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Brifiol, Petty, and Tormala, 2004; Tormala,
Brifiol, and Petty, 2006).

W EFI A (metacognition) & AFAlY] Al EZ&
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To nAE e Flsita A|ekeit
Brifiol, Petty, and Tormala(2004)¢] 2j&}#
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AEL 71E9 AFE0lA AT 5 Utk o & S0
Kruglanski(1980)& A (causal  attribution)
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Lynch(19%)= HZ44-F34  Zd(accessibility-
diagnosticity model)% ARkstH, Azt H2A
_q. 2] D]-/H o] _?_ _\&1:/_]-0]] oﬂ 6‘]:5':]_9_ 7Ll—_r,}_]—y_
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Az Z7ksta doh. &3] Brifol, Petty, and

Tormala(2004)= A4 ®¥e} Al A7k #
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ATk e 47 Wt 2Rl 247
98 HAolA ofm 482 Ao tg 43
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£ §3l] & A7AEL A et AU
ZHoln B wdel vEEeke Fu Bl 9
3, 2 4] we} the A4 sl o8, 28l
A2 s FusE Aa Ao

HE 444, JE3 BB W] GFS
A

II. 0|24 HliA

21 DEIRIX|2F AT RIS

ARo]l zh= AbaE 12F Abal(primary  thought)
¢} 22 Abil(secondary thoughtZ TH#E 4

UTHPetty et al, 2007). 1z} Alne ‘A £

& Aoty & ‘Ue A £S5 FoRgte #o]

old s oW &4 #HdAe A FL o

s w2 FAkslE Aol tHMcGuire

and McGuire, 1991). 1><} }I’_] olo] AlFE
[e]

& 2 oA

Het Al 13 4 ARLE HHggit o &

o ‘A -% Lo goltyeke 13} Alae)] tha) ‘A
Zo] Aok BoMoly} ol P30l 712e ok

ARz HmE  glen, Ue A xE Folgtd

= Abatel i) Ik A 2 ekt Folste
2 g & gibee At Hus 4 Aok bl
ERIAE o]HF 22k AlaLE oJulstm(Petty et al,
2007) zteks] e Azbe] tisk A ZH(thinking
about thinking) & Alao] W3t Abil(thought
about thought)E  &Jv|$Hh(Brifiol, Petty, and
Tormala, 2004).
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28] E2d(dual-processing model)
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A2 7 confidence), 1811 A (certainty) S
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M Todorov, Chaiken, and Henderson, 2002).
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I(Festinger, 1954), E32A 334 o] (Petty
et al, 2007, ¥ Zd& HFEHALHE 3= BH
a7 S ARt FHAES =1 @ BT
Ao® AZRitke As 7MYkl AtKSorrentino

et al, 1983). o] Zdjo] w=
g 74 HW Aol GEHOE WA A&
AR FAH AYES SAFAZITHPetty et al,
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B3 190 AU BAT APE HE-DF

o WAIHE BaET HE-AF ArIHE A

Bl O Bt 5994

=il (nonevaluatlve
aspect) ol BT BT HHrbE WY g
7HIA 2 Bl= A7 (attitude  confidence)©] 9
t}.  Fazio, Powell, and Herr(1983)°] <J3s}4
=2 NS ke "Ee g4 WalkeiA] o
PETY 4G A 772 RE A AEEH
ol w} Bl=-d5e Aol ErhSample and
Warland, 1973). 3 o] #ofe] dAFollX= H
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fje] 9l AvlAgo) Bl u
HEE 47 392 oH 449 7%

oAl ox MY

Aol HE o]golx, A4l
st AE M & Sl o
HERIAIE A 52 Akl A1 %H(thought
confidence)o|z}  SHHBrifol, Petty, and Tormala,
2004). , Al Aol 1Y Abang dd
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AR AR 2 A
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T Utk dE S0 AFRFES ALY Abare] s
O A5 AZE4E(Korat, Lichtensetein, and
Fischoff, 1980), Trgho] wHEE  AUZZ(Shaw,
1996), 22|31 Aty FAALES AdEE %

=tHGill, Swann, and Silvera, 1998). ©]¢]d
T AR AszE 29leg, Yzerbyt et al,
194)o]vt A ZA(eg, Schaefer et al, 2004)

°°1°ﬂ JeME FeS T Ak AN A}
Eo] MAARA ALLE GWHAQl kol Tt
gA7)=A] g3 o]H 3 Frto] FEL o)

1983; Fazio, Powell, and Wllhams, 1989).
el 48 AQLE AL A 3
]_

(Petty et al, 2007).
Ato] FgsiA= A of

H AFSS HAY A %\lC—
ST ogA =-Ao] 2 F 3l
oAE AL At}h Griffin and Tversky(1992

~

o ostd S A2 A Al oY FAE
= FdeteH, 7 BEV SEHYTE, T2
g8, 283 9455 A8 9 e AYEE
M ANTHE 2 Eok o & 5o gt s
g3 Azusrt A4 FAME Brleke A
AHFE S FRA7E debd sARIA(SEA), F
AAE & Aol Gt S 4 Qo Aol 3l
=X (knowledgeable; $24) 52 1#H3IY 1
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g2 Sa4do] ¥a FQ8 o] 3
A ZH(underconfidence) & FESHGriffin - and

Tversky, 1992).
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AL ZP“JZ}E A7) ergst 24 (self-validation
process)s AXH FAED F AHEES €9 o
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s 2 o ZH\_VJ% ZHA = O Alae (23
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23(eg, Petty and Wegener, 199Q)3= &
2] Abare] o Wake] Hate] Abarel] i B
o AE(F, AbaL A7 9 HE Wt Fast
&S FP3Te Ao|thPetty et al, 2007).

A7) EgE sk BAE Be AFES AL
AX7e) 98-S AR5t YtHeg., Brifiol and
Petty, 2003; Petty, and Barden, 2007,
Brifiol, Petty, and Tormala, 2004; Tormala,
and Petty, 2006. <& E°] Tormala,
Brifiol, and Petty(2006)= &3 AlAll #
3 Ay FuES Arsl g 2do A=d
o] Ao wE HEE stk ”“1 «l"“
A7 2Eo] Az

Brifiol,
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. %41 10 70 =& AH[XQ| Ef=EM
TRYoM 2Eo| DO ofFt AP
Elgsl gof st 7sdE2 v
SS oEel oK olatols!
VS, 7|-o|-)0| II-liﬂl_

3171

Ausl 7154 Ed(elaboration  likelihood model)
< Hert Hatd & Sle gUst S fdAe

wste] Az 3127}

B =

Z(central route)E
ol w3, ARAT =
Ag T89S 2t ¥od
o138} 78 Z(peripheral route)
A HEE A Kardes, 2002).

ARl ZRAZRE RIS Aba ddtel] tigk e
L) ifiol, Petty, and Tormala, 2004)
olgt & wj, Busl 7hsAdo]l oA AR|IAE AL
# ZA ARE ALrg A Alag B} e
FatAl =2 Zo) ARt Bl 7hsAdo] wohd wk
g2 Alg 27 & FRAYE Bz 24l Ab
9 g3 =4 Aoz g 4 ok ®
St vl QX9 FHE 7|E ATE Ry Al
o] g§g3ts Felsty] AeiMe ALIAR stdw
& 7Y ALE SEF e Zo] STHH

(Petty et al, 2007) =& 459 A=
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Petty, 2000). webd Fash 5o
A Azl S ASE 438 4 A5,

_4/\

HI A8 7bsde] ¥25% Ax

=0

K

A7) Bgst E3 BAE Aol wew R

o F9 WAL A7) B3 ENE FUT 5 9
0 % 2WdE FERAE A8 294 dEr)
FYH Utk A7sE a8 BAIA Rl
g3l B4 WA Bk IFA Hx ol we

Ao Atare] gk BHdst #8E AF 5 ok
o] ANz} B =EEHo] 1 HUlTo
7 B3 wdo] AAL
& & 9}5} 5 1 2nR

g Bl
& 3o Uﬂ, ol uwz} B
FgolM dskAl = HAodA Hojur] 98]

A 27 A4

Petty, and Tormala,
Tormala, and Petty, 2006).
I AHAE B39 FA(EA wA)o B
faL o] Fﬁ}ﬂ} Abael Boh A7 7H
Atk 27 FH GARE st FA DA

2 Al 4 tH(Brifol,

[\
=

Brifiol,

=4 £
o
ofN o

=

Hoh 5ot =, ol whe} Afarel] oigk A4l
ol 874 Zoltt.

o] oo Aol ostH, 2] EHEs anE
friete FH GAE Zdof A oldE 4
vz}l 7ZHA(Brifol, Petty, and Barden, 2007)
I ngAHoY 7tE2AS(nodding or shaking;
Brifiol, and Petty, 2003)% & ZEo] Slth
ol ATFEL TS olfrdA FH DX A

fr
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HEOIA At RpMZiel gt

B AR S v

AYds At e

Eo] Brifol, Petty, and Tormala(004)& 213
e T GAY AT F5tr] ol (Petty,
Cacioppo and Goldman, 1981), ®|A|A¢] th3t

ATE EE F7)HAE 7] W E o (Prester and
Petty, 199%), Z2]al Apae] Wake] G3FS 7|
A7)  wjEol(Chaiken and Maheswaran, 19%4)
AL AR ZEe] G P1A Zlolgkal FAEit o
Qo= Kelman(1961)2 4184 Qv Ed
Wal(internalization) #8& T3 AS5S
b shieh oA7IA sk wAA] ¢
HAIA 4 WE AAE D7) Wil 1
d "gEY g9 £ dre

(Wilson and  Sherrell, 1993). wetd =4
AR FE Al Ad A|2Elof Fitetr] wE
o Bt} 2 ARs 7 0 E 4 4 ok

g Fa JE AP e, FHGHE AJEse
203 3 /IXE B 2] vl (attractiveness)
7b ook Bdo wigss 2do AAH 54
(Snyder and Rothbart, 1971) 22 &=o| djgt
37/M 57 (Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann,
1983; Zimbardo et al, 1965)% <Jwlsiy v}
U A272E weAE 9rE]E dtkRossiter
1987). ol AR dH HAEA
WS- (trustworthiness)®] v S
zt= A A (credibility) #= o2 Ao|thH(Petty
and Cacioppo, 1981). FHUAMEA LAY v
Hro] FFHe Aol FAY BEA o] He(vs.
=2) ZA$(Chaiken, 1980; Petty, Cacioppo,
and Schumann, 1983), BI= #&H X|2Jo] vt
(vs. =) 7Z$%(Wood and Kallgren, 1988),
aa HARZE SRAo R AR Lo s
AAEE(vs. AR Exoll BEAlE) A-$(Chaken

=

i
A7}
ZJ—"V

L N o
°

£ 8

and Percy,

(expertise) %}
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and Eagly, 1983) © =t}

2 d3e 31 249 ujg e V)& Ad
FHEA ] A8Aes OE HBE
Azl s AAs A

U]i] T
(1%l oshd Fa wdo] 542 A4,

g%, 223 g FREsY, YEs FYA
(identification) AL E3] Anv|AdA AL
njzth FYAlE HAA /\9_;}50] nYe A3
S o 9} HKEA Ha Ao 9o, A4l
o] Ry} HSElte WLoRRE wES A7)
ol 2ol Fgshe By P9 cSdte
Aotk Wilson and Sherrell, 1993). & AR}

|

B 293 JAE Feta weba B ZEe
g HE, Az, F2 P5S Wolso|(Belch
and Belch, 2004) A5o] whAysit wdlo] )
gro ot Jas 7] et g FHEAA

= rr

H aEA7E Bae] =EE § AR £3E 7t
Ae B, 2 Fael wigZRl mdo] glod 1
2o wHE mipo] Aol 1 AF s4E 2
A E Aoz A4E ¢ g 24 H9 as

= FA0M kA e B(S, 2a9 v

= o&d 5728 7AA Hdve A £43
H & & glon o A a3 WA
o] 913 AR Agd JAAA =g€s Hr} 7%
o|a o]o] wa} Apale] Abare] Bk AARE 714
A g ojwf AAe] Azto] B Blgsitial A
24352 g Azt QAL ZH §H O AlnE
a8A] g A9 va) BEd FeA 9T
k=g

ey 2l vEes Aeds ge b
Uzl o) z7] e33 5948 A2 Qo=

E <

—

dArET ol REulo mExe FZ AjZbFC
Aximagery)dld & Aolw, Wwst HAHS
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A = © 29, YA 7
< 5 ASS FEA717] wEolth. Chaiken

98009 FEl=E-AAY AHEAE 2 (heuristic-
systematic model)ol]l 93t AlFE9 AHHAT
HPE Ze AAA B4 HHES aF g AA
2 AxzE) A (systematic  processing) ¥ 1E X
%o Fo2y A A (heuristic processing)
o7 FRHEM AAA FFL AHgse] WAAE
A o AAH =gE Sole FAOE o] HH
X wAA] F49 ofsfitet ofle} wAA] A
29 B3PS AEFHChaiken, 1930). ol
Hlg) Fejag RS AFEEC] AR 3oy
Al & #A Aol #FERE SEd 1t
w9144 %‘ral*%loﬂ o8l HAdee RS v
3l (Petty and Wegener, 1998), 9JAFEA A 7h
el ‘wbek-)H WA (if-then rule)S AFESHE
Zo]tHJohnson, Maio, and Smith-McLallen,
2005).

AAZ ArAe|e Fejzy FRAZY A=
A3 HiERA (mutually AA, Z3HF
(harmony) ¥, Z8]3  ZAA(competition)
A2 FEEHTodorov, Chaiken, and Henderson,
2002). Jzuleld #HL JRe] AAHOZ W)
AAE Atz ste Aeole fFesy FE
g FEdte AS 7HPEAR, AAF BH

el Felxg AFRA 7} E/\]o]] Hl—/@z‘ﬂ-q&:

ﬂJ

exclusive)

o

of

=
s /\F%} AoR He Aon d&

Aol wA A £3Hd 54 F3 M= Frel
&Y @AME FEsA gE FEd disiMe Al
A AEAZE & 5 dvke Aotk Booth-

Butterfield et al.(1994)
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Reichert, Heckler, and Jackson(2001)¢]
FANE fARSH Uehbed 48 279k 3
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Carlson(1994)3%}  Rossiter and  Percy(1987)7}
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/o] Qlth), AlFEE FErdogan, Baker, and
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A2 F3AHd: Ye AXE 2ds 2
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71 el ul e} HAA tijte ®HE1e Load,
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ES 2 5 ANE HEA $HIEE 27HA
. olw) JAPAE] Fug KBy HR| 73}
T ARRe 15% WeE eyt

323 34 =7
AEAE 5 28 552 ARG A
I ANBE =AE7] 98 Petty, Brifol, and

Tormala(2002)¢}  Tormala, Petty, and Brifol
(2008) o] AHEgH W wel HAFASAA
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>
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71E A7l et FRAMY A &5
T

Z(Brifiol, Petty, and Tormala, 2004), 7%
o] FAAYLLEDBrifol, Petty, and Barden,
2007, WHE nYAAvs. 7kEAL) 73 HBrifol

and Petty, 2003) Alxl ApAI7He Zy)sity A
19 A% 2de) e oA Alm AAe B
ot HAWSL FWE A0 FHBAHY o
A7) B9E G52 913 7] 2
Ase & & otk 2

e g 299 g 93 Aln Azke 2d
o AE=sks & AHs T3 T AL
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1 °‘°U1 ool wz} Zﬁi} 7V
g2 AEAE 317 folth.

a9 A7) B9d ave Aud Psiel B
Agole TASAL e ASdE YEptA 2
Sttt olejat Az 94 BA, AFE)L

Audpr) ve A 73t g2 FeeA| v 4
w7t FH ASedle Az AR Qs 7
Atdes 7129 AF-(Moore, Hausknecht, and

Thamodaran, 1986)9} ¥X|sl= Z¥=Z, Huws}
de 31 2de Aoy mfEe
w3 FHEAME Aote] Hall
o A FEs vRIve s 9r|gith

V. o7t 20 AR ARAZO| ot 2l
of g, 1|1 B AAIATIO] 2t

41 AT RRAIZIO] CiE A

I
T
>
1o

749] ?} O]E} UﬂE]r JAAE °J7<]X—1 s
(cognitive phenomena)ol] g 2| 2joju} Aldo]
WA QAAA EEs 238t FAlske 98 3§
= Zolgt & uj(Galofalo and Lester, 1985),
HEl QAo &= Al AAE e XA
g5 83 9gs sy & F Aok ®
g AT 1eA vepd wkel o] Abal ARAIZEE
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9Jol= Brifiol and Petty(2003), Petty,
and Tormala(2004), Petty, and DBarden
(2007), #]31 Tormala, DBrifiol, and Petty
(2006)9] ATFdME A5 FBAX AlaL ALz
o] Aol AU

Brifiol, Petty, and Tormala(2004)9l <]shd
i ZH\_VLE A5 A FHTA T ohe)
et WA 2] A Aol o]
A9 Aolol| X E Eetd
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Petty, and Tormala(2004)= )
o} Abal Apalzke] fA el dis) 213 g
1 stk

olel wet £ A7 201X A0l AR Al
o wAe 9 ofgY Ata AAFY ARE

distnd g oe Be AFEANA AU
47 Aol e A5 H39 Aol g EoHAS
Az B @ ATAEY] FAAT WS o
s 4An Aa Aagelde e A48 8k
G WAE 4FH02 FAF APE EAHA
7] WEolth G 47 WrEE F 53 B
Aol el 24 4B ke A48T, A7)
B4, 3F3 AR AN B 2AKRT

(Ajzen, 198%).
411 QAEF

A& (need for cognition)= v

S
of
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fuek

FA o2 gt AFES FxIeEE &
TFo]lM(Cohen, Stotland, and Wolfe, 1955)
AFnE &g st Z7|v AlgFo|tHCacioppo and
Petty, 1982). & AEF= UAF =go

HE e gl ol Drht 7]7 0] welEelevt
S HoFe i1 SAolth JAEFTE £& A

e ASH vAAE BolsAs W 2AS HS
Hog AP F7137t o 29 Ao R 53
A AAFFS Hol st EAste ¥ QAL
7} ‘5%% *}%% o1x1& Aok} (cognitive miser)

FARTE et AAE o Fotst
A5 #HE AFES AYEY, Y Q1A
uE} e AERAZZE 2T oS
4771w Aus S Ahe 4
Joll O &3ty TVE ¥ Be H3o
HFerguson, Chung, and Weigold, 1985).
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o]7] wjel, AL AT AR E dF
Jt}. Brifiol, Petty, and Tormala(2004)
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A2 EJMOH B

412 A7) A4

7] A A (self-monitering)S  7§¢19] 3}
FFY JEFgS B ATE Ton 7H°u B

>
ot
)
o
H¢ oNE HoaZ o rle

—
[40

o]th(Snyder, 1974). U}E}H 27
Al AldE BYAskE Aol diE)
HH-S-3HK Snyder

> 2 fo oo
_|>:'
o
L ol

924844 (more  susceptible) and
Tanke, 1976).

A7) AT BEY BAE AR ATES
WAEE, 1 5Fe ¥ ool W gE HE
o 7%5e Fddrheg, Katz, 1960). dE &
of 7] Aol =& AR AE-2A 7)E
(social-adjustive function) 2249 HEZE A&
st Tl AREY YAshe ARSI olm| Ao tigh
FA JFS vtk v 2] Aol W A
g HEe 7 ®d4
function)& AMg3l7] wjEo| oH
o ol A FAL

7% (value-expression

FAY tdel

BEH 74 9%

“

of
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fias 1998). uwebd A
& Aol AL olr A X912 ol
a77h ZHAOI AW e Mg} Aol
o438 4T/t EFHHo|Heg,
and DeBono, 1989).
o2l 5ol &(theory of
4807 & 9§
Psol2ol std FFyr= PFol et BE}
FoA gl Qe g et A7) Aol
3o AlAdrE A g 93 FFo] AA
Aot v g A7) ZAAo] =osE Z=uA

(Petty and Wegener,
| A Aol =

N

&3t
Y F2s
DeBono, 1987,

£ A7) AR

Snyder

reasoned action)ll

A7 gARe w3 Sed) g Aol B4
2 HEG F40 o3 ASH= Fe ojuA
A9 0§ A7l gaf ASH=UE FReE
AL A48T ¥ wgol W FHBA T
Feel o8 9 o gol Wit AW
At e QALTS SRME A7) A
Qo) 5o wet Am AAge] o] gebd A
Y AFE 5 Yk F A7) GAAo] e AR
o me AYRY AL Azl EE Aol

H6: 2p7] A4 o]
< Aojth

413 AP ko)

AFA A9 A (private  self-consciousness) S &}

el =g, B9, 293 M) Bl g Qaew

WFA Aolel] FEs= A& Tt (Buss, 1930)
g2 xggozeE Ao} <A(self-awareness)o| 2}
I 3} (Brifiol and Petty, 2005). o]zg W
2 el tigk Q14o] =& A9 AR A4
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o] Etl Wit
(disposition)®} YA|3l=
THAjzen, 1983). ©l=
#l; introspection), =
= HAE dohlfr] st A9 BN AeS #

ol® A% AN 4
Y52 e 53 9
Aol (s

U]_.Q_ T= Zé Al

A4

Aok HgS X871 HEoltHPryor et al,
1977). webA AR Aejdo] mEas, ARl

AAA REA|RA FYE 7I2elH A4l 9
APAZR ] gaks wRl agle] FojIA & UAl |
tHBrifiol and Petty, 2005).

E3H 71E Aol ot AR ApofAlo] Ee A}
Fvs. W2 ARDHE Aol tigk A4o] o @il

(Nasby, 1989; Scheier and Carver, 1977;
Turner, Gilliand, and Klein, 1981), Ej=9}
g5 Yol ETHScheier, 1980). ATkt
Hutton and Baumeister(1992)e] <Jstd A4

Aol Ee A 749 o] Bze] MAE
gol AW, R A% 749 A dwo ¥

SHH  Brifiol and Petty(2000)e]  ©J3td AR
Ao A2 vEIA Y g T BE st o
FE v F 3dn F AR AA2 AR g
g Ao Atae] B FoE 7]2o|=F it
upehr] ARIL ARl FFE VA, HEE W
ARG o @ off= AF Aol w2 At
5 Hoh a3 A7) 24 'S 7RI 317

FolH(Mullen and Suls, 1982) o] Z H
Bl 9x9] ZA(regulation) I3 FHEHE A
ojtt. WA ALY Apejao] HE&FE Al AT
o] Zopzltyal & 4=

HT: A Ao do] woas Al ARe ¥

< Aol
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A THHolIM Al RpMZe] o

42 At RRAZTE BT ARMZO| 2|

= g o
Je Ao wholsozn. 18y HES P59
BAE HFHoR A3 :

359 W3l (variability)S 10%S
|A %ét Aoz yehydth T3 Hanson(1930)
=, 26709 Aga A3 T 18700A
Y5 ol AR A Yehgoy 4
2070e] AR F ul JRelA
HAZF depbgth a7

i

lo
re
-
=2
_z

o2
offt
e
2
oxl
=
lo,

o)

7t AT Y] HH7HE S
AoZ "HE-HZ 7F5A(attitude-
B APA17Hattitude
B= A3 (attitude

accessibility), confidence),
aga
Atk
Fazio et al.(1982)& Hx9 ZHo
2 s QNS Agket AH Al A3 =
7V R4 Q3 ARg {GA JdEda 54
o1 Fazio and Zanna(1978b)e El=-3F2
YA AHB AT H=el tigk gl Taejar
3137} e Hojd Fxo HEEta &
T3 Berger and Mitchell(1989)e] <J3pd %
of AHAE0] Fao] HhE =2H 5 F4E H

resistance) 59|

B G714

Te A3 ZA¥S EdE g9 "= AR
A 0135]“1 ANE FHkety, PEs B
2 dEg § o g5 AAES HEY AEA
(durahility)®}  FAAd(stability)2] ZwWolA Hj
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=-gE #AE FAWsT. e S°l, Schwartz
(19780 "2l ojdolZ 7|70 7l2xdHE A

9 A= PF< dZFsdet, Hzd e ¢4
Aol 2S5 grdl AE AR} =S A
o= eyl

a8y 7)E Ao 9EhE, AlgSe] Al 9l

A2 whgol thaf ojujd AzhS sh=uke] whet AL
ot "z #AE 2Ekdd. Brifiol, Petty,
and Tormala(2004)= Aol E=EFE
Aol B9 ¥x) 7hsAdol =t AL, & A
I AL EETE B P UX
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=
1o AN w oox o AN f

e s
W&) ARl ARz ZAG H)
zh T S7] wiEelgta
ATt B FA gk A
(cognitive learning theory)oll 2|3}
o o dEe EdE 2 i 37
(salient attributes)dl] thdk 7HAY Alaro]
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iMe AbaLe] didel lefo s, thdel tiE
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SEE
Petty,

Brifiol,

Hhgo] AMasjof drHeg, Brifiol and
2003, Brifio, Petty, and Tormala, 2004;
Petty, and Barden, 2007, Tormala,
Brifiol, and Petty, 2006). w&td A7 1&
g Ass FHY W, A7 25 S A=E W
TR A HN=265).

HA AR AR AR EA
Cacioppo and Petty(1982)7} Al-&-3F
&std oAl TR 7753 AE HEg 2

AE A

Mo} 74 2AE HEE

A g wrol Bao B PFHAL HHE
W BAE A gtk 84 g/agd), &

3 AFA 2}9JAlL Fenigstein, Scheier, and Buss
(1975)7F  "HE A4 A (self-consciousness
scale) & ol&std AT olEo AAT
Zpo] Al HAr = ALA xpejAl Z*‘:(prlvate
consciousness  scale), &% 24 #HZ(public
aejal AR EQE
(social anxiety scale)®] Al 719 319 HA==Z
T3] Atk o]F o]&ste] oAl T 7H A
E H5F A&, Y= A - ARle]

oM AN TotalEn otk 1A %

self-
self-

consciousness  scale), Eah=]
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U AN E BAsd] td HEE F4de AE o
o ‘s k2 A AR 1]
Apado] /Aol luef 74 ofmapdst A
=2 Skl

432 4 g A3

AT 9= A w0l AX&T 2] FAA,
a3 AP zpejajo] Ak Azl WAE 9%,
a3 Al AR HE Aze] BAE &
s Aol Bxolth. ¢4 Azl #Fse
(NALT A7) A, AH ze) Az Abz 244

o BA)S Folar|Ye] 2 AAMSGE =

3 o
T8 Al RS EEWEE G U
14

4 =
shte] g, A7) ZAA T A9 FE, e
I A Ao M F A9 o] o]& Asst
AoZ Ueyth o5& AAS Y @ FEE
olgate] AL FAF A BF WA dAA
of  FIHAHAAET=84, A7]  FAA=55,
APE Ae)4=64).

oM Foz AYHLAL. AA8TE =
a9n Am AARE FEUFE 3
A%, A% ge 122 yugon FAden &
)70 QTk(=205, p<05). WA M 5E A
A M 6 A7) BARo] FE5E AT

=E T =
AAFe 2 Aow YA,

SHASE 23 Al AGE FEUFE dhe
HAEAE AN A AF fe -4z ey
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A e 512 Jehton EAFHo=
ATHt=940, p<01). WA 7Md 82 AA|H Ak
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I4EE

A FAQRIH AhaL AR Apo] €]
AAAA 7L BRI A= AR LTS} AFE zpe)y]
o] &5 283 A7) A HEFFE AL
A7ol E=A Yehgth ol¥e dae 447 Al
ARzl A dis) NdH R AFE Brifiol,
Petty, and Tormala(2004)9] A¢tast dAeh=
Zolt}.  Brifiol, Petty, and Tormala(2004)=
AbEol B 52 AF dig AFE A9 3HA
Gethd AR BEeHEL EEEA )l o
gt A7 A A ahA AT dldel ois) Ak
g Bo] &5 At gEgd ot A474S gl

S Bk St Ed o5e BuE A4
: e A

B AusEs 5710 e 4
e

A fAReE 9SS woohe) el s
B Jwsl sl E F71%d she 89o)7] Wi
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o, Ak Apal7he] FES mFI

g AR AL Bl ARzl A (positive)
o &S e AoF Uehtth Brifol, Petty,
and Tormala(2004)9 ¢Ja}d Ala AAlzhe] =

¢

255 st HEg QR FsAel Eohe A
AT ARl E25E HES BFY AR 75
Hol Frhe AL guidh ot & Am A4
ol AT BT} R AT Az @ B
ut} s weh 4% q320)7] welrh o
A% 2 AL A0G BEY N S
se BAE Agare Aol @ 4 Ak

SO 3 Aol HE (AP-AY s,

EQIZ0| Al A JH540) Ol
S gk AL A i o

re

-
e
2
lo,

of

Qi

o
o N il e
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rir
oL

T
o

Atheg., FEagly and Chaiken,
1993; Janis and King, 1954). ©] oo A+
ol st F WA e d5go] B2 Ao=

Uehgth o2 Eo| Janis and King(19%54)&
old FAE A & 3 FHdole A F4E
SIEE a7y, o2 Fdde Rl F4& &
=5 el Al #4 243 Jdvs. g
el F4L wolEdl HwhelM Bx wEsl o
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A e

ojxd AW FHself-generated  argument)
o] A5 o] aFAQl o]f= AlFEC] A4l F
s WEE BE EE ZAH 3 dis) Hakd

=

AAMKEA: biased scanning), & TAE £
TS dFs8t7] ol ole AlEEC]
HAE Qe OE F FIE V&R ¥
Aple] FAq G FoE 7ete AS ujsith
(Janis, 1968). Engel, Blackwell and Miniard
(19%)l 9J3tw AHlrbs 2Ale) 71E 4da) )
To A EYAEe AR =EHW 44
of(perceptual defence) 71Alol 23] o|E 3|F
SHAY HFAIER A4l 7)E AdH
Bodtee Aol Atk & ARlY FE4E
785 ol X EHe BH HapA HH FoE
oA FAY & oR ARG E3 AL

o] AAE T dHoz AZtsy] wiel A7

p

L

=2

-

s
a
ey

flr

z 7

N

i

- FAol A5 © AHHo|thGreenwald,
1968; Hovland, Janis, and Kelley, 1953).

% AQolehe o] st FesY Az A
7] wgel A0 24 1wk +887)
ole)% o

Felzg-AAd dEAY Zd=
Are 4= Stk 71E AFEA YERE Ble} 2

o, Frej2Y AEAZS AAA ARAYE A=
oq3ks F= BA°|tHeg, Chaken, Liberman,
and Eagly, 1989; Eagly and Chaiken, 1993).
& E° Chaiken and Masheswaran(1994)
< AEE 2HA AFS AAS & A3 Al
I AAH ARAYY FAE AR 939

Aol woFE, AHEEY At SAHCR
Hek(biased) 5= A2 Yepdt Tgla HE
© Ak 9o AR AFl e B=e] &

Ag wEdom dpse Aoz ekt o)
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Petty and Wegener(1999)o] 2J&}
FHAR Zéiﬂ?/]g e AFoE FHTA 7L

g et % AL el F
ZV\]«] s BRIy %

£
o -
Re v
>
fu o
r
Lot
s )

o
Aol 7Hd OM—‘;— 7M %‘%*é% %X]EJ =4
AR Aggs =44 o] o8 =
groll AEAARY, & AAelA QAN A, A
1A T4, YA Bl F] Z
= o] A L AL A7) o
BHT AR dAHS 2
24 AeA e A4 5 ok

o
re
r
lo,
fo,

B AN E A7)-AA Fgo] AEH o)f
2 A7) 8§33 a3E At 2] e3E &
Hob #Ed Ve Ao st AlgEol A%
She AR S] AbaLdl tigh ARl zhe Abal HiEte]) 9
& 22t & Uvh dellA A7 nhe 2ol A
S AAlY Al die] Bo A Agdes

(Koriat, Lichtensetein, and Fischoff, 1930
ddto] wHEHE AYFE(Shaw, 199%6), 2|1
ARz ARG FE(GIl,
1998) AAZHE zhett olsh v R, Ak
A7) FTW} A A WEtoz 2 £ Qo)
2 93o] AT FL AAle] ohyrte] s A}
o Aol gekd 4 gk
2 QoI ATE vhst

=

Swann, and Silvera,

2o, Bele] 74 o
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Z 8y BHOIM AT A2 o2t

2}

1968), A& 49 9oz Azsle Ao
ATHGreenwald,  1968;

i}

Hovland, Janis, and

Kelley, 1953). 3t ZWHM gol Bl %
B} AR ghe] dAAS 2 AOoE Wolsyo
A A AR LY webA ARl S

st 4F B9 F4d =EHE 499 v
WEk AL e FElaH dMz ALsin
aa AgAel Adghs =74 Hed, ol A
o] wWeo g Zgste] FFAOR Al LTS
= ds g F ok

A LA BF AFA HES BT #A
(Fishbein, 1963; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975),
agla Alne HE9 %ﬁ](Greenwald 1968;
Wright, 1973)= #E<H a8 A7 FA71 H
I QiTh BESE AR ARl SA B ARAIRe] =
JE 1 AFEJoH(Fazio and Zanna, 1978a),
AT 2004 HaE upep o] Abal AL HE
A7 A (positive)®] G PIAE AoE U
Eptth 714 ARE AlL-HE- 59 Sl 4

|A171H %5 AAl7Hbehavior confidence)o]2k
£ AEE o273 JMd(construct) S AL &
gk = FJole olw YELS gt T 29| 3
o] B & AWMl ALAE M FE daL
a7 g = . dF 5o Ml AFS
TFujgt & 1 Fujo] AE 7 FE A 137
As & Ak AHRY T o]F LA 4 3l
= AA FZ3Hcognitive dissonance)= T-FH
gk Apagte] e Ag dAddt & 4 St

(Festinger, 1957). o|& AT 204 AZF3 ‘Al
A — HE ALY #A ] FFAARE A}

A7 — HE 2R - 35 ALY Q3
AL A5 Stk S A AR s O
3k 2Rzt A(positive)e] FFE vE ALE 9
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Atk a2 Aol A Azl disf dvhd
x]./\]ﬂg 7Ll:;<] 7;5:«] a]ﬂt—_‘ ih: 1‘”0]—9}1’/}
(Je 94 Ygd 2zed o) Ao Atk
294 4R adiRe A A4y
AsdAE #

AT 32 A7 FR(vs. B R
At - 7bs3d Ale 9, 18
Ao MAESE Ak Aok 7k 9, 10,
283 115 AFshrl A8 Fx AN 2y
(structural Ag-319.0H
AMOS 160g o]&std ZHZEAM(path analysis)
JAlsITE o] W A7]-A4 F A Bl
e gud dummy variable; A}

, B 2 A

equation modeling)<

= 4
FAS
718 =2
o AZEA EJJF
7He 9= A7 F8 BS B F8
25E A9RT Ala A7) =4 Jehd A
ARE T B4 An g AR EE3

=
=
3 T3 =F

<8 2>9) 7LE}

r&i‘ [o
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(vs. ER)IFE L &F)

Ag #E 212 Yehston, FAHCE F97o0
Atht=197, p<05). o= 7Md 95 AAshH=
Rolty. 74 102 (A7]-AA T4 o3f) =&
AL AR THESFE Abae] tig A s
S Aoz AAHA=Y AP A2 %F3}
Ad @& 312 JgEon SAFE {9
HoltHt=3.0, p<.Ol). wetd 7Hd 10& AR
=g

7 112 A9 dRe Akl Az 7o
ofsf Atal 74 sl FEFE WA Aog 473
HAed, 2 2Ho] ARl AR wizfel #3
Aolth. #4 Ax <ag 2> EAE Hie} 2o
A7 FEE AL ALY wiAf el oAt
ool ARAoRE A JbeAd FEFE v
A Aog YeITGEESE A4=20, t=1.9,
p<05; FEH%).

AR ZRAZRe] Wi BRE E<18] s St
2oz w7} 3A2X(mediated regression)S 4
3 5}9THsee, Baron and Kenny, 1936). 4]
a3, A7 T, Bl 3 =& ol3) A

gh) - AL ALY Age Slt=196, p<05;

il
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ZH%), AR FE oA FH TRSAY
FEA8(t=251, p<05). I Atm A4
Do 74 b Ade 2602 JER
oM (t=340, p<0l), ZE IJAAFES FAF
o2 fFoHeldtt. wARe R A7-Ad FAR
I AE SHEFE, AR A e EE ¥
HEE e IARAE AAEged, A4
A FR AFe 6194, p<05 GEEZ),
I AR AR AlGE 23(t=296, p<O1)
o7 yehgon BT EAHOZ HolFolqith
5 A7 FAo] Al A TEsAd WAE
G2 Ak AR wi/pASTE ARl wt
I AF o] 48A 3poE FAadch uwat
A 7 11e AAEAT 3 v 394 A
T <ad 2>° AAE 28N Ao}l fAKEH
A Ala Ao @A w7} obd FE wifE
Aeshs Aoz Az,
FHHoR 28 olgstd WS anel 2
718 AXEIA ffE RPae olgste s
7b Zve wilE e a7 glshe Wyeg 0 &

;1 Uor—
e Ao 154FL FIMAEZR, HF

HN
rlo
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fEE AoE vehgth
B A7 o]2F AL thgd 2tk 3A,
A7) B93 gy #ek Ao oFhd, A5H
A Ao EZH AHARE AHA 9 /\]-_1"!_7]- ZWgA
= 1, old] we} Af
1] HPAEE FH3E e = % 3 1 3o
A FARA Boh FI5 F)golx 222 A4
o) Abae] o} Al7he ZA "ok B AT
T 7189 AFdA 1A ke Bdo] g
=9 9% A7) g3 ans o}
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Aot =5 9 F3 At o 2ol £ de o
2 o iu]x},] A7) s HAYSe s A
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A e R e AT

AAe AR RSN AEle] su% 4E
Fo £QEo] ofe] ZHelq dvse] g &
124 Aze Ade AT AR 7)E
o BE Az BAE AEFOA 474 =
Aoz AYHD ATHIL F EopE AAAL

T e BAFdnh

Ao R, 7 aTlaE A 222 23S
REE A9 Bale F49 o8 dBe B A4S

el olE, H}o}(perceptual
228 @A (heuristic cue)d HE,
2 A#A(cognitive consistency)<
1 Stk E A7 Aige o]lye o]EE5e T
&t A71-AA T vs. BRIFR =F)o] 9 A
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EOR, o] Eof &

918k E}—F’Jr
AR, Q1A ¥kS(cognitive responses)l
ATE A5H dAA =38 LnAY 97
Z, AL HE 9GS PiAlE 2oE AR
th(Greenwald, 1968; Wright, 1973). #}7] ¥
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Ajzen,

Baron,

Beck,

Belch,

Berger,

Booth-Butterfield,

, AEE, IATQ05), “AlE7IAFA

OllAf At RpAlZte| ofgt

A879} WAA 7o) §7ol
a3 09T 16071), 55-

HAEI200), “Zgo] Bl mAE
249 24 RE3 Besg vE)
3%: Asl % A, 1401), 65-80.

Aol Fuad wxe= FF 794
ARFAY 244 a3 oFHgAFE, 2002),
89-118.

Icek(1983),  Attitudes,
Behavior, Open University Press.

Ruben M. and David A. Kenny(1936), “The
Moderator-Mediator Variable Distinction
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Roles of Thought Confidence in the Process of Ad-Exposed
Consumers’ Attitudes and Attitudes Confidence Formation

Janghyun Kim+ - Haksik Leex*

Abstract

Cognitive responses model contends that consumers’ thoughts evoked by persuasive message
are critical determinants of their attitudes. According to the research of metacognitive dimension
of thoughts, however, consumers may first generate and then validate their own thoughts.
This research is regarding the roles of thought confidence in the process of ad-exposed
consumers’  attitudes and attitude confidence. The current research consists of three studies.
Study 1 was designed to examine the effect of self-validation that might be induced by ad
endorser’'s attractiveness. Study 2 investigated the effects of personality variables on thought
confidence and the relationship between thought confidence and attitude confidence. Study 3

was regarding the effect of thought's source on the possibility of word-of - mouth.
Study 1: The Effect of Self-Validation Induced by Ad Endorser’s Attractiveness

Hypotheses

Four hypotheses were established as follows. H1: The higher the elaboration likelihood is,
the higher the thought confidence would be. H2: The thought confidence induced by endorser’s
attractiveness is expected to be greater in the case that elaboration likelihood is high (vs. low)
and the imagery impression is weak (vs. strong). H3: Under a high-elaboration condition, the
thought confidence induced by endorser’s attractiveness would moderate the relationship between
argument cogency and brand attitudes in a positive direction. H4: Under a low-elaboration

condition, ad endorser’s attractiveness would play a role of only peripheral cue. That is, endorser’s

x  Korea Christian University, Department of Business Administration, Full-time Lecturer.
s« Hongik University, College of Business Administration, Professor of Marketing.
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attractiveness would directly influence brand attitudes in a positive direction.

ResearchDesign

For the experiment, advertisements of a toothpaste brand were made. In this experiment,
experimental variables were argument cogency and endorser’s attractiveness. In the pretest,
two arguments (strong and weak) and two endorsers (more and less attractive) were selected from
four arguments and eight endorsers, respectively. Thus, four experimental ads were developed and
experimental design was a 2 (argument cogency: strong and weak) x 2 (endorser’s attractiveness:
more and less) factorial design. Two hundred and eighty-one students participated in the
experiment. Subjects were randomly assigned to each of four conditions. They were asked to view
an ad presented on a computer screen and to answer the questionnaire. In the questionnaire,
subjects were asked to list the thoughts they had while viewing the ad and to provide a
response on a seven—point scale regarding the extent of their confidence in those thoughts.
They were also asked to answer questions asking brand attitudes, imagery impressions, and

level of elaboration. Data obtained from two hundred and sixty—five subjects were analyzed.

Results

For testing Hl, we conducted a regression analysis predicting thought confidence with
elaboration likelihood. The coefficient was positive and statistically —significant, supporting
Hl. For testing H2, two-way ANOVA and three-way ANOVA were conducted, and the results
appeared to be consistent with H2. To test H3, a moderated regression analysis was performed
and the interaction term of argument cogency and thought confidence appeared to be statistically
significant, which supported H3. In a similar way, H4 was tested with a moderated regression
analysis and the result supported H4.

Study 20 The Effects of Personality Variables on Thought Confidence and the Relationship
between Thought Confidence and Attitudes Confidence

Hypotheses

Four hypotheses were established as follows. H5: The higher the need-for-cognition is, the
higher the thought confidence would be. H6: The lower the self-monitoring is, the higher the
thought confidence would be. H7: The higher the private self-consciousness is, the higher the
thought confidence would be. H8: The higher the thought confidence is, the higher the attitude
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confidence would be.

ResearchDesign

Data for study 2 were collected at the same time when we collected data in the experiment
for study 1. All personality variables, need-for-cognition, self-monitoring, and private self-
consciousness were measured with five seven—point scales, respectively. In addition, attitudes

confidence and thought confidence were measured with a seven—point scale, respectively.

Results

To test the hypotheses, simple regression analyses were conducted four times. The results
were as follows. In each regression analysis predicting thought confidence with personality variable,
the predictor variable appeared to be in the hypothesized direction and was statistically
significant. Thus, the hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 were supported. In addition, a significant positive
relationship between thought confidence and attitudes confidence also appeared, which was

consistent with H8.

Study 3: The Effect of Thought's Source (Self-generated vs. Other-generated Argument) on
the Possibility of Word-of-mouth

Hypotheses

Three hypotheses were established as follows. H9: Thought confidence would be higher in
the case of self-generated argument than the case of exposure to other-generated argument.
H10: The higher the thought confidence is, the higher the possibility of word-of-mouth would
be. H1l: The effect of thought's source on the possibility of word-of-mouth would be mediated
by thought confidence.

ResearchDesign

The experimental ads used in the study 1 were modified to accommodate to the purpose of
this study. One-hundred subjects were randomly divided into two groups. The subjects in one
group were exposed to the experimental ads and were asked to list the thoughts they had
while viewing the ad and to answer the question for thought confidence. The subjects of the
other group viewed the thoughts generated in the first group and were asked to answer the

question for thought confidence. In addition, all subjects answered the question for the possibility
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of word-of-mouth. Data obtained from eighty-three subjects were analyzed.

Results

To test the hypotheses 9, 10, and 11, a path-analysis was performed with AMOS 16.0. The
coefficients of the paths both from self-generated argument to thought confidence and from
thought confidence to the possibility of word-of-mouth appeared to be positive and were
statistically significant. These results supported H9 and HIO. However, the path from self-
generated argument to the possibility of word-of-mouth also appeared to be positive and were
statistically ~ significant. To investigate the mediating effect of thought confidence, mediated
regression analyses were performed. The result showed that the effect of self-generated

argument on the possibility of word-of-mouth was partially mediated by thought confidence.

Key words: advertising effects, attitudes, metacognition, self-validation, thought confidence,

attitude confidence, elaboration, thought’s source.
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