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Influence of Japanese Restaurant Menu Select Attribute on
Consumer Preferences and Satisfaction
Focused on Mediating Effects of Customer Preferences -

Sung-Min Ju'
Dept. of Food Service Management and Culinary, Gyeongju University'

Abstract

This study was conducted to find the influence of menu select attribute on consumer preferences and satis-
faction as perceived by Japanese restaurant consumers. Survey method was employed and distributed during
January 1 to January 31, 2016 from who have an experience in Japanese restaurants located in Busan and
Gyeongnam. First, the quality of the menu ( 8=.444, p<.001), menu design( 5=.425, p<.001), select menu moti-
vation (8=.147, p<.001) positively impact on consumer preferences. Second, consumer preference significantly
and positively influence on customer satisfaction. Third, the quality of the menu (8=.650, p<.001), menu
design( 3 =.120, p<.001), select menu motivation (3=.263, p<.001) positively impact on consumer satisfaction.
Finally, partial mediating effect of consumer preference was identified between select attributes and consumer
satisfaction.

Key words: Japanese restaurant, menu considerations, consumer preferences, customer satisfaction
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<Fig. 1> Research model.
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{Table 1> Demographic characteristics of the subject (N=281)
Division Frequency Ratio Division Frequency Ratio
Gend Male 141 50.2 Marriage Married 177 63.0
ender
Female 140 49.8 whether Not married 104 37.0
None 12 4.3 High school 4 1.4
1~2 120 42.7 Coll 76 270
. ollege .
Monthl E t
MY 34 56 19.9 dluca .
visits eve University 143 50.2
4~5 47 16.7
5< 46 16.4 Graduate school 58 20.6
<20 18 64 Student 11 39
Service 36 12.8
~ . Professional
20~29 59 21.0 robess1ona, 160 56.9
Age Job white collar
30~39 126 44.8 Official 60 214
House wife 11 39
<
40< 78 27.8 Ec. 3 L1

oo g TR A 50% ooz veol B vwAggadel stedd vwER, bl
2ol Fug A& Ugrh Cronbach a#t2 AR WFAY 572 3714 & W2 4%
A 0.7 o)d o2 vk, AEETY WALA® 9, THUSF oL MRS tg5s AR
T JEEdh Moz AT thE3] A o] Ao (Ta-
ble 4>0l] A E Hle} o], E=elw 3700 =i

3. ARZII2A T ol A vl FEL (=444, p<001), WFTIA

Z 4 A=} WS o Q(8=425, p<.001), HIFAEHE](S=147, p<

Gl
oFsl7] I8l FHTA FA(Pearson’s correlation  .001)E FEHFQ A28z S o] thale]
analysis)2 ¢+ Z7h= (Table 3> £tk 7} 821 o3 ()] AT} e Ao r BAHY
% ARASI} 1 Ve yehd, BanREe o,
Faglon, Sl i o deoel 3
&
[}
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{Table 2> Factors reliability and validity of variables
. . Factor ~ Eigen Variance KMO Cronbach
Factors Classification .
loading  value (%) Bartellet a
Quality of food 785
Menu variety 830
Menu . 758
.. Nutrition : 3327  25.594 .865
quality
Taste / mouthful 729
Price 784
Traditional Japanese decorations 890
Menu M. KMO=.846,
enu
select design Japanese style menu 895 2.166 16.662 Bartellet= .826
si
1 skesksk
attributes Distinctive design 582 2,011.428
Menu reputation 853
Menu Companion comments .803
selection Past experience 793 3458  26.602 .866
motive Social respectability 127
Recommended intended 704
My decision of Japanese restaurant 825
was satisfied. ’
It was a good experience in the Japa- KMO=.786
Customer 824 S
o nese restaurant. 2610  65.259 Bartellet= 822
satisfaction k%
1 am happy to use this Japanese res- 312 391.614
taurant. '
The overall satisfaction was good. 769
I have good experience in Japanese. 871
1 prefer the Japanese foods compared 856
: KMO=.689
C to others. >
CnSumer 2876 71891  Bartellet= 869
preferences I like Japanese foods. .835 700.624*%*
I like J t t
ike Japanese restaurants compare o,

to other type of restaurants.
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{Table 3> Result of correlation analysis

. . . Menu selection Customer Consumer
Division Menu quality Menu design . . .
motive satisfaction preferences
Menu quality 1
Menu selection
. A59%* 1
motive
Menu se':lection g 450%+ ]
motive
Customer 805%* 540+ 566+ 1
satisfaction
Consumer 657+ 650%* 409+ 659+ I
preferences
** p<0.01.
{Table 4> Effect of selected attributes on consumer preference
Independent Non-standardized coefficients Standardized
. . t p
variable B The standard error coefficients /3
Constant 1.543E-17 .039 .000 1.000
Menu quality 444 .045 444 9.966%** .000
Menu design 425 .046 425 9.161%** .000
Menu selection motive .147 .045 .147 1.991** .005
R*=586 , Adjusted R’=.581, F=130.630, p-value=0.000**
*¥* p<01, *** p<001.
2 EMEHAT Table 7>ellA S 44 H2EF vl
A& L 2HASE §Fe VA A
N SC= 9l A — - -
4) DI MSEE 2A YAEZO UIF = yehdth WFrEde] AnAuEsd 1)
MEASAIE AHIKITEEEAC| ZAHNM = 93k Baste] 2u|Aswe] WlEHE
OIS & XOIC A w7) Slel 2979k 397 o] EEskE 3]

{Table 5> Impact of consumer preference on satisfaction

Independent Non-standardized coefficients Standardized
. ] t p
variable B The standard error coefficients 3
Constant —2.804E-16 .043 .000 1.000
Consumer
695 .043 695 16.135%** .000
preferences

R*=483, Adjusted R’=481, F=260.352, p-value=0.000%*

ok pe 001,
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{Table 6> Impact of menu select attribute on customer satisfaction

Independent Non-standardized coefficients Standardized
. . t P
variable B The standard error coefficients A3
Constant —2.507E-16 031 0.00 1.000
Menu quality 650 036 650 18.299% .000
Menu design 120 037 120 3.25] %k .001
M lecti
enu sefection 263 036 263 74120 000
motive
R*=734, Adjusted R*=734, F=259.093, p-value=0.000%*
% p< 001,

{Table 7> Mediating effect of the menu quality between consumer preference and satisfaction (N=281)

Non-standardized Standardized
coefficients coefficients
Stage Variables t P F R
The standard
B B8
error

M. lity —
| et quattty 657 045 657 14537 .000%%* 211338 431
Consumer preferences

Menu quality —
2 .805 .035 .805 22700 .000*** 515272 .649

Customer satisfaction

Menu quality = 614 044 614 14031 .000%**
Customer satisfaction

3 319.990 .697

C fi —
onsumer pre f:renc§s 292 .044 292 6.667  .000%***
Customer satisfaction

#xxp< 001.

A5E Hastgich 29l SElARERe  1530% ekt avddsEe R L

g S| AASE 8050laL, 3TAe] A 6142 7t e Ao® YERTh
Ueh, AHAAEZEE REAMESIE JdE (Table oA L2 HAEZ vFAg 57|
Ao g eyttt © DHAE R JEge vA]= R e

{Table 8> |4 E&= vis} 7]'0], d2 YAEH ol WA Es] 7 AHAEEEE] njxE=
A &AL pHATHS R JE-S X JT BHste] v wifavE A
Aoz el viFriAiQle] AnaviEZsd  HE7] Y& 2etAI9 3dA ] B3k 3] A
nxe gy AAst auAAzR] vpglE FE vtk 22 A oA aR|ARES R g
5 A Ry] &) 2vAl 9} 3etAle] HEskE g 3FAIFE 5660l 1, 39 A7 3398 U
AAGE vlwsth 2@ Al AH|APRE B, iﬂ]x}/ﬂ SR BEONER} 9= A
o gk IAAAGTE 54001, 3PS A o= JER
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{Table 8> Mediating effect of the menu design between consumer preference and satisfaction (N=281)

Non-standardized Standardized
coefficients coefficients s
Stage Variables t P F R
The standard
B B
error
Menu desi
enu design = 650 046 650 14269 000%** 203598 422
Consumer preferences
Menu design —
e desigh 540 050 540 10705 .000%%* 114587 291
Customer satisfaction
Menu design —
s 153 056 153 2728 .000%*
Customer satisfaction
3 136902 496
c f
OnSUmET preferences = - g 0356 596 10.637 .000%**

Customer satisfaction

% p< 001.

{Table 9> Mediating effect of the menu motivation between consumer preference and satisfaction (N=281)

Non-standardized Standardized
coefficients coefficients s
Stage Variables t P F R
The standard
B B
error

M lecti tive —
1 enu sefection motive 409 055 409 7485 .000%%% 56022 167
Consumer preferences

M lecti tive —
2 enu sefection motive 566 049 566 11474 000%** 131663 321
Customer satisfaction

Menu selection motive —

Customer satisfaction 339 043 339 T 00T
3 190.605 578
C‘;‘l‘lss‘tl:;;psr;flesr;:ff;: 556 043 556 13.033 .000%
wE pe 001,
V. Z8 2 AINA 2 A+ E?‘*J% HAAE AW & A8 £
Tt F 29579 HEAE wiEst] =4
B gl AAy ~Ege] AuztEo] g AE A w3l 1450 AEAE 293 & 2815
g o] &S Ball AvAEddA vt B S 9o FRI AEAES HFTAQ] 4 ARE o &
2 w7 eX 9} AEEAlolo e o st A BIYTh BE AR Bae 74 fAE AEw =
S 7|A =R 2Q6aTE A7 A= AR 2 F3FEon, SPSS 22.0S ALeste] EAH ] &
AFE 2016 19 1958 1€ 319704 AlgBst Stk WA AR 22 =) Bes EA4S
Ao, AE g FAF g 73‘7:*94 A2 GrE  flste] SAH QIR S stu, AEET]
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