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Abstract

In the service industry brand was getting more importance in marketing and brand should be researched more. So the pur-
pose of this study was to identify the causal relationships of 'constructs of brand evidence-brand satisfaction-feelings-brand
satisfaction-customer loyalty'. In this research constructs of brand evidence were brand image, price (value for money), service-
scapes, core service, employee service, and self-image congruence. This research used family restaurants settings using a sample
of customers visiting and enjoying menus at family restaurant stores of Youngnam province. A total of 222 questionnaires
were analyzed with SPSS/PC+12.0 and LISREL8.30. Empirical results were that firstly, price, core service and employee service
affected brand satisfaction and secondly, employee service, core service, servicescape affected postive feelings and thirdly,
brand evidence constructs except self-image congruence influenced negative feelings and lastly, brand satisfaction influenced
customer loyalty. On the basis of these findings, family restaurant manager should pay much attention to constructs of brand
evidence and use these variables to appeal to and understand target market.

Key words : Brand evidence, brand satisfaction, customer loyalty.
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Table 1. The measurement and operationalization of variables

Measurement type

. D P
Variables Operationalization and number of item References
Brand image  The degree of respondents' perception of what brand name of
5) family restaurant means.
Price(value The degree of respondents' perception of how service quality of
for money) family restaurant is, compared to their sacrifice to purchase
“ the service quality.
Brand Servicescape  The degree of respondents' perception of what tangibles of Keller(1998),
evidence “4) family restaurant represent. Likert-type 5-point  Betry(2000),

of family  Core service The degree of respondents’ perception of how core service of scale and 29 items ~ Grace &
restaurant ') family restaurant is evaluated. O'Cass(2005)

Employee The degree of respondents' perception of how employee service
service(7) of family restaurant is evaluated.

Self-i
crimage The degree of respondents' perception of how much the image

:Z)n BHUCICE of customer is congruent with the image of family restaurant.
. The degree of perception of how much respondents feel happy,
Positive : . .
emotion(7) energetic, excited, relaxed, contended, satisfied and aroused ] )
Emotion when they use family restaurant. Likert-type 5-point  Lee YK (2008),
scale and 11 items Yoo e al(2007)
Negative The degree of perception of how much respondents feel bored,
emotion(4)  angry, sleepy and annoyed.
! i in et al
‘ . Thg degree.of resPondents perCf:ptlon of how much they are Likert-type 5-point Cronin et a
Brand satisfaction(5) satisfied with their use of family restaurant and feel good . (2000),
. . scale and 5 items .
about using family restaurant. Oliver(1993)
Gallarza &

The degree of respondents’ perception of how much they would
Customer loyalty(7) like to use and recommend and say positive things about fa-
mily restaurant.

Likert-type 5-point  Saura(2006),
scale and 7 items  Zeithaml et al
(1996)

Nominal scale and

Demographics Gender, age, academic career et al. 11 items
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Table 2. General characteristics of the subjects

Variables Frequency %
Male 101 455
Gender
Female 121 545
Under 20 5 23
20~29 64 287
30~39 74 335
Age
40~49 34 154
50~59 29 13.1
Over 60 16 7.0
Middle school graduate 3 14
High school graduate 54 24.5
demi
Academic Technical college graduate 61 27.6
career
Undergraduate 81 36.5
Beyond 23 10.0
Marital Single 123 552
Salus  Married 99 448
Under W1,000,000 5 2.1
#1,000,000~under W2,600,000 77 34.5
Monthly
income  ¥2,000,000~under %3,000,000 51 22.8
of 3,000,000~under W4,000,000 45 202
family
5,000,000~under ¥5,000,000 27 123
Over W5,000,000 17 8.1
Total 222 100.0
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Table 3. Factor analysis for research variables

Cumulative _. Cron-
. Factor . Eigen-
Factor Competency variable . variance bach
loadings . value
explained alpha
Happy 0.891
Contented 0.840
Excited 0.839
Feelings- ¢ Jaxed 0825 38564 18726 0912
positive
Satisfied 0.796
Energetic 0.782
Aroused 0.619
Employees of this family restaurant are always willing to help me. 0.937
The employees of this family restaurant are never too busy to respond to  0.872
my requests.
Empleee Employees of this family restaurant are polite. 0.735 6.609 3966  0.906
service
I feel safe in my transactions with this family restaurant's employees. 0.724
1 can trust the employees of this family restaurant, 0.705
I receive prompt attention from this family restaurant's employees. 0.669
I would pay more than the expenses of competing family restaurants, for the ~ 0.852
benefits I am receiving from this family restaurant.
I would choose this family restaurant if the consumption expenses of this  0.790
family restaurant increased somewhat.
CIUOSth’ler This family restaurant is the first choice family restaurant to visit. 0.708 5748 2765 0.906
yalty I would say positive things about this family restaurant to other people. 0.706
1 would visit this family restaurant in the near future. 0.682
I would recommend this family restaurant to others. 0.623
I would recommend this family restaurant to someone seeks my advices. 0.617
The brand name of this family restaurant sends a message to me about the  0.887
family restaurant.
The brand name of this family restaurant tells me a lot I can expect from  0.873
this hotel.
Brand . . .
image The brand name of this family restaurant means something to me. 0.873 5.195 2.549 0.906
The brand name of this family restaurant tells me a lot about this family  0.858
restaurant.
The brand name of this family restaurant tells me everything I need to know  0.738
about this service.
Bored -0.966
Feelings-  gjeepy ~0.934
negative 4.466 2.195 0.890
Angry —0.825
Annoyed —0.774
Using this family restaurant is economical. 0.890
Price/ This family restaurant's services are reasonably priced. 0.850
value for ) ) 3.642 1.736 0.855
money This family restaurant offers value for money. 0.812

This family restaurant provides a good service for the price. 0.650
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Table 3. Continued
Cumulative _, Cron-
X Factor . Eigen-
Factor Competency variable . variance bach
loadings . value
explained alpha
The service provided by this family restaurant is very satisfactory. 0.753
I made the right decision when I decided to use this family restaurant. 0.688
Braqd\ \ | bel.leve that using this family restaurant is usually a very satisfying ex-  0.662 3247 1,605 930
satistaction perience.
This family restaurant does a good job of satisfying my needs. 0.653
I am very satisfied with the service provided by this family restaurant. 0.637
People similar to me use this family restaurant. 0.860
The kind of person who typically uses this family restaurant is very much  0.808
Self-image like
1ke me. 2.670 1.312 827
congruence
Using this family restaurant reflects who I am. 0.772
The image of this family restaurant is consistent with my own self-image. 0512
This family restaurant's employees have a neat and well-dressed appearance.  0.777
) This family restaurant's physical facilities are visually attractive. 0.742
Service-
scape The appearance of the physical facilities of this family restaurant is in 0.620 2.412 1180 814
keeping with the type of service provided.
This family restaurant had up-to-date facilities. 0.576
The core service provided by this restaurant is superior. 0.682
Core service 2.202 1.082 7
This family restaurant provides quality core service. 0.530
Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis
M i ;
casurement Namber - Final number 2 df  Pvalue GFI AGFI RMR RMSEA NFI  CFI
scale of item of items
Brand image 5 4 7.317 2 0.0258 0976 0.879 0020 0.134 0981 0986
Perceived price 4 4 8.585 2 0.0147 0972 0.858 0.022 0.150 0974 980
Servicscape 4 4 3.850 2 0.1460 0987 0935 0.018 0.079 0983  0.991
Core service = - - - - - - - - - -
Employee service 6 6 14.460 9 0.107 0968 0926 0018 0064 0978 0.990
Positive feeling 7 5 13.906 5 0.016 0964 0891 0019 0110 0959 0973
Negative feeling 4 4 26426 2 0.000 0918 0889 0032 0199 0931 0936
Self-image congruence 4 4 5.557 2 0.063 0981 0907 0027 0110 0980 0.987
Brand satisfaction 5 5 10.637 5 0.059 0972 0916 0011 0088 0987 0993
Customer loyalty 7 4 0.334 2 0.846 0999 0994 0004 0000 0999  1.000
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Table 5. The result of examination of hypothesis

sEd-HdAdE

Koo} RAEESERS

Hypothesis Estimate S.E. ¢ value Hypothesis testing
Hla: Brand image — Brand satisfaction 0.031 0.063 0.498 Rejected
Hib: Brand image — Positive feelings 0.121 0.084 1.437 Rejected
Hle: Brand image — Negative feelings 0.304 0.104 —2.941 Accepted”
H2a: Price/value — Brand satisfaction 0.165 0.072 2.307 Accepted”
H2b: Price/value — Positive feelings 0.276 0.099 2.787 Accepted”
H2c: Price/value — Negative feelings —0.102 0.114 —0.899 Rejected
H3a: Servicescape — Brand satisfaction 0.032 0.152 0.211 Rejected
H3b: Servicescape — Positive feelings 0.702 0.166 4.219 Accepted*m
H3c: Servicescape — Negative feelings —0.831 0.207 —4.021 Acceptedm
H4a: Core service — Brand satisfaction 0.261 0.134 1.965 Accepted*
H4b: Core service — Positive feelings 0.324 0.162 2.002 Accepted”
Hd4c: Core service — Negative feelings —0.667 0.209 —3.187 Accepted”™
H5a: Employee service — Brand satisfaction 0.330 0.107 3.089 Accepted”
HS5b: Employee service — Positive feelings 0.649 0.107 6.073 Accepted***
H5c: Employee service — Negative feelings —0.603 0.133 —4.533 Accepted***
Ho6a: Self-image congruence — Brand satisfaction 0.014 0.033 0.435 Rejected
Hob: Self-image congruence — Positive feelings 0.035 0.053 0.665 Rejected
Héc: Self-image congruence — Negative feelings -0.135 0.063 -2.156 Accepted”
H7: Positive feelings — Brand satisfaction 0.174 0.067 2.605 Accepted”
H8: Positive feelings — Customer loyalty 0.130 0.064 1.972 Accepted*
H9: Negative feelings — Brand satisfaction —0.051 0.040 —1.264 Rejected
H10: Negative feelings — Customer loyalty —0.052 0.041 -1.270 Rejected
H11: Brand satisfaction — Customer loyalty 0.747 0.065 11.544 Accepted”™”
17=348.684, p#=0.0066, GFI=0.851, AGFI=0.802, RMR=0.0309, NFI=0.851, CFI=0.874

T p<05, T p<ol, 7 p<00L.
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