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Cognitive and Affective Dimensions of Need for Orientation
A New Approach to Devising Agenda Setting Effect’s Psychological Backbones*
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Doctoral Student, Division of Communication and Media, Ewha \Womans University
Gunho Lee***

Professor, Division of Communication and Media, Ewha Womans University

The Need for Orientation (NFO) is known as the key psychological backbone explaining ‘why people
cognize media issues as important’ in agenda setting theory. It seemed to successfully describe how
media effects take place, specifically in first level studies of traditional media settings. Relevance and
uncertainty, the two components of NFO, have been regarded as the strongest variables to support
the effects, and thus treated as intrinsic predictors that guaranteed the theory and were barely further
scrutinized. Since the emergence of new media, armed with internet technology, however, new
questions have loomed about whether the robust power of these two variables can maintain their
ability to explain agenda setting effects. Such questions were mingled with another curiosity, can the
original NFO variables support the next phases of agenda setting effects including the second level.
Along with these queries, scholars suggested agenda setting research which could combine other
media effects theories, including uses and gratification, to enhance its explanatory power. In that
regard, this article explored if there is any chance to find or develop NFO variables that strongly
elucidate the causes behind why the agenda setting effects occur. To meet the goal, this study first
attempted to refine relevance, the major and fundamental NFO variable, with two (cognitive and
affective) dimensions. The cognitive dimension was then divided into four sub-dimensions (topical,
substantive, situational and surveillant), and the affective dimension into another four sub-dimensions
(hedonic, self, belonging, and aesthetic). Following the preceding literature, authors borrowed
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Saracevic's conceptual manifestation of relevance (1996) and utilized some original ideas of NFO
researchers (Camaj, 2014; Matthes, 2005; McCombs & Weaver, 1973; Weaver, 1980; Valenzuela &
Chernov, 2016) and uses and gratification theorists (Katz, Blumler & Gurevitch, 1973; Katz, Haas, &
Gurevitch, 1973; McQuail, Blumler & Brown, 1972; Palmgreen, Wenner, & Rayburn, 1980;
Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000; Rubin, 1981; Rubin & Perse, 1987) in order to theoretically support these
8 variables. Then, the other original NFO component, uncertainty, was also categorized into 8
dimensions. After organizing the conceptual variables, this study conducted a survey (A= 334) to find
if they can be employed as feasible variables to explain agenda setting effects, and factor analyses
revealed that each of the variables had satisfactory internal reliabilities (All Cronbach’s Alpha values
are over .7) and structural validity, which showed that all of them were found to be statistically
workable variables. We believe that the results of this study can lead to various ways to consider the
nature of NFO, and they hope the variables investigated here will eventually grow into some effective
keys that can widen the understanding of agenda setting effects. Numerous studies, including
experiments with different settings, are highly recommended to achieve this end.

Keywords: agenda setting theory, need for orientation, confirmatory factor analysis, cognitive
dimension, affective dimension
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Al & WA 1S B8l A AfUAllA AT ot T8 FpAIT) FokE AR v
R B 5 Qe ulg 2R S, WA &b EAT Al disiAs 2 oldo] §lgd
o 2% A gt 24 0% w=elu]y] ARG 1970t 2N ARl E vl
o= gk o]Z5o] LT o5 wiA &3 A91S ARSIHA, wiAZF AR HGS Sl AL
314 s AFIsh, Sl 8 Al T S A1 9 H Y TS viEe R
Apalgre] Abgd @de FEeal FrMeQuail, 2010). QJARA o2 w7
o}, WAL Azt olqpel 452 disEell/ FArE Aol |t e o Fa3st

|, o] &L uA] FrI} A A ALEE Aol o]E WolSoli= -8k 54
wizel] dojdri= Aot McCombs, 2004). A% g3kl 744 olal Fg2 o] Ay
z7] AXE 38 (need for orientation) 7HS BRI o] PHTH Weaver, 1977). ‘&
@ (relevance) 7 -84 (uncertainty) & 270 34 842 9 APE++= 15 5
A Az AR &3 BAe] AR A w0 R )i B o g () A9 o4AA
Sth(Lee, 2005).

e} oAl ofze] 12} WARE] A 2t g, s} a3, 22 9 3%} G|
k= St BREA T el Al tigk of7t4lo] A% th(Valenzuela, 2014). 53] 2000
o Solxn gt A= o] 270 ] ANdvte® RaE AHE S dleAlel tigk =
Aol Zksly o] F W ST AL HIHS A9kl AlAIcHMatthes, 2006). ©]
W ATE ofe} fALRE HiEtol A Agakare] WA AAlS el KRk

B ATRE 53] 71 AT FALAEC] miAl FRI} digelAl vxE B g3

25 Aieks o @AV A= A (Matthes, 2008) ¢l F53ict. oA &3 o] 2o

k2

th= 519 24} SRS A ob¢-EH, miAle] 221 A7} Ak Q14fel] Holu= ZgellA
12} oJAPa &ah @Al Jaks vRIvhs 4] 2 2t Ghanem, 1997). aFAF o] %
ATES Sl Aok 24k 1A aEl7h Q1A1A] SHel] ofelAnt SRIwEA A A Abel
g7t o] Fesiths =97t Al7151a1(Camaj, 2014; Kiousis, Bantimaroudis, & Ban,
1999), oA E} lo] tf ApAllstAl Argsfof ghok= A4 %= 7 573t Lee, 2010).
=, 12k} 221 of-2= o] A9 HelA VAR 2sdlior & e TR A 3
o 7)1z 12k A gxfe] apdwt Aehks dlZE dERdths ZleltHValenzuela,
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2014). ATE e, Buid 7171 Sl 2 E& oF= MEE miAl $E0lM A RS
U= 2ot S o Sk XA S400 tigh 55Tt ok, ofE Bshe 2
ZF oJAldd ga Akl FeAde] o] T7HITHMceCombs & Stroud, 2014). o= o] &<l
A 982 7 dolut AAMA s ARl gigh ojxlAg S} A AN A e of gk
o= oJolHrKLee, 2016; McCombs, Shaw, & Weaver, 2014).

T AFETE Sl s T E L oM oxdd gakE Awshs ol g3
olghaL oJAZIL}, QIzke] AR HAES AXEA FElF9(cognitive utilitarian theory)ol
7)z8l Argek At 71 sido] shEA BddS 1gRke: $-(Weaver, 1980), ©] 7Hd¢]
T4 8RIEE oHE] o] miAl &} MY RIS Adshe FAEoR AAEalsky] vt
(Camaj, 2014; Lee, 2005; Matthes, 2006; Valenzuela, 2014). TRk o2 7| 2440
A AEElR e, T Rl A Fds s SleliAE AFARQ) He-S gHIE et 9l
o] BRIt} o] ffal] & d7te IR BSAES AFETY 71E AH R fAsEA, <1
A2 AR opek XA A7k 23 S ol e A A EsE Alwstarat g
o} Ao EE gt wiA| o8 F71E AWl ol B o, AR I EIE T
T3l & HE AR} =0l A, XA AR Nk gAA A 40 5 B 87He] il
AR A9e AjkekaL, olES AEe] A B2 6l QAR A8E T
LS AAE Zloltt, AT 871 SIS AE 3R A= 8 o] Bfder Aes

78A2 BAR o FAti,

2. OlEX bl

1) 7| 9NAN g1} 170N HEET

S A g3k A Rl A g AEsH wiEoR SErH(MeCombs,
2004). 82k AR - 570l 71%3 o] 7 (Weaver, 1980)- <A o]&=<] Alx7}
¥ A2 (Chapel Hill) <-H(McCombs & Shaw, 1972) 5 ¥ 3l o Aus 519
3l7] gk AR AT Shaw & McCombs, 1977). 1968\ = thss AAE tidoz
g AHZ 8 At 12 AAIEA] Tolire] @AV Hol B AshuA], FAA o] AAHA
2k2(undecided)” frAFEolAl s B ulgo] FQ3 ofpa Fakgirkar Fdaict. eyt
5 ST T VAP AR ek olEis Se @Al Al 57 olgrel] il o
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TEo| 2R IS Sdal] St ek AR dAnEls B W] /dsiEA] 3ok
AR b2 RSl A UERd miA] ko] 1S SR
F o Pl i o) A BaE 'el SRS e Ulo] ARell Al ¥ /Lo
U 1 ARE A8e] Has 8RR A wiA] 3Pt veRdths HE getslar, olE w
AV 3 B o= oS HeE At McCombs & Weaver, 1973). SRS <
TR Gt T4 sdS S8l ARE F ke XA FEFolE o] Mg A3te] SAR 4
gkom, olF 27| 84E o' WA &3 S AMchs Aels A Wdls AR
(need for orientation - NFO) 2kl AeJgithWeaver, 1977). o5 8ak8~te] 2t %21
TR B0l A s As 913 AR 35 O}tq ol2fgk ~gxte] Azl a1 v
A AEo gt el FaFs I A ol A ane] A Aggtal etk
(Weaver, 1980).
z7] SAFEo] Aguleh AT 8 A T AR AP A Al digk T4
A, BEAAL AL QA EAlS] EAT oleks Aol ZhetHWeaver, 1977). AFE
o] ARE Fdls AR AAE A FEIFlE oA &t & lellA wiA| HEI}
Aprlo] TR SRS ofelfslal 2w A= el 7920% ] o] H= npEho . Folgrt
(Weaver, 1980). whebr] A3k~ 2prlo] el Xlssali<]7] 913 Q102 sl o= Slrt
TR olf ofgrel] thgh 784k Hefle, =] 52 o] 7, Tt 29Uk 5o S =
el B2 AuE, B8 s AR gigh Skl ] wheh AREE e A
221o 2 A7t McCombs & Weaver, 1973).
oje} ke AR+t i T B 5 270 8919] A7)l wet A, o
AR =20 o)AAA FIe] AE AAITHCamaj & Weaver, 2013). €3] ##4 &
A7} AFEAE Sk V)& QP Evk Ao R WA, 5 olgrt ARl o] A
Rl #4) of71AE L olgpel] thgk ofei=r} ‘HOV ohd, = olrell thek E3hdAde] =

v 2o (s BehdA), L ARES o ol thell 2 o) IS (E AT
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) Ags el AEE Sy AYAFE(NE - WA wiEs 2007 o)A - HEE - WA wEs 2007)S
Televance & A 02 SM3Ic) e 229 AL AT (McCombs & Weaver, 1973)E vl A7) =

—"

52 relevance & é Oﬂ el =827} QAsh= “Er](interest) 32 91J8lal 9 524 (importance) o2}
o Aosp)e ok TR ] o] ARSE HEA o] EfAY oy M o) S 9w E S 9lo] Hx

‘n

i o] AMEE ﬁoia”ﬂ et sl AT 5= 9hg Ao Hu Aol IS onjshs ‘Tl o] Ee
‘relevance 9] 2Jmjoll 7zttha et relevance S WA olel WL

F
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PRIk E 5 o7k Al $le] Zn( B T olhE A o} Behie] vk
AL B34), T AREE 37 4] AR (h A7) E 7RIc S ofel
£ o7} A1} Hhdo] A7} glrkan(s D) ok, BeAe] i vhgel DAY
o] vhe gte] AT LTS 71 Aldo] Hrk
oleil ZAY ARETE A Ealel F/1E Agshe wie] Bk $4

878 7R Al AR Eah Ak Al el ol 4 o) ke
A7} g o] vl A el 2 UERItR: Soltk. 33k o) 49
3 21719) AR S okach, WAk A T S Ulg-S mEsE o)) ekl 9)
Apdolelet 71 Aol o ulAle] () 87 e THE Zojs] wiFelt), oz
SRe 0] AFETE e 470) A FAE wAld, A peo] glom wlA of
2] 54 ol wEstehE S8 1 Audl wEEA 9 Rl 291 oA
Fke QUL 3 Floleks Solth. ofu 819 ol tlg -87ke] B3 ojni= Toju
spekan ek ol 52847} 1 ol o] oF @ Aollol, A wHS HAE B vIA] &
7} 714 S Zole

o

lo
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OSL

p
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>
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2) MEk=ET o710 WN: oMM St O|20IM ME=TO| gt M(H)He A=
ST} A o] RellA wiA] E3kE Aehet] g AT diS BR Wolsed]
WA, Sk oF 30 E<E 719 o] 7HL S F7EE B it Lee, 2005). “12fv 1
SRt A e AR FEFEo] A ERlERF B SRES 2000 A9l o] i
o] AaAell gt o4 ArE] ARG 94 Sbae s B S S
2t QAT FE ool thek SIAA Aple] A EIE v 13F oA ko] €19l
oz 7)15Ehs HS BRI Camaj, 2014). U2 SRRFEE 71E A3E87} o)gre] ‘S
ZHAoNA IR ek A T FIES A Frshs 22F oAl Eaell sl ek dwEs
Holx] Fgirtar gglrk(Matthes, 2008; McCombs et al., 2014). o= 114 2}-Lojlx] 3}
B S 71E de] o] AMA Aol SlehA EefuA] etk A B
THEvatt & Ghanem, 2001).

Tl tivkr 3 o d50] U ‘olr E = 1A Aplel] AdE AN w,
TFoME 53] A Hiso] Haglom (7o) - X 2015; Camaj & Weaver, 2013;
Weaver, 1980), olfl A5 AEA Fate] 9] 5 HAellA BA Qs 483 sk

Hl e miFtaL & ¢ ok AP E8l 84 A ohet A s, B AR of

ro
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Yz} thedst ogrell gk oJAEA gakE Adshe
25 T8A 144 ofellirhs A Hhe-S ¢ Bl o) o]
W7h et wjAle] AxA dEEe 7)1 AR S FE 9
T} 200035 #5-8l Aleolut TV 5 4
o] o F7IgN, M2 SN FEET o] ekl A s Shd 1 7]
= AL o® AN 52 A SHo] FugAe ol oAl &t dgke A
371 % oJ"tHEvatt & Ghanem, 2001: Papacharissi & Oliveira, 2012). °o]& 712
AL A ek Tl SRl HSebaA vehbs Alw oA, chskE ejAel ohek
S r=e] oAl &b A0S we]] e AT Aidol A FHe QA=
Zohs 5 1 Qe Sl WEeR Aud Zer) 95S Bolithlee, 2005
Matthes, 2006, 2008; Valenzuela, 2014).
olgl daidl| £8sp7] 2l HY AL AT NdH =9 AT A=A

9] SkeAlol] EXkE A A A BHAPH, 4 QIAA FEFE V)RR & &Rt
& olB5 A8 AT FAHLLE o BHskaat & A (eE - FEhE - Wl )
22, 20018 & & QAT o5 VRN wof o} A o7 A I B S 717} oiA
st} vy, AFAES wiA] ARE AREC] o] U kS 918 EEeks Al gid o
B3, 2njA; 8 o]2(Johnson & Russo, 1984; Mitchell & Dacin, 1996: Moore &
Lehmann, 1980: Raju, 1977; Zaichkowski, 1985)2] &4 7|H-& W} ool Hdshe
T2 AlelE AvEA, 87 FaL e oRE BEeH A & vk 743
th ool HRE Fele wHolgke 848 FRN, BT 319 8L TR EET
& AQKITE AEE el ARS AR g o]59] e, e e 37 84
T TR Aol e w2 FAM R FemIShAl UL Ot AT L AlgAQ] AR ERks 1o
ek o] ZAnE v om AFAEE e wiA] 0] ARREs s viA] 5] Al o
Sk the A S 7hok dirtar 43Ik

QAT AFRES TRE o]71E Fo] H(2007) < 2] e A S48 Xk
5 Tk Matthes, 2006). o] Al olqr 500 whet oAEA Gate] Ael4 71A
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2 Efok SR, ol Aol tiek AHAT, olire] 54 S L Zelolel i 43S
T, 7R 2ol tle AT B 37) ERe) ARETE AN oA AB8 T S9ls
59) PRI} BIIAE 2 M2 TR E 840 S5 Au o) 53o] uiael

‘AAel o %?L L27F F7FEA, o] S A ofsr AR, olgre] 4 SHol Ze|Y,
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71ARe] 3 T 37K B4 wet e o e AoE At o] AT VIS e
A7t FAFHA ol A el 22F AR Gt FESRE AAA - AAA el A
AE 7 9l olqpe] 54 S el & AR, Avlel g Ak IRt wd
7HA] oR-=RIA G Ae] QAL S Al o siAlE)

FHoll= 7l-olar Y3d 7Md (value-issues consistency hypothesis)oll Azl 4
FET LA T VIR He IR 2ds A Adeslele AR olExH
(Valenzuela, 2014). ©] 19= /S oot vk 7= ®al, dedio] AR (F-&
A7F AQNA S olarE AR AdsitkaL =7 e 949D), HIA N ofaret At
2210 AEE 7199004 Bolul= 9D, A (BT olgrell whesh= 7H1] Rkt A4
Ae]) 7EE whedgittar gejgint, webs s gt I i ARAPE E6kaL s o)
Ae] vkt 7S Q1ataL o E ARESlghomA ofrell Akl wiA| o] gAte] ZRAHskE 1
2d = ol v o8 5715 Aehs Ak AES T o, A T F
o7 A TR Aled S-S AAle] A 4 qlokar W, 374 S Bl AES
To] WA Q1S gapH o et 4 olrkar itk o]F 1A el digh mEke A
& 13 B AAe] A o® dojjsks AR AdE o qlokar sk

floll A ulel o], 20000 ©]F- o] ATl AIEA AL JAEA Bt

AR Ao 10110}71 91 Az HEHS AT 92 A 1 F 59l A A

)

[“
il

ru&*'

ks
o} oA B H“@ AN AR ““?301 ol 917‘]“&, 1990y 2 73"1@. &7go] 23
w221 oA geF=lo] #2l(Ghanem, 1997; Kiousis, Bantimaroudis, & Ban, 1999)%
A oF 20de] A=t 1 5] offE Wele dl IR A S5 dart vkl B
mzoltt, gx1A Apell A wiA] @] ol E Bcks Al W] 21 oA gl
&S Mok vl ego] E B opel, AR viA| oA A5A 0w FskE 1M ST
259 A @3 MceCombs & Stroud, 2014; Takeshita, 2006) TS el d
Aeek w7t E Zlo® Helrh

3) =T N9 M(B) T Al=: 2IX|et BME OHEE M=
oAV o] B2 wiAle] daEs STl f19 Jsh= gk, Uﬂxﬂ L
= 8RR 914 Wslel ofof M B R o @A S aMelele VISt
(Neuman & Guggenheim, 2011). ASET1E Sl 84 AH Q] AAE ﬁJro—]%}E]} =l
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Zlole}, AR o] el A] AAE AFRET B W Colgrel] gk RIAA el FF
StHCamaj, 2014). ©12¢] AL w7k WAlelA B b oA g A
A= AR 53 dAE =l Zloltt. 5 8419 o @Ade] 1M} oS ofvEe
Q12| Wslol] 71918k 4= vkl BWAA, ofxldA gate] RISIE AMA £4E Iokehs 23} 9
A 9oz sHdsle] FAITHCamaj, 2014; Matthes, 2008), 2%} AV 3= A8l
&4 T AMA AFde] S4o] 71 RS A AR SEs] EelskA] Bk o]
TEE A 240 oA BAE 0|1t ARkEAl gk AHEs drgtiar syl Azt

UATH= Szoltt. 1k} 221 oA o] 29 AR~ S U1 wiARE o} &l A
I7h VR 8RR BRI ol e BT sk AblelME HESoF drh= A

o] A} =1E Aot}

o] TAlE EoP7hs Avlels AR Hohs ARFES Al "l 3 5 S Aol
A, AAA AFdolM e AR - F 710l thall AFUANA ok Bl A9 =eolE
& ol wjA] &b 24 WS ofslslE vl Eis & F0E HAITh wiA| T4 Aol A
P AL R FHOEM AER AQkS: Wolso]ar, 19} Ak 7])E9] wjA o2&
apaA mtjo] Qd3Fe] 7AlE 2w ol WEa HES 5 gks Blol7] wiEeld). B wiA|
ol& T7I5 2R T AL APNdskE ST As ARS8 oA & ot
Apso] AR A dalek= AZ2E ¢ k. $1¥(Weaver, 1980)+= o83} 5= oJ&7Fa0]
A713E wiA] o]&- &7Ee] A4 nltjeio] A whe} shiA o i7H k= 3e AAshEA,
A o} Al E3E sl flaiMe B B oR ofsfd ¢ Q= 5717F Fasihy
BETE AN ARt wiA aae] SAE ERlshHAE, «Vﬂ Aolek= shupe] o]
AA MellA 1 g3 AEehs BEA 2] s 2EE F USS Ak Blo] Ji
71 wiEoltt, A8~ A wivo] dnte] A 5alE Adslr] flaf A7lE E24
idelet. A A &7t BRSAEA 22, 33} A ) =07t eAstels AAIR

oA o] olE5 Aalr] Sl Aol e o Q= AEET ] Wik 9A 2
Saftiar & = driLee, 2010). webd 2 A5l v 2714 SIS S8l st 24
S X3P}, WA Aaehs Adigh Ju - 2] dgehs sl Folo
A THE, 71819184 T A8 2R1Q) Al sl o] & ek o8] STt el

A AR ST AHdelld tEE 4= e o84k miA o8 5715 sleteb] Sl &

2L Atel] JTgt o83 5 o2 Aqeeld vEAlE FTIES FHA:

A 71, sk, ada FeM)R)(Katz, Haas, & Gurevich, 1973)= SIAZ(9F A
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wol tiak 4 W 9 olal), A T 2 02k, 79A 4R, FIQ) BRARRIE,
A9l A9) = Az SOl ), A8 BRA(RTE § slEsale) wR), @awe(d

Aol digh w3, 7 98} 5) 855 TV, 2 S, ARE, A, st 5 A Kol ojgk 5=

A S (Blumler, 1979) ] viA] dxtell Tt 571= 7HQ1 AAVd (BIQ1e] wi7)
Qe (L] =] H 7128, A (Aol Bl AR 35) S AFFeh AR

o% W TV 7% duH A B7]2 S L8] 74, B3 2] v,
A SR, iRl (e IR, ARTA #-84), AeleRICI A4, dd '
7R B2, RS 91gF AR ') 9 s717F ER18tHMeQuail, Blumler, &
Brown, 1972), 47 & TV AIH $712% ARAS, 7I1E B= B, A4 34 1], &2
s FHIe] i3} So] Rt Blumler & McQuail, 1968: McLeod, Becker, &
Byrnes, 1974). TV 2= F< $712= 394 704 2L ARA 784, 02, TV Sel=e]
Aol Wi 5ol (Palmgreen, Wenner, & Rayburn, 1980), TV =R} A4 5712 7
G 22k ARF EO), de, @4 =9F o AE, ARSIA -84 5ol AuithRubin &
Perse, 1987). SIEYl o]& s7]2X = 9, 4R M ARE Huj7], ARl Aszkg 50
oJe] A=(Ebersole, 2000; Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000)< Esf &elgich wjx)= uf7)
2 g 577k obd JIRIL 1 AFUAlIA F71RE EA%, BAA R, A ey, 1
2 &8l A 5ol AATHRubin, Perse, & Barbato, 1988). ¢17]4 skxe-2 w7}
& 7158kl SNS¢} Il e 55 S8l o]8Aks 1t ulit B Ago] ShileiA A 7] Ale]
o] AFUAI 7% F8gk viA] o]& Hleletar it

TV AP(AA7], 1995), el ol 8(&5%, 2009), ¥ 72~ ol & - AL,
2007; A&7t - 1497 - 1148] - A9, 2006) 5 O] Il wilAl o] F7] AFER 9
M IEE W8-S 712R =olE gt webs 2 Aellxe] e8] sleixkd T
Al o] ule] AEe] 8 FUIES TACR olF A 4 Slrtal At tlEe] o)
3t F7I15S AT 519 A oR Sdfohs EAle AR tigh o] &xte] tiekeh #ilE ¢
nlaks e RS AlEstehs A vkt S Aig iAol e
A (Valenzuela, 2014)9l| 143 HH, ofi= #de] 4 tbd, S A= Adlgk 571

ol ot} A §71% F7 AQFe wAlel wiet Be] sl el A2 4 e

2

nu
o

Zolet. WA S el that GrIE Alstsleld A gae] ks a9 Akl

Ardal= Au 7AA8ke] w=0)(Saracevic, 1996)5 WS 3= QAlth AR AAske. AEAl S

Au gl B9l vhalel o)t 7he) An ek gielo Ay, ARl St o
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2 golJut S| Foh 991 AP = ol AT Ak FAE Thlel,
Ayste] ol Hee ARUAI 99 oto] PO ok b R hES

TAHOZ WA, g1 s gelrde ol gxlel el Ao wlel AgEH o
A= wjA|9} o] 82kl 5445 T aefgtHReuter, 2007: Saracevic, 2007: Xu, 2007).
57HA] tiaEA el A w8 Aol Ak Al 82 darE]s A (system or
algorithmic relevance)’, 574 FAlloll gk Fa=ol W 344 & 4] B4 (topical or
subject relevance)’, HIZAAI2] ek Q142 AR S]] whe QUAH pey 5
(cognitive relevance or pertinence), T A3t 2 EAjlof] We ‘AFsbd A 38 f-8
A(situational relevance or utility), 78 2 U4 &7d ©& F7]/A44 #=-4
(motivational/affective relevance)©] Ath(Saracevic, 1996). ol “s71/8A4 Ay
o] 74 o]F AR Al XA fede] Faido] AxEdA o A7-E(Reuter,
2007: Xu, 2007)S &3 A, 19+ ¥Hddo] A2 39 519l alow S

ool ARG o83} F=olt R A T AUl S el B 2 #
HA =0E T, A7) Bl aidehe w7159 TRl Thsalit) ol A
[A2 A BT AAAA AT AAA Ao s TR QRS gt tiEe] 71E9
ojuf gt PAol e LeHA| G o8 BTSSR AT ZREoR sk QA T o2
& A88 A= HRloR IS} 7hseitt. Ao W, A= o At
She QA Apell A sk, A, A AR] AAA aam AAMA ARIE = Aol a5
QI9FA QA= A = otk ofE 270 AHE Zp2F 7)) spel el digk Al Aejet A
g2 obel] A RN o AdAle] w=efshe A10® SHllt

bR A S R APETE A AR XA AR FhEshs ] AREEE 919
T, 71 GEEe] SellA] el olo] Tshe B S 28 o ek
de 28 4= Atk 53] Algkso] Aula) 55 Sl F7kE dFskels 5717 ofd 2
S B8 FEEEAE sk Vg7 o o] ofd] HitE 7k gt o] o]E 54 &
71E 7R Aol o & F5shs el a3k wigloR i e VA E AletaL, ol &
& 5= IS dAF o ERlshs vl JTAh ol vt Eopld AlES] 5718 F
A7 8818 gletelar, 712 Isk 914 anfe] Suljsh A01S Eeh] flgk o o]
ofxich. AUl EoplMie o] o]E& v o wiA| o] 7|5 AN 88)e et
s A5 (Calloway & Meek, 1981; Palmgreen & Rayburn, 1982)o] Z13y=ic) o]

N
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= 8] vlA] AR HS Ak AEET A vl o8] AR = 5U)E B 4
PE TAE AN, HFEAE FAEkL 0|2 =4 7V R Q919 deiAdal BEalA
TS 1 = Q01 Auke Zolg) 8 5= Qo V)t EA] o2 SR AIRAT E19 8k

=
2be] 2012 AP o] FFselehe Aol
7 U7 ofzel mhe AlREe Alo] ks AL o]F7] Slat Foto] 74 et
A% AR B Gt ol Med o) 24 717 7pe Sck(Rokeach, 1973,
A ol A7} 40 F73 1) o) ARE F78 A, off AnE

F7E QA S DR AT BRI Fo) o3tk & 5 itk o]

LA} ool thsl] zbi= 7IRIZ Afshdsl 7)) AgRe A9t (Valenzuela, 2014) 2F= &

A

pie

[¢)

—

rlr
)
oL
o

AL
& o). tio] 7|7 ol2ellis 7ol A ofRX Ao sk Aaks e
T ks W52 Vi ek o] grk(Fishbein, 1963). oJAldA o] 2ol Xz ol gt B4lE:
7R ARE wpgow 2Rl el thel] St 7= e Bl tid S5l @

o AR e Q19 Aahe] dis) 7Idieks Alo] §lom ol 8A ARE Fel AFile) 7
3 e FAshs 2lo] ks, A BEEAS Vg o Ayt Zlow s 5 9l
Zofek. wfEpa 2 Ageli= 7d-7 ] o] 25 A8, TR siiEE deddel ddd

o=x Vg Z8dlaL, BAEE o] V|de] e ilﬂOH St 7Fse Zlew Al

o} ol Adxg, A= B o

3. A=A

o)

o] Gz olde] =olE nio R 47)e) QXA 291wt 47)e] A 2Qle] el Hdl
A3t 2 S 2Pohs A8E kA, olRA 2AE e w3dde] AdETE Al

FA T 5 QA WA X A A o] AR vl A T 3PgellA
A8 7Fs ] AR 02 53] Slall 3714 A7iAl((Figure 1) 32 7k AL,

OITEN 1. ST HHER ORKI|(EH|, 4Z, d& AR XM 220t A7EK|(34=,

XI.Ol.‘ —l—/—|\, |O}) X-IA-IX-I OI_ 87|.x| |._|_| Oo|i A-{I:I I_/[\_ NIKE7|'?
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OITEM 2. Y=ol SR S RI(EH|, AF
2t Ko, 5, 22D MY R0l S & S| 519l 221oz HlEE & U

OITEN 3. TEETE IKIEH|, AE, g AR QXA 20lnt 471X|(2=2t Kot

2oh MAA Qoloz MEHE! 4~ Q1=7|?

U, AR 21 2201t 47K

A

Cognitive

Situational

Relevance

Affective
Belonging

- Aesthetic

— Topical

Cognitive
Situational
Uncertainty | ——
Affective NFO =} (mean of R) X > (mean of each U)
Belonging
(R: each type of relevance’s item values
- Aesthetic U: each type of uncertainty’s item values)

Figure 1. Tllustration of detailed research questions

Note. Topical =3MA, Substantive =2 Situational =A/ZH, Surveillant =ARRIZA K,
Hedonic =321, Self=XI0[&, Belonging=42AM, Aesthetic=2[0H&

4, AU

1) &7 A

ATEA FE 8l AR AR A e 7zl disf IAA Q919 XA a9l 4
WS FE3kal AMOS Z2 138 53] 'gel4 Q91X (confirmatory factor analysis)’
S AN 0159 7154S HAF 291 AR A A (Cosijn & Ingwersen, 2000;

Saracevic, 1996, 2007: Reuter, 2007: Xu, 2006)¢} o]&1} %= o]Z(Blumler &

N
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McQuail, 1968: Ebersole, 2000; Katz et al., 1973; McLeod et al., 1974; Palmgreen
et al., 1980; Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000; Rubin et al., 1988) Sollx F=git}. el
A QQIAR) & 7S AT FARAR] TR T B S AR T, 91x9 A
A ZRlell A F28 2 471 B 8709] Bl9] Q1S ASERHR Ao}, B Wl e Bl
%=(content validity) & sk WA o= 21t 2448 913 Aielle =y 2MA] A
s|Ake] RS ol TR A 200HE] 60Ul7HA] g9l 334H 0] Fteit), Foixte)
WU el Zh7 1747(50%) 02 7k, Yol 20017} 18.9%(63%), 305) 19.8%(66%),

7} 0.6%(27), S8l =9¢] 1.2%(4%), sl &% 19.8%(667), ik A3t =
6.3%(219), dighl £ 58.7%(196™), skl AJs} ool 13.5%(45%)%1 2102 e}
Wik

JAPd Gxtel AelA 714l FEEE o] o)) & <loa] o] Hrt o] i)
AT 7S BB Ats At o] viA] ExjEe) VR P2E w2 Zoi Eusjol
g o]}, o] ol AT o] EXEe] AFE olir & A sl = Hkrh
Pt 9 ol BHoR B8 olfret & 4 glrh. ey 7IE A7t A ol
FAIOE OFAHA AIEA 1=9] AA] QIAAQI Aol AR HERITR= vlgte] Qiglth whet
A o]29] FRI A g FAISFAIAE L AlEA ZIAIE BhAl sk E elA] e
sirlEo] WrIek A0R Mol AIEe] PAA Jgels Felstart ko] S A=y
T 9o st el HAS FkpIE .

T AR Galel] ik ARA Ao} 7] =olEl 24 o7t 9l Ao] ol
LA E x| A J3E & Sl tigh 71e] Hagich uhabA] A EA1gE A4
RIS ape® g gdsf 38 A AR v @A) SR gafE o spdS APk At
o] 7% A0 AP A A AR 2 19) AFE HE QES 2890S o sFch 4}
O] 789, VAA, ek, =3, A o] FAAAIE sk 84V 3t Al aaw
TR A9 o). FAA AR AAE AR GelEe T 5z 24l NEE 98 &

47 5 007+ ofaRg: 7183 B Akl ki Qo $l9] 271 vleel) 171 of Rt

1o

= 42 9

(o3

N
[e3

i

0

rd

2) A7zIe] ARgslEE SfelRiRle] kAl ol Bl AeE & IEAE HESP] % TR 2908
(principal component analysis) oA 271 T4 Q2 (T +28HA) Z42ke] 87H(QIA] 471+ AX47)) R1(F 16
7] 511881 o] FARIKMO=.937, Bartlett's x>=4070.723, p<.001) it}
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2RE 3ACARR), BARRAL 1987)& KA, 2018; AR, 2017). A% it
SollAR= A Gsloll T oJelE =ol7] flal el 2o EAHE Holsith AAE Pk
4 st ik ofelE 571 F13E MY Holn] TAEE Holgs= M= FA NS Y
< Uik vEe] A 3t v B ] ojate] ofellE 7] f1af 10th 2UrA|e] A 7]
AbAES Hollth o] A A7) Yeol= B3 Ao, HA] g3} vk Bieol] Tt o
AAE AT A g3k Beeh PIE ARETE B T A A s v B
S g Q1] i o] GRS AR 7] whel] s dstol ik AbdAAE &
T Bgkow, o5 Rl oAk Wi %A GrfellA k- 2R 7Ae] TS b

(1) =4

AP of2e] WL 54 ool Uik AFES %Ul”r S SdtiWeaver, 1980).
o AolA ArlERE A
g a9l QRIS of wiEtellA Jidske o= Qirk. sk9l 291 7R QIA1A Aple] A
A7} ALsl= ARl Aosls QXA 1 w g8 Ao ZolHd) o)= ukdd §)

T AT o A gstel dE s AR ois] HeleA s wo] w

o
rlr
o
iiﬁj
N
L
o
iiz
SO
rH
=)
in:)
rir
=
oo
o
o
10
of, =
ol
ﬂ?
12
o e
o
ol
_Q

9e 243
(Table 1) 2). o5 Y727} Ak olssh izl "shl (7 Q= FAle] 9 4w
& YAst she AP, 9 GAAR iEANE ) e AnE s s 7

>~ fll
il
N

aPg), V(@A ARle] A3k ks olssly] flal RS BAekaA) sk A3H), ARBIRIAT
(A3 oA Arlo] &3k Aslel ok RS THAlekant sk 4eHd) To& TRt
A dgh wizol ik QIAA] S S48 1l SAl(topical) (e = .89)
] 7584 sl sl Snl7t Q7] whell(3HA] 1), 3] Qdshe ve] #k4 fofelr] whE
oll(sHA] 2), 73] F3tet Asl] gk Faiso] WolA (3 3), A dslell tigk s14kE
a1dsl7] 218 (8H4 4)' (Rubin, 1981: Saracevic, 1996) & 4719] &3+& AMEgIc) A4
(substantive)” ¥/d( e =.89)S SlaME 4| Jsle} s A2 ARE A7) 913
A1), 782 gstet #s) olalisly] Sl ARE A7) Sls(HE 2), HA] Fstet @
ogh AHE A7) YEi(HE 3), AR Gstet A = Ao ARE A7 sl
4)' (Blumler & McQuail, 1968 : Saracevic, 1996) & 47} Falo] =Hz}

'mz=%‘
W o

>
olct

O:
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(situational)” #&3(«=.83)> 74| st AH7}t QA U7} Ak 8t 5] izl
(8 1) 78A] sk ARE Fal 54 olgrell tigh olalzk Hagh Adstelr] el () 2
A g3t HE S 54 ool tigh o] LA AJste]V] ‘qHOﬂ(’?}%l 3), AA| st
ARE Fl et 22 mlef 9ol Ees As

1980: Saracevic, 1996) & 471 3 &3 SRt A7 (surveillant)’ ﬁ%‘é(
=.89)9] 4 A G} ARE Fal| FE] ABlelA] Mol dES & Q] Bﬂ%*ﬂ](/\}ﬂ
A1), 78R st JRE El A7 o 9A U skal AEA ] SIsi(AREIA] 2)

A g3t HE Fal A Amabso] ofwdhA] sl Sls(ASIRA] 3), 8A] Gt AR
S8l AA7F AR olHA 1L QA sk ] Sl(AEIRA] 4), A RE S A
AR o= 7] Sl (AFelA] 5) (Blumler, 1979: Schutz, 1967, 1970) % 57§ #-do]
A ZF Qlell Agw AR False] W AgEs Z2uE Uukcronbach's o) &
0.8 ooz, 7 53 s HAtHKline, 2000).

A Apda} 22 wietol A XA xple] AR wiAZL ddehs AR Hslee
A 8- SO FolsH, miA| ol8Ake] AelA SEeld fIoh, P, Ady] T
S3ke 91 AR 3 BEolekar AelE  Qltk o5 o G- Slal viAP T deshe
olqrel Ak, et (Hest SRS S8l ARE FAStaAl sl A), Aof (=] 4
A B 918l ARE Bk} she ATA), A (ARB1A froirks B35k S8 Ak
& sl sk A9d), 91k (8 AdA 71edsks Slsl ARE SAetaat sk 4E)
o= TEFtH(Table 1) =),

& 'fﬂ%(hedonic)' WA (e = .89)& A Gs} A GRE HPEA MRS %ﬂ]
B oX(FE 1), FAES HE T A FE 2), o7 RS 3 Qo3
Bk 524 glo] A 4= SlojA(FEt 4), EAE oA (FE) ) (Arnold & Reyolds.
2003: Katz et al., 1973: Xu, 2007) & 57 £&& 3 S5k Aok(self)” A3 (a
= .89)& 2] st A AHE P ‘e ol dhal o] A7k AR A 38T 5
7] St 1), Wl ARlo] ofwlgh AzkS 7HEA] 2w W] lal|(Rlo} 2),
A7LE AAep] S1al(Rlol 3), ' Ul =& ake] XS A Slsl(Rlol 4) (Katz et
al., 1973; Rubin & Perse, 1987) 5 47 {&3o= S745r}. A% (belonging)” ¥ («a
= .85) A4S flaixe B Oﬂﬂ*’ﬂ 3l Lar Qo =AM TR AREEC] A7k AlSl9] 4
Ao B (g 1), = AREES] diglel] dolslr] 1al(4g: 2)', He} v Ab
o) Aol zpol7t 9IS FRIsk] Slal(4d 3) @Al £33 Alslol] el RES w7

rﬁm

o

—~
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Aal(2gr 4), A3 5 o] IS 2] $I8l(4% 5) (Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000;
Rubin et al., 1988) 2] 571 &&to] ARSHICE "?loH aesthetic) A (o = .87)2 AA]

Qstell thgt ARE S FAelA Hold

1A (918 2)',
w4 SloPA(SI1gt 4),

Reuter, 2007; Rubin & Perse, 1987) %

Aeg

|

O

2~

FAUE A4

=

0101100

T eIA(RIeE 1), A sh=
e *}%”%OMW Blofd &= QoA (19t 3), ARl A} w4 s ]

o4 ALz

5) (Ebersole, 2000:

57) Batom Stk AN wegel alsl

el A8 A wEEe] WA 2= gA] AEuks dulgh 0.8 oldoR, B E9e

ol3it.

Table 1. Classification of the Conceot of Relevance

Dimension Type of Conceptual Motivation Relevance in
Relevance Definition in Uses and Gratification Theory  |Information Retrieval Studies
Inclination to Cognitive needs
Topical search for (Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 1973, Topical Relevance

Relevance Viewing for specific program content (Saracevic, 1996)

concerned topic

(Rubin, 1981)

Substantive
Relevance

Inclination to
search
information to
get background
knowledge

New information seeking
(Blumler & McQuail, 1969),
Cognitive needs
(Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 1973,
Viewing for information/learning
(Rubin, 1981),
General information seeking
(Rubin & Perse, 1987),
Research and learning
(Ebersole, 2000),
Information seeking
(Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000)

Cognitive Relevance
(Saracevic, 1996)

Cognitive
Dimension

Situational
Relevance

Inclination to
search useful
information to
understand
current situation

Cognitive needs
(Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 1973,
Decisional utility
(Palmgreen, Werner, & Rayburn,
1980),

Research and learning
(Ebersole, 2000),
Information seeking
(Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000)

Situational Relevance
(Saracevic, 1996)

Surveillant
Relevance

Inclination to
search
information to
maintain oneself
as a member of
a society

Surveillance
(Becker, 1979; Blumler & McQuail,
1969; McLeod, Becker, & Byrnes,
1974),

Social integrative needs
(Katz, Haas & Gurevich, 1973),
Research and learning
(Ebersole, 2000)
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Dimension Type of Conceptual Motivation Relevance in
Relevance Definition in Uses and Gratification Theory  |Information Retrieval Studies
Affective needs
(Katz, Haas & Gurevich, 1973),
Viewing for entertainment/enjoyment
Viewing to Pass Time/as a Habit
Viewing for Relaxation
Inclination to (Rubin, 1981), Motivational/Affective
Hedonic search Exciting entertainment relevance
information for (Rubin & Perse, 1987), (Saracevic, 1996),
Relevance . .
pleasure Interpersonal motives (Pleasure) Hedonic Relevance
(for fun) (Rubin, Perse, & Barmanto, 1988), (Xu, 2007)
Easy access to entertainment
Something to do when bored
(Ebersole, 2000),
Entertainment
(Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000)
Inclination to Personal integrative needs
Self | . Search (Katz, Haas & Gurevich, 1973), | Metivational/Affective
Relevance information to Interpersonal Utility relevance
establish sense (Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000) (Saracevic, 1996)
of self
Affective Social integrative needs
Dimension (Katz, Haas & Gurevich, 1973),
Viewing for companionship
Viewing for social interaction
L (Rubin, 1981)
Inclination to Social utility
Belonging | . seargh (Rubin & Perse, 1987). Motivational/Affective
information to : . relevance
Relevance establish social Interpersonal motives (Inclusion) (Saracevic. 1996)
(Rubin, Perse, & Barmanto, 1988), '
bonds . ,
Communication and social
interaction
(Ebersole, 2000),
Interpersonal utility
(Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000)
Release tension needs
Inclination to (Katz, Haas & Gurevich, 1973),
search Viewing for escape/to forget Motivational/Affective
) ) ) (Rubin, 1981), relevance
Aesthetic | information for ) . .
Relevance diversion Escapist relaxation (Saracevic, 1996),
(for escape from (Rubin & Perse, 1987), Aesthetic Relevance
X Interpersonal motives (Escape & (Reuter, 2007)
reality) )
Relaxation)
(Rubin, Perse, & Barmanto, 1988)

o
AEEe] B Aole AT IS Al EAld ol AkEtiWeaver, 1977). &
de 574 olqrel vdE Anm] Fle] thh ofielztar & ¢ Jlrhs Seoltt. &2

s

2 AJgkEo] o]l o) AA 8§75 FHAT) $J8l s AR ek 51 Yold) 2



e Arsstelehs 7l ARES Al Aol 4EskES Bk ol ofl we
A s AFET BRAe] 871 3191 2 - A - 43 A 5 47) QA
et - Aok - s + 9I0F 5 47 A 2Dl A Hehel 87 she) agle

B2 7] 39 aclol that B3Ho] alad F slrke 7Pk AN B

=
2
S A 52 BITR 2ol AR Aol 284S D] Amat 48T I

=

847 AP 27] A (McCombs & Weaver, 1973)¢] HARo] wkdsia, 7|t} o2
(Atkinson, 1958; Palmgreen & Rayburn, 1982: Vroom, 1964)< EtfE E3k2Ao] nf

Al B 8 ohet 2 Uil AR 8Pt 7ls ddel tiRk Bhle SAshs
7HE 4= glokar 9 e’k =77F A8

TAA SA42 98l 37 71% ZRH(GA G3t s ARl AAs) A 871 w519

82 e Hzol] thgh 2xmwe] Jell FAls TR QlEAl, T 87 B sie] ko]

Aol AA] g3t 2 AR A S7el R mFIvaL Erlek=Al, T 87 B e

o= QI Aple] QA s} 72 AR F7E T3l 57 e FlskeAl) ol AR

9
I o5 g o8] Q11 8ol B A8t Sl wgel] A U 23S o
=

J

B3 AR 1 9 FHAC] AR ojofd Hloje) 7gsl=A] Bo] wi) A 519

22 37N o] zh= WA AFeE sHA(.70), Né‘-(.?G), S3H.T5), ARBIZAIT5), et
78), AoH.74), 22(.76), YK . TT) 502 Yeh} B A=2Zuks dujgt 7 oe] =

S By

b. o7t &t

1) (72 1 B Za}p: 2A0| CIX|-MME ofp| HOISH| ME 71X 28

Aol AREE ER1A Q91FA2 SRMR(Standardized Root Mean square Residuals),
CFI(Comparative Fit Index), RMSEA(Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)
So] ol o 78 Ed=E At (Browne & Cudeck, 1992: Hair, Anderson,
Tatham, & Black, 1998: Hu & Benlter, 1999). olu] 2E gto] 574 7|5 thoj=2d %]

Ho) malz R, Shbil 7S T RARA AFeS NS 5 gk TR
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A4 w3 AN Sl ZAgkel TR Bl A, o BE S0l AGE U
o]

S} 2L =S vl R, ARS8 A T o] A H 7@*194 8714 819l &
239 7 USAE AEshe Al 19] 291 23 4% B¥ A9 A= SRMR
= .06, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .06(x* = 1233.528. df = 557) 2% Uehit}. SRMR&
.080]3}, CFI= .950Pdo 2 10 77k wff £ 43wz JAH¥rHHu & Benlter, 1999).
RMSEA= 0ol 7MherE 22 Ageg 2=y, E3] .05 olsf+= ¢ F2(close),
".05~.08-% MA-2(fair), ".08~.10- FHgF (mediocre), 10 oS Wi L (poor
fit) A== 23 Browne & Cudeck, 1992). ©] 7|5l w2, Q17] 2 A1} 8714
319 89lo] B e PAIshs B A3 SRMRY} RMSEA] 28] AAE W=t} a4
1 CFL= A 710l 23jsh of8 5471 areolehal Boole of Al vttt 12iut
SbA] Alvgst nlel o), 7| B3k 2709 @Rt R oW A7} Al IetarA} ke e

DA o 319] 29150) e AN 5 UL R0R Bk

Table 2. Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients for CFA in RQ 1

Factor B B SE
Topical 1 .834 .970 .056
Topical 2 794 .962 .059
Topical 3 .869 1.102 .061
Topical 4 .815 1.000
Substantive 1 .826 .979 .059
Substantive 2 .860 1.049 .060
Substantive 3 .808 1.009 .063
N Substantive 4 .788 1.000
Soanitwe Situational 1 625 850 076
Situational 2 .796 .997 .068
Situational 3 .813 1.021 .068
Situational 4 754 1.000
Surveillant 1 .738 .995 .076
Surveillant 2 .862 1.196 .078
Surveillant 3 .812 1.186 .082
Surveillant 4 .827 1.198 .081
Surveillant 5 725 1.000
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Factor B B SE
Hedonic 1 781 1.043 .073
Hedonic 2 .846 1.200 .077
Hedonic 3 .896 1.278 .077
Hedonic 4 .812 1.122 .075
Hedonic 5 740 1.000
Self 1 811 .896 .054
Self 2 .824 .989 .058
Self 3 .860 1.059 .059
. Self 4 .801 1.000
[itective Belonging 1 759 980 068
Belonging 2 714 972 072
Belonging 3 .653 .866 .070
Belonging 4 731 1.008 .073
Belonging 5 770 1.000
Aesthetic 1 .869 1.740 182
Aesthetic 2 .899 1.77 183
Aesthetic 3 .899 1.901 146
Aesthetic 4 .660 1.240 161
Aesthetic b 497 1.000

Note. B = Standardized coefficients (factor loading value): B = Unstandardized coefficients: SE = Standard
Error. Standard error of the final factor in each type of sub-variable was not calculated because each final
factor’s loading value was fixed at 1.

o] 1z Hol| A veht 291 H38} gk (Table 2)°l| 71egch 291 $3) k& 3014
Aol 749248 minimal)’, "4V 5FE T F23Hmore-important)’, "5 o1
2 A feleHpractically significant)” Gro®  H7ME=Ul(Hair, Anderson,
Tatham, & Black, 1998), T -3 EA9] o] gho] B 0.4 oPdo= e Q1A

o} x1e] 7 B8] RQIEL SPARlel PRI Aot 4 S olge] FanE 2
v & 4+ ek

2) IT2R| 2 BT AT EEANO| QIX-HME 5i9| HOISH [ME TX B8
ST TY8% F BEYo] A4 B A 714 B9 9910 248 S EAE

= ATEA] 29] B¢l A}, 7% 23 A3 A= SRMR = .06, CFI = .85, RMSEA

0|

= 1163 = 1065.411, df = 214) & vyepsith, o4 28 239l ge] SRMR gkt B8
A P2 RS AXF 28l Yehd 291 &} gk (Table 3)°ll 7]&%) rﬂ 5214
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T FYIAE o] go] 1F 0.4 oPFO R Leht lsh A1) A 319] Q5L 9]

Ql oS skt A = o] TRkeE st & ¢ Ak

Table 3. Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients for CFA in RQ 2

Factor B B SE
Topical 2 .650 .820 .068
Topical 3 .628 795 .070
Topical 4 795 1.000
Substantive 2 .670 .816 .062
Substantive 3 .679 779 .058
Cognitive Substantive 4 .831 1.000
Dimension Situational 2 715 857 .057
Situational 3 .709 .768 .052
Situational 4 .864 1.000
Surveillant 2 759 .948 .059
Surveillant 3 671 772 .056
Surveillant 4 .847 1.000
Hedonic 2 712 .856 .061
Hedonic 3 .633 747 .061
Hedonic 4 .836 1.000
Self 2 701 .841 .060
Self 3 .623 .654 .054
Affective Self 4 .839 1.000
Dimension Belonging 2 731 .926 .064
Belonging 3 .656 .802 .062
Belonging 4 .843 1.000
Aesthetic 2 740 .981 .069
Aesthetic 3 .656 .823 .066
Aesthetic 4 .816 1.000

Note. B = Standardized coefficients (factor loading value): B = Unstandardized coefficients; SE = Standard
Error. Standard error of the final factor in each type of sub-variable was not calculated because each final
factor’s loading value was fixed at 1.

3) GITEH| 3 BT 21k KT AIX-BAME 519 HOISO 2 T Y
7} A90) QP87 Sl A plgal BEAAe) S19] Wl Birghe Fel Z4Rc o
2b QA7) 3oIMT= A8 ANk el 87 B9 aslo g 2ae B
B ol THE 5 YeAE AEsI e #9912, P

K
SRMR = .07 CFI = .89, RMSEA = .15, (x* = 753.727, df = 75)% YeRdT}, oj7]A]
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Table 4. Standardized and Unstandardized Coefficients for CFA in RQ 3

Factor B B SE
Topical R .683 1.000
Topical U 77 774 .057
Substantive R 798 1.000
Cognitive Substantive U .823 764 .044
Dimension Situational R 796 1.000
Situational U .822 .813 .046
Surveillant R .765 1.000
Surveillant U .866 877 .051
Hedonic R 572 1.000
Hedonic U .810 1.119 101
Self R .804 1.000
Affective Self U 798 729 .038
Dimension Belonging R 752 1.000
Belonging U 762 .869 .051
Aesthetic R .679 1.000
Aesthetic U .874 1.066 .076

Note. B = Standardized coefficients (factor loading value): B = Unstandardized coefficients; SE = Standard
Error. Standard error of the first factor in each type of sub-variable was not calculated because each first factor’s
loading value was fixed at 1.

6. 22 H =2

o] A= 71Ee] AHET o] ikl wiA] $Hgelx] fAA aalE ek bl dHAE
7HIThR= A Al71elA FLErHLee, 2005). 53] #e/d) BSAAAS S0 ¢ 7|0 4
FEA7E IAA] ARollnt =BRA, g E] £41e] HolE Fshe 24F ofAlEdA i i
& Asks AgE 7R s diths AdldTEe] 5l FErHCamaj, 2014:
Matthes, 2006: Valenzuela, 2014). & QIEJHllo|u} o577 & A= 772 SehEe] 574
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S UESAE Eall A 2 Ak, 71 Aol ARIF Ha Qs AAE s S
ofaHA| wHA G54 T2 EFo] AT H(Papacharissi & Oliveira, 2012) & -5
=g A717} Sl 047101] mi A} 2 AR gk o8k FHARd o] At 1, 18] A
o] A 22 Aol FeHE 59 2 (Evatt & Ghanem, 2001 McCombs & Stroud,
2014; Papacharissi & Oliveira, 2012; Takeshita, 2006)°] tlaixHA] Fr|tiol7} £33+
H 22 A 9] oAt A0e A Aol ARt 2S5 Qlvke Ao o=

ol 1 T W o S ] S 2 A5 0 A
o AR A AU AES Gtk ool o] §AE A7k A Bge o
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