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Effects of PPL Attributes on Consumers’ Brand Awareness and Brand Credibility
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Abstract

Product replacement (PPL) is used widely in marketing and plays crucial roles but the effects of the PPL attributes on a
restaurant brand are not well known. Therefore, this study examined the effects of PPL attributes on brand awareness and
brand credibility. In addition, the relationship among brand awareness, brand credibility, and brand loyalty was investigated.
The study found that the characteristics of PPL, such as information and entertainment, affected brand awareness. On the
other hand, inconvenience did not have any impact on brand awareness. In addition, information, entertainment, and
inconvenience affected brand credibility. Furthermore, brand awareness and credibility influenced brand loyalty significantly.
These results suggest that PPL can be a very effective way to advertise. Hence, PPL should be done with a sense of
information and entertainment than simply with more frequent exposure to consumers, which that might cause

inconvenience.

Key Words: Brand recognition, brand awareness, brand Loyalty, product placement, consumers

LA 2

A =)tk 7195 Au|Rke] Qa3 XA
o] Eolglol| wal AnAHe] & FFHE 93 ohS AlE
S5 sk Qth(Pae et al. 2012). o= AH|zFe] ZHo)

A AE Aue] Zo] Holdl YA WjolA, 719
AE TFE AHASS BEAY 5 AFS AT

TRs] 9%t st %
PPLE 345 ;]'C’q 7149
ERLE)
%’194 dzo=z

e}
e

defeo] adh s deks &
o] AlFoly B3 & =227
AN = EAl 2RSS

(Kim 2007), 93} =efej
sto] AH|RES] Fulf S7E AFdle
ot} o]#F PPLE AFEF HAl=r} =
BAE omAE 7HAA sk= F8% ApE
=3 L‘rolﬂ-(Wllson & Till 2011). & PPLS ‘AlF
v X gk = 5eo] 7HEEa FEje] vHAlE W
JF7F o] Fxlojy BHalsoln]R] JiMdE EA]
g HE-S A Bt 547199 dFEo Hils

FAA 2HAE A5 B

&l:ﬂ———]l‘—;: 7]—

Iz N
ofr = J
g >
Hﬁ

)
9 o
o tlo

s

P,L
F
pol
:J_‘
[, oo
rz

al

o= Q‘__]Zé
[e]

oo (A O= iAol =
7Ho|th(Han & Yeo 2007).

Ducoff(1996)= SIAto]|Eof|A| €] Far 7kx] 9} Farol] st
Aol A IHAR] AR} 5 BdlS v o= sfo] Pl
o] 7RAE 7R3t & & e o] RS AP =
& Ho & Liang(2004), Okazaki(2004) ~12]3. Kim(2007)
o Fare]] At HPAFES Sl vt HelE vER
AUTE PPLE] 2HZ B4 F shuel HEAS(An & Kim
2012) AlFolu Au| el tist ARE Algste] AH|Rke] g
_%_0_ o]—"lo]q]‘_—_ PPLO] x]b] 7].11— 7]17@0] he:]o]a].j_ 24
o] & 4 93 (Gao & Koufaris 2006) =3+ Bauer & Greyser
(1968)] AFellA= 2Hz7}F PPLS Haks 7Hg tlmal

olf7t olEg FE Tl A& F Ue FEAT wEo]
2haL oJop7|ginh. Park(2012)9] AelMe BRAFS FaL
S0l T3 A4S sl Fare] sEoln oA A|Fl

gk RS 2nRA Algsle FaLe] 7e o2 A
8 2= 9lr}a Stk oEe o] oA QAaE AT

Aoz 7 ¥F w22 Aog Yehal drkPark
2012). 239 Ael= Fart ddshe AR e 23]l
247} ML) A 85 WA= 5o th(Ducoffe
1996). PPLe] &4 F BHA2 Thdst Fel=A 9] Faxt
o] 3] v|AEe] s A oo Butaye 14

F

ul

K

*Corresponding author: Jinkyung Choi, Department of Foodservice Management, Woosong University, 17-2, Jayang-dong, Dong-gu, Daejeon, Korea

Tel: +82-42-630-9253  Fax: +82-42-630-9251

E-mail: choi3728@wsu.ac.kr



544 BEREFCLZEF Vol 33, No. 6(2018)
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<Table 1> Demographic profiles of respondents

Demographic Fre?;;ncy
Rarely watched 98(46.0)
Average total About once a week 56(26.3)
number of times About 2-3 times a week 49(23.0)
watching dramas ~ About 4-5 times a week 52.3)
per week 6-7 times a week 5(2.3)
Total 213(100)
>1 hour 95(44.6)
>1 hour to <2 hour 70(32.9)
Average total hours 22 hour to <3 hour 27(12.7)
watching dramas >3 hour to <4 hour 14(6.6)
per a week >4 hour to <5 hour 2(0.9)
>5 hours 5(2.3)
Total 213(100)
Male 105(49.3)
Gender Female 108(50.7)
Total 213(100)
20-29 180(84.5)
30-39 4(1.9)
40-49 12(5.6)
Age 50-59 16(7.5)
>60 1(0.5)
Total 213(100)
Single 207(97.2)
Marital status Married 6(2.8)
Total 213(100)
Student 182(85.4)
Office worker 16(7.5)
Oceupation Specialized job/Self-employed 7(3.3)
Homemaker 3(3.3)
Others 5(2.3)
Total 213(100)
Attending associat[es’ degree 23(108)
program or associates degree
Education Attending bachelors’ degress 176(82.6)
program or bachelors degree
Graduate school and above 14(6.6)
Total 213(100)
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<Table 2> Results of explatory factor analysis

n
e
A
1

Factor Variance
Factor Measurement item . (Eigen o
loading
value)
Q1-1. PPL is helpful in selecting a menu or restaurant. 0.666
Information Q1-2. PPL is a good source of information. 0.815 (f;:tf}}l) 0.819
Q1-3. PPL is convenient to get product or service information. 0.621
Q1-4. PPL causes interest. 0.736
Entertainment Q1-5. PPL is more enjoyable than any other advertisement. 0.733 (136"822‘95) 0.852
Q1-6. PPL has an interesting way to express it. 0.868
Q1-7. PPL bothers me. 0.823
Inconvenience Q1-8. PPL makes me uncomfortable. 0.948 (121'721915) 0.880
Q1-9. PPL is annoying 0.907
Q2-1. The brand that is PPL comes to mind before other brands. 0.652
Brand Q2-2. The brand that has PPL is more familiar with other brands. 0.733 2.522 0755
Awareness  (Q2-3. You can recall the characteristics of the brand. 0.732 (10.510) ’
Q2-4. It is easy to recall the logo of a brand that has been ported. 0.626
Q3-1. You can trust the restaurant business brand that is prepended. 0.810
Q3-2. They believe in the products and services of the restaurant brand. 0.802
Brand . . 2.423
reliability Q3-3. The products and services of the restaurant brand are straightforward. 0.784 (10.095) 0.920
Q3-4. The products of the restaurant brand that are polarised are safe to use. 0.742
Q3-5. 1 don't think the restaurant brand loses money by purchasing it. 0.726
Q4-1. When I buy food products from restaurants, I will buy PPL rather than product that 0.637
is not PPL. ’
Q4-2. 1 will continue to buy PPL products. 0.741
Q4-3. 1 bought a better product than a product that was not PPL when I purchased the
Brand 0.673 2213
loval food company product. ©9219) 0.920
o .
valy Q4-4. 1 will buy PPL even though it is slightly more expensive than the other one. 0.835
Q4-5. T will tell others that I like the food company products that have PPL in them. 0.847
Q5-6. If someone wants to buy food from a restaurant business, I will recommend a
0.789
PPL product.
<Table 3> Results of multiple regression analysis between PPL <Table 4> Results of multiple regression analysis between PPL
attributes and brand awareness attributes and Brand credibility
Brand awareness Brand credibility
Independemt Independent
variables B B t variables B B t
(Standard error) (Standard error)
Constant 1.513(0.221) 6.840%** Constant 0.973(0.211) 4.622%%*
Information 0.281(0.062) 0.318 4.550%** Information 0.400(0.059) 0.455 6.815%**
Entertainment 0.214(0.054) 0.281 3.967*** Entertainment 0.152(0.051) 0.199 2.952%*
Inconvenience 0.099(0.046) 0.128 2.145% Inconvenience 0.021(0.044) 0.028 0.490
F=27.141 F=36.531
R?=0.280 Adjusted R?>=0.270 R?=0.344 Adjusted R?=0.335
*p<0.05 ***p<0.001 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
ol B3 ATZ Folo] FF SABAE J)gde] PPL S Fuete ANSTA @) Aol X Dye) e
B BAE QA% B Azwe] el sl olslsk  ABGTE EO)E PPL $43) HAE QX% 2 AFE, 1
% Fo HUS FHEE Z/PYIEE BEY S U & el HAS =0 BAE W8 PAse 24T A%
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<Table 5> Regression analysis results between restaurant brand
awareness, brand credibility and brand loyalty

Independent Brand loyalty
variables & B t
(Standard error)

Constant 0.164(0.167) 0.980
Brand awareness  0.218(0.051) 0.228 4.311%%*
Brand credibility  0.565(0.051) 0.590 11.140%***

F=109.331

R*=0.510 Adjusted R>=0.505
*p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001
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