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Abstract This study analyzes the differences in perception of cosmetic quality (safety, stability,
functionality, usability) and satisfaction according to consumer characteristics, targeting 317 men and
women from their 18 to 50s who use cosmetics in Seoul and Gyeonggi Province, and the differences
in effect of cosmetic quality perception on satisfaction according to side effects experience was
analyzed. Among the cosmetic quality factors, the usability was satisfied, but the perception of safety,
stability, and functionality was low, so overall quality improvement was necessary. In particular, the
quality perception and satisfaction by men and 40s was low, so a customized solution was needed for
this. In the order of usability and functionality, to both those experiencing or not side effect, had a
significant positive effect on the satisfaction level, and the improvement of usability and functional
awareness was the main factor that increased satisfaction. Improving product quality and
supplementing factors that positively influence consumer perception are thought to be of great help
in improving quality perception and satisfaction.
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Table 1. Analysis of the validity and reliability of cosmetic quality perception and satisfaction

Factor name Measurement question |Factor loading| Eigen value Dispersion Cumulative variance Cronbach's a
Safety 4 0.851
Safety Safety 3 0.845 1.926 19.263 19.263 0.746
. Stability 2 0.880
Stability Stability 1 0.852 1.922 19.220 38.483 0.768
Usability 2 0.864
Usability Usability 3 0.812 1.655 16.554 55.037 0.706
Usability 1 0.610
Functionality 3 0.837
Functionality Functionality 4 0.797 1.628 16.279 71.316 0.717
Functionality 2 0.683
KMO=0.723 x?=895.665, df=45, p=0.000
Satisfaction 3 0.813
Satisfaction 2 0.757
. . Satisfaction 1 0.719
Satisfaction Satisfaction 4 0.706 3.086 51.436 51.436 0.804
Satisfaction 6 0.669
Satisfaction 5 0.624
KM0O=0.804, x?=581.903, df=15, p=0.000

24 2M g

At=0] B4 A+ data cording¥ data cleanin
g IS A SPSS(Statistical Package for Social
Science) WIN 20.0 54 2133 8311 AT
o] AFEAE p<0.05 olstYd wl Fofsiral wekstgl
of. &R B4, SPEE ARS E FARE AE, BE
A A, 3R £4 914, SEE gotET] {d
Frequency Analysis®} Descriptive Statisticsg 4
Alotltt. ABAF E40 e SHE 9 Bt ARG
A, sPgE £4 Q14 2 TSk Zjo] Hli= AR
A3} One way AnovaE AASIAT 3E F4 Q14
k=0 7} AUS 47] Y3l Factor Analysis®} Relia
bility Analysis& A5} F2R8 Hdo] & 34t

I 24 Qo] kR ujX= FIFS dolH 7] b
A BA43} Regression AnalysisS AAISIAL.

3. ¢ ZAat o nF
3.1 AH|X EX
AH|Z EAS D7) Y3t B AIsH 4,
Y 9 728 BF EAL Table 29+ 2t} A
‘0] A(68.1%)', AL ‘10tH-20T0(46.1%), & 4
2009k H9H60.6%) 0] 78 WAl TR EFl2
F/3(35.0%), F-2H& AE2 QITH57.4%) 7t ©outt.
£ AT A S 10TH-200H7F AL = ERQloflA|
B3 miv g M2 3L 59 i Eloz B3t
Ao] Wty Bugk AA3|[18], A7n] 9[19]9] a9}

o o Hz

7
=z}
=
=

s

dr o7



219 SSHE=EX H11dE s

SEC TR T EREEE R EREDEREE:
233 AL 31%TT Bste] 3R YL Elo]
A £ A B A ¢ 4 99k
B2 A WEs wbo] 21319 AFoIA 43,
4% et B A9 BUSIAT Aefv[111) 97

AME &1L o]2F 2019 AFolA= FA YE
A-tuiet ZJolE vreRdtt. o]3]F 91219 AtollA
AHALAY), FEs, T2 59] 7154 AJHo] mi
z],:L___ oa]-o]-q. SU-1 _,_0}0:1 7]._/\4 g}l}ﬁ /\]-_EL /\] /ﬂ
e H50 A=g aUt ok

Table 2. Demographic characteristics, skin type and side effects experience

Sortation Selection N (%)
Gender Men 101 (31.9)
Women 216 (68.1)
10's-20’s 146 (46.1)
Age 30's 36 (11.4)
40's 94 (29.7)
50's 41 (12.9)
Less than 200 192 (60.6)
Average monthly income Less than 200 - 300 51 (16.1)
(unit: 10,000 won) Less than 300 - 400 33 (10.4)
Over 400 41 (12.9)
Dry skin 84 (26.5)
QOily skin 53 (16.7)
Skin type Normal skin 45 (14.2)
Combination skin 1M (35.0)
Sensitive skin 24 (7.6)
) ) Yes 135 (42.6)
Side effects experience No 182 (57.4)
Sum 317 (100.0)
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Table 3. Cosmetic use according to consumer characteristics (unit: 10,000 won)
Place of purchase Where to collect information Average monthly
Consumer the purchase cost
- ) Depart . Door to Home TV .
characteristics entire ment Specialty door On Shop | maga On Sales | Acquain |less than|less thanlless than| Over
store line ) ) line staff tance 5 5-10 | 10-15 156
store sales ping zine
Men 101 13 44 5 36 3 21 34 1M 35 77 18 4 2
(100.0) | (12.9) | (43.6) | (5.0) | (35.6) | (3.0) | (20.8) | (33.7) | (10.9) | (34.7) (76.2) | (17.8) (4.0) (2.0)
Gender Women 216 24 13 14 50 15 47 86 27 56 114 68 32 2
(1000) | (11.1) | (62.3) | (6.5) | (23.1) | (6.9 | (21.8) | (39.8) | (125) | (25.9) | (62.8) | (31.5) | (14.8) | (0.9
Fisher x*(p) 7.128(0.125) 2.636(0.451) 19.659(0.000***)
10's-20's 146 16 88 2 39 1 29 68 9 40 102 31 12 1
(100.0) | (11.0) | (60.3) | (1.4) | (26.7) | (0.7) | (19.9) | (46.6) | (6.2) (27.4) 69.9) | (21.2) (8.2) 0.7)
30's 36 5 10 2 18 1 4 12 5 15 15 13 6 2
(100.0) | (13.9) | (27.8) | (6.6) | (50.0) | (2.8) | (11.1) | (33.3) | (13.9) | (41.7) 417) | (36.1) | (16.7) | (5.6)
Age 40's 94 9 42 9 24 10 24 34 15 21 54 30 10 0
(100.0) | (9.6) | (44.7) | (9.6) | (25.5) | (10.6) | (26.5) | (36.2) | (16.0) | (22.3) (67.4) | (31.9) | (10.6) | (0.0)
50's 41 7 17 6 5 6 1 6 9 15 20 12 8 1
(100.0)| (17.1) | (41.5) | (14.6) | (12.2) | (14.6) | (26.8) | (14.6) | (22.0) | (36.6) (48.8) | (29.3) | (195) | (2.4
Fisher x*(p) 49.509(0.000%**) 27.010(0.001*%) 19.905(0.008**)
less than | 192 20 114 7 46 5 35 73 22 62 137 45 9 1
200 (100.0) | (10.4) | (69.4) | (3.6) | (24.0)| (26) | (18.2) | (38.0) | (11.5) | (32.3) (71.4) | (234) 4.7) (.5)
less than 51 8 17 2 17 7 13 21 7 10 15 21 15 0
Monthly 200-300 | (100.0) | (15.7) | (33.3) | (3.9) | (33.3) | (13.7) | (25.5) | (41.2) | (13.7) | (19.6) (29.4) | (41.2) | (294) | (0.0
Income | less than 33 3 13 2 10 5 10 13 4 6 16 1M 6 0
300-400 | (100.0) | (9.1) | (39.4) | (6.1) | (30.3) | (15.2) | (30.3) | (39.4) | (12.1) | (18.2) (48.5) | (33.3) | (18.2) | (0.0
Over 400 41 6 13 8 13 1 10 13 5 13 23 9 6 3
(100.0) | (14.6) | (31.7) | (19.6) | (31.7) | (2.4) | (24.4) | 31.7) | (12.2) | (31.7) (66.1) | (22.0) | (146) | (7.3)
Fisher x*(p) 37.269(0.000%**) 7.576(0.579) 48.797(0.000%**)
A 317 37 157 19 86 18 68 120 | 38 ‘ 91 191 86 36 ‘ 4
- (100.0) | (11.7) | (495) | (6.0) | 27.1)| (B.7) | 21.5) | (37.9) | (12.0) | (28.7) 603) | 27.1) | (11.4) | (1.3)
*** n¢0.001, ** p<0.01
Table 4. Use of preferred brands according to consumer characteristics
Preferred brands
Have Purchase trigger Type
CO“S“”.“GT the entire ) Herb Prag
Characteristics Skin Brand |recomme|Reasonabl Natural Cosme . f
Yes No . ; . : } medici mati
trouble image | ndation | e price ism ceutical
nal sm
Men 101 49 52 25 17 33 26 27 13 2 59
(100.0) | (48.5) | (61.6) | (24.8) (16.8) (32.7) (25.7) (26.7) (12.9) (2.0) (58.4)
Gender Women 216 149 67 62 44 67 43 43 47 9 17
(100.0) | (69.0) | (31.0) | (28.7) (20.4) (31.0) (19.9) (19.9) (21.8) (4.2) (54.2)
Fisher x*(p) 12.295(0.000%**) 1.954(0.583) 5.354(0.142)
10's=20's 146 97 49 51 20 49 26 31 31 2 82
(100.0) | (66.4) | (336) | (34.9) (13.7) (33.6) (17.8) (21.2) (21.2) (1.4) (56.2)
30's 36 23 13 8 1M 12 5 10 10 2 14
(100.0) | (63.9) | (36.1) | (22.2) (30.6) (33.3) (13.9) (27.8) (27.8) (5.6) (38.9)
Age 40's 94 51 43 22 18 29 25 20 1M 6 57
(100.0) | (564.3) | (45.7) | (23.4) (19.1) (30.9) (26.6) (21.3) (11.7) 6.4) (60.6)
50's 41 27 14 6 12 10 13 9 8 1 23
(100.0) | (65.9) | (34.1) | (14.6) (29.3) (24.4) 31.7) (22.0) (19.5) (2.4) (56.1)
Fisher x*(p) 3.857(0.284) 18.695(0.027%) 12.696(0.153)
Dry 84 55 29 18 10 31 25 22 5 6 51
(100.0) | (65.5) | (34.6) | (21.4) (11.9) (36.9) (29.8) (26.2) 6.0) 7.1) (60.7)
Oily 53 29 24 1M 1M 18 13 13 8 1 31
(100.0) | (54.7) | (45.3) | (20.8) (20.8) (34.0) (24.5) (24.5) (15.1) (1.9 (58.5)
Skin Normal 45 25 20 1 1 16 7 1 7 2 25
type (100.0) | (65.6) | (44.4) | (24.4) (24.4) (35.6) (15.6) (24.4) (15.6) (4.4) (55.6)
o 1M1 75 36 38 23 30 20 22 29 2 58
Combination | (100.0) | (67.6) | (32.4) | (34.2) | (207) | (27.0) | (180) | (19.8) | @6.1) | (1.8) | (523)
Sensitive 24 14 10 9 6 5 4 2 1M 0 1
(100.0) | (68.3) | (41.7) | (37.5) (25.0) (20.8) (16.7) 8.3) (45.8) (.0) (45.8)
Fisher x*(p) 4.075(0.402) 15.581(0.209) 28.416(0.003**)
Yes 135 98 37 44 23 42 26 33 30 6 66
Experience of (100.0) | (72.6) | (27.4) | (32.6) (17.0) 31.1) (19.3) (24.4) (22.2) 4.4) (48.9)
Side Effects No 182 100 82 43 38 58 43 37 30 5 110
(100.0) | (564.9) | (45.1) | (23.6) (20.9) (31.9) (23.6) (20.3) (16.5) 2.7) (60.4)
Fisher x*(p) 10.474(0.001*%) 3.511(0.314) 4.519(0.207)
A 317 198 119 87 ‘ 61 ‘ 100 ‘ 69 70 ‘ 60 ‘ 11 176
- (100.0) | (62.5) | (37.5) | (27.4) (19.2) (31.5) (21.8) (22.1) (18.9) (3.5 (55.5)

* p0.05, ** p(0.01, *** p(0.001
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Table 5. Differences in cosmetic quality perception and satisfaction according to consumer characteristics

Consumer N Safety Stability Usability Functionality Satisfaction
Characteristics M sD M sD M sD M sD M D
Men 101 3.13 1.04 3.26 1.02 3.86 0.68 3.04 0.85 3.63 0.64
Gender Women 216 324 1.10 3.01 098 3.9 0.64 3.29 0.69 3.64 0.61
Sum 317 3.21 1.08 3.09 1.00 3.89 0.65 321 0.75 3.64 0.62

t(p) 0.702(0.403) 4.555(0.034%) 0.219(0.640) 7.875(0.005%%) 0.036(0.849)
10s-20's 146 321 1.06 3.07 0.99 3.9 0.55 3.18 0.75 372 0.60
30s 36 3.64 0.93 3.01 112 3.90 0.81 332 0.85 3.63 0.73
40's 94 3.03 1.09 297 0.98 377 0.71 3.17 0.72 3.46 0.58
Age 50's 41 3.22 1.20 349 087 3.82 0.68 332 0.73 374 0.60
Sum 317 321 1.08 3.09 1.00 3.89 0.65 321 0.75 3.64 0.62

F(p) 2.779(0.041%) 2.768(0.042%) 2.117(0.098) 0.731(0.534) 4.036(0.008**)

* p¢0.05, ** p<0.01




AHR} SN0 M2 SUE ZA Q4 U BIEE o 222
34 Y HaE 7 A 2 32N T}, AHE4(3.89)9] Hatol 7HE &l *FF4(3.09)°1
SHHE 24 914 3191801, HEL 7] AFatA| 7P 2oton fiREe] W 7 Al BAHCE &
42 Table 63 2}, 3494 tigt 7l& 54 & o3t AFAAF 49, A:AsE ZF 0.8 1|
A3} 7 w2 7} mojlo|MEr AFHELAS AASH 2 oz W 7F W EhrgAol A

Table 6. Analysis of correlation between measured variables

Factor name Average Safety Stability Usability Functionality Satisfaction
Safety 3.21 1
Stability 3.09 331" 1
Usability 3.89 363" 334" 1
Functionality 3.21 367" 485" 273" 1
Satisfaction 3.64 334" 343" 517" 477 1

** p¢0.01
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Table 7. The Effect of Cosmetic Quality Perception on Satisfaction Based on Experience of Side

Effects
Experience of Side| Independent Dependent .Non— - Standg@zed Durbin-
: - standardized coefficient coefficient t p
Effects variable variable Watson
B Standard error Beta
(Constant) .888 .280 3.173 .002
Safety .028 .041 .050 .685 495
v Stability Satisfaction .019 .045 .030 429 .669 1.895
es
Usability 404 .070 433 5.796 .000***
Functionality .303 .068 325 4.453 .000***
Adj-R?=0.429, F=24.376, p=0.000
(Constant) 1.288 244 5.268 .000
Safety 133 .049 123 2.723 .007**
N Stability Satisfaction 130 .043 143 3.001 .003** 2.158
o
Usability .370 .064 .385 5.770 .000***
Functionality 274 .051 .361 5.412 .000***
Adj-R?=0.374, F=26.456, p=0.000
** p0.01, *** p<0.001
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