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Ri BPE > HOHE & BN ehiE & € #2iE (Simonin and Ruth, 1998)
EEMAASE LRSS ELERAAZE > HBE B aiei
# % 7 Pl (Baumgarth, 2003; Huber, 2005; Simonin and Ruth,
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Belch and Belch (1998%-4 2 3% £#5 4 % A 5 B R
(rational appealy g 1+ 7+ ¥ (emotional appeal) Z= 4 % f 3 & 115
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9% American Marketing Association (1998)% &% =
- & & f-(name)~ # gL(symbol)-~ 3 ¢ (term) ~ f&:&(sign) ~ 3
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L)t 8- ® b2 A& & (Levin, Davis,
and Levin, 1996; Park, Jun, and Shocker, 1996; Washet
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nﬁ&%ﬂﬁéﬁ’f AR N ATE - A F2 550 o
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LRLATA R - AR KR H B K P 2l A H Y T A g
B A F Rengg A %2 25 (Keller, 1993)-
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monin and Ruth, 1998)
E Mg wm ook
LB E MY - K

FOBEA T BRI R - R
g RA Ny iﬁm;,gfrnim ®B '}5‘* e b e o
FlUL B E S EER I R B2 B en S TR o R H R

{Sh

-7 -



VI3 N S = el f%g @ 8 3] F 2z % (Park et al.,
1996)-
2.$ﬁ%@§%%§
FEUHRERT GG F MR FEIEE
975 G N H A 5 Aot &2 E TR LR e 3‘%‘%

A2 2k VA § FRA 434 % 14 T (Simonin
and Ruth, 1995) &)4r > Fintel i pd® B5 4 4L o
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R AL MR E ﬁﬁar
 FIMRR A BRI OGN F FEER
B~ 18

—~

e
o
-
7"
=<

)

\
™ o W =R N
o= I ok 3§

0 R %W%k%’ME%*lwﬂ%@%ii
BRSNS A S B R R g R
W ERE L o
(F)EEZER
AEZERAIYFE RS BASERARLSAF L
I AT AR R W oA Y dp e § R
BLERAEZLRRFF T ERREND 5
AT W g 5 (Tauber, 19819 #-F-M 2 # g 4 51 @

-8-



H

> Simonin and Ruth (1998} 7 45 &1 &
/ﬁﬁﬁf“%f‘v%ﬂﬁﬁoiﬁ’
FEG BROE & QS B 509
WM EML R EBEIREZ *’zﬂ;ﬁ*‘ﬁ‘
et #-¢ i (Park etal., 1996)# - 2

e
REFESBEREG 2wl o
&

—\

e

1@
=R
—\_’lg
¥R

o It %ﬂ
T

B
W

-

ot
A
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%%@i&@%ﬁéi%—ﬁﬁ%m’aw%ﬂ%%@é
Fe A 2 R anEipe R B AT B AL -
it RIEHEE Rl g 33073 K- RIEH o

(z )59 48 &

Washburn (1999 Washburn et al. (2000, 2004)%-
MEFEBME WA SE2 E Ry g0 & TR
B MR E T LW A R SRR Fla A

\\



TR S T h Ay W AR AR TS 0k ft‘l;‘" Ze T
A58 2 A & R R i A2(Anderson, 198191345 7 i &
ooy A PRI LR R T R RGO L0l
E P T WP R e '“ﬁ} g ;= & i3 1+ (Janiszewski
and van Osselaer, 2000; Simonin and Ruth 1998; Weash
et al. 2000) & - %HF,H ’ x:rr%'%;tt,«ﬁ}: 4?:’4@1,@75 L B~

> B RE S ARG T RERE B F
it & (Fazio, 1986, 1989:)» ﬁ}q\‘;’d Rt B R
EFMERD XY IHRDFAFRLLE DL o

(= )sr— RPEIEH

#Ar— 3k (Cognitive consistencydp i 7 # ttﬁf, 4
Poig KB adE p Ren-o3k 1(Sehewe, 1973) F  iE
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e LYo G R R A G R H R B

b BT iE (LeV|n et al., 1996y = -

(E)FL BV OEMIES

RV EMER (Attitude accessibility theory)(Fazio,
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MacKenzie and Lutz (1989%? 2R TES DT AP
TFERFPRAF-FIRLLE PR HFHAR AL RR
BEOFE e | 5@ Phelps;/:’ Thorson (1991, p. 202) % &
L ERETARIENEZAL T HE ES Wiﬁam"ﬁrﬁw
B ragvwim REERARA? RR2ALES YR FOFREF B
BOIRAT L {8 TR A, & i o

Baker and Churchill (197%) &1 B & & B ¥ & & 34
(cognitive)~ g (affective)fc &, + (conativele B3R i> » H 7 23
¥ F A& LB A RGP en A(beliefs); TR FlE 5 B A
R4 T (evaluation) & Fl R Bl & B A R cpi
F % (intention)e A m WA B AL LR 1 & AR
BIFRE S < FlE o
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BHR L AL - BB e Tl PHAFIESIRL
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Bl 2-1 HE A B

TR &R - S. B. MacKenzie, R. J. Lutz, & G. E. Belch (198Bhe role of attitude to-

ward the ad as a mediator of advertising effecegsnA test of competing

explanationsJournal of Marketing Research3(2), 130-143.

(=) £ # 4 B3i(dual mediation hypothesis)
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w7
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-

FALEFWRIRA A ¢ AL

R R o dr ] 2-2 A7 T
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Bl 2-2 HE¢ 4 ERAS
TR &R - S. B. MacKenzie, R. J. Lutz, & G. E. Belch (198Bhe role of attitude to-

ward the ad as a mediator of advertising effecegsnA test of competing

explanationsJournal of Marketing Research3(2), 130-143.

(z)4p 3 ¢ 4 B (reciprocal mediation hypothesis)

3P A BGR R P 2T Heider (1958)% H crio e i

(Balance Theory) 4 M 4 4 5 A% 5 i & £ § 49 3 &5
SOBE T o BRATA AR A B R HA S R

o R AR AR L A o R g

EE L = iﬁ"%ﬁ‘f—g < B ¥ v R e aens

Plo- s R R & B R BRI G % Z o 4oF 2-

T -
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i
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Bl 2-3 23 ¢ 4 BGRHCS
TR &R - S. B. MacKenzie, R. J. Lutz, & G. E. Belch (198Bhe role of attitude to-

ward the ad as a mediator of advertising effecegsnA test of competing

explanationsJournal of Marketing Research3(2), 130-143.

(z )bz B 3R (independent influences hypothesis)
PHESEPTREERESRERRT T 2 MR
i A8 g MR AUE P BRI R MR LR o e

ﬁl.

[ b

] 2-4 #7o1

LR " AR

g s o 59 AR - PR LA

4 %k S. B. MacKenzie, R. J. Lutz, & G. E. Belch (198Bhe role of attitude to-

ward the ad as a mediator of advertising effecegsnA test of competing

explanationsJournal of Marketing Research3(2), 130-143.
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F= & RAFREK

- R AR A
RAFR> m¥F SR L L4k(theme) 5 - FAIR

/%fﬁ‘/)i Rt - L TN B 2R LP ’ﬁ*ﬁé%ﬁ“ﬁﬁi@ﬁﬂ
fi B (7B B > 1996)- Schiffman and Kanuk (1994 &1 & ¢ 2%
PRS0 ERYFF AR A KT R R R A
RERLL o AL S SRR B H A &
2 K 325 B - Belch and Belch (1998}% A s g B
BRI R F AL R A cFE N o RRFRA- A &
EEE AR ‘?‘F frarBiEann 4 o T %ﬁ’ ,grﬂ TUPR g T
VB RE L S fm3),0 5(Celsi and Olson, 1988)
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—

N

%ﬁﬁ{?kamw%ﬁ&iﬁ—ﬁ&m%ﬁ’ﬂ&

A B Mg TRV K - S N N N - A

2N BN LN EEEEE > ENLELWIRS 5 PF

RN 8 S —’g p & (Solomon, 2005) 4% B £ 3% Fees 58 o
H 7

—‘F%’é-”ﬁ Pﬁmﬁ%}é’«’b’%%’i’fﬁ?{i?ﬁ”ﬁfL’ri‘%‘J”%?év\iﬁ
4+

Johar and Sirgy (19988 £ # £33 % » 5 B B £ 37
F(value-expressive apped )+ 14+ 37 F(utilitarian appealy
(- ) E&mFR

B & IRF A A S ) % 7 R (symbolic appeab) #it

M F(soft-sell appeals)a i 2 ¢ i &2 F- B & S8

T g fh H R B R FRE LR R

20 SV UL AP e
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(=) fiiks &

AR R 2 FEE R 3w K (functional appeaky
235 f(hard-sell appeals) i & £ &4 p i) 7 F =1l
FONRAYRAASEH A PEEL

Kotler (19911 #-F £ 27 &% » 5 =27 F(rational ap-

peal)~ g {+ 3 f(emotional appealy ¥ 4t 7 & (moral appeal}
AT 0 HAPRE PR A A ik o
(- )3

R R LGP g Feap AIE L RER R

L\‘:‘:’ F\ ? 5$ \2)% ng r'r:'.E ¢ PRFZ DT Ry f—,t‘ér- /)J %ld’ '%1_7;;4 At L;»_':_’

P& > blded &&F ~ # a0~ B % L (Kotler, 1991)o

3 2o w”f#mﬁd%ﬁﬁwﬁﬁmﬁw‘mi
HPEPlR o FEPE BB RLFRR SR wﬁﬂ
SER

2L A FE S E B AR B AT o
(= )8 3 &
B AL B R g 2 e A SR RIS
e ﬁdp PLE B8 ehr G & f G %?:ﬂ&%@%
v ﬁ%‘@‘ﬁ%‘%%‘“ ;fow R R
U BRE 'F‘Fﬁx E &M o APk A M (instinct) Bg$s 4
(drive)2- 7% » i % ¢ MR RAR > FIP TR 2 | A
M (instinct) ~ #> 4 (drive) ~ 1+ (emotionsyg £ 7 4 »
FE R s R 1237 R (Kotler, 1991)-
(2 ) e &
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321 Wi RE R PRl R

|

pen| RRPFHER E2RY | 5 SR 22 ARE
LR AR A SRIRLA) Rt o
B o

#i | L ARBRERPSL e (LA EN P EAL B2
2. fRAp R AL R o
BALW R FBAIER |2 22 RB2 ZH 4

4. 2R L3 a4kt

F5Rp ©
B L R 2 2R A R g TR 2 A o
15&23@ ° 2.7 4A ﬁ&_ﬁg
2. & w2 A AL 3 R K B
. e 4. i i7 6 o

3. # AL 3 2 IR
PERERNMNAE BAMRTY A
R BL -
TR ATl B (1996) B & @M Rz R A4 REFFT o
8, 1-26¢-

o B AT RS NG A g
Zeithaml and Kirmani (1993) 1> & & 37 K7 F hfh it
A g A %k RAE R 0 T Al ﬁ?é’ﬂﬁx‘t rehk o F]L R 2
FRT UG ERE S AL BV RS RER S R
REPERAd L B P REY DA SR A2 R
&+eni® * (Fournier, 1998)
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Shimp (19813 4 & 4 ehp st st faikif § & hrd 3> @
-ﬁé,k%uf\(;ﬁjﬁﬁﬁ}ﬁ’ﬁ%ugﬂaﬁﬂﬂﬂ%#bdé§
WA &Fai B sk e iE o Golden and Johnson (1983)
L e %‘jﬁ\s\z/ﬂ\*m,w’%a‘\a‘\v By LY R
FR g e Rl 7 F A2 REDBA -

¥ e
¥ e
g #

= -k

ﬁ@iﬁ’¢%%ﬁ$mw%¢%ﬂ’%%?§%?%
DAR RO R R SR RN A 4 RO R o R
T R AT RS AR LR R A 2 RS

R R B o
5 <4 e tpo
N

B & SRR SRR RS S0 R R

AR AW R R SRR (affect-referral theory) %

& 14 (salient-attribute} #& 5z 72 5 (categorization theory} 4
;ﬁ/ﬁﬂ T BK o P45 5 RS- PR I234 (affect-referral theory) Shimp
awlwm%%mﬁga WRHBE BEERER § 07
AL PR R SRR 2T RG]
i%wﬁg#;&w?%ﬁﬁ%%’ﬁﬁﬁ%% LA
%3 ik B o m &Y 1845 (learning theoryyp? 7t i B #
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