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A Study on the Effect of Menu Quality on Customer Value and
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Abstract

This study helps to understand menu quality and find out management strategies in the seafood buffet
restaurant business. The major objective of this study is to analyze how menu quality affects customer satis-
faction through customer value. It also provides preliminary data for improving seafood buffet restaurants in
the rapidly changing circumstances of the restaurant business by establishing strategies for high quality menu.
The result of the study shows that menu quality(taste, nutrition, freshness) was directly related to customer
value, which positively affected customer value. Especially, taste was the most influential factor. Moreover,
customer value had a positive effect on customer satisfaction. This result means that such menu quality factors
as taste, nutrition, and freshness should be considered in order to satisfy each customer.

Key words: menu quality, customer value, customer satisfaction, seafood buffet restaurant.
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<Fig. 1> A study model.
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Factor Item Q/C Source
Fillatrault & Ritche(1988), Khan(1991), Oyewole(1999),
Menu Taste of food. et 15 Sim, Eng & Schmidaauer(1999), Kivela(2000), Cheng(2006),
aste of food, etc. _ _
quality ’ g 25-2001), 2Hr2H2001), ©17 2](2003), 2582004,
+551(2007)
Customer Val ; i . 7 Naumann(1994), Morgan & Hunt(1994), Woodruff(1997),
alue of menu quality, etc. ) ) e
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satisfaction Sivadas(2000)
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{Table 2> Characteristics of the sample

It F Percentage
em requenc
quency %)
Male 224 43.0
Sex
Female 297 57.0
> 20 48 9.2
20~30 218 41.8
Age 30~40 138 26.5
40~50 94 18.0
50 < 23 4.4
Marital  Single 249 47.8
status Married 272 522
Professor/master 104 20.0
Public service 14 2.7
Salaried person 175 33.6
Job
Housewife 79 15.2
Student 114 21.9
Others 35 6.7
Middle school graduate 5 1.0
High school graduate 95 18.2
Education . .
University student 136 26.1
level
University graduate 266 51.1
Graduate school 19 3.6
1 million won or less 54 10.4
1~2 million won
133 25.5
or less
2~ illi
3 million won 134 5.7
Monthly or less
income ~4 milli
3 million won 100 192
or less
4~5 milli
million won 49 04
or less
More than 5 million won 51 9.8
e 54 =7 oY $4€ Aok 2 gl
3 =7k sk ot B§EA e iE
E}d/d(content validity)@} 71'd EFE/d(construct

[
7h e SRAETIL AAE Hrlste R
oA - o= W (multi trait-multi method ma-
trix)@} 29184 (factor analysis)S & = Ut} &

DEEEINE EEE RB R

p
Wholh & AT E 27
Hzs317] ¢l

9] 27] 3= o FAEEA (principal

comp[onent analysis)S AFS-8}A 1, 3|4

= A3 A v F VARIMAX 78S o] &
skt 8R15FA] ILfrk(eigenvalue)©] 1.0 ©]

golH, FuEe] Folde] HlwA & AAjEE A
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AlphaZl 57} 0.8 o]0 & Yeh S Alg]4)S
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2 Ueisth mebA] vy #2 8J0ES A5
= EgE50| % 4] T2k (unidimensiona-
lity) el EAlgtta & 4 ok

AT FEHL0 A 7o gk 73
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{Table 3> Reliability analysis of menu quality
Item Taste  Nutrition Freshness Flrst Lasf Eigen Variance Cronbach's
question question  value
Taste of food 0.795 0.205 0.213
Traditional taste 0.761 0.261 0.177
Taste 4 4 1.062 7.079 0.835
Standard taste 0.700 0.159 0.381
Seasoning food 0.683 0.363 0.202
Serving nutritious food 0.239 0.809 0.155
Nutrition balance 0.153 0.783 0.198
Nutrition declaration 0.256 0.733 0.217
Nutrition Organic food 0.147 0.712 0.328 7 7 7.696  45.710 0.894
Nature food 0.283 0.638 0.371
Low calory diet food 0.357 0.596 0.281
Healthy food 0.382 0.502 0.360
Fresh fish 0.212 0.233 0.807
Fresh sushi 0.215 0.253 0.779
Freshness 4 4 1222 66.531 0.869
Fresh seafood 0.238 0.332 0.734
Fresh ingredient used 0.332 0.294 0.706
{Table 4> Reliability analysis of endogenous
Customer Customer  First Last Eigen . Cronbach's
Item . . . . Variance
value  satisfaction question question value o
Menu quality value 0.744 0.187
Interior value 0.716 0.157
Economic value 0.657 0.162
Cust /
ls M Price value 0.643 0258 7 7 1627 6259 0921
value
Nutrition and Healthy value 0.626 0.235
Utility value of time spent 0.587 0.367
Reused value 0.577 0.350
Satisfaction with use 0.324 0.760
Customer/ . . . .
. . Satisfaction with choice 0.269 0.663 6 3 1.248 9.666 0.857
satisfaction
Satisfaction with menu 0.354 0.624
6. tZIM A EIZM HS o] AFE A

vl 2

5)¢} o]

o] thet ghela] @9l A3l (Table
7°=329.283, df=87, p=0.000, GFI=0.921,

6,2} 2ol

WA gk &1 812 A3} (Table
2°=761.149, dF=288, p=0.000, GFI=0.892,

AGFI=0.891, RMR=0.037% A3E 2|57} vk
23] F ol ZF AT F S U 28
9l F3lgo] B fe]d oz velht FENSA

AGFI=0.869, RMR=0.0252 JEh} AgdE 2|4
01111 Z} AT AR Sl 3t
Todoz Jeht J5
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{Table 5> Result of the confirmatory factor analysis(menu quality)

It Standard Measurement Total Variance Model
em
factor load error reliability sampling-value goodness
Taste of food 0.742 0.329
Traditional taste 0.751 0.328
Taste 0.87 0.63
Standard taste 0.737 0.329
Seasoning food 0.760 0.337
Serving nutritious food 0.688 0.407
Nutrition balance 0.716 0.436 7°=329.283
Nutrition declaration 0.735 0.544 df=87
=0.000
Nutrition ~ Organic food 0.782 0.437 0.77 0.56 (i“l= 0921
Nature food 0.756 0.368 AGFI=0.891
Low calory diet food 0.741 0.436 RMR=0.037
Healthy food 0.766 0.392
Fresh fish 0.764 0.363
Fresh sushi 0.794 0.299
Freshness 0.89 0.68
Fresh seafood 0.801 0.267
Fresh ingredient used 0.805 0.241
{Table 6> Result of the confirmatory factor analysis(endogenous)
Item Standard ~ Measurement Total Variance Model
factor load error reliability ~ sampling-value goodness
Menu quality value 0.705 0.292
Interior value 0.715 0.344
Economic value 0.775 0.320 )
Customer/ 14 e val 0.816 0.295 0.94 0.69 oL
Value TIC€ value . . . . dﬁzgg
Nutrition and Healthy value 0.807 0.299 p=0.000
Utility value of time spent 0.847 0.216 GFI=0.892
Reused value 0.854 0222 AGFI=0.869
RMR=0.025
Satisfaction with use 0.825 0.209
Cust /
USOMED - Qatisfaction with choice 0.871 0.173 0.90 0.75
satisfaction
Satisfaction with menu 0.761 0.269
Elgdo] dEE Atk AT B 4 Stk weEpA 890 SRy
= 52T T U dF 999 g
7. AR 2 Atk E 4 ok
(Table 7)°A] Kol ule} o] 7+ 8R17ke] HoATe] FHaA B4 A9, i F4 891
AL B spelA] AR uhek 2o Wake. 1 shx)e] vl mA 29 Aol AneAs g
2 yehg 9l MEzke) AaATE v 22 guilm glow, 1A ixet 12 v H(+H)9
TA0.7 oIPhH = JehtA] ol wEEME S v #AE Yelz Yok
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{Table 7> Conelation coefficient
Taste Nutrition Freshness Customer Cltlstom.er
value satisfaction
Taste 1
Nutrition 0.654(**) 1
Freshness 0.628(**) 0.683(**) 1
Customer value 0.675(**) 0.709(**) 0.672(**) 1
Customer satisfaction 0.609(**) 0.588(**) 0.602(**) 0.751(*%) 1
{Table 8> Acceptance of the rejection of the hypotheses
HI}\,II;O' Path of the hypothesis lo};zti}:lg eiz:dgfg. t-value p-value ?:czgz
H 1-1 Taste — Customer value(+) 0.262 0.068 3.840 0.000 Accept
H 1-2  Nutrition — Customer value(+) 0.202 0.072 2.809 0.005 Accept
H 1-3  Freshness — Customer value(+) 0.155 0.068 2283 0.022 Accept
H2 Customer value — Customer satisfaction(+) 0.721 0.039 18.735 0.000 Accept
x2(1389):2292.878(p=0.000), GFI=0.8621, AGFI=0.842, RMR=0.035, NFI=0.901, CFI=0.958
V. 2 3 Z= om, Y3t 5L 200~300%H vko] 1347
(25.778), 100~2005H w]RF 133H(25.5)2.2 1}
2 ATE 7120 39 B dig A el
ot Adal ¢kl AFE seafood buffet restau- A, W F2e] 2919 vk ok AlNEE 11
rnte] ATE B ofel A WEE ol gl A el B(hel GBS WAL Aoz ekt
A7 AT, A% BEY 5 2E BRSO ko] 2YPRo R g4e) vk AEH wh
A&387] Yéll seafood buffet restaurantS thAC. 24 vte] F3} 2219 7+ A= VEEOH,
2 v F49 AEE S84 Seafood buf-  FFe] SHYPEoRE 2HF JUdh 24 AT,
fet restaurant®] AW <] kel A 7S & A 4, FH A #7071 =4, A
3 07 mEe] BAE FHFORA ANAYR  AHQ g4, Adze) tololE &4, 55E 5
U ATAsh g ARAGlA 83w A8H A ALY v, AMe] FPPRoRE F4
Q1 AY AAEE Axstndt sk S YAse) ARG, 2 AR A0, A
2 Aol Ane eokdd thewt 2o o) AT, NG AR Ao R Uepgeh 3
Wz A BEEXE ofio] 297 (57%), B4l 74 seafood buffet restaurantol| A A 3%+ W7
224%(43%) 0.2 o] 50| Wol seafood buffet res- o] F& F vt % AXMEE uf$- S8 A
taurant& o] 8ol Aoz yeyton, Agdie  ZAsta slon, 539 nte 7P Fasl A4S
20~30A4] mlTke] 218TH(41.8%)= 7Hg ol 24 & AS yEhit
ke Aoz Uehth AE oARede miEcl 2 B, 14 ZRE 1 BE He] e )
H(52.2%)°1H, HFLZ= 3Alo] 175%(33.6%), 2= Ao 2 eIt} Seafood buffet restaurant
o] 114%(21.9%) wo2 Uehdor, g2 o tig u 7171 24 g Agued s B
theh &40 2667(51.1%), thet Agto] 1367(26.1%) 1531 ). Seafood buffet restaurantel| A= 3
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o= v S slof & Aelrh
Seafood buffet restaurant] ™|
Asle] 1749 7125 S5t
o] seafood buffet restaurant®] 17 whEo] o]F
AR =R & LolE-2 24 seafood buffet restaurant
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