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Abstract

Purpose — Many variables are needed for brand loyalty such
as brand attitude, brand attachment, brand love and brand
commitment. Thus, we should manage these all variables suc-
cessfully for strong and differentiated brand equity. This study
aims to identify the process of how the brand value propositions
affect the brand attitude and brand attachment. This study spe-
cially conceptualizes that not only utilitarian value and hedonic
value influence the brand attitude but also hedonic value influ-
ences the brand attachment. This study focuses on the moder-
ating role of consumer involvement such as cognitive involve-
ment and affective involvement in the causal relationships
among brand value propositions, brand attitude, and brand
attachment.

Research design, data, and methodology — The five hypoth-
eses were proposed and tested in this study. Three hypotheses
were about the relationship among the brand value proposi-
tions(utilitarian value and hedonic value), brand attitude, and
brand attachment. The other two hypotheses were about the
moderating effect on consumer involvement in the causal relation-
ships among brand value propositions, brand attitude, and brand
attachment. Research data were collected from the students of
universities located in Daejeon-Si and Chungchungnam-Do. For
the purpose of test the hypotheses empirically, the 208 responses
were used. We utilized SPSS18.0 for statistical analysis such as
reliability test, factor analysis, and regression analysis.

Results — The results show that the utilitarian value and he-
donic value have influence on the brand attitude positively. The
results also show that the hedonic value has influence on the
brand attachment positively. We found that there is a moderat-
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ing effect on the cognitive involvement in the relationship be-
tween the tilitarian value and the brand attitude. However,
there is no moderating effect on the affective involvement in the
relationship between the hedonic value and brand attachment. In
Summary, 4 of 5 hypotheses in this study were supported and
1 hypothesis was not supported. We should identify the reason
why the hypothesis 5, the moderating effect of the affective in-
volvement in the relationship between the hedonic value and
brand attachment, was rejected in this empirical analysis.

Conclusions — Both the utilitarian value and the hedonic value
that propose a brand are important for brand attitude. Specially,
the hedonic value is important for brand attachment. Companies
should provide the consumers with both the utilitarian value and
the hedonic value in a balanced way for their favorable brand
attitude and strong brand attachment. In the retail industry, the
balance between the utilitarian value and the hedonic value is
important in that there are many product brands and store
brands providing consumers with various benefit and values.
Also, there are possibilities that the causal relationships among
brand value propositions, brand attitude and brand attachment
are moderated by consumer involvement such as cognitive in-
volvement and affective involvement. Companies should under-
stand and consider consumer involvement for their efficient and
effective brand management decision making.
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OAE FYo|M 2HEQ a5t A= 71 2 HiS2 XHXIst
1o ony, ofof mzt EHeet A E CHfst JiES0| SESHH
O|et #EE ARIF ZEME|D QUL E9|, AH|XIQ HHEQO| 2t
AE MEst=0 0], 3o|MQl HME EfE(brand attitude)7} !
AHXQl FOjet EME H/dk(brand loyalty)of F&d2 FCh= 7|
ZFEo| AFE2 SAYF XEED e A=OICE F, sad AF
ZItLt 2 S| Aty BFo| 5HOA, ™Al B

S|
3 dgg HE EfE
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et sasol oot X|&HQI H0HE
|

Aol tiet M= HEE Hel,
| @S0 4#En oo

(brand attachment)O| FZE1 QCKKIm et al., 2005; Thomson
et al, 2005). &NZE HHE FTHzet HAE B2 AFLSO0AM,
BUE SHEE [ASHD YHA|7|=0H A0 Z-E ofEo] A
Hol oetg ot Uk AN Aenf(Baloglu, 2002), the
| BACo Cfst MOl Bzl B EjEo| HEe HojA,
HQIRQl HAUE ofxt JjEe 2;E RS ZHE 0 2o}
SICt= X E QACKKeller, 2003;, Kim et al., 2005). 0|0 C2},
S Ojzto| Cf PSS HAUCS BT, DIZEZEE AH|XRe}
sAEZlo| BAS MWSEC 2ZS oIHst(Thomson et
al., 2005), BC Ofx{o| XE I, S ofxtol My wiol
dutH=a=0| =0l S0f BHE 7|20|1 UL

SHH, AIH0| d=3te|n Z70| Matzle o20M 7o B
HE XEzlo| Chet @7 O ZoiA|L UCL AH|XE2 EH
Eot MEste XtEetE 7HXE HIEQ=Z HME Bz, HME 0f
At 242 AHXR-EHE ZAE AMStn, ZEHSHH FLHE AH|
A-EHE BAZE 4 Lel |WO| E|7| U{ZO|ch EMETL
28 AHXEO|A MEdt= 7HK|= 7|5® 7HK|(functional val-
ue), AEH 7JIX|(experience value), A&& JFK|(symbolic value)

2 TR £ A=H(Keller, 1993), Z&HDt AHA-EHHE UAHE
THH7| siME Ol2{3t JHKE0|] HAMSE Z2|T|0{oF SHCf
Eoh HE X BHET XSO 7HKIES HME EEEEH A
= VS A HEF S)0ILt AH|Rtel E4(RAXIA 2ol VS 4
M 20 5)2 18{et 7HX| H|[9H(Value Proposition)0| & QS|Ct.

YHtNMo=Z HEAE BT XE X B0 CHst QXA EIt
Y S8l dl= tHo|, EHE o2 FMA EIt HEE
E3l "MEl= o2 2 2 QICHAhN et al., 2009). E2HE7} X
Sot= HYZ Sl 2H|XZE L= M= A8XQl SHIE 3
2HRQl ZHoZ LI=0| £ &= QICHArnould et al., 2004).

£ ds EUET} MSshe M8 JHK|et EE JHK|7 B
HE Ej=Qt HIHE OfE0| OX|= S MKt SHQUCE &
ol HE8X JIX|7} BHWE E{=0f O|X|l= Fe2 QXA Zoj=Tt
ZEX dgg £AHS, A=A JHX(7F B™E ofxo)| 0jX|l= &
U2 2N poer ZEN A2 $UE AoE JHHE s
SICL HOh HELZs A48 7= XN H7I e &
of EHME B0 H(+)el FeS FXITH A IHK= A
ot ordE S8l BEHE Efx ¥ ofL|2t, EEE ofE| F(+)Ql
Ade2 =& AR OMSIRACE 2|1, H8F JHX|7t 2HE EfE
of O/X|l= H(+2 Fe2 QXN BHO=It =255 A LIEHL

I, N TEKZE BHE ofEo| OjX|l= F(+)el g2 A8H
#HOIE7t =25 3 UHEME A22 0| YsiALt

2. O|2X H{Z4
21. HalS ZFK|H|OF
H AH|XREO|AH ChYet 7HX|(value)E MESICE B
HEIL MBSt 7HKle MEd Y #EHE 4SS0 MBSt
L aMSRZE ONEE 250 ZYE0f AHXIE
OfAl FIQHsSH= 74k|2 GIZEICHANN et al., 2013). Keller(1993)2)

ot

1Rl

T20| MEH, BHEI FH AH[XEA St ol2{st Tt
K& 7|5H™ 7HX|(functional value), AEX 7}X|(experience val-
ue), X 7tX|(Symbolic Value)2 MY = A&, 7[88 7t
K& NEYsSOILt AH[X7L YHste 7|1sH 2Xel st 23
0D, ZYA JHKe 2448 EAS0|L Chbdar stEE X=Eot
HACH, 8EA JHKEs AlRlEel Sel0|Lt XIotE EAHSHE A
of 2| QUCh

HAMETL AHIXEOA MBS 7t HQ(benefit) 1} 2HHL|
=0, Ho|Zt NEFQ| AREO[Lt AH| BFEO|A AH|XSO0| Fat
HMOoZ LJ)|& needs?t wants®| 5Z I (Peter & Olson, 1987),
HNE oL d@s 8o 222 = FA HHo|Lt T
(Gutman, 1982)E ©o|0|stCt. Keller(1993)= H2lo| JHEE AH|X}
7t HE R AMH|A £d0)| 205 JHRIN JHK|2tl o =N M
At 7HXE Ao R AZAA|Z|D RULCE

RZO|Lt HACS DOfSED ALSEOZM CHYSH Boo| Liet
o 3 Qled], BIF, 2HAPH SF ABO|L SACSS Pojsia
AGSHE IFFOIH, HREO|D THEHO HE $450| Bt
78X mnt, FEEO|L FAHQ KE 40| LRcte &
X moloz 2GS £ QICKHHirschman & Holbrook, 1982). A
HIXIS0| ME2 FOidtes V0l H8F H9l, AH=fxo|d &
FHOIL] HAlE AEoiChs AT(Block et al., 1986), MZ2| H
olg 7|58 ®9, d2|® H(psychological benefit), Atz|& H
oloz [EBE= A (Peter & Olson, 1987) S HE9| HlS

HIS5HA 275k ULk

2H|XPF FEHskE ®WelS ofe|d ®Q(rational benefit)dl A2
N Mooz TR0 B2|Y Ho2 Mg8X 879 ZZoR, 4
2|5 Ho2e 3N ZY 879 ZFOR 2 4 Io0i(Asker,
1992), R HOS NEBM NT HAY SOt HY AL
Y HHERNE OMELE o2 ML, 5N HY, Y
N WO, MY WOOZ ERT & QCiKeler, 1993).
Lai(1995)= AH|X} 7HX2 HIEOR HE ML /5% o, A
85 mal, Atg|™ mQ(social benefit), 24X M 2l(affective ben-
efit), X|X T (epistemic benefit), A0|& 12 (aesthetic benefit),
Atst™ I Ql(situational benefit), FH|H T 2(holistic benefit) 2 2
o dMstAH 27572 SHRACk

Keller(1993)= BBH=7} XZohe Bolg 7|5 el Z
HO|, AT WO PESIRA, O[22 HEE WOl AH|X}
S0| MZO|Lt MH|A &40 F0i5h= JHQIE ZEX|'2tn Holgt
n, =2=1E JHK|H|@H(Brand Value Proposition)2 AH|X}S0| |
& A MH[IAE &3 7|tishk= o|Yo|Lt HS ESH/| Mo
(Zeithaml & Bitner, 1996), XK= 3 EH=HEOo| mWelnf, H2HE 9|
7R Met2 ZESHA 2HHAZ[0f RUCE Aaker(1996)F AH|XIOf A
7H|E N EBdst= EIMEQ| 7|=ZH(functional), A= (emotional),
KOt Ol(self-expressive) T2 (benefits)2 Sl 2= JHX|A|
Qt0| O|FO0{MOf STt SHRALCE

2 gFoMe 7|ES| g7 AuES #sty, 15¢te| gt
=0| F&E HF Hoo| ATz THE A= e, EHE 7t
K| mMotel BEAM ATE TFESIOX} SHFACE EDH HMET} K|
3ote 7HXIQ] ZHEE 7|ES| ME HAol JHEo Chst 22 &
A5tE|, AH|XIS| MEH 7|FO0| k= 7HX[Q| JHES HEF ZHK|Qt
2N T2 PLESE o ZAutE HEFC Z(Arnould et al.,
2004), M8H Kb 2 JX|Q| JjEHom HHMEO| IJHK| H|
ots TESIRACE H8F ZHA|Qt A 7K JiE 22 BHE
ATF0IM E-E[= 27/ MAOI7| = BtCf
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2.2 H2HE Ej=Qf Hal= Of%t

H2C Ef(attitude)= ‘EY EHUMCEE CHANOE St AH|XLO|
Mutxol HWIrE Holgh 4= QIoM(Keller et al., 1998), HC} 3
HEc=2E, ‘E HUMEO| CHs 7HRI0] L7l|l= =& O0|AHLt H
DOIN =2 FFHO|IAMLL E-EAQ ZEo| 2ot Mzoz, EF
HHEE ZOISHALL 205t AX'E Folgt &= UCHlow &
Lamb, 2000). ZL{o| HTOA= EE EJEE ‘SF HME0]| Cf
of MENo=Z, XIHMOR JIX|H Fl= 28N s B8N L,
£ BHE0 CHs] =o|N e H|=QM, XA = H|EHEQ
£ 9IO0IE ™HO|5l7HLKLee et al., 1996), ‘EX EME0| CHs| A
HIX7b o= 38 Es SN0 2780 2t =422 Ho|
SIULCHLee, 2002).

OfAEo|Lt ERHE JOpo| AF0A EHE Ejlz== FE 2
O £[0f gh=0f, BEHE Ej=ot 2N FOf #S0| HIE Fd
EE ZYsiCHs Day(1969)2] HZ Ol 0|22, B2 90|
HEHE EjET} BHE FEEo YOl Hagte ANE 2O
M2 ZO|Ct CHEXQ A 3 JiX|E AHEH, BHE S8
7l E”E E{jE0| Co|ESICH= AS Eel A5(Baldinger &
Rubinsion, 1996), E#E E|jZQ} EHME ZMHMETE JESIHA =
HE E=It HIME FEEZQl MIHHAZ ol A(Arun,
1999) 50| ULCt

oHH, HEliE Ef== YAIMQl 4 AEfZ} ofLfz}, H|mA Z
7180l X|&&Ql PHEEE THK[Al E|l=0, ol2{st BEHME Ef=
o £ WEo| AH|XIe| WSS Oshst ofFst=H 0j1* F&
gt B OfL|2KHoward, 1994), E2HE EjEZO| ZEZ = AH|X} QJAf
20| sa3%t g2 F1, ZH™o| KXot d2ojMs B™ARL|
SAZ Yotf= 92 Y7 PHCHHaugtvedt & Petty,
1992).

7L, AHXEE2 HHETL NS ZHAO] HESto] O B2
HEO| =ofX EfeE Fsty, Ol2fst = oM B A 04

&

S
5, 2lE S4E =0 2t 2 PY
=0 HIZ2 E2HC offZKattachment)O|LCt.

EHE Of%2 'HMCRLo| IRl AN LiE= Zot
L™ (strong emotion) @2 Ho|gt 4= QoM, s 20 CHst
| (affection), EH(passion), ¢ Z(connection)?| X}o=2 =H
b 4= QICt SHCHThomson et al., 2005). =L{Q| G0ME= E
BE Oj%g S Haco| i3t M2Hel oED AloR Fol
SIZ{LKKim et al.,, 2005), ‘EH EHMET} XAIO| 215 ZZA|
7HZE A0|2k= T3, EMEO| CiSH Aot 2t'ol2ta Folsty|
& S}QYCHANN et al., 2008).

EHE OfE2 B CHp TEHMQI HWIHE o|0|st= 2
E Ej=Q} SAISH =MHO| UKD, Ao [ LCl(relationship bond)
b ZmSEICH= oA K07} QUCHPark & Maclnnis, 2006). 224
E Ef=Qf HHWE Of%fo| JHEA XIO|E M| ZHXZ2 FE[o STt
l=0|(Ahn et al., 2009), 3+ 7}X|=, E3C EjE7} EX Halc
Oigt 21E ddol S0l QXX W72 ddE £+ e
o, EYE OfX2 £ HUMEQ FI|ZH| ZX MTEEC=R
HMEICHE M(Baldwin et al, 1996), &= Hm=, E2HE EfjL9|
4% Ed HYLI XOIRHEZTE SFA7|=0 £55IHEE
43t A5 IR0 28|x0| Tol EjET HAY 4 s
Of, BC Offte RIOIEHETIL SEE|X| %OB MME Ofxt

o= LIEHIX| 942 % YCHe E(Holmes, 2000), A MRS =2k

net 2 o

230 |

OfEte| AR ofE HHMESt X[KHo2 HAE |XISILA}L
HE O|X|Ql E2iE ZRl(brand commitment)E O|{&E = U

HE BVt 2o|M0l A Qo2 HlE FZ UMK HZL
SHA|I74 JUCH= H(Miller, 1997) S22 &5t QUC}
HHE EjEQf HEHE OjE2 BT AH|XIe| MEACl O
OlLt X|&&eQl FO0f Jtsdo| Fe=2 0O[X|7| W20 AH|Xte|
WSS Olshsty O =F5=0 8% W==0|Ct. 2Lt EHE Ef
EoF XEHQ FOHE 2[0dt= 02 SH=0| 0|2 ZE0&=
BaC OofFO|L; EYME =9 SuF #2 D77 Eed = A}
7] WE0f, X EWE Efef HUWME Oofxol JEHES FESHY
T E Tde et S Ao|Ch

2 dF0ME BEHE EfEQt HAME OfEo| JjEES FESt
5 7K JiEol| Y2 OjX|s MY QP9 Xto|E =olst

Ol2{eh QA0 0] ZE=ME M= AO|Ch

Njorr|n
| rir

ot

k

al,
il

2.3. AH|X}; Bt E

20| E(involvement)= 7HQ10[ O CHANO| CHsH O} Z2A|
1 Qe7lE LIE= JjEHo 2, AHIX} 50| xto|2 MEs}
= 52% JWE2E =0|x|0f gt £9|, AH|AFSO| O E Xt=
Of CHgt Bk30| O =o| R &0 W2t CtEA LIEtE =
A7| W2of, AHXES ozof w2t AAE JHY, 1 7=,
AlE M&zt S0| O|F0{X|1 U= Z0|CHKapferer & Laurent,
1985)

HEZ AHXEE J4ele 2o +=FO|Lt FYo| w2t 2|
A>YHEM STHOIHET->E E-->F0f->A0 ZHE S22 +
El AH|XE QAMEH obEO|L, =E-->Fo-->0[->EfE 3 7|
S2E = AH[X} FEXNE| 1PF0| HeEkX[7| w20, o2
AH|X BSS Olssto] Ot E Fekof| Z-&3s{of otCHLee et
, 2015) D AHAL BOT= OIS X320 CHst AH|XC
82 IHSHE HEA B2 g7t O|F0jX|2 UCH
HO=E JgXez FootH, ‘AH[XZ £ CiMo| Ciet =
248 X|Zste ool AT oz J|as = U=H|(Celsi &
Olson, 1988), O|2{3t AH|XIE2| B Eof M2t ME CHE EB=
7t FME 4= QUCtn StCk(Hartwick & Barki, 1994).

O 2ot AH|XF s 20F0A 2010 CHot S771 BOl Of
F014 =0, o2zt 7|& AFEE M 7HKIE F+E2% ATt
AUCHKwak & Ji, 2008). O] AHFO|ME 2Ozt BHE K HEKY
Clft 2OFE Ozl =F0| IE FE FEFSI, 10(high
involvement) A=0|ME AH[AISO0| SHEEQ} FHAZE 4
E Huzt Jtsd ZY0M SHEEE Soll B=E Y5, X
Ztof(low involvement) A=0M= FHEEE 0|80 E{EE H
MSiCHE A(Petty & Cacioppo, 1981)E H|A|SIQICt 0|2 B
2 AFS0ME Bzl £=F0| EfEHY nHHo| ofist de2
SteX|of F=510 A7 O|ROR M, D20 AH|XteE X2t
2HIXE #2510 BOEo| REN dotg 2QIstICKSong et
al., 2010).

oz Ao £ HE 2Ook= AEQ 7HXF gt mE
Ozl 8 F&1t #HE Z0|CL F, AHXZL HES S =
Tot= 7HX7F RAdQIX|ol ot 7|s® 20| E(functional
Involvement)Q} AZ&IA 2t0] £ (symbolic Involvement)E &3t A
T(Kapferer & Laurent, 1985), H|==3t 2™ 7|&8H RO EQt
HHH 2o (expressive involvement)Z2 2%t AH(Mittal,
1989) 50| QUCf. A= ALER 0Ll FLEZ S7|(motive)of
M2} fEst A7 =0, Q1K™ 20| = (cognitive involvement)
= H8XQl S7|(utilitarian motive)ofl A LIEILL HES ST =H|

OF

D ot 19 0% e

T
—_

r

=

)
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S|4 5o otAlo] =3, Y™ 2o (affective involvement)= Zt
MH™ Ol =7|(emotional motive) A LIEILE H|ES EdH £ Jts
& 2t5 AMEJO|| RHAIO| 3CtD SHYCHPark & Young, 1984).

2ol Aol Al B ROk AIFO| Mzt #ojzTt HWalet
= QUChs Ao FF3t Az, AH|Xe| AgAQl 4o mat
LiEfL= A=A 2H0 E(situatinoal involvement) AH|XIS0| THY
Moz mQst EMozM LEHLs X|4E PO|E(endurng in-
volvement), X|&% TO{Zo AN BOzo| ASEtROR A
Xp7b UR|Ste HOzo| £FQI UX[E ozl JHEE J|X=2
SICHBIloch et al., 1983)

2 AT AH[XF RO RAEM FEEH, HOE RHE 2
X&Ql  {ojzet ZHgEQl o2 P Park  and
Young(1984)9| AT ZANE &ESIAXt SIRUCE HEX THK|Qt
32PN JHJL SHE Efmol SRS ofst) OiXE Y xE
St= He2AMol HO=E FE5H7|0| HESICHL THERYT| M2
o|ch.

. HEO| X|& 7Kt EME Ef

U HAHME OfEtel BAE 4mED, Ol2{sh BAOA 2H|XR|
oo =ERME Ofsfst=H FHE F1 ULk 0| (510
HEMESl HEN JHK|, Y JiK|, EE EjE, HHME OfE,
OIXH Ok, Y HO=E Hr2 IS

<d8 1>0fs =2 A2 2HO| HMAIZOf QUCh EHMEQ)
o IX|et BEH THK7F EME EfE=0f FebS 0K, 2
N JHKl= 2ME OofEo| Fes DX, olzigt Qlnfet
M QIR oot 28N HOETt Batel A7(0| S
=X 2ENX; SHALE

= g7= AR X ok 2
[m]

1

[K=2
<)

o
of
N

A
=
=
A
O

Cognitive
Involvement

‘ H4
H Brand

Attitude

Utilitarian Value

H2

Brand
Attachment
H5

Hedonic Value

Affective
Involvement

<Figure 1> Research Model
3.2. A4 I

3.2.1. €HEE JHX| A|Qtnt ERE EJEO| 2|

2HXPZL HES AH[SD A3 2FF0|A F=75l= HEH
74X|(utilitarian value)2| == £t 7|5X mQlo|l, HIMEI
715 Ho|| oigt BER2 QIX|A "HIE aEES SO O|FOo|TICt

(Oliver, 1993). &, AH|AIEE ol EMETL X3St 7|sH H
Qlo|L} ojet #HE HMEX ZiX|7t 7|CHECH CH0 EHEHE|H S
T HECo Cot 278AQl WILE S ZO|CL M2t EMET}
M3dhs 8% 7o st 3EEe EILE S AH|XI=2
BHE ElE = SOMOZ LIEILIA EICH

StH, AH|XIE2 YHXoZ XEO|LE EMET} M-S}
oto| 7|58, 48X HAZ J|CHSHX|T, AT of2Th
85 JHX7t SFEH, M8X JiXECt Z4™0l malo| HE
of HIHE =SICKChitturi et al.,, 2007). &, AH|XE2 AEX
7FK| # OofL|2t =AM =Mo| Helo|Lt ZEK|of CiS BIHE Tt
Mol BaliE HIto| o #Eo=2 =S AO|CL M2tA, HiE

7t MEsts ;Y ZHX|0f Cist 37850 B7ts AH|AfO| B

C EfEE 39o|Xoz DHE0ZE ZHo|Ct
OlAo| =9l Bdff Ct3t 22 7Hd2 MAIR 5= ULk

<7t 1> EIET

=
OH
O
rir

HEH JHK|lz EFE Ejz0| H
o= 3
i2Hd JHK|= EE Ej=of
o|c}.

=
ToT
02
0%
mjo
o

>

M

<M 2> BAC

=
OH
[ol3

M2t F-
S opu MY

i
Tor
2
o~
mjo
=

322 B2C JHK| X9t 2= Ofxto| zhA|

MBOIL} Bacol J|5X a4, 24N Q2 AYH fas
DS Of& Atermt BRI0| QUCKPark et al, 2006). AH|XISS A
85 Bxo| aH|o} HmSL0) 24N 2H|9| ZL0| O £ FA
H HEE HO|E ZT0| UCHMano et al., 1993). LS AH|XI=
= ME % BEUET HSSts 28H, 7188 7H7t o= Z&
o +=F0| SFE O|=0oF ZEH A0 ESSHA ElCHChitturi
et al., 2007).

oHE, MZel 28X 7HKIeb A THK|7F BEBME Z(brand
affection)0f| OXlck= 771 Q=0h|(Chaudhuri &
Holbrook, 2001), O] ¢i70| Q| EX HMCZ AFRSH= T}
oM 38X ddS =7 2HAS2 i 2= oish &3
o 48 RUigES S 2 AO|Th S AH|XRSO0| ERETL
HEshs &35, Y 7HKIE S MY THS oA &
T, So|HQl EME EfE # Oz, HMESe| FMH R

ol gaiE Ofj& 22 O|0{XICKThomson et al., 2005).
Ol&e| =2l &3l Ct22| 7HdE MAIZ = UCt

Ast2
So=

7 HIBSHE AT PR HHE ofaiol
(+)2 Fer2 0jA ol

3.2.3. AH|X} Qo -

SHAF B2Ozo| RS XY oot 8y AoER T
=2 = A= Hy AXH o= HEHY IVIE H8H o
EE #8HY S7I18 7HXA, olof 2, QXA oo ol
= HES 8¢ 2 ofZ0| 20l =1, YN 2ojel Jd&o

MeE HES 8o 29 7tstt 438 JEfol| 20| 3Tt SR
Park & Young, 1984).
2H|XtO] QIX|Y HO=7t =2 HEAME, MESOILE EHET}

—

ABsts 2eHo|n JlsHel FBS FASh| Y|, S0
Chet Fursel WIS o O A8X JKlo| S %o WS A

O|C}. HItH=, AHIRRS| ZEY BO =7t &2 &M=, HMEO0|
Lt HETF M Sots GAH0|DL HEHY H5HS SABH| M=

of, HMCO| Chel MUPEOl WIIA| AN ikl WIS ol
uresst Zo|ct.
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Z2Eol SN0 Cfst BE1E 2050
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14 1o 1oy

aie MEel Zaxel §
R2HE Ao HACS ofxof
(Strahilevitz & Loewenstein, 1998). O] AL0f|A F[2&0l X
A2 AHXO| ZER ool At pEE|7| e
U7t 225 EF KTt BWE ofEo| &t
Ackn & 4 r.

O|49| =2l &l Ct31t &2 7HdE WMAIZ += UCt

e =
_(r)l
a

<7t 4> HUEO| HEH JHA|7F HHME B0 O[X[= 3(+)

XY BOE7t 225 2 AO|Ch
ZHX|7F HEHE OfE0)| OjX[= 8(+)

BRI 25 2 AL

<7td 5>

1o|m 1o |
1t
[N
[e]

4. AnEY

41. A= $EI} B4

OF

= g7e 2HAES 0| et =ALE ERE2 57| IE0,
2H[XFSO| F2 083t e EME0 ofs) 225 SHOIEE
SIRACE HEZAE HT/EEHE eSS °
MOl AFE -0l A= ME EHEZS V[R5t oiE
HAMCO| O3 2ME JHK| XS, BE B, HME Of%,
o 2oz, 249y 2oz, 99, Lo|lz YE 2EEE0
St=E StICt

HEXlE & 2138 & Hi= 8 2o, 0 oM ST
SHLZ HHEE= 575 Moo & 20825 AT 240 ALE
SIACE Z=MUHIAIES 2 S8 2HEH Xt 63.4%, 0190|
36.6%= LIEGD, HEHES 21M|EE 29M77HK| Hi 25.1M|2 L}

107
42. 0| HH
2 oi7o| WaSe J|Eo| B MY

Z=o| A | AFE

Yo|E HIECSER, AR 3 Y HAZS HE 4EEE
st FZHESIRACE

HX, HHEI mMIste 7K T AHE8F THKQl JjEe
Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001), Hur et al.(2006), Lee et al.(2007)
b A8%t Mg EONE 3510, “dedt=n & ZEasitt, ‘HE2
7|50 oESILY, ‘Mets HElSHA of EC, o +=Eat &
Tt ElCrel 4gtmo 2 ZFESIYUCE A=A JHX|e| 7iE2 Chaud
& Holbrook(2001), Voss et al.(2003), Hur et al.(2006)2| AL E
&asto], XOIE ELOF, 'EASES FLOF, 71ES ECF, V20|
Lol 4502 ZHSIQICL

BHAME EfEO| J§EE Michell & Olsen(1981), Aaker &
Keller(1990), Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001) S2°| AF0{|A AL23t
M E HECR, 0| EMEO =Z0| 7Ly, ‘0| BMETL ECF,
‘0| BRETL 00| ECPO| 3= R HHSIRLT.

BHME ofj%o| 7@ Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001), Kim et
al.(2005), Ahn et al.(2009)°| HE %t13}0], ‘O] EHE0| O™

S 7Tk, 0| BRSOl FHS JHxT YULF, ‘THE =0 gl
S suel 2mg L7, ‘o SUC} glont Sy, o]
METt glont 17|9TIk Y] 5820 SYstYLt

AHZ ol 3 oXH  BOiEo| JjEe Pak &

Young(1984), Song et al.(2010)e| HFE EL{=Z, 'EZ0| 53}
CF, ‘714 OfH| 4&80| SR3ICF, 7|60] S25ICFe| 3e=2 2
E=XIQICE Z24E™ B zo| JEx Park & Young(1984), Song
et al.(2010)2| AT E F= FISIU2H, ‘O[0|X|7t ZL3ICY, 7Y
M HDO| ZRIICY, ‘EHS0| SRSICFO| 3=z FYSIRALC

2 TN ARESH FEIHE it FE 2YE2 25 2[A

EFLACH

E 78 HE(1=F5 Q%X Qi 7=01% J™ECH= oAUt

Xtzof CHe SARM2 SPSS 18.02 A8SHL, BE SAHRZ XX AME MBX|Z JIXD UE AHXIES CjACZ 3t |
M ghofl Chet Rolde BESlE RolFES 5% +E0AM A AE ZAIE 33T, HAE 1Yol mEWME Higoz 2
AR} SR, 2 3 U 20l KT HERYS Tt <Table 1>0)=

2 79| 74 JHE 5 2S0| MAIZO AL
<Table 1> Construct and Items
Construct Items References

Utilitarian Value

This brand is needed for my life

| rely on the function of this brand

Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001), Hur et al.(2006),

This brand makes my life convenient

Lee et al.(2007)

This brand is means and tools to my life

Hedonic Value

This brand gives fun to me

This brand gives pleasure to me

Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001), Voss et al.(2003),

This brand gives joy to me

Hur et al.(2006)

| am pleasant when using this brand

Brand Attitude

| am favor of this brand

| like this brand

Mitchell & Olsen(1981), Aaker & Keller(1990),

This brand is palatable to me

Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001)

Brand Attachment

| have an affection of this brand

| have a passion of this brand

| have special feeling with this brand

Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001), Kim et al.(2005),

| am upset when there is not this brand

Ahn et al.(2009)

| have longing when there is not this brand

Cognitive Involvement

The quality of this product is important

The cost-effectiveness of this product is important

Park & Young(1984), Song et al.(2004)

The function of this product is important

Affective
Involvement

The Image of this product is important

Personality of this product in important

Park & Young(1984), Song et al.(2004)

Enjoyment of this product is important
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5. g+ ZAit

= ¢7ol 24 Zik= SPSS 18.02 0|8t H2l= 24, 2
ol 24, theelfEY, CHEEPEY, /AN 2HEdE 8t
o MEeh AolCh. MA, & Ao MET HIYFS0l 78718
= MU=z 585t JA=XE 47| 2EM, el 242 &
o LY gty 24, e0EMs St mEEEdn SEEY
=S FASHRACE

Lol = Aol 7kE 1, 2, 33 ABI| [N S

=0 mep theslEY, tEelHEMS
olgE =olstln, 7t 4, 58 d3oH7| flsiM AN ==
ME 2ABIY =ZEIo| Fael RoldS =AQISIRAL

= HIEHO
o -Hio

2
2l 240 Q012N WU, RoISMo| QoIxs
A wes ALgo}
| =
=
a1

TEEEHE MESIRL, 2019| 5|2 H|Z|HY

X

QUCL = 7IX| 2d2
=2 17H(71s0l elESDY), A JHXE FHS 22 170(7|2
O] L), HHE ofxtg Hot 2 174(ofdS =2ICP)7F MA
E[QAD, XBHECE, <Table 2>2F 22 Al2|dut EtEY &4 A
IF7F ®MAI = RACE

MeldE =lsty| 5t WA detdE LIEHHE= Cronbach's
a A$E =Qlst duf, 8% 74X|(0.876), A T7HK|(0.925),
HIHE EfE(0.908), E2HE Of%H0.881), QIX|H Z0{E=(0.847), Z
A HO=(0.828)2 LIEIRLCE LHA dadEs So M2y =
9| 7|&2 ME|H4(Cronbach's agf) 0.7 O|&E AMESIYY| E
of, 2 FA/EE2| Aa|do] EE AR THEISIIACT.

EfEEE =QI5H7| /510 QolaM AutE =ols) HH, 6712
Qoloz FO|1 YoM, QOIEG|ZKfactor loading)0| 2% 0.6
OS2 LIEtLED Q0| 7[&E U2E AM8%H 0.5 ool AuE
HoFEn QICL. KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) £E£9| Zf2 0.7912 L}
EtL} 7|F 22 AFE%t 0.5 0|AH0|1, Bartlett H™o| K9ol|=t&
ke 00022 |OISHA LtEfLED QU0f, 2 QQlEM 2¥o| MH
i 2IL|QACt ool A AnE ZESIo], & A0l AME%t
BE FYNEES EtEM0| SEEl Zdo= TTHSHRICE

o
=5

<Table 2> Reliability and Validity Test
Construct and Items Factor Loading

Construct - Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor Cliantiails
1 2 3 4 5 6 a
S Convenience | .871
Uiiarian Tool 861 0.876
alue Help 834
. Fun .922
H\fdl"”'c Joy 920 0.925
alue Pleasure 773
Palatable .864
:{f”j Favor 826 0.908
ftude Liking 768
ilt not Longing .945

Brand If not Upset .836 0.881

Attachment Passion .707 :
Special Feeling .696
Cost-

Cognitive | effectiveness 860 0.847

Involvement| Performance | .857 ’
Quality .815
. Image .845
mcz‘ii"nﬁ [ Personality 833 | 0828
" Enjoyment -600

OjAfol B ZME FHBIW, 2 AT0| AR BT
E)S0| 20| Az|MIt EFEH S0 OlFE Bkt 301 %
o= mWrke 4+ Ut

52. 74 AH

52.1. H2HC J}X| H|Otup HAE EjTo| A

B9l JHX| Fot &, M8X JHX|Qt MEEF THX|7F 2ME
Ei=0f O/X|= Fa2 LOtE7| 23t CHE2|HEMS HAISHY
1, 1 ANE QOorstH <Table 3>1F 2T}

3| HAe] HHHES QIS Znb FZL0| 18.879(p=.000)22 3|
FAlo] ZBLHHSE HYSH=H [FESHA TR}, A™A S0
R’= 2042 LIEfStCE

ARX JIX|7} HEE EfZO| OjX|= Qe t=2.898(B=.250,
p=.005)2 LtEIL}, ROFFE 1% =N H(+)Q TAHZ =olg]|
A}, <7t 1>0| X|X|Z|QACk X JEX|7F HHE Ef=0f OJX|
= QBT t=4.407(B=.336, p=.000)2 LIEIL}, QO|&ZF 1% £
OlAM F(+)el BAZ =HoIg|n, <7t 2>= X|X|E| AL

Ir

=S50 48F JIXet HEH JHKe SHES =elet
21}, SASHA=.922, ZLEZR2I(VIF)=1.0852 LIEIL} SHg2

=H7t gl A= oo ATt

<Table 3> Relationship between Brand value proposition and Brand

attitude
Unstandardized |standardized Collinearity
Model B | SEB | Beta b [PValve e erance | VIF
(Constant)2.829| .519 5.456| .000

F=18,879
(p=.000) | Utilitarian| .250 | .086 .266 2.898| .005 922 [1.085
2_
R'=.204 Hedonic | .336 | .076 404 4.407| .000 922 [1.085

522 HC JHX| F|OH} EEHE Ofktol

re

Al

is

=

2
=
Q

Eo| ZHX[ Meh SOIM 2= ZHX|7F 2HE O Aol O]
ool 7He 28 HBSH| RIGHM, EH THX|QF HHME Of%f
HAIE EreslEdez 2ot &= ATk J2L 3EH HK|
HEE g V1S HYo| ERE OfAo| DXz FEo
ASE 7|1E2 A7k UALN(Ahn & Lim, 2008), O ZA0fA A
84 7HKt 3 JHX|el Sdd EM7t fle As =6tV
M=o, H&H 7Kt Y ZX|7F HEME OfAo| OjX|= I
= SN2z =0l oty E=|lHEMs HAIBKRICE 1
ZAUE QOF5H <Table 4>2f ZCt

oAl 2FHS =olgt Zn FgLo| 10.342(p=.000)22 3|
7Aoo S-S HF5=H FEOHAH THEUL, ZEA
R*= 1852 LIERGICL B2 7hk|7h HME Ej=0f OX& ¥
S t=4.010(B=.447, p=.000)2 L}IEIL}, So|4=F 1% F=ZO0M X
()2 BA=Z =olm|RAd, <7hd 3>0] X|X|E[UCt. HHHO| HEX
7HX7F 2RiE B0 O)X|e I3 t=.397(B=.118, p=.351)Z L}
EtLl, ROlSHA| B2 Aoz motw|RAct

Haz, Y JIXEE SEEsZ 00 32 THKet 2
M OfEF TA|Q| TP HEM ZTt, FZLO| 19.832(p=.000), R®
= 177, t=4.453(B=.476, p=.000)2 L}EIL}, Fo|+=T 1% +=T0f
M E+)el Az =elx|of <7hd 3>0] X[X|=| ALt

o lorr
kT 0Q |

r
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<Table 4> Relationship between Brand value proposition and Brand

attachment
Unstandardized | Standardized collinearity
Model t |P-Value
B SE B Beta Tolerance| VIF
F=10,342 | (Constant) | 971| 759 1.280| .204
(P=000) | yijtarian |.118] 126 092 037 | 351 922 [1.085
R=185 | Hedonic | 447 111 395 4.010| .000 922 [1.085

5.2.3. AH|A} Qo =ES It

2 97 Jpd B, HAUC JpK| FokDh HAS EjEo| B, =
M Jp| ROt HAE ofsto] Ao A|xtel BojEIt =
M oZg USR] W] Sstol YA LN M|
SHUCL AHIKIO] BO|E WS oisEieE SHOY| WO
BT ASS Sloh AN BAFLAO0| Hyeictn BErteCE

5231 QIX|™ Rojzo| =MHI}

BIF, NN JhA7h HHUE BHZO| D|XE YHOIN XN
Olzo| ZUH ozte #Zets| S0l 1EOIAE SFBsol
Mg IS EYSILD, 2E70ME SEHAel MEH JH
of ZEM40l XN PO|ES ST, LM ST
ol ARX JHK|, ZEB40l XN HOlT, MTEGHo
MEH JHX| X QXN HOIE'S SYSIYUCL HE AT 23
£ ZIE RIASHH <Table 5>0F 2t}

<Table 5> Moderating Effect of Cognitive Involvement

AStatistic
28 | R R® |adjR’| SEB AF
AR | AF | dft df2
P-Value
1 |.379@)| 144 | 134 [1.01271| 144 | 15440 | 1 92 | .000
2 |.436(b)| .190 | .172 |.99035| .046 | 5201 | 1 91 | .025
s A488(c) | .238 | .212 |.96595| .048 | 5655 | 1 90 | .020

Utilitarian X Cognitive : t=2.378(B=.171, p=.020)

a. Predictive: (Constant), Utilitarian
b. Predictive: (Constant), Utilitarian, Cognitive
c. Predictive: (Constant), Utilitarian, Cognitive, Utilitarian X Cognitive

A 3|HEM Zut, |oletE FHSIE0| 0.052L0 2
o|m, R? Z0| 23 1, B 2, B8 32 7{X|BA X|&Xoz
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o SAEZ el HHM, t=2378(B=.171, p=.02002 L|EL}, &
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4> X|X|E|QUCt

Q X 0|y HX

5232 44N oo =¥Eant
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—_

Il
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YAl M JpK|, ZRHS0l 2NN BOE, HSXZRA0l

< BRf A 2
A ZIHE TASHR <Table 6>Tf 2T}

<Table 6> Moderating Effect of Affective Involvement

, . AStatistic
Model R R adj R°| SEB N ~F e o @;ue
1 |.421(a)| 177 | .168 |1.35138| .177 |19.832| 1 | 92 .000
2 |.471(b)| 222 | 205 |1.32150| .045 | 5207 | 1 | 91 .025
A71(c)| 222 | .196 |1.32846| .000 | .049 1 |90 .826

Hedonic X Affective: t=-.221(B=-.014, p=.826)

a. Predictive: (Constant), Hedonic
b. Predictive: (Constant), Hedonic, Affective
c. Predictive: (Constant), Hedonic, Affective, Hedonic X Affective
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