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A Study of the Third-Person Effect Versus the 
First-Person Effect in Emails 

 Taking the Diffusion of 319-Assassination-
Related Emails as an Example 

Yah-Huei Hong*

ABSTRACT 

This study aims to examine the third-person effect and the first-person 

effect.  Fit also explores the behavioral aspects of the third-person effect. 

The behavioral outcomes in this study are people’s desire for regulation and 

their behavior towards “email-transmission.” An online survey was applied in 

this study. The questionnaire was posted on the web for a span of three weeks 

after the 2004 Taiwan Presidential Election when 319-assassination-related 

emails roamed the Internet. The results show that the third-person effect does 

emerge. The users who support the Pan-Green party are more likely than Pan-

Blue supporters and Independents to perceive that their emails exert a 

stronger influence on others than on themselves. However, the Pan-Blue 

supporters do not perceive themselves to be more affected than others. In 

addition, the third-person effect is not a significant predictor of perceived 

need for regulation. However, it does play a role in predicting the “email-

* Yah-Huei Hong is Associate Professor in the Department of Advertising and Public
Relations at Fu-Jen Catholic University, Taipei, Taiwan.. 
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transmission.” 

Keywords: third-person effect, first-person effect, regulation, e-mails, 

emails-transmission, online survey


