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A Study of the Effect of Perceived Service Quality under the New Service

Environment on Formulating Airline’s Global Brand(Joint Venture) Image
Tae-Joon Kim*, Kee-Woong Kim**, Sung-Sik Park™*, Su-Mi Lee****

ABSTRACT

Terminal 2 of Incheon in’tl airport had made a grand opening since January 2018.
Terminal 2 is currently operated by mainly Korean airline in cooperation with such skyteam
members as Delta airline, Air France and Royal Dutch KLM. It is expected another three
skyteam member airlines join the separate operation at terminal 2 since this coming winter.
It is believed very meaningful research to analyze how separate operation of Global alliance
of airlines affects the global brand image of an organization. To find out such effect,
researchers have made an empirical analysis of perception of airline staffs working at
terminal 2. This paper has focused on how the staffs perceive airline service quality in the
changed working environment and on how significantly their perception on service has an
effect on airline’s global brand image with such moderating variables as organizational
efficacy and organizational trust. According to empirical analysis using structural equation
modeling, it was proven the variable of responsiveness among perceived airline service
qualities had a direct significant effect on formulating airline’s global brand image associated
with joint venture between Korean airline and Delta airline. However, the other variables
had a indirect significant effect on global brand image with moderating effects.

Key Words : Global alliance (223 42}o]dd2y), Brand Image (BAE o]m]X]),
Organizational Trust (&2 41#]), Organizational Efficacy (£2 &-84), Joint Venture (
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Table 2. Demographics of Airline Sample A, d¥EE EXE A3Ed 200 ZFAE
Demographics Frequency | Percent o WFL 79% % YEht T2 UM F He E
Sex Male 146 46.1 ndE BEE BE YA Eeldd Ao
Fetale = 2 stetgith. 30thsh 40t SEAES HIFo] AA
s o 1 57 o] 83.6%= Aithrs FAUY 2oz vhehy
hoe 40's 01| 319 o AR, SEAEY W Bys Avnd
em T LS anan el v ks o uwe
Education Bachelor 247 779 oAb 8ok d(MAF B AL SR AA)
Master o4 17.0 o 953%= EAse] 18ty EE Hdolees
less ?r?;:;or1alyear 116 gg Sde HAFit mpAttes ZRAEe A
Work 1 to 3 year 41 129 5 10d o) F &, AAHH|AA ZF3
experience :ttoo 1503;6;; rgg 18; o= SEAEY HliFe] ARk Jhrke]l YERY
over 10 year 163 514 (51.4%) <5749 94 10d o] 3 oJsir} 1
Junior staff 37 1.7 2 BXE Jepio
Rank Senior gtaff 174 54.9
Deputy director 76 24.0
Director or more 30 9.5 42 MET 2 EOolF Q24
Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
o ) ) Std. Cronbach’s
Criteria for latent variables Esti. C.R. | SIM.C.
error alpha
Service service professionalism 1.011 .079 12.859 535
satisfaction capability of problem solving 1.000 - - 575 982
(S9) dealing with pax complaints 1.045 .077 13.565 .590
Responsiveness lost baggage handling 1.000 - - 648
(RE) service outlook and readiness .820 .061 13.382 .520 .982
real-time feedback 847 .055 15.280 649
Service convenience for skyteam members 1.000 - - 799
assurance observable signage 971 .049 19.949 725 983
(SA) specialty service for minor, disabled and etc. 874 .049 17.936 .639
ability for problem solving 1.000 - - 704
Organizational means and methodologies to hit the target 1.026 .033 30.864 770
efficacy company’s confidence at work 965 .038 25.264 766 982
(OE) clear work goal and achievement 986 .040 24.885 792
dealing with unpredicted situations .867 .041 20.940 778
fair treatment by the superior 1.000 - - .848
Organizational gather opinions and feedback 1.046 .052 20.234 .891
trust fair treatment by upper management 1.035 .051 20.129 779 982
(oT) right decision making for the future 1.014 .049 20.735 770
impartial HR administration 1.051 .052 20.399 .666
integrated flight schedule and service 1.000 - - 782
warm & intimate service image 1.046 .044 23.723 796
Global convenient service image 1.077 .042 25.508 .845
brand image positive contribution to KE current image 1.081 .044 24.563 .820 982
(GBI) advertising and PR for JV with Delta .961 .044 22.002 743
well known for new service with Delta 1.089 .050 21.842 .738
passenger benefit image from JV 1.072 .053 20.179 683
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AEHoZ 2 ¥ % 6/ FANFSe dF  mIRM HIEs} F4F W I} FFE02 B
AHEE BAsH SPSSE o] &3 HaAl A AESA7] W2l EF3} Al (standard estimate)
HEEo] ek Cronbach’s alpha A& 9829 £ 7 °o]’delHA squared multiple correlation
A 983 Abol2 wlg wE AFES RAFT  (SMOL 4 o4 VIELE WFSE EEI
mEd ATAE HER HEAE A9 AHNTE o 3 23 FIA ANz FEe AANS 3
W E 2HET Ao BeE 5 AT A g B o), 24 AlHe B 5,
Table 4. Paths of variables in Structural Equation Model (SEM)
. . Standard
Paths among latent variables Estimate E C.R p-value
rror
Service satisfaction - Service assurance .868 244 3.556
Responsiveness 134 201 .667 .505
Service assurance .389 .078 4.975
Service satisfaction -> Organizational efficacy 200 200 1.004 316
Responsiveness 151 144 1.044 .296
Organizational efficacy > Organizational trust .931 .081 11.549
Organizational efficacy .326 .098 3.346
Responsiveness -> Global brand image 339 .069 4907
Organizational trust 176 .050 3.501

2A ZA g #43)
1 g A AFEr 8 v 3 FEe
2 AgEE O o A ARENE st
o ATngS AT & Utk

A ZFlA aEA Ry o A=
A A4 AF=E Yeli= CMIN/df g

F=F erle

o 71Et H¥E AFES AHEWE NFL 910,
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FE .05 M UBtd A9 w2 o] A
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Fig 2. Path Analysis of SEM (p<.01)
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X
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SN © 0 ] 3 1)
HE Avle GEHE 28 B8 R gaqe 2xpay ngas 24 Be4n
] = 5 a8 ) 2 A
EH AAR AN A WA ARHAOL FE Ly nge sque@ea AN B0
HP = o]uX % 2N FFolA Fo3
% £ om] 14l 99% f—JTO ° ij] SUFEEY BAE ou]A) Atolo] i
S =
A+ Hc;:(C.R. 4907, p<.0)< PAZ U= = AsaT vy Az 2asted. ol
A= EAHUT & olde MG BAARE Bo AFHL
1= o) ] &) o A = I
E]—}\] EEEH}\—L \_7&1030 Eiullézoﬂ}\i LTO}-]_. =2 7‘| 27H9] 71(:};( Eﬂ'{r—%oﬂ q]‘:‘l_ UH7HEH'{F i
WERE GAUTE FEA ANE BRAOL G ogug gzg 4 ogy.
HoBAE oA Aol HAHRL S50l 2 oo gapasEe BE 05y AHFEANA F
T e ZlolEhal 1A Ehs Aot o FBAAE Zta e AoE BHEHAG
Table 5. Pearson Bivariate Correlation (p<.05)
variables Service Responsive- Service Organization | Organization (Slrgt:]?jl
satisfaction ness assurance al efficacy al trust image
Ss 1 - - - - -
R E .093 1 - - - -
S A 812 762 1 - - -
OE 772 738 757 1 - -
oT .604 .549 .609 .670 1 -
GBI 664 689 615 774 614 1




74 AEFE 7S, W84, olgm Vol. 26, No. 3, Sep. 2018

FTEFR EEY BAC onA'E Sy Ao #Fold FEFe A= FRAN BT &
T MRlx FES A% e AAMTE Fuj 7} E3H(Full moderating effect)”} A& AL
I FBA Ty 47 664, 689 6152 LERY 2 A EAT dustd SHPHgA FEHH
2 FEo AEdATE e AoE Uyt TE olojAe FAHST 1 A=sY IAAT
ob2 ‘F2Y BIE olmAe viZfieedl = 9] ol WA Table 5014 AR doj o
2 8284 3 =¥ et FaATE F4 FduAT ge FEsr] el

HslE JF3A HollA Aula FHS 74
St 3 AAWMSE F ‘Avl O1gA S Fig 29| A254 232 Eg=z /J84=e
MEFES 7AA g HAHeR SRE B gy asne gew 2o 24 AT A4 1
AE oA el 7l Aes BHANS g4 g gus EAL TAGE 349 2
el v 2] AAMEEA AR o2 2 qus gieayRl 2EY BUE o)
s S A FAE FEAFA g goa Qe nAE Ao selE)
S RIS clEAsh 5% AHFEAN gy e gungn @ 5 A
°1% FBBA (664 F 6152 2zt Aoy T SA A7 M 20| A FBA Aus EAo
=AY mRAAE fefohA we A2 2 aage s eAs 7w "oy kol
o A 23w A7 2hel MFSE g waw ozd agadl fold dFL )
=4 BEAL R st 2RE BIAE P 9o pe g sgetEgly) wEd A 2 oA B
Aol Fogk AF}H H=ZE FAH3t J= AL B oes oty & 4 9t}
= A sAte B Tz AR AnE B
Table 69 AIAE wheh 2ol A2 & AFA o a3 sy 34 ATM 5= 99% A
Fo| g3} Foj& oW AuAFe] A7E W Zo)A B e EA
aste] AARS e EASAH. AAES HedA ANE vheh o] maFgEo] A&
ks A dAMAEA 2 FEAAEA oo eose Hudel AAEY HuYl
= T7EE 5 A 8 2RE 9L ANFNT w29 3T
e diddEd deketae] vk EHsEA
Table 6. Summary of Moderating Variables AHdF EHrldoe 27lolgle]l FZo|wHA] of
+ Full moderating effect between SS and GBI A O}QL O%f#%;]ﬁg-g%i ;];_] & iéo}:ﬂhﬂﬁ
Pearson correlation Sum of coefficients j_;l OJE_% /\;i_ /\]j_ :L oz :1 OEE] _3427:; 7%/:];4};]
o Path 1 : .868+.389+.931+.176 &; xq;_ E%;;_ﬂ Eg::]—ﬂ]/\]g O;ﬁ :L;
Path 2 : .868+.389+.326 R o B =
+ Full moderating effect between SA and GBI H S EHREAM Foks g fle ot Sle B
Pearson correlation Sum of coefficients A Azl sl
i Path 1 : .389+931+.176 =24 31 ‘3! _:aLi‘ié _”o‘%*}i Eobe ‘fﬁﬂ
Path 2 : ..389+.326 H A-lA skt GFEA &KoA RS
Aol FAAEC] AASkE Al FAH
A7) WS &3 BAA] mEw (1) e ASATs £ Al 2 A
%22 FgAo] WAWESs} Hol 22w HAo A AAEET. A, TAEEES ARls
olul Ao Foldt HEFS WAL AR EE (2) gAelol 2 ¥ BIE omAE A
zZ2 A7}t mAEEst Ho] 22 BaT o] st H 9ol 7P F8% aada Qdysta
AAJT FF Vv &9 ool W 5F 1A
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AR 2E AFEd Ao FEAEC] wl§- F8a Satisfaction, Loyalty, Revisit Intention.
A Ao & @7t ofd 4 glS Aotk JOURNAL OF THE KOREA CONTENTS
=4, 2L AFEFe FAdEAM s ASSOCIATION, 10, 433-443.

o A FEAY] E8A tF TAHAA [7] Yi Hsin Lin,.& Chris Ryan ,2016) From
S ARAAAFAL. GV FF EZ2E A mission statement to airline branding, Jou rnal
Aata o]E FXF Qo] FA} 2 FA4Y of Air Transport Management, Volum e 53,
S AEHA ARt o] AA AL 5 150-160.

A= Holth mpAIEte =z 2o 3k A7} [8] Aaker, D.A. (1991) Managing Brand Equity.
Aedvts Holth ®std R S A The Free Press, New York.

71402 &gFAte] dig FAHALEY A7t F [9] Kevin Lane Keller, (1998) Conceptualizing,
A=A 2 Holt}. o= ©Es FFAY dF Measuring, and Managing Customer-Based
A3 SxeR oiyet 22 FFAR EoFst Brand Equity, Journal of Marketing 57(1)
A He JV BAHE olux|ox o9 FAHZQI [10] Niklas Persson, (2010) An exploratory
FFE = 7 Jdun FGFHS ] WiEe &3I4} investigation of the elements of B2B brand
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