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Fast-food restaurant, This study was conducted to identify the relationship among various service quality clues, brand trust,
Service quality clue, brand distinctiveness and revisit intention focusing on fast-food restaurant consumers. Using online
Brand trust, questionnaires tool in South Korea, a total of 450 questionnaires were distributed and 390 participants
Brand distinctiveness, were used for further statistical analysis through SPSS 21.0 and AMOS 21.0 for Windows. Four service
Revisit intention. quality factors (menu, interior, exterior, staff) were extracted from twelve questions. According to the

result of this study, several service quality factors of fast-food restaurants’ have positive effects on brand
trust and distinctiveness. Specifically, staff and menu and exterior were significant predictors of brand
trust, and staff and menu of fast-food were critical antecedents of brand distinctiveness. In addition, the
brand trust has positive influence on brand distinctiveness as well as revisit intention. Although there
are many studies which proved the relationships among various selection attributes and other outcome
variables such as brand loyalty or image, little research explained the relationships among service quality
factors of fast-food restaurants, brand trust, brand distinctiveness, and revisit intention. Therefore, present
study will contribute to provide significant results and some practical implications in both the fast-food
restaurant industry and academic research.
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2.1. HAEZE HAEZH(Fast—food Restaurant)
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2.2. MH|A EZ(Service Quality)
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the subjects

(n=390)
. F P t
Characteristic recgi;:ncy erioe;:) age

Male 149 38.2

Gender
Female 241 61.8
20~29 311 79.7
30~39 34 8.7

Age

40~49 34 8.7
> 50 11 29
™V 112 28.7
Restaurant Newspaper 64 164
information Internet 75 19.2
souree Friends or acquaintance 138 354
Others 1 0.3
Food 119 30.5
Main Friend(s) meeting 107 274
purpose for Business meeting 34 8.7
visiting Family meeting 78 200
Others 52 133
Under 20,000 111 28.5
20,000~29,900 51 13.1

Average
spending 30,000~39,900 68 174
per visit 40,000~49,900 71 1822
Over 50,000 89 22.8
Total 390 100.0

sl AAg M@= @7kl A3 Cronbach’s @ 72 0.6
©]73(0.648~0.899) 0.2 A A g Z o2 RISt 3 &
012 Qo1& Ay}l GFI0.905)F 09 ooz HH3 gk
el o™, AGFI(0.873)= 7152121 0.99] 7] X|#] 238191
o}, AR, B L #AJQ1 GFI, AGFIE ¥ EAo] 90& &+
7] Wi o] EETE HlwA FESHOZHEH AFEE
CFIZ dxsla ok webr, £ A28 CFI 362 0.905
olng rdl AR ;i 4 e Aoz Yehtt 7o
441.90, A--=(df)7} 188, CMIN/DEZ} 2.351, p=0.000, IFI+=
0.931, TLI= 0.914, CFIE= 0.930, GFI=0.905, AGFI=0.873,
RMSEATE 0.059% ¥ A2 2 234 7|5 7o
sto] 233k 2ol Aoz JElyithTable 2).

TEHEE A5 Yste] B53E 043, HAE
z

FX(AVE), A 291 212 =(CR)E 2213 Z ZK(Table

2), E3tE QA= BF 0.5 ©]/3(0.532~0.865) 2
Uelgor, 8AE 7te] HiEASEEZAVE) 0.5 ©1%3
(0.503~0.693), 18]35 A8 A Z(CR)E= 0.7 ©173(0.752~
0.900)°.= ERGTE gk FHEFGA S HdEA
(AVE)°| 82152] 43AS AFHART F 3%
Aol FrETia & & e, 2 A

9} vale AlZ)(AVE: 0.52, /% 0.61), 243} Hal=
(AVE: 0.52, /% 0.63), B = A2 9} val= :
1 0.64)0l A1 #3ko] AVEZEE T ZA Vel shdelg
g1 4 JATh wepA & AT = AHEE
AE 7 Sl HIAIFRd 2 F Q1o S s
A Frd Alole] y? zlo]S BAsISIth. o A, v)A| <k
o] 27k 441908E UE}REO M, 2Zo] AVEZETH =7
eRd 3709] 15 tiet ARy Bale 4=
A x=92458, Adf=6; A3} Bel= 2E: A 4=44.963, A
df=6; BRIl = Alg|e} Bale 2 A 42=39.734, Adf=6)2]
2%kl thak 2polE B Rol3h E(p<0.001, A x’=22.46)
ool A el gt Aol 7} Q= Aoz e 4 JidErd
& FE 3} th(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
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S aclE ke QA ATl A, FdE 2] A

0.907, AGFI=0.875, RMSEAE 0.061 2 YEh}, Huta oz <=
4% F = AF=7F e TH(Table 3).
2 AT M A% A3, HAREFE Y 2EF] Ay
F4 9450 Ha=slz e} B =P fofgk &
& )3 Folgks /M 12 i AYEATE FAHeR, ‘1
He Ao} s|AEFE gaERde] AHs F4 94
Zro] GEAAS A E 71 1-19] ST FollA, A
o BE slep ekl JEFAA T EESAT 0.437(1=4.795,
p=0000"")= 7V frelatAl vhet 7hde] AfeE gl o
Loz e ‘BA= A ele] JEAA V) HEE
A 0.298(:=2.669, p=0.008")=, ‘<] 5273} Hal= Al
g ote] JIAAE HFEAS 0.110(1=2.097, p=0.036)2-=
frolgh gho] Ueht 7Hdo] Ajg it ‘Bl = Apd ) o
2EFE YrEFge] Mulx 4 94 E o] JIuA S
AT E 7HE 129] SR9I7HE FellAE A9 T cBaE AR
yho] o gAA 7 FEIAIS 0.447(1=3.140, p=0.002")Z 7}
A frelgh JFRAIR e o, el cHaE Aps
ho] A ek TF3HAS 0.340(6=1.955, p=0.05)C. =
frelgh = veidlo] 7 7 2% A E At whaba] o)
2EXT grEge] s E4 Q05 F HF e} 9
|

2, aga Aol ‘Bl Al

E)
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Table 2. Result of confirmatory factor analysis

Factors Measurement Factor loading S.E. t-value CR AVE Cronbach’s @
Menu 1 782 - -
Menu Menu 2 642 0.087 10.175 756 510 709
Menu 3 11 0.087 10.675
Interior 1 744 - -
Interior Interior 2 .865 0.077 14.65 764 528 726
Interior 3 532 0.082 9.282
Exterior 1 713 - -
Exterior Exterior 2 713 0.092 10.7 762 S17 742
Exterior 3 730 0.104 9.656
Staff 1 724 - -
Staff Staff 2 768 0.082 11.362 764 519 126
Staff 3 .666 0.078 11.15
Brand trust 1 756 - -
E;zrsltd Brand trust 2 .689 0.064 12.471 781 .544 179
Brand trust 3 766 0.075 14.105
Brand distinctiveness 1 .699 - -
Brand N
distinctiveness Brand distinctiveness 2 702 0.121 9.396 752 .503 .648
Brand distinctiveness 3 726 0.105 8.754
Revisit intention 1 .853 - -
isi Revisit intention 2 .850 0.048 20.482
lft;;s:n Revisit intention 3 790 0.049 18.252 20 o3 2
Revisit intention 4 .835 0.051 20.175

1 2 *=441.908(df=188, p=.000), IFI=.931, TLI=.914, CFI=.930, GFI=.905, AGFI=.873, RMSEA=.059.

Table 3. Results of hypotheses

712 TR Estimate S.E. t-value p-value 7 of B
Menu — brand trust 0.298 0.112 2.669 0.008™ A e
Interior — brand trust 0.104 0.068 1.527 0.127 712}
i Exterior — brand trust 0.110 0.052 2.097 0.036 A e
- Staff — brand trust 0.437 0.091 4.795 wan A EH
Menu — brand distinctiveness 0.340 0.174 1.955 0.050" e
Interior — brand distinctiveness 0.040 0.088 0.447 0.655 712%
=2 Exterior — brand distinctiveness —0.048 0.068 —0.702 0.483 712¢
Staff — brand distinctiveness 0.447 0.142 3.140 0.002" A
Brand trust — brand distinctiveness 0.665 0.220 3.029 0.002" A e
H2 Brand trust — revisit intention 0.908 0.273 3.333 ok )| A
Brand distinctiveness — revisit intention 0.131 0.281 0.467 0.640 712¢

s

F: "p<.05, "p<.01, "p<.001.
BHAZE 5=418237(d.£=172, p=.000), IFI=924, TLI=906, CFI=923, GFI=.907, AGFI=875, RMSEA=.061.
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