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B OB ARG A AMUE, AR 208 AMUGS, BA—-ARFERZ ANESEGR N
TR, BEFEHE TR R A A AR i 22, IRASRTE T AU NI R (—RAUE A vs ZUF N)
X Al AR R R BLH A B Ao WHFE R A2 NN, WS JH S B i Al S R o i
PITETIH 98 5 — L (vs. 200 CE B A Fe—ht IR A S 5, gEmfe ki A B o it S AR U= R
FRAERL =, WX TR Gy QAR i, SRS (vs. it 2 AUE)R S B R 255 . obh, M2
A AE A — AR, G EE AR, B2 RS (vs. it AR S )R it S B A S B g
K anUES ABG ATR-ARRERIRES, TR R, B 2
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S ERTANA, LA TREASHTHN
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—Under Armour 4~ 8] €] %5 A Kevin Plank

1 [A)EE H

4 NART S — Pl 8 B (8 1) b WL 55 A% AR
(Elberse & Verleun, 2012), YFZ M ASE B 4350 |
TG A AT, RE AT R 5 EHRA
—FLL b FEIAS 2 NUE S plH, sl T
S BREZ A RN I SRR, BOR B ] TR F
R LA 44 NFIEHCH sk g, Bl 24 A
{5 (multiple celebrity endorsers), a1, 5 f1-+AY
RE NG &5 42 N, AFATIR 2004 FERH A
A ZARMAE 6 188 N RN, AT H AT 4k 2014 47k
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WALSE—fi s MUF 2SS, ERs AE
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2, WhERE, XML, 2018). fOFH AT 4
PLFt (van der Veen & Song, 2014) ., fUFH AN 2t &
A VEBE (Choi & Rifon, 2012). 1 % & R 1F (Petty,
Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983)%5 K 2 X} 2% & 15
Wi, UTAESR, ZEE AW A ] — i 44 AR
ZA M LS, T T HAA ROt K A0
(Chen, Chang, Besherat, & Baack, 2013), #Xifi, 5
PLEF e RS s NSO, AU % 2L
BT 5 b ) i i 2 4 ANAUE (Rice, Kelting, &
Lutz, 2012; Thomas & Fowler, 2015; Handriana &
Wisandiko, 2017; Um, 2008), X5 A UL i & it
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Ko AE AN B 45801 A — 30 MEARE A
Bt far 52 men I 2 A BE 0 HOAE T LB 2 A
A7 XSO B[] B R AR . L, AR
BERE B3R R, R AR NN 2 5 A Y
GIRHESEUR a8
1.1 mEAKEAH

i R R T N 38 3 7 o AR T Bl R A T R
R, LA ook 2B BB 4O FEAE N
(Elberse & Verleun, 2012), J&iH %% & 5 i i ¢
Z B A (Tlicic & Webster, 2013), X T A0 &
PG MW AR E A — R, AR R T
A . PCECER 1 (Match-Up Hypothesis)Fl5 Y5
5| J1#i#I (Source Attractiveness Model), Fij & 5# 4
i FEAR S LA B4 DC e % (Lafferty, Goldsmith, &
Newell, 2002), f5 & KiEMAR T AW 1T HE
(Ilicic & Webster, 2013), £ Ifif i3 L6 U A5 ] <</ AR
TR N, Jouk B EACE AN R
(— A vs.Z JOXHE RO B BARAE L

WAk, FEACH WP i i 2 NACE MbE o,
XA H A R BT AR R . B,
JEAR T N BGX — DA 2 6F i R A B 1) B A FH S
PN EBAIL I I Ab F BEAR 2 o N, Rice 45(2012)43 47
T EACE N B —BER A —A R R
REVEH, Saleem (2007). Handriana il Wisandiko
(017)[Rl 45 1 AR NBOR S A, R
55 AR H ANE 2 L . S5, BUA ST
FEETHFEEELEENMM, BEZMAFAL—1f
RE AR EEEZMELR, PRI ARS) 58
MEE RS — i AH AR 2T )L A
1%, 2T NATE A — N F 2 AR 9 OG5 22
5o DA RKEOHARUES, ANB(—A vs.Z2 N)
25 EN S I B3 B (Hamilton & Sherman, 1996;
Susskind, Maurer, Thakkar, Hamilton, & Sherman,
1999). 4 E & & (Barasch & Berger, 2014)L) & A Fr
725 (Small, Loewenstein, & Slovic, 2007)5% 77 i AY
25, B2 AR—AMNFARZEZANAFT AT
Wi Ie L, A R GBI EA — 3 — 5%
IR, HIHSE AR, 2 AMUF R ANRT
A o451, Handriana 1 Wisandiko (2017)5 Saleem
(2007)46 i, TEIH B R A (IR 7 i AN 248
PTG OL T, Z0R0FE N e— AR FH A e R T iR
WY TS PEMY, TS 288 = P AR B0 T v
A E 2R KU, Rice FF(Q012) KB, {41 %%
HWAFERARE, Z2 A (vs ARSI

Wrom SR, 50— KRR AR E S BIRGSBAA .
#4 Thomas 1 Fowler (2015)%& P, X TK# AJE
P, BRE Rtk 2 AME BT S PR T AR
Weo ASBFFEE R LA LRI, AT <— N7« N
WFFE AR IR AIRSE M A S N A 2%k, 1
BT il AR NN Bl 2 i R 25 B 2 e AL o
1.2 mEREARERESE

st FELAR I 45 Sy (] B 300 HG o 1 o R
BNESL T B R AR OCHE o 1 2 A E AT SR
T 4 54 %% (Image Transference) L f 5 Hi, THI & &
H ST B R A A S AR R R BR AR R 45 . — 7
T, T8 % 2GR AR S R O E AR AETE
fr, eSS LA, HAE AR S B m
N[ {E(Louie & Obermiller, 2002); % —J5 1, %%
H WA AR BUHERT & AR, AR B AGH
NSfiih A L EA <P 28 (Huber, Meyer,
Vogel, Weihrauch, & Hamprecht, 2013), Hjtbn] I,
s EUREE AL 5 NRRAE 7T LAAE BLEG RS IR 52 FE
AE NTEEE T, 2 ARIE G2 A R R 3 5 i B
= (Miller & Allen, 2012), it A H AZNH, 24
ar T — ANACF I, 8 985 2 AT <—
FROARRIBT, T2 A 2 AR I, T 2 2 B
A <2 N HYRE L .

— N5 BRI 22 N 5T 598 35 A A SR | Y 22
59 B N\ FRH i 22 (Person-Positivity Bias)J& fit Be 1>
PR XS “— N vs. 2 N0 B2 S i 28 B0, 48
AR X — N PEA 23 B 22 A0 PEAN T AR AR
(Sears, 1983). A AFM A 22 RIS U2 HH ¥ Sears
(1983)iAH, “AA% 1 (Personhood)” & A T5¢ — 4~k
ZAR G FE T O . AAR PRI — & s 37
W, RARVE N ARSI AR . —
24 NI B BE IR 0 VE— A R 0 Sk,
HAFERS L — DR mEE— 1A, Hit— A
HA m AR 2 NBA AR . — 267 CIa 1S
17 R B FEABALIE T 20U AL . Critcher F1 Dunning
(2013) &, AMTesHElr 2 N E AT Ryt 5 T
WEUE Ty, M— NI T AR5 T A FOE IR,
AL — N2 NI A 3 T <> AfF7E I
BRIk, AASPERR BE AN [F] 25 S B E Y
ZE5t o AR R B (AIREL A S ) i Bk
FEAHLRIFAAE), NI R AKS 1 1A/ f > (Bn ¢
Ry — A BB N BT IE AR E 2 S,
N i EL (VN S T K L S RS e = v [
(Sears, 1983; Iyengar et al., 2013; Critcher & Dunning,
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2014), FlanfeiE 2 S T ah g, 8 DR
1o NS PR A B A FRAC IR (RE<FR) LA AAS PR 2 A
FRAR TR (B <FRATT ") 2 {45 T 25 ik 2 R o ) S O
(Packard, Moore, & McFerran, 2018). %% I, H T (1)
RENBRIE NSRBI S -, HQ)—
NI Z N AR &, AT, s A AR
& a2 AU I RB B T 9% 3 0y AR E

Big 1 AR 3 ARE, BREARTIE
WAL SEES.

i SRR N B OV E I AE TR B R B 3, A
A BT 93 5 5 G &, B B 3R — 0 ik
2% (self-brand connection) (Park, Maclnnis, Priester,
Eisingerich, & Iacobucci, 2010; Escalas, 2004), F&A']
PR, A TR R 2 R R S NS
BEXRRM MR, HIEhHE S MR AU
(vs.ai i 2 NACE) B 3 - MRS o5 . —J7 T,
FHEETARER 2 A i, AR — A0 5 A
S INAR E HoE—, HE T A ) 5 A
45, WIREY], MAEES 5D ANmFE2 > A
37K Z& (Willis & Todorov, 2010; Susskind et al.,
1999), W5 % 5 5 — > A #1714 i (Barasch &
Berger, 2014), HE W% 5 JFiE— A (vs.Z 1 N)
(Newheiser, Sawaoka, & Dovidio, 2012), 1FE 14 3
JF5% 51 H Kevin Plank T 5“0 & AR T ... JNE
ZA B TRE NG E N A Em”, —MIE
NHZAACHE N ZE S 5108 938 @ S8 4. U5
—J5 T, W= A B S, I
HAMBEEZS & A EX S E RS RR
(Iyengar et al., 2013), FrLAAATS — AT S A
BRI = T 52 AU A 2 AR
U, TR S A R G & N 2 %% (Zhou,
Kim, & Wang, 2019), MMl AT & TH AR PERR B .
Rk, — AUF M (vs. 2 AUF D) BE RS 58 7 2%
FH 5 E 3-SR A

3 — i LI 235 2 T 2 R A FRAE
HFEE (Escalas, 2004; Escalas & Bettman, 2017), AJ
DLIE [m) 2 26 98 2% 5 o i LR A B o R R R
R, B IR SRR S AT DL AR R 4Tt
S EIA R (Park et al., 2010), F&Z 785 LS IR
BEAE P HLH (Cheng, White, & Chaplin, 2012), [H it
ATy, IR0 RIS, b A A H B
JRASEE R RE MR, HLIE 2 5 A A N (vs. 2
A AT O 18 R B 45 AR B Ty, R IR
T (vs. 2 NI A BT INAR R . FRAT]

PR

BRig 2 ARSI FELE P AR T AR (—
A vs. B ANV R e S iR S B AR R

Tl LA BN 1 32 AR T (1) 18 9%
TR BN TR BT 7% R X il BEURRAIE A P AN DA
Fe (2)7H B ) F 5 GAE < — N 5 0 1) i R A T
THIERIRSY, FRATTHE B 1 ABGR 2 (BT AR BR
F B 3 2 4iE 1 7= ) (identity-signaling  product), HJ
B A By £ AE 2 LA 77 i (Otterbring, Ringler,
Sirianni, & Gustafsson, 2018), H—, B {pRAEKIFE
a2 SR AL E ARG 2 ) AR AE 1 (Otterbring et
al., 2018; Gao, Winterich, & Zhang, 2016), MIfif#
HWHEBEEDRERT A (— AN vs.Z AR E
T P RRAE, BIVREIE G 5 B B A 257 A i
S, HZ, B aealy™ o A b . sk
ol 4E M 4 J8 M (Halevy, Chou, Cohen, &
Livingston, 2011), 1 2% # 54 ) 6 Z /60 H 3K
MRS — 5, Mg S [ 3 — 5 RS (Park et al.,
2010) HEHIRATIN, RBEAE (vs.i 2 A
REDVRBAAEAE T B RO 5 X TR S
Py AT i, I 28 WIS s i i AR
N5 RS B, A E NEOR 3R -
SEmE St FRATHE R ik

BRI 3: I FAEE = Sb(vs. dE F I FAER! = 3%)
PP SRR E AR B R—ee B ) FHn . Bk d
Z, YRR TS RARR S at, s E AR
CEA vs. % AT B RSB 4 69 % 24k 33 1k
1.3 BFEH

far et it i 2 ACF T 5 AF e K
I, 2 200 E AR (0SBl A i) — 1
PTACESE, 79 2% 35 0 i i 22 N AR B LS BE L
HNACTE BT o AR PEAE 2B (Gestalty B8, AAT]
B0 1] T4 — A~ 1 TR R A A BB o AR — A K
(Kéhler, 1970), MififnTHANMRE . B, 125
TEEE T, 149 WA 5 TS U O 3 L A B i LY
B B e g B (Park, Jaworski, & Maclnnis,
1986; Cunha, Forehand, & Angle, 2015). 247Nk &
R W Z A7 5 ACE AN — D A] 43 B AR, 4%
OB o F W 2 AL NS NEAE—
A7#E AR (whole), MMM /E—A> HA 585 AR
Xt G hb P (Weaver, Garcia, & Schwarz, 2012), K4
LIRS, I 2 A XA < — > AR
AR RS < — N R, I A LR AT A
B2 NFH 5 — MUFEML



374 1N B

52 %

L

BIRAMARL 2 NAUE 5 — AUE QAR 5
TEZ I Hy—A>, (HZ BRI 2 A T 58
BAEFA A IV 2R, X L2 K] LIS THUH
xR B NARPERRE o A7 KRB AR f 22 (Bias for the
Whole)YBFFTHE th, 11 9% # il 1a] T 44 S¢ 1k, M
PL 2 2 5¢ % P 32 3 B YK (Mishra, Mishra, &
Nayakankuppam, 2006). A TA HEIXTS, 58
HNT G2 B9 AN P AR BE Al B R (White, Lin, Dahl, &
Ritchie, 2016), £ AR LY — A58 B %
R, NI T FRIR e R 2 L 2K R A
X R R BRI . HIEmASE, Kk, T
A A 3 — A N, T e ST i T —
SRMAH ANEE, E5E T2, XRI LR
FEFE A TP AR B EE, RIS A7 S A
H—AGERE IR ES, A (vs RS ) RESR T
14 2% & W (Shaddy & Fishbach, 2016; Evers, Inbar,
& Zeelenberg, 2014), XFPILLBFR R 4G VCELRK
N (set-fit effect), 2 b, HF(OHAKMZ ART S
— NUE BB Rk i A < — " B, H(Q)H
HHIZ NH — AE A PEE &, BT LAH L
— NCHEFEHERA R 2 NS, AR Z AHRE
s A i L5 T 2 22 8] R H 3K~ R 4,
HETAR TSRS FeN T8 R

BIg 4: S SRR E AN —ABKRE, K
T st ot 5 AXKZT W 58S T ot AR .
1.4 RS

AW E ST R T — U9 g LU uE AU H A
BOSOW W BT, RISl — ACE I, T 2%
BN A < — N BRI, T 2N
RGN, HE SRS A <2 NBRe ., bl
5, BATHITIE 4 DIcmmemi i, Hrp, 5
0 1AGL I Al R O RS R e L e B 3K
—an IR B A VE T 9258 2l P Bl
R Z ] A /Y A 3 - IR ES, SR R AL Y 9
(moderation-of-process approach; Spencer, Zanna, &
Fong, 2005) 1477 I HF R Gk ] Fo— i R 245 i L2
S 3 A T CE AN R BR AR SEEG 4 I
JeE i 1 AR 22 N AR B R R A

2 TSEES . SRARTE AN AR
Jo HE T 1) 52 ]
21 W5 RE
S8 ) H B8 T 80 IEAR BT 5T BB a4, BR
AR T NS R B T 2 3 T S R AR L S

BoR M AU [T ARTF L Al [ ARE ], 2R
FHARTFL, FRIEPATDWAN BT, ik
O A SN E, 4 AR ERESR AT LN R, O
Hh i it i 44 i TP Shop, bt 44 4 Caring More,
BRSO J. Estina, T3R5 H 4 R TeWise,

53 BAEREABI A (Mg = 2032 ¥, SD = 1.25)%
5T IR SR . Bl E Se sl e LT Sy e it
TP Shop WA EAL I, IFME THEE 5 HRFA
M EAL IR, SR, BORIIEH T “TP Shop &l AL
kAR & —>, “TP Shop M XAEIRZ T “TP Shop
A AT LAGE A e —2E N, “TP Shop A LUE A
WBEARFMA (1 =“dEHAFE,7=dEFFRE"),
FPEMraniE TP Shop & EHHA Ak, TA & (1 =
“A PIRER— D N BRI, 7 = <Al LMRERZ A
NI BARFETT™) o S T HEBR o EAACF N 45 M,
B XA TN SR B R S AR B B AT T
M = <dEwREAE”, 7= AR AT HTALE N
NI, BERAk ST Ao b i i Caring More | Bk
FEanki J. Estina FIF=3% 0 8 TeWise MKKHFT T F
B, G AR5 A & TP Shop AHIR i fm, 8%
R S ENIRE % N EYSHER Rl v ST
22 WHER

Fr AT Bl R AR L5 H Yo AR PR 2
W 1o T XF AR — PR RS 20Tt . iE A
He—F NFLE A AR N5 225, FRATR AR
STREAS ¢ 456 25 R R, T T2 AMUF RS, B
T A B XU BN Z JCAL[ TP Shop: #(52) = 4.09, p
< 0.001; Caring More: #52) = 11.90, p < 0.001]H.3
I & A [E 9 A [TP Shop: #(52) = 6.84, p < 0.001;
Caring More: #(52) = 2.30, p = 0.026], MEEAT
14 it A Ry S XU BT % — 4K [J. Estina: #(52) =
4.12, p <0.001; TeWise: #(52) = 5.56, p < 0.0011H. 7
JnidE &% —2% A [J. Estina: #(52) = 10.99, p < 0.001;
TeWise: #(52) = 10.38, p < 0.001], M4k, LL<d4” Fg%f
FEME AR ¢ KRB, 2 AT gl A o
HACFE Z A AM F 3455 [TP Shop: #(52) = 5.80, p
< 0.001; Caring More: #52) = 10.27, p < 0.001],
AR i JR DU B Ry TR R — > A By B 4 e o [J.
Estina: #(52) = —2.78, p = 0.008; TeWise: #(52) =
—8.69, p < 0.001], ¥ rift 2K B2 T H N AR EAE
o715 a0 = O S S0 R o R 2 Xl B S 1 o
SIS HE TAE ANBOIE LR S, RIS 8
— )T ANUER, RSP RIHE— N (‘2
U=
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F1 MEEEMAMEELER
fn Wg L —1 W& 2 Ie it EAERE LA EA AT A RFAMEECE
TP Shop (i A) 3.75 (1.25) 5.00 (1.33) 4.13 (1.29) 5.68 (0.94) 4.96 (1.21)
Caring More (i \) 2.83 (1.07) 5.13 (0.92) 4.42 (1.35) 5.02 (1.19) 5.32 (0.95)
J. Estina (%3 A\) 4.66 (1.37) 3.45 (1.31) 5.13 (1.08) 3.79 (1.36) 3.53(1.23)
TeWise (]LA) 5.66 (1.04) 2.75 (1.16) 5.96 (1.00) 3.15 (1.34) 2.47 (1.28)

30 SR 1. ARAUE AB LR,

3.1 LR

SRS 1B TR A RS O T 2 B
AERFZ (B 1) F— 5SS 0 T A1
(B 2)o R TIRANAEM SR BT, LK 1
SRR BT S—, 8T % Rice 55(2012).,
Thomas 1 Fowler (20135)HF5% H A fii] B 5% &5 %07,
A s 2 NME AR T 3 0AFH AFE—
IS TR S BRAY T % ., Handriana #l Wisandiko
(01 7)WEFE Y it SR AR G #% T i 2 AR
FH—RE N, MELLHEBR R A TH AN H BRI
s, IR SER T T 3 AN R AR F 4,
ST 2 NMGE iy — A AE A

FHR AR 4 KPR EAE A — A A
vs. —A B vs. —A C vs. = AT, H g
JRENACE A — AL (G AL B C =N), i
[ NCE A it S 1 EE0RE 935 A B
B~ I FR L Al AR B AR E AN &S T4
AR BN SEIA, AT 0 S BRI R FH R HUA 1Y 2o P ik
ek “Classy Katti” FlHE L A9/ 5 N E 4% BE (&
1 iR, EAER P& Al logo FIZFR . N T ARIE
BN i A — 22 WP IR W SK AT REE, HLH T g4
Al Ay Lo PR RS, ARSI HE SR AR T 2ok .
210 ZBAERRZEAS AR, HibR 2 2 5wk

L S

LS SR

VSRR EMR IR B — AN AL —AB. —AC, = A,

i, A 208 A& tpkil. R G*Power 3.1 115
FEA 1Y power {H (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang,
2009), PR Ty 25007, HAECh 4. R0
HHM 0.4, BEMEKFHR 0.05 B, HEASEN 208 19
power H 4 0.99, HiidFAIKF- 0.80,
3.2 FAsLIE

TSE g R — AR S, 2R 94 BB R
(Myge =20.97 %, SD = 1.04)2 5, FSk 2 3(fCF
AN Avs. fRFABvs. REANOMANKIF, BFE
B UE RO AR NS BT 25 5 gk
HARWERT AE R, RETEH B R — 435
AN E R 0, X E T AN R
& (-3 = B AERK”, 0 = “SX A S E T2
527, 3 = <dEH B )RR B ) 0 AR R
& (1= WA, 7= dEWAR), SJaili
AR LTI o LA O A A BB I BARE AR A 30 s, Bk
WX HF AN A [Mwina = 1.65, SD = 1.09; #93) =
14.74, p < 0.001]. fCHF A B [M wirp = 1.47, SD =
0.95; #(93) = 15.03, p < 0.001]. fRF AN C[M pinc=
1.62, SD =1.31; £(93) = 11.95, p < 0.001 |/ = Z T4 JF
WESTEEA, JFH, —RIVE ¢ KIngs R
B, #%F AL B, C = AMEZEEMAGREE
YITERE2F(1s < 1.43, ps > 0.16),
3.3 XWRIE

BAXBEBEDL /B R 4 ASLI0 A, 15 sk
Wnl Sk, S TRURSC R B Y, 51 RiEH n G
AR AR ST A . BEE, Bk
E— B¢ Classy Katti £\ A947 47 : “Classy Katti i{37.
T 1995 4F, L1 1EF%F Lo P e s o 1Y [ B
A2 R 5, A5G PG A TP A 0TI IR 2 RN R R 2
5 W HE R R WA T Classy Katti [ 25 L 14,
FARUACAR TS = “ABW 2488 AFE0w/
>, 7 = “AEW AR ZWARE BN o =
0.94) . it L BE £ (< an SR IR T B K Ao, FRxT
Classy Katti 23/, 1 = ##8, 2 = #4041, 3 = A
FE). HIR—MRELE (1 = “FRIEH 5 Classy Katti 1R
Bt /Classy Katti 5IRAEH AT, 7= “RE0w 5
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Classy Katti 18 3£ % /Classy Katti 5 AEH 47, r =
0.85, p < 0.001; Park, Eisingerich, & Park, 2013), N
T HEBRAC T RS LR AT BERE W, B PPN TR
Classy Katti FJERE( = “dEWBEA>, 7= “dE%
PEYMAARRE = “dEWAMAB>, 7 = “HAEHH
VA FAE AN EZFE = “FEHAER,
7= “GEHEIORAMABREQ = GEH AL, T =
“AEE ), LARAE AR R T 4 D8 R
(1 = “JEFARILEL, 7 = “dEHICHL), SLEES R,
B BT 7 g Uk, SRR T A3
A5 B A S5 H
34 ZWHER

BRI . A POEARE AR B, T8
SR 7 A A i R D I g R e, S
201 Ty A R R, Bl PRI 22.67 2(SD =
2.77) VERN S RACTHE AR S, AT
B 96.42% (54/56) 8k [FMZIERE, — ACH A+
1 97.24% (141/145)8 M2 1E 8, WL B A0 o]
TCHERRIC B E 25, (1) = 0.09, p = 0.761 . %45
IRBER W i A S ANE R T, o 156 7 2
WP AETC2E 5

FMRL VIS B A, SR T 2257
B 0 45 2R B it LIRS N B0 E 800 3, FG,
197) =3.39, p=0.019, 0} = 0.05. L[ %F b W os,
= ACHF AP - = 4.49, SD = 1.53)%}
Classy Katti i B PEAN 3 0 0T i— A A AR
FH[M . A=5.09,SD=1.13; F(1,197) = 5.08, p =
0.026, ;= 0.05]. ffif— AN BACH M 1p=5.11,
SD = 1.17; F(1, 197) = 5.00, p = 0.028, n; = 0.05] I
mi— AN CRRF UM o = 5.21, SD = 1.25; F(I,
197) = 6.63, p = 0.011, m; = 0.06], H =~/ fifea A
R 228 JC 3 2 5 (Fs < 0.26, ps > 0.607)., 145
SR, S AR T X 2 A B 1 s
Em T MUE, B 1858 50R .

YRR RE( = EEE, 2 = 4, 3 = A
FE), — AMUFAL(61.38%E#E, 11.72%4E45, 26.90%
A E) 5 = AT 4 (42.86% £, 12.5%F 41,
44.64% AT ) IR AP i St W B 25 57, A(2) = 6.48,
p=0.039, K R RE FOR g i L T IE LA B
MIMEQG = 8%, 2 = NHfisE, 1 = J648), sharke
AR ERH—-AMCTFHNE DB EST =
MNCT A, 1(199) = 1.77, p = 0.079, 145 5 M 5 ik
PEOY AR BE PR SR TR 1,

NS T2k, A5 KA Preacher 1

Hayes (2008)fH141- 43 Hr#%(Model 4, Bootstrapping
1000 ¥R), XM 2 £ Y [ 3R - IR A 1 A AR
FHEAT TR, IR 2 R . B S NEEE
B ECEL= =N, 1= —AN), &Rk, AFK-
i FRIBR 45 7E AR E NB(CR N vs. 2 )%l s
JEE 1) 5% W H R PR Ay AR R S IR BRI AR =
0.26, SE = 0.08, 95% CI: [0.1034, 0.4179]), 5k

w2,
o | BB
a=041 W@:**

HEREAE | c=0.06" (' =-0.447)
-1==A; > A
1=—J) axb =0.26,95%
CI- [0.1034, 0.4179]

¥l 2 Bootstrapping /- Hr
T BRARBUER “FR p>0.05,""FK p<0.001,

EHIER. 4 Al s RGERE . SAI4
E.REASEERE. AGAMBEY TR EZER
Fs < 1.44, p > 0.231; 4 HECA A ALY
PERCRR B IE 22 5, F(3, 197) = 0.33, p = 0.804, np =
0.01; Hix 5 =GR AR N PVE WA SR
AR NG it RS BE B RO 45251, F(3, 192) =
8.21,p <0.001,m2=0.114

LIS, SCES 1 OBRTE TR 1 R 2, B
TH 2 3% T X0 — o7 i RSN LG T X 2246 it AR
PN NS AT 3 S A A= N (1K 2 U AR S
JRASEE . SR, SE80 1 ARTAR: Hi—, ICEAM
PR Lot 5 =, BARFRATHERR T — 75 At
a5 NBMRZE S 52, (H R R HERR 207 it AL
NPT REH R A B A AT . R, S5 2 4%
— T HERANA BN R, e SRR T, S —T7
T S PR S g A e RS, 2P RS
PF NEO i B AIL T

4 LY 2. ol H AR B E HY I
TR

4.1 It

SERG 2 /9 B RYFE T I g A S e 1 R -
RS, RITH PR E S R A AR,
SR FHVRY A 0 2% T S IE 1 R — 5 R 285 1) Hh A A
H, FFHEBR LA AT RE AR AR RS . S50 2 7RI
FEREAFLNEE: ()58 1 AR, SHE 2K
R Z NRE T 5 R 2 00H ANEARTE) 5 H
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(2) S5 A R R B 45 55 £ i AR N, AR UL 35
Gl F B, HRANNFHPEER
FE—PACHE NS 4k, M2 AMUF AP 2HA
FAH AN & 4k, IWIMHGH EE R ()R
JHESE N Baume & Mercier’s NI, S2ES 2 M EA
IR 5 K (EEACHE ANEL: B2 A vs. BAZC B vs.
A vs. 1.5 B vs. WAORGHRIBIET, 249 Z1E
KARHES 5ARRER , % G*Power 3.1 [ HLA
R EH, HUECH 5. N E ()R 0.4, B ENE
KK 0.05 1, BEACEH 249 1Y power {H-N 0.99,
i it H AT 0.80,

K3 SEm 2 SEg kR

42 IR

kv S 5 TR EIEM AR
SCES R, RIS WEREHLA LR 5 AR, AR AN
Kl 4, iAol E o i i —B: Baume & Mercier [
m AR, TR 10 RS, IRk sK b IS
WME LK~ E AL, 78 4 MR ARFdld, #ilk
WE 4 sKAHE R 78 4 AMUF D, paliE
4 AR TR R E N 3 b, E4
U ZEEE 1B, I SCFRR R — kSR
Baume & Mercier | 4. SRJ5, BiX] ol AR
e B IS MRS IEAT T PR o A R I 2 )
5528 1 MRl (e = 0.92); 1T [ IR —5h eSS

2 BTNV =31)4 3, Baume & Mercier B & I 4 B4, &S
VB S I £ S 50 [ FR— 5 RALIDE 45 1 0 o

e T H IR AE S Y 2 W FE B (“me-ness in the
brand”; Park et al., 2013), FrPAJcEe A F— 5 kg
W52k ] Aron, Aron F1 Smollan (1992)4& i) H &
5 fih A\ f & 2 &2 % (Inclusion of Other in the
Self), #4&, #lEZ 2R NRHE NIRRT
HERFEABT) . MEANWRERE = “9E%
FEAE>, 7 = “dEH AR, YLK Baume & Mercier
PR B Z A (L = AR R R, 7 = “IEE 2 )
FUEAT R (1 = “dEH 227, 7 = “AEW ). LILE R
Ja, #EH T AN H B ARG R, IR TR
Hiw,
43 LHER

FMRL A, WA A S .
UNEY 1 RV STEURES-wAI G OE 35 €/
245 A BCEBHR (62% 20 1%), FFEB R 21.29 %
(SD =2.61), LA it A B2 Ay A A8 5 (1) B R R 2547
Mrigsn, SR E B0 2500 B3, F4, 240) =
3.54,p=0.008,n; = 0.06, AT, AT PUA
F(Muw. =3.95,8D=1.57), Bix A[M ns:a=4.96,
SD =1.00; F(1, 240) = 13.45, p < 0.001, nJ = 0.13],
HiAdr B [M v = 4.67, SD = 1.47; F(1, 240) = 5.33,
p=0.023, 1, =0.05]. 1 A[Muyy,=456,SD=
1.09; F(1, 240) = 4.86, p = 0.030, 7 = 0.05]. ¥.5 B
[M w5 =4.80, SD =1.67; F(1, 240) = 6.81, p = 0.010,
n> = 0.071R T B AL B B i A B T 5 o

VERER RS T 8 oL ol B St 8 ARV |
WAL, FRATEE S AT ABCERA vs ) Zi iy
BT =1, AT =2) LIRS
FE AR &, SOEACE AEL. SE AR RS
DY A R SR R = T B o TR TN By
WFH[R? = 0.19, F(3, 241) = 18.94, p < 0.001], &
RE AB(B=-2.52,t=—5.52,p<0.001), 5ciHFk—
S IBESE (B = —0.40, 1 = —2.69, p = 0.008) }z i # 3¢
HAEH(B =052, t =445, p < 0.00)H B3, WHK
5. FATId AR R AT (simple slope analysis),
HE— 2K 5 E N [A) By SE 0 B3R — i R 25 KR
(Mean + 1 SD) FAUH & ANBIEMN 22 5% XF Tde
I [ IS IBESE (M = 5.44) P08, AR T 5
ANEF AWM SE LR EZFB = 028, t =
0.26, p = 0.798); T XJ TR S5 I Fo—ah IR 45 (M =
1.84) Bk, B AT L U AR T 1 il R A5 B
F(B=-1.57,t=-231,p=0.022), DI EZ5HUEH,
i AR AN ROV AL A AETETH 2 5 5 i A 1S
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414 BARE 45 LIME | AT RH0s i
ft VEET. BB, #i?%%?*ﬁmf:
SRS ! Baume & Mercier] 45 !
Rl VAT B33 s !

K4 S5 2 ks i

6 -
5.10
sl 4£§/—-
” 484
o o
3.66
3+
--o-- K A IR-FHRIRES
—— 5 HR- AR
YN = B ARE

Bls mh A AR S A - R EE Y 52 FLAR T

JRRER G5 AR A AE L
BRMEBBANESIER. ST ABTHES
R ERUN AN B, F(1, 240) = 1.06, p = 0.376,
Np = 0.02; {HXFIERHN™ 5 2 REVEAF A0 Sk . 35 2%
5, F(1,240) = 2.18, p = 0.072, n7 = 0.04; H.PUAAR
FIUE IS 4 DR AT T B 2R
PRI L Fs > 2.81, p <0.097, {HZ, &BH™ £
FEVEIEA AR E AR = AT, 2 = ZA
AR )X il A BE B 52 (A L B AR RN = —0.02,
SE = 0.06, 95% CI: [—0.0278, 0.2926]); ¥ /&£
FEVEAE R U AE B AT LA A RS B o DR A3 o ) P [

Y T YL 43 R L B

R T 2001, RO R AR KA WA, F(4, 239) =
4.44,p =0.002, 12 =0.07, - H., 5 APELXHCHF A
() AR AR T i 3 P 22 5, AN 4 R o B i
WAL, 4450 NAR T 20 22 1] Al RS B TG I 3 22 5
ps > 0.11; ANFEACEH AR AR &5 S B
M 225, 1(198) = 0.63, p = 0.532; #ikME S5I0F
NN B2 BEAE B B3, F(1, 196) = 0.70, p =
0.404,

LU/, U 2 MEEEE RUE THRANRT
MNUE B, TRAb 7580 1 FEREA RS, S0
PERHRISC IS BT 7 T A o BEAh, SERRI T B
A 3 FR - RIS, A FLE Y OB E A
B F——RI S 8 50 3R — e g s,
PRE NBBE R . L RFR T A IR R e s
TE i A NEON H ) SR I, i — DAk 1
A 3 — i R 5 1 f I

SO 3. BHORPGAER SR
A

5.1 SWigit

S5 3 B AE AT AL AR AN BN BT TR
Ak, BIALER T B MM RAE R, — ARG L
MNEF AR, AT R B 5 (L R ) Al
HEARFTANAARF A ERY, =AARF A
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e VP8R . W iRk); Hoh Sy RAES ) A
“ERFTAT, MEA L, dE B R AR R R
“BfPE AT, MEA . LI 6 BN, i
SEHG A 25 R N BN vs. 2 N) x 207 i 2k
Al By RAEARD vs AR B SRR AL ] T,
161 ZTEACA R A S AR S5 %+ G*Power 3.1
IR R T7 225001, MA1BCh 4. AMBEER 1. 300
H(HH 025, BENEAKFH 0.05 I, HEAFN 161
i) power {H 4 0.88, #iitFAIKF 0.80,

8 )

"fﬁ fngﬂf

: fﬁ :ﬁgg)ﬂf

Ko Sii 3 Sigbhrl

5.2 IR

BB E R 4 AR, WA — N H
RG] o SRE RPN S (e = 0.91) 1 A
T~ eSS (r = 0.57, p < 0.001), 4 5] 35 5 5256
1 —8 N TR TR, BP0
1) B 93 G AIE IR (< LS VR A RE AR T 2 5 1 B 0y
1 =“dEFARRE, 7=dWFE. FH, BT
B 0T SIS AR AR A i 22 5, AR S
B I T R R S R BRGR RR BE (1 = IR W AR,
7 = “AEWABHMNAF AN ZFEZBREA = FEW
ARER, 7= “AEHEHK) o PIARFICIwR T AHS5
THAE IR T8 W,
53 KWEHR

BRI . AR REN, 3 4
B e VR T R0, O A S5 252 43 B b
%, FT 158 AR (58.22% 2 1), 4R
H20.91 % (SD = 3.40), VUSSR AEES Hy H 20 1
()t Ag R, Py B2 T, MEA HE T
(M = 4.54, SD = 1.28) 50y R AF B He Bl BT
17, MEA LT (M = 3.71, SD = 0.96) 1 i1, #(156)
=4.61,p<0.001, JFH, 2(5ACE A x 2075
SRR By {5y S AF SN A XK R Ty 240K B T 72
FEH R ERON B [F(1, 154) = 21.06, p < 0.001, 0’
=0.12], fAH ASKFQ, 154) < 1, p = 0.57) } H:

WEZHAEMFA, 154) < 1, p = 0.68]#8 A 3, H
WE U6 A8 5 GROBAR T N BOAS S 0 9] 5 48 ok (B
Oy G AE AL = )3 B M o DL L 4B 7 il 2 A ) S
BRI T

FHN . MARSEE A E, 205 R E A
) x 207 AN A R I 2200 s . AR
BB ERLRI[F(1, 154) = 5.99, p = 0.016, 0} =
0.041FW )2 EAEFI[F(1, 154) = 4.24, p = 0.041,
02 = 0.03P9 B, 7RI AN A B, F(1,
154) < 1,p =0.55, F— R A I %F LR, X1 5
PR, — MU = AGE s B
EM spemwn = 4.65, SD = 1.07 vs. M spem-1 =
3.88, SD = 1.24; F(1, 154) = 8.72, p = 0.004, 0} =
0.10], Mixf FAEFMH R E, —ARFES5=A
REZE LN EZFIM sopew_n. = 440, SD =
0.84 vs. M wupai - =4.33, 8D =1.13; F(1, 154) <
1,p=0.77],

RS FaEAEAKO= —A, 1= =
NF=EAL0 = EHRRIER, 1 = BHZRIE
LUDY 7 TS5 A {7 A A2 A R <10 Rl s o T
(Model 8, Bootstrapping 1000 ¥X; Preacher & Hayes,
2008) Y 245 S = W1 3R — 5 LR 25 1) Tl $E 200 0 b 2
(AF B HARBN = —0.57, SE = 0.29, 95% CI:
[-1.1519,-0.0459]), 47/ Mk B G AERIES, A
TS RREREE 1 TR A A AN 3 (IR R RN, =
0.03, SE =0.18, 95% CI: [-0.3643, 0.3360]); Ifii 24~
i B AR, IR R i VR
(AF AN = —0.55, SE = 0.23, 95% CI:
[-0.9845, —0.1223]), x4 Rk — LU, FHRAE

i AELETH 2 S A I IR G, R AT
NBCRAEE R SERAAE. 55, 20 AR H AED >
2077 A RN i R AR B AR N R B AT
TR, Fs < 1.30, p > 0.26; WA AR AR Ry s
L, A EENEAERR 20T AED <
207 S AW T 22 50 M AT AEAE R8O (it R R B
FRN, F(1, 152) = 6.28, p = 0.013, m; = 0.04; L H.
RNz, F(1, 152) = 4.25, p = 0.041, 0} = 0.03)

LI NG . ARSIGHGT T AR BN K
SEPRTER AR, B0 —L A E AN L 207 5 AR
NEA B OAGE T B RAERL™ 5o TH 9
R 5 B Ay GAE R = i ST A B, TR R
B SRR ARE (vs i 2 AT R B & A
e — A R IDE 4 T A d, Ko o S B A 5 i) A B
B, R 3 AHRIKAE, i, BHGRAER= SR
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e FE MR FROCES T 1~ PR AR BL
6 S 4. MRS NREHRILH

6.1 SKIigIt

S 4 HAE T (D200 H AR B
FAE AT NS A (2) 50T 3 AR
AR TH AN R 07 20K, AR S50 R SCF i
HBIACTHE ANEL XTI 30 AT B AR
5 ovs.HER Z AR vs AR Z AT 4H ]
HWFiit, 103 BAERARMES 5AR R . HE
G*Power 3.1 [ E 7 220007, 4180k 3. 00
(NN 0.4, WEMKFH 0.05 B, FEAE N 102
(102 J& #3103 19 3 IATEO power fHN 0.95,
L IEA KO 0.80,
6.2 LIRIZ

PR RN FC R 3 AR, B EWE —
MIAERRVE R K= 5 o $eds, Bl bl o5 0 it
T RIS B AT A RR 2 A F 4
RS B2 3« “HERO J&— AN XS LB 2H 4,
Hara. Edd. Rebecca. Osborn 40/, H—1 { YES)
A M 3RAS 2018 SRR NG R, =4, A
T AP g ok, TRk K#E HERO
A4 1) Hara $AEILERAE A HERAIZ AR
T AP B e ok, fEEEUE R KT HERO
AP ARTE AN. JERT R AL Z AR W
& “Hara, Edd. Rebecca. Osborn & 4 2 i 2%Hy
VEIBTRT, 4 AIFAE 2018 AR4EEE ST AR 4% . i
K, MEEEVR AR 4 NIERFAT A AR E A
B, Pak3 S (o = 0.93), A4 MBS
(r=10.85, p < 0.00)#HA4T T ¥4 P2 B 5
S 11— RN TR, U2 AR E
MR T I AR PE(L = “HEE AR —A
>, 7 = “AEFAR—BUE") . b T HEBR T30
FRZIE, ARSI T S A 44 B D
W =AEWARmML”, 7=dEFMNH"). &5, ik
D4R 7HEAR N DG E B, IS T 525 B,
6.3 SLWMER

BARIE. A 1 AR E R TR S E A
AR B OE, 7 AW R S e 7 8 )30, 2 4
PRI L 1 2RISR, X
SR BT RS2 T i 25, BT 93 ARk

AR LA R, ) & T
BURE, AT 78 25/ S5 ) P A

AR (46.24% ), BB FIFER R 19.59 %
(SD =4.80). F 4G, DIMBKNATA: A AR 5, 2(HAT 4
R AT vs AERAR Z AR FH B 2 7 220
Hr#& B “HERO /&2 —#i X% UtIR A A 1 41115 4
P HE AR —NBUR[M npnz. = 4.55, SD = 1.41
vs. M wmunzr = 2.47, SD = 1.20; F(1, 59) = 38.54,
p <0.001, 07 = 0.40], SZEATRHERIET

FHMRL. R, UL 3 RS RS vs. A
R 2 AT vs BRI Z AR TN AL E . &
JAS BE SRy PR A2 i 1) B 3R 22 A BT 4 SR R B AL
I3, F(2,90) =12.54, p <0.001, 12 = 0.22. 4[]
X o, S AR 2 AT (M mwws = 5.58,
SD = 0.91)7 | F 1 i A BT 40 Tl R AT
(M mwinzn =4.06,SD = 1.46) [AERIZ A vs. BN,
F(1,90) = 7.71, p < 0.01, n2 = 0. 11141 &% AR A A 7Y
ZNUE (M s = 4.85, SD = 1.15) [HEEIZ A vs.
EHARIZ A, F(1, 90) = 24.14, p < 0.001, 1} =
0.29], 17 i JL R NARC T 5 RS A o LS B v T AR AT
RAEIZ N, F(1,90) = 5.80, p = 0.019, 2 = 0.09.

RS T HARR R =K R,
TR R B 22 A R0 S A (BR R 2 AR
S4 = 0), PANRTAHMIEREMEZ AMCFHN
WEAS e, % ] Hayes Fl Preacher (2014)1%F 443 #7
Fi#l(Model 4, Boostrapping 5000 Y)IiE H F -
JRERZE A 30 . G5 RRBE, H 3R I A5 7E
PR 2H ) (12800 2 (PR RS 2 NARH 4 vs LN
RE4L: JEEZBARRY = —0.65, SE = 0.22, 95%
CI: [-1.1203, —0.2546]; HARIZ AACE A vs AEH
WRIZ NCH A . JE HIERARR0N = —0.80, SE =
0.24, 95% CI: [-1.2915, —0.3615]), Hit#E—4F
SET HE-MBREG R A E . SiAh, AGE A
BIRBAMAE LR EZS, FQ2, 90) = 1.53, p =
022, HAMZEC AL R,

LI /NEE . SEH 4 — 5 T S SCFE AR A T =X
PRI UE T ARS8, B—HEM TIE AN
R 1) 3 5 1 0 ——Y 2 A0 H N — R,
mn 2 NACH L R A AE A%, Bk 4 152
B E o Bt PRPE T AT ] TP 4 — A 1) e e
58 B VR IR CAn AR P B — S AE), AT
PP 2 AR

7 HHE

AT T ah ACH AR (— A vs. Z )
FOOHTH B il WA EE B, e HG O BRIL AR i S
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Flbo AWPRILHT T 4 A2 )23 SR, E
WA R ZANTERE . AUE ANERIT
RF AR AP S5 5, a8 TR E A
BOEKNE o A5 R Bl B UE A LAl 2
T ONGIE T 2 i S T T, T 2 L LY
H Fe— Al I 4 2 EALH, IO AR R T 5
SAERL P, HZ2ME NHEAOE G2 e 30
N o WFFEESIE A EE T B BIE SCHk, b B
RELBRME T H S H .
7.1 EIRENX

e, AT RERAAE AN vs.2
MR, Bt 1 i S Jr T SCik, Wi 1
NEWTFERTEnE . —J7 1, BA S o oe b
F B A AR 1 5% (Bartz, Molchanov, & Stork,
2013), (/5 R 50K A B ) i A E N ——
RIEAAS i 2 AUE NBITE O o ARWTSE L T 5
[EAEDN G M E ik == 25 (RPS R R - R A= 6
ROVE D 2R 895 JEIE R, MT I e AR SR WEFE A 5 %%
(oA IFE P 7oK A= NG Sl 1P T S S A A= NG -
A Sy E A I R A B N N PRI HE SR A AR5
J3— 7, AW ST R AR (— A vs. 2 N)
AR ACH 5, et T AR, e
R, A KRBT R MEES R REE(— N vs.
Z N)2x &GPk 52 AT 0O &Ry 3T
(Hamilton & Sherman, 1996; Susskind et al., 1999),
PETAT A — 825 2 B R B, A N AR T
(individual-group discontinuity) (Insko, Schopler,
Hoyle, Dardis, & Graetz, 1990; Schopler & Insko,
1992) ., AR 5I3Z 3 2% &0 (identifiable victim effect)
(Small et al., 2007; Slovic, 2010), ITAERFFTIZ T
HARBETE T 59 1258, WA (Galak, Small
& Stephen, 2011), %%L(Steffel & Le Boeuf, 2014) .
Jiji % H #Jj(Niculescu, Payne, & Krishnan, 2013)fI{5
J/3r % (Barasch & Berger, 2014), AHFFEMN A %L
WF5ESCHR, AMFERFFE T S5 AT ST S8 B

HWR, AT T i AE AEO T 9%
JRZS AR RN, #E—0 5838 1 iU E NB0L
PR EAT 4518 o A7 FRAYJLR i A H ABWESE (Rice
et al., 2012; Handriana & Wisandiko, 2017; Saleem,
2007; Thomas & Fowler, 201 5)fFfEL5 B A —EL, A
WK G — C AT A e, 15 ™ 8 (&
LAEEY vs AE S i AR B FI 2 AR A B 2L (A
7 vs AR MR 2 BHRE W — AL 5 AR E NI 2 2
A AT o AT By RAEB ™ i, TH 2

X—fAUHE NS 2R F AN RS ET S If
H, MZH60F AN F R —A PR, 2605
N AH N RS T ML B

I, AREFTER Y A B MK A ) fif BEAL ),
Fu T ARG A O STER . TP S
KR —HE— NI FEIR, a5 4k 5 OC &
SR EE SR AR EL T I ), B B4 T H
i IR LS R R, E BRI 2 AR
(| A A FFE L5 e R (R PRigE L Sy
T J30) (Chaplin & John, 2005; Shen & Sengupta,
2018) o ASHIFFE I ARMY PR 22 A B A B, il RS AL
CIRYS AR E g iORE B Al SO S R DA AW=N
2 AANE NS S5IH B @ s w22, ml I,
ARWFFREE IR IE T H F— 5 IR 45 5 R A5 %
72 SKBEER

AW FELE 18 Al A RS it e R N AR g
POt T EARYE . E, AR T AT AR
WEHT, WFEr 7 EAUE AR, B2 O A
KA E I ABFFREAREY, — RO Al ik
P AE MET 2 A0 MACE A, TEReie Tt
mn AR o HRATET, — AL A S N 20000
FRAE N TR T 2 3 5 LI 1 BRI 4, B R
ai UE AL SR BT A R . AR, — 2l AUE A
TOLRAE BCAGE T T B RAERL &, TR IRk
Wi, VRESE . 12 SRR BIMRY], A )
TR LR ACE N . 4N, AL A L B
(Dior)iB i A E R Horh B IXACE A esh, FE M
LA 3 2 AL ARE NS AL, g7 o+
(Rolex) A H AN & — ik 42 Ao A5
ZERIR, M 20 A A S — A AR,
i 22 AR SRmE AT DA Tt R A5 s . 4
b AT DA — AN AR, andiExk 2 e i H R
RF L WA 5 A S i PR AR SR (A& AT 2R . i
. g . RUTFALE G TORT, sEH 2L
it AR E NEAL A — AR, Inm F TRk HAUS
NGFRNHFRKG, 2T LGS IMRL R 2
AL ERACE N e — Ak, g3 J) - 35iE i
42 it JE NI R is s 51 FESE Iy ve e rh
BIE Nggifzs g igeedl cp”°, Wik, 4kl
BT 2L 44 NAE 9 ACE NI, 25 22 L it
REFNZ B VCECHE . Sk, b i 4 1f o B
77w RPN H AR T (AN s By 7 R BT 2 ), 4T

¢ WL HE, BIALAY couple MR /E
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73 HMRERSERE
ARWFFABAFAE—E W R BRI, R 5 SeiF 5 i
PP 5E 5V, B, AU R AR MEAE
NP N ST E )2 VN E DN T
I M&M G E G ML G, TR E A
BN 1) SR SR —— 1 3R — o LR 45 I — i AR 2
F, PR AR T B0 R 7 R R 3 38 4005
JRARH NI, AT Tl — IR B, R 2
TR IR H NEO B 2R — BT, RkBT
FE] LA — 25 B E B 7™ Sl 2 AR Y
o, A=, SCH 4 (W H T B AR B O BN
R AR Z2 NACH W22 5, ASRBFSEAT DL B 35
DSt B AR AR 22 A AR 1 DX 3800 . 5
ARHETE G LS8 7R AT AN KO 2 i S
MFERT, A DRI R IR AN S e B9 9% %
SR E N AEAN (icic & Webster, 2013),
Y SN €A MR E DO AN S =1
By eIy o AHUE NHAARF T &
Uit 7 ok S R ) A 1 T ARG G . A,
ENTIENE 3 NG AEDN G e s O 1
P T ER R ZAACHE NER B R, R
M7 it AR 35196 5 190 JH b 138 22 TR 3R R AR F 9 45 2R v
AEIE BRI o 7RI, ASBIF 580 B A PR 22 A m] B AR
o R, AR e SRS B R VER . FRATTHE
DU AT 2R A1 28 T R S i i R 5 N800
Ho—, X F B L RbR SRR R 5, i 247
RENGREYELE -8, hitt2 AMUF TR
— ANREFEM . K, YIRETE S B R )
At BER, 2 AMUHE QIR g T RE 2 e
HEI 98 DR AT o ARRAIEFE AT LB X I W 28 PR 3%
A E ANBON A TR R . BRI ZAh, S EOC R
FAIANAZHRAIIE R vs AKFERIDCR) | T8 985 M (0L
(N7 AL vs FARAD)SEHS AT BEX i AR T AN BN
T B — R LA, RIS AT DAER ]k 22 R 3% R
PN GO R (S

& £ x #
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Abstract

The use of celebrity endorsements in advertising is quietly pervasive. One brand can be endorsed by
either one celebrity or multiple celebrities. Notably, it is more and more common nowadays that a single
brand harnesses multiple celebrity endorsers in its advertisement to potentially attract more consumers.
Literature on consumer psychology has mainly studied the context of a single celebrity endorsing a single
brand, suggesting that source characteristics, such as familiarity, expertise, trustworthiness and
attractiveness of the endorser, can affect consumer response and attitudes. A growing of recent studies have
investigated the context of a single celebrity endorsing multiple brands, while surprisingly very few studies
have examined whether one brand should be endorsed by either one person or multiple people. In the
current research, we extend the extent literature by examining how consumer respond to celebrity
advertising endorsed by either one person or multiple people.

Consumers can build their relationship with a brand through the celebrity endorsers. In this vein, the
number of endorsers (one celebrity versus multiple celebrities) can influence consumer attitudes via their
feelings of connecting with the brand. Based on the image transference perspective, the celebrity’s traits
could be transferred to the brand’s perceived traits. Thus, when a brand is endorsed by one person (multiple
people), this brand is perceived to hold one identity (multiple identities). According to person-positivity
bias, we postulate that one endorser (versus multiple endorsers) can enhance consumers’ connected feelings
with the brand, then in turn increase consumers’ positive brand attitude. And this effect is only constraint
for status-signaling products. Although the main hypothesis seems straightforward, there are constraints on
its applicability. If the associations between the number of endorsers and self-brand connection are
attenuated, the effect of the number of endorsers on brand attitude should be suppressed. That is, when
multiple endorsers look like a whole (e.g., a team), the main effect would be reversed, such that multiple
endorsers with wholeness characteristics elicit higher brand attitude than one endorser.

One pilot study and four studies were conducted to examine our hypotheses. Pilot study (n = 53)
examined that the basic hypothesis of trait transference, such that the brand endorsed by one person
(multiple people) would be perceived to hold one identity (multiple identities). Experiment 1 (n = 199)
investigated the main effect and the mediating role of self-brand connection. Experiment 2 (n = 245) used a
moderation-of-process approach to further validate the mediation of self-brand connection. Experiment 3
(n = 158) examined that the effect is constraint when the product is characterized as status-signaling, while
targeting and eliminating possible alternative explanations. Experiment 4 (n = 92) identified the moderating
effect of when multiple endorsers look like a whole and provide replication of the main effect. To document
a robust effect, we varied the context of advertising and the endorsers across four studies.
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Our investigation suggests that consumer facing a brand endorsed by one celebrity have greater brand
attitude than those facing a brand endorsed by multiple celebrities. Specifically, compared to multiple
endorsers, one endorser can enhance consumers’ feeling of connecting with the brand, which in turn
increase brand attitudes. For non-status-signaling products, the relative difference between one endorser
and multiple endorsers would be attenuated. At the same time, there are qualifications on these effects.
When multiple endorsers are a whole, the superior of one endorser would be reversed. These findings offer
novel insights on endorsing, number of people, and self-brand connection, while suggesting that companies
must carefully consider the number of celebrities in the wake of considering the appropriate endorsement.
Key words brand endorsement; number of people; self-brand connection; image transference perspective;

person-positivity bias





