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Abstract: Jollibee is one of the most widely known fast food in Filipino-based restaurants in the
world. However, the COVID-19 pandemic has impacted restaurants across the world. The decrease
in profit and dividend, and even closure of branches were evident. This study aimed to determine
the relationships between Jollibee’s price, food quality, culture/social influence, and service quality
through the SERVQUAL dimensions on customer satisfaction during the COVID-19 pandemic using
the structural equation modeling (SEM) approach. A total of 303 respondents were recruited using
a purposive sampling approach to answer an online survey through social media platforms. This
study found that among the factors mentioned, responsiveness, reliability, and assurance dimensions
yielded to be statistically insignificant to the service quality. Due to the normal attributes the staff
and restaurant have, the different factors were deemed insignificant. At the same time, the service
quality was observed to have the largest significant direct relationship with customer satisfaction,
followed by the cultural influence, food quality, COVID-19 protocols, and pricing. It was also seen
that cleanliness and appearance, empathetic staff, food quality, price, and proper implementation
of COVID-19 protocol prevention would lead to high levels of satisfaction among customers in
Jollibee fast-food restaurant. Moreover, cultural/social influence has played a big role seeing that
the indicators represent the feeling of belongingness since childhood. This study is the first study
that analyzed the factors affecting the customer satisfaction of Jollibee. Finally, this study could be
used as a basis for fast-food companies and service-related industries to increase its performance by
enhancing customer satisfaction worldwide.

Keywords: SERVQUAL; structural equation modeling; fast food restaurant; Filipino

1. Introduction

The intensifying competition in the service industry has been continuously expanding
and has been a challenge for food businesses [1,2]. Every business focuses on strategies
that will provide a competitive advantage over the others [1]. When it comes to strategic
responses in food businesses, competitive prices, sales promotion, quality of the food, and
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good customer service are the key drivers for customer patronization and satisfaction,
which will lead to customer loyalty [1].

Customer loyalty is also known to be linked with customer satisfaction [3]. It in-
creases as customer satisfaction increases at a certain level [3,4]. Customer satisfaction
is the customer’s reaction to the difference between what they received and what they
anticipated [5]. Gerpot et al. [6] proposed that satisfaction is based on how well the services
or the products fulfill customer expectations [7]. However, it is evident that customer
satisfaction links with customer patronization and business profitability [8]. To which,
there might be some changes that may occur in the customer’s behavior due to further
developments and changes as time proceeds; such as the Internet characteristics, product
attributes, conditions, and situational factors [9]. The best example of these changes is the
COVID-19 pandemic which has led people to social distancing and frequent lockdowns,
which have caused disruptions in the behavior of the customers [10].

Customers play a significant role in the pricing and service quality they receive [11,12].
Fair pricing and service quality promote trust and leave a branding image to customers. In
addition, fair pricing and service quality fulfill customer satisfaction when well managed [11].
This is because customer satisfaction is the key to continuing the business and keeping it on
surviving the similar industry [11]. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the behavior
of consumers changed [13]. Ong et al. [13] pointed out how customers were highly anxious
and would rather stay home. To which, online food delivery services have become largely
significant [14]. One of the fast-food restaurants that utilized the promotion and delivery
is Jollibee.

In the industry of fast-food restaurants in the Philippines, Jollibee has been the dom-
inant market leader with over 600 outlets and over 30 stores abroad [15–17]. It always
strives for innovative ideas and total customer experience, focusing on customers’ joy and
satisfaction [18]. A report created by Beneschan [19] showed higher than 60% of Jollibee
stores in the Philippines are franchised, comprising more than 218 branches. This presents
the popularity of Jollibee in the country. In addition, Jollibee has been challenging the
world by building their footprint across the world. Figure 1 presents the global footprint
of Jollibee.
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Figure 1. Jollibee global footprint [20].

It could be seen that the majority of the branches of Jollibee are in the Philippines
where they originated. Following which is Vietnam where they have 102 branches and are
currently widely popularized in the United States and Canada with 40 branches. Other
Asian countries including Macau have 29 and 1, respectively, and 27 in the Middle East.
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It could be seen that Jollibee is trying to penetrate the market through different countries
with its availability [20].

With the aim to be one of the top 5 global fast-food markets [20], the sales became
challenging when the COVID-19 pandemic hit [21]. Venzon [21] reported that in the
February of 2020, the branch of Jollibee in China was closed due to the pandemic. In
addition, Venzon [21] added that the income sales of Jollibee decreased by 14% in the same
month. In April of 2020, a decrease in dividend of 62 centavos (0.0115 USD) due to the
pandemic hit was reported. The report of Venzon [20] presented that valuation would lead
to an increase in customer sales, and that customer loyalty would result in the restoration
of the decrease in sales and value [21].

In analyzing customer satisfaction, factors such as the pricing, food quality, cultural
influence, and the SERVQUAL dimensions could be utilized. The SERVQUAL dimensions
have been adapted and utilized in numerous studies in different service settings, geographic
locations, and cultural contexts [22]. In the UK, Nguyen et al. [23] conducted a study in fast
food restaurants regarding customer satisfaction using the SERVQUAL dimensions. The
study of Nguyen et al. [23] found that tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and
empathy had a significant positive effect on customer satisfaction. In Australia, a similar
study was also conducted by Lee and Hing [24]. They measured the quality of restaurant op-
erations using the SERVQUAL dimensions. However, both the study of Nguyen et al. [23]
and Lee and Hing [24] only considered the SERVQUAL dimensions as a factor in determin-
ing customer satisfaction. Other factors that may influence customer satisfaction may also
include the price and product quality. Moreover, these studies only used a small sampling
size, which was conducted before the occurrence of the COVID-19 pandemic. Finally, in
the Philippines, the effects of customer service quality and product quality on customer
satisfaction and customer loyalty were studied by Altejar and Dizon [17]. The findings
of the study of Altejar and Dizon [17] showed that customer service quality and product
quality affect customer satisfaction, while customer satisfaction affects customer loyalty. In
addition, product quality and service quality were included in the study as factors affecting
customer satisfaction. Another factor that may influence customer satisfaction such as price,
may also be included to have a better perspective on the economic effect of the COVID-19
pandemic [13,25]. Most of the SERVQUAL model is often utilized in service quality and
application [12]. Thus, it will be interesting to investigate the model’s applicability in fast
food restaurants, especially when combined with price, cultural influence, and product
quality as an additional factor during the COVID-19 pandemic.

It was stated from the study by Gimeno-Arias et al. [26] that how corporate social
responsibility (CSR) is one of the most significant factors affecting customer satisfaction.
It was explained that when employees worked cohesively, companies would be able
to achieve their goals. The practice presented among employees toward a service be-
ing provided also influenced satisfaction [26]. In line with this study, these affirmations
were segregated among social and cultural influence on customer satisfaction and the
SERVQUAL dimension. In addition, Bahta et al. [27] highlighted how reputation was
one of the key factors affecting CSR and financial performance. It could be deduced that
since Jollibee has been increasingly becoming popular, their reputation precedes them. To
which, food pricing and quality could be influential factors. Overall, these factors may be
considered as extended latent variables as explained in the study of Islam et al. [28] wherein
reputation, trust, and satisfaction among customers influence their loyalty. Reiterating this
would lead to customer loyalty and evident profitability.

As one of the rising fast-food restaurants being recognized throughout the world, the
Jollibee fast-food restaurant has been challenged by the pandemic. There is therefore a
need to assess the satisfaction of customers to gain the profit loss throughout the stint of
the COVID-19 pandemic which may be utilized even after the pandemic. The analysis of
different factors affecting customer satisfaction should be explored to better understand the
behavior of consumers. This would lead to better strategies and create marketing strategies
during the COVID-19 pandemic [25]. Building a sustainable business model during the
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COVID-19 pandemic is crucial. Ong et al. [25] explained that the need for re-planning and
re-strategizing is needed to enhance profitability. The sustainable business model could
then be applied even after the COVID-19 pandemic as the new normal is being adopted by
consumers in the present.

To which, research questions to understand the gap and objective of this study are
as follows:

1. What factors precede customer satisfaction for Jollibee fast-food restaurants in
the Philippines?

2. Utilizing structural equation modeling, which factors and indicators are considered
significant and insignificant?

3. How do the factors influence customer satisfaction and how can the findings
contribute to the current state of Jollibee and other fast-food chains?

The study aimed to correlate the factors affecting customer satisfaction for Jollibee
fast-food restaurants in the Philippines by utilizing the SERVQUAL dimensions. The tangi-
bles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy, food quality, culture/social influence,
service quality, and pricing were investigated concurrently with customer satisfaction. This
study could serve as a basis for the company’s value creation and business strategy on how
it could increase its number of customers by enhancing customer satisfaction. Moreover, the
extended model could be applied and extended among other fast-food restaurants. Lastly,
the findings of this study could be enforced by other fast-food restaurants or service-related
industries for strategy planning worldwide.

The content of this research is as follows: (1) Introduction explaining the background
of the study, research gap, related literature, and objectives; (2) theoretical framework
and hypotheses building; (3) methodology considering participants, questionnaire, data
collection, and multivariate analysis; (4) results; (5) discussion, implication, and limitation;
and (6) conclusion.

2. Theoretical Framework

Figure 2 shows the theoretical framework for customers’ views of service qual-
ity with five SERVQUAL dimensions. These dimensions are tangibles (T), reliability
(REL), responsiveness (RES), assurance (A), and empathy (E). Moreover, other factors
such as service quality (SQ), culture/social influence (CI), COVID-19 protocols (CP),
pricing (P), food quality (FQ), and customer satisfaction (C) have been investigated in
the current study. These factors were hypothesized to affect customer satisfaction in Jollibee
fast-food restaurants.
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As part of the CSR, the SERVQUAL dimensions are presented to be individual factors
that should be considered by service providers such as fast-food chains. It was highlighted
from the study of Gimeno-Arias et al. [26] that the stakeholders such as the employees
should be able to provide a thorough and reflective output by their service to enhance
the satisfaction among consumers. With this, an increase in industry value will be evi-
dent. Thus, the need to assess the SERVQUAL dimensions as an effect of CSR should
be considered.

Assurance refers to the staff’s knowledge, courtesy, and ability to carry trust and
confidence [29]. Assurance is one of the significant dimensions of SERVQUAL, especially
when customers feel uncertain about the service provided by the restaurant [30,31]. The
assurance is achieved when customers entrusted their decisions regarding the waiter’s
recommendations, feel confident regarding the safety of the food, and are capable of voicing
their concerns and opinions without arguing or having a fear of insult [30]. Thus, it was
hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Assurance had a significant effect on service quality.

Tangibles refer to the restaurant’s physical facilities, equipment, and personnel [30,32].
It connects the restaurant’s image and embeds quality to customers [30]. Moreover, the
smooth and fast transactions and suitable environment that the customers feel during
the service are also part of the tangible dimension. Thus, better service is provided to
customers when better tangibles are given by the organization or industry [12]. Thus, it
was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Tangibles had a significant effect on service quality.

Reliability is the staff’s ability to provide service dependably, accurately and promptly
when responding to the customer’s demand [11,31,32]. In restaurants, reliability correctness
in responding to customer requests is about the preparation of the menu item, reservations,
food order, and accurate billing [30]. Thus, the more the service is reliable, the better it will
influence good service quality. To which, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Reliability had a significant effect on service quality.

Responsiveness refers to the ability, flexibility, and willingness of the service providers
to respond to customers’ requests and concerns [11,30,33]. In addition, the responsiveness
of the employees in helping the customers’ problems using services influenced customer
satisfaction [34]. Thus, the more responsive the staff are in attending to the customers’
requests, the better the service quality is perceived. Thus, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Responsiveness had a significant effect on service quality.

Empathy pertains to the staff’s ability to provide care and individualized attention
to the customers [11,30,35], for example, when the customers were treated as individuals
when service was provided [29]. Without it, customers will be dissatisfied with the service
that they received [35]. Thus, empathy hugely influences customer satisfaction [33]. Thus,
it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Empathy had a significant effect on service quality.

One of the dominant factors affecting customer satisfaction is service quality [36–38].
Customers are the individuals who receive the products and services and evaluate its
quality if it has satisfied or exceeded their needs and expectations [37,39]. In the restaurant
industry, customers judge the food quality and the service quality that they had through-
out their dining involvement [40]. Some studies revealed that service quality was more
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significant than food quality when considering dining satisfaction [30]. Moreover, the find-
ings of the study of Yuksel and Yusel [41] found that service quality influenced customer
satisfaction. Thus, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Service quality had a significant effect on customer satisfaction.

Price is one of the significant factors affecting customer satisfaction. It is also deemed
to be subsequent to service quality when considering customer satisfaction [42]. Dai [43]
found that price fairness has a strong influence on customer satisfaction [43,44]. The more
the product is affordable, the more it will satisfy and make the customers buy the product
repetitively [45]. Therefore, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Pricing had a significant effect on customer satisfaction.

Food is one of the most critical factors of the overall dining experience [46]. Its quality
captivates the customers and significantly impacts customer satisfaction [46–48]. In the
restaurant industry, customer satisfaction is achieved by focusing on food quality [49]. In
addition, Rozekhi et al. [47] found that food quality has a significant effect on customer
satisfaction. Thus, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Food quality had a significant effect on customer satisfaction.

The COVID-19 pandemic has changed the daily routines of the people [13,48]. Thus,
the preferences and perspectives of the customers changed [25,35,50]. Around 1100 respon-
dents from the United States (U.S) were asked if their dining behaviors have remained
since November 2020 [51]. Significantly, 55% said that their breakfast behaviors changed,
51% reported that their lunch behaviors have changed, and 53% reported that their dinner
behaviors changed [48]. In addition, 72% of the respondents reported that the number of
the COVID-19 cases would be the basis of their decision to dine outside or not [51]. It could
be posited that COVID-19 affected the habit of people since they considered this factor
in their decision [52]. In addition, the study of Ong et al. [13,25] and German et al. [53]
also highlighted the change in behavior of people during the COVID-19 pandemic. It was
seen that with proper protocol and enhanced safety, consumers spend time and attempt to
affirm the service being provided. With the danger and caution to get infected with the
virus, people are more hesitant to obtain the service being offered. In relation to this study,
people may be more hesitant to buy food even online due to the COVID-19 pandemic as a
preventive measure [54]. Thus, it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 9 (H9). COVID-19 had a significant effect on customer satisfaction.

Culture bears a powerful influence in controlling human behavior [52]. Moreover,
culture further affects the customers’ behavior about their decisions on making purchases.
In addition, marketing researchers also consider this as one of the major drivers and
determinants for customer behavior [13,52,55]. Moreover, marketing researchers also used
cultural dimensions to measure its impact on customer behavior [13,25,35]. Hence, it was
hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 10 (H10). The cultural influence had a significant effect on customer satisfaction.

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants

A total of 303 respondents answered the survey. They were the individuals who are
regularly eating or who have experienced eating at Jollibee fast food, Philippines. Through
purposive sampling, an online questionnaire was utilized to collect the data due to the
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strict implementation of lockdowns brought by the COVID-19 pandemic. The data were
collected from December 2021 until January 2022 through different social media platforms.
Following the study of German et al. [53], the Yamane Taro formula as seen in equation
1 was utilized. It was suggested that with 62.6 million Filipinos at a 10% margin of error,
100 participants could be utilized. The collected data exceeded the calculated sample size
during the collection period with no non-response bias. Upon the collection of data, a
common method of bias analysis using the Harman’s Single Factor test was conducted. It
was seen that a 36.12% result was obtained, lower than the 50% threshold [54]. Thus, the
collected data were seen to be acceptable.

n =
N

1 + N (e)2 (1)

3.2. Questionnaire

The questionnaire utilized in this study was from studies that considered the SERVQUAL
dimensions [11–14,35]. Moreover, questions used in service and retail businesses to assess
the customers’ perception of service quality were also adapted for this study [56]. Prior
to distribution, a validation was considered with 150 respondents. A value of 0.803 for
Cronbach’s alpha was obtained, therefore, was deemed acceptable for dissemination [13,14].
The sample survey questionnaire that was utilized in this study is presented in Appendix A.

3.3. Statistical Analysis: Structural Equation Modeling

In analyzing the relationships between the service quality, food quality, and price on
customer satisfaction, the structural equation modeling (SEM) was utilized. It is a data
analysis technique driven by theory and is used to evaluate the prior identified hypotheses
concerning the causal relations of the latent variables and observed indicators [57]. It was
explained by Hair et al. [58] that how SEM is a multivariate analysis that can assess the
causal relationship of factors of multiple independent variables with dependent variables.
It has been widely considered in several studies that assessed service quality, intention,
and customer satisfaction among service providers and related industries.

Taking for example the study of Bahta et al. [27], they assessed the performance of
small and medium enterprises using partial least square SEM (PLS-SEM). It was discussed
by Dash and Paul [59] that how PLS-SEM is utilized for research with theories being
justified while covariance based SEM (CB-SEM), the SEM utilized in this study is utilized
for research with existing frameworks. In line with this study, an established framework
utilizing the SERVQUAL dimension to correlate customer satisfaction with extended latent
variables was used. In addition, Ong et al. [13] presented how SEM would be a viable tool
for assessing human behavior-related studies.

Figure 2 presents the SEM framework utilized in this study. A total of 45 questionnaire
items were used in this study under the tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance,
empathy, service quality, food quality, and pricing. Moreover, a total of five items were used
to assess the customers’ satisfaction. Different studies have utilized SEM in identifying
customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, SEM could be
utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers.

4. Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the
respondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%),
15–20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents
eat at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week
(22.11). To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and
unemployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) with
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30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons (89.77%).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (n = 303).

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%)

Age

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30
54 years old and

above 3 1.030

Frequency of Eating
in Jollibee

Once a week 87 28.71
Twice a week 67 22.11
Thrice a week 18 5.940
4 times a week 13 4.290
Once a month 118 38.95

Occupation

Student 64 21.12
Unemployed 34 11.22

Employed 185 61.06
Other 20 6.60

Number of Children

0 233 76.90
1 38 12.54
2 15 4.950
3 11 3.630

4 and above 6 1.980

Monthly Income
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21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

11,999 and below 87 28.71
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

12,000 to
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

20,999 78 25.74
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

21,000 to
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

40,999 93 30.69
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

41,000 to
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

60,999 21 6.930
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

61,000 to
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

80,999 11 3.630
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identifying customer satisfaction with SERVQUAL dimensions [13,17,22–25,28]. Thus, 
SEM could be utilized in assessing customer satisfaction among Jollibee consumers. 

4. Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The majority of the re-

spondents came from 21–26 years old (57.09%), followed by 27–33 years old (16.83%), 15–
20 years old (10.20%), and the rest are older than 34 years old. Most of the respondents eat 
at Jollibee at least once a month (38.95%), once a week (28.71%), or twice a week (22.11). 
To which, most of the respondents are employed (61.06%), students (21.12%), and unem-
ployed (11.22%) with no dependents (76.90%). Moreover, majority of the respondents 
have low monthly income (11,999 and below to 20,999 PhP; 228.30 USD and below to 
399.55 USD) which is 54.45% and middle class (21,999–40,999 PhP; 418.57–780.09 USD) 
with 30.69%. Lastly, consumers would eat at Jollibee even without discounts or coupons 
(89.77%). 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of respondents (N = 303). 

Characteristics Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

81,000 and above 13 4.290

Customers Who Eat because
of Discount

Yes 57 18.81
No 146 48.18

Sometimes 100 33.00

Customers Who Eat because
of permanent discount

Yes 31 10.23

No 272 89.77

Figure 3 represents the initial SEM model of the study. From Table 2, it was found
that pricing, culture/social influence, tangibles, empathy, COVID-19 protocols, overall
service quality, and food quality were significant to customer satisfaction. However,
responsiveness, reliability, and assurance yielded insignificant results. In addition, some of
the indicators under tangibles and COVID-19 protocols, such as T5 and CP2 were observed
to have low factor loadings (less than 0.05). Thus, a revised model, which is shown in
Figure 4, was derived by eliminating the mentioned variables and indicators [13]. Moreover,
modification indices were performed to enhance the model fit of the study [14].

Table 3 presents the model’s reliability and validity with Cronbach’s alpha (CR) values,
factor loading, average extracted variance (AVE), and composite reliability (Re). In evaluat-
ing the validity of each construct, the value of the factor loading served as a basis. A good
factor loading has a value greater than 0.5, which is considered significant [58]. While for
the CR value and Cronbach’s value, the minimum validity required is 0.7 [60,61]. Moreover,
in measuring its validity through AVE, an ideal value should be greater than 0.4 [62]. All
the limits mentioned in this study have exceeded the cut-off values. In addition, a test for
multicollinearity was conducted. The variance inflation factor (VIF) has presented values
less than 5.00 which indicates no multicollinearity among constructs used in this study [63].
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Table 2. Relationship between the factors. 

 Hypothesis 
Preliminary Model Final Model 

Effect (β) p-Value Effect (β) p-Value 
1 A → SQ 0.173 0.153 - - 
2 T → SQ 0.355 0.000 0.359 0.002 
3 REL → SQ 0.155 0.186 - - 
4 RES → SQ 0.151 0.195 - - 
5 E → SQ 0.552 0.000 0.676 0.002 
6 SQ → C 0.281 0.001 0.319 0.001 
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10 CI → C 0.389 0.001 0.282 0.001 

Figure 3. Initial SEM results.

Table 2. Relationship between the factors.

Hypothesis
Preliminary Model Final Model

Effect (β) p-Value Effect (β) p-Value

1 A → SQ 0.173 0.153 - -
2 T → SQ 0.355 0.000 0.359 0.002
3 REL → SQ 0.155 0.186 - -
4 RES → SQ 0.151 0.195 - -
5 E → SQ 0.552 0.000 0.676 0.002
6 SQ → C 0.281 0.001 0.319 0.001
7 CP → C 0.327 0.002 0.245 0.019
8 FQ → C 0.371 0.000 0.265 0.004
9 P → C 0.221 0.019 0.209 0.018
10 CI → C 0.389 0.001 0.282 0.001
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than 0.4 [62]. All the limits mentioned in this study have exceeded the cut-off values. In 
addition, a test for multicollinearity was conducted. The variance inflation factor (VIF) has 
presented values less than 5.00 which indicates no multicollinearity among constructs 
used in this study [63]. 
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A2 0.74 
A3 0.84 
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Figure 4. Final SEM results.
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Table 3. Construct reliability and validity.

Latent Variables Items Cronbach’s α Factor Loadings Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)

Composite
Reliability (Re)

Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF)

A

A1

0.876

0.76

0.65 0.879 4.990
A2 0.74
A3 0.84
A4 0.84

T

T1

0.864

0.67

0.57 0.869 3.480
T2 0.76
T3 0.79
T4 0.78
T6 0.84

REL

REL1

0.825

0.79

0.55 0.827 3.829
REL2 0.74
REL3 0.68
REL4 0.73

E

E1

0.935

0.81

0.73 0.930 4.209
E2 0.84
E3 0.89
E4 0.85
E5 0.86

CP

CP1

0.875

0.65

0.48 0.878 2.673

CP3 0.56
CP4 0.62
CP5 0.69
CP6 0.78
CP7 0.82
CP8 0.81
CP9 0.51

FQ

FQ1

0.853

0.75

0.46 0.834 2.318

FQ2 0.72
FQ3 0.58
FQ4 0.68
FQ5 0.66
FQ6 0.84

CI

CI1

0.834

0.53

0.53 0.842 1.582
CI2 0.82
CI3 0.90
CI4 0.78
CI5 0.51

P

P1

0.900

0.77

0.63 0.897 1.995
P2 0.80
P3 0.79
P4 0.80
P5 0.84

SQ

SQ1

0.927

0.77

0.56 0.864 4.467
SQ2 0.90
SQ3 0.82
SQ4 0.88
SQ5 0.90

C

C1

0.914

0.78

0.50 0.831 -
C2 0.87
C3 0.72
C4 0.71
C5 0.80

Table 4 presents the goodness of fit measurement results for the SEM. Measures such
as the GFI, AGFI, RMSEA, IFI, TLI, and CFI with their corresponding cut-off values are
presented. As seen from the results, the IFI, TLI, and CFI reached the minimum cut-off
as per the recommendations of Hair et al. [58] of 0.80; at the same time, the parameter
estimates for the GFI and AGFI are approaching 1 [64]. In addition, the RMSEA value is
less than 0.07 which indicates that the model utilized is acceptable.
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Table 4. Goodness of fit and parameter estimates.

Goodness of Fit Measures of
the SEM Parameter Estimates Minimum Cut-Off Recommended By

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 0.802 >0.80 [64]
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 0.811 >0.80 [64]

Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) 0.065 <0.07 [65]

Incremental Fit Index (IFI) 0.886 >0.80 [64]
Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) 0.873 >0.80 [64]

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.885 >0.80 [64]

5. Discussion

Generally, the results of this study showed that tangibles and empathy significantly
affect service quality; at the same time, the service quality, COVID-19 protocols, food
quality, pricing, and cultural/social influence significantly affect customer satisfaction in
Jollibee Philippines during the COVID-19 pandemic. Utilizing SEM, different results were
seen such as the insignificant effect of responsiveness, reliability, and assurance.

Referring to Figure 4, it was found that assurance does not have a significant rela-
tionship with service quality (p-value > 0.05). These findings were contrary to the study
of Almohaimmeed [65], who conducted a study about restaurant quality and customer
satisfaction. From the study, it was found that assurance does have a significant positive
effect on customer satisfaction [65]. In addition, it contradicts the results from the study
of Tat et al. [66]; wherein it was found that assurance has the most significant positive
relationship with customers’ perceived service quality. These results indicated that the staff
are knowledgeable and capable of the service being provided.

It was also seen that reliability was found not to have a significant positive relationship
with service quality (p-value > 0.05). Similarly, these findings were contrary to the study of
Saad Andaleeb and Conway [42] where they determined that reliability has a significant
impact on customer satisfaction in the restaurant industry. Qin and Prybutok [67] examined
and investigated the service quality and customer satisfaction in a Chinese restaurant using
enhanced SERVPERF. One of the findings in their study suggested that reliability was also
a significant part of the service quality dimension, conversely, in examining the customer
satisfaction in the restaurant industry [45]. However, they found that reliability has a
significant but weak relationship with customer satisfaction.

Third, responsiveness was also found to have an insignificant relationship with service
quality (p-value > 0.05). Interestingly, Qin and Prybutok [67] revealed that responsiveness
is one of the important dimensions of service quality as opposed to the results of this
study. A similar study was conducted by Namkung and Jang [68] where they examined
customer satisfaction in restaurants. The findings suggested that the restaurants must give
reliability, responsiveness, and assurance importance in order to produce highly satisfied
customers. At the same time, Lau et al. [69] found that responsiveness was a slightly
significant determinant of customer satisfaction in Chinese restaurants in Hongkong. The
results of this study specifically indicate that customer assistance, shorter waiting time, and
courteousness of the staff were also the contributing factors to customer satisfaction.

The three attributes, responsiveness, reliability, and assurance have been seen to be
present in different branches which explains why it is not considered significant latent
variables. The staff is trained and this attribute is part of the service being delivered,
evident even in other countries [20]. In addition, Jollibee trains its employees to have good
communication skills and be capable of responding to all the requests and concerns of the
customers. This results in the insignificance of responsiveness and reliability since these
attributes are part of the training and performance of the staff. Thus, with maintenance,
these attributes were deemed to be normalized in Jollibee fast-food restaurants.

The tangibles dimension was found to significantly preceded service quality in Jollibee
Philippines during the COVID-19 pandemic (β: 0.359; p = 0.002). It was found that the
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indicators under this exogenous latent variable such as the virtual signs and messages to
customers, staffs, uniform, store appearance, appearance of the reception area, and store hy-
giene were deemed to have a significant connection to customer satisfaction. These results
were similar to Kincaid et al. [70], where they found that tangibles have a significant direct
and indirect effect on customer behavior. Moreover, investigating the impact of service
quality on customer satisfaction from different restaurants in Pakistan was conducted by
Khan and Shaikh [71]. One of the results of their investigation concluded that responsive-
ness and tangibles were the customers’ preferred importance when choosing where to dine
in a restaurant. These only indicated that customer satisfaction is influenced by virtual
signs and messages in the restaurant, staff uniform, overall appearance, and hygiene.

Empathy was found to have a solid link to service quality (β: 0.676; p = 0.002). The
indicators under this exogenous latent variable that was found to have a significant relation-
ship with customer satisfaction are when staff understand the needs of the customers, when
staffs apologize for the mistakes that they made, when staffs are willing to help the cus-
tomers, and when staffs are courteous. Lee et al. [72] also found that among the five dimen-
sions of the SERVQUAL dimensions, empathy was significant in preceding the customer
satisfaction and customer loyalty in Korean family restaurants [73]. Similarly, in analyzing
the customer loyalty to newly open cafes and restaurants in Malaysia, Moorthly et al. [74]
revealed that empathy is one of the positively significant factors relating to customer loyalty.
Therefore, customer satisfaction heightens staffs’ understanding of the customers’ needs,
when staffs apologize for mistakes, and when staffs portray courteousness and willingness
to help the customers.

The overall service quality was found to have a relationship with customer satisfaction
(β: 0.319; p = 0.001) significantly. The indicators considered were the overall facility appear-
ance, when all the services provided were done accurately, the overall responsiveness of the
staffs, when the services and the requests of the customers that were provided were carefully
explained, and when the staffs are competent enough to deal with the concerns of the cus-
tomers. A similar study about the relationship of service quality and customer satisfaction
on the repurchase intentions in restaurants was conducted by Mensah and Mensah [75].
The study found that service quality has a significant positive relationship on customer
satisfaction. Qin and Prybutok [67] also posited a direct and positive relationship between
service quality and customer satisfaction in fast food restaurants. Thus, customers were
more satisfied when provided services were prompt, responsive, empathic, accurate, and
when the overall store appearance was good.

The pricing of Jollibee Philippines during the COVID-19 pandemic was also found to
have a significant link with customer satisfaction (β: 0.209; p = 0.018). The indicators under
this factor were the compatibility of the price to the food quality, its affordability compared
to other fast-food restaurants, and the implementation of discounts, benefits of buying in
a package, and the customers’ satisfaction based on its over-all pricing. These findings
were similar to the results of Jawabreh et al. [76], where there is a significant link between
pricing and customer satisfaction in restaurants. Similarly, the significant relationship of
pricing was also consistent with the results found by Ryu and Han [77]. Thus, pricing on
the menus portrays a role as one of the determinants of customer satisfaction during the
pandemic. With the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on the economy such as job loss,
Jollibee has been a staple among Filipinos due to its price range of meals.

The food quality was also found to precede customer satisfaction significantly (β: 0.265;
p = 0.004). Indicators such as the quality of its fried chicken among competitors, quality
of burger among the competitors, quality of the fries among its competitors, quality of its
spaghetti among its competitors, quality of sundae ice cream, and its overall food quality
were deemed significant. The same result was also found by Rozekhi et al. [47] and is
consistent with Kivela et al. [40] and Law et al. [78]. Thus, customers were satisfied with the
quality of the foods that were mentioned under this factor. Moreover, there is a significant
comparison among other fast-food restaurants. In the Philippines, most of consumers can
choose from Burger King, McDonald’s, KFC, etc. With the food quality indicators, it was



Sustainability 2022, 14, 15477 13 of 19

seen that a lot of Filipinos find the food quality in Jollibee more satisfactory than other
fast-food restaurants.

The COVID-19 protocols were found to have a link in customer satisfaction (β: 0.245;
p = 0.019). Because the indicators under these factors are designed positively, which would
mean that the higher its beta coefficient and its factor loadings, the more it will not precede
customer satisfaction. Indicators such as the social distancing, quarantines do not stop
customers from buying Jollibee, the use of face masks and face shield did not also precede
the customers from buying Jollibee, customers still prefer eating in Jollibee even during
the pandemic, customers do also perceive that the pandemic did not affect Jollibee’s food
quality, service quality, food pricing, and the total number of cases did not affect them
from choosing Jollibee as their fast food preference were deemed significant. This result
was opposite to what was posited by Shim et al. [9] and Sheth [10]. From their studies,
customers’ behavior changes as time proceeds, especially when it is disrupted by different
internal and external factors; specifically, the protocols for the pandemic. Interestingly,
despite the impact of the COVID-19 on the restaurant industry, it was found in this study
that the COVID-19 pandemic did not preceded the customer satisfaction, behavior, and
future intentions in buying Jollibee.

Finally, the cultural/social influence of the Jollibee in the Philippines was found to have
a significant relationship on customer satisfaction during the COVID-19 pandemic (β: 0.282;
p = 0.001). Indicators that were significant were good tv commercials interconnected with
Filipinos’ culture and values, childhood experiences that it has been established with
the by Jollibee, the good memories and experiences that it has built to the customers,
reminds the good Filipino tradition because of their campaigns, and Jollibee has established
memories of the important people with the customers. A similar study was also conducted
by Jang and Ha [79], where the influence of cultural experience emotion in restaurants
was investigated. The study results deduced that cultural experience emotion is linked
with the emotion and authenticity of the food and atmosphere of the restaurant. Thus,
establishing good memories and experiences with the customers is one of the determinants
of customer satisfaction.

Therefore, it could be deduced that cleanliness and appearance, empathetic staff, food
quality, price, and proper implementation of COVID-19 protocol prevention would lead to
high levels of satisfaction among customers in Jollibee fast-food restaurant. Moreover, the
cultural/social influence has played a big role in that the indicators represent the feeling
of belongingness since childhood. This results in an established and recognized name of
Jollibee among people. The remainder of their childhood, and even homes for Filipinos
living abroad could be connected here. Almendral [80] explored the feel for home upon
Jollibee consumption among people living abroad. Not only were people reminded of home
due to food, but also the tradition of living with families are catered in the atmosphere of
Jollibee. Thus, other fast-food restaurants can capitalize on these factors to promote their
own branding and establish their names by heart among consumers.

Limitations and Future Research

Despite the relevant findings and strong implications, this study still has several
limitations which could be considered for extension by future research. This study only
utilized online questionnaires to measure different factors affecting customer satisfaction
due to the strict lockdown implemented by the COVID-19 pandemic. Interviews and
thematic analysis may be done to enhance the implication of this study. Moreover, from
the interview, other factors may be referred to as an extension of the framework utilized in
this study. Second, the majority of the respondents in this study ranged from 21 to 26 years
old, thus, limiting the broader perception of Jollibee’s customers in terms of diversity in
population. Clustering of customers based on their demographics may be conducted to
highlight the relevant findings. Lastly, customers’ perceptions, traditions, behavior, and
culture vary across the different regions in the Philippines. This also limits the findings of
this study, for the majority of the respondents were from the National Capital Region (NCR)
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of the Philippines. Therefore, it is recommended that the distribution of the survey and
the focus of this study be conducted across branches of Jollibee Philippines for customers’
perspectives, values, and traditions to get more variety of results if any.

6. Conclusions

From the quantitative results, it was seen that tangible and empathy significantly
preceded service quality. Both of these presented the highest correlation to service quality
(β = 0.32 and β = 0.68), respectively. These factors preceded service quality which correlates
to satisfaction the highest compared to other extended variables (β = 0.32). Following which
are food quality (β = 0.27), COVID-19 protocols (β = 0.24), and pricing (β = 0.21), preceding
significantly influenced customer satisfaction. It indicates that the SERVQUAL dimensions
greatly affected customer satisfaction. With tangible and empathy, the visuals, such as
signage and physical appearance, presented great satisfaction upon dining at Jollibee. In
addition, the staff’s courteousness, amendable understanding, and willingness to help were
key highlights. Moreover, it could be highlighted that cultural/social influence played a big
role in attaining customer satisfaction and loyalty to Jollibee fast-food restaurants. Jollibee
may still pursue its current business strategy to implement the COVID-19 protocols, for it
did not affect the customers’ satisfaction and future intention to repurchase. It could be
deduced that cleanliness and appearance, empathetic staff, food quality, price, and proper
implementation of COVID-19 protocol prevention, would lead to high levels of satisfaction
among customers in Jollibee fast-food restaurant.

Finally, Jollibee has succeeded in capturing the minds and emotions of Filipinos. Their
social and cultural influence is the company’s second most potent asset in increasing
customer patronization and satisfaction. Indeed, emotions, good memories, and good
experiences should always be embedded in the customers’ minds whenever the services
and the foods are provided to customers. The results of this study could be utilized to
create strategies and food sustainability efforts through food systems management that
includes the overall operational systems for Jollibee and other fast-food restaurants across
the world. The theoretical framework utilized in this study did consider not only the
typical SERVQUAL dimensions but also other factors such as price, food quality, COVID-19
protocol, and cultural/social influence. Thus, it could be posited that the framework can
holistically measure customer satisfaction and service quality, which may be utilized by
other restaurant and service-related industries worldwide.
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Appendix A Instruments

Table A1. Sample survey questionnaires.

I. Respondent Profile

Gender:

Age:
___15 to 20 years old ___21 to 26 years old
___27 to 33 years old ___34 to 40 years old
___41 to 46 years old ___47 to 53 years old
___54 and above.

Number of times you eat in Jollibee:
___once a week ___twice a week ___thrice a week
___4 times a week and above
___once a month

Occupation:

___Student ___Employed ___Unemployed ___Other

Monthly Income:
___
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3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

21,000 to
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Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 
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Age 

15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 
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41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
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above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
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Customers Who Eat 
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Sometimes 100 33.00 
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Frequency of Eating 
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Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
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Once a month 118 38.95 
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Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
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3 11 3.630 
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21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
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15 to 20 years old 31 10.20 
21 to 26 years old 173 57.09 
27 to 33 years old 51 16.83 
34 to 40 years old 25 8.250 
41 to 46 years old 10 3.30 
47 to 53 years old 10 3.30 
54 years old and 

above 
3 1.030 

Frequency of Eating 
in Jollibee 

Once a week 87 28.71 
Twice a week 67 22.11 
Thrice a week 18 5.940 
4 times a week 13 4.290 
Once a month 118 38.95 

Occupation 

Student 64 21.12 
Unemployed 34 11.22 

Employed 185 61.06 
Other 20 6.60 

Number of Children 

0 233 76.90 
1 38 12.54 
2 15 4.950 
3 11 3.630 

4 and above 6 1.980 

Monthly Income 

₱11,999 and below 87 28.71 
₱12,000 to ₱20,999 78 25.74 
₱21,000 to ₱40,999 93 30.69 
₱41,000 to ₱60,999 21 6.930 
₱61,000 to ₱80,999 11 3.630 
₱81,000 and above 13 4.290 

Customers Who Eat 
because of Discount 

Yes 57 18.81 
No 146 48.18 

Sometimes 100 33.00 
Yes 31 10.23 

81,000 and above

Discount is one of the reasons why I eat in Jollibee:

___Yes ___No ___Sometimes

I often eat in Jollibee because I always have a discount card (senior citizen ID, PWD ID and others):

___Yes ___No ___Sometimes

Number of Children:

II. Costumer assessment based on price, food quality and service quality
Answer the following items by marking the column that corresponds to your answer.
Rating Scale:
5—Very satisfied
4—Somewhat satisfied
3—Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
2—Somewhat dissatisfied
1—Very dissatisfied

Tangibles 5 4 3 2 1 References

T1. Virtual signs and messages for customers.
T2. Staffs’ uniform.
T3. Store appearance.
T4. Reception Appearance (counters and waiting areas).
T5. Accessibility to locations. [11]
T6. Store hygiene. [11]

Reliability 5 4 3 2 1 References

REL1. Accommodation on customers. [12]
REL2. Speed in serving the food orders of the customers. [11]
REL3. Accuracy in responding to the food orders of the customers. [11]
REL4. Staff returns personal belongings and other valuable items.

Responsiveness 5 4 3 2 1 References

RES1. Assistance provided by guards or other staffs upon entry. [12]
RES2. Queue waiting time.
RES3. Staffs promptly serve all customers. [12]
RES4. Staff courteousness. [12]

Assurance 5 4 3 2 1 References

A1. Product knowledge of the staff. [11]
A2. Product quality assurance. [11]
A3. Staff communication skill. [11]
A4. All customer concerns and requests were done. [12]
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Empathy 5 4 3 2 1 References

E1. Staffs understand customer needs. [12]
E2. Staffs apologize when committing mistakes. [12]
E3. Staffs apologize when customer requests were not done. [12]
E4. Staffs willingness to help. [12]
E5. Staffs’ courtesy. [12]

Overall Service Quality 5 4 3 2 1 References

SQ1. Overall facility appearance. [12]
SQ2. All the discussed services were done accurately. [12]
SQ3. Overall staff responsiveness to customers. [12]
SQ4. All services and requests done were explained.
SQ5. Staff is competent in dealing with customer concerns.

Food Quality 5 4 3 2 1 References

FQ1. Quality of fried chicken among competitors.
FQ2. Quality of yum burger among competitors.
FQ3. Quality of the fries among competitors.
FQ4. Quality of the jolly spaghetti among competitors.
FQ5. Quality of the sundae among competitors.
FQ6. Overall food quality

Pricing 5 4 3 2 1 References

5—Very cheap
4—Somewhat cheap
3—Neither costly nor cheap
2—Somewhat costly
1—Very Costly

P1. Compatibility of the price to the food quality.
P2. Pricing compared to other fast food restaurants.
P3. Affordability (5—Very affordable and 1—Very expensive). [11]
P4. Implementation of discount and buying package (5—Very satisfied and
1—Very dissatisfied). [11]

P5. Satisfaction based on overall pricing (5—Very satisfied and 1—Very dissatisfied).

COVID-19 Protocols 5 4 3 2 1 References

5—Strongly agree
4—Somewhat agree
3—Neither agree nor disagree
2—Somewhat disagree
1—Strongly disagree

CP1. The social distancing has not affected my satisfaction when ordering and
queuing in Jollibee.
CP2. It is better to eat my orders from Jollibee inside their restaurants than to take it
at home.
CP3. Quarantines do not stop me from buying foods to Jollibee (ordering through
online transactions).
CP4. The use of face mask and face shield didn’t stop me from queuing and ordering
to Jollibee.

CP5. I still prefer to eat in Jollibee even if there are restaurants nearer in my location.
CP6. The COVID-19 pandemic didn’t affect the quality of their foods.
CP7. The COVID-19 pandemic didn’t affect their customer service quality.
CP8. The COVID-19 pandemic didn’t affect their food pricing.
CP9. The total number of COVID-19 cases do not affect my habit from dining inside
the Jollibee.

Culture/Social Influence 5 4 3 2 1 References

CI1.I like eating Jollibee because of their good TV commercials.
CI2. I like eating to Jollibee because it has been with me since childhood.
CI3. I like eating to Jollibee because I have good memories and experiences with it.
CI4. I love going to Jollibee because it reminds me of the good Filipino tradition, through their influence in the commercial ads.
CI5. I like eating to Jollibee because it reminds me of someone.
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Table A1. Cont.

Customer Satisfaction 5 4 3 2 1 References

C1. Satisfaction regarding the price given.
C2. Satisfaction regarding the overall service quality given.
C3. Recommend Jollibee to a friend or peer.
C4. Continue patronizing Jollibee’s foods and beverages.
C5. Overall satisfaction.
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