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ABSTRACT

This study examines the impact of SNS beauty influencer's evaluation attributes and their effect
on word-of-mouth cosmetics purchases. In order to explore this, a survey was conducted on fe-
male consumers aged between 20 and 40. The data analysis, exploratory factor analyses, multiple
regression analysis, and moderated regression analysis were all performed using SPSS 20.0. The
results found the following: First, SNS beauty influencer's attributes were found to include pro-
fessionalism, attractiveness, reliability, familiarity and similarity, whilst the cosmetic benefits sought
were as followed: improvement of appearance, familiarity of brands, functionality, epidemicity, and
value for money. Secondly, it was found that professionalism, attractiveness, reliability and sim-
ilarity were among SNS beauty influencer’s attributes that produced positive effects on the word
of mouth. Improvement of appearance, familiarity of brands, functionality, epidemicity, and value
for money were among the factors that influenced customers to purchase cosmetics. Thirdly, the
impact of SNS beauty influencer's attributes and the factors that influenced customers to purchase
cosmetics were shown to differ according to the self-efficacy level of female consumers: in other
words, it was found that female consumers with low self-efficacy were greater influenced to pur-
chase female cosmetics via word of mouth than those with high self-efficacy. This study will
therefore provide basic data on customer communication management strategies by suggesting
methods though which to effectively utilize the word of mouth for cosmetics on SNS.
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(Table 1> Main Dimension of Evaluation Attribute of SNS Informant

o Zo]th(Back, 2016). wEkA
2

B2

A wee] A8,

Researcher

Domain

Evaluation Attribute

Wheeler (2009)

Advertising

Professionalism, Familiarity, likability

Tak & Shi(2013)

Home shopping Advertising

Professionalism, Attractiveness, Familiarity, Similarity,
Dynamics

Shim (2014) SNS Sociability, Similarity

Back(2016) Cosmetics Professionalism, Reliability, Famousness
Song, Lee, & Kim(2017) SNS Professionalism, Attractiveness, Reliability
Kim(2018) Fashion Professionalism, Attractiveness




3}

=

2 UEhs

10

A

oo
T

AT B

L

.

F73t
oh Lee(2012)% ZWoldel Aoldizgo] m

2)]
2}

BE F79
=
Aol 7}

7t 3 8

z]

3
X3

oﬂoﬂtﬁi

Q4]
o 1=

FREE A7

I ARSI,

3

=X

<)

1>_Al0

oF
i
oF
Y]
g

7o

Jo

o
nil

B

-
e

KO

2E
B =}

= o

;g_ Y

of Waf s}

=

o

ANFAN LR
T2

=

L

o ut

qe1,

=

o &k =38 Lim & Lee(2017)&= 3
el

ZAA.
2
73]

_7':.

I

o
AOZ  YehthH(Back,

o 2
454
Bl

%
Qi

)

A

F2 AFA UG LA

RS =A A4S W T

3

[}

}

Lk

el &3 Ay
T

E
=

=1
T

=} O
Bl

[e;

HEW 2HA7E SNS 74 J B
[eR)

A
2

}\E]_

ujj &

70l
2016: Song, Lee, & Kim, 2017).

SNS A Au Adgrel
72
A,

s

—L
o

Aol wet st

Atk Ma & Mun(2018)

o
o
‘.mO
oF
il

o B

=4
=
ZeH| ko] o

ZAAA A,

SEA]

BaEx

T4,

=

g
TR ekt welsk gop,

Bo ME oE

SEERE
e AR AR AL FA A, B, AF

[e]

=

A AR

L

L

atalom,

5

X

Ak

7}

[s)

=

H=dl el

Nel @7

o

A HdA nAke] Bl wWsrh yebdt

t A thH(Shim, 2014).

#40]
2%

[

I3

SARAO] hal Amapsbe] Ellat

al
=
S,

=

9]
]

B

<0

oju
ojp

¢+

i

ojw
To°
Bo

J

A

=X

271 A2l

L

.

ATt

sel, A4

S

=
nn

=il

=

Aol 7oz

§J:

(Mellalieu & Hanton, 2006).

3. Ap7

el

[

]_

g
%

=]

&+

o)
Aes

=

=

3}

gaby auAEe) Sl

ks
78l

IR
Bogolt 7o)
_%[:

fol 2EA7t FRHOE Ly

g0,

171 9l

3}

S

3|
Z
%S|

o

-
o}

=
T

e

(Chun, 2005).

avle] BYE Fhe

9

]

Z~H|Z}7}

AF

o

A

¢l
7!

!

)

te]
o
o

£

.
i

Hin
w
W

a]f

=

2 Al ws

(o)

L

Eal

U AN ES B Al

e Lee, 2009).

3 7o} Lee(2008) = S

[e]

=1

FEL AvEn o

A&l o

"

D

oj



Nkt 25704 35%

AHgAS] B4 HE AT A B
F AGATE WALEA s A7) 250

5
=
3T

A0 et ok BRINA A4E AeR

= Rk
o)
A

—~
O

7 5715l e AR SR A HAAYE
b A 5 Jde T U o] &) Wi
olgtx 3t E3 Park(2011)9 2ol +4H
B} 2zt :r" ool mR = FEo] hat A
TFAlAE AZIE S B AR B 4
Aol H] 3| "c}a‘—i"}*‘l“ﬂ"ﬂ FFE o ol weth
I SAE, olE AVIESA] R AHAE0
SE] PR R O B TS el s
& F Atk

ol ¥
o &¢te ¥ =7 HJEE IHE wolsoly st
B2 AEFAE #2714 #4159 FAA R

SNSE E3 FHL AHAE 7l AF #H
AR 2D AEAE] 3 T FH 52 8
et AR w3s welth(Bickart & Sc-

hindler, 2001). Vollmer & Precourt(2008)°] w2
W SNS& #AE D2 AFE AbelddlA AlFH
MBI 2o tigk AEE AfEA AT AF
g 4 s HolA] 8ol F A o]/\}%o]a}ﬁ
stAth ek SNSE St AdFd % AR

75k 2E 2erel FAL AR %vﬁﬁﬂﬂ]
YL mAe, Aol HRFA B Fol A
AR FBE AFUACLE AAA AP A2

(Park, 2014).

SNS 74 #d HYdAdFE AHEYA Park,
Lee, & Song(2014
oA et FAE
stol e PAE WFCE YERRTE Chu &
Kim(2011)¢] A mEH, SNSo|
= AN FANGDOEREH Hduwre AR o

' ©
= ﬁ e
-
o =
T =
2 o
o MH o
cot, 1
re
2o
= A
£}’U)
E 2

3 wle HAFA HEE /Y, dEewe AR
7t e ARE Y UEFE FHEHI} oA
ot & th EE Hwang(2018) 9] AFdAE &
gl TARFR EAo] SNS FAFE3 gt

()
—ELFHZJC‘)_] 0:]6]:_0_ u] ‘]1 01%9‘ Q.o {5].0 q.

Noh(2018) & A71&57e] SNS o] &AE59] &
o FAFE e JEFS wA = S9leo|Eal
stk

Self-efficacy

Beauty Influencer’s
Evaluation Attribute

Cosmetic
Benefits Sought

{Fig. 1> Research Model

Word of mouth

7H41. SNS HE QlZFAMe Hride 3

o
7Va2. sFE FrEd e sEEd o A



SNS HE AEFAN H &R} SAE Falgel THe Rl MAE

oo FF= WA Aeolth AT F Atk A7) A2l o] tigk Algol
7143, SNS HE A&EFAAME HrrEAde] + U 71 E o mstrh(Mellalieu & Hanton, 2006).
Aokl mAE Gl M AR 2 AFelA A7 ESES 3EE AREel olA
SHol 2HEEHE B Aotk ARe] FEd gk A AxE AGosiit o
74, sHEE Fslgel shdE] g A £ ZA317] 93l Joo(2017) e Aol A AHEE 7
o] mAE FaFell UM Ar|EF T3S EQE & A7 924 748 - Egsto] 5
ol 2AERE B Aotk dEAE HERE SAsh
2. EX¥ES 4) THA=E
) SNS Bl AEFAN Hr44A TS AR SR el ) o
N9 A¥e WA gaE B4 A0PAe
WAAAE WA JlEel A= SRR o gus g@sels @90o)tBicat & Sc-
;Bj}cijil6;;;]2%::]:;1;52:2;%Hzodg hindler, 2001). ¥ A7olA FAEE SNS ¥
e er o o e JNEFIME Foll sPF 2 P dd JuE
EEAAS Wk SACE AARAL IF aue jua) ge) agees 344
=737 ﬂ(sﬂ —E;'F::LE ]Tjk ijeog(ZOquS)T;r T2 Relagth o= =Ha7] 98 Pak
Song et al.(2017)&] AFollA AREHE HAEA, v o T -

ek
2 A ARS8 A2 1d W SNS
2) 3AF FTH9 (frFH, QA2eldd, Ho|ak, 7471 ~AEE, E
FrAEe cuae ey 544 o8 g FH T AR FHE IFFANE T 3
o W= Aoz AT BHE AAYL =4 A R el WE ARE Y gFES
F8e %4 Uth(Engel Blackwell & Miniard, ~ 1¥ Bl = 20~400 IS HEoR &M
1990). & Aol A sE Frage sgE A4 A WIS AT ARIAE AL, F 310
£ 9 e 2 A $ QJE FAF wAo 7F AFEA ol AR H AT A2 SPSS 20,0
JNEFE Ayt o =Ry 95 2 < ol&ste] B4F QEAR bgFIARY, £
ATE Lee(2012)9 Lim & Lee(2017)¢] Ao EIFEAS dAsie
A A SRR, HAT FYE, 7154, BA
A el A 2L B ATl 2 £3 V. o+ =4 & 22
Hekste], 24zt 4534 F 202 FASHL o]
259 dAE qrz Qa0 I AFHYRe S

B el Fod o anarel A" 204

_ (507%)7F 7V§ B AR HA(338%)3%
AIETEE 58 FAS A SHEE A gga@a wEt 2w $3F 0 A 4



Nkt 25704 35%

F o) &3t RIS FHAEY A (355%) 1) SNS Hel AEFFAA Hr&A 2984
SNS  #3(345%)7 WSkil, SNS F FFE QOIEA AT 5] Qolo] EEHYT, ARA
(44.2%)°14 FEIHE JEE 71 Bol 2= A 3 GAE 77 ) B wEg AT AFA, 2
o2 yepth SNSelA gAE AEE H3 vt 2o 7b7h 37 Begow FAEQon = Au
g owel e AE M SHEEU23%)01 9o 87169%01th (Table 2)9t 2ol 291 #
3, SNSOIA F 1~28] A=(455%)2 HEl ¥4 B 2 AE7 g9ty 1459= A2 A
BHEHE Bol FopHE Zlo® Yyeyth AF 207 wusgy, A 24361%0|th &
BRE AT RS olfE 2R EdE H o QA2 wFA A et AAE 2R 3
e AZRAE 5)E A48 & SES 2 2 v R wHsy, AHEe 20.759%
Ate S9494%)°l 7P gten, airt ojth, 20138 AH Adxe] e W AL
ot SHEEE < An205%)= SHE AE umygoz wwely, 4uEe 18229%0lth
olitt. ¥R+ sHEEF FYUMEES 2wk ~oukd Q014E AR AGRA 7= 12T Q&3
mek(41.3%) o), 3PES g 2ol g A Sl Aeg e os wHsgdy, Auge 15535%
= SH(66.1%)°] 7P BRI, 4 Hd 252 olth, 90l5= AH Ao}l ApAle] Dup} v
100~200%H m9H(312%) 9 Rl=7F 7Hg =4 3 olm x| gt AzZE HES AT YEA L=
Hebd T JER FAOR BYay, 49 8285%
ojty, o] & WIEOE 7} & ik ANIE A4S
2. 58E=e| gt S 98] Cronbach’ a A4E 22§ A 730
~9142 3 7+ yFdAgo] FHEHY 57 &
£ d7E SNS fH ABFAAS B S EY O HARagel Susel vl
T L Lo olo] Bhgst o2 wehy gk
$4E F7AY 2HLE BYYS P2 ] _ _
olggt Ade AR £ JFHe H
e FAA 2AEAE AAE AT TS F3e
- A (Tak & Seog, 2013)l4 H&EA, wigA, 2
ek QoFEHor FAE EX3 Varimax :': JN g% ]i e _Laﬁo
A=Y ALA] © Qolo] == 7
HANAL B35 QoY W TEY 504 T A, A4, A 57 o] F=3 Ae}
' Q] 2] &1t
Fr7E 10149 g9lTs F&319Y AR,
(Table 2> Factor Analysis of the SNS Beauty Influencer's(power blogger, youtuber) Evaluation Attribute
Factor .. |Eigen|Variance| Cron
Factor Content loading commonality value| (%) |bach’ a
The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see is as 916 871
knowledgeable about cosmetics as cosmetics experts. | ° ’
The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see has
. . . . 670 825
expertise when introducing makeup or tips.
Professionalism |The SNS beauty influencer’'s I often see provides - 954 4.141| 24.361 730
accurate information about cosmetics and makeup. ’ o
The SNS beauty influencer’'s I often see informs
me of both the advantages and disadvantages of 823 823
cosmetics and makeup.
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Factor .. |Eigen|Variance| Cron
F 1
actor Content loading commonality value| (%) |bach’ a
I like the sns beauty influencer’'s 1 see often. .869 869
The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see is cool and 917 935
Attractiveness |I want to follow the makeup method they are doing. | = o 3.529 | 20.759 914
The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see is
. . .859 921
excellent in speech and expression.
The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see is reliable. | .760 926
Reliability |I trust the SNS beauty influencer’s I see often. 699 908 3.099 | 18.229 830
The SNS beauty influencer’'s I often see is honest. 616 854
The SNS beauty influencer’'s I often see feels close 750 936
to me.
Familiarity The' SNS beauty influencer’'s I often see feels like 637 704 9641| 15535 709
a friend.
The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see gives a 897 839
comfortable feeling.
The SNS beauty influencer’'s I often see is similar 701 91
image to me.
The SNS Beauty Influencer’s I often see has similar 872 808
thoughts about beauty. ’ ’
Similarity  |The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see is similar 1.409 8.285 740
. . 667 799
to my tastes (like coloring products, perfume, etc.).
The SNS beauty influencer’s I often see is similar
to my beauty related worries (skin trouble, pore 932 926
size, etc.).
KMO & Bartlett Test = .733, x*=7682.217, p<.001
2) 3AE F799Y 298H AR ste ZCE fYHCE HHENY, 4
QQ1RA A 5 29l E2HYT, SAA HEe 16644%°th 291 5% A47tAe ¥
o 4] B3 RaANT HATSHE 7]EA. 3 FLAF] 7HA AolE FE AEA S st
AARS 27 e BFor pAHYeH F Aoz Ao r el AYES 6357%
gL 88759%°]th (Table 3)7 7ol 29l 1 olth o2 wgem 7t gl g AHE AT
o FHAE AL Eg AL 4t s EaRE < 93] Cronbach’ a AFE 2H&3 A3 693~
R or Wiy, dWES 26345%°] 9492 23 7+ UAQAA o] BFHE 57 20l
29 2= AE P A JESA gast 4y ° B9 AR A=A
HAC HILE Eg AERS = AoR olglgt Aze o AnAe A wE st
HAE $HEE Wy, dEES 22744% BE FraE A7 (Lee, 2012)004 BA=F
olth, Q01 3 FE/NM, ww M o o = 715 FAA BAA 8Rlol =Ed At
N5 vEgoR AF TiE AYse Ao fArateh
VN5 E WHEdy, dYES 16.669%°)th
20 4= AN EAEY AAE AL B3 oAb
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{Table 3> Factor Analysis of the Cosmetic Benefits Sought

Fact Ei
Factor Content ac. of commonality 1528 Variance Cro’n
loading value bach™ a
‘I think makeup makes me feel confident and 674 870
improves my appearance.
‘Appearance I act confidently when I makeup than when I do 4.215| 26.345 949
improvement 910 952
not makeup.
I try to look pretty to others when I make up. 750 962
I usually buy cosmetics from famous brands as much 855 896
as possible.
Brand I thmk‘ that(the performance of famous brand 663 891 3639 | 22744 923
famousness |cosmetics will be much better.
I use cosrpet?cs of famous brands as much as possible 877 918
to keep dignity.
I like cosmetics with excellent functions such as
. . o 874 820
wrinkle improvement and whitening effect.
Functionality |I look carefully at whether the cosmetics I bought 2.667 | 16.669 765
. .645 933
will cause trouble.
I buy a product that has excellent sunscreen. 732 833
I buy the latest fashionable cosmetics at least once. 899 891
I will buy if I see cosmetics that are only sold this 880 893
season.
Epidemicity - — - 2.663| 16.644 693
notice new cosmetics in commercials such as TV 801 884
and magazines, and [ find them and buy them. ’ ’
I often search at new cosmetics. .980 976
‘ iolzlgalc;srrizzlcs that are more discounted than 849 848
Economical ' : : 1017| 6357 | 745
efficiency |I buy the same cosmetics at a lower price. .806 848
I buy the necessary cosmetics when cut prices. 587 775

KMO & Bartlett Test = .705,

x*=8157.530, p<.001
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(Table 4> Effect of SNS Beauty Influencer’s Evaluation Attributes on Word of mouth Intention

Nonstandardization Standardization . . .

Indep-endent coefficient coefficient t Cellinezy seiiiiies
variable

B SE B Tolerance VIF

Professionalism 244 .080 188 3.039** 463 2.159

Attractiveness 180 .063 171 2.879%* 504 1.986

Reliability .205 .086 156 2.377* 414 2413

Familiarity 017 .094 .014 180 .300 3.332

Similarity .599 136 328 44217 322 3.106

R?= 460, Adj R?= 451, Durbin-Watson=2.401, F'=51852%"*

*p< 05, **p 01, < 001
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(Table 5> Effect of Cosmetic Benefits Sought on Word of

mouth Intention

Independent Nonstandgrfiization Standar‘di'zation Colinearity statistics
variable coefficient coefficient t
B SE Vel Tolerance VIF
iﬁgfjjﬁ:; 391 093 371 42154+ 173 5.790
Brand famousness -.687 .042 -.990 -16.306%** .364 2.749
Functionality -.062 .089 -.539 -6.733%%* .209 4.781
Epidemicity .385 .053 332 7.248%%* 638 1.567
Economical efficiency 1.859 108 1.089 17.165%** 333 3.005
R?=593, Adj R?=.586, Durbin-Watson=1.093, F=88.500%**
e X001
g BAEe sPEol opd RSl FHEA Bl THF=38.700, pX.001). AA, %L 3&A 9 4
o AF jle 7He ged aHE A & ALY RSAAXA7I BT AT FIHeE Y
HIAHE 9] A gl WHgE 2o E AR HH. Ebtom (/=-3681, pX.001) AEEE 30% 7t
olggt A= AF FEgd nE i SR Fate FoshAl debsth(F=47.583, X
5 A7 (Lim & Lee, 2017)01A R, B 001). olH# Aduzggon Ay (Rl Hat
FRE FAAE B A4G W phagel §  ZAET BAACR felshl e A
e At Ane fare S7E SNS HE AETAN WS4 A
4, A4, A%Ael FAdme ML GEe
3) 7HA% SNS Hel ABFAAS BA5A s Aow Jehgth £3 $()9 &g 7t
TAARS AN AN ETE 2AEBA 9 2 01 QPP WYY (=210 7F
SNS #E QIZEFAX ] HrH&A 3 3w WOk, A& (F=-208), A (B=-158)] &
o] PAA A&t EEAE HFE] ME deigth w7 Esie] wess
el 2EIARA S Atk 2HI AR > SNS HE QJAZFAAM ] H7E&Add figAy, =
STAIR o]FoiA |, 28AE AH 3GANA 4, Aol FHEe WA= JIFS AH A
SAEes A4 FUIE FARe W AW oty & BEge] ¥ AFEEC] SNS
(Re] oAl Z7rsid 2Easst ok s AZFAAM ek oEL=7) Fob o598 WA
A& th(Yoon & Yoon, 2016). #4143} (Table 6) A, g dFEe ° aA AHE A
= A9ET SNS #Y JAEFAMY H7HEAY F o= 9 mRvy & 4 Atk
A, HA2 3TA S G A H A XA olglgt Ade AT|ETHC] W AnATE &
25 A FYHCE YER O (/=-5746, 2Rl AR o FA G ol AR
2001 AEER)LS 68% Z718tdy Fae & gk Al solAth=(Lee, 2013) A+ZA 79}
oaiA ERETH(F=58671, p001). B, A1Fg W ol Wtk meb AERE $8E sl
& gelel AEALFALYXANEE) A NS HE ATEANG WS4 vEor A7)
fOHoR JERROV(r=2147, p(05) AWE RSl B AMASE 98 AF BIL % AL
(R)E 11% S92 FRE fo87 degt #7150l @ 492 £99 2248 Adan
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(Table 6> Moderating Effect of Self-efficacy on the Relationship between SNS Beauty Influencer's Evaluation

Attributes and Word-of-mouth Intention

_ 1% stage 2" stage 3¢ stage
Variable
SE B ¢ SE B ¢ SE B ¢
Professionalism(A) | .064 502 |10.181%**| 067 501 | 9.712%%* | 097 592 | 7.904%**
Self-efficacy (F) 057 004 084 077 085 | 1.207
AXF 086 161 | 1.684
Statisti R?= 252, AR?= 252 RZ= 252, AR?=.000 R?= 259, AR?=.007
austies F=103.643%"* F=51.658%"* F=35591%%*
Attractiveness(B) | .052 512 |10471%%*%| 062 645 |10.952%%*| 060 579 |10.125%**
Self-efficacy (F) 065 -227 |-3.861%* | 062 -263 | -4.659%**
BXF 089 -277 | -5.746%**
Statistics R?= 263, AR?= 263 R%= 297, AR?= 034 R?= 365, AR?=.068
F=109.638%** F=64.749%** F=58671%%*
Reliability (C) 065 497 [10.050%**| 064 491 |10.053%**| 064 490 |10.069%**
Self-efficacy (F) 054 131 2.678%* 081 013 181
CXF 088 -158 |-2.147%
Staticti R?= 247, AR?= 247 R?= 264, AR?= 017 R?= 275, AR?=011
austies F=101.000%** F=55.097%"* F=38.700%**
Familiarity (D) 059 535 |11.123*%**| 063 549 |10.709%**| 070 646 | 11.378%**
Self-efficacy (F) -756 063 -140 | -2.450*
DXF 079 -208 | -3.681%**
Statistics R%= 287, AR*= 287 R?= 288, AR%*=.001 R%= 318, AR*=.030
F=123.726%** F=62.063%** F=47583%**
Similarity (E) 084 590 |12.812%**| 097 097 |13.607%%*| 097 721 | 13577
Self-efficacy (F) 097 |-4.608%*%| 061 -259 | -4.671%**
EXF 074 -043 | -.902
Statistics R?= 348, AR?= 343 R?= 390, AR?= 042 R?= 391, AR?=001
F=164.156%** F=98.084%** F=65621%%*
*0 05, **pC 01, ***p{ 001
4) M4 3AE FTEEE s g B FsiA JERSEH(£=39.197, X.001). €A,
TR ES}e] WANAN A7) Eete] 2R EaH BT $uvl 309 ASAL(HAT 1
A3 (Table 7)& AHEH IdAF F73 EXANE5HE) A Fodo2 e or (=
g = AR, QE S 3uA 9 A AL (R -8481, ©X.001) A9EL 175% Z7Fst9 Ft
FAXAIETHE) AF FYHeE YEon T FY8A YERSTH(F=35.260, £€.001). AA,
(£=-9.200, pC.001) AEHL 200% 71842 F N5 3wAe AEHEFOISAXANES
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) A FeHow vk ow (£=-8311, xK.001) =-538)°] 7H¢ HWoki, BAHE {FHE(LF=-461)
AR 173% /A3 FRE S8 det ARIPF(B=-453). 7154 (6=-427). AL
ST F=30.818, pX.001). A, F3h4L 3eA =-166)°] M= dettth webd sHE F
BEAEF(HAVAXANEER) A f9H02  EYs FAEGY BANN AV Be
EREOm (1=-2251, pX.05) AREE 16% 7t % SAF Fraldel FARd WAL 9%
AL FRE FAsH uehdoh(7=6263, K & AR ZQolth o ARFHe WEFE 3
001). THAA, AARLE 3RAY FEAEF(AA  AF AEF/ R FA o U AL Eo}
AXAN TSR A fHoE YERoH(i= 753 4Rl FAHE 71547 BUE fux
-13.603, p<.001), AR EHZ 27.0% F7HHAAL Fi g fFAsks sEE W FAgRd o w2
5 folal GETHF=126012, pC00D). ol9h  FE wedy ¥ 4

7ol 3WAY FEAE NN AP (Rl A olB@ Avhe ArlEEHel B Aol E
F7hAE B EAACR fofeAl vEd A Aol s ke © LA E9le] odd 9
NESZHS P3E FAY R} BA=E dE AP woe A7 (Pak, 2011)9 Wee
FRE 7154, FAA. ARl TR v Peldrt,

A= c

(Table 7> Moderating Effect of Self-efficacy on the Relationship between Benefits Sought for Cosmetic and Word-of-
mouth Intention

‘ 1% stage 2" stage 34 stage
Variable
SE B ¢ SE B ¢ SE B ¢
A , -~ .
| fppearance 058 266 | 48397 | 089 366 | 4314%*| 079 338 | 44947
improvement (A )
Self-efficacy (F) 094 -131 | -1544 083 -182 | -2.421%
AXF 049 -453 | -9.200%%*
Statisti R?=.071, AR?*=.071 R?=.078, AR?=.007 R?= 278, AR?=.200
aHstes F=023 413%** F=12.951%** F=39.197%**
Brand ek EEE
040 -045 | -.793 059 -381 | -4.491% 053 -303 | -3.939
famousness(B)
Self-efficacy (F) 094 439 5179% | 086 569 7.299%**
BXF 060 -461 | -8.481%**
Statistios R?= 002, AR?=002 R?= 082, AR?=.080 R?= 257, AR?=175
F= 629 F=13.751%%% F=35.260%*
Functionality (C) | .062 242 | 4.369%F 083 257 | 3.463** 076 169 2.484%
Self-efficacy (F) 082 -023 | -313 074 -031 - 455
CXF 050 -427 | -8.311%*
Statistios R2= 058, AR2=.058 R2= 059, ARZ=.001 RZ= 232, AR2=173
F= 19_090$$* F:9.566*** F:30.818$**
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=

.236

3.389%*
-2.251*
R?=.058, AR?*=.016
12.965%**
-8.701%**
-13.603%%*
R%= 553, AR*=270

.303
018
-.166
6.263%**
.690
-.469
-.538

HANA gl

3 stage

F

F=126.012%%*

}

o
el

SE
104
.082
.092
091
.060
.098
3

[e]

}\éa

7

=
T

2.554%
.280
10.550%**
-5.1317%%*

2" stage
549
021
6.772%%*
709

-.345

7NE 7440

F=60.335%**

F

R?=.042, AR*=.000
R?=.282, AR?=.062

SiE

.087
.083
115
074

3.675%%*
9.337%%*

1% stage
205
13.505%**
470

F=87.181%**

F

R?=.042, AR?=.042
R?*= 221, AR?*= 221

SE
.065
.086

Variable
DXF
Statistics
Economical
efficiency (E)
Self-efficacy (F)
EXF
Statistics

Epidemicity (D)
Self-efficacy (F)

*X.05, F* K01, ¥ pC.001
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