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The Relationship between the Social Interactions on the Social Network

and the Purchase Intention

Seung-Min Jung"

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to examine the relationship between the social interactions on the

social network and the purchase intention. And the trust propensity of a trustor, the ability of a

trustee, and the sincerity of a trustee are selected as the antecedents of social interactions. This

paper also examines the effect of type of product as a moderating variable. The result of this paper

reveals that social interactions(in terms of closeness, familiarity, and interpersonal trust) have a

positive(+) effect on the purchase intention. The more social interactions, the more trustors have

intentions to purchase the recommended products by trustees. In addition, the study reveals that the

trust propensity of a trustor and the ability of a trustee directly and indirectly influenced on the

intention to purchase the recommended product. The findings also suggest that the trust propensity

of a trustor and the ability of a trustee have an effect on the closeness, familiarity, and interpersonal

trust resulting from social interactions.

» Keyword : Social Interactions, Purchase Intention, Closeness, Familiarity,

Propensity, Ability, Sincerity
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Table 2. The Communality Analysis of Construct Variables
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S, AR A gge AFAel A Aleld el wtha BrbHW AEA A B8 AUz, 1%
FAge G(+)e] 9IS HAE AR Yepgr) g1 g 2 gAlF s} o, AFS FHT A} AE
AF)ALe] A g AL deAg-g milRE she] A1F A} e AYa gokar ddshd dalFate] 1l HEE Y
of ol Slmol Fol@ TS vld Wk ohfel, NElze] 7 NS o) AApe] ol owsk ARy HNT & 9
v owe] AHHoRE H(+)d P A F weld] Tk
kel 3 o)Eshe AARAS AW Agels NS vpzto 2, Sazae gage Azidsh w2zt
AH8H dmAgol gushe, AL FAR AFS T A JEge R AR ol o] fold JFL v
ahaa sk o|wsk wrk SN S Ak A7 e Aoz vehdeh 71E ApdAE ol 712 dB
A, AN FEe AzAsk AN MBI G ® AE Aole] An vehls Jagel Ve JuS
s Ah-go A(+)e] 93 VX AR eyttt 18 g n)x)= &ﬂoi ﬁ?ﬂ‘ﬂ%our Aol A 9]
2FAke] 5 AL A AE AR msl R ato] AlERbe] 574 oA AA8E AL A s Argolut af o el 9]
w) ool fold deFS wA watk opyel, AEAbe Foh o @ JFL ) 'm a%w
vl AHH 2R H+)) P& v F A 5
Table 4. The Result of Hypothesis Test
Hypotheses Model Path Estimate S.E. C.R. Result
Social Interactions —
H1 Purchase Intention 272 .047 5.783 Supported
H2 Trust Propensity — 424 104 4.067 | Supported™”
Social Interactions
H3 Trust Propensity — Purchase Intention .328 .078 4.214 Supported™™
Ability — .
H4 Social Interactions 152 .079 2.052 Supported
H5 Ability — Purchase Intention 314 .058 5.464 Supported™™
Sincerity — Not
He Social Interactions 045 072 621 Supported
H7 Sincerity — Purchase Intention —-.045 .050 —-.891 Not
Supported
ZF) *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001
Table 5. The Comparison of Hedonic Product and Utilitarian Product
Hypo Hedonic Product Utilitarian Product
these Model Path
S Estimate S.E. C.R. Support | Estimate S.E. C.R. Support
H1 Social Interactions .302 062 | 4.860 | Yes™ 144 070 | 2.064 | Yes'
— Purchase Intention
Hp | Tust Propensity — 176 A71 | 1.081 No .565 198 | 2.857 | Yes”
Social Interactions
Hg | TTust Propensity = 611 139 | 4.399 | Yes™ 401 142 | 2.825 | Yes”
Purchase Intention
H4 Ability = 129 107 | 1.199 No 166 191 | .871 No
Social Interactions
Ability — . .
H5 ) 217 .073 2.962 Yes .265 131 2.029 Yes
Purchase Intention
H6 Sincerity — -113 | 116 | -.973 No .009 130 | .066 No
Social Interactions
H7 Sincerity = 020 | 077 | .257 No -.062 | .085 | -.737 No
Purchase Intention
) *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; **x*p < 0.001
FpoR, AN we 281 A AR OE A & AASAG FAE AFol Al Ben AFd wek
o] HEe 43S vAe 2] AHRT] $5te], F21EA o] A zbsh= AgA o A-&A7 th27] vl [62], A=
o8] A8 AF FIS A ASAR Prold] B A s A4H JE Sl A2 HAE o o) A
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T AES AR, 2484 7HAE o Bol AYE AF
A& R BRI 54 FES o] 7 (2013)[64], wiAls}
o} 71748(2013)[6]19] AFolA o]g3 54 FEE ALgs}
oty B4 A= <E 5>9F 2t

HeFA o} dgAe A ARE v Hd, F A9 B
Az zke] 224, Falgzte] 59, A Ao}l 3412213k
AFE A AdsArgo] AlE|abe] T ool fojeh e n|H|
Ao R yeikth T1g]ar AgAle] Aol AE|ate 4l
Aol alzzte}l T Apke] ALSA AEAtgof v46¥

QYL A= AoR vhebgrh mebd Ellel thate]
o 4ARA2 A0 AREE S A 10
£ AT FAREE 5o AN ATH JRE O
% Aedvkn A4S 5 ook ol A2 Ak A8
H Mg Freke 28A9 B9l Bele] 2912 ut o
Earke oJvlolt

2 QoA 24 MENZNA AEA 45 2go] 7o)
o) vAE g BalN AFHoE AFaAgom, A
4 480l JE S Y Ao AA Ay
&, A S, el S Agete] 1 9F
WA lus, 23 28 A F8 Ak

9l
A7), =) SNS o]-& 7o) 7]k ].o:] /\}qu ug }-8-0]
=52 B REeletke tﬂ

7o) ) 41g)Aj2ke] 207, SNS

EDERER TR }ﬁ i&“lﬂ% owu ?*4711

o 22E. 25 SNSIIA A1E)A

ol 2@ 290 9 & al—z A s gl BN B
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)
il
ol
Z:
ofr
ol
Ir

Qow mi Wud A%l A4 45 agow
ASE 5 A Yol BaeA otk £ A7) A% vl
SO, AT SNSE BE ASA el G4e) B B
Aol whek SNl Ao) FEAge] At AL A5 2
Helalge] AEE wedatkn a4 ok

S, NS AFo] FUHNL v A e 212 A

7k A}3| A AFsAgo] Ftul o Ee o3
Mglo] B Aol AlgA AR &8 vIES A
817 g abgo] ] o] ol A3 Al# R} 322 Aol
AU A% D G o o] Foldes &
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HUFF SNSellA] A
S4 42 ge] Bk 348 A Pl ok ol
W, AES FAE Agel 4 o gleha g

2 < 4ol AE T 4% @ o
AAE R 48T 5 Arks Bl ARHQ FH) N

0% 9n 9lE d3s A e, T A4S 2
Toll frofdt GFE wAE A= Aolrt gldlen, A4
g A AT AuE F o 9
14. ERelo] diste] Wa oEstE JAEA
ﬂﬁﬂx}ﬂ JJJELZH Hh= 4415 FH3)
< AlF gt A
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Appendix 1. Structural Equation Model

s

103
0.74 0 62 0.45 363
Q@ @ 2 @
391 W 390 g 0
Trusts i 2
Ez)mrF amiliaritygfs D
g ETH 1.00
g _lnter Trustip1.01
Trust_Orientation @ ==
0,76 1ghy 1.0

@ Inter_Trust2)
42 61

0,206

07 2z

i _97 15 Dcialilnteractio 0,63 0. 34 0,90
@ ; 4.01 ; 394 ; 342

p 132 urchase Purchase? urchase

&) no Ty
0,86 0,-01 070 A i
(Purchase_Intention
' 473 501 ' s g.
Sincerity4BSince! Bincerity4

] 40

! ,1.39

€1

Appendix 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Validity

Test
Construct Estimate | S.E. C.R. AVE
Trust 1 3.911 .075 | 52.392 591
Propensity 4| 3.896 .068 | 57.258 | °
1 3.475 .078 44 672
2 3.644 .074 49.479
Ability 3| 3.706 .079 | 46.959 | .622
41 3.975 .075 | 52.661
5| 3.439 .083 | 41.475
2 4.733 .083 | 56.952
Sincerity 3 5.009 .076 | 65.643 | .761
4 5.224 .079 | 66.055
Closeness 1 3.936 .097 | 40.431 930
2 4.043 .098 | 41.255
1 3.748 .103 | 36.559
Familiarity 2| 3.629 102 | 35.693 | .870
3 3.626 101 35.852
Interpersonal 1 3.933 .074 | 53.368 716
Trust 2 4172 .081 51.574
1 4.012 .080 | 50.087
Trftrec:t?s: 2| 3.936 | .081 | 48.554 | .717
3 3.423 .084 | 40.623






