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Abstract

This study aimed to develop a new restaurant service quality scale, RESQUAL, that
addresses the empirical and conceptual deficiencies of existing restaurant service
quality scales and takes into account the changes in customer perceptions. Within the
scope of the research, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was applied to the data
obtained from a sample of 224 people, and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was
applied to the data obtained from a sample of 230 people. Restaurant service quality in
this study was conceptualized in five dimensions as food, personnel, atmosphere,
hygiene and menu. The EFA results indicated that the scale had high internal
consistency (Cronbach's Alpha = 0.91), and the five-factor structure of the scale was
confirmed by the CFA results. These findings show that RESQUAL is a valid and
reliable measurement tool.

Keywords: Service Quality, Restaurants, Scale Development, Perception, Uncertainty
(0}

Bu calismada, mevcut restoran hizmet kalitesi o6lgeklerinin ampirik ve kavramsal
eksikliklerini gideren ve musteri algilarinda meydana gelen degisimleri dikkate alan yeni
bir restoran hizmet kalitesi 6lgedi olan RESQUAL'’in gelistiriimesi amaglanmistir.
Arastirma kapsaminda 224 kisilik bir érneklemden elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda
Acimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA), 230 kisilik bir 6rneklemden elde edilen veriler
dogrultusunda Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (CFA) uygulanmistir. Restoran hizmet kalitesi
bu galismada; yiyecek, personel, atmosfer, hijyen ve meni olmak lzere bes boyutta
kavramsallastiriimistir. AFA sonuglari 6lgedin yiksek i¢ tutarhliga sahip oldugunu
(Cronbach's Alpha = 0,91) gostermis olup, CFA sonuglari ile dlgegin bes faktorli yapisi
dogrulanmistir. Bu bulgular RESQUAL'in gegerli ve guvenilir bir 6lgiim araci oldugunu
gOstermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hizmet kalitesi, Restoranlar, Olgek gelistirme, Algi, Belirsizlik

*This article is derived from the author's doctoral thesis completed in 2023 at the Gazi University
Institute of Social Sciences, Department of Tourism Management.
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Extended Summary
Purpose

Existing restaurant service quality scales contain both empirical and conceptual
shortcomings. This study aims to develop a valid and reliable service quality scale,
RESQUAL, which addresses these deficiencies while considering changes in customer
perceptions.

Background

SERVQUAL, developed by Parasuraman et al. (1988), is the first and most widely
used scale for measuring service quality. Despite its popularity, it has faced criticism
regarding its dimensions (Babakus and Boller, 1992; Babakus and Mangold, 1992),
sector suitability (Babakus and Boller, 1992; Carman, 1990), focus on service delivery
(Babakus and Mangold, 1991; Richard and Allaway, 1993), negative statements
(Babakus and Boller, 1992; Philip and Hazlett, 1997), its Likert scale (Degermen,
2005), and its neglect of service interaction (Degermen, 2005). It also adopts a
disapproval paradigm (Cronin and Taylor, 1992) and lacks grounding in economic,
statistical, and psychological theories (Buttle, 1996). In response, SERVPEREF,
developed by Cronin and Taylor (1994), refines SERVQUAL by focusing solely on
perceptions, using 22 items of SERVQUAL and eliminating the need to measure
expectations (Albayrak, 2018). SERVPEREF is considered superior in some studies (Al
Khattab and Aldehayyat, 2011; Brown et al., 1993; Carrillat et al., 2007; Jain and
Gupta, 2004; Zhou, 2004) but criticized for its diagnostic power and the same
dimensional issues as SERVQUAL (Haghighat, 2017).

To address SERVQUAL's limitations, sector specific scales have been
developed, such as DINESERV (Stevens et al., 1995), which focuses on restaurant
service but has been criticized for neglecting food quality. TANGSERV (Raajpoot,
2002) addresses physical environment factors but overlooks intangible elements.
DINESCAPE (Ryu and Jang, 2008) centers on the internal dining environment but
ignores external aspects. DINEX (Antun et al., 2010) improves on this by including
atmosphere, food, service, and social aspects. GRSERV (Chen et al., 2015) and
CFFRSERYV (Tan et al., 2014) further refine service quality assessment for green and
fast food restaurants respectively, by adding dimensions like environmental focus and
cleanliness. Despite these advancements, the need for new measurement tools
continues due to evolving conditions and ongoing criticisms (Uslu and Eren, 2020).

Method

In the study, a new scale called RESQUAL was developed to address previous scales'
limitations in measuring service quality in restaurants. The development followed
DeVellis's guidelines, beginning with a comprehensive review of existing literature to
identify gaps. An inductive approach was employed to generate a pool of 90 positive
items and which were translated into Turkish and validated for content by 12 experts
using Lawshe's method. The finalized questionnaire and featuring a 5-point Likert scale
and was piloted with 50 participants to refine items based on reliability and expert
feedback, resulting in a 29 item scale. Main data collection occurred between February
and April 2022 with university personnel in Eskisehir and Tirkiye and using random
sampling. Both Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) were performed to validate the scale’s structure and with measures taken to
minimize common method bias.
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Findings

In the study, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) revealed that the service quality scale,
RESQUAL, comprised five dimensions, accounting for 82.5% of the total variance. The
KMO value was excellent at 0.902 and Bartlett’'s Test of Sphericity was significant,
indicating that the data were suitable for factor analysis. The Cronbach’s Alpha was
high at 0.91 and reflecting strong internal consistency. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) further validated the model, with fit indices showing acceptable levels. The
analysis supported a five factor structure comprising hygiene, personnel, atmosphere,
food and menu, confirming the EFA results. After excluding one item for better model
fit, both first and second level CFA demonstrated that the scale achieved good fit, with
convergent and discriminant validity confirmed by appropriate CR and AVE values.

Result

Existing service quality scales have faced criticism, prompting the development of a
new scale to better measure current customer perceptions. Instead of modifying
criticized scales, a fresh approach was taken, leading to the creation of a new scale
that addresses past criticisms. In studies on service quality scales for restaurants, the
varimax method has been predominantly used. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
identified 21 items with high communality values and an explained variance of 82.5%
and categorizing them into five factors: atmosphere, hygiene, food, menu and
personnel. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) refined this to a final scale with 20
items across five dimensions: atmosphere (3 items), hygiene (6 items) , food (4 items) ,
menu (3 items) and personnel (4 items), including a new item on social distance within
the hygiene dimension. This new scale, named RESQUAL, demonstrates both validity
and reliability and offering a comprehensive tool to assess restaurant service quality in
line with current customer perceptions.

1. Introduction

Today, the changes and uncertainties have not only affected economies, but also
forced businesses to be more flexible and innovative. The changes and uncertainties
have significantly shaped various sectors, including the food and beverage sector,
which is a fundamental pillar of economies. The food and beverage sector, which
emerged with the changing needs of people, is one of the complementary elements of
the tourism sector (Cetinoglu et al., 2017) and is of vital importance for economies. In
2019, the sector created an economic volume of 125 billion TL (approx. 21.93 billion
dollars) in Turkiye, created a workforce of 100 thousand businesses and provided
direct employment to 2 million people in the sector (Deloitte, 2020). However,
alterations in consumer perceptions due to global crises such as COVID-19 pandemic
have significantly influenced the sector (Gulfaci and Kilighan, 2023; Kim and Lee,
2020). As indicated in the study by Di Crosta et al. (2021), the COVID-19 pandemic
significantly impacted consumer perceptions by deepening the distinction between
essential needs and non essentials, with a 61% increase in average expenditures
observed during quarantine, particularly for food, hygiene and cleaning products.
Besides this, as per the findings of TOBB (2020), the record of closures in the food and
beverage sector exhibited an approximate 50 percent surge in the year 2020 in
contrast to the figures recorded in 2018. Additionally, Kaplan et al. (2023) indicated
that the COVID-19 pandemic has permanently increased the use of third-party
restaurant apps, grocery stores, and takeout by many people, while deepening the
digital divide and leading to differences in perceptions of service quality, especially by
income level and geographic location. In this context, measuring consumers' quality
perceptions in accordance with changes is of critical importance for survival and



Tasdagitici ve Tuna 22(1) 2025 Seyahat ve Otel isletmeciligi Dergisi/

Journal of Travel and Hotel Business

achievement of goals by businesses, arising from the belief in the essential role of
measurement for effective management (Boshoff, 1999).

In an environment where competition and change are intense, it is important for
businesses to measure service quality accurately in order to gain competitive
advantage. However, the general service quality scales (Cronin and Taylor, 1992;
Parasuraman et al., 1985) and restaurant-specific service quality scales (Cheng et al.,
2019; Mendocilla et al., 2021; Raajpoot, 2002; Ryu and Jang, 2008; Stevens et al.,
1995; Tan et al., 2014) used by researchers to measure service quality in restaurants
have deficiencies. Although the problems posed by the modified SERVQUAL scales in
terms of sectors have been discussed by researchers (Bradley and Wang, 2022), it
has been determined that the majority of the scales used in the literature are modified
versions of the SERVQUAL scale and have been subject to some criticism. In the
literature, the SERVQUAL scale, has been criticized in various aspects such as
focusing only on the service delivery process, having negative items, being in the form
of a seven-point Likert scale, convergent-discriminant validity and in terms of the
paradigm it is based on. Besides this, DINESERV scale (Stevens et al., 1995), which
was developed to measure service quality in restaurants, and TANGSERV scale
(Raajpoot, 2002), which was developed to measure service quality in food services
and SERVPERF scale (Cronin and Taylor, 1994), which was based on performance,
have been subject to similar criticisms as the SERVQUAL scale, because they were
developed on the basis of SERVQUAL scale. In addition, the DINESERV scale has
been criticized for its inadequate dimensions, and the TANGSERV scale has been
criticized for having intangible features that are ignored, such as employee-customer
relations. The DINESCAPE (Ryu and Jang, 2008) scale, which aims to measure
service quality in upscale restaurants, has been criticized for neglecting the
restaurant's exterior spaces and surroundings.

The aim of this study is to develop a new scale that can measure customers'
rapidly changing perceptions of restaurant service quality, rather than modifying
existing criticized restaurant service quality scales. In this context, the RESQUAL scale
aims to provide an up-to-date, valid and reliable restaurant service quality
measurement tool that will contribute to businesses gaining competitive advantage by
covering the basic elements of restaurant service quality (food, personnel, atmosphere,
hygiene and menu). The findings of this study are of great importance to restaurant
managers, industry representatives and academics, as accurately measuring service
quality is an important strategic tool for businesses to achieve sustainable competitive
advantage in the sector.

2. Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
2.1. Service Quality

While quality was a competitive advantage for companies in the past, today it has
become a necessity to exist in the market (Mendocilla et al., 2021). Changes in
communication and information technologies have reduced the distances between
people and increased interaction. Due to these changes, consumers have had the
opportunity to compare products and services, as well as to access information about
many new products and services. As consumers become more conscious and
selective, businesses that offer services have started to follow rapid changes to
maintain their existence. Ultimately, service quality has become essential not only for
attracting and retaining customers but also for staying competitive in a rapidly changing
environment. In this regard, understanding the way customers perceive service quality
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is essential for businesses to gain sustainable competitive advantage (Grénroos, 1984:
36).

Service quality has been extensively researched since the 1980s (Brogowicz et
al.,, 1990). However, the multidimensional, abstract and dynamic nature of service
quality, as well as the differentiation of service expectations according to sectors,
makes it difficult to establish a common definition of the concept. According to
Gronroos (1984: 37) the perceived service quality is “the outcome of an evaluation
process where the customers compare their expectations with service they have
received.” Similarly, Cronin and Taylor (1992) emphasized that service quality is based
only on evaluating service performance. According to Zeithaml (1988: 3), perceived
quality is defined as the subjective judgment of customers about the superiority or
excellence of a product or service.

2.2. Service Quality Assessment

SERVQUAL is the first and most widely used scale to determine service quality,
developed by Parasuraman et al. (1988). However, it faced criticisms on certain facets.
Some researchers have argued that SERVQUAL'’s five dimensions are not suitable for
every service sector (Babakus and Boller, 1992; Babakus and Mangold, 1992; Bouman
and Van der Wiele, 1992; Carman, 1990; Finn and Lamb, 1991; Headley and Miller,
1993; Oyewole, 1999; Reidenbach and Sandifer-Smallwood, 1990). Babakus and
Boller (1992), indicated that SERVQUAL’s five dimensions vary across different
sectors; specifically, Carman (1990) applied the SERVQUAL scale in four different
service sectors and found that some dimensions needed to be added to the original
dimensions in different settings. Buttle (1996), highlighted the critiques concerns about
SERVQUAL’s convergent and discriminant validity. Their research pointed out that
when assessing convergent validity, the dimensions often do not show strong
correlations with one another. Additionally, the examination of discriminant validity
revealed insufficient evidence to support the independence of the items. One of the
critics included its focus on service delivery (Cronin and Taylor, 1992; Mangold and
Babakus, 1991; Richard and Allaway, 1993). SERVQUAL emphasizes the service
delivery process but neglects the service encounter outcomes; whereas assessing
both service delivery process and outcome together offers a more accurate prediction
than evaluating either one alone (Ko and Chou, 2020). SERVQUAL is also criticized for
using negative statements. The negative items create problems for respondents and
evaluators, which affects result of analysis (Babakus and Boller, 1992). Besides this,
the seven-point Likert scale in SERVQUAL has been criticized. Lewis (1993) noted that
not labeling the second to sixth points could lead participants to overuse the extreme
points. The scale has also been criticized in the context of the disapproval paradigm on
which it is based (Cronin and Taylor, 1992) rather than economic, statistical and
psychological theories (Buttle, 1996). It was claimed that the conceptualization of
SERVQUAL needed to be corrected due to the disapproval paradigm on which it was
based (Bolton and Drew, 1991; Cronin and Taylor, 1992). It is not based on economic,
statistical and psychological theories (Buttle, 1996). “The disconfirmation model has
conceptual, theoretical, and measurement problems and suggests that alternative
perceived quality models be used.” (Teas, 1993 as cited in Dabholkar et al., 2000). In
this regard, the literature supports a performance based paradigm (Babakus and
Boiler, 1992; Babakus and Mangold, 1992; Cronin and Taylor, 1994). SERVPERF
scale was developed by Cronin and Taylor in 1994 based on SERVQUAL to measure
service quality. The scale uses expressions of perceived quality, which consists of only
22 items of the SERVQUAL scale. Researchers have argued that expectancy
assessment should be excluded because customers generally have high expectations
and these expectations are rarely exceeded (Naderian and Baharun, 2015).
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Additionally, they agreed that measuring perceptions was sufficient to measure service
quality and there was no need to measure expectations (Albayrak, 2018). Therefore,
they determined that perceptions were a better indicator than the difference value
calculated in measuring service quality (Cati and Baydas, 2008). Empirical studies
evaluating the validity, reliability and methodological robustness of service quality
scales have determined the superiority of the SERVPERF scale (Al Khattab and
Aldehayyat, 2011; Brown et al., 1993; Carrillat et al., 2007; Jain and Gupta, 2004;
Zhou, 2004). SERVQUAL has been criticized for causing problems in the
measurement of expectation and performance (Brown et al., 1993). In particular, its
validity needs to be revised due to conceptual problems in the measurement of
expectations and performance (Teas, 1993). Dabholkar et al. (2000) emphasized that
perception measures are more successful than disconfirmation measures. In this
context, some researchers advocate the superiority of performance rather than the
expectation-perception relationship (Avkiran, 1999; Brady et al., 2002; Hahm et al.,
1997; Lee et al., 2000, McAlexander et al., 1994). Zeithaml et al. (1988) found in their
research that service quality is only affected by perceptions (Boulding et al., 1993).
Babakus and Boller (1992) determined that some psychological pressures cause
customers to make their evaluations of the difference between “expected” and
“perceived” suspicious. Cronin and Taylor also argued that there was little evidence
that the relationship between perceived quality and expected quality on which
SERVQUAL is based, was relevant to the measurement of service quality. In this
context, it was claimed that service quality could only be measured based on
performance (Cronin and Taylor, 1992). Cronin and Taylor (1994) stated that the
SERVQUAL scale could not measure service quality (Buttle, 1996); hence, they
developed a model called SERVPERF that only measures performance. However, the
diagnostic power of the SERVPERF scale was found insufficient (Jain and Gupta,
2004). Additionally, it has been criticized for using SERVQUAL’s dimensions
(Haghighat, 2017). Over the years, sector based scales have been formulated in
response to the critiques of the structural inadequacy of the SERVQUAL scale, which
is deemed unsuitable for every sector. In this context, some scales have been
developed to measure the service quality of the restaurant industry (Cheng et al.,
2019; Mendocilla et al., 2021; Raajpoot, 2002; Ryu and Jang, 2008; Stevens et al.,
1995; Tan et al., 2014).

2.3. Restaurant Quality Assessment

Stevens et al. (1995) developed the DINESERV scale based on SERVQUAL and
LODGSERYV to measure service quality in the food and beverage sector. However,
DINESERYV was criticized for overlooking food quality, an essential element in quality
measurement. Besides this, Raajpoot (2002) developed the TANGSERV scale to
measure tangible quality in the food and beverage businesses. Nevertheless, the
reliability and validity of the findings are discussed due to the methodological dilemma
in question (Ryu and Jang, 2008). Raajpoot also argued that future service quality
models should be wider than previous studies. TANGSERYV addressed the service
quality in restaurants regarding physical environmental factors. Although the
TANGSERV scale measured tangible features such as food quality, it overlooked
intangible feature as customer relationships (Mendocilla et al., 2021). In addition, the
scale was criticized for its validity and reliability due to methodological dilemmas
(Arslan Ayazlar and Giin, 2018). Ryu and Jang (2008) developed the DINESCAPE
scale for the criticisms of the previous scales for measuring service quality in upscale
restaurants. The DINESCAPE scale has been subject to criticism due to its exclusive
focus on the internal dining environment of a restaurant, neglecting considerations
pertaining to external areas and the restaurant's surroundings. This critique
emphasizes a potential limitation in the scale's holistic assessment and as it fails to
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account for factors beyond the limits of the restaurant's interior (Ryu and Jang, 2007;
2008, as cited in Arslan Ayazlar and Giin, 2018). A more comprehensive evaluation,
encompassing both internal and external elements, is essential for a thorough analysis
of the overall dining experience and a more nuanced understanding of the factors
influencing customer satisfaction. Some researchers claimed that the DINESERYV scale
was dimensionally inadequate; in this regard, researchers developed scales to
measure service quality only in certain restaurants by adding new dimensions. In
response to this need, Chen et al. (2015) developed the GRSERV scale to measure
the consumer's perception of service quality in green restaurants by adding the
dimensions of “environmentally focused services and food quality” to the dimensions of
the DINESERYV scale. The development of the GRSERYV scale exemplifies a targeted
approach to service quality evaluation, where in the unique characteristics of green
restaurants are considered. Similarly, the CFFRSERV scale, devised by Tan et al.
(2014) for the fast food industry, represents another instance of tailoring service quality
assessment tools to a specific sector. The scale was derived by expanding the
dimensions of the DINESERYV scale with the inclusion of "cleanliness and food quality."
Although the developed scales have made significant contributions to the literature,
they also been subject to criticism, as mentioned. With the constant change of
consumer needs and increasing competition in the market, business models and
services in restaurants have become more diversified (Cheng et al., 2019). Hence, the
necessity of new measurement tools has emerged due to changing conditions (Uslu
and Eren, 2020) and the criticisms directed at the previous scales. The critiques aimed
at prior scales, coupled with the transformations and uncertainties brought about by
recent changes, initiated the development of a new measurement instrument. For this
reason, in the study it was decided to develop a new scale to measure service quality,
taking into account the existing criticisms of current scales, as well as recent
perceptional changes, technological developments and uncertainties. In this regard,
RESQUAL scale has been developed, which encompasses dimensions such as food,
personnel, atmosphere, hygiene and menu; thereby providing a comprehensive
framework for assessing restaurant service quality. Given the significant impact of
service quality on customer satisfaction (Andaleeb and Conway, 2006; Makassy and
Meng, 2020; Razak, 2019), customer loyalty (Chen, 2016; Keshavarz et al., 2016) and
perceived value (Maisya et al., 2019; Sayuti and Setiawan, 2019), it is crucial for
restaurants to prioritize and invest in enhancing their service quality. In this respect,
accurately measuring service quality of restaurant becomes imperative.
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Table 1: Service Quality Scales in Restaurants

Scale Researchers Dimensions Scope Based on Limitation
SERVQUAL Parasuraman, Tangibles (4 items), General service - * It has been criticized on the grounds that different services may have different
Zeithmal& reliability (5 items), sector evaluation dimensions and that its five dimensions are not sufficient for every
Berry, 1985, responsiveness (4 items), service sector.
1988, 1991, assurance (4 items) and * It has been criticized for not being strong enough in terms of convergent and
1994 empathy (5 items) discriminant validity.
*22 items assessing *It has been criticized for focusing on service delivery process but neglects the
expectations and 22 items service encounter outcomes.
assessing perceptions * |t has been criticized because its negative items create confusion for
respondents and evaluators.
* |ts seven-point Likert scale has been criticized because it suggests that
respondents may resort to extremes.
* It has been criticized for the paradigm of disapproval paradigm on which it is
based.
SERVPERF Cronin& Taylor, Tangibles (4 items), General service | SERVQUAL *|t has been criticized for its diagnostic power.
1992, 1994 reliability (5 items), sector *|t has been criticized for having same limitations as SERVQUAL.
responsiveness (4 items),
assurance (4 items) and
empathy (5 items)
*22 items assessing
perceptions
DINESERV Stevens, Tangible (10 items), Restaurants SERVQUAL and * It has been criticized for being dimensionally inadequate.
Knutson& Patton, | reliability (5 items), LODGSERV
1995 responsiveness (3 items),
assurance (6 items), and
empathy (5 items)
TANGSERV Raajpoot, 2002 Layout/design (5 items), Food and SERVQUAL * It has been criticized for overlooking intangible features.
product/service (4 items) beverage
and ambiance/social (4 businesses
items)
DINESCAPE Ryu&Jang, 2008 Facility aesthetics (5 Upscale SERVICESCAPE * It has been criticized for neglecting external areas and the restaurant's
items), ambiance (4 restaurants surroundings.

items), lighting (3 items),
table setting (3 items),
layout (3 items) and
service staff (3 items)
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Table 1. Continued

GRSERV

Chen, Cheng &
Hsu,
2013

Tangible (6 items),
reliability (3 items),
responsiveness (3 items),
assurance (3 items),
empathy (3 items),
environmental-oriented
services (5 items) and
food quality (5 items)

Green
restaurants

DINESERV

* It is focusing on evaluating environmental sustainability practices.

CFFRSERV

Tan, Oriade&
Fallon, 2014

Assurance&empathy (8
items), cleanliness (4
items), food

quality (5 items), reliability
(4 items), responsiveness
(4 items) and tangibles (3
items)

Fast-food
restaurants

DINESERV

* |t is focusing on evaluating fast-food service practices.

LORSERV

Cheng, Chang,
Tsai, Chen &
Tseng, 2019

Internal sense of
happiness (6 items),
transitiveness (6 items),
environment (4 items),
healthy catering (5 items),
service

commitment (7 items),
green practicability (3
items) and thoughtfulness
(2 items)

LOHAS
restaurants

SERVQUAL,
DINESERYV and
GRSERV

* |t is focusing on LOHAS (lifestyles of health and sustainability) restaurants.

QUICKSERV

Mendocilla,
Miravitless&
Matute, 2021

Physical environment
perception (4 items),
operations performance
perception (3 items),
personnel service
perception (3 items) and
food quality perception (4
items)

Quickservice
restaurants

* |t is focusing on evaluating quick-service practices.




Tasdagitici ve Tuna 22(1) 2025 Seyahat ve Otel isletmeciligi Dergisi/

Journal of Travel and Hotel Business

3. Methodology

In this study, a new scale (RESQUAL) was developed by taking into account the
criticisms of the previous scales. As shown in Figure 1, in the scale development
stage, the steps defined by DeVellis (2017) were followed.

Figure 1: Scale Design Process
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In the first phase of the scale development process, studies on service quality
were examined. At this stage, the focus was on determining the characteristics, scope
and limitations of the service concept in the context of restaurants. Subsequently, the
deficiencies and criticisms identified in previous studies were analyzed. Deductive and
inductive methods can be used to create an item pool (Hinkin, 1998). According to the
inductive method, new items can be created with the help of content analysis and
interviews or focus group studies (Kanten and Arda, 2020). In the study, an inductive
method was adopted. To establish conceptual boundaries, a target group of 40
individuals was tasked with composing reflections on the quality of restaurants. In this
regard, 40 people were selected from the universe who were easily accessible and
were selected using a convenience sampling method. As stated in Erkus (2012),
gualitative data were collected by asking the target audience to convey their thoughts
on their perception of quality in the restaurant in the form of a composition on a blank
paper. Qualitative and quantitative content analysis are the two types of content
analysis forms (Schreier, 2012). Quantitative content analysis is a method for
determining the frequency of written texts based on the idea that numerical expression
of data can increase reliability and reduce bias (Metin and Unal, 2022). The
researchers conducted a quantitative content analysis on the data obtained from the
target group. The obtained data was organized and formatted. Categories related to
perceptions of service quality were identified. Keywords were determined for each
category and the frequency analysis was conducted to assess how often the identified
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keywords appeared in the data set. Derived from the analysis results within this
context, researchers proceeded to generate items for the pool by seeking expert
opinions. DeVellis (2017: 80) suggests that it is customary to include three to four
times the number of intended items into the item pool. For this reason, an initial item
pool consisting of 90 statements was established. DeVellis (2017: 83-85) cautions
against the utilization of negatively framed items due to their intrinsic limitations;
therefore, the study exclusively integrated positively framed statements.

The items were initially formulated in English and translated into Turkish. The
translation back translation method, as delineated by Chidlow et al. (2014), was
employed for the pertinent questionnaire. In this process, two researchers, proficient in
both English and Turkish, took into account the linguistic, cultural contexts while
translating the English text into Turkish and then the Turkish text was translated back
into English by another researcher who is proficient in both English and Turkish. After
the back translation, the original text and the back translated text were compared to
assess semantic shifts, cultural appropriateness, language fluency and necessary
corrections were implemented. As a result, the consistency of the texts in both
languages was ensured and the validity of the scale was increased.

To ensure the scale's content validity, the prepared items form was sent to 12
experts and asked to mark each item as not at all suitable, partially suitable, or suitable
according to the degree of measuring the desired structure. Sections that allow experts
to write their comments on the item were left next to each item. Among the group of
experts were individuals specializing in grammar, statistical methods, service quality,
restaurant management and scholars with expertise in both tourism and gastronomy.
The assessments were grounded in the findings derived from the Lawshe (1975)
analysis. Subsequently, based on the evaluations of the experts, the Content Validity
Ratio (CVR) for each item and The Content Validity Index (CVI) for the test were
calculated. The determination of which items would be retained in the item pool was
made according to the content validity rate table proposed by Ayre and Scally (2014).
Ultimately, face and content validity were established through the consensus of expert
opinions. Furthermore, a 5 point Likert scale was adopted for this study in response to
critiques associated with the utilization of 7 point Likert scales in previous assessments
of service quality (Lewis, 1993). The questionnaire comprised two distinct sections.
The initial segment encompassed seven questions related to demographic information.
The subsequent section consisted of inquiries aimed at clarifying factors associated
with customers' perceptions of service quality following.

For the pilot study, a survey was administered to a sample group comprising 50
individuals. Correlations among the items and Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the
scale were computed, expert opinions on the items were solicited. Subsequent to the
pilot implementation, a decision was made to retain items with a Cronbach's alpha
coefficient exceeding 0.70 on the scale. In this context, the performance of the scale's
questions was evaluated through item analysis and necessary revisions were made.
Following the reorganization of items, the total count was established at 29, thus
finalizing the questionnaire in its ultimate form. After this stage, the research
proceeded to the main data collection phase to apply the scale on a large sample. The
main application's research universe encompasses university personnel, including
academic, administrative and other personnel in Eskisehir, Turkiye. Eskisehir was
selected as the research city due to its cultural richness attributed to immigration.
Additionally, based on data from the Turkish Statistical Institute, it stands out as one of
the cities with the highest frequency of dining out. The research employed a random
sampling methodology. A list of university personnel in Eskisehir was compiled from
the websites of the relevant universities. A random sample was created using certain
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sequential numbers such as 1th, 10th, 20th, 30th. 40th from the list. Due to the inability
to access suitable data during the initial data collection phase, a second data collection
process was carried out. The study considered the sample sizes used in previous
studies on service quality scales. The sample size was determined as 224 participants
for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and 230 participants for Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA). Research data were collected between 23.02.2022 and 01.04.2022
through a survey link distributed to university personnel following the announcement of
the survey. The ethics committee approval required for the collection of data within the
scope of this research was obtained with the decision of Ankara Haci Bayram Veli
University Ethics Commission dated 20.01.2022 and numbered 71486. To minimize
common method bias, a series of measures were implemented, including encouraging
participants to provide honest and objective responses by emphasizing the complete
confidentiality and security of the obtained answers, as well as randomly selecting the
order of the questions in the survey, highlighted with a statement on the survey link.
The collected data were subjected to statistical analyses to examine the characteristics
of the scale. Both EFA and CFA were employed to evaluate the construct validity of the
scale. Within the scope of the research, descriptive analyses, including frequency and
percentage analyses, were utilized for the analysis of demographic characteristics. In
the course of the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), due diligence has been exercised
in addressing the phenomenon of cross loading. Before conducting the statistical
analyses, the responses were examined to ensure that participants completed the
scale accurately and in its entirety. Following this examination, it was observed that
some of the scale forms were randomly filled out. Consequently, the scale forms filled
out randomly were excluded from the analysis.

To demonstrate the construct validity of the developed scale, Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) was performed using the SPSS 25.0 program, applying the Varimax
rotation technique, one of the vertical rotation techniques and principal component
analysis. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was employed to validate the obtained
structure through AMOS 24.0.

4. Findings

4.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis

Within the scope of the research, the demographic characteristics of the participants
subjected to the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) were examined. As indicated by
Table 2, the majority of the participants were male (55.35%), aged between 36-45
(35.26%), married (68.30%), held a bachelor's degree (37.94%), were employed as
administrative personnel (49.10%), had an income level between 10.000 and 11.999
TL (24.10%).
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Table 2: Demographical Findings of the Scale Development Study (EFA)

Variables Groups F %
Gender Female 100 4454
Male 124 55.35
26-35 56 25
36-45 79 35.26
Age 45-55 {3 29.45
56-65 20 8.92
Over 65 3 1.33
Marital Status Married 153 68.30
Single 64 28.57
Other 7 3.12
Education Status Primary Education 2 0.89
Secondary Education i 267
Asgociate Degree 13 8.03
Bachelor's Degrese [ib] 3794
Master's Degree 39 17.41
Doctorale degree 74 33.03
Cccupation Academic Personnel ar 43.30
Administrative Personnel 110 48.10
Other Personnel 17 7.98
Income Lewvel (TL) 3999 and below 2 0.59
4000-5999 35 15.62
6000-7999 49 21.87
3000-9999 25 11.16
10.000-11.999 54 2410
12.000-13.999 13 8.03
14.000 and above 4 18.30

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was employed to assess the construct validity
of the scale. The Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) value was calculated to evaluate the
data's suitability for factor analysis. Additionally, the significance of the Bartlett
Sphericity test indicates the acceptability of the values (Field, 2013). The scale's
Cronbach's Alpha, an indicator of internal consistency, is 0.91. According to Kayis
(2009: 405), if the Cronbach alpha value is 0.80 < a <1.00, the scale has high
reliability. According to this value, it is determined that the RESQUAL scale has high
reliability. In the analysis, the varimax method was applied. Rotation is necessary in
interpreting factor loadings (Henson and Roberts, 2006). Analysis should continue with
factors with eigenvalues greater than one (Yurdabakan and Tim, 2017). According to
the analysis and the KMO value was determined as 0.902; additionally, the result of
the Bartlett sphericity test was significant (Chi Square = 4913.284, Df = 210; p = 0.00 <
0.01). According to Field (2009), KMO values above 0.9 are superior; hence, it can be
determined that the KMO value obtained in this study is superior. Moreover, the result
of the Bartlett sphericity test was determined as significant. According to the Rotated
Component Matrix, as Table 3. demonstrates, the factor values of items in the first
dimension ranged from 0.824 to 0.713, in the second dimension from 0.854 to 0.790, in
the third dimension from 0.887 to 0.795, in the fourth dimension from 0.803 to 0.671
and in the fifth dimension from 0.868 to 0.819.
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Table 3: Rotated Component Matrix, Communalities and Total Variance Explained Results
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When examining the extracted communalities of the RESQUAL scale, as
revealed by the Table 3., the scale item values were between 0.925 and 0.701.
Additionally, it was determined that five factors contributed more than 5% to the total
variance. As a result of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), five factors were obtained
that explained 82.5% of the total variance.

4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a form of structural equation modeling specifically
designed for measurement models, focusing on the relationships between observed
measures or indicators (such as test items, test scores, or behavioral observation
ratings) and latent variables or factors (Brown and Moore, 2012). The literature offers
varying opinions on the necessary sample size for CFA, with some suggesting a
minimum of 100 participants (Gorsuch, 2015; Kline, 1994). In line with previous service
quality scales, data were collected from 230 individuals for this study. In this section,
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and its findings are included to assess the validity
of the structure obtained through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). The Confirmatory
Factor Analysis for the service quality scale in restaurants involved 21 items. As part of
the research, demographic characteristics of the participants subjected to CFA
analysis were examined. As indicated by the Table 4., the majority of participants were
male (52.60%), aged between 36-45 years (36.08%), married (54.34%), holding a
doctorate degree (33.91%), employed in academic positions (49.56%), and reported
an income level between 10.000- 11.999 TL (23.04%).

Table 4: Demographical Findings of the Scale Development Study (CFA)

Variables Groups F %
Gender Female 109 47.39
Male 121 52.60
Age 26-35 49 21.30
36-45 83 36.08
46-55 68 29.56
56-65 24 10.43
Over 65 6 2.60
Marital Status Married 125 54.34
Single 86 37.39
Other 19 8.260
Education Status Primary Education 2 0.869
Secondary Education 11 4.782
Associate Degree 34 14.78
Bachelors Degree 60 26.08
Masters Degree 45 19.56
Doctorate 78 33.913
Occupation Academical 114 49.56
Personnel
Administrative 101 43.91
Personnel
Other Personnel 15 6.52
Income Level (TL) 3999 and below 1 0.43
4000-5999 12 5.21
6000-7999 37 16.08
8000-9999 39 19.95
10.000-11.999 64 27.82
12.000-13.999 24 10.43
14.000 and above 53 23.043
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dimensions of the service quality perception scale are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Means and Standard Deviations of RESQUAL

Questions Dimension Mean Standard Deviation
Q1 Hygiens 33591 1.00%
Q2 Hygiene 31334 1227
Q3 Hygiens 3452 1127
[Wr) Hygiene 3452 0.998
Qs Hygiens 3491 0.860
Qs Hygiens 3326 043
Q7 Food 4432 1.085
Q& Food 4452 1.043
Qs Food 4478 0.ggs
Q1o Food 4.632 1.080
Q11 Parsonnal 4243 0871
Q12 Personnel 4182 0.ES0
Q13 Parsonnel 4226 0.E37
Q14 Persomnel 41221 0.g28
Q1= Atmosphers 3.669 0973
Qla Atmosphers 3569 04872
Q17 Atmosphers 3.650 0931
Q18 hienu 3308 1.027
Q19 e 3. 165 1128
Q2o hienu 3191 1.064

In confirmatory factor analysis, some values are considered to determine the

model's good fit. In the literature, it has been determined that at least four of these
tests are commonly employed to evaluate the model's goodness of fit (Ayyildiz and

Cengiz, 2006). As shown in Table 6., the model achieved a good fit with the data.

Table 6: Model Fit Index Values of RESQUAL

Index Name Reference Acceptable Values | Obtained Valune
CHINDF Turmer et al. (2003) | = 3.0 1. 426
CFI Bentler {1990} = 0.90 0973
GFI Hair et al. (20107 = 0.90 0209
EMNSEA Erowmne and Cudeck | == 008 0.043
{19937
MFI Kline (2005) = 0.90 0215
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In the study, as shown in the Figure 2., the first level multi factor structure of the
service quality perception scale, comprising five sub dimensions including hygiene,
personnel, atmosphere, food and menu with a total of 21 items, was analyzed using
the AMOS 24.0 program.

Figure 2: Confirmative Factor Analysis Modelling for RESQUAL

D N
GE
i )
Bh
L Bl
._‘ﬂ-.r, :Ei]',- -7
&5
o = &
{OmiT
&2 iy 2 a2
A5
omfih.———— @)
(i1
ﬂl m FT
T e 8 :
55
edm=-{0d 52 @
e =07
1 B 1 ¥ &3
Do T 7 =
ET ) 1§

During the analysis, it was decided to exclude one item from the scale to
achieve goodness of fit values. Additionally, the first level CFA result was found to be
consistent and acceptable with the data of the proposed five factor model. These
findings indicated that the RESQUAL dimensions identified by exploratory factor
analysis were confirmed by confirmatory factor analysis. After the first-level CFA
analysis, a second-level CFA analysis was conducted. The results from the second
level confirmatory factor analysis indicated that the model fit indices of the scale were
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at acceptable levels (cmin/df: 1.780; RMSEA: 0.04; CFI:0.98; RFI:0.94; IFI:0.99;
NFI:0.96; GFI:0.95). As indicated in the Table 7., it was determined that the CR values
of the scale were above 0.70 and the AVE values were above 0.50. Additionally, it was
determined that the CR values of the dimensions were greater than the AVE values.
Based on these findings, it was seen that convergent validity was achieved. Since the
MSV value of the scale is smaller than the AVE value and the ASV value is smaller
than the MSV value, it has been concluded that the scale demonstrates discriminant
validity.

Table 7: Dimension, Alpha, CR and AVE Values

Dimension Alpha CR AVE
Hygen 0.90 091 059
Food 0.2l 0.5 051
Peraonnel 091 093 073
Atm oosphere 0.73 0.28 059
Ilen 0.7 0.7 053

5. Conclusion and Discussion

Existing service quality scales faced criticism in the literature from various
perspectives. Due to the criticisms and the shifts in service quality perceptions of
customers, there has arisen a need for a scale that measures current perceptions. In
response, instead of modifying previously criticized scales, we developed a new scale,
considering the criticisms.

When examining service quality scale development studies for restaurants, it is
evident that the varimax method is predominantly used in these studies (Chen et al.,
2015; Mendocilla et al., 2021; Raajpoot, 2002; Ryu and Jang, 2008; Tan et al., 2014).
In this context, as in other restaurant service quality scale development studies, the
varimax method was used in the development phase of RESQUAL. According to the
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), 21 items were identified. The SERVQUAL scale
consists of 22 expectation and 22 perception statement; while SERVPERF includes
22, DINESERV 29, DINESCAPE 21, TANGSERV 13, GRSERV 28, CFFRSERV 28
items and LORSERV 33. In this regard, the number of items in RESQUAL is
reasonable. Additionally, RESQUAL’s each item having a commonalities extraction
value above 0.7 and the total explained variance was determined as 82.5%. All five
factors contributed more than 5% to the total variance. Factor 1 comprised 6 items,
Factor 2 had 4 items, Factor 3 included 4 items and Factor 4 consisted of 4 items and
Factor 5 comprised 3 items. These factors were given names that align with the items
and relate to the theoretical structure. Accordingly, the factor consisting of Q15, Q16,
Q17 is named 'atmosphere'; Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5, Q6 is named 'hygiene'; Q7, Q8, Q9,
Q10 is named 'food’; Q18, Q19, Q20 is named 'menu’; and Q11, Q12, Q13, Q14 is
named 'personnel' dimensions.

The EFA results determined that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value was 0.902 and
the Barlett Spehecity value was significant. Also, since the obtained KMO value was
above 0.9, it was accepted as superior. The present study has a higher KMO value
than Tan et al. (2014)'s study which has a KMO value of 0.88. Similar to the current
study, Stevens et al. (1995) defined 5 dimensions to measure service quality.
However, since it is based on the SERVQUAL scale, its dimensions are tangible,
reliability, responsiveness, assurance and empathy. Chen et al. (2015) defined seven
dimensions as tangible, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy,
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environmental-oriented services and food quality. Raajpoot (2002) clarified three
dimensions: ambiance, layout/design and product/ service. Ryu and Jang (2008)
defined six dimensions: facility aesthetics, ambiance, lighting, table setting, plan and
service staff. Tan et al. (2014) determined six dimensions: assurance-empathy,
cleanliness, food quality, reliability, responsiveness and tangibles. When comparing
the goodness of fit findings of the current study with the scale development studies on
service quality in restaurants in the literature, it was found that the CFI value of the
current scale was the same as the Ryu et al. (2008) 's CFl values in their studies study.
The GFI value was higher than Mendocilla et al. (2021)'s GFI values in their studies.
However, the current study's RMSEA value was lower than Ryu et al. (2008) 's
RMSEA value in their study. On the other hand, the p-value of the current study is
similar to Ryu et al. (2008), Mendocilla et al. (2021) and Raajpoot (2002) 's p values in
their studies study. Although the EFA initially yielded 21 items, one item was excluded
from the scale during Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The resulting scale
(Appendix 1) consists of 5 dimensions, 20 items and demonstrating both validity and
reliability. This developed scale encompasses 5 dimensions: atmosphere (3 items),
hygiene (6 items), food (4 items), menu (3 items) and personnel (4 items). An
interesting aspect of the hygiene dimension is the inclusion of the 'social distance' item,
which emerged as a new item in comparison to previous scales.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

This study contributes to the existing service quality literature by developing an
updated service quality scale for restaurants, taking into account the criticized
shortcomings of previous scales and the changing perceptions of customers.
RESQUAL is a newly developed scale that is not a modification of previously criticized
scales. As a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis conducted during the scale
development process, the KMO value of the scale was determined as 0.902 and the
total explained variance was 82.5%. With the first-level Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) and the second-level Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was determined
that the model fit values were at acceptable levels. In addition, convergent validity and
discriminant validity were ensured. In this context, the RESQUAL scale, consisting of
five dimensions (food, personnel, atmosphere, hygiene and menu), and 20 items, was
added to the literature as a valid and reliable tool for measuring service quality in
restaurants.

5.2. Managerial Implications

In highly competitive food and beverage sector, measuring service quality accurately
will place businesses one step ahead of their competitors to gain a sustainable
competitive advantage. In order to accurately measure service quality, it is crucial for
restaurants to use an up-to-date, valid and reliable scale to measure service quality. In
this context, the RESQUAL scale provides a robust and practical tool for measuring
service quality in restaurants. This scale evaluates various factors including the
restaurant's exterior design and interior decoration, air conditioning system, being
arranged according to social distance rules; the cleanliness of the dining room, the
restrooms and hand washing areas; the cleanliness of the service sets; the cleanliness
and well-grooming of the personnel; their compliance with the hygiene rules during
service, their attention to orders, their compliance with the rules of courtesy, their
knowledge about food and beverages and their fast service; the freshness,
naturalness, proper cooking and service of the foods and their taste; menu options and
visuality. By using RESQUAL, restaurants can periodically measure their service
quality status, identify deficiencies, make plans, manage resource allocation, and thus
provide better service to customers.
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5.3 Limitations and Future Research

There are two main limitations to this study. First, the data were collected from
university employees in Eskisehir, Turkiye. As a result, the findings only represent the
evaluations of university personnel (academic, administrative, and other) in Eskisehir.
Second, the research data were collected between 23.02.2022 and 01.04.2022;
Therefore, the study is limited to the opinions of the participants in this specific time
period. Thus, further research is needed to examine the RESQUAL factor structure in
different cultural contexts. It is also recommended to include different occupational
groups in future studies to comprehensively evaluate the scale quality. Additionally,
examining different restaurant types is suggested to provide more detailed information
about service quality dimensions. Although the effect of restaurant service quality
dimensions on customer satisfaction has been extensively investigated in the literature,
studies addressing the effect of service quality dimensions on customer loyalty and
perceived value remain limited. It is recommended that future research investigate the
effect of service quality dimensions (food, personnel, atmosphere, hygiene and menu)
on variables such as customer loyalty and perceived value.
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Appendix 1: Restaurant Service Qualty Scale (RESQUAL)

S0 o
5L 2
RESQUAL S 2 2
5.2 L
(e [a]

Undecided
Agree
Strongly
Agree

The dining room is clean.

The service sets are clean.

The restrooms and hand washing areas are clean.

The personnel are clean and well-groomed.

Hygiene rules are observed while serving food and beverages.

(OB |W|IN|F-

The restaurant has been arranged by social distance rule, including its
open areas.

7 | The products offered are fresh.

8 | The food served is properly cooked.

9 | Food and beverages are served at the appropriate temperature.

10 | The food served is delicious.

11 | The personnel are careful about orders.

12 | The personnel behave according to the rules of courtesy.

13 | The personnel are knowledgeable about the food and drinks offered.

14 | The personnel offer prompt service.

15 | The restaurant has an attractive exterior design.

16 | The restaurant has an attractive interior decor.

17 | The restaurant has an air conditioning system.

18 | The restaurant has different menu options (Diet menu, vegan
menu...efc).

19 | The menus are visually appealing.

20 | The menu includes food options consisting of natural ingredients.
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