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Asymmetric perceptions in a mock trial scenario: The examination of the prognostic factors and the consequence
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Abstract
This study examined the citizen judge’s sentencing decisions from “asymmetric perceptions” to crime victim’s statements. “Asym-
metric perceptions” is the phenomenon that people see others as more influenced by particular strong messages than themselves. In
this study, the determination factors and the consequence of asymmetric perceptions composed of impact-perceptions to others and
self were examined. Some 100 undergraduates were subjected to a description about citizen judge system and victim participant sys-
tem which were introduced in recent years in Japanese criminal trial and they answered their own attitude for or against victim par-
ticipant system. After reading a fictional accidental mortality case and its trial scenario, they made answer impacts to other judges and
themselves by crime victim’s statements presented in the scenario. In the instruction, whether other judges were legally-professional
or not was manipulated (lay person vs. law school students). Finally, participants made sentencing decisions to the defendant pleaded
guilty. ANOVA revealed that the mock judges showed asymmetric perceptions in respect to crime victim’s statements under the “lay
person” condition. As predicted, when other judges were law school students, participants considered the victim’s statements had
smaller impact to other judges. In this condition, an asymmetric perception disappeared. Furthermore, as an earlier study showed,
participants who oppose victim participant system see the victim’s statements as having smaller impact on themselves, and imposed
a more lenient punishment to the defendant. The results are suggestive that the findings of asymmetric perceptions in medias impact-

study are applicable to judiciary decision-study.

Key words b o, (MMEYRFRICEEIN RV E LB ZREF

citizen judge system, victim participant system, asymmetric per-
ceptions, third-person effect, sentencing decision

1. B#
1.1 QF*ﬁ’F RS

A2z, TR L0 oGBS EEE 2T
ERAN k BT HMEM A3 & D (Pronin, Gilovich, & Ross,
2004; Pronin, Berger, & Molouki, 2007), Z ®O3H&IL, &
MBI B 2 JERIFR e iR, & 2 W ILEE = E R L
IEI TV % (Davison, 1983), FERIFRZFRENL—MEIZ, 4HF
EOHRICL D L HO~DA 37 NRAEZNE
NHEL, Z2OEERDDLZETRAWEEIND, 2FED,
it A N7 FREAKREL, HOA 37 FEREDV/N
ST L FEAPMEITEE T Z L1 D,

ZOIBLHCA VN ML, RSN DI RO
IICHESIND Z & &2, AT O M L TE T2,
BARIZIE, RS HERMICAR#EN R b DO TH DI L,
FHICLDHECA N7 NRINT/N S e DA B 5
(Gunther, 1991; Gunther & Thorson, 1992; Gunther & Mundy,
1993; White, 1997), Perloff (1993, 1999) 1L Z 4L H DHER

L7z &) BRI (self-serving) 72EIEDS, /S
WHCA V87 AN N D LR L TV D

— . MEA T SR \wﬂ%®ﬁ%£k%@
THIENHMBNTND, BRI, R ENDIEMIC
DWT TASIFM#EE B> TnD ) ERILTWD ANIE
E, ZOBERIZEDMEA T FEREIGRIMLYT
V" (Driscoll & Salwen, 1997; Rucinski & Salmon, 1990; Tiedge,
Silverblatt, Havice, & Rosenfeld, 1991), = ® # H & L T
Perloff (1999) 1%, AN Z OFEMICHEBL C\W5 ) &

WO ANXDRTERLHBLA, £ OFEBICH L THHEDN S
ORE T ~OIEFHI, T7b b T X RE ) R R

HEINOTW] WO HHEZ LT THD Lk
RCTND, EIAT, ZNHOWFRTIT I, i)
Mo T AU AER] O LX) IcHBmcERSN,
OFEREMRITREND Z EE R0, 2FD b0
FREIC B W TRAME X, thE 2 b OHEMEIC >N ToT
ik %z 7272 VIR T, BEOHERI/MEIC L 6T
AR RERERIL TWD Z Eiche b, M o@MENH
RER, ELICEMEE LA E RSN L. B
FIPEZ bR WAIE & SN HA T 1 37 R

Journal of Human Environmental Studies, Volume 12, Number 1



12 o fhh  Ze s T ) S BT B IE B2 si

AT EDLICEACT B2 9 b, MBEDNEMEE -
RS MBI BRIR TS o 7B TR & FIEE. A&
I A X7 b ERELSRMT DO L, mFICH
M0 d 2 & &, A2 I3ZOHFMMD 2 Iz 1 <7
FE/NSSRAL, ZORE, IERFRARFEIITMHNE T D
ﬁ%ic_®%m%@&¢é_k_;b\%ﬁ@%%\
LV DI, ARIICEE L RWEFRSE I RIFE T A
VR RRRELBIEND DI, DS M>m<
BPER R WEAICIR OGN D Z & 2 ISR T Z &N T
X559,

FEXRIPRRFBANT S B, EWME e & 2% otts
W2 ET 5 & E 26 TW5 (Davison, 1983),

WL PERY - BRI S L ARSI AR ) 2 A

F AT AT VIR LT U IER R AR AN, %
DOERERBL LS LT HMAOERZRD H Z &M
H XN TV D (Rojas, Shah, & Faber, 1996; Shah, Faber, &
Youn, 1999), Z O K H 1T, FERFRARFRED, HWMIZ KD
ﬁ%%%yﬂab%mﬂﬁéﬂ 2R BHEH & LT,
Davison (1983) (X, i A > 87 FREICH &5 < Bk
MAKHAEEZ TV, ZOFEECETT, HHICLD
A N7 PR RESAFOEONDE, TDOLIITH
ST RTIRAR A/ A N s i Vi P W b SR Y 14 b cl] N o)
nNoENH>H50OTHD, LA L, Rojasetal. (1996) <°
Shahetal. (1999) 23/8 L7=D1E, FBAOIEFME, 2 F D |
- HE A 37 FRIAOEBRBMERIZ S 72 532
BTHO, A 7 MRS X DEBENRR T
2\, D7z, Davison (1983) 7237~ L 7= B g 7 i 5t
®§%ﬁm\miﬁ%%#rénfw&wthéﬁé
Ve INEHOLMNZTBHOITIE, FA 37 FRH
ﬁ@A@%%K&&#ﬁ%%ﬁw%%%&ﬁéb%ﬁ%
2.

1.2 FIEHRICE T B IEA TR

FERFRAFRANCE T2 ERROM AL, ~ A AT 4 T
WICBET 2RO TERBENTE 2, ok Lifg
TIE, ESBEIICR O TAE U S IEAHRman i s n
TW5,

A A CIE 2008 4ELARE, — M ROSFIFEHIC SN 5
ﬁﬂ%%ﬁmk\m%%%ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁﬂ:%mﬁéwi
HBIMHEE @ BhhE > T\ D, WHIEEIRA, EERE
&E@Ek?#f%@#ékw\%<®%%%@7XX
FaTE NEEO LA S L ThD iR, #HBM
TOWEHEORSITEEBEINI D) LEMLTCER (eg,
g HHR, 2007; HARFELESS, 2007), N6 DH
A B L7z FE 3R - IR (2012) P FEUE - FFIR (2013)
m\ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁméhéﬁﬂyf)ﬁ%ﬁwf E2N2
ZIME N, WHEHRORSICESH AR MEET DL,
T7bb (B4 X MOEHE O PEEE O IO
EENEIND EBRDH T EER L (HAM, 2012; A% -
FEWR, 2013), & <2, #EENEHBINT S Z LICHE
M2 NEE, ZORSICLHPHCA N7 FE/RSLR
T DA DI (A, 2012), ZOREHRIE, T

UN[iE:er

WA REYCTHDHITE, TNICLDACA 37 s
NS 2% LW I RO A (Gunther, 1991; Gunther
& Thorson, 1992; Gunther & Mundy, 1993; White, 1997) % i
ﬁftﬁ“é HLDOEEZLND,

Z IR PR FRENE, A AT RE 32 R TR e 2 40
ﬁ#éw%%%ofmt(E%m,mmo:@%%u~
R 5L, IR, HHAhE (B H)
WZH7ebd A 7 FEWfld 2 X0 ZRHETIC o3 5
L) Davison (1983) O EEEZESIF TV 5D, L#L
Z OESINHI S RILEBI L, fhEm A o8 NI
L0 TR AEhoTz, ERLIZL I W£%@&#
mt ﬁfé%m%ﬁ%T%x/béwEE4/AﬁkAﬂ
LT, EENCHT 2BOER B A 725 LT
FOTHD (B« BiR, 2013), % 0 giEE DS
IMZEERRNEE, TADIIHEE DR SITLEENN S
TV EB xRS S ETFEIE 2 N 3
Bdolz, ZORFEIEL, MEAOHEIX, & 52> CofEA
NHELTWDIREEICAESND] &) Fikny 721k~
O ADERNTH Y, Davison (1983) AL L7 Ml
ANDA T PRI H &S ERIEAY M) Gl i —%
L7220,

1.3 AMEDEH

AR TIZE T, BHSGE ST D IERIFRB O
FEW L FDIFREIC o X, L@@ﬁﬂ#%(aam 2012;
SFER %ﬁ,mn)%Lﬁb\%@ﬁ@@%%B# en
Do BARAICIE, THEEE ORI L CIEFRARsBE
i@#éjkwbﬁﬁlk[wiﬁ®%ﬂ%m X%
REMREE L, NEWVWHDA V87 RRaE A LR
VN TR BT :ofmxéj EWV G 2 HRREET D, S BIT
FERFRARFRIND H B FE A X7 FFRME ., o Bk
(M) L OREEZRF L, WEEORSICLDMEA
VR I RRELBIMENDEHERTEEHLNCT DT
B WD 2ODIEAE R T D, T2bb, [hHE” A3,
BE T IOV TOFMMEEL oL & 1
7 RRBANT/NEL D) VI 3-1 &, Ttz 28,
BT 2 MIC DN TOFMEEZ oL & R
TR L) LSRG 32 Th D, AR A
R &0 D SR By BEPEICEE 2T D ok T
bbb, TOD, MHEDERKREREE Y ThB L&, M
HEOFESITEDHME A 7 FRANTAEL o0, JE
ﬁﬁ&;ﬂimﬁﬁé L ERGET D,

2. A&

21 BMELEBEFHE
HRKFDFAEL ZDOFNE 103 4 (B 724 « bk 30
4o R 14, 5 23.48 B, SD =8.95) 7%, [415E
RBHNCEAT A EBRFA] LELAERMICL oL v
F U ARSI LTz,

2.2 BEREK
BRI, LI TR & T U A bk S iz,

FHZE W 1251 5



Yuko Shiraiwa et al.: Asymmetric perceptions in a mock trial scenario 13

FEPTEBIC, B B & BEF SNSRI G
HBAINEE & Wl EOMEAEIT TR L, RIZ [H
LHEE ﬂzﬁE%fﬁF@ﬂzﬁJA LEEINT) EnHET, FH
HREE L o U A &5 I EIE T2 L o snE i
*bko$ﬁﬁ%&VTUﬁ@E%'%ﬁ(mB)%%
L7, BARMZ2ERATORER &M, B X OEIENE
THRDO LB Th D,

221 HHEBHIE - HEESMFEDOHE

12008 4F7> 5 2009 4223 F, RO &5 72 2 DOl FEH
JHFEHENEASNE L) L0 ) U — RIUTkeT ¢, &
FIEHEIZ DWW R TR 6 A3 8HcsmL., 34
DIHIE & —FEC, Aok - MIESORI 2RO HHIE] &
HOR L, WEHESIMEEICHOWTIE THEOWREEST
®L%&k#ﬁﬂ_£MLf PENZEB L2, B

GOREREZIRRTZ0FT 52 LN TEHHE] LHR u‘_o

222 HEESMHE~NDEEMEE

M EHSINEEICONT, Sz Eo L diclnE
#mJ%7#%(QT%%%JJb%f&f%ﬁﬁﬂﬂ
T&:l,

223 BHBE

WAL, WS ABURTE O T2k, 48k
M7 TNEDDHAGMTRY, iFFL TR A~
THTOMEMMEZR L CHEL, #EHITETLZE VD
HLDOTH D, #HENIFEREZZRD TN D B bR S,

224 FHFUA
(s NN DBR ) THeES (OB ol NER)
TRZE Ot R THeEH (B O - RI) THk

HAFENDS ] 2R L7z, RS T o BRI A
EZEI, REEIT 124, gEE OB BT o

@T%émﬁ%*ﬂbh

2.2.5 AHE Y HEER

ZINE D, T E T U A2 FEAA, EL B
it L CWD ZEEMET D0, [Hielid, 5 AL
NEEOLITHE L ET ) (ESE - A5R) %fﬂ;\f:o
WS NFTRRZRD TV A2 THIRINER L 5,
S LHE L 1LADOT—F 24 LTI (Hu%bti}bﬂ
FHOFMHEIIBIMED D TH D),

2.2.6 thERBHEDIRE

fin g JEwME (— TR ERRFREAE) O#EL LT,
ZOWEIE, WNORKFEL, BHEILRL2EKOH D
— RO T S ER KRR E FERBRE 2T 5 A0
7o ORI FREA) O % BV L TOET,
FOZEESEZT, UFTOEBICBEZ2L SN &
WO BDEREAT-> T2 (BN ER) ,

227 82 - thE\EA /N0 FERH

MeEHR (P OXRSIC, bRl-EHITEORELE
I E L) (TEof=<@hsnnoiz 1) »
LIETHEMEINTZ T ETD TR & TERE (O8)
DFEZIT, HRTLUSOEHE FHEEKDH 5K
WEROJ ERRERA) X, CORELEZEIN SN
ERWET) (TEol<@nIhiehoiz:1) »nh [&
THEMNENT 1 7) ETOTIRE) 20l (BNEN
2R,

2.2.8 EFI¥I6R
(o2l EANTHLTEDL I RBEHA FLET
o WML OFEHIT 1 DM EDIT TSN &
= GEND 204,

2298EF vy

thEBEOBEDT = v 7HE L LT, [HRZUSID
HH B (BHEEKOH D —KTTRO ) AERRTFEE)
I, BHEICET e COREL > TWnD EBNnET
N EFRE(Eo-<boT0 RV NS TETHE -
TW5 : 7] £TOTHE,

3. HER
31 EEFz vy
i B (TR BB R ER ) AT s, R
1’5%: v JHHEREER T D08 EiTo72 L 2
5, RS (M =2.95,8SD =0.99) &iERMKFEAE
ZMF (M =5.10,SD = 1.43) OFICH B AN R S (F(,
77)=61.00, p <.001), L7=23> THhE B BB L
mEEZBND,

32 WEBOHRHHBSMADE
pll

M EH OIS T 5 K ERREEIL, /hEWVE
A X7 RiBaES LT L D%b\iﬁu#w’r TOMRIND |
EWVOREL 2 &, BT 0HT (Baron & Kenny, 1986) 124
ThEt L7z, 1 U I #EE SN E~DO & EHIREE (M
=3.43,8D=1.51) ZHAZE, SHHEE (M=12.42,SD=
3.66) %%&%ﬁ%%%ﬁkk@“élﬁl%%ﬁ%ﬁ«ﬁ:k:73\ HE
REDOREP MR S CEEMEN) . #FEE MBI
MERTH DIFE EWPE NTH T 2 BIFHIENITER 25 2
ERENT (R =.04, p< 10, 4=—-19,p<.10), 5T
WEESMEIE~OEEMREEND H A /37 Mk %u
KT HADR AR }: 72572 (R = .06, p < .05, f =-.25,
p<.05, SV IVUX, HEHEOHHSINGERN RN
1ZE, MEHFORSIZLLIACA VT MENE LG ‘ﬁl
LT\, Mz, §a4 DEAVAN-Eilrs -5 ][ i

LA ERIEOSREZ A LTz (RZ— 04,p<.05,8=21,p
<.05), FIRIT, BEEESINGIE IR 25 ERREE & H
O U8y IR BB B, AR A A B A g
THEMAIBINEIT -T2 L 2 A, WEHESIHIE~DR
TEARE B 23 I HIWEIZ ZAE T RIT A B TR o oM

FHEELES A /3 bR

Journal of Human Environmental Studies, Volume 12, Number 1



14 o fhh  Ze s T ) S BT B IE B2 si

—14 v fhEA Ry h%ﬁfu\\\\\\ggijil\\s
—19F (-17%)
BESEH I L~ O A TE W RE L T e > SR (RO

1£J”=taa4yﬁyh%ﬂf////////*

21% (179)

B 1 : PEE SN~ O ERIREEE & BRI OB 534

T p<.10,*p<.05

(B=-14,ns). BCOA 37 MR O T30 K
ELThBAEEHEM ThH-TZ (B=.17,p<.10), LLEDOSE
Bn, EEZOFEHBIM T 5 ANEE, HEHD
FKEILLDACA VX7 ba/NSLRIML, LhRRVWE
T 2 T4 W2 ITEFES N WA D, 72
B, ME A 87 NBAOBEN R L HbE TR L
. AR MERIIHGE S o (K1),

33 fBEBMEL B A /8D FERAN

Wz, THER ORI LTI A 42 )
EWVIOREL L &, T S, BEET S EHICOVWTO
HEE b oL &, EHORSITEDMEA 3T b
RENT/NE L 725 ThzE” 23, B3 5 HRIC OV T
OFEMMEEZ b DL & FFEFFRZRATAER LRV &
IR 31+ 32 A Mt B0, B BIELMmE - AT
AT RRIOBEER BN AT 272 (K2), £
DR, - HEA 7 FRMOERITHFE TR
< (F(1,101) = 1.98, n.s.) . iz @Y (F (1, 101) = 8.46, p
<.01) OENRIB LOZESEM (F (1, 101) = 8.64, p <.01)
BEBE LTz, BHIEDNROBREEIToIEZ A, —
e R R Tl A oy EREEA N7 LD FE
SC K& S BE STz (F (1, 101) =9.20, p <.01),
DED ., TR SEME TIHIERI PR R4 L7223,
BRI R A ST, i - B A v MR
WCHEBATZA LN > (F(1,101) = 114, ns.), E/-
A Ny FERANCER T H L, iEN - ETHRTH

7 -

6 L
4 5t
;/\° e 3.96 417
s 4]
T
Pl

2 .

1

fthag Ho fthz Hi
— e R ERE RSB A
fthas B

B2 i - HOEA N7 FRBAICKT D MBI DR R

N [RIBR B ZE

ERUITEO Rz FHHIADHRZRT,

HEELD, BERRFERETHD & EMFEA T MR
TN E L Ipo Tz (F (1, 101)=19.13, p <001), LAk
DFERN G THFEE ORSITx U CIERFRZ2 58 2 A
T 51 EWHIEHL IR TR S, £ T4
Z2 N, BT AERICOVWCTOHEMMEE oL x| B
EEORSICELDMEA 7 RIS 2B &
WO ARE 3-1, 3RO Tz A3, B3 2 fF@icon
TOHEMMEEZ O L & FEHARMITAE LR &
WO R 32 bR S LTz ST & B

4. B

ARFFEIL, WEH ORSITx LTI Ak
THMNE I Fio, IERBRRMEREST D hHE A
VXY RNFRA BEONTAHCA VX7 MM ORER &
TS OERAEIPEIETC R AE T2 EC W TRGEE LT,

o BEMEEZ — TR E L CER LS TIE, &<
WZFD LD e BoRE LT RWEITIFE (A&, 2012;
HA - BIR, 2013) ERICL., &y U A omkEE
DFREICH L, Axid HZ XA LV LDEENh SIS
ERHTDZENH LMo, LIz > T, i
BMPENZR OGS, 25 WIEZ O SN ER AR B W
T, WEZORSITH LA & BSIERFR 727880 % 7~ 3 i)
WEEETH D, w2 2 EMTEEEAD, 6T,
BeEE OB KT DA OGERI IR RBET, #H
FORSIZED/NSVHDA 37 NREANZDRN D,
EWVIOFER (A - FEIR, 2013) b AR CBAES Lz,
DFEY, WEEVLBHTHSTHILICHEEMNRANZ
E. EZEORSICADIILZHMNEA TR EH
CERATT AR A BN, ZORRIL. ~AAXAT 4T
PRONRCTRINTE 2, [RERERICE LB A
VoY NE, AR Lo NS RBamEn
51 &9 A (Gunther, 1991; Gunther & Thorson, 1992;
Gunther & Mundy, 1993; White, 1997) 7%, #:HIB I b
FAHRETHDH Z & AR LTVA,

— 5. R o0 HE RS S W T, Davison (1983)
DERE L A 237 FRINC S &5 < BRIK T J7I )
TEIT R DRSS S e, R TCIE, [HEREN
A A Rl & e T AR, ZoBERICE B A
YR NENSKSRA L, FWRABET LM E LMo
HIWT 24T 5 ) SV W e X (H - IR, 2013)
MIBFES Tz, 2F 0, HAOEPHIWIX, M1 23
7 RIS, BEA VN7 MBmEN L, wE

EAVE Bz



Yuko Shiraiwa et al.: Asymmetric perceptions in a mock trial scenario 15

FHORBHBIMIKIT 2 WAOEEICHE SN TN DT
bb, o e A%, HEAOHEIX, BARD S
NUOHLTWAREICHESNS) &) A7
AROBBETHY, ZHHEHLWER LTV A RN, L
U, FERFRZ2ERENDME A O & #LE 3 5 S, Davison
(1983) @ THEWEHY ST ] LIS b REZ =0 B D Z &
EoRLIEZRIC, RIFPROER IO EEZOND, TIT
BFgE Tl \m#:ﬂﬁéﬁ%ﬁmﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁfﬁot@
WZxt L, ARBFETIE, BRI E TV 2, S EEA
SN D IHERM TOER B SR L Ch -7z, =
W ENDOEORE AT HEERRERHTHY, =
a4 2 i, thEFo@hm PR ciEa, HAD
e M AT RIS A D ST b D B XD
ns,

AR TIEEL, A H 27 EACKEMT DA
W, & A X7 FERELSBAT D) L) A%
(Driscoll & Salwen, 1997; Rucinski & Salmon, 1990; Tiedge, et
al, 1991) . [HIFRD & HMhE ~DA /37 MI/hE G
SIND] LW THINEIEL, 2o THIZBRETT 57
OME O BRMEEEIE L, TOME, thE S —RiRT
b LI, MBEDERREREAE, 2F 0 HEMMK
ELOANMTHDLEE, A IFHEEBFORSICL HMtE
AR MRS SEE L, IR A SR o
7o L2L, MiFEN—KTTR TH D & S ITIHRIK, e
AR MIBECEA N7 LY KRELE ‘ﬂléhéﬁ*%‘ﬁ
Lilpgode, ZOfERE MEFEMEE & ITHR LR
FEIZ B TIER TR 22 3850 D A & WERR L 72 SEATHFZE D fs
%(E%m 2012; A« FER, 2013) AT B &, W
EEORSICELAMEA 7 bARELSBIE ., JF
ﬁﬁﬁaﬂﬁébé@ o M IR B PP DS 7oV
EWVIHFBE, HDH W :t%@; D7 HERNIC I LT
EREmOT D ENTEDEAY, —TTR, T72bbH
FEREMMEE L7220 A2 BDEHEZEO D, 0o #
HIERIEORBMICIS L, ZokEIE, SHENho
HHEB O RE ED X 5 IZ@E - HER T D dH 5D
MEWVW) ZEERBLTCND, DEV, HELZORS %
Wz —fiRTRIZ, ZORFICI LMo —KiTR~DA
VX N EREL AL - TRETRHEGER IO
HbH, EVWRDHIEAD,

I eBANL, BEORMEEZ R YT 4 70, hHED
%ﬁ%*ﬁ747gﬁmbivkﬁé\Ea%&%ﬁ@
B 2 \TER T 5 L ER I TS (Perloff, 1993, 1999)
Kﬁ%ﬁféntngﬁmﬁ%ﬂm’ﬁﬂﬁéAﬁE
ZTORSICEDEC~DA T M /NS FEBMT 5]
fm%ﬁﬁﬁi%ﬁszé&% B ~DA 37 MiX
INELSRINESND] EWVIIFERIEL. IEXRIFRAR TR I O HE
WIZB4 5 ERDOAEREZESITA LD EEZEZLNDS, T2
L. T ARAT 4 TIEWIS KT B E A DT A & HIE & R
FLTCEATHIE L 138 0 | BHGE CoOPER O
FEETHT DA ORI & BIFHIW &2 R LT & AN
ZEICiE, TR &V ) B R ERICOWTHRAFT 24
ARSI TWD, 52%IE, tEFORSICH L TEL

T IERPR RGN, R, D E V. BHEOEN B O
T, EOLITEE LTI NIZONTHBRFT S
VENHDLTEA9, bbb T, iEHFORSNAHEY) &
HIEINLBHIZONTH, B <D LIMFIL TV
ZEMNRDLND,

E

O EEDOBEREMICEN T, — RO N2 2T EEHICH

Ji5 L, WEERCHIE & & DICIERHIB AT O HlETH 5,
O HETHWELNEREFORERMICBIML T,

CHEBIEM E’%ﬁ5?ﬁﬂf§’(“&)éo

O BIEORFEEE L h T IEFEER EOHMFE
ITHECHIBIC D 2 L il &‘JEMT%&IJ\ FDHHE
%% M) & Licha. R E  NEEB I — kb
TERWEWIRENEL S, FEOHESHIZYMEL
ERBEOZ Y Z WL S 570, AL T, &
FYED B D & U CTERRFRRAE & v o JBIEEZ W
770

(€]

5| SRR

FHBRE (2007). #REHESI HIEMI L DM E. 2 ]
2 BT

Baron, R. M. & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator
variable distinction in social psychological research: con-
ceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182.

Davison, W. P. (1983). The third-person effect in communica-
tion. Public Opinion Quarterly, 47(1), 1-15.

Driscoll, P. D. & Salwen, M. B. (1997). Self-perceived knowl-
edge of the O. J. Simpson trial: third-person perception and
Perceptions of guilt. Journalism and Mass Communication
Quarterly, 74(3), 541-556.

Gunther, A. (1991). What we think others think: cause a conse-
quence in the third-person effect. Communication Research,
18(3), 355-372.

Gunther, A. C. & Thorson, E. (1992). Perceived persuasive ef-
fects of product commercials and public service announce-
ments: third-person effects in new domains. Communication
Research, 19(5), 574-596.

Gunther, A. C. & Mundy, P. (1993). Biased Optimism and the
third-person effect. Journalism Quarterly, 70(1), 58-67.

AAFELEAS (2007). SLIRMHEHH D FEHNE
BRGS0 TEOWEESMBIE T 25 R
. http://www.nichibenren.or.jp/ja/opinion/report/070501.
html (2009 4% 11 7 17 H).

Perloff, R. M. (1993). Third-person effect research 1983-1992: a
review and synthesis. International Journal of Public Opin-
ion Research, 5(2), 167-184.

Perloff, R. M. (1999). The third-person effect: a critical review
and synthesis. Media Psychology, 1(4), 353-378.

Pronin, E., Gilovich, T., & Ross, L. (2004). Objectivity in the
eye of the beholder: perceptions of bias in self versus others.

Journal of Human Environmental Studies, Volume 12, Number 1



16 o fhh  Ze s T ) S BT B IE B2 si

Psychology Review, 111(3), 781-799.

Pronin, E., Berger, J., & Molouki, S. (2007). Alone in a crowd
of sheep: asymmetric perceptions of conformity and their
roots in an introspection illusion. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 92(4), 585-595.

Rojas, H., Shah, D. V., & Faber, R. J. (1996). For the good of
others: Censorship and the third-person effect. International
Journal of Public Opinion Research, 8(2), 163-186.

Rucinski, D. & Salmon, C. T. (1990). The ‘other’ as the vulner-
able voter: a study of the third-person effect in the 1988 U.S.
presidential campaign. International Journal of Public Opin-
ion Research, 2(4), 345-368.

Shah, D. V., Faber, R. J., & Youn, S. (1999). Susceptibility and
Severity: perceptual dimensions underlying the third-person
effect. Communication Research, 26(2), 240-267.

AAEH T« KED Y - FERPB Y (2012). #fHl >
U NI 2 FERF PR 580 O W ast— 1 352 SNl ~
DREFERETHIT & DBRD B —. 2 LB,
28(1), 41-50.

FUEH T« R Y (2013). #EZSZIMAORS B X
O SN EE ~ O & BE 728 B HIWT I &5 2 % 2 2.
FEFRAL O EEAR L, 53(1), 12-21.

Tiedge, J. T., Silverblatt, A., Havice, M. J., & Rosenfeld, R.

(1991). Discrepancy between perceived first-person and

perceived third-person mass media effects. Journalism Quar-
terly, 68(1-2), 141-154.

White, H. A. (1997). Considering interacting factors in the third-
person effect: argument strength and social distance. Jour-
nalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 74(3), 557-564.

(ZFE 201424 A7 H = 201444 H 14 1)

ARIBRELZERIZE 55 1251 7



