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A Study on the Influence of Menu Selection Attributes and
Design of Western Restaurants on the Customer Value
and Customer Satisfaction

Jin-Woo Jung'
Department of Western Cuisine & Culinary Arts, Youngsan University'H

Abstract

How the menu selection attributes and menu design attributes influence the customer value and customer
satisfaction is a major study object. In order to achieve the purpose of this study, a questionnaire survey was
conducted to the consumers of 4 Western restaurants. Selecting 223 copies, the diversity of menu and convinci-
bility of menu turned out to be influential on the customer value. In the Hypothesis 2, menu selection attributes
turned out to be influential on the customer satisfaction. In the Hypothesis 3, menu design turned out to be
influential on the customer value. In the Hypothesis 4, menu design tumed out to be influential on the customer
satisfaction. In the Hypothesis 5, the customer value turned out to be influential on the customer satisfaction.
The study shows that the importance of menu selection and menu design is a significant in regards to customer
value and customer satisfaction.
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{Table 1> Characteristics of the respondent

Factor Level Frequency %
Male 132 59.2

Gender
Female 91 40.8
20's 15 6.7
30's 54 242

Age
40's 90 40.4
More than 50's 64 28.7
) Single 85 38.1
Marital status
Married 138 61.9
1~2 million won 50 224
The average 2~3 million won 24 10.8
monthly income 3~4.5 million won 66 29.6
More than 450 million won 83 37.2
High school 31 13.9
. . College 69 30.9
Academic ability L

University 99 444
Graduate school 24 10.8
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FE= n]E 859%(38.1%), 71E 1389 (61.9%)<
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{Table 2> Reliability / validity analysis about menu selection attribute and design

Menu selection attribute Diversity Convincibility Menu design Cron‘(tl)ach's
Menu is rather extensive 0.834
Menu has discrimination 0.820
Menu has uniqueness 0.816 0.876
Dessert has discrimination 0.804
Menu has discrimination with sight 0.677
Menu has persuasion 0.881
Menu has communication 0.877 07
Handwriting is proper 0.907
Colors look better 0.855 0.841
Size of the handwriting is proper 0.851
Eigen Value 3.803 1.219 2.279
Variance explanation proportion (%) 54.324 17.419 75.971 -
Cumulative variance proportion (%) 54.324 71.743 75971

KMO=0.713, 7°=642.993, df=3, p=0.000
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{Table 3> Reliability/validity analysis about custo-

mer value
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<Table 4> Reliability/validity analysis about cus-
tomer satisfaction

. . Cronba-
Customer satisfaction
Cronba- ch's a
Customer value .
ch's a Recommend the restaurant to other 0,924
Functional value 0912 people ’ 0.8
.885
Social value 0.895 0.885 Has re-visit intention 0.906
Emotional value 0.881 Be contented with the product 0.875
Eigen value 2.409 Eigen value 2441

Variance explanation proportion (%) 80.316

Cumulative variance proportion (%) 80.316

Variance explanation proportion (%)  81.372 -

Cumulative variance proportion (%)  81.372

KMO=0.737, 7°=785.801, df=3, p=0.000

KMO=0.731, %°=853.519, df=3, p=0.000
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Unstandardized . Composite
Factors . Coefficients ~ S.E. CR P AVE o
coefficients reliability
Menu is rather extensive 1.000 741 - - -
Menu has discrimination 1.006 731 063 15959 .000
Menu  Menu has uniqueness 1.137 87 066 17228 .000 .921 983
selection Dessert has discrimination 978 734 .061 16.024  .000
attribute  Menu has discrimination with 1.119 829 062 18.162 .000
Menu has persuasion 1.000 .859 - - -
o .945 972
Menu has communication 770 734 .074 10433 .000
Handwriting is proper 1.000 768 - - -
Menu  Colors look better 1.099 .859 058  18.861  .000
design .945 981
i f the h: iting i
Size of the handwriting is 952 784 055 17421 .000
proper
Functional value 1.000 842 - - -
Cust
e lomer Social value 1118 869 050 22258 000 955 985
value
Emotional value 1.019 811 049  20.632 .000
R« d th tar t
ecommend the restauran 1.000 81 i i i
others
Customer L .
. . Has re-visit intention 1.152 .853 .056 20474 .000 951 983
satisfaction
B tented ith the -
dectcon ented with The pro 1178 915 055 21495 000
u

72=399.200(p=0.000), df=94,

GFI=0.911, AGFI=0.871, NFI=0.918, RMR=0.028, RMSEA=0.081
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{Table 6> Correlations

Menu selection attribute . Customer
Factor — — Menu design  Customer value . .
Diversity Convincibility satisfaction
Diversity 1.000
Convincibility A499%* 1.000
Menu design .606** 188** 1.000
Customer value A449%* 204%* .540%* 1.000
Customer satisfaction 386%* 215%* A483%* A68%* 1.000

£p<0.05, **p<0.01
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<{Fig. 2> Effect of menu selection attribute on
customer value.

{(Table 7> Model summary

- 1’ df p GFI AGFI RMR NFI CFI RMSEA
First 399.200 120 .000 911 871 .028 918 936 .081
Final 196.273 87 .000 954 928 .020 .960 977 .050

£p<.05, **p<.01, **%p< 001
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{Table 8> Summary of the verification result of research hypothesis

. Std.

Hypothesis Model B error CR p Adopt
H1-1 Diversity — Customer value .866 .056 12.259 HoxE Adopt
H1-2 Convincibility — Customer value 440 071 8.125 HxE Adopt
H2-1 Diversity — Customer satisfaction .651 .054 10.301 HxE Adopt
H2-2 Convincibility — Customer satisfaction 217 .086 4.042 HxE Adopt

H3 Menu design — Customer value 372 .083 4.456 ok Adopt
H4 Menu design — Customer satisfaction 294 .081 3.654 ook Adopt
HS5 Customer value — Customer satisfaction 501 072 6.922 HEE Adopt

£p<.05, **p<01, **¥p<.001
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