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Abstract

This study investigated how consumers perceive brand image, the consistency between the images of parent
brands and extended brands, the consistency of their advertising images, the differences between brand image and
advertising image, and how consumers' brand attitudes change based on those differences. An online survey was
administered to women in their 20s and 30s who often use cosmetics and are interested in brands. The brands
considered in this research were Chanel, Dior, Armani, and Anna Sui, which have extended brands in the clothing
and cosmetics areas. In terms of consumers' perception of brand image, it was found that clothing and cosmetic
brands were perceived similarly. In addition, significant differences were found in consumers' preferences and
purchase intentions of clothing and cosmetic brands, and those whose perceptions of brand image did not change
or increased after looking at advertising images had more positive brand attitudes than the group of people who
had higher perception of brand image before looking at advertising images. Therefore, in terms of brand extension,
it was revealed that the image of a parent brand affected an extended brand, and that the higher was consumers'
recognition of brand image through advertising, the more positive was their attitude toward the brand.
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IV. Results and Discussion

1. Difference between parent brand image
and extended brand image
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<Fig. 1> Difference between perceived brand image
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Friendly 4.20 434 —4.15%**
Luxury 5.13 5.04 2.80**
Classic 491 4.76 4. 15%**
Sexy 431 4.38 —1.99*%
Romantic 457 4.68 —3.49%*

<05, *p<.01, **¥5p<.001
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{Table 2> Difference between parent brand image and extended brand image according to brands

Chanel Dior Armani Anna Sui

lmage Clothing|Cosmetic t Clothing |Cosmetic t Clothing |Cosmetic t Clothing |Cosmetic t
Graceful 5.64 525 6.13%*%*| 505 507 | —.19 4.89 4.61 3.66%*%*| 436 447 |-146
Attractive 525 520 72 5.05 515 |-144 4.75 4.68 92 4.78 489 [-1.63
Sophisticated |  5.33 527 .87 5.15 516 | —.07 5.05 493 1.63 4.38 4.54 |-236*
Unique 4.18 434 |-2.07*%% | 454 | 452 22 4.46 4.38 1.10 5.13 5.10 .36
Feminine 548 523 | 447%*| 5.06 515 |- 1.64 422 430 |-1.32 5.30 533 | —47
Friendly 4.11 424 |- 1.85 4.11 442 |—4.86%** 398 391 97 4.59 4.81 |—2.89%*
Luxury 5.80 5.55 3.84%*%* | 528 526 29 5.13 4.95 2.72%% | 430 439 |-135
Classic 5.61 5.19 | 5.95%%* 4.89 493 | —.66 5.05 478 | 3.80%** 4.10 416 | —-.75
Sexy 4.15 442 |-3.76%%* 4.58 463 | —.85 436 4.25 1.67 4.17 423 | —.89
Romantic 4.55 459 |-.63 4.57 481 |—3.61%** 4.00 408 |—1.26 5.14 523 [-143

#p<.05, Fp<01, *4p<,001]
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<Fig. 2> Difference between brand advertising image
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olu| A& AJst o|m|XENA |5t 2o]7} Ly 3. Difference between brand image and advertising
elgt=d), HAA ], SejAlsl oju|x| = oJE I image on clothing brand, and brand attitude
oM AI7F A e, f-ofeh, i Al o4 o Hlizo] sl AnrEo] AZHl Q=
ol, A2, HAF, ZUE o)A BGE F HAE ofujxgt P ojulx] g Ho|E Fopu]
AL o] A7} = A YETE Qb frol= THA A8, ©]3}0] Paired r-testS A A5} THTable 5). 1 A},

{Table 3> Difference between parent brand advertising
image and extended brand advertising image

(Table 5> Difference between brand image and ad-

vertising image on clothing brand

Clothing Cosmetic Clothing Clothing
Image advertising | advertising t Image brand advertising t
image image image (PBI)| image (Al)

Graceful 4.67 4.60 1.57 Graceful 499 4.67 6.64%**
Attractive 5.06 491 3.43%* Attractive 4.96 5.06 —245%
Sophisticated 4.90 4.78 2.84%* Sophisticated 4.98 4.90 1.87
Unique 4.94 4.90 .87 Unique 4.58 4.94 —8.35%**
Feminine 4.95 4.79 3.44%* Feminine 5.01 4.95 1.66
Friendly 4.09 3.96 3.20%* Friendly 420 4.09 2.40%*
Luxury 4.84 4.61 5.56%** Luxury 5.13 4.84 7.13%%*
Classic 479 4.46 737 Classic 491 4.79 2.87%*
Sexy 454 475 —4.87%k* Sexy 431 4.54 —5.25%#*
Romantic 4.48 4.25 5.02%%* Romantic 4.57 4.48 2.03*

<05, *p<01, *%p<001

£p<05, *p<01, **¥<001

{Table 4> Difference between parent brand advertising image and extended brand advertising image according to brands

Chanel Dior Armani Anna Sui

Image Clothing | Cosmetic t Clothing|Cosmetic t Clothing| Cosmetic t Clothing| Cosmetic t
Graceful 5.08 4.57 4.99%%*| 504 | 4.58 4.80*%** 5.03 540 |—4.24%** 353 3.84  |—4.02%**
Attractive 5.08 4.81 3.16%*% | 533 4.83 5.39%**| 515 540 |—-297** | 468 | 4.58 1.03
Sophisticated | 5.00 4.74 2.82%% | 514 | 479 3.65%**| 543 537 71 4.05 421 [-1.90
Unique 446 4.09 426%%*| 4.68 536 |—6.72%**% 492 4.68 2.63%*% | 5770 547 3.10%*
Feminine 521 475 6.36%**| 522 | 4.64 6.43%%*| 442 493 |-5.86%** 493 4.85 92
Friendly 3.71 381 |-1.12 428 3.85 4.99%%*| 3.82 398 |—-2.02% | 455 4.19 4.52%%%
Luxury 520 4.69 5.70%**| 513 4.54 6.50%**| 524 526 | —42 3.80 395 |-1.97
Classic 525 4.64 6.49%**| 512 | 437 7.94%*%*| 529 5.06 2.87%% | 3.51 375 | —-2.86%*
Sexy 4.58 477 |-2.09% | 488 492 | —46 4.83 528 |—-5.53%** 388 | 4.05 |-199*
Romantic 4.28 3.92 436%%*| 473 3.98 7.92%%%| 390 | 432 |—-4.87¥* 501 4.78 2.80%*

<05, Fp<,01, *5p<.001
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{Table 6> Difference between brand image and advertising image according to brands
Image Chanel Dior Armani Anna Sui
PBI Al t PBI Al t PBI Al t PBI Al t
Graceful 5.64 5.08 6.11%%*| 505 5.04 .10 4.89 5.03 |-1.50 436 3.53 8.91 %%
Attractive 5.25 5.08 2.00%* 5.05 533 |=3.60%*¥ 475 5.15 |—472%% 478 4.68 1.11
Sophisticated | 5.33 5.00 4.22%*%| 515 5.14 A1 5.05 543 |—4.79%% 438 4.05 4.27%%%
Unique 4.18 446 |-3.12%* | 454 4.68 |—1.73 446 492 |-538*%** 513 5.70 |—6.51%**
Feminine 548 5.21 3.91%% 506 522 |-2.04* 422 442 |-221%* 5.30 493 4.24%%*
Friendly 4.11 3.71 445%*%| 411 428 |—2.19* 3.98 3.82 2.05%* 4.59 4.55 36
Luxury 5.80 5.20 7A8F**| 528 5.13 1.89 5.13 524 |—1.51 4.30 3.80 6.327%%*
Classic 5.61 5.25 4.12%%* 489 512 |—2.84*%* | 5.05 529 |—3.04** | 410 3.51 7.36%**
Sexy 4.15 4.58 |—5.07%** 458 4.88 |—3.65%* 436 4.83 |—530%** 4.17 3.88 3.34%*
Romantic 4.55 428 3.53%* | 457 473 |=1.79 4.00 3.90 1.22 5.14 5.01 1.48
*p<.05, **p<01, ***p<.001
{Table 7> Brand attitude according to clothing image change
Brand Varable Group Percelz(ie;lh image |\ image change Advemligﬁ image P
Preference of clothing brand 427 B* 462 A 477 A 17.027%%*
Total Purchase of clothing 415 B 4.68 A 470 A 20.07#**
i Preference of clothing brand 4.52 4.78 478 1.24
Purchase of clothing 427 4.78 4.64 257
Dior Preference of clothing brand 438 B 481 A 493 A 5.22%*
Purchase of clothing 435 B 495 A 485 A 4.10*
| Preference of clothing brand 419 B 440 AB 480 A 6.24%%*
Armani Purchase of clothing 413 B 448 AB 481 A 7.32%%
Anna Sui Preference of clothing brand 4.03 4.50 433 2.10
Purchase of clothing 3.94 4.50 4.19 2.22

%p<.05, #p<01, ***p<001, “Duncan :

A>B
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4. Difference between brand image and ad-
vertising image on cosmetic brand, and brand
attitude

SE BAse] dis) anAEo] Azeli 9
B ofux|ef FaL ofu] 2|9 zpo]E Lofhl
7] 95}o] Paired t-testS A A|5FE THTable 8). 1
A}, folgh, A, o423, I g
<, ZeAst, 2UE oju] ) AZHE BAE of
tA7E A, W82, AAIRE oful A= FaL ojn
A7b A ek

Hifie = 4w AilTable 9), AP, H2,
Sk} Frolt= BE ou| g4 §ejat Zol7h thet

e, AP AAIRE ojul Rl A, HE&2 A

r{r

i

{Table 8> Difference between brand image and advertising
image on cosmetic brand

Cosmetic Cosmetic
Image brand image | advertising t
(PBI) image (AI)
Graceful 4.85 4.60 517
Attractive 4.98 491 1.64
Sophisticated 4.98 4.78 4.5]%%*
Unique 4.59 4.90 —6.89%**
Feminine 5.00 4.79 4.58%%*
Friendly 4.34 3.96 .14
Luxury 5.04 4.61 9.87*
Classic 4.76 4.46 6.81%%*
Sexy 438 475 —8.00%**
Romantic 4.68 425 9.03***
*p<05, *#p<01, ***p<001
2L, HA]gk o] u|A|o] A, ekt o]z A4 A2 ou]

Ao Aut g ojux] M4t o A vEbgth
olZulUl 223+S ATt ] ou x4 &
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oF A7 olalA7t B Aek, B3 ojn|x g

Ty olA7 otk gk olv]x] s}
Qe Aere) 3UTOR hiro] AIRAATL A}
S 7Z2 ¢Jsl Duncan testE A A5} TtHTable 10).
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T o A7} gopxl Yt HeE Ao} S AE A AR
Lo Ptk A2 oju A7t w2 Ao ¥
TAFEGY EA e, Fa A HE V. Conclusions
gEg Yok Fad 89 & 4 ek of
2upy o] A, aBREe] A4Sl Qe BHis Ao A s RSl AZEtaL Qe 4 B
oju|x|e} Fa1 om| x| 8] Zolofl A fogt Zol7t p fHEQ] HAE ofulx], i HE o} S Hile
B ojujAEo] mF FIL ojuA|oflA A UEE o HIE ofm|x| 9] UX| Are} Fal oju|z| o I
U o3 fA A0HE Rerh ol % F1 X 4w B HAseh SbE H@se HAS of
of et HUHES £24F HAS) e O n]xe} Fa o|u] o) K]} Lo W Luze]
2 A4S 7FAtEAL St Choi and Jeon(2008)2] &1+ BAC €z tste] Lolr iz} ki)
{Table 9> Difference between brand image and advertising image according to brands
Chanel Dior Armani Anna Sui
Image
PBI Al t PBI Al t PBI | Al t PBI Al t
Graceful 525 | 457 | 7.81%*| 507 | 4.58 | 527%*| 461 | 540 | —9.27*** 447 | 3.84 | 6.96%**
Attractive 520 | 4.81 | 456%%*| 515 | 4.83 | 3.51%* | 468 | 540 | —9.13*** 489 | 4.58 | 3.56%**
Sophisticated | 5.27 | 4.74 | 6.40%**| 516 | 4.79 | 4.28**%%| 493 | 537 | —523%%* 454 | 421 | 3.88%**
Unique 434 | 409 | 3.206%* | 452 | 536 |—8.16%**| 438 | 4.68 | —3.43%* | 510 | 547 |—-4.53%**
Feminine 523 | 475 | 628%%*| 515 | 4.64 | 550%**| 430 | 493 | —7.31%* 533 | 4.85 | 539%k*
Friendly 424 | 381 | 5.54%%%| 442 | 385 | 7.35%%| 391 | 398 | —.88 481 | 419 | 6.55%*
Luxury 5.55 | 4.69 | 1041%%%| 526 | 4.54 | 8.02%**| 495 | 526 | —4.33%* 439 | 395 | 551%k*
Classic 519 | 464 | 635%*| 493 | 437 | 571%*| 478 | 506 | —3.52%* | 416 | 3.75 | 4.73%**
Sexy 442 | 477 |—-3.70%%*| 4.63 | 4.92 |—3.14%* | 425 | 528 |—12.60*%** 423 | 4.05 | 2.07*
Romantic 459 | 3.92 | 7.99%%%| 481 | 3.98 | 8.34%*F| 408 | 432 | —2.77% | 523 | 478 | 5.03%**
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<001
{Table 10> Brand attitude according to cosmetic image change
Brand Group Perceived No image Advertising F
Variable image high change image high
Total Preference of cosmetic brand 436 B 481 A 486 A 17.19%**
otal
Purchase of cosmetic 433 B 477 A 481 A 16.67+**
Preference of cosmetic brand 4.49 4.71 4.92 245
Chanel
Purchase of cosmetic 442 4.54 4.58 .36
Di Preference of cosmetic brand 437 B 496 A 490 A 5.76**
or
Purchase of cosmetic 438 B 504 A 494 A 7.37%*
. Preference of cosmetic brand 439 B 5.08 A 497 A 3.40*
Armani
Purchase of cosmetic 432 B 491 A 496 A 4.01*
.| Preference of cosmetic brand 4.19 4.39 447 1.39
Anna Sui -
Purchase of cosmetic 4.18 4.43 4.48 1.67

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<001, “Duncan : A>B
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