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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

How will people use the Internet and other emergiigrmation and
communication technologies (ICTs) to shape theosyre to political information? The
Internet has established itself as a significaote®of news, and its users have an
unprecedented ability to be selective about thelitipal information exposure. Will
Internet users be inclined to fashion an informmagavironment that reflects their own
political predispositions, or will they continuegacounter a range of perspectives
online?

It has been nearly a decade since Neuman (1996irdt)emarked on the
concern that wide-scale adoption of special-intesane media—media tailored to the
ideologies of small groups of citizens—could leadangerous social and ideological
divisions. Sunstein’Republic.com (2001) is among the most prominent articulatiohs o
this skepticism to date. Sunstein offers a conmgharrative of how control over
information exposure can translate into socialrfragtation and political polarization,
and asserts that these could lead to the breakdbpmoductive political discourse and
the demise of democracy, ultimately culminatingimience.

Many scholars question, however, whether citizeitisastually use technology
as Sunstein predicts. The consequences of indivihntrol over one’s information
environment are thus an important subject of coptaary debate (lyengat al. 2003;

DiMaggio and Sato 2003; Neuman 2000; DiMaggio aath 2003: 321). Although this



round of controversy has been prompted by the rreem@menon of online news use, it

in fact re-ignites a longstanding debate over iitlial preferences in political exposute.
Ideologically-motivated selective exposure, thedcy to craft an information

environment that reflects one’s political belidfas been a topic of debate for several

decades (Sears and Freedman 1967; Frey 1986).rdhegdo selective exposure theory,

individuals’ prefer exposure to arguments suppgrtireir position over those supporting

other positions (e.g., Lazarsfeld, Berelson, anddea1944; Sweeney and Gruber 1984).

Scholars argue that this preference also leadsithdils to prefer informatiosources

that are more supportive of their opinions oves legpportive alternatives (Mutz and

Martin 2001; Lowin 1967). For example, recent emcpirinvestigations indicate that

' This debate occurs within the context of a muehdacontroversy regarding political
polarization within the United States, the “cultuvar” first articulated by James Davison
Hunter (1991). On one side of the culture war tebscholars decry the increasing
polarization which they say has characterized tgigal landscape of the U.S. over the
last few decades. They claim that Democrats/liseaad Republicans/conservatives, are
diverging in terms of their social and politicaliiatdes. The Pew Research Center for the
People and the Press has been a prominent adwd¢hese ideas, offering a substantial
body of survey data in support of these claims {(Kat al. 2005b; Kohut et al. 2005a;
Kohut et al. 2003). The polarization claim hasrbamplified by the mainstream news
media, becoming one of the defining narrativesifescribing the 2000 and 2004
presidential elections (e.g., see Anonymous 2082bnymous 2002a; Dionne Jr. 2003;
Fineman 2003).

On the other side of the culture war debate, seh@lach as Fiorina (2005) and Baker
(2005) argue that the evidence for polarizationagnd.S. citizens is weak. To the
contrary, Baker argues that Americans’ views areveoging (108). Fiorina claims that
to the extent that polarization is occurring, ialrmong political elites. If citizens are
supporting more polarized candidates, Fiorina asdghat this is only because less-
partisan alternatives are unavailable.

The claims | make in this dissertation are relevanhe culture war debate: how people
shape their exposure to political information Haes potential to influence their political
attitudes, either exacerbating or defusing politocdarization. High levels of exposure to
others’ views, however, could coexist with stromdjtral positions. My concern is
primarily with people’s exposure to viewpoints, esially those with which they
disagree, and not with the extent of political paktion in society.



readers of conservative political books rarely rigaeral books (Krebs 2004b; Krebs
2004a; Krebs 2003), and that popular political bltend to interlink with other blogs
expressing similar viewpoints (Adamic and Glancé3)0

Critics of the theory of ideological selective egpece question the existence of an
underlying psychological tendency to seek suppadtavoid challenge. According to
these scholars, the data do not support the clanrcitizens are disproportionately aware
of viewpoint-supporting information (Sears and Erman 1967; Chaffeet al. 2001).
Furthermore, they offer evidence that individugb@sure choices are largely
uninfluenced by ideology: when asked to choose anppatitical information options,
citizens do not systematically avoid challenge (Bgdio and Sato 2003; lyenggiral.
2003). The theory’s detractors also argue thaicelsahat do yield exposure to mostly
viewpoint-reinforcing information are not neceslyamotivated by viewpoint selectivity
per se, but may instead be secondary consequehdesisions unrelated to ideology
(Sears and Freedman 1967).

Scholars on both sides of the debate have tendeéata preference for support
and an aversion to challenge as linked aspectsiofgde psychological preference. |
argue that by conceiving of these preferences s ate phenomena we can reconcile
seemingly contradictory evidence regarding citizgaditical information acquisition
practices. Most prior research results can beagxgdl in terms of a systematic
preference for viewpoint reinforcement paired vattveaker and less consistent attitude
toward viewpoint challenge. | therefore suggeat thost individuals will be drawn to
viewpoint-reinforcing information, while their usd viewpoint-challenging information
will fluctuate. Depending on the context of théommation search and the ideological
characteristics of the individual, some will exhi@islight aversion to challenge, while
others will remain largely indifferent toward iln a few circumstances, individuals may

even seek out novel arguments with which they desag



These hypothesized preferences have importantaatpns for citizens’ use of
new ICTs for political information acquisition. dlnologies such as the Internet play a
potentially important role because they augmenple® ability to selectively acquire
political information, allowing them to more effaaly find information on either side of
a controversy (DiMaggiet al. 2001; Bimber and Davis 2003: 152). Two charasties
of the technology are particularly important. Eitee range of viewpoints accessible
online is wider than with traditional news mediagls as television or newspapers.
Groups representing the full range of the politeyactrum have a significant online
presence (e.g., Zook 1996; Cleaver 1999), wheredasstneam sources tend to represent
a narrower band of interests toward the middldefdpectrum. Second, the mechanisms
for controlling which viewpoints one encounterqyugh imperfect, are increasingly
effective. Search engines, news aggregationscesrysuch as Google News), and
partisan news sites each afford opportunitiesdarching and filtering information that
are unparalleled in traditional news media.

New technologies afford users unprecedented coowe their information
exposure, but even if people do adopt these capedbihe political information
preferences suggested here cast doubt on the ttlatroitizens will consistently filter out
all other viewpoints. | argue that individuals wiaby on the Internet for political
information will be better informed about their owpinions, but they will also continue
to encounter arguments justifying other positiomkis is an important distinction,
because continued exposure to other viewpoints snakeucial difference in whether or
not we realize the future suggested by Sunsteirotirets (e.g., Sunstein 2001; Mutz and
Martin 2001).

Exposure to political difference is a defining etrhof effective deliberation and
it has important consequences for society at lafide presence of other political
viewpoints can stimulate groups to engage in moeough information searches and

more careful scrutiny of alternatives (Mendelbe®§2, Nemeth 1986; Nemeth and



Rogers 1996; Delli Carpirgt al. 2004). Exposure to other perspectives also ise®a
people’s familiarity with the rationales that matie opposing views, which can in turn
foster political tolerance (Mutz 2002; Prieeal. 2002). Conversely, if individuals
effectively avoid opinion-challenging informatiathe society to which they belong is
likely to become more politically fragmented (Swist2002). Absent contact with other
viewpoints, groups of citizens will become moregrided, and their ability to find
common ground and to reach political agreementawihdle. In light of the important
stakes for political deliberation and democraticisty, it is critical that we understand
what choices people will make in the changing laage of political news.

This dissertation is composed of two interconnecésgarch projects. Taken
together, these projects clarify the contemporgnadic of selective political exposure,
providing evidence about individuals’ underlyingfarences regarding political
information.

The first project uses nationally representativeey data to examine how
contemporary use of the Internet is influencingzens’ overall exposure to political
information. Although information services do madibw automatic filtering based on
ideology, users of these services do have moreadhan those who rely on the more
traditional media for their news and informatid@hanges in overall exposure that
correlate to the use of these technologies areestigg of what citizens’ ideal news diet
might look like.

The second project focuses on individual choicganding exposure to news
items. | examined factors that influence the deni$o look at, and the time spent
reading, news items in an online environment tffards enhanced, albeit imperfect,
control over viewpoint exposure. This environmeatkes it easier for subjects to review
a politically diverse set of news items, and pregidues about the items’ political biases,

but subjects are responsible for assessing themdegiding which items to examine.



The relationship between readers’ perceptions ariinews items in such an

environment is indicative of the preferences shgpidividual exposure decisions.

Background

Both projects of this dissertation regard the digance of online news; hence,
this section provides important background abodividuals whose political information
universe includes online sources. Internet useosigh increasingly representative of the
American population, still differ in a number of ygafrom those who have not embraced
the technology. Online news users, especiallyghadso consider the medium a

prominent source of political information, are aree more distinct subpopulation.

Americans Online

The number of Americans who use the Internet cobise 50% mark around the
year 2000, and the number continues to grow steéidble 1). Research has also
shown that Internet users with high-speed accesa particularly active segment of the
online population. These individuals are morel{ike have integrated their use of the
communication network into their daily lives, armé anore likely to rely on it for a wide
range of informational needs (Horrigan and RaiieZ). (The relationship between
high-speed access and online news use is discursgeate detail in the next section.)
Though high-speed Internet users are still in thenty, their numbers are growing as
well: broadband access at home has increased séderan the past four years, more
than doubling in the last year alone. The numbegsven larger when you include those
who have high-speed Internet access from work2@®j4, more than half of all Internet

users went online using high-speed connectionsreg&hhome or at work.



Table 1. Percentage of adult Americans who use the Internet, have broadband

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Internet user 49% 59% 59% 63% 67%
Broadband at home 3 6 12 16 25

Source : Pew Internet & American Life survey data 2000-2004

These percentages represent many millions of uséng continental U.S., but
Internet users are a distinct subpopulation in seofrseveral key demographics (see
Table 2). Compared to non-users, they are disptiopately male, and they tend to be
younger, wealthier, and more educated. They aelats likely to live in a rural area.
Groups of Internet users with different levels of@ss also differ from one another
significantly. The patterns described above aenewore pronounced when we
differentiate between broadband users and thoseshatver access. More than half of
all broadband users are male; fully a third repartncome of over $75,000; slightly less

than half hold a college degree; and only aboutiosex live in rural America.



Table 2. Internet user demographics

All Broadband Non-Internet

Respondents users Dial-up users users
Unweighted base 1510 581 382 474
(n) 1510 552 385 493
Sex
Male 47% 52% 50 42
Female 53 48 50 58
Community type
Urban 29 34 27 25
Suburban 48 53 46 43
Rural 24 13 28 33
Age
18-27 18 21 21 10
28-39 22 26 23 16
40-49 22 26 23 15
50-58 14 17 13 11
59-68 11 7 10 16
69+ 13 2 7 31
Education
High school or less 46 25 48 68
Some college 27 31 26 23
College grad or more 27 44 25 9
Race/ethnicity
White 72 73 75 72
Black 10 7 10 13
Hispanic 11 11 10 10
Other 6 8 4 5
Income
Less than $30K 28 13 23 49
Between $30-$50K 22 19 26 22
Between $50-$75K 14 20 18 6
More than $75K 18 33 16 5
Internet experience
Online in last 6 months 1 1 2 *
Online for about 1 year 3 1 7 *
Online for 2-3 years 9 8 19 *
Online for 4-5 years 17 20 32 *
Online for 6+ years 37 69 39 *
Openness mindedness
High 26 34 27 16
Medium 53 54 54 49
Low 21 12 18 35

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey 2004

Note: Sum of (n) for different access types is not equal to total because some respondents did
not answer the access type questions. Non-responses account for response categories not
summing to 100%




News media usage

Internet users have access to a unique new medadiuacduiring news, and many
are using it. In 2000 Pew estimated that abouhBlion Americans were getting news
online on a typical day. By the year 2004 that hanmhad more than doubled to 64
million, or about 34% of adult Americans. Use rafditional media does not differ much
between Internet users and the population at langa! groups similarly high
percentages of individuals use television, newspapadio, and magazines as news
sources. Among those who do use the Internet, Wenvbroadband users are more
likely to get news online than those with sloweemet access (Table 3). Use of online
news by these individuals is quite high—nearly 98&6passing every other news medium

except television news.

Table 3. Percentage who ever use news media online  and off

All Respondents Broadband Dial-up users Non-Internet
users users
Unweighted base 1510 581 382 474
(n) 1510 552 385 493
Television 92% 92% 92% 91%
Newspaper 85 84 89 84
Radio 73 79 78 61
Magazines 56 65 62 42
Email or the Web 54 89 71 *

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey 2004

There are some early indications that users mabstituting online news for
more traditional news media. Though televisioans of the most popular sources of
campaign information for Internet users and norrsiaéke, the number of individuals
who rank it among the most important sources afrimfition drops as Internet access
speeds increase (Table 4). Broadband users, o gnost likely to get their news

online, are also least likely to use older media.



Table 4. Percentage for whom specified mediumis on e of top two sources of campaign
information

All Respondents Broadband Dial-up users Non-Internet
users users
Unweighted base 1510 581 382 474
(n) 1510 552 385 493
Television 78% 71% 74% 88
Newspaper 38 35 40 40
Radio 16 15 18 12
Email or the Web 15 29 13 1**
Magazines 4 5 6 2

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey 2004

In terms of demographics, those who use online rasas supplemental source of
campaign information are almost indistinguishabderf Internet users as a whole. Those
for whom the Internet is a primary source of cargpanformation, however, have a few
unique characteristics (Table 5 and Table 6). Guegbto Internet users in general, this
group is disproportionately male, Republican, aoidege educated. These individuals

also tend to be younger, and to have the mostriatexperience.

10



Table 5. Demographics of online news users — Non-po litical

Online news a Online news a

Internet users primary source supplement
Unweighted base 1036 223 619
(n) 1036 214 603
Sex
Male 50% 61% 46%
Female 50 39 54
Community type
Urban 31 33 32
Suburban 50 51 49
Rural 19 16 19
Age
18-27 21 24 20
28-39 25 29 24
40-49 25 20 26
50-58 15 13 16
59-68 8 10 8
69+ 4 2 4
Education
High school or less 35 31 32
Some college 29 24 32
College grad or more 35 44 36
Race/ethnicity
White 73 70 74
Black 9 10 7
Hispanic 11 10 12
Other 6 7 6
Income
Less than $30K 18 17 20
Between $30-$50K 22 22 22
Between $50-$75K 18 20 19
More than $75K 25 25 38
Internet experience
Online in last 6 months 2 * 1
Online for about 1 year 4 1 4
Online for 2-3 years 13 7 13
Online for 4-5 years 25 22 26
Online for 6+ years 55 69 55

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey 2004
Note: Response categories do not sum to 100% because of non-responses.
* denotes less than 1%.
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Table 6. Demographics of online news users — Politi  cal

Online news a Online news a

Internet users primary source supplement
Unweighted base 1036 223 619
(n) 1036 214 603
Party Affiliation
Democrat 29 26 31
Independent 32 30 32
Republican 32 38 31
Other/no party 4 1 *
Political Ideology
Very liberal 7 9 7
Somewhat liberal 21 23 21
Moderate 31 27 33
Somewhat conservative 26 24 25
Very conservative 12 13 11

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey 2004
Note: Response categories do not sum to 100% because of non-responses.
* denotes less than 1%.

Outline

In the context of the large and growing number ofekicans getting their news
through the Internet and the resulting potentiahfiore purposeful choices about the
news they read, this dissertation encompassesttwl@es that contribute to our
understanding of people’s propensity to engageliective exposure. Chapter 2 reviews
the relevant research on ideologically-motivatddceve exposure and the online
political information environment, and outlinesaiss of related hypotheses. Broadly
speaking, | claim that individuals are drawn tompeint-reinforcing information, but
that they do not seek to exclude all exposuredwpoint-challenging information.

There are, however, certain ideological and sattabutes that make avoiding other
perspectives more likely. Chapter 3 describedwioemethodologies | use to test these
claims. First, | employ a national telephone syrot1,510 adult Americans designed to
assess the significance of the Internet for baghtypes of information sources

individuals report using and their familiarity wistliguments that either reinforce or

12



challenge their views. Second, | describe the ex@amtal design employed to study
individuals’ preferences regarding political infation, as well as the recruitment
strategy and data analyses techniques for thisriexget.

Chapters 4 and 5 describe the analyses and findingese studies. | find that
Web sites featuring partisan political informateme an important complement to the
news products of major news organizations, notst#tute. | also show that as a source
of political information, the Internet is enhanciimglividuals’ familiarity with consonant
and dissonant information. In other words, people wke online sources of political
news are exposed to both more information thatsdgpheir views and more
information that challenges these pre-existing iopis. When operating in an online
environment that facilitates ideological selectiythowever, people demonstrate a
tendency to seek viewpoint-reinforcing informatemmd to avoid viewpoint-challenging
information, though the effect of the latter is stantially smaller. Finally, Chapter 6
makes sense of the findings in the two relatedggtejand ties this research back to the
core theoretical debate about political communacatiThe key to this resolution lies in
distinguishing between a desire to exclatlecontact with other viewpoints, and a
tendency to avoidepeated contact. This understanding sets the stage for a disausgio
the design and implications of future news acgoisisystems. | end by examining the

limitations of the study and suggesting a numbdutifre research opportunities.

Over the course of this dissertation, | make foajancontributions to the
academic theorizing and empirical study of selecéxposure. | make two related
arguments about ideologically-motivated selectivifyirst, | assert that it is necessary to
distinguish between seeking out viewpoint-reinfogcinformation and avoiding
viewpoint-challenging information. This distinati@llows us to reconcile several
contradictory conclusions evident in prior resear8lecond, based on the results of these

studies, | argue that it is useful to distinguigitmeen avoidingll contact with

13



viewpoint-challenging information, and avoidingpeated exposure with such
information. This research suggests that individlualue awareness of other
perspectives, while simultaneously wanting to lithiir contact with them. Our
understanding of these preferences has profounlicetipns for the choices individuals
are likely to make about their use of political rsew the future. As technology evolves,
further augmenting the ability to be selectiveizeihs’ preferences will have an
increasingly important influence on their politigalormation environment.

The dissertation makes two additional methodoldgioatributions. First, it
offers a unique approach to studying individuaédestive exposure preferences. The
survey measures exposure to viewpoint-reinforceraedtviewpoint-challenge
separately by focusing on concrete questions aleawlily recalled argument exposure
and information source use. Answers to these mumssare easy for respondents to
generate, and can be unambiguously interpreteds pravides a technique for assessing
individuals’ overall political exposure that is ptizal and reliable. Second, the
experiment takes data collection out of the labiatmwthe field. By conducting an
online experiment, | am able to observe the bemafiondividuals who regularly use
online news in the process of engaging with raaent news stories. Data collected in
this way is more likely to reflect individuals’ tigal news consumption behavior than

data collected in a traditional lab setting.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL MOTIVATIONS AND BACKGROUND

The subject of this research project is the retetiip between new information
and communication technologies (ICTs) and citizexgosure to political information.
The concern motivating the work is that users esthtechnologies will engage in
ideologically-motivated selective exposure, cregtirpersonalized information
environment that reinforces their political attiasd Such behavior, it has been argued,
would undermine the democratic process, fosteroiijigal polarization, radicalization,
and intolerance (Sunstein 2001).

This chapter sets the stage for the researchdhaivs, describing prior work on
the subject and highlighting important unansweneelstions. The review of literature is
divided into four parts. First, | consider the sequences of selective exposure. | begin
this section by reviewing the significant evidemicat citizens’ attitudes are informed by
the information they encounter. Next | turn to literature on political tolerance and
minority influence in order to demonstrate thafetiént types of selectivity—namely,
seeking viewpoint reinforcement and avoiding vieimpchallenge—carry different
implications for mass opinion and political disceeir

Second, | examine available empirical evidenceherstlective exposure
phenomenon. Though this topic has been extensiesbarched, the empirical results
are inconclusive. Some contemporary scholars@meigced that ideological selectivity
is a powerful factor shaping citizens’ experientéhe political world (e.g., Mutz and
Martin 2001; Sunstein 2001), while others are dguadrtain that selective exposure

does not occur (e.g., lyengatral. 2003; Knobloctet al. 2003). | propose to reconcile
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these findings by treating separately the preferdacconsonant information,
information that supports one’s viewpoint, and d@ersion to dissonant information,
information that challenges one’s viewpoint. Aable data are consistent with the
hypothesis that citizens engage in behaviors tizeethe former, but not the latter.

Third, | consider the relationship between new I@mMd citizens’ ability to
engage in ideological selectivity. Though onlirewvs tools have augmented citizens’
control of their political information exposurejdftapacity for control is limited both
technically and socially. Technologies for autaally filtering information based on
political viewpoints do not yet exist, and, furthmre, online information seekers are not
consistently effective users of available capaegit Thus, citizens’ use of the Internet
today is an imperfect predictor of their behaviothe future. As new technologies that
make ideological selectivity more feasible contibtmemerge, users will have new
opportunities to realize their political exposurefprences.

| conclude the chapter by summarizing my hypothesgarding selective
exposure and new ICTs. These hypotheses are diintietwo groups. One regards the
influence of online news today on political infortioa exposure. The other set concerns
individual behavior in an environment suggestivéhef kinds of control that might be

taken for granted in the future.

Consequences of selective exposure

Concern about the consequences of new ICTs fdvdbg politic stems from the
belief that citizens will, if given the opportunjtgreate an information environment
mirroring their own beliefs, and that this will rharmful political ramifications.
Individuals whose viewpoints are reinforced in #iisence of challenging ideas will hold

more extreme views and be less capable of undeiatathe views of others, while
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groups of like-minded people are more likely todrae socially fragmented and
politically polarized (Sunstein 2001; Sunstein 20026).

This section begins with an overview of two impatttheoretical models of
opinion formation, RAS and the on-line informatiprecessing model. Both models
demonstrate that altering the flow of politicaldnhation such that it reflects a particular
viewpoint will have a polarizing effect. Neitheionel, however, distinguishes between
the potentially different consequences of suppeeksig and challenge avoidance. To
demonstrate the significance of this distinctiotyrh to the literatures on political
tolerance and minority influences. According teg&rch in these areas, the benefits of
exposure to other viewpoints include increasedipalitolerance and more thorough
consideration of political alternatives, which oititely lead to better deliberative
decision-making. Thus, maintaining some exposuhtllenging viewpoints while
seeking out viewpoint-reinforcing information sificantly undermines the polarizing

influence of ideological selective exposure.

Opinion formation

Individuals do not have well-established, clearéfidled opinions about every
political issue. Such a mental state would requmaense time and effort, as well as
mastery of a volume of information beyond the grasan individual human being. This
is the premise of Zaller's (1992) work on mass apin Instead, he posits that
individuals dynamically construct opinions basedlominformation at hand.

Zaller describes a model that explains how varmampeting considerations
come to inform the decision-making process. Nafoeds three stages, Zaller's RAS
model predicts that statements of opinion are thdyxt of a process in which
individualsreceive new information, evaluate it in order to decide tilee toaccept it as

a valid consideration in future decision-makingd aample from the universe of
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legitimate considerations when asked to make asubeciThis process is guided by the
model’s four axioms regarding how people respondméxposed to new political
information.

The first axiom is that the greater an individuatiterest in a topic, the more
information on the topic that individual will seekit and comprehend. Thus, an
individual who cares deeply about gay marriage,tiwrein support or opposition, will
tend to encounter more information about this igkae someone who does not. Second,
Zaller asserts that individuals resist argumerds tilin contrary to their political
predilections to the extent that they are ableetmgnize the discrepancy. For example,
someone who generally believes that the statediregerts too much influence over
individual rights would resist the argument thay gaarriage is a social ill that should be
prohibited by law. On the other hand, a person fiindy believes that citizens deserve
equal treatment under the law might be inclineddeoept the argument that banning gay
marriage would unfairly discriminate against people are gay. Third, the more
recently an individual’'s experiences have evokedrssideration, the more quickly that
information will come to mind. Thus, having justad the aforementioned arguments
regarding gay marriage, the reader will be morelyiko think of them if asked about this
issue in the near future. Fourth, and finally gfhevith a question of attitude, an
individual forms an opinion statement by weighihg tonsiderations that come to mind

readily against one anothér.In the example used here, an individual woulddtec

" The fourth axiom of RAS, that individuals formitatties by weighing argument readily
at hand, closely resembles an informational-prebesed explanation of group
polarization. Group polarization occurs when atividual’s initial tendencies are
reinforced through group discussion. Accordingéosuasive argument theory (PAT),
this shift occurs because individuals encounteeharguments supporting their
viewpoint during group deliberation (Burnstein afidokur 1977). The other
mechanism that contributes to group polarizatidmeised on social comparison
processes, and is unrelated to argument exposaebgrg 1986).
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whether to support or oppose gay marriage by weggarguments they have already
accepted in favor of gay marriage against thosg llage accepted which oppose it.

Though Zaller readily accepts that individuals @ stant to ideas that run
counter to their political predispositions, he éiflly discounts the role of selectivity in
the reception stage based on the evidence availah®92 (139). He argues that news
practices have historically made selective expqgheeact of intentionally constraining
exposure to political information based on one’ltigal viewpoint, unlikely for two
reasons. First, most people have tended to uaeetyof news outlets, especially
mainstream news media. Second, being selectivat @leovs content has required more
vigilance than most people are willing to exertevNinformation and communication
technologies, however, make selectivity based ditigad predispositions more feasible.
Individuals who get news online today have morédetsito choose from, including many
that have clear ideological orientations, and noar&rol over what content they are
exposed to from their chosen sources.

In the context of Zaller's model, different formiselectivity carry similar
implications for opinion formation. Consider, firseinforcement seeking. Seeking out
viewpoint-reinforcing information translates to iaased exposure to position-supporting
arguments and ways of framing these argumentctmatect them to political
predispositions. This combination leads to indrepacceptance and internalization of
viewpoint-consistent arguments. Reinforcementisgglkcompared to information
seeking that ignores political predispositions) afio result in more frequent encounters
with situations that evoke the accepted argumémtsgasing their salience. Ultimately,
individuals who enact this behavior will tend tordibp more stable positions that are
more consistent with their other opinions than ¢hatio do not. Their attitudes will be
stable because overcoming accepted supportivedarasions will be more difficult. For
example, an individual who regularly seeks outrinfation that supports his current

views on gay marriage will know more arguments fawgthis position, and these
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arguments will come to mind more immediately. Gstesicy across attitudes will occur
because individuals will have more contextual clesut how various opinions align
with their political predispositions. For examplfean individual accepts the argument
that gay marriage is a civil rights issue, his posion gay marriage is more likely to be
ideologically consistent with his views on othesues related to civil rights.

The effects of viewpoint-challenge avoidance wdldimilar to those of seeking
out viewpoint-reinforcing information, although theerim steps differ. Individuals
engaging in this behavior will encounter fewer &raging arguments and will encounter
them with lower frequency. The consequence widliadpe the emergence of more stable
positions. The gay marriage advocate in this hygtital example will hear fewer
arguments opposing his position, and will hear thess often. When asked to give an
opinion, the individual will simply have fewer opging arguments to consider.

A second prominent model of opinion formation ie tin-line information-
processing model (Hastie and Park 1986; McGabal. 1990; Lodgeet al. 1989). The
fundamental difference between the on-line and RA8els regards the nature of
opinion. Contrary to RAS, which asserts that eitiz do not have “true” opinions,
citizens in the on-line model hold well-formed apims about political issues. When
asked for an opinion, an individual simply recélie judgment he has already made,
rather than surveying all the relevant argumentseate a new opinion statement. As a
consequence, the mechanisms of opinion changeeaessarily different. According to
the on-line model, a person faced with a new argumedrieves the previously held
opinion from memory, adjusts it “on-line” to reflethe new information, and then stores
the resulting opinion for future use. Individudts not exert significant effort to
remember individual arguments. On this view, adi#s are immediately available, but
the underlying justifications are harder to produEer example, when asked to recall a
candidate’s issue positions, individuals will tdndndicate that favored candidates share

their views, while that those they oppose do rénally, in the on-line model, initial
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impressions carry extra weight. Individuals doigeutheir attitudes based on new
information, but their opinions are relatively deabompared to the predictions of RAS.

Despite these differences between RAS and thenemtiodels, the consequences
of selective exposure are similar. Whether seekiegpoint reinforcement or filtering
out viewpoint challenges, the information that induals encounter is more likely to
justify their prior judgment than to undercut It either case, selective-exposure induced
changes to a citizen’s information environment weihforce his or her existing attitudes.

It is also possible for the two models to coexiBhough the on-line model is
generally portrayed as a competing alternativeA8 Rscholars on both sides
acknowledge that the models can function in complaiary ways (Zaller 1992: 279;
Hastie and Park 1986: 262; Lodgeal. 1989: 415; McGravet al. 1990: 42). RAS is
generally a more effective predictor of opinionsenttitizens are unconcerned about an
issue and have not anticipated needing a well-fdrapgnion. For example, respondents’
are unlikely to be interested in all political topicovered in an opinion survey, and in
these cases attitude statements are likely to hergied in the moment based on the
readily available considerations. On-line proaagson the other hand, is probably a
more accurate model when citizens are activelyasted in an issue, and want to be able
to articulate a stable opinion. For example, alividual with a keen interest in the
debate over gay marriage will be more likely todnehin a manner consistent with the
on-line model, forming an initial opinion and updatit as new information comes to
light.

In some situations, both models may interact tgpshapinion. For example,
when current events raise a previously obscureigsnational prominence, citizens may
wish to develop an opinion about it. They wouldelikform this impression by surveying
relevant considerations, as predicted by RAS; hewesince the issue is highly salient
they might then remember this assessment so tiyatcn re-access it without needing to

review the relevant evidence every time the issganfaces.
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Whichever view of opinion formation we take, whatbased on RAS, on-line, or
a combination of the two, the consequences of sedeexposure are the same. If
individuals use new technologies to shape theitipal information exposure so that it is
more consistent with their political predisposisotheir attitudes will become more

stable and ideologically consistent.

Palitical tolerance and minority influences

Both RAS and on-line information processing modedsl to the conclusion that
selective exposure makes a difference in how opsare formed at the level of
individual psychology. Although neither distingues between the effects of different
types of selectivity for any one person, other aese suggests that seeking support and
avoiding challenge may lead to distinct resultdhatgroup or societal level. In
particular, two areas of scholarship point to expego viewpoint-challenging
information as particularly important for facilit|ag political tolerance and improving
group deliberation processes.

The first of these bodies of work finds that indivals who engage in selective
avoidance have lower levels of political tolerand@de mechanism underlying this
relationship is that avoiding viewpoint-challengingormation makes individuals (a) less
aware of the rationales behind other opinions aedefore (b) less likely to recognize
those opinions as legitimate. Price, Cappella,Mind (2002) research demonstrates
that the more people encounter disagreement itigablconversation, the better they are
able to identify justifications for their own opanris, and for the opinions of others.
Using survey data collected in the lead up to @02U.S. presidential election, Price
and his colleagues examined the relationship betweefrequency and intensity of
political disagreement in respondents’ politicaheersations and respondents’ ability to

describe rationales favoring the two major parti€eey found that citizens who more
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frequently encountered other viewpoints in theiitwal conversations were better able
to explain why others might prefer the Democrati®epublican Party.

Mutz’s (2002) work offers additional evidence tkaposure to dissonant
viewpoints enhances people’s familiarity with argunts that support those views.
Furthermore, her analysis shows that such famiiasipositively correlated with
political tolerance. Using survey data collectedbbe the 1996 presidential election,
Mutz shows that the frequency and intensity of expe to dissonant views is positively
related to awareness of rationales for other opmicShe goes on to show that
individuals who are more aware of these argumemtsmmre willing to extend civil
liberties to groups with which they disagree. Eogpig a three-step experimental design
to confirm these tolerance effects, Mutz found thaijects exposed to dissonant political
views exhibited statistically higher levels of piglal tolerance than those exposed to
consonant information or to no information.

The second body of research identifies a positlationship between exposure
to viewpoint-challenging information and group @eliation through the mechanism of
minority influence. In a group setting, the preseof minority views stimulates
attention to more diverse set of consideratiorag]ifeg group members to more carefully
consider a wider range of options. As a conseqgrarticipants in groups in which
minority views are expressed tend to identify géamumber of legitimate alternative
solutions to problems.

A study by Nemeth (1986) demonstrates this effétthe experiment, subjects
were asked to assess whether a simple figure cadpdsstraight lines was embedded
within any of several more complex figures. Sutgewere allowed to deliberate in
groups in order to reach a conclusion, but seveeahbers of each group were paid
confederates. In the experimental condition whesearchers used confederates to
create aminority subgroup arguing for a solution not identifiedtbg majority, subjects

identified significantly more correct responsess&arch has also shown that when
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members of a group encounter a minority viewpdiat tiffers from their own, they tend
to engage in a more thorough information searchm@th 1986; Nemeth and Rogers
1996). These studies demonstrate that opiniorerigihg information, especially when
it represents a minority view within the contexteojroup, has significant benefits for the
deliberative process.

A parallel, independent stream of research on gpvaplem solving reaches a
similar conclusion. Hong and Page (1998; 2001¢les a formal model of problem
solvers’ behavior, and implement a series of comtparial models based on it. In their
mathematical representation, individuals are diifiated in terms of their perspective
and the heuristics they use for finding a solutitmthese models, heterogeneous groups
of actors with limited capabilities consistentlytperform homogeneous groups
composed entirely of highly-effective actors. Thaaffirms the conclusion that diversity
is highly beneficial when searching for solutioagdifficult problems.

In addition to their direct influence on currenbgp decisions, minority
influences can also be indirect, leading group mamo think more divergently about a
topic in the future. In another experimental stiidgmeth 1986), subjects were shown a
series of blue slides and then asked to completerd association exercise. Prior to
viewing the slides, subjects were told that ei@@¥ or 20% of others who view the
slides judge them to be green. Subjects who hbatd sizableninority of people
tended to disagree with their own assessment afdloe subsequently generated less
common word associations than subjects in the atbwedition. For example, these
subjects would be more likely to think of “jeanst,“jazz”, which are both statistically
less common responses in the context of this exyeerti than “sky” or “green”. Thus,
the presence of a minority opinion during a peobdeliberation influenced subjects’
subsequent thought processes. Indirect effects authese appear to be even more

common than direct effects (Woetal. 1994).
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Though the research on minority influence has eofgcused on political
deliberation, they may indeed have important ingilans for democratic processes. The
phenomenon suggests that exposure to opiniondlgeddminority may lead to the
recognition of novel alternative perspectives ardirect attitude changes, ultimately
enhancing the deliberative process (Mendelberg 2002).

Seeking viewpoint-reinforcing information and fiiteg out viewpoint-contrary
information have similar effects on individual ojin formation. When these individuals
come together in groups, however, their selectiymsure behaviors have profoundly
different implications for the well-being of thelfiwal process. Individuals who use
new ICTs to effectively reduce their familiarity tiattitudes different from their own
are likely to be more certain of their position desk tolerant of those with whom they
disagree. Groups devoid of disagreement are ldes@generate multiple or creative
problem solutions. Given the broad importanceetécive exposure to individual
opinions and the specific impact of exposure tovpeint-challenging information on the
political process, it is crucial that we understémel choices individuals make about

exposure to political information.

Selective exposure theory and research

The first theoretical predictions that selectivp@sure occurs were based on
dissonance theory, which asserts that people wdlo ast-decision information prefer
consonant information, which supports their viewgpobver dissonant information,
which challenges it (Festinger 1957). As suggeatme, preferences may be manifest
in the form of greater attention to consonant catavoidance of dissonant content, or
both. Selectivity occurs when people exercisapacity to shape their information

exposure to match these preferences.
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Research on ideologically-motivated selectivityeddback to the 1940s. One of
the most striking features of this literature is thconsistency of the results. In the more
than half century since the topic was first consadesupport for selective exposure has
shifted radically, swinging from near-universal @gtance to outright dismissal and
finally settling in a still-contested middle grountireview these contradictory findings in
this section, and argue that they can be reconifiled accept that political information
seekers are drawn to viewpoint-reinforcing inforimatut do not exhibit a

corresponding aversion to political difference.

Conflicting claims regarding ideol ogically-motivated selective exposure

Among the most influential and well-known studiekated to the topic is
Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet’s (1944) Erie Gpantdy. The study used survey
panel data to capture changes in the attitude®ehavior of 600 voters in Erie county,
Ohio during the seven months leading up to the J8é8idential election. One of the
most striking findings in terms of selective exp@swas that about two-thirds of those
who consistently expressed an intention to vot@eniered more information that
supported their viewpoint than challenged it.

Several experimental studies helped the theorgletive exposure gain
acceptance over the next two decades. For exaByaek and Balloun (1967) asked
subjects to listen to an audio recording contairguments for and against their
opinion. During playback the recording was mixathwoise. Subjects could indicate
their desire for clarification, thereby removing thoise, by pressing a button. The study
was conducted twice, once on the topic of religaong the second on smoking. The
results showed that subjects were more likely anifyl messages that supported their
viewpoint. Returning to political information, Seaand Freedman (1963) found that

given a choice, citizens opt to examine viewpougorting information prior to
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viewpoint-challenging information. Subjects weregented with a collection of
pamphlets about the candidates in the 1962 Cal#aubernatorial race. Fifty-eight
percent of the subjects choose a pamphlet suppdtteir favored candidate first.

In 1967, however, Sears and Freedman publishetharehensive review of the
literature which suggests that empirical evidermraritentional ideological selectivity
was weak. For example, they observe that the ee@presented by Lazarsfeddal.
could be reinterpreted in light of the availabildypartisan information in Erie County.
Given that nearly 70% of the available politicalteral supported the Republican
candidate, “[i]t is...hardly surprising that 69.7%thbse with Republican predispositions
were exposed primarily to pro-Republican informatio The exposure of those with
Republican predispositions almost exactly matchedptartisan division of available
information” (199). On this view, the disproporiate exposure to Republican
information was not a product of selectivity, bueélection of the political information
environment.

In addition to this reinterpretation, Sears anceBrean identify several
subsequent studies that further undermine claigerding a general psychological
preference for supportive information. Two of thesudies compare smokers’ and non-
smokers’ use of information on the relationshipamstn smoking and lung cancer. In
these studies, subjects were asked to rank thigdates, including one that either
supported or denied this relationship, accordintpé&ir interest in reading them. Feather
(1962; 1963) found that smokers were generally nmisgested in reading about
smoking and lung cancer, but they did not demotestiaonsistent preference for one
type of information over the other. In anothefrently used scenario for testing
whether individuals tend to prefer viewpoint corsaninformation, subjects read
transcript excerpts from a fictitious murder trifédarticipants were asked to assess the
evidence and reach a verdict. Once they had cdeuriiemselves to a position,

subjects were presented with a collection of aticbout the case, some favoring
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acquittal and others, conviction. The results ftbnee of these studies suggest that
subjects had no preference with regard to theioelstiip between the position espoused
by the article and their decision: they were elyuiely to read viewpoint-supporting
and viewpoint-challenging articles (Sears 1966gBman and Sears 1963; Sears and
Freedman 1965). In a fourth study, about a thirth® subjects exhibited a preference
for articles supporting their verdict (Sears 196baken as a whole, these experimental
results, like the reinterpretation of the Erie Cigustudy data, lead Sears and Freedman
to question the claim that individuals favor supp@rinformation over challenging
information.

Sears and Freedman conclude that there is littisistent support for a general
psychological preference for supportive informatid@f the 18 studies reviewed, five
suggested a preference for supportive informafiva,a preference for nonsupportive
information, and eight showed no evidence of peafee. They argued that to the extent
that people do encounter less viewpoint-challengifmymation than viewpoint-
supporting information, the phenomenon is limitedé facto selectivity, whereby
relatively greater exposure to consonant infornmeitioa. byproduct of decisions unrelated
to ideology. For example, financial analysts megfer to read th&vall Street Journal
because of its coverage of financial news. Thidéncy to agree with the paper’s
political views is not motivated by an effort tadi support or avoid challenge; instead, it
is a reflection of their political similarity witthose who write about financial news.

Though research dropped off significantly in thekevaf Sears and Freedman’s
(1965; 1967) work, new research supporting thectigkeexposure phenomenon
continued to emerge. In a variation of Featharisker studies (1962, 1963), Brock
(1965) presented subjects with articles supportimsupportive, or unrelated to the
smoking-lung-cancer link, but told subjects theyuldobe required to read their top-
ranked item. Under these conditions, smokere more likely to read information

denying the relationship, though they exhibitecamersion to information supporting it.
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There were also a few results supporting the infteeof partisan selectivity in the
acquisition of political information. Lowin (196Mailed letters to supporters of each of
the two major candidates in the 1964 presidentét®n offering to send either of two
brochures. Some subjects were asked to choosedetavbrochure that strongly
supported their preferred candidate and one thatiglly supported the opponent, while
others were asked to choose between a brochursttbagly criticized the opponent and
one that strongly criticized their preferred camdié In both cases, subjects were much
more likely to choose the brochure that positiveliynforced their existing preferences.
Another survey, which provided one of the few exbapf dissonance avoidance,
focused on people’s attention to the Watergatedadarin this study, Sweeney and
Grubin (1984) found that committed Nixon supporteqgorted being less interested in
and less attentive to Watergate news than resptsddm were undecided or who
supported McGovern.

In a second major review of literature on selecéxposure, Frey (1986) sought
to reestablish the legitimacy of the phenomenog.akjued that the lack of support for
selectivity prior to 1967 could be explained by tireger’'s (1964) later articulations of
dissonance theory. In his revised version, Festisgecified that selective exposure only
occurs if an individual’s position is a productabfoice and if the individual is personally
committed to this position. Festinger also idéatifseveral conditions under which
dissonant information would lmesirable, such as when dissonant information might be
useful for future decisions. Frey argued thatieadxperiments failed to account for
these important considerations. Reviewing resetirathattended to these factors, he
concluded that when individuals are selecting imi@tion about decisions reached on
their own accord and to which they are committedytexhibit a consistently strong
preference for viewpoint-reinforcement. Frey asgued that individuals engage in
selective avoidance, though he found its effettetanuch weaker than that of selective

seeking.
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In addition to emphasizing support-seeking behavewent selective exposure
research demonstrates that in many cases the satoesfpredict attention to consonant
and dissonant information. Cross-sectional sudatg collected during the 1998
gubernatorial race in California demonstrated gwditical knowledge, political curiosity,
political activity, and education are all correlhteith increased exposure to both types of
information (Chaffeet al. 2001). These results are similar to Feather'§Zi&eather
1963) finding, suggesting that interest in an issare lead to increased exposure to the
topic irrelevant of the position held.

In terms of political information seeking, this rew suggests that when seeking
news about an issue of personal importance, awithdil will be drawn to information
supporting his or her viewpoint while remaininggely indifferent to, and sometimes
desiring, exposure to other perspectives. The itapbtheoretical contribution here is
disaggregating reinforcement seeking and challewgalance, treating the two
phenomena as distinct. This approach allows nmedoncile the contradictory claims in
contemporary research regarding selective expasadka effects. On this view, an
imbalance in exposure would result from differenti@estment in seeking activity,
whereby an individual exerts relatively greatep#fto find support, not from significant
challenge avoidance. This perspective also haseript implications for the

consequences of selective exposure on politicatdace and deliberation.

Other factorsinfluencing ideol ogically-motivated selective exposure

There is some evidence that political ideologyelated to an individual’s
tendency to engage in selective exposure. Data fine Erie County Study, when
broken down in terms of political affiliation, shdwat only Republicans exhibited
behaviors that could be described as selectivedamoe: Democrats were exposed

equally to pro-Democratic and pro-Republican infation (Sears and Freedman 1967).
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Recent scholarship affirms this trend. Data ctdlddn the 2000 General Social Survey
suggests that conservatives are more likely togmgachallenge avoidance than any
other group (DiMaggio and Sato 2003; Baruh 2004).

Though not historically connected to selective expe practices, there is some
reason to expect religious activity to have aruiafice as well. Religious attendance has
been shown to influence voting behavior (Peter€@8921Harris 1994; Verba,

Schlozman, and Brady 1995), and political actiwityre broadly (Wuthnow 1999).
Particularly relevant, research has also shownréigtious attendance is correlated with
political intolerance (Stouffer 1955; Reimer andkP2001). It seems reasonable to
suggest that individuals who are less toleranttiogioopinions might also be more
inclined to avoid them. Thus, religious attendacwmeld be linked to selective avoidance.

Data also suggest that individuals who regularlyage in issue-related activity
could be more likely to engage in ideological stlély. On the whole, these political
activists are more committed to their position thawst Americans, and would therefore
be expected to experience more cognitive dissonapae encountering viewpoint-
challenging information (Festinger 1964). Furtherej group polarization effects could
reinforce member’s perceptions that other viewpodd not merit consideration,
increasing pressure to avoid other viewpoints (&in2002). As a result, we might
anticipate that individuals who frequently partaii@ in political activity might be more

likely to avoid viewpoint-challenging information.

Selective exposure media effects

Online news is unique in its ability to facilitaa@ individual's search for
information in accord with his own political preégrces if he chooses to do so. As
Bimber and Davis observe (2003: 152), the web dff@ccess to a greater volume of

political information, more diversity of sourcesidaa higher level of control than any of
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the other major media. The significance of thigazaty on the selective exposure
phenomenon is again a subject of debate.

There are conflicting results regarding the refatip between media-enabled
capacities to control information exposure and yieint selectivity. Some scholars
argue that increasing control will be associateith wisignificant drop in exposure to
political difference, while others hold that thealdo not support such an assertion.

On one hand, Mutz and Martin (2001) argue thatrobaind exposure to
challenge are inversely correlated. They found @n@ong traditional media sources,
those offering the most partisan content are aasamtiwith reduced exposure to
dissonant information. For example, people arg ligsly to encounter viewpoints that
differ from their own when listening to talk radiman when reading a newspaper or
watching television. Similarly, they found thatlimiduals who can choose among
competing local sources of partisan news tend ve kess contact with dissonant
information than those living in areas served lsyngle (less-partisan) local news source.

On the other hand, research examining people’®lsampaign information
sources offering a balanced mix of viewpoints aiggh tevels of control found no
evidence of one candidate’s supporters avoidingrimétion about the other (lyenggir
al. 2003). The study was based on subjects’ use aflannedia CD containing extensive
information about the two candidates in the 20@&jolential election. The CD included
texts of major speeches, video of televised adstexts of the party platforms.

Similarly, analyses of 2000 and 2002 General S&ualey (GSS) data provide
little evidence that people are using the Intetoetvoid political difference. Strong
partisanship is associated with the use of viewp@imforcing sites, but not with a
reduction in the use of viewpoint-contrary siteai(idh 2004). Overall, 2000 GSS
respondents used sites that are neutral or thenpga their viewpoint as often as they
use those that reinforce it (DiMaggio and Sato 20@irthermore, they frequently

report that their use of these sites helped theapeskheir opinion, not just reinforce it.
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Another survey conducted in 2000 examining knowéedbthe presidential
campaign offers evidence that the Internet coutémtally reduce the effects of partisan
selectivity. In her study of this data, Stroud@2pfound that seeking political
information online was associated with comparaihtedases in knowledge abdnath
presidential candidates, especially among indivigluath the lowest levels of political
knowledge.

It is, however, possible to reconcile evidence ffeadple engage in selective
exposure with the evidence that they do not av@dpoint-challenging information.
Mutz and Martin take their findings as evidencd fheople prefer congruent partisan
sources to those that include other viewpointstlieite are alternate interpretations.
First, exposure differences may be another expressdithe different purposes
motivating the use of these news outlets. For g@@nmndividuals may use television or
newspapers in order to learn about both sides tfsare, and then turn to talk radio to
obtain more detailed or more thorough viewpointi@icing information. It may also be
that for some individuals, highly partisan soursash as talk radio are valued as a source
of entertainment, not of complete or balanced miation. In either case, individual's
media use will vary depending on their purposesco8d, the difference could reflect the
fact that the comparisons focus on individualsctelg among partisan sources, not
between partisan sources and those that are lggsapa An individual who chooses a
source in which he can find support for his ownwpeint over one in which his
viewpoint is absent might most strongly prefer arse representing both perspectives.
In other words, the data could reflect a forndefacto selective avoidance, motivated by
something other than an aversion to viewpoint-emging information. In this case, we
would expect that an individual who chooses a vigimwpconsistent partisan publication
would, given the option, actually prefer a sourcevhich his views are represented
alongside information about other perspectives.zZMund Martin’s analyses do not

contradict these alternative explanations.
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Most data on the relationship between media-enabtpdsure control and
selectivity are consistent with the hypothesis tlidtens seek viewpoint reinforcement
without avoiding challenge. The widespread adoptibonline news provides an
exceptional opportunity to test this assertion. ndged above, people who get their news
online have the opportunity to seek viewpoint supfo avoid viewpoint challenge,
both, or neither. What they choose to do in thig®nment provides evidence of their

underlying preferences.

Limitations of the Internet for viewpoint selectivity

| have argued that citizens do engage in seleettipesure practices, and that
these practices have significant implications fain@mn formation and political tolerance.
| have also suggested that the ways that userseget online can tell us something about
their underlying preferences. Nevertheless,imnjgortant not to overstate the
significance of contemporary online news use. z€its who get political information
online have more opportunities to shape the idecddgomposition of their news
environment than ever before, but this capacitylingits. In practice, contemporary
information technologies, including online newdped imperfect control. Thus, the
political information exposure practices of onlm&ws users are suggestive, but they are
far from definitive. In this section | describedwypes of limitations on the selectivity
afforded by new ICTs, and discuss what they meando understanding of tHature of

selective exposure and technology.

I mperfect searching and filtering

Despite the obvious sophistication of contempocapyabilities, information
technologies today have clear limitations with relga their ability to facilitate

viewpoint selectivity. As noted, online news udesise easy access to an immense
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universe of political sources representing a wrdage of viewpoints than found in a
typical local news market, but the mechanisms bickwbearch engines discover and
rank pages prevent sources from realizing equadilig.

The number of people visiting the most popular wids is orders of magnitude
greater than those visiting the less popular sitésk structure and search-engine
mechanisms have resulted in this power-law distidinuof web site audiences in general
(Albert et al. 1999; Huberman and Adamic 1999; Barabasi and All#99) and among
political news users in particular (Hindmetral. 2003). Well-known sites have many
more inlinks (links to it from other sites) and dinerefore much more likely to be found,
whether the user follows links or uses a searcinenguch as Google, that ranks pages
based on incoming links (Pageal. 1998). So while the Web does offer a variety of
ideologically-oriented alternative news sites, theses have nowhere near the visibility
of the sites of major news organizations or higbfifg web portals, such as Yahoo or
AOL.

While this does not diminish the claim that radicahtent exists and can be
accessed via the web, it draws attention to thietffieat finding viewpoint-consistent
sources, especially those representing views autdithe political mainstream, takes
time, energy, and skill. Seeking these sourcegires|either prior knowledge of the
news product itself, or a willingness to engage/irat can be an effortful search process.
If a search is undertaken, it requires appropyeaeiculated search terms or link-
following strategies, an assessment of searchtsesuild, in many cases, repeated failures
in order to identify a desirable source.

Seeking out information that a self-described coretese Republican would find
supportive is not difficult because there are niouemews sources explicitly espousing
this ideology; however, many people’s politicalibtd are more ambiguous. Imagine an
individual whose political identity is defined bycanstellation of issue positions: he

opposes big government, supports abortion rightsnsure about gay marriage, is
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worried about the environment, and has not thooghth about social security. It is
likely that there is a source—be it a formal newgaaization, an issue-oriented news site,
or a blog—that this hypothetical reader would agvigk most of the time. There are,
however, no tools that allow news seekers to eadliytify sources based on their unique
constellation of political predispositions. Asesult, the sources used by the
hypothetical semi-libertarian pro-environment hesiton-gay-marriage pro-choicer for
social security reform are more profoundly shapgthle contingencies of the search
process than his news preferences.

Automated search technologies further enable iddads to exert control over
their news diet. Many news sites allow users tbopen keyword searches of the current
content and archives. News aggregation servinekiding those offered by Google,
Yahoo, and Microsoft, allow users to search actiegsgsands of news sites
simultaneously. The results of these searchesidrgty include content representing a
diverse range of ideologies. Contemporary searols do not, however, allow
individuals to narrow results based on ideologylieily. Though one can search for
news containing terms that reflect a particulartpmy this is an imperfect strategy for
shaping exposure, simultaneously omitting relecantent and including viewpoint-
challenging information. For example, consider sone seeking abortion news
consistent with her own political opinion. Usingr6-choice” as a search term might
yield results including both pro-choice argumemtd pro-life arguments critiquing the
concept of “choice”, while excluding an extensiveaant of relevant news on “abortion
rights”. Other topics are even more problemalibere are no well-established terms
representing the debate over gay marriage, makuhifficult for someone searching for
information on this topic to easily filter out othd@ews through their choice of search
terms.

It should also be noted that such limitations metyye overcome. Two research

areas appear particularly promising with regarthéobautomatic creation of
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ideologically-derived indices and filtering. Firsbllaborative filtering has been
successfully deployed in a number of environmeiitsese systems use the preferences
of large groups of people to make recommendationsgecific individuals (Resniaht

al. 1994). The recommendations offered to consumetldonline merchant Amazon
are a particularly well-known example. This systatempts to impute customers’ book
preferences based on their prior purchases angdpicieevaluations of items read (if the
customer volunteers this information). Using tiigdel of preferences, Amazon can
offer recommendations by identifying items thatestbustomers with similar interests
have purchased.

In another variation on collaborative informatidgitefing, the online technology
news site Slashdot uses a distributed moderatistesyto assess news items (Lampe and
Resnick 2004). In this system, thousands of ysanticipate in the rating of news and
commentary, and aggregate ratings can be usedttargbfilter results as users browse
or search the site. The system does not, howafferd user-level personalization, so
selectivity only occurs to the extent that all ssagree.

Research on the topic of collaborative filteringntioues apace (e.g., the work of
the GroupLens project, http://www.grouplens.orgf)d the deployment of these
technologies in the political news market seemsyik A system that encourages users to
rate their agreement with news items, and useagbeegate assessment information to
recommend news stories that are most closely aligrith an individual’s own
ideological proclivities is a small variation on atthas already been done.

A second approach is tailored specifically to thektof identifying partisanship.
Research has shown that political sites tend tentieedded in ideologically-consistent
networks (Hindmaret al. 2003; Adamic and Glance 2005). Though still pnéliary,
early efforts to construct indices of partisandbaged on the networks of links between
political documents found on the web have beeregeffective (Efron 2004). This

technique was used to correctly identify whethdoaument represented liberal or
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conservative views with 94% accuracy; politicalgdavere correctly classified with 99%
accuracy. Assessing ideology requires more thstinduishing between liberal and
conservative leaning, but this research providesveerful proof of concept. Examining
political information in the context of other infoation resources provides an effective
indicator of ideology.

The limitations identified here clearly impinge osers’ ability to practice
ideologically-motivated selectivity online. Theaee a variety of technologies on the
horizon that could enable users to more easilyediedtively take political attitudes into
account when retrieving or filtering political infoation. In light of these developments,

we must be careful not to read too much into coptaary uses of the Internet.

Technology in practice

In spite of the limitations described, new ICTs posverful enough to enable
heightened selectivity. By combining existing daipaes, individuals can theoretically
filter out political content with which they disag. How people actually use new
information technologies, however, may be an evererpowerful limiting factor: there
is significant evidence that individuals are faidlysophisticated in their use of online
search tools. Though most Internet users havesesdh engines and feel confident in
their ability to acquire information online, theg dot use these tools frequently and
often fail to understand important distinctionsearch results, such as the difference
between sponsored results and those ranked basestesupplied criteria (Fallows
2005). Furthermore, most search engine userrefgirly simple search strategies, and
ignore the more sophisticated alternatives aval@hrgittai 2004).

Technologies only matter to the extent that theyiategrated into practice
(Orlikowski 2000). Many factors, including indiwdl skills, habits, and routines,

fundamentally shape how new capacities are udgaeople are unaware of the filtering
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capabilities described, or if they choose not ® them for any reason, then new
technologies have not significantly altered thejpasure practices.

With time, existing and new capacities may becomeemvidely understood and
used. “Search engine” and “Google” have becomeéioeid words, and the
technologies are routinely used by most Americansfwide variety of tasks (Fallows
2005). Online news is also rapidly becoming marpypar (Kohutet al. 2004). As
online news filtering is integrated into individuaid organizational routines, people are
likely to realize a political news environment thabre closely matches their preferences.

Social practices, as much as technical capabiliti@sstrain how new ICTs are
used. If existing or new technologies facilitatidgologically-motivated selective
exposure become more widely used in the futurizecis’ exposure to political

information could be dramatically different thansitoday.

Hypotheses

The literature suggests that when seeking politidakrmation about issues that
matter to them, citizens engage in ideologicaldile exposure. These practices have
important consequences, shaping public opinionpearentially altering political
tolerance levels and the quality of deliberatibmargue that this selectivity is primarily
enacted in the form of seeking viewpoint-reinfogcinformation, and not as challenge

avoidance. | propose to test the following fiveobtheses:
H1. Individuals like being exposed to viewpoint-reiforcing information.

That is, the more viewpoint-reinforcing informatiamews item contains, the
more likely an individual will be to look at it arile more time he will spend reading.
This also means that individuals who have morerocbover their news diet will have
greater familiarity with the arguments supportihgit viewpoint than those with less

control.
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H2. Nonconservatives are indifferent about exposurt viewpoint-challenging

information.

That is, the presence of viewpoint-challenging iinfation does not influence the
likelihood that a moderate or liberal subject wéad a news item or how long the subject
will spend reading. This also means that modeiatediberals who have more control
over their news diet will have the same level ohifarity with the arguments

challenging their viewpoint as those with less ooint

H3. Conservatives mildly dislike being exposed toi@wpoint-challenging

information.

That is, the presence of viewpoint-challenging iinfation negatively influences
the likelihood that a conservative subject willdeanews item or how long the subject
will spend reading. This also means that consemesivho have more control over their
news diet will have the less familiarity with thegyaments challenging their viewpoint

than those with less control.

H4. Individuals who are more involved in ideologicly-oriented activity, such as
political and religious activity, also mildly dislike being exposed to viewpoint-

challenging information.

Individuals active in issue-based activism or fielig social networks will pay
less attention to information with which they diszgy Their overall familiarity with

opposing opinions will be lower than those wholass active.

H5. Individuals like viewpoint-challenging information if and only if they have

exposure to viewpoint-reinforcing information.

Individuals have little or no aversion to viewpeattallenging information, and
recognize that contact with such information camseful in some circumstances;

however, they prefer their exposure to viewpoirgligmges to occur when viewpoint-
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supporting information is readily accessible. Asbasequence, nonpartisan sources in
the online news market will be used more frequethtin otherwise comparable partisan
sources. Individuals who use partisan sourceeptkbse that support their viewpoint

and will generally use nonpartisan sources as well.

Prior research also suggests that many variablestafonsonant and dissonant
information exposure similarly. Factors such aseasing open mindedness, political
interest, education, and age are all associatédimgéteased exposure to both types of
information. When testing the hypotheses aboigeriecessary to control for these

potentially confounding factors.

New ICTs, which afford users unprecedented comtirtthe kinds of political
information they encounter, make it more feasibleifdividuals to realize these
preferences. This affords two opportunities fatitey the hypotheses listed above. First,
| can compare the political information exposur@wline news users to those who do
not get their news online. To the extent that wedbgy augments users’ ability to control
their information environment, an individual’s oa#rinformation exposure in this
environment is likely to better reflect his or leposure preferences. Second, | can
observe decisions that individuals make in an emvirent that affords significant control
over political information exposure. Choices madsuch an environment provide

another source of insight into individual preferesic

Conclusion

The goal of this project is to enhance our undaditey of how new ICT-based
news seeking will affect individual exposure toipodl information, and to suggest what

consequences these practices might have for @ldiscourse around controversial
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issues. If these hypotheses are correct, theydlatlay some of the most pessimistic
fears regarding the future of political disagreetérhey suggest that citizen users of
selectivity-enhancing technology will realize afshi their exposure to political
information. It will likely be a shift toward stnger, less arbitrary attitudes that are more
consistently aligned with a particular ideologywilll not, however, be a shift toward a
more polarized or intolerant society.

In the next chapter | describe two studies desigoedsess these hypotheses.
The first is a survey intended to test the claiegarding the influence of the Internet on
political information exposure today. The secamdn experiment created to examine
how people use political information when seekiegva in an environment that offers

enhanced control over information exposure.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

This research project addresses two related sepsestions. The first regards the
Internet’s influence on individuals’ overall exposuo political information, while the
second concerns the decisions they make aboutubeiof specific news items. The two
groups of questions are best addressed with diffenethodologies. In order to examine
Americans’ news diet overall, | use data colleatizda representative national telephone
survey. To gain insight into their choices onasty-story basis, data were collected
using a web-administered experiment, with respotsdestruited from several well-

known partisan news sites. This chapter descebel methodology in turn.

Survey Design

| collaborated with a team of researchers to degigarvey to assess my first set
of research question. The national telephone survey was sponsoredéPéw
Internet and American Life Project and administdygdPrinceton Survey Research
Associates (PSRA) between June 14 and July 3 20@4tly before the party
conventions. A pretest of the instrument conduetéelv weeks prior to full deployment

helped ensure that the questions and instructi@ns wlear.

" Other major contributors included Paul ResnicthatUniversity of Michigan, John
Horrigan and Lee Rainie at the Pew Internet and igae Life Project, and Kristen
Purcell at Princeton Survey Research Associates.
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Sampling and administration

Respondents were contacted via a random digit saaffgelephone numbers.
Following standard PSRA protocol, interviewers astespeak with the youngest adult
male at home at the time of the call. If no makese present, the interview was
conducted with the oldest adult female presenis iBha standard randomization
technique used in the survey industry, and has bleewn to produce samples very close
to the actual distribution of the general publie@teret al. 2000). Young males and
older females are the hardest subsamples of thdaiam to get in a telephone survey;
asking for them first helps to balance out thiswnamonresponse bias. The overall
response rate was 31.2% (77% contact, 43% coopeyaind 94% completion). The
result is a representative sample of English-spgahkon-incarcerated adults Americans.

The final sample included 1,510 adults from actbescontinental United States.

Variables: measurement and scale construction

The survey included several types of questionvagleto this research (see Table
7; the complete survey is included in Appendix A)battery of questions assessed
respondents’ Internet use, including the speetiaif tnternet access at home and at
work, their use of online news sources, and thderhet experience in years. These
items were used as measures of individuals’ aliityhape their information
environment. This is based on the fact that tlvdse use online news more frequently
have greater opportunity to utilize the selecthgtyhancing capabilities of the Internet,
while more experienced Internet users are alsdyltkebe familiar with some of the
more sophisticated tools for navigating news onliReom familiar technologies, such as
web search engines and portals featuring top hezgjlto newer and more complex
services, such as the multi-source news aggregatmnded by Google News,

knowledgeable users have a variety of resourceésdmahelp them control their
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information exposure. Given these capacitiespenfiews users ought to be able to
realize a news environment that more closely refldweir preferences. For example, if
individuals are systematically avoiding viewpoitiadienging information, then online
news users should have less contact with such monte

In reference to the campaign, the survey includseries of items about
respondents’ candidate preferences for the 20@ldanetial election, and their level of
campaign news surveillance.

The survey also included five questions designeabsess respondents’ open
mindedness, which were based on selections frorigkitem California Psychological
Inventory - Openness scale (CPI-Op) (Hakstian aardef 2001). These items were
crafted to reflect the study’s focus on politicecion-making, and information
exposure. Though the CPI-Op scale has been tastadvhole, the set of questions
created for this study are new and their validgyasscale was untested. In the analysis
stage it was determined that these items had wargtale reliability (Cronbach alpha =
0.28). Principal component analysis provided aoid#l evidence that these items
measured different phenomena: two components exqaainly 52% of the variance, and
four components were required to explain more & of the variance. For this
reason, these items are treated separately inalses.

Finally, the survey included a collection of dermagqgric questions, including
guestions about education, gender, age, sex,aefigireference and activity, and

race/ethnicity.
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Table 7. Survey questions — Internet access, candid  ate preferences, campaign activity,
open-mindedness

Internet access
Do you ever go online to access the Internet or World Wide Web or to send and receive email?
About how many years have you had access to the Internet?

IF ONLINE UNDER A YEAR:
About how many months is that?

ASK IF GO ONLINE AT HOME:

Does the computer you use at home connect to the Internet through a dial-up telephone line, or
do you have some other type of connection, such as a DSL-enabled phone line, a cable TV
modem, a wireless connection, or a T-1 or fiber optic connection?

ASK IF GO ONLINE FROM WORK:

Do you happen to know what kind of Internet connection you have at WORK, a high-speed
connection or dial-up connection through a modem?

IF HAVE BROADBAND AT HOME:

About how many years have you had high-speed Internet service at home?

IF HAVE BROADBAND LESS THAN A YEAR:
About how many months is that?

Campaign surveillance

How closely have you been following news about the upcoming Presidential election? Very
closely, somewhat closely, not too closely, or not at all closely?

Candidate preferences

Suppose the election for president were being held TODAY and the candidates were... Who
would you vote for? George W. Bush, the Republican; John Kerry, the Democrat; and Ralph
Nader, an Independent candidate

As of today, do you lean more toward... Bush, the Republican; Kerry, the Democrat; or Nader,
the Independent

Suppose there were only two presidential candidates on the ballot and you had to choose
between... (INSERT CHOICES). If the election were held today, who would you vote for?

FORM A
George W. Bush, the Republican; and John Kerry, the Democrat
FORM B
John Kerry, the Democrat; and George W. Bush, the Republican

Open mindedness

I’m going to read you a few statements. For each one, please tell me if this describes you very
well, somewhat well, not too well, or not at all.

After | gather all the facts about something, | make up my mind pretty quickly

| like to read about a lot of different things

| find it difficult to make up my mind when | have too much information about something
Once | have my mind made up about something, | seldom change it

| enjoy hearing about politics and world affairs

Note: For analysis, open-mindedness responses have been coded such that larger numbers
correspond to greater openness.
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The instrument used two distinct mechanisms tosassgormation exposure,
corresponding to the two opportunities that oniifermation seekers have to influence
their exposure to political information. Beforevigewving the specific measures, consider
the two forms of influence. The first is sourcéestvity. Once online, individuals have
access to a range of sources, from those thataffelatively balanced view to those that
explicitly reject balance in favor of political Isia The online publications of news
organizations such as CNN, the Washington Postitemtlew York Times provide a
ready example of the former, while CNSNews.com gRight News. Right Now.”) and
the left-leaning AlterNet exemplify the latter. &bkecond is content selectivity. There
are a variety of tools for searching and filterorgine content. From familiar
technologies, such as web search engines andptetdlring top headlines, to newer
and more complex services, such as the multi-scwgwees search and aggregation
services provided by Google News, knowledgeablesusa&ve a variety of resources that
can help them control their information exposu@apitalizing on these capacities, an
individual could create a homogeneous media enmigot out of a collection of
relatively heterogeneous sources.

The exposure measures reflected the two modediokaelectivity. In order to
identify sources of political information, interwsers asked all respondents to indicate
which of several types of media they used, anddbiernet users about their use of
online political news generally and several typegalitical web sites in particular (See

Table 8).
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Table 8. Survey questions — Online political inform  ation exposure

Do you ever get news or information about the candidates and the campaign on the Internet or
through email?

How often do you get news or information about the candidates and the campaign on the Internet
or through email — everyday or almost everyday, several times a week, several times a month, or
less often?

Where have you gotten MOST of your news and information about the presidential election
campaigns? From television, from newspapers, from radio, from magazines, or from the Internet
and email? (ACCEPT TWO RESPONSES)

In the past 12 months, did you happen to visit any of the following websites?
The website of a major news organization, such as cnn.com or msnbc.com
The website of an INTERNATIONAL news organization, such as the BBC or Aljazeera
The website of an ALTERNATIVE news organization, such as AlterNet.org or NewsMax.com

The website of a politically LIBERAL organization, such as People for the American Way or
Moveon.org

The website of a politically CONSERVATIVE organization, such as the Christian Coalition or
the American Enterprise Institute

Form A
GeorgeWBush.com, the President’s official reelection website
JohnKerry.com, the official website of the Kerry campaign

Form B:
RNC.com, the official website of the Republican National Committee
DNC.com, the official website of the Democratic National Committee

The survey also included measures of the numbepiofon-reinforcing and
opinion-challenging arguments individuals had emtered. Interviewers asked
respondents about their familiarity with a seriearguments about the candidates in the
2004 presidential election. The research teantifteshtwo arguments supporting and
two challenging each candidate, for a total of eagjguments in all (See Table 9). The
viewpoint-reinforcement score was a summative nreasased on individuals’
familiarity with the statements favoring their pgafed candidate or criticizing the
opponent, with respondents receiving one poinefmh argument they heard at least
once in a while. The viewpoint-challenge score e@®puted using the other four items.
The resultant scores are summarized in Table 10.

The summary of exposure scores demonstrates thaigtributions of exposure
are different for Bush and Kerry supporters. Thitects the fact that the opinion

statements were interpreted differently for the tymes of voters—an argument that was
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treated as reinforcing for Bush supporters was teaigk challenging for Kerry supporters
and vice versa—and that Bush arguments were tatbevn overall (t=2.042, df=1369,
p<.05). Given the difference in the interpretatéom distribution of the dependent
variables for Bush and Kerry supporters, the twaugs are treated separately in all

analyses.

Table 9. Survey questions — Exposure to opinion sta  tements

I’m going to read different arguments people make about the Presidential candidates and their
policies. Please tell me how often you have heard or read each argument — frequently, just once
in a while, or never. Here’s the (first/next) one...

IF R SUPPORTS BUSH, ASK BLOCK 1 FIRST, OTHERWISE ASK BLOCK 2 FIRST.
BLOCK 1

The Bush administration’s policies have helped the country’s economy begin to recover
George Bush is a stronger leader than John Kerry in the war against terrorism

John Kerry changes his positions on the issues when he thinks it will help him win an election
John Kerry has a history of accepting money from special interest groups

BLOCK 2

John Kerry will end special treatment for corporations and wealthy Americans

The Bush administration misled the American public about the reasons for going to war with Iraq
John Kerry has a better strategy than George Bush for creating peace in Iraq

Some Bush administration policies are a threat to basic civil rights and civil liberties

Creating the list of arguments on which to basesttpgosure measures was a
multistage process. A preliminary list of statetsemas selected from items used in
other recent political surveys. Next | identifiseb high-profile campaign-oriented web
sites for each side of each debate using Googiesstdry service. | selected sites with
the highest PageRank score, a relevance measwe tas variety of factors including
how many other sites link to it, and found argursdat seeking out relevant sections.

These sections were listed under heading sucmémation about candidate”, “talking
points”, “advertisements”, “action alerts”, andfeah. | then coded this text and video
using open-ended codes, placing no limit on thebarmof codes assigned to an item. As
coding progressed, codes were grouped into conalegltisters and labeled, and these
clusters were iteratively revised as new codes wdded. Finally, the list of statements

was modified to more closely match the conceptstitied in the coding process. In the
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final list, we intentionally selected a mix of higéind low-prominence statements to help
ensure that some arguments would be unfamiliar evémose who regularly followed

the campaign.

Table 10. Exposure scores

Exposure scores N Min Max Mean SD
Bush supporters

Opinion-reinforcing 694 0 4 3.04 1.07
Opinion-challenging 694 0 4 241 1.19
Kerry supporters

Opinion-reinforcing 676 0 4 2.83 1.06
Opinion-challenging 676 0 4 2.33 1.36
Bush and Kerry supporters overall

Favoring Bush 1370 0 4 2.69 1.27
Favoring Kerry 1370 0 4 2.62 1.15

Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.

Focusing on respondents’ exposure to argumentachastages over asking them
to describe the mental processes influencing theipsure decisions. Individuals are
notoriously bad at identifying the mental procedbas influence their behavior based on
introspection. Research suggests that peoplaeapable of such insight (Nisbett and
Wilson 1977): they can report what they know butmmw they know it.

Asking about exposure to particular arguments a#sadvantages over relying
on respondents’ impressions of their aggregatéigallinformation exposure. It is easier
for individuals to assess whether a particular angpnt is familiar than their overall
exposure levels to a class of arguments. | suporegents’ familiarity with specific
arguments for both sides in order to assign ag¢gesgares for consonant and dissonant
exposure.

This approach differs somewhat from those usebearstudies reviewed in
Chapter 2, meriting a brief comparison. Mutz anarfih (2001) asked respondents to
assess the extent to which they agree with théigadlleanings of their preferred news

outlets. Their survey focused on attitudes relabetie 1996 presidential election and to
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political news more generally. Like the approaaken in this study, their technique
relies on respondents’ ability to recall contadtwgolitical information. There are,
however, a few important differences. Their instemt asked respondents to broadly
characterize a source as providing predominanthgaoant or dissonant information.
This technique offers no detailed information akibetrelative level of exposure to
consonant and dissonant information. As a consespje& news outlet providing high
levels of exposure to consonamd dissonant information, with only slightly more
consonant exposure, is treated as equivalent tohat@rovides consonant information
to the exclusion of dissonant information. Theveyrinstrument used here provides
separate consonant and dissonant exposure measures.

Stroud’s (2004) analysis employs another intergstiternative to the approach
used here. She focuses on respondents’ knowlduge the positions held by the two
leading candidates in the 2000 election. Knowlealgeut the supported candidate is
treated as evidence of consonant information exeosthile knowledge about the
opponent is a measure of dissonant information &x@o An advantage of this
technique is that it greatly reduces the risk tkapondents are attempting to provide
responses that reflect normative social valuas;nrtore difficult to guess the correct
answer to a factual question than to falsely cl@rhave heard a statement. On the other
hand, notions of consonance and dissonance areaoonglicated in the context of
candidate positions than in the context of opirstatements. For example, in Stroud’s
study knowing that George W. Bush supports thetdpanalty was treated as evidence
of exposure to dissonant information for a respahdapporting Al Gore because it
reflected contact with information about the oppgstandidate. If the individual also
opposed the death penalty, however, knowledge shBposition could be construed as
consonant because it helps justify the individual’'s oppasitto Bush. In this study
guestions about argument familiarity were unambiglysupportive of a single

candidate. For example, the statement, “Bush adtration’s policies have helped the
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country’s economy begin to recover” would in no wainforce a Kerry supporter’s
position.

A few prior studies have, however, used measumeasito those used in this
study to assess respondents’ argument repertatbddr and against their position. In
at least two surveys examining the causes and guasees of cross-cutting information
exposure, researchers asked open-ended questmutsrabpondents’ awareness of
opinion rationales (Pricet al. 2002: 99; Mutz 2002: 115). As with Stroud’s stuthis
open-ended approach reduces the likelihood thalsdesirability will influence
individual responses. At the same time, howeVes,dpproach has at least two
disadvantages. It is much more burdensome, regumiore time for data collection and
subsequent coding, and it increases the risk ésmondents will fail to recall the full
range of arguments heard.

Memory is fallible, and any technique that reli@srespondent-provided accounts
of information exposure risks introducing erromere is evidence that people are
selective with regard to what information they metand are more likely to remember
encountering information that runs counter to tlegectations (Stangor and McMillan
1992; Koriatet al. 2000). Attitude, however, does not consistently influence memory.
Individuals exhibit no bias toward either attitudeasistent or attitude-inconsistent
information (Eaglyet al. 1999; Holbroolket al. 2005: 750). Even if individuals did
engage in attitude-based selective retention, tisare reason to expect that this would
affect those who get news online more than those get news offline, and it would not
make a correlation between online news use anadwgehin exposure to disagreement
any more likely. Thus, this measurement inaccusmuld not affect my ability to

assess the main hypotheses of the study.
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Survey hypotheses

The hypotheses described in Chapter 2 describeidhail preferences and
behaviors in broad terms. This chapter spelldtwispecific methods employed to test
these assertions. In light of the methods desgiivéhis section, | propose the following
adaptations of the five high-level hypotheses. sEh@more specific claims reflect the

survey’s focus on overall information exposure.

Hla. Individuals who have more control over their mws diet will have greater
familiarity with the arguments supporting their vie wpoint than those with
less control.

H1lb. Individuals who use online partisan sources Wiprefer those that support
their viewpoint to those that do not.

H2a. Nonconservatives who have more control over ¢ir news diet will have the
same level of familiarity with the arguments challaging their viewpoint as
those with less control.

H3a. Conservatives who have more control over theimews diet will have slightly
less familiarity with the arguments challenging th& viewpoint then those
with less control.

H4a. Individuals active in religious social networls will have slightly less
familiarity with opposing opinions than those who ae less active.

H5a. Online news users will prefer nonpartisan sowres to otherwise comparable
partisan sources.

H5b. Individuals who use online partisan sources Wigenerally also use sources
that provide more balance.

H5c. Individuals who use online partisan sources Wionly use viewpoint-

challenging information if they also use viewpoinssupporting information.
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Analysis

A variety of statistical techniques are used inahalysis of the survey, including
confidence interval comparisons, chi-square tests,linear regression. In all cases,
analyses were conducted using population weightst@ct for known sampling biases
in random digit dial telephone surveys. PSRA exgl#heir procedure for calculating
these weights as follows: “The demographic werghparameters are derived from a
special analysis of the Census Bureau’'s March 2008ial Social and Economic
Supplement Survey. This analysis produced populgggyameters for the demographic
characteristics of adults age 18 or older, livindgnouseholds that contain a telephone.
These parameters were then compared with the sain@tacteristics to construct sample
weights. The weights were derived using an iteeat®chnique that simultaneously

balances the distribution of all weighting paramete

Experimental Design

| conducted a web-based experiment to test whetla&mng ideologically-
motivated selectivity easier influences people’stigal information exposure. The
experimental environment afforded subjects a sicgmtt level of control over their news
exposure. Participants were presented with aigally diverse collection of news items,
they had a variety of cues to help them identi&yitteological orientation of each item (a
headline, source, and synopsis), and they had ewenpbntrol over which items they
used, in what order they looked at them, and hawg they spent reading.

There were two stages to the experiment. Fipgte$ented subjects with a
heterogeneous set of news items representing a raplitical viewpoints, asking them
to assess the extent to which the content was stingof and/or challenging to their
viewpoint on the basis of a brief description offegem. | then observed subjects’ use of

the items, recording which they chose to read awd lbng they spent reading them. In
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my analysis | use linear and logistic regressioexamine the factors influencing
variations in use across the pool of subjects.

This methodology was developed in the contextlohg history of experimental
research on selective exposure. Between-subjeptsimental designs, which compare
different subjects under different conditions (apased to comparing behaviors of a
single subject under a variety of conditions), haften been employed to study how
individuals use political information (Cook and Qaimell 1979). Computer-administered
studies of news use also have precedent. For deasgveral researcher have invited
subjects into a lab to use a custom-built onlinesp@pers or newsmagazines that
automatically manipulate and/or log use of the neargtent (Althaus and Tewksbury
2000; Althaus and Tewksbury 2002; Knoblattal. 2003a Knobloclet al. 2003b
Knobloch 2004; Sundar 1998; Sundar and Nass 208lEentinoet al. 2004). Other
researchers have provided subjects with computssebeesources in their homes and
recorded information about their use of these mfation tools (lyengaet al. 2003;

Lupia and Baird 2003; Neumahal. 1996).

The study described here, however, is unique inregards. First, the
experiment was conducted online, which affordedralver of valuable opportunities. It
allowed me to recruit online news users from actbhesountry rather than relying on
locally accessible subjects to obtain data. b aleant that subjects could participate
using the same computer they would normally ussct@ss online news, meaning that
the environment in which the experiment was corelligtas quite similar to the one in
which the behavior of interest normally occurs.e Becond unique attribute of the study
is that its administration was fully automatedttier expanding the benefits of
conducting it online. Subjects could completeghaly at any time, day or night, just as
they might use any other online news. Automatigo greatly reduced the burden on the
researcher, which translated into many more congpiethan would otherwise be

possible. Nearly 1,000 people participated in3baminute experiment. Finally, the
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experiment used actual news items selected intiraalfrom the online news media.
There was no need to ask subjects to imagine thiaés were timely or to select topics
were timeliness was unimportant. This was theamrthat subjects would choose
amongif they used contemporary news-search tools. Thoagh of these attributes is
entirely unique in itself, taken together they esgant a novel methodology for studying

how real online news users make decisions abotgmiunews.

Sampling

| recruited subjects from two distinct populatiofisy English-speaking adult
Americans who use partisan online news services, rmore broadly, (2) the general
population of English speaking adults living in gentinental United States. | selected
the first group because | anticipated that thedwiduals, who were already using the
online news environment to shape their exposupolitical information, would be
particularly likely to engage in ideological seigetexposure. The second group, on the
other hand, was intended to be more representaitihee U.S. population at large. As
explained below, however, the response rate fos¢leend group was very low and |
ultimately chose to omit them from the analyses.

| had several partners for subject recruitment.rélasuit online newsreaders, |
collaborated with four high-profile partisan neves\sces. Two of the organizations,
AlterNet—A Project of the Independent Media Inggttand Movingldeas, align
themselves with the political left, while the ottero, WorldNetDaily and The
Washington Dispatch, tend toward the political tighworked with staff members to
select a recruitment strategy appropriate to eaaimaunity. All four organizations
included a brief (75 word) recruitment statemerthigir weekly newsletter distributed
via email (see Appendix C). These materials werg sut between February 5 and

February 16, 2005. One group, WorldNetDaily, atssbuded the statement in the news
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headlines listed on its web site on February 1Bbe @xact number of individuals
encountering the recruitment material is unknoweelise the author did not have direct
access to information about the email list sizeveb site traffic. Conversations with
news service staff suggest that as many 20,000@ewgy have seen the material sent by
AlterNet, and that material posted to the WorldN&tpsite and sent via its email list
could have been seen by 100,000 people.

For the more representative sample, the Pew Irtt&®enerican Life Project
included a request for volunteers at the end eh@dom-digit-dial telephone survey
administered in November 2004. A total of 416 megfents were willing to hear more
about the project, and voluntarily provided theira@l address; however about 15% of the
addresses were invalid. | assume that most aftimaining 357 recruitment messages
reached the intended recipient.

| sent all volunteers from both the online newsesaahd general population
groups an email briefly describing the purposehefdtudy, the time required to
participate, and the incentive—entry into a $100agrtificate lottery—and explaining how
to participate (Appendix C). Volunteers who had campleted the study after two
weeks were sent an email reminder. As shown ineThb, the overall completion rate
was high, with more than half those who voluntedoegarticipate completing the study

(55%).

Table 11. Experiment response rates

Recruitment site Volunteers Valid emails Completions % Completions
AlterNet 704 700 358 51%
WorldNetDaily 774 762 369 48%
Included in study 1478 1462 727 50%
Washington Dispatch ? 10 10 8 80%
Moving Ideas ? 2 2 8¢ N/A
Pew survey follow-up b 416 357 24 7%
Unknown referrer —

Skipped recruitment 21

question °

Unknown referrer — 222
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Skipped demographic
section ©

Overall 1906 1831 1010 55%

a. Omitted on account of low volunteer rate

b. Omitted on account of low response rate

c. Omitted on account of missing referrer information
d. Some subjects incorrectly identified the referring site

There were some problems identifying how subjesdsried of the study. Due to
an oversight in my design for software used to aister the experiment, referring sites
were not automatically recorded when subjects weknmed; instead, participants were
asked to identify where they learned of the progeca part of the demographic survey at
the end of the experiment. This resulted in a rematb errors. First, about 22% of the
subjects skipped the demographic section entieglgl,another 2% declined to specify
where they had learned of the project. Overadirdtwere 243 subjects who completed
the study but could not be linked with any of teeruitment sites, and are omitted from
the analyses that folloW. As a consequence, the number of individuals sstaty
recruited to complete the study via each sitedsreservative estimate. Second, a few
individuals may have incorrectly identified theaetr. For example, more subjects
indicated that they had learned of the experimamtugh the Moving ldeas Network than
responded to the recruitment materials sent throlighorganization.

Looking at those for whom recruitment informatisravailable, we see that the
completion rate was highest (about 50%) among thes®iited via partisan news sites.
Two factors may help explain this fact. First,yomldividuals who were interested in
learning more about the project would be expeaedtunteer. Second, users of these

news services have an unusually high level of @siein the news, which may have

V' suspect that the unknown-referrer group includdaviduals from each of the
recruitment sites. That the distribution of resgEmto questions about political ideology
and political affiliation for this group did not nwd any of the three groups with known
recruitment provides some evidence for this.
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enhanced the project’s appeal. That | receivedra¢unsolicited emails from
participants detailing their news reading pract®a@gports this belief. In contrast, the
response rate among those recruited via the tetepsuarvey follow-up was surprisingly
low. Only 7% of those who volunteered a valid draddress actually completed the
study.” One probable explanation is that, in contrashéoother recruitment strategy,
volunteers had no knowledge about the project whey agreed to be contacted. As
previously mentioned, because of the low respoatgeindividuals recruited via the
telephone survey are also omitted from the analysegollow.

The effectiveness of the web-based strategy facisngy volunteers varied
significantly across the four sites. AlterNet ahd WorldNetDaily generated the most
responses, with 700 and 762 volunteers respectivalgontrast, the efforts to recruit
Moving Ideas Network and Washington Dispatch resgare almost completely
unsuccessful. There were a total of twelve volergdrom these two groups, only a few
of whom completed the study. | do not have systendata for analyzing the reasons for
the different volunteer rates, but | suspect thaytreflect differences in readers’ use of
the news products. Though all four sites send lettess on a weekly basis, AlterNet
and WorldNetDaily are unique in several regardeeylare among the most linked-to
partisan news sites according to Google, theirionsis to produce and distribute online
news, and their emails tend to highlight site-sfiecontent. Moving Ideas, in contrast,
focuses on providing easy access to policy infoionanot necessarily news, and its
emails include pointers to many other sources.ughdocused on news, the Washington
Dispatch has a much lower profile than the othezdtsites according to its ranking in the

Google directory, and its email subscriber basggsificantly smaller. Given the small

¥ As noted above, some of these individuals mayhawe identified the referrer, which
could make the actual number slightly higher.
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number of respondents recruited from these sitdgl@uncertainty regarding the

reasons for this, | have also omitted these indiaisl from the analysis.

Administration

Subjects participated in the experiment over ava@gk period between February
9 and March 20, 2005. As previously indicated,gkperiment was automatically
administered over the web. Participants accessedite through a user-specific URL
included in their email invitation. Once a subjecinpleted the study, that URL was
disabled. As a result, only one individual waswatd to complete the study for each
invitation. If a subject left the site before cdetmg the study, that individual could use
the URL provided to return to the site at any tict®&osing either to continue from
where s/he left off or to start over.

The site software used a web interface to guidgeststhrough the experiment,
presenting them with a series of web pages, trgdkiair actions, and recording their
responses. The overall organization of the sigFasented in Figure 1. Navigation
between these pages was accomplished using bitated at the bottom of the screen
(see Appendix D for sample screenshots). Whergsiuopted to continue to the next
page, the software automatically checked for unanssvquestions. If a question was
left blank, the subject was given the opportunitgdmplete it before proceeding.
Subjects were also allowed to return to the prevjpage (although there were two

exceptions, described below).
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Figure 1: Experiment — site organization
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Upon arriving, subjects first indicated which ofeh political issues—gay
marriage, social security reform, or civil libediavas of the greatest personal interest,
and provided information about their familiaritytbvithe topic, including how much they
had heard about it, how often had they participatedlated political activity, and
whether their position had changed over time (apieta list of questions is included in
Appendix E). Next the system presented usersawtieb page describing five relevant

news items automatically selected from a diverskecton of recently published online
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news.” Each item listing included a headline, sourcel, tavo-line excerpt. Subjects
were asked to use checkboxes to indicate whiamyif of the items they were interested
in reading. Subjects were allowed to select asynaarthey desired, and were informed
that they would be given an opportunity to readstuogies later in the experiment.
Having submitted their answers to this page, stilbyece not allowed to go back. This
was intended to minimize the possibility that sebghoices would be influenced by the
assessment questions that followed.

In the next section, subjects answered a serigaadtions about each of the five
news items based on the brief synopses provideslalitomated story selection was not
perfect, so the first few questions were desigondddntify duplicate or irrelevant news
stories. The remaining questions, which are diesdrin more detail below, addressed
subjects’ perceptions of the news item. After sittimg these responses, subjects were
again prevented from returning to prior sectionthefstudy. Having completed this
assessment, subjects were given the opportunigaith any of the stories in which they
had expressed interest. (Items left uncheckeldnritial evaluation were not relisted.)
The instructions informed subjects that they h&ddn minutes to read, that they could
stop reading at any time, and that they were roptired to read all the items. The system
allowed subjects unlimited time to read individnalvs items, but prevented them from
starting new items after 15 minutes had passedlifititewas implemented because prior
research suggests that increased costs—opportasty in this case, since spending time
on one story reduces the opportunity to spend imanother—-would motivate subjects
to place relatively greater weight on the inforroatthey prefer (Frey 1981a). Stories
that a subject chose to view were presented imawirdow. The subject could not

select another story or continue to the next stdglee experiment without closing the

' The mechanism by which they were selected is de=stin the implementation
section, below.
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window. After reading each item, a few follow-upegtions were presented. This
allowed subjects to indicate whether they had lzds@ to access the content, and to
revise their assessment based on what they retier rAsponding, subjects were allowed
to view another news item or to continue to thetisextion of the study. In the last

section, subjects were presented with a seriesrmabdraphic questions.

Variables: measurement and scale construction

The phenomenon of interest in this study is pegplse of issue-related news. |
examined factors influencing both the use of palicnews items, and subjects’ overall
news use. Item-level use was measured in two wiast, subjects were asked to
indicate which of five news items they were intéeesn reading. Story selection was
used to measure interest in the items becausecssibjade this decision prior to
encountering the assessment questions, which coulckivably influence their interest
level. Second, the system automatically recordamd imuch time a subject spent
accessing each item (in seconds). Read timeriens item was measured from when a
subject opened it in a new browser window to whenwindow was closed.

Subject-level use was assessed with two companaddesures. The system
automatically calculated (1) the total number ofists the subject read and (2) the total
time the subject spent reading. | chose to uséotaénumber of stories read, rather than
the number selected. Reading is more burdensamdesteould therefore be a more
accurate expression of people’s preferences. Aghdhe assessment questions the users
answered after selecting items of interest mighiehafluenced the decision to read
individual stories, there is no reason to think thay would create a systematic bias with
regard to the total number of stories read. Tharadling attention to the views

represented in a set of stories is expected toanfie which items subjects attend to, it is
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not predicted to influence overall levels of reathgs. Analyses based on these two
measures, items selected and items read, yieldagarable results.

A variety of factors are potentially associatedhwiews item use. The variable of
primary theoretical interest was the perceivedlle¥giewpoint-reinforcing and
viewpoint-challenging information included in a reeikem. These perceptions were
measured twice during the study: immediately foifgg the initial selection decision
(anticipated or prospective perception), and afigwing the full news item (experienced
or retrospective perception). Subjects based thegision to select a news item on the
anticipated information content, while botanticipated and experienced content could
influence how long subjects spent looking at a niéggva. | considered combining the
before and after measures, but decided againasédon the low inter-item reliability
scores (Cronbach alpha of .52 for consonant infaoma.49 for dissonant information.)

To assess the presence of viewpoint-reinforcingrmétion, subjects were asked
about the extent to which the news item (1) dessrirguments supporting their
position, and (2) provides evidence that other freagree with them based on the brief
synopsis provided (see Table 12). Expectationardigg viewpoint-challenging
information were measured in a similar fashionsfpmses were summed to create
reinforcement and challenge scores that fell betviee and ten (Cronbach alpha of .88

and .87 respectively).

64



Table 12. Measures of perceived viewpoint

Anticipated viewpoint information
| expect the news report to describe arguments supporting my political viewpoint

| expect it to demonstrate that others support my political viewpoint
| expect it to describe arguments opposing my political viewpoint
| expect it to demonstrate that others oppose my political viewpoint

Experienced viewpoint information

The news report described arguments supporting my political viewpoint.
It demonstrated that others support my political viewpoint.
It described arguments opposing my political viewpoint.

It demonstrated that others oppose my political viewpoint.

As suggested by the hypotheses, the instrumentradkaed several factors
predicted to interact with viewpoint perceptionsg;luding political ideology, and

socialization in the form of political or religioativity (see Table 13).

Table 13. Measures of factors expected to interact  with perceived viewpoint

Would you say your views in most political matters are very liberal, somewhat liberal, moderate,
somewhat conservative, or very conservative?

In the past 12 months, how often have you participated in meetings, demonstrations, or other
activities related to the issue?

How often do you go to church, synagogue, or some other place of worship?

The instrument also measured several variableswhia expected to influence
people’s news use but were not the central foctiki®tudy. These included prior
issue-related news exposure, changes in the sighpasition on the issue, familiarity
with the news events being reported, and persafheinse of the news (Table 14).
Finally, the experiment included a collection ofrdeyraphic items that mirror those used

in the survey, including education, gender, age, @ed race/ethnicity.
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Table 14. Control variables

Have you always held the same position regarding this issue, or has your opinion changed over
time?

In the past 12 months, how much have you heard or read about the issue?
| have heard about this news before/l learned something from this news report

| expect the news in this report could affect me personally

Experiment hypotheses

The experiment complements the survey, providirglaer opportunity to test the
hypotheses described in Chapter 2. The hypothbkaefollow are, like those identified
in the previous section, derived from my initiahichs, but are more narrowly-defined to

reflect the information about individual exposueeions collected in the experiment.

Hlc. The more viewpoint-reinforcing information a news item contains, the more
likely an individual will be to look at it.

H1d. The more viewpoint-reinforcing information a news item contains, the more
time an individual will spend reading.

H2b. The presence of viewpoint-challenging informabn does not influence the
likelihood that a nonconservative subject will reada news item.

H2c. The presence of viewpoint-challenging informabn does not influence the
time that a nonconservative subject will spend readg.

H3b. The presence of viewpoint-challenging informabn reduces the likelihood
that a conservative subject will read a news item.

H3c. The presence of viewpoint-challenging informabn reduces the time that a
conservative subject will spend reading.

H4b. Individuals active in issue-based activism wibe less likely to examine a news

item with which they disagree.
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H4c. Individuals active in issue-based activism wikpend less time reading a news
item with which they disagree.

H4d. Individuals active in religious social networls will be less likely to examine a
news item with which they disagree.

H4e. Individuals active in religious social network will spend less time reading a
news item with which they disagr

Hypothesis H5 does not have any implications ferdkperiment.

I mplementation

| collaborated with a programmer, a graduate stuglecomputer science named
Sam King, to create this software, which was wmitiging a combination of PHP, Perl
and JavaScript, with a MySQL database for stordgee system included several key
components (see Table 15). | specified what operathe software would perform, the
inputs it would accept, and the output it would gy@te. The programmer was
responsible for creating code that would functiothiese specifications. The
programmer and | shared responsibility for crafting user interface and navigation
tools, and for identifying and correcting errordhie software. Initial coding was
completed over a two-month period, with testing emdor revisions taking an additional

month.
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Table 15. Software component overview

Email collection : Web page to which volunteers would submit their email address, linked to a
Perl script used to record the addresses and send natifications regarding the number of
registered volunteers.

Database set-up : Perl scripts used to initialize databases for storing questions and responses.

Registration : Perl script used to add users to the database, and to email access information to
subjects.

Reminders : Perl script used to send email reminders to subjects who had not completed the
experiment after a specified amount of time. Email addresses could be automatically purged
from database after sending reminder.

Experiment administration : Web pages using PHP and JavaScript to present questions and
news links, and record answers and usage information.

Google News screenscraper : Perl script that would extract individual news items and produce
an RSS feed based on a Google News query. Note that this was done with permission from
Google News.

Report generation : Perl script used to generate a text file containing data collected for all
subjects.

There were a few technical restrictions constrgnise of the system.
Participants were required to enable cookies sathiessite software could keep track of
their progress through the experiment, and thelr rewser had to allow pop-up
windows from the site. As a consequence, somenteduis could not, or would not,
participate. For example, WebTV users could notglete the experiment because the
browser does not provide industry-standard popumpart. A few volunteers indicated
that they were unwilling to allow the system togaaookies on their computer, and so
they declined to participate.

As indicated in the administration section abolie,2ystem automatically
selected relevant news results recently publisimeith® web. To accomplish this, the
system used Google News, a real-time news aggoegseirvice that provides results
from an estimated 4,500 sourcés A second programmer, Soo-yeong Hwang, built an
application, called a screenscraper, to retrief@mmation about the relevant stories from

the Google News web site. The screenscraper pezbaself to the Google servers like

Vi This was done with Google’s permission.
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any other browser. It would request data fromsterer using a URL with query
parameters containing the search string. For m@pof this study, the screenscraper
used one of three query strings that correspormldtketthree topics from which subjects
could choose and that restricted results to soynabbshing in the United States. Upon
receiving the results, the software parsed the,pagkating the individual stories and

generating RSS-format output that could be presetotsubjects.

Testing and validation

The online experiment underwent four rounds ofitgstIn the first round |
focused on how people responded to the systemhangliestions with an eye toward
reducing ambiguity and confusion. In this stagead a dozen friends and family
complete the study using a talk-aloud protocolpfeéd by brief interviews. This lead to
numerous changes in the system’s interface anguéstion wording. The second and
third rounds provided additional usability testengd preliminary validation of the
instrument. These tests were conducted with thistasce of graduate students in the
School of Information, 16 in the doctoral prograndd.8 in the Master’s degree
program. These tests led to further refinementearsoftware, and the data were used to
test the viability of the analytic techniques ahd magnitude of the effect. The fourth
and final round was a large-scale pilot, admineddo 197 subjects recruited via an
email sent to a separate AlterNet email list. dduhis data to finalize the selection of
topics, choosing the three most popular of sevegdl-profile issues. Analyses of pilot
data yielded significant model coefficients desgike small sample size, confirming that
the sample size would be adequate.

After stripping identifying information from regrsition data | discovered that
four subjects signed up for both the pilot andfthal study, and that at least two of these

individuals completed the study twice. Since thentifying information had been
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removed from the results data, | was unable to ventilese subjects from the analyses.
have assumed that this small number of repeatpaatits will not significantly influence

the results

Conclusion

The methodologies described in this chapter proaideeans of testing the
hypotheses regarding selective exposure to pdliif@mation posited in Chapter 2.
The resultant data provide evidence that indivisisalek viewpoint-reinforcement more
commonly and more actively than they avoid viewpaimallenging information. The
next two chapters describe these results in mdesld€hapter 4 deals with the analysis

of the survey data, and Chapter 5 reviews the testithe experiment.
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CHAPTER 4
SURVEY ANALYSIS

This chapter describes the analyses and findings2004 nationally-
representative telephone survey of 1510 adult Acaes on the topic of online news use.
First, | briefly examine respondents’ stated prefiees regarding news bias. The data
suggest that most individuals prefer sources tteahautral, but a substantial number say
they prefer viewpoint-challenging sources. Thearitg who state a preference for
biased sources are demographically distinct inrs¢vegards. Next, | look at the types
of sources online news users are turning to fatipal information. | examine whether
these individuals, who have easy access to a mrngeologically-biased sources, are
using online alternatives as frequently as theyrmisee balanced mainstream news
sources, and consider whether those who do makef @aernatives are abandoning
mainstream sources. The data show that individeakn those who are actively aware
of partisan news sites, are not abandoning thestraem news media for online
alternatives. Next, | consider whether, when sglgamong strictly biased sources,
individuals use viewpoint-reinforcing sites excltedy. The data suggest that though
people with strong political viewpoints are mote@to seek out support, a significant
number of partisans also seek exposure to chaligngformation. | conclude with a
series of regression analyses examining the faasmgciated with exposure to consonant
and dissonant arguments. These analyses suggessthof the Internet and online news

is associated with increasing familiarity with conantand dissonant information.
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Selectivity preferences

Before examining people’s use of political inforioat it is useful to understand
how they perceive their preferences. Do peoplesdonsly value exposure to other
opinions, or is homogeneity their stated prefer@ntat is the latter, this may help
explain why it is so widely accepted that peopke aatively filtering out challenging
viewpoints on the Internet and elsewhere, despédack of consistent empirical
evidence. Whether people act on the preferengeethgouse is a separate question,
which | address in subsequent analyses.

The survey asked individuals to indicate whethey threferred sources that
shared their point of view, challenged their pahview, or had no point of view. The
sample was split so that we could ask this questitwo different ways. In one version,
respondents chose between sources that sharegdidiof view and those that did not
have a particular point of view. In the other p@sdents had a third choice: sources that
challenged their point of view.

In both versions of the question most respondesrted that they prefer
unbiased sources (Table 16). When allowed to stateference for challenging
information fewer subjects indicated a preferemreshared or neutral sources, and as a

result the percentage preferring shared and clgatigrsources was almost equal.

Table 16. Respondents’ preferences regarding news s ource bias

Battery 1 Battery 2
SHARE my political point of view 27% 22%
DON'T HAVE a political point of view 61 50
CHALLENGE my political point of view N/A 18
Don't know/refused 12 10

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004

In terms of demographic characteristics, individuaho preferred challenging
sources and those who preferred supportive soweessimilar, and both differed from

those who preferred neutral sources (Table 1@ivieduals who preferred biased sources
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were more likely to live in an urban area, to hbegs education, to attend religious
services more frequently, and to have lower incomidgey were also more likely to be
Black, and tended to be less politically moderdtkose preferring viewpoint-
reinforcement, the most troubling group from thespective of political information
exposure, were disproportionately Republican, cvagive, and less educated compared
to the population at large (Table 18). These tesulggest that while most people prefer
nonpartisan news sources, a significant minoritptva consider their own viewpoint

when choosing where they get their news.
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Table 17. Demographics of respondents with differen  t preferences regarding news bias

Battery 1 — Prefer...

Battery 2 — Prefer...

Unbiased Shared Challenging | Unbiased Shared
source viewpoint viewpoint source viewpoint

SOURCE
Unweighted base 378 161 133 483 193
(n) 371 166 134 466 205
Sex
Male 49 20 17 61 26
Female 50 24 19 62 28
Community type
Urban 43 27 23 57 30
Suburban 54 18 17 63 26
Rural 48 25 14 64 26
Age
18-27 47 22 26 55 37
28-39 53 26 14 66 25
40-49 53 17 17 58 29
50-58 58 21 11 73 21
59-68 47 21 18 63 28
69+ 39 27 19 54 23
Education
High school or less 42 25 21 54 33
Some college 57 20 14 65 26
College grad or more 56 19 16 70 19
Race/ethnicity
White 52 21 16 66 24
Black 32 34 24 42 43
Hispanic 46 25 30 47 37
Other 48 24 12 61 30
Income
Less than $30K 42 26 23 54 33
Between $30-$50K 49 22 16 60 30
Between $50-$75K 56 18 20 71 18
More than $75K 61 19 10 72 19
Internet experience
Not online 42 29 19 53 32
Online in last 6 months 33 0 0 46 9
Online for about 1 year 56 12 20 29 57
Online for 2-3 years 48 20 23 55 34
Online for 4-5 years 48 22 18 63 28
Online for >6 years 57 18 16 71 20

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004
Note: Rows do not sum to 100% because some respondent refused to answer.
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Table 18. Ideology and religious practices of respo  ndents with different preferences

Battery 1 — Prefer... Battery 2 — Prefer...
Unbiased Shared Challenging | Unbiased Shared
source viewpoint viewpoint source viewpoint

Party Affiliation
Democrat 50% 22% 19% 59% 29%
Independent 55 19 19 67 21
Republican 44 28 16 59 33
Other/no party 46 10 26 60 16
Political Ideology
Very liberal 5 11 9 5 9
Somewhat liberal 23 16 20 22 19
Moderate 33 19 32 34 18
Somewhat conservative 26 27 19 25 27
Very conservative 9 20 13 9 24
Religious activity
Don't attend worship service 55 21 16 68 25
Attend several times a year 49 23 19 65 23
Attend once a week 47 22 18 56 30
Attend daily 39 18 21 36 52

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004
Note: Rows do not sum to 100% because some respondent refused to answer.

Source selectivity

Hypothesis five asserts that individuals preferses that include both
viewpoint-reinforcing and viewpoint-challenging amfation. Specifically, | claim (a)
that individuals use nonpartisan sources more tiieynuse comparable partisan
alternates; (b) that when used, partisan sour@esrdy part of a more balanced set of
sources; (c) that individuals prefer viewpoint-feneing ideologically-oriented sources
to those that lack supporting information; andtf@t individuals only seek viewpoint-
challenging information when viewpoint-supportimjarmation is also available. To
test these claims | examine the sources used Isg tltho get news online.

Though online news use appears to be growing axpense of older news
media, there is no evidence that people are abandonaigstneam newproducts.

Among sources of online news, the sites of the magas organizations are by far the
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most popular (Table 19). Fully 81% of those whardahe Internet as one of their top
sources of campaign news indicate that they usetbites; only 28% report using the
partisan alternatives available online. Includingse who consider online news a less
prominent source of information, the differenceven more pronounced: 68% get news
from major news organizations online versus onl§618ho use the partisan alternatives.

Table 19. Percentage using each type of online news  outlet for campaign information

Online news a

All Respondents Online news users primary source
Unweighted base 1510 842 223
(n) 1510 817 214
Web site of major news
organizations, such as 40% 68% 81%
CNN.com or MSNBC.com
Web site of an international
news site such as the BBC or 12 21 33
al Jazeera
Web site of alternative news
site like AlterNet.org or 7 13 28

NewsMax.com

Web site of politically liberal
group such as People for the 7 12 25
American Way or MoveOn.org

Web site of a politically

conservative group such as

the American Enterprise 7 12 21
Institute or the Christian

Coalition

JohnKerry.com, the

Democratic nominee’s official 4 6 25
site

GeorgeWBush.com, the

president’s official re-election 3 5 24
site

RNC.com, the official site of

the Republican National 2 4 20
Committee

DNC.com, the official site of

the Democratic National 2 3 15
Committee

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey 2004

Figure 2 presents this web-usage data visually shodis how usage of online

news compares to more traditional media. The égncludes mainstream sources,
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including television, newspapers, and major nevanization web sites, and the more
partisan news media, including alternative newsizations’ sites, political party-
affiliated sites, and the ideologically-orientetesiof liberal or conservative-leaning
organizations. The bars represent the percenfagsmondents who indicated using the
specified source at least occasionally.

As above, results for two groups of individuals sinewn. The first group
includes those who answered in the affirmative wdwghed if they ever got political
information online. The second group is definedabimore stringent requirement for
inclusion; these individuals reported that the lmé¢ was one of their top two sources of
news. The usage trends are the same for the mupgyralthough, unsurprisingly,
Internet-based news sources are more popular amenpers of the second group.

As predicted by the first source-related hypoth@dka), we can see from this
figure that more online news users get their neas fnonpartisan sources than from
partisan alternatives available online. For examnabout 93% of those who get news
online watch television news and 87% read newsgagdearcontrast, only 19% use
ideologically-oriented sites, the most popularted partisan information sources.
Though use of offline sources is lower among thelse say the Internet is a primary
news source, the shift online is not a shift awaynfthe mainstream news products.
Eighty-one percent of these individuals say thaytet news online from the sites of the
major news organizations, up from 68% among omies users, while only 33% of
these respondents reported using the sites obpartirganizations.

| performed a series of logistic regressions exargithe influence of news
source type on news use in order to test whetleedifferences in usage levels between
pairs of news sources were statistically significéibetailed information about the
procedure for doing this is included in Appendi} Bhe results of these tests are shown
in the table immediately following Figure 2. Theeoall Wald test (chi-square=1222.94,

p<.001) demonstrates that the various news sohaes different usage levels. The
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coefficients listed in the table show whether udagels of the media pair indicated by
the row and column are significantly different. rle@xample, the proportion of
respondents who use television news is signifigatifferent than the proportion that use
partisan news sites, as shown by the last numiteeiteft-most column of coefficients.
On the other hand, usage levels for party-affiiedad partisan news sites are not
significantly different, as shown by the last caséint on the right. Speaking broadly,
the important result here is that mainstream newsces are used significantly more
frequently than their alternative counterpartsug,H conclude that even among those
with relatively easy access to partisan informattbe most commonly used sources of
news are the more balanced news outlets. Thesksrpsovide evidence that most
individuals prefer nonpartisan sources over partadternatives (H5a), and do not

intentionally exclude other viewpoints through thehoice of news outlets.
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Figure 2. Comparing use of mainstream and alternati  ve news outlets

100.0%

Mainstream News Sources Alternative News Sources

80.0% -

60.0% -

40.0% -

20.0% -

0.0% -

Television news  Newspapers Major news Ideologically-  Party affiliated Partisan
organizations oriented site site alternative news
sites sites

B All online news users (n=817)  ORespondents for whom Internet is one of top two sources (n=224)

TV News Newspaper News Site Ideo. Site Party Site
Newspaper -0.69***
News Site -1.85%* -1.16%**
Ideological -4.05%** -3.35%** -2.20%**
Party site -4.36*** -3.66*** -2.50%** =31
Partisan news site -4, 49%** -3.80*** -2.64%** - Q4> -13

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.

Note: Significance denotes probability that the proportion of online news users using the
specified source type is different than the proportion using the reference category, indicated by
the column heading. Statistical tests are based on GEE analysis to control for repeated subject
measures, using Bonferroni adjustment for multiple comparisons.

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001

Though comparatively small, the number of individuasing partisan sources is
nontrivial. About one third of respondents for winthe Internet was a primary news
source reported using each of the three sources altich we asked. The question,
then, is whether individuals are substituting thesee partisan outlets for the

mainstream news media, or if the two types of semiare complementary. To assess this
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guestion, | examine the extent to which partisamsesers also reported obtaining news
from mainstream news media. These individuals lsaeeessfully identified a source of
partisan political information, and could therefonere easily abandon use of the more
balanced mainstream.

The results are shown in Table 20. Proportionseperted using 95%
confidence intervals instead of sample statistiasrder to estimate the prevalence of use
within the overall population of American adultEhe data are consistent with the
hypothesis that those who use partisan sourcesiaésmainstream sources; this holds
true in almost every case. The vast majority diirduals who use online partisan news
sources also use less partisan sources such apapess, television, or web sites of the
major news organizations, confirming hypothesis Hblearly every one of these
individuals had used at least one of these thraeces.

Table 20. Use of mainstream news outlets by alterna  tive news users

Web site ofa At least one
major news mainstream

Source used (n) Newspaper Television organization source
Alternative news site (109) 78% — 92% 78% — 92% 85% —96%  97% — 100%
Ideologically-oriented site  (164) 80-91 85 -94 78 -90 96 — 100
Party-affiliated site (128) 85— 96 85— 96 74 — 88 95 - 100

Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.
Note: 95% confidence interval shown.

Table 21 compares individuals’ use of partisan sigds with their levels of
partisanship. This allows me to examine the extemthich supporters of each candidate
use sites that support and challenge their viewpditypothesis H1b predicts that when
selecting among one-sided partisan sources, indasdwill tend to use sources that
support their viewpoint more than those that do not

The support for this hypothesis is mixed. Firstenthat undecided voters’ use of
candidate web sites provides a useful baselinayisigaelatively uniform usage levels

across the different site types. In terms of suppeeking behavior, the data show that
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the stronger an individual's preference for a cdat#i, the more likely s/he is to have
visited a site supporting this candidate. For gXernstrong Bush supporters were more
likely to have visited a Republican site than theds partisan counterparts (p<.08).
Similarly, strong Kerry supporters used sites ef remocratic Party more often than
weaker supporters (p<.05). On the other handj#te suggest that strength of
partisanship may bgositively related to use of viewpoint-challenging sites. plecent
of strong Bush supporters who reported using a deatio site was larger than the
percent of weak Bush supporters, though the diffegavas not significant. Strong Kerry
supporters were even more likely to have used viéwhallenging sites. They
reported using a conservative site more often tineak supporters (though again the
difference was not significant after adjusting tiee multiple comparisons), and were

about as likely astrong Bush supporters to use these conservative sites.

Table 21. Partisanship and partisan site use among Internet users

Use Use Use
Use Liberal Democratic Conservative Republican

(n) site site site site

Strong Bush 304 4.9% 4.3% 14.7% 15.1%
Weak Bush 142 6.4 2.1 9.9 4.9
Other 96 10.5 6.3 7.4 3.2
Weak Kerry 263 12.9 10.2 7.6 6.1
Strong Kerry 138 20.9 20.9 13.0 5.8
Undecideds 59 5.2 4.6 5.2 2.9

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.

The tendency of strong democrats to look at cordimer sites provides evidence
for another hypothesis. Hypothesis H5c assertdrdaviduals only use dissonant
information sources if they also use sources osopnant information. To assess this

hypothesis, | consider the relationship betweerugeof viewpoint-supporting and

Vi Significance level of proportion difference afeanploying Bonferroni adjustment for
multiple comparisons.
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viewpoint-challenging party-affiliated sites. Asosvn in Table 22, almost no one visited

the site of a candidate they opposed without wigitheir favored candidate’s site as well.

Table 22. Use of viewpoint-challenging sites by use  rs of viewpoint-supporting site

Percent of those Percent of those
who used preferred who did not use
candidate’s site preferred
who also used candidate’s site but
opposing did use opposing
(n) candidate’s site candidate’s site Chi-square  df
Kerry Supporters (376) 40.0 0.9 115.45%** 1
Bush supporters (376) 20.4 2.1 33.062*** 1

Source: Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.
* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001

In terms of their source selectivity, online nevgens are not employing the
control afforded by the medium to exclude souregseasenting other viewpoints. To the
contrary, the vast majority of these individualsitboue to rely on the less-partisan
products of major news organizations for their infation. Furthermore, when choosing
among exclusively partisan sources, such as tbe gitthe major U.S. political parties,

many individuals opt to view content generated bthtsides.

Content selectivity

Although there is little evidence that individual® selecting news sources that
systematically screen out other perspectives stilispossible that partisan selectivity is
influencing individuals’ acquisition of informatiamnline. It may be that people prefer
the mainstream news media for reasons unrelatdg: tmix of viewpoints they represent,
and that they are using technology to enhance #dity to avoid viewpoint-challenging
information on a story-by-story basis. To exanthme possibility, let us turn our
attention from the sources people use to the argtswath which they are familiar.

The survey asked respondents to indicate theiditaty with eight opinion

statements about the leading candidates in the @@3idential election. Table 23 shows
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the percent of respondents who recalled hearirgetbatements either frequently or

sometimes.

Table 23. Percentage of respondents who have heard  arguments for and against each

candidate
Heard this Heard this
argument argument
frequently sometimes
Pro-Bush arguments
S:?e:?r?)r?sunih is a stronger leader than John Kerry in the war 49% 280
thn Kerry changgs hig positions on the issues when he 42 28
thinks it will help him win the election
Thel Bush administration’s policies have helped the economy 39 37
begin to recover
QOhn Kerry has a history of accepting money from special 16 33
interest groups
Pro-Kerry arguments
The Bush administration misled the American public about
the reasons for going to war about Iraq P 74% 20%
S_ome Bush_a_dminis_tration policies are a threat to basic civil 30 32
rights and civil liberties
John.Kerry has a better strategy than George Bush for 20 33
creating peace in Iraq
John Kerry will end special treatment for corporations and 18 32

wealthy Americans

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004

Table 24 shows that overall supporters of both ickates knew more on average

about their preferred candidate than about thdexingdr. This suggests a relationship

between partisan preferences and individuals’ exgo® campaign information.
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Table 24. Levels of consonant and dissonant informa  tion exposure for supporter of both
candidates

Number of Number of
consonant dissonant
arguments heard arguments heard
(n) Mean (s.d.) Mean (s.d.) t df
Bush supporters (694) 3.04 (1.074) 241  (1.193) 14,171 693
Kerry supporters (676) 2.83 (1.057) 2.33 (1.359) 10.537*** 675

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.
* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001

In light of this, the question is, what mechanisiostribute to creating the gap
between exposure to viewpoint-supporting informaaad viewpoint-challenging
information? And will new technologies cause tpgg to grow? | have suggested that
although individuals do seek support, they do wtivaly screen out all dissonant
information. On this view, | predict that individis who have more control over their
information diet will be familiar with more of trerguments supporting their position
(H1a), but the influence on exposure to viewpoimtenging information will be slight.
Among nonconservatives, | do not expect exposunéraloto be correlated with the
number of opinion-contrary perspectives with whachindividual is aware (H2a).
Conservatives, and those who frequently engageligious activities, however, are
expected to be slightly less aware of challengmygiments (H3a, H4a). There are
numerous other factors that are expected to infledamiliarity with political arguments,
which must be controlled when testing these preitist

To look at what accounts for difference in votersposure to political arguments,
| constructed a series of regression models ofraeg familiarity. As reported in
Chapter 3, the distribution of argument familiangried depending on which candidate a
voter supported, so Bush and Kerry supporters weated separately. For each group of
supporters, there were two types of models, ondigireg familiarity with viewpoint-

supporting arguments, and the other predictinglfanty with viewpoint-challenging
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arguments® Each of these four models (two supporter groypsvo types of exposure)
was constructed in two stages. First, | regrepesxre on several potentially influential
variables that were unrelated to respondents’ obatrer their information environment.
Second, | add the Internet factors, which are ebgoeto enhance information exposure

control.

Factors predicting similar changes in consonantciggbnant exposure

The results of the first stage models are showiaile 25 and Table 26. These
models explained between 20% and 25% variatiorspondents’ argument familiarity.
Consistent with prior research, | found that seM@etors are associated with increased
exposure to both types of arguments. For Bushkand, supporters, education, age,
political enjoyment (one of the measures of opendmdness), and following the
campaign closely all have significant positive ¢oéfnts in the models of the two kinds
of exposure. There were a few instances whereragtluenced consonant and
dissonant information exposure differently. Foammple, men were more likely than
women to be familiar with the arguments supporthegjr preferred candidate, but there
was no gender effect on exposure to challengingraegits. None of the factors |
examined, however, were associated with a simuitamecrease in consonant and

decrease in dissonant information exposure. Tre=séts support the baseline

" Although OLS regression assumes that the dependeiable is continuous and
unbounded, the exposure scores used here rangefreno four. There are several
reasons that linear regression is employed desgpsge First, the residual diagnostics
suggest that the relevant regression assumptiomestieen met. Second, though there is
a cut off on the dependent variable, it is nottigensored data in the traditional sense.
Had the scale been based on more items, individuabsdid not receive the maximum
score might also have scored higher. Finally ttabalyses, which would be appropriate
if the data were right-censored, yield comparaeseliits; most importantly, the overall
effect of Internet use was the same in the OLStalbid models.
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assumption that many factors influence consonahdésonant information exposure
similarly.

Religious service attendance, however, was notddarave a significant
influence on exposure. The variable did not imprthe overall fit of any of the models,
and was dropped from the analysis. Thus, hypahé4a is rejected.

Table 25. Models of exposure to consonant and disso  nant information — Bush supporters

Bush supporters

Consonant Exposure Model 1 Dissonant Exposure Model 1

Coefficient (s.e.) B Coefficient (s.e.) B
Decides quickly -.037 (.047) -.029 .025 (.054) .017
Reads a lot .104* (.046) .084 -.008 (.053) -.006
Information causes _ ,q (.035) -.030 .030 (.041) 028
indecision
i‘?r'%om changes 076 (.041) 066 047 (.048) -.037
Enjoys politics 1830 (.043) .168 149%  (.050) 122
Education 123 (.047) .095 231%*  (.055) 159
Age 011%*  (.002) 177 .010%*  (.003) 145
Sex 163+ (.075) 076 162 (.087) .068
Hispanic -.106 (.149) -.026 -.110 (.173) -.024
Black, not Hispanic ~ -.834*  (.237) -123 -.251 (.276) -.033
Number of offline 071*  (.031) 082 .086*  (.036) 088
news sources used
Following 342%% (088) 154 B54%  (102) 222
campaign closely
Strong candidate 202*  (.080) 092 077 (.093) 031
support
Constant .980** (.283) 778* (.329)
R® 253 .200
(n) (648)

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.
* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 26. Models of exposure to consonant and disso  nant information — Kerry supporters

Kerry supporters

Consonant Exposure Model 1 Dissonant Exposure Model 1

Coefficient (s.e.) B Coefficient (s.e.) B
Decides quickly .028 (.046) .023 .098 (.058) .061
Reads a lot 123*  (.050) .099 .089 (.063) 055
Information causes  1g (.035) 019 .057 (.045) 047
indecision
ifr'%om changes 417 (037 -017 073 (.047) -057
Enjoys politics 061 (.042) 063 225%%  (.053) 178
Education 1734 (.049) 140 162¢  (.062) 101
Age 009%*  (.002) 154 019%*  (.003) 253
Sex 219*  (.080) 104 1100 (.101) 037
Hispanic 307 (.117) 102 131 (.148) 034
Black, not Hispanic ~ -.329%*  (.104) -121 -455%  (.133) -129
Number of offline 053 (.030) 067 052 (.038) 050
news sources used
Following 3464 (.097) 150 3764 (.123) 126
campaign closely
Strong candidate 087  (.087) 039 089 (.110) -.031
support
Constant 1.287**  (.280) -.023 (.356)
R’ 201 236
() (632)

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.
* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001

Internet access associated with increased expts@h types of information

The online news environment affords individualsidenarray of news outlet
choices, and many mechanisms for finding and filtemformation for which there is no
offline equivalent. To examine the influence aésk capabilities, | add two measures of
Internet use, online news use and experience tisenmternet, to the models described
above | also tested the significance of high-speed s&;daut omitted it from the final

model because it is highly correlated with Intermgberience, which has greater

*| excluded four respondents from the analysis veported using the Internet for 30
years or more. Construction of the Internet irtfrtagure did not begin until 1969
(Abbate 1999: 64), and the network did not achisidespread use until much later.
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explanatory power. All variables from the first deb have been retained, including
education, news surveillance levels, and the finicators of open mindedness.

The results are shown in Table 27 and Table 2&lidthe Internet factors
produced a statistically significant improvementhree of the four models, with the
expanded models explaining up to 27% of the vanatiOnly Bush supporters’ exposure
to dissonant information was unaffected. As thsitp@ significant coefficients indicate,
online news use is broadly associated with incngaskposure to both types of
information. Among Bush supporters, the numbeyeaafrs a user has been online is
positively correlated with familiarity with viewpii-reinforcing arguments. For Kerry
supporters, the frequency of use is the signifigaatiictor, and it is associated with an
increasing familiarity with both viewpoint-reinfargy and viewpoint-challenging
arguments.

In sum, the hypothesis that individuals are useuhology-afforded control to
increase their exposure to consonant informati@upgported, confirming hypothesis
H1la, but support for the predictions regardingatisst information exposure is mixed.
Contrary to hypothesis H2a, nonconservatives sawagase in exposure to other
viewpoints as their exposure control increasedpdilyesis H3a was also disconfirmed:
conservatives sano change in their exposure to opinion-contrary informatiolis
interesting to note, however, that the relationdl@fween conservatives and
nonconservatives is consistent with the predicti@ompared to conservatives,
nonconservatives who had more control over theirsngiet saw a relative increase in

viewpoint-challenging exposure.
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Table 27. Influence of Internet use on exposure — B ush supporters

Bush supporters

Consonant Exposure Model 2 Dissonant Exposure Model 2

Coefficient (s.e.) B Coefficient (s.e.) B
Decides quickly -.037 (.046) -.029 .027 (.054) .019
Reads a lot .087 (.046) .071 -.015 (.054) -.011
Information causes _ g (.035) -.005 .039 (.042) 037
indecision
i?r'%om changes 075 (.041) .066 -.046 (.048) -.036
Enjoys politics 1920 (,043) 177 146%  (.051) 120
Education .056 (.050) .043 .208**  (.059) 143
Age .014%*  (,002) 215 .011%*  (.003) 158
Sex 135 (.075) .063 149 (.088) .062
Hispanic -.086 (.148) -.021 -.110 (.173) -.024
Black, not Hispanic ~ -.788** (.235) -.116 -.234 (.276) -.031
Number of offline .057 (.031) .066 .081*  (.037) 084
news sources used
Following 311%  (.087) 140 536" (.103) 215
campaign closely
Strong candidate 178¢  (.079) 081 067  (.093) 027
support
Internet 032 (.010) 133 .007 (.012) 024
experience
Pregerey ol .036 (.029) .048 .038 (.034) 045
online news use
Constant .790** (.284) .719* (.334)
R? 271 202
AR? after adding 017+ .003
Internet factors (F=7.523, df1=2, df2=631) (F=1.023, df1=2, df2=631)
(n) (648)

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.
* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
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Table 28. Influence of Internet use on exposure — K erry supporters

Kerry supporters

Consonant Exposure Model 2 Dissonant Exposure Model 2

Coefficient (s.e.) B Coefficient (s.e.) B
Decides quickly .042 (.046) .034 .115%*  (.058) .072
Reads a lot .118* (.050) .094 .085* (.063) .053
Information causes (.035) 021 .058 (.045) 048
indecision
i?r'%om changes -.013 (.037) -.014 -.070 (.047) -.054
Enjoys politics .051 (.042) -.053 .215 (.053) 170
Education .149*  (.053) 121 141%+  (.067) .088
Age .010%*  (.002) .163 .020* (.003) .258
Sex .202* (.079) .096 .080**+  (.101) .029
Hispanic .320** (.117) .107 .140 (.149) .036
Black, not Hispanic =~ -.341** (.104) -.125 -474 (:132) -.134
Number of offline 046 (.030) .058 043 (.038) 042
news sources used
Following 311%  (.097) 135 335 (123) 112
campaign closely
Strong candidate 098 (.087) 044 078 (.110) -.027
support
Internet -.006 (.011) -.027 -.013 (.013) -.043
experience
Pregerey ol 094 (.032) 124 A17%  (.040) 117
online news use
Constant 1.251%  (282) -.048 (.358)
R? 213 246
AR? after adding .011* .010*
Internet factors (F=4.477, df1=2, df2=615) (F=4.287, df1=2, df2=615)
(n) (632)

Source : Pew Internet & American Life Project survey, June 2004.
* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001

Discussion and conclusion

Self-reported preferences, news media use, andnamgjrepertoires all support
my assertion that people desire exposure to melapinions and the rationales that
support them (see Table 29 for a summary of résulike findings presented here
suggest that people amet using the unprecedented opportunity to screemier
perspectives. Individuals who get political news anformation online continue to use

sources that represent a diverse range of polig@ions, and they are in many cases
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more knowledgeable about the arguments circulatirige media on both sides of an

issue. Even among conservatives, a group thabders shown to engage in selective

avoidance of viewpoint-challenging information hetpast, going online is uncorrelated

with exposure to other opinions.

Table 29. Summary of survey results

Hypothesis Supported? Page

Hla. Individuals who have more control over their news diet will Yes 88
have greater familiarity with the arguments supporting their
viewpoint than those with less control.

Hib. Individuals who use online partisan sources will prefer those Mixed 80
that support their viewpoint to those that do not.

H2a. Nonconservatives who have more control over their news diet No 81
will have the same level of familiarity with the arguments (more)
challenging their viewpoint as those with less control.

H3a. Conservatives who have more control over their news diet will No 88
have slightly less familiarity with the arguments challenging (same)
their viewpoint then those with less control.

H4a. Individuals active in religious social networks will have slightly No 86
less familiarity with opposing opinions than those who are less
active.

H5a. Online news users will prefer nonpartisan sources to otherwise Yes 78
comparable partisan sources.

H5b. Individuals who use online partisan sources will generally also Yes 80
use sources that provide more balance.

H5c. Individuals who use online partisan sources will only use Yes 81

viewpoint-challenging information if they also use viewpoint-
supporting information.

| should also note that by focusing on self-repbfeamiliarity with the

arguments, | have excluded from the analysis a reumbinteresting and important

considerations. First, | cannot differentiate lestw selective exposure and selective

retention using these data. Though this is adtaih, it does not substantially affect the

conclusions regarding the role of the Internethapmng political debate. The Internet is

not reducing people’s perceived exposure to paliteguments with which they

disagree. Second, the data do not allow me teassdividuals’ comprehension or

evaluation of the political information. Recalliegposure to the arguments | asked
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about does not mean that the individual has chyiemgaged the content. Exposure is
necessary but not sufficient to ensure that arviddal integrate the arguments into their
broader political understanding. Finally, thestad#o not allow me to assess the effects
of exposure on political opinion. Specificallyamn unable to determine whether the
purposeful exposure to dissonant information a$ agetonsonant information changes
the strength or direction of individuals’ attitudesvard the candidates.

These findings are encouraging; however, it maghbeonline news users simply
do not have as much control over their exposulénhase suggested. Chapter 5 looks at
the decisions that individuals make when choosingray articles with differing amounts
of viewpoint-reinforcing and viewpoint-challengimformation. These results will help
us understand the extent to which individuals exlailideologically-motivated bias in
their selection of specific news content, and giMe some insight into how they may
behave in a future information environment thaba$ more control than is available

today.
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CHAPTER 5
EXPERIMENT

The online news environment has made it more featilan ever before for
people to limit their exposure to viewpoints thitedt from their own. The survey data,
however, shows that Americans who use the Intéongét their news are not
experiencing less exposure to political ideas difé¢r from their own, and that for some,
use of the technology is associated with increéadiarity with other viewpoints.
These findings run counter to predictions thatlttternet would encourage political
isolation and balkanization.

It would be premature, however, to conclude that mdormation technologies
pose no threat to political communication: theymat be used to filter out viewpoint-
challenging information. Though individuals ard nsing the technology to enhance
their ability to engage in ideologically-motivateélective exposure today, the analyses
presented in Chapter 4 do not address the reaspotisd behavior. One possibility is
that people have no aversion to political ideas diféer from their own. In this case, |
would argue that control-enhancing technologiesld/oot inherently be associated with
a fundamental shift in exposure to political diflece. On the other hand, contemporary
practice may be substantially constrained by litiates, both technical and social, which
make ideological filtering infeasible. Given mamentrol, people might exhibit different
exposure preferences—such as a desire to filtavtbat viewpoints—than are currently in
evidence. Distinguishing between these two expilana for current behavior is critical
to our ability to predict the future effect of ami news use on political opinion and

democratic deliberation.
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| designed a web-based experiment in order to wtaled better individuals’
underlying preferences regarding ideological infation exposure, and what they might
do under conditions of more effective exposure mdntAs described in Chapter 3, this
experiment presents subjects with a politicallyedse set of news stories, and measures
their perceptions and use of the content of theses. The following section provides an
overview of the demographic characteristics ofdkeerimental subjects. Next, |
examine the factors that influence individuals’ @lenews exposure. | find that
individuals who are politically active and thoseondre more liberal tend to read more
news items than others, even after controllingsfgnificant demographic characteristics
such as age and education. Finally, | considgestg) perceptions regarding the
political content of news stories, and use statistiechniques to examine the extent to
which these perceptions influence the use of inldiai stories. | find that perceptions of
the political viewpoints represented significantiffluences usage patterns. Consistent
with the survey findings, subjects exhibited a prefice for examining stories that
contain viewpoint-reinforcing information; howevéhngy also exhibited a relatively
weak aversion to viewpoint challenge. The slighdlyer likelihood of reading news
items containing challenging information is offegtincreased attention to those items
that were read. Nearly every subject encountesatesamount of challenging
information, and the more contrary the informatithg more time they spent reading. |

conclude with a discussion of the implicationshade findings.

Data

All subjects, whether recruited through liberaconservative sites, were similar
in terms of a few key demographics. Both groupgea in age from 18 to about 80,
with average age of just under 50 years (see T3bfer details). More than 85% were

white, and less than 5% identified as Black or Higp. Participants in this study were
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highly educated, with more than half having cormgiled college degree. There were,
however, several demographic differences as Weéibse recruited via the conservative
site were disproportionately male, and those résdwiia the liberal site
disproportionately female, compared to the natiavarage. Conservative-site recruits
tended to be less educated: slightly more thanhaalfcompleted a college degree
compared to about 7 in 10 of those recruited froenliberal site. They also tended to be
slightly wealthier, with about one in six reportiag income under $30,000 while more
than one-quarter of the liberal site recruits régban income in this range.

As expected, these groups also differed signiflgantterms of their political
affiliation and ideology. More than half of thosruited from the liberal site identified
themselves as Democrats, with very few Republicdigs pattern was reversed among
conservative site recruits. A more pronouncedepatis evident when looking at
political ideologies: about 9 in 10 identified witme ideology corresponding to that of
the recruiting news site. It is also noteworthgttharticipants were more strongly
committed to their particular political ideologigt®n most Americans. Three-fifths
described themselves as strong partisans, ab@at tinnes the proportion that identified
as such in the telephone survey described in #naqurs chapter. In other words, subjects

are using partisan news sites that favor their pant.
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Table 30. Subject demographics

Liberal site Conservative site
(n) 358 369
Age - mean (s.d.) range 49 (14) 19-81 48 (13) 18 — 82
Male 39% 72%
Female 62 28
Race/ethnicity
White 87% 85%
Black 1 1
Hispanic 4 2
Other 7 10
Education
High school or less 5% 4%
Some college 26 41
College grad or more 70 55
Income
Less than $30K 28% 16%
Between $30-$50K 22 21
Between $50-$75K 19 27
More than $75K 28 31
Party Affiliation
Democrat 56% 1%
Independent 27 24
Republican 4 60
Other/no party 13 15
Political Ideology
Very liberal 61% 1%
Somewhat liberal 28 2
Moderate 8 6
Somewhat conservative 2 32
Very conservative 1 60

Differences in overall attention to news

A variety of factors shaped these partisan newssuseerall attention to the
news. There were two measures of news attentmm:rhany news items a subject read
and subjects’ total time (in seconds) reading thieses. There was high variance in
both measures. Subjects read between 0 and Esartiabout 2 on average. Among the
67% who chose to read at least one news storyotakread time ranged from 10
seconds to about 87 minutes (5232 seconds). Thragevamount of time spent was 4

minutes 30 seconds, and the median time was 3 esrd@t seconds. Only nine subjects
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spent more than 16 minutes reading. | suspecfdhtirs outside the context of the
experiment (e.g., an interruption) influenced thesgiects’ read times. | exclude these
individuals from the regression analyses in thigptlr. Including them does not alter the
magnitude or sign of the coefficients; it only reds the overall fit of the model.

To examine which factors influenced subjects’ nattention | specified two
regression models, one predicting the number oiestoead, and the other predicting the
log of read time (see Table 31). | transformedir@@ae using a log function in order to
render the data more compatible with linear regoesassumptions—particularly the
assumption that the error term is normally distigloll Figure 3 shows read time
distribution of residuals for the regression of @leread time before the transformation:
the residuals are skewed, with a long tail on tbletr Figure 4 shows a much more

normal distribution for the residuals of the mofielthe transformed data.

Figure 3. Histogram of read time regression residua Is
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Figure 4. Histogram of log of read time regression residuals
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The explanatory power of these models is limiteti¥R05 and R=.11). This is
due in part to the omission of influential variabtelated to the quality of the articles that
were not of theoretical interest. Nevertheless daracterization of individuals’ overall
news use provides context for the analyses thiol The predictors included in the
models can be divided into two categories. That imategory includes demographic
variables. Older Americans tended to look at femeas items but to spend more time
reading on average. For example, a typical 30-g&hwould spend about 2 minutes
(116 seconds) reading two stories, while an idahB6-year-old would spend about 2
and a half minutes (144 seconds) reading 1.8 stoneaverage. This suggests that as
Americans age, their strategy for gathering pditioformation evolves from a rapid
review of many items to a more careful examinatiba few. Education only influenced
read time: a typical college grad typically spmee-quarters of a minute less reading

than someone who only held a high school diplordd @econds versus 188 seconds).
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The second category includes factors related titigml Individuals who
identified themselves as liberals read more st@igsspent more time reading.
Continuing the example, a liberal 30-year-old wospend almost three minutes reading
(164 seconds for a liberal, 177 for a strong libereearly a minute longer than if he were
a moderate or a conservative.

The models also included several factors pertaitorigsue activity. The more
news about the issue the subject had read in stetha more news items he read,
although total read time was not significantly teth According to this model, those
with the lowest level of exposure would typicalbad about one story fewer than those
with the highest. | suspect that the correlatietwleen prior reading and the number of
items read is spurious. That is, prior readingualotopic is an outgrowth of interest,
which also motivates subsequent reading. This sg@ausible given the evidence that
topic interest and attention are positively comeda(lyengaset al. 2003; Knobloctlet al.
2003). This does not, however, explain the lackfdfience of prior reading on read
time. One possible explanation for this is thalividuals who are well read on the topic
can process relevant new articles more quickly imeseshe information being presented
is already familiar (McGrawet al. 1990; Fiske and Kinder 1981). These more polltica
sophisticated individuals focus on skimming for nefermation and situating it relative
to their prior understanding, not on making serfselarge volume of new information.

On the other hand, more issue-related political@gtwvas associated with more
time reading, but was unrelated to the numberafest read. A highly active individual
would read for about half a minute longer than whe was politically inactive (139
seconds versus 110 seconds). A possible explarfatiahis phenomenon is that
politically active individuals read for a differeptirpose than individuals engaging in
general news surveillance. They could, for exangpend more time reading because
they are more invested in understanding and inlieing the arguments that might be

useful to them in future actions (Canon 1964; Fnesa 1965). All of these factors,
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which are unrelated to news items’ political comnteimderscore the fact that individual
differences influence people’s news reading belavidge, political ideology, and

issue-related activities all shape individual’®ation to issue-related news.

Table 31. Factors influencing number of news items read and log of time spent reading
news items (regressions)

Number of news items read Time spent reading news items
Coefficient (s.e.) Std. Coefficient (s.e.)  Std. Coefficient
Coefficient
Issue-related news 279*  (.123) 088 -.006 (.075) -.004
exposure
Issue-related political ¢ (.043) 034 059*  (.025) 109
activity
Stable position? -.016 (.125) -.005 -.117 (.075) -.071
Age -.011* (.004) -.094 .011**  (.003) 179
Male (dummy) -.071 (.123) -.024 -.139 (.074) -.089
Education -.021 (.054) -.015 -.096** (.032) -.138
Income .044 (.029) .059 -.019 (.017) -.051
Strong liberal . -
(dummy) ? 499 (.244) 153 418 (.153) .254
Liberal - not strong N
(dummy) ® 372 (.265) .088 .344 (.165) 157
Conservative - not
strong (dummy) ® .013 (.258) .003 235 (.164) 110
Strong conservative 003 (.246) 001 131 (.157) 078
(dummy)
Issue=civil rights ° 012 (.142) .004 -181*  (.084) -116
Issue=gay marriage b 128 (.164) .036 -112 (.098) -.061
Constant 1.199* (.604) 5.279**  (.360)
R® 046 107
(n) (695) (493)

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
a. Reference category is moderate.
b. Reference category is social security reform.

Perceptions of ideological content

As explained in the methods chapter, subjects asgked to assess five current

issue-relevant news items in terms of their ideicmigpolitical content® Overall,

X See the Chapter 3 for a description of how thesble were measured.
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subjects espousing all political ideologies antatgol encountering moderate levels of
supporting and challenging information in the néwms presented (see Table 32),
although they perceived significantly more inforioatthat challenged their viewpoint

than reinforced it)

Table 32. Overall anticipated viewpoint-reinforcing and viewpoint-challenging information

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
All subjects
Viewpoint-reinforcing 2903 200 10.00 6.25 1.92
information ' ' ' '
Viewpoint-challenging 2903 2.00 10.00 7.18 1.66
information ' ' ' '
Difference t=-17.24, df = 2,890, p<.001
AlterNet subjects
Viewpoint-reinforcing 1466 200 10.00 6.41 177
information ' ' ' '
Viewpoint-challenging 454 2.00 10.00 7.01 1.62
information ' ' ' '
WorldNetDaily subjects
Viewpoint-reinforcing 1437 2.00 10.00 6.09 2.06
information ' ' ' '
Viewpoint-challenging 1440 2.00 10.00 7.36 1.68
information ' ' ' '

Comparison of means — AlterNet subjects versus Worl dNetDaily subjects
Viewpoint-reinforcing
information
Viewpoint-challenging
information

t=4.3751, df = 2,901, p<.001

t=-5.7792, df = 2,901, p<.001

X! This was not predicted: the hypotheses laid mthié Chapter 2 focus on individuals'’
exposure decisions, and do not address overatlbeteptions of bias. The finding is,
however, consistent with the hostile media thegisch suggests that individuals tend to
overestimate the extent to which information présey the news media is biased
against their political viewpoint (Valloret al. 1985). On the other hand, it is possible
that the news media presents viewpoints with whbiath liberals and conservatives
disagree. In this case, both groups could encopnéglominantly viewpoint-challenging
information.
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Influence of ideological content

Do expectations about the political content of netesies influence subjects’
news exposure choices? One way to look at thistmureis to examine the subset of
news items that subjects selected. If prospegi@reeptions of story ideology matter,
then the subset will tend to contain different péred levels of viewpoint reinforcement
and challenge on average than the complete sateo$tiories presented.

Subjects who assessed all the news items pres@gnrté83) can be divided into
three broad categories based on their behalioAlmost half the subjects (46%)
disproportionately selected storied favoring tivewpoint. That is, the ratio of expected
viewpoint-reinforcing to expected viewpoint-chaligmg information was higher in the
subset of stories they selected than in the fiogest overall. The next largest group,
representing about a third of the subjects (33%)se a subset of stories that was
comparable to the complete set in terms of the vips@sented: the ratio of expected
support to expected challenge was the same iretbeted group. Finally, about a fifth of
subjects (22%) chose a subset of stories in wihietperceived proportion of viewpoint-
reinforcing information was lower. The proportiohindividuals selecting a more
favorable subset is significantly larger than theportion who choosing one that was
relatively less favorable (p<.001). These ressdigport the general expectation that

ideology influences individuals’ attention to news.

Preference for viewpoint reinforcement

| use regression analysis to examine how subjektstheir viewpoint into

account when deciding whether to read specific neamss. Two measures of news use

Xil Many subjects chose not to assess all five stari@sit these individuals from this
analysis because a decision not to assess mateestically related to the subject’s
perception of the story.
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function as the dependent variables in these agmlyBirst, the data collection tool
tracked whether or not each subject expressecesttar reading each of the five news
items. This dichotomous variable reflects the Iteappeal. Subjects expressed interest
in about half (52%) of the 3635 news items presk(if@7 subjects each selecting up to
five news items). A regression on this variablthesbasis for evaluating the hypotheses
related to item selection. The hypotheses statieitdm selection is more likely when
more reinforcing information is present (H1c); Ueafed by the presence of viewpoint-
challenging information for nonconservatives; agskllikely when conservatives, issue
activists, or frequent participants in religiousities perceive more challenging
information (H2b, H3b, H4d).

Second, the time spent reading each item (in se}qrdvides a measure of
subjects’ willingness to invest effort in reviewiag item. Subjects read 1442 news
items, about three-quarters (76%) of those theyesged interest in reading, and spent
between 1 second and 76 minutes (4,554 secondihgeadividual news items. The
single highest outlier, with a read time of overifutes, was excluded from this
analysis. Excluding items with read times gretftan 15 minutes (11 items)—as noted
above, such read times are more likely the regultterruption or some other external
factor—yields comparable results. The mean tea€ing each story was a little over
two minutes (134 seconds), and the median was a@minute and a half (100 seconds).
The regression model of time is used to test hygsah related to read time. These
hypotheses state that the time a subject spendsgean item is (H1d) longer when
more reinforcing information is present; (H2c) ueafed by the presence of viewpoint-
challenging information for nonconservatives; agskllikely when (H3c) conservatives,
(H4c) issue activists, or (H4e) frequent particigan religious activities perceived more
challenging information.

To assess which factors influence item selecticonktructed a logistic regression

model, clustering the data by subject ID to accdonthe fact that there were repeated
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non-independent observations (each subject coledtagp to five news items). Several
types of predictors were represented in the moBaked on the hypotheses, | included
subjects’ perceptions of the political contentjtipelitical ideology, and their political
and religious activity. | also examined the infige of interactions between news-items’
political content and subjects’ religious and podit activity. The model also controlled
for subjects’ familiarity with the events reportedeach news item and the personal
relevance or salience of the events, as well asthe selected, the stability of subjects’
position on the issue, and subjects’ prior exposutee issue. Finally, there were
demographic controls for age, education, and genidead complete data for 2,833 news
items for this analysis. Table 33 presents theahodefficients, which correspond to the
effect of each independent variable on the proligltiiat a subject will select a news
item.

Several factors unrelated to the views expressad item exert a significant
influence on selection. Conservative subjects Wese likely to select a news item on
average, while those who had been following thedsrost closely and who had been
most active in issue-related politics were morelliko select it. These findings reflect
the overall usage trends described above. Isswabrth noting that individuals
interested in the gay marriage issue were moréylikeread a relevant story than those
interested in other topics (p=0.05). This mayeefthe high media profile of this topic at
the time of the study. News related to this topade the headlines more often than the
other topics during the time that the researchaeaslucted. As a result, familiarity with
these stories may have been perceived as impd#min relation to the specific topic
and to news surveillance more generally.

Controlling for these factors, the perception thaews item will contain political
information significantly influences the likelihodbat it will be selected. As described
in the methods chapter, perceptions of consonahteasonant information were

measured using a summative scale that ranged fronotten points. The higher the
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score, the more supportive or challenging the stilgiensidered the article to be. The
analysis reveals that subjects were more likeelect items with higher reinforcement
scores. For example, the probability that a typice-conservative subject would select
a news item with neutral support and challengeescof six was 67%. If the item
provided strong viewpoint reinforcement, with argcof ten, the probability increased to
78%. Challenge scores, on the other hand, weratinety correlated to selection
probability. The less challenging information &jget detected in a news story, the more
likely s/he was to express interest in readingut,the effect was smaller. For example,

if the challenge scordropped by four points, to a score of two, the probabibiyly
increased to 74%.

These results support the first hypothesis, Hldchvpredicted that the
anticipated presence of viewpoint-reinforcing imh@ation would be positively correlated
with article selection. The expectation that comatve and nonconservatives behave
differently was not supported. The data show #fiegubjects—not just conservatives—are
more likely to avoid items the more viewpoint-clkalyjing information they contained,
though this effect is much smaller than the eftéatiewpoint-support. Thus, hypothesis
H3b is supported and hypothesis H2b is rejected.

Issue activity and religious activity were alsogicted to interact with the
measure of dissonant information, but these intemag are both non-significant. The
interactions were omitted from the final model hesmthey reduced the significance of
the other factors without contributing to the mdslelverall fit. Thus hypotheses H4b

and H4d are rejected.
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Table 33. Factors influencing probability of item s election (logistic regression with
clustering)

Coefficient (s.e.)

Expected reinforcement 0.142 *+* (0.026)
Expected challenge -0.083 ** (0.030)
Conservative? (dummy) ° -0.410 ** (0.135)
Issue-related political activity 0.033 (0.038)
Religious activity 0.057 (0.060)
Issue = civil rights? (dummy) ° 0.124 (0.124)
Issue = gay marriage? (dummy) ” 0.286 (0.149)
Familiarity with events reported 0.065 (0.038)
Salience 0.147 ** (0.049)
Prior exposure to news about this issue 0.255* (0.110)
Stable issue position -0.148 (0.108)
Male (dummy) 0.032 (0.109)
Age -0.007 (0.004)
Education -0.014 (0.046)
Constant -1.098 (0.591)
Observations 2833

Wald Chi-square 97.96 (p<0.001)
Pseudo R-square .0407

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
a. Includes weak and strong conservatives
b. Reference category is social security reform

To assess which factors influence news item remd liutilized linear regression,
again employing clustering to account for the répeé@aneasures contained within the
dataset. A total of 1,069 read times were includédtie analysis, representing the
behavior of 488 subjects who assessed all the items presented. The coefficients
shown in Table 34 correspond to the magnitude ettiange in the dependent variable,
the natural log of item read time.

As before, | included many of the same theoretjaalieresting variables,
including subjects’ perceptions of views expressea news items, their political
ideology, their political and religious activityna the relevant interactions. The controls
that were used in the model of selection were oeibas well. One key difference is that
in this model, there were separate measures faiated perceptions of political

content, based on the item synopses, and expenamnceptions, which subjects provided
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after view the news items. As | noted in the Chaft these items could not be reliably
combined. | also considered abandoning one oAsessments pairs, but could not do
so without significantly reducing the explanatogwer of the model. | even explored
creating a new measure based on the maximum @frdftb prospective or retrospective
scores, but this strategy also yielded a worsaditinodel.

Some of the control factors were found to havegaicant influence on read
time. Age and the perception that the subjectléached something from the news item
were both correlated with greater read times. @lieslings are consistent with the
tentative explanations regarding overall read tifiered above. That older Americans
spend more time on individual articles may refeeclifference in their approach to news
reading. Similarly, the effect of learning on reade lines up well with the earlier
finding that individuals who have read more, ana\lerefore have less to learn, spend
less time. It also supports the interpretation ith@dividuals who are politically active
read for longer because they are more investeetaining the information they
encounter. The number of stories read prior tactireent item was also associated with
increased read time, though the overall numberahaggative influence. That is,
individuals who chose to read more stories spessttiene on each, but the later they read
the item, the more time they spent on it. Fatiyoeld seem to be a likely explanation
for this phenomenon. Individuals whose attitudsgarding the issue had not changed in
the past year tended to spend less time readirdigdasen and those with more
education. Finally, those interested in gay mggitended to spend less time on each
article they chose to read. The high media prdiflthis topic, noted above, would
suggest that these subjects were generally moréidamith the relevant issues, and
therefore required less effort to process the news.

As noted above, there were two sets of predicelegad to subjects’ perceptions
regarding consonant and dissonant information. rébelts suggest that subjects’

expectations and the attitudes they encounterdteiarticle (which were not highly
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correlated) each had important effects. The viemtpdhat subjects encountered in a
news item they read significantly influenced reiatkteven after controlling for the
factors described above. On the other hand, foenration that subjects anticipated
encountering had no significant effect by itselft lts interaction with readers’ ideology
was significant.

For liberal and moderate subjects, political infation was an unqualified
incentive to read. The more viewpoint-reinforcorgviewpoint-challenging information
they encountered, the more time they spent reamhrayerage. It is also interesting to
note that among these individuals, the presenciealfenging information had a larger
influence than supporting information on read timesr a typical non-conservative, an
increase in support from average (seven) to high) (ivas associated with a 13% increase
in read time (from 108 seconds to 122 secondsjnies increase in the amount of
challenging information produced a 24% increasapat twice as large (to 134 seconds).

These results support the hypothesis H1d, whictigied that the more
viewpoint-supportive information an individual enecdered, the longer s/he would spend
reading it. Hypothesis H2c and H3c, however, atesnpported: the presence of
dissonant informatiowas significantly correlated with read time for bothnservative
and nonconservatives. Unlike the findings regaydtiem selection, which suggested that
individuals exhibit an aversion to challenge, thad time analysis implies no tendency
for avoidance. To the contrary, individuals ardimg to engage with challenging
information even if it requires addition time artteation.

Though the main effects of expected viewpoint @icément or viewpoint
challenge were insignificant, there were significateractions with these factors.
Specifically, this relationship seems to be différfor conservatives and non-
conservatives. For conservative subjeetpecting viewpoint-relevant information of
either type wasegatively correlated with read time, which appears to piyt@unteract

the positive correlation betweeencountered viewpoint-relevant information and read
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time. For example, a typical conservative whoapéted and experienced a story to
have consonant and dissonant content scores af sexéd spend about 92 seconds
reading. If bothviewpoint-support scores increased by three points while holding all
other factors constant, the read time would staystime. The positive correlation
between viewpoint-challenging information and réatk is not completely absent for
conservatives, but it is much smaller. A threeapoicrease in bothiewpoint-
challenging scores yields an estimated read time of about @068r&ls, a 17% increase.
Though still an increase, this effect is not agdaas it was for nonconservatives. On the
whole, the more challenging information an artmbatains, the more conservative read
times drop relative to that of nonconservativehe interaction between being
conservative and expecting to encounter dissonémtnation, unlike the main effect of
dissonant information, is in the direction preditbe hypothesis H3c.

As above, interactions between the measures oboans and dissonant
information and other the social networking fact@ssue activity and religious activity)
were omitted because they reduced the overalf fiemodel. Thus hypotheses H4c

and H4e are both unsupported.
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Table 34. Factors influencing natural log of itemr  ead time (linear regression with
clustering)

Coefficient (s.e.)

Expected reinforcement 0.023 (0.020)
Expected challenge 0.020 (0.018)
Experienced reinforcement 0.039 ** (0.014)
Experienced challenge 0.072 *=+* (0.014)
Expected reinforcement X conservative -0.065 * (0.026)
Expected challenge X conservative -0.080 ** (0.027)
Experienced reinforcement X conservative 0.000 (0.021)
Experienced challenge X conservative 0.041 (0.025)
Conservative? (dummy) 0.573 (0.366)
Frequency of issue activity 0.016 (0.019)
Frequency of religious activity -0.004 (0.029)
Issue = Civil right? -0.103 (0.064)
Issue = Gay marriage? -0.195* (0.078)
Seen news elsewhere? -0.022 (0.020)
Salience 0.017 (0.022)
How much learned from news item? 0.047 * (0.022)
Number of news items read prior 0.059 * (0.023)
Total number of news items read -0.109 *** (0.024)
Prior exposure to issue news -0.071 (0.076)
Stable issue position (dummy) -0.137 ** (0.052)
Male (dummy) -0.096 (0.051)
Age 0.004 * (0.002)
Education -0.062 ** (0.022)
Constant 4.302 *=* (0.399)
Observations (subjects) 1,069 (488)

F-statistic F( 23, 487) = 6.86 (p<0.001)
R-square .1307

* p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001
a. Includes weak and strong conservatives
b. Reference category is social security reform

Discussion and conclusion

Subjects’ perceptions of the viewpoints a news iseipports and/or challenges
play a small but important role in determining hiwey attend to it. Though these
factors do not explain much of the variance in pe'speadership decisions, they are
consistently statistically significant. Overaligse results support the conclusion that

people desire viewpoint-supporting information ($able 29 for a summary of results).
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The more support a reader expects to find, the inéeeested in it he will be and the

more time he will spend reading it. The resulsauggest that people are more

selective about viewpoint-challenging informatibnt the influence of this aversion is

small compared to the draw of support. Furthermomee they actually begin reading

news items containing challenging information mardividuals spend additional time

examining them.

Table 35. Summary of experiment results

Hypothesis Supported? Page

Hlc. The more viewpoint-reinforcing information a news item Yes 81
contains, the more likely an individual will be to look at it.

H1ld. The more viewpoint-reinforcing information a news item Yes 108
contains, the more time an individual will spend reading.

H2b.  The presence of viewpoint-challenging information does not No 105
influence the likelihood that a nonconservative subject will read (decrease)
a news item.

H2c.  The presence of viewpoint-challenging information does not No 108
influence the time that a nonconservative subject will spend (increase)
reading.

H3b. The presence of viewpoint-challenging information reduces the Yes 105
likelihood that a conservative subject will read a news item.

H3c. The presence of viewpoint-challenging information reduces the No 108
time that a conservative subject will spend reading. (increase)

H4b. Individuals active in issue-based activism will be less likely to No 105
examine a news item with which they disagree.

H4c. Individuals active in issue-based activism will spend less time No 109
reading a news item with which they disagree.

H4d. Individuals active in religious social networks will be less likely No 105
to examine a news item with which they disagree.

H4e. Individuals active in religious social networks will spend less No 109

time reading a news item with which they disagr

The apparent discrepancy between the negativeeimékel of challenging

information on story selection and its positivduehce on read time is compelling.

Assuming that read time corresponds to subjectgagement with the material, the

guestion is why people exert additional effort Ky about news items that they were

initially prone to avoid.
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There are three theoretically motivated explanation the discrepancy between
news item selection and read time. All three exglmns assume that individuals
experience some aversion toward examining viewpzhatlenging information. The
first possibility is that, despite this aversiomdividuals may actually consider it
important to be familiar with other perspectivasius, they are selective about which
items they read, but once they commit to readirgjtbry are willing to make a
significant investment to understand it. They spextra time on an item that contains
more challenging information because it creates@el cognitive load—it takes more
work to understand—and because they are invest@akmg sense of, and subsequently
critiquing, the new information. The second podisjlis that, contrary to their
expectations, individuals find other perspectivésriesting. On this view, the extra time
spent on viewpoint-challenging items is the resfithis unanticipated interest, which
they discover only after starting to read an itefthird possibility is that the more
viewpoint-challenging information a new item contithe higher its quality must be
before the individual will look at it. As a congemce, among selected news items,
dissonant information and news-item quality willhighly correlated. If this were the
case, then the extra time subjects spend on chaliginformation is actually motivated
by the quality of the news item.

A fourth possible explanation is based on a metlugcal issue. It could be that
the study created an artificial incentive to attémdelected news items. Individuals may
have felt obliged to read the news more thorougklyause they were participating in an
academic study. This would be a typical exampla Bfawthorne effect (Roethlisberger
and Dickson 1939). If this is the case, then iasegl read time still indicates that
attending to challenging information is more diffic The difference is in the
motivation. If it were not for the read-incentigeated by the experimental setting,
people might have abandoned reading items thatrezbjmore cognitive processing,

rather than spending extra time on them.
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Though the last explanation is possible, | belignestudy provides reasonable
evidence of individuals’ commitment to understagdirther viewpoints. | did not
provide an incentive for subjects to understanditbepoints in the article, and the
directions explicitly encouraged subjects to realy as long as they were interested in
the item.

Though these attributes of the study reduce thethist this was a Hawthorne
effect, it is not possible to eliminate it in thiesign. Another design would be needed in
order to rule this possibility out more completelor example, researchers could ask
users of a real online news service to report thititudes regarding a variety of
contemporary political issues and to allow thei oéthe service to be observed. The
researcher could then automatically log the contéttie articles that subjects read and
how long they spent reading them over the coursewéral weeks. Though subjects
would know of the surveillance, it is unlikely ththis knowledge would have a sustained
influence on their behavior. To analyze this d#ia,researcher would code the
viewpoints represented in the stories subjectselmsead. Comparing these to opinion
statements given at the start of the project, ésearcher could arrive at a measure of
consonant and dissonant information, which couldgs®e to predict read time.

The survey results presented in Chapter 4 demaedtrat Americans are not
using technology to engage in significant ideolatflicmotivated selectivity today. This
may be a consequence of the limits of contempdeatynologies and the ways in which
people use them. The “Daily Me” does not yet exdst the tools that are available for
filtering individuals’ exposure to news are not eliglemployed. New technologies and
evolving social practice are likely to make suchasure control an increasingly
common phenomenon. Technologies for filteringeldasn ideology are on the horizon.
At the same time, people are becoming more skitaslorking online, and online tools
are increasingly integrated into social practitteés likely that over the next several years

people will come to take some form of ideologickstivity for granted. Research on
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how to identify the political orientation of newsritent is underway (Efron 2004). The
evidence that news seekers want to take their gamians into account when selecting
their information sources provides a strong inaentor online news services, which are
fiercely competing for audience share, to offenldgically-based personalization
services. This study, which focuses on the chgieeple make in an online news
environment that allows them to easily choose anadtegnatives that vary in terms of
their viewpoint-reinforcing and viewpoint-challengiinformation, provides insight into
underlying preferences about political informatioro the extent that new technologies
allow us to act on these preferences, the reseits suggest what news exposure might
look like in the future.

The data show that when forced to select amongiatyaf news items
representing a range of political viewpoints, indixals consistently seek support for
their own positions. They are more likely to lcatkinformation that reinforces their
opinion, and they spend more time reading it. Viallials also exhibit an aversion to
viewpoint-challenging information, though the effecsubstantially smaller. Thus,
despite the aversion, newsreaders prefer artiobdsriclude a large amount of supportive
and challenging information to those that offer morederate amounts of each. Among
nonconservatives, there is a tendency to spend timedooking at the viewpoint-
challenging news items they do choose to readttdadxtra investment of time reflects
their willingness to engage with other perspectiv@serall, these results provide further
evidence that individuals desire viewpoint-reinfarent, but they do not desire to screen

out all opinion-contrary information.

114



CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

The central objective of this research was to ustded individuals’ propensity to
engage in ideologically-motivated selectivity, ahd implications this has for their use
of technology-mediated sources of political infotima. The work was intended to
assess whether online political information seelelisuse the capacities available to
them to shape their exposure to political contreyéo more closely resemble their
opinions and predispositions.

Ideologically-motivated selective exposure has keerpic of debate for more
than half a century, and the significance of thterimet has moved to the fore in the last
five years. Some scholars argue that citizenstipal opinions fundamentally influence
their information exposure choices (e.g., Frey 1986d that individuals systematically
use media-enabled exposure control to seek outpamirreinforcing information to the
exclusion of other types of information (Mutz anéitdn 2001; Sunstein 2001). Other
scholars hold that citizens’ political opinions amsignificant to exposure decisions (e.g.,
Sears and Freedman 1967; Cha#feal. 2001), and that technology-enabled exposure
control will have little influence on individualgxposure to diverse political ideas
(lyengaret al. 2003; DiMaggio and Sato 2003).

The research described here was designed to réedmese contradictory
conclusions. By disaggregating the two forms ebidgically-motivated selective
exposure, treating reinforcement seeking and ahgdl@version as independent
phenomena, | sought to explain why prior researchadective exposure has failed to

yield consistent results. | proposed several Hyggds based on the premise that citizens
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consistently desire to engage in the former bemabiat that a preference for the latter is
less common and its influence less significantusltyiven more control, | expected that
exposure to viewpoint-reinforcing information wotletrease, while exposure to
viewpoint-challenging information would remain d&br drop only slightly.

| used two studies to test these arguments. Téieefkamined how citizens’
overall exposure to political arguments changedkénpresence of enhanced control. To
do this, | looked at which political informationwgmes online news-seekers used, and
compared Internet users to nonusers in terms afdh#er of viewpoint-consistent and
viewpoint-contrary arguments they knew. In theosecstudy, | examined the
relationship between individuals’ perceptions @& thewpoints expressed in political
news items and their choice of items to read amndlbag to spend reading them.

In the next section, | review and discuss the figdiof the two studies,
highlighting the ways in which the results are gdimand examining their
inconsistencies. Next, | consider the significaotthese findings in the context of
designing information systems. | start with theuasption that facilitating citizens’
ability to understand political controversy, alleyithem to learn more about their own
perspectives while preserving exposure the persgsobf others, is desirable. The
guestion then is how the lessons learned here nmfgrin the design of technologies to
do this. Third, | describe some of the limitatimighese studies, and consider how they

might be overcome. Finally, | discuss a numbeutfre research opportunities.

Findings

Before turning to their interpretation, let us fiisigeview the empirical findings.
The analyses of survey data presented in Chaptertké five interrelated points
regarding citizens’ preferences for the partisgmsiitheir overall political information

diet. The first three observations regard thetiaahip between online news use and
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argument repertoire; the last two are based osdbeces individuals use online. First,
individuals who get political information onlineeaconsistently more familiar with
viewpoint-supporting information. Second, honcoxatve online news users are more
familiar with viewpoint-challenging arguments, whitonservatives experience no
change in their familiarity levels. Third, theserio evidence that citizens are abandoning
nonpartisan sources, even among online news usersely heavily on partisan
alternatives. Fourth, individuals with strongelifical opinions are more likely to

consult supportive partisan sources. And fiftldjviduals are more likely to seek out
other view points when they have access to supmgpiiformation than when they do

not.

The experimental analyses described in Chapteae the influence of
ideology on decision-making at the level of indivadl news items. These results can be
organized around three themes. First, they suglgashewsreaders tend to be drawn to
viewpoint-reinforcing information, which is congsit with the data on overall exposure
levels found in Chapter 4. Specifically, | fourhcit the more newsreaders agree with a
news item, the more likely they are to view it ahd more time they spend examining it.
Second, viewpoint-challenging information influeasbjects’ interest in news items in
a more complicated way. The more subjects disagitbethe viewpoints expressed in a
news item, the less likely they are to examinéhibgh this effect is much smaller than
the effect of viewpoint reinforcement). On thearthand, among the news items they
view, readers tend to spemere time considering those containing more viewpoint-
challenging information. Third, | found that altigh all groups of newsreaders spend
more time reading news items containing opinioevaht information, the increase is

smaller for conservatives than nonconservatives.
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Discussion

On the whole, this research suggests that indilédpalitical attitudes do
influence their attention to relevant news andrimiation. The data are also consistent
with the claim that citizens respond to viewpoieirforcing and viewpoint-challenging
information differently, though my hypotheses retjag challenge avoidance appear to
have been incomplete.

The results regarding individuals’ preference taraime viewpoint-reinforcing
information appear unambiguous. Individuals segkialitical information in an online
environment that facilitates ideological selecti\it) seek out sources that support their
political viewpoints; (2) are more likely to attetmland spend more time considering
news items with which they agree; and (3) havegelarepertoire of arguments with
which to justify their opinions.

The results regarding viewpoint-challenging infotima are not as
straightforward. Speaking broadly, the resultgyesg that citizens do not seek to entirely
exclude contact with challenging information. Ede for this claim takes several
forms. In terms of their overall information expos, Internet users are not less familiar
than non-Internet users with arguments justifyitigeo perspectives. To the contrary,
Kerry-supporting Internet users were more awarnhefrationales for supporting Bush
than Kerry supporters who had less experience th@hechnology. In terms of their
news-item exposure decisions, | found that newsmsaare slightly more selective about
items containing viewpoint-challenging informatiomhis does not necessarily mean that
they seek to exclude other perspectives. Thedgasst challenging information was
slight: large increases in the degree of opiniont@ry information present had only a
small effect on the likelihood that a reader woedémine an item. Furthermore, readers
spent extra time on the challenging items theycdiasider, suggesting that the exposure

was valuable enough to merit expending additiana tand energy.
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Nevertheless, it is worth examining possible exateoms for the differences
between the survey and experimental results: vithyespondents in the first use
additional control over their information environmiéo maintain or increase their
familiarity with other viewpoints, while subjects the second chose to filter out other
perspectives? | consider two types of explanatithesfirst is based on a revised
theoretical model of individual preferences, while second is methodological in nature.

The first possibility is that the additional attiemt that newsreaders give to
challenging news items counteracts their bias agaelecting them at the individual
psychological level. Subjects look at fewer itemith which they disagree, but exert
additional energy attending to those they do carsi€®n this view, | would argue that
citizens want to be aware of the arguments favaoihgr viewpoints, but they don’t want
to encounter these arguments any more than theytbav Thus, given more control, |
would expect individuals to be more selective, dirag) repeated exposure to arguments
with which they disagree. Nonetheless, they watet aware of other perspectives, and,
having identified a novel argument, they make dorefo understand it. This takes more
time than reading viewpoint-supporting informatlmecause the perspective and claims
are less familiar and because the reader may bieatext to identify flaws in the
arguments. A variation on this explanation is thdtviduals have a slight propensity to
avoid opinion-contrary information because theyestpt to be objectionable. Looking
at such information, however, they discover thaeowiewpoints are interesting, and as a
consequence spend more time reading. In eithet tassincreased exposure time found
in the experiment could be the cause for the overalease in familiarity with other
viewpoints found in the survey.

A second theoretically-motivated explanation id thdividuals have a higher
quality threshold for the viewpoint-challenging reeitems they are willing to examine.
An article that represents another viewpoint masvéry compelling before someone

will look at it, and the extra time spent on themnits reflect their overall quality, not the
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viewpoints expressed. Though the motivation wdnddlifferent, increased exposure
time could again explain why these individuals wa@e familiar with opposing
arguments.

The remaining explanations are grounded in metlogfilcdl issues. First, the
differences might be related to differences indample. As previously observed,
experimental subjects were more ideologically entréhan most Americans, and the
topic was one that they indicated was of intereshém. Both of these factors are
associated with a greater tendency to be sele@nay 1986; Chaiken and Stangor 1987:
580). Second, the different results could refteetdifferent information environments in
which the studies took place. Though the experimaied on existing online tools to
retrieve politically diverse news items, few Ameiis regularly use these capacities
(Fallows 2005; Hargittai 2004). Thus, it couldthat online news users responding to
the survey are not filtering out other viewpoinechuse they have not yet developed the
habits or skills in using the technologies that lddat them do so easily and efficiently.

Although these methodological issues are undeni#tidy are an insufficient
explanation for the differences observed. Neitheruniquely partisan subject pool nor
the enhanced control provided explain why theseiddals spent extra time viewing
information with which they disagreed. Thus, | clude that a revised theoretical model
that treats selection and subsequent engagemearasely is necessary. This revised
model needs to account for the simultaneous avetsiand interest in viewpoint-
challenging information.

Another remaining question about the results pestto the ways in which other
factors, including political ideology and religioaad political activity, influence
selective exposure behavior. As predicted, battlies showed that conservatives pay
less attention to other viewpoints than noncongims The survey results suggest that
conservatives who use the Internet are no mordigamiith opinion-contrary arguments

than those who do not use, while liberal Interrsstra do realize an increase in familiarity
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with such arguments. The experiment went on tevghat conservatives spend less time
reading viewpoint-challenging information than nonservatives (although all subjects
take longer reading such items than reading viemtpeinforcing items). The reasons

for the lesser engagement of conservatives witheriging information are unknown.
One factor deserving more attention is the so@aaorks in which conservatives are
embedded. Strong social ties are an effective mefhoonveying normative pressure on
individual behaviors (Portes 1998). If conservasivend to belong to groups that
devalue exposure to other viewpoints, then it ciagldjroup norms, and not the
conservative ideology, that generate increasingctglty.

In contrast to the findings regarding conservatities results about the influence
of religious and political activity were both ingifjcant. There was no correlation
between religious attendance and either form @fcsigle exposure. This could indicate
that religion is simply unimportant, but there mother explanation to consider.
Research on the political influences of religiols Baggested that attendance is often not
the most effective predictor of political behavidReligious ideology, specifically
theological conservatism, may have more explangiovwer when examining issues
related to political tolerance (Ellison and Musik$93).

Similarly, the frequency with which an individual politically active may be the
wrong dimension of activism to consider when logkiar selective exposure effects.
Much like with religion, the type of political grpumay have a more pronounced
influence on selectivity than the frequency of ggpation. Some groups may encourage
isolation while others focus on interaction. Ferthore, frequent participation could be
associated with either of two opposite effects. d@a hand, active participants could
find other viewpoints more dissonant, increasirgyitttentive to avoid them. On the
other hand, these citizens may be motivated tonstated what those viewpoints are so
that they can engage in the political debate. $hggests that the type of activity in

which the individual participates may also be intpot.
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Designing online news services

The results of these studies suggest that evobeagch and filtering capacities in
the news landscape have a significant influencpemple’s exposure to political
information, but it is a mistake to claim that thespacities inevitably extinguish
exposure to other viewpoints. How citizens’ expedo political information changes in
the future will depend on the interaction betwdwgirtexposure preferences and the
information environment.

Different technical configurations will lead to fiifent outcomes depending on
the kinds of information search processes theyitaig. If technologies facilitate
searches generating results in which suppostingchallenging information are
simultaneously presented, then users are liketpidinue to encounter other viewpoints.
On the other hand, if technologies encourage iddidis to choose between exclusively
supportive or exclusively challenging informatidimose who use them will experience
declining diversity of exposure.

If we want to foster continued engagement with dieepolitical ideas it would be
a mistake to ignore ideology when building onlireavs tools. The capacity to assess
ideology is on the horizon, and given what we kradws influence on people’s attitudes
toward the news, it seems very likely that thisamdty will become an integral part of the
news environment in some form. Rather than dengignificance, we should encourage
a news media landscape in which people can findatiffor their own views, however
radical, without abandoning exposure to other pentipes.

A number of strategies are possible if we takegfanted the ability to correctly
measure ideology. Imagine a nonpartisan news ls@grservice that aims to promote a
well-informed citizenry. Much like the news seassrvices available today, the service
would allow users to get an overview of the top sstories or to search for topics of

personal interest. The key difference lies in lesults are ranked. In its simplest form,
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we could envision an approach to searching thainass nothing about the user. This
naive approach would generate results that rankannewpoint content above single-
viewpoint content, but makes sure that extreme siake also represented in early
results. A more sophisticated approach would keniploy dynamic user models. Such
a system could, for example, assume that theitinsts a user selects will tend to be
supportive of his or her opinion. Using this infation, the system could rank
subsequent results so that items that clearly eféavpoint reinforcement, but which also
include a significant amount of challenging infotioa are presented first. The results
could continue to be modified as the subject viewse items, slowly increasing the
prevalence of the less-viewed perspective, theusing the powerful desirability of
novelty to offset the subtle aversion to differen®&e can further imagine a system
utilizing user models that are maintained acroshiphel search sessions. Recognizing
that attitudes about individual issues are ofteistelred ideologically, it should be
possible to make educated guesses about peopddésgmces regarding new topics.
Again, the purpose of this assessment would begare that balanced news items with
clearly identifiable supportive information are kad most highly.

Designers have two incentives for participatinguich an undertaking. First,
some may be motivated by a concern for democradyttendeliberative process. A
system that effectively promotes a more completietstanding of the various
perspectives on controversial political issues Wauéld many social benefits, including
a more tolerant citizenry that engages in moredigin exploration of possible solutions
to social problems.

Second, this is a marketable service. This stydi@granking news items should
produce results that more closely reflects usaefgpences, and it seems reasonable to
expect that users would be more satisfied withstheices as a consequence. The online
news search market is a competitive space, witeraémajor service providers—among

them Google, the Microsoft Network (MSN), and Yahoompeting for market share.
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These companies are exploring ways to provide pais®d news services in order to
attract and retain users. Google allows userseate personal profiles that reflect the
categories of news that interest them. For exanaplsser might choose to see more
national than international news, to exclude eatement news, or to see only sports
news. One of MSN’s news services tracks the stdhat a user selects, revising search
results based on these choices. Yahoo allows tseedect a group of news services
from which to create a personalized news prod8etivices that tailor results as
suggested here could potentially realize a markefatoduct while facilitating
democratic deliberation.

The most significant implication that this reseahnels for news service design
regards the use of information about users’ palitpredispositions. The ranking
strategies suggested here stand in contrast toaqgpes typical used in consumer
recommendation systems (Schadeal. 1999). For example, having identified a
consumer’s preferences regarding music stylesajpopriate for a system to filter out
music that the user is known to dislike. The défeces is that in the case of political
information, individuals’ political predispositior@d their exposure preferences are not
synonymous. To effectively meet users’ needs, rsmmgces’ user models must account
for people’s preference for novelty and awarenésdher perspectives as well as their

desire for viewpoint reinforcement.

Limitations of this study

This survey and experiment both provided usefugimsinto individuals’
preferences regarding political information, butleavolved trade-offs. Survey
respondents were nationally representative, suiggettat it is appropriate to generalize
about the implications of the finding for the Uc8izenry. In exchange, the observed

variation in respondents’ exposure control wasasdiarge as it may be in the future. At
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this point, mechanisms for engaging in viewpoin¢stkvity over the Internet are limited
and largely unused. The experiment, on the dthed, afforded subjects more control
at the expense of generalizability. Allowing suitgeto participate in the study from their
own computer on their own schedule allowed for elgmee that more closely resembles
their normal online news-reading practices; neaess, it was still an artificial
environment targeted to partisan, politically-iestied newsreaders. Collecting data on
the use of a selectivity-enhancing information egsby a representative sample over an
extended period would represent the best of botthd&o Such an approach would
provide more accurate and more representativeatetat item-level and aggregate
information exposure.

A second limitation of the work regards the hypstteand data collected
regarding factors that interact with selective esype behavior. As described in the
previous section, religious and political activibay both be related to challenge
avoidance, but not at the level of participaticeginency. Future research should focus
on the ideologies of the groups with which indiatdkiinteract, not just the activity
levels. When considering religion, it may alsouseful to consider theological
conservatism, which has been a better predicttolefance than religious affiliation in
some studies (Ellison and Musick 1993).

There are also several more minor limitationsitdmpresent form, the study
includes no mechanism for checking the accuracgggondents’ self-reported candidate
preferences or argument exposure. Regarding theefoit is known that respondents
often give opinions in surveys that are generatethe-fly, and do not necessarily reflect
a deep commitment to the stated position (Zall&2).9 Thus, this survey data may
overestimate respondents’ level of candidate supgar discriminate between stable
supporters and those generating opinions in theengnt would be useful to ask
respondents about their candidate preferencesduidrafter asking about the argument

exposure. Individuals whose positions changedrasudt of exposure to the arguments
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listed could then be treated separately from thdsgse positions remained unchanged.
To test the validity of the argument exposure megstwould be interesting to split the
sample and ask a relatively small minority of raspents a series of open-ended
guestions about their argument exposure. Thepemess could then be hand-coded and
compared to those generated via the closed-endesdigus.

Another minor limitation regards the collectionusfage information about
specific sources of online information. The surasked people about their use of the
Internet as a source of news “ever” and “yesterdayt only asked about their use of the
specific types of sources in the past year. Gthersubstantial numbers of online news

users, it would be interesting to collect more iietausage information.

Future research questions

The results of this research suggest three araasrit future consideration.
First, future research could be designed to retetioe findings on item-level
preferences and overall exposure. As discussedkabite differences in these results
could be the product of a more complex set of pesfees than originally anticipated.
My interpretation is that citizens want to be faarilwith arguments on both sides of a
controversy, but they want to avoid repeated exgosuopinion-contrary views.
Individuals therefore look at fewer sources of yi@mt-challenging information, but
they consider the sources they do choose carefothyigh to achieve at least a
rudimentary understanding of the opposing argumenk®re are, however, a number of
alternate possible interpretations, including thdta time spent reading reflects a
tendency to find other viewpoints more interestimgthat newsreaders only expose
themselves to viewpoint-challenging information whitis included in an exceptionally

compelling article.
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Further survey and experimental work could be eggado distinguish between
these alternatives. In terms of individuals’ oMegaposure, it should be possible to
collect survey data to examine the influence ofrenhews use on tHeequency with
which users encounter other viewpoints, not jusirtawareness of them. Turning to
item-level exposure decisions, researchers cowdae the influence of the interaction
between argument novelty and viewpoint alignmentis& while controlling for news
item quality. If my assertion regarding individypadlitical exposure preferences is
correct, individuals will be more likely to examinews items containing novel
arguments with which they disagree than compaiigdes in which the arguments are
familiar. Furthermore, having decided to consiaeews item, the length of time the
individual spends reading it will be positively oslated with the amount of novel
challenging information it contains.

The second area for future research regards thfispgrcumstances under
which citizens are selective in their exposureigawpoint-challenging political
information. Other research has established Heaktare many circumstances under
which individuals actually prefer dissonant infotioa. These circumstances can be
organized around two themes. First, individuaésraotivated to look at opinion
challenges when they are secure that they wilbeawayed from their own beliefs. For
example, research has shown that individuals firgdraents that are weakly critical of
their views or that are easily refuted to be asrdble as strongly supportive information
(Lowin 1967; Lowin 1969; Kleinhesselink and Edwal®¥5; Canon 1964; Freedman
1965; Frey 1981b; Frey 1986: 52-56). Similarhdiwiduals who have reason to be
confident of their position, as when they have gestn supportive information, prefer
dissonant information to consonant information YFt881b; Frey 1986: 57-58). Second,
individuals will seek out viewpoint-contrary infoation when it is useful to some future
task. Thus, an individual preparing for a politidabate is more likely to look for

information representing the other side’s argumédgnon 1964; Freedman 1965; Clark
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and Wilson 1961). Additional research on the gdigance of these factors in the context
of online political information seeking could fuethenhance our ability to foster diverse
political exposure.

The final area of research regards the influengmbfical ideology. We need a
better understanding of the reasons and mechaltesisig conservatives to be less
attentive to opinion-contrary information than liks. | have suggested above that this
tendency may be a product of pressures exertesbeial networks. It would be
interesting to determine if the tendency of conatives to be less drawn to opinion-
contrary information is grounded in the ideologelf, or in the social practices common

among conservatives.

Conclusion

Exposure to political difference is a crucial pafrlemocratic deliberation. A
communication environment that allows individualekclude other viewpoints
potentially threatens citizens’ ability to underatdhose who disagree with them and to
find common ground, ultimately contributing to pgial polarization. New information
technologies, including email, the web, blogs, tredmyriad information processing
services accessible via the Internet, make regliZinommunication environment such as
this increasingly viable. Using capabilities aghlke today, individuals can significantly
stem their exposure to viewpoint-challenging infatimn. A steady flow of technical
advances in information filtering and retrieval dkely to enhance these capabilities.
Under these circumstances, it is critically impottéhat we understand whether people
want to avoid contact with viewpoint-challenging infortima, and the extent to which
they are using new technologies to achieve this end

This study provides important insight into the tiglaship between selectivity-

enhancing technology and political information esyp@. The idea that people who get
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political information online are building echo chiaens in which the only other voices
they hear are reflections of their own has gainguificant momentum in the past several
years. News reports present compelling narratiessribing the actions of these
individuals, and scholars have suggested theotegioands for these behaviors. The
consequences of such a transformation of the gallithndscape would be dire. Effective
political deliberation requires a communication iemvment in which differing views are
expressed and heard. | believe, however, thaeswsndescribed to date have tended to
be overly dystopian. Some individuals undoubtettiyengage in these troubling
practices, using the Internet to filter out allatjseement, but empirical evidence shows
that the majority of Americans do not.

In this dissertation, | have argued that citizeoseéek support for their own
beliefs, but not to the exclusion of other opinioMghen given more control over their
political information environment, individuals camie to expose themselves to
arguments and attitudes with which they disagtdeve suggested that this reflects a
preference among most Americans to be familiar withtiple perspectives. At the same
time, | believe that citizens do seek to limit rafgsl exposure to viewpoints with which
they disagree. Most people are satisfied withihgaan argument for the other side only
occasionally. Thus, in a future in which citizexa, exert a strong ideological influence
on their political information exposure, polarizatiis not inevitable.

These results are encouraging, but | do not wigugmest that new technologies
are a panacea. Under some circumstances, thegreés | have described could still
lead to polarization. | have suggested that pempldlingness to encounter political
difference is contingent on first finding adequsiport for their own viewpoints.
Individuals who fail to find support for their vieswn the more balanced news media may
ultimately abandon them in favor of more biasedraklitives as a byproduct of their

search for political reinforcement. Whether indivals continue to get their news from
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mainstream of more alternative sources, the altdityasily acquire a moderately

balanced mix of news remains a crucial elemenhieféective democracy.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY INSTRUMENT

PRINCETON SURVEY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES
PEW INTERNET & AMERICAN LIFE PROJECT

SELECTIVE EXPOSURE SURVEY
June 2004

N=1,500 adults 18 and older, 750 Form A/750 Form B
Field Dates: June 14 — July 14, 2004
Job#: 24028

* indicates a PIAL trend question
** indicates a PRC trend question

Hello, my name is and I'm calling fané&ton Survey Research. We're conducting a
survey to find out what Americans think about some impoitsues today, and we would like to include
your household. May | please speak with the YOUNGEST MAdde, 18 or older, who is now at home?
(IF NO MALE, ASK: May | please speak with the OLDEST FEMA age 18 or older, who is now at
home?)

AFTER RESPONDENT IS ON THE PHONE AND INTRODUCTIONAS BEEN READ: This
interview is completely voluntary. If we should come to angsiion you don't want to answer, we can
skip it. Just let me know and we will go on to the repistion. The answers you give will be kept
confidential. Here’'s my first question...

SEX  RECORD RESPONDENT SEX

1 Male
2 Female

Q1 Overall, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the w@ygs are going in this country today?

1 Satisfied
2 Dissatisfied
9 Don’'t know/Refused
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Q2

OorwWNRE ®o0TP

N -

*Q6

1.
2.
9

I’'m going to read you a few statements. For each one, pdlase if this describes you very
well, somewhat well, not too well, or not at all. (READDRATE) (FOR FIRST ITEM THEN
AS NECESSARY: Does this describe you very well, somewhdt nat too well, or not at all?)

After | gather all the facts about something, | make up ing pretty quickly

| like to read about a lot of different things

| find it difficult to make up my mind when | have towch information about something
Once | have my mind made up about something, | seldom elitang

| enjoy hearing about politics and world affairs

Very well
Somewhat well

Not too well

Not at all

Don’'t know/Refused

Turning to a different topic... do you use a computemoaltr workplace, at school, at home, or
anywhere else on at least an occasional basis?

Yes
No
Don’'t know/Refused

Do you ever go online to access the Internet or WorldeWAib or to send and receive email?
Yes

No
Don’'t know/Refused

ASK ALL INTERNET USERS (Q6=1); NON-USERS GO TO Q18:

*Q12

0
99

About how many years have you had access to the Internet?

RECORD NUMBER OF YEARS

Under a year

Don't know/Refused

IF ONLINE UNDER A YEAR (Q12=0):
*Q12.1 About how many months is that?

RECORD NUMBER OF MONTHS

99 Don’t know/Refused
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ASK ALL INTERNET USERS (Q6=1):

*Q16  About how often do you go online from... INSERY ORDER) — several times a day, about
once a day, 3-5 days a week, 1-2 days a week, every few weeks, oitdeS
home?
work?
1 Several times a day
2 About once a day
3 3-5 days a week
4 1-2 days a week
5 Every few weeks
6 Less often
7 (VOL) Never
9 Don’t know/Refused
*Q17 How much, if at all, has the Internet improved... INSBRRST ITEM; ROTATE) — a lot,
some, only a little or not at all? How much has the Intémptoved... (INSERT NEXT ITEM) —
a lot, some, only a little, or not at all?
a. your ability to complete everyday tasks like shoppingaging bills
b. the way you pursue your hobbies or interests
C. your ability to do your job
d. your ability to get news and information that you cgettelsewhere
e. your ability to keep in touch with friends and family
1 A lot
2 Some
3 Only a little
4 Not at all
5 (VOL) Does not apply to me
9 Don’t know/Refused
ASK ALL:
Q18 Next...Please tell me if you ever get news or informditan each of the following sources.

(First/Next)... (INSERT IN ORDER). Do you EVER get nearsinformation from this source?

[IF YES ASK Q19 BEFORE MOVING TO NEXT ITEM]

@"poo0oTp

©z <
o M
w

Newspapers
Television
Magazines

The radio

Friends and family

SK f-g LAST, IN ORDER, OF INTERNET USERS ONLY:

The Internet
Email newsletters or listservs

Don’'t know/Refused

IF YES TO ITEM ABOVE:
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Q19 Did you happen to gets news or information from ER$ SAME ITEM a-g) YESTERDAY, or

not?
1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’'t know/Refused

SPLI T FORM Q20/Q21

FORM A ONLY:

*Q20 Thinking about the different kinds of news availalde/ou, what do you prefer... (READ AND
ROTATE 1-2)

1 Getting news from sources that SHARE your political pofrview (or)

2 Getting news from sources that DON'T HAVE a particulaitigal point of
view (or)

9 Don’t know/Refused

FORM B ONLY:

Q21 Thinking about the different kinds of news availabhgaie, what do you prefer... (READ AND
ROTATE 1-3)

1 Getting news from sources that SHARE your political pofrview (or)

2 Getting news from sources that DON'T HAVE a particulaitigal point of
view (or)

3 Getting news from sources that CHALLENGE your politjpaint of view
(or)

9 Don’t know/Refused
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IF GET NEWS ONLINE (Q18f=1 or Q18g=1):
**Q22 Which of the following comes closest to describingywbu go ONLINE to get news and
information? (READ, RANDOMIZE 1-3)

1 Because you can get more IN DEPTH information on the Web

2 Because getting information online is more CONVENIEN Tyfau

3 Because you can get information from a WIDER RANGE OF VIEMNTS
on the Web

4 (VOL) Some other reason (SPECIFY)

9 Don't know/Refused

CAMPAIGN SERIES

ASK ALL:
*C1l  Suppose the election for president were being held TORAY the candidates were... (INSERT
CHOICES BELOW — ORDER ROTATED BY FORM)? Who wouldu vote for?

FORM A: George W. Bush, the Republican; John Kerry, the d@eat; and Ralph Nader, an Independent
candidate
FORM B: John Kerry, the Democrat; George W. Bush, the Reauhland Ralph Nader, an Independent
candidate

Bush

Kerry

Nader

(VOL) Other candidate
(VOL) Wouldn't vote
Don't know/Refused

O Ok WNPE

ASK C2 IF DO NOT SUPPORT BUSH, KERRY, OR NADER IN.@C1=4-9):
*C2  As of TODAY, do you LEAN more toward...(INSERTHODICES BELOW—ORDER
ROTATED BY FORM)?

FORM A: Bush, the Republican; Kerry, the Democrat; or Natier/ridependent
FORM B: Kerry, the Democrat; Bush, the Republican; or Nater|rtdependent

Bush

Kerry

Nader

(VOL) Other candidate
Don't know/Refused

OB~ WNPE
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ASK C3 IF SUPPORT BUSH, KERRY, OR NADER IN C1 (C13}
*C3 Do you support (INSERT C1 CHOICE: Bush/Kerry/NeiISTRONGLY or only moderately?

1 Strongly
2 Only moderately
9 Don’t know/Refused

ASK C4 OF ALLWHO DONOT SUPPORT/LEAN TOWARD BUSH OR KERRY (C1=3 OR C2=3-9)

C4 Suppose there were only two presidential candidates on tbearal you HAD TO CHOOSE
between... INSERT CHOICES BELOW — ORDER ROTATED BYHRI®). If the election were
held TODAY, who would you vote for?

FORM A: George W. Bush, the Republican; and John Kernfp#reocrat
FORM B: John Kerry, the Democrat; and George W. Bush, thal#iepn

Bush

Kerry

(VOL) Other candidate
(VOL) Wouldn't vote
Don’t know/Refused

OB~ WNPRE

*C5  How closely have you been following news about the upogrRresidential election? (READ 1-
4)

Very closely,
Somewhat closely,
Not too closely, or
Not at all closely?
Don’t know/Refused

O P~ WNPRER

ASK INTERNET USERS (Q6=1); NON-USERS GO TO C8:
C6 Do you ever get news or information about the candidatetharmdmpaign on the Internet or
through email?

1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’'t know/Refused
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ASK IF C6=1:

c7

OB~ WNPRER

How often do you get news or information about the ckatels and the campaign on the Internet
or through email — everyday or almost everyday, several timegk, weveral times a month, or
less often?

Everyday or almost everyday
Several times a week
Several times a month

Less often

Don't know/Refused

ASK ALL:

**CS

OO, WNEPE

OO WNPE

Where have you gotten MOST of your news and infornmagibout the presidential election
campaigns? From television, from newspapers, from radio fnagazines, or from the Internet
and email? (ACCEPT TWO RESPONSES; IF ONLY ONE RESBBEN GIVEN, PROBE
FOR ADDITIONAL RESPONSE)

Television

Newspapers

Radio

Magazines

The Internet and emalil

(VOL) None of these/Someplace else (SPECIFY)
Don't know/Refused

In the way they cover the presidential race, do you thimkéhivs media are biased in favor of
John Kerry, biased in favor of George W. Bush, or doott think they show any bias one way or
the other?

Kerry bias

Bush bias

No bias

(VOL) Biased both ways, sometimes for Kerry and sometforeBush
(VOL) Depends on media source

Don’t know/Refused
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C10

I'm going to read different arguments people make abeWRtbsidential candidates and their
policies. Please tell me how often you have heard or read eacheatgufrequently, just once in
a while, or never. Here's the (first/next) one... (READ; ROE) AS NECESSARY: Is this
something you hear frequently, just once in a while, or hauengver heard this argument?

IF HEAR FREQUENTLY/ONCE IN A WHILE, ASK C11 FOLLOWP BEFORE MOVING TO NEXT

ITEM

ROTATE BLOCKS; IF SUPPORT BUSH (C1=1 OR C2=1 OR @}-ASK a-d FIRST, IF SUPPORT
KERRY/UNDECIDED (C1=2 OR C2=2 or C4=2-9), ASK e-IRST. ROTATE ITEMS WITHIN

BLOCKS.

a. The Bush administration’s policies have helped the courgcgeomy begin to recover

b. George Bush is a stronger leader than John Kerry in thagaarst terrorism

C. John Kerry changes his positions on the issues whelinke thwill help him win an election
d. John Kerry has a history of accepting money from spec¢ekist groups

e. John Kerry will end special treatment for corporations agaltivy Americans

f. The Bush administration misled the American public aboeir¢asons for going to war with Iraq
g. John Kerry has a better strategy than George Bush fomgygetace in Iraq

h. Some Bush administration policies are a threat to basiaigihts and civil liberties

1 Hear this frequently

2 Hear this once in a while

3 Have never heard this

9 Don’t know/Refused

Cl1 Do you AGREE or DISAGREE with this argument, avé you not thought much about it?
1 Agree

2 Disagree

3 Haven't thought much about it

9 Don’t know/Refused
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ASK ALL INTERNET USERS; OTHERS GO TO DEMOS:

INT1 Inthe past 12 months, did you happen to visit@thpe following websites? Just tell me yes or
no. (READ; ROTATE WITHIN SECTIONS) IF NECESSARWid you happen to visit this kind of
website in the past 12 months?

ASK a-f OF ALL; ALWAYS ASK a-c FIRST, IN ORDER:

a. The website of a major news organization, such as cnn.com or
msnbc.com

b. The website of an INTERNATIONAL news organization, sucthasBBC
or Aljazeera (AL-ja-ZEE-ra)

C. The website of an ALTERNATIVE news organization, such &sriet.org
(ALL-ter-net-dot-org) or NewsMax.com (news-max-dot-com)

e. The website of a politically LIBERAL organization, such esg?e for the American Way or
Moveon.org (move-on-dot-org)

f. The website of a politically CONSERVATIVE organizationch as the

Christian Coalition or the American Enterprise Institute
ASK g-i OF FORM A ONLY
g. GeorgeWBush.com (George-W-Bush-dot-com), the Presid#fitsal reelection website
h. JohnKerry.com (John-Kerry-dot-com), the official webeftéhe Kerry campaign

ASK j-| OF FORM B ONLY:
j- RNC.com (R-N-C-dot-com), the official website of the Relman National Committee
K. DNC.com (D-N-C-dot-com), the official website of the Demadic

National Committee

1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’'t know/Refused
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PIAL STANDARD DEMOGRAPHICS:

(READ) Now a few last questions for statistical purposég.an

PAR
1

2

9
AGE
98
99

EDUC

~No oA~ WN PP

MAR

1
2
3
4
5
6
8

Are you the parent or guardian of any children under ag®w8iving in your household?

Yes
No
(DO NOT READ) Don’t know/Refused

What is your age?

years (97=97 or older)
Don't know
Refused

What is the last grade or class you completed in scki@NOT READ, BUT CAN PROBE
FOR CLARITY IF NEEDED).

None, or grades 1-8

High school incomplete (grades 9-11)

High school graduate (grade 12 or GED certificate)

Technical, trade or vocational school AFTER high school

Some college, no 4-year degree (includes associate degree)

College graduate (B.S., B.A., or other 4-year degree)

Post-graduate training/professional school after collegeaftbew Master's degree or Ph.D., Law
or Medical school)

(DO NOT READ) Don't know/Refused

Are you married, living as married, divorced, separatedpwed, or have you never been
married?

Married

Living as married

Divorced

Separated

Widowed

Never been married

(DO NOT READ) Don’t know

(DO NOT READ) Refused
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EMPL Are you now employed full-time, part-time, retired aoe you not employed for pay?

Employed full-time
Employed part-time
Retired

Not employed for pay
(VOL) Disabled
(VOL) Student

(VOL) Other

Don’t know/Refused

OO ULh,WNER

ASK IF EMPL DOES NOT EQUAL 6:
STUD Are you also a full- or part-time student?

1 Yes, full-time

2 Yes, part-time

3 No

9 Don’'t know/Refused
ASK ALL:

HISP  Are you, yourself, of Hispanic or Latino origindescent, such as Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
or some other Latin American background?

1 Yes
2 No
9 (DO NOT READ) Don't know/Refused

RACE What is your race? Are you white, black, Asian, oresother race?

IF R SAYS HISPANIC OR LATINO, PROBE: Do you considaurself a WHITE (Hispanic/Latino) or a
BLACK (Hispanic/Latino)? IF R DOES NOT SAY WHITE, BLZK OR ONE OF THE RACE
CATEGORIES LISTED, RECORD AS “OTHER” (CODE 6)

White

Black or African-American

Asian or Pacific Islander

Mixed race

Native American/American Indian
Other (SPECIFY)

(DO NOT READ) Don't know/Refused

OO, WNEPE
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POLAF In politics TODAY, do you consider yourself a Reliedn, Democrat, or Independent?

Republican

Democrat

Independent

No party/Not interested in politics (VOL.)
Other party (VOL.)

(DO NOT READ) Don’t know/Refused

OO WNPE

POLID Would you say your views in most political mattars very liberal, somewhat liberal, moderate,
somewhat conservative, or very conservative?

Very liberal

Somewhat liberal
Moderate

Somewhat conservative
Very conservative

Don't know/Refused

OO wWNPE

VOTE These days, many people are so busy they can't finddinegister to vote, or move around so
often they don't get a chance to re-register. Are you NOWWtexgid to vote in your precinct or
election district, or not?

Yes, registered voter

No, not registered voter
(VOL) Don't have to register
Don’t know/Refused

O WN -

D6 How often do you go to church, synagogue, or some ptaee of worship? Would you say . . .
(READ 1-5)

Dalily,

About once a week,

About once a month,

Several times a year, OR

Don't you go to worship services?
(DO NOT READ) Don't know/refused

OO WNPE
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D7 What is your religious preference -- Protestant, Romamotigtiiewish, Mormon, an Orthodox
Church, or some other religion?

1 Protestant (includes Baptist, Christian, Episcopalian vadt® Witness, Lutheran, Methodist,
Presbyterian, etc.)

2 Roman Catholic/Catholic

3 Jewish

4 Mormon (Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints)

5 Orthodox Church (Greek Orthodox, Russian Orthodox), etc.

6 Islam/Muslim

7 Buddhist

8 Hindu

9 Other religion (SPECIFY — BACK-CODE AS APPROPRIATE)

97 (VOL.) No religion/Atheist/Agnostic

98 Don’t know

99 Refused

ASK D8 IF OTHER RELIGION/DK/REF (D7=9,98,99):

D8 Do you think of yourself as a Christian, or not?
1 Yes

2 No

9 Don't know/refused

ASK D9 IF PROTESTANT OR CHRISTIAN (D7=1 or D8=1):

D9 Would you describe yourself as a born-again or Evangelluddt@n, or not?
1 Yes

2 No

9 Don't know/Refused

ASK ALL:

INC Last year, that is in 2003, what was your total fanmbome from all sources, before taxes. Just
stop me when | get to the right category... (READ 1-8)

Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $50,000

$50,000 to under $75,000

$75,000 to under $100,000

$100,000 or more

(DO NOT READ) Don't know/Refused

O©COoO~NOOOUILE, WNPE
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ASK IF GO ONLINE AT HOME (Q16a=1-6):

*MODEMDoes the computer you use at home connect to the Inthnoeigh a dial-up telephone line, or
do you have some other type of connection, such as a DSL-epaiolee line, a cable TV
modem, a wireless connection, or a T-1 or fiber optic connéttion

Standard telephone line

DSL-enabled phone line

Cable modem

Wireless connection (either “land-based” or “satellite”)
T-1 or fiber optic connection

Other (MAKE SURE NOT ONE OF ABOVE)

(DO NOT READ) Don’t know/Refused

OO, WNEPE

ASK IF GO ONLINE FROM WORK (Q16b=1-6):
*BBW Do you happen to know what kind of Internet connection have at WORK, a high-speed
connection or dial-up connection through a modem?

High speed

Dial-up

(DO NOT READ) None/Does not apply
(DO NOT READ) Don’t know/Refused

O WN -

IF HAVE BB AT HOME (MODEM=2-5); OTHERS GO TO BBS:
*BB2 About how many years have you had high-speed Interngtseat home?

RECORD NUMBER OF YEARS
0 Under a year
99 (DO NOT READ) Don't know/Refused

IF HAVE BB LESS THAN A YEAR (BB2=0) ASK:
*BB3  About how many months is that?

RECORD NUMBER OF MONTHS
99 (DO NOT READ) Don't know/Refused

NO BB4-BB7
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ASK BB8-BB9 IF HAVE DIAL-UP AT HOME (MODEM=1):
*BB8 Assuming cost was not an issue, would you LIKBawve a faster, “high-speed” connection at
home, or isn't that something you're interested in?

1 Yes
2 No
9 (DO NOT READ) Don't know/Refused

*BB9 As far as you know, is high-speed Internet service alklin your area?

1 Yes
2 No
9 Don’'t know/Refused

THANK RESPONDENT: Thank you very much for your timehe results of this survey are going to be
used by a non-profit research organization called the Pew In&deterican Life Project, which is

looking at the impact of the Internet on people's lives, gnedearchers at the University of Michigan. A
report on this survey will be issued by the Pew InterngieBr in a few months and you can find the results
at its web site, which is www.pewinternet.org [w-w-w detypinternet dot org]. Thanks again for your
time. Have a nice day/evening.
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APPENDIX B

COMPARING SOURCE USE PROPORTIONS

In order to assess differences in respondentsbisews sources online and off, |
used a procedure that facilitates the comparisonuifiple proportions. This appendix
describes the procedure in detail.

The original dataset describing respondents’ souseeincludes one case per
respondent and one variable per source type. d@lewf each variable corresponds to
the respondent’s use of that source. For exardpte, corresponding to five respondents

might look like this:

ID Television Newspaper  Major news Ideological Party site Partisan
site site news site

1 1 1 0 0 0 0

2 1 1 1 1 1 1

3 0 0 1 0 0 0

4 1 1 0 1 0 1

5 1 0 1 0 0 0

| transformed the dataset so that there is ose fma each source-respondent
combination. In the transformed dataset, a sefiedsimmy variables indicate which
source is being described, and a new dichotomoushbla represents the respondent’s
use of that source. Thus, in the revised dathse¢ twere six times as many cases. For
example, a single respondent who got news viaigtevand the newspaper, but did not

use any online source would be represented asv®illo
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ID Television Newspaper Major Ideological Party site Partisan Use

news site site news site
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Next | constructed a logistic regression model [gtety use by media type. For
example, the following model compares use of pamtisews sites to the other five news

sources:

logit (use) =a + 31 (television) H3, (newspaper) B3 (ideological) H34 (party)

The overall Wald statistic is an indicator of thgnsficance of source type as a predictor
of use. A significant coefficient on a source tyfuanmy indicates that use of that source
is significantly different than use of the referermategory source. In the example given
above, the significance @t indicates whether newspaper usage is differemt i@ use

of partisan news sites.

In order to evaluate the differences between atharce pairs, | performed a
series of post-hoc multiple comparisons, modifyitgch source was treated as the
reference category. For example, if partisan r&teswas the reference category in the
first model, party site might be set as the refeeerategory in the second, ideologically-
oriented site as the third, and so on. This wadive times in order to compute
coefficients corresponding to every source paiBohferroni adjustment was used to
account for multiple comparisons. Thus, to achiggeificance at the .05 level, the p
value had to be less than .01.

There is one final note about the analysis. Us$aggds for all six source types
are based on responses from a single group ofmdspts. Since some respondents may
be more inclined to get news than others, indivsluasponses may be clustered. In

order to account for this possibility, the logistegression referred to above was actually
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a generalized estimating equations (GEE) with &staxlink function and robust
standard errors. This quasi-likelihood method poa$ coefficients that are comparable
to logistic regression, but that are adjustedHerdlustering that occurs when repeated

within-subject measures are used (Ze#jex. 1988).
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APPENDIX C

RECRUITMENT DOCUMENTS

Email and web-site posting:

An important study is being conducted at the Ursitgrof Michigan on access to
political information. Do people use the internetdarn about political perspectives not
well-represented in the mainstream media, or dyp tise it to insulate themselves from
opinions they don't agree with? Or both? Help Ucivgan researchers figure it out:

Participate in this study and be entered to wid@0%yift card from Amazon.

Project web site

Thank you for your interest in this research projec

Your input is very importangnd participation is easy If you choose to be
included in the study, you will be given accesa secure web site that will lead you
through a brief experiment. In this experiment, yoll be asked a series of questions
about news stories related to a political issuiateirest to you. The experiment will take

about 30 minutes and no further participation ¢ureed.
Please be assured that your answers are confibdrteadata collected during the

experiment will not be linked to personally idewiifg information and no individual

person's answers will ever be identified in anyorep

150



We highly value your contribution. As a reward participating, you will have
the opportunity to be entered in a lottery f&180 gift certificate to Amazon.com

To participate, please enter your email addresstireg box below, and click
submit. You should receive detailed instructionsaccessing the project web site within
a few days. If you have any questions about thgeproplease email Kelly Garrett

<garrettk@umich.edu>

You must at least 18 years old to participate.

Please enter your email address here:

Notes:
* Your browser must support cookies and pop-umsder to access this site.

* You will not be able to complete the study usiigbTV or MSN TV.
Kelly Garrett
Ph.D. candidate
University of Michigan
School of Information

Directions for participating

Subject: U-Michigan Research on Online News

Thank you for your interest in participating inghinline experiment examining
the factors that shape people’s news preferendear participation is very important.
Please be assured that your answers are confidéiandividual person’s answers will

ever be identified in any report.

To take the survey, please click on the link below:
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http://{URL}

Or you can copy the URL and paste it into your lmemw If you have any

difficulty logging in, please reply to this messdgeassistance.

Thank you for your participation!

Kelly Garrett
Ph.D. candidate
University of Michigan School of Information

Directions for participating

Subject: U-Michigan Research on Online News

You recently participated in a telephone surveyneh@u indicated that you
would be willing to hear more about an online studyis message describes that study,

and explains how you can be involved.
The study is being conducted at the University adiijan and it examines how
people use online news. The purpose of the sttty understand the factors that shape

people’s news preferences.

Your input is very important, and participatiore&sy.

If you choose to be included in the study, you Wélgiven access to a secure web

site that will lead you through a brief experimef.this experiment, you will be asked a
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series of question about news stories relatedptitical issue of interest to you. The
experiment will take about 30 minutes and no furfheticipation is required.

Please be assured that your answers are confibleftia data collected during
the experiment will not be linked to personallynté/ing information and no individual

person’s answers will ever be identified in anyarep

As a reward for participating, you will have thepoptunity to be entered in a

lottery for a_$100 gift certificate to Amazon.com

To take the survey, please click on the link below:

http://{URL}

Or you can copy the URL and paste it into your memw If you have any

difficulty logging in, please reply to this messdgeassistance.

Kelly Garrett
Ph.D. candidate
University of Michigan School of Information

Directions follow-up

| recently sent you an email providing informatepout how to participate in a
Web-based experiment examining the factors thgieshaople’s news preferences being

conducted by researchers at the University of Mjahi
As | said in that message, your input is very intgot. Participation is easy, and
participants can enter in lottery for a $100 gdttdicate to Amazon.com. | hope you

will take the 25-30 minutes needed to be included.
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To take the survey, please click on the link below:

http://{URL}

Or you can copy the URL and paste it into your lmemw If you have any
guestions about the project, or have difficultydog in, please contact me by replying to

this message.

Kelly Garrett
Ph.D. candidate
University of Michigan School of Information
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APPENDIX D

SCREENSHOTS

LW M Fi
Eie Edt Yew Do fookmaks Took Hep
G- - B U B | i siumich edHew: Driine weicoms_iginal phoTide] 074235908 7] |IGL cetnecregex
D UM L M OCLC Uréon || Midn || DED | UM Disectoy M Workiool: % A2 Evenls = AZWealher <= ITH weather »

NEWS

ONLINE:
Learning
about current
evenls infthe

21% century

A project of the
University of Michigan
School of Infoemeation

News Online: Learning about current events in the 21st century
Thank you for your interest in this academic study.

If you nead to restart your sescion for any reason (for example, if you closed the browser
window before you were finished or were unexpectedly interrupted), you can return to the
site using the web address included in the email you received. As a returning user, you wil
be given the choice to continue where you left off or to start over,

Please click on the button below to begin.

Click here 1o hegin E

Note: Your browser must support cookies and pop-ups in order to access this site,

You will not be able to complete the study using WebTV or MSN TV. Some users have
also reported problems aceessing this site using the Opera Web browser,

| Dione

[ Adblock |

Fle Edt View Go Bookmaks Took Hep
- 0 - & L ) [ itp i siumich eduMewsOrine consert. php | [Err—
M UM Lib M OCLCUmon | | Mibn | | DED | | UM Diecioy Ml Workiools G A2 Evenis < A2'Westher < |TH weather »

NEWS

ONLINE:
Learning
aboul currenl
evenls infihe

21% gentury

A project of the
University of Michigan
School of Inlormation

|+

Consent to Participate: Exposure to controversy in information society

Purpose: The purpose of the study is to understand the factors that shape individuals'
news preferences, and how this may influence their use of online news.

Procedure: If you agree to participate, vou will be asked a series of questions about
news stories related to a political issue of interest o you. We expect the experiment 1o
take about 30 minutes and no further participation is reguired.

Benefits and risks: There are no known risks to participating in this research, and by
doing 5o you are making a significant contribution to science, Your responses will help
researchers understand the significance of the Intermet for people's exposure to political
infarmation. The results of this study will be available upon reguest.

If you choose to participate you will 2lso have the opportunity to be entered in 2 lottery
for a $100 gift certificate to Amazon.com.

Confidentiality: Your email address will be used to identify you while you are completing
the experment, Once you have completed the study, your email address will be separated
from your responses. As a result, data collected during the experiment will not be linked to
personally identifying information and no individual person's answers will ever be identified
in any report,

Right to Refuse: Participation is stnctly voluntary. You may choose to skip any guestion,
you may refuse to participate, and you may drop out at any point in the expenment.

Questions: If you have questions about this research, please contact Kelly Garrett at
arratth

umich,edu.

£

Contact Tnformation: Orncinol Inwoctioator: Follie Corrott School of fnformotion 4179

| Done

Adblock | ¢
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s lzsue Selection

Muozilla Firefox

Fle Edt View Go

EBockmarks Took Help

-0 8L S [ e siumich sduNewsOnine/issusS slect php 3 | [Eer—
i UM Lib D!ﬂﬂ.ﬂﬂrim_jhitn];_JDEB || UM Diectory M workiools % AZEvents <= AZ\Weather < ITH weather »
N EWS Select a political issue that is important ta you,
Please choose ona issue from the list below:
o""'l"E' (a8 Ciwvil liberties
© Gay marriage
Learning © Sacial security reform
Click here 1o confinug
aboul current
events in the
21¥ gentury
A project of the
Unbsarsity of Michigan
School of Inkgrmation
[ Done [ Adbick

2 n la Firefox
Fle Edt View Go PBoockmaks Took Hep . ; .
G - & E ) | i siumich edu/MewsOrline/ssuePosdice pho 2| |IGL asinecieges
M UM Lib M OCLC Urion | | Midwn | | DED | | UM Dieeclory M Wokiools % A2 Evenls &= A2WWeathar < ITH weathar »

NEWS

ONLINE:
Learning
aboul current
events inthe

21% century

A project of the
Univarsity of Michigan
Schoal of Inkosmation

In the past 12 months, how much have you heard or read about the issue?
© Alat

© Some

T 4 little

[ Naothing at all

In the past 12 months, how often have you participated in meetings, demonstrations, or
other activities related to the issua?

Newver

1 time

2 times
3-5 timas
More often

= n Be Bin la |

Have vou always held the same position regarding this issue, or has your opinion changed
owver time?

C I have always hald the same position
T My opinion has changed over time

Back to previous page Click here to continue J

|Dunl
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: Hews Repoirt Selection

Ble E& Mow Go

Mozilla Firefox

Bockmarks Took Hel

Il 5 |

= - & B | bip e siumich edu/MNewsDriine newsFepcel pho =] |IGL dstinecreges
M UMb N8 OCLC Urion | | Midsn | | OED | | UM Diectoey [ Workiools % A2 Events < A2Wasther < (TH westhar »
-
N EWS Please indicate which of the following news reports you are interested in reading.
i These are real news reports published within the last few days. How many you select is up
ONLINE: to you. You will be given an opportunity to read the report(s) later.
r President Bush Touts Social Security Reform, This Time with A Twist (N¥Y1
Learning News)
Talking wp hig plans for Social Security reform before a3 pnme-time audience Thursday
about current night, President George W. Bush proposed cutting benefits for wealthier retirees.
STONtE MM [T Bush set to shift approach on Social Security reform (Financial Times)
Faced with growing public disapproval of the centrepiece of his plan to reform Seocial
Security, President George W. Bush was expected to take a new approach on
215 century Thursday night, using a prime-time press conference to underscore how he would
guarantee the long-term solvency of the system.
r Students to Rally for Social Security Reform on 75 Campuses Nationwide (U.§.
Newswire via Yahoo! News) -
Students for Saving Social Security (S55S) is a non-partisan, grassroots campaign
on college campuses across the nation advocating for Social Security reform through
personal ownership, $555 is leading the charge to inform and mobilize today's college
students to advocate for personal accounts, Unlike Rock the vote, S555 represents
the interest of the vast majority of college students
A project of the
Univarsity of Michigan :
School of Information ™ Bush proposes reform to save Social Security (Houston Chronicle) J
-
T T LR S AR o - e \
| Dome | Adteck |
: ; EE |
Fie Edt Miew Go Bookmaks Took Help oF
G- 5 - @ S | bip v siumich eduMewsOnline/newsRepoAssese. chp =] |IGL deinecreges
M uMLb M8 OCLCUrion | | Mitkn | DED | | UM Diecioey M Workiools § A2 Events < A2Weather < |TH westher »
-
N EW Please answer a few questions about each of the five news reports using the
information shown below,
ONLINE: First decide whether the story is related to Social security reform, the political issue you
¥
salected. If it is, several additional questions will be displayed. You do not need to spend
L i much time evaluating each report, Just assess it based on the information provided. You
earning will have a chance to read the stones you selected shortly. It typically takes about 5
minutes to complete this saction. i
aboul current President Bush Touts Social Security Reform, This Time With A Twist (NY1 News)
Talking up his plans for Social Secunty reform before a prime-time audience Thursday
night, President George W. Bush proposed cutting benefits for wealthier retirees.
evenis inthe
This news report is related to the political issue 1 selectad.
[ [
z]ll century Yes Mo
Thizs is the first time [ have answered questions about this news report,
1 ves, it is the first C Mo, I have already assessed it. {It's listed on this page more
tirre, than once.})
1 have heard about the events reported here before.
o Strongly a ' Meither agree nor o c Strongly
agree Agree disagree Disagres disagree
A project of the
Universily of Michigan | | axpect the events reported here to affect me personally.
School of Infprmation
L Strongly c C Meither agree nor L C Strongly ﬂ
| Done [ adiock |
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M

eport Instisctions - Mozilla Firefoz

Fie Edt Vew Go Bookmaks Toolk Hep

G i - B O G | b siunich edu/News Dine e st ewsPractice. pho [ | [Ee——
[ UM Lib 0 OCLC Urion | | Min | | OED | | UM Diecloy [M] Wokiool: $# AZ Evenis . AZWeather < [TH weather »

N EWS Please take a moment to verify that your browser allows pop-ups from this site.

To open a new pop-up window, click on the underined text below. You will need to close the

o"’-lNEI window to continue.

Please try this now,
Learning

about current sample News Report (The Daily)
Clicking this link will open a new window. Close the window to retum to this page.

evenis inthe ® [f the pop-up didn't appear, you may be using pop-up blocking software. Please disable the
block and try the link again.
= [f you have retumed to this page without closing the news report window, please close
21 century that window riow.

After you have tested the pop-up, use the button below to continue,

Back 1o previous page | Click here to continue J

A project of the
Univarsity of Michigan
School of Inkprmation

File Edt View Go Bookmaks Tools Hep

G = B G B | i siumich edu/MevsOrline. sampleewsFiepot himi =G
M UM Lib M OCLC Union | | Midn | DED || UM Dieclory M Wokiools % A2 Evenis = A2Weathar < ITH weathar »
-
& sample news report 15 displayed below. Please close this window to cantinue. i
Several common buttons for closing windows sre shown hare, These instructions will not be visible when
vigwing a real news reports.
' [=] [ 1:X-]
e | " ‘ =
o=t e i —— -
The Times [
Sample News Report
By JOHN DOE
Published. Movember 1, 2004 I—
.-’f:&N"fTQ‘ﬂJ't‘T. Movember 1 = This is a test. Thaz is not a real news
story. Lorem ipsum, Dolor it amet, consectetuer adipiscing elit, sed
diam nomummy mbh ewsmed tnciduat ut lacreet dolore magna
aliquarn erat vohitpat Tt wisi enimn ad minim veniam, quis nostrud
exerci tation ullamcorper suscipit lobortis nasl ut aliquip ex ea #

Done Aok
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D b Yow B0/ fottnihs
G = 0 - B L ) |5 e si umich edu/MevsOrinestead swsFlepoit pho 2 || [Sr——
D UM Lib M OCLC Urion | | Misn || OED | | UM Disecioey [M] Workinels S A2 Events 4 A2Weather 4 ITH wesihsr »

N EWS You may now read the news report{s) you selected earlier,

2 The reports are listed below. Click on an underined title to view a report, and close the
o"LlNE' window when you are done. Aftar answering 3 faw I‘c\lh:\Wrup guestions you will be
returned to this page <o that you may select another report to view., When you have
read all that you care to, click the "Click here to continue" button at the bottom of the

Learning page. You have up to 15 minutes to view these reparts.

Notice: The researchers have no control over the views or images presented in
about current these news reports. Any report you select will be presented as published by the
responsible news organization, including potentially offensive language or images.

You may stop viewing these reports at any time,
events inthe

1 century President Bush Touts Social Security Reform, This Time With A Twist (NY 1 News)
Talking up his plans for Social Secunty reform before 3 prime-time audience Thursday
night, President George W. Bush proposed cutting benefits for wealthier ratirees.

Students to Rally for Social Security Reform on 75 Campuses Nationwide (1.8,
Newswire via Yahoo! News)

Students for Saving Social Security (SSSS) is a non-partisan, grassroots campaign on
college campuses across the nation advocating for Social Security reform through personal
awnership. SSSS is leading the charge to inform and mobilize today's college students to
advocate for personal accounts, Unlike Rock the Vote, SSSS represents the interest of

A peoject of the the vast majority of college students

University of Michigan

School of Information | push proposes reform to save Social Security (Houston Chronicle) -
1) it {oen i r i i B

;Dm : ; : nlinm i

sprt Followup Questions - Mozilla Firefox
Ble E® Vew Go Bookmaks Took Heb b
G = 0 - B L SR | e siumich ecuNewsDine nevsFiegorFolow php 2 IGL deiineciege
I UM Lb 0 OCLCUmon | Mibn | DED | UM Dieectosy [ Woikiools S A2 Events < AZWeather < ITH waather »

N EWS . Please answer these follow-up questions for the story you just read.

1 was able to view this news report.

ONLINE:
® ves © No

Learning This is the first time [ have read this news report.
1 ves, the report was new to me. © No, I have read this report before.

about current _ :
I learned something from this news report.

© Strongly = C Meither agree nor o C Strongly
events in the agree Agree  disagres Disagree  disagree
219 century . The news report described arguments supporting my political viewpoint,

© Strangly C € Meither agree nor L& T Strongly

agree Agres disagrae Disagres disagres

It demonstrated that others support my political viewpaoint.

C Strangly c C Meither agree nor c c Strangly
agree Agree dizagree Disagree disagree

1t described arguments opposing my political viewpaint,

A projset of thi (o Strongly i T Meither agree nor (i c Strongly
University of Michigan | agree Agree disagree Disagree disagree
School of Inkyrmation
-
| Done | Adheck
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: Demographic

File Edt View Go Bookmaks Tools Hep

G - B B | b siumich edu/MevsDrline demagrachic. pho =] |IGL definecreges
M UM Lib 0 OCLC Urion | | Min | | OED | | UM Dieclory [M] Wokiool: $# A2 Evenis = AZWeather < [TH weather »
-
N EWS Now we have a few last questions for statistical purposes only.
Where did you first haar about this study?
ONLlNE' (o alterNet email
© Moving Ideas email
Learning © The Washington Dispatch email
© worldietDaily email
T Talephone Surve
aboul current v v
What is your sex?
T pMal
events in the e
C Female
215 century What is your age?
.I'-'A.gE'Z
What is your zip code?
Zip code:
Are you the parent or guardian of any children under the age of 18 now living in your
househaold?
T ves
© No
A project of the
University of Michigan y f
Schent of Inkormation what is the last grade of class you completed in school?
© None, or grades 1-8 =
[ Done [ Adick

drawing entiy - Mozilla Fis

Fde Edt Wew Go Bookmaks Tools Help

- 6 - B L | b siumich eduNewsOrline/poltical pho =] |IGL cetinecreges
M UM Lib M OCLC Union | | Midn | | DED | | UM Dieclory M Wokiools % A2 Evenls s A2Weathar < ITH weather »
N EW If you would like to be included in the drawing for a $100 gift certificate, please
answer the following questions,
ONLlNE= The information you provide hera is not linked to the results of the experiment .
Please enter you email address
Learning Email:
wWhich of the following individuals was not 3 candidate in the 2004 presidential election?
about current -
Bush
o l’.elry
events in the © Gare
21% century Back ta previous section Click hare to continug
A project of the
University of Michigan
School of Inkosmation
[ Dome | Addock

160



: Survey Complete - Mozilla Firefox
Fde Edt View Go Bookmaks Toolk Help

R ] 2| v s urach echu/NewsOrine/comgieie. oo =] |(,,de|m g
tﬂwm’.‘!um‘.ufm Ml | | DED | | UM Dieclory .wmm VA.ZEvmls & A2 wadher & ITH wastir »

\J |:| A .'-._ Thank you for taking the time to participate in this experiment.
W

If \.cu haue any qu estions about this research, please contact Kelly Garrett at
& T u. Should you have questions regarding your nghts as a participant in
research please contact:

ONLINE:

Learning Institutional Reviaw Board

Kate Kesver
1040 Flerming Bulding
503 Thompson Street
Ann Arbor, MI 42109

734-936-0933

ermail: 5':\-5 LT

21¥ gentury Close Window

Note: IF the window does not close when you click on this button, you may close the
window |||.-'_u|':u.'s||‘:,n'.

aboul current

events in the

Miscellaneous instructions

[JavaScript Application] 1

. 'ou have not answered all of the questions on thiz

| i |

paage. If thiz was a mistake, click Cancel and answer
the queztionz. Othemwize, click OF. to proceesd.

O, Cancel 1

[JavaS5cnpt Application]

Femember ta close the window when vou are done viewing a repart. Y'ou may stop viewing a repork
at any hime.
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APPENDIX E

EXPERIMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

ISSUE SELECTION AND BACKGROUND

Please choose one issue from the list below:

1 Civil liberties
2 Gay marriage
3 Social security reform

In the past 12 months, how much have you heardam about the issue?
1 A lot

2 Some
3 A little
4 Nothing at all

In the past 12 months, how often have you partieghén meetings, demonstrations, or other
activities related to the issue?

Never

1time

times

3-5 times

More often

b~ wNPEF

Have you always held the same position regardiisgigbue, or has your opinion changed over
time?

1 | have always held the same position

2 My opinion has changed over time

NEWS ITEM ASSESSMENT — PROSPECTIVE

This news report is related to the political iskselected.

1 Yes

2 No

This is the first time | have answered questiormualkhis news report.

1 Yes, it is the first time.

2 No, | have already assessed it. (It's listechimpgage more than once.)
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I have heard about the events reported here before.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

b wWNPF

| expect the events reported here to affect meopeity.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

O WNPEF

| expect the news report to describe argumentsastipg my political viewpoint.

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree

3 Neither agree nor disagree
4 Disagree

5 Strongly disagree

| expect it to demonstrate that others support piitigal viewpoint.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

b wWNPEF

| expect it to describe arguments opposing my igalitviewpoint.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

b wWNPEF

| expect it to demonstrate that others oppose nlijiqad viewpoint.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

b wWN P

NEWS ITEM ASSESSMENT — RETROSPECTIVE

| was able to view this news report.

1 Yes

2 No

This is the first time | have read this news report
1 Yes, the report was new to me.

2 No, | have read this report before.
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| learned something from this news report.

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree

3 Neither agree nor disagree
4 Disagree

5 Strongly disagree

The news report described arguments supportingafiigal viewpoint.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

O WNPEF

It demonstrated that others support my politicalwpoint.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

b wWNPE

It described arguments opposing my political vieimpo

1 Strongly agree

2 Agree

3 Neither agree nor disagree
4 Disagree

5 Strongly disagree

It demonstrated that others oppose my politicalvpi@nt.
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

b wWNPEF
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Where did you first hear about this study?
AlterNet email

Moving Ideas email

The Washington Dispatch email
WorldNetDaily email

Telephone Survey

b wN P

What is your sex?
1 Male
2 Female

What is your age?
What is your zip code?

Are you the parent or guardian of any children uride age of 18 now living in your household?
1 Yes
2 No

What is the last grade of class you completed osi?

None, or grades 1-8

High school incomplete (grades 9-11)

High school graduate (grade 12 or GED certificate

Technical, trade or vocational school AFTER héghool

Some college, no 4-year degree (includes assodégjree)

College graduate (B.S., B.A., or other 4-yeardej

Post-graduate training/professional school &itdege (towards a Masters degree or
Ph.D., Law or Medical school)

No o~ wWwNE

Are you matrried, living as married, divorced, sepad, widowed, or have you never been
married?

Married

Living as married

Divorced

Separated

Widowed

Never been married

OO, WNPE

Are you now employed full-time, part-time, retirext,are you not employed for pay?
1 Employed full-time

2 Employed part-time

3 Retired

4 Not employed for pay

Are you also a full- or part-time student?
1 Yes, full-time

2 Yes, part-time

3 No
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Are you, yourself, of Hispanic or Latino origin descent, such as Mexican, Puerto Rican,
Cuban, or some other Latin American background?

1 Yes

2 No

What is your race? Are you white, black Asian, @ms other race?
White

Black or African-American

Asian or Pacifica Islander

Native American/American Indian

Other:

abrwN Pk

In politics today, do you consider yourself a Rdmaim, Democrat, or Independent?
1 Republican

2 Democrat

3 Independent

4 Other:

Would you say your views in most political mattars very liberal, somewhat liberal, moderate,
somewhat conservative, or very conservative?

1 Very liberal

2 Somewhat liberal

3 Moderate

4 Somewhat conservative
5 Very conservative

These days, many people are so busy they canftifivedto register to vote, or move around so
often they don't get a chance to re-register. Ane iyow registered to vote in your precinct or
election district, or not?

1 Yes, | am a registered voter

2 No, | am not a registered voter

How often do you go to church, synagogue, or sotherglace of worship?

1 Daily

2 About once a week

3 Several times a year

4 Don't go to worship services
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What is your religious preference?

1 Protestant (includes Baptist, Christian, EpistiapaJehovah's Witness, Lutheran,
Methodist, Presbyterian, etc.)

Roman Catholic/Catholic

Jewish

Mormon (Church or Jesus Christ of Latter Day &ain
Orthodox Church (Greek Orthodox, Russian Orthoetx)
Islam/Muslim

Buddhist

Hindu

Other religion:

OCoOoO~NOoOUThWN

Last year, that is in 2003, what was your totalifamcome from all sources before taxes?
Less than $10,000

$10,000 to under $20,000

$20,000 to under $30,000

$30,000 to under $40,000

$40,000 to under $50,000

$50,000 to under $75,000

$75,000 to under $100,000

$100,000 or more

O~NO O WNPEF
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