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Effect of the Consumer-Brand Relationship Quality on the Revisit Intent and
Recommendation Intent in the Family Restaurant in Masan, Korea

Hyun-Ah Kim*
Department of Food and Nutritional Sciences, Kyungnam University, Masan, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze the effect of the consumer-brand relationship quality on revisit intent and
recormmendation intent in the family restaurant. The questionnaires were distributed to 320 students in the K University located
in Masan, who were sampled by convenience-sampling method. The surveys were conducted from November, 10 to 24, 2005.
The 287 questionnaires were responded, and 15 unusable questionnaires were excluded, then 272 were used for the final
analysisiresponse rate: 85.0%). The result of this study showed that 3 constructs(self-connective attachment, satisfaction and
intimacy) of consumer-brand relationship quality have significant effects on the revisit intent(p<.01) and 2 constructs(satisfaction
and intimacy) of consumer-brand relationship quality had significant positive effects on the recommendation intent in the family
restaurant(p<.01) It meant that as consumer-brand relationship quality became stronger, the customer’s revisit intent and
recommendation intent became greater. As a conclusion, the foodservice manager in the family restaurant should focus on the
marketing strategy to strengthen the quality of consumer-brand relationship especially emphasizing on satisfaction and intimacy
in order to increase the revisit intent and recommendation intent of customers.

Key Words : consumer-brand relationship quality, revisit intent, recommendation intent, family restaurant, university student
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<Table 1> Demographic characteristic of the subjects

Frequency Percentage(%)

Sex
Male 98 36.0
Female 174 64.0
Total 272 100.0
Status of marriage
Not married 268 98.5
Married 4 15
Total 272 100.0
Grade
Freshman 42 15.4
Sophomore 55 20.2
Junior 110 40.4
Senior 58 213
Graduate school student 7 2.6
Total 272 100.0
College
College of Economics and Commerce 23 8.5
College of Engineering 60 221
College of Liberal Arts 17 6.3
College of Education 21 7.7
College of Natural Sciences 140 51.5
College of Law 11 4.0
Total 272 100.0
Monthly income
< 300,000 Won 152 55.9
300,000 = < 500,000 Won 90 331
500,000 < < 1,000,000 Won 21 7.7
1,000,000 = < 1,500,000 Won 5 18
1,500,000 < < 2,000,000 Won 0 0.0
2,000,000 = 4 15
Total 272 100.0
N Mean= SD
Age(yn 272 219+ 25
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<Table 2> Consumer behavior related to the family restaurant

Frequency Percentage(%)

Visiting in last year

Visited in last year 245 90.1
Not visited in last year 27 9.9
Total 272 100.0
Accompany
Family 23 85
Friends 170 625
Sweetheart 77 283
Alone 2 0.7
Total 272 100.0
Purpose of visiting family restaurant
Simply eating 81 298
Meeting friends or lovers 126 46.3
Celebrating (ex. birthday) 39 14.3
Meeting or conference 23 8.5
Etc(recommendation of other people,
. 2 0.7
for making good mood)
No response 1 0.4
Total 272 100.0
N Meanz SD
No of vxs1@g family restaurant a7 433+ 4.40
per year(Times/year)
Average cost per person(Won/person) 272 23,5551+ 18,957

<Table 3> Reliability analysis of measurement instruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality for family restaurant

A 399
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N=272
Corrected Alpha if
Construct Item item-total item
correlation deleted
I feel attracted to this brand because it shows whom I want myself to be 539 820
consrlitlthive I feel vacant without this brand because this brand matches with my lifestyle 669 765
attachment 1 feel empty when I can’t use this brand because this brand expresses who I am 753 726
The reason why I likes this brand is that it makes me special 639 784
Cronbach’s alpha = .821
This brand is what I want 619 834
It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 679 823
Satisfaction I really like this brand 702 818
It is good experience for me to use this brand 558 845
This brand performs more than what I expected 675 823
I enjoy this brand sincerely 616 835
Cronbach’s alpha = .854
I do not consider other brands because I have this brand 453 820
Commitment I want to use this brand for several years in the future 658 591
I want to make the long-term relationship with this brand 659 .585
Cronbach’s alpha = .756
This brand which I use always thinks consumer’s need 626 799
Trast I trust this brand because it keeps promise well 702 766
I think this brand would help me even though circumstances change 033 799
This brand always makes efforts for consumer’s happiness 676 778
Cronbach’s alpha = .830
This brand is familiar to me 719 789
Intimacy This brand makes me feel comfortable 737 774
This brand is not a burden for me and it is natural to me 701 806

Cronbach’s alpha =.849
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<Table 4> Validity analysis of measurement instruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality of family restaurant

Construct Factor 1
Self- I feel attracted to this brand because it shows whom I want myself to be 719
. I feel vacant without this brand because this brand matches with my lifestyle 831
:t(zan;icr:le‘;i I feel empty when I can't use this brand because this brand expresses who I am 882
The reason why I likes this brand is that it makes me special 804
% of Variance 65.785
Eigen value 2,631
This brand is what I want 743
It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 794
Satisfaction 1 really like this brand .810
It is good experience for me to use this brand 692
This brand performs more than what I expected 782
I enjoy this brand sincerely 740
% of Variance 58.057
Eigen value 3.483
I do not consider other brands because I have this brand 707
Commitment I want to use this brand for several years in the future 874
I want to make the long-term relationship with this brand 876
9% of Variance 67.745
Figen value 2.032
This brand which T use always thinks consumer’s need 792
Trust I trust this brand because it keeps promise well 846
[ think this brand would help me even though circumstances change 795
This brand always makes efforts for consumer’s happiness 826
9% of Variance 66.440
Eigen value 2.658
This brand is familiar to me 878
Intimacy This brand makes me feel comfortable 887
This brand is not a burden for me and it is natural to me 867
% of Variance 76951

Eigen value 2.309




<Table 5> Perception on the consumer-brand relationship quality, revisit intent, recommendation intent for family restaurant

Tje| Hase) Au|x-HE Brel Ho| MwRele W FHoT0) 0jXs HE 401

N=272
Item Item Mean=+SD
Self. I feel attracted to this brand because it shows whom I want myself to be 2.75%£0.78
. I feel vacant without this brand because this brand matches with my lifestyle 2.08+0.78
connective I feel empty when I can't use this brand because this brand expresses who I am 2.08+0.79
attachment The reason why I likes this brand is that it makes me special 2.36+0.94
This brand is what I want 2.83+£0.73
It is not regretful for me to choose this brand 3.28+0.72
Satisfaction I really like this brand 2.92140.80
It is good experience for me to use this brand 351+0.75
This brand performs more than what I expected 3.060.77
1 enjoy this brand sincerely 2.73+0.82
I do not consider other brands because I have this brand 2.28+0.87
Commitment I want to use this brand for several years in the future 2.90+0.82
I want to make the long-term relationship with this brand 2.794+0.86
This brand which T use always thinks consumer’s need 3.17x0.71
Trust I trust this brand because it keeps promise well 3.14+0.74
I think this brand would help me even though circumstances change 2.99+0.80
This brand always makes efforts for consumer’s happiness 3.20+0.73
This brand is familiar to me 3.18+0.89
Intimacy This brand makes me feel comfortable 3.13+0.82
This brand is not a burden for me and it is natural to me 291+0.88
Intent to recommend I would visit this restaurant agin next time 3.53+0.72
Intent to revisit I want to recommend this family restaurant 3.35x0.71

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

A7l Aol BigE 7te] wad 2 olfel HAAe AEE AR Z¥he (Table 83 29, AYZ =] v 4R
utotstz] ffsto] AHiA E4& AAS AT (Table 67, He gA A 7 845 | t3) A7 Aege
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A Aol froAl FH)Y AuuAE EASIL a2 & S ATHEH, ZojdA A o2k -0.200, HEHE= 0.479, Y
= USitHHuh 5 2003). A2 018322 Aot A ofizbojete SHMeE ()9 4
SHZ-HHE FAL A 4 adlo] YRR vlAe  FE, UHERS AR SR AYEAd R ¢+
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SHUSE, PPEEE FH5USE sto] UdFIARAS A :B|Z-HHE BA S A A4 8elo] 3o =e] njAje ¢

<Table 6> Correlation of consumer-brand relationship quality and revisit intent

(N=272)
Revisit Self-connective . . . .
. Satisfaction ~ Commitment Trust Intimacy
intent attachment
Revisit Pearson Correlation 1.000 194 T 490 .362 384 439
intent Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Self-connective Pearson Correlation 1.000 .598 516 416 430
attachment Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 127
Satisfaction Pears'on Co.rrelanon 1.000 650 625 642
Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Commitment Pears.on Cogelanon 1.000 .529 547
o Sig(2-tailed) .000 000
Pearson Correlation 1.000 551
Trust . .
Sig(2-tailed) 000
. Pearson Correlation 1.000
Intimacy

Sig(2-tailed)
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<Table 7> Correlation of consumer-brand relationship quality and recommendation intent

(N=272)
Recommendation Self-connective X . . .
. Satisfaction =~ Commitment Trust  Intimacy
intent attachment
Recommendation Pearson Correlation 1.000 248 487 346 .368 443
intent Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Self-connective Pearson Correlation 1.000 .598 516 416 430
attachment Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 127
Satisfaction Pearson Correlation 1.000 650 625 642
Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Commitment Pearson Correlation 1.000 529 547
Sig(2-tailed) .000 .000
Trust Pearson Correlation 1.000 551
Sig(2-tailed) .000
Intimacy Pearson Correlation 1.000
Sig(2-tailed)

<Table 8> Multiple regression analysis of the effect of consumer-brand relationship quality on the revisit intent in the family restaurant

Unstandardized Standardized
Dep éndent Indep.endent Coefficients coefficients T Sig T
variable variable B Std Error Bewa

Constant 1.506 217 6.925 .000

Self-connective -200 071 -185 -2.800 005

attachment

Revisit Satisfaction 479 105 389 4561 .000
intent Commitment 058 074 056 774 439
Trust .096 .082 .081 1.175 241

Intimacy 183 067 193 2.730 007

R2 =291 Adjusted R2 = 278

F-Value=21.846 p-value = .000
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<Table 9> Multiple regression analysis of the effect of consumer-brand relationship quality on the recommendation intent in the family restaurant

Unstandardized Standardized
Depf?ndent Indep.endent Coefficients coefficients T Sig T
variable variable B Std Error Bea
Constant 1.369 219 6.254 .000
Self-connective 094 072 088 1312 191
attachment
Recommendation Satisfaction 442 .106 361 4174 .000
intent Commitment 011 075 .011 152 .880
Trust 066 082 056 803 423
Intimacy .200 .068 212 2.956 .003

R2 = 272 Adjusted RZ = .259

F-Value=19.909 p-value = .000
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