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Abstract

In the era of all media, people’s trust in mainstream media is affected by online public opinion.
Based on the MAIN model and Exemplification theory, this study recruited 136 college students as
subjects, and examined the impact of online public opinion (positive comments/negative com-
ments) and popular itymetrics (retweet, high likes/retweet, low likes) on media trust through a
2*2 intersubject experiment, as well as the role of public opinion perception in it. The results
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show that: 1) Compared with positive comments, negative comments significantly reduce individ-
uals’ trust in the media. 2) Bandwagon support can be used as a psychological mechanism for neg-
ative comments to reduce media trust and play an intermediary role. The above research results
reveal the social psychological mechanism of online public opinion affecting media trust. It pro-
vides reference value for the trust construction of mainstream media.
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w4y, R4 A A ARG IS AE AL MR KU LR (78, Gy, 2022). 38—+ KRB
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FAT, 2R FEE AR AR AT T i — B AR Ak e U & T H (Engelke et al., 2019). BEAA(E AR E
S B AR S AT T EL B ) R 18 B AR SR X ROE T [ il SIS . FEHATHE AR
Xof 357 [ SEAR PR AT K 22 2 3 T AT 13 [ (Prochazka & Schweiger, 2019). [Rith, AHFFAHEEAAEFE LA
Ao 7 e SR A PR 25 T A FE IR IR (W 3725, 2022) 6

KT BEARAZ AT 00 R 2% RO BIE T 00 B AR 2 AT P D R 58 D T . A 7 T P R R B A A @ v
FE ., PRAELIEL 45 (Bucy, 2003; Lee et al., 2022). HI /BRI & A5\ %017 K (Hershkovitz & Hayat,
2020) FH ;4 >3 45 (Stavrositu & Sundar, 2008)%%
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FELITARIEH AL TR 2B AR, — R VPRI 38 RE H TR AL R B AR A 1 2 WL
(K1 B A5 AT LA 9 5 BRI, #EBO A il i 851 3 A AR ERAR, 3 — 2D R mRHT [A] 5  X A% Co S S Py 2 (RT3 )
W) . ZRTIIWETER I, AELITIR M VP Al 2 A B i (Lee et al., 2022).
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PSR LA N X T s T AR PR, IR AR Rz A SRSk b, SeRTHIBT R, W AR
I HE 2 52 B FLALHT A B2 S ML (Xu, 2013)0 ASHIF ORG24 A BB BRI SE SO MR ) 2 AL R
I PP IR 2 AR AR AU B AR A R

SRIG AT PR SCR AT E FE RS #O AN ] . W TR Dk PP 2 S BOCE TS L AR (Naab et al.,
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TR A AR RS B A U WL(Rozin & Royzman, 2001). 48 F, ASHF7CHE H BL R R %

H1: SRS GHX T IR L) BRAR 1 ARG 1.

H2: FPETR (R T IEPEVEIR ) it 2 A SRR AN b A A T B AR AR S AT

1.3. FWAEE

B O PRI B2 U S BEAMUEFETER, BF “H7 . “HRT SZREETE
Fro IXSEFEAR I 1B [ R IE 2 X T A AR K /N e MAIN #5578 (Sundar, 2008)44 s %% % 5 A0 T T Xl
VRS AANEIL R, M ISR EAT )R R AN T, mAERSGN T, — 55 (Spartz et al., 2015) K
B, YouTube LS AIMLAE XG0T RRAT T 14 10 850 1) e B 47
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I FE FE 6 b 5 M AN K 5 91 B VA I UE 4R (Lee et al., 2022; Waddell & Sundar, 2020).
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2.1 ¥R

K G*Power 3.1 ¥t (Faul et al., 2007), # o 1554 0.05, power ¥ 4 0.80, A< SEE6 A XA 254
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52.9%) 2NN | A S5
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Messing 11 Westwood [1)4{7%(2014), 20,000 LA Iy, 0~1000 MK, FEARE: KA S EERAE N, o8 E
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T T T (1 v R A 2 A A L [ 0 52 WO A FE RV 8 (M = 4.07, SD = 0.62, n = 7T1) B3 = T
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M 404 3t Bootstrapping 43 #7 (5% F] PROCESS Model 4; Hayes, 2013)% 2 Ax B i B 50 i) b A
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Figure 1. Mediating role of bandwagon support
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