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Abstract

In 2016, China’s mobile Internet Knowledge payment industry emerged, that is, knowledge payment.
Because China’s national conditions are different from foreign countries, the different views and man-
agement of “intellectual property rights” have derived this unique Internet field in China. In this paper,
we choose “Get” brand as the object to study its consumer personality and the role of brand affection,
and finally, how to generate electronic word-of-mouth. The moderating effect of consumer personal-
ity and brand experience sharing is also verified. The study is conducted on the electronic question-
naires distributed to the users of “Get”, and 480 pieces of research data are obtained, and the analysis
concludes that competence in brand personality has no effect on brand love; agreeable and neurotic
consumers strengthen the role of competence and sincerity on brand love, whereas openness, pru-
dence and extroversion do not. In addition, brand love also has a positive impact on the role of e-word-
of-mouth, and brand experience sharing strengthens their relationship.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model
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24 i BRI 9T 32 A T AEAR G R AT, R0 BRI SRR T . ARHIE FEIEHE 193] APP
PERBETEXT R, B AEPRT TLIC I R ) PR LR Z IR DR R RN, 99 3 2 S PR A i AR 73 24T
A OB T A, DU BRI L P AL B R AR

Bk, AP T — AR, K SEAE. SAEE . BT O, T S SRR A
Ko r AT AT R o AT B RIS TLIR A i RELLE R B TR (32 AT BL . Al 1 B

ERE, ABFFORART LUT R 1) MR 22 B it 2 2 TR 9 2R 2) il A S0t ot P
TR s 3) AR AT 9% A2 b AT R 2 52 Z TR IVE D 5 4) WA 20 AT Jxd s 7 1
EHEAR

2. XEKEH
2.1. ®E - iE - KRS

Mehrabian F1 Russell (1974)%f Hli# - K BA(S-RBEAPMEIE, $#£H T S-O-R Bz, HrS (stimulus)ft
FAMHIA BN MARIHEIE, O (organism) A2 I A LA, T R (response) N ZE AT HII R S B2 1]
ZIRIR TR 5 ) A TR BN N, T AR MUK I =3 L5 R CR R A, 2017) [2]. TAET
BT SRR, Belk (1975 X HIH R #EH T S-O-R B8, smidN 24 RSN GRS
7 g B EEm, PR AR AT R3] .

gt Bk se, ot BAME Ry —Fioa vl 2 O ET RIS, AT 51K I IR 2 T ) it B 42 9% (0), B
LRELIR Y B 3 6k B VR (R) e B0 2 BT o

BORIKYR: Belk (1975)

Figure 2. SOR mode
2. SOR &=

2.2. mhEME. REEZMHEREME

Aaker (1997)0 4, FIEAMER “HREMIOASRFRKAS” , miEmFEA—F, e R
S NAFAE4]. SRR R ASMERTER . B8 AR RS A RIR L B AME LR, 21
i hL 55 T S (RS 2 VA R A, AP P B ) i RRAREAIE , SEIE 1T 9 0 i R ) SR AR
i, R A ERVE B I VA TE AU R RU(BRIE SR, 2006) [5]. “A3217 AR —ANKIIRAT 2 Sl R 51 i >k
RO R —RER A JBSRARAE. IR A5 22317, FE R B 5t & A i AR AR Rk
Jito HAKTE Aaker (1997)F5E SIHEHA SO St AR E SO b BT B B 555 T N, RE 1 A2 TH
P GRS, RER ] A AR TE A 3 R4 A A 4] o
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4k Fournier A1 Mick (1999)H&H 1 “JH 938 X i 1) %2 BINEZ )5 (6], ELE 2006 4F, Carroll il Ahuvia
IERIEHE T i 2 % Brand love)—id, T HX L PREHT 7R e MBI E[7]. B TR, 2#3# Batra %5
(2012)F i, i B %2 57 2 78 B b T ROG R K — Bl R B (High-order) R4S, AR 6T L SRR 22 5%« i RERAR 2
(Brand attachment) [ 3 it i1 &5 (Self-brand connection) (1) AR, DA i i 28 52 A& 1 2 3 78 AR B 1A
THIEAATN[8]. WY O RS, 76 E G2 2 T e it i e i (5 AT B AR AR A AR
TRCRIRFEE, 2014) [9].

SR, TH 2% & 4% (Consumer Personality )75 /Co B 2% A7 1 78 SCRK T8 2% 38 100 RS 40 T S5 A0 Co 2 & 5 1) S A0
(Z=EM, 2017)[10], RIYH 9% 70 S FE b RBLAO R 2 101 4« A2 (RO B4 B Il o Fe3 1k
(O BRRFIEAETY 2R3 O MERE . BE T RURSERAN T A R I

Sirgy (1982)7ERFFTHIZR B . SR i BB A 008 s VY 2l 3 A0k, 908 9 280t B I R R e Bk A o
[11]e = B SN, 8 2038 25 5 e MDA 2R A SRS AR AN, T A7 & Al B B b R 1 03
Pl NBE, SR AL B2 7 (Plummer, 1984) [12]. Fournier (1998) M i AN E M A FE K 7T i
ANERIE T SR T RAE TR & R A REB BB PEIIRE, X P RAE T ZR H T E S M
FrE T 28 BB BN VERRAE, 385 S R T ORR (9 RAE TR ORI MR AN, T H A CaER—
RN B [13]0 TRARYEZE(2005) AR 78 i LLT-HLh AR S EAT 1 it R PR AN 2 3 A OGOk
REVTAERFFE[14]0 G5 HREIR, 5203 XTSRS A R 23 A S R AN A R A 2 — U &R

AR St AN L R S T 9 A AR RS AT TS B AN P AN BB R
R 2 2 RS, ROt WL A AR o TS R ) v et 22 92 S5\, 355 1) I [ 21 (Rageh Ismail and Spinnelli, 2012)
[15]; Albert 1 Merunka (2013)JU145 4, ARRANE S0 TR 2 24 B Z I IE M 16]; P IE &S
TG QO17)IBIEI T S RANE B B . 2035 . PEAT e R0 2B i i 2 2 A e EVE T, ML 5
WA R R AN 2 [17] 0 BRI, AR FE DA N o B AR &, 2 2 N AR 6, T 23 M A TRl R Ay
PN R

Hla: StNMESERGMEATIT, R 238 1 B 22 52 A TE 1) HL2 2 K52

Hib: ShREASE I g BT, S 238 00 B 22 52 B 1) L2 35 I 2

Hic: AN BO AT, 6H 2 it i 2 22 45 1 i) HL R 25 5.

Hid: SRR N EFRNT, SHH 235 00 i 2 2 1R e B2 3 i se

Hle: @nfANESSBOAS I, 0V 2 10 it W2 52 A 1 ) HL SB35 s

H2a: 24 PEAF Y 5 AN 5 5 4 5% 56 2 0E AT I, e v 9 23 0k 35 26 204 15 1) B 55 35 i s AL R .

H2b: ML URAL S AN 5 R 2 02 D0 R IR I, PR TV 23 X 5 0 RO IE 1) BRI s

H2c: 1AL i BRI 5 0 B 22 52 00 R AE ]I, FROPETH 238 % 35 0C R 1R ) B2 35 R s A RO

H2d: BRSNS T 2 G R I MR, R PE T 3 8 0 3 OC R A R 1) B3 R b R

H2e: HHY Y fi NV 5 o B 2 52 00 8 TR Tm) I, T8OV T 28 X P 00 R T 1) HL 2 25 R A s8R

23. mEEE. REOBSRBEES =

IRAE AT S5 N QO12)TE i B Z A B BW PG H: 1) KA RBIE R, SRR IE
o] s M AR VAL $ 5 2) 5 B TR GAEAH 5] PR FEOGT it j 22 5 AR 1 A 3 3 [R] B I ) 52 IR [ 18]
Hathairat Fl Anon (2016)i i F:A™ 22 98 5 AL X 400 427 7 Il S 8005 TR A, 45 1 R DX od o il i 22 %7
X AL A B AR 2 R [19]; Suthasinee T Anon (2015)7EZ2 [E FLAUM (Khon Kaen)LA 400 {77
I 25 8 25 AT 2 (AlirAsia) 1 SR 28 52 FH VIR G R o G5 SRR, b b 48 92 3@ ol RAL AL DAk YR A% 6 7=

o

DOI: 10.12677/mom.2024.144018 153 AT 8 5


https://doi.org/10.12677/mom.2024.144018

{520, W

A E AR RN [20] . Kiuru (2014) B SR BT, b L EE 52 06 HELF i B DA% (e WOM) RIA% 4t i L 141 At
(WMO)# A T2 [21].

1173 (share) /& — N WA BRASRAT N EH PG E T, NTE SFEFER S ZTR8: © %
THREAAR 5 @ & R E: © SR RGN F XS ZAT N RS IR S
HH S W ABR 5] J1(Pinel et al., 2006) [22]. TE—HKE, I 52 hE AN H COWH HIE—7= 5
UM AL 5 R AN (1855, 2014) [23], & — P BHERE AT A AR R “H38)7 T &,
IERSEE RN (5 R o 5 PRAS) 71 A58 73 52 B R ANARAT 28 10 S 38 it B

FIRE,  “A3E” S RNME SR S TE T e 07 DR 2 1 N B BI85, 1T BG4 21K )
2835 N P N 22 B B, (EAS S SR S <337 APP Z AR T — AN RAERIEEA . Mo B AL 8
“ARE) MR, R AR P s ok BRI AR R A I B R 5] Jy. T H, AR
Y5 5> IS B8 (Hardin and Higgins, 1996) [24], 2 W S 1 & 2 (9 W — AN a2 75 BCAE A3 09 S5), A
ATE TR B X T S B A (o AR B0 A A B VR AN, 75 B2 S5 Ath N\ 23 = 1 B S () e ) Ik
%, M ANIE AR ASHZFW AR, B3R S SA R IR N 5 412 ¢ R 8 A (Higgins, 1992;
Echterhoff ez al., 2009) [25] [26]. 40SF I85> FAT AREM UL HA N F5 A Z B, JoBERede |l 9 i
B BRSO, X 2 T 5 e v 2 T B T BRI 2 = H L LR R

Figure 3. Research framework

3. HARIESR
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Pham 1 Huynh (2017)% LA Facebook £k g FI{E 150 A 5t 8, 150 7 @ik SNS 402245 B H
BRI [27]. 04, TSR —RtE Mg, “183)” Mo ZRRRE TG Rk, #Es
OGRS AR S DA TC R B R R AR, O R R A R % S e B R T T R
Pl EFTLAFERTE 2 S R 2 1 4. IR EoRE,  HL T U it AR 6 4 =2 4 2 T 2l 3 0t
RS B — P A B AR 1R R EE AT B . TR ARAT 2 8] ) Xl A SR Ul AR A 2 1

HL T B T 2 0 Ot 7 B AR 45 (B T A A3 e IR 4 SRR R 2, IR AR o —Fb
LT R A5 DASE A RIVEE | FRAE 4, AT TR B R P B o T AR 6 0 ) A4 52 0] 5 ot 1 25 Pl
HIEEMAAR s ZH %, ER R —MEESE DA —MIT N, X EAE T DR
—Fp R A K AR B RIE . R, RIESIR A S W MR

H3: 542 52 560 T T R o R P S ) 1 ) HLYR 3%

H4: 755 AR T D (eWOM) IS RIE RIS, 5 RS 7 52563 0 & 126 R 1E 17 B3 1 5
AR

TARAE AR B3 A S AR, &) 3 Fio

3. MERAEMRT
3.1. HRMR

BB RPN, AR R AP IR TREE QIR “ PR YE” fUE 2 0T BB Rk & A,
MBHRREE R RS 5, RIVEEED 10 ANRF. 75 2014 45 F4E,  “DEIYE” il
HOHRIRN ] —— “/53] APP” . EYIF &K 7 AR AT Z P O 5 A%, T )5 f% 2016 250
AT SRR AR, R B SO SRR, AREEAR AT AR > AR LA 4
“HFE)” APP O ERIRAT BT G BT = TIASCEBT ST — RN, B B A SCHE R BE ST (R
SEAF, Z AR AR B A AN S AR SR A, T RN R AR T T, BT B
IRV B B RIS SRR B XS B0 “153)” APP BT S & RIA .

3.2. HUESHE

B TR G A LB B MW F 75, RS e MR SRR DL
FAA TS 73 508 T T VR SRIBR PR, AEAS RN RS AN [ T 9 ), R B i o o 22 52 3
LRELE, IFIRUT SRR IR 73 AT N BRI A TR A 9 B R A A I R T A R . AR SC
R EE K B SCAWE FEIE I E 53 MU N AR BT RS, BRIk 1-5 Por.

Table 1. Brand personality scale
= 1. mENMEER

s A T TR
HIK NN BB I RS E. AR EAHBEN
% I BB XA ERERATA AR
HEAE AN )7 XA EERA A b BRI
EE e N “AFE)” XA FMERENR RN AR
ity By AFEN” XA R ) S B

PORLRIR:  Aaker (1997) [4].
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Table 2. Brand love scale

F2 mMBEZER

Y % 5 EEEAY
1 “HRRN” S AMREFI R
2 CHFE” A A TR R IR
3 “RE XA AR N
4 o “AFEN” XA REFF L)
P 5 “CHRE]” A LRI
6 Loz “AFE” XA
7 CAREN” IR R TR AR ) R
8 CRFE” RN RE S BT AR B IR BE ()
9 TS IEA il b 7S i A
10 oy “A3E”7 XA RREE

BORBRIR: ASCBORHAGN: VE: ()RR,

Table 3. Consumer personality scale

F3. OHEEIMMER

PR AT
LE T 5N AT RIS
A HERET N B
REMNE N8 i 5t
LER LSRR F L REL
FEcE FR ISR AR SR
RAEEEMNWRRT)
FRE R B EA R 2
HHNE FRAS T RO LA S o ) AR
BHKEHLE RGM%ES]
BARAEAEAEFTAR)
1 iR AT A V2 FLRBUER)
FH I H O LER)
L —MERIA
PR BB AT
P — P FWE N
PORRIR: VLEAE(2014) [28]: ¥E: (RVRFE T FiLPRE.
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Table 4. eWOM scale
F4. HFOMER

05 e L5
TRFRZ R “AE]” XA
RAR AN A B R B A AT
TR AR T B I

ey AR SRR T R O

1E THI AT I A 4 = R

BERISRIR: Carroll f1 Ahuvia (2006) [7].

Table 5. Brand experience sharing scale

RS mBEESZFER

Az 24 P L

B ARED WRRR ALRA R

fem

LRSS LN WAL K 5y = “155]”
WD B3] WAL R A
REFTEOE] “HB3)7 EEMER S 2 H %
PORLRIE: 2R EE(2012) [29].

AWFFAE “AREN)” SPGB I AT G W& T LA 520 G TR S . SERR[EIU 519 47,
SR FE PR TR R B, A5 B AR5 480 1y, A ALY 89%. 7] 35 [ Wi T4 i 8 PR i 7
RS, X GibSJE R BEAT R TE T B RUED T FR T RS T R R A

4. ARERDh
4.1. HAREFERR

ARHIF AL EAT R A 480 13, Z3 A IS AR T 65 458 A IS K S D7 TR Bl A A 3 FEAR TS LA T
RN, WFTRERIHERTE, HHEKIR “BE”, B3 61% (293 N); WFR EE, HHEZms R
30%I1) 20~29 B R BL(144 N)FIEIFE 30%01) 30~39 LB (144 N): WFPIREE, REFEARILLITEIEE K
LR AR 5 10.8% (52 N)s St FASWRRGRSE, CUSH 5B WirE TR, 2 EERE
TIT MEEITIEIEIT 22%); TAEFEIR 60% M NJE TRIAIR 2 TAE 3 455 nlaefl TAEA R, Hul i
PRIEALEFLE 1001~2000 TCZIRI(RNIE 29.2%); TR RTHE R ARE, 5 AR 3~5 /N X a] 7 FEl (2
15 38.1%). ik,  “4532)” APP B P R TAEFERRD . IAHIRE 758 K B [ AE XS BEAR (AR A

4.2. BHESHT

DeVellis (1991)ik N, ZEEA BIFAIMEEE, N Cronbach’s Alpha REZIAT 0.7 [30]; Kaiser (1974)
(I 5 KMO {8 0.7 P&, 0.8 LLERAF, 0.9 LLEMEE. M4t s #rit5, AW 58174845 Cronbach’s
Alpha 1 KMO 85034 K T 0.7 [31], Bartlett’s BRIZAR I B )78 W 3 (Sig. <0.001); FFEAnE EUE KR
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B & B4 RIFHI S S 54 /3005 .
4.3. x94T
AT NG AR IR IL AR AT 10 MTEE SR 3 MM LR AR, Bk 6 firx.

Table 6. Table of results of variable correlation analysis

6. WEEXIERE

Y% 2C Y S
®ors 2% M

BEAR EWR R #ER O RDIE FIBLME MPESE JPRCHE EENE Ak
AR 1
H 0.443* 1
ik 0.434™ 0.409™ 1
EC 0.416™ 0.403™ 0398 1
ik 0.448™ 0.481™ 0.446™ 0395 1
FE 0.028 0.051 —0.02 0.059 0.076 1
LR 0.046 0.024 0.047 0.027 0.056 0475 1
TR 0.142% 0.142% 0.099% 0.180™ 0.114" 0.407* 0.436™ 1
EIE 0.068 0.144™ 0.049 0.067 0.080 0.318" 0.373™ 0447 1
ShEME 01717 0.099° 0.132°° 0.163™ 0.197°* 0.460™ 0.449™ 0.445™ 0.400" 1
ERREAARLG 3 0.222" 0.305™ 0.297 0.222" 0.157" -0.023 0.022 —0.01 0.022  0.053 1
AR 0.652 0.658" 0.642° 0.627° 0.583** 0.143™ 0.198" 0.301" 0.163** 0238 0298 1

YO 0.339™ 0.451™ 0.438™ 0.303* 0317 -0.003 —0.001 0.045 0.051 0.069 0.366™ 0.461*" 1

E: *p<0.05, "p<0.01.

4.4. G518

RS, ST S AR S 5 E] CMICMIN/DF A 1.334, /NF 3 LURFR#E, AGFI.
GFI. NFI. TLI. IFI. CFI ¥Jix#] 0.9 LA EfI#r#E, RMR N 0.041, /T 0.08, RMSEA 7 0.026, /T
0.06, S MINEIEARIIFFA — MR FobrdE, BRI AT DL IR ARG AR PR T I

[, AT Xo) ol 28 52 (B = 0.246, p < 0.05) H. A7 82 1E 11 52, AR BEARAT s N 252 (8= 0.311,
p <0.05)HA REEMAIFEm, B TR EZ B = 0.291, p < 0.05) KA BE ER KW, )
WL IR L2 (8= 0.265, p < 0.05)E A W3 I M sgm, AR Y05 2% (8= 0.073,
p>0.05) N A B, BRARAL; MR ZR T D(8=0.541,p <0.05) KA & EmR K, )
%t Hla~Hle fll H3 B%57,

4.5. PR

7E AMOS 23.0 H§ ] Bootstrap 777£121T 5000 {X, 15 Bias-Corrected 15 Percentile £ 95%[1) B (5 &
KA, I 7 BR.
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Table 7. Indirect effects
7. BIIEMR

Bias-Corrected Percentile
PR RN 95%CI 95%CI
Lower Upper Lower Upper
[EIEE 2
Y - WEEE - B ag 0.039 -0.018 0.095 -0.019 0.095
HIE - MMEE - BT A 0.143 0.101 0.191 0.101 0.192
Pl - SRR - BT O 0.157 0.111 0.208 0.112 0.209
B - M EE - BT oM 0.168 0.111 0.241 0.109 0.239
JEAE - R E - B3 0.133 0.087 0.190 0.084 0.187

BORRRIR: AR B

MRS 7 W0, TR (AR A, R I8 o P 2 2 5% H 7 VREE) () 42 BB AL A 0.039, 7E Bias-Corrected
5 Percentile 95%CI [#] Lower #1 Upper FIME X 0] 2 A3 E 0, R RHESIAAELE: Fgrmid 2%
o HL - RS (] 32 50N AB R 0.143, {E Bias-Corrected 5 Percentile 95%CI ) Lower 11 Upper F{E X [E]2
PWIIAELE 0, 3 B () B2 80N AFAE 5 R0 I it i 22 52 0 FEL - AR [R] B2 RSB A 0.157, 4 Bias-Corrected
5 Percentile 95%CI 1) Lower Al Upper A X [0].2 PIIAELE 0, R ERSAFIE; Hoiait i i 4 5%
X B B (] 2 RSB A 0.168, 7E Bias-Corrected 5 Percentile 95%CI HJ Lower 1 Upper KA X [6] 2
WAL S 0, 3 BH AL RUSAETE s PEAT I8 5 b o 28 52 % W O REE) () 422 BRI AFL A 0.133, 7E Bias-Corrected
4 Percentile 95%CI ] Lower Al Upper HME X [8] Z NI E 0, 2 BH i b 22 52 1) () H B0 R AF E o

4.6. PHYR

RIS DA . SRR 22T ISR . AR, TARER . A CeH %, &K Zitn
A il A g, SERPLPE. T TR AR A i R G R SG4TSR,
T HI R R E B AR R 3 AT WA RIS AT, A 45 R H2a. H2b. H4 ¥J/07, H2c~H2e #
AL

gi b, BT R SAG TAEEA 12 MBI RHEF, Wk 8 Bk,

Table 8. Hypothetical results summary table
i 8. 1EX %/EIL. %E

s [ k= D aVASEiE
Hla i MR RY IEAR IS, 0h VA 2 2 RO b 2 52 A IE 1) HL R 35 R R JAL
Hlb s ISR R Y FLUINT 0V 22 RO bR R 2 A IE 1) HLR 35 R R JEAL
Hlc s NSRRGSR B 1A b A R A I 1) HLR 2B R R JAT
Hld d AR HEOGRING, XTH 2 ) R 2 52 A I ) HL2 35 R Dava
Hle s ISR RRLY I, R B R b A R A I 1) HLR 2E R ANRRAT

DOI: 10.12677/mom.2024.144018 159 AT 8 5


https://doi.org/10.12677/mom.2024.144018

fa] 520, I

bk

o ST A 5 B T R IE N RIS 20 B P % R T e
L5

- S B A 5 B T IE N, R N S B P S A T .
LB R

e S R B 5 B T R IE N L TERCME I B B P % A R -
LB R R

S 9 A 5 B T R IE N, T S B P % A T o

H2d L5 3 AR

e SR B 5 R TR IE N TR 2 B P % R R .
LB R

H3 25 S T P R B I L R

. 76 AT R T R eWOM) I R E I, AR 5 S i 0% .

5 1F 0 L5 2 O R

GORLRIR . AH ST E I B 2T

5. ZRERE
5.1. WsRgEe

TG IA RRART 9 A o RIS T 4o BE AL AR A e AR, T DA B LRI Y 8 A2 2 ABOR R, X
FhRIRAZ LA AR AR B TE P . AW TR EH RS BBIE SIS, B Amiirk,
SRS HE AR TR S 0 R 0, BT S N AR A LSS W R . BB 25 A
BRER I ANSER H, V8 2l 200s T4 ot W) 28 52 A7 TR T e VR 1 0 RS B 9 S B B AR IA B AE AR 2
(] b ORs SR s B8 IR FEIU B ALY S 1 95 380 o e i R 1) 2 52 90T 1200 9 3 6 1 R i R 2 B R0
T,

T i B2 2 AT R AR AT, AN SCAE it A o A R S B T 37, BT RO B 2 i T
AL, RN S 9 MR DI, R TUAE TR R RNRAT B — MR AR S [ T A 8T
AOAT R P P 0 o R 2 S TR, DA i A 5 9 M P S LA 0] ot e 5 P R TR SR AT
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