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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study investigated the different perceptions of customers toward traditional and
non-traditional fast-food restaurants regarding restaurant healthfulness, corporate reputation, and
the impact of corporate reputation on loyalty intentions through corporate social responsibility
(CSR) motive.

Methods: An online survey was conducted on U.S. residents who were aware of fast food
restaurants” CSR activities. Participants selected one fast food restaurant participating in CSR
activities, coded as either traditional (n=117) or non-traditional (n =48), and answered questions
about the selected restaurant’s healthfulness, reputation, CSR motives, and loyalty intentions. The
participants’ perceptions of healthfulness and corporate reputation of the two types of fast-food
restaurants were compared. A mediation path of corporate reputation — CSR motive — loyalty
intention was analyzed.

Results: Non-traditional fast-food restaurants (5.02 + 1.26) were perceived to be more healthful
than traditional ones (3.93 = 1.72). The participants perceived that compared to traditional fast-
food restaurants, non-traditional ones had a better overall corporate reputation (P =0.037), were
more concerned about their customers (P =0.029), better workplaces (P =0.007), more environ-
mentally and socially responsible (P <0.001), and offered higher quality products and services
(P=0.042). Significant positive correlations were shown between restaurant healthfulness and
corporate reputation (P <0.001 for all reputation items). The suggested mediation path was
supported with 95% ClIs excluding zero, implying that when fast-food restaurants had a better
reputation overall, were customer oriented, good employers, strong companies with a good
product and service quality, social and environmental responsibility, the participants were more
likely to perceive their CSR activities to be sincere and were hence loyal to that restaurant.

Conclusions: Overall, participants were more favorable towards non-traditional fast-food
restaurants which had a healthier image and better reputation than traditional ones. Therefore, fast
food restaurants need to consider offering healthy food and enhance their image, which would
maximize the return on their investment in CSR.
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Fig 1. Conceptual model




180 - S|AEFEE 7)) Al3]A A 5

Table 1. List of question items

Variable Source

Reliability

Restaurant healthfulness” Kim et al. (2013)
The nutritional qudlity of the food at this restaurant is good. Wei and Mioo (2013)
This restaurant provides food that is good for customer’s health.

The food served af this restaurant is good for health.

Nguyen and LeBlanc

T
Overall corporate reputation (2001)

In general, | believe that the selected fast food restaurant always fulfills the promises that it makes fo
its customers

The selected fast food restaurant has a good reputation
| believe that the reputation of the selected fast food restaurant is better than other companies
Corporate reputation: Customer orientation" Walsh et al. (2009)
The selected fast food restaurant
has employees who are concemed about customer needs.
has employees who treat customers courteously.
is concemed about its customers.
Corporate reputation: Good employer” Walsh et al. (2009)
The selected fast food restaurant
looks like a good restaurant fo work for
seems to freat its people well
seems to have excellent leadership
Corporate reputation: Reliable and financially strong company® Walsh et al. (2009)
The selected fast food restaurant
tends to outperform competitors
tfeems to recognize and take advantage of market opportunities
looks like it has strong prospects for future growth
Corporate reputation: Product and service quality’) Walsh et al. (2009)
The selected fast food restaurant
is a strong, reliable restaurant
develops innovative services
offers high quality products and services
Corporate reputation: Social and environmental responsibilify” Walsh et al. (2009)
The selected fast food restaurant
seems to make an effort to create new jobs
seems to be environmentally responsible
would reduce its profits to ensure a clean environment
Corporate social responsibility motive' Skarmeas (2013)
The selected fast food restaurant
has a long-term inferest in the society
is frying to give back something to the society
has an ethical responsibility to help society
feels morally obligated fo help society
Loyalty intentions? Parasuraman (2005)
How likely are you to
say positive things about the selected fast food restaurant to other people?
recommmend the selected fast food restaurant to someone who seeks your advice?
encourage friends and others to do business with the selected fast food restaurants?
consider the selected fast food restaurant to e your first choice for future fransactions?
do more business with the selected fast food restaurant in the coming months?

0.930

0.878

0.862

0.862

0.740

0.782

0.803

0.858

0.947

1) Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale (1: strongly disagree — 7: strongly agree)
2) Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale (1: very unlikely — 7: very likely)
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Table 2. General characteristics and fast food consumption behavior of parficipants
Traditional fast food Non-traditional fast Total
Variable restaurants') food restaurants’ (= 165) P-value
n=117) (n = 48)
Gender
Men 75 (65) 33 (69) 108 (66) 0.615%
Women 41 (35) 15(31) 56 (34)
Age (years) 34 +11 32+8 33+10 0.369
Education level
High school graduate 26 (22) 10 (21) 36 (22) 0.206?
College graduate 24 (20) 10(21) 34 (20)
University graduate 58 (50) 19 (39) 77 (47)
Post-graduate degrees 9(8) 9019 18(11)
Marital status
Married 47 (40) 18 (38) 65 (39) 0.757%
Never maried 62 (53) 28 (58) 90 (59)
Other (widowed, divorced, or separated) 8(7) 2(4) 10( ¢)
Household annual income
Less than $25,000 32 (27) 8(17) 40 (24) 0.299?
$25,000 ~ $49,999 39 (34) 15(31) 54 (33)
$50,000 ~ $74,999 32 (27) 15(31) 47 (29)
$75,000 or more 14(12) 10(21) 24 (14)
Ethnicity
Caucasian 84 (72) 39 (82) 123 (75) 0.2829
African American 13(11) 1(2) 14 ( 8)
Asian 1109 4( 8) 15(9)
Other (Hispanic, native Hawaiian, American Indian, mixed race) 9(8) 4( 8) 13( 8)
Fast food consumption frequency (per week) 24+ 24 22+ 1.4 2.3+ 21 0.563%
Fast food consumption due to convenience® 53+x14 54 +1.1 53+1.3 0.571
Fast food consumpption due to socializing® 3.9+17 40+1.6 3.9+17 0.800
Fast food consumpption due fo dislike toward cooking® 4.4 +1.7 46+1.1 45+ 1.6 0.445

n (%) or Mean = SD

1) Traditional fast food restaurants sell mainly hamburgers and French fries. Non-traditional fast food restaurants sell various foods

such as sandwiches other than traditional fast foods.
2) By y? test
3) By independent t-test
4) By Fisher's exact test

5) Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale (1: strongly disagree — 7: strongly agree)
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Fig. 2. Restaurant healthfulness” by the type of fast food restaurants?
1) Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale.
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Non-traditional fast food restaurants

2) Traditional fast food restaurants sell mainly hamburgers and French fries. Non-fraditional fast food restaurants sell various foods such

as sandwiches other than traditional fast foods.



Table 3. Comparison of variables by the type of fast food restaurants
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Traditional Non-traditional fast

Variable fast food restaurants’  food restaurants” n T:T]Oéa P-value?
n=117) (n=48)
Overall corporate reputation® 482 + 1.44 531 +1.18 496 + 1.39 0.037
Corporate reputation: Customer orientation® 4,70 = 1.37 520+ 1.24 484 +1.35 0.029
Corporate reputation: Good employer? 458 + 1.47 522+ 1.14 4,77 £ 1.4 0.007
Corporate reputation: Reliable and financially strong company® 534 +1.15 557 +1.03 541 +1.12 0.235
Corporate reputation: Product and service quality® 4,88 + 1.37 528 + 1.05 5.00 + 1.30 0.042
Corporate reputation: Social and environmental responsibility® 4,48 + 1.40 520 +0.94 4,69 + 1.33 < 0.001
Corporate social responsibility motive? 4,68 + 1.38 521 +0.98 4,84 +1.30 0.006
Loyalty intention® 4,58 + 1.60 510 = 1.51 4,73 = 1.59 0.048

Mean + SD

1) Traditional fast food restaurants sell mainly hamburgers and French fries. Non-tfraditional fast food restaurants sell various foods

such as sandwiches other than traditional fast foods.
2) By independent t-test
3) Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale (1:
4) Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale (1
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Table 4. Correlations between restaurant healthfulness and corporate reputation

Traditional Non-traditional fast food

Corporate reputation fast food restaurants” restaurants’ [nT:O:cé‘)l 5)
n=117) (n = 48)
Correlation with restaurant heatthfulness
Overall corporate reputation 0.6562* 0.628* 0.661*
Corporate reputation: Custorer orientation 0.576* 0.651* 0.606*
Corporate reputation: Good employer 0.645* 0.760* 0.684*
Corporate reputation: Reliable and financially strong company 0.321* 0.513* 0.370%
Corporate reputation: Product and service quality 0.497* 0.716* 0.550*
Corporate reputation: Social and environmental responsibility 0.654* 0.542* 0.661*

1) Traditional fast food restaurants sell mainly hamburgers and French fries. Non-traditional fast food restaurants sell various foods

such as sandwiches other than traditional fast foods.
2) Pearson’s correlation coefficient
*P < 0.001
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Table 5. Indirect effects of corporate reputation on loyalty infention through perceived corporate social responsibility motive (n = 165)

95% Bias-comrected bootstrap

Predictors” Boot Indirect  Boot standard confidence interval?
effect error

LLCcP uLcP
Overall corporate reputation 0.22 0.07 0.11 0.37
Corporate reputation; Customer orientation 0.30 0.09 0.15 0.49
Corporate reputation: Good employer 0.23 0.09 0.07 0.42
Corporate reputation: Reliable and financially strong company 0.42 0.09 0.26 0.61
Corporate reputation: Product and service quality 0.27 0.07 0.14 0.43
Corporate reputation: Social and environmental responsibility 0.27 0.10 0.08 0.49

1) Mediator: perceived corporate social responsibility motive

2) Boofstrapped mediafor model with bias corrected confidence intervals, 10,000 bootstrap samples
3) LLCI: Lower limit confidence interval, ULCI: Upper limit confidence inferval
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