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Abstract This study aimed to identify empirically the differences of user interface experience factors for such
manufacturers as Samsung, LG, Sky, Apple, etc., which are fiercely competing in the mobile market at home
and abroad. In addition, this study aimed to verify how different the impact of such user interface experience
factors on product attitudes and intention to repurchase would be for each manufacturer. As a result of the
study, it was verified that there was a difference in the user experience between the manufacturers for all of
the factors forming user satisfaction experience, which included information, interaction, useful experience and
design experience satisfaction. Second, it was also verified that there was a difference between the
manufacturers in terms of product attitudes. Lastly, it was verified that there was a difference between the
manufacturers in terms of intention to repurchase. Specifically, it was found that Samsung had a higher degree
of intention to repurchase than LG and Sky, whereas Apple had a higher degree hereof then Samsung. It is
expected that the above results of study will provide the aforementioned manufacturers useful implications for
establishing Ul strategies through the contemplation of differences for each manufacturer in addition to the
expansion of studies related to Ul experience.
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(Table 1) Factor Analysis of Use Satisfaction

Experience
Question Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality

Q1-2 847 741
Q1-1 344 124
Q1-3 763 703
Q14 675 611
Q2-3 852 726
Q2-2 187 137
Q2-1 712 679

Eigen value 3.829 1.092

% of Variance 54.700 15.605

Cumulative % 54.700 70.305
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(Table 2) Analysis result of differences in Ul experience for each smartphone manufacturer
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Aesthetics Experience 3.01 66 3.23 74 3.08 39 4.10 61 36.325%x AB,C<D
“p<.01, “p<.001 A=SAMSUNG, B=LG, C=SKY, D=APPLE
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