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Abstract
With the advent of the digital age, social media has profoundly affected people’s lifestyles, especially
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among college students, whose consumption behavior is significantly affected by social media inter-
actions. Based on the current rapid growth of social media users, this study focuses on college students,
and aims to explore the relationship between social media interaction and brand preferences and
purchase decisions. Through literature research and questionnaire surveys, this study found that so-
cial media interaction not only enhances college students’ acquisition and cognition of brand infor-
mation, but also builds deep brand loyalty through emotional connection and value recognition. Col-
lege students tend to trust other users’ experience reviews in social media, and although this infor-
mation is not completely rational and objective, it has an important impact on their purchase deci-
sions. In addition, social influence and group identity also significantly affect college students’ pur-
chase intention, and authenticity has become the key factor influencing college students’ purchase
decisions. Based on the above research, this paper puts forward suggestions for social media brand
marketing strategies, emphasizing the use of social media interaction to strengthen the emotional
connection between brands and college students, and suggesting that policymakers should pay atten-
tion to the authenticity of social media information and protect consumer rights.
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1. 5|8

TER TR, BEE SR A R R, HAZBAR TR AMTH % AR E AR5, JUHZ R
SRR, MATE AR BRI R B, HIE AT AR AR BA R AR . B R, 2%
FEAT AR 03T FE L i R TE R, Ak P e B LARERD 13 4450 P T A [ 1] Tilvh- 3 2025 4,
K —Hr R E2) 441 10, RER2IAATEAH P &2 E S, #i4 99,995 JTHF[2]. 2023 43 H 2
H, o B 4845 B A C(CNNIC)ZEJL 5 AT 55 51 W% (b [ LR 48 R R G it e ) FR, AR ZE 2022
12 H, FRIEMERMAELL 10.67 14, %2021 4 12 J3EK 3549 73, BRI KZRIEE] 75.6% [3].

AL, o R T IR B R Bl I 4 AR & 5 R LR E M, JUHEN T RFAX—A
B IRNE TN A . KA R AT 2, AT IRE BUm B SR R 37 W 2 Re I o
B, R& KRGS F N BART . MALSSEARVE Dl TR IE B SR B R ERIE, A
AT ARG T S, R T ARATT A S AT e . FERR S b, R AR AT DU A SR B
B, S5O AR T E), 4 H O SRR, X H Z AT AR A ARAT T R TA
FNAMR LT, B SR BRA T S

DRLE, AF TS AL A AR B30 5 K 2 A it W 0 S W SRR SR DR 2R X T il R R 5 H AT 3 S F B S S
RN TR ALK EIE AT A b U B DL B SR SRR ALl R mT DA S RS b s
SEHFRFTT, #EG SRS, RS FR, XA BT 5 s H R K 2 A T A
(RE SRAILOEL, i BRI Iz i 25 58 IR SR Al
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V) S PR SR SEAT AL TT T o B #E S AR IR S MR 2 AR A TG BR 2 R A, Bk 22 1) Bt 5 0T
U SR A S8 T AA Gn e 52 M O 27 A TR it A AR & 5K RS 4R, 4RSS A O O JE AR ANTE VA 38 T
B, MR TIEEH AR 6 0 SAERBUEOGR IS B [4]. sKREIRH, WA EBZ S+
SRR AR A RoE, AT AR, BEERINERN CEKRE, A B8 W R LT
Rz BN 2, RO AN R L E GV E A RLS] RREIETT TN, i ah s IRSS DL
TH T B TR 38 2 0] i R U3 B — 8 B [6] . S K DMAT N A BF AL B LA, WAL
P S PRI TR 1, At B A b8 B ¥ 0 PR %S BT I ) s e 2 0 ot U e, o RO 2 T 1 P D B 2 R P
55 SRR ST TR PRI i R SR T o P 2 T B B 4 R B B PR et U AR AR R B AT R [ 7] RIRR
FH SRR T8O 7 i it R e B B, P ot Rl 2 T 8 1) B 22 TR e A I SRR L [8 ] FNFEAERIE Fi 5N
1877 PR PR SIS A, I RS N 2 T BV B i RO 4 1) 2 SR IR, — B Al i R R IR,
R SR A ) TR % S R B B8 P2 i (9] A S OGBS N FERE, URABEAT T S A AT B s A2, E
I it R At T it RO REOR i BT A R TRl HEIR AR T JFG v R 7 ) T2 B DA R R Dy B il BT 2
XoF it TR e ()T J 285G L E[10] o i 5 4 A8 AR PR AN W R J R 232 23 TR AT R AN T 32 A, it W A e 9 7
WAk EE SO — AT L. S IbER, SCT M SE R I St DB MR N, R A AL AT AR
HB) 5 R SEAT N A B A8 A . G +E S AT & BT V2 A3 R R OR 5 AR AR oAz F P BEAR R
i, XU AN EE . BT, BRI M B 6 5 e B, A
iz . RRBR IS 26 Mg i DA SO o 35 T SR B AN AR DG 3R, I VT AR I () B SR, 7 0 D 2% L P o R P AR
PR IR B BB U, X o e B 2 5 EAUEOE, i — il S M Sk B R A EEE Y ([11]. E
K—HFET, WEOMEHTHENEKA L. HREEE = HRRRE R, fexr Hb i 9% 2 1y K
PSR, 3E T G R A AT AR 12]. BRIESE, AT AIZERRAE SO, DA O T R A E B
ST TR 2 G BAE = 5OEZ M BE, B/ 25 RE A ARSI SZ A0 R AN B R 1 8 e e 52 i)
Ty S B[ 13] 0 DS 0 JE B R I, TP 6% = 308 R LU A% 0 W 2 e LY 9 85 77 A B SR ) o R A4S S8 AR e S i
[14]. R HAE TR & R AL 2 BB AR, #1538 S 1R 3 RO 44 N Rl e o 3 2 85 1 AR 0 7 2
B LS IE AT NEETT A T RIS [15]. FEIX—TF 50T, BFIT I 28 4 A8 i A 4k E 2 S8 AR
BTV 9 T S e R R F AR N E

EES, KT WmEmERHRCER R T FEWERMEERER, JLHAEM SRR 5E KF4 W
R A 77 T o 4T, [ AR FT S AR T A R S IR B0 i AN R G DL R i LR R R R
me o I SEURRIE S ANECHE S b, AR AL AS AR T e % S 2 3G O S AR SR, BT
ARSI ST SR, T LR i R ) A R AR o e v i R B 2 I O PR B T A AR A
McDonald F1 De Chernatony A3 2252 i T AL UL FII 2 [16]. Ahmed Alamro F Jennifer
Rowley SHIEW 7R 1845 IR S5 St W AP N, SRR G52 T P S B2 Ll R R R S ) (2. 3 1
FEEIR[17]. $eAh, EAMEITFEEERS 1 b R A B L A2 (R 2R o AT Ty, it R 2 B T B
—ANERMERE, B ZMARKILEER, BN NFE 58S SO 55 . [N, KT Kk
AT O T R, JUH R AE A A B2 578 2 5 ) S P SR 2 [R] QR IM R b V8 2% 5 i A A
15 G TT AR AR A AR LBy, RIS AE S, TR RGN N, FEAE AL 2SS 2% R 5 Al D SRR
IEAN, B AMIFTEIE IVE T AL A AR T A (1 B IR 3R B AT ST DA R PR 9 5 DT 300 T S e S PR 52
XKLL R R AE RS AR SE R PR Th O AR, BT TR LSS AR R O RE BE B vy, B 5 32 BT
AR FAF BRI . b, Jovid Q ZERI F I AN AT BEAARAE FHIS I, AL AT AR E B A RO AE T R
T IR 1 o B R D ORI DA SR 7 S AR, A AR ATV B T SR B[ 18] B IK
Ui, EAMEW LR T I S AT TS R, XA R TR RO E A R,
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ARRIBE TR T RIS H

O SCHRER I, 2R W 7T OB, TR T F & BB HE R SR T k. R E
FLRTEA AL GEAR HL B I HE AT 30 FO T 938 fh RN IR [ 191 BEE W TCHIRN, FEA DT A E
ATHRAA L Z) 5 i R i 2 TRV G 2R, DA AT 3d s L SR 0 T SEAT A A6 [ 20 AlATA I, #EAZHE A
B A BEIS IR R K2 A0 R KA RIEE 36 REE I 7 IRk AR AL XA R 23 i (i o TSR, STk
FRIET I A A AR T B P AE B R TLAh KA DL P R AR R AT L[ 21 ] X EEHF Tt — P s T
o AZ AR LB 0T it i R ) ST e SRR S 2 BE RO LA o (RIS, 2 B AT T T A6 SRV 8 SO T 5% R AR S
BB fh RIS R [22], udh EAE IR I E B SRR Ot T S % . Fa IR T Ros, a8
A EL R K 7 2 ot R e 2 ) S RSt 7 LA 1 3B R, (BT A — e s A AR R . R
KA T AT LLBE— 2 R AR S A L R BARBLA] . 8200 R 3R DA SCAG RS - & I EUALIE 7S, DASE 4t
R A AR K A 25 AT VIR

3. HiEiEA

AT U A 1) 26 BRI B R s s AT e s, 202l R BT G g4 R A R
DABERE . 4R BB, ROR A AR 2 s, BT LR, B EREE QQ. MESEH:
AT APP G R KA. LK, B A R, B3R RIREARRON 177 43, BHE e . AR
2 V5B SHEBMN, R A RS A R, R .

4. ®KMEE5Hh

i SPSS 7AiM A i, SRR G HEAT GE Tt MR I 04, S RIA RIS A R DU HdE sk
BT &R &S BATERT: OE R EERSER T 0.9, LZE MR EERE S, WEE
KPR, AT EE— B W AT RO BT A SO N S AR T T 0.4, BTG B
AL L3RI, h4h, KMO 124 0.936, KT 0.6, #idli ml LA A e s B .

4.1. #3ZHE E Ehx e R R R

4.1.1. ERI53%: BEREREFNOE

WA 1, BREUONHER R, ATROEEEII, ikttt 2 gy, ik 1 4y, Bk, RGN
o “PIMEV: PR M- ERRIE I E T, FIEBR, e s sETr, e EE
PR, ARAEEEE SR, ZFAE KRN, BRRARNAERIT R I« R b
RAMNE” > “HaEEREARERGRGEZR” > “SHAMAHANZRES)” > “S5mErL L
WEANEPR > CE R E R B, SO IME S 0 1.695 > 1.508 > 1.469 > 1.419 > 1.300
FrA, fEZ51HER) 177 2 RKFAq, ARy « RUBEETIR M ARG I N 2R 6 K2 AR 1 it W
UFREMAATR, P RS FRZ IR “ 50 E IR ARG Sm” A« 5HARHE P ASREE) 7, (|
BAEZE AR, U ‘5 IRER I FAME ACI” A “ 5 HARH AR ELE) 7 % K2 AR 1) R
YA — e SR . B b BH R 2 A ot ol R P A5 S SR ECRT DA R0 40 488 i 6 o R - L — e R, ELBh RS TNt
i L B SRR BE RO W . AE BT, RBEAR A T m B, s AER R TR,
7S ARSI R . WA BB D .
4.1.2. #3ZFEEE R A FIEN R R R

WA 2, MEREUNHERF R, wTLOEBER T, —ikiharoh 2 4y, IRV 1 4, Bk, THEE TP
Ho “PYMAEVLIA: B0 P E TR RIEHE T Y, PEBK, IR rH e stssEnr, &=
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FRE M, RYEEUE SR, P IE I NEATHY . SRR A HEA TR S« HAd A o
Al 2 LER PR RPN BN PR 7 >« ot A P SR IE RO A ARG BN PR >« SO E A >
“RRRE A AR > SRR TR RSO, 7, KOFEHME R I 1,724 > 1.483 > 1.479 >
1.442>1.000. FrLh, f£Z5IFER 177 2 KFAES, ORI FLAb 7 X 7 i 20 B 1 1A B
TUVE” Xt R 22 A (0 i B R R, B0 KA 23R R B R BT 3, PR IE R E 12 “
Al IR X% i AR sGUPE 7 « SRR (ORI ER &7 R < SRR S Aa FE R 6, B 2
TR, VLB HA P 2RI XS %7 S AR R BGIE”, RRAO E AT B AN R RN 44
JERTNRE” o K2 A (0 il AR A AT — RE R, (ERAS AR O E M RS o BRTIE, X LR 7 i
5 IR AREOE 2 AT i R 2 O R B 9

Table 1. Factors influencing brand preference through social media interactions

1. HRFEEE TR BRI E R

HFR AR RAMA TN PRI bRt SRR
R BT AR R AT R Y 2 82 1.000 2.000 1.695 0.463 2.000
5 it R ISR I RLE 2SR 65 1.000 2.000 1.508 0.504 2.000
A P A H 5] 96 1.000 2.000 1.469 0.502 1.000
Z: 5 RN A EiE e pk k 86 1.000 2.000 1.419 0.496 1.000
MU it R ) L4 R A A 20 1.000 2.000 1.300 0.470 1.000

Table 2. Factors influencing social media interaction user evaluation on brand preference

2. HRFEEE A FIEN N mERF R E R

e i\ BEAR  RAME RKE CFBIE AslEE Pk
A R ORT 7 it B O B P PR A B VT 87 1.000 2.000 1.724 0.450 2.000
FOAts P K AR AZ 7 il AR GG AR 2 87 1.000 2.000 1.483 0.503 1.000
sty R R (WL 82 2 71 1.000 2.000 1.479 0.503 1.000
st LR R0 42 JRE T 1t 86 1.000 2.000 1.442 0.500 1.000
EAZ GRS /3 A ORI ) 19 1.000 2.000 1.000 0.000 1.000

4.1.3. 3T AR SRR S R IR A A RN

WA 3, EUNHEF AL, ATLGRFEM I, “1.07 FoRZIETUE R SR E S E ik, “2.07 MR
NHEF R B G k. BaR RN, fERZIHER 177 Z4R54Ad, EI BRI N AR AL,
PR AR ERUREGEAN 7 —IE NEON 54 N, AFTHATIEDF — @ NEUR ®, — 1 N NIE 0N “ Bl
P AR, 5T A B oy IR B SR AN HERE AL AR L, NBON 2 Ko TR RN Sihi
P P oy VA AR S R T 7 kit 52 N, sebak 0 “ BAES LR, BSSF A A IERTT
G AR SEAR Tt f 5 36T 21 Ao SR ASEARAE 47 (7 B RS2 2E 1 RT3 i i, 43
I SIS AT SV 2R (1 AR 0 JER i A S ot R 4 (0 e EE AR o AR A BRI “ LS i, #5°1
S5 GEON IR 1A 75 2R AN B DU 5T P it R X K A i R e D S TR 2
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Table 3. Potential influences of social media improvement strategies on brand preference

3. AR BGA RIS AR B TEER M E R

R I SEL 45 (%)
) 1.0 54 71.05
RPN N BRI BB ST, =i AL 4K RN
2.0 22 28.95
o N B 1.0 45 46.39
BEIVE B T 7 4y RGN 7 S AR 6 AN B %
2.0 52 53.61
1.0 34 4928
WA A AR A £ 5 P — X — M E 3
2.0 35 50.72
1.0 42 50.00
RO VRGN0 7= TS SRS FTEE R
2.0 42 50.00
) ) 1.0 2 8.70
PLES S RE, 157 & 25 50 O 1E 1 7 a0 220 A0 47 500 J5 4 o
2.0 21 91.30
&t 4 177 100.0

4.14. HZFEFEFPIEBEREEEENXEER

WAz 4, WRECAHE R, PTLLOERERII, —i&ihah 2 45, ik 1 gy, Bk, TR TSR
SESME LI BRSPS AT ARFE IR TR IRY, SPIERCR, AR HE T U SE T, RE R
MR, ARAEEE R, HOPIE R NEATHT, 13RI AT IR SR AR A A R R
WA, MEBEARMEMESENE” > “FB2RATFMLREETR, EFEdfg” >« P Pu
SOGAIRR A PR > “WLLERIERTEN 7 > “REESTERN7MER, #hT REMAERE
T, ROFBIMESY BN 2.000> 1.587>1.563>1.526>1.221. Fibl, S S5IAEN 177 &4 Kk%40, FiE
S HRAENRFERRIE T ARG ER/EENRI S, AEEIRMEREENE” , BWIARIZR RS
SRR AR B AT R, RS RS A S G R R EAE I R R 3R, MR R ‘4t
AR EIEAF IR, NG REMEENE” , “BE2RAFMLMEES R, B dfaE” f« 5
FE Stk R P R S BRI AR R P I > LD IR, (HEUE ZE R RARA K, BB “AERS it
WEFHEMEENRI ), ARG ME” , “BZ2HAISIREEER R, B fE” M “m
J5 5% P R S SRR U R T > LT R AR TE VPN o B A ) B AT R — e .
KA BT A AT AR T R 2 B0 5 B, AR RS R U i B (R R

Table 4. Factors influencing brand trust through social media interactions

F 4. MRFEEEBEEEERNFEESR

AR FEAR  BAME BOKME CPIME AedEZE P
FEAZ AR AR/ 1 R T, ARk R AL e e 14 2.000  2.000  2.000  0.000  2.000
B2 AFANREIETT R, Er-id e 92 1.000  2.000 1.587 0495  2.000
st 7 0 P R s A AT A R T )t 80 1.000  2.000 1563 0499  2.000
W4 2L/ 2 (L T VEAR 78 1.000  2.000 1526  0.503  2.000

REESLWENSMER, BAEKEAIEHREE 86 1.000  2.000 1.221 0.417 1.000
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4.1.5. #ZXBEHEHPIRERERROGETRSH

WA 5, BSOS HE R, FTRLGEFEPITE,  “1.07 FoRiZiETUEHF B EEE -k, “2.07 WERR
NHEF B EGH ok B SR, fERZIER 177 2R ES, SO EREIF R X G A K
TAFE” AN 59 N, APTA I~ NS ®, KOOy “AEEHESTE” . ABO8 37 A
TR RO O EEE )T E T, it 45 N, OO “AERUELIE N BAE PRI X S P R AR R
AN 2208 P (0 S B R e AN KB il 43 ART 39 N, TEBUEMZEA K. B Ak T AR
AR AT BRI, AFCSLH0 hAE BN KA 2R It B EN G R K, B 11 2 ) RS 2R 1) PR AR
X b AT HEOR S I AT RE . U4k, ERREREAT I M ER R, ANERINE 2 S A R AR,
JS2 2 R I 5 U VA S AT SEINBUE R i BB AR L, AT N R 2 A R RS AR, R T e g K
PRI AR LS -

Table 5. Social media interactions are factors that damage brand image

5. HRFEEREIRE REH RO IE R

4 1T LIk A4 H (%)
1.0 59 68.60
BB X B G AL ZE R
2.0 27 31.40
1.0 37 45.12
SR
2.0 45 54.88
1.0 34 46.58
B P S R B AL YR B M N AN B I
2.0 39 53.42
1.0 43 50.00
TEATAT B4 i B AE VP X 5 P R A v o
2.0 43 50.00
1.0 4 17.39
MR E NHIUE S, B SN EEZ EAT
2.0 19 82.61
&1t 4 177 100.0

4.2. #RZBFEE R AFEBSTRREIT A

4.2.1. #3ZHE A ERFMETRRHIZE

W 6, BlEEoR, ARWIHEI K 177 L4K5%A, i) 7 AT 22 15 A B 5h R i S5 vk 55 1 &
oo GEREIR, I CEURA” (HEH 27.12%, 278 1/4 15215 R on kA58 AR Bl AT e S5 k5
AIRKFM . XRPHZ AT & L ESAZR . e, AT k& B 8415 5
VEF . BT “Semi R (5L 29.38%, Ut A AS AR B AR (0 SE G S i 7 BB A TR IO
“ROM— R EE 19.21%, LB E S NBERTRERCONINST, AN 5 A AT AR (S B, (B
VS e SR AT 2 2% R AL A IR IS B o SRS, AL AC AR L2008 R 2 A ) S e SR (R D 2 2 11
AL —2H(56.50%) 1 52 17 8 W N A28 B B B At AT 0 0 S e SR A K BRAR K, I T B AL SC AT
CLR R A IR 15 R TR RO S 2 B ) B B
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Table 6. Survey on the impact of social media interaction on consumers’ purchase decisions

F 6. MRFEHEENIEHBEMTRREANFES 3=

R pri Bk H 4 (%)
SR K 48 27.12
AN 52 29.38
TR VARSI b 1 L0} 8 1 S P S R 2 M — A 34 19.21
AN 26 14.69
WA 17 9.60
&t 177 100.0

4.2.2. #3THAE R AEEE XN LB BRI

WA T, Bl RoR, AUCREILREE T 177 4OREA, BAE TR TR & 2 B8 il AL AR E Y
PTG I KR . GRS, ZHCZ VT R Ak SR L ) i BP0 AT B SR S — €
SN BRI, A 29.94%1 52 5 3o 7 4 AT RE Ry il AR AL S R L R B T ey S e i, IR
AL ATT AR EEALAE SR i B A, A W i RS A5 25 ) EE R . 734k, 35.59%)
52578 Wy LIS AT RE DAL i P 25 T 389 0 S B, AT TR A DA A S A 1 ik o 0 e Stk S BT
BRI O . SRTT, A — #8752 15 8 X ROV TR S o 9.60% )32 U & R LI DL &, WA
AATT 2 MR A DR WA S A L ) i P 25 75 X R AR AT T R D SR o T 16.38% K 32 15 A
ANTK AT R DRI it s 7 25 T e SR AU AT AT e S AR A A 5 2 R R L A B 4 B AN T e
wh, A 8.47%M%2ViE FRoR e A R BN S RAE A SZBER L A 2 g e SE R, AT T AT e SE VR
AN BT IS AR AR R R R R RO R OB E S . SRG UL R, BATATLLE
HH A A2 A i P 55 0] R 2 A D SRR S R M 2 B 25 1 o L 2(65.54%) 1 R V5 5 R W] BER AR AL
S A ot R PR T S W S, IR WA S £ O G M i R I LR, R
Gy MR W SRR, SRS AR 7 b B SR AT N

Table 7. A statistical table of the correlation between college students’ purchase intention and a brand’s reputation on social media

= 7. KFEMIERSRBEL R EFERNXKEERITER

B prig| AL B4 H(%)
FE4 ] BE 53 29.94
FLE AT AR 63 35.59
ERE2FEM AR E ARSI LY S E 17 9.60
ANK W] BE 29 16.38
FRtcor N 15 8.47
it 177 100.0

4.2.3. HIEEFIHEESIHBRE
WA 8, BHREIRE R, B, WA R B A SRR R A i ot P e
ARZELW . BRI, A 24.29%M152 V55 8o “ARFATRE” PO SS AR B e 1M 22 (10 it Rt el
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ft, T 36.16% A3 V55 3r “HUETRTRE” o XSS B 2 LEAH N, Bl 60.45% )3 Vi Fon il Tl g
52 PR AZ AR HER BORE R T 8 i R o X — Bl ol S S AHE R A R 2 A B b (i
YRR HR, BRI 52158 R ] BE 2 BIAE AR (52, (AT — 8800 32 5 & RO IR ST K35
JE o 12.43%52 V55 N “ASKTTRE” 42 PR S SR AAHE R T 22 308 ™ B b, T 14.12% ) 32 173 R “ 58
BT RS RN . X RIS BT I AR N T K2 AT PSR M — R 3R, Ak
AT REIE 2 REHAM P R, WD AFR, B Bri& 5. 35h, A 12.99%1152 U5 & Rl “ Pt
DUTE” » XA AT R SR T ZRAER, OSBRI PTE . N AHREL S AR E B RIR
RRYIEMULTE SRR, R ERGEBREMBR, MBI —E0. &L,
SCURAMAERAE R 22 A PR SR 4 s BB, (IR ARME—DE R R . WA I N A REZ AR BAEAE
BARIERR SN ), JREE IS Th R MR — e 43k, N T A RIRGI AR e, SR
N G AT DORIE T RAMAL SR ok . A BTRAET T, DA s Hsemm A 51 77

Table 8. Survey statistics table on the influence of social media recommendations for college students trying a new brand or

product
= 8. REAEZHMBM Y~ RE AR FEREEZMEES TR

B2 prg| AL B4 H(%)

e HE 43 24.29

FLE AT e 64 36.16

18 T 2 A A S AR b R 757 1T T ) o PR i 2 R LI 58 23 12.99
AN KW BE 22 12.43

SEAEARE 25 14.12

&t 177 100.0

4.2.4. HZFEFR BT RS ERKH KBS
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Table 9. Factors influencing social media interaction on purchase decisions
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