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SlEivhE Hok we ARt B Hlolert ety
o] 7} O =M Afu]A o] GAFe] A
MAIFEZF f=2 o] A5 AA
ALE(Gemalto, 2015)7}F H3ESH Hjo]
- 3l A Ha1A(Breach Level Index)
of W=, 20149 T 2l F<t1,50071 o< H|
oE| = Atk s A AlAIA 02 10 7ol
k= HlolE 7] Eo] R Mojuzt Alow =
gsth, g oiH] glold /5 T A= 49%,
glo]g 7|2 A4 78% Soldt Aoz At
(Newswire, 2015.2,12), 2|t vl 287|383
719 Foll thgt szl o] Ap5= AgstaL qlek, Adsf
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71919) $17] ARl Heke ZuHel of
9134, Hl, S|y, v, s, BAL At
#Ql $17] Tl K2kl A7, 34
sy 8] 5] Fehz LA =18l Coombs,
2007), oleigt 71919] $i71ehg el ket 44
Ao FHEAL ARH] 94 71 FHE o] g4
of uhg w3k ThoFe 4 Ik 53] 7199 qatel

Ae AH]L o] 8RR olEfRt ARI o2 sl 71
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2 A Sl $I9) ket el o 4 o
Rl SHIRE 54 vlAA)o] ol 490] Ho]
of k2 whA Q) fal §15:0] 7] Ao o]
5 Ak} vkg- o] dake Al T4aslel

Tah 25 7he] A QlulAS Wl £

o] A= MIHERZCIIE V1S 52 7]
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o] 74 et ej=e} A Aol oA E=iA
Al Higt S drolnt, 53] eEe vhefdt
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(SCCT: Situational Crisis Communication
Theory)olet,  FA¢le]&(attribution  theory)<
H o= 917] Ao tiet 229 A Z=7t
ool oAl Q14=="KLee & Choi, 2014)
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Sff AAIGFO =M 7|20 THA AREA
ojuf Hop HEAE e 9171 AwuAlelA
o] E-2 A 53l K Yoon & Choi, 2008).
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O] 73k Hero g ALEsiql), Feldeke 34t
FZ4(attack the accuser), F-21(denial), 3JAY%F
(scapegoat), H(excuse), FG2Kjustification),
KA compensation), AFEHapology) & 31, 7+
PdERe A7 (reminder), ¥H4l(ingratiation), 2
¢l ZH7Kvictimize) S AAIBFFCHCoombs, 2007).
A 9171 AFUA I AL AT} 917] Aol
ek =8AF QlAof kS =T, T84 Q14
< T8AHY] A vk FS 7] A
oS AASHH(Nerb & Spada, 1997). wjehA]
A7 O $1719] A FAIgkstaL, @
Q7R QIFE 7199 QIAE v, ® $171=
QI FA 2R FRFe A7) dl H40] Sl
(Coombs, 1995). $17] WAyl ojgt 2] 9] 24 <]
AT} T whE aaAel 917 the-2 84
2 FeFE vA =822 whg-at
5ol S AvE FAsks AR Yet
Wk
71 AFUACIA Ats ArRolA iRt
AF7%ol(self-defense) & $15F A2 apologia) ©|
25 &8st 7|99 Al corporate apologia)
2 Spefeleint 7191e) A 71 B4 SAls)
L ojufe] ofulA|E REsk elgke wir 24
519 3L(Dionisopolous & Vibbert, 1988), Hli=
°]E(Benoit, 1995)= Ap7[Ho] Ao AlttolZ
oA gt A o WHAIA o|u]X]| 352 image
restoration strategy)= ATt o] A]3]E
ke Fll(denial), #FU3]|T|(evade respon-
sibility), 544 S4x(reduce offensiveness), 7H

A& (corrective action), AR mortification)
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(cognitive effect), T4 (affective effect), F5
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914)(awareness) 3kl o|3ll(comprehension)

sto] g4l(conviction)& ZHA| =H s (action)
sh= oAl = ZPE KR, H. Colley, 1961), 713l
AEAEARAT 22 Aol WS 7] 9
73RS Al-aL o] 8AHG-EAD oA HieA}
2o ARUAClA HIAAE ARl ol8A =
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A, 9L, T T, 1Ak 2 o]e] AR AP



74 JHIEEKIEO HE 71¥e] 7] ARLIAH0ME TEfO

S 7FEARe] TS Hetal sl AR o2 Qls| 4
94 S =421 olsf(comprehension)
9} -84 IS AXA Het, 7199 971 AFY

Alolde Fdll A4 ofshe] TE AR oA

3

= 7]%‘94 z2)of gt 3P5o] Wk e Ash=

ZFAl(conviction)& 3kal Eolo] HES Aot
T|afjof] tigh BE-2|%(desire for reprisal) & B4
313l upR|e} YF(action) THAIGIA F44] g=Lt

AAAHQ 502 WP Brk
0.2 ol gARE AHAlo] ATiA} SR AR

oL} AHIAE 98] FARRE Wi} XE3E H-8
Bl 7o) Al Auprh whEAgA] e B
AH) 2 AIE ARASHA Hlo), 917] EAS AH| 2~
A ] o Fej=A 7o mRE AES st
Avt ’\131 25 W= o] Al A QIAIF] vkt 4
94, 44 ol Y& Izt Cacioppo &

Gardner, 1999), Av|A A= thes] AIZE e
g, 249 &S ou|sh= Zo] okt
S5, o1, b 22 FA A S A sHA
RHH(Kim, 2014), T2 Al Aufjol w7 =
oAl 2] F3t 9171 e AU AFS wut
7190l Uele AlEdto] HshE AL, AH|L o
BAL 71 o miy At BAkE W] ok
AASH= A 7190 4= i}, A AafE
SESIAL 7| 3f AfB]2 o] gAlele] PAE ol
e e S 3 P e i e = R o Bl i o P
AH]2 o] g21e] ool G417} Aot (Wade
& Worthington, 2003), 53] $17] A& st
719 ARl AulE SESIAL vEA 9] Anigh

Al Bol}7] $18 telsfol 511 o] 5 QlAat

A,

7192

1

O

-
LY

A

FEXfol

930 031 %3

H|2 0] 82}o] 8 ATAL 7% HAAo

W= S5 H=dl, 84Tl Sast
< Jsf ARl 7192} 28 Ak
WSmedes 1984), WA 7M1 %ol &
Zlo] obd ol A p-2uh2 B jo|H= o]
RS EAE ARt Tat AdPaaet & 4
EoItKKim, 2014). 53] #AFHA ]
8L - 8AIA 5ol glofof sk T<est
JojoF 3hH w3t ool 7] 4
ALof|A] =8ke] o]
Floh= Zio] A oltkKim, 2012),

[‘_d

N

F

F

&

7]

pacs

)

ALAI A o

31 A
Q3
[e)

olole ZL 11
hn E=

Al A Qs R L T Al
o1gAE IS AT 7Y EES

AL, ZHi0] 912 waet Ft of--ofl thsf 7]
dolAl EEsH = S 24 "o HE
(retaliation) =315 YL =77= AJH| A o]
BAZE 7oA EHE 71 AL 7S A5k
£ 9=9] aHRRYFo|tiBechwati & Morrin,
2003; Gregoire & Fisher, 2008), H-E39= &
A W5 FHOR AH|2 o 8AES 375439

3)o| Agto] okl L7 uf HEZ o] HELS B
ojn] o WPH-S MA2He sl 7|HS S5kl
Alo] Shol= Zlo]tHGregoire & Fisher, 2008).
S74E AElL o] 8AF FolE F53h] I8l
Sy 2t sl ti7ke o2 A SRt
7 9Jugtt(Adams, 1965), 3842 AlH]2

Al
=

o} ke £ sidel) AU ) Frel<loln]
siaste stk

A1) A S F3 ]S
e)a SRS B9 Hok

olejgt Bu SIS
u) BE 8L ERAE RuEASE S71E A

o
i



© 2 kst o= QItKim & Ahn, 2012), $74%]
¢ B g o] 8AN= 71l BESH] flsl thef
o WS ARgSh=T a7 3 AfRl2of ot
EE ERo =M A2 o] Fg A9l Hert
A star, 714e] S A hoA 28-S FAL,
91 A=A #2491 S b, B
S 3] el 2R as E‘_}§7]E SHH(Huefner et

al,, 2002; Ward & Ostrom, 2006). &<+ CCMC
(Customer Care Measurement & Consulting)
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A (excuse) It AT 2 =2 Ao
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FAAR] dYEel Bt A5 A EH, o8&t
AT off Uehs tiat] deos §
A4 % (negative word of mouth), &% (com-
plaints), Z18]3l 3K switching) E-&
T3 A= It Oliver, 1993), ©]e} Zo] eJF=
SR Uk o] o] T2 Al ol gt
& fam WA S0 o3 A'd 4] Hhg(Inactive
Response)©f| &3t A% QtHZeelenberg &
Pieters, 2004), A'd& ¥h3-2> 44 a5 5 7t
A A tfR| = o' s
o2 3otz o=ehal & 4= Qlek, AfEj A

| 248=

A 7w Al B

TS AP olgAE Y W ARE HE
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(Wharton, 2000), 8418|204 = o|ej# oz
o] gAE0] HA4 eSS Bl AF2ow
Sh=Ao= L}EP;;fﬂ(Lee & Kong, 2007).
2 AGE AEAE YeiE Y& 8RR AIHIA
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Figure 1 Research Model
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07| SH= w4
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=R %}JF Bl Uk S ERY] B A
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& JIEARE FU7EE 43.5%, SE7HE 39.5%,
FH7H= 15.0%, 7[eHF5 AR 2.0% = w325
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Astoiet. HH g A AU A 0L sfio]]
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= 35k,

NI ET FEH o] 8A] HELSE= H=
]9} wE(Bechwati & Morrin, 2003) 3 18|
J1ot2e} 3] 4(Gregoire & Fisher, 2006) 2] A+
of| 7|zste] WSS Y2 o-&A7F Bl 71l Bf
£ 7l AHelal 4lo] k= 87 needs) = T+
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Table 1 Reliability Analysis of Factors
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fact 1st last
variable measurements factor ac .or SMC Cronbach's > o
loading factor factor
apology(ac1) 0.861 0.729
apology(ac2) 0.828 0.674
- justification(ic1) 0.874 0.762
crss justification(ic2) 0.866 0728 0.924 7 7
comm.
reward(uc1) 0.841 0.628
reward(uc2) 0.809 0.537
reward(uc3) 0.729 0.408
desire desire for reprisal(in1) 0.925 0.765
for desire for reprisal(in2) 0.952 0.873 0.925 3 3
reprisal desire for reprisal(in3) 0.922 0.777
i negative WOM(wom) 0.933 0.807
negatlve 9 0.847 2 2
attitude complaints(com) 0.930 0.678
i inactive response(ias) 0.922 0.574
negatllve ere p 0821 ) ’
behavior switching(swc) 0.921 0.845
Table 2 Confirmation Factor Analysis(CFA) of Factors
) . Standard C.R. 1st last
variable factor Estimate p-value
Error (t-value) factor factor
acl 1.000 - - -
ac2 0.958 0.053 18.23 i
. ic1 1.000 - - -
crss ic2 0.994 0.050 20.058 *ox 7 7
comm.
uct 1.000 - - -
uc2 0.938 0.067 14.031 il
uc3 0.829 0.070 11.814 il
desire in1 1.000 - - -
for in2 1.039 0.043 24.102 foleled 3 3
reprisal in3 1.026 0.049 21.064 kel
negative wom 1.000 - - - , ,
attitude com 0.820 0.073 11.273 ok
negative ias 1.000 - - -
. 2 2
behavior e 1.175 0.116 10.114 ok

* ZRHA(0I 2840 H Hf SHHNGD)E 2
* P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.000

Al 1.00002 117,
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2 B = ARSI olop7 |13 = Sd sk, et Bl /S Sts] Skl Yl A
a2 9] o Mg et Yo . & Qi

SEL}, Ak 352 AH|2 o] 8AF AlEAR]] 7] A B S-S et
Ae] WAE FrSh= As onjshy A3 A ol SRR o= Aud A gEa
S ol Heoj=E et Aok Jige ARgsE wAlEAOIM Y BE FrleEs

A4 Adde A= olutdss = YEht E AT AR

FA gLl A=

SAollA] A A
2 AE USRIt & 4
o 2 FA

Ak Age FA44 A

FIBHA] 9= AE(Oliver, 1993; Singh, 1988) 2,
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Table 3 Correlation Analysis of Factors
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. mean . crisis desire for negative negative
variable statistics ) i )
(SD) comm. reprisal attitude behavior
correlation
crisis 2.833 coefficient !
comm. (1.158)
p-value -
; lati
e | | e | e |
for
. (1.606)
reprisal p-value 0.000 -
correlation . s
negative 4.269 coefficient -0.114 0.479 1
attitude (1.274)
p-value 0.046 0.000 -
correlation s x s
negative 4418 coefficient -0.170 0.483 0.843 1
behavior (1.293)
p-value 0.003 0.000 0.000 -
* P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.000
Table 4 Path Coefficient Analysis of Research Model
path Estimate SE C.R.(T) p-value
crisis desire for
— . -0.374 0.084 -4.438 *xk
comm. reprisal
desire for — negative 0.484 0.052 9.323 xx
reprisal attitude
desire for negative
e - gatv 0.413 0.053 7.803 xo
reprisal behavior

* P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.000

o ARt FLAE(Summed Scale)7+] JTHE
A5 AARE A BE BATE (P <0.05) 3 A
o= veh 7% B sk

2 AFe ol mYe| IAS] HAREF
(path diagram)-& 2Hd3}aL, 2t 4 =22] Al5(path

coefficient) & Holdlo] B oliLo] mao 145}

A}, e AL Q= o= F 77 ol
olFollA 37l= 9171 AwuAlelA Hekel 223t
o] Qli= 22F 73 221(construct) &= v =] ]
o}, 7} ol& WHpEE 7] AruAeld o=
AHacl~2), FG3l/ 343 ic1~2), BA/2H
(ucl~3)1 HEL8-Kin1~3), FAZ o=
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-37

HZ AR ARZNESE tvalue), AMS p<0.050IM S7X Solz=oln 24 X

Figure 2 Result of Research Model

(wom, com), 3]T]]%(jas, swc) = A= Tk,
TEYHAEES o] gsto] FARE Z47pe) -
ANl et 2 A= FFE s oF o] 74
Aol grom HRAGERL 9171 AfyAleld
AR AR, )/ slAs), BAY/S) i) HES
-, BEEALeL RAA Hox(Fd, &29), BHES
T 2|9 S (5, Hghol et QA AR

W B3 F2A 7HEPAE AN Yk
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Table 5 Path Coefficient Analysis of Three Strategy Categories

path Estimate S.E. C.R.(T) p-value
desire for
apology — reprisal -0.326 0.138 -2.368 0.018
justification — desire for -0.025 0.143 -0.177 0.859
reprisal -
desire for
reward — . 0.029 0.130 0.222 0.824
reprisal -
desire for — negative 0.484 0.052 9.323 *on
reprisal attitude
desire for — negative 0.413 0.053 7.803 xox
reprisal behavior

* P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.000

Table 6 Goodness of Fit Test of Research Model

division goodness of fit index goodness of fit
Chi Square 610.3(p=.000)
absolute GFI(Goodness of Fit Index) 0.806
fit index RMR(Root Mean-squared Residual) 0.212
RMSEA(Root Mean-Square Error Approximation) 0.154
AGFI(Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index) 0.725
TLI(Tucker Lewis Index), NNFI 0.802
incremental fit NFI(Normed Fit Index) 0.821
index RFI(Relative Fit Index) 0.780
IFI(Incremental Fit Index) 0.839
CFl(Comparative Fit Index) 0.839
PNFI(Parsimonious Normed Fit Index) 0.668
parsii::jzzy fit PGFI(Parsimonious Goodness of Fit Index) 0.568
PCFI(Parsimonious Comparative Fit Index) 0.682
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YAl ojteof Hmofl A 2392191 A(+) 9]
o] 2 Zl(estimate 0,484, C.R. 9.323, P=
0.000) -2 Ueton] HiE8-10] sujojt: o
Al BAARD Fodo] e o= ueyth
(estimate 0.413, C.R. 7.803, P=0.000). 43
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ARl ol dS ghHst A o= AHE 4= gl
71 AFUAlIA Mk 3l fFEE 47
HeljA] HE8tof| tiet FRE A A, A
ek HEE o] thgt 7 2= A A1 F(—)
o] Jo] AR FORt Zor vEyth
(estimate —0.326, C.R, —2.368, P=0.018).
HhH, Al 345 Heiestimate —0.025, C.R.
—0.177, P=0.859)3 EAKH ApP)ef
(estimate 0,029, C.R, 0,222, P=0.824)%] &
250 gt A 2= = o Pgko] 0.055 24stod



Table 7 Interactive Effect of Factors
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path HIS total effect direct effect indirect effect
df;gj;;cl’r 46.7% -0.272 -0.272
crss — negative 27.0% -0.157 : -0.157
comm. attitude
gggz\t/'ifr 26.3% -0.153 ; -0.153
total 100% -0.582 -0.272 -0.31

=

e

TFrdo] Aot Ao 1t
27} GEEH 08 @Ak = 4221 0,05 T WA
UERSI RMRO] 0,212% tha =4 YepRgA|vt
ARkAQ Agte = oF33t oFo 2 YRt 2}
o] vl x *gko] Ao R A= A2
Y 2H Yo JFs] vhErk= A& ©
o]5}(Kim, 2008), S ] 23w} oFk
oJRITkaL Tk e QLo x 2 A7 AT
9] zpojof| whet AUA|A| WIS Mghth= Ao
ot AypFog x o) oEsle] myol A
ks A2 SwA] vkl & 4= Qo 2 A
o] AjEgEs x *71610.3(p=.000), GFI
0.806, RMR 0,212, RMSEA 0,154% UFERstt,
HAE5Ag=E= AGFI 0,725, TLI 0.802, NFI
0.821, RFI 0,780, IFI 0,839, CFI 0,839= L&}
ok ESF A AFEE= PNFI 0,668, PGFI
0.568, PCFI 0,682 % YEPIT},

2 ARSI Sl o1EHSE (9]

ARUAOl, 1887, BAH AR} o),

e

o 1 o

3lulojx) 7] AFe ka2 Za vK(total effect), 2]
HAaKdirect effect), P& INindirect effect)
2 Rsgon ojgs 7k AbEAkg ke

2P BAEAol EESE AR

1z

(estimate) & 4H=3F3ATH

427 7] ARUAlA Mgk REST
o 46.7%, FAA AFUACIA ool 27.0%,
3|9 ojreof| 26.3% T2 FFE= 2L U= A
o= yeiith $P7] AruAlelAd Heke] RESA
ofi= 23421 BYK(—0,272) 7} 7F Zlom] HAg]
AFUAI 2J%(—-0.157) E F]F]o]%=(—0,.153)
AA] et 0] AR mAle Aem e

ofgh BEET WP AR P OE B A
ofa 4= QA Ak gt $17] AR A
-0

gJel] Tiet S gyt ot /)¢l
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This is an empirical study on the impact of the communication strategies at corporate crisis
on the attitudes and the behaviors of the recipients. Based on a personal information leakage
crisis occurred in January 2014 in Korea, the study analyzes and finds a strong relationship
between the corporate communication strategies and the users' responses. The actual
communication activities of 3 credit card companies(KB Card, Lotte Card, and NH Card) after
the exposure, are classified into three strategy categories-Apology, Rationalization, and
Reward|(Attraction). Also, the users' responses to the crisis are categorized into the negative
attitude(sub-categorized by negative W.O.M. and complaints] and the negative
behavior(switch to other card and cancel the service). The study finds that the crisis
communication strategy is a core independent variable in explaining significant negative
emotions of the users. Especially the "apology’ among three strategies can significantly reduce
the users' negative reprisal induced by the companies’ irresponsible incidents. However,
‘justification’ and ‘reward’ strategy has little impact under the "lack of trust’ situation. The
results suggests that keeping trust is the only and the most important factor to mitigate the
users’ negative emotions and their desire for reprisal, regardless of the types of
communication strategy. Other mediating and moderating variables in this structured

research model are suggested for the future study.
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