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Abstract

In the digital age, online comments, as an important interactive behavior on social media, allow the
public to participate in news discussions and affect their judgments of news credibility. Based on
the MAIN model, emotional contagion theory, herd effect, and negativity bias, this study adopted a
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one-way between-subjects experimental design. The independent variable was online review va-
lence ratio, including five levels: 3:7, 4:6, 5:5, 6:4, and 7:3 (positive comments:negative comments).
The dependent variable was news credibility. A total of 200 valid participants were recruited
through an online questionnaire to simulate a social media news-reading context. The results
showed that review valence ratio significantly affected news credibility (F = 8.230, p < 0.001, 12 =
0.144, moderate effect). It indicates that this effect is both statistically significant and of practical
significance. As the proportion of positive comments increased or negative comments decreased,
news credibility generally increased; the opposite pattern decreased credibility, but not all changes
were significant. The 5:5 ratio was a key point, and credibility under 3:7, 4:6, and 7:3 differed sig-
nificantly from that under 5:5. The 5:5 ratio can serve as an early warning line for online public
opinion, providing evidence for online public opinion supervision, health news communication, and
the construction of a healthy online environment.
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1. ARE R

A2 (2023) 48 H ) ZE 058 A AL 3 1 R v, 808 R IR B HTAK =) o AE B AL 2 AN B A AR,
FLEM O E B A R I 3 B, A A8 WA U B T 1 R AT 5 A AT B P & (k09 07, 2010). S5&
GUEARAELL, TELA AR A (E B E . BRI, TP ISR A, AU HT s,
NS 55 5 HAEE.

TELR 3T 1 1A PTA B VP AG 5 2 FE 5215 ROR IR S M R R B TT  ZE LA = oA A R E e, “H
At P W 2 M AT 4] 2 37 R 5 1 (Sundar & Nass, 2001). £ 2835 18 1) BT 45 B 1A 1F A2 5 2 Rl 4%
5 ORI BEAT FIWT(Sundar, 2008). FEALALEAR, FriE R O7 AT RILAEEL FBRE. ITPREHELHS
EE. b, Wik —MSEEE & NIRZE LT N, FEFZOHEEietal, 2017). CHFTERY,
TELVFRAE AN RS 5 R m A BAT N2 —, TEW RELAFRAN PR 3 15 A 25 w16 B 22 A (L 7 55,
2023). HIEMVFRAHEL, S vFie &2 BRAS 7 7 08 & w45 B2 1) & A1 (Winter et al., 2015; Waddell &
Sundar, 2017; Petitet al., 2021). [Fltk, AHF 5T E B A FEBF FULE LR VF IR 200 L B x 75 28397 [ mI A B2 1 52
Wi, 30 T R FRAE LR VPA0 . PRI R I 10X 28 BRI A 5 L AT B 1 1 5 S e e
2. [ajfRRH R HRER
2.1. EIEREH

S G ARG, A A SR B AL 3R B A R B . e R AELR P Z R BCR, @A
N2 HASREE Rk, IEHES5E. EXAMEEBRE. AN A SRR, FHF st
WA bR AV, S AR R B RN . Ho, TR SR T U2 E R Fl,
Petit 45:(2021) 3 T- B i HeAloRT I 15 ORI, FH P (9 7 T VP8 238 PR 10 90 T {3 238, AT FARAES 1700 1 0 2
BE. BV R Z R E AT IFS (E IS B ER), A 22 W 700U PE e X8 8 AT {5 FE s, {2
PR RN L i B B A H A =R SiEMEVRS. 4 Eirie . IEMIFS e L.
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TE B S AR, S AR T MRS E BT ), VPR R A2 R S VR BUE PR T
W, T E PR R TR DU R OB 2B ST PR A I AR S U AR, WA R B4l B S )
TELZE V18 . Doh Al Hwang (2009) 8 R 3F AS [F] 1E B P VP B g6 72 i VR g sz, 285 SRR, 7 6:4. 7:3.
8:2 ZE LA AR EL N 1R 7= ity VR TR AE 22 57, b 7:3 1 6:4 AL EL A5 R 1 7 iy A 22 S i 35 . (L
ZEFUIE R RN L ) B 5 R RE T IE MR VR L, R P B A VR L R TR (2018) R B,
WU VE S A 1) i I A VP8 e 2 R i A T SRR R . T ok, B FOB TR 2618 1F SRt Lo il o
BB EN 3.7, 4:6. 5:5. 6:4. 7:3 (IEMIFR: AMETFIR), DUEERISH M N SR, PATER PR3N L
By B AR, DUBE S A A R R, 8 S R R AR R SR v vh s B TP S LA X T I T
15 P B 520

2.2. HRMRIK

GiB BT RATHIIRE, ATF IR B
HL: LRV i LEBIRHR I B 3 £ R
H2: SSIEREVEIG LEBITFREHILL, StMEVFY EL TG 5 B O 5 %

3. IEipEA
3.1. METEES MAIN =&

T 1 W45 B A A T P 00 P 25 ] A B PR R R (Wk F 25, 2022),  FRFH P e g i =l 1 [ A
PE(Marchionni, 2015). HASHEAAA LILHTH N Z, & 2B R MPFRSTELH 215 B (Sundar &
Nass, 2001), FI /&4 BEiFAlig [ v {5 B (Metzger etal., 2010) . HiHI 7 # #E4T )= i L (Petty & Cacioppo,
2012; Weinreich et al., 2008), #7 [ PJ 25 LAAMI 26 2R W8 252 M3 H 4 Wi (Prochazka et al., 2018; Xu, 2013).
MAIN BERIBE AR, ARHE. BRSPS mT i, Al fil A A 04k 2 (Sundar, 2008). fEZRVFLAE N
RALER, SRR R, SEmsgmasg m oS, Bk, AR ELFRAT.

3.2. EEITREHMN

AT I PER . R B SR R R R 2 R Y7 H I (Sundar, 2008). PFidJE TIRIZZ 5,
i 2 2 LB R Jietal, 2017), HE M VN AR Z L2, 20 H T 7 )76 7 (Kim, 2015).
AW TR EIFR R . B R MRS RA S R EMIFA . A BT FUIE L TPk VR I8 2 BEAR KT
] 7T 4 B (Winter et al., 2015; Waddell & Sundar, 2017; XIFRYT4E, 2023), WK P8 53 9 IE VR A0 6Pk

PPt
33. fRERR. MBS S RwE

IEMEES 2 S FNAE, AMETFE 2 S IAE. BB YON, AITSTE RS & N2 A
NABELERM, 72 A 2R AU 46 I b (Hatfield et al., 1993) #HASIHEAA B M, IR P Skt ¥
f I, 1T SR T [ T 45 0K (Chintagunta et al., 2010) . IX i 28 ULt i A0 M M Ak AMATEA A K /)
5l 3 MESE SR —B(&EE, 2018) A FETES AN LBl 252 mi B P 8% (Lee, 2009). Doh Fil Hwang
(2009) K I, ANFIIEA PR ELE] T P 2% VRRPEAG AR AE 22 5 s A 22.(2018) 9 5 ISR V12 LU AT 52 e Iy S
BB Bk, AWK E 3:7. 4:6. 5:5. 6:4. 7:3 AL Bl. CAFLR, X A EITie s B
IR [| W] 5 B (Petit et al., 2021), Ft: i 7 AT AR — I 5 AATTBE SG9E ST 5244 (Rozin & Royzman, 2001).
I AR H AR
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4. fARFGE
41, ¥Rk

BT 28 bR a2 1 7 i e S G . SR Gpower 3.1 #4552 56 8\ B (Faul et al., 2007), LA
W i, KRN R BN 0.25, o EE N 0.05. THEEREN], N TIAF 0.95 MGG S, T
THR 2 200 A AS AL . [FI, Ak RE—RIES 5 FAFMRAR A RS, FIERES
SERUE HATAZ N o AR TS PRoRAE TR T 5t BE KT SR AR S & . T ER
Rk 200 A, Hor 5 58 A (29.0%), ot 142 A(71.0%); i 17~40 %, M =22.09, SD = +3.74.
2HVUAR N EMN=177,88.5%), HANKE 6 A(3.0%). it 6 A(3.0%). i+ 10 A(5.0%), HH 1A
2 PifE B B (0.5%) . TN AiT 2, MO, B, HEY. &%, #HIL, . ERE,
Hrp LB ATl 54 N(27.0%). #EAC AT [ k48 . A 185 N(92.5%), TG 15 A(7.5%); 4
EM=260. 2EEWIRHE 190 A(95.0%), HEEEWIRH 10 A(5.0%); EAE IR M=3.22. {#F
BEGHE M =417, AL SR, MWala e EZR, ¥%(4)=8.89, p=0.064; {H.LIEZFAHIELIEL
WIE TR 225 B3, 42(4) = 15.44, p =0.004, Hrf 5:5 ZH 0B 24 56 Il Ho A7 5% 6 (20/40, 50.0%). iX
PR TS ST REAL I TEVRVE AR & . BARBENL /O AT 7E — @ FR P nl 2 5%, (H vk e AR
SO o AR LR AN 78 4 75 X e B (Y 2H IS T A 3G, R R 2 A s B g 2 4 BT 0 2 TR
PL3z ] (Petty & Cacioppo, 2012; Weinreich et al., 2008).

4.2. SCEEMARY

ARHFFEINA H Sk 5% PR — R8RSR (0] 2y 2024 47 2 A Hfg BE T MR 2 26 0P8, A 208 KR E 77
RIEAERIVE - ARG SR AT E S, (TSR s, JHEMPEE 10 K IEMEPFS
(I “AEE R RT3 7, s 7 )M 10 sFFAETHe (I R E, FRGRHEE U A IE
HWHARA L. 7 ), ABRIRTFE A RHIA R o SEgbsk LB R I, B R 07 84 Sk 26 F - S,
B AR IE N BFAE NSO, FRAE T J7 2B R 10 X0 PFig

4.3 SKIRT

SEEGON AR RGBT . B NS L, HHAAKT, 552 3:7. 4.6, 55, 6:4, 7:3
(IEMIESAEPES), RARE N (5 .

4.4, TERNREMNE

PR Doh F1 Hwang (2009)id ist 2 A [R] 1E PR PP EL 944 i1 10 26 9Fie, A FLAEZR PRI X I
L8 IR REIA o P75 (2018) il i FE L i R I PE I8 EL BRI B A 10 26 ELRIFI8, BT FU VA8 X 9 I 3K
B . SRR, AR PP SR [ 8y 10 %, BIZERT AR T 230 10 KIELITIR
PR NBF R EMEIER(EXR . BR)M OSSR, o). AR KERE RBMHEERS +
FEA) . PFRBAN LB E N 3:7. 4:6. 5:5. 6:4. 7:3 (IR fitEIEiL).

B AT{EE: Appelman 1 Sundar (2016) 4 Hi i 181 145 B PPAS T B =008 H #HA7I =, thin “X R
B SRR 2 KRR PR, R LA 2w i AR, KRR H 4 E B N8 #1585 (Cronbach’s
o =0.86, M = 4.14, SD = 1.22).

45 SKBRERF

W A . — R TSE, R G E RIIEVEPFR M AEIF IR % 10 2%, B8 — %L,
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PR T ERZ “HANNFRERE MM , RAZTR-EATS 0= EEHEE, 7= ). W
SR e, R IEEA RS BT IR AT, BRI RS b RS R A . R IERSE
o, R F R ETER . BRI RS & 10 KT S, SERAHSE A, CLIEROR 0 TS
TR

5. ffRGER
5.1. FASCLE

RAPMSLREAR t RIS ITE I R A Rk o 6B [m R E R PP AN BRI I 45 SRR, 3 il
(1) TE P PP 2 PRS2 (1 7 58 (M = 5.94, SD = +0.23, n = 30) &3 i T 7 PP 4H(M = 2.05, SD = +0.30,
n=30), p<0.01, FKHIEMEPHRMAVEPFCIRNA R

5.2. kMgt S

FIH] SPSS 20.0 G it B fixt sega gt KA AT 70 M. 3.7, 4:6. 5:5. 6:4. 7:3 (IEMEHL: SAMETFIR) I
ARFEARERN 400 4 7RISR S AF T P BB PSR O, 8 Je xS AN R PPIR R B3 T 45
FERATRIRYE ST, IR 1R

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of news credibility (N = 200)
= 1. FERMEE RSN = 200)

PRI A LB e A {5 R bRt ZE n
37 4.10 0.82 40
4:6 4.18 1.13 40
5:5 4.68 0.88 40
6:4 4.73 0.93 40
73 5.12 0.84 40
IS8T 4.56 0.99 200

MEEHATLAE S, FOFP R0 50 15T I S B AL T AN FKSF o 7:3 (IEPE VPG St VR IR) 2 1) e vl
B E(M =5.12, SD = +0.84, n = 40), 6:4 ZH {8 [E Al {5 FE IR (M = 4.73, SD = £0.93, n = 40), 3:7 41[1)
I AT {E B A K (M = 4.10, SD = +0.82, n = 40).

53. FEFRHEMELHI THRRRSEDH

AHIE 58 R B DR 3R 7 22 43 A R 5 e B AN 8] P8 AU A 80t EAG o 35 [ T A BE R S o AT 2243 #
S5 2 R, YRR LU [ RS FE R 20 S 2 (F = 8.230, p < 0.001). AAMiEE n?=0.144, J&T
HHEE RN (Faul et al., 2007) o 122500 5t 5B PR RO LA o] fd R 8] nT M5 FE 2 14.4% 148 57, A% 85.6%
(7R S a] RESK R IR N 25 SRIBE RIS E . MAZE T S S HAR R . B8 o) {5 B AR 5 i - 8,
HRZRIRL R B R RNERAE LS5 BILFE 2 (Appelman & Sundar, 2016; Metzger et al., 2010; Sundar,
2008). FUt, VIR BB B E S P R A G R, T H A R SRR S BRE  TEAEAS
BEAAHT IR R TR, PR RS0 254 A2 LA S5 M 25038 2 AT 0 T A3 BE IR 0T o % 5:5 VE MBS T 2, A
NEFA G KR, BAEH—ENLESHNE.
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1 LD 3R 5 22 0 BT 5 SRR VRV R BT [ ) 45 BE i 2, X Ul B AE AN (R VA8 R EL 451
Arpgrim v 5 AR, BIA 0BT H AL, AT ERA MR %240 2 AR &

Table 2. Analysis of variance of the effect of review valence ratio on news credibility
= 2. TN LI FhB PR S MBS & 504

HAZ R PRl 22 B SR % Sy F p n?
PRRAT RS ErIE AT 28.264 4 7.066 8.230™" 0.000 0.144

FE: ™p<0.001.

KH LSD #Hjg 2 EILE, WRAFIFRSMN LE N EENZER . W& 3P LG H:

PPN ey 3:7 B, i ATAE BE AN T VPR AU LU BIAE 4:6. 5:5. 6:4, 7:3 2444 BIHT [ AT BE
HHAE S5, 6:4. 7:3 %/F FAFEENZR(p<0.01;p<0.01;p<0.001), M5 4:6 ZAF N HHE {5
ZEFAE 2 (p > 0.05),

MIER R Ly 4:6 BF, IR TS NT 5:5. 6:4. 7:3 AF FHGEIR TSR, mHEREFE(p <
0.05; p<0.01; p<0.001); 15 3:7 ZA [T Al {5 & 2 F A 3% (p > 0.05).

LT R He )y 5:5 I, HTE RS T 3:7 M 4:6 A R IE R RIS, T H. 2 5 B E (p < 0.01;
p<0.05); HriEIvI{EE/NT 6:4 Ml 7:3 254 FRUMTEI V(S FE, (HRFE 7:3 %M T £ 57 3 (p<0.05), fE 6:4
A FAEZE (p > 0.05).

YRS RN L g 6:4 I, BRI ETAE KT 3:7. 4:6 M1 5:5 Z4E T A5, HALE 3:7 M1 4:6
M N R EEMEER(p<0.01; p<0.01), WMfE 55 &M FERALZE(>0.05); FHiEAEENT 7:34%
PER IR R AE B, (H 22 AR (p > 0.05).

MAPS AN LBy 7:3 I, BRI AT KT 3:7. 4:6. 5:5 Al 6:4 A N E SR, HRAE 3.7,
4:6 F15:5 21+~ B B EM % 5 (p <0.001; p < 0.001; p<0.01), MfE 6:4 %M 27 AL (@ > 0.05).

Table 3. Effect of review valence on news credibility
= 3. PR RN XS #hiE) AT 15 BE OS2

THR R LA PR RN LA BIEZ p H 5 HAst
4:6 (B) -0.083 0.688 A<C”
5:5 (C) -0.575 0.006 A<D"
3.7 (A)
6:4 (D) -0.633 0.003 A<E™
7:3 (E) -1.017 0.000
37 (A) 0.083 0.688 B>C
5:5 (C) —-0.492 0.019 B>D"
4:6 (B)
6:4 (D) —0.550 0.009 B>E™
7:3(E) —-0.933 0.000
37 (A) 0.575 0.006 C>A"
4:6 (B) 0.492 0.019 C>B"
5:5(C)
6:4 (D) -0.058 0.779 C>FE"
7:3 (E) -0.442 0.034

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.1610505 407 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.1610505

R
3.7 (A) 0.633 0.003 D>A™
4:6 (B) 0.550 0.009 D>B™
4 ) 5:5 (C) 0.058 0.779
7:3 (E) ~0.383 0.066
3.7 (A) 1.017 0.000 E>A™
4:6 (B) 0.933 0.000 E>B™
e 55 (C) 0.442 0.034 E>C’
6:4 (D) 0.383 0.066

7E: "p<0.05, “p<0.010, ™Pp<0.001,

b, M DER A B 5:5 AL, 3:7 5 5:5 K E TR AEEINE RN 7:3 5 5:5 &4
FHEAEENE R E R, 46 5 55 &M FHEAEENE R 6:4 5 5:5 &0F R a5 E 5
TR, S L AT, PR A S [ 35 B T A R PR AR R B, B I YRS e T
BRI B I BRI, BT TS R T, RZ MR, b, MR I 5:5 FFEEAELL
B, TSRS A8 T 5 5] A 1 T 435 A8 Ak b 7 4t S48 U481 T 55 5 A e 1 T A5 P AL B R . BF A
(BB 43 BT
6. it
6.1. VLB L HIxTFTEAT{E B A= R

WER S REH, PERR BRI, X35 ol {5 B Rt AN [F] . BEE 1E VRS B T s v
VLR FRAR, 35 [ o] 45 B AR TR I B . (H I AR — IR Eb AR Ab B 2 7= A B2 5 . AR IS MAIN
TR R 2% [ YL T 18 (Hatfield et al., 1993; Sundar, 2008), fEZEIFiE<xfil & A& S K RERE %N . Hfh A
KT 45 T IE B A RN R, B PSR E S a2 B EGE R, A AL 1 45 S B, DT S e 3
AL BE R . X FT 45 (2023) KB, BERE TSP YRR Eu ) Tk e, B A B R 3 R R T A AT (IE
PEYPES EL ) TR B, B I AT S O R R 2 K. ARFFT R, IR LB A HR 2 . X — 45 R 5 Doh
Al Hwang (2009)—8: SR ELBI 10:0 5 7:3. 6:4 2608 N HOHEE A5 AL B2, B 5 HAb L4 %
FARLEE . WL, ARREVES R E )X 5 i TS B (K 50 A7 2 5
6.2. 5:5 BIFHLBUN EL IR X BT =

MARERER, 3:7. 4:6. 7:3 MM NHRHE{EE S 55 FHEAAEREER. JHHIMN 3.7 48N
4:6 5, FETSELEEZER: (HM 3:7 44 5:5, UM 4:6 AN 55, HETSEEREE. YW
M 735K 6:4 B, BEA(EETLREER,; HM 73458550, ZREE, 0L, 5:5 & 0HEHEnE
BERE B L, VS R B AR Ak () % et
6.3. MAMMAIEEY: S ARSTEs

AR SN AE 5 [ AL PR AT 2 A7 AE o MARAMARTE A N BB Al 32 IR D e 51 S8, B SR AR A
1T SRR —3, R3S N eSS i 22 AR 1 3E N AMEAT (SR8 1, 2018). 24Ok 2 1 7 o3 I 45
HIEHS LI, PR AN 2 0 fe s, TE T REERFE KU, B E TS B Rl 2 T sk
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o EAMAREH, MR HIETLEMERE LB 3.7 2k 4:6 i, Frim A {EELEEZER; MM
3:7 &}y 5:5. M 4:6 &)y 5:5. M 7:3 %)y 5:5 W, FiHAIEEBMFIEREZER . tha A R AT Rx
—Z5 5L AT TR ANAT A PE B B ATy, WRBRE FE R T AR . AN e SR A (R AR B 55
K # (Cialdini, 2009) . HE—AT AEEEM AT Z , AATBATREV N E IR, SEM BSR4 EE 44 1t
BEAR T P DA R A B R, R /N 9 PR A A 2 T 35 R R ) T 45 8 e s T >4 Ll A )
5:5 f, 2RI REI, BiE G E R AR SR XU, W4 BSR4
FEVPR LL R IS — 2 DA b, A R RE S B0 v (5 B T R, JRiE— P n KN ik Sk . Rk, 5:5 AR
VBRI 258 BELIE S AR IR TR 2R, RO I 248 TR S 5 AR M50 30 1) 90 BEL 1S 1) 4R A

6.4. BIMREAMNORASHLF

BB LEBIM 5:5 TFAAR LS, IEPEPE LEGI T m SRR B 5 ARk, R PE PR g L il
SRR A E AR R . X ULE, AT IEETRE, UETRRXEET R AT E R R .
P i) 8O TR — IR AT SRVE kA5 B e A WFFERET, X B IE VPR i 08 in 51 S i35 1
AAE TR, SOVEVEIR 0t B AECHT [ T {5 B 4 25 (Petit et al, 2021). (RIE, ARSI T 2 VER,
MNTISZ M FH P 0 T WA L AV Al o E 24 DLHAB PP A LU ey AR AL, I ORI A4 i 1) 3L
Sio ABFFINN, IXARER B LAHA ELGI AR EAR A, P b5 fe ) 45 B2 R R A AE R S i 22, 5
HOo S E PRI BUEVE VIR BLI I AN o 5 SR SO AT i B IE VIR AL E v o I, 2D BRI ARV
R LEBIAR AT G i ) RN 75 52

AHFFEHIERE T 2% SR AL R RUR IR A 2R R 1, 5:5 RIAE 28 SRS T £ ARSRTE T mT 4k
BERVHE L PR R LU BB w5 FE s me, BB 2 LA, 0 8:2 8k 9:1, KRR G AT
AT SN EH R R PR RN L], AR PRI ST R SR HAAh E VR R R IO RE R . LA, T s AR
SRARIUE A 84T o0 BT, BE— D3R R Ul £ A R i

6.5. BN EBHISEERE X

AW TN B 2 = 0.144 J& T &R0, $EoRIFIR R L Ap) 2 52 i i 1) vl {5 B O BB IR 3%, (HIFE
ME—[R R . B S ISR A S AR P BEA A AME 745 2 5 I Z M (Appelman &
Sundar, 2016; Sundar, 2008). DAL AKI, PELRA VRIR LB IRZ 2 2 L [F] 52 e B - 0 i & m]
15 FE 74t (Doh & Hwang, 2009; Petit et al., 2021; Waddell & Sundar, 2017). K, 7E50EHTFSE FEA EAE
T R, ARS8 b ok B 5 K S — PR U LU VB o ASRIF AT B 8 23, RIE AT 5. F
FIANPERE AR &, A 3 58 e B AR R B
6.6. TRk HOEER

R IR GG E S, HAPARIE DA e T L) 7R B 2R, @ =15.44, p=0.004, 155
AL P 2 AR B b AP 55 753 (50.0%) o o ER A Ml 2 AR AT BETRAR R« MAR RS A A7 1 i 1) B A, [
WG ZE T [ PTAE FE AT RE 2 B TS 5 o ARSRIIE T RO b S E R PR BB R T AR BT, DA
HEBR AL VRIS -

7. MRER

AHF T IE IS SRR T T AER VAR N B AN L B P B ol 5 FE R e, R R AR50 R

(1) ANIEBIAE LR PR AN %o 8 ) o] (5 FE S AP AE 22 57 o Bl I 1 PPl B A8 1) v B 47 1k i B 431
(IREAR, Wi AT {5 BE R BE 2 Thimrs 1 B 1E PR VP8 LU 3] ) B sl A PR VP8 L9 6 T v o B PT( FE Rl 2

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.1610505 409 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.1610505

f

F=

-+
R

77

%

BEAR o AEHT I P A P A T e BB AR AN A AE B 22 57

(2) AT, PHERM ELF] 5:5 & — N RBE AL TTIRRX T IEMEPFE LU THs it 2tk iEig b
BRI, BT LA R 2 B S R TV L, A A T3 B D 8 S AT 15 AR G M B 1) 7 B e I
Z IR I 4 I

8. MER/RSRKRE

KR FAFAELL R RR: B—, i@, gl 2 R E, FEARRMZIR. RAaHdE RO RESL
BHEL HE K MG HRERE, (HESCRIRG MRS Fodr, OISR T LAE T2 (] 5y
AT, 5:5 G E R, T RETRIESS R . X AR B 1 1] BE 2 B 9 A7 5 VP8 M (Petty & Cacioppo
2012; Weinreich etal., 2008). A RN KFEARRA, Fh7ahE LR B E, FAESPrhrENTEEH N AN-
COVA AT 73 20 HT, DA it 7 4510 15 & AU R 77

B, PRGN He, PPRAUNILEI R E R E T ff . SRS, R KRR AN
Pl ya e, 4o 8:2 A1 9:1. IR, ABFARIARZR LD T2 (B LR PR X B ) ol {3 B2 sem, KRB BN
SXTEL ] P — D I AT NP2 AR5, a0 oy AT . [FIRS, RS 5004 o] LSS FRA7AE Hh AR X T
Vo) T A5 B PR AR R

F=, RARERMI . A FUN PR AR B O 2 ), IR EE N B fe bR . e — B A
o, AT DL SRS MR G LA LA Gk, N BRIRAR LI, DASE 40 B S AR B e B R BT
WHITEE R A5 .

RS FC TR TE LR P S RIS PERRAE AT IR AN 9T . Bl N 12 LR A W1, DARH
R RS J, A W OIS ARWT K. THI B A28 85T, BRI R R IR Z AR RE T
B, SECEFEREARN 5 2 2 HoAh W B sl AR 5200 (Brashier & Schacter, 2020), K12 & B4R 557 18 15 B
FUERF TR . b, AEAVER: s PO TAEL PR BRI —8E, SRR U SR R AT 6E
SFTELRVP R IR K, 8 50 52 BV IR REmT, (RIS TR A A7 0 9 B R B Bt 1 RO Fe
o AWFFACK TG SN )45 07 XTF &, B T3 s A\ i, SEI0 5 SERRyE 26 4% [ 37
TE—E XS, HWAMBRE . FeT i, ARRHFITE T % B A F oA, w4 H ks g A
A, REEEE TG SSLI MRS, SEmpt st RIS AN ANE . ART0, IA I 7R 2 M8 TR 4T
WHS, 102 T MG . AR A ELR IR KR E IR . WA BAELR VR0 o S S5 i
IPRE— DAL, OB SRR TS I A T, B FEVE YR, T RPN S I R . AN FUE
R[] 25 1) R Sfe A0 P P A5 8, o DRSS R AN 8 78 2 T A5 o DRI, ARSREAE 90 Rl N A= Bl
WSS MREILIR AR . A FEE AR, BENELFR N A b Jeai BRI A A [ AR . 2 /1
TN, IR X )4 T AR AR AT 1) 43 22 20 25 UM DG (CE MBI, 2021) 0 FB-2 % T34 [ {5 R 8 e () e
F, TEMREIERE ER AT TIRAIR T . S Ah, AU FE LR VP10 RO LU AT B 150 v A5 B2 0 B AT 78 LA
JRBRYE, (IR PRSI A L, RN AT N EAMEE R, SAEVES AR S B 7 T
AIE FEIRAT, AT BRAIRT [ 20 2 B, B o] A BEAE /e AR &= AR s (Petit et al, 2021) . PRLIE, ARk
WEFLE W DAEARTE SRR b, kRO P I AT, sy E el

EHEWH

AWFTC VLA A A SRl IR (2023 F)IEETNH “ 5 BB AR R 2 B4 S HL X A ST
QRSN 518 SRRV (H %S : 23JY32D)M 2021 £EVTTA mR A SCH SR R H “ 2%
BB A 2 AF AR R AL 5 5] SRS L7 (T H 45 XL21103) % Bh.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.1610505 410 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.1610505

SE 3k

W F5 (2018). KA LF e X 11 202 W LB SR Hma  . WS6riesC,  AEhRHER .

TAER(2023). NS4 AR IR A R W WS RBIS TR, Wi E R, (8), 13-16.

S EEIE(2018). AEOB EEHE WAL

XUFE, SREON, WERdE, 55(2023). FEEVE IR HT M AT E R BB ARAE IR, W R EOEEES (R), #
AT [ O PR S A EE S (pp. 920-928).

FMEME(2021). KM il 15 /X ZFENFrIHHET 77 11970 R A 4506 m, T4 S, EIK: T K.

Do, BB, 1362, £5(2022). SN EIBAGAERIR: P -BARICECAL M. O ZEF12, 45(2), 462-469.

TR U505(2010). ML EAR IR 5 108, #2472, (8), 54-55.

Appelman, A., & Sundar, S. S. (2016). Measuring Message Credibility: Construction and Validation of an Exclusive Scale.
Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 93, 59-79. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699015606057

Brashier, N. M., & Schacter, D. L. (2020). Aging in an Era of Fake News. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 29,
316-323. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721420915872

Chintagunta, P. K., Gopinath, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2010). The Effects of Online User Reviews on Movie Box Office
Performance: Accounting for Sequential Rollout and Aggregation across Local Markets. Marketing Science, 29, 944-957.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1100.0572

Cialdini, R. B. (2009). Influence: Science and Practice. Pearson Education.

Doh, S. J., & Hwang, J. S. (2009). How Consumers Evaluate eWOM (Electronic Word-of-Mouth) Messages. CyberPsychology
& Behavior, 12, 193-197. https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0109

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A Flexible Statistical Power Analysis Program for the
Social, Behavioral, and Biomedical Sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39, 175-191.
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146

Hatfield, E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Rapson, R. L. (1993). Emotional Contagion. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 2,
96-100. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10770953

Ji, Y. G, Li, C., North, M., & Liu, J. (2017). Staking Reputation on Stakeholders: How Does Stakeholders’ Facebook Engage-
ment Help or Ruin a Company’s Reputation? Public Relations Review, 43, 201-210.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.12.004

Kim, Y. (2015). Exploring the Effects of Source Credibility and Others” Comments on Online News Evaluation. Electronic
News, 9, 160-176. https://doi.org/10.1177/1931243115593318

Lee, S. H. (2009). How Do Online Reviews Affect Purchasing Intention? African Journal of Business Management, 3, 576-
581.

Marchionni, D. (2015). Journalism-as-a-Conversation: An Experimental Test of Socio-Psychological/Technological Dimen-
sions in Journalist-Citizen Collaborations. Journalism, 16, 218-237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884913509783

Metzger, M. J., Flanagin, A. J., & Medders, R. B. (2010). Social and Heuristic Approaches to Credibility Evaluation Online.
Journal of Communication, 60, 413-439. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1460-2466.2010.01488.x

Petit, J., Li, C., Millet, B., Ali, K., & Sun, R. (2021). Can We Stop the Spread of False Information on Vaccination? How
Online Comments on Vaccination News Affect Readers’ Credibility Assessments and Sharing Behaviors. Science Commu-
nication, 43, 407-434. https://doi.org/10.1177/10755470211009887

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2012). Communication and Persuasion: Central and Peripheral Routes to Attitude Change.
Springer.

Prochazka, F., Weber, P., & Schweiger, W. (2018). Effects of Civility and Reasoning in User Comments on Perceived Jour-
nalistic Quality. Journalism Studies, 19, 62-78. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670x.2016.1161497

Rozin, P., & Royzman, E. B. (2001). Negativity Bias, Negativity Dominance, and Contagion. Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Review, 5, 296-320. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0504 2

Sundar, S. S. (2008). The MAIN Model: A Heuristic Approach to Understanding Technology Effects on Credibility. MacArthur
Foundation Digital Media and Learning Initiative.

Sundar, S. S., & Nass, C. (2001). Conceptualizing Sources in Online News. Journal of Communication, 51, 52-72.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2001.tb02872.x

Waddell, T. F., & Sundar, S. S. (2017). #thisshowsucks! The Overpowering Influence of Negative Social Media Comments
on Television Viewers. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 61, 393-409.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.1610505 411 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.1610505
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699015606057
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721420915872
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1100.0572
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2008.0109
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10770953
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2016.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1931243115593318
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884913509783
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01488.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/10755470211009887
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670x.2016.1161497
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0504_2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2001.tb02872.x

https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2017.1309414

Weinreich, H., Obendorf, H., Herder, E., & Mayer, M. (2008). Not Quite the Average: An Empirical Study of Web Use. ACM
Transactions on the Web, 2, 1-31. https://doi.org/10.1145/1326561.1326566

Winter, S., Briickner, C., & Krédmer, N. C. (2015). They Came, They Liked, They Commented: Social Influence on Facebook
News Channels. CyberPsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 18, 431-436.

Xu, Q. (2013). Social Recommendation, Source Credibility, and Recency: Effects of News Cues in a Social Bookmarking
Website. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 90, 757-775. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699013503158

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.1610505 412 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.1610505
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2017.1309414
https://doi.org/10.1145/1326561.1326566
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699013503158

	在线评论效价比例对新闻可信度的影响
	摘  要
	关键词
	The Influence of Online Review Valence Ratio on News Credibility
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 研究背景
	2. 问题提出及研究假设
	2.1. 问题提出
	2.2. 研究假设

	3. 理论基础
	3.1. 新闻可信度与MAIN模型
	3.2. 在线评论与效价
	3.3. 情绪感染、从众效应与负性偏向

	4. 研究方法
	4.1. 被试
	4.2. 实验材料
	4.3. 实验设计
	4.4. 变量的操作和测量
	4.5. 实验程序

	5. 研究结果
	5.1. 预实验
	5.2. 描述性统计分析
	5.3. 不同评论效价比例下的单因素方差分析

	6. 讨论
	6.1. 评论效价比例对新闻可信度的差异化影响
	6.2. 5:5是评论效价比例变化的关键节点
	6.3. 从众效应的条件性：社会认同与预警线
	6.4. 负性偏向效应的显现与边界
	6.5. 效应量的实际意义
	6.6. 专业构成的潜在影响

	7. 研究结论
	8. 研究局限与未来展望
	基金项目
	参考文献

