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e-WOM’s information Today, the development of internet brings many changes in formation exploration and acceptance. Not

characteristics, only the customers can come into contact much information about the firm and its product by quick
Reliability of e-WOM and easy search, but also they produce information by themselves or can spread the information via

information, the internet. Nowadays, customers are progressive information explorer and producer on online. In this
Usefulness of e-WOM'’s sense, this study examined the effects of e-word-of-mouth information characteristics on the consumer’s

information, perceived usefulness and perceived acceptance of e-word-of-mouth information in the food service
Acceptance of e-WOM’s industry in order to suggest directions to enhances marketing strategies for marketer. The research model

information. for this study was designed based on the hypothesis that the characteristics of e-word-of-mouth informa-

tion and credibility of the information influenced both the user’s perceived usefulness and acceptance.
Based on total 277 customers obtained from the empirical research, this study reviewed validity,
reliability and fitness of research model. The analysis results on these factors are as follow. First, the
characteristics of e-word-of-mouth information; vividness, consensus, direction had an influence on the
customer’s perceived usefulness. Second, the characteristics of e-word-of-mouth information; vividness,
consensus, direction had an influence on the customer’s perceived acceptance. Third, the reliability of
information had an influence on the customer’s perceived usefulness and the credibility of e-word-
of-mouth information perceived acceptance. Fourth, the customer’s perceived usefulness had an influence
on the customer’s perceived acceptance.
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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= WHEetal Aolmnhk,
3 Aok, L AR

3}
35 oY 19 ARSES O AR B
o]

33 Mzl & SAEY

& 7] S G S8l A 7 el st
AYATE ANt on, o5 vEe R Arhdst A
s AAstalrh ek 2 A7) A A5Hel 7
AFE o] SFAE AA fsl ATk 4
ol AFshs AlRls 3= 7 A Ui oldl Y
& ol&ste] 91471]fel A3 FAPEE FAsE gl
AE AFES 30075 S 2 20179 59 209 F-E 27471
A A G AT 5ol Ax2AbE AAssith
e AEA T 24T S° BF-S AQsy, 2775 F
FTEAl AFgsth #RE AeAe AR B e 28
SPSS 21 olg-sto] R4, AFGRA, 2924, &
WAEAE dAst e, 7HASE fd SRS A
Alssi e

S
nx
Og
HI
1z

. SEXS| QTSASIEY W TOHe]
2eATAL ol g3tel 947149 AN GAlskLA 3
| el :

% TAHR) AT} Akets THHREA, 4
B, AEREH, ANFEY B9 YRGS

= 429 Al
2

3l A= Table 13} 72th

d JEF-8A E8Ael nRle IF 157

w4 50.5%, B 49.5%= UERST, AF Y= 20T
24.2%, 30T 23.5%, 40tH 26.7%= YEFSTE A =7} 100
v wwro]l gty e SR 21.7% 101 ~2009HY W)
7+ 19.9%, 201~3005H T+ 20.9% 301~4005H W] 2F 19.9%
2 Uetbth 885 distEdgArt dA SHAe
66.8%% UEFSTH ZAIAFALS] AL A Aol 42.9%, &
B 18.7%, AAFH 14.8% S22 Uehyth

7 A8kt ek Nd
= SAE @Rletr] 918 2 A
2 9154 (explanatory factor analysis)S A3 sATh 2903
EWHS 295 719 5H4E gEs] 98 FEEwA
(principle component analysis)= AM8-3}$10™, 29138 d
7F 8R1E° 545 #otstr] ¢18 #7+3] %(orthogonal rota-

tion) & W™ X(Varimax)3| A& A3ttt 81F=3

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the respondent

Variable Level n %

Male 137 49.5

Gender
Female 140 50.5
20~under 30 67 24.2
30~under 40 65 235

Age

40~under 50 74 26.7
50~under 60 71 25.6
~ 1,000 60 21.7
1,010~2000 55 19.9

Income
(unit: 2,010~3,000 58 20.9
1,000 won) 3,010~4,000 55 19.9
4,010 over 49 17.7
<High school 40 14.4
College graduate 19 6.9

Education
University graduate 185 66.8
> Graduate 33 11.9
Student 52 18.7
Employee 119 429
Business/self-employed 22 7.9
Job

Government/professional 33 11.9
Housewife 41 14.8
Etc 10 3.6
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Aol o= A= (eigen value)71ES 2431 1.0 o]
A 2R1TS et o, QJAAATF 0.6 014 &
Fo22 AoZ A3

KMOH A A= 09252 YEbSE, Bartlett 7378 473l
A frelgHEo] 0.0000 2 e 2t ] Az 29
A A A3 219 ofolzll e BF 1 ods A
slstd o, il SAFE 29l AR = 05 o]Fe
2 Uethth SATE] FEA] FA A dukHo R
EFSTha QI H = 0.6 ol & Yehs 2102 8l
Atk HaEo] AFEdH 8AE 7] RIS Eds)
7] 9138l Cronbach's alphas 53l Atm R ottt

SERIT ARG EEA, AR, JEFE&E 122 A4

Table 2. Result of reliability and validity

ro ox

o fz

H

Lo

1‘
b

ol o,

o
©
2

lo

1

A} O

Jo 2 vheht
Shlth Ao YRS
A% 09 o4 et
Y FFE FuSYh AN 247

o o

1o,
fr e ox S & fo 2 > N Ry ow

ko

X fo op

. Factor Commu- Eigen Propor- Cronbach's
Factors Variables . . . o
loading nality  value tion (%) a
Accurate representation about the firm, its product .806 122
Vivid- Specific representation of the firm, its product 187 713
3.184  13.842 .884
NeSS  Appropriate representation of the firm, its product 787 .868
Actual representation of the firm, its product 7154 741
Multiple posting by various people .822 818
Con- High view of views .822 .824
3.302 14.357 918
SENSUS  High recommend & reply .817 .808
High consensual reply 127 790
Neutral representation of the firm, its product .871 .813
Direc- Objective representation of the firm, its product .828 .802
. 3363 14.623 .893
ton  Concurrent representation of the advantages and disadvantages of the firm, its product .784 723
Neither positive nor negative representation of the firm, its product 782 15
Reliable information 785 71
Reli- . .
" Trustworthy information 758 844 2851 12396 887
ability
Credible information of the firm, its product 756 811
Helpful to decision making 771 .807
Useful- Easy to decision making 167 .832 2615 11369 906
NesS  Efficient to decision making .604 798 ' . .
Useful to decision making 592 7164
Improve understanding of the firm, its product 152 881
_ Improve the will of visit the firm 718 .837
Accep 2028 12729 921
tance  morove the need for purchasing the product 715 .802
Improve tne need to spread information about the firm, its product .553 751

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin: .945, Bartlett’s test of sphercity Chi-square: 5,193.992, Sig: .000, DF: 253
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4.3, Has 78 A2 4.4, 7+384
AT AR WS 7] AdddA 2 s A 441, 22RIFHEEELN FEREE7S] FkHA|
BB 7] 9130 Pearson ol FHAA LA S At 1 sERlTAS Tl FEE g ske AR AE HatA =
A= Table 33} 2ok, FAAA R 2 s 7he] A& = FARYBEANO] AL} A 2teE TARYRGLA
SHEG FEE dolE FAAFE St A W T N X FEAA S Felsr) 98 IJHEAL AN EA
o] FHAAEA S IRlatdrh 7+ 8R1E 7+ A= B AT Table 49 20h BAAD Lajol A% HEA
F93 FFNA BE A2 Weko 2 eyt ol = RRAYETH207), A B 5] 4(.248), GRS (388) 5
BNEE e BATE FO WS Bl dol, AT 37kx] 5L AztE FARE R foF JFS v
Aol AAE AN E 7He] BAVE A S de A L Ao Z YElgth wald sHd1e Ae = ok
YERR S Stk
442 2eRIFHFEHEGN HE48470 FakaA
Table 3. Result of correlation analysis Lo AL B AR BAst= A2 AEHA H
Factor 1 ) 3 4 5 6 v TRARZEEA 0] AREAL A Ztetes FAAREFEA
Vivida ) X GEFAAE FAsh] 8 AR S AAEA
1v1aness
A A= Table 59 2t 423 2174 JEEA
Consensus 627 1 Z ARAE7H314), FEE] 3( 175), 8 B 3F4(290) &
Direction 337" 454" 1 37MA) BALS A7E AR RS o8 F S n)x|
Usefulness 493" 554 570" 1 = ASE dEpkth w7 }”2 A e = 2
Acceptance 5217 5047 4757 7747 1 _
4.4.3. B0 FEREE7e] FakHA
Reliability 454 473"  444™ 676" 794" 1
SERITFAE T3l JERE S8t AR A 8=

o
Aol AHg

" p<05, " p<oLl. 27} Azt Aell mA= o
Table 4. Result of regression analysis
Dependent Independent Unstandardized coefficient Standardized coefficient
. . t-value p-value
variable variable B SE 8
(Constant) 994 293 3.393 .001
Vividness 207 057 207 3.6217 041
Usefulness s
Consensus 262 .064 248 5914 .000
Direction 420 .054 .388 2.983" .003
R’=0.587, Adjusted R’=0.581, F-value=96.637 (p-value=0.05", 0.01"", 0.001"")
Table 5. Result of regression analysis
Dependent Independent Unstandardized coefficient Standardized coefficient
. . t-value p-value
variable variable B SE 8
(Constant) 1.407 318 4.422 .000
Vividness 321 062 314 5157 .000
Acceptance -
Consensus 189 .069 175 2.718 .007
Direction 321 059 290 5.541"" .000
R*=0461, Adjusted R’=0.455, F-value=77.796 (p-value=0.01"", 0.001"")
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Table 6. Result of regression analysis
Dependent Unstandardized coefficient Standardized coefficient
. Independent variable t-value p-value
variable B SE 8
(Constant) 2.157 215 10.035 .000
Usefulness i
Reliability .520 .034 .676 15.196 .000
R*=0.456, Adjusted R’=0.454, F-value=230.917 (p-value=0.05", 0.01"", 0.001™")
+S G A, BAAHE Table 63 2T ARAHY 5 ZH2 U KA
(676)= FAREFEAoN ol dFe mA= Aoz v
et webA 7HA 3 AE s Qi 2 d7e 2ERITAARUACIAS EEste] ARle]
Aste 94719 S AFYUE BT e 942
4.4.4, HEMNENTE HEARM710| S5k v ko] R AE S JHE thetes =S stz
ahiek 744 %azi g4 2m2be] FAYRE T 3
[e] =) = L
SIS B BRE G ste AFEATE A2 y_/\]g])ﬂ o] AREAAIe] AR GLA X A% Ta7 A
= 3 1A 2] A Q 3= ARG
ST FARRAALO] HEATE A1 - : - ;Oﬂ goEte] AgBAES FeAst RolAh & ATl
2= AASEAAZ FolF XA
D]Z]\__ 05] o]:“\:]_'zﬂe 32']—?__0]— ] ]5H g]?]—'—‘_l = /\a/\‘l O}A)\q’. }\1 51'010}_]_1]‘ o]—oi‘ﬂ 7} W 2=7)o] 0363:17;“ = 7}/};@%@
o] AR L8 Folgt JekS nlx % o7 ‘/}E‘r"“’% 2 WA 7“401 ‘ga}o]q_;ﬂxo%i!_é' Ho AR eaMo] &
J 4=
FrEb 7R A ATEE . @ QgL wA Zolthes MIAEAT AdHL
B AN E LERIFHAGEEY R HRHAFIH(207),
445 BEREEn JE4-84710) JEA A B0 4(248), 187 ARMEEA(388) 59| 371A] Q.9
e TAS Bl ARE PASE ASA AZSA S FAsgon, S LA FAYLENS Jug)
S JRFEA0) AR AZtehe FAPRSEAN A Azshs LAATAYRFEA KT JFL vl
A= GFAAE Astr] S8 AT AAEAT I= Ao yestth olglst #4434 = 2el+AdAR®
X A= Table 83 2ok B4 3 AR-F84(774)°) A YAl AR R/t HeiA €= AR e Exo] A
B fold GRS MAE Ao Uehdth e BEAAZE A7 B U Lol #0184 o
7Hd 5 AP AT ks APAFAHKim & Kim, 201008 A A st A3
Table 7. Result of regression analysis
Dependent Unstandardized coefficient Standardized coefficient
. Independent variable t-value p-value
variable B S.E ‘3
(Constant) 1.707 181 9.432 .000
Acceptance ok
Reliability .624 .029 794 21.640 .000
R*=0.630, Adjusted R’=0.629, F-value=468.272 (p-value=0.05", 0.01™, 0.001""")
Table 8. Result of regression analysis
Dependent Unstandardized coefficient Standardized coefficient
. Independent variable t-value p-value
variable B S.E ‘3
(Constant) 1.324 212 6.254 .000
Acceptance i
Usefulness .790 .039 774 20.287 .000

R*=0.599, Adjusted R’=0.598, F-value=411.554 (p-value=0.05", 0.01™, 0.001™")
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