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A Correlation Analysis between Word-of-Mouth Message Sender Credibility and WOM Effect
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Abstract

The purposes of this study were 1) to analyze the correlation between Word-of-Mouth(WOM) message sender credibility and
WOM effect and 2) to analyze the differences of WOM message sender creadibility and WOM effect in off-line and on-line WOM
communication. The messages were created as a form of scenario for this study. Respondents were asked to evaluate the
message sender credibility and predict WOM behaviors after reading given scenario. The questionnaires were distributed to 200
customers and a total of 175 questionnaires were used for analysis(87.5%). The statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS
Win(12.0) for descriptive analysis, paired t-test, factor analysis, correlation analysis. The positive off-ine WOM message sender
was considered as more credible(p<.001} than on-line WOM message sender. ‘Message sender credibility’ is correlated with

‘attitude formation’ in both channels, but ‘reliable’ factor of ‘credibility’ variable is not significantly correlated with ‘attitude

change’ .
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<Table 1> Offline & Online WOM message scenario

Channel Scenario

U7 R AR BYL Bol4 oNYE A2 doldd WENTR HY B o
AR ARE FERR L2 PAMS BVW PAIY 24T WAL 4F QMY
AdER 38 9T U IS Og BILYES edel AYRe RES $34
REA B A0 HAD A Yn 45 BARAD AgH TES AL 7|41
A olgelaier

Off-line message

INAFQ. *'!1"-1,;1 oy
250 Gk TRATIL

On-line message
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B Afe Ave eyl gt Aol HE 3 2202 o]Fof
Hood A vAIx| o] e FHAIE Gopiy] el 2AE
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<Table 2> General characteristics of respondents
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No % 305Hl~40uH) 1|6, 3%), 409H1~502H TRk, 19%), 50
Gender Male 77 44.0 9] o]AF soa i
Age 20s and under 116 66.3 _ )
30s 43 24.6 2. AlLt2|0] et XMt A
405 and more 16 92 2 elola] BT 2 Al er} A% 2R
o e o A FRHoIT QYT ler] Pobny] oI5} Az sl
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= > Mo, or PD degres > s oxzetel 7ae] Aoo] FHHA AUele HAge B M 2
ccupation  Professiona! . &10] W7 B oojTLo] A 5 zx0
Office worker 43 246 O'—’] _o L%}\ 6.2§§- L}»E}—L}- L \..?"’1 ll’l—a—?—oj EH \: =4 :
Housewife 1 63 et Aoz waEQnt, 22 1Y Ae= B
Student 89 50.9 5992 2310 vl o7t B Ao} Ayl o=
Ovn business 2 11 SYAEI) A dAIAE BolSolAT Qs Ao T
Others 10 5.7 3 A o1}
Dining out  Seldom 6 34 25 s,
Frequency  1~2 times/month 53 30.3
1~2 times/week 62 354 3. Ho EHE 3 ME= 24
35 times/weck i 251 WA AR ] it 67) BaS BAE QiAo
= Breryeey = i 2 B3 A3} 07ke] 29lo] EEE 920, o5 Y B
g out OO0 won : 23} A3 A AN E LolE E3) ol 18 Al
Expenditure  100,000~200,000 won 71 40.6 8 L “‘5";5:?0“ 14 IE]“;O o5 % (ﬂ‘g' 12 A, 2
(month)  200,000~300,000 won 21 120 A 2v WEA ol BHEth ezl 22 A
300,000~400,000 won 11 63 LoA FUE FHE T AR AFHH AEUeH 4%
OWS00wen 211 o) 492 e 25 aclAAelL ozl Hol7t glglo.
> | = = = = |
T = TR 1000 U 29 FYsA =2 A=Y =S Uedle
Cronbach’s agt2 Xl 739 0.862, 2l 4%
<Table 3> WOM message sender credibility : validity & reliability test
Fact Tt Off-line On-line
actors ems Factorloading % of variance Factorloading % of variance
Reliable Item 3 823 437 898 39.3
Item 5 872 883
Itrem 4 844 791
Knowledgable Item 6 638 31.1 851 349
Item 2 902 788
Item 1 668 716
Cumulative % of variance 74.8 74.2
Cronbach’ s a 862 840
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<Table 4> WOM effect : validity & reliability test

Off-line On-line
Factorloading % of variance Factorloading % of variance

Attitude Item 4 879 53.5 897 54.7
Formation Item 2 814 874

Item 3 813 854

Item 1 890 854

Item 5 .813 824
Attitude Item 7V 813 17.8 764 17.7
Change Item 6V 679 741
Cumulative % of variance 713 724
Cronbach’ s @ 762 738
1) reverse coding
0.8400.2 A& utst Ao g BEAEHTable 3), <Table 5> WOM message sender credibility & WOM effect : Off-
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<Table 6> Correlation between WOM message sender credibility
& WOM effect : Off-line

Credibility

correlation coefficient
WOM effect

Relizble Know-  Attiude  Attitude
i ledgable Formation  Change
Credibility  Reliable 1.000
Knowledgable  0.635** 1.000
WOM effect  Attitud:
OMeffect Amimde ) s36m 0572 1.000
Formation
Attitude 0116 0218* 0154  1.000
Change

»*p<.0,*p<.05

<Table 7> Correlation between WOM message sender credibility
& WOM effect : Off-line

Credibility

correlation coefficient
WOM effect

Reliable Know-  Attitude Attitude
e ledgable Formation  Change
Credibility  Reliable 1.000
Knowledgable  0.529** 1.000
WOM eff Attitud
eliect. Attitude 0.658" 0.643* 1.000
Formation
Attitud
fuce 0058 0047 0070*  1.000
Change
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