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Abstract

This study attempts to examine how the perception of risk and customer satisfaction influence the intention
to recommend when selecting a Korean restaurant. 257 copies of the questionnaire for the Chinese students
studying in Daegu and Gyeongsangbuk-do are analyzed. Three hypotheses were established and the results
are as follows. First, as a result of difference analysis about perception of risk depending on dining types,
there are significant differences in all factors of preception of risk partially. Second, as a result of difference
analysis of customer behavior depending on dining types, there are significant differences between revisit
intention and recommendation intention, and dining motivation and preferred Korean menu. Third, the effects
of 6 factors of perception of risk on customer behavior are analyzed, and there are decreased customer
satisfaction as the customers perceive financial and psychological crisis highly.

Key words: Korea restaurant, risk perception, customer behavior, recommendation intention, customer satisfaction,
returning to contact.
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{Table 1> Characteristics of dining types

Division Plot Frequency %
Once a month 20 7.8
Mean 2~3 times a month 44 17.2
number of 1~2 times a week 43 16.8
available 45 (imes a week 38 148
Every day 72 28.1
Below 5,000 won 69 27.0
1 times 5,000~10,000 won less than 144 56.3
the mean  10,000~15,000 won less than 29 113
expenditure 15000~20,000 won less than 10 3.9
20,000 won or more 4 1.6
Family, friends, neighbors 124 484
~ Media 36 14.1
Information Brochures, leaflets 50 19.5
source
Internet 13 5.1
Others 33 12.9
Taste 154 60.2
o Price 44 17.2
]s)er;zcr]t:ZnOf Location 13 5.1
Nutrition 20 7.8
Atmosphere 25 9.8
bulgogi 106 414
Ribs 58 227
Preferred  Kimchi 15 59
menu Japchae 11 43
Bibimbap 34 133
Others 32 12.5
Family 29 11.4
Companion Friends/lovers 202 78.9
Others 25 9.8
A& WERE o83t Aegh ol
D) 98l X2t Lol
Aol 1% Azt gtk Q1T Ag
A= (Table 2)¢} 2t} & A7E 93 7449
AEA £FA AF A £F F 27709 H
S Fste] 248 A, 210 £32 o7 &
flog F2alth yelA) W AH=aye
g+ 23} Cronbach's @ #ko] 2-SHA] YL A] gopA
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{Table 2> Factor analysis and reliability analysis of perceived risk

Factor Eigen Cumulative Cronbach's

Factor Measurement item . . Commonality
loading value variance a
Korean food will cause obesity 0.814 0.685
Korean food is not right to a constitution 0.785 0.697
i Korean food is concerned about excessive intake 0.776 0.697
Physical o 3810 27.632 0862
risk Korean food causes nutritional imbalance 0.751 0.663
Korean food is concerned about the side effects 0.690 0.621
Korean food has adverse effects on health 0.606 0.659
I am concerned about selected Korean food 0.812 0.708
1 do not know whether Korean food is good 0.712 0.741
Functional .
risk I do not trust the capabilities of Korean food 0.706 2.514  38.104 0.752 0.657
Korean food is not able to provide benefits 0.678 0.748
Korean food will not be helpful to your health 0.444 0.690
Korean food is expensive for the price 0.853 0.759
Economic . .
risk Korean food is a waste of money available 0.790 2479  47.023 0.772 0.682
Korean food is not worth it 0.779 0.525
Additi . - . .
itional tlrr'le is used during accumulation information 0.869 0.744
about production methods of Korean food
Time loss Additional time is used during accumulation information
. 0.833 2287  55.500 0.791 0.692
risk about vendors of Korean food
Additional. Fime is used during accumulation information 0722 0706
about nutrition Korean food
PSYChO' Choosing Korean food is afraid of making fun to associates 0.873 0.822
logical 2254 63.007 0.890
risk Choosing Korean food is afraid of making fun to family  0.851 0.813
Social Korean food is concerned about family atmosphere at dinner 0.887 0.782
. . 2.109 68313 0.867
risk Korean food is concerned about event 0.878 0.801
Kaier-Meyer-Olkin Measure=0.750.
Bartlett's approximate Chi-square test=2414.898, Significant Prob.=0.000.
ALAZT, 2B glo] 22 FEL FHE 5 99 adlont AL Ausy] 93 o

g
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{Table 3> Statistics of interest in Korean food and
the risk of negative and positive perceptions

- Standard
Division Mean L.

deviation
Interest in Korean food 3.33 0913
The risk of negative perceptions 245 0.782
The risk of positive perceptions 3.28 0.826

(Table 4> Statistics of risk perception factors

Factor Mean  Standard deviation Standings
Physical 2.623 0.797 4
Functional 2.846 0.658 1
Economic 2.750 0.792 2
Time loss 2.724 0.781 3
Psychological ~ 2.058 0.864 6
Social 2.500 0.953 5

o] 7H¢ =& A7 A4 ATE VAL o, o
07 AAF 221(2.750), AlF &4 21(2.724),
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{Table 5> ANOVA, difference of risk perception depending on the dining
Physical Functional Economic Time loss  Psychological Social
Division F- ~ F- F- ~ ~
Mean value Mean value Mean value Mean value Mean value Mean value
Family, friends, neighbors  2.63 2.83 2.63 2.73 1.93 2.47
Media 269 p= 280 g 273 p= 281 po 220 g 230 o
Information
source Brochures, leaflets 249 064 296 081 282 193 264 055 211 329 260 097
Internet 283 (0629) 297 (0518) 302 (0.105) 292 (0.694) 276 (0.012) 384 (0.422)
Others 2.62 2.72 2.98 2.64 2.00 2.53
Less than 30 minutes 2.86 3.14 2.79 2.92 2.04 247
) Less than 30~1 minutes 252 p— 284 p_ 267 p- 265 p— 205 p— 251 -
E:;dence Less than 1~2 hours 274 171 278 275 286 139 287 132 203 060 257 072
Less than 2~3 hours 2.84 (0.148) 255 (0.029) 297 (0.235) 264 (0262) 507 (0.662) 207 (0.576)
Over 3 hours 291 3.70 3.50 3.00 3.00 2.50
Atmosphere 2.82 3.04 2.94 2.84 2.25 2.83
Taste 245 2.75 2.61 2.64 2.00 245
Price 273 p= 303 p= 290 p= 268 g 214 g 272 po
Customer .
motivation Good services 299 186 284 132 277 090 292 144 230 202 259 122
People close to worship 242 (0.088) 265 (0.247) 557 (0.439) 316 (0.199) 233 (0.063) 250 (0.292)
Experience the Korean food 2.60 2.88 2.76 2.68 1.79 2.38
Others 2.58 2.75 2.80 2.57 2.21 2.32
Taste 2.51 2.81 2.72 2.63 1.92 242
Priority  Price 266 p- 296 p— 273 p- 276 p= 220 g 255 o
of Location 289 370 276 105 246 123 261 298 230 323 276 0.79
selection  Nutrition 317 (0.006) 302 (0382) 278 (0.296) 323 (0.020) 555 (0.013) 575 (0.531)
Atmosphere 2.64 2.72 3.02 2.85 2.10 2.52
Barbecue 2.45 2.78 2.52 2.63 1.92 2.40
Ribs 2.64 2.87 2.94 2.75 2.09 2.47
Preferred  Kimchi 278 = 270 5 o203 P53 5 oo43 P oop FE
menu Japchae 2.65 226 274 08! 2.54 338 251 328 2.18 199 2.04 203
(0.049) (0.539) (0.004) (0.007) (0.080) 0.072)
Bibimbap 292 2.94 292 2.60 1.92 2.51
Others 2.72 2.98 293 2.83 2.34 2.90
Note : parenthesis is p-value.
Qo] me 97 A7e foF Aol2 el AASAT BAAIE (Table 6o FERNLIT:
FAE Gl ek o] Aol AdS wf, 7} xpolEA A, AT Jmet FH ofmelA 9
418 pRAoz Auo] Aty & & Yk A B9k Asahe 4] WA o8 o]
£ Btk Asske oz es B, A &
3. 1 HE o|=of CHEH XIO|E4 o] #2 A% E Hola Jlo), e SAEE
7hd 2(914) ol & el wel 1 PF o= AR AT dErt TS Ao BT
o FAF Fol7k U2 AolthS AW osl A uE welE B ST ol § A=,
o2 e e w7 PF oo dls] ANOVAE  Hut AZd, 94 o8 F7] B Faclel wpet
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{Table 6> ANOVA, difference of customer behavior depending on the dining type

Returning to Recommendation Customer
Divisions contact intention satisfaction
Mean F-value Mean F-value Mean F-value
Mon 1 times 3.575 3.303 3.000
The mean Mon 2~3 times 3.590 s 3.215 o 3.301 -
Zj;t;zrl:f Week 1~2 tTmes 3.980 0.105) 3.224 (0.870) 3.410 0.047)
Week 4~5 times 3.993 3.282 3.328
Daily 3.517 3.163 3.166
Below 5,000 won 3.822 3.264 3.217
1 times 5,000~10,000 won less than 3.653 3.119 3.243
the mean  10,000~15.000 won less than 3741 | 0¥ gy ITI86 4o 12647
. (0.848) (0.112) (0.034)
expenditure  15,(000~20,000 won less than 3.825 3.570 3.275
20,000 won or more 3.368 3.812 4.062
Taste 3419 2.946 3.232
Price 4.031 3.383 3.349
Priority of Location 3.572 Fol 3.125 . 3.041 .
selzzzno Nutrition 3654 ooy MO eom) 1 ooma
Mood 3.803 3.321 3.553
Korean foood experience 3.682 3.250 3.257
Etc. 3.437 2.732 3.178
Barbecue 3.787 3.346 3.250
Ribs 3.596 3.163 3.293
Preferred Kimchi 3.583 F=1.950 3.250 F=1.945 3416 F=0.446
menu Chop suey 4522 (0.099) 3318 (0.087) 2.295 (0.816)
Bibimbap 3.588 3.007 3.183
Etc. 3.617 2.968 3.250
Family 3.750 3.241 3.405
Accompanied Friends / Lovers 3.708 ]:;(;2;)2 3.196 };;09;)18)2 3.264 1:;2023)5
Etc. 3.750 3.250 3.046
Note : parenthesis is p-value.
FOIG Aol g HeAZw itk AT o A= W@k
oIN F 4-53 A ol&3ks o) Hh sk B, 24 o8 B) Wk AR 9%,
A=A Yyehda 9o, €13 Ay Ao vl Hox @ 3 vE = nE gl g% ox i
A Hhe A9E vlad 14 9SS 7o) 9 el fol@ olE Bl Fu ek §AY o
A7k S e Qk ol 915919) A%, 3 BAP 902 $71E BAL 249 gt 4
gH4jo] o] ohJBE v) 71U vhe F4S A M2AE F713, T A ogdy] 93 24
e B§ B0 F 4-53) AE gehe Aol B O o83 ) w4 BF o)xo] IHH JY
W F3 70 OEE Foburks A o & FE Ao vehhn ok A%} 971
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—_
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o
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B 7 T vl Fash e aQow F EN DWW FAIFEL 1.620°14 1.9669] gk
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33 o, 48E 7Md o' RRACR AeEny  do] "ok & S ko] tEE A A(multi-
2 5 gl collinearity)©] A==A] AR5 F2FHA|(tolerance)
ShH, mAe] 317 P % Mo ANE 9= 43748 ?(variance inflation factor : VIF)S
(3.717), I WE(3,263), T12]3 3 2)5(3206)  F3le] BAEIAT 3709 ARG FAF
o2 Yehdar Stk k4ol tigh 9)=91e) a1 Al 0.728¢14] 0.8899] kS 7FAIH, VIFE 1.124
A qE ome A I o] T2 A oM 1.3739] e 7= AR vEh 57
9= AeR Bt T Y e S g sleg #
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4. 2 x|2to| 124 F o|=0f 0|x|= FE e AEelE Al akle] 3(—)9
FoZ vl frofd Y FaL sivk AH 9
1) 21" X2t ol 12 dF oz He 7ol Asol AT Addel Fg2<
AR Az 2 o] FAY ROl Ao 7 AAS Rt 2le Aotk AF AE
wiell Bl QA A9 89le SRIEE EF ] 2&FE AMNE v doRinal st
atol 43 Aotk ofstall A Zze] 913 Az AAA A9, 7153 AF, BAA A3, AIRE &
ale] A P o VA= G AR A A % AREA Afe 249 AT ALE
g B8t £4E 8laL ols v R 7 3 oo fofd 4TS FA Ut
< Ak o, AYE o, 4 o= 3 1A (Table 8)°1 X 7152 12 A4 94, 1
S A7) FEUTE Sl 679 A9 Azt o AR el i AF Az e F
2218 SR Blshe HAAS W H(Ordinary 3 9o $(—)9] IO R fog dFS F=
Least Square: OLS)O.2 I|FRF S EZFeI3le Zo= yehal ot 7153 82 34 -

{Table 7> The effect of risk perception on retuming to contact

Dependent Independent Regression Standardized regression rvalue
variable variables coefficients coefficients
Physical —0.093(0.092) —0.072 —1.016
Functional —0.011(0.107) —0.007 —0.107
Returning to Economic —0.117(0.084) —0.091 —1.405
contact Time loss 0.05 (0.087) 0.043 0.643
Psychological —0.283(0.082) —0.237 —3.439%**
Social 0.008(0.073) 0.007 0.106
Statistics F=3.768%%%(0.001), df=6,248, adj. R*=0.061, D.W=1.966

Note : parenthesis is p-value. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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{Table 8> The effect of risk perception on recommendation intention

Dependent Independent Regression Standardized regression rvalue
variable variables coefficients coefficients
Physical 0.100(0.066) 0.105 1.511
Functional —0.203(0.077) —0.176 —2.632%**
Recommended  Economic —0.244(0.060) —0.255 —4.053***
intend Time loss 0.065(0.063) 0.067 1.032
Psychological 0.006(0.059) 0.007 0.103
Social —0.101(0.053) —0.126 —1.910*
Statistics F=3.102%%(0.000), df=6,249, adj. R°=0.105, D.W=1.620
Note : parenthesis is p-value. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
Al AR GAMEARIAY] -, A fefd Te ()= Yehd, ol A%S =4 A4
ojuf A7l mIA= el e SHS A FF 1A UES Hashke AR KRl AlA)
3 glE Aol BAH AP @A) el Hel A, 715 A, A £ A 2 A
AT SRA, AT ol UE NS A 93 1A B fod JB vAA ¢
AR A PE Aeolt BW, A & Ao ek
2 YL 715 e efAolv FRE 31 34
A2H oj&Ee B97A0] tE 27 2 g XzZel =&t Xo|EM
sAolek F5H A7, BAA 919, eln sl 8UEAS sl 259 ol 99 A4 2
Z Y¥o] ZL&FE 1o Il thdt =4 9 el thst 91§ A Z(risk perception cluster)<
St oAt @ 4 Tk AAA 99, A% £E9] 99 N2 8 14 9% ojwe] e
=4 99 € A84 AFEe F =l fofgk thAZHEANE A (Multivariate analysis of variance:
FFEE VAA = FUTh MANOVA)S Al&stdnt 919 A2ats =535
(Table 9)ol|A] Shale el A] Q1| A9 Xzt 7] I3l AlSZ 54 (hierarchical cluster anal-
o) 17 WhEo] vlAlE A WA AT A i) o18FA0H, Ward Aol 3] 2HE
4 993 A 990l 27 feld Aoz g FE AN 98 A7 2L (Table 1007}
et AAA 999 H2A 999 ASe B Lol B ar)e] FHPoR BREGH, 247}

{Table 9> The effect of risk perception on customer

satisfaction

Depe.:ndent IndePendent Regresision Standardized . regression rvalue
variable variables coefficients coefficients
Physical —0.022(0.049) —0.033 —0.459
Functional —0.065(0.057) —0.080 —1.145
Customer Economic —0.076(0.044) —0.112 —1.715%*
satisfaction Time loss 0.009(0.046) 0.013 0.193
Psychological —0.087(0.044) —0.140 —2.002*%*
Social 0.013(0.039) 0.022 0.323
Statistics F=2.426%%(0.027), df= 6,249, adj. R°=0.032, D.W=1.830

Note: parenthesis is p-value. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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{Table 10> Cluster categories derived by risk perception

Clusters
Risk perception Fun.ctional, ph?lsical ?sychologic.al Econ.omical, tinjLe Social 1.'isk
factors risk perception risk perception loss risk perception perception Fovalue
group group group group
(n = 80) (n = 54) (n = 93) (n = 29)

Physical 2942 3.151 1.965 2.850 56.439**%(0.00)

Functional 3.192 3.007 2.307 3.027 32.123***(0.00)

Economic 2.816 2.738 2415 2.731 10.630***(0.00)

Time loss 2.870 3.166 2.336 2,735 17.013*%%(0.00)

Psychological 1.693 3.396 1.729 1.655 103.74***(0.00)

Social 2.056 3.259 1.946 4.086 149.01*%*(0.00)
Note : parenthesis is p-value. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
FREFATLE FPEF A5 A2 7] O @ 34 9E 5 BE 17 PF = W5
T AAA AE AT, AEA AR AR A dM 7P w2 ASE Bol FaL 3tk 7ls - A
A A4 91 Ak R A 99 Ake AE 98 AZEe AT o 2 51w
o Yusgh BE 90 M Fo5F 001 A, AEIH 98 Azkee 14 nEs ) o)
T 2EE AR A 2R g f oM M =2 M5 B Fa Atk o9 E
o3t xfo]E Holi it A= olg ARG Eo] A7 g 2]l

A A7 FAEFTHR 1A PF oAx W A AXshe FRES Kol e Aot
Zre] vpH R ARE A o] A3k (Table 1)} 2
ot MANOVA FA &l A kst off, 913 =2+ 3) Q& X|Ztnt I s o|F Zio| MTA
FHERE o) BE 14 GF o Wi B2
ofg Aol7t EAGT e Aoz werE, 29184 o8 28 6702 98 A7 29l

9% Azt aQle] 7 BE AL AL ow, 3370w AF % 7o) UEE AnvAs
23 o% % w2 9E 5 RE 14 PF o Lohiy] Sla) AEATEAE HAISYT. (Table
ol o9 019 Aol g Ref F31 e 2
A AR A AR AT ARE o), 33

o Ho o
lo
)
o
X
AN
e
i
N

EEET A 13 28] AEduAT= 4

{Table 11> Multivariate analysis of variance to customer behavior depending on risk perception cluster

Returning to contact

Recommendation intention

Customer satisfaction

Divisions
Mean F-value Mean F-value Mean F-value
Functional, physical 3.778(80) 3.121 3212
Risk - pgychological 3344(53)  F=3.090 3.106 F=2.107 3.143 F=2176
perception ) )
clusters  Economical, time loss  3.857(93) (0.028)** 3.362 (0.100)* 3352 (0.091)*
Social 3.775(29) 3.120 3.336
Box's M=78. =4.226%*%(0.
OVA 0?<s M=78.186, F=4.226***(0.000),
. Wilks's 1=0.932, F=1.986**(0.039),
statistics

Hotelling's T=0.072, F=1.380**(0.039)

Note: parenthesis is p-value. *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01.
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{Table 12> Canonical correlation analysis of risk perception and customer buying behavior

Standardized canonical

Canonical loadings Cross loadings

Variables correlation coeffcients
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Independent variable, group : risk perception
Physical 0463 —0.215 0.142 0.198  —0.549 0.257 074  —0.176 0.015
Functional —0.512  —0.136 0.594 —0479 —0434 0.528 —0.178 —0.139 0.031
Economic —0.613 —0378 —0.064 —0.590 —0.576 0.080 —0.320 —0.185 0.005
Time loss 0.149 0.119 0.515 0.187 —0.226 0.482 070  —0.072 0.028
Psychological 0.503 —0.756 —0.184 0338 —0.858 —0.164 126 —0275  —0.010
Social —0415 0.047 —0.738 —0250 —0349 —0511 —0.093 —0.001 —0.030
Redundancy coefficient ~ 0.230 0.543 0.227
Dependent variables: customer behavior
Returning to contact —0.573 0.743 0.653 —0.084 0.893 0442 —0.031 0.286 0.026
Recommendation 1.206 0.004 0.223 0.816 0.574 0.064 0.304 0.184 0.004
Customer satisfaction ~ —0.256 0473 —1.004 0.126 0.708 —0.695 0.047 0.227 —0.041
Redundancy coefficient  0.373 0.320 0.059
Canonical function 1 Canonical function 2 Canonical function 3
Canonical correlation
0.373 0.320 0.059
Wilk's Lambda 0.770 0.894 0.997
1’ 65.103 27.834 0.871
df 18.000 10.000 4.000
p-value 0.000 0.002 0.929

7} 0.373, 0.3200.2 UERsit,

¥ 3P TA S (standardized canonical correla-
tion coeffcients) S 7|50 &2 AHE uf, AESH
1ol|A] =5 Wl A A3 A7+ 2919 Fasth
gEo = AAA, 7153, AEF, AAH, *]'554
A, AR EH8Q Fo 2 A YeRgoH, %
2= 20 = Ale) A, AAA, AFH g0 _‘/_;

b, 635 A=) Fam9f f&a 3]

5= 2] 2] ] (canonical loading)= 4 0.4 0]/‘L
O] 7—]0]] :L7i—5—]_o:] 7]. xqztﬂa]:_ DH_J_LO]'—
= 7]'131' = 0]1:]- H‘G—] ;(]74— Q09 ;gz-d_/\
AHE BAH 221(-0.590), 7153 £.21(—0.479)

olH, FEe 200 = AelH 2.21(-0.858), 7
xﬂ?ﬂ 821(—0.576) T°] HEHFZE HEo] A

Uk 1A PF JEo] HFIFIAM = FH
45(0.816), AEgr20E A 95(0.893)
7F g SE Eo] Aok g AEaak
A A} X (cross loadings)= FFn 2} Ha} ko]
22 0.3 o]l Aol Ak fFo12 < 3
TATE EQZ B3 Ay, 599
A7 A9 AFwat A= BT OM
AAA Q¢lo] —0.3200]3, 1 = 9T o] A
Tt A A A A ﬂi—fﬂ o=y
< AREs Yeia
AR 7} A=A 34.7;]]_ P_O] v}eta}
T Atk AEHAXE s v, 949 27t 22
o] ZAAA a3 1A PF x| 4 oJxrt
BHREATY J= AoE yEhtal ok wheiA
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