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YE RS B9 7 I 25 B (ambivalent  attitude) 4 BF
FEIE N — B A 7 i 285 B (A s FA R i A
J7LOBEEE . ERALAE )R B BRI 2 E R IS
R, 5T ESERREN . N BUER .
HRASE T i B AN [ 02, TH 2% 08 J& 8 L AEAE
PO ) S SR 1 e v, PR I 5 8  R al
FEPT AR, DRI 3 7 AR A D DR RS i 25 S A AR
B A R] (S LB, /N s Fnglss == (2010) 9 F
). HEENTIESERBHEENSEREAR -
4P (dual-dimension), B X5t — 7= i 58 Al 55 1 18 A1
A PR R B EFE (Priester & Petty, 1996; Otnes,
Lowrey, & Shrum, 1997; B f§2#%%, 2010), FEOF
J A BE 7 A ) — A 3 B i DR T B PR I Y TR
P, Bl ZEAESEF T AR 7 AN SE AR BT IR
W7 SN AR LSS, SEAG TG AL i
AT REA )R, T2 B 1 8 I P T 3 2% 5 ke 1) 5
(conflict) A1 X LA 2k 3 (indecision), [ ifij 7 2 ] 71 L
TR Z M5 BLA D % 5 (Priester, Petty, & Park,
2007; Weiss, Lurie, & Macinnis, 2008), #Xifi, LAfE

Wk H 1 2010-01-04
* [E 52 HARRLE R4 T H (70972091 Fil 70672067) %% Al .
EIRFER: ¥ 4%#, E-mail: ebusiness@whu.edu.cn

998

XM e AR AT W R

AH G B 5% 3 8 A2 v 7E o8 I 285 B2 19 Re AR RO B
B 2 B S W (B Krosnick 1989; Bassili 1996;
Newby-Clark, McGregor, & Zanna, 2002; Priester et
al, 2007; Maio, Bell, & Esses, 1996; Clark, Wegener,
& Fabrigar 2008), KA 5 &k 4 0 T Y A 2 (n
Zemborain & Johar, 2007; Cavazza & Butebra, 2008);
X ELA 08 Ji 25 B8 0 A A i e ik A5 LAY BIF 5%
W% /(40 Clark, Wegener, & Fabrigar et al., 2008),
FEER R —FERNANEM: o) 1EH
IPEIR) . B (AT A5 PR A 30 MR L)« i 1]
(15 7 P 1 P 28 B0 A5 0 TR 1 N 25 ) R B 52

[pAR, ANSRBAT O & 25 BRI 9 B n9 45 2 T
A5 L AN — 3 2 O JE i i, IRV 2%
A S A AN P JE i S B AN e TH
B e QAR 25 A 32 LA P PR Y SR A B 2

9 b, BECM EREREREA —E N EE, X
s R HOE R T R, AR A 6] Al
(posters) X [R]— 7= i 1 T8 18 7 52 B0 H A B — 2
). HE 2T JE ) Z 0k s (Schlosser, 2005), i
HIRM H T HAS R A, OIS T R 2RI
7 H (peers) [ WL 5, A1 25 B 19 B £E SF & (Hennig-
Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004), R #
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B 5B R Bodes 2009 4F A4 b EL G R GE i TR A
(http://www.cnnic.net.cn), 60% L4 I fity [ B 90 45 4
XAE R B ARG BORTE . AL, A SCR BB
22 JCAR LA RS BE (e Xk A 7 S DA £ IR0 285 4%
SEMERBIRE 5, R EA T IEEENIHE R H
FAR L RN 32 AR 22 Se A S BE W 5 ma AL o

DLAEAIE 5 v i A4 A e b BRSNS 1) 22 o810
BEREALNLIF =FELEH &, 258 e
& (balance theory), MARFEIE (conformity theory)#l
A2 JE B (dissonance theory) . AR AY A~ [6] W A5
th, B S HE A BB, WA TS
o MRS, W2 E N 1O S R
BMRZIRI SR, X5 P B DR B 18252
A1 A0 X b o 57 (Heider, 1958; Schlosser, 2005;
Adejumo, Duimering, & Zhong, 2007). i H 4 M AR
FIE, T E o 5N R ZEON R 785 B R AR
—H, X —J7 AT RER ) TR AR e, B
0 F AR S HTE A T (Kelley, 1955); %5 —J5 i, W
AIREH TE SRS, AR TR AN E B, 23IA
R AR 615 3] L2 % A H:iH (attitude consensus) (19 W 5
HE i (Hodson, Maio, & Esses, 2001), X - FH it
R T IH B E A PR B, R S5 AR P A R JE )
DIEHHL HAEMZE EXOF AR AR, A B
BURR [ AL 25 6 R, TH 2 E EHRAEAPR R
AT, AN T BN TR A AL B 4% v Y
Z e BEAR B, T 983 A0 0 R AR AE T 2
H SN R, SQUE A B NAET & e, A
SRR R B O N TE T JE A BESR Y, R Tk
BT 7 it B TA AN BRI T ke AN 7 g, T 93 25
P 1 2 (selective attention) Fl 4B 5 [ & AH—
YA BE, 2N AR AL RS OB S
(Festinger, 1957; Clark et al., 2008). 2k JABHISHEH
1) 1B 8 M T 3 — i R 7 B8 R i ST TEAS FE — 4R
(S 0, TR AR 2T E R, A S
SRR, HLEDIE B R ] 0 2 B A R R
1F T 1Y AT 17 1 1 (Cacioppo, Gardner, & Berntson,
1997). XHFE—2k, AR [F] B AE 7R IF U BT,
TH R E TR SR B S — T, WS —
B ESASRE" A B4, PEMHETRE
FE SRR 5 1 AN 1) 1 T A B A T AR B, 2R
SR ? 5 LIRI A, 2 e A — A B Y3k
YT RS2 BN Z B SR JE
H, YEEE T B RS E IR R Z BN
AR, T 2 W AU e 7 X SR A ST I

AR ST A [A]

1.2 3C#ER[E )

121 HBENFESEURBEXHAR THFEK,
Fo DI ROH AT A IR Z IR A, A&
FEFFAIE—4ERY e —4EnY . 7 JE ST EIRTH A
X e — 7 ity [] B A7 7 R B 37 ) R R T B 4 A
HIVPMN ARG 2 | A5 RUALR:, H A TUPE A FE Ak
PEHER K ) — 2 5 B I 9% 7 JE S A 2 A
(Priester & Petty, 1996). ‘& il & & i T4 2% & N 1E
DI 5AMERM LT 2 Y . AL HiE
FSCAR IR Z [ 22 BAR T - A, I 23 B aA]
RS2 S T . Wb WS A EEAT R
(Otnes et al., 1997; #4545, 2010). #Aii, H &
AT R 2O o8 I A B AT AR AR B A0 UL, W K
FEl A B, 4n 2 i 2 B2 e] 7 A= %) (Jewell, 2003;
Otnes et al., 1997), I %% 34 4n fu] &b ¥ oF J& & B
(Lau-Gesk 2005; Nowlis, Kahn, & Dhar, 2002), #&
7% J& PR U An] 5% e 3 3% 5 %5 ) ) & (Forehand,
Deshpande, & Reed, 2002), Xf 1% {5 & 4 4b 34
(Zemborain, & Johar, 2007; Clark et al., 2008), i
5 R Y B 3 17 T 3 B RLAEGEE (Olsen, Wilcox, &
Olsson, 2005)% ., & FEWA =& Xt @ ki T T 4%
5%, MR RS 14 (2007, 2009) %) 7Y J7 #2350
P A v b Ko B 2 0] A — R P I A B R A5
AT T LR RS, (IR AT & B S B o4 17
SRy H R BRI P I S R RIS

122 FESENMNEMFEEHREENSA X
70 6 AR B R, H TSR AR A B 2 0 i
S B, bz B R E, R %R
H ey i IE T R SR 2B T PR, AT A5 9 a1 1E
MAEE; SR, ibvil 28 B0y BT AR E, 2
7% 18 H bR Wi S AR R SR T PR, AT At sk
() 171 T 5% BE (40 Jonas, Broemer, & Diehl, 2000;
Armitage, & Conner, 2001; Jewell, 2003; Zemborain
etal., 2007 5§) . 1% J5 A X T a7 Bt B 432080 0] B ik
X TR G2 i AR 32 P i RN AR B, HAT AT A
P2 e I FEORG At BE A LA, DR AE DG TP i A B R A
TR IS8 2 XT38 B 18 I PR B 1 DU o,
PRAEf ) 1Z B9 Thompson %5 A (1995)4%2 H
f“Griffin” 20k, IZA X RH S 77 E S
JE 14 4% Fl R (Jonas et al., 2000), HEAR Ty : &
P G PERRE =(P4+N)2— | P—N | +X; H, P,
N 7 AACRIE P A5 0 . SOmEPPAN A58, X IA]
DA T3 >4 3 SR8 UE T 88 70 A o A 20 B0 s
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REFEEBEW T GRS . B TAFE SR &
RENWEA LR, —BBOIIEU A& FEH,
WA LA T WK & 3 (fn Clark et al. 2008 4), 7£ 7
Peiglarh, AROF & e & Y 28 S e T R
BEN RS A 2 (Zemborain et al. 2007; Priester &
Petty, 2007) o A Ji& H B2 AE A1 % 7 i [] s 0 488
T Y I TS BN R TS B, AR, SURAEZ ™ Y
— B SOFUXURS:, WA TE 2 E X T 3G FAL, AT
e— A E R LM EE R, ThRE ki FE, H
I3 — 7 T SUGEAS W B FTGE SRR B, 1 H 2%
R AR, BMIJCHE T g sE . sy &
JIGE 7 X 77 it ) 285 B U] A T TRT A A 32, X607 i P e
N DAL E 2, QA T 2 B = BT AR 4 X
ASEL, BRI E R R I, CEGE, BRI
K 5, HAL 51544 Fr{E (Thompson et al., 1995;
Zemborain et al., 2007; Priester et al., 2007),

123 FESEMEELEMEZMMAR DA
G A B0 R S R R A B A S
JE PR BE 23 M = AU PSR B /N, AT T
ANFEE AR Z 5 m (5 B A2 R, Hrp—2%
W 275 187 G A FE B RHIE, A 587 JE A
FEFA L, 5 7 6 2 BE BMETE 1042 v i B B ok
(4n Krosnick, 1989), Jf H. 5% 5 i ihd I Ae e (4
Bassili, 1996). =4 J& iYL ES AMTTENA
oA s, REIMELIYLTR, DL 45 B sk
ANEF A4 (I Newby-Clark et al., 2002; Priester et al,
2007), B, i AMTEEREZNELS, IFHE
hnE B AL (Maio et al., 1996); Clark £ A (2008) 1]
F— 0 ML, = IS B AN AR AN 2 X BT A {5 SR
HETARIE, T s HE 0 A AR L GRS Uk oF I YR
A5 {5 B (proattitudinal message), i 3 oAb F I 2
Al AE B 7 G B I A B {5 B (counterattitudinal
message), 52 A, (K7 & AR B A 0D o
JEWIBIHL, PR 2T 2 M A B R AR EE AR B, i kA
IR EE R . — R R FEZBE R RIEE
FTH A2, W Zemborain 1 Johar (2007) XiEAE
SR Y T {5 BE (source credibility), & 7 G
R AT e LA AN B B, AR IS B A
W) 25 5 o A A5 2 UR 0 AT A B S Pk e R A AT
Cavazza F1 Butebra (2008) 37115 & U5 (19 P BEAABL
R 1, R BCY AR Xk AR R 2 5
(ingroup majority) 1Y) 5 H & H A RS EAE B
(direct counterattitudinal message) s, & 7 J& 194>

PRAR LE TR 7 JE A9 A ACSE A mT RE U [ B A5 R

5 WBHARRRE—2

AR IE K 2 R A S ) Y — T
AR, SR MIASHIFSE BT 2% 3 o8 Ji W SC T 2 1% 5t
B I, P TN A (A AR, 2010). HTA
A2 BEXF AT A SR — et 2 [n] U R 42, Qi A% L vl
X B PR S AE B (Clark et al, 2008), Frif ik 2%
(Zemborain et al, 2007), “% 'k %t (Cavazza et al.,
2008)4F, XA —MMET ESERAREE, B2
Tl M AR AR AP 27 J (U Rudolph & Popp, 2007
4F), DRI AR 2 AR 23 S fb - M (EDUR A9 400 A F 58
FEA SR . TS O Y T PR DR I S iy )
R, TP JE A RO . AT AR, ASJEAR
A B I (40 Otnes et al., 1997 %) i A BF 9 & 3,
O TG O D 0 2 Ji 75 B8 s BEAE R I i AR 2 S0 ik
B R OB AR A, R R B A T T P R L el
AR SR 2% 1 00 i A A 3 4 T B i
POT T MR PR A A8, iy o 38 2 A7 AU,
IATEI B 58 1E AEFT P42 45 09 B M A et S HL 3R
=, SRARATREAR T G T . R4 Zemborain 55
ARG = T T 2 S (g & oK), (HE
AR, 7 i 2 B I 2 B4 B ik AR i 52 e
ISR S — AR B A TR (B B 55, 2010)

Britz Ah, LATERIBESEOCTE S A B IR A
O JEHERRE, AR5 E R 2 Rk H M2 ool AR
5 S R B A AE HAH B G IS O . YR Z2 LAFERF ST Y
WG, AW ST 28 3 4 B B o O R
SR AR KT, BN [RIKST 13 2 5 A il
BEAME ZICAAE BT A TR AL
1.3 IitESR

H A5 B (base-rate information)., 3R {5 E 2
SR Z e B — 485, B REAE T b s e B
AR M RE 7 i A [ B 25 A B (AR ] g3k
1E. . Hi37) (Koehler 1996), WIS S AFLZAE
HORCRSN AR Z ook 8, — & TR -
X GE AR D AR, T % 3 U 1 oty — M
TS EE B AAF R, W X5 R Y BT
g3, BT HE RS T R R BRI, B E
XF e 75 AL SR 7 o B P SR A R A A L Sy — T,
WHTHRETREXRGEL, HREaSFIMRXE
FE o BEE B M B Rz A, 2 A
REJTRY R PR, 2% N AT BB A8 — [ s Xl | B A
F & 1938 (Rudolph et al., 2007), Jtl:, 474 2%
D025 SUR AR == 2 DN =S E] 0§ 7 1
L AE b S R BT A N RS B B SRR B AT AE
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A5 #5 B (Miller, Dovalina, Avis, & Cardoze, 1980).

R (attitude consensus) ., FEA LR IR 455
—Z BRI R ZE T8 B 2 [FTR, o BRI
PRI B 1 25 3 0 17 (40 Orrive, R., 1988). JE % (5 B,
AALALFE AN HE 7= b () 25 BE AW LR, s T
S T R — A S BE B NECR LA G SR E T
(50 TR ) A8 B2 B AN BRTE S B B R L g, T AT AR
SR AE T (T BEAAR I . BRI R AR PR T A
ik [E] (social validation), [ i X Fo AR E A [6) 25 B 1
NIE WL 71 (Orive, 1988; Visser & Mirabile, 2004) .,
FRE AR BRI, FEAAR R — 7 i 2 3 oA 5 B
PEVERL, 4T 285 I A0 e TR, ST REHA
LR S BEAE R B dE 2 ) — 5, YRR
TR — it ST, XTH 2% 14T R AR

LN E TR

HAMYELRAER] . MTEM T, Mz
e R, AN BAT BRI 2 T B
RIRETEA R ), E2 R R —MS M SR . M
RIS N B 22005 IR A B PR L0 i 2 o
W BIL A S A AT 5 3 P [ 2 ) )i —

WFFEREZR . A SR B i — A R G B HEZE
oK i T T B B X AR 22 Se A A R i i
e, HATP EBITH 28 0 1R A B XA K,
W RN AE RN &, it — PR .
AWFFERERTE PRI B R 15, o
b SR Zoofefs B, HASERNESET
JE VR BE 2 UnAnT I8 19 9 2% 5 A A S AR, E— 20 b,
SR I B rP A TR i 1] 64 70 AR R 008 T A oA i
e X2 A A 2 A FE B2, i 1.

BIEF | EmARE A NCE

E i i 1) Y DL 3R 05 1
A7 O ] A9 347

S P
e | LA EERY U

H2: BEARL R G AR ) ) B 2 e 2 A S
a) FH— B ——BEHA AT B I (Escalation)
b) A — B BRI A (Null Effect)

H1: {1 9% & CAT YA R A9 A 5 P R R e ik i Rl
a) A JE M R A i A

b) (A & 1 —— e R T i A

K1 AFSEAEsR

B, A1 T R E R T S &
Al e PR S TR AR A L T A B A R T A R L, R
AR R R —

Clark 45 A (2008)7E B 5% AATTRT 2% L il 1357 3
B S BRI 7)Y P JE A BE R R B, R P JE A R
TR T B SR ZL A IR oF JE B SPL, B ] T
AEFRARLE S [ O — B ECE SRS EE (S B (agreeable/
proattitudinal message), ikt G b BRAR LE N — )
8\ 2 6 A5 B Y {5 B (disagreeable/counterattitudinal
message); 4 [ 52 B 7 G PE A AR, A A
DO G B S AS AN B3 T, BeRE, AR —EK
HEE, MRS Z A A —BEE R . ST
IRBFSE R I — A S PE P G B, T AR

A ERARM I AR, i,

TP T RS, BOE T A LA IE 1 25 B b F2 e mT fig A 7
A R, AR AR R Q. SR, 72T
Folg S e, T 2 AR 4 7 A 1 TR A R — D
S LA Y, LA B 0P i AR B S EOR UE X
A RIS B . PR, FRATTEN, YA R £
JCALZS BE AR B, 1 8 G 1T 23 S B Rk (R G T
HoPWIE AR, XEd TP E S E 5%
HAGEER N3, AR TIEROHZ 5 A
B RS BE NI S R ), /DA RO JE M i oP
JERE P, IE A AR 6T S R AL T AT LA
32 (17K F-(4n Priester & Petty, 2007 45), Al ifii 2 18 sk
B, BIOPERShLA B SRR IEASE R T
H5A B, IFRSURRRINCHE . RSN
7T 25 2 0 38 T 9 6 7 o S XU 7 ST
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I 2%

AT T S XS A T 8 B 174 O T R A 3 25 v T A TS B
BRI X e S BCS B F IE M T n . Bk, 3
4 SR
Hla: 478 2% 38 O A M8 BEF JE T 7K 8
I, IH 2 BT AT BB OC T AP AL AR T A
IFZ AN FIE TS B Ry s2m, 1S 3
S IETAE BTy, BT IETET R
Hilb: M7H 3535 O WA ET1T KUK
BF, T 93 00 AT RE OGRS LAY A TS FE
FF2Z AN A A B, AT A [
SRS FI, SEMTFEN LT
Hvk, T2 &4 21 (attitude consensus,
A1 S35 B B ARG 1) )0 T 0 A B BB T Y
e, JfgE AR R R
AT 22 TCAAS BE R 228 TR ], 33X — 1
) B PT HE 5 7 9 o e B O B A BE AR [R], L mT R
FHIZ o SR AR IR, 2 5 e R O i U THI 45
BT ZENM IR, YPE N R, T 2
KW 7T RA DN RIS . St adhiH s
£ (social consensus theory)fHZS LAY, Latane )4 it
2 BiS (social impact theory, 1981) &% HAh J&
() 4t 23 5% Wi 6 45 B8 (dynamic theory of social
impact, 1995), 153 5] GO 4 A~ A28 BE R WL 1Y
BRI R TR 1, AR R I AL
(number) 3G N3G 5% . PR, 2408 &I 9 FE
PEVE OGRS B S IR 2 BN 1Y U — 3Rt
5 B X R 2 7 A Y RV (escalation effect, 4l
Bohlmann, Rosa, Bolton, & Qualls, 2006), H{&
K
H2a: 58 J& I 9% 3 e B O A 0 1E T (7
)AL, QRN AR AR th Z 50 AN +F
ETH (TR ) AR, DU 2 A T (A ) A
AR )RR R S R T Y A B AR R
SR D BN A 1 T (67T ) 25 N U Y
(535
0P I I B A R O T AN B S B AR AR
AN—GEE, FRATHI, BEEE T R AR
SR, BRI RN o F R PR T ORI
(null effect, 4N Lee & Suk, 2010), H &, TEm&AH
B, 1M 2 E SRS R A B bR AR
(gain)”. [RATH 935 O 2o a8 1 A 456 1
FE T, ANEER GG, (il AR ST
B, Ao FhmiF—-PERELR, DRIEH Ok
FEEFERIERTE, Bk A C s, K&

JE 1 0 i P L 2 R A S B sh L, P I O 2R
BN FNEE BN A IE SR . BARZEAXT
Z R AS B, A AT RE Sy TR 2 0 XURS:
T, BRI T 1) At i, H AR
[ 5 3 1S (switching  cost) iT BETH 2 & JF AN I B 7K
#H(Burnham, Frels, & Mahajan, 2003). ifij %} T{&F
JERITH TR M S, K2 1E TH )25 B AT RE S B 24k
N 7T 4 25 B A5 7 58 H (Schlosser, 2005), 1 % #
XA TS B 2B s 4 AT 2 (3 2 7 o RIS LA 5
Br, FATHR a0 ik
H2b: 8 Ji 1 2% 38 8 1k 5 Ah FLAY TE T (71
A EERT, GnSRAN AR AR h 250 A +F
BT (IE T A, 00T 2% 5 e A N 1Y B
T (IE ) A B B s A i 2
2 ik
2.1 Tt
T B 82 h TR A | SEE H AR
W) S R 7 3 A AR SR
211 #ok WATEE T RSGAMRTR 110 4
ARAEZ SR, BN 5EEMS LRESNN 2
7. Hoh Ay 60 £4(32 #4552k, 28 Z4 A )Z In—4 LU
FAL R 7 it A SR AR R SRy, P IARRS 22 %0
4h 50 44 (27 4 F 4, 28 B E)SIM—41LL 3G T+l
S AR B SEN, SFIAERS 21 % R A T
HOMERATE 22 G0 300 049 A1 R XU Fe D 2 15 A 32
T TR A A 3 gk b A A RTE FH L, X ERAE R
G —E AR, TR IR K, [FRb AT
I T 5 2 0 5 AR E R G 8, 7 il
X T U T AR/, 3G FHLH TIER BT
He B IR, KA BERIA FHLAE & 5 i,
1M 3G FALIHA F A E, X 3G FHL™ M A
B, R TR R AT, i H RS AR
AR R BTk, AR AREAS
212 KW EBHY AMREFENBRY R
Windows 7 i1 3G F-4l. Windows 7 24K Al A
A3 ) — R — AR A E R G, I 2 ] Sk
SE 4z 4% Windows 7, W] H Windows XP o m
Windows Vista J+4% 4 Windows 7. 3G FHLEF [E
E TS R — 20 ], 53 1 R
i, FRATLL 3G FHL™ i RN S50 HbR¥ .
213 EWFH E, WATEGE T 7 AWK, 1
o SIS e RS v DN G N A L DO R Y
SRR ) S o AR DT IR, FRATKE IE T
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A LU ) i B R (5 H (Positive-Biased, PB) ¥
s I NS S P S N WA N 111 e 7
W28 “85% 1Y Bl IR 2 35 R T xxx”, “10%%
VA LU PR E LA 5% 1 I A AN A8
xxx”; AH N M, FE DA S B E R RE R
(Negative-Biased, NB)H, DFEI Lk, ¥, 21 3 Fp i
643 91 T B 2 3R 7 “85% B JE A 5 R ARLE T xxx”,
“10%4% I A 5 DU S PR e, “5% Bl i A AR
XXX o

214 RIEHPERER

Ao B T 2ok IS, T A e Rl
JH 7 55 Likert 3%,

AR, {5 % Zemborain A1 Johar (2006) )
o, BT B R B 45 =X Windows 7 /Y
TP FRXT XXX SBBRA 7 “FRXT xxx B A SR 2
TN, rwin7 = 0.89, p<0.001; 736 = 0.81, p<0.01).
g, ol s Windows 7 BYAHRMAK(M = 2.78,
SD = 1.57), 1£ 3G FHL™ i HITR—f (M = 3.68, SD
=1.39), fFABIANE I F 20 3K 5o

FIESE . T IHSE 0P G A B e o 51
ROk, FATEL Thompson %5 A (1995)H J7
Pk waR 3 Windows 7(s% 3G FHL)IF E A
B B, UL B Windows 7(a% 3G T-HL) Y
TE THRRAE 200 50 T REAE, iR X Windows 7(E%
3G FHL)MYIE T A B (TR TR S A xxx”,
“FR AT xxx £ R AT, v owinr = 0.88,
p<0.001; r3¢ = 0.79, p<0.01); #&F ¥k, iz
Windows 7(&% 3G F-HL) i 1F H R AE 1M AAY % R 1 1
FRAE, R4 HXE Windows 7(al 3G F-HL) Y 6 i 245 )
(“FAEIFTRA LSBT oo TR xxx £
TR RE”, # win7 = 0.83, p<0.001; r3c = 0.81,
p<0.01). FATEI, #iAXT windows 7(zk 3G F4HL)
(R TR AN 2 P I 285 B B A 20T 4 (Sed. Pwiny =
0.05; NS; Std. f36 = —.17; NS). 1% Zemborain %5 A\
(2007)%F 7 & B 3 B AR 1, Windows 7 1 3G F-HLiE
G HFAMGE

EREFEERREMRE . 2 gL 55—
FERAE R, SRE A XA B A [ R L SR Y R
AICRARRBE, AT xxx” 5Bk 3, A
TIRAEEH xxx™)o EGETT, ARG B A A
“RVASKUE, AT Windows 77 (R A B
2255 (Mwin7pg = 6.17, Mwin7ng = 3.29; Fwin7(1,58) =
60.65, p<0.001; M3G pg = 5.53, M3G ng = 3.20; F(1,48) =
19.60, p<0.001), XJ“g A& v, AATA A ff

Windows 77 f4 H] W A B 3 22 55 (Mwin7pg = 2.37,
Mwin7ng = 4.62; Fwin7(1,58) = 16.28, p<0.001; M3G pg =
2.28, M3G g = 4.80; F3G (1,58) = 26.17, p<0.001);
[FIERE, 22 fish 380 1 18 O 1) 45 5L B Bt ol 2 RERE AR X
Windows 7 1 3G F-#1 = B2 B A BE (M win7 = 6.17,
SDwin7 = 1.16; M3G=5.53, SD3G = 1.04); 43l ]
P 45 2 A 2 BB Windows 7 1 3G
WL BB RSB (M win7 = 4.62, SD win7 = 1.60;
M3G=48,SD3c =1.76), Nitt, XPIAPRRGEES
TR

22 X

RS — LR TS S0, — A2 DA EAR ™ i
Windows 7 SySi5 HAn¥, — &Lk 3G FHLEH]
P ER BAR o R A A I A 52 55 H AR )
HRELAGE, WA R H R R Hir
TS R R, S — A R R S e, S
95 A S 25 R B B s R B
221 #HiK WAL HEEM RN S LIRS T
FLRA MR A1 152 A B4 2 5 Windows 7 525,
A2 55558 10 T ARMERRM, Hrh5H4
97 %4, A 55 4, PR 232 & 0 DURIFESRAF
FHET 900 £ AR A2 5 36 FHLELK, iz 5E
ST 3By GTn gy, Hrh Bk 48 4, LAk 42 4,
AR IE 2141 B
222 XWI®iIT AFRAELE Zemborain F A
(2007) B gE ok A2, SREAY R A -J5 I S g e,
YR 2z (R A RS 2 8

AR 2x2 it AR R RO A
A B G PERR BE, FRATTAR Al il o il 5 1 ke () 285
JEE 7 JE R BRI 2 R . AR JE AN /N
SIS RGN AR o R UT ) 13 1) R R A B e
], 43-MIE . AURAME ) . AR R IE .
5B 11 e A R S O R R R
223 TWEF F—ME. ROV H B mT
J7 A A i i 2, WA T gk Windows
7. 3G FHLAYHIA (7 win7 = 0.83, p<0.001; 736 = 0.67,
p<0.001), TFHIAEF win7 = 0.87, p<0.001; 736 =
0.77, p<0.001) 07 1 2% BE (rwin7 = 0.73, p<0.001;
r3¢ = 0.79, p<0.001), X5, HATEEEEHE TH
THRAE, VIMEFEATE B By .

S4E . EA RN NS5 E N IEmSE
M AR, AR “Griffin 5 AR “TFES
J&E = (O 1A A5 B + 071 T2 3 )/2-| 1 T A5 B - B T A
[+2" RIS 5 ENEEF EWRE, Hrhes2m i
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R T ARIEIR T A BE (AN SR Dl B P 1 v
FElJE M 0 #] 9(Mwin7 = 4.20, SDwin7 = 1.81; M3G= 4.18,
SD3G = 1.66) FEMLILA [, FRA5HE Zemborain 45 A
(2007) (I BIFSE, BB FIEHRT 40P E)MS
HEBE RN BT EHA) BIE R, KSR ENTIE

HWNTET 4 WS 5EEE NG (LA)IH 2
o owmn RP R Z N EA 22 5 (Mwin7pa = 5.51,
SD = 0.77, Mwin7_a = 2.35, SD win7 = 1.10, Fwin7(1, 150) =
437.29, p<0.001; M3Gya= 5.01, SD = 1.06, M3G 2= 3.34,
SD3c=1.73, F36 (1, 88)=30.42, p < 0.001), 1 1.

*1 SEFEMREESAE

SRk Ror & 41
¥I{E (M) FrifE 2 (SD) ¥{E (M) FrifE 2 (SD)
win7 3G FHl Win7 3G FHlL Win7 3G FHlL Win7 3G FHl
AR 2.69 3.38 0.92 1.16 2.90 3.64 1.31 1.30
T JEHE(AA) 5.51 5.01 0.77 1.06 2.35 3.34 1.10 1.73
IETH A B (PA) 4.49 4.34 0.87 0.95 5.42 5.08 1.26 1.23
B1TH 25 B (NA) 3.92 3.81 0.64 0.87 2.27 2.73 0.91 1.04

AT R, il xt Windows 7 358 5 A B 5
ZHR(Man>4 S FEHA 89 N, A HFEA S
59%, Maa<d MART JEH A 63 N, 20 A SR
41%), #AX 3G FHLRFF G SR —F . [FET,
FATERB, &7 JEH 5007 & 4% Windows 7 |91
P B2 5 (Mwinza = 2.90, Mwin7ua = 2.69,
Fwin7(1, 150) = 0.63, NS), [FFEXT 3G FHL™ & AR
IG5 2% 5 (M3G A = 3.64, M3G ua= 3.38, F3c(1,
88) = 1.02, NS).

BB, 2R, Bl — BT
MR, oot MR A2 %) A e ok )9 i ) s,
W R XT Windows 7 #5:4F R GEEAFF 3G F-HLAYIE 3K
BB 2RSS B AL B DL A
(1) L a5 B 1 sl DA £ T A B R 32 R AE BRI
PR D S R AR B R A R R A, W T kAL
By BREE ) o TR A 1) 36 S {7 36 L I 4%
VA BT AT Y, B B A W IS I

Bl el R 1l 25 ) T B e 52 1 4 2R 5 B
P4 D 7] R S B4 A g An 3 BT ) o 32
#, FATHERIER T AT Windows 7 11 3G FAL
IR (7 win7 = 0.89, p<0.01; r36 = 0.74, p<0.01),
1E 25 BE (7 win7= 0.80, p<0.001; 736 = 0.75, p<0.01)
AT S EE (5 winz = 0.78, p<0.001; r3¢ = 0.78,
p<0.01),

3 4k
3.1 IRNIERETE

XSRS R R, AR At S S A
SPSS16.0 #E47 T 43+ #7 .

XS Windows 7 (IR AR (Mwin7 = 2.94,
SD win7=1.45), %I 3G FHLAYHIH—M(M36 =3.51,
SDsc = 1.23), 1fii H.%F windows 7 #1 3G F-HLAY F1iH
FEARTE I & A5 BE AT R 1 (Sed. Bwin7 = 0.07; NS;
Std. 3¢ = -.18; NS), [El#y, AT R B, Bl xt
Windows 7 B A BE 5 155 (M win7py = 4.92, SDwin7
= 1.55; M3Gp, = 5.11, SD3G = 0.96), i HM S FEMS
% (Mwin7ys = 3.12, SD win7 = 1.09; M3Gy, = 3.47, SD =
1.15), X5 HHHEFOHEMF G, MHTE T8
TR — = E B, & TSR,
B LLIE T Y 3 (Weiss et al., 2008).

TEAN A HSAF B g B, sl B4k Ui,
MATAESE T Windows 77, Ak UE, AATTAE (A
3G FHL "B HIW A 3% 25 5 (Mwin7pg = 5.35, Mwin7yg
= 3.24; Fwin7 (1,150) = 134.52, p<0.001; M3G pg =
5.53, M3G ng = 2.51; F36(1,88) = 152.69, p<0.001),
XAk, AMTARE ] Windows 77, “ Bk
i, AR 3G FAL MMt A &% 5
(M win7pg = 2.56, Mwin7yg = 4.79; Fwin7(1,150) = 85.33,
p<0.001; M3Gpg= 2.29, M3G g = 5.33; F36 (1,88) =
174.37, p<0.001), [m]FF, 43 fih 3] 1 0 4 1) 15 2 B9 9%
TRIA R S AT H AR 2 R BN A B (Mwin7 = 5.35,
SDwin7 = 1.12; M3c = 5.53, SD3G = 1.04); %% 7
AT e 1] 15 5L A 30 o A0 B AR 4 32 2 2 T
A (Mwin7 = 4.79, SDwin7 = 1.45; M3G = 5.33, SD3G =
1.27). AT, ARSCE YRS Y .

3.2 (R

SAREESR . ARG 2(F G-
fR)=2(f5 B . 1E . )Ryt JAIEH SPSS
16.0 Bl 47 104, 4Rk 2,
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®2 E. UREGEESANMNEAMIE. EEMSEFBEENNE

VLI 1R 25 B8 R 3 1 2 oA (Pos.)

P& HA &7 & LA
Win7 (n=41) 3G FHL(n=23) Win7 (n=34) 3G FHl(n=22)
MJ/E MAET  WZEH ME MET WEHE ME  ME YRE MJE MHEI BUEE
I G HE(AA) 448 454  -1.06*** 3.88 4.64 -0.76** 3.96 219 1.76%** 463 394 0.68*
IEHASE(PA) 491 441 0.5* 520 4.35 0.85*** 551 537 0.15 523 475 0.48
MEASE(NA) 344 391 —0.48** 3.04 367 -0.63*** 316 219 0.97*** 3.70  3.00 0.70%**

A T 25 B2 O 1 22 01645 (Neg.)

FTJE HA K7 & LA
Win7 (n=48) 3G THl(n=22) Win7 (n=29) 3G THL(n=23)
MJE MHAET  HAE MJE MAT  &E MJE MET MARE MG Ml AR
FIEHE(AA) 494 547  -0.53** 483 540 -0.57* 4.47 253 1.94%** 434 276 1.58***
IEHASEE(PA) 438 455  —0.18 468 4.34 0.34 505 5.48 —0.43** 530 539 -0.09
MEASENA) 374 392  -0.18 357 3.95 -0.39 345 234 1.10%** 359 248 1.11%%*

T *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.,

BRi% 1458, B LINE PSS E R
32 AN TE A AR B A2, IR & T 93 )
JEEEZ AWM BN, R TN REA IE
AR, AR, 0 HAEAS E R LR R
HET o B AR R, 30T R S5O A 28 SURE R Rl
SR SE R o PRI, AR TR A 6y 1 DG B E IR B X
T ()P JERERIE S E kUL, BT RS2
(4 IE () TS BE 52, OF () A BE RS 5s L £ (IF)
TR A B 2, L 9 A A2 i 37 Y ELIAS 67 A
5, TC AR T 1R H A7) 1 T2 B 1 1 i 1] e (5 2
I SR AR A %) B Qi [ B3R AF R, /R HIAIL R 2 — A
(9 Gnatk RPATUE B e () 0 I 9 2% 5 B2 AP
() IE () T A AR B R sE . 5, FRATIUE TIH
B35 7 A B v I T A R R A7 T A R Y AR A= A
ST B BT SE . P29 7 L 1 S B A e AR
A B2 S (Fwin?(3, 148) = 5.04, p<0.01; F36(3,
86) = 3.15, p<0.05), 7Efi ARk A5 i
%25 5t (Fwin7(3, 148) = 22.30, p<0.001; F3G (3, 86) =
18.02, p<0.001). [FIAT, FATAB, VUL BELMIE
B2 R B AN A S (B P JE R AR A1 2H = 7win7 =
-0.21, NS; 736 = —0.31, NS; IXFJEIEMRIAILL : rwin7 =
0.11, NS; 736 =0.19, NS; @ G AREILL: rwin7 =
—0.12, NS; 736 = —0.20, NS; {57 J& M 17 41 7win7 =
—0.31, NS; 736 = 0.31, NS).

WK, B0 = o I B S B T AN A
IEEAERGR, FzHgm, Mm%, 847
RINAE Win7 SEEH, 5520 i A0 el i I T A 3 ek
AR RIS AH AN 1525 (Mwin7pp ii-pa = = 0.13, twin7(88) =
1.09, NS), 25 B 0 W & 25 U 55 (Mwin7na mona i =

—.31, twin7(88) = —3.16, p<0.01), TMifE 3G F-HLLL
W, P E R L TS A 2 TR S G 5R (M 36 e
iear = 0.60, 136(44) = 4.26, p<0.001), T 7% 3 N
B F AR (M36 na mona i = —0.51, 136(44) = -3.75,
p<0.001). T —Hr, K INAZIE H 0] 1) FE R
fa BprsZm gk, HIEmAERERS
(Mwin7pgs pa = 0.50, p<0.05; M3G pos-pa = 0.85, p<
0.001), 7 IS & FEAK (Mwin7pos -na = —.48, p<
0.01; M3Gpos-na= —0.63, p<0.001), [HIH}, 1F TfIASJE
F14) 578 (L B8 35 v T 07 T A B 1) 0B A (win 7 (40) =
3.62, p<0.001; 136(22) = 5.03, p<0.001), W] UL, I}
Bl 2 A7 0 TH A A B RE A X A BT e )
P RLRAE B2 i ik, 78 Win7 S2ge, HOETH
5 1 e A R A TS R ) O R AR AR Y, T LYY
AN ZE (Mwin7neg.-pa = —0.18, NS; Mwin7neg.-na= —0.18,
NS). Mi7E 3G FAIL S5 i 1) 1F 245 B A5 2 2 T
(M3Gneg-pa = 0.34, NS), Tt i 45 B A BT FEAR (M36
Neg-Na = —0.39, NS), H[FFEYIAR T2, X FE N
R G FELEHURREAT JEPE, $eTE AR
IFREAR T IS BE, A B7 T ORG [ %) 238 A 8, v A9 1 T
BB LB 5%, X T 85%AY fi A4 B 11 5 AF
WAL, PULIE A R BN, P R 3
Jo2e 5, ULBH RS S BIA R AEER .
5= AR S I S B T 2 A R
R TE A BEE B, JF 2 A EO R, 3R
B, AP i A 174 I T 285 e A S ik 55 (H AN
B3 (Mwin7pa wipa 5 = —.12, twin7 (62) = —-.89, NS,
M3Gppinpars = —0.18, 136(44) = —1.08, NS), i 1fI 2%
JEE B 0] 33 S 5 (Mwin7na mona 1 = 1.03, twin7(62) =
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7.33, p<0.001; M3G war-naim = 0.91, 136(44) = 6.25,
p<0.001), FEiF—Hh, &I F52 1 1 e 1] f) 3k
B SN NI A O 2T W S N TN e
(Mwin7negna = 1.10, p<0.001; M3G ynegna = 1.11, p<
0.001) . H:IE TH A5 B FAR 2 T R a3, HPAS 25
UL Y 3 AT A [R] (Mowin7neg -pa = —.43, p<0.01;
M3Gneg-pa = —09, NS), TE Win7 25 v 1ol i) 1E T
BEA WERRE, M7E 3G FHLASLE rh oA I
T A FE AR AR /IS, 3% AT R H TP JE #x 3G
T G A BT AR, 76 WA K 22 1] ff o 14 i 2
T, FRMEEN EZEH R TR, DRI
S AR o 70 TR A8 B ) ke A 1 Y 5 v T I TR A B ) el 22
1B (t win7(28) = —-5.69, p<0.001; 136(22) = —3.79, p<
0.001), X #EH, ARG BAHE T EEAEH];
X 32 TE T ] () 3245 S sz i, s
JE Y A (MowinZpos .na = 0.97, p<0.001; M3Gpes.na=0.70,
p<0.001), 1F Ti 2% B 3 55 (0 A B 3 (Mwin7pos.pa =
0.15, NS; M3G pos-pa = 0.48, NS), HTE Win7 524 h
B X T A BE A o AR E S R T O T A R A e
Y (twin7(33) = —2.97, p<0.05), {H3ZF )& & ER
FE MR A AE 3G ML G v Y 67 1T A B e AR
(B T OE T A5 A OB B, (HOR 2 3 (6 (21) =
-1.11, NS). XU, X P& E, fms
FERER R T FEMEM. T, ik 1 5387
k.

% 2 Wik, Rk 2 {EZmUE, AN
5 B B T A A B A — B, BRI
BEEEMEE R A AA T RO . PRI 2. 3. 4, Xt
FREFIEPALR, 76 Win7 S50 A 1E 1 i ) 36 5R05 B
N} 285 B OF JE I L I TR 2 B A A e ) A (L X 8 T 17
TR 1] PR 32 SR A5 B SE ) (Fwin7(1, 87)an = 3.38, p<
0.05; Fwin7(1, 87)pa= 8.07, p<0.01) (FI{E ILIE 2~
4), MATE 3G FHLIHHh HA 1E T2 B U i 1) 4t
X AE R b 2 T 00 A ) R 2R AE S Y 5 e (F36(L,
43)an= 0.35, NS; F36(1, 43)pa= 3.41, p<0.05), 1EH
MR EFEAEFEN =T, Rz 36 FHLE
5 v R A i S BR P R S e s i AR I A kAL
TE Win7 S 56 A 67 T8 i 1] B 5805 B A BE P JE 1k
70 THT 25 R 118 A0 A e 14 6 o (L 349 1 T L TR T 1) 3
ZAF B (Fwin7(1, 61)aa= 4.94, p<0.05; Fwin7(1,
61)na= 4.22, p<0.05) (B ULIE] 2-4). [IAEZHEAZS
HRRMERSEm, 78 3G FHLELEH, ELS s
FFEMEEE TS, HA 7 AR s 1o o 3 5 T
i 161 4 HE 345 B A 520 (F36(1, 61)an = 4.01, p<0.05;

F36(1, 61)na = 1.96, NS). BUAT 7, H2a 133 T
5ok

Jy—J5 T, ik 2 B, YRR 2
TP B A A BN — B, BERRPEE 2 Y5
53R E F BN, TG XIS TP MR 2, 4%
7 i B 1 42 fioh 3] 1 T D [ A R R fE R, HOE
T 25 B 1 U728 R I3 (Mwin7pospa = 0.15, NS; M3G
pos-pa= 0.48, NS); Y 5y 4 J 1B 1xX42 i 28] 70 1707 v [
]~ Sz = S N R = N 11N < A A N T 2
(Mwin7neg-na= —0.18, NS; M3G neg-na= —39, NS).

I, H2b 75331 T 5k .
+ Windows 708 45 —l— Windows 7L 4" I

- 3GEFIE ¥ somrE

Lo
PLIE 67k 31 J;ﬁf*’-f}k"ﬂ‘ LA g A T AR
/, FA
053 @/
05707/

076 A/
S
-1.06 ¢

B2 S EMERN YR
—4— Windows 77575 —l— Windows 7{ik 7 I

- 3GEAIE B scierm

) 0.85

.05 ) 0.48
R

TR TS

““x.\‘

~_mg-0.09

LAIE i DUATPIE B sk

~1BRAS G

K3 IE AR AU
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+ Windows 75 75— Windows 7{IX 4" J&

B scierm
LIl

3G

1.1

—0.18 ,-"!/
DRATPIE (7= S DE /A (BB 0P )

~0.39 !’ /
~0.48

063 A

*

K4 SR kR

2

4 he
4.1 5t

SRR 1 R, AT, &7 E
Bl 2 TS 67 T O ) ) B35 0, IR T AR A9 281k
I A an w09 BB AE i 3 (Mwin7pos pa = —0.18, NS;
M3Gpos-pa = 0.34, NS). XV HEZH T, BAAGET)E
(R B 2832 5 TR T A B R AR 1y 52, (H 7 T
i Te) 7 36 2845 R v A5 T T A R A R 01 R 3R o DB
(5%), HAma A AR 24 Wt AHAE 7 07 TR0 2 B 1) A
BT R ZH(85%) 1y &L T, BT A Ry e 2 AN
1 2 (Mwin7neg-na = —0.18, NS; M3Geg-na = —0.39,
NS), XA LLULH, 6T A B AR BN 7 JE T
ARAFENE o FRAT AN, 1T fid 1] 79 B 3245 B A A
mE KA B RS R T R AR
(Mwin7neg-an = —0.53, SDwin7 = 1.22; M3G neg-an =
-0.57, SD3G = 1.02), i H., B8 J5 XS 7™ i i A B
EP’U?]LJ*R*&%%E@j‘]i(MWin7Neg.—PA: 4.38, SDwin7 =
1.01, M win7neg-na= 3.74, SD win7 = 0.89; M3G neg.-pa=
4.68, SD3G = 0.68, M3G neg-na= 3.57, SD36 = 0.93),
PR, FRATTATI SR T AR IRt s o S T 2 2
SR IE A AR B R

AR JEG 5 T X T T i 1] (9 B 3805 L, FR B TS

FERIN G AR (5%, LA T A B AR 2 T P

X UL IR G #4322 7 Ah AR B0 A AR B R R
Wiy, FR) A, AR AR I TS EE N o 22 K0 (85%), 1H
TE AT A5 ) AR I R A U BRI R 25, X ik — 25

LA T AR JE 1 2% 3 0 ) 1 X6 40 35 %) 17 TS B A
BB EEr, I REZ M mAE RN
A

AR SCR P JE I 2 A LR T I AR R 2 ook
JFE T 32 B W HEAT T o0 Hr . FRATR I, Hzfihs) 4
FA—BE BB, 2 E B U, S OCTE N
R AMEAS BRI T &, A% & A
B5ANARTE. FR, FIERE RS SRIEA S
0 I PR EE 0 R B, SRR T B AN Y IE T A
JEECHE AR R (567 T ) A BE T o Y
BIAR/N, B M S AR R A B2 . X
WL, 4 2 BT 2 rh g R AF B, B2 E
AT B2
42 TLENX

AHIEGE LATE 28 A5 B 0 0 e 1 S mb a4, B8
FIHBHE AN GRS SR NEZ B EZ
R 22 B8, 5 T HE TGS ARILR
(AR S BRIE AR o il 3 SEAF oY, FRATT A&, T8
BEAHCANSETEREE - EFEE
(A5 e, R b R S 35 T 2 e A AL S B A
BB, TR AR 5 e DU DA TR T B R T
BN . HARMIE, &7 E St e o
S0 IE R DL RS B, WAROr B I B S e
TR AN A 0O R LR B A L R R] e
TH 0B PP R TE S BE I, BRI R e PR 54
NP RAEA, T AR U 23 % 3 e e ¢
MR R, BRI S E LA . 5
Ab, DAEWFIE A A58 Ge b ik o i 0 I ()T 3% 2 T 4%
S Z LIRS B sZm, RO — BT H
TEHAEE AR, &SP ENHEEE RS %
IE T VR AR RS B RZ ), AR M, AP I BT 2
W5 25 oy =% 7 T AR PR A 2 R i) o T LA Sl —
HARUE T AR ek, WRBHIER T IE . g
o 1) 45 110 ik A e AT SR AN T ST
43 BEEEX

58, AN i 7 43 A TR B I AR R
Z e AT, AR B B LR b, S iR R
b TE T 1R (R A, R A A — T T A A
1o XIET MY Z ook O B ek s
H BB AR IS o S 24 o0 G s s
o, HETAHUZBEAINT I, XA 3B M Y
FEIE A ARER, Y0P Bk ss . S 2 I b o
Jei, HC B SO0 A AR Sy ke G S 0 JRURS:, TR
BT ST X B T S B AR, R O AN
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THPE AT GRSk, Kk, Mg —
FERLIT G, Aol I AT 00 B — IR bg D9 245 BELIS 5| i)
e St X TR 09 7 ), 5 DO SR 38 T 9 9 xBTS
T, Mo T A B A 7 JE
LU, Al T LIS BE 7 T 1 R 1 o B2 ok o)
?ﬁ'%%Lﬁéﬂﬁlﬁ R HUER X ) 5 S VA R . L
w,%%ﬁﬁmﬁ%%EEﬁTﬁﬁM%m%%E
T DGV IE 1 A5 BE A5 B9 ), e R B Al 17 2%
BT R AL 3 7= S PG, T A X I TS
FME B BT R o o YRR 2 £ T ikt
o W) K Ji f4 SRS T 5 7 B T A4S B {0 LR
JH:HTE’JJ/EJU”EM%ED%%’lff_ﬁiﬁu B 7= i ] A5
CERE SR DR RIEE, DL 55 5l E T BR T AR AR B
ﬁﬁﬁgm T —20 M, DAl A P 1 £ SR i,
WA 7= SR SESETOE Y, T 2 S B
JE B, FTLL, Al AR 7 A i S 2 R B, BT
B, B e SO0 R A S, BXORE,
TH 2% 5 X6 7 i B 28 BE A e 4 e AR AR P S 1 1Y K
S 2
44 MREBIRERKARAE
T5E, AR RSN s s 8
B S AR AR L (Gain) 35 7= fh I B8, ROk, 80T LA
TE“TL ST (Loss)” [ 1E B2 T WF 55 Z oAb A5 8 X 8 & 11
WHE WM, AERBCIE BT, T4 2% X i 2 %
FER s A A B, 2S00 J& 1 e g, T 2% 5
] F AN IE A, Rt — 2 Bk gR U X
— HAx; IR, 47 9% o7 JE AR, S Tk

TEAN B G A B, (R AR ATS SR AR B SRR
S BIRA PR, (EARSRR DUE T N £/ EE,

W%ﬁﬁﬁmaﬁE%b#,wﬁﬁﬁugm#%
A7, O 7 it D) 32 R T A B T AR, TR
AT BETH 9 e PRk T B T e A TR
HWR, AT A ity bk 3205 B 2 R IE
ﬁﬁﬁ%m%%%ﬁ%%%mmﬁﬁm# TR
FUMT g, Ak, 00T LIBFIEIE . A R EOT-fr
TG DL . N, X —Se e iU AR SR I 7= i, AR5
F 1E TH 25 B 19 55 45 67 1A B9 ANBUR T REE 25 A8
2, XFRELT, ﬁ%%wmfﬁﬁﬁﬁ$ﬁ“
BERERIOCUE, DLLORZ BT AR, T2k

KW it — 2 MR 5T o
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How Do Ambivalent Consumers Interpret Diversified Word-of-Mouth Information?
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Abstract

Ambivalent attitude is a widespread phenomenon. However, it is seldom studied in the field of consumer
behavior. Ambivalent consumers generally need extra input to reduce decision conflict. Widespread use of
Internet facilitates consumers’ access to word-of-mouth of a mass of people. However, online word-of-mouth on
a particular target is highly diversified and contains both positive and negative attitudes due to anonymity and
freedom of the Internet. We explore how consumers with attitudinal ambivalence cope with external diversified

word-of-mouth information.
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Recent research in marketing clarified that attitudinal ambivalence is characterized by subjective
discomfort because its structure is inherently unstable. In line with cognitive dissonance theory, people may be
motivated to resolve the conflicting evaluations they hold. Specifically, highly ambivalent consumers, holding
high positive attitude and high negative attitude simultaneously, are motivated to reduce ambivalence-induced
discomfort and uncertainty. Hence, they tend to selectively pay attention to the positive attitude, and change
their attitudes accordingly. This is based on the idea that consumers have positive purchase intention and
positive attitude is more capable of reducing ambivalence. On the other hand, less ambivalent consumers
holding high positive attitude but low negative attitude, need to acknowledge potential post-buying risks rather
than reduce ambivalence. In this regard, they tend to process the negative attitude and become affected by it
because negative attitude remains as potential risk. Meanwhile, if what consumers selectively pay attention to is
in accord with attitude consensus, the impact will be escalated, whereas if they are discordant, consumers will
ignore the attitude consensus.

Based on a pretest on 60 college students, we chose Windows 7 (an upcoming operating system of
Microsoft Corporation at the time of the experiment) as the attitude target. Positive-biased and the
negative-biased base-rate information were designed (representing inconsistent word-of-mouth) as stimulus. A
2*2 field experiment where extent of consumer ambivalence can be high and low, and bias of base-rate
information can be positive and negative was conducted to examine the influence of the external inconsistent
attitudes on consumers’ attitudes. One hundred and fifty two college students participated in the two-stage
experiment in exchange for 10 RMB as token fee. We measured participants’ attitude ambivalence toward
Windows 7 following Thompson et al., and computed their score of ambivalence using the Griffin function.
Subsequently, the participants were classified into either high or low ambivalence group. After a period of two
weeks, participants randomly read a positive-biased vs. negative-biased base-rate message toward Windows 7.
The positive and negative attitudes were again reported. The results proved that the extent of consumers’
attitudinal ambivalence robustly moderated their selective attention to external conflicting attitudes and ruled
out the mitigation effect of social consensus on selective attention when the two are in discord. In order to
generalize the experiment results, we also recruited 90 college students to repeat a similar study with 3G cell
phone product as the attitude target. The results prove that our earlier findings are robust.

This paper may contribute to extant literature in several ways. Firstly, it elaborates on the coping strategy
consumers employ to process external diversified information. Secondly, it implies that companies should
tolerate a certain amount of negative word-of-mouth simultaneously presented with the dominant positive
word-of-mouth. Moreover, it also suggests that marketers can employ consumer ambivalence as a segmentation
factor and formulate corresponding communication approach.

Key words ambivalence attitude; selective attention; attitude consensus; word of mouth



