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Abstract

This study aimed to identify consumer demands and propose improvement measures for restaurants by conducting an
importance-satisfaction analysis of the attributes that influence dining consumers’ restaurant selection. The key findings are
as follows: An analysis of consumer hygiene behavior revealed that participants were particularly vigilant about washing
food ingredients, checking expiration dates, and maintaining personal hygiene before meals. Notably, women exhibited
significantly higher hygiene behaviors than men in 9 out of 12 items. The importance analysis of restaurant selection
attributes indicated that “food cleanliness” and “food taste” were prioritized, with women assigning higher importance to
almost all attributes, particularly emphasizing restaurant cleanliness and food taste. The satisfaction analysis showed that
“food taste” and “food cleanliness” were the most satisfying attributes, with significant gender differences observed in 4 out
of 26 items. The importance-satisfaction analysis demonstrated that satisfaction levels were consistently lower than
importance levels across all 26 attributes. The ISA analysis identified that items in the second quadrant, such as restroom
cleanliness, reasonable price, and the provision of food safety information, were in the most urgent need of improvement.
Owerall, the study highlights that consumers place a high level of importance on hygiene and cleanliness in restaurants,
reflecting a market with increasingly stringent hygiene standards.

Key Words : Restaurant selection attributes, Importance-Satisfaction Analysis (ISA), dining consumers
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<Table 1> Demographic Characteristics by Gender n(%)
Characteristics Male (n=200) Female (n=200) Total
20~29 24(12.0) 57(28.5) 81(20.3)
Age 30~39 57(28.5) 63(34.0) 125(31.3)
40~49 65(32.5) 50(25.0) 115(28.7)
Above 50 54(27.0) 25(12.5) 79(19.8)
Unmarried 77(38.5) 110(55.0) 187(46.8)
Marital status Married 119(59.5) 88(44.0) 207(51.7)
Others 4(2.0) 2(1.0) 6(1.5)
Office worker 85(42.5) 63(31.5) 148(37.0)
Service 17(8.5) 25(12.5) 42(10.5)
Student 9(4.5) 15(7.5) 24(6.0)
Housewife 0(0.0) 36(18.0) 36(9.0)
Occupation Professional 13(6.5) 13(6.5) 26(6.5)
Self-employment 15(7.5) 9(4.5) 24(6.0)
Public official worker, Soldier 15(7.5) 5(2.5) 20(5.0)
Laborer 25(12.5) 3(1.5) 28(7.0)
Etc. (Retirees, inoccupation) 21(10.5) 31(15.5) 52(13.0)
Below 100 10(5.0) 15(7.5) 25(6.3)
100~200 11(5.5) 24(12.0) 35(8.8)
200~300 35(17.5) 44(22.0) 79(19.8)
Average monthly 300400 34(17.0) 35(17.5) 69(17.3)
(lo’g(l)c(;)rlréc;{W) 400~500 29(14.5) 26(13.0) 55(13.8)
500~600 31(15.5) 18(9.0) 49(12.3)
600~700 13(6.5) 10(5.0) 23(5.8)
Above 700 37(18.5) 28(14.0) 65(16.3)
Total 200(100.0) 200(100.0) 400(100.0)
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<Table 2> Analysis of Consumer Hygiene Behavior Mean+SD

Characteristics Male (n=200) Female (n=200) Total t-value
I always wash vegetables and fruits before eating them. 5.87+£1.30 6.50+£1.02 6.19£1.21 -5.386%**
I tend to check the inside of the meat to see if it's cooked. 5.27+1.35 6.06+1.10 5.66+1.29 -6.363%**
I always wash my hands before eating or handling food. 5.64+1.30 6.38+1.05 6.01+1.23 -0.277***
Always check the expiration date before handling food. 5.68+1.28 6.17+1.11 5.92+£1.22 -4.143%**
Before ha1.1d11ng food, I check for bugs and insects or contamination by 5384138 5024121 5650132 4 000%k
bugs and insects
I don't wear any jewelry like rings or watches before I start cooking. 5.31£1.40 5.68+1.76 5.49+1.60 -2.300%*
I tend to use different cutting boards depending on the ingredient 4744151 4664178 4704165 0515
(raw meat, fish, vegetables, etc.).
I tend not to eat food that is unsanitary, even if it is delicious. 5.52+1.23 5.78+1.34 5.65£1.29 -2.021*
I tend to purcha_lse food based on nutritional value and ingredients rather 4814133 4634146 472140 1287
than taste or price.
I tend to buy hygienic food even if it is a little more expensive. 5.24+1.28 5.53+1.24 5.38+1.27 -2.345%
I tend to store food according to the label instructions. 5.25+1.23 5.77+1.23 5.51+1.26 -4.253%**
When purchasing food, I tend to check for certification marks related to 4934127 4902151 4914139 0.179

food safety, such as HACCP.

#p<0.05, **p<0.01, **+p<0.001

7-point Likert scale was used, with 1 meaning completely disagree and 7 meaning completely agree.
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<Table 3> Factor Analysis of Restaurant Selection Attributes Mean+SD
Factor
Type Item
Hygiene management ~ Convenient Menu and Services
Hygiene concerns of service staff 0.823
Cleanliness of kitchen staff 0.821
Kitchen cleanliness 0.802
Kitchen staff hygiene concerns 0.779
Cleanliness of food 0.731
Hygiene Service staff's fingernail cleaning 0.725
management Cleanliness of dishes 0.720
Cleanliness of service staff 0.703
Cleanliness of the restaurant 0.694
Cleanliness of the restroom 0.666
provision of food safety information (origin, additives, etc.) 0.617
Freshness of food 0.614
Reasonable price 0.715
Cost-effective 0.658
) Close distance 0.645
cgr:f:niiie Convenient location 0.613
The taste of food 0.603
Promotions such as coupons and price discounts. 0.587
Friendly staff service 0.458
Quick Service 0.781
Variety of menus 0.743
Special menu 0.657
l\gzrlf:ica;d COVID Prevention Guidelines 0.561
Nutritional value 0.527
Professionalism of service 0.480
Parking availability 0.436
Eigenvalues 7.774 4.124 4.008
% of Variance 29.901 15.862 15414
Cumulative of % 29.901 45.763 61.177
Cronbach’ a 0.947 0.876 0.812

KMO=0.952, Approx-x>=7070.753, df=325, p=0.000, Cumulative of %=61.177%
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<Table 4> Importance of Restaurant Selection Attributes Mean+SD

Item Male (n=200) Female (n=200) Total t-value
Cleanliness of the restaurant 6.12+1.05 6.52+0.80 6.32+0.95 -4.296%**
Cleanliness of food 6.19+£1.08 6.68+0.76 6.43+0.97 -5.296%**
Cleanliness of dishes 6.08+1.18 6.58+0.86 6.33£1.06 -4.825%**
Cleanliness of service staff 5.81£1.20 6.17£0.99 5.99+1.11 -3.238%**
Cleaning the fingernails of service staff 5.71£1.25 6.11+1.12 5.91+£1.20 -3.386%**
Hygiene concerns of service staff 5.80+1.17 6.33+1.00 6.06+1.12 -4.929%**
Kitchen cleanliness 5.97+1.34 6.56+0.92 6.26+1.18 -5.141%%*
Cleanliness of kitchen staff 5.95+£1.22 6.53+0.92 6.24+1.12 -5.376%**
Kitchen staff hygiene concerns 5.89+1.18 6.56+0.79 6.22+1.06 -6.719%**
Cleanliness of the restroom 5.85£1.20 6.33+0.98 6.09+1.12 -4.337%%*
provision of food safety information (origin, additives, etc.) 5.82+1.28 6.19+1.07 6.00+1.19 -3.106%*
COVID Prevention Guidelines 5.53+£1.27 5.90£1.29 5.71£1.29 -2.850%*
Quick Service 4.81+1.42 5.19+1.50 5.00+1.47 -2.568%*
Professionalism of service 5.80+0.97 6.04+0.93 5.9240.95 -2.532%
Friendly staff service 5.75£1.10 6.16£1.00 5.95+£1.07 -3.862%**
Convenient location 5.54+1.11 5.99+1.06 5.76+1.11 -4.107%**
Close distance 5.47+1.33 5.81+1.22 5.64+1.24 -2.804**
Parking availability 5.46+1.38 5.67+1.62 5.56+1.51 -1.362
Reasonable price 5.88+1.20 6.47+0.91 6.17+1.10 -5.539%**
Cost-effectiveness 5.87£1.09 6.29+1.06 6.08+1.09 -3.863%**
Promotions such as coupons and price discounts. 5.46+1.20 5.77+1.21 5.61+1.21 -2.573%*
The taste of food 6.23+1.11 6.57+0.80 6.40+0.98 -3.453%**
Special menu 5.32+1.26 5.53+1.21 543£1.24 -1.703*
Variety of menus 5.26+1.22 5.43+1.34 5.34+1.28 -1.327
Nutritional value 5.50+1.18 5.88+1.10 5.69+1.15 -3.204 %%
Freshness of food 5.94+1.15 6.45+0.89 6.19+£1.06 -4.955%**

#p<0.05, #*p<0.01, ***p<0.001

7-point Likert scale was used where 1 meaning strongly unimportant and 7 meaning strongly important.
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<Table 5> Satisfaction of Restaurant Selection Attributes Mean+SD
Item Male (n=200) Female (n=200) Total t-value
Cleanliness of the restaurant 5.16+1.24 5.26+1.16 5.21£1.20 -0.835
Cleanliness of food 5.18+1.34 5.43£1.23 5.31£1.29 -1.944
Cleanliness of dishes 5.15+1.40 5.15+1.44 5.15+1.42 0.000
Cleanliness of service staff 5.14£1.28 5.26+1.34 5.20£1.31 -0.955
Cleaning the fingernails of service staff 5.06+1.23 5.20+1.36 5.13+1.29 -1.082
Hygiene concerns of service staff 5.09+1.26 5.10£1.32 5.09+£1.28 -0.078
Kitchen cleanliness 5.071.41 5.02+1.43 5.04+1.42 0.388
Cleanliness of kitchen staff 5.10£1.26 5.08+1.43 5.09+1.34 0.186
Kitchen staff hygiene concerns 5.04+1.38 4.97+1.47 5.00+1.42 0.456
Cleanliness of the restroom 4.88+1.54 4.73+1.53 4.80+1.53 1.011
provision of food safety information (origin, additives, etc.) 4.85+1.41 4.99+1.35 4.92+1.38 -1.013
COVID Prevention Guidelines 4.89+1.42 5.20+1.38 5.04+1.41 2215°
Quick Service 4.54+1.37 4.97+1.34 4.75+1.37 -3.178™
Professionalism of service 5.24+1.07 5.35+1.11 5.30+1.09 -1.012
Friendly staff service 5.19+1,17 5.39+1.16 5.29+1.17 -1.760
Convenient location 5.10£1.20 5.40£1.18 5.25+1.20 2.522°
Close distance 5.11+1.29 5.39+£1.22 5.25+1.26 2.275°
Parking availability 4.90£1.51 5.04+1.48 4.97+1.50 -0.968
Reasonable price 4.95+1.49 5.06+1.41 5.00£1.45 -0.795
Cost-effectiveness 4.96+1.48 5.06+1.36 5.00+1.42 -0.702
Promotions such as coupons and price discounts. 4.73£1.44 4.82+1.47 4.77£1.46 -0.652
The taste of food 5.33£1.30 5.40£1.22 5.36+1.26 -0.554
Special menu 4.79+1.33 4.88+1.25 4.83+1.29 -0.735
Variety of menus 4.78+1.19 4.97£1.30 4.87£1.25 -1.564
Nutritional value 4.81+1.22 4.95+1.24 4.88+1.23 -1.098
Freshness of food 5.25+1.36 5.27+1.26 5.26+1.31 -0.153

#p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

7-point Likert scale was used where 1 meaning strongly unsatisfactory and 7 meaning strongly satisfactory.
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<Table 6> Differences in Importance and Satisfaction of Restaurant Selection Attributes Mean+SD
Item Male (n=200) Female (n=200) Total t-value
Cleanliness of the restaurant 0.97+1.24 1.27+1.23 1.12+1.24 -2.428*
Cleanliness of food 1.01+1.35 1.25+1.31 1.13+£1.33 -1.841
Cleanliness of dishes 0.93+1.58 1.43+1.46 1.18+1.54 -3.281%**
Cleanliness of service staff 0.68+1.48 0.91£1.41 0.79+1.44 -1.596
Cleaning the fingernails of service staff 0.66+1.38 091+1.47 0.79+1.43 -1.824
Hygiene concerns of service staff 0.71£1.48 1.24+1.56 0.97+1.54 -3.458%**
Kitchen cleanliness 0.90+1.74 1.54+1.63 1.22+1.72 -3.824%%*
Cleanliness of kitchen staff 0.85+1.46 1.46+1.61 1.15+1.56 -3.943 %%
Kitchen staff hygiene concerns 0.85+1.61 1.59+1.57 1.22+1.63 -4.659%**
Cleanliness of the restroom 0.97+1.71 1.60+1.73 1.29+1.75 -3.653%**
provision of food safety information (origin, additives, etc.) 0.97+1.61 1.20+1.56 1.08+1.58 -1.421
COVID Prevention Guidelines 0.65+1.60 0.70£1.67 0.67+1.64 -0.336
Quick Service 0.28+1.49 0.22+1.44 0.25+1.46 0.376
Professionalism of service 0.56+1.17 0.69+1.16 0.63+1.16 -1.118
Friendly staff service 0.57+1.30 0.77£1.35 0.67+1.33 -1.509
Convenient location 0.45+1.36 0.59+1.33 0.52+1.34 -1.080
Close distance 0.36+1.41 0.42+1.37 0.39+1.39 -0.432
Parking availability 0.57+1.80 0.63+1.75 0.60+£1.77 -0.338
Reasonable price 0.93+1.84 1.41+1.53 1.17£1.70 -2.810%**
Cost-effectiveness 0.92+1.69 1.23+1.59 1.07+1.65 -1.918
Promotions such as coupons and price discounts. 0.73+1.69 0.95+1.79 0.84+1.74 -1.233
The taste of food 0.91+1.48 1.17£1.30 1.04+1.40 -1.906
Special menu 0.54+1.40 0.65+£1.49 0.59+£1.44 -0.797
Variety of menus 0.48+1.38 0.46+1.42 0.47+1.40 0.179
Nutritional value 0.69+1.53 0.93+1.42 0.81+1.47 -1.631
Freshness of food 0.69+1.53 1.18+1.27 0.93+1.42 -3.487***
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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<Figure 1> Importance-Satisfaction Analysis (ISA) of Restaurant Selection Attributes for Male Consumers
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