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Abstract

This study aims to investigate whether hotel brand personality predicts restaurant loyalty mediated through
trust and satisfaction. An experimental design is applied to test six hypotheses that reflect the research
questions. The guests who have experienced dining in five star hotels in Seoul are targeted for sampling. A
total of 184 faithful cases out of 250 cases have been analyzed. To analyze the data, descriptive statistics
and multivariate analysis of variance, and structural equation modeling (SEM) are employed using the SPSS
and AMOS 7. The findings indicate that hotel restaurant customers' loyalty is positively influenced by hotel
brand's ruggedness and sophistication. Also, all the variables in brand personality except excitement have a
positive impact on hotel restaurant customers' trust. Noticeably, hotel restaurant satisfaction is increased
through brand sincerity and sophistication. Finally, both restaurant trust and satisfaction have a positive impact
on restaurant loyalty. In conclusion, these findings suggest that hotel practitioners need to develop the
influential variables of hotel brand personality to elevate the level of restaurant loyalty.
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[. INTRODUCTION

From the perspective of consumers' brand loy-
alty, hotel restaurant is distinctive from other res-
taurants because the hotel brand itself influences
the image of hotel restaurant. At the same time,
hotel restaurants' competitors are not only branded

as fine dining restaurants but also the other hotel

restaurants in its class. Furthermore, Meyer A &
Blumelhuber C(2000) suggest that due to the du-
plicative and abundant business outlets of the res-
taurant industry, maintaining current customers
should be a priority over attracting new ones. In
addition, Hill N & Alexander J(2000) induce that
"a five percent increase in customer loyalty can

produce profit increases of 25-85% across a range
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of industries" (p.23).

In order to uphold and entice loyal customers,
it is essential to differentiate the food-service oper-
ation from competitors by creating a niche.
Therefore, hotel restaurants need to have valuable
factors contrasting itself from other restaurants.
Capable marketing strategies and market share re-
tention is necessary, especially, in the competitive
global environment where domestic and interna-
tional restaurants are advancing their business
world wide. According to Lim KJ & Kim
YT(2009), customers' loyalty on business outlets
in hotels are influenced by their cognition on hotel
brand. Therefore, marketing strategies for hotel
restaurants are closely related to those of hotel
brand.

Brand personality,
J(2000), is described as the different human char-

acteristics which is affiliated with a brand. This

according to Marconi

brand personality may lead to strong brand loyalty
when one publically identifies him or herself with
one or more of the human characteristics; thus an
important marketing tool(Aaker JL 1997). Based
on this importance, Asperin AE(2007) suggest fu-
ture studies need to continuously investigate the
relationship between brand personality and the de-
terminant variables such as trust, satisfaction, and
loyalty in various food-service sectors.

Past researches have used brand image to inves-
tigate the relationship with consumer behaviors
(e.g., Chon KS - Olsen MD 1991). However,
Aaker DA and Joachimsthaler E(2000) suggests
that because brand image is perceived with the
brand's current associations, these associations can
be short term and tactical. Brand personality, on
the other hand, is more memorable(Aaker DA &
Joachimsthaler E 2000), meaningful (O'Shaughnessy
J & O'Shaughnessy NJ 2004), emotionally power-

ful(Temporal P 2001), long term(Temporal P
2001), and consistent(LePla FJ & Parker LM
1999). On this note, it is commended to research
brand loyalty in relation with brand personality as
loyal is defined as a long standing customer-bran
relationship. Further, there are plenty of researches
on the relationship between brand personality and
loyalty
Kotler P 2003;Kim JS & Choi SH) and there are
several studies focused on hotel brand personality
such as Lim KJ & Kim YT(2009) and Park SH
et al.(2005). The former examined the relationship

consumer's in various industries(e.g.,

between brand personality and the loyalty for hotel
products and the latter had a research on the rela-
tionship between hotel restaurant brand personality
and revisit intention. However, few studies have
been conducted centered on hotel brand person-
ality and its restaurant loyalty through some mech-
anism such as trust and satisfaction. The current
study has been fashioned to further explore this
ambiguous relationship and enrich the relationship
marketing literature.

Based on the research background, this study
explored the measurement of brand personality of
hotel and its influence on the post purchase con-
structs of trust, satisfaction, and brand loyalty. The
particular purposes of this study were as follows:
It investigated (1) whether hotel brand personality
result in higher level of overall restaurant sat-
isfaction, trust, and ultimately, brand loyalty, (2)
Aaker JL(1997)'s five dimensions of brand person-
ality show the hierarchical influential level on the
dependent variables (3) the structural model of the
relationship between hotel brand personality and
hotel restaurant loyalty through trust and sat-

isfaction is established.
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[I. LITERATURE REVIEW

1. Brand Personality and Customer
Loyalty as a Consumer Behavior

As previously stated, brand personality involves
"the set of human characteristics associated with
a brand" but it also includes the different compo-
nents related with employees, managers, and en-
dorsers(Aaker JL 1997, p347). In addition, brand
personality echoes how people feel about a
brand(Keller 1998), defines for the consumer's
emotions that can be experienced upon its con-
sumption(Batra R et al. 1993), and what he or she
expects the brand to do(Keller KL 1998).

Functional, experiential, and symbolic benefits
are offered by brands(Keller KL 1993). According
to Wee TTT(2004), the symbolic benefit is closely
related to brand personality and influences con-
sumer's behavior toward a brand. Furthermore,
studies have provided evidence which support the
relationship between consumer's preference and
brands which correlate with their own person-
alities(Kotler P 2003). These findings indicate the
significance of developing positive brand associa-
tions such as favorable, strong, and uniqueness in
the consumer's mind (Keller KL 1993).

In mature market, the perception that hotel res-
taurants are all the same with minimum excite-
ment, differentiation, and vigorness may exist in
many consumers, especially due to the fact that
many hotel restaurants share the same theme and
menu concepts. Therefore, the only competitive
advantage that remains in hotel restaurants may be
the price. Aaker DA(2004) implies that this trend
will not lead to consumer brand loyalty and that
brand differentiation is critical to gain competitive
advantage. However, product differentiation may

not always be possible for many operations. In

such a case, rather than the functional benefits the
brand has to offer, the symbolic benefits and expe-
rience with that particular brand becomes more
valuable (O'Shaughnessy J & O'Shaughnessy NJ
2004). For instance, many functional aspects such
as menu items, product extensions, services, or
loyalty programs may be easily duplicated.
However, an unique brand personality is owned,
distinctively designed to differentiate, and not as
easily copied by competitors(Aaker DA 2004).

According to Lannon J(1993), what constitutes
a well fashioned brand personality is (1) deliber-
ately coordinated elements of brand marketing mix
within the brand, (2) competitively distinctive and
desirable personality, and (3) keeping consistent
over time and media. In addition, the most fre-
quently employed brand personality in existing re-
searches is Aaker JL(1997)'s sub-factors including
sincerity, competence, ruggedness, sophistication,
and excitement.

Brand loyalty has been conceptualized, defined,
researchers.

and measured several

Especially, Oliver RL(1999) asserted brand loyalty

through

as a commitment which causes repurchasing or pa-
tronizing behavior of the same brand over a long
term period. This repetitive behavior constantly oc-
curs despite situational influences and marketing
efforts to alternate brand preferences.

According to Dick AS & Basu K(1994), loyalty
can be approached by specifying three ante-
cedents(cognitive, affective, and conative). Applying
these antecedents in terms of phases (Oliver RL
1997) can enhance the understanding of brand
loyalty. Firstly, cognitive loyalty is the consumer's
loyalty based on the knowledge about that partic-
ular brand. This knowledge can be anything from
the brand's image to the product/service perform-

ance in the market. Secondly, affective loyalty is
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the consumer's loyalty based on emotional fond-
ness regarding that particular brand. Fondness may
be determined by past experiences. Lastly, con-
ative loyalty is the consumer's loyalty based on the
consumer's motivation or desire to maintain the re-
lationship with the brand by continuous purchasing
and positive word of mouth . This is also known
as behavior intention. Prolonging this study, Yi YJ
and La S(2004) have proposed action loyalty as an
additional antecedent. Action loyalty is what con-
verts the consumer's behavior intention to the will-
ingness to act upon such desires.

In examining the definition for brand loyalty, it
is noticeable that brand loyalty is customers' deep
commitment to a specific brand. Marcorni J(2000)
depicts that a strong brand loyalty can be led by
the building of a public identification such as
brand personality. Further, Aaker JL(1999) men-
tions brand preferences can be predicted by brand
personality.

Based on these discussions, the current study
will investigate brand personality influences on
consumer loyalty through the hypothesis addressed

below.

HI: Hotel brand personality is positively asso-
ciated with restaurant loyalty.

HI-1: Competence in hotel brand is positively
associated with restaurant loyalty.

HI-2: Sincerity in hotel brand is positively as-
sociated with restaurant loyalty.

HI-3: Ruggedness in hotel brand is positively
associated with restaurant loyalty.

HI1-4: Sophistication in hotel brand is pos-
itively associated with restaurant loyalty.

HI-5: Excitement in hotel brand is positively

associated with restaurant loyalty.

2. Relationship among Brand Personality,
Trust, and Brand Loyalty

It is widely accepted in marketing literature that
one of the fundamental components in framing a
successful relationship is trust(Garbarino E &
Johnson MS 1999). Trust occurs when one in-
dividual is confident on another individual's reli-
ability and believes in their integrity (Henning-
Thurau T & Hansen U 2000). Based upon this de-
scription of trust, the current study will view cus-
tomer's trust in the similar manner in relation with
the business's quality and reliability of services.

A framework for trust has also been introduced
by Sargeant A & Lee S(2004). These scholars sug-
gest two concepts in viewing trust. The first con-
cept perceives trust as confidence, one party holds,
in the trustworthiness of the other. The second
concept perceives trust as behavioral intention that
is derived from the reliability of the other.
Established on these conceptualizations, consumer
trust can be defined as "expectations held by the
consumer that the service provider is dependable
and can be relied on to deliver on its promises"
(Sirdeshmukh D et al. 2002, p.17).

"Branding is the art of trust creation"(Upshaw
LB 1995, p9). Therefore, in order to stimulated
trust in brands, the stability and trustworthiness of
brand identity must firstly be well constructed.
Furthermore, a well designed brand personality can
increase consumer trust and brand loyalty(Fournier
S 1994). The current study seeks evidence that
supports the inclination of trust in restaurants as

brand personality increases as follows.

H2: Hotel brand personality is positively asso-
ciated with trust in hotel restaurants.
H2-1: Competence in hotel brand is positively

associated with trust in hotel restaurants.
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H2-2: Sincerity in hotel brand is positively as-
sociated with trust in hotel restaurants.

H2-3: Ruggedness in hotel brand is positively
associated with trust in hotel restaurants.

H2-4: Sophistication in hotel brand is pos-
itively associated with trust in hotel restaurants.

H2-5: Excitement in hotel brand is positively
associated with trust in hotel restaurants.
Several renowned studies(Garnarino E &
Johnson MS 1999; Chaudhuri A & Holbrook MB
2001) have all underlined the importance of identi-
fying trust as a determinant and foundation of cus-
tomer retention and loyalty. In addition, there has
been claims that, indeed, trust is an omnipotent re-
lationship marketing tool supporting the idea that
loyalty and relationship quality can be reinforced
when trust is present(Berry L 2000).

Furthermore, it is assumed that in the presence
of trust, perceived risk and vulnerability to the
service provider can be reduced(Berry L 2000).
Also, customers like to keep consistent business
with a specific brand through trust(Sirdeshmukh D
et al., 2002). Based on the discussions, the current
study predicts that increased level of trust results

in increased level of restaurant loyalty.

H3: Trust in hotel restaurant is positively asso-

ciated with restaurant loyalty.

3. Relationship among Brand Personality,
Trust, Satisfaction, and Brand Loyalty
Generally, marketing literature have associated
"an evaluative, affective, or emotional response"
when defining the satisfaction construct(Oliver RL
1989, pl). In determining satisfaction, scholars
have compared the expected performance of a

product or service to the perceived perform-

ance(Oliver RL 1997). For instance, when the gap
between the expected performance and the per-
ceived performance is large, quality of the product
or service is rated low and results in negative
satisfaction.

There are two illustrations of restaurant satis-
faction. The first is transaction specific measure
where satisfaction is perceived with a current din-
ing experience. The second is cumulative evalua-
tion measure where satisfaction is perceived with
a particular brand of restaurants over time.
According to Jones M & Suh J(2000), when over-
all satisfaction is low, transactional satisfaction be-
comes a good predictor of behavioral intention.
When overall satisfaction is high, however, con-
sumers tend not to largely affected by a single dis-
satisfying experience. In a word, consumers con-
stantly evaluate the abilities of restaurants, which
deliver benefits to them.

Researchers depict that products or services re-
inforces customers' self-concepts when the relevant
brand delivers specific personalities. According to
previous studies, this strengthen satisfaction be-
cause ideal self-concepts are related to the social
consistency and social approval framework(Back
KJ 2005). According to the social consistency
framework, people instinctively react in ways
which are consistent with social norms. Similarly,
the social approval framework suggest that people
behave according to other people's

ations(Back KJ 2005). Furthermore, value con-

expect-

gruence have a positive relationship with sat-
isfaction(Gwinner KP et al. 1998). In other words,
when the customer's values are congruent with the
service provider's the consumer-producer relation-
ship quality and satisfaction is amplified. On this
note, it is predicted that when brand personality

commitment is high, the tendency for the customer
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to be satisfied with the service or product will be

higher.

H4: Hotel brand personality is positively asso-
ciated with restaurant satisfaction.

H4-1: Competence in hotel brand is positively
associated with restaurant satisfaction.

H4-2: Sincerity in hotel brand is positively as-
sociated with restaurant satisfaction.

H4-3: Ruggedness in hotel brand is positively
associated with restaurant satisfaction.

H4-4: Sophistication in hotel brand is pos-
itively associated with restaurant satisfaction.

H4-5: Excitement in hotel brand is positively

associated with restaurant satisfaction.

Customer trust in brand increases the tolerance
levels of service failures(O'Shaughnessy J &
O'Shaughnessy NJ 2004). As a result, the overall
satisfaction of the guest may not be affected.
Additionally, high degree of confidence and trust
customers have in the service provider can reduce
the amount of anxiety related to the relationship
and ultimately increase satisfaction(Henning-Thurau
T et al. 2002). On this note, the following relation-
ship is hypothesized.

brand
personality

competence

2

sincerity o
H1

ruggedness
H4
sophistication R »

excitement

H5: Trust in the hotel restaurant is positively

associated with restaurant satisfaction.

Considerable number of evidence indicating a
positive relationship between brand loyalty and
satisfaction exist in marketing literature(Oliver RL
1997). In addition, overall satisfaction is found to
be a superior predictor of repurchase intention
(Jones M & Suh J 2000) and repurchase intention
leads to brand loyalty(Yi YJ & La S 2004). The
current study proposes that restaurants which are
able to fulfill the customers expectations for qual-
ity food and service will be favored over other

competing restaurant brands.

H6: Restaurant satisfaction is positively asso-

ciated with restaurant loyalty.

. METHODOLOGY

1. Settlement of Proposed Model

Based on the propositions developed from the
literature review, a conceptual model is proposed
to explain the relationship among hotel brand per-
sonality, restaurant trust, satisfaction, and restau-

rant loyalty as illustrated in Figure I.

trust H3
b
> loyalty
v H5 V
. . ~ Hé6
satisfaction

<Fig. 1> A proposed research model
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2. Measurement

1) Brand Personality

Brand personality involves human character-
istics such as competence, sincerity, ruggedness,
sophistication, and excitement. These five compo-
nents were measured through the total of Park YB
et al.(2009)'s 20-item scale modified from Aaker
JL(1997)'s 42-item brand personality scale (BPS).
Respondents rated their cognized brand personality
on 5-point scales ranging from "not at all descrip-

tive "(1) to "extremely descriptive" (5).

2) Trust in Hotel Brand

This study defines trust in hotel brand as a con-
fidence on hotel brand's business quality and reli-
ability of services. To measure the degree of trust
that respondents have felt toward the hotel restau-
rant, Morgan RP & Hunt SD(1994)'s four items
were used. They responded on a five-point scale
with anchors of "not at all descriptive"(1) and

"extremely descriptive"(5).

3) Restaurant Satisfaction

Restaurant satisfaction is the emotional response
toward restaurant experiences occurred from dif-
ference between expectation and perceived per-
formance. This variable was assessed with a
3-item five point semantic-differential scale devel-
oped by Jones M & Suh J(2000). The three items
of anchors were unsatisfied/satisfied, unpleasant/

pleasant, and unfavorable/favorable.

4) Restaurant Loyalty

Restaurant loyalty is the degree of patronizing
a specific restaurant regardless of the alternative
restaurants' beneficial marketing strategies and so

on. Five items developed by Oliver RL(1997) were

used to measure the extent to which a respondent

patronize the experienced hotel restaurant.
Respondents rated their management on five-point
Likert type scale ranging from "strongly disagree

"(1) to "strongly agree" (5).

3. Data Collection and Sampling Frame

The targeted people for this study were the hotel
restaurant guests. After a drafting survey ques-
tionnaire had been drawn, preliminary survey cen-
tered on S and H hotel was executed. The re-
searcher personally mailed the total of fifty cases
after the research purpose was explained throughly
to the hotel restaurant managers. Additionally, they
were asked to dictate any inadequate and unclear
items in the survey. This was conducted from
April 15th to May 5th in 2011.

Since then, to measure the relationship between
associated hotel brand personality and attitudinal
preference toward restaurant, the participants, who
have dined in five-star hotel restaurants, were sur-
veyed; the convenience sampling was selected in-
cluding S, H, M, and W in Seoul Metropolitan
area. This main survey was conducted through
mail survey through each hotel manager May 20th
to Jun 23rd in 2011 after each hotel manager's ap-
proval had been given. The number of 250 cases
were surveyed. Further, total number of 209 re-
sponses had been collected and cases with missing
value were subsequently dropped from the data
analysis. Finally 184 faithful cases had been

analyzed.

4. Data Analysis

The Collected data was analyzed using SPSS
15.0 and AMOS 7 software program. Through
these programs, descriptive statistics, multi-variate

analysis of variance, and structural equation mod-
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eling(SEM) are utilized. Frequency analysis, reli-
ability analysis after using Cronbach's alpha, and
confirmatory analysis were operated. Furthermore,
in order to understand different relationship be-
tween variables, the correlation analysis was
conducted. To vtrufy the hypotheses and model of
the study, confirmatory factor analysis was used to
examine conformity of the causal relationship
among each factor and covariance structure analy-

sis was used to investigate a path coefficient.

IV. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

1. Demographics

As presented in <Table 1>, 46.2 % of re-
spondents were male, and about 53.8% were
female. The majority of the respondents (20~29:
28.3%. 30~39:33.2%, 40~49:29.9%) were between
20-49 years of age. Moreover, the majority of the
respondents (67.9%) had a degree of four-year uni-
versity or higher level. Also, the married consist
of 83 people (45.1%) and the single consist of 101

people (54.9%). At the same time, their current oc-
cupations were as follows; specialized job(22.8%).
administrative position (36.4%), technical post
(4.9%), service industry (16.3%), individual pro-
prietor (7.6%), student (4.9%), housewife (3.3%)
Finally, about most of the respondents' average
monthly income was in the category of four mil-
lion or more (4 million~4.99 million: 34.2%, 5

million or more: 36.4%)

2. Analysis of Validity and Reliability

1) Results of Reliability and Validity

As the survey items are adapted from different
streams of studies, it is important to ensure con-
struct reliability and validity. Cronbach's co-
efficient alpha was calculated to determine reli-
ability of the measurement.

As indicated in <Table 2>, Conbach's a of each
construct in measurement model is ranged from
0.858 to 0.910, significantly a scale with high level

of reliability; this value is adequate at Cronbach's

{Table 1> Result of the demographic analysis of the respondents

Respondent Frequencies Respondent Frequencies
L. Items .. Items
Characteristics (Percentages) Characteristics (Percentages)
Gender Male 85(46.2) Marriage Status M?.rried 83(45.1)
Female 99(53.8) single 101(54.9)
specialized job 42(22.8)
administrative position 67(36.4)
20~29 52(28.3) technical post 9(4.9)
Age 30~39 61(33.2) Current service industry 30 (16.3)
40~49 55(29.9) Occupation individual proprietor 14(7.6)
50 or more 16(8.7) student 9(4.9)
housewife 6(3.3)
others 7(3.8)
High School 6(33) Less than 2M(won) 3(1.6)
2-year collage 16(8.7) Household 2M-2.9M 843)
Education 4-year university 125(67.9) Average Income 3-3.9M 43(234)
Master or more 37(20.1) +-4.9M 63(34.2)
SM/more 67(36.4)
The Total 184(100) The Total 184(100)
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a >0.70(Hair JF et al. 2006).

If construct reliability reaches above 0.7, con-
vergent validity or internal consistency is secured
Kim KS 2007). Also, convergent validity is pro-
cured as long as AVE reaches above 0.5 and (Kim
KS 2007). In terms of construct reliability, the val-
ues of eight constructs are ranged from 0.9 to
0.93.9 At the same time, as illustrated in <Table
3>, factor loading of each variable is above 0.728,
showing a moderate to high construct validity.
Further, each average variance extracted(AVE)
reaches between 0.718 to 0.806.

Discriminant validity was established using the
procedures outlined by Fornell C and Larcker
DF(1981). <Table 2> shows the correlations be-
tween the latent variables and the average variance
extracted (AVE) of each construct. Fornell C and
Larcker DF(1981) prescribe that the squared corre-
lation between constructs must be less than the
AVE of each underlying construct in order for the
constructs to have discriminant validity. As sug-
gested in <Table 2>, each AVE is ranged from

0.718 to 0.806 while squared correlations are

{Table 2> Measurement model

grrza)ste) ] A 1778 Al 53(2011)

ranged from 0.1 to 0.74. These outcomes estab-
lished discriminant validity. As a result, these val-
ues represent all eight constructs and it is sig-
nificant to analyze the relationship between those

constructs.

2) Results of Confirmatory Factor
Analysis

The confirmatory measurement model was as-
sessed to evaluate the construct validity of the
measurement used in this study. As noted by Noar
SM(2003), confirmatory factor analysis(CFA) pro-
cedures can provide confirmation that psycho-
metric properties a scale are satisfactory that ex-
tend beyond exploratory analytic technique.

It was noted that CFA can add further in-
formation about dimensionality of scale by testing
a variety of models against one another(Noar SM
2003). In this study, the confirmatory factor analy-
sis was completed with maximum likelihood
estimation.

CFA was applied to all the
chi-square of 515.698, degree of freedom of 418,

items and

Inter-construct correlations”

Variables Means SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Competence | 3.714 0.72 1

Sincerity | 3.289 | 0.763 | 0.485" 1

Ruggedness | 323 | 0.776 | 03617 | 0.323" 1

Sophistication | 3.617 | 0.689 | 0.649™ | 0.571" | 0.438" 1

Excitement | 3.305 | 0.803 | 0430 | 0.657" | 0358 | 0472" 1

Trust 3.645 | 0.626 | 0646 | 0597 | 04597 | 07377 | 0473 1

Satisfaction | 3.692 | 0.675 | 0.5717 | 0.648" | 03977 | 0.7277 | 0486~ | 0.858" 1

Loyalty 3.548 | 0.682 | 0.5547 | 05717 | 04557 | 0.739" | 05147 | 0.848” | 0.800 1
Cronbach's a 0.900 | 0.885 0910 | 0858 | 0912 | 0866 | 0879 | 0.909
Construct

Composite 0916 | 0904 | 0926 | 0.901 0.920 | 0915 | 0924 | 0.933
Reliability

AVE® 0770 | 0.718 0771 | 0.731 0.763 | 0.750 | 0.806 | 0.767

** significant at p<0.01 (two-way)

a Two standard-error interval estimate of correlation does not include value 1. b=AVE (average

variance extracted)
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and p-value of 0.001(p<0.01). Further, the value in
chi-square/df should be less than three to secure
overall goodness of fit(Kim KS 2007). The value
of chisqure/df shows 1.234 so that overall good-
ness of fit is identified.

In assessing model fit, the following indices
were employees: GFI (Goodness-of-fit index: de-
sirable at >0.90), AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of fit
Index: desirable at >0.90), RMR (Root Mean
Square Residual: desirable at <0.05), NFI (Normed
fit index: desirable at >0.90), CFI (Comparative

{Table 3> Fit indices of measurement

fit index: desirable at >0.90), x* (chi-square: desir-
able at >0.05), TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index: desirable
at >20.90), RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation: desirable at < 0.05) As presented
in <Table 3> GFI(0.857), AGFI(0.820), and
NFI1(0.894) was found to be unfilled indices, how-
ever, RMR(0.037), CFI(0.978), TLI(0.974), and
RMSEA(0.036) indicated a reasonable fit. It seems
that these may not cause any gigantic problems to
presume the relationship among the latent varia-
bles(Bae BR 2007).

Factor Items Estimate | S.C. | t-value | p-value Fit Indices
this hotel is technical 1.000 | 0.814
this hotel is reliable 1.059 | 0.903 | 14.618 | ***
COMPEIENCE | i hotel s successful 1029 | 0820 | 12,088 | *ex
this hotel is a leader 0.934 | 0.730 | 10.937 | ***
this hotel is friendly 1.000 | 0.869
. this hotel is honest 0.772 | 0.751 | 12.025 ok
Sincerity . . . .
this hotel is family-oriented 0.968 | 0.851 | 14.712 | ***
this hotel is sentimental 0.867 | 0.781 | 12.828 | ***
this hotel is outdoorsy 1.000 | 0.795
this hotel is masculine 1.109 | 0.871 | 13.386 | ***
Ruggedness | ¢ hotel is tough 1154 | 0905 | 14.121 | wex
, , X (d£:418)=515.698
this hotel is rugged 0.995 | 0.815 | 12.444 | ***
his hotel is upper-class 1.000 | 0.728 P :0'0_01'
Sophistication this hotel is feminine 0.936 | 0.745 | 9.748 Rk Cl\/g;ffa 815534
this hotel is charming 1.043 | 0.821 | 10.696 | *** '
. . AGFI=0.820,
this hotel is glamourous 1.146 | 0.814 | 10.658 | ***
this hotel is unique 1000 | 0.824 RMR=0.037,
Bxcitement this hotel is spirited 0.897 | 0.821 | 13.079 | *** (II\IFFII::OOiiA;
this hotel is exciting 1.016 | 0.881 | 14.433 | *** o
this hotel is trendy 1.024 | 0.875 | 14.322 | *** TLI= 0974
This hotel restaurant is reliable 1.000 | 0.764 RMSEA= 0.036
Trust I have confidence in this hotel restaurant 1292 | 0.833 | 11.809 | *** *4%: 0.000
This hotel restaurant has high integrity 1.257 | 0.775 | 10.826 | ***
Overall I trust the restaurants in this hotel brand 1252 | 0.772 | 10.753 | ***
unsatisfied/satisfied 1.000 | 0.857
Satisfaction | unpleasant/pleasant 0.841 | 0.825 | 14.259 | ***
unfavorable/favorable 0.807 | 0.821 | 13.928 | ***
This hotel restaurant is superior to the others in its class 1.000 | 0.792
[ have grown to like this hotel restaurant more than others 1117 | 0.829 | 16.426 | ***
Loyalty [ intend to continue dining at this restaurant in the future 1.161 | 0.812 | 12.189 | ***
When I have to go to a hotel restaurant, I dine only at this restaurant | 1.160 | 0.825 | 12.373 | ***
Overall, I consider myself loyal to this restaurant. 1.274 | 0.844 | 12.742 | ***
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Further, <Table 3> presents standard estimates
for a measurement model. As illustrated, factor
loading of all measures were moderate(ranging
from 0.728 to 0.903). The factor loadings showed
that relevant measurement items performed moder-
ately well in reflecting the designated underlying

construct.

4. Test of Hypotheses

1) Results of Overall Measurement
Model Testing

<Table 4> illustrated the strength of the rela-
tionships among the constructs, showing path co-
efficients and overall goodness of model fit
indices. Overall, except GFI and AGFI, the model
was acceptable fit;(x: df = 411)= 459.915 (p =
0.048), GFI = 0.869, AGFI = 0.832 RMR = 0.035,
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NFI = 0.906, TLI = 0.987, CFI = 0.989, RMSEA=
0.026. As mentioned above, these sums of indices
allow researchers to estimate the relationship
among the latent variables (Bae BR 2007).

2) Results of Hypotheses Testing

These hypotheses were examined through inves-
tigating the path coefficients of the constructs in
the final model.

Firstly, it was found that customers' cognized
hotel personality partially influenced restaurant
loyalty. For example, it depicts path coefficient of
0.103 for the impact of brand ruggedness on loy-
alty(t>1.96, p<0.05) and path coefficient of 0.160
for the impact of sophistication on loyalty (t>1.96,
p<0.05). On the other hand, the rest of coefficients
such as competence, sincerity, and excitement did

not present any significance(t<1.96). Therefore hy-

{Table 4> Parameter estimates in the structural model

Hypothesis Path S.C. S.E. t-value p-value Result
H1-1 Brand Competence->Restaurant Loyalty -0.041 0.058 -0.624 0.532 rejected
H1-2 Brand Sincerity->Restaurant Loyalty -0.088 0.053 -1.205 0.228 rejected
H1-3 Brand Ruggedness->Restaurant Loyalty 0.103 0.043 2.025 0.043" supported
H1-4 Brand Sophistication-> Restaurant Loyalty 0.160 0.074 1.988 0.047" supported
H1-5 Brand Excitement-> Restaurant Loyalty 0.094 0.044 1.571 0.116 rejected
H2-1 Brand Competence-> Restaurant Trust 0.221 0.062 | 2.688 0.007" | supported
H2-2 Brand Sincerity--> Restaurant Trust 0.263 0.056 2.954 0.043" supported
H2-3 Brand Ruggedness-> Restaurant Trust 0.128 0.046 2.010 0.044" supported
H2-4 Brand Sophistication-> Restaurant Trust 0.381 0.075 | 4.008 | 0.000™" | supported
H2-5 Brand Excitement--> Restaurant Trust -0.004 0.050 -0.053 0.957 rejected
H3 Restaurant Trust-> Restaurant Loyalty 0.292 0.123 2.271 0.006" | supported
H4-1 Brand Competence->Restaurant Satisfaction -0.104 0.076 -1.503 0.133 rejected
H4-2 Brand Sincerity->Restaurant Satisfaction 0.229 0.070 | 3.005 0.003" | supported
H4-3 Brand Ruggedness->Restaurant Satisfaction 0.027 0.058 0.487 0.627 rejected
H4-4 Brand Sophistication->Restaurant Satisfaction 0.221 0.099 2.490 0.013" supported
H4-5 Brand Excitement->Restaurant Satisfaction 0.006 0.060 0.087 0.930 rejected

H5 Restaurant Trust-> Restaurant Satisfaction 0.552 0.145 5.604 0.000"" supported
Ho6 Restaurant Satisfaction-> Restaurant Loyalty 0.519 0.078 5.268 0.000"" supported
Overall X (df = 411)= 459.915 (p = 0.048), CMIN/df= 1.119, GFI = 0.869, AGFI = 0.832

Goodness of RMR = 0.035, NFI = 0.906,

Model Fit TLI = 0.987, CFI = 0.989
Indices RMSEA=0.026

*** significant at <0.001, **:significant at <0.01, *: significant at <0.05



A Structural Model Analysis of Hotel Brand Personality Influencing Restaurant Loyalty Mediated through Restaurant Trust and Satisfaction 133

pothesis 1 is partially nt did no. This finding is
consistent with researches that Lim KJ & Kim
YT(2009)'s sttdy indicating that ruggedness, sin-
cerity, sophistication in hotel brand personality
have a significant relationship with loyalty for ho-
tel products.

In addition, it was found that customers' cogni-
tion on hotel brand personality had a partially sig-
nificant impact on trust in restaurant. All the
sub-factors of brand personality except excitement
influenced trust in restaurant. For example, it de-
picts path coefficient of 0. 263 for the impact of
sincerity on trust and 0.128 for the impact of rug-
gedness on trust (t>1.96, p<0.05). Further, it pres-
ents path coefficient of 0.221 for the impact of
competence on trust and 0.381 for the impact so-
phistication on trust (£>1.96, p<0.01). Thus, hypoth-
esis 2 is partially supported. Together with this, a
stream of research proposed that consumers' trust in
a specific brand can be increased by the brand per-
sonality(Fournier S 1994; Upshaw LB 1995).

Also, brand sincerity and sophistication was
found to have a significant impact on restaurant
satisfaction through this assessment. It depicts path
coefficient of 0.229 for the impact of sincerity on
restaurant satisfaction on and 0.221 for the impact
of sophistication on restaurant satisfaction (t>1.96,
p<0.05). As a result, hypothesis 3 is partially
supported. This finding is consistent with the stud-
ies by Lee YK et al.(2008) and Park YB et
al.(2009)

At the same time, customers' trust in hotel res-
taurant influence their satisfaction with restaurant
based on the significance of the relationship be-
tween restaurant trust and satisfaction (path co-
efficient:0.552, t>1.96, p<0.001). Therefore, hy-
pothesis 4 is supported. This is consistent with the

existing research results presenting that customer

trust in brand is significant factors for restaurant
satisfaction because this can increase tolerance lev-
el of service failure(e.g., O'Shaughnessy J &
O'Shaughnessy NJ 2004; Henning-Thurau T et al.
2002).

Additionally, customers' trust in hotel restaurant
was found to have a signigicant impact on their
restaurant loyalty. It depicted path coefficient of
0292 for the impact(t>1.96, p<0.01). Therefore,
hypothesis 5 is supported. This finding is con-
sistent with the existing researches that identifying
trust is a crucial determinant of loyalty(e.g.,
Sirdeshmukh D et al. 2002).

Finally, for the impact of customers' satisfaction
with hotel restaurant on restaurant loyalty, it pre-
sented that satisfaction is a significantly strong an-
tecedent of restaurant loyalty. It depicted that path
coefficient of 0.519 (t> 1.96, p <0.001). Therefore,
hypothesis 6 is supported. Like this, a stream of
research indicates that customers' satisfaction is
closely related to repurchase intention(e.g., Oliver
RL 1997;Jones M & Suh J 2000).

V. CONCLUSION

1. Findings and Implications

This study has been aimed to research whether
hotel restaurant customers' perceived brand person-
ality are related to restaurant loyalty mediated
through restaurant trust and satisfaction. The fol-
lowing summary discusses the findings of study.

Results of the study suggest hotel restaurant
costumers' loyalty is influenced by perceived rug-
gedness and sophistication in brand personality.
That is, hotel restaurant customers may feel hard
to transfer to the other hotel brands in the same
level if the hotel brand has a consistent character-

istics of ruggedness and sophistication. Therefore,
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hotel marketers need to as a conssophisticated and
rugged brand personality of the relevant hotels
through marketing communication with customers.

Secondly, it has been found that all the factors
in brand personality except excitement has a sig-
nificant relationship with trust in hotel restaurant.
It seems that the implied human characteristics in
hotel brand gives a confidence in the business out-
lets in that brand. Especially, sincerity(path co-
efficient: 0.263) and competence(path coefficient:
0.221) seem to have stronger impact on trust than
the other factors. Brand personality can be deliv-
ered to customer through symbolic benefits(Wee
TTT 2004). Symbolic brand personality can be es-
tablished well by deliberately coordinated market-
ing mix, desirably unique personality, and its con-
sistency over media and time(Lannon J 1993)

The third results impose hotel restaurant cos-
tumer are possibly more satisfied with hotel restau-
rant when they perceive sincerity and sophisti-
cation in hotel brand personality. That is, custom-
ers can tolerate minimal service failure through
sincerity and sophistication in hotel brand. sophis-
tication can be cognized through employees' ap-
pearance, overall atmosphere, and so on. Also, sin-
cerity can be acquired through employees' attitude,
communication, and overall organizational system
toward customers.

Fourthly, trust in hotel restaurant is directly re-
lated to satisfaction with the restaurant as well. It
seems that trust(path coefficient of 0.552) has a
strong impact on satisfaction. That is, customers
remember the more positive experiences through
trust in hotel restaurants.

Fifthly, well-established trust in hotel restaurant
increases the level of loyalty. That is, although
competitors in the same level have a sales promo-

tion to attract customers, customers may not easily

change their choice of hotel restaurant if the loy-
alty is based on confidence in the restaurant brand.

Finally, the study result indicates that the more
customers satisfied with hotel restaurant, the more
they may patronize it. This is consistent with many
other researches focusing on the other businesses
in the hospitality industry such as family restau-
rant(Lee YK et al. 2008), hospital(Lee DH et al.
2011), and airline(Lee MH 2010) As a result, sat-
isfaction in hotel restaurant is found to be a focal
antecedent of customers' revisit.

There are several theoretical and practical im-
plications for hotel restaurant operators and mar-
keting professionals. This finding support the idea
that brand personality, satisfaction, and trust are
important antecedents of customer loyalty. Further,
this result follows a stream that the factors of
brand personality hierarchically predict the deter-
minant variables. Also, this study gives an idea
that customers add the values on the different fac-
tors of brand personalities depending on the in-
dustries, which may provide different services,
products, and price-value.

Practically, existing hotel operations can modify
their market positioning, services, or products to
increase brand personality of sophistication, rug-
gedness, and sincerity with the ultimate goal of in-
creasing brand loyalty and satisfaction. At the
same time, the instrument of brand personality
may be used to segment target markets. Especially,
as more hotel chains expand globally, they can in-
clude the scale in their feasibility analysis to see
whether their personality are influential to their
prospective host. Hotel operators can identify the
target market segments that would most likely be
a loyal customer base. This evaluation help hotel
marketers understand what factors of brand per-

sonality are important according to different target
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markets based on age, gender, and area of residence.

2. Limitations and Supplements

There were several theoretical and methodo-
logical limitations that should be addressed in fu-
ture studies. First of all, the sample of this study
is limited to the respondents who has experienced
five star hotel restaurant in Seoul Metropolitan
Area. It should be considered that the results may
have been influenced by target respondents. That
is, in order to ensure and generalize the result, rep-
lication studies with wider, random samples should
be selected.

In addition, future researchers who are to use
Aaker JL(1997)'s scale to measure brand person-
ality need to have the following considerations.
Firstly, some of the items may give some different
meanings for respondents over time, area, and
cultures. Considering these factors, researchers
could use the modified scale such as and Choi YH
& Sohn SJ(2010). Secondly, as presented by
Caprara GV et al.(2001), the richness of measure-
ment needs to be improved by adding descriptive
items such as economical, famous, or convenient.
Thirdly, negatively descriptive items such as arro-
gant, or shy need to be added to increase the level
of thoroughness(Sweeney JC & Brandon C 2006).

Finally, brand personality is associated with hu-
man characteristics such as Big Five dimensions
of agreeableness, extroversions, and conscientious-
ness(Aaker JL 1997). A future studyof agexplor-
eand personal dimensions of individual personality
impactonal preference of s suifically characterized
brands in hcs itality industry. At the same, a com-
parative studyof agbe conducted to braif onal di-
mensions of brand personality predictoture
stus'gbehavior diversely depameing on the restau-

rant categories. Overall, the researches modeling

the determinants and/or predictimpactonal prefer-
ence of need to be continued to provideonal prman
thrs information to keep). ng-term relationship

with tureomers.
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