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top of mind
frand brand recall
awareness
brand recognition
The

perceived brand

recopmenda
tion

brand
‘conversion
barrier

quality

Brand loyalty

HAE QA £4L BEEY T A2, un

BN

7%, A= thEk AT 2=

Table 2.1 Brand awareness attributes

primary attributes  detail attributes survey contents
top of mind Which cooperative comes to mind first ?
brand awareness Have you ever heard or know a cooperatives (fisheries
brand recall

cooperatives, agricultural cooperatives)?
Do you know or see the brand mark of cooperatives (fishery
cooperatives, agricultural cooperatives)?

brandrecognition

F4%E $42 SH-BEIO| AAIE JAAEE, BT oju|x], BAllE A} TjEo] HIAT

AAANE Soz T oy Bz ARG ARG Jof tsh spepi
, BRE FAZ U3 71EA AES A% S45Es (71EH9)E ASET B AR
M JAAEE Eo]7] AT F2Ado] 74 011 ZH I E AT sl duht 718t
St A A 2 xe] Aot 7 tiAdol et AlEEA-2 Cho 5 (2006) 914 AAIE QFD
(quality function deployment)& &3l A-&3F3A ).

=
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o
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Table 2.2 Brand loyalty attributes

primary attributes detail attributes survey contents

Products and services of fisheries cooperatives (or agricultural
cooperatives) are good.

Products and services of fisheries cooperatives (agricultural
cooperatives) are worthy of payment.

Fisheries cooperatives (agricultural cooperatives) is convenient to
purchase or use products and service.

Fisheries cooperatives (agricultural cooperatives) give a unique
impression on me.

brand leardership Brand c')f fisheries co.operatives (agr.icultural cooperatives) gives
the feeling that the industry’s leading.

recognition quality

the perceived .
. . perceived value
service quality

purchase convenience

brand differentiation

brandimage Lo Fisheries cooperatives (agricultural cooperatives) give me
& brand liveliness i N P ves (ag P ves) giv
animation
brand reliability Fisheries cooperatives (agricultural cooperatives) give me trust.
purchase/utilization I will intend to use or purchase products or service of fisheries
intention cooperatives (agricultural cooperatives) again
recommendation I will recommend to others people products or services of fisheries
intention cooperatives (agricultural cooperatives).
brand preference I’m impressed with the product or service of fisheries cooperatives
recommendation (agricultural cooperatives).
. Social recognition of fisheries cooperatives (agricultural
brand reputation X & X P (ag
cooperatives) is good.
. . Products or service of fisheries cooperatives (agricultural
brand conversion barrie

cooperatives) have favorable impression.
s What channel do you recognize products or service of fisheries
brand recognition channel X i R
cooperatives (agricultural cooperatives)?
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Figure 2.2 SH-BEI equation
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3. AFEA 45
3.1. SH-BEI =723}
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0 . '
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Figure 3.1 SH-BEI score
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Brand
Awareness

Brand
Conversion
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Figure 3.2 Detail attributes score of SH-BEI
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3.2. SH-BEI 7}%x] 2&23}
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Figure 3.3 SH-BEI Brand loyalty weight
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Abstract

Recently, successful management of the brand is more important than anything
else to enhance the competitiveness of enterprises and increase customer loyalty. Most
customers evaluate value and image of an enterprise in accordance with their experience
of its goods and service. This study focused on the Fisheries Cooperative Association
representative brand for the marketing point of view and attitude shall establish a
scheme that can identify. We suggest a model that can measure the brand equity index
(BEI) for equity. Based on the survey, we intended to provide the strategic direction

and derive important factors for improving brand equity.

Keywords: Brand awareness, brand equity index, brand loyalty, importance perfor-

mance analysis.

1 Research fellow Ph.D, Fisheries Economic Institute, National Federation of Fisheries Cooperatives,
Seoul 138-730, Korea.

2 Researcher, Fisheries Economic Institute, National Federation of Fisheries Cooperatives, Seoul 138-730,
Korea. Email: hotpen2002@naver.com



