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(TABLE 1) SCALE ITEMS AND RELIABILITIES

Constructs Scale items Cronbach alpha Constructs Scale items Cr;zt})lzch
NF1 Cul
Network Factor NF2 .809 Continued Usage CUI2 851
NF3 Intention CUI3 '
BI1 CUl4
Brand Identification BI2 .868 Brand Switching SI1 701
BI3 intention SI2 )
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(TABLE 2) FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR VALIDITY TEST

Factors
1 2 3 4

Brand Identificationl .803 227 241 .082
Brand Identification2 .838 125 272 171
Brand Identification3 817 .146 273 187
Network Factorl 177 .833 222 .023
Network Factor2 .099 .884 113 .043
Network Factor3 144 .745 .067 .153
Continued Usage Intentionl 371 012 734 .288
Continued Usage Intention2 305 197 755 .233
Continued Usage Intention3 .213 .248 798 .050
Brand Switching Intentionl 178 .245 135 .807
Brand Switching Intention2 140 -.030 .210 .859
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(TABLE 3) HYPOTHESIS TESTING RESULTS

Hypothesis Estimate S.E. J2) Results

H1 Network Factor — Rate of Use .253 .045 .000 Accepted
H2  Network Factor — Variety of Use -.129 .069 .062 Rejected
H3  Network Factor —

— Continued Usage Intention 098 027 000 Accepted
H4  Brand Identification — Rate of Use 349 .056 .000 Accepted
Hb5 Brand Identification — Variety of Use .248 .087 .004 Accepted
H6  Brand Identification —

— Continued Usage Intention 610 040 000 Accepted
H7  Rate of Use —

— Continued Usage Intention 048 021 020 Accepted
H8  Variety of Use —

— Continued Usage Intention 027 013 041 Accepted
H9 Rate of Use — Switching Intention 114 .026 .000 Rejected
H10 Variety of Use — Switching Intention .006 .017 718 Rejected
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The Relationships among Social Influence, Use-Diffusion, Continued
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Abstracts

Typically, marketing literature on innovation diffusion has focused on the pre-adoption
process and only a few studies explicitly examined consumers' post—adoption behavior of
innovative mobile services. Besides, prior use diffusion research has considered the
variables that determine the consumers' initial adoption in explaining the post adoption
usage behavior. However, behavioral sciences and individual psychology suggest that social
influences are a potentially important determinant of usage behavior as well.

The purpose of this study is to investigate into the effects of network factor and brand
identification as social influences on the consumers' use diffusion or continued usage
intention of a mobile service. Network factor designates consumer perception of the
usefulness of a network, which embraces the concept of network externality and that of
critical mass. Brand identification captures distinct aspects of social influence on technology
acceptance that is not captured by subjective norm in situations where the technology use
is voluntary.

Additionally, this study explores the effect of the use diffusion on the brand switching
intention, a generally unexplored form of post—adoption behavior. There are only a few
empirical studies in the literature addressing the issue of IT user switching. In this study,

the use diffusion comprises of rate of use and variety of use.

*  Associate professor of marketing, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University
wx%  Corresponding author. Ph. D, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University
w6 CEO, SK Marketing & Company

APSI™ FE2nt DHIY AHIAS] AB-EH 2|1 XIAH AL J AR M|z zto| Ao thEt H7 23



The research hypotheses are as follows;

HI.
H2.
H3.
H4.
H5.
H6.
H7.
H8.
HO.

Network factor will have a positive influence on the rate of use of mobile services.
Network factor will have a positive influence on variety of use of mobile services.
Network factor will have a positive influence on continued usage intention.

Brand identification will have a positive influence on the rate of use.

Brand identification will have a positive influence on variety of use.

Brand identification will have a positive influence on continued usage intention.

Rate of use of mobile services are positively related to continued usage intention.
Variety of Use of mobile services are positively related to continued usage intention.

Rate of use of mobile services are negatively related to brand switching intention.

H10. Variety of Use of mobile services are negatively related to brand switching

intention.

With the assistance of a marketing service company, a total of 1023 questionnaires from

an online survey were collected. The survey was conducted only on those who have

received or given a mobile service called “Gifticon”. Those who answered insincerely were

excluded from the analysis, so we had 936 observations available for a further stage of

data analysis. We used structural equation modeling and overall fit was good enough
(CFI=0.933, TLI=0.903, RMSEA=0.081).

The results show that network factor and brand identification significantly increase the

rate of use. But only brand identification increases variety of use. Also, network factor,

brand identification and the use diffusion are positively related to continued usage intention.

But the hypotheses that the use diffusion are positively related to brand switching intention

were rejected. This result implies that continued usage intention cannot guarantee reducing

brand switching intention.
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