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AL S 28 B S 2 0 B A K e T Y
— AN EEGRE, Hodr, PR M S I (evaluative
conditioning, EC)R N 5 & 1 A R AF 58 A9 o 7E3S
£ 1 I5C AR - iy LB 4/ 455 7 (associative-propositional
evaluation, APE), EC & H 8 #4 i 4% .0 il 47
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006), EC #5243 —4~
HI (308, conditioned stimulus, CS)5 %5 —4~
FEOM B9 # R 3% (JE 4% F ) 3, unconditioned
stimulus, US) & ECXT 5, AAMTXF B3 5 (48 2% 14 )
OB SRR B K A 2SI 42 (De Houwer, 2007;
De Houwer, Thomas, & Baeyens, 2001), J<3CAR1E
“ZFEHM A5 H ™ (shooting the messenger) HJl 5 A .
A7 DL T M LA ke B b 5 A AT] BT A% 338 15 2 B9 RN
FHOCHE, TR B A HE B AR T IR T B A T AL
B, MIH R AP . 525 F ) S (Pavlovian
conditioning, PC)AJA], EC & AT Bk 5 A B
2], IR R —RhE R iy, JfF HEA PR

e H : 2011-03-22

245 15, (De Houwer et al., 2005, 2001; Walther, 2002;
Walther, Nagengast, & Trasselli, 2005),

EC RN AFIE 3 0 T AN R A BB RL . By
i B AT N B2 RS R UE ALl (Jones, Fazio, &
Olson, 2009)-5 iy #4: fi# B Y (De  Houwer, 2007,
2009, 2011; De Houwer et al., 2005; Mitchell, De
Houwer, & Lovibond, 2009). PN &4 i% 1 R HLEIA
g, EC M= J& US HilFmede T —ANFea i iEm,
9t 12 B R TR IR V8 J% (source  confusability) Ifij 4 i H.
WIS US B A Pt s i IH T CS 1yt
o CS 5 US R 7 iy AHXF K/ | 25 8] i i A
AL iR BEHR 25T CS A LT US ™ B AR B, 3%
M) PN Bl 152 5 PR 7, B2 EC R0 . EC 00
AN B S B, AT D R EIRKE B R
Ao WAL APE BUAINF EC (AH SIS W2l
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006)., fi 5 P: fgt o5 751
AR, EC RN HT CS B 1 028 52 PR R AR R
B R T CS 5 US BEeXS (i, - HLAS A 2 340 Wi
CS-US fir il LB A E AT CS By 4s. EC &%
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I Y 77 A — S R T ) R AT A SR B N
T, & —EMTEEAKF .

AU H, XA E R0 b R R A A AR AR
AR EE ARES, T PR A B AR AU HE SR (1Y) S der 45
ZE 5 RER A AR A SR E o AR SER AT 5T 32 2
EPTERRR TS BN EC BN i b X T
US B G E B KON ER, 7 FE
AT, WFFEAE 5 e HC 1000ms B LA [F] B
Ak P US B3 (Olson & Fazio, 2001, 2002,
2006; Pleyers, Corneille, Luminet, & Yzerbyt, 2007;
Pleyers, Corneille, Yzerbyt, & Luminet, 2009; Stahl,
Unkelbach, & Corneille, 2009; Walther, 2002;
Walther, Gawronski, Blank, & Langer, 2009; Walther
& Nagengast, 2006); MI7EE T 2B, HH L
W — A B % W Br FA e mg R, i an 17ms
(Dijksterhuis, 2004; Field & Moore, 2005; [FifE, 3
T, WX, 2009), S US B
KRBT IR o TR ) T A0 I ORI Y 5 R )
KIERZ M NN TR B2 2, 40 Chua, Boland
H1 Nisbett(2005) & 2, 7£H I 3000ms I T,
0ms~420ms [ Bt 420ms~3000ms B i) BeAH L,
AR R P AR ST R E AR A 2 . 1
R A B R A, X B B K
EC SN AR W Aol BRI 455 2 1) ke = AH LAY 52 30 52
Fro MWNERRSRIB I BLEI S, B, £ CS 5 US
Bexb i R rp, AR I8 B US A B E], CS 7Y
SR RIRAS, XS CS EoA™Nh i, NMiZA BT
WEREE R I B A, TR R EC R0E; HHK,
IR EIEAEE CS B & A5 A2 2 US R &
TMidE US & A N %5 (Stahl et al., 2009), 84 Bk 23k
W 2, vIaE RSt E], Pm4gks us iy
IR A EC RN R/, BIZEAR T 1000ms
A K-S B US o m] 7= A SR ] S 3 US A
] 2R R EC RN {H DA Al Ve il R Y HE 1,
EC RO AR T 9 i v K, R4 18 i ]
F I US 2 2 EE R R, EC R0 23 BRI
FEANLRAE BT AR, AR
TEE_EOKF, KEBRRE US M TR R B K
[ US 2= A R BC 8400

XtF US sk ik, Jones %5 A (2009) A58
IR, R R 58 A R O LG TSR A Y T AR A
R, EAZ TR AFMRIE™ £ EC R0, flfiTiA
F MR A N R AR IT I HLE] . M 7E Baeyens,
Crombez, Van den Bergh Fil Eelen (1988)/ K- 58

H, BT US 5 AR ey US A TAHIE R
/NI EC U0 BAE APE BB, EC L — Ik
A2 2] i B (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006),
ICHEIN, S ASCA SR O T2 RE RO B 5 1) A Bl A
JZ v (automatic affective reactions)Jf-J& iR AE FEA
(associative evaluations), FMA/EA T/MNEARE . 7
XA F, A PR S8Ry, RS
BIE, 1 Jones 45 A (2009)AY 78 f2: 37 F5F N Bl 15
YA PRIAIL i 4 OB S 6 22— o 800 5 B KT 3R 8 R
ST Ay B2, XA R WA AR5 R AR
ZHAEA, JFEFm EC ROV . AP i B A
SRXTETCET X PRI IR, B AT IS US A1
FEF 552800 US 216 CS 5 US 22 [a] gt 37 5 g 742 i 4
AR . B, APPSR SRALHTEY US A
TEIN Y US 237 A2 R A EC &0 .
X EC RN 2 15 A w1t i DG I B TR (Bl
EHMICE €S 5 US MBCXT & &, contingency
awareness ), fF1E4 0 Z W41 PRS2 09 DA fi
BEHLHIA R, WERBOSAA e R BN, I A X Fh=
WS US SKHAM T e, SR 2R Ras iR
IR A AT REYE, DTSN EC RN, At EC 2400 1Y
FEAE I AN T B OCHK B 1 (Baeyens, Eelen, & Bergh,
1990; Fulcher & Hammerl, 2001; Gibson, 2008;
Hammerl & Fulcher, 2005; Walther et al., 2009;
Walther & Nagengast, 2006). i P fif BEAR A | A
R, SRR IE iUan L AN AT D A A, X X —
WS A R 206 25 R 57 FF(Dawson, Rissling, Schell,
& Wilcox, 2007; Lipp & Purkis, 2005; Lovibond &
Shanks, 2002; Pleyers et al., 2007, 2009; Purkis &
Lipp, 2001; Stahl & Unkelbach, 2009; Wardle,
Mitchell, & Lovibond, 2007). #kifi, X} CB NS
HA R R F M EC RO iy & AP, DIAERTSE
i = BB PERRDT . AR A kRS, BT
fBi5 T i SCIR R R A el FE T 55 SC IR R R Y
ik, S AR EC RV . EIETK 5%
J 38 3 DGR R R Y R A AR FH R EC 2800
7 b, DI OCHR E AR A9 3 >R L)k
O ARG 3T 7 i o Pleyers 55(2007) 214,
KA H (GE T80 CS-US ELXT BT A= ) B4~
B2 3 ) g B R AT Bl o3 A, DA e Bdl o
Prag A PR . 4R, CA NI E BT 0
H 73 ok R AR R G IR /E ] (Pleyers et al.,
2007, 2009; Stahl & Unkelbach, 2009; Stahl et al.,
2009), I4b, Walther 55 Nagengast (2006)$2 i, #J
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DSGBuRIIESRERINIIE =i RllE §E NI D -
W FriE U B A S 248, 7Ef— DA E
Jit e 2 O 2 BB — AN EC XS TR CS, T A ) 2 R Y
A/NE (5 CS TERCE ) US. 5 US AR Y
F. 5 US A B8O (H R B AR R B SR A e CS
R B AT 0 v R, A /N LA S B
fLE BN SORPOCN P EEEIC R Y US, XA
W56 97 12247 B TR gl AR 28 2R AT 4 B0 201 X0 56
BRI IR A . SR, 7E Walther 5
Nagengast FJWFFEH, MATAL LA s 07 i 47 50
THotr, &3 EC R0 RAETE R IR ok B &
Ao XAEERYE Pleyers A (2007) 45 - A—3K,
1M H AT g ik g o 52 3 1 HAlF 58 4 1)
J5i 5 (Stahl & Unkelbach, 2009). H R, &AW
ER A S RERINY L RS S R NS B U RS e
RALH . Heoh, RZHFFE NN, Boln] 682355
R H Y, IR S Z BCA R US 2 x4
U R CS #E AT A (BP A 5K B i, demand
awareness) (De Houwer et al., 2001), []f}, 7EK:
CS-US KEKEIRA AR, poldnl B CS
5 4P A2 (PE O )R HEN 5 Z DRSS iy US (B4
&K%, inference strategy) (Bar-Anan, De Houwer,
& Nosek, 2010; Pleyers et al., 2007; Stahl et al.,
2009) FFxf i s a) f, AHF 5T PhIE o 5 A Al TR
[F] 77 vk i — DA 3 5 B G ZE B X EC &K
IVAiE=A

i b, AREFEMIRR US EHRHK | US 2 ik
JEXT EC RS HRENE, JT455 DU 18 P I 46 5 5 T
T H S B R 56 SCHR B R AR, ik st | AR
] SZNE EC RO B ALE o S = I R IR Bt
US BHIHK (KRB, M) xUS MR (35
A, SRy < CS KA (5RMRIE A LG Y
CS+, SIHMAE LR CS-). Hrfr CS KAlH
b AN AR R, S5 A A AR O Ble) R R
2 JTik
2.1 #ik

AR T 122 ZARE R, Hrh Y
A= 38 Ao #liiE et E . s, walpEsLsr
BCE PO L5020 (US 2 B4l . UusS K&
BRALH A . US BSR4 . US KBS
Hréf). SCEREERm, AR — ALY .
22 LEHH
221 ERLEHE  EXSLE RIS R

R RS R RG24 B (B AR R AR AR
SR . TG 2 B R (B S R I I S S TH RO 45 8
ik, it 32 5k K . CS (RIbRHE)S US (B -TH
W R RO AT 0T 7 P AR DR T, DL A 52
T T 3005 B A BCRE P (R AR, e i PR ) X
CS 1 US #EATECX M K IR VB K 2 (Field & Davey,
1999), AL 16 4~ CS-US HlFxT, #akthal 8
X, SR 8 XF o AN, Bl AL o
Fic 5 8 Fh CS-US Bixf & &
222 FKHRMBMNERSITEE KRR 5
K B H Br 1 45 B B & 4 (International  Affective
Pictures System, IAPS). £ IAPS & i R4 b i i
4 B T HEBR A ] 805 7 R B L g B A
EERE R, Wbkt s 69 sk & A E A R -TH
M - v MR ICH i A %k 8] R (Lang, Bradley, &
Cuthbert, 2008). MEHEK Bk 11 5K & F, 1EN
#h7E . DA E AR (sbj.saic.gov.cn/sbgg/sbgg?2.asp
CRIR AR ) ) FEBUR FARTAR 20 5K, fER CS
PR o IXEERTRR 2 E R 3 KA LR A= 1Y
PR AR T R A ), FIbR AN & ST, B
K/NEI R 768%576 153 .

TR FE L 48 (i AR E R A=, XF 80 7K
i A 20 sKETAR B R RO R TR, DA 43
AR . S9N R, FEX AR S TR 5
WEA LT 11 SR (-5, +5) EXHE 4 K A iy
RN HEAT PR, 7E 5 R R (-2, +2) EXT RS E A Y
MM TV . Hrh—PiF e & et e g E A,
BA R 5 A A A THE NG W W SR W = 2 A 3 DAy N
¥R 1~11, FIbRE R UM EE 4 1~5. Xt 80
SRIELE A 20 SRR B R AP A5 R AE T 22
S TSI RS, R 8 K R AETEW]
MNP 25 5, MO S 8 SKRIE o X RTAR
B VEE M 22 S (SEPE 8 s B ik a2 e PE e 1
B PO AST FEAS LRSS, R 1 R IE R AR
B S P iy 25 5, DRI 25 e sk I R AR A
F N 2.5~3.5 M E I AR E, SEECY 8 TKRETARIA
RS BIME R 3.22 BEEBUS R FTAR K R S5 S
WA 3 AL, BT tRR SR, KILTE 8 TKETARE A b,
A 2 kB R B SIS T EAE R E Z R M, =
3.40, t; =2.72, p = 0.009; M,=341, t, = 2.29, p =
0.027). TERUS THFSEMAESE G, RERE T
XK F o

2% 80 SKIELE B R oA, ik A s
SRR BIRAELE I R AT IS 25 K 4% 8 ik, fE
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AEFCSE AL o X FANE 25 B R 2 AE SRR ZH AL
08T 22 SR g, UGRS3 B 1 AR
AR R FRVIZERIYW LR . s -55TH I,
t(45) =—-13.77, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.04; 55741 -
i, t(44) =—11.20, p < 0.001, Cohen’sd =2.13;
PE-55FHHL, t(43) = —7.64, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
1.40; 53RN -5 FUM, t(44) = —11.23, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 1.86, #555KAG 25 1K 7 RN 18025 6 JF
A R, HEATRR AR S RIS L = ] L 55 R
S5 IHMR A Z M 38 22 Rk e, R ILEA]
Z AN I7 AN TR, A8 o B 22 5 AN . s AR
-5 I #2, t(43) = 0.10, p = 0.923, Cohen’s d = 0.02;
SR -55TH ML, t1(46) = —0.28, p = 0.777, Cohen’s d =
0.05. 4R WISLI0 A BHH A LI 2K .
23 XWIERF

SEYFRIT DU G AR ST B . VRN
BB . FIAMN S BB . I G B B, |/ =4
By BEp il tE T ML s B, Ir A RS R e 17
PN R AR L, Bl I e RN S BRI T
PEVE . BREERUEAR N 85HZ, WoResselE . Xk
JEMERS G — s, BB R 0.5 K,
55 04 By Bl i A 4R ) 4
231 EHRSME CS5USRINEM, IR
EC W58 835 AR )5 - BiA T 45 14 S S R ¥ (forward -
conditioning), HJ CS ¥ US £ (De Houwer et
al., 2001), SZuHh, FEXF CS-US BEHLEFL 5 K. 1E
R, bR LRI 500ms, SR
JE 2P CS 1000ms, Zkifi 23 US, M2 US 2
BLFRIA 120ms, SR )5 2 IUHEHON I 880ms; K&
L4 US EFEF[E] A 1000ms, FEXF CS-US [A]fg2s
BB R R 1500ms.
232 FMNEME AR MEASNBIEA IR
AT BIAR PR, LB B iR b 2 AL AR B
B R AERIARIE 7 T B3, +3) 2= ok
F(=3 FoRAEFTHM, +3 FoRIEF M) . Bl ik
B e o 8 2 X 7 A DX Bk 7 b P R A T AR AR -
THBAEY, Bk E R (O —k . L E, KR
Wl 1~7 S
233 FEIAMIGMEE  AADEECRT Walther 5
Nagengast (2006)42 H (1) U P A5G o B,
Jr A B R S AE Z AT 55 R . B A RS
MPAS/INE R e 5 CS BxT i Y US,
234 EEREME ZoREAS BTN
ARG B, DA A 0 5 R R

3 4%

9 2P AT R, B S f#H SPSS11.5
A T R TR S i o b
3.1 EC %M

XPZE CS (CS+. CS-)VPFM i 17 Bl A
t K, LI CS ZKAKUY 3, M (CS+) = 4.49, M
(CS-) = 4.06, t(112) = 3.65, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.51, 3T LAMEMF T I GE 1T 50 Hids E(Olson & Fazio,
2001; Pleyers et al., 2007, 2009; Walther &
Nagengast, 2006), 25543 B S5 7F SR K Bk
AT BER EC B, RIS EE A UC RS 0 bR
P PEM i 25 8 15 T AR R DEBC 3 9 R AR 1 PR
32 MARFREIRM EC ML AN

I CS PEH B 4T MANOVA 2 (H51) x
2 (CS EAYREE M & T 225081, UEEZMERIXT EC
N BSEN o 2 B S FE 00 AN 2, F(1,111) = 0.00,
p=10.986, 5, <0.001. M 5WH CS T2 H
TERIAR W3, F(1L111) < 0.01, p = 0.982, 5, <
0.001, RIHEZIXT EC %00 TC b 252 m . 323800 7] 45
SRR, REAUA 14 ARG TR H
B, AR R 12.2%F3X 14 D PHLIA 2T
TR B, HAgala2 Feaem R E I X
CS TP B #E1T MANOVA 2 (TR iR x 2
(CS ZEAY) Ay F 52 I 1 7 22 534 o e oK B R R B 4K
TV AN 3 F(1,111) < 0.01, p=0.964, 7, <0.001; 7
KRS PIZE CS PPN BAE WA B3, F(1,111)
=0.85, p = 0.358, np <0.01, HIEIK TR
EC U0 TG i 3 50
33 EIIMK. MMEBESXRBKEIRX EC M

B %2 Mol

MR PO B P S0 45 5, SE i DU Ak 1 Y 43 A
TEOLCIER US” “AHFEIZAT US” “AHIRAA US™H
o PRI ). RBIRAA L — L BB AR
IEAf US #E1(58%), HETESE 23840 A US
(23%), HKIEMFEZLM US (14%), )2 ]
B(4%). K e 5 A& s AL EBS Y
US B8 A28 i I (n=57), KUt
4 AN K4 ALUF A28 BRI (n=
56).

H T EEE R . R . SCER IR
EC LW (Y520, T MANOVA 2 (CS 261 x 2 (&%
PUAFC) x 2 G R EE) x 2 CREEEJPDHNN KR EE
M srHr. K3 CS A ERN B3#, F(1,105) =
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13.92, p < 0.001, 7, <0.12; CS KA 2 HHHH 1Y
SEEAEM R, F(1,105) = 11.72, p = 0.001, 7, <
0.10; CS &M 5o BE A 38 BARF 3, F(1,105) =
7.29,p=0.008, 7, <0.07; CS FH 5 SCHEERIAY
HAERRE, F(1,105) = 1533, p < 0.001, 7, <0.13;
AR BE S OCHR BRI AR BAEH 3, F(1,105) =
6.10,p=0.015, 5, <0.06, HAbE RN 522 HAEH
VIR . RGBS 30 38 A 3 5000 fR SR
331 CS XBEEUMKMREIMER FHH
SR, FEREIAKT I, CS AN B3, M
(CS+) =4.68, M (CS—) =3.86, F (1,111)=25.19, p <
0.001, n;=021; {EMZIAKT I, CS HAIRLA
HE, M (CS+) = 431, M (CS-) = 4.25, F(1,111) =
0.14, p = 0.706, 7, <0.01 (& 1), BLWI*4 US 2
ffa S 120ms B, EC W I %A & A, i1
1000ms K E K kA T EC 80 .

5.07 BCS+
Ocs—
4.5 -
S 40-
-
3.5
3.0+ T 1
[ e

B 1 SEEKX EC 808 550

332 CS XBAEYMBEMREIER FHM
SR, TESRAMN KT b, CS KAV W3, M
(CS+)=4.57, M (CS-) = 3.93, F(1,111) = 14.57, p <
0.001, 7," =0.16; 7EFAM AT b, CS KA
N3, M (CS+) =4.42, M (CS-) = 4.19, F(1,111) =
1.88, p =0.173, 5, =0.01 (K 2). ViR H7ESR
B K B RAT EC 800 o

333 CS XBEEXBERMIZEEAR AN
SIRT R, FESRICHRE VUK [, CS ZRAUALN 1 3%,
M (CS+)=4.64, M (CS-) =3.81, F (1,111)=26.65, p <
0.001, 7y =0.22; fE5RBRRPUKP |, CS HAIY
MR, M (CSH)= 443, M (CS-) = 430, F

(1,111)= 0.05, p=0.827, n, <0.01 (& 3). YLHI LA
PR POIHEE T K21 CS-US BiXf &R, EC
BN AR AE . Ak R T H g A, D
PR AT R BN P ST U, [AIAE R CS 2%
A5 SCHR IR 2 BAE B 3, F(3,898)=5.73, p =
0.001, 77 =0.02, {HALR A7 KA T F

5.0 BCS+
ocs-
4.5
S 40-
35
3.0 ; |
SRR EEEVEIN)

&2 s BT EC RN Y5

5.0 BCS+
ocs-
45
€ 40-
=
351
3.0 7 1
SRICHRRE N 58 RN

&3 SCIRE R EC RN Y 520

334 HMBESXBEERMNZTEER HEXE
2 SR DE S (Y RI AR AT PRI, RSN
Kb, RIBGREIRBRN AR, F(1,110) = 0.36, p =
0.552, 7, =0.01; fESRMAF b, KB
I 4., F(1,110) = 4.62, p = 0.034, 7, =0.05; 7EX
W 28 55 I K I8 R DC ot Y R AR R T VPAN B, 7ESRAL
BroKF- b, SCIRE IR AR 2, F(1,110) = 14.45,
p < 0.001, n;=0.15; TEFEMAKT L, KEEIRM
OV, F(1,110) = 0.33, p = 0.566, 7, =0.01
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34 MEFIANKEAERSXBHEEIR

FEFIE AT, XF DU A A 2 R T 5
Tho 43 U I FA DU Rl E SR T B9 CS PR t 4G
5, RIBAFEIEMIERES Hh, &4 EC %WV, M
(CS+) = 4.61, M (CS-) = 3.88, t(519) = =5.72, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.51, HAy 3 Fpik#E T, EC 2
IR, XWZE ¢S F, Db 22 R U TR
B, AP CS M5 Py Rh ik R0 A2 BAE A
F(3.898)=5.73,p=0.001, n; =0.02.7£ CS+15 CS-
ZMF, IEREERI H AU 5 AR S T 8
W2 3252 3 53, M (CS+emix) = 4.61, M (CS+iz
wi) = 4.29, 1(374) = 2.10, p = 0.036, Cohen’s d = 0.24;
M (CS—pams) = 3.88, M (CS—mmun) = 4.50, t(352) =
-3.38, p=0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.42, Ui H-H I T 7
SRR PR, B2 nT LTI AR KR i SCEkiE
1225 SRR A IEN B i 1) CS, BARM (CS+y

)< M (CS—wmmun), 1H t(207) = 1.09, p = 0.277,
Cohen’s d = 0.15, AREVEIABAE TR R TFH
SR an R B TS B TRk 58 B Y 5] A
W5, AR -2 0] LLAFSI, X6 F 2 < 38 A 2% 1 B 8
(AE+8 US MEBfIE, mi&ds 5 US+HECX i CS
PHORPEN AT, 5 US-FeXF i CS ik
WM FR) =R CS, Bl S5 Z DT Y2
AR B US. BRI, BRIE H TE AR A5 1 B 3 1
CS, IS &8, IEMER US &Mk ECh
127 R, AHIEZLA N 34 IR, AHIR ALl 67 IR, Hibk
PEFE 11 IR, »*(3, N=239) = 127.44, p < 0.001, )2
AN e G R 28%, AAEULIH 3k TS
FETROR 2 Y B A 5 o A T T S B 5 R%
Mo B2 DY ]I 59 AT 4 2 BOT T R 7
AT, AR IS S R 1R B S KA S R
BRI A S 9E EAAE R 25, BRI 1,

x1 ETEURKSHMBESLXMOEBANEFH 25

KN
S A - — —
IEW % AR FEZLH % AH B % % 1

s 2 53.1 15.1 27.6 4.2
US EHAHK 12.14%*

K2 63.1 13.3 18.8 4.8

. CELE i 65.1 12.5 19.0 3.4
US 2458 B N 18.90%**

SRR 51.0 16.0 27.5 5.5

7 *p <0.05; **p <0.01; ***p <0.001

35 EIATHK. N GEEFIRKELEIRX EC AL
B94E R HLEI 52 4f

it — DK B A 5T BT S B IR X EC R0
s, R T gt b, L2
B SR L DR HR R R (I B B 1 B H AR
AW CS WM By 22 EAE N AR 5, (A
AT Z T AT, SR AI, [EE TR AR
#, F(3,112) = 11.79, p < 0.001, #iE ZE(R) N
0.245, EILHHE | AP IR AL | OCHK AR EE WT DL i
FEFFI A H7FE(B wnie = 0.615, Partial = 0.265, t =
2.87, p<0.01; B uumsx = 0.649, Partial = 0.273, t
=2.97, p<0.01; B gz = 0.199, Partial = 0.382, t =
4.32, p<0.001),

Sy itk — 2 BRZ G (8] UH Ty B = AN AR R
EC LR AVEFALE, DL BRI s 2 o A
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Abstract

Evaluative conditioning (EC) refers to the change of an attitude toward an affectively neutral object
(conditioned stimulus, or CS), following that the object’s pairing with another positively or negatively valenced
stimulus (unconditioned stimulus, or US). EC is theoretically regarded as an associative learning process in
associative-propositional evaluation (APE) model, but many controversies have arisen in empirical studies of
EC. Some researchers found EC could not occurred without awareness of CS-US contingencies (supports
propositional account), but others didn’t. It is also still unclear whether EC relies on much attention or not.
Based on propositional account, the purpose of the present study was to investigate the effect of display duration
of US, retest the effect of valence intensity, CS-US contingency awareness, and their integrated mechanism on
EC, measured by explicit evaluative rating, combined with four-picture recognition test and item-based analyses.

The hypotheses were tested in a sample of 122 college students (38 males). In a 2(display duration) x 2
(valence intensity) x 2 (CS type) mixed design, with CS type as a within-group factor (CS+ means that CS was
paired with positive pictures and CS- means that CS was paired with negative pictures), the participants were
randomly assigned to four groups: US short display (120ms)-strong valence, US long display (1000ms)-strong
valence, US short display-mild valence, and US long display-mild valence. The CSs were real pictorial
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trademarks but unfamiliar to the participants. USs were chosen partially from the International Affective Picture
System and partially from the Internet. All pictures used in the experiment were selected based on pilot rating of
valence. The experiment consisted of four sequential phases: the conditioning phase, evaluative rating phase,
four-picture recognition phase and questionnaire phase. The results were analyzed by MANOVA on a global
method of statistical analysis (participant-based), and on the participants’ responses to individual items
(item-based) which was particularly for contingency awareness. Multiple regression analysis and chi-square test

were also conducted.

Results showed that evidence was obtained for EC effect on the global level, with more positive ratings of
CS+ than of the CS-. For display duration, EC emerged only on long display level, M (CS+) = 4. 68, M (CS—-) =
3.86, F (1, 111) =25. 19, p < 0. 001, 77,23 =0. 21. For valence intensity, EC was found only on strong valence
level, M (CS+) =4. 57, M (CS-)=3.93, F (1, 111) = 14. 57, p < 0. 001, 77‘2) =0. 16. Only the participants who
were categorized as “contingency aware” showed significant EC effect. In addition, no effect of demand
awareness and inference strategy was obtained. However, contingency awareness neither significantly mediated

the relationship between display duration and EC effects, nor that between valence intensity and EC effects.
This pattern of results partly supported the hypotheses, and emphasized the role of attention and awareness

on EC effect. EC relies on US display duration, US valence intensity and CS-US contingency awareness, which
in line with propositional account. Results also raise doubts about the views in implicit misattribution
mechanism and APE model. EC is unlikely to be an associative evaluation process which requires little cognitive
capacity and contingency awareness. Nonetheless, the insignificant mediation effect also indicates that

propositional account needs to be further modified.

Key words attitude formation; evaluative conditioning; display duration; valence intensity; contingency

awareness



