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Abstract This study examined the effects of brand attachment on internal modification behavior and usability
expanding behavior of product. It has been found that the attribute alignable difference of product plays a
moderating effect in internal modification behavior and usability expanding behavior. As a result of the study,
the more brand attachment is high, the more behavior of product internal modification behavior and usability
expanding behavior of product are high. In addition, consumers with high brand attachment showed greater
internal modification behavior of the product when the difference of attribute alignability was high. Also,
consumers with high brand attachment showed greater usability expanding behavior of the product when the
difference of attribute non-alignability was high. Companies can improve brand attachment and retain loyal
customers by increasing the difference of attribute alignability in consumer's product internal modification
behavior. In terms of consumer's behavior of expanding product usage, we can strengthen brand attachment and
can be used as a differentiated competitive advantage of products through the attribute nonalignable difference.
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Fig. 1. Research model
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Table 1. The mean difference in internal modification
behavior between the group with high brand
attachment and the group with low brand
attachment according to the alignability
attributes condition

Alignability attributes condmgn Total
low high
Strtaar;iment 554 5.36 540
) (SD=1.01) (SD=1.22) (SD=1.17)
(High group)
Strtaar;iment 545 430 480
(SD=1.10) (SD=1.17) (SD=1.27)
(Low group)

Table 2. The result of ANOVA (Brand attachment X
Alignability attributes condition)

Independent Dependent df Mean F- P
variable variable Square value
A. Brand Internal 1 5.88 430 0.04
attachment modification
B. behavior 1 7.95 5.81 0.01
Alignability
attributes
condition
C.AXB 1 424 3.10 0.08
7Hd 39] HS2 BEHECfR] o *}WJ ey
P52 AnEs] 5 AT BIAFLS FHUS
E 1 FAREAS AR AT BEojRbo] w2 J
@] Htghe 5.14(SD=0.95)% ¥hd, HH=ofzto]
e Aol B> 4.75(SD=0.93)Z M (t=3.64,
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Table 3. The mean difference in usability expanding
behavior between the group with high brand
attachment and the group with low brand
attachment according to the Non-alignability
attributes condition

Non—alignability attributes @dtlm Total
low high
Brand
atrtaar;hment 47 555 5.14
) (SD=0.91) (SD=0.81) (SD=0.95)
(High group)
Strtaar;iment 477 472 475
(SD=0.95) (SD=0.94) (SD=0.93)
(Low group)

Table 4. The result of ANOVA (Brand attachment X
Non-alignability attributes condition)

Independent Dependent df Mean F- P
variable variable Square value
A. Brand Usability 1 3.16 3.89 0.05
attachment expanding
B. behavior 1 3.35 413 | 004
Non-alignability
attributes
condition
C.AXB 1 4.23 521 0.02
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