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Abstract

Purpose: This study explores the applicability of the Chinese version of the Emotional Metrics
Outcome (EMO) questionnaire and the Net Promoter Scale (NPS) in China based on the local brand
of Luckin Coffee and analyzes the consumer satisfaction and user experience characteristics of the
Luckin Coffee brand in conjunction with empirical evidence. Methods: The study employed the
EMO and NPS with the System Usability Scale (SUS) as the criterion, assessed the reliability and va-
lidity of the Chinese version of the EMO and NPS scales, and explored the current situation of
Luckin Coffee’s user experience by utilizing descriptive statistics, multi-factorial analysis of vari-
ance, and Chi-square test. Through online and offline sources, 973 and 673 valid questionnaires
were collected to complete the scale test, as well as 669 and 425 valid questionnaires were ob-
tained for the status quo analysis, respectively. Conclusion: 1) The revised Chinese version of the
EMO and the NPS scales exhibit good reliability and validity, meet the measurement standards,
possess certain cultural applicability in China, and are suitable for assessing user experience sat-
isfaction and loyalty to brand products. 2) Consumers generally provide positive comments re-
garding the overall user experience of Luckin coffee brand products and services, but further op-
timization is still needed. There are gender and consumption level differences in this positive
evaluation trend: women and higher-consumption level groups have higher evaluations.
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WHEAE gt I = KRR EY 2 —, 7E 1884 4, dy S [B i A FERE 32 51N i [E ¥ X (nl [ 1S5 2023)
ST BnHE P S ATAS, EEEE AR AP S, BURCK el e i) A% 5 K
WIHELR i FR9E B R — ELAEAWHR T, WM 9% Q2228 o 7 AN — R s K.

AR, FEWHEE R A POE R, Wi R I ot ME . ORISR R o,
LA A [ A S B o i e —— i SE PR R R O LR . FE 2023 4, HSEINMELL 248.6 AT 1B 5 A
BRI, BSO8R E T U A MNEEE B AR R TR T, 2024) X UM EE T A E e T
fis R, T HBE— D e 7 ZAT R SE S S B ORI, 2024) =g inmER T MRBUE hE, B
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B2 (A0 B (152 7 i FRORTE AT VR, AN 5 3R A i AR K BN (L, XA PT RE & S BOH P AN 3,
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MR RIS, PR AR AR 0 5E 5 12— TXRE SRR AR AL
7 i GRS AW IR T IR, 5 R8O BRURR S A P AR — A i/ i R R B, A IC Y

£

R AR BGAE 7 d AT IR R S 2t B, DA P b, BB RN 72 i DD E S 50 R A SR A
5 o El SR ESR(EA, VEN, 2020). FEIPAASDBIEFERI, el AR T R EE R R P 4R
&, PR, HEARME MR . Roto (2006)INA, HERARIK FH P AR DR & H 2 T SR e FH A 56
LU ANAE FITE SR B P BEAT RN T 2R G2 A 25 ARG TG R P TID TR ), 100 =24 ) PR P A6 S e e
RO BEFUHAN S R R, BT S SR ARG o WL, O i B R P AR e R TR AY
RPN ZA TR, EAEA ARG M DEe) H 85 R (B REL) . PSR CEME)5E . B,
MBI TP 25 PS5 22 0 T VAl i SE R A FH P A58, R A 2007 S I b i G ot R ) A

FEF P ARSI PP RE rpr s BE U AT T3 H R 1) S A D I 53, LRk T 2Ok VP H
AL SN RGBT ZEOH P AR 8RO [ A2 g, 0 b A el
AR o

R, BT ESEnmE AR, B REAIE R P AR IR PP T RO R R rp A A RE A, BET 0t
BT FH P 0] B S D ot R D 6 B AR IEE BR, R A G B L A W TTAMELA

2. EWSMNASTHLR Gk
2.1. F PGSR R ATHE LTS

F P &5 (User Experience, UX) FMES B 5 BH 408 « 18 2 BT 82 HFAIHET ™ (Norman et al., 1995). R4
EBRbr#EAZHZE 1SO 9241-210 (2010)[)5E L, FH PRI F8 0T RGeS 77 i B 5% (10458 AN (B0 i
FH R = A R SRR SN o 33K S RN S W AN AN, e B — PR i LAY, S0 365 FH P E IS AMBARDIR S
B R R P A T A TSI ME Rl B, ARG R NS, RIS (UX)E A — A5 R
I, FTZ A SOE A EAER AT R 3G SRR . ERE, UX BL& DR B i B %
i BREXERG WMENARTF TR EIr st DL TR B R AR S5 1 22 AU 7= s v A el
HTAET, BontEshIRESF S RERKRNEE &, FREATEE, REHFREUX) L OS]
SIS TRE N T AN DA — B0 9 3 R SR A2 O R I B, 4l IR IR N B K 2 RS X SR G 1)
NSRS AU (T, B AIA, 2018).

HH T F P ARSI S G RIR)T, BRI E A R P ARS8 i B SRt &8 TR (CE SO, 20210 BATIARYE
HEARNEOAR, 6T P RS BRSSO S R bRt AN AR R, BRI S 30 7 & B 77 A A
ZREECT 5%, 2014). HFIRIGVRL— M K 2 DUE M S e B A %, R P RROIRLH T,
FHor, 1)k A2 d o WL, B EASE AR G 1R 0] o B 2 R VP Al - 2248 F P il B (R4 56 (Hornbak, 2006) -
BT, EHAMIRENCETF RN T —Sa] DUEEH T~ it 7K PP e . Hr, REinHE
% (System Usability Scale, SUS) & H FiAT Mk i ARG M AN L AT FH 400 07 &2 (Brooke, 1996), A LA
Sof e AT B BEA T B M (FEAE 7T 2 W72 T 3.2.3 #84)). %R O 1A TP E A 46 115 JUZ R 56 %
PE(Wang et al., 2020). SEWILL, A5E K5 FH P AARLEIF 52 1 R AE B AT d ek A6, X A8
FFIX Lo 3 ()48 F AT REARAE — € B SR BR 1 .

MAE X B, FARIR AR ™ Sl PR e, 3 B AR SR ) 0, DALk S W S 0t T
JUALS (R AN H . Mahlke A RS TE A 775 LB RN A AR R 2, KA O T PR AR
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skt L PRI SR G VR J7 1 —#4r (Mahlke, 2002), 15 R —J7 A5G ERNAI RS IR RN, 57—
77 T ALFE FH NN PN IR 7= A 1 B O B2 4R (1) 1 8¢ 4 R (Mahlke, 2006). 18 25 T8 4545 3 i1 45 (the Emotional
Metric Outcomes Questionnaire, EMO)#& Lewis Fl Mayes 25 A\~ T P4t F 77 7677 i A8 B R A () 4 s |
SERM BT R AR 25, R — AR 2 R TR, R 2 H b L S & B, A8
D F P 28 L A A 15 SR B (L R AR R AT AR () (Lewis & Mayes, 2014). ‘B 146 H il /& oty
B AN WL I Mg A S5 2 FoRIEHRIREUY, 3t 52 ANTH, RATEART 16 M8 H 15
BERRAGLAR VRS WF AR TR 3.2.1 #47). BEARZINE CAE R SCRFEAR PRI T8 M5 805 (Lewis et
al., 2015), {HH miyisk = B A A 5T 50

SUb[ES, P AES Bl R EL BN AR 15 26 47 I S R 2 s BB 2 S AT . B P Ak
6 T 75 P 2L P RN S e P Bl A % R, BT P B AR o AR 24 A AT B
{§HEF{H(Net Promoter Score, NPS) & vt 25 P R HUEE () — N B 2245845 . Reichheld (2003) 7 K2 HZ1H.,
FEAE 2011 4% HiHAT T 81T (Reichheld & Markey, 2011). 1E—EBEREMIE L E, NPS IEFEREH]
TIHEF R R Z RN NPS VEE—ESH:  “IRE 2 KA REMEIE I S HER A VR I ACERUR]
HH? 7 BORAE O (BEATRE)E] 10 (A TTREM 11 S EE EAEE, REAMIESEY S NG . whah
At E =2k, Ra, M TFEHEEE L) 55 e m i 2248, 193] NPS A E WA T H 3.2.2
). NPS ER MM s e TR s 3, @ — Mtk 7 =, AEASR A 7 ATk 2 ) w] B
HATA BB, MR, Pos SR BT 7 & S R E B XN RS 0 AR T &0
(B, T ELIE RE T B 2 W) R0 75 L SO (AT, PR B S B P R A R B T R R R (i
Jis 2021) BUAWIFER, F P BT P S B A B . fl4n, Sauro (2010)F2H SUS
5 NPS $F4> 2 [0 474E 0.61 MR EFME, LT “NPS = 0.52 + 0.09 (SUS)” KIRIAHAL, Fti)5, £
2012 4F, s 2201 NKRFEARIIE 5T E— D 3T 7 5 (Sauro, 2012). BE4F, ZEEE ATE 2016 FHIHT
FHHHIAN T NPS 34515 SUS PFor 2 (AR 8 35 IEARCPE(E Rk, 1Rk, 2016). R CAWTFE KH SUS
BRIV HIFHEFEWNPS) Z X R, HHEBIERZX NPS &£ B 5 & R E R RHE, Rl 21
OGBS T, HAS U B SCRRT R AN 2

SRS, ARSI T 75 AN AEAS R NEEA ™ G b g A7 I 2 22 08 AR B, A Re R
A EAA RN, KR .

2.2. TEMMMERIE XA

iy = DN ME S r D SO O R e SRz —, ROZ T 2017 4, BT R LA BB e A
#i MobTech Giit, Ak 4R 3% F BRSO 2 ML, @ik 63%, [FIRF, BT H= iy e
PO R AR AN, B SEMIE S R EE T T 29 S LR HER N, Hih 2t ARk,

TE2019 47 H, EaeWiHEfEL 7 “/NEZR” PRk, BN T RIS, 2019). BERHE
A, AT MR FRNE, ST MR R E A FE, 8 TS . &
5 REUE DA R AN B G S 2 AR TS, AR I 2 n s R ok . (L S B R AR TE
TFEN . MG RABARMRBUS, RABE + 4b2RIRZ b+ LT IEERE, WmITHE 7 450
WET TR [ B — 2B B T3, 2019). 7E 2020 4F, B 52 NMERE IR B0 &% i ke, AT T 2 7
RZICCE SRR, HHAE 2022 58 TS EM, ST AREE FIER (LI & Ko, 2023). 1F 2021
o4 H, BIHER CAERBEER” X, ST T S R AL G, FEE T S i
PR R A . 76 2023 49 H, B 5 AE A AE, IR E LS IREBCN T W
BRI AL PEEER R, Bk 2023 AR, IRENITTEEEE 16,218 K, By E 1 K
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T3 R SR B, 2024).

93 D 0 e IO B, B SO ) SR o [ AR B o LTI 7 1 93 R R AT S R
R SLCE R, R, 2022). T A BB S I L A S, SR EL T — S 481
BB, MR SRR, BRI RIS SR T B R B 5 R (M
2020). ZEHES RN, Fi e AR O SRR LA K 28 b R B TR P RS B BT s T R
77 AR T 5 P A, %08 LTI R E Z IR IE I S S A S AT, X — 5
W SRR T ST 3R, (BRSNS RS T AR S A, W B LR T
(ORIE, OB IZ LIRSS T TR S AN TR 3 T Al B 8 P %2 o R 3 T R ALERE M
T B ARG 23 (O R P B (2 2%, 2024).

TEER SEUIE P AL T T, HRTRESORE AR %, — e 3 (1@ 1 500 R B 8
i 5 E RSB BE 52 BV 22 TR AR . BT T 02 A (2020046 H, APP KGR S5 2 IE 1)
SR FE P 0 S 7 R RE . FE SIS AN ST MW R . U AT B R F e
R B 2601 42 BE LA T T 40 W B AIE T 639 % 2 5 2 B R R AR LA TE R AR O 2 L g,
2021y, Besb, WA B IOBT R LR T RIES S A SRR CBRS T R R RBL, B LIS
FR AT W, RS R ) R8T, 75 0 Dy ) B o R 5 4 4] L 2 725 IR 25 S S5 68 4 (4
FEMR2E, 2023). LL_EFRF ORISR B 0 24 1 5 T 202 T TR, AN LA T A )
2

B, EORTH IR R R I BT R IR, H AR e — AU 5 R AL
R HE SN R, BRI 9 R 5 SR MR A L P R ) AT, XL AT R
T H M T — S
3. AR

(5 A CE I R B, B S e PF 2 T 7E L R RS B SR b, /D34 T 0 U S o 2 8
SRR 0 B 7 P R R R R 2. AT, KSR S IRAEE — 2R IR, BRI AT
ﬁ:

S, BT I 10 £ JRE 4T 3 5 PR RS R AR . T BRE o £k SR S A R
s BERRTEPE GRS TR INME . 22 SRR, AT S A LT T I A B o i
TS e 0 it P R 5% S R 5 TR 2 TR e Tl R B S A (S SRV T 7= it A
RV IRS . Rk, TEFSCER S0 (5 B FE I, AR W R TR, B TR A 1E
3 7 FEE R 25 0 REL R FEE 22/ 4 FE AT P A

557 RAEHNTETUIS T 1)V R SR IR TUER S O 2 5 R R S R 2, (IR ) A R
GREE A BTN OB AT T B AL A, B P R A AR 2 2 S 7 P kb, P
S it AR ) 96 R R VPN e — MR T R I AT . XN T 1R S R S A
PAGBI R R EORAS : AR WL R B, b, TRAROHRER S RORE,
FAHRTHF PR . MR R O . R P ARSI TR, SR ARG B 1 % (EMO)E
— R L IR S VTR, B AR P B R VA, AT R P I R, T LA SR VR A
B o S PR E S R . EAb, VSR (NPS) M g i 5 ] S R o A A
P B SO FE P 10 0 B AR T R RE R P BRI . S5 A XA TR, JRATAT DL 4T . IR
b TR P LS R AR, ST B R AL

g LT, ATFRBAT B — T E AL, 5 EMO %5 R NPS &R HEATIF
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ALt A ORICAE A FEAS - (G PR AT Rt s —RAIMMBT TR, 70 B 2 R 0 dh R 12 35
B EALE VR . XA RE 9 TP AR 5 A [ Py 7 it P R S SR B SIIE S Rp Bl (DI th oy fie i B
SE I f R FR) A Jee AN S B AL TR =2 RN EL

4. ARFG3E
4.1. ARFAR

AW FCiE 7R, R B SN, AT TR . AR Tk
H A 30 2T 4 DAFEREA . o, SERHIX EEA & iR (31%), FUURWNTAI ™ 4R(23%)
SN = (10%)

S — UCAEAE H T X EMO e %581 NPS &858 103& FH PR ES,  2 5ilxt LN A FEIREA: FEAR—,
BN 973 4y, FEMR 300 4, LR 673 4, PRIERTE 18~25 ¥ 2 i, H, 814%MIAA
WEI O ST, A H AEISAE SR AE 2000 JCLL R AT 2000 JE LA EIS 5 &G 2R (P r b IX K2R AT
AR TS B OKMELE 2000 g6 1) FEAT, LRI 673 AR, BMEA 202 4, LM 471 4, PR
RS 18~25 BRI, H 95%LL ER# il aia KL &L BT,

B S 28 3G UE R EMO 1] F1 NPS 538 75 il %o By SE i () P AR S DR AT T 28, 1931
PIANEEAS: BEAR = (HF EMO B RIBUIRTAE), 45 669 134 %%, SRR 300 44, LtEpik 369 4,
Horp 70.85%HIH IFREAE 18~25 & 2 (Al FEAVU(HH T NPS &R HPLIR AR, LRl 425 60A &in 4,
BYEH 199 44, LA 226 44, 67.53%MIBRERAE 18~25 B 2 1Al

4.2. fiRxI R

4.2.1. 1B4EIEFRLE R 5% (The Emotional Metric Outcomes Questionnaire, EMO)

1 g Fabrgt B 145 (EMO)Z H Lewis %5 A\ (Lewis & Mayes, 2014) 3L [m1 4wl (1, & 7E VAl 17 B2 B AK
Ko ZHBAMW A : EMO16 (B 16 NI H K528 M) M EMO08 (t5 8 /NI H (K ffRk) . FEAHT
ok, FAMEARREE 16 MITH KRR, 2 G  NAYERE: BIRKISCREHORE 1~4). THHK
FIR R H 5~8). BRI ANERIHE 9~12). WK ANERIE 13~16). A HHEERA 11
R R R R BTV, A EGEEI 0 ROR “AEEANREIRT H)FE 10 G “AREFEET ). RADETT
AR EG, X CHRRISR R A AN AR PIANERE T BRI 24T gy B
LR A RA0-x) B 613 70 (x ARIHG), Wi R RR 8. K5, 1HHEE
ANEFERIAS Sy, BSR4 E BT U H B39 a, THEDANGERETFME, 9 EMO A5 .
SRR, RERE MATE 2 A IR SR e R LR T PEAN AR D I SRS 2

4.2.2. ¥HEF(E(Net Promoter Score, NPS)

HHEZE{E(Net Promoter Score, NPS), 1% &R &Il B —HEFE Al Ge 1 i R &1 “IRERITA
A (P S HERESS I KB R R TR EE 2 K2 7, X —Fabn Lk TR A P AR = Uk % 5
PUBIEE, FEOT 2N T STk, (RN ER P D bR EARTF T, i @Ry “ &
8 i SEWINMEC R HEFE S T B R R m B A 2 K2 7 o NPS R IEN 11 (0~10 4 ZETC0]RE -
WA FTRE) o M5 1) H bR AR R — A FE TR G R A3 50 ARAEVE S, H P 400 =28 2451 (Detractors,
PEIr N 0~6 47) #3803 (Passives, 14 7 B 8 7). #EF#34 (Promoters, vF434 9 B¢ 10 7). NPS {EHFIIT
HAXN: EEE G — Wi e E)*100, HmA4S575XIEN: NPS (%) < |100] (Lewis & Mayes, 2014;
Reichheld, 2003).
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4.2.3. WHFIEE

Z 4] F 14 83 (System Usability Scale, SUS)H Brooke T~ 1986 4-7F /&, FE7E 1996 4 1E 2 Hi it (Brooke,

1996), & H HT PEAl R QL St B0 vl F I i) 2 A ) TR 2 — % 23R R Likert 5 55014377 K (1~5:

“CUEHARE” B CEWEET ), A 10 NEH . HHE SUS 550 1w BB IR E AN B Ry
B, HIGHTE 0~4 Z 8. X TERA a5 B EEGE), HE#IMER 5 EE IR R H G
MR E A% 1. B ATa 2% B - EAR NG R, 2.5, 53] SUS ERM A, XA S5 KRBT
e RGN AR T, A EOE, RS2 A R R MR

FEF AR BBRT 4538, SUS R M AR w5 . 4% Sauro A1 Lewis M55, 7ERTA AT H
PEREFE, 29 43%KH T SUS R AT IE 2R E X 1T AR (Sauro & Lewis, 2009). H#f, SUS
B R OLHINENRZ FE SRS, EREFHH1E(AlGhannam et al., 2017). 3 *i&(Borkowska & Jach,
2016). F KF|iE(Borsci et al., 2009)%%, X LA [FEE F AT FESE T %8R AR5 FR
SR RS, RENSIE AT AR IEIERHE 0 F P BE AR (Lewis, 2018). fEE P, Wang 25 A (2020) %} SUS #F
17T W ST ORI, JRIOE T JLRTSE MR R, 45 SRR, BT R R SCAR SUS BERTER SCE
FAPE BT A RRA . AHIF 50RO RIE Wang 558 N BT 5 1 SCRR SUS &= 3K .

SUS SR AL M AT YRS ER, v DL T HoAth - AR50 0P B R R AR #E . Lewis 25 A(2015)
MRS 4E SRR, EMO A& 1En] R T 5t N A RIFIVOERIERE. 5I4h, Sauro (2010)#H SUS
5 NPS ¥F5r Z [AIAEAE 0.61 [ ARG, FEAE 2012 4R IE 2201 N KFEARRIBE FLRE— B HEAT TI8IE, A
4 SUS 73 #5580 43 B AT # 44 N N HER 2 (Sauro, 2012).

RIG, FEARBEFCH, FRATPRAE A i SUS &3 GAE AR, £l EMO [0 45 F1 NPS &3 (1) 280h5 %
BEREE . #£ EMO 9251 NPS &R IMMEEA T, H Cronbach’s alpha %43 752 0.779 1 0.869, #H
A RGN B — S

4.3. GiitE*E

TESS— VR JRAPHERE A — o B JR 40 5% B AT REHUR , NS JoPR (B—05: n = 484,
B n=489), SPRIET SPSS27.0.1 HAFA Mplus8.3 #f1XT EMO I AT HURPESE T Ap 4T, #R%
DT 00T . B DR T 00T B 6 S R R . kA, WHREAR —(n = 673)HEAT NPS RF MHIA S A
IS T gt

E S YR s 3 TREA = (n = 669)FIE AP (1 = 425), BRATHFEA = O R 55k HLEAT R
K SPSS27.0.1, A BIHHTRIALIIE . ZHE N EAHAEIRS, 2J5RA GPower. 1 #IFHET T4
iR, RIS T EMO 4581 NPS &2 1 5 2wk i - AR 56 AR o

5. BB RER
5.1. B3¢k EMO [g)%F1 NPS ERHE A MRS

5.1.1. EMO [5)%

1) BE

RAFEAR— I — 8 (n = 484), Xt EMO WIBHHATH ST SR SR, @ HS B Z G
76 0.01 /KF FIEF R, MAKREAE 0.377~0.791 Z (8. RIGH%HE EMO &0t HMNiHH LA S 2 )5,
MFEAREAT ST, BB TRl 5 27%00 T & K20, XA AT IR AS ¢
. SRR, mo AR 4R EMO W&/ 16 N8 B8 5 AR 3 2 R(p < 0.001). KILAT L
B, DA EINEEA R R TEIT RIS R 2 R B E SN H FEA RIFMX 5677,
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2) HRMEEFHHT

i FREAR — 15— 30 Bl (n = 484)3E47 KMO X Bartlett BRIEA K, 45 B 278 KMO = 0.937, % =
5506.135, df=120, p <0.001, FHENFEARLRE A HATREMER T8 Hik, 8 ok
MIFEA RS, R IEE R T 1 BB AS, JLREE 20 500 7.152 1 3.450, RATTETTRE N
66.265%. I I KT 785 IEAT Jie i Ja 1R 25 R IR 1 FA faf 7E 0.625~0.886 Z[AI(WLH 1), KT 0.4. 456G
WABEE DRI, 283 M7 UG 2T P2, (HHRHEE N 0.823, A RHEE KT 1 4
Wl . HILER a4 0ORE, BAHE N T4k, RIEEmprRRMNE, JH45E EMO MBI
AT, FRATR Al 4a S “CRRRR RS R YRR PR AN A R B S O Y AR ES EAT VA AR
R I A i FH P 0 P B =2 DO P £ 3o 2 e 7= A P T g AR PR I IR S B s s T AR e DU 7 A ) —
7T Y R PR 15 TR S

Table 1. Results of EFA of EMO questionnaire
# 1. EMO BERFEMEREF o5 R

WH o KEE EF5eE RFAEAH TTHRE (%) BRI (%)
H¥1 PR 7.152 40.268 40.268
EMOQI  0.642 0.772 Hi SENMHERE B H O FRAR S -

EMOQ2  0.664 0.815 Fity SEMIAE DG OB 25

EMOQ3  0.667 0.816 B S WA e A PR AL B IR 55 o

EMOQ4  0.714 0.841 Sit = DM [ 7 B 4D 1) R R SR PR R TR R

EMOQ5  0.690 -0.819 T SEIMEEA g, S ERIA E A S .

EMOQ6  0.606 —-0.778 oI EIEER B AR TS .

EMOQ9  0.616 0.778 T SEOMME R E A A, ERIBEE O
EMOQL0  0.546 0.715 HEONHER R S, SRR .
EMOQI11  0.730 0.833 T e OME IR 55 S, A FRARIE A
EMOQI12  0.637 0.784 B EOMER T EIEE, SR E .

HT 2 AR 3.450 25.997 66.265
EMOQ7  0.392 0.625 i S R OO S IR, AR IR R

EMOQS8  0.584 0.764 HA AR B, AT
EMOQI3  0.774 0.863 B EMER AR 5 2, S RARAR
EMOQI14  0.719 0.834 B SEONMER T IR, IR K.
EMOQI5  0.803 0.884 ity SEONMER W A, LR FRARAIUN .
EMOQI6  0.817 0.886 T SEMIMER IR S5 S EE, LRI B

3) WAEER T4

IRIEIRZRAE T8 R, AT FEAR — 158 5 Bl (n = 489)HEATIAEVERR 770, DUk —
I FUEE LA TR . 4R BIR, y2df=4.358, /NT 5, fEW425236H]; CFI. TLI#KT 0.9; RMSEA
749 0.083, B&KT0.08, SRMR 4y 0.045, /M Tl FHE 0.08. #iZs LTk, &AUEFabngs IR ML,
T PR G BOR RIF(L 2 2).

4) BELSHT
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DI, HE E

AR TR A 1) PR Y, AR FURFERE AR — 25 0 Bt (n = 489)HHAT TEFERLG . 4Rk 3
i, &P 15 R ERYE BTN Bk 25 () KT 0.6, omega REIIKT 0.8, PILERE LA
BRIAEEE D74 0.860. 0.901 £10.935,

PIJE G, TEREA— 25 8R40 $idis R BENLE B 50 Ndk4r 7 EMI, 45500 EMO jn) 35 95 A4 R L =
FENEEE 5129 0.939. 0.702 F1 0.831, IS R LT

8
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1L 4

18

N W

1
0
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Figure 1. EFA scree plot of EMO questionnaire

[ 1. EMO [ &REME FoHER

Table 2. The main fitness index of EMO questionnaire

3% 2. EMO BB EUAIEH

e df p CFI TLI RMAES SRMR
448.869 103 <0.001 0.937 0.927 0.083 0.045
Table 3. The reliability analysis of EMO questionnaire
2 3. EMO Q& EE N
G Cronbach’s alpha (o) Omega (o) CR EVEEEA T
TR FZ A 0.689 0.859 0.860 0.939 10
TH AR SR 0.898 0.901 0.901 0.702 6
R 0.836 0.859 0.935 0.831 16
5) BELHT
a. NBEME

B RAEEE A— A RARSERRI 2 F) A 25 PT EE  F A  Z TRL W) S RE L (I8 555, 2012) 0 ARV
FUREAE T 7 B ANE TR, OEIE. HPREAHRE S 500 EMO R A4 H 5N A 7%
UL RN (SRR IR REAT T VR, 2008 4 DNEERPFr: 1= AME, 2= §9MK, 3= BURMR, 4=
FEHEMR. GRER, BR7H 8 HEmEEEE HRSR” A 1 A EFRNNZBRREE ST T 3

VAL, HABIG 7 4% KRR 4 77

It L% R 5N T-CVIFEEON 1, e U E R AL

& 6 NBHEZ R, [-CVI MET 0.78 FIE K. BEHL—EUHEMZE(Pc) v 0.008, kappa {E(K*)5ET 1. /545
AEREENE IS — B “ImmmuEE s HoRRS " o RGO 45 B o] LLE HiZ ) 86 1 N 25328

BERAI -
b. BERE
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DI, WA K

A RPERRAE EMO [n) 45 38 1o 56 1E P R 20 159 21 B0 bR A R 747 TS HS AVE BT CR FEFR R 2 .
WEAEOT AVE KT 0.5, HCR KT 078, BMARERER . AFRgRERLE4), EMO &5
5T &4 ) AVE B2 5105 0.611.0.612 #10.609, ¥ KT 0.6, H CR B4 115 0.935.0.860 A10.901,
BIRT 0.7, U ERA B SRS R (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Table 4. Reliability and validity indicators of the latent variables

F 4. BEENEESHEER

Az Estimate AVE CR HEXRAVE RHEECR
EMOQI — x| 0.803
EMOQ2 — AR R 0.766
EMOQ3 — AR 0.782
EMOQ4 — Ay 0.839
EMOQ5 — YA -0.782
0.612 0.860
EMOQ6 — Ay -0.689
EMOQ9 — x| 0.809
EMOQI10 — TR 0.737
0.611 0.935
EMOQ11 — AR 0.805
EMOQI2 — Ay 0.801
EMOQ7 — MEL A 0.569
EMOQS8 — TR RZ R 0.635
EMOQI3 — TH AR 0.86
i 0.609 0.901
EMOQ14 — TH AR 0.799
EMOQI15 — VEL A 0.882
EMOQ16 — TH 5 ) 0.878

c. RARRERE
TEHL SUS SRAENEAR, X EMO MIAHAT AR RERUER S . 45K EoR, EMO M85 53hr 2
B 2R FH I IEA IR &« =0.721, p<0.001), 3 HZ [0 35 R0bR R B

5.1.2. NPS B

1) #RGa

NPS JEHLHE 50K 5 =2 0l (i O HER 25 T AR R S B T REPEA 2 K2 73X AN Il AT TR A 21 1
—ANGUUTE, DA TNV 9 25 068 it S D £ i BRI 55 (A B, P A2 75 T R 4 8 SR HE 3 B S W
TERUCR B IFEAR Z 673 MFEARH, 28 (0~6 70)F 199 N, Bish# (7~8 40 257 N, #EFEF(9~10 47)
H 217 No Hrp RARHEFEREEIIE N 7.40 £2.27 43, NPSA{EN 2.67%.

2) BT

T iZEE R A N8 H ST Cronbach’s alpha P95 — (S BRI, DR, 78 A 1) 7] g 95 & 22
Ja, BATEREAR AR BENLIE 43 AT T8N, 558 0.770, RO HENEE BRI

3) MBS

[FIFE LA SUS BRAE bR, ABEFNTE NPS ERA 5 S5i%EARIE ) 25 EMHX (P <0.01), %
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DI, W SE

ZH0N 0848, UIHIZERE SUS &R0 BAG BT HIRbR REUE
5.2. £F EMO [g]4&# NPS ERNAFRAFEIURIEE

5.2.1. BNERB SRS ITER

1) EMO & KRS

Vo AR YR A I E AT R A AR ER S , BEAT OGRS b, AR R 5 R
RN 7 YEREFD YRR YR RGO IR T o AL B AR AR, U B MATE T BOIRAS A
AT RRNETT o 352, A0S B 37 DN o5 R it i 95 10 175 5% e I 300, H 25 o P L TR VP A7 N2 2 1)
FUHTE L .

Table 5. Description statistics of the EMO questionnaire
3 5. EMO [B1& Ry ik g it

YHEFE N Min Max M+ SD
AR R 669 2.6 9 6.13+0.95
MER &AL 669 0 10 7.05+2.01

B ER TN, EMO [l 45 (AR AR s ma ANV ARG ) 2 AN DR 4 BE I 35ME3 K T 6, R BH FH P 72 Wey 3 =2 i
MR AR A, 0T T SEIE = it S St A A RS OB, P SR RGO AR

2) NPS BERK#R S

JH P50 i =2 WM i R R HE R SRR AT AN 1] 2 B, 0ME M =7.68, SD =2.22. #¥ls RIS A5,
i & 2250 Skewness = —0.884, W [ 2250 Kurtosis = 0.118; K H #.4£ & Kolmogorov-Smirnov £ %, Z = 0.177,
p<0.001, FURAKII>ATEE R, ZHOH P 0] i S I i R A e S B 1

okt (R HERS AR FAE R RS ZK?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Figure 2. Distribution of users’ willingness to recommend Luckin coffee

E 2. AP ERENEEEEER S

HE— DA, RN 425 LS R, Wi . Bl FHERE 1 ) B 25.41%. 36.00%
1 38.59%. Kk, 1ZWMAEE NPS $880N 13.18 (W1 6 Fizn). 1XFW, HigmHEERER 7 BmE, K
A B B % P AR T T R IS IE 5, (BT B ek i A 1l
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Table 6. Description statistics of the NPS scale
3 6. NPS ERAEAG T

Bl W7 451 WeshE Eiize=1 NPS {#
395 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
NE 0 5 7 13 18 32 33 54 99 35 129 13.18%
&t 108 (25.41%%) 153 (36.00%) 164 (38.59%)
522. EROH
1) EMO 3%

2R T 23 W4t B R, EPER] EAEAE 308, EMO 1735 1 4 50 RPN 2 B U174 8225 22 S (F 1. 665)
=36.829, p <0.001, 7 = 0.052; F swq.665 = 4.809, p = 0.029, n# = 0.007; F w665y = 44.288, p < 0.001, n# =
0.062), #EARFRI N, Ve X EmMERE 12 SR B S T B (M « =6.864 +£0.065, M »
=6.263 +0.074).

TEVH K B RN R B, EMO [ 45 1R 205 R ORI B T PR AN 4 P D322 S5 B 38 (F w1.665) =
7.125, p = 0.008 < 0.01, 77 = 0.011; F gu1.665 = 5.524, p = 0.019 < 0.05, 17 = 0.008; F s11,665 = 5.055, p =
0.025 < 0.05, 77 = 0.008), HARFKI A, HIHHIKFALE 2000 70 LA L1 7 X0 i = B E )8 12 16 = B PR
W ET AW TR 2000 765 PAR IR (Moo i = 6.696 £ 0.067, Magoo ixur = 6.431 +0.073).

2)NPS BF

RIS ) R R, FERGEME S R HERE R b, Hon 28 = B35 (%) = 12.388, p = 0.002 <
0.01, V=0.171)c B4R SEEHEFENPS) N 3.01%, &40 22.13%, 7 H L A o) i s i vl ) 7 7
JE B e 5 A

WEAR,  FE Y D 7K ST 6] it 57 e ) 3 A P 7 AR R 3B 5 (1) = 39.783, p < 0.001, V = 0.306), H4=
T KT 2000 T 1 FH P o St S I o R PR R B 3 e T H AR TS 2 2000 7T B PR IR A
o

6. g
6.1. %F EMO [@1&F1 NPS ERHEAMKRIEE
XFF EMO 85, 1E U =20nEE N 705 KT BT 1 #2 9, BT /511 EMO &3R 150 B 43 b4 8

T, GERAGE) 2 ADNRITYERE: BNGEIANE G, RARTT ZITIREN 66.265%. X5 Lewis Al Mayes
(2014)# 75 () EMO [35 S BLPY A 745 AN — 2. EETJE 1 EMO WG4, FRASH AR LEE (“ BIk
RISC R AN “ BTN NI 7 G IF B — BT “BINN 7 AERE TR AR, SRS AR Y
UEPRLMBIGE— N TN X BT IYERE . (BEAERIR, AR T “WRse R 14>
W, FrbEIEE 5. 6 (5. HsEMIHEACY, HIGAEN AL ER S 6. IO HEMIMER H iR, T3
PR OVBEEET B ORI 4EFE R AR 7. 8 (7. FEME OGRS IR, AN
PRt 8. HAB AL, MATAEEEG 2. )TN T TN 4ERET . IXATRER R 2IAH
SCARTEET N AP BERZE R S . WE TR, AFSCT SR, SEA RIRAEAE R A [ 1 S A
R0, R AR A BT ZE R (THEZ0, 2003). FEPSCESER, AP 5. 6 @k
ARG R, WIsH 7. 8 EUZRIE S A R A AR . TR, BT S AN B A
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DI, HE E

o RIBIRRVERE T T s 3R, gk i b A7 B0E M IR 7 7 B >R fff i SEBR s 5 EMO ) 45 Rl 45 R i
R ETEIL . AT RR, SO S1aEcERiA R 1 #AR FAR1HE(CF1 > 0.9, TLI > 0.9, SRMR < 0.8), il
ST EMO 45 SR TR A B . BEAh, (S R AR IR 1 5 SR R R R, R
PN — S E RS HEEE. BENEEMANERE. BRAEMEYRIRL, HS SUS ®RNBSTER
FIEMK, BERRUE WA, R AR TR

XIF NPS 838, FEARD AT G BRI S R 7R, EIEEA 0.770, BR8N 0.848. NPS
BRYE SUS ERMAREIR S Sauro A Lewis (2012)+5 7 IR LA EHE — B, #9382 1 0.8 LAERsEAHSS
PE, SUS /%G1 80 4 BPaT e gl ftiss . DL R4 RaRH, 0 NPS R EA R 1I1E EASUE .

25 FRTi&, EMO [A45 5 NPS fER 83 2 5 = M ER, 78 A B AR A 5 (3 A

6.2. EMO [5)%71 NPS B3R A AEHIE IR

%P EMO 45, ZRA TR = 669 1 SUFFEAKE, S Rmivha bz f5, FEm 5 Ek
S N R RSP 240450 #RR L T R A 0.5 [ IRE 254 B (R bm e O 25 A, H0d S SO i/, R
FE P St it S P £ 175 J3 2 7 A S B AR i FE VPN Bt o i — 2B I ZE T M o, EMO [R5 13 0 7E AN A 14
AN Pk BRI ERN R, B RSN 2 RISR N R EES . E L, ZHEAPES
By SO PR ot R 7 o R 5% () A8 TE sk 2 o L L B s PG A VA RO B A R R R B o X 22 S AR T
G AT Tt B < DA 7 i AR 1 KR 0 A, AR LA K i PN AR IR 5 2 P R it RS A PR Z R R
AR, VAN R RIS R L B NG 2 0, H R Y PRI 5 2 3
i RS BB 4R 22 R R (X G208, 2009) . WFFURIN, S IMEAS W EE . HE H 00 2 FEAL TR
DA &7 3 e B S TR T AR IR RS AR = & AR S 3, T s ] T R 2 8 VeV S s Ak,
JE T W ATTEE WM EETY ik R b 2 FAF I R, LRI TAE Y SR AR PR B T L B I B B v E R
FERR (P TR RE A B8 . 7EW 9RKF b, AV R P (37 2% 2000 G L) FHES T3 97 /KA
BT P (A 2 2000 76K LAY, 0 St = D0 HE R = B VRN A IG IR R B TE 9 35 HL IR . X — &5 R 5 PRt
SRR N R A T Bl =B I AU, RV 2R KPS 9 S B 2 () B B35 1 IE A DGR R (W
SPEE, 2014). HRHE €2023~2024 HRE RS AETE IR H R ) BIERE, 66.8% MR AR H ARV T AL
1001 % 2000 JoZ (8], AU T R IX R AR I A IR 2R, A 48.58% M2 538 H AEIEH
TRAEULIX[AI o %5 T H AR TE 9% 2000 76 EL EXER 2 HOEN R 22 AR U C B T 2K, IARHE 7¢
L 2000 oS HER KR 7 A 19 Bk K. SRR, iR, FTE 2R AE 2000 Jo & B B
FH P SR a) T\ [T MEE 2% SO B SE e 7 IS A X, T AT ARk e PR AR I — A,
T FE I P 2 o B 25 5 R A AR i AW S T8 PP BRI P ARt A RS ok, (HSZBRT400%
RIE, oA it S X — e S ) 58 e AER Ny, A AT TS i 2P i LG v F) R it mh el i oA - 0 0 2L 1
W, b SRR . R, ATTFE AR AR S b eT BE S AR BN IR . BhAh, AR,
AN B oKF 0 FH P AE VAR [F) — = S ERIR GG B, YRR RS 1E A BTN RN DL, SR, 2005). e
A E R R fT 412 A1 14 0 9 9% A 0 A A M DA SR KRV 2 FH P E 7= i 2 A B AR R R, X AT e 5 8 fth
AT SR RRIOVPAN BN S % 28 BRI, RUF SR 1 9% S DUSOH 77 AR B8 PR A [R) 3 22 S [R] i) 1 %3
P IKF P 35 75 B VPN RO I B b AR, A e LAk 21 e v 9 /KT F P RS2 2 IR

EF X NPS 23R, fEFEAIY 425 4 SCUEREA S v, MRS R M i 45 R BoR, ERIE1E N 7.68,
B ARG, ISR NPS 550 13.18. AWFFRRM, $HEEELE 0 2 L Pl Sk E -
/RS AR 2 I R AR s RHERETE 0~30 0, WEWRE RN RS, (B RA PN 5
EAE 30 43U b, WGBSR, F PR R s SR HEIREAE 70 73 DA b, REAH R
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DI, WA K

WRUF (A S, 2023) 0 LACORARTE, AUKIAE FTS45 AL T 0~30 432 [0], 3 B 755 S = il ot ot 90 4
FEFRE AR SR VLR T BN IER 1 — A X, AR BG5S IEE TSR3, AR (1 45
FRAACT 2022 FEPRINTT & BT PRI FE et 10 ZZEBINMENE BRI F- 22 NPS 8 HEE A (22.1%) Fl K =2
AP 5 R 1 05 22 1E.(28.0%) i o X T BB -5 BT A 2% R SR IEA 5%, A VR 2 ok | v rE b X0 P P A
%, HRESNRFAETNER, SEINRERTTAHL, B RFEER . (HXWAMER L, FF XS
WO PEE 1) 2R AR A B R 8 P VP R e TP K1 o IR NI ZE S s 7 — AN R s, 2ot i A
BT 5 A PR R b A HERE SRR < 0.01). HAARSKE, 80%LA LRI PEM P HEFFRBEFT 40 2 18
7~10 5218, 60% T 1 UL RAE 0~6 2 (i), IX— 7R R 0, B Sg ik & i o 5 55 75 ik
TP R ZYGW, H HAEB . Ak, T KPR R T AT NI — AN B R R (R
F, 2024), TEABFFLLE S, Y T KT FH P Rk i =2 o0l g 9 2 SRR 2 s TRV 2R KCSF FH P (p < 0.001).
SR, To s TS W 9K BRI ZER, 1/ EMO W45/ NPS S48 & Fr 3 21 (1 25 5
ORI — Bk Lo P R R KT R AT T B S O o R o BRIR 55 PR R R AR R R, 1 5
P P AT 2K R 0 F P RS0 W AR A 205 5 . BTk, S = DR LR AR 2R 4T 53 14 i
DA SARRTH 27K TR (10 55 SRRl Lf 33647 77 ot e R0 i R 18 SRR R ARAK
7. &g

1) HPOCRRIE SRR 4SS R iH & EMOY AP ERE, B EABGSHERUE, SaE, 7 a Nl irikE.
WA, A HER E S R (NPS) A 30 AL (115 BU% . EMO I NPS P/~ R 3 R I R4 (0 B A A iE
A

2) JH P 0k T S Dl ot R i R R 55 B P A SR 25 T T AR AR B VA, B R A AR
L AN S A AE RN BT I 225 VBRI B AT RER PP B
8. BLERE

SR ETTANL, HsE e DU S B U AT BT QR i A B BRAS TANDEER B (R
i EPERAN R A TR, FARE I PRIBUS B AU R T 8B R, e Pud B s 1A, L
S5 FARBEAR T AE I IX 38 (B AR B 1 B SRR AR SRR IS L IOAN S B TP B AR SR AL, TR i AR
S5 AN B O MEAR TG AR Z), IR RETRAE MM P B A B A A . PRI, AR AR B A
W, A B S KPR DL E AN X AR . BET AW SRR AL R, BATR M U R R
%%%!

= T SEME LR NAR FEAS R T 9 B O BRANAT R i, W0y BB TSRS 5507
T ) R A7 B X P 22 AL SR o X T e VE 9 W ATRAG T A B30T 2 PR 07 i RIS DLAL TR 34 85,
SEOEE MG OB AR S, CARE s b AT S R VE AERRE o X+ B PR B, AT AT R A ARy
AR A2 SR, RN RESTAE, DA T LB A 2 A

TSRO SR AN R BT P SR BT S T AER DR v S e R RTS8 SRS
PR R, AR SRR, RS R BT B A RE A2 21 Sh R IR IR 5 0. BRI S, N
TP PR AL 2 22 5 AWM SCAL R AR GG 5 50, 2D U A D e 2 SCAL RN R s Tt
TARE P, SRR LE R . SRR E 7 i, RSG5l SR THREUE R A 55 5T AT
POIAIE,  LEAMATIAE A BIR A B 18] AT FUSE PAY o5 52 3] R 4 (1 A6

JEEORK, Hi SEWNHE R R ELO0H, AWrIL L dh AR S5, (R0 s it BRSO 35, LASRTH L X i
R BN o SEILIRN T RIE B E TR, S A R E SN, B SO SR AR TS B o
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