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T AR - AA - 235 Aol 5 TR woF
of| A& LAYt 53] SNSO| U= ufj-9- w211
WA EikE 7Fs/d o] AL Qlet, oo w2
WO FoAE B Al i), gh At
T ™ ARRIA] ohar e AT
Fo7FEAY, 4], AR ol ek
A 1ol 2 = kAl 7= Abdoll ths A=
£0] I ESMAS flastarat 297E dS5EA
S T AR ARS Aste ob7] wiizoltt
(Difonzon & Bordia 2006; Sunstein, 2009).
S0} A, STl TolA] Suls AP
W Moo Sptel Aleto] Qi whe, 2]

£ Efebe SIS WS e A9 9

o

e

(Esposito & Rosnow, 1983). =2H4lst AH
FHE ERIA HAEEA] o= 791 E4
ACE &9 7k, ¥3, A4, 5% )1 8l
Al 2 ool ok 729 (ol 28, AV

T 5) 1AL g A R0(o: ARelA s, 1A

)

off o

e

4%, A A 5)o] BakHoR kg walch
3l & 4= QJtHAhn & Lee, 2011; Cho & Chung,
2011; Jang & Cho, 2013; Triandis, 1980).
TUjolA = Fro] FAE dAqEo] EEHA
e ar glom A ] Fok= 57 4= U
AR, 84| Frof| theh Al=|el B reofl FS
u| 2= 2.9lof Wst ¢I94(Ahn & Lee, 2011; Cho
& Chung, 2011; Choi, Hwang & Oh, 2012;
Jang & Cho, 2013; Kim & Yoon 2015), &4,
T-8AHe] i =8 5l EAte] tigt P A=

£ PR SA(FES 19, HEY A, o
gk A1, RO T84, AHe| &k, FEY
3 Aol that A9K(Cha, 2015; Hong & Yun,
2014; Kim, Yoo & Kahn, 2015; Lee, 2015; Lee,
Jeon & Yoo, 2015), AA, FH7} 7|l v]x]=
ol et AH(Lee, 2010; Lee, 2011), YA,
£ =84 5l 2o SE ARt S0 digt o
“HCha & Na, 2014; Chang & Park, 2013a;
Chang & Park, 2013b; Choi, 2010)7} LA o[t}
0] Pl 17b0] APEL Zoo] gt ojshE
i o) 7]ofal SFot 2 2 Sl ek v
A ARS8 B4 89, Fo) Aue] 54
21, 70 27 B4)0] 1Slalx] w7 S1a)
Zhz1e] T WQlSe] WEsHs Al glo] £
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2 sfeld Wast g Aolek, ol Fa) v 4
8, Spato] QRS w1 Fas WA a9l
o] 591914, 2015 7+ A WA YrE 4 9
chel Sejol) EE3H o3/} 7Hsd Hlolx, £
o b A] sk Fbale] 1 AEQ) ol wg
o] & Aol

B ol g Ae] ule] SAk e et 5

4] A8 Awstaa gk, ol 9Is) X2 A

o o 1 = [} =
A E= 5] 9¥EE sk Bt s
2 (Triandis model)& 4-8-510f A B 112} g



ol Egfolelit) A mele QIX|-HAY -5 A
of AuE o e BElE Fe4 P o] =(TRA:
Theory of Reasoned Action), AlI¥E & o=
(TPB: Theory of Planned Behavior)Z} S-AMg
o] QIARE o]xrt gk whA| W mdolet & 4=
ULt

o it 3ol A Efollit] A RS AR
S olf= tha Atk A, ARyAelAd
HOF dAtoll A 84 39 oS R R 7 o)
=0 AGE = el A 9] o] =(TRA) I A1E
H 35 o] =(TPB) XA 840 235 FiL
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(Pee, Woon, & Kankanhalli, 2008), =4, E&t
ofir] A mele- QIZke] A (WH F7DE ok
g}, 18} FAlof| ol thall A2 AvH( R 5
7)), ARA QR £x1 24, S 22 a%ls
& BRI 0T Tejelo] 58792 AJSIH AEG of
S5k o -85 A & Ate e e
v sjo] 2rje] 44} SAtofeks 84 W5

2 ofafal 4 Gl o] B4 B AFSIIA T,
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5 FHo 27| gt Awrt v FAsHA Ueht
™, £ 7)o e FHE ST = -84
= o8] AR ¢kl A A=E FAIRT
(Chang & Park, 2013b). YA, +~8A=2 A4
Aoz FHE AGshA] FomA] HHO| AR o
7t =2 2ol ATTHKwon, Cha,
& Jung, 2014).

2 A A2 AlEEo] 9 FHE AR olEk
I 5§51, R0 A 7= A RIA], ool Pk
= A= PR 2SS AT EY] 98l Edfo]
M| X(Triandis) ] 2155 2|-8skarAt g
t}, 1| 4{ula} oFdll(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)2]
1A 3] o] =(TRA) ¥ oFdll(Ajzen, 1991)9] A|
2l 5 o Z(TPB)-2 QXA Q3kE SHo= 2l
7+ 3 ES Argsial Q= | Hhefl, Edfolqir] A wd
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factor) 2= Kt} thefshA FH4dstal eHKim
& Lee, 2012; Triandis, 1980, (Figure 1) =),
mdlo] 54 991 Bk AAsHA AR,
A, BA(affect)> 574 5ol et E7=, 3%,
=t =3 e, B, e Al 2
A =ow TRl e o= ek 4
5714 aglo] ek, 72 aHRte] oxL 4
AollA AE A2E westd 4= l=dl(Pham,
1998), @& ¥ o292 HE= e FAFSHE
(Pahnila & Warsta, 2010). A& 821(social
factor)-> &)%) 349] 0|2 AP 5 0|22
T S AR g e ®, ofd sS4
st oJR|of| FaFe = A A ARA o
22 oJu|gltKFishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Triandis,
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Yoh= A P02 FoS 4= 1 om(Triandis,
1980), AF7] AIA| glo] dojih= A=to]
Akt sk 4= TKKIm & Lee, 2012;
Triandis, 1980). H8=2 W5 35 thet S740|
ba A HAo] aE=A|uE A7l 4
7l BT AR HEE oj oz Qls 54 A=
of|A REEZ o & WAsh= 3Eo] A Wl
YAJ57] = B Triandis, 1980).
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57301 s=tHAjzen, 1991; Triandis, 1980). &
of W2 XA @431 A 71 Auh 7HA a4
AN, A A A, 7E, el sfdst
= AR 20l 58 B 3 ool Pk &t
(Triandis, 1980), AA| 35(behavior)> A7}+=
Ao BEE Qujsin BE A&, B, IEE

SE= i
sl S Eofof Fhal R (Jung, 2012;
Triandis, 1980).
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Figure 1. Triandis Model

T, T2 202 35 =5 AXA] 2L AH 9

SRS Frtal B2 wEoll(Chang & Cheung, 2001),

5ol vix= 2E A, A 219 £ 2419
O

8351t Jeon & Kim, 2005).

E3H Q1A A 8918 F& 7Fx3lo] QI7ke] Blmunt

[e)
A& ZF=tHLauver & Change, 1991), E&to]l
2N

TEE FHEO R T oheo] AT RS B9 v

£ AlEststar, Wl ZH A4S dAlof tigt 7S
_Q_

A e 2

Qi72] 2324o] ) et

o] 83131 i Bergeron, Raymond, Rivard,
& Gara, 1995; Jung, Kim & Lee 2011; Kim &

Lee, 2012; Kim, Kwahk, & Kim, 2015; Thompson,
Higgins, & Howell, 1991),

QA7 o B Pl o] 18] o)
o1 1) X124l AaHE Fojof theh A1 2t -8
A2 e o= AlESlskon, 2) ARRlA 8
FIARA G, 3) A=A

-0,
Mo ]
:LJ
_IZi
oﬁ

2001; Kim, 2007; Oh & Jang, 2004), 15 2.t
517] 918l 2 At 71 T Aol £ 4=
9} Zhitof| oS Frtal uhe Rl £ EA W 8

A} 52 091, o] BH B4 295 TG




t}, A5 S0 FH 54 aQome 9 4l
(source credibility) @ HIAR] A= (message
credibility) &, T84 54 82102 T Hof =

(rumor involvement)2} £ FA|of ot AFA

e
i)
oX

B %= (prior attitude toward rumor subject) 2 A}
7 A& (prior knowledge toward rumor subject)
2 AAsto] 23 ATHKwon & Cho, 2017; Lee
& Lee, 2012), E3E T SRk g 5of JFS v
A= 7 gRlow @ el Ao AR 122l
B S st AlRslsieint theeee
o gt 2t Qloja] Jake wAlE adE
of| thaf Hrt AAAIs] A H Sk,

2 +20lM ALE1H Q210| Het
azre} A F
U T FHE B AlZsHA Fokar He]aL et
(Cho & Chung, 2011; Jang & Cho, 2013), E&}
o]z mElof A ARSlA @Qle- a4 3Fo]
B AR YEolEollM e T A AR
Moz, ol 3Y52] afof qlojA] 7ijlo] AHAl
oA Ta3t ARES] oA &Ssle A=
oJu]gttKIgbaria, Zinatelli, Cragg, & Cavaye,
1997). = HEO| AR o7} HsHA] 9]
mEo] FHE -88k= FAoIA tE AEE0]
S HHE ofBA Ash=A, tE AFES] 3
T e Fagt et E 5l 2 A A
9|4 8Qle " 8ALe] i ggof| mlR|= AR
4o FF oz Fofstar R A Gt A
FFOE ALl WA, AHEA GRS HE

AHERSE ARE st 24e WelEe
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& Tell, 1989). 7FEwH(Kaplan, 1989)-2 X 2]
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IF0) =88 AJA el 71Zgchar A4y
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£ Sol, uA o] U 5-8AUSE T
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B 9 BRE S 2 582 ZAT 4 9
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She TN 9 AR AsE wololn
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AR 508 QA R 588 FNT 5 U
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20f ZE0] et XIZHE R84 W WS T 20

o

A2yl A3Kperceived consequences)+ ﬂ%
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Al ket 71918 Qo1 A opoiae)
(Jung, Kim & Lee, 2011; Triandis, 1980). °©|&
Fo] AAAIA B ZHilo] 7t Fu7} dulut
83t AHRIAE Al 718747 w=lo] 8l
t}, o]} H=of Fu7} *Ve‘ol‘j']'ﬂ iﬁx]% s
4 A T 4lZe]
Lee, 2012), & d++= A2= 7&4‘3 EAE
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3ol o] & A2 5-8-4d(perceived usefulness)
T+ A2k A5 (perceived vividness) 22 Al
wolste] A E i

HA, 2124 78792 71 8 ZE(TAM) |
A F2 AR} & 8910 Z(Edison & Geissler,
2003; Ma & Liu, 2004), A3+ A8 U(Kim &
Kim, 2014), BF1%9(Park, 2013)2] A= 35
Aoz 7 AHO| f-840] - FEO] 8
£ 7L A SEoll TojAQl HiEE P4
she Zte gRlskalth AA9Y F9U(Kim &
Yoon, 2010) 8] A= 7Hds1tolA AlsAet 4=
B2 Al W8 9 RS A 2] e
8740 4 FR S| 7S Tshs H el
okl skl FHel 22 SRR Al
A S ] F-87d0 gt QA= -8-Ake] T 4=
B2 =Y Ao uotEr

A2HE S wAAZE st Ao s,
Hlvl 2 2(Nisbett & Ross, 1980)+ HA]A]
SHA| M= 4 5 shuhe R A8t
ZpahulA] TS ANEHC, vzkeet 2
#(Bickart & Schindler, 2002)= 4442l g
Hoh AR AEE gL Sl gi7k o 7H
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23T, ol AlRHEo] A |2T} AR S
A FoslstAL 7|90 HEE 5= AUdS= ©
n|sl7 %= gcHForgas, 1995). #4492} Fad
(Choi & Namgung, 2015)-2 £]4] 4H|z}e] A4
n|t]olE 53k 9J4] AR TA eS| 9
8 1X12 Ba(9l% B2l Ajzkel Ak, A8l
2%l 4 24, &8, A84 (R s7) <t
A2 W0 4 8 A|54] o8 oo 1]

A= FaFe A Eg=d], 2ol = 7ol

3
k& A 4= Qlot, Fm gt apolA Aol &
28k ShAl 702 "Rl oItk A+t At
= QtHSunstein, 2009), FH= A= S0l
= WEskaL Q= 797t wot ZnlEt, skt
oF 42 3784 S Fddhe Sl 84 W
| A5, SHskl A= A S
ek e Sl &, -8A=0] tdol tis =7
= HAol= 3784 A 784 0] Sl=t|
(Richins, 1997), &2 A2 S o= + 4
A 5 ol gFo| Aot UEhd ok QAL B



B3 o] LA BA 7EYo ] LT
ﬂ(Diener & Robert, 1984).

FHE H3 & 84 e 7 o= 39
3k 7HS 2R 21907} BAR 2o A5
sloto] 84K Ao T 8o wAl= FF
S5 goks Zlojoh

BH 20l Y M2)Y, HAX] ME], B0,
o

AFR EE, ARE X|AlO] i8F
E A3 go] sk AR 85 982 7

sl Rt o elebe A
<k Am golg Aol

SETAO] mEle

Ark, & Atol] Z3HE YA 2 8202 ¥ 4l
Z(source credibility), HIAIA] 412](message
credibility), FH #E(rumor involvement),
T £A)|of]| thgk AR Bl %= (prior attitudes) 2 /\}
7 A &](prior knowledge) 0.2, T Z[A| &
JEol| thet =8A12] 4lZ|of Frjo] thgh &

-

Ao} U2 7} 58 Eakik
g7t F0}E Ao|ek Bkt Roig 2
§ka o Uo7} Felsol ) Sk o|mrh ot
Zol31, A3lole} ghetahel 4834 BHike wo}

)

Zo]tHRosnow, Yost, & Esposito, 1986). =,
Fojof gt 412 FH 8o Fagt S
o}, —;—%XV} FHE Hokar Z15lo] ket

‘|-‘

AR 012 E Tt ] 2HE A3t YA (source)
o] ot RIAX| A& Zolm HA|A] ] Aof| tjsfiA]
= G715 M "k, =, AR Yo gk Al=e) o

AR o] thgt A=l ] HAJR] o] 8ol Pk
H|2= 8427F F 4 Qleh AE3)(Cheon, 2015)
O] A= WAl E(EAD) ol digh Al=|el -4 4
Hof thgh Al2] B Sl offeof] GRS A= A
= Hol =}le}, o]& Frjof A8 B, FHE
Alsshs LR T wAA] 2o gk Alg|=
o] & 4= lt}, ’IA, HAJA] A== HIA IR
4, A2, 5849 5 HIAIRI] A o] Tt
8210 H7HE on|dti(Flanagin & Metzger,
2008). A7 (Chung, 2008)2 72 Yl-golatc
o] fpsial gdo] Bt HAAIZEH &
wzjo)7] wlzel] A5 BYE #0171 fsiAl=
AR A9 Hol Fasiral 723k ddl
(Elliott, 2002)2 SNSOA A== 5 A E2]
W-goll wet -8As0] JHE Wolsole Hie
o - A7} thEA vepdthal =43 2
£ A== 221 G FEof tigt A=)
T9] ol FaFe vlAlE 2 FRIFEKLIm
& Lee, 2007; Yang, Heo, & Choi, 2008). ©]¥
o2 ujeho 2 8 nj 2ujo] AR Exjo] g
X]”—J Fo]| thgk =83} Eite] IS = = %
o= ol = Sl &Rlo] HA| ok FH AR}

= 7] Sxdo] rgestal ojopr] e HijAolY &
5ol A A LER= AlAEL W A
HE 23517 wzoll -8AkfA 22213l vkg-
2 9S4 tiDelgadillo & Escalas, 2004).
HAJZ] AlZ]el BlEo] £ o] o] tigh A1)



T £ 8o k= v|A 4= o= alolrh 4
H A Al=st f3o] 7t Adgsh= HAX]of o
s} Hets ] oL glom HA Qlo] JRE Agd A
Z1o]t(Ohanian, 1990; Park,
S g2 HARE Aoz R 9
lﬁ*‘%fn\j TEARE] WARIE -8
77801 = Al(Jung, 2011), Al=E 4= Q=
Yo Algsh= HA A= Wislkeh= AeE] 2
< B9l 84 HieE WAt Lee, 2009).
A AHO] A= A= AlE AR AlE WS
o ot S vAle Aem UEhe
(Lee & Jeong, 2009), & 1740 AR 14 Al
2SR o] tigt vheol A JEFE vl
A= A0 2 YEPITHSeo, 2011), T3 T
= S AgAp JE e Aol &
= Fo]| 30022l HiIe g FAdste] FH(HH)
£ A52o® 483k Yelar qlek, &, AR
RS ERIsH] ofgfE FHeie FE Yol F
Q3lth= Ao|tiBordia & Rosnow, 1998). ©]
Uz} ol3tH(Lee & Lee, 2012)2] AFE £
o] 5847} FulE S Eelol L} AR 23,
Foje] 8-S A= o] FolE oe e
RS Kol .

HAIZ] AlZe} A% A=]7F wAIA] ZAU g
Ao AT S/dolebH 8AKY] Hiku Tol®
OF T2 -84 BAE B g St Jake
aQlojot, WA Frof Tt 7]21¢]
B =(rumor involvement) S AHEH 21}
Zt}, AFHKruman, 1965)-2 #ol& 7014
A o7 Aol 2folzk=2} 43(Reichheld
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& Schefer, 2000) 9] ¢1+tof| W=, A8]2}o]
oA fe o] wheha] A EOf Tl A2, B s}
of thgt-golA, HAE HFof 2jol7t et = 2
AT} 72 Aol aHAES B AEE 4]
Ao & gAGTtal g, o] #
3l 2, i ol tisf] Hel/do] w25 HA]
A 9] g B E ARLE go] s k= Ao
t}, 4=8Apute} o el o] 42 Al FoF
of we AelE B Zloleh, FA] - A #ofe]
Thlo] B 8ANH 34 49 T ARSI o]

78 TR ol B F8s0] Ael ool

™ Shitel] 48

U o7k So)E of s Exch 438 74
o] 014 Aolck, The HHEAY Loy Aol
Polmrh 2 A9 Hr} 2ujo] Ygt 48wt

oFa Aoz wekEr)

oo} tEo] -8Ake] i ool thet e
T AR A4 R o]l FEEE I 4 Qe
fQlor AAsigint, et of i AAjof s &
4188 wWrkesks Ale|d A os 42840
AW 2] 2 o)A} AR T ol|A] ez oz oJa)
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)
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| ©]&(cognitive consistency theory)o]] T=
, AFFES 7HA G Ald s Hi=E Al
= 70| glo] AH4le] 71& Aldou) e eot B
LA|oh= FHO| =EEHW o|F Iustd= A
= Heltk, A=, Q1o AR Hae] 5 9
F2 FEe AR JFe ofEtEa(Alloy &
Tabachnik, 1984), tiAtol tigt QA T} 24 A E
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HY(Kim & Kim, 2004) 719 RO EA(&
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g - 54 ) At 7] ol gt 8419 AP =
=(FAA - THA - S AR HE) 771
HO) 37 oJof m A= Fake A ESk=T, oy
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=T THE, SR Ao digh 1 o= 7]
S AR 7t 2R LR SR i,
FAA 1 Ao EH?IF_P T o= AP BTt R
Aoz Uit o9k B
sfo], o2 Hshxl 18]l 553 (Lee, Jeon,
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= 7 e 801 AT H At A AAFE,
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HE A 48 T ARSI 2HE AW SR AoR ‘/PEP;IE} ST Y5
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v

2014)9] A7 SNS AR o] § HHI A o] FAFCHKim, 1992). LITeRIoNA A}
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46 X 2 £+t SHit 2ol F&2 0|Xl= 22l &t H+
Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results
Factor Variable fzt?tr;dr?g:ijfndg Estimate | S.E C.R P AVE ggﬁ;t;.:g
NI1 .899 1.000
Normative Influence” NI2 957 1.065 .022 48.172 | .000*** | 0.705 0.877
NI3 .989 1.014 .024 | 41.843 | .000***
PU1 .985 1.000
PU2 .970 .996 013 | 75.229 | .000***
Perceived Usefulness? PU3 .954 981 .014 | 68.322 | .000*** | 0.773 0.944
PU4 .892 912 .018 | 50.423 | .000***
PUS 912 .936 .017 | 54.865 | .000***
PA1 .842 1.000
Positive Affect Toward Rumor® PA2 .968 1.124 .027 | 41.454 | .000*** | 0.752 0.901
PA3 .940 1.079 .027 39.644 | .000***
NA1 .802 1.000
NA2 .873 1.102 .035 | 31.899 | .000***
NA3 963 1.297 .035 32.287 | .000***
Negative Affect NA4 958 1.296 | .035 | 36.980 | .000%*** 0589 | 0919
Toward Rumor? NAS .871 1.179 .037 | 31.807 | .000***
NA6 .834 1.130 .038 | 29.800 | .000***
NA7 812 1.108 .039 28.698 | .000***
NA8 913 1.258 .037 34.194 | .000***
MC1 .895 1.000
Message Credibility MC2 926 1122 | .025 | 45.363 | .000%**
of Rumor” MC3 955 1129 | .023 | 49.273 | .000%** 0769 0930
MC4 .881 1.017 .025 | 39.953 | .000***
PARS1 .898 1.000
PARS2 .909 1.102 .025 | 44.381 | .000***
PARS3 922 1.050 .023 46.243 | .000***
Prior Attitudes PARS4 922 1.183 | .026 | 46.266 | .000%***
Toward Rumor Subject” PARS5 .930 1.290 .027 | 47.381 | .000*** 0721 0954
PARS6 .965 1.228 .023 | 53.152 | .000***
PARS7 972 1.243 .023 54.450 | .000***
PARS8 .954 1.244 .024 51.240 | .000***
PK1 .810 1.000
Prior Knowledge PK2 945 1264 | .036 | 35599 | .000%**
Toward Rumor Subject” PK3 917 1203 | 035 | 34194 | 000*** 06671 0.889
PK4 .831 1.169 .040 29.487 | .000***
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Factor Variable standardlz_ed Estimate | S.E CR P AVE Cthtr.U.Ct
factor loading Reliability
_ OFFI1 829 1.000
lntz:;'cl't?oeng) OFFI2 949 1.144 | 031 | 36.477 | .000*** | 0.771 0.909
Facilitating OFFI3 .898 1.084 | .032 | 34.362 | .000***
Conditions ONI1 .898 1.000
On-line -
Interaction? ONI2 951 1.075 024 | 45.372 | .000 0.716 | 0.883
ONI3 868 941 025 | 38.126 | .000***
RA1 910 1.000
Rumor Acceptance'® RA2 954 1.084 | .021 | 52.784 | .000*** | 0.808 | 0.927
RA3 964 1.096 020 | 54.525 | .000***
o OFF1 972 1.000
Off-line'" 0.801 0.889
OFF2 924 1.021 .020 | 50.573 | .000%**
OA(0)1 922 1.000
on-li
@Ug‘,’\; (Anon;mli?;o)m 0A(0)2 929 1016 | .020 | 49.783 | .000*** | 0.737 | 0.894
Inte'nt.ion 0A(0)3 926 1.016 020 | 50.237 | .000***
OAX)1 969 1.000
On-line * % %
(Anonymity )" OA(X)2 976 996 012 | 84.964 | .000 0.891 0.961
0A(X)3 925 974 | .016 | 61.228 | .000%***

X* = 4062.213 df = 1196, CMIN/Gf = 3.396, CFl = .954, TLI = .949, RMSEA = .051

*p < .05, **p < .01.***p < 001.
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Affect <|:

Social _[
Factors

Perceived Rumor W.O.M
Consequences —[ intention
Decision
Making Factors
[
Facilitating Conditions
Figure 3. Path Model
Table 2. Mean/SD of (In)Dependent Variables
Variables m SD
Perceived Consequence Perceived Usefulness 2.88 1.40
Social Factor Normative influence 2.95 1.26
Positive Affect 2.77 1.25
Affect
Negative Affect 4.08 1.40
Message Credibility 3.74 1.17
Decision Making Factors Prior Attitude 3.45 1.56
Prior knowledge 3.61 1.18
Off-line Interaction 4.71 1.05
Facilitating Conditions
On-line Interaction 4.24 1.27
Rumor Acceptance 3.46 1.34
Off-line 3.13 1.44
Rumor W.0.M Intention On-line(Anonymity O) 2.57 1.39
On-line(Anonymity X) 2.43 1.39

* 7 point Likert scale: 1: Not at all agreed ~ 7: Strongly agreed



A5 ARL0) 471
2o 34} o)
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& Cheung, 2001; Kim, 2007; Oh, 2000; Oh &
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oot 1 W g KT mY MRS Byo
ZuER o2 tjol o] mEA Azler) Ao
2 95lar, 7Py A3 A4e9] AIC= ek HEF(AIC
= 2584,567)°] 7]& XH(ACI = 3038.664) T}t
A UeRgTh, ECVI E3E tiet BF(ECVI =
2.856)°] 7]& HF(ECVI = 3.358) =} ¢ 2|
et RP3E iRt P (R? = 658)0] 7IE
HH(R® = 431)Eth=A yetith &, A
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EE AE FIF 4= IAeK(Table 3)
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Table 3. A Comparison between Original Model and Alternative Model

Original Model

Alternative Model

Positive Affect
Toward Rumor
Negative Affect
Toward Rumor
Normative Influence
of Recipients
Perceived Usefulness
of Rumor

Affect {

_[

\

Rumor
Acceptance

Social
Factors

Perceived
Consequences

Positive Affect
Toward Rumor
Negative Affect
Toward Rumor
Normative Influence
of Recipients
Perceived Usefulness
of Rumor
Message Credibility
of Rumor
Prior Attitudes
Toward Rumor Subjec
Prior Knowledge
oward Rumor Subject

Affect ‘I’

__[

Social
Factors

Rumor
Acceptance

Perceived
Consequences

Decision
Making Factors

x* = 2918.664, df = 265, CMIN/df = 11.014, CFl = .896, TLI
= .908, RMSEA = .105, AIC = 3038.664, ECVI = 3.358, r?
= 431

x? = 3770.567, df = 634, CMIN/df = 3.739, CFl = .959, TLI
= .963, RMSEA = .055, AIC = 2584.567, ECVI = 2.856, R’
= .658




Affect

#"Negative Affect
", Toward Rumor """

Social ,:'ﬁ'grmative |IIﬂl.IEI"I‘(:.E"'. 013
Factors *.,,, ofRecipients ./

Perceived Usefulness
of Rumor
.561%%%
Message Credibility
of Rumor

Prior Attitudes
:u Toward Rumor H
.., Subject .

Perceived {
Consequences

Decision
Making Factors

015"

+ Prior Knowledge

Rumor
Acceptance

} Rumor W.0.M
intention

P Path coefficient is a standardized path coefficient
— SignificantPath —» NotSignificant Path

",‘ Toward Rumor .‘
T Subject e

Facilitating Conditions

*pe5, P01, *Hp<.001

Figure 4. Path Analysis Results
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Table 4. Hypotheses Testing Results

Research_ Path S.C |Estimate| S.E. CR P
Hypothesis
Normative Influence — Rumor Acceptance .013 .013 | .026 .508] .611 Rejected
Perceived Usefulness — Rumor Acceptance 310 268 | .026 | 10.482| .000 | Accepted
H-1 Positive Affect — Rumor Acceptance 119 130 | .032 4.034| .000 | Accepted
Negative Affect = Rumor Acceptance .041 .045 | .026 1.706| .088 | Rejected
Message Credibility = Rumor Acceptance .561 649 | .031 | 21.227| .000 | Accepted
Prior Attitudes — Rumor Acceptance —.017 | —.016 | .024 —.664| .507 | Rejected
H-2
Prior Knowledge — Rumor Acceptance .015 .018 | .027 .673] .501 Rejected
Off-line Interaction — Off-line W.0.M Intention .030 .046 | .054 .849| .396 | Rejected
Off-line Interaction — Opposite
—-.12 —.181 052 |—-34 .
On-line (Anonymity O) W.O.M Intention 6 8 05 3.469) 000 result
Off-line Interaction — Opposite
-1 —-.27 .052 | =52 .
On-line (Anonymity X) W.O.M Intention 0 6 05 >-293| 000 result
H-5
On-line Interaction — Off-line W.0.M Intention 166 192 | 042 4.626| .000 | Accepted
On-line Interaction —
On-line (Anonymity O) W.0.M Intention .302 .330 | .040 8.168| .000 | Accepted
On-line Interaction —
On-line (Anonymity X) W.0.M Intention 336 374 | .040 9.274| .000 | Accepted
Rumor Acceptance — Off-line W.O.M Intention .527 605 | .036 | 16.946| .000 | Accepted
Rumor Acceptance —
457 494 .034 14.705| .000 | A ted
H-6 On-line (Anonymity O) W.0.M Intention ceepte
Rumor Acceptance —
444 490 | .033 | 14.752| .000 | Accepted
On-line (Anonymity X) W.0.M Intention ceepte
x* = 4570.099, of = 1217, CMIN/of = 3.755, CFl = .947, TLI = .942, RMSEA = .055
Resea_rch W.O,M Intention N m SD t P
Question
Off-line W.0.M Intention 906 3.13 1.44 i
18328 | 000 | OPPOSIe
On-line W.0O.M Intention 906 | 2.50 | 1.36 result
Q-1
On-line (Anonymity O) W.O.M Intention 906 2.57 1.39
6.428 | .000 | Accepted
On-line (Anonymity X) W.0.M Intention 906 2.43 1.39

* Opposite Result : Significant but direction of hypothesis direction is reversed
* ‘Informational influence’. ‘Perceived Vividness'. ‘Habit Hierarchies of Rumor’, ‘Rumor Involvement’ variables are excluded from the fina
model.



Table 5. Mediating Effect of Rumor Acceptance

Perceived Positive Message Rumor
Usefulness Affect Credibility Acceptance
Total Effect 0.310 0.119 0.561
Rumor Direct Effect 0.310%** 0.119%** 0.561%**
Acceptance
Indirect Effect
Total Effect 0.164 0.063 0.296 0.527
ff-line W.0.M
Off-line W.0 Direct Effect 0.527%*
Intention
Indirect Effect 0.164** 0.063** 0.296**
Total Effect 0.142 0.054 0.256 0.457
On-line (Anonymity O) . xx
W.O.M Intention Direct Effect 0.457
Indirect Effect 0.142** 0.054** 0.256**
Total Effect 0.138 0.053 0.249 0.444
On-line (Anonymity X) . ek
W.0 M Intention Direct Effect 0.444
Indirect Effect 0.138** 0.053** 0.249**
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001
ShAbOI%( 3 = 457, p = .000), 22 HX) (bootstrapping)< &3l 831 Fa3} 214 &t
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Applying Triandis Model, this study examined factors affecting people’s rumor acceptance and
diffusion behaviors. Based on previous studies, the study tried to find the Model’s possible
application to studying rumor. To do so, factors comprising the Triandis model were
subdivided, furthermore, factors affecting decision-making in the process of spreading the
rumor were added to the original model in order to make up for the weakness of the Triandis
model that neglected elements of decision-making process. Results showed that “message
credibility’, ‘perceived usefulness’ and ‘positive affect’ had positive effects on rumor
acceptance. In addition, people are more likely to spread rumors via off-line than online. In
case of spreading rumor via online, people’s word-of-mouth intention of rumor was a bit
higher where anonimity is guaranteed compared to personal sites where their identities can
be revealed: It seems that people do not prefer to deliver the negative rumor via online where
one’s identity can be easily detected. Even though people intend to spread rumors, it is hard
to put a plan into practice when there are interfering external conditions. Therefore, the study
divided external facilitating conditions which can affect rumor diffusion behavior into two
elements, a peron’s offline interactions and online interactions with others. Results indicted
that people’s word-of-mouth intention of rumor via online was higher when their offline
interactions with others are not active. In the meantime, people’s word-of-mouth intention of
rumor via both online and offline were high when their online interactions with others are

active.
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