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o, olgh 22 A HFolghs Aol AHAH W A9 o]8A Edo] 7ML gle ol8H - d8H REe B
4 gle Aolgha ATt o2 fste] £ ATl A ofHw ddE 71E A7l HE AR Edlol
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AEA e A i 34 REe SRFORA AR P ddd Ve RYS olBAoR el 3
& dFdxE 41 gD ZI71(FAE, MP3 Edlolo], TV, WA1) AHAES tidew & &2 AXskd, 7
o84 T R BNS 4540 E AT AR 2AF A B =AM A 0|24 B9 BRI 71EY
AR REE Aol Y B ARAH A4 —Z" Ao drsta A58 5 olgol el A & =52 a7l A
A9 o]8H - A8 AR AlXEkE Ae® wHre st Sl
FAll: A ol Aot Ad4, ALEA 1k, AR AR
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oy - o7|= - HXIS - &

. M2
42 798 o}, B3] 4la ﬂ% 2 (New Pro-

duct Development)e]y} & E A] 28l (Information
System), Z28]al nHAE T Eofell A= AREA}
748 (User Experience)o] gt &AJo] Z7lstn
o (McCarthy and Wright, 2004; Pullman
and Gross, 2004; Schmitt, 1999), AF-84} A&
I AdE ggd A7 ARso] ArEL Y
(Hassenzahl and Tractinsky, 2006). AF&x=k
283 B R V& AFES 58 AFY
AHES Fote] AHEAEC] £ AEE de W 2
AFo| thek AFEA T (User Satisfaction)©]

FE L, ol #ol g AREAF vEEE AR}
% (User Loyalty) & &34 o2 Awsia d
4 g 7Fgsta lth(Bhattacherjee
and Premkumar, 2004: Doll and Torkzadeh,

1988: McKinney et al., 2002)."

200 AeA A9e oWd AT 484
(Usefulness) o\t AHE- 4 (Ease of Use) ¥
ok 0]—14&} /\m]x%?‘ %.nqo]ur 71—/\4}401 ob\ = r/}
P a25S TAE BUAG ol7] o]

(Hassenzahl and Tractinsky, 2006: Pullman
and Gross, 2004), AH82F < F4l9] 7]E o] &
5% AFY 45AEL FD ALEA
SEER

zq RrygEo

= %cﬂ E;H ;q]

Foll gk ghEe i/%&ﬂgq QXA 7}

w2} A% 7] wWjEol (Berman, 2005; Thomson

2005: Wirtz and Lee, 2003), AF&-#} 1t
&4 waEe A4 299 3

wlod 3} ] Belch &3k ALE
o)% ©7)7ke] AME- 7

et al.,

F49 72

54 AFd et des] e AHgAlE Bt
I AAEA 1 Uik
Mg 4= 9l7] W&ol (Jones and Sasser Jr.,
1995), AHEA} ThEe] gRgnto & ALl FAEE
A - BHA 77l = AV ds F el §
ae o]9F e AR vk FAle] 7)E O]%le
2ol 7ML gl A e ek, AHEA 7
gol Fode xRt e AAF el FE
1 nHAE wololl A e ARgAL v
e 7]1E o] 24 | A= =

MEE

oy |

A
}\1_.

Wtat*i = Oi:r“ﬂ*ib ojg} & 7|E
BARG A5t LA} BHE 24 ]
o] 7K Sl= 484 dAE
AE 2444 f2(Emotional Attachment) olgt=
N2E o4 Jds =Yatant st 244
off 22 Abetat FA AL T Atel o] Z AL
7o 2M (Bowlby, 1979), £ AtoiME 24
off Zolgh= WS ot /‘t%xt B
A mgo] 71 e dAHES

Acleka st olsh 2e 7

=g mln
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o rfu Jﬁ&.ﬁi fr > ot 1o
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Zlo| & ol < 5 =1

A9l 73 7]‘:’}0}@] P, 54 ot dist
of A ozt FAJH Alge Ho} v A<l o
ote] Ao AjA ez Fe ks W=t J|E
ATES] A 7]kt tH(Carroll and Ahuvia,

2006 Thomson et al., 2005).
B A 7 A o 23} Bal

o tigt ZAME Foto] AHEA e B A

A o P4 BYolge AMEE o|8H =

[
N
Iy
re
-4
N

[e]
e, A% g7 B F4s) Y
H\:ﬂ—ﬁ 71—7&;@ on\— &

- 1

[e2

Il. 0I2% HjA

A4 of2n AHE VE AFE

S| ojm gk Aol ‘ﬂr% Akt ol
oo #HdA Ewsiion, o]g
Zte] #AA #3 A Bowlby(1979)
P94 o2& “Al(Person) ¥ TAIZ Q1 Wi
(Specific Object) Atel] 2821 frefzH(Emotional
Bond)" 2.2 Aolatitt. Aks] AE]dt fofe] 7]&
ATES A fFo] frof Aldole FRE A
7ot A OWO]‘/} 7‘]? °H

bl

o, flo

F2
o

r =

8

21013 (Proximity-Seeking), BolA & wl&
EobHE w7|& WA (Separation Distress), &
A de AE B3l AYA RS wiA En
(Safe Haven) (Bowlby, 1979).

g HZoll= A A o Fo] tigl #Al A et
]% v BEded g e 482 +

AlFoly Bal=d ojg 2

Bilzo dig $AE ]
JFe nFte AT AFEo] AAED Yokl
(Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006: Thomson et al.,
2005)). o]& & #Ho|A Park®} Macinnis(2006)
= %Wé;ﬁu of 2 71T} &) JHA| (Consumption
Entity) Atele] 284 it wtdste A 7
vhd s e 2 Holar] = skglet.

& AT E ot e 71E dTES TiteR
ARA f2E AR AP WM B AFE
o AHEZ o] AbgAEC] A e He 23 A
Fi ez gofetnat a9 (Govers and Mugge,
2004; Schifferstein et al., 2003), °]<} 2 %
AR =] o] oo Al kA WA AR
Ap W FAle] 7)E o] BA Byl A1 e &

AR, dubd oz AbgA w2 54 ot of
& QAAA Hrbe] 2& B0l FAE7] Wi
(Berman, 2005; Thomson et al., 2005; Wirtz
and Lee, 2003), AH&A} BH 4l 9] o] 24 =¥
ORE A WY A A 245S TESH
HkgsA] xeith, o & 501, ?ﬁi Al 2=Hl] Fole] K
A28l AF 28 (Information Systems Success
Model) (DeLone and McLean, 1992)°]1 X
Alz®l 214 A4 23 (IS Continuance Model)
(Bhattacherjee, 2001)3 Z2 AFgAl T 34
o 71E

oA RPEL FHE FA, AzE F4,
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o2y - o7|= - HX|S -

M|~ 4, e A4 849, A7 AR T
QI 2L AAHY SHe] A 945 S FE 6
ogstm o, ALgRte) 717 = AlAEH 7 72
2 #A (Emotional Relationship)$ #2 723d
Sae wkdebA] st gtk Rbde] 74 of &

& thAtTke] #A G 7uket Al Hotd o] %
e wFo] FAEE JfdoltH(Berman, 2005:

Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Thomson et al.,
2005). dE =01, 74 §23 #HE 7|E AT
< 5% ool et Afo} 2 (Self-Connection)
olut Ao} U] (Self-Congruity) ¢t 22 #4494 7
g 247F gl digh AR A oiHE Pt
T8 g nHgE AT 2HE AAlE 9

(Fournier, 1998: Govers and Mugge, 2004:
Park and Macinnis, 2006). wa}A AHgAbe} &
7t B3AEE Bt INHE A A
: WA o Zolgt= A

SHe 49 2avs

fi

il

Ahuvia, 2006), AM&A} 9HE
o2E B AEHY B F71AHQ HdoEs

o2
ofr
ol
=

o

o

o
ko

on X
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53 -

71& 23 (Technology Acceptance Model:
TAM) (Davis, 1989)& &A1717] iste] van
der Heijden(2004)°]4 Moon¥ Kim(2001),
a8 Zhang® Li(2005) S°] A4E A%
(Perceived Enjoyment)o]t} AZ® iHo]
(Perceived Playfulness), Z8]1 Az}
A (Perceived Affective Quality) 53
A ZHe] Jpde EeE stlont
S|4 Q1 A AR WrkE
2! Ack. &d AHgA ®
ARA of 2 ] A1 BA
g - LdEH(Carroll and
Ahuvia, 2006; Thomson et al., 2005). <&
E0], AHAIES 54 TdZs W ALSsE B
Ee B gig QA4 Hks @ 5 9
o, @71zt AHEE Bl 1 vhd g s 724
A o zg wr7]e e ot} waba] B AT
A =Ystaat sk A of2e HdE 9
Abgatel B4 Al 3 A7
B7b F sle #A 71
T = Aolth,

AR 54t diste] w3
© Hoh wjgARl & dijte] EAE
23 gk A9 4 71wl (Jones and
Sasser Jr., 1995), AH&A} qH59] gguto g AL
A FAEE A - AT @AV s
g v gl dE £, Thomson ¢(2005)=
ol gt AlFel thste] LA TEete AHEAE
UAZE, 259 I AFd i e 1 AF B
Ao gk g2A vere + g
et e, Joneset Sasser Jr.(1995) HEg
oju] g A Foll thste] whes] whEd AHgAtE AAl

£4 Bhe EA e A9E 5 9es A
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AFSR 2SRt

2 ofstel oj2

stal 9
(Interdependence Theory) o= é 5
(Kelley and Thibaut, 1978).
n=r, 54 gl g Xl &2 %ﬂrﬁ]
= 1) dAel] dig s,
agja 3) l 2ikls Z} e ( 1 zt, iéﬂ.)Oﬂ wt

5

=
3 AZE diehe HEE + 9es duid @
Q]
=2

AFEE A o

==
By
o,
ot

v

H(Part of Self),
Self) 2 <14/3HA Fth(Belk, 1988; Mittal, 2006;
Park and Macinnis, 2006). o] wZe] 744
27 BAH 72 AT AFES EF it o
a A ofFe A Abgel wEAQd ARE
tiete] EAlo] @ RIgtetA vkttt A AnE
AABkL dth(Jones and Sasser Jr., 1995). =
2 A Q1 igko] EA|EA] Eakl
ofZo] FHE = wAstA of= o A
ANAA 5 3L(Beggan, 1992), 21 Az} 72 off2o]
2 e #AA kAol AR (Park
and Macinnis, 2006). @epA] SkollA A|AIgH b}
S} v R, £ AlFo] g AFEA} e g
ol AHAL FAEE A - BHAIT) 7= S
T doke AE uele BokS o, A o
o] Abg-A} ‘_}51: Alo] o]|2A Rgo] 71X 9

=
O
FAE g 5 9l

= Z:}—Zé] | oH zo

JN'

J‘E

ofl
_l

3.1 AISAL okE 28 (User Satisfaction Model)

B ApMe FH A|AE Hofo] 7]E AFEd
A AABER Sle AREAF B mEe (" 1D
2ol A2 aplon, 2 7pde gk A AT
g o] &4 WAL v 2t

ARl BHE FAle] o] 24 RS AAEL e
ZAHE A2 xS AL 28 (Bhattacherjee, 2001)
oluf 1 A AFE(d: (Hong et al., 2006:
Lee et al., 2007: Thong et al., 2006))-2 ojuj
S 7171 Al 2Ele] AR AR digh Wl ke
A e F8g AHAES AR A1 (Cognitive
Belief) & & A 7tel 8483 A 2tE ALE Ao &
A8k ITh,

A 8 (Perceived Usefulness)& 5%

7171 Al 2=Hlo] AbgAE 2ol 8eke 4ol A
He FHAA Foa AdEHe F=E Fodn
(Bhattacherjee and Premkumar, 2004).
Aqe oyl 7171 Al Al Al Loz HE AL -’F
A ALHQ IS st om (Davis et
al., 1992), 7 7171 Al 2=l el
& AL ARG Edlo] AHEAIS0] 8L =)

AZ&eE, 2 7171 AlzEle] il e whEgt

12T,
AIE AABIL JH(Hong et al.,

1& 94752 5%

< e
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oz 28

—

2006 Lee et al., 2007). wehA £ AollA = 7]E
AT AFJES AlgoR Aztd 843 AleA
wzato] olu AA I ey e

St

[e]

7 °
o

W 10 A 44

94

tlo Ho

:
o

l

it

Aolth,

A2t ALE HelA (Perceived Ease of Use)' &
AR £ 71710 Al 2E Y] AR AR o] %, 1
7171 Al 2=®lo] ARESP] fotal Aste A=
Joldth(Lee et al., 2007). 7|& AFEL AL
H AR HAE AW 717 AlzEle] tigk AL
EAte] ERd JES MAE T AAH Ad
°2 A5+ 2 M (Thong et al., 2006), o<t &
L 7]E AT Z2RES Ve R B AP e A
ZHE AR HYA I AREAL TSR] Q13 A
W 7Hd S T3 o] EE8IiT

7Wd 2: A7 ALE R AHEAL W] A
(+)9] 9= wA Aot
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ARSR 2RI ZEH ofFe| o2

U Al2E B AlE] A e g e s
ARERL BEEe 2 S nAE A2 WFE A
Alekal gith(Lavie and Tractinsky, 2004).

gk AR Zokol A oju gt AlFe] o uA qx}o]
SHAEY MRS R ) PFel FFE
Al "tkal Atk (Bloch, 1995). ‘A12bE 4
14 (Perceived Aesthetics)' 2 o]gt 7]7]1} Al

o

21

=

2Hlo] AlZtA o7 ‘olggt) T dEmrlea A
e A=2 Ao ™ (Lavie and Tractinsky,

A zbd Ao Abgal E Zhel <3t

J?ﬂrﬁﬂ% AbEEC]l 7R Sle TolgthE RS F

ebe 2339 ("What is beautiful is good
£ ’5‘}04 AwE 4 gl /‘}ﬂ e
=

Stereotype 2HE T N
s0] a9 22

ot okef 7

- =

E Lﬂi’i‘?} Eagly et al.,
dME o]t 22 7]E A “ﬂ#
z —‘é‘—"* 7oz, £4 AFS AA
5%, HAES 1 AF Mg
Z wEhs =2 Aol 7 ekt

111

in)

3.2 %A of%t e 2y

(Emotional Attachment Model)

2 aTdqE 42 @ A Fopel 7)E o
F5E W
21

§3 54 o]%?ﬁ] Eﬁg—% E%‘é}ﬁi‘#,
o v 2

(o]
=

A
AAIRE AR B o] 24 i vt 2

ol

ZUstol T 37 M5% 20084 10¥

Aot A7

ol

A et Fopo| A= Qlzte] ouet gidE A
£ Z(Possession) 2 1 S Ea Aol g
Self-Concept =& Self-Identity) < & <lshe

]_

—~

4%, A9 Aot JdE thE ARSI FH st
© @, 223 Aot N9 ASHE At &
To 2 gelslH (Beggan, 1992; Pierce et al.,
2003), PHIE EofdAZ oju gt A|F2 AH|A}
o] Aot = Aot fAAL tE AMEE
AA A FHAQ Aol NS FHsk= A
(Symbol) 224 AFdttn  A<talt}(Escalas,
2004: Escalas and Bettman, 2003, 2005;
Levy, 1959; Moore and Homer, 2008).
AR FokdAe AEA a4 (Psychological
Ownership)ell 3t =95 7|9to2 g4 of 2
£ Avsta glrt. dlE 5o, Belk(1988)& Ak
EllA ol ek HQle] Aok AdE A olstn
A8 7] gk Feolgta detHA, 29 2
A& Adsted 7ldste 2 AddA &%
H zote] dE-F(Part of an Extended Self)©
, eaAoR O i dis A ol
ta $4et} Ball® Tasaki(1992)
Belk(1988)9] =22 7|02 Ao}
AR A o2 A eJstal Al

Stof 2fBo] AHgHIE PEE of

E3]

Ky
o
.,
Eai
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fr 4
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fo ook
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oy - oP|= - HXIS - Y

Zrolgtal A oJs7| & ottt

& Richins(1994) 2 Solomon(1983)& AFg
go| e S afdke A JHAA on]
(Private Meamng 9} A}8)A oJn)(Public Meaning)
A 7R3 Q7] Wzl AbE S oW g Xﬂ
=a /hA «]“]54 3o R AFR A ofn] B
sl amjgittn FAsith. ol #Ad 1
Sirgy(1982)& oWt e 2FE Hato] H 9
=3 A F e Aok shdolgke A AA T A
A Zpo} W3} AFS A Apo} T 0 ' FHEE ofo}
gtha ARkt en], o voprt Oliver(1999)+
olm gk Al Fo] &FE lotE A H7| feiMe 1
AlFo] HAA ztoks} ALE A zpolE wEGE 4 )
olo} ghtta F4stsitt.

o|Ate] =& okt A o2 Al o]
5 =ol7] flelde, 5 ojw gt AlF

=2

R | ’

tetel 494 chel FHs Y JFe FE a9
,‘é_ o

a}

1] A= 1

ofll
o
Tl
ﬂiﬂ

2 ofn] g} AL3] A ofw]
= F 7 SHAA 7H°]4 Aot Ad 2 A9
AU Edoted 74T = e 43
o] o] zof gt}(Oliver,
1999; Richins, 1994).

AR, A own]e] FHA ofum gt THele] A
A 7R e Aok Ada dsA dAE A
T 2FES @A 1 7Rl Aol g S A olstn
A8kt 71odstA "t B Aol A
© o|¢} Zo| 54 iAol tiste] 7jQle] Al A}
of /Ndz s o st A zske HEE A 4E
Ako} AZA 7 (Perceived Self-Connection) o]k
geletaat dth(Escalas and Bettman, 2003:
Fournier, 1998).

vlA " Fofoll A Sirgy(1982)<] Ao} U] o] &
(Self-Congruity Theory)d] WE2H, AHAES
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A451e] Aot A3 of® A F| o|WA[E A2 A o
2 ¥t Ha, 54 AFY olnA 7} Ao} id
% Tt iﬂ“i Ao} A& Azt =HHA
g SHACE HristA "k ol 22 A
A| o] &9 %ﬂﬂ Aaker(1999)¢] 4d A+
= So] Ao /A dAete BalE 44
< /K BAHEE Andte /‘} —% EGitiba=
T3 Escalas(2004) = Apol-E AZA7H(Self~
Brand Connection)°|2t= 7H”ﬂ*°‘ A AIBHHA o]
w gk Bl =7} tol Jd s AZA s o] givka A Zst
E AE 1 vdsd dg g=(Attitude)ol
g Hte dF 2HE AAEAT o9 2
Escalas(2004)¢] ¢ 23+ Moore®t Homer
(2008)°l 9fsl AT =H71% st eH, o ot
Hallg 9(2005)= 29 2& Aol-BAE A4%
o] B = ofzte] J3 nFvte AT ZHE A
A7 sl ofgk frAletl HCL 2okelM =
GoversSt Mugge(2004)7F A8 dAF+E &3}
AHEAFE ] 2R 9] AN dA = S 71 Al
% (Product-Personality Congruence)dl] thaled
7&@ HRA fzs st dohe 2B Al



ARSR 2RI ZEH ofFe| o2

Akl a5 A-8-(Social Interaction)

o 9o m$ Fad JgS TP, AEES &
A o] Aot i AbS| A o2 9
sta Fd3HAl Hrh(McCracken, 1986; Pierce
2003). o= 7HQ1e] Ao} sidell ek 7t
7F 2 01 AR e opu el 9] AlgREel s
T o] Fo] A, 39 AFFEE 54 71 Aol A
doell tiall F7kske B lA 2 7Hle] 7k 3
AFEES W 2R A €848 F U o
Fo|th(Beggan, 1992: Belk, 1988: Solomon,
1983). webA A9 AfFEES T AR
A9 Aol A& FHACE 4 F e, F A
Aol Aot TdE A AR g & e
T2 AHE 4 9leH (Solomon, 1983), 19 2
o E?‘i/ﬂ EJ,]_;HOE §1—£.L9 ] o]‘:_ AREL

AR A ofmje] A 1 AiRle] Aol S A
osta Fdsted st Aot # AFelAe

et al.,

4n r\r

o] e} Zo] 7H° O] Ed WS Fste] Ao} o]
APSlH o= 31 & v A4she =5 A7t
H Ak8]A ek L(Percelved Social Enhancement)’

olgtx Hstuzt gl (Carroll and Ahuvia,
2006; Moore and Benbasat, 1991).

A Eolelde 54 AlFolu BEAlES 4
g Soto] Aot & ARA R AT 1A}
ot 2HAEY F71& 394 (Vanity) olgt= 74
3S AAStL glthH(Netemeyer et al., 1995;
Wang and Waller, 2006). < &HAEL 7|5
A AkE Yot AgE aHsIE AR, H

e Tske A 2ol BAA ol (Symbolic
Reasons) W&o A&ES Fojste A7 22, v}
A ZoflAe olet 2 AAA AH|9 B7], =
Aot JA o] AbS A el tigk F7]2A dAlol
g= AdE Axstn e AoltH(Wang and

At 373 AM5% 20084 108

St 280l s 4ZA o7
Waller, 2006). °]9} 22 943 #-Hd v}

2] Bolo] 7|12 AFTEL 3]gAo] 9rA A
(Physlcal Vanity) % 4% 4 5194 (Achievement
Vanity)o|ghs 2714 g oz tAE o] ot A
A8t} (Netemeyer et al., 1995). —f— Al s
ojul gt Al Folu} Hi=o] A

SlA SRA R wjH A<l J

= FA ke A 7 e, tE Al
SoAl olg Z& A
== A}Qﬁoi 1 ;q]%
Mads ndA 7= 7 ﬂ\o]‘ﬂr(Netemeyer
1995; Wang and Waller, 2006). Hg
Holcoﬂ/\i CarrollZ} Ahuvia(2006) & AH3]
S P F A AN oA E T
;g;ﬁu_(li (38 4 e vz st AMAE

47 23 A=

et al.,
SRR

< A8A o FE =1
atict.

gt IS FokdllAe g4l &4t o] E(Innovation
Diffusion Theory) (Rogers, 1995)¢llA A3}
= ARA o]mA] (Social Image)dhe EE 7]

Hho 2 AbslA uekty) #¥E Ayt HaEo] sk
. dE E9], Moore®} Benbasat(1991) 18]
Agarwal¥®} Prasad(1997)+ AkgA o]n|x]e] n
orS z‘;»—p\];d x%i /\]/\Egjlg] /n@_oﬂ Oﬂz"ﬂ[-‘—’- n] ‘]‘{_
T8 8Qlez st ol Moy, T
AT EFoA I g v Aoz YR
HhH o) Venkatesh®t Brown(2001)& 7V €73
|4 PC 8o J32 vxe IA4 571 £
(Extrinsic Motivator) 224 A}3]2] o|u]|=]9] gk
Fe AANEL olE AFAHow AFEGoH,
Venkatesh® Davis(2000) = Ab&AHEo] #1419
ALEA o|n|A & FFAIA F e HE AlAE

2 T MR
gt ¥ F 84S wAge A9 dF A%

2
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£ AAsa, o9} 22 Venkatesh® Davis

0)9] A+ A= 2 Venkatesh®t Bala
(2008)°ll o8t AHZE =H7I= stk g
Karahanna 9|(1999)& A4 o|n|z]e] grito]
E7§ HE A 25 FEo gt BEe] A=

1:111&0]] e 4“10}‘3}5 AT+ 2HE A
™M, Venkatesh ¢(2003)= ®AEAS
(Mandatory Setting)Z= @] Azl
(Voluntary Setting)ollA HE A]=Ed] djgt
& ool ALE)A ofm|R|ef o] mIXE S
frofrletA] gthe A3 23 A= s
= AREAF Al A ZHE ALEl A 3

T ]
oFol e AFL 1 AHgA] AEA Aok A
S Ao Bostn Edskd 71ofd & )
7} 3
2 Z+€
Al
7Fd7
1180

3.3 0|2 &% =9

2
=
ol
2

N 38

5=

&

I
A

,d
>,
2
(]
=
By

(Integrated Theoretical Model)

3 %@A A% 34 =3
2e o248 53 2IS A

4

N o -

T M37A M55 20084 102



AollA 4702 7HA (W2 T ~ 10)°] F7}
=5t

_lZi
|o
fr
b1

7
N
4
o,
=
o=
=
=
b
B3
)
i,
o>
=
oX,
rlo
B3
N

N
[

*}ﬂﬂ 1FE %7}/‘]7]%31 719E + A
o} Sol|A] AT e ol EThE A
AtEol ngvhd g 42 gt
Aso] waEH, wfHAQl RS il A
EAREH Y 2 ogd F 3
FEE t] Bol T& & AHEagly et al.,
Abete] ﬂ‘j;‘q AuA & 7H?_194 ok JEnk of
2t ALE| A0l Fa At gol A o Fadgt HE2
829 Aolth(Morse et al., 1976)
A Hassenzahl(2004)& o]¢} 2& 1%
Abeoll® A EA1Z gtk Bgow, oiA
ARAQ A FS AfrstAY AHEShE Abgto] At
Aoz ] 19d 4 Utk (Socially Enhanced) 1
FAsATh. ol AtgEol oue AR 1 Y
of 7ML e AFES AH Aof Az, At
Aow 3 afreel 2 HdE FEACR A

vt Azbel7] wj&o|th(Beggan, 1992: Belk,
] &

2

N

rlo

X,

o
Bt

e RS

ol
rlo

_

},

I

1988). mepN E QA7oxE A7 Avg3t A
v AEA w2l AT BAE B 2ol
deEr

M7 A4E ey

ol o}

Q. HAZE kA

= HAA4 (Non-recursive)

QA5 Bl Beta, WeE te] o9

z‘fohzq(Dlrectlonal) E= A q(Recurswe) %
T’Ti__

EEIGEE]

2007).
¢7(Cross-Sectional Research)®l
29 JMs 88 grtn FPe1E 6
J/} AT A 2dsd uzd Je Al
R B o] 7MdsE 23k AT BYo] 84
£ Aot g g BIYS Alsta o
(el: (Mathieu, 1991; Wong and L. ).
G ge PN B ATl
A NF Aole] PPYH WA /)2
=< 7Ivteg Mgt g
Thomson ¢ (2005)& AF&A} qkEo] 7442 off
A9l Je AT Fga ol
£ A48 AP R AFEA BF0] Y A
ASRE 2 A dholel 1444 )
7t ol@7] meld dF Eol, AH§A7L ofu g
FOE AHE A%l el AA o B0E st
13:1 1 /\]-517«}7} 1 ?TT;H_—.L_J,} z}7]zqoi 7L7§ o]
gote AL ofelE Aot mabA A

LR

3 Hunter®t Gerbing(1982)= It
A orarera

o

=
29

ﬂ;rﬂoo

O

}%X} hls
a+ 2

0 o

)

4 o o] 34

r

=
N
1_,
ﬂ.lO
oEL

Q 270z 4™

o] 1t e FHA FH Gl o
e W, FA9 R o g dAdke] gk 3
7t B5 == &3 (Spillover Effect)7} 3
3 At} (Ahluwalia et al., 2001). & 74
2o o zho] PAH tare] MubA] obx

Hog FgHoz G He &3 (Endowment
Effect) & oF713h= Aot (Ariely et al., 2005).
wHebA] ojw gk Aol tote] FPE A
2 AF e AN ARgA v ST
g Zlo|t}, o] =9E ugez B AfiAe
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o2y - o7|= - HXIE - 2

oo

AR BEI 9A 2 2h
thew} ol 7Hg s

P

AE

T
= ¢

7hd 8 AREAF TEER A o & 7ho
A FATL S
7pd 8-1: AR
(+)el <
7Hd 8-2: A of A
(+)9] 9&=

7

el
HEEEEE I
Aol

g7 B 4

1015},

(=P

Z0
—"'I]_.
o 1s
R k!
pas

o O

7

=
[e)
T
[e]
=2 AN

w2

AR o BL
A o e, A8

0|24

gto 2 Algal gy
g2 7]Eq
a|

,711
pu

7]

=

=2

=
A

Od?‘—‘é‘e %‘3}04 X%Vl
AT oS Sof, AE A|2E Eof

AR A% A

’

%3 (Bhattacherjee,
Jolut 1 3 A5 (el (Hong et al., 2006:
Lee et al., 2007: Thong et al., 2006)) A&
Zp ghE3} AREA} el Q13 #AE
o= 74 zﬂ_ H]— O]q- U:?s]. 71—73}4 oH;d—o] A].Q.x]. =
A= PA e JFE nHAE Fofe] AFES Bl
ATE vk glth(d: (Carroll and Ahuvia,
2006; Sui and Baloglu, 2003: Thomson et
al., 2005)].

1311/}— O]Q,]. yAXR ?gy_ /\]}\Eﬂo]]/} D]—?ﬂlﬂ .E.o];g]
AFES AHA FAEE AS AHE 9 e Al
T =2 ZAe T Jones®t Sasser Jr.
(1995)= wHAH ZofellA 1A
9] &= (Positive Word-of-Mouth),
(Repurchase Intention), 223l

=X

ZAT =2 NZ;@

= 20

olm]

2RTE 24

e
AA AT
Y (Primary Behavior)gle Al 714 7doz
e A ARt on, &AM e I AT
oA stetelr] ol AAl AT} o FE AL

£

=

1182

Aoy oot 4 =k 7 7 A S St
of AR FAEE FHstas) At o2 Bat
of A& AR =Y ATl oERte g ARAL 3
ATE glotdl 71& AH A 2EH £E vy ol
o d75 Bk JEe AR 3RS A5
T 3 Zloltt,

M9 A wEE AEA FHE H(+)

o %= A Aol
7Hd 910 AR 2 A Gk A
(+)9 9= A Aolnt.
7P 9-2: AR WS Al o] A
(+)9] 93&& vA Aol
7Hd 100 A A2 AR S A (+)
o %= A Aol
7Hd10-1: AA oA FAH o=l A
(+)9] %= A Aol
7Hd 10-20 A A2 AT o=l
(+)9] & vA Aol
V. o7t
2 drede A L o4 S8 29
B 5 A7 7H e ASHeR AT Sste]
oA dte Aes dAAein. & AgelA
AAE AEe ) 9Ad 771 (FAE, MP3 £
olef, TV, W41) AHAES ez siglen
247t v 545 7 e gegd dAd 717
S AT WoR Adgorn 2 ATdA A
FH olgd F% 2399 97 B4 (External
Validity) & 57H14 & 9l Aoz dwels]



AR} DHETE ZHE ofitol 0|2

_8.4 o]

o dF S, FUES YPuE

Aed HY
(Utilitarian Benefit)= 2 A|33l= 717190 wt
W MP3 Zdo]o]¢t TVE #34 H¢ (Hedonic

Benefit) & 2 AlFste 7]7]o|th &g o]} o
2 BN FHEH MP3 ZdololE ©]5F 7]
7191 W, TV WAE 14 E 717101t o]t
ol & A3 Aeg fletel A¥d 44 7Vl
T2 Agshs B3 olF FHAA 44 e
548% 7P<u 71 w2, 1 16& oI 71715

= AFA N o] B4 B RS FAstn
A= N NE e SH58] st & AFelAe 7]
& AFEdA ojv] AR Bl dSE 3
= 7t 71719 AHE- st SHAl Fste] & 3370¢]
Hkd 7 3 (Reflective Measure) = 749 A& &
g5 sttt

2t AE 23 olsl® 3 A4 AR 23] A A
d& AdsA SAsk=A getsbr] sk, B

=
= i T
A=t 2R og B ARdA e F 31749
=gl et Aol P on, 74zte] dE &

ge dAAE 74 AmR 24ud Aze Aol

& i, 2
MAEL BF 3 #dez A & a7
ol AHEE F 310 FUE VIS AR 2SEY
o A e (F2)d FAFeR A ]

4.2 Hlo|gf £=Z!

£ AFE 9Jste] £ ARl AAHAY. &
2l AR SHAE XY Al Ed AAE iy %
15 58 myEden, 22l AE A7 5 10
g FAe F 2009 2] AES AFEA
o 2 AEdE F 2443%0] Foslglon oF
244 A 2 AR $HY die] He B &
71719 AHE o] 109 wEkel AR Sk
dolHE Aelsta, & 227199 dHolHE %
Ao ARSIt AR 7R 1709 71719 o
St AR ot S 4 dglon, Bt 7AA
A 7171 ¥ F&E A% SEAEY U+ SATH
HiE (G Dol 8.9+ gl

(F DAA & 4 e vhe} o], Aitgoz o
AT SEA B 3 AR SEA] 7 B

=4
o, TVeE WAL i} dE &
o] FUEI} MP3 Zgolo] i A& Sate] 3
A% B} =9

4.3 &Y £l Bl UE

2 Apdre 54 =79 4124 (Reliability)
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oo

(B 1) #& 42 SEHA o7 SAS HE(Demographic Information)
= FAE MP3 Z#¢]of v ikl
(N = 567) (N = 638) (N = 525) (N = 541)
37 9% 24.20 24.53 31.24 32.42
(B2 #A) (4.61) (4.29) (9.22) (9.26)
L 385 438 367 331
TR 5 (67.90%) (68.65%) (69.90%) (61.18%)
Sk 182 200 158 210
SHEA § (32.10%) (31.35%) (30.10%) (38.82%)
9 B (Validity) & AE38H7] $lste] LISREL — Ash7] ¢18) AAE g2 3 1ol =2 4% 3
8.54% &8st AA HolE|(N = 2,271)9] 34 7 A2 A AY(Churchill Jr., 1979),
2% (Measurement ModeD o Wi &34 a2 34 BRI 74 34 39 8 AAF F4
X (Confirmatory Factor Analysis)S A&} (Factor Loading)®t 2L A9 t-value® Tgte
A}, 4= AtH(Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). (i 3)°l

27 239 A3m S 2 Ao es B2 AAIEY e vke} 2o 72 gkl 991 AAE
Foll Aoz A JgS o By 7ty Ae BF 0.70% 236k, t-value &3 A4
3 (Parsimoniousness) = Wgste Ao= dejzl o2 fov|g Aoz Yyt 18R o9 2
CFI(> 0.90), NNFI(> 0.90), 18]1 RMSEA(K & AZe £ A AAE 97 Mds S3s7]
0.80) F#AE &atdom (A 9, 2007), AT F 31 A& o] 7 HIA= FE
(& A = & sl vieh PRIZIAIZ, 378 A% te As Bl $£H(Bagozzi and Yi, 1988).

T FAe BT A% 7EAE A3E (Hair T3 B AFdae 34 =79 A8 A

Jr. et al., 1998). AZZ(CR: Composite Reliability > 0.70) ¢} 3

T 4t 2 (AVE: Average Variance Extracted

(£ 2) =4 294 28 He= > 0.50) #3g 7|ez Brson, (& 3)d

(Goodness-of-Fit of Measurement Model) AN E O] Q= Hish A B BE 2AEL mE

N CFI NNFI RMSEA 71719 34 BEddM A% 7SS A6t

2,211 0.99 0.99 0.062 (Doll et al., 2004: Fornell and Larcker,
1981; Hair Jr. et al., 1998).

8 B3A (Convergent Validity) < =43 g9 @ el9A (Discriminant Validity)< 4
NS 2 7 g BHoR SH6E ”41 a2 ol A N e &% Ao dojA &3t
SHAEY A4H WA AEE Wit Aotk & Ao|7b Yol gtk Aol (Churchill Jr.,
(Gefen, 2003). ¥4 B34 54 /Ide & 1979). ¥ dFdAe 34 =79 @8 BdA =

1184

HAStT H37A #M5% 20084 10¥



AR BHETH ZEE ofate] O SB R0 B3 NS
(% 3) £8 B A M=4(Convergent Validity & Reliability)
Construct | Item Fact-or AVE CR Construct | Item Fact.or AVE CR
Loading Loading
o |
UF UF2 0.88** 0.69 0.87 SAT . 0.71 0.93
UF3 0.78** SAT3 0.85
' SAT4 0.87**
EU1 0.88* i
EU EUZ | 0.89* | 073 | 0.89 ATTL 083"
EU3 0.78%* ATT2 0.77
" ATT ATT3 0.73** 0.70 0.94
AE1 0.92** ATTA 0.92**
AE AE2 0.96 0.87 0.95 ATT5 0.92%*
AE3 0.91**
sc1 [ 08¢ Rt | oor
SC O 0.74 0.94 REP REP2 0.96** 0.77 0.91
SC3 0.91 REP3 0.70**
SC4 0.86** '
SE1 0.90* WOM1 0.93*
SE SE2 0.94** 0.85 0.94 WOM WOM2 0.90** 0.82 0.93
SE3 0.92** WOM3 0.88"*
UF: A7t 184, UE: A7t A Ho4, AR: X749 AwlA, SC: A 7€ #bop AZ7
SE A2t ALl A 1ok, SAT: AFEAE gHE ATT: 23 of 2, REP: A0 9=, WOM: 53 9%
* The first item loading in each latent variable is fixed at 1.00 and does not have a t-value, ** p < .05
A%317] 9l Fornell?} Larcker (1981)7F A4l et al., 2000).
ok WHE A L4319 Y. Fornell#t Larcker(1981) ”]'Z]”Loi A= 7171 1+ &4 5'—539]
7F A o] mEW 54 Jdd] tigk AVES] a9l Fx7F T A AFs] st 89 F
AF2 (Square Root of AVE) A7} 2 d =} EWA 45 (Multi-Group Invariance Ana1y51s)
2 NEE 7 AFRFA FAE AP E W B < AASEAH(Doll et al., 2004: Doll et al.,
EfgAdo] NG B 5 Ut (F HelA = 1998). o] & 93t & dFelA e HA Hd
T e uket v R 7 o 2] A #A AR B3EY 89 AAlFo] 470 717] zte 54
FAE Oa =4 Yehgo(0.18 ~ 0.78), (. @A AFsder, FHHez g d A &
)] A AAH A= 2 AVES Alg2 & 59 89 AAZFL FAld 24 E4H(Error
A7} 20 v-gshe dRBA FAES F8sta 91 Variance)©l 470 7171 Ttell FLIA] HEeH
7] wgel] & AFelA A S == (Doll et al., 2004: Doll et al., 1998), = A3}
AL SRS T At £ oS Ao|tH(Gefen = (& HlA & 5 e vkl 2t
ST M372 M5= 20084 10¥
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(F 4) =i el (Discriminant Validity)

UF EU AES SC SE SAT ATT REP WOM
UF 0.83
EU 0.53 0.85
AE 0.44 0.27 0.93
SC 0.40 0.18 0.71 0.86
SE 0.45 0.19 0.68 0.71 0.92
SAT 0.62 0.46 0.65 0.63 0.58 0.84
ATT 0.46 0.27 0.66 0.78 0.74 0.69 0.84
REP 0.35 0.31 0.40 0.75 0.41 0.57 0.55 0.88
WOM 0.48 0.25 0.68 0.46 0.69 0.72 0.66 0.57 0.90
The boldface figures on the diagonal are the square root of AVE
(Z 5) 77| 2t 22 7= =y A3 (Multi-Group Invariance Analysis)
Model Test CFI NNFI RMSEA ACFI ANNFI ARMSEA
H Al 23 0.987 0.984 0.062 - - -
UF 0.987 0.984 0.062 0.000 0.000 0.000
EU 0.987 0.984 0.062 0.000 0.000 0.000
AE 0.987 0.984 0.062 0.000 0.000 0.000
SC 0.987 0.984 0.062 0.000 0.000 0.000
‘&;%jﬂ_z::q SE 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
SAT 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
ATT 0.987 0.984 0.062 0.000 0.000 0.000
REP 0.987 0.984 0.062 0.000 0.000 0.000
WOM 0.987 0.984 0.062 0.000 0.000 0.000
UF 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
EU 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
AE 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
29 A SC 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
o3 44 SE 0.986 0.984 0.063 0.001 0.000 0.001
A EZ [ sar | 0.985 0.983 0.064 0.002 0.001 0.002
ATT 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
REP 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
WOM 0.986 0.984 0.062 0.001 0.000 0.000
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Little(1997)3% Doll 91(1998)= &9 7% &
tﬂ/H @%oﬂ ol oo z%zHat xﬂ&,k (Equal
Factor Loadings Constraint Model) & &
ol A FL oAk E4te] A AleF ¥ (Equal
Factor Loadings & Error Terms Constraint
Model) 2+ H]AI2F 2.3 (Unconstraint Model) ZF
CFI, NNFI, Z18]1 RMSEA 4|} Z}e]7} 0.04
oletd wf et 3+ 89 Fx7 Lottt Add
T U5= AAEIY. (& bedM & 4 e vkst
7R 2 29l A e Ak L BlA o Y
b g 891 AA Y 0AF Bk FA] Al B
gz} wAl< 29 7+ CFI, NNFI, RMSEA $3]9]
Aol7} 0.01 olgtolmz, ¥ AT 273 RN
7171 b a9l 72 Byl HASHJITDoll et
al., 2004; Doll et al., 1998). o<} £ 891
TZx WA A4S Ade 717 3 34 BRI Aol
2 9% F2 2 (Structural Model)e zke]7}
Ely gete Ae ovlet

5.1 7z &4

oAl ) 717] AHANE S 3
oA o274 ¥ B Fste 2 MdEe
3t 71% A 42 (Descriptive Statistics)E ¢

ups} 2},

6yl & 5 e

5.2 7Hd #Z Znt

= A7elA i o2

2 4T Mg A
+ LISREL 8.54

%_z%og

= =

= 28312

2 d7o o2 5% &

7175];9 onl— 7]— o

[¢]

Y 299 ®
dostas & A
A

Fol A AHA

Fri g v7417} 7HdstE o] 9t}

N

S|
=

EH)\]-O

=< r-m

oftt
=2 ot

(e
X oXx

il

Schaubroeck(1990) % Wong® Law(1999)&

opitEkd BAS 7 Pz

(E 6) 7= EAl(Descriptive Statistics)

L4

g 2o Zeep

FoE MP3 oo} TV Wz
(N = 567) (N = 638) (N = 525) (N = 541)
B¢ | EFEA | ®WF | EFUA | ¥F | EFUR | ¥WE | EFEA
UF 5.02 1.12 5.25 1.16 4.13 1.20 5.17 1.18
EU 5.28 1.17 5.45 1.17 5.07 1.29 5.32 1.15
AE 4.57 1.62 4.87 1.64 3.39 1.53 4.04 1.49
SC 4.03 1.40 4.10 1.47 2.79 1.33 3.26 1.44
SE 4.28 1.49 4.30 1.46 2.89 1.43 3.75 1.55
SAT 4.72 1.50 4.91 1.32 4.00 1.36 4.35 1.32
ATT 4.46 1.48 4.80 1.40 3.66 1.29 3.96 1.44
REP 4.23 1.73 4.36 1.65 3.94 1.53 4.15 1.52
WOM 3.92 1.57 4.39 1.64 3.16 1.47 3.74 1.54

ZUstol T 37 M5% 20084 10¥
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Asslr] s FEFA BAC de dE g 2 AFM s A ofF P4 2ol o
W& (Disturbance)®] A#E sl&stojol dvfn  BH T BEY oA A FAHEY AWy g
Aokstom B Ao = Schaubroeck(1990) gl 71dske AEE Fetetaat it ol A
2 Wong¥ Law(1999)¢] Alte] whah Abgar 2 &4 w& 2o 33 % / A7) =9 R
0 A of 2 1 ne] A #AE 5ot SF AHEAF T Bl A of 2 P4 RYS F
Tx 23S A58 7kete]l AEA e o84 B9 YA FA
o2 ¥ R HIA HF A, (F N ow / AT oz R*E HlwEozy shotd
A B 4 e vkt Zo] CFIG 0.90), NNFIC> 4= 9t} ol & gt £ Afore AMA v
0.90), RMSEA(< 0.08)¢} 2& B3 Aw 44 Ry YA of2 94 23S 53PS o R
7 BE 71719 Fx BN A% 7IEXE dE As(ARY M PAE 939 HEZ Chin 9
#1ch(Hair Jr. et al., 1998). (2003)7F AN 2 $2 5 Fa setsigt.” &
£ (28 4, 5, 6, DA B F 9E vt 2 @ R WEe] BA4 GonHS Ade] gt
of, & Ao AAE AHEAL B 2 - 71 Carte®} Russell(2003)7} A|AIgH F2]o] wjet
SOM 1~4), 34 42 94 28 B ME FStatisticS AREIIaY 7122 Chin(1998)
(7Md 5~6), a8 o|E4 §3 2 #d /KEE o] A FAd W Pseudo F-StatistickE Al
(7Hd 7~10)& 2 71719 2 BRES BN 2 Aratgiet.”
I} g5 A EA(p < .05). ©F, WA Fx (G 8)°ll AAIEH e vpe} nprA 2, FH
Byox A7HE AR HelA o "}%X} TFEof| 1A oot AT 9w 2 ' 47 717] RF
T YFUM 2)& p. < .05 FEAA FAACE A 0.02 oot 53] AHeA wE B 2
frejmskA] gkgton, A2t AHE- ol Aol A7 A o YA BYP S T AL AT =
&8 St (U 3) AREAF o] gl 1] ol R* W3} Bote 34 owo R® Wdld ¢ 2
A& 2 2 g1t IS A= A2 Uesth e (F 8)9] F-
(B 7) 7= 289| 28 MFT(Goodness-of-Fit of Structural Model)
7171 N CFI NNFI RMSEA
FUE 567 0.98 0.98 0.069
MP3 &d °]o] 638 0.98 0.98 0.072
TV 525 0.97 0.97 0.075
e gk 541 0.98 0.98 0.074

3) ¥ = (R%¢ =2 - R%sa vz =a) / (1 - Riyen vz za)

Effect Size: Small (0.02), Medium (0.15), Large Effect (0.35)

4) F =
5) Pseudo F = 2+ (N - K - 1)
N: Sample Size, K: Number of Constructs in the Model

1188
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AR BHET} ZEA ofel ol £3t Bl UEt MEH o

0.64**

R?=0.596

A28
Aok A7

- e e e Em e Em B Em o =P

0.67*%*

0.30%* sp> .10, *p<.10, **p < .05

(ad 4 7 45 2ot - {HE

0.61%*

A
! TAE

N 0'38**1, _______ IN

1

0.33**| I

I

I

I [

] R?=0.595 1

I [

1 [

1 [

1 [

0.60%* 0.47**' > ]

0.34%% R*=0.370 ’,

"p>.10, *p<.10, **p<.05

Z2{0l0f

At 373 AM5% 20084 108 1189
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ST.LRE

09Iy - 07|% - HA|S - Y- AN - TA

10

0.37%*

R?=0.554

A28
Aok A7

- e e e Em e Em B Em o =P

0.66**

0.31%* sp> .10, *p<.10, **p < .05

(38 6) 7Hd 45 2ot - TV

0.53%*

R?=0.755

A9
Aok A A7

- e e em e e Em Em o oEm =

0.73%*

(2 7) 71 23 20 - W

1190 740i5to]

AASAT ®37A HM5E 20084 10
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=2
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o
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Statistic®} Pseudo F-Statisticsx 3} Al&A} Mdstar, 71E AREAF B FAle] Bl Al EA
BE By A o F PA < B¢9 S eE
ZA Jwg AT =] R? W= 47] 717 A 73d 3 &
TFoA BAACR Fonet Aoz FdHd
(p < .05). °]9 22 AHEL 7|E AHga v (FAE, MP3 Zd°lo], TV, ¥F 1) AR S
o
8

L

R ofl

2ol £ Aol AEA LR 234 A% 3 ‘ L
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6.1 oI5t Znfe| Q9 WAt 9 AFE vlel AR AF 2 A

3 A% A B Rl Aoz FEE 4

2 AT 454 A BAE A1E A7E Atk A S, WADA Lolte AeAst A
o o 2 Batol AgA AP BHAN F F 00 QUAQ 43 A8 BRI} 248
A7 o3 94 BRoloh Mze o2 EdE  ¥a i) 1eln eE 2489 o Bed

FEUF Ra FoE MP3 &g o] TV yidn
AR? 0.087 0.080 0.111 0.200
2 2 0.18 | M~L 0.17 M~L 0.20 M~L 0.45 L
gz |F-Statistic| 39.98 | p<.05| 41.35 | p<.05| 42.72 | p<.05| 14449 | p<.05
F_I;st?;i"tic 98.69 | p<.05| 103.59 | p<.05| 102.63 | p < .05 | 238.65 | p < .05
AR? 0.031 0.031 0.018 0.021
2 0.05 | S~M 0.05 S~M 0.02 S~M 0.04 S~M
ZL?EUH F-Statistic| 8.87 |p<.05| 1030 |p<.05| 427 |p<.05| 645 |p<.05
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25.39 <.051] 29.45 <.051] 12.51 <.05] 18.68 < .05
F-Statistic b b b b

S~M: Small-to-Moderate Effect Size / M~L: Medium-to-Large Effect Size / L. Large Effect Size
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Abstract

Recently, studies on user experience have become popular within the field of new product
development, marketing, and information systems. Most of these studies on user experience
hypothesize that user satisfaction is enhanced when users have good experience with a certain
device or a system and that enhanced user satisfaction can explain and predict user loyalty
effectively.

However, since user experience is a broad concept which comprises both the cognitive and
the affective elements, whether existing theoretical models of user satisfaction can accurately
reflect user experience is questionable. Moreover, it is also not clear whether user satisfaction
can effectively explain user loyalty. For example, user's cognitive appraisal plays a major role
in building up user satisfaction with the product: this means that user satisfaction model only
focuses on the cognitive aspect of user experience. Thus, the existing theoretical models
focusing on user satisfaction cannot reflect the emotional aspect of user experience. Moreover,
user satisfaction can be developed even with only a short period of usage: therefore, user
satisfaction cannot fully explain the whole aspect of user experience which is developed
through the long-term interaction with the product. Moreover, since users who are only
satisfied with the product can always move on when there is a better alternative, there is a

limitation of maintaining and promoting user loyalty by merely enhancing user satisfaction.
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This study was conducted to overcome the limitations of such existing theoretical models of
user satisfaction by including a new concept known as emotional attachment in order to
complement theoretical and practical limitations of the current user satisfaction model.
Emotional attachment is an emotional bond between a person and the specific object: this
research hypothesizes that the concept of emotional attachment could overcome the limitations
of the theoretical model focusing on user satisfaction. Such hypothesis is based on the research
results which argue that emotional attachment is formed based on the affective experience
through the long-term interaction with a certain object and that the person with emotional
attachment toward the object is less likely to be influenced by the existence of more attractive
alternatives.

In this study, a new theoretical model of emotional attachment based on the perspective of
user experience was developed through literature review and was theoretically expanded the
user experience model by integrating the emotional attachment and the user satisfaction
model. Survey studies have been conducted to empirically validate the theoretically integrated
model with users of four digital products (cell phone, MP3 player, TV, and refrigerator). The
survey results indicate that our integrated model does indeed explain the relationship between
user experience and user loyalty more faithfully than the existing models. This paper ends

with certain limitations as well as implications of the study results.

Key words: Emotional Attachment, Self-Connection, Social Enhancement, User Experience
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