Free-lifting Effect of Brand Advertising:
How and When My Own Advertising Can Benefit a Rival Brand
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HOW FREE-LIFTING EFFECT OF BRAND ADVERTISING CAN OCCUR

Free-lifting Effect of Brand Advertising
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Possibility that Free-lifting Effect of Brand Advertising Occurs
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The Structures of Associative Network Causing Free-lifting Effect of Brand Advertising
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AeE AL HA4-4k 9 d(goal-means association)ol] T E I Aol AFE| A=

A|A] ¥ K Fishbach, Dhar, and Zhang 2006 5). 17|14 79l el afdst= A 7iSle] Gt iz} sh=

7] % 3t} (Chartrand and Bargh 1996; Higgins 1996; Shah and Kruglanski 2003).

Fhelare] et B=e] AST R, 28l AT ol EAlsts JHAESY e dRdAE
Wwol Stk Jhelatglel Bl A ek das Ad ASTE2E ol Fi Uss A4
ATk F, 5A gl E AFoR, T FtHagd &8s BizEo] 39 FvS A

FHelag-B A= AZSTxoA, ZF Jtelag et pE BasE AloloE e AdA T

F

2

e}
w=7F O Y] el AXS AR BAEE 25 A= AL A Fol(spill-over)
Aol HAT 4 Y& Folth =, EF(tree) TX2E M - focal brand © F3L7} rival

brand ol et 75 S a3 2 FbolA FHelargel tigk 571 wisfsks o=

s, JEAAY VEND TEE AYHE Ee T2E APPRE Adae el 34
BAmEe TASE A MEAZ EAFH, DdS wcE Aol dw @A o)F
Ams st guavtel Aol B Pme A4 Jlol mIbh WA oA, weld

7ol A F



WHEN FREE-LIFTING EFFECT OF BRAND ADVERTISING CAN BE STRONGER

Market Structure in Terms of the Number of Competing Brands
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T B Apo] o] AFto] asymmetric 3T, 5, o= 3 HA=ZHE O E HA=RE9 link 9
T=7F dbd) wkeko] link RUl ZEsAY oFslthW, focal brand 9] F3L7} rival brand & Falel
v 2= 3L focal brand 7} ol= BH=U wiE tEA YEE £ Ak dE S0 A
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EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS
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BF: 47 T5, AR Fte g H2E F=:57% T&, 95 AA FHE g
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A (consideration  set)ol] TEZH OB £&£T JlgAle]l 2 FHol&y ASAHAS &
helare] o] A BA=R Agtth ob& e WF Aol A coBSh Ml A9 AEHFES
5%t 4% A AR|AES T ool ofdta sfMET £ ov, AARE
AZE olE 7 BIAEES Esle] stolE, 7k, OB, W29 47 ' sfAuar vk(3

2008).

N
L

N

= 2
fols

1dx2AbE E8l A 2aaedAd e E S5 Aabe 5199 A 93(HL: Herfindahl
index)E E3A = AA G A AFe e o BA=ES] AFEARES 44 Awd
o = Bz dA 4 Aotk AARE] Hled BAEE] BEFSF sUE AFe
SobA= AR ®Bol AAol ALTe dEhlH, ARHFEC] 54 BEdEsdd HAsdeS

247 62 b 52 2, ek w4 Fu b aele) snd A5el 39 9 316 vs) ke £EE
BolFm gk Wk aFsh FHE FUAA 2534 AdudE, @R fiE FoE
FA g AdaeR BRE B AT 24" Jolt ARRA dudsh AAS WE

&
[t
juh)

a =371 A8, 2 ZFel 23] 9] major brand ¢} minor brand 3F4}7} focal brand =
AFEE AT AR FE HAlA 1 fol dEstE =S major brand, ©]9]2] B =5 minor
EHF3}. ©]>= minor brand & focal brand = A}&38 Hojrpe TANAE, 2FHA
A9 AAZA rival brand 7} 2 7} Wl glem=E 2 ¢ HATI} ATEOZ focal
AREd e, A g e] Fg-os wolA Halzele] s FHlo] &Y
Y&l AFHEFE SHAA 39 o]t mlol] BA=E T 37} focal brand = AFEE AT
Focal brand ] Aol glof 2R&3h = shte] 7| A3 ] AR, vk2 4l Jargde] AR
7hs ooty A== focal brand o] FALFdS A= Hl o], 53 TV o)A Wad A7} vi=
A AR ARl LRAE HA] 8 A1 Bl HAY] Farg s oo PgEitk <iE 2>+
Zhelate] M2 G BA=se] FH9 2 F o= HIAETL focal brand = AREEAEAE
Kol

LAET FYAE = 19769 E FREMES] AA AFTHZ 50% o1dS AGaTFdAAA FlstEs A
742 , A= A= 199610l HA|FH o) A3 A9 ¢ AT AF (nation-wide soju)= © FHo)E I ASHH 9
2710l g Eo] Sl Aol Aotk Al 2007, & 2009).



Type of Category Category Competing Brands in Category
;ﬁjﬁ;ﬁ aF Fol&® AeAY P
f};jﬂl;ﬂ =z sgbEer?, WA Ze’
3333} e solE® b OB®, W
jﬁljﬂ;f} AHEE FE Fdgo}?, Wxy= KFC, MAZ° vjujo]~

*: the major brand that was presented as focal brand

®: the minor brand that was presented as focal brand

o]’¢3} 3Fo] focal brand ¢} 1 FiFFE HAAsh=: ©l o] FrHHow agfEolor & Fadh
ARFRE &g Face] Ao Abd mF oF-E, i WAWsEs Fae f98& 5 7
itk WA o)W S = ckellM A AAY shelate] AAE A A A fde] Mt
THE AATCRA, focal brand o Farel tigh AR =F R AR GEA e

1l
=
AAEE AAAZILAL stk AASER AR FaFEES BF 339 TV ol s Wed

o

il

o5 BUsEe] Fudlr AFe] BalH SHo} ¢
24 2700 AN ol AT ANPIY HA B

de7] A AAFIRGE= AHAES] Ve Aspste] BAE dXEE fAANTIEE

71 Eeks HolAM, ASA-E Fa 732 dAFaLel AP o

=X 271HE 3dol A o] &y ddgE RER Aok S aeehd, A Aol e

AeAd gy Al 2 St 2HAEdA Aol 719S Astsls A3 A4 94
o

A5 wa o

(o]
R
]
o
%2,
vt
ko
12
=
n®)
N
I,
K
AL
fo
=
=
(r
lo
[
ox,
ME,
ot
=
o2
o
Lo
=
ofo



st w focal brand FLF A ES WHESIA A7]H el dldEA LKall those in cola, beer, and fast food

e

lo

categories and Chamisul in soju category) “d7A°FiLe] HA o] Zraty A7|Fae] AA A

FEH=(H A7 insojucategory) AER TAE AT g S JATE?

Subjects and Procedure. St =r A& Az ZEojstue] viAY wHdES 57 FA A
000 wWol o] ozt F7HHFE JQAHEER st A sttt g A Y
A7 AE ELe Fa G4 sequence oF AEAI7E FolH o, 4 AHS vl 4 71 =4
= shyol &=k 2(A5E A FHH aLg] vs. B4 A 7| a12]) X 2(focal brand is the major brand vs.
a minor brand). 72 ¥ &A= focal brand 2 rival brand, 18]3 T FhE|azEle] o3k AnH]A}9
Tl = E focal brand ol et F3 HAF} o] FHSITH

%, A29/54A JhelaE]l 753 major/minor brand TrEolEh = 5 factor & I AT AZE
8.2 (between—subject factors) 0=, FiL A|A HAF oAFE IJAAAY &<l (within—subject factor) =
= 2X2X[2X<subject] &34 7l (mixed design or split—plots design) = 2 &S %I 3} T}

A A= (1) Zhelarg] 2 718 B = (including the focal and rival brands)oll tdh ool A&,
(2) focal brand Fi1gde] A7, (3) ZheHlaz] B UPE BHA= Fujole AHE] SARE
olFolHTh (1), 2, B Z WAlE EF ASldilley HEEF WAL FE Aol w3t
Fa2¥ = Q7 ZZ(demand artifact) O 2 A3 S FH Azt k. Ay HAEEY

T Fae R A §

(
4

T Ao Y seekAY 1 o]l R frAskele,
HFxw=Z g primacy effect)?} FHt=F @ TH(recency effect)S WA|S}7] 9I5te] AA Fard it

A5 mpA ol = A FaE vl x5 th(Kent and Allen 1994).

r
[e

Measurement. Focal brand 7} Fi1e} oo AFo BT SH%S QAATo 2N 920
dojit | AFAIE FaL F focal brand & TVl E A SHEE dNS WASHY] HEl 2+
Aot # gl FHHnY/EAES AR EF0] vg EFAFAY] wEel A B3]
2ok mebA Fee] HhEe] wE I27 e AAFoR Qs A gue Aggwrt
Astd AS owstyl fdE, FujeleE Fulstal Athebe ddEdel] g 7 A2 A

2 % (Likert scale) & &3l =433}




Descriptive Analysis: Z}E| 2] ¥, H@= ¥ 7JeFx nHl

Ao A o 3= ZA Y focal brand 9 3 (minor vs. major)el]l wgl, 1z]al FhE| AL
T3 A vs. o Ao wel focal brand ¢ F3l7} rival brand 2] TujelEe] v X =
FAASR fFogt o)t = AE AT YAl E, 2 Al AF o F-E(pre-ad vs.

post-ad) 32 &2}l 2 l(within—subject factor). .=, focal brand -3 (major vs. minor brand)¥} 7}E] 2L 2]
FHETFEAY s TS IAAPAZE  2<2lE(between-subject  factors) &= S}
2X2X[2Xsubject] repeated measure ANOVA & HA|8h= Zlo] s =d Holr

gy E FhEaE] Afele] o]d Aol EAjetRE, dEAHoR AFAA JtEae] 153
A4 Jteate] 5o Fol Haulsks
factor ¢ @3l shelaE] W A4 H
SHNA T EAEE confounding & R Vb vk =, AFAA T set o
U8 ZHHALE] set oA AME fFARE Y FHH AL E Addete] EAske Zlo] Bl
HAThH &F vs. WF 232 02 7l =l vldliie, 25
and Fo} vs. JEEFE) AFA 072 v Jhssitt & ¢ Qth AFef WEE = T ol A

7H s A FRolth webA FhEaiE] 53 factor 9] level & ‘AT vs. WFE FAHAA

>}L
rlo
n
B>
N
il
B )
P
_lﬂ
;{N
=
I>
[
o
I
8
0
o
&

Ol

2(focal brand: major vs. minor brand)><2(category: soju vs. beer)<2(Ad: pre- vs. post-) repeated measure
ANOVA 7} Analysis 2 9| Al Al&)= Ao|t}, 1o daste] Descriptive Analysis @} Analysis 1 | A+,
Analysis 2 A= FEHE F v gle JHH 1Y E@TY W o9 JHH e E)7kA E3ske

more general, descriptive gk 2] o] o] Fo]Z Fo|tr},



Minor Brands as Focal Brands. 1 #] focal brand 7} minor brand 91 Z7 9l A, focal brand 3 1L7} rival
brand ©] W3 FugEE AAAFHEAE FAoR BEAEST. FtHaE/EdE ¥WE Fa
Lo FujoEE v A <FE 3> Fe AU =EEHA

FHelad o= B Fujx
el Ba=
B | g | Fol&dE | &3a] Fagd | g | frelgks | a3a7)
= Fole ‘ 2.800 3.600 .004 251
T 2400 | 3.100 003 258
257A | @0=30) BEEE) ‘ 2900 | 3.750 .003 260
Zhelae | a7t=e | 4333 | 4619 090 069
o 3929 | 4238 068 079
(n=42) [AA=eH | 3714 | 4.048 119 058
stole | 3553 | 3.605 700 004
— Fh2 3763 | 3.789 838 001
- 3; 4447 | 4500 624 .007
(n=38) [OB] 3.053 | 3.632 005 193
LS 3842 | 3.921 373 022
73
Eae o
P Edlgo} | 4.026 4.026 1.000 .000
MEgE | 4923 | 4.846 262 033
HrE
ze 4658 | 5.158 007 179 KFC 4692 | 4.667 800 002
n=38
(n=38) MAZ] | 4590 | 4872 078 080
sputol~ | 3974 | 3.897 474 014

<3 3»>& B A5 FHH g9 H9- focal brand ¥3il, S AHSHH e HuE HAFE JhH o
T =T Folgt s EIom(Fiele xto] = 700, FHAEAE = 10404, FoEE = 003),
Tujeleo] g Fae] g vig A3 Aow yethth(@EAar] = 258). ob&d focal
brand ¢ i =T} w9 & AERE AESES W o el vl Aol = 850, F-HBEAE =
10208, o]2HE = 003, E24T7] = 260), rival brand %1 “Feo]&’9] FujoE A Hl g EFL HAER
FsStA (Tl e = zto] = 800, F-AAREAF =9.717, §285 = 004, 27] = 251). &, &5
Frela1e] 9] 7% focal brand o W3+ F = <13l focal brand ¥ o} =} rival brand & FWiel %=
AAl froletA Adestdlonzs Faol AR 7l aart foleA vetwtar @ 5 vk

Zet FHeae]e] 49 focal brand Fil, S PAFEb o FuE AFZ FHe|aE] P vt
ol 10 7082 o3 s Blom (Tl Afo] = 309, F-AAREAIE = 3.512, FogE
= .068), 1 A= T3t R BRY 4 e Ao® YeWth@Edar] = 079). 5
AL, Fujore] A5o] 10 FFolA A focal brand 9 ALolE FYsA &L b
vl (e = Zfo] = 334, F-HAEAIN = 2540, 285 = 119) rival brand ¢ ‘FI7}EFEb o] Aol =
FrolshAl sl o (el = Zpo] = 286, F-H A S A = 3.018, Fo&E = .090) £HA7] A
b ol AHolth@a#ar] =.069). &, 2 Jtelaze]l 2] 749 focal brand o] W3k Faz <l

Z} focal brand H.UFE= rival brand & T Y=V FYEHA Ao rnz Faol HAAA

N
i

a7} B} ZE3 A yelbwtth theb focal brand €} rival brand ¢ FRjeE HE I} Bo]FE
fFolgEe 7tz 119 9F 090 oW Fae] axar] IGA 2z 058 I 069 2 A2 FAFS



o)™ focal brand F3L7} rival brand & T =] 7] &= focal brand & H$-
Hlas]  frabstAY 2AsHA e ARt @ 5 dvk AEFHOE, &F oo FH
Fhelarg]ol A JA] Fare] AAA 7o a7 #5HAT

W= Fhe ] 9] A9 focal brand ¥, 5 OB’ FiE WEZ Ftelag] Sk fogh
ApolE HolA et = 2fe] = 053, F-AHE AT = 245, Fo2HE = 624, E¥7] = .007).
oF&# focal brand 9 TFHoE=E Wl = Az Ay wEeE zke] = 579,
F-AASA = 8.848, rog& = 005, &¥=7] = .193), rival brand Q1 ‘3}o|E’, Fp2’, w209
T e e Are FoskA ¥ AR YEETHElelE: Fjele 2kl = 052, F-HA S A
=150, 235 = 700, E¥7] = .004; 7F2=: FH Q) 2po] = 026, AR = 042, 285 = 838,
223A7] =.001; W FjeE 2po] = 079, F-HAEAH = 814, FolFE = 373, &3] = .022). 5,
W Jhe|larele] 749 focal brand o] ek Faw Q& focal brand & TFuieE=TF FolSHA

&

rlo

FEHAS B orival brand F ol A% TS folsA AFHAE wgonz, P
AAA A ERe BARA Bt

JrEFE JhgaE]e] A9 focal brand ¥, 5 WA FugE HIFZ JhH g
B om (e 2fo] = 500, F-HASAHF = 8.080, < FE = .007), L
s w g AEe Adow YehdthE#7] = 179). oF&#] focal brand ¢l WA Y Fujo]ri=
ol 10 7oz Folat Al Asdh vhA e 2] = 282, -3 E A = 3284, 72l 8HE = 078,
a37] = 080), rival brand ¢! FHlglop e} == KFC’, ‘yyjo] o] Fujom AL A=
FrofshA e Ao ® yebstkEd ok Aol Zto] = 000, F-HAE AR = 000 F-218HE = 1.000,
"A7] = .000; W= Fujo) xjo] = -077, AT AT = 1.295, +48HE = 262, 7] = .033;
KFC: Tl zfo] = 025, F-HAATAE = 065, o8& = 800, E7A7] = .002; T}3}o] 2~ Fuje]e
2po] = -077, F-ARTAT = 523, FI&E = 474, 237 = 014). 5, H2E F= Feag] 9
739~ focal brand o T3+ F = A3} focal brand & el =wF oA 535S B rival brand
T o= A% P Tt st FseiAls Fkernw, Faol AAA o ads e
eF ket
7helare] d 24 ARE FEekd, AFAA Jtelae] aFel sdete AT Feke AT
F39 AAA 719 & &, &~F9 A9 Fil+= focal brand ¥ o}y 2} rival
brand ¢ T = A FsHA AsAReHW, F#e H9 focal brand HUE =29 rival
brand ¢ T E U U AsA7IE= Aol HAHUT of&el ol& FhHlarg|el A= focal
brand F 17} Fel o] oigk FejeE G
W vd A Jheare] gl sidske wWEst sjAE F=o A Fare]l A 7)o
ads g F+ o =, W et BAE F- BSF FaE focal brand o T EE
A 7S W rival brand T o= F FHjodEx Al A 71A] K38tk HAE F=
2] A4 focal brand Fi7} Fhelargle] tig S s FoHAl ASAIX Wb, WS
2]

o] A% 293 anrt A5HA gk

o
1o,

o
o



Major Brands as Focal Brands. T} 2. 2= focal brand 7} major brand ¢1 Z=719] A, focal brand 3317}
rival brand o tg FHEE ANGARAEAE FHORE BA ST FHEale/BAs HE P
Lo FujoEE v A <FE 49 Fe AU =EEHAT

FHelzd] o= BYE Frjdx
FHelag] & Bz
Fad | FanF | frelgE | a3 Fad | FuF | FolgE | adar)

P [Zol&] 3.740 4.180 .022 .103

(nt;)) 3300 | 3.720 014 118
o ALY | 3700 | 3.960 .140 044
e [Z7+22 | 4863 | 5000 | 227 029

e 4118 | 4.608 .001 201
(=31) A Ze | 3882 | 3.745 164 038
Sl E 4.000 | 4.255 041 081
I Fh 4216 | 4.157 617 .005

- 5r1 4843 | 4.882 642 .004
(n=51) [OB] 3431 | 3412 | 837 001
PIEN 4216 | 4216 | 1.0000 .000

TF7AA
T 7o =29 o
Sheane] [Folgol | 4172 | 4655 014 .199
WEd= | 4862 4.828 .832 .002
JH AE
T 5103 | 5.655 .036 147 KFC 4621 | 4724 415 024
(n=29)

ISPAEA 4966 | 4.828 380 028
sto] 2 | 3.897 ‘ 3724 | 057 123

<% 4% v 25 Feagle] 4§ focal brand Fal, & ol FuE AFE JhH o
T Ert fodt ASS Blom(Fuee o] = 420, FAAEAF = 6530, FISE = 014),
Tufe e thek Fare] &3+ medium-large o2 UERIRTHE 7] = 118). o} focal
brand ©] 7" ¢ =7} medium-large B == AR (TSl 2po] = 440, F-AAEAZF = 5.625,
FYIE = 022, &9%7] = 103), rival brand ¢ ‘HSA P9 Fujolri= FolstAl A5 EHA
ookl ol = xFo] = 260, F-AAEAT = 2250, FoEE = 140, &3V = 044). =, &F
FHe a2 o] 7% focal brand o] W3k = <l3l focal brand 2] TPl el =+ 23} A rival brand 9
Tl == frolsHAl EstA wckerng Fae] AR | adrt vebsttha @ 4 gl

2z} Ftelaele] A$ focal brand B3, = ITF°Y FuE HAIZ2 FhH gy Fuj vt
ol 01 7|0 73 Aes BAoH(F o Aol = 490, F-EA A = 12,570, o gE
= .001), 21 a3 AEs FEoR R ¢ Ade Ae® YeElwoh@#a7] = .201). Focal
brand ©] FUjeE= H|E ASetE WIS HAou FoskA FSkaFuiel® o] = 137
F-A8AE = 1499, 7285 = 227, @¥77] = .029) rival brand ¢! “{A]’2] Hg-ol= Fufje]=7}
R Sheete WS HolFdloy foetAe FATHALE Abe] = -137, F-AATAE =
1.998, #2185 = 164, a3 =17] = .038). L2} Coke 9} Pepsi & Twjol% Ao]& Fa HAF
vlas] Az, Far del vls] Fal o Coke oF Al Fulo Aol WS HoXl Ao

fx



YUeEbS ol el = AR Welg= 275 F-H A S A = 5976, 23E = 018, &¥37] = .107). =,
focal brand & 317} focal brand & T EZE A FA| 7] rival brand & T EE A 7=
A EH R s FoshH] @kor)t, HAAH S 2= focal brand 9] Tl 9] X% rival brand ©l
Hl&l Boh fEshA wtes gy YERRT

W= Jheaze] o] A9 focal brand FiL, 5 ‘OB’e] FiE AF= JiHare] Fujelke {93

2ol g HolR] k(e o] = 039, F-HAZE A = 219, +8E = 642, 7] = .004).
oF& ¥ focal brand &] Fwo== ol AAEet wHH(F W = 2o = 255, F-A S AR = 4.396,
frolgtE = 041, &3=7] = .081), rival brand 91 7}’ ‘OB’, “Wo] Fujolm Ay AL

FoatA FE Aoz YelgthFls: Frjelx: xpo] = -059, F-AAREAH = 253, Fo&E = 617,
A237] =.005; OB: T-ve)= o] =-019, FHASAT = 043, 985 = 837, A7) =.001; WX

T o= zto] = 000, F-HAEAR = 000, F212E = 1.000, &227] = .000). 5, W5 JhH <]
7d$- focal brand o] ™3+ Far= 213 focal brand &] Tl =wt Fol5HA A5 S ¥ rival brand
T o= Ax Fjeert A9 Biso] e n®, Fae] A} roades TAEA Eeit

HrEFE FtHag]e] A9 focal brand B3, = WA FuE HAIFZE JtH g
TFuj o =7t Fold A4S B om(FujeE 2to] = 552, F-AAEAT = 4830, F-9FE = 036), L
a2 e Adow Yehdth@Eaar) = 147). o} focal brand ¢ FEu|gote] FujoEE w$
A g3 dhdEu| )= 2fo] = 483, A EAH = 6947, F2l3E = 014, &37] = .199), rival
brand & ‘==, KFC, ‘W79 Fufeles {F43 Wso] gl Aom yeyt (eds:
Tufe]m= 2] = 034, F-H AT AF = 046, 52 8HE = 832, &¥7] = .002; KFC: Fojel= 2] = 103,
F-AARSAD = 685, T2EE = 415, a737] = .024; HAZ: o= 2po] = 138, F-HAATAZ

= 794, 2125 = 380, &3 =7] = .028). Rival brand & % 33}o] 22 79 focal brand FLZE <13
T =T FoFE 10 VIeo®  FostAl  stEeth(Itatol 2~ FHjelE zpo] = -173,
F-AASAE = 3933, &5 = 057, &3%37] = 123). &, H=E F= Fteag]e 49 focal

brand o] W3 Fu =2 2l focal brand & T YEE FostA =7}t ¥bHE, rival brand ¢
Tl el WMol iAW stetekdit. =, Fare] BAA vl maks vehuA sk

Fhelae] H B4 A3E F98HH, focal brand 7} major brand 91 HF- Fare] HAAA 7]
adE FY5HA YERA] &kt Focal brand 33l focal brad & Tl =S F71A 7] A Y rival
brand ] FUlo=E A7 a5 HE AU Focal brand 7} minor brand ¢ 7% stugl=
A Jhelagle e Fare] AR 7ol adE EAT e =, WFe g AE =
T #H3+= focal brand o FUjo]EE AIFAIZAS W orival brand T o= A Frjox
OJeHAl e A7IA FEdvh. wh A shelae] o Aol Feke] A
aLe] AR 71 5 =, 259 4% Fale focal brand ¥ oFH 2} rival
brand o] Fuje%= HFA] FoFA ASAHeH, FEhe] A9 focal brand XU =2]9] rival
brand &] FWjolEE Y5

Hd
r

Jo
ol
o
HT.
F

_1

o

ol



Analysisl: focal brand #1345 ZEHT=Z

ok 2] descriptive analysis oA Fa AF o Fujolw=E wwd Ay tEAA JhE Ay
DR E, HAE FD)oMs dubdor Jelgx gkkon, AFAA Fh aglo M E
focal brand 7} minor brand 91 73 -9-ll $+3ll A free-lifting effect 7} #Z= ATt o 7] o A= Analysis 2 ©ll
T A G A EFe, AAE Fuyhx £g¢ste] BE Fhe|arg] oA focal brand 39
ZAgHNE NFHor AHRI|Z sl & Fa Al AT o F-E(pre-ad vs. post-ad) ]2 & 2}
2 9l(within—subject factor)>. =, focal brand 3 (major vs. minor brand)®]2}i= factor & 32§ #}3H
2 ?(between—subject factors). 22 3}o] 2X[2Xsubject] repeated measure ANOVA &, Z} Jlejaig] H=E
A A8 T

o] A% AFAA Ftelaiele] -9 major brand ¢} minor brand 7} ZtZ} O] E=E focal
brand o] ™3 rival brand & AA=HA X Aol HA| vk A A Fre|Ele] 7d-$- rival brand &
o= BHE=E WK rival brand = MY 3sto] T3} Blulel] AREE ZRIAZE FESHA] k. whebA
o= AA Fhelarel o] A9 2kl descriptive analysis o] 4] focal brand & 13+ M3 %= Ao AHE7)
Aoidez 7bg Ada & 5 JeEMEF A a7t fFosiAE ¥HEE) rival brand £
g o2 MASAT. <E > ZF e g EE, focal BAE=9] F 317} rival

brand & A3 Eo] WX @7} focal brand & Ao wEl ojEA HElAE AE EAE



A I3 P 9 a3
AN o
- AF A= AF F 38 | 7]
Fa 10.534 1 10.534| 12.552| .001| .139
48U Fa X
a3} Focal Brand 53 2.734 1 2.734 3.257| .075| .040
2% she a8 SAHHFan) 65.460 78 .839
a9 1853.284 1] 1853.284 | 372.126| .000| .827
] 4§23
) Focal Brand % 14.884 1 14.884 2.989| .088| .037
QA 388.460 78 4.980
= .254 1 .254 .654| 421 .007
)43 A Fa X
a3} Focal Brand $3 2.060 1 2.060 5.310| .023| .055
2} s}e 214 224 35.305 91 .388
49 3165.678 1] 3165.678| 641.720| .000| .876
48R3k
Az Focal Brand -3 20.216 1 20.216 4.098| .046| .043
oaf 448.913 91 4.933
= .006 1 .006 .040| .843| .001
I3 Fa X
a3} Focal Brand £3 271 1 271 1.835| .180| .027
EEE R QAH3F1) 9.729 66 147
AH 3038.292 1] 3038.292| 662.380| .000| .909
43Rk )
a3} Focal Brand +3 1.498 1 1.498 .327| .570| .005
At 302.737 66 4.587
Far .006 1 .006 .040| .843| .001
A G2 #Hal X
a3} Focal Brand £ 271 1 271 1.835| .180| .027
ALE = ©AHFD) 9.729| 66 147
F}e)arg]
zpy] 3038.292 1] 3038.292| 662.380| .000| .909
T4 F A3k
a3} Focal Brand -4 1.498 1 1.498 327 570 .005
ok 302.737 66 4.587

(O1A 3L A A a1)




Analysis2: focal brand 7% (major vs. minor) $F FJE|22] 7 (2T vs. U7)E 2 HTE

Focal brand 2] 33317} rival brand ©] v o] =o v X]i= ddFo] focal brand o] ol wpe}, 12]ar
7Helaze] fF&el wep Zfelrb e AE AT Hste]l Fal AH HSF o F-E(pre-ad vs.
post-ad) 32 &2l & l(within-subject factor) > =, focal brand 3] (major vs. minor brand)¥} 7} 312]
FHETFEAY  vs. UFEAS IAAFAZE 22l (between-subject  factors) & E S}
2X2X[2Xsubject] repeated measure ANOVA = AA|SISItt © Jheag] 7He] o]@dAd oz <3,
FRIE TEEEE e AF WEFE 747 24 FHeate et v AdA JheH el E
st FtE R FAoh 4555 Fhe aLE]/focal brand /rival brand o FrEjeEelth <
4> 2 Ao, <ad 1> o] Al a5 FE 2RHEE S Hds e

A==

i
d
B>

AM$3 e 97 %9 [ zm
aa Agg | T A4 Flge | 29
] 7.398 1 7.398| 16.977| .000| .093
FaxHgs 434 1 434 995| .320| .006
a8y | Faxgrdae 5.325 1 5325 12.221| .001| .069
A} FuxBAN=
N ot 7] 358 1 358 822| .366| .005
7 2] Q2B ) 71.898| 165 436
(7% A 4901.391 1| 4901.391| 838.917| .000| .836
Y- EELE 26.604 1| 26.604| 4554 .034| .027
o Fhel e 190.705 1] 190.705| 32.641| .000| .165
A= xThe e 2.773 1 2.773 475| .492| 003
93 964.016| 165 5.843
B 22.723 1] 22723 31660 .000 .161
FaxaAs 2714 1 2714 3.782| 054 .022
A8y | Faxsrhae 1.048 1 1.048| 1.460| .229| .009
a3 Fuxpgs
5 o] 037 1 037 .052| .820| .000
B BUs QB ) 118.422| 165 718
(4¢4%/0B) A 4386.532 1| 4386.532| 886.900| .000| .843
By EELS 40.650 1| 40.650] 8219 .005| .047
A EED 686 1 686 139 710 .001
Bl <7 1] 455 1 455  .092| .762| .001
o 816.076| 165 4.946
B 5.877 1 5.877| 10.988| .001 .062
FaxBAE 2.314 1 2.314| 4.326| .039 .026
gAY | Faxgp e 5.447 1 5.447| 10.184| .002| .058
a3 FaxEAR=
c ot ] 815 1 815 1.524| 219| .009
A4 BAE QA F) 88.253| 165 535
(ol &/ux) A 4593.031 1| 4593.031)| 822.985| .000| .833
Y EEL 17.604 1 17.604| 3.154| .078 .019
o EED 21.704 1 21.704| 3.889| .050 .023
BT <7 12 2132 1 2.132 382| 537| .002
X 920.855| 165 5.581




WA, <3 4>9F <I9 1>9] A B, C 555 A= BX o] B 7+H 31E]/focal brand/rival brand 2]
Tuj ] %=+= focal brand FiL #
=/ YEl= 7184, focal bran a
AR, <k 49 A FHoA AN &7 FES HW focal brand FI= QIgH FhE|ag]
Trjel e sk A5 shElae|et WS ghEare] Atelel feoldtar A Afelrh e o=
Uehtcta x teae A5z fo8E = 011, &3] = 087) 259 Wk she e
Tl whel Fare] oS s shelare] ] Frujej =Tt AdE FwrE AEe ARR uEs o
F don, focal brand Fil, = Fre|lag] YAolA= Atstel AEBHE= Farh FhEH e
T EE A7l &de <ad" 19 A FES
2R FH AL (AT B A dErdtar & 5 9tk
A, whHol <% 4>9] B &HoA HX focal brand F 2 Q13 focal brand ] Fuo %= W=
25 Zhelareler WF FhHlarg] Afelo] fFolgk o7t fle Aew yEhu(Ea X FhHaLe
g FoFEE = 964), 2FE WFE focal brand o Py EE Fare] s fog Ao

glo] ed3 Axz AFHAES & 5 Atk

o _10“
Ll
it
Sl
ol
=
Fy
N
Y
&
K
ik
T
)
rir
=
N
)
o,
=
Ak
2
o
Ho
1o,
ol
X

AR, <F 4>9] C FELS EAF T8 #AANES focal brand F3L=Z ATF rival brand
Fulelw Wa oA a% AHaele WF e Az feldn 49d 2

45 Ao} 98
HolFEd (4 x FtHae] FEge G188 =005, A7 =.106), =, 3o YA 7]
C

aste] Yo} slelae M2 $9E R gEos Aotk kel <ad 1> ¢ R nH

focal brand F11 = <213} rival brand 7T W3} AT = WF Jlg|ng BthE AF Jhe| arg] o A
A dverds = 5 dn wekd Fae] AAA 7ol mdve v 4dA JHH g R ve
2R FHE ALl A FrolatAl A vEtdaar @ 5 9l
oo 2N, Fio AAA 7o Ede MFET AF JtE e A Eo FEHRE
o vk 2al FA el AREE AFet W JhHae] o] A9 focal brand THj ool g
Fuel g3 A5 53 Ao Ueirldta x FheHlae AE
Farel AAA 7)ol gadte] Apolzy Far wWiAlA o] A5yt 2 Fa AA|e] G890 zpo]o A
3}

7108 Thed2(el: Mol A9 Aol HlEl AFE® focal brand Fare] H5EHo] RHIPYS
7

LS
ofo
Ho
lo,
Sk
]
[
O
x
*

2R FH AL (&F) vs. A A HE AL (M) A 29 Aol

T =
HAE= Fo] zpolo] 7|Qlsttia B 4 Qlv) o]yt <A 2>9] A= AFAHA JHe g S A
a9 4

2ol &= Aolth gokstd, tAA Fhe e HE AFAA g aE]e] Ao focal brand

=3
iz AAR 7 w3E 52 bl B A



Analysis 3: Category Purchase Intention as a Mediator

Free-lifting effect of brand advertising = 7]¥2 o2 Zle|ag] o AA BA=So A=
associative network 2} 123k UEQ T Ao A9 == 7+ A#S F3 spill-over = A 4= Q)
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Associative Networks Representing Category/Brand Associations in Soju and Cola Category
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