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Abstract

This study was designed to evaluate the effects of hotel brand image on the job preference of students majoring
in culinary art through the relationship between hotel brand image and internship satisfaction and internship
expectation. The effects were also examined on the personal job preference and job potential as career to the
internship. To analyze the proposed hypotheses, a survey questionnaire comprising 61 statements was administered
to students majoring in culinary art in colleges located in Seoul and Gyunggi-do. Out of 450 respondents, 420
questionnaires were collected (93.3%) and 411 (91.3%) were analyzed using the statistical package SPSS 12.0. The
following results were obtained. First, the regression analysis results for the correlation between hotel brand image
and internship confirmed a significant effect of hotel brand image on the satisfaction of internship for students
majoring culinary art. Second, according to the correlation results for the internship and job preference, both
satisfaction and expectation on internship greatly affected the students’ job preference. On the relationship between
hotel brand image and internship expectation, the social image of the hotels provided a major contribution to the
internship expectation. As well as the internship expectations, the hotel brand image was strongly related with the

job preference.
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Fig. 1. Study Model
4B o, olF E43F AFRYS Fg 14 2
.

<AF#HA Pl> ¥ BAZ o JEAG T
o 4T "E Aolth

<AFHAA P2> AGAG DS E AYH T 9F
& "3 Aeo|th

<AFHA P3> S BAE om|x iEHEF 7
=) TS wF Aotk

<ATFHAA P4> AGAF JHEE ARG 9F
< v Aot

<@THA P5> 9 EHAZ om )=
FEFE # A Aotk

GG

2. ZAMIHA & 712

TEAAR O 23A W =G FPES A
S 2006 49 109¥E 2006 49 30U7HA) A
EAZAE AAFAT 2AAY GBS I3F A
ol SHSIES StHen, & 45095 wEste]
F 0%Vt AHATO33% A5L). AFE HAE

¢

A F A7 FASSA B7)1E 95F-F A 411
7 AF A AH&E0 913%9 HEFEES
By

SHZA T 23 783 A A23F A 135.(2007)



12 57599 BAC olnA7} 24T F4EY A%

Ha7] Ask] APAF =22
EdE ool AZEAE AAsdn 4524 e
A oulzAH006d 39 TUARE 8U7A 207 THL
YHoE BT ANAGEY, ok & 2 By
Aol A b 24A] FASS WY
ANEANE QAo 4PN AL FLRAo} 4
2959 JAES R F, 8 247 gotn @
gsol MgE 4EAT L ZA] 2
o oW HEAY FHe D9 94, FE AR,
294, 824 2 W58 52 TUse 59 B
olvAe] T 202, AL d VIR 1IF
g, AAge] U A% 105, AYIT B
I5E 5 S6EFoR TAHUOH, YAE 53 A%
@t} 5 15 FasithE 2339
o AWA AF SEPS WEARES A8l F
goz MEAL FAHAUTG AN Lukab
Fo) B TR xAA AAFY 24 §F, o,
39 olzulolE FF HF, FHAERAAT

-{u

4. AIZEA Qi

E dAFde ¢#AY 484 ¥ 3% /8 8= F
411587 ArgEon, AR89 EAEAL SPSS 120
EAWINA Z2ade o&starhddds FALY
2005). 89 FEH HAFE sl WZEA(Frequency
Analysis)& AAstgeH, 58 HA= ojmr] Fg
8919 B34 AZE 98 sy AF= Ag

Cronbach’s a8 &g om(:1AY 2003), QAT &4
] 20)ASS Y& YLHlR] EAEN S AR,

BAE oluA Fa &dlol AYYI vIAE
e 43 99l SAeNE £AGA 59
HATS omA% AFUEHY BA 7 5Y B

foll of ol
m“«‘ ool m&

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents
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Characteristics Categories Frequency (%) Characteristics Categories Frequency (%)
. 1 Year 137 (33.3) . . Yes 222 (54.0)
Years in College 2 Year 274 (66.7) Culinary certificate No 189 (46.0)
Gender Male 198 (48.2) Korean 53 (27.9)
Female 213 (51.8) Western 81 (42.6)
L . Yes 160 (38.9) Internship part Chinese 33 (17.4)

Part-t

art-time job experience No 251 (61.1) Japanese 9 (47)
Others 14 (7.4)

Total 411 (100.0)
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Table 2. Factor analysis and reliability of each variable
Factors" Items Factor loading” Cronbach’ a
Hotel reliability 0.782
Hotel clean image 0.779
Internal image Hotel customer service mind 0.735 0.795
17.1%) Hotel main menu 0.629 :
Effort for customer complain 0.555
Hotel culture for self-attainment 0.423
Unique interior 0.843
: Luxurious image 0.782
B "5 Foreign image 0.775 0.839
Hotel brand image 07 Traditional image 0.618
(63.2%) Trademark 0.582
Reputation 0.781
Reputation of hotel Scale 0.755 0.684
(13.0%) Profession 0.663 )
Competitive power 0.408
P Morality 0.837
SO 0m & Popularity 0.758 0.713
- Familiarity 0412
Accessibility Accessibility 0.745 0.585
(7.3%) Information by home page 0.578 )
Satisfaction the environment 0.886
Enjoying the internship 0.868
Good selection for internship 0.863
Obtaining information 0.842
. — . N Recommending to colleagues 0.837
In‘emlz‘é% Zf;‘;fac“m Imemggg ;;t)‘SfaCt‘on Desire to employment at trained hotel 0.833 0.899
=07 e Satisfaction employees 0.823
Appropriate for self development 0.820
Satisfaction for educational program 0.798
Internship duty with trainees’ ability 0.787
Overall satisfaction 0.747
Expectation of help to major 0.877
Expectation of fun 0.856
Expectation of personal network 0.855
Requirement of intership training 0.852
Internship expectation Internship expectation ~Recommending training to colleagues 0.852 0.930
(69.4%) (69.4%) Desire to employment at trained hotel 0.832 )
Expectation for educational program 0.825
Expectation for employment information 0.821
Expectation for skill improvement 0.799
Expectation for no regret 0.755
Determination of future job 0.757
Confidence for successful future job 0.751
Attitude for self-selection 0.744
Opinion for doubtable future job 0.736
Personal job preference Imagination of detailed future job 0.709 0.900
(34.1%) Recognition of preparation for job 0.688 :
Job pref Determination of working or studying 0.641
o p;eot;rence Confidence for outstanding 0.617
(54.0%) Expectation of future working 0.612
Exciting for new experience 0.603
Concern with prospective future job 0.817
. Priority of income 0.785
Job potential as career g o for popular job 0.651 0.768
(19.9%) J 00
’ Assurance of honorable skill-job 0.569
Unreliability of unemployment 0.535

1) varimax rotation, eigen value > 1
2) factor loading > 0.5

13- FFAEZ A A23D A 152007
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Table 3. Result of multiple regression analysis for testing
hypothesis 1(hotel brand image’s effect on internship
satisfaction®)
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Table 4= oMl THES HPST e §F
& ASs sk AN S AT Aol B
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Factors” Beta t-value p-value Tolerance VIF WER gkl 05512 AIARGE) mAE GEFHol
Internal image 0234 3.612 0.000** .586 1.705
External image 0381 5.515 0.000%* 685 1.460 Table 4. Result of simple regression analysis for a part of
Reputation of hotel 0218 3.384 0.001**  .679 1472 testing hypothesis 2(internship satisfaction’s effect on
Social image 0.017 0283 0.777 510 1.972 personal job preferencez))
Accessibility 0.008 0.081 0.936 .589 1.697 Factor” Beta t-value  p-value
R% 0.511(Adjusted R® 0.502) F-value: 54.545 p-value: 0.000** Internship satisfaction 0.551 8.501 0.000**

1) independent variables: internal image, external image,
reputation of hotel, social image, accessibility

2) dependent variable: internship satisfaction

* 1 p<0.01

daAFZY A A238 A 15(2007)

R’ 0.303(Adjusted R® 0.299) F-value: 72.263 p-value: 0.000**
1) independent variable: internship satisfaction
2) dependent variable: personal job preference

* : p<0.01
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Table 5. Result of simple regression analysis for a part of
testing hypothesis 2(internship satisfaction’s effect on job
potential as careerz))

Factor” Beta t-value p-value
Internship satisfaction 0.535 8.119 0.000**
R% 0.282(Adjusted R® 0.273) F-value: 65.913 p-value: 0.000%*
1) independent variable: internship satisfaction
2) dependent variable: job potential as career
** : p<0.01

Table 6. Result of multiple regression analysis for testing
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2 HARFL 157%9 AEHFA FIFF p<0.014]
A EAFez 9% AFE B Fo] A F 7]
s HAES /M HIFE 800 EdFE VA
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Table 7. Result of simple regression analysis for a part of

testing hypothesis d4(internship expectation’s effect on
personal job preferencez))

Factor”’ Beta t-value p-value
Internship expectation 0.397 6.303 0.000**

R% 0.157(Adjusted R® 0.153) F-value: 39.733 p-value: 0.000**

hypothesis 3(hotel brand image’s effect on internship 1) independent variable: internship expectation
expectation”) 2) dependent variable: personal job preference

Factors” Beta t-value p-value Tolerance VIF ** : p<0.01
Internal image 0303 4.687 0.000** 497 1.714
External image 0317 4.596 0.000%* 575 1.740 Table 8. Result of simple regression analysis for a part of
Reputation of hotel 0.189 2935 0.004**  .620 1.612 testing hypothesis 4(internship expectation’s effect on job
Social image 0.054 0992 0.388 537 1.863 potential as careerz))
Accessibility 0094 0.806 0421 .669 1.494 Factor” Beta t-value p-value
R* 0.512(Adjusted R* 0.504) F-value: 54.750 p-value: 0.000%* Internship expectation 0.405 6.489 0.000**

1) independent variables: internal image, external image,
reputation of hotel, social image, accessibility

2) dependent variable: internship expectation

** ; p<0.01

- 15

R’ 0.164(Adjusted R® 0.160) F-value: 42.105 p-value: 0.000%*
1) independent variable: internship expectation

2) dependent variable: job potential as career

** 1 p<0.01
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Table 9. Result of multiple regression analysis for a part
of testing hypothesis S(hotel brand image’s effect on
personal job preferencez))
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Table 10. Result of multiple regression analysis for a part
of testing hypothesis S(hotel brand image’s effect on job
potential as careerz))

Factors” Beta t-value p-value Tolerance VIF Factors” Beta t-value P-value Tolerance VIF
Internal image 0.159 3.016 0.022* 514 1.944 Internal image 0312  4.733 0.000** 525 1906
External image 0274 4.150 0.000** 634 1.576 External image 0312 4496 0.000** .644 1.553
Reputation of hotel 0.468 7.587 0.000%*  .681 1.468 Reputation of hotel 0.184 2.841 0.005** 682  1.466
Social image 0.145 2.353 0.019* .654 1.528 Social image 0.182 2.880 0.004** 653  1.531
Accessibility -0.020 -0.328 0.227 .661 1.513 Accessibility -0.020 -0.328 0.227 657  1.521

R’ 0.506(Adjusted R* 0.495) F-value: 60.512 p-value: 0.000%*

R* 0.550(Adjusted R* 0.532) F-value: 63.540 p-value: 0.000

1) independent variables: internal image, external image,
reputation of hotel, social image, accessibility

2) dependent variable: personal job preference

** : p<0.05 *: p<0.01

A=A Ezxe Be8)A A23P A 15.2007)

1) independent variables: internal image, external image,
reputation of hotel, social image, accessibility

2) dependent variable: job potential as career

** 1 p<0.01 »
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Table 11. Summary of the research project test
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Research subjects

Pl Hotel brand image affects internship satisfaction
P2 Internship satisfaction affects job preference

P3 Hotel brand image affects internship expectation
P4 Internship expectation affects job preference

P5 Hotel brand image affects job preference

Analytical methods Results
Regression Partially support
Regression Support
Regression Partially support
Regression Support
Regression Partially support
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