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Abstract

Based on SOR theory, this paper constructs a theoretical model of the stimulating factors of catering
consumption in family tourism, the body factors of catering consumption in family tourism, and the
reflection factors of catering consumption in family tourism, and discusses the decision and influen-
cing factors of catering consumption in family tourism. Through empirical investigation through
questionnaire survey and structural equation model, it is concluded that: 1) The stimulus factors
affecting catering consumption in family tourism mainly include commodity factors, environmen-
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tal factors, price factors, and group factors; 2) Commodity factors, environmental factors, price fac-
tors, and group factors have a significant positive influence on the value perception of catering
consumers in family tourism; 3) The value perception has an intermediary effect between stimulus
factors and consumption willingness. Based on the above results, this paper puts forward the cor-
responding countermeasures and suggestions for restaurants to promote the catering consumption
of tourists.
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Figure 1. Theoretical model of catering consumption decision and influencing factors in fam-
ily tourism
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Table 1. Basic information statistics of the respondents

%1 FENREREEGH

EXER P S A# BHK EXER PIES A B
% 117 45.3% KL 71 27.5%

i £'8 141 547%  sepEhcieig T 93 36%
20 5 BT 28 10.9% AREH R 55 21.3%
21~30 ¥ 94 36.4% H5ZANTFL—RHE 39 15.1%
FRe 31~40 % 72 27.9% LRULT 82 31.8%
41~50 % 49 19% REGERE 1~2 &k 114 44.2%
51 % Jx Ll b 15 5.8% HH 3~4 % 47 18.2%

A 31 12% 5 WLk 15 5.8%
AR 7 114 44.2% EBITHE 157  60.9%

ISR AW 53 20.5% H&EMEEH MR 23 8.9%

Bk MBS .

MeGEH 28 10.9% VA S RS RAR S 76 29.5%

3L UNA 12 4.7% HoAh 2 0.8%

Fof 20 7.8% BRHBR G 5% LA T 13 5%
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EFRE 70 27.1% 26%~35% 65 25.2%
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BRI AR E R T35 /T 0.678~0.844, H KT 0.600, i ERMYKSUKER
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Table 2. Reliability and validity test of the scale

F 2 BRIEMERR

e

HpZ IR A FHA AVE CR

JZGZ1 0.824
1ZGZ2 0.791

[EEESES 0.577 0.844
JZGZ3 0.678
JzGz4 0.737
XFYY1 0.760
N XFYY2 0.798

WES R & 0.569 0.840
XFYY3 0.767
SPYS4 0.687
SPYS3 0.762

Mg R & SPYS2 0.784 0.613 0.826
SPYS1 0.802
HJYS4 0.776
HJYS3 0.788

HEARR 2 0.605 0.860
HJYS2 0.809
HJYS1 0.737

DOI: 10.12677/sd.2024.142050 413 CIESES 93


https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2024.142050

LSS

JGYS3 0.814

e JeYs2 0.725 0.617 0.866
JGYS1 0.801
QTYS4 0.800
QTYS3 0.844

M EE QTYS2 0.816 0.670 0.890
QTYS1 0.813

Table 3. Differential validity results
# 3 XAMELER

XFYY JZGZ QTYS JGYS HJYS SPYS
XFYY 0.818
JZGZ 0.546 0.786
QTYS 0.452 0.518 0.778
JGYS 0.494 0.486 0.453 0.783
HJYS 0.518 0.471 0.476 0.445 0.754
SPYS 0.528 0.554 0.451 0.380 0.518 0.760
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Figure 2. Path of the model and parameter estimation results
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Table 5. Test of the mediating effect
5 BAWRRE

Bootstrap 95% ClI
BRE Ve il B SEE
THR LLCI LR uLCI p

RN 0.485 0.063 0.362 0.608 ok

[EEESES IEE LV 0.314 0.067 0.183 0.446 sokk
EIEE 2N 0.171 0.037 0.104 0.249 Aok

BSY v 0.512 0.066 0.382 0.643 sk

HEFE = IER 2N 0.352 0.067 0.219 0.485 ok
EIEE Y 0.16 0.034 0.097 0.23 Fokk

KN 0.469 0.062 0.346 0.591 sk

(iR {SES IER 2N 0.313 0.064 0.187 0.439 ok
EIEE Y 0.155 0.034 0.097 0.228 Fokk

PRSI 0.449 0.066 0.319 0.578 okl

HRHE = IER 2N 0.265 0.069 0.129 0.401 ok
EIEE Y 0.184 0.040 0.112 0.274 Fokk
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