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Abstract

Based on the attribution theory, this study explores the impact of distributor bias given
different critic valence on consumers’ acceptance of critics’ reviews. The authors also
incorporate “consumer-distributor identification” as an important moderator since
consumers’ reaction toward a critic’s distributor bias will depend on their prior attitude
toward the distributor. An experimental study was conducted where a critic’s distributor bias
and critic valence were manipulated and consumer-distributor identification was matched in
a between-subject factorial design. The results suggest that consumers’ acceptance of
positive critics are higher than negative ones, but critics with distributor bias and low
consumer-distributor identification will both diminish the differences, while high consumer-
distributor identification will inflate them. In addition, when exposed to critics with
distributor bias, positive critics are more influential than negative ones for consumers with
high consumer-distributor identification, however, negative critics are more influential than
positive ones for consumers with low consumer-distributor identification. Our findings
enrich the current research streams regarding the impact of professional critics and deepen
their theoretical foundations, with important managerial and marketing implications for
movie marketers who need favorable consumers’ movie evaluations.

[ Keywords ] distributor bias, critic valence, consumer-distributor identification
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#3558 2 257 (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982) - {EEIBE R ZH] » HE S {RESC M E
s WAEREE iR 3R+ R ER s #h0Ee T — (B BT E R S (Austin, 1981) < JE7#

BERAR AN E TR T BRI & El b - M S E AN E R E LR R (W5
#F (Critics)) ZRFEARJRPE - BE 155 Lo /N U AR SR BH A% YN EE 22 (Bayus, 1985; Linton
& Petrovich, 1988) - ELZEFZ RV AR 2 137 FIFHE 26 HIRATE » Levin ~ Levin i Heath (1997)
st PR E] " R A B B2 H B E 5L M BR S A i HE A Al 2 RIS RO R
Feeee 1 B ERMRE T E R E B HRIRRLR - AU IR Rt E
P HIER 722 ] (Eliashberg & Shugan, 1997; Ravid, 1999; Basuroy, Chatterjee, &
Ravid, 2003; Desai & Basuroy, 2005; Basuroy, Desai, & Talukdar, 2006; Boatwright,
Basuroy, & Kamakura, 2007) ° X[ » AN RTE FUE EE L ANEEMEERRE S >
LEANAA B AT L HAD A BiEE SE CERIRR EFRIHIRE T - B2 EIF R RE £5/% (Basuroy
et al., 2003; Reinstein & Snyder, 2005; Boatwright et al., 2007) (5 ') °

R HE P HE B E s EE B I IE R ZFIR IR %5 J7 1A (Critic
Valence) (Wyatt & Badger, 1984; d’Astous & Touil, 1999; Basuroy et al., 2003; Desai &
Basuroy, 2005; Boatwright et al., 2007) » i8 LERFFEANTE SIS Levin et al. (1997) B
E o REAREFNEHERSEF N 2R EERTARER G - FE L FEZRTE
B e e E e 22 5 AHYE R © Eliashberg B2 Shugan (1997) SR F|E L EXEAE
Fregry " REEIRY R RGN o JREIRRRE R T R - FRDLE B TRNITT
B NEZBAEE AT L DMEE L AR EE B BT - Boatwrlght
et al. (2007) HYE FEAS FADFE L B 2 B A\ iy A B e B e THHIE -
OB e TT R ERR DB E SR H R YA - ST R AR TEE RIS 5 ¢ f%"ﬁé
Al AT A ﬁﬁ[f%gzﬂ]?/ﬁ)\ﬁ]ﬁ%r = SRRt ARE RS [FHE]
E S TEES 2 R DR E s e E AR (Eliashberg & Shugan, 1997; Ravid, Wald, &
Basuroy, 2006) ° &zt NZFTLUEER BT E ST E S - TEMZR I
AR B HIE B - FIE am A B A SR R H B AR R (Zuckerman, 1999) ©
Lovell (1997) WUFERSHCE IR T ¥ERRE 8 ~ KRR 2 ui DLUR HEAR b op i i B4 B R Ry
ERF AR E RSB R ITHEEE R - AR ANFHE AR IE 2 B 7
HHMAER Ui AR THEEE CEE A N TR M E R BT

X SHEIEERSEYER - —LLRFSTIEHEE B R AR EE T2 E 2 Y - Basuroy et al. (2003) * Reinstein
EH Snyder (2005) EFFEH - (ZhNEFEmiEH ) BY Gene Siskel 821 (ZHIEFAEG#H) HYJ Roger Ebert
— R BAS R I (ERYRZEE A H it Roger Ebert H 1967 FEAEE ELE (Z RIS H ) $2ALERETE
SREELM o 3 HLAE 1975 FIESIE 724 8E (Pulitzer Prize) ° 5B BT L 3058 — RAEFGEHZEZFEA »
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P B SR A - PR R A SR A B - H 2 B EE s s - B R R E
3LV B B T e B T ARV S - SRR N DU FRIIREZ B R At - B RZET
AR ERERILAME - $1 55 L 5 - Ravid et al. (2006) 8 H By " 31775 W &% |
(Distributor Bias) * i ZEFFy : T ERLFAZIKEELRITEEES) - S
H S S RERHER PR EA (RS - R st NS BB T AL
B AR RAR R - B2 RERMERIRDE R T E AR B FE A EHEE - ST
FEABRHY TS LB R AL E HYEHE |

Ravid et al. (2006) FUEFENTFE# I » 1EEEIE = 50% RURRE AHGHES R #T1T
PRI E R - 1 H B A BRI AR EN N E SRR - HEEE
EBREMRFENR B ER BT RRAIFEZ A o IR RE I ae R R B B Tr e (E
A E BEEERRREEA - MR e NS RE Rk BT S Bk S i 5 B9 55 73 A il
BRAFAWEFEFHEES S - BL 2N RAERIEER TEN - A0 Basuroy et
al. (2003) HYWFFEAIE Se =t BOHERR - EZPFERER DA & B R BLfi - LLBs &5
WESER IERHEE B AR - MREUR BHRRTIRRG D L IEH R PRI R B 2K
3R M FIHEEmE r] RE B R TH B il R Rt IR T AP RIS R AN ) REFAE SR 1T RS IR
i ISR ARYRHE R (E BRI E B AR T) - B AT ERIMER G (3 T
REESEAMERERE  HER AT 2 — A T mRAEZ S 2 2t 50
28 T AT 2 I E B AR B iR st o TR ? WE R N B TrEm S
FE—{EIFHITTHH RIS NS 2

AseER DUEF AR (Attribution Theory) (Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965;
Kelley, 1967) Ry B:88 - PRETEREA S BURFE (F2RT /7 M LA 2817 e (m A7 AE ) 0I5
EWHGEHARIR R - WEE BT EAT SRR IR I H R AR B £R - HA - R
Woeal Rt ta #E B B TR E PRI EHERY - TRERIHE B E B THETHE
RERE - R R 2 H K #HARFE[E] (Organization Identification) #:&5 [ AT HHHE HH SHI,
(Albert, Ashforth, & Dutton, 2000; Scott & Lane, 2000; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003;
Lichtenstein, Drumwright, & Braig, 2004; Ahearne, Bhattacharya, & Gruen, 2005; Einwiller,
Fedorikhin, Johnson, & Kamins, 2006) * fli{fi£2H " JH&E & —135EE 1 (Consumer-
Company Identification; C-C Identification) /& » 5 Hi & 103 BUAH A28 A= ik I B FH AR IF
= RE I TH S B DAL R AR MR 7 U I S Fr (e S e ik R B o Rl - AR
B THEE TR L R —E TR - DG E B BT E R - |
AR RE TR - HEE BT RR s B s R 2 [ -
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Wyatt B Badger (1984) #R5T#2 31 /T M E B s HERIRZE » MR H R s a1 AH 8L
eI HH R B B BT I I A2 52 - T 2 T 2 A Y R 5 B (8 1 B It LR R REAER - ™
HFE H 52 51 7 AR 52 28 SR Bl i (8 B AN B S B B EE s B BB T 52 - Basuroy et al.
(2003) HYERE ST AG SR » TF [ B B i 52 SV I BE 52 i - HH B HH BE S e A 2 B
T NEEER IR BT TE S - MIEEZ R ERER BT - tfTE—F
RSN P E RN FRaRETEE N ZR SRR ARG I Z L ERE
FPHIE BARIEK -

Levin et al. (1997) BB R - MHERABEFZET - IEHE P E RES) T AR
EHER TR - B IVIHE 2 g O (220 - MR R B 2 nI iE
PRy LR - T — {852 (3 FEHY S R 0 H B B R (R 3 A & AR (3 - R ER ST
TR ISR DesalgﬁiBasuroy (2005) FYEFERERIEH - W ZHH 2 T78Y
HEA R EEETARINERYNS - ERFHEE AT EEEN - E—HEeihZ
BHE W » AR g HEENE Y - BTt I HEEENEEE &
AR R BHEE RS AN EHE N EMRANESLE - AEEEHEIE
5o b R A REREE T o E(HFEFA Levin et al. (1997) HIFEIRZEZEH] -
Desai 2 Basuroy (2005) thE5k - M HEH RV EY - HE S/ g3
SORELASR SR 2 A E S E B MIEG B  - LR IR E S G a8 - 5 Ltsess
WS R/ A IE R R 2 E SR ARG - Rt E R i AW

B T IWIT T RERZAN A A A SR A 72 -

T BUERSIE N Z BT A R S S N R

d’Astous Hi Touil (1999) fEH! » AMIGEZEERET LIRS » NEgyh B Gt
AR A 2 By - M AEESE S8 v 15 AR R Bk IR - #5 DU RS L& EH -
IR PE R A A - (RS ERd RS iE gy A I B AR B A IR B R B B R IR E Y
IR SRS - MMbr TRATEE S AVENEE - [RIFRFHR MR "B TR AENEE - 6 03
17 T INEEREA ) B T ANEREREAl , ZEIRYEREE (Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967) - — EL{E#& 5%
RS R F A R R TS EUERRRY M MAER R B R S R A (R E R
Ut —REER L e B - HAS R G Ema It 2 E i 2 R EE E (Kelley,
1967; Eagly & Chaiken, 1975) - —HZRE AWt B E R Tralmaris - HEEEH
E R A Z AR NIERER I MER R RSN EEETHE - MfTE R EEZEH
ARIGEAIEHE - WAEA A2 HiTam - EatRIERA R Wi e — M EEE R - SlcE 2
AN A AR IR AR AR TR T - BRI 53 B RS I S LS HE IR (Kelley,
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1967) » AR EHARIFEHIRER (Eagly, Wood, & Chaiken, 1978) - — EL{[E #4375 ;8E 0 IR & K,
AR SR B R am - HIEN(E S L H B SUE SN LT - bR T & RIFER A5 & i
BEMAEERIRTT (Kelley, 1967, 1972) » FBE5 |3 5 & 2 B ISR L (Dholakia &
Sternthal, 1977, Sternthal, Dholakia, & Leavitt, 1978) °

BEAh - BHEE AT A ST IR E B R P a RAYsZ AT 7 Mt g B E B AV BR R T Ry A A2 52
2 - 4’ Astous i Touil (1999) 5| F3 Kelley (1967) Fff#& H " 8 #5 = | (Covariation
Model) * #*ET - H Chang (1975) SLERZZEHY ~RARAVEFZZATIR S ofF T s # -
R — BB R F = B IR ER A o d° Astous Eil Touil (1999) HUBFSE
B SR BB SRR E SRS HE B AR ERR R - R
BHURITEI A S S (B RZ B AR T =k - g A R R E s — 2k
TERRTTEI B S S AN AP SRR AR AT R - (Ef S AR E - =
—EERRIAE R A - RS R — B PRAINERER A o eI FE AR ARy
TEIE B SRR N A ERT R - SRR A e T i s — e
- BEEZIF AR RENBITREEITIVR € BB RIEAE IR - HEEER
TorZ AT R BB R MR Bl s — 20 - M SR ERER A - 8 RE BN E &/
fRERFTERE - A A & 822 —(E~ B AR (E RV IE R RT - SREURFIRILS B E
ZEEEWRHEHINTHEE TR AN EE MR - RETEEENrEELLRERD
AR 77 - BLEIHTHIRE] (Discounting Principles) (Kelley, 1972; Eagly & Chaiken, 1975;
Eagly et al., 1978) ° .2 » ‘HHFELF N EHRHENBITRETR TR E B R LKA EY
FEIF - THE B G R RaT R B iE e m R MR — 20 - e SREGMBER A - R E
FEHRREEAGIEE - TSRS AT (G - H5HE B G HAE -
T B R B S S BRI ) BT ELRIE (AR AR - 08
LTS B SR EE SRS - M EEE ERA(E - HEIEE AT (Augmentation
Principles) (Kelley, 1972; Eagly & Chaiken, 1975; Eagly et al., 1978) - #4[f1 & & » #ESAIE
HZ A2 SR AT - (BEEF AR ERTrERRE - EEZ A EES
HFTHT0 - IR T IEE AR B2 - AHEETRI R E R HE A - 15 T AHEET
HIBEZ - A& AJREEIHH | IEAH R PR FERYAZ 2 - SO A gefe i 17 UM EGR -
BR—  E@PBFORIEZAABYTNELE > B IFAEITARREHFEAT

TR ER -

= B EAEZE T ERCR

Dholakia B Sternthal (1977) * Sternthal et al. (1978) 8 » & PECE BB & AT
ERAE A A TEFEREREER - EEE AN E SRRREAACRY - (ERE S HEbR I
ZEH - B ATREES R AT (B E s vl (B AR IR AT A E S HE 23R T - STFE2KE
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BEEW R AN mHEBEESEHAR - [BZEERED " HEE —0¥ERF L KWHE
(Ahearne et al., 2005) * AHFFEEFRHEERERG | AER AT FEd - MR - &
THEH A H PR EEANER - WEER TR B RN E R
P2 - AR E B ERE R BT R S AL - R EREHE E — 3 TrERER
= R EEENE R - R EEANHE SRR RE I —IEEE - HERE
WERZ TER Ik TR, o EEHBEEHFNE TER M T E ) (Goldstein,
1996) « #XIM » Litman (1998) f&H » 7E =B R HE R 52 2 1T P12 1H B B B it DU T7
7R BER — - BT ST ENEE I S AR RR R - R #E DL R
FHIRITREDUT - I A ER B TR S E S H B B RIEE - EEEME R HE
EREFLEENRZRZ— » 1R4E Moorman ~ Zaltman Ed Deshpande (1992) ~ Bhattacharya
Ed Sen (2003) @ (EHEELFEIFF 2R EGHARGE IR B2 — < LAh » Goldstein (1996) th
TR B R o e Sk T DURGRE B i 3R 1T AR BE R T R B iR e v L eadlm] - DUbe s
R R mn B B AR+ IHE RS SR R e R T e DA — - AT e S RE IR B P [ RE - &F
fig bt =2 ~ BRERDLRIRT S i fn dl i 28O -

HBEE A B AR SRR o T RHARREE ) S
T —TEEBIHY - EEEVE H B BEATE) - N e s [ Haes S E
{ERERImE g TREEE - (EHE B ARG SEE R L —#H#& (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994;
Pratt, 1998; Ahearne et al., 2005) » Ffrag " 3815 5+ FERY/E (e B I (ERH % e A B A R
gt 2 (E #S R A2 7 = B A E BIERR VT2 (Dutton et al., 1994)  JT2KEF
ZitFefa i ERE fy TR ERY - A]DIERRZ EIRREER T - BRE R fREE AR Ay
& 2 F 38 1A FY B — #H #% (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Scott & Lane, 2000; Sen &
Bhattacharya, 2001; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Cardador & Pratt, 2006) o DAL ER %L H 2%
Ahluwalia (2000) FIWFFEERAA T IHE & — &R0 5 AT DUR B H R & i AR B 2@ 2l
HREE - S A EE NI\ » Lichtenstein et al. (2004) LK Einwiller et al. (2006)
HAFEAHPIAIFE R o Einwiller et al. (2006) FeHT T —THMRE - T ERZEFIEERHE
FYHEEN - A EHEL B RFF EIRIIIIAE - KRS Rl R (E TR B H A 2k o
TEEER I EHERREE Sm (Motivated Reasoning Theory) 2KE @ — B {HBEHIRE[E 2RI E ~Z 2 &
&R - e S HNECE D AT - JERL g A A i n] &R EHE - —
Ry IEWEMERYAS R - JRBIHEERAY H W2k T BRIERER AT - R E S &% AT %5
FIEUR - W BE P SE R A HE RO RIRF B & E A A F AT E - A DU (R R BT T
oK E B EEN ;- MO - B RRRIOREYAGR - IREIE 88 R ISR PR o
{ERCTE =R RE 40 S 17 H A AR AG B (B S BIE R B3 DGR R A7 B R BN HA B
HIMES - EESER R A& B BRI - BIR D RENITREAEHE - 2
B E R A AR FE - S e E AR - AR ES A & 38 8t — (R ER AR AE
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(Kunda, 1990) - FEE—4#l - Fitzsimons B2 Lehmann (2004) #%I5 & {E #5145 THFREE Y
AT - BIHCR—EY ~ RECEERIEZ HEEE NG 5 B EIEI DT - THEHEZ
H (S TS AR IRES - (BT R B B & - LR S HE S & 5 (2
R sE IR R - (EHS S B E R A HEE -

EEEAERFNEE S =B NRAIENE - e B RKEFARICKAfS i - & 2L
P2 A B s P B RE P A S U & AT, 0 DU ) B RV EN RSB TR SR <2 E B Z (Ahluwalia,
2000) - e DUmER MR T ARSI H B R Z R4S - 5 A RER L & & AT 2R
HU52 2 (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Tropp & Wright, 2001; Einwiller et al., 2006) o 5 iE—
H:ﬂi% # DA Fitzsimons 2 Lehmann (2004) FJZEIE 5K HESR - = (L RIRyR IR

GEHBEREEANDL - g ENfEREEEATIEEEN - 1 H gz =

FETE%{H’]EE SN o R ESEFTR ARG - SR ERRIRHE B & SRR B
,\Eﬁfﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁml Al L RES 25 2 AH AR Y SR B DA R — B EEER 1T Ry » 58 AT Fy
BT E MY S T (Kramer, 1991; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Einwiller et al., 2006) °
FERCHE » (R /B ZERE RIRTE B B I & i It — A2 s B P FAVE ZERR - M
EEARFELH@IITHFERRE - HEHE TP BCAET I A% H B2 IEREMER R
8 NIt EmEHNGTET - HEEHNRNEENRBEMHE S S 1817 (Ahluwalia,
2000) °

frer bl - AR IT R RS FIREE B & B K IERERTE - Mg B L rIRiaE
AR R EEE R - S A E SR EE 2 RS - W T IEA e & A 5
PP TR FESE - MR - S T R AR IR BV B o & B SRR R AR W il g 538
EEFEHCWES  ZBHEENIITERHE - EEEENES - BENEEE
gﬂfgﬁﬁﬁﬁi}iﬁﬁ%{ﬁfﬁﬂﬁfﬁﬁfﬁ EHsZ R L INfE /R & msZ et - AL - A5t
T DL e -

BR=: E@#HFOELIESHAGHINELE - AR EE—ITRRRSE TS
HHFFTANRTEER  SHFE —BEITARFANTHRARELFF @03

ZEER -

ik - BRRTRBEZFANHEE N FIREE TR 2N R - (&
JE TR RE R TH B B AN B R AR b AR AT R AT oy B Rl [t 3 2 T S I
A IS IERERIRS G - Rt NSRRI AR IR - sE R Sl m — 2 g
AR N AR R M EA A2 HEHE  HRef ABRIOUPFPEEE © 58
T R M B — B & (e B M MIER AR SR A S I [ B2 52 5 A - AR - &
HTRERE FIRHE B G e ERFARYOR SR - PSR CNES - ILH
FER TR E R AR - DURERIERE uﬂf‘%@ﬁ_ﬂéfﬁﬁgﬁéﬂ’ﬁé%ﬁ*ﬁ_@%
[A] - M2 & ez IEm e R B e o - UKD B S BRI SRR
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BAEEIT o ERKEITRAREGEEENEGER -

-s.

\

2 \MRLHEA

~ WseEEt

A FCERIN =R FZ A B A ERET - IR ARTERR (F > £)  &ih
M (IEHE ~ &l ) - G REEEHBITEIEBEERE (& ]) - PR/ EER
T (2X2X2) « i NBITr R AR BB I [ HEE —# TR E R T
B - $E§?§uﬁﬁf5ﬁaﬂ°ﬁ’ﬂf*’ﬂﬁﬁwH—Hif‘* By T I fie S8 8 S Y R TR /2 75 1
fiE - AEFFCIRE EAIEREE - sARE DR EEENWEITE - REFTT 2 e

N

?/n**éﬁ.?ﬁ—ﬁ1ﬁnb§
ﬁ [
i3
A > FAHERRE
‘?/n:Fjj_ |"_J
F@& - HBE—B1THEER
BE =
15
B 1 HA5REE

T WHRES I PR e R
( —) agANBEFERE

R NS TR fmaR

KFFENHE d° Astous B2 Touil (1999) HYJTiE » (EIEZUE g -HER I RE R £ BT 5T
A M. Bernard * 381 Einwiller et al. (2006) Y517 - R 5 E — T R 88 R
KT AZITRIRR - #BLEIE e AR TR B Bl 2 5l 8 & B2
F|—HI4GE M. Bernard 5317 r{RaRAIHT HEE » #oBilB e AT lmir H i
M ZR E g EEE —RERENT T RS - WREERENSCNER R - Rt
NIRRT € L ARIF5EHH Geers » Handley B McLarney (2003) HJE ]
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TrietERTEe e T2 - AR EREYEE R 250 - B2 aE 35 M. Bernard & fEHLIL
B 2 E R M. Bernard A bR tH & 2 1T RGHYF % -
2. at /i)

AHH5E22%E West B Broniarczyk (1998) HIFSE » DA 10 FHERIFHE 3BT A
HISZEE S A » F d° Astous Eil Touil (1999) DAK. Gershoff » Mukherjee il Mukhopadhyay
(2003) FIBFFE—2 - AEFFEINEREHE S BE R A 8 (5 FHE ) R - RHER 5 FHE
HIERHE R AT - MR 5 BEFHEN R IER Y o EE e HH TS Y
M. Bernard 2FE Ry 8 FHE » WEHLASCT " IEME ) HHEP " ESEAMEE ) - AEEEE
Firefi@ £ M. Bernard 3HEFy 3 FHE - WEHLCCT " &l BHETP " RBHEE T, -
T T WECRZF B ML AT R R EIHISERY T 1 - AWEFE5 [ Geers et al. (2003) HYEEH T
EIPEEETEE 0 RS E R M. Bernard £ 2 52BN EH T2 &l
2
3. IHEE B TREEEE

AT A HEERE (Venn Diagrams) =3 (¢ 1 /0 fHEERSEE] 8 /r5e R EHB ) s
HEE—#TrER A S o Z el E R R T Rl AR A FS (Bergami &
Bagozzi, 2000; Bartel, 2001; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001; Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell,
2002; Ahearne et al., 2005) » BRI B EITR - BFZE0E T Fm 32 1T R a8 ) RH B
2 TraREFEIAE - FEMr SRS AL - A st 2 el E Al Rl R Y ¥ERl - 35
LLHERI]TH{E L H Bhattacharya B Sen (2003) HIRFSE -

(=) AR A A REATREHE

AHEER ] West Bl Broniarczyk (1998) HIEFR KM & HEHIIERAE (1 FHE
T FERRHIEE RS - 10 BHE RMERIER ) - BORZE A TLalE i - AR
FH Gershoff et al. (2003) #Y/51% - DLz el sHERER A GHET S Z ZIEEEHEF R
B R AR o EEGEIEERMLIN o Y - AREIEZEAS -

HEFHERIR AT EE - ARFFELA Berlo » Lemert 82 Mertz (1969) FY-4BERE = 22 5
EREEZAENVEZ  MESMEERN (1) /EEMHEEN (7)  GiREN (1) /125 RE
B (7) ~ TRRER (1) /3ER (7) » TNHEZEW (1) / HED (7) - 8N (1) / 585
(7) ~ K2 BRAFFIERAT (1) / 32308 BRAFAIRRET (7) » DOEEEURERAE R E B SEE -
SHEH R, » AWIZEERA Wu B Tsai (2007) BURS - DICEEZ RS (1 BIEE R
B 7 RIFFFER) EZ5E WA EEENEERE - T RGF A AR ESE

"HREELAFIANTE ) o OB EZ A E IR A BT - &k - SHEAEE
FER T » ABFZELL Einwiller et al. (2006) FY-CBGEEE 72 R & <2 5l # B #TTrE Y
Bk REAER (1) /RE R (7))~ &Y () / EER (7) ~ BERY Q) /R (T7)
AHET (1) /B (7) - APHEEAERAEERERETT -
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=~ BRI
(—) Rl iR

ARG E R ST E = (2004) Al » EE AR E G ER A GRE » B¢
2 (1993) HEEE I A ERMIEREIRF I - L AR REC R T E T
et NS R A » A LSS Bl &R #2381 T e (e P2 5 5P A YR B2 [ R AZAE R
B BT REEXERBHEEREZZTHE » RFFEEEILE— T AT RER 68 {7
R T 7 Y A 7 B e e [ 2 L G e B T DR AR AR ER FT R RS 20
REEE R EFELRTR - ERTERER - B 8 RERRITHEFIREEE
90% LA b - HER 12 REZ B TRAFIBERL 2 K 50% ° 1558 8 KE s (TraH » At
FedeHEbRZ B HE R A EREFER 3 KETE—HERoa e ~ R - -t RdnE
Hrso s - HAth 5 REE R T RA R 25t AR [F] B S S (B 22 52N K (1 5.06 £ 5.23
i) » KB T SKG A5 EIR9 32 5l & A AR Al B S E - s Fy S8 - etk
AR EXEE P HEARER - HERE=  F— KEEA2AE EEERES
RECHEERLEEER - M DI EREEEHERERE - 52 KSR
BB — R TRR RIS EELT 8 KE R TrR R AE RN E 2 HEEE
ERpT ¥R S IEl MiRimRE R - 28 = » RGBSR KSR R TR BRI
(Lovell, 1997) » HEERRENRER T » sEFK SRR S e 2 il B i A BT
Plmar I HIE - o E R TR AR R R ST - Bl s SO PR Y
HE-

By T E IEE B AT HAVE R SR  ARUFSEIREE TPBO L3 B 15 #iifd (2008)
AYERL »+ LT 2003-2008 15 M 1 2 Bl B 2 IR = AJEA (B (F )~ E81 R ELE]
15 ) » B3 H IMDb Pro & E ik ffE i s FHALERE 6 i m{E AR P IEY » —3t
18 BB o1 T 55 — B BRI AT - 25 R d bl — Fr A TR B B — R AL R ERHY
75 ALRERA - SETHATIIRI S5 EE 18 BRI IS AN - iR R EE -~ &
soFEA s FEEEIDLR EEE A - Bl R E B E R o AR E I AETE T R
R T T REEHNEEE - AWTFEERITL d” Astous B Touil (1999) Firfe Hi# R B
BB PHAE R IE ) —E R (FRE R (1) /IR E R 9) FEZatE R - SEEFTHEYH
AR H 552 5 2 B e LRS- 2 Ry v HLs R 3 BRIV BE R - DUkE p 2 B R 113 B
R RUFFEIREER AT REE 7 10 308w (P T 4.87 2] 5.72 Z[H -
FEVEFETE 1.80 2 2.13 Zff ) #EAEAEE -

% HREHRIFRI R E ARG B E N E T (Artz & Tybout,
1999) » AWf5eky TG —NZR T8 - EEE T ATHHEE R A B A HEEREH
FEEE - B EF S92 (Fragale & Heath, 2004; Tormala & Petty, 2004; Tormala &
Clarkson, 2007) LA ZERBAHRFFEFNACHAVEZENE - AWTFR RS L — A= EER

80



B EITEY F04 EF W

FEARIEZEKAE - fEIEXE B - 2B GRS KB R ER 2B MBI 2%
#F A5 (National Society of Film Critics ; NSFC) » EEEF FFamEi iR B & AR
g GREOEER) ~ (EREEHE) - (CZhnstmiEs) DIk Q8omiisg) -

(=) EXFRBAZEE AR K

AFRLVNERE G RGETEREER - BEILHEATTRERREE2INEE
LU &% 100 TTE] 200 TTHIHIEE R A A - TR I0AEKT Ry 8-12 A » BEFGHE AU &
ElES - R ABITRERGR (5~ )X A (1IEE ~ &l ) ° XA ATLREEIR
FRe MEREE » A A {E R HHR B 2 AHRA R A 2 A -

EEBEGE - B Y EIKSRI AT B2 RS » IR B R EIEH E
HURHMREE - #5F - Xl B g EE B &N - EiEETR - PSR - E
B~ A FEUSEE T EEE - B WS HREEE RIS E R -
WHIEATER /Y 10 SdE 52 JUPE IR FrE RIVY (A E B R+ - B3 - 2l EFEE I M.
Bernard ¥ 5% B UEHE » DL SHES M. Bernard BHZEMERIRGE - fEfR - 2l EHFED
—HIBTE S - 7TER—R BN M. Bernard oK SHEICE 102 4 22T R fmaR iU R
e —RERENFETERE - BB ELENER - il EKuIEa R s
2 RKPFRAEE ~ SRR - BHEMRIETT ~ 2RI #fTrafRiREEE - DL
SORR IS - ZRTESIEEE LI E I EMEN  ZRTEGEETEEA M.
Bernard » /275 SR EEK S E @ EE A R AEEEEAEARER - JLEZER
K S BEEERLI E AR AR « B ERZEE A M. Bernard ~ BCEEEK E
W EE e A Z A BT PR A SR A I - TEIEAE R 2SR % - A5t
DL Rz el #8 S B i A oA S B AREE LU R A M. Bernard
OB RRIERY - A REEAILET 240 (6L » 22125 (74.2%) AT G ELBIR S T4 = (25.8%) -
Tl PEERTR 20 3% 52.9% HYZ sl B EHAFEG 2575 AfYEER © 16.2% B
B Y R E et ARISZET -

E2 ~ tHCEEIR
— ~ {SBEST I
Rl (RSB EBE S ENEEEE - ATt T(E Bk - S
Cronbach’s a fRETHIEIF RIS (0.84) ~ HAEE (0.82)  AHEER T (0.92)
HEER 0.8 DL L - SR AR ES#ENEE FEA —ENEE -

o HE BRI
A FCE B B TR AR R A\ S 1T G fm iR B2 3 78 M. Bernard 5 47 S 1
T2t - ARSI E L R R o A A Rt e U - 120 AHHER 13 A (11%)

81



FE LTI RRA S I B H PR L ALY U kTR % TR &

ok M. Bernard oK EMIE © (BAEZ B HHR 23 RIREHERT - 120 AtEDE
64 N (53%) 3 ?’%M Bernard #oK S IE « RITHE BURRTE NS (2 = 49.736,
p <.001) « {5 » EZAERPIRMILZ A AMRERGHERT - 120 AH{EH 28 A (23%) 72
B M. Bernard fRHEKEWHIR] & 5 (BEZE B PR FEARREER - 120 A#
E17E 68 N (57%) 38R M. Bernard R tH K E AT %% « R J7H00E BRI B AN BT (¢
=27.778, p <.001) ° ;8 LEAE R RN T AWHERIR 5 N2 1T R fmaR iR sr 2 ey -

ESVN 7SIk S o s N e e S0 2 N A s R e 2 )
HIsZ P NRC a7 EETT A2 oA » A SR EEUR & 5o 2 RF - FREIRTE Z il B s et
IHVE B E B R B B - BRI -

1% - ARHFE LIS =25 & BRRIR 53 B A8 (5 70 ) Rzl & & 4 R s B REE R
FAAE » S H DAUBTARAS ¢ hi i i B i A 2 sl B BR R 3 B 2= R T R B A R 1
F%£TM@%ﬁﬁ§%fﬁﬁﬁéﬂﬁmaHﬁﬁ@w—y@ BN —BTRE

TREFHAIFEEI > B (M = 5.53) &S (1 = 20.833, p < .001) » FRAHFFEER i E 55
Xﬁ%%m EIHEE —RTRGRFEI A -

=~ BERAEE

F 1 ST/ (EE AR ESE BRI o 183 2 DL R 2 8 Ry e I
B = AT BT RAE - R A TR (F = 6.523, p < .05) » {HiZiF
FEEEES B N TR IRARIIZZ BEAEF (F = 5.040, p < .05) ~ 2R Sl & & — 21 Tr4
OFIIZZ AER (F=18.910, p < .001) BRIt 8 E 1 - EREE I IR ES]
IR AT AN BT R R AR BV B — AT RERRIEI T E  BhA - wﬁkﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmz
R AREE 5 AR T TMHERET e N B TR (R aR B 5 a1 <2 R T BRI
HA—EEEFE A -

NS E@w%ﬁMw%Eﬁmeqsa %é%ﬁwﬁmmzzn)ﬁa
B E R N TRG MR - (HUURE o - R AFAS S RE 2 -
FE AR TR fmER T EﬁwﬁﬁMwﬁ%RFMLASSmRAﬁwﬁ@ml2m)
(1=-3.105, p < .01) ; (EAEEFF AEBEITRERER T IRV A2 E (M =2.12)
FEA BRI (M =2.17) (t =-239, p = 811) - R A—(HAAEKE - FBIEREF
f - MR R R NIRRT (RaRAH AR B HEZ . (M = 1.55) » et NE R TRGfmaRAH
HISEREREZIE (M = 2.12) #{K (r = -.239, p < .01) ; FIEEEEME TR - ek AERTTE
fRaRtH B B2 (M = 2.27) A e N A BT R BB (M = 2.17) &
ALY (1= -.439, p = .662) ° 35 LA IRERAA T F2 5T N B 28 17 R fm e &1 2l (R A 2 3T
HIRCETEEZ T I - AR T2 N2 8 - W AT 7 MR s~
ZEZEAIMEEL - HEEEGHE N EZHEEY - R —BHEE - SHEFEH N

/ﬂﬂ‘l

HHIL

82



%*ET—;’%‘:;% %24 % 1

x1 \EEEH ZHERE

- - HEE -
f%;f ;;':; —fé?_:r ESE:  KEREE FRELER E{;’;ﬁ;
[EESE]
— = (30) 1.93( .79F  3.68( .79)  3.88(1.20)  4.13( .94)
1K (30) 2.30(1.15)  3.87( .80)  3.78(1.13)  3.72(1.07)
5 = (30) 2.53(1.28)  4.07 (1.00)  4.65(1.24)  4.12(1.08)
RE 1K (30) 1.80 (1.19) 376 (1.12)  3.95(1.13)  3.52( .75)
— = (29) 1.03( .73)  5.11( .56)  4.50( .73)  5.24( .73)
- 1K (31) 2.03(1.54)  4.90( .78)  4.37( .97)  4.69( .67)
= (31) 252(1.18)  4.39( .81)  4.90(1.03)  4.98( .80)
RE 1% (29) 2.00(1.23)  451( .26) 467 ( .98)  4.39( .68)

= BREESN  KRIHBEEATRIRTANE -
v HEIRENE T AT EBEAR -
o FEEN B T RIREE o

®2 ZHFERHASMER®

PP FEHM O BHE FHEAM FigE  BEN
fHE 12.115 3 4.038 2.983 .032

—— B AM *_ 8.832 1 8.832 6.523 .011
HAANBITEHIRR 3.267 1 3.267 2.413 122
SHBEE —RITEER .032 1 .032 .024 .878
#HE 33.721 3 11.240 8.274 .000
BEFAM X FEPABITERR * 6.824 1 6.824 5.040 .026
FEFAM X SHEE—RITERF > 25.603 1 25.603 18.910 .000

LEIR ;ié?ﬁﬁﬁ& X ORBREED 2.697 1 2.697 1.992 159
i;;fg;ﬁ%ikééﬁﬁﬁ R X 642 1 642 474 492

&L 47.741 7 6.820 5.037 .000

jEE 314.109 232 1.354

fax0 361.850 239 1.514

a; }E@IEETIH:F¢§RF
* ZED 0.05 FEE K -
- SZ3 0.01 FEEIKE o

Ravid et al. (2006) HYZEIAAEEE - FMTEBEEEFEH - EiE NE#1TRRRA -
IEHEF R ANEAE « fEIEEZ TR - et NS BRI TR M & R R EE
HIFCRTHEZ S » A S IEEFZ R B I - Ry TSR e A\ 2B TG R ATy

83



FEFIIEITERBRRY T I QHA TR TR EINE A EE BT ERR A TR E

FHEFHAEOEE - Aot S EEEN AR E R 2L - DURIFE TG &Ry R 8
gﬂzé’%l%ﬁﬁ;&ﬁ*ﬁiﬁ?mmw\?ﬁﬁ?ﬁ{ﬁnbel?%éﬁzx&%ﬁ‘ﬁiff Rl NH 3
1T maRrAH AR RIS B (M = 3.87) MEE RN A Trafmaril (M = 4.73) (F =
67.257, p < .001) = [ H » B RETRGRERAZ T MRAZ AERZR - fE1E
SORE D - BT maRr UM AR AT (B AR e — WK (M = 3.78 vis. M =
5.01) (F=13.055, p <.001) °

5 Ié-
FEE
M-23
& &
& M-Z1T
E /,“ T AEREA
g 0 /,/ hd L7 ]
LIETE v
&
A
16 4 i~
o M-I
B 14

mEEARD [Tl
BiTEEE

B2 ZFAREETERRZZEER

& 244
AU-ZE
24 :
zz
E M-3 |..\\ REEM®
. .
E 18 \\
b
,
16 - .,
,
1A
E 14
EREEEN AETEEN

ERA—-RITEER

3 BRI AREHEE —R1THERAZRXEER

5 2464
W23
FEE
M-ue, 5

21+ S
EF " RERR
29 R T
: ;
E 1.8 [ N. T3

16 4
= 14

EREAERE ARTEEN
ERE—-RITEER

B 4 EFABTRTERRRIFRE TR AREEEE —BITEHIERZZEER

84



BLEIESE 24 8510

HE  HEE - #THERARZEONE BRI RS ERT B E S - H
3ERTESEEE —BTERET » EHERHIETESE (M = 1.49) SREH
SRR (M =2.52) (t=-5.338, p < .001) ; (HfEEHEE —#ITrERdE T » EAEmFEER
ATEEZE (M = 2.16) FHRIRAHEFEAL (M = 1.90) (¢ = 1.135, p = .259) - Fefthihiz
F] - [F R IERZa ey - N EIHE S — B TR R 2 E (M = 1.49) » (&
HEE TR RERH A R 2 (M = 2.16) B (1 = -3.234, p < .01) ; [F A EHF
FPEF - (RIHBEE —# TR R a2 (M = 1.90) BEE ISR EHE & —#1T
PERRIEIRE (M = 2.52) (t = -2.836, p < .01) ° 55 BEFE RERAH T iME & — 21Tl FIRYE L
R EH EAFZ TR a2 % - HIRSH BT E - HE T mEZ T
FmP R AR - R IR HEEE -

BER T HE AN B TR RREE - ARG EF SRS FE - A ETT
T—E R EE AT FERETRINER 3 - FERETR - EEaE A IR TR R R
HEE -BITERAg LA AR ENTE S XA ERERMGHE
EE (F=7.288,p<.01) - B 4 BURTEERHEE —RITRG0F T - BRI T2
B (M = 1.80) FAIEHEFEE (M =2.30) (t=-1.658, p = .103) » ZEF] 0.1 (2 FREEZ /KHE ;
BEEEEE—R(TRERE T - LIRS E (M = 1.93) IRARE AT
(M =2.53) (t = -2.189, p < .05) * [RER=ASEFEE - hEtEiR - ERiE A G ua Tk
B (RSB TRERIEE HRE G R e EmIEEE R - HEEE
TTRaRE R & & A AR E A f B A IE s s IE B E R RE « M DUB L HE
w0 BB E AR E R F TR T i A HEEHEE R T ERE S
RESBR{E MMMER A F2EF AT fmaR » AHAREE R i BT - AFIetE—Th
TRAER R R B TR RARE S T iV /ERIHE & — BT iR R B R B & TH
EAVEIRNIIE - &R R mEHE S — BTl B E LR E S — 31T
PR ERAR Z R B E RSN ESE (F=3.471, p = .065) e EREEmENEIR T (F
=8.132,p<.01) °

85



FEFIIEITERBRRY T I QHA TR TR EINE A EE BT ERR A TR E

®3 FAAGRTHRRBETHN_EFEERIFTHER"

EE IR EAM BHE FHEAM O FIRTE RBEEMN
HE 1.083 2 .542 435 648

FEHR FFAM .075 1 .075 .060 .807
HBE—RITEEERE 1.008 1 1.008 .810 .370

TEMR ®FAME X EHBE—RITERRE 9.075 1 9.075  7.288 .008

v 10.158 3 3.386  2.720 .048

GEE 144.433 116 1.245

AN 154.592 119 1.299

o }&ﬁlaﬁ?/u:[:*ﬁxr_
*: 3ZR) 0.05 FAE K -
** 3ZF) 0.01 BEEKE o

— ~ WFFERBl

AP NRTT R ImaR B H B 8 — T RaRE Rl o s RY T R B R R s R
BEENS - HEEWZZIEEEFMIFREZT T - HEFF AR RS H52 L
Al R Z S > MENT BRI R 2 - R OSSR EE R A
AR R NMEFE - HEBEEEA N R LT o sTEAOR A (EER it
- P EF N TR R E S F R ARRIE AR - i B at 71 R IR R 5
FEt—EE -

B HEEHETEZRE RN E R AR IR ERERNEFAE - 552
%%H%ﬁmﬂhﬁEﬁwﬁ%wu&ﬁF mHERA BT 2 E - &
RIS IR B S R RPN & A & FE 2 L - o3 - WM AR B 1T
PEREAIE s N RIH B & — 31T RRE R - HE & — 21T iRERIRYTR A AE S I e B (R 2
APRREZ I - R AR R 2

iR HBRITRMEE R AL REEBAER  SHEE BT K
FRE i FE RO RO 25 0 B R Y B T & AR IR D AT RE & s B RV B & Bl PR R A -
A AT I S TR R FI R R R 2 FE SO - (I A A (5 e T R I B U2 R AP
EHRVIEEE R IFRER R - BEEEHEE 5 TFﬁu FIT - IHE A S EE
EHFETRNE R R AR YRR P IE L&

L BB BB R

ERE R - R TRE TR AR SR H w7 - Bal -G Bt seRiE
FI P NS TR Rk T RETT 2RISR - AWPFERlIL 2 aF AR TTRafmaR ~ RoaF /o [ EdiH

86



BLEIESE 24 8510

B — BT A R B 2 NMEEE T i A 1T IR aR AT i A
o HEE T BRI B IR ?% HX - MARNEEE A ENE - B
BTN RES R — B AR E AU AT S U UH & & 58y IE I RYREFE - %iﬂbﬁ“ﬂ%
kA s E T EVE AT Sk T - IRE IR 2 B s i TeAE B SCsR Al &0 5 S ik e
HIFE ST » AR E TIHE S — R TrseFREZEE: -

HEBERERG - BT AR R - i Wk EEE
HEERNFNEE - AFAHEHEBTHE NSRRI ATESZE A FREER
ARG - BT RES Y] - LHEHERIE » ERHEAEE R E B & 53R
MR RIE R R A AV R TR R T E R RA R HEERINE EN
MEZAIEAE AT - HELERM - EWIE AN Z IR - 3R EE R
FEMESRE T 0 BITPEBEETEE - E AR REE TR &HEMEE 7T
DA 2 9 i EE A0S N2 e d B sE AR M Bl s TR G S - (H 2 AR Fe I T
BT S SR F A R N SR AR R KB R AR - B —HE
FHARRE FIRHE B MR T A TN E R AN TR E R - Mftinlge
FRHEH F TR EE - (HSEEE R TR AR - &k - FRMEHRE
R TRAEFRIETITHH RGN - B EMNIRAHE S H B SAEEREE - EgFER
B IE RIS -

AT SR AT — AL B A F A R R B i A o ( PIANEEE ~ =% R
BE B EESE ) (O MEHEE REWEE Lo sHERER ﬁ%ﬁmaﬂaﬁgﬁ
T EEoREUREE Y R M EE R ENENESR - RIS/
B o B HEBENMERDLEEER © WK - RS R SRR H R e R
HYETam » 50 AL el i ) BB B F -+ (5 B 5 R L SR Ml Y T am 20 TR s ~ SRR
R B SRR R B R R R A E s - mIRMeI
7ﬁ‘*ﬁi?&‘ILi%%ﬁ&ﬁﬁ#%~*{lf&iﬁ D R E R R R AWM 2 TR - R EER

A ETHE EH R ERIEE

=~ WA S R St i

AWFELLVE B T A E R - AR A2 SRR ERS - (H2HEERr
TE R N R LB AN S - 35 Al REE R R T M IO e S N (B S B A SR i e BT (i s
e NWIRFam S - 2 e A eFam AR PSS - SR NRRYE T RS Eﬁkf
FEFHFANBRHEENS @ SR HERRFE BB EZFANER
AWFFERIIRT L — o ABTFEthEE S2HHE & B E BT R MARE R - I%%Kﬁ
BEHEY R - BRI RER TS HER B TR S - M
HARBIWER R ERERENG — - thEa e B EAERIRZ A - RiEsea]

87



PRI RRAG I T QM R PR AP AN N E R HRR A TER

DAPRET e S FE 1T 73 B T A R Bl el R A0 R S FE L2 28 © RS FERE RS B & (R A
LR - ZRJ|ITHNE S RERNEL O W - HERM G RERER - HER
ER BRI TR EIE R ER T L ER - AT ERZ RS 2 S 2R K Rk | B
FHEOHE B ERAMHEIE - b —EIRA R R R EIEE IR AE SR L ITIREIT R
FE SEUNAT 38 R FLAH R RRIA] » Btk - IRAENTFE A] DLERRT AW Fe By 28 32 75 RES 38 I HR X
FrEAARER R A RITE S L -

88



%*@*—‘;’%‘:% %24 % 1

Impact of Professional Critics’ Distributor Bias and Critic Valence
on Consumers’ Acceptance of their Reviews: Moderating Effect of
Consumer—Distributor Identification

Shih-Ju Wang, Associate Professor, Graduate Institute of Management, National Taiwan Normal
University

Ming-Huei Chen, Master, Graduate Institute of Mass Communication, National Taiwan Normal University

English Summary
Impact of critic valence on movie evaluation by consumers has drawn extensive

research attention (Eliashberg & Shugan, 1997; Ravid, 1999; Basuroy et al., 2003; Desai &
Basuroy, 2005; Basuroy et al., 2006; Boatwright et al., 2007). However, most of these studies
ignore the practices that prevail in the American movie industry, where many movie
distributors or studios manipulate critics’ reviews. Ravid et al. (2006) address this
phenomenon academically and phrased it as “distributor bias,” meaning that professional
critics are significantly affected by the film distributor’s identity. Their findings surprisingly
show that audiences even add more weight to the critics’ biased views. These interesting
insights call for further investigation of the causal link among distributor bias, critic valence,
and consumer acceptance of critical reviews. Based on the attribution theory, this study
explores the impact of distributor bias, given different critic valence, on consumers’
acceptance of critical reviews. The authors also incorporate “consumer-distributor
identification” as an important moderator because consumers’ reaction toward a critic’s
distributor bias will depend on their prior attitude toward the distributor. The following three
hypotheses have been proposed:

H1: Consumers’ acceptance of positive reviews is higher than that of negative ones,
but such difference will be negated by professional critics’ distributor bias.

H2: Consumers’ acceptance of positive reviews is higher than that of negative ones,
but such difference will be negated by low consumer-distributor identification and
augmented by high consumer-distributor identification.

H3: In presence of a critic’s distributor bias, consumers with high consumer-
distributor identification tend to accept positive critic reviews rather than
negative ones. By contrast, for consumers with low consumer-distributor
identification, the opposite will occur.

The proposed hypotheses were tested in a 2 (distributor bias: present vs. absent)x2

(critic valence: positive vs. negative)x2 (consumer-distributor identification: high vs. low)
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between-subjects design. The distributor bias and critic valence factors were manipulated
between subjects, whereas the consumer-distributor identification factor was measured and
divided by median into two levels. Following Einwiller et al. (2006) in providing subjects
with negative information, we manipulated the distributor bias factor by presenting
participants with one of two fictional articles from an influential newspaper in the
experimental pamphlet. In the distributor-bias-present condition, participants were exposed
to the article revealing that M. Bernard, the fictitious critic in the experiment, had strong
connections with Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer (MGM) such that his previous reviews on movies
distributed by MGM were favorably biased. In the distributor-bias-absent condition,
participants were asked to read another neutral article of a similar length from the same
influential newspaper. The critic valence was manipulated by presenting participants with
M. Bernard’s critic rating of a new upcoming MGM movie that participants are not aware of
before this experiment. The critic rating was manipulated based on a 10-point “liking scale”
(1 = horrible movie, 10 = excellent movie) (West & Broniarczyk, 1998; Gershoff et al.,
2003). Participants were given a rating of 8 points reported by M. Bernard in the positive
critic condition and 3 points in the negative critic condition. Participants’ identification with
MGM was measured using Venn diagrams (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000; Ahearne et al., 2005).
For the dependent variable, participants were asked to provide their expected rating on the
same “liking scale” for the same movie, and then the absolute value of the difference
between the participants’ rating and M. Bernard’s rating was used as a measure of critic
acceptance. The measures of source credibility, tolerance of defects, and resilience to
negative information were referred from Berlo et al. (1969), Wu and Tsai (2007), and
Einwiller et al. (2006), respectively. A total of 240 undergraduate students from a Taipei-
based national university were paid around $3.3 or $6.5 to participate in the study.

The reliability coefficients for multi-items of source credibility, tolerance of defects, and
resilience to negative information were all above 0.8; therefore, we calculated their means to
represent these variables. The manipulations of distributor bias and critic valence were
successful. Regarding consumer-distributor identification, after classifying the sample based
on the measure of Venn diagrams (median = 5.00), identification of the high consumer-
distributor identification group was significantly higher than the low consumer-distributor
identification group (5.53 vs. 3.46, 1, = 20.833, p <.001).

The results for each measurement appear in Table 1. As reported in Table 2, analysis of
=652, p

< .01), as well as significant interaction effects between critic valence and distributor bias

variance (ANOVA) results revealed significant main effect of critic valence (F P
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(F, ., = 5.04, p < .03) and between critic valence and consumer-distributor identification

F

0y = 1891, p <.001). As expected, participants who were exposed to positive reviews

were more likely to accept the expert’s reviews (M = 1.83) than those exposed to negative
ones (M = 2.22). In addition, the main effect of critic valence was qualified by distributor
bias or consumer-distributor identification. As shown in Figure 1, when participants were
exposed to expert reviews with distributor bias, the positive reviews group generated
equivalent critic acceptance (M = 2.12) as the counterpart (M = 2.17) (., = —-239,p=811).
But when participants were exposed to expert reviews without distributor bias, the positive
reviews group generated higher critic acceptance (M = 1.55) than the negative reviews group
(M =2.27) (¢,, = —-3.105, p <.01). Thus, hypothesis 1 was supported. These results
contradicted earlier findings in the work of Ravid et al. (2006) that consumers swayed to
professional critics with distributor bias. As shown in Figure 2, for participants with high
consumer-distributor identification, the positive review group had better critic acceptance (M
= 1.49) than their counterpart (M = 2.52) (¢, = —5.338, p < .001). However, participants
with low consumer-distributor identification did not change their critic acceptance based on
= 1.135, p = .259). Therefore,

hypothesis 2 was also supported. Finally, the study analyzed data under the condition that the

the positive or negative reviews (M = 2.16 vs. M = 1.90, 7
distributor behaved improperly (i.e., distributor bias was present because the distributor had
manipulated professional critics) to examine if a distributor could benefit from favorable
consumer-distributor identification. As shown in Figure 3, participants with low consumer-

distributor identification were more likely to accept negative reviews rather than positive

ones (M = 1.80 vs. M = 2.30, loy = —1.658, p = .103). However, participants with high
consumer-distributor identification continued to believe positive reviews more than negative
ones (M =193 vs. M =2.53,¢_ = —2.189, p <.05); thus, hypothesis 3 was supported.

> (58)

Incidentally, the distributor-bias-presence group indeed generated lower source reliability
than their counterpart. High consumer-distributor identification group outperformed its

counterpart in terms of both tolerances of defects and resilience to negative information.
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Table 1 Means by condition

AEFHE B ITARR L THER

o . Consumer- . Resilience to
Distributor Critic o Critic Source Tolerance of .
. Distributor o Negative
Bias Valence L Acceptance® Reliability Defects .
Identification Information
Positi High (30)° 1.93 ( .79 3.68( .79) 3.88(1.20) 413 ( .94)
ositive
b ¢ Low (30) 2.30(1.15) 3.87( .80) 3.78(1.13) 3.72 (1.07)
resen
High (30) 2.53(1.28) 4.07 (1.00) 4.65(1.24) 4.12 (1.08)
Negative
Low (30) 1.80 (1.19) 3.76 (1.12) 3.95(1.13) 3.52 ( .75)
High (29) 1.03( .73) 5.11( .56) 4.50( .73) 5.24 ( .73)
Positive
Absent Low (31) 2.03(1.54) 4.90( .78) 4.37( .97) 4.69 ( .67)
sen
. High (31) 252 (1.18) 4.39( .81) 4.90 (1.03) 4.98 ( .80)
Negative
Low (29) 2.00 (1.23) 4.51( .26) 4.67( .98) 4.39 ( .68)

Note. 2A higher value means lower critic acceptance. "Number in brackets means sample size. ‘Number

in brackets means standard deviation.

Table 2 ANOVA Results®

Sum of Mean .
Sources df Sig.
Squares Square
(Combined)* 12.115 3 4.038 2.983 .032
Critic Valence* 8.832 1 8.832 6.523 .01
Main Effects
Distributor Bias 3.267 1 3.267 2.413 122
Consumer-Distributor Identification .032 1 .032 .024 .878
(Combined)** 33.721 3 11.240 8.274 .000
Critic Valence X Distributor Bias * 6.824 1 6.824 5.040 .026
Critic Valence X Consumer-Distributor
o 25.603 1 25.603 18.910 .000
. Identification **
Interactions
Distributor Bias X Consumer-Distributor
. 2.697 1 2.697 1.992 .159
Identification
Critic Valence X Distributor
. o . 642 1 642 474 492
Bias X Consumer-Distributor Identification
Model** 47.741 7 6.820 5.037 .000
Residual 314.109 232 1.354
Total 361.850 239 1.514

Note. *Critic Acceptance as the dependent variable. *Significant at 0.05. **Significant at 0.01.
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This paper clarifies the roles played by distributor bias and advances the theoretical
understanding of professional critics’ source of influence. Although improper manipulation
of critics’ independent judgment leaves a bad impression, movie distributors can still manage
to sustain a consistent and stable company image to secure higher consumer identification
and win more moviegoer patronage.

This paper only addresses consumer-distributor identification and excludes consumer-
producer identification mainly because the marketing of motion pictures is the prerogative of
distributors and because influential players in the movie industry are syndicated producer-
distributor. Furthermore, the movie industry has seen a new wave of inter-firm cooperation
characterized by multiple co-producers and a syndication of numerous distributors in film-
making and marketing. The impact of such cooperative marketing on acceptance of critic
reviews still needs to be examined. Finally, when using consumer-distributor identification
as a marketing tool, we should understand the determinants of consumer-distributor
identification. More research is needed in this area to understand how organizational

identification can be developed in the movie industry.
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