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ABSTRACT

This study analyzed the effects of satisfaction with the attributes of adults on the price satisfaction and revisit intention according
to the type of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant. From June to July 2024, 309 questionnaires were distributed to adults in the Jeonbuk
area. The data were analyzed using a x’-test, independent rtest, factor analysis, and regression analysis with SPSS v. 27.0. The
average age of the users of Jeonju Bibimbap specialty restaurants was 47.08 years old, and users of general restaurants were 37.52
years old (p<0.001). General restaurant users had a high frequency of eating out (p<0.05), and their income level was lower than
that of Jeonju Bibimbap specialty restaurant users (p<0.05). The selection attributes of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant were categorized
into four factors: hygiene, food, employee, and environment. The environmental factor of the selection attributes significantly
influenced the price satisfaction in Jeonju Bibimbap specialty restaurants (p<0.001), while the food factor influenced the price
satisfaction in general restaurants (p<0.05). Satisfaction with the selection attributes of the subjects in Jeonju Bibimbap specialty
restaurants and general restaurants influenced the revisit intention (p<0.001). The results of this study showed that support is needed
to improve customer dissatisfaction with the selection attributes of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurants and maintain the tradition and hygiene

quality of Jeonju Bibimbap in general restaurants.

Key words: selection attribute, satisfaction, Jeonju Bibimbap, revisit

M
AFante R 2 AARAE $5E tE4<
A FEFH R A4 5] vtdd 579 x2H
o= = 2023), &

b E]o] gkom(Yang MG 2013; Mun EG
A 22shA Q1 7W Eak ofu g} GATA TR 2 %
]

2
= 2024). A AFAE 200793 E1 un1 Kk
o] 7R& ¢} 2012 Hull 2~ =
& Fajo] AFRE AHoR Feler Be wdg

ol21gt 2|9 omA|/hH ] wHor AF
#PMo] mhd 2718k Aoz Haugw g
THJeonju City 2017).

H] H) Hl— ;q]

F

' Corresponding author : Jeong Ok Rho, Tel: +82-63-270-3821, Fax:
+82-63-270-3854, E-mail: jorho@jbnu.ac.kr

20219% =7} FFdlol8] XY (Public Data Portal 2021)
o] AFAl S21H B HolA vy A SAHem SEH
%H%Fh 2021 3% 715 Z 29070 2 AAE L gt o]&

T ] qﬂl—o] }\11:!]_4 I;HZchd gﬂoﬂ/q ;GEH_Q_ %/}11 o

5
L |
:

HalE A= v T 9l S ti(Yang MG 2013), AFH| gk
AqRIEe] Aoz fA Firt kst Zﬂ*}”ﬂ‘r‘?ﬂ' ]
ek AA, AFAlE AFeSukEe] @A stel vRigte] A
A BAE flste] AESEAA S} FA dFEHn 3k
EoR 73S Ay AR o m A ete] x st
et FESAUEES AFNAR 2 AFE UL
T AR Y Aods]eA 213 AHl 2, $14
A F7HE Foke ’ﬂ Sk A °]\3](Jeonbuk State 2025). ~L
u}

kel 7HE g9l k2] gte] At
ARl AL Qlom] SAde] Adant 2 B efe] A
el Fute] opd S-43¢] Bk 14)(Chae WR 5 2013)


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.17495/easdl.2025.12.35.6.557&domain=https://easdl.org/&uri_scheme=http:&cm_version=v1.5

558 o} 27E 24 S

ATk 12w TA B AN Hop v
7H 58 AulSe] vinn A543 ol 8= of|Al S
E g9o® A71E 3 gk

FH2e] avjrkse] w44 Ada FeEEel i d
of w=m e]aakele] Wbl Wstehs AA4E Sto] g

JO 2020; Choi SA & Rho JO 2023). Chac WR
S(2013)2 AE&EA T 52 89| AR Y &
J3ke mFtha sl e, Park KH 5(2011)S &2]4 $+4
o] FHo] AMu|x9 FAFA Bt uAe] A PEol=
o] o] & 9J3S mHta Euslyith Lim HM & Kim
YS(2015)¢} Kim SK 5(2021)2] Aelx = 214 Hdes
L F2lo] 7| EolA Wt FARALS] AuH| A~ 2
24 S 243 Aol S5 dEFs nxle 2o
2 Hagdeh dudvte] 7 FAE5A ) ddsko
Eom YS & Kim JO(2015)& 172} E°] MFH]|qlgte] ulo] &
=

71A0] At LSS WSt Eu AR
oA FHE APt Erha st 53], AFAES 7F
H] H|RIRre] vt 94, Auls HA] F4o] vhEag
&S w Al #3 2R A AFuy 71A w=gho)
HAE ¢ gleng JANES Y e
A&l B2 1 5lo] desitha a9

AB7A AGe] FELAH Ay aAvEEd
o A Ao B Aol A] 3PEo] ghom(Lee DW &
2012; Kim SI % 2013; Yang SP 2018; Kim HC 2019; Lee SS
S 2019; Lee SI 2021), AFH]H¥ke] Mej&Advt uATEs
A= -2 A5 me 5215 Jeon HI 2013; Na HR &
2017; Kim YS 2019)Z FES2 - (Park KH 5 2011; Chae
WR & 2013)% o|&3he #3345 ez JP=uck 2
2t H 2 kel 71 =ge] A&A o R giFEal 9l
Lo &= B85 (Na HR 5 2017; Kim JL 2024; Lee JH 2024)
AFadgke] A3 AT 71 4-F4 A3 (Eom YS &
Kim JO 2015)¢} sl =975 o] &3 7H 2% S4A+
(Eom YS & Yang BW 2013)%to] =)< W An)qiak

AEAT I3 deEAe] v we 7pAREs
AT o =ofe] #/d A= 73l Cha YS 5(2024)2

Aee] FRlgo] Azl WEsn FRA Boe @
o Tk Al = BYASR ohjet ABAge| e
AQEAA o AFH oz AFHS FAe Aolm o
gk webd] B Aol A AFHN S Arfehs

A Fa|HlEE A B3} dutealx] o g JLESFo]

= H UL =T =
[e) ) A~
Foluur 244 o S-esh £494 Aes

HoFA oF BAEREAERS

ARE 797k AT AR =

3 3l

o] ARAY Hole tatoz Bk tARE AFA,

oA, FAA, AN, BT 5 ABA A 147 Al - 7
H

[¢]
7} slgElon, o] F AFHIRE Tl AArh AR 2t
th2A e AEAIE A Q)3 3095787.8%) 5 w0l o] &
STt & A= A7 £5% gt A aEialel A4
3lo] 5012 ukgkom(591H T JBNU 2024-06-0006-001) =
AR ol gt 7 AEEAR Fedsisith

2. TAMHES %
R I R E E BRI s
3 A EelEd WA e 9% 2467 98 AEAE A

PAF(Park KH 5 2011; Chae WR 5 2013; Eom YS &
Yang BW 2013; Jeon HJ 2013; Eom YS & Kim JO 2015;
Lim HM & Kim YS 2015; Song HE 2017)& =3l 2
stttk Argael 193] SRAAA o] & HFAl A 202

Ao B2 AR ZAIS AAE & A EX| 9] duirlgla}t AF
D)

A9 T, 7SS, €9 A5, 9
Arstslon, A8 A4 ZIdskes shlth

Are AF e = A 74(Chae WR 5 2013; Song
HE 2017; Lee JS 2018)5 Zhz=ate] At 7] 5213
T, Adsste A5

g olgde e R EHE 2

[€)
Heshe o) f AFLAol R, T, st o
7 Ae Adsee Sel 728e FReTRon 245
govl, 7|e e A4 /RS s
S44 Ay e 2t 59 844 Et 84e A

getr v 2HjsAl wEs 2pdstE eclew Aoun



35(6): 557~570 (2025) AR 524 Aeggdo] 714

(Chae WR & 2013; Kim MJ & 2024) 2]l th3t &H]x}<]
MRy, 7ol 2% ZL AR Jakel DA Aol Uk
(Park KH 5 2011). wahA] Park KH 5(2011), Lim HM &
Kim YS(2015), Song HE(2017)9] AFE FZ3dle] 2=,
‘AR TR, 2o wb, oy oY, casTe] x3p,
FIHATER, AAEY] ARA, ALES] M|~ H,
HAge Bap, g2A Qldelol, <Ak Held, coi7|Al
b, AN, A7F AR, e 5 F 299 &

238l om, Likert 53 H=(53: vil-§ w3t~
18] whEebA] Frh= ARt o213 deE4d A
w3 ke A did S ghefetaal 4lE w4
4

3}, Cronbach’s alpha A4~ 0.9572 YERY Al=2]A

[o

o

|

AFunke] JHANETE AAL T g2 Ju) FAS
2 ) A2 7R Egch o] dddES Likert 53 A
S(53: viS- DR 13 A8 wEHSA erhE 241
Atk mA e 2 A RN S 0] PR e FF
ikert 573 #=(575: -

Akt

Hﬂt‘*

agg-14: A8 234 g

3. 3

B Aol 217 BA-& SPSS A2 13 (IBM SPSS Sta-
tistics for Windows, Version 27.0; IBM Corp., Armonk, NY,
USA)S o] §3kieh. ZAFhdAe] uba) St ATl

HAGEE AT 4 F30 meh PetestE A3

Z3h ARE olmel vAE G 559

A% & =Y R E rtest(independent t-test) S AR
AFHRIREE Aeshs olfie WIEet WM& R AE3I8]
Cl 9 Fas Tt St
Q14X (factor analysis)@} A2 = F-A(reliability analysis)S
2 B H AE S ASelith i R B4
o2 w3 H(varimax rotation)S ©|&3f] ILfgk
(eigenvalue) 1 ©]7d, L2155}k factor loading) 0.4 ©]/dS 715
o7 3o AlFx =32 93t Cronbach’s aZk-S 7513
ok A S FrEel wE S vise, 7T
S 3EE rtest(independent test)
= 2 89 TEwT) 74Tk
Lo PAe e 3l (multiple regression) &=
R, A AeEAde] F ot AHE o2 v
22 T3] A B (simple regression) -2 EA151%]
on, Aol A2 Ry} Adjusted 72 HZ3IITh

. ZAICHARLS] SAM FYY FSAEA &

] ATBATH 545 &g
ZAI= Table 13 2. ZAMN RS & 309 o2 oA
60.5%, ‘&4’ 39.5%°1A . AF = 20t 7} 21.7%, 30
& 20.4%, “40TH’ & 18.1%, ‘50U’ E 22.3%, 60Tl o] &
17.5%= BAE 2 43494010k 544 K3l w2
FaE AR 50T°(28.5%) 2 60t ©] A (21.7%)°]

Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects by type of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant

Type of restaurant

Total

Variables Bibimbap speciality restaurant General restaurant (n=309) x/t-value
(n=193) (n=116)
Female 122(63.2)" 65(56.0) 187(60.5)
Sex 1.562
Male 71(36.8) 51(44.0) 122(39.5)
20~29 27(14.0) 40(34.5) 67(21.7)
30~39 33(17.1) 30(25.9) 63(20.4)
40~49 36(18.7) 20(17.2) 56(18.1) 31.003™
Age group
50~59 55(28.5) 14(12.1) 69(22.3)
>60 42(21.7) 12(10.3) 54(17.5)
Mean+S.D. 47.08+13.94% 37.52+13.93 43.49+14.67 58417
High school 22(11.4) 2(1.7) 24(7.8)
Education In university 62(32.1) 44(38.0) 106(34.3) 1.008"
level College/University 72(37.3) 52(44.8) 124(40.1) '
>Graduate school 37(19.2) 18(15.5) 55(17.8)
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Table 1. Continued
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Type of restaurant

. Total 5
Variables Bibimbap speciality restaurant General restaurant (n=309) x/t-value
(n=193) (n=116)
Student 30(15.5) 38(32.8) 68(22.0)
Housewife 17(8.8) 6(5.1) 23(7.4)
Self-employed 47(24.4) 15(12.9) 62(20.1) .
Occupation 16.944
Office work 37(19.2) 23(19.8) 60(19.4)
Professional 51(26.4) 25(21.6) 76(24.6)
Others 11(5.7) 9(7.8) 20(6.5)
Single 45(23.4) 45(38.8) 90(29.1)
Couple 34(17.6) 18(15.5) 52(16.8) .
Typsz . of 10.928
families Couple+Children 101(52.3) 51(44.0) 152(49.2)
Others 13(6.7) 2(1.7) 15(4.9)
<100 17(8.8) 21(18.1) 38(12.3)
Monthly >100 and <300 54(28.0) 37(31.9) 91(29.5) .
income 8.137
(10,000 won) >300 and <500 56(29.0) 30(25.9) 86(27.8)
>500 66(34.2) 28(24.1) 94(30.4)
>4 days/week 32(16.6) 17(14.7) 49(15.9)
2~3 days/week 66(34.2) 55(47.4) 121(39.2)
Frequency of 1 day/week 60(31.1) 18(15.5) 78(25.2) 11.036°
eating out
1~2 days/month 24(12.4) 18(15.5) 42(13.6)
Rarely 11(5.7) 8(6.9) 19(6.1)
D n(%).
2 MeantS.D.
¥ p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
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Table 2. Consumption status of Jeonju Bibimbap of the subjects by type of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant

Type of restaurant

. Total 5
Variables Bibimbap speciality restaurant General restaurant (n=309) x"-value
(n=193) (n=116)
Yukhoe Bibimbap 76(39.4)" 38(32.8) 114(36.9)
Preferred Stir-fried beef Bibimbap 35(18.1) 18(15.5) 53(17.1)
o 2.497
Bibimbap type Dolsot Bibimbap 75(38.9) 55(47.4) 130(42.1)
Others 7(3.6) 5(4.3) 12(3.9)
1~2 times/week 7(3.6) 4(3.4) 11(3.6)
2~3 times/month 17(8.8) 12(10.3) 29(9.4)
Frequency of | time/month 35(18.22) 19(16.4) 54(17.4)  0.584
intake
| time/2 ~3month 45(23.3) 30(25.9) 75(24.3)
Rarely 89(46.1) 51(44.0) 140(45.3)
Preferred Gochujang with stir-fried beef 77(39.9) 52(44.8) 129(41.8)
Bibimbap Gochujang 108(56.0) 59(50.9) 167(54.0)  0.775
sauce Others 8(4.1) 5(4.3) 13(4.2)
Bean sprout soup 129(66.8) 58(50.0) 187(60.5)
Favorite . o
served soup Doenjang soup 49(25.4) 49(42.2) 98(31.7) 9.883
Others 15(7.8) 9(7.8) 24(7.8)
Brassware 140(72.5) 50(43.1) 190(61.5)
Preferred Stone pot 37(19.2) 50(43.1) 87(28.2)
bowl for ) 31.941
Bibimbap Ceramics 10(5.2) 4(3.5) 14(4.5)
Nickel 6(3.1) 12(10.3) 18(5.8)
Y n(%).

T p<0.01, 77 p<0.001.
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Table 3. Reasons for consumption Jeonju Bibimbap of the subjects by type of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant

Type of restaurant

Variables Bibimbap speciality restaurant General restaurant (;?819)
(n=193) (n=116)

Taste & Nutrition 104(53.9)" 62(53.4) 166(53.7)
Appropriate for a meal 77(39.9) 68(58.6) 145(46.9)
Hospitality for a guest 45(23.3) 10(8.6) 55(17.8)

Traditional food 32(16.6) 6(5.2) 38(12.3)

Health 22(11.4) 17(14.7) 39(12.6)
Vegetarian diet 11(5.7) 5(4.3) 16(13.8)
Price 42.1) 10(8.6) 14(4.5)
Others 42.1) 4(3.4) 8(2.6)

Y n(%).
Multiple answer.
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Table 4. Results of factor analysis of selection attributes of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant

Selection attributes Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Hygiene of dining table 0.827"
Hygiene of toilet 0.818
Hygiene of waiting room & chair 0.807
Hygiene of tableware 0.764
Hygiene of employee attire 0.750
Hygiene of food 0.740
Portion of food 0.692
Nutritional balance 0.691
Taste of food 0.688
Freshness of food ingredients 0.669
Country of origin 0.669
Customer evaluation 0.661
Quality of food 0.639
Menu diversity 0.630
Food temperature 0.551
Professionalism of employees 0.787
Service attitude 0.760
Service speed 0.744

Uniform

0.725
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Table 4. Continued

Selection attributes Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Convenience of parking 0.773
Location of restaurant 0.771
Waiting time 0.726
Noise in restaurant 0.624
Ease payment 0.401
Eigen value 11.107 1.990 1.507 1.154
Variance explain (%) 20.966 18.829 13.418 12.444
Cumulative variance 20.966 39.795 53.213 65.657

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 0.938

Bartlett test 4,977.423™
Cronbach’s a 0.934 0.898 0.882 0.840

Factor 1: hygiene, Factor 2: food, Factor 3: employee, Factor 4: environment.
Y Factor loading>0.4.

™ p<0.001.
A B gt lsS Byt 5 SAE REY MFu[L AN deiSMol giEr
ZAPARS] AFHIR 5241 AeEAdel B 524 9} yjHokEL gl xjekR o|F H|W

Aol Bl 2]l 1€ AAtelelg 914, s 914, A A A i A S HeEg
1A A A, AT A, T B A, o nimng AARET 9 AR oms B9 Ave
SANA S 6RFoR ] Ao FHRIOH, i sob g AFE SAY AEzde] g v
AR HE 20966%0130 T 891 2 HA BF, G = g EsE 59 715 3.69% 0|0, A8 AR5
T, wae] b, AR AR, AAR A A anlgaye] & MEme folHel Jolvt gigink 2 29l
B7P, wAel A, ol B, ] 2 9w FeR w3 gadses g2l 3783, A 3727, B9 358
TAE o Wusilon, BAAWE S 18820% A 8 35749 Sow <ox golo] TELS} sbY =
oliTt. a1l 32 Fdde] A2, AMISEE, A o} Bom YS & Kim JO2015)0] SN E A AR S
S, Sel apgen s FUd R WHSl o) wpulyre AU W B, 32, A4S $HKoR Fe
on, AR HE 13418%C10th 891 4= A HR gy Azieitia Baste] B 2Ale) BUs ARE BT
237, ARRIAP, ZIARYE, A &g, B AR 2 WA QA 0le] WE N g3 vwe 2

2]
STo R FEol g o m wHsidlon, AW HEE 3 zi7te) & yRHsE 3.
2.444%°]91th Chae WR 5(2013)¢] Aol A= AUzt » g1oic) grllo] 51944

=]

—_

= 54 T A ARG AT
73, A, =4, A1Ed ] 4 8]lel Park KH 501D 9wt A& (3.76%)0] Lre21(3.59%) ek felroz
TAME AR s, =2 2, 549 3 8900] EEHAY. xe mEn2 1gth(p<0.05). YA 5 o At
Kim KB & Cho YK(2022)9] A7elMe= &4 F4, 5214 dxgo] duleAdun} & 43S Bor} EAH0
37, A Mu| 2, Hely, QA=) 5 8102 YEom, 808 2ol QAT A 682 = 1R =o ulEn
Seo DY & Hong WS(2024)¢] AAyelX= fld#el, 74 Bl = no) gmeo dzuel R4y} gukealy B5 <82
A, vlar 2 A 2=9] 3 g@Qlow FEEUTE o] & QA o7 7247 3907, 3.81- 0|t} 7P wERT) we
A3 AESY B9 gy waw S AHa]l  gme azapyt ARde gz & <2k G673,
= i A all, SAacl, A adlel 2ad 29 gweage gl 914°(3.59%)01 Atk COVID-19 ©]F
o2 EEHet, & AR APFAT} A 8 o] amzte] 9aaE wWalel B3 AT(Jegal TH 5
olo] =34 Ao Holth 2020; Lee SH 2022)c] wt2m 2]#<ckdAlo] tjgt #4lo]
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Table 5. Satisfaction of selection attributes of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant, price satisfaction, and revisit intention of the
subjects by type of Jeonju Bibimbap restaurant

Type of restaurant

Attributes Bibimbap speciality restaurant  General restaurant F{(;tg; t-value
(n=193) (n=116) (=309

Dining Table 3.76£0.74Y 3.59+0.78 3.70+0.76 1.881°

Toilet 3.70+0.74 3.5840.74 3.66+0.74 1.460

Waiting room & chair 3.67+0.72 3.59+0.72 3.64+0.72 0.927

Fl;‘;tg‘izni Tableware 3.8040.72 3.6920.76 3772074 1487
Employee attire 3.73+0.71 3.66+0.78 3.71+0.74 0.773

Food 3.90+0.69 3.81£0.75 3.87+0.71 1.093

Subtotal 3.77+0.63 3.66+0.65 3.72+0.63 1.470

Portion of food 3.68+0.63 3.79+0.74 3.72+0.67 —1.382

Nutritional balance 3.90+0.65 3.9340.77 3.91+0.70 —0.423

Taste of food 3.85+0.72 3.94+0.82 3.89+0.76 —0.951

Freshness of food ingredients 3.94+0.70 3.88+0.70 3.9240.70 0.774

Factor 2: Country of origin 3.82+0.66 3.75+0.72 3.79+0.68 0.838
Food Customer evaluation 3.53+0.69 3.59+0.70 3.56+0.69 —0.750
Quality of food 3.85+0.68 3.87+0.70 3.86+0.69 —0.257

Menu diversity 3.50+0.64 3.59+0.77 3.53+0.69 —1.045

Food temperature 3.79+0.59 3.8640.67 3.82+0.62 —0.954

Subtotal 3.76+0.48 3.80+0.56 3.78+0.51 —0.620

Professionalism of employees 3.54+0.68 3.5140.68 3.53+0.68 0.445

Service attitude 3.62+0.74 3.63+0.72 3.62+0.73 —0.149

Eichyze Service speed 3.64+0.73 3.7240.76 3.67+0.74  —0.840
Uniform 3.56+0.70 3.48+0.61 3.53+0.70 0.940

Subtotal 3.59+0.61 3.58+0.61 3.5840.61 0.092

Convenience of parking 3.52+0.82 3.53+0.96 3.53+0.84 —0.113

Location of restaurant 3.48+0.74 3.58+0.83 3.51+0.77 —1.114

Factor 4- Waiting time 3.54+0.69 3.61:0.72 35740.70  —0.825
Environment Noise in restaurant 3.44+0.70 3.50+0.73 3.46+0.71 -0.777
Ease payment 3.7240.74 3.83+0.81 3.76+0.77 —1.196

Subtotal 3.54+0.58 3.61+0.62 3.57+0.59 —1.012

Total satisfaction” 3.69+£0.47 3.69+0.52 3.6940.49  —0.002
Price satisfaction” 3.34+0.82 3.50+0.85 3.40+0.83  —1.671"

Revisit intention® 3.56+0.75 3.50+0.89 3.54+0.80 0.604

) Mean+S.D.

D Likert scale:
9 Likert scale:
" p<0.05.

5 (very satisfaction)~1 (very unsatisfaction).
5 (strongly agree)~1 (strongly disagree).
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Table 6. Result of regression analysis of satisfaction with each selection attributes on price satisfaction
Dependent variable Independent variable B t VIF
(Constant) 3.330™"
Hygiene —0.051 —0.495 2.304
Price S:;‘:Cfiiiz;nr:;‘g;zﬁlmbap Food ~0.026 ~0.296 1622
Employee 0.090 0.933 2.030
Environment 0.352 3.5877 2.092
R’=0.135, Adjusted R’=0.116, F=7.325""
Dependent variable Independent variable B t VIF
(Constant) 1.064
Hygiene —0.076 —0.627 2.177
Price satisfaction with general restaurant Food 0.310 2.300" 2.686
Employee 0.207 1.750 2.072
Environment 0.104 0.856 2.175
R’=0.250, Adjusted R’=0.223, F=9.251""
* p<0.05, *" p<0.001.
A A B 0.1 o e FAE Hola, B4t A ARkEAA o] HeEd 4 99l 5 A, FHL, =
(variance inflation factor; VIF)7} 10 ©]&t2 Yeht s34 A28k g2 to] AR T §-2)3t JekS v leg
d %’45‘—0— gt ATk yERg o, e 22.3%((F=9.251, p<0.001)°]At} F, ‘=
TR HEH o **E”eq—"é 4 891 F A, S, T AP ale ANe] TS| e AW (B=0.310,
g —5;— AT B Re] AARNBEA G AFS VA p<00s), EZIANE) B %S /HIBE S B @
Ao ehtor], MUHE 11L6%(F-7325 p000Delgl  FErk AREE AFe) o AuERsL Rob
o % AT A2 AL AT AR Q99 ol DDEADE ol $3h DT Tabe 3904 A
RHEmol] e IAIH(B=0.352, p<0.001), EEZSHAIFB)7E  AlsklRol AlghE Azt AAte] A0 < sk Ao
5] Q8 B QP 4B B3 R VFE 52 A5 G40 B0} N ASE 4R Eom ¥ &
Zy]\lvk

7} ARGE AFaEEl] tigk /HATEEsL Eolx]s 1O Kim JOQ015)E H5H]
2 HQIt} Eom YS & Kim JOQ2015)= A ES] AFH]qlyt S 38 uls )R] 5= 7}
of that 7H=ghe AAIR 7Ho] zobd U 9ARE 7F BHash, #go] opd

luk 31.9.0] PA|IU SESAE ol
AS7h afle® 2HgstaL 3l
FRIEo] o83t MBI EA
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Table 7. Result of regression analysis of total satisfaction with restaurant on revisit intention

Dependent variable Independent variable B t VIF
Revisit intention to Bibimbap (Constant) 4.341
speciality restaurant Total satisfaction with Bibimbap speciality restaurant ~ 0.300  4.342""  1.000
R’=0.300, Adjusted R’=0.090, F=18.851""

Dependent variable Independent variable B t VIF

(Constant) 0.450

Revisit intention to general restaurant e
Total satisfaction with general restaurant 0.521 6.511 1.000

R’=0.521, Adjusted R*=0271, F=42.399""

" p<0.001.
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