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Abstract 

The third-person perception phenomenon can consistently be found in opinion poll news, 

but it remains unknown what determines the degree of the third-person perception 

(TPP) about specific election poll news. We investigated how respondents’ preferred 

candidate’s status in the poll affects the perceived impact of polling news on both 

themselves (PMI1) and on others (PMI3) as well as TPP (PMI3 – PMI1). We also examined 

the effect of subjective political knowledge and the perceived level of political knowledge 

of others on TPP. An online experiment was conducted in the context of a gubernatorial 

election in South Korea, in which the leading candidate in the poll and the question order 

(self-question first vs. other-question first) were manipulated. The results indicated that 

PMI1 and PMI3 were greater when the respondent’s preferred candidate was leading in 

the poll. TPP did not differ depending on subjective knowledge, but it was greater when 

the others were non-experts (vs. experts). Lastly, question order was found to be a 

method factor that affected both PMI1 and PMI3. The theoretical and practical 

implications of these findings are discussed. 
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Many political communication scholars have investigated whether news coverage of 

election polls affects voters’ perceptions and candidate choices (Farjam, 2021; 

Gattermann et al., 2022; Lazarsfeld et al., 1948; Myers et al., 1977). These studies have 

resulted in conflicted findings, with some studies showing a bandwagon effect (i.e., an 

increase in support for the leading candidate; Lazarsfeld et al., 1948; Myers et al., 

1977) and others showing an underdog effect (i.e., an increase in support for the 

trailing candidate; Mendelsohn & Crespi, 1970; Navazio, 1977). In addition to research 

into the actual effect of polling news on voting, a number of studies have also examined 

how voters perceive the impact of pre-election poll results on their own opinions and 

others, given that people tend to incorporate their perceptions about polling effects 

(i.e., reported poll results) into their political beliefs (Chung et al., 2018; H. Kim, 2022; 

Perryman et al., 2020; Tappin et al., 2017).  

It is worth noting that the perceived effects of polling news play a key role in 

public opinion and voting behaviors (H. Kim, 2022; Perryman et al., 2020). First, a 

perceived effect of polling news could lead to support for restrictions on election polls, 

such as banning election-night projections (de Vreese & Semetko, 2002; Lavrakas et 

al., 1995; Price & Stroud, 2006). Many countries already restrict the publication of poll 

results before an election day (Spangenberg, 2003) under the assumption that news 

coverage can affect voters’ opinions and even distort public opinions in some cases. 

Several studies examining the polling effect have based their claims on respondents’ 

self-reported perceptions about such an effect (Lavrakas, 2008; McAllister & Studlar, 

1991; Myers et al., 1977). Some of those studies have also addressed that only a small 

number of voters admitted to being influenced by polls (Kavanagh, 1995; Worcester, 

1991).  

Many studies have brought attention to cognitive biases that influence 

estimations of the effects of polling news (H. Kim, 2022; Perryman et al., 2020; Price & 

Stroud, 2006). These studies have specifically shown evidence of a third-person effect 

(Davison, 1983), where individuals perceive that media messages—including election 

polls—will have greater effects on others than they do on themselves (Hyun & Seo, 

2021; Jang & Kim, 2018; Perloff & Shen, 2022; Schmierbach et al., 2023). The findings 

of studies examining polling effect perceptions have generally been consistent with 
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the third-person perception; that is, that voters tend to perceive that poll news has a 

greater effect on others than it does on themselves (Chung et al., 2018; Glynn & 

Ostman, 1988; Price & Stroud, 2006; Wei et al., 2011). However, these previous studies 

have examined the perceived impact of overall poll coverage, and it remains uncertain 

whether individuals perceive the impact of various poll news in the same manner. 

Election polls provide specific information about who is leading at the time, which may 

affect the perceived impact of polling news. Existing studies have mainly examined the 

impact of poll coverage as a whole, so it has not been systematically studied whether 

third-person perception differs depending on the content of poll coverage. In the case 

of political ads, it was found that third-person perception varies depending on the 

content of the political ad (i.e., whether the ad is for or against a political party the 

recipient supports; Meirick, 2004; Price et al., 1998). The key content of election 

polling coverage is which candidate is ahead, and third-person perceptions are likely 

to differ accordingly. This study aims to investigate whether third-person perceptions 

vary depending on the content of the poll coverage (i.e., who is leading). Specifically, 

we systematically test whether third-person perceptions vary as a function of the 

desirability of the reported poll results from the recipient's perspective (i.e., personal 

desirability of the poll result). 

Third-Person Perception of Election Polls  

The third-person effect involves both perceptual and behavioral hypotheses 

(McLeod et al., 1997; Perloff, 2009; Shen et al., 2018). The perceptual hypothesis states 

that the perceived media impact on the third person (PMI3) is greater than the 

perceived message impact on oneself (PMI1), also called third-person perception. 

Meanwhile, the behavioral hypothesis contends that the difference between PMI3 and 

PMI1 (i.e., the degree of the third-person perception, TPP hereinafter) affects relevant 

attitudes or behaviors.3  Thus, TPP is the key element in both the perceptual and 

behavioral hypotheses. Regarding election poll coverage, it has been found that the 

perceived impact of such coverage is greater on others than on oneself (i.e., perceptual 

 
3 In this article, third-person perception refers to the phenomenon that the perceived 

media impact on the third person (PMI3) is greater than the perceived media impact on oneself 
(PMI1). TPP refers to the degree of the difference between PMI3 and PMI1.  
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hypothesis; Glynn & Ostman, 1988; H. J. Kim, 2013; Wei et al., 2011), and that a greater 

TPP was associated with a higher level of support for the prohibition of poll reporting 

(i.e., behavioral hypothesis; Price & Stroud, 2006; Yang, 1997). This study focuses on 

the perceptual hypothesis and whether the content of the poll coverage affects TPP of 

election poll coverage’s impact. Researchers have also investigated what factors affect 

TPP regarding election poll coverage. Noteworthy research on this topic includes Price 

and Stroud (2006). Based on the finding that third-person perception is 

predominantly observed in socially undesirable media content, Price and Stroud 

hypothesized that individuals who view poll reporting as socially undesirable would 

exhibit a greater TPP. They confirmed this hypothesis through a survey.  

Desirability of Election Poll Results and Third-Person Perception 

In third-person perception research, social desirability of media content is 

known to be a key moderator of third-person perception (Jensen & Hurley, 2005; 

Perloff & Shen, 2022; Shen et al., 2018). Previous studies have shown the existence of 

third-person perception for media content that is typically thought to be antisocial, 

such as pornography (Gunther, 1995; B. Lee & Tamborini, 2005). However, some 

researchers have pointed out the limitations of social desirability in explaining third-

person perception. Andsager and White (2007) noted that “the way to define what is 

desirable and what is undesirable remains unclear” (p. 32). They pointed out that a 

message that is arbitrarily labelled as socially undesirable by the researchers may be 

viewed as desirable by the recipient, and if so, third-person perception may not be 

detectable in that person. Perloff and Shen (2022) have also raised concerns about the 

concept of social desirability, which they refer to as “message desirability.” They argue 

that there are uncertainties surrounding the definition of desirability and its 

underlying attributes. Furthermore, it has been observed that certain media messages, 

which are not inherently classified as socially undesirable, can still elicit third-person 

perception. For example, Meirick (2004) has shown the third-person perception about 

political advertisements, which are not simply categorized as socially undesirable. 

However, he found the third-person perception about a political advertisement not for 

all respondents, but only for those who might view the advertisement as undesirable 

(e.g., when conservative respondents read an ad from the Democrat candidate). Public 
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campaigns addressing a controversial social issue are neither inherently socially 

desirable nor undesirable. However, third-person perception has been observed 

regarding the effect of those campaigns among those who had initially negative 

attitudes toward the issue (the nuclear power plants, Chung & Lee, 2012). 

Interestingly, they found the first-person perception (i.e., PMI1 > PMI3) among those 

who initially had a positive attitude toward it.  

Similar to political advertisements and public campaign messages, there is no 

social consensus on the desirability of election poll coverage. However, third-person 

perception has been observed among those who viewed election poll coverage as 

undesirable (Price & Stroud, 2006). Price and Stroud measured individuals’ 

assessment about the social desirability about the poll coverage and used it as a 

moderator for third-person perception. A person’s assessment of the social 

desirability of poll coverage can be referred to as their attitude toward polls or their 

personal desirability about poll coverage. Price and Stroud demonstrated that 

personal evaluations of the desirability of a message (i.e., personal desirability), rather 

than a message-level variable of the social desirability of the message, can explain 

third-person perception. Chung and Lee (2012) show that the personal desirability of 

campaign messages explains third-person perception of persuasive campaigns. This 

study attempts to explain the third-person perception in election polling news by 

focusing on the personal desirability used in Price and Stroud (2006). 

The Effect of Election Poll Results on Perceived Poll Impact on Oneself 

In previous studies, perception of the impact of specific poll news has not been 

studied in terms of its content (i.e., who is leading) and the personal desirability of the 

content. Similar to Meirick’s (2004) finding that the personal desirability about a 

political ad affects perceptions of the ad’s impact on oneself and others, individuals 

may assess desirability of a specific poll results based on the poll result and the 

desirability may affect perceptions of the election poll’s impact on oneself and others.  

Suppose an individual strongly supports a specific candidate (Candidate 1) 

over another candidate (Candidate 2) in an election race. When exposed to poll news 

showing that Candidate 1 (vs. Candidate 2) is leading the race, that individual is likely 
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to view that poll news as being positive and desirable (vs. viewing it as being negative 

and undesirable). As noted above, individuals’ desirability of reported election poll 

results may influence their perceptions of the effect of those polling reports. For 

example, if the individual’s preferred candidate is losing in the poll, which is 

undesirable, they are more likely to perceive the effect of polling news on others to be 

greater than it is on themselves. Individuals’ personal desirability regarding the 

election poll result can be determined by the preferred candidate’s status in the poll or 

congruency between an individual’s attitude toward the candidates (i.e., the candidate 

preference) and the polling result (i.e., who is leading in the race).  

According to impression management motivation theory (e.g., Douglas & 

Sutton, 2004; Tal-or & Drukman, 2010), individuals are less likely to admit that they 

are gullible and persuadable. In other words, even if a persuasive message affects 

people, they tend to deny the influence of the external message to manage positive 

impressions of themselves (i.e., being strong and not susceptible). Similarly, voters 

who want their preferred candidate to win the election are likely to accept the 

influence of reported election poll results if the polling news indicates that their 

supporting candidate is leading in the race. By contrast, voters are less likely to admit 

the influence of reported election poll results if their preferred candidate is losing in 

the race. This study hypothesizes that PMI1 is greater when the preferred candidate 

leads in the poll (i.e., when a respondent’s pre-existing attitude toward candidates and 

the polling results are congruent) than when the candidate is losing (i.e., incongruent).  

The Effect of the Preferred Candidate’s Status on Perceived Impact on Others 

The personal desirability of reported election poll results can affect not only 

PMI1 but also PMI3. Individuals perceive a message argument quality to be higher 

when the given message position is congruent with their existing attitudes (Lord et al., 

1979). Moreover, individuals who evaluate the quality of a message as being higher 

are likely to perceive the message’s impact on other citizens to be greater (Zhao et al., 

2011). On the other hand, when the message position is incongruent with 

respondents’ existing attitudes, they are likely to underestimate the message quality 

and its effect on other message recipients. Similarly, when an individual’s preferred 

candidate leads in the poll, they wish that the poll result will influence other citizens 
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(i.e., wishful thinking, Bastardi et al., 2011). Chung and Lee (2012) found that when 

the message position is congruent (vs. incongruent) with pre-existing attitudes, 

respondents tended to perceive the message quality to be greater, with this perceived 

message quality finally leading to an increase in PMI3. Following the results of prior 

studies, the present research predicts that PMI3 will be higher when the preferred 

candidate is leading than when the attitude and the result are losing in the poll. 

Effect of the Preferred Candidate’s Status on TPP 

TPP, the degree of the third-person perception has been typically 

operationalized by the difference gap between perceived message impact on others 

(PMI3) and perceived message impact on self (PMI1, Schmierbach et al., 2008). Most 

scholars examine PMI1 and PMI3 in a parallel way and subtract PMI1 from PMI3 to 

compute TPP (Gunther, 1995; McLeod et al., 1997; Price & Tewksbury, 1996). With this 

operationalization, PMI1 and PMI3 determine TPP mathematically (i.e., TPP = PMI3 – 

PMI1). In this context, the variation in TPP can be explained by variations in PMI3 and 

PMI1. More specifically, if a factor increases PMI3, that factor will also increase TPP, 

because as PMI3 increases, TPP increases. Similarly, if a factor increases PMI1, that 

factor will decrease TPP, because as PMI1 increases, TPP decreases (Chung & Lee, 

2012).  

Considering the mathematical relationships among PMI1, PMI3, and TPP (for a 

review, see Chung & Moon, 2016), the current study predicts that PMI1 and PMI3 will 

be greater when one’s preferred candidate is leading in the poll than when the 

candidate is losing. As discussed earlier, TPP is determined by PMI1 and PMI3 but it is 

associated with the two variables in opposite ways. Previous studies have shown that 

when media messages are desirable (vs. undesirable), PMI1 is higher, and that higher 

PMI1 leads to a lower TPP (Duck et al., 1995; Gunther & Mundy, 1993). Chung and Lee 

(2012) have shown that when one’s attitude was incongruent with the message 

position, PMI1 and PMI3 were lower whereas TPP was greater. Based on the findings 

of previous studies, this study predicts that TPP will be lower when the preferred 

candidate is leading than when the candidate is losing in the polling reports.  

H1: Both (a) PMI1 and (b) PMI3 are greater when one’s preferred candidate 
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is leading rather than losing in the polling news. However, (c) TPP is lower 

when one’s preferred candidate is leading rather than losing in the polling 

news.   

Effect of Subjective Political Knowledge on PMI1 and TPP  

Previous research examining the third-person perception has indicated that the 

perceived impact of media messages varies depending on subjective judgment about 

the level of knowledge they have on the topic (i.e., subjective knowledge, Chung & Lee, 

2012; Driscoll & Salwen, 1997; Paul et al., 2000; Salwen & Dupagne, 2001). Salwan and 

Dupagne (2001) found that subjective knowledge is negatively associated with PMI1 

regarding television violence. Price and Tewksbury (1996) measured the perceived 

impact of political scandal news such as “Whitewater Affair” and found that 

respondents’ subjective knowledge about an issue has a negative effect on PMI1.  

Rucinski and Salmon (1990) argued that people with high levels of public 

information and knowledge tend to believe that they are better able to resist external 

persuasion attempts than others. People may use their existing knowledge to accept 

new information. However, as Rucinski and Salmon pointed out, the knowledge one 

possesses can be effectively used to resist external information that is deemed 

undesirable. Therefore, those who perceive themselves as being knowledgeable are 

more likely to see themselves as effectively resisting desirable messages from the 

outside and being less influenced compared to others who lack knowledge. Applying 

this to the perception of the influence of election result reporting, people who believe 

they have a lot of knowledge about elections and politics are more likely to perceive 

themselves as being less influenced by election result reports (i.e., lower PMI1) 

compared to others who do not have such knowledge. In particular, they are likely to 

perceive that they resist and are less influenced by poll reports suggesting that the 

candidate they support is losing. Thus, we predict that the amount of political 

knowledge that individuals think they have (i.e., subjective political knowledge) will 

be negatively associated with PMI1 when respondents’ preferred candidate is losing 

instead of leading in the poll news.  

Subjective political knowledge decreases PMI1, and decreased PMI1 increases 
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TPP. Driscoll and Salwen (1997) showed that perceived knowledge relevant to the 

issue was significantly associated with TPP about the O. J. Simpson trial. Salwen and 

Dupagne (2001) also found that self-perceived knowledge about television violence 

was negatively associated with PMI1 but positively associated with TPP regarding the 

effect of television violence. A higher education level among respondents has been 

shown to increase TPP (Driscoll & Salwen, 1997; Tiedge et al., 1991), and perceived 

knowledge of oneself has also been positively associated with TPP (Mutz, 1989; Price 

& Tewksbury, 1996). The results of these studies consistently suggest that increases in 

subjective knowledge are related to decreases in PMI1 and to increases in TPP. 

H2: For individuals whose preferred candidate is losing in the poll (i.e., the 

incongruent-poll result), subjective political knowledge level is negatively 

related to (a) PMI1 but is positively related to (b) TPP. 

Effect of Others’ Level of Political Knowledge on PMI3 and TPP  

In addition to the respondents’ level of political knowledge, the information 

about others’ political knowledge may affect PMI3 and TPP. Salwen and Dupagne 

(2001) maintained that the tendency of people viewing themselves as smarter than 

others is crucial in the third-person perception, although they did not assess people’s 

perceptions about others’ knowledge. Several studies have found that respondents’ 

perceptions of media effect on others vary based on their perceptions of others’ level 

of knowledge (Chung & Lee, 2012; Eveland et al., 1999; Schmierbach et al., 2011). For 

example, Eveland et al. (1999) found that college students perceived that violent music 

would have a greater impact on younger target groups (e.g., adolescents) than adults. 

College students might view adolescents as lacking knowledge of the negative effects 

of violent rap music, and thus they perceive a high PMI3 of violent rap on adolescents. 

In a study of persuasive messages about nuclear power, Chung and Lee (2012) found 

that respondents evaluated others’ knowledge differently depending on who the 

others were, and that they estimated PMI3 differently depending on others’ 

knowledge. For instance, if the others were considered to be experts in nuclear power, 

then the perceived knowledge of others was higher than that of the self. These findings 

suggest that the target group’s level of knowledge about the issue is negatively 

associated with both PMI3 and TPP. Based on the findings of past studies, the following 
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hypothesis is proposed.   

H3: (a) PMI3 and (b) TPP are greater for the non-expert target group than for 

the expert target group.  

 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

To test the proposed hypotheses, we conducted an online experiment in the 

context of a gubernatorial election in South Korea. South Korea has been a politically 

polarized country with a strong partisan media system, and there is a growing concern 

about the political polarization between its liberal and conservative citizens (Han, 

2022; Hyun & Seo, 2021; H. Kim, 2015; S. K. Lee et al., 2022). The 2014 Gyeonggi 

gubernatorial election in South Korea offers a good opportunity to test the proposed 

hypotheses because the ruling and opposing parties were competing in a tight race at 

the time of data collection. The 2014 Gyeonggi gubernatorial election was held on June 

4, 2014, with Nam Kyung-pil (Saenuri Party, the ruling party) and Kim Jin-pyo (New 

Politics Alliance for Democracy, the opposing party) as the two main candidates. 

Candidate Nam won the election with 50.43% of the vote.  

The survey was conducted from May 28 to June 2 in 2014, one week prior to 

the 2014 Gyeonggi gubernatorial election. The online survey was carried out with the 

assistance of a Korean polling agency that has a panel of approximately 276,000 

members. For data collection, an email request was sent to 2,000 members using 

stratified sampling according to the age and gender distribution of voters. 

Respondents were allowed to participate in the survey if they indicated that they were 

willing to vote (i.e., either likely to vote or will vote) and if they had a clear candidate 

preference for either Candidate Nam or Candidate Kim. In total, 539 respondents 

initially participated in the online survey.  

For a participant to be included in this study, they had to meet the following 

inclusion criteria: participants should (1) have not only a clear preference for one of 

the two major candidates, but also an intention to vote in the 2014 Gyeonggi 
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gubernatorial election, (2) pass the attention check question, and (3) confirm the 

quality of their own survey data. Twenty-eight participants did not answer either 

attention or a quality check.4 For this reason, they were excluded from the analysis, 

therefore resulting in a final sample of 511 participants, including 277 (54.2%) males 

and 234 (45.8%) females. The participants’ ages ranged from 20 to 78 years (M = 42.36 

years, SD = 12.13 years). In terms of support, 259 (50.3%) supported Candidate Nam 

whereas 252 (49.7%) supported Candidate Kim.  

At the beginning of the online survey, respondents were presented with one of 

the two newspaper articles presenting pre-election poll results (i.e., Candidate Nam 

leading or Candidate Kim leading) that were manipulated in the online experiment. 

That is, participants were randomly exposed to one of the two fictional articles and 

were then asked to read the article carefully. They were also requested to answer and 

measure the study’s survey questions. Lastly, respondents were debriefed about the 

purpose of this study at the end of the survey.  

Manipulation of Independent Variables 

Status of the Preferred Candidate in the Poll  

Participants were randomly assigned to either the preferred candidate leading 

condition or the preferred candidate losing condition. As noted earlier, participants 

were presented with a piece of online news about an election poll result, which 

indicated that either Candidate Nam was leading or Candidate Kim was leading. The 

title of the poll news was “Beyond the margin of error, [Candidate Nam or Candidate 

Kim] outruns [Candidate Kim or Candidate Kim].” The article then reported, 

“[Candidate Nam’s or Candidate Kim’s]  support rate is 42.2% and [Candidate Kim’s 

or Candidate Nam’s] is 31.5%, widening the gap between the two candidates from last 

 
4  We employed the attention- and quality-check questions used by Hall and Raimi 

(2018) in the survey. Our attention check stated, “If you are reading this question, please make 

a mark on the number 8.” Twenty-two participants were excluded because they failed to make 

a mark on the number 8. Our quality check stated, “The survey can be useful only when the 

participants have answered the questions in a sincere manner. Can we use your answers for 

our study?” Six participants who selected “No” were excluded. 
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week.” Participants were randomly assigned to one of these two conditions.  

In the survey questionnaire, participants were asked to indicate whom they 

wanted to win in the election. That is, they had to choose their preferred candidate 

(either Nam or Kim). Combining the manipulated leading candidate in the poll and (i.e., 

Candidate Nam leading vs. Candidate Kim leading) and candidate preference (i.e., 

Candidate Nam supporters vs. Candidate Kim supporters), four groups were created. 

The preferred candidate leading condition was formed by combining Group 1 and 

Group 4 whereas the preferred candidate losing condition was formed by combining 

Group 2 and Group 3.5  

Measures of Variables  

Perceived Effect of Poll News on the Self (PMI1)  

To measure PMI1, we used an 11-point Likert scale (0 = not agree at all, 10 = 

completely agree), where the questions were as follows (Chung & Lee, 2012): The 

article regarding the poll results (a) influenced my evaluation on the two candidates; 

(b) influenced my attitude toward the candidates; (c) influenced my choice of 

candidates. We calculated the average values for these three questions (Cronbach’s α 

= .97, M = 4.02, SD = 2.42) and used a composite variable for PMI1.      

Perceived Effect of Poll News on the Public (PMI3_public)  

We measured the perceived effect of polling news on the general other or public 

(PMI3_public). Participants were presented with three questions that were similar to 

the questions presented above for PMI1: (a) The polling news would influence other 

 
5 We also manipulated the order of the question of PMI1 and PMI3 (the PMI1 question 

first condition vs. the PMI3 question first condition) to control for the effect of question order 

on the dependent variable. Some studies have found that PMI1 and PMI3 were affected by the 

question order (David & Johnson, 1998; Shen & Huggins, 2013). However, other studies found 

that question order did not affect PMI1 and PMI3 (Price & Tewksbury, 1996). We presented 

either the question for PMI1 first, or the question for PMI3 of public others first. Participants 

were randomly assigned to one of these two conditions.  
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members of general public’s evaluations of the two candidates; (b) the polling news 

would influence other members of the general public’s attitudes toward the candidates; 

(c) the polling news would influence others’ choice of candidates. For the PMI3_public 

variable, we calculated the averages of the responses to the three questions and used them 

as a composite variable (Cronbach’s α = .97, M = 5.74, SD = 1.75). 

Perceived Effect of Poll News on Expert Group and Nonexpert Group  

We additionally measured PMI3 for the expert group with a high level of 

political knowledge (PMI3_expert) and the nonexpert group with a low level of 

political knowledge (PMI3_nonexpert). Regarding the perceived polling effect on 

experts or nonexperts, we used questions regarding PMI3_public by replacing “general 

others” with “people who are well-informed about Korean politics, such as political 

experts” and with “people who are uninformed about Korean politics,” respectively. We 

created composite variables for PMI3_expert (Cronbach’s α = .98, M = 4.91, SD = 2. 00) 

and PMI3_nonexpert (Cronbach’s α = .98, M = 6.17, SD = 1.76).   

Third-Person Perceptions  

TPP for the public refers to the difference between the perceived polling effect 

on general others (i.e., public) and the perceived polling effect on oneself. We created 

TPP_public by subtracting PMI1 from PMI3_public (TPP_public = PMI3_public – PMI1). 

TPP for other types of others was created in the same way: TPP_expert = PMI3_expert 

– PMI1; TPP_nonexpert = PMI3_nonexpert – PMI1.       

Subjective Level of Political Knowledge  

We asked the following three questions to measure the respondents’ level of 

political knowledge: (a) How much do you think you know about Korean politics? (b) 

How much do you think you know about the candidates for the 2014 Gyeonggi 

gubernatorial election? (c) How much do you think you know about the procedures of 

the 2014 Gyeonggi gubernatorial election? The 11-point Likert scale used to capture 

the response to these three items ranged from 0 = not at all, 5 = moderate, to 10 = very 

much. The average values of the responses to the three items were used as a composite 

variable (Cronbach’s α = .85, M = 6.11, SD = 1.47). 
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Participant’s Interests in the Election 

We also asked the following three questions to measure respondents’ interests 

in the 2014 Gyeonggi gubernatorial election: (a) How important do you think this 

election is to you?; (b) How much interest do you have in this election?; (c) How 

relevant do you think this election is to you? The 11-point Likert scale used to capture 

the responses for these three items ranged from 0 = not at all, 5 = moderate, to 10 = 

very much. The average values of the responses to the three items were used as a 

composite variable (Cronbach’s α = .91, M = 4.75, SD = 1.66). 

 

Results 

Effect of the Preferred Candidate’ Status in the Poll (H1a, H1b, & H1c) 

Correlations among variables in the main analyses are presented in Table 1.6  

 

 

 

 

 

 
6 Question order (i.e., PMI1-first vs. PMI3-first) was not the variable in the proposed 

hypotheses but was manipulated to control the effect of the variable on the dependent 

variable. The result of analyses showed that PMI1 was found to be significantly greater for the 

PMI1-first condition (M = 4.41, SD = 2.28) than it was for the PMI3-first condition (M = 3.66, 

SD = 2.50), F(1, 500) = 12.68, p < .001, ηp2 =.03. PMI3_general was found to be significantly 

greater for the PMI3-first condition (M = 6.12, SD = 1.56) than it was for the PMI1-first 

condition (M = 5.39, SD = 1.85), F(1, 500) = 201.11, p < .001, ηp2 =.04. These results are 

generally consistent with previous studies (David & Johnson, 1998; Shen & Huggins, 2013). 

Thus, question order as a method factor was included in all the analyses as a covariate to test 

the proposed hypotheses. 
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Table 1 

Correlations Between Main Variables 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Candidate 1           

2. Order -.03 1          

3. PMI1 -.24** .15** 1         

4. PMI3_public -.19** .21** .42** 1        

5. PMI3_nonexp -.02 .10* .13** .52** 1       

6. PMI3_exp -.13** .01 .48** .35** .19** 1      

7. TPP_public .11** .01 -.73** .32** .25** -.23** 1     

8. TPP_nonexp .20** -.07 -.78** -.04 .51** .30** .79** 1    

9. TPP_exp .14** -.16** -.64** -.14** .03 .37** .56** .57** 1   

10. Knowledge -.03 .01 -.05 .08 .12** .16** .11* .11* .19** 1  

11. Interest -.07 .06 -.06 .10* .16** .04** .14** .15** .10* .46** 1 

M 1.50 1.49 4.02 5.74 6.17 4.91 1.72 2.14 0.89 6.11 1.66 

SD 0.50 0.50 2.42 1.75 1.76 2.01 2.31 2.80 2.29 1.47 1.47 

Note. N = 511. Candidate = Preferred candidate’s status in the poll (1 = preferred candidate 

leading condition, 2 = preferred candidate losing condition ), order = question order (1 = self-

question first, 2 = other-question first), PMI1 = perceived poll effect on oneself, PMI3_public = 

perceived poll effect on public, PMI3_nonexp = perceived poll effect on nonexpert others, 

PMI3_exp = perceived poll effect on expert others, TPP_public = third-person perception on 

general other, TPP_nonexp = third-person perception on nonexpert others, TPP_exp = third-

person perception on expert others, knowledge = subjective knowledge, and interest = level of 

interest in the election. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

 

H1 predicted the effect of the preferred candidate’s status on PMI1 (H1a), 

PMI3_public (H1b), and TPP_public (H1c). Because PMI1, PMI3_public, and TPP_public 

were highly correlated (r [PMI1, PMI3_public] = .42, r [PMI3_public, TPP_public] = .32, 

both p < .001), we used a multivariate analysis of variance, in which PMI1, PMI3_public, 

and TPP_public were explained by the independent variable, question order, and other 

control variables. In particular, question order (self-question first vs. other-question 
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first), subjective political knowledge, sex, age, and interest in the 2014 Gyeonggi 

gubernatorial election all served as covariate variables, and the analysis controlled for 

their effects on dependent variables. At the multivariate level, the preferred candidate’s 

status had a significant main effect on dependent variables (Wilks’ Lambda = .94, ηp2 = .06, 

p < .001). Question order, election interest, and sex all had significant main effects on 

dependent variables (Wilks’ Lambda = .95, ηp2 = .05, p < .001; Wilks’ Lambda = .98, ηp2 

= .02, p = .020 Wilks’ Lambda = .99, ηp2 = .01, respectively, p = .031 for all three cases).7 No 

other variables or interactions were found to have a significant effect on the dependent 

variables (see Table 2 for the result of the multivariate ANOVA).  

Table 2 

The Results of Multivariate ANOVA for PMI1, PMI3, TPP 

 

Note. dfbetween = 1. dfwithin = 501. PMI1 refers to perceived impact of poll results on oneself, PMI3 

refers to perceived impact of poll results on public and TPP refers to the third-person 

perception, which is the difference between PMI3 and PMI1. 

 
7 PMI1 was significantly greater for females (M = 4.30, SD = 2.31) than it was for males 

(M = 3.79, SD = 2.49), F(1, 500) = 4.84, p = .028, ηp2 =.01. TPP_public was significantly greater 

for males (M = 1.99, SD = 2.39) than it was for females (M = 1.40, SD = 2.18), F(1, 500) = 6.85, 

p = .009, ηp2 =.01. Election interest only had a significant effect on TPP_public, F(1, 500) = 7.82, 

p = .005, ηp2 =.02. 

  PMI1 PMI3 TPP 

 Wilks’ 

Lambda 
F p ηp2 F p ηp2 F p ηp2 

Preferred 

candidate 

status 

.94 30.03 < .001 .06 16.12 < .001 .03 6.87 .009 .01 

Question 

order 
.96 12.69 < .001 .03 19.97 < .001 .04 0.11 .744 < .01 

Election 

interest 
.98 4.21 .041 .01 3.73 .054 .01 12.45 < .001 .02 

Sex .98 5.14 .024 .01 0.66 .416 < .01 8.52 .004 .02 

Age .99 .29 .586 < .01 .45 .503 < .01 1.11 .293 < .01 
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PMI1 was found to be significantly greater for the preferred candidate leading 

condition (M = 4.61, SD = 2.33) than it was for the preferred candidate losing condition 

(M = 3.44, SD = 2.34), F(1, 500) = 29.92, p < .001, ηp2 =.06. The model’s R2 = .42. Thus, 

H1a was supported. PMI3_public was found to be significantly greater for the preferred 

candidate leading condition (M = 6.07, SD = 1.63) than it was for the preferred 

candidate losing condition (M = 5.41, SD = 1.81), F(1, 500) = 15.90, p < .001, ηp2 =.03. 

The model’s R2 for PMI3 = .10. Thus, H1b was supported. TPP_public was found to be 

significantly greater for the preferred candidate losing condition (M = 1.97, SD = 2.37) 

than it was for the preferred candidate leading condition (M = 1.47, SD = 2.33), F(1, 

500) = 6.95, p = .009, ηp2 =.01. The model’s R2 = .05. Thus, H1c was supported.  

Effect of Subjective Political Knowledge (H2a & H2b)  

H2a predicted the negative relationship between subjective political knowledge 

and PMI1 for the preferred candidate losing condition group. The result of regression 

analysis, where PMI1 was predicted by subjective political knowledge, election 

interest, preferred candidate’s status in the race, sex, and age, showed that the effect 

of subjective knowledge on PMI1 was not statistically significant for all participants (b 

< 0.01, standardized b = .003, t = 0.06, p = .956), the preferred candidate leading 

condition group (b = -0.03, standardized b = -.02, t = -0.24, p = .813), or for the 

preferred candidate losing condition group (b =0.03 0.01, standardized b = .02, t = 0.28, 

p = .782). H2a was not supported.  

H2b predicted that there would be a positive relationship between subjective 

knowledge and TPP_public. The result of our regression analysis showed that the effect 

of subjective knowledge on TPP_public was neither statistically significant for all 

participants (b = 0.05, standardized b = .03, t = 0.61, p = .544) nor for the preferred 

candidate losing condition group (b = -0.10, standardized b = -.07, t = -0.91, p = .359). 

H2b was not supported.  

Effect of Others’ Political Knowledge (H3a & H3b) 

To test H3a, we conducted a repeated-measures ANCOVA. PMI3_nonexpert and 

PMI3_expert were used as repeated measures (i.e., others’ political knowledge). 

Variables of question order (self-question first vs. other-question first), sex, subjective 
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political knowledge, and election interest were included as covariate variables in the 

analysis. The results showed that PMI3_nonexpert (M = 5.63, SD = 1.53) was greater 

than PMI3_expert (M = 5.27, SD = 1.55, F(1, 239) = 6.38, ηp2 < .03, p = .012; see Figure 

1). H3a was supported. 

Figure 1  

Perceived Message Impact on Oneself and Others (PMI1 & PMI3, Panel A) and Third-

Person Perception (TPP, Panel B) by the Target Group’s Political Knowledge and the 

Preferred Candidate’s Status in the Poll 

 

 

To test H3b, we conducted a repeated-measures ANCOVA with TPP_nonexpert, 

TPP_expert as repeated measures. Statistically significant effects were found for 
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question order, F(1, 505) = 4.37, ηp2 = .01, p = .037, as well as the interaction of other-

poll congruence with election interest, F(1, 505) = 5.03, ηp2 = .01, p = .025. For the low-

level election interest group, the results showed that TPP_ nonexpert (M = 1.39, SD = 

2.18) was greater than TPP_ expert (M = 1.03, SD = 2.06), F(1, 239) = 6.38, ηp2 = .03, p 

= .012. H3b was supported only for the low level of election interest group. 

Discussion 

 Previous studies have shown that the third-person perception of polling effect 

is more evident among those who viewed election polls as undesirable or socially 

harmful compared to those who had a positive attitude toward them. However, 

previous studies tested the third-person perception of election poll news not in terms 

of a specific poll with a result but rather as a whole. Therefore, the way in which 

individuals perceived the impact of specific poll news and whether the third-person 

perception varied depending on the poll results (i.e., whether their preferred candidate 

is leading or losing) remained unexplored. Whereas previous studies on third-person 

perception focused on the social desirability of messages, the current study addressed 

the limitations of social desirability to explain perceptions of media impact and 

highlighted individuals’ personal desirability toward the poll result. When the poll 

result is personally undesirable (i.e., when the respondent’s preferred candidate was 

presented to be losing the race), it was expected that individuals would perceive a 

reduced impact of the poll news on oneself and a greater gap in perceived impact of 

poll news between on others and on oneself. Moreover, the key factors of TPP, including 

the respondents’ political knowledge and information about the target group’s 

political knowledge (expert vs. nonexpert), were examined.  

Findings and Implications  

The main findings of the study are as follows. First, when the respondents’ 

preferred candidate was leading in the poll news, they reported a higher PMI1 and 

PMI3 than when their preferred candidate was losing. As predicted, TPP was higher 

when the respondents’ preferred candidate was losing in the poll than when the 

candidate was leading. These results clearly indicate that individuals’ personal 

desirability about the poll results is a key factor that determines TPP. Specifically, when 
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individuals read the desired poll news (i.e., when their preferred candidate is leading 

in the race), they are likely to accept it without a critical mind because they have no 

reason to deny the reinforcing effect of the poll on their preexisting attitudes. By 

contrast, when they are exposed to undesirable results (i.e., when their preferred 

candidate is losing the race), they are likely to react and critically process the counter-

attitudinal information. They are then less likely to admit the influence of undesirable 

poll news (low PMI1), and TPP is greater for undesirable poll news. These findings 

have implications not only in research into the perceived polling effect but also the 

theory of the third-person effect. Recently, Shen et al. (2018) mentioned that “our 

understanding of how and why TPP occurs is still muddled” (p. 400). Our finding of the 

importance of personal desirability as a determinant of third-person perception is 

expected to improve understanding about why TPP occurs.  

Second, we found that respondents considered the target group’s political 

knowledge when estimating PMI3 and TPP. This tendency was only found for those 

with relatively low interest in the election. Moreover, those respondents reported a 

greater PMI3 and TPP when the target was a nonexpert than when the target was an 

expert group. These findings also help improve understanding of what determines the 

perceptions of the impact of not only election polls but also various types of media 

messages. When we estimate the impact of the persuasive force of media messages, we 

consider the cognitive ability of the target person’s (either oneself or the other) to 

resist the force. However, in contrast to our expectation, respondents’ subjective level 

of political knowledge was found not to affect either PMI1 or TPP among those whose 

attitudes were incongruent with the poll results. In this study, we measured subjective 

level of knowledge specifically regarding the gubernatorial election (e.g., How much 

do you think you know about the procedures of the 2014 Gyeonggi gubernatorial 

election?). Previous studies found a negative effect of subjective knowledge on the 

impact of messages on oneself but those studies typically measured subjective 

knowledge in a broad manner (Salwen & Dupagne, 2001; e.g., respondents’ knowledge 

about the issue of television violence). Biased perception is likely to be more engaged 

when we respond to general questions than specific ones, and therefore, 

overestimation of respondents’ own subjective knowledge might be better measured 

with general questions.  
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Lastly, the current study found that PMI1 and PMI3 varied depending on which 

question was asked first. Specifically, PMI1 was found to be greater when PMI1 was 

asked first than when PMI3 was asked first. On the other hand, PMI3 was greater when 

PMI3 was asked first than when PMI1 was asked first. These findings can be explained 

by the anchoring effect (David & Johnson, 1998). When PMI3 was asked first, the 

response to the question about others sets the anchoring point. That is, respondents 

may try to find a point for their PMI1 below the anchored point, thus making the 

respondents in that condition (PMI3 first) report their PMI1 as being lower than it was 

in the other condition (PMI1 first). For PMI3, when PMI1 was asked first, the response 

to PMI1 may set an anchoring point, after which respondents might try to find a point 

for their PMI3 near PMI1 (i.e., insufficient adjustment). Because the present research 

did not test these explanations, future studies are encouraged to test the effect of 

question order on perceptions of media effect.  

Limitations 

The third-person effect hypothesis has two components: perceptual and 

behavioral components (Gunther et al., 2008; Perloff, 2009; Sun et al., 2008). The 

current study is limited to the perceptual component, as it did not investigate the 

behavioral component involved in polling news. According to the third-person effect 

hypothesis, the gap in perception between others and themselves regarding the effect 

of election poll news can affect respondents’ attitudes toward regulations regarding 

election poll release (H. J. Kim, 2013; Yang, 1997). Future studies may investigate the 

behavioral hypothesis of TPP of election poll news.  

Another limitation of our study lies in the nature of the data. Previous studies 

did not test the effect of the preferred candidate’s status in the poll on the third-person 

effect. We formulated hypotheses regarding the problem and then tested those 

hypotheses using data that we collected in the context of a gubernatorial election in 

South Korea in 2014. Even though our hypotheses are not closely tied to a specific 

election context (i.e., time, nation), there is a concern about data outdatedness. 

However, the pattern of results found in this study is consistent with findings of recent 

TPP studies. For example, data from this study consistently indicate that the third-

person perception of election polling news is associated with voters’ desirability of poll 
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results (i.e., whether their preferred candidate is leading in the race; Chung et al., 2018; 

Farjam, 2021; Gattermann et al., 2022; H. Kim, 2022). In addition, the present study 

has also shown that while voters tend to consider desirable news (i.e., their preferred 

candidate is leading) as unbiased, they are more likely to perceive undesirable news as 

biased (Jang & Kim, 2018; H. Kim, 2015; Perloff & Shen, 2022). However, it would be 

required to test hypotheses in different election contexts to extend the generalizability 

of the findings and to increase the confidence in the findings. Future studies are also 

encouraged to replicate the findings with more diverse and larger samples.  

Perceptual biases may be involved in third-person perception. The gap between 

PMI3 and PMI1 could result from either overestimating election poll news on others 

or underestimating it on oneself (Douglas & Sutton, 2004; Perloff, 1999; Price et al., 

1998). An important question is which bias (overestimation on others vs. 

underestimation on oneself) is the main cause of the third-person perception of 

election poll news. Our study has discovered that individuals perceive the influence of 

poll coverage differently based on the results of the polls. To advance the research, it is 

necessary to move beyond the discovery of effects and delve into an exploration of the 

process (Ewoldsen, 2022). We hope that future studies will not only uncover the 

causes of third-person perception but also shed light on the underlying mechanisms 

and psychological processes.  

 

References 

Andsager, J. L., & White, H. A. (2007). Self versus others: Media. messages, and the 

third-person effect. Routledge. 

Bastardi, A., Uhlmann, E. L., & Ross, L. (2011). Wishful thinking: Belief, desire, and the 

motivated evaluation of scientific evidence. Psychological Science, 22(6), 731-

732. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611406447 

Chung, S., Heo, Y. J., & Moon, J. H. (2018). Perceived versus actual polling effects: 

Biases in perceptions of election poll effects on candidate evaluations. 

International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 30(3), 420‒442. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edx004 



Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 296 

 

 

 

Chung, S., & Lee, W. (2012). Je3ja. jigag gaseol-ui jaeguseong: Mesiji gangdo, gwanlyeon 

jisig boyu jeongdo, gijon taedoleul jungsim-eulo [Reconstructing of the third-

person perception hypothesis: Focusing on the effect of preexisting attitudes, 

the level of knowledge, and message strength]. Korean Journal of Journalism 

and Communication Studies, 56(5), 323‒349. 

Chung, S., & Moon, S. I. (2016). Is the third-person effect real? A critical examination 

of rationales, testing methods, and previous findings of the third-person effect 

on censorship attitudes. Human Communication Research, 42(2), 312‒337. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/hcre.12078 

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

Quarterly, 47(1), 1‒15. https://doi.org/10.1086/268763 

David, P., & Johnson, M. A. (1998). The role of self in third-person effects about body 

image. Journal of Communication, 48(4), 37‒58. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.1998.tb02769.x 

de Vreese, C. H., & Semetko, H. A. (2002). Cynical and engaged: Strategic campaign 

coverage, public opinion, and mobilization in a referendum. Communication 

Research, 29(6), 615‒641. https://doi.org/10.1177/009365002237829 

Douglas, K. M., & Sutton, R. M. (2004). Right about others, wrong about ourselves? 

Actual and perceived self-other differences in resistance to persuasion. British 

Journal of Social Psychology, 43(4), 585‒603. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/0144666042565416 

Driscoll P. D., & Salwen, M. B. (1997). Self-perceived knowledge of the OJ Simpson 

trial: Third-person perception and perceptions of guilt. Journalism and Mass 

Communication Quarterly, 74, 541‒556. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/107769909707400308 

Duck, J. M., Terry, D. J., & Hogg, M. A. (1995). The perceived influence of AIDS 

advertising: Third-person effects in the context of positive media content. 

Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 17(3), 305‒325. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324834basp1703_2 

Eveland Jr, W. P., Nathanson, A. I., Detenber, B. H., & McLeod, D. M. (1999). Rethinking 

the social distance corollary: Perceived likelihood of exposure and the third-

person perception. Communication Research, 26(3), 275‒302. 



Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 297 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/009365099026003001 

Ewoldsen, D. R. (2022). A discussion of falsifiability and evaluating research: Issues of 

variance accounted for and external validity. Asian Communication Research, 

19(2), 38‒47. https://doi.org/10.20879/acr.2022.19.2.38 

Farjam, M. (2021). The bandwagon effect in an online voting experiment with real 

political organizations. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 33(2), 

412‒421. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edaa008 

Gattermann, K., Myer, T. M., & Wurzer, K. (2022). Who won the election? Explaining 

news coverage of election results in multi-party systems. European Journal of 

Political Research, 61(4), 857‒877. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-

6765.12498 

Glynn, C. J., & Ostman, R. E. (1988). Public opinion about public opinion. Journalism 

Quarterly, 65(2), 299‒306. https://doi.org/10.1177/107769908806500206 

Gunther, A. C. (1995). Overrating the X-rating: The third-person perception and 

support for censorship of pornography. Journal of Communication, 45(1), 27‒

38. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.1995.tb00712.x 

Gunther, A. C., & Mundy, P. (1993). Biased optimism and the third-person effect. 

Journalism Quarterly, 70(1), 58‒67. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/107769909307000107 

Gunther, A. C., Perloff, R. M., & Tsfati, Y. (2008). Public opinion and the third-person 

effect. In W. Donsbach & M. W. Traugott. (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of public 

opinion research (pp. 184‒191). Sage.  

Hall, M. P., & Raimi, K. T. (2018). Is belief superiority justified by superior knowledge? 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 76, 290‒306. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.03.001  

Han, S., (2022). Elite polarization in South Korea: Evidence from a natural language 

processing model. Journal of East Asian Studies, 22(1), 45‒75. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/jea.2021.36 

Hyun, K. D., & Seo, M. (2021). The effects of HMP and TPP on political participation in 

the partisan media context. Communication Research, 48(5), 665‒686. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650218820229 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.03.001


Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 298 

 

 

 

Jang, S. M., & Kim, J. K. (2018). Third person effects of fake news: Fake news 

regulation and media literacy interventions. Computers in Human Behavior, 

80, 295‒302. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.11.034 

Jensen, J, D., & Hurley, R. J. (2005). Third-person effects and the environment: Social 

distance, social desirability and presumed behavior. Journal of 

Communication, 55(2), 242‒256. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-

2466.2005.tb02670.x 

Kavanagh, D. (1995). Election campaigning: The new marketing of politics. Blackwell. 

Kim, H. J. (2013). “They will help, so I don’t need to?” Behavioral hypothesis of the 

third-person effect in donation aid advertising. Journal of Current Issues & 

Research in Advertising, 34(1), 93‒106. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.2013.754715 

Kim, H. (2015). Perception and emotion: The indirect effect of reported election poll 

results on political participation intention and support for restrictions. Mass 

Communication and Society, 18(3), 303‒324. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2014.945650 

Kim, H. (2022). The third- and first- person effects of election polling news through 

emotions. Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research, 10(4), 262‒276. 

https://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2022.10.4.262 

Lavrakas, P. J. (2008). Encyclopedia of survey research methods. Sage. 

Lavrakas, P. J., Traugott, M. W., Miller, P. V., & Smee, J. J. (Eds.). (1995). Presidential polls 

and the news media. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429302978 

Lazarsfeld, P. F., Berelson, B., & Gaudet, H. (1948). The people’s choice: How the voter 

makes up his mind in a presidential campaign (2nd ed.). Columbia University 

Press. https://doi.org/10.7312/laza93930  

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. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2005.tb02673.x 

Lee, S. K., Kim, K. S., & Franklyn, A. (2022). The roles of political network diversity and 

social media news access in political participation in the United States and 

South Korea. Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research, 10(3), 178–199. 



Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 299 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2022.10.3.178 

Lord, C. G., Ross, L., & Lepper, M. R. (1979). Biased assimilation and attitude 

polarization: The effects of prior theories on subsequently considered 

evidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37(11), 2098‒2109. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.11.2098 

McAllister, I., & Studlar, D. T. (1991). Bandwagon, underdog, or projection? Opinion 

polls and electoral choice in Britain, 1979-1987. The Journal of Politics, 53(3), 

720‒741. https://doi.org/10.2307/2131577 

McLeod, D. M., Eveland Jr, W. P., & Nathanson, A. I. (1997). Support for censorship of 

violent and misogynic rap lyrics: An analysis of the third-person effect. 

Communication Research, 24(2), 153‒174. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/009365097024002003 

Meirick, P. C. (2004). Topic-relevant reference groups and dimensions of distance: 

Political advertising and first-and third-person effects. Communication 

Research, 31(2), 234‒255. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650203261514 

Mendelsohn, H. A., & Crespi, I. (1970). Polls, television, and the new politics. Chandler 

Publishing Company. 

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, 3‒23. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/1.1.3 

Myers, D. G., Wojcicki, S. B., & Aardema, B. S. (1977). Attitude comparison: Is there 

ever a bandwagon effect? Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 7(4), 341‒347. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1977.tb00758.x 

Navazio, R. (1977). An experimental approach to bandwagon research. Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 41(2), 217‒225. https://doi.org/10.1086/268376  

Paul, B., Salwen, M. B., & Dupagne, M. (2000). The third person effect: A meta-analysis 

of the perceptual hypothesis. Mass Communication and Society, 3, 57‒85. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327825MCS0301_04 

Perloff, R. M. (2009). Mass media, social perception and the third-person effect. In J. 

Bryant & M. B. Oliver (Eds.). Media effects: Advances in theory and research 

(3rd ed., pp. 252‒268). Routledge. 



Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 300 

 

 

 

Perloff, R. M., & Shen, L. (2022). The third-person effect 40 years after Davison 

penned it: What we know and where we should traverse. Mass Communication 

and Society, https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2022.2134802 

Perryman, M. R., Foley, J., & Wagner, M. W. (2020). Is bad news biased? How poll 

reporting affects perceptions of media bias and presumed voter behavior. 

International Journal of Communication, 14, 3903–3923. 

Price, V., & Stroud, N. J. (2006). Public attitudes toward polls: Evidence from the 2000 

U.S. presidential election. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 

18(4), 393‒421. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edh119 

Price, V., & Tewksbury, D. (1996). Measuring the third-person effect of news: The 

impact of question order, contrast, and knowledge. International Journal of 

Public Opinion Research, 8(2), 120‒141. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/8.2.120 

Price, V., Tewksbury, D., & Huang, L. N. (1998). Third-person effects on publication of 

a Holocaust-denial advertisement. Journal of Communication, 48(2), 3‒26. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.1998.tb02745.x 

Rucinski, D., & Salmon, C. T. (1990). The ‘other’ as the vulnerable voter: A study of the 

third-person effect in the 1988 US presidential campaign. International 

Journal of Public Opinion Research, 2, 345‒368. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/2.4.345 

Salwen, M. B., & Dupagne, M. (2001). Third-person perception of television violence: 

The role of self-perceived knowledge. Media Psychology, 3(3), 211‒236. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532785XMEP0303_01 

Schmierbach, M., Andsager, J., Banning, S., Chung, M., Lyons, B., McLeod, D. M., Meirick, 

P. C., Pan, Z., Rojas, H., & Sun, Y. (2023). Another point of view: Scholarly 

responses to the state of third-person research. Mass Communication and 

Society, 26(3), 359‒383. https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2023.2193512 

Schmierbach, M., Boyle, M. P., & McLeod, D. M. (2008). Understanding person 

perceptions: Comparing four common statistical approaches to third-person 

research. Mass Communication and Society, 11(4), 492‒513. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15205430802375311 

Schmierbach, M., Boyle, M. P., Xu, Q., & McLeod, D. M. (2011). Exploring third-person 



Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 301 

 

 

 

differences between gamers and nongamers. Journal of Communication, 61(2), 

307‒327. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2011.01541.x 

Shen, L., & Huggins, C. (2013). Testing the model of influence of presumed influence 

in a boundary condition: The impact of question order. Human Communication 

Research, 39(4), 470‒491. https://doi.org/10.1111/hcre.12013 

Shen, L., Sun, Y., & Pan, Z. (2018). Not all perceptual gaps were created equal: 

Explicating the third-person perception (TPP) as a cognitive fallacy. Mass 

Communication and Society, 21(4), 399-424. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2017.1420194  

Spangenberg, F. (2003). The freedom to publish opinion poll results: Report on a 

worldwide update. The Worldwide Association for Public Opinion Research. 

Sun, Y., Shen, L., & Pan, Z. (2008). On the behavioral component of the third-person 

effect. Communication Research, 35(2), 257‒278. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650207313167 

Tal-Or, N., & Drukman, D. (2010). Third-person perception as an impression 

management tactic. Media Psychology, 13(3), 301‒322. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2010.503516 

Tappin, B. M., Van Der Leer, L., & McKay, R. T. (2017). The heart trumps the head: 

Desirability bias in political belief revision. Journal of Experimental Psychology: 

General, 146(8), 1143–1149. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000298 

Tiedge, J. T., Silverblatt, A., Havice, M. J., Rosenfeld, R. (1991). Discrepancy between 

perceived first-person and perceived third-person mass media effects, 

Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 68, 141‒154. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/107769909106800115 

Wei, R., Lo, V. H., & Lu, H. Y. (2011). Examining the perceptual gap and behavioral 

intention in the perceived effects of polling news in the 2008 Taiwan 

presidential election. Communication Research, 38(2), 206‒227. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650210365536 

Worcester, R. (1996). Political polling: 95% expertise and 5% luck. Journal of the 

Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in Society), 159(1), 5‒20. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2983464 



Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 302 

 

 

 

Yang, S. (1997). Yeolonjosawa je3ja hyogwa [Opinion polls and the third-person effect]. 

Media and Society, 18, 6‒28. 

Zhao, X., Strasser, A., Cappella, J. N., Lerman, C., & Fishbein, M. (2011). A measure of 

perceived argument strength: Reliability and validity. Communication Methods 

and Measures, 5(1), 48‒75. https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2010.547822 

 

Biographical Notes 

Shin-Il Moon (Ph.D., University at Buffalo, The State University of New York) is 

Professor in the Department of Digital Media at Myongji University, Seoul, South Korea. 

His research interests are in the application of communication and social psychology 

theories in the areas of social network analysis and new media technology.  

He can be reached at Department of Digital Media, Myongji University, 34 Geobukgolro, 

Seodaemungu, Seoul, Korea or by email at shinil.moon@gmail.com. 

Yunjin Choi (M.A., Sungkyunkwan University) is a Ph.D. student in the Department of 

Communication at the University of Arizona. Her research focuses on the intersection 

of health communication, persuasion, and social influence. She is particularly 

interested in examining how audience characteristics and message features influence 

health-related behavior.  

She can be reached at Department of Communication, University of Arizona, 1200 E 

University Blvd. Tucson, AZ 85721 USA or by email at ychoi@arizona.edu.  

Sungeun Chung (Ph.D., University of Maryland) is Professor in the Department of 

Media and Communication at Sungkyunkwan University, Seoul, Korea. His research 

focuses on persuasion and social influence, and media psychology. His research has 

been published in the field’s premier journals including Communication Monographs, 

Human Communication Research, Journal of Communication, Communication Research, 

Communication Theory, and Media Psychology. His ORCiD identifier is orcid.org/0000-

0002-9337-134X.  

He can be reached at Department of Media and Communication, Sungkyunkwan 



Asian Journal for Public Opinion Research - ISSN 2288-6168 (Online) 
Vol. 11 No.4 November 2023: 274-303   

http://dx.doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2023.11.4.274 

 303 

 

 

 

University 25-2 Seonggyungwan-ro, Jongno-gu, Seoul, South Korea or by email at 

chseun@skku.edu. 

 

Date of Submission: 2023-01-16 

Date of Acceptance: 2023-11-13 

 

 


