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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of sustainability management (SM) at coffee houses on
customers’ store image and behavioral intention. In addition, customers’ willingness to pay a premium for sustainable
coffee houses was studied. During October 2011, a web survey was conducted via an on-line research company with
customers aged 20 to 39 visiting one of the top five coffee houses in Korea at least once a month. A total of 300
targeted customers responded and all the data were analyzed. An exploratory factor analysis derived two dimensions
of SM: SM in Social and Environmental Perspective and SM in Economic Perspective. The result of structural
equation modeling indicated that SM in Economic Perspective at coffee houses had a significant positive effect on
customers’ behavioral intention with mediating effect by store image, but SM in Social and Environmental Perspective
did not have such effect. Approximately one-third (31%) of the respondents were willing to pay a premium for a
sustainable coffee house in a scenario. approximately 84% of the respondents unwilling to pay a premium for the
sustainable coffee house chose the cost-related reasons including “Coffee price at the coffee house that they most often
visit is already expensive (62.3%)” for such unwillingness. The results of this study showed that SM of coffee houses,
especially that in Economic Perspective, could contribute to store image, and therefore increase customers’ favorable
behavioral intention, although the additional cost resulted from such SM practices might not be easily accommodated
by customers. (Korean J Community Nutr 17(4): 494~503, 2012)
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Better Together is a coffee house deeply engaged in sustainability management.
Better Together endeavors to aftain balance among economic, social and
environmental development by practicing the followings:
-Conftributing to local economic development
-Competing fairly with other stores
-Raising social fund such as UNICEF fund
-Avoiding discrimination when hiring employees
-Offering healthy menu and related information
-Using and selling products with environmentally-friendly certification
-Reducing energy and resource use

-Minimizing and recycling waste

Fig. 1. Scenario of a sustainable coffee house used in the study.
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Table 1. Responding customers' general characteristics and
usage of coffee houses
Characteristics n (%)
Male 131 ( 43.7)
Gender
Female 169 ( 56.3)
20-24 70( 23.3)
25-29 70( 23.3)
Age
30-34 99 ( 33.0)
35-39 61( 20.3)
High school or less 26( 8.7)
Education level College or less 248 ( 82.7)
Graduate school or less 26( 8.7)
< 1 million 61 ( 20.3)
> 1 million & < 2 million 80 ( 26.7)
Household income > 2 milion & < 3 million 75( 25.0)
(won/month) > 3 million & < 4 milion 41(13.7)
> 4 million & < 5 milion 23( 7.7)
> 5 million 20( 7.6)
Employee 140( 46.7)
Student 69 ( 23.0)
Occupation Professional 41 ( 13.7)
Housewife 33( 11.0
Others 17( 5.7)
) Single 189 ( 63.0)
Marital status )
Married 111 ( 37.0
less than 1 109 ( 36.3)
Visiting frequency 1-2 14( 380
of coffee houses 3-4 50( 16.7)
(fimes/week) 5_6 23( 7.7)
7 or more 41 1.3)
Visiting frequency less than 1 149 ( 49.7)
Tc;:T?Tehcoffee h(c)juseT 1.2 112( 37.3)
at the responden
most frequently visits 3-4 34(11.3)
(fimes/week) 5-6 5( 1.7)
< 5,000 82( 27.3)
Average amountof > 5 000 & < 10,000 118 ( 39.3)
rmoney respondents 44 445 g < 15,000 53( 17.7)
spend at coffee
houses (KRW/visit ) > 15,000 & < 20,000 25( 8.3)
> 20,000 22( 7.3
Total 300(100.0)

& 3.47014 3.7 Ato]
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Table 2. Perceived performance of sustainability management, store image and behavioral intention af coffee houses (n = 300)
Performance of sustainability management Mean + SDV
To use energy efficiently 3.1 £0.7
To use resource efficiently 3.1 £0.7
To reduce and recycle waste 3.3 £ 08
To use and sell products with environment-friendly certification 3.3 0.7
To avoid discriminating applicants by gender, age or religion in the employment process 3.2+ 06
T;zﬁor:izzszwsn s Torolse social fund (e.g. UNICEF fund) 31+07
To offer healthy menus (e.g. coffee with choice of low fat milk) or related information 3.2+ 08
To compete fairly with other stores 3.3 +£08
To confribute to economy by generating profit 3.1 £08
To improve quality of goods and service 3.5+ 0.7
To create employment 3.2+ 0.7
Store image
The coffee house that | most often visit gives me a feeling of trust 3.6 £06
The image of the coffee house that | most often visit is positive 3.7 £ 0.7
| favor the image of the coffee house that | most often visit 3.6 £0.7
Behavioral intention
| will ecommend the coffee house that | most often visit to others 3.4+ 08
| will say favorable things about the coffee house that | most often visit 3.5+ 0.7
| will continue to use frequently the coffee house that | most often visit 3.7 £ 0.7
1) 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
Table 3. Dimensions of sustainability management practices at coffee houses: Result of exploratory factor analysis (n = 300)
Factor Variables LZ?:E?({; Eigen-value Exggir?gg?% ) Cronbach's o
To use resource efficiently 0.560
To reduce and recycle waste 0.704
Factor 1: To usse' onq sell products with environment-friendly 0.771
Sustainabilty managernent CeTﬁfKT‘OT'lOH ' 4,249 425 0.798
in social gnd envionmental To q|s§r|m|nofe opplicants by gender, age or 0.575
perspective religion in the employment process
To raise social fund 0.715
To offer healthy menus or related information 0.668
To compete fairly with other stores 0.813
Facfor2: To contribute to economy by generating profit 0.748
Sustainability management ) ) ) 1.195 12.0 0.772
in economic perspective To improve quality of goods and service 0.633
To create employment 0.732
KMO=0.878 Bartlette's test of sphericity=916.629""
0.8l 77k vk et & HYlok 7+ QQle] 23t 3 3. HOMEH N&T5EFCl HOMEF oot HEO|
B2 TEale] F QoS 7k} AbE] - 87 SHelA 2] A OjR|, Do Y5 T 0N ¥
S7V57%, A ZRlolNg) A&7 Fs 7 0 = it AT AR A&7Vs7Y el 7 29l AR
A57Fs7d G AR 7 a1 L] Hxolm|A| Bl & o] Hxzo|w|x|e} uA9] FFo s E3E YR of
FO % ZHzte] gt ER1Z] QRlA] A upg o F AL gk el1%] Q1A A= Table 49 2t} #4 A3 &
SV S A&7 d 73 B S 2dP] i & S tid a1 sl 7kl 0.5 oo w U
9 2T AE 8 =7 7 vapEAR] A 18-S 9] Ebwth S A¥E A g f = 1734113 L = 71,

St 8 S 2HAISHA T p < 0.001), GFI = 0.925, AGFI = 0.889, RMSEA =
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Table 4. Validity of the measurement model for sustainability management, store image, and behavioral intention at coffee houses:

Result of confirmatory factor analysis (n = 300)

Factor Variables Factor loading P

Efficient use of resource 0.633 -
Sustainability management 5o gng sell products with envionment-friendly certification 0.662 < 0.001

in soical and environmental

perspective Raise of social fund 0.657 < 0.001
Service of healthy menu or related information 0.700 < 0.001

Fair competition 0.674 -
Sustainability management Profit generation 0.668 < 0.001
in economic perspective Quality improvement 0.683 < 0.001
Ermployment creation 0.680 < 0.001

Trusty 0.721 -
Store image Positive 0.832 < 0.001
Favorable 0.832 < 0.001

Will ecommend 0.878 -
Behavioral intention Will say favorably 0.882 < 0.001
Will continue fo use 0.753 < 0.001

X

2=173.411(df. = 71, p < 0.001), GFl =

0.925, AGFI =

0.889, RMSEA = 0.026

Sustainability
Management
Social &

Perspective

Environmental

in

-0.020
*~.._(0=0.853)

Store Image

0.892

(p<0.001)

Behavioral
Intention

Sustainability
Management in
Economic
Perspective

0.772
(p<0.001)

X2 = 174.667 (d.£.=73, p<0.001)

GFI=0.924
— 5 significant  ———-_-> notsignificant RMQS:I:gng
Fig. 2. Effec(:jT ?f sustainability management on store image and behavioral infention at coffee houses: Result of structural equation
modeling.
0.026 2% FA = Uch. ]S 57 gro] FeAo|gl o, the  lo] Agxdige] tigh An|xpe] Harolm|=|ef 4 (+)2] <
AT A|55o0] GFI 0.9 o4, AGFI 0.8 o), RMSEA &8 v]x)= 210 Sejyry, et gxoln|«| g} Eo %
0.05 oJste] ANHAR] 7|55 BF T5sh= 2o ® vt ke AEAleE 0.892(p < 0.001) & w4 o] 3 3ol
BT 2YRge) AFEE £4 /R FEUS B A A @R P ()2 B 1A= Ao ekt
g Qloitt. T = A SHellA e A&7bs7d Gl Av el dhal
TR Y BAS Bl AR AR ALk 2HlAPE 7 M Eol A wiE Bale] A7 dEgol
A7) F 2lo] ANREA] et Axolu A mAe]  ohat A WEEe] B (+)9) YIS vlAE Ao %
BEol ol v Xt G AvE Avks Fig. 29 2ok B QEt
A Aap, Ak - 87 S A7 2919 7]
ALl helo] 2m1A7E 2 FaxolulA) 7be] =A% 4 N&TSP HOMEM HO g3 AHAY FHA
= frelabA ek 2o Lehdtth wi AA] Swelxe) A 2o
L7179 Q13 A xofmA] 7k AREAGFE 0.772 A&7V P& AHdshs 7 A HAEHR] Better

(p <0.001) = A =] 4

Al ZwolAe] 27Fs4% & Togethersl thek 37b42e)x1& 2A15E A3h= Table 5
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Table 5. Wilingness to pay a premium for coffee at a sustainable coffee house in a scenario

Classification n (%)
) ) Yes 92 (30.7)
Wilingness fo pay a premium (n = 300)
No 208 (69.3)
<500 won 71(77.1)
The premium that consumers are wiling to pay " (n=92) > 500 & < 1,000 won 13(14.1)
> 1,000 won 8(8.7)

1) Amount in addition to the price (3,500~4,000 won) of a cup of Americano coffee atf the coffee house the respondent most
often visifs. It ranged from 100 to 2,500 won, and mean * S.D. was 530 * 487 won.

Table 6. Reasons for willingness or unwillingness to pay a premium for sustainable coffee houses

Reason Classification n (%)
The sustainable coffee house will offer sufficient environmental - social - economic benefit 47 (33.1)
fo current generation
The sustainable coffee house will offer sufficient environmental - social - economic benefit 43 (30.3)
Reason for fo next generation
W'"'”Q”ess Quality of americano at the sustainable coffee house will be better than that of the coffee house 24 (16.9)
(Mulfiple réSponses) 4t | most often visit
n=142
[ ) Consumption at the sustainable coffee house will represent high social - environmental consciousness 19 (13.4)
Consumption at the sustainable coffee house will increase dignity 5( 3.9
Others 4( 2.8)
Cost of americano at the coffee house that | most often visit is already expensive 154 (62.3)
The sustainable coffee house should be in charge of the extra cost 53 (21.5)
Reason for | could not understand practices performed by the sustainable coffee house 20 ( 8.1)
unwilingness The sustainable coffee house will offer insufficient environmental - social - economic benefit 11( 4.5)
(Mulfiple responses) 1o current generation
(n=247) The sustainable coffee house will offer insufficient environmental - social - economic benefit 8( 3.2
fo next generation
Others 1(04)

o} 2ok S5k oF 1/3(30.7%)°] Better Together® 2= <= 5t A¥]AE 9] oprlg] 7l 7120 ou] Z5
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