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Fig. 1 A model of interaction between initial attitude cognitive needs and online word of mouth information framework

1

Table 1 Variable manipulation and its reference sources

Burman & Biswas(2007) ;
Kim( 2006)

Cacioppo Petty & Chuna( 1984)

— Hennig-Thurau( 2012) ;
— (2012)

Tversky & Kahneman( 1981) ;
Reyna & Brainerd( 1991) ; Senecal et al. (2004) ;
Chatterjee( 2001) ; Chevalier et al. (2006)

Tversky & Kahneman( 1981) ;
Kiihberger( 1995) ;
Pinon & Gambara( 2005)
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2
Table 2 Sample basic feature description
() (%)
136 50.4
134 49.6
21 ~25 86 31.9
26 ~30 88 32.6
31 ~35 68 25.2
35 28 10.4
22 8.1
82 30.4
126 46.7
40 14.8
2 000 102 37.8
2001  ~5000 78 28.9
5001 ~10 000 76 28.1
10 000 14 5.2
3
Table 3 The results of factor reliability test
8 18 4
Cronbach’ s a 0.768 0.704 0.700
4.145 3.925 4.557
( ) (0.287) (0.177) (0.185)
21.9 11.030 11.765
T(p)
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Cronbach’ s o 0. 698. ( 4)
(5).
0
135 . 4.2.1
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Table 4 Multivariate analysis of variance for decision attitude ( reinforcement and inversion)
F P
Pilai’ s Trace 0.032 4.244 0.015**
Wilks” Lambda 0.968 4.244 0.015**
Hotelling” s Trace 0.034 4.244 0.015**
Roy’ s Largest Root 0.034 4.244 0.015**
Pilai” s Trace 0.002 0.220 0.803
Wilks” Lambda 0.998 0.220 0.803
Hotelling” s Trace 0.002 0.220 0.803
Roy’ s Largest Root 0.002 0.220 0.803
Pilai’ s Trace 0.026 1.096 0.363
Wilks” Lambda 0.974 1.096 0.362
Hotelling” s Trace 0.026 1.101 0.360
Roy’ s Largest Root 0.026 2.191 0.090
Pilai’ s Trace 0.002 0.283 0.754
Wilks” Lambda 0.998 0.283 0.754
* Hotelling” s Trace 0.002 0.283 0.754
Roy’ s Largest Root 0.002 0.283 0.754
Pilai” s Trace 0.235 11.256 0. 000 ***
Wilks” Lambda 0.765 12. 066 0.000 ***
* Hotelling’ s Trace 0.307 12.877 0.000 "
Roy’ s Largest Root 0.306 25.948 0. 000 ***
Pilai” s Trace 0.059 2.593 0.017**
* Wilks” Lambda 0.941 2.591 0.018*
Hotelling” s Trace 0.062 2.598 0.018**
Roy’ s Largest Root 0.045 3.814 0.011 **
Pilai’ s Trace 0.061 2.685 0.014**
%
Wilks’ Lambda 0.939 2.700 0.014**
3
Hotelling” s Trace 0.065 2.716 0.013 **
Roy’ s Largest Root 0.058 4.884 0.013**
: P>0.050 ;P <0.050 ** 1 P<0.001
F = F=2.685 P =0.0147 <0. 050.
4.244 P =0.015 <0. 050; N
F=0.220 P =0.803 >0.050;
F=1.09 P =0.363 >0.050.
* F=11.25 P =0.000 < 4.2.2
0. 050 * F=2.593
P =0.017 <0. 050; * * N
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Table 5 The main effect test between independent variable and dependent variable

r Sig. ( P)
256.453 15 17.697 6.701 0.000 ***
289.748 15 19.317 7.558 0.000 ™

12.561 1 12.561 4.756 0.030**

21.529 1 21.529 8.424 0.004 **

0.004 1 0.004 0.002 0.967

0.687 1 0.687 0.269 0. 604

15.974 3 5.325 2.016 0.112

12.330 3 4.110 1.608 0.188

* 0.329 1 0.329 0.124 0.725

0.169 1 0.169 0.066 0.797
* 170. 088 3 56.696 21.467 0. 000 ***
167.951 3 55.984 21.906 0.000 ***

* 11.205 3 3.735 1.414 0.239

21.950 3 7.317 2.863 0.037**

* 6.284 3 2.095 0.793 0.499

* 29.393 3 9.798 3.834 0.010**

: P>0.050 1P <0.050 ** 1 P<0.001
spssl7.0
2
H1
2 *

Fig. 2 Interaction effects of initial attitude information framework on two decision making attitudes
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6 sigc. (P) 0.621 3b
sie. (P)  0.001  3a H2b
H2a . H2
6
Table 6 The main effect test between independent variable and dependent variable
F Sig. ( P)
187.956* 7 26.851 11.330 0. 000 ***
1 807. 466 1 1 807. 466 762.676 0. 000 ***
0.103 1 0.103 0.043 0.835
151.999 3 50. 666 21.379 0. 000 ***
* 42.459 3 14.153 5.972 0.001 ***
44.066" 7 6.295 2.237 0.035
1 944.259 1 1 944.259 690. 766 0.000
0.112 1 0.112 0.040 0.842
38.378 3 12.973 4.545 0.005
* 5.008 3 1.669 0.593 0.621

a. R Squared = 0.384 ( Adjusted R Squared =0.350)
b. R Squared = 0. 110 ( Adjusted R Squared =0.061)

3a 3b

Fig. 3a Consumer attitude reversal effect of positive initial attitude Fig. 3b The consumer attitude reinforcement effect of negative initial attitude

4.2.3 ; N
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Table 7 Information frame frequency statistics that influence attitudes effectively in the context of Initial attitude
*  cognitive needs * product attributes
6 12 16 48 4 14 8 26
2 18 26 26 8 18 24 12
8 30 42 74 12 32 32 38
14 26 2 24 10 38 10 12
6 12 18 38 22 8 16 14
20 38 20 62 32 46 26 26
8
Table 8 Information framework frequency statistics under low cognitive needs
Total
8(28.6%) 30(44.1%) 42(67.7%) 74(54.4%) 154(52.4%)
20(71.4%) 38(55.9%) 20(32.3%) 62(45.6%) 140(47.6%)
Total 28(100%) 68(100%) 62(100%) 136 (100%) 294(100% )

Pearson Chi-Square

14.315 p=0.003.

9

Table 9 Negative initial attitude consumers’ choice frequency of different product attributes

Total
10(7.5%) 26(19.4%) 24(17.9%) 74(55.2%) 134( 100%)
10(7.5%) 36(26.9%) 50(37.3%) 38(28.4%) 134(100%)
Total 20(7.5%) 62(23.1%) 74(27.6%) 112(41.8%) 268( 100% )

0.003

Pearson Chi-Square

22.319 p=0.000.

8  Pearson Chi-Square 14.315 p = son Chi-Square

22.319 p

9  Pear- 50(37.3%) .

=0.000

74(55.2%)
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Table 10 Information frame frequency statistics under high cognitive needs

Total
12(27.3%) 32(41.0%) 32(55.2%) 38(59.4% 114(46.7%)
32(72.7%) 46(59.0%) 26(44.8%) 26(40.6%) 130( 53.3%)
Total 44(100% ) 78( 100% ) 58(100%) 64( 100% ) 244( 100% )
Pearson Chi-Square 13.483 p =0.004.
10 Pearson Chi-Square 0. 000
13.483 p =0.004
46(59.0%)
11 Pearson Chi-Square 36. 773 p = 38(59.4%) .

11

Table 11 Positive initial attitude consumers’ choice frequency of different product attributes

Total

24(17.6%) 64(47.1%) 12(8.8%) 36(26.5%) 136( 100% )
28(20.9%) 20( 14.9%) 34(25.4%) 52(38.8%) 134( 100% )

Total

52(19.3%)

84(31.1%)

46(17.0%)

88(32.6%)

270( 100% )

Pearson Chi-Square

:a)

H3a

4

Fig. 4 Movie group: The interaction effect of initial attitude

36.773 p =0.000.

. H3b

*

*

information framework type on different attitudes
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Fig. 5 Phone group: The interaction effect of initial attitude * information framework type on different attitudes

12

Table 12 Conclusion of variable relation and hypothesis test result

s
— / /
—
H2
* —
* — Hla
. . H1b
* —
* * —
* * — H3a
% # N H3b
* * —

5.1
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6

Fig. 6 Consumer classification and its information dissemination strategy matrix
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Consumers’ attitude change in network environment:
An experimental study of the interaction of information frame of OWoM

*

ZHANG Zhe-yu LUO Biao  LIANG Liang
School of Management University of Science & Technology China Hefei 230026 China

Abstract: The issue about “Online Word-of-Mouth” has been researched from different perspectives. Howev—
er the existing research conclusions show inconformity. The paper presents two problems that are ignored by
previous research. The one is the initial attitude that formed before receive OWoM information have an effect
on select information exposure; the other is product sales does not equal to consumers’ attitude. Our study is
trying to answer how different frames of OWoM influence on attitude change instead of sales. Considering the
moderating effect of initial attitude and need for cognition this paper address a matrix of information spreading
refer to various kinds of consumers which could be a reference for information diffusion of firm.

Key words: initial attitude; OWoM information frame; need for cognition; product attribute; attitude change



