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FERIZH S | L) iR a DMERFEE [A&z

¥R K =E No. 23

BBGB C CHERIEEC 20 8 Lhgn] &y
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B T, O —EY, BEERE —EET, S
Lednw—%tz ok 3 RETRHESIOH
%, f-T, Osgood & Tannenbaum$3> |z & %
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shhi o0, FRIZ oo a¥sh
%, BEMERY (associative) 73FiE & 43HERY (disso-
ciative) 7z XiEE Th 5, B#MLTEE X, A
XBTH5%, AIZBZEL T3, AIZBLEF
295, LW RETRING. SHENZTRE
X, AIXBTIEZsW, AIZB2Ei-TW5, Ak
B% T3, Lot AT74 XL MTRIN
%, %L T Osgood et al.62 %, TiEDFEEL D
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t2 =04 0.0 +0.7 +2.0/+2.0 +2.0 +2.0)
+1 —0.5—0.3 0.0 +1.0|+1.0 +1.0 +1.0)
0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 0.0 0.0
-1 [-1.0 =1.0 —1.0/ —1.0 0.0 +0.3 +0.5
-2 |—2.0 —2.0 —2.0/ —2.0 —0.7 0.0 +0.4
-3 |—3.0 —3.0 —3.0/ —3.0 —1.5 —0.6 0.0
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HTAARE>2E¥DLHILs%,

ld I st:i ®

ACe=1

BE#HRELER — 31 —

LZToBEBOEEDOY 4 v (I=REREOIY
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O A OZEIE, FTEZEBEL TEE INIHERE
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e, Tbb, —ffIciX, source X b
3 10 U % concept DT HBHERZITRITVENS
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TREBENHITETH b, -
T, concept ITXd % REEE%
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hbein & Hunter2® 52 & - T, @aH:HERICE
MBI » I oh T3, o ofitfiseid, =
DOBEGHEIE Ui, #EADAIR= o0
20 VBT HBH, #HF (summation) T b 3
», EWVWHETH 5, Triandis & Fishbein®2> @
BT, [l FZH2RICT =/ 0DF
W RIVAD Ens A REFRICET 5 5 2,
THhOMKEE GEEPRICTS, =rnkd)
DFHID &5 FHIT 5 B3, SRMNEFZONEIC
123, HBVIIBRNCIE B, Lo ER
PoTWB, o DUEROFREZ RS &, F (
e Himk v e USKBIER D 2R 3K
FFLUTW3, BB OMBEIcOWTIX, % TEEM
(1687 SOV

RIRER %2 & 5 —2dF 5785, Osgood & Tan-
nenbaum OE &R O BEFEN £ FHKps, =
DORFISEIET /2b b REFEEE & REDOEH
PELLTHE, ChOEDBIEDIBLDEL S
b, BAWOFREE» LA, DTIE/SL, £F
VR EEBILBONTIZFT— 42— BRI AL
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UinLahss, fho—EbkEme Sy, By
fsE7 VRS 5 C & TREL(LO ST E &
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& Tannenbaum @&, Bh T3 &
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1-8 Rokeach o {Z# &0
SaEEH0Hs (belief conguence theory)
X, Rokeach & Rothman®® |zt - T FE®S
hiz, B EZ, Rokeach®” % Rokeach,
Smith & Evans$9 |z X 2¥HADIHE %2 & 5Tk
o, HERU IR TE 0 TY B,

(BFaEE0FHE)
EamattoEEc 5L, bhbhik, bh
bhEBDESY AT MCGHETAREIUSL T
b BH—FEDER, EIXOVTLRF A, EZLR
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T LARFHET AEMSH B, XHIT, ARWTEL
RESLHEETAL I DAL 25T 2 HA
Wb B FRMSEES, BHOX S sRIEE, %
DRI & BIET 2 MANDES Y 27 L DEIT
FIG2ME I ¥ 2BSH 5, 12& 21, [ILFE
EHE | V- LEBEIBSI, B, Buh, e

EWo iz b DICEEET 3 F&IC RiGb% g€
2h b Lhswv, Zo0RIM% #0521 5 TR
(assertion) % Osgood & Tannenbaum®3> |z
- T Rokeach?® %, REBEAYE SIEERIIC 30T
5o ZUTZORIE LT, 1. 72 SHE B
2. B S AR Ol (contiguity), 3. 4D 2 7
4 kx> b, 4.source-object i, 125G B,

Rokeach7® |z k % &, characterized subject
(cs) 7R 9 ABAIMsHiE (configuration) i3,
ROFERET 5, cs&id, A, ¥, Ba&THb,
HABETHRINE8DTHB, D cs iz
DOEFERRD, 2% b, oI ohsc ey
T % % subject (s) &% < D subject Ic@EHIH
5 T EHT & % characterization (c) & Th %,
reE A, [HETRETHAHAL L) csiT
BT, [HAD 1& subject (s) 2Eb L, [FLpE
F:3%% | 13 characterization (c¢) » EbL T W
o

(A& o L)

cs BRI MBI, AR BF=>0HE
FoEhcls ENEWCEEL TV B, b
2HE»D B, & ULIAADZTH 5 I1ZEF#AS 720 & ]
Wil 7oz 51, FBAMMHEER 2 3 5 0%
e iRBE s {, ZTOMBETERIIMEAI L3
LEiTis’d, TixbbZhid cs DFHfiiC EA K
B2 b MUTI20 UL, ZODEESEHE
M A LYW stz 51F, EEM: (importance)
EREET 2 “FKHB YIRS 3,

(c & s & DHENMEEM)

Dz &IOS BIEM DS B A1, @
A2 EITs & ¢ & OEMNYEERIC OV THK
TH5THA9, T LTThiIZ, BEEDOESL AT
LT & > THIE S 5 — MY 72 BERLPRN THINT &
n3, i@ (configuration) cs DFHHIL, ¢ &
s LOFHlOD BT THD, cEsid, cs O
XIRATO ¢ & s & DYl & n Iz REER:IC
Lo TEADI 6N 5, Rokeach™ 13, th
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2X¥DL 5 AXNTEDL TS, (P.85)
des=(w)dc+(1—w)ds @
d.s=characterized subject O3 RR{LDOREE
d.=characterization D53FE{LDOFRE
ds=subject DIIFRILDERE
(W) =ds iItxf9 % de DHEIR I W cEEHOR
i3
(A—w)=d. iz x{¥ 5 ds OHIE X1z BEEH:
OREE
Insko36> %, Osgood & Tannenbaum63’,
Osgood et al.62> X % €7 L & OFELIA &
BE2O2XDX SitidNb, [coARE, =2
DR 5 I HIKI N R 2 B R FHIT S &
W9 ST Osgood & Tannenbaum AT ITIELL
ULTW3, UL, Osgood & Tannenbaum D
ARITENTIE, BHEST bz HEeSR, cso
BRI, Ml s h o ENSNEEEISC TEAD
FHehsDTIksL, SROBEICIGT TEALD
FohTuw3,] (PP. 142-143)
(cs & ¢ & MW MEEM:)
cOBEEWMNHLICETER (TLUTsIFO
%), €& s & go ki, izt -o%
h cs &ctpMEMNMEERICONWT—BHKL
iyhEssgn, & il, EEEOZVWR
Bl VI3 XRILBNT, [EBEEOKW] 25
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cs DFHfilE, FEEICcd FHiiic L - TIRESH
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WREUOGNE»E L, 2Dk 5T [over-
assimilation | #Z iz Af1, Rokeach 3% 5z
—FED 5,
csDIHEIEEAL T, —oDH#ERE (cxts,
csfc) RDOWTHRES DT bR >¥0 &
5Lk &N 3, (Rokeach, 70 P. 86)
des=dc+ (v)dc ®
dcs=characterized subject OFE{LOEE
- d.=characterization O3R{LOEE

BE#BEZ EAR
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Wde=—FH D lER (csxfc) ofFnm
R

(V)=c & bd csiCEENZ2ELEE
RBEAD, cs& c ODEEMISEHL WV ETINL
127851, v=0 T de =dc &85, ETZAA
P, cs DM ¢ RIHEETHS LMLz
i, vid cs Wc kb EETHAEHAHELI
BEZEDTRICEULL, ZUT d &, WD
fHick->Tde X HIKELBBTHSI, 1Zh
5 de WEERNEITIZ, des 12X b EEMITZ
h, ZORMT de BEEMSRICIE, des 1 &
WEBEMICEBETHS 9, —2ORESIIhIZTh
Wb VWEER T EiX, des DEIZFHE THW
LN TVWBAREOREME (£3, —3»5+3 DR
EOEE) Ubicidsskswn, W52 :Th
%0 - T, $ U dc PEEEOLEEITE, dc+
Wde LRICEZE BT LT B,

(FadEeto R HEMFHE & o H#)
Rokeach70 3, Osgood & Tannenbaum63’
HAHOMSE O 2@ L T, ESEEMIER
KDNWTHERL T3, (PP.87-91)

1. FEMoEMEIZ, additive EFAThHY, &
#EE, RICERBISh iz 20¥MyRicED
WTFHIsh B, —75, EEato FE,
configurationist 7 )WVTh b, —2O0EFHick
S TERINIZME—D 7 v 2 2V b+ (Gestalt) 1%
B &ZICEHI & A NE D S BT FRII R A 720,
2. ZTODETIVI, NEEOOEMERIC OV
TOMESLDOETE Bz > T35, BEM:FH
kB, FEBIFCEs EDBITAEBT 53,
EBodEeHoFEHIicksE, c& cs, stcs
ORI HEADAET 5,

3. ®EH:HEHIX, overassimilation %5 % 3iA7
THRLEDBTERZVNTINE, ESEAMMRICK
BE, zNBHPTHENTRETH 5,

4. BEMIRICL 3P, FROTERICE S
TBIEXN 3, &5 DIE, source-object FiED
BAI, FIRO source X b § {r L A object D5
DHENITE D RENWEILERT 5056 Tdh 5,
ZTHITRUT, BalEatEmck 2 &, HENH
BEHL WIS (c&s EDEATY) it&-
T, ZD& > BEROERIFVLETD 3,
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(2) #f3% (summation thery)

Osgood & Tannenbaum @ FEHHERD & C
ATHOURNIZE ST, BEERCEAVET S
Ha, ZOOEENROVEOMITEET 5D
D, HB5NEIBHORICHET 200, &1z

" General additive model

Xy = Wik

¥R EE No. 23

MENSEET 5, 5 UMEIRT LS, HIRO
RcBE T AMEEBR TREI N TE T, TE A
¥, Rosenberg?® %, FIREMIT DOV TORIN
EFNVEEHEF VR NI DL ST EEDH T
5o

Wy=w

Summation
(equal weights)

Wk=wk/%:wk

Weighted average

n

Xp =W ; Sk

n n
0= % wys/ ; Wy,

—

w=1 wy=1—w; wy=w for k>0

]

n
wk=ckkI+[1(1—cm) for k<n; w,=c,

Weighted average

Simple sum (equal weights)

n (1 —w)sy+w Z'li‘k
x“_%:s" = no+1—w

Simple average

n
n= 1
11 (Rosenberg) X ; s/ (n+1)

T ORIT DN T OFMISHINIIT 2D,
Wiz &b BT P &) 1 IL T Fishbein
(Fishbein & Hunter2?>, Anderson & Fishbein®’
75 ) MSHEEETHAR OO SR D A~ [RE 2 BT b 1 12
HREKLZEDTH B,

2-1 Fishbein oEFHR
(REE, [BEDER)
Fishbein22 1%, »A3XWRICE T2 EHLZOD

wy=a—(k—1)b

Proportional change

1 =Xy 40 (5 — Xg—1)

- a—(-1b
k= W kla—0.5(k—1)8]

Weighted average
(decreasing weights)

_ wy X0 s — b 5 ks
= Tn+1) (wg—0.5bn)

SGIT T BB & OBfRICIDOWT, MBS
LERO B 2EH Uiz, Fishbein23 %, zo
RO O 2 HO RS TEHLTO2XD L ST
WU Tn5, .

1. AL, »32—EORRICEALTHL DES
BYNTWS, DF D, ZLORL- 12, #
B, i, BE S8, —EONREEHENIT
», BEMTHES D2V TS,

2. WENMEHERRGoE b, <hbd [
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ROdANG] LHAEICEET 3,

3. TS FHERIRIEHRINT 5,

L BB 2B B BRFL IZAHENR G, B
Eﬁ%t%ﬁ?éo
5. FFE, mEENRIE, < OBFIL GRS
DEHREELPMEITITHS I,

Fishbein X ¢ & 5ic, REEIX BB,
DA, TENRD 2&t LV - 2B RTH
RESHERIT R b, T2 2, AFEERI
AU iU TW B ADARIX, AFEZH
OFE, FH, FRICOWTHRS - LEKR 2N
TWahr b Lhgsnl, AEEZFEIETZ2D
KT Ebh T BITENICBEL T Bis - 1o g%
HoTWard Lk, fE->T, ABEZRhicH
UTRUEB 2 ->TW\Wa &S T &g, AFEE
DWW TRIUESZE > TR E NI LERE
R U 75y, Fishbein2® 2k 3 &, BBE LESIX
D2E¥DLIITEREINS,

MR &1, & A RRPHUROBEITH U TEH
BT H 5 OIFEFBNCRIGT 3R S ifT
B[ (predisposition) Td 3,

—%, E&eid, ThoR{ROWEP 21 Fic
DNWTDIRHTH %, (P.257)

£ OWIFEEEIZ, BELEZLOZEERZBIR
FThHLERUIL, —BITIIEEL NS H—DF
EorhiclEA oS GHE, E873E) 2a80
THRER»TEHRLUTE, TONE, BERECK
STHIEIN TV S § DX, BITdH 5 WROBEE
KONWTOFE (BR—) 120 TH-T, B
A, TENEROHE2B/HRETI2E50VEH-
To BESMES L BIENER L OMOKRE 2 ¥
o TRt b B IS5 REETHR & AIEOWILH 12 X
NTXzDThH3, % T Fishbein 1%, FIEH
GHMH) OO A TRERZERT S L0V —K
TS L2172 50 £ L T—H T, BHM
RS EATEIARST E MBS BT A DEEA
%, Fishbein i%, Osgood ¢ Tannenbaum®®’,
Osgood et al.82> |zpt-> T, BE%Z [HXicon
TOIERIRTG] & U TRIENEZE 217/8 9,
Osgood WMDREEMESOMEIX 2ED X 52T
HFITh B L Fishbein25 11583,

1. EBEZH AR, SOV TOFHEAER
LRIUTHBEEZABC EIRE Y, —RILHSHE

BEBE LEE D

HELTHHIT ENBTE S,

2. Osgood et al.82> gL T B X 5L, &
RZERTITHB T 2 F N F N DA EHENER 2 -
TWB DT GHEDHIKHSHST DR IZ X DEFE
HODKEITHABTNE) dIAWRICONTH
AD, BER, BEM, &3 VIIALIEE 25
STWVBENS T ENTDOERICL VAL MITK
5o
3. BBEE &3, dARBICHLT, FEMN, FHHF
BOCRET 2 ¥ E S TBERAEZA 505
b5, Thi Osgood i & % fTBERIVAEICE T
AHEEDOESE (BEEIX, AR EBEHET 55T
S OEMEREE LS ST) —T 5.
#-T, #TEMITIZ, Osgood et al.82 jzk 3
SD itk » TEREREEIN D 3,

Fishbein & Raven2® |k, BEE OFEZE & EHLIL
IESDEHR 2T -T2, Tiabb, EER [
RCONWTOFENRTE] & UTERT % Diexd
LT, Ea% [ 20 TOMEHXRIG] & U
TEHET S, 2& 2, BAE, »38&EITON
TIRW] &b (BN ErFHET DAL LT
Z O [FHELTWAS ] O, [HFELTY
0] by EVIHIEEROFEERELU L, T2,
BUIZY T3, ZTTZOEREDYIN » [{E&]
LELD, TODL ) RBAIKIL> T, Fishbein
& Raven?® ¥, FEZOHEEEZFHEL, Ch%
BRE & &fF 1z, ThIBEBREIC—EDXIT/S
STWAMRNRE (ze 2, dhxd>8—d
hZ 5 b, TEER—AAfER, IELW—ED5
otz 8E) Th->ThAWIITONTEEL
TEbidc itk hiFohns,

— B9 3 LEICONTO Z OBEERE IR
ZHDODLHITEbNSE, 2 bh, HRITDONT
DEEEDHERDHICBELZTTE Y, REHKDE
ADEFEEIIRZT->TVAIIKEBAS, FCH
SED BHFEEEE, HRICONWTO E8 (belief
about an object) ICEE 2 ->TEH, JNROE
FEIT DWW T DIES: (belief in an object) % W L
TWi, TOD& 572 MM » 5, Fishbein &
Raven?® 3% [WROFEEICDONTORES
(belief in an object) | & [SRITOVWTODIES
(belief about an object) | &I T 5, HIE
X, NROFEBRKICETEESTHD, BEE
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ZTDOXHREZ OMHONSR, HEHE OMOBEROE
DWW TDREZTH %, 12& LK, MOEEIR
DWTEL 20HD, £V ) DIk belief in TH
h, #MESUEROTFE (MIZLETDH 5, M
EHTH 5, ME T 2HE->TV 3B, 2&) K2
WTEU 208D, W) DIid belief about T
bHbo

Fishbein &, —fi%#yicix, belief about an
object &%, EXONRE X OMONR, B,
ifE, HEEE ORI iz BRSTFELET % pro-
bability & %\ & improbability &5E#HT 3, C
@ belief about an obect &, (X)—(Y)D& 5
AL 2, (XDIZESHREZRL, Yidfh
ONR, MW&EZRL, —EWVIFT(X)E(Y) &
PRESER FE2RDL VB, ZEMNITIE,
TO(X)&E(Y) EDBRBRZERLERT 54
TIREKOMEZ L 2 EESOEHE —HT 5,

(BERHE L ERDOET LR
Fishbein @ Higick 3&, 3 R 3
EADHER &1x, T ONRICET 5% DADES
(2Eh, ZTOXNR, TOMONR, B, i
Hd 2z HE L BET 2 FEK) & xh b DES
OFHERME (0% b, [EEEL 2R s
ARER) L OBEETH 2. RPEEFEMITIZ, TOW
HIEOXDLHICULTERINS 5,

N
Ao= > Bid;
i=1

A= “O” It d B HEHK

Bi="“0" 1< d 3E% “I”
2% b KRS BN “O” & Dt
8, ME, MSHs0IZEE “X” Lo
fic f7fE 3% “probability” & % g
“improbability”

di=B; OFHE AR
DEOBIEDH BXR X" Tk AR
i3

N=“0" IT >\ TDEZDH

(Fishbein22>)

CTORARUT OV TIEFICHRIFE NS &1, HfE
ST & BB OFHE & O DRFICE DN THEE
& 2048 9 % Rosenberg?l,72 itz & <M
TILTWB E WD T & Th %, Fishbein26> g

2 K L = No. 23

b ZORZEDT, REZEMIT Rosenberg DR
HEOEDL IITERL TS,

A= Ricxt§ 2 BEEE
L =E&s 2 i3s3 —EOMES 3
IREE “1” DERUTE L >, BT 25> &0
PR ES
Vi={liE DEEH:H 2\ IIHE H 2 REE “i”
»oTFHsh 2 RIER
(Fishbein, 26 P.394)

7z Fishbein2® |3, Z OfhOBELHER & LT
Smith84>, Cartwright!4’, Peakt® 7z & % &¥
T3, ZLOMEEIZH 28 L, XBEMITIE, »
BNRITH T B EADREE &1, T OxRIcoN
TOEADREEE T & ESOIEMHE & O
BThH2LFHTEHCBNTIRALTH 3,

(3] —EMHE & R RIHER & oMl
Fishbein & D {#f (Triandis & Fishbein92>
Fishbein & Hunter29>, Anderson & Fishbein5’
Anderson ¢ Hackman®, Anderson?”) |, fE
EREIE E BRADHEBE L 72 3 JFF & U TRIER O
SLBITSLOTFICHER U T 512, T OBFIHRIL
—HY ORI H D X RBEHEE E BR L 2i0ET
Z—HMHEER L 32 R ->TV3, $abb,
Fishbein DREE#E & ZBAD € 7L d> & BT
5L 50T, BHERZ, d3NRCHT A HA
DREE L 1X, ZTORNRICOVWTOESLBEEHT 3
FEORBOBETH B, EFHITS, —Hch
TR UT, —BHOBSICHS L T OB
i, EAORRE &1, HAMITIE, MRITONT
DESEEET 3 BIEOVHIROBEHTH» 3, &
FHIT 5, DX 3ic Fishbein 13, BEEHEE &
ER% [BANEH] OBEELTES A2 DK
NUT, —EHUBISICE S REER, BERE
EEERR [BAMNS7 2] OBEELTED
Abo TOXHIT [FBAMRI] & AN
2] O HERMZERIT AT, RBEER, H5R
ERIicE T 3 FEO #E v—1vE LT, [
(adding) | 3¢ [V (averaging) | ORIREHFELE
9%, (Anderson8:? )Fishbein & Hunter29 |t
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Wi (R Eime T oz (BB B 2l
B AHicE 3 DL 5 RIREMIRELICE DN T
TR ORI HEER 21T/2 > T B,

£ 3
WHHERE NSV 2R EDHD ZEDNL 6%
TR 1 DRI 3B

HAWE Gz X Mr. A) BT AESEZ
NS EZDOMEH 2 IE, learned by :

Tv—71 sTv—71 gv—71
B & |a| @ & |ai| A & |ai
Mr. A is Mr. A is Mr. A is
Honest + 3| Honest + 3| Honest +3
Loyal + 2| Loyal +2
Successful |+ 1
Determined |+0.5
TAi=+3 TAi=+5 S Ai=+6.5
»Ai/N=+3 »Ai/N=+2.5 | TAi/N=+1.6

(Fishbein & Hunter. 29, p. 506)

E£3THLINB X IIC, BIHBOBA»ST
i, AR GIEAY Mr. A) ([t >\ THESB
T35 N ZFhOEENZERIE, T ORI

AR DIFEEARINS 3 L 5 IC/EAT 4, U

HUEHMKS, T AHROBAICILDE, 3
FHUHT TR, HILLWEENSERZEETSL
X, BB, EAOREE KL T5X 5L, &
FHITE 30, —J, FTEANCEHE S hI2ERD S
B AETH B, TRDE, N7 2AHRmICK
&, HAFRETTIR, HRICEULTHLUOEE
M@ e ¥R L1k, ZONRICHTBEAD
REE 2N 5 & 5@, &FHIT S, Thic
NUT, BAERIEC, HLUNBENSER?
HREVWS T EIX, BEACEERZESL TL O 1H
¢, EFHITE, T5 UIIRHZWRILT B T2DIT
Fishbein & Hunter2® I, £ 3 iCRINTRM
ER—D & DR EBRINHES 12, BERE IR —
HORRFARE #hZFh FEL, 2 XICREBAY
Mr. A) %EHEU Tz, FIBA#IE, $z->7128 (
1, 2, 4, 8) OHENRERATE > TEMIHO
Tz, BFDOFHIICHE D  TEA T ONVLIFHE 2
BT 5 &, FIEMADZELML TV BEEFRDE
pENT s E e bic, xOEHRIIERICEL 2

BEEE CEA D

AEMIEASNZH -T2, U Liahs, BINHE
WMOBSEL—EUT, MBAYOEIL, Biix
NIERFDOEMHEMT 31coh T, FEICHEM

Utz T HiIRTh b OFERIZ, BFIHEzROR
e KL,

Anderson & Fishbein5’ |3, EEfICEER IO
TERIBMA O FHEIC BET 5 BfFE % BEL TV
%, COBEDHEME LT, B—ic, BEERL
X, BENRICOVWTOREADEEThZhICHE
HT2BEOLAROERTH 5 &0 H &2 HR
S35 &, #ic, Fishbein OEFIHHICH D
{FHIF & Osgood & Tannenbaum Og4H: I
FicHI L PRI OB i e 17755 C
L, =g, OsgoodSV ik > TH UL HIESI N
T8 A M O FHIE & Triandis & Fishbein92?
K& - TISR S i@ AHERO FRIR & OEM
RHERTRICETH D, F—OHMEEEL
¢, Fishbein & Hunter2?’ {2 X - T4 TITARED
WHEDITRbh TV 3D, Eaoms By 1Ko
WTIREZEDIL b S > 12, T D Anderson &
Fishbein® OZEIcHBNTIE, Ea0ims By
DEEBREEOHRICEA SN, FRIZFEU L BE
REHEUN, UL, 20X )Rz
[l st B8] & oMOZERZRL TN
JTH-T, EBICE, BB S NT o ABER
OF 24N UERMIc W T 7R L T g
Vo ZOTODOHF S TV AERPHEMT A2
ITiX, 1> 5 h ERg-s BN TN ZEN
DOHEIC X - Tifabh T uds 68, 15
g, NT o RBROMTIZ, Osgood & Tan-
nenbaum OFESHF 2RV TIX, BEMICH
A5 BRIV, T OAEAH R, BE%
FHILS e aEiERL ST AR h T
%, Triandis & Fishbein®2 |z & - CTHFE X112
HaHEROT T AR —RILLUIZTETRT &2
¥DXH5itiz5s,

N
[gyaﬂ@01+%mJ@&

N
2 lajl |+ lanl
i=1

laj| =TEZE “I” 122U T D FFH D MasrHiE
(a) =TE&EH “i” 12 T OB

FHISh A HEE=
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lap | =& T2 T OEHH D HEsHiE
(an) =& 3T 2 T OB 21
N =% EBE#ET 3EHAD

COL ) ITEEEMRICK 5 &, AEMITIE,
BRI T A MADREK 2, = ODEFRDOEE
FEHMEOEA DT bNiSFE LTH B, Thic
XU T Fishbein O (3Bia) itk se&, #
MRIBITNT 2 BADREEIZ, £ OEHEDOEDT
FHEDEA DI bNIESHBIE L TABZ T &M
T& %,

—J3 Osgood8?> o & - THLE I Ntz e
MOEFNRERTEDEXDL T/ 3,

??ﬁu g n3 -‘ﬁg&—: | aj | (alla?l I_'l_+|iaénr:i—_11|1(ani— 1)

lajl & (@) = 1 FBEH D EAFHIC 2N TO #Est
B D FFE & ARER M FE

lani-1l & (ani-1) =
i—1%HO EAHEIC X > T
SNtz ZAIC DWW TO EXHED
FHE & AR BUEHE

EEROFERICK 3 &, FIBADICOWTERS
LNTIFHINE, oD@ A MHERICHE O M (
+.38, +.39) X b &, Fishbein 0 & # L KDF
HEHHICHRE (+.66) LTz,

Anderson & Hackman® |z X AWfg8i, fEE
SHRIC [BEOARE] T LHbhn A (B
@ course instructor) % AT, it b B
LTS,

Bbbhic

VES DT X ) hiTE T 2 REEHIFE, 7h T HE
EEECETAVREIASILVEOND 5, C
N 20 TR, bBEHIZBWT TS h
TV A, WO, Bihficiiabh s, £
to, BB S WO fIE L bix, FEERE LT
FTbha BB otkttn->TEEY TV,

12, T, T OB/ TSE > THOA
\» Fishbein OfF1HER b 12+ 177%

. bR TR,

TDINGH, DI ibhsad, BEEMHES
b b — EHETHER & AT O 2 R A 1T
X2 CiLh b, 61T, ELEPHYTHEHTZOD

¥R L = No. 23

MEEmOEARA 2 A 12, Bhic T 5 UT8A
POEELIE, SEHAMER & BMEROBEN
ETVOLEREs BT 2 ERTE (HEAHE
OFFL 11 [FFMICE, 1969, PP. 354-355)
BHEREULD, TTTEEFNBICONTIITN
THEIBLUIZ, 72 ) ADZRICH, S8 2k
5 HHEOREEICE T 2 HaRTEOER 2 EA
TRELWV, RTOMHE#HZH&EL T3,
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