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affect by weight of cell phone
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Abstract™In cell phone, factor of external and internal are important. Many people
look appearance at first time. The main aim of this study is to know users affect on
weight of cell phone. For the evaluation based on weight of cell phone, 46 participants
took part in this study. They carried four cell phone which different weigh. After that
they made up questionnarie. The result, the people felt positive affect in a light cell
phone and negative affect in weighty cell phone. They preferred a light cell phone.
But there were not statistically meaning difference in affect of luxurious. It be used
when the cell phone which has special target is made.
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