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Tab. 4—1 Testing of Validity and Reliability

Variables L Variance Explanation | Cumulative Distribution Glialadity Al
(%) (%)
635
723
154
Factor 1 15,739 15,739 .791
683
627
.099
.690
178
Factor 2 13,451 29,190 791
.799
Lifestyle 723
.868
Factor 3 875 13,181 42,371 875
.816
.846
Factor 4 .816 12,181 54,551 .843
818
841
Factor 5 831 11,741 66,292 .806
781
941
Perceived
957 89,910 89.910 .994
Value
947
i .970
Purchasing 94,099 94,099 1937
Intention 970
.963
Satisfaction 963 92,661 92,661 921
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Tab. 4—2 Cluster Analysis of Lifestyle

Component Factor Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Fashion & Appearance 417 4.25 5.42 492
Impulse Buying 3.21 3.70 6.04 5.81
Brand Orientation 4.48 3.91 5.86 4,74
Price Sensitive 3.26 5.67 5.89 3.63
Rational Consumption 3.48 5.08 6.25 4.15
Group Name Brand Orientation Price Sensitive Rational Consumption Impulse Buying
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Tab. 4—3 Comparison of Lifestyle Groups for Skin Care Cosmetics at Medium & Low—Prices

Groups Dependent Variable Lifesytle Name N Mean t (p—value)
Brand Orientation 25 3.68
Perceived Value —-1,901(p=.063)
Price Sensitive 27 4.59
Group 1 Brand Orientation 25 3.78
Vs Purchasing Intention —-1,309(p=.197)
Group 2 Price Sensitive 27 4.35
Brand Orientation 25 3.94
Satisfaction —1,341(p=.186)
Price Sensitive 27 4.48
Brand Orientation 25 3.68
Perceived Value —-3.632(p=.001)
Rational Consumption 12 5.69
Group 1 Brand Orientation 25 3.78
Vs Purchasing Intention —4.,308(p=.000)
Group 3 Rational Consumption 12 5.88
Brand Orientation 25 3.94
Satisfaction —3.342(p=.002)
Rational Consumption 12 5.58
Brand Orientation 25 3.68
Perceived Value —1.328(p=.190)
Impulse Buying 31 4,24
Group 1 Brand Orientation 25 3.78
Vs Purchasing Intention - —1.208(p=.232)
Group 4 Impulse Buying 31 4.26
Brand Orientation 25 3.94
Satisfaction —1,334(p=.188)
Impulse Buying 31 4,44
Price Sensitive 27 4.59
Perceived Value —1.846(p=.073)
Rational Consumption 12 5.69
Group 2 Price Sensitive 27 4.35
Vs Purchasing Intention —2.582(p=.014)
Group 3 Rational Consumption 12 5.88
Price Sensitive 27 4.48
Satisfaction —1.975(p=.056)
Rational Consumption 12 5.58
Price Sensitive 27 459
Perceived Value .817(p=.417)
Impulse Buying 31 4,24
Group 2 Price Sensitive 27 4.35
Vs Purchasing Intention - .213(p=.832)
Group 4 Impulse Buying 31 4,26
Price Sensitive 27 4.48
Satisfaction 113(p=.910)
Impulse Buying 31 4,44
Rational Consumption 12 5.69
Perceived Value 2.874(p=.006)
Impulse Buying 31 4,24
Group 3 Rational Consumption 12 5.88
Vs Purchasing Intention - 3.045(p=.004)
Group 4 Impulse Buying 31 4,26
Rational Consumption 12 5.58
Satisfaction 2.244(p=.030)
Impulse Buying 31 4,44
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Tab. 4—4 Comparison of Lifestyle Groups for Make—up Products at Medium & Low—Prices

Groups Dependent Variable Type of Lifestyle N Mean t (p—value)
Brand Orientation 16 4.06
Perceived Value —2.687(p=.010)
Price Sensitive 30 5.18
Group 1 Brand Orientation 16 3.63
Vs Purchasing Intention -3.291(p=.002)
Group 2 Price Sensitive 30 5.07
Brand Orientation 16 4.00
Satisfaction —-2.913(p=.006)
Price Sensitive 30 5.15
Brand Orientation 16 4.06
Perceived Value —4.496(p=.000)
Rational Consumption 20 6.10
Group 1 Brand Orientation 16 3.63
Vs Purchasing Intention —6.359(p=.000)
Group 3 Rational Consumption 20 6.28
Brand Orientation 16 4.00
Satisfaction —5.718(p=.000)
Rational Consumption 20 6.35
Brand Orientation 16 4.06
Perceived Value —1,066(p=.292)
Impulse Buying 31 4.59
Group 1 Brand Orientation 16 3.63
Vs Purchasing Intention —1,988(p=.053)
Group 4 Impulse Buying 31 4.60
Brand Orientation 16 4.00
Satisfaction —-1.250(p=.218)
Impulse Buying 31 4,57
Price Sensitive 30 5.18
Perceived Value —2.543(p=.014)
Rational Consumption 20 6.10
Group 2 Price Sensitive 30 5.07
Vs Purchasing Intention —3.144(p=.003)
Group 3 Rational Consumption 20 6.28
Price Sensitive 30 5.15
Satisfaction -3.334(p=.002)
Rational Consumption 20 6.35
Price Sensitive 30 5.18
Perceived Value 1,539(p=.129)
Impulse Buying 31 4.59
Group 2 Price Sensitive 30 5.07
Vs Purchasing Intention 1.166(p=.248)
Group 4 Impulse Buying 31 4.60
Price Sensitive 30 5.15
Satisfaction 1,600(p=.115)
Impulse Buying 31 4,57
Rational Consumption 20 6.10
Perceived Value 3.456(p=.001)
Impulse Buying 31 4,59
Group 3 Rational Consumption 20 6.28
Vs Purchasing Intention 3.897(p=.000)
Group 4 Impulse Buying 31 4.60
Rational Consumption 20 6.35
Satisfaction 4.359(p=.000)
Impulse Buying 31 4,57
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Effects of Chinese Consumer lifestyles on perceived value,
purchase intention, and satisfaction of Korean medium &

low price cosmetics

MinJeong Kim* - Hyongjae Rhee**

ABSTRACT

Chinese economic growth and Chinese adoption of foreign cultures have changed varied phenomena,
consumption patterns and consumer life-styles, in particular. In order to understand behavior of Chinese
consumers, it is critical to explore their lifestyles and its effects on their purchase behavior. For attaining
this goal, our research classifies Chinese consumer lifestyles related to cosmetics, into four types: brand
oriented, price sensitive, rational consumption, and impulse buying.

The research further analyzes the effects of consumer lifestyles on perceived value, satisfaction, and
purchase intention in each case of skin care cosmetics and make-up cosmetics. Significant difference are
found in perceived value, satisfaction, and purchase intention of skin care cosmetics exists between
brand-oriented type and rational consumption type. This is also the case between rational consumption
type and impulse buying type. Purchase intention is only found to be different between rational consumption
type and price sensitive type. In case of make-up cosmetics, significant differences in perceived value,
satisfaction, and purchase intention in the pairs of brand-oriented type and rational consumption type, rational
consumption type and impulse buying type, and rational consumption type and price sensitive type. This
implies rational consumption type should be more appropriate target consumers in the Chinese cosmetics
market.

Keywords: Chinese consumer lifestyles, perceived value, purchase intention, satisfaction, Korean

medium & low priced cosmetics, skin care cosmetics, make—up cosmetics
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