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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to understand the influence of corporate association in family
restaurants upon the customer's service valuation and company evaluation and to empirically analyze
whether the service valuation plays a mediating role between the corporate association and the company
evaluation. Self-administered questionnaires were completed by 301 customers and the data were analysed
by frequency, factor analysis, reliability analysis, cormrelation analysis and multiple regression analysis.
The primary results are as follows. Multiple regression analysis, to verify the hypothesis, showed that
corporate association(corporate competence association 5=0.636; corporate social responsibility association
£=0.091) in family restaurants had positively significant influence upon service valuation, and service
valuation( $=0.567) had positively significant influence on company evaluation. As a result of analyzing
the mediating effects, the direct effects(corporate competence association [3=0.166; corporate social re-
sponsibility association 3=0.123) of the corporate association in family restaurants upon customer's
corporate evaluation were indicated to be smaller than the total effects(corporate competence association
£ =0.430; corporate social responsibility association $=0.161). Accordingly, the partial mediating effect was
surveyed to exist that has influence upon company evaluation through service evaluation without
explaining 100% directly in evaluation on corporate association.

Key words : corporate association, company evaluation, service valuation, family restaurant, customer.

I.M B NA & = e 9L 317] "o 719l

el 2 = ARRbe] QIAAR] A 7Y

719 S " 7199 sEolu AwAS o MEHA ARte] HH, 7]do] Al X4
AIBEE B = T5 JIL, T3 AEE A A 998 AR RS =9 e 93
A #AsE 7199 A8 Q) 5S4 S DKGrant 1991). WEbA 71HL oA

o] A7 20088 AS|thekm AukaL Ao 213k ATRIKHU 20090015).
§: 8, 02-961-9403, hhywn@khuackr, A4 FUNFT 5715 | As|iska el 3oz}



g ey 1

B HEre] Jsto ] ARAE slodg S A<
AolF7] s 719 Fadk A %
%W 7195 FHEkL 1o (Aaker
7AYol AL AHA AF 1Y
o2 Zol5al e Al AR
H2008) 719l gk AH]Rte
Qe Agho] H1 gl Aol
2ol e, 7199 S8 @
Jo] 7199 AlF 7t B
Ae FFE J’]r7b°ﬂ EH AW} w7
£ getate e A7t A& R APl 9o
™(Gurhan-Canli & Batra 2004; Berens et al. 2005;
Pina et al. 2006), ©]= AHIAR}E] A& 714,
EA3 2o J)1FZF Q] &40 g JHuto Z
AFS H7lekA Fshe dgelA Bil=y 71y
of thgh Ao} 7hx| e} BetE = A A4
o 82155 LIMATA 2007) HE G =
719 2oy B, O]‘:’]X] ol gk Ao &
QAo ZUEA7] wWEel Ao Z AGEATHOzanne
et al. 1992; Kardes et al. 2004).

olzigt FHoll A thHE2] A7 Brown & Dacin
1997; Madrigal 2000; Berens et al. 2005)S-2 A
F 7] BHNA 719 el Z1dellA] Ak
He 54 AFolv AHl2E e FoY ide
2 7199 i3k Grlol] A A Fske Fot
= AHE ASsiR e 94 7190l B 719
AT AHE FEe F o HEe] A7 28
7} A& Ao E At efivkstd 94 714
& Astet ARIAE FAl Al F s S
ARl AlgAbet oS dekal HgAR BAE
FHshke As T3l oE dAA Y] FuE F
T3 5 7] wfiEol &Mt el EEel
Al 7199 AKEA A}l o] AHIALRE dtelg
AF F2Y & e 72N Fa5H 17
% H(Sureshchander et al. 2002; H&A1 - &3d
2008), 71391l gt 7 K(Maignan & Ferrell 2000) 2!
AR|Z Grtd s A TS FA HERE
(Salmones et al. 2005) 7|49] =& 4743} A}13

-

ol

e 719 A, ARl HY,

7190 H7reke] 13} BA A 167

2 Q) Aol @ Lnlrie] Weta wto]

gs 83 ou|E Adta & 4 AT o
Lol AF 2 WA= v FF3He
T ARSAQ A} g

2

mlo
oft
=0Il_l‘l
B>
z
2L
2
X,
z
|
)

H, AH|R}

1915 29

f
g3
~

14
2
_>.:
;L
2
2
o _1
SO
01[‘

ro

N re

Lo
> o
(NN
oZi
0
=
SE,
=g
rot
of,
tor o
M
filo

ol
jﬂ
i
i)
X
o
I
fo
1>
N
2
Qo ooy o B> O i

U g o (r oo

)

O oo
: |
r rﬁ:&

2
2 %

o4 7149 71 <

—;—mo

,d
2

Lo
oE o >
o?.: 1> 4

é
o
49
5oL

_|>4 (f ol
j‘
N
=
bk
ol
fr
poy
rlo
N

ol Q1014 v
A4 e} 98 Ao A o
S esEdel] tjg 2o 9z
ol %0 @ Hpst 394
s, 58 Qa3 AEH 99 ol o
1} BA o) ojaieh reAd 49e

nAFT, 9] |gos B =
Aol A AnlAbe] F% ;‘—4.% A
= AgFe Alged ==
et

w3 ATONE 71919 4 78 F )
9] AFE(Brown & Dacin 1997; Madrigal 2000;
A& - AL 2008)0014 AHEH 719 BY

R

o

-
l

-

o,
k)
£
N

lr =
o

)

o 9

9 AE B8 SY% BAE 5Y D} A
o We TS VI Yt AEH Y A
VA oz TR nRstG o, H2e
daEg o) 719 Qae] Al 7} 8l 7]
g Bl v 9T sk, FHos
Aulz B e AzERe) Y A

719 H7ke] JA93A
Pal=Alo tisf AFHoz Mgt N, 9|2
%4 H}W‘ﬁ Ade] ek o AHS &



168 =z 8ks| x| Al 153 A 33(2009)
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<Fig. 1> Summary of hypothesized relationships.
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{Table 1> Demographic characteristics of the samples (N=301)
Characteristic N % Characteristic N %
Male 100 332 Housewives 51 16.9
Gender
Female 201 66.8 Self-employers 9 3.0
~29 101 33.6 Production employers 25 83
Age 30~39 118 39.2 . Service employers 52 17.3
Occupation
40~ 82 274 Office clerks 46 15.3
College 82 27.4 Research & public servants 33 11.0
pducation  njversity 179 595 Students 6 229
Graduate Univ. 40 13.1 Others 16 53
Marital Non-married 209 69.4 Outback Steak House 121 40.2
status i i
Married 92 30.6 Preferred Vips 96 319
~100 76 25.2 family TGI Fridays 37 12.3
101~200 74 246 | ™ Marche 25 83
Monthly ~ 201~300 28 9.3 Bennigans 22 7.3
income _ Average
(#10,000) 301~400 59 19.6 numbeg} of 1 137 455
401~500 32 10.6 visiting a ~ 2~3 112 372
restaurant
501~ 32 10.6 per month 4~ 52 17.3
e Ede] Frhsvl), o dde daEGe F pe 2He] A% BEE ovlaks A18H A
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{Table 2> Exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis of the items

Factor loading

Items Cronbach's @
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
(1) Corporate association
+ Corporate competence association
CAl 0.171 0.252 0.218 0.729
CA2 0.179 0.146 0.263 0.745 0.826
CA3 0.392 —0.036 0.085 0.694
CA4 0.201 0.327 0.117 0.704
+ Corporate social responsibility association
CA5 0.109 0.756 0.122 0.206
CA6 0.027 0.902 0.091 0.073 0.914
CA7 0.096 0.918 0.105 0.105
CA8 0.166 0.871 0.140 0.118
(2) Service valuation
SVl 0.541 0.053 0.293 0.555
Sv2 0.570 0.009 0.260 0.508
Sv3 0.617 0.140 0.229 0.385
Sv4 0.545 0.332 0.105 0.228
SV5 0.736 0.052 0.130 0.240 0.8%0
Své6 0.810 —0.055 0.074 0.203
Sv7 0.739 0.221 0.255 —0.004
SV8 0.577 0.178 0.348 0.250
(3) Company evaluation
CVl 0.305 0.162 0.746 0.253
cv2 0.226 0.118 0.867 0.144
Cv3 0.196 0.098 0.870 0.141 0916
Cv4 0.129 0.142 0.858 0.234
Eigen Value 8.380 2.661 1.767 1.180
Cumulative of % 41.901 13.305 8.834 5.899

Note : Total cumulative 69.939%.

3, 22k} Aot ol B 08 oldo=A
Ao Al kel 475 07 o1

glo A==4 ﬁﬂ 612,] /\]g]
Ao 7 FAlL

39 Mo e my
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7 HS5S SlEl AR Ao, Z
= (Table 4, 5)¢F 2o} 4 2z, sfjde] ﬂl
2EH0] 719 % F 58 P A=0.636, p<0.001)
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{Table 3> Conelation analysis

Items 1 2 3 4 M+SD
1. Corporate competence association 1 4.27+0.97
2. Corporate social responsibility association 0.372%%* 1 3.60+1.04
3. Service valuation 0.670%** 0.328%** 1 4.40+0.94
4. Company evaluation 0.490%*** 0.321%*** 0.567*** 1 4.44+1.06
Note : Pearson correlation coefficient, ***p<0.001.
{Table 4> Multiple regression analysis of corporate association on service valuation
B B Std. Err ¢t value p value
Constant 1.473 - 0.198 7.445 0.000%%**
Corporate competence association 0.617 0.636 0.045 13.825 0.000%**
Corporate social responsibility association 0.081 0.091 0.041 1.988 0.048*
R 0.456
F 125.056***
Note : Dependent variable(service valuation), *p<0.05, ***p<0.001.
{Table 5> Simple regression analysis of service valuation on company evaluation
B Std. Err t value p value
Constant 1.633 0.241 6.765 0.000
Service valuation 0.637 0.567 0.054 11.902 0.000%**
R 0321
F 141.663%**

Note : Dependent variable(company evaluation), ***p<0.001.
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{Table 6> Test of service valuation as a mediator of the corporate association - company evaluation

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
(Service valuation) (Company evaluation) (Company evaluation)
B t value B t value B t value
(Std. Err) (p value) (Std. Err) (p value) (Std. Err) (p value)
Corporate competence 0.636 13.825 0.430 8.024 0.166 2.577
association (0.045) (0.000%**%*) (0.058) (0.000%**%*) (0.070) (0.010%)
Corporate social 0.091 1.988 0.161 2.996 0.123 2428
responsibility association (0.041) (0.048%) (0.054) (0.003**) (0.051) (0.016%)
Service valuation - - - - 0416 6.585
(0.071) (0.000%**%*)
F 0.456 0.262 0.356
F 125.056*** 52.941%** 54.766%**

£p<0.05, **p<0.01, **%p<0.001.

QU 7R, AR, SHUG) oA
Suide] P vl W) wNSE WEA
F50
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o} Au| 7] wisfaRE wAT A=
(Table 6)3F 2T} w4 A3, side] H2E=
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