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MRS MABBEERARA. Han, xF KA HARRERE 7™ 0, A b wbiERAE
FORH, FLRPEA KA 500 9B OBEER, I HR EEE 0% A I K 2 S I
PP E, HIRIHBAA RSN . AR 2R 2 02l b, £
S B 3 P i A PP R K B AR AR, S EARA T AT AR %
JEHE" (consideration set) . FFC, A —H T HBOELL "f‘%ﬁ‘?ﬁﬁ”. ftAi]
AT ™ A vl eSSy, HE “AhEGET MRRETT, st s
B e PR A S B ) . XX R RS P ATk, A%F#E (U0 Shimp and Shar—

ma, 1987; E¥EE, 2002; 55%) M “REPOLFEL BMMAHTT 7 O9SuEME
B, S TEEMIR R, A, MEHBRERIAK. 2R MMERRGH
R, AUEN “RIEE PZERED “BE” Zm, Rl Eamm
PEA MR B EE DT BN 2wl B X 0 i R R

i P BAE B XS FRYE T 28 WO AR ™ S A B AR o & 5t
P B RS T IZ M 2, WA AR . iR, ATEEME . RS BORSFME
PAERMRS%, B OEBEEST 4, JUHON T2 el e th a8 ™= i, 9
REAE LAMCHE A 7= (s BE B B, IRk, T 28 B vl BB AN 7= ) 5 B
ENZ . FreRBiC ) v Y i R 22 PREE A A RO HE TR, BT 7™ il DR SRR I 3K
(Rozek, 1982) . P, XFFIHBE# M=, A0 AEGE ] {L I SL DS | ORAE™ i Ji
BRI S XU IR P AR B (S ARSI (Keller, 2003) o HHILTATL, b
R A 2 T S R A5 R

i L) E I RETE T B Y PRGA XM RIEE . G S0 M
W 5 2 S BOT i BRSSO ER R RO, {5 BB T RS2 XU # A AR
Wl K7 O a5 B R K IR FR R, TSI J ™ il o B X 7 B VA TR AT
TERENG . Akerlof (1970) B “fr&Eiisg” R TEEAXNFREM T “FahKER R
m” R, FEBERASHENIGAEZ. M a7 AR R
fE BARXTFR, BPJBRAE W3 2 B OB 7= A Y R (5 2., TR DX — MRS 3R
BEAE Tl s T {5 B &M (information signaling) . Nayyar (1990) Z:t5%
ii%:l SR SE BT (R B ARRR, 36 e 32 T i A 3 e 2w P 2N ) i et ) e

. T REA % PR AR = A BRSSP R4 R A A W) ﬁﬁ_ﬂrﬁﬁ\ ff1 ¢
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RAFI A wlah b, BEMMIBIZE “&817 miia ™ (R55) . R385 WS i 15
o P, B SR T HA RS A R T A S ORI A 1. RAT
)t R ANt R %, BOA A Al SRR B TR S 2E AR ER DA T B A 7 %o
7 o L A YRR 7K AR I S 1)

25 AT 2 AV IR AR I A LAF SR (Keller, 2003) o S
R — ARG A e, R SR A R R S AR, Sl R AT RO S PR
A ah AP BRI ER R IBAE S 2Z5E, 2009) . ARl RILE R
Wi V75 B 5 JER AN ™ S e PR AN O S, AN BT M E EOR IR . Keller (2008)
N, ARSI FE, R, HESE. A
ProC& . HHRIHEMAREE S, WA, ERIMARIEZEA M THEE R T8
W WGl EERBTEAA . AR Z W RAFOCER, DA A AR R LA
(Keller and Aaker, 1992) . [Hit, 7EME b5, SREAE G —E BB T4
X T R P, AR I SE R ] . BRI, CTRHBEEKTTT M OCER
EEE" FHAAE T, HFERMTE? 2655 E e 5m 2 R 2Z 2
BAFEN R SRR W RIEAERE A Rl Sy X BRI BLe R
BT R B RIS

apiltdioRol g tiia b s 6 NSO AR T 7 N (ER23 -2 o e &30 gt o1 1)
B P AISE, i B2 Al S AsERES (I “eERA A 500 T B ER K FEEA
ABOR) A —E R E HURITEER M ST L MA RRGHAKY. Hitk, Xie
X FAL A S, R TN rEE S, #2E 0 5E [m) Hh A 8 B 2 5 #4128 W)
o BRI, ARBFIEATS NSRS, EELNTF IS AR S LR s
MBEEHFRE R

HoE, Aalib S BE P Z A VR R C R R R E Z PR EH R R
W7 3SR — D E SRS R, XA (Rl 0] 2 A S SR, (3R
2% A S AN S Z RO R B P2, ANMERRER T2 Al S R R A
LAE, T E A wl 4R IR E R 56 R A R A MR
23 W) SR B ) S LA R, AMECEE LR PAERIAH, mEEE
ERHASIR PR BNESE, M E(EA MR, 2 SR 1 7= ST FF
E—EMERFERERLR, ZRE—IEHIIERRE, FR¥EELs
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TR TSSUERRSE, FFLAERE BRI N E a3 2w SR A
%), R, AFREHAESIE, LTFARREHEENER. IBa, X3k
BB R AR ? XA FERH AT N .

Hk, 2aE] S REEIEAHET AAREE AR . R AT, AW
2 AR A YT IR A PR B, b, 0 TE IR PR IR O R, X —
ANEEPBENEE, AFBETHEARCH . WA, k. Akt
XS, HELAETRIARSMIES, 51 R IFRMEE IR IE L,
e A KR T W SE R BTG O . AR, T ARIBTEA R, e F]
frhe, Al AU AL e E . BRA, AR BRI N LA
25 TR RO e B AR T MR BA SR E BT 5T iR, X AMBEH &
Ol (M) X = S EMT AR, T H SE R B |l A RIA
IR A AR L 5

TR, 23] SRS 7 it R D S B BRI (e T, 3SRl B 422 o Bt 5 B Pr
TG R PR 2. A SR A b A SR IR BRI, SRASAFAE LA H) 5 R0 7™ bt R B AT
PR REMEE . SR, 48K 2500 Ml O i R T I 1 B0 5 2 % 105 52 30 BR il Fn 24
#, X TRIEIEA N SR A, R, SRS R R SRl A ]
i R AL S P S 7 RO — N FRE TSR 2T A PR S R, BRAE B
WAFFERI, b X TR 7 an PR A E i mafE . 2R, 2% vl i A
P a9 R, PR AR B R, (B EA AR NEER .
77 i i AL it o T B 2 W S ) S R 8RR —B? Ward il Lee  (2000) 1558
TEXTELRTH B8 B — TR R L, MR AT AER W SO SR A, B9 3 8 i i
R FRAE R (e B, FE S AR GE L a) AT 7 At R TR . X
VERHTE—E T T, 2 W) A L™ b b B2 55 B R B2 7 it 1 1 ) SIS DR SR
ZEARYE . P, AWFF0R 8 S5 T T ASEUE RS

BJa, WA R RE ARG A Al ST AT AR R IR . XA RS
A SRR LR, QIR E A E R R TA R M EMmA
A FE TR R M. AR, A FbESH ST TE A EMY (Sen and
Bhattacharya, 2001) 7 23w GE ) %H{H 2838 7 S P EM B 52 B ISA 2 K7 Afixsk(n]
BRI R R BN A At SSHEMA R R MM SRR A, ik, W3S EoF
FE E RE N FIA BIFE STHE 57 M TEM O RIERI &, B EE S



EFNBEISCE X, TokE, B NalEA w S R it ds 5.
—. BEpt=

T PE R —HAR A w9, A LAk — B ma i 3% 3 Xz m) B ™=
RS FERM LN, (Brown and Dacin, 1997; Giirhan—Canli and Batra, 2004; 25%4%)
DRI, O S50 S e AL ke o B LT 9% 8 el VR4 W), JFFE @ BRTE NS | &%
o peAh, H2IAREE  (Brewer, 1991; Tajfel and Turner, 1985) HIBHFSE AR
AMEYE G| AHLAFT R GIEIFIRG FE IR K (Bergami and Bagozzi,
2000; Dutton et al., 1994) , T H &5 9IS 2N HFEL  (Sen and Bhat-
tacharya, 2006; S855%) . Bk, 42 BB RS AR ml S AN wA R BB Y
AKX .

(—) 2AnlEEPNETI > B 5t

PO SR R R RS, BARAEA W & A= A fh A, (L] i b oA
—F, B HEST A ELO M 3 PSSR (A KBS T A EER B O
JEBYEL; Qfh RIS B ; @R ETT B @B TERTEL; Of X R E
(FHREFMFAER, 2003) .

25 A b RURE T A AR B B, X — M B C B T AR A8 (brand) B S AL
(branding) s (SR, 2009) . 2AalshkEiL (corporate branding) AMUE
BRAE A e B an Al B E SRR A A — A

FZEREE (2009) WK di AR B BEAY B AL A ) B AE . s L AR SE
PR IA]EE (Ul 3 2o i R T B RV A (1A, X B i 22 R AR R A 56
R, B MIER A E L. QU Al KL 5 R 4 (BT, 33 R > AR
T H—A 2L R 4L A - Keller (2008) Ak, #hfi#)24 (brand hierar—
chy) J&DAJZ 40 B A0 2 ) L RS A RN TR, B BRI AT b A R (R
FREIF, XSS MZE R, EMEER T, AR SE LA T SH
Or, DT ahZet R, HUCRERMM, PO Sanki. B, 20 a] dk
BRSSP — D EZE ARG, EAMUEBEHSE T ZOREE, mHZR T
EEF PR Tz OE  (BoKIESE, 2009) .

B IMP RPN A M EZEHEBATR AR XE. — i, FEAFAAR
WifEZ S . AmES . FRERHMERPE L ES, MRAAFE
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AT QAT SRS ;. B FTLICEA R SAE, T RN ARZE
S TERX TG (Brown, 1998), Ff H2wlAE A ARFFRFEETE S E T
HEPEIRE (Hall, 1993), [Fit, Aaker (1996) AL %A & &4 ik w rf 7840
AnlfhE . FEBEARSE, WE/K, UPS. e, =& . IBM, %K. i+
Je . FEEATES MBKAS, EiE2 0REC ZRFEAICEMBPIS (Aaker, 2004;
Balmer and Gray, 2003; Hatch and Schultz, 2003; %55§) .

B— T, EEEHPEDIZBE (The Marketing Science Institute) % [7L4
“OvE] SRR EMME” h EEAEEMIIE L, IR TERRTIZMRRLER R,
XFARGEABTE, Bl FEREEN R . — 25T 7] 5 A E L H
BT ENR; —EMAAER M SREMCHE A, S8, mE
%) ZEMEWXR, LHEXNBE ™SR ER., XTHE - T,
Mukherjee 1 Balmer (2007) tARZS 8]k 2Z BT LA 5 | A2 53 3 Wk P A A 20 D6 A
P, SR N EA ST R AE Anfar i 2 RS AAME S SRR R A A . il
WA B S EAFE R BB, 2 HIR 2 T2 Bl LA AL TR 45 04
KHEWM . AiHE AFEZAAFWWE S (S ERSRE: . REENES) .
JEEHRTARRBMEE RS (WA, BA. R, BUFS) MEmER. X
TR F) S ST R SR A, R — U R B T 2 R SRR, IF
H AN A O0 . A0 5T 2 B R A M 4 B B = S PR 2. (Brown
and Dacin, 1997) . 2 &EJES 5 R EuE X8 7= P E 520 (Keller and Aaker,
1992) . WFFELA F] b X 7= S P B2 9/ FH 25 F  (Berens et al., 2005) . MBS 3C
AR AR AR 23 BT w1 R4 X I 7 S PEA B R (Souiden et al., 2006) 5§,
Mukherjee il Balmer (2007) 434 T2 6] S BEE AR MR MEE, JFENT
ST SRR IT R B (L 1-1) .

F1-1 RFEMEARTE
Wt fa SERFF (positive) FLHFSE  (normative)

AL WA 2w S EBETRR . EEAAN | AR SMATROR (s, fHf
HATRBITTH BTIRSTALE)
ilrfe

v v B RBARAHE (A CSEHHEE) | A7
B | AR TR . REK) | 4 R
G (IR . BB 2B %R

TE A L2 F K F 257 B A F
B2, el {2 wl b g i — 3




F—F £ ®
2%
WFsE LA SEUEMFSE (positive) HFERFFE  (normative)
B | A 7SR 2 A R IR L R SRR TR R AR
Gtk L
v ] R4 7 AR M ZE AT

EW | AvldEAE B2 EN R iy

Wk #8 . Mukherjee A., Balmer J. M. T.. New Frontiers and Perspectives in Corporate Brand Manage—
ment: In Search of a Theory []]. International Studies of Management & Organization, 2007 (37): 3-19.

B IR AT, XA B Al R (E A B R SR ] ah MR 2 AR (B
%. BR%) mMERZm, BRIl AFEEFRIREAF SR EEHEA,
BT BT Al a7 i F A A VE R SR R ROR

() A B A A SUSE 7SR A S AN

Rfi % #t 23IA[F 318 (Brewer, 1991; Tajfel and Turner, 1985) HIBFSY R RAE
HAT Ao AE B AN (Bergami and Bagozzi, 2000; Dutton et al.,
1994) , FxF2H 247 R A AH O SEBR T AR 4R 41 7 3 2 A BB K 48 M1 52 4F, Bhat-
tacharya 3§ (1995) f P& T &2l AR HHEE .

ATkt 26 RER AT ER R A AL At A7 0K, At AR BE SCE T/
PRI BRI PR oG RPN ARAE AR (AN e 22 SR RY | RH X spl) SF AR AR A
PR BEAF A RISE) , TR R 24 440217 A i EREN (O53C, 2008) .
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