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1 55

it i 2 %% (brand love) e “iff 72 1 T 2% 5 % S
FEAE i L I AR AR B, AL T R R
Jl B 5 BRI . 3T AR (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006),
SRIE TIH R E SR Z AR R, T
AU, TR TR S R L R
5 K75 (Batra, Ahuvia, & Bagozzi, 2012), [Kit, &0
ol g 57 T 2 5 R A B OC R 2 Al
F2E BT TRR AR B O 1) ) |, 78 o A fF o,
EENTRI, A S R —A i R AE— i
FAE S 5 73 5 (sharing) 4% F Y Al 88 A6 1A=
1% R AR 5 I8 45 Muniz & O’guinn, 2001;
McAlexander, Schouten, & Koenig, 2002; Muniz &
Schau, 2005; Diamond et al., 2009). JH %% A A
O3 EERT B — A R R AR, TR AR, 2R ma il A
XF % & LAY 25 BE (Trusov, Bucklin, & Pauwels,
2009). AR 5> S B SL B i (shared reality theory),
TE43 523 (speaker) 5 [7] i # (audience) i@ H, 43
TE I DRR A 55 B S & AR W AR 3R (audience

Wk H #H: 2013-04-16

tuning), 74Ul BVRIAE 208, BIANICAR 70 S0l
X EPRXT R AR, W e UL B YRS B, XA
AEXF AR B A BE, 43 T2 X i B ARx G A8 2 sk
A W] BEMCAE T (Echterhoff, 2010; Echterhoff, Higgins,
& Levine, 2009). R4, TR R /> 5= id B b,
“Pi ) RIUARE RO & R RE AR, WD =247 R i
TRERS S 3 = HE AR NIRA W g 2% LR
FEA G = X e ] AT o

M9 & Z M B2 5 53 A7 R 2 T 4
RAFFEIRE, ARG S>3 5 0 # e m — I 2 T
o3 2P B L, AT DA E TR o R A
LS R CIIE R VAR | S e R R i [ P ¢
KT o3 TEH RN — I 2 s b, A
i fEL A BE AU AH G BF 5%, LA & Raghunathan Fll
Corfman (2006)NFFESE . 78 i LA HE (1 ML AU i 5
. 40 McAlexander 5% (2002) % A Fb &
(Ethnography) 14 J7 15 & BH & 4t 45 Bl 53 T 68 o h
MHEAT 9 — R PTG 54k 1 AL R A9 A 56 A At
43 X % . Muniz 1 Schau (2005)iz H] ® 4% &
(Netnography) ) 77 ¥, I AL IR Bl o1 il 96—~
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/NI E TN DR R K [ R0 =X )3 RN & | By
TR X WK EE I . Raghunathan 1 Corfman
(2006) M Z 2 43235 SN — R IHE B 5, A
7 i A B DA O R A 5 0 T A O A — B
O3 B AR IR B S

T3 A — AW 5E 7 1] S 3 5 3 R0 [ i 3 A
— ST P B A, AR B B
JETE BUARSS:, K5 1] 8107 25 P 72 ot 55 R ) AR
S3TE AR BT B 0 2 B S, 3 A4
FEATI S TE AU B 5 (Trusov et al., 2009), [FI, %
O3 TEV I A RS S S AN A R 5]
I, Moore (2012)F 1} 143 2235 (k) TER- AR 5
eI, 2 F TR S R N BYEE S
AR BEE X EEAER N . 5 Moore
(2012)BF 5T Il — 3L, A SCWARVIAE 9] # 5 43
EHIPEA I, o E Rk A O IRR
MRS, SRR AR B AR TERE ANHY  JE
BRI

R o = IS HR S, AT S A i DA
Tl A kS BIE” (socially verified), 4353052
1) ) ) AR R A T A ATTRT T 0 i S A8 A DA R A
2: )& 5 Z 1Ak (Echterhoff et al., 2009), fE/3r5
BRSSP s LI o s R 1) IV 2l |51 | S AP R
Sk 7oA 5 EN A Z M B GE FE R, W R
TorEHENSHER R, BT T mE M ABRE
ZM AL (i, Ak, 2009; Pinel, Long, &
Crimin, 2010). 435 & /R 55 ) 5 b0 N AERE 1
IR ZE 7R BE 23 52 3 = L SC i #2, MR A 3RS
b PO 1 38 SR 73 55 R S Y B B B2 (Echterhoff
et al., 2009), SRIMIMEZ BURAFEZERE, AR
A, AT A RS A P RS R B S
Ao DA DG T 43 S MBI i 2 R0 43 S8 AR 7 1
Y PR R ARG 43 S R h s e, 3 G oy 235 KA
SR FRBAINVER o A SCIR T4 5238 Xt 45 56
Z ARG, B B A S5 14 (social connectedness)
T B R AR AR (imaginary audience)fii [m] 7E i FH {4
5o = rAE .

AN, — DR B TS AT
I ALEE [N B R AT R o MR R I S e,
N [ 37 X6} 53 =2 35 B 22 1Y 5% Wi (EchterhofT,
2010) LAFEMFFEHS T (8152 [ 5 — e (R [l b
DA TR 53 5508 it R O ) R0 (o] 7 AN — 350 (D [ )3
N NG B = T U B U N W T L = R
(Raghunathan & Corfman, 2006), [Mii7E#LSCA: T H,

X 43 TR B Ay SRR, T k3t ik Y 1 0 2
EIVERINCIRS RS O iD= I N C V07 NN
[7] 5 2 ok ol LR O A5, I [T 537 25 £ [ 537 00 e =22 Ti]
FETE—E W3 L (Devine, 1999), #K i il A 1] )3 43 15
XA I 43 SE AR A S A ], A [ A R T A
R o S AN B E %, B IR
AT B 125, RN AR 9T A9 45 i, ARBIFSY
PR b 5] 7 4305 P e 4 AT R VR

Bk, AR E ST LR LA . 5
—, RIS AT R AR R IR
F W, B, Ay AR S e R R, o n
K2 6 45 FE AR AR K P78 43 5 5 A AU 1Y
| U AR A T N (W NI PR €2 {20 53
PERE, BRI 53 2 v 43 538 TR L o 1) R A
1L
2 HLeT R SRR
21 HEZEUMEER

Hardin F1 Higgins (1996)F1 Higgins (1992)#&
T B S S (shared reality theory), “JrEE"ETE
“RUJ5 8 1 BB RS R B g —, it ik &
(1) = 26 5 T A ) B AR RN, T B S )
B IR AT FLOE A ST SR ) E R AZ, T
% M LW 1Y 5 ¥ (Echterhoff et al.,
2009), AIIZ T A S BISE, S PR 4y S B Y
T AR DA AT T A IS A, T A AT TAR
753K (epistemic need), AT B AT-5 A
I, W2 AR S AT 5K (affiliative need)
(Pinel et al., 2010); [FAIEF, 23247 Mk BEAS 4 = 43
EH H B M AN BR W 5] 71 (Pinel, Long, Landau,
Alexander, & Pyszczynski, 2006),

Mo E L EE R E, th I A & e,
AN T B 5l B A £ B R T A [ B X
FEFYRIGRER A, [ O Em st SEss
A BN, Ay, —AS AR —4
144125 (social category), UN“FeIE—ABF AN
R OL, e m RN EMESL, IR EE
EBRYE, BB TR AT A [ 7 A R A
A, B Ry i FF 0 43 28 02 o7 7E 43 5 00 SR Al b
(Echterhoff et al., 2009),

Hirst 1 Echterhoff (2008)1A } 4353 5 [l v 3%
Z AT I ST B R A, — R
T ZA SIS N A IS, R R
% R 355 3] 43 2 0 S 1) B sl i AR 2 B D) 19 . Echterhoff
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SE(2009) PR 73 == RS SEBRIH AN 4 A 550k —
A KT AT Z [ AR RSN W4T 4 1Y
Heal gl TEp I, AR Z ] A 2 fa] 5 8
XTI RIAT g, T R B T B N AEIR A,
If HiX S NTERE IR TR —H W n (& Ik
A2 BUE PR . IR X G IE RS R B X 4
(target referent), FESFFIIH, fAFE = RAR, 41
L A RS 3 S BAR R . oy B
X HE AR E X G 1O BRIt —> AR PEHY
M —FAF R EE . X — DR P AR . =
EIS S N EHLR ST R B A . MR
[i] 35 )0 FUR 285 1 e i AR g 2, (H 2 e 35 2]
()it PR T, A SE L TO A S S R A
O3S, RN 5 9K Sl P AR AR A A R AR A S LA
O3S o DRI 3] 5 i N Y P TR S I B ik
GER Y E ISR, o35 S 3 WLAA S R xt
Py i e ] G

o3I EE B 2 E H TR R AL 2 0
T 2 QU ) ()R, 51 O AR A (Magee &
Hardin, 2010). APr74i# (Kashima et al., 2010), %
PR Py R 51 A4 15 ) 8 (Mannetti, Levine, Pierro, &
Kruglanski, 2010) . ZH 2! 1A [A] (Ledgerwood &
Liviatan, 2010), AFx M J& (Huntsinger & Sinclair,
2010). ZIHxEN%943# (Klein, Clark, & Lyons, 2010)
8 o MIASIF 5K 15 43 5 B S B SR A B T 2 3 o
JRAAHS: 73 54T Dot HLF B A R 2 S, 5
IS HEIE I 98 AT e, X AE—E R b
iR T 0 S B S i S Rl
22 NEIEMZEERHE R H RIS

V) 3 S A4 2R 4 5 P S 1Y B & 42 (Echterhoff,
Higgins, & Groll, 2005; Echterhoff, Higgins, Kopietz,
& Groll, 2008), 7EAPRIAHE T, 7355 SHRYEIT Ak
MIZSEE . WAL DPERRIE . B SRR A gl
MATEY R AE R, X PRI W ARG . T AR
P 25 7 528 ST AR Z A A (5 R, b2
o oy SEE X HAR X ICts . FIRPEr, o=
FACAF A HARX R, e v
IF AR HFR X RS, XA DLATRYAS B, 3
I RS EESUA AT BERUE T, 3K — RN FR R <uid
BIAH{E %00 (saying-is-believing effect, f&j#R SIB %X
M) (T %, ¥84 4, 2011; Echterhoff, 2010;
Echterhoff et al., 2009), ] LIFE H, “pi i BIAH
15 RN 2 o 2 AR BT 7 A ) — 8O0

MR B SCEE, SIB RN AY &4, S0k b

T W ARG S B SE ) 45 2 (Echterhoff et al.,
2005) MAZ LS5, Rt NTERHEA S
MUK S, ELAERASIPLRC R BIAL, X L FEA Y
B L B & 5% W A UK AN AR 19 47 M (Higgins &
Pittman, 2008), 735 & S5l A /35 A O X E—fF R
&, AL T At A X —15 B A BE, 4
5B A Ty R W AR — B0 1 W0 S AR A A AT
(epistemic trust) (Higgins & Pittman, 2008) ,
Echterhoff %5(2008) B 5248 i, 735 50 AR
TR)3E H bR 22 SIB RN . AT AR ST R B, 443
EHESERHETEE Y B W SE WK
(sharing-reality), 435 % HAr X% 4 091012 FPEAT
kA ZE, L SIB RN 4 or 5 5T ARIEAT
iR T TREMER BbR, g RUr R AR AL
S, S TERE T BARXS GBI RNV AN 23 K A i 2
B IR 2ZEAR/N, AN BL SIB &, A,
AR SR AR & f R 2 2 SIB &40,
Kopietz, Hellmann, Higgins Fl Echterhoff (2010)[%
WFFE R, MLIRANIRT R A =5, HA miAR
T K7 28 5T AR BEATVRE R, A 25 th BT AR —
MR 2%; Echterhoff Z5(2009) AR FE MIFE Hi, A LL
AT & TR, =R/ RE R
t0 I S B T ARG, B SIB AN . AN RS A AR
T B (810 77 2 DA R 2 2 % 4k 2 06 3R 1 R
WL 2R 25 AR AR ULAR, TEXS 7 2 AR N it it 22 2%
BUEHIER], OB TE—E R bR SIB AN
WF5E .
23 HEXRBMEMAERLN
FEZTINHUR T AT BRI AR AN, A
T 3NEW, —RERTAR H B AR,
TR T AZ RS R RN RAE S, =K
FTAL S BRI BE By 85 R (Flavell,
Miller, & Miller, 2002). Jussim (1991)iA, AfiTxf
2 BRI Bl T A AT S IS S B S B
fe i, HEa SRR ey, (D A FMERZ 2T
BAINRIE RN, 2SN, I T
)& W N g A #E 2y B SC (Higgins, 1992;
Echterhoff et al., 2009), ;=& A1+ SIS
Tz —, B, AR ST 22 ST
SIRCMA I S RBOR, IR B 2 BT 2 S
PR BVE A 2 Y, AR SGEREUT AT k256
RWMFNHIE S, #E S BRES FER AW ARAE S iIF 5
X4 o #ESBRES TR 1Y AT R LN PR OC R 1 A 3K
N, BRI AR T Y 2 AT At A SEAR SO 9T
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R, AL ERES FBAR AR JE TR T AR b
ANBNAZ a2 e R A —FA R, 2453 535
HO S, SHSBREER, 22 p8CR e
AR T EF MR R BIL . BRSO

T F AT SRR T AR 2 i R A
[l 2 4b, i 252 3 H Al AR R0, 1N # A4
s . HHEFB(2010) B, 4285 W
BB RAT R, JFEN B AT 0 AT 1 67 1m]
(GLE LIRS PR 3 13:00 A INREE . PR ST (VN
MR BB R DA Q01T L F A, TR £E
A XA TR AT A T R o Al
B AN ] R T 22 5 A R B9 35 BE (Sechrist &
Milford-Szafran, 2011), Raghunathan H1 Corfman
(2006)7%5 5 T Al A [B1W — 2 . A—FOK [ ) sz,
7 7 O A g T AR S e, BF S R, Al T
I — R REAE (e FEIR I Y 2 SR 1, A — B i iR 56
AR BN, A, — A ARz B AR
WERZ, A CHEZ WSS RERE, RS
b N—2, Ein= 2z, o T H AR R,
Raghunathan F1 Corfman (2006)25 Hi T AH N 1) fiff B
AT, P A O 5 ARER 5)— Bk RS
mAcHEER, A HCRA—B, WX
A AR, TR A AL T . 51l
AR — BB B N e B I TR T, AT TR A
N5 A CH—BURB AR, &— D0 BCRENE
Z, MR —BU BN S B C Z AR 2250,
FAEAFAZ R TT, AH R A4 U e U 25 FRAIC

TEBSEATG R, HIHE S A=A —
A AR I, B RS 1R D7 R T — . ]
JOLAN —FSCRI ] 37 N7 = fei§ B4, B8 Y [ 7
%S —F 0 1B 5 58 ) 3 2 LR, 95 oh—
PR3 I 5 SRS 0 2 28 B WL, BRIV [ 5 WL A
TESFEE . R, ST 0 2 A rh I Al 2 ok 14 (] 37 75
3, DA RS 7 S HCR YRR, H T S = A0
REHIBIETE, A, AW SO A R0 53500 44
573 SEARCR B

3 PR

AR SCWFFE I 73 24T R BRI O E AR R
— R, SRR A2 S Al N BTSSR A I8
AT . FEBLSEAETR R, AMTTEE BOR T ik
SR IETE RIS, et Lot ok F AR L F) —
PRI TR, 20 RAFH s BT 545 5l
MO AT, BCF0R BRI ), BEORF r  FiT

Wy LA, TES R I Y Lot W A DX 1 B g
sty =, XTI G S 8 T ) S 2 Al S S T T
1o R, AS B 50K 8 ST 9% 34 04 E TH AR 58 4
EAHN
31 HKBAZFITAMNBEEZHE

TEH AT, ATEH <2 X A1 R 4
[ I F Y B 2 A 1E R (Ahuvia, 2005), ZJE—
G R, BRlE T ER . BRI RV 1T
IR, TERT S IE 2R TE S, I 2R TR R S X
b, o, FRee Ao M %5 SO
I S FNSRE LV 3, Carroll Al Ahuvia (2006)45 714 7%
TR R IR SO S R L R R S
fib A & B A — % B9 X Il (Roy, Eshghi, & Sarkar,
2013), f#lln, Carroll il Ahuvia (2006)45 Hi, &=
Fz S i AU JB% (brand affect) Y —35B43, f i1 B A
F5 EPE RGO T 2 R R
TR TR . B R AR E R (2007) R L T il
WA R R 2, AT TIA A i AR ) i ] 1 SRR
1846 Z AN ZR (A &b S (A SEAT oAy, T e 28 o
DU e )17 SRR I 4 PR 3R (AR AR RN 45) - Batra 5%
(2012)IN Ry, 2 5 o AR RT 1) FR ot LB 445
A, W R Z )T RS, AR 2R
INAL, AT R4

TEM R 2 Z MR ERE [, Carroll Fll Ahuvia
(2006), Long-Tolbert Fil Gammoh (2012) 4 S P& 5% |
BRI (2007)%5 36 F Sternberg (1986) 1 &
1§ = fA PRIL (triangular theory of love), £k %
ZRAR SR E RT3 EE; Albert, Merunka
F1 Valette-Florence (2008)1A Ay it il 28 2 A0 F5 LT
RAFFENEM A F—BAESF 11 H4ERE; Batra S5 A
(2012)%5 i J 22 % 0 B IR S AT R . FH AR -
JR Rl I E T BREREE AF 7 AN HERE, DA Bl 4]
DIEW, FENDFEATEYERE FiA i —3 (Batra et
al., 2012). fEREHR b, & AT EERM 10 f8bp
(Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006)2# 2 #5845 (Bergkvist &
Bech-Larsen, 2010)4 %, o # C-OAR-SE 77 ik
(Rossiter, 2012)FL.0>HA= #2571 (Maxian, Bradley,
Wise, & Toulouse, 2013)5¢ 2 7 kil 47 f, ikt
Z RN, M EZX M H Carroll
Ahuvia (2006) 15 YXH i, HEE 55 v 2 d R A0 1Y
Ak, MR EE T Z I, SRR, B
A —E WS Ty, AN o i 2 2 1 e e, DL
5 2 2 A S T ST (AN 58 o AR A | il L
T« AEARLS | LS AR, RS RNTER
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TRAEGE, A SCHER S T T b i — S i 4
bro J39b, 5ol 00 G 2 & 1) BE 1 75 15 (U0 Rossiter,
2012; Maxian et al., 2013) WA 7ERERT IS K . 76—
FREE b PR RS2 e T R o B T DL BB IR,
A SCAEF Carroll A1 Ahuvia (2006)19 & 3¢ B & i it

PRI 3 55 02 TH B A K B T 28—
SRS SRR AN o S AR B A2 A
AR, X PRI A T T O T Y ()
T 2% E RN 5 2 5 ) o TEABEGE Y, %
SRS TE A A 43 E A T A AR, R ks
B ARNIZ RS B . MR o S B,
WL F B 52 e (1)t — A i LS 7 LR (B I
3K, MRS AATEIE A TR A F Y s (an i
AR S ) (RS 2 B VA FINH, FR B S5 5= A 3K
X B BRIz, AT I Al A P IA IR,
B ZAFAT X F S N S Ak s O R IH R 1Y
TN (Higgins, 1992; Echterhoff et al., 2009), A Fri4iE
OIS ) FEGR R — . TRV, SrE
LT SE A TS B, AR T AN A BV
h, IR AN HARF Y RS BE, AT R
RYIE A, T2 R AR )R (Higgins, 1992) T ART# R S
BLFE Ry TN TR UL ) B AR TR B0 A AL 23 1
P (Lun, Sinclair, Whitchurch, & Glenn, 2007), LI}
G3EEFE R T RN LN R A 0 R NTTE B UH &
#t & 1 4 (affiliative social tuning) (Huntsinger &
Sinclair, 2010), 7E—YK &, 33X PRI AR AP
A RERI I Az o RIS TR B e A 2 ol 1Y
KA, AR5 TR IR e s BRI 2800, S T
Gy R A SRS (R4 . FIBTFPEY (T %2,
A4z, 2011),

TEST T, 245238 4 S5 i 242 7 1 A T R A4
B, A AR 1 25 B SR I AR B, i [T )3
1 TR I TR Jl— 7 W AR GO, T GA R E 25 1
P B T R A 2 O, RS 23 5 X XA TE T
FERAA 5 1) 285 B2 TN VP AN 23 2 AR FR A O 25 (T 22, K
4x4x, 2011), ;=AU Y B A5 &4 0 (Echterhoff,
2010; Echterhoff et al., 2009), “i5Hi BIAA(E %50 11
KA, AR5 S ANICARAE VR B AT AT I S
M 04575 5 110 5 Ut B ) RS B, XA AR X
O3 TEAE R AS TR S, A
Jo B RS BEAR E P s o FRATTI R 2 S A )
EETETA) SRR SS:, R LS AT 9% 35 A A0 i LY
TR, SRR T i Y R R

HI : LA i ST, 7 0F [
I S AE1E I FEH NS Wi B
32 HESXRBMEMAERMNDEEHXR

AR 32 2P e . DA HTR T BRI F A
AR = B0 I H K A B3R A R 4y 4 3SR 1Y
ZIoubASEE, wmEE . W S/ NSE(2010) 1 BF
FENR, T T R 2 on Ak DS R, 52
THPH H B R R I, W, &7 )&
P 8T 2 3 O6F 7 it () B 3911 205 v 1) L TR 285 B8 M 172
T A B ) 23 e PR MR A B0 IE TR BRI AS B, IR
70 JE P T 2 A OO 7 i A 25 B8 LA TE T Ay 32 ) B A ]
TR AEE . 2RI, I H A SR Y
AR ER, T4 983 el fb AR 1) 2 o0 ik 3
FEWE? CA MBI A 45 LAIRIE . TR 43 B [l
N, JF SRR R RS A CAH— A
XA RS ERRA IR B W32 AR SONE, sk ik
PR3 18]y 9 75 =S AT O R A 2 5G &R B IR
(Fb At 23 156 25 P 13 AR RE W AR BT 1 ) A 6, A1 i,
ATV BRIV 53 225 71 23 5 R B 5 At A ] )i
I3 BEEAE o3 228 A N A i 2 2 e s R R
321 #HSELESHABNDEMXR

A A 3RO PLELE (self psychology theory), #t
SR GG S R Bl A A () B A A i S T AEBY o Lee
F1 Robbins (19984 ++ 2Bk 4k & X A “—Fp A A
J7 18, R8I AR A A 25t 5 20 9% 06 & P i 3 LRk
27, e RXT NBROCFR B —Fhoph R ) 3 FRIAHIZS
Mo A RA SIREE W SEUENT I R B, S IRAE R £
SR | 1 I S DN SES I P g i
X [\ A5 AL & L HE R IE A X (Lee & Robbins,
1998; Lee, Draper, & Lee, 2001), #- 2B 45 4F Rk
M —FhEEARTG R, S AMTRIEER . SERINALL
B A8 At 2 75 30 b B9 3% P (Baumeister & Leary,
1995).

Lee 55(2001)4g i, A2 HRES A9 MAXT ABR
KAFFHM AR, MRS 3 O A 1 L Bp X
Sy RAE S ER A A RTE S AT T A o IR B R I, i
MIABEA A H O 075 2 FE K (Lee &
Robbins, 1998). At 24 A A AL R TH Y F 3R
A ACTR BERAIC, AT R AR MR B 55 IR T,
PIBORRE R R F B ) o #h S RESRE B AR Y
MO ESST YN 2N B UMY RN G R 2 DN ]
8] W AFAE 7 e, AT 2 SZ A N B9 520 AR FE A0
SR RIE, T 93 TN A AE o B 1 2 WL, A T Rk
B XoF 77 it AR BRI e A& R, A AT 253
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P VETE B (selective attention) FIALFE 5 [ & A — 2
A BE, T Zms M ab B S 1 OO — B A
(Clark, Wegener, & Fabrigar, 2008), [Klitt, Xfft 2
WRZE AR B 5 0 5, S5 A o055 i AR SR BT
TN ER AN 0] R A A0, T B K A0 ) B2 2 T
5 A BFEASER R —B BN, S R
— IR, ER A T o A ) A R
5%
A SRS AR H O S A 5 e
s, b ATHREASIE 24 MR 4 A PR G R LA L [ &%
H 8 At S HR A R, SRR RS, X
SR NERIR A3 . 25 D), MfiTREAS 2T 5 A
bR F IR —28 /N iR (Lee et al., 2001), #H 438k
50 A AR — DS A IR G, S ERES IEAR
KF AR, RATE, S SBaAMA5 ih
NG5 A B 0 TE T ARG, X AR 6 it 1 1 Uk
NG A R DN IR o 3 S A = T A
B &h (A PR g BEME b B %, IR IREE 2 AW S,
Bt N TET R H S R 25 5

gi kR, FAAE an N R

H2 : XSGR AT 7 T &, TN
[T ST PR EE, N LI G005 ], IR i
)AL, X FlE LTRG990 2 T 7,
MG 8] Jig 7757 RGN JETpiy 2B, 2% P ] i iy
T B TR NI FRSE T H 1P H 2257
322 RIS M AR SR X R

A AAR & Fc 0 1 Elkind (1967)42H1, AT
XIE ARG . W& DS R BIR AR R, 2
BRI, TE AR b [6] B A7 78 AR UL AR 1 B8 42
(XUEERE, 2 AL, 2010; Cingel, 2012), RAE AR
B IR —Fh R, +8 2 MR — P B,
AR AT, PRanfbfi] A C e A IR
AR AR B AT [ 3R B TR SR L Xl A AR
()1 B G 7 (Bell & Bromnick, 2003).

SRR AR AR B A A B, v A O A% A A 1
TR A RTERHA D &, V8 BIERAh BAGH
B, A AR PR A RN E (R, FH,
2006). 7ENPRAE TSR, AR AR S WAt R
FRASHN I %L, Vartanian (1997)R9F55 48 H, B4R
AR 5425 FEIEAAAE AR O, = R AEDULAR i I AR 25
Gy SRR, TR S B S h R IAT H AT
We, N PRFE A IR, P, R A UAR Y
ARG A5 SR B, 28 5 2 Al W 5
M) 21435 4P g ISR A 1) 42 T X ) 2 A7 7 07 1Y)

[l B, AR A AR R3S, e TR B3R
HER PR, sk S A O B0 [El
(Clark et al., 2008), M1 58 Ak H AT Y it LR I

AH L s R AR AR B A, A EAE AR AN 23K
R H 3R B 25 A N8 42 D) Kt A% B 3R PEAN
(GFAE, 597, 2009). Ryan Fll Kuczkowski (1994)HY
T LFE H, A B s AR AR A A A4, IR AR Ak

HIE A S REE IR, EARSE A 5 AX D,
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n’ =0.004), ZERUEH, SHEBAAR /> ZH 1S,
Al N B RE 43 057 P X R 2 22 1) % ) 5 N [ g
SEXT LR R S LA I 25 5, H3 19 B SR

6 THEH4E

6.1 iTFit

ARG AL KB, 43— i
IR B2 N A R R, A T i i RIA A5
RNE, Sr A AL R R e R R, R
TOAF UG B 1 A R R R, XA X A A
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FEMR R Z RN R L, =80 T —E W
BEVE, s AR R R R B A (Carroll &
Ahuvia, 2006), fifRIE 4 (Ismail & Spinelli, 2012),
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Abstract

Brand love is the emotional attachment, passion and commitment a consumer has for a particular brand.
This concept stresses the lover relationship between consumer and brand. People always say, “Happiness shared
doubled and sadness shared halved”. Sharing brings important experience to other people; meanwhile, the
sharing process also strengthens the sharers’ prior experience as well. Previous researches show that others’
congruent responses can enhance a person’s enjoyment of shared experiences; conversely, incongruent responses can
reduce such enjoyment. However, few studies have examined the impact of divergence of others’ responses in the
brand experience sharing and the effect of consumers’ social relationship perception on the change of their brand
attitudes. Therefore, the present study examines how sharing brand experience influences sharers’ prior brand love
and explores the interactive effects of others’ responses and social relationship perception (i.e., social connectedness
and imaginary audience) on brand love in the context of experience sharing.

Two experimental studies are conducted to examine the above effects. Experiment 1 explores the effect of
brand experience sharing on sharers’ prior brand love. Experiment 2 examines the interactive effect between
divergence of others’ responses and consumers’ social relationship perception on sharers’ prior brand love.

The results show that: (1) brand experience sharing is conducive to building sharers’ brand love. Compared
with non-sharing, sharing positive experience has a positive effect on sharers’ brand love; (2) The speakers, who
are at either the lower level of social connectedness or at the higher level of imaginary audience, experience
greater changes in their original brand love when others’ responses are divergent than such responses are neutral;
(3) The speakers, who are either at the higher level of social connectedness or at the lower level of imaginary
audience, experience similar changes of their love toward original brand, whether others’ responses are
divergent or neutral. The research results provide us new insights into the research about brand experience
sharing and brand love from the perspective of sharing by showing the moderating effects of divergence of
others’ responses on the relationship between consumers’ social relationship perception (i.e., social
connectedness and imaginary audience) and the changes of their original brand love. Besides the theoretical
contributions, this study further provides some important implications for managers in inducing consumers to

share positive brand experience.
Key words experience sharing; brand love; divergence of others’ responses; social connectedness; imaginary

audience



