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The Effect of Food Service Franchise Selection Factors on Brand
Loyalty and Revisit Intention
- Focusing on Consumer Survey in Tokyo -

Kim, Seon-Hyen - Hwang, Jae—Hyun

As Korean food service franchise companies sought to advance into around 2,000
new foreign markets, the importance of global management was emphasized. They
intensively expanded into Chinese and American markets in 2015 and these two
markets account for approximately 40% of total food service franchise companies
in foreign countries. Although Japan has huge franchise market, Korean food
service franchise companies in Japan only account for 5% of total franchise com-
panies in Asian countries. The purpose of this study is to analyze the relationship
between food service franchise selection factors, brand loyalty, and revisit intention
of Japanese consumers using Korean food service franchise companies in Japanese
food service market, and based on the analysis results, draw the implications for
the expansion of Korean food service franchise companies into the Japanese market.
Food service franchise selection factors is defined as service and cleanliness, taste,
safety and reliability, cost and convenience, and professionalism. The study results
can be summarized as follows. First, analysis was performed to identify the effects
of food service franchise selection factors on the brand loyalty, it showed that five
food service franchise selection factors including professionalism, service and
cleanliness, cost and convenience had positive (+) effects on the brand loyalty.
One of the most important factors influencing the brand loyalty is professionalism.
In order to raise food service franchise’s professionalism, it is necessary for the
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food service franchise companies to establish stronger strategies containing profes-
sional operation systems and services compared to general restaurants. Second,
analysis was performed to identify the effects of food service franchise selection
factors on revisit intention, five food service franchise selection factors, service and
cleanliness, safety and reliability, and cost and convenience had positive (+) effects
on revisit intention. One of the most important factors influencing revisit intention
is safety and reliability. Thus, in order to raise safety and reliability it is important
to form trust with consumers by properly utilizing systems of food hygiene and
food safety accreditation.

Key words : brand loyalty, food service franchise, japan Markets, revisit intention,
selection factors
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Table 1. Status of Japanese food service industry (million yen[[']])
2014 2015
Food service industry 246,326 251,816
Food service sector 195,671 200,181
Sales meals 162,168 166,249
Restaurant 132,204 134,965
Diner 94,348 96,905
Soba - Udon 11,696 12,373
Sushi 13,916 14,119
Other restaurants 12,244 11,568
Domestic flighe meal 2,558 2,619
Accommodation 27,406 28,665
Group meal 33,503 33,932
School 4,968 5,079
Office 17,210 17,462
Office worker’s restaurant 11,953 12,131
Lunch box 5,257 5,331
Hospital 8,203 8,207
Nursery school meal 3,122 3,184

* P R28AF AR pE S HBHER TEIZ DWW T, 2015.
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Table 2. Status of Japanese dining franchise

Number of chains Number of stores (msiellllift:)sn a}rlrelzl[n%])
2009 512 A2l 54,426 A110 3,932,675
2010 518 A6 54,157 A331 3,887,024
2011 519 All 54,798 A4l 3,771,580
2012 538 A 56,773 A1,975 3,910,169
2013 550 A2 57,683 A910 4,032,968
2014 562 Al2 58,910 A1227 4,104,539
2015 569 A7 58,548 V362 4,058,002
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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Table 3. Demographic characteristics

Division N % Division N %
Male 89 54.9 Less than 1 82 50.6
Gender
Female 73 | 45.1 |Average annual 1 ~2 36 | 222
income
Teenager 8 4.9 | (Million won) 2~3 34 | 21.0
Twenties 128 | 79.0 3~4 10 6.2
Age
Thirties 20 12.3 Married 26 16.0
Marriage
Forties 6 3.7 Unmarried 136 84.0
Yes 5 3.1
Children Middle school 3 19
No 157 | 96.9 or less :
Yes 63 38.9
Visit to Korea
No 99 | 61.1 )
High school 56 | 34.6
Office job 30 | 185
Educational
Specialized job 4 2.5 background
Technical post 21 13.0 University 92 | 568
Job Service industrial
9 5.6
employees
Student 93 | 574 Graduate school 1 6.8
or above ’
Others 5 3.1
Total 162 100 Total 162 100
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Table 4. Exploratory factor analysis of Food Service Franchise selection Factors

Lower dimension Question Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5
Professionalism 2 913
Professionalism Professionalism 3 .842
Professionalism 1 741
service and cleanliness 1 .846
Service and service and cleanliness 2 703
cleanliness service and cleanliness 3 702
service and cleanliness 4 .642
Safety and Safety and reliability 1 911
reliability Safety and reliability 2 796
Taste 2 .855
Taste
Taste 1 774
Cost and Cost and convenience 2 .881
convenience Cost and convenience 1 .868
Eigen value 3.470 2.224 1.855 1.294 1.070
Cumulative (%) 76.249

KMO = .606, Bartlett test of sphericity X” =883.675, p =.000
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Table 5. Exploratory factor analysis of Brand loyalty & Revisit intention

Factor Question Factor loading
Brand loyalty 1 .852
Brand loyalty 2 763
Brand loyalty Brand loyalty 4 .610
Brand loyalty 5 .598
Brand loyalty 3 592
Eigen Value 2.387
Cumulative (%) 47.749

KMO = 685, Bartlett test of sphericity X =183.928, p =.000

Factor Question Factor loading
Revisit intention 2 .820
Revisit intention Revisit intention 1 798
Revisit intention 3 770
Eigen Value 1.903
Cumulative (%) 63.428

KMO = 672, Bartlett test of sphericity X =90.008, p=.000

=gETe AAY 24 99 7 BRE o] ABVAE AN
#d(internal consistency)= WEFH+= Cronbach’ Alpha(a) %= AH8-
2 AE988le 702, BAE FAEE 713, AL EE T128 YElY AgT whgk FF
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Table 7. Result of reliability analysis

Variable Number of questions a

Food Service Franchise selection Factors 13 702

Service and cleanliness 4 .760
Taste 2 .628
Safety and reliability 2 815
Cost and convenience 2 740
Professionalism 3 .810

Brand loyalty 5 713

Revisit intention 3 712
3. M A%

1) 4] Zehixjo|= MEAQQI0| EHHE HME0l| D|Xl= J& (H1oll thet Z23)
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Table 8. The effects of the Food Service Franchise selection Factors on the Brand loyalty

Dependent variable independent variable B t-value p-value
Invariable 4.132 .000
Service and cleanliness 221 2.904 004"
Taste -182 -2.489 014"
Brand loyalty Safety and reliability 116 1.400 .164
Cost and convenience 247 3.190 002"
Professionalism 277 3.882 000"
R=.627, R?=.393, F=17.356, p=.000

£p<.05. **p<01, #**p<001
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Table 9. The effects of the Food Service Franchise selection Factors on the Revisit

intention
Dependent variable independent variable It t-value p-value
Invariable - 5.397 .000
Service and cleanliness 243 3.079 002"
Taste -.048 -.637 525
Revisit intention Safety and reliability 257 2.983 0037
Cost and convenience 216 2.691 008”
Professionalism -203 -2.744 007"
R = 589, R® = 347, F = 6.063, p = .000

£p<.05. **p<01, #**p<001
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