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Abstract

This study aimed at examining the interrelationships among corporate association, Rrelationship quality,
and brand loyalty in Korean buffet restaurants. In addition, this study examined the mediating effects of co-
mmitment and attidudinal loyalty. The findings of this study were found through the employong of SPSS 18.0
on a convenience sample of a total of 209 respondents. The results of this study are as follows. First, both
corporate ability association and corporate social responsibility association exhibited a positive impact on trust
and commitment. Second, trust and commitment positively influenced attitudinal loyalty and beha- vioral
loyalty. Third, commitment acted in a partial mediating role between trust and attitudinal loyalty, and attitudi-
nal loyalty acted in a partial mediating role between commitment and behavioral loyalty.

Key words: Korean buffet restaurant, corporate ability association, social responsibility association, trust,
commitment, attitudinal loyalty, behavioral loyalty
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<Fig. 1> Research model of this study.
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{Table 1> Demographic characteristics of the samplet (N=209)
Division Frequency Ratio Devision Frequency Ratio
Male 106 510 ~2 2 10.6
Number 3 68 327
Gender Female 102 49.0 of family
b 4 96 46.2
Sum 208 100 fmembers
5~ 22 10.6
Marital Not married 62 29.8 Student 16 77
status Married 146 702 Office worker 93 44.7
Self-employed 20 9.6
~29 37 17.8
Professional 11 53
Occupation
30~39 71 34.1 Civil servant 13 6.3
Age .
H fi 2 12.
40~49 67 322 ousewiie 6 >
No job 10 4.8
0~ 3 159 Others 19 9.1
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{Table 2> Results of factor analysis and reliability analysis of corporate association

. Factor Commu- Eigen Vari- Cron-
Factor Topic . .
loading nity value ance bach a
CAA4. This restaurant is eco-friendly. .808 .820
CA2. This restaurant is honest. 793 818
Product
related CAS. This restaurant gives a good impression. 777 814 4436 21.232 0.940
associationl x| s brand makes happy. 767 826
CA3. This restaurant has a comfortable feel. 763 7194
. CA9. This restaurant is convenient to use. 768 753
Quality
related CAS. This restaurant produces high quality products. .646 793 1.930 9.190 0.791
CAA  association CA®6. This restaurant is well run. 537 .662
Corporate  CAl2. This restaurant's brand image is good. .509 756
Management A 14 This restaurant continues to grow. 794 .882 2088 9945 (.884
related
association CAI13. This is an excellent restaurant. 783 .885
Corporate CA21. The restaurant has a good work ethic. .805 877
Attracliveness - an) A restaurant that wants to know more. 734 .893 2580 1233  0.903
related
association CA20. The restaurant is an attractive company. 674 792
CA21. This restaurant listens to customers. .803 .845
Cusomer CA24. There i i ‘ ;
. There is a positive response to customer
oriented . P P 734 711 2442 11.627 0.848
. complaints.
association
CA23. This is a customer-oriented restaurant. .674 766
A28. Tt i ki i t fi -
CSRA C is a good working environment for em: 80 834
ployees.
Employee ) ] ) o
oriented CA27. It provides high-quality training to staff. 821 .836 3545 16883 0.928
association CA25. It provides adequate salaries to employees. .834 822
CA26. It creates job opportunies. .800 851
KMO Bartlett=0.931, x>=3,766.538, p=0.000, Total variance = 81.109
2o FAfd e = /\]Q(Trust)ﬁ]r Eo](Commit- ol YL 08472 FEH BE 8919 AFA
ment)?] 27 @Rl ® Aty AR o] FEE Aow Yehyth
@ 8RN e HERY F F 67l
W2 ALgslgth Al el <2elo] 27) Qo] 3) HEE=SAME0 (S AlZlAdt ElEtA
%%5491:7_ KMO #te] 0.856°]3L, Bartletto] - a3
4 ARX7} 0.0000.2 §o)st Aoz eEht <Table 4>= HH=ZFJ ol tigk 21232} €
o & AW E 2 80.783% % EF g0 SHEE AS A5 Aaolth AYPAFE v e R B
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{Table 3> Results of factor analysis and reliability analysis of relationship quality
. Factor Commu- Eigen  Vari-  Cron-
Factor Topic . .
loading nity value ance  bach a
T1. This restaurant can be trusted at all times. .891 .869
Trust T2. This restaurant can be believed always. .872 .860 2.516 41952 0.908
T4. Overall, this restaurant is reliable. .833 814
CA9. I will continue the relationship with this brand. .834 .807
Commint- . .
¢ CAS. Future relations will be further deepened. .833 739 2331 38913 0.847
men
CAG6. 1 feel love for this restaurant. .805 759
KMO Bartlett=0.856, y >=792.983, p=0.000, Total variance = 80.783
dinal Loyalty)®} 352 %/ =(Behavioral Loyal-  %th
)9l 24 8910w AYsart A=Y
e 2QENAT, HEAFYE 9} PEgF 3. PIHel HS
gme] 27) 8]lo] %%ﬂi”i, KMO %ke] 0.938
o)1, Bartlett®] T84 HAX7} 0.0002.2 F<] 1) JI1FA0] AIZ|0fl OIXl= g
gk Zlow etk & E—Jeﬂé 2L 87.853 % <Table 5> 7]417do] A1) m|A]= d ol
= ol SuET AHERdAz Ao N /AT Aol JIi8T A gl
Cronbach aZto] 0.9460] 1, B9le 095008 2=  FHAACNM FTERFRA A= thet Al 4™
28 2E 99l AFAo] grE Aoz gt (RS TLI%C|IL, FIE2 8246602 EA4 2
{(Table 4> Results of factor analysis and reliability analysis of brand loyalty
. Factor Commu- Eigen  Vari-  Cron-
Factor Topic . .
loading nity value ance  bach a
BLI1. I believe in that the brand completely. .845 0.876
BL2. I feel good in the restaurant. 197 0.853
Attidudinal
loyalty BL3. I will not trade this brand. 782 0.872 3.566  44.577  0.946
BLA4. The brand of this restaurant would be my first
. 766 0.870
choice over another.
BLS. I will spread positive word-of-mouth about the
.864 0.901
restaurant.
BL6. I will recommend the restaurant to my friends
Behavioral and others 809 0.897
: 3462 43276  0.950
loyalty
BL7. T will ke i lationshi ith th
will keep an ongoing relationship wi e 262 0.889
restaurant.
BLS8. T will continue to use this brand. 756 0.894

KMO =0.938, x°=2,097.816, p=0.000, Total variance = 87.853
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{Table 5> Results of regression analysis of corporate association and trust

Unstandardized Collinearity
Dependent Independent coefficients Standardized statistics
. . - . t-value  p-value
variables variable Std. coefficients
[§ TOL VIF
error
(Constant) .090 230 391 .697
Product related associationl 240 .060 249 3.989 .000*** 369 2.713
Quality related association —.002 .066 —.002 —.033 974 377 2.651
C i t related
Orporate management Tt 176 060 181 2916 004%% 374 2677
Trust  association
C te attracti lated
orporate dlifactiveness realed o053 043 066 1222 223 492 2031
association
Cusomer oriented association 238 .058 231 4.098 .000*** 453 2.209
Employee oriented association 282 .052 .290 5.470  .000*** 508 1.968

R*=0.711, F=82.466, p=0.000, Durbin — Watson = 1.933

* p<.05, *¥* p<.0l1, *¥** p<.001.
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{Table 6> Resultf of regression analysis of corporate association and commitment

Unstandardized Collinearity
Dependent Independent coefficients Standardized statistics
X R —_— X t-value p-value
variables variable Std. coefficients
B TOL VIF
error
(Constant) —.410 .366 —1.120 224
Product related associationl .329 .096 262 3.437 .001** .369 2713
Quality related association ~ —.058 105 —.042 —.555 .580 377 2.651
C 1t t related
Commint- —_ POrie MAanagement reied o8 096 037 495 621 374 2677
association
ment
C te attracti lated
orporate airactiveness ISalee 440 068 423 6426 .000%** 492 2031
association
Customer oriented association .015 .093 011 161 872 453 2.209
Employee oriented association .237 .082 187 2.879 .004** .508 1.968

R*=0.571, F=44.518, p=0.000, Durbin — Watson = 1.893

¥ p<05, ** p<.0l, *** p<00L.
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{Table 7> Resultf of regression analysis of trust and commitment and attidudinal loyalty

Unstandardized )
Dependent Independent coefficients Standardized rvalue p-value
variables variable coefficients
B Std. error
(Constant) 415 205 2.029 .044
Attidudinal
1ucina Trust 437 053 386 8212 000%
loyalty
Commitment 482 .041 .556 11.828 .000***

R?=0.731, F=279.890, p=0.000, Durbin — Watson = 1.652

EAFAEG 418 9% A Zoltheke st AXHAT. “@AAHsEGe] Bge 2
1 4% A7 9k FAFHEA 71T 9FS 1A Qolrpehe
M 62 AA =9k

4) dIZ|Qt =0l ASAHEBLE0 DIXl=

Ak 5) &IZIQt HHIENSAME 2t SRI9| IS
<Table 8> 417} E<iol w|X& G o t

St 7MIAS Adfoltt 21E)7F 5] BEA (Table = 21F e} HEAFHAE T 5Y<

FAE ek A AHE(RY)S 752%°]3, F WWHERE HASe Avfelt) & Ao wifa

:'

o -
Yo 3143298 EAACR #938lal, Durbin- & AS9F] 9151 Baron & Kenny(1986)7F A 4]
Watson ZtE 2.0700.2 ZAx}Eo] Az Z&lolgl o wi/l&3 HAS7HS 243—6}031:}
3= vk AlEe B0 FEHTAE R 1A A AZ]7F SE5RF 2l &

£

S
ok

o5 %A BEAFCR Golet Jas v G vHa o, 2*4741 2187} F4H52 )

e Aoz Uehda, v xlo] dysithdl EAFAE Fod 9IS nA e o R e

B9lo] PEHFAT o 2 &S nHe A Wk 3T AlE e 2jo] FEHEUR HEAF

o2 Jehyrh Ao Fo3t S v e ez e

aYeg IRy AEFe] At Fer ek 2ea AE e o] BE G =
0

FEel Felg G A Holbeks 7K F frelshaL, 294 AlE e ol

{Table 8> Resultf of regression analysis of trust and commitment and behavioral loyalty

Unstandardized ‘
Dependent Independent coefficients Standardized rvalue p-value
variables variable coefficients
B Std. error
(Constant) .047 219 215 .830
Behavioral
ehaviora Trust 383 057 303 6.733 000%+*
loyalty
Commitment .623 .044 .643 14.310 .000***

R*=0.753, F=314.051, p=10.000, Durbin — Watson = 2.052

ke 001
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{Table 9> Commitment mediation effect analysis

A3 A= gdwd nXs G B AT+ 247

STEP 1 2 3 Path Analysis
Mediti
Dependent Attidudinal  Attidudinal A
variable Commitment Indirect  direct Total effect
loyalty loyalty
Indepedent Trust L639%** T40*** 386%** 355 .386 0.741 A
variable Commitment 556%**
Adjust R*(%) 404 546 729
F 141.190 249.859 279.120
*** p<.001 A partial mediation
A 0386202 7Hastar S17] wiel AlEet B =o] fojd JEFS mA L e AeR ey
EASAAE 2R FEANGES st vk ok a2la S99 d@Ee]l BE dAA B

g e <A n g Ege] B9le Al o}
HedFd = 2F i ads & Aolopele 7

a 7E AAEAS

6) S WSHNEMT 2t Ei-NESNTO|
OiH=t
{Table 10> 21|} BIE=A S = T S92

H
) &3S HST Aafelth 12 =%de

A 03572 FAsta 7] wiEe] 97 35
FAE ¢ HEA e PR EE st
At B 4 9tk
aHBeR NP AERe] HEAFAEE
= 2909 YA 1 wldES & Ao
trels 7 88 AR FH Tk
V.2 8
B AT Z42 dARHHAEGS +Fst
T e 2|l Uit YA AkeA A<l
Aol AA o] &star Ue A H Y ~Eg |

{Table 10> Attitudinal loyalty mediation effect analysis

STEP 1 3 Path Analysis N
D dent Medition
ependen s dudi ; ;
P o Attidudinal ~ Behavioral = Behavioral Indirect Direct Total effect
variable loyalty loyalty loyalty
Commitment 802 ¥ #* .836H** 357k 479 .357 0.479 A
Indepedent —
variable Attidudinal 598
Loyalty
Adjust R*(%) 641 1698 826
F 371.115 480.027 491.942

¥ p<05, ** p<01, *** p<.001.

A partial mediation
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