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Abstract

This research attempts to analyze how attributes of ad model influence on brand
familiarity, personality, and preference among consumers. Attributes of ad model was
classified into three; attractiveness, professionalism, and reliability. One hundred of
consumers who lived in Daejeun City were selected as respondents for this research.

The result of hypothesis I showed that attributes of ad model significantly
influenced on brand familiarity. it was the result of hypothesis I that both
Attractiveness and professionalism of ad model affected brand personality. It was
also found that attractiveness and professionalism are significantly brand preference
from the result of hypothesis III.

In conclusion, findings showed that attractiveness of ad model mostly influenced

on brand familiarity, personality, preference.
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Table 1. Attribute of Ad Model

Researcher

Component Parts

Appilbaum & Anato(1972)

Reliability, Professionalism, Dynamic, Objectivity

Simpson & Kahler(1980)

Reliability, Professionalism, Dynamic, Sociality

DeSarbo & Harshman(1985)

Reliability, Professionalism, Charm Sex, Good Feeling

Wynn(1987) Reliability, Professionalism, Dynamic, Sociality
Ohanian(1990, 1991) Professionalism, Reliability, Charm Sex
Perloff(1993) Professionalism, Fidelity, Similarity, Charm Sex

ol & wll, Aol+(1997)

Charm Sex, Reliability

3l 74 (2003)

Professionalism, Reliability, Similarity, Charm Sex

o] g9 (2005) Reliability, Professionalism

71224 (2006) Reliability, Professionalism, Dynamic

A1 74 ®.(2008) Professionalism, Charm Sex, Reliability
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Figure 1. Framework of research.

Table 2. Hypothesis Setup
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FE EARE 20129 79 209€FH 26L47kA A Hel = A Far TolA ok
o] glo](outdoor-wear) F1E FA o2 dto] ARG AuRE Ao R 10059 A
TS AAlste] 98%-5 3 ekqith

7Hd ASE Slske] SPSS 125 ol &8t SHAES dntd SAS dolr ] 984
Hl = A (frequency analysis)S AAEATH &4 =19 eSS AF37] st &

e AAsY o {Ro NFBEE BAME7] 95te] Cronbach’s Alpha A5

o] &3k A EA(reliability analysis)<S stttk E=3F 4 JiEE FHe] Al —Er*—i

(correlation analysis)& 2AlstA 3, 71 HAG S %’4&
4. A3 4 1%

4-1. E—w YA 54
o] o EAEAE EAL wotsly] 9ste] HiE BAS st 1 AFE Table

o7

] e It Table 3% 2ol &w2ke] dy 7S 2w A7k 559 (56.1%), o4
7} 439 (43.9%) 0.2 FA7F 12.2% B E2 xR HFoR ZAMEA, 3 AFHEHE

= 40, 30th, 50, 20t <o = 40th7} 447 (44.9%) = 7HE =A 2ARE AT

Table 3. The Result of Frequency Analysis

Significant | Accumulation
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Sex Male 55 56.1 56.1 56.1
Female 43 43.9 43.9 100.0
Age 20‘s 6 6.1 6.1 6.1
30"s 36 36.7 36.7 429
40's 44 449 449 87.8
50's 12 12.2 12.2 100.0
Total 98 100.0 100.0
4-2. 23 =7 A4 2 B3P BA
7 s ¥HE W AL s A3 oY A FEL olgde
Cronbach’s Alpha 75 Ab&stltt. =, 78 &5 Yeldt Cronbach’s Alpha 715+
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Table 4. The Result of Validity and Reliability

. Loading . .
Variables Measured Items Eigenvalues | Cronbach’'s Alpha

Factor
Beautiful 0.959

Attractiveness Becoming Fond 0.987 2.802 0.856
Attractive 0.953
Knowing Company well 0.690

Professionalism Looking a Professional 0.844 1.798 0.910
Being Serious 0.781
Credible 0.815

Reliability Frank 0.967 1.210 0.882
Honest 0.782
Familiar 0.825

Brand Familiarity Having used the Brand 0.909 2.409 0.861
Knowing the Brand well 0.950
Reliable 0.979

Brand Personality Creative 0.936 1.702 0.823
Unique 0.931
s et

Brand Preference SIng many/mue 0.982 1.767 0.838

Purchasing more than other
0.982
Brand
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Table 5. The Result of Hypothesis I
Variables B Beta R” F, p t D VIF
- 0.171 - 0.618 0.538 -
Attractiveness 1.064 1.127 0793 81.793 14.289 0.000 | 2.111
Professionalism 0.443 0.451 (0.000) 7.7117 0.000 | 1.157
Reliability -0.600 -0.706 -8.540 0.000 | 2.319

pud

£F Table 63 o] 7H4d 291 #3 mdle] £4o] B A vAe JdFS £
k| J

Ae Ak, R® ko] 0.788% 37 R3] A o] 788%= .
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Table 6. The Result of Hypothesis II

Variables B Beta R* F, p t p VIF
- -1.492 - -4.923 | 0.000 -

Attractiveness 1.023 0.863 116.642 | 12521 0.000 2.111

Professionalism | 0.355 0.288 0788 (0.000) 5.636 0.000 1.157

Reliability -0.061 | -0.058 -0.798 | 0427 | 2319
Table 73 o] 7} 390 F3 Bdeo] &go] HAlE AoE mXe= JFS A4
A7, R* ol 065602 37 mge Aieoe] 65.6%=2 e e, F g 59.7700] a1
F kol g p g2 000002 37 Ryo] frofgh Aoz vetutt, Fa o] vfe
A AL BA= el foe 93-S vAE Aoz Yeyt 53], vEAgo]
HE HAoro] 7bd & 43S VA= ZoR YEygon O tgoR AR, AlF
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2111
1.157
2.319

VIF

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.055

-4.645
8.773
7.252

-1.945

(.000)

Fp
59.770

R2
0.656

Beta
0.771
0.472

-0.179

5.

1.070
0.681
-0.224

B

-2.101

Variables
Attractiveness
Professionalism
Credibility

Table 7. The Result of Hypothesis I
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