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In this study, the product attributes that give customers the estimated benefits and products that can predict the customer's
choice conjoint analysis techniques to identify the restaurant affinity markets a new dining concept was to develop. Ques-
tionnaire for this study of 400 non-response is negative and insincere characters, except for the final analysis, the questionnaire
Part 309 was the target. Conjoint model used in this study Pearson's R is 0.928 (p<0.000), Kendall's tau is 0.750 (p<0.000)
with an orthogonal plan was well suited for profiling attributes are extracted 16. Part of the relative importance of the value
of the property to determine the result of analyzing the properties that are most important at the level of the respondents
of the induct (38.46%y), and followed by price (30.52%), Atmosphere (18.28%), and Exclusive space (12.73%) was followed.
Portion of the property value for each analysis among industry preference for the Italian food was highest, a nature-friendly
interior atmosphere had the highest affinity Average per price at 10,000 won~30,000 won or less than the amount of affinity
was higher location of the restaurant alone, showed that space preferred. Through simulation in a virtual seafood restaurant
nature-friendly image, average price per person ranging from 10,000 to 30,000won at an exclusive restaurant was most

preferred.

Key words : Conjoint analysis, properties, property values, consumerre.
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Table 1. Attributes and attribute levels of a restaurant

Attribute Attribute-level
Seafood
Wild vegetables foods
Product
Ethnic food
Italian food
Nature-friendly
Atmosphere Modern
Decorative
<10,000
Price 10,000~30,000
30,000 <
Complex space
Place
Exclusive space
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the subjects
(n=309)
Characteristics N (%)
Male 129 41.7
Gender
Female 180 58.3
20~29 171 553
30~39 105 34.0
Age
40~49 28 9.1
50~ 5 1.6
Technician 17 5.5
Office Worker 38 12.3
Self-employed 6 1.9
Services 27 8.7
Job Sales 22 7.1
Professional 50 16.2
Housewife 6 1.9
Student 134 434
Others 9 2.9
High school graduate 3 1.0
University/college student 208 67.3
Educa-
tion Graduate school graduate 97 314
or above
Others 1 0.3
<1,000,000 126 40.8
1,000,001 ~2,000,000 82 26.5
Monthly 5 00,001 ~ 3,000,000 58 18.8
Income
3,000,001 ~5,000,000 27 8.7
5,000,000< 16 52
<100,000 82 26.5
Cost of 100,001 ~200,000 126 40.8
eating
out 200,001 ~300,000 65 21.0
<300,001 36 11.7
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Table 3. 4* Type orthogonal array

A - A9%

A Attribute Product  Atmosphere Price Place

1 2 ! 2 :

2 4 ! ! 2

3 3 1 3 2

4 1 3 ! !

5 4 2 2 :

6 2 1 ! 2

7 3 ! ! :

8 3 2 ! :

9 2 3 3 !
10 4 1 3 !
1 4 3 ! 2
12 1 1 ! !
13 3 3 2 2
14 1 1 2 2
15 2 2 ! 2
16 1 2 3 2

Product : 1) Seafood, 2) Wild vegetables foods, 3) Ethnic food,
4) Italian food.

Atmosphere : 1) nature-friendly, 2) Modern, 3) Decorative.

Price : 1) <10,000, 2) 10,000~30,000, 3) 30,000<.

Place : 1) Complex space, 2) Exclusive space.
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Table 4. Attributes and attribute levels of the value and importance of the part

The value part’

Attribute Attribute-level The value part Importance importance Conformity models
SeaFood Rest. 0.4069 0.1564
Wild vegetables foods -0.5989 -0.2303
Product 38.46
Ethnic food -0.5261 -0.2023
Italian food 0.7181 0.2761 Pearson's R
nature-friendly 0.5354 0.0978 (0.928)
Atmosphere Modern —-0.0140 18.28 -0.0025 Kendall's tau
Decorative -0.5214 -0.0953 (0.750)
<10,000 0.1993 0.0608 Significance
Price 10,000 ~30,000 1.1217 30.52 0.3423 (0.0000)
30,000< -1.3211 -0.4031
Complex space -0.2958 -0.0376
Place 12.73
Exclusive space 0.2958 0.0376
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Table S. Market share through a simulation predicting a virtual restaurant

Market share

Virtual Product Ima; Pri Locati - Ranki.ng
restaurant ¢ rice cation Max  BTL  Logit (loglt
Utility (%) (%)  ranking)
Type 1 Wild vegetable food Natural 10,000~30,000 Complex space 7.68 6.78 8.30 3
Type 2  Italian Food Natural <10,000 Exclusive space 7.84 7.20 6.49 5
Type 3  Ethnic Food Natural 30,000< Exclusive space 2.61 5.57 347 14
Type 4  SeaFood Decorative <10,000 Complex space 3.59 5.86 391 13
Type 5 Italian Food Modem 10,000 ~30,000 Complex space 12.58 7.22 10.95 2
Type 6  Wild vegetable food Natural <10,000 Exclusive space 5.88 6.35 6.19 7
Type 7  Ethnic Food Natural <10,000 Complex space 4.74 593 4.59 11
Type 8  Ethnic Food Modern <10,000 Complex space 7.03 5.53 6.35 6
Type 9  Wild vegetable food Decorative 30,000< Complex space 2.12 4.46 227 16
Typel0  Italian Food Natural 30,000< Complex space 4.74 6.06 5.54 9
Typell Italian Food Decorative <10,000 Exclusive space 3.59 6.45 4.50 12
Typel2  SeaFood Natural <10,000 Complex space 5.88 6.62 5.75 8
Typel3  Ethnic Food Decorative 10,000 ~30,000 Exclusive space 5.72 6.38 5.19 10
Typel4  SeaFood Natural 10,000 ~30,000 Exclusive space 16.50 7.81 15.71 1
Typel5  Wild vegetable food Modern <10,000 Exclusive space 2.94 5.94 3.72 15
Typel6  SeaFood Modern 30,000< Exclusive space 6.54 5.84 7.07 4
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