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A Study on Brand Personality Factors as Recognized
by the Customers of Contract Foodservice Management Companies
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the atiributes and factors of brand personality for contract
foodservice management companies. Self-administered questionnaires were distributed to five students at
universities operating under the top five companies in contract foodservice management. The following
statistical analyses were conducted for the data assessment: descriptive analysis, t-test, ANOVA, reliability
analysis, and factor analysis, using the SPSS Win(12.0) package program. From these analyses we divided a
company's brand personality into the following five functional and emotional elements: sensibility, sincerity,
confidence, competence, and excitement. Based on these five elements a total of 26 scales were developed to
measure brand attributes of the companies. The variance was explained by 19.29% of sensibility, 17.65% of
sincerity, 15.71% of confidence, 14.06% of competence, and 13.62% of excitement. The calculated Cronbach's
alpha was more than .90 for all the scales measuring the five attributes, indicating good internal consistency.
There were significant differences in sensibility(p<.01), sincerity(p<.001), creditability(p<.0l), competence
(p<.001), and excitement(p<.001) among the companies. In regards to overall brand personality, company a
had a higher mean score for sincerity, while the other companies had higher mean scores for competence.
Among the brand personalities, ‘confidence’ had the highest mean score with 3.36, followed by ‘cooperation’
(3.17), ‘successful’(3.12), ‘leadership’(3.11), and ‘down-to-earth’(3.02).

Key Words : Brand personality, Contract foodservice management company, Sincerity, Confidence
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents

Characteristics Frequency %
Male 72 16.7
Gender
Women 393 833
Science 378 80.1
Major
Culture 94 19.9
20 under 9% 20.3
Pocket 20 ~ 30 165 350
money
(unit : 10,000) 30 ~ 40 146 309
40 over 65 13.8
Own 363 76.9
Relative 21 44
Dwelling Boarding 11 23
sttuation Oneself 57 12.1
Hostal 11 23
Others 9 1.9
Management . Know 345 73.1
company
recognition Not know 127 26.9
Total 472 100.0

AT AYRARG] e AT Table 17}
2 2R A AL el T2E(16.7%),
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Table 2. The reliability of a contract foodservice management

company's brand personality and propriety

Measurement Eigen Factor Cronbach’s
items value loading alpha
Sensibility factor 6.17
Unique 93 94
Cheerful 92 91
Trendy 9N 90 p
Exciting 90 90
Spirited .89 85
Original 85 78
Cool 85 71
% of variance 19.29%
Sincerity factor 5.65
Small-town 96 98
Honest 95 97
Sincere 95 96 99
Real 94 94
Wholesome 92 90
Friendly .89 .87
% of variance 17.65%
Confidence factor 5.03
Reliable 93 96
Hard-working 92 90
Intelligent 90 9 .
Technical 950 90
Cooperation .86 .88
% of variance 15.71%
Competence factor 4.50
Successful 97 97
Confident 97 96 99
Down-to-earth 96 95
Leader 95 93
% of variance 14.06%
Excitement factor 436
Young 90 90
Contemporary 90 92 97
Up-to-date 88 .88
Upper-class 88 .86
% of variance 13.62%
Total 80.33%
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Table 3, Difference of a contract foodservice

management company's brand personality according to general subject

Mean+SD

Brand personality

General subjects

Sensibility factor

Sincerity factor

Confidence factor

Competence factor

Excitement factor

Male 282080 2964071 2.66+0.98 3.1240.66 2.80:0.84
Gender Women 2694071 2.8840.78 2462068 3.13£0.69 2792070
Tovalue 147 81 2.19% -3 08
, Science 2714073 2884077 25140.70 3.16£0.67 2.8540.60
Major Culture 2712072 2924079 24240386 3.01£0.73 256081
Tovalue 04 .37 1.02 1.88 3.50%%
20 under 2834073 2.9920.75 2574070 3195071 282:0.70
Pocket 20-30 2714075 2.90+0.80 2.46£0.75 3.06£0.70 2.79£0.74
(UniI:OIIIZOOO) 30-40 2.6240.70 2.824080 2442071 3112065 2742075
40 over 2694071 2.8840.60 2574082 3,240,638 2.8840.67
Fvalue 161 9 95 140 60
Own 2684073 2910.79 2.49:0.74 3134068 2824074
Relative 2974058 3.060.71 2.5940.6 3274057 2762054
Dwelling Boarding 2.604049 2810.68 2754063 3.11£0.80 2484051
situation Onesclf 2784079 27940.75 2364077 3.06£0.70 268£0.70
Hostel 2.8440.73 253049 2.51£049 3.0740.84 2825060
Others 2.86:0.93 2.8840.69 27681 07 3.1440.55 311102
F-value 97 94 92 33 1.13
Management Know 2,6440.71 2814077 242070 2424070 280071
recognition Not know 2884075 3,100.74 2.69£0.83 3.0340.62 278:0.77
Tovalue 314+ 35644 3,594 195 28
5-Point Likert scale : 1 - not at all/ 5 - very much
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Table 4, The comparison on brand perscnality factors of a contract foodservice management companies
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Contract foodservice management company

Brand
, F-value
personality A B C D E Total
(N=92) (N=95) (N=91) (N=95) (N=99) (N=472)
Sensibility factor 2.96+0.85"" 2.66:+0.74" 265071 2.59+0.66 2.67+0.69* 2.70+0.74 3.61%
Sincerity factor 30740.73° 2.95+0.92° 2.74+0.94° 2.83:0.77" 3.04+0.93% 2.9740.87 5 4w
Confidence factor 2.76£0.89° 2.38+0.89" 23040.71° 2.39+0.62" 2.6040.55% 2.49+0.76 6.04++
Competence factor  3.20:0.65 2.99+0.74" 3.5240.62° 2.87+0.62° 3.1940.67° 3.15£0.69 12.75%%%
Excitement factor 3.00:0.81° 2.55+0.80° 2.98+0.72° 2.7840.60 2.810.65 2.8140.73 627
5-Point Likert scale : 1 - not at all/ 5 - very much
U Different superscript letters are statistically different at p<.05 by Duncan's multiple range test
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Table 5, Aftributes of a contract foodservice management
company's brand personality

Brand personality MeantS.D

1 Confident 3.36+1.08

2 Cooperation 3.17+0.43

3 Successful 3.1240.22

4 Leader 3.11£041

5 Down-to-earth 3.02£0.11

6 Honest 2.99+0.43

7 Small-town 2.98+0.39
8 Sincere 2.97+0.32
9 Friendly 2.96+0.51

10 Wholesome 2.960.29
11 Real 2.9240.34
12 Original 2.90+0.34
13 Young 2.820.51
14 Spirited 2.8120.53
15 Unique 2.800.51
16 Cheerful 2.80+0.50
17 Up-to-date 2.7740.53
18 Trendy 2.7540.59
19 Upper-class 2.75+0.52
20 Cool 2.74+047
21 Exciting 2.73£0.51
22 Reliable 2.71+£0.89
23 Contemporary 2.69+0.78
24 Technical 2.53+0.86
25 Hard-working 2.50+0.93
26 Intelligent 2.49+0.94

5-Point Likert scale : 1 - not at all/ 5 - very much

A= Table 63 2t AA K2 AYA S Ftol

g =7 delt AQAIY BE e 2 A
Aoz yepydth E3 Dok EQAS A
AMAgoll digh Bto] W Ae= uEht

st gls

m
RO
i r

ez URdeh uhde] AATrolzh: BAT

M S0l deide 7HE H2 IAE UER

=

Y
o3
%
K3

o rfr & 2
L o
e
_—)&‘
1o

>
w
52
T

N o
Y
1o
(

T
I
=L
ox
1o

!

HE AIE Foto] CYAY e HAHE A
A Q9loA B dAEG &2 YAE BRI,

[EY)
i
My =
s
L% fo
o,
£ ofN
T o
+ 5
X
=
o
e
"
i = l:o
e = o |z % o
bo oo m — &L
lo o [0 ¥ o

ol
S

=)} Ayzbeck

9 Bz A
B Age adl
ga] dE Al v

=
=

1.
34

1. AR A Al dido] 7278(16.7%),
oj4do] 393T5(833%) 02 2AE|glom, HA 3
AFAe 3shdo] B.0%2 7P B2 Aoz U
Epgth g2 ofFAgol 80.1% %L, AL
o] 199%2 Yehdon, 52 20305k Aol
b 16502 35.5%2 A st RAAIRLS
AZALE= AT 16.9%2 7P Wkt

2. doje WATAL Fatel HEHoE erFA
AEYA BAS A agleR Fzhd 89 12
#2329l a9l 2= AAH a9l 29 3%

=7 99, 8¢ 4= Y4 84, 8 5= €

o =T



Journal of the Korean Dietetic Association 13(1):38-49, 2007 | 47

Table 6, Attributes of each a contract foodservice management companies brand personality

Contract foodservice management company

Brand
Personality A B ¢ P k
MeantSD  Rank  MeantSD  Rank  MeantSD  Rank  MeantSD  Rank  MeantSD  Rank
Unique 3144142 17 3244135 5 3.04+1.40 13 2.58+1.52 12 2.00+1.60 14
Cheerful 3.10+1.38 20 3.23+1.38 7 3.03+1.41 14 2.67+1.48 3 2.00+1.60 14
Trendy 3.1341.34 19 3.24£133 6 3.05£1.41 12 2.57+1.53 13 1.80+1.48 20
Exciting 2.57+1.27 25 3.32+1.36 2 3.0741.40 10 2.67£1.56 7 2.00+£1.50 16
Spirited 3.18+1.39 14 3.26£1.36 4 3.05+£1.42 11 2.55+1.46 14 2.00£1.34 17
Original 3.18£1.37 15 3.23+1.34 8 3.011.41 19 2.50+1.55 16 2.57£1.72 11
Cool 2.55£1.36 26 3.2941.35 3 3.17+1.40 2 2.51+1.48 15 2.18£1.33 12
Small-town 3.38£1.25 8 3.15+£1.35 13 2.86+1.52 26 2.36+1.45 20 3.17£1.72 2
Honest 3464127 4 3.14£1.35 14 2.87£1.50 24 2.32+1.44 21 3.17£1.72 2
Sincere 3.06+1.39 2 3.21+1.33 9 2.9741.49 21 2424149 18 3.17£1.72 2
Real 3.28+1.22 13 3.20+1.34 10 2.86+1.54 25 241£1.49 19 2.86+1.77 9
Wholesome 2.96+1.40 24 3.19+1.33 1 3.01£1.50 17 2.48+1.48 17 3174172 2
Friendly 3.621.16 3 3.18+1.34 12 2.93+1.50 23 2234141 2 2.86+1.77 9
Reliable 3412122 7 3.09+1.37 16 3.01+1.50 18 1.68+1.25 24 1.3640.51 23
Hard-working 3.17+1.15 16 3374136 1 3.03+1.41 15 2.82+1.48 4 1174041 26
Intelligent 3424124 5 3.07£1.36 17 3.02+1.49 16 1.65+1.23 26 1.3620.51 23
Technical 3424124 6 3.12£1.35 15 2.96+1.50 22 1.67+1.21 25 1.30+0.48 25
Cooperation 3.37+1.26 9 3.05+1.39 19 3.00+1.48 20 1.71+1.27 23 1.50+0.55 21
Successful 3.93+0.92 1 2.93£1.42 22 3.08+1.45 8 2.91+1.40 1 3.00£1.32 7
Confident 3.36+1.08 10 2.91+1.44 24 3.14+1.44 6 2.88+1.42 3 3.30£1.32 1
Down-to-earth 3.07+1.22 21 2.90+1.45 25 3.14+1.44 6 2.90+1.41 2 3.07£1.34 6
Leader 3.80+1.01 2 2.93+1.42 22 3.16x1.43 3 2.80+1.43 5 2.88+1.36 8
Young 3.32£1.25 11 2.98+1.50 21 3.11£1.39 8 2.67+1.47 9 2.00+1.41 13
Contemporary 3.28+1.29 12 3.02£1.50 20 3.16+1.37 4 2.59+1.48 11 1.380.52 2
Up-to-date 3.14+1.33 18 2.88+1.51 26 3.18+1.36 1 2.78+1.46 6 1.88+1.36 18
Upper-class 3.00+1.26 23 3.05+147 18 3.15+1.40 3 2.68+1.46 10 1.88+1.36 18
Total 3.2440.30 3.12+0.14 3.04+0.10 2.46+0.38 2.27+0.71

5-Point Likert scale : 1 - not at all/ 5 - very much
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