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Abstract

AE o] ‘ﬂvﬂ‘ﬂ]‘iﬂ/ﬂ Zekel &g o] Thsal R ar FeiRtES IS F8 et I @
Y, Ab) 2 T& EAREYS FE 7 U HAH AHY &G B AEFS AR =
o7 Hi A B 4 §l7] bl 2821 %1 (Online Word of mouth)©] 7335 vl ko] A
= &&= QI mepa 2 ATt A= 2l e EolA 7 x5 o] FujatEe] <l
AE T AR THA ] FFS v A=A AFHoR FASGT FHARY A, B,
2", up-to-dateness A H FHAGRIMA = Fo] BG4 Tadd s A &S F
AT . ] EAA e 2kl g Ee AEd S84 dFE v

Keywords: On-line WOM(Word of Mouth), information quality, perceived word of mouth
value , WOM(Word of mouth) quality

1. A&

»

20054 10¥ LG7H xﬂowwk e AAY ARASE AN E] BoFE AR &
v Edl= o] & 7] 2 ELQ4rH (Twinsumer)S #3th EQard e JdH YA S & o o2
Aol & AL 85T & ﬂzo}oﬂ AES FYSE AR AE A= AHY & BN A
FE A AR dE = gly] widol, AFERe] b ulg- 83 ARE E857Y] o
zolt}. o] st EQpr o B 28kl Ao - #eElvt g5 FREA AL 35S AlAFSHT

=

M| 2= AJLlo] A ZbeleE 918 S Folal o] #EE FAlE 2] S8
th Qg Hlof gk wi A7k Ay AL 9l
SR S S A R i Rt ] P S bt | 2, Tk
ol AH o] 7IHES AHAl AR AAHT] wjol A= vkt BEE A7)
A A2 el wWE H 7S Fol7] e thE M| AL Al AlEA oIy A
& 57 % 2 B E AN EAEE AEE EE} O AS54ow @At e
Aol wedsli=tl [Peterson & Merino, 2003], ] & ¢l +%1(Online Word of Mouth)g}al
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gk},

F}z9} gzt~ #AE [Elihu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, 1955]2%-F Al2te FHAF =
TR oyt ool e At F 2 Alo] FE% ATt [Chiou and Cheng, 2003;Yang
Jin et al., 2003;Bickart and Schindler, 2001;Elliott, 2002;Chatterjee 2000;Granitz and
Ward 1996; Lewis, Phelps, Mobilio, and Raman 2004 ]. A= FAnAI | o3t Abe 7}
theFatAl A8 = ot ofH7bA] mlEFEE o] Abdo|th Skl B Eol A - AR F
AL s S a8 ATS P x EFskar of 7)ol gk A% vlH| gk AdEjoltt
ToANAME FDA AFUE S 282 &g Eolgks T3l A Hennig-Thurau”} A<t
A 571 R e 2 Q1A H 2821 -4 (Online Word of mouth) 7} & 2o} 2g}2]
FAB] FHAAE W] AL 1A 2kl - AKH 7EA7F Al ofw gl o S

2.1. Online WOM(Online Word of Mouth)

T AFUA el A= AFAErtth oM T 22X R 1A oAt BAEE S &
Ao AY FAGA = THAN ARE 159 olad|AAIE WA wdhsh= APEA Q] o AbA
& B Fgolgta & 9

Qe YA e] FAAF YA )AL UukA © 2 internet WOM [Schindler and Bickart, 20021
T+ Word of Mouse [Thompson,2003;4 %41 2] 200112 &2 ¥ =4+ Online
WOM(Word of Mouth)<>2}Ql -5 o] 2kaL #] 3 ghr},

ARbA o2 1 AfFUAel S AbghEo] A9 A A o]y FaetA dEE F8f Al
F, Av] 2o gk ARE ddete d9E Dottt dgdH e WEES = AR 2 A Eol
o AERE AR D 2 AT 28 BYo s 3 £ ok A AFYA A A
Il EA = 4 ARFyAlel S &8kl Folgkar st} [Chatterjee, 2001]. Bickart
and Schindler(2001)2 AEINE Sl &AL Afojoll A Th= AFAHRY AHEAH, FH &
o] AR WSS Qe ylate] A o)ebar skl 3, Hennig-Thurau et al.(2004)28 Q1E] Y4}
of T AFUA)AE AU S T3l F7H-S Aoy} 7] ko] whEol W, A& 3| Abel| djgh
A A, AAA, S B el o g T H o] Ay A Al Aol gkar A o5kt

2 AT "IEHYS 7|9 e g2 AnjxpEo] A4l o] Ajl oyt A Ao 7] g AlFolv A
HZE AR AF"S 224 FHo = Ao}

2..2. Perceived e-WOM Value

Ernest Dichter(1966) &= 19| =% How word of mouth advertising worksel| A ‘3l 9]
B Aol Aul 2ol s ololr|sk=rt of ‘of FHAAPRE BASHA =Tk el whall At
£ SFATh AbgEE o] AlFoly Au]| 2o gid 9] AbEE A o]okr] st A EE e ofH vk
oyt RS 7|t = 7] wiitolH, Zle] AlFo|u A H] 2o tiate] o]op7] sk F 7]
AFHA, Aol 7], 8l #4571, AR5V Folth

John Arndt (1967)= 7+1¢] A4 7HA] 715 v 2ol ™ vt o]et4] 57 (altruistic
motive), =74 & 7] (instrumental motive), A7} 57] (ego—defensive motive), Ao}k
o] A E7] (ego-involvement motive), Q1A H 5.3} %7] (cognitive clarity motive), €14 %

3} 742 % 7] (cognitive dissonance reduction motive)©]|t}.
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Assael(1988)2 AH|zAE0] FHAHHE HAstE 575 A 72 AAlekaL v AA, &
HZFS o] FAARE A5 575 FAARE Adsts AR o] AFA R thsle] 215
sk kel Judoly] wiEoltl B4, 914 AR Yo RFE S FHAARI} ANAES] FufE B

o golatAl & 4= 7] wiEolth AA, ARAES FHARE St AEAES =9 T 3
thar Azbatr] wiEolth = Frufell glol S-S AAg 2 ES AlE BEste] gistE o
datm, A= ek AR o Ry AFH dHE JRE F50= 4ol At
Henning-Thurau (2003) ¥ =29 74 &4 5 7)ol &gk Aojtt, -4 &
= O 7HA & o]= A 7HA F7ldA FEHE[AG. o 3 HAERES - 84 (Risk
reduction)2} B A 7F Aok (Reduction of search time) o & Fuje} s HHE 35360
Hop ddgt M-S otaal o 5712 7 g o R Qe Alzte Aokd ¢ ol A -
AF3] A %] 9]= 3kl (Determination of social position)d}al 77 5 <14 %3} (Dissonance
reduction)& #o]3LA} st 7]tk A UE W4~ AFYEe| 4334 (Belonging to
ok~

—_

virtual community) =& ¢ E3 Ao 2 AFo] F3lAA] 2 =AY e
t} (to learn what products are new in the market place); EAF - HAMS Wzl 28 91
A8k s otk AFARE AT - AFAEEY 2 EARAES A flal s 'Ae)
= &7t

2 EEoAE olF AF AR Tl A sy Aol ¢F Ho] A|QAIZATh 1Y i K
AFS. A S gty AA A S8 EgA QIAEHE FE 280 43 &5 oA A WX
ol ALt wepA ) B JH 55 22 Uro] B s AR ks
2 ek Agda, AgHor kst e A FE23A FUE 7 B4 Y
aglew BRy

2.3 Online WOM(Word of Mouth) Information Quality
DeLone®} McLean< A RA| 28 A3 2o gt Z159] Aol 7]E9] &
3k A= Aelsle] EF35F% =0 Information Quality$ User Satisfaction &
AEe fg T8 ado] Hdr. o]Eo] 1# 3 Information Qualityel] 3+ A
H o 2
Delone and McLean(1992)+ Information Quality=- AF&2}7F 4 H A
o} o] AnEtE Ao R AHojslw ARAAE A Fo A WMEA] Q5=
1;],_ 1:\:—(5]_ 73] OJ:TL% Egﬂ = OJH 7]-7ﬂ}\4 ] B.}H = 29 7H tﬂ—Elé_% Xéi
O 2 A oksFSItt. Information Quality+ B EA, AAIA, b A] Ad A, Ao o8] =

@5] 21t} DeLone and McLean(2003)9]information success 19l 4+= Information
Quality©] ¢ (Completeness), ©]-§ & ]/ J(Ease of understanding), Personalization (7}
213}), Relevance (@A), Security (HeHA) 0. & 1}iro] =A g}
Newman(2003)- ¢ff 7-x¢] mlt]o] wA A Kt} o AAG7HE oh5-3 o] Attt 3,
THAE FARY HALE TV A Bl Frh kA AR o] Atk =
A, A 5 AV, A, AE, Al oigk wig- Al AR AR S FaL Lol A w9 A1 F
ojth. AA|, -2 FAIA N A Wi 747k A, A, a9 o A A7 oA EAY g
th. o]op7] sk Al dsta =9 1 A vl A G A o)Al 1A 7bs sk ot =5 A

Ay

o ¥l Qi WAL AHA FWS BART ol %A AT FAH WAAE F7
Auu FAxe ) 8 2 GEE e GASl Bk e @ gus FARe Fo% BEa
WS Al 971710 ko AREA H o 2o AA AASA RS SA BED,
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YRR A AES Ba) BAE ARYA ] Ho] o] Fol A

= el 74

W AgRe] Aoyt AEA Sol gal 44 Bt e gloms 0 TAFRE F83 3
A7b2 AAF =Y WAA, & FAAR EADo BEAo] T AAH Ao JFS v H s}
o] Er},

2.4. A F

%0,
v
2
L)
rr
oX,
o
a2

Deshpande, and Zaltman 1993;Morgan and Hunt 1994). o]+ e
Hom A5G dob shitv, BHAYS ol A AARAA Wge] Agels] wiol

.

22 & v Ape] Fuf A AR lolA] ul - Fa s oS st

David Gefen (2000) <TEJYl ¥t of Z 2 Al A o] gt 21 7H(Familiarity), 22| a2 #lt| ol of
St A1 E] 7F An2b7E QI Yl g o] Frofsal st o2& 2HA she, X7 AL E 9] 41F]
dFol Aol JIFS T adolgtE S AFE B Ayt U 4 B B34
S oA BHOE AZ BA AAle] tt BEAAAS Fola At HAE B
stA1717] 918 Aylo =z AlFg e} g IAUAS & 5 vk Dol o] Aazg A,
g ar ghgel vpEE FaL FolE, o | ofu A, Al Aol oW Ao g fES Frke A
o ol8) & e} o5 E4% Amazon.comd] o ofueh o RE of uE

rr 0

[e]
$AQA ALgEA & Aol +
Kyu Kim ¢} Bipin Prabhakar®] 1 (20000914 AE Y AFgALe] 743 il = B3}
RIS Eall AA Tl E s AREAE 5] IE Yl WA I S A A A

2 o) Fe) Aol a2 o
$3he #E T8 Atk 49059 shbsh Ao AW wa WARAZA AR D
= oy

n 2= Q1S Jfele] Ak % =3 (Word of mouth )18] 3 +% 4 BAS 511 9t}
O

1. A5 2=

AT AT JIEHY & Ee JHAI A g FRoIn JAEY &) a4
HARA| 28 ALgAjolmg2 HRA| A HE oS5ty Adist=d #83% Delone and
McLean(2003)9] /A ¥ ARA| 2~ g 2& < information qualityE -9 7|2 52 A
Batlth & AFoAE <29 1> Hx A7 RS EJov PLSER I A8 A g
o] folatA] efol <1yl 2>9F o] FABGUTE <1H2>9] AFRFP S ATnH 28 7
AEO F4 alog ARA, #EAG AN HAAAG o] Ao w AR QIAH 7HX|<]
T ESAA Aol v A GES YolR i, o' AAH 7 AR VA7 =] A

F o] BAE Sotr izt gt

- 147 -



<1Y1> o)A AT 2

WOM information quality Motivation of WOM

Reading
Comprehensibility Uncertainty
/ Reduction H4-1(+)
Obijectivity
) ) Dissonance
’. Reduction '
@ ’ Search Time H4-3(+)
_ Reduction
H3-2(+
Accessibility

H1-5(4))

Reputation

<ay2> AFad

Purchase
intention

WOM |nf0_rmat|on Perceived value of
quality WOM

Risk
Reduction

Objectivity
Credibility

Up—to—
dateness

3.2. A7 7P o A A

A el glo] AuAbEo] Y-S A zskAl HH, v
AZIA - =W, olgd M FolA  amAESE AREANSE AFd (Rao  and
Farley,1987;Srinivasan and Ratchford,1991;Murray,1991;Dowling and Staelin,1994).

é

Azkg B3 ol @ AW S

B>

& Abgtsol QIFY Alx el & AFF 7 ZHES il I5E2FH AFY A8
oL} thE Ve o AEE WS oRN &H|ZE WS, o2t R E e vk A2
T WA o] wold Ths A o] wrhe Aol g T A dtel Wi & g Aok
Hol FH8R13 2kl =9 AXE 3 AE 7HXR] i EAA S EoFE 8%
AES st dgdATolM = AERFAS 2AS 7 A= 8IS A, AAA, daAd, ¢
A4, #A-FA, o]l &olA, AtEE &4, A, 7HAA N, AlFE vl folA, AFE APEA,
AFAE AN T gde D ER A EaL gk (Delone and MclLean,1992, 2003; Wang
,1996,1999). & A7rell A= -9 3ol A 28l ARFAe] T8 A o= AAH I
= M3 (Objectivity), X (Reference), {\l%}”(Credibility) 3»]}\1/‘4(up—to—dateness),9]
A 74 89S TA R ARFAS S| 2 st A £l <E1>¥ g
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Variable Description Source

the extent to which information is unbiased, unprejudiced|Wang 1996, Grewal,Cline & Davis

Objectivity . . .
and impartial 2003, Chattejee 2001
the extent to which information is applicable and helpful for|Bickart & Schindler 2001, Mckinney
Relevance the task at hand . concerned with such issues as relevancy,|et al 2002, Wang 1996, Seddon 1997,
clearness, and goodness of information Delone &McLean 2004,
Credibility

the extent to which information is applicable and helpful for

Wang 1996, Belkim 1998
the task at hand

Concerned with the currency of the information(Current, Hanna & Wozniak 2001, Grewal,

Up-to-dateness . . . -
Continuously updated) Cline & Davis 2003, Newman 2003

GE>2El 7+ gx 54

TA A H ] AAA (Objectivity) S o t]ol| = X]9-X] %] @i AL o] 91213 R ER o] &35
o] A ARE ANt DS 5 = F 23 240tk [Wang 1996, Grewal,Cline & Davis
2003, Chattejee 2001] 7-3 R o] A2 g mhel gudow Ay y) kel T

Aol #gd F A8AR T 74 A Apolol A dojupiz HrEA ] A2 nA)
o] 7113} ddel] T FFS _

=
7Hd 1-1: 7 ARG AR v A el SAAR] dEFE VA Aol

=
i)

#d (Relevance) & AHE AL Al Al ¥ = AR7F Frufjete A Ao F-gHE o of gtk 8 4ol
e T o= AleE = R S Yeh] e ek g Aol w2 RS
£

1997, Delone &McLean 2004 ]

7Hd 1-2: 7 AR a2 T 2R el s e VA Aol

A A (Credibility) S -4 Ax Aol thak Al ¢} o
Sk ANA S AR FAHEH B Aow A A A
th.[Wang 1996, Belkim 1998] wlehA thS3} 72 7P S Aokst 4=

7 3.

7 1-3 2 gue] AW e ol a4 ool A G M Fol.
2ot} FAARA AN AR ARA oz Adely] ujie] T
m

o]t} [.Hanna & Wozniak 2001, Grewal, Cline

A
Davis 2003, Newman 2003]o]2]3F 7+ A r. o] AL FujalEe] EFAAS 74 A]
i %]
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i=] = 2 %%
7 2-1: Full B84 s 28] &g Ee AP S ks v Aot
4. A7
4.1 A AR R AR S] R
BT A AEL 98l 7@ 2E A7s e 474N SANSER AEAS 7
AESieh AW D SIS e R HEAS Fa Lo AR oxeR) 2AE FaAa
o exelel AE 3 02 AT SRS Folel BF 16658 Fhote] o FoA
A S NG S 15580 HEAS AF B0l ASHAT. SHAe ATEA LA
EAo] e FELS HI>Y P AR fa SHAE oA Hus Aol Bk, 2007}
-2 24 3oL vk =gk gistal Ul A Aol =2 o] Foj & glgtao] &5 o] F il 3]
o} 3 o]e] AE U AFE A S VA e AT Al Bk 9 Hyt ol Wk s 33
o7} 88% N AX s 0w AR Frlole 104l o] shsir)
Lt 116 74
A 156
S| 40 26
20M|~30A4| OjOF 122 78
o = 156
30Al O]A 34 22
15| oIy 73 a7
o Be 29 2~33| 64 a1 oo
A8 204 Ui 155 13 8
62| O]&F 6 4
10v4 0|5} 33 22
Aed H M 10~20 02 17 10 198
300HA p|At 8 5

T

Hr

LS|
a1/

<Ew2> AT FA

4.2 A7 T4

EoAGgE A Ao o3 mdlo] Mg 2, F9948 & =AE] ek

Partial Least Squares(PLS)E AF-8-3to] #4131t} PLS+ & R 9®] 7] (structural
modeling technique) 2.2, WS S4 3= 2215 M (principal component analysis)3} 3=
o] BAE dHsts AREA o] TAl 7Hesttk(Barclay et al.,1995). PLSE H38haL o 5
7beet RS 2 Adaty] Wit FREA| AR A E AN AAS AFske A ekt
(Barclay et al., 1995). % Aol A= 2820 74 AR FZo] 2 7+ AR Qxd 7}
Aol WA= R A 7HA e Al g o] AAE A B 9fste] PLSO| Atw 4 TRE)
RE X~ E W (Bootstrap) 7] H (PLS Graph, version 3.00)< o]|-&3le] FEZAG9 FouAS 3
otatgltt.

4.3. A # &= R E§3A

[o]
rE
i
)
roox
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A 2= 4 7 AlE E(composite reliability)ell ol&l B71= %, J5 Bl T
M AF et F 4k FE(AVE)] o8 #H7EE At} Hair et al 223 A4 o] X%

A 0.5 Aottt <E3 oA Hi= vle}l o] A Ay AFE ZhE 0.7 o) AS 23} &9

&

o
(@)
3y
Gl
B
_%_1‘

0.701 4]t} whebA] B A BE WSS BAEES Ata & 5 g

Ml ox

=3

2(Convergent validity) 3% % H %44t (Average variance extracted:AVE)
24 &8 F Fornell and Larker(1981)el &J3) 7/itd S gkel Al&o2 H71351 ). AVERE
sto 2 A g5 BF AFE veir), 38 e}dA (Discriminant Validity)->
o B4 FE(AVE)Q] AlFt(square root) S #4024 H7tE e, 2 TS A 3
e = Lok

S
= UE ¥es ] AaAls(correlations) B

Construct Composite Reliability AYE
2t 24 (Relevance) 0.793 0.666
AL A (Credibility) 0.860 0.754
= &M (up—to-dateness) 0.835 0.722
2| 21 (Risk reduction) 0.814 0.602
& =] (Trust) 0.867 0.684

* Threshold for acceptable level (Composite reliability =0.7, AVE=0.5)

<HEIDAFHE A

1 2 3 1 5 6

1. Objectivity 0.822

2. Relevance 0.375 0.816

3. Credibility. 0.564 0.453 0.868

4. Up—to—dateness 0.183 0.289 0.375 0.849

5. Risk reduction 0.118 0.208 0.179 0.106 0.775

6. Trust 0.170 0.157 0.223 0.237 0.413 0.827

<EA> FRAF 2 W IR
k1=

7 4 4 = A A=A+ t —value a5
H1-1 MY — 2 4 + 0.058 2.976 #kk A=A
H1-2 HAE — g T4 + 0.191 4842 wxx A=Y
H1-3 AAd — A4 + 0.121 2.402 *x ] =X
H1-4 Up—to dateness — {4 + 0.049 2.508 *x = =H
H2-1 AE A — A F + 0.413 523D #=xx A=A

Note: When the t value obtained using the bootstrap technique exceeds the t-student value t(0.01)=2.576,
99% significance(™), 1(0.05)=1.965, 95% significance (™), t{0.1)=1.645(*), 90% significance

HS A5 R 2890 73 4 891 5 A, A, AWA, up-to-dateness7F 7l
A5 v E A FAHAQ FES v Hokar siA E 4= ok =3 ool tidk 98 7+
2E i g AFE dAeta g S )



o

ol

o

0.171)

(Re=

0.413%*%

WOM
Risk
(R#=0.070)

c
o]
=
&
=]
b=
ok}
as

st A0 ARE AT

S

Ay 23
Perceived value of

1
R

0.058%x=

quality
Objectivity
dateness

Credibility

@
Q
c
3
>
B
]
o

WOM information

7
A7} Ho] At} up-to-dateness

&

=)
=

=

=

O

gk A=

=l o

j‘g
nop T3 Aoy o

£
A

= O2H

1S &0

34

(==

#@A AHA | up-to—dateness©| v

ahm, wjepA &

Hok: 58

7A
B
!

B

—_
fite)

oy
e

oy

)
o —

\Evo

ay

—_—
file}

el

o

Jn

o

o

)

ar
A

X

J)

ol

-

R

Aol A

It} whebd g

AR

o

& 1.9k

5

g]

=
i

af

S

of i

o

b o]

R

A 24 Aol Z1ell iR

ol

o % wAZNA Tha Holow e

o
HH
ofp

n_mo
o
vze)

ﬂ!

0

7A
e
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SHlA R B ThFE AR W=y 2

Aol F o Qojuh= Aw
94 el Aol Fe] w77t Wad Aotk o eohel Fe] ARt B o
Fo &4 el E o we Aol EASH % we S450] 371 Hojd Aelth. ol

g F9 A i s A7 o1 2 Havt loh
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