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ozt XtofsiAo| Ojkf= Fkof et A

—1 2%

Al 39 Zeprt SAFEUA Opefeh 718 e R/do] Ay Qlot. SEA|T 4]
At 7183850l tigh A2A tiAYES 24 A= 5oy, o]t S=0] A
stal Qlth. 71E A+2yto] mhad ofAbs SYsts Y= &ilunderdog effect)7t
au|rte] 7|BalE0] @RS DAl 202 UeRith shxlRt ol Au|Abt YubEo
2 oj2] AltSo] o] AlEist A2 mefsle= Aake ojujel £%3¢](conformity)
o} Alutelct =&x g Hconformity effect)of] st H Lo w2 W, AH|AR= o7t
e AIOA] AEOlEA AolslA S TPl A9 EAWSITE Sk oz BAE
o} mhehy 2 e 4vlRle] Z] AE oAU ES M%ets o2 % ojd Zio] o
HE2o] glom, ol YFS F 4 Yt Holwe AlophNe ARANE LAY
242 71X 1 AR} pAE o2 32U} 7| RAmele] FhA ] 9.2 MARE &
AH|ALY] 7]RE SPQ)E AT O Ax}, FEo] Wol 7]RsHA] o2 ol 7%
stele A= sabh AHALY] 7| RAd8of] tiet Aol O =2 Zlog UERgt
FE3F A= 5t APl A o AXls Aeg Rlwqlnt. SHARE o dat Ze
Rlotside] A FTHE olatx] Qgirt B AP oleld BAATE Erjz of2A,
A9 APl thel olstict.
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BT 3789 7RIS SRAIskE Al S5 WHgstd, 719eE BRiE o]f]
Al LS §eh ohefet 717 2R3 AlSYstal Sl o & 58, 2B AE ¢
TAE 215892 7lgste F2jAnta JRF b HOjE= AlESY e 4R
(o, IYA0tA AlEgs 10T 219)E A, &4, A9AE], 8l 5 Hdet
o] 2RV oz ARgshs V1R 2R RISl of A= AH|AME
of A=Koz FofsiHA 29 1AW LS A1, 7|F5haL, AP A0 U

2021.09.08).

oj2{sh AU|AIY olE Fhdte 7R mRRA Tigh A HAlS wgst
of, Av[Ate] 7|83PFo Ot Atso] QFRH Es|] ofEo] it
(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007: Ha-Brookshire & Hodges, 2009: Jacobs, 1995:
Vesterlund & Sonnevi, 2006: White, Habib, & Dahl, 2020). s}x|gt 2 &0
Ars2 28R 7[R9z JF= oA & Qe Add¥sS(antecedents)&
WO AWYAIZA, FHol, 2014), 7|1R5715 HAsted 2A2 &1 o
(Vesterlund & Sonnevi, 2006). o9& 59, Song & Kim (2020)= s & o
E(construal level theory)g A-&ste] A7t} =o] 7|9 o U]X]= auts
S5t E3H Ottoni-Wilhelm, Vesterlund, and Xie (2017)= AFFES9] 7]
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wolxo] AIE wojao] Z7kstel 7| Aao] 2R Je ulAlE Aoz
Q]9

520l Aulatols] Al gets Aeido] 7% ojs} opd 718 Aol g A
A wf ojmigt oAU S ofs) 2uA 7| 2AEo] o] 2ofx| LAl £2HE 1 9
L d7so] vjstn At o 59,
( 1—
VS

o

N

—

Saito, Ueshima, Tanida, & Kameda
19)= AHAPE AOidoz w2 Abgso] MElst Q7|7 =2 7] HojAfut

8 AYE0l A WISt e vley 3 $18 4L sl 588

N

e B3 1 olgE ARE SYdR AcE 2
S
=

-0

[-'O
o
1o
o> _|
L)
FE

el S
(underdog effect)2 sfAgr 4~ itk

of e AR 7|RAE delA tjHYS(underlying
mechanism)Z A3 2|29 A-teb= oA At o7t Jlgole =5t
3 ZE getetstr|ol= of2f o] it 94, 71+ © U= et vith
o AnE J5sH st E oE AYA mAYSI FEaHconformity
effect)7t It} &2 0] &(conformity theory)ol] Th2™ AH|AH= F-50] @Ol oF

H=S 2= Z43Fo| 9tiLascu & Zinkhan, 1999). o]= Z7iof watA]
2[R 7|27 22 718 H/ES AEE & le2 Auleit) T2t dubA
71% 22 73S Saito et al. (2019)9] A< 22 714 715 A<l
NE dH=5 a2 28R 7| RAE S siAE & 2K AT Bart At

I‘E Fll‘ [‘Il‘

E3t BHE Q17]%(brand popularity)e} #HH £ AEs2 AHAY B4
12171 o] & (involvement)?} AlofsfA(self-construal)of s 2A= 4 9lth
1l Z2ASHHKim, 2018: Kim & Min, 2016). &, 1%oj &t xojol 74 2(Kim
& Min, 2014), 52A ZfolsfAl(independent self-construal)2tt 4Fso]&A
Atots A (interdependent self-construal)?l 4% Q7|7 =& tfjorS AlEistH
= 57\33}7} A UEPE 4 QtiTauber & Sassenberg 2012). o]= Saito
tal (20197} 273 Q0% mabt 43 amstuc|RAEe B AYsE
QIAletE Aiel, FEOEA Aok} Aol SAaII W Ags
Ans art AR of 4 9L ofuldt

Ol'

o}
B Q7L oy £ojd uiE EI2 oF8u 28 £ H] B34S 7L
oick. A, 7199) 715 FAs|elo] ek Avlxte] 7% HEAFS AYS &
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Hvs. sREN)PE RO HYY 2 QA AUstuAt ot A, To{ et
Aot Aol 4B|Ate] 7] B = 0]x]= 274 8K moderating effect)S Z45}
AL gtk o2 #fsl ol 24 wjFgoll thet AE EThz I THEE BES F
7HEA%8E Aol afet AEdT 2 AAlstL 2k AlAPEel dis =2fst
WAL et

I. 0|24 HY3

b
ry
P~

uate] J|gAE OlHUES ojsisly] YF A7t 28w 9k
Saito et al. (2019)= ¥ HHFSo otmalst Ei Alzjote] SUAZ 74
_]

olof] 71¥E 3= 2 QAP T 5 o]A AVIRIS0| K| 27HK] ojT MERS 3}
A=Xlof] st AB(social information)Z 2713t & ME1S WAHE 2 9l 7]

A
T T
o] & Alsstict. Al 7| Red] AV =F T3%L} 27% 2 ZASHIC 1
7R 64%7} E SO Q77 He g Eigh Zog SlE i
NAl(gaze)it &5(pupil)S +Aet 2 eye-tracking data), £|5A1=0]4
2 3} Ajato] A]xﬂNOl ZH4 A 7E =91 (physiologically aroused) & 78H|Q17F
o 7tx]9] Atol2 3A| QAlsHe o2 Uehith ARAE S ATbRHEY] ofelst
dh= & 38 =(anti-conformity behavior)?] 0|82 A& g iHunderdog effect)
2 sk A0S fite AU AT £ 430 AR U
2 Qe AIFES 25 712 9u]stti(Goldschmied, 2005). o] AH|X}7}
B AES A 2ot 7l¥fH°J°l RN EEfE|QiThal Tdste] S0 A o
g 23 B0 3Ll Jvslet st AE 4 98E 9ulad
(Kameda, Inukai, Higuchi, Ogawa, Kim, Matsuda, & Skagami, 2016).
SRS alate] 7|RAE S ABlR opag EuA sH A9 oleks 8o}
22 UAA QI otyzet, A8 B} a2 A Qo e
= DA HoHo] &+t S8R 2012). ol dY=E RyE ofYzt sAgat
(conformity effect)7} &H]|AS] 7|24 Hf 2 0|2 4 &2 Yueth. &

Olt




28| 7t} 7] 24 oA 50 Hof e of Afotsf A o] njX|= il et A+

zaike JQlo] A4 AW fA¥nt YAGtEE Pesiele S Jujsic
(Bernheim, 1994). o]= 7j¢lo] & §
dof] dieh wrsoz TASte HE I ety & & QIoSolomon,
2002). 7HQ1E2 AT Al'd % d5ol sadezH A2 S 7] B,
olF AAE W, HA S FAA A4S =71A dthBerns et al., 2005).
FA e AR ASHA] Zote AEOA ERIE9 P52 TefstA Hoe
AoA oL Zr=Est guts 7RIty & 4 QItKSchultz, Nolan, Cialdini,
Goldstein, & Griskevicius, 2007).

A REEA RS S MO EE X I R b s e b
el BYL T A9E AW 0T 9k o} S, Cialdini (2007)% A1
o] W2 AefollA ARt OE‘K% ﬁ}i Sl o, ¥AM7tE %EKHconfederateV}
oMol AL st A9 9
sholstyith. E3St Sasaki (2019)
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(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2007).

Ho &=L gajxgle m 04D}L}
Hots FASH] = AU HAIPE Tt &, Saito et al. (2019)°F 2
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o} $HH 7)RAPL Q] AEle matst A ASlA Qrelo] me 44
of BEECH: AT oA A%, 5 FelAE(heuristic) 02 oA ARC] 58
A(decisional shortcut) Wj&o]2h= ZAE 9QltkSalganik, Dodds, & Watts
2006). 53] ot AAR S TaE 49, wE ASS & 4 ol Ao o9
o] Zthil QAR HHE Q17| = IHH 52 AAL BUlE 19, 5|E
S 017IE§ %*%i FT M (popularity cue)o] =5 F& AEY 2=
3 I5t0] =2 AU =g 7HAA 25 BIHEA
AE2 o2 A& mewE ot A&

7t g
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2 aolto) 7| S0 M gakd, 7R A Ao B AvlAtSo] He
3 oohe Wb JhsAol ORI 28 4 9tk ol ¥H AFF A &
o Sx 2wty g

55 ST 22 2 4 9ok gy Saito et
(20197} Au|Rle] | RAELS Hs}] 9] AYE Ft 7199 7]

( =
2Tl E SEEYS Holdt ML Y 4 9eA BT Wt ok,
o
=

H1. 7]99] 718 78m9l
=7b 8 A e Sl

28Rt Q7187 We Fof that 7] %)
% AYE Gt W ol

2 =

2. 71| ZAWL: Pol =} AfofalA
Hs gap7t 28R 7| R4S s njXls YT wo=et AofsAq
= 715/d(moderating effect)o] I}, WA o] & (involvement)= 9]
APARA AuADE 2ol N2 QR 0R oAbAR) FRE0 AR Bl
ofs] mH=EcH{Laurent & Kapferer, 1985: Zaichkowsky, 1985). &, 9JAFEA]
o] 2311 JQIA BeIYo] £ A Wolmrt 0T & 4 YckMartin,
1998; Mitchell, 1981). A2jstoM Q] Fxaws opAT HafollA AsiAeh B
E Q17]=(brand popularity)of] et A4+52 AHoi(vs. 1) F¢ A7]=
A, TF 19, SIEE )71 AHA AEO| njXle 2apt o 2 S B
oAFZCHAAR, T1sY, 2012; Kim & Min, 2014). ol Audt 754 =29
(elaboration likelihood model)o] T2t B E Q17| woF 7+ [& Ayt A

r
n
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g 2 J&= tAV] f2oz i & SltkPetty & Cacioppo, 1986).
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i 3R P%E}(Klm Alhson Eylon Goethals Markus Hindle, & McGuire,
2008). mebA 7]49] 718 FAmQlo] Fojsh= ABIARY] AEo] #o Lo} ojwmgt
FH A2 FHA A Folst Al 0heT 2L FHE H2E mEsiginh

H2. 7199] 715 Helo] Alofstt aulate] eo] 0jx]: AH% Fuke ¥
Zol(vs. Aol A9 o T Uepd Zolch

thS o2 AtosfAl(self-construal)2 7§Qlo] AtoK(self)S AoJst= HHS ©
Oste Aoz AHle 53" M= AAsteA], Hoo&d Sz A|2sheA]
of w2t E4A Ato}sfA(independent self-construal)yt AFg o] &A xjolsAl
(interdependent self-construal)2 2 LE=tH Markus & Kitayama 1991). &=
7HA] AotsiA R Afole <m1>2 Qofd & Qlt}. A AR FFALAE
< AtotsfAlo] 7| R Fof ujX|= AE Rt WAS THA AL oot A4S A19Y
oba Qitt. ol & &9, A7 254 (2016)2 7]RAS] AfofsiAat 45]AH9]
Aol 7189 o t]x]+= A5 AR gil(interaction effect)S A5ttt 1
A, 718AE 2 oEA Aot M(vs. £ A Atofsid)g 7H HS 71844
At} AAd (entitativity)o] R T7t =g T Bo} 7|89l =2 0= UE
ok SHAIRE, 78R S84 K}O}OH“ = 7 Ffolls AAIgol 7179 = ]

1o

H.I

5

At QTe SostA g sloz YT FH, WA o8 (2012)
AE2ET} AlofsAo] 7| R3] 0]R ATHE BASREE, 25450 BE
oA £ 7o FEOIEA AolslH e THAl 2ulAte] 7]3FH0] EopA]
U 254%0] e At Afols| o] 7R 0|xlE &It $9l5HA]
ore oz et
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[E 1] SYH AfO[5A, A5 = ROLsfAQ] Xto|H

A Afofsl A H 5O EA Aol

(Independent Self-Construal) (Interdependent Self-Construal)

o) ol O x]uls} ¥ =
broln e mge gz | OO RS AT A
Qs A8

RTh A &7FS x}7| AFAIS ATollA Ate] A o] SHA
JoJst=tl S84 %= Bs WA xot 24
Ao =55t 54, HiE, S8, | Alat Ut Epelo) A3zt
AdE 58 44, VS 58

oA AtotiA f@o T AB|AF 7| 8eYE5O Aol AR A4E0|
5 %‘%Oﬂi =5k, AtofsfiAfo] 7| BB Solof t]X]= aitE A5
L sotwy] P50} 71E ARAD0] Baw AolsAe AB|A} Tl
2= =380 J3F2 u]A 7IsAdo]l 2th(Kang et al., 2012; Sun, Choi,
& Bai, 2018). AtotE ERQIMES] BAOA Aolste 2 oEA AtotsiM S 71
AHAFE SYA AopiAS 7 AR dls) FRATY YE(peer
pressure)Z} AL8|< 3FS o] W) €0, Elelo] £0lstn Qs PEL 5
d]= 7gFo] ZolXItHKim & Hyun, 2013; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 8t &=
AR Afotai AL Al AulALS Efelat Bel®l AXj2A Aots Hojat, oAl
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e 9ot AW A] Az Oo]E&A Klols|A-S 7FAl AH|ALo| H|5) =2]Xloj1 &
A9l EX4o] 9ItHNisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001). o]+ A} 50]&
A Atorelid(vs. =14 Aol ) 7H AHARS] FL 7[R dS AEE o

Z] A

S|
=0] Wol At A2 £5stee sxawt JetH il dbE gifs ek 4
% 2 WofA] Winterich & Barone (2011)2 A3 2] &A4 Atot
=2 A2 O 7IRARY] 24542 dsst] Hol B2 Atgsol 71§

2ol 7185t = ol Aes BT oF Sz o 22 7Hd

H3. 7]%9] 715 7w Qo] Fojste Au|ale] 7| uAleho] ]AE AGE Fahe
S35 Aol H(vs. 45 oEA Aol 49§ 27 Uerg solc,

o
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 EETT
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REEERR R

=W oS AR A271E =it 7989 T 30M|~494] A7l
Aro 2 2zio]l MEBXALE AA|5HYTH A& AIAES 7|EX]|doZ &
A 2E(AL/A) T2t & D150 e 5 ZAlAPo] 2 AmFofA

Mol IA Hig 7|Hdt= *Mﬂie 17 5t CHappendix &%), 1oz &
Arel AR 15(N=36)2 "FAle] 13 X0 x|t BePTolehs FHo]
5 W, AudE 24 SR 15(N=43)2 "ofma]7} TAlo] YRI5t B&
grolgt= B0 =EA|Zth Est Bradley, Lawrence & Ferguson (2019)9]
ALAME ARSI 20%2} 80%= 71§ A7|=g &AE & 7i9 7]RooH(1=A]
7N, 2= |2 )5 & o= Xo 7|RLAE A4S ste AHY 232
AT
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b o

(& 2]Q} o] KMCﬂ *l‘—hﬂﬂi} iﬂrO# *M = AN
+ A0 UET oXjeoz Qg A ehA @—Er% 2oz A7 EEHO*E%.
Awof At SAYSE9 MRS F2uts YuKCronbach's a) A|&+5 o] &

L=

st A} (7 3]9F Zo] Wiz 0.9 AfopsdL (.75 o]Aro 2 Ueh} 2
= A :

[B 2] Z#O{ = t-test

4O & M SD t P
SELs 4.36 1.05
120 2.50 014
e 3.89 0.97

=) p’<0.05
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ol oje % Qstct

O A8 ol st /
Ut o)S halo] gict

GollAl A8 elol7t gict/
oA oj-2 ojojrt gict

ot A8 @tol gict /
Lt o Beto] gint

oAl s dF=ol gt/
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0.94

ol Al ohe Aol
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A 79989 A AV 5 A= F2 B V| RYALS Rl AV
56 (70%) 2.2 Q7| =7t =2 B 7|RYARE HEl 23%(30%)0 vls =7
UERRT. o= Y= gatz Qs 7]o] Alegshs 7|15 ZmQlo] Alost= A
e 7]e7F 2 X0l ¥ =2 7R s VP AoR TSt 7 Hiol A]A|
HlSs 9uleit.

ooz 7|5 ety Q7|=rt 7] RAE0) UjR]= G Tigh Ho R Afot
iAol 2daiE 7Pt 7Hd H2, H3E AAsh] Slsil =A2H {24
(logistic regression)yt wWAFZA(crosstab)s A2 AA|sHETH 24 A=
(1=A ko], 2=2840]), Ao A (1=HEYEA Kfolshl, 2=55] Aolejal)2 &
FRLZ, TIRHE(A, 22T FAUAE St 2AIAY RAS
AN A, (B 304 B uleh Z0] BoE(B=-1.426, p<O0l)E ()9 WY
02 FOfgt 9itd, AtofsfAl(B=-0.155, p>.01)2 Fol5HA] = 2oz YT
whetA 7hd Hoe AIR)E 9, 71 H32 7|45 9T

%

[H 4] EA 25 3|AEY ZEit
S.

B E. Wals df sig. Exp(B)

IO E | -1.426 535 7.120 1 .008 240

XtOtsi Al | - 155 551 .079 1 779 .857

PRl 1.465 1.357 1.357 1 244 4.327
202 Hoxo 2AGWE & ¢ AA5] Holstr] o] wAREAS AA|st
At 7 ZAub [ 4]9F Zo] x* = 7.532, p=0.0060.8 To]of w2 7]EAEIQ]
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Atol7k EAMOR FofsHAl UERT PFAIH R oo} e 7wt B
1R HtE AEE AR QIZIEIE 22 7R HtE AdEe AVEARED 2R
W2 UHH(83.7% vs. 16.3%), A&0i9] 4 F Apo|7h Aol FATH55.6% vs.
44.4%). ol:= 1aof(vs. Ao}l F2 7199 7]% A Qlo] Aojshs AB|Ate)
18] E S aapt ojxl= gl B 2 ZoR s JH H27k AlAE

L I84

= st =0

[E 4] ZateN A1

SO of IHE 7| HOQor MEH Z}O| (N=79)
_ 7| EOiere] Q17| = )
= 7\_| I X
20 16
o A (55.6) (44.4)
— . . 7532***
(%) 36 7
ini
(83.7) (16.3)
36 43
A
(100) (100)
Z=) p"<0.01
V. Z2E

1. oleatalo] chet AIAP
2 g7 s]elo] 7|5 Auelo] Aolst Aujate] 7|5 Mo cjgt Al
AYES BAFozA A% QA ofn] 9k AAVES A
oM ulAle] J|RAES A2 WO R of4she ACS Aot $aam
Bl mao2A, ARt J|RAFS BLE 2 A F 2 9k 0|27 vhiol
x| P3| stcks Aol ojol7t Slek. FARC.2 7]e] 713 AToA
|& A7 Aa(Saito et al., 2019)9 o] 440 HeAg wre o] 7] yatei
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A9 S5 £E AR GUBoRA, ACYR AW ERAAL o L 4
G2 AL 2102 ST 4 ook AT Aol AL 7] 3aEge o
159k 28ixje] 1AE0] DIAlE 3 A9l G A0 S T2t o

= gife AL, 93] FxRane] 92 We Aoz ST 4 ot ol
P

HEolol 39 AR A 3 shel QRS olgat A oS she
743Fo] £7kshE 9ujstt} (Kim, 2018: Kim & Min, 2016). Tjata] & A9 A
e JJpA] ol o1 49 W A% G0 FRanE A2
FHL 202 BT S HestL 12 1L vt ARt §2 A2 29
Hoz H8% WAt 92 & AT, o F|RBEE olslett A2 BEE

ok rulo

5
RARIEE oA 8t o] 24 AV S 7}61[%1 -

WO opyze} 7] 2ot} Q17| &7t Au|ARe] 7] R o U)X ol gt 7]
EAFE U £7] DA/ 1o, & giH(main effect)E A5st=t 285 &
1 9ltKSaito et al., 2019). ¥, B 1= dHA;c Q7% FiKbrand
popularity effect)g A53517] Yol 2AHS=E AR AMEE|0] & o] o} Ko}
SidS T DTN AH|ARY] 7|24 B0 Tfst oS =& =Y &
ol ol A47F & tdet 248H

=2
= A Z 42 AAlshL Qo s 1
2 2 e 242 ohdsklths Al 997F . ol =%, Li & Zhao (2018)
b dd = avts 45T o 2E¥a2 AR AIS 3@ vs. &) 2
- M2 2ERPSZ & A ARG F ¥aS A ZA8 = 4 U2
Zlojt.
ohd & A9 Aute 7|RAH IS 1sts 7199 tHE AR 9n] =
&72(insight)S Algsl & 4 S Jez 7[dgd. &4 4R 7|84 o]
AURIA ¢ 3ol A2 4% AR 717 =2 g s7lste dHE &

3
UAE R S8E U8 4 Ak A

a5 WA RN 7] 7o) i
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The effects of involvement and self-construal on
consumer choice mechanism in donation campaign
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— | Abstract

Recently, numerous enterprises are proceeding various promotions of donation due to the
expansion of the worldwide symbiosis culture. However, it is true that there is an inadequacy of
psychological mechanisms researching the consumer's donation behavior, and the collisions
occurring between these theories. According to the previous studies research, it has shown that
the mind of supporting the weak, which it is called the underdog effect, is affecting the
consumers’ donation behavior, i.e., there is a strong increase of intention to donate where the
majority yet didn't donate. On the contrary, this result has the incompatibility between the
tendency to imitate what the majority have chosen, which is called the conformity effect. In the
conformity effect, check the moderating variable about involvement and self-construal if the
consumer has interdependent self-construal(vs. independent self-construal) under the low
involvement circumstance, there was an increment of conformity. Therefore, the purpose of this
research is to confirm which option has more strength between the underdog effect and the
conformity effect to demonstrate the mechanism of the consumer’'s donate-selection.
Furthermore, it has been conducted to analyze the moderation of self-construal and the degree
of involvement which can affect the acceptability. To be specific, this study has analyzed
consumers donate-selection behavior by proposing a virtual scenario franchise coffee
shop-conducted donation campaign for COVID-19 relief activity to 79 participants. As a result, it
has revealed that the underdog effect was effective than the conformity effect. Also, this
tendency has become more clear in those who have a high involvement. Yet, the moderating
effect of self-construal was irrelevant to this consequence. Therefore, this study has discussed
the theoretical, operational implications on the basis of the analysis result.

Key word: Donate, Underdog effect, Conformity effect, Involvement,
Self-Construal
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