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Readiness to Accept and Readiness to Reject:
How Consumer Readiness Affects Their New Product
Buying Intention and Old Product Selling Intention

Student: Fo Yu Lin Advisor: William Jen
Department of Transportation Technology and Management

National Chiao Tung University

Abstract

As technology advances, companies keep introducing new products. However,
some new products are successfully accepted by consumers but some do not. Extant
literature of new product adoption mainly considers buying new product and
disposing old product as one thing. In reality, accepting new product does not
necessarily equivalent to rejecting old. product. Multiple products ownership in a
category is possible. Relatively little research. examine the underlying mechanism
for multiple product ownership: To clarify the missing part, we propose that new
product adoption and old product disposition should be served as two separate
constructs. Building on the theory of “readiness”, we believe that there exist two
kinds of readiness: consumer readiness to accept new product (RA) and consumer
readiness to reject old product (RR), which are positioned as the mediator between
antecedents and consumers’ behavioral intention. Critical antecedents of new
product buying intention (price fairness, subjective norm, innovativeness,
discomfort, optimism, and insecurity) and old product disposition intention (residual
value, emotional attachment, and status quo bias) are examined. The result supports
our proposition that readiness should be classified into two perspectives.
Furthermore, the result suggests that buying intention is significantly influenced by
RA but RR. Selling intention is majorly affected by RR than RA. The mediation
effect of RA and RR is also validated.

Keywords: new product adoption, old product disposition, readiness

II



>t >
PO

N iAo R0 BE G oA Fa F o - B Pz ;%Awi%\

i FH e A 3w R & o low readiness to submit &2 F| high readiness
to submit °

HABRBASNRA 5 LG WA R AR g A g R A
CHEAELEE (b - BN A AN L EI AR EE L) o R
BRBIAHA DL TR B A DEENEF T FAN TS AV LA R E RSP
mfgfoymg;gfam,ﬁaraﬁ%ﬁfh@t&“%@tﬁvﬁﬁg%ﬁﬁﬁfﬁ’%;Eé%fﬁﬁ-;é‘-wﬂ’»]3:
FIFSABARBAOFEAFADE LI A E ke - FREBAN DX FLE X5
o % 2P A RRIT T F S %mﬁﬂ\ BB o

BFRERHTIpERBEETAREF > TEXFLI AgUFELN R
&@ii%ﬂﬂﬁ£+ﬁﬂ+iﬁ§”,%%p*wﬁgsﬁﬁiﬂmtﬂ,
VAL GEAFEALAT RO R TR Y RIS o R PR AR
ey R R o ARG T R h AL $13 5 KT L B iE
dER b (R F 2 HRGEE ) AT R T ] L R E
BGTE AP AL ES EFY et R A ERE O N R
éa%@iﬁmﬂ°%#@%E%W%¢%ﬁﬁ%%’:Ewwoﬁﬁ%éﬁ
HEAREEAMEF AR RAEF ORISR BALFEp L H o

-H:»

FAFUEREHERFLL IRFLFpIhor A ansein o RAD
FiAR{ k5% 7§ LA HHR L E ) PR SRARE
Fo B o R TR L HAH Y MG R A @R RAE Y L5 o
~ﬁi*%w1ﬁ%%£ﬁ*%%vmﬁy°%w&wmiﬁ%%%;ﬁ%
B 2R APLRE T WRAE T RIAF L R B R B
BB PA TSR D s - AAREF Y ARY DR iRk
MEZa- Rg P o RFBAor - AR TRk o BR & A
BRBE R  RE - v FRAOL R ¥ R AR e Vo R
BAEA EYE o BL F NG LT U0 BB 2 E i mE YA e
RHA - B LI B Ak P A S I AR B F R
R enFEL o T b4 E S XD F S RAR B R H e

CRGRAE BT A EF - BT enk 4 BAND FRL A o iR
TRPHAE B ‘27 A4 WA TEAES » K ARG TR A
lfgj—g-ﬁfl = }'i,’f’) H1s o F ié _\Q&Fg\f L,—}, %[94 EA- R s R }é};&jﬂpﬂ ‘Faﬁgﬁ‘ru

gl es o

F_

i rf LT

\:‘g—%[‘]i'L,\_g— 1

III



Table of Contents

CRINESE ADSTIACT ...ttt ettt ettt et e st eseees I
ENGIISH ADSLIACE ......eiiiiiiieeiieece ettt e e eetae e et e e eraeeesnaeeenneeens II
ACKNOWICAZEIMENTS ....cceviiiiiieeiie ettt e e e e e e ssreeesbeeeeneas I
Table Of CONENTS ......eiiuiiiiiieieie ettt v
LSt O FIGUIES ...vieeiiiieciee ettt ettt et e e e e et e e estae e estaeesnsaeessnaeesnseeenns \Y
LSt OF TADIES ...t \Y
L. INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt ettt et e st e e e 1
2. LIerature REVIEW.......oiiuiiiiiiiiee ettt st et 4
2.1 New Product Adoption and Concept of Readiness.........ccceeeeveeeriieecveeennnn. 4

2.2 Important Antecedents of New Product Adoption..........ccccvveevveeeriieecieeennnn. 5
2.2.1 Price FalIMeSS ...ccoueiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt 5

2.2.2 SUDJECHIVE INOTIN ...eeeiiiieeiieeciieeeieeeeiee et e et e e e e e e seveeesebeeesnseeenns 5

2.2.3 Technology Readiness..........cceeevuieeeiiieeiiiieniieeciie et 6

2.3 Old Product Disposition and Important Antecedents...........cccccveeerveeerreeennenn. 7
2.3.1 The Effect of Old Product:on'New Product Adoption.............cc........... 7

2.3.2 Residual Value.... i ... st coaiieeeee et 8

2.3.3 Emotional Attachment ... il i e 9

2.3.4 Status QUO Bias .. ... o i it 9

3. Research Model and Hypotheses ... i e e 10
3.1 Operation Definition and Measurement of Research Constructs .................. 10
3.1.1. Consumer Readiness to Accept New Product...........cccvvveevieerreennen. 10

3.1.2 Consumer Readiness to Reject Old Product..........ccceevvvvvevieenneennneen. 12

3.2 Research HYpotheses ......cc.viieiiiiiiiiecieeceeee e e 13
3.2.1 Antecedents Variables as Predictors of Consumer Readiness............. 13

3.2.2. The Effect of Consumer Readiness to Accept New Product and
Consumer Readiness to Reject Old Product on Buying and Selling

INEENTION ..coniiiiie ettt et 14

3.3 Research Methodology ........cccvvieviiiiiiiieieeeee et 17

4 Analyses and RESUILS........c.ceoeuieiiiiiiiiie et s 18
4.1 Results of Pretest: Exploratory Factor Analysis ........cccceeeevveeeiieeniee e, 18

4.2 Formal INVeStIation .......ccecviiiiiieeiiieeeiieeeieeesieeeeireeeeree e evee e eeaeeeeaee e 20
4.2.1 Subjects and Data StrucCture .........cceeeeveeeeieeeriieeiee e 20

4.2.2 Reliability and Validity Analysis........ccccceeveereiiienciieeniieeeiieeeiee e 21

4.3 HYPOtheSes TESt ...cccuviiieiiiieciiie ettt ettt e e e 25
4.3.1 Results of the Mediation Effect .........c.cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 25

4.3.2 The Effect of Readiness to Accept New Product and Readiness to

v



Reject Old Product on New Product Buying and Old Product Selling........ 26

4.3.3 The Impact of Readiness on the Choice of Four Actions ................... 28

6 Discussion and Managerial Implication............ccceeeveeeiiieeiiieeciie e 32
0.1 DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt ettt et e et b e st et esaeeenbeesaeas 32

6.2 Managerial IMplication ..........c.coevuieeiiieeiiieeie e e e 34

6.3 Limitations and Future Research ...........c.ccoooeoiiiiiniiniiiceee, 35
6.3.1 LIMITATIONS .ttt ettt ettt 35

6.3.2 Directions for Future Research ...........ccccoooiiiiiiniii, 35
RETEIEIICE ...ttt e 37
APPENAIX 1 SUIVEY .evviiiiieeiiie ettt ettt ettt e e s tee et eeessaeeesaeesssaeesssaeessseeensseens 41
RESUIMIC.....ccoiiiiie ettt et ettt e s s 48

List of Figures
Figure I The Conceptual Model .........cccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiieiiecieeeeee et 16
Figure 2 Steps for Mediation TeSt.......ccueecuieriieiiierieeieesie ettt 25
Figure 3 Mean of Buying and Selling Intentionizamong Groups...........cccceeveenveenne. 29
Figure 4 The Result of Choice, b ... ittt it ettt 31
Figure 5 The Result of Choic€ 2 it il 31
Figure 6 The Result of Choice 3 ... i it 31
Figure 7 The Result of Choice 4 ... i i 31
Figure 8 Four Actions of Ownership/ Intention :.............c.cocceeeierieenienieeneenie e 36
List of Tables

Table 1 Results of Reliability Test.......cccccciieiiiiiieiieiiieiiecieeeee e 19
Table 2 Profile of The Respondents by Age, Gender, and Occupation.................... 20
Table 3 The Property of CFA RESULLS ......cceeviiiiiieiieeiieiieceeeee e 22
Table 4 Discriminant Validity .........cccoecuieriiiiiiinieeiienie e 24
Table 5 Result of Mediation Test ANalysis ......ccccoecvierieeiiieniiieniieeiieeeeeee e 27
Table 6 Standardized Total Effect of RA and RR on Intention...........ccccccevvvennnnnnee. 28



Readiness to Accept and Readiness to Reject:
How Consumer Readiness Affect Their New Product
Buying Intention and Old Product Selling Intention

1. Introduction

With the rapid development of technology, company is able to provide new
products constantly. The new products replace old ones by providing either
incremental functions or totally new functions. Some new products are successfully
accepted by consumers, and soon penetrate the market. For example, Nintendo
launched Wii in December 2006 and became the market leader in 2007 and 2008
(out sale Xbox 360 and PS3). Nintendo anticipates worldwide sales of the Wii to
reach 50 million units by March 2009. However, there are also some new products
which can not be accepted by .consumers;rand ate not readily welcomed in the
market. Such as the Segway Scooter which® was unveiled with hype of Jeff Bezos
and Steve Jobs in 2001. Segway-was:released-for sale in 2002, by September 2006,
only 23500 units had been sold (CPSC'U.S. 2006). Earlier research in new products

provides limited theories to explain why consumer accept or reject the new product.

Recently, researchers propose a concept of “readiness” which is useful to
explain consumers’ attitude toward new products, and their adoption behavior of
new products (Bitner et al. 2002; Meuter et al. 2005; Parasuraman 2000). This is
because that new products usually come with innovative technologies that
drastically change the way people interact with products. Therefore, new products
may lead to the perception of discomfort and insecurity (Parasuraman 2000), and
further decrease consumers’ motivation to purchase the new product. Consumers
need to have technology-readiness, which refers to people’s propensity to embrace

and use new technologies for accomplishing goals in home life and at work



(Parasuraman 2000), so that they may accept the new product. Furthermore,
researchers note the role of consumer readiness as an important mediator of the
relationship between antecedents of new product adoption and consumer adoption
behavior (Meuter et al. 2005). More specific, the innovation characteristic of new
products are able to enhance consumers’ motivation and ability, thus consumers are
more likely to adopt the new product. Comprehensively, the concept of readiness is

important in understanding consumers’ behavior of new product adoption.

Most of the above-mentioned research discusses new product adoption from the
perspective of new product property. However, some studies emphasize the effect of
old product on the purchase new product (Okada 2001; Okada 2006; Zhu et al.
2008). For example, providing trade-in, of. old product can increase consumers’
willingness to purchase new product. Injothér words, if consumers can properly
dispose the old products, new: product adoption could be easier. This stream of
research focuses on consumers’ disposition’behavior, and identifies factors that
affect consumers’ disposition behavior, such'as residual value (Okada 2001; 2006),
emotional attachment (Beggan 1992; Fournier 1998; Jacoby et al. 1977) and status
quo bias (Grewal et al. 2004). According to the adoption, replacement, and
disposition literature, most researchers treat new product adoption and old product
disposition as one time shooting, which indicates that the acceptance of new
products also means the rejection of old products. Nevertheless, in real life,
consumer may buy new product while still keep the old product. This may implies
that new product acceptance and old product rejection are not necessarily equivalent
to consumers. To explain consumers’ ownership of more than one product in a
category, we believe that the new product adoption and the old product disposition

should be served as two separate concepts. Furthermore, basing on the readiness



theory, we propose that there should existed two kinds of readiness which we named
“consumer readiness to accept new product” and “consumer readiness to reject old

product”.

In order to fully realize consumers’ product ownership, we construct a model
which combines both perspectives of new product adoption and old product
disposition. According to relative literature, we explore the important antecedent of
new product buying intentions and old product disposition intentions. We further
induct the concept of new product acceptance readiness and old product reject
readiness, and clarify the role of the two readinesses in explaining consumers’
product ownership. Our study can provide two theoretical contributions: (1) the
combination of new product adoption and .old product disposition, which previous
research discuss them separately;‘and (2)the proposition of the concept of consumer
readiness to reject old product; which early studies-only suggest the existence of
readiness to accept. Managerial-implications-can’ also be derived from our study
which can help marketing practitioners: with better understanding of consumers’
decision process and developing more appropriate tactic for new product launching

project.



2. Literature Review

2.1 New Product Adoption and Concept of Readiness

As technology is penetrated into several aspects of life, technology-related
products and services are becoming inevitable (Meuter et al. 2005). To catch up with
the global trend, companies keep introducing new products and services that fulfill
consumers’ evolving needs. Observing the importance, research on the determinants
of innovation (new products and self-service technologies (SSTs)) adoption has gone
on for decades. Research examines consumers’ perception of innovation
characteristics includes diffusion of innovations (Rogers 1995), perceived
innovation attributes as predictors of innovativeness (Ostlund 1974), technology
acceptance model (Davis 1989), and price related studies (Kalyanaram and Winer
1995; Monroe 1990; Thaler 1985; Winer: 1988): According to Rogers (1995), new
product adoption can be explained by relative advantage, compatibility, complexity,
triability, observability. Ostlund (1974) identify perceived risks to affect adoption
behavior. In information system domain, perceived ease of use and perceived
usefulness are critical variables driving new technology acceptance (Davis 1989).
Technology readiness (TR) (Parasuraman 2000) that refers to people’s tendency to

use new technologies is identified to affect new product adoption.

Extant literature of technology readiness mostly emphasizes its effect on SSTs
adoption, but why consumers decide to try SSTs and why some SSTs are more widely
accepted than others are relatively unexplored (Meuter et al. 2005). In today’s service
settings, customer may have a choice between interpersonal and SSTs options. While
traditional face-to-face service is mostly provided by an employee, adopting SSTs
require customers to coproduce the service; hence, additional behaviors are needed.

Discovering the similarities between SSTs adoption and innovation adoption,

4



Recently, Meuter et al. (2005) investigate the relationships between established
adoption variables (innovation characteristics and individual differences) and
consumer trial of SSTs. They discover that role clarity (whether consumers are clear
about their role in using the SSTs), motivation (are they sufficiently motivated to
produce a service independently), and ability (do they have the required skills and
confidence to perform the task) mediate the established adoption variables and trial.
These variables are theorized as “consumer readiness”, which is found to be a better
predictor of SSTs trail than innovation characteristics and individual difference.

Whether consumers are ready may largely determine their SSTs adoption behavior.

2.2 Important Antecedents of New Product Adoption
2.2.1 Price Fairness

When consider buying something, price-is a.critical factor taken into account.
One aspect of price that drives purchase decisions is-price fairness (Maxwell 2002).
Consumers’ perception of a fair price.has beéen recognized as a determinant of
consumers’ willingness to purchase (Kahneman et al., 1986a; 1986b; Kalapurakal et

al., 1991; Winer, 1986).

2.2.2 Subjective Norm

Social factors are also documented to affect adoption behavior. Subjective
norm is one of them. Normative influence has identified to affect people’s
technology adoption behavior (Davis 1989; Ajzen 1991; Moore and Benbasat 1991’
Thompson et al. 1991; Venkatesh et al. 2003). These researchers theorize subjective
norm as “the degree to which an individual perceives that important others believe
he or she should use the new system”, which is originally advanced in the theory of

reasoned action (TRA) (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980). In product adoption domain,



products that fulfill the view of social norm assist consumers to achieve desired
social goals by providing them with the characteristics they believe they lack
(Grewal et al. 2004). In our research, we adapt the definition of subjective norm as
“the degree to which an individual perceives that important others believe he or she

should buy the new product”.

2.2.3 Technology Readiness

The development of new technology and new product has benefited consumers.
Some new products are penetrating the market at a fast speed. But some don’t.
Companies are beginning to aware that some consumers choose to neglect, reject, or
postpone their adoption of these products or services (Mick and Fournier 1998).
Observing the challenges and frustration: consumer encounters with new technologies,
Parasuraman (2000) identify the ;role of technology readiness (people’s trait,
generalized beliefs, and affects) in technology-based product acceptance. The
researcher defines technology readiness (TR) as people’s propensity to embrace and

use new technologies for accomplishing'goals in home life and at work.

TR comprises four constructs: innovativeness (tendency to be a technology
pioneer and thought leader), optimism (positive view about technology), discomfort
(feeling of being overwhelmed by technology), and insecurity (distrust of technology).
Parasuraman (2000) suggests that TR is positively related to consumer’s acceptance
of technology-based products or services. Following the concept, other researchers
offer supporting results that TR positively affect people’s SSTs adoption intention
(Lin and Hsieh 2006; Lin et al. 2007; Walzuch et al. 2007). To be in line with practice,
Parasuraman and Colby (2001) develop an empirically derived taxonomy of
consumers, based on their level of TR. Consumers with different levels of TR may

exhibit different SST adoption behavior. Other researchers replicate the taxonomy



with a UK. sample (Tsikriktsis 2004) and a Turkish sample (Demirci and Ersoy,
2008). Massey et al. (2007) identify that TR customer segments vary in usability

requirements of SSTs.

Aside from some research’s view of TR as a higher order construct that reflects
on innovativeness, optimism, discomfort, and insecurity (Lin et al. 2007) or TR as a
whole drive adoption behavior(Lin and Hsieh 2006), Lam et al. (2008) examine the
effect of the four TR constructs separately on adoption behavior. Their result indicates
that innovativeness and optimism positively influence adoption behavior. Insecurity

negatively affects adoption behavior.

2.3 Old Product Disposition and Important Antecedents

2.3.1 Effect of Old Product on New Product Adoption

Prior research on new product-adoption-hot only centers on new product itself
but also recognizes the influence of old-products which are owned by consumers.
“Consumer behavior can be viewed as the-aequisition, consumption, and disposition
of goods, services, time and ideas by decision making units (Jacoby 1976).” Owing
to the importance of new product adoption, extant literature focuses attention on
acquisition, actual usage, or consumption (Jacoby et al. 1977). To buy new products,
consumers have to deal with the existing product they have. If old product is still
functional, old product may be the obstacle to accept new product (Jacoby, et al.
1977; Okada 2006). Observing the effect of old product on new product adoption, a
stream of research investigates disposition behavior of consumer durable goods

(Barry 1991; Burke et al. 1978; Debell and Dardis 1979; Jacoby et al. 1977).

Prior literature of product disposition examines the factors that drive

consumers’ disposition choices (Debell and Dardis 1979; Jacoby et al. 1977),



consumers segments and related disposition behaviors (Burke, Conn, and Lutz 1978),
and disposition process (Hanson 1980). Owing to various conditions of old products,
Jacoby et al. (1977) develop a conceptual model of major disposition choices (e.g.,
keep the product, abandon it, give it away, sell it, trade-in). Burke et al. (1978)
examine demographic, lifestyle, and psychological variables to identify consumer
segments and related the segments to various disposition behaviors. Debell and
Dardis (1979) concentrate on the impact of product-related factors on disposition
decision. Hanson (1980) presents a model of disposition process (problem
recognition, search and evaluation, disposition decision, and post disposition
outcome) and brings together the factors that influence the disposition process and

decision.

Product-related factors that lead "to disposition such as performance or
technological obsolescence (Debell and Dardis 1979) and product that no longer
corresponds to one’s self-image could be-the underlying reasons for disposition
(Belk 1988; Jacoby et al. 1977). When' consider whether to dispose of certain
product, consumers may take several factors into account, such as residual value,

emotional attachment, and the status quo.

2.3.2 Residual Value

Residual value of the product is one of the major determinants in considering
product disposition. Residual value refers to the “mental book value” from the
mental accounting’s perspective. It is the positive difference between the initial
purchase price and the cumulative enjoyment (Okada 2001). Good and frequent
usage experiences will lead to lower residual value. If the residual value is low,
consumers are more likely to dispose of the product. On the contrary, if the residual

value is high, consumers are less likely to dispose of the product.



2.3.3 Emotional Attachment

Emotional attachment is the emotional bond linking an individual with a
consumption entity (e.g., brand, person, place, or object) (Park and Maclnnis 2006).
Emotional attachment is negatively related to product disposition (Beggan 1992;
Fournier 1998; Jacoby et al. 1977). Beggan (1992) suggest that consumer builds a
strong emotional attachment to products that are connected to central personal
values, and emotional attachment decreases the willingness to replace a currently
owned possession with a new one. Research has also indicated that emotional
attachment to the old technology and to traditional products (e.g., How will I feel if I
forgo the old?), can be a barrier to new product adoption (Fournier 1998). In
addition, persons highly involved (in a sentimental or emotional sense) with a
product will be more likely to keep it than will other people (Jacoby et al. 1977).
Consumers are more reluctant to give up items when they are more attached to the
items (Ariely et al. 2005). Reluctance to-give up items increases as consumer’s

attachment to the item increases.

2.3.4 Status Quo Bias

To maintain the status quo is human nature. Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988)
introduce the concept “status quo bias” as a preference for the current state that
biases people’s choices. That is, people tend to do nothing or maintain their current
or prior decision. Similarly, in product ownership situation, to maintain the status
quo, consumers may be less likely to dispose of their original product. The status
quo effect and the mere ownership effect suggest that consumers are often reluctant
to abandon currently owned durables in favor of newer and potentially superior

models (Grewal et al. 2004).



3. Research Model and Hypotheses

3.1 Operation Definition and Measurement of Research Constructs

Consistent with the new product adoption literature (Alexander, et al. 2008;
Castafio et al. 2008; Herzenstein et al. 2007) we refer to new product adoption as
buying a new product (e.g., a brand-new cell phone). In old product disposition
research (Harrell and Mcconocha 1992; Jacoby et al. 1977), disposition alternatives
include keeping, selling, giving out, throwing away, etc. In our research, we discuss

selling old product only.

3.1.1. Consumer Readiness to Accept New Product

New products are emerging at a fast:speed and always provide consumers with
new functions and technologies. ; Nevertheless, sregardless of these potential
advantages, some consumers choose to neglect, reject, or postpone their adoption of
new products or services (Mick and Fournier 1998): Prior research has documented
several antecedents of new product adoption. But the questions of when and why
consumer accept or not accept new product are relatively unexplored. Whether
consumers are ready for the new product or not may critically affect their adoption

intention.

Extant literature pertaining to people’s readiness mostly focus on SSTs
adoption. Relatively little has looked into people’s readiness toward new product. To
fill up the research void, we advance the concept “consumer readiness to accept new
product” (RA), which is adapted from “consumer readiness” (Meuter et al. 2005).
Consumer readiness to accept new product refers to a condition or state in which a
consumer is prepared to buy the new product (people’s propensity to buy new

product), that consists of motivation and ability. Motivation refers to a desire to buy

10



the new product and ability reflects required capability and confidence to use the
new product. Consumer readiness to accept new product is positioned as the
mediators between the antecedents of new product adoption and consumer’s

adoption intention.

Motivation: When the old product is still functional, buying new product may
be unnecessary. To buy new product, consumer must be adequately motivated to do
so. Consumer motivations stir, push, or prod one to take action (Fitzmaurice 2005).
Davis et al. (1992) suggest that people expend effort to adopt new technologies
(computer by the time) due to both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic
motivation refers to doing something because it is inherently interesting or enjoyable,
and extrinsic motivation refers to doing something because it is perceived to be
instrumental in achieving valued: outcomes'(Ryan.and Deci 2000). Meuter et al.
(2005) also identifies the impottance of intrinsic-and extrinsic motivation in trying
SSTs. Similar to adopting new. technoloegy, adopting new product requires
consumers to be sufficiently motivated to do‘it. In our research, motivation to buy
new product refers to the extrinsic motivation of doing the action, which is
instrumental and desirable to consumer. Hence, we posit that motivation to buy new
product has a significant, direct effect on buying intention. In the survey instrument,

four items adapted from Meuter et al. (2005).

Ability: SSTs to people who never used before are relatively new technologies.
Meuter et al. (2005) find that before trying SSTs, people would evaluate whether
they are capable of and how confident they are in using the technologies. Higher
ability is thus identified to drive SSTs trial. Similarly, new product may contain new
technologies or new functions. To properly use the new product, necessary

capability is required. Hence, we expect that whether people have the ability to use
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the new product may largely affect their buying intention. In the survey, three items

adapted from Meuter et al. (2005).

3.1.2 Consumer Readiness to Reject Old Product

Extant literature of new product adoption or old product disposition mainly
regards new product adoption and old product disposition as unidimensional
(replacement purchase) or views the old product as a reference point to compare
new product. However, in reality, adopting new product does not necessarily lead to
disposing of old product. Scarce research digs into this field. When will consumer
buy new product and still keep the old product in use are left unsolved. To clarify the
myth, we introduce the concept- consumer readiness to reject old product (RR),
which refers to a condition or state in whieh a person is prepared to dispose of the
old product. Notably, consumer readiness to reject old product is distinguished from
consumer readiness to accept new product.-Consumer readiness to reject old product
also consists of motivation and.ability but are different from that of consumer

readiness to accept new product.

Motivation: To dispose of old product that is still functional, consumer must be
adequately motivated to do so. When the product no longer fits in with the
environment or corresponds to the owner’s preferences or self-image (Jacoby et al.
1977), it provides sufficient motivation to dispose of it. Without enough motivation
to dispose of old product, it is unlikely that a person will take action. Thus, we
expect that motivation to dispose of old product have a significant, direct effect on

selling intention. In the survey, four items created for the context.
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Ability: To dispose of the old product, consumers may require knowledge about
how to dispose of it and the ability to sell it. This ability reflects on people’s
resource and related experience they have. For instance, some people are more
experienced in online auction. Some people are used to sell the unwanted product to
second-hand stores. Others seldom or never sell unwanted product. We posit that
whether people are capable of and confident in selling the product will drive their
selling intention. That is, we expect to identify a significant and direct relationship
between ability and selling intention. In the survey, four items created for the

context.

3.2 Research Hypotheses

3.2.1 Antecedents Variables as Predictors of Consumer Readiness

To assess the mediation effect of consumer readiness to accept new product and
consumer readiness to reject old product, antecedent variables should have direct
effect on consumer readiness variable. We delve into two sets of antecedent
variables: antecedents of new product adoption and antecedents of old product

disposition.

Antecedents of New Product Adoption: The antecedents of new product
adoption explored are price fairness (4 items adapted from Stone and Gronhaug
[1993]), subjective norm (4 items adapted from Stone and Gronhaug [1993] and
Venkatesh and Davis [2000]), innovativeness, discomfort, optimism, and insecurity
(15 items of 4 TR constructs adapted from Parasuraman [2000]). These factors are
widely tested in new product/technology adoption research. We suppose that price
fairness, subjective norm, innovativeness, and optimism positively affect consumer
readiness to accept new product. Discomfort and insecurity are expected to

negatively affect consumer readiness to accept new product.
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Antecedents of Old Product Disposition: Factors that drive disposition
decision been explored are residual value, emotional attachment, and status quo bias.
These factors are widely considered in disposition or trade-in literature. We expect
that residual value (3 items created for the context), emotional attachment (4 items
adapted from Sivadas and Venkatesh [1995] and Schifferstein and
Zwartkruis-Pelgrim [2008]), and status quo bias (3 items created for the context) all
have negative effect on consumer readiness to reject old product.

Mediation Hypotheses of Consumer Readiness Variables: Based on the
conceptualization of the research model, the literature reviewed, and the important
relationships examined in prior part, we propose the following two mediating

hypotheses:

H1a: Motivation to buy the new product and. ability to use the new product mediate
the relationship between antecedents: 'of ‘new-product adoption and buying
intention.

Hip: Motivation to sell old product-and ability to.dispose of the old product mediate
the relationship between antecedents of ‘old product disposition and selling
intention.

3.2.2. The Effect of RA and RR on Buying and Selling Intention

In our proposed model, we expect that consumer readiness to accept new
product has a direct and significant effect on consumer’s buying intention and
consumer readiness to reject old product has a direct and significant effect on
consumer’s selling intention. In reality, whether consumers are ready to accept new
product may also affect their selling intention. Similarly, if consumers are more
ready to sell their old product, they may be more prone to buy new product. We
expect these effects to exist, but these effects will be smaller than the main effect.

Hence, we propose the following hypotheses:
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H.a: Consumer readiness to accept new product has a greater effect on buying
intention than consumer readiness to reject old product.

Hap: Consumer readiness to reject old product has a greater effect on selling
intention than consumer readiness to accept new product.

Based on the discussion and the hypotheses, we propose a model combine both
adoption and disposition aspect. The model is shown in Figure 1. The left part of the
model is the antecedents of new product adoption and old product disposition. The
middle part is the consumer readiness to accept variables and consumer readiness to
reject variables. The right part shows consumers’ buying, selling, and product
ownership intention. All variable are viewed as latent variable except product

ownership. Product ownership is operated as a discrete variable.
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Antecedent Predictors

New Product
Optimism
Innovativeness
Discomfort
Insecurity
Subjective Norm
Price Fairness

Mediating Variables

Consumer Readiness to
Accept New Product

e Motivation
e Ability

Behavioral Intention

Y

+
I
I
I

I
|
|
!
y

Old Product
e Residual Value
¢ Emotional Attachment
e Status Quo Bias

Consumer Readiness to

Reject Old Product
e Motivation
e Ability

Behavioral Intention

e Product Ownership Intention

e New Product Buying
Intention

¢ Old Product Selling
Intention

Figure 1 The Conceptual Model

16




3.3 Research Methodology

To test the conceptual model, we conduct an empirical study. Mobile phones
are the subject of study. Data are collected through survey instrument. A
self-administered survey was developed to explore the variables in the conceptual
model. The development of the survey instrument undergoes a multi-round
modification. First, relevant research is reviewed for getting established scales.
Suitable items are then adjusted to fit in into the study. After the initial survey
instrument is finished, it was reviewed by 4 professionals. Some modifications are
made accordingly. A pretest was then conducted for the purpose of reliability
analysis and exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Through the modification process,
equivocal items were clarified or excluded. In the final survey, 57 items are designed
to measure the latent variables. All the itémsuse a 7-point Likert Scale ranking from
7 (strongly agree) to 1 (Strongly “disagree). The final survey instrument is in the

Appendix.

Mobile phones are chosen as the illustrative product for the following reasons.
First, they are prevalent in Taiwan and are viewed as everyday technology. Second,
most of the mobile phone users have the experience of repeat purchases of mobile
phone. Thus, it is easier for subjects to respond to the questions. Third, among 3C
products, it is more likely for people to own more than one mobile phone at a time.
To examine whether people are ready to accept new product and/or ready to reject
old product, there must be a new product to evaluate. A flier of a new mobile phone
(named Navigator 1) with satellite navigation system is created. Satellite navigation
system is included to investigate people’s technology readiness toward the mobile

phone.
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4 Analyses and Results

4.1 Results of Pretest: Exploratory Factor Analysis

The pretest was conducted with a sample of 87 respondents. The EFA produces
13 factors with eigenvalues all greater than one. Reliability tests were examined.
Cronbach’s o ranking from 0.543 (residual value) to 0.925 (subjective norm). Most
of the cronbach’s a values are over 0.7, which implies good reliabilities of the
constructs. The cumulated variance explained by the items is 80.56 percent. More

detailed results are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1 Results of Reliability Test

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

PF1 781

PF2 769

PF3 782

PF4 868

SN1 732

SN2 766

SN3 871

SN4 837

INN1 753

INN2 752

INN3 794

DISI 732

DIS2 747

DIS3 819

DIS4 811

OPTI 834

OPT2 796

OPT3 764

OPT4 646

INSI 781

INS2 819

INS3 846

INS4 693

RVI 685
RV2 815
RV3 633
EAl 891

EA2 897

EA3 808

EA4 759

SQBI 710
SQB2 756
SQB3 814
MN1 860

MN2 893

MN3 598

MN4 538

ABNI1 843

ABN2 868

ABN3 793

MO1 773

MO2 867

MO3 672

MO4 667

ABOI 543

ABO2 857

ABO3 862

ABO4 762

Eigenvalues 10.96 545 3.88 3.00 288 242 202 188 1.54 128 121 1.10 1.05
% variance  8.07 7.44 7.62 692 6.79 6.74 6.66 6.04 588 5.09 507 4.63 3.6l

Cr"“z“hs 925 880 .903 .883 .850 .945 .897 858 .819 .666 .920 .792 .543

PF: price fairness; SN: subjective norm, INN: innovativeness; DIS: discomfort; OPT: optimism; INS:
insecurity; RV: residual value; EA: emotional Attachment; SQB: status quo bias; MN: motivation to
buy new product; ABN: ability to use new product; MO: motivation to sell old product; ABO: ability
to sell old product
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4.2 Formal Investigation

4.2.1 Subjects and Data Structure

Respondents are first presented with a piece of new mobile phone ads. After

reading the ads, they are instructed to do the self-administered survey. When they

finish filling out the surveys, they are given a gift as a return of the favor. Subjects

were randomly chosen. The data collection process lasts for 10 days. In total, 408

samples are collected, and 362 samples are used for analysis. Table 2 shows the

information of the data structure. Of the sample, 49.2% were male and 50.8 % were

female. Age of 20-29 stands for the highest portion (72.7%). 48.3 % are student and

31.2 % are office worker.

Table 2 Profile of the Respondents by Age, Gender, and Occupation

Characteristics Number Percent Characteristics Number  Percent
Age Occupation

19 and under 38 10:5% Student 175 48.3%

20-29 264 72.9% Professional 8 2.2%

30-39 45 12:4% Army and Police 20 5.5%

40-49 10 2.8% Oftice worker 113 31.2%

50-59 4 1.1% Self-employed 7 1.9%

60 and above 1 0.3% Housekeeper 3 0.8%
Gender Others 36 9.9%

Male 178  49.2%

Female 184  50.8%
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4.2.2 Reliability and Validity Analysis

We utilized a two-step modeling approach following Anderson and Gerbing
(1988). The measurement model is tested by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA),
and the quality of the measurement model is assessed on reliability, convergent
validity, and discriminant validity. The level of internal consistency (reliability) in
each variable is acceptable, with Cronbach’s a score range from 0.745 (residual
value) to 0.923 (ability to use new product) (see Table 3), indicating acceptable
measurement reliabilities. Also, the composite reliability ranks from 0.742 (residual
value) to 0.920 (selling intention). Hence, the results reflect the internal consistency

of the indicator.
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Table 3 The Property of CFA Results

Latent Standardized Cronbach's a Composite Average Variance
Variable Factor Loadings Reliability Extracted
PF1 0.786:
. . PF2 0.815
Price Fairness PF3 0.919"*" 0.899 0.903 0.701
PF4 0.824"""
SN1 0.794"""
Subjective SN2 0.774 "
Nomn N3 0923 " 0911 0.916 0.732
SN4 0.920"""
INN1 0.825° "
Innovativeness INN2 0.890""" 0.904 0.905 0.761
INN3 0.900"""
DISI 0.437:
. DIS2 0.898
Discomfort DIS3 0.980"*" 0.863 0.879 0.661
DIS4 0.828"""
OP1 0.853:
. OP2 0.903
Optimism OP3 0.853" " 0.899 0.902 0.698
OP4 0.723"""
INS1 0.602:: i j
. INS2 0.724
Insecurity INS3 0.842" " 0.809 0.817 0.531
INS4 0.728"""
MNI1 0.682°""
Motivation MN2 0.523"""
New MN3 0620 0.754 0.778 0.476
MN4 0.883"""
ABN1 0.846 "
Ability New  ABN2 0.920""" 0.923 0.907 0.766
ABN3 0.857"""
BII 0.920"""
Buying BI2 0.842"""
Intontion B3 0.843" " 0.900 0.904 0.702
Bl4 0.737"""
RV1 0.742°""
Residual Value RV2 0.702" " 0.745 0.742 0.489
RV3 0.652"""
EAl 0.876 "
Emotional EA2 0.850"""
Attachment EA3 0837 " 0.887 0.889 0.669
EA4 0.698"""
SQBI 0.734" "
Status Quo Bias SQB2 0.758""" 0.816 0.819 0.602
SQB3 0.833"""
MOl 0.793:
L MO2 0.835
Motivation Old MO3 0.728" " 0.845 0.845 0.579
MO4 0.678"""
ABOI 0.533:
. ABO2 0.776
Ability Old ABOS 0877 0.855 0.863 0.620
ABO4 0.907"""
SI1 0.834"""
Selling SI2 0795 "
Intention SI3 0.738""" 0.918 0.920 0.699
SI4 0.899
SI5 0.903"""

""" denotes a significant value (p<0.001)
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The model fit indices are: Xz: 2645.1, df=1345, NFI=0.830, RFI=0.811, IFI=
0.914, TLI=0.904, CF1=0.913, and RMSEA=0.048. The standardized factor loadings
for the indicators of price fairness rank from 0.786 to 0.919, subjective norm rank
from 0.774 to 0.923, innovativeness rank from 0.825 to 0.900, discomfort rank from
0.437 to 0.980, optimism rank from 0.723 to 0.903, insecurity rank from 0.602 to
0.842, motivation to buy new product rank from 0.523 to 0.833, ability to use new
product rank from 0.846 to 0.920, buying intention rank from 0.737 to 0.920,
residual value rank from 0.652 to 0.742, emotional attachment rank from 0.698 to
0.876, status quo bias rank from 0.734 to 0.833, motivation to sell old product rank
from 0.678 to 0.835, ability to dispose of old product rank from 0.533 to 0.907, and
selling intention rank from 0.738 to 0.903. Based on the good over fit and the proper
factor loadings of the items, we' conclude the.measurement model have good

convergent validity.

To evaluate discriminant validity, the~Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is
calculated (Table 3). AVE should be 'higherithan the variances shared between the
constructs (Fornell and Lacker 1981). Table 4 exhibits the correlation matrix of the
constructs, which can be used for the comparison. The correlations between different
constructs are in the off-diagonal elements of the matrix, and the square roots of
AVE for each of the constructs are along the diagonal. According to the results, we

infer that the constructs have adequate discriminant validity.
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Table 4 Discriminant Validity

PF SN IN DIS 0] INS MN ABN BI RV EA SQB MO ABO SI
PF 0.837
SN 0.579 0.856
IN 0.303 0.291 0.872
DIS -0.135  -0.034 -0.237 0.813
OPpP 0.241 0.358  0.526 -0.139  0.836
INS -0.135  -0.137 -0.175 0.406  -0.074 0.729

MN 0.532 0590 0215 -0.051 0.354 -0.105 0.690
ABN 0.382  0.343  0.406  -0.45 0.327  -0.286 .%0.389 . .0.875

BI 0.683 0.774 0359  -0.042 0319  -0.152- 0.666 = :0.415 " ~0.838
RV -0.085 -0.187 -0.03 0.019  -0.278 -0.029  -0.225 .7-0.149 [30.22 0.774
EA 0.138  0.072  0.149  0.032  0.039  0.108 = ..0.104= 7701014 . -0.12 -0.012  0.818

SQB -0.151  -0.148 -0.158 0342  -0.136 0.211 -0.019 -0.185" -0.129 0.072  0.101 0.776
MO 0.088 0.146 0.102 0.012 0.202 -0.064 0.187""°0.082  0.144 -0.84 -0.062 -0.016 0.761
ABO 0.207  0.13 0.336  -0.051 0254  -0.005 0.042 0.218  0.118 0.107  0.072  -0.132  -0.140  0.787

SI 0.136  0.263 0263  0.03 0292  -0.041 0230 0.192 0232 -0.271 -0.384 -0.134 0.325 0413  0.836

PF: Price Fairness; SN: Subjective Norm; INN: Innovativeness; DIS: Discomfort; OPT: Optimism; INS: Insecurity; MN: Motivation to Buy New Product; ABN: Ability to use New Product;
BI: Buying Intention; RV: Residual Value; EA: Emotional Attachment; MO: Motivation to Dispose Old Product; ABO: Ability to Dispose of Old Product; SI: Selling Intention.
The bold numbers on the diagonal are the square roots of the AVE. Off-diagonal elements are correlations among constructs.
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4.3 Hypotheses Test

We use a two step process to test mediation. The first step ensures the
antecedent has a significant effect on intention. In the second step, we examine
whether the antecedent has a direct effect on mediator, whether the mediator has an
effect on intention, and whether the antecedent has an effect on intention. In the
second step, the influence of antecedent on intention must be lessened when the
mediator are included in the model. That is, the effect of antecedent on intention in

step 2 should be less than that of step 1(b must be smaller than a in Figure 2).

Step 1
Step 2

Antecedent Intention

Figure 2 Steps for Mediation Test

4.3.1 Results of the Mediation Effect

The results of the mediation test are summarized in Table 5, showing the
comparison of the effect of antecedents on intention with (value in column 3) and
without mediator (value in column 5). Compare the value in column 3 and column 5,
we discover that the effects of price fairness, subjective norm, and innovativeness on
buying intention are partially mediated by motivation to buy new product and ability
to use new product. The effect of optimism on buying intention is fully mediated by
motivation to buy new product and partially mediated by ability to use new product.

The effect of insecurity on buying intention is partially mediated by ability to use
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new product. Motivation does not mediate discomfort and insecurity on new product
buying. Discomfort fails to have a significant effect on buying intention and
insecurity does not affect motivation to buy new product. Hence, the result partially

supports H1,.

For consumer readiness to reject old product variables, motivation to dispose of
old product partially mediates the effect of residual value on selling intention.
Motivation to dispose of old product does not mediate the effect of emotional
attachment and status quo bias because of their non-significant effect on motivation.
Ability to dispose of the old product partially mediates the effect of residual value
and fully mediates the effect of status quo bias on selling intention. Still, ability does
not mediate between the relationship of,emotional attachment and selling intention.

The results partially support Hly,.

4.3.2 Effect of RA and RR_on:New Product Buying and Old Product Selling

To examine whether RA are dominating RR in affecting buying intention and
whether RR are more influential in selling intention than RA, we run a SEM model
to test the effect. The result (Table 6) indicates that buying intention is majorly
affected by RA but not RR (MO-BI, ABO-BI not significant). Also, RR has a more
significant effect on selling intention than RA. Although motivation to accept new
product has a significant effect on selling intention, the effect of readiness to reject

variables are still greater than it. Accordingly, H2, and H2;, are supported.
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Table 5 Result of Mediation Effect Analysis

ANT—INT ANT->MED  MED—INT ANT—INT

(stepl) (step2) (step2) (step2) Conclusion

Predictor

Description of Test: Motivation to buy the new product as a mediator of the
relationship between new product adoption antecedents and buying intention

Fr ?(fgg 1) ?()?309 1) ?6.7()2()6 1) ?6%33 1 Partial Mediation
SN ?6.63(? 1) ?6%(? 1) ?6.6(?(;‘ 1) ?('fgg 1 Partial Mediation
N ?6.2()63 1) ?(.)?6100 1) ?6?()7()2 1) ?(').l(fg 1 Partial Mediation
DIS ;8(5)?3) - - --- No Mediation
OPT ?6%53 1) ?03508 1) ?6?(?5 1) (069:770) Total Mediation
S Egéﬂ) 28 } (1);) ?0900(? 1) ig?g;) No Mediation

Description of Test: Ability to use new product as a mediator of the relationship
between new product adoption antecedents and buying intention

0.587 0.346 0.168 0.527

PF (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) Partial Mediation
SN ?6.63(? 1) ?6?09(? 1) (()(5.1(?06 1) ?(')_50901 I Partial Mediation
INN ?6.2()63 1) ?(fgg 1) ?6?098 1) ?6?073 1 Partial Mediation
DIS igz(s)i)(g)) Egiggi) ?(')L.‘gg 1) ?(5,1(?3 1 Partial Mediation
OPt ?()%53 1) ?d?g(? 1) ?(')?01(? 1) ?(').253 0 Partial Mediation
INS igiéﬂ) Egiggi) ?6%0603 0 ;8;23; Total Mediation

Description of Test: Motivation to dispose of old product as a mediator between old
product disposition antecedents and selling intention

-0.334 -0.714 0.444 -0.017 o
RV (0.001) (0.001) (0.048) (0.933) Total Mediation
-0.514 -0.066 0.430 -0.486 L
EA (0.001) (0.254) (0.001) (0.001) No Mediation
-0.157 -0.016 0.462 -0.150 L
SQB (0.025) (0.754) (0.001) (0.024) No Mediation

Description of Test: Ability to dispose of old product as a mediator between old
product disposition antecedents and Selling intention

-0.334 0.159 0.455 -0.403 , .
RV (0.001) (0.081) (0.001) (0.001) Partial Mediation
-0.514 0.092 0.452 -0.557 .
EA (0.001) (0.232) (0.001) (0.001) No Mediation
-0.157 -0.154 0.412 -0.093 .
SQB (0.025) (0.029) (0.001) (0.156) Total Mediation

Notes: The numbers shown are maximum likelihood parameter estimates, and p-values are shown in
the parentheses. ANT: antecedents; INT: intention; MED: mediator; PF: price fairness; SN: subjective
norm, INN: innovativeness; DIS: discomfort; OPT: optimism; INS: insecurity; RV: residual value;
EA: emotional Attachment; SQB: status quo bias
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Table 6 Standardized Total Effect of RA and RR on Intention

Causal Relationship

Path Coefficient (p-value)

Motivation to New Product—

. . . 0.778 (0.001)
Consumer Readiness to Buying Intention
Accept New Product Ability to Use the New Product—
i ) 0.098 (0.034)
Buying Intention
Motivation to Old Product—
0.002 (0.958)

Consumer Readiness to
Reject Old Product

Buying Intention
Ability to Dispose of Old

Product— Buying Intention

0.064 (0.124)

Consumer Readiness to

Accept New Product

Motivation to New Product—
Selling Intention
Ability to Use the New Product—
Selling Intention

0.141 (0.013)

0.005 (0.933)

Consumer Readiness to
Reject Old Product

Motivation to Old Product—
Selling Intention
Ability to'Dispose.of Old

Product— Selling Intention

0.366 (0.001)

0.459 (0.001)

After we realize the effect of RA“and RR on buying intention and selling

intention, we run a correlation test to.examine - whether they are distinct constructs.

The correlation of RA and RR is 0.016 (using a two order concept). The low

correlation supports our conceptualization that RA and RR are two separate

constructs.

4.3.3 The Impact of Readiness on the Choice of Four Actions

To gain more insight from the data, we analyze the results using ANOVA to

determine whether people with different level of RA and RR have different

intentions. In the analysis, we use mean score of readiness to split the data. We

categorize people into four groups with high RA high RR (group 1), low RA high

RR (group 2), low RA low RR (group 3), and high RA low RR (group4).
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Mean score of buying intention for the four groups are 4.32, 2.91, 2.91, and
3.97 (see Figure 3). Result shows that there are significant differences between
group 1 and 2(p<0.001) and group 1 and 3 (p <0.001). Group 1 and 4 (0.159) and
Group 2 and 3 (1.000) are not significantly different. The result further supports our
conceptualization that people with higher readiness to accept (group 1 and 4) have a

higher buying intention.

Mean scores for selling intention are 4.38, 3.97, 2.90, and 3.26 for group 1, 2, 3,
and 4 respectively (see Figure 3). The p-value between groups are 0.156 (1 and 2),
p<0.001(1 and 3), p<0.001(1 and 4), p<0.001(2 and 3), 0.006 (2 and 4), and 0.298 (3
and 4). The significant differences show that people with higher readiness to reject

old product have a higher selling intention, ., _

Group 1 Group 1
438
43 Group 4 Group 2

4 397 3.97
7
/ Group 4

Group 2 Group 3 Group 3 326
; 201 201 / 29 \“

Buying Intentions Selling Intentions

Figure 3 Mean of Buying and Selling Intention among Groups
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After confirm the effect of RA on buying intention and RR on selling intention
separately, we then include both RA and RR’s effect on people’s ownership intention.
Tests of homogeneity of proportion are run to determine if there are differences
among groups in choosing the four actions. Action 1 is replacement purchase:
buying Navigator 1 and selling their mobile phone. Action 2 is to defer choice: want
to buy new mobile phone but not Navigator 1, hence looking for another new mobile
phone. Action 3 stands for keep using their old mobile phone. Action 4 is collector:
buying Navigator 1 and keeping the old mobile phone (for more detail, please refer
to the survey instrument in the Appendix). The result shows that people in group 1
choose action 1 the most compare to other groups. Other groups have similar result

(please refer to Figure 4-7).
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Figure 4 The Result of Choice 1
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Figure 6 The Result of Choice 3
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Figure 5 The Result of Choice 2
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Figure 7 The Result of Choice 4
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6 Discussion and Implication

6.1 Discussion

According to our research model, we explore important antecedent of new
product adoption (price fairness, subjective norm, innovativeness, discomfort,
optimism, and insecurity) and antecedents of old product disposition (residual value,
emotional attachment, and status quo bias). The effect of these antecedents is
mediated by RA (H1,) and RR (H1y), which are proposed by our study. Furthermore,
RA is found to have greater effect on buying intention than RR (H2,). RR is

identified to be more pronounced in affecting selling intention than RA (H2y).

RA is identified to be mediators between adoption antecedents and buying
intention. Motivation to buy new:’product mediate 4 of the 6 antecedents except
discomfort and insecurity. The wesult indicates that price fairness, subjective norm,
innovativeness, and optimism positively.affect,consumers’ motivation to buy new
product. The motivation further increases. buying intention. Ability to use new
product mediate 5 of the 6 antecedents. The findings imply that innovativeness and
optimism positively affect their ability to use new product. With higher ability to use
the new product, consumers are more willing to buy new product. Insecurity’s
negatively affect their ability to use new product thus reduce consumer’s buying

intention.

RR mediates the relationship between disposition antecedents and old product
selling intention. Motivation to sell old product mediate the effect of residual value.
The result indicates that with higher residual value, consumers are less motivated to
sell the product, hence reduce their selling intention. Ability to sell old product

mediate 2 of the 3 antecedents: residual value and status quo bias. Interestingly,
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higher residual value decreases people’s motivation to sell the old product but
increases people’s ability in selling it. With higher residual value, consumers are
more confident in selling old product (higher ability), thus increase their selling
intention. In addition, people who are more status quo biased are more likely to keep
their product instead of selling it. Hence reduce their experience (ability) in selling.

This may further decrease people’s selling intention.

For product ownership intention, the analysis shows convincing result. People
with high RA and high RR (group 1) are more likely to choose buying new product
and selling the old product than other group. People with low RA and high RR are
more likely to choose action that is looking for other new product than other group.
People with low RA and low RR are more pronounced in keep using the old product
regardless of the new product. Reople with high RA and low RR tend to buy new

product and keep the old product.

To sum up, the major contribution of the:research is twofold. First, the
conceptual model integrates both new product adoption and old product disposition.
We look into how consumer readiness variables mediate between the relationships of
antecedents and intention. The adding of the consumer readiness variable broadens
our knowledge in consumers buying and selling decisions. Second, by
differentiating consumer readiness to accept new product from consumer readiness
to reject old product, we clarify that buying does not necessarily equivalent to
selling. The clarification strengthens our knowledge in consumers’ product
ownership intention. Also, with the construction of RA and RR, we are capable of

forecasting consumer buying and disposing intention simultaneously.
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6.2 Managerial Implication

As Meuter et al. (2005) has mentioned, “For many firms, often the challenge is
not managing the technology but rather getting consumers to try the technology.”
Their findings provide companies with useful strategies in implementing SSTs or
introducing new products. They focus on new product perspective, our research
include both new product and old products’ effect. The inclusion of old product’s
perspective could offer companies with a more thorough understanding of
consumer’s attitude toward new product and their old product. By knowing the
effect of RA and RR on buying and disposition intention, companies can apply

tactical strategies to increase consumer’s motivation and ability in both readinesses.

To influence the actionable RA and . RR variables, companies have several
tactics can be implemented. First; companies can tise new product trial to increase
people’s readiness to accept new product. During the trial process, the advantages of
the new product should be clearly demonstrated. This could further increase people’s
motivation to buy new product. Also,“employee could assist people to operate the
new product (if needed) and try to increase their confidence in using the new
product. By doing so, this may increase people’s ability. If trial does increase
potential consumers’ motivation to buy and ability to use, they may be more willing

to buy the new product.

Our research categorizes 4 groups of possible action (2 RA x 2 RR). Action 1 is
replacement purchase. Action 4 is collector. Action 2 is to defer choice and action 3
is to use the old product. Action 1 and 4 are more appealing to the company. Hence,
companies could use some marketing tactics to move people from action 2 and 3 to
action 1 and 4. Management can encourage buying by increasing people’s readiness

to accept variables. For action 2 consumer, company can provide other new models
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and provide them with trade-in or other disposition alternatives. By doing this,
company may move consumer from action 2(defer choice) to action 4 (replacement
purchase). For people who think their old product still function well (action 3),
companies can increase their motivation to buy new product and ability in using the
new product by differentiating the new product from their old product and stress
their product is easy to use. In addition, the company could inform their consumer
that they do not have to dispose of their old product (retire or sell it). It is because of
the two products are somehow different. By doing this, consumer may move from

action 3 to action 4.

6.3 Limitations and Future Research

6.3.1 Limitations

In our research, respondents evaluate the new product (Navigator 1) based on
the information offered in the-fliet, rather-than a real mobile phone. This may
somehow affects people’s evaluation toward the new product. Also, owing to limited
time and budget, only one product category is examined. In the future, other product

categories can be investigated to test the generalizability of the model.

6.3.2 Directions for Future Research

Building on the findings of our research, some directions are offered for future
research. The conceptualization of readiness to accept and readiness to reject can be
further investigated in the future. We expect that readiness to accept and readiness to
reject are not confined to product only; services may be applicable as well. Owing to
the benefits associated with the self-service technologies, several service industries
have introduced SSTs to replace part of the traditional face-to-face service employee.

This transformation may arouse some problems: when consumers are not ready to
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accept SSTs and/or not ready to reject the old way, what would happen? The
installation of SSTs sometimes left no other option for service delivery (Reinders,
Dabholkar, and Frambach 2008). In other words, the transformation forces
consumers to use SSTs. The strength of the force condition can be studied, which
may provide interesting results. For instance, the strength of force may moderate the
effect of readiness to accept new technologies on using intention. Similarly, the
strength of force may also moderate the effect of readiness to reject old technology
(traditional face-to-face service delivery) on the intention of not using the traditional

way. That is, there may have an interaction effect.

In our research, with the separation of readiness to accept and readiness to
reject, we categorize consumers’ ownership. intention into four groups. The action 2
and 4 are relatively interesting. Eature reséarch.can’investigate under what condition
consumer will move from quadrant 2 to 1 or 4 and under what condition people will

move from quadrant 3 to 1 and 4.

High
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2 1

Defer Choice Replacement
| >
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Figure 8 Four Actions of Ownership Intention

36



Reference

10.

11.

Alexander, David L., John, G. Lynch Jr., and Qing Wang (2008), “As Time
Goes By: Do Cold Feet Follow by Warm Intentions for Really New Versus
Incrementally New Products?”” Journal of Marketing Research, 45(3), 307-319.

Ajzen, Icek (1991), “The Theory of Planned Behavior,” Organization Behavior
and Human Decision Process, 50, 179-211.

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social
behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Ariely, Dan, Joel Huber, and Klaus Wertenbroch (2005), “When Do Losses
Loom Larger Than Gains?”” Journal of Marketing Research, 42(May), 134-138.

Bayus, Barry L. (1991), “The Consumer Durable Replacement Buyer,” Journal
of Marketing, Vol. 55, January, 42-51.

Beggan, James K. (1992), “On the:Social Nature of the Nonsocial Perception:
The Mere Ownership Effect,”’ Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
62 (Feburary), 229-237.

Belk, Russell W. (1988), “Posséssions- and* Extended Self,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 15(Sep), 139-158.

Bitner, Mary Jo, Amy L. Ostrom, and Matthew L. Meuter (2002),
“Implementing  Successful  Self-Service Technologies,” Academy of
Management Executive, 16(4), 96-109.

Burke, Marian, W. David Conn, and Richard J. Lutz (1978), “Using
Psychographic Variables to Investigate Product Disposition Behaviors,”
Research Frontiers in Marketing: Dialogues and Directions, S. C. Jain, ed.
Chicago: American Marketing Association, 321-26.

Castaio, Raquel, Mita Sujan, Manish Kacker, and Harish Sujan (2008),
“Managing Consumer Uncertainty in the Adoption of New Products: Temporal
Distance and Mental Simulation,” Journal of Marketing Research, 45(June),
320-36.

CPSC U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (2006, May 25). Segway Inc.
Announces Recall to Repair Segway® Personal Transporters. Message posted

to http://www.cpsc.gov/cpscpub/prerel/prhtml06/06258.html

37



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Davis, Fred D, Richard P. Bagozzi, and Paul R.Warshaw (1992), “Extrinsic and
Intrinsic Motivation to Use Computers in the Workplace,” Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 22, 1111-32.

Davis, Fred D. (1989), “Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and User
Acceptance of Computer Technology,” MIS Quarterly, 13, 319-340.

Debell, Margret and Rachel Dardis (1979), “Extending Product Life:
Technology isn’t the only Issue,” Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 6,
381-385.

Demirci, Ahmet Emre and Nezihe Figen Ersoy (2008), “Technology Readiness
for Innovative High-Tech Products: How Consumers Perceive and Adopt New
Technologies,” The Business Review, Cambridge, Vol.11, No. 1, December,
302-308.

Fitzmaurice, Julie (2005), “Incorporating Consumers’ Motivation into the
Theory of Reasoned Action,” Psychology & Marketing, 22(11), 911-929.

Fournier, Susan (1998) “Consumers —and Their Brands: Developing
Relationship Theory in ConsumerResearch,” Journal of Consumer Research,
24(March), 343-70.

Grewal, Rajdeep, Raj Mchta, and"FrankTR. Kardes (2004), “The Timing of
Repeat Purchases of Consumer Durable Goods: The Role of Functional Bases
of Consumer Attitudes,” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 41, February,
101-115.

Hanson, James W. (1980), “A Proposed Paradigm for Consumer Product
Disposition Processes,” Journal of Consumer Affairs, Vol. 14, No.1, 49-67.

Harrell, Gilbert D. and Diane M. MoCONOCHA (1992), “Personal Factors
Related to Consumer Product Disposal Tendencies,” Journal of Consumer
Affairs, Vol. 26, No.2, 397-417.

Herzenstein, Michal, Steven S. Posavac, and J. Josko Brakus (2007), “Adoption
of New and Really New Products: The Effects of Self-Regulation Systems and
Risk Salience,” Journal of Marketing Research, 44(2), 251-260.

Jacoby, Jacob (1976), “Telling It Like It Is,” in Advances in Consumer
Research, Vol. 3, Beverlee B. Anderson (ed.), Ann Arbor, MI: Association for

Consumer Research, 1-11.

Jacoby, Jacob, Carol K. Berning, and Thomas F. Dietvorst (1977), “What about

38



24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Disposition?” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 40, Iss. 2, 22-28.

Kahneman, Daniel, Jack L. Knetsch, and Richard H. Thaler (1986a), “Fairness
and the Assumptions of Economics,” Journal of Business, 59 (4), S285-S300.

Kahneman, Daniel, Jack L. Knetsch, and Richard H. Thaler (1986b), “Fairness
as a Constraint on Profit Seeking: Entitlements in the Market,” American
Economic Review, 76 (September), 728-741.

Kalapurakal, R., P. R. Dickson, and J. E. Urbany (1991), “Perceived Price
Fairness and Dual Entitlement,” Advances in Consumer Research, 18, 788-793.

Lam, Shun Yin, Jeongwen Chiang, and A. Parasuraman (2008), “The Effects of
the Dimensions of Technology Readiness on Technology Acceptance: An
Empirical Analysis,” Journal of Interactive Marketing, 22(4), 19-39.

Lin, Chien-Hsin, Hsin-Yu Shih, and Peter J. Sher (2007), “Integrating
Technology Readiness into Technology Acceptance: The TRAM Model,”
Psychology & Marketing, Vol. 24(7), 641-657.

Lin, Jiun-Sheng Chris and Pei-Ling. Hsieh (2006), “The Role of Technology
Readiness in Customers’ Perception and: Adoption of Self-Service
Technologies,” International Journal of Service Industry Management, Vol. 17,
No. 5, 497-517.

Massey, Anne P, Vijay Khatri, and Mitzi M Montoya-Weiss (2007), “Usability
of Online Services: The Role of Technology Readiness and Context,” Decision
Sciences, 38(2), 277-308.

Maxwell, Sarah (2002), “Rule-Based Price Fairness and Its Effect on
Willingness to Purchase,” Journal of Economic Psychology, 23, 191-212

Meuter, Matthew L., Mary Jo Bitner, Amy L. Ostrom, and Stephen W. Brown
(2005), “Choosing Among Alternative Service Delivery Modes: An
Investigation of Customer Trial of Self-Service Technologies,” Journal of
Marketing, 69(April), 61-83.

Mick, David Glenn and Susan Fournier (1998), “Paradoxes of Technology:
Consumer Cognizance, Emotions, and Coping Strategies,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 25(September), 123-147.

Okada, Erica Mina (2001), “Trade-Ins, Mental Accounting, and Product
Replacement Decisions,” Journal of Consumer Research, 27(March), 433—446.

39



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

Okada, Erica Mina (2006), “Upgrades and New Purchases,” Journal of
Marketing, 70 (October), 92—102.

Ostlund, Lyman E. (1974), “Perceived innovation Attributes as Predictors of
Innovativeness,” Journal of Consumer Research, 1(September), 23-29

Parasuraman A. and Charles L. Colby, (2001), Techno Ready Marketing: How
and Why Your Customers Adopt Technology, New York: The Free Press.

Parasuraman A., (2000), “Technology Readiness Index (TRI): A Multiple-Item
Scale to Measure Readiness to Embrace New Technology,” Journal of Service
Research, (May), 2, 4, 307-20.

Park, C. Whan and Beborah J. MacInnis (2006), “What’s In and What’s Out:
Questions on the Boundaries of the Attitude Construct,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 33, 16-18.

Reinders, Machiel, Pratibha A. Dabholkar, and Ruud T. Frambach, (2008),
“Consequences of Forcing Consumers to Use Technology-Based Self-Service,”
Journal of Service Research, 11(2), 107-123.

Rogers, Everett M. (1995),-Diffusion of/Innovations, 4™ ed. New York: The Free
Press

Ryan, Richard M. and Edward L. Deci (2000), “Intrinsic and Extrinsic
Motivations: Classic Definitions —and - New Directions,” Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 25, 54-67.

Samuelson, William and Richard Zeckhauser (1988), “Status Quo Bias in
Decision Making,” Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 1(1), 7-60.

Stone, Robert N., and Kjell Grenhaug (1993), “Perceived Risk: Further
Consideration for the Marketing Discipline,” European Journal of Marketing,
27(3), 39-50.

Tsikriktsis, Nikos (2004), “A Technology Readiness-Based Taxonomy of
Customers: A Replication and Extension,” Journal of Service Research,
Volume 7, No.1 (August), 42-52.

Venkatesh, Viswanath. and Fred D. Davis (2000), “A Theoretical Extension of
the Technology Acceptance Model: Four Longitudinal Field Studies,”
Management Science, 46, 186-204.

Venkatesh, Viswanath, Michael G. Morris, Gordon B. Davis, and Fred D. Davis

40



48.

49.

(2003), “User Acceptance of Information Technology: Toward a Unified View”
MIS Quarterly, 27(3), 425-478.

Winer, R. (1986), “A Reference Price Model of Brand Choice for Frequently
Purchased Products,” Journal of Consumer Research, 13 (September),
250-256.

Zhu, Rui (Juliet), Xinlei (Jack) Chen, and Srabana Dasgupta (2008), “Can
Trade-Ins Hurt You? Exploring the Effect of a Trade-In on Consumers’
Willingness to Pay for a New Product,” Journal of Marketing Research,
45(April) 159-170.

41



Appendix 1  Survey
K -
ﬂ‘r\?‘sﬁmﬁrv’iﬁl}i ji“]”y\ R~ A F\»"m'_li: » LA E E‘f”/ﬂ%f‘

BErg EenT R T2 > 2 2055 YR BHELIF -
TH A F PR R

kTS

ﬂg;a\@z]{A,\;za

THREP DR F AL (P RRY) LG R FHE B e R

B

Sony-Ericsson Nokia Samsung Hw
iy (& 2 H) 1500-3000 ~ 1200-2700 ~ 1500-3000 ~ 1000-2500 ~
LR 3000-6000 ~ 3000-5500 ~ 4000-7500 ~ 2000-5000 ~
PDA <4 (500 F % 24p% 2/ &% %) [12000-20000 =~ [15000-20000 =~ [8000-20000 =~  [5000-10000 ~
GPS ##t {8 7500-18000 ~ |8000-16000 ~ |9000-20000 ~ |4000-10000 ~

B.iT > Navigator = # 3& 1 3750 GPS ##% $#$(Navigator 1) » B 2 T 4o

Navigator GPS 42+ % (2 - ¥ ) 9 U] T

BRAEZHEL S5 x’f v 5 A fard 2
Navigator | #-[GfafEFle 2 BE > 2HLF D BEH 7> 58 3D = Wi
Navigator 1 3% Bt BRI R e 2 oo

WEaF E AR Al FERY R
2L 26 1670 ¥ ¢ $id My E
500 4% p A4 7 4pd% 2592 x 1944 pixels 4p ¥

Navigator 1 # 2 48 F ekt fFendk (545 > 2 1 £ o o s 4 o
i#f;: W BB o FEE B NET S o N F TS %ji,*@%'ﬁiﬁgl .
WEHE Ry BV SEH NS REELY AL o

thn

Nav1gat0r1 Pt T B ara o MNEPESTIEEAAE THERT 2
o 7 pZz e 160MB ¢F - Navigator 1 ﬁxrg v iE oL 2GB Z

Bt ) B- B A& i S et 4 o

2 10,000 =

ﬁ%r?ifm S

—‘AS

e E & (microSD

w1\
QJ

42



¥ — IR E_A AT B H3Y Navigator 1 rﬂp EoFRRA R g g
N BRBR ARG )
ol S SR SR S
;* i ‘ft e jﬂér A 1
A iy fe
1. AEEFEpHLsmn ®© ® @ ® 6 ® O
2. B EgRAREE] LA © © @ o 6 ©® ®
3. AFTMELERE © @ @ @ ® ® O
4. R RER A D © @ 6@ @ ® G O
5. MPEAT R RGBT PE A D
© @ 6@ @ ® G O
B A Frk- 3R
6. MR ERETEIPT GNP FE
© @ 6@ @ ® G O
F %k gl e
7. I A G € S AR AT O @ 6 o 6 6 O
8. ﬁf%fk%i%ax%%iﬁ&’qm”‘k*Jgpom
@ @ @& @ ® G O
LA B
9. HARR EFTLLAPETANES D © @ @ ® ® O
10. %‘fgx%’i’rﬁﬁ-iﬁﬁ)@’flg b i N AL
© @ @ @ ® G O
P R
1. B3 % gk A% p i
© @ 6@ @ ® G O
U TR - T
12. 28 Z§ehel gkt §oen sl en O @ 6@ @ ® & O
13. 2 fa@ias i @ s AT & ®© ®© @ ®© 6 ©® ®
14, &2 mifiou G AL Fem © @ 6@ @ ® & O
15, ez Aripeliy O © & @ ® ®
16, AFRE L © @ 6@ @ ® G O
17. TR BAR > AL FFRLE- LS O ©@ ® @ ® ® O
18, AkirkF z R - NegRATpEEEHE O © @ @® ® ©® O
19. AviigrpRIesiz@gtigp O @ @ @® ® ® @




FoOMPHEEEP R FPRPFREFY F o
Al. 3 L GBS L L4 .
L 1~3 & 46 & 79 & 10 vz}
(spemutf): O - = =
A2, G ey s [1 % [12¢%& [13¢% []48m2
A3, iz s @ o
] 0~1 i * []2~6 i * ] 7~12
(] 1#&~1 &% EREEDE:
A4, B F Faue i L] £ 1%
AS. EX 85 A ([ H- L4
] 0~1 i ® [] 2~6 i * ] 7~12
[]1&#~1 8% [(]1#&Xm2
> RGP T B @ % ch L8N T Aok > LB Bk R AR
2t oy ” b
o B2t
L LR
3 I s
A A pA
> = AN RN
p s
I Ag@Eel e SHEad P O @ @@ @ 6® ® O
2. AE g FIRA S L Ew A O © @ @ & G O
3. FEREFLEELZEFERR O @ 6 @ 6 ® O
4. R EEEHA KRG ‘féa,@i%if_é_ O @ 6 @ 6 ® O
5. @i A gHEHALNERGT FROL A
) O @@ @ @ 66 ® O
(4r Fﬁiiifév’%%;‘rwjérﬂﬁvﬁ‘l%)
6. HEEIPANA S (bF - ALY O © 6@ @ & & O
7. ﬁi’/\'j\gﬁd’ )ﬁiﬁqu\—- ]E;W,Ai
O @@ 6 @ 6 ® O
B3 H B Euhi &
8.  AhE g mLE O © ® ® & ® O
9. AhEfse @B EAHE R © © ® @ ® ® O
10. 28 E e e %L O @ @@ @ 6® ® O

44




£ 7fﬁ Sk 2t
. A ] P2t
Yo & ki
ot R iy iy
2 2, s s
1. @824 917 57 uEANTH O @ @@ @ 6 ® O
12 A AMPHEF X EHFLZLADE LS ®© © 8 @ ® G O
13. R#HiE2 chigs  AEEAS 0458
© © @ @ ® G O
PR AITH A DA (F H )
14, 3P FFSFET G HA DL O © 8 ® 6 © O
15, Fm 7 > AFEAG 4 2Ty Ao
© © 8 @ ® G O
=
16, B Emans > A g §HADEH © © @ @ ® G O
17. 4ok fiim ovsF » N g £ Bl e 4
O © @ @ & G O

i
18, 4ok T 28 (7)) EHIHRITH
STITER 0 AN £ N hd el g
19. dr% 5 ¢ > AEBBRAPY EADHIE O
20. EREa 3

©
©
®
©
®
Q

<
%
o
%ﬁ
S
@
© ©
© ©
® ®
© ©
® @
SIS

#4-4 Navigator 1 ehA S-p % > 2 B P wdg chE B3 7 6 v B
SHAMBFEI P RE I N ? o F R - BEET R FB P3P
(:F):

(A) ¥ * 54 A7 ¢ § Navigator 1 > 7 B85 % * oG chE 8

B) BFFPHPF &L B 1 AR HATI > 27 ¢ F Navigator 1 #72 ¢
FH et

(C) #EAH ¢ 2 € § Navigator 1 » * ¢ =g HT L8

(D) S HF#H,AT 3 € § Navigator | » £ 3f § 3 rJZH IR G 5840 0 § H - 1)

HiE

45




TPRSPBTE BUFHHL > EHIT
PP L 978 5 enfTe i e ¢
REAHFOE (% B

0P S

£)FT R

L PBRT S I HO R

HIPE W AN Y& Fralrh iy
Benlk L A2R

@ o e i A B
BAp ~ BT 1 e FY
RS 3%

3G

MR e T R

PO A T T
P M ou omo@ 4
3 i i
R R 5 o
- = RN AN
p s
1. AFHF 3 MBI 0 PF R © @ @ @ &® ® O
2. AEFEEY LT O @@ @ @ 66 ® O
300 AF P xR S ATH L gL O ®©® @@ ® 6 ©® @
4, AF AT ERRENITHALNBEAER O ®©® @@ ®© 6 ® @
5. EyR*aeaaEai FEzLEA O © @ @ G ©® @
6. 1 RT3 iy e RE_AT fean O @ 6 @ ® ® @
7. Fr#Ean e r Vi ¥ £ 2 e @ © @ @ & &® O
8. Az L LR H T L ;kg_xtgjs
. O ©® @@ © 6 ©® @
BL
9. fPFH N TIRBARNALER AT O ®©® @@ ®© 6 ©® @
10, £hirs B hiEH { p o O @ @ @® ® ® O
1. 57 @3 Ahg > A grR*FTehE 4
_ O ®©® @@ ® 6 ©® @
5
12 B R &g 2B hATH 0 K 2% AL
O ®©® @@ ® & ® @
7 R
13, 2 R LI hs LG kG
@ @ @ ®&® ® @
(%5 & IR 3)
14, @& % F74 a0 crkF Ak K A AoTE 8 O ®©® @@ ®© 6 & @
15. @& % 3750 § PR g @ S AR O @ 6 @ 6 ® O

46




FritpMwTpEamd FER P FEET AT HBESR LR

o o N
A SR S S
For B ouw ooz %
S F e
% i & &
. ARZAFPAEF it egrmey O @ @ @ ® ©® @
2. HRFEINGFEALE HA G S TR O @ @@ @ ® ® O
3. A7 AFEREPMR O @ @@ @ ® ® O
[BAAFFTH]
DI1. & s s 179 ] *
D2.fEehEds s 1 [ 19 & ™ []20-29#% []30-39#% [ 4049 &
[ 50-59 &  [] 60 # s+
D3.jgermis s 0 [ £2 EEE O &% [0 5%
(] p:REeO 723 [] #

REF LR FHEE A X7 RdEgE S
=R Gt 3 o ]

47




Ak
h =z
V=

(02) 24282482

E-mail : foyulin@hotmail.com

g E:

% K98 6!
% K96 6!
% F924£ 6
% K89 67

% FI864 6

W2

i

DABRT Y R RD AR BTN

NEER PR L PR CRLTE R

DEREEE T L

|4

|4

|4

ARGE I
PIRY LR

PR L

48



