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Abstract

609

The purpose of this study was to examine the physical environmental factors in coffee shops which determine customer

brand loyalty, and to investigate the mediated effects of customer satisfaction and emotional responses on the causal rela-
tionship between the physical environmental factors and brand loyalty. A sample of 400 coffee shop customers was collected
from Seoul and Gyeonggi in March, 2011 through a self-administered questionnaire. 351 of 400 subjects were used for validity
and reliability analysis. 12 outliers were removed from the analysis, and 339 subjects were used to derive the results. Multiple
linear regression and stepwise regression were conducted after the construct validity and reliability. The results can be
summarized as follows: (1) Physical environmental factors in coffee shops consists of 5 dimensions such as facility aesthetics,
cleanliness, ambiance, layout, and internet environment. (2) Facility aesthetics, ambiance, and internet environment had an
influence on brand loyalty. (3) The effects of cleanliness and layout on brand loyalty, were not significant on multivariate
analysis. However, the relationship between cleanliness and brand loyalty was mediated by emotional responses and also the
relationship between layout and brand loyalty was mediated by customer satisfaction. (4) The mediating effects of customer
satisfaction were higher than those of emeotional responses.

Key words : Physical environment, emotional responses, customer satisfaction, brand loyalty, coffee shop.

N B

ofdel ARl AE F7h AZRAIRE S, A R AE A
Wlo] stz ool Aujole] AT Bal tlokaly] Wa 8ok Stk A& S0 Kim er al(2010) ¥
330 iri(ung YW 2006). 581, ASAER0] Arjele) B 8 E) AW HE USRS 24
s37ho oAgoxn, A 1047 ATARE e S, SRS ST el 9 A2
Z T ]
S5 4732 rChoi er ol 2010, Ki & Lee 2008), 1999 o/ FRISith el Bl = %C"*——'
A R €49 sohse) B Azt e /] FE HoiA 5 ndlud dstel 5=
= ANAEY NS Bseten B vldg gony, 7 O HEA B AGeE 54 Biled
HARH] Aylele] e Bamss gag 4 oA o U FEE JIHE A @k AAAER
QtHKim YO 2003). ~EP2o] Azael 2y 23 ojx, o W= B A e 2L
As|ABA ] BAT Heke] Zoxo] Brhyglom, Bage A4S HES FAA di¥] w2 BA=
ANAEAE DS o8 PHHL AL UrkChoi  A°) HF 8 AR STk e
A2el g ggete] FEER A e
" Corresponding author Hyung-Ryong Lee, Tel : +82-2-3408- A= A M= e ola FF< BVt
3717, E-mail : hrlee@sejong.ac.kr Ao the dukd =R B8dls

= 7}4 44'7415

of
ox

% off

& Lee 2011). 18v} S| AT Bsled X F77) 22
ﬂ1 fo] 43 AT E FHES T A

o o (N ook m@ B R

ol
[¢]
-



610 0.

= 740] EE]- o NDXJ /\]/\}14.0_ xﬂ;\]g 21% A

4
01'\_ &3t 3k

k)
>

£ 3ol OMB} TH71 b\ %l%g
2 QXs= g 1 %@HX] 21 2H(Kim HA 2008), o] &
i 71?3°1W—‘- B2l FAHE &

s

E 7 }

747} #Rste 59 Eﬂ&&
gl gt A7 (Jung et al 2010, Kim et al 2009), J2AYL
G 2EF ] Nk AHKim ef al 2008, Ryu & Jang 2008a,
2008b)= &t FPE oA gt ey ASHER A

_?{_1‘
>
r?,
o
o
olgk
o
AU
q M
]
_YEL
r&% °lPN

Hel H43 4R =218 B9 F840] AxREHAA L
Jol= BFetaL, AGHEHS 24 8743 #dd =

Y Mg AFE Um YHQ010)e] Au]x=2A o) Lo} 2wt
= 9 AT 3o AFAAA ] N AT Lee & Lee
(2010)9] ASAEH A¥|z2A0|L Fio] B A7
o] AAHIHL B Tk A7t AW YAE ek
A 2HA AN AT ol ¢ BAo| /)54 F719 3
7] Beke A2 $716 9% Aolghs Aol dzEe]
ol Zx7 th27] wEo(Choi & Lee 2011, Kim et al
2010), ASHER Y =24 43 Add d7e dHes
Faelojo & Fart ot webs 3 A5l AF=

Ax e B9 422 F ANAEHAN Fa5 1
Hafjob & eow oAu gt AR g 77t 2 Fg)
HolAlE AL Sl AVARE ZIgelA drigds AA
= ANE ¢ ledst AdHn

9, EelA 87 B 71E A d7e ZA F UL

29] 355 Hol1 gtk 7 FE A7e] 552 Mehra-
bian & Russell(1974)2] S-O-R =& (Stimulus-Organism-Res-
ponse model)dl] ZAZ ATER |4 F7o] 2u|xte] 7
B e B WEAE B FY=o) IFL vtk A7
E(Han & Ryu 2009, Jang & Namkung 2009, Kim et al 2009)
otk et gy oadoln A4H FEAe FHo] of
W ZelAAel AelgeE onleh] wed ANARA 7]
Aol Beld BAe FEel glon @Rel) Bashe o
A Aeke] Al ha o Bo] A7k E O A7
52 uANET A E AFE(Andaleeb & Conway 2006,
Namasivayam & Mattila 2007, Ryu & Han 2010, Um YH
2010)% E2j7 o] uARIES B3 || FF o=
R FAZ G e Aot aAS2 7|0 iy

B e A B

ﬂLﬁl‘l

g ¥ Roprlob RS

Asee agl 2 Ao g 3% AEE Jehhe 7
Rhg} @) A ol ejslel PRE Helst
g FAA Aul 2ol OF KA GHE AR
879 715 TS Al Bed ol gm

%L«‘S
.ﬁog
r‘

N
c

o

. M o o
o,
Mo o

ey

o

g E
I

(LA O T S JRN R B T
f

T}
AZIYel et AT EAE .
74 B4 34 29 5 aAUE dFE A E &
o] BQX|, gz A W dFE MAE 2de
IR Z BEle AL Aulsle A AlAE A5F

2 74 2k F 2Hze] 3FAQ AA
defol s 2917 A BHE ZIdsfof

Yoo, g% 23d B4 A7 BHd
A8k, A

A F83A 882 F sl vHIR A W

i
ACA
o
y
L2
£

o}
e Q= BE 1_41 }\]/\}-FH

-

2
L A

oo o

T

2 i

o o
2
>

s}

ot

ke
)
e
v

1. Eo|x A
Ank A FAF T 2] M| E %‘—ﬁﬂi 3he Sl
ool Aulate Fuf it ol Q) Aol A
% M| 2] 58 B4 Folgke 34 dAME
23517 DtiKotler P 1973, Milliman RE 1986) E3], 9
*4 Aol ATEHE 29 2§ AES A WE
o] 2213 374L 28|} AT w3 A AFeA He A
AAQ 4v) AFE B3 7o) AR v FLF 4T

& £ dok o]9E B33 A FaAE AdHEn
71& iaksie) #E A8 AFae E2A S48 o
3 Tkt A7t AYEoiA gow, 1 wE Feje 54
Hew g FEE A Bed $43 A-d H=2
o] AF=}el Kotler P(1973)& £33 #7442 <17t 327
#e 53] NZshe T FH A0 FEE s,
B3 AFolgt TAsTE =3, Baker J(1987)E &84
3L 2¥A) Agste A BA7IR Bels, £
22 v - 71FA faRl a4, A9 3 g add o



21(4): 609~624 (2011) AAHERD] BelH Ao

A
2 ARRlelM el Eeld 84S AdA - A1E A 8733 o

HIEE Qzke] whE <19lHe) Bollm Helsm, F 8
& FAG 715, B4, 49 2382 748 )
soAlolL HES ekl

i
T % Wakefield & Blodgett(1996)-2 ]
A

e JgPd &
Hl~2A| o] L5 AJA A o] A(facility aesthetics), 221 2] A

(seating comfort), F17]| Ad¥](electronic equipment/displays), A]
4 A2 (facility cleanliness), ¥1%] %24 (layout accessibi-
lityye] 8210 = F3351% 01, Raajpoot NAQ2002)= £917] &
&, TRR] 84 AlF 9 M)A 94E FAEE TANGSERV
HEE AT £3, &2 $43) #Ed H2o o
T % Ryu & Jang(2008a)2 W ¥ A AEZ}e] Bala 37
thated Al Amad, #9171, 29, ol AR, F3t 6x|,
A Arizo] 67] 2Rlo g FAE TORIAA | ZE Auts
o Atstsdct

g, Biak ] B84 2
A, Jung ef al(2010)& ¢

WE& AV, AHY, AEA, 2

g

=

E

A
o

=
2B

w
Og:,‘(’

=

A
o] &7

; 7R
12 FEIN oM, Kim ef al(2009)S T8 8 2~E3 o]
oA S7s wiEA, AAA, Bed, e ow A8
o} Z12]3 Han & Hyun(2008)2 s e fl2~Ee] Ee)
FAE FH 87, A 34, A3y sew ey
o™, Um YHQ2010)E 7 ATEHY Aujx2xHo| 28 T2
7, AulAg, AEA, A ew AT

L)

0 ol

£
i
i
ox
W

o

Mt ko 2L an

l-o{;
[eF

watA oleld Shs) Ha AFEAAN AN Y B
94 o] TEH T4 22E A Auly, 324, B
71, AN A2 & < glem, of2jet g A7 n
< Bl ¥ Aoy 288 BeA 87 a9 a9 7

ul =2 X

z ™
%
I
off
%
ki

“S8 Bz st FEA B

5 2UE YEhi, g AZolu Aulxd] tidk Y=ot
ARE W 22 FU BTG-S A &HH o7 o] gahE A
o2 ZoAthOliver RL 1999). wWehx Halle A nAe
YAl AP EE freshe vHAEA wFoy Tkl A
24 8el= E7stn 54 Hal=9 A Folu} Mulag
A&Ho 2 sy, sid Baltd g3 I3 74 2
27 2 A F5S FrHKeller KL 1993). whhr] B,
WE AT 58 AL oufdt AP HNE B Bis
e 2T E oM gl AR TRE g
o2 AHgEoZITE g HAlle FAEE 7o) Bdle 2}

| B= AT 1xE= 9 611

A ke g F83 84R thRA AL 3l (Run-
dle-Thiele & Mackay 2001), A& 2 A&, vl 6] &
Ak, aA4Y o S, 7H ZWGY St T 22 o
71the 4 A EcHReichheld FF 1996). Y4k
= =28 F2 Uy 458 A
A= #EE 27 AT
Jol gtz Tirl

a7 TSR HEed 3

i

o2
[o rot

& rdor % N
rir i o
o
offt
il
42
i)

oL

ok

L% r %
4 10

=
Hoox qok

i
ko

ML ofi
o,
% (T

i

2 2

P
>

d
[¢]

oL

i)

é -
=6y

o o%
o
ﬁ o

Holbrook 2001).

|
A 47 ud 2wl e A Jung et al 2010)° A
73 T ol 2AE #He] glge
ISk meEbA] 2 Aol e olHd A dFEY
2 Bz Agst vheat 2 s}

3. 22N BYT THUE Y HAS FNE
wEe 2 Ao B AN 849 33} PPA
[e]

821 &n #H GArF AFE g o2 AFE el o
3k X dH A5 9|n|gtiCronin & Taylor 1994, Park &
Cho 2000, Yuksel & Yuksel 2001). ©]2]3+ 9rEe A& 2
AlB] 2ol gt Al ate] whga HEE We A Aol
theket o= g ddsiAl AriEAA ¢hd sideltt
(Oliver RL 1981, Parasuraman ef al 1988). H=3F, AH]z}e] wh
St A d3) A7EL o] Audps ZiNeg £
=2 oest o]£4 F+28 At Ytk (Namasivayam &
Mattila 2007). 72 FOIM % a3 & Hal A7 2
27 97, M| 220l Z, ThRlaol = B3 e 93 A
29l0] nATEA ARSI E S AR

Ryu & Han(2010) == 74574 sl ~E%e] 584 &
A% DADE el ol QAL AYEE AL W3
o, olefat G BAGNA 2} A2k 74 S
Wt Gl Aolr} Yo AT A2E wuskg w1
Namasivayam & Mattila(2007)= 324 0] g Au]Ad] gt



612 A0

et G DT RIEC BRI P BED R

HH|2s mBAA7E FAIG o] ol Mok M) djste] 7}

e %718 enn FSan 2eln geld 94 o

AAE BNz §34E BIASE AHaEAT aARE
[¢]

AMe 294 34 YAl a RS {93 Q3ke n)x
Ae Fdhe Ao el 2¥d Andaleeb & Conway

(2006)= ©
=7 29, 74, A, Y ale] B R thh A
o|A7] W EolH, FF AT Hrt gt FEow 23
< oW B84 87 gaele] mAulEe) fo)3t gake

2
n)d ex ok A9Ed ok E3h Choi & Lee(2009)E #

®
o
(in3
&
2
=
_(?L
K
W
i
1
‘e
-4
Ky
>
v
>
op
o
_QJ_:

AT wE FelA 87 152 AR Sef 3
AZHE 2 B 9L vk A TS v}
A B ATHE o Ay 97 AT A%E By

7Hd 3 A1 ARA ol 8] e HAE FAE

2 ol
7Hd 4 ATARY B 843 BAE FYE 1)
57} 9)

4. B2|5 B A g

—

)
J
lo
il
Hz
a
[
R
X
i
=)
®
=
ir
112
)
>
oX,
)
)
¢
oo
jo

2 A o¥Eri(Chun BG 2005, Han & Ryu 2009, Kim ef al
2009). 23t 2y Wk wAE olREe] Mg oA
= Aol A Z4AQ AR A Fgo|r| Rt 4H] A
Holl et Luzte] FAA - Ae)d dee] Ados AF
7} R HTHKim er al 2009, Kim et af 2008, Kim & Ku
2007).

&, E214 A3 Y wkeol 3 AT7EL FE Me-
hrabian & Russell(1974)2] S-O-R F&(Stimulus-Organism-Res-
ponse model)S AR 3t Ee|Fd 43 7 w3 7t
WA E A eta JrkHan & Ryu 2009, Kim ez al 2009). 3F

Rotro} RARBEE

2 2H|Rke 8
W49 S-0-R Bde &H|x 737
o|goZ F2 A3 AT AAH
3 ok ol S-0-R Bl 7]%3 M3 ATE Jang &
Namkung(2009)2 =B £91717F Avjate] 234 2
L R 3t PFomol JEFE A2 JSS ABE
A o] T Hl2EF F97]l tigh An|Ake] A2k B A
AR BHo] gvks AL Wl Uitk 381 Ry &
Jang(20082)& A 2AY HAEH A B8 B3-S Hrlst
7] 913 vRlAA ol Z HuF st o, AR, &
A7), &7, AMul= AE, FA L} ALElE gQloz A4
He tRIzAC|Z F A|AAVA, 9171, TR = 4]
kel 74 wkg & 718(pleasure)ol] FTFS VX AL g
Pt E=g, 159 delMe AR A1EE 89l 7
gell frolgh FEke A U, FAldl FFo o=
AHAY L A1 Y= Aoz el a8y Ryu &
Jang(2008b)2] AfollA AH|RLS] dFome P& v]H|
= 4 whe] 819 AL V)Rl on, 742 A}
ooz o3t FIE vRA] Rate AoE YERt
223 Chun BG(2005)= H2EH o] §n49] o 14 )
TE 4% oM EEF 0] Fa3lthe AL AS
Aoz FH3on, ojzdt ARTBAAY Eeld FAz
2H2} g Eeke] BAOA 7P whgo] wiy) 8-S 3k Y
© & FAsF o, wi &t} ol didt felFES
A £ £33 =% Kim er al(2009)= H 24, vhE
A, Ao, e oz PAEe 9 HaEde EiF
7 T AAEL EAR, A, AR FAHE LR
&g niAY, e AT 2, #
oS EAZ THA dFE F3 vkn Atk o
2 o] 3 A3 AFE uigo g B Ao Ee v 2
& /Mg Ak

A ATRE Y WEE olBR 2 B

O

o U1~o

M 6 ATARY olgmAe) 23 WL BAE 3

7HE 7 AR EA S 29l @743 BAE F4

1. A AA|
E doMes UM 9 £ ARAES ol4nr
wHgo 2 asle] e, NCSIo A n43 s 2

L
=



21(4): 609 ~624 (2011)

sto] € it 53] o) ASHEH M AH Fufsie] o
| o1 604 wlvte] Y& Au A8 o] &5
= Aot ek 2 AT Choi & Lee(2009)
R A=A NI E(F)2009)E Fastm, A AR
b, ?ﬁ BE PR meste] 2749 A<l

[o ri
)
S
2,

li ::, e
I N
n J“J
Yo :
§1

El
;
_<|>L

[\]
=
T
_HJ

o &,

E
;\;

n

it

rie
(e
uy
©

)

2
w2

Rl 7:17]
l”ﬂ%}

AJsksdeh. 247130 2
]

2
=
£
5

H
r
(98]
o
-

rlr
i o
ue do pe £ ook R

>
[\]
<
i ]
e
1%
> -
3w
v/
LJ

o &
H

> mi =

(o Ml

& 4o oo M orje o omo 0 & 2 R
=)

S iy

l
e
-
)
i
fel
ok
o
oR
10 o
BN
>
o
rlo
BN
>

2,

g,

BN
>~
>
e
oo
9
=
e
o
>
)
=3
, Ho
o
oo
>,
o
3o,
J

o
oo
St
RUR)

Q,
-
o
kil
rfe
¥
e
O
%
=2
< i
N
H —m
[
2 -

)
e
.
td
hiea)
ay)
lo,
{m
o
oX
ki
yus
(&
I
ke
R
T
He,
o & ffd
‘1[ 05_1, o

e oo N po e SR

0!

= AP

‘«.‘1: 2

o |

il
Corle

4o L2

HHN' @

I

;E et

N

o N
_O‘L

£

B/ ol

= o
e

re

T

3
Mg
r}ﬂ: [‘I'E
> =

=
N
ML
2
=
12

o
=
o
o F
i
>

N
o
w1

>,

S G U VR N
)
N,

2
il
oy
Iz
)
I
(e} NE
fri
o
<
-z
il
=
b
e
Yoty
5
ol
£
o
B
S

My Hr R g oo oy X om
Loy
5|
:
o ¢
Jet
fiz
_O‘L
TR
£
o
ofj
olo
L)
(e}
s
o,
1
ot
=]
re
&
o

Y
o
o
(98]
W
.
A
)
Pl
e
a2
2
o
ofo
L)
32
v

2. ZALEF

= ATl e HEAEE o
iAo g zb Ao
oA AHed 2

=

X
s
oo
(=

oo
ot
./
Iy
A=)
>

H1l
=
KUy

o o

=

A
o,
o

a

<
2

I

ol

o 3

o, Jd

I rio

of )y %
My o=

,d
2

wi (o R
R
H
ot
0o o Y

LUt
o

A

HI

Hato]

SEENE
14E By
Ne AR
T o

—’F At

: lo K
=
> (o]
Wo 9
gmﬁ'
z b
o %
g T

o [
>,
o
o,
8
v
o
*®

>
%
QL
rir
ok
g
8,
=
N
S~
>
lo 4
OHH
of &

2

0

o7
?_
e
?j

g

bt
o o go r

At o ¢

I T
o =
4
Mo E

oo ¥ © od

o |
g

rlo o, ofo
oot
i
rlo
o
im
~J
>
N
HT
i
>

01
_EL
}1‘
2,

E R
[z J

o
o
N
ol
B
[o]
an
ﬁ o
%
oft
ot
Ja
K3

1 2
o

o
I
)
=2
o
2
jo
i
o=
N
ol
rr
P
o
1o
)
ol
A

l rlo
=
o
.
o
O,
o,
oft
o
I
£
=
o
2
o
o[l
ol
D
b

e}
=,
o
1o
=)
<
o L H r
o
of
ol
o
=
o
i
o (2
P
=
£ Lo
ok
o 1

g r Ir
ol
ok
lo
i
Ao
i
32
lo
2
)
rr
2
R
ol
|
ojft
o

£

Auegel Beld #7o] BRE YR e 9% 613

TAA 2AE o2 2k
A ol &mAo] X zste EEl4 $
A-S 243171 9184 Bitner 1(1992)2] 8] A~Ao] = Hx
9} Ryu & Jang(2008a)°] 7H3t gl AE#e] ol A7)
(dinescape) A=ZF AAATH AFFol vt 74 Resi o
o, IR w7l 2 Sk AT (Andaleeb & Conway 2006,
Choi & Lee 2009, Namasivayam & Mattila 2007, Ryu & Han
2010, Um YH 2010y} 78 whe-& w7l 2 3t A7H(Chun
BG 2005, Han & Ryu 2009, Jang & Namkung 2009, Kim ef
al 2009, Ryu & Jang 2008b)ollA] FEA o & AAleta ¢l
Eeld 4 89S agsted AEANAETEE), AEAG
), B9171(@ds), TAGEE)E FAs e,
= AT QIEY o] el Ha e dd S
a8t} Wakefield & Blodgett(1996)ell 4] A A1 E ]z
Aoz F 7] An] 891& AAAEH &7l 9 Tﬁ :
Hekste] QIE|Yl B FE) 8-S el 38l &
7ksted 38ttt

ae]al B ATl 747 WS- van Dolen et al(2001),
Lee & Lim(2002), Lee & Kim(2005)8] S17-& Hlgro g 7
I AEH gl gtEe] 743191 0, Jang & Namkung(2009)
3} Kim et al(2009)9 4 B2 70| G2 73] #<
g 4 PRI ke Ae aEskd, 7R 5, 71,
uHEdzj“ .ITJ,HEP ,13]0]—?5]—/] 56}2,] 2247(4 71—@ ﬂ—g% %/g
o7 Fskitt

ek AATEL Ryu er al(2008)FF Choi & Lee(2009)2]
ATE A2 7] v S Fol] gk vEE delo] gl

whE o] 2% o] Tl vk AubA wkEo] 43420 7 LA
st 285 BAlE S ee ANAEA o] &ae] B
N =] W3t Choi & Lee(2011)8] AFE wiglo =z
Z3, 24 el 2959 3989 HUE olg JEw
sgzow PTG a9, Bl S48 dnar] e
o ATEAN 54 63ZT WRAE % AdHEn 7
st

& drelMe
aplom,

Algit), et W] 24 W EH o] Bl

PASW( SPSS) 18.0 SAH7IRE A}

=

=
AFEAR BHE Y] Aol MmN S

A

By
2
i)

&
/Kel

8 g

S W7k Slge] BQRA, NHEEA, JBEAE 24
Bow, 7k PAde) BE SYL dotr] flste] 7|%%
AE B Wit EEAAZ 4G 29T PG
el e Al S8l thEsiAEs, A5 A9
BAE AASGOH, o) A3 HYE S8 okzelet 2%

A8

(aroian test)=



614 a4 A

2

ZAF ddAre] AkbAQl 5442 Table 13 2t} A¥e
HAQR7.1%) BT} 34(72.9%)°] B Aoz JYehgon, o
%2 2001(79.2%), 30tH(17.7%), 40th ©]4H3.1%)e] +o
Uebsit) S12]5 A&l il gty njEo] 94.6% % i
e ARl de Aog Yepdon wgpRdMs gt
LR AR (46.2%), 1EH(37.3%), TEAFEH 2R(10.3%), AA}
A 2R (4.7%), BAFEF 2%](1.4%) 9] <o & Vehgth 2
< FAo] 51.0%% 7HF Bkom, AFE2(24.8%), HAEF
9.7%), 71EH7.7%), F2(3.7%), AF41(3.1%)2] o & Vet
Sk €3BT T A5l 2uu 4wt 9(26.2%), 2
a2 vRH25.6%), 497 A~ (16.8%), 69T A~8
ek 20(13.4%), 1T L(11.7%), 89 D ~147 9(6.3%)
9] o2 vepgrh

2. 34 g=o| Elednt Ay

B At e HFErA, BHElA, BAEgAd S B
sl 54 dhEe] PGS Hrlslson, o2 e &
Q2N AR e AAATE =38 Cronbach's ¢ & Er)
B UWHLAA S et 24 @59 Algie] Ry

=
A& #7h = flste] Al
LAeHE 7 TANGER FEEM T Varimax 3 W
Toto] dAlsigion, AL 2t PN e a9
F Fstq dAlsitt. o 23 Ta-

¥
9
H
o
m
o
b
4
10
o
3

ble 2, Table 33} 2 e}

= AT e BA Ad 7)o dgshe 22 2 &
“do] 0.4 ol3t= ERY, o] & A|A
214 27 19719] gl B Y=o, uAgt
e A5 F Uhe] FE] 80HAFe] 0.4 olstE
£ AAAY. 28ln FHEEEE A S
2 27 8902 64.8%, IAE 81.6%, 4 1H- 80.1%, B
HE FAHE 743%E e, 2F FA/IE e 29 2919
ofgl 3] AYE I Y Aeg B 4 glon KMOE &
F 0.6 o]do 2 el Zh 7l dd 3t TR AT (measure
of sampling adequacy)= ©|44Ql oz AT 4= 9lr}
B Bartlett®] 784 A3 A3, BE %
@ o] ol F8I ZAE HoFq gtk avlm
BE & 28R 0.5 ooz Yeht, B
54 5 AFEAo] FE Foz HrlEgew, A

&= B 23 Cronbach's o= BEF 0.7 ooz Jeh}
_]

b
r

Holm gl Ao BuEel 54 Puel Nlye] $2a

Roprlob RAREETE

il

1 ZF PANEZe] BAIE LolRy] sl o
& AN e AI= Table 49 o] YERILL RE
TN BAE BAR SR ROl FRBA VL ZA 8t
£ Ao Jepdr) 3 Sy ske7-duihdel digt
g

¢

SOOI ERSISIRE RS
)3 EYusel Beld Becle] i FE g

Table 1. Demographic and general characteristics of

samples (n=351)
Characteristic Category n(%)
Male 95(27.1)
Gender
Female 256(72.9)
20~29 278(79.2)
Age 30~39 62(17.7)
40< 11( 3.1)
Married 18( 5.1)
Mariage Single 332(94.6)
Others 1( 0.3)
High school graduate 131(37.3)
Associate degree 36(10.3)
Fducation Bachelor 162(46.2)
level
Master 17( 4.8)
Doctor 5( 1.4)
Office worker 87(24.8)
Independent businessman 11( 3.1)
Student 179(51.0)
Job
Professional 34( 9.7)
Unemployed 13( 3.7)
Others 27( 1.7)
<2,000 90(25.6)
2,000~4,000 92(26.2)
Monthly
household 4,000~6,000 59(16.8)
income 6,000~8,000 47(13.4)
(W1,000)
8,000~10,000 22( 6.3)
10,000< 41(11.7)




vl

21(4: 609~624 (2011) AN AT Beld $7o] HAE F4

At FAxo] 501(sd=1.1HF 7FF A Yelyton], 19
7)(4.60, sd=1.16), &7l *](4.43, sd=1.18), A2 A (4.37,
5d=0.95), VeIl 73,98, sa=1.26)2] <o & velyth o=
ASHEH ] AAA, 471, TR, Al gis)

of 2RIAEE A e ® QA8 glom, Qe
el e b FAH R 4ska sl 3e ofn|gch

3. 7ol HEER
B QfelxE Asage Ee 84ade) nas

Table 2. Convergence validity and reliability of physical environment factors®

B4 2Lore

Measurements Fac.tor Eigen- Varia'nce Cronbach's
loadings values explained @
F1. Facility aesthetics 3252 17.115 0.807
Furniture(e.g., table, chair) is of high quality. 0.787
Paintings/pictures are attractive. 0.745
Wall décor is visually appealing. 0.689
Colors used create a warm atmosphere. 0.638
Ceiling decor is attractive. 0.580
Plants/flowers make me feel happy. 0.552
Flooring design is of high quality. 0.551
F2. Cleanliness 2,616 13.769 0.869
Toilet is clean. 0.873
This coffee shop is overall clean. 0.823
Tableware is clean. 0.785
F3. Internet environment 2.360 12.423 0.838
I can easily access to Wi-Fi. 0.919
Wi-Fi speed is enough fast to use. 0.909
There are enough electronic outlets to use lab top. 0.712
F4. Ambience 2.195 11.551 0.714
Background music is pleasing. 0.739
Lighting creates a comfortable atmosphere. 0.718
Exhibitions about coffee create a visually appealing atmosphere. 0.681
F5. Layout 1.895 9.973 0.753
Seating arrangement makes me feel crowded.(R) 0.858
Seating arrangement gives me enough space. 0.760
Layout makes it easy for me to move around. 0.654
Total variance 64.8%

Notes: (R) means 'Reverse scored' Rotation method: Varimax

KMO=.832 Bartlett's test of sphericity: approximated- y *=2907.587(df=171, p=0.000)
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Table 3. Convergence validity and reliability of emotional responses, satisfaction, and brand loyalty

Measurements Fac.tor Figen- T9tal Cronbach's
loadings values variance a
Customer satisfaction 2.448 81.6% 0.886
Generally I am satisfied with this coftee shop. 0.937
I am satisfied with my choice on this coffee shop. 0.931
I got benefits from this coffee shop with or beyond my expectation. 0.838
Emotional responses 4.004 80.1% 0.938
This coffee shop is enjoyable for me. 0.916
I'm happy in this coffee shop. 0.905
I can forget about my anxiety in this coffee shop. 0.896 L.
I'm pleasure in this coffee shop. 0.891
This coffee shop is attractive. 0.866
Brand loyalty 3.717 74.3% 0.914
I would like to use this brand whenever 1 want to go coffee. 0.891
I would recommend this brand to my friends or others. 0.879
I would like to use this brand continuously. 0.855
I would like to use this brand wherever I go. 0.854
1 would tell others this brand in positive way. 0.831

All variables did not rotate due to single factor extracted.

KMO: Emotional responses=0.895, Customer satisfaction=0.696, Brand loyalty—0.843

Bartlett's test of sphericity approximated- y% Emotional responses=1494.390(df=10, p=0.000),
Customer satisfaction=690.415(d/=3, p=0.000),
Brand loyalty=1265.013(df~10, p=0.000)

Table 4. Descriptives and corelations among the constructs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Facility aesthetics 1.000

2. Cleanliness 0417 1.000

3. Ambience 04477 0447 1.000

4. Layout 0.258™" 0436 0353 1.000

5. Interet environment 0241 0.139™ 0193 0175 1.000

6. Customer satisfaction 0.429 0.404 0.467 0.353 0.243 1.000

7. Emotional responses 0.374 0413 0477 0314 0227 0.780 1.000

8. Brand loyalty 0291 0303 0398 02717 02007 0825  0.710™ 1.000
Mean 4.37 5.01 4.60 443 3.98 4.56 4.81 436
S.D. 0.95 1.14 1.16 118 1.26 121 1.13 1.27

Hok

T p<0.05, T p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
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Table 5. The effects of physical environments on brand loyalty

Variables B SE t-value p-value tolerance VIF
(Constant) 0.702 0.349 2.009 0.045
Facility aesthetics 0.190 0.074 0.140 2.582 0.010 0.722 1.385
Cleanliness 0.045 0.062 0.041 0.720 0.472 0.662 1.510
Ambiance 0.331 0.060 0.308 5.540 0.000 0.689 1.451
Layout 0.076 0.055 0.072 1.370 0.172 0.770 1.298
Internet environment 0.198 0.048 0.202 4.160 0.000 0.906 1.104

R*=0.290, F=27.156(dfi=5, df;=333), p=0.000.
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Table 6. Stepwise regression analysis for customer satisfaction as a mediator

Step  Dependent Independent B SE t-value I'q AR For AF
(Constant) 0.348 0.299 1.163
Facility aesthetics 0.329 0.063 5220™
Customer Cleanliness 0.069 0.053 1.303 F=45.188"""
satisfaction  Ambiance 0315 0.051 6.161™" 0404 ) (=5, df:=333)
Layout 0.125 0.047 2.628"
Internet environment 0.115 0.041 2.818"
(Constant) 0.702 0.349 2.009"
Facility aesthetics 0.190 0.074 2.582"
Cleanliness 0.045 0.062 0.720 F=27156""
Blrz;lglty Ambiance 0331 0.060 5.540™ 0290020 (g1, gpm333)
Layout 0.076 0.055 1.370
Internet environment 0.198 0.048 4.160™
(Constant) 0.391 0.226 1.731
Facility aesthetics -0.104 0.049 -2.098"
Cleanliness -0.017 0.040 -0.426 F=132.100""
Blrz ;‘:hy Ambiance 0.050 0.041 1218 0.699 0415 (if;i; 62%?8333
Layout -0.035 0.036 -0.979 (dfi=1, dr=332)
Internet environment 0.095 0.031 3.070”
Customer satisfaction 0.892 0.041 21,607
* p<0.05, p<0.01, " p<0.001.
HTE FUAEAS o 29A 23 oiy] 39 2Eelxe) 7k 1) ool tidt F=42.433(p=0.000)>-% frolFFE 5% F
SH e Alg gte] BAA fods 2o ki) AXoz feldt AoR eyttt webd M s A9l
o F2mlE ddetsithBaron & Kenny, 1986). webA A ol AR ERS] Eed g7 o|- g 4 wkgZte]

MAlg, B97), BRRA BAE FAEG A e

4
of el AL hduf) HEE she ez vehgt
i}

N
T2l3 JAe] nAREe nAE el felahA oot
A0l BAE FHEA BAE gL DADZ o

3) 71 5, 7t 69 HS

B Ao AAE M 59 ASHE-

ol & 7 whgof mx|= dEF E 7 62 A

7 o] 8379 31 wkgo] BlE FAE uXE gk
< A5 8l ASA HAEAE XS A= Table 7
o] YERiTE

zZ} A Ao thsie] 194 239 R%=0.3892 7
ol gt Evld 7o) AwE o] 39.8%2 1

AAE AFAo g Aduud AlAdAo|A(B=0.247, p=0.000),
22 4(B=0.140, p=0.006), 2%]71(B=0.319, p=0.000), AE]
Y 374(B=0.105, p=0.007) 274 vkl F)5F 5%lA
AR fofdt FFE A R vestew, I3t
H1X](B=0.046, p=0.368)] frela o2 Aoz v
Ebsith

a3 29 232 oA
Al e, mi7fdsl

FEO
063:'1:

2 A8t Table 62] 279 T
7Hg Wkgo] F7HE 3uA =
REA o

ol AR=0262% B8]4 0] Bl FAEE Ay
gl Qlol A izl 7 W A AgEod o

26. 2%ﬂ AgEoe] F7lehe AR Jehdrth ol2ig 354
oAl AR g AF=193.987(p=0.000)= =ll7d
7.%7& whg-of o gk el e] Watgko] frolesE 5% %741

Aoz folgh Ao= yelyith mebd 7Hd 62 AHH U



21(4): 609~624 (2011) ANAER B0 Bo] BA= FAwd) WAL 9T 619

of G b FENg) vlAE 9 e} F a2 ZAHY, o]

= H
ARG GlE o SHET SR nAs 9T

[} = T

= H EIZH - <]
of BAF Wals Jehm gled), 1 wkee] Bz g o9 spASsrE ALEHAE W SHUSE S5
F=d WA= FTHL 074602 Uepkon, ofd tigt = mlAE Y "9 Ag BTh F, ‘ab=c "] 4] Y
13.928, p=0.0002-2 foJFE 5%ANM BAH R foldt 21 == Zlolth o] vl &3} ‘ab’e] TAH RS A

o2 Yepgth E3 2 v AR, A, B9 7] AsiME vl E3tell e BEAF a8 AlAteElo
717} BAE 25 v dgkAA A & wis) A8 she), U8¥kA o 2 Baron & Kenny(1986)2] wi7) 3ol the

S 1, Qe A sl BE wl/l 9L dl= Ao Aol A A3 Fomula 103 Z& EF 23} AlE4 9
2 vehyith aelm FRhA 2 wkgol nlxE gl sl o} 2olet AAE HAE z-valued} p-valueE AHE3HTY
frelolA] ol F7MNA7E BAE ST niXe 9% 223 SRS S5 ARA R A 4Pl &
A% Wkl ool WiZiEA] e Ao m ettt ojAolA] gkm miASFE T B 2Abo] frol gk 7ol v
MASe 5d@red TE5Use JFaAE SN @

2)7td 4, 7HH 79| HE Ol & 5 slok =9, SHEeTE FS5He] viAE 9ol
o7l Eoheh =Rl BMezte] JgBAGA wi) el ), vipEee] TRl met STt S5 1)
W57 AN Ve EYuse) 2wzt ofeF  AE Aol felHolx] @A WEhe A5 v, v

2o] W3lE ojn]gthBaron & Kenny, 1986). o]&3t nj7} & F7F FHol Hole Ef¥e7t 58 viAle 9%l
e SPAGTL e MR GG oo pae fIR AS R R S vk Baron & Kenny, 1986).

Table 7. Stepwise regression analysis for emotional responses as a mediator

Step Dependent Independent B SE t-value J'g AR For AF
(Constant) 0.959 0.284 33737
Facility aesthetics 0.247 0.060 4.118™
Emotional Cleanliness 0.140 0.050 2.785" F=40.433™
responses  Ambiance 0.319 0.049 6.575" 038 ) (=5, dfy=333)
Layout 0.041 0.045 0.902
Internet environment 0.105 0.039 2.723"
(Constant) 0.702 0.349 2.009"
Facility aesthetics 0.190 0.074 2582
Cleanliness 0.045 0.062 0.720 : w
Blrz;l;ty Ambiance 0.331 0.060 s 0% (‘1;:12’7 .“1;22333)
Layout 0.076 0.055 1.370
Internet environment 0.198 0.048 4.160™
(constant) -0.014 0.283 —0.048
Facility aesthetics 0.006 0.060 0.100
Cleanliness -0.060 0.050 -1.207 F=68.076""
Blr:;‘;ty Ambiance 0.092 0.050 1.829 0552 0262 (if;fl’ 9?29;373*3)
Layout 0.046 0.044 1.032 (dfi=1, dfy=332)
Internet environment 0.119 0.038 3.115°
Emotional responses 0.746 0.054 13.928"

T p<0.05, T p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
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a. Raw regression coefficient for step 1
b: Raw regression coefficient for step 3

ab
z-value=—
Sab

s: Standard error of each coefficient
ab: Mediated effect

L

Formula 1. Aroian test equation(Baron & Kenny 1986)
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Table 8. Aroian test for the mediated effect of customer satisfaction and emotional responses

Customer satisfaction

Emotional responses

Physical environment

factors M:dgéitted SE z-value Type M:;::d SE z-value Type
Facility acsthetics 0.293 0.058 5073 Full 0.184 0.047 3.936™ Full
Cleanliness 0.062 0.047 1.298 - 0.104 0.038 2.737" Full
Ambiance 0.281 0.047 5942 Full 0.238 0.040 5.876"" Full
Layout 0.112 0.042 26377 Full 0.031 0.034 0.907 -
Internet environment 0.103 0.037 2.779™ Partial 0.078 0.030 2.636" Partial
* p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, 7 p<0.001.

Dependent variable : Brand loyalty.
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