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Abstract
The present study examined effects of the perception of a communicative context on the transmission of information. The study spe-
cifically tested whether a communicator could transmit information for a recipient depending on the perceived relevance between the
message recipient and the target of the communication. Thirty-six participants were assigned the role of communicator, and they were
all informed that the recipient was from the marketing department of “Company A”. In the high relevance condition (i.e., own prod-
uct condition), the target was a computer made by Company A. On the other hand, in the low relevance condition (i.e., other product
condition), the target was a computer made by a rival Company B. Results showed that communicators reproduced and transmit-
ted a greater amount of negative information than that of positive information in the high relevance condition. In the low relevance
condition, communicators referred to both negative and positive information in almost equal amount. This is interpreted that com-
municators could transmit adequate information depending on the perception of the relevance between the recipient and the target.
Furthermore, this study demonstrated that the effect of relevance between the recipient and the target on the memory was mediated
by the contents of the message and evaluation. This shows that evaluation facilitated the communicators’ memory about the target.

Characteristics of social cognition in a communicative context are discussed.
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1999),
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EOo THEMHEDKRWEDTHD &V ) IRV T-5E
Wi, SRR O EWERIBIEEZ T D LW HED FOH)
BIZEESRWETRT L2 L3 TE D,

HMOZITFLZ—7 > bOBEMEZRIET 572012,
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SROWEICEBEA AR O L RS TREMRII RV D,
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720N,

PlEoEam kv, #SiSCRO MR DNE BRI EICE 2
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BHOZTFTEX—7y FOBEENENES (A
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AET D MEND D EE X T2, Zajone (1960) X, fhFE I
WEGETHENI BEOL ETHE. G207z ERD
FWHRAENELD Z L 2R RICE > TR Lz, ZHuE, @
FNH)F = —=27" (cognitive tuning) & FEZITND, —
IS, L S BRI E Y LT v o
THFFE D A L 5 (Craik & Tulving, 1975) . 4 19 SCHR
DM HSE | FROZITFITE > CTRERERN E
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VICENRWI EEMRT D720, TlEsiE &7 7.
[HZ38 1, BIVEHT OENL KR PIHERE T2 KPAE3L 4T
oty ENONY L A—T—DEREMICET 5 A
A=A E U CHEMM AR L, FIEEIL Athe
B tt& G teat 7408y 2 A=D1 — DRIV T, (1.
SUER SR — 7. ALERAS N T EREDS B — 7. BER
e T AT W= 7. 8wy T EfER & 5
— 7. @RISR T B T EEN S B — 7. Eh AN T
BLeNThRV—7.8BLeNE] T A A—=UPREN— 7.
AA=UREN] OTHBIZOWTRIEEZIT>7,
At B LIS T B EFE O RN FHIICH B e =0 I
W2 EERERT D720, R TOHEBIZOWT tIREZLT
mot, TOME, WTNOHEHICBW LA EREID
RO N7 (65<1.93, ns),

2.2 B

Karasawa & Suga (2008) THW Bz, XY a8,
BT 2R DT 4 TRIEWE R TT 4 7 72t & RS
LRI, AWFFEORITESCE LTHEM L7 (Table 1),
ZORESE, Y a BT A~ L 2
L LT, BMEICHRE NI,

Table 1: Stimulus description

TR I B DHMHORKBBERE TEWE L
oo Bol &I I0FREEDMWTEELE (P),
FITli-> CTEBICH > CTHD &, BEREANTND
EB E TICHA 225 (N) EnWE L, bk
MNHLEEXOHEZRTCNDE, ~DRIDA—V 3
DOSHHWVTELEMN) L9 TL, HEOARAE—T—
ET VHENT U TBTC ) A AR Li2b D TL
7= (P),

FDHRNANAIRY T N affioThd &, RO
FLE D HMBLEE R ELE (P) OB F LT,
I LS TUIUA VLAY T ARG LN &
LHVELE N, ZORITENZDT, Z0LT
it s DERLDE LT,

MANES>TWT, BRIV =T HZERH
VELEZ N BEWFOGNLRVERERD H-T-D
TIN, AMIE L C~v=a 7V RBRTEELE
(P), TNTEA—NNBI L E v FRE TR TE
5 (P) ZricKfF&EELE, £, BB ofEIL2
BRI L CTE vy (N) Z bbb E LT,

Note: P stands for positive information, while N stands for negative in-
formation.

2.3 EEBEmME
RE P8 M1 7 D [ESE RSP AEER T 2 KB 36 44 (B 21 4,
oM 15 4L 420011 5%)
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1 DFERE v a2 T4~THOBIMENEREICE
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DY a gz o T, BEME (ki) kT
EB RO Ry aizonThOaz—F— - LE 2 —%5
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EYOoR LT, 2INEIE, AR (721X BAER) oy
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TER L do o 7o S CRE MO BN & 1T 72 o 72, RIZ,
ZINE IR, TREROHIZE LT, HREIERIFEED A
(B AR o3y a i3S RV E BWE T, Eok
BNET D, ) SV EMICR L7 A TREE 21T o 72 (1.
PERESEE N — 7 HERER BN, 0%k, iEMEE LT,
FBRFERE L REDO VS 7 2WET 5 &0 9 FHHEREZ 1
ST/ o7, Rl =2 —F— - LEa—ith oS
VarOFRICOVWTRATWS Z & 2l % Bl
EaRdiz, BTOTREBKT LR, 77V —7 4
YT ERATIR, EREKT L,
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B EEICAL LA IEROES

ZINE OAER LIARE L E IR NI AR T T 1 71
WexHT 4 THEROZNETNOMEEE G L, %
TIWCEENTWERDT 4 TIERNBETT 4 7 72NET
LR SALTWIEIEAICIE, R’ T T 4 71EHE LTEHIL
Too EORKNZ, PSR ORI T 4 THERBR ST 1
THRARTRBEN TG, RUT 4 7E#RO
BB DT, ROT 4 THERERTT 4 THEHRA~DF
R EEBRERE L, FROZTFLE2—F v b (Y
oY) OBEENE 2 (6 B ARELE /R AR ELE) X
HRONE2 ROT 47 F AT 47) ©2ERRAT
E T AT o T2, FOREER, Bt X FHHRONE
O BAENMEM TR B vz (F (1, 34)=3.00, p <.10),
TALRRE OFER, BB HRERET D HEICD R,
ROT 4 TR M=1.78) L0 RAT 4 77w (M
=3.11) BELfEmESINL TV (F(1,34)=9.58, p<.01)
(Figure 1), fALBLE OEHMZBET DEICIX, 089
REFTRONR ST (F<1,ns, M=242), LT, K
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The reproduced amount of
information

own product other product

Relevence between the recipient and the target

Figure 1: The reproduced amount of information
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R 23 s \
15 e Memory

CFI=1.00, AIC = 28.00

Solid lines indicate significant effects,
whereas broken lines indicate ns.
p*<.10, p** < .05, p***< .01

Figure 2: Relations among relevance between the recipient and

the target, message description, evaluation, and memory
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