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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
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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
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1745915 Al SlsiMe s 2ol &4
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ARAA HEL ATHKim et al,, 2012).
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(Ohanian, 1990). 3218e] 4@ 4ol Untdoz Fard
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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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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
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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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