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Abstract

When product or service provides unexpectedness the user would be satisfied, and lately some mobile applications
and web services provide those unexpectedness. However, unexpectedness itself can make negative effects such as
decrease of the ease of use, still studies about mobile application are focused on satisfaction from the usability.
Therefore, we would study experimentally user experience changes caused by unexpectedness using serendipity in
mobile application UX, and observe how those changes to affect to user satisfaction. In other words, we observed
the relationship between factors such as the unexpectedness caused by interactions of mobile application, the
serendipity provided game, perceived newness, perceived ease of use, perceived usability, and satisfaction. As a
result, the serendipity has positive effect to the perceived newness and negative effect to the perceived ease of use,
and perceived newness and perceived ease of use affect to perceived usability positively, and all three factors are

have positive effects to the use satisfaction.
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satisl 0.904 33.485 0916 0.856 0.947
Satisfaction satis2 0.950 92.880
satis3 0.921 56.334




Table 32 A+ E3e e AFA AHE &o]A, TiEAFES] AadS e HFEHY 43 (HE
AT, D, AATTE, FEA WS ZHLE O 2 S A AR B AelMe) g ey
So) 29 AAlghst WAL AARS BelFy 9 =k APEch
ok BE 459 29 AAgE $Y 5o AL VRAIRRO R, & Aol A B St} sk A
9 AAGHEY 3, T T/E BF 08 ol POl HR o BEWEE ME IF ) TAY AASS e
24 2o AWYE NG B BPAL Bl B FAD HEAS SH o5 SHPoR
T3 Stk g 4 = FYWHHE ) (Common Method Bias) 4]

o2 Ao wE BgAdS ATETA 7 g9 £ 2Esliof stk webA] 2 A= Liang 5(2007)9]
HABAFE9 Aol e HEEH AaaA Aol A AAE #Hel wEk SmartPLS 3.02 ©]-&3}
Ho o 2 #& 72 o A EH(Chin et al. 1998). o] A3 Table 5914 A A =0l 72 TS
Table 4914 AASIREC] T3 HE WHEY B of o5 AR wake] 90% olde AEYLS 714
Table 3. The Values of Cross Loading Factor

Perceived Perceived . . .. Perceived
Ease of Use Newness Seif e Sy Usefulness
eou 1 0.903 -0.191 0.168 -0.291 0.348
eou 2 0.907 -0.244 0.077 -0.330 0.216
eou 3 0.920 -0.294 0.096 -0.358 0.224
new 1 -0.232 0.958 0.737 0.578 0.447
new 2 -0.276 0.958 0.658 0.686 0.415
satis 1 0.283 0.514 0.904 0.269 0.653
satis 2 0.071 0.733 0.950 0.448 0.665
satis 3 0.022 0.757 0.921 0.481 0.597
seren 1 -0.357 0.660 0.437 1.000 0.222
useful 1 0.228 0.455 0.647 0.250 0.943
useful 2 0.325 0.396 0.653 0.167 0.945
Table 4. Discriminant Validity
Perceived Perceived . . . . Perceived
Construct Ease of Use Newness Satisfaction Serendipity Usefulness
Perceived Ease of Use 0.910
Perceived Newness -0.265 0.958
Satisfaction 0.128 0.728 0.925
Serendipity -0.357 0.660 0.437 1.000
Perceived Usefulness 0.293 0.450 0.689 0.222 0.944
Table 5. Common Method Bias
. Substative Factor ) Method Factor )
Construct Indicator Loading (R1) Rs Loading (R2) Rm
Serendipity Serenl 1.000 1.000 0.000 0.000
Perceived N newl 0.907 0.812 0.067 0.004
TCCl n
ereetved ewness new?2 1.015 1.030 -0.067 0.004
eoul 0.889 0.790 0.075 0.006
Perceived Ease of Use eou2 0917 0.841 10.033 0.001
eou3 0.925 0.856 -0.040 0.002
Perceived Useful Usefull 0.919 0.845 0.031 0.001
TCC1Vi cTuine
ereetved Lseiuiness Useful2 0.968 0.937 20.031 0.001
satisl 1.368 1.871 -0.485 0.235
Satisfaction satis2 0.760 0.578 0.200 0.040
satis3 0.668 0.446 0.264 0.070
Average 0.910 0.036
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics

N Min Max Mean SD

Perceived

98 1.000 7.000 3.587 1.713
Newness

Perceived Ease

of Use 98 1.000 | 7.000 | 4.399 | 1.532

Perceived

Usefulness 98 1.000 | 7.000 | 3.480 1.508

Satisfaction 98 1.000 | 7.000 | 3.891 1.447
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Table 7. ANOVA of Experimental Manipulation

Perceived
Newness

Perceived
Usefulness

R>=0.386

0.444*

Perceived
Ease of Use
R*=0.128

Figure 4. Path Coefficient and Model Fitness Level of Research
Model

*p< 005
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AMEA =2t Ae ougeh v AT o g7t
ARG Goldel F(-)o Y= mRlTE 7 2 94
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Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-value Sig.
Between Groups 97.786 1 97.786 63.926 0.000
Serendipity Within Groups 146.848 96 1.530
Total 244.633 97
Between Groups 124.020 1 124.020 74.183 0.000
Perceived Newness Within Groups 160.493 96 1.672
Total 284.513 97
_ Between Groups 29.423 1 29.423 14.248 0.000
Perce‘vgdsfase of ™ Within Groups 198.243 9% 2.065
Total 227.666 97
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400 A1) GFL MAA B 3, 4. A7 Uk E 20k jSeAclde] AHg 4F A
2 AP A2E 584 2T A2E ALE gl Aol AR /| 54 A% FEstE ALE f
AL BF AREA WSl H(+)e] JES v A= =X (Affordance) o] AFEAF TS AlFE 4 Qo
Ao vepeh = 2RI ol ALE fEAdol AR AT
o] ALgAIA S8 AR 5z, olelgel A
Table 8. Result of Hypothesis 3 oA A2FFOZE Hupd o =g A o)lAS ALLS)
Relation of Effect p < .005 = AR S 1Y 7 v 234E A1
HI1 | Serendipity -> Perceived Newness accepted dlofl o]oj7} k. o]& AR} TEe] Adgcle=w
H2 | Serendipity -> Perceived Ease of Use accepted A ool Eutd o ZE]Aol A WM A&
H3 | Perceived Newness -> Perceived Usefulness | accepted 2 5 Udte AS W3 AFEA 9uE 2t
H4 | Perceived Ease of Use > Perceived Usefulness | accepted T3 olEidl Ay Ay <13 B =R s &
H5 | Perceived Newness -> Satisfaction accepted ool A ztE AFA T 2 zhE AFE Lo Al Al
H6 | Perceived Usefulness > Satisfaction accepted g Q5o nAL o2 a ot AT Agte] mam
H7 | Perceived Ease of Use -> Satisfaction accepted A v e = = A Azh= {ﬂ‘ﬂ‘/‘é o= %7@@ o]
QY FAW AL FoldolE RAH JF F
Table 9. Total Effect Analysis L A0 7 UElyt) Table 9914 Azd = 3 &
Path (Direct + Total A Adks B9 ARG SEZE AR Gl el mAl=
e L ngme 2aug 478 ARgel & o 3949
Perceived Mewness ) SEO mlxtl= AL oF 2= olp)k = &= F3 =n
Serendipity (0.375) Perceived |, Y MRYE A g F A% F F &% 39
Perceived Ease of Use | Usefulness ANME JAAE F&4H el AAYIFE T 34
o1 Aoz Agay &g ndh ok Esol
sy 49l AEANS A BHoE AFAAE A
Serendipity percetved Ease of Use Satisfaction 0.418 27}9) AL LolAE 7ro] w# | oksl 7] wlFo|th
02y %, mokedl ol ZA ol ae] el o] sl A=
& AR, A2 IS TEs AT JFat
718k FA AEE YRR QJIEYHACERY =
6. 22 g9 =9| A = EAdte HLsteoF gk B3 i of
FeA ol 715 F9el s JIEHAs Bl
6.1 & 272l 29 AR B AFE ok e AlARSETE ol A=}
7h el o EelAolde] Fdtttil =Al HH,
AT EEkd AEEFACldNIN IEHEAS apx 2a 099 ABYRS AT AHEAE
F MM A E)o] AFEAF el HlAE oF TS A E S vk AMSARlAl oA
gkl tjsl] FolE gt FEgh E AtE I Tt AR 2 03 2707 AoFgt ANAUEE A3
o] FAoET v A oA Mds Eupkd = oA AR folAd o] AAE FHA) A Al
NEeAclder st AA AHEAE BEkd 4 w7 sk R0l s4lo] "ty B 4 Sith
ofZgAlel e QIEHAC Y oS st
= W Hols whee Bt 53 & A9 6.2 = o7l IH|A U &5 o7 HiEt
AoME dHHAS T3 d94S Fdde 2
AEs UAA A, 715A A, =2F Ao w 2 AT Al A Al o] AT
T8, 7zh 84 gt AdAES A (&9, E7%) clebe shvkel ®clelg= Aol
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1. Perceived Serendipity(#| 2} A T] 3l E])
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Oliver et. al(1997); Lee, K. H(2007); Kim, S. H(2010).

2. Perceived Newness(*]Z}
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Z*: Olson et. al(1995)

3. Perceived Ease of Use(XZH AFE £0]A)
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Davis(1989); Venkatesh & Davis(2000); Wixom & Todd(2005)

4. Perceived Usefulness(A| 2% #&

/K(—)])

e
e

8747} Bk Azhe,

A o] sl AH g ALESEY §

o Wyl of

ukl o

270l Q)
SRR

il

Ko
-
H

e

L=
o] &

gtk AZe

=4

Davis(1989); Hong et al(2006); Venkatesh & Davis(2000)

5. Satisfaction(9+

1. Oliver et. al(1997); Wixom & Todd(2005)




