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THBaker, 2009; Sackmann et al.,
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My Yahoo!, Google Personalized Homepage,
Live.com/Start.com ol AAAo=z 713} 7]
e FHEeEA AHEAE ] o g2 7H°]§m
ata, § o] &AEE At xHRE

tH(Rogers, 2005).
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dAe & A7 22 Wt A9 A7 8 dAE
Arsta, #HE ARE HEIY. VEdAE 72

]
WP R3S BEa] 39 2 B9YE W7

A AX ARE AA s vpREke 2 1A
A B QT Ase g £ WA AE
AN

Il. OIE% HiH

= doM e ioﬂ‘?«] T8 o|BH AN H+=
A7) A -¥-8-(SOR:  Stimulus-Organism-
Response) J_Eéljr 27)1} o] &(schema theory)

ol thell 71&dt.
2.1 N=-77|A-EE 2

Woodworth(1938) & 95872l ¥3l7t #7214
o A5& Fi, AT wE f7149 Wst 53
7F& 3 HhS-(measurable response)< THEo] W}
© AF-H71A-9 RS At ol A=
(input) @ ¥k (output) ol 2AE W1, 74
o] Jde Fa3g n|E Folsx] &¥™ Watson
A PFEFY oEFHe EHXQL AT BYolth
(Shaver and Scott, 1991). A=F—F714-¥H8 =
g 2l 7}4 WA 49 91%“’“ Tt Qe
PE= AAA R diste d de] 8o gto
), 7817\] 28] Zopll X & tefstAl A8E 1 Sict
(dl: Parboteeah et al., 2009; Poston and
Speier, 2005).
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S FAA oz A3t 291 A~7|vk(causal schema)
(Tversky and Kahneman, 1980) 5°| tH3EA<l
sl

= Ao A= 2
a3 JEA2E Fofe] 25 AlxE]l FHE AT
| B n2s Bafo £ A7 23y /S &
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(Gregor and Benbasat, 1999; Ye and Johnson,
1995). HAHAAEHA AFele AHLe A|~HQ]
e Ao ek AR o8 S Eola AHEARet
AN2He de AAE gud oz wEh(Gregor
and Benbasat, 1999). AW IJ=X9= A9
(feedforward explanation) 2} 3 =9 A% (feedback
explanation) &2 29t Arnold et al., 2006).
JEXHE AW ARAE A 2] o] g5t 7

A Fo AXNEE dgoz #d AYS AFTO
24 ARl A A A LA 9
S =ole A o= g} v o My

o A|2Hlo] A ]J
Asf AA e ds ord

olf g WM & w, AU} MU 25 A
T 7145 AHEAse] B aAtg Sl i) A
28-S T8 AR ATor AHAEY odlE =
& F o2 Aotk AFUANA o] ZelM Y “olaf

Z_I
ase] =& 2 E ofeliA7)7]
¥

=

3}

o= /‘FQ“XWH *‘iﬁr &l g /‘}&7\}9] A
H o]8) (perceived understandlng 2 Aot}
st ] FaA-E-E THQISE HA Fol TS
Tk 3, HFHow NRISE ATY W TS
T2 ot whebA JRIs} olel= QIS A F 5
A NI E D 282 o dF AEE A
Fafok sk ol el thek AHEALY ]OH (h1sh =
ol tigk ofaf) e HF U ZAES AA] Sk
= o & o] AFFo] Al A RISt H AFES
Aol gk olaf (H1gt Aol dgt ol&f) F
Xt st 3 Fo o] FA = AH
ARGl AN A E AFe] oA HHE AH)

ZESAT 7402 F25 20119 4¢

I Qlgte] Ash(el]: 4 AF) A A 4
7 vezgs AR d= A eHs FF
Ao 7iQlst vzl ti AR ol S Y
A e JldEn. o 2% Tl M 4F
=ETT

7Hd 4 A2 N1} ol

R

T g9 auE

ko

27w} o] o] o5t el tial F5E A4
HiEr o 2 il ot tigt 2~7)ntE ¥
27|nkE 7vte 2 i ksl ¥t (Hayes-
Roth, 1977). whebr el tiak 242 s
3 #EE QA AL FaFe A €9
(Bettman, 1979). A4 &3 (familiarity) 2
A5/ (expertise) e F 74 242 FAFHEH,
S S 4 A5 T2 dvla dEA
< A #HE AYHFE & olsfistn e A
Yehdth(Alba and Hutchinson, 1987). 7l
Sh A H] 229] =8 gl A AREARe] AHQISE Al 2~
ek Ak e Fhtel flerR, HEA
o] 7HIs} AfH| o) Tk AR} A4S FH &
7b "ok HQ1SE Mul o) tiek S FES] A
WS AR} EA] Bgk AREAT = o] AJH]
2o gt ofal] ¢Fe] Apol7b WAstaL whbA o
27|nkE FAEH 2 Zlolw, st AH| 20
g7 Bt g
T, o digel fﬁd ol 7t Fwe A
el gk Mg ~7|ukE 7R 2 97} 7]1Ed
25t = H7HE o sle W, aE o
&t o]s)7F F-Egk Al B ek 7] nfo] o)
=¥ A (schema-directed bias)e] LAY
Hth(Bem, 1981). &8 &al A7]nbd &) F-=H
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l—> o d% O kol r&
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Tybout, 1996). &, *W’E*"‘ %ﬂ*mo] ZA st
4 B2e gidd dairs AA 7HX Eo B
rketa, Fojadoz Al JHE Megyoz §
Aeta wiAshe A 2a go?

wteka] el RISt AjH] 2of] tig o] 7} ek
AHEARE o] AB| 28] 7]5H ZhA| | gk B
= 2 Ho], gl =7t =& AREAtel| HlE "“‘fﬂ;‘q
o8 AH|29 7HA % B&S W Hrkekdl 2
A0l == Aotk 7H4d Amazon.com®] 7%
A A MA L ?‘*7‘45}““1 O MA S g
Ao P AE, T AAE Fuld e Al
go| Fujgt AA o] &9 FE, FAlA Fujgk AF
=9 48 T2 g 4 ARE AT
A7 o|af A 7|17 g=thd, H & Y

AT Age —’7“01 Aot Hoﬁr
a et
otd 7Hs/g0] ﬂ‘ﬂr.
A8t oo 7 55 AlAET

L

—1—‘

111

1~4

;ﬁ‘

il

o
A& 1

=

R

=
-

7Hd 5 fR1EE ofel e AAE A Ee]

o &3}g 0|7,

=) Al 2~Ele] Z
2710] A1gA A
tH(Hayes-Roth and
Jacobstein, 1994: Gregor and Benbasat, 1999).

e g9l Fofel glolH = WApol £ A A HE
Aud @ F2¢ olsle Yol =9 f-844 1
& A4S FANA AT YAIES B A7)

o= %

Kramer(2007)& 71Qstd 34 o] o9

FAAEAE @

AlZ1tk(Jiang and Benbasat, 2007).
o

>

20 e A3 A A o} e
ABAE 2E AEA 1 AT A2g]

B4Ql FEe FPstL AH| 29| F844 det =
& AA e} FA 4 2 s HHlMﬂ et =2
T4 d=E /M Aoz dadrt o|2iE thE
o 7 & &3

7Hd 61 HAEE oldf 2 ARl Aul
oxo Bo &g v}

g

3.3 =Xl H

(personal innovativeness) & @t 7]
e gobd & Uk Eg FE Zojo|HA] -2
(information privacy concerns)= 7§13} AH]~
89 F9 Ao 29lo]ti(Culnan and Armstrong,
1999; Dinev and Hart, 2006). w&hd 72l 5}
AMu| 2 83 st od g iel 54 WFs

) dE E°], @A (experience good)
Fop 0}‘43} olg]d A HFS

) B2 A8l Szl v

362

SR hQlsle] thel 2ulA7} $3
AAE @ Atk mep] £ ATE B AlEs} o] AR HA5E

of digt FEYAA dlal] B ALE-E FEIAY AGE 3]
Z0]7] 918 54 = 71t (Heiman and Muller, 1996; Murray, 1991).
5] olafgtttn siA AAH skl QA AH| A 8o

L o

1 O

A9 Bed T
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AFde FEol ke A& WA= 3t
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ot

5 Zelo|HAe] 35 BASE Ao Easit S ey
A A7Z ngoz ealol &% W% (Hoffman  "IAIE) £
et al., 1999; Pavlou and Fygenson, 2006), FH AMn

oA AHEE FH A AlEFCEE
M FAA (Xu et al., 2010), SEHY Zejo[w|A]  TVE AAeith TVe 2B|AF Fofapg el 2ol
%2 (Dinev and Hart, 2006; Malhotra et al., gofste nde] AFe|L, YR LHAES
2004), ZetolHA] A3l 8 (Awad and Krishnan, < 3njs= TVE 7€ &4 dsid & 22
2006; Xu et al., 2010; Malhotra et al., 7] W&ol &AFAlA Ags TVe Heo] os &<
2004), 229 Alo]Eef gk 41¥] (Gefen et al.,,  =ATh @b TVE FH Aulzrt A48 £ 9l

2003; Ba and Pavlou, 2002), A¥/vol/m% = Azl Alzow B 4 9t}
> 2l

4% (Phelps et al., 2000: Malhotra et al., Ad AMAES F4 A2l AASE -
2004: Gregor and Benbasat, 1999) 5% A AEEo U8 gHS o 2N M HEE AlFst
WEg B v T3kt Ao 2t e At Fe e 2ed FE
£ A7) 913 AeRAM, HYPAoR TV &4 o
3 = Al

V. Q10| Hie B 5 9k PYER 749
A

=2
4.1 Mg 4 FAFES A 2HlS
o

o Al AN A7 ZFE A7) fAstel, £ At FAH thde] He TV 2EY AFE
= dreAe 9 7k dds Adesit. dd AT EA sl ¥ B2 S nds
dle hEAQ 22 Ads Mu] 29 F=4 Muls 5 e Ao E o 2 ukgeiA = Ao 9
S ZEsiin. AuAl Qs s AR Al He TV BdE Ho g tie ZES FolA
AF & F 7K 8919 2o ® AR o 7BAe] Fo A HH Az ete] AR T EopA A
FA A2RE FEst] 4 A WS of 2 Aolnz, 1y 49 ottt 2dof 71 4
T @7 AzEE S FH MEAE AAMG 2 el vl 7idE ol Srkel 2 Aot
o FAeE B AddAE (& DI 2ol 2(x w2 g A AlgE A /8 20 e

4% AT AR
T8
A% AF 4% uAE
B A1 A 2
g} ¢ e : :
e A 3 e 4
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7HelEt Me| Aol 3ol A0IA QUX|E THelstet ofshel A

Ad 718 ..
us ae1 | @es | avs | @wa | o0 |
e 5 51 38 36 31 156 | x2=1.128
o 14 16 13 12 55 p=0.770
IZE o]3} 4 3 2 5 14
. gt Ag 38 34 29 20 121 x2=5.080
o A} 10 5 6 7 28 p=0.827
A} o] 13 12 12 11 48
ol _ngj 23.74 22.07 23.96 25.84 23.79 F=3.696
(E3EA) (5.23) (4.69) (5.88) (6.51) (5.65) p=0.013
Qe _
AFEA|7H _”gxi—i" 5.62 4.44 4.20 4.98 4.86 F=1475
(A17H/2)) (EFHA) (4.46) (3.68) (3.68) (3.59) (3.94) p=0.223
AR AR 2 49 BTN Al B4 V. X329 £AM gl A}
A 0 A 2 4, &) 19 JAEH AREA
7t frelgh zpole yYehA| &gkt W ol
g zol7k e AoE Yegou, vole & 51 &Y ZEe| Fo|
wdol 39 W A" A} A1s) ol&, i
A3t Mu| 2~ & & 53 e FudAE U T Rl M AFRY s 4237} ofn
Rl @ot & AL §le Ao® AdHAHFE V] Heide AR FES N e
29 2z)% (construct validity) @ 2124 (reliability) < %
i glofof gt} A E}”‘*E ATolA e 5
AAEZE AAE A E drpv & S 6ka 9
TAE njgit}, 2 ZLZH Qe EHAE Tholl=
E AHAATE Slojof sta(rd EBEA), oE

E Ao AMEH FEL HoF convenlence sampling)9l] 71¥HS & ztg0]7] v FAEz}e] vlfo] T T2 Exso]
Atk dE 5o, FAEA ‘/M“ WEE 2000 (64.0%) HZ=e] lem, 10t(21.3%), 30t 1% ( 14 %)% vepdtt. A
AFZd| 7ukE F Ase A4 2de] :vm Hl& % 138 F3}5Z(stratified sampling) v T2+
o Hlg] ZAde] gk tEAdo] Hojd W ope} b 7<’C SGER 3 -39 (non-response bias) (Yu and Cooper, 1983),

2719 9] (self-selection bias) (Thompson

et a
58 48 PP Uil A} Yxele 254 i BAMCRA Be Aol oed BE
& A7l wEdl, = Ak b 7 gl EEEREIY E}“d,
EA7F §h

)
EG P ATE 48 2 Aol 4 T M
2z

]
= 7
Hlgo] fFon Qs TAY 4 e EAle A Tl HE =7 “Hﬂﬂ, BNt aXd 2

ZESAT 7402 F25 20119 4¢

2003) §o.2 Qa3 ABHE o F

ek, SR ol
Aol eAlEA AA A A e
AFEAEA
< Aoz getEc}

Z(random sampling)
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AT SHA Fohe Fe AABAE Hojop o] Th2y] HEot(Jarvis et al., 2003).” EF

o (dd EEA) BE SARE BTl #4888yt
oAl nyd x3E Al A A Partial least squares(PLS)9A 4% BG4
3} MulA 89T, QIEYl Ale]Ed < drkd oz gRIAAEE FdAE = (Composite
[e)

3k A3, el A 58 ukedA 2 K (reflective Reliability), Hd¥FZ3(AVE) 5 Al 714 7]
indicator) FH= 4 atlom, /Ast ola) & Foll o kW (Xu et al., 2010), °I& &#E
& st Ao thgk ofal] AFEI Aol o o] (£ 4%k (FE 5l Bejelo] Atk AAH 742
3t olg A EES X¥ste A ARE(formative 3}, JHQISE Au] 2~ &0, IHYl Alo]Edf| tigt

o
indicator) = FASHATE /WS ol S A AlF, A A ol hE 74 S A H 294

=
A AR ez 7S o= Q1 ola] 2919 A 0.7 ool wAFAAZk(cross-loading)
ZSHAE7} FARA S Ay, SR FT ALY o] UJRE 04 nylez AR £ nZ9y

(Z 4) 22l Hxigt

PP1 0.93 0.63 0.20 0.22 0.78
PP2 0.95 0.57 0.18 0.19 0.75
PP3 0.92 0.62 0.22 0.24 0.73
[APS1 0.61 0.95 0.43 0.41 0.59
[APS2 0.64 0.96 0.37 0.37 0.62
[IAPS3 0.60 0.94 0.34 0.41 0.59
TR1 0.15 0.26 0.84 0.31 0.19
TR2 0.08 0.19 0.79 0.23 0.09
TR3 0.24 0.45 0.87 0.32 0.29
PI1 0.19 0.40 0.33 0.94 0.18
P12 0.21 0.36 0.32 0.95 0.21
PI3 0.26 0.42 0.34 0.95 0.25
UN1 0.64 0.58 0.28 0.23 0.83
UNZ2 0.69 0.56 0.19 0.14 0.85
UN3 0.74 0.56 0.21 0.20 0.92
UN4 0.74 0.55 0.24 0.22 0.91

) PP: A€ 71918}, IAPS: ZNQ1st Aul2s £8e%, TR: QIEYl Alo]Eof thgh A1E], PI: /i<l 44

7) g B0l AHAZF sk el distel 23] olasigth EARE st At diEiME olsl=rt We & Sl
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7HelEt Me| Aol 3ol A0IA QUX|E THelstet ofshel A

A2uksl €9 (Chronbach’s a)
sholgtet, ¢ 539] A1
219 Q1 Q1S MR A e %, dEY A

(Hair et al., 1995). E3 344 =E Nunnally 4 4342 B
T % S

v q

b5 o|Eof gt AlF], 7HQ g4l %:‘94 e

=

&

<} Bernstein(1994) ] #AAIgk 7]5Q1 0.75 &
Z2ete Aoz vyt 74 744 7 %
A& 9A] Chin(1998)0] #]A]g |
Hrh gol FEHoR ¢4 Bl e 3 = (G 5o AAE wke} Zo] 77+ 0.93, 0.95,
H7 =9tk @44 A& (formative indicator) & 0.81, 0.94= 7]FA1Q1 070/ W< Nunnally
B2 A A3 ols) 2219 7tsAlE F5 39 and Bernstein, 1994). A&xst &3kgke] 0.95
A A&t & d9s 2AF 59¥EE Y (common method bias)
W B ke fdEl el 7 R 24 9o 2ATFsAe] AN Straub et al., 2004), &
Algatinh. WA 2t 4 8o w4 Jidd ol A AE Al 22wkt °Ur§k° L

et AR wak eJAAAgE vlwek 2%, B 0.957[%ko|t}, o] o2 RE £ AFRYP ALE

€ 34 &5 diote] #d A Ao dig A4 SFAEE FES HE BHEE, ’ﬂﬂln:_% EAIA
grol wAb SRIAAGED =& Ao Yeyt. &8 st

aglx 74 A e BadAERe Agde Ago] #utd AT Af AIHGH FAHTE
I e OE A NEHY AT H 1 2% RS e RN 24 HYES el
wek A3, 7 4 e A SHYEEH T o It 2R HEEe AE 7N AT o] AT
ote Akl T A MEER Ffrcte AR At =3 2 22 A7 g 4 @A A S
H 2 Aoz Yepgt ueir 2 AT 3 45 E=E 9fngt}(Perdue and Summers, 1986).

/g o ;q]Jo_?s} 211;}_4 Huﬂ ZXL g}

T AYS
w B (EFHAH S 4.163(1.496) &
el 3.593(1.470) ¢l Hl& FAA L

Mo e o

© oz =2 21 (p=0.008<0.05)< BH9l3ks
TE SY57] e dutAQl oz = A I PR 2 AN 25 = 3 Je] 9l
A (internal consistency)< H7Fshe Aoy, W FF 22 4 7o) ¢ Fo (TS

(E B) BYNRIE, 3245 LT}, ATs Y BRZANEEY

Zyls
FNE = i;g"} PP TAPS TR PI
PP 0.95 0.93 0.93
TAPS 0.97 0.95 0.65 0.95
TR 0.87 0.81 0.21 0.40 0.84
P 0.96 0.94 0.23 0.42 0.35 0.94

F) AT AR A B BaedrEad AFad

ZASHoIT H40A M2% 20114 48 367




4.988(1.495) 2 Mol 528 Wi & Wure] <

o T 3.824(1.488)¢l gl BAACR frolst
Al =2 A(p=0.031<0.05) & sttt whebA
&AM F A g2ld] tig 24 Ade)
Al o] Fojzl Ao AdE ),

rhe
re
=y
=2
tlo 2%
rir

FRY AAL A9 P2
SEM) 3tglem, LISREL 7L°1 z
ko] SEM 24o] ofd 4% 7]wke| PLS
gttt PLS $4& Aoz A
gefol A7t 27 G WA o
4 %;g]. F,L/\Hz% O:].?—oﬂ o= z%z;sﬂlz"s_} H@] 2k
HGefen et al., 2000). PLS 45 ¢
5_7]1: 7].11— i;{jl?:s} ;d—;ﬂ\:ﬂo 9] z@x]i 7“_/’:
Ouff o] 4 5 ARl JH4e] 10u) o] &l
%= (Gefen et al., 2000), ¥ JF 23 o
P B3 ARl AE olsf & 4749 =

A #7F s BEH, AQSE Mu| 2 F&ej ] vl
Holo] e BA HES Tdate] 1070
ojty, wetA £ Ao AL A A7I(N =

2

EOFO re

59
Mr oHr 1>

H

ﬂllo N oft
r_>.:r
¢
o o S

o m gE M o 1 rx i
M
H
32

o . MH S 01)1

o
N

N
o r\r

_4

r ox
it
ol

7fiel=t ofsf
R?=0.038

QIX|El 7l el
0.079 R2=
(t=2.015"

F) *p<0.05; **p<0.01: ***p<0.001
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Holsh Afulasl 480 oAl oIx/E! Holstet olshel oig
U] folebA] & SAMTEd g FHA 2 SHUS RIS FE vizEs 1A E A
= (3" 2)oA AzkEo] 3 AstE BT Rl "1‘31’\ TEYRY EYPWULRE
PLS #4dA e & WdE «] R* 3t& 7122 A BA3 A3 wrfuse A8 Adsite] B4
Tz 2o A g 24 A" MR Hez Fo3He A0leg 3T . mEbA O]X]%
=0.655)9 MQlg MHlA $8%(R*=0.554) W3} Al 523} s Hujx Feo=
dbe g2 A9 o8 (R*=0.038)9] R* &< 4 44 wiide ¢ 5 g
fHog ey, R” go] g ol 239 B
A= B3 (Cyr et al., 2009), ¥ 2
4 o8 38 AAdle 4N ABROR o9 T VI, AARY U 22
o] she] Amwriclo] Y& ASole Fe R 3ol
=2 Jehdth(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).
gHA QAAE JHQIste] wiA) &3 7RI B st HRlstE A 7k AAlA 7190l BB+ E
(71 3), &zl (full mediation) =3l tis) AZsl7] 98 Fo Agow 2] Fau U 7H?l
H& i/l (partial mediation) 2&& 7“3”332 3} AgS Addste B2 7IdES Jids ¢

2 PAse v B4S A8t Barond

202 Fal A9 44T TR w8

Kenny (1986)° I3 AQH 950 A4S A9 Bk T AU AV She Al SH
o8 1 Ak (& o)l Aelsol 3l B3t Aol F84, el g5el 2
e N T R e
8 A B RS B9 BN A0 A2AG = AMse AUA 232 O3 A8 A7 @
$A4o2 folge SARAGARA). 2 ol% < AAE ANE FHeE At Al 54
sguse sk £E5 RS AAE A dES Adap) 9% 4T REe At 4%
de BAE G99 FAGATHIA). Ao BAS 2gadn. ¥ AdA a7 A%E v
(£ 6) IXI= JHelstel FE07H 20t 2AXof7] 23Ol v|m: A 24
=2y A= BEA G %k
1 @A NAg £ — FE9= 0.153 2.222%
2 @A Ng 3 — AAHE Qg 0.650 13.372%**
5 i Ao1s 45 + AxE AHoE — MRlg #F - F8Yx 0.060 1.118
b FEeIx AAE AAG - FEE | 0.642 12.594***
F) *p<0.05: **p<0.01: ***p<0.001
8) AF—71A- B 2AG 7129 AFEL AFT W] Aol f7]AI7F B w7l (partial mediation) 9¥& 7=
(Arora, 1982: Baron and Kenny, 1986) QW uj7] 2e-S S7]% $H(Poston and Speier, 2005: Parboteeah et al., 2009)
< B
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A, 2010).
7HR1st7t FHQISE AH] 29 428
= FYdte A 1T o, 1St o
Akl olg7} QA E Q1SS Asia
2= A7 2RO He Fag AA
It}. Jupiter Communications®] &
Al ER it AHUSE Al2El 5|
ge7h AaEn, Q=g sfes =
P& A5 A, 71eA FAE ot A= A
018} AMu|xe] ALE 93 odll 7|7t EHgo] Pa
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7Helt Me| 22| ol

o4 AZeE o (why)'sh oD (how)'el te
AWe Azgls 1 S 0@ 8RS A4S
ol o LIAQ Fue] 2 ANET 9 o
@ Ame Azdle] 1 71%5% Sde) A5 2

22 e HRE Q7] Adtel g AN
AR5 545 284% A8AdA o514

o) 3 olg Ao o AR A5d Alzslg
49 FE FH L AgA A =Yy, B
7o HetA B, 7|92 AjAEE ME| 2o Al
et RISt oA 278 i A E
g olfol B 4 F, of'sh BEE A=
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3} AfH| 220 of
&l &= w7 QD}(Wang and Benbasat,
2007).
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(Schroder et al. 1967; Eppler and Mengis,

2004), 58 Aust bl vl HIhe Fue
Fol A3 5% o14Y A% 74 Fasl w0

(Hulbert, 1975; Malhotra et al. 1982). w&}
A AH FF ol ARE ATE AL AMEAE
2 Q0 FE 7 2 28 wojt) A= AY

&) ~EHAS A A4S ZH °d &

Atke el FealoF gt (Schick et al. 1990).

Wy B2

ol 7:6 o
= —

6.2 O|2H AlARH T g

i
- o)
ro

~N
==

rr

)

e
=
kS

folr (4
oo K o

T

1
o o

{0

b A
o AR A9 3

of
rir

o

—

ox,
inss

=

HEAF FAE A3k} HOHH“ /\P }4 —1—3}
o|HA] 215 &37|a 71l ek AElE
Al7le Aol Fasittn 4EA st (Awad and

Krishnan, 2007: Dinev and Hart, 2006). %

OE A7 S5o=24 T 7i R #3194
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The Role of Perceived Personalization and Understanding
in the Adoption of Personalization Services

Youngsok Bang® - Dong-Joo Lee** - Yoon Soo Bae***

Abstract

Many online companies have installed various tools enabling them to provide personalized
offerings and unique experiences to individual users based on their personal information. By
offering a higher level of personalization with greater accuracy and on a wider range of product
or service attributes, the companies are trying to improve their value propositions for their
consumers, and accordingly increase profitability. However, linking personalization to profits
can be challenging, if the firms do not understand psychological factors and subjective
attributions that matter to the users when they consider the adoption of the personalization.

For example, recent studies based on behavioral decision making have shown that customers
perceive the level of fit between their preferences and personalized offerings differently even
when the same personalized offerings are provided, depending on their involvement in the
personalization process. Also it has been found that when a customer perceives a higher level
of fit for the same personalized offering, she has a higher willingness to pay for the offering.
These imply that there is a lack of congruency between the actual level of personalization and
users perception and valuation of the personalization. Therefore, users subjective perception
regarding personalization may play a critical role in the adoption of personalization services.

To investigate the role of users psychological factors in the adoption of personalization, this
article theoretically develops a conceptual model of personalization adoption with a focus on
two psychological factors, perceived personalization and understanding of personalization.

Grounded on SOR (Stimulus-Organism-Response) model and schema theory adapted to the
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** Assistant Professor, Division of Management, Hansung University
*** Ph.D. Candidate, Business School, KAIST
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peculiar features of personalization, we formulate six hypotheses describing the underlying
mechanism of personalization adoption as follows.

First, we identify the mediating role of perceived personalization in the relationship between
actual level of personalization and intention to adopt personalization (Hypotheses 1 through
3). According to the SOR paradigm, an external stimulus (S) to the individual is transformed
with an internal process (O), and both S and O (or only O sometimes) elicit(s) a response (R).
By applying the paradigm into the case of personalization service adoption, the influence of
actual level of personalization (S) on intention to adopt the personalization (R) is expected to
be mediated by perceived personalization (O).

Second, based on the schema theory and the literature on intelligent information systems,
we hypothesize that valid and relevant explanation from a personalization system on the process
and results of personalization can facilitate the user's understanding of personalization
(Hypothesis 4), which, in turn, can increase the user’s intention to adopt the personalization
as well as her perceived personalization (Hypotheses 5 and 6).

The proposed model is tested using data gathered from 211 Internet users through an online
experiment. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of four recommendation systems
on TV, which were generated based on the combination of two manipulation factors: the actual
level of personalization (high vs. low) and the provision of explanations on the process and
results of recommendation (provided vs. not provided). The two systems with the higher level
of personalization recommended three TV models out of sixty-four models to each participant,
based on the participant's responses to eight questions regarding his or her lifestyle. On the
other hand, thirty-two TV models and four questions were used for recommendations in the
other two systems with the lower level of personalization. Independently of the personalization
level, explanation about personalization process and results was provided in the two systems
while it was not offered in the remaining two systems.

Structural equations modeling using partial least squares validated the proposed model,
suggesting the following main results. First, the user's perceived personalization fully mediates
the influence of the actual level of personalization on her intention to adopt personalization.
Second, the user’s understanding of the personalization process and its results increases both
the perceived personalization and the intention to adopt personalization. Finally, the understanding
of personalization can be triggered by proper explanations from a personalization system on its

personalization process and the results derived.
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The results of our study suggest that a personalization service firm should pay attention to
users psychological factors. The firm need to focus on the perceived personalization of the
users rather than the actual level of personalization it provides. Furthermore, it is a desirable
strategy for the firm to provide each user with the reason for collecting personal information
needed for personalization and the rationale behind the outcome of the personalization
process. By doing so, the firm can help the users understand the personalization process and
its results, thereby increasing perceived personalization level of the users and ultimately their

intentions to adopt personalization.

Key words: explanation, perceived personalization, understanding of personalization, adoption

of personalization
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