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Abstract: This paper has examined relationships between conflict interests of comparative advertising

and competitive efficiencies and the moderating effects of different category to competitive

efficiencies from a competitive market point of view. It is different from the majority past documents
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had explored the influences of comparative advertising intensity to advertising effectiveness from
individual brand standpoint. At the same time, this study has filled up the gaps of the research
domain. The study sample cases of comparative advertising come from Taiwan Fair Trade
Commission (TFTC) between 1992 and 2007 and conducting a content analysis. The empirical
analytical method employed to examine the data by SEM and a discriminate analysis. The results
confirm a negative relationship that it is not significant and un-supported by the verification between
advertising negative effects and competitive efficiencies, the others 2 hypotheses (positive relationship
between positive effects and competitive efficiencies; negative relationship between positive and
negative effects) have been supported by verification. The results also have been confirmed that the
competitive efficiencies of indirect comparative advertising are superior those of direct comparative
advertising. These empirical results almost correspond with past relevant theories and can be used to
construct a comparative advertising of competitive efficiency. These results may also help TFTC and

enterprises actual situations involving comparative advertising.
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EWH*[ FJEEfE o) o WU‘I\Z&%@%FL]?J 82 [F ~ [ f“ﬁ?"l F]J IRINE O = ey S R T L

F"E‘EN ’ Fﬁﬁ‘*ﬁ? 18 fF ’JFJEF?TF‘F&@?J 69 FF ~ [FIRy AT E?TQLJEJFFTFF‘W €16 fF 5 B
FVRIE TR T o g ST R 42 1 0 D %J‘J@EFFF FFFILPP'FK/— BT 5
B VR R %pﬁSSﬁ(@ﬁ%¥43#‘ﬁﬂﬁﬁilﬁﬁ K 35 1 (2
B2 [~ ZREBIRSE 33 [F) -

PR EPRIPOP AR A BRI FTF Weber (1985) FRlEL > [P 1Ak )
R TR H U R SR L T ATIERR Y [ Y e B 1 ”q‘fékiﬁlﬁf [ (semantic coherence)
FURIF o $39t » Cohen and Gleason (1990) 7t~ “fijk E’@’FT"‘J"HIHJQEIE' s Y %E'J{“J?}’i}ﬁﬁ
SIFTH o BEATRL  PEL] Fky Pk e | 2 R R E‘?%Ef}'ﬂﬁlﬁ‘[iﬁﬂﬂ/%%f% o [FEL A
TR F"]N PRSI ATRE VR AR RS BEAPVRN

32 RAFEHREBKITHEA

Bt Rl Fﬁw?ﬁﬁﬁﬂ TR FLN PRk Ay - ﬁrt (G2 N
R BN BEY B H A 1 SISEIA LAY B (7
HIEARBETI ) %}”ﬁﬂrﬁﬁlﬁ&; B HSTEGL @*'%dv rEItf | MBI R
Byl = PR Frl o A HFLJJT’??HE% T 'F' P I Fﬁﬁ@ P AR
Cronbach’s o S| £l # 1/ [FI@ b9t Eh 3R B A iR Fﬁ: g (central tendency) FERRIV Likert
7 U R T[J 73 A ZEIT RGP R - Z5UNF (R 1) s T
RGeS AR T A 2

33 AR EAZ PN EA

mall

R TEY ER D F R SRR TS o £ Cronbach’s o [ % fUHIN
R« [T B S ﬁ’ﬁ@%@@r R Likert 7 SRI A Bkl o 531 1 535 7 53 (It-t5
PR FREIRI A 25 R S R o B R ORI - RS
R ST IR o SR ELE S SRS (2 n‘?‘@, 1= S ﬁ]:g*gg, o f" iR ;—f‘ﬁF w?%
RS RS §)rmj@*ﬁg%ﬁmfg?bﬁiawﬁﬁﬁw,,@ﬂ
AR T 5 R TRV 9 fF GURRTYRIY 1096) (SHUFURCA ¥
RV SAT > F 2 3 R A i F”Tﬁ'* [T SRS o TRRRR FY - =i e o 3
vgl?E[j?E;?I: IF‘Z K = [Q(Ht 63(7*9) - :gF‘[*;j( FEI i i Iguﬁg FIQ\TE 45 ffd > H AT f' | i
=2N/My+Mo(N= Jsdfis f 3 TR 4 *iik ’FEWﬂ REFT > My=23 1 S0 IR £ = Iﬂ FRECFT > My =
IS N AR FIERR A = A= 2*45/63+63 0.714 » R HIFHE « A PUAGHRIE FIEL AP IR
U3
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%2 EH I CETRED B GR

W o AR EE S g tiEl YL
R FEET G
RPN ) ORGSR - JE Y ORISR EE R & il Romano (2005)
H il E*gJ‘H VRS R E R Ol e Barrio-Garcia and
AL e ’?4 : SE I EE SRS (= )"EJE'jJE?‘TEﬁ{Jﬁ%'i %ﬁc'%ﬁ, 3 Ff[! FF[! Luque-Martinez (2003)
Eﬁ‘gmﬁ:*p
= )?JE'WJ‘?\?FIJ\ZQ?’?@%ETE'%%% fﬁ#li\cﬂ
%}ﬁ‘:’jj o
P PR )

POE PRI T I CORRFIHTEBT U SRRET TR
ﬂ%ﬁﬁnujw;ﬂwiﬁlw CORBIRIITT g €49

l%l':f@ ) f;q{@*ﬁ;ﬁﬁbjﬁﬁ{&ﬁggﬁ%ﬁ Romano (2005)
P R /)

PR 1 AR (I Eb A l’?ﬂ (R R SR T T BT Eﬁﬁ"
[;FIEJ/F‘%%?”I%\I%?FIJ\?‘T’%% M’;LZ?‘Q in4 E IEIT;W‘“J IR (5 93)

i 0 WDERTRIFYE T (COFEERFEVRE T EE]R Romano (2005)

TR Wﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁ

0 E Gl e o)

I—ﬂ% £ Wﬁ EpuB ARG > [T BV (D) }?ff‘_ﬁ?i Miniard et al. (2006)
i % F‘ﬁ’?ﬂ FIJ —ﬁj HpE '\éﬂ%&f Gk "‘ﬁ’?ﬂ ; IRV fHW‘J = Pechmann and

Bl Feﬂ J’ﬁ Ly ;,«WVE'!% Ratneshwar (1991)

#3 FHBLIRHET FE

S - L REEE D
ﬁi’ﬁﬁﬁg"ﬁ' 0.714 0.552 0.551 0.623
?ﬂﬁﬁﬁ P 0.611 0.586 0.562

?E}ﬁ%ﬁf 0.802 0.724

A 0.585

A [0 =(0.714+0.611+0.802+0.585+0.552+0.586+0.724+0.551+0.562+0.623)/10=0.631
(E fn*(j AL IR )/ TH(n- 1> AT flJﬁL@)75*0.631/1+(4)(0.631)73.155/1+2.52470.895(n7,§“fr?]ﬁ5 0377

—

1A 3 e » BRRHRRY 53 FHIS " T RS 0.895 » 1S aﬁt ?ﬂﬁ;ﬁt RN AT
b A PRE ARt EYUSGR R ORI O3 FRECR YR 2l - F) O

EchﬁFﬁ F2 AT fil [FIHVE £ 0.61 » |rl 4 (7 ErE% 0.886 - Kassarjian and Kassarjian (1988) I?Jtr'b )
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w5 f) [F,@[fsr*' bt 0.85 » FEIESEERAT H o PR VR (R (00E 0.886 » “IEHT
ﬁ?ﬂ@

iﬁﬁ (3 94) I?i’.tr F’\if@ (content validity) [N & =™ Fj[247E )kl | A« (1)
BRI O RS AL R R R QR T R )7
SRR P S o AR AR R AT ﬁ%’i‘%ﬁ?&ﬁifﬂ » BRI CF
F[L—plj‘?‘%\' . ?"F‘ El pﬁsrﬁrl < RIS B ) fﬁ? ﬁ[?,"%.ﬁzﬁfjﬁliy SUHEERITEED (e
) BEIYd %ﬁg‘j = ﬁlrg %@Fl”*%[ﬂ:b% Iﬁf’%‘\ <R Likert 7 '_v..«—i\[@—]\ @VJ—E-I—F& % B A
TEKH 5 0T IS PR ~HVF§;¢ [V 9 FRECR ST - A8 T
(e NIRRT B R - ISR RIS = iR 2 21T - ﬁ”ﬁ‘ﬁél‘?&#ﬁ“
R et ik AU R et e A S G E G TR N e A

3.4 F it st

}ﬁi’ﬁ‘[ﬁ’f;’ﬁ?’r (descriptive statistics) fl— ZH[I Jj@i’ . fﬁi ~ BRI R PR
5o (?%?i?ﬁ@'tj/?@[tiﬁ%ﬁ%‘%ﬁ% ’ ’?‘4LF[I—E'I§'¢F)JE'? EI s ] | EJD[F[JF%T%]'% . ?"_lf[ FIpF s
P IS fﬁ":’{f’ljf‘—f’ﬁfﬁ? : %f[I—EIT&F)\'?%Q%‘E:F&JE EL'I—WIJ%%W s P A RS AT
FIBh IR > 1 4 %E':?@Qﬁéﬂﬂ/ﬁ'%%fﬁﬁ?’”ﬂ CURZEIE T > =75 p I 0.01 Ugdsg <7 « =
Y ri?g‘ﬁﬁlf[f—ﬁ'lﬁéfﬁxl . EF‘%F“', I s i e v fﬁ@ (Cronbach’s o ffl) 73|£% 0.917
0.941 % 0.905 > J@%ﬂ;{@fg@ 0.6 5 = [l AR BRI R A B 5T ][ B 85.388% ~ 94.710%

K 91.266% - JF:’%JIFE'}H FoRE 60% 5 B PRyl o fgla'“éﬁﬁ‘ifflﬁl@ﬁ'%%f*g@(item—total
correlation » ™~ ‘7J,g||;gj)ﬂufﬂ,} 0.804 '] + (F—i/ [ 4) > %ﬂ@ﬁ&@ 0.5 '] F&a=. > ?I:fpl":é[t]élfﬁfg’,s
?i%@rbﬁlrﬁ I/@Eﬁ@gmf, iitz+  FUAES A R (i‘(i 175 0 2 94) - Bl 0 * 4 HI%
FII—E 35 = _'g'g”@g‘(?l ¥4 ,mg[:gﬁ';ﬁg,jﬁ“ YIRS Ben; ~ Beny, K Bens #

’?’]F[F[pliﬂ%’ (it e Rd gk (e Dy ~ 1 ﬁF‘ EOTHIN) EAR ~ BAf A 5 BRI (e
RBYCE 1 Y S AEF T I Comy B Comy Fe

4. BREDEAFER 1 SEM RIERID i

41 EABEERBRE T

=4 Bkl SEM (structural equation model) fﬁ[‘EﬁﬂI‘ BRI BRA R T ﬁ#{fjﬁé{é =3
*l [F‘I;{-FIJ ﬁFEIﬂ: (accuracy of estimates) * [V |4 (representatwe) o (HEAERI 27D ) ﬁlﬁj?' )
FHMF - TR DRIT) 500 40 HORASr £ BRI IE ] DA 100 [T -
1 Bentler and Chou (1987) —éut' ) [Iﬁié\ff ﬁ TERAEN ST el > B (AR S (A Bkl g
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34 BRI ATR R RS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Ben,
Ben, 0.7027°°
Ben, 0.801"" 0.8117
Eff, 07717 -0.768"  -0.868"
Eff, -0.749" -0.7917  -0.856°  0.887"
Com, 0.809™ 0.838" 0.789"  -0.763"  -0.770"
Com, 0.7817 0.754"  -0.887" -0.882"  -0.8577  0.788"
i 3.946 3.441 3.634 4.979 4.742 3.710 3.828
e 0.960 0.972 1.502 1.574 1.334 0.973 1.380
53 il 0.804 0.821 0.876 0.887 0.888 0.825 0.824

SR Likert 7 SRIASTEE L0 TG p {014 0.05 ~ TR p 14 0.01 -

JPHRRLEL 5955 Pl 5 @80 10 A 0 L3 5 Hoelter (1983) 41— flaf 7 R4 BB fpte -
e R G R G FIR uﬁi@@{_ fel B E [ s lﬁltﬁ‘ SN ENES STl Bﬁl?“‘i%ﬁ@ (fitness) > f}’jr,é,'d%
F{[ CN (critical number) ];EJJ\?J"\F‘/ Wﬁi’\ 200 - EUERA Be=1E 27 £ fffE- ‘J&Wd}‘;}ii B 93 [
R0 [ (3 (A5 7 580 B B SI@YEE=Tf) 9.3 CN i 0.05 e 45,271
T 0.01 - 1 347 » SURBEATIE T 200 0 “UEE TR SR B RCR U B el S
TE ke R

A" PR B SEM AT E for » i [R5k e At IR - PSR e - e
HIVPReASL PO B AL PR - BRI - Bollen (1989) Gebbi IRV R (t-rule) » AIfF2
Bl | ﬁ9§ H ) EVR Be (the number of data point, DP) - ‘¢th 7 (Al Zragy
DP=1/2(8)(7)=28 {i » e fﬁ,;:?’r‘ifﬁ'(ﬂ it FL]'VDP HE ¢ FBECEE Y -

42 FRHA  EREUE SR FARRRR

 SEM [ IF=H[EIf5LE] (measurement model) Jf ] EIJ}‘F, ?Eﬁlﬁj (structural model) » i #*/
SRR PLAITY U W AT R T AP A W ] Ej%l'ﬂ": o FLFINHIEIASYE o
A < 1 Bes R N2k 5747 (confirmatory factor ana1y51s, CFA) - g1d{ - » CFA fL SEM pu— 7
SMABLE] (submodel) o R TR AUTER [ fﬁ@ G2 F’ﬁ fﬁ@ » composite reliability) ff§ A YR
= %Fru HEiqEy J’P“EF?:’H T »’ﬁiﬂgﬁ E— it Y SEM S5 4T o Lot plif"iﬁf
4% SEM b CFA MUEIE AHIFIFVEIA@LY» W I9FR ] AMOS 4.0 i fid 2 s A=) fif 71
(maximum likelihood estimation method) % ?ZFE‘E,LF'J&H » = ?ﬁﬁiﬁjﬁﬁ@ (AR e
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BOL - BEPUSRE  (B 5 CRA LRI R -

TR B RO E@E,l?ﬂ”gﬂxjgﬁj‘%xﬁm[lﬁ[%}‘[@f@?ﬁﬂ%’?} > [NIPf 23578 (construct
validity) Ebfek FURERAVISE IFIL T o 3 Gyf & o PAE LR ‘2?[1@1&%%@?’9‘@ P (=4
75%, Lifi"] > [1F) Campbell and Fiske (1959) Al iFs 1 % £ ¥F 2 £ i il (multitrait-
multimethod matrix)i&@E %@ ¥4 (convergent validity) » Bt f[[¥%% (discriminating validity) [i¥
3% - Bagozzi and Yi (1988) = okl b F T AR AR EI R () |;Ejfﬁl_05 M=o S A
p 145 0.05 ﬂa% I P S U R RO T )
@fﬁ 051 B SR p IS 0.01 FUBEE S > B xai 358 U o Joreskog and Sérbom
(1993) Y EL*F'JHI V?ﬁ}@gﬂn ﬁxﬁ'ﬁrﬁﬂ ) ilﬁ'ﬁﬁ[’{:@(}ﬁ? 0.95 > '3 95/)@9@@‘#&5@&
fell Eli?f”l”’ HI1E Eﬁﬁﬂﬂ“ﬁﬁf‘ At YTfrpm‘tﬁ?f?’Fr}@E‘?ﬁ*F*’FE‘F%TEFJ['%E‘\'TTQ’J‘*?? 0.95 > Flplis = fifi T 7,
r[i—plwﬁ/@wl%ﬁ J KB 0.932 » IERIEELE 0033 » 959671<YE (A 1 £3(0.932-0.033*1.96
0.932+ 0.033*1.96)=(0.867 » 0.997) » F &7"1” » Hiw Bl U = 1) %) » Hi Ao

O 55 G 2) -

0270 —»| Bem

0271 —»| Bem

0202 Ben;

0237 —»| Effi o

?ﬂ ARIE e

0226 —» Eff2

0285 ¥ Com,

0.170 —»| Comy

B2 WEIBLE] (CFARLE]"

"2 e (S 0.01 B e ¢



PO 7 T RIS B I A et e RO e 113

S AT 7 - Hair et al. (1998) G55 WPRRLEIE (7% G REEE (B
(absolute fit measures) ~ 1ff l?flﬁ}ﬁ%? ] (incremental fit measures) ¥ /5 £ (parsmomous
fit measures) =3 f‘s‘fﬁﬁr’-’m 'Ry o i’ﬁr‘;‘b *Elgmfﬁﬁg', W S AR +§7 I;ﬁjﬁj 2 B 3 A
R £ B 2 RS SRR i - B IR £ L

ABSEM R #R+-2F T BRE T

PR TETS SEM BRILEIT £ (578 A QIR T AR o (LI 3 i >
EVSLE] > EUGE (= (78T ] Com, BHEIITISEE 0.835 RS> T 4l (RY) (55 0.697 Gl
0.5 3 f, [’ﬁ@ BV ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ@ (ARl S 350 0 T R A Y > Hl?ﬁﬂé%@*ﬂj[ﬂ—? EI{R i (A )
P 05 1) b 5 p (IS 0.05 BRI BT RGO LT PR S S R AT
Tg]f P “II—EI}'JSF%J&T’%“ FIE IR 0.925 fat iy (%%ﬂ@«*]}ﬁ 0.95) » fEIvEzE £, 0.031 » I
959619 (IR EL (0.925-0.031%1.96 3 0.925+ 0.031%1.96)=(0.864 : 0.986) - + & 4"1" > BT i
3] [Ege 318 o
S FEFHR 3 AL J_E"ﬁ‘fpﬁ:"@%”ﬁlﬂ Fro-bRgmiging] 3 PR (H -

H;) » H HI%F“'[I—E'WSFF,JT?"?“—’ITS“H <] R 1’?7{?::[,1\5( (structural coefficient) £} 0.574 (t |§Ej
2247) > W PSPPSRI SR > 2R 005 OB Y H) IR
P FIp g %rf’j:r'gﬂ*v@f* [ FUE-0.413 (¢ f1-1.629) ) A ISR B
fﬁ'ﬁlp FT‘“' PR 0.05 FUREE S - Hy AGWUE VR 5 P DR ER L fI s

J/ﬁ'ﬁf”gﬁ..'g—o.%S (t ffi-5.901) > % ISR p s R FT‘“’" S 0.01
FORETE e H QWU 1] - a1 & - ARl 3 P 1% Ha iy prpe o =g
SR RIEEL B Fjdlr (53 0.05 BRI FURIRL R HER 2 [t
IR LH -

44 AP EEEET BRE T

Cooper and Schindler (2001) #- » Bk[}l>3#7 (discriminate analysis) 7RLAJH =155 FEVEL
o HIP R B IR RS R G R ) RIS A Jﬁ&ﬁ' IFr > Bl
A7 2] Wilk’s Lamda 19 p {ifi e b B B[R BEOgEeg, =0 1SRG IR | WS g

4 ﬁﬁiﬂ‘iﬁﬁi??ﬁﬂ D *=5.747 (p fifi=0.765) ~ GFI (goodness of fit index) = 0.982; AGFI (adjusted goodness of fit
index)=0.945 ~ RMR (root mean square residual)=0.013 - RMSA (root mean square error of approximation)=0 °
ST gty /‘[EI Wi © CFI (comparative fit index)= 1.000 ~ NFI (normed fit index)= 0.993 ~ RFI (relative fit
index)=0.984 - ﬁffﬁﬁﬁ_{ﬁﬂ[@ : xz/df:5.747/9:O.639 ~ CN(Hoelter’s critical N) I@ Sy HIEE 9596 271 =
99961% 347 - TJ_"E:?EU@Z?[@ GFI ~ AGFI ~ CFI ~ NFI ~ RFI £5A%% 0.9 ; RMR ® RMSA £/ #70.05 ;
CN E5AHE 200 5 2/df £ 4% 2
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C0m1
Com,
'3 S LAHEBE] (SEM)
Flrﬁrum U R Eﬁlﬂﬂjjﬁﬂjj:ﬁ R T 1k (hit ratio - F57#13 ffj@=ﬁ§"ﬁfﬂﬂiﬁgﬁ£

A ENER FLVRA SRR > b ARSI IIFS 10 (Cooper and Schindler, 2001) 5 £49t » Bu ]
A I SRR S IS0 8 p OB b R SR
#AE (Iyer, 1988) -

7P Wilk’s Lamda 19 p i=0.045 (£ (591 Box’s M HU@Hrif =71 F i p fi=0.041) 3%
0.05 ZF A3 » B (™ |Ga B VST FR ) ) IS S RV AREL s H s )
FIE Ly od= MR T A RV SREIE=30 (LR 7 s G 25 (gL
PO Y £ 16)/93=64/93=6996 » AFEIRBGYHHIFVTEfiert i 7% 1) RS > A B
ST R R R U S T PR AR o A A fﬁ‘ﬁﬂﬁ’ﬁ‘ﬂﬂ?@%ﬁ
CPRIBE HL Y s ik S e FHFESUR IO LI et T S i B
p I3 0.05 B f<¥t » HyMTH R0 ) Ul b4y 7 i B 4 1 jf“ﬁ‘%“ﬁ?’m ’
= p i 0.05 B Y Hs GG H -



PR T ISR B A e SR e 1S

F5 PEISECBHIAT

TR PR i e
) Tl e 14 FEE F g p [l
FI s 3.490 0.857 3.976 1.047 6.058 0.016"
AR 3.510 1.239 4214 1.457 6.350 0.013"

ham R

TN 5 ,FITFJIZHEF%HI’ PUE| H, (% F' FIE S PSS TJII) STy
WL HER 4 () Hy  Hy~ H) SRR AL H] - 17 9 %ﬁ?wwﬁew LB
R o E SRR € BRI AE  BIIPTR E I RR PSR BT (B
“kﬁﬁé\jﬁl' PRI [FlN 4 EJ}H litsfﬁﬁ%'ﬁ' AT VR TP
AP o

51 RAERFHS

S5l Ay EafkitiiE2FH
Cho and Khang (2006) ﬁ%‘ _B1 1994 = £[] 2003 F [ - Fﬁé{ r?ﬁiﬁh i I F?JFLIJ
ﬁ'rﬁ%li@" Hi 15 PEHELE[P 4050 Ry s si g o H HIEp 537 Ry ”JFLN =N =R ERA
[ IS e E?J} S37 Ry i ARV T IR RAEL [ AL 53 ]145 46.696 1 53.4
/ ’ JE‘ HIUE P42 SEM (72 RIPUSRFF 37T 21— o APt o0Rl gk B gt R FL‘
GBI HOTRALE » BAIE 4 FIE023 Fo PR R A (A
PEVSRAS o ik o ”E'##E'JHFLM’??%J e R S ﬁdﬁﬁt@iii LR
B0 T R WU BN BT ) SEM [SEBTFT £ 5 MR
OFSIUTHIFOMR PSR B BT R ) e
Kerlinger and Lee (2000) FHEI ’ eruH[F’?FéFJ RENEY = Ler“g LT[ fJF@:’,ﬂj E3:5]
Bk < pI9t SEM BT Bk BT 1 ] (IR IR (HFHIORIRE (AR SRR
7~ © {H'{# Bentler and Chou (1987) == Hoelter (1983) fuE% » A9 93 [HATAwrR [F 0 f
1992 5 2 F[Z 2007 # 1 FIRE0E £ [0 = R TR 2RI 2T ) gt
(577556 1) » HERAFIEE 757 1% ~ Cronbach's @ MAZ 4 [774) ~ 4574 (1] 4857%) »
ﬁ?ﬂﬁgﬁfjﬁf[ B At S E WA 5 IRV B R g TS U 9.3 (93/10) = Bentler and
Chou 5% » ,JIE?[’F{rJr F\/ﬁ?ﬁ[ﬂ' FPEl > B A 10 {ifE g LA - =4S CN il 0.05 pu-f¥E™

S
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£ 271 ~ ¥ 0.01 flu-f<¥E ™ £F, 347 » fld%;fﬁ}@@‘]@ 200 > ﬁ?’ﬁ Hoelter 5’??@4[',?[%?{@' ,?J_tﬁ\?f’?[‘?
FURIf o ] PFZF%L+d§$Iﬂ 7_1:?JIZLJ/ 24 gqjﬁ LI JHEH (=47 SEM E G duﬁ%ﬁ“ﬁf& [E;%Fu
;{:ylj’f:g[ﬂ:'}yﬁ%kﬁ: [/F‘-‘ o

\\\\\

512 FWA T P iy i R ki@

S A POPTE (1191 Chow and Luk, 2006; Iyer, 1988; Roggeveen et al., 2006) » *}7@[

FEPEFI bl Y e UL SR SN PO - R T AR R T ISR -
Fpp T AR ST AL SHRR ffYFOTRT (ORI 1?]39?1‘1];},~¥ﬁ:fﬁﬁ[?$lﬁﬂﬂ
FA IS ~ l’ﬁ R *'F‘L%?v'?,f, AT R F ) (1971 Jain and Posavac, 2004; Shiv et al.,
2004; Zhang et al., 2002 ) = HEE LRI (58 2 R PR F) (T A ()
Miniard et al., 2006) » (! {Yf b = %0 P PO TR ES (BT AR ~ SRR
PRI ) (EELF VR JER1H 1 B ARS Sl  fl A l  3500 - rReie o) s
(EELT RABGY - [H Bt ] AR Py 58 28 5= T SEM MBI AT - G P 1 i e
ST = 2 I () P 3 T BRSSO RYR A i Al
WRIEER VIR (C BEOTIND 62.4967 37.696)  HUGIENES Hy 9t o H gk 4 A
f% (Hy ~ Hy ~ Hy » Hy) FPEHUGELH] - PURPASE I e = %!T%Ei' DO s A
TR IR Y RO T I [ PR RS S A e
W5 @)t = AP R S RO A - [ pYPRIBIE iR DR
S1il# (7191 Miniard et al., 2006) : (3)EI A+ B P 5T A TR € R B

ESI 158 Eifiﬁm‘é*ﬁﬂ%ﬂl%ﬁ’&‘?’p‘mﬁiﬁ?vfﬁ%@ﬁ'ﬁﬁ TRR] e I R R RS A
PERRIGE - A PRI 2 -

PR i ot T 8 (trade-off) MBI 1« A il Bk (7]
it AL TR 7 - T Pk e T TSRS S Ao £ puL- (%) skt
TEFERFN - H s A oSl - flld 2 e o S VRIS <l 3 e > s
Fﬂé?ﬁ@'f}f‘”ﬂﬁiféﬂd/ ?EE’FTE: (FEE (0.574) i LN =g a S5 ] 1’?1‘% [FHe (-0.413) » BIFLE 351
SR E e gAY P g F'”FE‘FWI?J“ e BB EE > g0 [ # (horizontal
merger) % L E IITET > T Ea[ﬁﬁnaﬁﬁaé 2 A== BF U il g 3 e A
i s S TR B R LSRR S o 2 VI (Williamson, 1968) < X
L*’}j}ii%%fﬁ‘:ﬂ@@” TGP T BRI P ] [ T A A -
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FPE 3 TR R I S PR A L R -
%%Q%%%#@vm%%$%%¢ﬁo#%ﬁ%v?u9%~wﬁ%°ﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁ*iﬂ
YD flﬁllqﬂ§§ﬁ¥{ﬁymﬁﬁ§§4’*ﬁﬁﬂFlf;E@f;Fu‘,u RECH TS - ST TR R
FPTH 93 FERCERIFT o F 61 FFEIEDT R~ 32 (BT TR Hiod EEE 6696 o L) R
FIRCTF s - 10 Py I BEERHIE 31 GRIERE 22 1F ~ 10 pyn I 9 ) » A bl 51
9% ~ iﬁh?%J%ﬁM;&mﬁnJ*%%ﬁ 21 fF > BB 3496 ~ RO BT A SR
SO P I FRIEEE T 9 [F (S0 YA NS 100 FIR T S [ 2 100 FyR N E 4 1) o ArpfEesksg
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