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Chapter Four

Theory Testing: A Quantitative Study of Experience Quality

A conceptual model of customers’experiences, which describes the essence of

experiences, is proposed in Chapter Three. This finding helps to gain a preliminary

understanding of the elements that make up customers’experiences. In addition to

customers themselves, their interactions with physical surroundings, service providers,

other customers and companions constitute customers’perception of experiences.

Resting on the results of the qualitative study, this study is further interested in

exploring how customers emotionally perceive the quality of experience (experience

quality for short) or how customers emotionally evaluate the experiences. A

quantitative study is conducted to empirically investigate the concept of experience

quality and the assessment of experience quality. Moreover, the proceeding of this

quantitative study can gain a better understanding of dimensionality and relative

importance of dimensions (or factors), which make up customers’evaluation of

experience quality.

The findings would be helpful either for marketing practice or for academic

research. As for marketing practice, identifying critical elements of experience

quality is helpful for managing and designing excellent experiences for customers.

As for academic research, the results can provide customers’viewpoints of experience

quality assessment. Relative to businesses’viewpoints that existing researches

mostly hold (e.g. Pine and Gilmore, 1998, 1999; Schmitt, 1999; Berry et al., 2002;
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Berry and Bendapudi, 2003), this quantitative study can reveal more insight from the

customer’s perspective.

4.1 Method

The concept of experience quality explored in this research is relatively new to

academic research even though Csikszentmihalyi and his colleagues had a series of

studies of the quality of life experience (Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre, 1989; Wong

and Csikszentmihalyi, 1991; Moneta and Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). This study

therefore aims to identify a conceptual specification of this construct. At the same

time, an instrument that measures how customers emotionally perceive the quality of

experiences is proposed.

With regard to the procedures of investigating this undefined or un-researched

concept, this study refers to Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry’s (1985, 1988) study of

service quality, Kohli and Jaworski’s (1990) research of market orientation, and

authors’suggested steps of developing a measurement scale (Churchill, 1979; Gerbing

and Anderson, 1988; DeVellis, 1991). Parasuraman et al.’s and Kohli and his

colleagues’papers play significant parts in developing a comprehensive framework

for understanding important concepts (service quality and market orientation), which

other researchers had discussed from various perspectives for a long time.

Parasuraman et al. (1985, 1988) and Kohli and his colleagues (Kohli and Jaworski,

1990; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar, 1993) developed

theoretical frameworks based on reviewing literature and conducting exploratory

qualitative studies. As for qualitative data collection, Parasuraman et al. (1995,1998)
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undertook focus group interviews with consumers and in-depth interviews with

executives to develop a conceptual model of service quality. Kohli and Jaworski

(1990) also conducted in-depth field interviews with 62 managers in four U.S. cities

to collect wide rage of perspectives. Resting on literature review and the findings of

qualitative research, the researchers specified domains of the concepts, proposed

conceptual frameworks, and generated sample items to develop instruments.

Parasuraman et al. (1988) proposed a scale of measurement (named SERVQUAL),

and Kohli, Jaworski and Kumar (1993) developed a measure of market orientation

(named MARKOR). The basic steps of constructing SERVQUAL quite paralleled

procedures recommended in Churchill’s (1979) paradigm for developing better

measures of marketing constructs (Parasuraman et al., 1988). The procedure

suggested by Churchill (1979) were (1) specify domain of construct, (2) generate

sample of items, (3) collect data, (4) purify the measure, (5) collect data, (6) assess

reliability, (7) assess validity, and (8) develop norms. DeVellis (1990) also proposes

similar steps for constructing measures.

4.2 Conceptualization of Customer Experiences and Experience Quality

With respect to specifying domain of construct, Churchill (1979) pointed that the

researcher must exactingly describe what is included in the definition and what is

excluded. He recommended literature search as a technique for identify domain of

construct. In this thesis, literature review and the qualitative research are used to

specify the domain ofcustomers’experiences and customers’perception of experience

quality.
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Summing up emerging research of experiential marketing or relevant topics and

the findings of the qualitative study (see Chapter Three), this dissertation

conceptualizes the notion of customers’experiences underlying the research focus of

exploring the emotional aspects of customers’experiences when customers put

themselves in a deliberately designed service setting. In general, customers’

experiences are derived from their interaction with physical environment and

people (service providers, other customers, customers’companions) in a service

setting, and also from customers themselves. The emotional aspects of customers’

experiences, therefore, can be made up by five dimensions, containing (1) customers

themselves, and customers’interaction with (2) physical surroundings, (3) service

providers, (4) other customers, and (5) companions.

With regard to the conceptualization of experience quality, this research draws on

Csikszentmihalyi and LeFevre’s (1989) viewpoint, the conceptual definition of

experience and service experience, the rationale illustrated in Section 2.3.2 and the

results of the qualitative study. In this research, experience quality is defined as

customers’emotional judgment about the entire experiences with an elaborately

designed service setting. The dimensions to be evaluated are the five dimensions,

which constitute customers’experiences.

4.3 Instrument

Although the main purpose of this dissertation is not developing a measure of

experience quality, an instrument for measuring how customers emotionally perceive

the quality of experiences needs to be constructed for a beginning.
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4.3.1 Generation of Scale Items

Sample items were generated to measure various facets of the nine dimensions,

which were identified to describe the essence of customers’experiences in the

qualitative study. Four dimensions (atmosphere, concentration, imagination, and

surprise) belonged to customers’ experiences of interacting with physical

surroundings. Three dimensions (service providers, other customers, and customers’

companions) described customers’interaction with people in the service setting.

Besides, customers’experiences also came from themselves, and two dimensions

(cognitive learning and having fun) were derived.

The initial item pool for the instrument of experience quality contained

informants’descriptions of experiences in the in-depth interviews and items, which

were adapted from developed measures. Items, which were generated to measure

dimensions of imagination, service providers and customers’companions, were

mainly collected from participants’descriptions of experiences in the interviews

owing to the lack of developed scales of measurement. In addition, items used to

measure atmosphere, concentration, surprise, other customers, cognitive learning and

having fun were either generated from interviewees’words or adopted from literature.

The measures of atmosphere were partially drawn from Turley and Bolton’s

(1999) study, which developed a five-item atmosphere affect scale to measure the

affective evaluations of retail service environments. Exemplar-items of Turley and

Bolton’s (1999) scale were“In general, the outside of this store is pleasing to me”and

“In general, the interior of this building is attractive.” Items used to capture the

dimension of concentration were referred to Csikszentmihalyi’s (1991, 1997) work of

“flow”and findings of in-depth interviews. Exemplar-items were“Usually I spend a
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lot of time to stay in this store”and “I concentrate on looking around the decoration

of this store.” To measure surprise and having fun, this research considered

Richins’s (1997) scale of measuring emotions in the consumption experience to derive

items. In Richins’s (1997) scale, items used to measure surprise included

“surprised,”“amazed,”and “astonished,”and items for joy were “happy,”“pleased,”

and “joyful.” The wordings of items to measure surprise and having fun were

thereby referred to Richins’s scale. In this study, surprise was measured by “I am

surprised to see special interior design”and“The design of this store is the style that I

rarely see”for example. Exemplar-items to measure having fun were “Stay in this

store is happy”and “I am pleased to look at the decoration of this store.”

Measurement of other customers was mostly taken from Martin’s (1996) scale of

measuring satisfaction with other consumers’pubic behaviors, and exemplar-items

were “Other customers shut loudly affect my feeling”and “Some customers allow

their young children to run throughout the store without supervision.” Lastly, items

of cognitive learning were somewhat generated from Arnould and Price’s (1993) scale.

They developed robust quantitative measures from rich qualitative data. Experiential

themes of “personal growth and self-renewal,”“communitas”and “harmony with

nature”were measured. Although such measures were developed to capture

extraordinary experience and the extended service encounter, this dissertation

modified the items of “personal growth and self-renewal”to measure cognitive

learning, which was one emotional aspect of customers’experience resulting from

themselves. Exemplar-items were“I learned new things when staying in this store,”

and“In this store, the illustration board is helpful to my learning.”

There were 76 items generated (approximately 9 items per dimension). A

seven-point scale ranging from “Strongly Agree (7),”“Agree (6),”“Slightly Agree
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(5),”“Neither Agree Nor Disagree (4),”“Slightly Disagree (3),”“Disagree (2),”to

“Strongly Disagree (1)”accompanied each statement. Scale values were reversed

for negatively worded statements prior data analysis. The initial version of

questionnaire was presented in the Appendix A. The whole questionnaire was

showed in Mandarin. There was a cover letter, which illustrated the research

purpose and relevant confidential statements, in the first page of the questionnaire.

This instrument contained three sections of questions. The first section was related

to asking respondents’“latest”experience with the chose store, such as “When did

you go to this shop recently?”and “Did you recently go to this shop alone?” The

next section was relevant to measuring respondents’emotional evaluation of the

quality of experience with the chose store. The questions were arranged by

dimensions: atmosphere (item 1 to 9), concentration (item 10 to 18), imagination

(item 19 to 27), surprise (item 28 to 36), service providers (item 37 to 45), other

customers (item 46 to 54), cognitive learning (item 55 to 61), having fun (item 62 to

70) and customers’companions (item 71 to 76). If respondents recently went to the

store alone, they were asked to skip item 71 to 76 and to answer the third section of

questions, which were related to information of education, age and career. All

respondents were directed to fill in questions in the third section.

4.3.2 Data Collection

The initial version of questionnaire was pre-tested in order to condense the

instrument and retain items, which were capable of examining respondents’different

perceptions of experience quality about different companies. Two companies were

chose for testing. One was the case-company in the qualitative study, and it is a

company that owns more than one hundred specialty stores of women underwear in
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Taiwan and names the specialty stores “Easy Shop.” The other company was

Starbucks Coffee, which has been widely discussed and studied in the issue of

experiential marketing (e.g. Pine and Gilmore, 1998, 1999; Schmitt, 1999). These

two companies are both characterized as creating delicate service environments and

providing memorable or designed experiences for customers. Five hundred copies

of questionnaires (two hundred and fifty copies per company) were tested with

students in two colleges and two universities in the southern Taiwan. To qualify for

the research, respondents must have visited or shopped the company (Easy Shop,

Starbucks) during the past one year, and only female respondents filled in the

questionnaires of Easy Shop. Data collection lasted two months, during November

and December in 2005. An efficient sample of one hundred and sixty nine female

respondents (twenty to thirty years of old averagely) was obtained for “Easy Shop,”

and one hundred and forty six participants, who recently went to the store with

companions, filled in all sections of questions. Two hundred and one respondents

(twenty to thirty years of old averagely) were obtained for Starbucks, and one hundred

and eighty one participants lately went to Starbucks with companies. The sample

size in pre-test was suitable for analyzing and purifying initial instrument (cf.

Parasuraman et al., 1988).

4.3.3 Scale Purification

Data from the two companies (Easy Shop, Starbucks) were separately analyzed.

Although Parasuraman et al. (1988) pooled and analyzed all data from five service

categories in the first stage of data collection, this study took a more parsimonious

way of dealing with data to purify the instrument. As for the method of purifying

scale, Parasuraman et al. (1988) conducted iterative sequence to purify SERVQUAL.



71

They began with computing coefficient alpha and item-to-total correlations for each

dimension. The criteria used in deciding whether to delete an item were items whose

item-to-total correlations were low and whose removal increased coefficient alpha.

They recomputed coefficient alpha and item-to-total correlations for the reduced set of

items, and they examined the new item-to-total correlations by the criteria of deleting

items. This sequence was iterated several times until alpha values were acceptable

(for example, they stopped the iteration with alpha values ranging from 0.72 to 0.83).

Then Parasuraman et al. (1988) performed factor analysis (exploratory factor analysis)

to verify the dimensionality of the overall scale. According to the result of factor

analysis, it was necessary to reassign items and restructure dimension. This new set

of items was reexamined by the beginning iterative sequence of computing coefficient

alpha and item-to-total correlations and deleting items based on the criteria.

Additionally, Gerbing and Anderson (1988) pointed out that four analyses were

generally used to develop and evaluate measurement scales: coefficient alpha,

item-total correlations, exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis.

Researchers used one or all of these four methods with different purposes. Gerbing

and Anderson (1988) proposed that only a confirmatory factor analysis of

multiple-indicator measurement model could directly test unidimensionality. The

mathematical definition of unidimensionality adopted in their study was based on the

traditional common factor model, in that a set of indicators shared only a single

underlying factor (McDonald, 1981). They also illustrated that exploratory factor

analysis was a useful technique for reducing and managing a large number of

indicators, especially for the absence of sufficiently developed theory about the

relations of indicators and underlying constructs.
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Here, this study integrated Parasuraman et al.’s(1988) procedured and Gerbing

and Anderson’s (1988) suggestions. Coefficient alpha and item-to-total correlations

were computed in the beginning of the purifying instrument (Churchill, 1979;

Parasuraman et al., 1988). Exploratory factor analysis was then used to preliminarily

analyze an overall set of items. Confirmatory factor analysis was lastly conducted to

verify the unidimensionality, factorial structure, convergent validity, and discriminant

validity of measurement. Hair et al. (1998) also considered confirmatory factor

analysis as validation of factor analysis.

Coefficient alpha and Item-To-Total Correlations

This research started with the computation of coefficient alpha. Coefficient

alpha was computed separately for the nine dimensions (atmosphere, concentration,

imagination, surprise, service providers, other customers, customers’companions,

cognitive learning and having fun) to check the extent to which items making up each

dimension shared a common core (Parasuraman et al., 1988). This study used the

criterion of computation the item’s corrected item-to-total correlation to delete certain

items and so as to improve the alpha values. In other words, items were deleted if

the alpha values increase. Following the procedure of Parasuraman et al.’s (1988)

study, the iterative sequence of computing alpha values and item-to-total correlations

was repeated several times, and it resulted in a set of 45 items, with alpha values

ranging from 0.60 to 0.92 across the nine dimensions (for Easy Shop sample and

Starbucks sample).

Exploratory Factor Analysis

This study then used SPSS 10.0 program (the VARIMAX rotation method) to
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process exploratory factor analysis. Hair et al. (1998) suggested criteria for deriving

factors and the significance of factor loadings: (1) only the factors having latent roots

or eigenvalues greater than 1 are considered significant; (2) in the social science, it is

common to consider a solution that accounts for 60 percent of the total variance (and

in some instances even less) as acceptable; (3) the loading must exceed 0.70 for the

factor to account for 50 percent of the variance when the sample size is 100 or larger;

(4) all variables with communalities less than 0.50 do not have sufficient explanation;

(5) for every variable, the absolute value between factor loadings need to be larger

than 0.30. This study followed Hair et al.’s (1998) suggestion to derive factors,

assess overall fit and interpret the factors. The findings demonstrated nine factors

(dimensions) constituting customers’emotional perception of experience quality.

Four factors (atmosphere, concentration, imagination, and surprise) belonged to

customers’experiences with physical surrounding. Three factors (service providers,

other customers, and customers’companions) captured customers’interactions with

people in the service setting, and two factors (cognitive learning and having fun) were

derived to describe experiences coming from customers themselves. This study

reduced items, which were not qualified the criteria suggested by Hair et al. (1998).

The total number of items was reduced from 45 to 38 (averagely 4 items per factor).

The corrected item-to-total correlations of the new set of items and the alpha values

per factor were presented in table 2, and averagely the alpha values exceeded 0.60.

The result of exploratory factor analysis was shown in table 3.
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Table 2 Summary of Corrected Item-To-Total Correlations and Coefficient Alphas
Corrected Item-To-Total

Correlations
Coefficient Alphas

Factor Item Numbers and Item Content

Easy Shop a Starbucks b Easy Shop a Starbucks b

Customers’Experiences With Physical Surroundings
2 The decoration of this store makes me feel

comfortable
0.73 0.79

3 The color design of this store makes me feel easy. 0.74 0.73

4 The light of this store makes me feel warm and
fragrant.

0.73 0.74
Atmosphere

5 The space design of this store makes me feel
comfortable.

0.74 0.72

0.88 0.88

10 I often feel time passing soon when staying in this
store.

0.74 0.63

11 I spend time staying in this store. 0.72 0.66

14 I stay in this store for a long time without notice. 0.82 0.76

16 Staying in this store often makes me forget
passing time.

0.80 0.80

Concentration

18 I pick up products slowly in this store. 0.69 0.60

0.90 0.87

19 The decoration of this store gives me a feeling of
fancy.

0.71 0.69

20 The decoration of this store is like telling a story. 0.82 0.78

22 Stepping into this store is like walking in a dream
world.

0.79 0.78
Imagination

24 Staying in this store is just like being in another
imaginative space.

0.70 0.74

0.89 0.89

32 I am surprised to know the real design of this store
is better than photos.

0.67 0.76

33 The internal design is the style that I have rarely
seen.

0.70 0.79

34 The decoration is designed with thought, and I am
unexpected to see.

0.78 0.83
Surprise

36 It’s amazing to see special internal design. 0.71 0.76

0.87 0.90

Customers’Experiences With Service Providers, Other Customers, and Companions
39 Service employees provide thoughtful services. 0.74 0.71

41 Contacting with service providers makes me feel
relieved.

0.77 0.69

42 Service employees serve me friendly and kindly. 0.87 0.79

43 Interacting with service providers makes me feel
that I am treated with respect.

0.85 0.81

Service

Providers

45 Service providers say hello to me just like friends. 0.72 0.63

0.92 0.89

47 I don’t feel good when other customers shouting
loudly.

0.37 0.24

50 Too many customers staying in the store makes
me spend much time to buy what I want.

0.38 0.38

51 I don’tlike other customers interrupting my
conversation with service providers.

0.54 0.49

Other

Customers’ 

“Negative” 

Public

Behaviors 53 My shopping emotion is influenced when other
customers make the decoration disorder.

0.44 0.41

0.65 0.60
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Table 2 Continued
Corrected Item-To-Total

Correlations b
Coefficient Alphas

Factor Item Numbers and Item Content

Easy Shop a Starbucks b Easy Shop a Starbucks b

73 I share new products with friends and families
who are together with me.

0.74 0.63

74 I find out special stuffs in the store with friends or
families.

0.63 0.60

75 I like to talk to friends or families when staying in
this store.

0.79 0.60

Customers’

Companions

76 Shopping this store together can advance my
relationship(s) with friends or families.

0.65 0.61

0.86 0.80

Customers Obtain Experiences From Customers Themselves
58 I obtain much knowledge in this store. 0.74 0.72

59 I learn some information of products when
picking up.

0.77 0.76

60 The instruction boards can help me learn. 0.77 0.67

Cognitive

learning

61 I learn something new when staying in this store. 0.75 0.76

0.89 0.87

64 It is happy time when I stay in this store. 0.80 0.75

65 This is a store where people can enjoy themselves. 0.87 0.80

66 It is relaxed and happy when I stay in this store. 0.85 0.74
Having Fun

67 This is an interesting store. 0.79 0.63

0.92 0.87

a sample size is 146 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 181 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).



76

Table 3 Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis
Factor Loading a Percent of Variance

Factor Item Numbers and Item Content
Easy Shop b Starbucks c Easy Shop b Starbucks c

Customers’Experiences With Physical Surroundings
2 The decoration of this store makes me feel

comfortable
0.774 0.838

3 The color design of this store makes me feel easy. 0.837 0.836

4 The light of this store makes me feel warm and
fragrant.

0.823 0.809
Atmosphere

5 The space design of this store makes me feel
comfortable.

0.792 0.778

18.025 17.834

10 I often feel time passing soon when staying in this
store.

0.793 0.740

11 I spend time staying in this store. 0.750 0.678

14 I stay in this store for a long time without notice. 0.808 0.843

16 Staying in this store often makes me forget
passing time.

0.764 0.848

Concentration

18 I pick up products slowly in this store. 0.733 0.693

21.047 19.758

19 The decoration of this store gives me a feeling of
fancy.

0.754 0.753

20 The decoration of this store is like telling a story. 0.877 0.766

22 Stepping into this store is like walking in a dream
world.

0.829 0.800
Imagination

24 Staying in this store is just like being in another
imaginative space.

0.757 0.723

18.833 17.119

32 I am surprised to know the real design of this store
is better than photos.

0.723 0.779

33 The internal design is the style that I have rarely
seen.

0.852 0.835

34 The decoration is designed with thought, and I am
unexpected to see.

0.702 0.831
Surprise

36 It’s amazing to see special internal design. 0.696 0.731

15.883 18.476

Cumulative Percent of Explained Variance 73.787 73.186

Customers’Experiences With Service Providers, Other Customers, and Companions
39 Service employees provide thoughtful services. 0.818 0.813

41 Contacting with service providers makes me feel
relieved.

0.845 0.803

42 Service employees serve me friendly and kindly. 0.913 0.854

43 Interacting with service providers makes me feel
that I am treated with respect.

0.913 0.879

Service

Providers

45 Service providers say hello to me just like friends. 0.810 0.735

29.407 26.708

47 I don’t feel good when other customers shouting
loudly.

0.647 0.600

50 Too many customers staying in the store makes
me spend much time to buy what I want.

0.600 0.651

51 I don’tlike other customers interrupting my
conversation with service providers.

0.810 0.799

Other

Customers’ 

“Negative” 

Public

Behaviors 53 My shopping emotion is influenced when other
customers make the decoration disorder.

0.710 0.745

15.486 14.477
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Table 3 Continued
Factor Loading a Percent of Variance

Factor Item Numbers and Item Content
Easy Shop b Starbucks c Easy Shop b Starbucks c

73 I share new products with friends and families
who are together with me.

0.853 0.768

74 I find out special stuffs in the store with friends or
families.

0.787 0.749

75 I like to talk to friends or families when staying in
this store.

0.880 0.770

Customers’

Companions

76 Shopping this store together can advance my
relationship(s) with friends or families.

0.752 0.793

21.845 19.439

Cumulative Percent of Explained Variance 66.739 60.624

Customers Obtain Experiences From Customers Themselves
58 I obtain much knowledge in this store. 0.820 0.808

59 I learn some information of products when
picking up.

0.808 0.881

60 The instruction boards can help me learn. 0.817 0.750

Cognitive

Learning

61 I learn something new when staying in this store. 0.812 0.830

38.358 36.267

64 It is happy time when I stay in this store. 0.803 0.865

65 This is a store where people can enjoy themselves. 0.887 0.868

66 It is relaxed and happy when I stay in this store. 0.889 0.809
Having Fun

67 This is an interesting store. 0.796 0.737

40.239 36.652

Cumulative Percent of Explained Variance 78.597 72.919
a factor loadings of items on factors to which they belong (Varimax Rotation Method)
b sample size is 146 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 181 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

This research further conducted confirmatory factor analysis to test

unidimentionality, factorial structure, convergent validity, and discriminant validity of

measurement model.

In the beginning, two separate second-order factor structures were proceeded to

examine the unidimensionality of two higher-order factors (constructs)—customers’

perceived experience quality of physical surroundings and customers themselves.

The results were presented in table 4. Although the 2 value was not small enough
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(p=0.00), McIver and Camines (1981) suggested that model fit was good if the ratio

of 2 to degree of freedom is smaller than 2. Overall, the measurement model fit was

acceptable according to McIver and Camines (1981) and Hair et al.’s (1998) criteria.

Table 4 Results of Second-Order Factor Structure Analysis
Second-order Factor: Customers’Experiences With Physical Surroundings (ξ1)

First-order Factors: Atmosphere(η1), Concentration(η2), Imagination(η3), Surprise(η4)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere 0.64 (γ1) 6.73 0.60 (γ1) 7.62

Physical Surroundings—Concentration 0.80 (γ2) 8.26 0.61 (γ2) 6.69

Physical Surroundings—Imagination 0.73 (γ3) 7.58 0.89 (γ3) 9.44

Physical Surroundings—Surprise 0.86 (γ4) 8.07 0.83 (γ4) 9.74

Construct—Indicator

Atmosphere—Indicator 1 (y1) 0.81 (λy1) fixed 0.87 (λy1) fixed

Atmosphere—Indicator 2 (y2) 0.80 (λy2) 10.41 0.81 (λy2) 12.88

Atmosphere—Indicator 3 (y3) 0.79 (λy3) 10.20 0.77 (λy3) 12.15

Atmosphere—Indicator 4 (y4) 0.81 (λy4) 10.50 0.77 (λy4) 12.03

Concentration—Indicator 1 (y5) 0.77 (λy5) fixed 0.70 (λy5) fixed

Concentration—Indicator 2 (y6) 0.75 (λy6) 9.49 0.72 (λy6) 8.87

Concentration—Indicator 3 (y7) 0.88 (λy7) 11.56 0.83 (λy7) 10.12

Concentration—Indicator 4 (y8) 0.87 (λy8) 11.44 0.88 (λy8) 10.64

Concentration—Indicator 5 (y9) 0.73 (λy9) 9.15 0.64 (λy9) 7.98

Imagination—Indicator 1 (y10) 0.79 (λy10) fixed 0.74 (λy10) fixed

Imagination—Indicator 2 (y11) 0.87 (λy11) 11.43 0.83 (λy11) 11.14

Imagination—Indicator 3 (y12) 0.86 (λy12) 11.20 0.84 (λy12) 11.25

Imagination—Indicator 4 (y13) 0.76 (λy13) 9.71 0.83 (λy13) 11.05

Surprise—Indicator 1 (y14) 0.72 (λy14) fixed 0.81 (λy14) fixed

Surprise—Indicator 2 (y15) 0.72 (λy15) 8.24 0.83 (λy15) 12.86

Surprise—Indicator 3 (y16) 0.90 (λy16) 10.08 0.89 (λy16) 14.03

Surprise—Indicator 4 (y17) 0.80 (λy17) 9.13 0.82 (λy17) 12.63

Model Fit Statistics χ2=162.63 (p=0.00), df=115,

RMSEA=0.053, GFI=0.88,

AGFI=0.84, CFI=0.96

χ2=206.48 (p=0.00), df=115,

RMSEA=0.066, GFI=0.88,

AGFI=0.84, CFI=0.95
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Table 4 Continued
Second-order Factor: Customers Obtain Experiences From Customers Themselves (ξ1)

First-order Factors: Cognitive Learning(η1), Having Fun(η2)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning 1.26 (γ1) fixed 1.25 (γ1) fixed

Customers Themselves—Having Fun 0.56 (γ2) 5.78 0.46 (γ2) 5.51

Construct—Indicator

Cognitive Learning—Indicator 1 (y1) 0.79 (λy1) fixed 0.80 (λy1) fixed

Cognitive Learning—Indicator 2 (y2) 0.84 (λy2) 10.93 0.81 (λy2) 11.47

Cognitive Learning—Indicator 3 (y3) 0.84 (λy3) 10.95 0.74 (λy3) 10.31

Cognitive Learning—Indicator 4 (y4) 0.81 (λy4) 10.54 0.83 (λy4) 11.77

Having Fun—Indicator 1 (y5) 0.84 (λy5) fixed 0.81 (λy5) fixed

Having Fun—Indicator 2 (y6) 0.92 (λy6) 14.56 0.87 (λy6) 12.82

Having Fun—Indicator 3 (y7) 0.89 (λy7) 13.90 0.84 (λy7) 12.35

Having Fun—Indicator 4 (y8) 0.83 (λy8) 12.27 0.68 (λy8) 9.59

Model Fit Statistics χ2= 24.04(p=0.00), df=19,

RMSEA=0.043, GFI=0.96,

AGFI=0.92, CFI=0.99

χ2=45.34 (p=0.00), df=19,

RMSEA=0.088, GFI=0.94,

AGFI=0.89, CFI=0.96
a sample size is 146 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 181 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).

The last three first-order factors, which described customers’interactions with

service providers, other customers, and customers’companions in the service setting,

were meanwhile analyzed with confirmatory factor analysis. The results were

illustrated in table 5. The overall model fit for Easy shop sample (GFI=0.92,

AGFI=0.89, NFI=0.92, NNFI=0.97, CFI=0.98) was acceptable as well as Starbucks

sample (GFI=0.92, AGFI=0.89, NFI=0.89, NNFI=0.94, CFI=0.96).
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Table 5 First-Order Factor Structure Analysis
Customers’Experiences With Service Providers, Other Customers, and Companions

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b

Construct—Indicator

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (x1) 0.78 (λx1) 10.94 0.73 (λx1) 11.08

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (x2) 0.82 (λx2) 11.84 0.74 (λx2) 11.20

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (x3) 0.93 (λx3) 14.67 0.87 (λx3) 14.28

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (x4) 0.90 (λx4) 13.81 0.89 (λx4) 14.70

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (x5) 0.75 (λx5) 10.50 0.68 (λx5) 9.99

Other Customers—Indicator 1 (x6) 0.42 (λx6) 4.49 0.27 (λx6) 3.06

Other Customers—Indicator 2 (x7) 0.45 (λx7) 4.74 0.51 (λx7) 5.88

Other Customers—Indicator 3 (x8) 0.77 (λx8) 7.76 0.79 (λx8) 8.26

Other Customers—Indicator 4 (x9) 0.63 (λx9) 6.62 0.57 (λx9) 6.53

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (x10) 0.83 (λx10) 11.65 0.71 (λx10) 9.89

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (x11) 0.67 (λx11) 8.72 0.69 (λx11) 9.49

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (x12) 0.90 (λx12) 13.16 0.72 (λx12) 9.99

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (x13) 0.72 (λx13) 9.52 0.71 (λx13) 9.87

Model Fit Statistics χ2=78.64 (p=0.00), df=62,

RMSEA=0.043, GFI=0.92,

AGFI=0.89, CFI=0.98

χ2=97.96 (p=0.00), df=62,

RMSEA=0.057, GFI=0.92,

AGFI=0.89, CFI=0.96
a sample size is 146 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 181 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).

Next, this study assessed the convergent validity of the measurement. Figure 2

was the model to be examined. As showed in figure 2, experience quality was a

second-order factor. Physical surroundings, customer themselves, service providers,

other customers’(public behaviors), and customers’companions were five first-order

factors, constituting customers’experiences. Because four factors (atmosphere,

concentration, imagination, and surprise) belonged to customers’experiences with

physical surroundings and two factors (cognitive learning and having fun) were

derived from customers themselves, this research calculated mean values of indicators,

which are associated with each factor.
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The purpose of assessing the convergent validity of the model in figure 2 was

examining whether the five first-order factors converged on a higher-order

factor—experience quality. The result was provided in table 6. It indicated that the

substantial amounts of variance in the measures were captured by the latent constructs

because all loadings were significant and all loadings were above 0.50, except the

path of experience quality—other customers’public behaviors. The loading of this

path was not significant enough (p≦0.1), and the negative loading of this path was

due to other customers’“negative”public behaviors. The items used to measure

other customers’public behaviors were “My feeling is influenced when other

customer speak loudly,”“It takes me much time to find out products when there are

many customers in the store,”“Idon’t like other customers interrupting my

conversation with service provider(s),”and“My shopping emotion is influenced when

other customers make the decoration disorder.” These “negative”public behaviors

had negative effects when constituting customers’experience quality. Overall, the

result demonstrated convergent validity.

Table 6 Results of Assessing Convergent Validity

Second-order Factor: Experience Quality (ξ1)

First-order Factors: Physical Surrounding(η1), Customers Themselves(η2),

Service Providers(η3), Other Customers’Negative Public Behaviors(η4),

Customers’Companions(η5)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Experience Quality—Physical Surroundings 0.93 (γ1) 6.60 0.91 (γ1) 7.40

Experience Quality—Customers Themselves 0.95 (γ2) 8.25 1.09 (γ2) 9.55

Experience Quality—Service Providers 0.65 (γ3) 6.97 0.57 (γ3) 6.52

Experience Quality—Other Customers c -0.13 (γ4) -1.19 -0.17 (γ4) -1.50

Experience Quality—Customers’Companions 0.47 (γ5) 4.97 0.58 (γ5) 6.13
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Table 6 Continued

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b

Construct—Indicator

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter Estimate t-value

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere d (y1) 0.58 (λy1) fixed 0.60 (λy1) fixed

Physical Surroundings—Concentration d(y2) 0.81 (λy2) 6.82 0.66 (λy2) 6.81

Physical Surroundings—Imagination d (y3) 0.65 (λy3) 5.99 0.71 (λy3) 7.15

Physical Surroundings—Surprise d (y4) 0.71 (λy4) 6.32 0.72 (λy4) 7.24

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning d 0.72 (λy5) fixed 0.66 (λy5) fixed

Customers Themselves—Having Fun d (y6) 0.86 (λy6) 8.80 0.71 (λy6) 8.20

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (y7) 0.78 (λy7) fixed 0.75 (λy7) fixed

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (y8) 0.82 (λy8) 10.91 0.74 (λy8) 9.97

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (y9) 0.92 (λy9) 12.70 0.86 (λy9) 11.64

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (y10) 0.90 (λy10) 12.36 0.88 (λy10) 11.94

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (y11) 0.76 (λy11) 9.83 0.68 (λy11) 9.08

Other Customers c—Indicator 1 (y12) 0.41 (λy12) fixed 0.25 (λy12) fixed

Other Customers c—Indicator 2 (y13) 0.42 (λy13) 3.32 0.49 (λy13) 2.62

Other Customers c—Indicator 3 (y14) 0.81 (λy14) 3.75 0.80 (λy14) 2.65

Other Customers c—Indicator 4 (y15) 0.61 (λy15) 3.91 0.58 (λy15) 2.70

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (y16) 0.82 (λy16) fixed 0.71 (λy16) fixed

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (y17) 0.69 (λy17) 8.76 0.70 (λy17) 7.98

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (y18) 0.89 (λy18) 11.72 0.70 (λy18) 7.93

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (y19) 0.72 (λy19) 9.37 0.72 (λy19) 8.09

Model Fit Statistics χ2=195.32 (p=0.00), df=147,

RMSEA=0.048, GFI=0.88,

AGFI=0.84, CFI=0.95

χ2=272.64 (p=0.00), df=147,

RMSEA=0.069, GFI=0.86,

AGFI=0.82, CFI=0.90
a sample size is 146 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 181 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
cother customers’ “negative” public behaviors
d mean value of indicators associated with this factor
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Figure 2 Measurement Model of Assessing Convergent Validity
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Discriminant validity was tested by comparing the 2 values of models that either

freed or constrained (to a value of 1) the phi value, which was the correlation between

two latent constructs, and testing whether the constraint caused a significant decrease

in fit (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). The baseline model to be compared with

constraint models was showed in figure 3. The result of testing discriminant validity

was provided in table 7. For Easy Shop sample, the ten comparisons demonstrated

that the overall fit of the base model was significant diminished when constraining the

correlation between two latent constructs to a value of 1. For Starbucks sample, nine

of ten comparisons significant decreased the overall fit of base model. Discriminant

validity is generally difficult to attain. In Garbarino and Johnson’s (1999) research,

thirty-two of thirty-six comparisons were significant. Therefore, in this study,

discriminant validity of the measurement was achieved.

Table7 Results of Assessing Discriminant Validity

Easy Shop Sample a

χ2 Degrees of

Freedom

P value Δχ2 Δdegrees of

Freedom

P value

Baseline Model 880.11 649 0.00 -- -- --

Model 1 888.95 650 0.00 8.84 1 <0.001

Model 2 1027.85 650 0.00 147.74 1 <0.001

Model 3 963.78 650 0.00 83.67 1 <0.001

Model 4 1094.58 650 0.00 214.47 1 <0.001

Model 5 914.44 650 0.00 34.33 1 <0.001

Model 6 927.93 650 0.00 47.82 1 <0.001

Model 7 919.19 650 0.00 39.08 1 <0.001

Model 8 963.13 650 0.00 83.02 1 <0.001

Model 9 1154.47 650 0.00 274.36 1 <0.001

Model 10 954.75 650 0.00 74.64 1 <0.001
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Table7 Continued

Starbucks Sample b

χ2 Degrees of

Freedom

P value Δχ2 ΔDegrees of

Freedom

P value

Baseline Model 1044.91 649 0.00 -- -- --

Model 1 1043.23 650 0.00 1.68 1 not significant

Model 2 1179.97 650 0.00 135.06 1 <0.001

Model 3 1102.41 650 0.00 57.5 1 <0.001

Model 4 1181.99 650 0.00 137.08 1 <0.001

Model 5 1061.81 650 0.00 16.9 1 <0.001

Model 6 1080.26 650 0.00 35.35 1 <0.001

Model 7 1063.84 650 0.00 18.93 1 <0.001

Model 8 1114.30 650 0.00 69.39 1 <0.001

Model 9 1267.89 650 0.00 222.98 1 <0.001

Model 10 1096.03 650 0.00 51.12 1 <0.001
a sample size is 146 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 181 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
Note:
1. Model 1 represents the correlation coefficient of “Physical Surroundings” and “Customers

Themselves”is constrained to a value of 1.
2. Model 2 represents the correlation coefficient of“Physical Surroundings”and“Service Providers”is

constrained to a value of 1.
3. Model 3 represents the correlation coefficient of “Physical Surroundings”and “OtherCustomers’

Bad Behaviors”is constrained to a value of 1.
4. Model 4 represents the correlation coefficient of “Physical Surroundings”and “Customers’

Companions”is constrained to a value of 1.
5. Model 5 represents the correlation coefficient of “Customers Themselves”and “Service Providers”

is constrained to a value of 1.
6. Model 6 represents the correlation coefficient of “Customers Themselves”and “OtherCustomers’

Bad Behaviors”is constrained to a value of 1.
7. Model 7 represents the correlation coefficient of “Customers Themselves”and “Customers’

Companions”is constrained to a value of 1.
8. Model 8 represents the correlation coefficient of “Service Providers”and “OtherCustomers’Bad

Behaviors”is constrained to a value of 1.
9. Model 9 represents the correlation coefficient of“Service Providers”and“Customers’Companions”

is constrained to a value of 1.
10. Model 10 represents the correlation coefficient of “OtherCustomers’Bad Behaviors”and
“Customers’Companions”is constrained to a value of 1.
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In conclusion, the final 38-item scale (see Appendix B, part 2, item number 1 to

38) was considered to be ready for further testing how customers emotionally

perceive the quality of experiences and examining relative importance of dimensions

across service companies.

4.4 A Further Stage of Theory Testing

4.4.1 Study Objects and Sample

There are three objectives in this stage of theory testing. First, this study further

uses the instrument, which has been developed in the beginning stage of this chapter,

to validate dimensionality of customers’perceived experience quality with

new-collected data. Second, this research uses the new-collected data to examine

relative importance of dimensions across service companies. Third, this research

tests whether the external elements (customers’ experiences with physical

surroundings, service providers, other customers, and customers’companions) of

experience quality have effect on the internal elements (customers’experiences from

themselves); at the same time, this study examines the effect of experience quality on

customers’customers’satisfaction and loyalty toward the companies. To sum up, the

approaching of the first study object can examine proposition one, two, three, and six

which are proposed in Chapter Three. The second study object is proceeded to test

proposition four and five, and the third study object is used to verify proposition

seven.

Three service categories were chose for data collection, including the two
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categories (Easy Shop and Starbucks Café) in the procedure of scale developing and

one service category (two Karaoke Entertainment Companies in Taiwan, or it is

generally called as “KTV”). For each category, three hundred copies of

questionnaires were distributed with students in universities in the northern and

southern Taiwan (one hundred and fifty copies per region). To qualify for the study,

respondents had to have ever shopped the company or stepped into the store in

question within the past one year, and only female respondents filled in the

questionnaires of Easy Shop. Data collection lasted two weeks, during March in

2006. A total of five hundred and fifty efficient self-administrated questionnaires

were collected, of which one hundred and sixty seven questionnaires were collected

for Easy Shop, one hundred and ninety eight questionnaires were obtained for

Starbucks, and one hundred and eighty five questionnaires were collected for KTV.

These five hundred and fifty respondents all went to the chose company with

companions. Additionally, six respondents went to Easy Shop alone and thirty

respondents went to Starbucks alone. The sample size of respondents, who recently

went to the company in question alone, was not sufficient to be analyzed. This study

therefore did not use this few samples to analysis. A description of samples was

provided in table 8.

For each service category, data collected from southern and northern Taiwan

were pooled together due to the homogeneity of sample (student sample). Besides,

there were two companies (Cash Box KTV and Holiday KTV) in the KTV sample.

This study performed analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test if there was difference

between these two companies. Independent variables were gender, education, age,

and living location. The result was provided in table 9, and it indicated there was no

significant difference between these two companies.
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Table 8 Description of Sample
KTV Sample

Easy Shop

Sample

Starbucks

Sample

Cash Box

KTV

Holiday

KTV

Total Number a 167 198 96 89

Collected From Northern Taiwan 74 110 38 51

Collected From Southern Taiwan 93 88 58 38

Gender

Male 0 72 35 35

Female 167 126 61 54

Education

High School and Below 3 4 1 1

College and University 162 194 95 88

Graduate School and above 2 0 0 0

Age

20 and younger than 20 52 55 40 35

21~25 103 121 46 48

26~30 12 13 8 2

31 and elder than 31 0 9 2 4

Career

Student 167 198 96 89

Not Student 0 0 0 0

Living Location

Northern Taiwan 74 113 42 49

Central Taiwan 2 9 10 3

Southern Taiwan 91 76 44 37

Membership

Yes 86 --- --- ---

No 81 --- --- ---
a respondents recently went to the store with companions.
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Table 9 Analysis of Variance: KTV Sample a

Geographic Statistic
Variables Company

Numbers of
Samples Mean

Standard
Deviation F Value P Value

Cash Box 96 1.64 0.48Gender
Holiday 89 1.61 0.49

0.160 0.690

Cash Box 96 1.99 0.10Education
Holiday 89 1.99 0.11

0.003 0.957

Cash Box 96 1.71 0.71Age
Holiday 89 1.74 0.81

0.089 0.766

Cash Box 96 2.02 0.95Living Location
Holiday 89 1.87 0.98

1.202 0.274

a sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).

4.4.2 Measurement

A 38-item instrument of experience quality developed in the beginning stage of

theory testing was used. Nine factors, which constitute customers’perception of

experience quality, were measured. Four factors (atmosphere, concentration,

imagination, and surprise) belonged to customers’experiences of interacting with

physical surroundings. The other three factors described customers’interaction with

service providers, other customers and companions in the service setting. Another

two factors (cognitive learning and having fun) described customers obtaining

experiences from themselves. Averagely, each factor contained four items. In

addition, the author designed three items in order to measure the situation that

respondents recently went to the store“alone.” Items were“I like to go to this store

alone,”“I enjoy staying in this store alone,”and “I feel free to stay in this store

alone.”

Two variables were measured at the same time, satisfaction and loyalty.

Satisfaction was measured by three items, which were taken from Oliver (1980).

Items were “I am happy about my decision to choose this company,”“I feel I did the

right thing when I chose this company,”and“Overall, I am satisfied with the decision
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to go to this store.” Five items were used to measure loyalty (Zeithaml et al., 1996).

Items were “Say positive things about this company to other people,”“Recommend

this company to someone who seeks your advice,”“Encourage friends and relatives to

do business with this company,”“Consider this company your first choice to buy,”

and “Do more business with this company in the next few years.” The instrument

was provided in Appendix B.

4.4.3 Data Analysis Method

This study started with conducting three-group confirmatory factor analysis

(CFA) to test the equality of the measurement models across the three service

categories (Easy Shop, Starbucks, and KTV), and to evaluate the convergent validity

and discriminant validity of the measurement. This proceeding can achieve the first

study object, examining dimensionality of customers’perceived experience quality.

Next, after assessing measurement invariance across service categories, this

study calculated the means of the items, which were associated with each dimension

of experience quality. By comparing means, this research determined which

dimensions were perceived relatively importance across three service categories.

The second study object in this stage of theory testing can be accomplished.

Lastly, this study examined the correlation coefficients between each dimension

of experience quality and two variables, satisfaction and loyalty. This research

analyzed structural models: one model examined the effect of external elements (or

dimensions) on internal elements (or dimensions) for experience quality, another

model investigated wether the dimensions of experience quality had effect on

customer satisfaction and loyalty, and the other model tested the effect of experience
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quality on customer satisfaction and loyalty.

4.4.4 Results

Coefficient Alpha and Item-To-Total Correlations

This study separately calculated the items’ corrected item-to-total correlations

and coefficient alpha values for the nine dimensions of experience quality, satisfaction

and loyalty. Following the same procedure of above-mentioned instrument

developing, the result of assessing reliability of measurement was demonstrated in

table 10. Table 10 showed the coefficient alpha values and corrected item-to-total

correlations for the three samples. The reliabilities were consistently high across the

three samples. Two items measured loyalty were deleted because the corrected

item-to-total correlations were too low to decrease the coefficient alphas. The

deleted items were “Consider this company your first choice to buy,”and “Do more

business with this company in the next few years.”  The descriptive statistics of each 

item were demonstrated in Appendix C.

Table 10 Summary of Corrected Item-To-Total Correlations and Coefficient Alphas
Corrected Item-To-Total

Correlations
Coefficient Alphas

Factor Item Numbers and Item Content

Easy Shop a Starbucks b KTV c Easy Shop a Starbucks b KTV c

Customers’Experiences With Physical Surroundings
1 The decoration of this store makes me

feel comfortable
0.83 0.71 0.81

2 The color design of this store makes
me feel easy.

0.85 0.76 0.83

3 The light of this store makes me feel
warm and fragrant.

0.90 0.72 0.79

Atmosphere

4 The space design of this store makes
me feel comfortable.

0.84 0.60 0.74

0.94 0.84 0.91
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Table 10 Continued
Corrected Item-To-Total

Correlations
Coefficient Alphas

Factor Item Numbers and Item Content

Easy Shop a Starbucks b KTV c Easy Shop a Starbucks b KTV c

5 I often feel time passing soon when
staying in this store.

0.79 0.61 0.60

6 I spend time staying in this store. 0.76 0.76 0.68

7 I stay in this store for a long time
without notice.

0.86 0.82 0.80

8 Staying in this store often makes me
forget passing time.

0.87 0.81 0.76

Concentration

9 I pick up products slowly in this store. 0.67 0.60 0.60

0.92 0.86 0.85

10 The decoration of this store gives me a
feeling of fancy.

0.78 0.62 0.66

11 The decoration of this store is like
telling a story.

0.83 0.80 0.79

12 Stepping into this store is like walking
in a dream world.

0.88 0.83 0.85

Imagination

13 Staying in this store is just like being
in another imaginative space.

0.86 0.81 0.81

0.93 0.89 0.90

14 I am surprised to know the real design
of this store is better than photos.

0.67 0.61 0.66

15 The internal design is the style that I
have rarely seen.

0.71 0.77 0.85

16 The decoration is designed with
thought, and I am unexpected to see.

0.81 0.80 0.85

Surprise

17 It’s amazing to see special internal
design.

0.82 0.77 0.83

0.89 0.88 0.91

Customers’Experiences With Service Providers, Other Customers, and Companions
18 Service employees provide thoughtful

services.
0.82 0.86 0.77

19 Contacting with service providers
makes me feel relieved.

0.80 0.86 0.84

20 Service employees serve me friendly
and kindly.

0.81 0.87 0.85

21 Interacting with service providers
makes me feel that I am treated with
respect.

0.81 0.84 0.81

Service

Providers

22 Service providers say hello to me just
like friends.

0.73 0.75 0.60

0.94 0.94 0.90

23 I don’t feel good when other
customers shouting loudly.

0.67 0.61 0.60

24 Too many customers staying in the
store makes me spend much time to
buy what I want.

0.67 0.61 0.60

25 I don’t like other customers
interrupting my conversation with
service providers.

0.68 0.69 0.69

Other

Customers’

“Negative”

Public

Behaviors

26 My shopping emotion is influenced
when other customers make the
decoration disorder.

0.60 0.60 0.61

0.83 0.80 0.80
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Table 10 Continued
Corrected Item-To-Total

Correlations
Coefficient Alphas

Factor Item Numbers and Item Content

Easy Shop a Starbucks b KTV c Easy Shop a Starbucks b KTV c

27 I share new products with friends and
families who are together with me.

0.74 0.60 0.67

28 I find out special stuffs in the store
with friends or families.

0.83 0.50 0.82

29 I like to talk to friends or families
when staying in this store.

0.82 0.64 0.80

Customers’

Companions

30 Shopping this store together can
advance my relationship(s) with
friends or families.

0.79 0.61 0.62

0.91 0.80 0.87

Customers Obtain Experiences From Customers Themselves
31 I obtain much knowledge in this store. 0.81 0.61 0.60

32 I learn some information of products
when picking up.

0.84 0.72 0.61

33 The instruction boards can help me
learn.

0.79 0.66 0.70

Cognitive

Learning

34 I learn something new when staying in
this store.

0.79 0.76 0.74

0.92 0.85 0.83

35 It is happy time when I stay in this
store.

0.80 0.72 0.78

36 This is a store where people can enjoy
themselves.

0.85 0.70 0.83

37 It is relaxed and happy when I stay in
this store.

0.86 0.70 0.81

Having Fun

38 This is an interesting store. 0.77 0.68 0.69

0.92 0.86 0.90

Satisfaction and Loyalty
1 I am happy about my decision to

choose this company.
0.82 0.84 0.87

2 I feel I did the right thing when I chose
this company.

0.86 0.89 0.90

Satisfaction

3 Overall, I am satisfied with the
decision to go to this store.

0.84 0.84 0.84

0.92 0.93 0.94

1 Say positive things about this
company to other people.

0.82 0.72 0.81

2 Recommend this company to someone
who seeks your advice.

0.91 0.85 0.91

Loyalty

3 Encourage friends and relatives to do
business with this company.

0.87 0.74 0.80

0.93 0.88 0.92

a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
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Testing Equivalence of Measurement Models Across Groups

This study used three-group confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test the

adequacy of the measurement model across three samples (Easy Shop, Starbucks, and

KTV). The equivalence of measurement model across groups was evaluated by the

hierarchical tests, outlined by Bollen (1989). Bollen (1989) regarded comparability

or invariance in models as a continuum, and he divided comparability into two

overlapping dimensions, one was model form and the other was similarity in

parameter values. As Bollen (1989) suggested, the least demanding test of similarity

was whether the two groups had the same form (Hform: same dimensions and same

patterns of fixed, free, and constrained values in  ,  , and Φ). If the fit was

satisfactory, a move to further tests was appropriate. Next hierarchical tests wereHΛx

(this hypothesis constrains the elements of  to be the same in all groups), HΛxθδ

and HΛxθδΦ.

Jöreskog and Sörbom (1996) also pointed out five tests for testing equality of

factor structures, including (1) HΣ: Σ(g)=Σ(g), (2) Hform, (3) HΛ: )()( g
x

g
x  , (4) HΛΘ:

)()( gg
   , and (5) HΛΘΦ: )()( gg  . The first test was testing equality of

covariance matrices (HΣ), and this was an additional test that Bollen (1989) did not

indicate. The other four tests were similar to Bollen’s (1989) four hierarchical tests.

In this dissertation, the equality of covariance matrices (HΣ) was examined first. The

result of testing showed poor model fit ( 37.73522
)854(  , P<0.001, reject HΣ) and it

meant the covariance matrices were not invariant. As Steenkamp and Baumgartner
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(1989) suggested, whenever the covariance matrices were not invariant, configure

invariance (Hform) was examined. The configural invariance model (“Model 1”in

table 11) was the baseline model against which the other models were compared.

The following tests were generally referred to Bollen’s (1989) procedure of

testing the equivalence of measurement models across groups. The measurement

model to be assessed was provided in figure 4. In figure 4, because there were four

factors (atmosphere, concentration, imagination, and surprise) belonging to

customers’experiences with physical surroundings and two factors (cognitive

learning and having fun) deriving from customers themselves, this study calculated

mean values of indicators, which were associated with each factor.

The results of testing were summarized in table 11. The first step was testing

the model without constraints. This result provided a baseline chi-square for further

comparisons. The result of Model 1 showed good measurement model fit,

2 =1486.21, degree of freedom=762, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)=0.91,

Comparative Fit Index (CFI)=0.92, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)=0.81, and a move to

testing HΛx was appropriate. In the second step, this study constrained the factor

loadings equal across groups to test factor loadings invariance (H Λ x). The

nonsignificant difference in chi-square between this model (Model 2 in table 11) and

the baseline model indicated that the factor loadings of the three measurement models

were invariant ( 2 =66.39, Δdegree of freedom=38, ns at p<0.05). In the third

step, this study examined the quality of error variances of the latent variables across

the three groups (HΛxθδ). The result showed significant difference in chi-square

between this model (Model 3) and Model 2. It indicated the error variances were not

invariant. In the last step, this research tested the equality of variances and
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covariances of the latent variables across the three groups (HΛxθδΦ). The result

showed the constraint model (Model 4) significantly decreased chi-square

( 2 =103.26, Δdegree of freedom=42, significant at p<0.01).

Table 11 Results of Testing the Equivalence of
The Measurement Models Across Groups

Measurement Model Goodness of Fit Testing the Equivalence of the
Measurement Models

Model 1:
Baseline model (no constraints)
(test Hform)

χ2=1486.21, p=0.00
degree of freedom=762
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)=0.92

Model 2:
Factor loadings specified
invariant
(test HΛx)

χ2=1552.60, p=0.00
degree of freedom=812
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)=0.92

Model 2－Model 1:
Δχ2=66.39
Δdegree of freedom=50
ns at p<0.05

Model 3:
Factor loadings and error
variances specified invariance
(test HΛxθδ)

χ2=1772.45, p=0.00
degree of freedom=862
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)=0.90

Model 3－Model 2:
Δχ2=219.85
Δdegree of freedom=50
significant at p<0.05

Model 4:
Factor loadings, error variances,
and correlations invariant
(test HΛxθδΦ)

χ2=1875.71, p=0.00
degree of freedom=904
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)=0.89

Model 4－Model 3:
Δχ2=103.26
Δdegree of freedom=42
significant at p<0.01

To sum up the results of these four steps of testing measurement invariance, the

measurement models were configure invariance and metric invariance across the three

groups. Although the measurement models lacked error variance invariance (Model

3), it did not create a problem. Because this study adopted LISREL 8.3 to perform

confirmatory factor analysis, the differences in measurement error were taken into

account.
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This study then evaluated the validity of the final model. The result of

assessing convergent validity was provided in table 12. It indicated that the

substantial amounts of variance in the measures were captured by the latent constructs

because all loadings were significant and all loadings were above 0.50. It

demonstrated convergent validity.

Additionally, with the purpose to examine whether the five first-order factors

converged on a higher-order factor—experience quality, this study used the model

presented in figure 2 to perform a further assessment of convergent validity. The

result was demonstrated in table 13. Like the result of scale purification, the finding

displayed in table 13 revealed that convergent validity was achieved for the three

samples.
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Table 12 Results of Assessing Convergent Validity
Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Indicator

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere d (x1) 0.67 (λx1) 8.99 0.50 (λx1) 6.85 0.67 (λx1) 9.30

Physical Surroundings—Concentration d (x2) 0.60 (λx2) 7.82 0.63 (λx2) 8.88 0.57 (λx2) 7.68

Physical Surroundings—Imagination d (x3) 0.68 (λx3) 9.15 0.70 (λx3) 10.17 0.57 (λx3) 7.64

Physical Surroundings—Surprise d (x4) 0.71 (λx4) 9.74 0.70 (λx4) 10.23 0.68 (λx4) 9.44

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning d 0.74 (λx5) 10.13 0.67 (λx5) 10.07 0.60 (λx5) 8.41

Customers Themselves—Having Fun d (x6) 0.74 (λx6) 10.12 0.82 (λx6) 12.72 0.86 (λx6) 12.61

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (x7) 0.86 (λx7) 13.64 0.90 (λx7) 16.20 0.84 (λx7) 13.86

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (x8) 0.84 (λx8) 13.18 0.90 (λx8) 16.25 0.90 (λx8) 15.65

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (x9) 0.86 (λx9) 13.61 0.92 (λx9) 16.83 0.94 (λx9) 16.72

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (x10) 0.85 (λx10) 13.35 0.86 (λx10) 14.98 0.83 (λx10) 13.73

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (x11) 0.76 (λx11) 11.39 0.77 (λx11) 12.60 0.54 (λx11) 7.72

Other Customers e—Indicator 1 (x12) 0.76 (λx12) 10.58 0.69 (λx12) 9.97 0.65 (λx12) 9.17

Other Customers e—Indicator 2 (x13) 0.76 (λx13) 10.57 0.67 (λx13) 9.69 0.67 (λx13) 9.41

Other Customers e—Indicator 3 (x14) 0.76 (λx14) 10.56 0.81 (λx14) 12.19 0.80 (λx14) 11.99

Other Customers e—Indicator 4 (x15) 0.67 (λx15) 9.01 0.66 (λx15) 9.42 0.73 (λx15) 10.47

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (x16) 0.78 (λx16) 11.80 0.69 (λx16) 10.06 0.75 (λx16) 11.54

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (x17) 0.88 (λx17) 14.08 0.66 (λx17) 9.57 0.89 (λx17) 14.79

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (x18) 0.87 (λx18) 13.94 0.76 (λx18) 11.43 0.88 (λx18) 14.66

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (x19) 0.85 (λx19) 13.40 0.71 (λx19) 10.57 0.69 (λx19) 10.28

Satisfaction—Indicator 1 (x20) 0.86 (λx20) 13.63 0.89 (λx20) 15.78 0.91 (λx20) 15.99

Satisfaction—Indicator 2 (x21) 0.94 (λx21) 15.78 0.94 (λx21) 17.24 0.94 (λx21) 16.96

Satisfaction—Indicator 3 (x22) 0.87 (λx22) 13.93 0.89 (λx22) 15.65 0.88 (λx22) 15.07

Loyalty—Indicator 1 (x23) 0.86 (λx23) 13.65 0.79 (λx23) 12.99 0.86 (λx23) 14.35

Loyalty—Indicator 2 (x24) 0.96 (λx24) 16.51 0.94 (λx24) 16.90 0.99 (λx24) 18.18

Loyalty—Indicator 3 (x25) 0.92 (λx25) 15.24 0.83 (λx25) 13.91 0.84 (λx25) 13.91

Model Fit Statistics χ2= 428.84(p=0.00),

df=254, RMSEA=0.064,

GFI=0.83, CFI=0.94,

NNFI=0.92

χ2=534.09 (p=0.00),

df=254, RMSEA=0.075,

GFI=0.82, CFI=0.91,

NNFI=0.90

χ2= 546.21(p=0.00),

df=254, RMSEA=0.079,

GFI=0.81, CFI=0.91,

NNFI=0.90
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
d mean value of indicators associated with this factor
eother customers’ “negative” public behaviors
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Table 13 Results of Assessing Convergent Validity (of model demonstrated in figure 2)
Second-order Factor: Experience Quality (ξ1)
First-order Factors: Physical Surrounding(η1), Customers Themselves(η2),

Service Providers(η3), Other Customers’Negative Public Behaviors(η4),
Customers’Companions(η5)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Experience Quality—Physical Surroundings 0.86 (γ1) 7.60 0.81 (γ1) 6.13 0.63 (γ1) 5.51

Experience Quality—Customers Themselves 1.01 (γ2) 9.79 1.04 (γ2) 9.27 1.07 (γ2) 8.24

Experience Quality—Service Providers 0.61 (γ3) 7.27 0.56 (γ3) 7.38 0.42 (γ3) 5.08

Experience Quality—Other Customers d -0.30 (γ4) -3.19 -0.28 (γ4) -3.20 -0.59 (γ4) -6.04

Experience Quality—Customers’Companions 0.73 (γ5) 8.25 0.63 (γ5) 6.46 0.59 (γ5) 6.71

Construct—Indicators

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere e (y1) 0.66 (λy1) fixed 0.51 (λy1) fixed 0.57 (λy1) fixed

Physical Surroundings—Concentration e (y2) 0.60 (λy2) 6.44 0.63 (λy2) 5.82 0.58 (λy2) 5.72

Physical Surroundings—Imagination e (y3) 0.69 (λy3) 7.17 0.69 (λy3) 6.11 0.67 (λy3) 6.22

Physical Surroundings—Surprise e (y4) 0.72 (λy4) 7.43 0.70 (λy4) 6.15 0.75 (λy4) 6.50

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning e (y5) 0.73 (λy5) fixed 0.67 (λy5) fixed 0.64 (λy5) fixed

Customers Themselves—Having Fun e (y6) 0.74 (λy6) 8.6 0.83 (λy6) 9.18 0.80 (λy6) 7.94

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (y7) 0.86 (λy7) fixed 0.90 (λy7) fixed 0.84 (λy7) fixed

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (y8) 0.84 (λy8) 13.93 0.90 (λy8) 19.69 0.90 (λy8) 16.07

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (y9) 0.86 (λy9) 14.36 0.92 (λy9) 20.83 0.94 (λy9) 16.98

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (y10) 0.85 (λy10) 14.07 0.86 (λy10) 17.63 0.83 (λy10) 14.03

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (y11) 0.77 (λy11) 11.91 0.77 (λy11) 14.10 0.54 (λy11) 7.75

Other Customers d—Indicator 1 (y12) 0.76 (λy12) fixed 0.68 (λy12) fixed 0.67 (λy12) fixed

Other Customers d—Indicator 2 (y13) 0.76 (λy13) 8.82 0.67 (λy13) 7.85 0.67 (λy13) 7.58

Other Customers d—Indicator 3 (y14) 0.76 (λy14) 8.83 0.81 (λy14) 8.70 0.79 (λy14) 8.47

Other Customers d—Indicator 4 (y15) 0.68 (λy15) 7.79 0.66 (λy15) 7.72 0.72 (λy15) 7.99
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Table 13 Continued
Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (y16) 0.78 (λy16) fixed 0.64 (λy16) fixed 0.75 (λy16) fixed

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (y17) 0.88 (λy17) 12.58 0.62 (λy17) 7.07 0.90 (λy17) 12.28

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (y18) 0.88 (λy18) 12.55 0.80 (λy18) 8.36 0.87 (λy18) 12.00

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (y19) 0.85 (λy19) 12.07 0.76 (λy19) 8.16 0.68 (λy19) 9.20

Model Fit Statistics χ2=257.65 (p=0.00),

df=147, RMSEA=0.067,

GFI=0.86, CFI=0.94,

NNFI=0.93

χ2=380.74 (p=0.00),

df=147, RMSEA=0.090,

GFI=0.83, CFI=0.89,

NNFI=0.87

χ2=375.23 (p=0.00),

df=147,RMSEA=0.092,

GFI=0.82, CFI=0.88,

NNFI=0.86
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
dother customers’ “negative” public behaviors
e mean value of indicators associated with this factor

Moreover, this research evaluated discriminant validity by comparing the 2

values of models that either freed or constrained (to a value of 1) the phi value, which

was the correlation between two latent constructs, and testing whether the constraint

caused a significant decrease in fit (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). The result of

testing discriminant validity was provided in table 14. For the three samples (Easy

Shop, Starbucks, KTV), the twenty one comparisons demonstrated that the overall fit

of the base model was significant diminished when constraining the correlation

between two latent constructs to a value of 1. Therefore, discriminant validity of the

measurement was achieved.
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Table14 Results of Assessing Discriminant Validity

Easy Shop Sample a

χ2 Degrees of

Freedom

P value Δχ2 Δdegrees

of Freedom

P value

Baseline Model 428.84 254 0.00 -- -- --

Constraint Model b

(Construct 2 and Construct 1) 434.97 255 0.00 6.13 1 <0.001

(Construct 3 and Construct 1) 516.56 255 0.00 87.72 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 1) 578.12 255 0.00 149.28 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 1) 497.07 255 0.00 68.23 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 1) 513.27 255 0.00 84.43 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 1) 509.47 255 0.00 80.63 1 <0.001

(Construct 3 and Construct 2) 463.47 255 0.00 34.63 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 2) 492.69 255 0.00 63.85 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 2) 452.11 255 0.00 23.27 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 2) 454.42 255 0.00 25.58 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 2) 462.56 255 0.00 33.72 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 3) 700.52 255 0.00 271.68 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 3) 855.06 255 0.00 426.22 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 3) 720.25 255 0.00 291.41 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 3) 731.88 255 0.00 303.04 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 4) 677.45 255 0.00 248.61 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 4) 705.53 255 0.00 276.69 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 4) 750.52 255 0.00 321.68 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 5) 713.77 255 0.00 284.93 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 5) 736.96 255 0.00 308.12 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 6) 687.24 255 0.00 258.4 1 <0.001
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b the correlation coefficient of two latent constructs is constrained to a value of 1. construct 1: Physical

Surroundings, construct 2: Customers Themselves, construct 3: Service Providers, construct 4: Other
Customers’ Negative Public Behaviors, construct 5: Other Customers, construct 6: Satisfaction,
construct 7: Loyalty
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Table 14 Continued

Starbucks Sample a

χ2 Degrees of

Freedom

P value Δχ2 Δdegrees

of Freedom

P value

Baseline Model 534.09 254 0.00 -- -- --

Constraint Model b

(Construct 2 and Construct 1) 543.28 255 0.00 9.19 1 <0.001

(Construct 3 and Construct 1) 641.57 255 0.00 107.48 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 1) 668.27 255 0.00 134.18 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 1) 583.66 255 0.00 49.57 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 1) 578.09 255 0.00 44 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 1) 589.11 255 0.00 55.02 1 <0.001

(Construct 3 and Construct 2) 568.60 255 0.00 34.51 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 2) 601.03 255 0.00 66.94 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 2) 550.58 255 0.00 16.49 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 2) 551.02 255 0.00 16.93 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 2) 546.82 255 0.00 12.73 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 3) 807.30 255 0.00 273.21 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 3) 689.98 255 0.00 155.89 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 3) 852.06 255 0.00 317.97 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 3) 808.31 255 0.00 274.22 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 4) 712.68 255 0.00 178.59 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 4) 702.86 255 0.00 168.77 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 4) 835.60 255 0.00 301.51 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 5) 641.13 255 0.00 107.04 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 5) 631.86 255 0.00 97.77 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 6) 722.73 255 0.00 188.64 1 <0.001
a sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b the correlation coefficient of two latent constructs is constrained to a value of 1. construct 1: Physical

Surroundings, construct 2: Customers Themselves, construct 3: Service Providers, construct 4: Other
Customers’ Negative Public Behaviors, construct 5: Other Customers, construct 6: Satisfaction,
construct 7: Loyalty
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Table 14 Continued

KTV Sample a

χ2 Degrees of

Freedom

P value Δχ2 Δdegrees

of Freedom

P value

Baseline Model 546.21 254 0.00 -- -- --

Constraint Model b

(Construct 2 and Construct 1) 566.98 255 0.00 20.77 1 <0.001

(Construct 3 and Construct 1) 617.05 255 0.00 70.84 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 1) 640.81 255 0.00 94.6 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 1) 633.18 255 0.00 86.97 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 1) 591.86 255 0.00 45.65 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 1) 588.07 255 0.00 41.86 1 <0.001

(Construct 3 and Construct 2) 587.65 255 0.00 41.44 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 2) 656.19 255 0.00 109.98 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 2) 570.52 255 0.00 24.31 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 2) 557.77 255 0.00 11.56 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 2) 587.99 255 0.00 41.78 1 <0.001

(Construct 4 and Construct 3) 842.91 255 0.00 296.7 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 3) 1085.81 255 0.00 539.6 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 3) 900.27 255 0.00 354.06 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 3) 878.10 255 0.00 331.89 1 <0.001

(Construct 5 and Construct 4) 1707.39 255 0.00 1161.18 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 4) 898.08 255 0.00 351.87 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 4) 920.03 255 0.00 373.82 1 <0.001

(Construct 6 and Construct 5) 811.43 255 0.00 265.22 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 5) 898.28 255 0.00 352.07 1 <0.001

(Construct 7 and Construct 6) 917.37 255 0.00 371.16 1 <0.001
a sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b the correlation coefficient of two latent constructs is constrained to a value of 1. construct 1: Physical

Surroundings, construct 2: Customers Themselves, construct 3: Service Providers, construct 4: Other
Customers’ Negative Public Behaviors, construct 5: Other Customers, construct 6: Satisfaction,
construct 7: Loyalty
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Assessing the Relative Importance of Dimensions

Table 15 displayed the mean values associated with each dimension of

experience quality. A comparison of the means for three samples suggested that

customers relatively perceive more atmospheres when they evaluated the experience

quality with physical surroundings. For KTV sample, the means of imagination and

surprise were relatively lower than the means of Easy Shop sample and Starbucks

sample.

As for customers’experience with people in the service setting, customers’

companions was a relatively important dimension of customers’experience quality.

This finding was parallel with the result of qualitative study. The companionship or

interrelationships have positive effect on customers’perception of experiences.

Customers do not merely purchase the products or services but also enjoy the time

they spent with their companions in that store.

Furthermore, for KTV sample, the means of cognitive learning and having fun

were relatively higher than means of Easy Shop sample and Starbucks sample. That

is, compared with customers’experiences in Easy Shop and Starbucks, cognitive

learning and having fun were more important dimensions when customers evaluated

the experience quality in a KTV store.
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Table 15 Overall Patterns of Means
Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Atmosphere 5.49 5.41 4.79

Concentration 4.47 4.27 4.57

Imagination 4.41 4.15 3.24

Surprise 4.59 4.31 3.41

Service Providers 4.93 4.93 4.29

Other Customers d 2.65 2.88 3.03

Customers’Companions 5.41 5.25 5.55

Cognitive Learning 4.63 4.50 5.22

Having Fun 4.90 4.95 5.16

Satisfaction 4.97 4.94 4.91

Loyalty 4.66 4.48 4.45
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
dother customers’ “negative” public behaviors

The Correlation Between Experience Quality, Satisfaction and Loyalty

Table 16 demonstrated the correlations between each dimension of experience

quality and two variables, satisfaction and loyalty. Cross the three samples, the

correlations between satisfaction and loyalty were above 0.50 (Easy Shop: 0.585,

Starbucks: 0.656, KTV: 0.516). Additionally, for the three samples, each dimension

of experience quality had positive correlation with satisfaction and loyalty, except the

negative correlations between other customers’“negative” public behaviors,

satisfaction and loyalty. The direction (positive or negative) of each correlation was

generally reasonable for the three samples. It meant that customers’evaluation of

experience quality had positive correlation with their evaluation of satisfaction and

loyalty toward the company.

Furthermore, for Starbucks sample and KTV sample, two correlations were
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relatively higher: the correlation between customers’companions and satisfaction

(Starbucks: 0.498, KTV: 0.516), and the correlation between having fun and

satisfaction (Starbucks: 0.688, KTV: 0.714). It revealed that customers’companions

and having fun might have more effect on customers’satisfaction and loyalty.

The Effect of External Elements on Internal Element Associated With the Evaluation

of Experience Quality

This study performed a structural model analysis to examine whether the external

elements of experience quality had effect on internal element. According to the

findings of qualitative study (see Chapter Three), the emotional evaluation of

experience quality is generally made up of five elements (or dimensions), including

customers’experiences with physical surroundings, service providers, other customers,

customers’companions and customers themselves. Customers themselves can be

regarded as the internal element that constitutes customers’experiences. The other

four elements belong to customers’acquisition of experiences from interacting with

service settings and people, and these four elements are consequently categorized as

external elements. The structural model to be analyzed was demonstrated in figure 5,

and the results were provided in table 17. Although the coefficient values of some

paths were not significant (p>0.05), the results commonly showed that the external

elements had effect on the internal element: customers’interaction with physical

surroundings, service providers and companions had positive effect on customers

themselves while customers emotionally evaluated experience quality toward the

service company; other customers’negative public behaviors had negative effect on

customers’evaluation of experience quality. For the three samples, the goodness of

model fit are acceptable (Easy Shop sample: 2 =248.93, p=0.00, degree of
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freedom=142, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)=0.93, Comparative Fit Index

(CFI)=0.94, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)=0.86; Starbucks sample: 2 =369.92,

p=0.00, degree of freedom=142, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)=0.87, Comparative

Fit Index (CFI)=0.89, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)=0.83; KTV sample: 2=354.77,

p=0.00, degree of freedom=142, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)=0.86, Comparative

Fit Index (CFI)=0.89, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)=0.83).

Physical
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ξ1

Service

Providers

ξ2

Other

Customers

ξ3

Customers’

Companions

ξ4

Customers

Themselves

η1

x1
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x3

x4
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x7

x8

x9

x10

x11

x12

x13

x14

x15

x16

x17

y1

y2

Figure 5 The Effect of External Elements on Internal Element Associated With
Experience Quality Evaluation
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Table 17 Results of Assessing the Effect of External Elements on Internal Element
Associated With Experience Quality Evaluation

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Physical Surroundingsξ1

Customers Themselvesη1
0.67 (γ11) 2.44 0.64 (γ11) 3.17 0.38 (γ11) 3.02

Service Providersξ2

Customers Themselvesη1
0.08 (γ12) 0.92 f 0.25 (γ12) 2.84 0.15 (γ12) 1.80 g

Other Customers dξ3

Customers Themselvesη1
-0.12 (γ13) -1.32 f -0.01 (γ13) -0.16 f -0.36 (γ13) -3.16

Customers’Companionsξ4

Customers Themselvesη1
0.25 (γ14) 2.05 0.21 (γ14) 2.11 0.34 (γ14) 3.22

Construct—Indicators

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning e (y1) 0.73 (λy1) 3.05 0.67 (λy1) 4.02 0.65 (λy1) 4.92

Customers Themselves—Having Fun e (y2) 0.74 (λy2) 3.04 0.83 (λy2) 3.90 0.80 (λy2) 4.81

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere e (x1) 0.67 (λx1) 8.98 0.50 (λx1) 6.69 0.58 (λx1) 7.71

Physical Surroundings—Concentration e (x2) 0.60 (λx2) 7.82 0.64 (λx2) 8.97 0.55 (λx2) 7.13

Physical Surroundings—Imagination e (x3) 0.68 (λx3) 9.04 0.70 (λx3) 10.10 0.67 (λx3) 9.08

Physical Surroundings—Surprise e (x4) 0.71 (λx4) 9.65 0.70 (λx4) 10.08 0.77 (λx4) 10.68

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (x5) 0.86 (λx5) 13.62 0.90 (λx5) 16.20 0.84 (λx5) 13.82

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (x6) 0.84 (λx6) 13.22 0.90 (λx6) 16.18 0.90 (λx6) 15.64

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (x7) 0.86 (λx7) 13.55 0.92 (λx7) 16.86 0.94 (λx7) 16.70

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (x8) 0.85 (λx8) 13.35 0.86 (λx8) 14.99 0.83 (λx8) 13.77

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (x9) 0.77 (λx9) 11.42 0.77 (λx9) 12.62 0.54 (λx9) 7.77

Other Customers d—Indicator 1 (x10) 0.76 (λx10) 10.55 0.69 (λx10) 9.99 0.66 (λx10) 9.32

Other Customers d—Indicator 2 (x11) 0.76 (λx11) 10.61 0.68 (λx11) 9.73 0.67 (λx11) 9.51

Other Customers d—Indicator 3 (x12) 0.76 (λx12) 10.56 0.81 (λx12) 12.15 0.80 (λx12) 11.89

Other Customers d—Indicator 4 (x13) 0.67 (λx13) 8.96 0.66 (λx13) 9.39 0.71 (λx13) 10.24

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (x14) 0.78 (λx14) 11.76 0.66 (λx14) 9.55 0.75 (λx14) 11.52

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (x15) 0.88 (λx15) 14.08 0.64 (λx15) 9.17 0.89 (λx15) 14.96

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (x16) 0.88 (λx16) 13.99 0.78 (λx16) 11.80 0.88 (λx16) 14.49

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (x17) 0.85 (λx17) 13.38 0.74 (λx17) 11.04 0.69 (λx17) 10.22

Model Fit Statistics χ2=248.93 (p=0.00),
df=142, RMSEA=0.067,
GFI=0.86, CFI=0.94

χ2=369.92 (p=0.00),
df=142, RMSEA=0.090,
GFI=0.83, CFI=0.89

χ2=354.77 (p=0.00),
df=142,RMSEA=0.090,
GFI=0.83, CFI=0.89

a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
d other customers’ “negative” public behaviors 
e mean value of indicators associated with this factor
f ns at p<0.05, g significant at p<0.1
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Table16 Correlation Matrix a

Atmosphere b Concentration c Imagination d Surprise e Service
Providers f

Other
Customers g m

Customers’
Companions h

Cognitive
Learning i

Having Fun j Satisfaction k Loyalty l

Atmosphere b 1.000 .417**
.360**
.238**

.411**

.269**

.312**

.462**

.300**

.450**

.311**

.373**

.358**

.055
-.233**
-.210**

.411**

.293**

.269**

.432**

.256**

.278**

.513**

.446**

.461**

.368**

.441**

.507**

.357**

.371**

.516**
Concentration c 1.000 .325**

.451**

.363**

.340**

.355**

.378**

.399**

.213**

.193**

-.170*
-.154*
-.339**

.457**

.404**

.408**

.459**

.331**

.439**

.487**

.515**

.520**

.449**

.396**

.472**

.334**

.398**

.412**
Imagination d 1.000 .644**

.598**

.606**

.338**

.150*

.236**

-.127
-.043
-.133

.392**

.278**

.115

.413**

.381**

.168*

.357**

.428**

.283**

.280**

.427**

.247**

.356**

.388**

.263**
Surprise e 1.000 .380**

.298**

.335**

-.160*
-.123
-.176*

.358**

.269**

.082

.415**

.473**

.175*

.436**

.462**

.326**

.342**

.461**

.293**

.373**

.410**

.369**
Service
Providers f

1.000 -.134
-.127
-.073

.424**

.320**

.200**

.432**

.403**

.175*

.446**

.491**

.331**

.384**

.492**

.364**

.274**

.400**

.377**
Other
Customers g m

1.000 -.263**
-.244**
-.385**

-.252**
-.225**
-.501**

-.153*
-.130
-.392**

-.055
-.146*
-.344**

-.084
-.168*
-.327**

Customers’
Companions h

1.000 .497**
.373**
.387**

.510**

.480**

.467**

.423**

.498**

.516**

.349**

.487**

.397**
Cognitive
Learning i

1.000 .543**
.556**
.514**

.441**

.488**

.417**

.414**

.528**

.246**
Having Fun j 1.000 .462**

.668*

.714**

.386**

.523**

.394**
Satisfaction k 1.000 .585**

.656**

.537**
Loyalty l 1.000

a each ceil concludes three correlation coefficients, belonging to Easy Shop sample, Starbucks sample, and KTVsample.
b c d e f g h i j k l mean value of indicators associated with this factor
mother customers’ “negative” public behaviors
** significant at p<0.01 (two-tail)
* significant at p<0.05 (two-tail)
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The Effect of Elements of Experience Quality on Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty

This study performed two structural models to examine whether the dimensions

of experience quality had effect on customers’satisfaction and loyalty. A competing

models strategy was conducted. This strategy involved the comparison of models

and results to determine the best-fitting model from a set of models (Hair et al., 1998).

The researcher started with an initial model (figure 6) and engaged another competing

model (figure 7). As Hair et al. (1998) suggested the only requirement of

performing a competing models strategy was that “the number of constructs and

indicators remains the same, so that the null model is the dame for both models.”

(p.614) The structural models shown in figure 6 and figure 7 were the same with

number of constructs and indicators. Differences between models were examined by

the difference in the chi-square values for the different models (Anderson and Gerbing,

1988). “The chi-square difference can then be tested for statistical significance with

the appropriate degrees of freedom being the difference in the number of estimated

coefficients for the two models.”(Hair et al., 1998, p.614)

In this study, the comparison of competing model (figure 7) to the initial model

(figure 6) did not reveal significant increase in model fit (Easy sample: 2
)4( =5.75, ns

at p<0.05; Starbucks sample: 2
)4( =4.67, ns at p<0.05; KTV sample: 2

)4( =5.90,

ns at p<0.05), and it indicated the initial model was better than the competing model

in goodness of model fit. The result showed that the external elements of experience

quality had effect on the internal element, and then the internal element of experience

quality had positive effect on customer satisfaction and loyalty. The predictive

validity of the scale of experience quality was thereby achieved. Table 18 provided
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the standard parameter estimates of paths and t values of the initial models, and Table

19 displayed the results of analyzing the competing model.

Table 18 Results of Assessing the Effect of Elements of Experience Quality on
Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty (The Initial Model)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Physical Surroundingsξ1

Customers Themselvesη1
0.65 (γ11) 3.04 0.60 (γ11) 3.62 0.44 (γ11) 4.12

Service Providersξ2

Customers Themselvesη1
0.11 (γ12) 1.31 f 0.29 (γ12) 3.64 0.16 (γ12) 2.28

Other Customers dξ3

Customers Themselvesη1
-0.05 (γ13) -0.71 f -0.01 (γ13) -0.21 f -0.22 (γ13) -2.83

Customers’Companionsξ4

Customers Themselvesη1
0.26 (γ14) 2.45 0.26 (γ14) 2.85 0.39 (γ14) 4.59

Customers Themselvesη1Satisfactionη2 0.65 (β21) 3.75 0.84 (β21) 4.02 0.85 (β21) 5.55

Satisfactionη2Loyaltyη3 0.63 (β32) 7.08 0.75 (β32) 7.65 0.60 (β32) 6.51

Construct—Indicators

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning e (y1) 0.73 (λy1) 4.19 0.65 (λy1) 4.51 0.57 (λy1) 6.28

Customers Themselves—Having Fun e (y2) 0.75 (λy2) 4.20 0.82 (λy2) 4.70 0.84 (λy2) 7.81

Satisfaction—Indicator 1(y3) 0.87 (λy3) 12.22 0.89 (λy3) 11.07 0.91 (λy3) 10.01

Satisfaction—Indicator 2(y4) 0.93 (λy4) 13.33 0.93 (λy4) 11.40 0.94 (λy4) 10.19

Satisfaction—Indicator 3(y5) 0.87 (λy5) 12.34 0.88 (λy5) 10.99 0.88 (λy5) 9.82

Loyalty—Indicator 1(y6) 0.86 (λy6) 13.01 0.79 (λy6) 11.86 0.86 (λy6) 14.08

Loyalty—Indicator 2(y7) 0.96 (λy7) 15.27 0.94 (λy7) 13.87 0.99 (λy7) 16.94

Loyalty—Indicator 3(y8) 0.92 (λy8) 14.37 0.83 (λy8) 12.52 0.84 (λy8) 13.64

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere e (x1) 0.67 (λx1) 9.00 0.51 (λx1) 6.90 0.62 (λx1) 8.23

Physical Surroundings—Concentration e (x2) 0.61 (λx2) 8.02 0.62 (λx2) 8.79 0.56 (λx2) 7.40

Physical Surroundings—Imagination e (x3) 0.67 (λx3) 8.89 0.70 (λx3) 10.18 0.64 (λx3) 8.61

Physical Surroundings—Surprise e (x4) 0.70 (λx4) 9.53 0.70 (λx4) 10.25 0.74 (λx4) 10.26
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Table 18 Continued
Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (x5) 0.86 (λx5) 13.64 0.90 (λx5) 16.20 0.84 (λx5) 13.80

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (x6) 0.84 (λx6) 13.20 0.90 (λx6) 16.22 0.90 (λx6) 15.64

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (x7) 0.86 (λx7) 13.58 0.92 (λx7) 16.84 0.94 (λx7) 16.74

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (x8) 0.85 (λx8) 13.34 0.86 (λx8) 14.98 0.83 (λx8) 13.75

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (x9) 0.77 (λx9) 11.40 0.77 (λx9) 12.62 0.54 (λx9) 7.75

Other Customers d—Indicator 1 (x10) 0.76 (λx10) 10.56 0.69 (λx10) 10.01 0.66 (λx10) 9.28

Other Customers d—Indicator 2 (x11) 0.76 (λx11) 10.66 0.68 (λx11) 9.75 0.67 (λx11) 9.38

Other Customers d—Indicator 3 (x12) 0.76 (λx12) 10.53 0.81 (λx12) 12.12 0.80 (λx12) 11.90

Other Customers d—Indicator 4 (x13) 0.67 (λx13) 8.91 0.66 (λx13) 9.38 0.72 (λx13) 10.31

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (x14) 0.78 (λx14) 11.80 0.66 (λx14) 9.56 0.75 (λx14) 11.45

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (x15) 0.88 (λx15) 14.08 0.63 (λx15) 9.10 0.88 (λx15) 14.76

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (x16) 0.87 (λx16) 13.94 0.78 (λx16) 11.93 0.88 (λx16) 14.71

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (x17) 0.85 (λx17) 13.40 0.74 (λx17) 11.13 0.69 (λx17) 10.33

Model Fit Statistics χ2= 451.66(p=0.00),

df=263, RMSEA=0.066,

GFI=0.82, CFI=0.93,

NNFI=0.92

χ2= 563.95(p=0.00),

df=263, RMSEA=0.076,

GFI=0.81, CFI=0.91,

NNFI=0.90

χ2= 597.71(p=0.00),

df=263,RMSEA=0.083,

GFI=0.79, CFI=0.90,

NNFI=0.89
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
dother customers’ “negative” public behaviors
e mean value of items associated with this construct
f ns at p<0.05
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Figure 6 Assessing the Effect of Elements of Experience Quality on
Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty (The Initial Model)
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Table 19 Results of Assessing the Effect of Elements of Experience Quality on
Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty (The Competing Model)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Physical Surroundingsξ1

Customers Themselvesη1
0.68 (γ11) 2.37 0.64 (γ11) 3.31 0.41 (γ11) 3.43

Service Providersξ2

Customers Themselvesη1
0.08 (γ12) 0.89 f 0.25 (γ12) 2.89 0.13 (γ12) 1.66g

Other Customers dξ3

Customers Themselvesη1
-0.12 (γ13) -1.33 f -0.01 (γ13) -0.09 f -0.29 (γ13) -2.99

Customers’Companionsξ4

Customers Themselvesη1
0.24 (γ14) 1.99 0.22 (γ14) 2.19 0.33 (γ14) 3.52

Physical Surroundingsξ1

 Satisfactionη2
0.33 (γ21) 0.61 f 0.09 (γ21) 0.45 f 0.12 (γ21) 1.02f

Service Providersξ2

 Satisfactionη2
0.07 (γ22) 0.64 f 0.16 (γ22) 1.78g 0.07 (γ22) 1.07 f

Other Customers dξ3

 Satisfactionη2
0.24 (γ23) 1.62 f 0.04 (γ23) 0.68 f 0.09 (γ23) 0.93 f

Customers’Companionsξ4

 Satisfactionη2
-0.02 (γ24) -0.12 f 0.15 (γ24) 1.56 f 0.16 (γ24) 1.85g

Customers Themselvesη1Satisfactionη2 1.00 (β21) 1.82g 0.55 (β21) 2.10 0.66 (β21) 3.34

Satisfactionη2Loyaltyη3 0.63 (β32) 5.75 0.75 (β32) 7.79 0.60 (β32) 6.39

Construct—Indicators

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning e (y1) 0.74 (λy1) 2.94 0.66 (λy1) 4.21 0.60 (λy1) 5.81

Customers Themselves—Having Fun e (y2) 0.74 (λy2) 2.94 0.84 (λy2) 4.15 0.86 (λy2) 5.99

Satisfaction—Indicator 1(y3) 0.86 (λy3) 7.67 0.89 (λy3) 11.51 0.91 (λy3) 9.55

Satisfaction—Indicator 2(y4) 0.94 (λy4) 7.94 0.93 (λy4) 11.89 0.94 (λy4) 9.71

Satisfaction—Indicator 3(y5) 0.87 (λy5) 7.71 0.88 (λy5) 11.43 0.88 (λy5) 9.38

Loyalty—Indicator 1(y6) 0.86 (λy6) 13.02 0.79 (λy6) 11.86 0.86 (λy6) 14.08

Loyalty—Indicator 2(y7) 0.96 (λy7) 15.30 0.94 (λy7) 13.88 0.99 (λy7) 16.94

Loyalty—Indicator 3(y8) 0.92 (λy8) 14.39 0.83 (λy8) 12.53 0.84 (λy8) 13.64

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere e (x1) 0.67 (λx1) 9.01 0.51 (λx1) 6.91 0.62 (λx1) 8.27

Physical Surroundings—Concentration e (x2) 0.61 (λx2) 7.98 0.63 (λx2) 8.85 0.56 (λx2) 7.38

Physical Surroundings—Imagination e (x3) 0.67 (λx3) 8.93 0.70 (λx3) 10.14 0.64 (λx3) 8.58

Physical Surroundings—Surprise e (x4) 0.70 (λx4) 9.55 0.70 (λx4) 10.20 0.74 (λx4) 10.25



117

Table 19 Continued
Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (x5) 0.86 (λx5) 13.63 0.90 (λx5) 16.20 0.84 (λx5) 13.80

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (x6) 0.84 (λx6) 13.18 0.90 (λx6) 16.25 0.90 (λx6) 15.64

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (x7) 0.86 (λx7) 13.60 0.92 (λx7) 16.83 0.94 (λx7) 16.74

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (x8) 0.85 (λx8) 13.36 0.86 (λx8) 14.98 0.83 (λx8) 13.75

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (x9) 0.76 (λx9) 11.39 0.77 (λx9) 12.60 0.54 (λx9) 7.74

Other Customers d—Indicator 1 (x10) 0.76 (λx10) 10.59 0.69 (λx10) 9.99 0.66 (λx10) 9.27

Other Customers d—Indicator 2 (x11) 0.76 (λx11) 10.58 0.68 (λx11) 9.72 0.67 (λx11) 9.45

Other Customers d—Indicator 3 (x12) 0.76 (λx12) 10.56 0.81 (λx12) 12.15 0.80 (λx12) 11.91

Other Customers d—Indicator 4 (x13) 0.67 (λx13) 8.99 0.66 (λx13) 9.40 0.72 (λx13) 10.28

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (x14) 0.78 (λx14) 11.80 0.66 (λx14) 9.55 0.75 (λx14) 11.46

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (x15) 0.88 (λx15) 14.09 0.63 (λx15) 9.07 0.88 (λx15) 14.74

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (x16) 0.87 (λx16) 13.94 0.78 (λx16) 11.97 0.88 (λx16) 14.72

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (x17) 0.85 (λx17) 13.40 0.74 (λx17) 11.15 0.69 (λx17) 10.32

Model Fit Statistics χ2=445.91 (p=0.00),

df=259, RMSEA=0.066,

GFI=0.82, CFI=0.93,

NNFI=0.92

χ2= 559.28(p=0.00),

df=259, RMSEA=0.077,

GFI=0.81, CFI=0.91,

NNFI=0.90

χ2= 591.81(p=0.00),

df=259,RMSEA=0.084,

GFI=0.80, CFI=0.90,

NNFI=0.89
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
dother customers’ “negative” public behaviors
e mean value of items associated with this construct
f ns at p<0.05
g p<0.1
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Figure 7 Assessing the Effect of Elements of Experience Quality on
Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty (The Competing Model)
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The Effect of Experience Quality on Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty

This study further conducted a structural model to examine whether customer’s

perceived experience quality had effect on customers’satisfaction and loyalty. The

structural model to be analyzed was showed in figure 8. As illustrated in figure 8,

experience quality (ξ1), a higher-order construct, was constituted by five factors,

including customers’experiences with physical surroundings (η 1), customers

themselves (η2), service providers (η3), other customers (η4), and companions (η

5). In addition, there were four first-order factors (atmosphere, concentration,

imagination, and surprise) belonging to customers’experiences with physical

surroundings and two first-order factors (cognitive learning and having fun) deriving

from customers themselves. This research calculated mean values of indicators,

which were associated with each first-order factor.

The results were provided in table 20. For the three samples, the statistics of

model fit were acceptable, except KTV sample. The coefficient values of all paths

were significant at p<0.05. The results demonstrated that experience quality had

direct effect on satisfaction and indirect effect on loyalty.

This study also performed a competing models strategy, and proposed a

competing model (figure 9). The comparison of competing model (figure 9) to the

initial model (figure 8) revealed significant increase in model fit (Easy

sample: 2
)1( =7.76, significant at p<0.05; Starbucks sample: 2

)1( =11.97, significant

at p<0.05; KTV sample: 2
)1( =7.77, significant at p<0.05), and it indicated the

competing model was better than the initial model in goodness of model fit. It
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further validated that experience quality has direct and indirect on loyalty. However,

the result of analyzing the competing model demonstrated that the path of satisfaction

to loyalty (β76) is not significant for KTV sample. Table 21 provided the standard

parameter estimates of paths and t values of the competing model (figure 9).

Table 20 Results of Assessing the Effect of Experience Quality on Customer
Satisfaction and Loyalty (The Initial Model)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Experience Qualityξ1

Physical Surroundingsη1
0.86 (γ11) 7.81 0.83 (γ11) 6.56 0.71 (γ11) 6.45

Experience Qualityξ1

Customers Themselvesη2
1.01 (γ21) 10.11 0.97 (γ21) 9.23 0.93 (γ21) 7.20

Experience Qualityξ1

Service Providersη3
0.62 (γ31) 7.44 0.60 (γ31) 8.18 0.48 (γ31) 6.04

Experience Qualityξ1

Other Customers dη4
-0.27 (γ41) -2.91 -0.28 (γ41) -3.20 -052 (γ41) -5.60

Experience Qualityξ1

Customers’Companionsη5
0.73 (γ51) 8.32 0.67 (γ51) 6.97 0.63 (γ51) 7.43

Experience Qualityξ1Satisfactionη6 0.65 (γ61) 6.78 0.85 (γ61) 7.45 0.87 (γ61) 6.50

Satisfactionη6Loyaltyη7 0.63 (β76) 7.09 0.75 (β76) 7.33 0.60 (β76) 6.06

Construct—Indicators

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere e (y1) 0.66 (λy1) fixed 0.53 (λy1) fixed 0.61 (λy1) fixed

Physical Surroundings—Concentration e(y2) 0.61 (λy2) 6.63 0.62 (λy2) 5.99 0.60 (λy2) 6.13

Physical Surroundings—Imagination e (y3) 0.67 (λy3) 7.14 0.69 (λy3) 6.34 0.63 (λy3) 6.30

Physical Surroundings—Surprise e (y4) 0.71 (λy4) 7.43 0.70 (λy4) 6.41 0.71 (λy4) 6.74

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning e 0.73 (λy5) fixed 0.66 (λy5) fixed 0.58 (λy5) fixed

Customers Themselves—Having Fun e (y6) 0.74 (λy6) 8.86 0.84 (λy6) 9.39 0.89 (λy6) 7.60

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (y7) 0.86 (λy7) fixed 0.90 (λy7) fixed 084 (λy7) fixed

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (y8) 0.84 (λy8) 13.91 0.90 (λy8) 19.75 0.90 (λy8) 16.05

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (y9) 0.86 (λy9) 14.40 0.92 (λy9) 20.82 0.94 (λy9) 16.99

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (y10) 0.85 (λy10) 14.09 0.86 (λy10) 17.62 0.83 (λy10) 14.01

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (y11) 0.76 (λy11) 11.89 0.77 (λy11) 14.07 0.54 (λy11) 7.74
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Table 20 Continued
Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Other Customers d—Indicator 1 (y12) 0.76 (λy12) fixed 0.68 (λy12) fixed 0.67 (λy12) fixed

Other Customers d—Indicator 2 (y13) 0.76 (λy13) 8.82 0.68 (λy13) 7.89 0.66 (λy13) 7.48

Other Customers d—Indicator 3 (y14) 0.76 (λy14) 8.82 0.81 (λy14) 8.71 0.80 (λy14) 8.43

Other Customers d—Indicator 4 (y15) 0.67 (λy15) 7.96 0.66 (λy15) 7.72 0.73 (λy15) 7.99

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (y16) 0.79 (λy16) fixed 0.65 (λy16) fixed 0.75 (λy16) fixed

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (y17) 0.88 (λy17) 12.61 0.62 (λy17) 7.23 0.89 (λy17) 12.29

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (y18) 0.88 (λy18) 12.57 0.79 (λy18) 8.51 0.87 (λy18) 12.07

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (y19) 0.85 (λy19) 12.11 0.75 (λy19) 8.26 0.68 (λy19) 9.25

Satisfaction—Indicator 1(y20) 0.87 (λy20) 12.27 0.89 (λy20) 10.17 0.91 (λy20) 8.59

Satisfaction—Indicator 2(y21) 0.93 (λy21) 13.41 0.93 (λy21) 10.42 0.94 (λy21) 8.69

Satisfaction—Indicator 3(y22) 0.87 (λy22) 12.40 0.88 (λy22) 10.10 0.88 (λy22) 8.46

Loyalty—Indicator 1(y23) 0.86 (λy23) 13.01 0.79 (λy23) 11.86 0.86 (λy23) 14.08

Loyalty—Indicator 2(y24) 0.96 (λy24) 15.28 0.94 (λy24) 13.87 0.99 (λy24) 16.94

Loyalty—Indicator 3(y25) 0.92 (λy25) 14.37 0.83 (λy25) 12.53 0.84 (λy25) 13.64

Model Fit Statistics χ2=465.43 (p=0.00),

df=268, RMSEA=0.065,

GFI=0.82, CFI=0.93,

NNFI=0.92

χ2=559.77 (p=0.00),

df=268, RMSEA=0.077,

GFI=0.81, CFI=0.91,

NNFI=0.90

χ2=592.15 (p=0.00),

df=268,RMSEA=0.084,

GFI=0.80, CFI=0.90,

NNFI=0.88
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
dother customers’ “negative” public behaviors
e mean value of indicators associated with this factor
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Figure 8 Assessing the Effect of Experience Quality on Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty
(The Initial Model)
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Table 21 Results of Assessing the Effect of Experience Quality on Customer
Satisfaction and Loyalty (The Competing Model)

Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Experience Qualityξ1

Physical Surroundingsη1
0.87 (γ11) 7.89 0.83 (γ11) 6.53 0.76 (γ11) 6.99

Experience Qualityξ1

Customers Themselvesη2
1.01 (γ21) 10.12 0.98 (γ21) 9.59 0.90 (γ21) 6.97

Experience Qualityξ1

Service Providersη3
0.62 (γ31) 7.42 0.60 (γ31) 8.15 0.50 (γ31) 6.32

Experience Qualityξ1

Other Customers dη4
-0.27 (γ41) -2.89 -0.28 (γ41) -3.26 -0.53 (γ41) -5.64

Experience Qualityξ1

Customers’Companionsη5
0.72 (γ51) 8.30 0.68 (γ51) 7.16 0.64 (γ51) 7.49

Experience Qualityξ1Satisfactionη6 0.64 (γ61) 6.68 0.83 (γ61) 7.58 0.87 (γ61) 6.36

Experience Qualityξ1Loyaltyη7 0.27 (γ71) 2.75 0.46 (γ71) 3.25 0.60 (γ71) 2.71

Satisfactionη6Loyaltyη7 0.45 (β76) 4.44 0.36 (β76) 2.70 0.06 (β76) 0.31 f

Construct—Indicators

Physical Surroundings—Atmosphere e (y1) 0.66 (λy1) fixed 0.52 (λy1) fixed 0.63 (λy1) fixed

Physical Surroundings—Concentration e(y2) 0.61 (λy2) 6.64 0.62 (λy2) 5.98 0.61 (λy2) 6.38

Physical Surroundings—Imagination e (y3) 0.67 (λy3) 7.17 0.69 (λy3) 6.31 0.60 (λy3) 6.28

Physical Surroundings—Surprise e (y4) 0.71 (λy4) 7.46 0.70 (λy4) 6.37 0.68 (λy4) 6.84

Customers Themselves—Cognitive Learning e 0.73 (λy5) fixed 0.67 (λy5) fixed 0.58 (λy5) fixed

Customers Themselves—Having Fun e (y6) 0.74 (λy6) 8.86 0.83 (λy6) 9.61 0.89 (λy6) 7.42

Service Providers—Indicator 1 (y7) 0.86 (λy7) fixed 0.90 (λy7) fixed 0.84 (λy7) fixed

Service Providers—Indicator 2 (y8) 0.84 (λy8) 13.91 0.90 (λy8) 19.74 0.90 (λy8) 16.08

Service Providers—Indicator 3 (y9) 0.86 (λy9) 14.38 0.92 (λy9) 20.81 0.94 (λy9) 17.02

Service Providers—Indicator 4 (y10) 0.85 (λy10) 14.08 0.86 (λy10) 17.63 0.83 (λy10) 14.03

Service Providers—Indicator 5 (y11) 0.77 (λy11) 11.88 0.77 (λy11) 14.09 0.54 (λy11) 7.74
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Table 21 Continued
Easy Shop Sample a Starbucks Sample b KTV Sample c

Construct—Construct

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Standard

Parameter

Estimate t-value

Other Customers d—Indicator 1 (y12) 0.76 (λy12) fixed 0.68 (λy12) fixed 0.67 (λy12) fixed

Other Customers d—Indicator 2 (y13) 0.76 (λy13) 8.81 0.68 (λy13) 7.87 0.66 (λy13) 7.45

Other Customers d—Indicator 3 (y14) 0.76 (λy14) 8.81 0.81 (λy14) 8.70 0.80 (λy14) 8.42

Other Customers d—Indicator 4 (y15) 0.68 (λy15) 7.96 0.66 (λy15) 7.72 0.73 (λy15) 7.99

Customers’Companions—Indicator 1 (y16) 0.79 (λy16) fixed 0.66 (λy16) fixed 0.76 (λy16) fixed

Customers’Companions—Indicator 2 (y17) 0.88 (λy17) 12.60 0.64 (λy17) 7.44 0.89 (λy17) 12.38

Customers’Companions—Indicator 3 (y18) 0.88 (λy18) 12.57 0.78 (λy18) 8.59 087 (λy18) 12.11

Customers’Companions—Indicator 4 (y19) 0.85 (λy19) 12.12 0.74 (λy19) 8.31 0.68 (λy19) 9.26

Satisfaction—Indicator 1(y20) 0.86 (λy20) 12.33 0.89 (λy20) 10.65 0.91 (λy20) 8.36

Satisfaction—Indicator 2(y21) 0.93 (λy21) 13.50 0.94 (λy21) 10.97 0.95 (λy21) 8.45

Satisfaction—Indicator 3(y22) 0.88 (λy22) 12.52 0.88 (λy22) 10.59 0.88 (λy22) 8.22

Loyalty—Indicator 1(y23) 0.85 (λy23) 12.96 0.79 (λy23) 11.46 0.86 (λy23) 13.00

Loyalty—Indicator 2(y24) 0.96 (λy24) 15.26 0.94 (λy24) 13.24 0.99 (λy24) 15.04

Loyalty—Indicator 3(y25) 0.92 (λy25) 14.33 0.83 (λy25) 12.10 0.84 (λy25) 12.65

Model Fit Statistics χ2=457.67 (p=0.00),

df=267, RMSEA=0.064,

GFI=0.82, CFI=0.93,

NNFI=0.92

χ2=547.80 (p=0.00),

df=267, RMSEA=0.075,

GFI=0.81, CFI=0.91,

NNFI=0.90

χ2=584.38 (p=0.00),

df=267,RMSEA=0.085,

GFI=0.79, CFI=0.90,

NNFI=0.89
a sample size is 167 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
b sample size is 198 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
c sample size is 185 (respondents recently went to the store with companions).
d other customers’ “negative” public behaviors
e mean value of indicators associated with this factor
f ns at p<0.05
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Figure 9 Assessing the Effect of Experience Quality on Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty
(The Competing Model)
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