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ABSTRACT

There are differences in preference according to the brand signal explicitness when selecting
fashion luxury brand, and the purpose of this study is to verify the moderating effects of self-con-
strual and implicit theory in relation to those preferences. This study divided the experiment de-
sign into two 2x2 mixed design studies: Study 1 and Study 2. The study 1 was composed of the
following factors: brand signal explicitness(subtle vs. explicit signal) and self-construal(independent
vs. interdependent self-construal). Study 2 was composed of the following factors: brand signal ex-
plicitness(subtle vs. explicit signal) and Implicit theory(entity vs. incremental theorist). Convenience
sampling was conducted to find the subjects of study 1 and study 2. Study 1 analyzed data from
172 women in Seoul, Gyeonggi-do and Busan who prefer luxury brand, and study 2 used data
from 138 women. The results of this study are as follows. 1) Independent self-construal primed
group was shown to prefer subtle signal product to explicit signal product, whereas interdependent
self-construal priming group preferred explicit signal product to subtle signal product. 2) The entity
theorist to prefer explicit signal product to subtle signal product. On the other hand, the in-
cremental theorist did not show significant difference in the preference between subtle and explicit
signal products. Therefore, the results of the present study shown the importance of understanding
consumers through the difference depending on consumer inclination and psychology, recommend-
ing preferred luxury brand according to the inclination of the target customers, and establishing
segmented marketing strategy to captivate consumers with these various characteristics.
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(Table 1) Preference Difference on Luxury Brand

N Mean S.D. t
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W 0g 482 Adsan heo® Aoy sz o) AR AUE SIAS deopid] Sls) S
o maloly A)7)7] 98] =LA zpols) A AholA 2 t-testE AAEAT A7 12 AotsfAel wet
=g PR A=A ol AtkdA= ARA A AFH DHA A AFAS] Az =
oA Nras A2ES FHAFAL FIFEL B ApolE Yolr7] 913 ol EAHEA S A
T Y% & malelw 2SS AZS ¢y, mpA o (Split Plot) 2 AYSIAT AT+ 285 AFZF o] 29
2 AHA BA AZH 8- FA AE HA5E = wel 257 FAAEFR HRE BAAE Aol A
A5 ok T ZolE Fotry] 93 ol FAAEME EFA

Al (Split Plot) = ARA3tATH
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& Patti(1998) & Kim et al.(2007)¢] A7-A

AOZ YEaL
JERHHT =212 p=000).

205 SD.=63) 2t
SD.=54)&

ol i AZHM=412 SD=46)2 O ol
, OE 7+ Hol:= %g]f& 7i£’_

uhe

Zetoly H FEL el FHLP 371
HM

o]
9 ol s

s A
Aoz Yeston v%

AL A =2 AolE HYtHT=-1260 p=.001). wz}
AFES AEAAT. N 22PES Y6 I A Aotsh el ek 24> 4F Aol
P AFEE 9 7 Aa A2 ol
d Wa AAAEE 77t 2RFeE AL = 2) MRS
HEE T-testE Tl e 7t AolE AFA A= ATE A WE My A 29y, ol
(Table 2)¢k 2t} S92 AotsfAo] Zejoly H Mol AE MIEo] A= AL BA37] 9
Hoe g0 @ AZHM=174 SD=46)Hrh AENS AARAT NS 9 2uEe
(Table 2> Manipulation Check for Self-Construal
Variables Items N Mean(S.D.) t
The Group of Independent Think of T 34 4.12(.46) sk
- — 21.22%**
Self-Construal Think of “We 34 1.74(.46)
The Group of Interdependent Self- Think of T 30 2.05(.63) 12 60
Construal Think of “We' 30 3.97(.54) ’

e pC 001

{Table 3> The Mean and Standard Deviation of Self-construal and Brand Signal Explicitness on Product Preference

N Explicit Signal Subtle Signal
Independent Self-Construal 34 2.60(1.00) 3.29(.81)
Interdependent Self- Construal 30 3.47( 68) 2.89(.90)
Total 64 3.01( .96) 3.10(.88)
():SD.

{Table 4> The Result of Two-way ANOVA of Self-construal x Brand Signal Explicitness on Product Preference

Variables 5SS df MS F
Brand Signal Explicitness(A) 0.098 1 0.098 0.101
Self-Construal(B) 1.659 1 1.659 3.203
AxB 12.877 1 12.877 13.236**
Error(Within Group) 63.318 62 0.973
Error(Between Groups) 32.112 62 518

K01
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Explicit signal Subtle signal

Brand Signal Explicitness
{Fig. 5> The Effect of Self-Construal and Brand Signal Explicitness on Product Preference

2 A o WQeR dgsgon, eotsloe Mg eI, o3 e Aol BAHSE {93 7
ZF Qo7 HAS T o] HelEe AE MIEe| Ve TH(FL66=9.75, p{01). ¥HH *3‘142& x}o}
nAE G hd gy BFBAE (Table 33 sla Ao A 72HA BA AFEM=289, SD=
7t IHEL AHA FIAAME e AEE(M=347,

Ol AEAEA Az 27 WA (FL162=.101, N.S) SD=68)7F B && A2 Ygyy SAXHCE &
3 Aol 4 (F1,62=3203, N.S) ¢ F ade F93) o Apol7t e ALZ YERTH(FLE8=781, pd0l).
A JerdA ke, 3283 3H(F1,62=13.236, b, 2TH A WE AFE AFEd nHE 9
pOD)7F a=005 FFAAM o3 A2 eyt of st zelslAe] ZHEENE JTEHAL, A
(Table 4). 1-1, 1-27} BF AAHAES ¢ F AUth

Hop Aszg a3s AR AWE7] 96 oMY WES MTse MR Toﬂﬁ ¥4 2
e FaEI £4& A (Fig. 5, (Table 5 ofglj Aol AlFELE =y ghol ole Al &
oF o] HHH Aol ko] AS AHH A obE & glo] HEH s 51% HEHoR B
AE(M=260, SD=100)Et+ 744 FA AE 7F ZAE AESE U Asse AS AFsd v
3 Ma=(M=329, SD=.82)7} T &2 o= W S oEA Aola]A e AMFES UlTs =9

{Table 5> The Simple Main Effect of Self-Construal and Brand Signal Explicitness on Product Preference

Variables 5SS dr MS F

Brand Signal Explicitness at Independent
Self-Construal

8.121 1 8.121 9.75™*

Error 54.969 66 .833

Brand Signal Explicitness at Interdependent

sk
Self-Construal 5.046 1 5.046 7.81

Error 37.461 58 646

(01
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(Table 6> The Mean and Standard Deviation of Implicit Theory and Brand Signal Explicitness on Product Preference

N Explicit Signal Subtle Signal
Entity Theorist 33 3.49(.84) 3.00(.84)
Incremental Theorist 35 2.94(.88) 3.21(.69)
Total 68 3.20(.90) 3.11(.77)
(): SDh.

(Table 7> The Result of Two-way ANOVA of Brand Signal Explicitness x Implicit Theory on Product Preference

Variables 5SS df MS /A
Brand Signal Explicitness(A) 404 1 404 656
Implicit Theory(B) .939 1 939 1.317
AxB 4.796 1 4.796 7787
Error(Within Group) 40.655 66 616
Error(Between Groups) 47.048 66 713

(01
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(Table 8> The Simple Main Effect of Implicit Theory and Brand Signal Explicitness on Product Preference

Variables SS drf MS F
Brand Signal Explicitness at Entity Theorist 3.879 1 3.879 5.50*
Error 45.131 64 705
BrandA Signal Explicitness at Incremental 1244 1 1244 1988
Theorist
Error 42571 68 626
*X .05
Implicit Theory
35 . 349
. --#- Entity Theorist
- L Incrementzl Thecrist
3 & 321
£ -
% ! w294 w3
z
]
)
-]
25
. Explicit signal Subtle signal
Brand Signal Explicitness
{Fig. 6> The Effect of Implicit Theory and Brand Signal Explicitness on Product Preference
Aot W, SRR EAY] A A8E BAAEM= F gl e F sl Adste 2FFIAY
294, SD=88)3 -84 BEAAEM=321, SD=.69) A% BIREE T AAles Sy o U AN
o g AZE7F TAHCE {F Aol7t fle o7 A3 wEe] vE Atge] 2XE T3 A
Aoz YelRth(F1.68=1.988, N.S). weta F7Hr ol 7k AFeol HE BHE AFolgHe A
YA ZIPGY hE ABHTE Aok 9 @ kol Yoy ANS o GMPsT 2L of
Aolehs 7H 20% ANHRTE ¢ + Aok FAR Qlas) F718 vheic. we, 9Ee dss
Jed Ade IARIAE AN FHHA A = I AeolE A AL uE &
A4S EASY) 8 BAsd gFST, NS YT =¥ B8 Y 5 Ay Aol 3E
s HER HAEE B A7) 222 PG HIEE Ba) 1 HA=d I ovAE B
3 sty 9 A9AT(Park & John, 2010 AE EASE A 9] WEe] 23 WA
Escalas & Bettman, 2005)2 dF+ZA34E A A3t} 2 AE HZE zo|7t glo] YEhE Aotk

Pt g8 ARG 943 T8 3
o= A A+ (Bak & Song, 2008) <k
AT Agolth &, Al JAL HiE
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V. 22 32 [y W AT 24 9o ved 2k A, 71
ATEAYE WEE ShHE HA 43 23 WA
£ A7E 3FS AEsE GQERS AT g W AEH B4 AFS HH AT FR
°2 Aoste] AolaiAl FEA o2 Falo| 2 stk AolA gzt stk B4, s Rkl A
HE AY A HAE 23 B34 wel A Fol o I F]E ol ZolA gk Aolaj 3zt A o
3 Aaze o7t YR AHHTA 39T} o) & ¥ WFE UF BISY HJEAA AFE A
ol g A4E 2okshd ogd 2o YYo= Aotk AR, A 13 A7 29 A% T
AR, 597 Aoal o] Zetoly H Ha A e Ztely W HEE olgd o=
HA gA AZET R4 FAAZES o A3 8 tEA Fgoryn Zpzte] A - s Bk A
T AR uvehd W GseEH Aolsfao] e} ofsfHolgte WFE WFEe dvEe] HEE A
ol ® TS 1A wA AFERG JHdA ®A &oto] AEE FAALY £ dFelXE =gl
AFE o Asste ZAoR Yemth 534 Aol e R R e e B I i = I R
Ae shs AHEES Aol o Algd pEETE THOR IS, Aoks diMehs B 2%
vleby] wie] tiFate 2yt Ted AlES A8 g & dtE ZAAE BAFTE Al 2 99
32 = ubd AFo)EA olE A S = AIRE 7b ek Wb RA o]ERF S o ATl
= WS & &7l day] "zl st =Hof Ao ARE g2 § o Audstd A8
el {47 Loput & F e AFS Adse A TFHIATRL & 7 oln
o] &eldl Holth ]9} zro] sHele] Ao ol AR eRAE A, BECl dTIEL BFE
et HE AF A HEE oEA g ol & AHde aMAERE goHA WEe A
ooz 5947 Aols|Ae sk At FEoEH = ezt 54 B3 g A Aokl 4
Aol e e AlgelAl 7t7] O niE AgS A oolE #E% 22 avA AF 3 A wE
AV okEHS A AbEl AolE Toll 2BIAE olslstal A o] Al
=4, 2RI A A 2A AFEG %A doste WE AFES Atsn, olHd b
APA BN AFE o HAEshs Ao dehd w S54SR aEAE ARZRAY] S8 At sk
W 2GR A4S AFA ®BA AEHR HA F5 Ao £HE F Ave A A
FA] AFA g Az Fold 2ot fle A AL R # A7 @AM F& A7l
o2 yeigt & 3AFEAY A4S wgow AL b 2ok AA, 2 d7elXe AT WY
Aol Wik = glopal Azey] wiie] BHsd] 9 S 20~40th Ao AL He 7 AR
Z3ay BACE B aS gty ok I8 F7F FHojA & AT AHE dwrststriel= ¢
dted 27 TEd AES E8 Aol HES A 7h itk Eet d@AbEe] dFe] 20l 2l
43 EHYT o)y d PES AFREE BR & = BEE olFo] AP mE AolE M & §
st Algo A QAusZ dstE Aolth W Ant. Aol wel gEel Wit BErt BEns A
Z7hggAe A9 w8 Ed AL AR EA W Aol mEw APl w2t AP wE
st & 93 ¥ U Atgre] F 5 dnkes AdE AF ASEE 2ozt 9 AR Helt mabA
223 7] Wiel, HAEe] o EsA fy HATE AT e dB8E FF st AYSl w
Eg AAS cHUE A @es =g ol 2t 2P I WE AIT o5 AFdeE A=
dEH o]2 H37 W HA= A7 BAAES gu7t 9l Aolth. EA, & Ay BIE BN
Aeh AgAF(Park & John, 2010)9 A<k & Bede] Wes A W weE s SAsld
Ast= Ao 7 wurgn ol & IFANA F AFS EF AL AT
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