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Abstract

Purpose — There are many variables related to consumer-brand relationship such as brand attitude, attachment, commitment
and brand loyalty and we should manage these all variables successfully to achieve a strong brand loyalty. The objective of
this research is to investigate the path from brand attitude and brand attachment to brand commitment and brand loyalty.
Specially, this article focuses on the moderating effects of brand type and consumer innovativeness in the causal
relationships between variables.

Research design, data, and methodology - The seven hypotheses were proposed and tested empirically in this research.
Three of seven hypotheses were the effects of brand attitude and brand attachment on the brand commitment and brand
loyalty. Another two hypotheses presented the moderating effect of brand type and other two hypotheses expressed the
moderating effect of consumer innovativeness in the causal relationships between variables. Research data were collected
from the surveying of university students and the 282 samples were used to test the proposed hypotheses empirically. We
utilized SPSS 20.0 and AMOS 20.0 for statistical analyses such as reliability test, validity test and path analysis.

Results - The results show that brand attitude influences the brand loyalty and brand attachment influences the brand
commitment positively. The brand attachment also influences the brand commitment positively. We found that there is a
moderating effect of brand type in the causal relationship between brand attitude and loyalty though there is no significant
moderating effect in the causality between brand attachment and commitment. We also fount that there is no significant
moderating effect of consumer innovativeness in the causal relationships among brand attitude, brand attachment, brand
commitment and brand loyalty. In Summary, 5 of 7 hypotheses in this study were supported and 2 hypotheses were not
supported.

Conclusions — There is a path model of consumer-brand relationship from brand attitude and brand attachment to brand
commitment and brand loyalty. Companies should provide their consumers with effective marketing program in every phase
of consumer-brand relationship to build brand loyalty. In addition, there are possibilities that the relationships among brand
attitude, brand attachment, brand commitment and brand loyalty are moderated by brand type and consumer innovativeness.
Companies should consider perceived brand type and innovativenss of their consumers in planning and executing their
various marketing programs for their brand management.
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1. M2

HHEel pHEEl S22 %20l OFA Eat ™E2F FOofof
M CHYs Agdol 2K ZIHE|of LHCHKim et al, 2014;
Chang et al,, 2014; Choi et al., 2011). {2} x7|o] EHC
oH HPE2 HE0| M3t HAUo| F™AQ BHE Ef
£ d4otn o2zt Bo|¥ HHE EfrEs HHE FHEE
HAL| = ZAEE 0| CHREACKHChaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001;
Oliver, 1999). 2L}, CI2 GR0M Zo|X H2He EfZ=7}
A FoESOILE X|&EHel MMAOHE oosHs EUE B
L2 O|0ZICH= QlutetAof otA|ZF X[HE HE /10(Thomson
et al, 2005), &= CtE CIFS0ME BEHE SHEE 4
ALt BAC OFEIS SHS Of =W ofxtolLt HAUC 2
ur 22 2™ ZHO| FRsithe A0l FFEA E|UCH
(Baloglu, 2002; Keller, 2003; Gusfafsson et al., 2005). 0|0
met, #|2o| HHEQl BHHEE 7SS AHX-EHE ZAE
Mot SUC E{Eot OfF, HAUC 29 U HAC FME

S2 Zgoh oot oA Tt Ut

AH|X-SUE Aot BEE CfEgol guse HAUE
Zo HRUC oS Bt MY 20l0| Cf$t o, S
291t A S4Eo| MY 9olof Cfs 7 Sof Wz

Hro| AT FHE ZMACE MEO| MSste HAYOLL B
HETL XMSst= 71K S0 EHME Ef=ot HME Ofto]
sk Z=T(Ahn & Lim, 2008; Kim & Kim, 2016), 22H= Of%t
OlL} HC 2, HAS S KOIUXY S0| HHE
EMCO| Y2 FO(Yi & Lee, 2004; Yoo, 2014), 2 Of
AO|Lt HHE AE| S0| EHE Zo| FE2 F= AT
(Kim et al., 2005; Choi, 2008) S0| 12{s+ HLE0|C}. L3
O|2{3t FHol TS Hp7to| QIutEtH HE # ofzt
HEQ&D 22 HE E4 H2(Ahn & Lim, 2008; Cho &
Kim, 2014), X}7|ZtA|AT} 262 AH|R} EA H2(Ahn et al.,
2009; Kim & Kim, 2016)2 XZEH4Z ARDH0| ZEA|H
et

SHH, ZRHSIE A|ROM X|ES AM A |28}

=]

—_—
FHHOl AHR-EAUE TS WO} BiCt EB

o

b S pS|
— L = = o [ » OO
Ol BRC ot YOI BAUC OfBIoRE ofg B

AHRREAC EAS HEots AHOl H4So| Myeol

o Z2nte IS Ofsisl= A ERSIK|R Crefet AH|X-E2H

7|ZO| AHIRREUE EAS MHSHs HAS B HaS
o QITEAS FHLH, SAUCS BTIt HACS ofso|
(+)°] Y2 T, SHC ojsjo| BAUCS Belof FH(+)o| W
S Foj, BHUC 20| AFHOE BAUCS FHO| ()
U FL WA F22 FalE 4 Uk Jpi, BHUC
Blzot BAUC o2 T £ IR BE HUC B

£ 70| TWQSICH= F0| 9lom(Baloglu, 2002; Kim et
al, 2005), HHE E|=Q} HAE Ofjag PESD HAUE 2
AS ZYOIo] HUE FYE0| O|2E 0|F F=E =Hlot
HTE QUCKAhN et al, 2009). M2tM, AHRREHE ZHAS

2ot S0 TMHE el f=& Rysitin
Bote O9E2 AR X|&E|0jOF & Z0|Ct

= 7L AHA-EHME BAQF EE Fe eSS H
=, 0% =€ S8xo 2WEAE Yz HEENX};
SHRICE J2|4, QXN 53| Zot =0 2ME Ejzor 2
HE S, &9 FHO| Zot Z2Q HIME ofjFa 2
E =% d9s oLt £, o2t HaS 7ol olup
Ao QUof HEE b AHKF Hilgol £E =itE HT
E0X; SN 2 A7E AHAREME BAE 2%sl=
F29 FHMHQ utA FRE HEFO| ANM 2ZHE EY
= S 2HME ofxol M F=T7h ot 0|52 =d =0
THe 71 1 d20M BUE FHI 28X SHAEol =
2aaE dH2L= HoM 7|E A7t X280l Uk
SHACE.

2. O|2H &
2.1, BC B9} Ot

AH|X-EHE ZiAQF 23St EEE Ef E(attitude)= ‘Of
Mot HHEO| CHHA 7HRI0] =71l 2o|R(SEE), H|=9|

(R28H) 2780 ot do=, ofH HEHMETL EALL a2
M2 Molg &~ Q= Hi(Low & Lamb, 2000), AH|Xt3H-SO0|
Lt BE 2OROjAM 7tE W2 A7t O|FO0|7 B & SiLt
O|Ct EZHE Efj=& F7|H0|1 X|&HQl eHgdME JHX|1L
O AH|XtO| WSS O[sHSALL O|FSH=H O1* RFEStL
(Howard, 1994), OfH EZEO| Cigt Zo|&Ql Ef=7t oSS
HAHEE XEHOE Jijg Jtsdel BEHE SHz0| ¥
£ 0O|X|H(Day, 1969; Baldinger & Rubinsion, 1996), X|&3t
4 dgoMe ™AL 34 Y 9o WD FHo|
M(Haugtvedt & Petty, 1992) O(7|&l Sl M2k HAOAMQ =2
‘40| O§% =Lt SpZCh

oHH, 2o|MQl HAME E{T 0|20 AH[ARe| FOfdZS
OlEFstAL HRHEO| Cst ZPEE LIEt = HsE EE 0
Zhattachment)2| 7§EH0| QUCH EHE Of%H0|2H ‘Ol HIME
o] H7|H AN LiEILHE A% AHOE Fojg = U
1, EN g0 it ofH(affection)nt &7 (passion), HZA
(connection) oz =H 7hs35ICHThomson et al., 2005).
HHE OfEre| JHEZ Ot HIHEOf CHot MMEHE EILE 9|
05t BEAE B 7HE0t H|XSHA| HO[X[T, ZAH| FOf
(bond)E ZESID QUCH= FO|M K07t U= HHPark &
Maclnnis, 2006), EC} AXH|HOZ HIME EJCQf E2HE Of%t
2 TE6H7| sk Ml ZER] BE0IA H|m7t 7HSSHEHAhN et
al., 2009). MW=, EWE B OfFH B0 CHS ZHEO|
ol HH JHSOtLE, HHE OfR2 offH EFEQL FI|7H0|
AX At 45%80| €asti(Baldwin et al,, 1996), =W
£, BAC EBjzo| AL ST HAUCT} KotEH 2TE X
AZIX| B 248 M5 Oj20| SoHY & UKD 2
E of&2 O HHMET Xotrd S7E FSFA|Z|X| ZStH
HME OfEFO| LIEFLIX| Q42 4= UASM(Holmes, 2000), MY
=, BHE BT} 2o|M0|Ete siY EHMESRf XX HAHE
X5l 2HE =Q(brand commitment)7tX| HZALZ| =L
SHA|7t QOL}, HEHC Ofto] AL HAMC 2o 0|0fH
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4 ICH= HO|CKMiller, 1997).
2 dJ0Me B EjE, 22 of%kto| JHEE T &5t
SYBSZ ARBSID, Of F JHX| STt OfsolA A
=
q

i
_|

=
SC BNt HAUS FMEote £ bR Sabaol
QUIEAE FHRISK| AHE At SIUC

BHaE ZQl(commitment)2 AH|XIZ7F EXN HEZO|LF =23
Eof ZV[HEQl M HAHE 7HX|ZCHs &3t oX|E metsty|
Qs 7L J§EHOICHARN & Lim, 2008). H2HE Z2Ql0| CHt
X719 AF0ME O JEE EUE F4Z(Loyalty)2t FA
ot ez Hn, EF HUEE L@E|A FOists 2FHOIAM
o517 | = SHRACHBlackwell, 1982). 2Lt A0 E Q| &
oM =0l Cher Aot ZIdE|D, HHE ZQ XEH|el 7
E Holot B Ak THE|HA HUE FY2 EUE F
dEot FEE e EE0 HWEeE TR ULt oHH, HHM
E ZQ0| ‘5 2o ofst 2ot 2-at F7|" Hepgt
Aol CHst QIXI'E 2O|otCH= FOjA, ‘o HIHEQle| FH7|
A He{ A O|M LiEHLE Zot Z7E'E 2|05t ETHE OfEt
o Jdg Eshle ZHoZ MWSI7|E SHCKCoulter et al.,
2003). J2iL}, EME Q2 HHE Ofxfel JHE FHE
£73 2o Chet of gt E™E HolAM X[SEQ A &
XE ot #SoX|7} otz HEQ| JHEHOZ O|sfjs{of ot
C}.

%20 GRSe HUE BYUL CINAEND JjEoR F2
St YO H(Geyskens et al, 1996; Verhoef et al., 2002), O]
23t PSS HAC 2og HAN SUM AMNY B¢,
Y 20 ¥5N 29, YME BYM %S 2Y(Cho,
2008) S0 PRSIt HAX 202t OfH A Cfsto]
SHEF0|D MMEQI ofjxto| 2A3l0] XYM AYBAS 8
Kstaie Qx|o|m, HAN 2oL Hxjo HmA2LEH
2 & e Ot gEe naslol HBAZS SXslEE
ox|o|ct. Ef=H 2ol MM 2ole CHA| Cyst s
2HS ol WEH 2L HLAZ [XlHE S
O|X|E elOjgict. EF HHE Cfst =2 =22 =&
Ho|1 K&l OIE ojojshe B ZME
Act,

HUMC EMEE SN HUCE Mosin O 2UC
A% FOfStH = de¥2=(Jacoby, 1971), ‘O HAMEQ
St 7|22 AHXPF BEHsts Mo, EEH, WsH
HS o2 Mol 4 QICHEngel & Blackwell, 1982). H2H
FHE0| CHet 7HE Folet HHE0| ofet 2 AF=0| TA
=, 3 dsEH SHE Vg1 BEEX ST I
oz Y & Art. AV[o| HUS SHE NI WS2X
SHEE AR POfSI0) HEOE MYE|YT(Tucker, 1964)
£HIXISO| QIS3H HACE YRojets HIER HolE 4 9l
CHTellis, 1988). SHH, HEEX F4zo| JiY I = 27
£ oi&sr| s EH=EXN FEE 0| SEHSIIEH
(Oliver, 1999), EHlE2X =ME= ©QIX|H(cognitive), ZHHA
(affective), H-sH(conductive) SHEE FMEICE EjEEXN
S JEe 2UE0| oot A £d HWoh EHEet o
FE 2, BEWE Cist X|& AOQEE BT EESICHe
oM 2elef7t {ALE

2 g7oME BEHE 20 HHE SHE

fjo r
Slro

2
=
02 H
00k

nre 2 nn

[l
fos

i

des o3

C Efzot BUC OjFOBRE IS WL FHLE NS
SIQICE ¢k, M3 Gimof mfet mE Selo] HAE SHE

of Mt HOR ARDHS T

£2
ful

2 ARS0M AH|XH= HEXQl(Utilitarian) X|Zat Y
ZQl(Hedonic) ME2= 2FTICtL S0, 2f HEQ| AH[H
2 ME CHE oHE0 487 o=y ey BEds
647 2|t Z40|CHBatra & Ahtola, 1990). AH|XE2 Al
A MEZOo| CHeh AHIE S8 7|s&o|n HMEHe =22
I, A K20 CHet AH|XIE Ssf Z78&o|n H2H
dds A EICKLecterc et al., 1994). AH|XFSO0| O XM=
O|Lt MH|AE FRsts 1PE0M=, siE MZO0|Lt AH|A9|
712501 molnt prHE MA8X ZHO| £M4F 2MASL, O
Z40| YotE FFE|D bt O[R0f| FIHAEQl Holnt ZHHE Ty
2y ZHo| K4 MZSHA EICHKahn & Meyer, 1991;
Knda et al., 1997).

HEX AHut A A0 CHSE 7HE2 KMS0 CHeE A&
H S7|18 ATSHHAM AREQSLL HE X AMHAL 27,
AH[XtO| =3 74K 2/ S CHst g9oiA 8&ln Urh
OlER, ME X AHXE O|ast7| fIs] CHASHA A8 L=
HEXH, I Ko JfE2 HHES| dA4Z 2Rt WA
Ol 8% £ UAS AO|C) AH|X7F £ BUMES| MEDt
HEM &40t 2N K42 HIRIQEMN, of
g HEol AN HHER QA Z40(7|
{=Z0|Ct. O] #%, B2 MEat MH|A7F 48X £dar e
X_-|I _@g% ne E_IQI_6-|._T|_ A= gsrx-lm _/.\_)\-I% 7|.7<|
£ SHHO| oLt AHIXISS HUHQI £
400 H48H HEL HEHH HE T o= ot
CH(Batra & Ahtola, 1990). X2, EF NES 22N HES
E QINSH= AH|AR HEH HELZE QlASte AH|XIE T
2813, AHXE7} QlAlBHS 8N JhX|et B2ty ThK|of i3t
Z=H0| 7}=dICHBabin et al., 1994). [2tA, AH|Xfo| Tt
a0l e =E 98 M8X Mo macol IHerN
H7o| mElcz 2R 2 2 2A7 Yirtn & Ho|ck

2 GIR0ME AHIXIS0| BoRle HUE 9 A8X
sacol AN =HMER PEsn HAUS ol ofkto]
g OXle 2HE BN =AE SYcolol QMBS X

St THHAE ALGOIC

r2 nk ofo - ofn 1

g

H oot
!
[

nx

24. 4|} SHAIN

S Ald(Innovativeness)0f| CHPH Gi4= AT Db AH[X}
o o= L0l HHE &+ RACL Rogers(1962)2] A0
Me ANl HEo| EMS0| AHXIS| 28 S0 FES
ZFOHD o, SAXES 571K NS ATHX 29(elative
advantage), 27%d(complexity), AFR7}sM(trialability), =2+
(compatibility), 2t&t 7}s4d(observability)2 2 H|A|SFSICE £
o, Weiss & Dale(1998)2| A0 M= HUKNF2 &4 T &
£ (complexity)df = 2Hd(compatibility)S  AMHEZE 2
(operational novelty) 22 E3t5t 10, Holak and Lehmann
(1990)9| AFoM = SHAMZLl S0 AHX ™S HHY
ot AFE THSIRCL olet &2 AFES ZF NF 2F
Mol Hildg dqtet HFE HMd 72 2 5 U

o= L= O
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otH, SAldE AH[Rte| ZEHOM TS LHES2 AH|X}
& A M(consumer innovativeness)Q| 7HEC 2 WAMHES +2
St 7Hele] EdE AFSt D RUCE AH|XF SHAlEo|gh ot AL
201 O AtZHO| CHE AMESELCH FAE HXN =83}
'R Folg = UA=Ol(Rogers, 1962), O|2{ot 71EHE AH|
7t MER AS &0 WEH =83t FEE HEe A
Ol2tn Zet = QUCE AH|XF SHAEE AH|X7L 22 010
Clojof oigst M2'2 4 AF0M= O|AHE StLte| Efn
Hinnate) Aoz HOESID QOO(Midgley & Dowling,
1978), AH[At SAMEE AH[XF AHE RHERS Eoor Chst
AH|IXFAE S| g2 F= MES FTH(novelty seeking)Qt 2
HEl JQIEN B2 MYHSEI7| T SHCHHirschman, 1980). &
AHOQI AH|XKinnovative consumer)= MZL g Fdl=
BRI =0, Jt40| B Didst, |3l o figet HEtolzt
= EMO| A=H|(Goldsmith & Hofacker, 1991), O|= AH|X}
[s]

rir

)
SO ysS 08 % A |

2 GTOINE AB[XF HANO| Y2 ISR A
Yt =, SUC Elzof offo] P2 F= =Uc 29
SHzolo| QEAC| U0l AHK HANo| FEH g

25. 229 HElc

A MARczZ 5
M3t 2MEZ 22 H(global)
Z0|EK(Yip, 1995). B2 7|
Olf= Cta1t 20| 7|1y &
2lgt 5= ACk

e
|T
L}
Il
o)}

7HX|11 S OJOjX|E

> AL o
AoE Holg & 9IS

2
B
>
T
>
A4
r2
o
tu
i
Jr
0% T]

A, 7| FTUMe 22E HUE A O|FE HWE
M MANC O EE sdY O 2o Mzt 28

g2 28 & UL(Aaker, 2000), HX|st0| R 4~Q 7|
e EY & UASD(Neff, 1999), ®iX| AH|XFSO| YN 2

Brand Type
{Utilitarian VS Hedonic)

H5

2Z 2o Hig 22 HEHE NES Mz=EY| E0|Ct
(Shocker et al., 1994). EESH AH|X SHOAM 2 2Y EHC
AHEO| 5273t 0|7 &, AH|AS0| O BMES| 24M3 X|
Zigt ff sfg 2acol FRHMO| Chst W77 S86tA =
23}1(Shocker et al., 1994; Keller, 1998), O|&H| AH|XtE
O] BEcol ZEYUMES JAlSte A2 O BEUEIL © A
AMoR SULH AFBEY| sME LMoz ko =X
2 JIR|D QI0{0f $HCkm A4ZHs}7| 20| CKapferer, 1997;
Keller, 1998).

o EET £ 271 A AN 52 2AX[=et 37
X O|O|X|E 7FK[L QUCt SCEtE, SiE EMET 24 HH
EQoVt =22 ZEY HHMEQIVIO| Mt AH|XES Wik ©
2t = QUCL M2k, B2 7|FE0| AH|[XE0AH XA E
HEE =E2YH HAMEE ZXIMISH7| flsiAM, 152 e
7t  MANCE MEEE 22Y 2HEJAZ QAAF|7|=
1 L¥Z 7|20|7|& ich
2 QF0ME AHIXEL BEYE HIt [HMEM 22Y
HEE AIBSIGICE 2 A7 ZYoN dEHEE HES7H9
IT2tAof] Riof B2Z Eieot 2 HEQ| X0l HiA|
7| {8t Zo|ct.

o |c

OF

3. g+ =& % Ut
31, 7 2

O] AroME 222 EME0 Dot AH|AfS| EHME B
oF Of%f0l s HEHE=0 Cioh 2 SE=0 ofH Jg=
0K =X HH2Ch 53], ol2{gt Ao EHES FH
af AHXRe] HAGo| ofist 2EN BatE LIE=X| HF

o

ot AE 2 FH22 ot

H4
Brand Attitude }M\L
2

Brand Commitment

Brand Loyalty

H
Brand Attachment }/ H7

‘ Consumer

Innovativeness
(High VS Low)

<Figure 1> Research Model
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<Figure 1>0= 77HR JhdE PHE o7 mHS =i
Sfm 9tk 22 HACO| it Efzol HAUS SHE Af)
o H(o| QITITA, SHUE OfST HHUE BQ Af0[o] H(+)
o Qlufgizy, HE 2T HAC SHE Aolo] Hel o
IEAE GRoUS DY, 12|10 HAUC B 9 s
S YT Aojo] olnf 7, HAC ofar Y == 29 A
olo] QIBITAO| 910}, S SUCe} H2x S 1L
sl SMco| 9, MESS FToH AR HAINO HE
7F ofifst ZEN ofEte AUSHK| AHE DR SHCE

e

3.2 A7 Jt4

321, 224 HMC0| CiSH EfE=QF AT o A
o

2HZE2 & BEHWEQ| MEO| MIdt= HO[L; THA|
of CtEToZMN STt BHE0| LDt 2o/ Ef=E HMSH
T, 2o|NQl Ef=rl O BHES FME0 a2 =& ¢
nHg=2E AFst Aot §ol  EXSICHChaudhuri &
Holbrook, 2001; Oliver, 1999). £3|, Ej=2X =MHE zHHEO0|
M HH HHE FMEO| 59| A0 OIXAE FZHEet 4™
X =7t ZEE[0f A=O(Oliver, 1999), £74 EaE0| Cf
of OIX|N HItaPdE Sdf ddtl= 3™N Adg 2olst=
HHE B QXN SHE I AEN FHEe =2 A
‘4 71RICH= FOjM o|2{st QIntEAHE dFE 4= QCh

otm, 7|EQ| tHHAOl 152 TEiEH, EME Ej=T}
HE Ofjxto|Lt HIHE ZFUS HHY HHE FHEO 0|2
42E &Y £ U0k Ly, BEHE Eles FE QXA
YItaPdE S e, B ofRe2 ZEN EohurEE
E5f gME7| I§20| FEE|0{0F St(Ahn et al., 2009), &
HE Of%2 HHE Bzt H2| 2™ [FOjEtAe ofFo|
TSHEICH= ™o A{(Park & Maclnnis, 2006), 22HE EjEQ} &
HE OfEto| QInbEtAE X0 U2 ZAO|Ct EEDH, AH|XHE
0| £ E&icof st MAMA ofx2 Aol =2 22
T2 EOE £ Qon, 3Oo[XQ Halt Eto2 HEHE
S| O|ojX|= Hl& SHAIZE A7| WZ0|(Miller, 1997), &
HE Ejzof HEHE Q9| QA = H|efo| UZ Ao|Ct

Ol&2| =9I &l HME0| CHot Ef=o| ANt H4E H

=]
HE SYE2 IS0 ChZat 22 7HES MAISIRA; St

-—

<H1> SIS Ef=7t BHC SH0) 3P IS

MM

Ct.

322 =2Y B0 Cich oY, =Y, Sz A

Bc of%, e =2 FEAMEOo|D Al HIt 1t
FE AKX AH[XHEO| siY HHME0| ERot s A
SUHEAE ZStn JACts FHOIM |FAFLO| &2
HEE B2 AFES0A EHE ofEto] BHE Zo F(+)el
ge2 O/Xls QAUHAE HBStD U=O|(Gruen et al,
2000; Kim et al., 2005; Ahn et al., 2008), 0|74 HzHE= Qo)
BME FNBAE 20|St= EHE Of%0] HME FCOHEHA
& ofL|zt o|zfgt HAE /XSt e WSAXIMNKE =&t
BaMCE ZQ7X| 0|0{X|7| ZO0|CHANhN et al., 2009).

o, 2aic ZQut EiE FHEo| A= £ EUE

rH

_ L — L=
o XXl HAE Aot AS2X|7F #EXQl Foidy
S2 wEots HoM S8He QA7 oy Zhsottt

(Ahn et al., 2009). EME =0t HaE SMHEO| HAHE A
7o A0S ATEH, SUC oo HUS 2olo| Yy
O3 SE 29J0] SAUS FHO| ANl oistg S
St11(Amine, 1998), H2HE AQE E3)| Aas HMH 7|&0|
H2ic 2912 RUstn 0|1 CH| HETof 50z ojof

ZICtD CHChadhuri & Holbrook, 2002).

Oj4o| =olg Fgeto] SUC ofx E4, HUS BeYnt
S2E SHE WA7I0 ANEAS Ch3o| SR HAJS
axt i,

<Hz> BRC ofx0| HC BN I+ Y2 ECt

<H3> BRE BY0| BHC FYE0| I ¥ FCf
3.23. EHME 2yo| xEG I

AHRISS MES 48N HE, AN NESE Liwo|
OIAIBICET ST (Batra & Ahtoa, 1990), O|0f 2} AH|XIS
O Hrfote HAUCE HUSH Sl 2N HAC2 g
g 4 QD SHYCh BAUC EfEs F2 OIXKXOl Wty
2 Sof ®4T AHolaks HolM, BUCS BTt OjxlE =
M ZHEOlo] YT QUXIKEl ZB0| Yo X8 Ol
Ot AHXIS0| OfF HAUCES MSH HAUCE NS HP
o= HBo| M8HOl ZUIS FAGHH &1(Mital, 1989

Bazerman et al., 1998), X
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<Table 1> Construct and Items

Construct Items References
Brand | am favor of this brand Aaker & Keller(1990),
Attitude | like this brand Mitchell & Olsen(1981),
This brand is palatable to me Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001)
| have an affection of this brand
Brand | have a passion of this brand Kim et al.(2005),
Attachment | have special feeling with this brand Chaudhuri & Holbrook(2001),
| am distressed when this brand is nowhere Ahn et al.(2009)
| am missing when this brand is nowhere
| hope | will remain as a customer of this brand
Brand I will maintain a relationship with this brand though it sometimes dissatisfy me ch d};im_ i‘ I?lI.%OOSIZEZOOﬂ
. audhuri olbroo ,
Commitment | am willing to accept some loss for using this brand Ahn et al.(2009)
| am willing to delay the purchase if there is not this brand
I will purchase this brand repeatedly
Brand I am willing to recommend this brand to others Chaudh Qli\é‘erlsl1?t?g)‘k(2001)
audhuri olbroo ,
Loyalty I will purchase this brand though it is expensive Ahn et al.(2009)
I will check this brand when | purchase a product
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<Table 2> Convergent Validity Test
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ol QOlEMZE =23HSALCt <Table 2>0|= AMOS 20.02
0|835t0] dAISt 24 Ayt LIEFLIQICE WA, HEEHO| X
S K2 MEHEDH, %ol p7te HQstne MHKo=z HE
2txist A2 HojF1 QUCH?=229.790 (p=.000), GFI=.881,
AGFI=.803, NFI=.915, TLI=.902, CFI=.931). RZEINE T
71ek7] Il =2 2Q1F5EH(7|E S.E>.70)1t 20155}
2ol ROIM(7IE p<.05)2 AMEHEJL, HFO| JHEMRT
(7IF CR>70)2} HA&MFE(7|E AVE>50) 2 =QIsHY
Lt 2E 5TEEE2 2Q1551E0| 0.7 0|22 |RoSHA

LiEtLtD lon, JHEMR|E= 0.8 O, BrREitE:Eit2
0.6 Ol¢o| gte= LIEILID 0] Bt E77|ES ¢=I%t

UL} MEkM, 582y T Etdd2 AU

Construct Items S.E. C.R.(p) Construct Reliability(CR) AVE
Palatable 0.836 -
Brand Likin 0.947 19.129(.000) 0.856 0.666
Attitude 9 : hieas : :
Favor 0.772 19.354(.000)
Brand if not Longing 0.734 -
ran : X
Attachment Special Feeling 0.886 14.166(.000) 0.833 0.627
Passion 0.798 12.956(.000)
Brand remain as customer 0.934 -
c ran purchase delay 0.800 17.511(.000) 0.880 0.713
ommitment
accept some loss 0.740 15.386(.000)
Brand check brand 0.841 -
Lor;:”y recommendation 0.883 15.566(.000) 0.875 0.701
re-purchase 0.782 16.264(.000)

Fit Index:: x*=229.790 (p = .000), GFI=.881, AGFI=.803, NFI=.915, TLI=.902, CFI=.931.
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<Table 3> Discriminant Validity Test*
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Brand Attitude Brand Attachment Brand Commitment Brand Loyalty AVE

Brand Attitude 1 0.368 0.289 0.523 0.666

Brand Attachment 0.368 1 0.447 0.564 0.627

Brand Commitment 0.289 0.447 1 0.545 0.713

Brand Loyalty 0.513 0.465 0.545 1 0.701
AVE 0.666 0.627 0.713 0.723 -

* The figures of this table: the square values of correlations between variables, AVE(Average Variance Extracted) of variables

52. 7t A=

52.1. EC E{E=Q} Of%l EME E0 SHEO| 2H

<Table 4> Path Analysis and Hypothesis Test

C 29 U SAUCS FYTe} AR ARG B IS
H5017| Slo) Z2EMS +HOICE <Table 4>01< AMOS
2008 080 MAg RERHO| FEM ZuJ} LIEf}
olCt

AN

Estimate Standardized Estimate CR P Test Results

Attitude --> Loyalty 0.713 0.493 8.754 .000 H1: Supported
Attachment --> Commitment 0.768 0.730 11.203 .000 H2: Supported
Commitment --> Loyalty 0.519 0.528 9.302 .000 H3: Supported

Fit Index:: x2=232.721(p = .000), GFI=.882, AGFI=.812, NFI=.914, TLI=.906, CFI=.930.
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<Table 5> Multi-Group Analysis and Hypothesis Test: Brand Type

129

Utilitarian Brand Hedonic Brand C.R. for
e Test Results
SE. C.R(p) SE. C.R(p) Differences
Attitude --> Loyalty 0.627 9.024(.000) 0.205 1.775(.076) -2.722 H4: Supported
Attachment --> Commitment 0.690 9.392(.000) 0.773 5.037(.000) 0.766 H5: Not Supported
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<Table 6> Multi-Group Analysis and Hypothesis Test: Consumer Innovativeness

Low Innovativenss High Innovativeness C.R. for
o Test Results
SE. C.R(p) SE. C.R(p) Differences
Attitude --> Loyalty 0.579 8.929(.000) 0.418 10.388(.000) 0.626 H6: Not Supported
Attachment --> Commitment 0.496 4.793(.000) 0.829 5.037(.000) 1.388 H7: Supported
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