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Abstract

Purpose — According to the recently changing consumer smart environment and consumer decision-making process,
this study investigates the structural relationship between electronic(online) WOM information characteristics and
brand community experience value types on specific brand reliability and brand transformation. In particular, the
characteristics of word of mouth information and the experience value of brand community users were divided into detailed factors
and approached.

Methodology — In order to proceed with this study, we review previous studies and setting hypotheses. The
hypothesis was verified through a survey that was conducted for the consumers with online consumption activities
in less than six months. With reference to previous studies, operational definition was made for the questionnaire
design. In order to verify the hypothesis, 282 people were statistically analyzed through the survey This data were
used for AMOS for confirm hypothesis established.

Results — eWOM information characteristics were classified into usefulness, timeliness and un-bias, and online
community experience values were classified into interaction, playfulness, and virtuality. In addition, it is to
investigate the relationship between the brand reliability and user's experience value in brad community. The main
results are as follows. The first result was that usefulness and un-bias, which are the eWOM information
characteristics had a positive effect on forming brand reliability. However, the factor of timeliness did not affect
brand reliability. Second, interms of user experience value and brand reliability in the brand community. It was found
that experience values such as interaction, playfulness, and vituality all had a positive influence on brand reliability.
Third, it was found that brand reliability has a positive influence on the on-line conversion activity of users.
Conclusions — Through this study, the field of online consumer behavior research is expanding, and this study
suggested that careful management is necessary according to the type or characteristics of eWOM information.
Additionally, it presents the importance of the user's empirical value in the brand community influencing brand
attitude and reliability. In practice, the implementation of the marketing communication mix in digital marketing has
recently been underway to enhance the conversion behavior of users. At this level, it also reveals the preceding factors
that increase user conversion behavior.
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Table 1: Operational Definition & Measurement

a eWOM information is valuable.

Usefulness | @ message of eWOM is useful.

a eWOM information is helpful.

a eWOM information is useful for buying process.

eWOM

Informat | Timeliness

a eWOM information is not old contents
a eWOM information has the latest knowledge and information.
ion a messages of eWOM have been continuously upgraded Lee

Litvin, et
al.(2008)
&

& Lee(2005)

Un-bias
a eWOM information is objective

a eWOM information is both pros. or cons well
a eWOM information is not biased to one side
a eWOM information is relatively neutral

Interaction

Brand

the brand community is active ininteraction
the brand community has active communication among many people
many people communicate freely in the brand community

Commu

nity
Experie Palyfulness

nce

the brand community provides interesting contents
the brand community is interesting in the content and composition of the content
feeling playfulness through the brand community

Zaglia(2013)
&

Daugherty et
al.(2002)

Value
Virtuality

the brand community provides real contents
the brand community is practical in the content and composition of the content
feeling vividness through the brand community

having trust the brand's information.
having trust the brand's benefits.
having belief confidence in the brand

Brand Trust

joining the brand site.
downloading the app for the brand app
buying the brand.

Brand Conversion

Tonkin, et al.
(2010)
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4. Analysis and Hypothesis Verification

4.1. Sample Characteristic

o gt 98

2 O
51.10%(144F), &4

o
2 20A DIDJO 113%(32%4),
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Zrt =Ct
2oI™ QOQIEM Zit= <Table 3>2F ZCt =20l
Table 2: Reliability and Validity analysis
Factors Loading
Variables
f1 f2 f3 f4 f5 f6 f7
ul| .723 204 314 208 239 266 117
Usefulness wl 792 128 161 092 -027 118 271
u3| .801 148 215 145 292 216 122
ud| .748 338 026 -029 014 030 066
t1|  -133 .789 358 389 212 222 289
eWOM | Timeliness |t2| .19 816 -134 220 120 202 102
t3| .083 .788 163 170 261 -231 178
b1 137 -046 .821 217 -514 126 024
b2| .026 -123 .765 -.084 -158 049 326
Un-bias
b3| -214 .093 .806 166 -216 -177 .096
b4| .055 282 756 087 -019 040 320
i1| -057 -.063 -073 .670 .090 188 -155
Interaction | i2 | -125 220 284 737 -017 123 125
BC i3 121 195 142 .822 -039 046 020
EV p1|  -025 304 322 241 841 162 118
Palyfulness | p2 132 -.263 -211 .064 .684 .042 220
p3| .083 229 -053 300 .830 153 157
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v -.146 .196 227 .209 .266 .843 136
Virtuality v2 .066 -2.00 242 .084 -.019 .762 .265
v3 137 .099 .023 235 .028 .816 153
bt1 -.238 241 -123 .188 -017 433 .882
Brand Trust bt2 .059 =125 -.229 .044 -.019 144 .806
bt3 .266 146 -.020 156 .093 .156 .702
Eigenvalue 3.051 1.243 .842 473 234 127 .103
Cumulative % 43.58 61.33 72.35 85.21 90.42 96.01 98.42
Cronbach’s Alpha .805 .795 .833 764 .810 .788 .804
M0 CHSt TE EtEEE ABSH7| fI5H0 (discriminant validity)0] QUCt 2Lt <Table 4> 9
T 89 Zt HpRAMFEEZf(average variance  CHZHMO| HA|E FEIHEO| AVE ME20| CHZM
extracted)t 291 7t ATEAH BMZ S50 o Ofgfo| &atatA A=HECH =O0tAM FE7HEo| &
HAE SQISHULCH B4 2t A7t B 7 Etebdol ctn & = UL
JHEol AVE MEFZ wtECH Zod o Egy

Table 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

g= E SE CR P
ut 1.000 - - -
u2 0.756 0212 3.566
Usefulness
u3 0.692 0.133 5.203
ud 0.802 0.222 3613
t1 1 - - -
eWOM | Timeliness | 12 1234 0.221 5.584
3 1183 0.257 4,603
b1 1 - - -
. b2 0.861 0.245 3514
Un-bias

b3 0.761 0.132 5.765
b4 0.815 0.278 2932

i1 1 - - -

Interaction i2 0.793 0.368 2.155 **
i3 0.822 0.245 3355

pl 1 - - -
BG Palyfulness p2 1013 0.199 5.090
p3 1343 0.201 6.682

vl 1 - - -
Virtuality V2 0.783 0.107 7318
V3 0.825 0.112 7.366

bt1 1 - - -
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Brand Trust bt2 1.104 0.236 4.678 rx
bt3 1112 0.269 4.134
“p < .05 ™'p < .01
Table 4: AVE & Coefficient of Determination
1.U 2.T 3.UB 4.1 5.P 6.V 7.B.T
1. Usefulness .784
2. Timeliness 204 .832
3. Un-bias 142 277 .735
4. Interaction 222 182 .004 .811
5. Palyfulness 186 .205 156 301 .862
6. Virtuality 116 .235 223 .260 188 .803
7. Brand Trust .260 134 .208 .288 193 167 .844
4.3. Hypothesis Test AH|XPZF 22121 oM AXPEI 3™ 22 B
Yoz X HEHCO= SEAHY YE= s
=2t YL REY, A7l HEYE, TEHE, 2col MY Mo YA JEe 0FHS
SO0 E™ME 4lz|do| DjXl= A AE St  =ol gRACL
X FRFA ZHAMOS) d2 2A4E HAGHA Jdgjd B#E HRLUEAMS O|8X Bt
Ct Ct2 <Table 5>2 dE2&242 0|8% 7ME4S ol g, R34, HML S0 et 71243
AME H4EEH H1-1Q FHEE REE2 23 At OhSab Z0h H2-1 7hgel 'BEIE HRLE
E dzldgo 38HY g2 O/ Aothets 7 MSEE AYIMKE 2Me M2lgo 3FHe
22 Estimatet 0.734, CR, 25942 P<005 =0 &2 0/F Zo|ch ol 7HEAFT A= Estimate?t
M 7bE0| EIE[RUCt Ol 2212l 8 EE7F B 0711, CR, 3.6652 P<0.05 +ZT0|Af 7}40| XHEH
HE A RFES JH[7F A= EF T EMES ALt Ol= EME HFRLUE|OAM O|&Xt7L M-S X}
ME|Go| FEE2 0K Aoz sfMEICEH H1-2¢ A Chet d2%82 Y| of 320 B A
THEE A7] HEBEE2 BEYWE MY SEHY 2jMo| 2HEFoz deg O0/Xn JAS0| =olQl
gets O/E AottEk= 7HE AB2 EstimateZt Ch H2-2Q 'EHME HRLUEl R34 dH7HK[=
0.346, CR, 1.0302 P<005 =M 7HE0| 7|ZE =23 M2|go]| 3YEQ I¥2 0/ ZHolotets
ALE Ol= 22t AP A7 HEY XNMT 7hdol| et AZZ1e Estimate?t 0699, CR,
oz BHIUME MY 4o HFEHe=z FTdES 2112, P<0.05 +=FEO|A 7HHO| HEHE|QICE O] 2
OXX] Rt & = A/UCEL H1-3Q FHER F HE AHRUENM F3[HQ 7HXE dHe 0|84t
BHd2 EHME M2ldo 38He s 0E A £ g 2HEol MEiMo 3FEEQ I A7t
o|Cko| 7}HAZT Zit= Estimate?t 0740, CR,  AUSS QISIRACEH H2-3Q 'HIME HFLIE| AF|
27722 P<0.05 +EO0IM 7hE0] MEEZQUCH =, 4 ZHIKe= 2HE ME[Mo|l 3FHL dTS
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