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Abstract

This study examined the effect of the trust of a restaurant brand on the quality of brand relations centered on the mediating effect
of brand promise. The survey was conducted on September 18, 2018 to October 2, 2018, with a total of 707 end users, who are
under the age of 19~59, using the restaurant brand for the last six months. The panel survey was conducted by distributing a
questionnaire address (URL) email through an online questionnaire. As a result, if you apply the parameters of brand commitment
between brand trust and brand relationship quality, brand promise an important role and influence. In particular, only one of the
three elements of differentiation, consistency and continue, which are sub-dimensions of brand promise, was continue. This means
that consistently long term continue are paramount between brand trust and the quality of brand relationships. These results can be
applied to the brand marketing and operations of catering companies.
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Table 1. Survey form

77

Factor Variable N Standard Source
I believe in the OOO brand. +) )
Brand frust I trust the OOO brand. (G)] 4 SIjﬂzII;[t Chaudhuri & Holbrook
I consider the OOO brand an honest brand. ©) sgale 2001; Kim & Choi 2017a
I can use the OOO brand with confidence. (G)]
. The OOO brand caters to my practical needs. )
Functional .
exchange I appreciate the benefits of the OOO brand. #+ 3
¢ 00O0's menu (food or drink) is well worth the price. (+)
I love the 000 brand. )
Love I somehow become addicted to OOO. #+ 3
I have a love for OOO. (G)]
I will use the OOO brand even if it has a bad rating. (+)
. I am sure that I will be with the OOO brand in the
Immersion #+ 3
future.
Brand I am a loyal customer of OOO. &) Likert Chang & Chieng 2006:
relationship No other brand can replace the OOO brand in its « S-point Kim g& Choi 20gl7b ’
quality industry. ) scale
Attachment  OOO brand plays an important role in my life. #+ 3
If the OOO brand is not available for the time being, )
I will miss the OOO brand.
00O brand awakens my presence. &)
Ego concept . . o
. The brand image of OOO and my image are similar. (+) 3
association )
00O brand and I have a lot in common. +)
Partn The OOO brand takes good care of me. +)
ualig The OOO brand is trustworthy and trustworthy. + 3
q The OOO brand considers me an important customer. (+)
The OOO brand promise its commitment to its customers @
in a way that is different from the competition.
Differentiation 000 bran§s prO@se their commitments to their @ 3
customers in a unique way.
The OOO brand delivers on its promises to its customers @
in a certain way.
0OOO brands consistently deliver on their promises to @
customers. .
Brand Persistence The attitude of the OOO brand to their latest customers @ 3 SI: 11:1; Erdem & Swait 1998;
promise is in line with their promises. sf:) ale Netemeyer et al. 2004
OO0O brand promises and their current brand activity is @
consistent.
In the past, OOO brands have already fulfilled their @
commitments with their customers.
. The previous attitude of the OOO brand to its customers
Consistency . . = . i . . * 3
is in line with their current commitments.
The promise of OOO brands and their past branding @
activities coincide.
Demographic characteristics Gender (N), age (S), marital status (N) job (N), education (O), 7 Nominal scale (N)
monthly income (O) Ondinal scale (0)
Prequestioning Favorite catering brands (3) (N), rcency (O), frequency (S), 7 Rate scale (S)

monetary (S)
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Table 2. General characteristics of the subjects (N=707)
Variables N % Variables N %
Gend Male 344 48.7 Single 240 34.0
ender i
Female 363 513 Marital -y farried 462 65.4
status
High school or less 101 14.3 Others 5 0.7
College 109 154 20 122 17.3
Education University 407 57.6 30 183 259
Age range
Graduate school 75 10.6 40 181 25.6
Phd 15 2.1 50 221 313
Office worker 321 454 <200 47 6.6
Professional 127 18.0 201~400 215 304
Service 46 6.5 401~600 239 33.8
Self-employed 72 10.2 Monthly 601~800 118 16.7
Occupation Housewife 82 7.0 income 801~1,000 53 7.5
Student 50 11.6 (W10,000)  >1,001 35 5.0
Agriculture/livestock | o1
industry/fisheries '
Others 8 1.1
Table 3. Restaurant brand caracteristics of use (%)
Variables Variables Korean buffet (n=216) Coffee shop (n=249) Fastfood (n=242) All (n=707)
Gyejeol babsang 103(47.7) - - 103(14.6)
Jayeon byeolgog 113(52.3) - - 113(16.0)
Starbucks - 129(51.8) - 129(18.2)
Brand
Ediya - 120(48.2) - 120(17.0)
Mcdonald - - 127(52.5) 127(18.0)
Lotteria - - 115(47.5) 115(16.3)
<1 75(34.7) 155(62.2) 11( 4.5) 354(50.1)
Recent <2 52(24.1) 46(18.5) 124(51.2) 153(21.6)
usage period <3 61(28.2) 37(14.9) 55(22.7) 137(19.4)
(month) <4 12( 5.6) 4( 1.6) 39(16.1) 24( 3.4)
=5 16( 7.4) 7( 2.8) 8( 3.3) 39( 5.5)
0~5,000 - 112(45.0) 47(19.4) 159(22.5)
5,100~10,000 - 94(37.8) 143(59.1) 237(33.5)
Average 10,100~15,000 47(21.8) 24( 9.6) 27(11.2) 98(13.8)
amount of
money(W) 15,100~20,000 94(43.5) 10( 4.0) 14( 5.8) 118(16.7)
20,100~25,000 25(11.6) 1( 0.4) 5(2.1) 31( 4.4)
>25,100 50(23.1) 8( 3.2) 6( 2.5) 64( 9.1)
Rounding off the second decimal place does not add up to 100%.
16.19%), A DITH28%33%)] 02 Lhehdth o83 0= A A dAEY £9 FoI4 4 Wt A B Ao
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Fig. 2. Measurement model of brand trust, brand promise,
and brand relationship quality. x-square (62)=519.681 (p=
.000), Normed x-square=8.382. RMR=.028, TLI=.941,
CFI1=.953, RMSEA=.102 (LO=.094, HI=.110).
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Table 4. Scale and concentration validity and reliability analysis results of brand trust, brand promise, brand relationship
quality

Variables Observation Standardization Value AVE CCR Alpha
variable factor load
CTN 861 Fixed to ‘I’
Brand promise CST 933 34.182™ 77 912 911
IND 848 29.645™
BTR4 853 Fixed to ‘1’
BTR3 875 31.030”
Brand trust . 798 940 940
BTR2 931 35.433
BTRI 913 33.667"
COM .894 Fixed to ‘I’
LOV .886 3525
ionshi FEX 796 28.5™
Brand rela?tlonshlp N 751 947 047
quality ATC 855 32.733
e 864 33.156™
PQL 901 37.214™

IND: Differentiation, CST: Consistency, CTN: Continue, BTR1: I believe in the OOO brand, BTR2: I trust the OOO brand, BTR3: I consider
the OOO brand an honest brand, BTR4: I can safely use the OOO brand, FEX: Functional exchange, LOV: Love, COM: Immersion, ATC:
Attachment, SCC: Ego Concept Association, PQL: Partner quality.

™" p<0.001.

Table 5. Brand trust, brand promise, brand relationship quality analysis of correlation and discriminant validity between
constructs

AVE A B C
A. Brand promise .881 1.000
B. Brand trust 894 846" 1.000
C. Brand relationship quality 866 768" 815 1.000
Average 356 521 .505
Standard deviation .025 .037 .033

B Ao 24 2l SAREe FPRsE (=24.069, p<0.001)2.= bt wbA “FAEY HHE

ohUel, FEAt FYHA AXsHe FAWA(quivalencyS 9] AlF BAE obko] fOJ3 JFE WA Zolrhrehe
olS1 gtk Webd TRYHA BdY AYE ASES 2H  7H I[HIS A=At
el 56} FAH 02 x¥(62)=519.681(p<0.001), Normed- 7H4 oH2le] Wit AEAT, BAC A=rt 5AE B

X’=8.382, RMR=0.028, TLI=0.941, CFI=0.953, RMSEA=0.102 ZZof uA]= FAHAQA FaK(y2=0.582)2 EAHOoE {9
(3}3t=0.094, A}31=0.110)2 el x* SA%7} Normed-x* St £E(=10.684, p<0.001)°. 2 el wabd “YAET
BTATE AL He APE ApoA et 0% 3 BHEAZE HHE of&of FoJet J3ka wd Aolth gt

O

7Heo. < 7Hd 2[H2l= A=A

ESE, A O] it 7HdHS ZAIs Table 63 gt [7H3lel diet 4523, BHE ofKHo] vl AAEFH
7Hd 1[H1el bt 4523 BHEARE HHE ofko o mAlE AU FFHBI0.275)2 FAXLZ Fofet
AE 3HAY FF(v1=0.840)> FAH R ROt £F F(5.141, p<O.001)2E LERGTE Wb “HAETY HHE
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Fig. 3. Structural equation model for hypothesis verifi-
cation. X-square(62)=519.681(»p=.000), Normed X-square=8.382.
RMR=0.028, TLI=0.941, CFI=0.953, RMSEA=0.102(LO=
0.094, HI=0.110).

Table 6. Hypothesis testing results of brand trust, brand
promise, brand relationship quality

Standarc.hzed Value Hypothesis
coefficient test
Brand trust = -

H1 .84 24. A
Brand promise 846 069 ccept
Brand trust =

H2 Brand relationship 582 10.648™  Accept
quality
Brand promise =

H3 Brand relationship 275 5141 Accept

quality
R2: Brand promise=0.716, Brand relationship quality=0.686.

sokok

p<0.001.
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Table 7. Hypothesis testing results of brand trust, brand promise, brand relationship quality

H4 Brand trust = Brand promise = Brand relationship quality 233 2.179™ Accept
H4-1 Brand trust = IND of Brand promise = Brand relationship quality .053 727 Reject
H4-2  Brand trust = CST of Brand promise = Brand relationship quality .066 .669 Reject
H4-3 Brand trust = CTN of Brand promise = Brand relationship quality .026 1.179 Accept

2,000 samples were generated and estimated by bootstrap. Corrected bias in 90% confidence interval.

™ p<0.05.
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