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Influence of the Consumer-Brand Relationship Quality on the
Customer Satisfaction in the Family Restaurant

Hyun-Ah Kim'

Department of Food and Nutritional Sciences, Kyungnam University, Masan, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to analyze the influence of the consumer-brand relationship quality on the customer satis-
faction in the family restaurant. The questionnaires were distributed to 320 students in the K University located in Masan,
who were sampled by convenience-sampling method. The surveys were conducted from November 10 to 24, 2005. The 287
questionnaires responded, and 15 unusable questionnaires were excluded, then 272 were used for the final analysis (res-
ponse rate: 85.0%) . For the statistical analysis, SPSS (12.0) was used to conduct the descriptive analysis, factor analysis,
reliability analysis, Pearson correlation and multiple regression analysis. The result of this study showed that 2 constructs
(trust and intimacy) of consumer-brand relationship quality have significant positive effects on the customer satisfaction
in the family restaurant (p <.001). It meant that as consumer-brand relationship quality becomes stronger, the customer sa-
tisfaction becomes greater. As a conclusion, the foodservice manager in the family restaurant should focus on the marketing
strategy to strengthen the quality of consumer-brand relationship in order to increase the satisfaction of customers. (Korean J

Community Nutrition 11(4) : 512 ~519, 2006)
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9] A71FQ BAE FLEAF)7] A% Meko|th(Roberts &
2003). Kotler (1992)& ©lA] $-2]9] Ali= vpAE 9
(marketing mix) ol*] A (relationship) & 1 70| W3}
3k31 Qthar aFAA 719 @718 A= A3 Ex(short—
term transaction—oriented goal) 9| #7148 A 752
£ I (long—term relationship—building goal) 2 ©]%Eajjo}
Sttt B pskglch Keller (2003) 9A] BAE zpake] &
22 oA e Anizkel BAT ) 34 (relationship) 2h T
gt gick

ABIAR-B W= #H (consumer—brand relationship) ¢l
tjstei A= o8] Erbgel gJste] 2= it Blackston
(1993) & AH|A-BAE BAS 287 B2} 2u)z}o]
st BAT BT Alole] Fudke o abgold, Harsl
a8zt 2k BAE AR ke BAXMAE Anjxieh BH
T Alolef] sk QIAA, AAA, A2 A HEA

- 512 —



2t} Fournier (1998)& AB|Al-HA= #A] 7
We Uit SollA Alghse] A7) g2 wigos Mz o
TERO| MHAEL ARo] Fofdhs AF-BA=s} A
FollA BAE 2on, AHR-BAE FAT} LR B
A7} F58 AR MR)A HEVEA FRsH, A
3 248 A9 AgE AdiE onsittn seich o1xH
28R e A=) A G3d] Anjxrt BA=o) Azl
L} A 2e]] 9iEsle] Atk A opde®, AR B
WTo] Q1A S Roisle] vhx| Qiztze] AAXY Y &of
A ARPATH= AL Dot (Lee 1999). ol2E Av|A—1
W= #Ale) A4 T4 gl iste] Roberts 5(2003)&
AF 29 9 A =28 H¥9kom Fournier (1998)
o} Park (2002)& 213 9%, Aok, ¥ oE E9,

97, BIACHEVELY 6719 BEE =E3 v} gl

T3 Lee (2003)E 2HIA-BAE BA9) A4 214 =}
o}AAA ofF, U, B, A7, 1WA 5 Ao E T
Jste] AAlS vt Qick

Park & Yoo (2003)& S8R} o) 554 BACS
o Anx-HAE A9 do] uANETef §-97
A FFE v Aoleks M-S Agsty HEe A4 7t
AL AR Eo] AHRMY} BAE BA} TR AR} Rk
Zo Zylgitka SIQith BACE Adeln I 79T &
vz 71802 At BAE FAESFE 1 Bl
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¥

2 @ eof-si3

HAS Fofjol] thgh An=ke] eEg} Fufoze] ¥ 34
Al FEeo] AL EIIck T3 JEY SHo|F
YARIEE o] &3t 7199 AR ¥o] FUtska sl
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O|E BT AV} BrE B AT TR A
o2 a#yxu} AckPark & Lee 2005). g 92 Foko
A o)Foial AnjA—-B AT BAY Ao i ATE A
Bd Kim (20052) & HAAEFE el AEFe] Abj-HHl
T #Ae] Ao] BT FAT] FoHQ) JEg vide &
H&}sien, Kim (2005b) & HAEFE HAEHR] 4H
A-BRE A2 Ao XoldAA oz, AU, A, &
Y, 9EES 571 291 F 9EEe} A9zt 27 Q0] 1
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2} 1992 (F) ohrlet 2E7} Y teld dlAER TGI
Friday’ s& 7H&%F3 1 1993 Ponderosa 5°] %43}
I 3 AN AEFECN ] HAE
goz uHe] ggton o]F 107) o9 2= Hil: o
< 77 e HAEe] SR A4 S e ¥
2EZol= TGIF, wiyds, A7l)eh flA nl24]), of¢-
Waglo]d, N, EYZekA Fo] glon, 2 t7]del
o3 FEHT = AAolvhKang 2004).
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T T2 HAE oA (Kim & Lee 2000; Kim & Ryoo
2003; Lee & Kim 2003), BEA= 7§14 (Park 5 2003a),
BPC M35 (Seo & Baek 2006), BAE AAE (Park &
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2 A7 Ui B EEsE9 Y (convenience sampling
method) & AME-31e] vt X3 K thgo) A8t <1 o
4 320 o7 Atk 20059 11€ 109%E 11
2 24977 BEZARE AABISITE £ 32055 Wi ¥slo
28777t B+ (848 89.7®) HQou 1 F BHHe &
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Kang 2004; Kim & Lee 2000; Kim & Ryoo 2003; Kim
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2802 AR Q1T
A8 59 Table 13 29Mh 9] g8z Wt
Brhs Ao g o2} Bhe B(64.0%) & AX3gie
o, Shdd ¥ elAE 38hdo] thE hdof vla] B FE
< 2R8Itk 2 He D 258 22 30
ojgto] A S9RLe] 55.9%2 dlEE-g pRsisich
(Table 1).
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the subjects

N (%)
Gender
Male 98 ( 36.0)
Female 174 ( 64.0)
Tota T 7000000
Status of marriage
Not married 268 ( 98.5)
Mamed 418
Total 272 (100.0)
Grade
Freshman 42 ( 15.4)
Sophomore 55 ( 20.2)
-Junior 110 ( 40.4)
Senior o 58 (21.3)
Graduate school student 70 26
Tota 2720000
College
College of economics and commerce 23 ( 85
College of engineering 60 ( 22.1)
College of liberal arts 17 ¢ 6.3)
College of education 21 ¢ 7.0
College of natural sciences 140 ( 51.5)
College of law o 1M ¢ 40
Tota T o;2a000
Monthly income (won)
< 300,000 162 ( 55.9)
300,000 = < 500,000 90 ( 33.1)
500,000 = <1,000,000 21 7.7
1,000,000 = < 1,500,000 5( 1.8)
1,500,000 = <2,000,000 0C 0O
= 2,000,000 4( 1.5
Tota T 92000
N Mean + SD
Age (yn) 272 219+25

Asiaict A2 137 gl gAEF
T} ZAF 3 90.1%%) 24590] ut
gatgiod, g HAEZ A SRk S9Rk
62.5%%1 1700] T+ 2fa gH3le] tishieS iy
ATEY Hde PAEe] ik Ae =3
e HAEZe] FH B FA4 A7
(46.3%), &t 2AH29.8%) +2
& AFKim & Lee 2000) 8 AT FA HE¢E B
Aok AzF Ho AU HAEFR HE s 4.33380]9)
oul, 13] WEA] H AF ¥]E-2 23,555¢0]Q=H] ol
A8 A7 (Kim & Lee 2000) Rth= thd £ 55090
o) ol A3 A7) ZAF AT 5ES Kfol7t Q) wE
ol Zio® AtgHrh

E:rlol A|§|E al E[EI-E

Tolx] ARE-€ iﬂlx}—li%ﬂ‘: TAe] AR 3RS
£ 2T AT 9 BT HAZ Az Table 3¢
AR 54 FEE2] AIAEE HF8] A8t cron-
bach’s alpha A& AHEsSIIE|, ABA-HAUAE A9
Aol 570 F4 ER RpotAAA of 22 0.821, THEL
0.854, &2 0.756, Algl:= 0.830, AE72 0.849°]%
o, YANETE 65802 YRt BE 74 /EE0] 7]

i S e By WY
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Table 2. Consumer behavior related to the family restaurant

N (%)

Visiting in last year

Visited in last year 245 ( 90.1)

Nc_Jt_ y[s_if_ed in last year 27_ 9.9
ot 272 1000)
Accompany

Family 23 ( 8.5

Friends 170 ( 62.5)

Sweetheart 77 ( 28.3)

Alone 20 07
Tota T 272 1000)
Purpose of visiting family restaurant

Simply eating 81 ( 29.8)

Meeting friends or lovers 126 ( 46.3)

Celebrating (ex. birthday) 39 ( 14.3)

Meeting or conference 23 ( 8.5)
Etc (recommendation of other people, 2( 0D

for making good mood)
None 1( 04)
Total 272 (100.0)

N Mean + SD

Number of visiting family restaurant per 272 433 + 4.40

year (times/year)

Average cost per person (won/person) 272 23.555 + 18.957
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Table 3. Reliability and Vdlidity analysis of measurement insfruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality

Factor

Factor

Ifem Construct ltfem loading loading  Commundlity Cror;b:ch s
(Factorl)  (Factor 2) alpha
| feel attracted to this brand because it 719 ' 517
shows whom | want myself fo be
| feel vacant without this brand because .831 690
Self- this brand matches with my lifestyle 821
) | feel empty when | can’t use this brand .882 778
connective .
attachment because this brand expresses who | gm
The reason why | likes this brand is that it .804 646
makes me special
% of variance 65.785
Eigen value 2.631
This brand is what | want 743 552
It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 794 631
I really like this brand 810 656
It is good experience for me to use this 692 478 854
Satisfaction brand
This brand performs more than what | 782 619
expected
I enjoy this brand sincerely .740 547
% of variance 58.057
Eigen value 3.483
Consumer | do not consider other brands because | 707 500
brand have this brand
relationship | want to use this brand for several years in 874 764 256
quality c itment  The future :
emrmimen | want to make the long-term relationship 876 768
with this brand )
% of variance 67.745
Eigen value 2.032
This brand which | use always thinks 792 628
consumer’s need
| trust this brand because it keeps promise .846 716
well 830
| think this brand would help me even 795 632 ’
Trust .
though circumstances change
This brand always makes efforts for 826 682
consumer’s happiness
% of variance 66.440
Eigen value 2.658
This brand is familiar to me 878 770
This brand makes me feel comfortable .887 .787 849
Intimacy This brand is not a burden for me and it s 867 751
natural to me
% of variance 76.951
Eigen value 2.309
Service of employee .801 651
Capacity of restaurant .705 .503
Overall atmosphere 585 557
Price 854 746 658
Cus’rqmer ) Easiness of accessibility 580 412
safisfaction (tfransportation and location)
Taste and gudlity of food .546 429
% of variance 28.389 26.562
Cumulative % of variance 28.389 54.951
Eigen value 1.703 1.594




F2) 0.6% 3oz ¢33 AA5E Ve THChae
2005; Nunnally 1987; Huh % 2003). 28]z} BH= &
ALY HEE #EE 98l o] HAAT(Lee 2003) oA
AAE 5709 A Adell gt 24l B4 Agk A 2
olaAR AT, BET, B, AF), A0 74 e
=23 Ba52 7zt 1789 29lo] FEE o] AjoldAAH off
Z iEe 29 A, AYztelztn BHEseH, nA%
Z5 &4 EaojaE 27] QQlo] F&Ho] a9l 12 Au
Ql, 89l 2+ &4 @qlo g WY 2%l B4E
zt 23F=9] QRslEk(factor loading) ] 0.40
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Y7 76.95% 133l IANETE 54.95%2] AHHE
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TS MuA AlFAL)e] BE 317 g5 akgel] tigh 42 3
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= 92 ERCE R
2908 SYRSE, DAVSES FHA5E B} TR
BAE AAT AR Table 43 2eh DABSE] o

& 2BA-HAE fAle] A 7Y Q4Fe] dFYel o

2 @ ohsn

3 Zzke] AFES ulE duind Rglo) 0.313 53
$59] ArgL 31.3%5 B F1 o FoFE p<
0.0019) 71E22 BE W Ao}dAH o, 29, W5
EARoR e e Flor veikt Alge Iuzhe
Fole Aoz vepdt) SRAARE Ao, A=l 0.278,
AU 01922 A9} Agzholehe Sy F5U
FQ nANEE FHH)H FEE vliAE AR HetH
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A(EHwp) o] WAREE (FEH) o] 4T vXeA] B4
317) sl TSRS e A st
Wao]| m]x)= e e 31.3%9] AP S Helon, 4H
A-BAE BAL A9 57) 74 L RtAAZ o4, W
Z% AF Bl A7) FojA Alglel Mwzte] 27F &
A7} F5E p <0.001904 FeFoz uAREE 4
(H) 9 9L AE Re & F Uk

2 AT A= Park & Yoo (2003)9 A7 Ands
St 258 HHBATS ojEFEA BIES o
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Table 4. Muttiple regression analysis of the effect of consumer-brand relationship quality on consumer satisfaction

Standardized

D?,Z:QS,T Ind\zezr;)?:m Unstandardized coefficients cosfficients i sigt
B Std error Beta

Constant 1.861 .148 12.557 .000

Self-connective affachment —-.087 049 =116 -1.795 074

Satisfaction 116 072 136 1.625 105

Custormer Commitment -.063 051 - 088 1239 216
satfisfaction

Trust 278 056 340 4986 .000

Infimacy 192 046 292 4,195 000

R? = .313 adjusted R* = .300

F-value = 24,273 p-value = .000
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