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Abstract

The fashion product image preference changes depending on one’s lifestyle and
personal inclination. Women want to show the fashion product image preference,
often through their clothing and makeup choices. Brand image includes those
elements related to the brand. Advertising is the primary method for introducing
brands. This study was conducted to investigate the effects of fashion product image
preference on emphasis of brand image and advertising factor evaluation targeting
working women in their 20s and 30s. The fashion product image preference was s
sophisticated image. Preference for a sophisticated image has a significant effect on
emphasis of brand image when selecting fashion products. Emphasis of brand image
has a notable effect on the brand direct advertising factor evaluation. Fashion product
image preference has a significant effect on both brand’s direct and indirect advertising
factor evaluation. When selecting a fashion product (clothing and cosmetics), brand
image importance was found to have a positive effect on a brand’s direct advertising
factor evaluation. Therefore, fashion companies should take advantage of their brand
logo. Companies should also pay attention to clothing and product containers used
in advertising to show the brand. In addition, every company should create an advertising
image that represents their overall brand, by using a combination of detailed advertising
factor evaluation.

Keywords: preference image(120]0]X]), brand image(HZ#H=0]0]X]), advertising
expressive factor(ZZ EFHAL)
l. Introduction
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3 Yhe A2 wje a3 dojtt. ojw| A& Tk
gt 540 o3 TS AAE |, AFRES T A
== AZsta Bried i old «FAA 545 o
&5t =L flu= ZiRlo] k= omAE 7HE
Aoz yehe] F7] miiEd], dgEe AHle
BF3] Y8 QEH S B A9 oju|AE
FAdslA} FthLee & Kim, 2006).

oo AHAES AohrhdA Sglo] B2 B
CES Mo "t 7122 o4FEat oz,
ot Ao = HFE Ase] HHEER o]

o]A QUtii & & QUrh BHEE g 7199 AlE
OE 719 AT FEAA Fe sPoEsA,
2 22 dAleluY A9 AFolRte B

l

My ol l—; o ik
~

EE Hi AES Agstd, =0 net 2-5H
de A=3p7|= et 7] 2ol 7| dE2 vl
o AES TEolUe FES BlES Il A
AE9 BHES LuRpoA AAA7]LL, BHE 2
A 7HAE Eol7] Hel 731“°h_ wow, Y 9l
+ BHsom|x|9 525 A8 et A2E F4
sto] =2l vAY ZE5S AL A
BRTolm| A= &B|RRe] 7]9f Kol A& AL 9)

in

= Blsel dHEol e AEY HFE(Keller,
1993), AlFQ] E44 &% FH44 45 A =
ot 7] dzel, 7192 aHAREolAl 294 0]
A 553 HlsomAE HolFr] s =sfof
Stth(Jang & Kim, 2007). 29| A4 Hels
of W=t AF FEY AEIE ol U A=
Hgsto], Hlzolu]x]9] F2/4o] A FAEL
ATH(Lee, 2005). 2HAES HAAE AFA12] S48
g ope}, BHEYL Aot ojuAE FAHAE A
Foll 7HAE Fofgttt. AFAELE o3 SHor B
AomAE BAY H=2 I F8740] F4H
AtH(Cho, Fiore & Russell, 2015). 331 o|#3 B
HeouAE F53HL, 2HAE0A dEle Fa%
HHos ANHI Utk

Fas o 7 £ 89159 29kl A vt
SoIAA Hed], of2et B 8152 %
2l oju A& A5t "ot FiL EHL
FAE BHE L2 BRHE JAkS A5t
84F, 3 BEAALE BHE alo] Jge u]F

Al ®th(Lee, Chang, & Park, 2008). 333lo|0|X]&= 4

A - ol 574l 39

B9 719 ol el AAFL Y RO, &
Hl47} el de ¥ gl tsld A B
B=e} Fuojate] A 7 HrkAnsari & Riasi,
2016). £H/4EE BAEC|H Ao ofa] HAE T3
£2 A 3 ol Haolu|Ao] o) FAEs
7Z3Fo| Qlth(Park, 2004). 1Z 2 &2 ASo]n|x|Q} B
Eojul, xolw] 4o AL ¥slE A7t Ba
sk shAck.

£ a7 ouol sy
Aol M7k HAColu| S FasH HZst
£ A9 BuE W7 A B3 FHes B vl
1= ol ta) Yot A etk S5 olet 2
Ao 5ol Aselnx] SO do}
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Il. Background and Research
Hypotheses

1. Preference image and brand image

Mzoln A 54 AoA 7jglo] H71E Ut
L ojulR] Ei ohZ Ao ol BHA7|E vlete
ojmx| &, o] FAolHA HAARl 7| o]m|A] Ato]
of ZAske, o] vieke B4 27| BAl]
E74 ARolA 7lQlol H71E dstAY BRRlS] =l H]
X712 vlebe 27]o]u]XE FhelzIckKim, 2009).

AAH Afotolu] 2]} o)A potolu]z i zH] 2}
o] Bei=o] gigt Hrlo| S ZthDolich, 1969).
ZH|AEL ZpAl9] Yke ofu|AE A7 8] 19

RgEE BAE 5 Ads =y, 2 Fl4E
OlEoly IPFEZ 7RIS QEE Hshs PR
Aol olgHe Aprlojulxet UA| Az 7
7]oju]A] Alo]] AAE £Y & UEF ko= 9
T U ol "ohKim, 2009).

B ColuX= AFolu ARIAE AR AEF
ted EHoz HolA she A wAHEC
(Reynolds & Gutman, 1984). B =o]u]X|&= AH|Z}
7 BeiTo] gisiA ZHAA EHe AAFQ] Qe w
BHEAO] oA wtgd AF AZS e
(Choi, Kim, & Hwang, 2014), A|&2] 2o 3] &
glo] thEx] A¥Wsly| o]fyL AH|RESA HA=ZS

Agete W 71%g AN, Bl vk AE
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40 Agolyel MARECA AsEs BAsonx] FRE @

of sl FLuljJArE ZH7] ThE AH[AREO|A BE
ojmAE FZFAIA AR FHOJAL B =S
F= %93 AE9 FA Q4 0]th(Xiao, 2009). £
P AAEF] BREom A= BHHE AHATNE Hs}
of F7] ol A=Al St
Kim, 2013), SJAA|E] A= o|n]x] 9] Mdgo|zt1
T S UE HEouR| Y] F2/d0] tE AlE
o vls ©]L ZXETH(Shin & Lee, 2003).
AHAEZ ALY ojm| A7t BYH AEFS AT

Sh= Aol won, AlEE &6 A9 olw|XE FF
BAIZ1AL Aoks ®@SHaLA 517] o], AH4l9] o]
1719} YA|ot= BAHEE A=otA Hrk(Seo, 2003).
AH|ZH= ZH7] ZH4lo] 7Rl o] A& HiETL 7Hd
o[m|AE &3 E&sIHE Bl A7 Hzol(Mehta,
1999), B E AT o BEH=7} 712 o|u|A] &
F85H BZstA "t oo wet dAE HEde
o

—_

d

Hla. o5 ol QlojAf ow|A e Hre Hll
Tou|x] Zx]o] AAQI Oﬁﬁc};_ Z Aot}
HIb. 3PgE ol JlojA omAde s B
fAoluA] FAlo] FAQl FFE € Aol

I

2. Brand image and advertising expressive factors
Wi B =0 RS g AlFolta Y
2 =2 ERTouX7} FAE =, 2HAES
AEE e of BHsoju]R|o] ojEsto] tufjsy
52 5] ol &HAECA EREoluAE <l
AA71E AL U9 S5 THRhee, 1997). 2T 42H]
A2 Aol Hgt 4o #e F= Zol oty
2, g AES] BHETE 2H Qe olvAE HE
FasHA Azttt e BEHE
LBl A AAke] B
Sch(Lee, 2005).
FilEe AN AEE Ao, 1452 A
SAI7IH, 71delut BRES 4741717 H]
= A& Ad9E wholE ]
o] 7HAAIME AEste Ao

v va

2012)
AHAEE B FUS B BASo|HAE
5% ¥314 X W oSl sk, 58

E

HZSHA ¥H-g5H7] ol
ApEA Bficoln|x] &2 98 719 749 FaF
o] A FstH, Heitolnx] #7t Fa5HA F2t
H3 Jth(Kwon & Kim, 2013).

P AAEZL FTE E5F AHEHMo] Fks)ar, I
o] %t FFHATE woH, e AEFEol vl &
*éxqo] Ho] Hrh FQA] 3L Qlo] Hiitolu]x|7}
85, BHEOmAE HYsh= H UoiA
%14 dgo] Foha T 4= rh(Lee & Lee, 2002).
oFFe EFAR AlEY =Y 181 v 5ol
oJu|s} }HS AXH EBEHEoHAE AL (Rha,
1998), 3PgF HllE= BT o] on|X & Fnd

o] = o|u|X|of| Hlo|aYPo R HEFst HLstaL
QtHAn & Kuh, 2004). J1E AH|RE QA4S
WA 4 = EA AFYA A Ao, F
Trde v E EZT NAAE QA7) Y3F
B o2 Z-gr oA Zrh(Ahn, 2014). F3L5t
Beizel Fundo] ojux|7t 23EH Fia
I7F otAA =7 g BRETE ZHA] 1L A% o]
u] e} Fawd oju|z|9] 2ok Fal HF FHo|
9loj A 23t Q9lojth(Lee, 2005).

HAFTE FHHQ BIHTom|RE FE51A,
23 IS sh=d], FL
9] 84 BHE S Agsty] gk 27
ojfH Q4T FAHRAES EAFA wt ofn]
A7} @4 thH(Hong & Choi, 2006). Rha(1998)+= 9]
Foao] gt 712sh AtolA Fa FHL_LAE
4], 24, 84, do] ToE TR BHHEY]
ojm] ]e FAote AMAES A F1E BUHe
HAAQ] oS wkx|ut md]
Eg Ao Yehli= 89ls
gF=tH(Lee, Lee, & Lee, 2013).
%594 o|n| A& FA5HA == 1f
A0l Q49 1 0|99 uﬂg]—x%

ot

_\TL

ll

Fll‘

oJuAE A&HA7IEH &

84 & 7849 849 a3k= tg2A Yed

At £ AFolA= HAZ, E5| o)A Z*bl
B 8AE APAR Fu8Ae} 7H¥H g
AR FESt] ATE 1A gty fjdgIe] YR
d8AE B, AFolt AIFS &7], BEHERL 5
o] & £ glom 7FHARl 34+ MAY, wiFoly I
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A 5ol B % 9l Aolek. olo] et 44H 7
e

A olu|z] J P84 F) AH T+
840 AAHQA JFS = o]

H2b. SHE Ffjof] QlojAl BdToln]|z] FAl=
AH T2 AL HHA JF2 = A
oJt}.

H3a. Q& o] QlojA] B =olu]z] FA|
7He . 840 FAA
oJtt.

H3b. 3PE Fufof 9lojA] BalEolu]|x] AL
78 3 FALe40 FHA dFE & A

olt.

T

3. Preference image and advertising expressive
factors

AUAES A, 4F, WY Sl uet HEs
& Aol A7t gt =], Yote oAE EE
st7] 9Jsf olo] = sjAAEYE Z-EFHH(Kim,
Hahn, Hong, & Kim, 2014).

BACE BACO] 4Ae HAS] A% 0
2 PUE 952, 23 AvlAE 04 AE P A
ApAlo] Uste ojmlA e} Farolu| 7t X sk
P A= =2 YT E HQltK(Park, 2004). 33

HIASO| Al B Eo|u| XS Q1A A]7] 1L, B
719J5tA st=tl, FIE B UAE Hii=olun
A7} Ap4lo] wASHILAL St olw| A9 RSt F
o) 7F TAYSHA FTth(Lee, 2005).

Fao] e AEY, oF, HiFg, &%, FaElt,
FFHAY 5= BHE A4S ALt B1E,
FaLol FH8AE AHs| st BHE iAo
Y= oWAIE A& EH(Hong & Choi, 2006),
aavtel 2% A Bao) A¥Al Priucks %
19 FAH S5 QoA AvlAEe] e =
Aot= Zo] © a1}Ao|th(Shin & Lim, 2004). E.ZH
So| QYL BAS gAY olu]Agt Zo] U=
ARt AYHoE Bl T, AL 0|, &
A, FAAELTE BEo] Qled, Faund, ARGA

oju|A], A4, Fojokx T FiAE HAEE A

|o

=

m K

b

e

- o4l 41

M3 71E FR8% Srho|th(Aaker, 1997).
2R fAAE e AAlo] Hsh=
oju A& TrEA7]7] Y5l o]FolA|H, ojgt I
FollA 4] ouAE & o BAAE £ e &
3t 2Etdoly £ B0 o AT sh=
o, F19] FH48AELS o]gTl onXE Aok
A2 stA =t Seo(2003)Q] FroALe AHH
o[ux|7} o] AZ|olw|A oA 7H} = H¢E
Uetil=tl, AlFE ovAE F1a4E ERlo4,
MEH, FFA o FFE wron, AlfE o]u]X]
9] o] FH Ap7)oju| x|} A AFolu] A7t LA|5H
A it EYue AR AES FoRgitha
sttt HAAEQ B, viFo] e A7t B2,
o] wjFo] EXo] GIAY, et Fart fAAES
EHOolA st=d FEst7] wjEolth(Jeon, 2000). ©]

2 Fof nAse] Yo YoliE BAsE 4y

|o
f
=]
et
ol
o
rr
Fo
>4
=2
o
2
o,
5
ol
b
ne
D)
=
|
E)
T l n

Haa. 1% Fejo] glojA] olmA4E et (A
oElA Fm FHLE B) A4 BT TAL
ao] BHQl A F Aot

Hab. SHE Fojo] QlolAl oluAHE HEi
A B3 7Has] 399 J¥e E A
olc}.

Hsa. o ofo] glojA] o]ulx Mz HEi 114
B3 FHeLe] FHA IFE 2 Aol
Hsb. 9% o] lo1A] oful iz HEi 114
B3 FHLL0) B 9L E Aol

olge] 7o) e B o] ALEPe (Fig
13} 2.

. Method
1. Measurement
2 A= 9 A A BEE AASH] 9
&, o EBM=0} SPE S HASE BRsial 9l
L HASE 3 W43 Yol AT £ HASES
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42 Ao de] s dAEolu Al AEert BEfiEolux] 2% 9 Fi1a4 Hriof w|F

Direct
Ad
Factors

Image
Preference

Indirect
Ad

H56) Factors

<Fig. 1> Research model

ApdzARFACH, dE|2ARE B8 T 5 LHAE
o] A=} &2 27) EAE(C, D)E A 2
HER s o5 HES 22 BiER
Agstged, 54 BHE AS® Qe o=yt ot
A BHE A58 F7F 9] eAE &0V AH
Aol

Aol AR B A== olulA] BolE A
st71 9fsll, A27F 98& bR sho] ofuzA
AABHH. ol F F3f 20129 BAIERTE AZA
7HA BHE CARel BAE D7 AR GY Fu)
ojulA] F s BE=S] ojwAE 7HF & yehdct

ol

i

ol
Y

& 20HoA AREE 1047]2] o]u]%]

wol AH8E ojn|x] §oi5g AR 2

&
_,>1.
op
i
i

7 4 o9l ol Loldk, TiY g, BEAHL,

A=, 747

o
ay

2ol7} Sleta ekl

21, oAl 21
3] o7 ojn A rehge). HE
o o)zt A7 BAE Co}

o
oxq?l'é‘

BEE DY ofn|]

o]
=)
R
et
o
=
2
fo
ro,

Ehsteh(Table 1). olof we} 2 Ao Ak ojmA

2
3, ARE ojulAe] HEEs} 4 we Aow 1
A
_"1

b B B - -N e

O 3T

A oluA] A

=
g 3He=z A

T Wb omolulx] A3 sholuq AT EelnlX adlew Auugih
& AHS Agole] FUES BAY W FANY H BUSUAL BAS Y S0 S5
B aAs 2ARHT £ BAE B4, BAsolnX), aoln|Ao) 35F
Hzolnx] golg AAs] g9, Bagsldr, % FHHCM, YT Hdast A48 ¥ 4
sRelRstelx|, grEolAsteA], Ba0] 20009 FES THY Uk 205G BAsto] HAUE ¥
<Table 1> Exploratory factor analysis & mean of preferred clothing image
. Factor Eigen Percent of | Cumulative
F 1 M -val
actors Variables loadings values variation(%) | variance(%) ean fvalue
Sophisticated .863
isti Luxur .845
Sophisticated Y 3.422 34217 34217 558
1mage Graceful 781 A
Attractive 712
Feminine 721 14.863
ini Friendl 717
Feminine Y 1.826 18.265 52.481 4.87
1mage Romantic .692 B
Classic .545 ",
; 6.055
i Unique 726
Unique d 1.139 11.389 63.870 4.36
1mage Sexy .678 C

Fkx

p<.000, paired t-test: A>B>C
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AEEQARE, E/AFE7], BlE 21)° B 9 iRt 22.0%, 308k ¥ o] 18.2%0°]1, ¥ B+t 3}
A= DHEAL AL L, AR, dASET  AE QU8 3% U 0)gk 10.1%, 3% 2 o]y
W)E Uro] 2439 NS5 78 IAE HAE w2 vlg 17.2%, S8 9 olg~7ek € vlgk 263%
(18 e 227 geb- 78 Wi agthe 255 7% @ ol4-10% @ ulw 23.0%, 10% o o)A
oAtk BRSO YHATA UL AT AE B 234%0lth
AT}, Cronbach’s @ o] .790~.868% E3FS57ko] Y AtE B2 SPSS 21.03 AMOS 19.02 A-85+9
HAWIS SR (Table 2) o SAA QAR MERA, 7S5, ers
4%, AFE B4, gold QAR FRYRA B
2. Data collection & analysis
2 A7s 2 HAEol] #Afo] ¥aL sM3EZ S Table 3> Demographic characteristics of respondents (N=209)
A Argals 203079 Aol B ot BAEC
AL DAY QJu3) SE AR BE XS 9 Variables e
0
£ 2H4E o, I K AEIRE " 55 @55
?l/\]-O]E)_O,] ﬁﬂ]é% 01%6}02] }é%}—/\]—% /\E]/\]—S]—Sa Age 30~39 114 (545)
o 20139 39 AAEgon], F 200%50] BEA7H Specialin S0 239
x|z Q r]o]
FE2A 0 AHH AT Office worker 98 (46.9)
B A Q = =A8E E
=4 AR 2AF dAES ATEARA S Occupation| Sales service & manufacturing| 7 ( 3.4)
Aé‘% Qﬁ%}}lﬂ <Table 3>jq‘ Z;]'E]’ (anhzﬂ‘:f‘ ZOEH 45.5%, Self-employed 14 ( 6.7)
30th 54.5%0°] 1, A A2 HEF] 23.9%, AHFE] 46.9%, Others 40 (19.1)
T AEIA 9 A 52 3.4%, AEY 6.7%, 7|E Married 151 (72.2)
19.1%0]th. AT R ulT 72.2%, 71E 27.8%0| 1L, Marriage I ale 58 (27.8)
2z stgo 158ty 9 ols} 3.3%, AET) At Less than 1 million 4 (19
2 29 14.4%, hata At @ £ 55.5%, ek I-less than 3 million 48 (23.0)
A&} oAt 26.8%0]tt. 4 Bt ZHASYL 1005 L Monthly 737, ‘s than 5 million 58 (27.7)
income
u|qt 1.9%, 1009+ ¢ o]/4~3009F ¢ =Tt 23.0%, 300 S-less than 8 million 67 (32.1)
k9] o]Ab-5009t Y wgtk 27.7%, 5005 ¥ ©]4-800 more than 8 million 32 (15.3)
9k 9 w9k 32.1%, 8007t ¥ o} 15.3%0|th. d Bt High school 7 (3.3)
Ol Yn]E-2 39t 9 "9k 3.8%, 39t 9 o]/ ~5qt Education |COege 30 (14.4)
ucal
A m9k 5.3%, 55 A o] d~10%t 9 wlgt 20.1%, 10 University 116 (55.5)
ot & o]/A~209F ¢ | 30.6%, 209+ ¥ o] 4~30%k Advanced degree 56 (26.8)
Less than 30 thousand 8 ( 3.8)
<Table 2> Cronbach’s ¢ of factors Monthly 30-less than 50 thousand 11 ( 5.3)
- cost of | 50-less than 100 thousand 42 (20.1)
Cronbach’s .
Factors a buying | 100-less than 200 thousand | 64 (30.6)
clothing
Sophisticated image 841 200-less than 300 thousand 46 (22.0)
Brand image 868 More than 300 thousand 38 (18.2)
Direct ad factors (Clothing) 795 Less than 30 thousand 21 (10.1)
Monthly | 30-less than 50 thousand 36 (17.2)
Indirect ad factors (Clothing) 828 cost of
buying 50-less than 70 thousand 55 (26.3)
Direct ad factors (Cosmetics) 848 cosmetics | 70-less than 100 thousand | 48 (23.0)
Indirect ad factors (Cosmetics) 790 More than 100 thousand 49 (23.4)
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IV. Results

1. Reliability and validity of the configuration factor

2490910l AgA 9 gt AZS 9

o

3 iz

SRIEAS AAlsioith. 44, WAl #E
3t Q91 Balgko] 673(9)8), 676(FHoE 7|E
2](.50~.95)0l siF=]7]= stAlek, A4 HEH
& Aol 4 50%7} Fojof 317] wjo] 7
of HFEHASith= 71%(Yu, 2012)0f whe} v Al 8
AE Aoty 14 QR4S

1A QRIEA A3, 54 239 Ak Af=
Z3st Ao WHEJT, THA|4
HZE3A4: 50 o4}, AVE=50 oJA}, /idAIEE CR=
70 oo 2 JFEIHE AL & Ao H(Table

4,5), WEFY BAZL

o]/kl—

AAA BT

CR.=1.965 °J4},

Ash AVE 23t 5 747

W3k AL AT e HILe 2t AVE %IO] 0
A% AggLact 24 vdent, B

23+ 2= 9]9tH(Table 6, 7).

HelGA]S

o o=&2

1A ABEst BAsoluA FRE W BAuLL W] NN 4 BARsiAT

299 A% P ALAHLS 9 FRGHA
WSEM) 719 e AHBstel ATEYS AT
F2EY9 AP AU o8 BeHAt.
A, o= o] Avto|th(Table 8).

AR o)A AT % Fu) 4] BAo]y]
A A0 A4 A Fol 1 ok xlxmai
o o8 Bo) £HAEL Jue FuT o), A
JEREIELES JUEREE Hﬂtolume
Fa5H B2 e & 4 ek 9% 7o A B
Aol SAE ugal o 240z 3
Zoll Rolat G FA WSk, 1AL Bl
Q9% L 24 Yot 718 208t 4 3ak 71

sick. ol 9% $3] 3¢, BT 24 F ol
a

¢

A=Y, 7H 52 71Z4EH AT} o] F S8 (AAH)
ojBoluzx] MFTE7} Eo AHREL 9 olu]x|

Fae] BE LS FoAE Vecle Ae ¢
2. Hypothesis test 4 Stk olgk 2L o% WA ot AAT
= (Fig. 20 HeEr At
1) Clothing
<Table 4> Confirmatory factor analysis (Clothing)
. Estimated |Standardized| Standard Critical  [Significance Construct
F 1 AVE
actors Variables values estimates |errors (S.E.)|ratios (C.R.) ®) v reliability
Clothing product Sophisticated .855 792 .049 17.411
image preference | Luxury 1.000 874 - - - .630 .835
(sophisticated) | Gracefy] 788 726 050 15.808
Brand reputation 1.000 .867 - - -
Brand image o { image 973 896 046 21313 629 | 835
1mportance —
Advertising image| .886 730 .052 16.906
Model 850 730 064 13.365
Direct ad ) ing 867 701 067 12.999 509 | 756
factors
Brand logo 1.000 .825 - - -
Overall feeling 811 728 056 14.458
Indirect ad —F ) o 947 795 062 15.347 553 | 787
factors
Background 1.000 .835 - - -

22/df=136.602/48=2.846, p<.000, RMR=.056, GFI=.946, AGFI=.913, CFI=.963, RMSEA=.067
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<Table 5> Confirmatory factor analysis (Cosmetics)
. Estimated |Standardized| Standard Critical  [Significance Construct
Factors Variables values estimates |errors (S.E.)|ratios (C.R.) ®) AVE reliability
Cosmetic product Sophisticated .870 .800 .049 17.584
image preference | Luxury 1.000 .867 - - - .629 835
(sophisticated) | Graceful 793 725 050 15.785
_ Brand reputation 1.000 .869 - - -
Brand image - Fp o Cimage 970 895 045 21373 629 | 835
importance —
Advertising image .883 729 .052 16.902
Model 881 738 057 15.536
Direct ad B .
Product container 977 .846 .057 17.061 .501 750
factors
Brand logo 1.000 .837 - - -
Overall feeling .848 754 064 13.269
Indirect ad e o 968 776 072 13.447 502 | 751
factors
Makeup method 1.000 750 - - -

2%/df=104.508/48=2.177, p<.000, RMR=.051, GFI=.959, AGFI=.933, CFI=.976, RMSEA=.053

<Table 6> Latent variables correlation (Clothing)

. Clothing Brand [mage Direct ad factors Indirect ad factors
image preference importance
Clothing produc.t image 630a
preference (sophisticated)
Brand image importance 382 .629a
Direct ad factors 206 127 .509a
Indirect ad factors 124 .030 177 .553a

a: AVE

<Table 7> Latent variables correlation (Cosmetics)

- B B
. Cosmetic .rand 1mage Direct ad factors Indirect ad factors
image preference importance

Cosmetic produc.t }mage 629

preference (sophisticated)

Brand image importance 382 .629a

Direct ad factors .058 .063 .501a
Indirect ad factors 208 .033 124 .502a

a: AVE

2) Cosmetics

2o spgES Avoltt. 94 FxEYo] Y

% Ao WHHE YTH(Table 9).

HEdE) Eo|vA] A3 =7t &2 LHAE2 5
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<Table 8> Structural equation modeling (Clothing)

Hypotheses Standardized | Standard Critical Significance Remarks
P estimates | errors (S.E.)| ratio (C.R.) ®)
Image preference Brand image .

Hla (Sophisticated) importance(+) 057 11.488 Supported
Brand image — Direct ad factor(+) 070 1.668 095 | Rejected
1mportance
Brand image . .

. — Indirect ad factor(-) .074 -.978 328 Rejected
1mportance
Image preference . s

— +

H4a (Sophisticated) Direct ad factor(+) .078 4.969 Supported

H5a Image. preference — Indirect ad factor(-) .083 5.083 - Rejected
(Sophisticated)

2%/df=136.602/48=2.846, p<.000, RMR=.056, GFI=.946, AGFI=.913, CFI=.963, RMSEA=.067

p<.05, “p<.01, *p<.001

Direct
Ad
Factors

H4a: 379***

Image
Preference

Indirect
Ad

“p<.001 - Factors

— Supported ----» Rejected

<Fig. 2> Research model validation (Clothing)

FE T Al BREOWA] FA= S olvlA] 3
I T84 F AHasd FHIFE, 8L

<Table 9> Structural equation mdeling (Cosmetics)

FAT. 7H 269F 71 3bes A A

Hypotheses Standardized | Standard Critical Significance Remarks
P estimates | errors (S.E.)|ratio (C.R.) ®»
Image preference Brand image sk
.61 . 11.4
a (Sophisticated) importance(+) 618 058 68 Supported
B i x
Brand image — Direct ad factor(+) 165 087 2215 Supported
importance
Brand image . *
3a . — Indirect ad factor(-) -.161 071 -2.158 Supported
1mportance
o mage preference -y 0 factor(1) 139 095 1.824 068 Rejected
(Sophisticated)
o Image preference oo ad factor( - ) 555 083 6.803 Rejected
(Sophisticated)

2%/df=104.508/48=2.177, p<.000, RMR=.051, GFI=.959, AGFI=.933, CFI=.976, RMSEA=.053

e

p<.05, "p<01,

p<.001
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Direct
Ad
Factors

Hab: 139(n.s) __---=""

H2b: .165*

Image
Preference

H3b: -.161*

Indirect
Ad
Factors

H5b: 5555~ T==o_
*p<.05, ““p<.001 N
— Supported ----» Rejected

<Fig. 3> Research model validation (Cosmetics)
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V. Conclusion and Discussion
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