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Abstract

This study investigated the influence of consumers' self-construal and self-monitoring on brand product
preference by moderating brand visibility. Brand visibility consisted of product typicality and brand salience.
The study results showed that respondents preferred products with high product typicality and low brand
salience. Respondents with interdependent self-construal and high self-monitoring also showed a higher pre-
ference for high product typicality and low brand salience versus respondents with independent self-cons-
trual and low self-monitoring. Respondents preferred a product when they recognized a brand name, but
brand visibility should be exposed naturally. Based on these results, this study has practical implications for
the importance of maintaining brand identity and the appropriacy of brand logo size.
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‘;;%D}(Bao et al., 2003; Park, 2014; Thompson et al., 2014).
Markus and Kitayama(1991)°l] 231 AlgtEo] =}
< A1) 6F AR o] B sh=A] oflH SHA EAE
A=Al 5 271304 (self-construal) 2.2 7g 2] 5} 2
ol gt 2718|124 9 zpol 7} AiQle] et Hatel wE
FE= AR Bokth A7 A2 AH] AdHolA] A
Agd & A=t M Rl RS ofEA A
Zrate7tel] gk A7 a2 el a7 A 1) ol )5
oA Zt7] the AFHE YR 4 ATH(Lee et al., 2000).
£ AFdAM = ARl A7 B E 71A]Ad o
BAE AF Az oju st §FS v|X=71E got
1 312} gt} Chao and Schor(1998)= A#-2] AS]4 7}
Aol thgk 259 AFollA ALSA 7RIS “EFQ1 9
ol Gupt 2 HA =T} QI EETP(p. 127)E B o5t
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7 ZH) &7} AATH Veblen, 1899). A1E ZH]E B}

o7l 210 AF8)%] MRS BelF7) 918 ko] A}
Aol gk ER1e] Q141 Fashl A7) el A
71 s Al P gtk A1l E A4

o] B3 YFL SAT e THOE A HH
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Al Q1= e gis)] deishs X}71
BAG et A §)1A =] 7] ol T
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1. Xt7|3l A (self-construal)

A7 e ANz Blelo] ARSI H o = Relslo] 9]
v elsel sieke Aziehe A 2lla, o)
SN RS w93 SYA Ala, A
A RS wehaE Qe AselEd A7jsl ol

SFCH(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). YHtg o2 =20
2 A A E AFRES AR 5, A7 18
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2tl(Singelis, 1994).
ZeH|A; A Fofol| A A7]31A-2 Tkt S elA A
T5 9}, Zhang and Shrum(2009)S 27184 3} 2=
Trjel] sl AFstd e, SHA AEMAE dS

O|EA A7|E| XA vlE) FE4 &H] el H =
& A0 2 YT Mandel(2003)2] Aol A &=
A A7 A7E SHA A7 A R Al
oA A1S| A el 88k AlEFS B sk
2 YEPt}. Grhan-Canli and Maheswaran(2000)2 2}7]
aajo] AAER] Fabo)| MX| & FIES Lolr Qe A4S
OEARI AFELFE A F] el BAIgle] A=e
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= A8 % o] AAXE AAIsH A=, =
A A7 A= el 2HE F AR gl 9 A5
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’geFo) A5 oA A7 A A el l Al Bol vehbe A
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’do] B %E 7N 3 Bkl AlES st A9
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2. X7| & Al(self-monitoring)
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£ 71E)7] S8l 4891 DAel wiEbA 2715 st
3 A #AelstE e 4 &S B3HK(Snyder, 1974).
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Xé?‘&ﬁ}(Snyder, 1974). ZF7174A] "Zoﬂ wpa} 2l o] 1;]_
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A E oISk, A717HA 7L e AR A9l 4 o)
2ov) o) FIL FAE W] AIPAE E L A}
E]-O /\1-§L;<4 Q9] ] /\H]Q—E] u];qgl__‘,]_gd/\qo] %1\1‘: Vel
S 2 eI (Becherer & Richard, 1978), AF7]173A1 7}
=2 A1 A FE olm|X|d I WAL F= vhH 217
ZHA 7} Bre Aleke E o] Ao i IS FE= Ao
2 YEPsth(DeBono, 2006; Shavitt et al., 1992). AF717F
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3. B E JtA[ A (brand visibility)

Gt 0 2 7PA - At FEHA A Vet Hol
=71 AEE o gt AiQlel whEhA ERRIS] FoE
e s Asshks AFEEe] U BRI ol "= A
< FE2g 9] st AFEEC] Ut o] 9u|E= 7HA|
dol 7Y & e BT E AT ¢ S Tth
Al F A ste] ALEA 7G-S “ElR1 9] Eoll drht

ZHA=st el EE 7}”(p 127)2 78 ¢] 8} tH(Chao &
Schor, 1998). Wetr] A|EFS B 77 44 EA=E
o14)e 4= Jlthd I A FL HA = Ao il &
T Aok 2 AFor = Bl =] 218 TS
o ARl ST ARl SHOE FEste] AT HE

2} stk AlE2l HVWJ Zm o)X 9] 7A AL AE 2}

]SI

HoA ks BA=9] A4, AlEL] 9% ZH
ol A1 2] 7IAA e aHE 739 A7|2 AT 7L
2 FE3I ) 2 A= Chao and Schor(1988)0l14] Al
Algk B = 7RrAd 9] 7ld S Sdslaia) efich. Al
o] WAl SHNA L] 7S AF B A=
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o, AFE] 22Q1 FHolA ] 7S Bl = AR 2) HHE 347(1*"(brand salience)
I QA€ & 5 k. ol wE AlF B=r) 7F BA= AL ERlo] EHEE JIXE = U= 7t
= AFAQ B 210 A7]5 gEste] AnR} AIARI BATE AFel 7HAAL s A== o] th(Han
Azl thgk Izl 2|7t YA & Lofr i} et al., 2010). EA == A EY AAF 7R S vk sl
Eig= ZROZA A|ZHA, Aojd B g el so=
A1 WY, URL, 23, 7iElE], £, €27 5 o4
I) MZ M& 4 (product typicality) E2 7450 JtiKeller & Lehmann, 2006). £3],
A (typicalityy> & F50] 3 MFES hEITIL 2aE BRI} 7RE 49 549 A7 &
A 2be = A== gl ¥th(Loken & Ward, 1990). 2.l 22 Yehfjo] 28|27 BA=S ARAE 5 9 Fe

= Aol mrh= A2 54 AE FHEaEelA 54
Hassl @ Psge] £3E delar Has A
P2 AnRe] s et H7o] e A= A
2).©. ™ (Barsalou, 1985; Perkins & Reyna, 1990) 2xH] =}
9 3% 9 ANE 2AsleiA 7o Ry 4A F
Fth(Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Loken & Ward, 1990).
U= A843 AdE A7E Avun Has A
Aol Z=L4E HAlle zPato] e Aog ©
(Hamzaoui-Essoussi et al., 2011) AHA
HIZ QP 2] Bl = o} vl slA] gk Alo] 4
Holghe A4 3= Hlt(Pillai & Goldsmith, 2008).
1% B Y BAL AT WS st
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th B = 237 AH[Re] A4S g oA HEA
ol 83 4S5 stal ePget 7|9 s 8= AT
< 3ti(Spaeth, 1997).

Henderson and Cote(1998)y= B = 2319] AJz}d &
73o] &R} iG] ofm gk YL MIX=A] A E9L
=], 2P xte ded 2Vt Jud 2YE HS

staeH, xlsstal Weeh AAdse ¢ 2uE AT
3= 2o 2 VEPYT) Jung and Park(2002) 25¢]
TlA 2a29] TIAR] P Aol whE AH|R; iS4
RS, 2] A o] 4R Hals
P35 ko o) @ JFL M)A AR epioh =
ARSI ASfel D 470 vl @A) B2

< 29 AL E A9)7) &
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4. AR 7Hd 1. A9 FEH AF AP AE A
Lol A5 32 712 Aol

2 A7 A7EA AR B E 7HA 7 la. 45 EA A7|EM A= AFE AP B
WA AF A5 o gt YIS rIXerte Yol L ZARTE B2 2ANAM AFE DI
32} Eth B E TS AE AR Bae #A Me=7t &8 Aol
o=z FR3te] AR 7Hd 1b. BHA A7 A= AFE AP0l =2

A, Az e)EA A7 el A S 5 ZR = e 20 A A Fel Uigh A
1 @ etoli} el ahe] A +°1W Tjobslar g 7tel7| =7t &8 Aotk
w32 (Singelis, 1994), A FS A& wol| = 1] & 7Hd 2. A7) Y] R BAE AR AlFE A
HAE ol x5 202 A7tH mehA] FEoEH iEﬂﬂﬁiﬁ%iﬁgﬂéﬁlﬂ
2718 2= AlE AP SHAA = AH%WH& 7 2a. FBo)EH A7 A= BAHE @A o]
S YA AFS BHE AGAdo] vhe AlFER B ZARTE e 24N A F
tAdsE o= &gtk AlF Aol 2 A7 g AT E7E S ot
ﬂwUTemi&baﬁ A2+ E tH(Loken & Ward, 7Hd 2b. EYA A7 A= BAlE @A o] B
1990). F5.0]&4 271342k ERRlo] Al Lol S ZARTE 58 ZA0A AF g
UE BASE FalA] AAle o & =y 2 £ S MFE7t 28 Aotk
), B2 AlEC] A5dl & S AR AEA &
A E 2ES Ello] fA dole 4= d&A] ol tist 4 G volrt & Aol A= A1 A 2 A7 A7
24 B S &8 = 5 7] Wiiolt) whdel = 3 &2 FEA o] k= Akl (Hu et al, 2013) A
WA A E sk AR S T AR e 71N 7E B E ZpA ol et AlE A sl dee
FA ARl o] WA &o 2AS A7 REE FAIEHI v X= &35 golR uA}; et A7 |7 = AP &
] o1l (Singelis, 1994), 71 ZA1% A|F3} 213w Alo] ERIANA oA BIHA]=A ] tgh 2229 ]l
AFE gt A =7t S Aol 2ojgt & = lom, AATA] o mEbA] A}

o2 gHd, Bl E dXA SHoM = AFl = o] AF #d gl o=yt J &S v 5 AT
Bl=o] 7185 2Abste] Q1A & meEt AlEel| tigh H. H. Park(2011)9] 1o = xpEste w1 =] 9
A&7 EepA =7 dohiaizl gk J. Park(2011) tHsHH A7174A1 23 0] B AAE T g A R1 Nk
o] AolME fH Bd=e] A BlE Aol Ad < e AT 0174 S XM?W“O] S AR} A}
FE AF Bl 38 AA A =0 olee A 28] HE5AE AFste xPE3S wAIA] 3 tisiA
= P DAEAAAMREA A 0 2 ERd H%o%£°ﬁ%gﬁﬁ°°lﬁﬁkﬂﬂﬁ%%§
BE &AHREC] # BEdlse] 2urt & AL 453t ﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂhﬂd41ﬂiw~m@%ﬂ%ZME
A= Feths AS oulshe Aolth £ A1e #7130 A Fash Azebr] Wil B2 A7)73A] A&
Ao] FPolM SHA A AE ERRlE FA 94 Hdo] & Aoz AZtEH, s oEH 2pr|s| At
3] o rm=E 230] F7)0 i RItslA vhe-st = BRI SAA Aile] 3R A o2 HrtEe A
A & A= &3t 088 NS FAIBHE & H S F8sM A7l widel =2 A1 ek
o] At E Aale d F =gl £ e 2t 2 A Hol & Aoz Azber
FE 9 A5 Zlolt}, AT s oE A A7 g ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂﬂéﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ}”ﬁﬂﬂﬂEﬂ%
Sl AlRE L Hale 2 77) U 33 el A 4A o gt el ollA A F FEH J5S T8I &
LZ5o] FAFo R B = S-S Ry & & 7HMV}§8iMﬂthplllﬂ§ 83 A
Aot wEbA ol GA He & 23 Bl =R & Z}5} A tH(Shavitt et al., 1992). A|&2] o]n|X]= A &9
A2YA =22 = Je A2 21 AFS Y A8 o), A=, A, tIARINA F-FE 7 UL AFH A
g Aolt}, o3t =2 EUE theat 722 7Hdo] 1i%%ﬂﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂtg¢@@qmma&me
AAE Aok 2008). wEhA] AF olu|RX| & F 83 Aztehs &zt

—543 -



136 st=30|7s5| K] Vol. 40 No. 3, 2016
£ Bl o|goly 2UE F831A Azbeta, 1 A el o gl 7] wjiEolth AR A 20154 108
E2 BAE TS BElA BAEE ERIAA Q12 off AAISFALL 25 AA A=E AT A3
A71224F 8F vho] =5 Aot} whH e zp717EA 7} AR AT AAE FES| tisiA] #Hxle] A3k
@ AnAlE B E ojnA & ¥ FasH Azter] I Adxo 2= AF e AE=E &2 s
uj o]l AE AP Aol Bz dxAo) thaiA o FEE S TET il 23E T8 ARE2 A
Ao 2 P d BE Flo|nt. Al A 722 Ao 7184 <, AZIAL, 28] B s 7 EEA,
2 A7 A7 =L AHAE B} Ao g U A T AF AMSEE BE AEE FAHAUCT
T 3A AAE A, 23 @EP0Z Qg A=
9] Hehgto] AX Q3|8 woll 44 BX] e B = 2. EHP=TF
A7 AT 202 oS3 B F St v 217]
AA7E 2 28R ElRIC] o] Fe]| AA A2 & 1) X7 1aH4d
7] wjol] 2ol Aol oA YIS WA g A 27180412 Singelis(1994)2] Z}718014] YHEE Yang
olt}. WAl A7 ZAA 7 BT 7RA A0 e A E and Kim(2010)¢] =74 78] A3tk Zdke A
Az = ojugt 2ol & Holerks Amry] $sA sted g ste] FAd gk 2714 H=E o] &-3tiTh &}
o3 e 7 & A skl 71814 A= 1400 F5 F e 594 ZA7EA, A
£ d3oEd AEN s B o AN
7Hd 3. A7 AlE B2 AFE S A 74 AR Hx(1: A8 opdt, 7: mi$ 228 thE &4
A5 2e a3E 71 Zlojth sk A1 2ol g2 U7t &8 Aol 2=
7Hd 3a. AZIRAIE B AN A @] B St A5k A2 YdllAl 838tk v AilS 5
S ZARTE & 20N AF gt T AE AL YdllA 71 S8 Z4lAteltt Fo] Q)
MFE7t 28 Aol ot} S8F Ar|ai 58 B T gk uF AlF
7Hd 3b. AZIEAI7E 2 AR AlE AP0l = X% Cronbach's a=.733, 43&4 27184 & 25
& ZARTE B ZAA A Fl tgt E3Jo) thal W& AF] =% Cronbach's 0=.758% L}E}
MFE7t 28 Aol ok Zh ARl 7|ElA pEe] AdEkel digh e
7 4. A1 9 BRI E FA G AE Ao Yang and Kim(2010)2] ol A3t} 7zt 3H7EAte]
A 45Ae G395 71 Flolth YA 27)EA FFe] Ha et dsoEd A7)
7 da. AZIAITE =2 AR BIE A A0 A e Ht A-E S ¢, BE R A5
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Fig. 1. Experimental material for product typicality.
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Table 1. Scale of product typicality

Product typicality Items Cronbach's o
1 Classical vs. Unclassical
2 Old vs. New
3 Representativeness vs. Unrepresentativeness .837
4 Sure recall of brand vs. Unsure recall of brand
5 Typical vs. Untypical
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Fig. 2. Experimental material for brand salience.
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Table 2. The scale of brand salience

Brand salience Items Cronbach's o
1 Good visibility vs. Bad visibility
2 Big logo vs. Small logo
g log 2 804
3 Salient vs. Non-salient
4 Outstanding vs. Indistinctive
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Fig. 3. Study design.
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Table 3. Product preference by combination of self-construal and product typicality

Product typicality
Variables High typicality N Low typicality N Total N
Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.)
Independent 5.10 ( .97) 30 425 ( .87) 33 4.68 ( .92) 63
Self-construal Interdependent 524 ( 91 51 3.71 (1.17) 48 4.48 (1.04) 99
Total 5.17 ( .94) 81 3.98 (1.02) 81 4.58 ( .98) 162
Source of variance Sum of squares Mean square F
Self-construal (A) .048 .048 .03
Product typicality (B) 10.128 10.128 7.17%*
A*B 6.785 6.785 4.80*

#p<.05, **p<.01
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Table 4. Product preference by combination of self-construal and brand salience
Brand salience
Variables High salience e Low salience P Total .
Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.)
Independent 4.31 (1.04) 30 4.83 ( .86) 33 4.57 ( .95) 63
Self-construal Interdependent 3.78 (1.23) 51 4.89 (1.03) 48 4.34 (1.13) 99
Total 4.05 (1.14) 81 4.86 ( .95) 81 4.46 (1.04) 162
Source of variance Sum of squares Mean square F
Self-construal (A) .048 .048 .03
Brand salience (B) 21.092 21.092 16.39%**
A=*B 6.507 6.507 5.06*

£p<.05, *+¥p< 001

A2 45 T3} 94 9u|rt 9= Aoz velytth
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ARFEA S 817] Qe HAE A4 P 2ol &
A% A 594 A7 S she AFEES BUE
o] e 20| T2 ARG AF HEEI} =
& A o2 YEPG I (1627273, p<01) “d5.2]E2 2}7]
L ke AFE A BRl= dAA0] W2 210]
= ZARGAIE 5= 52 202 e K10
=9.27, p<001). A7130A FFE etk RFoA HAal=
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Fig. 4. Effect of self-construal and product typically.
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Table 5. Product preference by combination of self-monitoring and product typicality

Product typicality

Variables High typicality e Low typicality P Total .

Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.)
Low 4.90 ( .98) 31 4.29 (1.11) 37 4.60 (1.05) 68
Self-monitoring High 5.43 ( .90) 50 3.67 ( .89) 44 4.55 ( .90) 94
Total 517 ( .94) 81 3.98 (1.02) 81 4.58 ( .88) 162

Source of variance Sum of squares Mean square F

Self-monitoring (A) 323 323 23

Product typicality (B) 14.121 14.121 10.15%*
A=*B 4.967 4.967 4.57*
*p<.05, **p<.01
M= FEA7F Y THF16=10.15, p<01). 22|53 Hal= #4444

i’%% a3} AA] 9uj7t = A2 YERITHE 161
=4.57, p<.05). 3T 28| M2 AR S 3] 9l

YERFA] EIATH(F1.161=0.23, p=.63),
Aol s FEI7F FERATHE116=16.91, p<.001).
227 5 Ae E3) ) o)t Rl A0 ek

A AF A Wt 2ol & AT A3 A7 IAAIL CHEF(1.16173.96, p<.05). *FE A48l m2e AR
e e AlF 98] 27 2elA Atel7t fle a17] Sl Hale AR He zxlol & 48 A%
R0 2 VERS I (167=.84, p=40), A7 A7} =& AZVHA7E S JekE BAs dAdo] E we X
M= AE HAPA o] & o] & ARG AE oA Zpel 7t gl A2 JERG A (167767, p=.58), A
of thgt NS =7t &2 A2 Vel TH9:=7.04, p< 71Z2AI7E e J ol BaAle dAAAge] v 27
001). whehA] 45 2Hg Gl 2= AMEHF A3 7t o] £& 27T A Fol T M erb =& 02 U
A 3a= A EH AL 7H 3be= 712HE AT BRI TH193=5.40, p<.001). ©]H 3 A= Hall= dAAA
mpA ko 2 ool Al EE el ste] Hal= AR Ol Zhe AT A7 IRAITE =& AolRt g E S o
I 2 717A ko] o] AF A3 ol ofuf gk I T ek w5 Ag gl mEae AHS A
& HRe7HE dotrsith. 2717 oF BalE # A4 7}“ 4a¢} 7+ 4be EF AHE YT 2717 o Bl
o e AF A=) W} FFHAXE <Table 6>°] = 7ol AlF As ol v 235 =458t
AA 3}‘”33} <Fig. 6>—<Fig. 7>°l| A A5k}
AF A5 Eol thgh xto]& Foti ] fIaiA] o]l B AFolA AAITE M ] fY RS FHA O
H A TS: Alst A3 27134 Al e a9t A A EPH <Table 7>3 72t}
Table 6. Product preference by combination of self-monitoring and brand salience
Brand salience
Variables High salience Low salience Total
N N N
Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.)
Low 422 (1.14) 31 477 ( .96) 37 4.50 (1.05) 68
Self-monitoring High 3.88 (1.15) 50 4.95 ( .93) 44 4.42 (1.04) 94
Total 4.05 (1.14) 81 4.86 ( .95) 81 4.46 (1.04) 162
Source of variance Sum of squares Mean square F
Self-monitoring (A) 323 323 23
Brand salience (B) 23.521 23.521 16.91%**
A*B 4472 4472 3.96*

£p<.05, ¥+%p< 001
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Product Product
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Fig. 6. Effect of self-monitoring and product typically.

Fig. 7. Effect of self-monitoring and brand salience.

Table 7. Summary of hypothesis test

No. Hypothesis Results
Respondents with interdependent self-construal prefer products with high product typicality versus pro-
Hla . S Supported
ducts with low product typicality.
Respondents with independent self-construal prefer products with low product typicality versus products
HIb | Vith high product typicality. Not supported
H2a R(':spor.ldents with 1pterdependent self-construal prefer products with low brand salience versus products Supported
with high brand salience.
H2b R?spondents with .mdependent self-construal prefer products with high brand salience versus products Not supported
with low brand salience.
H3a Respondents Wth h.1gh self-monitoring prefer products with high product typicality versus products with Supported
low product typicality.
H3b Respondents w1th lqw self-monitoring prefer products with low product typicality versus products with Not supported
high product typicality.
H4a Responde.nts with high self-monitoring prefer products with low brand salience versus products with high Supported
brand salience.
H4b Respondejnts with low self-monitoring have a similar preference between high brand salience and low Supported
brand salience.
V.= 9| TFoME AF AP a5 Yoprr] s 4
HASE 14T e 545 AL o3 E &
B A 2] A71eA 3 27| ZAI 7 AlE A ol AF HEER A4ES & 5 ATk
FAT B dxgol me AF A wdl ofgA @ AF Az el ek Ap7)el A 2 27174 2e] oL A
FE mAEAE Ak At AF Aol F A9 FeAES AR dseEA A]s)A
E2 Aol AF HEErt ZolAs A9E Eed S sk Akl AlF AF Al 22 AFS U Hdsske
O|AL A Zo] EX HAUTZE A5t Y= Ao A 7o 2 VeI A7) 7HA] Adko] & Algho] A|E A
SE7 Eol g owgitt. o]H e A= AF ABA Aol =2 AFl tallM A3 w=7t =A Vbt o
o] =2 AFE LnAPE Tl TFs Aol ok 71 AL BT A7|eN 3 =2 A7 1A= Bl
o] A4 zke} YR eeh(Perkins & Reyna, 1990). 2 gt oAo] =& ulste Ao BA Aol Bl
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