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Identifying the Customers’ Menu Selection Attributes in
Food Court-Styled B & I Foodservice Operation

Hae-Young Lee,' Sun-Jung Ahn,"” 11-Sun Yang”
Department of Food and Nutrition, Sangji University, Wonju, Korea
Our Home Co., Ltd.," Seoul, Korea
Department of Food and Nutrition,” Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea

ABSTRACT

This study was designed to identify how customers considered menu selection attributes on menu choice, and so the
instrument for measuring that question was developed and menu selection behavior types were analyzed by customers’
characteristics. Cronbach’s alpha to assess the internal reliability of the developed scales was 0.8361, which indicated to
be highly reliable. Construct validity was assessed by principal components factor analysis with a Varimax rotation to
identify underlying dimensions of menu selection and then four factors explaining 55.618% of the total variance were
found. These factors were labeled as ‘quality of meals’, ‘attractiveness of meals’, ‘healthfulness of meals’ and ‘variety
of meals’, respectively. As a result of analysis on menu selection factors, ‘quality of meals’ (3.82 out of 5) was the
highest consideration followed by ‘variety of meals’(3.51), ‘healthfulness of meals’ (3.49) and ‘attractiveness of
meals’ (3.34), so that menu marketing approaches in the perspective of quality of meals would do lead customers’
selection rates, customer satisfaction and then sales highly. Frequent visitor selected menu indifferently but customers
who were interested in food and menu highly, who perceived meals’ quality highly, and who were satisfied with overall
foodservice did with concern. On the basis of these results of study for the target of food court-style B & I foodservice
operation, which was introduced as an ideal model in future foodservice market by the concept of ‘customer’s selection
right’, the following study related with customers’ meal patterns and perception of foodservice by menu selection attri-
butes would be able to predict the chances for success of food court-style foodservice operations. (Korean J Community
Nutrition 9(2) : 183 ~190, 2004)

KEY WORDS : food court - B & I foodservice - menu - menu selection
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28|27} ZRAe] & FFol FFE AlFolu M| AE
g ol AME, 7 AEske S Qnlshs Anja 3
& (consumer behavior)-& Q17+ 392l St SHY
UZ, 4HzF 35S A7shs 2L 7 g% gt gt
2 ol3fiefl 71ojshe AHIALE didoE AFS HA - A
At gollshs 7199 vHE Qe vt o a8
3 oJ9A 28|AAE Y2l=rkE olsig ez andel
vAY deke £HE & T Lim F 1999). AB|ATL
R} AR E s dele A, g 719, Add "E,
F715-49} 2, AT glo]Z Al e A1 2
A Hee 9%, 7Y 93 dE 93 AREAE,
Teke} B AREESHE QQlo] s mA|A HEZ o]
w2} At e el debAl == Rojth(Hanna &
Wozniak 2001).

Al 54 (foodservice) 22 2748 D3 An|xte] A€
olghs /IS =slind, 4] Aol Av|Abr) of
H A4S HE7kehe 1vlo] Ao ofd AFE AeE A
A7l AHSHA HA|RE, @328 Aol 1 1Yo)
ofd dre HEE AA7lshs Al B&eA Ho &

ulzke) AEA) melshl B 446 Aol g molA Hek.

7189 A3 AbE e &4 el FHE Al
ME olgejol SA oA vl e &) B3t Lee
(2003) 8} A+E AYe iy A7EEKim & Huh
1997; Kim & Huh 1998; Kim 2001; Lee 2002; Lee &
Song 2003; Oh & Song 1999; Prak 1998; Susskind &
Chan 2000; Yi & Kwon 2001; Yun & Yoon 2003)°]
g A8 &4 9 7 FFE X 29 7
A& 71 itk vhA dAlEA] Aol 237 9l
T AFeld Boi} ARIA] FAleME Bl Algo] B
HeH T s AAA v #1 AT3E 149 7zs
o) thdt FAHCho 1998; Lee & Yang 1999) 9 <<k
Mo B A7 (Song 5 1999), Wiy F7phHq] B3
T(Yang & 2003; Lee 5 2003) & F4HoZ 3= 1
oo FHeeglol FAlor LPHE = HAFHLE
oz 3 vy QE(menu label) o) thdt A (Bow-
man %5 1995; Wansink 5 2001)E 2 ¥Ho] HuEH71
pi=

olof & AelNe IANA dlwe] AL 433
o)Ag 7= FoFE el SA9EE AR FAE
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P 43R 20298 PO UEAS WshL 151
27} 255101 (74.8%) 58 Aol E4o] AHgHC,

2. TN Q) Z7
Aol AME SAETE F 3FE FAHEYEY 1F
, oY, A 2R 25 713
1, 2%l U2 0] § o]
T 2 AR o] 8 d%, 3
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HAE(1-A3 T3 &+, 2-F8
4 5—ml$ Fo3hH 2 A
A &4 &4 T3 DT Al
Hy A #HEE A7l TS BAZ dAEFA
9] dllir Ae £A4o B3 Lee (2003)8) 79 AH1A)
FA49 w7 2 o)) #e 97 (Yang 5 2003; Lee
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319125 (Chae & 2002), ZAMH AL Ayt AR} AL
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AZ3P7) Y8l 29184 (Principle component factoring
method) & AR89 29 Varimax 3|3 ¥ %4 com-
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¥ AT FAE 179) AHAREE Table 101 A4
ek AA ZARMERE 15619 F @471 1078(70.9%),
oJ27} 4474 (29.1%) 0101, FFH 2= 307} 443 (53%)
o7 7p¢ wugtew 20th 36.4%, 400 9.3%, 50th7t
1.3% 01Nt AEAQARE 1l2(49%) 3 7]&(51%) ] H]
go] FALEIN, WEHFFES thEe) 69.5%2 7HE Woke
of, &% o4}t 13.9%, AEHE 11.9%, TZ o)8F 5.3%
T2 dAHoE sEgfo] A YRtk @Al 239
£F 488 2~53 niwlo] 47%2 713 weko 14 ojs}
21.9%, 5~10d "% 18.5%, 104 o|% 12.6% <ot
SHAY] A&ogE AR ARIAES] FAHTAA Gt
Ado] 31.83%°103, AEW UFAL Aol 42.4%01K
o} wha, B ZARRL Gil 28 M9 vlHFEe] )

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the respondents

Characteristics N (%)

Gender

Male 107 ( 709

Female 44 ( 29.1)
Age

20s 55 ( 36.4)

30s 80 ( 53.0)

40s 14 (¢ 9.3)

50s 2( 1.3
Marital status

Single 74 ( 49.0)

Married 77 ( 61.0)
Academic background

High school or less 8( 53)

Associate degree 18(11.9)

Bachelor degree 105 ( 69.5)

Graduate degree 20( 13.2)
Years in present company

1 yr oriess 33(21.9)

2 yrs — less than 5 yrs 71 ( 47.0)

5yrs — lessthan 10 yrs 28 ( 18.5)

10 yrs or more 19 ( 12.6)
Customer section

Target group in the same building 48 ( 31.8)

Non-target group in the same building 64 ( 42.4)

Other groups in the adjacent building 36 ( 23.8)

Visitors 3(C 20

Total 151 (100.0)

3 ARRA YA G YR BAZ 2] ZE A
A2Fo] S E Gt AFIAZS o] &3h=

A glo] AAQ 23.8%F FAIHo] GAIFALY ol&
2 gy 717 (captive customer), & YFHEY] At
oz FA& AFhs FA2 delA ol
H|2} BES HojF 1 ATk

2l
2. Uy 148 £ ZHET WY

1) QS BN

o Ae &4 53 =79 UF 93-S ASEP] A8
Cronbach’s alpha#l+g o]&3l A EE HFE 24,
3 A9 Cronbach’s alpha AlSE 0.8361%2 &2 A
S eI e s, ZF B3 AAA AF7 9 STk
F2 o 1853 HRE o)F BAoflA Apg3lelrt.
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el oug & dBT & e FHER 44 PHE F
ojste] @9l 12 “&ALe] A(quality of meals)’, 231 2
‘2AL9) diZH A (attractiveness of meals)’, 9 3
‘AAF9] A7FA A (healthfulness of meals)’, 2%
= Akl gofd (variety of meals)’ 2.2 HWHsHIH
AL 15.617%, 15.175%, 13.817%, 11.008% %]
184 Yepdo gy 55618%¢ AH8S 2= A
o2 FAEQ wEtA HAw A9 $48 S5 A
B7t =79 291 ¥4 Ao AEE BRAE 7T gl

e N o e
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ju sl
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2 1) &5 AAF 177) =l disl ‘BE (33) ]
el w2 A48 B 3ASL vy A Ags) B2
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(4.08), “S43+ 4719 A4QD)’ (3.88), At 744
QD' (379), ‘He WIRAL A% A% WA(Q6)’

(3.78)el theAIE sy Aol Qlo} $HH oz Teisiod
AEge & 4 oo oo i dd 44 3 Are
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Fohe 24 2] tig 34 2oRel EUge Hk )
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Table 2. Factor analysis of menu selection attributes

Attributes Factor 1

Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4

Quality of meals Attractiveness of meals Healthfulness of meals Variety of meals

Q 3. A meal with moderate price 756
Q 2. A delicious meal 696

Q 7. Sanitary meal and tablewares 591

Q 6. A quick-served meal by the
short queueing
Q5. A familiar meal 344

Q14. A nostalgic meal

551

Q12. A seasonal meal

Q13. A favorite meal

Q11. A meal recommended by co-workers
Q15. A neat and proper meal

Q16. A meal looked tasty

Q9. A healthful meal

Q10. A helpful meal for the weight control
Q 8. An enough medl in quantity

Q 1. A nutrition-balanced meal

Q17. A medal served with various side-dishes
Q18. A meal served with soup

Q 4. A need for an unusual meal

763
746
723
510
510
371
769
757
.586
546
761
704

Variance (%)" 15.617

16.175 13.817 11.008

1) Total percent of variance: 55.618%

Table 3. Perceived importance of menu selection attributes

Attributes Mean + SD”  Rank
Q1. A nutrition-balanced meal 3.61 £ 1.02 8
Q2. A delicious meal 4.08 £ 0.99 1
Q3. A meal with moderate price 3.79 £ 1.02 3
Q4. A need for an unusual meal 3.74 £ 1.04 5
Q5. A familiar meat 3.58 +0.88 10
Q. A qwck—servgd meal by the 378 + 0.98 4
short queueing

Q7. Sanitary meal and tablewares 3.88 £ 0.96 2
Q8. An enough meal in quantity 3.67 £ 1.09 7
Q9. A healthful meal 3.60 = 0.97 9
Q10. A helpful meal for the weight 311 £1.06 17

conirol
Q11. A meal recommended by 271 +1.10 18

co-workers
Q12. A seasonal meat 3.30 £ 0.92 16
Q13. A favorite meal 3.56 +0.93 1
Q14. A nostalgic meal 343 £1.04 13
Q15. A neat and proper meat 3.7V £ 1.01 6
Q16. A meal looked tasty 3.36 £ 0.99 14
Q17. A meal served with various 3.33 = 0,99

. " 15

side-dishes

Q18. A meal served with soup 3.45 = 1.06 12

1) Likert 5 points scale: 1 = very unimportant, 3 = so-so, 5 = very
important

B.7D e AEE WYMHIAE FRskE FAME &

Ag 23 9 o B SO YES e AT
W 25 AP dl ABACIAS) BT U

TS AR Fo I veo® FEF IJIERQS)’
(3.67), 'F¥H o ¥¥E AAHQD)' (B.61), AT
E25E AAHQ9)' (3.60), A= S241(Q5) (3.58), A
3 w7 (Q13)7 (3.56) £2% Yeht wliFdge] 3o 7]
SRTR % Ui #Ye) | S & 7 3L A
3k B AlFQ18) (3.45) ok #5AL ol gt
AT AES Wgske et AR, W, HAe] 3l
A HAD BFQ14) (3.43), F4o] A BY(Q16)°
(3.36), ‘B ¥E 7HFQ17) (3.33), AEAEE vER
= AAHQ12)’ B.30) = ©E £/l Wi HlwA e
FEo] W& Ao AT B3] AF 2EHQL0)
(3.11), F&7F B3k AAHQLD 27D € Hy Agel
FEFE A FE AR ekt

1Ao] nEske Hli A $4& dES Jehir)
A3 470 2R1o® Fo| 43 & A3 (Fig. 1), Ak
A’ (3.82), ‘AAMY TFY (3.51), ‘HA) AFAFY’
(3.49), ‘AAtY] Wiy’ (3.34) £2 2 Hri=le] 7o) o)
I+ AEA 7P AR 07 3Eshe 2 AAL B2 A



AH HiolAe] Hao] Aeg Fle A% 1A S Y

iz SO dd=2t Alsdn

Factor 1. Quality of I
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Factor 2.
Attractiveness ] 3.34
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Healthfulness | 3.49
of meals ‘ ‘
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Influence on selection

Fig. 1. Perceived importance of menu selection factors.
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Table 4. Perceived importance of menu selection factors by demographic characteristics

3.32, 5\ oAl A% 3.18% 2F-7dEo] 71 A 1
& AFHAD A Y] AL 1718 W9 s Bolg}

Characteristics Factor 1 ‘Focfor2 Factor 3 'Factord
Qudlity of meals Attractiveness of meals Healthfulness of meals  Variety of meals

Gender

Male 3.77 £ 0.66 3.29 = 0.69 3.44 = 0.72 3.49 + 0.69

Female 3.95 +0.77 3.48 + 0.65 3.62 £ 083 3.54 £ 0.81

f-value -1.473 —1.566 -1.329 -0.381
Ages

20s 3.86 +0.78 3.45 = 047 3.57 £ 0.79 348 + 076

30s 3.78 + 0.67 3.26 +0.72 3.44 + 074 3.56 £ 0.67

40s or more 3.89 = 0.51 3.39 = 0.50 3.47 +0.73 3.35 £ 0.86

F-value 0.262 1.307 0.482 0.607
Marital status

Single 377 £0.78 337 £074 3.47 £ 0.80 3.50 +0.73

Married 3.87 £ 0.60 3.32 + 0.63 3.51 £ 0.71 3.51 +0.72

t-vaolue —-0.949 0.396 -0.319 -0.109
Aczademic background

High school or less 3.71 £+ 0.98 3.17 £ 0.85 3.52 +0.92 3.50 = 0.91

Associate degree 3.84 + 0.63 3.38 £ 0.65 3.51 £ 0.76 3.46 £ 0.67

Bachelor degree 3.86 + 0.57 3.38 + 0.62 3.36 + 0.55 3.73 £0.70

Graduate degree 0.443 0.059 0.380 1.196
Years in present company

1 yrorless 3.97 £0.77 3.63 = 0.70° 3.75 £+ 0.85 3.59 + 0.83

2 yrs —less than 5 yrs 381 £0.72 3.32 £ 0.67° 3.40 +£0.73 3.45 +0.72

5 yrs or more 3.74 +0.58 3.18 + 0.64° 3.45 = 0.69 3.583 + 0.66

F-value 1.096 4.523" 2.626 0.439
Customer section

Target group in the same building 3.81 =073 3.256 £ 0.59 3.45 + 0.80 3.45 +0.75

Non-target group in the same building  3.84 = 0.63 3.43 + 0.69 3.56 * 0.67 3.51 = 0.69

Other groups in outside - Visitors 3.72 £ 0.72 3.29 + 0.65 3.41 £ 0.67 3.56 = 0.71

F-value 0.385 1.141 0.613 0.238

*p <05, ®Means with different superscript letter are significantly different among groups by Tukey multiple comparison
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Table 5. Perceived importance of menu selection factors by purchase-styles of B & | FS operation

Purchase-styles Factor 1

Quality of meals Attractiveness of meals

Factor4
Variety of meals

Factor 3
Healthfulness of meals

Factor 2

Main reasonfor purchase

Low-priced meal 397 £0.73 3.37 £ 0.63 3.57 £0.73 3.47 £0.81
Diverse menu option 3.60 = 0.67 3.41 + 0.63 3.63 £ 0.55 3.73 £0.75
Economy of time 3.79 £ 0.61 3.27 = 0.63 331 £0.76 3.45 = 0.59
F-value 2.594 0.524 2.534 1.335
Frequency of visit
Low visitor (under 4 per week) 3.79 = 0.67 3.39 = 0.69 3.58 + 0.69 3.52 £ 0.63
High visitor: (over & per week) 3.83 £0.70 3.31 £ 0.68 3.44 +0.77 3.48 = 0.76
t-value -0.330 0.616 1.060 0.311
Favorite section in food court
Gama (Kerean food-centered) 3.85 = 0.71 3.34 = 0.69 3.51 +£0.81 3.51 =074
Happy zone (Soup-centered) 3.55 +0.58 3.13x0.74 3.45 = 0.54 3.62 = 0.59
Interchef-(Western food-centered) 3.85 £ 0.51 3.37 = 0.59 3.47 = 0.79 3.39 = 0.69
All section 3.65 + 0.75 341 £0.71 3.46 £0.72 3.49 +0.77
F-value 2.424 0.617 0.061 0.341
Importance of menu & food in evaluation
Low group (less than 80%) 3.75=0.70 3.26 = 0.67 3.30 = 0.81 3.37 £ 0.63
High group (80% and more) 3.89 £ 0.65 3.41 £ 0.65 3.60 = 0.68 3.59 +0.74
t-value ~1.187 -1.307 —-2.353" -1.709
Evaluation of food quadlity
Low group (under average) 375075 3.20 £ 0.67 3.38 = 0.79 3.41 £0.77
High group (satisfied) 3.89 + 0.56 3.51 = 0.63 3.62 + 0.65 3.62 = 0.61
t-value -1.295 -2.803™ -1.928 -1.684
Satisfaction of foodservice
Low group (less than 80/100 points) 3.37 = 3.85 3.36 £ 0.88 293 £0.83 3.04 + 1.01
High group (80 and more/100 points) 3.60 = 0.69 3.48 £0.78 3.38 *+0.76 3.46 £ 0.73
f-value —-0.655 -0.845 —-1.088 -0917

P <.,01, *p<.05
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