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Abstract
The catering industry is labor intensive and is based on services; meeting the needs of
consumers is the major responsibility. In this consumer-oriented age, the most important
mission for an enterprise is to earn and maintain consumer loyalty.
Dissatisfied customers on average will complain to 8 to 10 people, among whom 20%
would tell more than 20 people. However, it requires 12 positive impressions left by an
enterprise to make up for one negative impression. The cost of gaining a new customer is five

times higher than that of keeping an old one. The value of consumer loyalty equals ten
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purchase occasions on the part of the customers. If an enterprise can increase the degree to
which customers to keep on purchasing by 5%, the benefits will increase by 25-85%.

This study explores the impact of service quality on consumer satisfaction and further
probes into their relationship in the hope that it can provide suggestions for managers in the
catering industry on how to modify their management and marketing strategies. The research
scope is based on Evergreen Laurel Hotel in Keelung. The research results show that there is a
significant difference between their service quality and consumer satisfaction. Service quality
and consumer satisfaction, as well as consumer satisfaction and consumer loyalty are both

positively correlated.
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FLER1I- 2P PR E AR RES PR EARFEETRBET - HEARLAR
LR MEMLE -
d A 788 ARBET 6 FRIAZHERE (p>0.05) & t & 5-1.505
I

4l
LARS-2

ol AL RS .t’ﬁ*'/fs‘]f:hi 4 /%ig %/}J 2R MREE 0 A L-i"]’/fs]f:h A1 2 PRAx
FEFOR X IRIPAEELE BEEBRAA S FRRIAEHFLE (p<0.001)

tiE 53834 $E Wt BELHTAREERT PR EAPEEIBELARIA T ,r_}_

%]

REZ /R oM A ELBR e » HFiear AEHFLE (p<0.01) H tE5-2.815
PRER @Rl AR E SRS RS A BRART Nl B -
% 7 FiRHAuit-w|
FE o Ry T = o ¥
, g 61 2.9967 0.42660
PRF% 5 ’7;7?
+ 39 3.1179 0.33314
g 61 2.9869 0.48286
REE/RER
+ 39 3.3385 0.38431
g 61 2.0754 0.72311
WL LHR
+ 39 2.5077 0.78786
28 AT H -9
$ 2 #cip ¥ ¢ Levene
TiogAp R tig T
e S
F# % Byl t pd R | BFIL (FER)
BREEEpE 1.363 0.246 -1.505 98 0.136
PRAE
7 B 8 ok 3 1588 | 94.005 0.116
RE % BASLEpE 1.486 0.226 -3.834 98 0.000
HBAR | 2 BER SR 4,030 | 93.253 0.000
REE BRPREEpE 0.443 0.507 -2.815 98 0.006
LHR | 2 e fop 8 2762 | 75.993 0.007

FIBR2- 2P a8 EHAREERF O EAFEETIRBET - HEBRLA
ERARTHELLE

OF 4w R 2 EHAREERT PR EARFEHETRERIRE LPRT
'Iia;ﬂofazéef%;%:afia;\ﬁF 8400***‘#&5%,\,%&”@; ~ HF=5.930%* ; pt
et o mIRIFSFTRIEEFELE > HF=3.071 -

-26-

uli



JRAZSHHBE LB A RSLFAM G2PT — M AKE

ho'g -I- =

> iﬁﬁlé-iﬁ/?g%a ]

%9 EMHIRIEET - BEBRLREE LR ANOVA » 47 4
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
PR A% 5 Between Group 922 2 461 3.071 .051
Within Groups 14.564 97 150
Total 15.486 99
RELERAE Between Group 3.328 2 1.664 8.400 .000
Within Groups 19.214 97 198
Total 22.542 99
REEZ LA | Between Group 6.472 2 3.236 5.930 .004
Within Groups 52.934 97 546
Total 59.406 99
KFEI0F S @ 3645 AR EERF PR EARFEHENRLEBRLAZ L

PREFA2K(EMNT)HARKE

RRAFFYEEA B EOT

MmELEE LR B M

210 #&HRBST - BEALAEL Fﬁ}ia % #L i (Scheffe % 154 %)

Dependent ‘ ‘ ‘

Variable O =& 0 =& D1fference ((5)) Std. Error Sig.
| pRas 25&(51MT) 2635 & | -10557 | 08059 | 427 |
| 36~45 & | -38931 | 16691 | 071 |
| 26~35 25&(3 ™) | 10557 | 08059 | 427 |
| 36~45 A& | -28374 | 16937 | 251 |
| 36~45 & 25&(x ™) | 38931 | 16691 | 071 |
| 26~35 & [ 28374 [ 16937 | 251 |
5Ty 25 A(51T) 2635 & | -34284(%) | 09257 | .002 |
| 36~45 & | -47862(%) | 19171 | 049 |
| 26~35 25&(3 ™) | 342840 | 09257 | .002 |
| 36~45 f [ -13577 | 19454 | 784 |
| 36~45 & 25&(x ™) | 4786200 | 19171 | 049 |
| 26~35 & [ 13577 | 19454 | 784 |
| iEz e %A 25&(5MT) 2635 A& | -48026(%) | 15364 | 010 |
| 36~45 & | -65912 | 31820 | 123 |
| 26~35 25&(3 ™) | 48026(%) | 15364 | 010 |
| 36~45 A | -17886 | 32290 | 858 |
| 36~45 25Kk(s Ty | 65912 | 31820 | 123 |
| 26~35 & | 17886 | 32290 | 858 |

*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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FEER3-F R BASTEOEERARE R RSP EAREEDRBET T
LREELFRFHFELR -

FESVECECEY FE E3 R SCE 5 N RS S TRl K r L i

LRAELFHFHLLR - ywﬁwﬁ P HF3105% A RS L A T > HF4260% ;

%
Pz "ﬁﬂ@—zﬁﬁPostHocif;?%ﬁL AREE LR EFLALRE > HF=2407 -
11 B A ATERIRAST C BEE AL RS LR ANOVA 4 47 4
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
PRS- Between Group 1.370 3 457 3.105 .030
Within Groups 14.117 96 147
Total 15.486 99
FEE AR | Between Group 2.648 3 .883 4.260 .007
Within Groups 19.894 96 207
Total 22.542 99
BEE L3R | Between Group 4.156 3 1.385 2.407 .072
Within Groups 55.251 96 .576
Total 59.406 99

HEI0F e 2@ o B A A= B2 20,000 (7)™ T 2 fEZ AR L XRFFE
*Z/ﬂz?gégﬁpﬂj”}r%%&ﬁ@%,ﬁi)iﬁxr’g ;oM B A ATIEE 713‘350001(5) LEF“%.‘_H'
ABREERTFREAPEFEIRBETEIHLBAARK
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212 BASTEHIRBEST CBEEART AL LBARL F £ (Scheffe ¥ 144k )

Dependent Mean Difference
Variable (I) BA#@ () B A ri® a-J Std. Error Sig.
PRA% 5T 20,000(z )™ 20,001~35,000 .08841 .09888 .849
35,001~50,000 24416 .14273 408
50,001(7 )+ 35810 .12964 .061
20,001~35,000 20,000( 7 )™ -.08841 .09888 .849
35,001~50,000 15575 12705 .683
50,001(7 )+ .26969 11215 130
35,001~50,000 20,000z )T -.24416 .14273 408
20,001~35,000 -.15575 12705 .683
50,001(z )2+ 11394 15222 .905
50,001( % )+ 20,000(% )4 -.35810 12964 .061
20,001~35,000 -.26969 11215 130
35,001~50,000 -.11394 15222 .905
REEBRTR 20,000(z )™ 20,001~35,000 23738 11738 259
35,001~50,000 27100 .16943 469
50,001(7 )+ .54857(*) 15389 .007
20,001~35,000 20,000( 7 )T -.23738 11738 259
35,001~50,000 .03362 .15083 .997
50,001(7 )+ 31119 13314 .148
35,001~50,000 20,000(z )T -.27100 .16943 469
20,001~35,000 -.03362 .15083 997
50,001(z )2+ 27758 18071 .504
50,001( % )+ 20,000(% )4 -.54857(*) .15389 .007
20,001~35,000 -31119 13314 .148
35,001~50,000 -27758 18071 .504
REEL PR 20,000(z )™ 20,001~35,000 .10979 .19561 957
35,001~50,000 .61991 28236 193
50,001(7 )+ 45143 25647 382
20,001~35,000 20,000( 7 )™ -.10979 .19561 957
35,001~50,000 51012 25136 .256
50,001(7 )+ 34164 22187 .502
35,001~50,000 20,000( 7 )T -.61991 .28236 193
20,001~35,000 -.51012 25136 256
50,001(z )2+ -.16848 30115 957
50,001( % )+ 20,000(% )4 -45143 25647 382
20,001~35,000 -.34164 22187 .502
35,001~50,000 .16848 30115 957

%

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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FLIBEXA P ERTARRADELHABRL ERF PR EAREETIRBET LS
LRELFRTHEFELE -

B 13 fcld B, R AEERERERF KE 2 F=6.407 (p<0.05) > H &4
B & i BEE K (p>0.05) o 5T ol @i KT ﬁ.):u ;%7}47\ B R IR S~ A
I%E,)ia p:u\:ﬁ)’i‘ﬁm éﬁi?{’iﬁi&ﬂ_‘g . °

1]
-
S

13 KT RAMIRBET - HEALAL LA ANOVA A ¥ 4

Sum of
df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
IRit+&% | Between Group 290 1 290 1.872 174
Within Groups 15.196 98 155
Total 15.486 99
AT 4R | Between Group 1383 1 1383 6.407 013
Within Groups 21.159 98 216
Total 22.542 99
REZ L3R | Between Group 404 1 404 671 415
Within Groups 59.003 98 602
Total 59.406 99
14 gt B KT 2R
N Mean Std. Deviation
. £ 22 3.1455 32766
PRA% 5 BT
<7 78 3.0154 40997
cx o &4 22 3.3455 45432
B oow 2
R « 78 3.0615 46744
FE G A A 7fi 22 2.3636 91263
2 AN B
e . 78 22103 73424

A7 BK S 3 Pﬁﬁ%‘:?‘ér’v’ﬂ}éﬁi“ é’%&féé ERFFREAREETIREET - HEELA

-30 -

uli



PRI FHBEESRLRELBEAM G2 — AR L ERT PR EAREEL 6

dA 15 @ R AMEARLREREY KL =3.007 (p<0.05) ; PRA* & &
(F=1.512)& g £ & 35 A& (F=1.656)% 78 f.5 R é%ﬁ%‘”}\iﬁ (p>0.05) -

215 BERIRBFST LSBT RE LHR ANOVA #4714
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
RIS Between Group 927 4 232 1.512 205
Within Groups 14.559 95 153
Total 15.486 99
BEE %R | Between Group 2.533 4 633 3.007 022
Within Groups 20.009 95 211
Total 22.542 99
BEE L& | Between Group 3.873 - 968 1.656 167
Within Groups 55.534 95 585
Total 59.406 99

g.‘}i?}"]‘% Féifﬂ‘/ﬁ@vi/‘*/%{'g’%mﬁ?p/%&&ﬁ»
' AR A AR L IR R § i
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216 BEHASET HEBRLARELFRZ 5 £ (Scheffe ¥ & )

Mean

Dependent Difference
Variable O B J) B¥ 1-J Std. Error Sig.
PR A% & T g4 ' PRAE¥ -.14783 .09998 702
i ¥ -.23066 12137 465
Ao -.30435 .24031 .807
2 -.30435 .15392 424
PRAR¥ g4 .14783 .09998 702
i ¥ -.08284 .10676 962
A <o -.15652 23328 978
2 -.15652 .14269 877
Wit ¥ g4 23066 12137 465
PRI ¥ .08284 .10676 962
A <o -.07368 24321 .999
2 -.07368 .15841 994
A “o g4 .30435 .24031 .807
PRI ¥ .15652 23328 978
¥ .07368 24321 .999
2 .00000 26099 1.000
Hw g4 .30435 .15392 424
PRI ¥ .15652 .14269 877
¥ .07368 .15841 994
G “o .00000 26099 1.000
MERLR g4 PRAE¥ -.14348 11720 .826
i ¥ -.37483 .14228 .149
A <o -.40290 28172 728
2 -.49179 .18044 124
PRI ¥ g4 .14348 11720 .826
i ¥ -.23135 12516 494
A <o -.25942 27347 924
2 -.34831 .16728 .369
EIRCR-S g4 37483 114228 149
PRI ¥ 23135 12516 494
A <o -.02807 28512 1.000
2 -.11696 .18571 982
A “o g4 40290 28172 728
PRI ¥ 25942 27347 .924
FECE 102807 28512 1.000
2 -.08889 .30596 999
Hw 54 49179 .18044 124
PRI ¥ .34831 .16728 369
R 11696 18571 982
G “o .08889 .30596 999
T PR g4 PRI E -26522 19525 764
i ¥ -.51716 .23703 320
A <o -.44348 46933 925
2 -.59903 .30061 415
PRI ¥ g4 26522 .19525 764
i ¥ -.25195 .20851 .833
A <o -.17826 45559 997
2 -.33382 27868 .837
Wit ¥ g4 51716 .23703 .320
PRA% ¥ 25195 .20851 .833
A <o .07368 47500 1.000
2 -.08187 .30938 999
A fo g4 44348 146933 925
PRA% ¥ 17826 45559 997
FECE Y -.07368 47500 1.000
2 -.15556 .50971 999
2w g4 .59903 .30061 415
PRI ¥ 33382 27868 .837
¥ .08187 .30938 .999
S “o .15556 .50971 999

%

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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A E TR LS LRSLFAMGLF] AR E R

TERESEE AL D

ERFFREHFBFEETIIRBETERIAZ LHERALTE

217 RS RS AR SATE A BA AN A K
RibET | MERLA | MEL¥A
Pearson Correlation 1
JRA- 5B Sig. (2-tailed)
N 100
Pearson Correlation 0.341%* 1
BEZ®RAR S Quid 0.001
N 100 100
Pearson Correlation 0.143 0.458** 1
REERPR | Sie Qailed) 0.157 0.000
N 100 100 100

L BEECKIE L 0.01PF (BE) APMEF -

5. BB
AR 2 AT B g TALA AT B R e L B R 5 S AT R A

Mtk o AT &% @ S ARE S HE 0 Bt § BRI T 2T E
RAEHZAARASREILARALE I PM E A5 EF T aRBSTEHELARZ
ﬁ'.&ikl &E-ﬁﬂ”f’

BIRFASH > G0 B B A 9T ?éﬂﬁ%*ﬁ°*%‘ﬁ%é20%0£”1’
/ﬁ Féﬁ‘_% 1’2!_\]! —g\*}k— i?ﬁ“/ﬁ]}»i/ql?g mFRﬁZ‘%\ mﬁ*é‘/ﬁ,‘a ° @F%’/ :&}i—% i
%wa%mfé Hépo 72 BANTE - RTBREIBREET S 6 F 2R FLE

s H Pffsta ARG EFZBEE O H

¥ O%F 36-45 - & 1 EF 20,000 ~ 0 B%‘«#
HeBFRag s W2 240 24R50A

éfi ﬁ;.mﬂﬁl@;;a?é%’&%? A

FoRE 36-45 g2 Y RAEE > M ARKRE KR
FoobARM AT B o RIS TR T AR
PR TR APM O FERRIFS T EAE LR L A
CEREZBRAE  WEBRRATERTRELAR
A RIFEFAPA R THEH PR EELLHA -
EISABEEEe AP B LURBSTRET AT EEEYER S
ERREE R (2004) FF g - RO GLE B RIRE T R A
FI o E AR R SHRIAE K] R e RIS 0 P A T IRIBEE R
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BEeHB - 25 8 2 wAQ2002) T MURISEED T > LB ARR
BRZ:ERBPELPADEEFF wrkPERIARF ST EERIZGE A
LR APHHRF 2 BT PR Ao A E AR T E R ERARE T
AFLFTRBET > AR HEEIREL BFIIRIE B ELBREB > £ ¥p R Y
w R

AT R R R F U] Fl A fﬁhéf’%ij{%)‘éa EHTFREAR T LT R
AOERARFLHF LR ERF S EaFH BT FE REE RS EH
ﬂ\lz’ﬂﬂ G REL B AT o @ R éf/{@,l_ié%_&r—ﬁ #\‘},eé, P - RALL &%

REs e i His REZR R :rﬁ%f;”‘ bw SRR T TR 2R A
FfE e s ARRF T AL E AL e
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45> % 4848 > 2758 F -
FHASFEEQ4) TREEERE AR RBST OB AESEREREE 7
ERwZEE, ‘Eﬂi%ﬁiggémj xRz LXK % - 421-447F -
FRE A 8 FA2002) 0 TIRIEJIB G RIFDEFH B FIE > LA R
< v F ‘;“r— o
R Z(1998) > T o Ak bgenio f e ) g ARRRE > % N8 0 16-5T F o
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