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Abstract

This study mainly explores the impact of the level and similarity of others’ self-presented infor-
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mation on online interpersonal trust in online social situations. The situational experiment was
used to investigate 179 college students from Jiangxi University of Traditional Chinese Medicine. The
results show that with the real profile picture and screen name, the WeChat verification information
can significantly improve the network trust. When the presentation level is consistent, the high si-
milarity level of the source can significantly enhance the network trust. Finally, the self-presentation
of others with real profile pictures and screen names as the high presentation level and the high
similarity source of “Jiangxi University of Traditional Chinese Medicine alumni Group” could sig-
nificantly positively affect the degree of online interpersonal trust produced by individuals.
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1. 518
11 MEAREERS

B BRI, ANMIEMS BN ENS 5MESIERE F 5, EXERPHIL T2 8, 5
W FE ST W NBMEEfENLEE . 1K 2 ) BUZET 51 T S AT IR RHA

KT M2 NSRS, BHTEASMEREREA SR — €. BN TN S BT R IR ST
TERS I 2SR B iR, AMARRIR WIRF B 5 155 55 2 4R i — R AU O BE TR (Cynthia et al., 2003);
B, fA¥adt— SR ARG REAPR Bl e, AMARE RN T 5 R AR R B0 Sk PR
IR T SRR B — FPRESE £k 9145 (Feng, Lazar, & Preece, 2004). [ A AR/ e T IR I & A A
o BAERELEA THIANMIBEAL, 7RG T ABRMEAT R E XHEAh XTI 28 N BREAT S 5t e BA R
I 28 NBR ELBH, AN SN R B — P SEVEAR B O MEFE AL ARSI RLEE T X E R 7K
AT B Sk BRAR S T HTE R 5, PMBeZE, JEoRdE, #lAE, ARRER, 2013).

BRI =B R & ARG, (BRATAT DURIIRTT M 2% NBRMEAE S E R EEPER A T : 1) M
28 NBRMBAER —TI0 55— Tr R I — TR 2) 28 BB AR A AL O SARAE — E UK. A3
UGB SE, MBS ZE S A K IR 28 N B AR I & 3, BRI 28 N B AT e KU I (R X 2 A B B3R, AN
TR S T AR AN TS O Sk BRI A5 07 TR T 0T, AT BRI A8 X R — b Al S R RR LA

1.2. BEREWES

H R IR BRI A R R B (KR, 2008). HE4 G R SE I H IR 2 IS,
HkEREIE O MEAT M AZRE CHEEERAC, TR RN B RIS,
2007). Bt FLIKIA (5 JEAAEAZ BEARF- G B, B IR EIWBHE I AL S, H R 1 ™
HIENM AR RN . BTMENELYE. B, CHM. BIE. R SRR S (Patti & Jochen,
2011), fEA5R LA 2 I gn A SR AL T BORSEILZ o B R BB W, FlinAsdn] DLl AL IR, B
HCRE R e 42 55 2 R N E RSP S 2 HORIIE S . AR, BRI T
P AN AN N JE 51 R 481 4 (Nadkarni & Hofman, 2012). [, HAZEAARHRCA T 24N TR R A4E
1N B35 R 1) 25 27 2 (Strano & Wattai, 2012).
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1.3. MEABRSEARNE R

D 26 23 TR Ay ISt LA REffr, 28 N BRAB AT A2 AT 28 3243 EL AN A Bl (R X PR AS 2 08 K
VEAPAE, 172 R D0 28 25 A1 S5 RO X7 A8 A Ik R v I AR SR IR 4 SR . TRV W 24 % ) 5 ML S A8 1 e A7 (E
—EER, (HREIEH RIH RIS B 8 X N5 AT R 5 M0 RN TE WX 28 23 [F) P [ REAFAE o TE 4%
AR R, HEHEARE T RSN E, MRMAE —E R, XA FESAE T HAEH AW
i EAN NG BARSR E IR EIHIES, D80, 2014). Banczyk 2515 H N A ik g T MR A AT I
Al gz A AR 27 IR E A, X TR EI T ORET Uy NAM T4, SRR
A FREEMCRREFEEE), e, x4, S, g, 2016). KA kBB aeftia ™ A&
B WEESEFEHRERGEWE, KEE, /WA, 2014). HXHTTERM, MHEH R RME, AME
o UL R B v 1) S A B A6 1) LA 9 2 TS 1R (Kristine, Mark, & Chelsea, 2009); 534k, Mt 2L KGR AT
BB MG E = (858, 2014). BR 7 3kM%, Mt 2AMEEE B2 EZ T, HAmTbod
T 15 B A SR AT M AR R O, 2015) 0 BT DA, WAL SR EAT N 48 A8 AR 1 R AR T BAF S (4 557
2007) FRYE ARSI ER S, BAAR AR BAGI R BRG], BIAMAZE 545 B CARBI AR 5] (Fu et al.,
2018). TEMIZEAZAEZS F AN BRI A A 260 W 26 N BRE AT BB R (5] 95 77, 1080, 2014),
X ] REAE T E A BRI 28 2 [B) A, AMAAE ] T AR B B 00 7 At v SCBEATHEM X R PR K 104
Wi, MM FE{E LK (Rodrigues et al., 2017). FT J@#E A Sibsk (1) A ) SSORABL P th 23 52 mi A AT 2 18] )
B AMEFIW NS B O 75 R F SO B, AR I 2 5 SRR — AN BUE B 752k B [/ — 4
ERAERTCUE (T i —, KT, R, 2R, 2014).

W2, MEEHAEH, b B3R EIAIE BRI 2 75 2 B35 52 I 28 NBREAE0E ? X2 At
TR (1 I

R AH FT 32 3 MBI 1) A B R B3 W2 ABREEH BIAER: 2) M AME SRR
X2 N ST BEAEH; 3) A A B IR EIUACERIAE LR BeSL R X P 28 N BriE A BEAER

2. B
2.1. #ik

AT FUIE I o) IR LR A R B O AR AR R 2R A, LRI R 4 179 s HoA B4R 60 A (33.5%),
4 119 AN(66.5%; Horb, AR 173 AL #5046 A #ORITFER LN 19.7 %

2.2. SRR

BT AR S A S A o B L LSS BB St 44 9 B R DR, 3 R AU S AR A
AN AR EIVKCTRINBCE; BIRIR A L &, Ok B & IE N2 A LA,

2.3. SCET

AR FURA 2 B B E IR (F/IR) * 2 AU (M) IO B P SR B8 BE T, PRIAR R SE S ) 1Y
EARRREE, BRI X LIRS BONE TG, BOMZME R N ? 7 1 3 7 EAMEESE
BATIPE, 1 FRoRAREAMIE, 7 RondEwmE.
24. SLIIEFF

WA N1 B - AR - IR B - e R EEEL.
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25. MEZEFERER

RnfEs R —h R g e, IR NGE AR RIG, Dy 7 8 78 7 (e 2 A i 5L,
Rt R P S 2R . T AR A R, SEIENUM IR R B e, TR e W SRR
) P IAENGORRE . S AS R AR AN A AR 55 4% i 7 20K U SRR T S, A R S
VRAE Y P ot 488 1) s R RS A VS N ACIB 07 SEAE XS B UE AR B 17 A U 75 2 i B NS 5 P |G
B

TEE: EEN GOMATSEAE, B AR RS H LU0 1 7 75 R SRR S A AR B Rl PR
LI TR LK

EIEFERE, WIAENZEFHPEEREN? A LB 7 EMEEERETITE, 1 RondH
AMUE, 7 R AEE G

3. /R
3.1. EEEIKEFECENMEARGTHENERAYEHNESNESELER

W2 1, WA RN B R EI, MEX & R BAKCE S AL SRR B = A 3.06 + 1.536, #x
R AR 2 H A TARALE BT FE A 5K 1.83 £ 1.143.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and repeated measures variance results

F 1L HEAMREHESNERELR

i 2 IAKF KR R F AR
M £ SD M £ SD F P 1 72
ICAABLEE 1.83+£1.143 2.24 +1.317
AR Bl 2.42 +1.377 3.06 + 1.536
IR E R 1779.395 0.000 0.321
AEALLE 2808 1409.270 0.000 0.273
BIKF > AU RN 130.206 0.000 0.033

AP ZE RS R BIKER N EE, F=1779.395, P<0.05, fi5>=0.321; HILLE K
FERN B, F = 1409.270, P < 0.05, fhi #° = 0.273; S HLKFARALEE Y 208 5835, F = 130.206, P < 0.05,
1 n* = 0.033.

3.2. BEYMMN ISR
W3 2, fajHARNAGI6SE R BN

Table 2. Multivariate tests
F=2 ZTERE

F P fii LI ) ) ©
REIAKF 844.875° 0.000 0.183 1.000
& R IKF 1047.175° 0.000 0.218 1.000
(EARBLRE 1052.542°% 0.000 0.219 1.000
AL 1564.608 0.000 0.294 1.000
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MEIKPARE, EARRIUKCTE, FIBLEE M 8 53, F =844.875, P <0.05, fii n”=0.183;
B RIS, AL F B A RN S 3% F = 1047.175, P <0.05, i 5% = 0.218.

MHEAARR, FEARFIBUE T, BT R0 53, F=1052.542, P <0.05, fi#°=0.219;
HERMLET, ZBUKP R A8 S, F=1564.608, P<0.05, fii#°=0.294.

WA 3, ZEIBKMN: EREIKPHEAET, A OUEFRAR U 5300 W 25 A PR SR R BE,
L FNREKF(P < 0.05); TEmEIACEFAT, mA U AR BUE 5801 M 45 A bR AR K TR,
K F 8 2K (P < 0.05).

Table 3. Pairwise comparisons

= 3. BTEeER

2K (DAL ()AL BIMEZAA(1-)) SD P
1 2 -0.414 0.014 0.000
. 0.414 0.014 0.000
1 2 -0.643 0.020 0.000
? 2 1 0.643 0.020 0.000
4. g

4.1 (FR2IKEX MRS ERRIE

SIS R PR E B S I AT DU I SRR 4 R AN AR SRR, SRR 1 8, S
SEAT W — SR A AR (ST, 2014 Tan—, FORE, ‘Pug, AEE, 2014). BASRATEH, K
M—Rom AL 45507 RN, 7E S 2SR A Ah,  SLAR RN 44 1 R % 3 22 119 B 1y 2%
Ko KR, BEIRMEEFIBSIAEEAE, (HBEEE R0 R 2 B4 28 20 N BrAs AT (1 B2 2508 76 I
g2 (AR RIREAEAE . FTRESRE T LEARH S P g Ak s 25 1Al b, fh N R EE (S B, BAEIREIAE 22 1
Bk, et TEE.

4.2. HEHEER LR A BRISERYF R

SEHIESE T AR RESEMA N 2% N BRAGAE,  “TINRIR” AR B BOAGH ISR IESS B BE B 5 4E,
RS 2 — B, WSXIEMBKIEERIRES R —FECU, wiEth, mRR, TZ, 2021, %
R, B, il 2022)0 BLSEH AT AR E IR AR SO SRR S SR, SRR
ALLRE XA A (48 3 RS2 RIS P T R AR5 . NBRIR S AT, INMATEAE R S35 1 CAR AR AT
G, AR AR T B 251 R A BRI
4.3. {RREIKFFEPE XN MEABRMSERNZEFNM

WHFEHE— IR R, (58 2IUKTF RSB R, SHFR/ms 3 —8. —Jimm, AaHfE
B EIAEFARAIE R, REEE: 5T, MRS, BT NBRIES], B R 5T
Jiv UA e S BLKST ME AR ALURZ A b N 18 B SR AT DA S b v 0 2% N B A5 T

. i

4

ol
>

FERSEIFFAT T, PRSNGSR 28T Dol s U kRN 44, USRS sk
PR T7 FCEE A A (K5 AR I
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