2013 19 2 99 - 110
©)
( 518060)
(
) ( \& ) o
:F713.50 TA :1006-6020(2013) —02 —
1
( Morales
Scott & Yorkston 2012)
(71002081) ; (11&ZD023) .

® e

E — mail: 1sx75223 @ 163. com.

Chinese Journal of
Applied Psychology
2013. Vol. 19. No.2 99 - 110

0099 —-12

( Noriega



100 = 2013

19 2

& Blair 2008;
2012)

( Koslow Shamdasani &
Touchstone 1994; Luna & Peracchio 2005)

( Luna & Peracchio 2001 ; Tavassoli
& Lee 2003) .

( language
proficiency) ( Luna & Peracchio 2001; Carua—
na & Abdilla 2005; Liu Wen Wei & Zhao
2013) .
tion) ( Ueltschy & Krampf 1997; Oetting &
Beauvais 1991; Lee 2006; Liu et al. 2013) .

( culture identifica—

( product involvement) ( Gold—
smith & Emmert 1991; Liu et al. 2013)

( advertisement involvement)
( Gardner Mitchen & Russo 1985; Park &
Young 1986; 2007) o

( Luna & Peracchio 2001; Caruana &
Abdilla 2005) o

( Ueltschy & Krampf 1997; Oetting & Beau-—
vais 1991; Lee 2006; Liu et al. 2013) .

N ( Gold-
smith & Emmert 1991)
( Antil 1984; Gard—
1985) .

ner et al.

. ELM ( the
elaboration likelihood model) -
( heuristic — systematic models)
( Petty & Cacioppo 1986; Petty &
Wegener 1999)

( Petty
& Cacioppo 1983)
( Noriega & Blair 2008; Stefano Bart

& Stijn 2009; 2012; Liu et al.
2013) . .

( 2007)



101

( Park & Young 1986) .

AR FH S
U AL ZE

1 o
YA AR B
P A
P
b () -
vs L7 1 (R e ) A Byt
R T
b 3% S AR A [R]
1
( Johar & Sirgy 1991) . al. 2009) .

( Laurent & Kapferer 1985) .

( Nathalie & Patrick 2010) .

~

N

( Percy & Rossiter

1980)

( Petty Cacioppo & Goldman 1981)

( Hermann 1978) .

HI1:

( Stefano et

( Melissa 2005) .



102 = 2013 19 2

N N H3:
( Lalwani Lwin & Li 2005)
( Morales et al. o
2012) .
( Melissa 2005;
Krishna & Ahluwalia 2008) . Noriega ( Stefano et al. 2009)
Blair( 2008) o
( N N
o )
N ( Pelsmaker & Geuens 1997) .
( Noriega & Blair 2008) .
H2: ( Noriega & Blair 2008) .
( Stefano et
al. 2009) o
( Laurent &
Kapferer 1985) .
H4:
( Goldsmith & Emmert o
1991) Gard 1985
) ardner  ( ) 5 1
( 2.1
) o
o 2(
vs ) x2( : vs
o ) o 208

15



/ 103

193
25 . 13 » “« b4
20 o
o (£=0.907 p >
2.2 0.05) .
o 0 1 o
( ) o
1
6
( )
4
N N o 18
23
Seungeun Lee( 2005) 6 5 ( )
o 4
(M =3.81)
(£=0.681 p> 2.3
0. 45)
4 .
N o 20
21 .
(v =
2.13) Seungeun
(1=0.679 p>0.49) Lee( 2005) .
o Zaichkowsky( 1994)
30

5 5
: ( Zaichkowsky 1994; Jos
“ ” “ 7 o Frank & Anja 2010) 5



104 19 2
5 ( Laurent & Kapferer
1985; Zaichkowsky 1994) .
4
MP3
Luna  Peracchio( 2001) . ;
C ~ ~ ) o
9
2.5
( Stefano et al. 2009) 2.5.1
208
180 86.5%
88 44 44
o ;33 55 28 )
92 47
45 ;35 57; 29 ).
“ ” “ SPSS 17.0
3 » t
( Liu et al. 2013) N
Oetting (M =4.50
Beauvais( 1991) Lee( 2006) vsM =2.15 t=2.945 p <0.01) .
6 t
o (t=0.354 p >0.05) .
(1 =% » 5=« (1=0.933 p>0.05) . (1=
7)o 0.893 p>0.05) ;
2.4

~0.288 p >0.05) . (¢
-0.765 p > 0. 05) . (¢



/ 105

-0.746 p >0.05) o 0.911. S
P 0.05 Cronbach’ s a
o 0.7 ( «
0.911 0. 850
Cronbach’ s « 0.97 0. 88 0.903 0.723)
91. 8% o
68.5%:; Cronbach’ s a
69. 41% - KMO 0. 858 Bartlett p=
0. 000
( Harman’ s one — factor test)
( common method variance o Lisrel 8.51
CMYV) ( unrotated)
0.295( <0.5) (2004) o
( ) 2
SPSS 17.0 (
10 “a5. )
7 o 2 3 o
as Cronbach’ s «o
2 (N =183)
X/df GFI AGFI RMSEA NFI NNFI CFI
3.33(df=26) 0.91 0.90 0. 047 0.92 0.95 0.94
3 t
Ji— a Si — a Si— a3 Ji— ay Sa— ag fr— a So— ag Sao—ag  fo— ap
0.86 0.86 0. 64 0.75 0.80 0.79 0.85 0.83 0.78
9. 64 9.71 6. 40 7.94 8.71 8. 64 9.62 9.29 8.36
f a
2.5.2 H1 ;
2 ( : Vs (M _ =3.10>M _ =2.70 F(1
) x2( vs 86) =4.30 p <0.05) H2 o
)
(M _ =
o 291 M~ =2.79 F(1 90) =0.52 p >
0.05) H3 ;
(M _ =3.39>M _ =
2.54 F(1 86) =18.62 p <0.05) (M _ =3.91>M _ =3.03 F(1 90) =



106

= 2013 19 2

5.65 p <0.05)

3 2:
3.1
o 2(
Vs ) x2(
)
197 o
25
3.2
) o
20
3.3
20
2(
) x2(

»

H4 . A4 30
3.4
3.4.1
202
176 87.1%
vs 87  ( 44
o 202 43 34 53 26
5 ) 89 ( 45
44 ; 34 55; 27
. ) SPSS 17.0
20
13 ~
1 “«
o (M =4.34vsM =2.26 ¢t =2.874
p<0.01) .

(t=1.675 p >
o 0.05) . (t=1.438 p >0.
05) . (t=1.395 p>0.05)

(t=-1.423 p>0.05) .

(¢=-1.569 p>0.05) . (t=
—-1.524 p >0.05) o
o P 0.05
Vs Cronbach’ s o 0.98 0. 86
Vs
o 92.4%

65.8%; Cronbach’ s



/ 107

o 0.94 73.13% - ( a
0.892 0.790
o 0.912 0.739)
CMV 0.283 o
( <0.5) o (2004)
N 4. 5
Cronbach’ s « 0.7
4 (n =176)
X2/df GFI AGFI RMSEA NFI NNFI CFI
2.13( df =26) 0.93 0. 88 0. 038 0.93 0.98 0.95
5 t
hi— o fim ay hi— a3 fi— ay fa= ag fi-a Ja— ag h—a S ay
0.57 0.72 0.70 0.83 0.74 0.91 0.85 0.88 0.74
t 5.39 7.18 6.99 8.73 7.93 10.83 9.72 9.32 7.96
3.4.2 4
2( Vs ) x2
( Vs
) o
° 4
(M _ =3.05>M _ =2.50 4.1
F(1 85) =9.26 p <0.05)
H1 ;
(M _ =2.94>M _ =2.43 F(1
85) =4.73 p <0.05) H2.

(M _ =2.77 M _ =2.89 F(1 87) = ELM

0.54 p >0.05) H3 ; ( Laurent & Kapferer
1985) .

(M _ =3.52>M _ =2.38 F(1 87) = o

7.32 p <0.05)

H4 °



108 * 2013 19 2
( Laurent & Kapferer 1985) .
5
4.2
ELM
( Noriega & Blair 2008) .
(2007) .
3 69-71.
. (2004) .
( Park & Young 1986) (2012) .
(
o ) 29 (4) 137 —143.
Antil J. H. ( 1984) . Conceptualization and opera—
o tionalization of involvement. Advances in Consumer
Krishna Ahlu— Research 11 203 —209.
walia( 2008) ( Caruana A. & Abdilla M. (2005) . To dub or not
to dub: Language adaptation of global television

advertisements for a bilingual community. Brand
Management 12(4) 236 —249.

Gardner M. P. Mitehell A. A. & Russo J. E.
( 1985) . Low involvement strategies for processing
advertisements. Journal of Advertising 14(2) 4 —

12.



/ 109

Goldsmith R. E. & Emmert J. ( 1991) . Measuring
product category involvement: A multitrait — mul—
timethod study. Journal of Business Research 23
(4) 363 -371.

Hermann P. W. ( 1978) . The Effect of Dialect on
the Persuasiveness of a Radio Advertisement.
PhD. Dissertation University of Houston 125.

Johar J.S. & Sirgy M. J. (1991) . Value — expres—
sive versus utilitarian advertising appeals: When
and why to use which appeal. Journal of Advertis—
ing 20(3) 23 -33.

Jos H. Frank V.M. & Anja D. B. (2010) . Eng—
lish or a local language in advertising? Journal of
Business Communication 47(2) 169 —188.

Koslow S. Shamdasani P. N. & Touchstone E. E.
(1994) . Exploring language effects in ethnic ad—
vertising: A sociolinguistic perspective. Journal of
Consumer Research 20(4) 575 —585.

Krishna A. & Ahluwalia R. ( 2008) . Language
choice in advertising to bilinguals: Asymmetric
effects for multinationals versus local firms. Jour—
nal of Consumer Research 35(12) 692 —705.

Lalwani A. K. Lwin M. & Li K. L. (2005) . Con—
sumer responses to English accent variations in
advertising. Journal of Global Marketing 18 143

- 165.

Laurent G. & Kapferer J. N. ( 1985) . Measuring
consumer involvement profiles. Journal of Markeit—
ing Research 22(1) 41 —53.

Lee K. S. (2006) . Navigating between cultures: a
new paradigm for Korean American cultural iden—
tification. Pastoral Psychology 54(4) 289 —311.

Liu S. Wen X. Wei L. & Zhao W. (2013) . Ad-
vertising persuasion in China: Using Mandarin or
Cantonese? Journal of Business Research. http: //
dx. doi. org/10. 1016/j. jbusres. 2013. 05. 024.

Luna D. & Peracchio L. A.(2001) . Moderators of
language effects in advertising to bilinguals: A
psycholinguistic approach. Journal of Consumer
Research 28(2) 284 —295.

Luna D. & Peracchio L. A. (2005) . Advertising to

bilingual consumers: The impact of code-switching

on persuasion. Journal of Consumer Research 31
(4) 760 —765.

Melissa M. B. (2005) . The impact of perceived lan—
guage status on product and services quality ex—
pectations. American Marketing Assoctation 16
270 -271.

Morales A. Scott M. & Yorkston E. (2012) . The
role of accent standardness in message preference
and recall. Journal of Advertising 41(1) 33 —
45.

Nathalie D. & Patrick D. P. (2010) . Consumer re—
sponse to different advertising appeals for new
products: The moderating influence of branding
strategy and product category involvement. Journal
of Brand Management 18 (1) 50 —65.

Noriega J. & Blair E. (2008) . Advertising to bi—
linguals: Does the language of advertising influ—
ence the nature of thoughts? Journal of Markei—
ing 72(5) 69 —-83.

Oetting E. R. & Beauvais F. ( 1991) . Orthogonal
cultural identification theory: The cultural identifi—
cation of minority adolescents. International Jour—
nal of the Addictions 25( s5 —s6) : 655 —685.

Park C. W. & Young S. M. ( 1986) . Consumer re—
sponse to television commercials: the impact of in—
volvement and background music on brand atti—
tude formation. Journal of Marketing Research 23
(1) 11 -24.

Pelsmaker P. D. & Geuens M. ( 1997) . Emotional
appeals and information cues in Belgian magazine
advertisements. International Journal of Advertis—
ing 16(2) 123 —147.

Percy L. & Rossiter J. R. ( 1980) . Advertising
Strategy: A Communication Theory Approach. New
York: Praeger.

Petty R.E. & Wegener D. T. ( 1999) . The elabora—
tion likelihood model: current status and contro—
versies. In: Chaiken S. & Trope Y. ( eds.) . Du—
al — Process Theories in Social Psychology. New
York: Guilford Press 73 —96.

Petty R.E. & Cacioppo J. T. (1986) . Communica—

tion and Persuasion: Central and Peripheral Routes



110 = 2013

19 2

to Attitude Change. New York: Springer — Verlag.

Petty R. E. Cacioppo J. T. & Goldman R.
(1981) . Personal involvement as a determinant of
argument — based persuasion. Journal of Personali—
ty and Social Psychology 41(5) 847 —855.

Petty R. E. Cacioppo J. T. & Schumaun D.
(1983) . Central and peripheral routes to advertis—
ing effectiveness: The moderating role of involve—
ment. Journal of Consumer Research 10(2) 138
- 146.

Seungeun Lee M. E. (2005) . The Influence of Prod—
uct Involvement and Fan Identification on Response
to Team Sponsors’ Products. The Ohio State Uni—

versity.

Stefano P. Bart D. L. & Stijn M. J. (2009) . Bilin—

gualism and the emotional intensity of advertising
language. Journal of Consumer Research 35( 6)
1012 - 1025.

Tavassoli N.T. & Lee Y. H. (2003) . The differen—
tial interaction of auditory and visual advertising
elements with Chinese and English. Journal of
Marketing Research 40(4) 468 —80.

Ueltschy L. C. & Krampf R.F.(1997) . The influ—
ence of acculturation on advertising effectiveness
to the Hispanic market. Journal of Applied Busi—
ness Research 13(2) 87 —101.

Zaichkowsky J. L. ( 1994) . The personal involve—
ment inventory: Reduction revision and applica—
tion to advertising. Journal of Advertising 18( 4)
59 -70.

The Influence of Advertising Language and

Product Involvement on Ads Involvement

LIU Shi -xiong XI Jin - ju WEN Xiao - shan
( Department of Marketing College of Management Shenzhen University Shenzhen 518060 China)

Abstract

To explore the different effects in advertising between
standard language and local language this paper ex—
amined the above problem from the point of product
types. Language proficiency and cultural identity
were selected as control variables and product in—
volvement was selected as the manipulated variable.

Two studies were manipulated to investigate the role
of advertising language ( Mandarin vs. Cantonese) in
influencing the ads involvement ( cognitive involve—
in the voice ads

ment and emotional involvement)

and text ads respectively. The results showed that:

With regard to the high involvement product ads
Mandarin can invoke higher cognitive involvement
and emotional involvement than Cantonese. With re—
gard to the low involvement product ads there is no
significant difference of cognitive involvement be—
tween Mandarin ads and Cantonese ads but Canton—
ese can invoke higher emotional involvement in ads
than Mandarin.

Key words: advertising language standard lan—
guage local language product involvement ads in—

volvement



