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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study can provide a strategic advantage for the marketing information of CRM of apartment
provider microscopically. It is also expected to contribute to policy for public housing supply in the macro.
Methods: This study is contained theoretical research on CRM & Residential Satisfaction & the brand
of Apartments with the search for prior literature. Establish a research model to derive a hypothesis.
It performs measurements aimed at an apartment tenant. After the test the hypothesis proposes a conclusion.
Results: CRM activity of the housing construction companies is confirmed that a significant positive influence
on residential satisfaction and brand value.

Conclusion: Housing construction companies through improved residential satisfaction have on the growth
strategy that takes the brand value in regardless of environmental factors. it is necessary to focus on
CRM activities.
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23k 574+ 9] ol disl ‘Q*ZFX}—%% ez A5t e Feadgate] CRME S74gstaiat itk
FANSEE tEdo] B AZEYoAS] FEie] T +9S Fdl AFA S 55 A% FH ] 884
| FA3 JAdvhal =7le ARE ovlste Ao® Aoste] 5714 FEe SAs|R gt
ofgES] BHETIA = ol ES] BAETL A AL f-Ff o] A E sk A oA s HAlE] ARl
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o Al A o thre] B 4 gl Aol M= ofegk 37HA] el sl dFAtES tidow S4%.
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Table 1. Results for Factor Analysis on CRM

Factors
Assurance Empathy Tangibles Responsiveness Reliability
HAA B A .299 .154 171 245 .207
Hug vhdAl AR 270 236 761 326 177
Hxe# 247 .289 7167 115 242
AQEe] A o 210 .350 .590 373 .243
A5 el 119 317 487 113 .625
REshe-20ke] Aol 276 .215 .248 .269 .750
of&ro] 3y 420 275 .269 443 DB
Aol e ARAE .265 332 278 712 223
4grgk A-A .357 .306 279 .685 216
g E¢Ee 94 491 310 281 .575 .189
AL 22 517 .209 315 452 .337
aAae ASE .629 .328 .256 443 .169
FAA A .645 .340 .287 .347 .198
Agsk AR .648 .364 .306 .320 195
Gag AEA 2 .656 377 .253 .266 .280
FET GHAA .556 AT5 .325 239 189
thFskal Al&d 4R 562 515 .376 127 172
el fgel gle .347 .643 .242 102 331
AN &5 F& .299 .688 214 .286 317
A g Fgg B4l 313 .678 .254 .409 125
aMe] QAR ol .320 .644 .308 402 .158
oA o] Alle B4 .340 .637 .286 401 .185
% 0y FEEA

Table 2. Results for Factor Analysis on Residential Satisfaction

Factors
Life Satisfaction Compare Satisfaction
F71¢] A .829 372
F719] Y5z 817 452
FAY A% 790 AT
Bt ©@x]oke] HlwA 451 .823
Z1ehell gk kgt 417 .849
T2 Y FAREA.

3] ¥R Kaiser A3t e #g] =2~
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Table 3. Results for Factor Analysis on Brand Value

Factors

Aesthetic Value Economic Value Social Value
sk 714 332 .833 .066
FF v} Al FAEA 288 .860 118
wful e HAle] 8ol 243 814 253
BlsolsglEo] ol AL E ofn|A] 191 738 406
AFAe AbgA - e A 205 404 736
=] HAA 355 .067 725
qratel 54 F A4 372 223 .766
agad A 715 135 415
Adls AR 814 249 225
AWETEY] A .838 .245 223
ALyFTFRY 54 791 321 193
TR 54 .706 .351 .290
BsolatE] apdA el gk <14 .681 .261 291

A

A

R EgE

314 W Kaiser AF3l7

=]
R
[]

T
A WF] B,
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Table 4. Results for Reliability Analysis

Category Factors Measurement item Mr?a Varéanc Crin(tl) ach i%ﬂltife?zgeg

ete

Hal2 T AR 874

) a5t kA AR .858

Tangibles CERED 3491 704 905 o

AdE] A 9 .898

7{-1—/] AGA 811

Reliability EEERRRSIES 333 | 699 829 738

oF2=0] 3] 740

) Aol ozt FEAE .869

Responsswenes FEE RS 3.452 780 901 833

IS =98E 94 874

CRM WAEAA] 23] .938

I A= 932

FAH Y= .932

Assurance REIETEIIS PN 3481 o7 943 931

S ALA g .932

e A5AY 935

vt A& AR -936

T 93] jlE .924

AL &7 8 905

Empathy e g A% B 3461 s26 925 904

aMe] @ FA}E o] .902

Aol sl A T 901

FA< Heg 910

Life =70 927 358 | 08 910 844

?eéi?em‘ial Satisfaction =70 ZAS 5 858

istaetion Compare e dAete] My 3.49 768 867

Satisfaction 7ol ek wE 1 ' '

EEERE 874

Economic T i A FAH 3.73 861

Value vl e dAe] §old g | 1 905 873

HfToluEo| X‘]:Hﬁi} AL3] % oln| 899

AT ALSA A G 731

Social Value Aol {34 3'5}5 .887 798 787

Brand Value At FA H AR .654

Agad AR 913

Ag7)e AT .903

Aesthetic Aty $94 507 899

Value A9 FTES A 6 | 812 922 904

Z% %739] T .908

917
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r

4.3 82 7+ ATTARA

7ol Ao A 81 7] AFHAATE o= AL U=A| Potry] St FHRATE Tk & Aye
3}

Table 5.0 YR itk Table 5.9 &b o} E F3FALe] CRMS FAMNS =S} 435 a7 A s vt B

ZrA e F-EA ARaAZE A 88 FANSEE B 7px e e ARaAE wola gl ol&
FAREEI} 7 IS et YPeS IHEHORE BolFa &S & 5 Uk o]ty e g o g nfo] B
u, JAFEF] M F AR /M AuE 3 F ASS & 5 AUtk A 7 AA 9 Ak oA

Mesle] gl

Table 5. Coefficient of Corelation

Tangibl Reliabili Rgsp on Assuran | Empath I“ife . COI?‘D are‘ Econom | Aestheti | Social
sive— Satisfacti Satisfacti | .
es ty ce N ic Value | c¢ Value Value
ness on on
Tangibles 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 232 198 230%% | 105%x .005
Reliability 1 .000 .000 .000 .21 5% 14 e 1045 .057 .010
Responsiveness 1 .000 .000 .066 .096* -.043 .040 -.016
Assurance 1 .000 .088x* 179 .020 109 .073
Empathy 1 011 205 -.018 097 .076
. . . 181
Life Satisfaction 1 .000 273w | 223%x .
Compare 1| a9 | 104w | 18T
Satisfaction .
Economic Value 1 .000 .000
Aesthetic Value 1 .000
Social Value 1

4.4 743

T 1 FHAGYAY CRUE Y7 FAREE 295(+)5%2 11 A
7Y 11 FHAIIA CRUS Y7349 Y305 FH+)F9L 1F Aol



Square

112
112
.108

.000
.000
.000

ANOVA

16.500
20.632
26.351

N O QO w ® o |NO O =+ w|lNo o ®«
B SO 8 & &4 O RS S K S |IESeSe =
e e 9 & |aa o < S |2 e e <
0 — O o O ey n O ™M — [ee) i wun o <t
x» O D [ () > O A ()] [ o oy —~ [
Q M X b M N O Mmoo by M1 N © «
| O 0 — [aN] | O 10 — [a\] | O 10 [aN]

T »n [a\ITe] <o) o0 — [aN T <o) o0 [a\IENTe] o0

O = ™ O [es} — o - (e} [©e) o o~ (o)

S E 88 3 8 3 858 3 & 88 &

T2l 8

T = ()

df

2% | &

© O

n O

- ol N N S e T N N N e S N

) .L|333 [se)] [sp) [ae] N M M [se)] (s8] D N M [sp)

N, XS @ @ @ < |99 <2 S |e e e <

T E (A

g5

=i

2 © —~ N D © W —~ |4 N0 © 0 |~ N 1

23S O MmN S © X | m S © ®» o h S ®

o O Mm@ NN o o <9 NN O S| N o

S i | i

Z,

Table 6. Results for Regression Analysis on Life Satisfaction of CRM

Model
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. Life Satisfaction

Tangibles
Reliability
Responsivenes
Assurance
Empathy
Tangibles
Reliability
Responsivenes
Assurance
Tangibles
Reliability
Assurance
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HA= Z1er aQlel gk Aol FARSE tigk SACM & O vk @5ef S4o] Aasithal fhEoli.
7HE 1.2 FEHAY YA CRME §f7A4] vl vtsse] 39 5(+) s vE 2o/

Table 7. Results for Regression Analysis on Compare Satisfaction of CRM

Standardiz
Non—star'ld.ardlzed eq . ANOVA
Coefficients Coefficient R
Model t o)
S Square
AT
B 3} Beta F p

&) .001 .036 .019 .985
Tangibles .198 .036 .198 5.471 .000
Reliability 141 .036 141 3.891 .000

Responsswe“es 096 036 096 2652 | 008 | 91702 000 142
Assurance 179 .036 179 4.929 .000
Empathy .205 .036 .205 5.667 .000

Dependent variable : Compare Satisfaction

FEAAAA S CRMo| Hu ko] mX]= QGakel] thgh 7HdS 178371 fste] s3] 7iA S AAIE3AH
= Table 7.3} #th
EA AT ofehd FEAEAA S CRMEs T Bt 344 933 vAle 89S 84, A

3 & 57HA] BFolth HlalRkRolel 3He- o3t EC] QJFATL A4l o} tEE Tt w9 H]als)
At §JF doll Z7]ehgt Aol dgk 9% Qg ond 5= =), old e Aol FEdgAte] 2 CRM &%
3 ke As & 5 Ak mebA 7R

o

=

T 2. YRR FANEES ofEY HUEA S+ GRS I A,

Y 21 7RG FAREES A A S GHE I A,

Table 8. Results for Regression Analysis on Economic Value of Residential Satisfaction

Standardiz
Non-standardize ed
d Coefficients Coefficient ANOVA R
Model t p
S Square
¥FQ
B 3 Beta F p
(A=) .000 .037 .000 1.000
Iélfe Satisfaction 273 .037 273 7.433 .000 40.885 000 111
- 0 MmPaAre g9 037 189 5150 | .000
Satisfaction

Dependent Variable : Economic Value
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T 22 YFAS FARGEE YrF A0l FHHGES 11 Ao

Table 9. Results for Regression Analysis on Aesthetic Value of Residential Satisfaction

Standardiz
Non-standardiz ed
ed Coefficients Coefficient ANOVA R
Model t D .
s Square
i
B 2 Beta F p
(AH) .000 .037 .000 1.000
1 Iéife Satisfaction 223 .037 223 5.991 .000 31467 000 087
S omparet jg 037 194 5.200 .000
Satisfaction

Dependent Variable : Aesthetic Value

T 2.3 YFAY FAVSEE AF A FYH )G Y o]

Table 10. Results for Regression Analysis on Social Value of Residential Satisfaction

Standardiz
Non-standardiz ed
ed Coefficients Coefficient ANOVA R
Model t p
S Square
i
B 3 Beta F p
(AF) .000 .038 .000 1.000
1 Life Satisfaction 181 .038 181 4.796 .000 93 864 000 068
Compare | ;g 038 187 4.973 .000
Satisfaction

Dependent Variable : Social Value

QA FAREESL BASAA ) v JF) B /IS A SAstel BEEARAS s,

AAA A, A1 AR, A8A A 3 E AL

AT ZE ,
skith. 443} Table 8., table 8., Table 10.2} 7t}

A Aol ofapd IFAe] FAMFET} ofgtES] HAllE 7hxof] BlA]= FEFe BE Qe et BAA L
2 ufg- frojste] 7R AP EQIT 5 olgtE TS FUESY] FANSE F57F HAETHA & ot
= AL & Ak 2ed BAAT A 2E e RAlEke] HluA vHA (0.068 ~ 111 U2 S B HI=
7)o mlA= FEFTAN FAVZETL Aok vlTo] Bag dulgte], FAVERE o] 9o e AF3] A ¢4 o]
U a4 Ae] MA B BAas Uy 5 B 8450 Bl JEX e 98-S Fa 97] wiEel Aoz gadc

HE 3 QTR FA NSRS} ofFFES] HAETRAO] nA= §FS L0l upel 2Fol7f gl F oY,
7 31 TS FA T} ofIES] BALIPA]) vjAE= JGS A4 X GE=A/AE)) mpef Zol7F 9
= Al
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Table 11. Results for 2-Way ANOVA on Residential Satisfaction & Location

The III type Degree Mean Modifie
Independent Variable D\sggr;%?;t Sum of of squar F D S L}fare d R
squares freedom e a square
Life Satisfaction * Location | = © ™0™ 1¢ 030 1| 0% | o3 | ® 059 055
Value 9
Life Satisfaction * Location | - ¢ Sthetic A13 1| a3 | 439 | 0 | 065 | 060
Value 8
Life Satisfaction * Location | Social Value .025 1 .025 .025 '81 .026 022
Compare Satisfaction * Economic 1.80 1.85 17
Location Value 1.800 1 0 4 4 034 029
Compare Satisfaction * Aesthetic 1.48 1.52 21
Location Value 1.480 I 0 7 7 035 030
Compare Satisfaction * Social Value 693 1| 693 | q0r | 0| oz | o
Location 1
YFAY FAVSEI} BAT Ao WA= G okshee] 2AXGEA/AR wet 2ol A 24
sp7] Siste] 29 RS AASHATE ARUED vl W] thste] WEEIL R et e YAOR by
Rom, AAAFLE EAKEEEA, FHAD} A EAG AR, AW TAEA], AT FojE A H)OF o] &
Hagieh, B4R} FAVSEA BAE ARl WAL e AAX Gl whek Aol7t Ak e AHIE A
T itk & FANSEIF BAE R ] vA] = kel tiek B 3ol tiaf) ofgtET} Al QA Al A
o Abol7} gk # 4 girks Ageltt

P4 5.2 7R FAUFE JES] HAIA B TS AU AGTFR 5l o))
& Fold

Table 12. Results for 2-Way ANOVA on Residential Satisfaction & Job

The III type Degree Mean Modifie
Independent Variable D\?pfincé?nt Sum of of squar F D R r d R
ariable squares freedom e square square
Life Satisfaction * Job Economic 4.251 1| 4% | 45403 .070 065
Value 1 9 3
Life Satisfaction * Job Aesthetic 000 1| 000 | 000 | | o6s | 059
Value 2
Life Satisfaction * Job Social Value .000 1 .000 .000 '92 .025 .021
. . Economic 3.46 3.59 .05
Compare Satisfaction * Job Value 3.466 1 6 6 3 .040 .036
Compare Satisfaction * Job | 2 ¢ Sthetic 286 1| 286 | 205 | 8 033 029
Value 7
Compare Satisfaction * Job | Social Value 2.929 1 2'93 2'92 'Oi .028 .023
FAe] FAVEESL BAs A A Gl AFHe] AAAAF A I ek Aol sk YA 2
a1 Solel 28 B4 A2 NG AR HaE Hel DR B e e o
Rrglom, AU AYFREY: ol9ld] ThE AU %X e ADsh AFARGY, FAHY, TR F 492
THAAL Q= AFh o' o] #4811 ol v it Ak AP Afole T2 dIRHEFDA =
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Figure 4. Life Satisfaction * Job — Economic Value Figure 5. Compare Satisfaction * Job — Economic Value
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Table 13. Results for 2-Way ANOVA on Residential Satisfaction & Sex

The III type Degree Mean Modifie
Independent Variable D\e/greiré(g?élt Sum of of squar F D S Ea re dR

squares freedom e a square

Life Satisfaction * Sex | Lcomomic 015 1| o5 | o6 | 0| 58| 054
Value 0

Life Satisfaction * Sex Aesthetic 472 1| oare | s02 | YT | oee | 061
Value 9

Life Satisfaction * Sex Social Value 1.216 1 1.2613 1'21 '22 .028 .023

Compare Satisfaction * Sex | &€ 0momic 053 1| o053 | o055 | B .030 025
Value 5

Compare Satisfaction * Sex | & Sthetic 6.462 p | 646 1 678 1 0L s | a0
Value 2 5 0

Compare Satisfaction * Sex | Social Value .323 1 .323 .329 '52 024 .020

QA FANSEIL A A VA= Ggo] AFR] AR/ DN ek ol 7} gl
Auow wrglon),

)
of 291 W BAS AABGIth ABVI o] vhete] VEES} e Hu e

ABE WSk o= Lhro] RHSIT 1 olfr Watsh el 4 A%t Aol Aot dom Aol et A
o7 91=A FHelst] fgtoleh. $AA% FAVFEI DA Ao VA= GG Fol nreh zpol7} glrka
she 7bae REdos AuF 4 Y A0 Utk Z, wlanEo] Ju) X viAE I B F2

el W/ ztell Xfol7) Qe Ao ugth 1 xpole <IF 4>o] T E FHE ]
H] W ko] ﬁul@ 7Rl v A= Gl A &L el Hlsle] ¥ ket Ao yelgtt o]edt HA AR

30000 o
& e
s ioman

20000
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Figure 6. Compare Satisfaction * Sex — Aesthetic
Value

TH 3.4 YTFRE] FAVEG I} ofFES] HAET)R]O] nX= GRS FAF (53R wpef 2Fo) 7
& o/t
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Table 14. Results for 2-Way ANOVA on Residential Satisfaction & Ownership

The III type Degree Mean Modifie
Independent Variable D\(}greir;(glegt Sum of of squar F D S Llfare d R
squares freedom e a square
Life Satisfaction * Ownership | COmOMi¢ 053 1| 053 | o057 | B 069 064
Value 2
Life Satisfaction * Ownership | - € Sthetic 503 1| 503 | 535 | 46 064 060
Value 5
Life Satisfaction * Ownership | Social Value 952 1 952 976 'Si .029 .025
Compare. Satisfaction * | Economic 414 1 414 439 51 047 043
Ownership Value 1
Compare Satisfaction #* | Aesthetic ; 2.24 2.32 12 , .
Ownership Value 2.249 1 9 2 8 036 031
Compare — Satisfaction * | o 501 Vajye 356 1| 356 | 363 | 025 020
Ownership 7
WA FAVSES BAE ARl A dgo] FAFH A/ ek Aol7k 9i=A $AF] 915
of 290 WA A4S AAlsith g Bl figte] WEETF w8 Huy v Huo® rglon,
FAGH = AFFES A3 Foste] AFg Al AAHCAA, LA, 71Eke] W o2 BRI AF-9] o} gtEe|
F AHOR re] BT, $AAT FARSEIL HAE Ao 1A QJare FAYEH B ols)
Ak B AHAS AR 5 gk 5 FAREES BASAA G WA el dig RE G20 dha) olEg
st AAY dAkete] AR FolA Atol7t gltkal B S §lrhes AEolth
CE ol AERAe) ARt aokEof 9]
<E 7> 7HAE &3 20
‘ 7t 2 Uy & p Symbol | Adopt
hypothesis 1 : CRM — Residential Satisfaction
hypothesis 1.1 : CRM — Life Satisfaction
Tangibles —  Life Satisfaction .000 okt O
Reliability —  Life Satisfaction .000 ok O
Responsiveness —  Life Satisfaction .074 - A
Assurance —  Life Satisfaction .018 * O
Empathy —  Life Satisfaction 796 ~
hypothesis 1.2 : CRM — Compare Satisfaction
Tangibles —  Compare Satisfaction | .000 ok O
Reliability —  Compare Satisfaction | .000 sk @)
Responsiveness — Compare Satisfaction | .008 ok O
Assurance —  Compare Satisfaction | .000 ok O
. . .000 sekok O
Empathy —  Compare Satisfaction
hypothesis 2 : Residential Satisfaction — Brand Value
hypothesis 2.1 : Residential Satisfaction — Economic Value
Life Satisfaction —  Economic Value | .000 ok O
Compare Satisfaction — Economic Value | -000 o O
hypothesis 2.2 : Residential Satisfaction — Aesthetic Value
. . . . .000 Kook @)
Life Satisfaction —  Aesthetic Value




Jung & Chang © A Study on the Effect of Brand Value Through Residential Satisfaction for CRM of Home Builders 447

Compare Satisfaction — Aesthetic Value | -000 ook O
hypothesis 2.3 : Residential Satisfaction — Social Value
Life Satisfaction —  Social Value .000 ik O
Compare Satisfaction —  Social Value .000 ok O
hypothesis 3 : Residential Satisfaction —  Brand Value
%@Tﬁ"d
hypothesis 3.1 : Residential Satisfaction — Brand Value X

Location(City/Province)

hypothesis 3.2 : Residential Satisfaction —  Brand Value

Job(Workers/Homemakers)

Compare Satisfaction — Economic Value | .058 - A

Job(Workers/Homemakers)

Compare Satisfaction —  Social Value .084 - A

Job(Workers/Homemakers)

hypothesis 3.3 : Residential Satisfaction —  Brand Value

Sex(Men/Women)
Compare Satisfaction — Aesthetic Value | .010 ok @)
Sex(Men/Women)
hypothesis 3.4 : Residential Satisfaction — Brand Value X

Wonership(Woned/Leased)
O : Adopt, A : Hold, X : Rejected

5. E T
B4 Astel] o|5hA e A9YAS] CRUBFE FANS R 493 IPHO2 FF2 vA 7 92 3l
o N AT FAVIEE PPA7)) A ; 2 = Aol

59 = =
FOB GRS VAT Y2 & 5 Uk B YFNY FAVSEE BASAR] o) FelshA S v
0 Qe B 4k Wbl FEALYAE BAS K9] e BAe] A8 E CRUBES 4340,
® gsje] RUFEE ol o] /13 FAE LA AN A, B FALIA 22 1)
P Gl G SAAHEAAD), SAL JAAATH/AZD, G, AT/ D 5
wieh Aol A 1 ] B 20 A AL A Aol e i
(38 1o Sl Bt Tel ZAA ARk A A HAE ol AT A9 Aol Hols)
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