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ABSTRACT

This study attempts to investigate the interaction effects of cross-media advertisement, media
engagement, and fashion product type on product preference. Therefore, a 2 X 2 X 2 (media
engagement : high vs. low) X (advertisement type: traditional vs. cross-media) x 2 (fashion prod-
uct type: hedonic vs. utilitarian) mixed factorial design was employed to test the hypotheses. The
subjects were 163 women in their 20s and 30s living in Seoul, Gyeonggi-do, Daejeon area. For
data analysis, three-way ANOVA, analysis of simple interactions, and analysis of simple main im-
pacts were conducted using the SPSS program. The results of this study were as follows. First,
the results showed a significant interaction effect between media engagement and fashion product
type. For hedonic fashion products, consumer’s preferred products with high media engagement
over those with low media engagement. Second, a significant interaction effect between advertise-
ment type and fashion product type was revealed. In case of utilitarian products, consumer’s pre-
ferred products advertised through traditional advertisements over those advertised through
(cross-media advertisements;) hedonic products showed no difference in this regard. Third, high
media engagement group revealed greater favorability for hedonic (than utilitarian) products,
when they were exposed to cross-media ad. These results imply importance of an appropriate ad-
vertising strategy according to fashion product type and individual differences such as SNS media
engagement.

Key words: advertising type(*8 21+ 3), fashion product type(@ A &F+3), favorability(£ 4 &),
magazine advertising(%#343.), media engagement(V] 1] &9)
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(Table 1) Differences analysis of fashion product types

Variance Sources N Mean Staﬁde?rd T-value
deviation
Utilitarian 28 3.01 95
Flat shoes - 0.48
Hedonic 28 2.87 1.25
Utilitarian 28 3.89 91
Running shoes - 2.87%*
Hedonic 28 3.12 1.07
Utilitarian 28 2.87 92
Ankle boots - -2.42*
Hedonic 28 3.55 1.14
) Utilitarian 28 2.64 9
Highheel - -2.58%
Hedonic 28 3.33 1.11
o Utilitarian 28 4.03 84
Climbing shoes - 4.38%%*
Hedonic 28 2.92 1.04
Utilitarian 28 4.28 81
Ugg boots - 1.01
Hedonic 28 4.07 N
*X 05, <01, *** {001
1. ATCHAR 2 B V. o7z D g o
H ojiro AL A8 A7 RS 7 7 _ _
2 AT o A, A7 A AFet 1. Oi®|=2Ql=of =2 Zct MEs}
e 20~30te] AL Ao R HEXA ] Face-
book & ofFo| #Hg FES HAIste] Facebook B dZgAE dF g fAAEd g =
= A i <l o W ool HEe Ad oo Qo wMA Y%, FIFFHH HAAEFF
o] g+ 20~30d AAE tde® 20149 59 1 o AsAgadsE ARy 3 JIAE v
Q~59 129714 ezl 2ol Fal 163 A BUESL 2O A9 3e Puon PR
S W BE 32 9T F W09 RS A ool 29Ed wE duArst %—% 27

(Table 2> T-test results for media engagement group

S JNFEo 273 PAY é‘é—% &
T7t =& A 2780 2 Jd
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OS2 FT Aol7t UE ALE ‘%E}‘/}(FU.SO,
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IIN

Variance Sources Mean N T-value
) High 3.22(0.38) 93
Media Engagement 17.50%**
Low 2.11(0.42) 70

%001, () =Standard deviation
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(Table 3> Preference by media engagement, advertising types, fashion product types mean(standard deviation)

Advertising types
. Traditional Ad. Cross-media Ad. Total
Variance Sources -
Fashion product types
Hedonic Utilitarian Hedonic Utilitarian Hedonic Utilitarian
2.62 2.35 2.66 2.13 2.64 2.24
. (.88) (.93) (.98) (.84) (.93) (.89)
High

2.49 2.39 2.44

Medai (.91) (.95) (.93)
engagement 2.33 2.41 2.16 2.24 2.25 2.33
(1.00) (1.03) (.97) (.91) (.99) (.97)

Low

2.37 2.20 2.29

(1.01) (.94) (.98)
2.50 2.38 2.44 2.17 2.47 2.28
(.94) (.97) (1.00) (.87) (.97) (.93)

Total
2.44 2.30 2.37
(.96) (.95) (.95)

( ) =Standard deviation



Nidfi 25684 65%

(Table 4> Three-way ANOVA test results for preference by media engagement, advertising types and fashion product

type
Variance Sources SS df MS F
Media Engagement(A) 3.85 1 3.85 1.80
Advertising type(B) 2.71 1 2.71 5.56%
Fashion Product type(C) 6.15 1 6.15 7.76%*
A*B 0.08 1 0.08 0.16
A*C 11.34 1 11.34 14.91%**
B*C 0.98 1 0.98 5.81%
A*B*C 0.98 1 0.98 5.81%
Total 162
* 05, ** <01, *** {001
Db 2AAEAA B A% ARADF Gol 4 R BYEA 22 FAAEAA ol

7] WEe] Uehd Aze} 8 4 91TH(Cho, 2014).
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{Table 5> Simple main effect results for two way interaction of media engagement x fashion product types

Variance Sources SS drf MS F
Media Engagementx oo
Fashion product type(Hedonic) 14.24 ! 14.24 41
error 243.43 162 15
Media Engagementx
1.03 1 1.03 0.72
Fashion product type(Utilitarian)
error 230.37 162 1.42
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{Fig. 1) Interaction between media engagement x

fashion product type on preference
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{Table 6> Simple main effect results for two way interaction of advertising types x fashion product types

Variance Sources SS drf MS F
Advertising typesx
Fashion product type(Hedonic) 021 ! 021 061
Error 56.18 162 0.35
Advertising typesx e
3.48 1 3.48 11.23%*
Fashion product type(Utilitarian)
Error 50.13 162 0.31
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(Table 7> A3+

(Table 7> Simple interaction effect for three-way interaction of media engagement x advertising types x fashion

product types

Variance Sources Sum of squares df Mean squares F
Advertising typesxFashion Product types . ; oo
at Media Engagement(High) 173 ! L73 1047
Error 15.16 92 0.16
Advertising typesx Fashion product types
0.00 1 0.00 1.00
at Media Engagement(Low)
o=t 11.56 69 0.17
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(Table 8> Simple main effect for three-way interaction of media engagement x advertising types x fashion product
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Variance Sources Sum of squares dr Mean squares F
Fashion product typex Advertising
type(traditional) 3.27 1 3.27 7.04%*
at Media Engagement(High)
Error 42.73 92 0.46
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type(Cross-media) at Media 13.44 1 13.44 29.36%**
Engagement (High)
error 42.11 92 0.46

<01, ##* pC.001
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