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Abstract

The study assessed the quality of customer sedatigered by ‘chop bar’ (local restaurants) operatand
satisfaction levels among customers in Koforiduaovall sampling was used in selecting 5 chop bars.
sample of 200 customers was used. Purposive sagnpiirs used to select and interview owners of thepch
bars. Self-administered questionnaire comprisinglbge-ended and 3 open-ended questions were 14euf.
the 17 questions were designed on Likert 5-poititde evaluation scale. The study indicated ti#t of the
customers are satisfied with service quality of thep bars, but 30% are not. This means that therestill
significant service quality gaps in terms of tamggsbor physical evidence, reliability, responsiva)eassurance,
and empathy (Parasuraman et al., 1985) that the lchis must endeavour to close to improve cust@emice
delivery, loyalty and business growth.

Key words: tangibles; reliability; responsiveness; assuraand,empathy.

1. Introduction
There is no doubt that competition b@some more intense across industries. Consequendgy
organizations have realized that it is no longesugih to compete on the traditional elements of etang,
namely: product quality, promotion, distributionnda price only. In view of this, most contemporary
organizations that are success-oriented are gigdealizing how effective and competitive custorservice or
customer care strategy can be used to differertigie products and services from the competitmfatilitate
customer loyalty and long-run business survivahdf bars” (local restaurants) in Koforidua are let out in
this trend. Chop bars play a very important ecoccenid cultural roles in the tourism and hospitaligustry in
Ghana, especially in Koforidua. In addition to ¢ieg jobs for people, they make tourists in theioag
especially the foreign ones have a feel of tygioedl Ghanaian dishes. However, the quality of @ustr service
delivery among most of the bars seems to be megliddre study attempts to examine the quality ofarusr
service delivery at these chop bars to identifywiserdelivery gaps that should be filled to imprauestomer
satisfaction and loyalty.
1.1 The Problem
The fact that chop bars provide bresiifaspecially launch, and in some instances suiopexorkers

and tourists in Koforidua, ranging from a set objple in both the public and private sectors in@isahat chop
bars are engaged in a very important economicigctivKoforidua. But then with the level of comg&in ever
intensifying entities that operate in this sectarstrbe competitive enough to remain in this lugeatector. As
indicated in the introduction, customer service hasome a key tool for creating competitive advagatéor
facilitating sustainable customer loyalty of evdnysiness enterprise today. In spite of this, custoservice
practices among chop bar operators seem to leagh towe desired. This is because customers oftemplain
about one form of dissatisfaction or the otherrgfi@ronizing most of these chop bars. As a resutist chop
bars have existed for ten years or even more hug hat been able to grow significantly. The stathgmpts to
assess the quality of customer service among fiep dars in Koforidua to identify customer serviips that
need to be filled to serve as a guide for improvéegvice quality to facilitate customer loyalty abdsiness
growth.
1.2 General Objective

The study assesses the quality of custa®arvice among five chop bars in Koforidua tanitfg service
gaps that need to be filled to serve as a guidmpoove service quality.
1.3 Specific Objectives

The study evaluated the tangibles of éhelsop bar; reliability of staff in delivering s@® quality;
responsiveness of staff to customers; level ofrasse of staff give to customers; and the levetropathy of
staff towards customers.
1.4 Research Questions

The following are the research questidbat is the quality of tangibles of these chopsBadtow reliable
are staff of these chop bars in customer servidwelg? What is the level of responsiveness offstaf
customers? What is the assurance level staff gistomers? How empathetic are staff towards custsster
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1.5 Significance of the Study

The study will identify the possible custer service gaps and suggest to management dhdistato
develop improvement strategies to scale up seyedity. Furthermore, it will serve as a sourcesetondary
data for academics and marketers who would waoonauct similar research.
1.6 Scope of the Study

The study focused on chop bars in Kofmidt included customers, staff and managemetttesfe chop
bars due to lack of time and funds for a largefesofwork.
1.7 Limitations of the Study

Financial constraints: The researcherstkwwvas not funded and so was funded from the rekees’
meager income and affected the sample size andityuahdata gathered for the study. Data: Secondiata
were inadequate for the literature review of thelgtas the researchers wished they could gathee morent
information. Sampling method: Because data on dbepactivities are not readily available, non-phuibgy
sampling technique such as snow balling, accidemdlpurposive were used in spite of their inheveakness
of not affording every element in the populatiom@cppportunity of being selected for the study.

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

Service quality is influenced by expéictas, process quality and output quality. In otherds, the
standard of service is defined by customers whce legperienced that service and used their experiand
feelings to form judgement (Chen et al., 2001).t@uer service quality and customer satisfactionsarelosely
related that one can hardly talk about one withtbat other. A development of service quality by @oms
(1984a) distinguishes between ‘technical’ and ‘fioal’ quality:
i. Technical quality refers to the relatively quéiable aspect of a service that consumers recaiveheir
interaction with a service firm. It forms importabases for judging service quality because it casilye be
measured by both customer and service providemanipies of technical quality include the waiting ¢irat a
chop bar and the reliability of its services. THigwever, is not the only element that makes ugegieed
service quality.
ii. Functional quality: Because services involveedi consumer-producer interaction, consumers e a
influenced by how the technical quality is deliveer® them. This is what Gronroos describes as iomat
quality and cannot be measured as objectivelyagltments of technical quality. In the case olugseat these
chop bars, functional quality is influenced by stdattors as the environment in which queuing tgdase and
customers’ perceptions of the manner in which geseue handled by staff of the restaurant. Gronedes sees
an important role for a service firm’'s corporateage in defining customers’ perceptions of qualityth
corporate image being based on both technical amztibnal quality. See figure 1.

SERVICE EXPECTATIONS SERVICE QUALITY PERCEIVED STANDARD

Dependent on price/word-of- Difference between service OF DELIVERY

mouth/advertising. | expectationsandperceived [—m{ Whetherhigh or low;
standard of delivery excellent, good or poor, etc.

CORPORATE IMAGE
Cality judgment also
mfluenced by the Chop
bars image

TECHNICAL QUALITY FUNCTIONAL QUALITY:
The chop bars” knowledge, Attitudes of staff, appear-
standard of equipment, and

) ance of staff, atmosphere of
speed of service, etc.

the Restaurants.

Figure 1: Adapted from*“Consumers’ perception oftechnical and functional quality™ applied to the
Restaurant’s practice (Gronroos, 1984b).
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2.1 Service Quality Management
According to Palmer (2008) ‘qualitydstermined by the difference between what a cust@xgects
and the perceived level of actual performance’.sEhfndings have evolved from a set of qualitativerketing
research procedures, culminating in quantitativhnieque for measuring service quality that is knoam
SERVQUAL (Parasuraman et al.,, 1985). The SERVQUAbQdel has been widely applied in the service
industry. The SERVQUAL model can be used by comgmrtb better understand the expectations and
perceptions of their customers. It is applicableoss a broad range of services industries and eaeakily
modified to take account of the specific requiretaeof a company. In a nutshell, the model provides
framework or guideline for an investigatory instemh which can be adapted or added to as needed.
SERVQUAL is originally based on a generic 22-itemestionnaire, which is designed to cover five broad
dimensions of service quality that the researcimteansolidated from their original qualitative irstigations.
The five dimensions covered, with some descriptibeach of them are as follows:
2.2 Dimensions for Evaluating Service Quality
Based on this service-quality modeleagshers have identified the following five deteranits of service
quality in order of importance (Berry and Parasiaa985):
i. Reliability : Ability to perform the promised service depengabith consistency and accuracy.
Reliability means performing the service right finst time.
ii. ResponsivenessThe willingness to help customers and to proyicampt service.
iii. Assurance The knowledge and courtesy of employees and thlility to convey trust and
confidence.
iv. Empathy: The provision of caring and individual attentimncustomers’ problems.
v.  Tangibles The appearance of physical facilities, such dkguand furniture sets, television and
radio sets, the building, equipment, personnel,roanication materials, etc.

Inability of any firm to meet thesdteria reduces quality of customer service delivefihe model,

shown in figure 2, identifies five (5) gaps thatisa unsuccessful quality customer service delivery.
2.3 Gaps that cause unsuccessful Quality Servitigedg
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985) identifieel gaps that cause unsuccessful quality senétieeaty:
i. Gap between customer expectation and manageperoeption: Management does not always correctly
perceive what consumers want. For example, manageofi¢hese chop bars may think that customersysdwa
want standardized service, but customers may waat tishes with more customized services.
ii. Gap between management perception and servakity specification: Management might correctlyqve
customers’ wants, but not set specific performaste@dard. For example, the chop bars’ managersteiay
attendants to give fast service without specifyitig minutes.
iii. Gap between service-quality specifications asefvice delivery: Personnel might be poorly trdine
incapable, poorly motivated, unwilling to meet standard; or they may be held to conflicting stadgiasuch
as taking time to listen to customers and serJiegn fast.
iv. Gap between service delivery and external comoations: Customer expectations are affected by
statements made by company representatives andtiadugents. For example, if the chop bars’ advemntisnts
and brochures show beautiful buildings, but custsnaerive and find the interior decor to be cheag tacky
looking, external communications have distortedahs&tomers’ expectations.
v. Gap between perceived service and expectedcserVhis gap occurs when the customer mispercehes
service quality. For example, top-official of thes®op bars may keep calling key customers on d¢elhps to
show care, but some of them may interpret thimagdication that something is really wrong witkeithpersons
which the chop bar management perhaps wants tafinhd

According to McDaniel, Lamb, and Hair (&) “when any one or more of these gaps are lawggpomers
perceive service quality to be low. As the gapsnghicustomers perceive improvement in service iualT his
implies that managers of service organizations susctchop bars” should always endeavor to cldsese gaps
as soon as they are detected.
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Figure 2: SERVQUAL GAP MODEL
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Source: A. Parasuraman, Valarie A. Zeithaml, andniagd L. Berry, “A Conceptual model of Service Quyal
and its implication for Future Research,” Jourrfdllarketing, 49 (1985): 41-50.

This framework was used to guide thigdg in measuring customer service quality ands&attion
levels among customers of the selected chop baterature on the topic indicates that, while thajonity of
research suggests that service quality is a vitldcadent to customer satisfaction (Parasuramah,et985;
Cronin and Taylor, 1992), there is also evidencsumgest that satisfaction may be a vital antedeafeservice
quality (Bitner, 1990). Irrespective of which vielw taken, the fact remains that the relationshipvben
satisfaction and service quality is strong whemgkrad from either direction.

Thus, satisfaction affects assessménseovice quality and assessment of service qualifiects
satisfaction (McAlexander et al., 1994). This irad&s that both are vital in helping buyers devéhair future
purchase intentions. In an empirical study of te&tionship between satisfaction and quality, lacooh
Ostrom, and Grayson (1995) concluded that the kiégrence between the two constructs is that quatitates
to managerial delivery of the service while satiitan reflects customers’ experience with thatervice. They
also advanced a very important argument that quialiprovements that are not based on customer raadis
wants) will not lead to improved customer satisfatt It is important that chop bars take note a$ tivhen
taking steps to improve service quality.

According to Salter J. M (1991) it isiegkd that 96 percent of dissatisfied customergmnesmplain; 60
to 90 percent of these “silent” dissatisfied ausiers will not buy from you again; 90 percent ofsld who
complain will not buy from you again. Although Sals statistics is alarming and may not necesshglglways
applicable in situations where customers are aelditb the company’s product or service; or where th
company enjoys monopoly, it is important that eviamy should have a customer satisfaction progréamviach
customer service quality is an integral component.

Essentially, the Five Determinants ofV@er Quality as published by Berry and Parasura(t881) and
the Gap model of Service Quality published by Raasan, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985) formed the framomik
for the study.
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3.0 METHODOLOGY
Profile of the five chop bars selected for the stly
= Abease Chop bar:Established in 1973 by Madam Opokua Dora, Abeasmésof the most popular
chop bars in Koforidua. It is located after the &adua Polytechnic traffic light opposite Universal
Hostel along Koforidua — Accra road. The chop bes twenty employees and serves local Ghanaian
dishes like fufu, banku, omotuo, and konkonte wafisorted Ghanaian soups adored with various
species of meat and fish.
= Big T Chop bar: Owned by Mr. Henry Dasinor, Big Tetteh (Big T) Chioar was established in 1990.
It provides services like fufu, banku, omotuo adkonte, assorted Ghanaian soups, meat and fish. In
addition to the chop bar is a drinking spot. Thebar is located at behind Jackson Park closkeeo t
Municipal Assembly, with ten employees at the momen
= Nyame Bekyere Chop bar:Nyame Bekyere Chop bar is owned by Madam Victorgsu with a
family of five. It is located opposite Legion Haltjose to Barclays Bank. It was established in
December 1988 and specializes in making banku eiftter okro stew or soup. It has a total number of
ten (10) employees.
= Enye Nyame Den Chop barenye Nyame Den is owned and managed by Mr. and Mrsr@Auayaa.
It started in 1992 and now employs six workersisiiocated adjacent to B. FOSTER along the
Koforidua railway line. It prepares fufu, banku, otmo, konkonte and akple with various Ghanaian
soups and stews adored with various types of nmehfish.
= Obaa Yaa Chopbar: Although it started in 2010, Obaa Yaa Chop bamis of the most popular chop
bars in the New Juaben Municipality. It is owned aperated by Madam Abena Gyamfua and located
on the Koforidua Polytechnic - Oyoko highway, Abeewkwanta and employs seven workers. It
provides dishes like fufu, banku and omotuo witHou#s Ghanaian soups in addition to a drinking spot
None of these chop bars has either a vision oriomisgatement.
3.1. Population of the Study: The population of shedy is made up of the management, staff andowess of
these chop bars in the Koforidua.
3.2. Sample Size and Sampling Procedure: Due te &imd financial factors and the fact that data fen t
population of the study were not documented, nabability sampling methods were used. Thus snowball
sampling was used in selecting the 5 chop barsampte size of 200 respondents was used. Convenience
sampling was used in selecting the 40 respondentsdch of the chop bars involved in the studypBsive
sampling was used to interview the owners and nensagf the chop bars.
3.3. Instruments used to gather data: Given thgctibes and nature of the target population, &- sel
administered questionnaire comprising 17 close-érahel 3 open-ended questions used. 14 of the Istigne
were designed on Likert 5-point scale. This wasduseevaluate statements on a scale of agreememgam
customers about their attitude to the chop barstaruer service quality within the framework of ®ERQUAL
model, i.e. tangibles or physical evidence, relighiresponsiveness, assurance, and empathy (Raraan et
al., 1985). In addition, unstructured personatriviews were conducted among the managers of the lars
for more insights. To observe things for themsglthe researchers went to these chop bars asmarstand
bought food to have a fill of how staff perform tarser service.
3.4. Procedure for Data Collection: It was notidifft obtaining data because all the chop bars feradly and
happy about the project. The researchers weredinted to the customers of the chop bars. The mamage
entreated their customers co-operate with the relsees to achieve the objectives of the study. The
questionnaires were distributed personally by #searchers to customers and where necessary lisgpradut.
The researchers through personal interview alsbegatl information from customers, staff and marmger
Secondary data were gathered from text books, @sirinternet, while primary dataere gathered from the
customers through questionnaires and personalvietes. The personal interviews were used to gatiaa
from management.
3.5. Procedure for Data Analysis: Data collectenimfrthe primary source were sorted, edited, coumted
determine their respective frequencies and pergestdescriptive statistical method was used. Ediouls and
cross-tabulations, and charts were used to presgat

4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Questionnaires, interviews and observatiene the main instruments used to gather primatg fta the
study. Questionnaires were mainly used for custematerviews were used for management and obsengat
were made for more insights. Descriptive statigtibulations, cross-tabulations, and charts weed ts analyze
the data. 170 questionnaires were retrieved fra00 administered. Out of the 170 retrieved, 1édewnales
representing 84.7% while 26 were females reprasgiith.3%. See Table 1 of Appendix I.
4.1.0 GENERAL INFORMATION
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4.1.1 Gender distribution of respondents: More méile. 84.7%) patronize chop bars than females8¢aband
this is most probably because most males do ndt icotheir home. See Table 2 of Appendix 1

4.1.2. A distribution of respondents’ age rangey@ars): Age 15-20 (5.9%) - this low percentage rbayas
result of the fact that most people of this agekets still live with their parents or relativesdatherefore eat at
home. Most of the respondents fall within the foliog age brackets: 21-25 (38.8%), 26-30 (27.1%), 3h-35
(16.5%). These high percentages may be due tattehat most people of these age brackets areivgockass
spinsters and bachelors who hardly eat at homdewéspondents within the age brackets of 36-404ndr
more are only (4.7%) and (7.1%) respectively. Tihilicates that although they belong to the actiarking
class, only few of them i.e. (4.7%) and (7.1%) ezsjvely in these age brackets eat from chop t&&e.Table 2
of Appendix |

4.1.3. A distribution of respondents’ occupatio®3:5% were trader/business, 20% were civil serydit£%
were professionals, 20.0% were students and 18.86é iwto other occupations. See Table 3 of Appehdix
4.1.4. Respondents’ ratings of quality of food: 2betieve that quality of the food is very high; 3% believe
that the quality is high, 10.6% are not sure of guality, and 1.2% are not satisfied with the gyalThis
indicates that most people who visit these chop kajoy the food but 11.8% think otherwise. Tharefinese
chop bars should find out the causes of the ingiffee and the dissatisfaction among these custo®eesTable
4 Appendix |

4.2.0 DIMENSIONS FOR EVALUATING SERVICE QUALITY

4.2.1. Reliability: i.e. ability to perform thegmised service dependably with consistency andracgu
Statement: Staff are reliable in meeting customexpectations

41.2% strongly agree that the staff meet customexgectation, 36.5% agree, 16.5% are not sure, 2.4%
disagree, 3.5% strongly disagree, to the statertteatt customers can depend on staffs in meeting thei
expectations. See Table 5 of Appendix |

4.2.2. Responsiveness: i.e. the willingness to befpomers and to provide prompt service.

Statement: Staff are willing to provide prompt seeg

44.7% agree that staff deliver prompt service tst@mers, 24.7% strongly agree, 22.4% were not suvép
strongly disagree and 3.5% disagree. See TableA@mEndix |

Statement: Staff are willing to help customersiffiailty

43.5% agree that staff show willingness to helgamers in difficulties, 27.1% strongly agree, 17.@84re not
sure, 9.4% of them strongly disagree and 2.4% disagee Table 7 of Appendix |

4.2.3. Assurance: i.e. the knowledge and courtégynployees and their ability to convey trust andfidence.
Statement: Staff are aware of their responsibititgustomers

24.7% strongly agree, 52.9% agree, 9.4% were metand 9.4% disagree and 3.5% strongly disagreethier
words, 77.6% agree that staff of chop bar senkoesvs there duties, 12.9% disagree. See TableAppéndix

I

Statement: Staff attitude inspire confidence andttin customers

53% agreed that staff are inspire confidence amt tn serving their customers, 18.8% stronglyeag 7.6%
were not sure, 9.4% disagree and 1.2% stronglygrksa

In effect, 71.8% think that staff are to be trusteth much confidence. This means that staff oséhehop bars
are trustworthy, 10.6% disagree that staff inspoefidence and trust. See Table 9 of Appendix |

Statement: Staff are courteous in providing service

47.1% agree that staffs care for customers, 23t68a6gly agree, 21.2% were not sure, 4.7% strongdggiee
and 3.5% disagree. In other words, 70.6% belieafisstf chop bar are caring, 8.2% disagree and%21@ not
know. See Tablel0 of Appendix | However, it wasaed that most of the chop bar staff do not khow
important the customer is to the business.

4.2.4. Empathy: i.e. the provision of caring andividual attention to customers’ problems.

Statement: Staff are caring and give customerstguatlividual attention

51.8% agreed that staff give customers individutdrgion, 24.7% strongly agreed, 8.2% are not stiré%
strongly disagreed and 10.6% disagreed. Genenalbst customers (76.5%) think that staff give indial
customer attention. See Table 11 of Appendix | dsvinowever observed that some customers think ahey
special and therefore must be given special tradtme

4.2.5. Tangibles: i.e. The appearance of physauilifies, such as cutlery and furniture setsMislen sets and
radio sets, the buildings, equipment, personnehroanication materials, etc.

Statement: television sets, sound systems, electfan, chairs and tables are available.

16.5% of the respondents strongly disagree, 60%eadk2.9% are not sure, 4.7% disagree, and 5.8gkro
disagree. See Table 12 of Appendix I. This shoveg thost customers are comfortable with the availabl
facilities at these chop bars but 4.7% are nosfati. However, it was observed that some of trepdbars do
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not have the required facilities to serve custonagd that many customers go to these bars mainljofm,
every other thing is secondary.

Statement: the facilities at the chop bars are in@pd condition.

56.5% agree, 9.4% strongly agree, 16.5% were et 41.8% disagree and 5.9% strongly disagree T8bke
13 of Appendix I. This indicates that 76.5% thihle ttchop bars facilities are of high quality; on5.3% believe
the facilities of the chop bars are not good.

It was however observed that the physical facHitié Abease, Enye Nyeme Den, ObaaYaa, and NyamgeBzek
chop bars were not good enough because sittingignusiwere not comfortable enough; they were odaogs
exposed to all kinds of flies; electric fans anévesion sets too were not available at these &itise time.
Statement: Menu boards or cards are available atie chop bars.

31.8% were not sure whether the chop bars provideunboard or card, 23.5% agree that chop bars geovi
menu board, 21.2% strongly disagree that the claog jrovide menu board or card, 12.9% and 10.6%gcke
and strongly agree respectively. See Table 13 qfefadix |. This implies that1.1% customers agree that the
chop bars provide menu boards or cards, 34.1% dgatehese chop bar do not provide menu board, &%
not sure whether the bars have menu boards or ttardake choice of dish easier for customers.

4.2.6 OBSERVATIONS

It was observed that, Abease and Nyame Bekyere baopdo not have television, ceiling or standiag &nd
cutlery sets for customers. Big T chop bar do rateheither ceiling or standing fan. Obaa Yaa chaphas a
television but it is placed away from customersahdg Bekyere and Enye Nyame Den chop bars needs to
improve their buildings. Their building is not @ttive enough to appeal to more people. It was altserved
that almost all the chop bars have certain custsitiet these Chop bars provide them with spe@atrmnent or
service as compared to other customers.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS

The study is a survey research which was undertaéesmssess the service quality levels among chop ba
operators in Koforidua. The objective of the reshavas to examine the tangibles, reliability, respeeness;
empathy and assurance of these chop bars. Thegtiopulvas made up customers, managers and owners fi
selected chop bars in Koforidua from which a sample200 customers was chosen. In all 170 of the
questionnaire were retrieved. From the discussayase the following conclusions could be drawn:

* More males (84.7%) patronized chop bars than fesn@l®.3%) and that majority of them are in their
youthful age.

e Customers of the chop bars cut across all professio

« Most (88.2%) of the respondents are satisfied with quality of food served at the chop bars; few
(11.8%) of them are not.

« Reliability: the study indicates that most (77.7&6)the customers are satisfied with staff level of
reliability; a significant percent (33.3%) of theare not.

* Responsiveness: most (69.4%) of the customersaéisfied the level of promptness in service deljyer
30.6% of them are not. Similarly, most (70.6%)lef tustomers are satisfied the level of help gfigéf
to customers; 29.4% of them are not. This implieg though most of the customers are satisfied with
the level of responsiveness among staff of the diarp, a significant percentage (about 30%) of them
are dissatisfied with the level of responsivenessray staff.

e Assurance: most (77.6%) of the customers are watishe level of knowledge of staff about their
responsibilities to customers; 22.4% of them are Atso, most (71.8%) of the customers are satisfie
the level of confidence and trust staff attitudepine in customers, but 28.2% of them are not.
Similarly, most (70.6%) of the customers are sigiisthe level of courtesy staff show in providing
service to customers; 29.4% of them are not.

« Empathy: most (76.5%) of the customers are satisfith the quality of care and the quality of
individual attention staff give to customers; 23.6%them are not.

* Tangibles: most (76.5%) of the customers agreetli@athop bars have the facilities in question;uabo
23.5% of them disagree that they are availableti@ncondition of the facilities, most (65.9%) oéth
respondents agree that they are in good condBi#ri,% are not sure or disagree. On the availalafity
menu boards and cards, most (55.3%) the facilgttethe chop bars are available; 44.7% disagree that
they are available at the bars.

6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

The study shows that a significant value of abdi#7of the respondents are satisfigih the quality of the
chop bars’ service delivery on the bases of the kgy service-quality dimensions in the SERVQUALd®b
Although this is an indication the chop bars arefggening satisfactorily, it must be pointed out tlznother
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significant value of about 30% of the respondemts dissatisfied with the quality of the chop basstvice
delivery on the same bases. This should be a safra®ncern to managements of the chop bars because
literature supports the fact that it is always dangs for any business to have a significant numodr
dissatisfied customers.

According to Salter J. M (1991) it is believed tB&% of dissatisfied customers never complain;&500% of
these “silent” dissatisfied customers will notyofrom you again; 90% of those who complain wilt boy from
you again. Salter’s statistics might sound alarmangd may not necessarily be always applicabletiratbns
where customers are addicted or loyal to the cogipaproduct or service; or where the company enjoys
monopoly; it is fairly applicable to chop bars basa business entities in this industry do not emyaynopoly;
neither are the customers dogmatically loyal ori@dd to any particular bar for good—they switchyeften
when they are satisfied or even for purposes afyémg variety. In view of this, it is recommendéut:

« Management set high but realistic customer sestaadards to close the gaps identified in the K
service-quality dimensions used in the evaluation.

» Comprehensive customer service training progranshesld be organized for staff at least once at the
beginning of every year or twice in a year to kestpff abreast with current customer service
imperatives in the model.

« Managements of the bars should improve the hydgigecontinually upgrade the tangibles of the bars
to remain contemporary, serve customers bettecangbetitive.

APPENDIX
Table 1: Gender distribution of respondents
Chop Bar Issued Retrieved

Total Male Female

freq % freq % Freq %
Abease 40 32 80 26 81 6 19
Enye Nyame Den 40 38 95 30 79 8 21
BigT 40 32 80 26 81 6 19
Obaa Yaa 40 34 85 30 88 4 12
Nyame Bekyere 40 34 85 32 94 2 6
Total 200 170 144 26
Source: Field survey, 2012
Table 2: Age and gender distribution of respondents
Age Male Female Frequency Percentage

Freq % Freq %

15- 20 4 2.4 6 3.5 10 5.9
21- 25 54 31.8 12 7.0 66 38.8
26- 30 42 24.7 4 2.4 46 27.1
31- 35 24 14.1 2 2.4 28 16.5
36- 40 8 4.7 0 0 8 4.7
41 or more 12 7.1 0 0 12 7.1
Total 144 84.7 26 15.3 170 100

Source: Field Survey, 2012
Table 3: A distribution of respondents’ occupations

Occupations Male Female Frequency Percentage
Freq % Freq %

Trading/ Business 36 21.2 4 2.3 40 23.5

Civil Servants 26 15.3 8 4.7 34 20.0

Professionals 28 16.5 2 1.1 30 17.6

Students 24 14.1 10 5.9 34 20.0

Others 30 17.7 2 1.2 32 18.8

Total 144 84.8 26 15.2 170 100

Source: Field Survey, 2012
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Table 4: A Distribution of responses on quality of food provigd by chop bars
Rating Male Female Frequency Percerga

Freq % Freq %

Very High 30 17.6 4 2.4 34 20.0
High 96 56.4 20 11.8 116 68.2
Not Sure 16 9.4 2 1.2 18 10.6
Poor 2 1.2 0 0 2 1.2
Total 144 84.6 26 154 170 100
Source: Field survey, 2012
Reliability
Table 5: A distribution of responses on staffs’ reability in meeting customer’s expectation
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage

Freq % Freq %

Strongly agree 60 35.3 10 5.4 70 41.2
Agree 54 31.8 8 4.7 62 36.5
Not sure 24 14.1 4 2.3 28 16.5
Disagree 4 2.4 0 0 4 2.4
Strongly disagree 2 1.2 4 2.3 6 3.5
Total 144 84.8 26 15.2 170 100.0
Source: Field survey, 2012
Figure 1: Pie chart showing responses on staff ralbility

B Strongly agree

B Agres

W Mot sure

MW Disagree

m Strongly disagree

Responsiveness
Table 6: A Distribution of responses on staffs’ wlingness to provide prompt services
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage

Freq % Freq %

Strongly agree 40 23.5 2 1.2 42 24.7
Agree 60 35.3 16 9.4 76 44,7
Not sure 32 18.8 6 3.5 38 22.4
Disagree 6 3.5 0 0 6 3.5
Strongly disagree 6 3.5 2 1.2 8 4.7
Total 144 84.6 26 15.4 170 100.0

Source: Field survey, 2012.
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Figure 2: Pie chart distribution of responses on siff willingness to render prompt service
W =trongly agree
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Table 7: A distribution of responses on staff's wlingness to help customers in difficulty
Rating Male Female Total Total
Freq % Freq % Frequency Percentage
Strongly Agree 44 25.9 2 1.2 46 27.1
Agree 62 36.4 12 7.1 74 435
Not sure 28 16.4 2 1.2 30 17.6
Disagree 4 2.4 0 0 4 2.4
Strongly Disagree 6 3.5 10 5.9 16 9.4
Total 144 84.6 26 154 170 100
Source: Field Survey, 2012
Assurance
Table 8: A Distribution of responses on staffs’ knwledge of their responsibility.
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage
Freq % Freg %
Strongly agree 36 21.2 6 3.5 42 24.7
Agree 74 44.0 16 9.0 90 52.9
Not sure 14 8.2 2 1.2 16 9.4
Disagree 14 8.2 2 1.2 16 9.4
Strongly disagree 6 3.5 0 0 6 3.5
Total 144 85.1 26 14.9 170 100.0

Source: Field survey, 2012
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Figure 3: Pie chart representing responses on stafhowing their responsibility
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Table 9: A distribution of customers’ confidence ad trust in staff
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage

Freq % Freq %

Strongly agree 32 18.9 0 0 32 18.8
Agree 74 44.0 16 9.0 90 53.0
Not sure 22 12.9 8 4.7 30 17.6
Disagree 14 8.2 2 1.2 16 9.4
Strongly disagree 2 1.2 0 0 2 1.2
Total 144 85.1 26 14.9 170 100.0
Source: Field survey, 2012.

Table 10: A distribution of whether staff care forcustomers or not
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage

Freq % Freq %

Strongly agree 36 21.2 4 2.3 40 23.5
Agree 70 41.2 10 5.9 80 47.1
Not sure 30 17.6 6 3.5 36 21.2
Disagree 4 2.4 2 1.1 6 3.5
Strongly disagree 4 2.4 4 2.3 8 4.7
Total 144 84.9 26 15.1 170 100.0
Source: Field survey, 2012
Empathy
Table 11: Responses on quality of attention staffigg to customers
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage

Freq % Freq %

Strongly agree 36 21.2 6 3.5 42 24.7
Agree 78 45.9 10 5.9 88 51.8
Not sure 12 7.1 2 1.2 14 8.2
Disagree 12 7.1 6 3.5 18 10.6
Strongly disagree 6 3.5 2 1.2 8 4.7
Total 144 84.8 26 15.2 170 100.0

Source: Field survey, 2012,
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Figure 4: Pie chart representing responses on stadfiving customer individual attention
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Tangibles or Physical Evidence
Table 12: A Distribution of responses on availabity of facilities
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage

Freq % Freq %

Strongly 26 15.3 2 1.2 28 16.5
agree
Agree 84 49.4 18 10.6 102 60.0
Not sure 20 11.8 2 1.1 22 12.9
Disagree 6 3.5 2 1.2 8 4.7
Strongly 8 4.7 2 1.2 10 5.9
disagree
Total 144 84.7 26 15.3 170 100.0
Source: Field survey, 2012.

Table 13: A distribution of responses on quality ofacilities
Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage
Freq % Freq %

Strongly agree 16 9.4 0 0 16 9.4
Agree 86 50.6 10 5.9 96 56.5
Not sure 18 10.6 10 5.9 28 16.5
Disagree 16 9.4 4 2.4 20 11.8
Strongly disagree 8 4.7 2 1.2 10 5.9
Total 144 84.7 26 15.3 170 100.0

Source: Field survey, 2012
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Table 14: A distribution of responses on provisiorof menu boards or cards

Rating Male Female Frequency Percentage
Freqg % Freq %

Strongly agree 14 8.2 4 2.4 18 10.6
Agree 32 18.8 8 4.7 40 235
Not sure 52 30.6 2 1.2 54 31.8
Disagree 14 8.2 8 4.7 22 12.9
Strongly disagree 32 18.8 4 2.4 36 21.2
Total 144 84.6 26 154 170 100.0

Source: Field survey, 2012
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