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A Study on the Structural Relations among Choice Attributes,
Brand Image, and Buying Action of Restaurant Customers

Moon-Ho Woo'
Dept. of Foodservice Management, Dong-eui University'

Abstract

This paper examines the structural relations among cheice attributes, brand image, and buying action of
restaurant customers, using a structural equation model. Based on the analysis of one hundred fifty cases, the
following results were found. First, it was found that the choice attributes of accessability, materiality, and
kindness have positive influence on the differentiation, brand image and buying action of restaurant customers.
Second, the choice attributes of accessability and styles have positive influence on the familiazity, brand image
and buying action of restaurant customers. Third, the choice attributes of styles have positive influence on
trust in brand image and buying action of restaurant customers.
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<Fig. 1> The conceptual research model about the relations among choice athibutes, brand image, and buying action.
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{Table 1> The result of the frequency amalysis of

the demographic characteristics of the respondents

Classifications FrequencyPercg)Zt;geS
Gender Male 50 333
Female 100 66.7
>Monthly average 2 20 13.3
No. of Monthly average 3~4 36 24.0
use Monthly average 5~6 59 393
Monthly average 7< 35 233
>1.00 mitlion 11 73

Monthly 1.01 million~2.00 million 36 24.0

income 2.01 million~3.00 million 55 36.7

# 3.01 million~4.00 million 25 16.7
401 million< 3 153
>2.00 million 7 313
Monthly 201 million~3.00 millon 55 367
total 3.01 million~4.00 million 25 16.7
income  4.01 million~5.00 million 12 8.0
™ 501 million~6.00 million 6 40
6.01 million< 5 33
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{Table 2> Analysis of confidence and validity about
choice attributes of restaurant customers

Z2 Jehiich o] 34 B3 E B 9 g
5~63]7} 599(39.3%) 2.2 71 & B¥E Jg
YD, o2 9 B 3~43)7} 368(24.0%),
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Classifications Kindness

Accessability 12

Accessability

Style

Accessability 13 0.167 0377
Accessability 9 0310 0.202
Accessability 14 0.083 0.451
Accessability 10 0.321 0.165

Accessability 11

Style 1 0.258

Style 2 0.324

Style 5 0.220

Style 3 0.119

Style 6 0.447

Style 4 0.328

Kindness 8 0.260 .

Kindness 15 0.603 0.101

Kindness 7 0433 0.552

Eigenvalue 4.896 4.126 2.794

% of variance 32.637 27.506 18.624
Cumulative % 32.637 60.143  78.767
Cronbach's alpha 0.936 0918 0.864
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{Table 3> Amalysis of confidence and validity
about bland image

WA B A7 157

(Table 4> Amalysis of confidence and validity about
buying action

Classifications

Differentiation Familiarity Trust

Classifications Purchasing action

Differentiation 8 0.272 0.221
0.294 0271

0.405 0.399

Differentiation 9
Differentiation3

.27

Familiarity 7
Familiarity S 0.401
Familiarity 1 0.228
Trust 6 0.454
Trust 4 0.246
Trust 2 0.300
Eigenvalue 2.675 2401 2.283
% of variance 29.724 26.683 25370
Cumulative % 29.724 56407 81.778
Cronbach’s alpha 0.923 0.870 0.829
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Eigenvalue 2.349
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Note: O * P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.001.

o Fuff FFo gt A et £A7t
gl Zez wdEch

3. 912 1Mol &S

1) SIAES OIAIQ ME| &M, AN, 2
0§ &= 28 =8 S|

HAE o] &xle] Ad A7 xpPAo] Fuj
Bzl vl gl g HF3r] s <o
g% o]gxje] e &4do] i Tl AF
o fo3 FH(H dg= vE Aolcp ke 7H
12 AR, olejgt 7K 15 AE3h] S8l
FZ R B¥o g AF BAS £33 A o)
$3 2L AT AFE Aok ol &R MY &
A, 84, 7l BE 7] B B8 T2 W
A4 pye] Aeg BN 27, A7 2 A
o] f&3ld ARAS B 44 FAHe WUE
3} B(-)e] WEge g p<.01 FENA AFE A
F F FllAs BA4%)=36.205, GF(EZH3
Z)19=0.921, NFI(EFAYAF)0.933, FI(FES
32 4)=0.938, CFI(¥| A EAF)=09372 AF
@] A=l =7t ™ FAHUTE A
o] ZHFAT) HAEH ol gAte] A £4 F
N F2A, 7E4, 1AL BF BAE ojn]
A AEA Foldt B(He d3e v A
2 Yehydch 13, B ojnjx|e] ApEFL F
o) gFol K3t HHY FFE rAlE AR



158 A=Z283RA] A 168 A 4:3(2010)

{Table 5> Analysis of structural equation model about choice attributes of the differentiation, brand image and

buying action of restamant customer

Hypothesis Paths Estimate S.E. t-valueg(C.R) P-value
Hi Accessability — differentiation 0.177 0.080 2.204 0.028**
H2 Style — differentiation 0.191 0.079 2.429 0.015%*
H3 Kindness — differentiation 0.341 0.076 4.506 0.000%**
H4 Differentiation — purchasing action 0.742 0.072 10.263 0.000%**
HS5 Style <> accessability 0.442 0.064 6.908 0.000%**
Hé6 Kindness <> accessability 0.568 0.077 7.380 0.000%*+*
H7 Kindness < materiality 0.665 0.087 7.632 0.000*+**

Fitness . x2=36.205
- GFI=0.921, NFI=0933, [IFI=0938,  CFI=0.937

**% P<0.01, ** P<0.05, * P<0.10.

0.68

Kindness

0.53

™ Purchasing action

<Fig. 2> Anmalysis of structural equation model about choice attributes of trust in brand image and buying

action of restaurant customer.
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{Table 6> Analysis of structural equation model about choice attributes of the familiarity, brand image and
buying action of restaurant customer

Hypothesis Paths Estimate S.E. t-value(C.R.) P-value
H1 Accessability — familiarity 0.415 0.058 7.176 0.000%**
H2 Style — familiarity 0.304 0.057 5354 0.000%**
H3 Kindness — familiarity 0.079 0.055 1.455 0.146
H4 Familiarity — purchasing action 0.744 0.084 8.891 0.000***
H5 Style < accessability 0.442 0.064 6.908 0.000***
Hé6 Kindness < style 0.665 0.087 0.763 0.000%**
H7 Kindness <> accessability 0.568 0.077 7.380 0.000%**

Fitness 1’=38.877

- GFI=0.916, NFI=0.935, IFI=0.939, CF39

EEP<0.01, ** P<0.05, * P<0.10.
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<Fig. 3> Anmalysis of structural equation model about choice attributes of differentiation, brand image and
buying behavior of restaurant customer.
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(Table 7> Analysis of structral equation model about choice atiributes of tmust, brand image and buying
behavior of restaurant customer

Hypothesis Paths Estimate S.E. t-value(C.R.) P-value
H1 Accessability — trust 0.025 0.072 0.344 0.731
H Style — trust 0.578 0.071 8.142 0.000%**
H3 Kindness — trust ~0.014 0.068 ~0.200 0.841
H4 Trust — purchasing action 0.536 0.100 5.365 0.000**+*
H35 Style <> accessability 0.442 0.064 6.908 0.000%**
He6 Kindness < style 0.665 0.087 7.632 0.000%%*
H7 Kindness <> accessability 0.568 0.077 7.380 0.000%**

Fitness 15955
- GFI=0.862, NFI=0.852, [IFI=0.857, CFI=0.855

*** P<0.01, ** P<0.05, * P<0.10.
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<Fig. 4> Analysis of structhmal equation model about choice attributes of the familiarity, brand image and

buying behavior of restaurant customer.
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