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Effect of the Consumer-Brand Relationship Quality on the Brand
Loyalty in the Fast Food Restaurant in Masan, Korea

Hyun-Ah Kim
Dept. of Food and Nutrition, Kyvungnam University, Masan 631-701, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze the effect of the consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ)
on the brand loyalty in the fast food restaurant in Masan, Korea. The questionnaires were distributed to 250
students in the K University located in Masan, who were sampled by convenience-sampling method. The
surveys were performed from December 6 to 14, 2004. The 246 questionnaires were responded, and 12 unusable
questionnaires were excluded, then 234 were used for the final analysis (response rate: 93.7%). For the statis-
tical analysis, SPSS (12.0) was used to conduct the descriptive analysis, factor analysis, reliability analysis,
Pearson correlation and multiple regression analysis. The result of this study showed that 2 constructs
(satisfaction and commitment) of consumer-brand relationship quality have significant positive effects on the
brand loyalty in the fast food restaurant. It meant that as consumer-brand relationship quality becomes
stronger, the customer’s brand loyalty becomes greater. The differences of customer loyalty between the high
and low group of self-connective attachment, satisfaction, commitment, trust and intimacy were significant.
So the brand loyalty of high group of customer-brand relationship quality was significantly higher than that
of low group of customer-brand relationship quality. As a conclusion, the operator in the fast food restaurant
should focus on the marketing strategy to strengthen the quality of consumer-brand relationship in order

to increase the brand loyalty of customers.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristic of the subjects

Frequency Percentage (%)
Sex
Male 85 36.3
Female 149 63.7
Total 234 100.0
Grade
Freshman 65 278
Sophomore 65 278
Junior 81 34.6
Senior 23 9.8
Total 234 100.0
N Mean £SD
Age (yr) 233 20823
Average monthly income 219 320,000%120,000
(won/month)
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Table 2. Consumer behavior related to the fast food restaurant

N Mean£SD
Frequency of visiting fast food restaurant (no/month) 231 21£22
Average cost of visiting fast food restaurant (won) 233 4.440+2,227
Frequency Percentage (96)
Subject to pay when visiting fast food restaurant
Dutch pay 193 86.2
Company pay 13 58
Myself 18 8.0
Total 224 100.0
Company when visiting fast food restaurant
Family 6 2.7
Lovers 46 20.8
Friends 165 74.7
By myself 4 1.8
Total 221 100.0
Time spent when visiting the fast food restaurant
< 30 min 63 273
30 min~1 hr 125 54.1
1 hr~1 hr 30 min 29 12.6
> 1 hr 30 _min 14 6.1
Total 231 100.0
Purpose to visit the fast food restaurant
To eat a meal 128 56.9
To meet friends or lovers 70 31.1
For family meeting 2 0.9
Regular meeting or conference 2 09
To eat snack 23 10.2
Total 225 100.0

Table 3. Reliability and validity of measurement instruments for the consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ) and brand
loyalty (BL)

Construct Item Cronbach’s alpha Factor 1

CBRQ1 0.895

Self-connective CBRQ2 0871 0.887

attachment CBRQ3 ’ 0.868

...... CBRQM4 0.745

% of variance 72.375

CBRQ5 0.817

CBRQ6 0.816

. . . CBRQ7 0.814

Satisfaction CBRQS 0.873 0.760

CBRQ9 8.;;13

S T S CBRQI10O .

Coi‘sl‘;rt’i‘j:g.ra“d % of vanance 61320
e tsy P CBRQI1 0.808
(CBRQ) Commitment CBRQ12 0.808 0.855
CBRQI3 ' 0.79

% of variance 72.377

CBRQ14 0.823

CBRQ15 0.808

Trust CBROI6 0.787 0765

CBRQI17 0.727

% of variance 61.158

CBRQI18 0.901

Intimacy CBRQ19 0.848 0.869

CBRQZ20 0.857

% of variance 76.748

BL1 0.847

Brand loyalty BL2 0.737 0.823

BL3 0.758

9% of variance 65.594




Table 4. Present perceived level of customer-brand rela-

tionship quality (CBRQ) and brand loyalty (BL)

Item" N Mean=SD

CBRQ1 195 2341094

Self-connective CBRQ2 195 2.08%+0.94
attachment CBRQ3 194 1.92+0.84
CBRQ4 194 1.98+0.93

CBRQ5 193 2.760.96

CBRQ6 193 3.18£0.92

Satisfacti CBRQ7 193 2.96+0.93
austaction CBRQS 193 287092
CBRQ9S 192 2.81%20.93

CBRQ10 193 3.24%=0.70

CBRQ11 192 243£1.01

Commitment CBRQ12 192 290x£1.01
CBRQ13 192 2841095

CBRQ14 191 2.9810.89

Trust CBRQ15 192 2.93+0.85
us CBRQI6 192 2.73£0.92
CBRQ17 191 2941082

CBRQIR 192 3.35£1.01

Intimacy CBRQ19 191 3.14£0.91
CBRQ20 190 3.37£0.93

BL1 191 3.39+0.86

Brand loyalty BL2 191 3.27+0.89
BL3 191 269x1.09

Y5 point likert type scale (1-not agreeable at all 5-agreeable

very much).

493

571 A BFoA Fe

w
< #Ee 2ge 2=

T4
0.49 4 0.74}0) o) 223} g}
HRATH32). & F5d

27 )
4

)
I
offe
oX
It
2

+
s
e Iz
|
N
1o

2 Ohl
e <y o
_?(_1‘

>,
5
o
k)
ofy
ok,
i)

o e
>
D Y
H g

B -
I

2
o
o
B 4o o

o @
g Lo in

A A FA 8425 33 agd
A7 ¥ 9 RZhe] 054002 SR W45
ol 731 glen foF p<0.059
uf zlold A A o Zx A=, W72 FA
% AoR Jehgy EE e
weh FAAsE A Rd, 54

RS
o X

=
=

=
=

2

jo F¥
lo
fu

PO
|o

2vtet
S5+ 0234%

o
r’f,"_‘.

2
e

237,

Table 5. Comparative analysis of brand loyalty between the low and high group of customer-brand relationship quality

Low group High group .
b N MeantSD T-val Sig.
ltem ean N  Mean*SD N Mean*SD vale &
Self-connective attachment 193 2.08£0.78 69 2511330 120 3.30+0.71 -4.428 0.000
Satisfaction 191 2.88+0.74 73 267071 116 3.40*+067 -7.135 0.000
Commitment 192 2.73%0.84 110 2.83x0.72 81 3.50x0.65 -6.612 0.000
Trust 190 2.90%0.70 80 2.72+0.74 109 3.41+0.65 -6.874 0.000
Intimacy 189  3.29*0.83 86 2.78%0.77 103 3.40%0.65 -6.044 0.000
D5 boint likert type scale (1-not agreeable at all 5-agreeable very much).
Table 6. Correlation of consumer-brand relationship quality and brand loyalty (N=184)
Self-connective - . . .
Brand loyalty attachment Satisfaction Commitment Trust Intimacy
Brand loyalt Pearson Correlation 1.000 0.334 0.689 0.613 0.550 0.495
vy Sig (2-tailed) - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Self-connective  Pearson Correlation 1.000 0.547 0.398 0.330 0.084
attachment Sig (2-tailed) - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.127
Satisfaction Pearson Correlation 1.000 0.694 0.582 0.483
Sig (2-tailed) - 0.000 0.000 0.000
Commitment Pearson Correlation 1.000 0.569 0.496
! Sig (2-tailed) - 0.000 0.000
Trust Pearson Correlation 1.000 0.549
rus Sig (2-tailed) - 0.000
. Pearson Correlation 1.000
Intimacy

Sig (Z-tailed)
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Table 7. Multiple regression analysis of the effect of consumer-brand relationship quality (CBRQ) on the brand loyalty

Unstandardized Standardized

Depgndent Independent variable coefficients coefficients T-value Sig.

variable
B Std error Beta

Constant 1.728 0.598 2.893 0.004

Self-connective attachment -0.036 0.060 -0.038 -0.600 0.549

Satisfaction 0.234 0.043 0.448 5.412 0.000

Brand Commitment 0.237 0.097 0.183 2.447 0.015

loyalty Trust 0.112 0.059 0.132 1.896 0.060

Intimacy 0.112 0.063 0.119 1.791 0.075

R?=0540 Adjusted R?=0527 p-value=0.000
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