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Abstract

This study investigates what consumption values affect attitude and behavioral intentions toward a premium lunch box
at a convenience store using VAB(Value-Attitude-Behavior) model. The main survey was conducted by a research company
by means of an online survey in the form of a self-administered questionnaire. The samples were limited to customers who
had tried the premium lunch box before. The survey was conducted in October 2016. The collected data were analyzed
by using SPSS 21.0 for Windows and AMOS 21.0. A structural equation model(SEM) was used to verify the proposed
relationships among the study variables. Three factors representing the value of the premium lunch box were identified:
social & functional value, economic value, and epistemic value. The finding showed that these values had a positive effect
on attitude toward the premium lunch box and that attitude had a positive effect on behavioral intentions.
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 1. Characteristic of respondents
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N=531

Variables Frequency (%)

Male 267(50.3)

Gender
Female 264(49.7)
20 to 29 years 201(37.9)
Age 30 to 39 years 231(43.5)
Over than 40 years 99(18.6)
Less than high school 55(10.4)
) Currently attending college 50( 9.4)

Education
Bachelor's degree 385(72.5)
More than graduate school 41( 7.7)
) Single 335(63.1)
Marital status
Married 196(36.9)
Less than 2,000,000 159(29.9)
Monthly household income 2,000,000 to 4,000,000 196(36.9)
4,000,000 or above 176(33.2)
) ) Less than once in a month 114(21.5)
Frequency of using Premmm funch box Once to three times in a month 221(41.6)
at a convenience store

More than four times in a month 196(36.9)

Table 2. Difference in consumption values, attitude, and behavioral intentions toward a premium lunch box at a
Mean£S.D., N=531

convenience store by gender

Variables" Total Male Female t-value

Social & functional value 2.58+.84 2.66+.85 2.49+.83 2.330"
Economic value 3.24+.69 3.23+71 3.25+.67 -0.319
Epistemic value 3.46+.78 3.44+.82 3.49+.75 -0.778
Attitude 3.36+.67 3.38+.68 3.33+.66 0.869
Behavioral intentions 3.55+.68 3.54+.69 3.55+.67 -0.211

D Likert-type 5 point scale (I=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree)

* p<0.05

U o H(p<0.05), BAZ 71X, A4 744, H=, ¥ 9= O8L A TEA A} HE 22 Y 1-33] AE 0|8}

L gy 7k o3t zpolzb LpehR] 9kotHTable 2). Nam
SH007)9] w7k} Anlol ek 2p7) 2 8o] Bt e
A 2878 ABZHA), GB7H, 715710, 2R
FEsto] ol T2 ol LASGEY, As N ¢
o gkl Kol Gl AOE trehda, e BRAL o
2 g WA Aul27kx o] et Aeon § 2007) A4
o] w2 Al AR §o14 Hol7t gl Ao ve
st

WOy Lejn|g] EA2te] o] & Wmo] W Aul7hA), )

= GFE KolE B A3 ol NEE ket
o] Ml 1FO 2 BRSGCHTable 3). Y 18] vjgo 2 o] g3}

3F, 9 43 o) ol8A:= ‘AT A
IF 0 R FEIAL 42UV, HE, 35 re n
ol A] o]§ Hlme] wE o]z} Yrehgte u(p<0.001),
A AL Wi g0 o g0 v|F Au7HA], HE 5
A=7b #A BAHAL, A EEA A He 2F0l 7HE
S| BAESI) AL 715 A TR A A Ee 2g0]
2822 71 94T, HEOR A} B 80| 254, A9 =&
A A} W OF 22302 {98t 2to|7} 11 thp<0.001). 7
AH 7L AR AL HE 25N HEOR AL HE 1
F(324)0] E1, AY EEA A He 252 79T AolE
BATH3.03). A 7FA L 3652 2 AF B aE0] &9t

FIH oo ore

Nog
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Table 3. Difference in consumption values, attitude, and behavioral intentions toward a premium lunch box at a convenience

store by using frequency

Mean£S.D., N=531

Variables" Total Light user Medium user Heavy user F-value
Social & functional value 2.58+0.84 2.2340.73¢ 2.5440.76° 2.82:+0.90° 20.035™
Economic value 3.24+0.69 3.03£0.72° 3.24+0.67° 3.37+0.70° 9.042""
Epistemic value 3.46+0.78 3.17+0.84° 3.44+0.76° 3.65+0.72° 14.123™
Attitude 3.36+0.67 3.01+0.61° 3.3420.64° 3.58+0.65" 29.493"
Behavioral intentions 3.55+0.68 3.27+0.70° 3.530.65° 3.730.65° 17.508""

D Likert-type 5 point scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree)

p<0.001
** Duncan's multiple comparison

Table 4. Difference in consumption values, attitude, and behavioral intentions toward a premium lunch box at a convenience

store by marital status

Mean£S.D., N=531

Variables" Total Single Married t-value
Social & functional value 2.58+0.84 2.49+0.80 2.73+0.88 -3.190"
Economic value 3.2440.69 3.2240.69 3.2740.68 -0.781
Epistemic value 3.46:0.78 3.41£0.81 3.56+0.72 -2202"
Attitude 3.360.67 3.33+0.67 3.40+0.68 - 1.165
Behavioral intentions 3.55+0.68 3.53+0.68 3.58+0.67 -0.870
D Likert-type 5 point scale (I=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree)
™ p<0.01, " p<0.05
A, Tl 2 HFOR A HE IFG4HM), AY EEA A T &5 2009H PR W2 TF, 2005H o4 4009w
I, o2 HEOE AL BE OF(G44), A9 EEA A T 25 2009H PR W2 TF, 2005 o4 4009 v
= A8G17) L2 Uitk &, 1Yy Zau|d A" Th2 F3F I4F, 4009HY o2 =2 IF0E o] 24
= A ol 8, F WY meju|Y ZAE] gt Q14]0] gt A, AL - 715 A 7HR 9 A 74| BE AaR0] & 11
Fo|aL, A Y=k FoRith= A & 4 Utk HY ol 7 =4 2A41% A2 2 U tH(Table 5). AHS] - 7]
A =z ZAEE A 0]85te LE2 oo gt 714 T4 7H = 50 2 IAF°] 28122 7P =4 45t
£ =7 Ak ¢7] w2l o A o]8skar Jle Aol I IR, 2 0] 251, W 0] 2402 UEH S
), FAAR 2 E &3 H]§ tiy] "o] whal L7)7] of (p<0.001), A& 7}x] HA] AE0] 2 80| 36202 7}%
2ol A o]-&sk= Aol ¥ 7o 2L EAJEO] EA4] =3, 27F 2E2(G45)T WS 18(330) £o2 Uehyth
HH AAAHA 374 o) Fuistel= FEFol AXc (p<0.01). Nam SJ(2007)2] =37 AA|G=Zo]| T2 AH|7}]
I E 5 30 9] AolE & AFNME FBHA AHAAFEEol =255 At
ZA A 2E o fof et Hol Zaju|gd =AI= 3] - 7157 719 BHEZEo] Eolde & 2 Qigith

o &H|7H, B, Eo =l AfolE 4T A3, AL - 7]
54 7H(p<0.01)2} A 2 7HA|(p<0.05)7} vl &R A A
20 o E=A Vet tHTable 4). o4 An]2e] 98 A7}

A& 7153 714, AARA 71, ﬂ:,qxq 74K, A - 715 7}

2, &%A 7HA 2 FEste] A& o 57 anzhR| o vAl=
d3S B35 Lim KB(2005)9] Ao A& o R AHg)

2 FhAollet §oi5k Gaol Qi Ao ekt wh gich
AR 9 7bE A5 ThE Bl xejuy =
Aol ojgt Aul7H, i, AEelEs 24517 9135 2 7

3. 5HET9 B

AFHEE BF 03P7]°ﬂ "*°ﬂ 5% %—’F—EE’J 212 (relia-
bility)™} ElFA(validity)ol] tist H5o0] £4 AA|Fojof
o AEAEE o8 ¥ WEsA SARS df L3 (con-
sistency)©] = A= 2 Ytz o 7 ZF ¥H4=2] Cronbach'a Zt
0] 0.6 o]Ato|H AlEAo] FEE T B 4= 9l=d|(Nunnally
JC 1978), & dFoxe RE ¥H4E9] Cronbach'a ZH& 0.7
ol ez Ueht, Aol Sl A= Yetgth B

0

)
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Table 5. Difference in consumption values, attitude, and behavioral intentions toward a premium lunch box at a convenience

store by monthly household income

Mean£S.D., N=531

Variables" Total Low Midium High F-value
Social & functional value 2.58+0.84 2.40+0.82° 2.5140.76° 2.8120.90° 11.619™
Economic value 3.24+0.69 3.19+0.69 3.22+0.65 3.3240.72 1.636
Epistemic value 3.46+0.78 3.300.84° 3.45+0.75° 3.62+0.74° 7.143"
Attitude 3.36+0.67 3.30+0.67 3.34+0.68 3.4340.66 1.633
Behavioral intentions 3.5540.68 3.52+0.69 3.55+0.67 3.57+0.69 0.224

D Likert-type 5 point scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree)

ok

T p<0.01 " p<0.001,
*° Duncan's multiple comparison

HpEo
r
| .

%
i

_r,rL .Il)l'

3 AgEs

HE gt

| BEuse] o) Aok} & ZHEALAS U
A2 &1 Q& X(confirmatory factor analysis)
2 AASte FZElFA(convergent validity) ¥} ZTHHENGA
(discriminant validity)2 &-213}%ch &2l 29l

Table 6. Analysis of measurement model

15249 o
¥C=452.023(df=94), x/df=4.809, CFI=0.917, RMR=
0.060, IF1=0.918, GFI=0.899, NFI=0.898 2 }E}} H|W
Szolgich 7t WMgSe) AT UFHTHE
A7E A= Table 69 AASHAT AFEHTES &<l
3l7] 98 &3t 9 QA A Fk(standardized factor loading)
& 22 05 ol4o] Hofof 3L, 0.7 o|4gelw uhgrz stk

A Al
| s

ESE tvalue GA] 1.965 o|Ato]ojof dtth. AVE(Average of
Variance Extracted) ZF2] A%, 0.5 o]Atolojof dtar, /g A=
I=(composite reliability)2] 7, 0.7 oJAlo|H Elg =7} &=
Ao 2 7HEFHhHair 5

1 =
"\:'E'C

HHY O3F

-

HAEO
T

2010). £427}, B3 eh
7123 ool Uugtem, adAAge o
5ol 0.7 o]Ato]ich

T elgAJ(discriminant validity)2 A2 o2 H4E 7 2}
ol el Aoz, pEsEe Bk wa =

2 AgEE o] F ¥

=
9] AVE g3t 5 i4zbe) A
]

4(coefficient of correlation)2] A4 Zk& H| 3} AVE Zho

Variables Items Factor loading t-value AVE" CR? Cronbach's a
SoV1 0.887 -
Social & functional value Sov2 0.879 19.161™ 0.618 0.821 0.786
SoV3 0.496 11.434™
EcV1 0.806 -
Economic value EcV2 0.817 19573 0.727 0.888 0.831
EcV3 0.750 17.818"™
EpV1 0.673 -
Epistemic value EpV2 0.744 12497 0.523 0.767 0.747
EpV3 0.707 12.274™
Attl 0.596 -
Attitude A2 0.743 13'469*,,* 0.613 0.863 0.807
Att3 0.780 13.911
Attd 0.763 13.716™
Bell 0.785 -
Behavioral intentions Bel2 0.783 18.832™ 0.694 0.872 0.809
Bel3 0.736 175117

Model fit: x=452.023, df=94, p<0.001, x¥df=4.809, CFI=0.917, RMR=0.060, IFI=0.918, GFI=0.899, NFI=0.898

Y Average of variance extracted
2 Composite reliability

* All factor loading are significant at the p<0.001 level
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AL Agrcr 28 FeRol drky & 4 ok
(Fornell & Larker 1981). ¥~ 7Ho] AR A Axt=
29134& Folo] HEsiEon, 1 ATk
£HAT, 7 W5 AVE g0l 7 S 7o) AuAe)
AFIRG 202 FEeRol gk Ao Ueheh

4. 714A5Hnt

2 AdFolMe HH Zeu|d =AY AN - 7]
7HAL, ZAA 7R, AH ZEA7E Bl v S H=
7t FE o] v = FFS AHEST AR 7HE
o gt AS5 23 Table 83} o] Uehtow, F2m4 4
4 Ay Rt Asirhal WehE QITH(x¢=468.586
(dF=97), x’/df=4.831, CFI=0.914, RMR=0.061, GFI=0.893, IFI=
0.915, CFI=0.914).

2 d72%E AEshd, "ol Zu|d AR A
3 - 7154 7 w9 ZEu|d =AY HEo] &9
Tt FHB=0.181, p<0.001)& A= A= YERY, 74 19]
A=At B Z2|u|d ZAEe] FAH 7HA = #He
A Z2u| Y EAZ H o] o't YRH(B=0.663, p<0.001)
< A= Ao Y, 7Hd 2= HHETE HoR L
o =AY A3 7R HojH Zeju|Y EAIR] Hi=
o frefdh FHB=0.189, p<0.001)E A= AR LEh,
71 3= 8= chFig. 2). Yu & Yoon(2014)2] &Fof w2

Table 7. Correlation among the constructs (squared)”

[e)

Ul

HERES

of
o

35

functional
value

Behavioral
intentions

189"

Fig. 2. Structural path model with parameters estimates

H, X AlFol tigt &Rk ZRR]= 2 AlFol tiEt
B o S v|Rch 51921, Park & Jeon(2012)2 A4
Am A0 FAA 28|7HXQ1 7154 7HA], S84 743, AL
34 7427} o) Fo3t G AASL Sl=dl, & A
oA HOF Zeju|Y =A=] thgt AHE - 7153 ZHR]9k
AAA 7427t P 9% = A Y5 Choi
DH(2014)9] the}d tid e AEsd Aoa e Bz}
350 Adia0log 7IXE 723} o™, Choi & Lee(2012)
= 2 Y2EF o] 9 AR|sh= M7} "=l &
J24 Q1 FFEATE ke A HRAT
Hol zEu|Y =AY Hert "ol Zeju|Y TA
o] P50 ol {3t FIKB=0.952, p<0.00D)E PR = A

1

Social & functional Economic value Epistemic value Attitude ]j%ehav.ioral
value intentions
Social & functional value 0.618"
Economic value 0.410(0.18) 0.727"
Epistemic value 0.211(0.04) 0.417(0.17) 0.523"
Attitude 0.487(0.24) 0.705(0.49) 0.483(0.23) 0.613"
Behavioral intentions 0.407(0.17) 0.668(0.45) 0.404(0.16) 0.788(0.47) 0.694"
Y Correlation coefficients are estimated from AMOS 21.0
" AVE(Average Variance Extracted)
Table 8. Results of proposed model
Paths Path coefficients t-value Results
H1. Social & Functional value — Attitude 0.181 4735 Supported
H2. Economic value — Attitude 0.663 10.465™ Supported
H3. Epistemic value — Attitude 0.189 4.103™ Supported
H4. Attitude — Behavioral intentions 0.952 12.958"™ Supported

X'=468.586, df<97, p<0.001, x*/df<4.831, CFI=0.914,
RMR=0.061, GFI=0.893, IFI=0.915, CFI=0.914

Model fit

™ p<0.001
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