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Abstract

Purpose — Recently, internet access and social network utilization using smart phone are increasing. In such a smart
environment, interactive activities such as information generation, information searching and information sending are
increasing rapidly on-line environment. Therefore, consumers tend to purchase something according to eWWOM and also meet
the social consensus online environment. In connectivity society, consumers became accessible and engaged in the opinions
of others easily. Many decisions that seem like personal decisions are actually social decisions on online connectivity. This
paper seeks to explore factors that can help generate a social decision on purchasing of new products in an online
environment.

Research design, data, and methodology — The process of collecting a lot of wisdom and making an agreement online is
called social decision. The purpose of this paper is to examine empirically the influence of factors such as online ties, online
eWOM expectancy and online information behavior on online social decision. In addition, We studied online social decision
by analyzing the moderating effect of new product innovation. To understand this structural relationship, research hypotheses
and research models were set up and empirical analysis was conducted. In order to verify the hypothesis, 208
questionnaires were collected from the residents of Seoul city/Gyeonggi province. The answered questionnaire verifies
reliability and validity using SPSS/AMOS and test hypotheses through path analysis and multiple regression analysis.

Results — According to the research results, First, online ties don't have a positive impact on online social decision, Second,
online eWOM expectancy have a positive impact on online social decision. Third, online information behaviors have a
positive impact on online social decision. The degree of innovation of new products have a moderating effect between
Independent variables of three factors and dependent variable of social decision.

Conclusions - Social decisions have a positive impact on purchasing decisions about new product. There is a great
significance in the fact that the online social influence and online social decision have been studied academically. It is
meaningful that we have studied in depth the changing phenomenon of consumer purchase decision process in smart
environment. The results of these studies provide academic and practical implications.
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Qlol oJArAH™O| X|CHot F-E FI|Z  SHHAndrew &
Donald, 2016). O|2{$t AH|XIS 7to| MI=Ql 9|74 wmet 4l
gto| uFg2 AH|X}E0| MEO|Lt AMHIAE F0f = 0|83l
I LiM ZOlo] AF Hotg 4= QT FE™ Kol HH
SHAE F8ste O =28 Ot & = ULk AH[XIZE HE
wE2 ADEECR HHEE|E AODE FENN HS 259
St QUCE d2[ IpA AH[XFSO0| M1 = HZEME
DU I AHXEQ| Foigs =3 MEEoZ AR &
2710 Fgfor stoht= AR REZ0| ZOMCIT & =
Ch & AHXHSO0| Ad8E g83t0] EfQlo| oo o A
£ 2Ch= ZAo|Ch QAH4Y £ A4 DI|C|o{7t CiF2| X[5of
o6l FoZEEE2 WE = U siFe 4" Yista
QIC}. Kotler et al.(2017)2 10| MAQA O|2{st SHASZE 7Y
ol FOZEOIX|ZE Ol AtH2 =e2tel Ate|E  Z7F(social
decision making)O|2t1 HHSID QUCH =2 AOE 24
2 ZAMO| ZOFEl AH[H0M AXE0|Lt =0 CHot
AHIXEQ| Ef HHO|LE FOYRIALAEO| EAHELCH= AT
CHE o2 29 Zo|Ct M2t 2 7o 5X82 LMME +
OjoPgol M =2 ADLE 2HE0| AH| MEo|A A2l HFL
El AFEE oyt A|d ZFo| OXl= 28 HAE 7Y
SIOX+ SiCt SHH, Cannoy and Salam(2010)2 22}910]|A
THEEL] R8E0| =A Xz mz2t i HEo 5=
(compliance)st= =F0| &O0IX|H, 88X F£E2 =50 A
H|Xte| EH=E O|EO0iLl= 20l0| ECL &&= 222101 &
ogt +=3dt= =FE2 2I0|siC 2 HF0IM= o|2Tt 22t
QIOj| A Ct=7} EOSt Ch=ot o4 HE, meh IfLHst
£ HEoN X, 22| S0| O|FO{H Z0o|Ct. =22tl0fA] Ct
It &S0 O|F0{X|= Atz|® Z7F(social decision)of &
g2 0Kl S 228 HAE HAMHSE Asin
Xt otct.

2. O|EH Blg8 A A+47t2
S

2.1. A0LE 2HA(In Smart Environment)0f|A{2Q]

ToA ™2 XA, WEHo2 4K}
| O|H, =XIXte| =& 0| HZo=2 ™
AL Mz ShF 22 2PN FHUE NS ik E
of X 8 #x= & g2 A K=o £, 740 Cist
Eie, 0] E $£AXIELl 8-80[2k= HAHLBS WA EICt
2t SHSLCHCheung & Thadani, 2012). A4 O|C|0{7| Ed3}
T[HM ST A B2 Jtstt fEo s Hoista o,
FAL BAE Yo FEE MMt SRote HEY HESR
A7t ZBACE Eot FEol Mito|Lt M=H gt 37 2
of MME=l Heof &ojstn Xol2 Qlsty Ef=7} Hslgt =
£ QA E=CHGodes & Mayzlin, 2004). O|X| B2 AtEHEO0|
CIXIE2 A0 Yot 2, oHEE2 S/t & H
E2 M8%tn ofH 2HMEE E0I5=X|0f CHet Mzt &y
L0t 2HY AOE stdstol XAHAME2 AH|XHE0| iE
o X0 M EN £2 HEFSEM 4 L2 FOjEES
WHE = QA oot 282 ZE8E0|H, § AR|HCeR #MEdt
1 QICKTan, 2017)2t= Zo|Ct. oHH, 222l FHELS .
Zlo| Zsta(high ripple), HM®@X(non-linear)0|11 AlS|d &

% 19 oty

Cl(social ties)e| S&0| ACIL 8Hd[2, D59 AFUHM 7T
HE(WOM information)0f Cist $=8™ME= FHEEHO =X
(quality), H2|(authority), T4 M (authenticity), =o0|M
(interestingness) S0i| 2|5t H< ZOIX|H, LYYES| =&
He7t ®OFK|H T=tit(resending)| 2|7t HOIES &5
ALt B3| FHFE S0M FZ(qualty) 200(F2, U, &
HE FE)0| #HFEE st +=8FE0l 71 =2 ¢+l
M HMAlSte QJCHHuang Minxue et al,, 2011). Jilian et al.
(2008)2 AMH|A =HFOM T2 AH|XEQ| ORI U
oM ST dlzldel HEl2 1O 40| 3715t Urtd
SISILCE

<Table 1> Offine WOM and online WOM

o . Online (many-to-many
Characteristics Offline WOM diffusion
Communication Talk, telephone, Discussion forums,

medium meeting(letter) blog
Could be
- Synchronous
Synchronicity L asynchronous/synchron
communication A
ous communication
. . Virtual
Type of interaction Face-to-Face interaction/indirect
Mostly linear Non-linear
Format I L
communication communication
Relationship Know each other/real | Generally anonymous
between sender & social ties/limited virtual social ties/bigger|
receiver receiver receiver pool
Easg O.f Difficult to transmit Eqsy to
transmission transmit/forward
Consequence Low ripple/multiplier High ripple/multiplier
Ripple effect effect(isolated WOM) effect(WOM flow)
. Focus on both
Focus on persuasive .
Focus o persuasive and
communication e L
diffusive communication
" Opinion leaders as Resenders as critical
Critical role o
critical role role

Source: Huang et al.(2011)
2.2. 2291 Atz|X ZAZ(Social Decision on-Line)

A0E StZ0AM= A O ACHojA| 7§E nZio| =&
Lo ciet =8 XP7|7t &Y 2SI E G4 ChEA K
EO|Lt EMEQ CHst Mz, AMEHMYO| nMS SN 22
ol HFLIE[O] Fe2 2=Ct 7foId ZAENEH Hol= B2
Z70| AMH2 =220 dZd MoM AlR|Ee2 A7 (social
decision)El Z{0|Ct. 142 ME = 7H0| M3Ho=2 AZS
o ME 21 20| dMLH S=st= EAE &O7HHNM
MEEo|L HHEE O[gistA ECh O H2 FEE Ze=
She D2 0| Fotd Z0|1, XP7|EC0t O L2 X|Anf O
1S 743 o2 HZAE Z{0|CHKotler et al., 2017).
tE 2HA0|AM SNS ZEatd o & AXE #
57|z SIQICE & SNS EOXE2 Athlel ==
St XpAlol HEQF A, HHIXQL Xp4AO| E0t5)
UA o CHE ALBAES TR & = U
[Ct. J2|10 0| HIESE FOIXE0| AtzlH A}
S0 QXAF L = YAHZ SH=CHSmith, Fischer,
Yongjian, 2012)2t11 SIRACE SNS= AMBXIEOA O 2
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2480 48, L2 ARSI S/7(|=1E MSH 7| W
=0 AlelH EAE Sg5tan, fHEAZIEH 705t ULk
A0t 280 AlY A= gd AE0M A A2 S
LAE CHE ARSI & 2588 20l A= HAsin
ASH, Lot BAXES SLAE 22t HFLAHOEA
2 St Abts FFH SLAIE QOlsttn SHH, Of2g
SEAIZE Lojits I £ M0 S92 FIRES SOl

SoHtEl & QLT EQCHChiu & Wang, 2006). 3HH Jaakko
Pihlaja?t S22 ATOM= <AF =22+l T (anonymous
eWOM)O|Al AlZ|E 22101 LF(social eWOM)S 2 H5sLT
AUCHD g5|n QUom, 2EHI0|Me] ArR|E 2 ntA CHH|
O A2 d(trustworthy)2 XL Ao, FEXN HIt=
oM em, HEot oz FHHE IRSTN  AEH
(interpersonal relationship) 2 2 T|0{7t11 QUCHHA O ES0
A 22t1e| 7HXEEL dgE s Atz|E(social) Fgk
HEg ZAXSIL QUCHJaakko Pihlaja et al., 2017). =
Cannoy and Salam(2012)2 2ZI9I0M AMHEE
HE #=8%t=0 O|8XI=E0| MH2E Fo5tn
ZE HMAISIRUCE <Figure 1>2 MAATFON 2
THO| ARl 22tQl FHe| YA E Halst=
1 QUCH
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2.3. Alg|A™ QL2 (Social Ties)

2Imzelol HFLIAHOM BEHE AFoM= 742l W HE
2to] QAIAEC R Qlot AH|Xto| IMAFEY duE & =+
U= 222 MIH [OEAZ =29 E/UCKHBrown &
Reingen, 1987). Deighton and Grayson(1995)2 Als|™ QL
A= EE20 CHet metnbgar s ZEEO| AN Zot
EN siE Heo| it SHHE @Mt S/ske Ao|Ct
[LE0| H2 AIREO0| MASHE HEE +=&dl=0 AN

&

=

FEXH FRE SZ5H st= dge & + UtsE Aol
Ch. 2H[Rb= POYROIMC] S2tddS QOjAt St =F
= 2AIBH =, Ol FEE &S50t 1EE Soff siaE
= UCHSteffes & Burgee, 2009). FLHEAH 7 B E2 742

b ZHelel Arojoll M H=Hol FHEMO[ O|ROX|A E[H
(Bone, 1992), RLHEAZL H2 AMHS2EH &S5s GEE
Ch O B2 S 7HX|A EICh O|Z0] AlARSHE A2 Atg
o RUZAZ =2 89 24 M2 == 27t 2H|Ke] of
ol 20 Cieh Ef=Lt O|0|X|E Ydot=H =2 A

2 QICH= Z{0|CHChu & Kim, 2011). 0|2 229l
2 £+ ot 2O, £3| SNS= 22121 &0 Alg
Moiste Ao2 Z2 HEBO|Lt MHIAE AESIR
HEE LIFH MAES St 7HQITF 7HRIS Ats|d qrf
Aol Z==2 QI 2ME EH=Q} O|0|X|7} BistE == UCt. 3t
M, Granovetter(1983)2| ATO|AM= 2EIQ1 AR Al2|H
TAE EYSI=H UM At AL 0|22 AHERSIHA H
HERe &0 #ESS TESID 2Z100ME 2Z2RINH
Zot QUEALELCH: o5t RUEATE 232 YE2ISRet &
Atof MHQI dEE st HE HAIBH|= SHRUCL Of3IE
22010 A] QLHEHAIZL LA gdE &= gloLt QCHTHA Xt
He Sfet e 2 Fek2 n0jES AAfsict X20ls 2

A

2rRlofAe] ROAEHA IAECH ZotA EdE = UL,
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24, 22191 M5 d-S(Information Behaviors on-line)

QEY AHXIES B, oA, o7t X 5o M=nt
HE FEE U 22l AT e dEH HEXHAS
2g8stn Urt 22teloM FESE HEe J|2HeE FHE
AR HE O|8Xt 7he| MZAE2E O|FO0X[=0|, EXt
FE MK HE O|8Xte| AO| FAL ARRRX|L RUAbt=
Z{0|C}. o|fst HoE2 O|8At 24| 42XEE HE dst
A7|l= Z2OE 7HHe7| =len, 221218 Sl 71219 Atz
X 2= 9 OAAY HMOZ G2 SE3HKDinet, Chevalier,
& Tricot, 2012; Rassens, Wuyts, & Geyskens, 2012). $HH
AH[Xb= AHMO| FOHO|| CiSE dEHE S/ = T QA
d oo 2t FHEEE B, ME, Mdlists S9f Cf
ofsl MEMSES 3t QLCt HE=(information behavior)O|
2t FEo| izt 875 siZsty| 9l HEE #a 1 HYRE
O|83tHLt CHE AMEIOIA HESH=s ALt 2= 25 &S
2 2[0[SICHWilson, 1997). YEHX oz IE52 ZMHE &
gojM HEEE, HeME, EMEO| A 7tX| HFLA0|M
YEAFZES SHHKIm & Grunig, 2011). 22FQ1 T A0 A
L AHXEZ2 HE W AMHA FOjYE0AM 2XstE R 9
g daE Qo 2212 FHEEE BMSHA 3 FHEFEES|
=& 20| Lt YEASS F7otA € Z0|CHZao & Kim,
2018). Kim et al.(2018)2 AAM O|C|0{o] AN 22t21 H
B2 AF0 FEFT, HEFT, HAFT, EAS, AEH S
S717t BRSO AN FEE gHist= 2210 ds0 3

Eel YIS welm Utk

ENABLING eWOM
GENERATION eWOM GENERATION
Developing social
media applications that
get and allow
consumers to share
their experience

—| Consumers writing their | —
reviews and/or giving
feedback

anonymous eWOM into

Linking eWOM with
social media platforms

CONSUMER
CONVERTING DECSION-MAKING

social eWOM Using applications and/or

— | social media platforms

to target social eWOM
for those who need
information for their

decision-making

Source: Jaakko et al.(2017)

<Figure 1> Converting anonymous eWOM into social e WOM
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25 7M™ HeE 7|CHZ(eWOM Information Expectancy)

22121 FHPEE JHAEQl AHRLAOME S50 SE/
28N HEE 29| OlsHEAE HiMSH X West= AHUA
2l ARUAOIM HEE o|03tCHCheung et al., 2012). £
HME A = Venkatesh and Davis(2000)= M2 HE I
= M2AHISl 80| A FHEETE O|8XIS2 HEH
88 + ACH, Ol FHPEL| FEMH0| =A X|ZsHA
Cl= Z{0[ct YHE o2 AH[XIEE2 CHYst B2 FEO
ZE|0f UX|BH OIX|E| K252 3= Qlsto MeEfN Fof
(selective attention)E S50 M =2 HEILS M2|5HA
EICE FEO| st 7|thE2 FOo{Zl HES0]| Cfs 2H=, =0t
Z0f et oatshs HIP|ESE dgtS St O R0 A
Kalwani et al.(1990)2 AH|XIE FOjIPH0| {218t ZH2
ZJF ofL|2t ™ 7|tHAE F/HReEN o &2 HY
ZETICtD SHIC 2etRlo|M +=R2 o Chet 7|tia2
HEE e 3 EjE 2|0 B30 FEE OE £ ot
Zo|ct x[Zo| 222l 7™ FAXE2 22210 CHSE AL
TN dEg 8510 UF/EURS S ATEE 40 Cfst
HIIE st MEiNoz M FEHE 8T Z0|Ct oot &
O] Fof ZYXA0| 22 +=8XA&E2 ATEE KQlof Cist
eI J|thEE WMstn MENoz JATPEE EAMSHA
Z Zo|ct. G20 =2tele| F#Ho| ofgt FE EhA(search)
M= =22t Foj4E ol=o Moz FgZ 0O[%ICt
(Devinder, 2014) O[&ut Z2 MAALE HESH H 2 A
OlME AOIE SHE0|AM 7™ el 4, 22tR10A 2] Atz
A A%, 2e0|Me| SOHEtA, 22teloMel eSS 12|
o FHof Chet HE 7|tiy Sat 2% JUHAHE Bt
Xt CHE0F 22 JHEdE dHSIQICE §3] S5Hl 222
A=|d Zgo| 0Kl SEHAE TESHAL ik

H i 4> H

n
rr 4 mo

4

J

ok >

<H1> 2H[APE AHZ 00 Al 2202 AMelH RHEA=
222l AtS|H ZY(social decision)of F(+)2 Sk
= & A0|Ch.

<H2> AH[RPE ARIE 7O Al 2212 FERSS 22121 A
21N Z’Y(social decision)f F(+)2| Be= & AOICk

<H3> 2H[RZE UHIFE O Al 2242 7 FE 7|tE2
222l Afo|d Z¥(social decision)of F(+)2| ¥
=2 & ZAOoICk

N
o
>
]

|2 5! s41d(New Product & Innovation)

Z°80| o|0] Ar=|H oAZEOlE=E T Al=ldE =25t
QUCE A=Y 8 Ly2 7IE L oA 2 8 G
=8, MHZ Hildo| =2 d2= YY0| bt LHE A0
Ch MAME2 7IE ME0| MIst= 7k ChH| MZ22 7HKIE
HMEsts 20|tk MMES 7IE HME L 489 CHE M22
HRIE MSsts U™ AMED 7IE MEo Hloh Crx
HoE Y JHKIE MSste dMELE Y & AL
HAYo| B2 MEE2 Huie {10l 7= SHXIZE 7| Yo
Ae M22 4% 7tsd2 Mo M=o 7[g 430 &
2%t J2S otthMoreau et al., 2001). L& ZHME|ALE FHE
o HHE2 7IEL fAS 7|58 MEH| MEo] 28Xt
HME2 AHEEOILE of=S Of3iSh=C O{FEX| X[ Hild
o] &2 MME2 T tHE M=22 7|20ILt 7|50] HEE[H

QAU7| UfEOf| AH|X}Z} O Oslistl +~8%l= H= O T2
2t sh50| EQB|CHHoeffler, 2003). AH|XFS0| HAE AlX|
E2 "ot Al XpAlel 719 Lol EXHSHE MeHEel HEE HHE
O=Z NEE& GIISICHBronjarczyk & Alba, 1994). AH|Xt= Af
EAL 22 NEO| M= CiEe OfME "ES MAME
of PHAE RO 2Ot Folot HREMMO| e 0|0, AF|
E o JE0 =2 2UME 2 Z0|H, O B2 oH F
HE ZRdE & Zo|ch E3| 7|E ME CiH] HAMo| =2
AMHEC 42 RE 7|1EDE CiEA AIFOIN 2EEX| &
2 71X JIs8eRE SN E KL Y= XMEO|Ck =t
A

=oten 3EAQ I ZE(peers), Fil(religion) S2| 012
AMEIME 7%t AFZIE MAISEE A MHEO| CHet A
CiAQl 2|23 Lsiz=10 QICHHabibollah, Ali, & Soraya, 2014)
MM MHE 20HE FEEM aPd W =8sh=0| 7|& XS
CHH| 22FQIoME O] O B2 31t =2 SHEHIE8S
Zo= g ZOo|C} 2t ChEat 22 7Hd2 78S

IMZ2 AMIOM =837 |17HX| AlZHo] 22|t =& 7|7k &

[

<H4> AH|ZPZE AIME 704 Al AHIE "HAME2 22120 |
CHetA|, 220l eSS, 2210 FEEE 7|t &
It 22191 Abg|™ A (social decision)Q| A}O|0f A
ZERNIL AS AO|CE
ohH ADLE S/AZY O ACHO| AHIXE2 2H#E0f of
FEN= Sdo|Lt TORAFE0IN 221019 Ch=o| Fgks E 'Rt
L E%| B YR HEoME MRS HE a7 e
tRICE olofl Hs ¢ AlCHoll= AMZEO|Lt EHE0]| Cisto
A 20| 2221 1A4Z 2t ARLE0| de2 Ton, 2
2ol AZEHOIM Ate|E Aol Feez LIEE Z40|Ct

ok

OoF M

<H5> AH|XP7F ARE FOf A 22191 AR ZAX(social
decision)2 AXE FOQIALZH™O| H(+)2 FES
ZE Zo|Ct.

31 97 2

= gre 22t ARlH Folof| oiet ojet FHo 23
gdas OXl= 2Alet =22t M|y golof JdgS OjX|=
O AoME LME H4go] =E27H AS AOICL

Innovative
New Product

Ties On-line

Information
Behaviors
On-line

Decision-
Making for NP

Social Decision i

On-line

'OM Information
Expectancy
On-line

<Figure 2> Research Model
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32 ZEH Fo| ol =F YNl gEg we Y2 ot

HSEME 2ot AtEFo| M MAAT B F5F

o| ElEtME =0|7| 2l EX JH=3F A OIZZ XAl ol Al>=< H

e e TR 1Y 4 97 gE o U 2A
= = [= =] b B | o—l=2 AN - —_ b e | o —
o CHst F2|mo|Ct REA Folz |UHEA= =22t20AMe| 4.1. RA} HitH
CHfeh gsit 7RLIE| &0 20 e, 2|0 78 Fe
= 221Ql0jM FEO0|8, UM S8 el FHHEE ATRE +HSY| flsto] =2 U2 2IL2t MSAet 4
Jltig2 22tel FHYE i 2at Jtideez St Z1K190| HFEXSHE dol H] & Z2 674 ol AHE
ot &35 2 g7oM 71y 383 E S0 Sttt 22He TQ AH0| Q= AH|RIE Aoz SFYCE ZAF 7|2
Ar2|® A7 (social decision)0 CHgt ZEA Fol= 22420 20175 112 152E 2018 28 5UNK| RAHSIHOM, ZAt
M Ch7E MR 2 oAFAFEAPEON EOfStl Ol EF o xslE MEX|E =20 CfOIHFEAL O|HY S
Ste dReR HOIE diRcen, HE2 ‘RN MME HSHSIO] ZALE ZISICE AH|X MEOEHE e XIE
Hoto| mEM, Cig= o|740] Cist EF, CHYst oHg ME, £ 5 2307 HZO|L} O|F E4ASIALL ZSE0| 2 3|
As|H sto] S0z SiRct ot AMAEO| Chst FOjoIAtA HEX= 24 Aol Helstn 208 CHaS 2ASHRACE

g2 Foi Al AtslH gellt AslH 2780 FoflArEFo

<Table 2> Operational definition of variables

Variables Measurement Reference
am involved in various activities on-line
) . have strong ties with others on-line Chu & Kim
Ties on-line - — - - -
am forming a positive relationship on-line (2011)

am forming a good community on-line
am looking for a lot of information to solve my problem on-line

Information use a lot of information to solve my problem on-line Kim & Grunig
behaviors - - - -
online tend to communicate information to others to solve the problem on-line (2011)

also produce information to solve the problem on-line

am interested in talking about new products on-line

have a high expectation for word-of-mouth on-line

think there's a lot of good oral information on-line

tend to take a lot of feedback about new product evaluations on-line

Social decision respect a number of opinions about new product evaluations on-line
on-line | follow a number of opinions on-line about new product

| consider social consensus to be important on-line about new product

When buying a new product, my purchasing attitude changes according to the agreement of
several people online

Decision-making When purchasing a new product, | decided to make a purchase according to the consensus Cheung &
for NP of large number of peoples online Thadani (2012)

When purchasing a new product, | recommend it to others in accordance with a lot of

consensus online

Innovative new New products are distinguished in terms of functional technology compared to existing products Moriarty &
product New products are generally more innovative than existing ones Kosnik (1990)

WOM information
Expectancy

Kalwani
et al. (1990)

Kotler (2017)

<Table 3> Demographic profile

Demographic Number %
Gender Man 102 49.0
Woman 106 51.0
20 ~ 29 98 471
Age 30 ~ 39 75 36.1
40 ~ 49 35 16.8
Students 72 34.6
Employee 45 21.6
House Wife 25 12.0
Occupation Self-employment 26 12.5
Profession/freelancer 24 11.5
Others 16 7.7
Total 208 100.0
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<Table 4> Reliability and validity analysis
Factors Loading

ML D F1 | F2 | F3 | F4 | F6

s1 | 804 | 216 | 322 | 229 | 248
Ties onine s2 | 817 | 123 | 472 | 091 | -.028
s3 | 704 | 146 | 212 | 119 | 297

s4 | 737 | 044 | 022 | 049 | .035
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m1 127 | 025 | .884 | .117 | -.007
m2 | .045 | .321 742 | 084 | -.019
m3 | -167 | 194 | .827 | .194 | -.015
s1 155 | 169 | -.023 | .635 | .090
Social decision s2 .020 .085 .364 769 | -.027
on-line s3 | -.169 | -.118 | 414 | 610 | .033

s4 284 | 454 | -215 | .705 | -.551
d1 107 | 215 | 283 | .049 | .838
d2 218 | 196 | -.260 | .112 | .764
d3 252 | 139 | 118 | .082 | .866
Eigen-value 3.973 | 2.674 | 1.799 | 1.565 | 1.292
Cumulative % 23.306 | 50.425 | 53.254 | 67.092 | 77.418
Cronbach’s Alpha .814 .861 784 745 .820

WOM information
Expectancy

Decision-making
for NP

2oIY Qg4 Zit= <Table 6> ZC} =Y Q07
2 0|22 CiA| HB3h= AHAOA OO TICE EHAfH
Tof ZEH A oS =1y Q22N Zuh, ReFFX|
7t OEICH 2 22 LIEtRCE = A0 28E 222 &
i, 222l d=ds, 718 JE2 7|ty 22t ARl
27, 2212 FOoAEE S 2 CR U2 1.96 O[22 Lt
EPCh Ol2feh Zite =92l SZH+S2 WIS dYs
o MEst Aoz HEcl= Zn glez EEECh =0y
olzd Znto] Ry Moo AoM HER HY: Fots
7|20 Bt HMebde =o|n Qloh 2Lt GFI giol 7|

rn o

N

Zof Cha D|BSIYOLL CHE HBE X|$50| 7|ES 558
A LbEpAt.

<Table 5> Model Fit Index

Index Criteria Result Acceptance
CMIN / DF 1~3 2122 fit
GFI 09~ 0.823 not fit
CFI 09~ 0.914 fit
NFI 0.9~ 0.915 fit
RMSEA 0.00~0.10 0.794 fit
<Table 6> Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Category E S.E CR p
s1 1.000 - - -
Ties on-line s2 479 222 2.157 i
s3 .790 132 5984 | ***
s4 .802 .296 2.709 e
i 1.000 - - -
Information behaviors | i2 .588 .068 8.647 e
on-line i3 .746 .245 3.044 e
i4 .902 A77 5.197 o
m1 1.000 - i

WOM information

m2 | 1.002 .266 3.766 i

Expectancy m3 | 1130 | 291 | 3.883 | **

s1 1.000 - - -

Social decision s2 .839 .058 14.465 | ***
on-line s3 .833 .248 3.358 e

sd4 769 153 5.026 bl

Decision-making for di | 1.000 . . -
NP d2 .855 .089 9.609 bl

d3 942 110 8.563 bl
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<Table 7> Hypothesis Test

E |S.E| C.R |verification
Ties ondine — SCCIAl dECISION| 357 | gao | 493 | HI
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WOM . .
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Expectancy
Social decision Decision-making - H4
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p<0.05
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<Table 8> Moderating Variables & Regression Analysis
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