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Abstract

Purpose — Nowadays the competition between companies has
been intensified in the aviation industry. It is hard to maintain
successful market share in challenging managerial environment.
Not long ago, a Korean major aviation company had faced
social condemnation cause of managerial staffs immoral
behaviors. That company suffers great losses in company brand
value in terms of authenticity as an aviation company.

This research tried to show the effect of brand authenticity in
the aviation industry. First of all, this research tried to define the
dimensions of the brand authenticities based on the former
researches. This research suggested the airline brand
authenticities as three kinds of dimensions. The dimensions of
authenticities consist of performance aspects, symbolic aspects
and moral aspects. And this research also tried to show the
relationships between brand authenticities and consumers
attitudes.

Research design, data and methodology - The empirical
research design is based on the experiments with six types of
advertisement prototypes. The advertisement prototypes were
based on three types of authenticities' characteristics. The
prototypes were made of core statements about each
authenticity. And the advertisement prototypes also were based
on the aviation company types. The types of aviation companies
could be divided into FSC(full service carrier)and LCC(low cost
carrier). So the whole experiments were performed with six
kinds of advertisement prototypes(3 brand authenticites X 2
aviation company types). The age of participants were from 20s
to 40s. The proportion of participants' demographics are as
follow. Age proportion is 50% of 20s and 50% of 30s and 40s.
Gender proportion is 46% males and 54% females. The
experiments performed through mobile devices. Advertisement
prototypes were exposed to the participants through their mobile
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devices, and they answered the questionnaires. All the process
of experiments were performed by a professional research firm
to maintain the quality of data.

Results — This research suggested some important outcomes
as follow. First, brand authenticity had an important role to
make a positive consumer attitude on the aviation company. All
the three types advertisement of authenticities had a positive
impact on the consumer attitude for the aviation company.
Second, the three types of brand authenticites in the
performance aspects, symbolic aspects, and moral aspects had
a major impact on the consumers attitudes. The performance
authenticity had the biggest effect on the consumer attitudes.
Third, the types of aviation companies like FSC and LCC had a
different correlation with types of authenticities. All the types of
authenticities affected on the consumers attitudes in the FSC
case. The symbolic authenticity had the biggest effect in the
FSC case. But the performance authenticity showed the most
striking effect in the LCC case.

Conclusion — From this research, we can get a conclusion.
The brand authenticity of aviation company should be managed
carefully to maintain a positive brand image and consumers
attitudes. And airline brand authenticities can be consist of three
type dimensions. All the types of authenticities affects on the
consumers attitudes positively. The symbolic authenticity affects
more in the FSC case, and the performance authenticity
influences more in the LCC case.

Keywords: Brand Authenticity, Performance Authenticity,
Symbolic Authenticity, Moral Authenticity, Brand
Attitude.
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= gSAtel EE O|0|X|7} MFE|s ZANE Z2iSHRALCE
gSAtE OiptRl=ge| =71 HHEE 285t HHEHZ &9
SAIEA Z2(0| &ZAre| O|OjX|7t MK
b 2HHE A QIEteZ QIst MH|A Xl& HA/O
AHXIEL A2 XRefHem, Y ZFTIe] ZEo Cist
AR|H H|ttez ZAGTIof Chet MMEE AM2|2T) S5 &
SAMHAE =2 H[EDF oHH0)| Cfst M2[d 2EE MMZ2 o
olo| FOfeAtAEO| Lot n = == QUL O|2{ot WEo|A 2|
QF &2 TIARb BHHE H|EEZ|HO0|1 HIMEXQI QME & +
U= ALl Y2 sl 7|y EHE JHX|of REE IS 0E
Z0[ct. §3| ‘GBS et 22 A2 oie &5 AH[A0| CHgt
Tl Makol JX|gtato| FE2{& Z0|Ct
2 d7s AHXOA MEIE F10 XESHe R MEE|= TSA
o] FQ &MOoEN HIME TI¥M(brand authenticity)df F==SIRA
Cf EHE ZIEEE 22 Ale|lfet 2oRoA ZEA A7] A
Aot JfEO R, “EIRp, "R, TIA” SO AHAE Folof| 7|x%
TI¥ M(authenticity) 0|2t JHEHOM Z=ESHCE Brown et al.(2003),
Park & Kim(2014) 52| H71& EsjiM E{Ht 2 FIH™EM 744
2 HIMETL AH[XJO|H L5E JHKE Mo Qo] 2Ho| B
A5ln, Tidst gAlo2 syl JHK|E [XISk=X[0f gt 7HEe R
Folg 4= Ct olz{3t JHEo| HIFOE I, &ZAe| 2HE F
a2 sie daAt|Adt 2EEos 4510 2ME B2 M|
AE MSota X0 it 7iEol2tn & = ULk
2 A7s SSA0| CHeE AH|XIe| X|2HEl e FIFH/40] i
= ZZA0| CHeF Ef=0f Fak2 O/ ZO0|2k= FOIAM AlZEA
Ch 7|1& MY T8 AoE [ HEHE TEE2 MY &40
U2k Cia CRISE A[ZHOflA Feolk|ln ot mi2tM & ATe
YdSAL BEHE0 HE Jtstt BEHE TIEMEE =EH| {5ty
Beverland et al.(2008)°| A1E ELCHE Park & Kim(2014)0| C}
Al Folgt BERE FIEE JEE2 SRR 9T E Tl &
Glfte J7|1E ATFO|M Ch= XHEiE(D e CHAHRE JHES RN
HEE TFEMO| CHei &St O|F Feollz| Ol Fre=
AH|XES| X|ZEl gtSA EHE FPE HEIL gSA BEHEQ
OXl= g2 &2 Xt SIQICt Ol 25t & ¢lfts 2
E IEY A7 308 283 MHE TASIIX} SHACE Ml
| i 74 g E &8
10| A7 E0 272 AR = g3A|
F OIEA HEtX|=X| £0|1X} SHRALCE.
ots Aol g CfE0] O d¥Ho| 45 X1 /U
=0, g3A BEE ZIHEo FeH2 &3 MH|A FYOf et
= UZ Ao|Ct. metM 2 A7ts BE-E TIEdo| of
st ARLAOIM 20| 3T A0l CHoE AH|XISQ| EHEO
OXl= g2 oawo Ao MHEEZAHLCC)t =2(0|Y &
SAHFSC) 7tof ojmfet X}0|7} U=X|= EO|X} SHGICE XH|E
SIAE F2 MH[A JHAZ 7|Ee 2 ABHEl MHIAE KlaEe
EN FZ IA HEE st UCE SHX2E KH|E FSAHLCC)=
25 GAHC| FUFREA FAIR HME0| B2 F, HMohEl MH|A
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s A1 Ek(Literature Review)
2.1. 22iE T Md(Brand Authenticity)

719 4Go|Me BHE XpAo| ZRMat HHME XpAZ Sot
A <2o| O3t de B2 ATEXE0| Qs TE|of 2ot
McAlexander et al.(2002)= AH|XtQ| 7|CH4==0| =O&lo| 2t
K&N HML2|(sustainable competitive advantage)ES ZHET|7|
oYX AN 7|Y2 FSESID Lo 2o|¥ HHME XpAZ
Zotto =i XHEEQ MES €ojd XEEQl JHKE AH|X}E
oA ™Esfof stCtn SHQICE EESH Keller(2001)= EE JHK|
SHol Zgol 7|y FdEel HH HEoR SHOIRA,
Aaker(1991)= HME XHAO| H|FO|Lt MH|ATE 7|0t 7|2
DA M= ZHKIE BIHAZ|AHLE AN 7= gg2 Sit
1 SHRACE

X2 BEHE ZIar EE MFEN BEHE FIEXM(brand
authenticity)0| F23t st=2 H|7|Z|m QUCh Jensen(1999)0| 0O
2fAtzlo] dA FIYER ZFHEZ AZT O|F X2 IRl o
7|2at 710l T1EE oAl T™Eel Se4dE AFZSIULCE
X2 EIEE 2 ORIk Atz|atet 2OK0jM S5 JfEoz R2tg|
71 MNESIRID, £9| 7|l A2 FEo|Lt BElE MEF Xl
M O S5t nHE|7| ARSI

BHHE ZEM JEE EHESl 2AENt Mg FHOE =9
EICt= HO|M 7|&EQ =2E ™HH|M(brand identity) 7iEnt 2t
EICt Aaker(2012)= EE Xpito| St etz HHME FHA
F2s| SHbiA Lot SHRICEL AtHatEl HE XpAtol 3
floiME BHEQt MR oMol ZHstn 5o HEl
A
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gol 2L gHds 7tM0F ot o= XME2 S8
M =X SH0IM, 718N S80M, dEH SH0M 7|2l
SICt SIGICHAaker, 1996). SEo| CHEAQI HaE Xl
Kapferer(1992)= 2ME At 153 QI 2HME FH|Gof Chsl
M elgsty 2E-E FHdS =2/H g, JHY, 2= 2, &
HIXF &G, A0to|0jX| S22 AHSIRALL
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Park & Kim, 2014), HalC ZMAHe HAUC HHMHS LMSt=
E T SILIO|HA EME FXHe| 2E(essence)nt ST EICHD
2 + ok
71E Arg|fetol M HigtEE 217 /d(authenticity)2 “ZIRP “El
T SO APEA JHEOM FEotct. T -d(authenticity)Of|
A= Beverland(2005)2} Gilmore and Pine(2007)7 22X
ATE AlEfSH Ol |2 OFE X EHWE ZO(O|AM CHASH
OlM Holzln AT QUL OfF] Xx7| AFEM D
H J8tg ZAFX| RSIQUCE 2HE TIFEO| oSt Hele 7|
40| Fo|oMME 2oz G0 tig AFEE )
BEE XtRO| XEot ZAO|Ch. F SiLtel HMETE AOtL}
T FRKoriginality)2| £4S 7t D, TIME 1T EHEQ
Ztol Chot JiEol2te & = QUL BYE ZTFPHES Cix =N
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K& #AlSk=X0f| Ciet WA Labgdit 2T tSoA aHE k|
Al ANE REoz HFX|X| BEE FXAots Y 2adez
FoIBIRALt. Park & Kim(2014)2 ZI'8dS =& A0 Chet &
deolgt g & flenf, BEME TYY2 2HADL X[ ZshE oF
= HIZLIASF 7HX] XS ZH5t= JHE22 Foloiitt F
=0 of&KE A 7lsS HO AtotEe S Atoraleint
§8H oojz TFEgS HREEYED, ol BEUE IFELES
HIA-Z0| 7|CHot= 7|el =2H o|Fet MAUS +:S
TISHEAM EME TG0 Hfkl= Sy ZHX|Qb &0l et
Cr2A ‘golg = Ut stACh

ol2igt Olpz HR =2 HUE FFS HAHAE
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Ho 2 HMo|st¥=0|, Pine and Gilmore(2007)= EHZHE FI™ME
XA & (natural), =X (original), £ %SHexceptional), ZHE|=
(referential), &= U =(influential)0|2}= 57| Xtz HOolstA
Ch AHd2 QRIHeZ JH53stn HotE|X| 2 oF, FAStL
AESH MH[A, 2Eath YO gl= MY S22 4YErnt =%
42 UAXAE 4T, ZYO| ot XS HRIE THY, 2 A
o HES 71 BEUMEE ToiLh SEHY2 SEROILL EHEE, 9
Qlgur HAHE JHEoZ OfdX| ZJE AL HMEHQ MH|A
S22 SM e TIEEE Eoth SHHE2 AL Ea, 2E
S| HEtdE HUSHH, LH[XISC| Xloto[ofX|ete] g E S
oz HAHE £ Atk FFE2 STOILL S0 HHE HEQ|
Ol ZEZO|Lt ojys7et oEE TFHolzty = = Urh

Beverland et al.(2008)2 ZFI™EMES w4 Tl M(pure authenticity),
A TI™Md(approximate  authenticity), E=HEXN  ZI7M(moral
authenticity) 2 Fo[otQICt. & ZIFPHE2 EUEQS| MESO|Lt I
AL 7 Rar 2HEE JHEO|H, 2AF TEEE BEHES| AEMol
HojM EMET 2HES FSHH AHIXFEQ| iR JHKIE 2o
AU=X0 Ciet 7o, EEA TFPHE2 M4F K= TI-oIMe
TEEat oIzt 54 7|19 &s0|Mel TE S 2lolsich

Bl TGO 2EE Zf 2= Park & Kim(2014)9]
G7b e, siE dFoM= BEHE FIHHE Beverland et
al.(2008)2 SrCE Q| oiQict F, BEHE ZIFEHEEZ XS0
Lb MHIAXER, 7|Q9] DAY AHY, &8E KRS 7|82& dut
A ™M, ARUAOIM TEMH, ARE TEHOZ HAISHIIC
ot TEE2 e TEMel i BHE JiEeRE ErEsh
MEat MH[AQ| HZ1p HUHMZ SshA AH|XIOA HEHE F=
7199 s=ut #AE JHEHo|H, HFLAHOM TFHS AL T
4t gHEE JfEeE BEETE AHIXHO|AH MESHe fLut g
7 Ol HFstu dt¥st= HEE USHH, Atz TFPEE &Y
A ZgY HMEOM AlelE MY, AR MQZ A0} SHSHA
TAdSH=X0f ot 7HEOo|Ch

IE Kim et al.(2014)2 HIME FHMS TIAM, TN
o2 Holstn AH[XSO| SAUC IHY X2 FeS O|x
M%) 942 Holsinx} Sioit ojg @S SofA BAUC
8 X2 FHS DXL BAS QAS 44, XN, FY b
I, UBY, X% B, g2AHO2 HASIACL Seo e
al(2014)= BB Dol WHY Cf ARE SoiM HE
AEY, BOIQ NWY, 7Y NWYS HLrSYCh oleld=
Leigh et al.(2006)2 AXX HzHEO| XIHH 2, Alenxander(2009)
L ooix oRHCo| MG, Seo & Lee(2013)= WM HHCSQ]
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2 dF0M= BEME TEEO| ofg &7 F7F AH[X
ME EfEOf| O|X|l= IS ASSHAXL 5
Mo CHot FEHS A2 DESIAXL SHRACE A
GOl EMET} XX|St= FR70| 0K Q7| W20 &S
OfOlAf ERMEO] Bt AF= Ch ZAE|QCE Ml G752
SAH BERHE Z2[o] Zdof tfs of2f H7ZME MAIStD AU
Cl. Park & Lee(2003)= SHZ AH|A MEH QOlo2A EHIMET}
FQ%t Qo2 A3ty SIUCL Y APOME SBAL B
HETL 3 MH[A MEHO| 52 Qo2 X850, 26%2| AH|
A7t SBA MY @eloz HACE MesiQictn SIAUCK
Park(2006)2 $BAF EME XHA 14 Q0191 QIX|, O[O|X|, &
MEot 2HRfe| SEMH|A TOIEEY ¥ DjECk S,
Chung & Ryu(2005)2| HATOIAE &ZAF BHE O[0|X|= AH|
Rto| XTOf WEo| AsS 0K F P S Lee &
Kim(2012)2 £3| g3At BEME 2[5 Qo 34do[Lt R,
A, SEEE SRR g8 EUES TE M| Hedt
2 AN = SSAF BAETE FF dat )

ME RI) S8 242 22| =[00F 22 HAISID ALE SSA

A
0% {I oY | |

—
SUCE YIA Melo] Fe 1o 9a2H FINOE BIA
ZYAD FY Mo YL OND Yt BES ¢ 4 Ak

nl
2 dFoME a3A BERiES| TIE-do| Cfst dEE &

2! =
A=X[of CHst DEO| HA FZ|OjoF T Z{O|Ch UM MHYAHL
Of CHet & mEM Hie TFEYE siy 2EET Aoty 2
HE ZISHu FHEE THX= EHWEQIZIO| CHot JTHESEM,
HHETL o= AHEE ChA CHEA Folkd UASS SolHf
AUCEL m2tM FSMH|AQ| A0k 7|E AN HiZtEE 2
HE HES MEStE|, Cha CHE 2E0AM FHolE EeJt US
20|k SSMH|AT K= 22 E40| YHEOl FEMES
2 e 255t ZHO| 1, SSMH|ATL IHXls nFe
JHXER Qs 7|E HHE TFEe ARE AUE XNEot|of
0{2{20| Wz7| mLo|Ck

BHHE ZFEo] ZR, Ry, 2, 2F 59 /g st
Q7| WEoll, gI3A 2HE TFEEE Fo| We|7| fIsiMe T
o gEAMH|A", “EIAH[ALl 22"0| FAHIXE 13 TIEH
Ho|7t Eagh Zolct 2 AFoME A MHATOAM KAE
Pine and Gilmore(2007)7} AA|gt EHE TI™EAM 7§40l XA
(natural), E%& X (original), E HSHexceptional), ZHHE|=
(referential), ¥aFzd Ql=(influential)O|2}= 57§ X}2lu}, Beverland
et al.(2008)2| HTO|AM HA|E RFHE KR === ZEH(pure
authenticity), ZAl I d(approximate authenticity), ==X TN
M(moral authenticity)2 Zt08IQICE £, 2| GRE2E= Park &
Kim(2014)0] EE ZI¥Y H4H0=2 XA Mot ZI¥Y, HF
LIAO|M TI-Y, ARl 2 d0lete AHEE MAISHE =, £3
die dts BEYE TEM KRR =ESH| T Chst MEA
TeF ATV S A7 ZUE HASIIY| 20| & S0
ME O|2{gt Metol ot AIE AIGICE & AFME TS
At EREO| HE 7tsTt BHE ZTIEE QA8 M JHX| AR
TE5tD 2F ARl TEM @A~E 8% HRLAOM =
AH|XHEL| B0 O|X|= Fg2 OESt Xt SHICE A HKY &
SEHE TIHMHo| Xt2l2 Beverland et al.(2008)°| AFOA =
FXHMEOZ, Park & Kim(2014)°] AN MHutd TIHMo=Z

0Xx o

Mol gojom Fz Hcol SN, HEY, AN B
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Y 2 FR UWESE it g3 AH|A9| AL MH[AQ| 247
ot AHEM, g3 AMHA 2o MH[A0 B4 59| JfEe=
HYE 5 QUCh F YIAMH|AT HojL 55t S0 MES
T UAe MH|2eIX|of gt TEY JHEeRE & AFoMe= dat
H AEEeR Foogict. & W daMH|AL Y [is
7|12 AFO|A BtHEZ|=(referential), ZAHapproximate), 7{FL|A|

o/ T¥Y S22 FogAUE Holct. F=2 B TPy

AYH M BEEE $80=2 RS B HHESFE H3UC,
TAIE AH|LE XHO| KIQIS EHSHE AfIX WALt OIND} B
BElE B2oRA 2 AR0ME AN IEYoR Hosl
M EHE ZSMHA TEY 242 7|E AFOM FEE Us
(influential), =5 X (moral), AtZ|Z&(social) TIHHoZ MHL|= T
Y /20|t o| AMR|X M, otAX M, 7|1 2F EOX}
of Chet 38H So=2 HdYE= FECE & oM E ZEH
gd HsHoz FoloRict olet o] 2 AFoME &5 LY
o EXly} EME "t stZ Halsof Cfst AMEME <HE 1>1}
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I_XE o= = o o LLoo=
#2 ez FoBtgln ol 7lgtez of 1 AHFLAHOMM
22| 2ol CHsfA DESI X} SHALE

<Table 1> Definition of dimensions of brand authenticities

R Pine & Beverland et Park & Kim This
Gilmore(2007) al. (2008) (2014) Research
Natural
Original Pure Performance Performance
9 authenticity authenticity authenticity
. . Exceptional
Dimension
of Brand
Authenticity . Approximate | Communication Symbolic
Referential authenticity authenticity authenticity
influential Moral Social Moral
authenticity authenticity authenticity

n g = QCh F, £ EYWE0| Chet AH|XF EfE2tD
dgg £+ AS Ao|Ch EY 2UE0]| Cfsf AHXt= EHEE H
AoHA =1, oj2fst Bz AH|X{e| FifASo| MALATt E
= A7[of 7|oM FRstA EEStn U= 2AO|CHBrown &
Stayman, 1992; Low & Lamb, 2000). 2™X0|1 =O|Xol =
E HE= XZYHS 47|l 922 oiA CiotE MEE 8
O[8HA| BTk & ATOIME 7IZ B ARojM] HAC EfZof
BE A0| 7| ZSH0 HBAF HHE DL CfS X|ZHo| o
SIAO| Cfet AbIRte] BHE EfEO| D|XE FFAS BaR}
SHACL.

AH|RIO| QS AH|HY

olzi3t BHE

B EBlEs AHIXISO| =0 CfEh Xl Boto| 7|
!

AH|XRe| JHKIE EFAIZ 0|1,
e HEolzols IS O/E Ao
.t 2 d70MEe d32HE TEM A7 HRUAOM &5
O] &AL EHE Ef=0f FeS O/F Zol2tl HUCE =t
A A gSAF E-E N 7K BHO| XFE 2471 2H2)
Mot g2 O|X[=X| Q&S axt SHQICEL 7|ES| W 2|=0f
of Agtof MEH dF oles I 27 HFE F2| XYE
QICt StRACHBendall-Lyon & Powers, 2004). HXA{ ZAXA
o= MFOiet 22 MEH dF FHOM Fg2 0[X|=
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=
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ot ofn 4> i 2 HQ

0% 0%

O|&=0|Lt. Ol a8Y XES XHdte X2 BIUE|I|E o

[S |
1 fzs dEsos Eum|E dh £ HNE AN 84S
olst of® 7|gio| $Este dan ARl DHSo| oo
@S DXl N WEORN BT PHI S WO
2 GTOIME SBA B Tt WY A BT} 83T

—

Of Cheh ~H[XF EREO| OjX|= FYHS 1ES g ¢
of CHSt O82=7t O{EH Hstot=X|E =QlIoRIC,.

3. A2 ¥ (Research Model)

3.1, AU

= g7 &H[RPE X|25hs 7|0l oist 23E TPy §
s 2MEO OX|E FEHS DHSIDA HA SSA 22
UEES Fgot= A0 CHsiA D=SID A 7HR] TIE Rt

=ESHAULE siE KHQ| BRE FFYY0)| CHOHA HIXROf

o Mo

ot
oct
oH
>
T
r
I
2
=
ro
)
N
20
(ViR
)
rE
ot
Ot
rir
A

A= g

od Ao Xl 0 N
ro

SR, Al ZHR| Kpelo] MHY NS $8 T A2 X

Sto DA =BAP|D 01 S Ei= 3 H=2 5

staxt sheIck

YUY SRS FYY, 4YH SUC TFY, EHY SUC
THNS MG TR @S TP FD Ae B3 AH|X
o BAC EfT vt Y= 3 g

o, £ gaAtel o et
M olgt Ze B FEAMo| AstE HEJl ofEH Letxlex
SHoIst X} SHIC

Beverland et al.(2008)2 &A1E EdjA =22l TIHFMO| oE
A Egut=X] 2Y¥EH, Y dFoM s BEHE NEHEE &
TI™ M(pure authenticity), =LA} TIZH4d(approximate authenticity),
O™ XI™M(moral authenticity) Xoz FESIT X|HZDO0
E2LH= O|O|X|t 2HES FAoZ ojiE =22l T™HMH0| oA
FLEXE SR g AFE SN 2 BHES0| 2
C XIMME S| YIS CHYst A2 HeE Zesin 9l
Ct= As & &= QCt 2 AL Beverland et al.(2008) ¢Lo|
WO A EIAF BHE ZIHH0| F0E SoiA AH|IXHO|A KA
2 W AH|XHSO| T 7|gel e ZIEEE X2t o]0 Cf
of HtE2 EY Z02tn EQUCE B, M MAATFMOIM=
SAtel ER-ME O|0|X|7} AH[Ate| EfEeb MO S0 S
O|XICt StQUCHPark & Lee, 2003; Chung & Ryu, 2005). &= 2
HE ZIHE0| EWE AZeb 7|¥e| Hutol| FyS OjFICta St
ALt

2 AF0M= g3A EHE ™A JHEE M 7HX| KRR
FESIY 2tzto| dstEe HIA SHACE HAY HIHN 2ME F
HH JfEE2 FE NEQ FEY, Atdzizn s EF St
AL JECE YIAMH|AL R4Mut XtEHY, g5 MH[A
2ol JHK|of FIAgt S Moz  FOSIRUCL  Park,
Robertson, & Wu(2005)= -EAIC| MH|A ZEZI0| TZAF ERHE
O|0|X|Qt AH|Xt EfE0) FE=Z O|ZICH SHRICE

AN HIE TFEMEE2 EWET Aot LIE & B3I
K|, Xpalel X|efof CHot ntA|L} QIFo| CHet 7HEo= “Fo|=ICt.
Sirgy(1982)= AH|X} H-S0|MQ| XIOt7l| H(self concept)e| FEF
Ol CHeHA MIAISHRACE = ol2{st Xtop7fEut LXPE=Tt S
7101 F¥ES OjXICtD  SHACKSIrgy, 1985). EE, Thomson,
Maclnnis & Park(2005)2 EzHC=o| ARMAF 2ESHA AH|XFO|
FMA ofj&o| E5ICt SHRALCE

bal
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SEY S WYL ST FsH AN Mot
AYPSUM g2/Holn SHYS SeA HIECE 79| At
3|5 M w5 mojxol HAC Ef=E 0|0 W 4 UCt o
QICHNan & Heo, 2007). [EdH AFS|E *Ql SHES E3|A HIHC
Bl JHMOIE Y32 O/ 4 AUCkD Sf9iCHKein & Dawar,
2004).

2 iRoME Olot Z2 O|EX HYS
I 1< 2,27 B8 AL

SoliA orlet Z2

<H1> &ZA BHE0| Cist ot ZIgd
AtOfl CHot AH|XF EjEO| 378N
<H2> BHEA} HECO|| CHEH AMRIN R

- O
_)I\_H'xl. EHEOH :I.X-II-I o

Aol cht S5 @gg o)A Zo|ct
<H3> SBA SUCO| CfS EHE FH A7 YU 3D
Aol Chet 4HIR B0 27 @sre o/ ztolct
2 nE YA SUS THYY0| SUS Ef=0f DKl Yy
& S0l Slo el SH0l b 1 B0l o1
EX|2 71502 =0|nA S AT YT a2 7|E9 =

2|0|2 S AKfull service carrier) SH2| AIF0IM MH|E SSA
(low cost carrier)2| S%F 0|2 & QuO| SZA} XA AH
St AlECeR “‘iﬁfofo"tf 7(1H|9' AL 22 H7tESAtE 71E
o’é*ﬂﬂlﬁ ChH| H8 f=E 7HdstD HMEHE MH|AE HSES

2M XMI7tH4o| MHAE Xﬂ‘gof: s fE 71E IH7| 5H9
=20/ %l'_c'?Al'gl"_ CE 7HKE MBTCh 7|1&E XH|8 &3At
o EEE0 CHst oM XH|E %*‘é‘*f9| BHE g2 2o
C Oofj==0| ¥ga2 O|FICHKang & Kim, 2010). 12{Lt MH|E
gdISAE MBHEl MHAE MSTICHe "oIA Hatd Zgd =F
OlM Z2|0|Y FSARE XHO0|7F UAS 0|0, X714 MH|AEH=
oM HEA TEE +=F0ME Ko7t AUS Aotk FNE &
M MAIE Mot ZEM KD AR X"“’S A2 SSA
E40| @2 I e S22 E3A FYO| mat = Hat
Ol Xto|7} AS ZAOICE gLt =EH ZIFEYE XA2 d3A &
of met EeEtle $40I127| 7| ofE7| Mo &SA /Y
Ol hE ENE R XHO|7F EXWSHK| 2 ZAO|Ch

kA of2iet Z0| <7Hd 4>, <74d 5>, <JHd 6>2 HM|AISHRICE

0

<HA> AT NP 47 FO| YRS AHIG FBALCC)
of m2(0|Q) SBAHFSC)ZH| X0[7} S ZHolC.

<HS> AR T 47 TN YRS HHIG FBMLCC)
| Z2|0[Qf SHBA(FSC)ZHO KHO[7} S Ol

<HE> EEE A A7 TN Y22 KHIG FBMLCC)
9 m2(0|Q) FBAFSC)ZH| Xfo|7} gig ZolIC.

32. A4 2H

Ao IFHQ X2 d3A BHE TFEY K20 oyt
HSELAHO|M0| AH|XIC| TS A0 CHot EYE=0) Faks ‘é’#
AUCL TSALe| EEAH|ATE TIF-Go] Ct X|ZsH=
sie A0 CHeM & 3EEQ Ef=E #A & 740IEP
C}. EEot of2{gt Faro| ataAMH|AS] O [Ehj—w =
‘RA%Q HO|nX} St= Z{O[Ct O|et 22 &2 ¢Tel Y
}™ <Figure 1>1} ZCt.
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Of CHohAM ZZSth= AlL2|7t ZotEl F00ts HMAISHH, &%
X HHE TF-Eo| st 0 AQtojM = FHRIZ Zekor B
AEE0| Of=5He E3AtEte H, 84 Y= MHIAE S¢ff 0|8
Aol FA4EZ =0E = U= Al E, HIP|RERY X
S SR MEEQCte FE7F ZEtE 202 HMAISHH,
LEAN HHe TIFGo| Chet F0QtoM= Azl MQZ OIS
YSA0|H, ZSYRSO0| xno| 2R DHS sl st
AUt H, P71t HdE 2o ojxn Ut HEIF e
H10tE NAISHRICE ot SZAH EBE0| CHSE AFHMEQl Hi
E ojzz7t QHs2 F¥E 0F £ 0], EFY BEWEE A
AISHR] 40 Z2|0|Y SSAtRl MH|E TSAtEte FSMHA |7
Hoj| CHo HEel Jhao| HHEE HAISHRICEL @3 Ao CHH EY
L= Aaker & Maheswaran(1997)1} Yi(1990)2| AHO|A ALE23}
AU MEE ALY ol WEE &M ZHSIACK

s

4.

w

=<
=X AT

re

|
=2 Moz SEXA St A=X[0| CishM =% HF
[SIRACE. F107F MA|Z[7| O|FQ A=oMel AlLtZ|2¢l
HE A=stn d3WHS YotE= oM HISHCt M
SSAE LASIYUCHE AEOIML| SiE SHSALO| CHBHAf
b7 2ol T8 deel Zi2tel daets Fot o|=0 =
Tl siT gSAo| Cfgt 2HE TIEY FEQl A0 HluEe
EN KMAIE Znoto] ot xEFAS MASIICEL HE dots
Of2lf <Table 2>2} ZCt.
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<Table 2> Result of manipulation check

Initial Stage Priming
Type of Brand Authenticity
Performance Brand Authenticity 3.24 4.56**
Symbolic Brand Authenticity 3.55 4.32%
Moral Brand Authenticity 3.02 4.01*
**P<0.01
9l =AEY Zuh MEE 30 A|0] SEAIZ Stog BEAME
80| et =227 SAXCR RO6H AsS =AY +
URACE =, 0| MEE Fot 2 2E TFEF0| HohiM =
oletA =HE|IUSS HISHALE

44. M4 A=

<Itd 1>, <Ibd 2>, <IHd 3>2 gSA BEEE FEY 47
a7F SEAF EE0) OjX|= =0l CHet 7420|Ct. mjdHA}
of oieh AP A BiEE FEoIAL, d1tN, &85, =5H
HUE HYG XA E ARE M 7HXIE SHHM 2Ot SEAL
Bi=7t =o/qoz JiME=Xof et 2uE HSSHRACE i
LH-E0f CHet ¢ Zibe Of2ff <Table 3>9F ZCF.

<Table 3> Main effects of brand authenticities on consumers attitudes

Paired Differences

Std. t | df | Sig.
Mean D S.td'. Error .
eviation |\~ | Lower | Upper

Performance Brand | 4 100 | 1365 | 125 | .862 | 1.355 |8.897| 119 |.000
Authenticity

Symbolic Brand |4 5471 4515 | 138 | 743 | 1.290 |7.367| 119 | .000
Authenticity

Moral Brand 850 | 1499 | 137 | 579 |1.1216.213| 119 | .000
Authenticity
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<Figure 2> Different effect of brand authenticity types
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<Table 4> Result of ANOVA on each types of brand authenticities

Attitude
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 71.356 2 35.678 15.910 | .000
Within Groups 800.575 357 2.243
Total 871.931 359
<Table 5> Result of post hoc test
Dependent Variable : Attitude
95%
Confidence
() Type of | (4) Type of | s | | intenal
Authenticity Authenticity o) Error | =9
() Lower |Upper
Bound [Bound
symbolic [2.00| 1.01667 |.19333|.000| .5415 |1.4919
Performance|  \ioral  [3.00| .85000 |.19333[.000| .3748 |1.3252
Performance [1.00| -1.01667 |.19333|.000| -1.4919 |-.5415
Scheffe| symbolic
Moral 3.00| -.16667 [.19333|.690| -.6419 |.3085
Performance [1.00| -.85000 |.19333|.000|-1.3252 |-.3748
Moral
symbolic [2.00| .16667 |.19333|.690| -.3085 |.6419
SEA0| EE FHY Q0| L2 FMO| BT s P
Ol CHet <7td 4>, <Jhd 5>, <7hd 6>0f Chot &M Zat= o2
3 Pk me NEY A gmo| JEHo| oy TEA £

Ho| MBI BIE 2= 2O HQIERCE

<Table 6> Tests of between-subjects effects on

company types

ad. types and

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Brand Attitude
Type llI Partial
Source Sum of df SMﬁZ?e F Sig. Eta
Squares q Squared
Corredted | g3 495 5 | 12685 | 6401 | 000 | .083
Model
Intercept | 354.025 | 1 |354.025|178.640 | .000 | .335
Type of 4117 2 | 2058 | 1.039 | 355 | .006
authenticity
Type of 44.803 1 | 44.803 | 22.607 | .000 | .060
company
authen 14.506 2 | 7253 | 3660 | 027 | .020
compa
Error 701550 | 354 | 1.982
Total 1119.000 | 360
Corrected 764.975 359
Total

Type of Company

1.754 —Fs¢C
Lec

1254

1.00

Estimated Marginal Means

0.754

Performance Symboalic Moral

Type of Authenticity

<Figure 3> Between-subjects effects on ad. types and company types
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g0t HE0 B Eok X[GojR| ULk o|2fet SEM &
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