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AFE 54 AU Qo] BAHOE Adlo] 5§
g ARUACLE Auel Fe FA18 S gl
Feth(Yoo, 2010). A7E SejWl BAE dofo}
she Abgo] 2713 ol 2 91a) gk ol Hofut

= 2B~ B3] s Aol
g Yo} daix 1 e Htel oA 19 4

A 9o wZo| YN L o] EAB9] AEY A A7}

= 7717 At aﬂ—z Fzzol(Job KOREA,
2012)7F SNS o] & 2421 Ao HS tdez A
3 2AA o] oJ3hd SNS o] &} 39 5 13L&
(36.6%) SNSE ol&atH ~E¥ 25 =4tha &
Form o] SHA] 66%E SNS 2E# A o
o AHEetd SNSE WA AW g Aol 3l
D}ﬂ et vt gloh e sl A E AR E

FEI A GRS, d2 2Ef 2R giiE s
WAl e o dhe FEit SOl
SNS 2Ed¢ 2~ 1o & AFH7| & ot

A E57HA SNS¢H 22 mltjojAu] A~ gl HHA 2
g o] &9 RAEA SHd w3 AF= AT ®
ofel Ay A g, Aeld 5 theFek SHEEol
A FE3] FPognt. o] A= HAR
A A8 (Innovation Resistance) EE A7|xZ
(Self-disclosure) 979 o] o] &A7} 53¢k 7]
Solu AH| 25 F8E wf FAAQ ukg 9A] Fht
g 4 Adve S At Al2F o8 7ol A
AAE a7 el =88k th(Venkatesh
and Brown, 2001: Venkatesh, Davis and
Morris, 2007). T t& F8 973 AFo2E 7|&
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of @2k (Context) 2t ATE 2E 2 244 714
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P A7 2ukd SNS Aol 4 9o ofu
FE= A=

e AFEAY 2 S fgf & dAe 2E
o2 F AT (stimuli) 283} ¥H-&(response) &
& g "Iy 2EH 2 2 (Transaction
Based Model)'e] EXAAE &84 A4d =
HtYd SNS AE# 2 Ak (stressor) & A9t
olg gt ~2EGA (Aol S wA= FH e
(stimuli factor) ¥ £~E# 2 A 7}o] A sk AE
g2 A3 (strain)] 74 BAE AFH o
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e - HYE - 24E
II. O|2% Hid
2.1 7|&EAF 0
2u}d SNSE AFHALOR Ao} o] gate] ~E
H 28 A Alms A7 A o] FoA]A] &
Atk WA 2 APl dubd o g A HA| A

AT Fofoll A R o] nr]o] Y HA| AR A
Eflz Ao Aee nFe =9 dAAstan
st

T AEAI 2R Ao 2ukd SNSoF #dd
2EY A AT 852 A F/RE BRI} b
sith. A, 7158249 (Technological Acceptance
Model) ol vt 841482 (Innovation Resistance
Model)e¢] A7 A&l 2AF a5t o] &
FoA e o] &7t AAehe BEAIAE o] 89
A/EAA SHE OERA AAE 2Ef s S
A&t =27} Uehsth(Venkatesh and Brown,
2001: Venkatesh, Davis and Morris, 2007).

I FA SHAAE 84 (Usability), A4
(Rapidness), 7Hd (Affection) Ze W& A

W wHkd Au] 27} o] gAke] B (Attitude)H A
£29] o]4 9= (Intention to Use)ol of® gk
A=A E AR EE v H5E A Leung, 2007:
Faullant, 2012). A%k o] & AFelX e ~EH|
29| A7 (perception)©] TAAS! 70 (Construct)

stelaclo R FE3EA AV T Bk
(Anxiety), 92 (Fatigue) 53 22 sl A
HEE R 8Ql¥ Beste] AN A7 Bt
THReid et al., 2007; Rutland et al., 2007;
Gerber et al., 2005).

F A AT 552 71ed ARA 74 (Social

1408

Construction of Technology) #HoA =rld
Mul2 - HEY A 55 o] £ ud Aste ~E

g9 el HE& A% Zolti(Mazmanian

et al., 2005; Orlikowsky, 2007). °|& A7l
e oAt o] & W (Context)Zt AHE 2E
# 2 (Stress)W #4444 59 40l WAlo] F
o} A tH(Rennecker and Godwin, 2003). 53] &
utd wAA & B o] &4 2 AFUAA L V&
o] o ﬂv"]?ﬂo]”ﬁr 22 A dAte P9

2 ol -t (Cameron and Webster, 2003).
urepa] 22 olu AFUE 9] Wetd] og) wolsodzl
NZE AR whao] dupt A4 (Productivity)
=AY deA we g Balo] gabAR o] 4
2 F)el 7138k=A](Quality of Decision Making)
9] o7} 203 A2 AR5 tH(Balasubramaniam
et al., 2002; Lee and Benbasat, 2004). X
gk ol AT A AEA2"I0R Qs A EE
Jhele] ez = /\Egﬂ/\g} U= xl;ﬂx%o] 1:')3_0_

TR Bike 7)erge] 3 g QL
A dold e o = Sz AEHA

BesAlA olal @ @Az .

s 5

At TeT 2 549 @AES AUE Aow
2] FhsaTh WA, Ul A7) 24

=

2EH 2o #AR M S Pete 54& Lo
(Gebauer et al., 2010 Ayyagari, 2011)= A
ojth. wekx oj2fg A7 Y dHas LYY
nlgojo]zk Ay A el rlvoldl Zutd SNSef
ddet7ldle B2 Aol 4. =A, 71+
o zE# xehe Jido] ogor oA Xl
Skl Wik ezt B A Ve ojgem <
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zeted SNS 0|89 7|= - A2l &3

718ka Sick, webx] ~Eds9] del did 22
2 Hog Haa AxsA iy, uebd

A9 d7E5S FE 4 (Information Obesity)
°olu 39 (Avoidance) &3 2ol o2 /dE

& 2Ef 29 N3t 85 il A7 2E
g2 AFellA ofd o] 24 A4 e A X
ap2] Fohe Aakol fFeldth(Eppler and mengis,
2004). 23BR & =RdA stEe d7EA
o et HE Al E FoET 2EY A g
i3l o] 24 Aol Ho| Futd oy} 9o o
2 a ZAo|A] "z mupd
EXo] " 2EZ A N
7} 9tk

39 et NSOl B39 *Eaﬂ* ole xﬂﬁﬂ
Ho2 AW 2T 38 5

2010). Eﬁaﬂ T ?L%
olf 543 A7) EAIH |
»9 BAE AV|e= ait). 0131%& HHE

o3 71EH oz wutd ntojE 4 nltod
H] &) 7 C’L“"é(Context -Awareness) —?%01 =

352 4814 gt et

g olg|HES} A 7te] AAE Ho LA A
Aste EAo] At (Dourish, 2004). T3 75_1}

T8 B 3% fU1802 Agste o
stol g 24417 ¥ o w=EH o] Jlte
< 74 W=t (Riva and Borcea, 2007). E}E‘rﬁ

o[ g7 7120l 28n|tlofst 2e] Ale] BE
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2lo] 2E2|A 2Ix|2t SNS 0|82

Mstoll ojRl= S FPIRE Mu|A O|BXE SHeE

2 BUHY "dvke A S
et al., 2007).

Foluth 2atd SNSE tAE ol 9 E(Digital
Artifact) ¥ 3t ofdet A FuA ol HT]o] 2A4]
o] A& AYa 7] W] 7]e-o] &4 ety
S ALS-RAA B BAll aalor & A
o[t (Yoo, 2010). w=bM €49 mitoje] #3dl
A Zutd SNS9| 2E#2d wAE 248 AR
Edfof gth. §A 7]sol & Hetex] HHl v
3l 7]% (Moshagen and Thielsch, 2010)& £}
AR FJE AY WBAs vl Hol o
FAo|th, 2 AT e o2 AY& & 5 o
= A (Renncker and Godwin, 2003), Al o
OAu HES A 358 5 e A 5ol 58
g 57 oth(Yoo, 2010). B #AIE AFdhes AH]
zehe A ARbeEok gt} webA AR A7
A o] gAFEe] dgelv B9 JFs o9 TR
& F 97} dth(Haines and Mann, 2011).

o] &Al5o] W AR A ke FY ARYE
e} o] 4 o f-of whe} 24z o Z9E A
W}F/W ERIe| €Jg G &S W (In-Group)

(Out-Group) &2 T-¥3ke] 12813k g
ALJ:]E JcJ>_7]_ oh;].
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_B:

Lp

(R = A U A s
_@—YLM

A

=
=

2.2 THIQ SNS AEHA: DPXT|E AERA DE
P, e

3}
R PR 941-';4 3‘5}7331 &L(Smmuh)

1409



agln

oA A ke

o] 27} (Stressor Perception),
A4 AJEE TEHE
(Response or outcome)d ©AE dhtel 34

3}, )
~EY

ol
Egx

(Transaction) &2 43524 (Interactlon)«} #+
AollA sl E dart dvku Wopth o] YL
A A%, AFUE T therst ek dAE=

2EY2E ©d] e gew o] B
ot 2Eg[ 29 QAAAE ZEA2E o] T 5 Sl
Al stedl &olstnz 4G Fole 2HAT
o} BYBHES FoplA FF 28 AT Ragu-
Nathan et al., 2008; Barley et al., 2011).
2= AFAME McGrath(1976)¢] 2474k 2
(Transaction Based Model) < EHY SNS ~E
d 22 oldlste Fag o84 ZHYar &
staizt shef, Bde] A gof| glo] Butd SNS 2E
Y29 d4A golo= 7|&o]&A EAI} o4
oA o] AL A 8l FAld et} gt
g E AFoAe 2Hkd SNS 2E# 29 /i
A olal s e, FEY FHYI #AA Y ool
THkd SNS o gHgto e 2EH 2 st
AFenA Bk lde] Ee PuAL ol gAY
AAA AR Q] A MAS Hlold HrA
314 (Transaction of Information Processing)

of 7HEFE FoA7t £ H el WeEert

2= 0]

= 74 2gdRy glof i (Ebling et al.,
2002). 53] #A7IE FHAAEQ SNSo|M =
ot ARl A, & a7 Qg ety

r

£ 93¢ 19 2% (Communicative Overload)
o] 93 QA= #83lA A} Rennecker and
Godvvl (2003)& JAXHE v4lA &87 #dd
Aty & A7l Wy fale HR &
24 (Informatlon Complexity) 2t &4 &34
(Relational Complexity)'e] 71d@-& AAIZ v} Q)

T
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TR st FE AT} 9
7E7F e A e v S SUMA FER 7
7] At Toll G vAA "rhs Ao|t}.

2ald vAlA S B 23 ekl SNS Al E )
2l % HEo ALY A g Hasln
At} weEbA HEA2ES o] &atual st el
gz} th2A AUAA T A7 HH o3

/\E_g/]

HA,

‘] ok
1w o

offt o\

%) 139l 971 Chan et al., 2002), 3}
%3k A7) =Z(Self-Disclosure) o] dolui=(Acquisti

and Gross, 2006) &9 F2-& do] dojur]
At wets FEAe FgAA ol &At AHE
T U A8 53] olyg AuH|2u AlaElY o
& B717F ALY BAloly =e2A 2AEdE
T, €8 9 B JI¥F= A Agoe %
ot T FRE s =2 ¥l slthe Aotk
(Gebauer et al., 2010).

2 AFdME g5 &7 (Environment) S 25
B 2Eg 29 g aglo] 7iQle ~EHA A7t §
el dEE wAaL, of2igh FFo] ojudt PFA/
A4 kg 13 = A9 & Bukd SNS
of Wt A AAletaal g, AlFAo R oA A
P o2 =oE EYR A EAORE 7
& 01%75' W 2k(Technology-Use Context)® Al
3] 34 Wk (Social Influence Context)< 1L
Zet, Zuld SNS 2Ef A QA EE 3 H)
(Information Overload)Z #AF9(Relation
Burden)®] A|Zt84E A oldgt 2EH 29

ulLo
= 1.

2 7+S E3 mulel NS 4ol E7]7} oje
AsEE AE Agana ao. mes B A

ME 7129 FA7)u 2Eg 2~ o] Zo] muld SNS
o Ag5E S 5o, 2EH 2 o2 AF 8
—}J:7}‘ ?i'ﬂﬁ'e’]u— l J—LO] Z_]_'Eq 33_’74]—5 Z]F— 2 O]E}—
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ZHtY SNS 0329 7|& - AB|H & 2¢0lo] 2E2A ¢IX|9t SNS 02 Aslof o= Fe&: FI7I2E AMH|A 0|BAE SHLE

. L2 Sa} o477 28 (Social Interaction)?] %2 Z717) wz=A
22 JH9 259 7leAS BASE AL old S
=5A T

A A4y 2 AMe (ad DI} 2 olo} H|=3 oA #A S He(Relation
Burden)& 5343t A A4 o) RIS v

3.1 2HIY SNS AEZA X[Zto| ZHI SNS

o|2xfatol| ojxl= S

E A A8 o] 713 o= (Engagement)”}
7V HiA 22 WA He 84S w9t
th(Ragu-Nathan et al., 2008). o|= @AY &

]

FH 3¢ (Information Overload) & AH&A} 4 (Relational Complexity) Ev A% 39
7t BAY e 5 oo E JHY o] 37} (Communicative Overload)? 4% AAZA 3|
ato] oAt e A2 sele AHE et AE 4 dth(Rennecker and Godwin, 2003).
(Rogers and Agarwala-Rogers, 1975). A8]8  Brodt et al.(2002)= 438 d+& 53l FE &
o} FEAE FhAME FEO A=t FE7E A BRI A S0l ALl des HAES
(Information Overflow) ZA| Ko Z-g Woj v} 9)

w99l drkn 7399

7494

o

o

EL

Stoq

P

(Jones et al., tul
2004 Brodt et al., 2002). w&A ALEZA 4= g8 58S 1A Ea A

A A8 Hu
Ao

ARl AN Sels
EELEE PEE

F

Tech. Use Environment

HIHY
(Ubiquity)

SO
(Polychronicity)

=
7]

AeA 1 H1o
(External Influence) |

BHEY | H11
(Interpersonal Influence) i

H9
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| Stressor ———  Strain

Mobile SNS Stressor

TR
(Relation Burden)

| T 5
/ \_(Information Overload) /\
| [+
: i oI2 Mot
i H1 | (Reluctant to Use)
; | W2

Qg 1) d7=2Y

1411



27 HYE - 2ME
= 37 /‘] 2HE OAtaE AA S B v
£ 9de] lth(Bawden and Robinson 2000).
T J RO A2 go] FoE 2N AREAF 7H
FL ZI 7= Al 2L dgto] EaAolu B
o] BFAE AL FoEN &5 A E A
2 $27F 3lth(Rennecke and Godwin 2003:

Ragu-Nathan et al 2008; Klein et al 2008).
upeha] B Ao M= vt 22 7Hd S A7) g

H1: =uld SNS o] &ox AR that A
712 SNS A= A7l 4 (+)9] 4
2 mZIt

Rennecke and Godwin(2003)& Ar&2F &
7o gk 2 ZH(Presence Awareness)©] ¢
U E A tf 79 AgAE0] o o4
By o] dolds wrAl Eva Bk &
419 YX} wie} PHI} FEo R
ol M ol Aol
% 5A 4(Optimal Control)
AZE FEEY, BE &5 Aol Ak + A
THBrodt et al., 2002). o= /\}ﬁx}ﬂ Apzle] ¢
At de A oo HH7F =2 (Disclosure)
AT =7 AG AR o] Hawta itk 7]
& A 22 dgdolth(Bates 1964). Malthotra
et al.(2004)= 2211 F3te] 8 Akg]e] e
HhEska Qlvka A At AR g oo ) 7t
Ao gt A% (Privacy Concern)e] $18 A2
(Risk Belief)& g0Vl vt A sk5lct. w
A A"l AbEste A B AA dF o
(Behavioral Intention)7} A ats™, AJ2&l 24|
o] AzE7t Wolxle @Xe] s Hrh(Kim
and Kim, 2002).

2 iy

ol

|
FEHE A
FEIY, E Ele A
oVyos Bid

1412

£ A (Reluctant to Use) = Al #3} o] &
1832 oz N84
FTEATE TF L&At (Hazlett,
2003; Klein, Moon and Picard, 2002) Ragu-
Nathan(2008)2 E-maile]\ &g E E3 &
g2H e H 24 vAAZE HeskA =Y 459
go] sofuA Ha, A er 27 =9

Y =Y

A8 old 89l

=]
X
o

=R
e ofm

kﬂ

ommunication Commitment)
Ageitta Bokr, wheba] AR
A= o] 12]2 H]&(Psychological Cost and
Cognitive Effort)e] B8t gF o2 folgo|1 2}
A9 ARES wikITtaL o2 93] th(Ayyagari
et al., 2011). AT o doly £
o] YA B= /‘}ﬂﬂ FZBA wEH ATt A7
gt AR A 2HA ArUACl S 396t A
A28 AR A ol e B Aol

=
=

o)
H

o

O qf

=2

A

ogt

> T

s
Q
Jn

=

=

(C
=
s

ut

O

53] £l

H2: 2Hkd SNS o] A @A Fgel| tigh A2+
SNS o] &A 3l g (+)2] Fs

F3 JHo] 7o) (Information Overload) GA]
AHEAES Al 2"l o] & F71o] Al g4 ' &
£ & Aok HEY B4 TAE & dTES
A7te] FE A FYo] Al Us= T4t
ATH(Brodt et al 2002; Dabbish and Kraut

2003). 53] FHAI~®] AHEAR] 9] (Attention
and Focus) 8= mi-5 g-g% A (Scarce Source)
ol7] wjzol], A= Hu 7 ol A
}\Tr‘ u3st= 74 o]]/ﬂ Xlo:] IR s}a—/\] ] 9
27 A4 27F Jrh(Edmunds and Morris
2000). & 5S4 ol tf-got= A4 7HeEIA
713 H]4(Opportunity Cost)°] S7FsHAl =W
AFEAE 2 g 25 w2 Ydo] itk (Barley et

O 37 -
Tt
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ZHtY SNS 0329 7|& - AB|H & 2¢0lo] 2E2A ¢IX|9t SNS 02 Aslof o= Fe&: FI7I2E AMH|A 0|BAE SHLE

al 2011). w&hAd ARle] A3 2lge] SEY
Ae AL A AU, A $HAEAE MER
A FoHE o]5L AAAHA Al2H o] &S T
1A 2 4 UtH(Rennecke and Godwin 2003).
A oS3 2 7S A A g

H3: 2ok SNS o4 Al Jrzeo] that 27k
SNS ol Azt A (+)¢] G v,

3.2 =HIYA SNS9| 7|20|8 &4 £4o| 2E A

X2fofl ojxle g

HAA (Ubiquity)olet A, oftlxut A7t}
a0l Aok glol dadk A A HEste] A
Azt 2 BEE AFTAY A7y elAdo] 7hset
=g 9v|dth(Calabrese et al., 2007). Yoo
(2010)= =rtd $HAolA HE| FiFo] Frte}
= A A Adag - dolga AFsHA 2
g BE §749 dge JHHE F2(Global
Information Structure)’} A&@¥ 3 Ucta A
Attt & Bupdd w2 o e o] FA St
AE(Mobile Client), A& 7|Fez g 97
¥ tjoH(Location Based Wiki) 94 &2tz A7t
o] weto] Fojukx] ¥ HHE R FE5I
T e A9AE 23 t(Sohn et al., 2005;
Calabrese et al., 2007). W& HALL HE
HP7 BHe Aol dvka stk (Dourish,
2004).

SRR EEERE

il

A o] 8AEL Al o] o gt
7 ol o2 Bakek AR AR A4 (Social Identity)
3} tpFdl 93 (Social Role)S L79x ot
(Prensky, 2001: Vodanovich et al., 2010).
uer] o] EalES Eutd-AA A HH #

AASIT H41A Mz 20124 128

2] (Information Management)9} 74 &z
(Relational Management) E5ol <1#]Z <] &
(Cognitive Effort)e ol Folof & Alojt},
Y00(2010)9} Bassoli et al.(2006)& Zxtd 71
8 ~E (Mobile Context)ol4] °] 45L& AT
(Togetherness) ¥ "Z& 9l (Solitude)” Akolell
Bt 7174S 4 ota Aolof dthn FARI
59 AE g3 #A 7A9 FEe] 54 9
TE HYor e Agode o| g ko] Ho
WA 1o webs Ao R 2l &
H< AR B3 A S 438

S
‘O,
)
=
ofit
Lo
ox
e

H4: 2rld SNS o] &el|A ] HAA (Ubiguity)
& Au A7 B(+)9) 9L v
H5: =atel SNS o] &4l WA (Ubiquity)
& BARY Aol A (+)9] FFL vl

E3A17H4 (Polychronicity) & §Lg Azt
oy #9 ke e e A T Turner
et al., 2006). < E014 =utd WA S
£ FHIAH 2 S M= HE 2T

Foo B4 Ee B Wit 2
(Lee and Benbasat, 2004). &

o] &4 (Mobility)e] 7M€l whe} ¢ <} A7
Hol WMsyh w3, v|EYAe A4

A &Aoo 2 WslslA SHA FH f

A& B tste shHA Al A3,
2e o)9le] &Fo] sbEaiAe Ao
91214 7]% (Cognitive Function)e @A &
TR SHAE A A AFEL o] 8At B4
Z2AE HF37] o YA = AW ofye} 4
o7} glo] M2 FHRES gAlsith AIZES &fu]s)

¢
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73 gko H”gﬁ tha EtH(Rubinstein et al.,
E%L AIZVYE T4 €] on A (Brain
5’.—%}5}/\]71 TE9 JrrEH ol
I:Eaﬂ 5]‘— 734,].,4
zHeg O‘D} Just et al., 2001). Rennecker
and Godwin(2003)2 A2HE HAA 9 534
A3 #AS F3e]l HAQ ARBAE Zn
gttn FRer = ek wabd] 2o W
(Interruption) =& AT 4 gle 4 Aw
Aol Aol ofsf #AS] £J7} sf 52 7ol 3

rr
i

O:

(s}

H6: 282 SNS o] &dl|A 9]

HEI Az H(+

EEAZHE (Poly-

Chronicity) & +)9|

Jake m| At}
2Htd SNS o] &ellA1e] B3I (Poly-
BAFE Azl A (+)9

HT:

Chronicity) &
gk mZt}.

@A (Simplicity) 2 ©esta golg 7]
B3l ol &t Al Hole HYS Zd%"?}
R
3 (Aesthetic Simplicity)2-
(Choi and Lee, 2012) ¢H T2 SIAlolE,
Eff|o] o] A EH(Clarity), 24 (
7+ Balance) ©]9]o= ¥.2] H3d(Information
Complexity) 3 ZoAQ F52H-8-9] ol4 53 2
A AR50} 9tk (Maeda, 2006: Moshagen and
Thielsch, 2010). wep T2 o] $ake] 54

7+A% (Conciseness) &

Homogeneity),

I A 2Ele] AeEEAE BAl FEAITIE 4%
Tre AR ZA3}(Organizing Information) 2
2 Zo|d 4 JH(Gebauer and Shaw, 2010).

53 mHlg WAAE °

g S/ H(Kim et al.,

=9 gejz 77 el
2009). wbA Gt

1414

53l o] &Rt A Ao Hels A
ATHChol and Lee, 2012). &
2(Design Science)2 & ®H
2 FRE O]%x}': ] 3

>

oo

o W
rr

E 1;_,:

ROrE O oag
S
2
=

4 S

1_.

e oo
ol
e
Ir
=
=
opp
S
ol
i)
)
2
X
ME
EI
o]
=
)
g
o>
AC)

O
o T
o

] A sk Eﬂ°ﬂ &51 9 ?—l~
ot (Maeda, 2006). Jones et al.(2004)<] 4+
o oJstd o] &A= Tt AU Al
3 B FETFe St we
ol it 11
oA o] &7t Addhe BAAE
A mdo g 88 U=
=t (Choi and Lee, 2012).
HE vAA AMu| 29 geid S o] 82
Tt M3 @A dPew e wle

=& Zod.

ol 2
re

ff
-

H8: Tulel SNS o] £oAlg] —"E"J(Slmphmty)

H9: ®rpd

3.3 ZH! SNS 0}29]
xztol] olxls =3

A3 A 9338k (social influence)S A2 (Trust),
334 (Reciprocity) 59 249 A 9, F

#HA 54, 2 59 BHEA HCI9H IS A7

A gl =950 Ytk (Gefen et al., 2003;

Mcknight et al., 2003). wghA] o] /jd&

A Ao Yaet Agoler|Btte 7]EY] A

314 78 e Il =2 —o‘°ﬂ Y2sl A e
A



zeted SNS 0|89 7|= - A2l &3

2 dHEH(Lu et al., 2005: Venkatesh and
Daivs, 2007). w2tA AH3]4 F3e 54 @S A
gele2 AsteE 7R B & Il Keaveney
and Parthasarathy(2001)< g ®e] < w2}
A s R dva Bged, #A
olgt 21314 4 (Interpersonal Influence)¥ ¢
Kol ofgt A}3] 4 o 2F(External Influence)©] 1
Ao]th(Kim and Han, 2009).

ojluf #A | o3 A3 A FEF(Interpersonal
Influence) & &4 HES A FALE] ERI
o] Pl dFS A= FERE HJ¥H(Rice,
1990). 54 aFolud #AE TRt 354
WellA= Bl Blsgh WA 0% A5aes 27
st 23} o] Yehdtt (Hanies and Mann,
2011). 5% gl #AAE @4 ke FEA
Well Al o] oAt ESl Aol ol A v 5
s} @ AHolthH(Yoo and Alavi, 2001). §3] &
v SNS9F 2 CMCE#A A E Hgs B &
AE FHAY drtaGsle o EE stog Y
st A Z2HA UJE‘C ol T F
(Postmes et al., 1998). wehr FH&gh g o
Qg o] &ate] 2EH 27} TheEE A AFSIA 1
S A 2 A7E 9w 4 9tk (Dabbish and
Kraut, 2003). ©]& F &7} 334d S4A A3
A W% (Social Density)7} Z7Fele o 93]
Holxl R4Eo2% oglE 4 Uth(Rennecker
and Godwin, 2003). webr FHe] T, o] %
5ol ot ARSlA ke A4 A A
WA = S771A 2 Aol

ok SNS o] oA A <] gt A18] 4
gare FARG Ao H(+)9] F3k
o

2lo] 2E2|A 2Ix|2t SNS 0|82

Mstoll ojRl= S FPIRE Mu|A O|BXE SHeE

Sh 9o o3} X314 J&H(External Influence)
STV, A% 2 QEla} 22 wiA], AL A 34
o7 g F4E 247 2 4 drh(Venkatesh
and Brown, 2000). CMC #74dA+= Ut
(In-Group)lA el 1:1 AwxYAlAd #rt ohe}
(Lee and Nass, 2002) 89 (Out-Group) A<
A& oA s B i ZF Ee Fae] 714
7} Yebdth(Pinsonneault and Heppel, 1997).
53] JF HE= 54 AF/ A 2 dig A#A
Ql F7tE FHtate 73?—*0] AtH(Hoch and Ha,
1986). wetd gt Fa 71ES 7o Ed

£ webA AMH|AE o] § ’3}% o5& 9 ot
*M A Qo Qe Butd vEYA S B3 B

7 olgtka =2 Aol
H11: wujel SNS ol &d4, 23] o3 Al

A Qg wARH AZd H(+)9 9
%m0,

Wolel 247 Helsh 24 Ea

o
n
19
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<l

CEE =4449 9 3453 AT

e

A ST Ak AR} o] Ak glo] Bagd Adel 54 Al
Ubiquity | 2ARISE ABE AFWAR ARUACIHe) A5% 3=

UBIL | AAEA of& 715 ( 2%"1"0)
(UBD) UBI2 | o] Fd= o] & 7t
UBI3 | ©ddlXy o] & 7%
Poly shtel A S ke =30 93 42 HAY bE dgE s He A Rennecker
chronicity | POLY1 | H3E3E tHA FAld 775 o & &
POLY2 | uigh(ezelQl) & Wi Ao Bl 7752 o & Godwin
(POLY) POLY3 | mHlel2 QlHYIS o] &3l E3o® F710ES o] & (2003)
ez 7E, £4 59 12T ALE go|4
Simplicity  Fonypy | zgo] 21¢ @ Choi&Lee
(SIMP) SIMP2 | B34 g 1= (2012)
SIMP3 | bdet z2toz Juiwe 3l 7he
AT, A9l 5 7 Al ks ol ARl e RWEAY
Interpersonal T wes = A Matieson
Influence 1N [ o) )@ gl =80l 517] o] ol S99,
1m an
= = 23] = &
(IND II\H2 T% }\}_U E_’o] }\]'0 ]'7] [LHuoﬂ O] o (2009)
INI3 | A3 AFEo| o]&3}7] Wi o] &
A o AME A oY mTlo], A 5& FastAY
External 1 71FS we = A Venkatesh & Brown
Influence | px11 [ ARf o2 Apo S Argdot & A 28 (2000,
- Kim&Han
el Aol AAA =
(EXI) EXIZ 7}'7}'()50; Oﬂ O}‘ O] s Z%E 0474%] ‘ﬂ (2009)
EXI3 | A&, W, dedlE B 7Ple o A%ste Aol Al
o] A7} BAIE & e FF oo E PR o] Tl
Information | ojalAze] AS slebal7) = 2dH)
Overload | 1Npo1 [ 59l watel diate(329)9l 27t O ettty
(npo) | INFOZ [ 1A de o8 we age dr agE 47 1950
INFO3 | ¥3Agd A4 £ A== B2 JH gl d=
Relation A drot Ho] wolx Fdoz st A
Burden REL1 | 99X ¥+ Azt digld 32 =74 Ragu-Nathan et al.
REL2 | A HAFAE 3] 93 &+ dgs = & (2008)
(REL) REL3 | #3238 Qu@As} 949t =7
Reluctant | =HHE SNS o] $ =7t dA3] #AastAY o8 A E 727 H= A
to Use RELUC1 | 7259 o]&o] AAAY 4™ Klein et al.
RELUCZ | 7he=e] ol go] s dAzahers 47 (2002)
(RELUC)  [RELUC3 | 7V10& A28 ASAes o8 44 &8
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ZHtY SNS 0139 7|& - AB|A & 2elo] 2E2A 2IX|2t SNS 032z

4,
AA PAE T4 HEE 7Nte g F 870

N W9 A (Reflective Measure) A EE3dS =&
Sttt dhH B AT AL Al oA A

H| 291 717} e 5 (KAKAOTalk) & ?ﬂzﬁ garg) o
g3t e 20~30U¢] EHE‘“g 129 o
AP ZAM(pilot test) & Fr38tA L 1316_1 2+
= B3 ATEdd de AAE A Vé% ot

APaA WG & sl e = stgitt

).
4e &l el 74 Cas
10~40t9 7 E Mu)~ o] gAE YA oR,
37(20124d 59 10€~319)9 7zt &<t 7Hte.
5 o]& ARYH 4XS R AR IAE B

Aol olgs ez 2l Aujols} wutd A

_%

o=
T

i

=
=
AF=HY e, ofF

Mstoll ojRl= S FPIRE Mu|A O|BXE SHeE

SEA WA dead
A9l (Common Method Variance Bias, ©]3}
CMB)7F vehd #18e] dotar Etth(Cooper et
, 2001). webA ojge FAE =0|7] $sto]
:L_E*}:’”ﬂ S5 E (Podsakoff et al., 2003)]
AAGE AT ZAL YA, Asehe] Aabd 229
AFE SAA e dFE ALeigith 4 HA)
A 222 AR A ARE SR A 2 gl
2 0 4] JPEE AAAI7] &

=

¢
p

tlo

5}

N
oo o
ook

o

mE‘ ML
e wx op oM KU

FEG A e A ES AT o
AEzAL A A Ade 9 2o $5
71 Q& & Al Al e-mails 53
A (notification) ¢ &7, 717195 ¥4} 23]

(]

i

>~
-

(reminder)& B3 A& & Seisigion,
ol SHe BE ofdA 2,0009 4] =u}
ZIZE|E QAE ERE AFotitt. riA o R A
ZAF o] 3 CMBY| &4 oA 52 91s7] fAs &7
A W9l Harman's single factor ¥4 AA]3}
of, &4 89lo] &8 7FE 25%E st AE
sl tHAyyagari, 2011). #4437 Fdxd
Helol A= EAHA Be AoE et

Ao &8H S| 542 WA dArt 128

A4%), A T49(36.6%) <] ¥lg< A
ke 7k, SEAke] d8-E 20~30u7t 1761
(87.2%) 2.2 dttAtt. & { 7}7} Q& AH| 29
G837 A SHAEY SACRE $HAY %
70%7} dd Mul2~E 6714 01% ol g3 & Ao
2 89AY 60%7F 100999 o)de] I35 B
I e Ao o5 &F H YAR 5~50

lmr
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Py —|
V. ASHE
5.1 YT

fBA

WA Al

= H O
ole] FYES

(varimax)< 243 244 QAEN(EFA) S A
A8 #3359 QAR A (factor loading) &t 153
(eigenvalue), W& (variance) < &elslitt. EFA

AFA F 8o 8]lo] FEHSeH F2d
|

AEL AFAE BT 201302 A7+l 1.00 l
& BT Adete o2 eyt =3 -t"r@uoﬂ
Mg AREGES 8A-AAI BT 0.6 o
R AR~ WAHA F& 7}%31, %izﬂ T
AH(total variance)®] oF 7T7%¢°l al@sh= AHe
= 7K 202 Yesth oA 14 agliA

—

CFA)S A&, 23 23 (measurement model)

(& 2) SEe| 54

(N=202%) (%) (N=2024) (%)

I 34 128(63.4%) o 1~37) |t 32(15.8%)
E 4 74(36.6%) & 3~671gn gt 31(15.3%)
100 8(4.0%) 7] 6~ 1du] g 67(33.2%)

% 200 111(55.0%) 2 1do]4 72(35.6%)
e 30t) 65(32.2%) 9 570w 43(21.3%)
401 18(8.9%) 3 5~2071n] g 58(28.7%)

3y 107(53.0%) 7 20~ 5074w 2 61(30.2%)

Y A 65(32.2%) E 50~8071w] 23(11.4%)
o 54 17(8.4%) © 807117 17(8.4%)
h RETS 8(4.0%) o 5u|ar 45(22.3%)
71 5(2.5%) 3 5~207n] g 57(28.2%)

1 Zo]3} 16(7.9%) 7 20~5071m] 50(24.8%)

3} oh et e 75(37.1%) T 50~807w 25(12.4%)
e P 69(34.2%) Al 807104 25(12.4%)
EETEERERN 42(20.8%) = 309 30(14.9%)

9 9919 0] 3} 96(47.5%) = 30~60% T 28(13.9%)
3 100~199%+4) 23(11.4%) 2 60~100% 1|2 26(12.9%)
fi 200~2994+¢) 33(16.3%) T 100~ 150w 2 41(20.3%)
2 300~3994+¢) 25(12.4%) T 1507 0] 77(38.1%)
2 400~499%+9] 17(8.4%) =449 d 165(81.7%)
= 5009kl 0] 8(4.0%) oh] e 37(18.3%)
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ZHtY SNS 0329 7|& - AB|H & 2¢0lo] 2E2A ¢IX|9t SNS 02 Aslof o= Fe&: FI7I2E AMH|A 0|BAE SHLE

o Ae A5 B TEREHYEE ColF 2 diAR ZIEAQ 0.6V TSk de A
FHEYES AEe, WEEREES AHE HSet o0& YEkh
At ¢+, SHTE ] FREGES A5 a8y 71EA] (FBAS 0.6018h & wHESEA] Zat
el el QB A A3 (F 3)elxek = F 7R 3ol TS ad HelE WHEY
Zol GFI A 7F &4zt vt & A =] T #olg I8 F7t2 Agrd A3 (constraint
2yl Fe AZJEAFI BT 7E Fohe test) & Aol en], O A3 (R 6)clx 9 2ol
Ao R Yeht A2t e 34 TEE B AT A" SHEY Aloldle HEERA 0l
e FErt gle AR lEdY EAdhe Ao HFHoR AT, AIA e

A, SARYY FHEdES A1E A, 2B AP AEE Y AR, FAET
= =50 B3l 29 #h(standardized factor T, FEEEE, dHElEE THH R AFEg
loading)o]l EF 7129 0.70145 wEstn 9 BE=rE dRd 4 de Ao Yyt
1, A5 FALAFEAF(AVE) #E BT
71FAQ 0.501 30|19l om, A8uts g3t g & 5.2 T BB
5 HIIFE(CR)= BF 71FA% 0.701%
o= yeht 2959 FHEHBES ol A o 2 AFolA EBAE HF FE2EY (structural
A2 & ot FHEEE 2 AHE S AT mode)d AFE AFE AR HEAHE FFL
Ate (G Do 2o 2 AREden (& 3) #2), olF & He

AR, SRS AR RS AT & (& ASote U vt gle AR YEiut (B D
5k ol AVES] Al o] I 53 3 (2" 2) 7RIS 53 A7 s A5
T59 A AHHA AR 2 ke AdAs BAZAIen

(% 3) 28 Mg
Index Measurement Model Structural Model Recommended Value

X 286.18 292.25 -

DF 224 231 -

Normed x* 1.28 1.27 ( 3.0 (Gefen et al., 2000)

RMSEA 0.037 0.036 ¢ 0.08 (Hair et al., 1998)

RMR 0.11 0.12 ( 0.5 (Gefen et al., 1998)

CFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90 (Hair et al., 1998)

GF1 0.89 0.89 > 0.90 (Hair et al., 1998)

AGFI 0.86 0.86 > 0.80 (Hair et al., 1998)

NFI 0.94 0.94 > 0.90 (Hair et al., 1998)

NNFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90 (Hair et al., 1998)
BASAT M43 Mz 20124 12¥ 1419



(& 4) $HEIT(Convergent Validity) 221}

Variable Item | Std. t-value AVE CR a
oading

RELUCT 0.89 =

| RELUC2 0.92** 18.42 0.765 0.907 0.904
RELUC3 0.81** 14.82
INIT 0.83 -

2 INI2 0.80%* 11.31 0.597 0.815 0.809
INI3 0.68" 9.63
INFO1 0.82 -

3 INFO2 0.91%* 13.31 0.650 0.846 0.838
INFO3 0.67"* 9.91
POLY1 0.77 -

4 POLY?2 0.63"* 8.04 0.522 0.765 0.759
POLY3 0.76"* 9.47
RELL 0.74 -

5 REL2 0.81*" 10.62 0.625 0.833 0.834
REL3 0.82%* 10.73
SIMP1 0.74 -

6 SIMP2 0.82** 9.76 0.556 0.789 0.779
SIMP3 0.67** 8.56
EXI1 0.65 -

7 EXI2 0.89"* 10.44 0.699 0.872 0.853
EXI3 0.94* 10.50
UBIL 0.74 -

8 UBI2 0.95* 12.24 0.702 0.875 0.870
UBI3 0.81%* 11.67

Note. The first item loading in each latent variable is fixed at 1.00 and does not have a t-value.
**p (.05

(% b) FRfolo| bt A 7|eSH=

Variables M (8D) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 RELUC | 4.72 (1.46) 0.87

2 REL 5.12 (1.33) 0.64™ 0.79

3 INFO 4.66 (1.40) 0.58** 0.46"* 0.81

4 UBI 4.93 (1.47) 0.32**  0.22"* 0.33** 0.84

5 SIMP 5.45 (0.90) 0.04** 0.02** 0.16* 0.12** 0.75

6 POLY 4.22 (1.56) 0.46** 0.52** 057" 0.30*" 0.22"* 0.72

7 INI 4.87 (1.11) 0.29** 0.39"* 0.25** 0.22** 0.63*" 0.54** 0.77

8 EXI 5.30 (1.11) 0.25** 0.33** 0.35** 0.24** 0.38"" 0.39** 0.37"* 0.84

Note. 1 Reluctant to Use, 2 Relation Burden, 3 Information Overload, 4 Ubiquity, 5 Simplicity,
6 Polychronicity, 7 Interpersonal Influence, 8 External Influence (Bold number shows the
square roots of AVE for that construct, **p ¢ .05)
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ZHIY SNS 0[82| 7|& - AN ##Ze0lo] AEA oIX|2t SNS 0|82 Aslof n|xl& FE:

(Z 6) EHHEIZE=(Discriminant Validity) Z4&Z1}

FIPIRE MB|A O|BAE SH2Z

. Based Constrained X2 Test
Pair P 3 P :
X~ (DF) X" (DF) Ax® (ADF) sig.(p)
REL-RELUC 5.60 (8) 141.05 (9) 135.45*** (1) 0.000
INI-SIMP 9.85 (8) 118.47 (9) 108.62** (1) 0.000
***p(.001
(2 7) o771d #3540t
Hypothesis Path Path coefficient t-value S.E. Result
H1 INFO — REL 0.25** 2.61 0.095 retain
H2 REL — RELUC 0.47*** 5.97 0.080 retain
H3 INFO — RELUC 0.36*** 4.49 0.073 retain
H4 UBI — INFO 0.19* 2.55 0.073 retain
H5 UBI — REL 0.051 0.68 0.074 reject
H6 POLY — INFO 0.51*** 5.97 0.086 retain
H7 POLY — REL 0.18 1.45 0.12 reject
H8 SIMP — INFO 0.012 0.17 0.075 reject
H9 SIMP — REL -0.40*** -3.31 0.12 retain
H10 EXT — REL 0.16* 1.97 0.083 retain
H11 INI — REL 0.43** 3.18 0.13 retain
*p .05 *p (.01, " p(.001
0.19*
R2=0.36
Polychronicity
ns Overload
0.36%+*
-0.40%** 0.25%*
0.47%** R2=0.52
Relation
Influence
R?=0.43
Influence
*p (.05, ** (.01, *** ( .001, ns: not significant at the 0.05 level
(d8 2) =2y EMAn
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olgf TR AyE Fuie) BARH, of
£3|9o el 27t 36%, 43%, 52%< AHEE

e Aoz $ARg.

7VadE AdE sty ted 2u. A, #
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Why people feel stressful in using mobile social network:;

from socio-technical perspective based on
KAKAOTalk user survey data.

Kyu Tae Kwak® - Youngjoon Cheon™” - Shin Ho Oh*** - Su Gun Choi****
Inseong Lee™ ™ ** - Jinwoo Kim******

Abstract

This investigation examined why users are resistant to the interaction in Mobile social networking
environment. For the specified study on Mobile social network service(Mobile SNS), this study
analyzed and suggested the antecedents of decreasing in usage of mobile SNS.

Existing research were limited in the exploratory approach to direct relationship between
materiality of IT system and user’s feeling stress. In addition, most past studies were focused
on the technostress in work environment, mainly related with distraction when users face multi-
tasking. To overcome weakness of naive approach, extending construct of stress in organization
to general circumstance, we concerned some antecedents in terms of technology and society,
Technology Use factor and Social Influence factor. This trial was helpful for searching
explanatory variable of information overload and relation-burden that user experience in the
ubiquitous space. Transaction based stress model(TBS), theoretical foundation in social psychology
were suggested as holistic frame to analyze problem of technological use. In contrast to only
stimuli based approach and response based analysis, TBS is specified and contextualized to
interactive communication environment. It is expected to find user’s conduct and tendency in

real complex world. Furthermore, relational attribute of the stress, relation burden were also
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concerned with main variable, for the expression of user's resistance to networked society.
Information overload, often discussed as the key feature of opened online community, were
suggested as the main component of stress and core to decrease of task performance of user.

For the sake of empirical support to this model, We surveyed 202 users who have the experience
of using 'KAKAOTalk” in their daily life. Since the KAKAOTalk is so familiar to most of phone-
user and dominant paradigm of ubiquitous society in Korea, it is inferred as representative
exemplar of mobile social networking platform. Lisrel 8.54 and SPSS 18.0 was used as
analytical tools, and the research hypothesis was tested after verifying the reliability and
validity through the analysis of the structural equation modeling.

As a result, Ubiquity, Poly-chronicity and Simplicity were dominant reason to information
overload in mobile communication. However, relation burden were only supported by two factors
of social influence and simplicity, we inferred simple feature of interface and information
structure is effective and dominant for the designing mobile social service. Furthermore,
information overload and relation-burden were operated as the main factor to reluctant to use
when users face with social interface. Results of this study illuminate some micro-structure in
stress when user adopt Mobile SNS and expand established framework of stress research. It is
expected for this work to re-conceptualize the context of social and technological based stress
initiated in information systems research.

On the other hand, when targeting the range of Mobile SNS only single services were considered,
and considering entire KAKAOTalk users as the range, the number of sample is relatively
small. Also there is limitation of not being able to consider individuals’ mechanism for coping
with stress. Nevertheless, this study has the following theoretical significances. First, this
research attempts to review the concept of stress in the context of dyfunctional usage of SNS,
and also provided the basis for the theorization of Mobile SNS stress. Existing studies on SNS
have intermittently discussed on the relationship between the negative perception of SNS
usage and its actual use, but have also been understudied in social scientific conceptualization
of the actual social stress, mobile stress, and SNS stress. Since there have been cases that did
not specifically distinguish stress influence factors and stress response factors, the concept of
SNS stress that is proposed in this study will be able to provide new perspective and direction
to follow-up studies. Second, previous studies on information system and stress were small in
its number, and most of those studies had its basis on a fixed, closed, business-oriented media
such as ERP and e-mail, that the studies had been locked within the context of the business

organization or company. However, this study is carried out on the basis of day-to-day type,
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portable and open media’s characteristics that can be used by anyone. Therefore, this study is
an important progress in the stress theory that reflects the end-users’ mind model, and has

theoretical significance of extending the framework of the social science-based stress research.

Key words: Social Network Stress, Mobile SNS Stress, SNS Stress, Social Stress, Mobile
Stress, KAKAOTalk
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