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Abstract

Introduction
B rand attitude accessibility is related o brand attitude strength, which isusually viewed asawell - established
feature of attitude strength However, there might be accessbility difference between positive and negative

attitudes, and the difference might influence the relationship betveen attitude accessibility and attitude strength
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This study focused on whether the relationship betveen attitude accessibility and attitude strength is symmetric
when brand evaluations changed fran positive 10 negative Paper - and - pencil questionnaire and reponse - time
technique were used o investigate this question Our hypothesiswas that, a strong correlation betveen attitude
accessibility and attitude strength would exist only when judgnent on brand attributeswas positive

M ethod

One hundred seventy fanale subjectswere conamersof the sane brand of functional food (average age = 46
yearsold, SD =6 21), recruited through the telephone by research assistants The subjectswere asked t rate the
importance of each brand attributes (29 iteans) about functional foods

At the first stage, subjects were aked to complete a 5 point likert - type questionnaire, t© indicate the
importance of each brand attributes (where 1 = least important, 5 = most important). Their regponses were
defined as the degree of brand attitude strength At the second stage, brand attitude accessibility was measured
Subjectswere asked © give a" Yes/No" judgnent on the above mentioned regponses (memory - based). If one
attribute was rated as most important or more mportant at the first stage, the aubjects should give a " Yes"
reponse; if one attribute was rated as least mportant or less mportant at the first stage, the subjects should give a
"No" reponse Their reponse time for every judgment was recorded by the computer, as indicabr of brand
accessibility.

Reaults

(a) Average reponse peed for positive judgnent on brand attributes was significantly faster than that for
negative judgment on brand attributes(2993msvs 3617ms, F =28 72, p<Q 0001).

(b) When subjects had positive judgnents on brand attributes, a significant power function relationship
betveen attitude accessibility and attitude strength existed (R° =0 97, p<Q 001). In contrast, when subjects had
negative judgnentson brand attributes, we did not find such significant function relationship (R’ =0 48, p=0
06).

(c) When subjects had neutral attitudes toward soime brand attributes, they were asked  make a definite
judgment, either positive or negative Under this circumstance, 67% of aubjects gave a negative reponse, and the
negative reponse tme was longer than their positive reponse time

Conclusion

Our reaults indicated that, accessibility difference beitwveen positive and negative attitude did exist in brand
evaluation, which supported the argument of as/mmetric asociation betveen positive and negative attitude A
strong correlation betveen attitude strength and attitude accessibility existed only when the subjects had positive
attitude towards brand attributes This study’s practical implication is that, fran positive b negative ( say,
satifaction o dissatisfaction) , the consumer's brand evaluation does not necessarily change with the equal interval
on the degree of attitude strength W e should kegp in mind of thiswhen analyzing data about brand attitudes
Key words attitude accessibility, attitude strength, regponse time, mamory retrieval



