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Abstract

The rapid growth in the popularity of social media sites has meant that social media
has become an important communication channel for brands. Brands create brand pages
on social media to cultivate positive and strong relationships with consumers. This
study seeks to enhance our understanding of how fashion brand pages in social media
foster consumer-brand relationships by exploring the factors that affect the development
of consumer-brand relationships. Drawing on the parasocial interaction theory, this
study proposes parasocial interaction as a key factor of this process. Specifically, this
study proposes four antecedents (vividness, interactivity, social presence, and focused
attention) of consumers’ parasocial interaction with brand pages, which further affects
consumer responses in terms of affective engagement and brand loyalty. An online
survey was administered with consumers who have followed and visited at least one
fashion brand page via a social networking site (SNS). Structural equation modeling
revealed that consumers’ perceptions of vividness, interactivity, social presence, and
focused attention on a fashion brand page positively affected their feelings towards
parasocial interaction with the brand page, which in turn led to their affective
engagement with the brand page and consequent brand loyalty. These findings suggest
that consumers build relationships of varying degrees with brand pages in a similar
manner to that with people, which leads to their development of a positive relationship
with the brand. This study concludes with discussions and practical implications.

Social media(2-&1]C]9), brand page(EHET|O[X)), consumer-brand
relationship(£ B[R B E ), parasocial interaction(ZAF313] o3RS
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I. Introduction

44 WEYT Al E(SNS) AHSAEL Y F

b

Al 242 mho] ARAES W 10% o] 57k

Holmj $235] F7hstal glow, ARgARRE 2019
| 279999 o]F Aol A4 FErh(Statista, 2016a).
SNS= B2 &H[ARS0] AREsh= 8 Aldo] H3l
o, AvAEo] BHE I JHE 5511 TF
5= WS WMSHA| 7 th(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010).
l= BEAE vpAEoA &R A0 &F
= &% AE AT & 3= 718E AlSItH(Hennig-
Thurau et al.,, 2010; Labrecque, 2014; Lee & Cho,
2014). 7]9S2 SNS FZtoA BRE A, & Bl
E o] %] (brand (fan) page)E W50l vHAE HAIA
g mend JRE Hdgstil AHAEE stolg B
He AFG A Ao iFt JALE AEA TR
T e L Ao, s AHH A
FUAClAE B3 354 #AE FAotA ¥
HHAE mo]A& Fdto] 4H|AREC
u

O

SH= 4 olulAl 2§94 5 cholugsha At
W= Tk, 279 L1 BHAY dE
A 44 vgolg BaA B

2 %
£ Y a3
A= B JRE o] FobA | (Siatista, 2016b)
B HolAolA LSt S5l TA ¥
AnAHEo] BAE wlo] A4 Wo] Hi %8 of
924 Kalehoff(2013)= 4H|ZHS9] BT gt
ARl WA AFH A2 Agsteick. 74
M9l Apato] 3t Hl=y, 27KFeL, toly] ol ok
20 W BET LA ot & 4 k. B
Q1 Aokl gl TlAE BN AnAE] ARY
g BFL BAHAL, oA BFL AvHENA
R S ABSIL, FAA BAS FHT 5
o]

=2
e £ /37t e, 2uAET AHH 25

o

BFx]A - SEAIE 89

7Fsdt BRE Ho]A]= ABA-EIE A P/l
A %939t 982 Stoh(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010;
Kalehoff, 2013; Labrecque, 2014). o]o B u}lA
El52 &t 42A8y oA AHA-EHE
B4 B4 FE HAS olx BAS TR
AHAST] PAT HEALS AT BE
w88 it sHA|u SNS BT Ho| oA 53
L aulage] ghat olhe 91 AAMe Qe %
=3 Agolet. 24 vltiol B0 BAT TR
W olg Fa 43A 2uAC BA P4
= fsiME old o] ot A7 o] A&
871 glstel 2 A7t vlElojt FAeRE ARy
Aol e Ash= A2l o] F sl FAH]
2 A& A-2-0|Z(parasocial interaction theory)2 ©]
&5to] Bl wojx|oA AH|AEY] ARl A
s24 9 olF Be AulA-nAE BA BY B

o o

ot

TALE A FE A o2 mto] AH|RE0] T
ARAET vgolg &7t AfFyAelde] AA i
A SABITHL LAk 84S At oo
Z X|(Horton & Wohl, 1956), u|tjo] FA] AFYA
o]49] sh}el SNS HIlE Ho|x & B3t AH|AE
o] FoAET #A Pl e S At
of Adsirty woEh TV Z2TH, A9 2
A=29l ntjo] HEZALte} AHRLY] AT A3
A #{AE AYcte Ndom U A 45
282 TV &4 Ad, BEHE GAIE, 289l
ARUE 9 SNset 22 fAd A4 AztH
TAE, BHE, O AHAE, Ee HARIESLY]
AL Agste Ndex HEEo AAEHUG
(Ballantine & Martin, 2005; Hoerner, 1999; Koening
& Lessan, 1985; Labrecque, 2014; Rubin & Perse,
1987a, 1987b; Stephens, Hill, & Bergman, 1996). 2
A= APAFoIA Hopr} £H|AEo] HAE
o|x]of thsto] LT A= LA TPl ozt
, &H|AE0] A A= EAMS

S vy & o]Jo
A —

o= —&2 T
A Fozgo] At AHA-ERE B F49

IFe AN AFARA Atk B0l
avlAbgol Azste 2814 43480 9
NAL QAES AN, 3T BAS LotRn
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II. Background

1. Parasocial interaction

FAIE A A5 A8 (parasocial interaction) 1| T
o7} SAs= ARFUACIA S04 wHo] 4xH]
AEo] mrolo SANER HHor F4H 7t
9] QIZFHAE A85t= 7id ol th(Horton & Wohl,
1956). =AFS1A] o2 oo w2, mito] &
HIZAFSS w[HooflA AR H24aUe} 7Hde] &
AE Row, o2|gt 7H3e] A lA wx] o
w pAlel vl BHH WRPAS Belchy wt
(Horton & Wohl, 1956; Rubin, Perse, & Powell,
1985; Stern, Russell, & Russell, 2007). & E°] =
2hat AYAE2 dEuldolA AAE ARSEE QL
oA SHRJAEE Aol Thfet AITHHAE HH, &
ARIES Ao wet AAIE HEauo] 334 st
7= AEE SH7|= obH, ukA] @4 7
T A= AT BAE P 2 W77 & dith
Perse and Rubin(1989)2 AH|A}7} tjF S 7)== 0]
ol Haauete] 7] WA= ARl 2o
= AYEH, o] IAOA mto] H=24urt AR
of At oigrg FastER, ol TSl Bt
A7 Aoloh fAFRE %= SITHR e, ATl
ofs}, BltjofE F3 WAGIA L7 AU 4
o] 242 ultlo] AUAEL o] YA 345 9]
sof A&Hoz vlgolg Avs, Yot AviF
< 5)7]% SHchRubin et al., 1985). B20] o]2gt
OJEZl A= o] FRE AF o] A&
%)7)% Stth(Skumanich & Kintsfather, 1998).

TALE A FoAge] A2 deuld TV =kt
(Rubin & Perse, 1987a), T2 (Koening & Lessan,
1985; Levy, 1979; Rubin & Perse, 1987b) L TV &
43 A'd(Stephens, et al., 1996) 5 TtYst ojt]o]
oA HSEHUH. wHo] 2ol ely} HHf
¥ 5 "dAE 71712 gl wet M= HgAE
oA o] EAFRA 2Hg-o] Ao thgt A7t A
Y= 21t} Ballantine and Martin(2005)2 22121 #&H
UEolH 2EA1E0] EA8H AsRAE Ao
AL AAI5F T Powell, Richmond, and Williams
(2011)= AHEAREC] AA] FEA SNSE 53l &A
34 J2AE HAE FAHche A HoFa,

A gl miA= T 891 24

wAgolT

Labrecque(2014)= SNSO[A] AH|RE0] R Zbot= &
A8 Fsatgo] BAE ST 22 474 &
ARBgel vz JTS AAISHATE Hoerner(1999)
= &HARE0] 48 BARIES ARESHEA ST
Aol Eof thsto] Abgtitel Ao -2 ZUgt 74
< L7131, AlO|ESE FARRA AoAg #AE 34
T 5 Athe 2SS HoFoh
agugo] &N AHAES HFH Ee B2
71715 ol&sto] AA| ojtjAs BEHE o]
o 4= gloH, HAE Ho|AE B AAE
S50+, thE 28RS FR5tH, ot
b Qlok dEuld, 2 e, d3t 5 7129
oA FAEH AL fEdS Fa1
AurAQl HA FA Wk (Horton & Wohl,
£ BYE 993 BEe tE 4H]
AT} e FURkS 5 Qle S AlSdTh

FAdE2 AT,

jas
-
9

ol H.I
gt

1]

o
o

.

o o
2

A% 4 oX oX
o
=)

o o

N
a2
fr

BYE EL AT dolxe] B4 Het A B
£g HEsie 2¥AE U HAE BARED Hx
8 39T & Ao 540l Utk olo] 2 AL &
uAE0] Y WAIECIA ZABA HEAES
L7]= ZIAH(Hoerner, 1999), SNS H#:E= H|o]Z]o]
A 2414 ATRAS GHT S 92 Role A
ek Z2H9l 4oAE EE HCHS B 45
o] 153t 2a0/dole] B40] wet NS B
© HolAelH AZE EASE JoA8e AT
AHAREHE A F40] HE F8FT Aol o
A & A= 2AEA A3 AE o] &L o]&sto
AH|AREo] BHESE BIHE Ho|R|oA AZEE= &
AB|H Ao BA Y A AAlstaLAt ob, 1 3%

9] Hwrt ABA-BEAHE A P4 vX= I

ZopnA

2 H

flilo

2. Antecedents of perceived parasocial interaction
mjtjo] ARgAFEO] A7l EAA AJTAE
FEe vdo] 5400 osiA IFe L=th(Auter,
1992). dlE S0 "lHo] SARI=0] FHAH A4
A 5FU=Eol S SAIsk vkA] A5t
= 7 Z+& d(Horton & Wohl, 1956), -2 YAlo|E
o] TA}Ql, AR AAEE AEt 59] S4(Hoemer,
1999)0] SAIE E Yol ] X2kE FA]



Vol. 25, No. 1

4 4d
€

H

S22l Fpol= HIIoA A, EEF
Hew SolA Zg 4 Ut o]
XL (media richness) 0] &2 F.5} uj
AE, S AA A AFYAClA &4 At
7b A2 MAL,E AHAEY] AR EOoHA]
1, o]of] wret ARUYA o] FEo] EolS At
th(Daft & Lengel, 1986; Rice, 1992). WA &5A4] o]
2o] waw Aaro] WM, 7hzbEol th 9l oo
A Ao Al3El= A, = AS A8 (interactivity)
I} A3 (vividness)o] & WA LTS FHE oA
2} & 4= Qlth(Daft, Lengel, & Trevino, 1987; Rice,
1992).

oS0l IukAQl WA A A9 AFUA A

< A= AdgolA dFcta uEdS Huls 42
Z-go] EARtth= £40] Stk ARFUAIA ol
of =W AGAES HthH ST FARE vl of
oA F9E FS(focused attention)d}1l A}S]ZA
A|ztst, mpx] WO A
S0} st AR L7151 BEEHDat & Lengel,
1986; Lombard & Ditton, 1997; Reeves & Nass,
1996). olo] BEHE Ho]AE F3 AFUAIH &
7olA AA HdiE AFYAClA E FASHA
L7A sto] AZE AR Ao 40 IF
= 13 5= Q= 810 % ARAEY A7 Y5H
Folot AHS] A AAZES AAISHL, 11 FFEAE &
ofE 1A} Btk §35] AP A= 7HFe F7olA A
BAEY TS ol F83% FF 8RlewA
BT} 352842 AASHATHChoi, Miracle, &
Biocca, 2001; Coyle & Thorson, 2001; Steuer, 1992).
7}l Z7 oA AFEAEo] Azt ATkt

SRS AEAER SoIT Y o A
FUAo AR Hek §ASITL L7 S, of
£ 8RR el A WAL ofF Zolth
w2 @gold 44 vldoje] HAT Holxof
A 2484 Bgol AL 1A - Y= 29oE
AT, RS, ABH A 9L WEE FoF
AAISHL, T JFHAE ForE A ST

rﬂwﬁrﬁﬁmﬂ'ﬁm
; -
o sk

X

oF

19

ot
ol
£
=)
A—";
O{ﬂ

F

A Z(social presence)S

BRIA -

1) Social presence

A8 A8 social presence) A7} Ble]o
34 ARUACIL BANA vltjolz Ex ARY
;q]o]k] i}ﬁﬁlﬂpﬂ U:}—Lc-é‘]—jl_ 0]7]—7@0] 1_7/1.9_ ;(]71—
o= A& Dotk Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976).
AREARES AFEE T AA AR FeRtE <l
Al5lal AE-5H= ko] Qlth(Reeves & Nass, 1996).
o9} F2 A Zsh= AHS]A AAjZdo] wow H|Tof
FA AFUACIA &A0NA v HH AFYA
old At FAHA L7l= Aol Utk(Nass &
Moon, 2000).

njtjo] 7|74 AA == ARRA W] dAE
I FA ZFHQ JHELS AFRAES] ARSI A AR
ol 9FE A "ot A& 50 7HFe F2tollA
A 22 AR A PeREY 4eAEe she £
S A= AAHE Eola, ZHEAIA A AAJE of
HIEReL FARSA A2 a-82 SHA Hth(Jin, 2010).
oj2]gt AFSA AR wiA] Aol UolA S
St A 21, o]2 Q3| AT A2L =olXch AYPA

= SAE vltofolA L7l ARRE AAFo] Ab
L2159 722 A=5Fa(Fortin & Dholakia, 2005),
591&9] 7S 45l (Shen & Khalifa, 2012), ©]
o uie} A AT vlciol SAGA ) A o
Sk A2AES sH "Hoe Ae EolFH(in,
2010). A7+ ARl AAjZo] w oW AMEAREO] A
SAgos 28I 22 54< 71718 otk M
o] Z7oA AAl Mige 7)1 4B AES 714
Ht}k(Jin, 2010; Lee, Peng, Jin, & Yan, 2006).

SNS B HolAL ARA AL M o
o] 2453} BAE BANE] B Fofstel B
A=} AELS H|ESH tlorst JRE wIlel= TE
ol Ad o] Fztolt}t o]yt 7HAY FE=A &
oA A2k A el e FEAH A
AN o 29x 9 ASAED BUY
Z-g-of &S FA Hr}(Piyathasanan, Mathies,
Wetzels, Patterson, & de Ruyter, 2015). w}2hx] B
C Ho|Rof|A AREAREO] HFet EH=9} HE &
HIAETS] 42282 stiA AZbe ARRA A

[e)

A4
Eds
o
A

folr rlo

3

o

Zol o HAE Fo|x|ofA] K} wpEstal QIzt
2Ql AL W Aolw, o3 4L AAH &
oA geAgel Jge = Zolck
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744 1 Az AR AR A7 24
FEAEel A ¥ v Aol

2) Focused attention

A5 F9(focused attention)2 7i2lo] s}, &,

=AY 5 " &5 &Yt FYE 7|&°l=
A S T3ttt F9(attention) 7H19] AX| A
A 3 EAE AASkAL A7) fiste] et A3
SHA| 2 4(Goldstein, 2007), #FUA0]A I oA &
.-_‘17]9,]— 71—,9_ 0:1’6‘1—.9_ —‘]_oq }\]-_QZT-_Q_—O‘ L tH/K(]—oﬂ I:H
AR QA A X2 FAY a8 SHAIZItHJohnson
& Proctor, 2004). wekA AFYA A, &, E= A
3} o] 7o) AEAETHE EolH Folk A

L

FE= DA, ARYACIddM 8% AgE

o::é.rl

g3 Ao A8 st BUYT F
HuuAE wold, vldo] BANN A8 AF
H ZFolge Zol7tu}l A FE|E o]0 thBracken,
Petty, & Wu, 2014). AFFE2 AH419] =9 4o of
A4 Q48 B RN HoR A& S 5
A HAT, 1Y) ZolR e Aol mz Shte] o
ol A ) A1golA HE o Ao
Felge 9ol A AckLang, 1990). W= shte]
It 9ol BUslel Yk A el
2 A49Q ¥ 2oz YBAAGE Yot Gek. o]
A AFE RO TS EolT, AHAlo] e
5o EYCF o]ojX| A Fo(Novak, Hoffman, &
Yung, 2000), Blclo] BANA ALEH AR DS
AAol= 938 H4o|th(Biocca & Delaney, 1995;
Caru & Cova, 2000).

A3 JaRge TA At BA, v
o 24fol] dhajo] YAAL LAE ARG Yot
THHorton & Wohl, 1956). AH|A}EQ] =2 A==
Fol= HEE £oliL EFSH whEo] HHE ¥

o[z AAH thFet EHlx & o E AMEAET}
o] FoAge Hot @UsHA & Aol webA B
HE HolAoA o] YA AHAEY] HFH F
op} BOW AMAES MU ST HIAEES 5
7 Stk 7 o), olelw nae AzE E
54 45280 FFE & Aol

o ot Mz

=

A gl miA= T 891 24

wAgolT

4 2 AZe 95 R A7

R

3489 A1 G A Aol

A4 4

3) Perceived vividness

A2yl AR SH(perceived vividness)2 T|t]ojo] &
Ag ARUAE BAANA wlefole] Bgoz T
Fe 4 wAEo] Bna vldo] BN AR
UAolH WAA] B vlcolo] thato] BAEHA
7= A5 Totck(Steuer, 1992). AH|AELS H|T
ofo| A AFste FAAA A FFHIF HEFE, 1
i AFYAClA W thaEo] At FE=
AsEdrE g ARUACIAe sl 7= B4
Sto] AZXcH(Daft & Lenger, 1986; Daft et al., 1987,
Steuer, 1992). ¥ A AFUACIAS WG E
3 APATE YAOIE AL8AEY Azt A
o AR A} olo] whE ARYAA Aol 4
HHY IS DG AS ROl Coyle &
Thorson, 2001; Steuer, 1992). A& 0.2, X|Z+= AY
BFe aAEe vEe B4 Aol 2B
WENA BUES koln, 29149 YA HEg
“F&3tch(Fortin & Dholakia, 2005; Shen & Khalifa,
2012). T3 XZkE AAHE FAIZIH(Coyle &
Thorson, 2001; Klein, 2003; Shen & Khalifa, 2012),
H[QIZHAQl mHo] FA AFYAolA oA A
FryAleld FAAEO] oSt ks =719, A
7+l Abe] 2] AA7HE ER1tK(Choi et al., 2001; Fortin
& Dholakia, 2005; Shen & Kahlifa, 2012). o]2{st AY
Ao /\u];q——_,] /\c]'_g_ -8 Jq.yq]_,] o}:jq. AL A
A7 7ge] BN BEL %A1 Huang, 2016).
SNS BAL TV, 2o o] Qe o] 7
g ujtjo], i 5 o8 Ao s ABo] A
RUAClE WAE o o] 7 YAOlE ¥l
S0l Thopet Welulto] BAEA A&HOE AF
Sjof meh gago] £ ARUA I BHo| 24
2 % itk ol=ig AUTE] S4E SNS HAE ¥
OlA|ofl Mg % AUk Z, vleiol E4) BAAY
AYATFE o2 SNS Bl = Ho|x|of| A LH|z}
Sol BUE HolXo|A AAE 2HE% B 2o
oA L7le AT BAHE HolxoA FIE
ASAIZ1L, AR ARz A2to] &2 & Aol=t
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\l

M AAT = Atk EgE AFYA M A
ol & Fol1 24@%1 WSS SxlotH, A%
0] FEHAY A& FA7IE AT B4
Lo ZA13]A A5 A2 JFS v K(Giles, 2002).
A SNS HHE #jo]x|o A ARgAEo] A2 sh=
AT FABY AoAE FroE ¢S 1A
Zoltt.

o o & rlr

¢

FL

4) Perceived interactivity

A ZtE A5 A8 (perceived interactivity)2 SNS
HYAE #Ho]AE FoiA 4H|AEC] BHE BAR}
Ee O aHAETS AT ARdAeldS sk
LA Tt B2 AT HeAEEe HaE
24 7171949 A2Ag 9 71718 &' AFyA el
oA Fa%F gRlolgh= AS HoF Utk Coyle &
Thorson, 2001; Labrecque, 2014; McMillan & Hwang,
2002; Park, 2008; Song & Zinkhan, 2008; Yadav &
Varadarajan, 2005). A|Ztd AS 282 7 HYA o)A
o4 A8 285, el TEu 8l Tsuo)
S5 5 A8 AZ5He FEolthMeMillan &
Hwang, 2002; Song & Zinkhan, 2008). 23%9] 1=

ol A3 gre abl, Aele 5 sl A
£ ujFlote] ARUAIHL lrjojze AupHel
RS AT A4 QI BARO T Auter

1992), YAlolE W gy 5o] tjrgd A9
AfFUACIA FA] AtelEo] AAE EZH=E AR
A7F -gotal, EMO] £5 7 Lt oA 4
He] AeAgas o A7E A oo s

474 njtjo] 4L BAHE AR EG ol g}, the
_o,] /\u];q.._.o] x]._ﬁ_ 74] A2E3= 17].o§ EH].O]
71715 &% S4AQ &0l 7hsstal A=e 28
=30t ol e}, tigo] A e £=71 wha, SiA]
1 75 Bl ohdst EHEQ HEH|to] R
o] Af2E 2%0] 7Fsdtet. GebA T B

BFx]A - SEAIE 93

ulste] 2Avltlo] BAolN AwAEe] Aze 4
5 A

o] A5ZE-9] dglto| ©lL & Q35}th(Labrecque,
2014).

APATE= vldo] FA AFUACIA oA
ARHEAEY AZtE A2 U =0l vt

gl FZto] kx| AR "o Fitole} Lyle AE
#e w0l 14 2% adlolghs AL
tH(Coyle & Thorson, 2001; Fortin & Dholakia, 2005;
Shen & Khalifa, 2012; Steuer, 1992). A|&Z 02 A
FEl Adzeh 4143 o] T=uo] s,
chept albEe] oo g9l MEuwe B 4 gl
SNS EE wFo]X|oflA AB|AE2] A Z4HE Jo2-E
g2 BHE molA|o gt FE HFAIZIAL, A4
© AEA AR 92 € Aot

aduto] oM AZ4EE 4eAES T
DA AFUACIAd ddRtete] EARA Fozt
& =0l 9T € F AUtk AT ARAE
o] Abgsh= wWiAet FTAE, S Y ARUACl
o] o]Fojlth= =xgo] A5 1 wiAof Hfst
of E2 AIFE Hola 2 ARt o]&sh, 293l
B2} P52 HEhdths A& HolF3th(Voorveld,
Neijens, & Smit, 2009; Wang, Meng, & Wang, 2013;
Wu, Hu, & Wu, 2010). Thorson and Rodgers(2006)
= AA FEAS E2T004 Azt 4T A-E/0]
oW ERIA HolFs A7 FHAS} FAME]
A FoAg BAE B tE AS BolFy, A
Zv=] AJ—_‘EEX]—_Q_Q] 7(17(47(—1 o] 010(]:.1_1—7_-“_. }51_0:]2,‘_04
(Thorson & Rodgers, 2006). Labrecque(2014)= A4
o] oA AujREo] Ato]EC] digt A|Ztd
35 AQo0] LOlHLE, AHAEL it HAT o
TAEH JoAE BAE 7%l gttt SNS Bl
E WolAe Bele AR ohfeh the AuR)
Sato] 45280] o|2ojX| ARUA A B
2 2ul450] YAo|Egte] A5 4EAES
7 % 9 AXH(Hoemer, 1999), HAE wo]x|o]
_T_A]—QJ?Q AoAa2o L7 740]1‘4— ]E{o]— Z}\]-_‘é;]
BeAEE BHE HolA oA &HAREo] A7
FoAge] o8 dFe E= Aol

i) JZi_>L

714 6: 7|7

o A T v Aol

g ALSIE A
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4 7 AZrE HA8L A7E AFE 9

74 8: A}

3l
Aol Ah ¥

S U]

™
Y
)
T

3. Outcomes of perceived parasocial interaction

AHALEHE #A JA49] 434 dne =
S BHE AT o]oJArk(Kim & Chung, 2008;
McAlexander, Schouten, & Koening, 2002). E2iY
Aol 7MY 2% A F Stbe AHAReF HiE
Atol9] S ojHolx 71WS BAE FAste Aoltt
(Fournier, 1998). wetA] B == AB|RET A7)
7Hol A& ol HAZRl #AE JASHL, olE &

3] BHE FALE oA} shrh(Aaker, 1997). 71

We aulAnAs A P4 A ST
AZS &3 73k (Fournier, 1998), o]2 9JsiA=
AQl Aol ARUAIMTL olF B Ao
Alofl thgt Q14o] AdP=|ojof SrH(Hunt & Morgan,

1997). & AollA= To& ol A|&AQl Au|R|-H
He BAE Yehtes &8AE2 BEdE 3% 3
gl aHAREe] BHE Ho|x[oA 73] ot
Aol e =291 EAME]A A2Ago o] 2
< Aol2t ARt Av|REo] A5k EAME A
JoA-Eo Atz BHE Folx|eke] ARl &
A QA )X HE (affective engagement)2} H2H
E 374 = (brand loyalty)E AAISHL, 1 9F #AE
gotE Iz} St

1) Affective engagement

ABRE9] HAH QA O] X HE (affective engage-
ment)= A8 BAE, WX 5 4 AT A5
2851 AP oY HAE EE oA FAH
o S L7, A%H BAEE Skt st
A& E I5tk(Brodie, Hollebeek, Juri¢, & Ili¢, 2011;
Hollebeek, Glynn, & Brodie, 2014). & Ao A A
A Aol AHEL 2ulA50] HAE Ho|K|o] 4
AN 2=, 02 ANAS, B BAE BARs
I} S &GS otHA BHE o] x| disiA 7]
= BAAA &S AL, A &HQ FeAES S
A shs =S BT AA A AACIAHMEE o]

2t A&l JeAold delFes F7]Ho

A gl miA= T 891 24

wAgolT

g oo, GAA % BHH ZL %
Stth(Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek et al., 2014).
AOIAREL 4812 Fo(participation) EL o]
(involvement) 7W'dH= &9 sid izl Aozt
85 Bol = 9] Aolol, A%l Ao
82 5} BEO IS FRINE A0 ABE W
Jstch(Brodie et al., 2011; Calder, Malthouse, &
Schaedel, 2009). AH] A} T=(satisfaction), EHE= ©
Zh(attachment), EHE FSAZ(loyalty)2} 22 /g2
OIAIC| X HE 9] Ax}AQl AH|R} ALEl(Bowden, 2009a,
2009b; Calder et al., 2009)°] 54 & HIH, QA 0]
AHEE BHE Ho|x|e} 22 s thida Aozt
€2 o= A Y 2 Yo Eo 84S =
(Calder et al., 2009; Mollen & Wilson, 2010). &=]
AHZL-ERHE A o)A AT AeEE, &
5] AB[ZRE0] FA|Z QL o] Ao FafAH
A QIACIAHE 7jdo] B2 %8 3% ch(Hollebeek
et al., 2014).

Aol WEH wjtjo] An|REo] FARS]A 4
TGS L9, 3T wHol7}F AlFshe 7H] A
3o HAH 731, o] IoflA AL A
& 7ZA3sttta sth(Hartmann & Goldhoorn, 2011).
Men and Tsai(2013)= AH|A}E0] 7|49 SNS HH
o[x|of| A BlAtete] FANSA FTAE WAE “st
A 7% SNS WOl Aol EAE B A7 U
ARE Yolut et 4uYEN ot AR
S oF1L ARt EHI=E whEo] YR o, H
HolAlel4 Het A Ho 2 Fofshw, ofag Holt
73S 2FASIY L) Horton and Wohl(1956)°] “intimacy
at a distance”2} 1 A3 AX g, m|tjo] 4&H|R}E=0]
FATH 4BRHEL L2SE vltio] H2sio] o
& Folsh 243 oj2He AckPerse & Rubin
1989). W2 AuASo] BAL ol %t FTAE
S, 2A514 4TRG-S LASS HAE HolX
o tha BHE AAARER Fate Aol

o N

M 9 AZE 2484 4548 BAE Ho]
Zeke] HMA QUACIAHES H ()] JFS v

Zole.

2) Brand loyalty
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HHE IHEE LHARE0] ERE HojxE A
I3 B gt SAE, & oig BT AT
SHe AE L A|AT A4H02 o gati, g
Ao AR AolE BTeT, A&Hel B
HojZ2L A9 IIt}(Oliver, 1999). APATL
AR AL A ASEAZA 2415 4
SR8 oA A4S AUAES 1 VAS §
A|5tAA} Stk A& B oJ&TH(Tsiotsou, 2016). =,
aB|ARE0] AR A5AES ASE SHAE
2 vefo] 4|2 ST, 434 A £5 % B
o9l = 9 PEws} FolAks AL Mol
12T (Rubin & Step, 2000), HHo] A|ZAto] tisf
A FAE7} AAH(Labrecque, 2014).

2Tl 84S AvAe BAE AR T
G2 AMASHY A5 hF] FsT BUE
AZ3No] 240K]0] Ajo|EE AMA59] Aot B
AEE Eole 9T AlF3tch(Laroche, Habibi, &
Richard, 2013). AH|A-EHE #A9] A2 ZE o]
B A& A Ex BAZ A Hololo} okl
t}(Chang & Chieng, 2006; Fournier, 1998). &3] 7+
#2481 70| %8815 Fournier, 1998), 487} 1
Acote) BAY ABE A2 0 WA FerEn
(Schmitt, 1999). ol& &0, 774 A <l o2t E= T4l

[e]
o AHAES HPH UL kol FHEE %ol

AN o

o

2 AHgelA S Ol olk
THHollebeek et al., 2014). A&H WL vlgo=z
G2 2L UL ANT 5 Uck

7He 10: A1 A9 B2 BHE 34
Lol A 9= " Aot

7Hd 11: BRRE H|o]x|2ke] A2 QIA oA HE
© BiE 30 AHe 9F= vE Aot

oL

. Methods

1. A proposed model of consumer-brand relationship
in SNS brand pages

E 3= SNS B Ho[x|7} AH|R-HAE
A AL 55 FAZ FFE A= HHS 49
517] fJote] BT Ho[X| oA 4AB|R = &

R - ShAIRL 95

AR TG 4TS ANSFTA Sk 74
Hog MAT Holx B B A4S 17
(A1ZH8 BT, A28 BT BAE Hol7]
oA &¥lAEol FRT AZE AAFASA A
2 AFY FO7h ANE JEAGo] JFL ]
An, AZE S JEAE] RS A
o 73H AolHES HAE FYEA FFL
Fohe 7HEE ANSEL AN HEe EdE
(Fig. DI A7 AT

2. Research procedure

2 AT A77194] 221 AEARE 0]8s
o APt 2l HE Alo|E A&, AHRL
d i AR vz 9 2 S AERAF 23]
Atoll A EEotgiTh 221 HAERAR= 20~40) H
2HZL F A BHE W@ Ho]AF Holk 17] o4
TEPoh= 2HAE LR sl 2239l A&
AR E= AIFERAL AR AE B9t 48|12} gigo
v Elon, Az Bgshs AHAEe] A%
of ZFofstlct. FolAE2 T HET B BlHE
W o] x]of A9l Fedol Histe] &rIsteE ]
Ao, o]F HFo R HEo] SHsiiith

3. Measures

2 A9 W S AREH A 2P B2
FAFE v o s FSIAT & A7 A
2Hel sfd BIHE o]0 Ao] AH[R FH o 9A
T4EAen, BF 74 Likert A2 SAF A %
Z+E] ABTHS Petrova and Cialdini(2005)0] 4] AFR-El
FES AREstlon, A7 A4e2AH-8/dS Jung, Hui,
Min, and Martin(2014)°| A AR&E 232 2851
o} A b AFS)A 2272 Gefen and Straub(2003)2]

o
o x

d

A

Consumer perceptions
about brand pages

Perceived presence
in brand pages

Social
presence

m

v

Parasocial
interaction

Focused
attention

loyalty

:

<Fig. 1> A proposed model
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5}

[e]

o

Argetgiorn, 25H 9= Piyathasanan et
al.(2015)9] 2 ol-&sto] AZAE 453t B

T Ho|X| Qo] £ALS|A AFS A-E(Labrecque, 2014),
HE wo]x|of that 2 UAC] A E (Hollebeek
et al, 2014) 9 B:E FA T (Labrecque, 2014) FHA|
APAFo A ARGE FEE A-Esto] A5 A
PAFo A AFEE B3 ETiE /e & AEA
= 99 S Foto] o] AEAR A=At
(Table 1).

=
)

[joRec)

4. Sample characteristics

E AT 28l AEFAN] Fojgh WA 1R
% 200%0n], ZA ALY QTEASHY S o}
St gk 2AGAR] HF AR 28HF 00, 4

A gl vAle IF 8% &4

wAgolT

W L2 3 31%(90%8)2F o4 69%(200%8)EA]
o] A AH|Z7} Wokow, u]3(82.8%, 240%H)0] 7|1&
(17.2%, 507}t @oket Fstee distn £9
ojA}o] 50.7%(147%8)E 7P Wk, tatw A3t F
A SHATE 37.6%(109%), Y &9 °]4o] 5.9%
179%), 258w &Y olAito] 5.9%(17H)S A5+
ot ZARIAES] D A5 1007HD o]4F 200
gk wlwho] 21.4%62%)& 71 wekoH, 1009HY
ojgto] 20.7%(60%8), 2009+ o]4F 3009k o]a}o]
&3 2H|AE0] 19.3%((56)E B2 H]E-S AA
stglom, thgo® 3009k o4k 4009hl w]gh
(12.8%, 379), 4005+ o4} 5005+ WTH7.6%, 22
), 5002+ o]} 6009+ 1k(5.5%, 167), 6009+
o4t 7009+ ]9H(5.5%, 169), 80059+ ©]AK(5.2%,

<Table 1> The results of confirmatory factor analysis

Construct Item Std. fgctor t e | CR
loading
In general, the posts on this SNS were attention catching. .85 16.73""
Perceived . . o
.. In general, the posts on this SNS were exciting. .93 19.14 76 | .81
vividness —
In general, the posts on this SNS were detailed. 47 8.10
Perceived | This SNS enabled two-way communication. 91 19.28™ % | 89
interactivity| This SNS was interactive. .88 1824 | .
There was a sense of human contact at this SNS site. .89 18.99"
ial o
Socia There was a sense of personness at this SNS site. 92 19.28 91 | 91
presence .
There was a sense of human warmth at this SNS site. .84 17.22
I did not think about other things. 78 1529
F r
ocus.ed I was focused on what I was doing. .87 17.91 .85 | .89
attention —
I was totally absorbed in what I was doing. .89 18.64
When [ interact with this SNS, I feel included. 73 14.08™
I can relate to this SNS. 88 18.69™
P ial o
[ ArasOCa ke hearing what this SNS has to say. 88 | 1885 | 92 | 92
interaction o
I care about what happens to this SNS. .84 17.47
I hope this SNS can achieve its goals. .83 17.19™
I feel very positive when 1 use this SNS. .85 17.82°
Affecti - . o
ective Using this SNS makes me happy. 91 19.66 92 | .92
engagement o
I feel good when I use this SNS. .89 19.23
I'm willing to say positive things about this brand to others. .88 18.16™
B r
lo;zrllt(; I'm willing to encourage close others to do business with this brand. .84 17.04 .88 | .88
I plan to do business with this brand in the next few years. 79 15.54™
p<.001
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159), 7005+ o] 8007+ ]¥H2.1%, 678)9] <=°]
Ak SEHAES AU HI(39%, 113%9), AHF/7]
£2(37.6%, 109%)0.2 A -§EA9] 76.6%S A4
st 7P welth

IV. Data Analyses and Results

2 A+e deRges 2349 NI EY H
39S 7] flsto] €14 Q Q1E-4](confirmatory
factor analysis)2 AA|SIFHOH, B Lol A A A|SH
7HAASE fIsto] F2HAEAEE A4 (structural equ-
ation modeling)2 AA|5IA T 42 IBM Amos 21
m2I9e BRI,

1. Assessment of measurement model

2 A+ N0l tigt A=} B A5
SJohA Sheld AQEAS ANtk BAVE He
J2g AAD 248 29239 JYEE 12 o
Aoz veht Agsitta weskATh(x’=462.009,
df=246, p<.001, CMIN/DF=1.878, SRMR=.051, TLI=
955, CFI=.963, RMSEA=.055). (Table 1)0]4] & 2=
Uxol, 7+ FEo] A7 gt 1K -5l (factor
loading)> X5 BAXHOE {oJstqiomn, +70d
9] AlFZ(Cronbach’s @, Construct Reliability: CR)
R 760140} 0.1, Wt EAEE (Average Variance
Extracted: AVE)2 6002 UEN} ~HEFFA(conver-
gent validity)S HoJF3ch ESH BE /9 AVE
o] BHE 4 /MRt AuAS AlsgEd 2
Ao g ye} srHeEGA(discriminant validity)7} &+
Ol =] i cH(Table 2).

2. Hypotheses testing

2 AFolA AAE 7S ASdH] AAste] =
PR BY BAS ANG D3}, TREFS AP
Z 0 2 YETHx*=614.749, df=259, p<.001, CMIN/
DF=2.374, SRMR=.080, TLI=.929, CFI=.939, RMSEA=
069). & ATolA ZE 7ML AAHoH, 2o
ARAG9} §OIEE (Table 3)Tk 2}, 7M. 13 2
HAE Ho]xoA aH|AEo] =71 AMS]A AR
I ASH FY7F FARA FoAg) nAE IF
of et Ao=, A2 ABIE AAZHE-31, =446,

R - ShAIRL 97

<Table 2> Squared correlations between constructs and
AVEs

M@ |@[G) O

Vividness (1) .60*

Interactivity (2) 27°| .80

Social presence (3) 23 1.581.78
Focused attention (4) A71.26(.17|.72

Parasocial interaction (5) |[.31.51].48(.37|.70

Affective engagement (6) |.46|.53|.47|.35|.66.78
Brand loyalty (7) .381.20(.20.23.43].50(.70

% Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for constructs are dis-
played on the diagonal.

°: Numbers below the diagonal are squared correlation esti-
mates of two constructs.

p<.000)} HFH F9](8=.29, =5.75, p<.001)9] F
FE BF FOS Aoz yEh 7HES AASHIH
%, AH|ARE0] e H|o|X]of|A QIZFA o] 3L wh=gh
1S WZ5E, £33 BT Ho|A49] &5
Foh 1248 Bls wolAe} nhA] A7el 2
o L7Ithe A Rl
< Hol oA AZkel Aol
AE Holx\gte] Aaagol LAl X2
AR (B=.12, £2.10, p<.05)3} HFH F
9)(B=21, =3.00, p<.01)°] U|R|= FFol w3t AL
2, 2AFE B A0 e m folstA vet
b QXSS B M 6 72 AnlAE
o] | Ztoh= AL Arg/do] B Hofx|ofA 7=
ARSI A AARZH(B=.70, =11.27, p<.001)T} =5 F
9](B=40, t=5.70, p<.001)°] T|R= FF| B A
O, FrATE BT A0 FeE FosHA 1
By 7HAZ A AISHAH. o] A3t mtofo] SAH
7Vl B oA AREAREC] Az sk AT AR
28730l =% v " AFyA el BAY
FAHA Q7M1 =S =741, vlH o] SA AR
yAlolHe] 25 HFettte AP AFH(Choi et al,
2001; Coyle & Thorson, 2001; Steuer, 1992)E A]#]
3},
A2k AJATHB=20, =398, p<.001)3} 71 4}
SRR (B=25, =332, p<.001)0] X ZE BIAC ¥
o|x|eto] FAFS|A FT Ao vz JFol HI

flo 2 |r 4
[
oX
i
iy
oo
<

=
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<Table 3> Structural equation modeling results
Structural paths Coefficient Std'_ S.E. t
coefficient

H1: Social presence — Parasocial interaction 29 31 .07 446"
H2: Focused attention — Parasocial interaction 27 29 .05 575"
H3: Vividness — Social presence 13 12 .06 2.10"
H4: Vividness — Focused attention 24 21 .08 3.00™
HS5: Vividness — Parasocial interaction 21 20 .05 3.98™
H6: Interactivity — Social presence .69 .70 .06 1127
H7: Interactivity — Focused attention 41 40 .07 570"
H8: Interactivity — Parasocial interaction 23 25 .07 332"
H9: Parasocial interaction — Affective engagement .83 .84 .05 16317
H10: Parasocial interaction — Brand loyalty 24 28 .09 2.58"
H11: Affective engagement — Brand loyalty 41 46 .09 438"

Hrk

p<.05, "p<.01, ""p<.001

AARL % Qo5 Ueht 14 59 71 8%
A AR o] ik ARFUAClAE SASkH= Hd
of7} B} BAstL 42 AES st itke =A4o]
FEeE 28RS vYolet AFyAClA A
of diste] o]l IS L7H, nkA] A4 B
&of = AT 22 SARAE eSS A= A
YA ZAiKGiles, 2002; Hoerner, 1999; Labrecque,
2014; Thorson & Rodgers, 2006)5 X Z|o}H, mjAH
HHE wojx]9] WetolA T JFUAE HolEH
71 98} 102 AH[AS0] SNS H#iE Ho]X]of
A Az EASE ABRg0] A AAolA
E(8=84, =16.31, p<.001)2} BAT 24T (8=28,
=2.58, p<.01)°] BIX]= Jol #7F ZolL, 7Hd
12 HHE Ho|x|oA A Zsh= A AAI01A|
E7} BHE A (B=.46, =4.38, p<.001)°] T]X]|
PP Wt Ao EA, BEATE BT 7<q(Jr)«]
2 FosHA yEtd 7HES ARSI
FHE Ho]x|e}t AlgjFoz FAE 7149 /\]-
312 HA= AolES] Higt A4 HARFHAE oY
2}, Aol E Al Al B Eo] Hiet S4%=7F wokxl
U= Aot o] A3t wit o] HE4ueke] FAMS]
2 JoAr-go] HAA HARAHAE otz mtjo] 4
HFole F= M, Z2IHo] 2 o|Fo = A
2191 o BA FHol ¥ <=the TARIA A
S A2 o|Z(Horton & Wohl, 1956; Perse & Rubin,

1989; Rubin et al., 1985; Skumanich & Kintsfather,
1998) A A%ttt

V. Conclusion and Discussion

2 A7 43A avA-EHE 34 949 2
Il BHE SAH= 9FE € o U SNS EHH
E Ho]x|9] JE Lottt 53] EAS A 4=
21§ ol&= °l83to] &HAEC] SNS HHE Ho]
AoA =2 5= e FARA ”11”14 vy

O] & (parasocial interaction theory),] 84
ST %, TV, Be & AE wtole] 549
F= ojtjo] AgAo] e Lol T B
She 244815 289) /HEe SNS Bl Hol
ohe A2e AolAel 264 A4 AU A8
A)A 2QI5H Aot} o] o]2& uHjglo & SNS HIl:=
Ho]Z] ggofAe] aH|At Fo] ofgA BHEe}
A Aol Y= vIRI= Aol diste] o4 49
Fo{ 5t

TFAFCR 2 A7 23S q9FshH thEd &t
AA|, BRE Ho|xete] FANM =2 5 Qe &
A48 H 4582 SNS HAE Hojx|o] gt 4]
50 AHA A AUES folx, HAE F

o
o oy J

Wl

_4
=

[‘

m{o
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=5 PINE AL BoFt: &, &uAE2 B
A W Hox|of wiste] wpA| et T2 =Ae
L7)1, ol 714 A Q] ojxko g o]ojA|H, Lo}t o
Flo]Ae] FAQl Bl Hgt 3PS ST
L Aolth. EX, B di= 4H|XE©0] SNS HHE
]o]x]o]] tiste] 7= st ARG AJo] H
1 140 HEHA =7le AR AAEE =
E Hojx|o) A2l SFo HFotL Ut
AN AE Holec, 47 A%
7ol e wo|x]o] gt EAS]A A
2g W HE P FE AL HAZI
AT AT vl e L ANEE B
2= 9ty A7), BAE S4% A 1o SNS HAE 1]
ool BEFHE R AHAEC] PE} 4o
gt olalzt FaeHe FRITE FAHOR B A7
+ SNS EE W wo]x|9] aeidS FIAI7I7] A
S B Ho|XE et 2 R we A
= AT LHAES AT 22 HAE Ho]A]
oA of2TAE FAstaL, g HATof tisto] &
AEE UEhdth ol et Z2 HYE Ho]A]
B 245 AshA ER=9] Bl v gt
oliE HIF O R 1159 HAAL Fo|ZAEY, W]
o] YHE 13te] BWE Ho|XE RIS &
Yote &ol afHd = AUse AR =4,
AT e Aok 22 W wo]x] &4 fAl
< 9t ofolHoiE Zﬂ%@f‘% FAHORE BHE |
Hl=Eo] K} A5
AR AL, &H]REO] %_‘HJ& WAL obd g2 4
SHAE 2 & Qe 87 ATl F8¥¢e AxT
o o] 25 EH 2 tHHE2 &HAHEC] X145
L= yASH AS AL S =2 4 QIEE AJo|E9
S AlSshL, BE wEE A
T e Ut O SE ko @ Aol S
Eo] AHHEE ZH=2E FEsal, Hot A |Fl
PEE ALt avAREe] =7l Ade S4
Al g & Ao IE} ‘_ILOP "HVF—E Stols EE}

o
l-Jlrl

]

]

o]#3t

" e

r
ol o Fé"'x:
= Il‘ ODJ l

folr
mhl. rL

A A ZE=2E

o - v—

iH]Z :;:‘:_O] fﬂa’o = AT == T~ O
2 4T 5 Y Aotk Foumt sdviols

BRIA -

ShAIT 99

o7 Ayt Algsh= o] Fasith 914 7]
HF AB] A, SHATE L, B olu]X] HA & 5 AHA
£ 9 AXNE 1Y A5AEE =Y & A= AER
JE71ES Ndst &8stol AnAEo] A4l
J_J,/u/\].._ =10 2 A9l & 228 £ Y=
2= ABol=s lgsfol & Aotk niA|ge g, <
{&J Uk &HAEe] HYHE mo]x]o)A] 9
g5l ASstal Fost= =4S ASshI %’4’6‘}04
A 5, A= S5 9 A 5ol 3lolM AR o
ElHlo|2UN2t A UX)Ol 7|9k & #olA qx}
olo] 2933 AJASIT)
2 7o) AR % I ATIFS Axet of
3 2t A, £ AFE 2045 HAS o]
Aol A AYSEA LA EAEH TS D

4ol 2 Bl 3ol A sgetel S4ot

et @AE A A9 A8 Gt 7ol
st 2L 70| THAE ThsHol ZAIS

™, olof we} & Ato] ATt A F7t B Qs}
o} o] A& Bgstr] fJsiAl S Alo]EoA9]
ol EHﬁH/ﬂ S5t *}OIEOMPJ BE= e A
o] & XIFstAY, Ate]EoA F
Aloll AR zo]l WY F4lo @—E’S}ﬂ
g2 e PHoE AFE APT £ S Ao
4, £ AFoA A& SHAEY B Yole
Algict. vold e 9l Agto] I, HA E%ﬂ
Flo]xlo] WHEtte AHIARES HIIA FHrh=
A AL ARA 5= Stk shA|EE HAE 7171
Alg, SNS Tojx & HA =] fist 7IA|WEE &
Al Aojgh &= glonmz B i3t Ay} 54
"917} Zasirh. T AldiE E/4do ot siA
S Ho|XoflA AnBRE0] A4St FAMA
o] oj dgg sh= A iﬂ@‘ﬂ A7t 2
ojth, A, & AFoA= FEAENA &
Fo] A& AAISHA] L Q%ZP%OI e
HE HojAof et FES tder A
E} ol E d3&= &4 Bidt9 E
Hrhe= SNS H#E mo]z]oflA] 4]
1 3449 #YL At stz |
ShAIRE, B Eof wet BIE Ji4, ofH|A|
ofo]dIE|E|7} /Jolstm, ofof weh W wo]=] <]
3, & vlto] 244 lojA Zol7t &AL
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