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Abstract

Although brand love is a major interest in global business, very little is known about how the effects
of brand love are affected by relevant constructs. This study examines how the brand love-loyalty
link is moderated by shopping value (hedonic vs. utilitarian) and how the moderated moderation
effect of gender difference influences the consumer-brand relationship. Based on a unique dataset of
254 Chinese consumers of Korean cosmetic brands in China, we tested our proposed hypotheses
using Regression PROCESS macro (model = 3). One of our novel findings is that brand love has
a positive influence on brand loyalty. However, this relationship is sensitive to moderators. Regarding
the brand love-loyalty linkage, consumers who seek hedonic shopping value is higher than consumers
who seek utilitarian shopping value. In particular, female consumers are more passionate and loyal
than male consumers. Finally, male consumers seeking hedonic shopping value feature greater brand
love-loyal linkage than other consumers; however, this effect is very limited.
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Fig. 1. Research Model: Moderated Moderation Model Based on Gender Difference
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Table 1. Variables, Scale Items and Reliability

Variable ltem Loadings AVE Cror:)ach
Brand This is a wonderful brand. .786 .605 .83
Love This brand makes me feel good. 758

This brand is totally awesome. N
| have neutral feelings about this brand. (=) .685
This brand makes me very happy.
| love this brand. .705
| have no particular feelings about this brand. .895
=) 637
This brand is a pure delight.
| am passionate about this brand. .708
I m very attached to this brand. .895
.889
Brand This is the only brand of this product that | will .961 790 .89
Loyalty buy.
When | go shopping, | don” t even notice .928
competing brands.
If my store is out of this brand, I' Il postpone 871
buying or go to another store.
I I ‘do without' rather than buy another 787
brand.

Shopping Is functional/Is pleasurable 739 .700 91
Value Affords enjoyment/Performs a task(-) 738

Is useful/Is fun 701

Is a sensory experience/does a job(-) .897

Is a necessity/ls an indulgence 921

Is a must in life/ls one of life’ s reward .984
1057 (41.3%), 300-1000 $I9F 10678 (41.7%), of AFellA F 10709 FES AREEEeH,
1000-2000 $1¢F 387(15.0%), 2000 $I9F ©]%4 Aol HHE Sfs dF skl ARkl
5T (2.0%) 2 AT, AEARE713ES 670 o BllE SAEE F 47H4 FES AR

-1 )3} 1521(59.8%), 1-31d 818(31.9%),
3-59 1179(4.3%), 5 o] 108B.I%NE =
AFE AT

npAEo 2 B Aol A] AIjkeE RE S E
A3tz o]l 2t ?* =L 1‘4}@5} ﬁﬂg L
SR AFEES
0]%6]—0:] T':"1 }Mdr.

2. B+ £

A

B AFA AAISH Oq:rLE'—Eé oAM= F 47
o] FAddde] ARREHY. BE ?”‘?ﬂ‘ﬂ%
71E AP AFolA AREE =4 5SS 0|83}
o}, Ba= Al Carroll and Ahuvia(2006)

=23} 01, Carroll and Ahuvia(2006)2] ¢+
o] Astel dm 9 F A stelct. 49
7FR(# =4 /8- 4) = Carroll and Ahuvia(2006)
2} Jones, Reynolds and Arnold(2006)2] <1+
AV AR B B AT B A
4 ¥, & el §2E ol gahel A,
upxjeto 2 g2 FAd(n=115) 2 J4(n=139)
o= TRl LSt 7 Mol BT &
AFEES UAE 53 HRE o] &3 iit(=
A a¥A 94, s=mjg- 2HEh. (F D2
46’]—2—0]] T;HB‘]— }\]ﬂE =i F/]_E]- E ]/].F/]_LH
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O o
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Table 2. Correlations and Discriminant Validity

Mean SD 1 2 3
1. Brand Love 3.54 0.89 .605
2. Brand Loyalty 2.73 1.05 .349 790
3. Shopping Value 3.26 0.92 450 .542 700

Note: H1 7|27|HI2 MO =Xt= AVE .

F DO AoA & Q%] BilE A}
&, Bl S, aela &% 7H ol gk 4l
F|X=% Cronbach’s Alpha %to] 0.83%F 0.91
Atololl sEEataL lo], ZF el WA Y
280l A7 §lv Ao YERT

Al hel A allel et SRS 28]
Y3te], &eld 2 <l¥-2(confirmatory factor
analysis: CFA)& AAI3FITE 7ol =0 Al
) 491,315, ARFE(dDH7F 167, *°/df =
2.9428 YERFTH(pP(.001). F3F SAHRF
HF =2 JeRYE CFI = 951, TLI = 919,
RMSEA = 0042 F-ZHA 2 A 8731= 7]
A& Fsleta Qv s ZF el o
g AFErE e 20 A%k (loadings) o] 4
0,7 o]’ d3jstefof shut, & AFellM= o
5 RelA 0.6 o3-S Ve Qi ey
T2 QAH AL 0.5 o)k FES
Z2lgHcur-off value)o] o}]7] wiEoll(Thompson,
2004), & A7olA ARgSh=dl FEl7F i
3k Al Heol] th3lk AVE(averaged variance
extracted: AVE)Fro] B5F WA oA Q
T8h= 0.5 o) 3lstaL qlol, MFErdd
(convergent validity)2 XA},

upxEko 2 FPHEFFA (discriminant validity)
< elatlrt. FHEFG S &lstr] fsiA
=, ko] el s 27he] TR 22kl
AVES} 27119 744821 7he| FHAA AFS
Hluake], 2789 T3 8119 AVEZ} BT g
WA AwrEe Ik e S SR EH
a1 & 4 o} (Fornell and Larcker, 1981),
(B 209 AFHAH, 7 78] FHdA

A Fgkol AVEFS Z31A] g7 wfitof,
AFANA ALEEHE FAAL%le] AHEFA
FREYSS ¢ F QU

fo riz

284 2484E olFfstr] flaiMe o
Ao g thgo] WAAe S Bt 7AH e
=2 T UTE & AT BE4
Al & = 9J%0], M(two-way moderator)-& £
H7}], W(three-way moderator)S AEZ &
b, B2 o33 Zo] YeRd 5 9t

NG

Y =il + (bl + bSW)X + [b4 + b7WIX +
b2M + b3M + b6MW + eY

- [«
A= FHD) VA GBS F M agle
= TR 2 o 5 gtk shtel acle

TS Mo| 2Hshs 2HaE= Wl uje 2t
AL oldE & Ut

B AFeA] Agkel 7MdS By 98k
o], Hayee(2013)7} A|Fet 3] &4 2] Process
macroZ o] &3} (& 3)S 53 2 A=
AWRE, oS3 Zrh, Bals Algo] Bels
FATA A 24 1.805(p(.0DE F&
s el 71E A dTet 2o Aol
H, BAE Ao Hae AT FAHZHQ
FFg PAE AeZ vERY, 7 12 XA g
Ak a7 BAlE EAE] JIS &
o= ARHET 94 2.960(p0D R YERY
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Table 3. Moderated Moderation of Shopping Value and Gender

B se t LLCI uLcl
Constant -1.270 1.978 -.642 -5.167 2.626
Brand Love(H1) 1.805 .691 2.614 0.445 3.165
Shopping Value 2.960 1.142 2.593 0.711 5.208
Geder 1.866 1.172 1.592 -.443 4176
Brand Love * Shopping Value(H2) .924 .391 2.364" 0.154 1.693
Brand Love * Shopping Value * Gender(H3) 740 .239 3.094* 0.269 1.211
Note: *, p<.05; **, p{.01; Process model = 3.
Fig. 2. Moderated Moderation of Gender Difference on Shopping Value
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i1 0O 0 [+ ] [+ o
T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5
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Table 4. Conditional Effect of Gender Difference on Brand Love—Shopping Value Interaction

Sex Effect se t p
Male -.184 178 -1.030 .304
Female .556 159 3.493 .001
)5 A, 2 2t LnjRbEo] &3] veton, gAdanize 284 355
G 27| LvjAEd vlE) sk wAARE Fal WEs] AAskar ot
FiEo g, BilE Al SAETE O 55
= ¢ F U
g Atolo} BE BI= FAR diE V., 4=
AR EIE= 1.866(py.05) = YERY, EA4 #
)& AYA Fskqint. ey 7k 32 A3 E AFE AHR-EAHE AAo]23 4n]7)
ztolef tigh 284 2HaIE HFshs i 2o &S o]83le], BT AlFo] ofgA F
ol], BF3AIF7E 740(p(.0DNE SAIH o AeE A7 tigt i &% 7HA
frolatAl vebstth. wheba 7 3 A A]A = o} gl ztolo] AR AE o] &3te] e
Aot Bop FAH o2 AHstH, 4 Aole ot 53] Pt ATl FasAl e E
Hile FAE it HFadEd, 23y = AR gig =07t hiketA 11 =3
=44 2Had| folsiA dFS wethe (e viZlE =dadel =49 wilEs,
As gelsksint. 2 d7e H2 FAEL e 24" 243
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go] Azelo] ZaEwA, F2Ho7 v = A2 BE SR 34 9%
w7 Fddrhe A9E gelskgivh. 29 XA Y, 21 G| ' EE 542 249
W R, HAaG T3 sHEE v 5 Fol| o3 JFES et FolHuE 2is
AE vle] A8 AFHola, FELdTE 5 Al-BlE ZE o] #Al= agUbX Y A
A sPgEel gk Bals Alge] ALeo] 4 A gl AgH SHoA, aeja A zpoel wh

29 2daH7} FolshA] & yehd
ool AY BAFCE v g
(pC.O0DE YERNRITE o] AP+ (T™ 2
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o7} A o AAHEA, A &3 7RIS
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st 2H4 2HE Y 4R aFM 3
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&ANA FRAN Ao, e L
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I AWH(Bridges and Florsheim, 2008), %= A]

o) S9E 2uAFAE AHASS A2
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