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The study on the effect of Brand image, Brand recognize, Relationship
Quality in Food-Service on Industry

Gyeong-Do Seo
Dept. of Hotel food service culinary arts, Gwangju University
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Abstract The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between the brand and awareness of the brand
image relationship in a catering company in Gwangju quality(trust, satisfaction). Twenty adults aged 20 years or older
residing in Gwangju were surveyed after setting a hypothesis as a convenience sampling method in order to achieve
the research objectives via extraction of the sample survey and empirical analysis. Customers using the brand image
of catering companies in a relationship significantly affected the quality of the relationship (trust) forming symbolic
images, but the images that were empirically related significantly to the trust did not form a significant relationship
for trust. Brand image quality significantly impacted the relationship(satisfaction) that is the symbolic image of
relations forms a significant relationship between satisfaction. Empirically, however, the image did not form a
significant relationship for satisfaction. Brand recognition is significant in relationship quality(trust) and a significant
relationship brand recognition, as it has formed a significant relationship on trust. Brand recognition is the quality
of the catering companies using the customer significant effect on the relationship (satisfaction) relationship of brand
recognition was formed a significant relationship satisfaction. As a result, the catering company's brand image, brand
perception and empirical validation suggested a relationship between the quality of the relationship that provided very
significant implications in this regard. In the future, overcoming the limitations of this study will necessitate
conducting a more in-depth and detailed study.

Keywords : Brand, Brand image, Brand recognize, Relationship Quality, satisfaction, Trust
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Table 1. Factor analysis and reliability analysis of Brand

Image
Items factor loading | Estimate CR Crornba’a

Al 0.795 0.806 -

A2 0.798 0.728 9.830

A3 0.558 0.627 8.269 .860

A4 0.827 0.748 | 10.130

A5 0.793 0.768 | 10.444

A6 0.856 0.873 -

A7 0.869 0.682 5.814 830
Eigenvalue 3.700 1.126
Variance 52.857 16.089
Total Vari 52.857 68.946

KMO=834 Barett’s7-841=493.456, df=21(p=0.000)
X’=29.884(p=.000), df=13, GFI=.955, AGFI=.904, NFI=.941
RMR=.026

B A= <Table 2>9F 2t}
KMO=.859 Barett’s7-3/3=387.325 df=10 (p=0.000)
2 Uehon] 2904 Qo144 X*=8.600(p=.000),
df=5, GFI=.981, AGFI=.942, NFI=978 RMR=.016%
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Table 2. Factor analysis and reliability analysis of Brand

recognize
Items factor loading | Estimate CR Crornba’a

BI 0.795 0.723 -
B2 0.798 0.748 9.170
B3 0.558 0.739 9.067 745
B4 0.827 0.833 | 10.080
B5 0.793 0.725 8.902

Eigenvalue 3.274 0.539

Variance 65.487 10.777

Total Vari 65.487 76.259

KMO=.859 Barett’s 78 4=387.325 df=10(p=0.000)
Xz:8.600(p:.000), df=5, GFI=.981, AGFI=942, NFI=.978 RMR=.016
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Table 3. Factor analysis and reliability analysis of Trust

Items factor loading | Estimate CR Crornba’a

Cl .854 .821
Cc2 .871 .858 13.020
C3 .867 .836 12.589 .843
C4 811 741 10.711
C5 .785 703 10.014

Eigenvalue 3.515

Variance 70.307

Total Vari 70.307

KMO=.859 Barett’s7&4=387.325 df=10(p=0.000)
X=10.129(p=000), df=5, GFI=977, AGFI=932, NFI=980 RMR=011

KMO=.727 Barett’s7-3 =6(p=0.000)S. =
Uelton] golx @9l Eﬁ@ﬂr X*=10.129(p=.000),
df=5, 2=.830(p=.000), df=2, GFI=.998, AGFI=.998,
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Table 4. Factor analysis and reliability analysis of
Satisfaction

Items factor loading | Estimate CR Crornba’a
D1 .845 733 -
D2 920 937 11.263 755
D3 .888 .848 11.049
D4 392 261 3.11
Eigenvalue 2.503
Variance 62.565
Total Vari 62.565

KMO=.727 Barett’sT& A1=298.101 df=6(p=0.000)
X*=830(p=.000), df=2, GFI=.998, AGFI=.998, NFI=987 RMR=.007
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Table 5. Brand Image impact on trust
DV I\% CR Error B t p
symbolic | 169 | 0.085 | 0447 | 5.746
image 0.000%*
Trust —
Experiential | 105 | 0.060 | -0.007 | -0.088 | 0.930
image

R’=0.197, constant=1.832 AdjR’=0.187 F=21.068, p=.000

#p<0.05, **<0.01
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Table 6. Brand Image impact on Satisfaction

B t
0.346 |4.417

Error

0.086

DV v CR

0.379

p
0.000%*

symbolic image

Satisfaction | Experiential
image

R?=0.184, constant=1.791 AdjR’=0.174 F=19.354, p=.000

0.105| 0.060 | 0.137 |1.742| 0.083

*p<0.05, **<0.01
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