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s ML SEC AR R P 2 T 2 R R Tl ) — N ZE Y R DG R, SR T 9 83 i Her
WIS 5 SRR 11 AR S5 — R A TR A 7oA R SCRE A O OB 0 SR, T 23 1 Ak
I St R A P 4, 0 ] i 2 e — P ORH S B AR, BV 5 4 it L8 8 I ORT  ) ORL e5 , EL 2 S0
Wit MER4T R (MudizAlHamer, 2001 ) , W3ES A = 2 W5 K& 58 S TFALR 6 T BT s &% 7
72 i BTG S ) BB A 5€ (Sponga, 2013) o X Fl s XA T 8 ) 12 MLAFAE T 4525 i
BT, iR ycr 3 (MudizFlHamer, 2001) IT7% 54173 (Thompsonf1Sinha, 2008 ) . 5
%13 (Ewing%:,2013) . F-HLTHT (Djedidi, 2013) %5, FEAEA X IR N AL 70 FH08 728 B
BEAFT &y (WhiteFIDahl, 2006 ; MadupuFlCooley, 2010) , 7 4= B K BI52 00 7 o PRt , 33 R 42 18
T2 E T , HERRR R BT K (brand oppositional loyalty ) , BV i3 Jz X} 56 4
R R B O RIIAT N o A AL S8 s B Ve 7= B A S — ST S B R
THPRE 5 S A0 96 R B IFFEAR K (Djedidi, 2013 ), SRR R Sl R I 5 B 1T
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BT H RS MHER T RT3 R S = ZAIRSC R, BTEfR I 24
BT S 4 ot B ) 2 B AR T R A A AR AR s (RISl S ) 54t R, S A 8 R R 0
e, o T o e A A S St R R DR L e A RN S5 ) S BT IX 0T 9785 1 i R
FIZE A A R IE] (44T o 22 57 , TN 2 B SRA T8 o AR IT AT B T Al AZ i AU A XHT
BRI B, AR TR G B (B T BT AL e L — 08 AL A 0] ot B A e
BEATHHBERSEAR | A5 B T BT S DA TR PR it I 14 PR IO, A A 5 B ) i e
(LS

i RN B BT B R W SR RS T A AT TR O, IFSE A58 s < 0 T 9 2 1B A
JEL, it RGP AL IR R S 42 T B AL (Madupu, 2006 ) AL & B A1 (Muhiz Al Schau, 2007 ) ;
XF T 3E A An AL i BT S DR T A DR (Yeh, 2012) FIHG 3 5™ (Djedidi, 2016) ;
X =TI 6, RO BTG RE $2 T AR B R FAR s ] 7 2Rl (Mudiiz i Schau,
2007) o AT UL, SRR LY B 2207 R AHICH , 225 207 BRI 2B SR, B AR R
FISE RS T S OCTE BB PG KT, IS ESRA, F TR I 7 1) B2 AR
A AR, BN A ZRE T, AN IR R AT ST, AR SO O ST 8 IO GBI S R
AT T RGERSTBEANEG , S/ T RS B B R S D R R S | A R
AT T IRGA RS, Z I b 7 HSE A5 51 R 1 R T S R A R, R R T
XS AL , B J EAR KA T T5 1) BEAT 1 FE R, USOIEE 57 i O ST B I TEHE S,
M AT SR SERT T T SRRt RIS W5 18], oA Al 35 1 S AR SR 7

) OE 7R o

(=) it JEERT T Ak P M P

TH D35 1A it R AR DA TR B —Fh R BB 20 MudizfTHamer (2001 ) LU PR Tl
HPE S S8 S i AT 1 R] SR AN A S5 0T SR A4 R T il RS BT B M, B3 9%
Fr A8 A SO T A i R R T L i R A SRR, AR i R A B SO TR b e
o BN DL R AU B A8 =X A A BT N7 v o EO SRR A O JE T 9 A 5E (Madupu,
2006 ; Thompson#F1Sinha, 2008 ; Thompson&s:, 2016 ) K LR AT FH X 3E S, AR 8 X P i
T R LA 4 i i R 2 ) 38 2o 83K 55 5 4 T R O R R Sl A X 0 S R A

2P B B RIS 2R T XUl i ¢ R AT R E , DLtk —20 F & FoE 8
H N . Djedidi (2013) 45 HXTHUD AR Y2 = AR AIIC R, —EIH P34 5 Tk 5 LAY 1E )
KR IRIERE SR M A C R — R O a5 4 S LAY 17 1] OC R L 8 = A4
JEU Y O Z AR RIS O Z2 77 A A SRR, 3302 PR Ay L BT 1 671 1) 5 R BT 19 2 2 I SR
A0 9 2 N X 2 o R B, 17T 5 S L i LD BB DR 22 7 TR A XS 37 25 5 2
s L) 97 1) 5 R TP LAY O, T R i M 1o 2 S el 7500 9 2 AT AR [m) g ot Rt AR 36, il B 42
W) =5 BRI 24 1 B IR SRS A — A Y, O AR I A 23 R AT T AR S 0 L T SE
A AR R DUl At AT T O AF-55 B S,  REUTE G A BT ST A7 A (AT 2% 2 B8 I 5 4

i AR R A H A S TH S ALE BN R AT AN E B2 T4 (MudiizHTHamer, 2001)

AT Bl B el PR L R 0 A 5 S, 0™ E R A R DL 4 S et U 5 9 B i e R
HENUAR 2 00 S i 25 ISR TR 20 TR FIHE RS BT, T 980 2 1B Al ™ AR A2 8 2 1Y
TR AR, X BE 4 dh i AE AR DOE I T DGR

TEAT R FHETT T, 5238 TS BORS G2 (N AT 3R B HLEh AR AR 2 2 Bk s A
JZE TS T ARSI « B e, SO IR SR, S il i S 22 (R 2415 R L8 URH (A A0 446 1 A

ot T X470 R AT O Bk S A G R R R 2
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[7i] P JB 2 i (AL 2L it 5 IR 55 P L, 2 V0 2 3 L 38 R ) L 5w 4 X - (Mufiiz Al Hamerr,
2001) , X554 it LS T 238 A 25 ELHEEARDC , 5 Z AT LA AT SEPR A B SCRMNME (AN 22 24
FEEMEIE, MEES TEES) SR, NI NERE W B /b A B i Pk s A
b s TS0 A R T S DA BB B TE A4 7 1T o Hickman (2013) i 42 1, SOXT ) NS AN g
Xy, i EAL S WA R S =, MR AT MR IRE A I £ (anti-
choice) (MudiizfllHamer, 2001 ) . 77t [ #fE 77 (negative referrals ) (BecerrafiiBadrinarayanan,2013) .
5| & X4t (initiate rivalries) (MufizfllHamer,2001) FIFH 4 (actively defensive) (Djedidi,
2013) PUFME R  RGEBEANIE AL, G 7 SO AN SE , 55 4 il U= AL TE T 2875 TR 1Y
HEBRIE B o S TR SRR ) At A AL 5 4 i R %) 00 T 1A L b L S 2 R ) P o B R
XTHTIAT R 2 B DA TEME 0 B B 1 1 SR AT R e 5 | A B 4 it WELTH 9% 38 1 RN, T i — e
XFHUPER) R T, BVt 4 (brand rivalry ) o BRER DR B2 4R 24 O 18 1Y 5 52 31 55 5 i BUH 2% 4
Bk AR U, LI BT AT 2R B AR AN 32 455 S 200, ROV ) LSRR BE R, A5 1)
SRR ) R, B S8 T 2% 0 BT AT A, B 5 | S B 4 i AT 9 3 I RO, X 2k
AT A ST 10 B — i R DX b 5 S B R R RO T AR BB, S X IRR Y, X R B R AT
= ST PR AT X R R X R AR A XA A SRR I, RS T B A
ShRAE T H] (ThompsonZs,2016) . Sponga (2013 ) tIA A, 78 MEFAH DX b S X643 S 4t 4 A AR
YEFIMRIE S, J5 B Re 5| A 938 Z 0] ) b B o 565 T, NSO RS 46 2R R R, A M Do A
BT AR T 25 BENEAE SO 5 4 il LAY Ao R rh AR 30 1) S SRR RS2 37, SRR I Be e
(MufizFHamer,2001) . “BAZF1“PHiL” (Ewing 55, 2013) ,“HAEK” (Chens:,2013) \“SA K IR A
(Hickman, 2007 ) & ; Ifil 5 2 WK B A 55 RSB 0 ST A, T 2 250 5 4 il JL S LA P A
R xS AT RPN T Rk SR IA A C ML, R —FhE S R, e 1R (Sponga,
2013) KD FFO (Ewing, 2013) 45 o5 i , OO PR BT, A 1E IR 6718, BT 38 A9 1E 1
SN2 B = S R AR X 5 5 i R A R e RN 45 S4B A T L), T 67 1 S X2 — kst , B
SEAHE T R A B R HL it A H AL SE S A IE 4, Hickman (2007 )R iX — B4 SCR Ui
157 (trash talk) , J& T8 X, A — & B EVE (Japutra, 2014) , 52 S At DX rb i <RSI .
Chen%F (2013) A8 H X P TR HAEAE S B, B o 9 (068 3L, SR R4 i
FELAA el FH T 5 1Y

() O S AR RME S H T

i OO BT A R — > A 5 40, A 00 B L S AR A T R X 0, A R
S b PR Z A A AN AR I S 1) 2 e o DA 2 A LA 75, YT A R T vt A D Y
— B3, M TE e i R AR T, X Ik L@ TR 9847 4 (anti-consumption ) Y 5
(Lee%¥,2009a; Hempel ,2012) o S I 2847 A 246 1 2 2 % Al Re i 0 7 i B0 A I 2 VAR &G
A TE T S RO T R o BRI, FRATT 43 B X Bt i 5 A% e e e rh 2 B SR AN A TR S 2
[E] i 25 5, LA R 55 BT 2R e vh S AR EE (brand avoidance) | i 4 (resistance/rejection) | i
JHR & (brand retaliation) Z [H] )22 5 .

i T TR AR T R A — R REER SRR T 2, I 5% G e rh AR B AR AT
WA AT T Y22 57— 29X 4 b, XL s G A 9 5 e i ML R G
R, B 2% 30060 38 A i B O AT R, A FE 547 o AE U DG T3 71 28 4 55 2 38 i R 2 ) ) ¢
BRI R P DR AR R A — A T RHIE T TR AU RS R TN IER B 0k,
b SO T ARG AT B SRR 5 1 R XU A3 S5 2 R BB, M 5178 8
U S0l e B (A O B B W SEA TR B PRI ] AL, =2 ) s, R S N R AR K s 5, 1

SNE 2 5L (F 395 % 2H)



O IO B 2 0 155 5 TR B S BE A T AT, A GE IS e ) AN SER A S

FUR S 247 D9 BRI 09 SC A AT it JAILRE | it R i R ot R 52 55 o i L i 1 2
R R AR LA A S BT R (Oliva®s, 1992) JFENZS I, Sl Rk LRI 23 5 i it
R DT S AR XT3 At AR O ) e, P AR SR R TN A 2%, 8 HH L e it R A 5
it RS AT ] Z AV R BB 0C 28 s TEAT MR I b, ot RN B 22 5 8] A o it R R 2 A
TH 2, XTI SCEL G X 54 i R AN B, 10 EL B R AN X ot 470 5 7 s
PRI i R 987 B AR 6 2R (7 it B8R 55 R M ) 22 07 ) KRS — 2 (5 A A S AR vh58)

55 s 3 OBAS 5 M) i A YA ) 0 P 0 (2 I S B T R iRl ok RO A 0 52470 ) (Lees,

2009 ), T XL AU = 2 phy T L 10 i R 1405 X st oA DX ST 45 P D R R B T WL, 7
NS AT R U RS =TT, it R 5 X T AL R 225 DX, A T 5 AN ] A AL
& A AR TH 2 s S R B A A e S A A A AT 8 JE T A2 B IR S 2R
42z 3l (Roux, 2007) , XTI 58 4 b RO AR = BORAMARBERIAT T, 1 R
JRLAR AT 2 Y R A8 16 ) o it TR e 97 1 G 2 fet P ) ot L 22 BRI 7 A ) — R 91
ABIANE FETIER) AT N, ik 55 %5 (Huefner M Hunt, 2000) , 4778 i 24T X Y
Je AT RENE 228 FH ik A s R A A A 4 it R, 1 A2 AT RS L B A LAY 35, TS S LAY
A2 0B i i b U AT DU B, XD RIS B B AT I S A I e Y 22 5, R
DRI A X T R AR B )R 215 - 10 it RN 50 i L2 ) 9 X S 2%, TS T A7 D AR B Y
DN T 85 LRI BN Bt b 2 ) ) BRLTRT O 2%, DAL, ot R T B A DRy S i 94 7 o Y — o
TR AT HAFIR VAT R AN RS (HAHRADT T 518 %

= REMTURRNEESNE

FEFE T SRR L& A BB Rl 22 D A B B B it T Ik AT T ISR A
B FE 5 T, A 32 BT BN FE A S Kot 58 B A R A R A 13 40 5 AR R vk T, 2
TR R B B 5 3%, TR AR XL R IR A T R R B AS ) Iy T, 3t Bk A SR 0 R 8 X 2 4
JEGERFR I BOHE FR HEA T IX 43 FRAIE . 18043590 %k 25 208 1 R0 43 R B o - R HH O SCHR A T A 3L

(—) f R L FEL Bl A ol e

T8, DSR2 B 2 T 2R A7 20 5 o ISR B AR B4 2 T 27 A0 D65 R e R 4
SRR SRR A SRR AR ol XS UK, 2 (A B 2 SO AR A e Sk v S AR T R
S5 E P (Roux,2007) , BEEASANAR A ST R L BRI 28 5 J5 28 D)3 5t R X 455, (AR Bt
A SR BRI [E] i 47 R B2 v (Madupu 1 Cooley, 2010) , Bk XA 53 X6 5 40 i R A6 B 4 B 3 A
il , HE A S R AR 2SS I A A 2 O BRI  Mudiiz 1O’ Guinn (2001 ) 35 Hi A+ X B3 22
oI e — e RN SEBR BV A B B o Diedidi (2013 ) TA Sy , /I 5 BRRTE S 5 AR i it
XIHTEERAR IR R A, AT e BAE T T LU A R BRI SO T, B Z ] )
K A RERIGN P 1T AR i R A R T 9% 2 5 R ACRI it B 22 ] 3 1) 2 1 1T DG 28 A7 T G
2, AR S FA R A SIS R B Se R AU FR (B.R) , S ARG T B % i i A R
TH2 (C.AATE RIS (S.C.A) X B R TH 2% (A.C.B) A5 L2 i R AE P T 3%
(N.S.C.B) , FEF5F il JEL AT R B A SR IR A4 1 2 R TR SR ARV 9, T 9% 08 1 T % AR 11

XA BT , SO T <FRAT, MAEABAT B , B e ot R A T] 2 B Rl it A DX AT

AR BOS SN O, AP (C.OL) FR T ™ A o a0, 71 i m] AR AR A 2 AR
— AR TEEE, AT AT SRR B R AL GE RS N RO EEE , WA A FH 2 A TR S R R R AIE
PRSI 7 A A R S R

ot T X470 R AT O Bk S A G R R R 2
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E: C.A (consumption of brand A)J& X AAYIE 7% ; S.C.A (symbolic consumption of brand A ) JZ& X s 5
ARIBAEETE 3% ; A.C.B (anti consumption of brand B) J& Xt & i BAYIZ 71 %% ; N.S.C.B (negative symbolic
consumption of brand B) &% i MBI T T 4 AE 4 7H 9% ; C.O.L (collective oppositional loyalty ) JEFBEAXT 3T 5
B.R (brands relations A and B) & M AFIBAY LR .

PERLKIE - Djedidi (2013) ,
B MR RS B R R 2 B a5 R R

HWR , DSOS B (4 J2 T 984 7 24 X1 43 . Djedidi (2013 ) 76 8 FH 9 28 RO R 9% 5 i X FE 4k
FHLAE X B 28 SCAR NS FEAT ST J5 & B, A4 St BT e A e % U X e i (the
absolute oppositional loyal) | Bkt X§ 477 L8 (the hidden oppositional loyal) | B A1 Y X Ht Ak
(the defender oppositional loyal) FIPASERD T K (skeptical loyal ) PUZE 48 % AU He ik B
PR B A T LU AT, 28 H T 328 ot R AR DC RSP, M2 AV 4 it i, 0 2R A2 1) 5 4 i L )
JT BEANBRAL , W) 2R BRI RN MO AT R AT i iy s BRI AR R BT s B4R 56 | R0
JE, [R] s 2525 v 7 28 WL PP B Pt T A DI e it L G SR H: 8 35 o 52 3] 5 4 ot AL A i
I, VUPKT 5 4 i B AR B AR A R NUR RCRE A T SR 2 B 5 B AR B Xo T A Dk B ATE R 5
H T3 i R4 [ B, I 25 i HAth N (588, X6 5 4 i U AR AT PP, (H A 2R B 2 o sz
FPESR, I[RIRE 23 3R I B AT 5 PR BERDS BT RIS DR 40 & 2 1 i L, (BT e )
B SE AN A o L3R PSR B SCATE R IE RN T R RO B AR P 25 L1 o 1T L, 55—
RUR TR T SO, A2 die i 1 B 118 SORT o 5 — L =AU & Tk sh s xd, BT
1Y I HEARAT— € B R, T B8 4 i RS R I T 3l R B8 o 5 DU AP S B R 0 R4 A
e, XT38 4 Al ORI 3K (BN 25 DUV A TEXS T, SOV i B A 55 o

R ANMEXBREER IR

ST g a2 T T A TR S FARER T ST
e i X?;j %J};T £l ISU\aEIE gbi;? it @5@?‘%;]‘ it Wﬁ%%? it
B b W cp el i = s L b P
FHHE [ XT3E7 ] PR AT . FIFHTIIEAT | o rerr o
T R U | P B Ry | R, FLTT, e |
IS | et R s | PRI | FORAh A

BERPR U RS AR G SRR

SNE 2 5L (F 395 % 2H)



() i R R DAl L 4 3 i )

ST b R R LA B e R T R AN, F (T T TR i — 2, BT R FH I s et
AIZAHA A o I 2N T AE LR = AN J7 I 55—, X 5 4 i JL 40 1T A R A i, 40
Yeh (2012) ZEAFFE RT3 5 REUR= ff R AN s i B, A5 P S RS i 3l T3k
ERGRAT  SERTL 5 RS 4 il R AN A S T 1) ARSI A 7oA A i, 4K uoAlTFeng (2013)
FERFGEAL DX B RAAE XS RGBT S 5 M ), el FH T < FRAS e M S+ R e =2 ) SIC i ] > 46
31 ; Madupu (2006 ) 7ETETE X FE H S i [X A E Bt SR, o feff FH 1 2800 DOK T8 T S
1 S A i R AT B =, WAL £ 1T 1 AGURD 67 T4 A B, AnKuo M Feng (2013) Bk T
ANTE RSSO T e 38— 26 o X 0 L N S HAth A A 255 815 ; Hickman (2007)
S BT S AT X P X S 4 S R UR IR TS B4 T M, A5 FF <67 T D Rg i e, T et
b NI 58 4 i R 70 T S5 55 R (B T T A, v 3 P P 10 R X B R i
RAE R — I N AR, TR 2 TN ARG o T80 A —350, it
TP B DN e N 2 AR A AL (AR R ST P A T ONHNRYE S A, 3 SR I
TE A, ANTA P R 5 | XL AR S5 AT R 2 R, DRI Lt e ok M b A 300t R X e
SRR YRR AR S ST AR, T b R BT R T R RN SAIE A 5 I A8 BN
Bl bz — 2k SRR ARG, X FEUE R T e S 28 M4 RS s/ N
RGN 7 ok & R4, W HZ B IS 180 15 P TE R R B B B R I T 2 — I % [T 8
HRNIF LS RUFTRIT

M. SRR 5 B E R

FERIE T SRR 27X — 2 J5 2= B TSR A J2 10 PRI, B 38 i it
XFHLE AT 5 B R A OC SO = 6 2R Gk, X P Y 5 | 3R R B AT LA R = A
T,

(—) M2 HE R &R

H HT2E 2 AT TAA f R T AR il L2 T8 A 5 | B 3G R R 4 L A T o0 B b R R
Hi o S RRTE G2 02 5 | RGBT L) B LA PR, Y 9 2 S AR il U G ok e R A T R A SR R Y
KA AR S FEAE T (Djedidi, 2016) o 78 5 MR 2 IR S ER T |, KR8y #
ST S i U A BERS AR BN 9% A A A TE 4L  MudiizFl Hamer (200 1) 7E e 0122 SR
Xt S VUABE A B G i L 9 2 A R T AT 24 DL CE R R AW H AR AR AL
ISP W Am L TSI B A A RURERRE 2ok A 3R o 5 8- — 28 F 5T (White il
Dahl,2007; Djedidi, 2013 ) 7 L3 At 13z FH PRSI A o B eI 5T Jr i A5 o T8 3% 3 JIr e f L ) T2
SR 23 SR 3R Bl AR, 1 3R — B, 1T ORT A 5 R DU R 2 3 1< RO
H 3 #E:& (EnglisFl1Solomon, 1997) A1 —E( 4516 . U1, Djedidi (2013 ) BAHAFE 1, 14 2% & X r ik
sl AR %) T TET G AE 3 2% L R ORT 5 4 il L) £ T G AT 2 2 T8 O T A ik XU B R S
WFFE A, e S R A T 42 5 1 FRARE A 1Y 1 T — 0Pl o R A ) s DA [ 1 P e L =
A XTHT IR G EON 25474 (Ewing, 2013 ; Phillips-MelanconFiDalakas , 2014 ) . SR 111 , 354+ 5
FRIE 52 5 RO B 381 07 T — S0HE X XTI A T A 2 5 77 A S e LR ] s i) 5 [ R, I
G BNR A 1 S

FEGHEAT AR R DT, 5| BUA 2R F LR TG BRSBTS TR AR AUREU T R 2
WA T A e fie = A2 B ARAT 045 . 40, Djedidi (2016 )38 12t PR 7 B R 28 B, S5 e iy 4k 7
RO = A R B A T = R S D R A B T S AR R e L O Ah— s

ot T X470 R AT O Bk S A G R R R 2
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BRI TH P RO SE 4 R B e AN Bo™ i HTPDRE , i v0 i WA 23 A 7o,
At AP 2B T T A S S I, At S RN 23 AR T R RIS (Lee,2009¢ ), DL I
A JEE 75 T AL FAEE 2R3 A S5 4T 25 [n) i (Sponga, 2013 ) o & T Mk TR R R B9 1E T
MTE SR A AR E R, T2 RS MR T, T 2t S X A R
HEBR B BN (Leed$,2009¢) o

(T HZ R

AR SCIA AT B8 V2 18T 0 R 2R AT LA 4 R A AR PR 22 R0 38 PR 28 AN T, T 48 T 2
FNATAE AR, J5 38 Hh 5 BT 2% 100 7 A O BRAS B | 1 — 28 0T LRI 20 SR O B AR
A FRAR

1 AMARFRIE R 2R

KTAREE K 2 BRI SCRRAR /0, AR SOR LA A8 AR DT ge 28 1 (5D A
MR CUnghia ) | LA KR DX B3 A AFAE (A 53 2 5 4 X g ek e) A 0 ) o7 A1 e 78
i, M2 RS R ECE R R R, BRI O LU P AR S S 5 B RN SE A
135 3l (Enrique, 2013) . & T AMSRETT iR A MR T, 22 B AT —B0A S PEAR XS T N 1)
PR 25 5 S SO R, R A ) B AN AR A A B A AR A RE T A AR 1] 94 3 A A G
(Matzler%¥,2007; Enrique, 2013) o WAL X i 53 B HRE R R, S 54 DX s [a] A 1 7 2% 3
FRAS Ty B A F e 1 T O G s L P 3 7 i, T 468 1 5 %) 5 4 i R ) 37 77 i (Thompson Al Sinha,
2008) o FE T 03 BLAPEAE RIS, 2 80T SR At DR 53 0 490 Sy S AR o, 3 A0 4
B PRI R FE R Fh S A BT SRR e R B S A [l L, B RGBT i RS — 2
Z538 .U, Hickman (2005 ) TA R BLRIVE B B3 6 4k X PN B YA 25 35 28 VAT e A IX oA o
F4) HbLASE R B R A S M g, DR L T8 P A i 1) i 53 % 5 4 it L P TP A A X BRI (Hickman il
Ward,2013) ; Ifii Van Kleef (2013 ) WIIA 37 Gt 18 0 SR 428 e A1 ] 7 b 57 22 40, B AW ] T2
FEH G T PEA AR REEAR SRR T, © AT SCHROC T AR REAE X X Bt s i A A SR AR X 55
s Ag e AVEFHBLE LS SEUE R T ZE i — 2R A

2. DHR R

(DA HLR 2

T TR R AIBFFE SRR R Al S I FE X B2 1T T A, A0 B A XA
IRIEREAAR B Bt B v A A RO BRI 5 09, 81500 T IR T b RO (A ol AR 35
i RN ] AR 7 ) 88 A8 o A FH |, 33X 2 488 s A AR G 7 R 3 %) i B T o X e A s S 2%
OSSR OC R PRI AT M AR A — A e ok S A T 2 X
SEAr A RS BE BT LR, BT 2 35 D e S 26 A FR A L BE AR R, M e S 2 B H 3
A it VR A B SEBR 0 U T B8 B L AUR BRI AT AR D, IR 2 S S g
PR R B SRR S A SRl R IR A REARAS O BESF-A , (5 A O AR TEBRAR Y 4 A0 R A0tk
2 (Djedidi, 2013) AR, XIHTLWASZ AR HZ T R R B2, 38 32 5 IR AE A2 R &
RN, TR 23 DAl RS A WA A R TR 9 B R S TH 3% B T —Fh 22 7 Rz, 14
AHMERS, Schmitt (1999) A A i UA IS AL F5 B I ONAT AT A ZE AR I v 52
T R 2 ] ) L TG S e 1 A R ) SR B AR, e X P A B BRI
SR TINS5 4 it JEL A 070 TR 360 DU S Bt 7l RELJE V2 A2 T 2 8 TR M 2 D Uz, & BOH T
XoF 55 4 B %) SR G (Lee , 2009a; Djedidi, 2016) o AHICHIFST & 30 Sh AR AE A% 45 e b it
TA TR i R 70 B (Park 35, 2006 ) , — 262235 DUTA TRV S AR Z B A VA AT, SR 2 R M
7R T R R AR 19 5 R 4, Phillips-MelanconflDalakas (2014) 45 H i A Rl 255 | X6} 35

SNE 2 5L (F 395 % 2H)



A iR SR IR ; Park 3 (2010) TA Sk St SRR AN 23 (i1 2 T8 15 S R iR Z0IE 8, DA T 0K ol
TH % R SO — YT AT BEXT il L U 4, G S8 b L G T R LD B 2R L B T Bk
R 2SN A AR FE HA PR R AE A S A AR R A2, I8 5 2 E AT T — 2 8 %
S5 BEAN, T G AR 527 2 UE S 5 M BT S Al Y — A EE O PR AR i XTI A A7
TERI T I 2% 8 Z () B A B S8 4, I 9 3 A B AT 00, ROV 682 P A 7 o Rt RELR AMOGS L, DT
AAT AR Ao F e, DR LA 5 G IR ) T 9% 8 TR 45 5 7 AR AT AR B (Hickman FIWard , 2007
Japutra?$,2014)

() BEAOHR 2

XA L 3R R 2 RIS R AT E AR IR EE 550 L O BRMLIR A9 TR B o A O J PR
SRR ™ A R E B R N 2= B AT A 2 He R L B R4S A kX )
MR ENG 45 2 A BE BEAT T 480 10, Ewing (2013) 38 1, St IX i 4t £ Fe A AR A 22
(i) PR AR B PAE H m, , FREA Al AT L SR A S SR B — B0 AT 2, WX AN AR BB 4724 5 Charmley 5
(2013) 7512 H 3R ZEHLE /AT v AL DX IS 2 B0, AS [) A9 ST SC AR R A 3 1 i R SR 22
S, FE R BRI I REARRN AN ELSC AT R AR < LS FRATT R ke fif FH — 2
N FSAATT B (5 0 i R o 4 25 FR AR BRI A FR A0 2R B HR 7n T XL R 3 4 AR 5 R AS S
FEAE, BV XTHT R — X 6 38 SRR S8 4 b R LA RN 23 2 it B 4R, O 22 R B Tt
DX A R A A DX AR 5 SR RS R T A 3™ A W SR, TR A0 2 3 55 PR AR 22 TR 9 G R g
% ST B T T A R X B ™ A A P EE BIR B ) o it BB DX B S A R R A B A
DX 149 O Jig R 3 % 5 ™ A OO 2 B o BRI, SRR A DX 2R ) i B 2 S
I K RLT S AR AL X S0k (MadupuFlCooley, 2010 ; KuoFTHou, 2014 ) o JH Ak, & it X A%
BUZ B BB, RS N s 03 BRI 25, A3 R T B 38 O A DX A 7 s, 408 T 42 1 1l O 77 A
XL (KuofiFeng,2013) .

Br T LR AR AN, A T — 2P 5 T Z0b NG A8 R i B DX R RGeS ik
Z 1A B N FEAE AL (CikarafllFiske ,2012,2013) o AN, 56T 234 2060 5 4 i il = A= IR RR
K ZINEN G , S Z AR 5 A7 22 5 . Hickman FIWard (2007 ) A , 4t DX DA ] 2338 3 X 44 X
53 4) T T 200 B 5 B0 v A5 R o AT 7, LA O 5 4 it R A DX 53 A 40 k400 761 20 Al B
G RIS B RO AT 7 B9 rh A A D, 0 180 53 77 A 6 55 4 i JEL < BRI 35 7 9 47 2 o Cikara Fll
Fiske (2013 ) JUITA Ay, V1 91 28 X 55 4 it AL A (A R AR BRI 0 o8 A A ) Ry i B 2 B B 42, I
1o AT 00 A L0 9 2 ) ) — XU R, 352 R T e RO AT R A

(COMESR IR ZE

BT BT R ) SCRRF A AR 2 18 B I E A 5 R A RS E 0L, B A 5 SCk
O AT B R 28 32 AT SR Ivs 558 RO 5 28 1 TS 3 560>, T e AR 0 A P S M 35 R
SR A i AT BT i (ThompsonFSinha, 2008 ) | F M 46785 S S G A8 Ak 5 25 2 AN AR A B
(Djedidi,2013) , X $ESCHESEAF45 T8 98 O 2e mh Y T S 03 85 B G >R BRI U, T 2 1
It BT A T B P REPEA R L A, Lisjak 5 (2012) KA, 11 23 ek ] () b sz 2 g
SEAH 2 T 2 A A [ R A2 2 U, DRI 9% 3 2 R IR 1) 95 A e it - Mz (2001 ) TA
R B AT — 2400 43Ry SR )RR G R I A 2SR | i3 R S PR R A S TS BRI 2
H 3 I  AT B 23 AR RIS PRGSO A 2 A1 (T 00 0 20 S %) 5 4 il AR S —
B, R TRAN B B BT RS R A B AR G2 0 45 S X B B T T S ROVE R, S AT
5% FUREONIR)Z RS AT, 8 A SR SRS I , (A SR RIS X T A Rl i R 2R e — S8 e 4
AR AT FEE R T SRR A O A A S s A2 B A S A5 A s A Y

ot T X470 R AT O Bk S A G R R R 2
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FRERANTEERT , AR EAA R S i — PR L S04 R AR ™ B 0 (McGuire 1
Papageorgis, 1961) . Djedidi (2013 ) I\ Ay, MA U F Se e fi e — 2L 55 1 ) 56 T 2 25 i RS 17 T
WAL TN 55 4 it R R s, At B B AR AT S8 DR A 8 328 it o, 33X A ST BIL A X9 P o)
T B ) O 32 i R S A RO B 4 it L) IR S A OGS VR

. mEX IR A RIS R

it ST R AR B TR B 5 S | T AS R 3 B BT 2 % Al Fy 5 M 45
S, T LA 5 AT 4 Rl 2 St A LA B = 4k X5 Al = AN T T 40 HT

() R 5 2 it LA Ml P £ T 52 M

1. I 5 4 b AUHT P A R4 1

B i B BOR T B 2 R A 4 3 T8 TR TT S RASE 25 i 1) e
A5, SR T LAl R S e DAy B il 0 BT 7 AT AR e 32 B B B I Y T 9 A R FIK R .
Yeh(2012) LATEL IR A 1T i, 670 0™ 26 T ry AU P Z [ ey B, BT P 2 5 31057
BT AT &, 3 B0 B E RIONAT A5 T 2 B AN 2 A BRAUAES ) (A B B IR e 3 e BB
P b BRA A TR0 S50 T P IR 28 R0 B A M X 285507 TN 5 5 IR PP - Thompson
FISinha (2008 )AIFFE 1 i At DX b R B3 0S40 S Ik 5 4 it BB ot e T 37 4 32 B R RETE 2
[] PR G 2R, A 07T O R A A H BRI T 2 32 o RT3 4 it LS B A LB P it R 2, R 2
T T i e AT, BB 2 0 PR 25 BE A ) e H 7™ i, T AR 52 5 2 it LT
7t B A REE s A, A0SR SE e it AU 7 i SR AT 3y SHG P A i A DX v st = R 102 Y RT LA
O 7 i, XA IS 23 RE M B8 X 55 it MURI ™ i 32 o Ty b — B 8 A 1 2640
HIZETE AT B 2 58 5 R AT R i R I e ot A DX a] e A e 4 2, 4 Xl
AR LRSSk B X 5 A g e K, s X AR il 33 HE 2417 (Hickman, 2005 ; Sponga, 2013 ; Ewing,
2013),

2. 5w At WL i R

e RS 7 T D DR BT AT Ay Bt BT 7 AL T U 55 SRR i R 7 i A
i AN I 4 o LS J5 A R i R IO 55 0 o XS 0 RO T 4 it R i L
BA R, FEERIUTE - 1 56, X 58 4 i LAY RN R0 R ot JRUE 22 09 40 3 40, Hickman
(2005) KB, it JgAL DX FPAAAE < B TR, B At R 18 3 4 2 AN S BV 1) LU AR 20 AT , T 155
BT IEEIRLR A GRS B IR TS L SR T £ TR R 2™ ER N B A R e AR
WG, 76 TR R, R X T 5w 5 RN — LE08 T T 2 8 T, A AT TAY iR b
B i A1 B AR AT i R A 2 5 A D 22 - Djedidi (2013) L4 HY , W4T 32
G — R T, FEEERI AR RS A S SO S 0947 Ry o HAK, X SE R
N S AR B7 TR A A A5 58 5 W) T 3 R BURIASR AR T B o 4, ChoiFT Winterich (2013) 4
H L T B X SR ) 671 T A BE 25 W 55 2 L) R T S RS R & RV TE B, 5 4 i L 20
T 3 7 A S G T A R AR A T T B O R B B E T SR B XL B R AR, A et
HPE A LA C A9 % . Krishnamurthy FlTKucuk (2009 ) A4 SETERFFE 26 B, X 56 4 i Y £
A ) 23 AR T 2 RS BE L URR T 9% 5 1A T O, DT e 252 e 3]t A < R i 32 e A VPAS
AL 0 R 7 B AR AN SRS i 2 ot WL )T 9% 5 AT g, A T2t W) 3 4 T
T H

()X 232 i Al 198 T T 5 e

Djedidi (2013 ) IA Ay X BT TH 9% 5 £ 2 it R Al (1 52 i 32 B2 BRI AR TH LB ™, T
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T MDA 45 S5k A B A S R R R AL R A f BE R A TR 3

1. $E T R A 55 S5k

THPH 0 RS BE R IR T A A T AR ki
R L S LA Ay FEAl 1) 4l A (A A (Djedidi, 2016 ) o KT LN Al W0 55 B33 1) 52
AR LA T T 23 DOBTE 4 v 8L, TCIe 5 4 Xt 0 B AR 0 B 4 SR M, AR TC Ik 5 | kS i 9%
I R T B S W R T A S 3 R P 5 T 2 RE RS B b X 5 A SRR
T AR 22 5, X 2 B A R A A SRR BRAIR, TR, 8 3 i Lol B 25 5 il 6 v PR M A o
A 22 AL H (Madupu, 2006) 5 573 51, T 3% & HR I 5 4 6 T2 (008 7= i, 45 20 18 R Al
B SR TS TT R AT RERS AT 1ML 2, BERS IR L 3 i R BT 7= S ™ FSGe JE,
B PR RS T8 T 7 5 2 R0 o7 o B SRS i, XTI P S T E
el o, PP 3 b L TE THTE 2 AR AT RIS B, AT/ £ 38 db LA M 78 S kg S LA
LA J7 18 A5 8 9% o Colliander AT Wien (2013 ) TA Sk, 4k X H Al X SEL IR T 2% 2 2l B )
VR AR TS R e R E A

2. et R R R AL

TE it S DX e X AL 9 R ek 5 T e B LA 3T SR B RS L e i BRI 1, IR
PEAE AN 1 i o = A 1 R TR 23 LA R 7, b s i g e K 53 Ak, — 43 4f
P B A T2 sl T 5 4 i R A T B R AT 2 R i R R A 1 S AT B A AR SR Y
SIMLFN L JE 2454 S R I T AR, & 3R SRR R 18 (Hickman, 2005) , FEAIEFE B 7= 5 1T
B B, B AT 9 28 %7 iR b T AR HLRAS 350 TH 238 A T Sl ik RE AT A5 AL 435 8T 7™ il A
P (Thompson#ISinha,2008) . MuiiizFISchau (2007 ) LA 54 5 f it 28 it X R 48], & 0T 2% 3
R F AR AT 5 i KU B B R S A s AN T — e & AR A5 S 58
G LIRSk AH X R R, R X RE R 7 SRS SE B 2 M 363k A B 9 REGE  JE A R TAE .
Sponga (2013) Iy, it R DX B B3 22 1) 1) i R e AR I i — 5 B I B 0, DU RE RIS A
AR L T e BT A AT IR A Ok S R A D REJE I AN AF R 5L, SE S T
WN— BT, Pr it sk i R A DG I o X R A T A RE S L E LA 2 3 R e Ve T B 1
it 281 B 22 R T {5 114 RS DT L 6 AR P A b 85 5 ) 30 s (Can 5 A SEERRICR, ) , ST
At AR o PTG 36 i R 7 B 4t B () % . {H Japutra (2014) o4 1, — 2% o 2 A %
PUBIAT R, KB v RE S IR 4 .

(=) X388 =R X G Al R 2

TETLHR R, St T e R 45 i it IX b oA 85 P AR B AN 26k, 28 4 X H P e
Wk I e 3 — B I 56 S 4 i R P LA R PR 285 IRV 46 A DX a7 (R X R B =, B 9
B & A H IS AT S =7 Ml 2 E B A X T4 = 4 AL X 2 =
7k X S VR BRI 23 10 © 3 b BB Ml RN 55 4 b LAl 2 SN 5 — A EE R 25 AH DG,
FEXT BT RO EL A S R 28 200, R AR D243 AT T — BB AHOE IR , T B IX i & i Fn 2
7% U1, Thompson (2016 ) $8 1, 575 = J5 41 DX WSl 1 X6 e — 7= i 28008 AS [ 1) dib AR IX, SRR
IFi] i RS FH 2 22 [R] A8 38 s Mudiiz (2001) TA A, XTI 2 (1 i Rk X AR 75 A B 3R 0, 1 2%
L RENS R 3R AT — b B Ak DA ] LA X B A I RE A 1t 71 2 < 35 5 A R AT S %o
T A Sl LB R 171 5 28 IR LA it A A A A O AL IX SR A4 , 2 B A XA I 2, ]St
KRG AT, B WS 2 P BIMA RS 5 BRI 2 Ah , P B 15 B AR
55 A R, DR RS P 5 PN 25 65 A2 B RO UE, 5 BRI 7= i T RS 43X Bt A ek
TR 0 N2 LA LL R 7 AR, B4R = A B S I AE B AT 475 (MuiizFlISchau, 2007) o (K]

ot T X470 R AT O Bk S A G R R R 2
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e, SCAREI S | AR AR | g R A5 S AT RO B T T P AN (L, S i T A
B, WS TR 4 T AR5 s VR P SR BB R, AN ETE AT
AT R, AIRES A, XA KRR A A B A FI Y

A 3k DL 0T R A G IR 28 R B A, A S A AR RE I BUR R AN A S B
A B FNSSERTFE B RERR L M TR OO ST R SRR (S WLKI2 ), H AR T X T
ABBCHYIE AL , B i R 2 T A1 3 A DA i PR A o B T PR R A Dy A AR i, I R R Ay
AL R AR PN AR AR A AT DR AR R BV DA e A A A 2 5 2R R T, A SCi i At
PRI, KR35 i o (5 AL S8 BRI AL SR TR iy, R BRI S B 5 2
Ve bt 2 18] B IE T 5 2R, A —EevE AL DRSBTS 2 i, U DB 5 18 3 1 2%
F AR B OC R IFTIA T — SRR AL B, kL2 LR ZIMREN G e AR ks
AR RRA 69 75 T Bl K 1 B A 5 4 i LA 30 L 20 9 BRI R R IR BT A 5 15 58
BT L ) 22 5, TR B SR AR SIS B TR T B A B M RR R PR R 1, = &
GEHOISTERN SRS , AR AR SA A6 BEJRTF R A BIFRI

FEBAHLHI PS8 BmaR
LEEHERER
35
< NFIPH = X T G Al L
——>
o AR TR
z " XA e
nu%%ﬁlﬂ? Iﬁﬁﬁ‘ﬁ% . ﬁ%?ﬁﬂ \
PTToTTotTT s « B
o FLET A A o ‘ = X e L
nn%%\%{ LR R B 5 - HREER Tt 25 553
« AT A Lob ) !
: 6]\ BMES. | o AT
. lﬁl%ﬂe%ﬂﬁ : “ﬁ%&ﬁ‘f’, E N /]\%Xﬂ‘ﬁﬂj‘i}iﬁ / HH ~
A A a o o FS\
- &l \ XL = XA
s HRAE BEREE
XA T HXESR
s ZIIREDH MEFHERE &
13NN LN
EE & %L

ORI A8 A TR B
B2 mEXHRIREI R AL L E RS R /A R

NRRAREE

AT DA b Xt OB AR ST R RO RE , AHEZ I, © AT A STk 3= 2 FE S8R T 8 ik
ARABE S AR I 3 5 | B R MU R 2 R 2 T T T TBIE 5 U B B , =38 A1 TS i BB R 20
WAEBE A b SRS e g 5 D ARA H A T SC AR, B A A ST AT R AL T B B B, 1
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FAAE— SR L VP2 IR A 5 B — 2P AR A SCA O AR U5 T RS R R ACE R A Y
W5 -

1 T b R T Il 2R

FL R A RS BTSSR e = — 405 ki P 9 e TR, R B RO AR SEE e B /b H.
BONZRL AU BRTEBLG RTINS OB, v Y5 SRR GE R BRIEA AR (3 = AR, — 4
AR BE TR B AR S MR, SCBEAE T 75 A X g E A 7 20 e ) pl s 6 o AR A0 i SC i
IR “E B ATV R R BT RS T i 0 B — 2 P 2, N A ) B 25 SR, L= 224
Frs Az 3 P E BT Tl PSS B A AN SE 3 AR SCA i PSR — 2

g P R M U E AT R £ 0 B/ LR 95 A D O DT 58 AN L RO E 58N

BRI 0 BT RS SRR P BE RS B A TR DY A2 B DR M5 B8 0 A T 3 AT R At ok, el
PAMAT J 2 BB A BB 4 TR 5 | A X e AU O 7 DU AT TR A 2 o 3 P94 T
T PRI ANTR] A 2% F BT D L, R A e 1 M S RS T S DR P 3

2. BE— R i UL IR 5 | Z R 3R BB L]

BUA SCHRTE S | B 307 TR AERIT 200 A B B RS UE 25 18 2 B () A, JCk ECIE 4B 7R i
XYL L, AR B T U AR JUASZ T RTT 158 , 7 MARHIE R 3R 07 T, 7T 2%
JELRST SR RS R BT A A A FETRL R RPERIE A %5 (Lisjak 4%, 2012) 4K 2 7E Ak

7T, AT 2% P ARl 22 AT AR T R 0 T 98 2 T AT 0 ARSI, ) PP O 5 4 i R R

PR, AHEL A A% 3 4 5 5 ZEAL DX PRI 28 5 T, 1T 2% SR A X SO R [ 1 5 S o A DRI
5 A X 2 (Thompson, 2016 ) 45 (R 2 o HYR 4K A5 0T LA 43 S48 5T s RELXST 0 bk o 246 X6}
TR RELIRR | TR R | 7 00 75 AL AR RT P S 25 AR DU AR B 5 | 35 PR 2R A S ), XS i R A DA
TE U A A0S IR AR PR B, i — 20 G 5 | B i 2 Al 2 G R TR AR X
W AL o C AT SCHERBT A2 AE BEAIL R AT) 3 28 B — IR S AL, RIS T-H 2% 5 Lk i
KAt DX IE TR OC R AR T N TEDLIRL , A ST AR R 99 AT LLiz 4 i —Ial i (approach and
avoidance, A&A ) SHHLESHTR VI AU SRS, JE BGIH 9% 3 -5 5a 4 i R A T OC R 5 %A%, LA
SR AT | 575 HAF R o R BT S Y 7 A A R

3. 2R O BT HA AT R Y 25 SR AR

EL A SCHRGT A O R 4s R AR i Y RFEATO AL T e B B, 52 1) B2 FNUR BE IR AN, 451)
KT 5t RERT 7T R IOGT 5 4 it L6 77 () 400 T M S ) gl = SEUE R 560 R A9 i B SR
T3 A BT S IOR T 235 1 i R SR S T S SR B B 0 A 1 A R S T
FE ], LA K INFERL I (B A Y o FEXT 8 328 o LA Ml ) 5% ) 7 T, 7 23— 20 % e A Aot B i
T D RIS S P R R AR U (R AN RCR W SE A TH Y 25 5 6
P T A A E AR T SRS T (UK R R 15 23 25 W VT R 07 T S e W 73—
[P AE AR R, PRI A IR AENZ AR B O o BRIEZ A0, FRATTIE AT LM B3 TR A1 oK
PRI X0 AR 1 9% 2 BT A ) — BT il R SC Ak , S A SIS i) ol RSO Ak 25 VR T 9

BT, 958 B3 TR A U TR ORI T A U R 458 , LR My A A LB B AR Y, (AR A
B:I:%O

4. TRATRVT SRR HUE I T RES | A 8 BB F ) A

fi RSB A T S A B R Al 75 5 SR 40 It 7 AT A T s 6 M 920 K A It PR A £
ol AR BTG, LR A BT 21 X S A i A A SR AR BE SRt M R R — S A T
o AR R R A S EAR A R B 2 A2, SRR B R RS DR A s ™ i 45
FILP SRR ORI A SR A ARIE R T A Bt T O AN A TR = A

ot T X470 R AT O Bk S A G R R R 2
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DS e AR | 1) LAY BB EREE , A0 T R A A 2 USRI B SR T, A SCHREN AT LT3
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XL IR L2 52 MR Al S PSR s A S RS ST PR, DU Aol B IR Rl
SV T B A R T BT

FESE M
[1]1Becerra E P, Badrinarayanan V. The influence of brand trust and brand identification on brand evangelism[J]. Journal of
Product & Brand Management, 2013, 22(5-6): 371-383.
[2]Charmley R, Garry T, Ballantine P W. The inauthentic other: Social comparison theory and brand avoidance within consumer
sub-cultures[J]. Journal of Brand Management, 2013, 20(6): 458—472.
[3]Chen K, Malik S, Mathew N, et al. Oppositional brand loyalty between rival cola brands on YouTube[D]. Guelph: Guelph
University, 2013.
[4]Cikara M, Fiske S T. Stereotypes and schadenfreude: Affective and physiological markers of pleasure at outgroup
misfortunes[J]. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2012, 3(1): 63-71.
[S]Cikara M, Fiske S T. Their pain, our pleasure: Stereotype content and schadenfreude[J]. Annals of the New York Academy of
Sciences, 2013, 1299(1): 52-59.
[6]Choi W J, Winterich K P. Can brands move in from the outside? How moral identity enhances out-group brand attitudes[J].
Journal of Marketing, 2013, 77(2): 96-111.
[7]Colliander J, Wien A H. Trash talk rebuffed: Consumers’ defense of companies criticized in online communities[J]. European
Journal of Marketing, 2013, 47(10): 1733-1757.
[8]Djedidi A. Individual oppositional loyalty: Are loyalty and resistance two sides of the same coin?[EB/OL]. http://www.lcbr-
archives.com/media/files/aminadejedidi.pdf, 2013.
[9]1Djedidi A. Oppositional loyalty of the individual reality: Its antecedents and effects[EB/OL]. http://www.marketing-trends-
congress.com/archives/2016/pages/PDF/DJEDIDI.pdf, 2016-01-21.
[10]Englis B G, Solomon M R. I am not therefore, I am: The role of avoidance products in shaping consumer behavior[J].
Advances in Consumer Research, 1997, 24(1): 61-63.
[11]JEwing M T, Wagstaff P E, Powell I H. Brand rivalry and community conflict[J]. Journal of Business Research, 2013, 66(1):
4-12.
[12]Hempel J. Oppositional brand avoidance: A new theoretical approach[D]. Kassel: University of Kassel, 2012.
[13]Hickman T, Ward J. The dark side of brand community: Inter-group stereotyping, trash talk, and schadenfreude[J]. Advances
in Consumer Research, 2007, 34: 314-319.
[14]Hickman T M. Intergroup rivalry in brand community: A social identity theory perspective[D]. Arizona State: Arizona State
University, 2005.
[15]Hickman T M, Ward J C. Implications of brand communities for rival brands: Negative brand ratings, negative stereotyping of
their consumers and negative word-of-mouth[J]. Journal of Brand Management, 2013, 20(6): 501-517.
[16]Huefner J C, Hunt H K. Consumer retaliation as a response to dissatisfaction[J]. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction,
Dissatisfaction & Complaining, 2000, 13: 61-82.
[17)Japutra A, Ekinci Y, Simkin L, et al. The dark side of brand attachment: A conceptual framework of brand attachment’s
detrimental outcomes[J]. The Marketing Review, 2014, 14(3): 245-264.
[18]Krishnamurthy S, Kucuk S U. Anti-branding on the internet[J]. Journal of Business Research, 2009, 62(11): 1119-1126.
[19]Kuo Y F, Feng L H. Relationships among community interaction characteristics, perceived benefits, community commitment,
and oppositional brand loyalty in online brand communities[J]. International Journal of Information Management, 2013, 33(6):
948-962.
[20]Kuo Y F, Hou J R. Which brand will you not select? Investigating oppositional brand loyalty from the perspectives on social

identity theory and emotions[A]. Proceedings of the 12th international conference on advances in mobile computing and

SNE 2 5L (F 395 % 2H)


http://www.lcbr-archives.com/media/files/aminadejedidi.pdf
http://www.lcbr-archives.com/media/files/aminadejedidi.pdf
http://www.marketing-trends-congress.com/archives/2016/pages/PDF/DJEDIDI.pdf
http://www.marketing-trends-congress.com/archives/2016/pages/PDF/DJEDIDI.pdf
http://www.lcbr-archives.com/media/files/aminadejedidi.pdf
http://www.lcbr-archives.com/media/files/aminadejedidi.pdf
http://www.marketing-trends-congress.com/archives/2016/pages/PDF/DJEDIDI.pdf
http://www.marketing-trends-congress.com/archives/2016/pages/PDF/DJEDIDI.pdf

multimedia[C]. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2014.

[21]Lee M S W, Fernandez K V, Hyman M R. Anti-consumption: An overview and research agenda[J]. Journal of Business
Research, 2009a, 62(2): 145-147.

[22]Lee M S W, Motion J, Conroy D. Anti-consumption and brand avoidance[J]. Journal of Business Research, 2009b, 62(2):
169-180.

[23]Lee M S W, Conroy D, Motion J. Brand avoidance: A negative promises perspective[J]. Advances in Consumer Research,
2009c, 36: 421-429.

[24]Lisjak M, Lee A Y, Gardner W L. When a threat to the brand is a threat to the self: The importance of brand identification and
implicit self-esteem in predicting defensiveness[J]. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 2012, 38(9): 1120-1132.

[25]Madupu V. Antecedents and consequences of online brand community participation: A conceptual framework[D]. Memphis:
The University of Memphis, 2006.

[26]Madupu V, Cooley D O. Antecedents and consequences of online brand community participation: A conceptual framework[J].
Journal of Internet Commerce, 2010, 9(2): 127-147.

[27]Matzler K, Pichler E, Hemetsberger A. Who is spreading the word? The influence of extraversion and openness on consumer
passion and evangelism[A]. Proceedings of the AMA winter educator’s conference[C]. San Diego: AMA, 2007.

[28]McGuire W J, Papageorgis D. The relative efficacy of various types of prior belief-defense in producing immunity against
persuasion[J]. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1961, 62(2): 327-337.

[291Muiiiz Jr A M, Hamer L O. Us versus them: Oppositional brand loyalty and the cola wars[J]. Advances in Consumer
Research, 2001, 28(1): 355-361.

[30]Muiiiz Jr AM, O’Guinn T C. Brand community[J]. Journal of Consumer Research, 2001, 27(4): 412—432.

[31]Muiliz Jr A M, Schau H J. Vigilante marketing and consumer-created communications[J]. Journal of Advertising, 2007, 36(3):
35-50.

[32]0liva T A, Oliver R L, Macmillan I C. A catastrophe model for developing service satisfaction strategies[J]. Journal of
Marketing, 1992, 56(3): 83-95.

[33]Oliver R L. Whence consumer loyalty?[J]. Journal of Marketing, 1999, 63(S1): 33-44.

[34]Park C W, Maclnnis D J, Priester J. Brand attachment: Constructs, consequences, and causes[J]. Foundations and Trends in
Marketing, 2006, 1(3): 191-230.

[35]Park C W, Maclnnis D J, Priester J, et al. Brand attachment and brand attitude strength: Conceptual and empirical
differentiation of two critical brand equity drivers[J]. Journal of Marketing, 2010, 74(6): 1-17.

[36]Phillips-Melancon J, Dalakas V. Brand rivalry and consumers’ schadenfreude: The case of apple[J]. Services Marketing
Quarterly, 2014, 35(2): 173-186.

[37]Roux D. Ordinary resistance as a parasitic form of action: A dialogical analysis of consumer/firm relations[J]. Advances in
Consumer Research, 2007, 34: 602—-609.

[38]Schmitt B H. Experiential marketing: How to get customers to sense, feel, think, act, relate to your company and brands[M].
New York: The Free Press, 1999.

[39]Sponga A. Competing smartphone brands: Understanding brand rivalry between two brand communities[D]. Guelph:
University of Guelph, 2013.

[40]Thompson S A, Kim M, Smith K M. Community participation and consumer-to-consumer helping: Does participation in third
party-hosted communities reduce one’s likelihood of helping?[J]. Journal of Marketing Research, 2016, 53(2): 280-295.

[41]Thompson S A, Sinha R K. Brand communities and new product adoption: The influence and limits of oppositional loyalty[J].
Journal of Marketing, 2008, 72(6): 65-80.

[42]White K, Dahl D W. To be or not be? The influence of dissociative reference groups on consumer preferences[J]. Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 2006, 16(4): 404-414.

[43]White K, Dahl D W. Are all out-groups created equal? Consumer identity and dissociative influence[J]. Journal of Consumer

Research, 2007, 34(4): 525-536.

ot T X470 R AT O Bk S A G R R R 2

127



128

[44]Yeh S Y. How oppositional loyalties resulting from producer-user collaborations reduce new product entry: Examples of
online games[J]. Computers in Human Behavior, 2012, 28(5): 1717-1727.

[45]Van Kleef G A, Steinel W, Homan A C. On being peripheral and paying attention: Prototypicality and information processing
in intergroup contflict[J]. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 2013, 98(1): 63-79.

A Review of Research Context of Brand Oppositional
Loyalty and Future Prospects

Yang Shuang
(School of Business, Hunan Normal University, Changsha 410081, China)

Abstract: Brand oppositional loyalty means that consumers express their brand loyalty by
opposing those competing brands. Consumers’ opposition behaviors include four aspects: anti-choice,
negative referrals, initiate rivalries, and actively defensive. Brand oppositional loyalty is an asset for the
chosen brand, but is a liability for a competing brand and has a direct impact on the business
performance of stakeholders. Especially in the community environment, brand oppositional loyalty
behavior upgrades from individual behavior to group behavior, which has a greater influence. Based on
this, more and more scholars start research focusing on brand oppositional loyalty, and discuss the
relationship among consumers, brands and competing brands through putting consumer behavior into
the framework of reference for competitors, to interpret the connotation of loyalty theory in a more
comprehensive and in-depth way. This paper systematically sorts out extant relevant literature, firstly
introduces the definition, dimensions and measurement of brand oppositional loyalty, then summarizes
antecedents and outcome variables, and finally discusses the directions for future research, to attract the
attention from domestic scholars to brand oppositional loyalty and provide enlightenment for marketing
practice to a certain extent.

Key words: brand oppositional loyalty ; brand loyalty ; competing brand

wAERE: B T)

SNE 2 5L (F 395 % 2H)



