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Abstract  

 

Background:  According to IKEA effect, defined by Norton et al. (2012), participation in the 

 production of a product results in an increased product appreciation and 

 willingness to pay. Even though Dohle et al. (2014) confirmed this effect within 

 food preparation, a research gap for restaurants is existing. Due to the high 

 economical relevance of the restaurant industry, generating insights for a more 

 prosperous dining experience for both restaurants and their consumers is 

 valuable. 

Purpose:  The purpose of this study was to determine whether the IKEA effect occurs and 

  influences the customer satisfaction when dining in a restaurant. Therefore, this 

  study aimed to validate the causal relationship of do-it-yourself meals on liking 

  of the food, willingness to pay and total restaurant experience. 

Method:  For this study, a Posttest-Only Control Group Design experiment has been 

  conducted. By comparing two experimental groups, which only differed by a 

  do-it-yourself element within a restaurant meal, the effect of do-it-yourself could 

  be examined. Data was collected through a questionnaire, which participants had 

  to complete after the dinner. The causal relationship was subsequently tested by 

  statistical tests in SPSS. Additional analyses, such as correlations, have been 

  conducted to uncover further connections. 

Findings: The outcome of the analysis did not confirm a significant effect of do-it-yourself 

  on liking of the food, willingness to pay and total restaurant experience.  

  However, indicators emerged which still support the presence of an IKEA effect 

  in a restaurant setting. These include, for example, higher means and high, 

  positive correlations of the do-it-yourself process and the food liking. In order 

  to validate the presence of the IKEA effect and yield more generalizable results, 

  upscaling of the experiment in further studies is recommended. 

Value:  This study contributed on closing the research gap of the IKEA effect in the 

  restaurant industry. Valuable insights to improve both, customers’ restaurant 

  experience and restaurants’ profitability could be derived from this study. 
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1 Introduction 

Ever since the introduction of the modern market, companies have been asking themselves what 

their products are worth for their customers. Often, the price of a product and the customer’s 

perceived value differ. Therefore, understanding concepts of value and price are key for 

marketers when analyzing consumers’ purchase decisions (Zeithaml, 1988; Dodds, Monroe & 

Grewal, 1991). These previously mentioned researchers indicate that the gap between the value 

of a product and the actual price that is paid may vary per consumer. Examples of these 

differences within perceived value can be found in settings that include negotiations such as 

markets and auctions but also when bargaining for compensation packages and other working 

conditions (Anbarci & Feltovich, 2018). But how do we determine for ourselves the actual 

value of a product or service? 

According to one of America's most successful investors, Warren Buffett, the “Price is what 

you pay and value is what you get” (2009). Warren Buffett aimed with his statement on the 

principle that even though a product in a store has the same price for each customer, the value 

people assign to it can differ. The perceived value represents a product’s total utility which 

results from consumers’ assessment of price, quality and other product features (Zeithaml, 

1988). Sweeney and Soutar (2001) divide the building blocks of perceived value in emotional, 

social (both utilitarian), price and quality (both functional) value dimensions. This implies that 

certain product features can alter the perceived value of a product for a customer. Therefore, 

implementing marketing strategies that are aimed at influencing customers’ perceptions of 

products can be advantageous for companies (Ulaga & Chacour, 2001). This, for instance, can 

be achieved by benefitting from psychological phenomena which affect consumers’ minds. 

1.1 Background 

One of these psychological phenomena which can be used in those promotional marketing 

strategies is the IKEA effect (Norton, Mochon & Ariely, 2012). Like the name suggests, the 

effect is closely related to the furniture of the Swedish manufacturer. Since IKEA furniture is 

packed in several small pieces and requires effort of the customer for assembling, the customer 

becomes a co-creator of the resulting piece of furniture. This process leads to an increase in 

liking. Norton et al. (2012) studied this phenomenon within different contexts and defined the 

IKEA effect, which states that actively participating in the production of a product results in an 
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increased appreciation and willingness to pay (WTP). This research was also based on previous 

findings of the endowment effect, which concerns not the participation in production, but only 

the possession of a good. It states that people have a higher WTP when they are in physical 

possession of a product than in the case they do not possess the product. Thus, owning a product 

leads to increased appreciation of the product (Kahneman, Knetsch & Thaler, 1990; Thaler, 

1980). However, these effects have been transferred to several further contexts, like food, which 

is discussed subsequently. 

For the field of packaged food, one of the first observed occurrences of the IKEA effect in 

practice traces back even several years before the development of the effect. In the 1950s, 

General Mills launched its Betty Crocker cake mix, which only required customers to add water 

to create a cake. But because of low sales, the recipe got adjusted, afterwards requiring 

customers to add a fresh egg. The subsequent increase in sales was partially ascribed to the fact 

that customers now had to put some effort in the preparation of the cake, proving the existence 

of the IKEA effect in practice and its potential economic impact (Norton et al., 2012; Shapiro, 

2004). 

Based on these findings various other studies emerged that explored the validity of this 

phenomenon when preparing food. Whilst a recent study could not prove the existence of an 

effect amongst children preparing vegetable snacks (Raghoebar, van Kleef & de Vet, 2017), 

another study found an effect when people created their own milkshake (Dohle, Rall & Siegrist, 

2014). In the latter case, increased liking of the self-prepared product was observed. These two 

mentioned as well as other studies (van der Horst, Ferrage & Rytz, 2014) focused on exploring 

the IKEA effect in connection with certain food habits, healthy food and particularly children 

as participants. These publications were aimed to reveal strategies to encourage healthier 

nutrition. However, these studies mentioned above focused only on people preparing food for 

themselves, not covering the situation where people are provided with food by others. 

1.2 Problematization 

An alternative to preparing food at home is going to restaurants. As research conducted by PwC 

(n.d.) demonstrated, people nowadays tend to eat out in restaurants more frequently than in 

1989 (figure 1.1). This increasing relevance of the restaurant industry can be further supported 

when considering economic figures. In the U.S., restaurant industry sales were estimated at 799 
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billion dollars in 2017, of which 263 billion dollars can be attributed to full-service restaurants 

(National Restaurant Association, 2017).  

 

Figure 1.1 – Frequency of eating out (PwC, n.d.) 

Despite these statements of economic relevance, no previous research was found in a restaurant 

setting and insights about the validity of the IKEA effect in this sector are missing. Therefore, 

research regarding the IKEA effect in this industry can yield valuable insights for restaurants’ 

profitability and attract customers. Thereby, a significant economic impact could be achieved. 

These insights about further ways to attract and engage restaurant customers, e.g. by involving 

customers in the meal preparation process, could help restaurants to reach more customers. 

Especially, due to the overload of advertisements and information which consumers are 

confronted with daily (Spenner & Freeman, 2012), standing out from other restaurants 

contributes to gaining a competitive advantage.  

Furthermore, a validation of the IKEA effect in restaurants could be valuable for customers. If 

customers’ perceived value of a dining experience can be easily increased by modifying only a 

small part of the offered meal, customers can experience a higher satisfaction of a restaurant 

visit. Thereby, consumers could benefit from more tailor-made dining experiences that satisfy 

their needs better than current dining options. It is therefore that this research is not only aimed 

to close the research gap regarding the IKEA effect within the restaurant setting but also to 

bring the customer and the restaurants closer together. This could contribute to a more 

prosperous dining experience for both supply (restaurants) and demand (customers) within the 

restaurant industry. 
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1.3 Purpose & Research Questions 

This master thesis aimed to close the previously mentioned research gap. Therefore, the 

purpose of this thesis was to determine whether the IKEA effect occurs and influences the 

customer satisfaction when dining in a restaurant.  

As further elaborated in the literature study, the presence of the IKEA effect can be proven by 

an increased liking of food and WTP (Norton et al., 2012; Dohle et al, 2014). Furthermore, a 

higher satisfaction can also be indicated by an increased customer’s restaurant experience. 

Therefore, the occurrence of these three factors needed to be checked in a restaurant setting to 

make inferences about the IKEA effect. In order to answer the overall question if the IKEA 

effect is present in restaurants, it was essential to investigate how do-it-yourself (DIY) 

influences the required IKEA effect factors. Thereby, both the presence of these factors and 

their relationship between each other could be exposed. 

RQ1: How is restaurant customers’ liking of the food affected by DIY? 

RQ2: How is restaurant customers’ WTP affected by DIY? 

RQ3: How is restaurant customers’ total restaurant experience affected by DIY? 

1.4 Perspective   

As serving an adjusted DIY restaurant meal may lead towards a higher customer satisfaction 

from the consumers perspective, the contribution of this study can benefit both parties. It can 

even be said that the outcome of the study could be of higher value for the restaurant industry 

than for the consumer. Since restaurants can implement the DIY element into their serving, 

their decision making regarding the serving is key. However, it was essential that the study 

understood the actions and thoughts of the consumer since the phenomenon emerges within the 

consumer. By observing and analyzing the perspective of the consumer this study created an 

understanding regarding the IKEA effect within a restaurant setting. 

1.5 Delimitations 

Even though the IKEA effect might occur in different types of restaurants, in this thesis only 

the effect in full-service à-la-carte restaurants was examined. Other types of restaurants were 

therefore disregarded. This choice was motivated by the potential big difference between 
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restaurant categories, for example between full service and fast food restaurants (Jin, Line & 

Ann, 2015; Ryu, Han & Kim, 2008). The focus on only one type ensured more precise results 

and the opportunity to limit the number of experiments to cover the research questions to only 

one. 

This study included an experiment set in premises that are similar to a restaurant. This setting 

was chosen over an existing real restaurant due to convenience and more freedom about the 

menu that can be offered. Furthermore, for the study the core product - the food - was of main 

relevance and not the interior and atmosphere of the restaurant. In contrast to previous studies, 

this thesis did not focus on the healthiness of the meal, because it is not relevant to the 

satisfaction of the meal. Special diets, like vegan or gluten-free, were considered when offering 

the food to participants but were not part of the analysis.  

Even though customers’ restaurant experience is built on five major influencing factors, which 

are discussed in chapter 2.4, within the experiment only one of the blocks, the core product, 

was examined. Through this isolated approach, as many interfering factors as possible got 

eliminated and an eventual effect could be assigned solely to the manipulation of the DIY 

variable.  

Within Norton et al.’s (2012) elaboration of the IKEA effect, findings of a study of Schindler 

(1998) were continued. Accordingly, creating a product by yourself leads to cost savings, since 

producing by yourself is cheaper than buying the product. This cost-saving element provided 

by Schindler can cause positive feelings, which might be an influencing factor on the IKEA 

effect. This aspect of the IKEA effect was neglected in this thesis because it didn’t fit the 

experimental setup and context and therefore was not relevant for the research. 

1.6 Definitions 

As this study focused on full-service à-la-carte restaurants, in the following work the term 

restaurants is used relating to these full-service restaurants. In this paper, the phrase DIY refers 

to any activity which includes active consumer involvement in the creation of a product. This 

implies the consumer doing the entire production as well as smaller or bigger parts in the 

production process. 
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2 Frame of Reference 

In order to meet the purpose of exploring the IKEA effect in restaurants, the following chapter 

identifies and analyzes various studies that are related to the IKEA effect and customer meal 

satisfaction. These related studies were examined to construct a grounded overview of the 

elements that help to determine the presence of the IKEA effect in a restaurant setting. The 

identified effects in this chapter that are associated with the IKEA effect are the endowment 

effect and the” I cooked it myself” effect (Dohle et al., 2014; Thaler, 1980).  

 

Figure 2.1 – The inter-connection of Endowment, IKEA & “I cooked it myself effect” 

As shown in figure 2.1, the basis of the IKEA effect shows resemblance with the endowment 

effect and therefore can be seen as two intertwined theories. This is not the fact with the “I 

cooked it myself” effect. Whereas the IKEA effect builds upon the endowment effect, the “I 

cooked it myself” effect is merely a confirmation of the presence of the IKEA effect in the area 

of food preparation. However, the “I cooked it myself” effect provides valuable information 

that benefited this thesis in the pursuit of identifying the presence of the IKEA effect within a 

restaurant setting. 

2.1 Endowment Effect  

One of the first defined stages that could predict consumer behavior through identifying 

perceived value originates from a publication of Richard Thaler (1980). This publication 

pinpoints the effects of the decision-making process of the consumer and introduces the 

endowment effect. Norton et al. (2012) acknowledge the close resemblance of this effect in 
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their IKEA effect publication. In order to reveal the interconnected elements between the two 

effects, the fundamentals of the endowment effect are explained. 

According to Thaler (1980), the endowment effect builds upon the perception of gaining or 

losing a good out of possession. When gaining the possession of a good the consumer regards 

the product as additional. The additional good may not have been owned yet (e.g. a month of 

the trial period), which could lead towards opportunity costs when the decision needs to be 

made. However, as the consumer gets familiar with the good they will no longer perceive it as 

an additional good. The perception of regarding the product as an opportunity cost will make 

way for the perception of out-of-pocket loss when having to part with the product. This chain 

of thoughts that is connected to the out-of-pocket loss perception can be addressed as loss 

aversion (Tverksy & Kahneman, 1991).  

Loss aversion in its independent form is defined by the height of the willingness to pay (WTP) 

for the good and the willingness to accept (WTA) to give up a good. These two concepts find 

their mutual equilibrium in a way like the market process of supply and demand works. Loss 

aversion points out the phenomenon of the reluctance regarding selling as well as buying the 

good. However, in the case of the publication of Thaler loss aversion occurred on the seller’s 

side. The consumer will be more likely to pay for the good due to the fact that the good gained 

value in their possession which generates the loss aversion. This moment of pivoting in 

perception is therefore key to determine whether the consumers can part with the good or will 

remain in possession after the term ends. This way of altering consumer behavior is being used 

for decades in a variety of settings (e.g. credit card companies, worker-related bonuses and 

sports) (Thaler, 1980). With that being said, the influence of the endowment effect upon the 

consumer shows close resemblance towards the IKEA effect. 

2.2 IKEA Effect 

Since the endowment effect and IKEA effect are related, it has been logical to further 

investigate the IKEA effect when it comes to perceived value. As pointed out in various studies 

(Kahneman et al., 1990; Norton et al., 2012; Thaler, 1980) the close resemblance of the IKEA 

effect with the endowment effect lays within the impact of the change in customer perception 

regarding the product. While the endowment effect focuses on the gained value due to 

possession, the IKEA effect moves one step further and refers to the gained value that is 

acquired by product creation. By creating, altering or controlling a product the individual 
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invests himself or herself into the product. Subsequently, the creation generates a psychological 

ownership regarding the product (Pierce, Kostova, Dirks & Candland, 2003).  

2.2.1 Principles of the IKEA Effect 

One of the major experiments in which Norton et al. (2012) demonstrated the principles of the 

IKEA effect regarded the creation of Origami. Participants were given instructions to create 

Origami figures. Afterwards, the WTP of the Origami builders was compared with the WTP of 

people who did not create the figures. For measurement of the true WTP, the Becker et al. 

(1964) procedure was used. As the IKEA effect states, the researchers observed a much higher 

WTP of Origami builders than of non-builders. Furthermore, builders rated their creations 

nearly as valuable as Origamis created by experts, while non-builders had a much lower WTP 

for Origamis created by participants in comparison to Origamis created by experts (Norton et 

al., 2012). 

This strong relationship between the self and the object is supported by Walasek, Rakow and 

Matthews (2017). Moreover, the authors emphasized even more that the strength of the 

relationship between the creator and the object is based on the level of subjective ownership. 

These can therefore be seen as the conditions on which the IKEA effect is built upon. Thus, it 

is key that the consumer must have built (to a certain extent) the object and subjectively 

expressed ownership. If these requirements are in place it is then proven that the consumer who 

has successfully built a product considers his product more attractive and therefore demands 

more money to part with it. 

2.2.2 Main Factors within the IKEA Effect 

As pointed out in previously mentioned studies, the IKEA effect requires three major factors; 

effort, display of competence and the completion of tasks in relation to the product (Norton et 

al., 2012).  

Effort 

The value gained through the amount of effort put into the object of relevance is predominantly 

based on the intensity of the effort. As stated by Aronson and Mills (1959) and more recently 

by John, Emirch, Gupta and Norton (2017) the amount of effort that the consumer has to 

undergo in order to be part of the group influences the liking of the group. Moreover, even if a 

principle like cognitive dissonance is present within the perception of the consumer in 

connection to the product/group, exaggeration of the attractiveness can occur due to the effort 



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

9 

put in by the consumer. Thus, the over 60-year-old finding of Festinger (1957), that the more 

effort people put in something, the more they value it, was confirmed several times. 

Within the IKEA effect, this finding is supported by the fact that construction of a product leads 

to an increase of liking of the product. This altered appreciation contributes subsequently to the 

WTP for the product. Moreover, this phenomenon of increased liking based on the intensity of 

the effort also works contrarily. So do consumers assume that products that have been made 

with great effort are higher in quality. This also leads to a higher subjective liking when the 

intensity of the effort is known (Kruger, Wirtz, Van Boven, & Altermatt, 2004).  

Completion of Task 

Closely linked to the effort factor is the satisfaction that derives from the completion of the task. 

Especially within the construction of products, this satisfaction influence factor plays an 

important role (Azizli, Atkinson, Bauchman & Giammarco, 2015; Bandura, 1977). By 

completing a task (e.g. building furniture) a higher sense of self-efficacy is created. The increase 

of self-efficacy generates a higher satisfaction level after completion and originates from the 

fact that the consumer feels a higher sense of control and competence (Franke, Schreier & 

Kaiser, 2010). The completion of the task is therefore directly linked to a higher WTP upon 

completion. While completing a task has a positive effect, failing upon task completion leads 

to negative psychological effects of perceived value (Savitsky, Medvec & Gilovich, 1997). 

Norton et al. (2012) also prove this phenomenon in an experiment, where participants 

completing to build an IKEA box rated their product higher than people who did not complete 

the creation. Consequently, completion of task is a necessary requirement for IKEA effect to 

occur. 

Display of Competence 

The earlier mentioned connection of the sense of competence in combination with completion 

of task is confirmed within the publication of Dahl and Moreau (2007). As stated by the authors, 

feelings of competence are especially being generated when consumers are undertaking creative 

tasks. The studies conducted within the publication include the act of baking, where the 

conditions in which consumers enjoy the creative activities are analyzed. It indicated that 

instructions in combination with the freedom to individualize increased task enjoyment and 

therefore enhanced the experience. In addition, the instructions aided the low skilled 

participants to achieve comparable levels of enjoyment as the highly skilled participants. For 
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these reasons, Mochon, Norton and Ariely (2012) suggested that the level of competence that 

consumers associate with their self-created products determines their perceived value. 

However, there are some points that have to be taken into consideration. Primarily, it is 

important that the task at hand needs to be simple in order to prevent inability of completion. 

Nevertheless, the task should still require a high amount of effort to generate the exaggeration 

of the attractiveness of the product (Aronson & Mills, 1959; Norton et al., 2012; Pierce et al., 

2003). This can be prevented by supplying the consumer with clear guidelines that clarify any 

doubt in ability and aid the lower skilled consumers (Meuter, Bitner, Ostrom & Brown, 2005). 

2.3 I Cooked It Myself Effect 

The liking of a self-created or altered object over those that are created by others has also been 

present during the preparation of food. Dohle et al.’s (2014) publication demonstrates the 

presence of the IKEA effect within the preparation of a milkshake. Participants were either 

instructed to prepare a milkshake by themselves or were provided with a milkshake prepared 

by the experimenters. When participants were asked to evaluate how much they liked the 

milkshake, participants who prepared the milkshake by themselves indicated a higher liking 

than participants who didn’t prepare the milkshake. Furthermore, the self-preparation group 

showed a higher consumption of the milkshake than the other group. This so-called “I cooked 

it myself” effect, proving increased liking of own creations, therefore builds upon the findings 

of the endowment effect, the IKEA effect and other supporting theories out of publications from 

Franke et al. (2010) and Pierce et al. (2003). 

A perfect example of added value due to food co-creation in praxis is the earlier described Betty 

Crocker cake mix (Shapiro, 2004). What is surprising is that by confirming the presence of the 

IKEA effect within the preparation of food, Dohle et al. (2014) contradict earlier allegations by 

Pierce et al. (2003) that “investments of the self are unlikely to emerge quickly” (p. 96). 

Furthermore, the study argued the need for activities that are uncommon in order to generate 

the IKEA effect. Since the study revealed an IKEA effect within the day-to-day activity of 

preparing food it is possible that psychological effects such as product liking are emerging in a 

short time span like a restaurant dinner (Dohle et al., 2014). Nevertheless, whilst no research 

has been conducted in relation to the combination of restaurant experience, customer 

satisfaction and added value due to creation/altering by the customer, relevant questions 

regarding these areas of interest had to be further investigated. 
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The previously presented effects are strongly related. Therefore, to sum up the key elements of 

each effect, an overview is given in table 2.1. 

 

Table 2.1 – Overview of perceived value effects 

The previous sub-chapters included reviews of literature about the major effects related to this 

study. In the following, research papers that explored customers’ restaurant experience get 

reviewed.  

2.4 Restaurant Experience 

The experience drivers presented subsequently are essential elements to define, as they 

constitute factors that can be affected by the previously discussed effects. Therefore, the 

occurrence and impact of the effects are meant to be observed and proven with help of the 

drivers presented now. 

Several studies aimed to discover the most important influencing factors on customers’ 

satisfaction when dining in a restaurant (e.g. Hansen, Jensen & Gustafsson, 2005; Jensen & 

Hansen, 2007; Walter, Edvardsson & Öström, 2010). The studies yielded majorly similar 

drivers of customers’ restaurant experiences. Even though the ranking of the categories’ 

importance was slightly different, the close connection of the results suggests that the derived 

categories are valid in general. These attributes of customers’ dining experience are of high 

relevance since they directly impact customer satisfaction. Furthermore, customer satisfaction 

affects behavioral intentions (Canny, 2014). Therefore, meeting customers’ dining experience 
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expectations is of economic importance for restaurants. Walter et al. (2010) define customer 

experience as the direct and indirect experiences of processes or objects which cause cognitive, 

emotional or behavioral responses. These responses result in memories about the experience. 

Hansen et al. (2005) used an inductive grounded theory approach and qualitative data to 

discover the major components of a restaurant experience from customers’ point of view. By 

conducting focus groups and semi-structured interviews five main categories of customers’ 

meal experiences emerged: the core product, the restaurant interior, the personal social meeting, 

the company and the restaurant atmosphere. An overview of these categories and their 

subcomponents is depicted in figure 2.2. Together, the relationship of these five categories 

determines the overall restaurant experience of a customer.  

The main focus is on the first block, the core product, which describes the experience of the 

food. This includes taste sensation at consumption, covering for example visible stimuli when 

viewing the food and other impressions from all five senses. A further subcategory, the 

presentation form, concerns the arrangement of the food, like the support by the waiter when 

presenting the menu or the discrepancies of dish presented on the menu and the delivered meal. 

The last subcategory of the core product is the composition of the menu, which describes the 

competent recommendations of a meal. The second main category of restaurant experience is 

the restaurant interior. By its subcategories, all pieces of furniture, objects, colors, art and other 

factors that affect the entire look of the restaurants’ premises are covered. Personal social 

meeting implies for example politeness, attention or handling of complaints during interactions 

of customers with other customers and the restaurant’s staff. The category, the company, 

defines the purpose of the dinner, like private or business, as well as the quality of the 

conversation. The last category, restaurant atmosphere, illustrates the overall emotional 

experience of each individual. Their experiences can be of social, comfort or intimacy nature 

and include the environment and perceptions with all five senses. 
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Figure 2.2 – Building blocks of customers‘ restaurant experience (adapted from Hansen et al., 2005) 
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Similar restaurant experience drivers, that support the previously derived categories, emerged 

from a study of Walter et al. (2010) who conducted interviews amongst Swedish restaurant 

customers. Amongst the eight categories that resulted, the most frequent drivers were social 

interaction, the core service, which includes the entire meal experience, and the physical 

environment. The less frequent drivers were the restaurant, price & payment procedure, the 

atmosphere, the guest and the occasion. In comparison to the categories developed in the 

Hansen et al. (2005) paper, further factors, like price, were added. Since this was only a less 

frequent driver, the model of Hansen et al. (2005) is not unsound. 

Andersson & Mossberg (2004) conducted a study in order to find out the importance of six 

restaurant experience drivers for customers. The innovativeness in their approach existed in the 

assessment through customers’ WTP, and therefore monetary value, for each category. The 

observed categories were food, service, fine cuisine, restaurant interior, good company and 

other guests. Amongst their results, the authors found that the overall WTP for dinner is higher 

than for lunch, particularly for social and intellectual needs related categories. 

As stated from the perspective of Vargo & Lush (2004), services, like restaurants, should not 

be reduced to their pure product. Instead, the customer is seen as a co-creator of the service 

experience, who creates value by interacting with the product. Next to the development of meal 

experience categories, Jensen & Hansen (2007) also derived consumer value categories for 

restaurants. The emerging A-level categories were harmony, excellence, emotional stimulation, 

acknowledgment and circumstance value. One of the authors’ findings was that emotional 

stimulation can arise from positive excitement or surprise during the meal process. This can, 

for example, be induced by innovative components.  

In the previous section, the restaurant experience factors have been identified. Together with 

the insights about the significance of the customer’s role at creating a valuable experience, this 

builds a framework for research in this thesis in combination with the endowment, IKEA and 

“I cooked it myself” effect. Within this framework, the focus of this study is set on the core 

product, as emphasized in figure 2.2. This is supported by the fact that the core product is 

essential for the study of the IKEA effect since the DIY effects are applied on food and not on 

factors within the other four categories. 
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2.5 Hypotheses 

Based on the previous literature study, three hypotheses (H1-H3) have been derived which 

intend to answer the research questions. An overview of the hypotheses is shown in figure 2.3. 

 

Figure 2.3 – Overview of hypotheses 

H1: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers regarding their 

liking of the food. 

The first hypothesis is based on previous studies of Dohle et al. (2014), who based their 

inferences of the presence of the IKEA effect on an increased liking of the food ranking. 

Consequently, for H1 a significantly higher rating for liking of the food is expected within the 

participant group that included a DIY element in comparison to the non-DIY group. This is 

because DIY constitutes the critical factor to enable the IKEA effect. A confirmation of H1, 

therefore, would support the presence of the IKEA effect in the setting of this study. 

H2: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers regarding their 

WTP. 

Building upon the first hypothesis, an increased WTP has also been stated to be an indicator for 

the presence of the IKEA effect (Norton et al., 2012). In comparison to liking of the food, WTP 

constitutes a monetary measurement of the DIY influence on the consumer. Confirming H2 

would, therefore, reinforce the presence of the IKEA effect within this study. 
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H3: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers regarding their total 

restaurant experience. 

Even though restaurant experience ratings have not been part of previous IKEA effect studies 

(Dohle et al., 2014; Norton et al., 2012), testing this factor in H3 is beneficial for this particular 

setting. Total restaurant experience can be regarded as a measurement construct of customer 

satisfaction particularly in the restaurant industry. Thus, it incorporates a differentiated 

measurement next to liking of food and WTP. Therefore, confirming an increasing effect of 

DIY on total restaurant experience would further support the presence of the IKEA effect for 

the setting of this thesis. 

In order to meet the purpose of this thesis and answer the question whether the IKEA effect 

occurs in a restaurant setting, the formulated hypotheses had to be tested. Therefore, the 

influence of DIY on the liking of the food, on the restaurant experience and on the WTP was 

examined. For this, the building blocks of customers’ restaurant experience were inspected. By 

means of serving an adjusted DIY restaurant meal and handing out a questionnaire afterwards, 

differences in customers’ restaurant experiences in comparison to a standard meal could be 

observed. Since in previous studies the presence of the IKEA effect was proven by higher 

product liking (Dohle et al., 2014; Norton et al., 2012), consequently for this experiment an 

effect of DIY on all these factors would suggest a presence of the IKEA effect. In the following, 

the methodology on which the experiment is built is elaborated. 
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3 Methodology 

Defining the foundations of the research procedure is essential before actual research can be 

conducted. Without a clear perspective, boundaries and experiment design, conducting accurate 

research becomes rather difficult to achieve. Within this chapter, aspects such as the philosophy, 

experiment- & survey design and means of analysis are explained. 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

As the research design is the basis which the experiment is built upon, addressing the 

philosophy was key to this research. When fulfilling the purpose of determining the presence 

and probable influence of the IKEA effect within a restaurant setting, the research had to appeal 

to the research philosophy at the same time. According to Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Jackson 

(2015) research philosophy consists of four rings, respectively named ontology, epistemology, 

methodology and methods & techniques. While the last-named ring is simply the methods and 

techniques used in the research paper, the other three rings build upon each other, resulting 

from the core belief and approach of the researchers.  

The point of view of this thesis was based on the ontology of social sciences. This is due to the 

fact that the research paper was aimed to examine a behavioral phenomenon among people. 

Subsequently, the realist ontology was leading within this research paper. Furthermore, critical 

realism was seen as the leading epistemology within this research paper. As stated by Easterby-

Smith et al. (2015), critical realism can be regarded as predominantly positivist with certain 

aspects of constructionism. The epistemology has a strong positivist basis that leans on the key 

aspect that the researcher has to maintain an objective stance during the research process 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). This facet was also necessary when identifying the IKEA effect 

amongst restaurant guests. The reason for this was to avoid influencing the chain of thoughts 

of the participants. Therefore, an objective stance gave the most accurate and unbiased outcome. 

Furthermore, critical realism suits due to the fact that this research was based on an existing 

theory, which is one of the aspects of critical realism (Saunders et al., 2016). Also, other aspects 

such as the use of hypotheses, the collection of data through an experimental design and the 

confirmation of a theory (i.e. the IKEA effect) suit this research (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). 

Other philosophies such as pragmatism and critical theory do have fitting aspects like the aim 
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to provide practical solutions that could benefit future actions but are rejecting predetermined 

theories or enforce a subjective stance (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). 

As explained by Saunders et al. (2016) and Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) critical realism is using 

a structured ontology. This is built out of three-layered levels, corresponds to this research. The 

three layers, respectively named the empirical, the actual and the real, are focusing on 

explaining the experiences and observations. Therefore, they can be directly applied to the 

dinner within the restaurant (Bhaskar, 1978). 

3.2 Research Approach & Design 

Due to the nature of the research, a deductive approach was chosen for this thesis. According 

to Saunders et al. (2016), deduction relates to testing a theory by collecting data which either 

support the theory or falsifies it. In this study, an existing theory (i.e. the IKEA effect) was used 

and applied to a new context which is restaurant dinners. From this setting, hypotheses were 

derived which were tested within an experiment in order to make inferences about the 

correctness of the theory in this context. Therefore, the deductive approach fits best for the 

purpose of this thesis. 

Deduction implies operationalizing a concept into a measurable construct. This includes 

reducing the concept to simple and essential elements. Furthermore, generalization is used, 

which means that the results are transferred to related cases (Saunders et al., 2016). In this 

research, the IKEA effect got operationalized through the drivers of restaurant experience and 

the concept of WTP. Simultaneously, a reduction to the core product food took place. After a 

successful demonstration of the effect, results could be generalized to similar restaurants. 

According to Cooper and Schindler (2011), the research design of studies can be determined as 

exploratory, descriptive or causal. This study can be categorized as causal, which means that 

relationships between certain variables got examined. Furthermore, in this thesis a stimulus-

response relationship was investigated, which belongs to the asymmetrical relationships. This 

means that one variable has an effect on another variable. In contrast to that, symmetrical 

relationships describe situations, where both variables influence each other. For the case of a 

stimulus-response relationship, this implies that the effect of the change in one variable is tested, 

while all other factors are held constant (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). In this study, the 

relationships of DIY on the satisfaction, WTP and restaurant experience of customers were 

analyzed in order to expose potential causal relationships. 
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In contrast to qualitative research, which is expressed in rich, unstructured data like words, 

Bryman and Bell (2011) state that quantitative data yields structured outputs like numbers. 

Furthermore, qualitative data aims to understand contexts while quantitative data aims to 

generalize. This study used a quantitative approach because this implies testing theories instead 

of emerging theories like qualitative studies usually do. Furthermore, Bryman and Bell (2011) 

point out that quantitative strategies match best with deductive approaches. 

The decision to choose a quantitative approach could further be supported by the ease of 

analysis in the researched context. For the purpose of addressing the hypotheses a questionnaire 

with close-ended quantitative questions was the most appropriate solution, because participants 

had to rate and evaluate different aspects. Within the quantitative data output, the opportunity 

of testing differences in means exists. 

In contrast to usual quantitative studies which make use of questionnaires, this study did not 

contain a large sample. The reason for this is that the questionnaire serves the purpose to 

measure the impact of an experiment. Because of the characteristics of the experiment, 

participants were limited to a smaller number than usual for quantitative survey studies. Among 

previous experiments of the IKEA effect and related studies, the number of participants was 

relatively low and included between 37 and 60 participants (Dohle et al., 2014; Franke et al., 

2010; Norton et al., 2012). Due to these characteristics of related studies and the fact that a 

higher number of participants would have exceeded the researchers’ capacities and possibilities, 

the small number of participants used was assessed as sufficient. 

3.3 Data Collection 

To meet the purpose of this thesis, both primary and secondary data have been used. In this 

chapter and the following subchapters, the characteristics of the secondary data used and the 

primary data collected are expounded. 

3.3.1 Secondary Data: Previous Study Review 

Insights about customers’ meal experiences already existed as a result of several earlier 

conducted studies (e.g. Hansen et al., 2005; Jensen & Hansen, 2007; Walter et al., 2010). Thus, 

no primary data had to be collected for uncovering drivers of a restaurant dining experience. 

The secondary data from which relevant information for this thesis was retrieved consisted out 

of articles and studies from academic journals or books. These publications have been retrieved 
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either with the help of Primo search on the Jönköping University (JU) library website, 

physically within the JU library or with Google Scholar.  

The advantage of using this existing secondary data over conducting new research means 

increased efficiency. This research aimed to advance insights about the IKEA effect in 

restaurants and therefore customers’ restaurant experience. Thus, conducting additional 

research on fundamental restaurant experience drivers would have been inefficient. 

Consequently, initial considerations about conducting a pre-survey about restaurant 

experiences were dismissed. The focus was instead set on conducting data in a restaurant study, 

which is described in the subsequent chapter. 

3.3.2 Primary Data: Experiment 

In order to disclose the relationship of DIY in a restaurant meal with customers’ restaurant 

experiences and WTP primary data had to be collected. Analyzing these relationships includes 

testing the existence of an IKEA effect in restaurants. As the best approach to fulfill this 

purpose, an experimental setting had been chosen. Thereby, the meal experience could be 

directly witnessed by participants, which makes their subsequent evaluation of this experience 

most credible and reliable. Furthermore, as Cooper and Schindler (2011) pointed out, 

experiments have the advantage that researchers have a high level of control over influential 

and environmental variables and can isolate the experimental variables. Therefore, the change 

of a variable can be observed in a close-to-natural setting.  

Experimental Design 

According to Cooper and Schindler (2011), the purpose of experiments is to examine 

relationships between one or more independent variables (IV) and one dependent variable 

(DV). The experiment tests whether the IV has a certain causal effect on the DV. Therefore, a 

manipulation of the IV takes place and the effect of this experimental treatment is measured. In 

order to make sure that the observed effect can be ascribed to the manipulated IV, the 

environment of the experiment has to be controlled. This means that other influencing variables 

have to be held constant or eliminated. In the case of this thesis, the effect of adding a DIY 

element to a restaurant meal was investigated in order to make conclusions about a presence of 

the IKEA effect in restaurants. This implies that the restaurant meal represents the IV and 

customer satisfaction of the DV. The experimental treatment (X) in this study consisted of an 

adjustment of the meal (IV) by adding a DIY part. To identify the pure effect of the treatment 
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X, all other potential influencing variables were eliminated by holding the environment 

constant. This ensured an isolated analysis of the IV. 

The experimental design chosen for this research was a Posttest-Only Control Group Design 

(Cooper & Schindler, 2011). This design consists of an experimental group (EG), which 

receives an experimental treatment (X) of the IV, and a control group (CG), which receives no 

treatment. The advantage of having a control group in contrast to observing only one group is 

to define a base level, which occurs without treatment X. This provides a basis for comparison. 

If no control group was considered, the observed effect could not be reliably attributed to the 

experimental treatment only, because other influencing events could have occurred. To measure 

the experimental effect (E), in the end the results of the CG (OCG) are subtracted from these of 

the EG (OEG): E = OEG - OCG (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). 

Furthermore, randomization was used when participants are assigned to either CG or EG. 

Therefore, the design belongs to the True Experimental Designs (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). 

The advantage of randomization is to enhance comparability because participant attributes are 

distributed equivalently. Thus, serious differences between groups are avoided (Cooper & 

Schindler, 2011). Since participants were assigned to either the CG or the EG and took only 

part in one group, the study is a between-subjects design and not within-subjects. In the latter 

case, participants would subsequently take part in both CG and EG (Saunders et al., 2016). For 

reasons of possible bias after a first participation, this approach has not been chosen. Figure 3.1 

gives an overview of the experimental research design used for this study. 

 

Figure 3.1 – Experimental research design applied to study 

For this study, this means that recruited participants randomly got assigned to CG or EG. Even 

though the random assignment may influence participants’ restaurant experience, because the 

company could get evaluated differently, this design was still preferred to increase validity. 
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Furthermore, the focus was not set on this aspect of the restaurant experience and the existence 

of the issue in both CG and EG compensate the potential effect. Members of the CG then got a 

normal restaurant dish, while the EG received a meal with DIY elements. Thereby, the 

difference between a DIY dish and a dish without DIY could be identified. The observation 

afterwards was carried out with a survey that had to be completed by every participant. The 

characteristics of the survey are described later in this chapter. 

The assignment to the CG and EG had been chosen to be “blind” for subjects, which means that 

participants did not know whether they were part of the EG or not (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). 

This aspect is important since thereby participant bias is avoided. Participant or subject bias can 

occur when participants know that they are part of the experimental treatment. Thereby, they 

can get influenced and respond in a different way, for example by giving answers to the survey 

which the participants think are desired by the researchers (Duignan, 2016). 

In contrast to field experiments, which take place in the real world and not in an artificial 

environment, the experiment of this thesis was set within a laboratory setting. This means that 

the environment is set by the researcher. In contrast to field experiments, this leads to a lower 

external validity, because people might act differently than in a natural situation. On the other 

side, the advantage of laboratory settings is that researchers have a high degree of control over 

environmental variables and interfering factors and can eliminate them (Bryman & Bell, 2011; 

Mooi & Sarstedt, 2011).  

The setting in this experiment was laboratory but was close to a field setting in terms of the 

location. Since the selected venue, Kulturhuset, is opened as a soup restaurant every Tuesday, 

where the cooking is also taken over by experienced volunteers but not real chefs, the setting 

within these premises is similar to a real-world setting. However, the reason why the experiment 

could not be classified as a field experiment was that the setting is contrived by the researchers. 

Participants were recruited for a special occasion and did not just take part in an everyday 

dinner; thus, they knew that they took part in an experiment. In order to meet the requirements 

of a field experiment, the experiment would have needed to take place at a regular opening of 

Kulturhuset with people who are not specifically recruited to participate. 

Since the experiment was conducted only once at one point in time and not over a period of 

time, it can be classified as cross-sectional (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). 
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Methodology Aspect Methodology Decision Reasoning 

Research Approach Deduction Testing an existing theory 

Research Design 

Causal 

Examination of the 

relationship between DIY and 

customer satisfaction 

constructs 

Quantitative 
Testing of hypotheses with 

statistical tests 

Data Collection Collection of Primary Data No suitable data existing yet 

Experimental Design 

Posttest-Only Control Group 

Design 

One-time measurement with 

basis for comparison 

Laboratory Setting 
High degree of control over 

external variables 

Table 3.1 – Overview of methodology decisions 

In table 3.1 all decisions that have been made regarding the methodology of the research are 

summarized. These methodological choices create a framework for an optimized experiment 

setting. 
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The setting for the Experiment 

Now that the experimental design has been presented, the detailed procedure of the experiment 

gets elaborated. Figure 3.2 depicts the broken-down steps in a flow chart. 

 

 

Figure 3.2 – Experiment procedure flow chart 

  



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

25 

After the minimum of 40 appropriate participants had been recruited (see chapter 3.4) and 

randomly assigned to either CG or EG, the experiment proceeded as follows: 

1. In order to prevent mutual influence of CG and EG, each group got assigned a separate 

time slot. Participants got informed about their assigned time in beforehand by an invite 

to the specific Facebook event for CG and EG. When participants of each group arrived, 

they got seated randomly on five tables with four persons each. 

2. After getting seated, CG participants ordered their Empanadas. Three variants were 

provided; one with meat, one with vegetables and cheese (vegetarian), and a vegan 

option. Each participant selected four Empanadas out of these choices. On the other 

side, the EG was provided with prepared dough rounds and the same different filling 

options that the CG could select from. Additionally, an instruction sheet on how to 

create Empanadas was handed out (see Appendix A). With this information, EG 

participants filled and closed the Empanadas and placed them on a marked tray, which 

was given to the kitchen.  

3. Both types of Empanadas, those for the CG prepared by the researchers and those for 

the EG prepared by the participants, were egg-washed (for vegans with coconut oil) in 

the kitchen and put in the oven by the staff. When finished, the food was served to each 

group. 

4. When participants were done with their meal, they were instructed to complete a survey 

on their phones by scanning a QR code, which differed for EG and CG. 

5. As soon as participants completed the survey, they paid the predetermined price (30 

SEK) for the food and left when they wanted. 

 

Questionnaire 

Data was gathered with the help of a self-reported survey which was completed by participants 

after the dinner. This choice is motivated by ease of use and analysis as well as comfortability 

for participants. Since data is digitally stored automatically, errors during data transmission are 

eliminated. The survey was answered on the phones of participants by scanning a QR-Code. 

For the case that people did not carry a phone with them or had no access to mobile internet, a 

phone was provided by the researchers. The software that was used for the survey was Qualtrics. 

Qualtrics enables the option to conduct the survey by phone while storing the data online 
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automatically. This guaranteed ease of use for both the participant and the researcher when 

analyzing the data.  

The questionnaire itself was identical for both the CG and the EG. This was to guarantee 

comparability between both groups and to enable the usage of various SPSS tests. However, 

the EG survey contained an additional block of questions regarding the three elements out of 

which the IKEA effect is built. This provided additional data that could be of use to further 

analyze the IKEA effect within the EG when present. The scales that were applied within the 

questionnaire were based upon five-point Likert scales and a 100-mm Visual Analog Scale 

(VAS). Similar to the research conducted by Dohle et al. (2014), the Visual Analog Scale was 

used to pinpoint the liking of the food. This allowed the experiment to generate an equal way 

of measuring compared to the earlier conducted research. The 100-mm interval VAS was 

anchored with a statement from “do not like at all” to “like very much”. The participants had to 

move the interactive slider to their preference. 

In order to guarantee a logical flow of questions and therefore ease of use for participants, the 

survey was divided into six segments. The segments, respectively demographics, background, 

liking of food, restaurant experience, willingness to pay and DIY ensured structured data for 

analysis and acceptance or rejection of the hypotheses. The order of the questions was built 

upon the basis of both the time path of the dinner and the sequence of the hypotheses (Table 

3.2). 

Construct Scale item 
Type of 

Scale 

Background How often do you usually go out to eat in a restaurant per 

month? (a full-service restaurant) 

• Never 

• 1-2 times 

• 3-4 times 

• More than 4 times 

Ordinal 

Did you know Empanadas before? 

• Yes 

• No 

Nominal 
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What is your general opinion about Empanadas? (VAS) 

• Do not like at all (0) up to Like very much (100) 

Interval 

Have you ever made Empanadas by yourself at home? 

• No 

• Yes, once 

• Yes, more than one 

Nominal 

Liking of the food How much did you like the food of today’s dinner? (VAS) 

• Did not like at all (0) up to Liked very much (100) 

Interval 

Restaurant 

experience 

How satisfied are you with each of the following 

components of your dining experience today? 

 → Five-point Likert scale Matrix 

• Impression the food (taste, smell, look, etc.) 

• The restaurant interior 

• Interactions with the staff 

• Conversation with others 

• The restaurant atmosphere 

Ordinal 

Willingness to 

pay 

What is your maximum willingness to pay for today’s 

dinner? Amount in Swedish Krona (SEK) 

• 0 to 100 slider 

Ratio 

Do-it-yourself 

(DIY) 

What describes your process of making Empanadas the 

best? 

→ Bipolar five-point scale 

• It was easy to make - It was difficult to make 

• It did not take any effort to make - It did take effort 

to make 

• I’m proud of my creation - I’m not proud with my 

creation 

• I feel skilled making Empanadas - I feel unskilled 

making Empanadas 

• I had no problems completing the task - I had 

problems completing the task 

• I didn’t need any help while preparing - I did need 

help while preparing 

Ordinal 
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Did you enjoy making the Empanadas? 

·    Did not enjoy at all (0) up to Did enjoy very much (100) 

Interval 

Demographics What is your sex? Nominal 

What is your age? Interval 

What is your current status?  

• Student 

• Working - full time (35 or more hours per week) 

• Working - part time 

• Self-employed 

• Retired 

• Other 

Nominal 

Table 3.2 – Questionnaire sections 

The data, that was produced by the questions provided in table 3.2, contained nominal, ordinal, 

interval and ratio types of data (Saunders et al, 2016; Burns & Burns, 2008). This data was then 

used to retain or reject the earlier stated hypotheses. The earlier mentioned scales, respectively 

Likert and VAS, are of ordinal and interval basis. The WTP scale within the survey can be 

regarded as a ratio scale considering that the zero point within the sliding scale is absolute 

(Burns & Burns, 2008). Furthermore, questions such as the demographic section can mostly be 

regarded as nominal. 

3.4 Sampling 

Sampling is an essential process of research studies because in most cases it is not possible to 

include every element of the entire population in the study. Therefore, obtaining a sample from 

the target population reduces time, effort and costs of a study (Saunders et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, the availability of every population element might not be given (Cooper & 

Schindler, 2011). Consequently, limiting the examination on a sample of accessible elements 

in the population is necessary. The choice of a proper sample is crucial in order to ensure the 

representativeness of the sample towards the target population (Saunders et al., 2016).  

Since this study was investigating the IKEA effect in restaurants, the target group defined for 

this thesis were customers of full-service restaurants. Out of this target population, a sample 
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was drawn by means of a purposive sampling technique, which belongs to nonprobability 

sampling. In contrast to probability sampling, where every element of the target population has 

a certain likelihood of being drawn in the sample, for nonprobability sampling the likelihood 

of each element in the target population is not known and differs (Saunders et al., 2016). Even 

though probability sampling yields more representative data, this approach was not used 

because of the lack of accessible sampling frame lists. 

Purposive sampling, in detail the subtype judgment sampling, is characterized by the selection 

of sample subjects who fulfill certain criteria set by the researchers (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). 

This technique was chosen because participants of the experiments were recruited only among 

Kulturhuset customers. Thereby, it was intended that participants already knew the premises in 

which the experiment took place. Kulturhuset is not a traditional restaurant, but rather an 

alternative social place which offers food in a restaurant setting at certain occasions. By 

choosing sample subjects, who knew the characteristics of the place, wrong expectations and 

biases were avoided. 

When participants were recruited on Kulturhuset’s regularly Tuesdays soup dinner, people were 

asked whether they don’t eat certain food due to specific allergies, religious reasons or other. 

Since it would have exceeded the researchers’ capacities to offer various special diet variations 

of Empanadas, people who stated not to eat essential ingredients of the planned dish were not 

recruited. For the remaining subjects, who fulfilled the requirements, contact data has been 

recorded in order to send them information about their assigned time slot (either CG time or 

EG time). 

Since a nonprobability sampling approach had been chosen, no fixed rules about a minimum 

sampling size are existing. Instead, a suitable sampling size is decided based on the research 

purpose and research questions (Saunders et al., 2016). For this study, 40 existing customers of 

Kulturhuset were considered as sufficient. This number represents a coverage of 80 % of 

Kulturhuset’s capacity. This choice is also supported by the researchers’ need to control the 

experiment while managing the restaurant. Furthermore, with 40 participants an equal split for 

EG and CG of each 20 group members could be made. 

The group of participants that were recruited at Kulturhuset may have had a diverse cultural- 

and national background but were regarded as Swedish customers based on fulfilling the earlier 

mentioned criteria. Nevertheless, the cultural aspect should be acknowledged as a possible 

influential factor in the experiment but is not considered essential within the thesis. The nature 
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of the experiment was not intended to examine the influence of the cultural background on the 

meal experience. However, it should be stated that there is a possibility that the cultural 

background may have influenced the liking of food. 

3.5 Experiences from Conducting the Experiment 

Conducting a credible experiment that includes serving customers a meal within a limited 

amount of time showed to be challenging. As seen in figure 3.2, the experiment was subdued 

to a tight time schedule which meant that the margin for error was minimal. In order to conduct 

a successful and credible experiment, various other preparations and considerations had to be 

taken into account. First of all, within the early stages of the thesis, a suitable location had to 

be found that could carry the experiment. This includes considerations such as seating capacity 

as well as kitchen capacity. More importantly, the restaurant had to be willing to cooperate with 

the experiment. This meant that compromises had to be made between the selected venue in 

order to not interfere with their normal operations. Furthermore, since the experiment was 

constrained by monetary resources, the researchers carried out the experiment them self and 

operated the restaurant with the help of two other students. 

Operating full-service restaurant requires specific food hygiene and sanitation measurements. 

Thus, the researchers and involved personnel had to be trained and informed how to fully 

operate a restaurant. This includes workshops regarding food hygiene, cash register handling 

and how to use industrial kitchen equipment. Furthermore, the selected dish had to be refined 

to a restaurant worthy level. This required several months of preparation by the researchers.   

Maintaining a constant level of all the determined factors while operating a full-service 

restaurant at an 80 % occupancy rate was demanding. Due to the fact that the time schedule was 

not met, interferences appeared which were meant to be avoided. These interferences demanded 

additional effort of the researchers and personnel to keep control over the factors. The most 

dominant interference that appeared was that CG participants were trying to interact with the 

EG participants during the experiment. The additional time that was needed to complete the CG 

dinner caused a concurrent presence of CG and EG participants in one room. This interference 

was suppressed by the personnel, ensuring to keep a separation between both groups up. 



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

31 

3.6 Validity & Reliability 

Ensuring validity of experiments is essential to draw accurate conclusions. If an experiment is 

not valid, it doesn’t accomplish to measure what was intended to examine by the researchers. 

In general, two types of validity exist. Internal validity relates to the possibility to imply a causal 

relationship out of conclusions from an experiment. External validity, on the other hand, relates 

to the possibility to make generalizations from the conclusions (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). In 

Table 3.3 and 3.4, overviews of internal and external validity components by Cooper and 

Schindler (2011) are given and each component is applied and evaluated for the experiment of 

this thesis. 

Internal validity components Assessment for this study 

History The existence of CG yields level for comparison 

Maturation Short duration and only posttest measure reduces 

the risk of maturation 

Testing Only one test taken, thus no learning effects 

Instrumentation Self-reported instrument & same questions for 

both groups reduces the risk of instrumentation 

Selection Randomization avoids selection risks 

Statistical Regression Randomization avoids statistical regression risks 

Experiment Mortality No changes of the group occurred 

Further factors Diffusion of treatment information is restricted by 

separating CG & EG 

Table 3.3 – Assessment of internal validity (components from Cooper and Schindler, 2011) 

Due to the experimental design of the study, the majority of internal validity threats were 

eliminated. Randomization, a cross-sectional and posttest only measurement and a separation 

of EG and CG avoided several risks resulting for example from different group characteristics, 

learning effects and the occurrence of external events. Therefore, the setting of the experiment 

sufficiently fulfilled the requirements of internal validity and no risks in this section needed to 

be anticipated. 
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External validity components Assessment for this study 

The reactivity of testing on X Only posttest measurement eliminates risk 

Interaction of selection of X → high risk 

No generalizability was given since participants 

are only part of one group (Kulturhuset 

customers) & sampling was nonprobability. Only 

assumptions about generalizability can be made. 

Other reactive factors → moderate risk 

Artificial setting, but in a close-to-real restaurant 

with participants who know the premises.  

Knowledge about experiment can have an 

influence, but no information about membership 

of EG or CG was given. 

Table 3.4 - Assessment of external validity (components from Cooper and Schindler, 2011) 

While the absence of a pretest measure eliminates the risk of participants being influenced by 

a pretest measure, considerable risks stayed for the two other components. Since participants 

only represented a small part of the population (customers of Kulturhuset), a generalization on 

the entire possibility was not possible. Furthermore, the artificial setting might have changed 

the behavior of customers. Therefore, the study had limitations in terms of external validity. 

Nevertheless, the strength in internal validity provided the possibility to make conclusions 

about the researched subjects and suggested whether findings are likely to occur in the broad 

population. 

A necessary but not sufficient requirement for validity is reliability. Reliability is ensured if a 

measure provides consistent results (Cooper & Schindler, 2011; Saunders et al., 2016). To 

check whether the measures of the experiment’s questionnaire are reliable, a Cronbach’s Alpha 

test was conducted on multiple questionnaire categories (Burns & Burns, 2008). Cronbach’s 

Alpha measures a scale’s reliability by analyzing the inter-item commonness. It identifies if one 

of the items is not measuring the same as the rest of the scale group and indicates if the item 

should be deleted to gain a higher reliability. To ensure a high reliability, Mooi and Sarstedt 

(2011) stated that a Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 0.700 is desirable. However, values higher 

than 0.600 are regarded as acceptable. 

  



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

33 

3.7 Data Analysis 

Due to the examination of causal relationships, the majority of the data used for analysis could 

be derived from data gathered with help of the questionnaire. However, a few insights emerged 

from observations during the experiment and therefore were included in the analysis. This 

provided practical evidence to support the statistical outcomes from the questionnaire. 

By using Qualtrics to generate and conduct the survey the data set could be extracted, prepared 

and analyzed comprehensively. Due to the fact that both surveys were conducted separately, 

both data sets had to be merged into a single one. Merging both datasets enabled the usage of 

parametric and non-parametric test such as the independent t-tests and Mann-Whitney U test 

(De Winter & Doduo, 2010). This was due to the presence of two sample groups. These two 

sample groups were then subjected to pre-coding by introducing a grouping variable to identify 

both groups within the data set. Furthermore, the full dataset was checked for errors in the data 

to ensure a reliable analysis. 

The prepared data was then subjected to various analyses in SPSS. In order to make inferences 

about the existence of an IKEA effect, a significant difference in evaluations of the EG, which 

contained DIY, and the CG had to be proven. Therefore, various statistical tests to compare 

means of two independent groups were used.  

To examine hypotheses H1 and H2, two independent samples t-tests were run in SPSS. This 

was because the associated questions in the survey were on interval and ratio scales and a 

comparison between two independent groups was made (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). With 

these tests, it could be exposed whether the difference between CG and EG was significant and 

therefore could be assumed that DIY had an effect on the liking of the food and WTP. 

For hypothesis H3, the different evaluation of the CG’s and EG’s restaurant experience needed 

to be compared. To measure the restaurant experience of customers, the predefined five 

categories by Hansen et al. (2005) were called up in the questionnaire. Out of these part-

evaluations of the restaurant experience, a new top-level variable was computed in SPSS, which 

summed up the five individual evaluations. Since this variable was built out of Likert scale 

ratings, it was categorized as ordinal and not interval or ratio. Therefore, a t-test was not an 

appropriate approach. Thus, a Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare the means of CG and 

EG. This test is the non-parametric equivalent to the t-test (Cooper & Schindler, 2011). 
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Thereby, the hypothesis that DIY leads to a higher restaurant experience of customers could be 

checked. 

In addition to the previously described tests that aimed at testing the hypotheses, a correlation 

analysis was carried out to determine potential relationships between various variables. By 

examining how certain variables interact with each other it was intended to gain additional 

insights. These could help to explain and further elaborate outcomes of the hypotheses tests and 

make inferences beyond the comparison of means.  

Finally, a further test was needed in order to analyze the last section of the questionnaire 

regarding the IKEA effect. Therefore, a One-Sample Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was 

conducted to determine whether the requirements of the IKEA effect - as stated in the literature 

study: effort, display of competence and completion of task - had been met. The Wilcoxon Test 

has been used since it’s a non-parametric alternative to the one-sample t-test and the affected 

question was on an ordinal scale. The test aims to statistically check whether the median of a 

variable significantly differs from a theoretical set value (Wilcoxon, 1945). The survey question 

which regards the IKEA effect factors was on a bipolar scale, which means that it had to be 

indicated on a five-point scale which statement could be agreed more. Thus, for this purpose, it 

was tested whether the actual median significantly differed from the neutral value three between 

both statements. Consequently, the Wilcoxon Test can determine towards which statement the 

median tends to.   
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4 Results & Analysis 

After the experiment has been conducted, the questionnaire response data was transferred from 

Qualtrics to SPSS in order to analyze it. The data of the CG and EG were merged in one file 

and divided by a grouping variable. In total, 40 fully completed responses were counted. One 

response was unfinished and therefore excluded from further analysis. When checking for 

errors within the dataset, one missing value was found for the liking of the food within the CG. 

Since only one single question was affected, the response was still included in the analysis due 

to a limited sample size. One further response showed inconsistencies in the answer pattern. 

Even though for the majority of questions of this single participant positive and high ratings 

have been given, the ratings within the restaurant experience question on a Likert scale were all 

negative and low. This indicates that the scale for that question might have been misunderstood 

by the participant. The participant could have interpreted that the left side of the scale was 

positive and the right side negative. Due to the low impact of this single response, the answers 

were still included without changes. 

From each question within the survey, findings about specific parts of the IKEA effect and the 

intended insights were derived. In order to simplify the terms when referring to various 

questions and their purpose, in table 4.1 an overview of variables and their corresponding 

survey questions is given. These variables are essential to understand the tests in the following 

sub-chapters. Table 4.1 represents an excerpt of the most important variables. The list of all 

variables and survey questions can be found in the Appendix (Appendix B).  
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Variable Name Survey Question 

Monthly_Restaurant_Visits 
How often do you usually go out to eat in a restaurant per month? 

(A full-service restaurant) 

General_Opinion_Empanadas What is your general opinion about Empanadas? 

Liking_of_Food How much did you like the food of today's dinner? 

Impression_of_Food The impression of the food (taste, smell, look, etc.) 

Restaurant_Interior The restaurant interior 

Staff_Interaction Interactions with the staff 

Conversation_Others Conversation with others 

Restaurant_Atmosphere The restaurant atmosphere 

Max_WTP 
What is your maximum willingness to pay for today's dinner? - 

The amount in Swedish Krona (SEK) 

DIY_Easiness It was easy to make - It was difficult to make 

DIY_Effort It did not take any effort to make - It did take effort to make 

DIY_Proudness I'm proud of my creation - I'm not proud with my creation 

DIY_Skilledness 
I feel skilled making Empanadas - I feel unskilled making 

Empanadas 

DIY_Task_Completion 
I had no problems completing the task - I had problems 

completing the task 

DIY_Need_of_Help 
I didn't need any help while preparing - I did need help while 

preparing 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas Did you enjoy making the Empanadas? 

Total_Restaurant_Experience Restaurant Experience Total (computed) 

Liking_of_Food_ordinal Liking of food (computed to ordinal) 

Table 4.1 – Variable names 

Next to the variables that could be directly retrieved from the survey data, various new variables 

had to be computed in SPSS in order to be used for testing. This includes for example Age, 

which values had to be transformed from order values to the real values. Furthermore, 

Total_Restaurant_Experience was computed, which resulted from adding up the five sub-

factors of restaurant experience. These variables build the base for the analysis conducted in 

the following chapters.  
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4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Before directly testing the hypotheses derived from the research questions of the thesis, in this 

chapter frequencies and descriptive statistics of the essential variables are presented. Thereby, 

a better understanding of the data, gathered from the experiment, is conveyed before subjecting 

the data to more extensive analyses and tests. First, the demographics of the participants are 

introduced. 

4.1.1 Demographics  

The 40 valid responses could be equally attributed to 20 CG responses and 20 EG responses. 

As shown in table 4.2, the gender shares were almost equal in each group and exactly equal for 

both groups aggregated. Almost all participants were students, with only one exception of a full 

time working participant. Furthermore, all participants were in the age between 19 and 31, with 

30 % of all participants in the age of 24. The overall mean age was 23.7 years, nearly equal for 

both groups. 

Group 

Gender Status Age 

Female Male Student Other Mean 

CG 11 9 19 1 23.75 

EG 9 11 20 0 23.65 

Table 4.2 – Participant characteristics 

Although the purpose of the study was aimed at restaurant customers in general, the sample did 

not fully represent the target group. Having almost only students in one age group as 

participants can be explained by the sampling method. A high share of people eating at 

Tuesdays soup at Kulturhuset, where the probability sampling took place, are students. 

Additionally, mainly students were willing to participate in the experiment. 
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4.1.2 Background Variables 

At the beginning of the survey, a few questions were asked which aimed at uncovering the 

participants’ backgrounds of restaurant visits and the familiarity with the dish Empanadas. 

More than half of all participants indicated to visit a full-service restaurant once or twice a 

month. CG and EG did only differ slightly, with the EG having a marginally higher mean of 

restaurant visits. 

Among the 20 participants of each group, 7 participants in the CG and 11 participants in the 

EG answered that they knew Empanadas before. Out of these, one CG member made the dish 

by himself before, whilst in the EG it has been 4. Furthermore, the general opinion of 

participants who knew Empanadas before, on average was higher in the EG, with a mean of 

85.0 out of 100 in contrast to a mean of 68.7 in the CG (table 4.3).  

 
Knew Empanadas 

before 

Made Empanadas 

before by 

themselves 

General_Opinion_Empanadas 

CG N = 7 N = 1 Mean = 68.7 

EG N = 11 N = 4 Mean = 85.0 

Table 4.3 – Participants‘ background with Empanadas 

These numbers demonstrate that the EG was more familiar with Empanadas than the CG and 

additionally valued the dish more. In order to ensure that these characteristic differences 

between EG and CG did not affect the findings of the study, the relationship of 

General_Opinion_Empanadas with various variables was examined through correlation 

analysis (see chapter 4.3). 

4.1.3 IKEA Effect Variables 

After demographic and background variables have been presented, the four main constructs are 

introduced. These variables were essential for testing the hypotheses, answering the research 

questions and indicate whether the IKEA effect was present. The charts shown in the following 

convey the key results for each variable. More extensive outputs of the descriptive analysis can 

be found in the Appendix (Appendix C). 

Max_WTP 

The maximum amount of money that participants were willing to pay for the dinner was 

measured in Swedish Krona (SEK) on a continuous scale. As figure 4.1 illustrates, in total EG 



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

39 

participants indicated higher WTP than CG participants, even though the lowest recorded value 

occurred in the EG. In the CG the most frequently stated WTP was 30 SEK, which corresponds 

to the price participants actually had to pay, while the EG’s most frequent WTP was 50 SEK. 

The means also support the higher rating of the EG (mean = 50.7 SEK) compared to the CG 

(45.3 SEK).  

 

Figure 4.1 – Max_WTP frequencies pyramid 

A further insight gained was that the answers in the EG were more scattered than in the CG, 

which is reflected in the standard deviations of EG (18.2) and CG (16.8). 

Liking_of_Food 

As stated in the methodology, Liking_of_Food was measured on a continuous scale from 0 to 

100. Even though the CG showed one more response with full satisfaction (100), in total the 

mean of the EG (81.9) was slightly higher than the CG’s mean of 78.7. While 90 % of the 

ratings were not below 70, four outliers occurred who gave a lower rating (figure 4.2). 

In SEK In SEK 

N N 
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Figure 4.2 – Liking_of_Food frequencies pyramid  

Since participants responded within a wider range in the CG, answers were more scattered. This 

is represented in the CG’s standard deviation of 22.0 in contrast to the EG’s standard deviation 

of 16.1 indicating that responses were located close to each other. 

Total_Restaurant_Experience 

The Total_Restaurant_Experience was computed out of Impression_of_Food, 

Restaurant_Interior, Staff_Interaction, Conversation_Others and Restaurant_Atmosphere. 

Since these five sub-variables were measured on five-point Likert scales, the total value of 

Total_Restaurant_Experience could vary between 0 and 25. In total, the CG reported higher 

ratings than the EG (figure 4.3). While the CG’s mean was 22.4, the EG’s mean was 21.2. The 

standard deviation of 3.63 in the EG indicates a higher scattering of answers than in the CG, 

which had a standard deviation of 1.84. 

N N 
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Figure 4.3 – Total_Restaurant_Experience frequencies pyramid 

In figure 4. 4, the restaurant experience is broken down into its five components. This illustrates 

that the difference in Total_Restaurant_Experience between CG and EG resulted mainly from 

a lower rating of the EG for the restaurant interior and the restaurant atmosphere. Interactions 

with the staff was also rated slightly lower, while the remaining two components have been 

rated marginally better than in the CG. 

 

Figure 4.4 – Total_Restaurant_Experience Subcategories 

N N 
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A possible explanation for this phenomenon is, that due to self-preparation of Empanadas, the 

restaurant atmosphere changed and was rated lower by the EG since it did not feel like a 

traditional restaurant. Since the ingredients for self-preparation in the EG were placed on the 

tables where participants were seated, it is possible that the EG included that in their rating for 

the restaurant interior. Because of reduced space on the tables, lower ratings could be explained. 

However, since the evaluation of food was slightly higher than in the EG, the component that 

is most essential for the IKEA effect supports a potential effect of DIY. 

DIY/IKEA 

The last variables to be examined in the descriptive analysis are variables related to the DIY 

process of preparing Empanadas and therefore only applied to the 20 EG participants. Figure 

4.5 shows the outcome of the DIY question which aimed at verifying the presence of IKEA 

effect requirements. Two statements each regarded the factors: Effort, Display of Competence 

and Completion of Task.  

 

Figure 4.5 – DIY/IKEA effect factors 

It is shown that the participants’ tendency was towards the statements on the bottom of figure 

4.5. The clearest tendency was about participants stating that they were proud of their creation 

rather than not proud and that they didn’t need help during the preparation. For the assessment 

of the effort that the task took, the result was not that easily noticeable. Even though there was 

still a low tendency towards no effort, the mean rating was almost in the middle. To make 

inferences about whether these means significantly imply the presence of the IKEA effect 

factors, further tests had to be used to determine significance (see chapter 4.5). 



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

43 

 
Figure 4.6 – Enjoy_Making_Empanadas frequencies bar chart 

As shown in figure 4.6, participants were asked about the degree of enjoyment they experienced 

when making Empanadas. Having only a few outliers, the results were highly positive, with a 

mean of 86.5 out of 100. Consequently, participants liked the process of preparing their own 

food. This generally supports the idea of the IKEA effect and could be an indicator of a presence 

of the IKEA effect. 

After all, the descriptive analysis already showed that the EG has increased ratings of 

Liking_of_Food and Max_WTP compared to the CG. Even though 

Total_Restaurant_Experience is lower, this outcome could result from factors not related to the 

IKEA effect. The high ratings of Enjoy_Making_Empanadas of participants who made their 

own Empanadas support the potential positive effect of DIY in food preparation. In the 

following chapter, the presence of the IKEA effect within the experiment setting is statistically 

tested to answer the hypotheses of this study. 

  

VAS 
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4.2 Hypothesis Testing 

The data collected from the conducted survey within the experiment provided the needed 

information to test the earlier formulated hypotheses, which were the following: 

H1: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers regarding 

their liking of the food. 

H2: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers regarding 

their WTP. 

H3: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers regarding 

their total restaurant experience. 

In order to test these hypotheses, two independent sample t-tests and a Mann-Whitney U test 

were conducted. All tests were using a 5 % significance level to indicate whether the null 

hypothesis can be rejected or accepted. In the following the various means, standard deviations 

and significance probabilities are reported and discussed. Furthermore, an interpretation of the 

results is stated in which is determined if the hypotheses are retained or rejected.  

Hypothesis Test Significance Null Hypothesis 

(No difference 

between groups) 

H1 Independent samples t-test 0.615 Retain 

H2 Independent samples t-test 0.335 Retain 

H3 Mann-Whitney U test 0.253 Retain 

Table 4.4 – Overview hypotheses tests 

Table 4.4 Gives an overview of all hypotheses tests that have been conducted and that are 

presented in detail beneath. 

4.2.1 H1: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers 

regarding their liking of the food. 

In order to test the first hypothesis which states that DIY increases the liking of food, an 

independent sample t-test was conducted. The null hypothesis that was formulated to test H1 

was the following: ‘There is no significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers 

regarding their liking of the food’. In order to conduct the independent sample t-test, the variable 

Liking_of_Food was used and was divided by the grouping variable ‘Group’.   
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Group Statistics 

 
Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Liking_of_Food CG 19 78,7368 21,97686 5,04184 

EG 20 81,8500 16,05345 3,58966 

 

 

Table 4.5 – Output t-test H1 

The output of the group statistics firstly indicated that the number of participants eligible to 

include within the t-test was 39 (table 4.5). The reason that the value differs from 40 was due 

to the earlier mentioned fact that one value was missing. Subsequently, the output of the 

independent sample t-test revealed a marginal difference between the means of both groups. 

The CG revealed a mean of 78.7 regarding Liking_of_Food on the 100mm VAS scale, while 

the EG reported a mean of 81.85. The rounded difference of 3.11 seems marginal, but it still 

indicated a slightly higher value for the EG. This could indicate that the EG is leaning towards 

a higher likability of the food than the CG. 

However, when looking at the outcome of the t-test between both groups, a p-value of 0.615 

was revealed (table 4.5). The high value indicates that there is no significant difference present 

between the CG and EG regarding the Liking_of_Food since the p-value was higher than 0.05. 

It is therefore that the experiment failed to reject the null hypothesis. This subsequently meant 

that H0 had to be retained. Therefore, there is no statistical evidence that DIY was increasing 

the liking of food. As a significant difference of Liking_of_Food between EG and CG would 

have been a main indicator for identifying the IKEA effect, the insignificant outcome of the test 

does not support the anticipated presence of the IKEA effect in restaurants.  

Although the independent sample t-test did not reveal a significant difference between both 

groups, there was still an indication that there is an increase among both groups when looking 

at the difference between the means. It has to be kept in mind that the number of participants 

was rather low (N= 39). Therefore, it remains important to analyze the relationship between 

Liking_of_Food and the previously defined influencing factors. If these relationships correlate 
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highly positive with one another then further upscaling of the experiment would be needed to 

determine the IKEA effect. Furthermore, as WTP and food liking are both constructs to measure 

satisfaction, the rejection of the influence of DIY on Liking_of_Food made it less likely that 

there is an effect of DIY on Max_WTP. However, since liking of food is not the sole factor that 

contributes to the WTP, the second determined hypothesis regarding Max_WTP gave more 

insight if there was any sort of effect occurring.  

4.2.2 H2: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers 

regarding their WTP. 

Due to the rejection of the first hypothesis, it also became less likely that DIY customers had a 

significantly higher WTP than non-DIY customers. To test whether the second formulated 

hypothesis can be confirmed an independent sample t-test has been conducted. The null 

hypothesis formulated to test H2 was the following: ‘There is no significant difference between 

DIY and non-DIY customers regarding their WTP’. In order to conduct the independent t-test, 

Max_WTP was used as test variable and ‘Group’ was used as the grouping variable. 

Group Statistics 

 
Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Max_WTP CG 20 45,3000 16,77435 3,75086 

EG 20 50,7000 18,16329 4,06144 

 

 

Table 4.6 – Output t-test H2 

The independent sample t-test generated a split overview between the CG and the EG (table 

4.6). Unlike the previously conducted t-test, there were no missing values present. The output 

revealed a mean Max_WTP of 45.3 SEK for the CG while the EG was willing to pay 50.7 SEK. 

This marginal difference in favor of the EG showed a slight indication of a possible higher WTP 

between both groups. However, when looking at the independent sample t-test in combination 

with the Levene’s test it showed an equal variances p-value that was 0.335 (table 4.6). Since 

the significance test demonstrates a p-value that is higher than 0.05, no significant difference 

was present in the experiment regarding WTP. Therefore, the experiment failed to reject the 
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null hypothesis. This subsequently means that the null hypothesis had to be retained. Thus, there 

is no statistical evidence that DIY customers had a higher WTP than non-DIY customers. 

The findings of the t-test confirmed the earlier indications that there is no significant difference 

within the WTP of both groups. As WTP was previously defined to be an important factor in 

the IKEA effect, it is unfavorable that there was no significant difference between the 

experiment groups. However, similar to the outcome of the first hypothesis, there was an 

indication that the EG was willing to pay slightly more for the dinner than the CG. These 

indications are therefore examined in chapter 4.3.5 to analyze the relationship that the factors 

have with each other.   

4.2.3 H3: There is a significant difference between DIY and non-DIY customers 

regarding their total restaurant experience. 

The final hypothesis defined regards the question whether the customers’ restaurant experience 

increases when DIY is applied to the restaurant setting. To test the hypothesis a null hypothesis 

was formed which was the following: “There is no significant difference between DIY and non-

DIY customers regarding their total restaurant experience”. In contrast to the previous two 

hypotheses, restaurant experience did not consist out of a single scale factor but out of multiple 

ordinal variables. Therefore, the independent t-test was not applicable within this observation. 

Instead, a Mann-Whitney U test was conducted due to the fact that it is the non-parametric 

equivalent to the independent sample t-test. Within the survey, the five categories of customer 

restaurant experience had been tested individually by using five ordinal scales. Subsequently, 

the computed variable Total_Restaurant_Experience was subjected to a Mann-Whitney U test. 
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Figure 4.7 – Output Mann-Whitney U test H3 

The output provided by the Mann-Whitney U revealed that the CG had a mean of 22.62 out of 

a maximum of 25, while the EG only revealed a mean of 18.38 (figure 4.7). Furthermore, the 

significance probability that resulted from the Mann-Whitney U test revealed a p-value of 

0.253. The p-value indicated that there was no significant difference present between the CG 

and EG since the p-value is higher than 0.05. It is therefore that the null hypothesis cannot be 

rejected which means that there was no significant difference present regarding the customers’ 

restaurant experience. This means that the hypothesis cannot be proven and there is no 

significant evidence that customers’ restaurant experience increases when DIY is included in 

the dining experience. It is therefore important to examine which of these five factors are 

contributing to the lower mean of the EG compared with the CG. However, it is also possible 

that the higher mean of the CG resulted from a difference in participants’ characteristics. In 



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

49 

order to create a better insight into the instance a breakdown of the internal relationships was 

conducted and is presented in the following.  

4.3 Correlations 

Beyond the testing of the hypotheses, a correlation analysis has been conducted in order to gain 

additional insights about the relationship of several variables of the experiment. In general, the 

construct of correlation measures the degree of correspondence between variables (Burns & 

Burns, 2008). Correlation has to be distinguished from causality because it does not include 

inferences about causal relationships. Instead, just mutual or reciprocating relationships where 

variables vary at the same time can be concluded. With the correlation coefficient “R”, which 

can move range from - 1 to + 1, negative, positive or zero correlations can be determined (Burns 

& Burns, 2008). 

In table 4.7 an overview of all analyzed correlations between variables is given. While the 

Pearson’s r correlation was used when both variables were scale data, like interval or ratio, 

Spearman’s rho was used when variables were ordinal (Burns & Burns, 2008). Similar to the 

t-test, the significance at the 5 % level indicates whether the null hypothesis could be rejected 

due to a p-value lower than 0.05. For correlation, this means that a correlation which 

significantly differs from zero can be assumed (Burns & Burns, 2008). Additionally, the last 

column “N” specifies the number of valid observations that have been taken into account for 

the calculation of the correlation for each case. 
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Variable 1 Variable 2 
Correlation 

Coefficient 

Significance 

at 5% Level 
N 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas Liking_of_Food R = 0.841 
Yes 

0.000 
20 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas Max_WTP R = 0.398 
No 

0.082 
20 

General_Opinion_Empanadas Liking_of_Food R = 0.769 
Yes 

0.000 
16 

General_Opinion_Empanadas Max_WTP R = 0.342 
No 

0.179 
17 

Liking_of_Food Max_WTP R = 0.458 
Yes 

0.003 
39 

Liking_of_Food 
Total_Restaurant_

Experience 
Rho = 0.361 

Yes 

0.024 
39 

Monthly_Restaurant_Visits 
Total_Restaurant_

Experience 
Rho = - 0.104 

No 

0.525 
40 

Table 4.7 – Correlation overview 

Among the seven analyzed relationships, four correlations turned out to be significant at the 5% 

level. Furthermore, in two cases a high positive correlation was observed. In the following, each 

result of the correlation analysis is presented. 

4.3.1 Enjoy_Making_Empanadas & Liking_of_Food 

The correlation between Enjoy_Making_Empanadas and Liking_of_Food has been examined 

in order to determine whether a relationship between participants’ rating of the Empanada 

making and liking of the food exists. Table 4.8 shows the output of the correlation test. 

Correlations 

 

Enjoy_Making_ 

Empanadas 
Liking_of_Food 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas Pearson Correlation 1 ,841** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 

N 20 20 

Liking_of_Food Pearson Correlation ,841** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  

N 20 39 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 4.8 – Correlation Enjoy_Making_Empanadas & Liking_of_Food 
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Since only participants of the EG made Empanadas by themselves and therefore answered to 

this in the survey, the N in this case was 20, which represents the group size of the EG. Both 

considered variables were on a continuous scale, thus Pearson’s r was tested. This yielded a 

high positive correlation with a correlation coefficient of 0.841. Thus, a strong mutual 

correspondence is indicated due to the particularly high R. Furthermore, the correlation is 

highly significant at the 1 % level. Consequently, this means that Enjoy_Making_Empanadas 

and Liking_of_Food increase with each other. The coincident variation of the variables is 

visualized in a scatter plot in figure 4.8.  

 
Figure 4.8 – Scatterplot Enjoy_Making_Empanadas & Liking_of_Food 

The visualization (figure 4.8) exposes that high ratings of the liking of the food come with high 

ratings of the enjoyment during the making of Empanadas. In the figure, the phenomenon is 

quite clear since observations lie close to one line. This is explained by the high correlation 

coefficient. Even though no causal relationships can be inferred from correlation, the high R 

coefficient of the two variables suggests a connection and either a mutual influence of the 

variables on each other or an asymmetrical influence of one variable on the other. Due to the 

high correlation, it is therefore likely that an observation with a high rating of 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas at the same time has a high rating for Liking_of_Food. 
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4.3.2 Enjoy_Making_Empanadas & Max_WTP 

In addition to Liking_of_Food, the correlation of Enjoy_Making_Empanadas with Max_WTP 

has been examined to see if higher enjoyment of making Empanadas also comes with an 

increased WTP for the food. Since a relationship with food liking already has been revealed, a 

further connection to WTP would strengthen the influence of Enjoy_Making_Empanadas. This 

could indicate that the process of preparing food is highly relevant for the evaluation of several 

variables. For the calculation, again the 20 observations of the EG were included. 

Correlations 

 

Enjoy_Making_

Empanadas 
Max_WTP 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas Pearson Correlation 1 ,398 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,082 

N 20 20 

Max_WTP Pearson Correlation ,398 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,082  

N 20 40 

Table 4.9 - Correlation Enjoy_Making_Empanadas & Max_WTP 

As the SPSS output in table 4.9 demonstrates, the correlation test between 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas and Max_WTP yielded a coefficient of 0.398, which would imply 

a low correlation. However, the correlation does not significantly differ from zero on the 5 % 

significance level, since the p-value is 0.082 and therefore above 0.05. 

Consequently, from the data gathered in this study, no correlation of 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas with Max_WTP could be proven despite the high correlation of 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas with Liking_of_Food. This means that a high enjoyment of making 

Empanadas most likely comes with a high rating in food liking, but not necessarily with a high 

WTP. Therefore, EG participants who enjoyed preparing Empanadas more than others were 

likely to be more satisfied in terms of liking of the food. However, this increased satisfaction 

did not apply in a monetary rating - their WTP for the food. 

4.3.3 General_Opinion_Empanadas & Liking_of_Food 

Participants of both EG and CG, who already knew Empanadas before, were asked about their 

general opinion about that dish. To determine whether the general liking of Empanadas is 

connected to the liking of the Empanadas at the experiment, a correlation test between the 

variables General_Opinion_Empanadas and Liking_of_Food was run. 
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Correlations 

 

General_Opinion_

Empanadas 
Liking_of_Food 

General_Opinion_Empanadas Pearson Correlation 1 ,769** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 

N 17 16 

Liking_of_Food Pearson Correlation ,769** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  

N 16 39 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 4.10 - Correlation General_Opinion_Empanadas & Liking_of_Food 

Taking both groups into consideration, altogether 17 participants knew the dish before and 

therefore were confronted with the question about their opinion of Empanadas in general. Since 

one case of the CG contained a missing value for the liking of the food, in total 16 observations 

have been taken into account for the correlation. As shown in table 4.10, a high positive 

correlation of 0.769, significant at the 1 % level resulted from the analysis. Thus, higher ratings 

of Empanadas in general most likely come with higher ratings of the Empanadas at the 

experiment’s dinner.  

Even though no causal inferences can be made, an influence of the general opinion on the 

specific opinion of the evening would be logical. If people in general like dish more, it is 

coherent that they also rate it higher at a specific occasion than people who like the dish less in 

general. 

As addressed before, the examination of the relationship between 

General_Opinion_Empanadas and Liking_of_Food was important to check. Thereby, it could 

be identified whether the higher familiarity of the EG with Empanadas had an impact on the 

experiment’s results. When checking the same correlation between the two variables again, but 

split for EG and CG, interesting insights came up (see also Appendix D). While the CG yielded 

a highly significant correlation coefficient of 0.956, in the EG the coefficient was only 0.482 

and non-significant. Thus, the CG was close to a perfect correlation, whilst for the EG no 

correlation could be confirmed. This could mean that CG participants relied mainly on their 

previous knowledge of Empanadas when rating the food, whilst EG participants based their 

rating more on other factors. After all, since no correlation existed in the EG, the consideration 

that the EG’s higher familiarity with Empanadas alters their overall ratings can be refused. 
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4.3.4 General_Opinion_Empanadas & Max_WTP 

For the correlation of General_Opinion_Empanadas and Max_WTP again only participants 

who knew Empanadas before were qualified. Since for the WTP no missing values were 

detected, all 17 cases of participants who knew Empanadas before were included. 

Correlations 

 

General_Opinion_

Empanadas 
Max_WTP 

General_Opinion_Empanadas Pearson Correlation 1 ,342 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,179 

N 17 17 

Max_WTP Pearson Correlation ,342 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,179  

N 17 40 

Table 4.11 - Correlation General_Opinion_Empanadas & Max_WTP 

A correlation coefficient of 0.342 resulted from the SPSS test, as shown in table 4.11. However, 

due to a significance level of 0.179, the correlation is not significant at the 5 % level. Therefore, 

no significant correlation between the two variables can be assumed.  

Like in the case of Enjoy_Making_Empanadas, for General_Opinion_Empanadas a high 

correlation with Liking_of_Food was revealed, but no significant correlation with Max_WTP 

could be determined. This indicates, that the monetary expressions of satisfaction are more 

independent and less influenced by various variables than the satisfaction expressed through 

liking of the food.  

When looking at the correlations split by group, for both EG and CG insignificant correlations 

emerged (see also Appendix D). Consequently, concerns regarding interferences caused by the 

higher opinions about Empanadas among the EG can be refused for WTP too. 

4.3.5 Liking_of_Food & Max_WTP 

The correlation between Liking_of_Food & Max_WTP was examined in order to discover 

whether the two variables vary together and therefore measure satisfaction in a similar way. 

Due to the missing value in Liking_of_Food, 39 cases were included. 
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Correlations 

 Liking_of_Food Max_WTP 

Liking_of_Food Pearson Correlation 1 ,458** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,003 

N 39 39 

Max_WTP Pearson Correlation ,458** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,003  

N 39 40 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 4.12 - Correlation Liking_of_Food & Max_WTP 

The resulting correlation coefficient was 0.458, significant at the 1 % level (see table 4.12). 

This means that a moderate correlation could be proven based on the dataset. Consequently, 

both variables indeed measure satisfaction in a similar way, because high values in one variable 

are likely to come with an increased rating in the other variable. However, since the correlation 

is only moderate and not particularly high, the variables don’t vary together perfectly. This 

means that food liking and WTP are constructs that relate to each other, but are not equivalent. 

With this insight, the outcome of the previously presented correlations in 4.3.1 - 4.3.4 can be 

explained, because in these cases correlations could be verified for Liking_of_Food but not for 

Max_WTP. 

4.3.6 Liking_of_Food & Total_Restaurant_Experience 

Checking the correlation between Liking_of_Food and Total_Restaurant_Experience intended 

to determine the relative importance of the food evaluation on participants’ restaurant 

experiences. The total restaurant experience is merged out of five sub-questions, among them 

one regarding the impression of the food. Therefore, a similar concept to Liking_of_Food is 

also part of Total_Restaurant_Experience. By checking the correlation, it was examined 

whether liking of food is a main driver of the experience evaluation. 

Since Total_Restaurant_Experience is composed out of five questions that are based on a Likert 

scale, the variable is on ordinal level. Consequently, a Pearson’s r correlation didn’t fit in this 

case and therefore the Spearman’s rho correlation was used. As a result of this, Liking_of_Food 

had to be computed to an ordinal level too. The transformation to an ordinal variable yielded 

the new variable Liking_of_Food_ordinal.  
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Correlations 

 

Liking_of_Food_

ordinal 

Total_Restaurant

_Experience 

Spearman's rho Liking_of_Food_ordinal Correlation Coefficient 1,000 ,361* 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,024 

N 39 39 

Total_Restaurant_ 

Experience 

Correlation Coefficient ,361* 1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,024 . 

N 39 40 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Table 4.13 - Correlation Liking_of_Food_ordinal and Total_Restaurant_Experience 

Participants from both groups were included, but because of the one missing value in 

Liking_of_Food, only 39 cases could be used. The Spearman’s rho correlation was 0.361, 

significant at the 5 % level (0.024), as viewed in table 4.13. Thus, a low but significant 

correlation is proven. Since a similar measure to Liking_of_Food is integrated into the 

Total_Restaurant_Experience measure, the existence of a correlation between these two 

variables is plausible. When participants rated the food high in the individual question they 

most likely also rated the food high in the combined restaurant experience question, thus both 

variables vary together. However, due to the fact that the correlation is not particularly high, 

liking of food cannot be seen as the sole main driver of the restaurant experience rating. This 

means that the other components of restaurant experience (interior, interaction with staff, 

atmosphere, conversations) are not secondary, but also essential in the evaluation. 

4.3.7 Monthly_Restaurant_Visits & Total_Restaurant_Experience 

The last relevant relationship to examine was the correlation between the monthly visiting 

frequency of full-service restaurants and the rating of the restaurant experience in total. Due to 

the ordinal nature of both variables, a Spearman’s rho correlation was used. All cases of the 

experiment were qualified for this correlation and therefore taken into account. 
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Correlations 

 

Monthly_Restaurant

_Visits 

Total_Restaurant

_Experience 

Spearman's rho Monthly_Restaurant_

Visits 

Correlation Coefficient 1,000 -,104 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,525 

N 40 40 

Total_Restaurant_ 

Experience 

Correlation Coefficient -,104 1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,525 . 

N 40 40 

Table 4.14 - Correlation Monthly_Restaurant_Visits and Total_Restaurant_Experience 

In table 4.14 the SPSS output is presented, which shows a negative coefficient of - 0.104. 

However, the significance level of 5 % is not met (0.525). Therefore, no significant correlation 

is assumed. A negative correlation would have indicated that people who go to restaurants more 

often might have higher expectations of a restaurant visit and therefore weren’t sufficiently 

satisfied with the experiment dinner. Since the correlation is not significant, it can be assumed 

that the background of Monthly_Restaurant_Visits had no influence on the restaurant 

experience of the experiment. 

 

After all, it has to be pointed out again that correlations are no proofs for causal relationships. 

However, high correlations indicate a strong relationship between variables and therefore yield 

valuable insights. The findings expounded above are continued in the discussion chapter of this 

thesis (chapter 5). In order to make sure that the observed correlations are reliable, the 

correlation analysis needs to be conducted on a larger sample again. This is because for small 

samples the possibility exists that correlations randomly or mistakenly occurred (Burns & 

Burns, 2008). 

4.4 Reliability 

To test whether the measures of the experiment’s survey were reliable, two Cronbach’s Alpha 

tests have been conducted. Firstly, a Cronbach’s Alpha test has been applied to the five variables 

that relate to the Total_Restaurant_Experience. Subsequently, a Cronbach’s Alpha has been 

applied to the six DIY variables which are the values DIY_Easiness, DIY_Effort, 

DIY_Proudness, DIY_Skilledness, DIY_Task_Completion and DIY_Need_of_Help. The 

reliability coefficient that has been defined as an acceptable internal consistency between the 



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

58 

scale groups is 0.600 (Mooi & Sarstedt, 2011). Furthermore, Mooi & Sarstedt stated that a 

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 0.700 or higher indicates of a high degree of internal 

consistency between the selected scales.  

4.4.1 Restaurant Experience Factors 

Table 4.15 shows the SPSS output of the Cronbach’s Alpha test on the restaurant experience 

factors. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized Items 

N of 

Items 

,684 ,701 5 

 
Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Restaurant_Interior ,611 

Staff_Interaction ,606 

Conversation_Others ,606 

Restaurant_Atmosphere ,641 

Impression_of_Food ,701 

 

 
Restaurant_ 

Interior 

Staff_ 

Interaction 

Conversation_

Others 

Restaurant_ 

Atmosphere 

Impression_of_ 

Food 

Restaurant_Interior 1,000 ,365 ,353 ,438 ,247 

Staff_Interaction ,365 1,000 ,455 ,361 ,231 

Conversation_Others ,353 ,455 1,000 ,297 ,299 

Restaurant_Atmosphere ,438 ,361 ,297 1,000 ,143 

Impression_of_Food ,247 ,231 ,299 ,143 1,000 

Table 4.15 – Output reliability analysis restaurant experience 

The Cronbach’s Alpha test regarding the five factors of the customers’ restaurant experience 

revealed a coefficient of 0.684 between the group of scales (table 4.15). This indicates that there 

is an acceptable reliability between the selected group of scales. However, when analyzing the 

inter-item correlation matrix, it reveals that Impression_of_Food is interfering with the other 

variables. The variable is displaying low correlations ranging from 0.143 to 0.299 towards the 

other variables. This is, regardless of being still marginally positive, relatively low. Moreover, 

the test indicated that, when Impression_of_Food is left out of the scaling group, the Cronbach’s 

Alpha increases to a coefficient of 0.701. This means that when Impression_of_Food is 

excluded from the group of scales the remaining scales would have a high degree of internal 

consistency. 
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4.4.2 DIY Group of Scales 

Table 4.16 shows the SPSS output of the Cronbach’s Alpha test on the DIY questions. 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized 

Items N of Items 

,725 ,739 6 

 

  

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

 DIY_Easiness ,670 

 DIY_Effort ,716 

 DIY_Proudness ,736 

 DIY_Skilledness ,656 

 

DIY_Task_Completion 

,612 

 DIY_Need_of_Help ,721 

 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 DIY_Easiness DIY_Effort 

DIY_ 

Proudness 

DIY_ 

Skilledness 

DIY_Task_

Completion 

DIY_Need_of

_Help 

DIY_Easiness 1,000 ,441 ,173 ,271 ,356 ,439 

 

DIY_Effort 

,441 1,000 -,055 ,436 ,483 ,063 

 

DIY_Proudness 

,173 -,055 1,000 ,359 ,307 ,218 

 

DIY_Skilledness 

,271 ,436 ,359 1,000 ,709 ,146 

 

DIY_Task_Completion 

,356 ,483 ,307 ,709 1,000 ,470 

 

 DIY_Need_of_Help 

,439 ,063 ,218 ,146 ,470 1,000 

Table 4.16 – Output reliability analysis DIY 

Similar to the previous conducted Cronbach’s Alpha, the test regarding the DIY variables 

yielded a moderate to high coefficient (table 4.16). However, unlike the previous test, the output 

of the second test revealed a coefficient of 0.725. Since this value exceeds 0.700, it can be stated 

that the group of scales has a high degree of internal consistency. This proves that there is a 

high reliability between the scales of the six DIY variables tested in the survey. Furthermore, 

the inter-item matrix indicated that particular combinations of variables are interfering with one 

another. So is the variable DIY_Effort showing a low negative correlation of - 0.055 with 
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DIY_Proudness and a low positive correlation with DIY_Need_of_Help (0.063). However, it 

is not DIY_Effort that interferes with the internal consistency but DIY_Proudness. Thus, the 

test revealed that when DIY_Proudness is deleted from the group of scales the significance 

increases to 0.739. This means that the variable DIY_Proudness is interfering with the rest of 

the scale group.  

4.5 Wilcoxon Test 

The additional block of questions that participants in the EG had to answer referred to their DIY 

experience. By determining which statements on a bipolar scale were chosen, the presence of 

the IKEA effect factors can be inferred. Therefore, a One-Sample Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test 

was run, checking whether the median equals to the value three. A rejection of the null 

hypothesis indicates that an overall tendency towards one statement existed because the median 

did not equal the neutral value of three. Since only the EG was affected, the case number for 

the test was 20. 

 

Table 4.17 – Output Wilcoxon test 

Table 4.17 shows an overview of the outcome of the Wilcoxon Test on the six questions of 

interest. More detailed results for each question are included in the Appendix (Appendix E). 
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For five out of the six questions the null hypotheses were rejected and a tendency towards one 

statement existed. Question 3 and 4 were aimed at the display of competence and showed 

observed medians of 1 and 2. These significantly differed from 3. Since the statements on the 

lower scale supported the display of competence, this factor could be confirmed in the EG’s 

experiment dinner. The last two questions regarded the completion of task and displayed 

medians of 2 and 1, which significantly differed from 3. Again, the lower scale statements 

implied that no problems of task completion occurred, thus this factor could be proven too. 

For the first two questions, the result was not definite. Question 1 regarding the easiness of the 

task showed an observed median of 2, significantly differing from 3. However, for question 2 

the results were the most scattered out of the six questions. The observed median equaled 3 and 

therefore did not significantly differ from the neutrality between the statements. Even though 

the most frequent response on the five-point scale was four, the overall mean was 2.85. 

Therefore, no clear conclusion about a presence of the factor effort can be made. Higher ratings 

of question 2 would have indicated that the task required effort, which would have supported 

that factor of the IKEA effect. However, people perceived this part differently, thus effort 

cannot be verified for the experiment dinner. 
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5 Discussion 

Within this thesis, the IKEA effect was examined in restaurants because of the high relevance 

of the IKEA effect in research and the economic importance of restaurants which represent a 

valuable industry. Previous studies showed that even animals prefer food that takes more effort 

to obtain over food that is easily obtainable (Kacelnik & Marsh, 2002). Furthermore, more 

recent studies of Dohle et al. (2014), have proven an “I cooked it myself effect”, stating that 

self-preparation of food increases the liking of the food. Vega-Vazquez, Ángeles Revilla-

Camacho and Cossío-Silva (2013) discovered that customers’ active participation in the value 

creation process increases their satisfaction. 

Drawing conclusions from this background research, it could be theoretically assumed that the 

IKEA effect might be generally valid for preparing food and an integration of the customer into 

the meal preparation might be advisable for restaurants. The high economic relevance of 

restaurants was proven by an increasing frequency of eating out (PwC, n.d.) and total restaurant 

sales of 799 billion dollars in the US (National Restaurant Association, 2017). Particularly 

Millennials spend higher shares of their budgets on restaurant meals than any other generation 

(USDA, 2018). Thus, getting further insights about how to increase customer satisfaction is 

valuable for the near future of restaurants. 

5.1 Discussion of Findings 

Despite the research background which suggested that the IKEA effect is likely to be proven in 

a restaurant setting too, these assumptions could not be confirmed by the experiment of this 

thesis. Instead, all hypotheses were refuted. Adding a DIY element to a restaurant dinner did 

not yield any significant difference between the EG and CG for the liking of the food, the 

customers’ WTP and their restaurant experience. But does this really mean that the IKEA effect 

is not valid in restaurants although it has been proven for other food preparation situations, like 

in the study of Dohle et al. (2014)? 
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Figure 5.1 – Overview results & connection of different tests 

Even though the statistical tests didn’t prove any group differences that support an IKEA effect, 

there were several indicators found that suggest to not generally refute the presence of an IKEA 

effect in restaurants. In figure 5.1, an overview of all relevant test outcomes which make 

inferences about the IKEA effect is given. First, as already mentioned in the analysis, the means 

of EG for Liking_of_Food and Max_WTP were higher than the CG’s means, where no DIY 

was present. This is in line with observations of the IKEA effect (Norton et al., 2012) and the 

“I cooked it myself effect” (Dohle et al., 2014), where own creations were rated higher than 

creations made by others. Additionally, Enjoy_Making_Empandas was rated quite high, which 

implies a positive perception of DIY. 

Within the correlation analysis of this thesis, a significant and high positive correlation between 

Enjoy_Making_Empanadas and Liking_of_Food was found (R = 0.841). Consequently, a 

connection between those variables is evident. Previous researchers of the IKEA effect, like 

Norton et al. (2012), based the existence of the effect only on ratings of the final product. 

Nevertheless, a concomitant variation of the creation process rating and liking of the creation 

does imply a relationship of the creation process and the food liking. Thus, DIY might have an 

effect leading to higher food liking which corresponds to the IKEA effect impact. 

Another support for retaining the assumption of the IKEA effect in restaurants is based on the 

three main factors of the IKEA effect, respectively completion of task, display of competence 

and effort (Aronson & Mills, 1959; Bandura, 1977; Franke et al., 2010; Norton et al., 2012). 

Since these three factors could partially be observed in the experiment, the IKEA effect cannot 
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be discarded completely. To elaborate the findings and their connection to the earlier examined 

studies, a breakdown of the three factors is given. 

Completion of Task 

The participants showed in almost all cases no problem in completing the task that was given. 

The low mean scores of DIY_Task_Completion and DIY_Need_of_Help in combination with 

the rejection of both null hypotheses in the Wilcoxon test showed that participants were able to 

complete the given tasks without any problems. As Bandura (1977) and later Azizly et al. (2015) 

indicated, completion of task leads to satisfaction. This phenomenon could be observed in the 

experiment, where participants were experiencing a positive effect by completing their 

Empanadas. The high rating of the participants on Enjoy_Making_Empanadas may therefore 

be partially explained by the successful completion of task. 

On the contrary, a few participants experienced difficulties in completing the task. However, 

no complete failure of preparing Empanadas was observed within the experiment. Thus, the 

allegations made by Savitsky et al. (1997) and Norton et al. (2012) could not be observed within 

the participant group. The authors suggested that failing to complete the task leads to negative 

psychological effects of perceived value. However, no inferences about the case of failure can 

be made based on the experiment conducted. 

Display of Competence 

The factor display of competence is suggested to be present based on findings of the Wilcoxon 

test. The formulated null hypotheses of DIY_Proudness and DIY_Skilledness (table 4.17) were 

both rejected, which indicated that participants felt proud and skilled. Thus, display of 

competence was supported. Next to the presented results, did the literature study imply that 

feelings of competence are especially generated during creative tasks. Furthermore, these 

feelings are increased by instructions in combination with the freedom to individualize (Dahl 

& Moreau, 2007).  

As explained in the literature study, Mochon et al. (2012), suggested that the level of 

competence associated with the self-created products determine their perceived value. In line 

with these findings, instructions were handed out consisting solely out of a set of images 

(Appendix A). Just as Mochon et al. (2012) suggested, the EG showed increased ratings of food 

liking and WTP compared to the CG. In addition, some of the participants were showing the 

freedom to individualize as some of the Empanadas greatly deviated from the example in the 

instructions. This suggested a confirmation of the earlier statements made by Dahl and Moreau 
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(2007). These findings, in combination with the slightly higher WTP of the EG, suggests a 

presence of the display of competence. 

Effort 

Unlike the completion of task and display of competence, the effort factor did not show a clear 

presence amongst the participants. The outcome of the Wilcoxon test indicated a difference in 

perception of the consumer regarding effort. The retention of the effort null hypothesis indicated 

that participants perceived making the Empanadas neither clearly as effortful nor as effortless 

since the median was set in the middle (3) and the output was scattered. With the second 

question indicating that the Empanadas were easy to make, it could be assumed that the amount 

of effort that had to be put in creating the Empanada was too low. This is in line with the 

statements of Aronson and Mills (1959) and John et al. (2017), who identified the intensity of 

the effort as being the main driver of the factor effort. Resulting from the fact that the dish 

required low effort, the increase of liking and WTP that was identified by researchers like 

Festinger (1957) could therefore remain absent. Thus, it can be questioned whether the low 

effort that had to be put into the Empanadas held back the IKEA effect in the experiment.  

Furthermore, it was surprising that although the effort was seen as low by the participants there 

was a sense of proudness. As proudness is one of the drivers within display of competence it 

could indicate that attractiveness of the product was triggered (Aronson & Mills, 1959; Pierce 

et al., 2003; Norton et al., 2012). Therefore, the presence of proudness on their creation might 

be an indication that food expectations are lower than for example for folding origami, which 

was introduced in the study of Norton et al. (2012). Furthermore, post-experiment research 

showed that hunger could also have played a part in the expectations (Lozano, Crites & Aikman, 

1999). According to the authors, hunger plays an important factor within the attitude of the 

consumer when preparing food, because consumers rate food more positively when being 

hungry compared to not being hungry. Since the EG received the Empanadas later due to their 

time slot and added time due to the fact that they had to create their own Empanadas, it is 

plausible that the suggested effect of Lozano et al. (1999) set in.  

In conclusion, the occurrence of two out of three IKEA effect factors strongly suggest that the 

presence of the effect should not be discarded completely. Furthermore, taking the previously 

mentioned considerations on the factor effort into account, the IKEA effect would have been 

more likely to be present.  

 



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

66 

Next to the DIY factors that are suggesting that an IKEA effect could be present, there are also 

indicators that are suggesting the presence of the endowment effect. According to the findings 

of Thaler (1980), who stated that the endowment builds upon the perception of gaining a good 

or losing a good out of possession, the indicators for possession are also present within the 

experiment. One of the first indicators that imply that participants are showing effects of 

ownership over the Empanadas is within the variables Liking_of_Food and Max_WTP. Thaler 

(1980) and Kahneman et al. (1990) discussed that a higher WTP is shown when consumers are 

in possession of a product. This can be suggested since both variables appeared to be higher 

within the EG than the CG. Although these variables are small in sample size and accounted 

for the IKEA effect as a whole (which makes them quite broad), they were implying a tendency 

towards the earlier mentioned researchers’ observations.  

This assumption is being reinforced by the fact that the participants were demonstrating clear 

examples of possession over their Empanadas during the experiment. Several participants asked 

the staff whether they would receive their own made set of Empanadas back and even tried to 

mark their own creation to ensure regaining their self-made Empanadas. These possession 

indicators that the participants showed within the experiment suggest that earlier statements of 

Pierce et al. (2003), stating ownership effects are unlikely to emerge quickly, should be 

questioned. Therefore, the indicators are appearing to be similar to Dohle et al.’s (2014) 

findings in the “I cooked it myself effect” research paper, which revealed the presence of the 

IKEA effect in the area of food preparation. 

However, the endowment does not fit in its entirety within this experiment since loss aversion 

could not be observed in the experiment. This is due to that fact that participants were simply 

consuming their product before the survey was conducted and before they paid for the dinner. 

This rules out the option to address loss aversion within this thesis.  

 

The restaurant experience generated a different outcome than expected within the IKEA effect. 

With Impression_of_Food being part of the Total_Restaurant_Experience and the related 

measure Liking_of_Food being higher within the EG, it would be logical that DIY would 

increase the Total_Restaurant_Experience (Hansen et al., 2005). In addition, the correlation 

between Total_Restaurant_Experience and Liking_of_Food_Ordinal showed a low but 

significant correlation, which supports this assumption. However, no significant difference 

between EG and CG was found regarding the restaurant experience. In addition, the mean of 

Total_Restaurant_Experience was even lower in the EG than in the CG. The in-depth analysis 
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regarding the subcategories of the factors presented by Hansen et al. (2005) (figure 4.7 and 

chapter 4.1.3) revealed lower ratings on the restaurant interior and the restaurant atmosphere. 

As identified by Walter et al. (2010), Swedish restaurant customers don't value the restaurant 

atmosphere as high as the core service and social interaction. All these contradicting results 

may suggest that the five identified components are not weighing equally for both groups. When 

keeping in mind that the composition of the major components of a restaurant experience of 

Hansen et al. (2005) did not have any suggested weighted difference within the research paper, 

it could be that the factors are weighing and are being assessed differently by both groups. 

However, the participants of this study have been defined as Swedish restaurant customers, not 

based on nationality, but due to the fact that they are customers of a Swedish restaurant. 

Therefore, cultural differences could have been an influential factor in the experiment. Thus, 

cultural differences could explain these group differences, but since the focus of this thesis was 

not set on culture, no further analysis on this factor has been done. Consequently, further 

research regarding cultural influence and the shift of perception when introducing DIY is 

needed.  

Next to the previously mentioned restaurant experience drivers, Jensen and Hansen (2007) also 

discovered various consumer value categories for restaurants. Amongst these, one was 

emotional stimulation, which can arise from positive excitement during the meal process. The 

“positive excitement” could possibly be caused by DIY since it’s an innovative element in a 

restaurant dinner. This can further be supported by the high ratings of the enjoyment during 

making Empanadas. Consequently, it can be assumed that DIY benefits customer satisfaction 

since it can contribute to customers’ restaurant values. Therefore, DIY might add value for 

customers as well as for restaurants. 

After all, the presence of an IKEA effect could not be proven, but should also not be rejected 

directly. Due to the low external reliability of the experiment, no valid generalizations on every 

restaurant can be made. Consequently, the finding that no IKEA effect was present in the 

restaurant setting of the experiment cannot be generalized on every restaurant. Therefore, 

further studies are required which replicate this study on a larger scale. Thereby, more 

generalizable conclusions about the IKEA effect in restaurants can be made. 
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As stated before, the presence of proudness on own creations indicate an influence of 

expectations. Proudness could possibly be explained by lower expectations for food than for 

Origami. These expectations may also have been related to the location and the participants. 

The method of purposive sampling has been chosen in order to avoid low expectations. Since 

Kulturhuset is different from other restaurants in terms of atmosphere and offered food, 

customers may have other expectations than when dining at a regular restaurant. It is considered 

as a cheaper alternative to a standard restaurant, which is why the expectations to a dinner in 

this setting are relatively low. The fact that Kulturhuset is seen as a cheap alternative to have a 

dinner also contributed to the outcome that only students were joining the experiment.  

Altogether, this means that low expectations were existing for the experiment dinner. Since 

Empanadas deviate from the food which is usually served at Kulturhuset, a positive effect could 

be caused by this choice of food. Even though Empanadas are not assumed to represent a special 

meal for students, the uncommonness of the dish might have had a positive influence on the 

outcome. These low expectations therefore might have contributed to cause a high degree of 

proudness, since these expectations have been exceeded by the offered meal. Thus, a possible 

way to induce proudness might be to set low expectations to customers. Thereby, a high degree 

of proudness could be achieved without the requirement of putting much effort into the 

restaurant meal. Therefore, a consideration is that the earlier stated intensity of the effort is not 

the key determinant within factor effort but the height of proudness. Moreover, the high 

proudness, which is generated by exceeding (low) expectations, can be a precursory sign of an 

IKEA effect. 

5.2 Managerial Implications 

From the research conducted within this thesis, some valuable implications for businesses, i.e. 

restaurants, can be derived. As stated by Vargo and Lush (2004) services should not be reduced 

to their pure product. Instead, the customer is seen as a co-creator of the service experience. 

These services also include restaurants. Thus, restaurant customers should be seen as co-

creators of their restaurant experience, actively creating value by interacting with the product. 

While this can be interpreted in various ways, it can also mean that customer interaction with 

the food should be encouraged. Including DIY elements in restaurant meals therefore would be 

one step to increase the customer involvement and help the customer to create his own unique 

experience. 
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The marketing in today’s world is a challenge since pure advertising often gets lost in the flood 

of advertisements and information that everyone is confronted with daily (Spenner & Freeman, 

2012). Therefore, differentiated marketing approaches help to stand out from competitors. As 

customer participation is said to increase satisfaction (Vega-Vazquez et al., 2013) and the 

enjoyment of making Empanadas was rated high, integrating DIY might be an option to create 

differentiated valuable customer experiences. Since satisfaction is connected to customers’ 

behavioral intentions (Canny, 2014), restaurants can increase their customer retention rate with 

approaches that increase satisfaction.  

Even though this study couldn’t prove an IKEA effect, restaurants should still be encouraged 

to try out an integration of DIY in their meals. This advice is supported by the indicators, 

exposed in this study, which still suggest the existence of an IKEA effect for preparing food. 

Furthermore, from the high enjoyment of the Empanada making it can be concluded that 

customers like the idea of co-creating their restaurant meals. Thus, a trial of DIY integration 

comes with low risk for restaurants. 

After all, the idea of DIY in restaurants also isn’t completely new. There is already a 

considerable number of restaurants in which DIY can be found. Especially Mexican restaurants 

are examples where DIY can be found frequently. Many of these restaurants offer menu options 

for Tacos that are put together by the customer instead of getting a finished Taco (e.g. 

https://www.wrapped.se/). Therefore, DIY is no groundless idea and already working in many 

businesses. When additionally considering the potential IKEA effect, even higher profitability 

can be expected from the use of the DIY approach in a restaurant. 

5.3 Limitations & Recommendations for Further Research 

Various limitations arose from this study that has to be taken into consideration. First and most 

important, the study only contained a small sample. Since time and budget restrictions didn’t 

allow to conduct more than one experiment, only a limited number of participants could be 

included. However, the results of the experiment were measured by means of a survey, which 

usually requires a higher number of participants. Consequently, further research needs to 

replicate the study with a higher number of participants in order to increase the validity of the 

results. This particularly regards the external validity, which was assessed as quite low within 

the experiment. Thus, no solid generalization of results is possible and further studies are 

required in order to make general inferences. 
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When conducting the experiment on a larger scale it is recommended to take the earlier stated 

considerations into account (see chapter 3.5). These considerations include the use of skilled 

staff, the selection of a venue with a high capacity and to rule out any possible interferences 

between the CG and EG. This last recommendation can be achieved by including staff that is 

focused on keeping the separation, as well as having longer time slots for both groups. 

Another factor connected to the sample is that almost only students in one age group resulted 

as participants from the purposive sampling. This participant group represents the generation 

of Millennials, which have been identified as frequent restaurant visitors (USDA, 2018). 

However, due to the representation of only a limited population group, a generalizability on the 

entire population is not given. Furthermore, due to the purposive sampling, only customers of 

Kulturhuset have been recruited. If this customer group is defined by similar characteristics, it 

is likely that the participants answer in a similar way. Thus, further research has to close this 

gap and use participants of various career status, age and social groups.  

Randomization has been used to equally distribute participant characteristics between EG and 

CG. Thereby, interfering group differences were meant to be avoided. However, for the 

background of Empanadas this equal distribution did not work out. As the EG showed a higher 

familiarity with Empanadas, a group difference was existing. The impact of this difference did 

not cause any problems though since the correlation analysis found no significant correlation 

for the general opinion of Empanadas. Thus, a connection of the Empanada background on the 

experiment ratings is unlikely. 

A further limitation might arise from a few outliers that occurred in the dataset. While one case 

of extremely low ratings in the EG could not be explained by the researchers, another case of 

low ratings was likely to occur from a misunderstanding of the scales. Even though these few 

cases might not have had a strong impact, as a t-test excluding these cases showed still no 

significant difference, they still altered the result. Furthermore, the cases could not be excluded 

in order to not damage the study’s objectivity. 

For further research, it is also recommended to examine various meals and other types of 

restaurants (e.g. quick service or fast casual). Since these have not been taken into account for 

this study, further studies about these could yield more topics and identify the presence of the 

IKEA effect in various settings. 
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Finally, the experimental setting was connected with some limitations. In the case of this thesis, 

non- professional cooks prepared the food in a non-standard à-la-carte restaurant. From the high 

food liking ratings of the participants, it can be derived that this fact was not problematic. 

Nevertheless, a situation in a proper high-class restaurant with professional cooks might lead to 

different results, which is why further studies should investigate the IKEA effect within these 

settings. Furthermore, it is suggested that these settings are examined within a field experiment 

because this might yield diverse results. The laboratory setting in the experiment of this research 

could possibly have influenced participants because they knew that they were part of an 

experiment (Burns & Burns, 2008).  
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6 Conclusion 

The purpose of this master thesis was to determine whether the IKEA effect occurs and 

influences customer satisfaction when dining in a restaurant. To fulfill this purpose, three 

research questions have been derived, which aimed at investigating whether the implementation 

of DIY causes an IKEA effect. With the help of three hypotheses, which were tested within an 

experimental setting, these research questions were answered. 

The first factor in which the influence of DIY was examined was liking of food. The results of 

the conducted t-test could not prove with significance that DIY increases the liking of food of 

the consumer. However, the indicators that were found in the experiment suggested a possible 

influence of DIY on the liking of the food. Firstly, the factor Liking_of_Food had a higher mean 

in the EG than in the CG. Furthermore, the correlation analysis revealed a significant and high 

positive correlation between Enjoy_Making_Empanadas and Liking_of_Food. These 

indicators imply that an influence of the DIY on the liking of the food is probable, but could 

not be significantly proven. 

After the rejection of a DIY influence on the liking of the food, DIY effects on the customers’ 

WTP were assessed as unlikely too. This is due to the fact that the results of the experiment 

showed a moderate but significant relationship between WTP and liking of food. Similar to the 

results of the first formulated research question, the experiment could not statistically prove a 

significant difference of WTP between EG and CG. Nevertheless, as for liking of the food, 

WTP also showed the indicator of a higher mean in the EG than in the CG. 

While the aforementioned factors liking of food and WTP revealed a moderate but significant 

relationship and showed similar results for their research questions, restaurant experience can 

be seen as an independent factor. As previous research suggested, restaurant experience is 

determined by five main drivers. As stated in the analysis of the experiment (chapter 4), a 

correlation between the total restaurant experience and the liking of the food was revealed, 

which was low but significant. In addition, the results of the experiment revealed contradictions 

within the earlier mentioned five experience drivers. Thus, restaurant experience of EG was 

lower than the CG’s. Especially restaurant atmosphere and restaurant interior were rated 

significantly lower. These observations could not be explained by experimental variables and 

factors, which is why more research is needed to yield further insights. 
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After all, the question whether the IKEA effect occurs and influences the customer satisfaction 

when dining in a restaurant had to be denied within this experiment. Furthermore, only two out 

of the three main factors of the IKEA effect, i.e. completion of task, display of competence and 

effort, could be proven. Finding only indicators of the IKEA effect makes further research 

indispensable. 

With meeting the purpose of the study, this thesis aimed to close the research gap on the IKEA 

effect within restaurant settings. By closing the research gap, this thesis contributed to yield 

insights on DIY in restaurant dinners. These insights can be valuable for both restaurants and 

their customers. However, the IKEA effect in restaurants can still be seen as a field where more 

research needs to be done in order to get a full understanding of the effect’s potential. 

Particularly, studies on a larger scale need to be done to make generalizable inferences. 

When applying Warren Buffets statement - “Price is what you pay, value is what you get” 

(Buffett, 2009) - to the case of this thesis, it could be implied that “food is what you pay for, a 

valuable experience is what you get”. Independently from the possibility to prove an IKEA 

effect, the findings of this thesis suggest that DIY is a way to improve customers’ restaurant 

experience. Thus, it was suggested that restaurants should implement this feature in their menus. 

Betty Crocker set the start to exploit profit from the IKEA effect, thus restaurants might be the 

next step. 
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Appendix 

Appendix A  

Issued Menus During the Experiment 

 
Figure A1 – Menu Control Group 
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Appendix A  

Issued Menus During the Experiment 

 

Figure A2 – Menu Experimental Group (pictures from: 

1) Going With My Gut. (2010). How to Make Empanadas. Retrieved March 17, 2018, from 

http://www.goingwithmygut.com/going_with_my_gut/2010/08/how-to-make-empanadas.html; 

2) Howjoyful. (2010). RECIPE: EMPANADAS CHILENAS. Retrieved March 17, 2018, from 

https://www.howjoyful.com/recipe-empanadas-chilenas/) 
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Appendix B 

Labelled Variables of the Survey 

 

 

Table B1 – Overview of all the labelled questions that appeared in the survey 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

What is your sex? 

Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

CG Valid Male 9 45,0 45,0 45,0 

Female 11 55,0 55,0 100,0 

Total 20 100,0 100,0  

EG Valid Male 11 55,0 55,0 55,0 

Female 9 45,0 45,0 100,0 

Total 20 100,0 100,0  

Table C1 – Descriptive statistics output of the variable Sex 

Descriptive Statistics 

Group 

N Range 

Minimu

m 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

CG Age 20 11,00 20,00 31,00 23,7500 ,56603 2,53138 6,408 

Valid N 

(listwise) 

20 
       

EG Age 20 8,00 19,00 27,00 23,6500 ,40572 1,81442 3,292 

Valid N 

(listwise) 

20 
       

Table C2 – Descriptive statistics output of the variable Age 

What is your current status? 

Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

CG Valid Student 19 95,0 95,0 95,0 

Working - full time (35 or 

more hours per week) 

1 5,0 5,0 100,0 

Total 20 100,0 100,0  

EG Valid Student 20 100,0 100,0 100,0 

Table C3 – Descriptive statistics output of the variable Current_Status. 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Monthly_Restaurant_Visits 40 1 4 2,05 ,749 

Knowing_Empanadas 40 1 2 1,55 ,504 

General_Opinion_Empanadas 17 15,00 100,00 78,2941 23,17263 

Made_Empanadas_Before 18 1 3 1,56 ,922 

Valid N (listwise) 17     

Table C4 – Descriptive statistics output of Empanada background variables  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Group N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

CG Monthly_Restaurant_Visits 20 1 3 2,00 ,725 

Knowing_Empanadas 20 1 2 1,65 ,489 

General_Opinion_Empanadas 7 15,00 100,00 68,7143 31,31408 

Made_Empanadas_Before 7 1 3 1,29 ,756 

Valid N (listwise) 7     

EG Monthly_Restaurant_Visits 20 1 4 2,10 ,788 

Knowing_Empanadas 20 1 2 1,45 ,510 

General_Opinion_Empanadas 10 60,00 100,00 85,0000 13,39983 

Made_Empanadas_Before 11 1 3 1,73 1,009 

Valid N (listwise) 10     

Table C5 – Split output descriptive statistics of Empanada background variables 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

How often do you usually go out to eat in a restaurant per month? (A full 

service restaurant) 

Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

CG Valid Never 5 25,0 25,0 25,0 

1 - 2 times 10 50,0 50,0 75,0 

3 - 4 times 5 25,0 25,0 100,0 

Total 20 100,0 100,0  

EG Valid Never 4 20,0 20,0 20,0 

1 - 2 times 11 55,0 55,0 75,0 

3 - 4 times 4 20,0 20,0 95,0 

More than 4 times 1 5,0 5,0 100,0 

Total 20 100,0 100,0  

Table C6 – Split output of the variable Monthly_Restaurant_Visits 

 

Did you know Empanadas before? 

Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

CG Valid Yes 7 35,0 35,0 35,0 

No 13 65,0 65,0 100,0 

Total 20 100,0 100,0  

EG Valid Yes 11 55,0 55,0 55,0 

No 9 45,0 45,0 100,0 

Total 20 100,0 100,0  

Table C7 – Split output of the variable Knowing_Empanadas 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output 

 

What is your general opinion about Empanadas? 

Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

CG Valid 15,00 1 5,0 14,3 14,3 

40,00 1 5,0 14,3 28,6 

69,00 1 5,0 14,3 42,9 

75,00 1 5,0 14,3 57,1 

82,00 1 5,0 14,3 71,4 

100,00 2 10,0 28,6 100,0 

Total 7 35,0 100,0  

Missing System 13 65,0   

Total 20 100,0   

EG Valid 60,00 1 5,0 10,0 10,0 

70,00 1 5,0 10,0 20,0 

80,00 2 10,0 20,0 40,0 

83,00 1 5,0 10,0 50,0 

86,00 1 5,0 10,0 60,0 

91,00 1 5,0 10,0 70,0 

100,00 3 15,0 30,0 100,0 

Total 10 50,0 100,0  

Missing System 10 50,0   

Total 20 100,0   

Table C8 – Split output of the variable General_Opinion_Empanadas 

Have you ever made Empanadas by yourself at home? 

Group Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

CG Valid No 6 30,0 85,7 85,7 

Yes, more than once 1 5,0 14,3 100,0 

Total 7 35,0 100,0  

Missing System 13 65,0   

Total 20 100,0   

EG Valid No 7 35,0 63,6 63,6 

Yes, more than once 4 20,0 36,4 100,0 

Total 11 55,0 100,0  

Missing System 9 45,0   

Total 20 100,0   

Table C9 – Split output descriptive statistics of the variable Made_Empanadas_Before 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

N Range Minimum 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

Max_WTP 40 81,00 19,00 100,00 48,0000 2,76262 17,47232 305,282 

Valid N (listwise) 40        

Table C10 – Descriptive statistics output of the variable Max_WTP 

Descriptive Statistics 

Group 

N Range 

Minimu

m 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Varianc

e 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

CG Max_WTP 20 70,00 30,00 100,00 45,300

0 

3,75086 16,77435 281,379 

Valid N (listwise) 20        

EG Max_WTP 20 81,00 19,00 100,00 50,700

0 

4,06144 18,16329 329,905 

Valid N (listwise) 20        

Table C11 – Split output descriptive statistics of the variable Max_WTP 

  



 

 

Bergmann & Turelli – The IKEA Effect in Restaurants – Master Thesis 

87 

Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

 
Figure C12 – Boxplot of the variable Max_WTP 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

N Range Minimum 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

Liking_of_Food 39 75,00 25,00 100,00 80,3333 3,03874 18,97690 360,123 

Valid N (listwise) 39        

Table C13 – Descriptive statistics output of the variable Liking_of_Food 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Group 

N Range 

Minimu

m 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Varianc

e 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

CG Liking_of_Food 19 75,00 25,00 100,00 78,7368 5,04184 21,97686 482,982 

Valid N (listwise) 19        

EG Liking_of_Food 20 70,00 30,00 100,00 81,8500 3,58966 16,05345 257,713 

Valid N (listwise) 20        

Table C14 – Split output descriptive statistics of the variable Liking_of_Food  

 
Figure C15 – Boxplot of the variable Liking_of_Food 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

N Range Minimum 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Variance 

Statisti

c Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

Impression_of_Food 40 3 2 5 4,33 ,166 1,047 1,097 

Restaurant_Interior 40 4 1 5 4,23 ,127 ,800 ,640 

Staff_Interaction 40 4 1 5 4,25 ,163 1,032 1,064 

Conversation_Others 40 3 2 5 4,52 ,119 ,751 ,563 

Restaurant_Atmosphere 40 3 2 5 4,37 ,111 ,705 ,497 

Total_Restaurant_Experi

ence 

40 17,00 8,00 25,00 21,7000 ,46160 2,91943 8,523 

Valid N (listwise) 40        

Table C16 – Descriptive statistics output of the variables related to the restaurant experience 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Group 

N Range 

Minimu

m 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Varianc

e 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

CG Impression_of_Food 20 3 2 5 4,30 ,252 1,129 1,274 

Restaurant_Interior 20 2 3 5 4,50 ,154 ,688 ,474 

Staff_Interaction 20 3 2 5 4,40 ,210 ,940 ,884 

Conversation_Others 20 3 2 5 4,50 ,170 ,761 ,579 

Restaurant_Atmosph

ere 

20 1 4 5 4,65 ,109 ,489 ,239 

Total_Restaurant_Ex

perience 

20 7,00 18,00 25,00 22,3500 ,41215 1,84320 3,397 

Valid N (listwise) 20        

EG Impression_of_Food 20 3 2 5 4,35 ,221 ,988 ,976 

Restaurant_Interior 20 4 1 5 3,95 ,185 ,826 ,682 

Staff_Interaction 20 4 1 5 4,10 ,250 1,119 1,253 

Conversation_Others 20 3 2 5 4,55 ,170 ,759 ,576 

Restaurant_Atmosph

ere 

20 3 2 5 4,10 ,176 ,788 ,621 

Total_Restaurant_Ex

perience 

20 17,00 8,00 25,00 21,0500 ,81265 3,63427 13,208 

Valid N (listwise) 20        

Table C17 – Split output descriptive statistics of the variables related to the restaurant experience 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

 
Figure C18 – Boxplot of the variable Total_Restaurant_Experience 
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Appendix C 

Descriptive Statistics Output  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

N Range Minimum 

Maximu

m Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 

Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 

DIY_Easiness 20 3 1 4 2,00 ,218 ,973 ,947 

DIY_Effort 20 4 1 5 2,85 ,274 1,226 1,503 

DIY_Proudness 20 3 1 4 1,60 ,210 ,940 ,884 

DIY_Skilledness 20 3 1 4 2,05 ,223 ,999 ,997 

DIY_Task_Completion 20 3 1 4 1,75 ,204 ,910 ,829 

DIY_Need_of_Help 20 4 1 5 1,60 ,275 1,231 1,516 

Enjoy_Making_Empana

das 

20 75,00 25,00 100,00 86,5000 3,97856 17,79267 316,579 

Valid N (listwise) 20        

Table C19 – Descriptive statistics output of the variables related to DIY 
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Appendix D 

Correlations Output  

 

Correlations 

Group 

What is your 

general opinion 

about 

Empanadas? 

How much did 

you like the food 

of today's 

dinner? 

CG General_Opinion_Empanadas Pearson 

Correlation 

1 ,956** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,003 

N 7 6 

Liking_of_Food Pearson 

Correlation 

,956** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,003  

N 6 19 

EG General_Opinion_Empanadas Pearson 

Correlation 

1 ,482 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,159 

N 10 10 

Liking_of_Food Pearson 

Correlation 

,482 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,159  

N 10 20 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table D1 – Split output correlation General_Opinion_Empanadas & Liking_of_Food 
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Appendix D 

Correlations Output  

 

Correlations 

Group 

What is your 

general opinion 

about 

Empanadas? 

What is your 

maximum 

willingness to 

pay for today's 

dinner? - 

Amount in 

Swedish Krona 

(SEK) 

CG General_Opinion_Empanadas Pearson Correlation 1 ,387 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,391 

N 7 7 

Max_WTP Pearson Correlation ,387 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,391  

N 7 20 

EG General_Opinion_Empanadas Pearson Correlation 1 ,180 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,620 

N 10 10 

Max_WTP Pearson Correlation ,180 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,620  

N 10 20 

Figure D2 – Split output correlation General_Opinion_Empanadas & Max_WTP 
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Appendix E 

Wilcoxon Test Output  

 

Figure E1 – Wilcoxon test output of the variable DIY_Easiness 
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Appendix E 

Wilcoxon Test Output  

 

Figure E2 – Wilcoxon test output of the variable DIY_Effort 
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Appendix E 

Wilcoxon Test Output  

 

Figure E3 – Wilcoxon test output of the variable DIY_Proudness 
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Appendix E 

Wilcoxon Test Output  

 

Figure E4 – Wilcoxon test output of the variable DIY_Skilledness 
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Appendix E 

Wilcoxon Test Output  

 

Figure E5 – Wilcoxon test output of the variable DIY_Task_Completion 
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Appendix E 

Wilcoxon Test Output 

 

Figure E6 – Wilcoxon test output of the variable DIY_Need_of_Help 

 

 

 

 


