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What's the Best Technique on Menu Analysis?*
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Research Institute of Food and Nutritional Sciences,” Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea
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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to : {a) analyze the menus of food service operations using the menu analysis
techniques of Kasavana & Smith, Miller, Merricks & Jones, Pavesic and Uman, ) closely examine the characteristics
of the five analysis techniques. Calculations for the menu analysis were done by computer using the MS 2000 Excel
spreadsheet program. Menu mix% and unit contribution margin were used as variables by Kasavana & Smith, sales
volume and food cost% by Miller, sales volume and cash contribution by Merrick & Jones, weighted contribution
margin and food cost% by Pavesic, and total cash contribution and unit contribution margin by Uman. In each case, a
four-cell matrix was created, and menu items were located in each according they achieved high or low scores with
respect to two variables. Items that scored favorably on both variables were rated in the top category (e.g., star, prime,
signature, group A, winner) and those that scored below average on both were rated in the lowest category (e.g., dog,
problem, loser, group D, loser) . While the 3 methods of Kasavana & Smith, Miller, Merrick & Jones focus on customers’
viewpoints, the others consider the managers’ viewpoints. Therefore, it is more likely to be desirable for decision-making
on menus if the menu analysis technique chosen is suited to its purpose. (Korean J Nutrition 36(3): 319 ~326, 2003)

KEY WORDS : menu analysis, menu engineering, Kasavana & Smith’s menu engineering, Miller’s menu analysis,
Merricks & Jones’s menu analysis, Pavesic’s menu analysis, Uman’s menu analysis.
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Table 1. Basic Data for Menu Analysis

Menu Engineering Worksheet

Restaurant : Yonsei University Residence Hall Restaurant Meal Period : Dinner of May weekend
(A) 8) (&) ()] B (F) (G) (H) " (@)
Menu tem No. ftem ltem ltem Menu Menu Menu Menu Food

Name Sold Food Cost Sperli“cneg (DC—NQ:) Fo(%dxca?sT (?)Oie;) (EC XMB> (M&é) C(:F(;g})é
Dinner on May Tst, Sat” 273 870 1,500 630 237.510 409,500 171,990 6.6% 58.0%
Dinner or May 7th, Fri® 533 850 1,500 650 453,050 799,500 346,450 12.8% 56.7%
Dinner on May 8th, Sat” 453 1,000 1,500 500 453,000 679.500 226,500 10.9% 66.7%
Dinner or May 14th, Fri® 755 916 1,500 584 691,580 1,132,500 440,920 18.2% 61.1%
Dinner or May 21st, Fri® 591  1.170 1,500 330 691,470 886,500 195,030 14.2% 78.0%
Dinner or May 22nd, Sat® 532 1,510 1,500 -10 803,320 798,000 —5320 12.8% 100.7%
Dinner or May 28th, Fri” 548 937 1,500 563 513,476 822,000 308,524 13.2% 62.5%
Dinner on May 29th, Sat® 470 990 1,500 510 465,300 705,000 239,700 11.3% 66.0%
foial 4185 8,243 12,000 3,757 4,308,706 6,232,500 1,923,794 100.0%
Average (per menu) 519.4 11,0304 1,500 469.6  538,588.3  779.062.5 240,474.3 12.5% 68.7%
Average (per No.) 463.0 69.1%

1) Menu items served were Cooked rice with bean sprouts (Congnamul-Bibimbab), Fried soybean curd & radish soup (Yubu-Mu-
Suk), Secsoned green garlic (Putmaneul-Muchim) and Kimehi

2) Menu items served were Plain rice (Sal-Bab), Soybean paste soup with potato (Gamja-Dwoinjang-Guk), Seasoned Dumpling
(Bibim-Mandu), Seasoned radish with horseradish (Mu-Wasabi-Saengchae) and Kimchi

3) Menu irems served were Plain rice (Sal-Bab), Sujebi soup (Sujebi-Guk), Grilled yellow tail (Bangeu-Gui), Seasoned salted cucum-
ber (Qiji-Muchim) and Kimchi

4) Menu items served were Mushroom fopped rice (Yangsongi-Deupbab}, Squid & radish soup (Ojingeu-Mu-Guk), Seasoned water
dropwort (Minari-Cho-Muchim) and Kimchi

5) Menu iterns served were Rice with green peas (Woandukong-8ab), Chard soup (Geundae-Guk), Stir-fried pork (Jeyuk-Bokeum),
Seasoned bean sprouts (Congnamul-Muchim) and Kimcehi

6) Menu items served were Plain rice (Sal-Bab), Squash & salt-fermented shrimp soup(Hobak-Saewujeuk-Guk), Seasoned chicken
with mustard sauce (Daksal-Gyeuja-Chae). Braised fish paste (Eumuk-Jorim) and Kimchi

7) Menu items served were Rice topped with pan-boiled soybean curd in fermented black bean sauce (Mapa-Dubu-Deupbab),
Soybean paste soup with squash (Hobak-Dwoinjang-Guk), Crab paste & cabbage salad (Matsal-Yangbaechu-Salad) and Kimehi
8) Menu items served were Plain rice (Sal-Bab), Squid & spinach soup (Ojingeu-Sigeumchi-Guk), Braised egg seasoned with soy
sauce (Gyeran-Jangjorim), Seasoned pickled radish (Danmuji-Pa-Muchim) and Kimchi
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Table 2. Decision and Classification on Menu Analysis
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Menu item Kasavana & Smith Miller Merrick & Jones Pavesic Uman
Name CM MM% Clc§5|fl~ FC% No. Clo§svf|- No, ce Clo§sm- WCM FC% CIngﬂ— UCM TCM C|OS.SIfI-
cation Sold cation Sold cation cation cation
Dinneron May 1st, Sat high low Puzzle low low LVLC low high Group C low low Slespers high low Hard fo sell
® o ] o o
Dinner on May 7ih, Fii  high high S'f' low high W"I‘e' high high G'O:'DA high low P”';‘es high high S'g”‘;‘:“'es
Dinner on May 8th, Sat  high high Sfr low high W'r;”e' low high G'O;pc low low S'ee.pers high low HG’d.m sel
Dinner on May 14th, Fi  high high sf’ low high W'Te’ high high G’O:DA high fow TS Lich high S'g”c’f“’es
Dinner on May 21st, Fri  low high P'owgorse high high HV.HC high low Gro:pB low high TOPIOMS | o LOserS
Dinner on May 22nd, Sat low high P'°W.h°’se high high HV.HC high low G’°.“'°B low high P’ObA'ems low low Loie’s
DinneronMay 28th, i high high ™" low high W'Te' high high G'O:'OA high fow TMES ioh pigh Signatures
Dinner on May 29th, Sat high high ST:' low high W'Te' low high G’°;pc low low S'ee.pers high low Hard fo sel

* : high popularity & high profitability
@ : low popularity & high profitability

H : high popularity & low profitability
A : low popularity & low profitability



1. Dinner on May 1st, Sat
2. Dinner on May 7th, Fri

3. Dinner on May 8th, Sat
4. Dinner on May 14th, Fri

5. Dinner on May 21st, Fri
6. Dinner on May 22nd, Sat
7. Dinner on May 28th, Fri
8. Dinner on May 29th, Sat

Fig. 1. Kasavana & Smith’s Menu Engineering Matrix.
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1. Dinner on May 1st, Saf
2. Dinner on May 7ih, Fri

3. Dinner on May 8th, Sat
4. Dinner on May 14th, Fri

5. Dinner on May 21st, Frl

6. Dinner on May 22nd, Sat
7. Dinner on May 28th, Fri
8. Dinner on May 29th, Sat

Fig. 2. Miller's Menu Analysis Matrix.
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200
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1. Dinner on May 1st, Sat
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3. Dinner on May 8th, Sat
4. Dinner on May 14th, Fri

5. Dinner on May 21st, Fri
6. Dinner on May 22nd, Sat
7. Dinner on May 28th, Fri
8. Dinner on May 29th, Sat

Fig. 3. Merricks & Jones’s Menu Analysis Matrix.
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Fig. 4. Pavesic’s Menu Analysis Matrix.

Fig. 5. Uman’s Menu Analysis Matix,
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Fig. 6. Taxonomies for Menu Analysis.
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