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1.1 [EERIR S
— A i RRZ2 0] 3 e ) R TR R SR AR T HL S

T4, AREIRAHE 23 M BRATA ] 7 Jbat R4
EN—FKE A 350 75 al, Hemik
IR, Az < TR, — BRI R
T SR sk, i (A4 ) JE R
A NER T — B A M e A A T PE A
SR T IERURSR  FETH 3R 9T A HLAT I FE 2 <40
HOE B R, R AR T X PR
FATRR, BEA I REECE . Re AL i
PR SRR 4, A B AT B A R R
FENE T A XPIRARE B SRR XN
1 B LGS A TR (e IEIR S 23 5 A
v 1) S R ) 1 SIE B 8 SR ey, %o R S 288 A8 ) £
AR, PR SRR A N AELE R4, TR
HEnZ
HYRRAE S T B & S IE S, S5 B AR
TG AR | B S5 S BE SN N REFA R K
Z(Glick & Fiske, 1999), ¥ [ IRABIE, Af]
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o —ORYE, Pior AsmiH AR S MM 2ZES, M
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AbH, HoA i ar A [ 3R &4 (independent self-
construal) 4 4R BT S 3 3, 1715 7E AR 5 B AR
e, H A MK A { 3R & #4) (interdependent  self-
construal) 1414 I 5 Ay #LFRY S B ] — SCAB 7Y 5%
T, ATFEAR AR AR ST 7 T WA AR 25 5 (Aaker
& Lee, 2001), ABFFEARE 2 NG N A B T
HYRR AT R RE I RV AIE RL, Dhrb [ SO o 1 S5
I A TR A X BE 1 /3G T TR SR A R
TRREBFSE, KB T B 5 ROR XA AL
MWZ EAER . fEsbIEat b, I, i
T NGRS VRS 2R R A R 3
Wy S 1) () DR AR . B, Ak 2RI (L 4t/
ARG AFEAELR, B T 5 Uk R R A
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JnT.{% B (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). H & ZI #iz B
4 N ZSAE T (Stereotype Content Model, SCM) (Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), AfiIEFER TS FGE
SIS 32 FE R IE O At N Y 25 5 1 B (Tvens,
Leischnig, Muller, & Valta, 2015), #uif J& i 2 s A
TR EE e, RWCE N RS 44t 2145
MIe2e, RAAKE . SRTHIAN . [E8E8 . T
A s REST R PP At N S8 B B A H A 1
FERE ST REYE, RAEME ). Hihg. WaeR . Al
P A {5 MEEEA (Fiske, 2018), A4t F g 51
[ELESEALTREIE 37 ST A r e o N 35 RO R (YN %5
s HE 71 )2 (Fiske et al., 2002).

TH 2% 3 A7 B BRI R 2T N SE AR,
RP AT 2GR o R AL B B i ) (Aggarwal &
McGill, 2007). T A5 52 185 R 5 A PR
o RAEAE VT 2 A0 Z Ab (Fournier, 1998), Kervyn,
Fiske il Malone (2012)¥# sz it A B 8% 0 Y %1 i B[ 52
PN ABE R 07 381 ot R4, R T R 1 AR
HEZY(Brands as Intentional Agents Framework, BIAF),
T2HE B R 3 % 58 il B A R A W] 43 2R g ) Jk
TG B YEBE . Aaker, Vohs F1 Mogilner
(2010)XFLHLUHNIIE S (W43 B2 Z5 8 . dRR
FILH LA S — P AAE IR RE T IE 4, T A
ZHZUMAT AT 37— v B T ARV A E 42 o Bennett
I HilL (2012)3E B 1 {1 9% 5 % T A1 FTRE 1 AT AY
Wi 3G Ve, JFE— 2D TN GE AR R
TR SE M0 o T 2 5 RV B RE T A ) W 5 e b £
Y W 3 = ] . AT RE DA Rl RELHE FEAT OB (Aaker,
Garbinsky, & Vohs, 2012), [F]Ff 520025 11 2% # 1Y
A S B M S 47 A (Ivens et al., 2015), K, 4
b 3R A] B TR B I 2 b 3R I A BCRE ) ok
FRAT R B BN, DT B4 T 2 3 B A A R0 g
(Malone & Fiske, 2013),

JUREVRKR, RSz, 2 A TR
PERAZ AR B, HUAIRE T35 32 AR, 2RI
PFXS T VOR SR RS EE, TSt A AT
BENASLiZ 7 i (Phelps & Thorson, 1991), 2= i1
LI EURRIT R TIR A, WS T F 5 R,
e 55 R EE 25 (2015)WF 5% 1) 45 koK i ke U5
Z K EPGXF it LA BE () 3 ELRE I, 25 2R 2R R T
(2016)MIESE, B 8 A SR oK b BR sk A7 Sk 1 oK 50 fig
TSR P WS R, SRR

AR R ) 28 AT AT 52 e 25 3 2 3 i DR
1 J8%47 4y (Zarantonello, Schmitt, & Jedidi, 2014), 1>

iz AR B 45 oK, 508 9% 33 #5478 20
(Ruiz & Sicilia, 2004), ¥ 3% 15 9% 4 X i BUE 42 (1) J8k
0, WS MLTE T 3 AR XL #(Shankar, Azar,
& Fuller, 2008), 5 T 553K (14 SCHR 53 551 B A1
JEPEVROR (Moore, Harris, & Chen, 1995). il Al
F3R (Kronrod, Grinsteina, & Wathieu, 2012) ., ZJig
FMA 75K (Zarantonello, Jedidi, & Schmitt, 2013),
] f 7P ATA] B RoR (Kazakova, Cauberghe, Hudders,
& Labyt, 2016)3F 2 MA L HEAT T 05T, HAAH S
ERMHRE FRE 1 VR R AL A T ie . S REDE S FI
H3£(2015)L) M Puzakova, Kwak #1 Bell (2015), A<
SCHE S YRR R0 4 A RE T YRR FIBVIE R oK - BB IV
SKRIBFEAE) 505 Boh R = i ok A s . 3%
By HrensEg Iy, DAME LT 9k B B R T,
MAEVRR NS E S S E R RAEE . |
ORI AGAEE, DAE LR 2 B B A
122 BIREMIER

B3R 5304k S [ RS UM G, 2484
PR A 35 8 B A o R B9 = (Markus & Kitayama,
1991), EAMAREEfE AR E L B AR SMAL
Z )77 (Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-swing, 2011),
Markus F1 Kitayama (1991 [ 3& #4453 kgt 57 7Y
A 3R A AR B FR A o s R AR T —
Pk 9 541 S FRBE A B8 L 5 At A 8 O B )
(Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit,
1997), MWIAHMIY [ F WA T —Foks A F S A
SRRASOR Ak R BRI, AR AR A AT TR
ARG, e RE THEST R UL SRR
(Torelli, 2006), 7EA~ N £ LAESENPERK , J638), A
15 AT BB 3232 N F2 S ST (U, s B A
T H C N Sz b, DINFERHES B s
AR A C, WA AR AR E
SCHEZS (AR . $738) I AT 25 By #5652 AR Ak
IRV R DNV w2l E ST (LYNOP Y ]
&5, B A T84 (Wang & Wang, 2016), 7
S FRAE A R S AN R RS AR, S S g
TIRFAHSCNG B o FHI, AR [ 3R g i 8 41
SHR R R e MERGE S, AR R e TR S
FIEPE A 1% 3 (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), ILAF, K
SEAFFRUEI, phar R AR AR B R A I TR SR
sy, W] LRI I TR — K, FOETERAD
TEEEF — A IR EM S 54 5 1 (Brewer &
Gardner, 1996), /R45 3 3 @4 7] Ge & — 132 2 b
Z SR P FRE VEASRRIE, e nT DLt AN &l
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i J5 3h(Ng & Houston, 2006), 2 fdi—>i8 % N
N SRR 1] TR A A 46 A R S 28

T 2305 22 AT A [ FME S A eE S A
B 375 222 —(Belk, 1988; Richins, 1994), 5 [13&
AR AH O HTH T B AT RS, 9 2 2 A A N A 2
4t 438 H (Cross et al., 2011), SR . A
PEHr (White, Argo, & Sengupta, 2012), JBi441EEE T
ARG PR NE SE B S6 (ZE AR, TR R R, SR, 2016)
FIAEXTFK 2 #2856 (Chen, Bolton, Ng, Lee, & Wang,
2018)%, #B1FE TAEH A M AN LSS . TR 25 1
I RN T, S EATHAT T OREIRE . 41, Wang,
Bristol, Mowen Fll Chakraborty (2000)7~, 58 &4
(R NGERT PR Y Rg e N A e ES DN/ @ L
Moy g 45 3 32 2 BB WA . Polyorat 1 Alden
(2005)F 5% T H & AAG7E LB R/ L ) 5 5
M I % 5 28 B A K 1) B T /E ] . Chang il
Feng (2016) b0 T A AWM TE DT L2/ A IHYRR
H5IEFHKLAZF AW, Minton, Bret f1 Upadhyaya
(2018) MM 5 T 3B 48/ 1E L5 YRR XS A& B 27 1
o AT AR B, TEAEUR RN VG 5 0 SR 0N 9 T
AR, MIE YRR A AR I R BOE 25 AR H
H T R 2 3R 1Y A R R i 5 I g

R R AR DG SCHR

1.2.3  mhRiAE

I 2% A R I T A 23 A [ 3 i (Lam,
Ahearne, Ahearne, Hayati, & Schillewaert, 2013), %
MR AEZ AR a3 7 )72 89 W H (Brewer,
1991), MR YA SN F3EE, AN A4t S AR b Y oL
S BT BRI R SCHAT 2 By, 10T R
K AR5 4t 25 DA [A] 7Y B2 %2 26 & (Bhattacharya &
Sen, 2003). HZHE MMIARDEH T H ARIEL S
wh TE 52 4H H S A B BE (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006),
ST TH 2 BN A R e JER R | e R AR 1O LR
A, BEFEANE . SR = A4E R (Lam et al.,
2013) A K EUEHE RV, I 25 A R S 80E
W 25 ) 0 1 A4 46 1Y B2 22 F R (Kuenzel & Halliday,
2008), X 1F M I #% (Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar,
& Sen, 2012)F 5 UL A B e (Bhattacharya
& Sen, 2003), i it JELE YK 2B TSR 7 | A1
S 4 I 05 FLSE i)V 2% 2 JW 4 (Torres, Godinho, &
Augusto, 2017),

SEHTAE ST AT T MU R ) & A= 4 TR Y
DL (Lam et al., 2013), 205 M TR 59 Rif B 43R Y
25 ARG BRI 2. AT LS - TR A

ARLP Rt R Ay, G RS R R R R A, S
AL A b AL 23 25 RN A AR 5 (Torres et al.,
2017), KM, BUA SCHRA TP R 2R A ARG B 21
WARAFAES L. U, Stokburger-Sauer 55(2012) L4 f
Torres 55 (2017)IA M1 B A & B A 5 RAEH, i
Bhattacharya F1 Sen (2003) )55 5 A1 PRI 28 14 2 2344
1.3 BigHRY
1.3.1 HiF k5B REMHRZEER

SEAATT R, T 2N i A RN R BE T R
] £ #EIA [F](Escalas & Bettman, 2005), MM =A%t
—™ it S 3 o o AL, SR R A SR X e A
J&(Chen, Mathur, & Maheswaran, 2014), 2K 1fii, 7£5%
TRE 1 A B AR BB HAEAEAR TR TH
P T B R A R L, A AT AR AR
B 1 VI Y R (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012),
Andrei, Zait, Vitimanescu Al Pinzaru (2017)IA\ A #4
T IR B Y, PR IE 52 {5 A (Malone &
Fiske, 2013), TM{HEAESCZ RS AR, Kolbla,
Arslanagic-Kalajdzicb Fl1 Diamantopoulos (2018)]F]
FE IR, b RS 2 T 2% 3 — i 0 [m] 1 OGS 3h
M1 i L BE T ) b R R S e O AN S 2o AR, 5
— LR NTA Ry, B8 7 IR I 5 i R 1) 32 2R Bl
71(Grandey, Fisk, Mattila, Jansen, & Sideman, 2005),
RESI RS — BN, A AR, WK E 2 W
REJTIEBR B Y, i RE 7 BRI T R L B A fig
Ji(Aaker et al., 2012),

ARSCIN, BE 7R SR BTN R ]
YE AT RS 10 2% 8 A [R) A AR REAE 1T [R] Bsp A7 7 o
AR, NN AR SRR T2 5 78 18 1) 7 7
AR TR A, MR E AR )UK
FHAE M AR T Z AR o & Bl (Han I Shavitt,
1994), Zhang F1 Gelb (1996)t & ¥, &N AF X
) gt A AR T %o S L 2 T LR Oy, A
FER R 25 A A T 5 %o s 2 5 o B i 07 o X
U T4 35 R 5 SOk Y DG TE 25 S BT KA 10 R 3%
S (Wang et al., 2000), Agrawal 1 Maheswaran (2005)
Wit — R0, 5 A IREMERIFAITER) SRR
HA BRI

BRI, FRATIN R, 68 77 8% sl B SR AT i
ARV FH B T % 8 AN [R) F FR A 2, L
SRy, Xk A E FRATH SRR, MRS
AR, AATE AL E BB T AR T AR OGS B, A
AT RAERE T B R B BRI R, 1% T4
N EEi AN ER o % o b Va4 AR TE (DN DR o
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SRR, AMbATE EEE S AR RIS 54
KeiE gy, DT R AR BN ) T 5 FR B0 H B KA A
[, T, FATER G DT R

H1: 78RR B Fe i 88 2 [ £7 75 58 B
YEH . R alar B FREA IS 283, RE T ARLRR)T
L HIE B UFSR 5 BERE S | & a A ] X T AR A
TR e, PFALOR T & FLRE 1 R SR 4
TRE S| & it A ]
1.3.2 favise Bemy o A3

F 20 tH20 80 ARACTHF IR, 4k 2R U iy 2 3 1
KRBT e AR i ER, IR 3] —1 44
1, BRI tE L T LI s 5 B TR 71 (Holbrook
& Batra, 1987; Huang, 2004), F£{ vEil 2% & 5
A4 1% JBEX & (Panda, Panda & Mishra, 2013), FRAAE
AERIE AR ) b R A E L A URSR AT LA
H i/ (Geuens & de Pelsmacker, 1998; Fiske, Cuddy,
& Glick, 2007; Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008), HE
RN 25| A1 9 AR It JE% (Grandey et al., 2005;
Cairney et al., 2012), b F R (vs. IHBOIE R SR
AN, T AT REXT ™ AR R A F T (Mackie &
Worth, 1989), it |45 UF 2K 5| ) i Pl 8k -3 3%
T A ) B PE Y (LaTour, Pitts, & Snook-Luther,
1990) . [FIF, i 158 S0 11 2l 2 1k 1 88 7™ AR 1Y IE [] 5%
Ml (Mummalaneni, 2005), 748 i H A AU 1 25 (To,
2018), Tt REAE b & e 2ETH 2% A [F] (Hultman,
Skarmeas, Oghazi, & Beheshti, 2015; Su, Swanson,
Chinchanachokchai, Hsu, & Chen, 2016), [Ath, 2
e 1% 6 vl DL AR =5 & 8N [A] (Ahearne, Bhattacharya,
& Gruen, 2005; Su et al., 2016). T L, TATIN N, fi
PR T BETE S Uk oK 5 b R ] 22 8] & 4% rh A AR
Ho

PS5 FEE X (2015) & B, A /BE 1) IRk AN
R R FE) 2] i B G 2 [B] 7 DG A B AT DA S BORR R 19
TELERS . FRULHEN, Rk S A R &M R IR
[FIAE 232 R M DE R A 36 o BB 7 Y ) 25 U 5K Tl DE i
Moy A H IR A B B bR HiEK, A S AR
SRR 1T A ST it LN ] i AR AL 5 DR oR T in PR e
FAAK B TR 25 0 B AR 538K, RS A
PR T S AR PR, B DR R

H2a: fBUS A A UrsR 5 A 3R X
AR A HARE .

DEERT e 3 NN (WB7iE = SN GRSy = B 3 a i
10 2 PR ek e oK ) B 3 (Sirgy, 1982), H K-
BRI EIT AP — DO, R

JELOG R 9 BE Y — > OC B AT Xl (Aaker, Fournier, &
Brasel, 2004), 12 i iAS B FNAT 2R 1) 55 2 )
J1(Escalas, 2004), — HJii &\ 7] — 2\, WK%
I8 w7 i A e — B B 3R IR 14T (Ahearne et
al., 2005), B, FATTIAE B FHAEF KL my—4
A b SR [ ——E AT T . T R A A
] 25 B MR 52 w3 9% 35 09 A W 5 4T R (Garry,
Broderick, & Lahiffe, 2008), &/ [F]18 1< 15 B
1B 55 4k 2 {8 1 X WA S 22 [ 7 A= 5% i (McGowan,
Shiu, & Hassan, 2017). #t A [ K R TH 2% 25 1
SL 7% ) (1) fie B EL R [l (Malone & Fiske, 2013), i =
£ 1 & RO TR S B0 Z A WA SE 7 n] (Torres et al.,
2017). P, Z5GaridZ5 e TRATHE I an T Bk .

H2b: 7€ ARSI EERT, )Rk
P BN T S A ], B2 R BOR R B S RE 1]
1.3.3 XA AT ER

R AFREMICE A 5 UFR e S 28U
PRI i R TR], (ER B SO AE B it . X —1E
FHIE T R 23 32 2 Al 28 0 25 LS 452 0 5 i 51 4,
HA L L 8L 5 LA TR A, s Y F—
Ml 7E AN [F) B B 3% B B T B AR A A% G v 1
fER, RIBES T UFsR ™= AR AR DL, 1T 5 A TR]
7N RS2

Mueller (1987)f B )™ 45 UF R 3R T W Fh il
e, Hor, fLgudlrsm a4 558 2 ML Ge i 2
&, XA, AR5 ARRRNESE. B
KHBmYI AR EW, HIH AR EHLRENE
S 1T A AR M D) ) X AR A — AR ) S 5,
XFEARA Y, BHE SO 5 ARG Bk, AE
i R SRR AR Y A, AL Gl T AR &SRR
g Ji . A & ZEHEARIASE
FRAE, T BAR A T LA T Rk 28 H AR
HrieE | plat . R SEHE RN TR Z5 4R A5 (Zarantonello
etal., 2013), &4z 4 b 7 By J2 D b0 S A 25 7
A, AR AL A AE B 2 T ZAE 251 77 (Cian,
Krishna, & Elder, 2014), 7EEL%E b, X &5
SERB L gAY, B TRR AL TR ) 5% 3
TH 2 BN, X 5B 7 AT i AR Al >k
E, BRI URSR BT T AR 5 52 BT A Bk E,
PEFRATT 4 an T B

H3a: AP 2EANE S [ 3R 5T 5 YRR
FRIA RS BARE . BB, X4,
7 B AR A FR AT 2 A oA W) R H fig
RIS VPR B s MR A A, Ay 5 R
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AR LB BT Bl 2 AR AN A TR] SR AR B R
Rt

H3b: fEARBFTEM T, T E RS A
Fe st 4 1) 22 ELAE e e A DR P T RO ),
AT BOA R B W KR )

Zi b, ISR EARTSERESE, i 1R

mm@}—ﬁﬁwu@

SRR
2 S 1 JEVRRYE AR
A H AR

ARSER 207 A UReK . AR RL/BE AL x
20 TR . T FRARK A FR)AY AL SE 58 51,
FEHE B RIUET A YRR A E IR X i A [E]
a2 HAEM, B HI,

2.1 KWt

PR R [ IR FE R0 116 fifER KFA,
Hi, oA 54 4, AEIS 18~23 2(M = 20.24, SD =
1.62) o 7S 52 50 % £ Uk KK VB b W, I ik B
“Pantam”fF N HEF4 i i, LAsBE G ii 7 B0 Pk & K
e it RRE G 5 S 06 25 R

() EVRR BRI , S50 A0 RER T B SO R
E S NN TS 5 Wb S M = et a g D RO e
WA, IR AR A SR AR ] (4 HE i
FSCFE N AR R, FRATE B AR R A 15 50

VDRI URR . FERE AT Rk AL, R
FHEA J7 0 B TF-48 25 (K1 2 5 R /T e, R
BC LB ik B &, 08 1k 5, ~Pdr skl e, s
Pantam ¥t & KB 18, FERCE R ARk 4,
Sk NS I ARESSN T SUP A (S i
BLLA i — AR, — D, PP A fE,
BLAE Pantam BE& K.

() HEI &, SIS W E AR 4 SOk R, AR
FITE #(2013)%F SCS &1 SOl A FR a3
(CSO), AW R IZER. EREF ST,
BE AR YU R E T 10 HIK F R,
T3 B AP R AN 52 AN 249 5% R O i AR B 2
8 6 AT H R, AR BE ) AU AL T R
SRIE X, IFE% Aaker %5(2010), 3 i “Fwi5ix

ST IR I AR 3 A ROk RE ) A
VR, IR AT O — A FR L 0 A 3
AT I R AR SR o RO TR] ) o
Tuskej, Golob F1 Podnar (2013), &> A b
N FIAZZ it R ) b AR AR AL A5 3 AN, [ TR A

HURR L SR S AR 4R T Likert 7 it R
(1= EFARRFE, 7= EFFHZ).

Q)EERE . A RGE AL R R T, &
AT BN 2 =AM SRR SE o B S i Rl
HLA T 21 8 7 R sl RURoR ) Al b, I X ik
R PE [ IR AT I . SR, T B i vl
W : Pantam 1A —FOH B E &K g, H AT IE24K
AT, TEAR AR KRG F SRt ny
Pantam j*= § -1 o 45 Tk, BERBLIRAT 40 b 132
JoEMORL, RIEIHE R, JFEEMATI R 4R
BEANOGIHER . MR R H N, 2ok
WIS T HOEEMN 5 ATEA KM WE L,
E S 3045 O 38 2k S 1) A A) e TBOE AT
22 HERSH

(WfFEERISR . SR Cronbach’s o Z 506} RE F1 7
VR o IERLURSR L R AL DL A ] e R
FHE RS, Be 1 80IRSR Ny 0.741, HAFRLIUFR N
0.753, HIREMH 0.752, ShREIATE R 0.893, ¥4
BTk .

Q)KL o LA &Rk A R AR s AT 5 2553
Br&R I, fig 1 BRsR 41 A8 00 FRAE A5 20 8 T A A
YRR AL RE JIFFIE A (M e = 5.28, M pisnse =
475, F(1, 114) = 5.42, p = 0.02 < 0.05, * = 0.04),
TR TR SR 2 VI R AE B9 45 40 3 TR O LR
SRAPAEFRIE IS M e = 5.05, M e =
437, F(1, 114) = 9.81, p = 0.002 < 0.01, 1> = 0.07),
GRS WA — 2, XRIXT SRR I
SR

GBI IE . FH Process model 1 (Hayes,
201D RVT T sk . A REM LKL —F 158 BAE
M5 EOARI R, S5 R KW, 7 HTFK@D =
0.23,t=-2.72, p = 0.0076 < 0.01). H I (Db =
0.54, t = 4.40, p < 0.001) A & —H L HAEH (b = 0.56,
t=—4.75, p < 0.001)XF & R [R] Ao/ FH .35 A9
FH T A S0 A 3 9 AR e (F FRA S )R — AR
2t4 Johnson-Neyman 7 £ 17 Floodlight 4347 (Spiller,
Fitzsimons, Lynch, & Mcclelland, 2013), #0& 2 At
TR KTl [ IR A 2 (AR <
—0.5027), BEJIRVYRSR )T LRI AU UROR )5 T AR
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51 & AR (b = 0.48, t = —5.5083, p < 0.001); X
TR A B 2 (A AR TR R > —0.0607),
POAg RIYRSR T 4 e Be 1 B R SR ) TS TR 51 & i
IAIAl(b = 0.5467,t=3.1738, p = 0.0019 < 0.01), &%
REUET H,

10

gl —o- BEHIVRR
=
;% 4r M%M
2t K////
oL
I 0 I 2
M AR KA

P2 AIRA S5 YRR AR Y38 EAK00 : S8 1

2.3 BRI

SEES 1 AR R S S . S T B UESER 1Y
SRS T AR = o, AR S ——T 5
TIORF SRR Dimotrol)HEAT T —ANBINSEE: . A<
SIS Sui Al Han (2007)09 A FRAR 18 B8l i ok 1
T IR B R Bl LRl e 32 56 TR Vi 1) A
Bl LRFEFRILE 1, B8 THREIMSE. TE
PRk 5 @ R 28 BN B E, F(1, 128) =
10.719, p < 0.001, n? = 0.07, Ty ~7 [{ Fe @A 1
HIRE M, BEJIHURR) T L BIE ALk A T
BEBI &M EIATE(M enimr = 4.41, M miwimr = 3.82,
F(1, 128) =6.75, p=0.01 < 0.05, n* = 0.05); %} T4
WA TR BT P R U, A URSR ) LLRE
BRR T S RE S & A AR (M sk = 4.40,
M e = 3.95, F(1, 128) = 4.11, p= 0.04 < 0.05, n°> =
0.03), IBINSLE 5905 1 45 R —5, FH—RKKIE
H1, UFEBASE5E 90 SR AR o

30 SIE 2. T URSRON I SK R m] Y
2R R N - SN i D e

3.1 it

ARSCHCR A 207 VR SAE BL/RE T AL X
2(AFREH . AT H FRAHK A TR AL L8 1 1T,
FEE R ZRUET S YRR A /RE )5 A
3 A IS0 i gt R DA TR L R D) SE R ) 1) R SR A
BRI H2a., H2b, JFFREIE HI. BLAh, &R X
i RGO R] R 4 FH T B8 2% P A A2 31| il (Mehrabian &

Russell, 1974), JLHRATEES;, B2, 2015)80%
A J¥# (Tuskej et al., 2013; Stokburger-Sauer et al.,
2012)%F e R 520 . R, A 525000 5 - HEBR
X LR R A SE R

AR S PR B AR R, AR A — A
@4 F% MysPlant, JFiE47 A REMIE 30, #i=E
K HINARFERAM 149 FITER KREA (63 Lk,
18~23 %, M=19.92, SD = 1.17),

(D) EVRR AR . I HEERSCE: 1 R T4R
2 OWTF AR B2 A [R] LSS [R] 6 g ] g T4,
SR 2 SHBTRTT ST R TERE I BSIUROR A, SR
SRA SRR R 5 AR5, RN
“KIRWCT7, 2IThifth, LB, \ARG BRI,
P O S fd e, wEAE MysPlant 455700 518,
TERIERLROR A, R AR ST R R 5 A6
RIS, LT IEC—AREY), — M, —
A TR AR A AR R BR RS, = TRIR, At
TE MysPlant 5 ”,

() A FRAEM RN . ARSI 1 A TR AR
SRR TR R P i, 5 bt I 3 — DU pog 3k
RERFERY B RL, AHRAE N — AR S B T
SCEAE S — > I BA 51 CREAR A F ) 2 m M sk L
FEK )G 5l (Lee, Aaker, & Gardner, 2000). J3 shi#f 8l
DLSE— APRT . FRBFRAT . FATH AR AT R
iR, Aaker I Lee (2001). ZEZR#EEE(2016)IFH 1%
Ja BT R A R

(3)AE I A5 AY I B2 2 IR Mehrabian Al
Russell (1974) (a = 0.826), #E1FK (0 = 0.858) . fit
YRR (@ = 0.797) i N E (o = 0.756)F4 5% I 5E
5 1 PR R I A, WSEE R (o = 0.806)
% 2% Dodds, Monroe il Grewal (1991),

(4) S FEY o Ay sk S s DA O S 5 H 1Y,
SR AR S BT ZE AT LA A AR SE 5
MATHERENL T Ty 4 /N ST B S Rt
(T BE v A A TR B —2H 53 B i — A
AN v S N A o [ o T 5l B 3 G L
T IR N A/ FEN G 2 A1 = SEREA, T =
S SRIE, m#E T . MysPlant {25 —
FOR A B S, BATETES2IRHEATTY, TEARAR
Bk KF N B BN BB i) MysPlant 8 7= 5
& TR, BORBOFABD e, RE
Hiwak, bt PRSI HE, ZORERE
THOEERN S DA E M, T84 U5 0 i
15 I ABAT] A T8 41 A AR SRl



55 3 RIRH S5 AEJTab JE I 7

VR SR OO 91 % ity R D T R0 3K 81 4 2 ) 363

32 SRS

(HER LS . B5, LU UFR o N AR ik 4T
T 25T R, 581 B URR 20 R 1 RRAE A 4553 3
i TG RLRSR BB JI R IE AR 73 (M e = 4.83,
M i = 3.72, F(1, 147) = 41.09, p < 0.001, n> = 0.22),
AR R SR 2 B R AR (945 40 35 = TR ) LR
SRPAPAEFRIEIIF M mignge = 5.07, M genme =
3.72, F(1, 147) = 91.95, p < 0.001, n* = 0.38), %i
SRS WHIA— 2, SR S IR R BRI
IR . BEJE X AR ER TR R, 45K W
7 BT F R A A il sy [ 3R A e v T
AR B R @A A A kS B IR (M e =
5.50, M gz = 3.59, F(1, 147) = 137.12, p < 0.001,
n® = 0.48), HIK A FRERYLH YR A MK B T
Fm T F IR A A A R M pgenn =
531, M gyuz = 3.18, F(1, 147) = 171.90, p < 0.001,
N’ =0.53), X FH H A AR R

)N E] o LA JR A ] Ay PR A2 e AT 5 2647
Mro @5 Eon, T EURR B 2800 (F(1, 145) = 0.20,
p = 0.65 > 0.10, n* = 0.001)F1 [ Fe @+ i T 500
(F(1, 145)=10.09, p= 0.76 > 0.10, n* = 0.00 1)} A it
=, SRR S B IR A Y 22 BN 2 (F(L,
145)=11.25, p< 0.001, n*> = 0.07), & 3 fim, Xf
T H IR S S, BESI R URR )T R
TG RVFR T 5 B RES & M U RI(M e mr = 4.36,
M sk = 3.65, F(1, 145) = 7.37, p = 0.007 < 0.01,
n® = 0.05); XFFAK [ T A T B R UL, AE R
YRR 45 L RE ) B UR SR T 4 B RE 51 & il ik []
(M sisier = 4.33, M gninx = 3.79, F(1, 145) = 4.14, p
= 0.04 < 0.05, 1> =0.03), HI FXRE,

5 oHRR
mBEHVER 436 433
4 3.65 3.79
=
og
2
L YAEE: kAR
B 3 HIREWE T EURRN I R A S BALN : S
52

WK 1], LA SE 75 1] Ay PN A8 R A 7 05 25 4%
Mro g5 5o, T8 URR A F80% (F(1, 145) = 0.37,

p = 0.54 > 0.10, n* = 0.003)F1 [ T A A E U
(F(1, 145) = 0.77, p=0.38 > 0.10, n* = 0.005) ¥ it
=, RS URR S B IR Y 22 BN W E (F(L,
145) =18.08, p<0.001, 0> = 0.11), X Fph~r [ Fe s
FIH RN, B BNRSR T L g B Rk ) 4
FREHEE L E (M wenme = 441, M spnge = 3.55,
F(1, 145) = 12.07, p < 0.001, 0> = 0.07); % THIHK
H IR 2Bk U, PG RLRR T LR ) B R
RIS R S ISE I (M s = 4.45, M enimg =
3.81, F(1, 145) = 6.50, p = 0.01 < 0.05, 1> = 0.04),
wmE 4 Fis.

51 o#iEIRR 4.41 445
m B IRR
. 3.55 3.81
E
§i3
2
: LAE TR A
P4 B IR ) URR O I K R 18 B9 3 AL s SR
52

(4) T B A SN R B o 48 Hayes (2017)
&t 1A 5T B A 2 A AR B (PROCESS Model 8)
#4T Bootstrap K%, HEARERE 5000, 7 95%HE
fEXEF, DAS AR Dy R AR i, 253 3R B &
K5 H IR 13 BAE R A T 4 6
J&(Path a, p = 1.46; LLCI = 0.86, ULCI = 2.06), i
158 XREAT A8 ) it LA [R] (Path b, B = 0.55; LLCI =
0.38, ULCI = 0.72), i 1E R &3 (LLCI =
0.42, ULCI = 1.30, AL 0), R0 R#E0CH 0.81, X
ot B D0 BT T VR SR N R R X R T
& H M R AR T RO, I HAE TR A RO A7 AE
B, BRSOV X B4 0 (LLCI = —0.56, ULCI =
0.35), R RECHN-0.10, ULUAM LR E A ¢4
AN, WE S i, Kk H2a 15 25011

Indirect effect B = 0.81, CI=(0.42, 1.30)

6 b %
Path a N

YN

H B EEH

Ay >
ER Direct effect p =—0.10, CI = (-0.56, 0.35)

Bl s AR AR 505 2
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52 %

)AL ATRE NS T A HERR . 7ESE5G 2, £
Xof A [ 0 G R RN T e A e, M
T F14 300 B2 5 | Mehrabian #1 Russell (1974), 7TV
W1 R 5 5K ] Lee 1 Aaker (2004), J3hHr4h 54
B, 7R A [ 3R AL X e R ) 28 B R
F(1,143) =2.16, p=0.144 > 0.05; %0 Tz
ZHAEHEAEZE, F1, 149) = 0.015, p = 0.904 >
0.05, & FoRMATHANKL , 250KV, WP =
0.01; LLCI = —0.05, ULCI = 0.07, £ 0)LL K& hn T
Hla @B = 0.07; LLCI = —0.03, ULCI = 0.24, {7
0) Y H A BN A i 2

FHERR A A BEVE A th A AR 5 (Y FT e R, AT
T AT . AR SR, [ A T R
MLEE A T RS A B SR RR A R A AR e
AJERIEE S H Zaichkowsky (1994), HAh A2 Ay
MEERSEE 2, AT woR, | URsRom [ 3 g
P X i 19 22 FAE P 25 (F(1, 149) = 347.871, p <
0.001, n* = 0.70), i XFMefE(F(1, 149) = 0.666, p =
0.416 > 0.05), N THMHHEFEQA, 149) = 0.078, p =
0.780 > 0.05)LA JB AFE(F(1, 149) = 1.181, p =
0.279 > 0.05) A BERAN A 3 . AR R,
A Pd 2% By T A 8O0 W (B = 2.59; LLCI = 2.21,
ULCI = 2.97, AMu 0), miMeEEB = 0.02; LLCI =
—0.02, ULCI = 0.04, 5% 0). hn TismtE@B =0.01;
LLCI=—-0.03, ULCI =0.03, f15& 0)A B AREP =
0.02; LLCI = —0.05, ULCI = 0.03, £ 0)f -5k
DA A LHEBR IR | TR s DL B A
BESEAE Ry A8 B B AT RE

(6) IR EE A SN AL B0 . i 48 Hayes (2017)4%
A TR B A 43T L (PROCESS Model 83)
1T Bootstrap fry, HEARERE 5000, 7E 95%HE
FIXEIT, AR HRoR, 2R IR
¥, MpUSAE A A AR R 1, SRR R TR A AR
i 2, ARG IASE R W), S5 ARG UE T P SR A AR
AI(B = 0.28; LLCI = 0.10, ULCI = 0.51), J &R
5 8 A 19 58 TAE S 0 A AT T 4 1 A6 0
(Path a, B = 1.46; LLCI = 0.86, ULCI = 2.06), ffifi
JESY W i JEA ] (Path b, B = 0.64; LLCI = 0.47,
ULCI = 0.80), MIfifie iyl 2% & = A W 3K 5 7] (Path
¢, p=0.29; LLCI=0.14, ULCI = 0.44), JfHAIEH 4
BUNAFTERS, BN X R F 0 (LLCI = —0.36,
ULCI = 0.22), Z0 R ECH—0.06, B 1y g — b
JEN ] R B B S8 e rh A s, aniEl 6 s, B
keut, 4\ A AR A AT, )RR 26

PR it L DA ] P 380 W) I 5 1w A T 235 0 R 1L (B =
—0.19; LLCI = —0.34, ULCI = —0.07); 4 A3k &4
S ST F AT, )RR S8 BUER S S R )
W) S T[] ) (] 23800 A IE(B = 0.17; LLCI = 0.05,
ULCI = 0.34), H2b 151k,

Indirect effect B = 0.28, CI = (0.10, 0.51)

Patha

Direct effect f =—0.06, CI = (=0.36, 0.22)
Bl 6 HEREEPNIN: L5 2

4 SEER 3. AR ERIRY IR E

ARLE R 207 HIRR . BAER/FE SR x
g8/ BRAR) A 20 Tl 52 36 53, B8 H AR RE Al
RHPEATE A, B H3a; Jf RIS IE I A AL 2
I 00 R SR R A REORE, B H3b. Bl ok H LR
RN 278 fiEA (145 Bk, 18~23 %, M =
19.93, SD = 0.981).

3.1 ki

ER ST URAT, X250 b K S0 £inalk S5 A
HEATRTIN . A GE Al e Al S “MysPlant 255 23 F
YEREG R R B EREENRFZ —, LR TR
s s ZAKE B, ol 440 K SR i A B A% 8 KSR A )
i g7, A5 BACAL 22 a8 3, B Al Bl ik ok
“MysPlant 8 > @A /E A AT B s # 2 —,
ATt LG g R Ty, i KRR, R
BARARRAC Ty, B R Lol 1 sl o
7o SRR, N RARY A AM we =
7.04, M s =3.03, F(1, 53 = 73.46, p< 0.001, 1> = 0.58),
3.2 LIt

(YRR B ER YN o AR 5256 ) 3038 [ 52 56
2, IR 2 B ORI HIRR .

Q) AFREM IR . AT IS 2 [RS8 2,

BRI B TRR (0= 0.878) . fEHTFR (0 =
0.758) LA Kz it BN Al (o = 0.784)25 745 B (14 ] 2 ] 52
¥ 1, MBS (o = 0.857) M1 I & 1 (o = 0.777) 830

(DI ART o KK BENL o A 8 4. HALFE T
33 HROH

(DRGSR, 37 22001 R, % FsK
AR AR, BE 1 B R 4L RE TR AR A543 =
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AARh S RESIIEJEIAE 7 T S VRRO I B R[] 0 K T ) A 5 365

T HCE R UR R LB T HFRIE A (M &y = 5.16,
M s = 4.32, F(1, 276) = 58.84, p < 0.001, 1> = 0.17),
PN R OR 41 I R AE (045 40 B35 i T RE ) LR
SRS RHIE AR5 (M sy = 5.47, Mgy, = 3.67, F(1,
276) =220.50, p < 0.001, n* = 0.44),,
(2) i JEN ] o LAt RN (W) A R AR S iR A7 5 2543
Br, aiREW, JTEURR . BRER SRR
THAN BF, F(1, 270) = 12.878, p < 0.001, n* =
0.046, NIE TR, HEAT4r2H 5007 o X THE G,
HUFR S A T A X B R A A TR
F(1, 270) = 7.46, p= 0.006 < 0.01, 1> = 0.026, X} T
FHK A TR EFTE A, G R URSR T4 HLRE S AR
SR TERES | A AR (M siwrr = 5.15, M genmg =
4.27,F(1,270) = 1537, p< 0.001, n* = 0.053); X} T
Mz AR, BB SRR S B AL AR
KT it B[R] 8 S AN AAAE & 22 (M e =
4.39, M iz = 4.40, F(1, 270) = 0.001, p = 0.97 >
0.10), g, FICE 1 FSLyw 2 MLk, LB
SRR A FR A ISR 3 [ TR T P,
IR T AL G Al AR AR X BN [ ) Rk o X T
IRAME, AR UK B TR A XS i A R Y
ZHARHEE(F(1, 270) = 5.05, p = 0.02 < 0.05, n° =
0.018), THAMK A FTBEXM s = 5.63, M miwiex =
4.43, F(1,270) =29.39, p< 0.001, n* = 0.098) F1 41 37.
HIHHEAM wmr = 5.30, M sz = 4.77, F(1, 270) =
7.16, p = 0.007 < 0.01, n* = 0.025)%] g Sy #l |45
YRR i R 5 AN [R] . H3a 75IE
WS 1) o LANASE R 0] Ay PR A S A T 5 25 4%
Br, a5iREY], JEURR . AIRER SRR
THBON W, F(1, 270) = 27.69, p < 0.001, n* =
0.09. AE TR, #HAT0H 3. X T1Eg 4,
HUFR G A R XTI 3K R ) A9 A8 B
F(1, 270) = 16.71, p< 0.001, n*> = 0.05, X} TAHH#K A
IR e, BUERLORT S FLBE 1 R SR )4
HHES | AL M (M maing = 5.28, M enimg = 4.12,
F(1, 270) = 32.29, p < 0.001, n* = 0.10); X} T~z
IR, ey B ok 5P BT SRR X
WK M S AN B 2T M enmx = 4.32,
M wisinge = 4.39, F(1,270)=0.13, p= 0.71 > 0.10),
XEFIAAME, BARTEVRR S B IR A XTI K R
] 32 HAE B35 (F(1, 270) = 12.17, p < 0.001, n* =
0.04), {HAMK HFLBEEXM wmr = 5.70, M smpnx =
4.28, F(1, 270) = 49.62, p < 0.001, n* = 0.15)F14l <7
HIHHEAM ok = 5.37, M awinr = 4.89, F(1, 270) =

6.91, p=0.009 < 0.01, n* = 0.02)¥I%F i Sy HI 45 9)%
SR it AT R ) I S R )

(AP . DA B A PR AR HE R 4T 7 22 43 40T,
SRRV, AR AIREE SRR E
BN %, F(1, 270) = 6.951, p = 0.009 < 0.01, n* =
0.025, NE T Re, SEATor2H 5007 o X THE g,

HURR Y A 3R R X PR Y 22 B B
F(1,270)=5.76, p=0.01 < 0.05, n* = 0.020, Xf T4H
WA FRENE T, PG RIRR TS L BE ) B RsR
TR RES A MPUERM sk = 4.99, M gk =
4.07, F(1,270) = 14.16, p < 0.001, n* = 0.049); X} T
My ARIE S, BRI SURR S A AL R
SROGHT R B S M AN AE B35 22 55 (M epimr = 4.30,
M siis = 4.21, F(1,270) = 0.14, p= 0.71 > 0.10).
XEF IR, TRk S [ 3R sk AE
HAEFA BE(F(1, 270) = 1.71, p = 0.19 > 0.05),
AR B RBGAM enme = 5.13, M awnse = 4.25, F(1,
270) = 12.89, p < 0.001, n* = 0.045)F1l 37 [ Fo bl it
(M genng = 4.83, M e = 4.38, F(1, 270) = 4.17, p =
0.04 < 0.05, n* = 0.015)3XF BE J1 )45 UFK i g =
A R ) R

(5) SR H A SOV A B . i 48 Hayes (2017)42
A TR Y B A A AR R (PROCESS Model 6)ifE
T Bootstrap #i %, FEASEERE 5000, 7E 95%E(H
XM, B s ek o ARER 548 =458
HIUER A, WPUEE AR 1, A
[FVER A ARt 2, WS R /RN AR i, 2555
UE TN [ AR f 21 6 0 8% 2] 5 R A [R] - 28] Wl 3K 3 1)
YRR AE R RI(B = —0.28; LLCI = —0.57, ULCI =
=0.07). JTEVRR . AIREN 5 MR A HAE

S )5 A6 DR (Path a, B = —1.26; LLCI =
—2.21, ULCI = —0.32), 5 J8& X HEA RO 0 i A
[§](Path b, p = 0.29; LLCI = 0.19, ULCI = 0.39), M
AR 2% 7= 42 Wy 3K 7 /) (Path ¢, B = 0.76; LLCI =
0.70, ULCI = 0.82) H4Z&0M X A A7 0 (LLCL =
—0.65, ULCI = —0.22), %Lh R ECh—0.44, anE 7 fif
7N, 3K 3 BT R — i RN (] PR R LA A A

EEs %z 2] Indirect effect B = —0.28, CI = (-0.57, —0.07)
O > AR
Patha

Path ¢
> L 5]

Direct effect p =—0.44, CI = (-0.65,-0.22)
K7 REIREER AR . SE5 3
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52 %

FEF SR A% G2 B R BRAC AL Al A3 ) AT A
VRS, X TAEG A, ) YRR 26 PR E
JERIA [] - 380 W) K 5 1) 1) [A] 422 5800 R L (B = —0.13;
LLCI=-0.27, ULCI = —0.02); ¥ TFEACA, T4
YRR S0 B B (] P 1) I 3K R ) 9 [R] 422 58
RoMIE(P = 0.17; LLCI = 0.07, ULCI = 0.31), H3b
(ST

5 BHsiE St

51 fAREGE

ASCHET AREWEIS, @i 3 TN T
YRR XTI 9 5 i RN (] 3 1717 0T Wy 3K 2 1) 7= A
SEUR Y INTERLEI Sah FA6F, FEGRmT .

SRS 1 EPESE AR R, G e B
AR ACE A, R T A IR ISR SR8 T/
PG ) VR 2 2 i A R B 52 BAE T . ek
1 BB AN SE e PR = R i VRN R, Jfad A 3k
AR s AR R T B g R, L 2 SRS
— A AR SE SR RE, U T H IR 5T AR
SROGF vt LA [R) B ) S 3 ) A8 AR, JF 8N T A
A 5 T VR R 1Y 28 HAE 38 52 6 158 % R ot J
DA TR e g S 3 1) B N ZEAIL AR o SR8 3 FRIRERIE 1
R SR 2 e 15t SR 3] o LA ) i 28 31 ) K 5 1w 1Y)
PRIERBERIAY, JRafE Tl 2R R B4 .
5.2 BTk

AHFFE A EIR TUAR F2AFE LR = (DA
M5E 7SR ISR R . PEdE FEE £ (2015)
T UK (RPN RE 1 IR SR 5 I A 5 2400
g8, JFI5 b 5 vE v/ RE T i R U ] 2 A BN
MGG, P T T RSR ORI E 20 B ED 4
VERECN, FHARE T IAMER IS . LIS
FIHEZE(2015) 601, ARSCHIA A T AL A X RE
J1/3AE ) SRR A R RS, JFH AT
H I 5 E RS T S AR S EAE M . B
T PE R AL 3£ (201 5) s I (vs. R BE D) ZI AR EN G
A4 i R Y5 ] 43 il 2 T P RN VY BIE 2 (vs. e [ RN A
), 173X 2 A 1A 2 AR AR (vs. 0l S ) B Ry [ K
(http://geerthofstede.com/countries.html), FTt LA A 3
(10 BT KE e 5 R EE 36(2015) B RTF 5 5 1 3R 4% 114 2
WHEZLAIER R, XHBATAES ISR T 8 v 17 ff FE,
AT 2y 7 A 3k e 48 3 g AL 43k 1 B8 A Sk B
1) S

(2)FF 3CHE Y, XoF B — o ) 5 R SR AT LT 4
P& e i A R X — ], B SCHERAEAE 7 43 B,

1 ELXF )45 v 4 B 7 8RR DR SR AT 52 i & LA
A AL A 25 AR (P DL 1.3.1 719, IR, AR S
(1) 55— EE DU AE T, a5l H R A X — &
FEX I EAR R T ok s it —— A IR
ST SRR . BAORUEL, XA [ 3K
AR E T, e S VRSR R A R A TR
R TN AR A IR I e, WG TSR
KEHRL

HOR, FEax A FEmt -, IRATEE 4TI AT
M URR A BOE BT AT, R T NBE S/ T
PR 0 ha o R A R TA ] P2 I S R ]k — A
SBERERY, Jf HLHERR T el . o TRt DL s A
JESETTREA TR VE R, DI A6 BRIE AN SCIE B X T 4
YRR AN 52 e T SR DL SR A T IR AR R, WIRE T

A UR SR AR T b RN TR) 1 17 52 v ) I 728 1) 114 DY
FERLH], RN T A IFFE AL .

PR, BRG] ABFFEHELE, WiE T &
VESRA RAE I RS DR R T Ak 2 A X
TFRE T ) S VR R AL IR 1 E, S ERN
Kb A HUTRIR 2 30 S5, 038 R0 S5 A 4t
TR ATE W RESE

G R BAR A T T 5 b A C R —Fh B A
i, A IR A AT R R 2 5 AE 1 2 5 A7 AE
s SCAb 22 5, IR, AT A0 285 s R B AR
RIT T 1z s Ak ) F s SR e %5 . 0ksk, A
AP T BT AT . #h2s i, DA
A FES [ IR B, XN AR I T A
FHARAE SR AT BE 1 /48 DL e T Rk A Rtk Y
iR B T St .

53 BEERT

e, B XN TE Aol FE AR A B )5 OR
W o XTI LU, 8 At AR ARLURSR ) ok a4k
HAH M e R i e e, i &g allok
Ui, BEEFXTHAER I Ok E SR E R MK, s
WA 7 FR AL T TR AR, T JRIE ) B A . X
T IR B A% G R AE B AS S I A falb Sk b, & A AN T
YRR AR5 2R E e . R, BRI
RIS, B PR BUR, P2 e
GENL, FHPREEMR I EE DR, R, TERA
EEXFET s, R A Sl 9% a F A [ 3R
FA, DISEELS TS YRR ISA B A AL UL L
54 MRBIRERKMARAE

ARAFGE A —E W SR BRYE . B o, AFGTRTESE
U IREE N HEATHY, AR R RO R T i
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THRY, BARXS SR PR HEAT T RS RO SR, XS A
AT T ERKS, (H BT 12 0 UL R v 1 %
% 5 SR EE T BRAFAEAS /NI 28 5 . HAKR, TR S
UnAiiE s Smw i PrpNE v Y /e PR E e 2 R I (R (D
A, ABH TATAERY . A0 8 7 25 D7 T
AURRIRTE, BIFTEEIE I Al & HoAb s 9 H HEIA, L
A PR RS, 1T T A — 2P Y
Bk
AR FE W] 7 R e £ B AT — M0 SCRRAE 1 7
PR AEAS, TEI L IAGE th I JRARDCHT S, [
WTEW Y37 BT Rt POP 45 2% 41 5800 3K A1
OCT b B B A I, DA v SE R 4510 Y AT 4 i
PEo HWR, ABFFEEIE T BURTE A A 5
YRR E AT S A R 89 FR A 300, ARARATFE W]
Ak SR R AU O BT A R BT RN 4 AR
2017)% HA AT GE A N TEALT o FRR, SERBRE ) /34
TS VORA R R RIRIL e, B EARLLAR T
S S VORA SR HAL AT RE K o N, 7EZ bR
BN LB T3 () N A 7 A RE 1 1 (R 1Y)
(Broverman, Vogel, Broverma, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz,
1972), 14 BV 4 5 118 2% 2 19 BE 1 S8 A (Aaker
et al., 2010), M5 G ERWL LM IT RATSE, 7T
RER I — S SE it . Bn, AUEEEGR .
P AP 5 (1 L AR)BE T 7K1 AN ] DE S % 2%
AR VR FIPLE . FEBLSE ARG h, Al )4
VR [F] I 925 B B 5 8 3 WA 4 T B A [ 1Y
VLIC, B AnAT A/ F T 2 & ek Rl Y, 2
RO ML 7 ok SeERE R R R A R SRR SR PR,

& £ x #
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Abstract

This paper examines the influence of self-construal on the effectiveness of warm/competent advertising
appeals on consumer-brand identification and purchase intention, its underlying mechanism and boundary
conditions. Specifically, we propose that a warm (competent) advertising appeal should enhance consumer-brand
identification and purchase intention among interdependent (independent) consumers through increased pleasure.
In addition, this interaction effect between advertising appeal and self-construal should be mitigated when firm
type (modern vs. traditional) is made salient. This is because for modern firms all consumers should prefer a
competent advertising appeal, whereas for traditional firms all consumers should prefer a warm advertising
appeal, regardless of their self-construal. Three experiments provide empirical support for these predictions, and
rule out several rival explanations (including fluency, arousal and involvement).

Study 1 uses a 2 (advertising appeal: warmth/competence) x 2 (self-construal: independent/dependent)
between-subject design. A fictitious shampoo brand “Pantam” is selected as the focal stimulus, and the
experimental materials are in the form of a print advertisement. In order to minimize the confounds of
experimental results by advertising design, both warm and competent ads adopt the same layout and text length.
We recruit 116 participants, manipulate the advertising appeal by designing different patterns, backgrounds and
ad copies, and measure participants’ self-construal using an existing scale. We confirm the proposed interaction
between advertising appeal and self-construal on brand identification. While the results of Study 1 are
supportive of our prediction by using a utilitarian product, in a follow-up study we replicate these results using a
hedonic product (i.e., chocolate), demonstrating the robustness of our results for different product types.

Study 2 uses a similar between-subject design, using a toothpaste with a fictitious “MysPlant” brand name
as the focal stimulus. In order to eliminate the possible confounds in Study 1, a new advertising copy is created.
We recruit 149 participants, and manipulate advertising appeal and self-construal. Consistent with our prediction,
we confirm the interaction between self-construal and advertising appeal on brand identification and purchase
intention. We additionally support the proposed mechanism underlying the interaction effect that is due to an
enhanced sense of pleasure, and rule out fluency, arousal, and involvement as possible rival explanations in this
and a follow-up study.

Study 3 uses a 2 (advertisement appeal: warmth/competence) x 2 (self-construal: independent/dependent) x
2 (firm type: traditional/modern) between-subject design to further test the moderating effect of firm type.
Advertising appeal and self-construal are manipulated in similar fashions as in Study 2. The focal stimuli are
also similar to those in Study 2. To minimize confounds, we manipulate firm type and verify our manipulation in
a pretest. We recruit 278 participants for this study. The results provide support to the moderating effect of firm
type and re-confirm the mediation effect of enhanced sense of pleasure. Specifically, we find that for a modern
firm all consumers prefer a competent advertising appeal, regardless of their self-construal. In contrast, for a
traditional firm whereas interdependent consumers prefer a warm advertising appeal, independent consumers’
preference for a competent advertising appeal is mitigated and they are indifferent between warm and competent
advertising appeals. In addition, these effects are mediated by the sense of pleasure.

Combined, the results from the three experiments (and the replications of Studies 1 and 2) provide strong
empirical evidence for the interaction effect between self-construal and advertising appeal on consumer-brand-
identification and purchase intention, the moderating effect of the salience of firm type on this interaction effect,
and the underlying mechanism due to a sense of pleasure.

Key words self-construal; competence/warmth advertising appeal; pleasure; brand identification; purchase intention





