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Abstract

Purpose: In this paper, we provide an illustration of Indaaesyouth Social Networking Service (SNS) behavior issdelation to their culinary
activity. Specifically, their behavior of culinarytadty preferences and also the factors affectingrthetion of spending their mondyata and
methodology: We gathered primary data from stratified random questioa survey (406 youth). The gathered data was amhiysing text data
mining and statistics using R statistical computiagguage Results: 1) We found out why our respondents are interestefdliowing the
accounts of SNS food influencers: i.e. visuallyaatted to the posts, as their reference to findeslae dine out, as their reference to try new food
menu and to get nostalgic feeling about the fopd’He respondents decide to actually go to the recamded culinary places because of several
factors, specifically, its description (visual andt}elocation, word of mouth (WoM), the experience oingeto that place and price. 3) Important
factors affecting culinary spent are income, numbeiotlowing food influencer account, SNS usage tier@ their interest when looking at

WoM. Conclusions:SNS behavior influences Indonesian youth culinatiyigg preferences and spent.

Keywords: Social Networking Service (SNS), culinary activitpnsumer behavior, youth.

JEL Classification Code C80, D12, L80, M30.

1. Introduction

Culinary activity is a big part of Indonesian cu#u

Culinary activity in Indonesia has become an imgotrt

culture in which imperative records can be tracattes
several centuries ago. China, India and Europeantrdes,
especially Netherland, had important roles in Iretan
culinary activity (Rahman, 2011).
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Bogor,

influenced the culinary activity to be evolving rfinothe
beginning of the 16th century to the middle of @2@h
century. Even today, culinary activity is still évimg from
time to time (Febriani, 2015; Pamungkas, 2016).
Culinary itself is generally defined as related fomd,
from the preparation, cooking, presentation of foat
dining activity. In Indonesia, the term culinaryrstiy

Those countriesStarted to gain people’s attention since 2005, ifipalty

when a TV show called “culinary tour” aired (Lazdia&
Triady, 2015). The TV show covered unique eatiraces
and also places which were popular to local Indiamess
The same source also reported that since thenytnd
culinary has become increasingly popular in Indanesd
has transformed into something synonymous with the
activity of tasting various types of food and dsnk

According to Febriani (2015) and Pamungkas (2016)
even though Indonesian culinary is said as havirggeat
potential for national economy, it has never beed p
enough attention until very recently. In the end26fL2
Indonesia’s Ministry of Culture and Tourism was
restructured into Ministry of Tourism and Creative
Economy and during the restructure, culinary fipatlade
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its way under the “special interest tourism” stggteThe
working group’s main task was to inventory Indoaesi
unique cuisines that represent regions in Indonasiavell
as to develop its promotional strategy. One rdsalt came
out of the working group is that for the first timthe
government officially introduced “the 30 culinargons of
Indonesia” in 2013 (Lazuardi & Triady, 2015; Senema&
Palit, 2017).

On the other hand, as the

communication technology) evolve, it has been caysi

radical changes in the markets around the worlanosk
everything is digitalized

without city limitation and cover national levelslioary

information such as @dietmulaibesok, @laperbaper or

@indozonefood. As on November 5th, 2019, each adeh
accounts has at least 300 thousand people whonfdhe
accounts for culinary information (so-called follews). In
SNS world, a popular account with thousands obfedrs
is generally called an influencer (Willers & Schinig017).
In this report, an account that mainly post abauinary

ICT (information ancinformation is called a food influencer.
In Indonesia, the youth dominate the use of mobile

device, SNS and the internet (Agustina et al., 2019

including economy whereMoreover, the enthusiasm toward culinary activitySNS

electronic commerce (e-commerce) takes place (Fostworld is very high in Indonesia as there are hudsiref

et.al., 2010). The same source also reported thadsa
two-thirds of marketers and agency managers belieate
strong customer relationships can be establisheslgh
the strategic use of Internet technology. Moreoube
motivation for this shift is the increasing penttm of the
Internet into households across the globe.

Since the introduction of SNS (social networkingvaee)
in the late 1990s, millions of people have becormiéva
users who have integrated these services into ttaly
practices (Boyd & Ellison, 2007),
(Greenwood et al.,, 2016). SNS itself was generfibt
defined as “social network site”, referring to abamased
service that allows users to construct a publisesnipublic
profile within a bounded system, articulate a t$tother
users with whom they share a connection and vieiv tist
of connections within the system. Yet, accordingZtmang

thousand food influencer followers in each diffeéreity.
The followers of those food influencers are mogthuth
(BPS, 2018). The same source also reported thahésian
youth account for 33% of the entire population. siHes,
the youth in Indonesia is reported as consumptieg,due
their consumptive behavior they are also reported t
contribute significantly to the national economyP@& 2018;
Agustina et al.,
consumption, SNS and culinary activity, are undelyia

especially youthvery important for Indonesia as those three elemang

three of several focuses of the ministry of Minjistf
Tourism and Creative Economy of Indonesia since3201
(Serenami & Palit, 2017, BPS, 2018). Therefore woald
like to clarify the relationship and causality betm those
three.

Despite the fact that culinary activity has a bajgmtial

2019). Those three elements, youth

& Leung (2015), SNS can nowadays be defined asidboc for the national economy and high enthusiasm of
networking service” in a broader sense because iSM8t Indonesian SNS users, the study of youth consumer
limited to only web-based platform anymore. behavior in regards to culinary activity informatiérom
The rise of SNS has not only changed the intergetea  SNS is still insufficient and unclear. Several poes
know it, but has also dramatically changed the wegple studies focused on purchase intention from an SNS
communicate, interact and do business (Andersofi8;20 accounts of specific restaurant or a specific (Biswanto
Hung & Li, 2007; Petrescu & Korgaonkar, 2011). SN & Junaedi, 2017; Syahbani & Widodo, 2017; Handikalg
become a crucial tool to increase productivity fran 2018). However, in the previous several studiesfauad
business viewpoint (Park & Kang, 2013). It is bexa@NS only SNS and its relationship with purchase intamtnot
connects people who share interests and activiibieess the action of food purchasing. Yet, purchase inbents
geographic borders and have become a social coremeibarely an intention, there is no guarantee they tale
platform for businesses in recent years (Huand, e2@14). action to actually buy the product. There is stiticlear
SNS itself can potentially be an effective markgtiool to  study about the action of purchasing itself, whattdrs
better serve, attract and retain customers (Giro8da make them to actually take action to do culinariivitg,
Korgaonkar, 2014) because it has a huge amount what prevent them not to, how much money do theynsp
personal information online (Ahmed, 2013). what factors drive them to actually spent the mor@ther
Since the last couple of years, the enthusiasm (study focused on an Indonesian city or provincermtoon
Indonesian SNS users toward culinary activity hesvg  that uses influencers’ service (Nurrahman & Yuliant
immensely. As an example, in Instagram, there ar2019). Moreover, we do not find a specific acaderajort
numerous accounts that provide culinary information about youth culinary activity and its relation thlS usage.
various cities in Indonesia such as @jktfoodbandadfrta, These issues are particularly important for culrarsiness
@kulinerbandung of Bandung, @kulinersby of Surabayzowner and Indonesian government, therefore, thidysis
@kulinermedan of Medan, @kulineryogya of Yogyakartenecessary.
and many more. Beside culinary information in sfeci Specifically, the objectives of this study are:t@)clarify
cities in Indonesia, there are also many culinafgrimation how culinary information from food influencer affec
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Indonesian youth culinary activity; (ii) to identifwhat stated that almost 90% of active SNS users arehydiis
factors trigger youth to be interested in a culnar kind of situation is unsurprising because youth @rere
information and actually go to the informed culinataces comfortable with online communication than adults
including their behavior in the culinary place; afiii) to  (Thayer & Ray, 2006). SNS platforms are also dtitngc
investigate the money spent of Indonesian youthingur many young users in emerging nations, and the nuwibe
culinary activity. This paper provides an illustomt on  SNS users in such countries is increasing rapiBlyyd,
consumer behavior of Indonesian youth culinaryvitgti  2007; Bennett et al., 2012).
(from purchase intention, buying decision procestl the As stated in the previous chapter, to date, we toind
money spent) which are driven by SNS usage behavior very few academic reports about youth culinaryégtiand

its relation to SNS usage in Indonesia. SeveraVipus

studies focused on the purchase intention from BHI$ S
2. Literature Review accounts of specific restaurant or a specific (@gwanto
& Junaedi, 2017; Syahbani & Widodo, 2017; Handikale
2018). Siswanto and Junaedi (2017) analyzed the
relationship between WoM (word of mouth) for bramgli
pand for consumer purchase intention of a restaualted
“Warunk Upnormal” in Yogyakarta, a city in middle
southern part of Java Island, Indonesia. They iiyat®d
the relationship of WoM to branding and purchagerition
by simple regression. Yet, the coefficient of detieation
results for WoM to branding and WoM to purchase
intention were only 0.18 and 0.15, respectively. tbe

phones. Furthermore, number of smartphone actigesus other hand, Syahbani and Widodo (2017) reportedutie

Indonesia has also increased rapidly since thedesade Of_ Instagram as a p'?‘tf‘?rm to promote food andaiation
(Sutarsih et al., 2019; Hootsuite, 2018). Numbeactive with purchase intensity in Bandung, with the restmns of
users of smartphone in Indonesia were 55 millioopein only college s;udents. They reporte_d thaF thgre fare
2015 (Robinson & Sivakumaran, 2018). Yet, basedaon factors vyh|gh influenced purchase |nten5|ty, i.entext,
survey conducted in last January 2018, active usérs communication, collaboration and connection. Frdme t

smartphone in Indonesia have increased to be 18®mi busine§s’ side, Handika et al. (20123') evaluated  the
people which represents more than double the amafunt mar!<et|ng strategy of a restaurant called “The [ngbrket
users that were reported in 2015 (Hootsuite, 20082018 Caf_e &_ Co-wor:kmg Spacef thrlo_ug? Indstagr:am In Derﬁva
Indonesia even became the fourth largest country & C'.ty in sout ern part of Ball lls'an - T ey reptjr_tt €
smartphone active users after China, India andUthiéed merit of conversion from non-digital marketing taital

States of America (Sutarsih et al., 2019). marketing.
( ) Another study of SNS utilization focused on an

Indonesian city promotion that uses influencer’sviee
(Nurrahman & Yulianti, 2019). While the influencess the
reports sometimes did promote about culinary places
located in the area, culinary was not the main sozfuthe
Instagram posts. Nurrahman & Yulianti (2019) evadda
the influence of posts from an influencer that rhain
promote a city called Bengkulu, located in westeant of
Sumatra Island, to followers’ travel intention. Tresearch
used a simple regression analysis and yet, it stidkat the
coefficient of determination was only 0.29.

2.1. ICT Usage in Indonesia

The ICT development brings a marvelous impact @n t
way Indonesian people communicate, especially tirout
the mobile phones or smartphones. In 2018, the eurob
mobile phone active users in Indonesia reached@llibn
which represents 142% of the total 262 million Inésia
population (Sutarsih et al., 2019). This means sorobile
phone users in Indonesia owns an average of 2noot8le

2.2. SNS Usage in Indonesia

In Indonesia, the SNS active users reached aln{i4t 6
of the population in 2018 (Hootsuite, 2018; Sutarst al.,
2019). The same source stated that the highestuSBIS in
Indonesia are Facebook and Instagram, with 13Ciomill
(54% of the population) and 61 million (25% of the
population) accounts, respectively. Sutarsih et(2019)
stated that most of Indonesians access the SN$igihro
mobile devices, using both smartphones or mobilenph
which have internet connection. It is because uSING in
mobile device is very convenient, one can check SN%
during commuting, break or in other free time. . Methodology

Indonesian SNS users are mostly dominated by youth ) )

(Agustina et al., 2019), ages 15 to 35 (Robinson & This study was cono!ucted using primary a_n_d secgndar
Sivakumaran, 2018). Likewise, youth is defined aglata. We collected primary data from stratified dem
someone who is between the age of 15 to 35 yedrinol duestionnaire survey (Kish, 1965) for youth agetd 35,
Indonesia (Agustina et al., 2019). This situatienri line ~Made using google form to target youth in Indonestze
with the previous study by Greenwood et al. (200p guestionnaire consisted of a demographic part and



90 Ramadhona SAVILLE, Hardika Widi SATRIA, Harsono HFBMARDJO, MukhlasANSORI / Journal of Distribution Science 18-4 (2020-96

assessment of consumer behavior toward culinatyitgct LinkedIn (24.8%), Pinterest (16.2%), Path (14%)d an
through the information from SNS. We spread theothers (10.6%). While, the daily use of SNS vaffiesn
questionnaire out through SNS. As for the number ofless than 10 minutes (1.2%), more than 10 to 3Quiain
respondents, we would like to have a margin ofreiwdbe  (13.5%), more than 30 minutes to 1 hour (13%), ntbas
no more than 5% at the 95% confidence level, s thl to 2 hours (16%), more than 2 to 3 hours (14.2%ge
number of samples must be at least 384 responderitsan 3 to 5 hours (20%), more than 5 to 8 hours5{land
(Anderson et al., 2008). Yet, to anticipate invadidmple even more than 8 hours (8.7%). Moreover, 64.5%hef t
data, we added an extra 5% of 384 people to beaat #03 respondents follow 1 to 3 food influencer accous6%
respondents. The primary data gathering was coaductof them follow 4 to 7, 4.7% of them follow 8 to &dd 6.2%
from July to October 2018. On the other hand, waeyad of them follow more than 10 accounts.

secondary data from government or related-organizat

official reports, books and journals. The data ge¢td were Table 1: Respondents demographic characteristics (N = 406)

then analyzed using text data mining and statistcg., Factor Category Percentage
frequencies, percentages, mean scores, analysariahce 16 10 19 24 1%
(ANOVA) as well as its post hoc test and multiple .
regression analysis. We utilized R statistical cotimy Age 201024 32.3%
language to conduct the analysis for this study. 251029 16.9%
30t035 6.7%
. . Gend Female 30%
4. Results and Discussion ender Vil —
4.1. Respondents Characteristics Student 59.1%
) Worker 38.4%
After distributing the questionnaire survey, we hgaied Oceupation Housewife 2.0%
valid 421 respondents. However, 15 respondents wetre loved 0.5%
because of sampling error, mainly the answers faeed Unemploye 27
margin of error (Kish, 1965). The respondent deraphic Junior high school 0.5%
characteristics gathered for this study is sumredrin Senior high school 19.5%
Table 1. The respondents represent the four bigaedt Vocational school 46.8%
most populous islands in Indonesia, Java, SumAtraeo, Education level
and Celebes. As shown in table 1, the majority fof t Undergraduate 23.9%
respondents are student, while their educational Master 9.1%
backgrounds vary from junior high school to PhDdyrates. PhD 0.2%
The respondents’ monthly income also varies fross than =100 4.5%
100 thousand IDR to more than 15 million IDR. The -
average income of our respondents is 4.1 millioR.INote > 100 t0 500 16.0%
that currently, one USD is roughly equal to 15 tend > 500 to 1,000 24.2%
IDR. According to the latest data in 2016 (BPS, &01 | Monthlyincome > 1000 to 5.000 31.4%
Indonesian average monthly income was 3.9 milliDR | [1,000 IDR] ' ' S
(roughly 260 USD). We conducted t-test in order tg > 5,000 t0 10,000 14.5%
determine if there is a statistically significariff@rence > 10,000 to 15,000 5.2%
between two groups (Anderson et al., 2008), i.eonme of > 15,000 4.2%
our respondents and Indonesian national income. tThe <25 3.2%
value was 0.9245 and p-value was 0.1778. This tresul
indicates that there is no significance differemetween >251050 6.2%
respondents’ income and Indonesian national incofse. > 50 to 100 20.7%
for monthly culinary activity spent, the respondespent Monthly culinary > 100 to 500 37.7%
vary from less than 25 thousand IDR to more than 1[spent
mill)i/on IDR. We are going to discuss in more detiout [1,000 IDR] >50010 1,000 18.2%
culinary spent in chapter 4.4. > 1,000 t0 5,000 12.3%
In terms of SNS usage, Instagram is the most popula > 5,000 to 10,000 0.7%
SNS for respondents as 92.8% of them are Instagudive > 10,000 0.5%

users, followed by LINE (77.8%), YouTube (61.2%),
Facebook (58.6%), Twitter (41.6%), Google+ (25.2%),
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4.2. The Reason of Using SNS to Get Culinary
Information

As written above, currently the enthusiasm of Irekan
SNS users toward culinary is very high. Therefore,
would like to examine the reasons behind this phermn

We then conducted keyword clustering as shown biera.
We clustered the frequent term toward this isstie faur
clusters. Firstly, visually attracted which is tekh with
pictures and video. Secondly, the term related lace
reference for their activities. Next is the food e
reference word cluster. Lastly, the nostalgic feglivord

in order to understand the consumer behavior of theluster.

respondents. We asked the respondents why the$NSe
to automatically get culinary information after leaking a
food influencer. Specifically, our question was ‘wiho you
follow account that provide culinary information?We
provided several possible answers and one fregéngrit
option in case the respondents cannot find suitabdsvers
with a checkboxes format, in which the respondesats
select multiple answers.

We conducted text data mining to cluster the redson
respondents. For this study we utilized qdap R agek
library for qualitative data analysis and text dataing
(Rinker et al., 2019). Firstly, we extracted frequéerms

Figure 1 shows the reasons for respondents towollo
culinary information account in decreasing order of
occurrence. 88.7% of the respondents stated they th
follow because they are visually attracted to watickeo or
picture of food. Several of them stated that thsuai
descriptions of food are satisfying and temptindisT
circumstance is expected because sharing pictui@odfis
a popular category to be posted and to be seainhstial
media (Abbott et al., 2013; Ranteallo & Andilolo)15).
Next, 77.6% of the respondents use culinary infdiona
accounts as their reference to find a places tothadr
activities while enjoying the food. Particularly,het

from the answer we gathered from the respondent&espondents use SNS to find places to spend tirtretiagir

Table 2: Keyword cluster reasons to follow food influencer

Frequent terms Count Word cluster
Pictures 183

Sketch 39

Video 138

Watch 130| Visually attracted
See 201

Satisfy 187

Tempting 298

Place 219

Environment 96

Hangout 187

Work o Place reference
Study 124

Meeting 98

Menu 191

Recipe 52

Eat 199

Family ™ Food menu reference
New 98

Cook 59

Nostalgic 86

Child 65

Old 75 | Nostalgic feeling
Home 62

Hometown 81

closest people, to work or just to Kkill time. This
phenomenon is closely related to the charactesistit
many Indonesians, i.e. who like to gather whileogimg
food (Mufidah, 2006). Moreover, Indonesians, esuéci
youth recently tend to go to cafés such as coffems to
hangout, to work or just to kill time (Said, 201 Then 59.9%
of respondents follow culinary information accounts
because they use it to get reference for new foatinte out

or ideas to cook the food by themselves. Lastly2%il of
the respondents stated that by following culinary
information accounts, the respondents can watchd foo
videos or look at pictures of food they used tostone
when they were younger or in their hometown, espigci
when the respondents are migrants. Several resptsde
even said that the nostalgic feeling when watching
videos or pictures is priceless and they are veppl with
that kind of feeling.

visualy atractec I ***,
315
Piace reterence [N 5,

243
Food menu referenc_ (59,9%)

Nostalgic feeling - (ng%)

0 100 200 300 400

Number of response

Figure 1: Reasons to follow food influencers
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4.3. Culinary Activity After Obtaining places because of the influencers’ interesting riesmn,
Information from SNS either visual description, both videos and pictuoegext
description. In other word, Indonesian youth arscdetive

We then asked about the respondents’ interest wen oriented consumers. This result supports a studguwcted
following accounts provide new culinary information by Resti and Purwanegara (2013) who stated that
Respondents used a five-point Likert scales, 1ndsfinot Psychologically, consumers’ intention to dine oehd to
interested at all to 5 that defines ‘very interdsteo answer appear after looking at posted food pictures on .SNExt,
this question. The result showed that 73.6% of thd6.8% of the respondents answered the locatiomesob
respondents are interested or very interested tonge the factors, specifically the respondents stateat they
culinary information (mode = 4, median = 4, IQR ¥ 1 decided to go to culinary places when the location
Besides, we also conducted t-test to check thefisignce  Strategic and easy to reach. This is an unsurprisin
of the distance of the average from the mid-pointhe = Phenomenon because location is known as one ahtise
Likert scale (Anderson et al., 2008). The t-valuesw24.6 important factors in marketing sector (T6dtling9232
and p-value was 2.2x10-16. This result indicates they The third highest factor is positive word of moiftkioM)
tend to be interested when new culinary informatisn With a percentage of 73.5%. The respondents stz
posted by food influencers. they can easily find WoM in the comment sectioraafew

Moving forward, after get“ng new Cu”nary infornat pOSt, ShOWing the review of Culinary information or
we are interested to know how often they actuatlytg recommendation from a friend. WoM is known as an
p|aces Suggested by the food influencers for C[yina influential factor for CUlinary aCtiVity (Smlth al, 2010,
activity. Therefore, we also asked their frequentgoing Dougherty & Green, 2011; Kim et al., 2019). WoMaiso
to the culinary places that were introduced by foodicknowledged as one of the methods of integrated
influencers that they follow. 3% of the respondestated Marketing communication that is not only used tonpote
that they go to the places that were introducedyeday. and increase products awareness, but also to create
17.5% answered once a week, 15.3% once in two weelkgistomer loyalty (Satria, 2018) to voluntarily rewi and
31.9% once a month, 16.8% once in three monthgp 8.6recommend the culinary place. Then, the next ingmort
twice in a year and 6.9% answered once a year. factor is experience. 65.4% of the respondentsthaictthey

We also asked the reasons why they decided to gotor have been to the informed culinary places, theyildothe
to go to the informed culinary places. We providetteral Places and would like to go to those places agairepeat
possible answers and one free writing option inecte  customers. The last factor is price, specificadlg,6% of
respondents cannot find a suitable answer, in whigh the respondents decided to go to the informed anfin
respondents can select multiple answers. We theplaces because of their fair price.
conducted text data mining, with the same manneh¢o  However, after looking at new culinary informatidhe
previous section, to cluster the reason for respoted respondents do not always go to the informed cuofina
Figure 2 shows the factor affecting respondentactoally ~ Place. For that reason, we also conducted text matang
go to the culinary place. We found out that 92%tiué  in order to investigate what factors affecting @sgents

respondents decide to actually go to the informalthary Mot to go to the culinary place. Figure 3 shows fewors
affecting respondents not to go to the culinarycglawe

Interesting description noticed that location is the most important factdnich

I, - = R made respondents decided not to go to the informed

Strategic location culinary places, specifically 95.6% of them men&dn

I (ClREF] about bad location. When the culinary place’s liocais

Positive word of mouth not strategic and not easy to reach, thg respos demnd not
(WoM) [ JeEEy to go there even though they are interested with th

description or they found positive WoM. Continuiog,

Ilizlz/ee:tbeen there and d_ [CELLREF] 73.5% of the respondents stated that they are siaggo

go to the location of the culinary places when they not

Fair price B (c:. R interested with the description, either visual extt

description. As we found in the previous resultt ttize
respondents are descriptive oriented youth, thigson is
unsurprising. Next, 69.6% of respondents answehed t
they decided not to go because of negative WoMaBse

Figure 2: Factors affecting respondents to actually go ¢o th WoM is one of the mos_t important factors for our
informed culinary places respondents to go to culinary places, when theyl fin

0 100 200 300 400
Number of response
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Unstrategic location [ The most popular category is Indonesian traditidioad
g ELLREF] (88.4%) both at restaurants or street food. Tlssiltds in

line with a study conducted by Alamsyah (2008) #tated

Uninteresting description_ [CELLREF] the popularity of Indonesian traditional food haseb
) growing in the last several years. The second pogtilar
Negative word of mouth [N (CELLREF food is fast food category with 51% of the respanse
Ever been there but di answered so. Next is oriental food (49.8%) such as
not like it d_ [CELLREF] Japanese, Chinese or Korean food. The fourth isewes

food (42.6%) such as European or American food. [&ke
0 100 200 300 400 500 category is Middle East and African food (12.3%).
Number of response

4.4, Culinary Spent
Figure 3: Factors affecting respondents not to go to therméd y=p

culinary places 4.4.1. Culinary Spent Based on Respondents Groups

Characteristics

In order to examine the characteristics of culingpgnt,
we divided the respondent into several groups based
gender and occupation. Originally the groups areafe
and male students, female and male worker, houseanifl
talso unemployed male. Yet, after conducting cluster
analysis of the respondents’ characteristics, wadothat
housewife cluster is similar to the female studelntster

negative WoM such as complaints in the commentiarect
in SNS they avoid to visit the places. Lastly, 45.6f the
respondents answered that they have been to theried
culinary places but did not like them, so theysimnaply not
willing to go back there.

Now we are also interested with whom the resporsden
usually go to the informed culinary place. For thigstion,

we also provided several possible answers and me f N
P P while unemployed male cluster is similar to maledsit

writing option in case the respondents cannot fihd lust Theref lassified h i i
suitable answer, in which the respondents can tsele USter- erelore, we classilie ousewile as tema

multiple answers. We then conducted text data rginm Student and gnemployed male as male studentsingsul
cluster the reason for respondents. 76.6% of th ur groups, i.e. female student (n = 186), workiamale

. ... (n =98), male student (n = 63) and working male: (50).
respondents tend to go with someone else wheningsit .
culinary activity place. Specificall, 77.8% of the After that, we conducted ANOVA to inspect whethleere

respondents go with friends, 53.2% go with family Ois any significant difference in those four gropsderson

: . t al., 2008). As a result, the p-value was 2.88:0hich
relatives, 44.8% go with a partner (spouse or date)12.8% € . S )
go with coIIeag?Jes frompwork. (V\F/)hile, 23.4% )of the MeaNS that there is a significant difference betwdmse

. four groups.
respondents answered that they usually go to tioenned e
culinary places alone. It means the respondentd ten However, ANOVA does not show specific differences

invite someone else or more when they want to visigi;[weefn groupshTi:ﬁrefore, to |gspte((:jt _I?_O\ll(va;peg:lf)utp
culinary places. And again, it is one of the cheeastics of mers from each other we conducted 1 Uukey-rramestp

- . . : hoc test. The Tukey-Kramer post-hoc test is knownaa
many Indonesians, who like to gather while enjoyiogd . ;
(Muf?/dah, 2006). An interpretatigon of the factsJ iifmt%d conservative post hoc test (controls Type | Erade) and is

that when culinary business owner via food infllanc usgd \_/vheq the sample sizes for each level are ahequ
succeeds to convince Indonesian youth to go ta tate, which is suitable for this case (Anderson et 808). Table

: 3 shows the summary of the Tukey-Kramer post-hat te
the sales would probably be higher because thehytemd > . .
to go with someone else. which shows that there are six comparisons betvezeh

We also conducted text data mining of types of ftiat group. The results show that there are no significa
the respondents particularly interested in andd#etio go.

Table 3: Summary of Tukey-Kramer post-hoc test

Comparison Average spent difference [IDR] Standard error Q-value Judgment
Female student and working female 693,350 87692.5 .906B Different
Working female and male student 549,703 115766.68 7484 Different
Male student and working male 482,305 129904.96 1287 Different
Working male and female student 625,952 105656.75 9248 Different
Female student and male student 143,647 105656.75 .3594 No different
Working female and working male 67,398 87692.5 8676 No different
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differences between female and male student as asgell
working female and male group. On the other harelcan
see that significantly different judgements arenfbaluring
the comparison in regards to occupation, nameltyydxn
student and worker.

this model can explain approximately 74% variapilitf
the response data around its mean. In other ward n
independent variables in Table 4 can explain 74%hef
money spent for culinary activity in this study.

As shown in Table 4, we used nine different indeleen

The reason for that is obviously the income of the variables for multiple regression analysis. Theakdes for

working group is simply higher than student grobence
their purchasing power is also higher. The aveiageme
of the students is 1.8 million IDR whereas the veoskis 8
million IDR. Meanwhile, culinary spent of studerasd
workers are 0.4 milion IDR and 1 million IDR,

this analysis are income of respondents in IDR; memof
following food influencer accounts; daily SNS timeage
in hour; distant of the respondents’ hometown t dity
where they currently live in km; educational backgrd in
level, i.e. 1 that indicates an elementary schoatgate

respectively. We also conducted t-test of worked an until 7 that indicates a PhD graduate; age in yeggader

student income to confirm whether the income
statistically significant. The p-value is 2.1x10-8hich

means it can be confirmed that income of the waykin

group and student group are statistically different

4.4.2. Factors Affecting Culinary Spent

As stated above, the culinary spent varies frors tkan
25 thousand IDR to more than 10 million IDR. Theref
we would like to
respondents to spend their money. We conductedpieult
regression analysis of culinary spent with seveaaiables
from the questionnaire. The regression is condudtted
examine influential factors of culinary spent a§pendents
(Anderson et al., 2008). The regression modelim ghaper
is determined in Eq. (1),

n

Y=Bo+ ) Bix (1)

i=0
Where Y indicates the culinary spent in IDR,is number
of independent variable$yis intercept,B;is i-th estimate
coefficient and xs i-th independents variable.
The summary result of multiple regression analydis
culinary spent is shown in Table 3. The adjustedtipte
R-squared is 0.7409 which means independent vagabl

investigate what factors affect

isas a dummy variable; interest when looking at tle& n

culinary posted by food influencers that they fallm five
point likert scale; finaly, interest when looking the
comments in the post as WoM in five point likeralgc

From the result of multiple regression analysis of
culinary spent, we can see that there are four most
important factors of consumers to spend their mdioey
culinary activity. Specifically, the significancevel @) of
income was below 0.001, number of following food
influencer account was 0.001, daily SNS usage tivas
0.01 and interest when looking at WoM was 0.001. It
points out that income was one of the most impoértan
factors of culinary spent. It means the higheritteome,
the probability of the respondents to spend theiney for
culinary activity is higher as well. Moreover, ime factor
was also discussed in the previous section as atioup
factor was statistically significant for culinarpent. Next,
number of following food influencer account and Stige
usage were also dominant factors of culinary spethis
study. The more one follows culinary account anihgis
SNS, the more probability of that person to get enor
culinary information.

Table 4: Summary result of multiple regression analysisudinary spent

Variables Estimate f; Std. Error T-value Pr(>|t]) a

Bo Intercept -566557.7761 350889.5448 -1.6146 0.1072

X1 Income 0.14509 0.0127 8.7722 0.0000 ok
X2 Number of following food influencer account 5200742 17392.4316 2.9943 0.0029 **
X3 Daily SNS time usage 697.2701 287.0685 2.4289 56.01

Xa Distant of hometown and current city 82.1443 78121 1.1374 0.2560

Xs Educational background 97558.7917 66485.6168 1.467 0.1431

Xs Age -6045.4829 10428.3076 -0.5797 0.5624

X7 Gender 82472.3764 97375.3270 0.8470 0.3975

Xs Interest when looking at new culinary post 22899M 57919.5958 0.9954 0.2928

Xg Interest when looking at WoM 33620.2523 24040.2547 13.987 0.00797 *x

Signif. codes: 0 ***' 0.001 **'0.01 ' 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ‘' 1;

Residual standard error: 603500 on 396 degreezefldbm; Multiple R-squared: 0.7512, Adjusted R-sgda0.7409. 32; F-statistic: 53.37 on 9 and 396

DF, p-value:< 2.2e-16.
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Lastly, youth consumers in Indonesia are most yikel

(2nd ed.). Edmonton: Athabasca University Press.

spend more money for culinary activity when they se Bennett, L., Freelon, D. G., Hussain, M., & Wels, (2012).

positive WoM or review in influencers’ post.

The results from this study support the previouslisis
(Kwok & Yu, 2013; Kim et al., 2014; Sukhu et alQ15)
which reported that SNS has become a significameféor
decision-making behaviors in our lives, i.e. in @hg
consumers’ information-sharing and purchase inb@ntAll

the more, SNS does not only contribute up to puseha

intention, but also beyond that which is the actin
purchase, especially in culinary activity area.tiealarly,

consumers who have higher SNS usage are more ligely

spend their money.

5. Concluding Remarks

This paper presents an illustration of SNS on coresu
behavior of Indonesian youth culinary activity. Theidy
showed that the respondents are interested in nitggai
culinary information from food influencers becatisey are
visually attracted to the pictures or videos ofirmardy
activity, as a reference to find a places to eat eeference
to try new food menu and the nostalgic feeling tigey
from the food posts. The respondents decided tambygtgo
to a particular culinary place after getting neioimation
because of its description, location, word of motuitie

experience of being to that place and price. Moeeov

income, number of following food influencer accaynt

SNS usage time and interest when looking at WoM are

important factors in culinary spent. However, ibshl be
evident that we need to develop a model of buyiegjsion
process of Indonesian youth toward culinary actibiased
on SNS usage and marketing strategy for culinagirass
side in the future study.
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