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Abstract

Background Consumers fundamentally depend on visual cues to evaluate and compare various
products. One common strategy for designers or marketers attempting to distinguish their products
from others is to use product design with form-function incongruity. The current research aims to
present systematic studies exploring whether and how the level of form-function incongruity (low
vs. high) affects customers’ preference.

Methods To test our predictions, we conducted Study 1 by recruiting 87 undergraduate
students in South Korea using actual product (highlight pen) in the market. Then, we conducted
an online survey (Study 2) with 115 participants to explore the mechanism of the effects of form-
function incongruity on product preference and we confirmed the validity of the results of Study 1.

Results This research provides evidence that a high-level of form-function incongruity could
be more attractive under a condition in which the options are presented separately. The effects of
form-function incongruity on product preference was mediated by perceived hedonic benefit. We
also verified that while the results of studies revealed preference-reversal phenomena in choice
condition, this preference-reversal phenomenon could be mitigated by a gift-giving condition (vs.
control).

Conclusions  This research provides empirical evidence on consumers’ preference of products
with form-function incongruity, and the mechanism and the boundary condition of form-function
incongruity effects. Based on our research, we provide insights into designers and marketers who
aim to use form-function incongruity to differentiate and evaluate their products more favorably.
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BoF A AR A o 7)o T H T Aol A= A4 AlE
9l gk A ZHA @A F shukel AlE2 FEl(form)$t sid FE A FEEH = AEY
7150l EYAote AlFY AHIE ol gA 4A Zobs 5= Qi) A& S0, A A<l Aed Jﬂﬂ Aol 7 2l
A Aol AEAANE GA de AT AEFolEA, 8 o] s ?
T2 @A AN A wfE 3 e AEEolt
FEE LT A4A AR RE e YAAQ] A2 o] olef A H
i o] XMJ— A9 A7uk(schema)tt thE A2F A= @A9 EAASH H= 49, ek (surprise),
< ](interesting), <3(confusion), A u|(amusement), A F(disappointment) 52| 7F4 o] F= 1 (Ludden
et al., 2012), Akl that Hre} Ao =5t 3 Q3 93k u|x|A] Fth(Cohen and Basu, 1987; Meyers-
Levy and Tybout, 1989). o]} ¥ H tha=0] AtE50] A ZH4 2243} 718 2| 2He] EYX & Qo] HAst=
Tt G fFoul el Hoide F5E F4E oFL o, I B deids dud At
TEHA Fu Gtk Bk FAH R V)& AFEY 35H T2 ALY A4 At 2 o E 7
A5 GAe] EdA= AFA G Ao EE2HA g+ 38 E= FHY 244 s
E# Yo 7Itt= Aolth(Hekkert and Leder, 2008; Ludden, Schifferstein, and Hekkert, 2012; Ludden
et al., 2012). 12jv A4 dA oA fdE Z1d) 29A7 AlEol tigt Aau Brtel] WA= Gl
SAAUA 2 FAA AR gt A A= AF A=olu S5 5ol what Aol shA Urehal Sk,
At 7129 NG GA A JAE YA F AROlA 7P BlsHA I E= Al AlE
k! EH 7% 2+ BA A (form-function incongruity)® 1 4 9& Hgs}o], 7|& AFE 7 doE FFAol
TEER] 3d Fe-7]5 EY A (form-function incongruity) F &7t AlE AZ o v =
ol#fgt goFo] Aot MIAUEE PR LA gtet B3 FH-7]5 £Y ¥
T e ARA MSES g6t ulAE e} tRto|d oA ApE Ao ATFAR] A2 ThA] BUA] ARl
Agko] gigh 7ol =l AlF-otarat gtk
fofsto], 2 A9 BAE Aoty o3t 2t (1) 71& AFtelA FE-715 1F EYX] ] o
AI7F B A0S B4, FH 7S %%lxl X*EOﬂ o2 Alﬂr" W "é% gls R 12 gt (2) Fe-
Ao mE AlE A5 v
ZA(boundary condition)& A A| OI'J_X]' "J‘:}.
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2. 1. "El-71'5 EYLX|(Form-Function Incongruity) HZat AH|X} ¥
ti/dobject) Tt “L&}F TAE A7|uk(schema) ARelS] EYUX] A= didtel digh AuR4o] H7tof {-2oJu] gt
943k mXIth(Cohen and Basu, 1987; Fiske, 1982; Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989). L&t B4 2] A =&}
B7te] gk ol tiof A= ANHE A4 Aifso] EAgt
A7Iak ] g7H(schema congruity effect)+= AFEE©°] A A (prototypicality)©] 7H =2 A&
A Z gtk o] &o]t}, Veryzer and Hutchinson(1998)2 A& Fefo] Aol =&45F A 1|
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3-8 furst & ok A ol2dt Aite AFA o] =& grpele] AEL 4H|RLY] 7]E R4
A ALt 2o Aol YAsHA HER, A£H|A7E 2 HoHA He= AEdos 2ot 1 JatA Hsts T
5 &5 3fIF7] wfj ol YA StHLoken and Ward, 1990).

7t 2] Y4 g 3¥Hmoderate 1ncongru1ty effect)=
AFAHF)e] 71&9] A7ntel FAbsI, F1F £330 EUA
B7VeHA g 73t olo] WEW, 2L A=) v A=(EYAS 4 kel
A= dUAGnverted-U) &< UebfiA €t ol éi’}% 71& A7uE oy g AR £
EUX7L 2R A At 29 H2d &7)(arousa)E FHoh] wiiZol Yehdti(Mandler, 1982;
Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989). 3t %9 £43| &Jr@r oAl = theo] AtEol A= e,
S 29 594 anE 24dstE AAZA(boundary condition)22E AZH Y& (perceived
risk)(Campbell and Goodstein, 2001), A& X4 (prior knowledge)(Peracchio and Tybout, 1996),
#o % (involvement)(Maoz and Tybout, 2002), 4 ¥4 34 (Noseworthy and Trudel, 2011), 7]&
HZ(prior category) 5| 2t

g, Ol‘é‘ Aot AU E E92] o] Aol #AE A4EE thg AT Noseworthy et
al.(2014)2 &7] «l(arousal level) 4ol wizt 244 FE7H 7P A2 g & a2 A ol&l

o2, &) o] W A, 2ol S9H £29 FH BYX AF dig AZF FobA =, ol
B7] FEol =2 Folle 7 EH BUA7F BG4 73490 EQHanxiety)S Fshs M, 87] Fo] ¢
A%l 238 344 A 2714 (curiosity) = FH5F7] WliEo|tt. Sundar and Noseworthy(2016)<]
AL E BT Ao 9F o uat A Za 220 B} 9358 FAH FrFS ouker & gles
Kol £9] T—v—(excnement)olE}h MEE 7H] BRES AL, AZa} £740] BUA7E 2944
712 G55k A ® YERth Ludden et al.(2009)& Az} £2F 7F U] AL Ao r dT1S
APt A} A1 Zh-27F BUA] AlEL s (surprise)S a5k, wEke Fofl BHASH= Su](interesting),
Aol (amusement) 59 AAHC R e A& AT =7} 718 4 9182 F45H4th. Chitturi et al.(2007)9]
ATANAE 7158 2l thAl FeiA < aglof oJgh A& Aol A= S(excitement), 43 cheerfulness)

59 38 AAo| FuE o] AZH H Slth. 191 of2jet 3 AA Y AL ATt 3AAA
AAF(WOM: Word of Mouse)E 838 4= I TH(Chitturi 2009).

71E A AAEZ U R FH-75 BYA AE(vs. FH-75 dAFHFA) AB)e AuA AZE
A7 d&st7l= oy LU A2 e} o] & v e R dSEE AR 750l YASHA ¢ AE
AHAES FFHCE Fehg(surprise)E A @oHA 2 AolthLudden et al., 2009; Ludden et al., 2012).
T1E) A whoF ek Flofl 3AARI Ao FuEthH, AlES] #A Fee] disf =2 B7HE WE Aelx
ol A|Fof g AZZ o]o]d 4= ITH(Chitturi et al., 2007). o]o] 7185t} B Ao A= ofze} 7;%
7Hd& AAskdh

HI: @8l-71% E9A] AlZol tet A& sl=rt Fei-715 A AlFol it AlF sie it &2 Aol

H2: @Hl-715 E9A A7t AFE HE) vl Gk A& = =] o uizfd Aol
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2. 2. MSH X3 M(Preference Reversal Phenomena)
A5 A d A (Preference Reversal Phenomena)o]st Q17te] Aste ] o2 2lsf|, W2Hcontext)o|Lt
9] Wsto] wet FUS dictole} sirjets thE AT E Hol= A3 9uldhrt.(Hsee, 1996; Tversky

and Kahneman, 1981). &, AFHEL & Aojd AS 5 7FA 1 QIA] a1 Aeo] F ot A%} AJx oA
AAe] AT E FASH dtkBettman et al., 1998). AT A7} #Hs) 7H 2 FHH A+= 7t
W4 (evaluation mode)ol] @& AZ Mot 22 diete] dis) APZoixt= H7t ”“‘91 i}ol, =
353 7Hjoint evaluation)?] 73-%-2} £ 7}(separate evaluation)?l ¢ 22 ot 2 A3 E B
ol2|gt @42 B804 (availability)oll sl Wb thHsee, 1996). ©] o]&of w2, -‘%31%7}—‘% Lo =
B7toke Aol /HEA 0= Brlslr] o2& &40l tiite] tigt B7tell & 93 |
Aol F diekS AR vl e 4> Qo B Brlslr] of g £49 Jifo] EeBrtA R
ojZofl A& o] FAsHA E= Aot
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Okada(2005)9] ¢1FLo| A= o] & sHste] ATAl & kustification effect) S A|otstgAth. o] AH|REO]
4] Aes Agstelr] Qs HA9 ol /& 7l EHJ% ’ﬂ‘;—’?o}ﬂ - Zoll AHEH(AEH vs. )

£ Az dde] yetd 4 §15-& ovigth Bk 413 e H7L Aol vl giide] gleug,
Hop 730l A-52 Q1 G A digh(ys. A-83 "41?_} ] AR Ew, 3587t 4ol A= At
Ad3kol7] B 41 A-84 Hiokys. A tichs o AZste @4o] UehdS AlAlsHlth Bazerman
et al.(1992)9] A tolA % FeB7t Aol A vl ti¢te] RAZ S22 0= Adstal 412 diete] fjgt
AT7F =2 9, F5B7F 27004 = vl diete] AR Q6 X4 k8& 59 A4l9 Ag] fjs)
FH o2 AT 4 Gl= vidkE Aok AT GAEES Koo

Chen, Kim and Joo(2019)¢] &-tollA= u]& &/ digh B7He] o2} g 0 & e, 7|54 0 & F-5sAqt
A O R 9435 AF-2 F-5B7t AFolA o ARE= W, 7|58 08 45k njH o' d5e AEF
22 H7H Al o Ag o] ASEH S

w2 AT $A Ty AtolA FE-7s EY

b
=
e
=
ot

o)) AQuP et T2 AHES
oA E Tt
webA B2g7te] Ao A FH-7s YA AFY ASTrt =7 et oy, 35357 AolA=
P75 ELA AE AT E AP0 w2 AFET W Yehd Ao qits) & ¢ ot &, 71&
ATolA Fei-7]5 BELYA] Aol digt Az o] ko] o e, T8 al A& A Fef-7]5 EUA
AE0] it #3t & 7+ Aol 7t WAshE dA 52 H7F wHAle] FHjofl 2 Ag oo s ARz}
gt

H3: Fei-7]5 EYA Ax 2 AF ASE H7t 4o et o274 yebd Flolct, 2237}

AZoAMe Je-7Hs BELYA AEo] AZHE W, 3587 AFolA e Fe-715 LA AEol

AgE Zolrt

2. 3. M2 =0 A2HGift-Giving Situation)
GA AHE 7|E A AAEE EUE JH-7]5 EYA A5 2 Zﬂ% '37} RIRUEI PR

2 % 9k 7129 4750 lﬂr_L, BV B HAY A
2 12,
YR Yoz %EH 7% A xﬂﬁoﬂ B P P kY

ang, 2015). %3 AE ZFo] AFgRe 2}7] :;LUH(seIf-purchasmg) o} T =7} o l‘f%
Hgog, Aol ‘2%@25‘—1 AES Fulots AT thE B7t 718& AHESh] wiZel, B4 FafskA|
oF B EU AES A 754 o] EolAth(Carsana and Jolibert, 2017). QuFA 0 g z}Alo] ALgg
A0 7 Jujste Aol ALAL B FASH: Adko] glon], AES BAo 7 Lujd Aol Bl

| 4 5 7HAQ £ ©f SAlok= Aokl Jrholdd, B3], 1994).

(¢}

=

At (receiver)d AE9 B4 F9o| §3o| wat AES7L 7hs5tet.
Parsons(2002)& F+ }%(gwer) | % stz Al 7HA BRHE €9 o9 ajls A3kt
FYsHA=Tl, 1 A AR A A9 AFAHRL sl E oA AgAE(exclusive)E A2SHRA o,
_C[>_

A0 X
2ok A9l S E ol A %% dluseful)& ATt dao] AFolA deste 3

2
F_& 2
b

-lo 2
froo

il rz

AFAHL AN A S F 5 G HES HToHE 202 Uehdd,
E Shto 543 AR 4FOE, AN ABA(self-gif)sh ek A7 AR BHe 27

ilixi(therapeunc) 1 Ao2 §33e 4= gtk Bt FAZ o2 RAloA
Al B 371 918, Estst] Adl, 719571 Al 71 ¢4, AFS =71 AY
7171 -rli A0 2 YedthMick et al., 1992; Heath et al., 2015). 7]

R A (compensatory)¢!
JE=0t= 542 27| AAloA

= 1=

\_%
Aesty] sl 12 4

S
2
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l

AR Fo L2 o]AE &A% (pleasure)e]l 719kt A H o] S An| AP O R Jfgste]o] glom,
2HR= TEoA dojvhs A4 wWgto 8 27] A& AH1E A93letA "rh(Heath et al., 2011). 12|32
A7) Ag Fole A% &4 7 (context-dependent emotion)oll o3l WA sHA == E4 3 7FA 1L
Qlth(Heath et al., 2015).

ool Al AHE upe} Zol, AE Fol9 A4, Eo] A7) 59 ek AolA A& Foloh= 4%

735£ dicte] A gEof 7]5ket oJaF AR o] o] Fo|A A HE Flstit. uwEbA olHdt S5t AE
Aol AE FEH7t BaldlA Brstt e o B2 AAE d9S dgshe Ju-715 ELA AEs.
AFAdol w2 Aol digh Az7F G4 Aol vlsf o =4 debdAL, A594dS 45t 4= S
Zolgt ol Fhrt. o]F 7|90 2 oo} 2 7S A sHAT)

EUA Aol e AlF A2zt B2 3o g Aedgd @A, A e
& & E01AAF AFlA

TERES ARSI AEE e

FH-715 2LA| AFE ARSI ©f $ A9 FARQ teSolA A%stal

AR Fol7k st AR AR ATl Pk 1] wel, B @79 AF 430z
G715 BAA 42 wre A 7 94919 AES AFsHAo, 498 AFS okl (Table 13t

Table 1 Stimuli for the study

Level of Incongruity
Low(typicality) Medium High

A 70 BeE 971 T B AECEE v B v w9 JUC U sefgit
E:

=
= = 3T
ZAEE: control), 181 H7F BA(F5H 7k joint evaluation vs. H-8]|%7}: separate evaluation)2

&

B AR 134} 23] ZAA JYF AT 14 AolA] A FoAxE52 2= Esto] Hzd
A2l o A& Bl Aol thet B7HE skt 3 Foll HE AFQ o|u|AE YAl s AlE gt
B7He oA, o o R Fo/ke S SHAL, Al Al titt BrHE AR vhdl £, Qe A il

© YA A= 7P 2 AE, FAAE, 22 AE A= AAE .

Aol digt B7F F5o2 $A, 4 AF i 7ls +& &oldo sHHES A, AF
HAA@EH)L2RE S 715 F2 o4 AAE Aol st “§ AF HAdE SHA AEF2
7Is(@FME A 752 = AAFUA 2 F50 Hisf Likert 74 2=(1: A AZsHA] Z3h; 7:
A A 5 AR SHEH sHAH.

O[l
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ofl MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch(1986)2} Hagtvedt and

0|3, 7t AlBol g AukA AF B g 2487 9
Patrick(2008)°] AE B742 913 A&sH B3 Fastol, AFo] ko] £, Fol BT, ‘FulFr} o)
Al =] 8l Likert 78 HE(1: A8 1A efek: 7: 9 @b A shek,
|

AFEATE YL ol A, Mol th BFO= TSI, AFEANA AL BT bW 1%

Ago] FRECE 14 AY FR T, oF 1529 4= A7 o]F B Adat gl AR oF 109 £ 7F
HololEs ot &, 24 Ag 4 *lo}‘-ﬂﬂ}
22 A2 AR A self-gift vs. ZIEE: controDo]] thet Jat 7+ AP o g HAAEAY. 27| A&
Aol Ae B AT Adgle o2 510 AR 2% g7tE 9 Al AFE] AES HolFil AAR
ShtE Melstd AEE 7F 2 Z 4= gloka ehdistoict 12| AEch Alge HEE 14} APe 3t
AEA Fol 27|55 E sttt NEE AZoA = iV R Al A=589 AES Bojd &, bl
AEL Fliohe AR A6t o, Al AlE F old AES A9T AJAAE 21 Aeet AlFo Mes
1 AL FP5 ARA Flof] 7|5HEE shoirh BE A FoiA= 39 o ¥ro] AF 7 veS
FEstglon, AEE Aol A9 Fojte ujgo Ao Ade At &, Ushe fAele] AEE A5
7FAZ 4 EE SHlt
3.2, B2 1Y

2 A7E A A A AFo2 A A2 fFol olFolXA Fud tAd, BE A A
874 HAC R £stglon, f8 REL2 84W o 7| A& AR 42, ﬂE§ P2 4279 A57t
FAFENT B2 542 o] AA| 56%(4798)E ARG, Ht vol= 22.67A(min 19-max
27tk

= :vLC’ﬂH A FE2 B B AFE HE R FEHUY FE5H AFSel o] 29 LHE]

d#*A(internal consistency)= 215t Yl A& Hed SHS Eof tisfl Cronbach's alpha Al
olgate] A=A Hrhe sttt 24 23t A Cronbach’s alpha ZH< 0.6308 0.601%.9_%
e (Nunnally, 1967) *]ﬂ%‘ Wt 202 waE gl meba] g B A= el AlE Hkol
£ vh=0]

ol Al S 24 RSO BgoR HUASE Wl AHgalsct
3.3.2. 744 25
e Aze] A, Fe-71% BAX AEo] B A 439 2% AdS AR F-o)%
BUH RS vs. F7 v, £DE FYUSE, AF FHZRE 75 22 §oI4S FEUSE sl
EARAUNOVAIS ARG 23k, Al 43 Aol AF R e 7% 2 Folgo] e lu]a
Z O

o
2-o] I ATHE(2,244)=217.534, p<.000). R} A F o2 JH-7|5 BLX] F29] HAghe
6.704, 7] B 3.634, 181 50 Hdthd 2.11982 Ueh, gei-715 BUA] o] gt Ad
ApFo] AT HAo| UHA H-eHA 2 A2S Estitt. FH-715 BEYA A& ZHof digh AR 24
A3h= obFff (Table 2)9F 2t

Table 2 Results of manipulation check

(OB 0= HHRKI-)) BEEx} foEtE
o =7 3.070* 225 .000
== =S 4585 224 .000

ue -3.070* 225 .000
=7t

=2 1.515*% 223 1000
e ue ~4.585* 224 000
e =7t -1.515* 223 .000

*.05 E0M folg
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7t

i

1& 4537 A4, Fe-71% B9 ARG vs. 5 vs. 58 SPHSE, AE HEE
TEUSE oto] BAEA(ANOVA)S 35ttt 11 A%, Fd-7]5 BEYA A= w2 370 §3 3t
Folu|gt Zpo) 7} WERt 0.1 (M,5=4.044 { Myy=4.560 { My5=4.675, F(2,245)=5.60, p=.004), &3 7t AF&
B4 A3ke= ofdf (Table 3) 3} 2t

Table 3 Effects of form-function incongruities on product attitude

() M= (L[] HExH-) BEEX} foEtsE
e 7t -516* 201 011
== =2 -631* 201 1002
o ue 516* 201 011
i =g -115 201 567
e we 631 201 002
= =7t 115 201 567

*.05 #=E0M Rl

24 ATt Ik uiel 7o), Je-7]% BEIX HErt 2254 AF H=rt &4 vehgo, JE-
°2 Fols|E Aokt shAN, FE-71%
R AE 2 =2 AF BRe Hugs . FAHCR
B 7t WA vrebeS 2l 4= oitt tEbA FEl-7)s BUA] AEol tieh et e -
71 A AlFET 3oHY AoR Vo}ﬁi 7H=ﬂ 10] A = glet.

! Az E Aol Ao 24 ant 435S 9dl, A FoAsel AEE

5] e} A Z o] Eﬂo}cﬁ 7ho) A o] HZ(chi-square test)S $=35}4ich.
4 A3, (Figure l>°ﬂ Lrebd vie} ol AEE AR oA= FH-715 DA AlFol digh A=e] ujFo]
o] UEE O (73.8%), FH-71% YA =8(11.9%), BE-71% A 7+ (14.3%) A2 eyttt
5, 7 A E FH-715 BYA AlFl dish fi=rt Sojdo|gd Re|wrt A 2] FH-
U] A Fo] H AT EE ’“%O—ﬂ.ﬁ daro] ey 7HE 30] AR =9It Egk AE AR A8
EU%] =5033.3%), FH-715 LA F7H26.2%) AF A=
HZo] &7 UrEPf{E}. 5—, g Ao Ae Fe-71% BLA] AEol o Aa=+E HH(33.3% vs.
11.9%), Fe-71% LA AlEd Aoz 9 A5 50 (40.5% vs. 73.8%) AT A o] AolHE Aoz
UERHX=9.533, p=.009, @=.337) 7Hd 4 54|

10
5 ]
[

control self-gift
mlow mmedium mhigh

Form-function incongruity

Figure1 Preference at two different condition(control vs. self-gift) for low, medium and high incongruity version of
products
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HEoHL, FHi-715 =LA A=THAIE ol A= G el izt il EsE
YA ALro] Hig AF A5 A 1914 AR A5 F FH-7s
WA vehd 7 AlES AAste] AHgskalt. BEH-71s 29 A=t

s YA AR 2 AFT Al EE frefvlRt 2ozt vELA|

s} jste] A Aol oA g§FAdS Eol 1A shoirh T3 2ERI0FE AP
2o 2 AeE 5= tiAl 4 A3k control vs. AE)& AASH g 5, gt shdof F AES I AAFH
ol 5 & 59l
2 AY A AT 13 iR 1219k 22te]l AAA A=l o, AF 13 FFF 7 A9 ui]
27 5k, A B RS Feletarat ket & ZF A8 control vs. AE) F g A%
b AY FoAzts 7 el Aeet AES AddstA et o], & Aot #gle =

ol H).
R
i

Barbin et al.(1994), Chaudhuri and Holbrook(2001), Chitturi et al.(2007)°] AF&-3t
‘Ao got-Au e, “AFdck-FAsi”, “SulAAsHA] gik-Su| A, “7]&o] YHch-7]Ho]
P 9] 471 FEE 77 o9 ApEI =R SA5H T

4.2, BEo| 7Y
2004 % 115709] §3 HES SsHAOR(0E 4 s87N, AES A3 579), AFEALA
=H02E YAo| 567(50%), B tolt 34.3241(min 20-max 49)%th HE] AL Al
72%(62.6%), T 16%3(13.9%), 71t 27923.5%) 2.2 FA =gl

4,3, 9 Aot
4,3.1. M2 B2 Y EIFY 2N
AT 1olA 9t it 2 AlE =gt A HHE e Bricthe dE WA d@A(internal
consistency)= #5571 93l Cronbach's alpha A& o]&3te] AFA H7ME Pkt 24 AT,
Cronbach’s alpha & A& HX 50| 0.637, A& A4 dg d5o] 0.6428 AT wgt 202
= ckNunnally, 1967). wetA 25 BAofA] Huba2l A& ezt A& ] g 24+ 24
FEof| gt BAHL TUAFE HEA ARSI

4.3.2,714 83

AT 2 A FH-71% BEA Aol At A A5 24 4HE FPskgrh BAEA(ANOVA) 23
AT 19 Aot v R £ A5 T FERFE S 75 FE ool tal K Zol7t QlFol
o1& THMy5=6.02 vs. M =2.40, F(1,228)=499.326, p{.000).

7Hd 19 ARFS 9 A7 13 TRV R FE-7]5 E9A AEGES vs. wE SHHUSE, A
Hes $EUFE o] ZAREA(ANOVAYS +3skslet. 1 23, Jel-71s 294 A=l o 3
o) 2o] 7k M 4=3.893 { Myg=4. 765, F(1,228)=44.833, p=.000), A7 19] A7+5 Ajgtelst
Fot N AE] Hrteh Ad o] A5 vl SO ® 22 AIrt TEE o], Bt w4l 9] A7t A At
Fou|g FFE v AR ¢h2 Ao weE Yk

O
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22 7Hd 2, FH-7l5 EYA AE7t AE kol VA= Gk gt aﬂ‘“a’f Se o] vjj 7 &3t

o1& 93 Preacher and Hayes(2004)9} Zhao, Lynch and Chen(2010)0] A|otet w7 a3 HA5 AA=
A5t tHNguyen and Joo, 2019). £4-& Hayes(2012)7} 7Etgt SPSS w2 27331 PROCSSO Al
A2RY A5 I == Bootstrapping WH S 0|85t A5ttt Process Model %, 7| &3}
HAEModel 4 XFE AMSSHE Y, EHHLXE FH-715 84 A%, S5 AE "y, 182
A E 2 FEe BUskA. 248 5000 Bootstrap A&} bias-corrected 95% A#F7-&
ARg-ste] o] Fo1 Ak, Bootstraping #41 A3, FE-7]5 EYA A= AFE =l v]A= A &xKtotal
effect)= .8725[LLCI=.6157, ULCI=.1.1292]12 EAA 02 foulsHA yetdth 181 Je-715 594
A=/t AF Bzl vAE AP adE 1563[L1CI=.-.1123, ULCI=.4250] 2.2 {-2|u]3}A] ¢kgkoit,
FE-71% ELA F=7t AE ol v Gl digt A sl A= 7161 [LLCI=.4935,
ULCI=.9628]2 F-&Jn|stA e, Jel-715 EYA A7t Al #zo] nA& Jgke] 4] =] ofsf
e S ERIE 4= AUith whebAl 74 2 GA] A A= et o of djgh Yi-8-2 (Table 3)°ll A 2Jst3itt.

Table 3 Total, direct and indirect effects of level of incongruity on product attitude

Total effect of level of incongruity on product attitude

Effect se t p LLCI uLcl
8725 1303 6.6961 .0000 6157 1.1292
Direct effect of level of incongruity on product attitude
Effect se t p LLCI ULCl
1563 1364 1.1465 .2528 -.1123 4250

Indirect level of incongruity on product attitude
(mediation effect of hedonic benefit for product)

Effect BooSE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
7161 1198 4935 9628
nA et o 8 FEH7E WA A AT M AE AFolA e 2dad HE5S A6, A+ 13 22

7Rl AEE A% AE A% Dzl A et AlEol tste] 7ol Aol HAZ(chi-

square test)& A5},

B4 A3, (Figure 2)°l Yebd vkl Zo|, AEE Aol Ale FE-7]5 LA AlFl tiek Ado] Jef-7]%

EUA] AE] ARt 27 JeRH(UA]:78.9% vs. BYA: 21.1%) 7H 30] ARl oM, A8 43|

FH-715 BLA AFl tigh A9 vjFo] AEF AFel 4] A8 vlFHt =4 Yehk(58.6% vs. 21.1%)
&l

w03 A A

7Hd 4 A A A = QL eHX?=16.906, p=.000, ©=.383).
Frequency
35
30
25
20
15
10
; | I
5 =
control self-gift
mlow mmedium mhigh

Form-function incongruity

Figure2 Preference at two different condition(control vs. gift) for low and high incongruity version of products
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