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24

21 t 26
PairedDifferences T df  Sig.
Mean  Std.Deviation Std. Error Mean (2-tailed) Rank  Mean  Std.Deviation Rank  Mean Std.Deviation
Pair 1 1 1.4688 .63421 3 1.2059 .32839
-1.36 1.084 .189 -7.223 32 .000 2 1.3382 .51816 2 1.5735 .76011
2 1.3382 54662 1 1.7500 .90663
4 1.1774 33036 5 1.0000 .00000
5 1.1613 .32627 5 1.0000 .00000
6 1.1515 .31832 4 "1.0192 .09806
One-Way
ANOVA
F =5.309, df = 5,
Sig. = .000 One-Way ANOVA
« ”
22 F =6.460, df = 5, Sig. = .000
23 « ”
25
a
26
22
(1) GROUP (J) GROUP | Mean Difference (1-J)  Std.Error Sig.(a)  95% Confidence Interval for Difference(a) b
Lower Bound Upper Bound
-.416 .0901 .000 -.683 -.150
-.446 .0796 .000 -.686 -.207
-.474 .0905 .000 -.742 -.207
-.384 .1710 .240 -.896 127
-.375 .1059 .010 -.687 -.063
Games-Howell
23
Cc
Rank  Mean Std.Deviation Rank  Mean  Std.Deviation d
1 5.47 .825 1 5.5357 .69293
2 5.09 .621 2 5.13 751
3 5.00 .651 4 4.8214  1.05597
4 4.88 1.008 5 4.5000 .96225
5 3.88 769 6 4.07 .979
6 3.59 .892 3 4.94 .864
« "
3-5-3
24
24 t
PairedDifferences T df  Sig.
Mean  Std.Deviation Std. Error Mean (2-tailed)
Pair 1
-.4118  .98065 .16818 -2.448 33 .020
25 « ”
(1) GROUP (J) GROUP | Mean Difference (1-J)  Std.Error Sig.(a)  95% Confidence Interval for Difference(a)
Lower Bound Upper Bound
-.513 .1637 .034 -.999 -.026
-.134 .1996 .984 -.721 -452
-.550 .1527 .011 -1.009 -.091
-.559 .1533 .010 -1.019 -.098
-.554 .1520 .010 -1.011 -.097
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Theoretical Models and Empirical Research Relative to Advertising and Consumer Psychology
Ma Mouchao Wang Yong

Abstract Thearticleassortedtheacademicresearchrelativetoadvertisingandconsumerpsychologycomprehensivelyandthoroughly,andalsodiscussed
theempiricalresearchcasesrelativetoadvertisingandconsumerpsychology . Theauthorsholdtheopinionthatbrandingshouldrespectscientificmethodology
and the developmentofbrands shouldbe sustainable. Boththeempirical research fromthemicrocosmicaspectandacademic research fromthemacroscopic
aspectare inthe same purpose togivean impetus tobui ldbrandsscientifical ly inChina.

Keywords AdvertisingandConsumer Psychology BrandScientifically
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