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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were 1) to analyze the relationship between brand equity factors ie brand awareness,
brand image, brand preference and brand loyalty and 2) to suggest the strategy for brand management of contract food
service management company. The developed questionnaires were distributed to the college and university students in
Incheon area from September 20 to September 24 in 2004. Total 198 questionnaires were used for the final data analysis
with response rate of 82.5%. For the statistical analysis, the descriptive analysis, factor analysis, pearson correlation
analysis, and regression analysis were conducted by using SPSS Win (10.0). The results of this study showed that the
following 5 hypotheses were supported. Hypothesis 1: The brand awareness of the contract foodservice company affects
positively the brand image of that. Hypothesis 2: The brand image of the contract foodservice company affects positively
the brand preference of that. Hypothesis 3: The brand awareness of the contract foodservice company affects positively
the brand preference of that. Hypothesis 4: The brand preference of the contract foodservice company affects positively
the brand royalty of that. Hypothesis 5: The brand image of the contract foodservice company affects positively the
brand loyalty of that. As a conclusion, the brand awareness has a positive effect on the brand image and brand preference
significantly, so it is recommended that the contract foodservice company should focus on improving the brand awa-
reness as a brand strategy. And the brand preference and brand image have the significant effect on the brand loyalty.
Therefore the company should strive to strengthen the brand loyalty though building brand preference and brand image,
because the brand loyalty brings about the customer’s more visiting the foodservices, which is directly related to the
profitabilities of the contract foodservice management company. (Korean J Nutrition 38(5): 395 ~403, 2005)

KEY WORDS : contract foodservice management company, university and college student, brand equity factors.
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Fig. 1. Research model of this study.
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1. TATHYARY ALY

ZA} thdRre] AHIRFER Table 19 AlAIE vkl 29
o} ZAF gidRbe) e AA 2AF oldAt 1989 F 234
0] 1081 (54.5%), 43Ad°] 909 (45.5%) 131t} shdd
E¥E Agrd 180do)] 619 (30.8%), 23hdo] 769
(38.4%), 38hdo] 329 (16.2%), 431do] 79 (3.5%),
skl ojido] 229 (11.1%) oItk AN A AFL
o}, FalAdo] A 1989 F 1239 (62.1%) 2% 7FF
Eoton) ARAL 109 (5.1%), AFHAE 7% (3.5%),
e} ALl JARAIG 329 (16.2%), HEHAY 18
3 (9.1%), AL 4% (2.0%), A& D AS8H AL 4
3 (2.0%) 0% ol8, FEALe] e ARt 4953 ¥
A gkt ol ZAIRI digtart 33 Ald 8857t
F2 HEE AR fEQ AoE oty AL g
Ate] S5 7|SAH), S5HIE A9 FHoE A A
929 (46.7%)°] 20~30%rd& R&sh] g L NS
£ Bglon, 209k oigk 399 (19.8%), 30~40%Hd 46

Table 1. Demographic informations of subject

Item Frequency (%)
Sex Male 108 (54.5)
Female 90 (45.5)
Freshman 61 (30.8)
Sophomore 76 (38.4)
Grade  Junior 32 (16.2)
Senior 7 (35
Graduate school 22 (11.1)
Engineering 123 (62.1)
Economic and commerce 10( 5D
Education 7( 3.5)
Major Lol\i/t\; ::3? C§)r;)sliﬁc, social science, 32 (16.2)
Life Science 18 ( 9.1)
Medical 4(20
Art and Sports 420
<200.,000 Won 39 (19.8)
200,000 Won — 300,000 Won 92 (46.7)
Wage 300,000 Won — 400,000 Won 46 (23.4)
> 400,000 Won ’ 20 (10.2)
No response 1
Mean £SD 22.19 £2.86
Age Min 18
Max 32
Median 22
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Table 2. Characteristics of using foodservice

ZA} A3}

qF FHLE 15 T Eshe 3ot HE 2.083]01
on, 4 & 7l AEske vl82 WA= B 28234
dojqict. ZANE distnd] F2449) iy Pl EXE
Wl AF, WR7F800€0A 1,8009, TR =2 Wik A
F, 4E771 1,400€904 2,200€°11tY. ol gt 3t 3

N Mean £SD

Frequency of visiting foodservice (no. of visiting per week)
Average cost per meal (won/meal)

Time to spend eating meal (min/meal)

Overall satisfaction on foodservice

194 2.08 £2.36
197 2823.4 £660.4
197 31.63 £13.46
198 2.60 £0.80

1 : 5 point-likert scale type (1: not satisfied at all, 5: satisfied very much)

Table 3. Reliability and validity of measurement tools

Cronbach’s
alpha

tem

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor  Factor
1 2 3 4 5 6

This is the well-known contract
foodservice company

The terms of ‘contract foodservice
Company’ reminds me this company

This is the representative contract
foodservice company

Brand
awareness

.8997

931

% of Variance

| like the restaurant operated by this
company

I like the this restaurant even though
quality of this restaurant is not d
ifferent from that of other

Brand
preference

% of Variance

| would like to patronize this restaurant
continually

| would like to patronize this restaurant
even though the price is raised

I would like to recommend this
restaurant to other people

8118

% of Variance

It has the modern image

It has the refined image

It has the brand-new image

It has the environmental image

It has the bright image

it has the community service image
It has good image on reputation
It has the strong brand image

It has the clean image

It has the low-priced image

It has the quantitative image

It has the quick service image

It has the delicious food image

It has the unique interior image

It has the comfortable image

It has the kind image of employee
It has the good service image

Brand
image

9187

7560
739
719
684
678
667
659
590

813
681
632
488

% of Variance
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3% (Factor 2)’ ¢ ‘HAT ZFAE (Factor 3)'E HY
slolon, Ax A vl&-S 78.378% % 72.662%°]}Ach
BT ojuxE 3/ Qlog FEHon AZE 7]
olm|x] (Factor 4), ‘AZFoluA] (Factor 5)°, ‘FA
oln)x} (Factor 6)' 2 BHIom, A &2
57.936%°13itt.

4. TApge| gHApge] ME BRE MM Y 2919 Hl
24

A= Ak 7 2 (B
olm)x], BAEFA L) 9 z10|E B3I} (Table 4). B
A QAT shde) wt §oFHQ xjolg Ko 28R
3shdel BT AAE7 fIHeR A YRR
<.001). BAsolu|xE Aol wlat #22Q AolE
el gatage] BATolnR|s} ofghAle] HATomA T}
Egton (p <.05), shdel I fAFQ AolE Hehd
ot} RATHIEE A me) 133 §E 7ol ©
g} 42)HQ xolZ Uehlle] (p <.05) BEhde] BI=A
357} oatAe] HATHI R B FFolgleH, €

Tablé 4. Comparative analysis of brand equities according to demographic characteristics

ltem Sex No. Mean + SD Grade No Mean + SD Income No Mean = SD
Male 108 295+ 093 Freshman 61 269 + 0.86®  <#200,000 39 2.80 = 0.99
Female 90 2.81+080 Sophomore 76 317 2072 W200,000 — W300,000 92 293 £ 084
Brand Junior 32 3.04 +0.88° W300,000 — W400,000 46 2.84 = 0.85
awareness Senior 7 2.29 + 0.99° > W400,000 20 295+ 0.92
________ Graduate 22 242 £ 0.97° ) ] N o
Tvae o TEvave T T o Rvawe T 0308
Male 108 2.80 = 0.57 Freshman 61 2.60 + 0.56 < ¥200,000 39 2.76 = 0.50
Female 90 260+ 050 Sophomore 76 2.87 £ 048 #200,000 — ¥300,000 92 2.79 £ 052
Brand Junior 32 271 £ 064 W300,000 — W400,000 46 2.59 £ 0.56
image Senior 7 2,53 = 046 > 400,000 20 2.55 £ 0.70
______________________ Godudte 22 287082 _
Tvave 2547 Fvale veodtFwave 2127
Male 108 2.48 =0.80 Freshman 61 222 +074 < 200,000 39 2.55 + 0.74°
Female 90 225+0.74 Sophomore 76 2,53 = 0.87 W200,000 — W300,000 92 2.47 £ 0.72®
Brand Junior 32 2.47 = 0.68 W300,000 — W400,000 46 2.14 + 0.81°
preference Senior 7 2.50 = 0.58 > W400,000 20 2.10 £ 0.91°
i Graduate 22 200+ 0.6?: i ) )
Tvave 2089 Fvawe 2063 Fvave 3428°
Male 108 219 £0.78 Freshman 21 2.08 + 0.68 < ¥200,000 ’ 39 2.36 £ 0.75
Female 90 207 £0.68 Sophomore 76 2.26 +0.82 200,000 — W300,000 92 215+ 072
Brand Junior 32 222 +0.70 W300,000 — W400,000 46 2.00 +£0.72
loyalty Senior 7 2.14 £ 0.57 > W400,000 20 1.97 £ 0.76
s Gradugte 22 1.77 £ 0.54
Tvaue 1748 Fvaue sv02 Fvave ana

+: p<.05, #xp: <01, »+*p: <.001
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£ d7exE AEE] HEQGAY BAT P T @
A Zte) AFAFAE Hetsly) Ygt I ARAE AAls) A
of MTE 7he] AN EA) %9 AR A5E g}
a17] 9i3le] Al £-4& AA8IgTh (Table 5). Table
594 AAJE rle} Zo] HERF AEIAY BIE Q1)
HIC M35, BHIT ZAE HAT oln)x] fl= &
ORI A AIE VERIQITE BIE QAE, BT ME

5. =1~ | =

E, BIE FAE BAC oju|x|9] 4/f ¥F = &
2JZRl okl AAAAZE Y82 ¢ 5 Ao (p<.01),

B QT4 st Qe Y AMEE o) duge X

6. T8 A
1) M8 19 A3

SJEFA AEQA BAT AN T4 AR
BT ojulxe] He) JL n]A s
7] 95k B Ao oJeka) AEGA) BAT Q)
2 SYNSR S, JERa) A BaT o
FEU5T S GEIARNE AASISIT TeE) AR
A7E st Table 62+ 2ok ¥4 A7 R*= 0.153

S

=
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e

Table 5. Correlation analysis of brand equity factors

o7 @2 AgES HAFQ oy p < 0015FA4 £
A Uebidth 28R Eg AR BIS QX%
£ e AEYA BAE o|n]X|o] QL ulHciy B
T Uk YEE] AEYUA BIRE QA EE Yegal A
A BHE ojnjz]o] Fe] 3L vjd Holgh= A7v}
A 12 AYEHASTE & 4 AT B dF = Ax

ZAF TS g R Kim'” A9 2PBASE o)

422 % Han¥ Hong'® 9] =FojA s BT 9%
E9l BT olujz]|9) A#AAA A AFAIE {ALsIch
Kim™¢] AZxAF] Bdd A7ME HAT AxE
7} BRE o]ulo] {22l QL njIth= ARS A
AlgtgeH, &3 BATE 4o 2 Han# Hong'®9 &
TFoMEZ BAT QA= HAT o]u|z)of {229 et
T 298 2940k Aaker?E HUE QX%r) BYc
oA E AAY T AFAEA Y JEe T Fd
o, Lee$} Ku™ 9] o)55A @27 ARRAES ko= 3
AT E BYUE QX L7 BRT o)n]R)of] ZAAHQ] o
kS oo ¥ skt

2) T 29 1
AEEY AEGA BAS olujA7t HEga] AEYA)

HAE HEwe] 9 §BL v Roleks A4 28 7
o) S5l B ATeE AEFA ARYA HAT o]
oAl SYUFE k1, YEFA AEUA BAS AsE
B FHUFE S BEIARAE AN, B4

Brand awareness Brand image Brand preference Brand loyalty
Brand awareness 1.000
Brand image 391 1.000
Brand preference 271 594" 1.000
Brand loyalty 290" 612" 763" 1.000
*+p: <.01
Table 6. Regression analysis for testing hypothesis
Dependent Independent . Unstandardized )
variable variable Stondardized (8) - o thionts (8) S T SigT
. _ 391 229 .038 5.944 .000
Hypothesis 1 Brand image Brand awareness > 5
R* = .1583 Adjusted R® = .148 p-value = .000
271 224 .057 3.939 .000
Hypothesis 2 Brand preference Brand image > 5
R® = .073 Adjusted R® = .069 p-value = .000
) 594 838 081 10.330 .000
Hypothesis 3 Brand preference Brand awareness > >
R* = .352 Adjusted R* = .349 p-value = .000
. 763 721 044 16519 .000
Hypothesis 4 Brand loyalty Brand preference > >
R* = .582 Adjusted R* = .580 p-value = .000
Hvpothesis 5 Brand loyalty Brand | o 612 816 075  10.831 .000
othesis rand lo rand ima
e 4 < R = .374 Adjusted R? = .371 p-value = .000




p < .001°14 R*7} 07322 ofF @ Admgo|¢A|qt
Fo3t JEE vAE Row Jeht) uebd e
AEUA BAE oujA]= A8Fd ARYA BHA= A3
T A FFE nE Rojzke A7 28 AYHA
o} Kim'"” 9} Q7o A= A)FE B BEg A+
of oabH FojrFo] ¥ FJde Aol BT ou)x|7}
HPZ A3 5o F2AQ 43E ujxs ROZ B
on, Kim¥ Gwak'’d JAEFE BT Ao M= B
PE AT HAT o)ujX|= {234 #AS LEIIS
t}. olejdt Ag AT A= E AT A% FARKE 2
= BHAFt (Table 6).

3) 1M 39 MY

A4 FEQA BIE QAEE YEEA] AR
HPC Ao Te Ho g3 nd Aolghs A+7M 3&
A737] At & AT E HEF4] FEUA Bds
JAEE SHATE 3tx, A8FA AEUA 2= X3

£% F405E o DeHARES AN 24 2

7} p < .001914 R¥7} 3522 Bl2d AHE Qe 894
A AFHE bl weba A8EA] JEUA BAT
A5 e ARA BHE ATl A A3 n)
F Rolehs A77HE 38 A olF AT Ay
£ HHE QAEe} A= HF o] Balo] A3 Q7117
ARAE FARE 295 AASIGEd Huhe 83359
BYT QX Eg HAE AT T Ao ABAAS A st
Hom, Kim'"& 2Hz; o] £ Ad] 4$ B
T AT BT AE o] JAE v Ao Vet
or, 2HA} FeFEe] ¥ HAdke] o] B oln)
Aglo] BASZ HFTol| FFE nxe Ao Yeh) Bl
T A7 5L A BIT AR Augogr EX
BUEE AR 28 4 ok Sl (Table 6).

4) 1Y 49 {7

e AEQA HAS AT E fERFA AEYA)
BHE AR A 9S8 v Rojghs A7l 48
A3 Aste] £ AdFelxe SEE4 AEYA 2T
ASEE SHATE b3, A ARHA BH= 34
58 FSUTE 3k g3 AN S A A
A A3} p < .0015FdA R} 5828 #2942 AR
vebdch meby e AEYA BRE M55 g
T2 ARA 2R FAT A2 S v Rojzh=
AT7HE 4= A= ojeld A M3 g7

= Ak ATE AAEIITE Kim'YE o554 Au)
28 SEF AMAE o AN AFA BIS A
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357} BEFE BYEFATI} Folivkes ARE AA
31300, Huh'¥9 A7olld #33d Bi= M3TE B
T FAE 2 AHBAE HYoH, Kim'"dTolA
£ HAT MIEE HAT TS Ao &S vx=
Aoz pusdgion BATE MIsH= A= B B
A2 7 ERIoN, ARE T Tl &) Ago] ¥y
g 7ksAol Woka st (Table 6).

5) 1 59

SEg2 ATEA 2AE o)nR)= YEF4] JELA
BHZ AR A e v Rojgli= AP 58
ARs] Y3t £ AFolxE fEFd ARPA BdE
o|u|RE SYPWTE 31, 54 AEQA 2= B4
EE FEUFE 3= dodARY S AAEKi. AR
A2 FAFFE p < 00144 RV 3742 F2ld 2
g vepth T2 8 e AEYA BAET ofn)z]
= Y ARA Be A HY 9%g nF
Rolg= A77H 5& AYE o3 AT A =3
WY AT AL EEVGE A 919 @7 2
= Kim'’e] 39 HIAZ 2Pte] @3t oM Bl=
o7} AT, FAA FAAAZ FAAE L8R BE
x| & L UIAE A AR A9E et
Jacoby $} Kyner™ ] Aol FAEE o|ujx)7} 593
Qx)of wi} JES wh=cty B3k vl gy, 323l
AN oJu)x|= AX FAZ FF4A JFE v)AH, v
$9)FQ A o]m|x]e] A BAH J&S nxmg A
X oju]x] #e)e] " aAde 7=31990k Houston$} Nevin®”
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Table 7. Summary of testing hypothesis

Hypothesis Result
Hypothesis 1 The brand awareness of the contract foodservice company affects positively the brand image of that. Supported
Hypothesis2  The brand image of the contract foodservice company affects positively the brand preference of that,  Supported
Hypothesis 3 The brand awareness of the contract foodservice company affects positively the brand preference Supported
of that.
Hypothesis4  The brand preference of the contract foodservice company affects positively the brand royalty of that,  Supported
Hypothesis§  The brand image of the contract foodservice company affects positively the brand loyalty of that. Supported
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