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VIS =24 %), R A FRIE S s A
A] B8 H 425 ) B 8 B 5 A (Keller, 2007),
AWFFE R T Hagtvedt 20117, R T 3 4
ANFIET, B LA RS 1 40 B 44 B 6T it i 24
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AR 15 R I . IR L, S R A
PREIR T, B IAAZ B AL LLAIME B3 mT g
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322 HUEHIFLEIL
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TN A 4D B ) ) AR ASE T B o ) 9 2 o o R A
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J, SRR AR 1 3 5 4% G V) i AR X ) 2 S 4 i
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[, AF5E 3 (oA 56 T T 9 3 %o e 400t R0 17 Je
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FUU [RS8 1), 322K, PR shAS[EE i it
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PR BRI, R R R, TF
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A3 . SR A B R 50 (o = 0.96) LU
BT AR TSR R AT TS o B A
BIF AR SR, B2k, #lgi sk
Likert 7 3 (1 = “E&EH; 7= “A7)kER
AT VA W e T B ik A i B, AR I A
JRAFRIE LA = “FERIEN; 7 = BRI ) o
I A2 5 T B ) — B(M = 2.36, SD = 0.88)., 4t
FEB AR F s PSR B W ik 34 b e, 9 L%
XA b A PR B AR EE A ) T k(M = 3.64, SD =
0.87). 2Tk, WFFEE KA T (Hagtvedt, 2011/
AT T HPRES . AEFEAT T AR Sz
Ja, AT RIS PR R A, Bl R ok
Likert L/rf& (1 = “ERAR"; 7 = “JEH )t 4
b 5 AR g AR I L AR A 1) A DG IR g )
R “IZA BB 2 KA E LRI EIRAR” (M &
# = 5.02 vs. M wy = 3.47, F(1,78) = 6.20, p < 0.01),
117 5 70 2 1) A SQ I 1 [n) R Iz b RS 2K
PR FREINE R E R A O (M e = 3.24 vs. M
=5.60, F(1,79) =2.67, p <0.01), ¥ o, %o
AN e 2 T B Y I Bl B

FETOR, WS LA YA 38 DL R e 1) 5 K
fERH ARG, SRS EEVE N AR 1T T ANOVA
R EEISENUE T IR IS B EN (M o =
5.03 vs. M ¢nn = 3.85, F(1,38) = 10.01, p < 0.05)L)
K AU N A8 38 78 1) B BB RN (M o ey =
4.20 vs. M (gm sy = 3.20, F=9.20, p < 0.05 vs. M (n
s = 3.22 V8. M (pn sy = 4.35, F(1,38) = 9.55, p <
0.05). 784 765K AT J5 4 Hagtvedt (2011) 1
B F BT T AR, R A B

AL o

L ‘fu)l\ o ”‘H‘J{)\

Y ol s
— kW = Ln

il

B2 S8 2 PR %t b

HiHE Aiken Fl West (199 D)IIFET, WFFEE X
IR AE HAGN A R BN AT T 43T

e, WHEE T T AE TR A 11 R B
TR BB o S5 OR, S b ik TR A2 15
B, LA I 38 BB b 2 17 1] 5 e 30T 2% it R 1Y)

BB, F(2,79) = 49.95, p < 0.01; 1 40k i & 12
HEE W, SN AR 1 38 REAS 2 1E 1] 5 M Bl R i
SIS E, F(2,78) = 74.96, p < 0.01,

SEHS 2 B EE TR IR T G T 2 A 1) B
XA TE T8 F2 3500 TR o (E, X FHLA
A V80388 0T B LS S Y N ZE AL, S 1,
2 A M AR, Ak, BRRE AT T 3,
34 I3
341 It

S 3 T H W E TR IR A AR R R
AEH

(D#FIRERF: HEK 1 55086 2 —5, hRH
FE P E B 2E AT T A B e . 2 53080
NECH 178 N, Bk 3 M REINAE, Lhas5A
ok 175 N(43% T, SEHAER =23 %), #iksk
BEBL R WS 2H . TR 5E [ 4 (n = 87), LA KA i 5E
12 (n = 88). S HITH S H0AHAL, AL g bk AL 5)
e 28 P A 37 28 31 43 0 B AS [R]85 1

Q)RR fEALR S, B E MR
FNE R HE A0 i AL 44 R o i 4 0D ) 1T T )
SR, PEIE LI TF LA AT, WP E X T T —
AT J5 A I« 4ol R GE 3 Likert 73 ]2
WA WL X AN (1 = “ERBA"; 7 = “A7),
DL X 3K A S R4 R A (BRER B IR (1 = Rl
X5 T = IR FE) o X R ) B P
W52 K T Higgins (1997)F1 Hagtvedt (2011)
I AT, Sl ERE R R E K
BRIR A R (e HEE M 4, WAE 7S — AT, DF5E
BB R G R KR — R AR 2 A& (F By 5 1)
) o ARG B 2, IR A A5 AR 3 R ) A G
H RIS, T % 4 TN DG 1 T Y &
(He 38 S R BRI H ), T AR RS2 =) D) 3 T
REANTI B HARAHIR R, T 2% 3 S0 et i) F 50 1 22 4,
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T A R 0.36%*
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o VB R, SRRIRA SR EG O, A
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W, A LEE XU A ERETT L 1Y
R,

HW, BTN ANBTEAR, AU ERT
"FE ., Hofstede (1983)35 i, ML TiEm ALK X,
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2001) 0 AW ISR AT 5256 5 125 ol I [ 225 L)
K B R BR A, JC 2 LS 2 B XU
A it AR B R IR A o AR DL Bt A B 3K 9
i TR AT 4= & A (A B AL & T

i J& A Google Glass, Galaxy Gear K{3 i) 55 &
RUH IR WA I AT), TEAR K —E A B RIE
JEzs B e i . Rk, fELUR BarsEd, ATER
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AL AL fi% W AR B AZ A Al Ay e FAR 22 I 25
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(U Delbaere et al., 2011; Aggarwal & McGill, 2007),
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Have A Good Chat with the Brand: The Impact of Personified Brand Communication on
Consumer Brand Attitude
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Abstract

The SNS (social networks) based personified brand communication not only differentiates the given brand
from its competitors, but also alters the way the consumers perceive the brand. This study thus examines the
outcomes of personified brand communication based on the theories of psychological reactance, which predicts
that consumers are more willing to make shopping decision on their own, and thus avoid any possibilities of
exterior interference. This paper proposes that the effects of personified brand communication are mediated by
consumers’ perceived sense of freedom, which eventually leads to enhanced consumer attitude. Last but not least,
this study examines the impact of regulatory focus on personification effectiveness.

For the pre-test, the researchers conducted in-depth interviews with 21 participants randomly selected from
Wuhan University. The purpose of the pre-test was to establish theoretical stability of personified communication.

In Study 1, the researchers conducted 3 separated experiments to test the impact of personified
communication on participants’ perception of a brand. The purpose of having multiple test groups was to
eliminate the possible influence of brand name on consumer attitude. 91 participants participated in this study.
The researchers used different versions of brand advertisement to manipulate the perception of personified/
non-personified brand communication style.

132 participants participated in Study 2. The study adopted a 2 (personified communication vs.
non-personified communication) x 2 (promotion focus vs. prevention focus) between-subject design. The
purpose was to determine the moderating effect of regulatory focuses. The researchers adopted Wan, Hong and
Sternthal’s (2009) method to prime consumers’ different focuses (entertainment company vs. insurance
company).

Study 3 followed similar procedures as previous tests. The purpose of Study 3 was two-fold: firstly, it

replicated the results of previous studies using different means to control the regulatory focuses (Hagtvedt,
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2011); secondly, it tested the mediating effect of sense of freedom.

The results of this study were three-fold: to start with, irrelevant information is a key dimension in
personified brand communication; secondly, personified brand communication can give rise to consumers’
perceived sense of freedom, which then can enhance their attitude towards the brand; in addition, such effect is
moderated by consumer regulatory focuses that is comparing to consumers who had prevention focus,
personification has a more positive effect for consumers who have promotion focus.

The results of this study enrich the theoretical value of personification in marketing in three ways: firstly, it
focused on the key dimension of brand personification instead of treating personification as a single dimensional
concept. In doing that, this study not only identified the mechanism underneath the personification effectiveness
on consumer brand attitude based on psychological reactance theory, but also the circumstances where
personification is most suitable (promotion focus). In addition, this study implies the importance of sense
freedom in sustaining long-term consumer-brand relationship. Finally, this study provides feasible guideline for
companies to personify their brands.

Key words personification; regulatory focus theory; promotion focus; prevention focus; psychological

reactance



