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Table 1

0.91 -0.07 -0.03 0.55 3.81 0.97
0.81 0.07 0.03 0.60 3.78 0.98

-0.06 0.83 -0.05 0.45 3.19 0.99
0.07 0.77 0.08 0.57 3.38 0.94

0.00 0.01 0.86 0.47 3.49 0.91
-001 -0.01 0.67 0.34 3.57 0.93

2 053
3 0.45 0.65
(r) 0.74 0.66 0.57
Table 2

HHH (VM =109) 439 (049) 315 (126) 362 (0.84)
LHH(NV=169) 288 (043) 320 (064) 337 (0.74)
LLL(MV=64) 239 (073 159 (050) 250 (0.87)

RMSEA = .075
(2008)
1 3
2
LLL 0
HHH LHH
(Table 3)
(2008)
( ) e.g. , 2003)
3
SEM
3 LLL LHH
HHH
2
1 (Table 4)
( ) 2 ( ) ¥2(304) = 625.958, p< .01, RMSEA
3 = 057, CFI=.842
(Figure 1)

+2 (68) = 192.369, p < .001,
GFI = .920, AGFI = .877, NFI = 914, CFI = .942,
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Table 3 1

0.81 355 1.10

1 0.81 397 0.89
0.80 3.82 0.87
0.73 4.02 0.87
0.85 3.84 0.86
0.84 415 0.84
0.81 3.65 0.99
0.85 292 1.00
0.78 3.00 1.06

5 0.76 2,65 1.02
0.72 315 0.99
0.68 332 0.98
0.86 3.69 1.16
0.86 3.60 1.15
091 354 1.15
0.84 362 1.03
0.83 339 1.06
091 3.67 1.23
0.89 353 1.31
0.87 324 121
0.87 3.86 1.12
0.87 365 1.20
0.81 383 121
0.70 3.00 1.22

-0.77 241 1.19
0.71 358 111
-0.64 3.05 0.97
Table 4
HHH
LLL LHH LHH LLL
z z

HHH 0.16 (0.07) 231" 262" 3

LHH 0.02 (0.06) 0.26 n.s.

) p<.05," p<.01
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Long-term effects of advertising on brand equity:

Focused on consistency, distinctiveness and consensus
among one brand advertisings

Hiromitsu MAEDA (Faculty of human development and education, Kobe Shinwa Women’s University)
Osamu TAKAGI (Faculty of sociology, Kansai University)

Previous studies have suggested that, over the long term, advertising can generate brand equity; however, few
empirical studies have been conducted. The present study examined the long-term effects of advertising on brand
equity. The cumulative long-term effects of advertising were defined as the degree of consistency, distinctiveness,
and consensus in advertisings by a single brand. Three hundred and eighty-one female participants completed a
questionnaire on consumption behavior for various brands of foundation cream. The results indicated that, after
controlling the influences of the advertisings’ preference, the condition with high level of consistency, distinctiveness,
and consensus developed higher brand equity than other ones.

Keywords: long-term effects of advertising, brand equity, consistency, distinctiveness, consensus.



