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Repositioning Strategies Following Fast Food Brand Personality

Kyung-Hee Kim*

Department of Business Adminstration, Silla University

Abstract

This study attempted to understand the fast food brand personality in the domestic dining market to present the
repositioning strategies within the competitive market. Positive analysis results were as follows. First, the five brand
individualities of ‘familiarity’, ‘passion’, ‘professionalism’, ‘reliability’, and refinement’ were derived. Second, the deductions
made on perceptions of the population using a Biplot based on the brand personality showed that there were significant
differences among the brand personality images of the brands, which were the targets of comparison. Third, there were
significant between-group differences in the comparisons of perception among the subgroups according to gender, brand
reliability, and brand satisfaction. Fourth, there were significant between-group differences in the consumer fast food brand
preferences and ideal point. Such studies can provide information useful for establishing marketing differentiating strategies
by grasping the brand personality of competing brands in the market.

Key Words: Brand personality, brand reliability, brand satisfaction, ideal point
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OS2 /o] 19078(50.4%), 1/l 1877 (49.6%)= 737
&5 Holi Stk WA o] &3l EdelM = Y 1-23]
7F 1278 (33.7%)2 7P =& H]&-S HolH, 11 Yo 2=
157l 13] 87%(23.1%), 15790 23] 639(16.7%) To=
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<Table 1> Socio-demographics of subjects

Socio-demographics Frequency  Percent

™) (%)

male 190 504

Gender o male 187 496
3 time a week 51 13.6

twice a week 63 16.7

Frequency  once a week 87 23.1
of use 1-2 times per month 127 33.7
1-2 times in three months 36 9.6

1-2 times in 6 months 13 3.6

family 25 6.7

couple 56 149

ir:egf;: friends 251 66.6
v alone 39 103
etc 6 1.6

morning 7 1.8

a time lunch 236 62.6
zone dinner 111 294
Night 23 6.1

<5,000% 90 239

cost 15,000 267 70.8
20,000 14 3.7

>25,000 6 1.6

preference of single menu 26 6.9
menu set menu 351 93.1
fastfood 54 144

cat out of snack bar 25 6.6
mel; N chinese food 30 8.0
. korean food 189 50.1

etc 79 21.0

no answer 12 32

<200 one million won 39 10.3

201-300 71 18.8

income 301-400 85 22.5
401-500 59 15.6

501-600 39 10.3

>601 72 19.1

<300,000% 220 584
210,000-400,000 78 20.7

allowance  410,000-500,000 39 10.3
510,000-600,000 19 5.0

>610,000 21 5.6

377 100.0

= F2 AEMTT 35174(93.1%), ©EHF 269 (6.9%)°]H,
e wf F Wt AEEIE §H2] 1899 (50.1%),
EFE 547 (14.4%), 71EF 799 (21.0%)2-2 YERsith F2
deo] 99 7HAES 3014009+ 85 (22.5%)0& 71
=om, ERlo] shd B &2 307HAo] 2209 (58.4%),
40RH ©]E17} 787 (20.7%) 22 VFEFSLTE.

o2 ATEAl 18 A3 S8 HEEFE I
BA=9 W8S EEataat 8R1EAS AAg 4

[¢)
<Table 255} Rtk HAEANY B/ 645 S 2o &

=

Qolog =453 207 HIKEANEES Ao s e
A ajlede E?SJM @4 HE M9 890 BEHY

4 89l
o} FAF R FA4 HPCAYS A-83te] A3 A3,
KMOZ%:+& 0.871, @E 0.0000°.2 M5 ko] 14
gk el de &4_& B7re AL vk FEE 7 89lE
o] gQlHe A M%L(Aaker 1997; Kim 2013)2} 7§83}=
S IEs AEHF), LEH(F2), DA (F3), A4
(F4) Hli'd*é(FS) To® 99l o] AAFsITh sl el

=0.8 oo F& FES Bt
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A=A 291 3& HAFsP] f8) HEEFE Hal= JiAY
olu]x] EAMY W& WA FAstaAl st HiEFE

EAMY J AS S8l sl AARAC = 7 WA

HAl=Eo] 2nAEolA ofd o|rA2 M= A= 3

=212 Fofg 4 ).

JHER B AP e A BE SEAES] HEEF
= ofmA] gllell et $A4%7 Hapke e AR sho] A
AR om|A] ZAMY W& Zdstarat sl ol F3l
HEEFE AAA 2HAE] A3 @] B9} o

0‘“
o

A FIXE Bt 2 AARES Wr‘s} | akdct 22
3 2R Ao 2 AlRAW BalsAg e} v

= e wE AEHTER JH*EEE Ha= JhA olv]
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nA] ZAMY WS 2] flair e AR fHA
Hae 7Wd 4 B7F A5TE AR E o gtk &, Aell=
AR A 2R, ol 7k e Bl
50| EAHEE vwlEYAE 23S A3 <Table 3>3
72T} <Table 3> o7 H|w HI;=E9] 7F HA= 78
&1 Ftgkoltt.

<Table 3>2] AHEE 98 A2 F skd SPSSe] wjEE A%
2] 23S T3k Eo|X|&3] (singular value decomposition)
£ ol A BAE onA&y 815 ek HxEE

S 73 77 T <Tuble 459} o] Vehity. o] HEAL
2 sle] A7hes wEEY <Figure 153 o] ER
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HM Z(Biploty> 2AMHE FEe Y ARE IS o
ERllE #Ego] Eolde AEF P vehlie e
=ol3le AER walske slolth. welEXBiplotel <fs]
A kS AREsPE an|AkEel 9l L ow|A] S48
oz Hrixe BdE ko] fag Y Al (Buclidean
Distanceys AMHe 5= 12, o]t A2|7} 7725 &)
2ol = oA fARRE el e & 5 9
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= W l R8s HHE7E 1 ojwAEdS ¥ wol 7t
J5& 2lulRitt. vhe]EZBiploolM WE el &
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<Table 2> Brand personality factor analysis and reliability analysis

Factor Variable Factor loading Eigen value Variance explained Cronbach’s o
familiar 0912
. S friendly 0.883 _
F1: familiarity popular 0.849 7.861 37.433 o=9.04
comfortable 0.744
fun 0.874
. pleasant 0.862 _
F2: energy distinctive 0.834 3.224 15352 a=0.915
lively 0.748
competent 0.785
Lo success-oriented 0.779 _
F3: professionalism leadership 0761 1.832 8.724 a=0.847
professional 0.685
honest 0.819
A truthful 0.812 _
F4: reliability fithful 0743 1.414 6.735 a=0.827
sound 0.703
luxurious 0.799
. O high class 0.765 .
F5: sophistication sophisticated 0.670 1.038 4.944 o=0.844
attractive 0.529

KMO=0.871, Bartlett’s test of sphericity=0.000, p<0.001***

<Table 3> Brand personality factor score mean

Lotteria McDonald’s KFC Burger King BBQ Momstouch

F1 -0445836 0671591 -.6414957 -1.3980819 0449090 -0013673

P2 -2882855 1112699 -5222586 3329204 6636056 - 1178602

F3 -2741698 0961738 0642403 1069718 - 4851570 -0345346

F4 1193892 -2069166 2516981 1.3356265 6635665 7457089

F5 -2437904 -1047071 9431703 1.0254552 9316017 7475266
ARE-ste] Blo]EFE(Biplotys AATHH o] ¥E = A HE H od olmx| 7} WA A=A A Eall dSS F

S YeRlla 2 WEe] Aol AREe] 2 &4 vt Fala 7 Atk

U 2po]7t Y=AE YERITHKIm 2003). 2822 &40 ooz fArEZE A 2H AuSe] Y Has
El¢] Zo|7} eolA Ha] "old4s 1 $Ado] AHAE AF e, TR Sl mE AliEshkes FF AWM AAE 9o
Zro] Bk ko] Atk= 7S UER| R mjlAEFC Halo Al 2 ZenjElEo)] thek 7]2AR1 FReE HEH AARS Al
o|H|Z|E Atelol| 7H ztol7} Hol Ui £AdE0lkL & T Sl SHA 2 oofrt EA)gitt. WA o] & Al
siAe 4 Aok TGS HEEFE WA Bzl it o|nx] W&

B oojite] B H|my ¢/ SlAEFE Halzo] t)s) T=Z3 A3} <Figure 2>914] <Figure 7>714] 3l Th.

AAF o] 7L e olw|A] W& =& A <Figure
1>3} o] YRl ARREe] A zPde] QoA md
oo} FdEob 7t AR ‘BBQ9F HAEIX]7F ThA
ARESZ QA E T U}, 282 KFC'9} W77 0] ¥ 3]
=8 S AREAL S & AUk KFCe AT
Arolghs $AL 7 Haleg QA glon, ainy
=9} FHgope SR, WEHA = 9 LA,
MNP 5 IF AU e AR AAFHI YT o]

oL

Rs o= 1=
o Wl WA £ olet the £453 tha Az} Ul
A e & T Uk ole fHREA BAll=e] xpds)

AlEREES] oluA] S FAH O Aishd ot 2
th. <Figure 2> 2 o] 79 7P Apdshe 407 A
A S S Ve, dmd=re Regjobrt &
ARSE o|u|R| 2 o1 H 3 9l7)e) 7P M= AABAe] Aok
3B Sk 28]l KEC'SF “UAEIR]) 7 fAREe & <l
A3 glor wAge] SYHS oulA R elA=la gk,
<Figure 3> o3 A = 718 xpdsle oln|x] = Huj
Sdoze WS veplin, o7t Rlsg el 7}
7R RZEIA 7} AlE, KFC7) RS Ve
At} <Figure 4>2] HA= A w7} vhe R3] 79
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<Table 4> Fast food brand personality vector matrix

eigenvalues of each dimension
3.814003521
1.264022197
606290867
251278134
.122613990

explanatory power of each dimension
.6295596115
2086461952
.1000775800
.0414772991
.0202393143

Two-dimensional coordinate points of the label

dim_01 dim_02
Lotteria -.886187318 -206569370
MacDonal -.968968622 -.041254483
KFC 175582452 -.587900650
BURGER K 1419621420 -217262312
BBQ 200096130 .895565661
MOM'STOU .059855939 157421154
end of the two-dimensional vector
dim_01 dim_02
-.5542846910 .5754083712
1715545550 6846512569
0560487669 -.3546352267
.5800688012 2036174963
.5689606643 .1814707523

FEA D A@A o) 7H 2pEs) B Higg o el
o Wmde vl A543 <GS XY HAER 91X

132 Qth. <Figure 5>¢] HAE A w7} B8 Al
o
)

<oar

olr

- L
T R ol AUHAHoR Yehb Fogobrt 2
FHATAY om|AE 7T Bol Ad AR el
‘BBQ 7} 873 A, ‘KFC7F i3S Ad AL
2 YeRAL ok <Figure 7>9] AREE Futolx= AlHE
/g0l 7P ApastE HUEAH 0 R YeRb, /g o] F
2&Ao 2 Yehdal Sk ‘)KFC 7} “Al-dAd”, wh=Elx] 7}
QA G0 Ad HAER QIAFHL e AeE
ERTE. <Figure 8>¢] JRIEE Fotor= @4 0] 73 =b
HslE 402 veh of7led= ‘BBQ7F 7 7H7k
HAE=ER QAL glom, it o] i 4oz ks
EIX]°7} 7h7to] fIXEtaL Tt FEdlglobrt xl&ghe| 7t
& 7R ZEAL A olm|A] BRlER s edsoo)
AABA U= AR YERgT AR S QlEA o)
A QRlel 71 7h7ke] Slal S AFE 4 T

ol gt 7ro] AFuld WAl FEFT XY Wit A
W, HAlE AEs, HAlE e 5o AR ¥AA

oo
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<Figure 1> the whole group positioning map
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<Figure 2> male positioning map
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<Figure 3> female positioning map
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% 5 glth. & W PAHOE 2450] ofHl HAZE A
FEAE F7h 2Aksle] ofnl Hhe Sdel] B S
oJm |5} Bello] TSR G H2EFE ofn)
7k Aol o o AuElolol shex S Aekdo.
2 AaE 7t 9,
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<Figure 4> brand reliability (low) <Figure 6> brand satisfaction (low)
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<Table 5> Fast food brand preference mean
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Lotteria McDonald’s KFC Burger King BBQ Momstouch
the whole group 4.01 5.26 447 428 4.07 5.37
male 4.04 537 4.49 445 4.16 535
female 3.97 5.15 4.44 4.10 3.97 5.39
brand reliability low 3.77 4.88 433 4.03 4.00 5.10
brand reliability high 430 5.75 4.64 4.59 4.14 5.71
brand satisfaction low 3.85 483 434 4.10 3.97 5.07
brand satisfaction high 423 5.89 4.65 4.54 420 5.80
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<Table 6> Brand personality image positioning analysis

brand evaluation
property

preference brand

the length of the vector properties
(differentiation properties)

max properties minimum property

the whole group Moms touch energy, relability, sophistication familiarity professionalism
male McDonald’s familiarity familiarity, sophistication professionalism
female KFC, Moms touch professionalism, reliability reliability energy
brand reliability low KFC reliability professionalism reliability
brand reliability high McDonald's professionalism familiarity sophistication
brand satisfaction low KFC sophistication sophistication energy
brand satisfaction high McDonald's familiarity energy professionalism
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