J East Asian Soc Dietary Life 136
17(1): 136~142 (2007)

\

ZAtglel MujAol chet xiZtEl S|4, B, Jkxst YE olEe| ol BA B
Hg S92 BBYS FASE -

z 8" ol o =

‘sAdstn 2, Ay dsta BRI

i

Measuring the Causal Relationships among Tourist-Perceived Sacrifice, Quality,
Value and Behavioral Intention of Employee's Service

Jong-Heon Kang" and Jae-Gon Lee’

"Dept. of Cooking Science, Sunchon National University, Jeonnam 540-742, Korea
’Dept. of Tourism Management, Kyonggi University, Seoul 120-702, Korea

Abstract

This study measured the causal relationships among tourist-perceived sacrifice, service quality, service value, and
behavioral intention of employee's service. A total of 224 questionnaires were completed. The equation model was used
to measure the causal effect. The results demonstrated that the structural analysis result for the data was an excellent
model fit. The influences of perceived value and service quality on service value were statistically significant. As expected,
service quality and service value had significant effects on behavioral intention. Moreover, overall service quality played
a mediating role in the relationship between perceived sacrifice and service value. Service value played a mediating role
in the relationship between service quality and behavioral intention.
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AFo] nAqA HJE FAY oA S FAFAY
A ZEXI 7} Qoo AL O A EE Fest AV e AT
uj FTH(Roig et al 2006). A|F2] 7IXE H7tE o) AEFE T
Hd3t7] 3l Aol A &S FHA ¥ 8T =¥ S Hrlsict
(Yu et al 2005). «{7]1x 2473 H]-8-& o] A|For; A
B A5 Fullsled A B3 34 & A)(Monetary sacrifice)©|
¥ 1, =38 v FA)(Nonmonetary sacrifice)°] HTHKim
& Jeon 2002). S 3| AL Mu]2} A Fe] 7HH ol 9l
H7HE F de Aoz, HFA AL ATV Mu|AE
7] A AY o FFARee] BAE AIE] 9
3l A Eo] FAdE AL, =8, VX 559 Aol
Ztu & 4 SlciLapierre J 2000, Wang & Lo 2002). 3174 0]
ol 3t sl gl e F=rt X4" FAYo|th

A2 5L AH| A 71 AHAR] G X7 o]
ol AZHE Ao EFF AH| A TRV BRI = Bt
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Perceived sacrifice, service quality, service value, behavioral intention, structural equation model, causal

(Brady & Robertson 1999), A1 T8 Av| 27} A|7H 2L W)
24 AL 29 F& UZ B3 o el(Sirohi et al 1998),
A2t gae] Al ARel mAE FEFe Auls FAo
o3 wiZf=)7| = gt o2 e A2k AYe] FFez Qg
Hu) 2 43 AE)2 737} B owe FAE FHA
gt o}, Al F4o| % o vl IFE
AElzs 7H7E wANsHe 98 248k 230 A2 3
BE INFHE AP d7E<] ATk

wA 2AER, AR R 7 ] 2 #3Ad R E
F9] v/) xwe ohjet B4ye] vl BAAX) EFE
23 /hagt dH(Dodds et al 1991)9} o] AT BFE
ojg3le] F &I, A% AE &I v/ EFE BHE A
TTeas & Agarwal 2000)7} It} X|Z+E s]|AJo] AMu]x
70 mAe APAQ EARE BEAMF ATEBrady &
Robertson 1999, Cronin et al 2000, Wang & Lo 2002, Brady
et al 2005)3 AT o =d HAE FPAHI EHE BN
A 7{Cronin et al 1997, Wang et al 2004)7} AATH

gy XE7A] FHEY 4 AH| 2ol i FFA]
AZtE FAE AR AMu F4, AH|2 79 PF
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1. = A} CHAF

5o EER PR AF 2AREEC] ARAEAA
ATt AR 24 WA & Asta, AEXE v Este] 4
Bo| L3l EE sH= el o Z 20061 89 29 HE] 8¢ 15
A7hA] A ARG, £ °4~7-°ﬂ*1 ZA AES A
g FRACE B3E & APAER UG HE AL
o 3t HFAEL 2507 1310\% s e &
BAEY] HERE A3} 2247(89.6%) 2] AT £4
o] AR AT

2. ZAF U8

£ Ao AEAE /) BEow AT A WAl ¥
Be ) RS Qe 59 Qohly) 9% Rie)
Gtk o] REe AW, o7 2, YE F5et i Sol
29 AFow PN HEAEE SHUNTE T WA
2Re BRAel A2He 5 A (sacrifice), ANA Mulx F

Zl(overall service quality), A8}~ 7}=|(service value)2} &
9] %=(behavioral intention)E& Uolf7] ¢35 &0t} o] H
B M3 d+E(brady & Robertson 1999, Brady et al 2005)
o] AFE Fuste AFES TR, A4 A, AH]
~ % BF Grt A2Es B ztzte] AR 0
oFr wrleln AZEt 192 Agsin A Eoha A4
et 54 AUAES ok Bad 53 PAE BEe
ZAEH AT A 2H AL AdEoY AR AE dY] At
AV S A ojof = Z(Wang & Lo 2002) .2 AjH]
28 47] 95t X o} gt Fagt Aot oA F
43t AL =, /M Al g4 G et A=
g 2= o) AEES FAHAT A2 FNE AeAd
¢} &7 FF Fxo Qi AGEE B 2] AEER
FAIRE 8% Id5EE AYE IE, 33 oxe} BA
£ ozd gzt A=g 2= 34 ARERE PAHAT
Al Mulx F24L ) EFER TAEAT A ¥
A & ARl Mula F4o] vt A7 1

A4E 84, F4, 7K AT 9= <l B 137

e Adsta, obF Holun 4Zsha 5HE HHIns
stgich. & WA BEL AR AH|2 F2o] dFsitta
A7 148 A3t et A4 s A9
= shgivk 223 Al WA B3 ALl MEA F

Ao] R sFola A 18 Hedta, ke £

olgtm AZshA 53& AHsigith

3. AF 2™

B 7ol 282 Brady & Robertson(1999)e] 7 58
& #Amsled 24 2P} o]E R¥S TR Fig 13 &

o 7z vpga w¥oz AAEYTE 2% 2FH-E Wang et
al(2004)8] AT ALg3ta Sl 48 BE S st 1
A A Ade 23 =37 g 3 WA AEER
A =7 7 A3 BAZ Ffsy] At x=A5+te
y=Ayn+e3 o] 8 RFPom ML

o]2 8o Wang er al(2004)2] Aol A AL-&3la gl
2] 2gg Fustod 1 A Ada 370 i R E
JAAZE Fetslr) Y p=I"E+Bp+ % 2o
wyow HHHA) o] 2H Y Ame 3 4
2 P gk B ATl A AR ALE A
Ak o) AMu| =~ F2, A4 AT Au| 2 7RA], At
Aol Mulx FAF Mulx 74|, A¥kAQ] Aelx F43
P o5, M2 79} YT o] FA2Eoth A4E
43 AukAQl qu|x FHe AH ARE o] § 3 AE
BA} -0.6922 ¥l wA 73 4F BAE B Wang & Lo
(2002)¢] A7t X ZHE FAPe] F =FE F Rl AL
| 71A0] Mula Ed JE VIR FEE 2A43d Oh
H(1999)8] AT& Fmsle] dH=Ax, AR Aujx= &
A g oro] A2e ATE My FHo] FF %
o °J3kS X A2E BA Y Cronin ef al(1997)9] &
T2 Fustd ARHEAL, YA A ZE2E2 Cronin et
al(1997), Brady & Robertson(1999)2] A+ES #mdte] A
B AT
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Fig. 1. Structural equation model.
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ZAL A AT BANE SHL W B4 o8
slo] BAEIITE AT BYo) A8 74 A B
I} AlE A& Brady & Robertson(1999)94 A9} Teo & Lim
(2001)2] A5 Fardlar 891 A, AlFle EAw Aw 7
7 BANL o] &t BAEYT :rm 70 EF4%(construct
validity), &3} 4212 = (composite reliability)e} -8 2-+Hshared
variance)°] AME AT FH L &4 AH| 2ol & wF
Aol A2k B4, AREAQ] Mux~ F4, T8 a A2 7]
7} % o= R FYE-L Brady & Robertson(1999)2]
ATE Fasta 7= P BFS o] flo] EAHI T

fo

1. xA|. |:|.|Al-x}o|
Table 19l 2J3PH ZA} TM}Z}E FA(54.9%)0] 14451
%)ETt o] Bkrh o3 582 £ B3(46.0%)°] 71EF &
2 BH(54.0%)ET} HArh B BEE A HHE(56.3%)0]

o A &+ WolAlo} RAELEEE

FEo] FAE B A3 A7 BB A € 47 A
At

A A o|Fo) A& FIEH 4 74 NEE T %
¥ WA BE7E 0753 oo YERa, 4] 74 AdE
o] A ¥ & e ¥FEe B4 A7Vt 1 oo E YEy
ok AwE oA 47 74 NEES AARAY] oF 73% o)
o= Jehgrh

Fornell#} Larcker7} $& 3l i B4 FEZEL 05
“}(Brady & Robertson 1999)2.2 EY] W&o 8910
79 471 29159 5 edAdol 45=HIA 3, Table 39
A AXE F8 EAKshared variance) Rt} Z=A| VENE7] o)
Bo eglow BHH 57 29159 Wi g§dAo] 4=y
At A 74 S| A& AREAQ AH| 2 F2 Tk AT BAd)
A 0469, 18] 3 A¥] 2 7EX| 9ke] A4 BAOA 0.4289] 4
T WAES B3, BARCEE Foaich AvkEel A

°|

Table 2. Validity of constructs

Component
AHFE(43.7%) Bk B9tk o8 f3-2 E 8)(67.4%)0] ) ) )
NE 48 AY(GLE%)ETH BT Sacrifice Intention Quality Value
Price 798 194 077 048
2. M JEEe] EletAM T} AlZ|A Time 782 181 .160 256
B 7= 74 957 f9E 127 A% Basaiy Effort 766 067 260 017
SRAES FE3] sl AF FFE9 4 P i) Overall sacrifice 753 050 171 225
FEL AT TS AE 2 ¥4 2% 2N EE overall value 175 140 180 849
e S U AR B= EREA ol 24 B4
2EE T V) AT ¥9= mE ERAA Qob A4 E4] My needs 187 260 214 797
A BE AR EFE] AHSEHAT 127] AE B3Ee 2
. _ Excellent 228 133 757 216
B Bol el THYL AT A3HE Table 2614 A roeten
gt} vl=dle 1EA A% A EARoZ folatdn Superior 205 223 818 102
(p<0.001), EEFFI=E 0.857% vJeh} B 7o A7 & High standards .145 .168 795 .148
Repurchasing 200 863 112 141
Table 1. Respondent's general characteristics Recommend 094 848 193 137
Gender Same choice 121 817 212 162
Total(%) .
Male(%)  Female(%) Eigenvalue 2.647 2.393 2.176 1.619
. .
Trip Pleasure 60(58.3)  43(41.7)  103(46.0) A’(;g Z’;‘;‘;‘“"e 22056 19943  18.133 13.488
PuIpose  Other 63(52.1)  58(47.9)  121(54.0) '
MSA 0.857
First 64(50.8)  62(49.2)  126(56.3)
ViSlt Bal’ﬂett's test ok
More than of sphericity 1186.041/66
number second 59(60.2)  39(39.8)  98(43.7) P
AVE 0601 0711  0.625 0.678
Trip Individual ~ 78(51.7)  73(483)  151(67.4) c "
Omposite
stle. Other 45(616)  28(384)  T3(32.6) reliability 0857 0880 0833 0.808
Total 123(549)  101(45.1)  224(100) ** p<0.001.
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H|A F4L Au|x 7R 9] AT BAoA 0463, 17|31 &
T ozelo] A AAA 04419 AF BAES AL,
BARACREE felalgit). Anlx R dE dwekel A
7 FAoA 04362 AT AAE B, SAHCE 79
stk 7 I E TR TR AR 01315 0220714
2 bt

A9 Ao AHEE 0.830, AvkAel MHu|x F2 Q]
A F == 0.805, AHlx 7] AF & 0748, 18la dF
x9 AHNTE 0862F A MEES] ZEnte] o Alg
£ 07 o] e ey wiZel & A7oA] AHSEta
£ 89150 FEI UH dB#AE Holu e &
Atk 2Elam 73 NEEY] EF A ER 0.7 o]
Ehgth webd B A3 4] 8918 w3 HAE
o] 44L& mestd A HA 89s A4E A, F
Q1S HRkEQl Muls 4, Al RIA 891E& Ar]~
Yol WA 89S AF =R AT

4
RS o)

it

295
¥

7HA,

Mok

SEN-) A

R3] A= $A AAEL Table 404 A
Ak T2 WA 2L Flo] A F Fro] 55.540]A
1, frol Bgo] /& (p>0.05ET AA UElgy] e 2
A Azl Ageigch w712 A% A5, BT A 2

Table 3. Correlations and reliability of constructs

Sacrifice Quality Value Intention
Sacrifice (0.830) 220 183 131
Quality 469 (0.805) 214 .194
Value A28™ 463" (0.748) 190
Intention 3627 4417 4367 (0.862)

Parenthesis on the diagonal: Reliability, The top half: Shared va-
riance, mp<0.001.

Table 4. Results of confirmatory factor analysis

Fit measures CFA results

2

z 55.54/49(p=0.24)
Absolute fit measures GFI 0.96
RMR 0.03
CFI 0.98
Incremental fit measures RNI 0.99
Delta2 0.99

A7k B4, 4, 78 8% oo A 1 139

o] 2 EE 747} 0.96, 0.03, 0.98, 0.99, 0.99% LHEFL
t}. o83t 3 X 5-S Brady & Robertson(1999)2] el A]
UeERd 0.88, 0.09, 0.96, 0.96, 0.962] FPXEET} B] FA Y
ERyy) W io] AtAel A BEE W Sl

=7 »EdA /N A2Ee] BAH fo4d £4 2%E
2 Table 594 AAEHATE 3 2HAA /EEL AH
F2g 5 Q= Ao7| Wi A=E 2A et F g
Zo] 24 9o} 97o] YelHol] wef MEdE 3t BN
A9l vy} Brhsditth weby &4 99 E A8eA 2%
& ol Jded,  d7e shie] 48 =7 94 Jid
7t AR A9 shtel 24 =7ek Ul 891 3 AR AS
2 12 33 FTh

A z+E AT 4l 24 =78 7 AR AFES 1.000F
B 12867141 2 Jepgtth Awka el Mulxs 43 37 &3
T3E I AR AFES 0.947%E L12671A] 2 VERSITE
Az 74X 8 27l 23 =7E I AR AFEL 1.0003
L1102 Jepdth 8% oxet 3] 38 =78 A=
ASSE 09173 1000714 2 Jebgth 2E ZA He
=1 23 75 7 gEe p=0.05 o] FElA dAA
0] 1.960]4+ 2 Z(Brady & Robertson 1999) WEFsk7] i &-of
EAHCZ frolsiith

ol2 REA ABEAFEY FAA Fo48 Y 2AE
& Table 6914 AAHEATE BE MFGE T ARENA e
el Bhe Adel BAE G FAGLR fsdh

A7+ EAgo] AnkAQl Mulx F2 | nXE F7H0.666)
& $AH oD FelATHp<0.001). olF F& WAE of
UAE, F S 2 SAHCR §8 WAlE Wang & Lo
(2002)8) ATNME HHAATE AGE o] Hujx 7t
o] BXE AEH0356)C FAHLE fofd e "IH
THp<0.001). ©]2]3+ A3} Cronin et al(1997), Brady & Ro-
bertson(1999), Wang & Lo(2002), Brady e al(2005)¢] AT
o} e Ay AubAQl Aqu) 2 FFo] Aul2: ZEjo| vl
X 93H0.345)C BAZCE fole FFE vHTh ol
3} ATL= Cronin et al(1997), Brady & Robertson(1999), Bra-
dy et al2001)2] AT} Z& AHGTH AR M| F
Aol BT mo] WAL FFOIME FAYCE K2l
388 1] 3 thp<0.001). °|2] & ZI}E Cronin ef ak(1997)2]
o 29} 2+ AT} 21}, Brady et al(2001), Brady et al(2005)
o] Ao} O AT A2 A BF GEe] 7%
E 930513 EAF R el TS mIHTHp<0.001).
ol¥ g A= A3 HF-E(Cronin et al 1997, Brady & Ro-
bertson 1999, Sweeney et al 1999, Brady et al 2001, Wang
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Table 5. Path coefficients of latent variables and measurements

Exogenous variable

Endogenous variables

N, - ELSE &y ):q Ay p+SE? Ey ):4
xn 1.000 0.402 0.512
Xi2 1.286+0.119™ 0.304 0.697
x13 1.0200.109™" 0.468 0.485
x14 1.092+0.113™ 0.477 0.514
Yiu 1.000 0451 0.563
Y2 1.126+0.104™ 0.336 0.686
s 0.947+0.097™ 0.506 0.507
Yo 1.000 0.433 0518
§2 1.110£0.132™ 0.264 0.685
yu 1.000 0342 0.716
) 0.968+0.073™ 0.388 0.675
) 0.917+0.071"" 0.409 0.640

Notes: *Unstandardized loadings+SE, e=FErrors, . p<0.001. x;1=Price<Sacrifice, x1,=Time<Sacrifice, x;;=Effort«Sacrifice, x14,=Overall
sacrifice—Sacrifice, y11=Excellent<—Quality, yi,=Superior—Quality, yi=High standards<Quality, y3=Overall value<Value, y»=My
needs<Value, y3=Repurchasing<Intention, y3=Recommend<Intention, y3;=Same choice<Intention.

Table 6. Path coefficients of latent variables

I-&+SE* B-n£SE*® B-pASE* ¢ R
71 0.666+0.103""
i 0.393 0.323
712 0.356+0.104™
B2 0.345+0.091™
N2 0.273 0413
Ba 0.379+0.117" |
B 0.513+0.136™
3 0.540 0.374

Notes: * Unstandardized loadings+SE, ¢ = Errots, © p<0.001. 711 = Quality<Sacrifice, vy 1 = Value<Sacrifice, 52 = Quality—
Value, 43 = Intention<—Quality, 83 = Intention—Value. 71=7 1 & +&{1, no=vué1+Ban+l2 15=Ban1+Bnnst{s

& Lo 2002, Lam et a/ 2004, Babin et al 2005, Brady et al
2005)3 22 AAHHp<0.001). B AEE 7F A=)
A 7P B IS B ARE AvkE AMula E44)
FEE A e AAE g4 FEHD, MY R 9T
Bl A2 9% = &S vX e Mux 71X A2
ATk

A2 HARY A2 Ade AR Goz AddE A

vEAQl AH| 2 FZ 9] 2o i AL 32.3%H ) X
2 AT A= A, AvFQ] AMe|x 4] AR
AF, 28| 7zt o g AikE e AH|X 71X 9] 2Ed
e AuEe 41.3%Sch AvEQ Mulx Ed3ne] AR
AL, A2 71x)9te] A2 A, a8a Ao o= A
AEE g oxe] 2y Ui Ay 374%)

470 7 MEE 3 A3 #A 9 sl £ Table 79
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Table 7. Standardized total effects

A7kE B4, F2, A A% el 95 WA 141

T 721 B B B3
Covariate 0.568 0.558 0.579 0.529 0.556
Total 0.568 0.558 0.386 0.456 0.376
Direct 0.568 0.339 0.386 0.311 0.376
Indirect 0.000 0.219 0.000 0.145 0.000
Spurious 0.000 0.000 0.193 0.072 0.180

Notes: 711 = Quality«Sacrifice, 72 = Value—Sacrifice, 8 = Value<Quality, f3 = Intention—Quality, 83, = IntentionValue. -

olslH, T ol A HREAQl Au] 2 FF o] AH| A 7}
Aol vA]= &E2H0.579)7F 7P A VR, HREEQL A
H| 2 20| g2 o xo nX= &3K0.529)7F 71 @A v
Ebgth & A AR gAo] AREEQ] Au]s F o
U2 T3H0.568)7F 7 Al Wb, A8]2 71X 7} 8
= Jrd mlxlE ZIH0376)7F 71 wiA Ve 2F
FI A 2 ZHE 3] Ao] AREAQl Mu| 2~ F-d T|XE &
7H0.568)7F 71 A VrERstaL, AWEARQL Afu] 2 FHo] &
F Y=ol BlXl= ZFH0311)7t 7H 2A ekt 2244
3| Aol MH| 2 7iR]o) WX & F B} ARHAQ] A~ F
o] YF ord nxE & e 1 ZINZ 0219,
0.145)2] F3k&-wighr). ANEAE Q] M| E4o] AMH| A 7}

Ao viA e FHE B3, A Mujs FHo] P o
T Al T B A2 77 FF el vl

' 39 g3ke A 327 0.193, 0.072, 0.180)8] 3
K pl=g

nﬂ:

Qo 3l A&

2 A7 AGE Aol ANkA M2 F-I ME
7H e vl E 9T, ANAQ M| 2 FAo] AMulx 71| %
B oo PRl 7 AL ZHA7E @F ool v
£ s dofster H4E TG AT 542 25
Aol 72 WP BEE AU, 22489 FHAER
FH A48 A, Anrl Mela 4, AE|x 7H], a9
I PF omel #F RS ALt BT £4 2
e t=d 2

22 4, AR E §47 4% E49 s A A
o] B4 AEAol AS5HENS. 74 NEEZE A 84
T T W84 2F 5 2AHUT. 72 WY Y
4 Z3je] oaha A zte 3L AnkHl Mu| F4d3
AMux 7R G PIX e AR YTl AREEQl A
Hl2 FA 2 A 7R 9t 7 ore J3ke VA AL
2 Yehgth AEl2 7RE 8% g2 93 niAE A

o2 eyt AZE Aol Au|a 7Rl mAlE GFS
Ak el Az FZd osf wizhs e Aoz etk A
HR el Mu| A~ EF4o] FE o= X JEF A= 7t
ol 23 miAEE Ao Ykt

E A7 24} i A9l Ay $REL AFH A=
A Ad AGelA 71 58 4 238 7R e
2oz dHA gloA, B AFAEC] Fe Ho7|= drh
P g o] A9 AAof |2 A B 2 Aol
Apadoltt. o g ARl slztsle] A FolMe AHe] E A
Fo|z B HEQ &4 #F FEOE AWsi] B}
2o FRAES Aoz FYstaA ota Atk oA
goa Ao} FALES] Au|zel] el AFAFC] AF
Al w73 WolEol BRI RAofstE AL ofF T8 U
obd + gitt

ol gt HAoIAM R B AT Aol 2spd rHAE
T wfUAE AHl& 7R o WX A2 EAe] gl
ARl Muja F4 ) v 2 Aok A& A4t
o] B A ZIA7 EA AZAE RS 8] A3 2AEe] A%
she S ZolEe AN A A= F4E& U
E AGg FTstodel dtke A& AR Fi vk =3
oAlE £ vuAE BE o= X AdE Aux
F4e) gao] M|z 74 o8 BiAH T glvke A= Q)
Al P AT Eol7] A3 AHla FAE e
At g4 ez RS ngEiEE AHE etk
te Ag AXE F3 3ok

a3 FF ATE tE 2A g A i A9
AAetn o e &% AFES o] &3ty At £43
o B @7el Ane} Hlud & qlojof & Folt Az
B3] 2 Aol Azt gAjo] Au]x 7Rl vAe 9
o] folatA Uehd AFehs th2A Cronin et al(2000)2]
ATFoNA FejehA @A Yehr|= 8] Wil 214 3
, ARk el Ml F4, Au)x 7EX 9} F e o]
T O P4 ANEE TR 72 WY 230 s |
Ashs A7t dajxor & Aol Y7t

o
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