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Abstract

Existing literature on the CRM [Customer Relationship Management] has emphasized the marketing strategies between
the franchisor and franchisee. In this study, we focused instead on factors involved in forging relationships based on
marketing strategies between franchisee and the customers. A survey questionnaire was completed by 250 customers of
Korean-style food franchises located in Seoul and Inchon. Each questions is based on a 5-point likert-type scale. After initial

data recording, 41 questionnaires were deleted from the data set because of missing or insincerely answer. Finally, the
sample data of 209 questionnaires were used for the statistical analysis. The data were analyzed with SPSS version 13.0
software to assess consumer satisfaction, trust, and support/reputation on flexibility and commitment. Regression analysis
was performed to analyze the relationship between flexibility and commitment. Satisfaction and support/reputation
significantly influenced flexibility, both satisfaction and trust significantly influenced commitment, and both flexibility and
commitment significantly influenced the restaurant-consumer relationship.
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<Figure 1> Research Model
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<Table 1> General characteristics of respondents

Characteristics Frequency Percentage
(%)
Male 79 37.8
Gender g ale 130 62.2
Teens years 10 4.8
Twenties years 113 54.1
e Thirties years 56 26.8

y

Forties years 22 10.5
Over Fifties 8 3.8
Marital  Married 81 38.8
status Single 126 61.3
High school 26 12.4
. Junior college 96 459
Education University 70 33.5
Over Graduate school 17 8.1
Professional 51 24.4
Production/Technicians 4 1.9
Salesman 38 18.2
Job Sale/Business 20 9.6
(')t' Public servant 6 2.9
POSIHON gl employed 18 8.6
Housewife 10 4.8
Student 50 23.9
Others 12 5.7
100 or less 82 39.2
101-200 or less 86 41.1
Monthl?r 201-300 or less 25 12.0
income 301-400 or less 12 5.7
401-500 or less 2 1.0
501 or more 2 1.0
10 or less 18 8.6
11-20 or less 50 23.9
Nt[.omhlyt 21-30 or less 58 278
CANGOUT 3140 or less 53 25.4
EXPENSES ™ £1-50 or less 14 6.7
51 or more 16 7.6

YUnit: 10,000 Korean Won.
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<Table 2> Reliability analysis

—

=5k Mean£Std. dev.  Alpha if item deleted
Satisfaction 3.12+0.87 0.752
Trust 3.21+0.92 0.756
Support/Reputation 3.48+0.81 0.763
Flexibility 3.53+0.83 0.731
Relationship 3.61+0.92 0.713

Standardized Alpha: 0.755
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<Table 3> Regression analysis of flexibility
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Regression Standardized 2
Coefficient Coefficient Calue S prvalue L
Constant 0.381 1.497 0.100
Satisfaction 0.472 0.658 10.983 0.000"
82.302 0.435
Trust 0.314 -0.029 -0.372 0.710
Support/Reputation 0.112 0.218 3.173 0.002"
**p<0.001, **p<0.01
<Table 4> Regression analysis of commitment
Regression Standardized 2
Coefficient Coefficient el Frel prlis L
Constant 0.381 1.497 0.100
Satisfaction 0.325 0.194 0.384 0.001"
9.412 = 0.457
Trust 0.253 0.094 0.285 0.005
Support/Reputation -0.150 0.086 -0.154 0.081

**p<0.01
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<Table 5> Regression analysis of relationship

Regression Standardized 2
Coefficient Coefficient Fevelu pevellis R
Constant 3.852 11.716 0.100
Flexibility 0.314 0.314 25.795 0.000" 0.497
Commitment 0.220 0.176 0.005"
550,001, *p<0.01
<Table 6> Hypothesis test
Hypothesis Result
Hl-1 Satisfaction has a significant effect on flexibility. Accepted
H1 H1-2 Trust has a significant effect on flexibility. Rejected
Hi1-3 Support/Reputation has a significant effect on flexibility. Accepted
H2-1 Satisfaction has a significant effect on commitment. Accepted
H2 H2-2 Trust has a significant effect on commitment. Accepted
H2-3 Support/Reputation has a significant effect on commitment. Rejected
H3 H3-1 Flexibility has a significant effect on relationship. Accepted
H3-2 Commitment has a significant effect on relationship. Accepted
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