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Abstract The objective of this study is to identify the relationship between tourists’ intention upon
UTAUT and purchase intention on tourism omnichannel considering moderating effect of trust and
purchase propensity. As the results, 1) there are partially significant and positive relationship between
tourists’ intention and purchase intention. There are partially significant and positive moderating effect
of 2) trust and 3) purchase propensity upon the relationship between tourists’ intention and purchase
intention on tourism omnichannel. In order to increase the purchase intention of diversified customers,
it is necessary to secure the reliability of OmniChannel which integrates the on—off line, for the future,

more in—depth study of purchase propensity of tourism omnichannel should be needed.
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Samples

Section N(=374) %
S male 170 45.5
OEx female 204 54.5
Less than 20 1.3
20-30 169 45.2
Age 31-40 78 20.9
41-50 79 21.1
More than 51 43 11.5
Academi High—School Graduation 105 28.1
;Zilietvlc University Graduation 253 67.6
’ More than Graduate school 16 4.3
Student 130 34.8
Specialized job 25 6.7
Office job 71 19.0
0 tion Production employee 49 13.1
ccupatio Sales and service 20 5.3
Civil servant 20 5.3
Housewife 5 15.0
Others 0.8
Tourism Information 148 39.6
Food Information 66 17.6
Preferrin Hotel Information 63 16.8
Informati gn Weather Information 0.5
ormatio Shopping Information 37 9.9
of Tourism . .
SNS Transportation Information 20 5.3
T Event Information 24 6.4
History/Culture Information 10 2.7
Others 1.1
Table 2. Analysis of Validity
Variable Name Question Compon Comm Eigen Variation
ent unity | value
Performanc PE 1 .900 769
e PE 2 .892 .868 |5.538 | 36.917
Expectation| "p 5 1 545 | 858
EE 1 .366 .875
Effort "pE2 | 831 | 810 | 1.953| 13.021
Expectation
U EE 3 811 .807
R SI1 | 900 | 892
U Social SI12 | 822 | .763 |1.867| 12.446
T Influence
SI3 812 .753
Acceptance
Attitude F.C1 .836 .800
Facilitating| " o7y 1™ o5 | 701 | 1.406| 9.375
Conditions
F.C3 .795 707
I1 .836 771
Innovation 12 825 771 11.029| 6.861
I3 795 558
FC1 .882 778
Trust F.C2 .881 776 | 2.351| 78.368
F.C3 .893 797
PP 1 877 768
Purchase PP 2 | .894 | .800 |3.093| 77.330
Propensity
PP 3 877 783
PI 1 932 .868
Purchase Pl2 | .953 | .908 |2.666| 88.883
Intention
PI 3 944 .891
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Table 3. Variable Correlations

Construct of Correlation

@®| ® | S N
1 2 3 4 5 6 7|38
476111 1

5.05(0.98 |0.37#x| 1
4.56 | 0.87 |0.40%x|0.45%*| 1
4.9210.93 |0.27#x| 0.55% |0.37*x| 1
1.15 ] 0.12% | 0.11% [0.19%|0.22+x 1
4.7210.98 | 0.13% |0.24#|0.29%%|0.24%%|0.29%x 1
5.55( 0.99 |0.39#x|0.51%%|0.59%#%|0.40%x|0.6 30,3 1%+ 1
731 0.86 |0.51%%[0.57%x|0.65%k| 0.4 21,7 7#+0.324|0.69%* 1
@ V. Name, ® Average, 1. Performance Expectation, 2. Effort

Expectation, 3. Social Influence, 4. Facilitating Conditions, 5. Innovation|
6. Trust 7. Purchase Propensity 8. Purchase Intention,

#p>.05, **kp>.01

w|N| o |o|e]|w|o|—
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i
o
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Table 4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Variable Name | Question | Roadings | ICR | AVE Cr"nza“hs
Performan PE1 911
€ | PE2 901 |0.6360.668 .896
Expectatio
n PE 3 878
Bifort | EE1 879
Expectatio| E.E 2 .840 0.601 |.0658 879
U n EE3 | .829
T
A SI1 914
U Social SI2 856 10.702]0.704|  .870
T Influence
Acceptanc SI3 .848
e Attitude FC 1 837
Facilitatingl ™ " 1 915 | o.687| .0692| 835
Conditions
F.C 3 803
11 852
Innovation 12 .819 0.659|.0618 752
13 811
F.C 1 .904
Trust F.C 2 926 [0.726]0.691| .918
F.C 3 .902
PP 1 .899
Purchase PP 2 927 10.809]0.720|  .899
Propensity
PP 3 .895
PI 1 .905
Purchase PI 2 961 |0.766]0.813| .923
Intention
PI 3 .929
x!=228.819, df=98, GFI=.904, AGFI=.912, NFI=.943, CFI=.967,
RMR=.041, RMSEA=.065

NFI=.943, CF1=.967, RVMR=.041, RMSEA=.065% Table 4
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o FEREY H3E X4 x/df=2.328, GF1=.928,
AGFI=.902, CFI=.949, IFI=.950, RMSEA=.051 % 1}&}
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4.4.1 714 19 A=

HEEUAE BE 58 =T A1ol(B=.056,
t=4.203), =27 (B=.066, t=7.996), A1 (3=.046,

t=2.062) 3 Tl =7} Fo] & AFAAT) U= AoR
Yeht, 714 19] Hi-1, H1-2, H1-57} AXEAT 2
T =F7dE P RE ol 7 A avE
YehE Zo® gelE et vhd S 27A(B=.036,
t=1.301), A3]4] A3HB=.066, t=981) 5-& |5+ I3k
S m|R)A] kol H1-3, H1—4% 714% QT Table 534%).

Table 5. H1 Test

H1 S.RW C.R. Result
Pt Bvesaion | | 4a0ses | acon
T e
- ?’Ziiciair;ﬂlunetiietion 065 981 Reject
s G g | o | e
— Purlzllrll::tizf[lention 096 2.062xxx Accept
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Table 6. Trust Free Model

<Trust> ;

High:n=193, Low:n=181 SRW CR P
Performance High .183 3.253 .00
Expectation Low 164 2.495 013%

Bffort High .296 4.059 wox
Expectation Low 217 3.303 -
High 074 750 453
Social Influence

Low .001 011 991
Facilitating High 083 1.848 .065
Conditions Low .052 1.282 .200
High 707 6.985 ok

Innovation
Low 423 5.830 ok

CHIEERISEE

Yol @351,

A 2 2HaisE 245 A, A5y Ag
FRETEAET AT, =871d], galdo] A<k
YR Free2¥o] 1 953 o2 Yelgon, &
2z, AE A G Free RHHTE A| kR o] -3
Aoz et webA #EsUAd dvers9
E7F e Ee] ulA e FEE A9 ¢Fo] 85
= & Aolgl= 7de H2—-1, H2—2, H2—-57F XA =
a1, H2—-3, H2—4+= AA A &4t (Table 73%).

Table 7. H2 Test

H2 'S df Ax? Adf
Free Model 494.093 250
Performance | g 5q4 251 | 44.709 1
Expectation
Constr Effort
! =
aint | Eypectation 447.392 251 | 46.701 1
Social Influence 494,052 251 .041 1
F&iﬁfg;ﬁf 1493.973 | 251 1120 1
Model -
Innovation 427.309 251 103.090 1

4.4.3 /M4 39 A%
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Aol glo] Terbgae] Zdie: 2V Slstel hak:
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Table 8. Purchase Propensity Free Model

e Pty | sew | ek |
Performance High 257 4.675 stk
Expectation Low 145 2.529 011%

High 248 3.844 stk
Effort Expectation Low o 5700 .
High 058 724 1469

Social Tnfluence Low 018 1229 819
Pacilitating High 062 1.348 178
Conditions Low 025 .597 550

High 593 8.483 sk

Innovation

Low 359 4.316 sk
MaRFE) A 2dazte) e Selsich
Aol e BYEUANY FH1% F8olwol hat
of Folggel e Ut o 2g Ao A4
Aujolic. wehy g gol e Aee] Az}

T ake] s Hae] ARAFHTE Aokgkrh
A rg o] 243} Table 89 AAIE A} 2ol
Tl e eko] TrldFol ke Yehurk o)
BRAGT} A ekt Zhdal g o = sl
T gl e 2d gy 243 da), B3-3UA
g B7E 7Y% A7, =7, o]
Ak BT} Free o] ¥ §-58 208 e o,
w70, AFSA GEE Freew @i Alepmao] 4
@ Aoz vepdrl nebd BeUAd BT1EE
o)yt el HxE G- Fuldere] FEo]
E555 2 Zlolehs 7 H3-1, H3—2, H3—57F #|A]%]
3L, H3-3, H3—4% AA|HA] 249k Table 9 3Hx).

Table 9. H3 Test

Hypothesis2 x* df Ax? Adf
Free Model 530.399 | 250
I;e;é:rc‘t‘;?;; 557.396 | 251 | 26.997 1
Constraint Ex;:efif;;on 557.320 | 251 | 26.921 1
Social Influence| 531.098 251 .699 1
Facilitating
Model Conditions 531.001 | 251 602 1
Innovation 559.309 251 28.910 1
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