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The Effect of Advertising Models’ Characteristics of Hallyu Cosmetics on Brand
Personality and Brand Attitude: Focused on Chinese Consumers

Lei Wang and Jin Hwa Lee'
Dept. of Clothing and Textile, Pusan National University, Busan, Korea

Abstract: The purpose of this study is to analyze the effect of characteristics of advertising model on brand personality
and the effect of brand personality on brand attitude; and analyze whether the characteristics of the advertising model
have a direct effect on the brand attitude or indirectly through the brand personality. A survey was conducted from August
10, 2017 until August 31, 2017, and 400 respondents’ survey results were analyzed. For data analysis, SPSS 23.0 was uti-
lized to perform descriptive statistics, factor analysis, t-test, and regression analysis. As a result, five brand personality
factors were derived, which are aesthetics, safety/expertise, sophistication, pro-environment, youth, respectively. For
advertising model characteristics, seven factors were derived, which are credibility, visibility, attractiveness, expertise,
similarity, likeability, and familiarity, respectively. This study investigated the relationship between characteristics of cos-
metics advertising model, brand personality, and brand attitude. Brand personality does not play a mediating role between
advertising model’s characteristics and brand attitude. Advertising model’s characteristics have a direct effect on the
brand attitude. Consequently, Cosmetics companies should recognize the importance of the characteristics of advertising
model and implement the marketing strategy by carefully selecting the advertising model so that consumers can relate
the characteristics of advertisement model to the brand attitude which will ultimately lead to positive evaluation of the

brand.
Key words: hallyu cosmetics fz 3}3%), advertising models’ characteristics (32224 2] 5-4), brand personality (2
= 7hA), brand attitude (28 = Ej=), Chinese consumers (5= ZH]2})
1. M =2 o™ 293%= 1915 xRS =2 o]o] 2915 XA
o} 39= 4E(15.2%)°1H, P1=(10.9%) F=(6.6%)°] 2zt
=] A tao] el AdF} Au|eEo] B 49], 591l &3tH(Ju, 2017).
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5o wiFlelA GA B S A =Tk 2 A9 S5
HEL 3 AlF 2 AARTR= 2 AlF B 9 o
2Epl| e QS 2, AFS ulshs A Holy
SCH(Choi et al,, 2009). ¥ B2 = 4F 7Y
= U SFE ol8sted AARIE FHs] sl =3t
o} S, AHREEC] HAl Hakar 71]de] elmAe] A|aL
1745915 Al SlsiMe s 2ol &4
gick. oleiet Ao Faalel= ®do] AA|EkaL Q= ¢
ARAA HEL ATHKim et al,, 2012).
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o] Hl=5 TG $5Al HeE B384 Fk(Kim
et al, 2012). FaEHolRt Fort X002 9 onif ofulX]
S Adsp] flal ol S Aol g2 52 71
PHAAAIE olvjsie] Bl AdH o wiaAE dgshe
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ojof dth(Lee, 2005).

Farde] 548 Furde] Jgo| n A vephd
T dom, ket F28 4 3Uth. Rossiter and Percy
(1980)= VisCAP B3 #319] {3 uje} Farde 5§
A4 FE RE FRSUT. S S5 (visibility), 24
(trustworthiness), ™24 (attractiveness), 2] (authority) 47}4]
At

Farnd B4 R 484 A AT mirk
2ol 7 AT 27] ATolM Furde] 548 FAY
(credibility)=} vl 2 A (attractiveness) F 7FA = EF3FATH
(Ohanian, 1990). 3218e] 4@ 4ol Untdoz Fard
o] A (expertise)} 14 A (trustworthiness)©] Z e Th
(Goldsmith et al., 2000; McCracken, 1989). 3+ w2 ] 9]
T4 e2ole o] AN (similarity), LA (familiarity), &
749 (likeability)o] 3Z&E th(Baker & Churchill, 1977; Kahle
& Homer, 1985; McCracken, 1989; Till & Busler, 2000).
H AFollx Farrde] UnkHl E47 sleEgoR i
3lo] 7dslel TEARS Edlo|thShimp, 2010). TEARS Zdo
Al durd o R Az wigdo] Furde] gajo| rlojgitt.
TEARS+E Trustworthiness(21-8-49), Expertise(:1¢7d), Physical
Attractiveness(21A1 2] &), Respect(®7d), Similarity(FAHd)ol
2= ol 7R okl E ARESle] Farde] 548 e A
o]tH(Shimp, 2010).
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THLee, 2009). =, 742 Frdo]
slo] SukE sl B Aths &

ox |

_&

ARl tfsjel =7t BER, AL Y Aol
whele EFETHPak, 2012). AAH HEE 242 SolF
FaRde o 2l kPl B £ 28 B7hesl

o= gl 71gH o2 AEgae] FFS vAAl =™ (Cha,
1990), A& wige AHEe] FaRdS duphy 312
rm Folslal, dult vissitia Azbslerted ofsl A7
Hrh(Seo, 2008). YA, AL AnRIE slodg BHlS Fo}
Al RHEAY wlEe wr)A] & Bk ofuE} 2} Az}
Zre] IZFHAIY AFUA RS EFX15le] AHH oz HAE A

=



o7 5 B Fyo]

0

}3‘01 A}»%F 18
do] AtHFan, 2005). BV
| 2HlRpeh et wssh AR =
©Jv] 2 (Erdogan, 1999). frAMdE 7Aoo =
& 71 Hrh(Zhang, 2009). WA FAME sl A
= AUz e AstE, FuAgAe] vAAE B 2
&3 Drh(Kim, 2008). 28|27} RdoAlA Eoluto)
e WA =Y Wiyl 5t avkg S vekd

TE 27

i)

YA
<)

o~
-

[¢}

AA = AolthKim, 2008). XA, AL AAH wH
TOF Q3 Fuwde] thaf soXQl LS = AeE T

20

S (McGracken, 1989). H3t Re] A A EFo|ut 9]
o] Azl o8 HrYe] A= fFolgtals A eJth(Erdogan
et al, 2001). &HR= A}4lo] %—O}é}h Rdo] B A <]
solghe TR, A= Ed a2 AAE ol He 4

o] 9Jth(Hong, 2012). A+,
Aol g9l Agg gt ?J_H
FAERY AAEE Zo|AY *Wl

o)

o5 deA 3l

0% 0@1

flo

THA

é(brand personality)o]&F B =9} ZH]X
E*qol‘/]r i s Zi‘ég_ }EL ’E]‘Z
| 5-31CH Aaker, 1997). B3}, Hale

9] st 942X, F %(young) 5}34 Els
Akfriendly) 52 & WA HHze] 17k
Fore} A Plummer, 1985). Keller(1993)=
21 Q17ke] N ot A, AR, AR
AFFAI EAE Ee st 2
ey *H]X}"ﬂﬂ] ‘:]‘g B

o+ Ao

Eﬂ bk E,]xqo ?q_

o ok

E=)
Hﬂ
é

o] zpHsle} 4H|Re] Ajojoln
ke EEA 1 <k nAI" 37 SollA] f-8et XH:‘O]
ATHKim, 2000). 3FFE 7] Hal= WS 5
J=t 7HUEE Fehs BAE oju)X|d i}o 7t A
ummer(1985)— sPgEe glo]

EArts 92 Qe o33
2 Hyll=oj o

BHAE AL vA" =R

BN [z ofo do
=

[e)

EL_

t
K N nﬂw

3:0

)

]_

ol il

_?L

5
P

i

o
>
i
_]N

=
1=k

£ >

o o
=2

i)
oy

Hgj=

——

N7 BAE Blige] mjFs G - 5 LHE FHOZ — 497

omxlel 74 fole] B
= el e
STk o
oIS Aol A4S B A4

Al I olZf ol s
A FelRlA Fag a2

5’:
a)
=

o~
T

O_u

r.{)] ot 3o

H

Yoo X

(Fournier, 1998).

2.3 Znmin HEE EjEo)
Allport(l935)% Hal= EHtEP
M 5
olgtxL 440} 13]— Kim et al (2012)— %L_
4#9} H gl mx

2
Bd=d

O

£

i)

rul—

-

of
o%
é
rL
S

of

o

b

I
p

e
I r

]

of
Oy
2

=

=

rr

]

N a1

fu

kl

rr

@ A
e

o
i
il
Mo —

of
F{F

Y

o

jun)
o

jlg
ol
£
=
s0
to

O

Fando] o]
ek 53 Patzer(1985 F— 29
S PRI
07 mEAS =YfE AH|RLY]
Kim and Park(2012)2
HAE ef=o] vjA=
Zo] FaE ] 1|
(respect)y?} FAMI2 FarE=o] fofgh
o} FAEHEE BAE grel Fujelro]
o] HAE Bw £a %ﬂH«lﬁﬂ <784
o}, WA, Fymeo] 284 (credibility)2
o o3t gare ux|x| OL—t—E}z sttt
9 YeEL niEto g E3H oz A
H]Z}—OHH] AR A o=} 7P§’—‘1—E‘Jr
= olq AYATE Bl B

%

=

\__

g

o

o
£ b

§
2 ™

sl 454, 3442 9 w3

=
b4

z
=

[

oft
E

e,

o
fz

¢

o

Lﬂ

|

i)

W fle

= >l

[e]

2
s
:

il

o g

—_

o

o
F['r'

d

[e
[

(e,
2
ko
ro

BT

J
M |z wo b

o
ﬁ%
o

?

e D (=1
iwl-l

=
o

=
o

s

2l ol
o

>
pos
2 o
n
2 4
ofd 30

M 2 o
of o

T ro
)

Iy

B

ki
2

Fl of

il

i)
u

¢

[

=
ol

S

o
it

=

d

—_

oX,
03

et
i1
olN
)
i
re
-
ol
o
2
&
&

C JHdat 23E EfEo| 2|

ZHRPIA 7] F#- ot xpEst &9
28|27} oW Balze] e wedo
a2 Bl=e; dAS 6“40}7%] 5z, ol
= Bzl 373

Hm
o2 |z of 2

111
)

1CH(Sirgy, 1982).
AHE BA= 9 A

3 O

S UeR

0

r_.E_

el

N
==

J ang(200 1



498 SOl FY ESIA] AR0H A5, 2018H

2, AololrlA|sl BAE o] BAlo] Ba AFEAL 5}
Qe A7 Az AT, DR, feAE, AT

N fslo® Ve, HAE 4 @ Aojelnlxsle]
ol ¥255 B UjF HEE FolAE gl WAt 9

o
T
=

the A3E =F8I0Th Oh(2002)S =te] Bil=Eo] 714
T HAdE e ot 284, 9, g, e R
TEsken, 2y BHAE s edls AF 81l oy
A acglog FRailth e AFE FEE] met Hils

ol mAlE BAE N aQ= 248 HAls ded)
o] A5 wf o] AlFlE Fewd L2 o B
A= o], Ade] AFelle DeH L2 A9 HAe
el Hale eime]l 71 2 92 viiivke 24t =24

vk it

2.5. 2= Jide| opoiEat

Aaker(1997y= B =130 J3E vA= 7P 2 Q%le
2 JAE Ferh Fare] Aol E Aefdol, Farel] of
g B, Fand, wARel et Hale ¥ e &

=

AEHolgha 3t

“FAE] A2 FERIAE BAE s
T2 WAE BAE Kim(2011)2] AelMe <l
W& SAE M2 FZo] Au]z 2FE] v
fgths 2498 =&sGith “EAIEAE A
HE JA-EAIBRE b)) A BAE
Hwang and Song(2011)2] A-7olX= ZAIHAE
SAEHE AEE mE dlo] EAEBE AR
2 JEFE vtk A3E AUt} “VMD SA-EAH= s)A-
BiE glere] £2E AE 243 Kim(2016)2] A-ollA

e
u
M 18

A

|
A

ar e
o2t
"

o2 |z
B (e b A

3

M
x>

= ox
5.

2

N
o)
L

£ VMD 54e] HAE /)45 BAE Hwe] Jakg vtk
t A%E m2agon, ok HAE oluxs} Tl
A ¥ v1E F YTk HEch VMD 54 HAE e
7v] BAE e wERE Hsgnt. ol 975 2
B2 Qe D= e TE wgsle] AN s EA}
ks A ¢ 5 Aok Wb B AT E Fand &

43 BI= Bize] Alelola HAl= siAe] i adE AS
starat gt

0 T
IE

3. 9+

31, A7RY H ATEN

A Aol BE sPdE HA=So| 714 AEsE et
DA 7HATpE R Faede] 54 8 Al jdalls 7t
o] zpololl #7E A= vFe Aol ek B el
= 3ME HAl=E VHAYEE Fande] 54 3 Hals )

o™ "o =T 0 gl
st AAEES AXE = AT

2 A7e o SR dasd B4 HAEs JidY &
1ES BEA% of2, WERl Q915 7ke] AWk Qe FRF
HAE HSsaA) sk o 5o u. WA Farde] &
Adaclat BiE JfAdeRle TESINeH, Farde] EXdo]
BA= Aol mxE G BAE o] B Hixd A
e G 2213 Faurde] EAdo] BAl: gk riX=
IS BASISH o5 vlEe g Farde] EXdo| HlE )
Tol FEke v u ZFH FIS v A ofyH 7HE
Ql G FX=AE A6 T e ARy A
T2AE Ay

3-1. g 54o] Hale j4e miAle 92 Lot

3-2. HaE sjAdo] Hale

3-3. Fandle] o] BlE gxo] Hx|
Er},

3-4. FaRde] o] HAE e 1w
HAE sRde] WS Lokt

A= Gl el

Advertising models’

characteristics
|

Brand personality

Brand attitude

A\
Ak

Fig. 1. Research model.



o7 5 B Fyo]

Tk &= ZEARIEG60 A4l o] m9lo} gt shd<re]
Ffjge] wiet PEAE Folle dskrel ¥, FA/HAE F
ol 2hilzsh talo]2ake Asisint. o] 4 Hal= 20174
A FEAE Baede RS Ui £ s Al A
she(dslr), 019 (), FelmEMZ), Wi Elslo]2h=
A= o] AT

33 SHEF

2 AN Farde] 54, Hals g 3
Flal HPATF A5 vEe R &4
YEES B A7 HH A 2F
, Fardle] EXL Baker and Churchill(1977), Kahle
and Homer(1985), McCracken(1989), Ohanian(1990) 5<] 1
TE At A, A, wEd, 194, A, 33
A, FHEEe F Ay 7 8R1e® SIS S, Lee

O
and Jeong(2016)2] A& FES TAHR dfo] £ Ao HHo

Ao e, A4 207 Reow
BHAE WY 54 352 Aaker(1997)7F A
EAL 25 JAEHE 0]&3
o u|ZARS HRAL 61, AAL 47Q1
g AEZAE A} A EI L
H, ZA7F AZEL e P EAE AES ARSE A
33 5, A3 WES MZ 2=3kd Aaker(1997)2] Al
A SPgEa AEAgo] W HalE i
o] YA Aaker(1997)2] Aol E
A F 1590 FEoz MAHEH, o)

Sk, TR, AQH, Sofdte] 7 YL

QLT I Y

=

[e)

B = LA

10792 s3lo] 2olee

g
=

=
= 24317] 98l Yoo et al.(2008)3 A3 ATFol|A 7P dut
Aoz AMgEo] g A Azeith, whge] b, 5ol¥
oltp 5 Al 7K FES MAE ol EFES BT
HIZAL e Fxste] 4 3 Besiglon, aie- 2%t
GAyoIM A 232 k(189 53 Likert AEE 33
stk ATEAISH 549 6 HEHER S5

%0
fr
B
)
W
P
s
2
:?1:4”
oft
Iz
[
1o

vaE L9l

CAEsAe Hils

£ o

Hgj=

el =

W5 BAE elize] pjR G - 57 LHE FHOZ — 499

L
.

iy
7

=+ 10~40t] AN} 4128
B 893171 377kl ZAA o]
EZAF A E(wwwawjx.cn)E ©]
F=oA AlY Bo] ARS-3l= SNS(we chat
sl BTk ARl & IR Ee] Far
HIZR= 208780103, FA7FEAES] FAE 2 4H
= 204908t} olFXE AEFke] §le AHEME 200
o, FAZIEAE 200 9] AEE AT AR
SPSS WIN(Ver. 23)& ol&3l 7|&57l, 8314,
A, g8 HS 9 IARMES AAEA
B 2Hzle] 3R EAS A9EgS o),
oM I PEEe] 7% 2000(46.5%), 300H(44%), 40
H(8%), 10t(1.5%), =A7Fdee] A5 20t(56%), 30TH
(34.5%), 400 (6.5%), 10tH(3%)] <=0lQJth. AT Fo] lojA
7] 738 mEA7.5%), 71E(52.5%)=, T A7) 4
9§ HE(52%), 71E(48%)= WEbsTE e adwe] A9
ek A& (53%), 3k A3t o1d(21.5%), A& 3t )
TEU(20%), 7S] 7 tigha A ghEH (44.5%), A
T ANTED27%), N A3 oPd(17%)°] s =F
Sich. A e 74 SARI44.5%), 3H(19.5%),
FFA17%), SATHETE] 79 A 47.5%), S (16%),
FTFA(13%)°] FES AR 4 B R
o] 739 509+ ~1009+9 (24%), 1009+8~1508H2(22%), 1507
A~2009H4(15.5%), S08H mIRK(15%), FA17Hde] 739 50
w91 ~1007HA (30%), 100%+9~1507H1(24.5%), 509+ =gk
(13.5%), 1509-21~2002H(13%), 200%HL~2509+(10.5%)°]

rLorE

Q

A
) fﬁﬁ
o=
(e
e
Jr

A

e,
B

X

]_

[0

i g T
il
M
bl

N
e
B
ol

op

A
o)

12]

> M

i
i o

(i

Z

A

oy

<0

3T

kU =
FAE i

|

LS

Al

S ARSI € Wt 7l ve2 akwe] A 5

I~ 109H) (21.5%), 59 U]TH21%), 108H)~15991(16.5%),
1524 ~20911 (16%), 209H~259+(10%), A 7Fee] ¢
STHA~109H(28%), STH HIWH25%), 10%H~157H(19%),

209HA~257H1(9.5%)°] tF-ES XA ST

4.1 gnzg
EldEN

AR
=, 7,
w0k 7 aQlew Fund
80.715%313L, 2+ 291" A1E] A7t 700

T FEoldih e

SAM3t =53E JiMo cist 29l

[

i

=}, Table 13}

7, dAo

e

s
|



500 B FRIYEREIR] A20H A5T, 2018Y

Table 1. Factor and reliability for advertising models’ characteristics

Factor Measured item Factor loading Cumulative variance % Eigen value Cronbach’s o
This ad model seems to be responsible. .897
This ad model seems to be true. .888
Credibility This ad model looks honest. 855 20.257 4.051 924
This ad model seems reliable. .829
This ad model looks sincere. 784
Movies/dramas/programs with ad model are popular. 817
Visibility Many people know the name of this model. 814 31.744 2.297 .847
This ad model is famous. 764
This ad model is cool. 958
Attractive-ness  This ad model has a good style. 930 42.998 2.251 .840
This ad model is attractive. 576
This ad model is experienced. .829
Expertise This ad model is capable. 738 53.569 2.114 .700
This ad model is specialized. 642
This ad model is similar in taste to me. 954
Similarity 63.866 2.059 970
There are many similarities with this advertising model. 941
I like this ad model. .855
Likeability 72.418 1.710 .882
This ad model is interesting. 852
This advertising model is unfamiliar. .856
Familiarity 80.715 1.660 741
This ad model feels intimate. .833
Faede o AU & 5 ok = RBPEGEDYy, 89 55 FeGEdyol=t FPsith
HUE el e KB ABeAE Table 29 o] 29l BAelA 27] 35 3 wAAAGe] R I FHEE
el agle] FEHAUT 83 12 AvY@ER), 29 2 Agh, QA3 o] FReh AlLsiath. 7] 8fle=
£ ORARYGEYY, 29 32 HRREEY), 89 4 HAS AYS AEsks F RS 66455%7, 7 8

Table 2. Factor and reliability for brand personality

Factor Measured item Factor loading Cumulative variance % Eigen value Cronbach’s o

Modern .830

Aesthetics Feminine 78 14.277 2.855 797
Elegant 745
Beautiful 728
Safe 819

Safety/expertise Professional 754 28.224 2.789 187
Technical .691
Upper-class .820

Sophistication Noble 7 41.058 2.567 759
Successful 678
Tough 673
Natural 775

Pro-environment Environmentally friendly 770 53.808 2.550 825
Energetic 768
Interesting 786

Youth Active 748 66.455 2.529 .832

Young .681
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PAFE AT F, JARAS NS 018 Bal Av
A 318 AT B4 Aok Table 490 Belslo] 9l
(1) BRYe) 54 aolEst BASe] vy Y o] 2

[}
|z

AE B3 A3, FHE, g, FAMES And el =
AAR F3e miXE Aoz el 2 3142 4]
A Mol B9 FES mX e ALE YePTH AlEA,
AEA, 384 798 G vAA] Eent (2) Furd
o] EA Q053 Hazo] obAARAEA A 7] BAES
243 A3 AFA, s, AEAALS 2z ek /AE
A4 el 3 GRS PRIl IAITE JEAS 7
AQl JEe mX= Aoz Yeith gy, 4K, 94
S F9% JFS vx)#] E3o} (3) FrRde EA 2d
= AEd A 7k BAE B A3 mjEA, 34, 2
wAe FHA JIES X AR Uitk A, £
=, AR, FAMES feldt 9 vxR] Eeith @) B3
zde] B4 @0l HAl=9] 31834 /ALl 7k #A
£ BN A3, A 21UAde BEllse) X384 e
Qo] G PlAE A= Yeigtt. A=A, fEx, g,
AEA, 384 798 S vxA] o) (5) Fr=d
o] EAzl BAls Fe /A 7] IAIE B A uigA,
FAM, 2UAS A  FES mAE ZoE YRt 4l
A, FHE, AEA, TS Foe JES vRR] EIoh

AFH o2 ATEA 3-1L 37 E Furde] EAo]
HHl= el felgt IS vXe AeZ YERsTh 283
TSk A A3 B8 Bole] gawde] BAe] Fode]
ERdT) 3 BdsSo] FElAQ FandS MAAste] &
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Table 3. The differences of advertising models’ characteristics and brand personality by brand price category

. High-priced brand Low-priced brand
Variabl Fact t
anable actor category(n=200) category(n=200)
Credibility 1.8445 1.7530 1.866
Visibility 2.0042 1.8475 3216
Advertising Attractiveness 1.9500 1.9992 -1.145
models’ Expertise 1.9492 2.0100 -1.488
characteristics Similarity 37713 33188 5.933""
Likeability 2.3338 2.1788 3.040"
Familiarity 2.1913 2.0363 3.040"
Aesthetics 22738 2.2106 1.237
Safety/expertise 1.6883 1.7383 -1.145
Brand C ok
. Sophistication 1.8613 2.7288 -17.480
personality o
Pro-environment 2.7442 1.7385 17.502
Youth 3.1708 1.7325 24489

**p<.01 ’ ***p<.001
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Table 4. The effect of advertising models’ characteristics on brand personality

Dependent variable Independent variable B t F B
Credibility -.062 -.990
Visibility 256 3911™
Attractiveness 202 3.568""
Aesthetics Expertise 072 1.164 25314 461
Similarity 490 8309
Likeability -038 -583
Familiarity -175 2957
Credibility 209 29417
Visibility 253 3.410"
Attractiveness -.042 -.655
Safety/expertise Expertise 285 3827 13747 310
Similarity -072 -1.082
Likeability 110 1.567
Familiarity -171 2558
Credibility -030 -444
Visibility -007 -102
Attractiveness 216 3.578"
Sophistication Expertise .096 1.458 19.129™ 389
Similarity -093 -1.474
Likeability 293 4177
Familiarity 356 5.660™"
Credibility 133 1722
Visibility -019 -240
Attractiveness .067 968
Pro-environment Expertise -076 -1.000 7566 188
Similarity 245 3.389""
Likeability 038 468
Familiarity 298 4114
Credibility 127 1.849
Visibility 140 1.960
Attractiveness 170 2.747"
Youth Expertise -.004 -.064 16960 360
Similarity 167 2.604"
Likeability 068 955
Familiarity 339 5272
p<.05, "p<.01, "p<.001
= gz SAAA TS mX 2, 18 Fee Bis 3}, Table o] Fiwde] FHES} fAMdo] Hal=
B ol fojgh Feke mX|A] ZYr}, ol AH|RlEo] BHiE o 343 TS XE Aeg vehlx . Epx
S 7K o 2= 7 AulAd, oA ARA, AlEge) T-2A 33 Fawde] EAL Has g fod 93
F88 AAHEFAS & & Uk mEA AFEA 32 BIE e Aow 2 4 9ok
ML BAE gxd fofdh a2 vAEs Aog 2o}

BA= 7] vizf aztel thek A

Qo] $4 238 B¥ Fuude] SHE ¥ )

o
2
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Table S. The effect of brand personality on brand attitude
Dependent variable Independent variable B t F R
Aesthetics 209 2955
Safety/expertise 156 2233
a'f’gz?;e Sophistication 244 3418 9.097"" 169
Pro-environment .041 .500
Youth -.007 -.080
p<05, “p<01, " p<.001
Table 6. The effect of advertising models’ characteristics on brand attitude
Dependent variable Independent variable B t F R
Credibility .086 1.080
Visibility 201 2416
Attractiveness -.087 -1.211
Brand attitude Expertise 093 1.184 5306 132
Similarity 157 2.093"
Likeability 063 759
Familiarity .032 425
p<.05, " p<.001
o FEL M)A, BAS AP HAE B fola (x=gamde] S4)st EEUF(Y=RAE ) AololA A
B Pl 02 et S gede) S4 o) g, MAFM-BAE )] iAasE 158 5 9
Ao et 22y ol o}, AEAAE Thew 2L 1, 2, 38R P4se] Ak,

RAS 7H*U A EIE SIS 1] o), Jeia] B
T Hal= iAo i EAS g1lsl)

2 ANSdTh Bl B4 BAE YL 5

5 7} @9lEe] HAE HEd nxe IS 2465
B éﬂ»— Table 7¢1 £2F=|of St}

w7l &3} 7A5S Baron and Kenny(1986)7F A|AIgE 34|
3T el [q"ﬂ' ATt 2 Al wEw SHEs

i

s

oL,
e

“E

(SRR )

A 1. XEEde] E4)->MERE 71A)
Hia
Al 2. XEAEde] B)->YEAE HIE)
SR TEAF Atole] fojst BAE

o} wiws Alele] frelg B

@A 3. XEgaRde] 54, MERE /i) YEA=
O w7} S5
Hipel FEHg Alole] A Fwrt 29 o Hoh fofst

Table 7. The effect of advertising models’ characteristics and brand personality on brand attitude

SERANE

i)
Felg dA7E Be). @ =

Dependent variable Independent variable g t F R

Credibility .089 1.119

Visibility 147 1.722

Attractiveness -.182 2.422"

Expertise .049 .636
Similarity .096 1.115

Brand attitude Likeability ~034 ~393 5003 198

Familiarity -.038 -.428

Aesthetics 173 1.839
Safety/expertise .063 769

Sophistication 294 3.502"
Pro-environment .048 .568
Youth -.025 -275

p<05, p<01,  p<.001
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e}

A @olA EYHISE §o5k1] &1 ujsHZ=ar &9
7392 Sdmshet sha, SPHEE folsht 2etAle] Al

g
FHT FolE Ae FEviEL doh

Famde] E4o] Hale s wXs JZFHX->M)el o)
& E4 27K Table 4)9F Farmde] E4o] HAls Bzl w|
e FFX->Y)l et B 45K (Table 6), 22|31 Fr=d
o] B3 BA o] BAE o] wRE GEKX

Table 8. The mediational effect of brand personality

M-Y)ell tigt 24 43K(Table 7), ol2iat Al 71X £444=
sl ok wil &3} (Table 8)2 sttt
B sde] AR 19 Fard 549 wEgd, &
A2, el AN freld Aew ekttt a2y 2
O Famd EXe) vy, T4, AW Al gt
o] FAIM Felsix e Aow Yepdormg HAs )4
S WAHERE B Uk BAE pge] AR,
PR, XA, -2 39 HAE ezl 3
oM FelahA] 2 Zew Yelsly] Wl viadE & 5

Model Dependent variable Independent variable s t R
Credibility -.062 -.990
Visibility 256 3on™
) Attractiveness 202 3.568""
Advertising models” characteristics e Expertise 072 1.164 461
—> Aesthetics -
Similarity 490 8.309
Likeability -.038 -.583
Familiarity -175 2957
Credibility 209 20941
Visibility 253 34107
) Attractiveness -.042 -.655
Advertising models cha.racterlstlcs Safety/expertise Expertise 285 3827 310
—> Safety/expertise
Similarity -.072 -1.082
Likeability 110 1.567
Familiarity -171 2.558"
Credibility -.030 -444
Visibility -.007 -.102
) Attractiveness 216 3.578""
Stept  Advertising models’ characteristics g icicavion Expertise 096 1458 389
— Sophistication
Similarity -.093 -1.474
Likeability 293 41777
Familiarity 356 5660
Credibility 133 1.722
Visibility -019 -240
) Attractiveness .067 968
Advertising models' characteristics Pro-environment Expertise -.076 -1.000 188
— Pro-environment -
Similarity 245 3.389
Likeability .038 468
Familiarity 298 4.114™
Credibility 127 1.849
Visibility .140 1.960
Attractiveness .170 2.747"
Advertising models’ characteristics Youth Expertise -004 064 360
— Youth *
Similarity 167 2.604
Likeability .068 955

*

Familiarity 339 5272
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Table 8. The mediational effect of brand personality (continued)
Credibility .086 1.080
Visibility 201 2416
- o Attractiveness -.087 -1.211
Step2 Advemsm_f ]‘;‘rﬁ?;n‘;gzmﬂsm’s Brand attitude Expertise 093 Lig 132
Similarity 157 2.093
Likeability .063 759
Familiarity .032 425
Aesthetics 173 1.839
Safety/expertise .063 769
Sophistication 294 3.502"
Pro-environment .048 .568
Youth -.025 -275
Advertising models’ characteristics & Credibility 089 1119
Step3 brand personality Brand attitude 198
_s Brand attitude Visibility 147 1.722
Attractiveness -.182 -2.422
Expertise .049 636
Similarity .096 1.115
Likeability -.034 -393
Familiarity -.038 -428

p<05, " p<01, T p<.001
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