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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate thet S dimensions of brand personality that could affect brand attachment,
and actual and ideal self-congruence in the family restaurant. Also, this study investigated the effects of actual and ideal
self-congruence on brand attachment. Questionnaires were given to a sample of customers who visited one of the 4 famous
national brands of family restaurants in Daegu. A total of 332 questionnaires were analyzed with SPSS/PC*and LISREL. There
were four major empirical research findings. First, sincerity, competence, sophistication and ruggedness affected brand attach-
ment. And second, sincerity, competence and sophistication affected actual self-congruence. Third, sincerity and sophistication
affected ideal self-congruence. And fourth, actual self-congruence affected brand attachment. However, the excitement
dimension of brand personality did not affect brand attachment,; dimensions of excitement and ruggedness did not affect actual
self-congruence,; dimensions of excitement, competence and ruggedness did not affect ideal self-congruence. Also, ideal
self-congruence did not affect brand attachment. Based on these findings, marketers of family restaurants were recommended
to strengthen the dimensions of sincerity, competence, and sophistication, and to weaken the ruggedness dimension.

Key words : Brand personality dimensions, actual self-congruence, ideal self-congruence, brand attachment.
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Table 1. The measurement and operationalization of variables

FEj&o] 25.3%,

Measurement type &

Variables number of item Operationalization Reference
L. Likert-type 5-point The degree of respondents' perception of sincerity, related to the
Sincerity . .
scale and 11 items family restaurant brand.
. Likert-type 5-point The degree of respondents' perception of excitement, related to the
Excitement . .
scale and 11 items family restaurant brand.
Brand . . .
ram Likert-type S-point The degree of respondents' perception of competence, related to the  Aaker JL
perso- Competence . .
nality scale and 9 items family restaurant brand. (1997)
Sophistica- Likert-type 5-point The degree of respondents' perception of sophistication, related to the
tion scale and 6 items family restaurant brand.
Likert-type 5-point The degree of respondents' perception of ruggedness, related to the
Ruggedness . .
scale and 5 items family restaurant brand.
. Likert-type 5-point The degree of respondents' perception that they have the warm-
Affection . . .
scale and 4 items feelings toward the family restaurant brand.
Brand . . . . Th
ran . Likert-type 5-point The degree of respondents’ perception that they have the intense and omson
attach- Passion . .. . . et al
scale and 3 items aroused positive feelings toward the family restaurant brand..
ment (2005)
. Likert-type S5-point The degree of respondents' perception that they have feelings of
Connection . . . .
scale and 3 items being joined with the family restaurant brand.
Actual self-congruence Likert-type 5-'p0int The deg're'e of respondents' perception that their image, lifestyle and
scale and 3 items personalities fit those of the family restaurant brand. Rhee YJ
(2010)

Ideal self-congruence

Likert-type 5-point
scale and 3 items

The degree of respondents' perception that the family restaurant
brand. fits image, lifestyle and personalities that they desire to be.
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th=o] 46.3%, e Agt o]ito] 52%% YElyith 2%
A= AE] 35.8%, 1]E°] 64.2%= YEFTL

22 gAlo] 25.9%, AFAel 25.3%, 7FEFHIT 14.2%,
SARO] 12.1%, A2l 8.1%, FFH] 5.7%, 7IEPT 8.7%=

Table 2. General characteristics of the subjects

Variables N %
Female 260 78.3
Gender Male 72 21.7
Total 332 100
Until high school graduate 77 232
Technical college graduate 84 25.3
As:i‘zrmc Undergraduate 154 46.3
Beyond 17 5.2
Total 332 100
20~29 162 48.8
30~39 110 33.1
Age 40~49 38 11.5
Over 50 22 6.6
Total 332 100
Single 213 64.2
l\ﬁ‘;ﬁ‘: Married 119 3538
Total 332 100
Under 100 34 10.2
100~under 200 111 334
I\/If:ﬁi;y 200~under 300 93 28.0
income 300 ~under 400 51 15.5
(“;f;t; oo0p 400~ under 500 25 76
Over 500 18 5.1
Total 332 100
Student 86 25.9
Company-employed 40 12.1
Housewife 47 14.2
Occu- Civil servant 19 5.7
pation Professional 27 8.1
Self-employed 84 253
Others 29 8.7
Total 332 100
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Table 3. The results of EFA(exploratory factor analysis) and CFA(confirmatory factor analysis)

sotAloh frkif

Variable Factor Competency variable FacFor Eigen- Varia-nce Cron- L%srel t value Corppf@ite
loadings  value  explained bach @ estimate p<001 reliability
Successful .806 916 15.259
Confident 739 Deleted
Corporate 735 Deleted
Ct‘;::f' Leader 727 9301 37204 899 1000 - 0.84
Technical .689 0.888 13.293
Secure .636 0.960  14.104
Hard working .564 Deleted
Up-to-date 759 0.732 7.771
Independent 730 0.958 9.008
Excite- Ima'gmatlve 707 2559 10237 238 0.424 5.555 0.70
ment Unique .700 0.533 5.812
Brand Contemporary .657 1.000 -
perso- Young .619 0.872 8.171
nality Sincere 751 Deleted
Real 750 0.960 15.877
Sincerity ~ Honest 729 1.708 6.832 .845 0.734  11.282 0.81
‘Wholesome .692 1.000 -
Dawn-to-earth 677 0.751 12.105
Feminine 187 0.783 11.884
Sophisti- ~ Charming .666 1.000 -
cation Glamorous 665 1408 5631 819 0.937  13.632 081
Upper class .628 0.873 13.683
Masculine 788 0.566 6.542
R‘;gizd' Outdoorsy 69 L6 61:28859)* 677 Deleted 0.70
Tough 470 1.000 -
I love this family restaurant brand. .904
This family restaurant brand is more friendly than  .862
Affection  others. 5.128 51.282 .892 1.000 -
This family restaurant brand is peaceful. 771
Brand This family restaurant brand is affectionate. 768
attach- This family restaurant brand is bonded with me. 918 0.86
ment C?:rfc' This family restaurant brand is comnected with me. 872  1.666 16658 908 0947  17.432
This family restaurant brand is attached with me. .860
This family restaurant brand delights me. .897
Passion  This family restaurant brand captivates me. .844 1.296 (8139938)* 894 0974  16.008
This family restaurant brand is passionate to me. .825
This family restaurant brand fits my image. .899 Deleted
Actual self-congruence This family restaurant brand fits my personalities. 818 3.538 58.968 .847 1.000 - 0.82
This family restaurant brand fits my lifestyle. 784 0.971 12.985
This family restaurant brand makes me look ideal  .841
man that T want to be. 1.000 -
Ideal This family restaurant brand fits my lifestyle that I ~ .833 16.861
self-congruence desire to be. 1.012 (75.829)* 816 0830 9957 081
This family restaurant brand shows something that I~ .796
want to bz in the future. y Deleted
Goodness of fit statistics of structural model
Construct and number of indicator
Factor Initial number of items Final number of items Fit indexes
Sincerity 5 4
Excitement 6
BrandA Competence 7 4
personality T
Sophistication 4 4 27=764.662, dF=296, p=0.0, GFI=0.860, AGFI=0.822,
Ruggedness 3 2 RMR=0.0571, RMSEA=0.0674, CFI=0.877, IFI=0.879
Brand attachment 3 3
Actual self-congruence 3 2
Ideal self-congruence 3 2
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Table 4. Hypotheses testing
Direct effect Indirect effect

Hypo. Path Path Hypo. Path

coeffi- t value testing coeffi- t value

cient result cient
H1-1  Sincerity of brand personality — Brand attachment 0.277 3.289™ Accept 0.045 1.472
H1-2  Excitement of brand personality — Brand attachment 0.025 0.509 Reject 0.014 0.975
H1-3  Competence of brand personality— Brand attachment 0.401 3.519™ Accept 0.049 1.592
H1-4  Sophistication of brand personality — Brand attachment 0.500 2.872" Accept 0.147 2279
H1-5  Ruggedness of brand personality — Brand attachment —0.415 -3.1117 Accept —0.029 —1.366
H2-1 Sincerity of brand personality — Actual self-congruence 0.155 1.989" Accept
H2-2  Excitement of brand personality — Actual self-congruence 0.054 1.008 Reject
H2-3  Competence of brand personality — Actual self-congruence 0.214 1.976" Accept
H2-4  Sophistication of brand personality — Actual self-congruence 0.542 3.842" Accept
H2-5  Ruggedness of brand personality — Actual self-congruence —0.116 -1.272 Reject
H2-6  Sincerity of brand personality — Ideal self-congruence 0.301 3.573™ Accept
H2-7  Excitement of brand personality — Ideal self-congruence 0.028 0.555 Reject
H2-8  Competence of brand personality — Ideal self-congruence —0.099 —0.879 Reject
H2-9  Sophistication of brand personality — Ideal self-congruence 0.644 4338™ Accept
H2-10  Ruggedness of brand personality — Ideal self-congruence —0.035 —0.425 Reject
H3-1  Actual self-congruence — Brand attachment 0.242 3.287" Accept
H3-2  Ideal self-congruence— Brand attachment 0.024 0.372 Reject

2°=791.947, df=297, p=0.0, GFI=0.856, AGFI=0.817, RMR=0.0598, RMSEA=0.0691, CFI=0.868, IFI=0.869

(Initial fit indexes: x2=1639.087, df=500, p=0.0, GFI=0.784, AGFI=0.742, RMR=0.0671, RMSEA=0.0808, CFI=0.805, IFI=0.807)

Es

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