KOREAN J. FOOD COOKERY SCI.
Vol. 22, No. 4, (P.495~503) AUGU, 2006

Huz| YlAERe| AHIX-EHME Q] EO|
Hilc SME0| OjXl= & - oK CfstdE THA2E
44 o
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze the effect of the consumer-brand relationship quality on the
brand loyalty in family restaurants. Questionnaires were distributed to 320 students in K University located
in Masan, who were sampled by convenience-sampling method. The surveys were conducted from
November, 10 to 24, 2005. Of the 287 returned questionnaires, 15 unusable questionnaires were excluded
to leave 272 for use in the final analysis(response rate: 85.0%). For the statistical analysis, SPSS(12.0)
was used to conduct the descriptive analysis, factor analysis, reliability analysis, correlation and multiple
regression analysis. The results of this study showed that 2 constructs (satisfaction and intimacy) of
consumer-brand relationship quality have significantly positive effects on the brand loyalty in family
restaurants(p<.01). This indicates that as consumer-brand relationship quality strengthens, the customer’s
brand loyalty increases. In conclusion, foodservice managers in family restaurants should focus on the
marketing strategies to strengthen the quality of consumer-brand relationship in order to increase the brand

loyalty of customers.
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Lt A8 ATF(Kim HBF} Lee SM 2000)Eth: tha ¥
2 FEIQEY o AP AT AL AAHA 539
o]zt 7] WEQY Ao Atgdch

¢} go] BARE FAY A& FF EFEY AI=EE
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Table 1. Demographic characteristic of the subjects

T4 AEE0] 71EA 078 FIFozA ¢HFA Al
AEE Y A (Nunnally JC 1978, P 1994, A
AP 2005, HFL T 2003). ©EE HF AIde
Table 4o Uehd uo} o] zlolAAF o=, W
X, B9, A8, 397 =23 2 da 8 £4

ANG A A2 Fgel st 1719 a1le] F
Hol ZtZd] st AoldAA RAFE, BHE, Y
A3, ARPolgn Pk £ AN AER
Z2RZET-Y BT 4 A7 gl 60%olde A
FEe BAFT o] EBdgol 4ZTHAHAAL
1994, AAMQA 2005, S|AS 5 2003). BI= FHE
ZHAETY AHE 2 BYE AF ZFHs 47 Table
50 AAEEEr B ZA%9] Cronbach’s alphagk

i flo J
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2 07412 71EX 07 F3FezA HFH A=
Frequency  Percentage(%)

Sex £ yeiglen, B3E 24 ZF 60%0d9 43
Male 98 36.0 He HaZFa 9o] eldAdlo] J=H Y HNunnally JC
Female 174 64.0 1978, A 1994, ALY 2005, 37 S 2003).

Total 272 100.0

Status of marriage
Not married 268 98.5 Table 2. Consumer behavior related to the family restaurant
Married 4 1.5 Frequency Percentage(%)

Total 272 100.0 Visiting in last year

Grade Visited in last year 245 90.1
Freshman 42 154 Not visited in last year 27 9.9
Sophomore 55 20.2 Total 272 100.0
Junior 110 404 Accompany when visiting
Senior 58 21.3 family restaurant
Graduate school student 7 2.6 Family 23 8.5

Total 272 100.0 Friends 170 62.5

College Sweetheart 77 28.3
College of Economics 23 8.5 Alone 2 0.7
and Commerce ’ Total 272 100.0
College of Engineering 60 22.1 Purpose of visiting family
College of Liberal Arts 17 6.3 restaurant
College of Education 21 7.7 Simply eating 81 29.8
College of Natural Sciences 140 51.5 Meeting friends or lovers 126 46.3
College of Law 11 4.0 Celebrating (ex birthday) 39 143

Total 272 100.0 Meeting or conference 23 8.5

Monthly income(Won) Etc(recommendation of other
< 300,000 152 559 people, for making good 2 0.7
300,000 < < 500,000 90 33.1 mood)

500,000 < <1,000,000 21 7.7 No response 1 04
1,000,000 < < 1,500,000 5 1.8 Total 272 100.0
1,500,000 < < 2,000,000 N Mean+SD
2,000,000 < 4 1.5 No of visiting family restaurant
Total 272 100.0 per year(Times/year) 272 4.33+4.40
N Mean+SD Average cost per person
Age(yD) m 219425 (Won/person) 212 23,555+18.957

Sze #eka A A22A A4%(2006)
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2 3 o} 81
Table 3. Reliability analysis of measurement instruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality for family restaurant
N=272
Corrected  Alpha if item
Construct Item Mean+SD item-total
correlation deleted
I feel attracted to this brand because it shows whom I 2754078 539 220
want myself to be
Self- I feel vacant .without Ithis brand because this brand 2.08+0.78 669 765
connective matches with my hfesfylc ' '
attachment I feel empty when I can’t use this brand because this 2.08+0.79 753 76
brand expresses who I am
The rea}son why I likes this brand is that it makes me 236+0.94 639 734
special
Cronbach’s alpha =.821
This brand is what I want 2.83+0.73 .619 834
It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 3.28+0.72 679 .823
Satisfaction I really like this brand 2.92+0.80 702 818
It is good experience for me to use this brand 3.51+0.75 558 845
This brand performs more than what I expected 3.06£0.77 675 .823
I enjoy this brand sincerely 2.73£0.82 .616 .835
Cronbach’s alpha = .854
I do not consider other brands because I have this brand 2.28+0.87 453 .820
Commitment I want to use this brand for several years in the future 2.90+0.82 .658 591
I want to make the long-term relationship with this brand 2.79+0.86 .659 .585
Cronbach’s alpha = .756
This brand which I use always thinks consumer’s need 3.17+0.71 626 799
I trust this brand because it keeps promise well 3.14£0.74 702 766
Trust I th}nk this brand would help me even though 2.99+0.80 633 799
circumstances change
This brand always makes efforts for consumer’s happiness 3.20+0.73 .676 778
Cronbach’s alpha = .830
This brand is familiar to me 3.18+0.89 719 789
Intimacy This brand makes me feel comfortable 3.13£0.82 737 774
This brand is not a burden for me and it is natural to me 2.91+0.88 .701 .806
Cronbach’s alpha =.849
AHA-HRAE FA S A 74 8Rlo] BHAE F4
3. IYUaE| YAEO| AH|R-EHE BH|Q] =] WAE 9Fe Hets) H o] ZHA-HA=
20| H¥E SMZ0| DIXl= H& A 2 F4 298 SHHTE, BAE FPEE

2 AT e 2A=
Alg dol BAE ZHE e Fgo] g J
A& AAs] Ao WsE Y #EY &4 o
st BEY Y AEE Bsy) st FBAEA BA
A5t tH(Table 6). AM|A-BA= BA 9 A 74

Hdy dEEGe] vl

B EH5A%5E oo gEaARNS emq} A= Table
A 7% Y BA=
2 @A A 74 eas
2
RsH
ol
=

FY=S) vlAE AeAuas
o JgHel ol 2ze) A%

E9 JrE AWEY R'Fo| 03612 =YH$S
ABHS 36.1%E B9 F3 lom {5 p<0.01

AEFH HAE= FHRY FEAA As7t ding 8 7IEoR Hote o AotdAH ofF, £, A==
040141 0.7 Atololl EEstIL glo] F&uW4A B SAHLR Fo5hA] 42 ROE YERI wHE
=S SEAFd 4HA-EAE FAS A 74 IUPe K99 Aoz UEEth AAAFE 49y
fa Atoldlls G 4BRAE EARSAL ASE ¢ WU, DEHTE 0404, AL 01912 HEE9} AU
= AAHE B S 5 2003). olgts FHMTE HAE IPEC FHAY ¥

A2z Hetd A A2P 452006
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Table 4. Validity analysis of measurement instruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality of family restaurant

Construct Item Factor 1
1 feel attracted to this brand because it shows whom I want myself to be 719
Self- I feel vacant without this brand because this brand matches with my lifestyle .831
connective attachment 1 feel empty when I can’t use this brand because this brand expresses who I am .882
The reason why I likes this brand is that it makes me special .804
% of Variance 65.785
Eigen value 2.631
This brand is what I want 743
It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 794
Satisfaction I really like this brand .810
It is good experience for me to use this brand .692
This brand performs more than what I expected 782
I enjoy this brand sincerely .740
% of Variance 58.057
Eigen value 3.483
I do not consider other brands because I have this brand 707
Commitment I want to use this brand for several years in the future .874
I want to make the long-term relationship with this brand .876
% of Variance 67.745
Eigen value 2.032
This brand which I use always thinks consumer’s need 792
Trust I trust this brand because it keeps promise well .846
I think this brand would help me even though circumstances change 795
This brand always makes efforts for consumer’s happiness .826
% of Variance 66.440
Eigen value 2.658
This brand is familiar to me .878
Intimacy This brand makes me feel comfortable .887
This brand is not a burden for me and it is natural to me .867
% of Variance 76.951
Eigen value 2.309
Table 5. Reliability analysis and validity analysis of brand loyalty in family restaurant (N=272)
Corrected item Cronbach’s  Alpha
ftem Mean=:5D - total correlation ___if _item deleted Factor 1
1 would visit this restaurant again next time 3.5320.72 631 583 .866
I want to recommend this family restaurant 3.35+0.71 .632 583 .866
Even thc{ugh t}Te price is increased, I would 261£0.83 455 799 714
use this family restaurant
Cronbach’s Alpha 741
% of Variance 66.944
Eigen value 2.008
njx= Aoz sgEh oEd E AT BHA: A-BAE FAY 2 AL BE=Tt FEEN &
Puk SY ¥ Yoo SRQU3)Y AT AAGE SR 9@ Pl Age & 5 ANYTk AT Aoe 7
g 258 HABAES olFEA BEAEE HE z A% A7 ZH(Shamdasani PN 9} Balakrishnan AA

= 2uA-HAE BAY Qo] FEFHES FAHY
Qe vd ol e ¥y BFY A%
aZo] AWH e AAFAT B ATNA &

S2za geta A 227 AN45(2006)

2000)SHE Fgted 1SS wERE ¥yt ofJzE A
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Table 6. Correlation of consumer-brand relationship quality and brand loyalty in family restaurant (N=272)

Brand loyalty Self-connective Satisfaction =~ Commitment Trust Intimacy
attachment
Brand loyalty Pears?n COfrelation 1.000 292 558 438 414 510
Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Self-connective Pearson Correlation 1.000 .598 S16 416 430
attachment Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
Satisfaction Pearson Correlation 1.000 .650 625 642
Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 000
Commitment Pearson Correlation 1.000 529 547
Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000
Trust Pearson Correlation 1.000 551
Sig(2-tailed) .000
. Pearson Correlation 1.000
Intimacy

Sig(2-tailed)

Table 7. Multiple regression analysis for the effect of consumer-brand relationship quality on the brand loyalty of

family restaurant

Dependent Independent Unstandardized Coefficients Standa.rcyzed .
. . coefficients T Sig T
Variable Variable
s Std Error Beta
Constant 1.227 176 6.977 .000
Self-connective attachment -.095 .058 -.103 -1.641 102
Brand Satisfaction 404 .085 385 4.757 .000
Commitment .080 .060 091 1.335 .183
Loyalty
Trust .037 .066 .037 565 573
Intimacy 191 .054 237 3.523 .001
= 361 Adjusted R = .349 F-Value=30.069 p-value = .000
- 501 - Sz Feha] A A)22d A435(2006)
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