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A study on the Determinants Affecting Consumer’s Perception on
Consumer-Brand Relationship Quality in the Fast Food Restaurant™

Kim, Hyun-Ah'®
Department of Food and Nutritional Sciences, Kyungnam University, Masan 631-701, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to analyze the determinants affecting the consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ)
in the fast food restaurant. The questionnaires were distributed to 250 students in the K University located in Masan,
who were sampled by convenience-sampling method from December, 6 to 14, 2004. The 246 questionnaires were res-
ponded, and 12 unusable questionnaires were excluded, then 234 were used for the final analysis (response rate: 93.7%) .
SPSS (12.0) was used for the statistical analysis. The result of this study showed that the CBRQ of low monthly income
group was significantly lower than that of high monthly income group (p <.05), and the CBRQ of more frequent visiting
group was significantly higher than that of less frequent visiting group (p <.001). The CBRQ of group who spend less
than 30 minutes on their visiting the fast food restaurant was lower than that of group who spend more than 30 minutes
(p <.01). As a conclusion, the operators in the fast food restaurant should focus on the concentrated marketing strategy
for the frequent-visiting customers who had a strong quality of consumer-brand relationship in order to increase sales
volume, and at the same time they should try to make marketing strategy to induce the less frequent-visiting customers
who had less strong consumer-brand relationship quality to their restaurants in order to strengthen quality of consumer-
brand relationship, which would be resulted to lead them to their restaurant more frequently. (Korean J Nutrition 39(2):
201~211, 2006)

KEY WORDS : consumer-brand relationship quality, fast food restaurant, college and university student, demographic
characteristics.
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Z-2n2 BAl] B ATFES MR UEEY FHE
Aol tist M2 AZE AN F2 YAk FA F A
d Bt vHAR Atael AFE AR oiA" gA
ol Hak 1 PE ozt vk Kotler®= oA ¢
29 Alare vHAIE U2 (marketing mix) 914 B4 (re-
lationship) & 1 40| Waksly ity shaA 7] o
718 A A&H EE (short—term transaction—orien-
ted goal) °IX A714 A 72 EX (long—term rela-
tionship—building goal) & o] E3lo} o} B3
Keller’ 9A] BRE #Mibe] 333 T2 4njake) B
WA=9o] #A (relationship) 2t 3 v} gt
ZH|A-B A= #7 (consumer—brand relationship)
of distie 7] sRpEel 2st Fo=E e, Bla-
ckston (1991)2 &|Aks} BAE Alolof] dAdeh= Q1A
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A, 234, Y55 Je) B3 1o Fournier®
T 2HIZ-EAT BAL) EE U oM AlEEo] Al
Z17] T o M2 AfFRe] AHREL ARl T
gk AF-HATs} G oA BAE 2o, 2
A-BAE BAZE 2R BAE) B5E FALRA A
ZoA FEUZA FHE, 45 2est AAE AAE o
tE SEl T Sieke” oA Aulxtet BAZS) A
E 3] AR BT A AB)Ad ghEste]
ATuHEHs A o2, AH|AE BT Q17 & Foist
of ulx] U7k FAXNEH Y LolA PPk RAe
Eid=

olg]gt An|A-BRT #AAQ] AF 1A JNdel thate
Roberts” & A8, 1), 9=, 744 252 ¥3oH Fo-
urnier® ¢} Park'® & AR} @74, Aoldd, Auo)E, £9),
U7, BATHEYEAS 6709 HFEE £&5% vl ok

FollA 4njzF BAE BAl) B3 d72E FH &
To] FHh#0 2ujzt HAT BAZE AHR] Bl 9
o} ol WX Gl T A7V e AFE
BEATT} ABA-AE Bl #Ae) FAE &
3t A7) itk Park'®2 $2juet A4 gh= An)-
HAE B4 AA 2d 22 s Ay vt &
HZHES BAE @AY A3 2dg 349 g1eE
2Jata gtk Wl on Lee?E AE HA=9) Au]
2 BRER vpro] Azt tjgh Avjzel HAT #A Q)
A &3 T7E peiged 28 5719 29002 Yo
Atk Choi'V 2H|A BAE FAE AHAIS) B
W k) Abdiubel] thEk BlE' 2 spdslele] Alobid s
BYE oln|z|9] zte IX4o] F&FF HUT Tujjo|
& Anjake] Bl Fujosef ake] A FgHo|
ASS B T3 28 ARYE F Tt 4~
H2l— Aol E Bl= Aol tidt A7 oM 28l A
FUE #30] ZugsE Lnzl-AlolE HAT T
FAAQ YT v|AE 2o Yehgth

A7 HAEFE YArEHe] BAto AT A7E
T2 QAFYPE, Y Aeug P vl onjz| g} M T 1
_]:,_%E Z]Jx\_]_',N) ;(EI]E%_/\JE,IB) /\']H]_/:_ %_72,19) E%HE 7“}320)
o tisle] AYE ). PAEFE HAEFS tifoRE &
H2-B RS #A12] Aol tiste] AAH AFEH Kim™
7} Kim™?¢] Q7oA AHjZ-2AT @A) Fo] BniT
FATO 2A3AN FFE vAY, 1ARS Tl E FFH
Ql GS L LHEIRTE olo) E Ao oju] A
g Aol BRE FAEe uATET A2
FTL DATT ZER v Yt WAEFE HruPe) &

HZ-EAE @A) Aofl thgh 2} Q4o YFE )
AE AL Y] §F LuA-BAT BAY A &
IS AR &3,
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>
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o
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B AT g2 #2232 (convenience sam-
pling method) & ARE-3te] uMlel] YAt K diste] 2}
9l dighy & 250 o2 ATt 20043 12€ 6
FE 12€ 149711 HAEZARE AAE8T F 25058
v E3to] 246707) Sl (358 984%) HRoY 1 F F
g SHE ¢ AE 12588 AYsty F 234F &
£193.7%) & HF 4l A3

2. L&

AEA= olu] Aol PG Fuz 31
ATFAEFLH, A AFFAEE AL, JAEFE g
Edelag] QA% Jajy au-HAS AAe) A=
T/ ATFFAIEH AlkeEE A, ghd, %, €
HoEE, JAEFT YAERS] dFFHE3F, gArE
FE YAEZ A 13] HAu| 8o 67 £¥E 2AKS
Ror, YAEFT YAEZA 94 FEozE= NG
AW, TNkl 13 3EA] Buls A)ZE R 5310 4
N Ea&-e 2ARIEA Lee?E 19 ATFolA AB|R-B
WS AAG A Aol g MY APBPE Fust
o AFHoz $elug) A U= s AFEIS
o MuE|Ad A=) AvA-BAE B9 A 4 &1 5
WAsled, HFHoz Ana-BHT A2 A JdE A
A3t & aA TAF R Y on, £ FEE
et A g ARSI olof) B AFeME
Lee” 7} /N2 2n|x-HAE A A 54 &F 5 A
HlA BAES] AHA-BAT #AAe A 24 7 A}
f3l9om, TAAWAA (target group interview)2 T
Ao g ou|FA} (pilot test) B B3] HAEFE HAE
ol T E F1E 4 - HASITE SHETE Aol 4
A WA T (self—connective attachment) 453, 7=
% (satisfaction) 623}, &% (commitment) 3%, A13]
(trust) 453k 197} (intimacy) 3%389] & 57 74 &
&, 2070 BFo® T LA -BAE dA9] A
SAETE £ gt 71N AE A} AR &)
T Aol Asshe HAEFE HAEF HISE 7

T3 AHA-HAE FAL) A 3 gEEFE siglen,



7zt THES 7t A 2AE 53 HE (5 point—likert
scale: 1-708 284 ek, 2-137) ek, 3-2Bolch
4-2%ch 5-uh% 29THE =73k

3. Nz FHl 24

2 AT Fe A F4& SPSS Win (12.00& AR
Sth WA AR QAT EAISHE BAAE dolr]
et 71&5 AR (descriptive analysis) & A8
B AT AME SAET U B AFS A8l
conbach’s alpha k& o]&3te] AF T A (reliability
analysis) & HAII3CH, 2 ATE f8 ASE 7 =
79 TANE BREE A58 Hsk] 214 (factor
analysis) < AAIETE QQIFEWH o2 FHE 4
¥ (principal component analysis) < AMHLEIG O, 15
%) (eigen value) 1 oM NFo 2 318it) 2913414
Lo 2E 8RlE WEslaly] st HRcE UdRkFo® gy

71Ee

(¢3

AREEE Hel wigl A (Varimax) 317 948 AL}
Sk zh e 291 k] AHEAle] ARE veh)E 2

Ql A= (factor loading) & 47152 = 0.40 o]
71 R ek ATEAEE 54 A F BE &
A -BHE @A o] xlo] ML EPRE —HF
(independent group t—test) ¥ YLHTEY (ANOVA)
< AAEIACE 3 Anlg-BA= BA9 Ao JE v
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3] tukey AHFHZFE AT
20 3 1%

1. AL °|-‘.JE11|§; /O o) g
2 2AM A4 S8R F 23450 E ZA}-EH ,]

FlF o

TEAEE 54 Table 13 2k} -S89 A
HARTR=E AEoR ofapyt B FiEE AR 0}93\3“1
A FXME 48hdo] AL g AAE e o
I IE FEE QG € HAE R AS BE X
& Ht 3270 R AERAS gEte toz A
3 Kim® Chung® 776l 9] 2678d 9B =&
Tl ol & A7 2AF A3 Kim# Chung'
9 AT ZAF A Zhell 40d8] Ao} Q7] wlEelgln
A2 E) (Table 1).

Table 2. Consumer behavior related to the fast food restaurant

N Mean * SD
Frequency of visiting fast food 231 2122
restaurant (no/month)
Average cost per meal 233 4,439 + 2,226
(Won/meal)

Frequency Percentage (%)

Subject to pay when visiting fast food restaurant

i]L' Q01s °L<>]-i_‘11?<]- /‘\H]X]——HF{HE_ 3474]3] 2 Zazo Dutch pay 193 86.2
Company pay 13 58
Sk (median) & 7108 A FE0] & O W Myself 18 80
IF2E Yol F IF 79 "J?%ﬂlf—‘.‘@ 543 48 sy T T T T s T T ee
€Y AolE BAIG e, olF sle] S]REE t-7F  Company when visiting fast food restaurant
(independent group t—test), Y-YHIFEA (ANOVA), Family ) 2.7
HNAFHT (1€ AAaROH, Ak o) £Hg g Loven “ 208
Friends 165 74.7
Table 1. Demographic characteristic of the subjects By Myself 4 18
Frequency  Percentage (%) Toto|22]]OOO -------
Sex Time spent when visiting the fast food restaurant
Male 85 36.3 <30 min 63 27.3
_fFemale 49 637 30min—1hr 125 54.1
Total 234 100.0 1 hr—1 hr 30 min 29 12.6
Grade >1 hr 30 min 14 6.1
Freshman 65 278 Ctotal T T T T a0
Sophomore 65 278 Purpose to visit the fast food restaurant
Junior 81 34.6 To eat a meal 128 56.9
_Senior 3 98 To meet friends or lovers 70 31.1
Total 234 100.0 For family meeting 2 0.9
N Mean £ SD Regular meeting or 9 0.9
Age (yn) 233 208 + 2.3 conference
Average monthly income 219 320.000 + 120,000 Toeatsnock23102 .......
(Won/month) ’ - ‘ Total 225 100.0
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2. TACHYS| INEZE HAET Ofg T o U5

24} o] AAEFE aEt o83} AW 94
$& Table 20] ANSGTE 4 BF PLEFE Yre
WE HEE 21509100, 18] HEA] BF 1L 4439
golgleh, HAEFE HAEY WEA UG ABPH O

& 247 A 97k e ANsgon, HAER

A SAET AL 9 8T FF d7= Table 37
Table4oll AAISTE B #A19) AL &4 E359)
AFEE AZ=37] 93}9] cronbach’s alpha AGE A&
siied], AldAA o rE 0.871, W2 0.873, B
& 0.808, AlFE 0.787, JUZL 0.84822 e}
RE 74 /dEoe] 718X 0.78 Aslgo sz oda A

T H2ER EA A lske AR FR AT FL RS WIS 2 298 AAA AS7 9 S
A S & & UATE & A LEA BUe AR 30 HE £ JUCER BE £ olF 4 AHgst
EollA 1413 o7} 7hd B §9& veiien, 2 Stk

ol BAL AL (56.9%), I AAAS vhd BL1%),  AeldARNAL, BHFE, £Y, AlF, 2873 33 7
74 (10.2%) 9] o1tk 19949 +3% Yoon Wi? &l dis] 29 ¥4 AAF A3 Zkze] 7idel diste
o] A7 Ao HAEFE YAEFH] FH o] §520] 179 21lo] FEHo| Zztef thato] AolAAH ofFE,
Hgolt SEEM Ao R HEHT S B UEE, 29, A3, Adolztn FHEath ¥ Aol
g} Ql=d ol2id FAlE o] B AF AiME B ANE SAETY BE B4 A thiEo] 60% ol
sH =3utn QlEE € 5 ATk 9] ARYE B{F I glo] Blgo] YFH AP

3. ZHEPY ML U EPE HE 4, WAETC AH|RLSC THO| 2O Oyt AR oA 27
2 a7Y 34 E7E AHEE AHA-EHE #A9 2 ATelr] SAHE 2nA-2AHE FAQ) A tigh
Table 3. Reliability analysis of measurement instruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ)

Corrected item-total Alpha if item

Construct ltem

correlation deleted
| feel empty when | can't use this brand because this brand 5.734 809
expresses who | am
Self f | feel vacant without this brand because this brand matches 5.354 809
€ ;r°°”:ec I\t/e with my lifestyle
attfachmen The reason why | likes this brand is that it makes me special 5.502 823
| feel attracted to this brand because it shows whom | want 5.979 884
..................... MYSel 10 08
Cronbach’s alpha = .871
| enjoy this brand sincerely 71 .844
It is good experience for me to use this brand 714 845
o I like this brand 713 845
Satisfaction . .
It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 647 856
This brand performs more than what | expected 635 858
Consumer- This brand is what | want 625 860
br.cmd . Cronbach's alpha = 873
relationship
quality [ want to use this brand for several years 735 649
(CBRQ) Commitment I want to make the long-term relationship with this brand 658 734
| do not consider other brands because | have this brand 579 805
Cronbach’s alpha = .808
This brand which | use always think consumer’s need 648 704
| trust this brand because it keeps promise 626 717
Trust This brand always makes efforts for consumer’s happiness 573 744
t think this brand would help me even though circumstances 531 767
..................... CRONG
Cronbach’s alpha = .787
This brand makes me feel comfortable 762 743
Intimacy This brand is familiar to me 702 .801
This brand is not a burden for me and it is natural to me .683 816

Cronbach’s alpha =.848
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Table 4. Validity analysis of measurement instruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ)

Construct Item Factor 1

| feel empty when | can't use this brand because this brand expresses who | am .895

Self-connective | feel vacant without this brand because this brand matches with my lifestyle .887

attachment  The reason why | likes this brand is that it makes me special 868
| feel ojf_rgc}’{gd to this brand because it shows whom | wcn_’r_r_rz)fs_e_l_f_f_q _bf ______________ 745

""""""""""""""""""""""" %ofvarance 72.375

Eigen value 2.895

| enjoy this brand sincerely 817

It is good experience for me to use this brand 816

satisfaction | like this brand 814

It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 760

This brand performs more than what | expected 748

This brand is what | want .739
T %ofvarance 61320

Eigen value 3.679

Co?eslgrt?:r:;iirgnd | want to use this brand for several years .898

quality (CBRQ) Commitment | want to make the long-term relationship with this brand - .855

| do not consider other brands because | have this brand 796
T %ofvarance 72377

Eigen value 2171

This brand which | use always think consumer’s need .823

Trust | frust this brand because it keeps promise .808

This brand always makes efforts for consumer's happiness 765

| think this brand would help me even though circumstances change 727
ST %ofvariance 61188

Eigen value 2.446

This brand makes me feel comfortable .901

intimacy This brand is familiar to me 869

This brar_wd is not a burden for me and it is natural to me .857
T %ofvarance 76748

Eigen value 2.302

2] +F-2 Table 58 29T} Aot A4 o2t 34,

A FEES AR 37 vRte R @& FFEolglen, A
A7+ 37 olAto g RE F£EHT T B2 4‘—%0131
o & A HAEFE YiEFS AR BAE B9
Aol gt &nAt 1A FE HAE o R fa W £F
OF FF JPAEFT HAEZS] AHR-HAS A1) A

5 %J,

F7e) Pygol BTS¢ 4 YUk olelE 2t 2%
So] MUSE Folskn AMgI B B ©s A

e .’J:H]S}t g ol BRTe] ofd AHA A
+ 7Y (BRse] dig AR, JE3 5 uE AR
£ #AE Ze A (BAEY A59E, 2 DA 2
o] H¥st A FAE 21 e TFAY FAEAY

BASE B 1 35" HojFa gl

5. RSN 50| M2 YAETE YA AURE
R Y2 T TS ABIR A B
ZAIRIS) QATEANA BY (98, B, U SE 5B
of WE AHA-RAE DAl Aol ot 2ulA A4
Aol2 BHab7] 5ol SURE - AF3 AARFEA
(ANOVA) & 4A1@ Zzh= Table 63 2} @ 8E 5
> FAEE 71FoE F ) AFLE Yol vlwEks]
om, ATEALH SHol ME FT 2H9) anlA-BAS
Wil Ao Wlm #HA) 24— BAE B Ao 57)
A8 (RelIAR o, BEE, B9, AF, A9 A
A 2o BEe vlm B9k
el mE Aol B4 A UL oAle) an]
Al-BAE #AL A 5 (347 = 0.80)°] Y2 AH)
A-nds W A £F (295£07D)HY FIHoR
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Table 5. Perceived level of customer-brand relationship quality

item* N Mean * SD

| feel empty when | can't use this brand because this brand expresseswho lam 195 234+ 094

Self-connective | feel vacant without this brand because this brand matches with my lifestyle 195 2.08 £ 0.94

attachment The reason why | iikes this brand is that it makes me special 194 1.92 £ 0.84

| feel attracted to this brand because it shows whom | want myself to be 194 1.98 £ 0.93
T erage T 193 208078

I enjoy this brand sincerely 193 276 £0.96

It is good experience for me to use this brand 193 3.18 £ 0.92

satistaction I like this brand 193 2.96 +£0.93

It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 193 2.87 +0.92

This brand performs more than what | expected 192 2.81 =093

..... This brand is what | want 193 324070
T Nerage T 191 288+074

I want to use this brand for several years from now on 192 2.43 £ 1.01

Commitment I want to make the long-term relationship with this brand 192 290 £1.0t

I do not consider other brands because | have this brand 192 284 £ 0.95
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" Average 192 273to084

This brand which | use always think consumer's need 191 298 +0.89

Trust | trust this brand because it keeps promise 192 293 +£0.85

This brand always makes efforts for consumer's happiness 192 273 +£0.92

I think this brand would help me even though circumstances change 189 2.90 = 0.70
T erage 190 208+078

This brand makes me feel comfortable 192 3.35£1.01

Intimacy This brand is familiar fo me 191 3.14 £ 091

This brand is not a burden for me and it is natural to me 190 3.37 £ 0.93
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" Average sy 3294083

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

Tabile 8. Demographic characteristics affecting consumer-brand relationship quality

ftemn Self-connective Satisfaction Commitment Trust Intimacy Total
N MeantSD N Meanx=SD N Mean=xSD N Mean*SD N Mean*SD N Mean £=SD
Sex
Male 69 223+080 68 281070 67 270+078 67 287071 66 295077 66 247 £0.53
Female 124 200075 123 292076 125 274088 123 291 £067 123 347 =080 118 256 +0.55
Ctvale 1900 —o980 351 —0437  —azeamr -1029
Grade

Freshman 51 216+086 51 281 £081 51 273X+096 50 277075 50 320100 49 2.45+0.62
Sophomore 53 210076 52 291 £0.67 52 278X+072 51 299+058 51 3.15+0468 50 2.56 =0.46

Junior 73 200074 72 285+£076 73 259+085 73 2860469 72 336080 69 250=x0.55
Senior 16 219+070 16 3212050 16 317062 16 320+0463 16 369064 16 279038
F-value 0.534 1.295 2.229 2.106 2.136 1.787

Level of monthly income
Lowincome 130 200+ 0.76 128 278 =072 129 264+083 127 2800468 126 333085 121 246 £054
Highincome 63 225+080 63 3.09*t074 63 290+083 63 3.11 064 63 321 =078 43 266 053

T-value —2.138* —2.722** —2.080* —3.041* 0.976 —2.365*
* 1 <05, % 1 <01, %+ 1 <.001
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A3 FHA zole verA] gt 98 §E9 F
@A 30%HAE VFEL R 307 23 It 30%Ed o]
ot o E vhro] F HLR AnA-BIE #A49 A
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Y ABA-EAE @AY o] &= °] ‘7’%—‘ a5
Br} fofHoR £tk ol &€ ¥l 12 BT 7
AAHQL AFE st HAEFRE s AEF] AF s}
A H3 O2 Aeke] gy o Qlal HAEFE g
AEZHE] JA o) 7hs 7] dEele AR gk

6. oA W5 40| M2 MASEC AL QKT
o) O] TSt QMR Q) BT
ZAS ARERY (AR BEES

-, TEA 13

Bvl g, v A, WEA TRk AR, 13] WUE
Al B ARE, BEEA) of uhE 28RBS #A19 A

of gt Aniat Q141 xjolE
A5 iz (ANOVA) S AASH A= Table 7
I 2oy €97 HE3se 13 Ban)ee 24z $
#E 7IEeR F N 2F0E o] HlmEglon, BE
ol QlojA BAA] LH|A-HAE FAC] AL AA £
o) B At ) o/l A (RerdAA o, Wk
£5, 23, A8, 147h 0 F vpro] B39t

LHF U NS & IFY AR-ERE BA9
A (2.65 £ 0.49) 0] YEA HE RI=IF F& 25 4H]
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om (p<.00D), 57 AH (RpeldA ofAE, UER, &
Ql, A1E], 3Pz BEFNE feAc g 2olE VERI]
t} (p<.01, p<.01, p<.05, p<.01, p<.0]). & A5 W&
e 2RRPE QAEhs A -HAE #AY] A o]

P3| Si5t] SRR (-

N of

A5 sl e AMApt ek AHR-BAUE B
AY B FEET 5SS & 5 YLk

A& Wo] e AolE AT A3 A Adelxe

F9AQl 210]F BTt (p<.05). 13] ¥HEA Huj= A
Zholl W T F9AQ) 2}o] (p<.0DE B o 57 2}
A FolME AoldAA AT AYS AT FE, B
3, A, Y] 47 Adeld FHe zlo)E BT
(p<.05, p<.05, p<.05, p<.001). & HHEA] o] &-A|7lo]
aoT ogto] &2 AH)A BAE #BAY A $F0] 30
oY vFEE IFY AHA-EAE BAY) A FER
=5l
BE B0 e xolg e
H3loH (p<.01) 570 A F W=, A0 27) A4
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Ae F717} Rpol7t ol ARFHFE AT 71 Yt
13] W vlgol] mE 2jolE A% A FA 2
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A vehd édr?)r A Tt 2o §& 0 52
6]-)&8-—-4 ;(.ﬂxqo] O%Tri 013}.0:] _;,H)\ED:\: a.“_)i
ol A} ﬂlfo}j_f g 70 ule; HAEFTo 53
Ao7 3l 2nA-BAT BAL o] EA VehdS
& = AT weEbA FFele a0 sl HAEF
T Y2EF dssiAM A ol8T £ UATE KTt
€ "HIE Ak ARgslojol & Aol
7. AE ZC JAEZ AH|AL HAC Ao 4
£ AHAL Y Hiw 2N
2HA-BAE BA L] Aol YF vlX= AvRF B
TEE Euxl 49 2HA-EAs #@Ale) Ao za%*
£ 71202 2uA-HAE BA A FF0) & IF

-Ll

3§25l 2ol

rﬂ F°"
0,

i m

s o

il

Table 8. Comparative analysis of demographic and eating-out behavioral characteristics between low consumer-brand relationship
quality (CBRQ) group and high consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ) group

Low CBRQ group

High CBRQ group

ltem ' T-value

N Mean = SD N Mean * 3D
Age (yn 97 20.7 £ 3.01 87 21.8 £ 1.69 -0.076
Monthly income (Won/month) 91 300,769 = 114,139 82 335,122 £ 124,645 -1.892
Frequency of visiting fast food restaurant (no/month) 95 1.90 + 2.00 87 235+ 1.73 —1.636
Average cost per meal (won/meal) 96 4,302 + 2,255 87 4,374 £ 1,952 -0.232

1 : 5 point likert type scale (1-not agreeable ot all 5-agreeable very much)

* 1 <05, % 1 <01, #xx : <001



o W3 3F0F o] AFEASE BT 94 3F
o] EA9 xjo]E EAISI%TY (Table 8, 9).

AHA-EHRE #AY A $Fo] & IF°] WS 1
FEO 94 &= oF 997 YEIT 13 UE 6E

o] o A veh Pl siiAT AR R o3t
A& &8kek (Table 8).

=3 A, sha, AEY, SHlehe AR, 13 WEAl B
W AL BEEA wE ABR-HAE FA0] A &
H)2F QA FES AolE B4 A FIHA Apol7t v
ERR] 9F3kTh (Table 9).

"*53 A e et AnjA-BUE BAL) A £F
o] & o] W& Hddo vlE] HIE FAHE 9 A6
HEE7E A JeRtARE A 2v)Ake] AEFE f
AEFA ] 94 BFe doMe FYAQ )7} (e

BELE28% 390) 1201~211, 2006 /209

& ¢ % YA ST ATEARH 4 % 94 4%
Ao mE HAEFE ﬂLEaU ABIR-EHRE A

Aol chist &njzke] 14 4 23} (Table 6, 7) € &
= FF, HAEFE HYAER UE A5 D L83
w2} frolFel zlel7t A ER ol TAR F AF
WEdhe 174 e s & A K% 8% s
ojof & Zlojn.

wepx A AT AP sk Avlat BIE @
7:]]94 ;f—__l’% ‘:'"’:H‘: :“/\-]1: \;_l J—_ml u}&t‘.oﬂ 046‘1:9- n];‘q_ﬂ_
2 PAEFE LYAEE 749 BAE FHE L 2013
WEEE FINFP] Asloid e LuA-EAE #A49 A
B E Felo] 2 AV AYE F QLS spojof & A
oltt. & HAEFE HAEY P2 1°;H HAso|
gt TR A £Pske ARtke 143 BAC A}

Table 9. Comparative analysis between low consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ) group and high consumer-brand relationship

quality (CBRQ) group

temt Low CBRQ group High CBRQ group Total e
N % N % N %
Sex
Male 35 36.1 31 35.6 66 35.9
Female 62 63.9 56 64.4 118 64.1 0.004
Grade
Freshman 26 26.8 23 26.4 49 26.6
Sophomore 27 27.8 23 26.4 50 27.2 5731
Junior 40 412 29 333 49 37.5
Senior 4 4.1 12 13.8 16 8.7
Subject to pay when visiting fast food restaurant
Dutch pay 76 82.6 77 89.5 153 86.0
Company pay 6 6.5 58 11 6.2 2.469
Myself 10 10.9 4.7 14 7.9
Company when visiting fast food restaurant
Family 3 3.3 3 3.5 6 3.4
Lovers 18 19.6 18 20.9 36 20.2
Friends 68 73.9 64 74.4 132 742 0920
By Myself 3 3.3 1 1.2 4 2.2
Time spent when visiting the fast food restaurant
<30 min 29 30.2 19 221 48 26.4
30min—1hr 47 49.0 50 58.1 97 53.3
1 hr=1 hr 30 min 13 13.5 11 12.8 24 13.2 1876
> 1 hr30 min 7 7.3 6 7.0 13 7.1
Purpose to visit the fast food restaurant
To eat a meal 50 54.9 54 62.8 104 58.8
To meet friends or lovers 27 29.7 27 314 54 30.5
For family meeting 2 2.2 0 0.0 2 1.1 5267
Regular meeting or conference 1 1.1 0 0.0 1 0.6
To eat snack 11 12.1 5 5.8 16 9.0

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

* 1 <05, %% 1 <01, #xx 1 <001
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