A8 27 B3
Korean Journal of Consumer and Advertising Psychology
2008, Vol. 9, No. 3, 435-448

c A4, BRQ, REAC-SAAEZE7E FAHA o]
HAE Bt v e ¥

q & A& SR I

Eavsa A9 78 3w g3}

£ A7 Bl Y] ABRQI RENE-AAERT Aol Ball=gd vt ks
nx s glol BAlE Aol ofw g 2HA ks nXeAE AW Bzt Stk H A
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o S3E7E Aort dehteAE AuEal, o]zlo] BAlEHAld o8 2dHe A5 AY
B3z aivh. @A, 7154 Balee Bl Akt E BRQZF & Jde] et
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iAo glow, ol Ao B VIFE
< A4 1%‘%*35 TS5 g o=
Bls #AYE AEs Fag FEoR QY
st Itk Kotler(1991)o] w2W Bal=g A
Folu M ~E b& A B Hde
2Z5E Adgstn YALS Rl e 54
o= *P%‘P w3, &0, 715, A, B3,
ARl 52 ol5e HPHoz Agsle A
olgtx %Mah Ao, Keller(1993)= 3t
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ML AE0] Bo Hilzges /gS It
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A 2FO 2 (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993), A& =
Alo] W Ao 98-S Zo)7] Y3 o]

of fAHEel Hd Mk we kol o
ik mHA=

o] FFF FAF W BRI}
A olgke 7547——5 HAZ HoAFa gle
(Aaker and Keller, 1990; Boush and Loken, 1991;
Keller and Aaker, 1992; Smith and Park, 1992)
olZ ‘FAMI B IKsimilarity effectyTF HH S}
71% 3THYeo and Park, 2006).

18] Park and Kim(2001; 2002)2] 3ol A
T B=sbg gt dig EuE dEasl
o7 LHatel BAEZhe] #A9] A (Brand
Relationship Quality: ©]3} BRQ)S AW H ke
b, vleAEgeldels BRQ/F =& Xt

A%l Fe Qo WA dRAE 35
Ao 5‘P‘—C— Adis HoFUth ole 4A
AFe FAENE W2ze YeuA] Fs
T APdE L9 AFA ZZ(boundary
condition)S HolFtt & 4 Arh Park

and Kim(2001; 2002)8] 9+5 A3 1A E,
AE, A9z, AL ATdAE ¢
Hebh mugiseh SpiEdel e
= A A9 F
extremely dissimilan © 2 e AHEJEE F
Aggsl 2o MgAE gl BRQET
(BRQ Fo] ABRQ HHHG ¢2#<l &
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A=zt o 2490 BRQEIVE e
G e,

ol Bzt o] ggkeglor H
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d], Park, Milberg and Lawson(1991)2 H#:=
ggste JPRdoR Tuds e
SAAE 7l ae] el AF5A
AMA (feature similarity)2} AT Q] A
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e addE ¢ len o REH=s}

o §AHS TSNS W WG LA A
Ae 2 5 e ANBR <t e
J_?;

BgEe vad Aol

a 4 g
2, Ad we B4 TAEE Fopinw

5 A%y X7 5 73 7]%5d (functional)
= st o @ & vk 18BR g
AE BAso] A% 7|58 T A A
o] ZAMYol Fas HA 7199 HA=
] FHNA Aug AXeR Jterte T
23 ¥oEZG & 5 gk

olglgh o|frolA] sPFEFHAME=S] B
Ao tigt AtE nzt dvka & F 9l
o Hy HA=A, REAE- A ERT
S, BRQE BAlol 2 g A= ofF vl
natle] & Ao Al=st nzt vk &
2 AdT7e HFEAEE R HA
=3Ae HABRQY EHM=-IPAEFT
Aol B =S 7o JEFE nX = )

EAE AW EuAd.
BRQY o] ABRQYTET ¥ fo4 2
W7he Sk BRQEIS HolE 379 o

ol gHgseto], ol# g BRQEFI} o gt
Folle & dehAut ojw g o= Abet

=
Ae EEgE HoFe A@H 2 (boundary
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SHEAlE[EEIA AR 2T

condition) 0.2 HANE=AANE A sl slch

=
BA=AA 9, 2EA=-GAEL FAL

4 BRQ 7] A sAgaIE
AFARIS B Bz st ol#e 4t
AL ASE B A ETSHE -
sl=t $lo] BRQO} HAME=ZAA F ofH Aol
gqs 2 dFE A A BsHuEs & F
Ue AR 7ldEtt. frAMdERe] Az
A& A=Y AHFAE A ]
B8E FEst=d Slol) BRQY Ha=7i4l
Z o| Zo] o J3FHo] J=uE W3lvkd,
FAM &3] ATd2AEC g Ao 9
£ ASsite vA o84 RS FEe
T Ue Ao, AR AddAe A
222 Sholl A H AR gk Bal =i
g3t geu E F oW Ao F o =
& 71€d davt deA AARE e
S A o7t & ZoE Bl

s
s
In
Job
0
_El_

7tet Ak =3

0

25 HAESAT DA Be A5
mHAdEs BRAET fAMe] BAs
g7l e Gl B AL s,
mHAEd SRAED FAAC] B4
47t o SEAe ke S ETE o
0y

BR Ho]FQTHAaker and Keller, 1990; Keller
and Aaker, 1992; Smith and Park, 1992). ©|2]3}

AR REdHC A ETE fAMA

2,

K

2,
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=
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i

N
EE)

or gL olelAE WS
2] 2] 774 (category-based processing) O 2= A&
4 9t Aaker and Keller 1990).

a2y o2 A EIIE AR E Al
ZZ(boundary condition) & HolF AFEL
JEUl. Park et al(1991)2] AT HAH
§ wAse WA E SR
4 wom WaE 4= ke 7heA
. Barone, Miniard, and Romeo(2000)2] <17%o]]
2EA A FES A
g s B9HQ HAE
F A2, Yeo and Park(2006) AT
27 % (promotion focus)ol] Zz}o] W
EREEE R E R IR REREt

B FE 98¢ 27 BolFan

N
z
o,
.

ot mx

A
H]

1m£ :(0

Mo rr 2
Jpy

oo 2 O od X oo o AL o
jus)

oo it 2 i Ho I

kv

FHZ V19ES R ol Fad
FRog AHziel Hal=7he]l #Al] s
WS 712l flon, ek B ATl
o3 Au|ze} BA=RAA] FoAo] Ry
31 9l thFournier, 1998). 121} w}A H o] A ]
BA g AFE AR EH AZYNA

B2BR}A B o] A 3FE o] 9 A W (Anderson  and
Weitz, 1992; Garbarino and Johnson, 1999), %2
9 ZHdAe] HA=ZFHES tEn

w0l Sherry, 1987), Z17gg AM|ale} HA=

Atk & F JthaAdd, 9%, HI=E,
20006).

AH|Ape} Bl Eo] fAS Anjapt BlE
o W3l Heol= e PFoln, BHA=
Al HAREON A Bl A= giEe] tig s
2-go A9d 4 91om, Blackston(1993)
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oled Avael Ha=e] BT Aol 4
SR Lol TSt QxA, 7HAA, Y=
A #ge BgAen Helstn ek Fournier
(1994)= AH|ztel BaAlzo] HAS AH|A}-H
W= FA2] HABrand Relationship Quality: BRQ)
2 st ele sAen Fra
oo R WAE aeAh 2 B o
o AR o, IR 2 =AoH(dove &
passion), 7+ WA= &ML 2410 A A 2
HA=S FAdAo] Fdeln e H:=
(self-connection), Al WA= HI:M o] 3l AH]
A EgT A%Fe ouse FrolE
(interdependence), W] WA= 54 Hal=o] o
3 LAHA FASHE WY S(commitment), TH
A= 22l ALSA ARE wZA|Z 024
T ARE 3 2oet= 2
< 9nlsta, HW‘%‘ii 2H|A7E BHaleo]
g3t Aol e o Aldsta Foks
HAN=9EL A(brand partner quality)Z A3}
i ek

Park and Kim(2001; 2002)2] AFo|xE AH]
A7b Baleo dis] soAl #AE FAst
2o 3 Base] wgAEAd el
o]l & 31&g AN
ékszi\ﬂr. ], _Eﬂzéﬂﬁﬂﬂ@r BRQ2| #AE
23 vhool 9]2004)2] ATM = LBk
Bz A 73l Bl g3z e

il H]3j A ﬁmﬂlﬁ—«l &4 FAH A

5+ ™ ZH(intimacy)

i
=2

%L—t— = xﬂ%ogg Haﬂtﬂ Jo] &
A= 7hedE duska v Pak

and Kim(2001; 2002)¢] A+E A3l
Slownel SFANE A4} FA G
AFebgel|l e BRQEINBRQF £24= 1 I

. BRQ, ZEHM=-2ITHNE RARL0| 2EFIES

gt 0xl= g

A 2EE7h7E deuAl AR, $3E
=9 wfpAbeRY AelM e BRQZF =2 A
tho] vre Fdhd| vls| Ha=gdwri) o
wo|H oz yeht BRQEIV} 9,18 3 HofF

[}
%:l:j:

ox,

=

o
oo

ri

oy AFARE nigor HA=HY
7}l 2101 Eaﬂtﬁﬁu ABRQE FHH 7}
4 Stk

gel BAEANTHE 9% 7B B
e 2paF Bl el 2ta sle A4
(brand knowledge)olﬂ-—l gk 4+ 9], o]Eldt

A2l & B = QX E(brand awareness)?} HIN T
ol X|(brand image)Z YE F U THKeller,
1993). B = oln|xE Hal=g #HE 7Y
d=o 2 RE LBzl dAEiNE
A Aot & & el old
deolmrie] A7 #Hele 2= A4
(brand concept)®] AEz} Ay, AL GAE
o

A7) wo] HAEAMO|E 2m]Ae] 7R
dol 478 vwew s|ge] ARelnAl o
£ Basg FAH dejoln, o|Re &)

ZH| A}
o ppege] 2 AEE el oE vusg
THEAAA sh= Jdoler & 5 Sl ThPark,
Jaworski, and Maclnnis, 1986). Park et al.(1986)<
olg1gt BAEAME )52 (functional), 472
(symbolic), 748 A (experiential) AA S 2 YHE
H, 7154 dAle aRaEe EAZ2E 4
g aulz olRe s Roln 448 Lvlel 8
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WA "eyds BaE Qo 84 o
W3} 9%, AtEAS 98 4AH 2HE

dthn ¥ oglow, A9 Age &
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A |
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AL FHae] sto] F2 71E7] wEe]

22 w}am Park et al(1991)°ﬂ*1 *}%1} 473

AT} Park et al(1986)% Keller(1993)9| A ©]
F33 AAAANE AR AR et
Ao A 2RA--S o] Flled 3
AAE Hl%g 429 WrYEe] 15 A

o= Jids & 5 3

olgdt AFAE HP o=z IF4EV4
o maA=sYo] o], RS- E
frAHd, BRQFTZ @”ﬂ E%Eﬁ*ﬂ 3
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doz s 4 Utk
7t AH

UM AFE o]E2A WA S uEeRE B A

>

T a8 1% 2 dAFERFEE
< AEA drh

4 B dre 1AHes b Ea
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PP e A
d ettt oly g dAe B HdPdT 23
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27 Jepd Aoz o &
a(19)9] ATAH}E AvEw B
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g 7A4 Ade 7
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74/\]; Haucoﬂ
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A zwﬂ S
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ToME AHEJA, FRAY A=

A
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FAA QL 124 (higher-order) TSR FAJ 0|
o A7l vhekst A E7HE el el ggo] 7t
58 it = R A ne Sl ¥
pd =

o =
49 ¢ 9E F o AAAdY 94
3

719l BRQaL/A ] HAIRL

o

Ml ALY 588 b5 Aol ok Aotk
AA G, AAAAAN BIA=
o Vgl v AFEE A
BE Aoz 4 Ak (less diagnostic)©]
oA Bal=ggAH 7} YA o)x] &S Ao
2 dAET. d2doz AAAAAM vz
o] WA 8ol e BRQa/AC AAIS
o] HIPE FEA LR Uehd A CEBRQ
37 AbE AeR) 7ldiEnh
A7 JHE ofeh 2ol Aeld =
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P)5AAA BaAse] B fAEeA
£ MOt & Y42 S} e g2
Ht} ¢5802 JehRA g, ARAAA B
3/ 1 ol 2kl 7t §lo] -

flo
=2

4 ARZS 98 4
A ol AuA=AM: 7 g
between factor) x 2(BRQF5=: 1L/A], between
factor) x 2A(FAMAA G v/\]—/lﬂ A}, within
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HAEAY §8% S FEd O
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B 1. 2x2x2 AF OXel

41 9 e
R IE) FUE A2
High BRQ _
A N, [SK1 ] § ] ] [SK-1l o g £72]
R
L BR
(SK-1I) ov BRQ [SK-IT 7]-§ H]*F] [SK-Il Frol & &7 €]
(N=25)
High BRQ
AR AR [FF 78 vlF] [ZFF Foe &ALl
(N=25)
R
@) bow BRQ (33 o1& 1)) (3% Fe £AL]
(N=25)
259 AP BPAES PAG] AEAGA T 8HRM=A6D FUE £ LM=3640]
AUE Ak welge IAL A A A SR AgeR 1

Ao gt 27le] AAl Bz} 279 P Tt ofk&E ZF AlFo] dig A4 AE &

AAAZS 2] 93 Al Ao Aty A}A=HEA FdEe HasAy =43

o 2199 gt aor AzAlE A B FAF 2T 24 94 A7t et

Attt AP ZAL A3}, SKAIred @ HEAl WTHMy gw==4.09, Magesne=4.160. T A=

A

=7} S e SgEt Egor  BE oln @ Add A%

A &7l cBEH

Myn=478, Myg=496, ABTIAFE] A= SPAEd WL Eb Ads)s
)] S E KT A), Aaker and Keller(1990), RS wjA|g 4= gtk & 4= itk = T A
Bl e 247 7leA A3 AR 1 F2 REAsY Ade FHsHA e9)
Aoz A FEHAHTGMyk =339, Mzz HAWHA A (overall  similarity)’ol] 2] & At
=5.09, 7IsAd A€ g, ANDAsHIRD-S A7t e Aer & F e Aotk
A A e.g. Aok EH AL A 917377 st oh7 7t Bal=¥ BRQ 59 £Z Fournier
7)), Keller(1993), Park et al.(1986). F H#:M =7 (1998)7} 7N%et BRQALEE 44 Hebat 14
Az g £ sgAes JHEA Bl d deoone £3E AREsdeUod AR
SRANE AEd, 490 AASE N B4k £S4E hgh BRQ, SEAERYE
Ax A%E BAFIlG AF BAER A ol 26 tg BFE U Anden T T
ek Aoz ATsTh T 94 Eg "WH(median splin) g £}
Thee A Fel died A, S4F BRQ/A JHE FEskth
Bleot 71 SAF F fAH S 34 Aol A oAt ety F
A 5] FAF AR AR TR 10078 0] Fefstletl # o1elA s o] 7 A
7y, Aaker and Keller(1990), Yeo and Park(2006)) 3 Ao FZ9] dFEQut AdRY FsAS
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AmEE, 4 2 Ao g dFd Ao
SK-I, &2 5 Hal=od] gt BRQ =%o] ¥
A Hcﬂ ﬂr FA A Eo7iAE,

T AAF g
Aﬂﬂ-m— 14“ 2], olojx M
AE 20E AR i 74 AFEE
W7k AASITERAE AN oMe 1

2}t & (counterbalancing)dh. o|uf] &A= Hr}
F312  Aaker and Kelle(1990)2 H €3 Yeo

and Park(2006)2] 37]¢] F&H(favorableness, like,
S48
A Az 2t 4 985S SHad
Ly, mHA=9} A E71]

dsol W3 AW AnE A7 SPsGTeE

o da AP FAL o} B

anticipated quality) S 78 H =

DEMHE-SFHE
C> |_A

U.L

A|-, H| AR

BRQZ=F
(/=)

=R

FALH0| =HYAIE Eotof O0lX|= Hef

SAAZ GAA Ao Y3
A3}, 3way ANOVA(GAA] XBRQx-F-AF)
A frAabdell tigh FEIANE folstAl Weksk
O M(F=29.675, p<.001), Hitgt s v]-8H]
TM=4527F Fol&EAZM=342)HTt frAF
ol £ Ao Ueld 24e 43
ot = F Utk

H=ZAAe it 2|7k, 2way ANOVA(Z
AIXBRQ, between factorol] TH3F Z2H7 7] o] 7]
within factorl AL A|eho|A Al F

BT FootAl e O W (F=20.406, p<
001), SK-IIE= 3.59, FE 5.142 YEL7]d
247y 715824, ARl ddHew
o Z4g BAlcg QAo 2Ato] 433
ta B 9l

BRQ 59 Z$, 2way ANOVA(AAIXBRQ,
Aot 2L olfrollA frAdS AlehellA BRQ
of FHEAT FolsA e oM (F=93.386,
p<.001), BRQA|47} IBRQ e 4.68, A
BRQ HT2 3552 e} 1BRQ FHHe
BRQ A|57F B #A| Uerldl S94 &
e BF BRQFE 24 Aol & 4

ATt
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sHEARIBISIAl: AR 2T

Hl &) TBRQF whol| A
et = HEFA T Maprg=4.66 vs. My
pro=3.56, F=25.288, p<.001). ¥HH, A A 714
=] 9 HfAERTelA] BRQaL/A o

7 IS ERH=(SK)

HAGe] v $3H R YERYTHM,
srQ=4.77 vs. Mygro=4.54, F<1). 715274 B
W9 BlfALE A= BRQEZZF UERG
v AR A AA Bal=o] bfAE A E
BRQEF7} A= A#E HoF Zlolth
olefg A=, 247t thgt 3way ANOVA
=4 23E Tl HZoh ¥ sl AR EHAR
T} 3 20|49 o], B AT 7P| e
He HAIXBRQxFAMI'Y 39 I AE
e FAACRE fFo3t AR JET

7 7
6 6l
L 4.76 4.85 4.77
X
4 b ;N 4t 4.61 4.54 18R
xBRQ
3 r 3.56 3t
2r ot
1 1
A HIAL A HIFAL
g 2. EENE 5o 2o
2. EENEZII00 CHEt 2x2x2 ANOVA Zxt
e ss df MS F Sol8tE
Ba=A4 53 3912 1 3912 5.327 023
BRQ 3 8.538 1 8.538 11.627 001
A = 5.781 1 5.781 7.592 .007
HA=AA 3 xBRQ F= 1.616 1 1.616 2.200 141
HRH=AA KA T 3.553 1 3,553 4.666 033
BRQ FExFAMS 3211 1 3.211 3.765 053
HA=AA FFBRQ FETAM FF 3.379 1 3.379 4438 038
2k 73.102 96 761
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(F=4.438, p<.05).

o] &lolx= 3 20 YEht upe} o], BH
A=A FFY FETMyy=470 vs. Mys
=441, F=5.327, p<.05), BRQFF9 F&EIHM
2mrQ=4.76 vs. Mappo=4.35, F=11.627, p<.01),
REHAC- A EFL AV FEHM,
4=4.73 vs. Mujen=4.38, F=7.592, p<.01) 5°]
BARCE fofet AR yrigon, 74
I} fAMEZEY 29 AEAEEIMsgn=
472 Myzwmga=4.11 Myy s4=4.73 Mayzyusa
=4.66, F=4.666, p<.059E EAHOZ §o|d
Aow Ughyth olgfd Aie B ATt
e MAUSSE & o A AR TF=

A3 @ 5 9ok

@01 3401
A=, A9l TEW%AWEJJF 7F AR
o o3 zd¥e AFHE Btk 714 A
A e SA a7 BdE ARA AA
AAe AL HlEA} 8 mE e £
A 54 HrHE el mEk A EIL
AHAlE ARE ®BQl Zlelth @, BRQS
AT o)A L aTE Fole] &
& oz Yehded, BRQE % MAME
3 dEYge Bdsdqgs §F A ES
Zdo] H% A yehd Aolzt Adted
Atk olelgh A2 & Aol 7REQl At
A AT Yehdrlel 8% AA7F 2
4 9tk BRQEIBRQ7F fAMI AT 24)7)
A A AT Uehuka, 3R A A o)A
E AR A EFF BRQEFET UL

oy b

N

FALH0| =HYAIE Eotof O0lX|= Hef

A JehtE Aeg dAchid 4 gtk

=744 53, BRQ
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Effects of Brand Concept, BRQ, and Parent-Extension

Similarity on Brand Extension Evaluations

Junsang Yeo Sunghyun Ko

Business School, Dongguk University Dept. of Cosmetology, Kyungin Women's College

This research addressed the moderating role of brand concept in the influence of parent-extension
similarity and BRQ level on brand extension evaluation. We predicted brand concept type as a boundary
condition of BRQ effect which was explained that high BRQ subjects evaluate more positively toward
dissimilar extension than low BRQ subjects, which has been shown by a few prior researches. We made
2(brand concept type: functional/symbolicy x 2(BRQ level: high/low) x 2(similarity level: high/low)
between subjects experimental design in order to find that there is significant difference of extension
evaluations between high BRQ group and low BRQ group when they encounter dissimilar extension. The
result of experiment demonstrated that high BRQ subjects evaluated more positively than low BRQ
subjects when they were exposed to a dissimilar extension of functional concept brand(BRQ effect was
found), but there was no difference of extension evaluations between high BRQ group and low BRQ
group when they were exposed to a dissimilar extension of symbolic concept brand(BRQ effect was not

found).

Key words : Brand Extension, Brand Concept, BRQ, BRQ Effect, Parent-Extension Similarity
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