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Abstract :

Social alliance is a relation which combines of profit and non-profit
organizations and seeks to promote the pursuit of social welfare-related goals.
Corporate brands can use social alliance as a way of CSR (corporate social
responsibility) involvement. Unlike cause-related marketing, social alliance is a kind
of long-term, intimate and resources sharing partnership. Under this cooperative
relation, consumer perception and evaluation for the corporate brand will be different.

This study aims to explore the effect of the perceived fit and the non-profit
organization’s reputation on symbolic brand image under the social alliance
partnerships, and confirm the moderating effects of consumer’s altruism on the effects
of symbolic brand image on the brand identification.

This stydy selects some brands with high brand awareness and low CSR
involvement, and adopts two non-profit organizations with high/low reputation. In
this 2 x 2 matrix are four situations: high reputation/ high fit (Genesis Social Welfare
Foundation /Agv Products Corp), high reputation/ low fit (Genesis Social Welfare
Foundation /Ubus), low reputation/ high fit (Lifego Association/Ubus), low
reputation/ low fit (Lifego Association/ Chung Yo Department Store).

Research results indicate that the alliance of perceived fit and non-profit
organization’s reputation has a positive influence on the symbolic brand image, and
symbolic brand image has a positive influence on the brand identification in the

partnerships. In terms of moderating effect, consumers’ altruism significantly



reinforce positive relationship between the symbolic brand image and the brand

identification.

Keywords: Social alliance, Symbolic brand image, Brand identification, Altruism,

Brand transfer.



Fooa FIFREEW 1
o8 L RREE D 5 i et 3
28 IR el o W W 4

31
1y
el

<
e
L
T\
P
1%
it
(a2
%gv
F*

Foo8 ALE SR A R i e 5
FIE O E SRR e i 21
E N F""?—;‘%ﬁﬁ? TBECZR oottt ettt 26

¥
I
ey
bt
!
A
e

B B BB TE B IR e 31
FH FEH R AREIE s 34
B A T G K 3 38
B A B2 A T T I ettt 40



Fom B R R BB ERA BT 49
o I e B A LT 53
F 2 IR T s 58

BWBEIR i e 66

L2
4
i

o A BT R I A 66
E I L Sl TR (P 7 AL S e R o AP N 71
28 AR ... . A R ...\ N, 73
54 % ilf’% ........................................ 79
45— Al SR A G S N A 86
-l e W (5), NP A ot O o P R 93
T o= o (O BTN esrrertessresst OO oSO OT OO 94
ER = 8 (0) F N 95



2-1 A BB £ TR o, 6
R TN 8
-1 PEA M T BT HTE RETE o 32
R L A 34
33 F A E M EFIE F o ————— 36
R R L 36
35 % A8 ke M SO R s 37
3-6 Cronbach’s o x#c2 S5 dg iR FITRE L 42
TR S SPY F——— 3 [ S— 43
3-BKMO At 3T E B & i 44
39 B8 RS R B I FIE A T e, 45
3-10 B (4 AL S EZENE L ERFI RS, 46
R R R LI 47
A-1 T A FF T TR E o, 50
42 mBH B2 A BT AT E 51
A-3 AN FL i B 3BEEZ oo 54
4-4 FREEITROTRE s 56
45 EHEA T PR A oo 57

Vi



E R O R A 59

BT B fS A 45 B BB Tttt 60
4-8 & AT B TR e, 61
4-9 FAl# Al A2 AFE AR E D B 63
4-10 A ¥~ TF B3 B w5k aAp S ok 2 L B 245 64
4-11 & FH A B HE A BT 48 s 65
51 BT KBRS T e st 66

Vil



H ®2 ®H H H 3 H

=

R e R 4
B R 12
22 F MG B A EHET] oo 15
23 3 3 H -2 PRI A e 23
284 RETF B e s 26
LEEN ol 2 | 53
8-2 R HEAE) B ittt bttt et e 58
4-3 7 FE AR A T B AR AR i it 65

viii


file:///D:/My%20Documents/Desktop/碩士論文_鍾雨紜+修正建議.docx%23_Toc413338832
file:///D:/My%20Documents/Desktop/碩士論文_鍾雨紜+修正建議.docx%23_Toc413338834
file:///D:/My%20Documents/Desktop/碩士論文_鍾雨紜+修正建議.docx%23_Toc413338836
file:///D:/My%20Documents/Desktop/碩士論文_鍾雨紜+修正建議.docx%23_Toc413338837
file:///D:/My%20Documents/Desktop/碩士論文_鍾雨紜+修正建議.docx%23_Toc413338838

F-F H®

-8 Pt iads

iT# ke ¥4 ¢ § = (Corporate Social Responsibility ; CSR) ¢ =

o+

RXMIZRI PP FHEFLF ARG T E BRRER 7 27 ]
SRR EHNEFARAETESBARF DEETL A DR SN F T
e ¥ 42 & #2.% (Anand, 2002) - £ Flisslendd @ - B3 L ¥ oM ety {le
Ay g o~ fiik g R (Social Alliances) o BB iR 5 0 2 P B AL D
AP E TP LRGeS L2 A hhik S 0@ i fEAL ¢ B R
R RSP R EeP P BRREWGANZ - o PR SR NS E
FEol g EEs f2 ERA % e

BEFERE BUfitEE BEAE T EFR 2 T SR ay{luRiei

R A VAR SRRt e s L B
GEFEYIE NS NS SRR PR A ER L RN e
LR RSt B IR R S SRR L B £ A
B

HALE R E g £ SR ALY e R B R R E 0 5 0 A
B AR AR R SR AR R A Rl Ll

(Lafferty & Goldsmith, 2005) = #x & &if 4 e geo & @ 54254 5 - i ¢
s B R ﬁﬁ%%#ﬁiﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ’fﬁﬁﬁﬁ WA % 5
B RAFERI L0 R B Ap M 2 b s B o Park et al. (1986)

N RS AR FASFRFEN AT o p AR E
B2 A gl PR E R %ﬁ&%ﬁﬂ&émﬁ%’gﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%

— IR % (Sirgy, 1986) © A @ o Ak g EE Bt — fEIIAL g hE TE N F R

1



FAFIIE SR Rl D BETIA 2 LA T R PR
o p AR T A S G AP M R A BRI i g T A
BMAEL Y o2 SR B0 L TG RE R AR %
FEER S Flot A AT e STAL § R AL ) % B SR 2 B T e 1R
it e
EAF S LG BB AT Y o S R R My~ LR Y §

(Drumwright, 1996) - r24k & B = 4o » £ A& F EF > FAL £ ¥ S0
A fled T LR FLAEROERS Y § R EFED D5 REF -

3% (Varadarajan, 1986)- i} i # ¥ it ¢ i el e BUS ST SRS e TR

€

£ & ehAz R o kb2 = g et 27 £ 4 (Haley, 1996; Sen & Bhattacharya,
2001) - Smith (2004) &2} % 2 3 ¢ A 5 0 F4F B K EF & F OB E
P B ArEs R R R ISENEER 2 T 4 G 5 ke g B ke T T Ay
mﬁalﬁiéé‘ﬂ ?ﬁ'?:‘r‘ﬂfr‘%?? 7 g E??S’}J iﬁ”‘“ fﬁig LEng- mﬁ’f finios T
PREHN G L E SRR ATE o Ft s A T ST R A
Gt S B TR A

o xRy E R I g g R P hihB A E
BEER 2z P TR PEL R BEEPT SRS C ARG T EM
EFF AEFFEE FHp ALHAL LG A

B f L M 2tk 3% & (Lichtenstein etal., 2004) - 2@ & - ST > )
I A feBom 2 BACHN P IR E T EREETF 875 L L2 g eh
= X & {4 BFR e (Romani et al., 2013) o fi&{;;b AEAR L Y
PEELCRAIE AKDRR B PRGN R KDL EREF DL FARE
"
p Rk (Belk, 1988) > H #f3t ¢k A flgrenif o 5977 o HET R R AR R

s

R

-~

ol

C3 R R ILEE LS R AR TR L

ke
ok

FOLR A AL A RAERDEHITE L LB 5 AT BRI

el
= 5
s
s

T4
Py
N
o

(w.



\\\

WHEPF LR R AR L RER I e TG L2 BT
%o aAm g o Bl B e R B Ty o L £
PUEMFERE A R R A (s 2 &)

SR KRR AL R ko T o L R EFHY RS

M2l ARR o FU o AT R DT AR AT 1 4E 3

- Al by o L3 GRPURE G R ik
LA G ?
S HAEmPE SRR RR LT HFIRE B h F S0 Rl

%2 i 2

Fli 2 &Pl § FHN BN AL {522 87



¥ & F AR
A 2P AR A B 1-1 47 0 ArEi AT f R AR L
BOREE 7 AR M IR 2 % R BRG BIE e A K £ I

o B R BB R RS Gl B 53

B

BEAR S AP PTE RIS AR e RPN R

RECERE A RS ET RRN AT 2% TR

TR ETT R

I FETAT T PR P e I
= &
| I W AR 3 |

4.

G
|4
S ¥
-
%

4.

97

R
-

lf“h

L HRR B RE B |

(

I
k|
o+
A
N
%
=
LS
B
-l
\_.
I

=4
=

=
=
=

—
Riea
tH
22
)
—
I
\l‘:ﬁ'
=
4
e
I

.

W 1175287 sk



$o% CpEHEFTEE

- ~AL ¢ TR (Social Alliances)
() A g IR 2 TR
Yoshino & Rangan (1996) " ez mp? | £ % & R A pul g ¥ 0 A
— T R RTL L EM G Renf R E S R LpT RS
A1 RMER PP ERAPIT R Fiha- A M % (Rigby & Buchanan,
1994) - Phm M- R R n g (T W I a2 F{lud £ 18 T LA EHE o 22
¢ SR T A ¥ % (cross-sector alliances)s— f& - # ¢ & 3£ 1 s
EREtylem=F4p5 SR oo Al 7 ¥ 4Lz (Selsky and Parker,
2005) - Berger etal. (2004)#% 214+ ¢ B2 B d Rog WR 72 @ & > H 3 & 1
5B A
1. #ZREI 09 - g {leskigr
2. RO BRAGEP R ALEIE @ 7 0 PRG AT R J p

BT3B AL € ARAL o

AL g TR ERAR T byl s TP g Rk g ARALAR M P R
(Drumwright 1994, 1996) = & ¥ %43t f £ ki » 2 FALE WP 7 U R & £ ¥
HAr g A€ F 2297~ o & F{7 4f (cause-related marketing) s¢ % %
(philanthropy) s 4 2. ™ i {7 cidt § BB > H @ T4V R OB - R A3
EH BT JIEET T R{en 4 hx 3 0g (T R % (Berger etal.,
2006) - i} R F g HEREFRAECE B FIAFTEFHEEF AL (SR E
& 1 G chjig & 5 i (Berger et al., 2006) -

i

Austin (2000)* £ 3 @ 4 41 > 22y e EFEDEITH BT A~ 52 B



P& £ 0 & & A (Philanthropic) ~ = % 4| (Transactional) 2 # & 7| (Integrative) -
d Pk 2-1 7B SRR 2ZFEEAE M G 22y Jllem 2 2R~ 42
RERB -IFIREFRADRFEFELF

P2 dr R AL € TR Wh2 o JIFE 2 BTV B AT T IR s T

ﬁ*ﬁ* 7]:5 oo FLEHAE g“‘%‘rﬁn i® 5 7,\EH;L.“ ATHR F‘}~ = TR T2 o

3021 AY s g Leng (chE A
5 - PAE EE A EREN
%% 227 5

(Philanthropic)

(Transactional)

(Integrative)

M

%—’&)\%ifg l"& ——————— 9 r—g
LR AR e 00 === > AN
B TR A i > < g
R B e > R
3 S PR e > % B eh
B ILAR Re AT K g0 = > A 36
N Wik PR Tmmmm—= > 2
g g
. %i‘}' ] . ;/L"—'l\; é“-
£ T i il P ® Li-#
& Fibx ® B4 fREf
® [ ARFFR
ﬁ, 1§ o Lt ® FEFER
B B
W R ? | PE”“ o Eoipme
o NETFEL O G KA "
2+ g0 s ® HiEs3
11
® PR K oniiF
Do ® Pt 2 F%ﬂ #/
® ’iﬁ/&ﬁf% e o i g T
P, o o = . L0 FThIgERFT
r.lT:'l%ll_E'_ ® 'Fﬁj;),%‘(ﬁ)x/q ‘ B4
" ® GIURELLK :
#2H sy 0 BETELER
E v P . Av\ + hl—r] §Flﬁ)ﬂ
£ F)F 4
B LT n i
B 53 aE ~ o N, ‘
LAY | & X m T ;EFE ' = 7,_{_@}7315&
IR0 E:

F 4 %R : Austin (2000)



WA A Y Y L (Identity) Bt Ao £ AR AT Y
HAFL B ARG Y DT o4 B R RIS BN A P T

¥5 # W 7 41 ¢ (Ameican Maketing Association)sh & & > %I - B © 24

dat
fon
fim
=)
v
3
a}»
PE
ETIEY

(name) ~ j#=3E (term) ~ 3z %L (symbol)£2 2% 2+ (design)
SRR SRS B UG S A HH G OR SRR E Y ARE Y RS RET
S IRAE o ¥ A SR RIHE B F K3 S ey (Identity) 7 8 2% %k
a2 SRR I Sk A S IR Loy B R s gl s R S
FPEWRF AT Ay £& o

Herzog (1963):% 5 &% 3 % &35 & ?{Jﬁga'rﬁv‘ ¥Ae2g o A 4 ik
e L2 E e BB AL e R H el A2
%M B B2 R & o Dobni and Zinkhaml (1990) & 7+ &% 3, % & 2Lk p A
SR LR o A g;ﬁ“d WoeniE A iR x%/ﬂﬁ"ﬂ*‘ TR R M e
Hrm s e R 8 Wt e ds - B Ao L o Engel
Blackwell and Miniard (1993):% % &1 ) % £ 7 & 5d &9 @B 1A 24
i e o d B R A angko 2 ¥ R AR % {i‘ﬂ’%’f Rk e
TRPL O T 2B E Y e RPN EA S Vs AR
Z2EARRE 2 B 0 WS A % o

Keller (1993) % % 7 5475 % & — B & & g

E‘_*
i
ke
¢
hnS
3
|
5
3
35

FAEEBE S T F o b o SN BB DR R

tifs

R - BER ALY X2 - K SRR AEY R AR
P ihg-dg &2k (brain node) ¥ i e 549 4p B 03 2 & Bk (information node )
MIdga AL > LA P EERY By A AL HEM DI EAR -

Kirmani and Zeithaml (1993) 3% 5 & 75 %3l & * k2 £ % HAoie g &

hpiul

- A& BmAL T AL e B (G s o) o 5k £ (2005)7%
7



P EFESR A - BEF RS TAMAS oo p P kG X P A
T g FArme R E 2 oAt KRR R T R A %o R
Tl EE s ¢ RFIN R FH S0 7 9 o - Park, Jaworski, £
Maclnnis (1986) #= 3 4p &1 > &%) % 5 § F LR R f S AR BE AT
FahEREE -

AR LR REEIN R R 2 R RN A 2204 ¥ Av o B
ks - R EeT PHMETE S FRAAMBED A - A
S v B g FS B W E pMiE R A X B o
PABGMELE F BAABMERR BT FAAIR A AF BT 247

ﬁ%%%@°%ﬁﬁwﬁ&#%%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ&#£?%§§§

fe
Fooen AT R KRR B v

2 2-2 &R REZ

L B9 8
A% koo Az o A 4 h A A Ap B L
Herzog (1963) L = = V s e
LR T MR AL SN EL LA
M RIS A B ) R E A S

Park, at. el (1986
(19%Q o %ﬂ@?@%i#@%?°

A A d g AENEDEER SRR
Dobni and Zinkhan (1990) WMeEnFH IR o R F H R g 4 -
i MmE o

BN EMA G A A RS R R )

Biel (1992) @~§W£mﬁ@wﬁm%@ag§ﬁmﬁi
L S ? °
bR A ?ET'T%“ A g et BE 0 3 e
Keller (1993) EFRNEHFERFFFFLEEESRD

AR 0 A2 AW

F AL Rl ¥ Xz\@/ﬁ p‘ﬂk'&mp JF] F- B

Kirmani and Zeithaml (1993) | 2 & > & #% L4 F + & 4] F G
o~ AT

TR KR ATy R




(=) &B7) % it g Mg
Kotler (1998)i 5 & ¥ 5 7 &= & B B2 £ ¥ % » JFd #24 fle g
2P 7 b’“rfﬁigkév’ﬂ@ ERGOHTE rmE R FTREY A PTRE L FFY
(cause-related marketing, CRM)ei— 384 o f gt % & ¥ F4v> 4L € B T 5
EFEgayflesisy T2 EEAEFTR G o SRRFR
2Ry s PARLIEESEWEFL FFH - L W LR
EERHSEFT - BHEEBH L BEM I led o g A HA 4
(Menon and Kahn, 2003;Sneath et al., 2005) - Berger etal. (2006) 1 5 i} % +
HeRFHipR©E e GIUFT EFFh A2 { s R EHT 6 hli R 7
o BB E PN LA EE I TG GIE A 5§ ERL BaE
& KRk
R TR IERE LT Y R e S EmER SRR AR
FF FAE e E 2 B SER 4rhE B o Park etal. (1986) i 7 ¥ F &
T LA BT M R PEA e A B AT
(1) # s (functional)
B A R RIEOT Tl P ol ety § F R4 MR AL
B oA bl flE i F R RERIT GER A AT G 2 SR AL
(2) % #Hct+(symbolic)
B R A SR RARER YR N e JIE R R R F
REFE R bldel pAREZED C AS P AE EALE WRF
(3) 5 5% 1+ (experiential)
AR RFEE e B E R B S ehp etz 2 fo bl

ﬁi/ﬁpﬂi]‘\fﬂ/}r‘;ﬁi“mﬂ\ﬁ Foo

# 3t Park et al. (1986) #r#% 11 e1975 % 4 #f > Roth (1995)** F &= 3 ® A 4 4

ot s jig:rigi?fz‘réj:fi}_ f#ﬁ, F 5 M2, g BEA chA 3 0 At deT



(1) = e t(functional) = i % & 7 R ;| -
(2) A ¢ 1(social) : 4B ege » 2 WAEEH o

(3) AL ii(sensory) @ ATgRft ~ KL AR TS L -

BRI B K S g dp 2 3R F Ao LA B R LRI A
o AR AR GTE SRE LY e e ARG B 2 RS % - Till
and Busler (2000)34 & {8 525 %0 € o 04 € B R $HAE € RAL N § S
RPFHETEF AL L w DR - Keller (1993)3% 5 %t 4) %oac 4 %

“,!f TASRIRIEA L 2 v oL AR E ¥ LA SARM B

B E R A ERT cBARRE B f ENTR A ALE BE RNl g
Bang T2 R A B A EHMEF PR AV GBI A2 - &
Pk rgiEa R AR AT R Aot p ANE e BB AR &3 Parketal. (1986)

B 80 0 B S A e R R L RATL S R (EE 4

10



= ~ &A% 4 45 (Brand Image Transfer)
(-) By sm (Associative Network T heory)

Azoulay and Kapferer (1992)3% 5 &2 9 2 § & #5909 & dnes il
PREALDER By N g F oo DRREE S R E RN R
e ena Eae R o Keller (1993) & i it enicd) @ > &2 5 o 2 5
M5 g A% A el {8 e % (Associative Network) shzs i it ;N 0 e B 2-1 #51 »
R fenE A s L A EOERHME ¢ FHEBEHEY - HMEE AR
BB EEIBMEBFLE > 4 AeT

1. B & A (Type of Brand Association)

Keller (1993)#-5- g B {2 Al 5> & 5 B~ 15 2 A =3 ¢
(1) 4 1 (Attribute)

FHASA RGO EREA T AL T A Y 2 T

[
I

AM o B Fdg R AR T H A AR 70 B K
AF b FABERE S
(2) H1 £ (Benefit)
AR FEF R F @O E AT A LA E (R &
FHRHE) SR ECGI R R E X)) a2 flg(R* A&
P 2 1 E) e
(3) i & (Attitude)
R RS R
2. ® & € 424 (Favorability of Brand Association)
Tl F AR RO R SRR 2 B ARR
3. P% 5 & (Strength of Brand Association)
R FEYEERAL BB DR R -
4. 7% 8 b 4F 4 (Uniqueness of Brand Association)
pApEOT H W B o R ET R R bR -

11



B RE g R BN A f A % A0S 3 {57 4048 1% (Carbonara & Scozzi, 2006) 0 H i ¥
) B FFEEEmERRGN R F RS Q) I AT AR R

DR RS LT

& R
] rr'r:’"ﬁi‘r'rﬁi
1
Bl BN 3o
T N R
W1ﬂ4f‘r’fzﬂ
2L sdp M PRPE
H =% 35% | Bt 18 P ‘|: —
A 540 B
B x4 ] B |
HmEFEA LI il e
o mewr | LBAE | TLEXE
— %
— SebE

W 2-1 28 e 2T
TR KR Keller (1993)
(=) 2 #32% (Schema Theory)

Bartlett (1932) 8 % #% 1 A - (Schema)- # » = #-H 2. 5 % 2 T R E P
BB OGS Gk A F S - BlEAME S PRE LomF g
B TL s - BILE SR o & Y AL B oL B AR E
oo AL TiuwRiE ) REE®,1002) 0 d p VS AT S HEF S
AR E AR HATHEF I RBE T AP ERERIFF AT R
rgtEd e NEEST S T EES R EE AL F R

12



AP A S I A AT A T - BARL 2 A3 etk
T H MR eheg e Ao kg 4 (Fiske 1982; Sujan and Bettman 1989) -

AT s i § 4 il 8N BEY PR P ezt S0 L

>S'\

POVRFAE Wk~ S A PELE I R BBl SR AT A H e 1 2R R
4 Fe et 5 6 £ F feif (Smith, 2004) © Blde  F F F F REFEHEFHER >
PHEEN A EREA F LRI A S L hE s Ra s ¢
BEAFORFAPM R D Bk B e S P LT
FEFFEL AT AAFRERDITERE 0§ AR F ) B &% % (Misra
and Beatty 1990; Musante et al, 1999) - ¥ #F > Smith (2004) & 7 ¢ # > ™1
REASF REAESHNAGIRBEE § AR A )T o By
FHy Mg eip R > Vi A2 A P R ALR 67 A

A - &I (Schema congruity theory)d A fs@ iz @ Kk > i 3§
Mg A RGN - RE/7 - RESHFTAA A E P - Mandler (1982):% &

H e AP oo F R TS F R DAL A
W ﬁ#&g A4 REL TR TelEp it 3 F 2 FRTLPTE7 T fRize
AU PR ARIgERRATAE Y LA AR o ¥ b H A
AORARIPF ERFALSNI RBALE Y XA F RGBT A2

FARE R BE S B EAL A HE o E AR 2 F ]

4

oo G T A RIS R - Fiske (1982) v I B ATH © § A3

[

oo A REEY mwﬁ—ré@, 2R B E R

(2) 2 % #H-3] (Brand Image Transfer Model)

i

BB R RT3 ¢ > Samuetal. (1999) &7 % dE A i AR o e PEIE

TR B R RE 2 ARG R e RGNS 2 SRR
SRR PFE T, T A A AR S m ARG NP AP B &

Wefa i (P H) > Ea RFEROA RSN R F N LA HREEFR D

13



FA oo hiERang (EY > ¥ ¢ R B ehA) % %7 - 3k (Varadarajan, 1986) - 4t
P Y PP YR G RADGOT ORI IIE PR §F KT T
% (Lafferty, 2004) -
Smith (2004)# 11 57 % B WA 4o R 22 77 > d R FE Y PER
oo FH R G E R A O REAR Y RE RS S B
Loy i fees B o g cnmi 2
B FEELN ¢ 7 &M R A e g p B R R > (1)
FWFF e 7R ek i 2 F PR - Speed and Thompson (1999)
PR opf L@ 402 L2 X3 8% > §30 502 %5 ¥
B kA 0 Smith(2004)5 3 Fo B i ¥ i R FH A
AR IRGEFLAGLI A QAP IR EFEa R FF
PR RE S B AL A R 6% (2 AP AR
S ArEk 2 2 A5 g o Keller (1993) &4 sk B A A e
*o TR RRERSERDESE RE L §REERT % o F
¢ o Smith (2004)3 5 3 7 £ 45 B AR P R4 2 B AR
A% M P PAEDOER Y Birmne R L f e e ek FF
e a4 KR IR RS R4
2. FR AR 2 pER EAR
VR ERCEERBENL AR Ak T A BT RE LTI
> Feif AR 2 &M chee ) S B o Gwinner and Eaton (1999) & -4 4
Mg Y s SRR T R B R A Bl Y gt T A
FOBBEEZ I EF RO FERFEF LR O FRARS
Aaker and Keller (1990) ™ &7 3 @ 4& 1) > S8 Fet chig chir | 5 F -
R SRR T
3.

FRETLGEN N L A2 K s

14



IR AL R R TS B R R Y 2 A R
wo bR H e BLEOERA RSk AR WP oy o
» HAEF ViR RE RN BB s 27H F 4R (Samuetal.
1999) o pt 3R A W L KW M E AL 0 TA 2 HIN R AT R S % o
A% T - it EPR S

BEHEEY EeE e 2 kiR LA R ARy E 4
BRIz B &

HEEHEET HEEHEHES

Z BA RS Z oh G T4E
[ |
S EHRRYERE L]
* A HEEZ I
® g
o RE 2B 8y W B Y
0 BHEnkp SIRY L T ;
Ehatel e g #A 5] ——
R B GEERE 4 L i AR LEE AL
ekl hETIENLE S 3
o @ % 8h# 4 e % 3 7 8
¢ 3l b B 3 A e w4
L IENTE S 3 \\ //
> EHE
> KA SLREH AR 2 i
> EHE

W 2-2 &%) %4 % 5.3

FHL %R : Smith (2004)

(z) &4 peig (Perceive Fit)

TRl EA e AR B 5 BB T AR - R (Rifon
etal., 2004) - if ¥ iv € R¥ - K2 RG R A mga et
¥l 2 B ehpe i 42 & (Haley, 1996; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001) - Aaker and
Keller (1990)4p 1 & et B thenfin ™ » e A il § (P F FF R E QG
5 18 eh— fE JLiEAE - Till and Nowak (2000)~ &7 3 @ % 57 ) § & #4303

A R LT 5 B A A A Pl R P TR L R
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F A AL B & TPy B2 feif & o Simmons and Becker-Olsen (2006) &4~
ERRAE: AR R = i DR B.?%@ﬁﬂf%ﬁv\é_r%\ﬁi%‘:}iﬁfM%
Pomme Sl e EMELT e gt 5 - RE-FH R A
i - RERRRE RIS REES AR RER S F 2 B F e
- REBRKRN > RREE AL FREPRER -

Park, Milberg and Lawson (1991) & &4 4 # 608 3 @ 58 R 3§  $3¢
A FeER s g X PRl R BT 0 B8 A &4 dap i 42 product
feature similarity ) % &-4% % 4 — 3%+ (brand concept consistency ) Hm e
1 #EE o @t Haley (1996)e0%7 5 ¢ % I B84 eh- RMENF| 3 ik ¢
FEM T R BRA S E AN B A LT E ML aRAT Ap i e

Menon and Kahn (2003) 2 Haley %= 7 5 A # 33 #hAef & - & I &9 e

L A&AS(Eed ~pH A &SR Fea fhindisd)-

2. #FaHEMoe (B EAFR I RIE) -

3. EMEL B4R RATIR AT B T A1 2 en7) g T e (4 £ )
ety wEAMER) -

4. 2PN F A€ KRR DB A~ (v L~ A Ryka B
R LAk fHRAD AR RAR D REE Y LT )
@ Keller (1993) & &4 25 % enfe = ¥ > 4% 7 = B8 3] enfd 5 > Smith
(2004)p] #-H AL 5 g Frer 2 A E i ohs BHEG 0 A AT

1. 5% &1+ (Product attribute) : §_F #% #47 W 4p b Bt A 5 o

2. &% JFT%{_ % (User imagery) : = 2. S ¢ * "ﬁ AL ZE AR o

3. &M 4+ (Brand personality ) @ g & FARAR Z Ap e B o

4. 7 5o 41 £ (Functional benefits) @ B~ #& Seer a0 87 #500 ©

5. 5.5 1411 % (Experiential benefits) : & #7 A2 B chiF R &S B F
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141 & (Symbolic benefits) : =513 § & e f APt g 2 3 =~ #
F U pE o
Smith (2004) /x5 @ & 7B Ao AL R AXF > AR Y 5 i H AR o 4
f]f‘u{’éﬁ;’ﬁ‘oﬁﬁiﬁéﬁ% CHEP 2T R A2 rES B
2 Pee 2 FE A (2005) Akt g ¢ & AT Ap e g T il dp e R R
g o X B e 7 At W B enpeig B ) o Czellar (2003) % 7+ &4 4p B
R EBNAPM R R P A RERAP A G EFREL T

EFEe g £t BE > $00E TR B2 § Fnirdg § doipnits

4

(Trimble & Rifon, 2006) - F] - » EfFALE SRS R FH Y

F_

TR FFRI ARG E e A B e dp 02 e0A) o 7R 63 B

Haefaeif R o @ & Smith (2004)#73% ) en 008 25 % B A P 7 Ao x;rt
¢

* 4

PESRmEL P A EHE R A F AR BRI R S
AL R T LA AL E R

%ﬂ%ﬁ@i&&%%&?%%g,@ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁuﬂ@g@&
|

FoHEYAless G - B EF Y IR a2 e R T
fs 1A 4 ﬁﬂ}%ﬁ#ﬁ’fjﬂrf’% FR ISR ST A 2 2 ) % B g E AP e e
LA RERTT R EF S HE SR E ST AL SRR LN E
gy e AR G Mo a AT Adp 2 o il RO BREY (%

% B-% 4, 2005; Haley, 1996)2_ 3 2 > ¥+ 3 2 o e & €& 5 T &

N

gAY les SRpMEBE SR f 2 Bdait g3 RE K - K

BAIAE 2RI AHAFLETALEE
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() &% &7 (Perceived Quality)

Zeithaml (1988)7% 5 v & F AU 7t F #1730 % 70 A& &2 AR 2] 8T eh g
W3R d 3 & A it & 4o R E - B4 % e 4 (Tsiotsou, 2006) «
Aaker and Jacobson (1991)4p #1 e & 5 i) § F YR - S g R
TEFTOREFSBAEASARBZFRNE TR0 UR AR
B2 A3 1t o Bhuian (1997) % 7 i & F 20 ¥ F] E A i - RMEZ

4R 2 AR AT o Thaler (1985)RI 230 5 Ao & 4 |t F ¥ &
WA SOFEREEY RS E SR D 2 A F A
TEETE - B AR A LTI RN T SR EAE &
MR 1S EEREY o Bt - i kA o

Smith (2004) &2} % # 2 3 ¢ ko o Foj F oK FE AR 5 F ﬁﬁ*u
A g RRM PR T oL g xm kS ged BT
AR N S B EEARY 02 fRi R DER A F S g A

5% 0 P BB SH AT G P O % o

() 24 g 2
- (Reputation) > - A F A A F EPEF T ¥ 7 457 f F 2%

= % (Balmer, 1998) - m 2 » & 7 H A AL g ey o B R = Rl A
A HIT R R AR B A2 4 or(Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000) > 7 i 7

- ﬂ RAFEZXIAIERLI TR =0 ¢ 77 BREFELDER LG {
A Fe e B e & (Shrum & Wuthnow, 1988) = » 5 - &4 #§ % iz »
Deephouse (2000) %7 E 4548 e 82 > T 5 A 4FA03 0 - B 2 2 T o
d T BT - AR ReomE ¢ Pl R Atk g
PenERRE AKRBED F AT e & G < I Y. J'_]p,/_r_r,?ﬁ‘, ¥oiF

RN R R T
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Fombrun (1996) % 4& 1! & # - 5 AL € ~ T - g i3 eni® 5 2 A

j{féiﬁmkﬁ’%’*'/?\:k\“ _{];'#il%?.ﬁlg e __ﬂk%}]\;%i)iy t};%]J oﬂf“l;}fgﬁi».
Fehp2 BRE R AR LT R DYV s 2 A EY
(Clark & Montgomery, 1998) - Yoon etal. (1993) &if % § JRix4p B A7 3 ¢ &

po ‘ﬁ SRR RR A PEEREF Y L A - Gray and Balmer (1998)
Lt o R E R R SRR R SRR U B R R A i
ez lie ey 8 R DEY P 1IRRP Ew § RH XA G B R

TP A4 pAK DG od AT Far, B B Ry

1. & &/Ris © # &0 fEIR7E2

=

2. BB BRI R o
3. F M it s Hy @Ed o

4. 75 vERSFHENAERZFTE

BaFFRNFERL DR o SERASELY 5P i

F>
e

Fombrun (1996):% % £ ¥ #Y £d v Bip b it e > SulL D mF 2
(credibility) ~ # Fi%(reliability) ~ # = {2 (reliability) 2 ¥ 3 #f |+
(trustworthiness) - # % Petrick etal. (1999) § £ # 7 Hpgh» 3 ) @/ d |+~
TAE S FEME T G2 TP 2 (accountability) ¥ 7 R 1R o W
pAr s (R T AeiR) 2012 2 T AR EEYESZLE ARG
ol MBS A dptke F oI wmpEi S ST Ee Y E S o MR
A RE CPREEY CEPHRFT L FESA
it 2FEZHFE -
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FRv A (2003) ety flle s S AL T H AR MAT Y N 0 B8 8T IRIE
AR ES RS AP I EREY 2 k0 AT

1. &3 2 PREFNEF

2. JRIF5 2%

3. M AIAT

5. e 3l ~ & A A i 4
6. $iL T ~ BB hE @

7. Mo

T s gL R 0 FRY A (2003)3-11 b = ELGRR " R

rﬂ%’lxrg\ %? ,E,ﬁ_kﬁ‘e; ’l‘#ﬁa’.ﬁé{?g;
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: /ﬂ ? S:"i'ﬂ ?‘:&H—"

i R TR A

(- ) A ¢ % 32% (Social identity theory)
% g ek € 35232 % (social identity theory) € 3a % A X AL & & T

AT E RS BRI 2 B R up,ir AP anp A(deo PP R
g ) S W o 1R B4 2 B A £ 4 (group membership) 3t E o 4k eh
AL HE P ORIDER A (heo B R E S g 4 )(Tajfel, 1978) o — i 4 Gk

WAL FEM hhk w2 Pz Bu &M % (Hogg et al. 1995) -
Mg A - BEAOREA T E 2 LHR R g d HMM G0
g B 3 @ 2 (7 6 ik e % (Hogg, et al.1995; Spears et al. 1997) -

A EREILH A & P N5 AR S HMW g & FEM T O

\

kg p e HAASNEBR S ERAZNEA S — BipfrhBE A Lo 10 ¢

‘—ilz

A A e e e R B Ak ¢ s (Tajfel, 1982) - Ak ¢ 3n 232
LA xrag#&p A ”Lr)%@mﬁg/ﬂ\q\p\ IN3L i 3 ¢ INZFE w5 ¥ gﬁp*i HiET
B E IR TRFE T P D o RPN R F O Op T R A

A APEL - IR »gg@_gﬁ;ﬁ%ﬁ: 7RI R RN A RS ALE Sk
BReaEREFL2ZBasie > T ERE A B HE G- 00 5 g A A
=1} i (Hogg & Abrams, 1988) -

Turmer (1982)3% 5 2 e d p AL @ e 7 A § 22 (social
identity)£2 & 4 3 2 (personal identity) - X @ fAt € 3T ILHY > F AR k3
WA AEMT A E 5 Ry = B 2 4E(Tajfel, 1978 ;5 Tajfel &
Turner, 1979) :

1. 4+ ¢ %7 (social categorization)

2. 4+ ¢ v+ 2 (social comparison)

3. 4+ ¢ s fe (social identification)
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(=) A - 32 (Cognition Consistency Theory)
ATy P FER ORI A EFE Y (D A - R

# 7 (Dolich 1969; Sirgy etal. 1991) ; (2) &% B 2% 3 (Plummer 1985;Aaker

1997)0 |;(;b‘%\g 2\~ J(IV} F{.ﬁm s %‘}‘,—lza[. ﬂ —%ml]}? A A2 @\]}3 )ily’g
TR DY FH T o D2 RGE P LSRR F A
(Sirgy etal. 1997) o p 2\ 4 43+ - 2. A S % BT R, R 20 B i

R 2 EFFIFALIRAGED § BT T Jﬂz e {7 % (Landon 1974; Sirgy
etal. 1997) -

Sirgy (1986) p #* — 332 34 (Self-Congruity Theory ) i@ % * *t & 77 p
A G- P AR FERMY A LR A SRR § R R
% #07) % - 52 3§ o Sen and Bhattacharya (2003) & P51 4 #0i § %

% LB F Lo KD AL AE -

- :u e (Customer-Brand Identification)

—~
|
N
=
i
ol

- AR T 0 A g g SR E R g Pep A F AT A R?)
(Berger &Heath, 2007) o & ® &~ ¥ g J17 A 7&;{% Py H AP
— AP S Fet E %gg B TRAP B AP PN A E D

IS R _‘?'_.1%‘4’, a;}ﬂ fF"gfi&:}]%;E] A e F\;\.ﬁ7 LN A A

ﬁ

Bk i o L BT 2 ¥ e sk i (Mafel & Ashforth, 1989) -

4

Sen and Bhattacharya (2003) % B A 2 >t X B2 u2 o ¥ 5 - f&
B A BFARRAT L o 4 3 B F RARRILARR N T hp AL - BRE
TR MR G ERSNER T £ F AT R RRY 4 (Stryker, 1987)
Sen and Bhattacharya (2003) ¥ % ** 4+ ¢ 3% 324 (Social Identity Theory ; SIT)
NP R FOP ALEEBPAB L AL LR DL & S5 FlF (Ahearne,
Bhattacharya, & Gruen, 2005) -
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R R~ T LT SR # i (Lam, Ahearne, Hu, &
Schillewaert, 2010) > & = 5 & # 2Ap B 87§ ¥ 4R 7 A I AL g3 %Y D
BEET > BABERDM G BRRE  BRAB A2y TR
5 rﬁﬁfgﬂiJ SHREL o MPRE TIp L SR O S | AR R 23R A
e gt AH I B A 4 ik 2 M 2 = (Ashforth & Mael, 1989) -

®l 2-3 5 Senand Bhattacharya (2003)# i s § & -2 7 38 $03] 0 2 4p

Mg FA A EA R R LR FoR - REEa A2k o KA i

o
‘Ek-

v Pl e o AN R EH 2 Pk £ g E R il
BRSE - BRESBAAFTRD D ABFOFL Y FR § - BEFD
R e T EFRETEP TR ARG TR ERIZLEFT FLFT

g AR RE LS RS A e R b ¥

v
N
¢
ko
W

P eI AR L T

-

s
o T

7|
§ €

»| <

R R UB

¥ 5] 4

— iR

—————————ee P
—————eee e p|

EERAES ﬁ»p’;

v

W 23 3§ ¥-2 7Rk

74 kR © Sen and Bhattacharya (2003)
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ARRAR S G g RESPLE S R A BRIy o 12 AR
H 752 B Ee &0 7 K -5 %%k (Customer-Brand Identification)
(Chernev, Hamilton, & Gal,2011; Lam et al., 2010) - &{6 e 3 @ > i §t #
LR AR BARGR G A - B RGYR H P A R THRER
(Stokburger-Sauer et.al, 2012) -

AETAELPFE-ERRP T DR A ReERT AR

MAEER ARSI DHN WL M AE L2 A SR LB

-
'
-3
D
g
[
|
|+
I
3
beic
i
ﬁ,

Hehp AT ML H R B R F
A 2N e- fa sk g e
(=) U 2 & (Altruism)

Finkelstein and Penner (2005) 5 141l + ﬁﬂ* Rig S e A nflE - M
S AT R R R € b B A 2 ¥ B edF A e o Rushton etal.
(1987) Pl3a s » MM #a0ms &~ B end P o 2 7 5 6 A J 5 o
foA AT B (7 5 2 e el 18 (Allport, 1961) o @ A feE 21 4 (e %
G- R A T el €% Tl ARG Ol oa e
BF 25 s en 10 &P MR RBEE F S AR
iz eh€ A5 2B A R (1) AR L D3 & QDuAL L35 F
(e T EF > HABTEF TENHT AhPFFR 22 Em
PO I — ARl i (3R < B, 1999) o & B A EEE RAe @ Aol Behk IR 4 4
FE AR AL PR B AR G RGN T UL - BFER DT E
(FigR §L,2004) > i 3 Fenil EELF P - BABE o R R A i
T ¥R 39 A 2 AP e 220 (Eisenberg, 2000) e

Roberts (1984) &+ ¥ e s 1 ZFRT 2 {7 5 ﬁ 3R e A
FoRps Mo AmB AJIE T 7R RiTPF AN B2 ® IR

i - Rushton (1981) % i %+ R M (75 4 §iE TR0 L ihf7
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Re ¥ -2 R o IR ARFIARITRIAF P PP L {Wmmﬁ&m
- fAp A RS Y F A 5 (Krebs, 1982) - Miller (1977)* /7 1 @ &P > 4

BAlE A R APF g RSB L F LA i B R I 75 L

ﬁéﬁ%éw‘ﬁﬁéifwuwAﬁ@%,ﬁga;@ﬁ%ﬁgaagg
Fl&4 i =3 ql6 eniz 5 (Krebs, 1982)  # § H i #44k 8 > {1 %2 7

P RE A Bk L& @ A Adpi% (7 5 18 ehig % (Reykowski, 1982)
Margolis (1982):% % f1# L & 5 - fAA IR » R kI3 A7 F
el (1) SEAlE L AGRE T RS L SR G q1E D (QF &1
B RF SaRE L P F O T R FERLE A o T AR oy
PER AT A s R AT T L p PR E R Dl T 5 s i
Té Ry g F N3 kg Mueller (1986)
Grappi, Romani and Bagozzi (2013) # 7+ &% fafz & + » A %

A
BAASRRP R P EN AR R L ERE FEgEEL XL g
¢

)

LR e+ FeAlhifae 1 4 & § o 2 30 £ 58 S i

Fre e oo g Rp AL B R TR S A d TR
ZofFd i gl R G B L RS R & ERERLES
AR RFFRel FEERAPFFENAERF R o e
R RN RN TR L D S S E RS R AL 4 Rl e

§ i 2 % ¥ SR - 3T 565 7] 4 (Stokburger-Sauer et al.,

R SELE S50 CHES S & SILUIGERE - Raiis B H it o b N
ber d MR AFIE S BB L] F 2 gk (Roberts, 1984) 5 #-A 7
Tl ARTARLZFLIAAAIB FR2w NG edFao- AR
Wit~ - % 7 soves Lty ERE ol Bt M e B A IFE T 2 Ry R
P R NN AR PR S Y R R L

75w endk IR o
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- EiEY
B -y AR EHH2 R4 WEEY P 2R ERHLEL &
¥ 2 & Smith (2004)3#% 1) e 549 25 % 4% H27) 12 2 Sen and Bhattacharya (2003) £
FRE-2PREHAZ AP R A SRR BEY 2 F EeRY B
ettt AVA IR N R R ) S XU AR Rk AR A
o= ) e BEERY »  TXIES R RERE SRS AR
AFTREBED I KT AFTEEF P -0 RFD 2P sl
TS TR RS % o F DR R R ARRE  A IR
B3t T g E 2 e A Rt ERBoARRP A Y S0 P ZR &

=7

TR LB Flpt o R FRE 2 % fAc R 24 ¢

o fei B H1 H4
% Bl J rE-
A % H3 R

BYeyEL 2

W 2-4 2%

-~ F3EBEX
(-) BMpg> R pREREBE S A S0 %2 B %

B E 4 (000)H-RHHE R LR LS RS A FI L e e

I A R L F G R 0 TR TR - TR Ao A
AEERREAF e R LD P HA A XD E R Y
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etz HBERREENZRL L AL h FJ‘*’T‘ e
Till and Nowak (2000) &4 7 # % 7 i % —g AL F A4
Bk A R B R EE R IR P H L AL R L amER

B oo

=

FHE SR % A R IR SR EEYMEL AL o
B2 - 0 Smith (2004) 74 &) e 2 & B ERCA] Y T @ A kT BB
MR e g FR b A F el SRl B ke o

s
ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁmﬁﬁa%ﬁ&@ﬁ%$w@ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%wﬂw&@&@éi

o
e
&
4?3
pm

BT LR E G ERA o B B g sl e

A

%A - R d oo LT RREAT L RN F F AL HE
A o T EHRIMPE R AL TR LI A A RE B IE o d
AT b by {lle Al g SR IRT o RS g 2w i AR
B oo

P g Al E AR P 0 & E B A - k43235 (Dolich 1969;
Sirgy 1982; Sirgy et al. 2006) « p #t = T {FILG A r b § FEHMF S AR
FIZA SRR 0§ NI R ¥ hA) % — 32 3R % (Sirgy, 1986) - § i
PEAFAEWEER S FHASZ R T AL AR A
RS o &AL R F N g & T 5 Park,Jaworski and Macinnis
(1986)4% 1 e ) % & 8F 2. G HlE 2 % o S iy flle i T Ak €
BE B - AR L T S0 EX AT LT FHE e
WARRARG 0 RIARFE 5 ik 2 R (Smith, 2004) - 7 F AR S S A fe 2 @R
L rdfed b7 o SNALEERE K FESME T L SR %

2 ®A o B flagag iy BT ARG R - F S

H1: jf p o2 g = peif B #130°4L g TR (6 o2 R R 7 2 o
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() P #HY & ﬁfﬁ—bk’%f;w Bl A5 % 20 B TR
Fombrun (1996) % o 5 — fa4r ¢ ~ F 3t - B ¢ £1F2 hiv i 2 A %

BRendef > A H Ak ¢+ e - (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000) o A A
PP RETARL - oot e A e Eati g
A TLE KRR EF Y flesa TR iR A R e

Aaker and Keller (1990)7 &/ 3 ¢ & 4 » 2@ FerammR oo 5> €

1l

—\

a~
o

B G o LS Ay T 6 TP T i g TR TR e

|

§g
¥
im A 2 R @R AP g R Y e Rt ey ¥

o
EiEPN RGBT (S 0 &4 BT A % o Varadarajan (1986)4% ) B ix R eh

R

AN LS A AT LR TR E R VI NI S

N0
:_‘\
=
hr ™
4
!
=
oo

B et g B A AR 2 ) > AL £ T P

GRSt R Do A A SR U

(2) $P 8 SR B 3 o e 2 B A

BEBRE2Z ALY R A EMET RS FRL 2H AL
LA REDE D AR E p AR Bk Eh B e 3
= B $ e sk ot (Berger et al., 2006) o 19954 ¢ 2% €323 - Ashforth and
Mael (1989) &= @ feil 1 4 W aA e ? cham b d » B & oD
Bk~ mBGR ~ A B A hgid Y S - S FRE G4 - Pratt (1998)
2GR A BHP A ARM R e G M Ao p A
ZoMPEE TR 2 BHIRT S R AR TR 2SR A g BT A
A& MmA 2Lk 2 B 2 o

Sirgy (1986)4% 112 p % — 3472 35 (Self-Congruity Theory ) » % 3 7 i
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BimBo A FH AT p AP - R AR FERR] A LR A
s PRIRPE S g IR R 697 % - 32 3R % - Sen and Bhattacharya (2003)
SE Al N R ki G F R - RLEA A2k o

2

ERUESE U PR - s AR N I e Rt AR )
=2l

S A 4 {5 7) en &g 98k (Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012) © % - B & ¥

40

PG BEEFARETEF PR R T RERITEFT FERFTE
BiEenp ARA D KGRI R F R etk £

(Lichtenstein et al.,, 2004) - f &gz 2h g Jlle Mg (TAL g B {5 > 22 2 13
ﬁiﬂ&mﬁ?"f"n‘v’}ﬁ’%ﬁm% 2R HCEA R B G AR 0 X B e fET
E SRLIN B B TR SR g ¥ TP ARl IR T S

Mo L#p e FEERAE R HESR AL LR o Pl

=
=5

H3: 7 g B 1 R A2 B9 % § 2 o ol T 3 B Rk -

(z) # R A2l 2 &8N0 FF-Smak 2 B P
Il A Zenif ERF P - BB E SRR e r T A
Ap i en e 3204 (Eisenberg, 2000) -  Romer etal. (1986) s~ 7 4 R > 7Rt 4L
B R I L R il G RPN AR T A RRT 0 1 A i
2R AR FAGED £ ek o8 L R F RS B A ]
FFER > RFEREED ¢ A JIE e L il E
Grappi etal. (2013)4p 1> - AT 3y Jlie A fePew 2 B4
WP i g F ERERES L F A F 2 RBanThod L RiFE
T PP RS RS AFRRARLY > A PEACRIR L&D
RE DB PFEWIARIZPALERFFENEEFZ T 24§ LwRE
o ﬁ-‘i»—fb'j;fu?'li' A& o HWEFSRRADEALE G e §l2
¥

i&\ gl,l. '74 u)«&ﬁi.m,ﬁ

Sk G
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FHALEIRAILIE B AN G- RIEH R AAL BRRER R

WALRPAMM SN FIAAFRRD) A K2 A LE T DA

J&

p o
) GBS AR e B R S R R e A f TSR B EALE § R
T E B R R T B arﬂ,ﬂ —ﬁrﬂp *\-I% BRI G - Rom s AR

b B —““ﬁi—g wop A KR 'ﬁﬁ%:‘éi&’«’iﬂﬁ AL 5 o Fl P dah

HA: g # e flid 5 & § 7 o 5 5 T Y 18 0 A/ R 3430 540 55 I
gl
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bR e e R o R R AT SRy sk
AR B B e 2 B A R RE R - RIEZ AP X
PRRPREHAFL AL mEBAR - TER* Karen L. Becker-Olsen
(2006)2 #o04 > fleif £ F4e 12 g o HHMR KB R R SRR 0 A
MR R A MR AL &AL -
(=) 24 Pl gy

Rt et RIRGE S S SINVESTE S BT EIECS ot gl 2
Hess: TAFPaf@a e L i RER LFEE T fp2 i+ K

shit 3 % # A g RFEH o ¥ %% Mael and Ashforth (1992) 2. 254 11 & 5
B4 0B i a s WA ENL B e anfy L
S BN RBERIRE NI RE B L - o~ B RE 2B RMZ TR
B o

(2) %Mt &9 %

R R X P EREE T B R A % s B 2 - o d A
AL A ERE Y e T ¢ SR 4 Parketal. (1986) - Keller
(1993)2. T & » A7 3 2 R AT FM D) h ik (T TR L7 A S RIFEE G
BEEYFAFH 2 flE R 2 R A2 A %

P

ketal (1986)z. ¥ & > d 2F 5 p (FH B { & 277 2. B L 4550 o
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(z) ¥ ¥

—ﬁ? M
X W
B+

W pEEREg AL T AR ¥ S ed - XA 2 (Senand

Bhattacharya, 2003) = £ § %) § F-Fiuk L& T F Feap AR

A i [ 2y f Hnp AREAL 1B 6 A2k

- fEP R AL o © %4 Pérezand Bosque (2013) 2 & 3538 > 4o B AR G
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B 83 100.0 79 100.0
R = ¥ B A = # | A
L S 63 75.9 61 77.2
g B, 20 24.1 18 22.8
Bor 83 100.0 79 100.0
B = ¥ | A = ¥ B A
F oK 2 2.4 2 25
g4 75 90.4 73 92.4
BARid ¥ 2 2.4 = -
1 ¥ - - 1 1.3
BE 1 1.2 - -
TE . 3 g -
PR 2 2.4 2 2.5
pod ¥ 1 1.2 1 1.3
TR E - 3 - -
B 83 100.0 79 100.0
I 98 op iR :(Jﬂft —ﬁ,;,\u. :"\'i”t 'ﬁ‘v\pb
28 (7)™ 73 88.0 72 91.1
28 "+ -38 8 9.6 6 7.6
3g L t-47 2 2.4 1.3
4g v -5y - - - -
5§ 11+ - - - -
KN 83 100.0 79 100.0
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%42 (%)

©

ER TS PERY X P EY

(D)

AT R X2 APRENE§

Rt =% B A bt = # ] AN
7 33 42.3 26 325
L 45 57.7 54 67.5
e 78 100.0 80 100.0
3N = #% A = & T oA
19 & ()™ 18 23.1 27 33.8
20-25 & 48 61.5 48 60.0
26-30 # 12 15.4 5 6.3
e 78 100.0 80 100.0
2K = ¥ it = ¥ A
S YRR § 61 78.2 69 86.3
= 17 21.8 11 13.8
e 78 100.0 80 100.0
¥ %% A ¥ 7 A
O 4 5.1 1 1.3
¥4 60 76.9 77 96.3
Bkt ¥ 5 6.4 2 25
1% 2 2.6 - -
B 1 42 - -
o 1 1.3 - -
RIS E 2 2.6 y -
Ad ¥ 3 3.8 - -
Fafa s 1 1.3 - -
e 78 100.0 80 100.0
Ty e g =% #% A % % T oA
28 ()1~ 62 79.5 78 97.5
2§ 1+ -3F 9 115 2 2.5
3§ M -4F 6.4 - -
A¥ 1) 5 - - - -
5§ 2 2.6 - -
e 78 100.0 80 100.0
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o8 RBEFRLF

- > WA A REE
RHEATL ML BAERET B L Y > ¢ * LISRELSS sty
FRE TRERLFIZ A URERERFNEARGAZ BAV SR

TRAFREREL GRS LT EHF LR R TR Y L L fraoRR
3

0.25
0.12

0.19

0.37

0.37
0.30

0.39

0.35

0.31

064 &%ﬁ;}; 0.26 0.07

0.61

0.74

0.45

0.45

0.58

0.63

0.67

0.48

0.43

W 41 %7 CFA W% W
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AT A 3T 250 A LR B 12 ~30 2 B 0 -3k * Hair et al.(2006)
¥ A enz <R pe i dptR ¢ 8§ fedp 1R (absolute fitindices) ~ Frig i 4
#(incremental fit indices) % ## i if fe 4p % (parsimony fit indices) - & ¥t fie if 45 % ¢
& 7+ OO R 3 (oF/df) s 2 pe i 35 H(GFI) A £ 35 1345 #(RMSR)
T i A £ 397 134 #(SRMR) ~ T 391 i -T = 3549 1 i (RMSEA) § 4p $HAeiE 4p
Moo & e 43 B(NFI) ~ ot b e i 47 1R (CF) ©  ffeii 4a B2 2 9 2
fe it 4p 1R (PGFI) ~ 1§ 9 2 B e s 4p - (PNFI) ~ 23 18 ch 2 e s 4p 1R (AGFI) %

F R A R AT 2 AR R B Ar R 43 4T o

# 4-3 W3R RFER

peig R dn feif -8 g @ (N>250, 12 <m<30) FEHA R AR

X 4| g4 > P>0.05 475.06 (P =0.0)

ydf <3 475.06/220=2.16
GFI =0.90 % 243feif 5 =0.80 L P42 0.89
AGFI ARERIT 1 AR4F 0.86
SRMR <0.08 0.050
RMSEA <0.07 0.060
NFI AXfiT 1 A%4F 0.93
CFI >0.92 0.96
PGFI AREIT 1 AR4E 0.71
PNFI AXJRIT 1 A%GF 0.81

FAL KR - AT B2 (%4 Hairet.al, 2006)

d £ 437 Fa> AF 7 2 8 H3fe A % 7 & Hairetal.(2006)#74% )
feif dp 1452 > 2 A pe i 49 %(GFI) 5 0.89 B2 = 48iT =0.90 2 L ¥ e &3 >

fofrd e R FIR 0 T AP A R4 AT ik BRI A £ (SR) ~ B 1

a2 e R A (VER Sk SR e S
ERERUE SRR 4 FTASEREL G FEEF AN 0T A B 4]

W20 2 ARG FRAWALN T Y AL B L RE > FP BTG P
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FRTORANAIAFFBL AT P AT AFTATRY DL G S
SRR S S R R A
AR R

Hair et al.(2006)4% ! e t& B jcacsc R pF > 0 4 & B W3R P 0l &
( Individual Item Reliability, IR )~ % 58 = = i & ( Composite Reliability, CR )
113 Lyaspsg & (Average Variance Extracted, AVE) % = Bap ik 00 &4
B Wh o AT BTk o

Bwlsp o R(IR)INA > 376 Pl E R BB L% 717 § = (factor
loading) » # @& /f & 0.5 ©2 + 5 &+ 0.7 B 5 32 12 #c & (Hair et al.,2006) ; &
AR R(CR)FNA » 5 CR B4k g Al & 4 H pl & %5 FBEARM AR
By AR L R AR Bk RS 0 - KA CREFR®
0.7(Hair et al., 2006) ; T 325 B~ 5% & (AVE)I" & » | LR S Hci Bl ¥ 5 > 7 &
Bl TP A FE R ARZEARA DR R TORE S ERRhES
0.5(Fornell & Larcker,1981) » & # & 2 + =242 & » || 4 7 THERLET T

AETHAZ BYED ZR(IR) B ASE LA ZR(CR)Z THE$R @
(AVE)ER hod 4-4 5750 vl 27 Bavs ERB2ZFEZ LT 20501 ~ B
HAZBHRAESEOT MY » P IREPRRE 2 HRERAE05 47 4

7R AL ATk o
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L4 LA foacR A

wy | TREFR MEFRL | BHERR | TBERR
(S
(A) (o) (CR) # (AVE)
Fitl 0.87 0.25
k3t i
‘ Fit2 0.94 0.12 0.75 90.74%
feif & )
Fit3 0.9 0.19
RR1 0.8 0.37
B e RR2 0.79 0.37
, 0.80 87.45%
i RR3 0.84 0.3
RR4 0.78 0.39
Imagel 0.81 0.35
Image?2 0.83 0.31
% Mzt
o Image3 0.64 0.58 0.83 87.33%
A %
Image4 0.63 0.61
Image5 0.51 0.74
Identl 0.74 0.45
Ident2 0.74 0.45
] Ident3 0.71 0.5
el N 0.86 87.22%
Ident4 0.67 0.55
Ident5 0.74 0.45
Ident6 0.69 0.52
ALT1 0.64 0.58
ALT2 0.61 0.63
SERE ALT3 0.58 0.67 0.83 79.24%
ALT4 0.72 0.48
ALT5 0.76 0.43

56




=~ R WERE

LRI L SR W R Y 6
BT S
Moo AT RT

B cnfp B e 1 354 B~ 8 (AVE) - = 43 & (the square root) 2.

FREd TR (AVE)ALE < 2R i ik
BT T e @R (AVE)T » REET A0 4phl Gl |, 3 fa2 2
Fornell and Lacker(1981)2 #7# = j2i& {7 A~ 45 » (k™ & B iip

W o E T

¥ B B (AVE) e = 42 & (the square root) « »t & H 4 B ciip B i i > R+ 2]

LA A B £ 7 % B2k (Hair etal., 2006) -

ﬂ\liﬂ =2 f}r

.u—,q,J -

EWcip b i 7 4 RBEF ML L AR REFRA P ST 0p P

1% = 43 78 (the square root) » d % &

B3R IR 4o d 45 Aror 0 2R A e AR

lia

£ (AVE)

WAL 44 PE B (AVE) T =

12 (& (the square root)3= « *¥ 3% L 2 H B & B enfp B Madc > d M0 7 2 A7 7
WAHAR L R F R -
345 A THNR A
T o % IR ol d 1% 4 &
B feig & &A% %
% X e B
RN ,_Tr
0.935
B
sl
] _%3 0.20 0.953
fie i &
¥ el
?‘ r 0.34 0.49 0.934
E R
LA SN 0.26 0.32 0.63 0.934
SUROER 0.17 0.07 0.23 0.25 0.890
gt E Medcs LA T HEAM M Gl n M £ P LA Y

#rE 78 P enT 353 B B (AVE)eh-T = {2 i (the square root) e
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A%

¥

i
‘1’

BT A

Imagel Image2 Image3 Image4 | ImageS
Fit1l E
Fit2 Fo - 62,38 BE
Fit3
S HE

RR1 b & -db k2
RR2

- 5wy
RR3
RR4 Identl Ident2 Ident3 Ident4 Idents Ident6

Bl 4-2 R BT W

do Bl 4-2 T R bﬂ}’ﬁ':}fiﬂ\?"*"’h&f Bk B 2 il
o MBI & S e R ¢ R

BEHEET BT S0P S

F P E PSR AR - £ 0B

B e RAE X G 240 B3 ey

T S 2 R R A %
R ETE SRR Y e B N IR -2
PRIB SR TR A T ERE G Rk
F R I Y I R

TR R FOEMRE ST A4 S 184 -
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S BHARER

AFT R MR A B %) % M 4~ LISRELS.80 chzgiz ¢ - il & B 4
T3] o A TR 2 il R AT AT R A R G R 3
e #4% * Hair etal (2006)#% & sHC] fe i A 68 10 40 11306 0 B fe il A
B&x ek 46 #1T o

FEod RO el R S SO A A A B BN B e
B ARG EAER HERRE AR FLE D S X2 iR AT R FRR

SR ARG AR BERRR S LRy

% 4-6 WA RTER

RER | REFFLRAE
FEHAEgR BRI R
H¥F | (N>250,12 <m<30)
e & 4 f % > P>0.05 47213 (P=0.0) 346.98 (P = 0.0)
¥oIdf <3 472.13/220=2.15 346.98/131=2.65
=0.90 % LHFfeif
GFI 0.89 0.89
>0.80 74K
AGFI ARFIT 1 AR 0.86 0.86
SRMR <0.08 0.050 0.049
RMSEA <0.07 0.060 0.072
NFI ARFRT 1 ARdE 0.93 0.94
CFI >0.92 0.96 0.97
PGFI ARFIT 1 AR 0.71 0.68
PNFI ARFRIT 1 ARd 0.81 0.81

TR kR

3 B2 (% Hair et.al, 2006)
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I SRS AT AR M LR

?"ﬁﬂi‘it»‘“f““’“fﬂ‘%"é%%*ﬂ%‘&f&at 2 S BRGE TR B T

WA AT e Fe i R R A SR G2 B e T Tl s 0.45-TE 7,45
A AR Lo P HFOM G DA AP BRIl ) § o2 g
o REAETAEHP LN A% L2 B P S P HESTE S
Bl A 2 Benie o il 0.25TE 5 4.29 BAAAFEF 1w
MFOM o D AFAFTER A2 o2 2y flef B 4l ¢
Bl dlt?) gy & R0 RS % 2 Bl e 2 BRI T
&%0%\TE§9M’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ£@£$ﬁéfﬁ¥ﬁ Bk BRs L3 A
FE R H3 R A S € e DR T B Lk o
MR AFTE B L BB TR P A sk Rtk v o e A
B L BRI s 0.01 ~TE0.17; B e Y Bk 7
Sl E e 0.06 T B 101 pkeam. =2 Ty 320 BEGES
PEHEFOATHELMEESE B L EEEEE oRREAREY T i

ZFEG R2Y Aok AREIMTILFREKX -

F 47 BES TR BEREE

- L BE A ® E
B B TE

ik | (BRIS/TE) w5
H1 | & ® g A —> %4t 5087 % 0.44 0.061 7.24 B ¥
H2 | BEHET—> 5% % | 0.25 0.058 4.34 A E
H3 | et s 2 % —> &Mk 0.63 0.068 9.21 ke x

60




N TRy S

23 BN E BB G L R PIER AL S 9§ K

P2 BEILTEG RS AT FEY SEM s E Lo e k% R E %
BRI Y R AT LG Ik 0 AT S F W s g 1402 (2014) & AR
e @ NIRRT SEMAHELS T2 T 5 AP T A SRk N o

AREASELELE IR LA TG | R ERMSOET ABHIGE A
4 RrenT e A 5Bl THX S P s I M=4 Ml L<4 =3 TR
1 ﬁu\w% BBl Al - s 25 1112 116 B ABco A 50 &
S HEHR A B R A A R e L LR LR AR TS
Rk ANHRFEME TR A A EE B LR £ (0% %% (measurement invariance) 2.
E o

BAERBR/MAIE S FEOAE S ARFRE KA DRBELTE AT B
% 4o 4-8 #ron

% 4-8 A EIAIRE RITEL

iR | ERERFEFSRAE

1 2.1 H ] 2.1 L
i % (N <250, 12 <m<30) H e

XZ (1= ﬁ aE ﬁ 4+ » P>0.05 225.70 (P = 0.00) 250.69 (P = 0.00)
Ll <3 225.70/129=1.74 250.9/129=1.94
=090 7 24FpEef
GFI 080 % 7 4 0.81 0.80
AGFI ARILIT 1A% 0.75 0.74
SRMR <0.08 0.067 0.077
RMSEA <0.08 0.083 0.091
NFI ARIEIT 1 A%dF 0.91 0.87
CFI >0.95 0.96 0.93
PGFI ARAEIT 1 A%d 0.61 0.61
PNFI ARFLIT 1A% 0.77 0.73
T KR ¢ AT g (% Hairetal, 2006)
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d % 487 5oF f16 (H)# A cpieig B 5 19°=225.70>d.f.=129>- RMSEA=0.083 -
SRMR=0.067 > CFI=0.96 ; 4] (L)} 4 feif & & : 4°=250.69 > d.f.=129 >
RMSEA=0.091 - SRMR=0.077 » CFI=0.93 - 2 % k77 & ¥k A% HE L F|Z L {70
Feil B0 % AV AREORER o At A e 7 A H CFA KA g 1

BEONMRBUEFIZAWEIACEAFERALE P ERE T R 2B T
(Tests of Measurement Invariance) i i » & 47 5% % 4r & 4-9 #r7 od £ 49 ¥ {F v >
% ¥ F] & S % (Factor Structure Equivalence) 53] ( TF #4])sfe if & 4n 4
B % 1 y2=476.39d.f=258 » RMSEA=0.087 » SRMR=0.077 > CFI=0.95 > PNFI=0.75 -
321+ & Hairetal. (2006, pp.753) 74 ! _'rfvéfg‘ijﬁ Lo ZEER LTS EREALG T
ZEEipe ik HFF ffFE4ck 4-10 #77 e

B LA FHR A R A F A E W 0 L F AR FF f F 2 % (Factor
Loading Equivalence) #-3] 14 37> = 2> Bl & # % (Full Metric Invariance) z_ ¥ z_»
FEeRd FHA 2 L RR Bt A R E AT S 030 o B hdod 409977 o d £ 49
T oaro R Rk feif Bdp A B 5 ¢ x22529.99 0 df.=276 » RMSEA=0.091
SRMR=0.11 > CFI=0.94 > PNFI=0.79 > ficf|peif R I3 ¥ & X %Fﬂp\ o 18 1%
Al TRHAeAt > 28k B %% 5 @ Ay’=53.6 Adf=18> = &
R p<0.001: &7 A FEAE 2 L 2 2R A 2 05 oA FR T T
% X % I ¥ (Factor Covariance Equivalence) 2 7 Z % £ = % (Error Variance

Equivalence) -] eha 4758 % Wi 2% » B3 A ptitdh o B % 2B % 49
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F 490 gflw aMAIE L¥ELARIORET BT
v d.f. p RMSEA SRMR CFI  PNFI Ay Adf. p
[ =
. 225.70 129 0083 0067 09 061 - - -
% 11 (H)
A (L) 250.69 129 0091 0077 093 061 - - -
FE EHERE
476.39 258 0.0000 0087 0077 095 0.75 - - -
(TF)
FEhRRE
(FLE) 52099 276 0.0000 0091 011 094 079 536 18 p<0.001
2 2RE %)
Fld L %F% 53795 282 0.0000 009 011 094 081 7.96 6 p<0.001
AA%PFE 58370 300 00000 0092 011 - 093 085 4575 18 p<0.001
R Rl 7% 486.09 266 0.0000 0.086 0081 094 0.77 9.7 8 p>0.10
BEAR AR HanBBELTFIZA R B2 LT R L ERE(R2RE S
) v & @43 ep £ 2 % (Partial Metric Invariance) 1% 2 5 ik #X i 49 i (7 A
S A hRs 2 4p & 4k < (Hair etal., 2006) - 1335 Hair et al. (2006) i 3% - # 47
THEFENOR R B GRT G A FEAMS HEFE T E Y K
- FREREAPE RS R R FAEORETE A AR
TRAE R R U A WA TR T+ 2 Z B4 0 8 % 4ok 4-10 #77 o
Id 4% 410 F 'fg'frr'a",%f’?/} S AR RS TR 2 e+ 48
BOE(0rP>3.84) 0 A SR A AR L nf B % 2 408 TF a2 et
CAR TR FETAERFRE
BTA AT A HRANS BRIZHFLEIXZZ FER SR T
FEES B Ay B 2 BT 4 iRk LA P ¥ (Set Equality) s 3 ik gt 2 2 AT 3 230

ARE A BET) oo d £ 41097 0 K EINARIE F AT 0 X T KR
AL AL eMEY L RR22 RR4A S i feif & & Fit2 2 Fit3; 4 kit 5

A % 5 Image2 2 Image5 ; i § F - sl 384 5 ldentl 2 Ident5 -

IR e R R ek 49 4R o 3
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B 51y 2=486.09>d.f.=266° RMSEA=0.086 - SRMR=0.081- CFI=0.94> PNFI=0.77 >
BATRLPREN 0 SAZEA L ARG o REE TR E 2 L8
R HEREL D A=97 AdF=8 A E K p>0.10 0 KA FHRE o m K
SRR REAE TRHA G P RMFLE > RS RE R1iER

BHRNEELSFEREHA DL ABR O NFHAFIRS LT IHFLE -

% 4-10 % #H & TF#3] B Wdp FK AP R+ L B AT

& ; T ; N 4R R
aa il kel R N
BE BB e rEe L T e
. Fitl 0.92 0.83 ~ 47857  2.18 Free
. Fit2 0.94 093 47476  -1.63 Set Equality
ik R Fit3 091 090  476.69 0.3 Set Equality
RR1 0.81 0.76 =~ 48356  7.17 Free
B L s RR2 0.80 0.79  477.65 1.26 Set Equality
il d RR3 0.88 0.77 ~ 48230 5091 Free
RR4 0.80 0.78 477.48 1.09 Set Equality
Imagel ~ 0.85 0.74 478.34 1.95 Free
Image2  0.87 0.84 476.00 -0.39 Set Equality
=25 % Image3  0.70 0.60  477.94 155 Free
Image4  0.68 0.70 475.68 -0.71 Free
Image5  0.37 0.61 476.63 0.24 Set Equality
Identl 0.83 0.69  479.18 2.79 Set Equality
Ident2 0.85 0.64  480.99 4.6 Free
. Ident3 0.80 0.58  482.96 6.57 Free
Ident4 0.72 059  480.35  3.96 Free
Ident5 0.63 0.83 479.77 3.38 Set Equality
Ident6 0.57 0.82 481.74 5.35 Free

L1 AIE (H)g sqle (L)5 %4 b RIE 4 R Up i+ 2 @
L2 AT Ap # W02 g TR 03] (4=476.39) st > L8 @
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P e m RSt TREARARE L Lo ARE
L] A K TS AP E LRI ) A fe il A A R4 Bl 5 1 x 2=479.07
d.f.=263 - RMSEA=0.086 - SRMR=0.080 > CFI=0.95 » PNFI=0.77 - #;] EficiE ¥
BEFRP > 2FLF LRG> ok 411957 o @ Bl 43 5 78 HEA
SR T AR AT ol B S BRI S  R B B L SR R
ERE>viFd ﬁiaiifiz:}*ﬂ L w5 1y 2=482.95 5 d.f.=264 » RMSEA=0.086 -
SRMR=0.066 > CFI=0.95 > PNFI=0.77 » 7= & & 243 fieif o B {s B i e & first &2
PN S L B e ® 0 AY’=3.88 L A ¥k p<0.05 0 & ;A EH A
U RS Gl B AR 4 P BRE S AT HABER S

f_’/ﬂ 'ﬁm‘f *"J.gﬁfi)i é‘.aibéai%‘m?@t'f“i ﬂr' a‘tljlﬁ Z ﬂwup\?‘m

N

o

oo BT

H: 0.37***

v H: 0.77%%*

L: 0.48***

H: 0.31***
L:0.30**

3L *p<0.05 ;5 ** p<0.01 ; *** p<0.001
W 4-35 #ik A BRICUBE A&

411 A EE S BEAREFR T

B o B ) )
FLilp = B f.

éﬁi HIAR * B % X df. RMSEA Ay
A ki = --- 479.07 263 0.086 ---

H3  %aclt &3 % -5 uk 066 48295 264 0.086 3.88
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FIX BwAZH

AR RFEES e FAT L AR A0R L HNE L R AF LT RY
FRFAAITERP IR NBEFITER ARATF - SIS B D F 2

BE2ZFTEXES S F 24 %fri&ﬂiﬂ%ﬂ"‘i.&g%ﬁ%:ﬁ—‘ﬂk’%ﬁ: SR LA TR
m

HAPLBRRp LR R A2 A RIF W B
E
% 51 Py BRHBELS

B r % BEESH

H1 R L S feaf RACALE P L S fodls .
I]}?(’ﬁ _LT_' ra-r? EZ}%K o

o W FA R Ay Pl A GRS 2 dk .
'Fiqi‘%“r s 2

s AR R RERENY I G L DR SN
ke o

H4 WE il A &g L e AR A T &+
e B bl e -

- & P’L R

-\
o,
‘g!»

- R R BEAEE R R

d H1 ‘ffjlf F‘%\' ok % fgfr,ﬂJ-gH&FE_ %1 mfr'ﬁtﬁ“l@& %,«g&rg_ 15 2

SR RN R e D RE M G R T AAL G P M BT F
SRR T RS SRS § 50 LT RN R S R St R
perQ ygn/gug X o

Smith (2004) & 592, % B2 ApMAZ 5 7 > ¥ 27 o fe i AR ARF o A&
XA EEABE > A A £ d\ﬁg Bk HL hF) % B % o j\ln»{é_\;:ﬁa
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AL S EARR o ) g B gAY ) haedt § X DITHR B fhdn B O
ﬁﬁﬁ’ff3?:ﬁ@%ﬁ%ﬁj{@iw%ﬁ‘fﬁﬁa—ﬁﬁiﬁﬁa%

FhRg R e A7 SR8 &35

b
-

Flle e 7 g B P Ky

F_k

s
BERA LR RpRERF YR HRTY e RRER R 2
AL G B T R A h s AR BT L A2 e B RS
WA R S EERRF R LEP L R R F s
A e
faTMmde%Q%@ﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁ%*%ﬂfﬁﬁ&@i?éiﬁ’{
B AP e R R P RABE T EN T FF AL RS T EARR H
P PR RSN TR EESRLIA r @RI AG L8 BT
%*%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’?ﬁg%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁiﬁﬁ’ﬁiéiﬁﬁﬁ
SR B AL TR 2 B A A e T Bk

£
o e R SR LER ARR L R R R

A G 2 g e B 5
S BRL S EYRE SR8

Ay H2 R B R R TR 20 B ¥ el

B2 S G g F e RSN G BT AL E TP M AL T AL e
FovALE FoRBARF R R F ORI &S kA S0 %
4R

Aaker and Keller (1990) 7= &/ 3 @ & 41 @ Ferchmf e &5+ € B E
H25 % gk o @ Smith (2004) &) % B crrT 3 ¢ 4 & G B BRSO
mﬁfwtﬁ* D AR e RRDETIRZ T 0 2 5 ehd R B o AT
TEEBSEAY e RE T2 T A R MG IR B R RILHG 2 )%

ERE D FEAL RSN EYHEME L AR % 2 R AP g RRg R
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Pyl sentp e lhte L B REEN ERBE S AL B B iEDA %
AT AT WA AR Y o

TP e h2 Y e et F R OB P 1A § 3R I (SIT)
FH S B AR T A2 f AR S T2 FEEHEF R
G LR R e R S SR B ARG b e
(6B ATL R ) 8 AL 5 2 F R A S EAF LR ET WA A
BB RO e R TR 2 G T R R R € R e
o BALE TR MY FY R RSN k2 BB LT R EDEF TR
AFPeREZP TR BYRFRL AT e R F RN %2 HR S

LI
BT ERS A e e

JEH3 B3k & = e 5 B 0 Rt 92 % $130 00 7 "F}f’ M Al
w 2 RF R T (B R RIS R ARG H AR o 0 3052 £ R i)
B % S AR AR .

Sen and Bhattacharya (2003)s2f 3 & -2 Pl crfp M A2 @ 4p 0 § B A
AR BERZDT TS - R AL FIRLIR g e kAT R R Aok B
SRR S (i SN R U e S &k
BB AR T A ASRRRGA o ien G P F BNk A Y
FUSRETHA R AT A BB E RS R OR M) R B ERA L R
Bepe pASK X T FRNT RALE R hd d %= (Stryker, 1987) ¢ @ &
Sirgy (1986)# M1 ehp 2 — RPEIEG R fhe LR LY R HERMY A AR

VAR IRIERE ) § IRE R Y F P h- RAMA O LT P H A E RS

i)

P g AR L ) R TR B AT A A BRI - R KA
Al g ko LB F - REHNEEESNAL T 2

&1 2% e (Bhattacharya and Sankar Sen ,2003) o
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& 3 S e ) G ARBER AR B s I A g imAp 2§
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