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A Study on the UX of Shopping Experience in Conversational
Agents: Focus on the Difference between the Presence of a
Screen, Product Involvement, and Conversation Style

Hwayoung Lee*,

ABSTRACT

Dongwhan Kim'"

In this study, we examined voice shopping interaction in which consumers can be involved in the
decision—-making process. Sixteen kinds of voice shopping interaction were designed with differences in
the existence of screen/product involvement/conversation style. Their effects on trust, cognitive load,
satisfaction, and continuous intention to use were evaluated through a survey experiment. The main ef-
fect of conversation style was significant, and it was found that the more deeply involved users have

higher trust. The interaction effect between conversation style and product involvement was also

significant. Low involvement product buyers had the most positive user experience from the con-—
versation style that included ‘Ask for preference,” while high involvement product buyers had the most
positive user experience from the conversation style that included both ‘Ask for preference’ and
‘Question and Answer.” The main effect and interaction effect of the existence of screen was not
significant. The results indicate that a positive user experience can be obtained when users are deeply

involved in consumer decision-making, especially in purchasing high-involvement products.

Key words: Conversational Agent, Artificial Intelligent Agent, Voice Shopping, Decision-making

Process, Product Involvement
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Table 1. 4 groups with differences in with/without screen and product type.

Product

With Screen

Without Screen

Low involvement
product: Milk

Group A: Milk - Smart display

P

Group B: Milk - Smart speaker

High involvement
product: Laptop

Group C: Laptop-Smart display

e

Group D: Laptop—-Smart speaker
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Table 2, Multivariate and Univariate results,

MANCOVA Results Univariate F Values

Wilks A F Trust Cognitive Load | Satisfaction intgr(fgg:ut(())uzse
Screen 0.982 1.01 0.09 1.61 0.10 0.06
Product 0.997 0.16 0.00 0.41 0.01 0.01
Interaction 0.857 296 | 11.08%:xx 2.37 6.13%x 14183k
Screen x Product 0.993 0.40 0.09 0.38 0.00 0.05
Screen X Interaction 0.957 0.81 0.57 0.90 0.34 0.53
Interaction x Product 0.902 1.92x 0.74 6.53sx:x 4,72 3.79%
fnctfrzrclﬁ’fmpmdm * 0.943 LO7 101 0.65 0.30 0.95

Note: MANCOVA = multivariate analysis of covariance.
*p < .05; #*p < .01; ##xp < .001

—o— Milk ~m-— Laptop
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45 45
None Ask for Question Both None Ask for Question Both
Preferences & Answer Preferences & Answer
(c) (d)

Fig. 1. Interaction between product type and interaction style for (a) trust, (b) cognitive load, (c) satisfaction, and
(d) continuous intention to use,

At AFH 02 Folate YA YTE 7} §9 5 A Jebgt, F(2.668, 597.59)=4.72, p<.01
AAF37F Fap ol = AdFe A v S (Table 2). ¢#<] A dZ=2T(M=5.61, SE=0.18)t]
o Ae dusdFo] dgHET AAF3H7} F& H), A5 A E(M=6.34, SE=0.16, p<.001)3 A5 A&
A&FE 2RI (Fig. D). +3 ©] -3 (M=6.31, SE=0.16, p<.01)¢] BE%7} &

WEEE gAY AFERY HsFEad o3tA EhTh =EE| A$ 2T (M=5.36, SE-=
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2(M=6.008, SE=0.17, p<.001)o| A A <&o] &2 =7}
froatAl Btk =ER9 A &2 (M=5.03, SE=
0.17)thHl, A5 2 E(M=5.73, SE=0.16, p<.001), & 2]
4= (M=6.01, SE=0.16, p<.001), A &d F+2 o35

ﬂJlO o
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(M=6.22, SE=0.17, p<.001)2] A &0l 82| =7} =3k
om, ASAEHT NS AE+d o) Aol
=7t frefstAl =k TH(p<.001)(Table 3). =E5
o] A5, gAY AR A HFH o7 FHo
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ToielArZEof| HoE

Table 3. Adjusted means(SE) for trust, cognitive load, satisfaction, continuous intention to use (dependant variables)

for interaction style (provision condition).

Milk Laptop

Trust

None 5.19(0.18)* 5.18(0.17)*

Ask for preferences 6.24(0.15) 6.06(0.14)°

Question and Answer 6.32(0.15)° 6.38(0.14)¢

Both 6.53(0.15) 6.63(0.14)
Cognitive Load

None 5.17(0.16) 5.64(0.15)

Ask for preferences 4.67(0.16)* 5.04(0.15)*

Question and Answer 4.98(0.15)% 4.76(0.15)*

Both 4.84(0.16)™ 4.67(0.15)"
Satisfaction

None 5.61(0.18)* 5.36(0.17)*

Ask for preferences 6.34(0.16)° 6.01(0.15)"

Question and Answer 6.00(0.16)* 6.26(0.15)"

Both 6.31(0.16)° 6.55(0.15)°
Continuous intention to use

None 5.16(0.18)* 5.03(0.17)*

Ask for preferences 6.01(0.17)° 5.73(0.16)°

Question and Answer 5.75(0.17)° 6.01(0.16)™

Both 6.01(0.17)° 6.22(0.17)°

Bonferroni: a<b<c
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