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A Study on Impacts of Selection Attribute of Jeju Local Folklore Food
on Customers’ Behaviors—Focusing on Customer Satisfaction,
Re-visit, and Word of Mouth of Jeju Tourists

Tai-Seok Yang and Myung-Cheol Oh'

Dept. of Tourism and Hotel Culinary Art, Jeju College of Technology, Jeju 690-714, Korea

Abstract

This research was to find out what impacts do selection attributes of Jeju local folklore food by Jeju tourists
provide on their behaviors. Multiple regression analysis was carried out using statistics package of SPSS+/WIN
12.0 to find out impacts of selection attribute factors of Jeju local folklore food on customers’ satisfaction,
re-visit, and intention by word of mouth. As the results, for factors with statistically meaningful impacts at
the level of meaningfulness (p<0.05); level of satisfaction showed regression coefficient of 0.476 and t value
of 5.198 in essential factors; auxiliary factors showed regression coefficient of 0.232 and t value of 2.808; and
sensual (five senses) factors showed regression coefficient of 0.165 and t-value of 2.013. Also, for re-visit,
essential factors showed impacts with regression coefficient of 0.413 and t-value of 3.540; factors of menu
composition showed regression coefficient of 0.228 and t-value of 3.118; and auxiliary factors showed regression
coefficient of 0.218 and t-value of 2.643. In positive word of mouth factors, auxiliary factors showed impacts
with regression coefficient of 0.273 and t-value of 2.555; sensual (five senses) factors showed regression
coefficient of 0.264 and t-value of 2.238; essential factor showed regression coefficient of 0.237 and t-value
of 2.230 and factors of menu composition showed regression coefficient of 0.161 and t-value of 2.167. Therefore,
in customer behaviors (customer satisfaction, re-visit, and positive word of mouth) regarding Jeju local folklore
food by tourists who visited Jeju, local folklore and cultures did not impact on customer behaviors; also, it can
suggested this thesis is meaningful as a study proving that the best marketing is focus on essential substances

of food as indicated in existing researches.

Key words: Jeju local folklore food, menu selection attribute, customers’ satisfaction, re-visit, word of mouth
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Behavior customer

customer

. - satisfaction
Jeju native
local foods
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Choice 2 revisit
attribute
......................... H3

Fig. 1. Research conduct model.

H1: Jeju native local foods selective attribute can have effects
on customer satisfaction. H2: Jeju native local foods selective at—
tribute can have effects on revisit. H3: Jeju native local foods
selective attribute can have effects on information by word of
mouth.

AFFES2d hak (2025292 IFE WAL
o=z —?Lx4(222328>91 Oﬂ-?

o
==
oﬁ-‘

=AY

2 A7 S35 g8t A 2E 1 M S 1A
3l7] feted AFA AFE AT AR A=l gk
E4 W8 SPSS+/WIN 12.0 SAIH 7| A& o] 831o] 4
SR om, TR JAFTFAZA A & o] &AEA 3|
HE B4 (frequncy analysis) 2 7]%& ¥4 (descriptive
analysis)& Tt Ath 259 Qo7 Wgo Fxuo} B

oG WEE AAF] A LARNS WAstA 19

89l FF RARM Hxe] AHE Thed Ha acle
Z 4=F3te FAHE 4 (principal component analysis:
PCA)E ol&stfiem, @Qle 3IHd2 A3 dUy

Table 1. Questionnaire used for research

(orthogonal rotation) = H| 2] ™ 2~ (varimax)< °©]-&3th.
FBABAE 7HA L D AFES HF33 3o 4249 &
AEo Usty AI=EAE HAAE] Z2vEt ¢

(cronbach’s alpha) Zk k] B E
el fFA o= g aAF7
ol 7t o JFY E4 S At A 24
AA AT AFFES A EA E =

T, 74 Y= A= S gotetr] Al s ARA
KN

A8,

FAICHAIRIS] YBINol S
A QWA EHS Hetsy) AaA NERy
1

(Frequency Analysis)S A28k 23= tha Table 29Jr ¥4,
oh A G kARl B8 AT ETH A o2 74
2 204 °]s}7F 19(6.5%)9, 20~294 71 1549 (52.7%), 30~
39A1 7} 59 (20.2%), 40~49A1 7} 4478 (15.1%), 504 ©]/d©]
169 (4.0%)= A 2] 50% o]/do] 20~2941 =2 EbRtT ©]
= A7IHCE QA EY EHAYCE AFE Wol Wi
3]_‘:_ 7;]]1‘5_1240] Qs olou:] /Hl?_oﬂ EH%]_ _CLDLO]] 0101 EH
SAE Z FHEFE A2E YEYIIE SHPA R 2001 &
gst B AZolu) BF-S A wal Ao g TE T
AT Ao & FAL A&7 lo] 987 (33.6%), F-4t
o] 8078 (27.4%), A 71=7} 38 (13.0%), TH =7} 138 (4.5%),
A4 =7F 339 (11.3%), A=71 169 (5.5%), FH =7} 6
(21%), 71847} 8W(2.7%) 2 YEhv F2 A7 A d97
BAS A2 AA 9 60% 7HES A= A2 YE
U Z1Er A el thgk Aol thek SR A= o dE
g s AANEE TFo] Tad AL AR
AFFESAS He ZAir2e 3dY2EFH0] 149
(4.8%), AFFES2] o] 1317 (44.9%), dukS-213 1257
(42.8%), A H o] 229 (75%)o. 2 eI dutS2y =
g giF-Eo] AFFESAS Ajste Aoz e AF

Survey factor Content

Question background

Question
multiple- Scale
choice

Question 24
(more taste)

Jeju native local foods
choice attribute

J.G. Park (2006), M.O. Ha (2005), W.S. Kim (2004),
K.B. Do (2003),
K.H. See (2003), J.K. Park (2001), S.J. Kim (2001)

Grade 5

K.H. Min (2006), K.H. Ha (1999), Likert scale

25 question

Customer Satisfaction Y.S. Jo (2005), Bearden & Tell (1983), K.S. Lee (2003), 1 auestion Grade 5
satisfaction K.W. Kim (2004), J.H. Choi (2002), S.K. Chai (2004) d Likert scale
Behavior Revisit Intention revisit Y.G. Kim - LK. Kim (2004), 1 question Grade 5
customer S.D. Lee (2002), J.I. Kim (2003) d Likert scale
Information by Positive information K.Y. Kim (2004), D.Y. Hong (2005), 1 . Grade 5
question

word of mouth by word of mouth

K.N. Park (2007) Likert scale

General characteristics
of subjects

Gender, age (years), marriage, education background, monthly income,
habitable area, eat in location, job

Nominal

8 ion
quest scale
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Table 2. Generral characteristics of subjects

Frequency (%)

Gender Male 155 (53.1)
Female 137 (46.9)
Under 20 19 (6.5)
Age 20~29 154 (52.7)
( ejrs) 30~39 59 (20.2)
v 40~49 44 (15.1)
More than 50 16 (4.0)
. Single 180 (61.4)
Marriage Married 112 (38.6)
Under high school 14 (4.8)
Education High school 84 (28.8)
backeround College 57 (19.5)
g University 113 (38.7)
Graduate school 24 (8.2)
Under one million won 116 (39.7)
Monthl Under one-two million won 78 (26.7)
incorney Under two-three million won 43 (14.7)
Under three—four million won 26 (8.9)
More than four million won 29 (9.9)
Seoul - Incheon 98 (33.6)
Busan 80 (27.4)
Gyeonggi 38 (13.0)
Habitable Chung Cheong 13 (4.5)
area Gyeongsang 33(11.3)
Jeolla 16 (5.5)
Gangwon 6(2.1)
and so on 8(2.7)
Hotel restaurant 14 (4.8)
Eat in Jeju native local foods 131 (44.9)
location General restaurant 125 (42.8)
Relative house 22(75)
Professional 22 (7.5)
Agricultural and stockbreeding/ 10 (3.4)
forestry mining
Manufacturing technique * labor 9(3.1)
Job Technique 31 (10.6)
Office management 45 (15.4)
Business - service 36 (12.3)
Student 97 (33.2)
Housewife 21(7.2)
The rests 18 (6.2)
Total 292 (100)
FEL AW AiFLALR 2 Folrt gk Ao
el ATz e dutdlFS23 Ardsd AFEES

AR B AFAE 2Yste] ATFESHHN B 2

H3al Aol Wask Aoz AlgHY

=0 CiE AR HS

AL 49 dHX 4B, A, gE714,
otAA, dErleAY BEdE Ages, U3 =4 diadd
gsiA et AHS & T3 AF3 slel A FYS
SHETE AESA, ASHS 813, F 1Y SAHAUE T
9] zpo]E BA 3= W (test-retest reliability) ¥ Y3k
ST 93 ASHe] ol SH A= £A4S

| 2AYPFo v T 639

Table 3. Cronbach’s alpha of Jeju native local foods choice

attribute
Questionnaire Mean Standard Cronbach’s
contents value deviation alpha
1 Taste 3.134 0.952 .909
2 Nourishing meal 3.233 0.920 .909
3 Fresh 3.401 1.052 911
4 Shape 3.113 0.983 910
5 Color 3.089 0.948 910
6 Texture 3.127 0.931 910
7 Smell 3.000 0.984 911
8 Quantity 3.195 1.058 911
9 Temperature 3.216 0.865 911
10 Multiplicity 2.925 1.036 910
11 Price 2.849 1.121 914
12 Quality 3.110 0.975 .909
13 Nourishing meal 3.271 0.937 910
14 Dishes of the season  3.041 0.941 910
15 Side menu combination 3.034 0.934 910
16 Seasoning 3.113 1.044 911
17 Menu explanation 2.784 1.031 912
18 Event 2.531 0.987 915
19 Rapidity to service 2.990 0.914 911
20 Recipe 2.990 0.804 911
21 Convenience 2976 0.850 911
22 Specificity 3.096 0.903 910
23 Culture 3.315 0.976 911
24 Native local foods 3.384 0.969 911
25 Heterogeneity 3.233 1.995 925
Total Cronbach’s alpha 910
g5l di5E T A SHETE o] 83l AT 54
S FAlo =4 3st= W (alternative—from reliability),
o 24FES A2 5T T jY TFOE ra
T 259 3 SR Ale]Y] ABBAE A 41F]
T =5 =A3}+= W (split-half reliability) 28] L3 7)
e S4317] A8 A7 MY FES o) &she A4S AE=
£ Asste $5e Lohllol ZHETAA ALAow
A yE g BAst SAETY AFEE Fol7] 9%
W © 2 Cronbach’s alpha A4S ©]83HcH(30).

AMe 7 7hof] = A=) dAALE ZA=AE
" © 2 Cronbach’s alphag o]&ste], W& o
d (internal consistency reliability)o] #3F a9 &35
7M1 BE AEEE F3ta, old FHAE 4t Al
TS 73R (Table 3). €wH& o 2 Cronbach’s alpha
AF7E 0.7 o)) EW AFEr} B B 5 ded, B
A9 2 AT ol g A wEEe gt AlE
T Age 4207 o] ooy, AA AFEE AZEE
0.73% 0742 Jeht A =e =du & 5 o

o rir ok
of
#

A
2

QEZO CHE Bl AS

2 Q184 (Factor analysis)< T A7 9 sh
2 HFE 11 AHBAC vieS T3 PR = &4
o2 W AFE S WAste AAH] F2E EA
i, 2t FEE 1o AT BAV =2 AES S 89
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Table 4. Factor analysis of Jeju native local foods choice
attribute

Questionnaire Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
contents 1 2 3 4 5
1 Taste b34 469 056 265 176
2 Nourishing meal 625 443 078 184 126
3 Fresh 537 406 -.046 263 .087
4 Quality 579 280 115 117 462
5 Health food 761 169 037 166 .262
6 Dishes of the season .701 .167 307 .132 .04
7 Side menu combination .664 172 288 .097 .087
8 Decoration 307 624 238 -.057 162
9 Color 210 692 295 052 051
10 Texture 244 768 124 098 .088
11 Smell 157 707 276 175 .000
12 Quantity 202 526 -125 327 445
13 Event -.017 -.052 .769 -.075 .331
14 Rapidity to service 187 166 582 274 132
15 Recipe 196 350 666 .097 025
16 Convenience 170 259 715 213 -.011
17 Menu explanation 091 183 519 -.084 516
18 Specificity 369 054 559 508 -.018
19 Culture 274 059 254 773 .086
20 Native local foods 254 155 032 830 .072
21 Multiplicity 194 182 277 181 642
22 Price 237 -.051 111 145 705
Eigenvalues 9.132 2.045 1.583 1.377 1.078
Table 5. Correlation analysis of respective factor
Factor  Factor Factor  Factor Factor
1 2 3 4 5
Factor 1 1.000
Factor 2 685 1.000
Factor 3 516" 494™ 1.000
Factor 4 507 A404™ 403™ 1.000
Factor 5 493" 409™ A67 3417 1.000

Factor 1: intrinsical factor, Factor 2: sensuous factor, Factor
3: secondary factor, Factor 4: native local foods - culture fac-
tor, Factor 5: menu constituent factor. “p<0.01.

Z A4

HELESAMEIEM R0I0| PEFE0| D[X|= gt

3o SHHTEAN AR gt WS A st
o] B8 A% ZA3H(Table 6)5 2 Fghol 37.1100] 1,
p-valuegto] 0.0008.24] slARD ] FAHOZ FoJ3t A
©o 2 Yehytth E3F R-squaregt-S 039724 3] H4S A
el e AR yEgoH, dFIALS Jdste
VIFZko] &5 3 o]st2A] 43zt H4E 7he a3y

q=
BA

i Ao et
FO5EE005)014 EAHCE froja duee
] Q2lo] FAAGF7} 0476, take] 51982 <

Aoz eson, tgogs ¥4 8
A% 0232, tako] 2.808, Z2H 97D a.210] 3
= 0.165, tFko] 20139 £ Yy ST = 23
a9lo] Yol AA MAE Ao tehyh

ol W] Mgl QojA] DARES] FFL HAE &

B AR |
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Table 6. The factors affecting the overall customer satisfaction

Nonstandard coefficient

Standard coefficient

Parameter estimate Standard error B T®
(Constant) .166 234 0.709 (.479)
F1: Intrinsical AT76 092 .369 5.198 (.000)™
F2: Sensuous 165 082 132 2.013 (.045)"
F3: Secondary 232 .083 164 2.808 (.005)™
F4: Native local foods - culture .084 057 .081 1.481 (.140)
F5: Menu constituent 016 057 015 0.273 (.785)
R*=.397 F=37.110 P=.000
"p<0.05, “p<0.01.
e 7E AT(8-203132)9h PR wARES o] adle] FFo] A MAE Aow Uehgth
NE g4 AT Qe BAHA 291(%, FF, A9, ol 240 glo] AWE-L AF VO HLiES v
FA, %4 5] 7bg 2A P2 AT A0R AXF  FAe) 9@ BEC) AYFOE oloiAE J)E AT
Ee40] AT E FEA Addvie] SF4eR A A wire] Aee] YolH AREel AL wAE 2
3 B3 APE TR Aol @ Fdol FA X3 oA wAWSe] MAE G o] BAH2IAFIE
e wARSdE G2 s nAtn ¥ & ek S o, GEH, ARG, FA, A%, AP, Pl
depd ZAREL ol PANE AFFESAY A o) zaho] walo] A AEFS ARE v AF B
Ao AelA O Awate] e AUSANEA AHA g mAE R0 Lheo
Fde A vl g A 2] A, A SikE A AFFESA O U BFA) AFELL ol
& o8 TP dNe) AL, AFFESAG N TR ) alae gl i FA4 S nFLe) &4
2 AP GFe N 55 Tkl AGHA S4S e S ATToEZA FAE B 1S FHE Tkl T
WA okgE Sale) FAL Pshor we o] WP faEIS MR sof dth Hgo] WiEd] Pas
Aoz Atz HT

28.
0.0000.24 sjARDo] FAHSZ Fojgt A
I‘/}(’I‘able 7). T3 R-squaredt-= 0.335i/\1 3
I AE ALZ YEoH gFFA S
o] BT 30l3t2 A o3t MFE 1_9] E 3=

FAZE e Ao YEhgh

FroFEE005)1M BAHCZ FoI3 FFH LS 717
2%l 224 g]lo] AAF7E 0413, tgkol 35405 43
S el 2o Yegton bsogs Uﬂ% T3
2 alo] 3| AA S 0.228, tgke] 3118, #43 2] 3|7
Al 0218, tzko] 26439 o2 Vel ARos 247

Table 7. The factors affecting the re-visit

Hol EYHFEAN T g HFEE A3 2
-J’ﬂ?} 7334—‘5 Table 83} 2t} Fzko] 21.543, p-value
24 g FRdo] BAHORE Fog ZoR
T3 R- square%ko 027624 3AHALS sl
e, FAAEE JAAsh= VIFZe] =
O]é}i/ﬂ F5 38t ‘ﬂ"% 7t gdEF e A
= Ao =2 Vet

FFF <005 BEAHoZ Fo

o

e BA aQlo] HAAGI} 0273

fo

- L
ot
o2
o2
I

Nonstandard coefficient

Standard coefficient

Parameter estimate Standard error B T ®
(Constant) .109 .298 .364 (.716)
F1: intrinsical 413 117 264 3.540 (.000)™
F2: sensuous 044 104 029 424 (672)
F3: secondary 218 105 162 2.643 (.009)™
F4: native local foods - culture 131 .073 104 1.807 (.072)
F5: menu constituent 228 073 182 3.118 (.002)™
R*=.335 F=28.460

p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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Table 8. The factors affecting the information by word of mouth

Nonstandard coefficient

Standard coefficient

Parameter estimate Standard error B T ®
(Constant) 375 .303 1.240 (.216)
F1: intrinsical 237 118 173 2.230 (.027)"
F2: sensuous .264 106 .160 2.238 (.026)"
F3: secondary 273 107 163 2.555 (.011)"
F4: native local foods - culture 051 074 042 695 (.488)
F5: menu constituent 161 074 132 2.167 (.031)"
R*=276 F=21.543 P=.000

p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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