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Abstract

In communication, people adjust their messages according to the audience’s attitude towards a topic,
which is called the audience-tuning effect. This effect also causes individuals to produce a memory
bias in favor of the audience’s attitude, a phenomenon known as the “saying-is-believing” (SIB) effect.
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In this study, we analyze the characteristics of different communication modalities online and offline
in the context of the current Internet environment, and explore the influence of communication mo-
dality on the “saying-is-believing” effect based on the theory of shared reality and the classical exper-
imental paradigm. A two-factor mixed experimental design of 2 (audience’s attitude: positive, nega-
tive) x 2 (communication modality: online, offline) was adopted. The results showed that: (1) there is
a “saying-is-believing” effect, people adjust their descriptions and memories according to the audi-
ence’s attitude. (2) Communication modality and audience’s attitude interacted with the “saying-is-
believing” effect. When the audience’s attitude is positive (negative), the description valence deviation
and the recall valence deviation are greater in offline (online) than in online (offline).
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1. 5l

VEIRVE N — PP AR B NAT R, R T A2 AR B o¢ R 2 1 AT« BE A 5 B AR I & e
AT O A T IRZIVAR ., 28 BYE S 28 NIIEIFAT AR, LA T AN E % K. T E
W 2445 B HHC(CNNIC) T 2023 4 12 H 23 HAE BB AT W, 2022 23R E R B N BN J2 22
ILF] 97.2%. FE A — TR AW A I, A 90% 1 RRI T /45 1 I 28 45 FH A3 % A /> T4 K — X (Eurostat,
2016)o AHXS T2 FVAE, 28 Fa i B A 1R 2 ERr A, 90 00 B8 i B 44 1 | B 22412 SR i B4 P 5 T il
Bk R, DUKTERIE BRI BE(RD, LA HEARMG 7] DLEE ST [R] PR 25T N, IXAELR R b
Hp 2 PR X PR R %F A (Lieberman & Schroeder, 2020).

B R FIVAE R R Ah, AR, [F— MRTELL T IREERIZE FIRE A o] e R I A R AT
R, R e 4 B NATTEE AT RE AR HE I S AN AT AR RS, 2023) . Gross (2004)H1 Valkenburg
ZENQ005) T FE R, K21 50% 1M BEAEM 2% E O3 5 O S #4778 . Avner Caspi 7E 2023 B0 T
2 LIRS A R ORI, T N AR R TR R, AMIERSBORE CE%, W
HILF 2 8 DAL AR T HERX B At A6 £ s NP a A i 245 BE v R BRAL RN 21 5 21812
HIINRIBIT. A, fEUS MR IRZEIEN T, AMITEMZ Bah 25 2 5 2 BN K
A, S SEUE B e A w2, HEEMmE S04 & FIIE AL R VA % BRI R
R A RAEAFIRANIR DT I BB . U B A (S 2B (saying-is-believing effect, SIB) (1 %%, 44,
2011; Higgins & Rholes, 1978) & HAG A AW FU IR eI RERML T — NG 10040, I8 Z A v DR AGH
WTAEANRIVA IR N, W73 25 B AnAeT s 0l 150 2 (145 B A 0 S50 n T A2, b 48 s A Rl VA @ 2R 3E N A
PR EES 5RO EALE], AR IR ST ) R SRR S Sk iR S

L1 “RHEEE" B MAFISER

EAL BT, UEERRF W, S SKIE# R, WRRACTE. SEASESERATER
BH COANZIEE NS BRR, X I RFR AW AT T %8 (audience-tuning effect) (Higgins, 1999). {H13
FHERENZ, XFSNAUER TR S 150, s M E8ad iz = AmE i, S Hil

ik
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A () WT 385 25 2 9304240 22 (memory bias) (Echterhoff et al., 2005). EUATG &, £ AT &% 3 H bR A4
L, UL A T8 F S AR & R R 2 AW, FEHAEREENZ S, e (REFIX PR AR 1 PP
A (Higgins, 1992). [FIFEHL, 7EVHRTESE T, X—NWIEH . XFIZ BN “ U RIAE” 2L
¥ (saying-is-believing effect, SIB) (] %, Ai4=4>, 2011; Higgins & Rholes, 1978).

N T SAEVERBERE SIB RS A FIHLEI A2 K %, Higgins A1 Rholes (1978) A58 H et 14 8t
s TE,  VE SRR P o] 1 H bR A BB BT BT A8 i O fESLIR R, BEALN S
BRI — B AW, B UL “AZR” BB, mpiliE g # (L bR AR )0 1% B br AP
Fi%. IR Todorov (2002) 8 K, KA U7 FERE T W0 IR, BT B AR PR 1 A A 22 52 3 W 2
BERRm . AR AR ER, PSRN AT ARIESRIER, FE0E Cr R ik
AT IE . FFEORAE AU [ W 28 SRS iR 1% B AR AV BRAAE, ELAER IR (RIAZI) el A2 v AN R i
ZHF AN RIRES o BRI 55 e 7 BT 3 WA Z 5k N IE R iz B AR A fE—BEES T
KITHAE S 25, ERUR AT RE 2 BEfh I B2 B 5 I 6T B A R IG5 & DMECH
KEW iS4 X e H ks, UESE T SIB U8 % ik /7 7 (Echterhoff et al., 2017; Knausenberger et al.,
2019; Liang et al., 2021; Mata & Semin, 2020; Rossignac-Milon & Higgins, 2018; Ye et al., 2021).

= S FRAR W AR TS RS S AL 2 S LR R A T A BB (Echterhoff et al., 2005). FLZEH
5K, RN 2 5 fth N TR AR L i #E (Echterhoff et al., 2009), TR EABEMIEE T, W
T T NNERE SR nE AR — B S5 AR RIS, AN 20 ) T3 it A0 5
IR, HFAOVFIZESE VL H O RSEAAT A . Rk, WX R, AR, b5
ST IS, Rl ZE AR O] . AR — ISR B - AE S, XEEL T
FER R AR 2T 20X 77 USSR B SRS (55205, 55, 2019), B3R - A= SR
w2 — KM 10S & F (Inclusion of other in the Self Scale), H HithF #HIHTE 7T HK 10S 7E NIL ]
SEFRAREEIE S, 2019). BEAEF R BARAMERE, B - MAE ST R 5T S5 MR AL
Z RIS AR SR A RS . Aron 25 AN(1991)F 1991 4EXT H 3K - i NS4 H e 3, BPAMA
Lt NAENFSFFAE AN 7 AEE S, DARAREL B & SN2 B 5B % K R HILE K, 10S 18
FRAM AR TT L ISR FE AR, 3072 X7 S5 2 R P (A B

1.2, J@BREN “RHEEE" MR

BEE BRI R B 5, 2k BIRE O 4% 2IBATAEIE 7 7 TH T - 1999 4, i R 5 (Garrison
et al., 1999 KL AFTEIE G| N LT EA AN 19 NBRAE LIRS, R e R TH LR A (5 HoAR
T AT SRS 5 Al S RL R AR B AU B A2 M R R AR P R — MR R
(Bacconetal.,2019). 45 FREAANF, 3OS 5 P EE . RN, EEHZ B RESHT
R F0IX AN L AT A 2 2R B BRI A 26 R 4128 ELAN BRI, o8 2 I 9 8 A IR X 7 i T HL 2 (Yau
& Reich, 2018), FEITROT AT &, 3 B RN 5% B(Pouwels et al., 2021; Uhls et al., 2017). 1fi H
B - M NFES T INANGEREEAT T, AR SRHEE AL . BAEER, R MR E
MUBSZ BB E & 5N R ISR FRRE, I B AMATE 175 88 )2 T T4 O ER R FR FE A S0 . T DA
PAHEM, FELRE AT DA R U (1) 10S 48hR. (HZ FIiB &AL Z ERFE R A2 M. &
. TREER, XA T YT #2E [F 51 1) 257 (Linoy Schwartz etal., 2024). HAT AW C ORI, ZETH
XTI AC PR AR A, W 0 2 R SN 580 R R A e R4 1 BN B0 S A0S B (Ye etal., 2021). 25 |,
W 7045 A WT AR — 250, FT DA 70 (50 A A 2 o i P i 3k — DR VA B SR X Uit RS 7 SRR

[FfF, £ SIB A HIZ 4 ik, W70 B —Fa AT, BIU6EE ) — S A Ak f ik
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— B E ‘%(Conley etal., 2016; Echterhoff et al., 2017; Knausenberger et al., 2019; Liang et al., 2021; Pierucci
et al., 2014). XFER SRV E AR T B R — S R R MR, HR a5 5 & 5 v fr
FIMERHE R R S AR L 1. G Geh W AL, T2 TS TR, £ ERE L5
FRALL . TERIERIIEY, gk EIR WRIRAE S, AMEEWENH B “Ur#” #17%8, FEKE
JE R T SN SR AT e AE IR BN A, X R T A E A rh B Z B H B RS L. AR, R IR
NEAHMEE, (5 BTG R, HAFEZ RIS 6 MAZ T, X AL P 257438
) “READIT 7 UM O R R 2R, AN, A RO B SR IR B SR i T e SR, Y
B NAFE—E IR R S AL AL, ERAEANFIREFE b 7 AANFE T “dE B8 E.E) 7 5T fE BaE
BN TR, bt — BRSO E LA B

ik, WRAERTARTFURR, AW S SIB £ Msioyus, HBCR LM RREEAEE R, 8
FEPR I VA B IEE X SIB RS . HAE T BB A 25 & IR SLPr% 18, $Et 1 BLU R T 2 26808
SIB R¥i):

B 1 AMTERAENT & SRR B CRE Bid . BRI, Wr SRR, ATk R
AN W A FETHARI NS W R AR AN

e 2: Wr ARV T RS 2 A AT AR w22 o AR UL, W 2 S ERURINT, AT B B2 ANk
W A BRI, AT AR Bz ANk

BB 3. 2 Liim A EE 2k T VA I S i AN A (Ui iR W 22, BRI Rt i 22 B B K

BB 4: 2 Ly IEAR ELER TV RN S R MR R W 2, B 2R 22 8 5K

2. ik
2.1, ik

7E G * Power BfFH, WEMMNEN 0.3+ BEMEKTF o 8 0.05. GRSk 0.80. £ME, Hiith
P BEAR RN 680 AT FCIHI [ R RS IR FAE R SE, AN 80 LIS HE . Ak, K
Pk A 7C, 75 520645 o G 2 T JE MRSEAS 5 (suspicion check; Echterhoffetal., 2008). HARfIEE, EERS
5 S50 R OGT BIF F R BEAT HEI, v Rl AT T S50 v R EATAR B, i B el “ ARSI
GRPINSF AR RIEFIN RS ? 7 “AREESLIRMER ARG ? 7 &2, f 10 LX0F70 H Eiseg
TR I o B RS FE I, IR A B IR S B . 2% 70 AR EER MG TH(F 31 N), P
WS 20.17 +1.64 % . WrERERRA 34 N5 15 N, FHFER 20.07+1.03 %), WFESEMEEA 36 A
(516 N, “FYFE 19.69+1.08 ). S 5ARLIGHIFTA P B SRR, To 0 2R L. A1)
EH B IR, BEEYADGE, AR RS HovG R T STt AT, Al 7
HERRET. ik, BERAGAES AT 20 TT/ENS SR IR AR CE e B R R &
FAZHAE . PRI I8 N R (— 55— 2OME ARG, 7ESee i B0 # 1M 6, Bl R . 3
W X5 PR 5 55 P4

2.2. SRR

KR 2 (FrESRE: BN R x 2 (OIBRE: &L & PHMRRRRESLE T, BEETITES
JE AR R AR B Y S R A N AR B, [RIAR IR S A R RN DA IR R e 22 2 AN [EZ 38040
Wz,

Hrp, 28 FoRA TC Lab “FE4T54008, 28 F RS0 % BT X V408, 2 bAHEE 50 em (Linoy
Schwartz et al., 2024), IR FEH, Wrd AN REL UF IREME MM B R, A ES BRI, SiEER
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AR ECE AN 9B LT ARG T4, W £ R il AR AR R BBl O H P ik
o FER R AL R B B FE S RPEar, B2 A B B EHZE BT M2 55 T H AR
NP ESCHIE BVF e sl s et sei s, i 2 4 5SRI0ToRMIPF /& sl 0 B2 5 B IE T
T ) A AR R BEAT ML 2 (VPR R —5~+5 1, +5 3R I fh AR e, —5 70 3o B i i
fERERE i), PIAA TP 2 I PP — B EOR AL 06wy, Fad (i 22 B N e 4R i 5 8UE 0 2z
TERIZE XA, B2 2 BN iR B 2 R A 5 U 0 B Z2 (B A 2 X E

2.3. SEERMAHY

AHIT 5T 328 FH AR Y P SRR RE, o PAAT I 70 v R S SOp R Ry Bl #E 4T 4 ] (Echterhoff et al., 2005;
Echterhoff et al., 2017). 2% it H B #{5 (saying-is-believing) 52 5 715 30 £8 $L i 7T (Echterhoff et al., 2005;
Echterhoff et al., 2008) LA & 1% 5258 Y0 3 5 HARIL ZARSS & I AR 78, #oE 1 Scae PR dmiliike, Bk
Wre (1) AT ARBEHSE T 40 i, Hp Bk 18 44, okl s 1990 £ 112 2. o
FELRIX LR 0 K AR, #8855 10 A SUBR WA, SFHAE — DMRERAN TR 15— MR
WMIEZR, W “EHR” XN “DTEE”, “HAr” MM DRI . BEE, 5Tl s m i)
TR, It B E B H E. ZERKHEWR T 14 ZBAABREHERAT REE. XET
FRI BB, RRE X E ERERE O AR B BT 1R, ARIE DT A= DN DAER AR . 3X 14 S5 050H)
R ARIEL T RN a BN b RAEL. DL — X EEAB,  “/ha —HIPUE S, TititE
FEFZ A IREZ AWM, HRMAREFEH BT o NI RE, GBI “/
a REHEM BT o WHIRMAEET S, WAl B A “/h a B TE# o Hreh, “$E” 5 “REHH7
Y@ T 14 B s T B A IR TR 1A . (AR SRR A2, (5 B VEAE I S Ya AUk AR O AT
Ji PRI E T L RS (R A i il %o H Aot R A [|] B2 BE A 1) o 9 L, BT {5 2 # 8O HIE 40 /it .
(2) VAR BL: SRRSO BB, 2 1RSI TT AT, 4 BIRME BAZH 100 AAFIHE L H )
BR(5 49 N, PIIFE 20.79 £ 2.01 %), AEABATRIE -5 FEHEAER)ES GEF 500 BbR T I
Iy IASE RN, PIRAR BRESRBRIE B, (A A E] 15% B9850 Bk o i H AR NIRF LS 2
BAEHRBA T, FRIK 5 ECA B XA BE T g B b5 A ANEORBOUE 24 o RIS SR PP b
(Higgins & Rholes, 1978), XFERIFSLIGHEL R & RIFHIERIE. LUl Egwmfid e, mA55] 14 %5
WHE RN a, Nb & 7R TER. FlivhafEl 1. “/ha BDRSHEMELH B A ESAEE, A
—AHLUF I ta JEAN B R B EARLEM, 9 ta PP, ta BEAR T At S RIX AL I A, XAME IS A 1F
MTEFERMETEE). 7 MbERE 1 /Db MFEAMET OHMZFMENRE, BT, afr2Ha
AR, JEEETTRE, SRR RHRAMR R, ta AZHEAT AL, MEERA AR, B
W AR TE AT S (N Z LR A ). 7 EikR 14 25 BHS RN BN S ZIE R, /N a
/N b BIAPRE—AME RS BV AR, —AME R IEE AR, SRS I

24. LWREE

S E — ) 2 i (0 53 1) BLIEAT o S A5 Bl TC Lab “F & ¥oit H— EhRUEAL 1 T SN S0 FE P 5 3K
Z(Echterhoffetal., 2008). Z& R T 51 SH RGP 56 & S I0#AE, [RINHC S H R VR . 7850503
FEMRE AT, F GRS T E Y, (RERSEIGIRIHESE . B, X7 B AME R R) S AT 4 F
W, FR AN BN AR, FEER AT A R B RI2EAT, B 0= m AR E I
WK, FHISAAE. LAWK B T (LA 1), F—PrB. #ESHEB. KA TC Lab S24-F
& RISLIS RSB Sr, BHE A AR TR S I — IO T “ A BRiA I8 5850 )17 IR 78 (Higgins & Rholes,
1978; Echterhoff, 2005). TE#AIT UG R EESLIoM Bl 2 847, FiX LA & T a5 s —Tix) 15 S AR
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220, KR E— A2 ERAN a7 by BERIAT S 20T AR ta IR TUN H BAR AP/ ai/h b, FF
HANEGE 35 SNl 2 6 A NFBIEAT 7 9FAN, Wt HER A/ a7l b IS FE A2 B X008 2 A B3R (Wr
HAEEN), RS R E B ta A 15 AR IRBHE AR AP, BB, ke s
i Bt 5 HE B —ROCT HAR A/ al/s b AT HRIRESC . XGRS LR TR B, B—RARe
DUKR TR AT RE M e — AR SO AR R EAR 2 (B G, A 5 it ) o R B e (4R 2 Bl sk
DT et BRI NE — B IR/ a MRS, HE Rl B R K& S &, kTl
P NPT S, I B st b B 2 Fir 25 A A BC R, Lo Bk LT BLAE PPN 2 2K 1. =
SEPAFTAT S B . TEACT )G, BT — NN 3 MBI DCIE AT S, 2 Ja f AR, e
ORI AT )R BN 1/ a0 B H MR BE . A5 SRS AT e R 40 7 1 [ 1Z5C TN a 1 JR
3, HUFTFHF R EBER S L. EIRXP AR, BEREHZARPRE KR5S, T — TR b
R EREDMESC WERE. AR ESRIES — R8¢ TN S RAAE I F OB SZ 1 0, A
I~ SCHE RIS (SR-G, Rossignac-Milon et al., 2020), H:ZZHSL 1) H % 7] 4 (SR-T, Schmalbach et al., 2019),
HIL - M NFEE M BJ0S; KIS, 20006), A — Ll I FERE )4 MREE R B 555 56 I B R B,
HE—B—%, GFETESESN—8C B, S —MBRER—8, REBXKEHR/D b/ a b
MRE. FER Y B (2 2 1) b ke SR AR W 38 T % T VA I A I H AR A0/ b//N @, FEE5 VR fth U K 2k 47 %t
I H AR NIRIHE TS5, I HLA& Fn sl st B S 46 485 0 5 77 B3 5 0007 ED RVP4r i 1) 2, 22 TN T P
X WA VA B EAT RV AR T & 7 B AN e hoB (45 2., (R R DU gl H 45 B A TIE 24 1
[l R(RAE T E &) = BEAMESI B 5F—WB—8. BHEIZHE. 5% B8 &R
. HHE—B—.

1
/ |
(i%:i@i%% W§M& s
CRT BRR ADK#R HBRHT B |
AR5 FHE T H A ) D (B—WE:. & i 1
BopR:ATENE | —AHREEEHNR

B E1ZE B

B R EH B

Figure 1. Experimental flowchart (applicable to both phases 1 and 2)
B 1. ZREEGE—MBRME M EREHER)

2.5. BURESHT

DB OR SE AR 2, B TS T A S A SIS T ORI VR, B TR A AR (S R DA
FEMZAE BRI RN VEAL, 5T E BRI SR, (58) Excel FRAKFIXFT™ H 115 B U4 IR 52
Fom kL BLREE 1) 14 6 R0RME BEAT A BUR R IE 43 2888 14 DMMOSLIE SRR FIT, DUE S SRR o).
FEIERVE 1T, P4 VE 3 78 70 2R T P2 R DL KAH L PEo 78], fE bR B, X Excel BLEEAL I
5 BRIk 50 515 B HZ R IT#HAT R 1. PERA 11 JE RG], Hh-5 AR% “HOoaiE” , 5 0
Fon BN o RLRUEVPr S5 R SENE, BERP A VED 3 Z AP A O M Rk B K
JE AT RN, AR BRI PP BB, 2 I E s i R 8 LA 2 2 . AE
BRI Mr AT, AHEFLiE A IBM SPSS Statistics 26 345 Mplus 8.0 #F, R R4 L%t 5
IR
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3. &%
3.1. AR

PRI AR RIS 56 o WAL 5 S50 TG S I PE 20 2 1 23 18] 1) B2 R b AR AR B 90% (r=0.986, p <0.001),
O] T R R AR A

DLV IE S TE AT 35 A N B AR &, DR 2 AN AR &, AT B E 7 20 M. S5 R R (E 1),
AN 7 ¥ 308 2 T )48 3R R A AE 5535 25 S [F (1, 68) = 16.620, p < 0.001, 1 =0.20], £&_EIiE I (368 2
=-0.12, SD = 1.96) . ZE X T£& NI BN R 2 (M = 0.74, SD = 1.81). W& A5 8 3F 2 gaRk ik
MNF (1, 68) = 127.947, p < 0.001, 1 = 0.65], W& 75 FETH B ZH 198 1K 1) i s 4 325 Y A T P 5 38 FE AR
W (p < 0.001) (JLIE 2). BGUE T W AT 20N, R 1 AT,

Table 1. Information description valence (M + SD) under different communication modalities and audience’s attitudes

1. NEVABREMITEZSE THIE SR (M + SD)

Wir 35 25 B & AT FRIE 25 T THI X THI VA i
BRk(n = 34) 1.242 £ 1.638 2.152 +1.346
THH(n=36) —1.400 £ 1.268 -0.600 £ 1.013

4r soksk kokok
o[ = Rk
s 1 =
2 of
-1 |T| ==
of
-3 -
—4 T T
g ETF 28T THI X TH

Figure 2. Description valence under different communication modalities and audience’s attitudes

E 2. AEIAEREFITESE T RSN

PR 3R AN A1 A IE SOV TR B I A BAE T, SOM R A S Ry “ R Bt 2= &7 BB 2
55U 0 M EEMLaRHE, PR EAEH . &REILE 3), @RS #HSE NS B &
F[F (1, 68)=8.687, p=0.004, = 0.113] D] RRSAGIG R I, BT W7 5 285 FERR AR N P4 38 25 0
FEhR, 2R BTN [F) A DRI R B R 2 B AR AE 3 R (p = 0.036) 0 FL 2R by I (1R R
728 (M = 1.63, SD = 1.24) 2 E K T2 N 1R B i 22 (M = 2.15, SD = 1.34). 4 & S FEH RS,
2R TR A [R]VA) 388 B TE (R R A e 22 B EAMAEAE B35 7 R (p = 0.046) o (R ZR b iap il i 145 ERfiAR 2L
Wil 22 5 (M = 1.46, SD = 1.20) 2.3 15 T2 RIS (I8 35000l 22 (M = 0.98, SD = 0.64) . THARFAF T,
i 3 oL (HARBRAE T, R 3 B,
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4

| — =

Al . = Hik
ey |
<o +
Ml
]

0 1 1

2 biTF £ T X

IERIE

Figure 3. Description valence deviation under different communication modalities and audience’s attitudes

3. NEVABREMITESE THREENRER

3.2. Wr AR R I Z B9 2

VAT ARG IS o« P AT 5 SRIG T O IR PE 23 2 VP 43 2 18] B4 B2 Kb AH PRI B 90% (r=0.976, p <0.001),
WP T N R AR B A

DLV B S TE AT 5 A5 FE 8 B AR &, PARMZ 3 AN AR &, kAT B &7 22 0 i . 5 R R (WL 2),
AN [ V) 38 U2 38 1) [RMZ N A 2 22 52 [F (1, 68) = 94.973, p < 0.001, = 0.58], £k _EiiBmHE B [mIZ%%
(M =-0.25, SD = 2.17) i FAK T-£& T VB R 1 B2 3804 (M = 1.24, SD = 2.06). Wy 25 75 5 I 3 520 4 X 11
B2 F (1, 68) = 526.581, p < 0.001, 1 = 0.89], Wy 7% FE W A 2L i 4 4k A S8 B2 35 S50 38 YR A TP
HEERMAP <0.001) (LI 4). BAUET “UiH EAE” B8, B 2 oL,

Table 2. Information recall valence (M + SD) under different communication modalities and audience’s attitudes

% 2. FRIAEREMITESE THESEIZEMNM £ SD)

W A 28 L3 FiiE 287 T X} T A 3
A (n = 34) 1.704 +1.103 3.170 £ 0.919
WA (n = 36) -2.095 +0.974 —0.588 +0.729

skksk skksk
4 —
3 [ — = /\*&
o = JH R
S
Eé of
= | -
[E -1 -
_2 .-_ —
_3 .__
-4

BEfY  ATEME
T

Figure 4. Recall valence under different communication modalities and audience’s attitudes
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