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Femvertising, a compound word for ‘feminist’ and ‘advertising’, has gained traction in Korean
marketing as well as around the world, but concerns have been raised over the authenticity of digital
femvertising communication as a form of social justice activism communication. Specifically, critiques
surrounding the substance of digital femvertising communication note that it represents ‘faux’
activism, rather than comprising a legitimate source of social justice communication that involves
authentic, or ‘real’ intent of social impact. In spite of the concerns raised about the impact of digital
femvertising communication on society, previous studies have not empirically explored different types
of digital femvertising users’ authenticity aspects in relation to social justice communication. The
purpose of this research is to understand the characteristics of young internet users’ social justice
communication and to identify the active and influential groups in South Korean digital femvertising.
Based on a review of literature on femvertising, digital femvertising communication is defined as an
alternative communication strategy grounded in identity-based motivational factors to reform feminist
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groups or/and general society. The survey respondents were residents of the Seoul metropolitan area
who were attending universities in Korea, aged 18-29(V = 400). A professional online research
company was recruited for quota sampling and conducting an online survey. The first research
question about the relative influences of motivational factors on digital femvertising accepting
attitudes was addressed by conducting a regression model analysis. Results indicated relatively strong
explanatory factors as unauthenticity perceptions of digital femvertising (G = -.42, p < .001) and
feminist self-labeling(5 = .42, p < .001). Also, there was a relatively weaker influence of true self on
the net and feminism anxiety. The second research question asked how respondents could be
categorized according to the main factors. By employing cluster analysis and ANOVA, we found that
the respondents were divided into the following four groups: Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction, Hostile
Group against Feminists, Status-Quoite, Feminist Self-Satistaction. The third research question inquired
into the state of active and influential groups, which found that two feminist groups (Feminist
Self-Unsatisfaction and Feminist Self-Satisfaction types) were active groups, while the Feminist
Self-Unsatisfaction group was the most influential. We found that the Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction was
more consistent than other types, and morality was less self-centered. The Feminist Self-Satisfaction
type had a lower level of participation in general activism than the Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction type,
but the degree of social justice knowledge and moral conviction was high. The results revealed that
the amount and quality of digital femvertising communication are not the same. The main findings
contribute to extending theoretical explanations of communication psychology in terms of sodial
justice activism, especially addressing the relations among psychological, behavioral aspects of
self-transcendence based personal identity and user types by motivational variables in regards to
digital femvertising. The paper discusses its academic contribution as well as practical implications for
developing and implementing not only feminist but also social justice activist strategies. Limitations
and directions for future research are discussed.
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1. 2H MP|

o] 7= o5 QIS0 telR tAE ARE F3l AR BAS EdiE AR s
ot w71 A9 Aol FEshaA, QI o] 8Ak=e] el ZuAleldE el 11
/do] HAHE ARSPge] dheole] dstow B 4 ekt SoolAE k. HEleld
Al A g 7iAeF B THAIZE AR e] Al el A HAAIE e QIEIVE e
o] 35S AA ol Ffehs FAolekar & < Qirk. HrUAE 9F 'Far o] §Hdoldl HAHE}
o)A (femvertising: Feminist Advertising)-< “oJA4d1} AE A AL HolF7] &) A
A Sh= Al WAA] 2 o|n)x|E AMgsl= B’ (Abitbol & Sternadori, 2018, p.1)o)AF E.
A=) Aot 895 Fl ool Aol ojdkd  Slvhke HMUS FAES] A
(Ciambriello, 2014), AK]AS] 504 viARlo] 3t} 8 (Dove) 2] Real Beauty 7
#Hl¢l(Feng, Chen, & He, 2019), P&GAF] Like a Girl” 7A=|¢] Far} thEZ¢l o2 58
T AUt Akestam, Rosengren, & Dahlen, 2017). AR8|A9] a5 (social justice
activism) g "ARE] Qo] gt AJul- bl QIEAPE- 2] ke W= AJ8ellA 3794 A}
o5 wHEoiele Ale B AIF- RIS AlE-Fal g4 A8, B 71E A A Aol 1l
H 7e} #3¥ FAYEE(Broome, Carey, De La Garza, Martin, & Morris, 2005.
p.146)" & 47=rh

QTET HEte ] AFrUAlle] 8 FAR] Al Al alsTo] Ahlell A nHE
TR Sgataal AuEle]y Fel=E TREI 5% A7 VI, A 8] IE o] &
bR R ek SElE FAR] QIE o8] AFuAle| e 2s BT o5 Y
A9 3HellA ARE)Ee] et 5 AAol AL AA1A tiel(cause) & FI5l A=A 0=
A= AR, 53] ERIGAl 1 dlelE AHskes a7e F 9= 9 o= ARF (Curtin
& McGarty, 2016, p.3)-> AR prosumer) ¢l LRk AlME(Campos & Marin-Gonzalez,
2020)3} F357] vzl

<] el ARl sT=o] ZRelell o] gieteld Go] EaL Sl 9, 2018)
A AAR o2 HElolde] A TEx|el gk vl A% (Becker-Herby, 2016), A%
= AERbe] 24 2 kol thgk 7]t (Abitbol & Sternadori, 2008; Moberg, 2000) %A
Stk o] FHEleldL: oA Q1 SRIEEE ARIA of5el| T 7]olsk= Fo® 5]
gk (Murray, 2013). ARBIAe] afs Wt Hojx|= ReA]- L84 Al a1, Ao)7) &)

R ANEE] o714 F7100 ofal AAE =AlE 2lvkar oA (Gregoire, 2015), A1)
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o] Aseole] AAA 7ol 31914 ou)E T EFHER|F(slacktivism) o|eh= gofe}
e 5= ItHGolombisky, 2019). SHEMIEE Fol4 IEPl S0lA Fejsl= A wg-
A 98 PeToE HERE 8=, Al2Buo](slacker) ¢} @572 (activism) €] §Hdoict
(Schumann & Klien, 2015). S91AR1 7’150l A A2 Ei-g HelAl Far w53t 7+
ol Ao R = ARl 2 TS do7A g ekl 3] TS W 9 foltt
(Morozov, 2009). = <IEH e} AFUAC)e] A2 AAE AA8S 71 A(E)
olepr|rr} 19 Hale At e drke Alefth

oluf 9= SIEull FEleld ATFUAIOIA FA|o] X784 AT A= AlejAds T
st g Al gigh ERte] ofue}, sl FAo] Alslge] sbeelA] el of tigh ofsl ®
gk dasiar Lok A e v FAlel I 52 9/ (authenticity) ¢ A=
3 R ARelME o7l B A9 1] ofeld] BT AR BRE 4 glzlont, AAA
AAA EE ARlellA s 5719 Al EE B AdEA R o FEE 5 vl §l
oo = 75wy wiitoltt, BE FAo] WS HMEA SR F7(motivation), & FE
ol oo} WS Fofsh= Ale] 714l (Forsyth, 2010) FollA® ] o]e} F7)¢h 5831
Moz Huw]7] vk of| opdelAl sk M FAVdS vehdle de=, B 7}
A2 Pg3h= A9 FAN A =ARR= A (Hitlin, 2003), oJEH 571= £A1elehr] 5
U Al dabde AvRE 244 g dlsom olold TheAdol 7] whelth
(Eisenberg et al., 1999). AAl ds=re]e] alow ofeps] F71dde] HFE = vt
(Hernandez-Wolfe, 2011). 12} AlS1ge] alg0] AdH 7IXE B Al-57F SH0A 7)
AgEe] degol] 7Iwks TS, o714 S 17} WEtell ule} ofebA FEle] A eslow A
g3 7FsAdo] e A Aotk (gdn], 2014: Arel, 2018). Wb ALH-E] oEMdS
7o 5714 A3 Wikl TRk Zhe dotke tiekA Al et

olol] 2ji= ol2u W Ffehs XA dFTs T F 9= B SRIER o
BV 715E0] ofd A ¥ 7] 1Bl FEste] B el AfuAled FAlE
TEEA, o] FA AR dE ARUAlCIA e Aot stk Ao, QIEM
Hfete] o] FHUAE BAVds Ffreke 54 Fdeldl &7t 2 7FsAdo] Emrhe Aol 2kt
st} Fare disisle] diat Alele]7 )= dllM (Perez & Gutierrez, 2017) 7iQ1EC] FElo]
A 7ArUAlelds E8l el mAAel Fgteks A A S ARl o= A S Qb7 wiE
ojt}. “Alsl g0} %52 T4 (van Zomeren, 2015, p.1)S n|sh= dETox e} )

PEFAANEL 71EE F9 Qolo|x} AEke £7)4 AJdkolu & (van Zomeren, 2015), e
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AV T SVl wet skl 7kl Al dE ARruAeld FelkE wlarshd X
B S0l ek 2F Aol FFEA 0= ofsfel] B 4 ks Aotk

spARE QIE fiwEte ] A Aol FAI0) X178/8S A o= B jd ALl
Az} o}4] FolE: = glvk. AR dsTe] FHellA] dmAlE] o] fiEtel AUl
o] Al e] s ARolM o] A 7S Ad AR Aol AEA xldkzat o] FolA]
A e okl 7L BAIE skl 21 Aot o e ¢al Zuleld A9 71 A
314 5715 A3 A = k.

olell ¢2l= ZHIES] Qe el AFUANAES AV B4 57

Sh= 2 o]23 E2 AB|IAAA ©]2(Social Identity Theory: SIT)S 483+ Aot} o] o]
S A IAAS A el tigh =2t S B Adiiks T3 Al A Q) FA1A 39
FAl| sl T2 Al EZ (Forsyth, 2010), Je72] wald U] gt Qe o84} 7)
Q=] et w AAle o] bl o] A7) w0 53] 8o

o] UAA Eap= QIEULS o] 8xte] AN T B714 Adkasle] Il FinjEle]
J 8 Bliieol] A o of! AiEs VREREAITE] Bk Bl k. oloA g HAlE
#5714 Q1S HiOR o 8At Heks RIS W QIEl HuEe]d AnyAleld &
- DA sk A dobrar, s Feke] A9 dE ARl of

o)
)
2
d
o

"

A AT P TE SiHERo]gS] =8 At PRl 200 el ko= S #)
Hreto] el $+-34Y 71s7d] 7%= (Drake,
2017: Kapoor & Munjal, 2017), A A0k A4S 2Yslo] AR FAUE0] S tlFoof
g gideltt, =l A 3F Q<= 20th AlelolM AR, 2019), sl HEle]
2ol it Bkeel] FaFs nXIth= Bt Qrk(Abitol & Sternadori, 2020). 20tl= Ad =33
s wAE sk T4 ddEEo® AAA|E shHEEel 3 AT, 2019 AR Ay
2], 2020 ANE). wEbA] ol e ARSI AETe] wellA d=E QIE FvEteld
Al &S 77dsh7] 918k Aol | 4= qitk

2. O|2H Bid

1) QIE{Ll HHE[A HFUAO0IME] JiH, 7|5 X IRt ZI™HQ| Tk
o] Aolr] el IEPl el FhrdAlo e U4 el T3 /b e® 3, ead d
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AA R SiiellA] 2dstel miARR ARUAle oot Har s niAlR ] G 5 7197499e] XA 2t
ol wHAR(ASEE ZnRiel 71990llA Sxlskar sk §) o afelrdolti o83, 2010).
QM el Bl ZrI=e] MAA] B R AEL E2o]al Bals f of ol GRS v
Ho=m, AR =EAle] &8 TRIE AdRkor wiRES: JOFtH Abitbol & Sternadord,
2016; Davidson, 2015; Kapoor & Munjal, 2017). &+ =] AHAR-gHRE, 2020) 14
I, njefeldol] gk 212je] ar Bit=o} @ oft=ol frofn|gh ke nAle Ao Yelxirt
=, A1) e ARUAI oEA AREEE- o] SHkS RS %= X1 ARIA
AFA et} "ol Haer} oS Eeiat s Aol B AN} IS e
= 7k, 1 Hal=o] ARto} 8938 Z215R= A% (Kapoor & Munjal, 2017. p. 16)'%
A, oAdFe]-04Ad9) a2 (female activism) 5= ©3439] 2lej4dy} Hs(equality) S 7
sfeh= AFS YeR] Wiitelth(Perez & Gutierrez, 2017). =] HHeRo]dol vt 4]
z}e] 912l gole2 ‘FAA oAAT . AEGER A3 o] ZakE vl Yt AR SHEE 2020).
Loz A, Ak AAAd o]=(Social Identity Theory: SIT) A= 7elEo] =}
718418 T 710l oAl ofd E3kE WeAllee 4 tijkA AEF ARuAleldelr]
T stk A Ipde®Ae A7) A (self-identity) olgh, &F71oll tigk 7Hele] o)2lS- ojn]
sh= o, 5Hgh 2] Ao (self-definition) & Wehl= ARIES: 7]%she ] o83k 3%
Zo|tLalot, Quiamzade, Falomir-Pichastor, & Collwitzer, 2019). E}elol} Heta}
dslo] 2715 Aefeks Walo®m, Y 54 A7 £S5 AR EshERklae] AKl4 3 5
G wol FuH o= FAJ¥rh(Kashima & Hardie, 20005 Bhef-o]25 2014). 3
JUAEENA #HnyEe shte] Fa3t IedA1Xd (group identity)©])al(Burn, Aboud,
& Moyles, 2000), et gk 8ate] A7 AAS FAlo2 AHE 5= gl 2o
(Akestam et al., 2017).
SIT A& 7yl 91k RIES] A7 PPidel] HelE & Faelnz, A A %
A i el s b Fos ekt AidEe] ook Agf AruAlelds &

=8
rlr

_l}-}l'

Agr:i

o

i)

U= o= B (injustice) 7F YRbH o2 B the- s Aol tigh AES] A7k
=38 24 dok= Ay AdEtHvan Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008). SI7RE z}x1¢]
SAA Aol B3 A7) UEe] A7 SRINA Fi= FAA vsuls A ogn el Ak

o] 9J=d|(Kirsh, Duffy, & Atwater, 2014), o= A}3]%] FE<] 217to] AE 71AS =9
T 48 S5 71407 7A)7] ulitoltt,
ARB|A 9] s EFrool| A =o)EE ‘gal 1E S ArjEe] mAZ|e] Aol opgl= HollA
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‘A DR BA9] el A SIT #AelA 71851 thE Aok 8 o F s}, &E
238 Zsfe] ko Qg w3t 7 wYskA] BrHHaidt, 2012). AEawdk 7Fsgk 210 AL
5= Q] =Y (morals) 7+ &2 (ethics) 27 #5(custom: AR]e] S744121 &) 9] 7l
oA 71 oJn)7} fARICH Pojman & Fieser, 2017). AMFRS- o]5WRS: EREHA] 9= ALS]
atoll e QIE et ZArui7leld s A7, Aol HlddA o= vkt
= 7 ARE1A Aol o] e QIE rltjel= AlSlA 0= AR EabE dod
UARE, 21 AR s FAle] 2R F s ALl 7154 Bk AoE Tl SUE
H|=% 288k Cabrera, Matias, & Montoya, 2017). & SHelo)4L- 03)e] 712 A4 1
Jhds Ao RN ERTS Atk MRS Aok (Perez & Gutierrez, 2017), 3
Ao =R o)kl oS BolF7] % $h(Bue & Harrison, 2019).
2] s AAlel el o] X174 Ao @] ARAoR EAPL HE b, B
W a5 A7 & A1 ok AaAAREe] Aqllga) sl Qi) 53 ©
o] Z-poll= fPIAR] Kdlo] 8%t 715 wefshal WitowHA S-S mHely| 415 Wk of
Yz}, WhALSIAS] el thet F4IskE Eal atilo] Sois7] itHMoberg, 2000: Myers,
2009). w7 Qlzo] AR WALE]A algo] Addeial AAIHQ) 10 B wf, 1A A
WS W] a1 7R GEgolu BlE A oA B wf oFse] Wk ALS]A Ee] o7l 7heAd

o] =t Myers, 2014).

o

-

SR Al st = 9l A, oldl] disl Ade] e = Sl QL ARl #st
A Eo]tHPerez & Gutierrez, 2017). AHAFES 7|YHo] oWl A1) 5ol tisl] Hdslar
A0 tjal Fdelr] e ol I S AYske A 3|e)¥olci Abitbol &

Sternadori, 2018). =919] 70%2} ItiR1e] 64%7} 71954 X184 g0l T nA"
e Holehar Azeths Bavt Jlrk(elF4d, 2009). e 298] #7Hthe Faux),
o2 Edlegia MEY)E Sk(Abithol & Sternadori, 2016: Varghese & Kumar,
2020). durHo= $)d(hypocrisy) EAEE ZlolnE, wEAEE RHo| ARYUA
(word-deed congruity) & FHESHMoberg, 2000). 7P = Bxe} Hijejn]E Ad ‘4l
iH) oleh= 8ol 5 QIEYl 202 2oV % gt}

el Etshar QIE et ZruFleldo] AlslAe] s ARlolld Au= A
22 7R)0l B3 U AT AqAk ARE Zokr ] ofgdnh sirjElo]l el tigh sl 914
o] Fargael FAA Faks vtk F ) A7 AR (A SH1E, 2020)7F H]aL Zjl o]
QA1 Alell s 2 Rolrk. o] Aol Ach FHErl Aot o AEE <

b3
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B =gl ARH Aok 1A, 2017 M-I, 2019: 53, 2019), WivE %
T A SAeR 3 dyeelRlar B FUS ARe] hE-S Tl it
=2 UEY B3R A E RISk sRho A, QI fivjEleld FRuAlold 3
SRR 7RIS FA7E A= 74 0] A3l mEA Adx] 52 89 Akalo] 7| of
S ol ol gl 7oA 23] ofgle o] A9 thal, s elEel
& Aol wAlle] v e & 7Fs Aol sltkar 1Y
o} Ee] 71 Al ANRIEe] BREE u%%-%ﬂfi b8y %01 Mz B o 2gsio]
vehd A, ] duxs T = = G 52 Hlgke 5] wolt
ARE] 3R] ERle] AE Bl X|¢)9) Au]o] o LE}(Myers, 2014).
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2) AZIEAA 718 57| HZ0IM2| SITRE HRIHN AN ANHO| FRIIX|
A7VARd 719k 57 ol SITE 88| €83k o] Avelxls, 7IRlEe] 453 Al Al
T Al FHdsle] el oA sk Zlo] S5 &2 o ARLle] A AP e] ) A1
APde Hrk 38208 FA81] Stal tiekd AfrHAlel H2ke F3 < glrkar gt <Igt
& ARte] Ak A PgApde] A QA A vieka g ole] 3iXlele ds-S sl Evht
ol 2014). A 1APdE- ololAl(Ajzen, 1991)9] Al&E &F o] (theory of planned
behaviour), 27193 o}&(self-completion) T vl 8$]e] F22. a<lelr}.
A7) BAVSE AR B ARRARL Zlow EE ¢ et AR AP (social
identity)2 Aol thek 2147 7] 9 AgAA SaAdelA Ve A1 AP ride] &
H(Tajfel, 1978, p.63: AF1|-3-s, 2001, 18% A|o18) T}, o] AAPIL HFsle}l FUAEt
= A #pdo] Agtslel Heh o] wske uf gt WA ARSA Keke] ARl AdE
£ d7=HForsyth, 2010). EYAl(identification) 7} Fet2le] =41 A (affiliation)
< 7RIS 2 g, ARA A ofd Fedel] sl Ui 2 el delAe] s
kel Al o2 e olsllE WEketH(van Zomeren et al., 2008). 5 A4
o

A

L
-
i

) A5
Ale] Fow 2nms ofd ok e A4 jiFe} s dsiar Ak A2k Stk A
olxe] gl WA omE wdd A Rge] SHolng, pelehs = 2P| BAlAel
A= W == 7 i Forsyth, 2010).

ARBIA AApde Ad 2 2% 2 uid dvle] o] 7Rk Qb slct
(Huddy, 2001). 7§15 of® el 7191=]7] whdle] 7HQ1E2] A -7de 2 71
I} QA T W] ZEI7E 2R ANIA TRl Gaks mIA)7] wiEelek(Forsyth,
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2010). 1] o] eJet Bz g (commitment) 3 I Aol et ie] 7114
Aol tiek $1R05 o744 Mol o] o)l 4+ gkt Ytk Nadler, Harpaz-Corodeisky,
& BerrDavid, 2000). A71-uieke] 9lo] that $19S Zolaah ek Aol =o-S
AFse el ol =e S8 FAE o 5 Qo] A AEA AR %

s
ofe}a] F7]o] ofat ZE ohLich. oV A FUA AUFE A BE FAL AN s
7
=

-

d 4
go] 2 Wk, AL FwUFel gk wh 7FsAde] etk Batell e =eHtialg] (Burn
et al., 2000), 4 & Al ARl 715 ek BAPel wet S fAlol) 7]ofaiA
W3S Za) 7)MS £78 4= It Estevan-Reina, de Lemus, & Megias, 2020).

o5 oW ALl FMILlA ARBIA A|AE AlTsANE, ~E#] dFlo] H7|% g
CHForsyth, 2010). 7§81 ARile] Agt Fwel] 7124 0% 505 7L wFET] s
g abd AkslA g 71l ks ARl oW S-S sl it AuAleld st

ol Fep 15 HlaA] A-T: AAe] Q1E: ARglA oR 719 52 ulH, oudd v 1Es
HAAG FEA 0= niItHMyers, 2014).

SITell W=, NS sk Aol T55A] & wf AR1le] Akg] AAldS Bt 5784
°og fAshs d Zgol H& o Fdoz oFsle] dtHTajfel & Turner, 1979;
Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979). A3]4 o)Fo] BrlssiAy agta “7)= 49 ‘A3
W (social change) & 91+ MEks ekt 3 W) deke vjwa] B4 54 A2kl &
SHassimilation) %= 3 (merger) otk 7 ek 1F A ATE &ole5 FAMdS 7t

AFoEM, AT Jo 7k S A A1 vl 4 TAE sidshs ol ot A}
wstel ARG [ 7+ so] Q7= dRfolti(Tajfel, 1978). + WAl Hef2 AkelA %
Z(social creativity) 2, 71& gl AEH F44 7AW 7158 AFdsiAY A= 2
of A-g3to] olalfsh= Zloltt. A|917F vk Fdo] A2 EAS vhEw vlal v} ApHskd
T ol A9} =2 Fuke] F7} Hlado] FHadle] HlaA] AR ALS] Aol A
Ze}, wR ke ALSA A (social competition) HEFelt) T2 3 el &tk F 519)3
wholl sl FUaHA| 71A] rkaL Q1A Aol thgh aRel ekt el 1) AF A ,
o] EA4o] ARgitls He QstaL o5 nH Sl 54 Al @S Fshe Aotk (3
:Lu] shg, 20015 794, 2019).

olAd SIT HEolrz, W& Aflell Asidttar of7]= 7j¢1Ee] Ao Lollx ALS]
BAVdE A e M-S WSt wEs 71ed S e SAItHHogg & Abrams,

1988). & t2h= 7HQlEC] SMUAE B AvkileE] A of A7) AAP B w716l A8

r‘_

_‘

k

P

d
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Sl Fek b tiel d=F4] Ao QIEl giEte]d ARl S & 4= lvtkal 7Hdshd
A, SIT g0l 27] Ade] B vk 21 794 AAPS F9e] 7K 7S HEske A
o] dgsprar {rk. o] e Alwgt o= SITelM 27| A1 7ol ek uf Algks
Atole] A B U Fd Ul AREE 719 Aelel] TS 7, /1914 A (personal
identity: o Algto] F5Ale] Azto] opd 1 Algh 31re] AR IR AEZO|Y H3EE|
2rshal Ftate] Algtel wet Al o2 & o] thRA] 97] wheolek(Hewitt, 1997). 1
ek Q1A AL ARBIA 93 A Aol G mIAY] vl 7k 5 ik ]
of 719ke =, 7| ¥ (self-enhancement) o] 2F7] =49 (self-transcendence)< we}
ol ow ¥ = 7RIS A1 g AAPIS frejwlgh alolt). XS a3 AP
—&7(self-motive) 7d =AM, IXFE2] Q1A BAVIH 7S o] &4 el gt

ol tide] o] Zpxlel Fek & wj ZgAdo] =744 <= SIrk(Hitlin, 2003).

W

3)

ne
=
>

;

A I SS EH==MQ| QIEU BEEOIR 8 B0 CHSH ZEDIM S

J

I
o] Al A= AL Ffeteld AruAold & "t Akl S ¢

E 3
D, Assol, AMEll AL ALs)A Belmaje] Aabd AR} pisle] Ak ALEl

A
0x
00k

(Akestam et al., 2017: Sobande, 2019: Varghese & Kumar, 2020). 7#I422, <I¥]
dl iEte] ARFUA I A TIRIES T3] WAKE -8she vl 1x]A] ¢al o)&
AT AL s 5, 7 AR 8 AnTlelid] sEA FAR e gt 1
73, QUEN FHELlY 71U oS Sdstele] 1 He] BAe] A =5 3 e A
3 dhde] o] 5 EabHow RS ¢ Qlrtk AAIR 3 AR e s Ao Bal
Aol = AA 7IAE A% eH(Eisenberg et al., 1999; Hill & Howell, 2014;
Weinstein, & Ryan, 2010). 53k JIEUl o] 8252 2 viAle] B3l Als]4 o= Hr} 24
9fgh oA 22F E3FE o8 i Qlvh % AR sl mEm ERIECA B SGE %
sl 729l Erl(imitation) -2 LoZItHMyers, 2014).

AelXE o] 8AL ek i Al o &A1) AR AN AE Brks e e
A7 22191 "Bi= (attitudes) ol 94 Tt @E 1L AAE SA57] of#e v, B
© B3e Sl S dAEE AR A SAE T e Zlol7] welth. 7i’le] €14 A

2 9 gl Wgaks B Qg T AN JezA, Ao U o)guel)E st

oL
)
0,

0
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(Allport, 1935: Gawronski. 2007).

(1) QI sielold] 8- Hle
HHefold olgat A A= H PR ARUAleIISH el vlarz] 8] of oA
S, g A7 oA HHEre ] Bl FMEte]d AFUACE titskes Faw
QIER 8] et 7hrel9k 2 (Kapoor & Munjal, 2017)¢] Aol HAnjeto]d B
A=e] g ot B D oo iRk &yt AR 2 ue] o} ofHE(Sternadori &
Arbitol, 2019) SA] HHER) Bi=7} wA Aol gk Rhg-o] ¥ 9R19S Btk
thk92j9] o= T AAS w54 Haleo] snElo] o] tigh Bl Hrks ?
EJY] F7lelr2] Ltk sipfElo]y Fel= & w5 AR AT 71 e Elee] A3 Wl
o= AAstaat gt doje] AHREe] e IR (electronic word of mouth: eWOM) #
FuUAlede] a3t Aol 7] uwjFolzh= H(Abedi, Ghorbanzadeh, & Rahehag, 2019),
HjEfo]del] gk e o} el 8 Bl EUe ot ol A S ) of
| s Al Helle Vs Al oigh Bilewt) s BlieE SAshe o] fresitt
(Ajzen, 1991; 719341, 2019).

o

=

(2) A=A E713 Aldke]

A Y9loll uist ARlA A 23(Social Identity Model of Collective Action:

SIMCA, van Zomeren et al., 20080l w29, AlS]4 &350 tisl sk 7i91E9]

71l A ARSIA Aol ek ofof el AR ARG A1 aEs RIET HHE}
ol & HEE AT 7 o= J 5714 AF QE5S AA Al BAEET

94:611 T Bes 123 8 5714 ATES ofefe} o] HmUAE HAAY dE

| 1l B 0|84 RlEe) FesbIE delele ASIH Aol dee

=
o
)
o
é
O_u

o]
-
F A 7 PAPE el ko g SIT AEolMe] AlBHES 9e

1979)& FFazsle] A 5714 291& W did Hdate] gAPdel] wiet " duk Alsd o,
HrU2E ok apf oz vplet. S 7ielEe] Jd winlg] of ek Adiglel, exteiel ANkt



© Wk AR o

(b HARYZ=E 271H7

SITel w2, of® Hdo] ek 217 LA (Simon et al., 1998)2}F AL g Hete] 3
%—Zrﬂg} v ek(Lalot et al., 2019). fFARE HetellM, AMUAE gk U] S2 A7)
g8 sl Ak ofe] w9 AEelM Teskl He 5401 SH(Zucker, 2004; Nelson
et al., 2008). HVUZE thgt FA4% el =FE IS AV UXES} APE F
ArJshR= ko] At Moore & Stathi, 2019). 8% 147hdL Hnjusel] ek Ap7|sY
15 AL W AP TedAE FAA dihds s 1F ARE e 7hsAdol =
o B8 HUAE Hd FUA] 22 Ap7|irge] HFUAE Al His Hdt @lse] T8 o
Z-829lo] opd ww= ¢Ith(Liss, Crawford, & Popp, 2004). A APHA AAS A2 e

AMUAE 28 F81A] erieke, FaadEol] BixkE 7k ek(Nelson et al., 2008).
Az HnU2AE A |EHe @eTole] F wWelow HFuAnt 1E 1 T 1wl 71
A= a7 AolA] 9al 9 %J’W 7P 73Eek aRlojekar weldt = gl Aol H)
HUAE 2] grs o0 R Ak mu) Awu7leldst At ARIE ok &= 4 ]G] o
woll, 7HiQlo] #MUAER AE wrgahs slo] ANkARSlel gl =4 oA Qe 3

WElo] 9 gk Be] B/ 4gagle] | 5+ YedvE YA o seld et gk

>~

=

flo

(b QB 3= 2P

2A42(Rogers, 1951)7} A& AAJeE 7Rdel Zhe 7] (true self) = 71914 Aol B3t
Ndom, Ha exeRlolxe] Als|deolA ghds] TN A AAA o= TS
TAShR= Adgkolnh. ARBIA el ofsiupr] el ARSI st meuiA] ekt Sl
e} AT Aoke] AErh 284 fAks, 2016). QR e A2 A ) vEghe =
74 7Fs7d¢] =tHRogers, 1951).

e Ao w8E QY 7Rl Eol AHtHTosun, 2012). STEML 739
#He 2P7)(true self on the Net)= Z8 27| 7fdel|A] wbdgt Aoz o AfF Aol
o] offe} STEYl AfrHAIAS Eolf APle] e s nFske JRIES] AEs St
(Bargh, Mckenna, Firzsimons, 2002).

53] QIE 7 7] ko] Zek AlgsollAl QIS ARSlA] diAlA|R 7|5 gthe
747 (Tosun & Lajunen, 2010; Tosun, 2012)% o] /g&ke] dukrls] 7144 57] A

R A1 7 Jok 57| HZolide] olEful EElol HRLFK 24 2 K21 Feko|

Jm
o£
o

=
N
o
—

il



o= Bfgslthe 2s AR & QIEuld 3 P71 Adako] IEIUL E1lellA] theksth Izt
wAle] Wime} A& g o ARt 434 7180 Bl QAo SAEIARt
(McKenna, Creen, & Gleason, 2002; Tosun, 2012; Valkenburg & Peter, 2009), wt
AR B S84 gllow AgekE AT A vtk ozt SIEl alel] dhsf 7
ah A4S A7) Hal(Tosun, 2012), IEM 33te] EAJ0} Agtsio] uhals|4 7%
YAl 7FsAS =2ith= Aot Valkenburg & Peter, 2009). =l 4xjel 2§77}
FA8-(2016) ;= 742 ARIEAR] Alold] Be] 9] oeE dwap] 93k o4 E= F
2 o)% Aok 71 Aote] Fejol W} 715 Ao)e]
o] ek 4 el ek, B 248 aelo Aasie] ke Aol el A
Eo]d =& Bl thall el Ao} oWl F3E A=A FslE Aleoltt
9 Sk ok Ab8) A1) AjR1E0] Ale] 8wk} Sek el Ra 4
% Qlrks A 2o, siElely AR ol Akl ezt Ao EAlelAle] 29l
% AoR FnAES0] ik Alle] o] el nlgd e S Adchs | 94 7
s34y, of AJ3le] TPt 7)o} Ao R BitelabAnt et 32 Al FAge] <)
AP relelee, Ahe] A B 5714 AER) ek e Aol oAl 21 AlelA )

&2 L3N TEM el 8 Bl=E Bk 8RloR AT & ke e Slofh Als
y)
Z
97

N

]

i

mlo

50| % Ow WREE uf fA]%]7] % gk Jost et al.,
2004). tFro] o3 E0] /‘é% Feothal Azl E SUAE melEe 97] $olditt
(Weis, Redford, Zucker, & Ratliff, 2018). #Hn|U2~Eel= zel= Fny~Ee} Fny
2E 50| SRR APHEE ARFES BAISEES e Helo] QEieRt ko] 917
mZe]tHColeman & Zayer, 2015). A TAE A= 4 Aol xe] whitel] 7]%3 )
HY2E 8550 50 A7 7]edda(Jounet, 2018), 9JAFE =8k kel AFYE
= Gt ALs) P AgE0) HUAE 24e] Al vleks FrH(Dixon, 2014).
vt QI 3R A7) Akl Atk AL AW 57 AdRke A AU FE AHAIE

daHeR AT ] AARIE 2] ofH: ‘ﬂEi W e A Adde] el Ay

T8 Elwe] §714 aQlo® A% 1A dohre A9E Fesit,
@ sAmAE Fek v

AV 5 o] HPgel ek Al T IQ1Se] W Frisks vk Alslltke] oh)

ol

202 S=EAESIE 663 1% (20214 28)



2 3H9] vele] 54 ARl IT FdellA] 94, 3 apeiRitel gk £A412)4]
& AYE FAR AQIEC] ARG AU A9l T AR Ale] 54 R did AkslA A
Hepolehe diekdel ARuAllAe] dslellr] WA 7hsslc). $hA ofd JIRIES ofH %

ois] 2&3heA] ool WAE, sl el HlgHARl B4l 71 i girk. SEE 9
23] o] Aol Al 2191l whe Agle] Ade] A B A FAle FEA HoRA U
o] ek=glo] A3}5]7] 41tH(Anicich, Fast, Halevy, & Galinsky, 2015). ##slo] 2= ¥
nUAE g diek Qe o1 8x159] A F7] Al alidshs 21X B A B4 Hgle.

2 QIEY Ejol W] 24 A|7F 8 ) RIS A 2ol Thea) o] Tk,

B>
)
4
o)
)
(@]

b el slelolr] v 1784 A2t

QIEN e 1] 21784 A7 1A AR SHelA A7) (self-transcendence)
71 7]8ke] 297 715 (reflective function) #& FAAT Axjol T8 ZAE wrk 4% 7]
T8 FHAY A E A 2ol AR B ERES ofsfiehe gRo® olsid ¢ vt
Fonagy & Bateman, 2007). #]t]o] glEjeir|e] 42010 A= "#}Ale] A, Ag], 7
oAl b, Fadel A4 A 9 24 92& H8ak= 9% (Hobbs, 2010, p. 19)
& 55l k(R e, 2018).

TWQIEe] 21 s AFehs o7t 2wl ik Z7gAe] FellA v e ghol,
FeAga AR BAEE ARBA tideldt Baas RS AUZ 7o didelth
Aslo] gl 52 FodA AR (CRM) | #3819 Al 7|3e] & 4o} ¥
o} A mHARo] Fteks ARl 7HA1] 23} 7he Aol 784 At B o]ojivke Zhe

—~~

AT 2RRREE 71990] o714 1=2o] opd HeFd dieg sl ofsfuARt Flo] ok
g 7] Taler dEditiar o v SAH Bi=E A 3] itk(Ellen et al., 2006).

v e s ol ER ~E U] (Abitbol & Sternadori, 2018)+= 54 e}l
off thgh Bt 719-2) gl daks nix|aL, AR 71932 et 24
(Organization-Public Relationship) 2 ZA%e] 920191 7|99 AF4 el dIAHCSR
association)®ll @S WHTH= 21s A3 vk qlvk 71eF i) SHAlellA] x178/30l] kgt €
13l AqtEo] ool SIANHFES- W], 2016; Shen & Kim, 2012), 713 F4l9] A
ol] HEgl71el wiA] o-82} A2 21 el ek MRS AxTER= El FA7F ik
WPEW o] Aol QIEl Hetold v] A A12kS FU2E AL AA, )

R R 7t 57| HTole] ol BHEOlE HRLADI B4 3 921 Felo] SM e 203



Q14 Apgst s AR welow AT Yolrt SIE Aelol el u] 284S Qe
ol o]8x150] A2k At AEAe] AEFe) AR wete] SIEld Aol S8
Bzl dhal ol QjarelS WA= Haie Bavt e Wl

(b = #HARUSE A B]RE
FHuY2E Fedel] digk 7IR1ES] /1 571 el 71 134 Ao Qe walehs 144
I FEE = k. A ZP3E o] Haks wl AAE VAR oM 917 Aol 2 o
At 571 whzeltHMyers, 2014). 8% 2787 el 559 1F IAIE thE 758
A HEs] o] ghet, gt e Eeell et Al tlaEAe]cHRodgers, 2010:
Kang, Kim, & Cha, 2018). #=7Hanger) o]zt 9159] €¢lo] 54 o8l glrtar oA
13, 2Plo] 1 38 EAIE o S W ks slom deiirkelEs, 2007). E e
& (anger activism model)©] 5 o|2= Tl A= ofAdT=e] e FAualEol] &
S 1 = J5-S AARHHShepherd & Evans, 2019).
A BeTolE Arshs a%le] & < AtHDe Choudhury et al., 2016). &
eHHanxiety) B Hele S2HAolal FA1F ol E=AR) 9ol AHsh= ilaAlA A1
oA etk AollA gkt oulE SrskARt(Jin & Pang, 2010), $13¢] €41l digh
Shilo] & shar £elo] 1 AShs SAIE 4 glvkal =2 ) At AollA] gt thEr
(R3] 87do], 2016). oW JHde] FAE s dsh= Ziol i1 el sl EAE7] ofgith
A AAlA, Q1 Bele] EREe: @5l ElAR] ALE FelM e A Thed 1
olg} & = Slrk. =8 7TuUAlelde] A Aol BeigkS EAIE 3]ujahA| oA FtofA

Ae=] 2 Al A FE A g oA, andi=e] Jdolol gl st @38l v

N

19

N

o]

o2

T
e 5
o

o

g ARE O Zlo] 9 AElehs dl FS vFloEA, AH 4 3 s FX A=
(Valentino et al., 2011), AR]4] RlollA] 74491 G315 Aoz F= gl

S HHUAE ok Ak A2 ks 7R g dolepd s HnUS &
Aol BLFEE 71 7 QL s Elble] HHEle]d & o] ks v Thsde A
ok o= Fdo|& AAog FAg ARUAIAE sl 212 BrFsslal A ] A o
off TALE 2 Afel7 vERd 5= ek el At Alels oA, %9 A7AE(Lalot
et al., 2019)-> o 1844 %5 ool sl A7 1AAPde] nxl= Fael], 344 7ol o
gk /MR AX9h B9 213 gl AuE 24 Gapt vk Ak 7SI

g ] PIUAES BAls ek geiel Tdlolekar slefeke, G wel) Al

204 SI=EAESIE 663 1% (2021H 28)



HollA] #HmUsE A Elzte] opr1E 4= Qltk. SIToll mEw, SA7E Beste] 7haAl 7
ol 7189 #Eldh A0l 2 B R ISR TR she A9 EAg
(Nadler et al., 2009). Falsol theh gM2 54| daFo] =] A VRt A}
= 9Jth(De Choudhury et al., 2016). thg-o &2 ) HARUXAE ok EAol] thgk E<kzt
o] QTEfll FHELol 8- Biteol] oW FaF s wIx|=A] Lok davt Ak

THHom, o3t el wet QI o] &) FHke of YA FHsHE o A BA

e A et e EoE vt 22 Al Bk

OITEM 1. Ect 7Hd 71 Q2IS0| QB HHEIOfE =2 EiTOl| Djxl= MY =2

O3t b7
OITEN 2. 25l HHEO[Y =2 Eio| F2 20l w2t ofSAL Fick2 of A waslE
UE7F?

4) MB/He| S FHRLA0IM] 2t A: Rp|ESIE | Xb|2YE FEMS SAloz
2 A8 A% ATUACN el 2] Alge] AEFole] dgtel e Meelold AFUA
ol o] A8 Ao A= A FkE A 71 Seeld o] Slal, the 2ol
A o] 2 7Jeh ALge] ATUACIA Aglolne] AFA wWelso] s

(1) #ARYLE gP552] =<1
MAEL o= galy] golgh Il F3tlA] Lk ARS|AS] Al sTefrlse] 1efehso]
FHrysERMe] 5 Hlas et glo] A ort o 4= Qlrk ARl GAde] s
AAY Ak St #d wf 53] 13t} SITE £74¢t SIDE 722 A3k AA
35 7 ARRE: FEAIA HojR]= ALl Esde] A Tl thal] Bt AkejAks ZH| 57
ujiol2kal =28 (van Zomeren & Spears, 2009).

EE AvUAE e AfuAelA 2RI ofug} Q] FIIoA % o]F o]
A sl & RISk tAE Sgelld ASAQ1 HUAE eeiats @ TeldelN

T w9 8% FAlRkaL @1E = Qivk Qe RISk 2xolA HE w39

e

= URE sol|xe] SHEM|S, = o] 89 7|2 A ToHueke AE A9l Aksl g4
oJafe Zmoxj= R on] gl %59 (Morozov, 2019)8F 4= Aow Qe 37F

al

= g9le] Gold-713]e] ATl AlEe] B o3 didEe 54(Kowalski,

)
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Limber & Agatston, 2008)0l42] oZA}alo] s=utw]7] ujF-o]t},

wbr] SIT #HdellA #WU2E. 55-0] A Alol e aieiate] o4 = 7iRlst =
21 ool whe} tidsh= Al 7Fssith, A R FHMUAE 550 ARlol|A 9] Bl Bl 8
& GeE 221 viA| sl ool whe} dolehd, QlEl siEteld 7y Aleld 24 A
o] EA4el thgk oellE = o = Zloltk. ololl w2l s YElE ezeRkld FnusE
BETo] B, TEU HHELl o] B, QB HRUS AA] R vHtgEo R
ao] Qe o84} ko] AAlE sjefatara) gtk

(2) 71ek A2l A2 AFuAleld X

@ B 5 e

o] dellMi= HnjEteld 7570l 274 fdo] 71eL HvUAE fEo] Hie B 3 A}
oM 2t o g} FeIA], Yo7} afd Fito] 7]EF AR A2 FAru 7oAl Sl =
SR AHIHE vjetd Fart vhar Buh AR dE Wy 54 tidell EejshA] oA

)
ofo
i)
s
o
2
ofr
ﬂ?
£
o
)
ol
{o,
o,
dm
o
ox
=
c
i

Q5] ofel 5ol thek EEE ol Al

Hufeteld Ayl 244 B 7 e Aksge] Ayl
A o] As whdsl] HOH FHuUAE Pg50] 2pde] 4ok v A= )9S}, 2719
3} 2210149 7]el ARG s GFETE] Aulaa) gt oM FHWUAE S 99
AL as e, Uk o] ol Eule-s ol e-oameel Filg] ds Ak

] TR g el RS seth ARe] Euiles 71 71999l Y vl
21481 915 IAJskaL 1ol FefaiAvt 719dell AAE Tieko s Faels Adaly] figt
ol (dheol-uhIz] 2018), Euli-E ol "Unk ETe] ol 9k vEe] 71E Al
o] & Aol 9ol 3k 4= Qlrk. el 2Rl F7lell AA e ow AL
3] P52 k= Al USRI Aol7t S (R, 2018), el - AlE &
ol gk MEH Aol Al e] Als Tt wedE oAl FAle] A EE dRellA o] v
#AF A (Latane & Darley, 1970) o]t}

@ A1 == e

o] dyrlrls IA A7) 1% ol A7) 28 TR 7]k E A gAVdol ARl o A
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A @Aell ke mIRItks Ad #HdelM 9 <7t U85 (e, Hitlin, 2003)& 3Harsted], &)
& G Bk ofe} =Ege] JElE doli izt it ofuf, ‘w=EA] Shal(moral conviction)’
AR e] AAREE A7) 284 e AP 1E9A EeAe] A wiclo R wed 4 Qlrk
LA A tide] el tigh Aldo] Akt estar AfHQIAE UEbdtH Zaal
et al., 2011). Ade] T84 B ey, Aol theh WE2] el 2Ale o Thd o=
=94 HEA(moral clarity) k= TR Zldeltk(Wiltermuth & Flynn, 2013). AR
S BRIl tigh Biie Sl H] 8-S ST T, ARIERIA SRl Fastthal
=ol=]o] kth(Skitka, 2010). ksl ek Aks] 42143 23 (Social Identity Model of
Collective Action: SIMCA)®] ¢ 28 A5-=(ell, van Zomeren et al., 2011: Zaal et
al., 2011 el AKs]%] B35l tiadehe g d9le] 493t 571881 0w vaisit)
=94 gl 5To Ak o AT ARG BiEtellA] T A g3 o] At
spge] AFn ARse] =eold 4 vk thd ZFA(Dunning - Kruger effect,
Dunning, 2011: Kruger & Dunning, 1999)+= Z#A o 2= Foaddl 70150] HEl]X|
& AE shA] Hall 2ame] Feuths AR Yol & HEs S SRR
g, 2018). = #wAId o] Aofd TS Arlo] Hfgk A2 esiA rkehe d] dsliet
A 2 7FsAlo] =tHDunning, 2011; Motta, Callghan & Sylvester, 2018). oJ® thall]
gk 7HR18] IS A A ook gtk Aol AR AREL Aedd BT &3 AT AT
2 FIME %’%‘i‘;}(oﬂ, Motta et al., 2018).
o] e el [ a9 ol Ads A2 ohtHZaal et al.
2011). =5k 7HR1S) ARSIAA as-0] kel mix= QIENl nt]o] Fell= o]-8-2] 3k ]
to] 2 s 78 Soll wet vE = ek i) el S5E5(2014) 2 QUEVE] 7o)
golghar & el ARl tial FUs s doT|E AL ok s g
th = 24 mto] 5720l 82 2 Qmel AKS| 2] Hefol] Fejwldt w9 Bk opRlont

P T o8 2 SRl AR Aol FRkE vIAA] vkt

o

r

)
(Y
&)
=
*
o\
sy
o
i
&
o
)

Ir
4
=
ro
o
pr)
ity
Iz
o,
o
oX,
N
E
i)
Yy

o
FT“
o,
fabsy
2
[-‘JI.
Sl
R0

s e

[€]
HollM F4 2 ek 5 G Apdolre) 24 79 Has sjefels Zlo] Fasitial Bek

Y, %% A} 59 Huoz *1 Sl SIEI o} AHE) 1T WAL A WA 5 9 A

oft}. olele HFEH WA o] Slale] Thest 2 WY ATEAE mE
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OITEN 3. QB HHEIO[Y FARLAO KIS 2 TITt2 F70I0d, gt RiEte] ARl WS
ZiRHARKA(HO|HAE ST 17, 7[EF ARl ZRLAR K X)) Let=
O3t b7

3.

1) FAICHAL W A}
2212 918 20194 89 FEAN /AR Aol AT 2k 4dA] thslol Ajst 52 20
(T 18M~2941, m = 23.79, SD = 2.93) W 40078 (1:1) 9] =e}] Azt 14 9 A
AVE ARZA 1 6 w0 o))

HolE B4S 919 TR SPSSE TEslo] AUEA, FFRA, FRA, PR
(ANOVA) 5-< X3 A2 9 Epdes Aug 5] 70 240] ololzich. Qe vl
o4 48 T WAAE tpom B (PEAl 1) B i) Slal AN A 2 5]
we Qe B AElolgel wEE Aol Q= SRAS] HolE(N = 352) % B4
3ol Ik, el o $A1Zol e (ATTA] 2, 3G 913 BARER= A=A YRS A

SN = 400). FAH0Z, QM 7ol FiElol el wF8 Aol gl SRS
7 BN (QIE Elo] 8 HE SIElo] A u] 244 A7) 59 2R o 3,

4% AE(QEM el ol& B, BN HIUE AR 0wt B e 12 29
o welge] A2 2ALSHARe] A5t ool ) 7 oflaL Wi A} el
9ol AR Aol 2 SIEf AElol el wEE ARAST SRahl Adsl] Ue A3
oz, o] Aol ZALSTART AAVe] A AE 9] AEA v ASA o
A5 WA S #8417 ek fIe Qe AsEely o84} oljel JEILS olga)
= =) 200 dishso] thgR) Aol el HiE wate] A% Aol Felel agar: S%e)
3, Al wE S A SR S Pl Bl 1S ks Aol el

AEoldE Qo] Hatole, ‘Fuo] v B S E4) Welow Ak, wak Qe
el 1wl Ta] Slalel TV Mgl wF M EAhElow S5, 7]
B}, QM nlclojole] Elo]d 1w WlE, £212) ATUE/SNS olgHlEt: 77t Qe
@uﬁokg 8 e} fold AR WK o Ao Uepdt), ) snuE 2l o)
3 Wrke ek} ge), Qe AfEold S8 Blwe} folula Akl opd Aow A

=
Z

1%

o

d

208 SIRAUESE 6bd 12 (20214 28)



Qe Bufelo] ol 5 TS Sl Hel/sh Bojol g, Weleelgel - %
oPgse] S, BFEE B avlsh olETheS TSR GBS sigrks 13 A7
of (e, £33, 2019) o] AT AN HAS Wrks 4 B2 N vt Hole
oPgolehs o7k 2Ah SHABA AL 5 92 wesle] A ol AL Fo

o

FP

#om

il

(1) G FEl/#1) Qe siHelo]d] G~8ll=(digital femvertising accepting
attitudes)

SHAF AHSIE0] STEl el S 8ok Aol ARshs AMA AEiE AR ol

7} 2Bl (Abitbol & Sternadori, 2018)2] FHElodel tigh B & 1171 & 5idhs:

B Are] Al g A, weste] o &rivhe SIElolM AlnfuE A4 = FrEl/aha 3

5 BRI~ ] wSselRIg”, g7 AR 5. AEnks d9kk(Cronbach's @k .92

2 AXHHAM = 2.69, SD = 1.05).

(2) QTEI sfElo 1) o8 el £7] Ak A9

O E A3 i against to general society)

(7h ARYE 27" (feminist self-labeling)

HuU~E 27199 (Nelson et al., 2008), HPUYAERS] 275U £8H(Szymanski,
2004)& 2 AFFAl g Ag38le] 3o LAPCHUR=~"W7t HvyAEstar AZkst
5 a= .87, M= 245 SD=111).

(b eI #= A7 (true self on the net)

“A(in-person) ‘g% tiH] 2eRIoIA ERINA ‘A UE dri =5dRE SA5] ¢
3], 2% Y 2%=(Real Me Scale, Hance et al., 2018; McKenna et al., 2002)& 283}
o o] Aol QB X577k 21950l FHgaiARE, o] ¢19te] el B o
S oyl F7ke] BEA v 33l 7o VIE ) IS 2 F 6Fo s AT
(e~ 7S/ 2 B2 7R ARISONA| QB E3tellA W7t Fskd 2

R A1 7t 52| HTole] ol EEOlE HRLADI B4 3 921 Feko] SMEA 209



Sl AR, "W 7IEEe)/dAe] 2/ 7ke- A|91Ee] QI Fkel Wk i &
S B U] edtar o2 Aolgbar 7Y 5 a = 87, M = 2.73, SD = 0.87).

@ APYAE et thiHagainst to general society)

b (= e/ e siHEle P v] 274 A1ZHunauthenticity perceptions
of digital femvertising)
] Aok QB HHEt S ALl the] AhdellM FeA] grtal 7] AR 7]
fit) 3 (Abitbol & Sternadori, 2018)& & FAll ¥
Farate] hidko . FAYTHRJIE A AU 4] = FrEl/3d Fas B~ 74
ojghar AR, “Fae] Hse Mk gk Fagka Azt 5, 0 = 93, M = 3.13,
SD = 1.03).

(e}

1O
=
A-22] Ae}=(company-cause fit) ¥

P F) #RUs A4 E2FH(feminism anxiety)

S AUS AR dste] vigo] A Bar wQu= AdEle] ArErh 2 F el w4
Ay A= (A olgr], 2016: olds]- 7ot 2003) T et ofe] A Y

=S AT Fallol g Maslo] 4Rato 7 PACH U 8 ARl HnUE EAS
g~ "Beleay | “2xAcf 5, a = .89, M= 2.52, SD = 0.99).

&
o

(3) ArUEE g2 Al d 2=l

O 2=l ARUAE 59| e (attitudes regarding feminist activism)
A3} F55(Zaal et al, 20119 274 Feje] gLl et A 5L A9l W
(Valenzuela, 2013)%} gHa49](Liss et al., 2014, Nelson et al. 2008)°] #3t FEL
Fasle] 3o VR kel tialslr] e~ " (Qazeel) olx o] Hdasel
Holshz 28 ARG 5, a = .86, M = 2.39, SD = 1.07).

@ QA siuElo]A o] & 3= (expressing agreement on the web to

femvertising)
719} 2 (Kapoor & Munjal, 2017)9] el F-f/4e o #8He A4l ot
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@ SlElul AUz A4 8l HhE Bs(expressing agreement/disagreement on
the web against feminist views)
e—7od(e—participation)ol] 3+ ¥3HTai, Porumbescu, & Shon, 2019)S A7FA &
Al Farste], 2Rl FnuSel| sl AR, vk P5-S F AHS 27 S ACHAA (473
At 1A v HIEE STHRIEY SNSY 7 El/74H) ol A mfus (o452 ol 2
3 ANE~ "ol AA] FA(dl], FOk/FH)E 3 A ULk, & HellAl FHEA/HPI/EE
SYRA) T Qiek, "HWUE AR QB /A sl FHeldH ek, HMUSS
g 5 Aefehe AXE/HES &9 A AF, a= .92, M= 2.00, SD = 1.18, ¥HK3
w3 AU (oAl ol ek AATEe] HENEAI(H], Hol8/HF)E & A Qlrt,
k= 25 ol SFEAYHA7 P /ZES/HA) T4 tF, "oltS A7 |sAY vk

g2S Uk, a= .86, M= 1.94, SD =1.08].

(4) 71et A e AsruAleld 2l

(7D Yul Fse] Hol(participation in general activism)

Ha A = 7RISk Z71ollA] oA o 242191 Ak se] AR Ao Fojg et
AdellMe] 8214 ed(Ahmad, Alvi, & Ittefaq, 2019), S3Z&}Q1 Fo}(Tai & Shon,
2019) 3= Farste] F 40 R PPN =~ E- ok Aol 918 x4 {3/
81, M= 2.25 5D =0.89].

x
=
i
rk
Ke)
ol
Q
Il

(1} Eole-% Hod(boycott participation)
HlwA & JiQlskeE oA Enfld-gol] ot Amr) Bule-s Hojo|wm (ko uhniz]

2018) &2 & A7) A7) 9 FAlell sl Wgel 4wdew AU =~ (YE AE

R Py 719t 571 ZTolkiel e BHEIOLS ARLIAOK B 9 B2 WElel SM B 211



9)) EnjeFe] dstor 54 7|49 AlFS FulshA] GH=tF, ol dle] Ustow AEA}
AZS Fufeis] e=F, 5 a = 87, M= 3.08, SD = 1.01).

(th &-2xz}ol %1 A% 35 L34 (prosocial helping behavior consistency)
iRlske 24 ofitel Adatgle] 11 Al dE-S ghaze] sl ofx|o] Akr) YA w9
9 o=(Zal, 2018) &S A8alE], 7] Te] 'SNS'E o] Aol ubA| QlEl o=
nHy 3o R AAPTHRE~ AN Be FiE S eI E o 3 Azt
ol Etf 5, a = .86, M= 3.22, SD = 0.82).

(®h (@) A A8 E(prosocial helping someone in campus)

) A AR BRIE =AY Aty 74 Jja) Al dhSHRt SR ee A9,
2019)& AFAel wHA a1, Wgse 479e AU W thus sl 74
(A 0= -3 )95 O] 3fo] el A rkehs )& dake e B ~AH
Ao ko] glojeke VA e SeF, Uit s drieke AR =9 gt 5 a =
19, M= 2.54, SD = 0.81].

@ A7 191 == o

(7h A=Al 247K subjective knowledge of social-justice)

HyY ZF7 €9(Dunning, 2011; Motta et al., 2018) 7fdS dfsted, dl=Aks|e] Ao
ARkl 33 FA0) XA S B 3880 2 LAFTH LS T~ "ol EAd) 3] X
2ol i, "Hnus Aol sl A 2ol ULk F, a = .76, M= 3.23, SD = 0.77).

(b =24 #Al(moral conviction)

A} 55 (Zaal et al., 2011) 9] HEE SE3ls, L Ae] A Hollx] FAPde £3ks A4
Fo R SR =Y 0= st oJo] TR Algta} 2157} B)7] k- ol
< Zlolk, " o] EEA o griw gwshA Wk, = 61, M= 3.53, SD=0.83).
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4. ot

i

1) (T2 1)2| Zat: QI HHEIOIR +& EjT0i| CHSH S7| R0I=2| Hek
B el Bei=ol thEk 3171242 f1al, Qe siueteld S=8ei=st AVt
P S7E HRIE 3] RS A AA IS D 32). 7P v e

ro,

I
gz}l_‘

rlo
O

E{ul

g k8 A7lsle] AN EpoLk = 18, p ( .05), E&e UiA) R
QU5 be] ARAA) B EAR 0 felulalAl] AN o]2H WIS 3 A} B

R

JIEHT} WA F{Igrt. bl AebleAzE B 0.7eRke R YeR vy
(multicollinearity) 417} 2= A= eigkort el AWl 48 B9} snjyA~E
A1 7 A = .69, p < .001)<} JNEN HAfete]d HIRIAA A7t 7hof] Bl =
FBA(r = -.63, p< .001)7F AAIE O] 2RI (Variance Inflation Factor: V/F)E

3l F7RIGE rk. ofw 7MY =& VIFAGE 1612, dnk 711 10 Wwkl Zhs 8113

L
b3

ok e EEelal A% 71521 4 vh(Kabacoff, 2015)% F5A71RE tegidA
A WA Sthal desint

ofgfe] FoMAH, slFRF L SAN R FoulahA vekgrhaAd £ = .62, p <
.001). wHAEE Q) B 394, 71 A A el HnU2E A (8 = 42, p
(.001)2H A sfeteld W] A A2 (B = -.42, p{ .001)S] A= Hepsitt ofo]
A g HWUS EA B9 (6 = .10, p .01, AEVE FE AT (6 = .08, p (.05)
oIk, SAMS] k= Hx T wioh 2 frefnishA] gkt

R A 7 Ik 57| ZT0lke] QIE BHEIOLS HHRLR0I 24 U F2 Telol SH A 213



Table 1. Effects of the Motivational Factors to the Digital Femvertising Accepting Attitudes (N = 352)

The Digital Femvertising Accepting Attitudes

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B t p B t P B t p
Gender 43 88 .000 .19 445  .000 .02 .b6 .578
Age .03 .70 48 -01 -20 .84 -.02 =71 476
Control Exposure
Variables to TV 14 267 .008 .03 .68 497 .04 1.00 317
Femvertising
Advertising
Attitude 14 268 008 .03 .82 416 .06 1.61 133
Against Feminist 13.7
o Self-Labeling .59 4 .000 42 10.03 .000
General
True Self on
Unauthenticity
Against Percept!ons of -42  -10.12 .000
to Digital
Feminist Femvertising
G . e
roups— Feminism 10 274 .007
Anxiety
Modified A 212 501 617
AR 221 .288 116
F 24 59*** 59.62*** 71.61%
af 4,347 6,345 8,343
o0 (.001.

2) (A=Wl 2)Q| Zut: ClE{H BHEO|E 2 B S718 Maeels Fast

e AL EE k] tigh A AIES sl wwAE vk A o S
WAE] S8l AlSA AARE ol &3 37Ke] wRlo] Adsitar dhdaie], 4007 L i
k=Bt 33Hk-means clustering) 7} o715t} ofo}r] WA (ANOVA) 7 AFEA1e
ol o] BHE R K (Table 2 35,

TAR R, AlFES AE AvUAER gshs Holal QIEuld 3 2] B
7¥ AlsARE ) QIEP FivfEte] el gk X178 g o= Qe AE L AnuUE
TAel ik BB vl 49 o] ng "Bt o
A A7) e S $ixjoly], HWURE Zp7|gHel] 7R FogAe]ar Qe iHElo]
74 B AR Azt A ] ARUS A B 7R e fde]BE Ao o2t
AL HE QU0 sEEelM TFE 2 HlES AR ARRES SIE giHEle S 71 AoletaL

1

Ayste At B g} algs SolvAl, S siuluZ Bl tie ek siviu
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ER9] A9 HE A7) s ke AHolBE @R, vhn AURPe
QUL AfElo]g H] 2 A2k A1 e Bl s AEEAe) A A Fb
2L, QIENPE 2l 2] s s vhe: gelolebd wsnl g ofeka rgsict

Table 2. Clusters by the Motivational factors of the Attitudes of Accepting Digital Femvertising

Against to Against to
General Society Feminist Groups
Unauthenticity
Feminist True Self on Perceptions Feminism
Self-Labeling the net of Digital Anxiety
Femvertising
Cluster |(n =92, 23%): I bed bd c
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 3.40 4l 2 Sl
- 0,
Cluster 11 (n = 91, 22.8%) 1.65° 273" 3,84 3.15°
Hostile group against Feminists
= 0,
Cluster Il (= 135, 34%) 1.68% 2.41% 3.38% 1,544
Status-Quoite
Cluster IV (n = 81, 20.3%) b a abc c
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 3.58 A it 2.86
F (3, 396) 259.90"** 33.04*** 119.95"** 138.41%*

o (.007.

é
EE

olojd I A TrEe HY 9E AN 18 7 ARCGB) = 69.21, p <
.001] zfol= FrofmlshAl vkt 28 e (n = 200)olxie el vle(42%) ol 7}
& 3zal W] Hl(12.3%) 0] 7P Sttt dbel o) Rek(n = 200)9lr= v
nge] Hlgo] 7HE #34a1(35.5%), MA@ ] Hle(13.5%) =

=

3) (HIT=H 3)2l Zunh: &4 I 72 ZHo| HA|
QUEPL 0] 8t 8 #UE s2] Bl B s ol tit v‘?‘#-% &l LE el

B9 GRS o 3 Y A S, REl, e

o
.0,
pocy
5
%
d
o
il
r 2]
i
>,
toty

l"
.l

o] AU ks R o aefeh Elsn]E o] Ao fEidolziar 3 4= I9)

o,

(1) #ARIE shge] 21

AR Az} ezl FMUAE 5] Bl IEUVE infEleld o8 s el
FPIUE A4 Bkt 8 o) il R frofm)dh AlolE WrERIEK Table 3 5.
3 B R A A drrdow sy AE e 5 BRbeu]gy) v geld it
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Ao AAFILE. QB AWy v o] Aol Buismde] 71 = HitAE Ve
Witk AR Aajellas @3S 3 wisen|y o) fepnjsh Alols Rtk HujusE
F5To] Ble] A9olle Tt 20S TEsle] 4H|(Scheffe) o AR, 137 962
2] L] i A5 d(Games-Howell) ARF770= sjeky Az},

Table 3. Attitudes and Behaviors regarding Feminist Activism by User Type

Attitudes regarding Feminist Activism

n M SD F 7 df p
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 3.20% 0.85
Hostile group against Feminists 91 1.70% 0.72
- " 120.59 48 3.396 (.001
Status-Quoite 136 1.78 0.74
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 3.26™ 0.82
Expressing Agreement on the Web to Femvertisng
n M SD F 7 df p
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 2.89% 1.03
Hostile group against Feminists 91 1.49% 0.71
- " 77.11 40 3.39%6  (.001
Status-Quoite 136 1.60° 0.75
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 3.16™ 1.1
Expressing Agreement on the Web to Feminist Views
n M SD F Vi af P
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 2.67* 1.26
Hostile group against Feminists 91 1.41% 0.78
- ” 69.62 .36 3.396 (.001
Status-Quoite 136 1.40° 0.63
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 2.93> 1.18
Expressing Disagreement on the Web against Feminist Views
n M SD F 7 df p
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 2.32% 1.18
Hostile group against Feminists 91 1.92 1.1
- 5.50 .04 3396  .001
Status-Quoite 136 1.78° 1.01
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 1.81° 0.95

(2) 71et AP e AsruAleld X

Ak PEFo) of A By, WY, S| AolE, @S o)tk Table 4
). 792252 (Games-Howell) AR-E4 Zsjol] Sasielge] Faal Umi) g}
FOIIE Aol S Uehith, Bulke Hof At WEsiv]E, W]y, BynEd, i)y
o o Shigi) o vEsn|ge] wiEAl Bein| R felnle Ao)g wol) ek
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Table 4. Aspects of Social Justice Action in Depersonalization Conditions

Participation in General Activism

n M SD F Vi af P
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 2.79%4 0.96
Hostile group against Feminists 9 2.07° 0.80
Status-Quoite 136 1.97% 0.73 1982 13 3.36  <.00
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 2.30% 0.87
Boycott Participation
n M SD F i df P
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 3.42% 0.79
Hostile group against Feminists 91 2.59%¢ 1.04
Status-Quoite 136 2.95% 1.01 17.34 12 33%  C.001
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 3.46> 0.89

o

A e-omelel A A AE R, Gl W AR £ R gRAis 247 B

nE Faold 74 A VeRdtHTable 5 35). ##(Scheffe) AFFE-A] Axjold, &
) e] et A tiE e} @SR ot foju|e dolE Bylrh

Table 5. Aspects of Social Justice Action in Personalization Condiitions

Prosocial Helping Behavior Consistency

n M SD F 7z df o
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 3.45> 0.73
Hostile group against Feminists 91 3.07° 0.85
- 551 .04 3.396 .001
Status-Quoite 136 3.09° 0.83
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 3.34¢ 0.78
Pro-social Helping Someone in Campus
n M SD F 7 af o
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 3.09% 0.73
Hostile group against Feminists 91 2.74° 0.81
- 5.86 .04 3.396 .001
Status-Quoite 136 2.70° 0.70
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 2.83¢ 0.67

@ A9k =l o

7191 S SR, Alge) AARE A

A w7 JERIEH Table 6 225). W el ShTe] A9 sy zlgte] 3
317} 7 7] e, 4190 (Scheffe) AR oA, 7]eh RIekss) felvle 2jo]
£ HY

14
2
1

1o
o,
-
r_lr’
T
s

&

=

ol

rEl

4

p

=

ofl

N,

¢
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Table 6. Aspects of Self-centered Morality

Subjective Knowledge of Social-Justice

n M SD F Viad af P
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 3.47% 0.65
Hostile group against Feminists 91 3.15¢ 0.81
gStatpus?()uoite 136 2.98 0.80 1.9 08 3396 (.001
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 3.48> 0.65
Moral Conviction
n M SD F iz df p
Feminist Self-Unsatisfaction 92 3.50¢ 0.80
Hostile group against Feminists 91 3.47¢ 0.78
Status-Quoite 136 3.41¢ 0.84 47 04 33% 003
Feminist Self-Satisfaction 81 3.83%° 0.82
5. 42

o] g ) QU AWwfE}ol g ATUAoIo] Bzs] 54 mal=e] nlAg Qdelolt &)
= 1) o} A191e) A A 278k viek 42F AT UAeIHelekiE 1e, Al Al
AFUACIA SRl 71 8 vAAS S sela sk Arher FAlel el Zug
o}, olo] Qe AulEolge] Fa olgAjet & 5 gl e AT 200) TS vhe
A7PAP 71k 5] Relie] el ag15e] Slell Awelols) Saejme] o A
el AR Bl i) o A%E Bz e o8 e TEAS 1 <)
el Flejoly ﬂvﬂﬂovﬂ«l ¥ T HEHe of= Fulol FeR=A) sfefela, & o=
17 o

2 4% 194 Zwold gt

VS Z}OH ERELE 91“]‘5‘}74] LERsITE
olojA (AT-EAl 2)9] = 78l7] flal, ABUl el =8 Bl=g] 5714 290
w2l o]-82F ko] ofgA FEskE = J=AS THEA MR oR doprgitt S5
A B, AU, QeS| o= Uit of| Aksle] Al
s ARbeA Feke: BAVES 7o R WstE Faf WS ST F olovt A frAlel
71038 i QtiE ARIAAA o] 2(SIT) w4 AadtakEe] 4o, Estevan-Reina et
. 2020} g5k At

f@
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QTE et AUl #ed A1 PA 719k 5714 Adeke] Al dlE A
YAl o] AE ofelfshe vl A& 4= Qlvks APH PAE Sl s 23
oM o] ks SkeA oS A} SIT o] HAadTs, 53] Fdasol tlgh Als]
AAA] 28 (Social Identity Model of Collective Action: SIMCA) AA4E(<), Zaal et
al., 201D)elA 283k 57] Hzo] s =l s HAHOR ofsfehs vl 788 &
U RN,

el o]-8at JiR1e] A=A Zix|eh AEE 7)Q1A (personal) BAVSS AR]A
(social) AE Fa H=AZIH 27] AV Aol 5 iRl Al A Skesf o 2piA]
7EE Bl ARl 7Aool A AAVYI BdE w714 BEE EeiE gl
sk = Qlvhe 2l Ao Awet Aok AR, SIT #3lelld 7 divd Hdel
ARk AR o] ope} HUAE Fdke I3 ARl oA, dijbdEr AiuAleld 34
oM AHRIA A} AR A=A 71x|e] AR o] Als|H 0w WUElE 4 QleS B
ek, QIEl 221 wfA|7E o] 84} Q1SS ARSI alETele] et $hEkAE YTiet,
s 3%

L%

A ol o] AR Ylola 4 1S AEHe

wyk ojulel, QU A A7) AR, TNUE FA) BeRFs) g JaEe] 1 A1)
o A4 5 b A2 SRl % ;
& mlulg GpolglAn WAE Eueldh 2 UE V1E ATE(, 287443,
2016)3} oIk ool Frolvle AE WA

oleldt Ak S| A4Sl FEFOIAEC] BAH S Hushug & u), FjelgA)
A} Bl A7)0 FPAe) 0L Dateits Qs 24 Ak, g Ao
2 ARiot oz} Alslge) Aol B 2] ) A¥APE 55 vk et ok
MR ek e, SIRIUAE eke ved) ALl BETe) HEreR BEaeu
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A 7] Al ALk BARS AR theat ek A, EAppEo Q)
BPg SUZE Qe 2 Qe HelEle] o] teealulo] vlal olet. AATAE(A L
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AU HEe BRolw QI Anfele] 3¢ 53 <A tegsic,

S, ZARPEA el Aslel i S5l Mgtk o Wud A7 b e
Zolek. algi) A9l FA i AR 2o Ada S e A A9k v
5 qhe] Z9A, A BHEHE fsh WA o Almshel Ao]7h Ak ol A )
HoEe] AZSHE ZRIIc 48 A9 Folz ARAAI) B o Ao He 1A
2 e ow wgsh, sigvel gFtel tie 45 dlgel 74 48] Alolol o8l e
W I QA A9 A9 Aol 244 oo miE UerkNadler et al., 2009).
Fol= olefet 357} Wi A7} ololA2l itk
7] A2 WOl B4 A7 o] ozl e R G olinE 4 3
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sl oA QUM o 7}1@%94 S} AR B 1 Ak 54 Az
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