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< Abstract>

Consumer Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction(CS/D) is a concept which is receiving increased
attention from consumers, public policy makers, and marketers alike. The literature in
this field is still meager, has been growing rapidly but with diversity of direction.

The purpose of this study is to review the conceptualization and taxonomy of CS/D in
consumer research.

Three types of the basic process in a general theory of CS/D are suggested; system
CS/D, enterprise CS/D and product-gservice CS/D. It is also classified into macro mark-
eting system CS/D, micro marketing system CS/D and consuming mix CS/D. The conc-
eptualization of CS/D begins with a basic model of how CS/D results from the individual
product purchase experience of individual consumer. Basic CS/D models are classified
into process model which contains experience, information search, prepurchase evaluation
and comparison process variables and psychological model (expectation model) which is
derived from cognitive dissonance theory. Theoretical and empirical foundations about
expectation model are assimilation, contrast, generalized negativity and assimilation-
contrast theories.

In our country consumer researchers are much interested in the research subject of
CS8/D, but with low academic achivement so far. At present, I expect this paper could
present a conceptual perspective of the CS/D.

i} bl el KA Biiel vhebydk WALEA o) &
L. & Wo Biph WEH Kool vhoplE KA
. 25 "eg gl

1. HEel »EH HEEY) W - TR WS BEERS WHRT

BERE MR- THRY B4 WREER + Day e} Hunt(1976) & v1g5 o] HEEME «



2 W alsA 23l A

A23d 13 1985

R Pt e 5 o g #assked e

R, WA WE - TR A8 2 it
e W TR R 2 - d w2, A
BUR FHElE FEE A BES RES MEE
W - R REEE shddeh. A, HERE R
£ S S A8AE WEE MR - T
Jeo B X BREC o3 B LEs)
= &, vlolAl® WEHE f4 T WL - THE
o WEFRZ £ ACHHN AT HHE #
sl & < deh s, BREERR BEHE A
;A S FBd MEE MR- THE KB H
EREIT WERELR ERY RENE =L + 3
L s R

BE 5= et el A= A HEE MBS
2EH I BREANAE HRE REE AT BX
B FErF R dE o« HEE WE - T
Rell g Bbel wobrbx el 2=z HE
EWR - PRIRA ¥ R S BENHoE
sl FaAe] aFsm glvh

2. g%l B

200 4537 Adam Smith(1826): HE=t RFE
Bpel ERAfelety dtge XE RES M
3 HELe BHfYels 4EEHe Fvuli wdsd o+
7RV BREY HERE BEAY) ee BES A
o] F-adalstell »lEajol b shgivh? e
o]#] gk Adam Smith | BH-2 1960 QA 2}A
Gery Becker(1965)9] RjEIACE B34 (time alloca-
tion theory)dl A {BIEL 7154 Hog=w ox
BEEES TEEAZE AL HEL ozl W
B, & BES féd o WEd detx 3y
D]—.S) ‘

WHEE WL - THES e 2=z B
A BEY HMaos A =Hed. o &
& WEESY AEFR 25dA BEY ooz 4
75 v HEE KL= BRS #3B8 EH
o HRBEEA HEE WRES, = AEHJIAAE
WEES] MEMKLT MEL stolAlY o R
o FE= gl on AXBERY FoLAAE AEAEe
H—iEEEA e MEE MENT] HED REE

goha & 4 o

Zev) oledr WRE WE - FEEd B BT
e s 2040 Dol 28] iEHSR Ego
o OBl ohA IEEHE B vhelAl R, AJBUR %
Tl A A2 A RA BILS B H1 g
r/}, 4,6)

o] 4rEFY Biget: WEHE Ko wrebl® KT
e Bkl AES gelatm k. WERE %
Tl A RIS B HMYl W domE
M) BRS BHE B HEEY KRS BhE
WRAA & 4 & Bt e o9 ®aE
shksl Bnke] fEholEla & 4 gloh. mBE
el A B W Efel MRS HEsE A4
TR B N2 2 THES Wikt
ol & EABBREZA o9 oHee LA Mk
Mo R WS Kkana e BHE BREER
MEHolelw okl WRE THES kR W
HEBS) BEMS BEAAT dvbe 2% Bk
geba sk 2 mE WEE KA E B
e WEMARLT BEEY THE] 9% ML
¢ gEo] = gleh?

g5 mholsl B Kol A o] WEE WR- hols
B &l YEld gk, = nhels Rl e HAMSS
HRENA BoRS WRS 3 AERY 4EH
HyS FhA AARO R BRAAE Fikdl o ad
WG RS AEEsye hEGEEY B
ol Al WA P & AEEEEe B R = Wik
# WRS vl R e HAMSoE AR, 2
B BT WREEE BB #AE oldd Bk
WAl BAEA &1 dvke AL Fekatokm o
93‘1—-/}_' 9)

WEE WE - TIMEY EAe BERETHWE
ol glel A WfeH MEBDRTREY HEMKE
vebda gleh, = BEHGEH 29 EESNE
A BT 2040H B BigA o Fe Ax et
e WERE WE - FTHES MASEE ke
T OPE W HEEEel A3 PIREREE S
vehta oek,

2ER Ak W HAYS ol WBE W
B TR B 9 S8 W ST B
BT . FHale Gond FiE % H
R EWS Rl B}



REE MR - TR &l I3t Ry poe 3

I. H&E WE - TWEY

1 ABRE - TRl HRo o2 55

HEE WEY WAL vH Y BEERAA W
LTHEE TS East ELskA v, s
v =G BER 2y %, FRazd(cognitive
model)o] v} EiF R (affective model) Y k&0
Hree e BE=sE eh HEE WE -
AR A% U ERES HEBBRES W
= EAR KHELR E X 3 B 2R
9] k#or E 4= vl zHER HERE HBRE
THWREY W&l o#l7tx #IF A% (operat-
ional content)e] MMHHE 4 slo= WR - THRE
Bmae @ifle 94 #Ed ¢ de0

Czepiel, Rosenberg o} Akerele!'V:= 4% %
B TREE A7tx koo A48 5 o
BgEh F A&, £%, HaAolu 2 At
K¥ES] R - NHELE SEsksl e

A AZHNFE - TRE-L HEET WiHEE
o8 He| o] W iMNEA W3 HRES £
Wi FHE EBYE + dod o WA &
B BEe Aleiwl 2o Bl RIE & ¥
e B BEE RS RE2 449 + 4
o B ¥ AR WE - TWEE HAd

B - Aojul & @ikl AdA BEREE] o
]QT‘:- + Eu dEER O NEEMU B

B EBolv. &FEMEL deA B4
‘°1 w20 s WEASL, FTEL CBES 2
£+, o F EEAI = EHY mEE wekrl.
A, BEL - Holul 2z (r?l)iw old FREE 0]
A o v] 28] (#jﬁ’g—. Fu] & Fizk (benefit)o] u
T HEEE REMN 7 fﬁi B 4 ded

o} KHEe] w‘ﬁlﬂ THES 25 Y UEEHE
2k BRE FPA T 9l ER= REAA FiEN &
A e F—3 A& ohoh Mg - Aol u] &
ol g TR - TR WEE R R, 435
= Hif#(expectation) @i (motivation) W4
(ideals) fn%E(peception) =8 ME(EMH-& sl B

BE = FEA A3 Aoz B ook, o4 A
7hA kEE MR - RR-& #KAY (aggregative)
ot} EEW OFE WE  THWES od ¥
o= RksE ASERN 9T WE - THMEY
Aitelr & 4 don A2ARHE - RMES 2
S AN Bk el A e - KW CEW
B TS mEdch. =% o AlrkR KHES
W - TWR-E HEEM detz sgrh. A&
] MEWR - RS B - Aol 22 7§
RARRS @frelAuk Az=e tfie] [FRGl
b 5 okige] W - TWREE @i = ?&Tﬂr
& BEL - Aol & R - FIES HWBEEE
3 OEH AR A2 91y BEE A g
ot s v

Reneoux +'2 WH&E WHEd THEY #HEe
EBAY mHAasst mEHEE ma 8 HE -
WRer BRI el Renoux = #¥@z4 <] Mk
oF RS At SRdEe 71‘7‘2:01] of &F —iAY
THE B WS TRees Rwegch
ol ¥l gt By ke AR WL - TNE BEE
BEE) PUNSY BORULEZBEINA W% ol

= #arelvt. Renoux 7} 7R3 HH i
e Czepiel et al'¥5-0] #iRgt A" EE - &
WS M e s v,

Renoux 7} #7738k WA Mk Aotx Wk

+ BEgh &5 O &ad429 D EEA2Y

O HE A 2dle] 2AQE] £F A2l =gk
B TR ANEwIEY R BEE o gk
WEESS midal w2t a}9-dcta shgleh,

FERA LR BEES] BES e &
Aol ol g BRRREEES] LhEige S £°ﬂ o8l AEL
‘T— ieba shel vl BB ASMS e e

# 5 A B mERE, L%, =27)°] #E
°%1 “JrBP detd 4 olnh, MEEEE =9 e
fHwe Hol 5% #EE = Y S iwe
WE A %‘xEEP BEAE S BEYT += -t
£ Aok

HEA 2 A RS LT sk 9l
oA MEE L] MRS Mipsaldl #iEhe Eof,
A7 A R EHEED WS oL Hikrlx
miol M- BRI =AY TS LBwes B

i

io ﬁrf
F\n



4 o &HA e Al A

e AS v asa g

2. AR - TwRe WMEM e 28

2 R W T
Wi HRE(type)E 47k 2 FWsE el o=
o5k zeh,

1) %A R (utilitarian satisfaction or need

Czepiel, Rosenberg 5

satisfaction)

fepmEEEe WS M-S FHR MEAA
gdolx] = EALolete Al A F—shA #F3tch
aeleE HES HEE KB mEEY &%
RE FRAA S AN KA Bkl AHIEG
L) BAgc el

2) «{E# & (phychological satisfaction or
want satisfaction)

ol Fokfyel akckol RsE HRESS
B 2%, BAGHE, == HEHEBS 22 2 ‘ﬁr
Kt HRE WRA7 A e WS HERY
t}. upele] &k 8 (want satisfaction)-& U
fie Aelul 2o wlEE BWAERIS Bl S sA et
Bk JEg, DB ] WY REEREA ¢
< FEeloh BE, thigd s ﬁ‘d’[‘ﬂgl K HE-2
LB 24 02 LT WES T AL of
el adlel g MR- B3, E, }ﬁﬁ%@,
HERES 2 e LB EH ol R
Aty shget

3) 47 % 2 (balance satisfaction or expecta-
tion satisfaction)

BEEWRS WA B A2y MY WM
o sl WEGT. F WEE FEWoE W
ko) REBH foRY LEE BEE T4
BE wd HERE M 9% MRk A4 F
skobed RHiel BT Aoleh Eigelct. o #
ol oabd ke Bl WHEES] Bk (need)o}
uhel (want) & FERAIZIA Rilvlsts HEEC
WEAk#ER o) Eole HEES WREY HAejetw 3t
et

4) 8k:iRH R (situational satisfaction)

WEe e Wt Hiiel = MEERe Y =
= HEYel vk sk MRS AW i Bed
<= olvh, &MY 1M (conditional satisfaction)

239 1% 1985
& (ﬁ%?%—ol A etazt gk BWhelv Al
o WA BT 4+ Uk (A A gs} A

O

HIEERY 2 (constrained satisfaction)-2- WEH
#7F wkd AT BEE A Ksld 2o A
oF RFshE #@&EE BX Xsta o #ee o
T oyl glew WEEE KBS RS &%
& Aol

—Erfy W2 (temporal satisfaction) B 5 4]
olul Zoll ohql WS KU BRiblo] Bgdo] e} W
B# EFL vbw o] MR AK#Ee] BLE <+ glohi
2% Bekdch

Losenberg 2] 47ffx Day 5o |/ELT A
o WMk B tEd 4 glch Day i W
BE RS BAREE THAE g

@ WEE LENeE M= BENE

ol 2l & B WES AR HES 2 v
FA el & B - TR ®EEE A M
B Rt BBREAA HE =x &ﬁﬂr #
fEok Bilfol olvh. WEEH W - RS ool
#in-o. Czepiel et alo] & sl A %= BwRE
s —#Ech Day &= Hi#E @ Bhh - Aeoln]
2 Bl e i © EES 230 o
W i © ftary Bk @ik o3 fife] Al
A B RA Hakwe Azskg

o] 4r#7-2- Czepiel et al 5ol ]3] W= WE
o] LER ZITo RERE XL E5E madst
T 4 e

@ WIS SDHERE MBSy = BANE

kg 8] Bty AR (quantitative phychology)

Al EEREE BHY PRl Y WS EKik
atr] S8 AEY EERES T FAezhe BET
ol A EiRE) &S B& #Rdgich oW MW
el A AE WEEE A4 A =22 BRE
AT 9 o FEAYl Bhi(ideal point)9] JKEE
of RS BiE2) EAol e fREelH.
ol el gt HMErE el A2 Bakel Biel BARES
o] A AKIT Bl veldAE ZErHE Aol
th, 2HEE HH-e T S st ENE
ol wlSh 5t BARBL Aol ArlE MY
ol & HifFel Ak —ik

L elrpl

m N
AN o AL

___62_~



HEE WE - TR i S

BRE) R 5

E D wREe #HE

Reneoux Crepiel
b EfRAy WS ]"Eﬂ R
| o
BRI A 5
M. &£ A &H |
.. Bﬁ'ﬁ AT./_’-_“’Q ﬂ n/xio-]u]/_ ?ﬁE
T, HE A &E

(& 2> WES| WE(Type)

Czepiel \ Day
ZhH R a I MR LB s &
CEW e b | T
o4 FR ¢ | 1 #WEe wEmEAoE
IR R a| #R
fy RS —e) BBHEA o] sel FEL S o

HESRE-E EHERT BHEeY T4 48 AR
ke 4 g, o]l g MBS Czepiel et al 5
o] HALgk WAWRS F45 BEoR wetsd
+ A=k
fﬁ%%‘ WRE - THES #as R ZAY W
S HEdd B BBRE WE - THWES B
Eigi‘ﬁl- I BRE#S Abolel veld WEETE B
HEL & 4 glv}Czepiel, Rosenberg & Akerele
2 fEH4% (individual firm)d &£BE T B
Jik%% AzH Aol A EEEMNe 2 REA BK
2 un #v}. Reneoux 9] £ HAL¥EYT B
ﬁiﬂr %o #2i4 Frl. Day®e £ &9 2+
s SEE R#BAH T3 g

I. HEE R - Avzd AT &
B - THRS #a ¥ Mm=ds

e gielA REITH WE - THEES FEA4
AR EHT Wt S A Hoel HRE 8
B Aol & WRTHIRN 3t Aol

oleler HWEEY W - Aolulze] WR - T

JEo g B M = AKESRRTAA 5
FAiEsbeh, WBFSAA 2 WHREREG BE
Fipnkel moA A LER WA BRYE WRA
2 Yt digol AMAY LB BEE s
7 A4 WEE WE - TR Kk Bog 7t
2 of & F ol

HEEY WA - Adezd A RHE Kigel
Fobd SRS WRE Fiiq FRsHA 2
ohE Figelw =g olw Rl o= BE, X
Mol A WEE] THE oAz destE
=T B - Aolul 2] Bl g WE - TRES]
WRe AT HHE R’ F 4 d& Aolrh

LFEMANA DA A" Ee] HEFA A
‘el WA A HEEY WE - THE K

o] fuiE=w e wholA W FEl HHY &
@t g Aolvh. =k Sl A WRE K#Eo] B
ERotd o ko] BINE - RS EERE B
A F Aol FwEe]l A4 e, ¥
olwl Xl T, HHHEHEY THSE WHEKE Al
EE BE- Aoz WE - FRE K#EL %
o sl A ofF EE #Hot = Ao ?

adez #@E-Aelula9 WE - TRES X
ool HERENTE S HRE #EiEs B
B BHE ol R T glel

Engel, Collat, Blackwall(1978)¢l*® ¢] &=
HBEe BERpEBR-S RFEZR (problem recog-
nition), 3% (search), {CHEHE (alternative
evaluation), $E#(choice), #5H:(outcome)s}+
b BB BEE Az stedl ofF vkt
Bl 271x fERe shboh MRES BEaWEel
v}, &tsi, Howard ¢} Sheth =19 HEe BET
{7887 (learning subsystem)®] 3+ HRESCE
a4 HERES BHEEo 2 59 Jo= o
(feed-back)e] = B&{L%HHR (forcement effect)E
bl Aoz wgkoh,
W g WE - THRESY e
AR HEEe BN BERLSKRe 2y drhd
WRE - TR #4dlt 3t EERdd4 A
Zghea BokEvl 2 WE - THES #& - A
ofwl 2ol o ¥t MEERESL MIFFS MEIERIS B
fEolelz shglvt. o] MRE-L IR, FE, WR A

Anderson &



6 o 31 8 A ;A

239 13 1985

HEEEZ BRE v o] A E#E-& Howard
9} Sheth 7} S ulol sl 7 EHE
HEMR BHKEZS 3o = W (feed-back)oe]e}
= HEHHREES BEE A2 @l v &
‘91];]'.2!)

F, olal % BEAA HRE HHIE - HEF
= 2 B Kke] #AE(performance)e] st
o Wifrel MR BAE e 2 BSE ERS
= WBRET YR tEe i, Y 2 8
datEREe]l R RAS dvlmdtAY o$ ved
MR R/ A7 2 thfge] HfRE ded R
Fiel Bagche Aol

PegEs] mBs 2o BEBEC WRY WRE
- EA BBEE Wk MEHES HRs
a8 FMH, o] TS HEHE, o83 HiEk=E
He st s = WRE - TR BEY Ateld &
A8 BAGRE R Fx gtk

HWEE R A& WRE - TR 3% B
FWBCE] B HEMGE PN F& ZUE
2 MR- AR BEE et HMEH] AR
< oz RUT BREEAS WE - TWEY
RS LEY PHEEE Ry HReeds X
A 4 sieh

o] Frx 2l ks HuIsHA ohgs) el

1. 88 =¥

Andreasen 222 .02 BHHE AR A
EA =g g zho] Al

ool mll- EEEel B - Aol g W -
THRY HRBES 2 RUH Fx o

R&E] BHEF FEMARANA @un]ﬁﬁc’ﬂ Rikis

e EE ol ¥ fhAkdl W7 M WK
=3 s BEe EREE BETEY v
A o] S AT el BEES HERHEE T
A 2k 1A BE R EFESS M
RS B AT —FCT delvd e
Bty gt —Ke R WiRel et gl

TWRERTS Eoha Fo4x HRE FHHsh =
Lo REfTEIS AT Alolvh. HERE T
o) E#N 78S A= iv}- TS HE
F= Aggst Sida ge. & Fgedd 2 st

(@ 1) BRHE MREEE =2
[ wEES o mame |

RS BT FFE

BT
/\LLj
AR TR
/

Pl 5T
E A

e e |

ref. Alan. R. Andreasen: “A Texonomy of
Consumer Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Mea-
sures” Conceptualization and Measurement
of Consumer Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction
p.14.

& LA E BRET BEESY /5EEIY 2
50%uko] Aol olg FFEE THn e
THTHE HRE THTHA A8 WELE R
°é%19— wﬁw: T%Ml vﬂﬂ ?ﬁiﬁ"i T‘ﬂif;@b

‘ﬂﬂfﬂﬂl%ﬂ%rﬂ°hﬁlTﬂmBM}ﬁ
R AMEE 25 ERENY BEREEES
Ege @ E#ERA T o= o (feed back)se}
W KK MEN BEERY BEBNC
cha WSk ek

2. A% RER(OLEY =)

HEE BN Aolul &0 R - TRIEY R
e Mggel vt R, B g A DR Hie
o} LER B BEQ-E RIS BERE W
J2 e TR RS A e HEs Fest-
inger ¢] FHIAHF1(cognitive dissonance) Hh&
MAZE Cardozo o] Mifrel BATHRS WAL=

e Bl g EAIRTS {5 (pretrial
belief about the product)elzl® F#HT 4+ 3+
vl 2 fsgel ERETESY WERES B - Aeiuis



REE WE - THEY B4 49 BERe Wik 7

W - RNERA vlA e BB ALHAE 458
= [E{LE 3 (assimilation theory), ¥ MBI (con-
trast theory), —{kx BRXFEMHK (generaly
negativity theory), [Al{b~%B¥ i (assimilation-
7 Y=k

Anderson 22 sl WM ik T—
FapFets 29 RIA 471 LERY BHRS
th-g3l 2ol #IRdMgith

contrast theory)-g-

(@ 2) 7icHEYXl 0|Z(Theories of
Disconfirmation of Expectations)

SR 4 e eEs

-
A=
Jo

e

/I
/ N
/
/

¢ J@

© @

@ 53 o} & (Assimilation)
@ & o] E(Contrast)
® dHA FA HF
ativity)
@ EF3—N=x o] & (Assimilation-Contrast)
*ref. Anderson Rolph E. 7did., pp.38-44,

o] & (Generalized Neg-

A, THM, = ACERE Ml WAH
fEAbel 8 ol®l F—FE BEE Aol 2o UK
£ Fd —BHA(E, T8/ 2 dAvEE)st
71 A8 Bl WY RS FHTeRA 2T
—%E BME =v READ Aolske BE

B, BRERS ER oA Hifkel HERe}
ERE MARAA Foleke BEels. F il B
M BB fEREe] BEY s ?EE*W]ZI x
i BES Heel A8 vE BEE kA @
okwl = Mo W HFEMCE PEAS FEY 7“°l
ehi Eielth. I =E HEBERS RAER
KES e Fsta A

AA, —#bs BHNKERRS MGt HEA
o8] ofw FEWNA T—HKrt —Mbd RIS

F 4074 Hew 2 Hiv 2ol it —
FEvtw 224 wed mel 3944 “""°l’5°l7l
d Folch, ul & BRMEAEe] BEEY HGE 25
Yok AT 2 ALY BB el IEEaﬂ:El
= RAudtE 9 WES Aolzte Eielth

kX ete 2 FE—HNER-S HRE Rad o
o] 4 B4 (acceptance) 3 &g (rejection) ] w gk
BEA debe Btk Y Hifkel ®RMRES
o] RS WREY BEW HES) BeY BE
=2 e WEEAc FBYEREe EELR Ha
oo B MgKES SR ERdA EZRE R
fLild = EEe 2y Aelvh 2y wyd ik
o} EEE ®AatkgEAdeld FECR—ZO7E v
AA 2ol BER HRS @EgAchd HED
Bl fERSAl 5l 2 HEELE R dad 93

HireAtel o] ERE BEXAACT.

ko] BEEHES HAoR o WERHA WR-
THES Bz RUET g WHRE] VI
2w glon Filel = EfTE s glel. 22 et o
B OEES et ERNERY WE - THEL
ey EEN HREE ‘P‘%‘F TEAE, 23R

2 ol g JifsRdE Eﬁu’ﬁ’:f’i wgt HEE
2O - FE R 1%014 | 2dEL BE
& AR @i, i, KRBl AT WRESE

on IT—F T—B AT H
Axte Aol

agsta g

b oM E Mk R Mgl
=},

e e PrEete B SEREHKEA KB
—% - %] BEMEY My, RS —
B T—FK {ERHS HEEAE B B
e delvh, ER WEE WE - THES 8
fhell ol AR - MiAERHS] R B F1

B2 obd Aol

A BMEERTESY r—%e Fts HRe ¥
e Wife RS EAele BMaE EEAER
= 2EcE Herl. ehvkild 2 ERE THHM
4> (dissonance reduction) =+ F{biEe s H
A WD 4= d7] s-Eelvh. G oleat @
el I i Foll d ERJ FERA 42X
T oobd S A e MEE doplsh

A, HhRel o) g el SRR —F - T



23" 13 1985

8 A4 3
—HE A2 SEED HAA BAERTE W
oh Sl —3 - T—Edbel o) BUEEL BERE F

bR el A FEs Y 4 drh. 5 RAEIRR
BEM/T HfkEEd RES WEEAE mE2A
E —EYM EHA 2 W HRKEE o gt
= REE T Yo w-Ee] ek
HEE WMESR AEWEE °}-*—l£ WA Bl
dow Y HBH HRES REMHeR HR
& WEUAFA X e EE%& HEE WE -
THWES ohE LEEBAY BHKS ENSE &
AHEl7lol & oba olaria & 4 g},
PlhEo 2 HEE HA-Adduzg WE - Tl
Rell gk 14 8 BEWN WEES HZEid 2
skovt WARERE Hgwe] = YAE X3 o
e WiRe oMAE o 9 EEM WkE H
B Hime] MEAE ook & FEE ol sith

N. & &

Dlbe) #EME 2 BRe) SHE nel WEE
We - T?ﬁﬁ}i" EBRA Kol Al v mBRE o
T HBEES] MR TWELRZ Jebd 4 e
= B, MM WE - TWE, & ¥ B
g ol B SEeld Adulzd AR As
A=y, Bgh, o Bt Aelulz Hfel Wt W
R -THEL2 SFE 5 Uk

olel gk MESEA =HE WE - TWRA AT
Fie WERE KoudA Add LER o=
A7,

ko] BgEEe] WEBE Fooel obd vwhelAlH
flmEmel A PrEEslel o7 shglent o] HmES Bk
EREL WEEINA HHT HRE RN £ +
et

s, ERE fiEaEsd o8 WE TR =
i HEERE ?‘%%%aiﬂ- TR SLe] MIME
HE B #4ste MEEE 2oz Rt
o § 4 Uk HE ¥H ?%%%71* washs &
MRy WRREA AT & Boh WE THE &2
Ev WHRERE ¥ ALWAme MERS /R

4 o, o #ge ®ES AL, B BRIR
4+ A3 ¢ 5 de BEG FHEE #E 5

g

9\1

r_‘p

Aol
8 AR AR A’ MR TR 2
Bz owd KA+ 2 Bh@e] Rl
iR . mm;ﬁ g EHos REE 7= domz it
R A MR - TRES M £ e
Ehute] ?‘ﬂﬁ‘ﬁi e +=

DFEFW BA - Aodu 28 (A5 WEEN
ot WRHEBDWL « TWE WEE BA WEE
b WGBSl R WR - AWE RES
thdivim & 4 gud olad HAY M 2T
WR - TR A8 W gRe £¥s2 3
AT HHES £F olulA F4L #3 Bl B
HY HHE 5 dod o" &tdAE Eile
el A3t WRESY FHEEE 444 + A

A, @R B Aefulzod Wt HEEES
WC - TR BET HWEREST BER B89 R
#E BAE 47 %t BERES Al ov LF
T EHE B £ ok =9 HEET M
ek #5 82 Aedul 29 BAK WRE - TRk
ol iz’” Aeiul 2zt WK Rl
+ Aol *71- HE A A TS

!~‘F

Fp

A W R B S
1 Bkl MR 2 oid Btk 7
LS el RUERNS B
a%on—ﬁwag«%g4

A o e ot F2 whobdl 8 el
A Bk el gem dEkd Boel KRES W
BENES HHRI) 0T WA 2ele shols
e WA BITE AT WWHED s
oAk FiEe R ¥ LY EEE Fz
HENG % BESRE B Fisel 2322 g
o Sal B - Aolul g Wi - THES B
skl gl A FEA HEHK(IE T LA
o HEH WED ReE FAL LEAgel T LEM
o BEE oS BERS Pt dote Aol
oEE WETHES 4w LEN B
AAD o EA FHE AEBES WE - T
WL TF BGE FAE AT WE A
WRE RS BKEA LB - LRGN BE
o EEME AvbAA WS RUHA L i



BERE MR- THES oo 43 ERY HiE 9

€ ®olx gleh

doz o] S Wl A BEEHK Kt
A8 HAds LT WEEEY WHEREN A2
WE - FHES oA FHrez WEY ALt
o migelth =3 & HMEH WE - THEY #
BEE £BMNeR MY & Jd' FEHERY 3T
L R BEEY WETHES RS BEX
ol FHRANE HHWE fEFEE] SHolek & A
olvh, =3 WEE WE - THEH BEE v+
MRS T FEN - LEN BEeY KBS TE
WHE WU WHME HBFHS BHEE WE-T
MRS RISk WS ol & EBA A Ao
T},

HEE MR - FHE AT BXSES &
BLe Wil A HRE Ehad sk 2o

LOHEE MR THESY EEE B3 %k
o] WMt HEAKTY BhoR BEMY 4+ Jo
HoolE AFHom s HE - Aedu e
ek W - TR, CFEWE - THE, el
MR - THReR S E stm WlzE n)
oAl Azl A3 WE - TRES vtelz g v}
obAld Azl AT W - RWE, 22z BB
Alzwle R MR - THES.2 BV E Sl

W2 - TR M= PHHWE - DERME, B
Wi, RKAWREL2 S st =24 LB
B e = HfESE A PH, RiERe=
e e Baes 4HYE 4 A

2. B - Aoivlzd A HEE WE - TRE
< WEE THHREN dd4 HRBEEN 5
T EE AAST o HRE EEE BB
e P LEHEA RS BEN FEHE BN B
W MR, Wfrel MRS R HEE
e B MR - THEe A o9 HEREE
FRER BURERR Hel= 4 (feed back)
o] H-& Bl #NN T vk

LEE 2l A e Hife) MrERET WEE |
MR - FER w A S Ak, HWR, —
ffbd AAKE, RfL #ES BRe Rulstz

A ek

B Seivetel A= WEE M AR A
3 W T e MEEKE FAE e WR
e A% BRASE AX WL Ax gleth
olelak B A WEES] WR - TR A3t £
Be dor BRglE WARET 2 Aoz 44
e e BT WRE THR EolAlw olH ¥
BE KA olel W BLE WS A=
SRt et

2HER BEE WE TR AT BEER
< ol FEe ool Hagy E@E Rptshesl
dodg BT + 9 Ao ek BRE W
R iR JE e RSl W - TR
pEs e BRC 28 ER 4 HEe) AR
Hy BIEE ofo.2 Pioslelol & REE A=t

22 XM

1. Day, Ralph L. & H. Keit Hunt “Conceptu-
alization and Measurement of Consumer
Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction” Proceed-
ings of Conference Conducted by Marketing
Science Institute with Support of National
Science Foundation, April,11-13, 1976, pp.
1~7.

2. Adam, Smith, “The Wealth of Nations”,
3rd. ed. (London; J. Dove, 1826) Book IV,
Chap Vill p.620. ;Maynes, E. Scott-deci-
sion making for consumers Macmillan Pub-
lishing Co. Inc. 1976, pp.13~15, pp.241~
250 i} 4 requoted.

3. Gery Becker, “A Theory of the Allocation
Time”, Economic Journal(September 1965,
Pp.493~517); Maynes E. Scott-decision
making for Consumers, Macmillan Publis-
hing Co. Inc. 1976, pp.13~15, pp.241~250.

'oﬂ A requoted.

4, Hampel, Donald, J., “Consumer Satisfaction
with the Home Buying Process; Conceptualy
on Measurement” in H. Keith Hunt, 1977,
p. 275.



10 ol g71A &3] A 2 41237 15 1985

5

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

. Berger, Rutherford Collins, “An Investig-
ation of the Relationship Between Perso-
nality Characteristics and Consumer Sat-
isfaction and Dissatisfaction” Unpublished,
1982, p.2.

. Fitz Simmong, Cleo, Flora, Williams. “The

Family Economy Nature & Management

of Resources” Annabor, Michigon Edwards

Brothers Inc. 1974, pp.436~437.

Birskirk, Richard & Rothe,

“Consumerism-An Interpretation” Journal

of Marketing Vol. 34, (October 1970), pp.

61~62.

& HE, “BR utolA 8 FHE—ANA AL,

uhed 2b, 1984, DD.3~4.

Birskirk, Richard & Rothe, James J., op.

cit., pp.61~62,

Praff, Martin “The Index of CS/D Mea-

surement Problem & Opportunities”, Con-

James J.,

ceptualization & Measurement-of CS/D ed.
by Hunt, 1976, pp.36~43.

J.A.,, L.T. Rosenberg, and A.
Akerele, “Perspectives on Consumer Sati-
sfaction Addressing the “So What Question”

Czepiel,

Conceptualization and Measurement of
Consumer Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction
H. Keith Hunt, ed. 1977, pp.153~183.
Renoux, Yves “Consumer Digsatisfaction
and Public Policy” in Fred, C. Allvine, ed.
Public Policy and Marketing Practices,
Chicago; Americarn Marketing Association,
1973, pp.53~65.
Czepiel, John A., et al.

Consumer Satisfaction” in New Marketing

“Persgpectives on

for Social and Economic Process and Mar-
keting Contribution to the firm and Scciety,
1974, Combined Proceedings Chicago; Am-
erican Marketing Association pp.119~123.
Czepiel J.A. & Larry J. Rosenberg “The
Study of Consumer Satisfaction; Addressing
the

‘So what” Question in Conception”

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.

24.

25.

26.
27.

Conceptualization and Dissatisfaction, H.,
Keith Hunt, ed. 1977, p.92.

Day, Ralph L., “Extending the Concept of
in William D.

Advances

Consumer Satisfaction”
ed.,
Research Vol. V. Association for Consumer
Research 1977, pp.149~154,

Ipid., pp.149~154.

HE VR, “HHEE MR 3 AR A
A A= 1983, p.2l.

Engel, T.F., Blackwell, R.D. and Kollat,
D.T., “Consumer Behavior, 3rd. ed. Hindale,
I1linois; The Drydon Press 1978.

Howard, John A. & Sheth, Jogdish N. “The
Theory of Buyer Behavior (New York,
June, 1969) pp.140~150.

Anderson, Ralph, E., “Consumer Dissatis{-

Perreault, in Consumer

action; The Effect of Disconfirmed Exp-
ectancy on Perceived Product Performance”
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. X
(February, 1973) pp.38~44.

Howard, John A. & Sheth, Jogdish N., op.
cit., p.62.

Anderson, Ralph E., op. cit., pp.38~44.
Gronhaug, Kjell & Zaltman Gerald “Com-
plainers & Non Complainers revisited an-
other look at the data” Vol. VI, 198, pp.
83~86.

Cardozo, R.N., “An Experimental Study
of Customer Effort Expectation and Sati-
sfaction” Journal of Marketing Research
Vol. T (August, 1965) pp.244~249.
Olson J.C. and Dover “Disconfirmatjon of
Consumer Expectations Through Product
Trial” Journal of Applied Psychology,
1979, Vol. 64, No. 2, pp.179~189.

Ibid., pp.179~189.

Oliver, Richard L., “A Cognitive Model of
the Antecedents and Consequences of Sat-
isfaction Decision” Jowrnal of Markoting
Researck, Vol. XVI (November, 1980) pp.



HEE WL - TWES itk = Hike WR 11

28.
29.

30.
31.

460~469.

Cardozo, R.N., op. cit., pp.244~249.
Cohen, J.B. & Goldberg, M.E.; The Diss-
onance Model in Post-Decision Product
Evaluation”, Journal of Marketing Research
(July 1970) pp.315~321.

Anderson, R.E., op. cit., pp.38~44.
Olshavsky, R.V. and Mill, J.A., “Consumer
Expectations Product Performance and

32.

33.

Perceived Product Quality”, Jourmal of
Marketing Researck, Vol. X (February,
1972) pp.19~21.

Oliver, R.L., “Effect of Expectation and
Disconfirmation on Postexposure Product
Evaluation; An Alternative Interpretation”,
Journal of Applied Psyckology 1977, Vol.
62, No. 4, pp.480~486.

Ibid., pp.460~469.



