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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the impacts of brand personality and employee personality on employee

brand identification. The questionnaire developed for this study was distributed to 460 employees in F&B (food and
beverage) departments and kitchen of 11 deluxe hotels in Seoul. A total of 398 questionnaires were used for analysis
(86.5%) and the statistical analyses were completed using SPSS Win(12.0) for descriptive analysis, reliability analysis,
t-test, and regression analysis. The results showed that employee brand identification was stronger at higher position,
and also stronger among F&B department employees than among kitchen cooks. In addition, intemational hotels
showed a higher level of employee brand identification than local hotels. Employee brand identification was also
affected by hotel brand personality and employee personality. The dimension of 'sincerity’ had the strongest effect on
brand identification, followed by the dimensions of ‘'excitement' and ‘sophistication'. Especially, when the hotel brand
personality was lower than the employee personality at the dimension of 'sincerity!, the level of employee brand
identification was much lower. Overall, employee brand identification, which is a key factor for successful brand
delivery to customer, could be enhanced through strong strategies to improve the brand personality dimensions and
enhance employee development.

Key words : Brand personality, employee personality, employee brand identification, deluxe hotel.
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Table 1. The six brand personality dimensions, and their
facets(Choi 2006)

Dimension Facets

Masculine
Ruggedness
Tough

Honest
Cheerful

Sincerity
Down-to-earth

Wholesome

Reliable
Competence Intelligent

Successful

Charming
Sophistication
Upper-class

Daring

Imaginative
Excitement

Up-to-date

Spirited

Courteous

Generous
Affection Obedient
Self-sacrificing

Warm-hearted
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Table 2. General characteristics of respondents

7 Hobrloh RAEEEEk

Table 2. Continued

Category Frequency Percent(%) Category Frequency Percent(%)
Male 262 65.8 Under 4 yr 74 18.6
Gender Female 124 312 4 yr ~ under 8 yr 90 22.6
Total period
No response 12 3.0 of working in 8 yr ~ under 12 yr 90 22.6
Under 30 132 332 the foodservice 12 yr and more 121 304
industry
30~39 190 47.7 No response 23 5.8
Age
40 and more 71 17.8 Mean(yr)£SD. 9.34+6.08
No response 5 1.3 Total 398
Single 188 472
Marriage Married 205 51.5 ATE(Sirgy et al 1997, Helgeson & Supphellen 2004, Lee
No response s 1 DD 2003)& A2 B34S Fuskgch ABE P
St - s Cronbach's alpha A& o] &3l5m, A3x B4 A3 0.7
' o] 2o] PAE =(Nunally JC 1978) Z.2u}5} 2ulA|<(Cron-
Chief 109 274 bach's alpha)7} 0.82152 Vel 453 & dBAAE 714
Position Assistant manager 38 9.5 E Aoz HdErKTable 3). 389 Balt 7|3 AL
Manager and higher 8 20 N H7EE HE ol &¥ 2dz sl #H7F A=+ Choi
No response 0 25 MK(Q006)2 478 B3 Awe} ehEst AEHA,
Food & Beverage 209 52.5 3. TAFS oluh Abstol| M2 Hals E2A| &0
Department Kitchen 162 40.7 }_Z_} ?_/g% OEE]_]_' /‘]'?-Q'Oﬂ [q_% E%E %_(‘,?]_}\ "}[:%_ i}_o‘l
No_response 27 6.8 of et 24 ZFHTable 4), HA=o] HE TUA F=E
Under hlgh school 28 7.0 Eﬂ‘ﬂ:ﬁ'- O])E}O ﬁo_?" _T‘OIZ]I:EL 0]'5]— %/\]'%oﬂ H] _H }x%?y]:jl(p<
0.01), 4 - FEFA FAMC] 2] BA FAMA vlal &2
College 241 60.6 B B
Education o Ao VT p<0.01). o|gfd Avte HAse}l FH
University and over 15 289 m&o] A9 AT WA FALNA o 28 AR B
No response 14 33 3, Bl Oig 2% P2t Hd= FYAE O wY
Regular worker 277 69.6 T UEE WHA 2 AAET 59 234 wepr s v
A FH &Al2lo 2R FE A1) vlEl(p< 0. =1
Contract worker 76 19.1 A 22 ARl Sl A8 B8 FAK VIS 0(35)
Job status _ e FAAIE 22 Aoz Yelderl, ole t=2 529
Parttime worker P A% @AY o)z FA 57 44 L HAE ofnly
No response 3690 )2 sl = A4 Edel el of 2AsE T AR
Nationality Local 148 372 =83 71E0ln 7] Wikl Aoz Avtdn.
of Hotel International 250 62.8
4. e 2l JHMI} AL Mo E BAE S
Under 4 yr 92 231 oIA| xt0]
4 yr ~ under 8 yr 112 28.1
Period of ° e edal e
working in 8 yr ~ under 12 yr 83 209 1) 7HA Xl Balc SQUA|of| Ojx|lE AsE 24
the present 12 yr and more 89 24 vile g AdEE 55 39 BA=E NS FARD AN
compan A 2 ZA)e H x0] dTC 2 o &35 S
pany No response 22 5.5 doll W& SAY BHlE FUA| H=E dS53luxt 39
€ 4AS 23S Table 5o UeRIITh BE Y 3
Mean(yr):5D. 795567 ol ol el vl= AT AL Aol Bag Bt
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Table 3. Reliability coefficients for brand identification measure

Corrected  Cronbach's

Item item-total alpha if Cr(;rllb;:hs
correlation  item deleted P
This hotel is consistent with how I see myself. 0.6019 0.8247
Brand
identifi- I am quite similar to the typical employee of this hotel. 0.6957 0.7338
cation The image of the typical customer of this hotel is congruent with how I see myself. 0.7365 0.6901
0.8215
Table 4. Brand identification by general characteristics Table 4. Continued
(MeantSD.)
Brand
Brand General characteristics identif;l-
General characteristics identifi- cation
.t
cation Nationality Local(z=148) 3224076
Gondey | (=262) 332084 of Hotel  International(n=250) 3.43£0.80
Female(n=124) 3.37+0.70 (n=308) rvalue ~2581"
(n=386) f-value 0407 Period of working in the present company(yr)iF 0.043
Under 30(n=132) 3.3580.77 Total period of working in the foodservice industry 0.049
Age 30~39(n=190) 3.29+0.82 o' '
40 and more(n=71) 3.48+0.77 " 1: strongly disagree 5: strongly agree, © Correlation coefficient.
(n=393)  Fuvalue 1.422 P05, p<0OL,  p<0.00k,
Tukey's multiple comparison.
Mo Single(n=188) 3.3320.79 The total numbers of respondents are different between categories
arriage Married(n=205) 3.37+0.79 because the data of 'no response’ were excluded at these analyses.
(7=393) t-value -0.395
B " Table 5. The impacts of hotel brand personality and
Staff(n=233) 3.2940.80 employee personality on employee brand identification(in-
Position  Chief(n=109) 3.3340.7%" dividual dimensions)
Assistant manager and higher(n=46)  3.68+0.71° Dimension  Constant v xy? RY
(n=388) F-value 4.707" Ruggedness 2.880 257 066
Food & Beverage(n=209) 3.46+0.73 Sincerity 2.660 - 131" 5209™" 197
Department
Kitchen(n=162) 3.23+0.84 Competence 2.241 463" 214
(n=371)  t-value 2.673" Sophistication  2.391 49" 2m
Under high school(n=28) 3.23+0.85 Excitement 2279 465" 216
Education College(n=241) 3.31+0.76 Affection 2.508 346" 120
University and over(n=115) 3.4240.84 ? Regression coefficient(8) (X: hotel brand personality, Y: em-
(n=384)  F-value 1.029 ployee personality).
Regular worker(n=277 » R? of final regression equation.
gular worker(n=277) 3374077 * p<0.05, " p<0.001.
Job status _ti
glozngsz;ct worker & Part-time worker 3274081
o B FAA QS MAE AR UEtou, thy
(=362)  rvalue 0964 o] A Aol 20% e ABAL e v, %
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Fig. 1. Hotel brand & employee personality predicting em-
ployee brand identification.
x: hotel brand personality, y: employee personality, z: brand
identification. A: dimension of ruggedness, B: dimension of sin-
cerity, C: dimension of competence, D: dimension of sophisti-
cation, E: dimension of excitement, F: dimension of affection.

D, A7 e R} 242} 0.066, 0.1200.2 A o] T}
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Table 6. The impacts of hotel brand personality and em-
ployee personality on employee brand identification(over
all)

Sin- Excite-  Sophisti- Rugged-
Constant  cerity ment cation ness R™
X Xy® Xy Xy

1993 0.187" 0185  0.178" 0.101"° 0334

K Regression coefficient( ) (X: hotel brand personality, Y: em-
ployee personality).

» R of final regression equation.

T p<0.05, 7 p<0.01, " p<0.001.
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