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Abstract

The novel coronavirus (a.k.a. COVID-19) pandemic has hit America hard. This
study examines the perceptual and behavioral effects of up-to-date news about
confirmed COVID 19 cases and deaths. Using data collected from an online survey
of 1,094 Americans, the role of media use pattern and cultural orientations in
shaping Americans’ perception of the pandemic and behavioral responses was
explored. Results show that respondents generally believed other Americans were
more impacted by the latest news on infections and mortalities. However, the more
they paid attention to the news, and the more they were oriented toward collectivist
values, the less biased were their perceptions of the impact of such news. Finally,
collectivist value orientation and perceived effects of the news on the self are
significant predictors of adopting preventive measures, such as masking up and
keeping social distance. Taken together, the results show that collectivist value
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orientation is a key micro-psychometric level predictor of risk perceptions and
adoption of preventive actions. This study contributes to the third-person effects
theory by offering a cultural explanation of biased perception concerning the
impact of pandemic news and behavioral consequences of that biased perception.

Keywords: coronavirus pandemic, third-person effects, individualism,
collectivism, preventive measures
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MEBHER R

e 8 (COVID-19) 762019 4F 12 F 1 8% » 1M 4% 2 17 1 2 57
F B o 4 LB R 202053 A 13 H & A A2 B A A 2 20k BB DL HL %
15 > BT e B AT TE 35 B0 R A A N AR IO B AR > A Ak
s NBURZ BB o B2 20204E8 J > RS2 B £ 7% 500 &
BET N B 16 # (World Health Organization, 2020) o 7£ % 1% 10 I f#%
WEAIE LT > FF2 N8 B N Be 45008 B 92 18 it 1) A S Rl) > 23 B
5 [0 18 A N SRS N 1 R SR A o B > P 1 RN A A S B R
P 5 A R AR P 1 A W R AN it > (HUZE P JELAS Tt Al R 2% T R T 2
NFIARE > 75355 32 28 5 Bk o BRI DUARARL T BL3K 11 58 | 2%
Gan =gk VRN NI NP S DNV T RSt PN = g e Re: N il
2L (McKelvey, 2020) > {8 B 06 %E Lo Bl et it o2& 2 T /A M55 > (A4
TR B B BUF KN BERZ S8 A AR O 5 - A FPam 48
(Andrew, 2020) > DL BB S8 A B AR ABEREE A EY) - HE R
TR BE N 23l o — TEHTOF T 7 T SO b AB (BB 3 8 e 2 7
25 B FRAE = 1E R 32 R 2 — (Biddlestone, Green, & Douglas, 2020) ©

F5 AEOG 5 1) D S BT 1) RO, 5 | JEE B 1) SR BRI o R
AL SO A o 5 K B T ~ AR o ol > AR A IRR R 1Y) ) RE [ R g
H BT 45 N B 8 O B Jos (90 R SE T 1B L - 10 BR AN A e A B 4 2 1
AR R SOt o A% ARBURT B R G M B B AT RO > DA [l B S
AP E E R B 75 2K (Shearer, 2020) o %8 $£ 587 ™ 57 5% B 2 1% AR AS 17
1 FCEE AE o AR 5 JEL B AL & B K AR P 5w (social amplification of risk
framework) (Kasperson et al., 1988) » K & 187 [H] ¥ & n] GE 38 2 A4 3
A 2% SR LR B R B9 R (Kasperson & Kasperson, 1996) o A i
e PG vp BT I U ) B A 6 > ARSI SR DAY TE 22 I I s S AR fE
B e o B R AR R T T 3 5 I3 AR 1% UG R 0 DA B 7 %A T S T
REE A2 -

BRI S > 2% = ARCR BRI 54N (Davison, 1983) - AR 5T
PRE 5 [ IR A R 25 15 R P A B AN A N RS 2 S 0 A 5
B AP S A R 8 S 5 2B ) R R AN o] 5 AN ) B AT £ o AN > B R
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FI) 5 B AL v 9 5 14 RN 3 2 (EDIBLAE By s 2 e v i 473 9 179 A
@ > ACHIFTE 35 F PR ) i A SCAL B (B9 20 iy 8 34 S B N 389 17 22 195 0 i 119
RRRIANAT 7 S o

A R — NGO Pty B AR (L 1] - AT 5 45 R A A B R
WA CA A e T S SRR AR = ORI - SIE B B [m] 2 o
#)IRFHR) W 1 [ RE (Leonhardt, 2020) = /5 18 5% [0 o R S B 42 i 75 il
B RN G B B AE > BRAh > ARWFFTIN PR OB AR o B HAR O A R
[ S 2L BEL R 1 42 Rt A o

FE B8 SRR T R AR

B Z AR I

P St 2R B B A R A R T A R EE MG R
7 (Liu & Lo, 2014) » B2 G B EHH H B2 04 g s BRI i
FWF AR B > PG R al s S fi A 8 EE S R 0 AR B R OE T B R
O\ RAR ERNBRAT By - AR A B 2N Ak A B ) B OB e S B RO
JEWRE 5220 K 7 4T £y (Choi, Yoo, Noh, & Park, 2017; Coleman, 1993; Lin
& Lagoe, 2013) ©

(R B2 DR T 2 1 I 26 R R B - w8 2 N AP 1) i A A B 15
S5 0%l et R R B 109 i P SN ) 52 R A B B O 2 2 (Lee & Park,
2016; Ludolph, Shultz, & Chen, 2018; Wei, Lo, & Lu, 2008) - %= f& {f 7
FR N5 H Davison (1983) 1955 = A& R 5% > Davison (1983, p. 3) #8 4
K2 BONHR & T Al K R S th A9 RE RN AT B 1 S 28 ] o $640) 56
Wt HoA AN (RPER = N) Bl e 2 B0 45 5 32 B A7 BH P 1% sl L B i [ 1Y) 52
2 A (BE— N R HCRAS € 32 258 K000 ] 1 52 2 o

AESCER N EDE VN &

i 2 BAE A BADEIE T ARSI > A APIAE fff s A A A T 5 2 iR
FErh s Y BLR 22 5B AN B 4 (Golan & Banning, 2008; Lo, Wei, Guo, &
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Zhang, 2016) ~ BESRA B~ L B FARM T BCE A — e R A Tm N > 3
FENE R B HOEE G S A RN AR~ RV - H R o miE AR
NIRZE ~ B A8 R R ) A ) mT BB B8 = AR (Wi et al., 2008) e
iE 4 Gunther 1 Mundy (1993) it » B8 & Rl PP B kiR i) JRUFSIRE > Ak
A VB B 22 BB & -

it BN AT IR R BT FE > B 4 SARS ~ HINT i /&% - MERS il {7
Pehid 7 (Ebola Virus) #a8 B > A 37 95 58T M 10 5 200 15 O
7 58 (Lee & Park, 2016; Lim, Lee, Kim, & Chang, 2017; Lo, Wei, Lu,
& Hou, 2015; Wei, Lo, & Lu, 2008) ° K 2 # A\ #B& 1 1 58 % 9 25 41 B
B AR RN > AR 55245 F R AL | I & 2 25
] LB K A5 28  Liu Lo (2014) 76 HINT 2R 1 ¥t 2 52 28 (1) A1 B
TR BB > 2 R L M A O S AR S
B o MRS B 1 i A B SRR > FRAM R A A A3 7 8 e v 7 8 1 R
[ 52 280 1) ) 7 PP A R I 2 5800 o TR > 4R AR ABGR -

B — « 205 H G AR e s T B A s T N B BT H O

21 YINERE L PN LN

HEE AR R R E

8 2 W I 7% A Sk R 25 A P AP e S A0 2 8 1 A i 2= RN
IR > O KR EE L ASR] B9 FHM ) s ) folf PR AR =X o o sl R AT 28 = A%
FFRA (Perloff, 1999; Wei et al., 2008)  ZASHF 52 MR 9538 25 i AH BA AT 78 15
B =R AT RE R B = NRCR RN R R > DARTAN A B B e 1 R
[ iy s B ) S 288 o g AR R R - A B e e B 1 O T A BR O -
B IRAAEREAG > DA RSB R ) (N = el 4E /8 +5%) -

3B I B

TE SRR AP (Y R0 B R B T T > (% SR BRI
iy 25 28 S 2R AR SR R T P R - 0 — RSO o i A B ) B
HECISURT M A B A o AR ES SR R R O — BB 2 AT DR RS = A
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R FR AN R o R B A 2 R A S Fs
(Chaffee & Schleuder, 1986) - A A" fi 17 58 £ 7 [ {58 F 55 [F] 77 B [ 5%
2o A BRI R e R g R S R R R AR > &
FEBUR B C > AP 1 BT 04 BE 3 R R Re e B R Bt A\ 2 ]
() 58 R o FF £ B & I (Wei et al., 2008) AT HINT i J& (Liu & Lo,
2014) AHEA R 56 = ANRCRBF 7S A > 30 92 15 00 T 1 [ A i ] 422
REAFRAREE = NSRRI 2R o

[FIARAY > 1 T WA RR A 2 — R RR AR > AMAE MR i B
O FO RS i BE B RIS 7 JCAE At AP B G 1 1L (Perse, 2001) > 8 BRI HB %N
R FE B 5 2R 1 B B At AR 2R 52 0 (Weid, Lo, & Lu, 2010;
Wei, Lo, Lu, & Hou, 2015) o F i 5 B BH 73 15 8 €02 o M1 B 45 5 81
B JELS 2 B (Slater & Rusinski, 2005) » AP35 A2 a4 Jal g 8 i Y
BRE B R o SRR AR AN B R B C e BT R o B MR
) BAEFE B = M AT REA R A B M R B CRARE > &
T B AR ok g Bl AR R B O LA A S R AR N 2 I o AR £
(1) FR B T 7T SRR > DA B 5 7t s 2 92 175 i P 0 A 4 5 0 TR IO e > R AP 42
H IR

Bk = = 325l 5 35 e R B 0 A0 B8 T N SORT R A R T AR B

T o SEHIE R T A0 58 = A BSOR R 2 L) o

H A4 fg ek

Bandura (1997, p.12) #% B A RERL 25— AR AAME & > B A A BE
T8 A REAS AN R TR R A PR (04 1% DL IRE T R 04 ) ) BT B e
e JE B A 28 S AR RE A T > B FRALRE A 2 RIS A B B E
ORI EERER o FEEBEAE I [ B IRAEE K A7 AT E
1F B G R 1 RR AT Sy 1A RLHE ~ AT AT MR AN B 5 R R ] (Witte,
1994, p. 114) o A Y 13 FALARIRE B M (9 4250 19 e R BAT B - T
AR Y B PR ] BE AR BT A ek - L RIS RR B B AR B T
IR 58 A0 Y 5 #E (Salwen & Dupagne, 2003; Wei, Lo, & Lu, 2010) °
Lee 5 Tamborini (2005) 4§ 11 > 48 B 32800 2R B AT B (05 N2 0 58 =
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NBOR SR B E B o Lee 1 Park (2016) 75— JE B A HINT 35 M A9
HERWE T P EE B > B IRALRR BGY B2 A TR S A
OB o R > FEBIF 7T 55 B0 e o 2 5 175 0 P Tl B i 8RR > B 3R
SR TR v ) AT R R B iR 2 HL A N 32 e B S B RSK  H 2
RN o FEJA E A3 > FRAMER R AR
BRE= - 23 A 0 B RAEE R - 7 e 75 05 6 A1 ZE T A\ 3
B 4 38 = N BB R 22 BN ©

SCABIR R

Hofstede (1980, p. 21) #% 3CAb 5 % 2y [ —F [543 A8 22 S 4 i
Mo HIL > bl LARRMR B — AL e S0 BE R > i SCALAE (R4 T3
i AR AT B B 4R TR A AN 45 R B | (Srikandath, 1991, p. 166) » {83
{1 A B 5 ER 0 1] o 7E Hofstede 19 SCAL B ) i 24 » Hidh—18
RS SCALAE (B A (R N £SR3 238 - Hofstede (1980, p. 221) [ A
F 3G O [ A AR AR A B M o AN R
2 I 75 S8 £ 3% o Hui (1988, p. 17) 5§ Ho e 38 2 [ — Z 41 BiL [0 &5 Fn B .
M AF B ERE -G8 AT AREMAT ] - FEEBULEm L £
F R — R T R 7 IR AR B S 75 oK A9 B ) (Kim, Sherman, &
Updegraff, 2016) ° 7E 8.0 BLER (Y g 1 | > 2288 B2 I B 1E 2
Ting-Toomey F Dorjee (2018, p. 67) i ## (1) [ & Iz (B EH 2 > EHE 1K
1 B i T3 0 B 03~ BERSRERI R AR AHER] > DAKHFRE 75 ok K
BN RFIEE -

B3 (Schwartz, 1990) 5824 » 8 A 3= 2 A 4 B8 £ 26 1E & SCUALBUR Y
Hepr 2 — > MEDIHL 2 BRI » I A2 WA 3 37 1 — 501 o BUARHESE
MB B AEAE R UL EE R 25 = ARG (Lee &
Tamborini, 2005) ° #4 2 [ W 7% B/~ (Hong, 2020) » EE YN EI K AESE = A
RO RBEN T R AR K22 B SR PG 7 B 5 58 = AR R 25 1
FULHE B B 8 o HiA 22 3% I 32 5 (Kim et al., 2016; Lee & Tamborini,
2005) > FEHE T FAE ST BB B S AR 2R > SRK AR — M AR
FZEE o MRS > AMMEEM o AR T REAEB e R W0
FCAS 2 5 BELA AP SCA b B o) 20T B A 2 3 R ) R 22 o
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AN > 8 A BFTT R > A RN 3 28 S i A ) SR B R
() 3 18 58 R 5 (self-enhancing bias) > %& Fl R 748 A0/ A0 45 A A8 &
AR K W] B8 2 A T 4RI F1F 2 2 (Heine & Lehman, 1995; Lee &
Tamborini, 2005) ° %8 L 52— HUR - 2K B AERE - e sUb b R py A
B33 58w AR > L R T RERR A B S 2 B A AR TE SR
A o HABELE 3 H] (Lo, So, & Zhang, 2012) » A ZE ZEHL A #5151 )
UNGDESS N S B4 TR ARSI R R (K ER Y- N S N % N
B 4% o R R R 2 > R ARAS 4 B G Il N 25 38 B O 19 T R 2R
NEEE SR (EUND- - X i IR i TR R R L < G =WTh A i) N7 |
PR R o R > BA RS AR R EEE N AR AR
B o W 5 Al Ee e sE AR IR B i S B e B, B
LAt N B ER A 25 BE LR e s /)N o

WAk - FF 2 B EARARA B 28 = NRCR BN E VR & A M 8 A i 7
[ 1 7] (Gunther & Mundy, 1993; Perloff, 1993; Tal-Or, Tsfati, & Gunther,
2009) o iF i Gunther #1 Mundy (1993, p. 58) fir & » [ A {H 5] 728 48 454 5
s H A IRSEE RS ] RMER 5 B O HRHEE > g8 )y o HA A >
W LA € 37 A5 B R 2 > 5 R A B (B2 2 B — N RCR AR
AR o [ ASHE 7T AR A B SCRR AR DA ARER o DAdmBa R 2
A HE T FEAE B ] > 70 5 28 55 B R X 36850 e s 2 5 156 0 [ i 2B 1) R
HIR T E A IER o

Bk a = 32505 A N 32 20 (A Iyl Ry > 36850 56 6 1 19 A BB

TN BRI BT 7 2 1 58 = N FR e o o
P b« 325 A AR R 1 2 A I B Ry > 25T RE s 1 151 i S
T2 N ST [ BT AR 1 38 = N BOR B Al g

MRABAH [F] (0 s o > FRAMME — 20 5k > 7 B H 4T 2 3% B 104 et s
FEEE R N HRIPLRE A m B A EREEBI A > AR
SE 78 - Z (B (B0 35 B0 A\ A JE 3 5 55 0 P IR > A AR ) | R 44 9 M
oo R > FRAM AT DLA B AR > PR AR A 35 /KT 19 92 B A2k
o R RBERESNERAERES WL > B CMEAMSEE A g
75 5 3 B IR AT B 0 14 e B D R (51808 s e 1 2 2 o
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(EEILIES B DL D R A PNEEE 3 g
RS2l > BT AR 2 BT e 5 1 A0 5 T N R [
A O N BRI -

BENBCR BT Ry
%:Aﬁﬁa—ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ»lﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁaﬁ@kﬁ&fﬁ
SR ER AN AT REAE MR EATE) - Mutz (1989, p. 3) 584 » 5 = A&k
R [ R RN | o MG o BT B =N
xﬁl%a LA > AT AR (S AP B BCTE 7 sk OR AT A o SR DAAE A BF 5K R B
(Tewksbury, Moy, & Weis, 2004; Wei et al., 2008) » ¥} 1/ ¥ B A0 5 = A
R RN 25 BE S AR AR A A PR B B R it > S 2 AR A H O )
5 B 5 7 R R LW T BE R IXAT B o IF 40 Price ~ Tewksbury
Huang (1998) A REAARER » MM T A C o MM7EsEA RS A O
AR > 51 B O B9 RRAE & v] (5 B8 0 A AR e > R 3
O 152 28 W ] RE AR AP SR B S 178 o S8 b > M8 R BUR (Wei
et al., 2008, 2010) > B> & Vi B SF 15 BT B 3 SR A2 2 > 2RI
[y 92 85 i ) T S TEUSEE T 5 T RIS YR R A B SRR > RISk
S B AP YR A AR I
B AN 5 JE B TE B 2R Em A0 ZE {747 48 F£ A5 Y (The Extended Parallel
Process Model) & i (Witte, 1994) > & AAM 5 2 ] i 25 ) 25 44 Jl B AR
ﬁﬁjﬁﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ:@&%MM%mﬁ%%mkﬁﬁﬂ
» [%AK )8 % (Smith, Ferrara, & Witte, 2007; Witte & Morrison, 2000) ©
#IE‘ETJK]LHINI%EFEEJ% [ 75 85 B (Liu & Lo, 2014) > # it B 5 filt
A BRI > T JE S Ml A fE R A B R 5 nT LT AP BR BT RE e A
I o 2 8 B RN SR AT B 8 N AR % 5% B AT Sy A A
(Carpenter, 2010) - ## 2 (9B 55 15 HF 5 565 = ARICR SRR An ] 52 B2 1% 0
fi 3 5 ALY 5K 17 4% (Wed, Lo, & Lu, 2007; Wei et al., 2008) o 7E#E 2%
S AR TR R o SR fE R RN B B SH 8 4 e mT LAl A ek A T
M 30T R A RE RS 5 TR IR B W RROAT A M o Rl SR
A% et — AR A T PR LR B AL R E A R R R
S e 2 8 155 T TR 5 2B 1 R R AR At A 1) S R R B AT 2 I B
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B a = 325 F il Bt o 3 B A SE T NS0T B B B O
%ﬁ%%ﬂlﬁkﬂﬁ%@% > 3 LG W 8 35 SR e 7 4 B
B o

R = B 3250 B v A Wi ek 3 BRI SE T N BOHT B B O

BT B A BB B - BB T B4 S
FEil -

B T e = B Rl w2 el 1 1 AN B T\ O B B A5
BT BN B S BER » 3 LU T RE BRI BE 10t

WARAL S

A 2020 4F 4 H B 55 AR R HT > R SE B BN H i E R e
5 B T By 48 o oL o B R SRR A T A 28 MR AR Y 5 4 (Mervosh,
Lu, & Swales, 2020) > 2= B 5% 78 %4 Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) 38
G E TR S A o 327 TE S8 U 10 20 85 1Y 7E AR R A AR ]
5%/% %EE’J*&@J H A A 5T V5 B A 180 58 Bt 367 e v i 9% 1 19 )
s ZEhE LA A EEER -

Tnﬁﬁ%‘ﬁﬂ » MTurk - & Y [ 5 S5 5 A 202 B S BN 0140 A Ee 4]
(Casler, Bickel, & Hackett, 2013) > 3 H H {3 4% 4l £% 77 12 O kR AS o1 2 kf
fb (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011) o Afiff 57 £ B 43 & Bl 4l Bk
Uﬁﬁ%*?zﬁ‘ﬁxﬁlﬁﬂﬂ%%..%kﬂ Gy At EeAp o AR AR EE ~ MR RN AR

WERTEERAT - ARBFFEILA 1,094 4452 54 SER A 4 -

75 1,094 4 Z 35 # ) SF- B AR B 5 40.24 5% (BRHE 22 = 13.07 > #E[#
182 T761%) » Ho52% £ B 1% (n=570) » 76% 5 A (n=831) » H
WHHEMEEB A (n =87, 8%) ~ FUBEA & /H1 T EMA (n=77,7%)
£ A (n =80, 7%) » LI R HABHEE (n=18,2%) - fEHELE T
[ > K&)66.4% 52w (n=727) BEA 2 Lol L5207« toh >
45.7% (n = 500) F) 32 5l & 2 BE WA BB 4 60,000 5 7T > 16% HI 52 W) &
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FEFE ARG JE BN (n = 122) o 5 COVID-19 4 B i fE AR P I & > A
89% ) % #i & Z N ERIEA 2 (n = 974) > 4% W ZHTHFRD
e > HRNEFEEZZIREE (n=44) -

RANE

B IR 7 7 7 e BRI ZE T SR g BATE o At 5T T R
et B AN SR T NSO I B ERR B = B A B R R (1A%
WAARMBE » SARIEFEEE) > FR 238 B0k - B - Ak
A0 AL GBS (40 Twitter ~ Facebook ~ Instagram il YouTube) 55 £ #8 A [A]
I B Py 52 B 04 B el B ORI BRE R R o M A B EREIE H r T y
(BAR A S — BT A - A T [ 387 0 ek s 5 s 191 R0 8 150 T 1 R 0 1Y
AEATRIE CPFIE = 2.76, HEHEZE = 93, {5 = .80) °

BT 7L I 5 g B 158 T2 N S P 2 B C A1 BN 5E ZE R a8 1 o A0 7T
DI B R (1 AR 58 29 D8 - A3
T L 975 B 18] 0 A8 T N B R O [ R 40 (1) B sy 5 (2)
R NS FE L 5 DAK (3) Hoed i 2 & 2 - FME =Ml 3
HHBCFEME - DA B OB e 1R CF % =371, 1%
HeZe = 97, 5 1% = 81) o i & A BB s 2 9 11 0 58 1 N BI0Rr 354
AR WAaRE =MAERIEE (T HARN TR - AR
M) B ER > AP IS =R T A JTE B BCPIE » DUE R A

SRR | ARG TEE CF % = 4.14 > 11 = 82> {5 = .87)

FBEABCRGRH o 55 = NGB AR = NBORF S — NBOR R0
ZER Rt R T )3 At N B 2 TH S BN B O R T B ] YRR N
el o FEER T R AZ B B8 R b P A N Y B T B 15 4 > B
ERZE R HE A AR ENG o B - 5= AR
— NBCRRY R ZE MO > 25 = ARCRFEM MBS -

H #HACRERE o B R AR BRI S B C 2l 58 U AT 25 1Y g
J1#) 2 AN (Glanz, Rimer, & Viswanath, 2008) o 2 % S5 /i 0 5¢ £ F 19 10
fEIEH (Wei et al., 2008) » A 7T AL 4507 e i 22 2 18 A G B el » AT
EER (1FEAFE > SFEFFE) R Za7E 0 DT BRI A =2
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JE > AT AR A AT T S e A U 1Y Rk EE R - (1) REEE A 2R
2R DUA SO R A C R i s iR s Q) RTMARRERC
B W IR BRI 1 i 5 (3) T LA E A C ez i i iR F
(4) FREPRBUS A e > ] LAAT R OR 5 B O 92 0 el 2 R L » A
5% 4 DU JEL E BCT-349ME o DRI [ B FRAARIER | M 4R A48 1 (38K
=422 fEHEE = 63 {5 = .78) o

ACE A g o AR N TR TR A ER — gl
AE B WRESCAL s > 3 4% ) Chirkov ~ Ryan ~ Kim 1 Kaplan (2003 ) %
12 IE B &3 M 2 W E A E B (R E ek L - 3R E
Bumy) o 0 DL EE R (1 IE R RFE > SR 50 R 3257 & Bk LA
B R R EREE - (1) ARG AMEEZA E SR 5 (2) FARE A
REZBIFREEZIRE A C » BOTERSEAA 5 (3) A NN T
IR > MERZ R B EE AR S E 5 (4) RANG AMEZIKSE B C
AR 5 (5) a8 B AN RERZARE 342 A & L0 > SRR iE
A B SR PVERT £ 5 (6) FRARME AAMMERZAS St — 8 7 i At R | A
By 5 (7) 0 SBLRAT AS I R o FRARAE AT RERZ B BB 5 (8) FRAH
15 N L AT — 8\ 7 88 AT A BB P AR FF A RS 5 (9) FRAH(E A ERZ
PRI S48 Tt A PR EEIR] 5 / [ ER A (a5 5 (10) FRARME MM ERZAEAE Tk
SE 2 AR HOBLUIR AT AN T AR A AR 5 (11) FRARAE AP IE 5% BEL A S
Gy SE/NEUPE 5 (12) FRABAE A RE % B A\ A 1 7 B At A S 5 1RE
It o AHIF 7T BT /S TE H R ST (E DASE BTN 3 2808 [ A | 54
P58 = 3.63, f2HEZE = 70, {5 = .76) > MM IEE 75 12 73
{H P8 = 3.82, #5HE2E = 60, {5 E = .71) ARG #2248 I E U
MR -

Bl FRAT 7 o AW HEER (IRREA > SEF) M2
HREELUTAT AR (1) BEMIE R A B R e 3 00 &l 5 (2) B
=5 4 A B AT FE 97 97 e 7 0 R 5 (3) RN R A B e TR
HE LR 5 (4) Bald8 R A BB i a0 2 Gl o ARpH5E iE
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For the Greater Good: The Role of News
Attention and Culture in Affecting Americans’
Biased Perceptions of News about Coronavirus
Pandemic and Effecting Prevention

Ran WEI, Queenie Jo-Yun LI

Introduction

The 2019 novel coronavirus (a.k.a. COVID-19), an influenza pandemic
that is thought to have originated as early as December 2019, has wrought
havoc in the world. The United States declared a national emergency to
combat the pandemic on March 13, 2020. However, the pandemic continued
to surge across the nation and the number of confirmed cases in the U.S.
has topped all other countries since May 12, 2020. As of August 2020,
infected cases numbered five million with more than 160,000 deaths (World
Health Organization, 2020).

Failure to follow the basics of pandemic preventive measures has been
viewed as the primary reason for the rampant spread of the coronavirus in
the U.S. For example, before they were made mandatory, face covering and
social distancing, the essential measures to slow the spread of the virus,
were debated and challenged in the name of personal freedom and civic
liberty across the country. Unlike those countries in Asia where wearing a
face mask has long been a social norm, some Americans viewed mandatory
masking up as a violation of personal freedom (McKelvey, 2020). Others
considered following these preventive measures as a tradeoff between
individual freedom and public good. Critics (Andrew, 2020) have argued
that this self-individuality is misguided and probably rooted in the
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Americans’ “can-do spirit.” A new study (Biddlestone, Green, & Douglas,
2020) identified such a cultural orientation as one of the causes of
America’s failure to contain the pandemic.

The virus surge and the failure to contain the pandemic in the United
States have garnered wide media attention, dominating individuals’ news
consumption and resulting in frequent government press briefings (Shearer,

2020). The major media outlets in the U.S. have been providing daily
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updates on the pandemic. For instance, The New York Times publishes a set
of dynamic infographics of the latest infected cases and deaths in each state.
In addition, television stations run tickers of those updates on a daily basis.

The daily news updates about the latest number of affections and
mortalities highlight an evolving situation regarding the scale of the
pandemic in the United States. According to the social amplification of risk
framework (Kasperson et al., 1988), the media can cause an augmentation
of publicly perceived risk in an emergency due to its high value of
newsworthiness (Kasperson & Kasperson, 1996). Therefore, news updates
of the coronavirus provide a fitting context to examine the effects of such
up-to-date news concerning the pandemic on Americans’ risk perceptions
and their willingness or failure to take preventive measures facing such an
unprecedented public health crisis.

Specifically, guided by the third-person effect framework (Davison,
1983), this study looks into the thought processes of Americans in
perceiving up-to-date news about the pandemic as a risk to themselves and
to other Americans, and how their perceptions affect their behavioral
responses to contain the spread of the virus. Moreover, considering the
important role of individualist beliefs in adopting or rejecting recommended
or mandatory preventive measures, this study focuses on exploring how
cultural values may shape Americans’ attitudinal and behavioral responses
stimulated by the up-to-date news about the pandemic.

By integrating individual value orientations into the third-person
effects theory, the results of this study will advance the understanding of
media power in the context of a global public health crisis. The results will
also shed some light on the question raised by The New York Times reporter
(Leonhardt, 2020)—Why the U.S. failure to control the virus was unique?
In addition, insights will be generated from the results of this study for the
benefit of improving news reporting of a global pandemic.

Literature Review and Development of Hypotheses

The Third-Person Effects

The news media are not only an important source of information about
public health risks or crisis (Liu & Lo, 2014), they are also a source of 229
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social influence during outbreaks of infectious diseases. For instance,
coverage of outbreaks of infectious disease or a public health emergency
may trigger public panic buying behavior. More importantly, past research
(Choi, Yoo, Noh, & Park, 2017; Coleman, 1993; Lin & Lagoe, 2013) shows
that exposure to news reports about public health risks shapes risk
perceptions and affects preventive behavior.

Media scholars (Lee & Park, 2016; Ludolph, Shultz, & Chen, 2018;
Wei, Lo, & Lu, 2008) have documented a biased perception that people
tend to believe news about public health outbreaks or risks influences others
more than themselves. The biased perception is in line with Davison’s
(1983) third-person effect hypothesis. He (1983, p. 3) stated it as people’s
disposition “to overestimate the influence that mass communications have
on the attitudes and behavior of others.” In other words, others (i.e., third
persons) are considered as vulnerable to the influence of news about public
health outbreaks or risks, whereas we (the first persons) are invulnerable.

Third-Person Effect of Health News

Past research (Golan & Banning, 2008; Lo, Wei, Guo, & Zhang, 2016)
has accumulated sufficient evidence that biased perception is a widely
observed phenomenon in the domain of health news. News reports about
public health issues are not necessarily negative due to its informational
nature. However, the coverage of outbreaks of public health pandemic often
causes public anxiety, fear and even panic. Under these circumstances, Wei
and his colleagues (2008, p. 263) argued that third-person perception would
be present because such news may “upset people, contributing to their
anxiety.” This argument is consistent with that made by Gunther and
Mundy (1993)—when a media message involves a large risk, biased
perception could be observed.

Research on previous public health pandemics like SARS, HINI Flu,
MERS, and Ebola (Lee & Park, 2016; Lim, Lee, Kim, & Chang, 2017; Lo,
Wei, Lu, & Hou, 2015; Wei, Lo, & Lu, 2008) indicate that the biased
perception regarding news about those epidemics was empirically
supported. When people believe themselves invulnerable, the proverbial
“vulnerable others” are thought to be influenced by news about the
epidemics. In their study of the influence of media coverage of the HINI
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swine flu pandemic, Liu and Lo (2014) found that respondents reported
self-perceived invulnerability to the influence of news about the pandemic.
Considering news updates about the coronavirus outbreaks inform
Americans about a raging public health crisis, and being affected is highly
undesirable, we expected perceptual bias (i.e., others as more vulnerable to
the influence of pandemic news than the self) to be found in appraising the
impact of updated news about the pandemic. The following hypothesis is
proposed.
H1: Respondents will perceive up-to-date news of coronavirus
cases and deaths to have a greater influence on others than on
themselves.

Factors that Mitigate Third-person Perception

In searching for cognitive or motivational explanations of the biased
perception of media influences in society, past research (Perloff, 1999; Wei
et al., 2008) has identified various psychological mechanisms and patterns
of media use that amplify or mitigate third-person perception. In this study,
we focus on three such variables as mechanisms that affect the perceptual
discrepancy between the self and others in estimating the influence of up-
to-date news about coronavirus pandemic: attention to latest news about
coronavirus cases and deaths, self-efficacy, and cultural value orientation
(individualism vs. collectivism).

Attention to health news. In the context of examining the perceived
influence of news in society, media scholars have treated attention to news
about a public health emergency or outbreaks of pandemic as either exposure
to health news or a mechanism of processing such news. It is interesting to
note that news attention was consistently found an antecedent that mitigates
third-person perception. In studies that treated attention to news as focused
exposure (Chaffee & Schleuder, 1986), people tended to heuristically think
news exposure the same as influence. Since news about outbreaks of a public
health pandemic may affect everyone in a community or country, including
the self, attention to pandemics news reduces the self-other perceptual gap. A
number of third-person effect studies of avian flu news (Wei et al., 2008) and
HINT swine flu (Liu & Lo, 2014) reported that greater exposure to news of
pandemics resulted in reduced third-person perception.
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Similarly, attention, which refers to a cognitive process in which an
individual allocates his/her mental energy and efforts to stimulus and
messages (Perse, 2001), was found to be negatively related to perceived
effects of news about public health pandemics on oneself and others (Wei,
Lo, & Lu, 2010; Wei et al., 2015). Because news attention tends to result in
realistic risk judgements (Slater & Rusinski, 2005), the more that people
paid attention to news about social and health risks, the more they would
acknowledge that they would be affected by the news. Thus, attention to
pandemic news reduces the self-other perceptual gap due to reduced biased
perception of the self as invulnerable.

Drawing on the literature, and the fact that up-to-date news of
coronavirus cases and mortality is all over the news media around the clock
in America, we hypothesize that:

H2: Attention to up-to-date news about coronavirus cases and

deaths will be negatively related to third-person perception
regarding the impact of these news updates.

Self-efficacy. Bandura (1997, p. 12) defined self-efficacy as personal
beliefs that one is capable of executing the courses of action required to
manage unpredictable or challenging situations. It is a widely applied
antecedent that motivates people to feel they can achieve their expected
outcomes in risk and health communication. In the context of risk perception,
“efficacy pertains to the effectiveness, feasibility, and ease with which a
recommended response impedes or averts a threat” (Witte, 1994, p. 114).

Considering that a higher level of self-efficacy is related to one’s
greater sense of invulnerability, and a lower level of self-efficacy leads to
feelings of fatalism, past research found self-efficacy as a predictor of
biased perception (Salwen & Dupagne, 2003; Wei et al., 2010). Lee and
Tamborini (2005) reported that Internet self-efficacy was significantly
related to third-person perception of Internet pornography. In an experiment
study of HIN1 news, Lee and Park (2016) found that self-efficacy affected
participants’ perception of media influence on the self and others.
Accordingly, in perceiving effects of up to date news about the coronavirus
pandemic in America, those who hold self-efficacious views would be
likely to perceive others as more impacted by the news than themselves.

H3: Self-efficacy will be positively related to third-person perception

regarding the impact of up-to-date news about coronavirus
cases and deaths.
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Culture. Hofstede (1980, p. 21) defined culture as “the collective
programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or
category of people from others.” Thus, culture can be understood as a social
beliefs system, while cultural values, which refer to “the governing ideas and
guiding principles for thoughts and action” (Srikandath, 1991, p. 166),
represent an individual’s orientation or cognitive predisposition. One of the
key cultural values in Hofstede’s system is individualism and collectivism.
Hofstede (1980, p. 221) termed “individualism” as the emotional independence
from “groups, organizations, or other collectivities.”

The opposite of individualism is collectivism. Hui (1988, p. 17)
defined it as “a set of feelings, beliefs, behavioral intentions, and behaviors
related to solidarity and concern for others.” At the macro-cultural level,
collectivism represents an orientation by which people’s individualistic
needs are subordinated to those of the group (Kim, Sherman, & Updegraff,
2016). At the micro-psychometric level, collectivism can be viewed as
cognitively “the broad value tendencies in emphasizing the importance of
what Ting-Toomey and Dorjee (2018, p. 67) called the ‘we’ identity over
the ‘I’ identity, group rights over individual rights, and in-group-oriented
needs over individual wants and desires.”

Critics (Schwartz, 1990) argued that the cultural dimension of
individualism and collectivism as a cultural orientation should be viewed as
relative, not a dichotomy in polar opposition. According to Triandis (1995),
most cultures include a mixture of individualistic and collectivistic
elements. Within the same culture, most people have both individualistic
and collectivistic tendencies (Triandis, 1994). In fact, past research (Kim,
Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon, 1994; Lo, So, & Zhang, 2012) has
shown that the two cultural orientations coexist in the same cultural system.
Therefore, we believe that in the United State, there are people who are
more individualistic and others who are more collectivistic. Even among
Americans who tend to be individualistic, they may be collectivist oriented
during a public health crisis in the spirit of helping people to help
themselves. In the present study, we are interested in examining how
American respondents’ individualist and collectivist orientation influence
their perceived effects of news updates about coronavirus cases and deaths.

It’s worth noting and relevant to the present study that cultural values
play a role in shaping third-person perception (Lee & Tamborini, 2005). Past
research (Hong, 2020) reported that Asian countries did not show much
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difference in third-person perception. However, third-person perception was
found unequivocal in Western countries. Others (Kim et al., 2016; Lee &
Tamborini, 2005) suggested that collectivism moderates the self-other
perceptual discrepancy in apprising media influence in society. That is, the
more they share the collectivist values in a society, the less likely that they
will perceive culturally close others to be impacted by the media.

In addition, past research has shown that people from individualistic
cultures tended to exhibit a higher level of self-enhancing bias, which leads
them to believe they were less likely to suffer from negative life events (Heine
& Lehman, 1995; Lee & Tamborini, 2005). The research further showed that
people from collectivistic cultures were found to have a lower level of self-
enhancing bias; they were then more likely to perceive themselves to be more
affected by negative life events. Others (Lo et al., 2012) also reported that
people with high levels of individualist orientation tend to display higher
levels of self-enhancing bias, which leads them to believe they were less
likely to be impacted by Internet pornography. As a result, the third-person
perceptual gap regarding the negative impact of Internet pornography became
larger. On the other hand, people with high levels of collectivist values tended
to have lower levels of self-enhancing bias; they were more likely to
acknowledge the influence of Internet pornography on themselves. As such,
the self-other perceptual gap became smaller.

Furthermore, several scholars have viewed third-person perception
fundamentally as a human tendency of self-serving bias (Gunther & Mundy,
1993; Perloff, 1993; Tal-Or, Tsfati, & Gunther, 2009). As Gunther and
Mundy (1993, p. 58) put it, that “a human tendency to see the world
through optimistic or self-serving lenses” was the underlying cause of the
third-person phenomenon. Accordingly, the following hypotheses are
developed to examine the role of individualist and collectivist value
orientation in affecting Americans’ perceptions of the impact of up-to-date
news about coronavirus cases and deaths.

H4a: Individualist value orientation will be positively related to

third-person perception regarding the impact of up-to-date
news about coronavirus cases and deaths.

Hd4b: Collectivist value orientation will be negatively related to
third-person perception regarding the impact of up-to-date
news about coronavirus cases and deaths.
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Following the same logic, we further propose that in the context of the
coronavirus pandemic that has hit American hard, Americans who are high
in values oriented toward collectivism will have lower level of self-
enhancing bias in response to COVID-19 news than others who are high
individualist value orientation. Therefore, it is reasonable to hypothesize
that Americans with high level of collectivism are more likely to perceive
themselves and other Americans to be more vulnerable to the influences of
the constantly updated news of statistics and spikes in infected cases than
those with high level of individualism.

Hd4ec: Collectivist value orientation will be more strongly and
positively related to perceived effects of up-to-date news
about the coronavirus cases and deaths on oneself and others
than will individualist value orientation.

Preventive Behavior Triggered by Perception

The third-person effect hypothesis is considered a leading media effect
theory because the differential perceived effects of news on the self and on
others prompt people to take action. As Mutz (1989, p. 3) argued, the third-
person effects mean “the influence of perception of media influence.” In
other words, third-person perception of news prompts people to engage in
preventive or protective behaviors.

In the context of coping with public health pandemics, past research
(Tewksbury, Moy, & Weis, 2004; Wei et al., 2008) shows that people who
have biased perception of pandemic news are not motivated to engage in any
action. However, they are more likely to take action if they believe themselves
vulnerable to the influence of the news. As Price, Tewksbury and Huang
(1998) explained, people know themselves the best, and they apply their
knowledge about the self as a trustworthy gauge when assessing media
impact on themselves relative to others. Evidence (Wei et al., 2008, 2015)
shows that perceived influence of news about public health pandemics on
oneself such as avian flu is a reliable predictor of taking protective action.
The perceived effects of tainted food news on the self was a stronger
predictor of intention to take action to avoid consuming the food products.

In addition, risk prevention models such as the extended parallel
process model (Witte, 1994) suggests that a risk message, when viewed as
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severe or relevant personally, will motivate people to take preventive
measures to gain control over the threat (Smith, Ferrara, & Witte, 2007;
Witte & Morrison, 2000). A study of news coverage of HIN1 (Liu & Lo,
2014) found that concern for their own health rather than others predicted
people’s intention to take protective measures.

Considering information-seeking as the most studied outcome variable

in health communication (Carpenter, 2010), information-seeking about a
pandemic and about vaccines (Wei, Lo, & Lu, 2007; Wei et al., 2008) were
added to the taxonomy of behavioral responses to third-person perception.
In containing a public health risk, seeking information makes sense because
the action enables people to reduce uncertainty and develop a sense of
control over the pandemic. The literature provides the ground for the last
set of hypotheses to examine the influence of perceived effects of up-to-
date news about coronavirus on Americans’ information-seeking behavior
and adoption of preventive measures.

HS5a: Perceived effects of up-to-date news about coronavirus cases
and deaths on oneself will be more strongly and positively
related to searching for information about the pandemic than
will perceived effects on others.

HS5b: Perceived effects of up-to-date news about coronavirus cases
and deaths on oneself will be more strongly and positively
related to sharing information about the pandemic than will
perceived effects on others.

HS5c: Perceived effects of up-to-date news about coronavirus cases
and deaths on oneself will be more strongly and positively
related to adoption of preventive measures than will perceived
effects on others.

Method

Sampling Procedures

An online survey (i.e., Qualtrics) was conducted with participants in
the United States in the second week of April 2020, the week after the stay-
at-home order was implemented by the federal government and social
distancing was strongly recommended by the CDC (Mervosh, Li, & Swales,
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2020). Participants were recruited through a post on Amazon Mechanical
Turk (MTurk). They were compensated with $1 for completing this
10-minute online survey. The participants had to be registered as residents
of the United States because this survey was concerning the issue of the
COVID-19 pandemic in this specific country. In addition, participants had
to have at least 90% or higher approval ratings from their requesters to
ensure the quality of responses.

The population of Mturk workers was shown to represent the
demographic distribution in the United States (Casler, Bickel, & Hackett,
2013) and was found to be more diverse than the sample recruited from
traditional survey methods (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). An
increasing body of research suggests that samples recruited from MTurk are
valid and reliable for studies that involve normal or clinical populations
(Casler et al., 2013). Informed by prior research that has demonstrated the
quality of samples recruited from online data collection, particularly via
MTurk, we deemed it appropriate to apply inferential statistics to the sample.

From the online panel, a total of 1,094 sampled respondents successfully
completed the survey. Of the 1,094 respondents, the mean age was 40.24 (SD
= 13.07, ranging from 18 to 76). Gender was about even with 52% of them
were male (n = 570). Among the respondents, 76% were Caucasian (n =
831), followed by African American (n = 87, 8%), Hispanic/Latino (n = 77,
7%), Asian American (n = 80, 7%), and others (n = 18, 2%). In terms of
education, approximately 66.4% of the participants (n = 727) held bachelors
or post-graduate degrees. Among the respondents, 45.7% (n = 500) had more
than $60,000 of household income. About 16% of the participants currently
live in the state of California (n = 122). In terms of health conditions related
to COVID-19, 89% of participants indicated that they had never been infected
with the virus (n = 974) and 4% said that they were confirmed positive and
currently were under medical treatment (n = 44).

Measurement

Attention to up-to-date news about coronavirus cases and deaths.
Respondents were asked to indicate how much attention they paid to up-to-
date news about coronavirus cases and deaths respectively in newspapers,
on television, and on the Internet and social media such as Twitter,
Facebook, Instagram, and YouTube. These items were scaled from “1” (“no
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attention at all”) to “5” (“a great deal of attention”). A composite measure
of “attention to news updates about coronavirus cases and deaths” was
constructed by averaging the seven items (M = 2.76, SD = .93, a = .80).

Perceived effects of up-to-date news about coronavirus cases and
deaths on oneself and others. On a 5-point scale, where “1” meant “not at
all” and “5” meant “a great deal,” respondents were first asked to indicate
whether up-to-date news about coronavirus cases and deaths made “you”
concerned about (1) getting infected with the virus, (2) your family
members getting infected with the virus, and (3) the spread of the
pandemic. The three “self” items were averaged to create a measure of
“perceived effects on oneself” (M = 3.71, SD = .97, o = .81).

The measure of the perceived effect of up-to-date news about
coronavirus cases and deaths on others consisted of three parallel items
(replacing “you” with “others”). The same five-point scale was used. The
three “others” items were averaged to form a composite measure of
“perceived effects on others” (M = 4.14, SD = .82, o = .87).

Third-person perception. Third-person perception scores were derived
by subtracting the perceived effect of up-to-date news about coronavirus
cases and deaths on oneself from the score of perceived effect of the news
updates on others.

Self-efficacy. This construct refers to an individual’s perception of his
or her competence to successfully perform a behavior (Glanz, Rimer, &
Viswanath, 2008). It was measured with four items adopted from previous
studies (Wei et al., 2008) to fit the content of the coronavirus pandemic.
Using the 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1” (strongly disagree) to ““5”
(strongly agree), respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with the
following statements reflecting their efficacy to cope with the threat of
coronavirus: (1) I am sure there are ways to effectively protect myself from
getting coronavirus; (2) I understand the methods to effectively protect
myself from getting coronavirus; (3) I can protect myself from getting
coronavirus; and (4) I have taken precautionary actions that can effectively
protect myself from getting coronavirus. The four items were averaged to
create a composite measure of “self-efficacy” (M = 4.22, SD = .63, a = .78).

Cultural value orientation. We treated individualism and collectivism
as two cultural tendencies that coexist in the same culture. To measure
individualism and collectivism as personal traits, we used a 12-item scale
constructed by Chirkov, Ryan, Kim and Kaplan (2003). Respondents were
asked to indicate their agreement (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
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with the following statements: (1) I believe people should do one’s own
thing; (2) I believe people should rely on oneself most of the time and
rarely rely on others; (3) I believe people should behave in a direct and
forthright manner when they have discussions with people; (4) I believe
people should depend on oneself rather than on others; (5) I believe people
should believe that what happens to people is their own doing; (6) I believe
people should cultivate a personal identity, independent of others; (7) I
believe people should help a relative, if the relative has financial problems;
(8) I believe people should maintain harmony within any group that one
belongs to; (9) I believe people should do something to maintain
coworker’s/classmates’ well-being; (10) I believe people should consult
close friends and get their ideas before making a decision; (11) I believe
people should share little things with one’s neighbors; and (12) I believe
people should cooperate with and spend time with others. The first six
items were averaged to form an index of “individualist value orientation” (M
= 3.63, SD = .70, a = .76). A measure of “collectivist value orientation”
was created by averaging items 7 to 12 (M = 3.82, SD = .60, o = .71).

Information searching. Using a 5-point scale (1 meant “never” and 5
meant “always”), respondents were asked to indicate how often they had done
the following: (1) actively searching for information regarding coronavirus; (2)
actively searching for information in terms of how to prevent coronavirus; (3)
actively searching for information regarding the updated situation of
coronavirus outbreak; and (4) attempting to search more information regarding
coronavirus. A composite measure of “information searching” was built by
averaging the four items (M = 3.63, SD = .82, a = .87).

Information sharing. Respondents were asked to indicate how often they
had engaged in these activities: (1) sharing information about how to prevent
coronavirus; (2) sharing information regarding the current developments of the
coronavirus outbreak; and (3) sharing scientific information regarding
coronavirus. A composite measure of “information sharing” was built by
averaging the three items (M = 3.09, SD = 1.16, a = .92).

Adoption of preventive measures. The measures of this dependent
variable were adapted from previous research (Ho, Peh, & Soh, 2013;
Ludolph, Schulz, & Chen, 2018). On a 5-point scale, where “1” meant
“never” and “5” meant “often,” respondents were asked to indicate how
often they had (1) followed the prevention guidelines to avoid non-essential
traveling; (2) followed the prevention guidelines to wear a facial mask; (3)
followed the prevention guidelines to stay at least six feet away from
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others; (4) followed the prevention guidelines to wash hands more often
than usual with water and soap; and (5) followed the prevention guidelines
to avoid touching their eyes, nose or mouth. A composite measure of
“adoption of preventive measures” was built by averaging the five items
(M =4.13,8D =.72, a = .75).

Control variables. Respondents were asked about their gender, age,
race, education and income. These variables were used as controls in
regression analyses because previous studies indicated that they were
related to news attention, self-efficacy and the third-person effects (Andsager
& White, 2007; Wei et al., 2008, 2010).

Results

H1 predicted that respondents would perceive up-to-date news about
coronavirus cases and deaths to have a greater impact on others than on
themselves. To test the hypothesis, we conducted a series of paired z-tests.
Table 1 presents the results, which supported the baseline third-person
effect hypothesis for both individual measures and the combined effects
index [z (1,093) = 15.81, p < .001]. As expected, respondents believed that
others were more impacted by up-to-date coronavirus news than they were,
hence a biased perception was documented.

Table 1 Mean Estimates of Perceived Effects of Up-to-Date News about the Coronavirus
Pandemic on Self and Others

Samples N Oneself Others t-values
Concerned about getting infected 1,094 348 (1.16)  4.14(.88)  18.57%**
Concerned about family members getting 1,094 3.81 (1.15)  4.17(93) 11.17%**
infected

Concerned about the spread of the pandemic 1,094 3.84 (1.11)  4.12(.96) 8.86%**
Combined effect 1,094 3.71(97)  4.14(82) 15.81%**

Notes: Figures in parentheses are standard deviations; ***p < .001

H2 predicted that attention to up-to-date news about coronavirus cases
and deaths would be negatively related to third-person perception concerning
the impact of such news. To test it, three hierarchical regression analyses
were performed, in which gender, age, race, education, and income were
entered first as control variables. The second block entered attention. The
third block entered individualist value orientation and collectivist value
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orientation. The final block entered self-efficacy. The dependent variables
included perceived effects of the news updates about the coronavirus on
oneself, perceived effects of such news updates on others and third-person
perception.

As shown in Table 2, after controlling the influences of demographics,
individualism, collectivism, and self-efficacy, attention to news updates on
the coronavirus cases was significantly and negatively related to third-
person perception. These results indicate that the more respondents paid
attention to the latest news on the coronavirus pandemic, the smaller the
perceptual discrepancy between the self and others, largely due to the fact
that they perceived a stronger impact of the news on themselves. H2 was
supported, suggesting attention to updated coronavirus news attenuates the
biased perception of the impact of such news.

Table 2 Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Perceived Effects on Oneself, Perceived
Effects on Others and Third-Person Perception

Independent Variables Perceived Effects Third-Pe‘rson
on Oneself on Others Perception

Block 1: Demographics

Gender (male) .00 .00 .02

Age -.03 .02 .05

Race (White) .00 .01 .01

Education —-.04 -.04 .01

Income -.03 -.04 -.01
Adjusted R 0.9% 2.7% 0.7%
Block 2: Information Processing

News attention 09 —.16%%* —245k%
Incremental adjusted R’ 1.3% 0.7% 4.3%
Block 3: Cultural Value Orientation

Individualist orientation —.09%* .06* 5%

Collectivist orientation 22k 23 -.03
Incremental adjusted R’ 4.9% 9.1% 3.09%
Block 4: Efficacious View

Self-efficacy .01 7 5
Incremental adjusted R’ 0.0% 2.2% 1.7%
Total adjusted R’ 7.0% 14.7% 9.7%

Notes: Beta weights are from final regression equation with all blocks of variables in the model;

% p <.001; ** p <.01; * p<.05. N = 1,094 241
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H3 predicted that self-efficacy would be positively related to third-
person perception regarding the impact of up-to-date news about the
coronavirus cases and deaths. Results of the previous hierarchical regression
analyses were also used to test it (refer to Table 2). After controlling the
influences of demographics, individualist value orientation, collectivist
value orientation, and news attention, self-efficacy was a stronger predictor
of perceived effects of news updates about coronavirus cases and deaths on
others (B = 17, p < .001) than perceived effects of such news on the self (B
= .01, p > .05). As a result, self-efficacy was significantly and positively
related to third-person perception regarding the impact of the latest
coronavirus news (B = 15, p < .001). Consistent with the literature, this
result indicates that self-efficacy deepens the biased perception of the
impact of such news because of it leads to self-perceived invulnerability.
H3 was supported.

H4a predicted that individualist value orientation would be positively
related to third-person perception regarding the impact of up-to-date news
of coronavirus cases and deaths. Results of the previous hierarchical
regression analyses were used to test it. As Table 2 (column 3) further
shows, individualist value orientation was a significant and positive
predictor of third-person perception regarding the impact of up-to-date
news about coronavirus cases and deaths on the self (B = .15, p < .001).
These results indicate that individualist value orientation was associated
with self-perceived invulnerability, resulting in forming biased perception
of others as being more vulnerable. H4a was supported.

H4b predicted that collectivist value orientation would be negatively
related to third-person perception regarding the impact of up-to-date news
about the worsening coronavirus pandemic. As shown in Table 2 (column 3),
collectivist value orientation was not a significant predictor of the self-other
perceptual gap (B = —.03, p > .05). H4b was not supported, indicating
stronger orientation toward collectivism does not result in biased perception.

H4c predicted that collectivist value orientation would be more strongly
and positively related to perceived impact of up-to-date news of coronavirus
cases and deaths on the self and on others than will individualist value
orientation. Results of the previous hierarchical regression analyses were used
to test it. As shown in Table 2, collectivist value orientation was significantly
and positively related to both perceived effects on the self (B = .22,
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p < .001) and on others (B = .23, p < .001). Thus, collectivist value
orientation was not significantly related to third-person perception (B = —.03,
p > .05). On the other hand, individualist value orientation was a negative
predictor of perceived effects of such news on the self (B = —.09, p < .001)
but a positive predictor of perceived effects on others (B = .06, p < .05). As
a result, individualist value orientation turned out to be a positive predictor
of biased perception of others as being impacted by the latest updates on the
coronavirus pandemic (B = .15, p < .001).

Additional tests for the difference between two regression coefficients
using Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) method show that the difference between
the betas of individualist value orientation and collectivist value orientation
on third-person perception was significant (t = 4.55, p < .001). As expected,
collectivist value orientation was more strongly and positively related to
perceived effects of up-to-date news about coronavirus cases and deaths on
the self as well as on others than was individualist value orientation. These
results suggest that in the context of the massive outbreaks across America,
respondents with collectivist values have tended to have a less biased
perception about the impact of the latest coronavirus news than those with
individualist values. Facing the pandemic, they seem to have a sense of “we
are in this together.” H4c was supported.

H5a, H5b and HS5c, which were concerned with the behavioral
responses to perceived effects of up-to-date news about coronavirus cases
and deaths, predicted that perceived effects of the news on the self would be
more strongly and positively related to information searching, information
sharing, and adoption of preventive measures than would perceived effects
of such news on others. More regression analyses were performed to test
them. Results of which are summarized in Table 3.

As Table 3 shows, news attention and self-efficacy were significant
predictors of the three behavioral outcome variables. That is, the more
attention respondents paid to up-to-date news about infections, and the more
they were self-efficacious, the more often they sought information about the
pandemic, shared such information with others, and took mandated
preventive action. Further, it’s interesting that collectivism is a positive
predictor, while individualism is a negative or non-significant predictor, of
the adoption of these measures to prevent the spread of the virus.
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With the influences of the above predictors being taken into account,
perceived effects of up-to-date coronavirus news on the self were
significantly and positively associated with information searching about the
pandemic (B = .24, p < .001), sharing such information with others (B =
.13, p < .001), and adoption of preventive measures (B = .24, p < .001)
such as masking up and social distancing. Consistent with previous research
(Liu & Lo, 2014; Wei et al., 2010), the more that respondents acknowledged
being impacted by the up-to-date news, the more frequently they engaged
in seeking and sharing information about the pandemic. In addition, they
adopted some of the mandated preventive measures such as wearing masks,
washing hands, and keeping social distance. However, perceived effects of
the news on others were negatively related to all three dependent variables,
namely information searching (B = —.04, p > .05), information sharing (B =
—.11, p < .001), and adoption of mandated preventive measures (B = —.03,
p > .05). Thanks to these significant predictors, the regression models
succeeded in accounting for one-third of the variance of the three
behavioral variables.

The differences between the betas of perceived effects on the self and
perceived effects on others for information searching (¢t = 5.45, p < .001),
information sharing (¢t = 4.79, p < .001), and adoption of preventive
measures (f = 5.08, p < .001) were all significant. These results indicate
that perceived effects of latest updates on the pandemic on the self were
indeed a stronger predictor of the three behavioral measures than perceived
effects on others. H5a, H5b and H5¢ were all supported.



For the Greater Good

Table 3 Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Information Searching, Information
Sharing and Adoption of Preventive Measures

Independent Variables Informa.tion Inform‘ation Preventive
Searching Sharing Measures

Block 1: Demographics

Gender (male) -.04 -.04 — 1%

Age .02 -.03 .04

Race (White) -.03 -.05 -.05

Education .01 -.03 -.01

Income .02 .00 B0
Adjusted R 1.4% 3.1% 4.0%
Block 2: Information Processing

News attention A1EEE S50#%* J2%EE
Incremental adjusted R’ 19.9% 31.7% 2.2%
Block 3: Cultural Value Orientation

Individualist orientation -.05 -.01 —.07%*

Collectivist orientation 2% .08%* A1
Incremental adjusted R’ 5.2% 1.9% 7.5%
Block 4: Efficacious View

Self-efficacy 20708k .09 AQoRk
Incremental adjusted R’ 3.1% 0.6% 12.9%
Block 5: Perceived Effects on

The self 2Tk DRk 267

Others -.02 S o -.02
Incremental adjusted R’ 6.3% 1.6% 5.5%
Total adjusted R’ 35.9% 38.9% 32.5%

Notes: Beta weights are from final regression equation with all blocks of variables in the model;

w55 p < 001; %% p < 01; * p <.05. N = 1,004

Discussion

In the context of the coronavirus pandemic that turned into a public
health disaster in America, we have attempted to study the reasons why and
how Americans responded to the pandemic by examining the perceived
effects of up-to-date news reports about infected cases and deaths.
Consistent with the literature (Coleman, 1993; Wei et al., 2008), our results 245
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show that respondents tend to have a biased perception by believing others
are more impacted by latest updates on coronavirus than themselves, further
validating the applicability of third-person effects theory in the domain of
public health news (Wei et al., 2008).

However, results of regression analyses reveal that news attention
plays a significant role in attenuating the biased perception because it is a
positive predictor of perceived effects of the news on the self, but a negative
predictor of perceive effects on others. What these results mean is that
surveyed Americans who paid attention to up-to-date news about the
infections and mortalities tended to be open about being impacted by the
updated news on the pandemic. As expected, focused exposure to the news
updates mitigates third-person perception. This particular result suggests
how up-to-date news reports, such as infographics, news tickers on TV
screen, and flashing digital signs on social media, influence Americans—
attention paid to up-to-date news about the pandemic helps reduce their
biased perception of others as being more impacted by the news than
themselves. At the same time, attention to the news makes them acknowledge
the pandemic as a risk to themselves.

However, unlike the effect of media use patterns on mitigating biased
perceptions of latest coronavirus news, efficacious attitude and individualist
value orientation tend to enhance the self-perceived invulnerability because
the more surveyed Americans considered themselves as self-efficacious and
individualistic in value orientation, the greater their perceived effects of the
news updates on others. These two variables enhanced the biased
perception, thus widening the self-other perceptual gap. These results reveal
the mind-set of the surveyed Americans in coping with the pandemic: their
can-do spirit and an individualist value orientation seem to result in a sense
of self-perceived invulnerability, which turned out to be unfunded, because
the pandemic became more infectious and deadly in America since this
survey in April 2020.

The self-perceived invulnerability then has consequences for adoption
of mandated preventive measures. Specifically, the results show that
perceived effects of news updates about the pandemic on the self are a
consistent and positive predictor of three preventive measures: seeking more
information about the pandemic, sharing such information with others, and
wearing face masks, keeping social distancing, etc. Then, perceived effects
of updated coronavirus news on oneself seem to motivate respondents to
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take preventive actions, revealing the influences of constantly updated news
of the pandemic on respondents’ preventive behavior.

Taken together, these results shed some light on the why and how some
Americans failed to contain the coronavirus pandemic in spring 2020. They
also suggest how news media play an important role in helping contain the
pandemic. By influencing respondents’ risk perceptions and behavioral
responses trigged by the perceptions, our study generates some fresh
evidence in support of the thesis (Kasperson & Kasperson, 1996) that news
media are an important source of social influence in a public health crisis.

More importantly, Markus and Kitayama (1991) suggested that culture
has implications for understanding people’s cognition, emotion, and
motivation. Our study contributes to the third-person effects research by
offering a cultural explanation of the perceptual bias and behavioral
consequences of the biased perception. Compared to respondents of
individualist value orientation, those Americans in our study who scored
high on collectivist values show no self-perceived invulnerability. They
perceived the up-to-date news about the coronavirus as impactful on all
Americans, including themselves.

In fact, collectivist value orientation is the strongest and positive
predictor of perceived effects of the latest coronavirus news on oneself and
on others, reducing the biased perception. These results indicate that the
respondents with high collectivist values do not have the perceptual bias of
invulnerability like those with high individualist values. It seems that they
have a sense of “we’re in this all together” in evaluating the pandemic that is
constantly updated in the news media. On the other hand, individualist value
orientation is a positive predictor of perceived effects on others but a negative
predictor of perceived effects on the self, enhancing the biased perception.
These results reveal that the effect of individualistic mentality on the
formation of biased perception of risks posted by the coronavirus pandemic.

Behaviorally, it is not surprising that respondents with high individualist
values tend to do little or nothing to combat the spread of the virus. Based
on our results, it is reasonable to attribute their inaction to their self-efficacy
and the sense of self-perceived invulnerability. These respondents simply did
not care and bother to engage in any preventive behavior. Respondent with
collectivist values, on the other hand, engaged in a number of preventive
behaviors, including searching and sharing information about how to prevent
coronavirus and followed the mandates in wearing masks, sanitizing, and so
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on and so forth. They take those measures to protect themselves, and
probably they do this for the greater good. Consistent with the literature (Lee
& Tamborini, 2005), results of this study show that culture not only shapes
third-person perception of risks, but also has consequence for behavioral
responses to the risk.

Findings of this study have theoretical significance. In the context of a
global public health crisis, our findings provide new empirical evidence in
support of the robustness of third-person effects in explaining why
individuals differed in their behavioral responses to the public health crisis
in terms of searching and sharing information as well as adopting
preventive measures. These findings contribute to risk communication.
Furthermore, we incorporated cultural orientations in the third-person
framework. Cultural orientation was found as an important underlying
mechanism that affects individuals’ processing of pandemic news and
subsequently their risk-preventive behaviors. Thus, incorporating culture in
the analytic framework enhances the predictive power of perceptions of
public health news over individuals’ behavioral responses in the contexts of
a global pandemic. Hence, another contribution to health communication.

Our findings also have practical implications for reporting of the
pandemic. For instance, news reports should balance health risks to a
person with risks to community or social groups. Also, reporters should
broaden the scope of reporting beyond updates of key statistics to the
notion of the pandemic as a risk to society. That is, the predicament of
those who are not infected but implicated by those infected members in
society. Our results suggest that the social aspect of perceived health risks
reported in the news motivate people to engage in preventive behavior.

The total of infected cases and death toll continue to increase in the
United States since this study was completed in April 2020. The results of
this one-shot study offer some insights into the perception of the risk posed
by coronavirus and the motivation of taking preventive action associated
with that risk perception, but they should be interpreted as relational, not
causal. Future research should attempt a longitudinal design to ascertain the
causality.

Moreover, using a Caucasian-dominated sample from an online panel
may limit the extent to which the findings can be generalizable. Future
search should consider sampling from the American general population. In
addition, as the pandemic raged on in America in the rest of 2020 and
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beyond, it would be derisible to replicate the present study with longitudinal
data. Long-term data will not only help track change in Americans’
perceptions of news influences on their preventative behavior, but also
validate the observed relationships reported in this one-shot study. This is
yet another direction for future research.

Notes

1 We did not use third-person perception as a predictor of behavioral outcomes
because it is methodologically an unreliable predictor of behavioral component
of third-person effect. As Lo and Wei (2002) argued, the self-other perceptual
gap does not distinguish between those who perceive media messages to have
high influence on themselves and on others and those who perceive media
messages to have low influence on themselves and on others.

References

Andrew, S. (2020). America’s response to the coronavirus is the most American
thing ever. CNN.com. Retrieved May 2, 2020, from https://www.cnn.com/
2020/05/19/us/american-individualism-coronavirus-trnd/index.html.

Andsager, J., & White, A. (2007). Self versus others: Media, messages, and the
third-person effect. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy in changing societies. NY: Cambridge University
Press.

Biddlestone, M., Green, R., & Douglas, K. M. (2020). Cultural orientation, power,
belief in conspiracy theories, and intentions to reduce the spread of COVID-
19. British Journal of Social Psychology, 59, 663—673.

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s mechanical
turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 6(1), 3-5.

Carpenter, C. J. (2010). A meta-analysis of the effectiveness of health belief model
variables in predicting behavior. Health Communication, 25(8), 661-669.
Casler, K., Bickel, L., & Hackett, E. (2013). Separate but equal? A comparison of
participants and data gathered via Amazon’s MTurk, social media, and face-to-

face behavioral testing. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(6), 2156-2160.

Chaffee, S. H., & Schleuder, J. (1986). Measurement and effects of attention to
media news. Human Communication Research, 13(1), 76—-107.

Chirkov, V., Ryan, R. M., Kim, Y., & Kaplan, U. (2003). Differentiating autonomy
from individualism and independence: A self-determination theory perspective

249



250

Communication and Society, 58 (2021)

on internalization of cultural orientations and well-being. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 84(1), 97-110.

Choi, D. H., Yoo, W., Noh, G. Y., & Park, K. (2017). The impact of social media
on risk perceptions during the MERS outbreak in South Korea. Computers in
Human Behavior, 72, 422-431.

Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1983). Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for
the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Coleman, C. L. (1993). The influence of mass media and interpersonal communication
on societal and personal risk judgments. Communication Research, 20(4),
611-628.

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

Glanz, K., Rimer, B. K., & Viswanath, K. (Eds.). (2008). Health behavior and
health education: Theory, research, and practice (4th ed.). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Golan, G. J., & Banning, S. A. (2008). Exploring a link between the third-person
effect and the theory of reasoned action: Beneficial ads and social expectations.
American Behavioral Scientist, 52(2), 208-224.

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

Heine, S. H., & Lehman, D. R. (1995). Cultural variation in unrealistic optimism:
Does the West feel more invulnerable than the East? Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 68(4), 595-607.

Ho, S. S., Peh, X., & Soh, V. W. (2013). The cognitive mediation model: Factors
influencing public knowledge of the HIN1 pandemic and intention to take
precautionary behaviors. Journal of Health Communication, 18(7), 773-794.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differences in work-
related values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Hong, S. (2020). Presumed effects of “fake news” on the global warming discussion
in a cross-cultural context. Sustainability, 12, 2123.

Hui, C. H. (1988). Measurement of individualism-collectivism. Journal of Research
in Personality, 22(1), 17-36.

Kasperson, R. E., Renn, O., Slovic, P., Brown, H. S., Emel, J., Goble, R., Kasperson, J.
X., & Ratick, S. (1988). The social amplification of risk: A conceptual
framework. Risk Analysis, 8(2), 177-187.

Kasperson, R. E., & Kasperson, J. X. (1996). The social amplification and
attenuation of risk. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science, 545(1), 95-105.

Kim, H. S., Sherman, D. K., & Updegraff, J. A. (2016). Fear of Ebola: The
influence of collectivism on xenophobic threat responses. Psychological
Science, 27(7), 935-944.



For the Greater Good

Kim, U., Triandis, H. C., Kagitcibasi, C., Choi, S.-C., & Yoon, G. (1994).
Introduction. In U. Kim, H. C. Triandis, C. Kagitcibasi, S.-C. Choi, & G.
Yoon (Eds.), Individualism collectivism: Theory, method, and applications (pp.
1-19). Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: Sage.

Lee, B., & Tamborini, R. (2005). Third-person effect and Internet pornography: The
influence of collectivism and Internet self-efficacy. Journal of Communication,
55(2), 292-310.

Lee, H., & Park, S. A. (2016). Third-person effect and pandemic flu: The role of
severity, self-efficacy method mentions, and message source. Journal of Health
Communication, 21(12), 1244-1250.

Leonhardt, D. (2020, August 8). The unique U.S. failure to control the virus. The
New York Times, p. 1.

Lim, J., Lee, J., Kim, S., & Chang, J. (2017). Effects of perceived sensationalism
and susceptibility to the disease on cognitive and emotional third-person
perceptions of the MERS News Coverage. International Journal of Health &
Media Research, 1(1), 45-70.

Lin, C. A., & Lagoe, C. (2013). Effects of news media and interpersonal
interactions on HIN1 risk perception and vaccination intent. Communication
Research Reports, 30(2), 127-136.

Liu, X., & Lo, V. H. (2014). Media exposure, perceived personal impact, and third-
person effect. Media Psychology, 17(4), 378-396.

Lo, V., So, C., & Zhang, G. (2012). Individualism, collectivism and third-person
effect of Internet pornography. In A. Fung & Y. Huang (Eds.), Imagining
Chinese communication (pp. 265-292). Hong Kong: The Chinese University
of Hong Kong.

Lo, V., Wei, R, Lu, H. Y., & Hou, H. Y. (2015). Perceived issue importance,
information processing, and third-person effect of news about the imported U.S.
beef controversy. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 27(3),
341-360.

Lo, V., Wei, R., Guo, L., & Zhang, X. (2016). Theoretical and methodological
patterns of third-person effect research: A comparative thematic analysis of
Asia and the world. Asian Journal of Communication, 26(6), 583-604.

Ludolph, R., Schulz, P. J., & Chen, L. (2018). Investigating the effects of mass media
exposure on the uptake of preventive measures by Hong Kong residents during
the 2015 MERS outbreak: The mediating role of interpersonal communication
and the perception of concern. Journal of Health Communication, 23(1), 1-8.

Markus, R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition,
emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224-253.

McKelvey, T. (2020). Coronavirus: Why are Americans so angry about masks?
BBC.com. Retrieved July 25, 2020, from https://www.bbc.com/news/world-
us-canada-53477121.

251



252

Communication and Society, 58 (2021)

Mervosh, S., Lu, D., & Swales, V. (2020). Which states and cities have told residents
to stay at home. The New York Times. Retrieved May 1, 2020, from https://
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/us/coronavirus-stay-at-home-order.html.

Mutz, D. C. (1989). The influence of perceptions of media influence: Third person
effects and the public expression of opinions. International Journal of Public
Opinion Research, 1(1), 3-23.

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

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

Perse, E. M. (2001). Media effects and society. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Price, V., Tewksbury, D., & Huang, L. (1998). Third-person effects on publication
of a Holocaust-denial advertisement. Journal of Communication, 48(2), 3-26.

Salwen, M. B., & Dupagne, M. (2003). News of Y2K and experiencing Y2K:
Exploring the relationship between the third-person effect and optimistic bias.
Media Psychology, 5(1), 57-82.

Schwartz, S. H. (1990). Individualism-collectivism: Critique and proposed
refinements. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 21(2), 139-157.

Shearer, E. (2020). Local news is playing an important role for Americans during
COVID-19 outbreak. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from https://www.
pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/07/02/1ocal-news-is-playing-an-important-role-
for-americans-during-covid-19-outbreak/.

Slater, M. D., & Rusinski, K. A. (2005). Media exposure and attention as mediating
variables influencing social risk judgments. Journal of Communication, 55(4),
810-827.

Smith, R. A., Ferrara, M., & Witte, K. (2007). Social sides of health risks: Stigma
and collective efficacy. Health Communication, 21(1), 55-64.

Srikandath, S. (1991). Cultural values depicted in Indian television advertising.
International Communication Gazette, 48(3), 165-176.

Tal-Or, N., Tsfati, Y., & Gunther, A. C. (2009). The influence of presumed media
influence: Origins and implications of the third-person perception. In R. L.
Nabi & M. B. Oliver (Eds.), The sage handbook of media processes and effects
(pp. 99-112). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Tewksbury, D., Moy, P., & Weis, D. (2004). Preparations for Y2K: Revisiting the
behavioral component of the third-person effect. Journal of Communication,
54(1), 138-155.

Ting-Toomey, S., & Dorjee, T. (2018). Communicating across cultures. New York:
Guilford Publications.

Triandis, H. C. (1994). Culture and social behavior. McGraw-Hill Series in Social
Psychology, 3, 330.

Triandis, H. C. (1995). New directions in social psychology. Individualism &
collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.



For the Greater Good

Wei, R., Lo, V., & Lu, H. (2007). Reconsidering the relationship between the
third-person perception and optimistic bias. Communication Research, 34(6),
665-684.

Wei, R., Lo, V. H., & Lu, H. Y. (2008). Third-person effects of health news:
Exploring the relationships among media exposure, presumed media influence,
and behavioral intentions. American Behavioral Scientist, 52(2), 261-277.

Wei, R., Lo, V. H., & Lu, H. Y. (2010). The third-person effect of tainted food
product recall news: Examining the role of credibility, attention, and
elaboration for college students in Taiwan. Journalism & Mass Communication
Quarterly, 87(3—4), 598-614.

Wei, R., Lo, V. H,, Lu, H. Y., & Hou, H. Y. (2015). Examining multiple behavioral
effects of third-person perception: Evidence from the news about Fukushima
nuclear crisis in Taiwan. Chinese Journal of Communication, 8(1), 95-111.

Witte, K. (1994). Fear control and danger control: A test of the extended parallel
process model (EPPM). Communication Monographs, 61(2), 113-134.

Witte, K., & Morrison, K. (2000). Examining the influence of trait anxiety/
repression-sensitization on individuals’ reactions to fear appeals. Western
Journal of Communication, 64(1), 1-27.

World Health Organization (2020). WHO coronavirus dashboard. Retrieved August
1, 2020, from https://covid19.who.int.

253





