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Abstract :

Journal of the Korean Applied Science and Technology

The purpose of this study was to compare and analyze the differences and satisfaction

of each purchase behavior by classifying cosmeceutical and medical cosmetics. A total of 861
questionnaires were distributed to males in their 20s to 50s (from 1 march 2017). A total of 446
respondents with experience using cosmeceutical cosmetics and medical cosmetics used as the final
analysis material. According to the study, the term recognition for cosmeceutical cosmetics and
medical cosmetics was very low. The differences in each purchase behavior were not statistically

significant. but cosmeceutical cosmetic products have been found to have a significant impact on
quality, price, container design, and service satisfaction among purchase preference factors (p<0.03,
p<0.01, p<0.00D), In particular, it was found that satisfaction with quality was the greatest.
Medical cosmetics have been found to have a significant positive (+) effect on brand image, price,
and container design among purchase preference factors (p<0.01, p<0.001), It was also found to
have the biggest satisfaction with the brand image. Based on the results of this study, The features
of cosmeceutical cosmetics and medical cosmetics are subdivided. It has been deemed necessary to
develop differentiated products according to each purchase behavior and preference.
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Table 1. Validation of Purchase Preference

Sortation Quality ﬁﬁ; Service  Price Cgr;t;;r;ler
The product has a good sense of use 0.865 0.206 0.118  0.161 0.102
Overall, the quality is excellent 0.846  0.331 0.136  0.092 0.111
The product works well 0.816  0.304  0.157 0.163 0.026

The product has excellent skin compatibility 0.742  0.261 0.185 0.177 0.145
The product has excellent aroma and color 0.731 0.146  0.150  0.235 0.196
The main ingredients of the product are reliable ~ 0.666 ~ 0.408  0.209  0.218 0.053

have a dream or philosophy in a brand 0.084  0.756  0.211 0.175 0.092

I have confidence in brand advertising 0315  0.706  0.201 0.085 0.149

be a reliable brand 0.548  0.695 0.164  0.055 0.068

There is a dlstmctlve?)izsn;nd uniqueness of the 0260 0678 0146  0.154 0.202
have high technical skills 0.471 0.677  0.207  0.109 0.102

be a brand with a high profile 0.404  0.657  0.045 0.042 0.142

The seller has expertise in cosmetics 0.089 0.211 0.852 0.113 0.247

It's a good solution to problems that occur while

. 0.201 0.133 0.850 0.159 0.166
using the product

I trust the seller's explanation 0.196  0.212  0.837  0.139 0.167
The seller of the product is kind 0.213  0.157 0.801  0.111 0.199
The price is better than other competitors 0.209  0.110  0.163  0.876 0.056

The main reason for Fhe ch.01ce of products is 0033 0062 0114 0841 0.180
the high price

The main reason for the choice of products is
the high price

Il buy Cosmetical Cosmetics at the same price ~ 0.217  0.336  0.077  0.609 0.199

The design of the product's container is luxurious 0.106 ~ 0.130  0.266  0.074 0.845

The design of the container of the product is
unique

The design of the container is convenient for use. 0.294  0.319  0.043  0.175 0.670

The product is clearly marked with the product
information mark.

0312 0.163  0.141 0.819 0.037

0.013  0.022 0315 0.173 0.792

0.252  0.374  0.310  0.091 0.618

eigen value 5.00 3.95 3.46 2.93 2.48
Variance % 20.833 16454 14412 12.223 10.349
Cumulative variable % 20.833  37.287 51.698 63.921 74.270
Cronbach's « 0936  0.898 0926  0.863 0.822

KMO=0.926, x* =8534.473, df=276, p=0.000

_76_



Vol. 36, No. 1 (2019)

Table 2. Validation of Purchase Satisfaction

Famaed PE Wo2 gl AR R o el mE v A 5

Sortation Satisfied

Efficacy and Effect 0.869

Product Feeling of Use 0.869

The Scent and Color of the Product 0.850
Courage and Design of Products 0.834
Price of a Product 0.686

Sample Gift and Discount Service 0.614
Eigen Value 3.7717

Variance % 62.946

Cumulative Variable % 62.946
Cronbach’s a 0.876

KMO=0.832, x* =1691.882, df=15, p=0.000
s8] 991e RS B0l b F4 Bol® A Qb 7 114¥(62%), 399
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Table 3. Comparison of General Characteristics and Awareness of Cosmetics

Cosmeceutical Medical

Sortation Selection Cosmetics Cosmetics Total X'
N (%) N @ N @ 2
20s 128 (40.6) 74 (565 202 (45.3)

Age 30s 121 (38.4) 33 (25.2) 154 (345) 10433
40s 58 (184) 20 (152 78 (17.5) (0.015%)
50s 8 (2.6) 4 Gn 12 Q7D
Male 28 8.9 12 9.2 40 9.0 0.008

Gender
Female 287 (91.1) 119  (90.8) 406 (91.0) (0.927)
Student 36 (114 20 (1530 56 (12.6)

Office Job 72 (229 23 (17.6) 95 (21.3)

Job Technical Post 19 6.0) 9 6.9) 28 6.3) 3.032
Sales and Service 149  (473) 63 (481 212 (475  (0.695)
Self-Employment 14 4.4) 4 (3.0 18 (4.0)

Housewife 25 8.0 12 ©.1) 37 8.3
Ié‘f;dsggggl 69 (19 24 (183 93 (209

Professional College
Education Graduation 17 7.1 44 (33.6) 161 (36.1) 2.155

7 _ (0.547)
University Graduation 108 (34.3) 54 (41.2) 162 (36.3)
Graduate School 200 6D 9 69 30 (67
raduation
Marriage Married 129 (410) 48 (3660 177 (397 0718
Status Single 186  (59.00 83  (63.4) 269 (60.3) (0.397)
Children Yes 87 (67.4) 28 (58.3) 115 (64.9) 1.275
Status No 42 (G200 20 @417 62 (351 (0259
I've never heard of it 53 (16.8) 26 (19.8) 79 1717
_ I haven't heard of it 114 (36.2) 39 (29.8) 153 (34.3)
Ccl))sreléfrzggal I don't understand 51 (16.2) 28 Q14 79 4717 (SSZS)
have heard of 62 (19.7) 27 (20.6) 89  (20.0)
I've heard for sure 35 (11.1) 11 8.4) 46 (10.3)
Total 315 (100.0) 131 (100.0) 446 (100.0)
(*p<0.05)
(4.3%)°] °2 & 108(7.6%)°] -SHA7F o 27011 ¢ APAF9]olA= ZAHFEIRE 3t
2] B2 AR HEZE lste] ZF AlEFS ARHESH @'ﬁ AelA mBIEE AR FE ©E
£ Aoz ARy IAWGEE PR o Astol| ofgt mjF uql o2 ARgSH= At &

gz sigE nF oi #E FdoMe Z o] B Ao}t FARRE AFrt ElE ATt
28.6%, 32%°] tThA * Aoz ZAEL 4
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Table 4. Comparison of Purchasing Behavior of Cosmetics According to Skin Recognition

Cosmeceutical

Medical

Sortation Selection Cosmetics Cosmetics Toral X
N _ @ N _@» N @ P
Dry 95 (30.2) 39 (29.8) 134 (30.1)
Nomal 38 (12.1) 12 9.2) 50 (11.2)
Skin Type Oily 36 (114 16 (1220 52 (117) ((l)fagg)
Sensitivity 23 (7.3) 13 9.9) 36 8.0)
Complexity 123 (39.0) 51 (389 174 (39.0)
Skin Tone 43 (13.7) 11 8.4 54 (12.1D
Melasma or Blemish 68 (21.6) 26 (199 94 (21D
) Wrinkle or Resiliency 69 (219 33 (252 102 (229
Skin . . 10.929
Complet Pruritus or Sensitivity 25 (7.9 5 (3.8 30 6.7) 0.091)
Pore 41 (13.0) 22 (16.8) 63 (14.1)
Sebum or Oily 9 2.9 10 (7.6) 19 4.3)
Trouble or Acne 60 (19.00 24 (183) 84 (18.8)
Skin Care Yes 90 (28.6) 42 (32.00 132 (29.6) 0.541
Experience No 225 (714 89  (68.0) 314 (70.4)  (0.462)
Total 315 (100.0)0 131 (100.0) 446 (100.0)

Table 5. Comparison of Purchasing Behavior of Cosmetics According to Expected Effects

Cosmeceutical Medical Total X
Sortation Cosmetics Cosmetics (Fisher)
N (%) N (%) N (%) (p)
Whitening 13 4.1 6 (4.6) 19 4.3)
Wrinkle 8 (2.5 5 (3.8) 13 (2.9)
Resiliency 13 4.1 8 6.1 21 .7
Moisture 173 (54.9) 55 (42.0) 228 (1.1
Skin Soothing 60 (19.0) 40 (30.5) 100 (22.4) (10(?'280795)
Filling 8 (2.5) 3 (2.3 11 2.5)
Pore 10 (3.2) 5 (3.8 15 (3.4
UV Protection 14 4.4) 5 (3.8) 19 4.3)
Etc. 16 .1 4 (3.1 20 4.5)
Total 315 (100.0) 131 (100.0) 446 (100.0) Sortation

3.2.2. 710 Ao @E 3o PF o]

B ATNE A F | aste] e 2
vEld sPgEy wdZ sigEel 7Hl o
2ole gelstizt stdom, Table 591 Uehy
ot ZAF A1t 7Y anzt: IAvGEE 3}
AEL B 54.9%, AH 19.0%, 71 5.1% &
o= Jehgon| Wz sPEES B 42.0%,
A% 30.5%, @Y 6.1%w02 FAEY. T4

Ea
I
Q)

3.2.3. AZsk= | Fa
w2 ATodE FavsEE oPdET Wy
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Table 6. Comparison of Place of Purchase (Multiple Responses)

. Cosmeceu.tlcal Medical Cosmetics Total
Sortation Cosmetics
N (%) N (%) N (%)
Hospital
(Skin Degartmem) 18 (4.0) 9 (7.2) 27 %)
Skin Care Office 5 (1.1) 3 2.4 8 (1.4)
Pharmacy 14 (3.D 1 0.8 15 (2.6)
Drugstore 220 (48.9) 56 (45.2) 276 (48.1)
Online Shopping Mall 93 (20.7) 18 (14.5) 111 (19.3)
TV Home Shopping 9 2.1 10 8.1 19 (3.3
Department Store /
Dputy_Free Shop 50 (11.1) 12 9.7 62 (10.8)
Brand Shop 21 (4.6) 9 (7.3) 30 (5.2)
Etc. 20 4.4) 6 4.8) 26 4.5)
Total 450 (100.0) 124 (100.0) 574 (100.0)

Table 7. Comparing Purchase Preference Differences

Sortation Brand Image Quality Price C]c:))r;ts?;ler Service
M SO M SO M SO M SD M SD
Cogfsfgxggal 353 065 3.60 068 3.14 076 310 060 3.14 061
Medical Cosmetics 356 0.75 353 0.75 311 081 316 073 3.17 0.72
Total 354 068 358 070 313 077 312 064 315 0.64
t(p) 0.178(0.673)  1.036(0.309) 0.137(0.711)  0.731(0.393)  0.204(0.652)
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oltt. 24 A, WA IZAd4eld SAEo
kL= R? Zfo] 056702 3HmEe] due
o] 56.73%% VrEREO ™, F=83.2052 3|ALE
o] fojujgt Aoz FRIHAG(p<.00). Foi
Asn a9 & =4, 7H4, 87] AR, AfEla
7b EZo] folgt F(H)e] JdFS nAE Ao
2 Yo (p0.05, p<0.01, p<0.00]), BEHE
oA FolsHA UehA] ekttt AT 4rE
A shgEel SR 99l 5 Bd-o| wEr 7t
& 2 gL v Ao oIt theo
2 Wgd shgEe] wEEE R 3ol 0.71322
ARl Mol T713%=  Uehdod,
F=65.6692 3|70l Foln|gt Zloz Q5]
AHp<0.00D). F1] ASE @91 % Ht o|n|
2], 7t4, 47] tARle] whELo| {ojgt F(+)
o] g HAE AR Yo (p.o],
p<0.00D), BRI Mulat folsHA vrehtA]
orokct. WidZ SEe] wEE a9l F HIils
olmz|7t WEL HF F JFE uAE Ao
2 gl= k.

efficacy and Product The scent and Courage and rice of Sample Gift
S ) eé}fgcta feeling of  color of the  design of P o ducta and Discount  Total
ortation use product products p Service
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Cosmeceutical 5 07 98 391 081 35 078 334 075 323 082 299 083 338 0.59
Cosmetics
Medical 358 0.85 3.54 0.83 342 085 339 086 318 096 3.08 090 335 0.68
Cosmetics
Total 364 0.80 366 0.82 348 0.80 335 0.78 322 086 3.02 085 340 0.81

t(p)

1.165(0.281) 3.801(0.052) 0.957(0.328)

0.422(0.516) 0.292(0.589) 1.118(0.291) 0.343(0.559)

Table 9. Comparing Repurchase Intent Differences

t

Sortation N M SD
(p)
Cosmeceutical Cosmetics 315 3.57 0.74 L418
Medical Cosmetics 131 3.66 0.72 ’
(0.234)
Total 446 3.60 0.72
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Table 10. The Buying Preferences Impact on Satisfaction

Nonstandardization Standardiz

Sortation D\(;pep(ki)fl:nt Inillep.engllent Factor ed Factor R2 v .
ariable ariable Standard
B Beta
Error
Constant 412 .156 2.638%**
Medical 071 .046 078 1.539
Cosmetics
Cosmeceutical ) . Quality .369 .046 425 83.205 8.085%**
. Satisfaction ) 0.567 ixx
Cosmetics Price .193 .033 248 5.879%**
Container 45 045 102 2.248%
Design
Service 153 .044 157 3.485**
Constant .395 .168 2.345%
Brand Image  .292 .095 .323 3.074**
Medical . Quality 172 087 191 65660 11963
Cosmetics  Satisfaction Price 185 051 223 0713 w3509 %
Container o) 068 194 2.659%*
Design
Service .052 .066 .055 187
(*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.00])
4. A =2 “ﬂﬂ’-\rﬂ;'eq SPEE(48.9%) 3 vt)d 8E(48.1%)
S 7P wol Fufste AoR SRIFNY, o
AFALe FAEAEA =T wdA o= ‘_E]-?l &, WIH/AAE £o0=2 AT
7} Baslo] 4uAE5o] Qx| we} 7t Ste Aoz AMESIT ER, 7 SPgEe

Fay
o BF A AT, BEEY Aol E

B a7 A3 97 g 2007 453%:2
Vg ol 2Aslglon], naEd ShgEY
W0z sPgEe] QAR 7 53%(16.8%)7 26
H(19.8%)0] ol Fo] £ Ho] g Aoz %
Agglon, Favfed SgE AR Y
FESL G Al Bl golol Tt AxEE
Aoz ZAHGth WE QA B2 a4y
s 2 v, w5 ere] we o
o ol FAHA Aol ekt &
BT HR g ML oh e
sisgiet. AvHEd SgES v
A8 A At BE BEEIE 7}
dxoz B SgES Poshe A

2t celnagot A MACIger 2

=.=>

1

4H4”°

o3 X i . 3 o o AT
o |o
Hﬂ R
}Ol‘

»M&
2.:

o ] o] ASL zpo|l2l FAWLGEA
EA(M=3.60, SD=0.697} 7VAM=314,
SD=0.76)019, Wi}z 3PgES HIAT ol
(M=3.56, SD=0.79} €7 CAA(M=3.16,
SD=0.73), A¥A(M=3.17, SD=0.70) %=°= 7}
w2 ASEE yeiliglen, wEErt 33
oo R m¢ =2 AL FRISIAHp.09). A
T oERE IAWGER  SPREWM=357
SD=0.793 ®WuZd FFEWM=3.66, SD=0.72)
L% 353 oem AFu] o=rt wi¢ w2
Ag A 5= A p0.0%). ntAHoz, F
Er uAE JFS g9l

B2 sPgEe 40 ”**Eoﬂ

iz O
e

4—;

V2 dRe uAE ez SlEYD,
4 SES wan oA el g 2
GFL vAE Aoz ZAE,
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