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FANOEHEIZ, ZNDOFRICEET 5 Z &2
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TOIEHRA FRERNEE U CREFETHIE 21T 5 Z
LN 22 DRTREMEN B 2 Hivb,
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TR CH D, PlRIE, BRFEEHE
72472 C. Whale & Blanchard(1982) . ZHER
LW EZR DB EAY 77 —F12I1TAETHEBRSIN
FlHR Lok, eEF I3 HIRERMERZ I
HTHbolz, ZORER, ARTEZE RSN
SINE D LT ERERE L 0 7 —FE L
PR S-S DT Lt?ﬁﬂéﬁa‘ﬁgﬁ@ ESoRR
AEIZEDo T, FIFEHZRE LIF2E Tl
Jas Ay IR BRI L?L_f/ﬁ/fu\\ R Lo
7ot LT IR 2 (51070 o728 D
WEMNH D, Douglas, Lyon, & Ogloff (1997) 1%
FIRSIE % 71 7 —FERE, QETERE, TER
LD 32T, BT A Er LT, £
DFEFR. FED ?*ifdiﬁﬁ%@l%eﬁffﬁfi <. H
BAPORSNTZ2NIE OFRAWOEIE R, BE
RN SRS TeBIED 2 5@ Ieote, %
Ot a7 A7 pIFRIFRET TR, BT
FT—TRRIThH - TH, HHRRFE O %
BHIRFANE  GHRPRE ST D Bright &
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Goodman—Delahunty, 2006; Kassin & Garfield,
1991),
BeEFMIC L HE LB LT A U 5T
victim impact statements (VIS) &IFEEHL, #¢E
P OWEF BN FC K> T - TRy - f%
%m&%i%_omfi&é%@fké 7 A
T1R071 T DFEREEEITIE, FIGREHIEr & &
ﬁﬂ%@iﬁ%@Z‘kéﬂf%@ VIS (345t
ANDOEFENRIE LT-1%, BFPEWTAE 3 BRI HER
SND, EDT=8, I TOMZETIX VIS 23 &
N R ETHEEZ BT LT OBNEEATH D
(Green, Koehring, & Quiat, 1998; McGowan &
Myers, 2004), #lziX. VIS ZH#rrSNi-2E
1L, IO E SRR VIS ZHRSNR
Mol ME LD ZLEHERERIRL TH D
(Luginbuhl & Burkhead, 1995). VIS AS&EJFPHE|KT
\CWEE RIFTZ 2R TS, —F, VIS 28
AR - BIREW A~ DR EL R L2 b DITTE A
E7pun, Myers & Arbuthnot (1999) DFEERClL
VIS 235 9 - IEFRHIBNI T BN IR HAvT
BIEHIWERIT VIS 23R ST SME D 49. 4%,
PRSI T2BMEE D 50. 6% ThH -T2, L
L. AIRHZ L& ok, EfPEwH>
WT VIS OfRdHY 7o Laktk_fzb 2 A, VIS
H Y DBINEDIE S DIVIS 72 LOBNE AT,
;@%<%ﬂ%ﬁ%?b1wto:®£%#%f
V%, VIS [IHHRRERE B OASE - HEIRHIMN I e
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%&Eéﬁw:kérbfwéﬂ\%ﬂ%ﬁhﬁ



FHIZIE, VIS LHESE
DI D720,
VIS 23F 3R - MESRHIBNC KIZ T B OREHE

FheE 25 1Kéﬂfk‘f£b‘5$@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ#'

IFEFICEHEETH D, VIS 28, ool (FER

FEDTZOOFHL) LR CERETERING Z &h

5., VIS MEHEDOATE - MIRHIM B L KX

TRREMED B 2 HiIVD,

VIS R0/ a7 A7 iR GRS W88 % IE T
B L LT, A7 1 TRAEOMENZFT 5T
W5, EIEDSHIBN & iﬁ“%ﬁ% Koy

T+ Z N TE D, \—ﬁ#lLﬁk [ )
LRFEDRIT —ﬁbt#%%ﬁ5@ﬁ® L
f5 97, Forgas (1994) %, & —BcHWn i &
L ToRKE (affect*aS*information; Clore,
Schwarz, & Conway, 1994) & L<IFEIE 7T 1 2
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THH & U CORFRRR T, Mkt S5 23,
HErE T 72O RO—ERE LT@ix, Hilra
fRoT=HMNCEL EBZ D, BIET T4 I 75

TIE, Mk SIRIED, R U4 A 7 DRklE 3B
ﬁb“(b‘éﬁ%@nﬂf O - S8, EAEE
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MW AMF - 7= RN E DD & T,

HHTIXED XL 5 25 A T OREIE ML S 5
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&4?%%N6t@twm)®*ﬁ%47@%%\
RO, ABLA, e, B/ ALD AT AY —
ST E S, Juror Negative Affect Scale
(JUNAS) #AERL L7z, & LT, FEBRSMEIZHA
2 A RES DRI JUNAS (IZRIE$ 5 2 &
Rz, EORER, 7raT A7 R ERAERS
NN, 7 a7 A7 B EEZHIR SR
ST L0 BEEREHEICS & U TV,
FMENTHT D H LR E W=, £
fMOMTETH, 7' BT A7 IR EENHEER Y %
WaEe 9% 2 & s LTV % (Douglas,

SREHETZ DU T OIFZES

Lyon, &

Ogloff, 1997; Feigenson, Park, & Salovey, 2001),

VIS MAHT 4 7 RENE OME - KT 2B O
THHEINTWBEHEDD (Myers & Greene,
2004) NGO X A 727 LN TO L0 T
<AVETH D, Paternoster & Deise (2011) 12 k&
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% & VIS 1 3RY o< Mkl 45 Z L 2t LT
W5, LMo, VIS o7 a7 A7 IR BEHENE
IRENDZ LIZE - T, By pigEd it b &
ITHD,

B IIAHREEO—HETH Y, K 2K LT
WATEAE, RLE D S AEEDTZY | B
WERTT 4 TR L= 0 | ﬂbfﬁ
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ERIFETZEnn, BIE FRIRY) 2 L
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/Tﬁ\®4&47®2ﬁ747@%Cm@H)
2O WTHIE T 2 E R JUNAS (Bright &
Goodman—Delahunty, 2006) % > 7=,

HH TV A FEIRAERPES M ERR L
ToNHIEARZ T LT, BANE M & L
fIF U A% BTk Ui, #E AN, —EE
TR L7200, HBICHEICHE U CHEEIRA F0k
LTCWAHEE LTz, AHMIRIGHLOA T, #
ENEBIELETHITITREHTIOF5NEH DN A3
RSN, a7 A7 G T, $EEROT
TIVOIEEN R A A 7 D3 ST b DO &R L
7o VIS 1%, WEEBEFIEOIE L oS ATk
5|@@mr B L OEEER OFAETERRRD

D, WEHEORBUC L > TELN., HEEDE



AIOEE LRS-, BH T A3, HF
B o(FL—vay) ERXU—RAU N VA
T TR, T U A RROTERIRE
ML VIS &V 232343 VIS 72 LAY 204y CTdh - 7=,
Fhex

SHEIE. £ JUNAS (2F (1= £o72< Y
TIEEDLZRW, b = FFEFITYTUILED) L, £
D%, ROV AREREI T, GEHRE
DOBNMEEVEL, FATORIDF ATV BRI,
ATHSG COWEZOGTEN RSN, VIS &
DREOBNETX, 7 U A DORZIZ VIS BHERS
Tzo FFOVJUNAS (2[RI L7142, #HZ W To
BRI U, BRI, A 3R - IR,
B CEIRDYA) | MEEEE (1= HoxHiEIR, 10=

XAIR) | e NDBSEILA TS % ATHEME: (0% 100%) |

FREZDHR U TZRHILOFE /7 (1= FEFIZHH, 10
= EFITR N IZEE L, $72, BEEH YOS
X, BEOBEBROREIZOWT (1= £57:<
Ta w7 TRV, 10= FEFIZ 3 v 7)) A LT,

m OB

127 £, BERHROT X COERIZEE Lk
ST2FEERBNFE 15 4% 08 BRI LT fER.
112 DT —HFPNOHT ORISR L 7572, KT
HIRAIES 74 4 (66%) . TEIRHIWTS 38 44 (34%) C
Holz, AIHWERIZOWTHA 2 FBBEEIT-
ToAER. VT aT A R EEO T EEA T
HY (41, N=112)=2.55, p<.10), VISD
FFRITAE ThHoT(x °(1, N=112)=3.98, p
<.05), 4 BHEMOAIEHBERIZOWNT I A 2 Felk
EEATH TR, ARENAONTZ (476, N=
112)=17.17, p<.05), AIEHEERIT, TFEH -
VIS 0t ClbE< (18.57%) . DWW TEHEEZ:
L - VIS &V EE(T1.43%) ., TEHY - VIS 72 Uit
(67.86%) , = L CHEHEZL VIS 72 LA CRHIK
Mo 72 (46. 43%) (Table 1),

WIS, BUE AEIL AN CTH 2 alREME, FIHILO
RE N DN T BT E TS TR R, 33T
ZEEUZBNT VIS OB R S (FEEEE: A1,
108) =5.53, p< .05 [VISHY: i=17.18, SD=
2.00; VIS 72l M=6.23, SD=2.25]. ELA
DOFREME © F(1, 108) =6.28, p < .05 [VIS &
Vi M=7.20, SD=2.04; VIS72L: M=6.13, SD
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=2.44], FFAAS : (1, 108) =3.26, p< .10 (VIS
HY: M=6.77, SPD=2.00; VIS7Z2L: M= 5.98,
SD=2.55]), /a7 A RBEEOHME, BIUK
HAERIZEDEEIZBW T Abn oz, &
JHRIETIZ DN T VIS ORhREHT LToRER. VIS
72 UBECHE 238K L 7= E DN 16%72->7-D
WXL, VIS & 0 BECIE 33% 0B 28R L TR
V., FOHRIT2MHELEE ST,

Table 1.
IR/ SREIErO NE FEINNIIA FEHINTER)

BEHEHHY HEARL &t
22/ 6 20/ 8 42/14
VIS %9 (78. 57%) (71. 43%) (75. 00%)
19/ 9 13/15 32/24

f
VIs7s L (67. 86%) (46. 43%) (57. 14%)
s 41/15 33/23 74/38
s (73.21%  (58.93%)  (66.07%)

JEIEDEAIZONT, BIRET ¢ E THolr
U7 bR B ) A &R S DT (M= 1. 56,
Sp=.51) LERINTM% (FE2.35, SP=.81) T
FHEZE (¢(111)= -10.70, p < .001) 237,
ZOREREY | BEEHEITEHT U Ak o
TRHT 4 7RG S 7= 2 EAVRIB ST,
U A% JUNAS DRIEZ 08T LIRS, BE
HEEUE2.36, SD=.85) L GE LEEUE 2. 33,
SD = .77 ODBNEORNIA BT R T (71,
108) =.04, ns), VIS YV EEUE 2.51, SD=.179)
L VIS 722 LEEUE 2.19, SD=.80) DBNNFE DRI
WTAE BN RO (F(1, 108) =4.56, p<.05),

2 BROZHAFRITAEMR (F7(108)= 3.88, p
<.10) THY, BEOETRIHDHHIZIE VIS
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DOEWEN RSN (Figure 1), JUNAS DY D
T Y = ZOWTHHT L7FER, VIS OFZhEN
b7 (F(1, 108) =6.99, p < .01; VISH Y :
M=2.34, SD=.92; VIS 72 Lt M=1.91, SD=.81),
L L, BEEOFEL LU AEHITA LR
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2006) Z & &  AMFIE & SATIHIZEDREFITZEDE T
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NDHFEENIE ZND DS, A D DFTRIEHERL
HIE ORI LR T T ¢ 7 RAE % KIF
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HoeIte JUNAS D0 17 Y —OFME  FEIPEELER )

FEHY FHEARL il
VIS &1 2.17 (.89) 2.51 (.93) 2.34 (.92)
VIS 72 L 2.00 (.74) 1.82 (.87) 1.91 (.81)
ait 2.08 (.82) 2.16 (.96) 2.12 (.89)
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