interest, a forward stepwise (WALD) logistic regression analysis was carried out, with “intention to return” as the event to be predicted and the following variables considered as predictors: (F1) “First and last impressions”, (F2) “Service excellence”, (F3) “Ambience excellence”, (F4) “Food excellence and feels comfortable to eat there”, (F5) “Reservations and parking”, diners’ occupation, diners’ income, whether or not the diner was a first-time diner or a repeat diner (DINFREQ) and the dining occasion.

Of the 788 possible cases for analysis, 85 were removed. These were the missing cases. The variable entry was based on the significance of the Wald statistic. The criterion for variable entry was p < 0.05, the criterion for removal was p > 1, and categorical predictors were re-coded using the SPSS Ver. 7.5, default deviation contrasts. Seven variables entered the analysis before the procedure terminated due to a perfect solution being reached. Table XLVI shows the significant models of prediction with respective classification return improvements (for the respondents overall, and for returners and non-returners). Table XLVII shows the summary statistics for the final model that was calculated before the procedure terminated.

Seven variables entered the analysis before the procedure terminated due to a perfect solution being reached. The first variable to be entered was (F1) “First and last impressions”, which resulted in a significant model, χ2(1, N = 703) = 136.379, P < 0.001, that achieved overall classification accuracy of 83.21 per cent, with 21.95 per cent accuracy for those diners who did not intend to return versus 96.21 per cent accurate for those diners who did intend to return.

“Service excellence” (F2) was entered at the second step, which resulted in a significant level of model improvement, χ2(1, N = 703) = 164.440, P < 0.001, χ2(2, N = 703) = 300.819, P < 0.001 for the model overall. Overall classification accuracy improved to 89.05 per cent (57.72 per cent for non-returners and 95.69 per cent for returners).

“Food Excellence and feels comfortable to eat there” (F4) was entered at the third step, which resulted in a significant level of model improvement, x2(2, N = 703) = 135.683, P < 0.001, x2(3, N = 703) = 436.502, P < 0.001 for the model overall. Overall classification accuracy improved to 92.18 per cent (70.73 per cent for non-returners and 96.72 per cent for returners).

“Ambience excellence” (F3) was entered at the fourth step, which resulted in a significant level of model improvement, χ2(3, N = 703) = 80.623, P < 0.001, χ2(4, N = 703) = 517.125, P < 0.001 for the model overall. Overall classification accuracy improved to 95.45 per cent (80.93 per cent for non-returners and 98.10 per cent for returners).

“Reservations and parking” (F5) was entered at the fifth step, which resulted in a significant level of model improvement, χ2(4, N = 703) = 61.092, P < 0.001, χ2(5, N = 703) = 578.217, P < 0.001 for the model overall. Overall classification accuracy improved to 97.30 per cent (90.24 per cent for non-returners and 98.79 per cent for returners).

The “Occupation” variable was entered at the sixth step, which resulted in an additional level of model improvement, χ2(5, N = 703) = 15.343, P < 0.01, χ2(6, N = 703) = 610.980, P < 0.01 for the model overall. Overall classification accuracy improved to 98.44 per cent, (98.79 per cent for returners and 96.75 per cent for non-returners).

The final variable, DINFREQ (first-timers vs repeaters), was entered at the seventh step, which resulted in an additional level of model improvement, χ2(6, N = 703) = 17.420, P < 0.002, χ2(7, N = 703) = 595.637, P < 0.002 for the model overall. Overall classification accuracy improved to 98.58 per cent (94.31 per cent for non-returners and 99.48 per cent for returners). Note that the accuracy for non-returners did not improve in the model.

The results of the logistic regression analysis clearly indicate that there was a significant positive relationship between these independent variables and the dependent variable, suggesting that the probability of return was dependent on customers’ dining satisfaction with these five dimensions. Thus the research hypotheses Ha1 was accepted. It is important to note here that the items (restaurant attributes) within each dimension were therefore the determining attributes (y1 in the model) which strongly predicted return patronage, and that they had a central role in the formation of customers’ post-dining intentions.

The results also highlight that customers’ “first and last impressions” are critical for influencing return patronage. For example, in Table XLVI it is interesting to note the “first and last impressions” classification accuracy of 21.95 per cent for those diners who did not intend to return versus 96.21 per cent accuracy for those diners who did intend to return. This implies that first and last impressions, i.e., pre-dining and post-dining perceptions, have a tremendous effect on return patronage, particularly for customers who had dined at the restaurant before, which supports the argument that dining satisfaction is the customer’s psychological state and is an aggregation of his/her dining experience at the restaurant (Oh and Jeong, 1996).

Moreover, the “first and last impressions” dimension indicates the customers’ overall perceptions and evaluation of the restaurant from the beginning of the dining event to the end, and these are often based on strong feelings about the restaurant’s performance. It may also be argued that the high predictability percentage for returners is because they had been to the restaurant before and knew what to expect next time (Finkelstein, 1989). More importantly, it seems that Lowenstein’s (1995) and Haywood’s (1988) idea about cultivating customer loyalty or return is strongly supported by these findings. The postulation of Pettijohn et al. (1997), that customer satisfaction might be important to the business, is also supported by these findings. These findings also demonstrate the effect of disconfirmation on return behaviour in the model and shows that customers’ post-dining behavioural intentions are underpinned by disconfirmation, as corroborated in Barsky’s (1992) study. Therefore, first and last impressions emerge as the critical perceptual dimensions in the formation of dining satisfaction. Interestingly, attributes in the “first and last impressions” dimension (y1 in the model) often “override” favourable and/or unfavourable (y2 attributes in the model) dining experiences as indicated in the research findings of Finkelstein (1989) and Bitner et al. (1990). For example, a waiter’s surly attitude or rude or insensitive handling of customers is highly unlikely to be compensated for by good food and service (Jung, 1999), whereas customers’ dissatisfaction with the choice of vegetable side-order is unlikely to result in unfavourable perceptions of the whole dining experience. Importantly, findings suggest that the respondents also considered multiple dimensions when determining whether or not to return to the restaurant.

The results of this study also confirm that service and food quality were strong contributory factors for return (WALD 13.4616 and 13.8713). Of particular interest is the “Food excellence and feels comfortable to eat there” dimension, which also accounts for customers’ feelings of comfort when eating at the restaurant. Both Lowenberg et al. (1979), Wood (1995) and particularly Finkelstein (1989), concluded that dining satisfactions are often influenced by the customers’ psychological rather than physical needs, that is, food consumption often invokes a feeling of comfort, and these feelings often influence customers’ choice of restaurant and their subsequent return. This is an important finding because it also suggests that eating and dining is a consumption emotion that refers to a set of emotional responses elicited specifically during the dining event or consumption of food. This supports the findings of previous research by Russell (1979), who argued that eating and dining is a consumption emotion that is portrayed either as the distinctive category of emotional experience and expression such as joy, or by the structural dimensions underlying emotional categories such as relaxation/action, comfort/discomfort or pleasantness/unpleasantness. In addition, this strongly suggests that individuals perceive dining out as a potential satisfaction-producer for two major reasons. First, it provides certain intrinsic rewards, such as a feeling of well being, comfort, contentedness, and happiness, and second, it enables the customers to escape briefly from their daily routine, as indicated by Finkelstein (1989). If we are to take Lowenstein’s (1995) argument, food excellence and feelings of comfort when eating in a restaurant emerge as important dimensions for restaurant marketing strategists who want to cultivate better customer loyalty. The model’s accuracy in predicting return improved overall to 95.45 per cent when customers were also satisfied with the restaurant’s “ambience”. At the sme time, it must be recognised that a restaurant’s ambience alone may not be a significant predictor of return behaviour.

Whilst satisfaction with reservations and parking arrangements may not be the more obvious predictors of return for Hong Kong diners, satisfaction with reservations and parking arrangements might prompt them to return. In Hong Kong, there are almost no on-street parking facilities, and off-street parking is often expensive. Many restaurants, however, offer valet parking and will either contribute towards the cost of parking, for example the first hour, or in some cases will pay for the parking bill. As a result, many diners in Hong Kong are particularly swayed to return to the restaurants that offer a parking service.

Whether or not dining frequency (i.e. “first-timers” or “returners”, that is, DINFREQ) is a predictor of return is of particular interest in this study. As indicated in Table XLVI, DINFREQ improved the model’s accuracy in predicting return to 98.58 per cent for customers who were repeat customers. It should also be noted that for non-returners, the return prediction did not improve, which suggests that dining satisfaction for first-timers is crucial for future return, as concluded by Lowenstein (1995) and Dube et al. (1994). In the model, “diners’ income” and the “dining occasion” were not factors that significantly affected return patronage in Hong Kong.



Summary of findings
It should be recognised from the findings of this study that restaurateur’s in Hong Kong not only face multiple and shifting interpretations of their restaurants by their customers, but they also operate within settings characterised by customers’ potential doubt and insincerity. While relationship marketing is often seen as a panacea in building customer loyalty, it is not always easy to pursue relationship work intensely over time. Not all employees appreciate the value of repeat customers or their own roles in forming long-term relationships. Even those who do tend to find it difficult to maintain intensity in settings in which the results of their efforts are obscure or lost, or are characterised by a widely shifting assortment of customers and prospective repeat customers. In simpler terms, it is difficult to form long-lasting relationships with every customer, or even a few repeat customers. Service staff can be hired or retained on the basis of interpersonal skills, and relationship work can be explicitly encouraged by others and the employees themselves, but loyalty-inducing behaviour alone is difficult to sustain, even when this is the primary objective. The results of this study suggest that other restaurant attributes, together with relationship marketing strategies, have a greater impact on return patronage. From a theoretical perspective it is important to note that the model emerged from efforts to relate attitudes towards the dining experience to post-dining behaviour and this model is a first attempt in modelling dining satisfaction and post-dining behaviour.

One of the important findings, and consequent implications, of this study is that dining satisfaction appears to moderate the relationship between the dining experience and post-dining behavioural intentions in a relatively generalisable way in the model. Thus, the implications for restaurant marketers in Hong Kong is that they might have to further explore this moderating effect in the development of future dining satisfaction and return patronage models. In addition, where significant moderating effects were found, the positive influence of dining satisfaction on post-dining behavioural intentions is greater when dining satisfaction is greater. In other words, the level of return is greater when dining satisfaction with specific restaurant attributes is greater, and is dependent on the specific return rate for customers who had previously dined in the restaurant.

Importantly, the significance of the results lies in the fact that an in-depth understanding of customers’ patterns of return, which may or may not influence future return, appears to require a broadening of restaurant marketers’ perceptions, beyond viewing customer satisfaction and return as simple intervening specification variables to viewing the constructs as largely moderating variables. One of the more critical findings of this study suggests that the frequency of product usage (repeat visit to the restaurant) relative to customer heterogeneity lead to higher expectations and satisfaction, as well as less negative disconfirmation. While these findings may seem to be obvious, the less obvious, however, is the finding that repeat patronage is lower and more sensitive to satisfaction when the return rate increases (Ha15). That is, as involvement/experience with the restaurant increases, so do quality expectations and satisfaction. Return patronage is lower and more sensitive to satisfaction. It is likely that restaurateurs are acting rationally by providing higher quality and satisfaction given the importance of dining satisfaction to customers when involvement is high. Importantly, customers often appear more likely to notice “wrong” and “right” food and service quality when involvement is high, as might be expected.

From an intuitive standpoint, there is less positive and negative disconfirmation as repeat increases. This is because frequent diners often have well-formed experiences that are unlikely to be disconfirmed. Dining satisfaction is thought to be moderately higher in these instances, perhaps because “losses” are higher than “gains” when there is negative disconfirmation. At the same time, it may also be that repeat patronage is higher, and dining satisfaction depends more on expectations than on perceived quality or expectations met (EM). However, it would appear from the results of the study that when there is greater variance in perceived performance (expectations met) negative disconfirmation is more likely to occur. Furthermore, the findings of this study suggest, within the limitations of the research framework, that satisfied customers are important, but are not necessarily loyal customers. This research indicates that there is no single factor that stands out as being the determinant for loyalty, because loyalty, or return patronage, is seen to be the result of the interplay between several factors, as indicated by the findings of research hypotheses analysis. One factor that is clear is that as the number of repeat visits increases, the repeat factor decreases if satisfaction decreases, but as noted earlier, this might be because customers “expect more” from the restaurant and are more difficult to satisfy because their expectations are getting higher. This also suggests that the restaurant’s sales force, i.e. the service staff, is not obsolete. It is suggested that the role of a waiter is in transition, from that of a seller and server to a merchandiser and customer consultant.

It is clear from the findings of this study that restaurateurs must recognise their dependence on repeat customers. Repeat customers not only bring revenue into the business, they also provide predictability, security and enjoyment for those involved in the business. Of particular importance, however, should be the development of strategic and operational directions based not on one-dimensional or multi-dimensional marketing approaches, because these may no longer be as effective, but on applying multi-dimensional strategies that incorporate very specific restaurant attributes that are relevant to the restaurant’s customer profile.

The need for customer-driven business strategies will increase considerably as the restaurant industry in Hong Kong adjusts to new customer demands and new emerging market conditions. 

Table Ia The characteristics of Hong Kong diners
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Table Ib The characteristics of Hong Kong diners
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Table Ic Simplified “occupations”
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Table II Ranking of Hong Kong diners’ perceived expectations met in relation to restaurant attributes
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Table III Composite reliability for the research instrument’s independent variables
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Table IV Testing H01: there is no significant relationship between dining frequency and return intentions




[image: image6]
Table V 
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Table XLIV Varimax rotated loading
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Table XLV Five dimensions of dining satisfaction with composite reliability
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Table XLVI Significant prediction dimensions and classification of return improvements
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Table XLVII Summary of statistics of the final logistic regression for Ha1 model [forward stepwise (Wald)]
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Table X Testing H03(b) (dining occasion “celebrating” – females): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “celebration” (females)
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Table XI Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XII Testing H03(c) (dining occasion “business need” – males): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “business need” (males)
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TableXIII Cross-tabulation for males (in percentages)
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Table XIV Testing H03(d) (dining occasion “business need” – females): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “business need” (females)
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Table XV Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XVI Testing H03(e) (dining occasion “social need” – males): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “social need” (males)
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Table XVII Cross-tabulation for males (in percentages)
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Table XVIII Testing H03(f) (dining occasion “social need” – females): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “social need” (females)
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Table XIX Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XX Testing H03(g) (dining occasion “convenience” – males): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “convenience” (males)
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Table XXI Cross-tabulation for males (in percentages)
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Table XXII Testing H03(h) (dining occasion “convenience” – females): there is no significant relationship between return, dining out frequency and the dining-out occasion “convenience” (females)
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Table XXIII Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XXIV Testing H04(a) (age – males): there is no significant relationship between customers’ age and return patronage (males)
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Table XXV Cross-tabulation for males (in percentages)




[image: image27]
Table XXVI Testing H04(b) (age – females): there is no significant relationship between customers’ age and return patronage (female)
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Table XXVII Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XXVIII Testing H05(a) (occupation – males): there is no significant relationship between cutomers’ occupation and return patronage (male)
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Table XXIX Cross-tabulation for males (in percentages)
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Table XXX Testing H05(b) (occupation – females): there is no significant relationship between customers’ occupation and return patronage (females)
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Table XXXI Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XXXII Testing H06(a) (low income – males): there is no significant relationship between customers’ (low) income and return patronage (males)




[image: image34]
Table XXXIII Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XXXIV Testing H06(b) (low income - females): there is no significant relationship between customers’ (low) income and return patronage (females)
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Table XXXV Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)




[image: image37]
Table XXXVI Testing H06(c) (medium income – males): there is no significant relationship between customers’ (medium) income and return patronage (males)
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Table XXXVII Cross-tabulation for males (in percentages)
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Table XXXVIII Testing H06(d) (medium income – females): there is no significant relationship between customers’ (medium) income and return patronage (females)
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Table XXXIX Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XL Testing H06(e) (high income – males): there is no significant relationship between customers’ (high) income and return patronage (males)
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Table XLI Cross-tabulation for males (in percentages)
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Table XLII Testing H06(f) (high income – females): there is no significant relationship between customers’ (high) income and return patronage (females)
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Table XLIII Cross-tabulation for females (in percentages)
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Table XLIV Varimax rotated loading
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XLV Five dimensions of dining satisfaction with composite reliability
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XLVI Significant prediction dimensions and classification of return improvements
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XLVII 
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