2
ok
i

O [PEE ez
<€

JOURNAL OF PRACTICAL ENGINEERING EDUCATION J. Pract. Eng. Educ. 11(2), 305-311, 2019

CHEH Ord 2| x| ® =0l CHS 7HR|X|2H0] SME0| 0|R= L&k

The Effect of Value Perception of the University Mileage
System on Loyalty

S, oA

MEO st weFoyst

= =

Su-Hyun Ahn, Sang-Jun Lee*

College of General Education, Semyung University, Jecheon 27136, Korea

[2 9]

B2 igolA st B 229 Aoz vid YA A =S
Fol g A S A v A & A FetaL, H 53 vhd 2] Aol w4
it mhd 2} X Az ol o @ S S 9] R A o] T Tl vl A=
Ak 2 Aol 7t A=A Hlarstarst gk o] & 98 oS} vhd 2] Ao

o, Hed, 4A o TSt IAE N FFHES AFTH

A3 Yk wh e A A= ) ¥ 3} 22 1o
A% SR TUZE RE AT Aol 2 A7

F
o

Ir

rl
>

GRARAZLE BAD 584, A2A 584, o809
0.2 U35 4725 44 §84.
BB 7o JFS TAA B

e 950 B4 g e A debta, 4440
FAE) A e e A 8L v e Aol we Wuknth A et

o

[ Abstract ]

Many universities offer mileage system as part of their student reward program. The mileage system provides mileage to students
who participated in on-campus extracurricular programs, and awards scholarships regardless of grades based on the mileage earned.
The purpose of this study is to identify the effect of students’ perception of college mileage system on loyalty and to compare the
difference in loyalty between those who received mileage and those who did not. To this end, the effect of loyalty was studied em-
pirically by classifying the perception of college mileage into five categories: the cash value, aspirational value, diversity of benefits,
convenience, and relevance. The results showed that aspirational value, diversity of benefits and relevance had a positive effect on
loyalty, while cash value and convenience did not. In addition, the effect of cash value on loyalty was higher in those who received
mileage than those who did not. In terms of relevance, higher loyalty was found in group that did not receive mileage than those
who did.
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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Table 1. Sample characteristics

Classification

Frequency  Rate (%)

Healthcare & Biotechnology 297 27.6
Social Sciences 342 31.7

College
Humanities & Arts 194 18.0
IT Engineering 245 22.7
Freshman 312 28.9
Sophomore 294 273

School Year

Junior 262 243
Senior 210 19.5
Man 579 53.7

Gender
Female 499 46.3
Previous Experience Yes 263 244
of Benefit No 815 75.6
Total 1,078 100.0

HE 2o AAE A

Al 2A 745 gl

X 2+ vhdE Aol ek 7R A T diE 7l
AAZ Aifo|r}. B A3} 7ERA| e A= o]

B2.718A

Table 2. Descriptive statistics

N Mean S.D.

Cash Value 1,078 3.519 0.766

Aspirational Value 1,078 3.293 0.827

Pe:ggfion Diversity 1,078 3.682 0.735

Convenience 1,078 3.293 0.786

Relevance 1,078 3.503 0.763

Royalty 1,078 3.560 0.762
http://JPEE.org



J. Pract. Eng. Educ. 11(2), 305-311, 2019

E3. 5oIn 2024

Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis

Ha4 PEYEADY 23

Table 4. Results of structural equation modeling

Standardized
Indicator Factor t-value CR AVE
Loading
Vi_1 0.887 -
Cash Value V122 0.907 41.809 0.904 0.761
Vi3 0.727 28.7
V2_1 0.910 -
Aspirational 0.904 42305  0.8% 0740
Value
V2.3 0.702 27.621
V3_1 0.764 -
Diversity V3_2 0.868 29.583 0.907 0.765
V3_3 0.861 29.346
V4_1 0.764 -
Convenience V4_2 0.728 23.279 0.831 0.622
V4_3 0.800 25.601
V5_1 0.843 -
Relevance V5_2 0.868 35.28 0.872 0.696
V5_3 0.703 25.864
V6_1 0.812 -
Royalty V6_2 0.872 32.616 0.880 0.711
V6_3 0.745 26.626
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Path Path Coefficient S.E. t-value
Cash Value — Royalty 0.044 0.051 0.862
Aspiration Value — Royalty 0.209 0.037 5.643***
Diversity — Royalty 0.211 0.044 4.831%**
Convenience — Royalty 0.040 0.057 0.701
Relevance — Royalty 0.446 0.078 5.749%**

* p{0.05, ** p¢0.01, *** p¢0.001
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Table 5. Measurement invariance
v df Ay Adf T CFl RMSEA
Configural Invariance 1194.932 240 - - 0.912 0.931 0.061
Metric Invariance 1206.157 252 11.225 12 0.916 0.931 0.059
E. CHEIcHEA E7.5 Aol HE
Table 7. Chi-squares difference test
o BhddA 09 o] e 2AERE 95 e Lo d . w
21 o8 chad A (multi-group analySIS)g A5 ) Unconstrained Model 1194.932 240 - -
DEAUEge =guset TrmddA 3 AT m Cash Value — Royalty 1205.093 241 10.161 p<0.05
Aspiration Value — Royalty ~ 1194.958 241 0.025 n.s
—,—x] 7]- q_g_ ;QD}A = ]ﬂ &< ]-Z] = 747‘% ™ o]_9.§_ Diversity — Royalty 1195.635 241 0.703 n.s
EH13 : —E—Q @XH:— D EHQ]'- u]—o‘___]ﬂ;(] ] EH?J— 7};(];(]2}&} © Convenience — Royalty 1195.443 241 0.510 n.s
GAS /\]'0194 3’4—74]7]— u}%ax] a]E"u' o:]lf—oﬂ [ﬂrﬂ— %_“E}{]ﬂ- Relevance — Royalty 1199.037 241 4.104 p<0.05
= Aol g3l Aeke FehA] -2 H)A| kR d(unconstrained
model)& FATE 2) 7HA A3} FAHE Abol o] BA VL
Y 7o sl BURES A /He SoAGEY Gl e we Junn FAM0R el I v
(equality constrained model)9] H3 =& H7}git) 3) o] F Aok & 4 gk
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E 6. CHETEHEA
Table 6. Multi-group analysis
Benefit No Benefit
Path Path t-value Path t-value
Coefficient Coefficient
Cash Value — Royalty 0.300 3.061%* -0.056 —0.991
Aspiration Value — Royalty ~ 0.216 3.546%** 0.228  4.804***
Diversity — Royalty 0116 0.934 0.233  4.785***
Convenience — Royalty 0.104 1.065 0.016 0.209
Relevance — Royalty 0.214 1.953 0.533  4.853***

* p€0.05, ** p(0.01, *** p(0.001
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