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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to understand the influence of non-verbal communication of coffee shop
employees on brand image and customer satisfaction. Based on a total of 317 samples obtained for empirical
research, this study reviewed the reliability and fitness of the research model and verified a total of 3
hypotheses using the AMOS program. The hypothesized relationships in the model were simultaneously tested
through the use of a structural equation model(SEM). The proposed model provided an adequate data fit, y’=
434.380 (p<0.001), df=178, CMIN/DF=2.440, GFI=0.886, AGFI=0.852, NFI=0.900, CFI=0.938, RMSEA=
0.068. The model's fit, as indicated by these indexes, was deemed satisfactory, thus providing a good basis
for testing the hypothesized paths. The SEM showed that Kinesics(8=.311), paralanguage([3=.242), physical
appearance(3=.382) and proxemics(3=.481) had a significant positive influence on brand image. In addition,
brand image(8=.217) had a significant positive influence on customer satisfaction. Furthermore, the effect of
coffee shop employee non-verbal communication on customer satisfaction was found to be partially mediated
by the brand image.
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<Fig. 1> Summary of hypothesized relationships.
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{Table 1> Demographic characteristics of the samples
Characteristic N % Characteristic N %
Male 129 40.7 Single 197 62.1
Gender Martial status
Female 188 593 Married 120 379
~150 54 17.0 20 144 454
Monthly 151~200 74 233 30 140 442
income Age(yr)
(¥10,000) 201~250 69 21.8 40 21 6.6
251~ 120 379 50~ 12 3.8
Total 317 100 Total 317 100

FEO] 7S (Table DI ok A Fd AFAEHS AAE on|A]o]th, W7t WEdte
1297(40.7%), <13 18878(59.3%)c10em, 2&  AFHETH-L AL oju|=|o|t}, W7} =
e UE 1979(602.1%) 22 71& 1201379 AVAZAS AHD 5 e onA|et F o
%ol Bla] Be Aow AL, AFNE20 A9} BEE FE )2 PAE ] o] Hal=
O] 14478(45.4%) 7} 30017} 1407 (44.2%) 0.2 ¥]  o|nx| & wWHaldm, 29l 4= FAMIS] Fo]j~
e BEE Holx I, € Folw 251Rkdo] B AAsith, TAMS v ARl S RE T}
7 B 1209(37.9%) 02 ZALE ST A3 YAk, FAMS =& ZAFESINY T F

Arle] @) a gad g 32 A 9o

2. S8 g=0| el & b A AR A g o WHsilon, a9l 5= FAK

=% g gt BhaA golRA Fold g 9 we He AHESNT, TAMY] Te2 A
OJEA W AP & BEAAINE (Table 2> 2 (Ta-  A3IGATE TAKMS BFE Hda9tt 5 TAK
ble 3> 2t} B2 QBA Az} uddojzd] o] oaliofe}t wAHE i ITHR A o] Slo]
AFUA A 47)2] 9913} HAE ojmx] & eARIoj® WS, 89 62 FAME S 1A
WANEL T F oo 29lo] EEHeH, Sl Al HAEZ ARE FAYH, FAMS 14
A H L 76.068% 2 FAFE At S Al AL AjolA dStE Pk, FAL S

29l 1& AYHE xu A 2o =) 7] 2 S Al B gle ARl viskE ot &
AR 1ol By, AR ojml  FIHA YLlot dE 5 hE FAH I3
E(E7t= H)ol UPi i}, AR nd A P9E FEEA
el vkEeit} 5 nAo] QIAete I # A Aoy 135S 9 A e B Ay &
dE B a2 FAEC] o wavEEe g EE Q1o ABulet AT 67) Ll
Haldar, 29 28 FAMN LS vt 2313 B4-S 0.820 o] R AtE ] SAFEE] e
sha ATl TARIS Bk | AE X9 T4 BT AR sl Aoz yEieth B3 A
AL A A2AS HA, TAL S vE 2 S AT PEAEEE 0.700~0.83301903L,
AE dta AT & mAo] QAslE FAde] FRAFIEE BT 05 o)dollen, REste
AA o BEE g R Fd w0 2101 AR eAFAFe] BF 0.70 ©)FC R 0.001 G0l A
o& wWuslglon 99l 3& Yy el Ay skl AFENGA o]l B E Ak Fornell C -
AEAR e aF e ojmxo|th, W7} WEste=  Larcker DF 1981; Anderson JC - Gerbing DW
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{Table 2> Exploratory factor analysis

Communa- Factor loading
Item .
lities Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
KS 1 620 188 642 192 133 299 169
KS 2 700 132 734 207 215 201 121
Kinesics
KS 3 783 241 816 172 158 053 041
KS 4 750 016 787 181 .100 261 137
PU 1 817 145 177 123 028 834 229
Paralan-
PU 2 774 200 2478 224 145 770 .096
guage
PU 3 799 138 243 195 173 806 057
PA 1 750 150 104 164 792 135 211
Physical
PA 2 818 169 184 212 821 136 136
appearance
PA 3 798 1180 250 234 790 056 143
PM 1 764 304 191 217 173 042 746
Proxemics  PM 2 784 082 097 103 114 219 834
PM 3 698 248 110 215 245 107 712
BI 1 789 233 339 743 156 151 142
Brand BI 2 822 211 206 791 242 201 .101
image BI 3 730 262 174 650 336 171 259
BI 4 737 160 181 759 152 187 208
cS 1 715 763 096 240 235 105 004
Customer ~ CS 2 809 824 130 074 177 .196 193
satisfaction g 3 796 805 182 207 134 107 204
CS 4 723 761 144 192 035 135 259
Eigen value 9226 1.831 1.500 1.285 1.085 1.048
Variance of % 43934 8.720 7.144 6.118 5.165 4.988
Total cumulative % 76.068
1988). T3k FHEVIY HSS 23l tide] Hle  BF HHEPIE S 2he 22 AU olF
A 90l Zhzte] FEEAEZI ALl 7+ 3 AYE B =2H ¢/l 890] 7Humo]uq
o] FHAF AFS vluste] RTEAFEEC] A DAY S et Aol ERlEgler, &
BF ABAG AFEG 2 A RIS E(Ta-  AF 8908 et A= 531 £2=307.193
ble 4), B ZA 8 2 FIAGF AlFe] 7= (p<0.001), df=169, CMIN/DF=1.818, GFI=0.919,
0.147~035020.2 FFEAS=Z710] W91l 0592  AGFI=0.890, NFI=0.929, CFI=0.967, RMSEA=0.051
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{Table 3> Confirmatory factor analysis and reliability analysis
Standardized Cronbach'
Item ANCAEZEE Estimate SE. pValue O cer AVE
estimate a
KS 1 735 1.000
KS 2 782 1.107 084 13.200%%%
Kinesics 852 746 592
KS 3 781 1.072 081 13.195%%*
KS 4 782 1.137 086 13.223%%x
PU 1 796 1.000
Paralan-
AT Py 2 851 1.089 068 15996*** 867 792 680
guage
PU 3 828 1.081 069 15.604x
PA 1 762 1.000
Physical
PA 2 867 1162 075 15.440% %+ 865 794 682
appearance
PA 3 847 1164 077 15.199%x
PM 1 834 1.000
Proxemics PM 2 718 817 063 12.873%%x 820 700 603
PM 3 775 944 068 13.896%*
BI 1 738 1.000
Brand BI 2 848 1.109 071 15.644%%x
. 822 833 695
image BI 3 849 1.177 078 15.015%%*
BI 4 893 1.217 079 15.427%%x
CS 1 789 1.000
cs 2 873 1.085 064 16.910%++
Customer 883 822 664
satisfaction g 3 850 1.040 063 16.416%**
CS 4 742 980 070 13.997#%x

CCR=Composite construct reliability; AVE=Average variance
1?=307.193; df=169; p<0.001; CMIN/df=1.818; GFI=0.919;

o= Yehstth

3. 7}/\-! D-IZ

B Aol FMASS A8 TR BEE
oaﬁfﬁa} 111 }—-c} 'I»J—OE [ 7\5’%

H HZ AE2AFE <Table 559} 2t} £
HERgo A3 A4 1 =434.380(p<0.001),
df=178, CMIN/DF=2.440, GFI=0.886, AGFI=
0.852, NFI=0.900, CFI=0.938, RMSEA=0.068 %

extracted, ***p<0.001.
AGFI=0.890; NFI=0.929; CFI=0.967; RMSEA=0.051.
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{Table 4> Correlation analysis

1 2 3 4 5 6 M+SD
1 Kinesics 5922 315% 234 179 .350 187 4.37+1.17
2 Paralanguage 562D 680 147 72 277 189 443+1.15
3 Physical appearance A84** 384%* .682 238 343 212 4.28+1.15
4 Proxemics A24%%* AL5** ABRH* .603 288 268 4.68+1.20
5 Brand image 592%* S527%* 586%* 537 .695 312 4.32+1.17
6 Customer satisfaction A43%* A35%* A61%* S18%* .559%* .664 4.49+1.11

** Pearson correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Y Correlation coefficient(r), 2 Average variance extracted, ¥ Coefficient of determination(r?).
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{Table 5> Results of the structural equation model

Hypothesized relationship Estimate Sta_nd.ardized CR. p-Value Result
estimate
H1-1  Kinesics — Brand image 243 268 3.746 001 *** Accepted
H1-2  Paralanguage — Brand image 176 .188 2.953 .003* Accepted
H1-3  Physical Appearance — Brand image 263 290 4.661 001 *** Accepted
Hl-4  Proxemics — Brand image 241 261 4.182 L0071 #*** Accepted
H2 Brand Image — Customer satisfaction .632 .652 9.628 001 *** Accepted

£p<.05, **¥p<.001.
72=434.380(p<0.001), df=178, CMIN/DF=2.440, GFI=0.886, AGFI=0.852, NFI=0.900, CFI=0.938, RMSEA=0.068.

{Table 6> Comparison of the model adequacy among structural equation models

Alternative model 1 Research model Alternative model 2

Standardized Standardized Standardized
estimate -Value estimate -Value estimate -Value
KS — CS .108 1.306 - - .043 502
PU — CS .166 2.209* - - 121 1.620
PA — CS 154 2.152% - - .085 1.135
PM — CS 401 5.223%** - - 347 4.486%**
KS — BI 268 3.746%+* 274 3.740%**
PU — BI .188 2.953* .185 2.828*
PA — BI .290 4.661%** .289 4.559%**
PM — BI 261 4.182%** 231 3.655%**
BI — CS .652 9.628*** 240 2.637*
72 648.980 434.380 399.542
df 179 178 174
p .000 .000 .000
CMIN/df 3.626 2.440 2.296
PGFI .664 .683 674
PNFI 725 .763 752
PCFI 756 795 783
AIC 752.980 540.380 513.542

Alternative model 1 vs. Alternative model 2

A 27=249.438> 1% 5(5) = 11.1, Adf = 5

Research model vs. Alternative model 2

A 1?=34.838> 12 5(4) = 9.49, Adf = 4

@ 1ol Mlal itk @ 5 SlvhA 27=249.438
>x2A05(5)=11.1 Adf=5). A5-A 0l AZAS vl

Az}o] oA, It [oflA AA A S A2
3k 2JA}A0)(B=.166, =2.209, p<.05), A A2 <&
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Alternative Model 1

Proposed Model

Stz k)2 A 21 A 25(2015)

Alternative Model 2

*p<.05  ***p<.o01

*p<.og *F¥Fp<ool

***p< 001 H

<Fig. 2> Comparison of models for additional verification in a mediating effect.

KS: kinesics, PU: paralanguage, PA: physical appearance, PM: proxemics, BI: brand image, CS: customer

satisfaction
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434.380(p<0.001), df=178, CMIN/DF=2.440, GFI=
0.886, AGFI=0.852, NFI=0.900, CFI=0.938, RMSEA
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