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Abstract 
 

 

A restaurant menu is a key tool in determining the success of the restaurant’s sales. Several 

studies such as menu item position, menu item description, menu item label and menu graphics 

have shown results that the menu design can have an impact on the order-behavior of customers.  

Several theoretical foundations are used in this study specifically the Meal Experience, Menu 

Psychology, Menu Management and Menu Design. In this thesis, A quantitative research will be 

implemented basing the physical attributes of a menu, namely weight, size, material quality of the 

menu cover, and its ease of access, and look if there will be any influence on customer’s perception 

of dish quality and expected price range. Additionally, this thesis also studies if the physical 

characteristics of a menu can influence the average check of a customer. The study can further 

increase the understanding that several factors can affect consumer behavior based on their pre-

conceived idea and physical environment of the restaurant. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

Menus are probably one of the most important tools in any foodservice establishment. 

Because of this, the academic interest of restaurant menus seems to be rising. It is suggested that 

menus are not only professional speakers (Bowen & Morris, 1995), but also a piece of literature 

(Kreck, 1984). Moreover, the menu can have a significant increase of customer’s perception of the 

restaurant’s quality (McCall & Lynn, 2008) which can ultimately guide the customer’s attention 

to the dishes which the restaurant wants to sell (Kwong, 2005), thus increasing restaurant profit 

(Seaberg, 1991). 

 

Because menus are a key factor for business strategies (Marković, Raspor, & Šegarić, 

2010), several restaurateurs changed the way they design their menus depending on their theme 

and positioning. Numerous research has been done with relation to the menu’s design that can 

influence the choice of the customer and also the perceived quality and price. In particular, these 

existing studies mainly focused on four dimensions (Ozdemir & Caliskan, 2015); menu item 

position (Dayan & Bar-Hillel, 2011), menu item description (McCall & Lynn, 2008; Shoemaker, 

Dawson, & Johnson, 2005), menu item label (Guéguen & Jacob, 2012; Lockyer, 2006; Wansink, 

Painter, & Van Ittersum, 2001), and menu card characteristics (Choi, Lee, & Mok, 2010; Guéguen, 

Jacob, & Ardiccioni, 2012; Magnini & Kim, 2016; Reynolds, Merritt, & Pinckney, 2005). 

However even though these studies exist, there is a lack of academic research in the area of the 

physical characteristics of a menu. Thus, this research aims to test the influence of the menu’s 

weight, size, and material quality on consumer’s perception in restaurant quality and price range. 

These attributes were claimed in this research because they are easy to manipulate and has low-

cost changes. 
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To achieve the intended purpose of this thesis, this problem statements were made. This 

aims to integrate theories and models from diverse disciplines into a framework that describes how 

a menu design can affect the consumer’s perception. This framework is anchored in the 

atmospherics and meal experience research, (Bitner, 1992; Gustafsson, Öström, Johansson, & 

Mossberg, 2006; Hansen, Jensen, & Gustafsson, 2005) and also draws together menu psychology 

(Jang & Namkung, 2009; Zhang & Li, 2012) and converge into menu management (Ozdemir & 

Caliskan, 2014), and ultimately, menu design of card characteristics. Finally, the linkages between 

the framework is examined, and key research implications and limitations are discussed. The 

following bullets are the research questions that will be based on the thesis, the hypotheses of each 

research questions will be followed in Chapter 3: 

 

 Research Question 1: How does the physical characteristics of a menu can influence 

the customer’s perception to a dish’s quality and expected price? 

 

 Research Question 2: How does the menu medium affect the likelihood of selection of 

a dish to a customer? 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review a Description of the Bases 
   

Meal Experience: Atmospherics, Servicecapes and the FAMM Model. 
 

 Certainly, the atmosphere of the whole restaurant is taken into consideration by 

restaurateurs, marketing experts, managers and organizational behaviorists. The overall physical 

surroundings with regards to design, décor elements and ambiance can affect the senses of the 

customer and can affect their behavior. It is a way of communicating the company’s image and 

branding, which can help with the whole experience of both the customer and employee. The term 

‘atmospherics’ was introduced by (Kotler, 1973) and described it as the effect of a physical stimuli 

on consumer behavior that can enhance the chance of purchase. Ever since then marketing 

professionals have gained interest on it because it can have a considerable effect on meal 

experience, consumer retention and satisfaction (Ryu & Han, 2011).  Interestingly, Bitner (1992) 

has adapted this atmospherics into service-based  organizations and has put a conceptual 

framework to it. He suggested that the ‘physical setting can aid or hinder the accomplishment of 

both internal organizational goals and external marketing goals’. Gustafsson (2004) then came up 

with the theory of the Five Aspects Meal Model, a tool that can help give status to the different 

factors of the meal experience; room, meeting, products, management control system and the 

atmosphere. This was then further studied on by Hansen & Gustafsson (2005) by further detailing 

the model to generate the importance of customer’s meal experience. The menu was then suggested 

by Ozdemir and Caliskan (2014) that it can have primary implications for the core component of 

the meal experience.  
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Menu Psychology: SOR Model, Grounded Cognition and Perception of Quality and 

Price 
 

 Some studies with regards to menu design has suggested that (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) 

stimuli-organism-reaction or SOR model can be associated with menu psychology. They have 

theorized that an environmental stimulus can influence an individual’s emotional state. 

Furthermore, several stimuli can have different roles in the service setting. Following the base of 

atmospherics and the FAMM model, the menu can theoretically be a stimulus that can affect 

cognitive reasoning of a consumer. Which can be an important predictor of emotional responses 

and future behaviors (Kivela, 1994). For example, if the menu used has a more expensive material 

like leather, fabric, book cloth, wood and metal, and compared to cheap materials like plastic and 

paper, this can be the stimuli that can activate the customer’s perception on what the restaurant’s 

price range is. Guéguen et al. (2012) have used the model to discuss the behavioral response of 

putting visual cues to the menu and has resulted to a positive relation between menu design and 

menu item choice.  

  

 The idea of grounded cognition suggests that visual and haptic cues can influence the 

perception of individuals (Barsalou, 2008). This was later anchored by Magnini (2016). In his 

research with regards to the menu’s weight can affect the customer’s perception to a restaurant’s 

level of quality. This was based on research that proposes that carrying weight can influence 

psychological judgement mainly because carrying heavier objects takes more mental effort in 

which we can associate it to quality (Jostmann, Lakens, & Schubert, 2009; Zhang & Li, 2012). 

This can be also utilized in a different context with size and the material quality of the menu. 

Another research has posited that visual cues passed through physical packaging can help 

customers assess the brand’s value (Lightfoot & Gerstman, 1998; Underwood, 2003). In which 
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packaging and menu can be relative to each other mainly because different aspects of product 

packaging design can also affect customer perception on brand quality, value and preference 

(Wang, 2013). 

 

 Consumer perceptions of quality and price is very important to managers, marketing 

experts and researchers. By definition, perceived quality is the consumer’s judgement about a 

product’s overall excellence and superiority (Zeithaml, 1988). Consumers see that appearance and 

durability is one of the key factors that determine quality (Morgan, 1985).  Furthermore, attributes 

of a product that changes the consumer’s perception of quality has been divided into two parts: 

intrinsic cues and extrinsic cues  (Olson, 1976; Olson & Jacoby, 1972). Intrinsic attributes are the 

physical composition of a product as well as the packaging. On the other hand, the extrinsic 

attributes are that of outside the product, but is still related to it. Brand name, price, fame and 

advertising are examples of extrinsic attributes to quality. Additionally, Olson (1978) has pointed 

out that consumers may utilize information signals as stimuli to develop perceptions about 

products and that the response (i.e. choice or evaluation) may be a direct effect of these mediating 

beliefs.  

Jacoby & Olson (1977) has distinguished that perceived price is the price as encoded by 

the consumer. Furthermore, Consumers do not usually recall the real cost of an item. Rather, they 

mentally encode prices in ways that are important to them. For example, a numerical price of $20 

can be encoded as ‘cheap’ or ‘expensive’ rather than its numerical value. Overall, a research by 

Dodds et al. (1991) has concluded that price has a positive relationship with perceived quality. 

Additionally, Urbany et al. (1997) discovered that perceived price influences purchase intention 

only when they are sure about the product’s quality. 
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Menu Management 

 

In this recent review of literature, Ozdemir and Caliskan (2014) has established several 

menu management issues that is relating to the theoretical underpinnings of a menu. He described 

and identified five different issues that can be further studied and can be a basis to future research; 

menu planning, menu pricing, menu analysis, menu operating and menu design. Each issue has a 

substantial body of literature that is respected in their own ways.  

 

Menu planning is the process of creating a menu item that encompasses raw material 

selection, menu item innovation, idea generation, dish concept development, implementation and 

evaluation. It aims to have the optimal generation of composition of food to satisfy both the 

customers and restaurant firms expectations. Menu pricing, in its own words, works with the price 

perception of customers, price elasticity, sensitivity and pricing methods. Menu operating covers 

the operating side of recreating a dish and the cost of that dish, which includes labor, time, raw 

materials, and space. It mainly involves around the production of the menu items, cost control, 

food hygiene practices and also its service processes. Menu analyzing, is made with the terms of 

the restaurant’s financial goals, this reveals the analysis of each menu item and its financial 

performance that indicates its profitability, popularity, and costs. Which can then be further 

improved by using progressive strategies like recipe modification, repricing, re-costing, and 

promotion. Menu design is then described as the design of the whole menu card which includes; 

menu item layout and position, menu item description, menu item labeling, and menu card 

characteristics. 
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Menu Design 
  

 Menu design can be as important as the other menu management issues stated above. The 

key factors of the design aspect of the menu are the positioning of the menu items, how the menu 

item is labeled, the definition of the said menu item, and of course, the menu card itself. It has been 

studied a lot by researchers with the aim of influencing the customer’s behavior towards the item 

choice. Mainly, trying to lead the customer’s attention to the dishes which the operator wants to 

sell unconsciously can be an advantage as it can impact the profitability of the whole restaurant 

(Kwong, 2005; Panitz, 2000). 

 

 Menu item position is based on the location of the menu item in the menu. two studies has 

been conducted and has a positive effect with regards to the position of the menu item (Dayan & 

Bar-Hillel, 2011; Sobol & Barry, 1980). However, there are other research that indicated no 

relation of menu item’s position to item sales (Bowen & Morris, 1995; Kincaid & Corsun, 2003; 

Reynolds et al., 2005). Additionally, theoretical explanation by Choi et al. (2010) and Yang (2012) 

says that menus have a ‘sweet spot’ that can generate more item orders that are on that spot, basing 

on the gaze motion theory. This theory has different influence on item choice based on different 

kind of menu book or card that has a varying number of pages or folds respectively. Alternatively, 

menu item description contains the details of the menu item which includes nutritional 

information, geographical information, preparation information, and of course, a play of complex 

words. It was shown by Hwang and Lorenzen (2008) that nutritional information is desired by 

customers, which can make customers choose a healthier choice. A play on words by putting 

complex terminologies in preparing the dish, also putting geographical locations can have a 

positive effect on menu item sales (McCall & Lynn, 2008). This detailed information can negate 
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the impact of alienating your customers when you increase your price (Shoemaker et al., 2005). A 

study (Mackison, Wrieden, & Anderson, 2009) reports that consumers welcome this said 

information, as it makes it easier for consumers to make a decision when having informed choices. 

However, menu descriptions are expected to be accurate in the dish presentation (Hartwell & 

Edwards, 2009). In another area, menu labeling is the art of naming the menu item with evocative 

labels, which can blend into a positive reaction of what is to come (Lockyer, 2006). Item sales can 

be increased when comparing regular named menu items to evocatively named menu items 

(Wansink et al., 2001; Wansink, van Ittersum, & Painter, 2005). Comparing to menu item 

description, putting geographic, affective and brand labels can also lead to increased sales 

(Guéguen & Jacob, 2012).  

 

 Menu card characteristics have been classified by Ozdemir & Caliskan (2015) that features 

the menu card’s physical characteristics such as color, material, font, size, and the use of pictures 

and boxes. However, two additional things like weight and number of folds and pages are part of 

the menu characteristics and should be considered to this thesis. Using different styles of typeface, 

color and weight can affect perceived company scale and service quality (Hensdill, 1998; 

Kotschevar, 1987; Magnini & Kim, 2016). With regards to size, Sheridan (2001) has suggested 

that it should be proportionate to the table size, soil and water resistant, and should complement 

the branding and positioning of the restaurant. With the use of pictures, it has been largely studied 

by researchers and found that it has a positive effect in increasing item sales (Guéguen et al., 2012; 

Hou, Yang, & Sun, 2017). But, the use of boxes fails to increase the sales of a menu item (Reynolds 

et al., 2005). With regards to material, weight, size and number of folds or pages, there is limited 
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research indicating their importance. This thesis will aim on how will it affect customer’s 

perception in restaurant quality and price range. 

Theoretical Model 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Figure 1: Theoretical Model based on FAMM model and Menu Management Issues 

 

The FAMM model by Hansen et al. (2005) and Gustafsson  et al. (2006) and the menu 

management issues by Ozdemir & Caliskan (2014) are the basis of this theoretical framework. 

Administrative nature of the management control system encompasses the whole atmospherics or 

servicescape of the foodservice organization and then converges to the menu design and card 

characteristics wherein the factors are laid out. The menu management issues stated above can be 

integrated to the FAMM model, which can be under the core product of the foodservice 

organization as stated by Ozdemir and Caliskan (2015).  
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Figure 1 has words in bold letters as well as layered in different colors. This means that the 

bolded terminologies are tackled in this research paper, and converges from the macro setting, 

Atmospherics, down to the micro details such as the menu card characteristics. There are six layers 

of the model, the first one, Atmospherics, introduced by Kotler (1973), highlighted in green, 

encompasses the whole environment of the restaurant. The second layer, highlighted in blue, are 

the factors that affects the meal experience of a customer (Gustafsson, 2004). The FAMM is then 

given more detail by Hansen & Gustafsson (2005), putting the menu as a core product of a meal 

experience. Which leads us to the third layer, highlighted in orange. Under the third layer are the 

five different kinds of menu management issues, which is highlighted in yellow, that proposed by 

Ozdemir & Caliskan (2014). The fifth layer, highlighted in gray, are the categories of a menu 

design described by Ozdemir & Caliskan (2015). The last layer are the factors that give the menu 

a unique physical characteristic and layout. The bolded words in the inner-most layer are the 

dependent variables studied in this research paper.  

 

For Figure 2, it is a connection that reflects the consumer behavior with regards to their 

perceived quality and perceived price. As mentioned earlier, Dodds et al. (1991) has concluded 

that price has a positive relationship with perceived quality. This conceptual model explains that 

the intrinsic attributes of a core product, which is the menu, can influence the perceived quality 

and perceived price of the items in the menu. Also, the positive sign tells that the perceived quality 

and perceived monetary price have a positive relation with each other. 
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Figure 2: Conceptual model of the effect of menu card characteristics to perceived 

quality and perceived price 

 

 

 Figure 3 explains that the link between the perceived quality, price, value and choice of 

purchase can be explained in part by the objective price of the product. It is explained by Dodds 

et al. (1991) that consumers normally have a set range of prices that are acceptable to pay for a 

considered purchase. This can also mean that the objective price can influence the validity of the 

data. The perceived value in this conceptual model is derived from the quote ‘value is the quality 

I get for the price I pay’. It is the tradeoff between what you ‘pay’ (price) and one ‘get’ component, 

which is quality (W. B. Dodds & Monroe, 1985; Doyle, 1984). The main difference of figure 2 

and figure 3 is that without an objective price, which is the actual price of an item, there will be 

no possibility of a perceived value. Mainly because there is no price to be seen, thus no sale and 

no purchase. It is basically showing that if the consumer only sees the characteristics of a menu 

card, there will be perceived quality and perceived price, but no intention of purchasing. 
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Figure 3: Conceptual model of the effect of menu card characteristics and objective price 

to perceived quality, price, value and purchase 

 

These models have been created because all of it connects together. According to consumer 

behavior, there must be stimuli to lead an organism to a reaction. From the macro setting like 

atmospherics to the main micro details like menu card characteristics, there will be an effect of the 

cognitive reasoning of a consumer. It is also backed by grounded cognition that says that visual 

cues can affect a perception of a consumer. Furthermore, evaluations of consumers based only on 

intrinsic and extrinsic attributes can lead to quality, price, and value perception and ultimately 

affect their purchase behavior. Value perception and quality perception has been an interesting 

topic to marketing experts. When you can change the perception of a customer, then it is up to the 

manager to implement pricing strategies depending on the perceived quality of the consumers. 

Using these strategies can change the profitability of the restaurant. Several of the mentioned 

studies above have a positive claim that menu design can influence customer’s choice of a menu 

item. Menu design is a multi-dimensional construct that can substantially affect consumer 

behavior. But since there is limited research to menu design, future research is encouraged, in my 

line of thesis, several factors were not included but can be further improved to future scholars. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 
Introduction 
 

This chapter mainly discusses the research design and review again the research questions 

and its hypotheses. There are two experiments that will be conducted to answer the research 

questions. A preliminary experiment is made to determine the validity of the questionnaire that is 

used. The setting of the experiments is established and then the sample size is determined. This 

chapter will then discuss the approach used to the contact informants or respondents and how other 

information is collected. The instruments used will then be discourse in more detail and how the 

survey flow and staging instruments are used, the design of the menu that is printed and given to 

the respondents. After that, this chapter fully describes the data collection and the procedure of the 

experiments and the precise method of how the data were processed and then analyzed is then 

discussed.  

 

Objectives 

The aim of this paper is to know if there will be perceptual changes or influence to the 

pricing and dish quality, as well as the selection likelihood of a dish of a restaurant depending on 

the menu’s physical properties such as weight, size & number of pages/folds, material quality, and 

its ease of access. 

The data acquired should also be able to determine if there are correlation, reliability, and 

validity between the weight, size & number of pages/folds, material quality and ease of access of 

the menu. Distinct results should also be attained to determine if this research is substantial to the 

field of menu design and for future research. 
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Research Design 
 

A quantitative approach to the research was adopted in the first and second experiment 

The first one is to answer research question one (RQ1), in which the respondents will answer a 

questionnaire after seeing the printed menus. The data will then be analyzed and discussed to 

answer research question one (RQ1) and to confirm its hypotheses. While on experiment 2, the 

respondents are the customers of IMÀ restaurant. The data recorded are the order of the 

customers based on the menu that were given to them to answer research question two (RQ2) 

and confirm its hypotheses.  

 The menu in this research will be based on IMÀ, a restaurant near the University of Santo 

Tomas, Manila, Philippines. The restaurant is a casual, full-service restaurant which caters to 

mostly students from the university. IMÀ made a perfect test area since its present menu was a 

basic, direct rundown of all dishes accessible for sale.   

The menu design is categorized into three classes, a single page menu card, multiple paged 

folded menu, and a multiple paged book style menu. Each class of the menu will have two distinct 

differences, the menu weight and the material it is made of. For the single page menu card, a 

laminated menu card and a synthetic menu card is used. For the multiple paged folded menu, a 

folding synthetic paper and a folding leather-covered menu is used. For the multiple paged book 

style menu, a magazine style with synthetic paper and a leather bound menu book is used.  

 

 



15 

 

Independent Variables 

 

In experiment 1 and 2, the independent variables are the physical characteristics 

of the menu such as the menu’s heaviness (W): the weight of the menu; size & number of 

pages and folds (S): the dimension of the menu in proportion to the field of vision of the 

respondent; material quality (M): the standard of the material the menu is made out of; 

and ease of access (E): how easy it is to navigate through the menu. 

 

Dependent Variables 

 

In experiment 1, the dependent variables are the price perception (P): how cheap 

or expensive they think of the dishes of the menu; and the dish quality perception (DQ): 

what is their insight on how good is the quality of the dishes in the menu. While on 

experiment 2, the selection likelihood, the probability of choosing a certain price range of 

the menu, is the dependent variable. 

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 

Research Question 1: How does the physical characteristics of a menu can influence the 

customer’s perception to a dish’s quality and expected price? 

Hypothesis 1: The menu’s weight can influence the customer’s perception to a dish’s 

quality and expected price. 

Hypothesis 2: The menu’s size, thickness and number of pages can influence the 

customer’s perception to a dish’s quality and expected price. 

Hypothesis 3:  The menu’s quality of material can influence the customer’s perception to 

a dish’s quality and expected price. 
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Hypothesis 4: The menu’s ease of access can influence the customer’s perception to a 

dish’s quality and expected price 

Research Question 2: How does the menu medium affect the likelihood of selection of a dish 

to a customer? 

Hypothesis 1: The menu’s weight, size, quality material and ease of access and can affect 

the selection likelihood of dishes or the average check to a customer. 

 

Experiment 1 
 

Experiment 1 involved a survey type questionnaire to test the hypothesis that answers 

RQ1. In the questionnaire, a 7 point Likert type scale is used to measure the four independent 

variables. To answer the questionnaire, the respondents are given one of six different kinds of 

menus and told to look at the menu, review its material, and overall physical characteristics 

while the price is omitted. Correlation analysis, reliability and validity tests and factor analysis 

will be conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 25. 

 

Experiment 2 

Experiment 2 involved in the second part of the questionnaire that answers RQ2, and is 

also handed out to the respondents who initially answered RQ1. They will be given one of six 

different kinds of menus with the price present. Their order will then be recorded as data to 

determine if the customer have chosen a different menu item of a certain price range, and to also 

record their check average is higher or lower when using a different kind of menu. A mean 

analysis will be used to determine the average order price of the respondents in each menu. 
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Setting and Participants 

 

Setting 

 

Experiment 1 and 2 received respondents in different areas of Metro Manila that 

is surrounded by casual restaurants such as malls and business districts. The target area 

must be where foot traffic volume is high and has a demographic of working families and 

students. 

 

Eastwood is a commercial and residential area located in Quezon City, 

Philippines. Its demographics are more on the working class and also home to middle to 

high income earning families or individuals. Bonifacio Global City or ‘BGC’ is a 

financial and lifestyle district in Taguig City, Philippines. It is home to luxury 

condominiums and high-end hotels and restaurants can be found here. The demographics 

are mostly high income earning families and individuals. Ayala Center, the center for 

business, shopping, dining and entertainment, is a major commercial development center 

in Makati City, Philippines. It is also home to several well-known hotel brands and fine 

dining, casual and modern restaurants. Middle income to high income families work and 

live here. Lastly, University of Santo Tomas, is a Roman Catholic, royal and pontifical 

research university in the Philippines. Its students come from a background of low to 

medium earning income families.  (See Appendix A) 
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Sampling Size and Determination 

 

The sample size calculation and determination in this study were based on one 

method. According to the Nielsen Foodie Report (2017), Metro Manila residents choose to 

dine-out twice a day. The findings are based on interviews and focused group discussions 

conducted in June and July 2017 among Metro Manila respondents aged 16-50.  The 

respondents come from socioeconomic Classes ABCD and are considered “purchase 

decision makers.”  

The population of Metro Manila is 12.8 million (Philippine Statistics Authority, 

2015). Hence, based on a 95% confidence level with 1.96 z-score (z), ±5% margin errors 

(e) and 12.8 million of population size (N), the ideal sample size was calculated as 385 

using the equation  

“Sample Size = ”  

with an additional of 5 respondents for it to be divisible by six kinds of menu. The total 

sample size is 390 respondents, with each of the six menus have 65 respondents. 
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Data Collection 
 

 Participants were verbally recruited or an ambush type of data collection is implemented. 

Wherein people who were sitting down and waiting is asked if they have a spare time to answer a 

one-page questionnaire. To balance the male and female sample and to save time and energy, 

couples and groups of people of mixed gender were usually asked to answer the survey. If 

approval is granted, participants will complete the survey after approaching them. The surveys 

were given out during the hours of 5pm to 10pm from the 26th of March 2018 until the 8th of 

May 2018.  The survey process should take no longer than 3-5 minutes for each participant. The 

survey results are then pooled for the thesis project and individual results of the study will 

remain absolutely confidential and anonymous. No costs were incurred by either the owners of 

the land and the individual participants. The researcher then instructed the participant to read 

over the following instructions printed at the front of the survey. Table 1 is the breakdown of 

where and how many people answered the survey. 

 

 
Menu 

Type 
26-Mar 

27-

Mar 
3-Apr 5-Apr 11-Apr 13-Apr 17-Apr 18-Apr 

23-

Apr 

26-

Apr 

2-

May 
3-May 6-May 

8-

May 
Total 

M1T1 3 11 6 6 7 1 2 1 4 2 7 5 1 9 65 

M1T2 3 11 7 6 6 3 2 1 4 2 5 5 3 7 65 

M2T1 3 10 7 6 6 3 3 1 4 2 7 9 4 0 65 

M2T2 4 11 5 6 7 2 3 4 4 2 4 8 5 0 65 

M3T1 3 12 8 6 8 3 3 6 5 2 6 3 0 0 65 

M3T2 0 0 11 6 4 1 5 2 4 2 5 2 4 19 65 

Total 16 55 44 36 38 13 18 15 25 12 34 32 17 35 390 

Place Eastwood BGC Ayala Eastwood UST UST Ayala BGC   

Table 1: Breakdown of how many respondents answered in each type of menu on column 1, and 

the place where the survey was conducted.  
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Measurements and Instrumentation 
 

Questionnaire 

 

The questionnaire will be given to bystanders to answer RQ1. The questions will 

be listed in a random sequence to avoid errors and to make the respondents attentive. There 

is no reverse scaling as the questionnaire is standardized and reverse questions makes it 

confusing to the respondent. The letters were added to be of convenience in working around 

IBM SPSS Statistics 25. (See Appendix A) 

The instructions of the questionnaire are as follows: 

 After reviewing the menu without seeing the prices, please spare a few minutes of 

your valuable time to answer this simple questionnaire. (Answers RQ1) 

 After answering the questions above (For RQ1), you can now look at the menu with 

the price tags on and answer this question: (Answers RQ2). 

 

A 7-point type Likert scale is implemented measuring the agreement (1 = strongly 

disagree, 4 = neither disagree nor agree, 7= strongly agree), quality perception (1 = 

extremely poor, 4 = fair, 7= excellent) and price perception (1 = very cheap, 4 = neutral, 7 

= very expensive) response set in interval variables. 

 

The indicators of the following independent variables are as follows: 

Weight (W) 

- (W1) I find the menu heavy and hard to raise.    (agree – disagree) 

- (W2) The menu is made of heavy materials.     (agree – disagree) 

- (W3) It is difficult to lift up the menu due to its weight.   (agree – disagree) 
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Size, Pages and Folds (S) 

- (S1) I find the dimensions of the menu pretty big.   (agree – disagree) 

- (S2) I find the menu’s size bigger than my field of vision.  (agree – disagree) 

- (S3) I find the menu’s folds/pages bulky.    (agree – disagree) 

 

Material Quality (Q) 

- (Q1) I think that the covering and paper of the menu is made (poor – excellent) 

from ___ quality.   

- (Q2) The menu cover is made from a ___ standard of material. (poor – excellent) 

- (Q1) I find the menu materials is made from ___ quality.  (poor – excellent) 

 

Ease of Access (E) 

- (E1) I find the menu relatively easy to navigate through the dishes.  (agree – disagree) 

- (E2) I didn’t have a hard time looking around the menu items. (agree – disagree)  

- (E3) Scanning through the menu items are easy and hassle-free.  (agree – disagree) 

Price Perception (P) 

- (P1) I think that the average price of the menu is in the ___ scale  (cheap – expensive) 

- (P2) After seeing the menu, I think that the food is made from  (cheap – expensive) 

___products/raw materials. 

- (P3) The menu made it look like the dishes were of ___  (cheap – expensive) 

price range. 
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Dish Quality Perception (DQ) 

- (DQ1) I think that the food will be prepared with fresh and top (agree – disagree) 

quality products. 

- (DQ2) After seeing the menu, I think that the food is prepared (poor – excellent)    

by ___ professional food handlers. 

- (DQ3) I think that the standard of the dishes in the restaurant (poor – excellent)     

is of ___ quality. 

 

Menu Design  
 

The menu design will all be based on IMÀ’s existing menu design. A new design 

was proposed to the owner to have a compatible design for this research. The color palette is 

brown and has a touch of wooden material. Pictures were provided by the owner. The prices 

were similar to the old menu. Item description is omitted to simplify the decision of the 

respondents. Color, borders used, font, prices, dish items, and pictures are all implemented to 

be the same to lessen the internal validity of the research. The only difference was the layout 

of the menu that goes with its weight, size and pages, ease of access and cover material.  (See 

Appendix A) 

There are three different layout of the menu, with each layout having two types of 

material covering that changes the weight and size. See Table 2 for the different kinds of menus 

used:  
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Table 2: Physical characteristics of the menus used. There are 3 kinds of layout with 

each layout having 2 different physical characteristics. 

 

 

 

Data Processing and Analysis 
 

 The data is then transcribed into Microsoft Excel and then exported to IBM SPSS Statistics 

25. Several analysis techniques and processes are used to determine the statistical significance of 

the data. A Pearson correlation is used to determine the significance of the variables to each other. 

Reliability tests to understand the reliability of scales. Factor Analysis is then made to find items 

that co-varies strongly. The PCA or Principal Component Analysis looks at all the factors and 

relations among the components and will compare and weigh them differently to see if the factor’s 

validity is converging.  

Menu Type Layout Type Weight 
Size, Pages, 

Folds 

Covering 

Material 

M1T1 
(1) Single panel, menu 

card 
53g A4, 2 pages 

Laminated 

plastic 

M1T2 
(1) Single panel, menu 

card 
104g A4, 2 pages 

Sticker on 

Sintra board 

M2T1 
(2) Three Panel, tri-

fold menu 
39g 

A4, 6 pages, 

folded 

170 GSM 

paper 

M2T2 
(2) Three Panel, tri-

fold menu 
343g 

A4, 6 pages, 

folded 

170 GSM 

paper on tri-

fold leather 

cover 

M3T1 
(3) Four Panel, book 

style menu 
66g A4, 8 pages 

170 GSM 

paper 

M3T2 
(3) Four Panel, book 

style menu 
656g A4, 8 pages 

170 GSM 

paper on 

leather bound 

menu 
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 Table 3: Total number of respondents with their gender, age and occupation 

 

The demographics of the data has a total size of 390 respondents for all menus. 61% of the 

respondents are female while 38% are male, and 5% omitted the answer. For the age, the average 

is 25 years old and has a median age of 23. 59% of the respondents were in the workforce while 

32% are studying full-time, and 9% were either unemployed or did not put their occupation. See 

Table 3 for the demographics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Female 237 61% Average Age 25 Working 232 59% 

Male 148 38% Median Age 23 Studying 124 32% 

Empty 5 1%    Empty 34 9% 

Total 390 100%    Total 390 100% 
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Correlation Analysis 

 

A correlation analysis for M1T1 will be used to initially see if each of the 

independent variables are significant to each other.  

 

 
 Table 4: Weight (W) indicators’ correlation to each other for M1T1. 

 

 

 
Table 5: Size (S) indicators’ correlation to each other for M1T1. 
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Table 6: Quality (Q) indicators’ correlation to each other for M1T1. 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 7: Ease of Access (E) indicators’ correlation to each other for M1T1. 
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Table 8: Dish Quality Perception (DQ) indicators’ correlation to each other for M1T1. 

 

 

 

 
Table 9: Price Perception (P) indicators’ correlation to each other for M1T1. 
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This shows the correlation of each construct’s indicators with one another. The 

magnitude of the significance is the second number in the middle and the number of 

respondents are the last number in the box. A precise positive correlation is a good sign to 

have to assume that each item is positively correlated with one another, and the significance 

level or p-value should not be more than 5%. If it is less than 5% the correlation is great 

and suggests that if each indicator’s point goes up, then the other goes indicator of that 

construct goes up as well, or simply put, it is positively correlated with one another. (See 

Appendix B) 

  

In the next sets of tables, the correlation analysis is then tested between each 

constructs, or the dependent and independent variables. This explains the relationship of 

the variables in each layout of menu, single panel, folding, and book style. 
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Table 10: Correlation of variables of single panel laminated menu (M1T1) 

 

Table 11: Correlation of variables of single panel sintra board menu (M1T2) 
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Table 12: Correlation of variables of a tri-fold paper menu (M2T1) 

 

 
Table 13: Correlation of variables of tri-fold leather bound menu (M2T2) 
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Table 14: Correlation of variables of book style paper menu (M3T1) 

 

 
Table 15: Correlation of variables of book style leather bound menu (M3T2) 



32 

 

 

 

This makes us understand that the Weight (W) and Size (S) comparison are always 

significant and is positively correlated to one another in each menu. Another significant 

relationship that must be pointed out is that the Quality (Q) of the menu covering has a 

100% significant positive relationship with the Dish Quality Perception (DQ). Another 

thing to highlight is that the Quality (Q) and Price Perception (P) has been significantly 

correlated in 4 out of 6 kinds of menus. While the Dish Quality Perception (DQ) and Price 

Perception (P) similarly has 4 out of 6 significant correlations. 3 out of 6 kinds of menu 

correspondingly have Size (S) and Price Perception (P) and Ease of Access (E) and Dish 

Quality Perception (DQ) significant correlation present. 
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Reliability and Validity Test 

 

 

The following set of tables are the reliability analysis showing the Cronbach’s 

Alpha of all variables within a kind of menu. (See Appendix C) 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Table 16: Reliability Analysis of single panel laminated menu (M1T1) 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Table 17: Reliability Analysis of single panel sintra board menu (M1T2) 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Table 18: Reliability Analysis of a tri-fold paper menu (M2T1) 
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Table 19: Reliability Analysis of tri-fold leather bound menu (M2T2) 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Table 20: Reliability Analysis of book style paper menu (M3T1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Table 21: Reliability Analysis of book style leather bound menu (M3T2) 
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Reliability analysis is then carried out to ensure the items in each component were 

reliable (Bearden & Netemeyer, 1999). Reliability analysis has two goals. The first goal is 

to ensure the reliability of the scale and the second is to increase the reliability of the scale. 

The most popular test for reliability analysis is Cronbach’s alpha. The closer that 

Cronbach’s alpha is to one, the higher the reliability of the scale. Scores over 0.7 are 

considered to be acceptable for most purposes (Bryman & Cramer, 2002). 

 

It is a very good sign that the Cronbach’s Alpha of each menu is above .70, 

excluding M3T1. This suggests that the items have relatively high internal consistency. 
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Factor Analysis 

 

Factor Analysis is also implemented to determine the variables if it has common 

underlying dimensions or factor. a KMO and Bartlett’s test is put in to indicate the 

suitability of data for structure detection.  

 

 

 

 
Table 22: Factor Analysis of single panel laminated menu (M1T1) 
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Table 23: Factor Analysis of single panel sintra board menu (M1T2) 
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Table 24: Factor Analysis of tri-fold paper menu (M2T1) 
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Table 25: Factor Analysis of tri-fold leather bound menu (M2T2) 
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Table 26: Factor Analysis of book style paper menu (M3T1) 
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Table 27: Factor Analysis of book style leather bound menu (M3T2) 
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Tables 22 to 27 shows the KMO and Bartlett’s test and total variance explained 

table. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy is a measure of how suited 

the data is for factor analysis. It has a range of 0 to 1, the closer the value is to 1, the better. 

If the value is less than 0.50, the results of the factor analysis probably won't be very 

useful.  A value of .60 is the suggested minimum and commonly direct that a factor analysis 

may be beneficial with your data. (Cerny & Kaiser, 1977). While the Bartlett's test of 

sphericity tries to determine if your correlation matrix is an identity matrix, meaning that 

the variables are unrelated and therefore unsuitable for structure detection. A maximum 

value of 0.05 significance level is s suggested, if it is less than 0.05 then factor analysis is 

useful to the data. (Cerny & Kaiser, 1977) 

 

Factor Analysis is made to find items that co-varies strongly. The PCA or Principal 

Component Analysis looks at all the factors and relations among the components and will 

compare and weigh them differently to see if the factor’s validity is converging. (See 

Appendix D) 
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Mean Analysis 
 

 

 
Table 28: Mean Analysis of single panel laminated menu (M1T1) 

 

 

 
Table 29: Mean Analysis of single panel sintra board menu (M1T2) 

 

 

 
Table 30: Mean Analysis of tri-fold paper menu (M2T1) 
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Table 31: Mean Analysis of tri-fold leather bound menu (M2T2) 

 

 

 
Table 32: Mean Analysis of book style paper menu (M3T1) 

 

 

 

 
Table 33: Mean Analysis of book style leather bound menu (M3T2) 

 

 

 

 



45 

 

 

The last analysis that is done is the mean analysis, which measures the average 

Weight (W), Size (S), Quality (Q), Ease of Access (E), Dish Quality Perception (DQ), and 

the Price Perception (P) of the respondents. It also shows the standard deviation of the 

answers given by respondents for each menu.  The skewness and kurtosis of the line 

column, skewness shows symmetry, that shows if the data is symmetrical compared to the 

left and right from the center. Anything between -1 to +1 is an acceptable value of 

skewness. The kurtosis, on the other hand, is a measure whether the data are heavy-tailed 

or light-tailed relative to a normal distribution. The kurtosis value must be less than x3 of 

the standard error to have a satisfactory value. 
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Results 

 With the results of the data analysis, the data presented are significant and reliable. We 

can now use the data to be interpreted in the results without issues. 

Experiment 1 

 

Results from experiment 1 are presented and discussed in this section, and then 

their application to the full scale study is reviewed to answer RQ1. Overall, 390 

respondents have answered the survey questionnaire. Participants rated their answers they 

viewed based on the variables. A 7-pt Likert-scale measuring the agreement (1 = strongly 

disagree, 4 = neither disagree nor agree, 7= strongly agree), quality perception (1 = 

extremely poor, 4 = fair, 7= excellent) and price perception (1 = very cheap, 4 = neutral, 7 

= very expensive) response set in interval variables. 

 

Charts 1, 2 and 3 presents result from all respondent data collected regarding their 

insight towards the Weight (W), Size (S), Quality (Q), Ease of Access (E), Dish Quality 

Perception (DQ), and the Price Perception (P) for each menu type in each layout. With the 

mean analysis, all of the variables’ average in each designated question or indicator in the 

questionnaire is totaled and used in the charts. Different colors were implemented for each 

menu to better understand the results. The menu names M_T_ are labeled by their layout 

and type. M is followed by numbers 1, 2 or 3, which means that (1) is a single panel layout 

menu, (2) is a folding menu kind of layout, and (3) is a book style menu layout. While T 

stands for which type of menu it is (1) typically means the smaller, lighter and has less 

quality covering and (2) is heavier, bulkier and has a better material of covering. M1T1, 

colored in blue, is the laminated, layout 1, single panel menu. M1T2 is in orange, which is 
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the sticker on a sintra board, single panel menu. M2T1, in yellow, is a paper menu with a 

tri-fold layout. M2T2, in green, is a tri-fold menu that is covered in leather. M3T1, gray, is 

a paper menu with a book style layout. Lastly M3T2, is a book style menu with a leather 

cover. Chart 4 explains the summary of charts number 1, 2 and 3 to compare all menus in 

all layouts easier. 

 

 

 

 
Chart 1: Difference in the average of each menu in menu layout 1 
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Chart 2: Difference in the average of each menu in menu layout 2 

 

 
Chart 3: Difference in the average of each menu in menu layout 3 
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Chart 4: Difference in the average of each menu  

  

There is an obvious pattern that in each of the layouts, the second type of menu 

(T2), which is the heavier and bulkier, is higher in weight, size and menu covering material 

quality perception of the respondents than the first type of menu (T1). It is interesting to 

see that even just for a single panel layout, respondents seem to think that M1T2, the 

heavier and bigger sintra board menu, has a better quality covering compared to the 

laminated menu, M1T1. While for menu layout 2 and 3, it is clear that the leather covered 

menus (M2T2 and M3T2) has a better menu material quality than the paper ones (M2T1 

and M3T1). With terms of ease of access, there is a negative relationship that the heavier 

the menu is, people think that the accessibility of reading the menu is less than a lighter 

one. Its ease or comfortability of reading, handing, turning of the pages and scanning or 

navigating through the menu can be influenced by the weight and size of the menu. 
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For the dependent variables, the results can be interpreted as the heavier and bigger 

the menu is, and the better quality covering the menu has, seems to have a positive 

relationship with the respondent’s dish quality perception and price perception. Meaning 

that participants judged the menu’s dish quality and price range even though they haven’t 

seen the actual food and their pricing yet.  If you compare in layouts 1, 2 and 3, the second 

type of menu (T2) has a better dish quality perception and a higher price perception the 

respondents had.  

 

Comparing among each type of menu, M1T1 compared to M3T2 has a significant 

difference in weight and size. In the results, M1T1 has the least acceptable menu material 

quality while M3T2 has the most acceptable menu material quality, additionally, M1T1 

has the worst perception in dish quality and M3T2 has the best perception in dish quality. 

But regarding to the ease of access, M3T2 has the least acceptable score compared to the 

most acceptable, M1T1. In terms of price perception however, lighter and smaller folding 

menus (M2T1) and book style menus (M3T1) seem to have a cheaper price perception than 

single panel menus (M1T1 and M1T2). 

 

Experiment 2 

 

Each participant was asked at the bottom of the questionnaire what their orders will 

be to answer RQ1. The orders are then averaged regardless of how many dishes they 

hypothetically ordered. Chart 5 explains the average order of respondents in each kind of 

menu. It is divided into three layouts and each menu are colored with the same colors 



51 

 

P
h

ili
p

p
in

e 
P

es
o

s 
(P

H
P

) 
 

previously. The currency used is in PHP or Philippine Peso. Rough estimates of PHP to 

EUR is around 60 PHP to 1 EUR. 

 

 
Chart 5: Difference in the average order of each menu 

 

 
It is clear that in each layout of the menu, the first type (T1), which is the lighter, 

smaller and less material quality, has a surprising result of a higher average check than the 

second type of menu (T2). The highest average check is to M2T1, the paper tri-fold menu, 

followed by M3T1, the paper book-style menu, and placing third is M1T1, the laminated 

single panel menu. 
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Discussion 

  
Basing on the results, heavier, bigger and better menu material quality do change the 

customer’s perception on dish quality and expected price range, but takes less average orders. 

Restaurateurs and managers can use this information to balance their menu card characteristics 

based on the brand of the restaurant and also their market. For example, a low earning family house 

casual restaurant can properly and efficiently use a lighter and simple menu material quality to 

further ensure higher average checks. However, they have to be careful not to overprice their price 

range because the perception of the customers think that it is in the cheaper range. Additionally, a 

casual medium sized bistro that caters to middle income to high income earning families can have 

the option to balance their menu cards and menu materials to increase the dish quality perception 

of first time customers.  

 

 Restaurants always had the ability to freely choose which type of menu they will present 

to the customers. Normally, in modern restaurants, different kinds of materials are used to 

compliment the branding of the restaurant. In the science of menu design, this new field of looking 

into menu card characteristics can be further studied by future researchers and hospitality experts. 

The material the menu is made out of can affect the dish quality perception and the price perception 

of your customers. In this experiment, the materials used are only laminated plastics, sintra boards, 

papers and leather covers. There are a lot more kinds of materials that can be used by managers 

and restaurateurs for their menus like wood, stone, metal and digital. Further studies like this is 

encouraged to help understand the menu card characteristics influence to the customers.  
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 Indeed, the research done by Magnini (2016) is also confirmed in this thesis with regards 

to the menu weight and the people’s perception to a restaurant’s level of quality, in this case, the 

dish quality and price range are the ones that are measured. Another research that may have 

confirmed this theory is the visual cues of the physical packaging can be relative to the customer 

perception of brand quality and value (Wang, 2013), also complementing the study made by Dodds 

et al. (1991) concluding that price has a positive relationship with perceived quality. This study 

has resulted in several identical theories mentioned in the theoretical framework. 

 

 Another thing to point out is, as stated in the theoretical framework, the field of Menu Card 

Characteristics has been studied so limitedly that this study may help out initiate further studies 

that may get involved with regards to the specifications of the main menu card. Thus, further 

studies by future scholars are welcomed. 

 

One thing that can be further studied is the time on how long the customer order based on 

the layout of the menu. Additionally, will the loyalty of customers change based only through the 

menu card characteristics. Other restaurants can also use different style of menu card 

characteristics to their separate dessert menu or beverage menu. Furthermore, on-the-table 

marketing menus can possibly be optimized just by using a different kind of material. Further 

studies are also encouraged in the digital menu platform.  This thesis is only about hard copy 

menus. Digital menus are getting more popular today and can be seen in casual restaurants by 

using tablets and television screens. This thesis also targeted casual restaurant only, not fast-food 

or fine dining restaurants. Will a different kind of menu card characteristic affect the perception of 
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fine-dining customers and fast-food customers? These kind of studies can use this thesis as a 

baseline or a foundation to future studies. 

 

 Limitations 

 

Certain factors can influence the validity of the data that is measured. Outside 

factors include the budget of the customer. The respondents are a mix of the working class 

citizens and students. Different budgeting constraints affects the data of this thesis 

especially on Experiment 2. Some respondents also think that the scenario of the survey is 

hypothetical and can further affect the ordering and average check data. Another limitation 

of this study is the pre-conceived idea of the restaurant, IMÀ. Because the restaurant is 

situated near UST, some of the students that were surveyed in UST already has an idea on 

how much the average price of the restaurant and also the quality of the dishes itself This 

may be affecting the perception of the students based on the FAMM model be Hansen & 

Gustafsson (2005). The third limitation is the menu design itself. All of the menu are 

designed with the same color, labeling, pricing, fonts, pictures, and boxes. The only 

differences are the layout and the independent variables (weight, size, and material quality). 

A better picture can initially change the perception of the customers and also affect the 

selection likelihood of the dishes. The next limitation is the demographics of the certain 

area, and also the environment of the respondent, high income earning individuals in BGC 

and Makati can affect the average decision of the whole sample size, and with the 

environment of the respondent, a better ambiance can also move their decisions This is 

pertaining to the atmospherics (Kotler, 1973) or the effect of physical stimuli to the 

customers or in this case, the respondents.  
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Conclusion 
 

 This study concludes that there is a positive relationship with the weight, size of the menu, 

ease of access of the menu and menu material quality can affect the customer’s dish quality 

perception and price perception. Confirming RQ1and its hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4. The heavier 

and bigger the menu is, first time customers will perceive a better dish quality but expensive price 

range of a casual restaurant (Hypotheses 1 and 2). Additionally, the better material quality the 

menu cover has, the better dish quality and more expensive price perception first time customers 

think the restaurant will be (Hypothesis 3). And lastly, the better ease of access the customers has 

on the menu, the better dish quality they will perceive but also they believe it have a more 

expensive price range (Hypothesis 4). 

 

For RQ2, it is also confirmed that the weight, size, ease of access of the menu and menu 

material quality can influence the selection likelihood and average check of the customer. It is 

believed that the heavier, bigger, worse ease of access and better material quality the menu has, 

the lower average check it will have. On the other hand, lighter, smaller, better ease of access and 

worse material quality the menu has a higher average check (Hypothesis 1).   

 

In conclusion, people is set to believe that the dish quality is better and it is more expensive 

to eat in restaurants with heavier, bigger, less accessible and better quality menus, but will order 

less compared to restaurants with lighter, smaller, more accessible and worse quality menus, which 

customers is set to believe to have lower dish quality and cheaper price range. 
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M2T2 Menu Style Close-up of Leather Material and Layout 
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M3T1 Menu Style with Price Omitted  
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M3T1 Menu Style Layout with First and Last Pages  
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M3T1 Menu Style Close-up of Paper Material 
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M3T2 Menu Style Close-up of Leather Material 
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Appendix B 
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M2T1 Correlation of Indicators 
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Correlation of Indicators - M2T2 
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Correlation of Indicators – M3T1 
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Correlation of Indicators – M3T2 
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Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted M1T1 (Cronbach’s Alpha of .799) 
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Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted M1T2 (Cronbach’s Alpha of .682) 
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Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted M2T1 (Cronbach’s Alpha of .845) 
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Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted M2T2 (Cronbach’s Alpha of .702) 
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Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted M3T1 (Cronbach’s Alpha of .553) 

 



104 

 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha if Item is Deleted M3T2 (Cronbach’s Alpha of .770) 
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Scree Plot - Factor Analysis M3T1 
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