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ABSTRACT

This study attempted to understand the role of the consumers’ cognitive and affective
factors in explaining the effect of their perception of sustainable corporate activities on
their satisfaction with an eco-friendly cosmetic brand (LUSH). The results indicated as
follows: first, it was found that consumer perception of sustainable corporate activities
in a cosmetic company had a significant positive effect on cognitive factors such as brand
recognition and perceived product value. Second, among the cognitive factors, the consumer's
perception of product value was found to have a significant effect on affective factors (positive
and negative anticipated emotions) that could be experienced using the product, while brand
awareness was not significant. Third, it was found that positive and negative anticipated
emotions ultimately had a significant positive effect on brand satisfaction. Finally, the
mediating effects of cognitive factors (brand awareness and perceived value) and an affective
factor (positive anticipated emotion) were found to be significant for the relationship between
consumer perception of sustainable corporate activities and satisfaction with an
environment-friendly cosmetic brand.
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Fig. 1. Research model.
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Table 1. Measurement of variables

AHA} R0 2FEE HHE(RH) 2SO
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Variables Measurements
vl Lush believes that it is a corporate entity that tries to produce eco—friendly products.
) Lush (corporate) seems to put a lot of consideration into making environmentally friendly
\s .
Sustainable products/services. Park
corporate v3 Lush (corporate) seems to be very interested in environmental protection. et al.
activities v4 Lush (corporate) seems to be campaigning for environmental protection. (2014)
5 Lush (corporate) seems to be sponsoring the government’s environmental restoration
V.
project.
v6 Lush (brand) seems to be well known in Korea.
Brand v7 Lush (brand) seems to be recognized by neighbors. Kim
raneness v8 I think that Lush (brand) is easily distinguished from other brands. et al.
awar
v9 T am well aware of the characteristics of Lush (brand). (2018)
v10 When I think of Lush (brand), I immediately think of the products I use.
1 Lush (brand) believes that you can get better product value(quality) than the price paid
v
when purchasing the product.
12 Lush (brand) thinks that it has obtained better product value(quality) than the effort it
v put in when purchasing the product.
. I think that you can get better product value(quality) than the time spent when Kim
Perceived  v13 .
| purchasing Lush (brand) products. et al.
value
B v14 The recently purchased Lush (brand) products seem to have been well selected overall.  (2018)
5 I think the recently purchased Lush (brand) product is worthwhile because it met my
v needs and expectations at a reasonable price.
16 I think the recent purchase of the Lush (brand) product was an overall worthwhile
v purchasing experience for the money, time, or effort paid.
Positi v15 If T visit a Lush(brand) store, I will be thrilled. S
os.lt%ve v16 T will be happy if I visit the Lush(brand) store. ong
anticipated ) o ) o et al.
. v17 Even if I visit the Lush(brand) store, I will be satisfied.
emotion o - (2012)
v18 If T visit the Lush(brand) store, I will be happy.
) v20 If T can’t go back to the Lush(brand) store, I'll be upset.
Negative . , . Song
iated v21 It would be sad if T couldn’t purchase Lush(brand) products again. ol
anticipate et al.
.p v22 T will be disappointed if T cannot repurchase Lush(brand) products.
emotion ) o (2012)
v23 If T can’t buy Lush(brand) products again, T'll feel uncomfortable.
v24 Lush(brand) provided exactly what I needed. .
Brand v25 T am satisfied with my decision to purchase Lush(brand) products. tasl
. ) . et al.
satisfaction  v26 My decision to purchase Lush(brand) products was a wise choice. (2019)

v27 Purchasing Lush(brand) products was a good experience.

= 119 TS Tetel] Qs A
S35tk JM, TREYESS
5ol et &HA; A]
Zt3} B gHE 7ho] ¥ E Aok 2HolA

Ao XA gQlF AHA 2919 wifa
IE BASI 42 915h SPSS 21.02F Amos

21.0 =2 13¥S g8s59ch
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7HA] g BRZE Kol Qlt}. S5 tiEo]
59.9%, A¥ LRt AHFA]0] 56.3%% 7Y =)
ettt A8+ 7HASS 3,000~4,5005HE

ujto] 29.3%, 7Y = 4910] 28.4%=% 71
A et E3E 24 i R S 6
W] gHH olAfo] 37.4%=E 7P =A| UrERT.

2. FIHES Bt dEE 24
AFEG] 7HETA dA Hese] BgA

Table 2. Result of confirmatory factor analysis and

I AZ=E HSSH] flote] 214 alEA T
Cronbach’s a@te AFESIYtHTable 2). AA,
g1 QRIEAAn SAHPY] Hdee =
4,983.974(df=351, p=000), IF1=0.920, TLI=
0.908, CFI=0.919 RMSEA=0.074% YEh} 4
& 7hset HdE wEQIch g AlF=(C.R)
2 0.889~0.99301H, B-HA=Z FHAVE)
0.661~0.784=% <AAZ|Ql 0.5HTH &A UEht
A7l et JSEF et FERENZS &

Cronbach’s a of constructs

Variables Estimates S,td' Std. CR. p AVE CO,nSt.rL,ICt Cronbach's Mean
Estimate  Error reliability a
vl 1 0.699 0.000
nabl v2 1.251 0.847 0.107 11.705 0.000
Sustainable v3i 1275 0870 0106 11979 0000 0.661 0907 0905  3.525
corporate activities
v4 1.198 0.835 0.104 11.552  0.000
v5 1.169 0.804 0.105 11.153  0.000
v6 1 0.816 0.000
v7 0.78 0.757 0.061 12.759  0.000
) v8 0.944 0.857 0.062 15.25 0.000
Perceived value 0.671 0.911 0.667 3.509
v9 0.949 0.856 0.062 15.239  0.000
v10 0.99 0.807 0.071 13.953  0.000
vll 0.964 0.844 0.065 14.905 0.000
v12 0.87 0.871 0.049 17.687 0.000
v13 0.748 0.800 0.049 15.153  0.000
Brand awareness 0.734 0.932 0.925 3.971
v1l4 0.943 0.894 0.051 18.596  0.000
vl5 1 0.873 0.000
v16 1.146 0.877 0.074 15.419 0.000
iti ici 17 1.265 0.914 0.077 16.384  0.000
Positive anticipated v 0784 0935 0916 3441
emotion v18 1.31 0.945 0.076 17.154  0.000
v19 1 0.799 0.000
v20 1.282 0.875 0.256 5.002  0.000
i ici 21 1.609 0.850 0.269 5.983 0.000
Negatlve anticipated v 0717 0910 0934 2710
emotion v22 1.525 0.847  0.252 6.061 0.000
v23 1 0.814 0.000
v24 1.036 0.795 0.088 11.799  0.000
) ) v25 1.213 0.872 0.093 12.988  0.000
Brand satisfaction 0.669 0.889 0.887 3.569
v26 1.221 0.859 0.095 12.798  0.000
v27 1 0.738 0.000

x?=4983.974(df=351, p=000), IFI=0.920, TLI=0.908, CFI=0.919 RMSEA=0.074



Table 3. Correlation analysis

AL R0 obdE Hei=(2) TR0 DR = S 24

OIRE| & 2N Q10| TG} 24 471

Factors AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6
Sustainable corporate activities 0.661 0.813
Perceived value 0.671 0.550 0.819
Positive anticipated emotion 0.734 0.563 0.768 0.856
Negative anticipated emotion 0.784 0.388 0.566 0.640 0.885
Brand awareness 0.717 0.396 0.521 0.503 0.341 0.846
Brand satisfaction 0.669 0.606 0.734 0.805 0.572 0.538 0.818

Diagonal bold numbers: vVAVE

& ok AEE HE5Z 918k Cronbach’s agk2
HE 0.667~0.934 o2 eI} WS 23 7h
o] WAAdIIE =4 et

T3 el 7ho] WS

elsk] sk

BaAEEEde] s 1 ABASY @ A
3lok= A9 oFE-E wdst= AANE FHHAL
o, B= W1 IF A ghol HatiEASEdk
O] AFE A Uehy Ardof -85
Q5 Ztoll WEEZ Tt = Ao E IRIEIH
(Table 3).
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At QXA Brlolge] wEY 4RSS
A TR Mg P IHOIA A A
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2 744S FASHA EtKSchoefer 2008; Han
et al. 2018). 124 & AtolA= QAAH 29l
= % vt QAT Br} A7 A 2
a2l AFA]] FFE F= AO=E YE} T
S HolAA AH|AS] HIE FQ
aR0de & 5 3
2

SPgE Bl ok ARk



472 SIEX|GALS|METIEIEIX| K32 35 2021

Table 4. Result of testing research hypotheses

Hypothesis Paths Estimates  S.E. CR p A}E;'eii/
H1 Sustainable corporate activities — Brand awareness 0.428  0.066  4.180 0.000 Accept
H2 Sustainable corporate activities — Perceived value 0.588  0.082  8.451 0.000 Accept
H3 Brand awareness — Positive anticipated emotion 0172 0.121  2.787 0.095 Reject
H4 Brand awareness — Negative anticipated emotion 0.089 0.159  1.239 0.215 Reject
H5 Perceived value — Positive anticipated emotion 0.770 ~ 0.070  8.183  0.000 Accept
Hé6 Perceived — Negative anticipated emotion 0.570 0.085 11.758  0.000 Accept
H7 Positive anticipated — Brand satisfaction 0.764  0.053  9.509 0.000 Accept
H8 Negative anticipated emotion — Brand satisfaction 0.112  0.033 1968 0.049 Accept

x*=700.676(df=316, p=000), TLI=0.908, CFI=0917, IFI=0.918, RMR=0.065, RMSEA=0.074

71t} 7ol BHE WEwof nX= JFES 4
Soke M 73 82 9Ol% Ao ek
B=0.764 p=0.000, B=0.033 p=0.049). &, ™
0] QATolAg} 2o AEE Fo auRt @
5]‘— 71—1—]0 %JX{_E ] ;(«".‘_5 = "Hiie
T 38A TAE HAdS & & AHEroglu
et al. 2003; Bigné et al. 2005; Ladhari 2007;
Han et al. 2018).

A

JQI =z ﬂxl"—*. Qo Z3

oz B Ay ATmgds ANE A
8l 7 gQlo] Wl EakE Slstast 59

t}. o2 93] WA REAEZY HPH(1,0003],
95% feleF)oR o ohemiiRde] (o4
AZ5H7] Yol ¥ (phantom variable)S &
89 EATYETNE SS9 BA THoA

WSS F7HlolE Weo] BHSL B 314
o] BYHYTA Jo] glow, olS 53 F

Aol 2P aate] fo4dE wstitkTable 5).

A, 344 78S WHHSERE Sl p3
A&7Fse 7198 AZ-EAE
7B -EHE 959} p12(A&47HsS 719
& AZ-A24E 7HA]-3A A 7|H7g-BHE gt
) T EAFor Qo5 AoE yehdth

o]+ Bigné et al.(2005)2] A3t} FAFsHA Y

WA =574

Table 5. Mediating effects of cognitive and emotional factors on the relationship between perception
of sustainable corporate activities and brand satisfaction

Paths

Total Accept/
effect Reject

Sustainable corporate activities — Brand awareness — Positive anticipated emotion

3 . .
P> . Brand satisfaction

6 . .
PY . Brand satisfaction

9 . .
b7 Brand satisfaction

Sustainable corporate activities — Perceived value — Positive anticipated emotion

12
ple Brand satisfaction

Sustainable corporate activities — Brand awareness — Negative anticipated emotion

Sustainable corporate activities — Perceived value — Negative anticipated emotion

0.056  0.023  Accept
0.031  0.065 Reject
0.005 0.403  Reject

0.266  0.002  Accept

The total effect is a standardized value
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Eton, 342 7ol 44 7y B
oF BkEol A= 7ol © Asithar AR
Ladhari(2007)9] A+ete 22 ASfE ELlrt
A, A&E7FsT 71dg-sol tiet AnfARF A2t
o] Bt QIX= W XZtH 7Hx|7t §42 7|
8= mi7liske A= po(A&7Fse 719eE
AZp-HE QIA=-FAA 7|dqy-BdHe 1l
)% pI(AE7FET 71 9Es AZ-A24E 74 -
B4 7gA-BEHE 1) 5AHoZ {9
S| 9HA| YelEth ol= 341 71t
A 71Hizgol Blsf S 2152 Q1 Belo
= Lee & Lim(2001)9] A+t 22 A3 &

o5l Sl

B AT A&7HsT 71985 thet Anlg
Azto] A% FHE BAE R0 n)H|k o
Fee gl ol 2014 A B 4
2 9o159| AL mokstas st A
£ 7 okt 3R, SHEE 71999 A4t
% BEo) o Al (Zhe AAF 89l
BIE Ao} A2t 7o) S5 4o
g lAE Aoz Uehgth B4, 944 a9l
£ 3 AB) gt dnlael AR ABOE
B L7 4 g wgd a1l F44 s
3k 544 7\l folakA 4ol e v
A A0 LeRtol), BAE AAEE o5t
A e Z02 Uehgth AR, BAsERE L
2 % e AHA 2959 394 S
4% 7RgRe FFHOL HAS R

A, A&7t 719gsol o
o sk s BHE g o] dAA

3} QA4 QRIS(EAE A} 2|7t pH)e
244 295 5 244 Ag 44 ot 394

U SHA o]24 9olE &5 4 Jlth 59,
AR} 9HE2 ARREE npA "ol A 7719
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15 F ostHE 7E7] wZol(Oliver 1997;
Brunner et al. 2008) & 7= AH|R} Tk
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2ol ot JIXF aQly A aRl9) A%
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A oA 2

4
498 ABIE A0l BF B B A4a

omn=

AR A7 74 AA] AFo RN A7t
sk FEa A ETt vgTte] vl wE BAA] Dt
A7) wjEof|(Zeithaml 1988) AH|=}e] B]AYolz}
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al O]— T AR
F70] 9494 A2e 5 YRS ol 2] Ba
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