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SHEAE|SHE|R|: AH|XF- T

o

Ad 20009 9E  25Y  Advertising Age:
19833 5E] 1998 Alolo] © dh}e] AAE
T ZA)A] Z& Procter & GambleSr ‘Resting
on its laurels’o] 2} P&Ge| @A ¢rFE B4
g THAdvertising  Age, 2000). 121} 20001t}
o HolEmWA P&«GE Hal= 7 A|A|(brand
management, product management,
management) S A F7A FHetw thge 4l
AEL ZA8HH, 3 BAlzo 12904
ZF7F Qe 2374 BA=Z HG6a, 84
29 o9 FFYoR bl AZlY mH

or market

E](Marketer of Century)@ AT E AT o|&
7190] A&AQ HAE 2tk deley] 9
ANE A BAE o] FeFe B
o5 EA A9 A T 5 gk
Mg PaGe] ALl olfeh A 44
o Ax A AA BE ZIdEAA ol B

de gge AT 49 93] Holg
THAaker, 1991; Farquhar, 1989; Leuthesser, 1988;
Tauber, 1988; Keller and Aaker, 1992). Z|=7}A]
HAE S B el A Rl
dle] o], BAls 84 A 2 HAcs
2 H#:W =(parent brand)®] FAMY Ao u}
o 2ulAe] A7 Bobe hEd AelA
Tojele] FFE Trhal Wl lthAaker
and Keller, 1990; Barone, Miniard, and Romeo,
2000; Bhat and Reddy, 1991; Broniarczyk and
Alba, 1994; Keller and Aaker, 1992; Park,
Milberg and Lawson, 1991). Fiske and Pavelchak
(1986)= Hll=o] that &su|Ae] Hrks &
A 3 7HPiecemeal processing)2} W2 H 7}
(Category-based processing) 2 #F5Fich W3
Bl &35 feiMe B HAs
S B AE e fANS ZANA B B
dcsh Y AE 09 AYE Azoael &

/H :Lz% o]

(¢3

R R EER=DL
Hol e 7gel BAE B T3

it

o r

N

= 4
o >
e

<~

&

—T— =

X R
il
z
e
[
'
e
me
N
(ol 1
Y
23
rr o
XN
b 2
D)

(W fob

4oz tAsty] Y3, &2 #AEH

o AL & Zrlua A7)A Ao U
glolglal F73tH(Dawar and Adnerson, 1994,
Klink and Smith, 2001; John, Loken and Joiner,
1998; White, 1997; AAE, =3, FHA,
2006). o}&E FHT 7|FELS
& e /\H]x}g,] -ng o]

717 Slel

=

A AFoR adAer Aojd & glvka F
A8l tH(Fiske and Pavelchark, 1986; Sujan, 1985;
Lane, 2000). ©]= 7] Ee] Halto EAUX

FBes. oA BUA EE we BIA 29
o me} ke B3 HEFE SYstel wR
o vAsh 258 & vk AL onl@

ThLane, 2000).
mebd B Qe BAe thest go
A, BAS Y shed BAAF AFT
A7 83e] oRolie A9, BUA &
3

Ao we anAel AFe 47}
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WIE - HEA [ Sies] SR HE 93 BUR AIS20]5 %4 2 8|1 3T

FuAlold Aol Bagd, ol dla AF
o e TR 27 WS Avuag Bt
= d Al
= — o]

HHE o] AA AAFS] EGELE 2
A F e BAA ARl AT
Al & AQ17E) (Castano, Sujan, Kacker
& Sujan, 2008) ZH|AolAl R/ I A7}
229 d&EHE NATTFE Hwdn
gdco]eA e A2l 7)) Droge and Darmon,

Hil

1987y Ea FaAZo] 2| AEHH
Ao e dFE ue Bz gk

o
9 T M9 APBAL B Sda) 2

| &3

1]

uhg} AH|xle] Fujel= Hrlol] ofw gk <
= MAEAE BoFe 484 AFEA,
7191e] Bdx BAlle hgo] wide e
gte] 7199 547 vHAE el ol B
2 A S AT Zolgtn AlsHT
sie Y 7Y

A AAARJA A AZ2FAQ] =8ERE

AgdE BHAAE BEE Az AN A
Ao, AFe 3 AP FEIT @

u FoES WA 48E S9d =

)
[e]
-

E A 191379 = niel AZE
ks AT = 719]] Al A
Afele A9 24& TEe 36N 2

T ZefJof o2t rofel=of ojxl= B

! ol

B
=
L o
£

ACh

i)

}4

o,

O

i

(63

o

A,

fijo
o

-

o] Th(Aaker and Keller, 1990). wh}A] t}ak?
AT BAS 899 by F89
gar B BHAcs o AlF T e E
9] dxAE 51 UtHAaker and Keller, 1990;
Boush and Loken, 1991; Broniarczyk and Alba,
1994; Meyers-Levy, Louie, and Curren, 1994;
Lane, 2000). =, Bt o] AZ 7lsAL
Sguss B HAs Aols] AA4o] ¥
252 Zdvts 3o thAaker and Keller,
1992; Boush and Loken, 1991; AAE, &dZ3,
AA3], 2007).
md= 3 QA 279 e 3
=9 = ERECE
7&?5«] ﬂﬂﬂrxé
Z1zsto] 44 A
2] 2] (category-
based processing)® o] ™ &CHBoush and
Loken, 1991; Milberg, Park and McCarthy, 1997,
Yeo and Park, 2006). A A4 Az Bl

¢

it

o

p

ox 2
AN ol I8 > e do o

48
R

(categorization theory) Sl

o r%

X
HJZ o]i

R

(piecemeal processing) 2} T2

co] Wyl 229 Has &4 AdST 7
AL B4 F84e o8 ol FolAE 2
& e AzE AAHe] e Ao ¥
A@T W AzE dA|go] BE Ao

l u

SHAE 7HAAL Sle B HAE
H

Al ejIel] B ske]
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EenE T PN R RS ol

A7 S WEA Azsh dolvtke F4o
TKAaker and Keller, 1990; Nan, 2006). ThA] &
' AHAEA = Bzl sgAE 7t
o FAMo] =& Ao g QAHWH Ha=3
o g i B Balso] ZAske] ¥
He 1A AagE AAA 7] W
v naze] Fdol o[wAs}t G
Foz 44 AolP % drke 20| hFiske
and Pavelchak, 1986; Morrin, 1996; Sujan, 1985;
AP E, dF35, G4, 2007).

W3l o]2S Julo g dlo] B B9}

Z

EAXSHA QA HE AFLo R 2FH Ao
vy

W=7

|l

2

ZH IS =759 tHAaker and Keller, 1990;
Boush and Loken, 1991; Broniarczyk and Alba,
1994; Meyers-Levy, Louie, and Curren, 1994). ©]
S} e AFEY ARG ANE
Waez wAd Bge B 4 U ol

A HAEs &

oo
ol
-
v o

T ] —
F A A AFE FolFE 48 9=
= oto] Aol Holxe FRAA Fl

We s
(Farquahar, Han, Herr and Ijiri, 1992; Keller and
Aaker, 1992; A&, 31535, F48], 2007). &
AW SR B3 G4 e vl e A6
A%l wetke Fvdd Be @1 3
CHE84, 01499, 2010

]

2ol AL sidads Fu g dE
2o o3 BUx &4 Baso] tigt LHAt
Hxrl Ad8E & glon, o Has U
Aol 1A AAtuko] ofg WE apAkel 4=
atte FRelth 2 919 tee] ATtellA
T B Hase 2 Balso) dx|Ao] v
o sl BF A9 A3t 2sE A
< ohn, g el BUA & A
94 vAsd td auA gole) A @
b g Slte F4o|thBarone, Miniard and

Romeo, 2000; Muthukrishnan and Weitz, 1991;
Maoz and Tybout, 2002; 773%], Y<£3], 2000).

HAH AlZeo]d

5o pgel A mEE el A
H(mental representation) S 7}sdHAl = A
AAA Al E# o] A(mental simulation) O 2 72
S, o% Bl ADES 42T AE
AAZ A5+ dokn FEe Al
glolde] BHE TFesH slFe €9l

I
=
= AA, AR 3D do] dH=
!
A
o

d

o

ne

S o w=E7bo] Y-S ARz, EA, AlE
g Ngelgozi I A g

& A= 2 5 gov), v

ko 2 or
o
ot
X,
11}{e]

A9 AAA gAML B 24
(process-oriented-representation) ¥ A3} F4 FAF
(outcome-oriented-representation) O & -5}

H4 F4 BAS ATE Q) 98 Az
Faeol e BBS AZRA e AL

el tHPham and Taylor, 1999). & E°, &
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WIE - BEN / HHco| SUR HE 98, BAK AISH01 A o BID BT Ty €3t Tojelsn 0Kl 5

T WAL Ha A4S A ZFe
Hsibets Hxo =geby] e AA=
Feetrtor ste @AY Iy 2 FAA
WHES AZeEA ste Aotk v, ¥
T WAL Ha A4S A ZFe
HASAP7E | AE AR EA AY, F
T WAL Holof k= offoll el A
Zre| BA st AL A T4 8 AT
gt =, A3 FA9 A4S EHAA &
S A AT ATl O W A
Z}(how-thinking)8} Al &}7] HtlE <§-93k 2

o

ﬂ(Beneﬁcial outcome)’©]] W} Ao %A
utZ] A ZH(why-thinking)d}A] 3F+ o] THTaylor
et al. 1998).
ABNA S el HAATNAE
w oﬂ7ﬂ S99 w3 s o
FYat7] wie] &4 2
7——175“ e BRA
of a 3}] Uﬂ’ﬁroﬂ ] A At
25 $49 w4l o
o 2rh o A% Bt debde BoF
31 YtHPham and Taylor, 1999; Oettingen,
1996; Oettingen and Mayer, 2002; Oettingen and
Waden, 1991). ¥3} Escalas®} Luce(2004)E F
Fo| Amrk 2AAFR A48 W, P35
FJo] A A& 3 (spontaneous planning
process) & AJZFetAISE7] wjEol] Am|Ate]

oxd o ZHAAS HolFr}h dhd o
A7t £8-42010)9] ATANE HaAe] =
S AEd u, dudez 7 FHA &
2| Zt1} okgl HAA v & x]zbo] A FjE =

Ak 34 Agedoldel g 4 ABeol
A o Bt ayAolgtm whalalm 9
Castano(2008) 14 o] ?{‘

So AFME B8

& 4% A 5 AFE T

= AR Aol tig eide] el w2t

Ay Algeoldel ¥ a3H & ¢ =
< el 8l

=YX Bais 2D YUY AlZolM

advertising)7} &3} A 0]

Folle 244 A7t EAsy] o L)
A A S AN Fust F
(elaboration advertising)7} & I}A 072 AH|z}
AA 27d F At FFATHAaker and
Keller, 1990). ¥FH Lane(2000)2 7]&2] A+E&
29 ;z] 34 ArE=e Bolx gy

e}

[}
A1) ool BAsEE
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Oﬁ Oﬂ,
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Jxﬂ%oﬂ iy

wHE o E3dolge
V/}(Castano Sujan, Kacker
SEEDIEE
ARE AR A, 2AAD PR E A%
3AE tg ESEES Fol7] AsiA A
Bol W PAH AgAel A BT

T4 Al EY oS ALl B 4 9 THEscalas,

HA AE 75 (feasibility) R0 A3 A o
= vl33 SH(desirability)ol] & ¥ 2H-E& Fo
AsHA 8 4 dvhE A o] tHCastano, Sujan,
Kacker and Sujan, 2008).

HFH, Escalas®} Luce(2003):= ZAxH| 2ol Al w}
ghe FR7F dvbd 3y 4 Aledleladel
9el 47 AL ol Azt 34 ABAel
B oo o @EdEs woa dgn. o
Sol, *@4lo] 1 W% HFE A WY 2
en o o4 MBS §e Aol
i g, Add A Fujelzel A
AHE, Bld A3 74 Z3E o] 7] Wi
o ©sl A3 it A3 st 23

mlm

F

24 AgdolAuT FaHolge Aol
w3 oA BUA Al AgdE e
2 Ao 7] e BuAZ 3 ot

& Abol7b fltke T4 @ane, 200003 A RHA
oz B 24 A £ 0 Az
SHETE Fel EAEHA 9
ThEscalas and Luce, 2003).
YA B Fmek AAA AlEg ol Ale]
o #ANA a3 2 AFEA 15 4%
atazt g

B3 S

AFRA 1 YN $F JE@AEe B
A AlBd o) Hel@HEA

AlA
Fahukeh aHae] e Ee] o)zt

Lo
o
B
N

0, & o
o ox

3l(comparative advertising)

£l 3EYe wdo] ARA L A

2ol Wel Ul Hz % A olgel Hals
o vt BAH EE gRECE olFoln
g &2 v HeF SHdM 54 AlF
Ee Aul2s Ao AR AEE Blusks
Aoz HodHTHGrewal et al., 1997; Jackson,

Brown and Harmon, 1979; Wikie and Farris,
1975; 24, Fole53, 2010). =, ¥
nE AAe] BAES A4 Dace
Ve, MBIz, 74, AlgelMe] ZAA,
A 59 U 89 S4E A7 Ex
Aoz vmsld A AF <4
Al Al dels Fa 71 elvkel g &, 2011).
"] =+ FTC(Federal Trade Commission)s
B1E Ve 4 Y, 29AE FolX
e §ag duoln, 2%l 394
wele d Slo] =82 e

-
o
=
rgetsih. EF vu Fae AlF

pu

» AL o, o
= o=@

- 580 -



e 7EA [ BYES] BUR| U 9F, BUA MBI

Wb o g2 ARSE o] gTHMurphy and Amundsen
1981; Gotlieb and Sarel, 1991).
Grewal(1997) 5-& 159 F 3 et

M(meta analysis)A ol A Hlw Fe] ZAA

2 S FHe, AAE Fuldx ZHd
1 ¥ ¥)w F3d Hle) Blm Fao)A x}/\}
Aed F zo49 HE 2 PTs

‘3 = 7R E AL d=39y. = /\H]x]-
7} B3 =22 uw] A} AZFe] FaoA
Ad2GA 74 BA=ge] vus & & 9
s fFiHE 8RE BRdeA, AlF &
Aul =] FdA Fde R oR 2N
AECdA AR, FAD F Ak FH

hH AN, %3], FF8, 2007; Iyer, 1988;
Pechmann and Stewart, 1990). S}A|%F 1 Wit} <]
EAg. Hla Fae g3t vl H
W FaETH AF] g Ao Q1xA =
H(levine 1976), 7% 2 ZH(Shimp and Dyer
1978), B = B =(Murphy and Amundsen 1981)
oA o3l "olxines A ZAdEcl 1
dojtt. T3 I AF Fa AlFIAE ]
gl gk AL glojxl o] Fell = vlw
Hu7b AA Bl =(Target brand)S ¢

=
T

S 2
3, AAF BAlEd BEAA J3FS = F 97
2ol AR B AFe] EA= WS
s e Bast vm P FHE ol
FiL el S-5F, 24, 2010

44 9 B BT T ofet FoeISY O B

D2 o wA[R] o wat AB|Rb Al Thekst
T2 F Qdthe ARE on] o7 AT

A %—ﬂﬁ SThEFE, FES, 200
F-OlS(whay & & AP

S Bo] o Wilhow T AT BA

e B o] 2 RAARR dFgE Aol
o B Al 19999 79 197 #4310
T3 AH WEo] Al w58
Hla 3zt ﬂb}a‘rfﬂVh sl a4

Q digte] # § S AAFEHA A,
2 2011). Jain(2006) & o] a Bl w
THE Axe] Aol Zde Ui

(maximal)®} Z A(minima) 2 EFFA T HA,

Hz

2 Zg|o]e ~ZEA] HA;MT} Hlw AR
t gdste 24 g9 AL wat

dE E°, vAIl=EE maEH l=ERT
da] AFE8E = 9 Thpoints of difference) 3L

F =U =z el sigiity ol v
3 HA Zyde vl gy ~FEA Bds
7} A (points of parity)d= F= A o]
o| 2 E0], Nisan Altima7} BMW &} ﬂg A7)
o EfjA Fte] itk FAste

-1)4_@

¢

.ﬂ

)

>,

o, i

ol
Y

woHr N R

fo zot

y 30

k7 o

—>i jaii)

=2

x

ofr

ol

AW

lo,

rO

i
4
%0,
=
k)
£
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o}

b, BYA &3] B¢ B Hils
Aol T3] HMold Al 9 A=
A7)el weh wkgo] W rhsAdel &t
5 A4E 98 9 B4 el =& Y
2] Ao vlE] Aoz vrkolskd, 4

7, 2008). wEbA A

A9, 5ol BT TR 30 A7
E H38 4 AUHLee and Aaker, 2004). ©]=
e s, =4 2 33 vl
dlql Atele] tha o] AFEAl 28 4%
)

Fa E

ATEA 20 BLA
ZHAEH/FH 2l o
of Apol7k A= Aotk

Ar(Ee/e)9}
2} AH|zke] vl

HAUH AlZefoldnt Blw 20 =2

A o] E(construal level theory)ol] W=
W AEdlE A0de Adess 4o
2l7} EA5kH, o] AeA Age Al

= FA(now), F(here), A (real)S

i vPhEe e 4

:(o
_,d
ol
X
L
o or
L
_‘EL
_VE,
Ey
)
AC)

N
)
I

BFellM e dHFEhigh leve)e] A
Fold, 244, B4R, F44 54, A
1 Aol B}eRE A(desirability)o]] 23S gk
R, 7Pk ARldide FAE, AR
o)A B4, AR W el A
(feasibility)ol] 2 S WFE= 31 4F(ow level)
& A o] o]Fo]AL FAs 1 QI THTrope and
Liberman, 2003). <, vlgt2et 23} Aejo] =
ga] A B9 Te PRe 4dhl o

34 F4 ABdoliol S95EY §4
]

o

e
7“ w2 o,

i

2
(e.g., 22 (Iee, Keller, Sternthal,
2010), AJZFA A7) & E3HAJ(Castano, Sujan,
Kacker and Sujan, 2008), A]ZFA 7 2] (Zhao,
Hoeffer and Zauberman, 2007), &A1 (o F4,
2%, 2010), ¥la Fal B AIRE ARl
&, Qk2m], 2010).

B Algdol @ T} vs. 378)3t vl
A v Beoll w2 MR Elze] Wil
e o] o] Folxen, desEe]
o] = 23 4 AlEd el A=
FAQ He Wl Fart g3 el 3

A Algdelddd e FAAR A4 1)
b 2BjA Al T oAl HEE =
dodle AHE Ho, FAA Algdeldd

W Fn ZEgel 7beAdS AlT]ski ke
W 2011). T3F Escalas®} Luce(2003)= JAIA
149 sdo wet Fu FHY PF=
o el avla A5 g S slge w
ofFddedl, 23 4 AlEdolddM e F

P

mm

¢
)

)

>
it
£y

(e}
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g, QUM AZR0IH 2 H 80 YT ZeYo w2t ool =0 0jxl= g

o] ZthLee, Keller,
ol =z Slol] thgk ol
He A% A
P LEr
] 3t s theksh

Z(Promotion focus)Z
Sternthal, 2010). &¥}4]
gk sfMo] 7bestal, =3

7} (feasibility) Oﬂ

F-82A 3 FHAH
Al 253} H)
H] z}e] Ftuf| o] o]

gl 3
ERDICEIEESE I
Aol 7t 9% Zolth

saee A
9] gl (Aaker and Keller, 1990; Lane, 2000;

2008). A] ﬂﬂvu Bile st %@i% D}T
o] gell Azt &=t

wef Hnd A= A

o] A7=0] ‘?-32‘

z&e

2000; Broniarczyk and
A2 g we

vzt Al vle A Thedh Adel wis) 3
< B A AEE s e BN AE
glojdo] amjzte] Azte S 9siA7] L,
AEg g B=s W)= d ZRAH ]

= g7ecl ¥RHL k=Y, $9E,
2010; Taylor and Schnieder, 1989). 18] T}k
& AA Algdeld Tk, 2 T4 Al

doldat A3t T4 AlEdlolAddl ofF &n
24 Ael e dske] tekst o o] Jhsst
th= Aol W X1 9 ThEscalas, 2004; Escalas
and Luce, 2003; Zhao, Hoeffler and Zauberman,
2007).

Hep] B Qe old@ HAS 37
EA XA (mcongrulty)oﬂ e ZFAA AlE
Aol 93 g9E o el At 3T Meyvis
(2012 2 HAlEer I w3 Ba

=

ol wel Fnaae] od 2w sl

oy

T o

A EE 27 Bz HlwapA st shie]
HEZA AR o] FARE olFA7=

eSSl 9JthJain, Agrawal and Maheswaran,
2006; Meyvis, Goldsmith and Dhar, 2012). A|&
A BUR BAE Bgel B AT ok
A gt Alee A&EI oy O diks
AR APl B QT ARG =
& ez B9 Edx] g7l H
B4 Agdely, vw Fn mAde F
of wet AFel EH?* 2HAF Bl Aol

B Aolgte 55 EdE ATEA
A st g,

}ﬂr

oftt

i
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4 3

A A=9 MY o =%
g AFTY 2] AR drige B
A= o] =7t MG sy dde A5
Aoz WP ¢ A=E, FAZAK109] 0]F

e 7Hel AL
= gol x5 A ‘E—(ﬁler ad):j:
3}

_Y‘i
o
~
X

E] o 1T .
2 =9 99 7 4 HAEE AN 3
F 74 AR 28 ey, 04 A e

)= .
¥ e Lol v 63 AL Behe Lol
£ B4 294 DdS #% YT v

A th(Aaker and Keller, 1990; Boush and Loken,
1991; Lane, 20002] ZZHA o] 2z,
03 $4e 729 A3, A4 1%1? o]
4AT 2rtE Eol Hle o EYA 3
2, 49] oI d 2 A

5_75}-‘: Escalas@r Luce
Pham¥} Taylor(1999)2] A=
A Algdlold 22 Alve] et
ARESET. Y A AlEE

22 G 2ol AlEstAl €3 e o)A AAEL AEA Al EA1E oAF<
7o Alge AFssith dE 29, 43 3 B AEE AN oD A (how)
e Ao AftEAER 44t ArtEE e AMEShe I (process) s A= E
o AAea, & BdA e e ddm, A3 4 AlEE A gl &%
olgEAl MHlL, TRja MY BdA AR BIAEE o8 W T 5 A 8P benefin
ES e MY obxmo AFS AE T olfwhyol diE] FAEtEE FEsth
sttt A@AEAA =22 A5ES WA g Hlu Fn ZEYd F3FL Jan 5
2ok LA e Aols FEete 1Y (20060 AT A AHE-E Buchanan}t Smithies
AN LA AFTH =& BLA F2 2 19897 AAG ARG fARA 238k,
B 1. Yx/EYR| EHE HE

. dx 293 &4 oalue
(Congruent Extension) (Incongruent Extension)

U3 w271 EYA 36 @AId) 21tE F) 293 (oA AH|2) 5.66%*

A v mE EYA 36 @A) ARlE E) 4.60 (o} =0]) 7.73%%

#p< 01, *p<.5
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7)
) tHEscalas & Luce, 2004). Z+zke] =4 3}
ge A8 A1 agrhre vl gl
BRI 78 A=z SRen

Wz B3 melglel o] AFACR o
FoAReA S48 fste] Jain 520069
A7 BATN By HASEH fA =
Ao A - 2ol glas(bds] frakghel A
B ol slolkedel 95w 78 A%
I Agoz 74 AT, BAen %
aEd =EH APAEY AF P 9=
= Putrevu$} Lord(1994)9] &1 oA 7ee 4
M 549 B, o BAZE FUE A5

M=4.02)°] =& EYXA
=2 s Ve
2ol & Bt AAlA AlEgeld F3d m
2} Fujol=d] thet HF oS AT 2
3, A3 FA AlgYeldM=3.81)°] }F T
A Aol dM=3.6DHET} o =& Hgk
< Yeligloy, Aoz dAFeR &
omgl 2o]lS KBtk ¥ Hlw Fu Ty
olo] ALo|= HA Ty dmM=3.72Y uj7},
FHM=37DY it} o & Jags B
Ro, FAFHCRE Foulglt zolE Holx|
% Aoz YEPYTHE 3 3.

=2X| 2y 4™ AlZ2old

ol =9, i MHl =~ $7F 288 41 Hill=o] EUX| o Hmet HAA A
ol BAEE M Jhsol woh, ve 4 Fdold Fdd wat iz wA= o
FHORE o] A= NH2ADE ol &  Fs LotEr] Ha vhsel A 9A HA
B Aolth, A7t dolA &g stelzgle] & AAsIAh 1A, 29X 49 F =}
AMEl2AHBE FRAGHE & A, T FAA AEHCA 3 AtoldlA, BLXA
HR=E FHAths 74 AER F4st  FHES] FE7b =& % -5(IE_High), 23
ATt FAOF) AlEdoldd wWrt &4 F4PP

EYA & 3ol weh Fujolzel] ek AlEHeld ¥ W Eoh ¥ e FuiEE
Bt A AR 24, 2d EYA & EThudE_High x OF)= 3.62 > p(E_High
3. =YX =Y, FAUA Algeold, & d|u 1 =] it Ha At

R O]
T
et A t &

Mod 4.02) - High(3.34) =.67 5.00%%*
(3(High) vs. 27 (Moderate) oderate(4.02) igh3:39
BAA A Bl M) | )
(Z&_.TL]—(OF) - _T’,]—?g(PF)) OF(3.81) - PF(3.61) =.19 1.36
H] 2 2 ] 1(CF)
Mini(3.72) - 3.71(Max) =.13 .098

(SHMax) o F 2Mini)

#E 01, ##p<.05, *p<.1
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¥ 4. 2R Y & UH Alz2olMdel Folel=

HEA [ BYE0] BUR| U 9F, BUA AISH0IA

44 9 B BT T ofet FoeISY O B

_?L - IE_High IE_Modemte
i
OF PF OF PF
PI 3.62 3.03 3.98 4.05
x PR)= 3.03). ¥, BYA] o] 273  FH H|il(e, comparison of simple main effects)

74 $-(IE_Moderate)3t 7 $-oll =, A3} %@’

>,

2 A5 & et vk

ol dall, a =

EfolAy oy T4 AlgEo|HAA & 0252 T4, & @839 Type 1 ErrorE
3t Z}o]E YEFHTHUUIE Moderate x OF)= ZA3tA . Green®}  Marquis, Hershberger,
3.98 < UE Moderate x PF) = 4.05(% 4 % Tompson, McCollum (1999)0] A|<t3F L = E
%) HUL o & GIMEAS Balol, ATEA
oz, A7 EA 19 Bdx & 19 we F 5y vuE AWE A3 52
To} AAA A Bgoldo] whal Auate T BASFT GAA A Egold Alo|Ax
sl =] Aot FAROE FoIA ol
£ oty 95 whEo] gle oldBAHEA -
(two-way ANOVA with interaction) S =3 :-j as
@ ¢ Foded FFE Aolg ARG -
oo A3k PoleEene ¥UA $Pam 0 B | as
o] FE(KI, 236) = 2683, p = 00, N2 = 5135 T
T 33 S
109k FAA AlEH el FPEQ, 236) = 31 o
3.93, p =.05, 02 = .02)°] wa} §olgk ol 29 | 39
2 Byt B 2 A7dMEe & misd o
ROl A gold Ag B S e el
e F aclI A AlEgold F 89l a2 1. 9% =7 & FAE AlgdolMe 4
g =949 7 sEd Wwehs e 5 ens
5. 2% =Y & FAUH AlZ2o]d Alo]o] oliH|Y & HEAE=L
IE & MS Rekied By Fgt
IE(High, Moderate) 32.48 26.76%%*
MS(OF, PF) 4.78 3.94%%
MS(OF vs. PF) within IE(High) 11.03 9.09%**
MS(OF vs. PF) within IF(Moderate) .16 13
(OF vs. PF) for IE(High) vs. (OF vs. PF) for IE(Moderate) 7.44 6.15%*
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vs. 3 AlEY ol within & 29X &
ZR(F (1, 236) = 9.09, p < .05A] <J& =}
2 Hyy, ¥ Edx Ay FHAlA AE
dolA@ 3 vs. I A& el within 271

A g (F (1, 236) = .13, p = .TDJA]

N

-9

9% Aol HolA ke Fohelwe]

=
- o

— T

AT %2 2T P2 G AN
%9

- @A %o 2 8 X AFEA A|E
ol - p & =LA X FHFA A
BHlo]d) = 398 - 4.05) = .66, K1, 236)=
356, p =. 06 90%<] o] slollA] Aol
S THSUTKE 5 & 2" 1 F=).

Hj&

ZHE (1, 272) =

el ol
e, 42 %40
9 AoldAe
, S Z 2 S

(Mml)*ﬂﬂ‘ﬂ Het tﬂ =S BEEE
(UIE HighxCF Max= 3.44 > p(E Highx
Mini)= 3.21), 271 EUX] ZZHIE_Moderate)
M]—t— HAMax) Zedd
=5 HYITHUAE Moderatex CF Max
p(IE_ModerateXCF Mini)= 4.10)(3%

(PI)T: = 1

o e Tl
= 393 <
=)
sgape] Pwe) A

A78A 20 BYA WY mef vz = e o A4 A3 vidin
¥ 6. 2% & & Hlw 23 =eele] Fojo|T
IE_ngh
a2
Max Mini
PI 3.44 4.10
B 7. 29X =7 & H|u 10 =Qle| o|/H|w &
IE & CF F3k
[E(High, Moderate) 25.95%%*
CF(Max, Mini) .16
CF(Max vs. Mini) within TE(High) 1.72
CF(Max vs. Mini) within IE(Moderate) .70
CF(Max vs. Mini) for IE(High) vs. CE(Max vs. Mini) for [E(Moderate) 2.36

#Ep <01, **p<.05, *p<.l
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e BUx FAEF (1, 272) = 78, p = .40)
T A] %91& Apol & Kol FUTh L ¥
TFujel =] ek EUX

& X
YA & X A& ZE9h =

T =

(393 - 4100 = 4, K1, 272)=2.36, p=.12)&
AR FelohA YRTHE 7 B
A AlZeoldnt Bl &1 =3

ATEA 39 AAUA ABlH £33
Mme gl oI Avlae] Flewe] vl
A GBS A 99, A WA A
A gl £33 M Bn ZdY f
Y Aol ABFA ABAIAY W, I
o Zegel A4 Tagld o ueh T

WIE - BEN / HHco| SUR HE 98, BAK AISH01 A o BID BT Ty €3t Tojelsn 0Kl 5

ZolA o =2 FHagE B TuMS_OF
x CEMax) = 3.98 > (MS_OFxCF Mini) =
3.63). HH T4 Algdoldd e AL =
A HH, S Zddd WEY o g2
T =5 B THuMS PFXCF Max) = 3.40
< p(MS_PFxCF_Mini) = 3.69)(3% 8 Z=).
A Agdeld #93 vn %1 e
A FE AbelddlA HiEe zolE B
sRgor, Fujexe Ao|7} FAAHCE
folet A A3k Hall, "He b Fujol=
Bk zAolE AHEYT. FujE=Ene B
AA AlEYolde FHEQ, 236) = 213, p =
145, n2 = 0003} Hlw Fa I AEU, 273)
= .02, p =881, n2 = .00) 5ol EAZC
2 frojn| A °‘°‘U‘r

LI
&
i
e
rug

&&‘
o~
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g

oL =
=

i

—8—1_ l
T T 2y ¥uE §

A58 A3t A3

# 8. HUH AlZold & Hluw=do| Tl
MS or MS pp
T
Max Max Mini
PI 3.98 340 3.69
£ 9. mA Agelold & 5| 21 =a2lg Ajoje] ojg|T & AERIE &)
MS & CF HaAF Fgt
MS(OF, PF) 3.85 3.16%
CF(Max, Mini) .080 .06
CF(Max vs. Mini) within MS(OF) 4.15 3.41%
CF(Max vs. Mini) within MS(PF) 2.20 13
CE(Max vs. Mini) for MS(OF) vs. CF(Max vs. Mini) for MS(PF) 6.75 5.55%%

*p<.1, *Hp< .05, *Hkp< 01
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drTh o IL((MS_OFxCF_Max
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Ao Hr Fejeert o A vebs
((MS)PFXCFMax) = 2.87 < [(MS_PFxCF_Mini)
= 3193 10 F=).
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A
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7|5 -8 / 2ol 22A 2 K8, UA AE0[E S4 X Bl g1 Zaof o2t Toie| =0 0jRj= Be

B 11, 2 295 a0 29, HAA Agajold & blm 21 Zajelo] ojgluln & A BAL 2T}
MS & CF B A F Fgk
MS(OF, PF) 10.92 8.18%*3%
CF(Max, Mini) 1.68 1.25
(Max vs. Mini) within MS(OF) 10.24 7.67%%%
(Max vs. Mini) within MS(PF) 1.54 1.15
(Max vs. Mini) for MS(OF) vs. (Max vs. Mini) for MS(PF) 9.61 7,20k
#p<.1, #Ep<.05, *FEp< 01
45 AEHolA fdn Bla Fn Zy Y Aol
” FaAgda AT Al X =
39 g - L ATSA AlEEelA X HA Zy
g 57 D = @02 - 323 - g WEFN AEY
. el ol X S ZAY - AR AE)
=3
3.1 A X HrzE) = 287 - 319 = 1L1L
jj K1, 12)= 7.20, p < 0N EAH T §9
25 3 A3E At} o] YH] W(contrast results)©;

F5 28 & FKinteraction effect)e] 214 A
RMAIE A|Sal[0|A _ i
[, MAX AlZeold & o 9ol PUHE 11 & 18 3 2F).

L8 Type 1 ErrorE ZAe7] 98 a = A2 9 =9

0252 1w, FAA A Byold 37

Hln F3 ZEds 5HAQ 72 oM © o Aol oF 9l AJAMA

& F anE Nasdd. 1 Ay, s 2

A g7 A5, A Aol vlu B e Huzo Box 4 Hmd|
F31 Zd AbolE v HA Z within  wle} FAA A|Bg oA Hlm Fu Ty
AR ZAE a4, 121) = 767, p = 00 FFo] AFTiE R vA= dF = FA
oA BARCE fIF AolE Hyw, HY = BYA HA= 3G A ZAHA ARUA
S AlEoldn va ZH Y Al vs. o]Ad Ao tha] ATsIALy AyHow B
Ak ZellQ within FYTA AEHIA - F LA G A G wdA A= met A
1, 12D = 115, p = W9IAE frelaal & AH ABeolde] 43¢ AR ALgs
€ Ase wevh L e 92 24 A of & B ope Ma #u Zdge] 74
dol Be BYA B £39 4% 0 $YS3 34 BN £33 FuelE
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Roz p#d u AH|zte] Frjoxe 23

Al Aol aH|AEAA B soAow

£ He e @75 A%
A 23S Hof —roi\'/}(Lane 2000; Meyes-Levey,
Louie, and Curren, 1994). ©o]&= AHAIA AlEH| o]
oA s Adtet FEo] 2 B
She AnEA ABeole] FHHT W,
9o 292 R e FEEY AR
ol mok 2% @GN o Ao
e AT, $38201009 AT Arelx
YA S HoAFth a2ix Hlm Fa ZHY

o @l e + Zde Oqs}x] OLO‘FLH]

2 S(context) ol A ] AR A ] °§ T
Frh= A o] E(prospect theory) 2} WS- 7o) gk
o} 8 4= QlrhKahneman and Tversky, 1979).
ATEA 194= LA &9 P ut
BAA AlEd ol AR AU Al
2ol thste] AHEIT A AR, =LA
F(incongruity)©] F& BUA] &Y A4
e 235 e s f &
AlEgloldo]l A FA AlEdo|HEY ¥
oS Ed F AT ol H&
7} Liberman(2003)0] 743} g ¢Fo| 21
S golale] Anale] mpolEAle] 7|2 A o)A
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ZALA Ql(abstract) AFe} HALS ANEER F
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e ol O EHAYE ANHI, AR

a}
gl

of
—_

oY
o~
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B e

¥ & W a2 8
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el GAEo] glo), &
Wi 4 a2l s 4
w4l Woldrhe 4e

A s}oqﬂ oa
REIREEIED
ARV S %

el BAE el 43 AdE &
Abgol golok §e Fgshe Tl AT 2

e} A X3 Lane, 2000;

Meyes-Levey, Louie,

and Curren, 1994), T3+ =2 9 M35 7} &

& B HISE K 3
gol 711 B0l AP
dge VA & 9

o = HUzse o

2 2vF Gt

R THBottomley

and Holden, 2001; Meyvis, Goldsmith and Dhar,

2012).

ATEA 200 BAA e FEo] w
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oo oW FeE AEAG] g A
22 wolFY. e 294 849 &4
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AE, AHl2 Bl BAR AT 1A
Ae Fgolen & 4 Ut 2 BUX &
e olu] e BEst Y U 4

Follx AzmBd=E3 Hlasted] F5site
FEEAE Ze b e FEAEW 2
o) wE 2HAq AEz anE ¢ doe
Zoltt. o] Jain 520062 AFolM T3]
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Feiel 29E BRE ASleE AN A
Fake Agel weh 47 See 2o
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The Effects of Incongruent Brand Extension,
Mental Simulation, Comparative Frame on Purchase Intention

Ki Duk Kim" Hongsik Cheon”

YPh. D. Candidate, College of Business Administration, Soongsil University

“Professor of Marketing, College of Business Administration, Soongsil University

This study was designed to provide insights regarding the effects of incongruent brand extension(IE),
mental simulation(MS), and comparative advertising frame(CF) on purchase intention(PI). Firstly, we
examined purchase intension(PI) in two types of mental simulation(outcome-focused simulation(OF) and
process-focused  simulation(PF)) on the extent of brand extension incongruity and we found that
outcome-focused mental simulation(OF) was more effective than process-focused mental simulation(PF) in
the high incongruent brand extension, but we could not find a significant difference between mental
simulation(MSs) for moderate incongruent extension. Secondly, we examined purchase intension(PI) in two
types of comparative advertising frame(maximal frame(Max) and minimal frame(Mini)) on the extent of
incongruent brand extension. There was no significant difference between comparative advertising frame
(CFs) for high brand incongruent extension(IE) and moderate brand incongruent extension(IE) respectively.
Thirdly, we examined purchase intension(PI) in two types of comparative advertising frame on the types of
mental simulation. we found that maximal frame was more effective than minimal frame in outcome
-focused mental simulation but we could not find a significant difference between comparative advertising
frame(CFs) for process-focused mental simulation. Finally, according to whether brand incongruent
extension(IE) was high or moderate, We found that the optimum advertising strategy between the types
of mental simulation and comparative advertising frame was when it was operated by maximum

comparative advertising appeal in outcome-forced mental simulation with high brand incongruent extension.
Key words : incongruent brand extension, mental simulation, comparative frame, construal level
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