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Abstract : The purpose of this study is to validate the failure attribution factors affecting emotional
changes after a failed service by local restaurant users, and the relapse effects of the perceived failure
of a customer's brand relationship. In this study, the implications of this study can be divided into the
null theory and the homogenous theory, in which the study of the relationship between individual
belief that influences the null theory and the post—gender emotional response is minimal. The
independence of the crash response (angerous VS compassion) has been equally validated as building
a belief-gathering—emotion three—step model. First, emotional BRQ (intimate and love) has a
reduction effect on controllable geeks, and behavioral BRQ (relative existence) has an extended effect
on controllable geeks. From a management perspective, restaurant managers should be less aware of
the repeatability of a customer's service failure and call for customer sympathy. Integratedly, restaurant
managers must control the customer's perception of service failure and restore the impact of the
customer's BRQ on emotional reactions. A variety of service recovery measures should be established
and the cerumen should be controlled. In addition, since BRQs have different effects on anger and
sympathy (extended VS), different service failure recovery plans should be presented depending on the
characteristics of the customer BRQ. For example, measures such as monetary compensation or fair
dealing, emotional distribution to close and loving customers, and persuasion of reciprocal benefits to
interdependent customers should be developed according to circumstances. This study explored the
effectiveness of the geeks after a service failure and has limitations that do not take into account the
various regulatory factors in the BRQ-return—Empression process. Thus, in further studies, the effects
of adjusting service failure strength should be considered and a more complete model should be built

Keywords . restaurant, brand, relationship, attribution, emotion
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Samples

Sortation Frequency Percent(%)
Sex Male 107 48.6
Female 113 51.4
20s 83 37.7
A 30s 45 20.5
N 40s 45 20.5
50s and above 47 214
Graduation from high school 38 17.3
Trainine level College of Professional Studies or Graduation 21 9.5
aming leve College student or graduate 136 61.8
A graduate student 25 11.4
A government / professional job 71 32.3
A business / self-employed 27 12.3
Occupation Housewife 31 14.1
Student 64 29.1
Etc. 27 12.3
150 less than 53 24.1
150-300 less than 59 26.8
Income 300-450 less than 50 22.7
450-600 less than 36 16.4
600 more than 22 10.0
. married 105 47.7
Wedding type | Gole 115 523
Alone 20 9.1
Partner Type A friend / colleague 37 16.8
A family/friend 163 74.1

=1 BartlettAloJAlF- 0.015:F00A 2ot
et QiAo Bid/dS sl 37 &
Qo] ZAWHL 65.413%0]%tk. 237 B9
29 AL 22 0.5(0.595~0.859) e}t 7]
ol B2 QliAe] o2 BRQ SHET]
rﬂ-t‘gg} /\éq. EiE]-Dl-HO QJ-EO} 7—]o§ L]-E]-
ok 2 gRliAo] Aol ofgh 8gle]
2 Ay KAe] AR 37 acle] gt gt
(0.832~0.939)2 72+ 0.720 &1 g =
ALIA dutghe 742 1§ dup ghEoh e A
o7 Ueht SHET A4S gEE Zlog
1,]-\:,}1}31\-\;} E}}\HX-]_Q_O] HH_L]. A]g];_ H/Hﬂ_L].
BRQ SHETO BELet A==t EAIth
weEY Au 9 ARG, AselE a=a g
& 9 492 giEglen Xieo A9 A9t
oh2 A ugkeH16].

3.2.2 AL TS

AR AZhHet FERFEEAETS) A
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0.7250]1 Bartlett=7|o]AlHF2 0015504 &
oSt Aoz Ueht QRlEA 9] 34%“33_ gels}
Act. SN Afrgk 1 7IEo R A7) adl
o] Z&Eo] A A, BAVFSA A, B

9 sgoz 77 Busdt & Ad¥ele

78.064%01ck. 127 E3te] K<l Az
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Table 2. Exploring Factors and Reliability Analysis of BRQ

Journal of Oil & Applied Science

. Critical | Natural if item
Factors Measuring item a value
value value deleted
This restaurant and I have a special relationship. .643 921
This restaurant and I really feel meaningful to each| .737 910
other.
[ feel a feeling I don't feel at another restaurant. 1T 914
Intimacy and This restaurant vand I hvaveva lot i.n common, .806 .909
love I beh.eve there is a social image like other customers| .673 916
(Sensitivity of .thls restaurant. o o 5.903 922
BRQ) Thls.restaurant Fells me what is 1mportar}t in life. .859 907
The image of this restaurant matches the image I want| .702 914
for myself.
Compared to other restaurants, [ feel strongly| .630 915
connected to this restaurant.
I'm emotionally connected to this restaurant. 703 912
Mutual I'm really used to using this restaurant. .697 .803
Dependence |1 think I know this restaurant well. 125 2.615 .832 71
(Active BRQ)|T feel like I've known this restaurant for a long time.| .706 124
This restaurant is always nice to me. .628 935
[ can trust this restaurant. 702 931
[ will use this restaurant anytime. .700 930
This restaurant can trust me. .595 .940
Satisfaction|l have been consistently satisfied with using this| .739 933
and trust restaurant. 933
(Reasonably|l am completely satisfied with this restaurant. 735 6.527 939
BRQ) This restaurant offers exactly what I want. 731 932
[ trust this restaurant. 796 931
This restaurant is honest. 788 932
This restaurant is safe. .804 933
This restaurant represents my dignity and identity. .640 938

Factor extraction: Principal Components,

Rotation method: Kaiser a regularized Barry Max

KMO=.948; Bartlett— ¥?=3708.532, df=253, p=.000; Total Explanation=65.413%

3.3. HOIH LM} ABEALA go| AoAT 4%
230 Bage] tigow sl aQuA®@al) ol 71EA HYy
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A%) gl O A B A ASE B 2 Fol
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Table 3. A Study on the Investigating Factors and Reliability Analysis of the Grown and
Emotional Responses

r ol
N
M
a2

. Critical | Natural if item
Factors Measuring item a value
value value deleted
The service failure was a one—time occurrence, 187 746
The service failure was unlikely to occur in the| .814 .697
Stability |future. 2.169 749
The failure of the service only occurred under the| .863 .672
circumstances.
The service failure was preventable in advance by| .877 .833
the restaurant.
Control |The service failure was something the restaurant| .903 786
o1 2.479 .881
likelihood |could control.
The service failure was due to a lack of attention| .859 .874
at the restaurant.
I was very angry at the restaurant. .804 .833
Anger |I regretted using the restaurant. .902 2.290 .839 712
I was disappointed at the restaurant. .842 736
[ felt sorry for the service provider. .906 197
Sympathy [The service provider was poor. 932 2.429 .867 748
The service provider was sorry .810 .864

Factor extraction: Principal Components,

Rotation method: Kaiser a regularized Barry Max

KMO=.725; Bartlett— #*=1390.092, df=66, p=.000; Total Explanation=78.064%

Table 4. Verification result of confirmed factor analysis

Fitness . Model 1 Model 2 Suitability base Suitable
. Sortation . . o
index analysis result analysis result value status
CMIN/pgk 1094.775/.000 893.993/.000 p»0.05 Unsuitable
RMR .048 .047 0.08 less than Suitable
Afk?som CMIN/DF 2.031 1.777 1~3 Suitable
itness
index GFI 178 811 0.9 more than Unsuitable
AGFI 740 176 0.8 more than Unsuitable
RMSEA .069 .060 0.08 less than Suitable
NFI 811 .840 0.9 more than Unsuitable
Incremental TLI 882 913 0.9 more than | Suitable
integration
CFI .893 922 0.9 more than Suitable
PGFI .665 .686 0-1 Suitable
Interim index PNFI 134 U153 0-1 Suitable
PCFI .809 927 0-1 Suitable

* 1) Excluded question : Q36
2) Question removal : M.IL.Zk
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Table 5. Confirmed factor analysis results (standardization coefficient)

Measurement SARE Error Cronbach’s
Measurement concept . ization distrib— C.I. CR AVE
variable . . «a
Coefficient ution
Q1 641 514
Q3 812 223 10.174**
Q4 154 .350 9.601**
. ) Q5 827 .206 10.316**
Emotio—nal | Intimacy 6 7 0 RVIEE: 92 924 575
BRQ | and love Q7 838 265 | 10.418°F
Q8 142 328 9.483**
Q17 109 .390 9.134**
Q18 U155 .336 9.612%*
Behavi-oral | interdepen— & 762 351 11.383°
BRQ dent Q13 N 317 12,237%* 832 .835 628
Q14 .836 .288
Q21 107 .385
Q22 198 278 14.601**
Q23 961 .208 12.262**
Satisfaction 026 105 521 8.662%*
Rational Q30 181 .303 11.147**
pro | st Q31 785 307 | 1L199** | 938 944 | 630
Q32 812 235 11.573
Q33 .833 .249 11.863**
Q34 192 248 11.299**
Q35 133 313 10.455**
Al 631 462
Stability A2 834 231 8.986** 749 796 .568
Attribu- A3 182 282 8.802**
tion Control A4 843 237
likelihood A5 920 127 15.610** 881 .884 719
A6 175 351 13.219**
El 654 .384
Anger E2 .868 .208 10.220** .839 .845 .649
Emotio— E3 876 175 10.230**
nal reaction E4 .856 .168
Sympathy E5 943 .067 15.522** .867 .879 108
E6 .709 .385 12.007**
2.58%*/ 0.7 0.5
Standard 0.6more 1,96* 06 more moe
than more than
more than than than
nggo] AR s T Fof B 7+ agl o} oHH RE Q9lo] AVE F2 7|&A] 0.5014F
QR 9 A Adegt WA RE BY o A2 Selsa 23 mrol AHRAe o
o] B3 AgE 0.60143%0 AL F}Ista HE QlstAct. &4, SPSSo 2 7} Q91 7ho] At
Fob A%el CRAFS 1962TH = A% Ushg g stk & /B B9 890 29 SMC
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EEoA A9 AE) A2 25 Y] AVE 2 W= 1y AolAlES GFI, AGF], NFI
Gt 2o How et 24 Gosl HME 0} 1eA W9e Ase e s, e
SA8 AUAAE A NG AATCR) 27 AL B reAdl FIE Aes ek
o] AE AmEYA o 7|EA] ol Aoz nyYPo] HAYHEL 777%02 =& 25 Hrh
ehath At aghe 080149 A2 Uehl  3EBae pAs F¢ Mo 43 dve
2L st sl =9l oo mEW  Figure 13} 2.
2 AT AFETY] A=, B 249 2 BHEAA AT A A Bt 7t
W7t BE Agsirial mE Qi ol AF A, AHA, o144 BRQL HEA
o g FAAQ JFE v|A= §HH, 7
3.3. 7He A BRQ ® #E4 BRQE 94 Aol £
anrel A5 o 9SE 45T K7 990 e AcS vebih. webd JHil-
g0l et FRARA 2YS Tl BYe]  pEAom AuEyd.
qeeg Aeleln BAZI EE 2010 9
Table 6. Correlation and AVE
B 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Emotional BRQ 575
2 Behavioral BRQ 666 * .628
3 | Rational BRQ .634** [ 678** .630
4 Stability 374%* | 344** | 490** .568
Control * ok * % ok
5 likelihood .055 255 .239 195 719
6 Anger .001 -.029 -.095 =-.192%* | 318** .649
7 Sympathy 242%* .159* 129 251%* -.051 -.061 708
*PL05; **PLO1
Table 7. Model adequacy test results
Fitness index Sortation Mgdel Suitability base value Suitable status
analysis result
CMIN/p value 894.589/.000 p»0.05 Unsuitable
RMR .048 0.08 less than Suitable
Absolute fitness CMIN/DF 1.771 1~3 Suitable
index GFI 811 0.9 more than Unsuitable
AGFI 177 0.8 more than Unsuitable
RMSEA .059 0.08 less than Suitable
Incremental NFI .840 0.9 more than Unsuitable
. tr . d TLI 814 0.9 more than Suitable
integration CFI 922 0.9 more than Suitable
PGFI .688 0-1 Suitable
Interim index PNFI 756 0-1 Suitable
PCFI .830 0-1 Suitable
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Table 8. Summary of hypothesis verification
T e
Hypothesis Direction Coeffic|dard anor L Decision
. Coeffici- | (t value)
—ient |Error
ent
Emotional BRQ 167|105 |.183  [1.590
stability attribution
BRQ Behavioral BRQ- Partiall
H1-1 |stabiliy ~ [Pehavioral BRQ= ~106 |.115 |-.135  |-.920 aly
o stability attribution adoption
attribution o TR
ational BRQ- 491 119|554 [4112%**
Hi stability attribution
Emotional BRQ™ | _ 145 | 160 |-350  |-2.788%**
BROQ- controlability attribution
p1-g [control= - |Behavioral BRQ= | y7g | 195 | 439 [y ggqes | Parally
ability controlability attribution adoption
attribution - _
Radonal BRQ= | 170|157 (138 |1.085
controlability attribution
Emotional BRQ-anger 294 115 1,327 2.560%**
BRQ- .
Ho-1 Partially
anger Behavioral BRQ-anger  [-.145 [.122 |-.188 |-1.189 adoption
Rational BRQ-anger -.119 |.117 [-.137 -1.014
H2 Emotional .
BRQ-sympathy 241 144 1.212 1.681
BRQ- Behavioral Partially
- 092 [.157 |.094 .558
H2-2 sympathy  [BRQ-sympathy adoption
Rational BRQ-sympathy [-.262 |.154 [-.238 |[-1.701*
H3-1 |Stability attribution—anger -.335 [.100 |-.342 [-3.357*** | Adoption

3 H3-2 [Controlability attribution—anger 321 .061 [.454 5.287*** | Adoption

H3-3 |Stability attribution—sympathy 361|125 [.291 2.895*** | Adoption
H3-4 |Controlability attribution—sympathy -.142 1.070 [-.159 |-2.042** |Adoption

*PL; **PL05; ***PLO01
ol SA7FsA ALY miAaTE FEry 4. @ B2
ofct.

SAPFsd AYAA2 A44 BRQ7F &4l B ool BARe Iy AR o]lg7o] A
o 2]e gl ot A& wiladrt e A HA A & ZgWsto] ke e A
o7 yeigth 742 BRQE A Golgt A ol @4 I3 1Ael BAllt A ZZo] A
HaT} g el SAVESY AL WA wx An A9 A2 det BeasE Azl
= fufiAold. BAAT JMd4= FEAS = Aot} 2209 FaxEo] gitor fLxury
2 A== 300t A BEAE ol AF M HESKA At 2

W7F ot ol AAsklth. A4, one-ord
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Table 9. Commencement test

Standard |Standard a
Hyp(?— Direction direct mediated Sobel. Decision
thesis effect effect analys1s
(P value) |[(P value)
Emotional BRQ-stability 327 -.221
attribution—anger (013**) | C001***)
Behavioral BRQ-stability -.188 245
attribution—anger (.271) | (004***)
BRQ-  |Rational BRQ-stability -.137 —127 ) s
Ha-1 stability ~|attribution—anger (.308) (161) ) Partially
attribution |Emotional BRQ-stability 212 .109 adoption
—emotion  |attribution—sympathy (.110) (019**)
Behavioral BRQ-stability .094 -.109
attribution—Sympathy (.564) (.052%)
Rational BRQ-stability -.238 139 0 37%*
attribution—Sympathy (.094%*) | (045*%*) ’
Emotional BRQ-controlability 327 -.221 L
attribution—anger (.013**) | (001%***) )
Behavioral BRQ-controlability | —.188 245 9 43%*
attribution—anger (271) | (004***) )
BROQ- Rational BRQ-controlability -.137 -.127
H4-2 controlability |attribution—anger (.308) (161) Partially
attribution  |Emotional BRQ-controlability 212 .109 1.65* adoption
—emotion |attribution—sympathy (.110) (.019**) )
Behavioral BRQ-controlability .094 -.109 163
attribution—sympathy (.564) (.052%*) )
Rational BRQ-controlability -.238 139
attribution—sympathy (.094*) | (045**)
*PL1s **P05; *RFPLO1
fctors RARATH TRPHA AL AN & Wl
oh Ao R AU W OAREY 74A BRQ, A, M)A Al Alo] FAARSol mA]=
Ao ojEo] AAA<l BRQ, 11 wHEE 9 A Rt dE HFEHU WA HHAY Al
o] o]4d#<2l BRQoItt. el golEMg Al Eleo foJgt FAA JFE A FAH
ASHAT A Ee] oy W AEES ou geld 3HH 9E nlAs Aes vepd,
sheict. A 2o wEEe sk 5ol v
=4, BEfE PAEEL AHlA A Flo < Zo)7] dlzol ¥HEAoA 275k sty
ol FFS mAl= 7ol AEESIH. o= HrEA o]z QIAl zZstH FAHO el wrt
Xieo] AAxe}t th=A yEbdTH16]. Xie W, BA 7Hs AL wieoll et SAAR)
BRQ7L SdoR Fole] RS A 4R uAn FHd feld 2RHA 998
g A% BROS Asf o] folg gopel @ mlale,
o shleTl 2 dAFtollA AAABRQ, AWEA UiA, BRQZ AH|A Al & Zduk-gof JF
BRQ, o4 BRQS| 329 BRQS e 4 &#E geldch A7An WA AU 2 A
2% 77} BRQ a9lR9le] 4o 2e) AulA  we R 2ol fofg 2AHe 2942
Asl 7ol gt Fake] Aol7t EAIGE A A FAE FAHAYL FF24DE A=
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