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Abstract

Purpose: This study examined marketing value as online word-of-mouth media in the foodservice industry, and it did research on online word-of-
mouth (e-WOM) communication marketing schemes using mass communication in the industry. The study is also intended to investigate the
impact of electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM) information and communication on product awareness risks, benefits, and word-of-mouth (WOM)
impacts on restaurant consumers. Research design, data, and methodology: The analysis was conducted on a valid questionnaire of 425 menu
product consumers. The survey was conducted for two months in March 2019. The collected data was analyzed using SPSS and hierarchical
regression analysis was applied. Results: It did empirical research on the reciprocal casual relations to online and the existing word-of-mouth
communication that have to be preceded to understand characteristics of online word-of-mouth communication for the purpose of this study. The
result is summarized as follows. First, the online word-of-mouth (e-WOM) effect on product recognition risk shows the statistically significant
effect of information sender characteristics, information recipient characteristics, and online word-of-mouth (e-WOM) communication on product
recognition risk. Second, the influence of online word-of-mouth (e-WOM) on product risk benefits shows that the information sender
characteristics, the information receiver characteristics, and online communications have a statistically significant effect on product risk benefits.
Third, online word of mouth risk recognition had a statistically significant effect on word of mouth acceptance. Fourth, online risk benefit had a
statistically significant positive effect on word of mouth (WOM) effect. Conclusions: The communication between online word of mouth (e-
WOM) sender and recipient had a positive influence on the product evaluation and attitude change in the foodservice industry, and the word-of-
mouth (WOM) effect affected financial and non-financial performance. The results mentioned above indicated that the communication between
the sender of the information and the receiver of the information had a positive effect on the product evaluation and attitude change of the menu
consumer, and the word-of-mouth (WOM) result affected the financial. Therefore, the online word-of-mouth (e-WOM) effect has a positive effect
on the word-of-mouth (WOM) effect of menu products when performed simultaneously and positively between the information sender and the
information receiver.

Keywords: Information recipient, Menu Product Consumers, Spread, WOM Acceptance, Information sender, Product Benefit, Product
Perception
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model
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Table 1: Questionnaire Configuration Details
Number | Item Scale Authorship(Source)
Demographic Gender, Age, Education Level, Occupation 1-4 4 Nominal Scale
Dining Out Fre_quency and Expenditure Cost, 12 5 Nominal Scale Lim & Lee (2007)
Spending Restaurant Use Frequency Lee (2007)
Mobile and internet Consumption Time, .R.e‘ason, Information 1-3 3 Nominal Scale
Acquisition
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Sender Characteristics 1-5 )
WOM Information .. . Likert 5-Point File & Cermak(1994)
. Recipient Characteristics 1-5 15 Newman(2003)
Characteristics Scale
- — Lee (2003)
Online Communication 1-5
Product Risk Risk Perception 1-5 . Song (2014)
Perception 10 Likert Johson & Kaye (2007)
Product Perception P on Benefi 15 5-Point Scale Salo & Karjaluoto
Benefit erception Benefit - (2007)
Word of mouth Acceptance 1-6 :
Word of mouth Effect 2| PL.‘kfg | Lee, Dg’o‘f‘leang
Word of mouth Spread 1-6 -romt scale ( )
Total 46
4. A7}
41. B29°| EHM
Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of Respondent
Characteristic N %
Male 193 454
Gender
Female 232 54.6
20s 101 23.8
30s 133 31.2
Age 40s 118 27.7
50s 62 14.6
Over 60s 11 2.6
Less Than 1.5 Million Won 20 4.7
2 Million Won to 3 Million Won 59 13.8
Monthly Income 3 Million Won to 4 Million Won 132 31
4 Million Won to 5 Million Won 92 21.6
More Than 5 Million Won 122 28.7
Less High School Education 35 8.2
Junior College Education 59 139
Education Level
4-Year College Education 271 63.7
Graduate School Education 60 14.1
Professional 34 8
Service 25 5.9
Housewife 53 12.5
Occupation Self-Employed 61 14.4
Student 71 16.7
Office 156 36.7
Other 25 5.9
Unmarried 182 42.8
Marital Status
Married 243 57.2
Total(N) 425 100
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TRIX|, SR} Sh= WEES S| MR=X| Efgdat Azl
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Table 3: Reliability and Efficiency Analysis Results
q q q Correlation - e Factor
Configuration Indicator Factor Loadings t-value Squared a C.R. Variance Extraction
Questionl 0.670 9.160 0.540
Question2 0.767 11.257 0.636
Sender Question3 0.752 9.843 0.565 0.816 0.824 0.511
Characteristics
Question4 0.725 9.839 0.525
Question5 0.643 8.693 0.413
Questionl 0.720 10.074 0.518
Question2 0.739 9.360 0.546
Recipient Question3 0.684 8.895 0.567 0.834 0.836 0.538
Characteristics
Question4 0.720 10.070 0.518
Question5 0.685 9.555 0.619
Questionl 0.709 10.617 0.502
Question2 0.727 10.946 0.528
Online Question3 0.793 12.215 0.628 0.868 0.871 0.574
Communication
Question4 0.802 11.216 0.643
Question5 0.7534 9.948 0.568
Questionl 0.936 19.290 0.886
Question2 0.825 16.089 0.680
Product -
Perception Risk Question3 0.703 12.510 0.594 0.888 0.893 0.598
Question4 0.754 14.203 0.568
Question5 0.652 10.219 0.363
Questionl 0.923 12.126 0.851
Question2 0.902 21.038 0.813
Product
Perception Question3 0.807 16.096 0.651 0.902 0.912 0.763
Benefit
enett Questiond 0.842 17.685 0.708
Question5 0.884 15.525 0.752
Questionl 0.808 19.727 0.652
Question2 0.912 25.174 0.831
e-WOM Question3 0.791 19.958 0.625 0.906 0.909 0.712
Acceptance
Question4 0.861 24.699 0.741
Question5 0.823 21.773 0.582
Questionl 0.896 20.212 0.802
Question2 0.794 15.402 0.630
e-WOM Spread Question3 0.909 19.471 0.825 0.914 0.907 0.685
Question4 0.694 12.124 0.581
Question5 0.783 16.822 0.716
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Table 4: Result of Relationship between Variables
Classification 1) ?2) (€)] “4) Q) (O] (@)
Sender Characteristics 1
.. .. .530%*
Recipient Characteristics 1000 1
. L 462%* 518**
Online Communication 000 000 1
. . 274%* .390** S551**
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. 381** A464** 552%* .643%*
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Table 5: Path Analysis Result(Hypothesis Verification)
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