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Effects of Brand Evidence on Emotion, Brand Satisfaction and
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Abstract

The study assessed the relationship between brand evidence (e.g., brand name, price/value for money, servicescape, core
service, employee service and self-image congruence) and positive/negative emotion and brand satisfaction, and between
positive/negative emotion and brand satisfaction in the family restaurant setting. Also, the relationship of positive/
negative emotion and brand satisfaction with customer loyalty were assessed. Customers who used five brands of family
restaurant in Daegu and Pusan during October of 2008 were surveyed by questionnaires. Brand evidence was positively
related to positive emotion and brand satisfaction, and was negatively related to negative emotion. Positive emotion was
positively related to brand satisfaction and negative emotion was negatively related to brand satisfaction. Brand
satisfaction was positively relatively to customer loyalty. The results indicate that management of family restaurants
should focus on brand evidence as a means of increasing profits and sales volume.
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Fig. 1. Hypothesis setting 1 to 3.
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Table 1. The measurement and operationalization of variables

e HAEGoA o] Bl e FAVE A, Bl = vk gl oo of njX|= 9

Measurement type and

Variables Operationalization number of item Reference
Brand The degree of respondents perception of what
name(5) brand name of family restaurant means
Price(value for The. degree.of respoqdentg percept.lon of how
money)(4) service quality of family restaurant is, compared
Y to their sacrifice to purchase the service quality
) . The degree of respondents perception of what
Branfdfewaence Servi o) tangibles of family restaurant represent Likert-type 5-point scae %raé:e Di}
of family - : ass
. The degree of respondents perception of how and 29 items
restaurant 2005
Core service(5) core service of family restaurant is evauated ( )
Employee The degree of respondents perception of how
service(7) employee service of family restaurant is evaluated
Self-image The degret_a of respondents pgrceptlon of th
congruence(4) much the image of customer is congruent with
9 the image of family restaurant
The degree of perception of how much respon-
Positive dents feel happy, energetic, excited, relaxed, con-
. emotion(7) tended, satisfied and aroused when they use family  Likert-type 5-point Lee YK(2008),
Emotion restaurant wale and 11 items Yuksel AS}
- - Yuksel F(2007)
Negative The degree of perception of how much respon-
emotion(4) dents feel bored, angry, deepy and annoyed

Brand satisfaction(5)

The degree of respondents perception of how
much they are satisfied with their use of family
restaurant and feel good about using family res-
taurant

Customer loyalty

The degree of respondents perception of how
much they would like to use and recommend
and say positive things about family restaurant

Likert-type 5-point Oliver
scale and 5 items (1993)
Likert-type 5-point Zeithaml 5
scale and 7 items (1996)

Demographics

Gender, age, academic career et d.

Nomina scae and
11 items

3) SAIRA wy

1 od
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(33.5%), 40th7} 347(15.4%), 50th7} 2973(13.1%), 60TH
o]ito] 167(7.0%) .2 EFITH
1009+ m]9ho] 57§(2.1%), 100~200%+
A mgko] 779(34.5%), 200~300%H w]Rtko] 517(22.8%),
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Table 2. Genera characteristics of the subjects

Variables Frequency %
Male 101 455

Gender
Femae 121 545
Under 20 5 23
20-29 64 28.7
30-39 74 335

Age
40-49 34 154
50-59 29 131
Over 60 16 7.0

Middle school graduate 3 14 4

] High school graduate 54 245
Acadenmic Technical college graduate 61 276

career
Undergraduate 81 36.5
Beyond 23 10.0
Marital Single 123 55.2
status Married 99 44.8
Under 1,000,000 5 21
1,000,000 - under 2,000,000 77 345
Monthly =5 500,000 under 3000000 51 228

income of

family(Won) 3,000,000 - under 4,000,000 45 20.2
5,000,000 - under 5,000,000 27 12.3
Over 5,000,000 17 81
Tota 222(100.0)

Table 3. Factor analysis for brand evidence of family restaurant

5 ASoles et dughe AFgsilet o #hel
6 olde] Hd AFAo] lttar Bu, AAHEFE sk
o HAxR Fst] 24T F Ao S UEhith
Nunnally JC(1978)°ll 2Jsts FA1ZQl ATt Fofellx=
AErkst Auigto] 6 ol deld TEstaL, VA TEok
ArE 8, T8I Aol &THE SE&EoIAE 9 9]
gol Hojok da AFskal o Ao E4
FollA ARtz or AFnksl dutghe] 6 oldeld &4
=79 AEole ¥ AV 8l Ae® dEA It

Teble 32 sy #l2Ee] BAE S7E, Table 4=
747y 744 BT uE 9 g ase] B3 QQEA

= = - R

2
o Aztsl aFHel Wskghe Verh 9)

1) BfE F7

Table 3& HAl= FA 9 Qi Aus Bil:= 1,
7FAEHA tigk 71x]), Aulz=Alolx, A An]2, F
Abd AHl2 g zlotolm|z|eke] JXE YERHIL UTh
QA8 Ay QelAAHe vt o] galdlA 7417}
2|, 7FAo] 783914 .6627}A], ABI2A 0] Z7t 6999] A
A997HA] SHA Au| 7} 755004 5287HA], FARY AfH)
27} 83504 5717HA, Aofolmlx]eke] U x]7} 810904
6312 YER} Lkl 7120 04 oo 2 YETH
Eibdwe e Hale wo] 40.337%, 7F40] 9.091%, AH]
A0 27} 6.962%, A AR 27} 5513%, TAME AfH]

Cumuléative Cron-
Factor Competency Fac_tor variance Eigenvalue bach
variable loadings .
explained apha
The brand name of this family restaurant tells me a lot of 811
about what to expect from this family restaurant. ’
The brand name of this family restaurant tells me a lot about
. . 822
this family restaurant.
Brand name  The brand name of this family restaurant means something to me. 812 40.337 11.698 .906
The brand name of this family restaurant sends a message to 834
me about the family restaurant. ’
The brand name of this family restaurant tells me everything | 701
need to know about this service. '
This family restaurant's services are reasonably priced. 77
i This family restaurant offers value for money. 751
Pricefvalue for TS Tamily : ek : 9.091 2,636 855
money This family restaurant provides a good service for the price. .662
Using this family restaurant is economical. .783
This family restaurant had up-to-date facilities. 533
This family restaurant's physica facilities are visudly attractive. .699
Service-scape This family restaurant's employees have a neat and well-dressed 645 6.962 2019 814
appearance.
The appearance of the physical facilities of this family 499

restaurant is in keeping with the type of service provided.

a4 E2.2) 75151 7) 4] 252 7] 25 (2009)
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The core service provided by this family restaurant suits my

neads .755
The core service provided by this family restaurant is reliable. .749
Core service I can depend on this family restaurant to provide good core service. 752 5513 1599 884
This family restaurant provides quality core service. .631
The core service provided by this restaurant is superior 528

| receive prompt atention from this family restaurant's employees. .660
Employees of this family restaurant are aways willing to help

me. .835
The er(rjlptloyees of t:;ts family restaurant are never too busy to 805
respond to my requests.
E:ef\ll(i)Zeee | can trust the employees of this family restaurant. .701 5159 1496 912
| fed safe in my transactions with this family restaurant's 700
employees.
Employees of this family restaurant are polite. .675
Employees of this family restaurant give me persona attention. 571
The.image of this family restaurant is consistent with my own 631
self-image.
Self-image Using th.ls 'farnlly restaurant.reﬂect.s who | am. 782 3684 1068 P
congruence  People similar to me use this family restaurant. .810
The kind of.person who typically uses this family restaurant is 784
very much like me.
70.746
27} 5.159%, Atotoln|A|eke] dA|7} 3.684%= A & Table 4= 74, BAE %= 9 403

j s (e}

AW E e 70.746%= UERY HAFFO R AR A A3E e a g e a8 A A

ololAl ko zhzb 11.698, 2.636, 2.019, 1.599, 1.496 AT BAA Ao g Jepgth FAA 7Aoo

1.068% UERtY, FEHksl dubgh2 747t 906, .855, 814, A o] 8474 7537kA], BAZA 7HH ] Q1A A
A4

884, 912 2 8272 UEeh} BE QRlE0] Yutdo=w o] .8860olA .8297FA| = UREHQ] 7] 4 oo =
Ol E = 7)ZF2l 0.6 o)A o® UERSTH Elgr), Babdmge 2 7o) 43.124%, 43
o] 25.724%, otolA 2 747t 5.004 2 271002
2) Zd, BMCE ot U DS E Ehgor, dEnksh dubgie ZH7h 905 Bl .8760%
Table 4. Factor analyses for emotion, brand satisfaction and customer loyalty, respectively
Cumulative : Cron-
Variable Factor Competency variable Fagtor variance Eigen- bach
loadings ) vaue
explained dpha
Happy .850
Energetic .750
» Excited .760
Positive Relaxed 785 43124 5.004 905
emotion
Contended 799
Emotion Satisfied 843
Aroused .785
Bored 875
i Angr .890
Negat_lve gry 25.724 2710 876
emotion Sleepy 827 (68.848)
Annoyed .830
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| am very satisfied with the service 912
provided by this family restaurant. '
This family restaurant does a good job of 866
satisfying my needs. '
Brand Brand The service provided by this family
satisfaction satisfaction  restaurant is very satisfactory. 880 75,036 3845 915
| believe that using this family restaurant 852
is usually a very satisfying experience. '
I made the right decison when | decided 899
to use this family restaurant. '
I would say positive things about this 780
family restaurant to other people. '
I would recommend this family restaurant 822
to someone who seeks my advices. '
I would recommend this family restaurant
.830
to others.
This family restaurant is the first choice
Customer Customer  family restaurant to visit 810
y : 68.345 4912 910
loyalty loyalty | would visit this family restaurant in the 810
near future. '
I would choose this family restaurant if
the consumption expenses of this family .810

restaurant increased somewhat.

I would pay more than the expenses of
competing family restaurants, for the benefits .700
I am receiving from this family restaurant.

Eht B aQlse] dubH o IFs= 715 06 °l
o BRI
Hs wEe 1o alo® yehtid, 29145

s
o] 910914 8617HA 2 UurAQl 7]FQ] 4 oo E
Ebyith BEAREHE O 75036%, ofoldl Zho 3.845 A=
vlsh dubghe 9168 UERTth adjsE= 1719 30
o= yepgtetl, a8 Aol 8474 T0AMAE AR
ARl 712R1 4 oo = Rt EAHAHE 2 68.345%,
ololAl e 4912, A=ns}t Lugke ZH7; 91002
35 e=4

3. 97 el A=

1) [7Hd 119 #S

M 1]& ASs] sk e F E%«l vy
28 SPuase, 347 24E FUsE od OF
E]HE“}%]E st A3} Table 5 2 AYE AUk
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Table 5. The effects of brand evidence on positive emotion

Dependent Independent B tvaue Sg?g'/;ance
Core service 416 6.388 .000
Employee 575 4200 000
service
Positive emotion  Self-image 258 3961 000
congruence
Servicescape 220 3.377 .001
Brand name .189 2911 .004
R=0399  Adjusted R*=0.378  F=18.853  p=0.000

9 2o BA Ayf= B A9 3 249l 283
3H7go] Aol YIS Frh= Mehrabian A9} Russel JA
(1974), Darden WR¥} Babin BJ(1999)¢] A+= A3}
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Table 6. The effects of brand evidence on negative emotion

Dependent Independent B tvaue Sgr:gllc;lanoe
, , Employee .43 3088 002
Negative emotion service
Servicescape -.207 -2.628 .010
R’=0.102 Adjusted R?=0.089  F=8222  p=0.000
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Table 7. The effects of brand evidence on brand satisfaction

Dependent Independent B tvaue Sgrrg‘\l/:lance

Core service .514 10.696 .000
Employee o5 9470 000

service
' ' Price/value for 265 5507 000

Brand satisfaction money
Servicescape 232 4.835 .000
Brand name .213 4.442 .000
Self-image 3.779 000

congruence

R?=0.674 Adjusted R*=0.660 F=48.633 p=0.000
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Table 8. The effects of emotion on brand satisfaction

Dependent Independent B tvaue Sg?g'/;ance
Postive 19 10135 000
. . emotion
Brand satisfaction Neodi
COAIVE 275 as08 000
emotion
R=0459  Adjusted R®=0452  F=61517  p=0.000
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419} [7Hd 515 AL
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Table 9. The effects of emotion and brand satisfaction on cus-
tomer loydty

Dependent Independent Bt value SIgTZ/;ance
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Table 10. The summary of hypotheses testing
Hypothesis Path Predictive direction Accepting or rejecting
H1 Brand evidence—Positive emotion + Accepting
H2 Brand evidence—Negative emotion - Accepting
H3 Brand evidence—Brand satisfaction Accepting
H4 Positive emotion—Brand satisfaction Accepting
H5 Negative emotion—Brand satisfaction - Accepting
H6 Positive emotion—Customer loyalty + Rejecting
H7 Negative emotion—Customer loyalty - Rejecting
H8 Brand satisfaction—Customer loyalty + Accepting
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