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Abstract This study classifies review attributes into ratings, number of comments and image
information in online shopping mall to verify their impact on brand attitude and purchase decision and
e—WOM intention. Use SPSS 23.0 for frequency analysis, factor analysis and regression analysis. The
results showed that review attributes have a positive effect on brand attitudes, purchase decision and
e—WOM intention, but the number of comments has not affect on purchase decision. Brand attitude has
a positive effect on purchase decision and e—WOM intention. Brand attitude has media effect in the
relationship between ratings, 1mage information and purchase decision, and in the relationship
between review attributes and e—WOM intention. As these results, consumers don't always like to have
a lot of comments. and should allow to focus on high ratings and photo reviews as much as possible

when writing reviews.
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off #elsl A= 2010 o]F HA3] S7leal =

Aol 3].

ZRZE QIE o) gl Ftol| A &l IAAIES T

3 Aol AES U AR A o] Q= o5l F
|

5715 HAG AES Tsk] delle 2 Al
gk gkt AUk IHEM o -2 = oln] AFEES 7
Ak AH|Rbe] ) 2 & SRS A Fast
-7 %*17} Zol7] HHE—OMM]

20l FHE 2HAEEe] BAE HE(5, 6] 2 A%

Tl g7, 8loll e Avket PFE F= A 0= vER
[9], Z2H|ARE2] AR Lol A AR (ol o]
FolA= oY, AT S AR Bl 7195l
A A o R Algshs Rt B AEE et
AR 2A] An)aF Fold A FaS n XY 10].
o 9plo] AYEEo] HAE ou)x] H9At & o
2] Pz 29<1 2HE Algska vk 22k 24-e]
£ Fol = FEe G- (review) ot 7 HH (star
rating) FEH= A== BHo] 7HE wol &8
W efeta @ % e, EaL el @it P
54 AE th TS )23 il o] o, A
B, e A avoaa 3% RIS 5ol OUR
2HASe] oj7do] EgA 0w AUHTi:
oH11].
7| AYATES o] B4 B AFA o8 Tk A
ARE Al lov, F= I
gk Haks| om|el] gt = A3tk S
L SHAINE H 2R &g =0 gl AR, 19
9 T ANAARJN ARE Eehs o|nAHEe] el
Hoote], anlRke] oabAAel Fadk 3k
[12, 13]. T3} Fileri(2016) & < 0
BRI} FAAEA 2] AR RS Fole 89
SEATH 141, whebA 2 Aol A= 2ol olm XA R
S SAE = AAste] o] AlFel Wigk Bal=

N

I

of &t A7t FAEHATHL3, 15, 16]. o] A o]n|X]
o] Jgvt Tt HAF STk AlRolA oA
A U A7 HE 2o Zlow ddHn.

ol 22k AeE wle] Wb Bl AR
oAl Fad oAby bz 2gHa oS Rt
oz} 7|je] BT} AnRbEed Al 17gwkar Aol
A AAEE A7 AR - sl et
wHe zAE 2 asi

upebs] 2 el A= 2kl =S o83k 20,
30t T ARAHES EH”OFE AEe] it S4e
H, A2 & oM AARRE EFete] AlF BIA= B,
Tuf AR 2 g}l Ao nR|E ke dolr a1,
R FAE BlE] tig Bi=e 2h SA9 A
g Bl 2kl el The] kAl A iz E k=
w3lstar sl=AE Felskaat zﬂt‘r

AT AdE Fal 2Rl R

% Sl 1 ofieh Sele) 4398 oHIY Qe

=

2.1 #lF &4
Q3 90%60] AIAEE TEA Aol ekl 2

1:1 il

1S W Faskal 2Rl gl ol &

t}17, 18].
22kl 2] H-(Online Review) & #|Fo]uf An| 2%
T - BRAT AnjAbEo] 714, Al AH|2eh P
B7HQ W8S Aol o] §3lel 22l &g Eolut
Qo

Ll
ruO

]’J— M

1=
SNS(Facebook, Instagram, Wechat, A% &),

el AFTUE AAE Foll 2, AR, 59 59 FHE
X 2ok AS W[5, 19], 453, Fl$7], ARE-
571, g o st g2 BEV)% i) o5 F
2 A=Al FHE YepA|RE 33 o] st =



29l 43

Zol Al et

£7do] BHl= L,

o

TR 2 2l Az 115

v 2= G

3 A8kt 21-23]. g4, Kim & Lennon(2013)-
oM A GBI} Aol thek Al zél‘i'e— Alg3kaL 917]
ol Frujol] e mx= 8Rlo R AASIIT =
Loglol g X (HH, Y29 oF oluxAR)L tx™
Al o] thEAQ AnfA; #ho] PFejet & ¢ o 24].

2.1.1 BH
2Rl &g Ee] AHjz) Bl RE ¢lo ARIES] A
S 22 FAAsAY ¥BA, H A (Review ratings) 5

AL
o2 TAE Av|AEe] Hrlel #HE FRI) 2o 7)
=5

k= AolrH 26].
H3]H2(2014)8 &
=¥ AvREe] HAE HEs FAA il &
H|Z}o] B= ELJ_#P} H §_4 o8 U= o=
ATHAH27]. &, = e ZeH|REe] e Aol

SR e AL ASE ¥ 4

2.1.2 939 <%

A=Z9] Y(Number of comments)o]& AlEou A
vz~ th gt glite] g on|gith AH|RL sE A
Froluh An] 2o ﬁﬂ‘sﬂ 7354?9\74‘/} 2 uEE 22l &
= S0 ARG TE on|shH, An|AEo] A
Folup AH] ¢ ?Uﬁﬁﬂ Al ol§- fr-8-3HAl E8-ah=
AE o] shtolth28].

Kramer et al.(2007)& AFHT= o Jue] o
o] Zn|AblA S A3 JFS v = J2S v

T 29, 30].
w:q oko] Bl= AL 3 H% A2l Q1717F 9o,

ATh= «]U]f: OH“E’ T A 7] wjol[31, 32] &AM
2 221 Hige] o] B Al ¥ a3ks vk 7t
sdo] 33 &, HEe] ¥ Sk 2HAke] B
o} 7ol e IS A= Aew B 5 Stk

2.1.3 oJu x| K.
2Rl gl A AREARE AARE Al A, 2, A
A, 5d 5 o FHE AeEs Ars 2Rk A

7HAle 7 ]Oio]--_— '553.?} B_Zto]
o|m] A% ®.(Image information) = A|F°] 2
A 53¢ NZHselel Edske RE eln@ch12]. of
mA AR TR A ARE Saje] anRrt AR AE

= }(ﬂ-—“ﬁ‘]—oi/yﬂ Al
Zhar & 4= UTH35].
o

H Ay 9401] ]
ool 0]‘:’]%1 u.

ZRRECA A A7V HOM
o] AR E ATt Atk

oA gk 7px|e} 3ol thslA e vhdst W
Ho A A=E]IT) Xu et al.(2015)-> oF7}<&(Amazon)
ol A ATz AFE BHE B, 11 Tl 59 29

F AR7F 92E Ao Junrt o A2 5 9ls
i opel A5Ee] i fraitial FgeicH13]. 1
2uh 21 2 A o|w|H] Fre TR E A}
g A= o7 BH gk otk

2.2 BYE= HXE

AR BEeke] IAIE B3l B AlEe] uigt
S 7L Adeb, 71 BEE Fufjekar, Hrle)
Al 361

B = ¥%=(Brand attitude)= 7HQlo] 54 Bi=
of thall =784, F-44, S04 H= H|Z %Sl HeE

b, AHRRE 54 Bdse] gisl] felskAY B st
Walo w2 s A REgsh= koIt 37]. o]g A B
= HEE 54 AE 2=l s S dol AL v
Fo|H o ukg, Brkstant sk ARk Aaoleki
% 2= ohj_ 38

TR HAE HEE 54 AEelt Hllse| i)
7+ Rk 20)Ake] ANER) B7kRA S ol
2 7He 470 vHRIA) g Wk o} 1) S o
N e A7) dEel 719 avlAEe] At 1
Aol dis) B2 HA Bt 4D 5 YES
3] wmFefol g AoltH[39].

2.3 a4
W2 AAdTo A Full 2 A (Purchase decision)-2
%7}%74]0“/\1 7t B=Sof disl Frkek & an|xrt



116 dAEgHFTAT A194 A75

M Aashs Baso] AES Fulels 3
=, &AL EH‘] 7V AlFolv Hal=d
St i= i | SAE Tl =rt FAdE)
o} -uj 7&011 %0134 tjetoli} of 714
g o8 Fuleedl = FulehA] s
f<le] FTH40].

23] 9](2018)= 28Rl FHES AnRbelAl 114
1 AE AFskar 7] wiol] njRke] Fhul oJALA
Aol Fulgh FEFS wXITH41]aL sigieh i a7g o)

AN JAAAS B3 AES APH R Aules o
Aol [ 42], ool - ) *Hlxke *J%%LUH 2 H 0

o
g,
r
M

:@ i
I

é
fo

o
o
ox

rr o k1 ol

T

& g
1
X2

A& sh= dell Qo] v AvAEe] HrkE T8t
A A7t RS Qu)git), &, 2E1ellA 7] )
AHREEO] Bl At AHAFES] e freskes )
o 83 &S ghrli= Blorh[43-45].

2219 2] %= (e—~WOM intention) & Hl Y o]} 3}
O|HEAEE u7f& st AnlRbEo] 54 7Yl Al
T Azl tigk 4n)p ghe] AR A ES S
Ao AR5 wdkskE = 71y
Sh= Zloluh46, 47]. &M)A}

o o,
d ax
T o,

it
ol

L‘E

:L;H 7<4 o
=

0_1_, ‘1‘1

o
m
:

&

»

X
30 2 T

9]

o]

o [
e ao —L
o
K
o my
flo
(] OH
>,
2
&8 =
T
ol
:|N:',
i)
HI
ui

9o X

_ur>~r10
2 r
olﬂﬁﬁ
0y
ol [
T e
O
A
mmm—h
o
P>2i
=
N lo
ﬁﬁ
(3

o o
oo
1A
rlr
-z
oZi
X
rg
&

b
~
I
%)
H

MEH .uw ‘%‘H Nﬂlxm Al Ab
BRIl A #ig Al Bzl of
ow FHEY Afretart ek o
TH50]. =5 7 Fpgoll A el &=
T O AL 2 7S T AL
3% A BRe] FFH S s Hhof
Febar ST 511

webA] 2 AellAE 2l 2lie] WA, el &
7} olu A By HAE BlE AT 21 2w

ol
o

%0, & ok
rr H
IO i
o gy
S 44
oo o
(o]

N
FF

ot TQ > 3o oo w ol ox
[e]
(d
R o
oflt
2,

3.1 A2y 2 7

B oAs 28 8] AlFo|y Bz it
2] S4do] HAlE i, a2 28kl e
o WA= GFE AT AL Yo g o9
w2 ATEAE EESolTh ool AlE 2kl g
B, Ao o 2 ouX AR mEt HHE e}
w27 9@ 2gkel P nx|E IS v e
Zolth, AgAT5 EUlZ 7}7ke] e v} o)
7148t o AR E S Fig. 13 2t}

Review attributes

Purchase
decision

Review ratings

Number of
comments

Brand
attitude

Image information

e—WOM
intention

Fig. 1. Research model.
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Table 1. Operational Definition and Measurement

Variables Definition of variable items Description
review ratings Positive and negative evaluation scores ('>f comments on a particular 6 Park & Lee(2009), Hyunghak Jung et al(2019)
product or service
Number of comments The number of reviews or corpments P()Sted by the customer through 4 Yangsik Joung(2015), HyungHak Jung(2019)
their experience
Image information Information in the form of text'an'd image combinations by visualizing 5 Lin et al(2012), Yang et al(2017a)
the characteristics of the product
. . ' . . Sunbon Gu & Yukyeong Chong(2018),
Brand attitude a favorable or unfriendly response or evaluation of a particular brand| 4 GuYean Lim(2020)
Purchase decision | After evaluating the brand, buy the brand that consumers like best 7 Schuckert et al(2015), Woonsil Ko(2019)
c—WOM intention Positive or negative opinions of potential, actual and former consumers 5 |Halvorsen et al(2013), Eunha Chun et al(2017)
of the company or product through the Internet
Z} AFolvt Bl=Eo tiel rkek - b dsdle B e ARS Jsiglon® 20t 2937 (74.4%)
BHAE=E Ffst= Aoz A3t} Schuckert et o7 H|&o| 7P B Ao eyt 2HE = s
al(2015) % 1241(2019)9] ATE vlEo g A= Ao] 1657 (41.9%) 0.2 SHA Hl&o] F¥or =&
S AAste] 77 Has FESe] SA45ar[42, 67], Ao yehgen sEEas gt £ 2119
2Rl Ao R AnjRlEe] AlFold BllEd gigk (53.6%) 0% 7P B HlES AAskaL dvk g A

o] & AEE YIS E3) el A FAA = B ZHE 23 AP o 7= 3539(89.6%)2] A7 A
A AL F&eE Aoz A5ttt Halvorsen et Al a 2 293l Mol ulal d oz vERST) A
al(2013), A-e-af 9](2017)¢] A& vpgow A4S A< A3 s Table 23 2t
S A sl A| MZAste] 57 S FET
= | #stsi te1 571 = _—r el Table 2. The characteristics of the analyzed samples
Argisiehias, 68). BE G5 57 AAE A Al
%—8]'3/:]\‘:]'- tﬂfl\_xég,/]}_‘:_ Table loﬂ X‘ﬂ/\]’—o‘]— q_ Concept Group N(%)
Male 109(27.7)
Gender —
s W B Female 285(72.3)
3.3 AEg #H B4 . 20s 293(74.4)
ge -

EAT1E 93] 2021 39 1295 199717 2 30s 101(25.6)
o R Under high school 8(2.0)
SYES ATFAL (PRI Fol2 A4 2wl e

- . College graduate 82(20.8)
ng‘:_'_o] é_”\]ﬂ?iﬁ} %E}‘” 5'1-‘—‘4%0]]1\1 Xﬂ%;F'UH 74540] Education University graduate 211(53.6)
Qe == 20, 30t B[RS gt RS s Master™s or Doctor graduate 73(18.5)

o h 20(5.1

ok ARAE B 428k iRE A, 5 AR Others oD
" 15 o gqne oo . self—employment 22(5.6)
=AY SH 34E AR & 39440 AEAE & Office works 80(20.3)
Ao AF&-3F3T). technical work 68(17.3)

HZHAL GPSS 23.0 TE2WE o] &3l IR Occupation House wife 12(3.0)
A golRA /E}%E/H NFERA T 7R O Public officer 32(8.1)
N e o ’ Student 165(41.9)
:ﬂ:ﬂ%ﬁl o= %BH 7]'/}—;]_“_3‘ 7&!'6“6]'%]\14' Others 15(3.8)

=1,000,000 172(43.7)
Monthly 1,000,000 ~2,000,000 158(40.1)
income(KRW) |2 000,000~ 3,000,000 52(13.2)
4. AT A 00000 5000 ‘
A A 3,000,000> 12(3.0)
<50,000 84(21.3)
4.1 T dnky 54 monthly online |50:000~100,000 142(36.0)
shopping 100,000~ 200,000 101(25.6)

Srtxo] Qubo] EAe Auz Ujo] 1091 sh

sTAkel A9l 54 ] expenditure(KRW) 56 500 ~300,000 39(9.9)
(27.7%), ©1’3°] 28578(72.3%) 2.5 o1/ H]&o] A3 300.000> 28(7.1)
o= l‘_—'f? ﬂr Od%]g_i*‘:— —]é ﬂ?oﬂ 1 A.ﬂEoﬂk] Zﬂ? Reviewed Yes 353(89.6)
(Ju122)8 Fole Ao] gz B 20, 0dhe] zwla L overene [ 1oy
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Table 3. The result of review attributes Factor Analysis

A3} Table 49} o] &

435

E ==E0

1t} Cronbach’a

A4  0.735% LERFo™, KMO e 0.7340]91,
Bartlettd] 784 AA X+ 340.862(p<.001) & T35

of ZAETe| AHEe} B

Tt o

des FEsidith

4.2.3 A Al ﬂﬁf} R R

424 2291 F-d el

22l e s}
3l A3} Table 631} o] B3

F
Qa1, Bartlette] +3 4
=50 SAETY AF e} e a3

—9~:“.:

3 A

Concept Item 1};2322; %ijsg Cumulative Cronbach's a
Many recommendations 755
Pay more attention to scoring 749
Review Ratings|As the product evaluation is very good, my idea is more certain 671 2.840 21.849 771
Review ratings are positive 612
Favorable review .550
Pay more attention to the number of comments 771
The larger the number of comments, the more firm the idea of the product.| .632
Ijggrt;eer“&f If the number of comments is large, the popularity of the product is high 587 224 17.202 T2
A lot of comments were written .568
Add photos or videos, and feel very vivid. 718
Image I think there's a lot of positive photos and videos. 702
information | The attached review of photos and videos is more important. 673 2146 16:508 106
The image information of the review helps to select products (services). .505
KMO: .903, Cumulative: 55.609%, Bartlett test of sphericity: 1474.704, df: 78, sig.= .000.
# p<.05 xx p<.01 =xx p<,001
Table 4. The result of Brand attitude Factor Analysis
Concept Item l}::fjtg; Eij’sg Cumulative Cronbach's a
I read the product reviews and the brand of the product I bought is good .828
The image of the product that the product review said was good has 764
Brand attitude |improved. ) 2.248 56.195 735
I like the product brand I bought after looking at the product review 720
I like the brand I bought after watching the product review 679

KMO: .734, Cumulative: 56.195%, Bartlett test of sphericity: 340.862, df: 6, sig.= .000.

* p<.05 #x p<.01 =xx p<.001
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Table 5. The result of Purchase decision Factor Analysis

Concept Item l}::ig; %ijsg Cumulative Cronbach's a
I will not buy products that have no product reviews at all 737
Will not buy goods (services) with more negative image information .709
1;22?2?;; After reading the reviews, I have the intention to buy products (services).| .677 2.382 47.634 721
will buy the product with the most reviews .676
will purchase products (services) that the review said are good 648
KMO: .754, Cumulative: 47.634%, Bartlett test of sphericity: 356.272, df: 10, sig.= .000.
¥ p<.05 #* p<.01 ##x p<.001
Table 6. The result of e=WOM intention Factor Analysis
Concept Item l}; Tdtl;i; sﬁsg Cumulative Cronbach's a
I want to convey the brand information I use to others .830
e WOM I want to share the brand information I use with others. 789
intention | Will recommend products with good reviews to people around you 730 2.272 56.796 736
wanted to post the brand information I used on my blog and social media 654
(Facebook, Instagram, Wechat, etc.).
KMO: .736, Cumulative: 56.796%, Bartlett test of sphericity: 359.068, df: 6, sig.= .000.
# p<.05 *+ p<.01 *xx p<.001
Table 7. The results of correlation analysis
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Review ratings 1
2. Number of comments D58k 1
3. Image information 525 D7 Tk 1
4. Brand attitude 670 L6255k .636%x 1
5. Purchase decision 6265 4905 603 636 1
6. e—WOM intention 468 A465%x 044 517 554k 1

* p<.05 #=x p<.01
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Table 83} #t}.

0.498 = HHWG7L FHAFE 49.8% A8kl St
ESYHFE 7H] 5344 (Multicollinearity )& 221
3] 918k ARG (VIF) ©F 3-2F8HA| (Tolerance )=
F2}EHA7E 01080 =41 VIFZEe] 10Xt} 2o m g o}
ZTadde] glok & 4 STk T3 Pk 128.880°0.%2
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Table 8. Regression Analysis
Standardized Regression standardized e
: . multicollinearity
depgndent mdepgndent Coefficient coefficients t—value p—value
variable variable
B standard error Beta Tolerance VIF
1.153 153 7.525 .000
Purchase Review Ratings .350 .039 408 8.997 .000 627 1.596
decision Number of comments .053 044 .057 1.205 229 577 1.733
Image information .330 .043 .356 7.727 .000 607 1.647
R’=.498, adj R*=.494, F—value=128.880(p=.000)
1.031 .200 5.146 .000
c—WOM Review Ratings .196 051 .198 3.857 .000 .627 1.596
intention Number of comments 163 .058 151 2.818 .005 577 1.733
Image information 378 .056 .353 6.760 .000 607 1.647
R?=.355, adj R’=.350, F—value=71.481(p=.000)
430 148 2.907 .004
Review Ratings .349 .037 .379 9.302 .000 .627 1.596
Brand attitude
Number of comments 243 .043 241 5.688 .000 577 1.733
Image information 297 041 298 7.200 .000 607 1.647
R’=.594, adj R*=.591, F—value=190.532(p=.000)
Purchase 1.681 142 11.842 .000
decision Brand attitude 592 .036 636 16.322 .000
R’=.405, adj R*=.403, F—value=266.405(p=.000)
c—WOM 1.748 182 9.626 .000
intention Brand attitude 555 046 517 11.951 .000
R?=.267, adj R?=.265, F—value=142.834(p=.000)
* p<.05 #x p<.01 =k p<.001
Hd 3} oA R Y Lo AA o 2] &S v A= 4.4.3 95 A4 1A= g= 7o) A
AL J _ _ - - _ -
Ao vebdE me 7 =L HI=3)S A= obg g3g d%a) Slakel B8 A6
%9} .
13 k. ekl 2ol £4(HA, RFel o olvlAAR)
& SR HAS HEE FHA5E 89 7948 R’
B A -
4.4.2 FH 547 282 FHdxE 7] #A © 05948 EYWSr} BEWMSE 5949 AHET 9
7Hd H2 & 53] flste] ts3lAaA S AAIeE of S5H¥sE 1H os3412d (Multicollinearity )= €}
Stk 22kl 2] 4034, AZ < o AAR) ] 1§ BAFEEAA|G(VIF)<F & AF8HA| (Tolerance)
& FHE, 2Rl RS FEUSR &l 7|99 = $ARPAVE 0108 31 VIFgke] 1054 o
R*2 0.355% S@WS7L FEAFE 35.5% dHstal  tgeilido] givk e 5= glvk 9k Fike 190.532
Atk =HW ?—% 7] -84 (Multicollinearity)S & f245(p<0.001)ol1A FAH o= TFA 3 Ho= 1}
gzl g EAEA S (VIF)oF kg et HALS 3=0.379(p<0.001), NZo] %o 3
= 3.7]35

(Tolerance) = F*}eHAI7} 0.108.0} 331 VIFgLo] 10
E‘jr Aone tsaadeo] stk & 4= glvk B3k Fak

& 714812 F-ol5=(p<0.001)01 4] BAH R Folgh
A0SR Yepdt) FAL $=0.198(p<0.001), H=2] ¥
& B=0.151(p<0.01), °]"|X 4B = B=0.353(p<0.001)
o Bl X el ool frofdt GFE A=
Ao Vel mebd 7 H2(H2 -1, H2—2, H2-3)
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Table 9. Mediation between the review attributes and purchase decision effect of Brand attitude

. Standardized Regression standardized
Stage depe.ndent mdepgndent Coefficient coefficients t—value | p—value
variable variable
B standard error Beta
430 .148 2.907 .004
Review Ratings .349 .037 .379 9.302 .000
Stagel Brand attitude
Number of comments .243 .043 241 5.688 .000
Image information 297 .041 .298 7.200 .000
R?=.594, adj R*=.591, F—value=190.532(p=.000)
1.031 .200 5.146 .000
Stage? e—WOM Review Ratings .196 .051 .198 3.857 .000
intention Number of comments 163 .058 151 2.818 .005
Image information 378 .056 .353 6.760 .000
R*=.355, adj R?=.350, F—value=71.481(p=.000)
.956 .201 4.757 .000
Review Ratings .136 .056 137 2.434 015
. e—WOM E . 5 Nor
Stage3 . . Number of comments 121 .060 112 2.025 .044
tention
Image information 327 .059 .305 5.527 .000
Brand attitude 173 .068 161 2.534 .012
R*=.365, adj R?=.359, F—value=55.961(p=.000)

* p<.05 #* p<,01 =xx p<.001

t}. 71014 RS 04052 SHWUF7F FHHSES
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Table 10. Mediation between the review attributes and e—=WOM intention effect of Brand attitude
. Standardized Regression standardized
Stage depe.ndent mdepgndent Coefficient coefficients t—value | p—value
variable variable
B standard error Beta
430 148 2.907 .004
Stagel Brand Review Ratings 349 037 379 9.302 .000
attitude Number of comments 243 043 241 5.688 .000
Image information 297 .041 .298 7.200 .000
R?=.594, adj R*=.591, F—value=190.532(p=.000)
1.153 153 7.525 .000
Stage? Purghfise Review Ratings .350 .039 1408 8.997 .000
decision Number of comments .053 044 .057 1.205 229
Image information .330 .043 .356 7.727 .000
R*=.498, adj R*=.494, F—value=128.880(p=.000)
1.054 151 6.969 .000
Review Ratings .269 .042 314 6.413 .000
Stage3 Purc_h_ase Number of comments —.003 .045 —.003 —.065 1949
decision
Image information .262 .044 282 5.890 .000
Brand attitude 232 .051 .249 4.521 .000
R*=.523, adj R?=.518, F—value=106.587(p=.000)
* p<.05 #* p<,01 =xx p<.001
Table 11. Regression Analysis 7Haeh o) 280l A E 7He] AA A A= Bl:
= HHyg 7 o]= 7 o =S R fex] 2] L
Hypothesis path Result = ) Zel e Ae® A E I 2} IR=
=] = =
H1-1 Review ratings—Purchase decision(+) Accept E]'?_] ‘ﬂ‘ﬂ’g’/] "‘}\5134' —Q‘E}?_] ‘TLXJQ/}E Zl—‘q] ogﬁo]: 5&7:]]01]
H1-2 | Number of comments—Purchase decision(+) Reject A BAE g7t il 2o 9L Aolel= 7 H7S
H1-3 Image information—Purchase decision(+) Accept ’H E_|115] girjr
H2-1 Review ratings—e—WOM intention(+) Accept O]}B-/] ]_/H 74201] EHE]- 7‘?3_3,/]_3 ‘9_}:3]—‘?_4 Table 11
H2—-2 | Number of comments—e—WOM intention(+) Accept
3} P},
H2-3 Image information—e—WOM intention(+) Accept
H3-1 Review ratings—Brand attitude(+) Accept
H3-2 Number of comments—Brand attitude(+) Accept
H3-3 Image information—Brand attitude(+) Accept 5. 7&%
H4 Brand attitude—Purchase decision(+) Accept
H5 Brand attitude—e—WOM intention(+ Accept 53 5
rand attitude—e intention(+) ccep 20204 0]@_0“11:_ %E]‘?_] _]/}_vg% 20% 78_—-0,:94 %7]__%
Review attributes—Purchase decision Partial -
o o 2
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