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22l ujtjo] oA AltEE R E Fels
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2008), & A= 140x}94 o2 A= E
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(e.g., Kim, Kim, & Jang, 2012), £ X3l 7
o oo} 1o o 788} Azle 4 g Aol
EffEl= AE, 7I1holu AR, =2 7ile]
SHE LRSS R E T g 1]
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ATz AR e Gl o hof] ofsf Al
=9 =Lt Bgo] uhrjo] o] o] E= A
Qlojut 220l FF2 vIAH A7 k= HollA
Fu] gl ok AFEEY] 28 Qs Yol
A2 - 583k oo glrt,

25 o7 2 7HY

HE gojs: A 2
= AR o5 AEER] ok AR RS
7t S-=le Zle= AoEri Allport & Postman,
1946), HTEA & AR k= Hoji Fo 7}
At Akt Lefu 7o) At disl 7Hy
Al = Frld e ojopr|ehd, = of| A
Aot ke o Rz A0 Faxde 71
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Hol| = HSEA| b2 AHek= oA 7
k=t =2t DiFonzo & Bordia, 2007).

Ty HH O A4 of ol whet et £
£ sk Ao 25 221l niro] 2
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201 glom 2l mit]o7} A%l A Kol Fm o
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FHE FREH RV} ol o s S22 AR
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Jo= elsl| AES AHE A|AIZ(systematic)
o2 Hesp|Hrf= 23| FelAE(heuristic)
sHA| Agfsh= ekl ekSundar, 2008). &
AE-AAIA BEl(heuristic-systematic model,
HSM: Chaiken, 1980)°]] W=, AFHE-2- oH
AE7F o HS o ARt AL =S 5o A
Hol A& AAA ez FAskaL sl = 514
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2 714 Ang kel wolgol]E gk, o)
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Fozl RS AR H2str] flsir=
AbdEo] AHL el ST j 575 7HAoF
st AAAQ] A X257k sk Al
seo] EAaloF g}, et 2ER0lE FEl
& AR} oA U= 2HoA BE GRS A
Ad oz A o = AR )= vl
ol ¢, Al JHE A|A 1A (systematic) &
2 ARk 23]8 Fe]AE(heuristic) 3f
Al Aejsl= el AAtHSundar, 2008), E3F -2
2R}l mjtjololl= HEA AfUAleld el &
Aol= Ty AR ThA(of: FREY) fof= <
AR EZAFO] A[2HA] L) APolE o] A} o0 -
A7} 7o m AR olg RS FEs
Bl A 225 oL 23K Sundar, 2008).

2 A= EQEOA S AR 2= F
H 22 Aot -2 FH glolEo] FaAE whA
B 2R o o, A A o 9l 3 Ol
of FFE F=AIE TFHESIALA ST ESQEE F
™ ko] =5 22kl ez A A tHLee &
Oh, 2017). 53] 14042 24+ 7} Algke ES
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ol At S=7) v F83t
28 GHE A9 7hsAdo] ot ERIti(Spence,
Lachlan, Edwards, & Edwards, 2016).
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A ”ﬂ*lﬂi 7]‘%"’5]1 xﬂA]‘ Oﬂ:rmﬂ/ﬂ A4
80| ot wA| x| o] Hal} £ -g-o] 733t H|A|
A5 A o) AR 7P E B4 o)wert
t] E3tH(Park, 2015).

H7d 2 ES HE RUUH-IH YE U EY §

20 2t S7 2|=(2a), = HA o= (2b)2t &

.‘

0

olo

9|&=(2¢)7} LHE ZO|Ct,

e 2|o|Snt HE RV HSEE
A FR17P7F AEel vxls Gl talixle
A RISkt Halklo] i, oI5 50 74
2RI A Al iRk AR A14, A A9
5ol whet FaFelo] Eebd 4= QIeKim, 2003;
Chen & Xie, 2008), B3 QIEIYl &3 o)A
grol Wekde A AoMe £BEY]
7t 2 790l e Aut A AdEEat
A B FFEe] e Ae= UEhdth
(Chatterjee, 2001), ©Jefla} B3 (Lee & Park,
2006)-> AMEA A H H U= F7HE] A Hof| A AR
O FRIZPE ol o 2 e nA = AR B

Tk T, AR felvke Aole] 2 23

i A2

o o N

(regulatory focus) ] A& 28 G115 1493 <
TolM= FAET L AEE Fel | Hrk=
A AEHE FAISkE Hl 248 T ol 24 A%
O] ARgtolld= o84 ARt 44 A3 1t
9 Xﬂﬁ B7F AA 27t

& FHE ke A E‘E}% 23& 7 A
of Wk Al B7ke] Apol7k A8k
tKChoi, Kim, Choi, & Kim, 2011).

2 A= R RV o=, AR
A QL) 8- oo m] X FRfoll et =4
IO B A RO Fo]Eof FE3it) T FEe
8ol 5784 AHEe Aol 7kl Y= A

Rz ol 5he] A Ho]7] diwofl
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AR e FrefE whAof thel EeTt ol
< It Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989). ©]
A3t =25 2ol AnjR; 2ol 283t ¢l
w=m, YE {17k U] Al e oAt
85k 4= It (Weitzl, Wolfsteiner, Einwiller, &
Wagner, 2010), ©] @5tollXl= axH]A} 257} 5
BAY s FEA AF =T Al S =L
Bjm=of ke wA|A] hgkony, AR} 2lRTE 5
AAY w= AR 42| wof waf Al < &
ot =T gepsle), dES
= Aol (diagnostic) ©]aL &Rt 40 §-
A2 A H = kRl a4 o] 7hsst
I ol AEute 2= AES W77t ofHh
= WA (Herr, Kardes, & Kim, 1991; Hoch
& Deighton, 1989), 5 82%1 FEE %23 f
= AR W8 2ol R YO AR} 2
7t S ARSRITAL ST

e a4 Ao=S S o AE o=
o] Ayt 34 FEA T 24 S A HE
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U 7| £ A5 e AR dlolE AR &
Q17+ A Z A= Aljtsk=nt thEo] 7Hd= A
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2 A= 3(ESR AE FolE: i vs, FH vs
Auk G5 x 2(ER FE Gk 34 vs, HA)
291 Al ofet 2ol S Sl AAIE I
A FrofAks =l 2lAA] Sjafoll A Hfot 22t

g F ELQJE AE BRokL Q= ARER
% 06078(01d 3297)0lSiet. FofRl= 204 ©]
&, S0A] ool A= A JAER Hat AH-
33AISATE, At o5 43, 0%+ 3HFoll g ¥
ol ELQJE ol &gt s on, ol 3
~ 6% F&3h= AFo] 22.6%, Yol 1~29
o] ¢F 21.1%, dFYel gt ¥ u|Rto R EQJEd
&3k AR 13.3% %), 594 7.1%= o
£ o] gAk50] 2Mg3t ES HAIXE A5 fES
S1A] o=rhal SEglon] A9 512 ¢ A=
20.3%, ¥-F 39.2%, A5+ k= HolTh} 26.5%
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67 4ol g SEAES Ul 1 °5) =
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Table 1. Characteristics of research participants

Label News Rumor No Label
Valence Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative
n 122 99 98 124 120 97
n 63 49 50 60 59 50
Male
% 51.6 49.5 51.0 48.4 49.2 51.5
Gender
n 59 50 48 64 61 47
Female
% 48.4 50.5 49.0 51.6 50.8 48.5
M 32.44 33.50 34.12 33.32 33.40 33.59
Age
SD 8.70 9.29 8.37 8.27 8.29 8.64
M 2.74 2.64 2.72 2.54 2.68 2.79
Tweet
SD 1.00 0.95 0.98 0.94 0.92 1.09
M 3.09 3.02 3.04 2.98 3.23 2.95
Retweeet
SD 1.08 1.01 0.90 0.99 0.97 1.05

Note. A = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation. Tweet is measured with 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = always) using the following item:
“I construct a tweet message myself,” Retweet is measured using “| retweet tweet messages that are constructed by others” with the

same scale.
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FHEL s HIAAE R,
1% of] AR HA ES #|A| A= (Figure 1)
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i
>
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S v AR 9] Gel7bel] Thgh 22 e 9
AR 9] Wg-2: S0l 71EEE 5A
7E A2 AR A, 34 AWM = 3.52,
SD = 0.93)7} 778 WA = 2.22, SD =
0.96) =r} B 7 Ve wIAIA| 7} Al 2 22}
RS2 FIFTHr = 17.70, p < 0.001).

£y

2 A0) T W B o, AR T o
T Yew B 5H YAE A= = A a9
A = Aol 5 = - 1™ Zloth &= S
o} 3 9= &=29 19 FEE(Schultz, Utz,
& Goritz, 2011) ©] ARESF 22 AFUA 04 2=

Table 2. Descriptives of the variables

24 RS 1 Q1] A 44, 370 ﬁa@% A}
oI}, Au B ot AR Aol 5]
991 202 A 2 WS Ao
(Kim & Grunig, 2011)= AFEOH, =5 9%
+= U= o] Wigof ujet B Y-S vl Flo]
of' o] Tl o g ATt 2t WklEe] &

A &, AEE 9 7| FAIA= (Table 2) 9F
xdyuy

&+ 2

749 1 ] AR ol (A 1, A
EA DI AR FRAZK A7 2) o a3} 3l =
HQ1o] AT ARG A7 3)0] A 71 2] F
H Y O gl -3 o))

S37] sl AARE o Ak &

1=

Cronbach’s
alpha

Intention to Share

91 2.50 1.05

| will share this information by retweeting it.

I will share this information with others through my other SNS network.

| will share this information with others who are important to me.

Intention to Explore

91 2.86 1.09

| will visit several websites that are related to this tweet.

I will check if there’s any update related to this tweet.

| will visit informative websites that are related to this tweet.

Intention to Comply

- 2.61 1.12

I will comply with this information and change my behavior.
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Table 3. Effects of information label and valence on intention to share, explore, and comply with the tweet

df MS F n?
Label 2 4.06 3.81* .01
Intention to Valence 1 5.92 5.54* .01
Share Label x Valence 2 3.84 3.60* 01
Error 654 1.07
Label 2 9.07 7.81%%% .02
Intention to Valence 1 0.05 0.04 .00
Explore Label x Valence 2 3.53 3.04* 01
Error 654 1.16
Label 2 5.56 4.57* .01
Intention to Valence 1 2.16 1.78 .00
Comply Label x Valence 2 5.76 4.74%* 01
Error 654 1.22
*p< .05, **p< .01, ***p< 001,
A(two-way ANOVA)®| A= (Table 3) 9 20 (M = 3.07, SD = 1.08), HloJE0]

(Table 4) 2} 2t}

A7 1, & A E ol Eol| uhet K o] T
O|=7t thg Aolehs 7Hd2 XA 312134 AR
S O (ATEA 1a) E 8ol gt =8 2=
(AFEA| 1b)of| et

stk FAH R ARV AR Y
= 2,65, SD = 1.07), FH=Z YHH B-HM =
2.37, 8D = 0.98)Hr} AR F& o
F(2,654) = 3.81, p < .05, glo]&°] §l= 745
(M = 248, SD = 1.07)9] 3 9=t F2
A Rl AR WE AR Ff owet
frofulgt 2ol 7} glgict, =71 HHO| g o=

N
-

2 o

Sl UHE AR (M = 2,70, SD = 1.09)2} FH
(M= 2.81, 5D = 1.07) 5t} F-2]ulsA] 3kt
F(2,654) = 7.81, p < 001, ZL&u} #lo]E0]
S ESI} £ ESIO] AR G4 o= [o0u]|
gk 2] 7} glolth, =8 e w2 HAXIE %‘%
i M = 2,78, SD = 1,08)°A th& &
(Flol&o] fi= U8 AR, M = 2,59, SD =
1.15; M, M = 2.47, SD = 1.10)ET} -2]0]
sHA| E8kTh, F(2,654) = 4.57, p < .05.
AG7He 2= FEAHOE AA|= Gt FEY
S Y= (2a) ol iEt AR F217He] At tigt
7HE AA = A, R A O (2b) H 8-
| Thet =8 2%=(2c)ofl TthEh 7S 712 = i,

2
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Table 4. Mean values of dependent variables by information label and valence

No Label Rumor News Total

Positive 2.65 2.54 2.60 2.60

(1.06) (0.99) (1.11) (1.06)

Intention to Share Negative 2.27 2.24 2.71 2.39
9 (1.05) (0.95) (1.02) (1.02)

Total 2.484 2.37, 2.65, 2.50

(1.07) (0.98) (1.07) (1.04)

Positive 2.82 2.82 2.96 2.87

(1.03) (1.01) (1.05) (1.03)

Intention to Explore Negative 2:55 2.80 3.20 2.85
P 9 (1.15) (1.13) (1.10) (1.15)

Total 2.70, 2.81, 3.07, 2.86

(1.09) (1.07) (1.08) (1.09)

Positive 2.77 2.57 2.67 2.68

(1.05) (1.08) (1.12) (1.08)

Intention to Compl Negative 2.36 2:40 2.91 2.54
Py 9 (1.23) (1.10) (1.02) (1.14)

Total 2.59, 2.47, 2.78, 2.61

(1.15) (1.10) (1.08) (1.12)

Note. Values in the parentheses are standard deviations. Different lower-case letters indicate a significant difference as the result of LSD

analyses at the 95% confidence level.

%

(1,654) = 0.04, p > .05].

HR(M = 2,68, SD = 1 10)9} 2 AR(M =
2.54, SD = 1.14) 7ol frefulet 217} §IIEHF~

(1,654) = 1.78, p > .05,

ol FAZ HH(M = 2.60, SD =
1.06)7F 2A21Q AR (M = 2,39, SD = 1.02)
B9t F (1, 6545) = 5.54, p < .05]. 1¥]
L 57 ol oigh ' Q= (A = 2.87, D =
1.03) % 574 Fro] A o= = 2,85, SD
= 1.15)+= Foulgt Zpol7t UrEMXl AT F
8 o= A FA

AT7HE 3, S Al 719 S5 wle it

H glolEi} FH {91710 AFoAg Ak B
AR ATHZG 2= F = 3,60, p < .05, AR
Bl o =304, p < .03, 5 % F=
4,74, p < .01), (Figure 2)+ AX2] 421719
ue} A glol5o] Z42ke] <5 wlof mlXl=

F& Kol Fot AT ARE Aol tisl A4 o=
“‘J%Eﬂ 3l <= FEIHsimple effects) & &
A5t Ak oh& Aok WAz A Y -
AR glolgo| et H - A=(F = 6.71, p
< .01, AR M O%=(F= 925 p < .001) &
WE =8 YJ&=(F = 7.90, p < .001)°l 3LoiA]



Journal of Public Relations, Vol.22, No.4, Aug, 2018

41

34

iz

30

Intention to share

28 - N0 label
26 o= === rumor
\ news
24
22
20 A
positive negative
Intention to explore
34
32
30
28 e NO labEN
Ny \ s FUMOr
news
24
2.2
20
positive negative
Intention to comply
34
32
3.0
28 -~ == no label
i == rumor
news
24
22
20 + - -
positive negative

Figure 2. Interaction between information label and valence

et Zpel 7k gl e HAIAZE

A 75, Al 71A1 2] F5 Wl Bl A FAIA

A oAo] TAEA PATHFR O F =032,
o HERY ol =071, &% 9% F=0.85, Al



42 ESEiMl HE TR B L 2300 ChE 20y 2olzel X

A TE p > 05),

=o| 9l z2
HEHOR Fojt UFuA g uol,
L 1% PHQ S0 BREl] ghout, H2
wo] A

52
rlo
o
T

lo
fr3)
o
e
Mo
it
=
)
_EL
il
!
o
i)

A 27t LA™ WA T St Dubois et
., 2011), & e FUT 8o ARV o
o ARz W, %, s B2 2] ol
Adubd wj 21 g of9A FEkRleAl
shatal syt Eat re] fel7jo]
wiglel et arele] Aol Bt
. 71%l01u} 2209] olA] 2HAQ Hxe] 3
uleralAL Mol ofafo] 2] RS 7
HBo) ]u]— Bz 0] A1 o] ThAk

o ;m

n&
N

o
OLN oF,
b o

ro

2 Ho Jk.‘l

o
r[o
53
FlO §2 o_>i

71
S 7o) At gk Knopf, 1975). T
QI &4 wir]ojol} Fuj Spike] =8 Adel
f TREloIAl = BH Y ARIVHE, T
5254 D Eole(F, v, 7, S o]
JF A5 of] whet A1 O] F-f o=, g
2 ol thgt =8 Q=7 o BA DA
9 Avk= gt
9 ol Ax ey
o)t 9l -85 oo B f-oJu)gt FS nlFct
Fojuf glolEo] gl YRt Kol vjs) 740 F
F o=, AE A ol gl 3 O LR 2o

il
d{o
£ o
mlm
OHH

= oA dist B4 o=} o ke e
AR g o 9 g ool g Al 3 AR

Rg Aw 7hof f2luigh Zol7k otk AA),
AR FojEa} A1 8-01710] AFsARgo] 2HakE| 9]
o S AAQ) AR A, FHE FlolEe] a4 2
=, B o) Bl 55 Ofteof] GRS mIAIA] 3Rk
, 7 FAAQ] Zpolle FE Flole] whet
T o, A e ol 9 8- o) s} gt

FIH Jrete aatwﬂﬁw S A}

5

°

[
[

=
L AghEe] Ame) WERthe AN 43S U

+ dlolEol wet HEE Aelshal a2

], 2Rl oA AlgEo]l FARE FeliE
(heuristic) 5A| A 2|gith= 7129 F4=55 AA
gHKSundar, 2008), 7]&9] ARUA A A+
S5 EA0] Aol A, 2Rl AbolEo
A9 AZ 9] 4=, 2B} G(star rating), ZlES
50| O] Fe|aE AHYE Fedhe BARA
ARE £ QLS FE3tHLlee & Oh, 2017;
Metzger, 2013; Sundar, 2008), ¥ 9= 7]&
Aol 4] Akt Fralid whajo] FR 2|
Sdrit=y

AR A He} Fr7} A ehs o] 5o -85
TrAge] weh o= nitjolEs FRe) X

B AFY 5 9 DS AT ek, sfol

o o} 5o 7t 128 REIAL 7P 472

A

H

o

#-’E



of £A] = o] AM A 71 A 7
FEE AR T 715 F7RIFHGoo, 2018).
E3SE snopes.com- &= FH O X9 of 7
£ A er HEsk] dEae AlLEs i
skl i}, Syl A= JTBCY (HE A=),
SBSO (AMEE) 1} o] elEAEoe] AHEO| %19
oARE HFoh= IS FaL AR olrof| Tt

AAA HEe Alm=saL ek T2y of=R 71E

50 rss o SARERTHE r Al 7|2 S

o ANINES O R, Yok elal ret

= 7P s S8 R 4 glom] Aue] A

L
T
e,
er.
o
hr
=2,
jus}
=
oX
hr
ot
N =
1o
e o
;g =2
RUNIN

i
re
-1
=2
X
rr
>
d

il
e
o
s
lo
R
1
£
iz
i

N
i)

o

o
E
>
i

)
1=
)
O oft
s

o

ol
¢

B s Rog Rl s mh A HA
217} o AT Hicks ATE Rl 29} A
ATNE P 71Ee) ATSE Auel felsle}
9] Pl ciaf Apikel ATkE B e $he}, B
A7) Ak AHEE A7 HH 5718 7L

CFE ARSI RS ek, 3H ue

Journal of Public Relations, Vol.22, No.4, Aug, 2018 43

ol Ao S88e e A oY
AE3tHe. g., Berger & Milkman, 2012), 1]
L2 AtollA] R B et W -5 o=
AR FRI7keF TAE I AE 77 el
AFUAClAe] FHolebd, HH FA OJw=of &~
& == Q1S A4 9 o] Y oA Al
= FHSHAY ohE AR S 1 E Zavt
7] Tl A OS2 s AlE Tt

AR fRI7Iet AH Yol 5e] AoAg At
= ooHh= ESiE & o e ARl AR
o] AJHof| tf RIZFe 4= Itk A o] 2(prospect
theory: Tversky & Kahneman, 1991) 3} H-313t
o}, 3784 HIARE kS w) AR O
5ol BAQRN(S, T &2 7)), HEE 3
Skl gAsh A Ho| o] whet 2419 ds
HHL= ke B3inh vhd, JEo| o] 7
A%l Aol waefal WY JHEE o 'A
skal, A Eo) ol whet A419] BYE-S vkt
O|e7t AL, AFEIE Frol AL glolEe] &
A = = =Tt e A o= UEhth 74
20l RS ¢ vIRsH| wolsoelal AAAoR
Ao zn] GH golEs Fadt AR A
Hoh

w7} GAHolehE, Jrr} 2ol friol

i

= o

rr

£ ARES AolollA] 4174 SHHE 4 9le-2 Hol &
k= ELE LEC P
ekstd Aske 71999 FH AR S Bl
419 Zlole}, T, B4 o) A9 Hrrt 2

EREE R ETOEX IR R
8hE 4 18- Ho] & B Q1e] Avk 5H2



44 ERIE0IMe B2 S7, BM H =30 tiEH =0 20|S2| F&

S| thgaof Sk FH AAAZAA AN A O 2 &g o} oS 4 ik Avke

o Frh R AYASS BAA 2ol fE T HolaSo] A dolEe st Ao HA
A% FEHL ARt 2oige AFHoR AR @4 YA, 5 ATE B 0|2 45T 1a

UZlol sk AfRSlA Aplo] L Qls AR 7k ok AU, 2 el U8 48 ofm s

7} 2EYS BAAOR YSIES romn 2o o] Wgol uheh BelE AES wHE Hlolcf o]
o Sk} 20z Qg RIS WE WBIE B EoR Zygh} Hwo| by dE] 2

N

30 |
[o

pay

o

Pe-e efokal 2uHE HAsloF & Stk
A AU 25 Ao upAeto s 2 Qe 52k o Sk el

e

rg M
-

o B
o

10

ol

= ol X FAIE 7L o]FolX Ao 2 Aol At

A7 wheh AEe] g o, A g & 5 AWislely|oll= g AL Sl 2 AE thekst
S Y=t g = S-S Hof FANE 217 TFAet ko g gfg Fart qiek & Aol
ol thelials= i) Al 3k, =9 A= 55 4 AHET = A AR 3R 7t
B glojEolut fel7tel whek RO AR 52 Aol =& A o® Uepth wixR] oy A
T—Q—H QlAjo] Feb|7] wfizol R F-Hik ', =2 A% 2AIE Adshs F5S S3517] 9
2 Wil et =80l GEA=AIE FEEloR A e ShA] S Wl o2 4 Qe A
?ﬂE} EZHo7) HRAIC RO R T/ F7I1E T+ = ARche B w7 E A5, A
W QoI w3 AR HlolEo] FEAE T WY oS 93t A% BES SX5P] Sleis=
A& ARETHL 7P RS B Al AP 59 oS sk FAA wWAAZEH A5
TS TSR = ol 5 A5 E3l ol Aolgfal HugttHRothman & Salovey, 1997),
gk o] sttt = H, LS ﬁ:rl% YT E 2 AT AR =3 ol ALY HIAIAIZE A
S AR AR FlolE— w2, ) lo]Eo] WS S8k FAlRRE HolAl 9] o]
Gl gt AE - S oA & A ojakse] i AvkE SAA mAIATE I OEU 8 e
A Ao ZH HE FolE] Jafele WAl & wole dl ° anelE 7hsAdel Atk &
o, At FofRkEoe] AR HlolEE ol BA 14 Ao] AikE sl qlolA ol o] J—E%

A
A o of 4= girf, BUT YuE s Solof oo chaket Teele] vAAE AT
zo Pz dolgsi §9 2
e

Ol
o o



References

Ahn, J.-S., & Lee, W.-J. (2011). Effect of social conformity
and individuals’ information processing
tendencies on trust in rumor messages. Journal of
Communication Science, 11(4), 296-320.

Allport, G.. W., & Postman, L. J. (1947). The psychology of
rumor. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Berger, J., & Milkman, K. L. (2012). What makes online
content viral?. Journal of Marketing Research, 49,
192-205.

Bordia, P., & DiFonzo, N. (2004). Problem solving in
social interactions on the Internet: Rumor as

social cognition. Social Psychology Quarterly, 67,
33-49.

Chaiken, S. (1980). Heuristic versus systematic
information processing and the use of source
versus message cues in persuasion. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 752-760.

Chaiken, S, Liberman, A., & Eagly, A. H. (1989). Heuristic
and systematic information processing within and
beyond the persuasion context. In J. S. Uleman &
J. A. Bargh (Eds.), Unintended thonght (pp.
212-252). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Chatterjee, P. (2001). Online reviews: Do consumers use
them?. Advances in Consumer Research, 28,129-133.

Chen, Y., & Xie, J. (2008). Online consumer review:
Word-of-mouth as a new element of marketing
communication mix. Management Science, 54,

477-491.
Choi, J. Y., Kim, Y. H., Choi, Y. S., & Kim, Y. B. (2011).

The effects of valence of information of online
review on product attitude and purchase
intention: Moderating effects of self-regulatory
and brand awareness. The Korean Jounrnal of
Consumer and Advertising Psychology, 12, 683-711.

Chow, W. S., & Chan, L. S. (2008). Social network, social

trust and shared goals in organizational

Journal of Public Relations, Vol.22, No.4, Aug, 2018 45

knowledge shating. Information & Management, 45,
458-465.

De Angelis, M., A. Bonezzi, A., Peluso, A. M., Rucker, D.
D., & Costabile, M. (2012). On braggarts and
gossips: A self enhancement account of
word-of-mouth generation and transmission.

Journal of Marketing Research, 49, 551-563.

DiFonzo, N., Beckstead, J. W., Stupak, N., & Walders, K.
(2016). Validity judgments of rumors heard
multiple times: The shape of the truth effect.
Social Influence, 11(1), 22-39.

DiFonzo, N., & Bordia, P. (2007). Rumor psychology: Social
and organizational approaches. Washington, DC:

American Psychological Association.

DiFonzo, N., Bordia, P., & Rosnow, R. (1994). Reining in
rumorts. Organigational Dynamics, 23, 47-62.

Dubois, D., Rucker, D. D., & Tormala, Z. L. (2011). From
rumors to facts, and facts to rumors: The role of
certainty decay in consumer communications.

Journal of Marketing Research, 48, 1020-1032.
Goo, Y. N. (March 20, 2018). Facebook, photo-images

‘fact-check’ -+ no more ‘fake news’. Money Today,
Retrieved from http://news.mt.co.kt/mtview.
php?no=2018033017041951536

Grice, P. H. (1975). Logic and conversation. In P. Cole &
J. L. Morgan (Eds.), Syntax and Semantics (pp.
41-58). New York, NY: Academic Press.

Griffin, R. J., Dunwoody, S., & Neuwirth, K. (1999).
Proposed model of the relationship of risk
information seeking and processing to the
development of preventive behaviors.
Environmental Research, 80, S230-8245.

Herr, P. M., Kardes, F. R., & Kim, J. (1991). Effects of
word-of-mouth and product-attribute
information on persuasion: An accessibility-
diagnosticity perspective. Journal of Consumer
Research, 17, 454.

Hoch, S. J., & Deighton, J. (1989). Managing what

consumers learn from experience. Journal of



46 ERQE0IM EE S

J0

Marketing, 53(2), 1-20.

Jung, E. (2017). Meaning and limitation of fact-checking
news. Kwanhun Club, 143,19-25.

Kamins, M. A., Folkes, V. S., & Perner, L. (1997).
Consumer responses to rumors: Good news, bad

news. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 6,165-187.

Kim, G. Y., Kim, H. J., & Jang, J. S. (2012). Differences of
positive WOM and negative WOM effects in
on-line tourism information. Journal of Tourism
Sciences, 36, 261-279.

Kim, J.-N., & Grunig, J. E. (2011). Problem solving and
communicative action: A situational theory of
problem solving. Journal of Communication, 61,
120-149.

Kim, M. J., & Yoon, Y. M. (2015). Effect of multiple
media use and social conformity on percieved

credibility and sharing intention of online rumor.
Journal of Public Relations, 19(2), 96-119.

Kim, S. H. (2003). The influence of product involvement
and knowledge on Internet WOM. Journal of
Advertising, 14, 257 -280.

Kim, Y. S. (2012). Rumor spread through SNS. What is
the problem?. Korea Forum, 267, 40-47.

Knapp, R. H. (1944). A psychology of rumor. The Public
Opinion Quarterly, 8(1), 22-37.

Knopf, T. A. (1975). Rumors, race, and riots. New

Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.

Kwon, G., & Cho, S. (2017). Effects of rumor recipient’s
information processing disposition, prior attitude,
and prior knowledge on rumor word of mouth
intentions. Journal of Public Relations, 21(1), 1-25.

Lee, D., & Park, H. (2011). The effects of individual
psychological and social motivation factors on
information sharing intention through social
media. The Journal of Internet Electronic Commerce
Research, 11(2), 1-21.

Lee, E. (20006). A study on ethical issues in online

journalism: In relation with the traditional

, EHA 91 220 chs 2ot 2ol Ha

journalism ethics. Communication Theories, 2(2),
74-103.

Lee, H., & Oh, H. J. (2017). Normative mechanism of
rumor dissemination on Twitter. Cyberpsychology,
Bebavior, and Social Networking, 20, published

online.

Lee, H., & Oh, H. J. (2017). Normative influence of
sharing rumors on social network sites: The role
of RT request and number of RTs on Twitter as
the cues of injunctive and descriptive social
norms. Journal of Practical Research in Advertising and
Public Relations, 10(4), 191-221.

Lee, J., Jeon, H. J., & Yoo, D. H. (2015). The effect of
corporate attitude on consumers trust in
corporate rumor: Focusing on types of rumor,
message strength, and refutation strategy. Journal
of Korean Marketing Association, 30(May), 27-52.

Lee, S.-Y., & Park, H.-S. (2000). Effects of PR message
type, anchoring effect, and perceived risk on
decision making: Focused on prospective theory.
Korean Journal of Journalism & Communication Studies,

53(2),70-95.
Lee, T., & Park, C. (2006). Effects of direction and type of

electronic word of mouth information on
purchase decision: Cross-cultural comparison
between Korean and U. S. Journal of Korean
Marketing Association, 21(1), 29-56.

Lutz, R. J. (1975). Changing brand attitudes through
modification of cognitive structure. Journal of
Consumer Research, 1(4), 49-59.

Metzler, M. J., & Flanging, A. J. (2013). Credibility and
trust of information in online environments: The

use of cognitive heuristics. Journal of Pragmatics, 58,
210-220.

Park, C. S. (2015). Applying “negativity bias” to Twitter:
Negative news on Twitter, emotions, and political

learning. Journal of Information Technology & Politics,
12, 342-359.

Park, K.-M. (2018). Fact-checking journalism. Seoul, KR:



Communication Books.

Pendleton, S. C. (1998). Rumor research revisited and
expanded. Language & Communication, 18, 69-86.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). The elaboration
likelihood model of persuasion. Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology, 19, 123-205.

Rothman, A. J. & Salovey, P. (1997). Shaping perceptions
to motivate healthy behavior: The role of

message framing. Psychological Bulletin, 121, 3-19.

Rowan, R. (August 13, 1970). Where did that rumor come
from?. Fortune, 130-137.

Schultz, F., Utz, S., & Géritz, A. (2011). Is the medium the
message? Perceptions of and reactions to crisis
communication via twitter, blogs and traditional
media. Public Relations Review, 37(1), 20-27.

Shin J., Jian L., Driscoll, K., & Bar, F. (2017). Political
rumoring on Twitter during the 2012 US
presidential election: Rumor diffusion and
correction. New Media & Society, 19, 1214-1235.

Silverman, C. (2015). Lies, damn lies and viral content:
How news websites spread(and debunk) online
rumors, unverified claims, and misinformation.
Retrieved from http://towcenter.org/research/

lies-damn-lies-and-viral-content/

Smith, G. H. (1947). Beliefs in statements labeled fact and
rumot. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 42,
80-90.

Spence, P. R., Lachlan, K. A., Edwards, A., & Edwards, C.
(2016). Tweeting fast matters, but only if I think
about it: Information updates on social media.
Communication Quarterly, 64, 55-71.

Starbird, K., Spiro, E., Edwards, 1., Zhou, K., Maddock, J.,
& Narasimhan, S. (2016). Could this be true? I
think so! Expressed uncertainty in online
rumoring. Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems, 360-371.

Sudhir, S., & Unnithan, A. B. (2014). Measuting consumer

motivations to share rumors: Scale development.

Journal of Public Relations, Vol.22, No.4, Aug, 2018 47

Journal of International Journal of Online Marketing,
4(3),51-67.

Sundar, S. S. (2008). The MAIN model: A heuristic
approach to understanding technology effects on
credibility. In M. J. Metzger & A. J. Flanagin
(Eds.), Digital Media, Yonth, and Credibility (pp.
73-100). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Taylor, S. E. (1991). Asymmetrical effects of positive and
negative events: The mobilization-minimization

hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin, 110(1), 67-85.

Tverski, A., & Kahneman, D. (1991). Loss aversion in
riskless choice: A reference-dependent model.
The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 106, 1039-1061.

Weitzl, W., Wolfsteiner, E., Einwiller, S., & Wagner, U.
(2016). When credibility truly matters online:
Investigating the role of source credibility for the
impact of customer reviews. Advances in Consumer
Research, 44, 353-358.

Wood, M. (2018). Propagating and debunking conspiracy
theories on Twitter during the 20152016 Zika
virus outbreak. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social
Nenworking, 21, Online Ahead of Print. Retrieved
from https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/10.
1089/ cybet.2017.0669

Yoo, C. J., & Ahn, K. H,, & Bang, S. L. (2009). Effects of
on-line reviews’ favorability and feedback level
on consumer responses: Based on experimental
design on web-site. Journal of Consumption Cultnre,
12(4), 27-46.

Zhang, W., & Watts, S. A. (2008). Capitalizing on content:
Information adoption in two online
communities. Journal of the Association for
Information Systems, 9(2), 73-94.

0174 06E 09¢
0184 07¢ 30
018 08¢ 14
018 08¢ 22¢

>
e ne ue
NN



Journal of Public Relations, Vol.22, No.4, Aug, 2018, pp.27~48. -
ISSN: 1229-2869-63 =P usst=2PRYI
DOI: 10.1 5814/Jp|'201 8.22.4.27 Korean Academic Society for Public Relations

The Effects of ‘Rumor’ Label on Information
Seeking, Sharing, and Compliance
Focus on the Moderating Role of Information Valence

Hyegyu Lee
Assistant Professor, School of Management and Economics, Handong University

Hyun Jung Oh
Assistant Professor, Health & Strategic Communication, CHA University

Objectives
This study aimed to examine if intentions to seek and share information, and intention to
comply with the message differ by the label and the valence of posted information.

Methods

A 3(information label: news vs. rumor vs. no label] x 2(information valence: positive vs.
negative) factorial design was applied to an online quasi-experiment with an artificial tweet
message about the effect of flu vaccination. Data from 660 participants were analyzed.

Results

First, there was a main effect of information label on behavioral intentions to share and seek
information as well as to receive the vaccination. Participants showed greater intentions if the
information was labeled as news as opposed to rumor or non-labeled. Second, the valence of
information affected participants’ intention to share information. Their intention was greater
when the tweet conveyed positive information as opposed to negative information. Third, there
was an interaction between the label and the valence of information. The effects of information
label were greater when the information was negative.

Conclusions
This study provides implication to communication practitioners and raises the needs to
educate media literacy.
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