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Abstract

The amival and expansion of the Intemet has extended consumers' options and has provided consumers'
opportunities to offer their own consumption. Through a laboratory experiment, we investigated questions: 1)
do consumers trust the accuracy of reviews posted by anonymous reviewers or experts and 2) do readers trust
negative and positive reviews equally? The messages were created as a form of 4 scenarios for this study.
The statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS Win(v.16.0) for descriptive analysis, and t-test. Our results
from a 2(positive reviews vs. negative reviews)*2(consumer vs. expert) experiment design showed that there
was a significant difference between consumers' review and experts' one in restaurant visit intention(p<.001)
and information credibility(p<.001). Also, between positive review and negative one, significant difference
was found in restaurant visit intention(p<.001) and information credibility(p<.01). Other results, limitations
and future research directions were also discussed.
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<Table 2> Number of samples for each scenario

Source Valence Frequency
Positive 59
Consumer Negative 58
Total 117
Positive 59
Expert Negative 63
Total 122
Positive 118
Total Negative 121
Total 239
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Characteristics Frequency(%) Characteristics Frequency(%)

Gender Male 115(48.1) Foodservice 159(66.5)

ende Female 124(51.9) Major Society 40(16.7)

20~22 118(49.4) Art 40(16.7)

Age 23~25 58(24.2) 0.5~1 29(12.2)

26~28 63(26.4) Searching the 1~2 47(19.7)

Freshmen 38(15.9) Internet per day 2~3 63(26.4)

Grade Sophomores 70(29.3) (hour) 3~4 76(31.8)

Juniors 74(31.0) More than 5 24(10.0)

Seniors 57(23.8) 0~20% 41(17.2)

Percentage of 21~40% 123(51.5

4~7 | wk 66(27.6) searching restaurant 41~60°/Z 38((1 5 9))

information during ’

F ¢ 1~3 1wk 133(35.6) online searching 61~80% 27(11.3)

rquiz‘ilfsy © 0/ wk 17(7.1) 81~100% 10(4.2)

1 / month 9(38) Experience of Yes 190(795)
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ete. 41.7) information No 49(20.5)
Total 239(100)




X HAETF TR E YA TR B we Y AET

1A1ZE 0] ~2A]3F I Hko] 4778(19.7%), 2413t ©]
2~3A17F mlako] 637(26.4%), 3A17F o] 4~44] 7t
°] 767 (31.8%), 4A17F o] 247(10.0%)0 A
o7 ZAEATE sHE IEUl o] & AR F 2~
Ed BEE A5 v 21% ©]7d~40% ©]
37F 1239 (51.5%) .2 71 Bt 1 9 g
EF ZRAE A EdA B/E B 2 A
o] lEAd gt ARl 79.5%0) Lt
1909 0] ‘gt -gHatsich

w

. &8 MRt B2 L8
S2=20|EQ} AZ|IE RHO|
Lg }q 24E_ LH_Q. H]—S]:/K—]oﬂ Lq.E u]—‘:'
= zo] ¥4 AIM= <Table 4>9} 2
A, AE AT AR
(3.88+1.88)7} ARkAB[2FA  u(2.92+1.36)ETh
22l 7 AnRte] gl aER R =Tt =4
I THp<.001). FE -&-2f W3kl SlolA

T FE AR Alget BRI 3 A0 A5
(3.97+1.747)°ll T A0 7-9(2.86+1.499)Hrh
Y AEs WEe ‘:7} =A YERSTHp<.001). %
Ho A EE % Z-WZM ZRARlL A7

a0l e

N

%E
L=
i

>
i r>~_l

S

(4.50+2. 16)ED}” E71el 7-95.61£1.26)°l
Bk 1§4°P°ﬂﬂ<p<001) EF 2 g
JH (5381485 TAHAHQN & HE

(4.75+2.121)H.ch U‘P—o] Aa siglen ols
Frol gt Aol 7t A E A THp<.01). wetA] 7}
A 1,2, 3(p<.001)3} 7H 4(p<.01)7} BT 5]

WMol AH AR o] AT {97

At A FHE A2 AR o) AB)Ake]
Y A2EG o Tol A AF e} B =90
U el ol A FEAA 6 el
7] the A9E vehlicks de F2E va
ok & A7) 23S B o JRyL FRA e
2 298 A= H‘l’l:,’-—/‘ll_]:__7}. =AU AR E
1l = 229w d =
A ettt S 4 X]-—‘:— i‘jﬁ o] A= HA2EH
< WESE T AT o] Qe HuE %
o] mIpt glvkar Adsly] wiEel] F32 <l
- A

PN
e
Folt}, o] & o} 2u|AprL 22kl A &
FRE o FER ARet YA d et A
TEE &4d o slvfa Ak,

4. ZE M0 HE LIS YISOl ASAIR
AR Aol AR A eE 3 1esho]

Z}o| & 753 AFl+= <Table 4>, <Table 5>} 2+
o} YrtelE HH AR AEr
e Ut weko 2 gl ~Es HHEo w7} U
Bl =, A87p) 238 gl go] F A olH
PO 7} 331(5.0941.394), H o W]
Lrol A TH2.74+1.544). ¥FH HE 227}
WA A e Aol gle

A Bo| Whekol FAgle] e WE oA}
a3, FAHA R 7A-2.85+1.284) ) KA
©(3.00+1.449)0] B S o UM oL

] _C[L x]-/ﬂ

oL,

R
Sz ko
W

B o

o 28,3'/

B

e}
R

2 7

{Table 4> Independent sample test on source and valence of review

DV Hypothesis M£SD t-value Result
Consumer 2.92+1.36 .
o . H1 Source Expert 3 83£] 88 -4.494 Supported
Visit intention I
m Valence Positive 3.97+1.74 5.049™ Supported
Negative 2.86+1.49 : PP
Consumer 4.50+£2.16 ook
H3 -4.844 rted
information Source Expert 5.61+1.26 Supporte
credibility Positive 4.75+2.12 -
H4 Val -2.673 rted
alence Negative 5.38+1.48 7 Supporte
Note: “p<.01, ""p<.001
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{Table 5> Descriptive statistics on source and valence of review about restaurant visit intention

Dependent variable: Valence of review(M+SD)
L0 X — : t-value
Restaurant visit intention Positive Negative
Consumer 2.85+1.284 3.00+1.449 -.603™
Expert 5.09+1.394 2.74+1.544 8.822""
t-value 9.098"" 0.961™

Note: “"p<.001, ™ Not Significant

SIEH<Table 5). QN 281A7F AT 4 G4 37k AFE Bol @FAAF & AR AR
49 740 AuE wnE o A9 darg =k

of W A}t st o=rt Ul %OWE}b olggt AT A5 EdiE Rl 74
e F7AFE Bl AgQlel & 2ovk vt HE FE8As FE AFATE ofd W] HH
o FekE) = AN e wet daEd R o 2 g

THEATE AJEY N ER TS e R B Y= AolE i%‘% & 5 Ay
A 7F AE7 74945.54+1.535, 5.68+0.981)  (<Fig. 2>). FH O] A dut Lz A&
A9k 2B w)(3.95+2.330, 5.05+1. 839)1"%_\3} W 7t 5 R ZEgle]l A FEE o5
g0 W] Faglo] =& 4l Ha d Algske ZAo® Usyith FEde] HAEvkd
w7 A el 724 37} 3k l ol FEe] WEd I AFaglo]l au|xpt 2
s

w} 73

FolE §IATK-597). 1] W] w}a}* = %l A7 S0 R tﬂ% AlFehs As
i Awke] AR R TP % & 5 USITE AETPE AR B
(3.95£2330)5 Hlom 11 9] Uik aH|Rpe] B HE EHIl x)_r 7 el aﬂé&%@l HHE 227} 7}
A FE(5.0541.839) R Awrie] SAA A S e, A FEE Hand Hel

(5.54+1.535), g2 HE(5.68:0.98)l = it & W o=rh P A vEhd A2 o e
ole] e ARG uYh AuHozE o o] ok Puo| A msh wHrew 7k vk
g vl A7 A 2R g weke] 3 Ao dlsiMe FF A7l 2ed Aor AR
AAY W) Bk BPAQl A% 68 e Al Hu 2 A7 AR 29k w), FEdo] Awt

E5 Hole Zo® YEWTH<Table 6>). &xF <l A o]E 3 d¥e] ke AL 1T -
AL 439 34 HRE MY D AHd A

the g 2dHe PuE A Pung
B AT ARE olvts 2ulAt ol V. EE X N
2 3A B ARASAY dnk At

ol T BliET BAAZ of7)7] WEQ A B AT L2l A ARG S
o §3% & gk Jeht old] U@ BHe  U%F WIS Yo, eateldig T4

{Table 6> Descriptive statistics on source and valence of review about information credibility

Dependent variable: Valence of review(M=£SD) tvalue
Information credibility Positive Negative
Consumer 3.95+2.330 5.05+1.839 2.844”
Expert 5.54+1.535 5.68+0.981 -597™
t-value -4386"" 22325

Note: p<.05, "p<.01, ""p<.001, ™ Not Significant
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