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ABSTRACT

This study examines the effect of motivation ontpeal selective exposure and
selective perception using an online experimentdi®s have found that though
people have a preference for like-minded politinbdrmation over counter-
attitudinal information, they do not avoid counggtitudinal political information
altogether (Garrett, 2009; Garrett, Carnahan, &dhyr?011; Stroud, 2008). This
study examines under what conditions people aedylito expose themselves to more
like-minded information than counter-attitudinalamrmation and under what
conditions people are likely to seek out more ceuattitudinal information than
like-minded information. Based on the theory of ivatied reasoning and Hart et al.
(2009)’s model, | proposed a model that explaireddctive exposure and selective
perception based on motivation. Defense motivatioe motivation to hold attitude-
consistent cognitions with one’s original attitudesliefs, or behaviors, was
predicted to increase selective exposure and sedgqmérception. Accuracy
motivation, the motivation to arrive at the correohclusion, was predicted to reduce
selective exposure and selective perception. Finiallormation utility motivation,
the motivation to choose information that has tiggadst utility, was predicted to
reduce selective exposure when counter-attitudimatmation was equally useful as
attitude-consistent information, but increase dale@xposure when attitude-
consistent information was more useful than couatigtudinal information. In both
cases, it was predicted that the selective pemeptattern would not be changed.

The study also tested the additive effect of tledhmotivations and examined which
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motivation can override other motivations in deteing selective exposure and
selective perception. Results showed that accuraativation was effective in
reducing selective exposure for both strong parisad those who were not strong
partisans. Accuracy motivation can override defanegvation in affecting selective
exposure. Information utility alone, defense mdimaalone, and the combination of
the three motivations produced mixed results. Aacymotivation was effective in
reducing selective perception for those who welttestrong partisans. The link

between selective exposure and selective perceptsmot found.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Whether people selectively expose themselves ita@gtconsistent political
information and avoid counter-attitudinal politicaformation has been debated in
the literature. Recent studies using both experiraed survey methods have mostly
supported the finding that people tend to showedepence of attitude-consistent
political information over counter-attitudinal pidial information (Garrett, 2009;
Garrett, Carnahan & Lynch, 2011; Stroud, 2008)vdfagree that showing a
preference for attitude-consistent information as@unter-attitudinal information is
selective exposure, then there is agreement ihiténature that this phenomenon
exists. Scholars have pointed out the harm ofipaliselective exposure on the
society (Mutz, 2002, Prior, 2007: Stroud, 2011; &aim, 2001). The next step in
selective exposure research is to figure out hosedace it. Although several theories
and theoretical perspectives have attempted t@exfliie mechanisms behind
selective exposure and explore ways to reducecingrehensive model that can
predict under what conditions selective exposutitude-consistent information is
more likely and under what conditions people waarefer counter-attitudinal
information to attitude-consistent information lyas$ to be developed. What is more,
selective exposure has often been studied sepafaisi selective perception, and
the relationship between the two concepts has bederstudied in the literature as
well. This study fills these gaps by integrating theory of motivated reasoning and

other theories into a model that examines the effemotivation on selective
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exposure and selective perception. An online erpamnt was conducted to test the
effect of motivation on political selective exposwand selective perception.
Significance of the Present Sudy

Uncovering the mechanisms of political selectivpasure and selective
perception is of great importance. Seeking onlygemmal information and avoiding
uncongenial information could lead to fragmentatma polarization (Stroud, 2011,
Sunstein, 2002). If citizens continuously exposartkelves to congenial information
and avoid uncongenial information, they may blinsiijpport their own party’s policy
and oppose the policy proposed by the other paatprdless of the benefits to the
society (Crosby & Taylor, 1983). Exposure to al&give views, on the other hand,
could potentially lead to understanding of compgpolitical perspectives (Mutz,
2006) and tolerance of the other party (Mutz, 20@&e, Cappella, & Nir, 2002).
Balanced exposure may not always lead to positiveoones. Some studies have
found that exposure to counter-attitudinal infonmatcan lead to boomerang effects
meaning that after exposure to disconfirming argusiepeople tend to rebut the
arguments, which reinforces their former belieferl, Ross & Lepper, 1979; Meffert
et al., 2006; Taber & Lodge, 2006). Thus, we necskhbw under what conditions
balanced exposure will increase understanding @edaince and under what
conditions exposure to counter-attitudinal inforimatwill increase polarization.

Motivation might be one of the factors that caniaeh such a goal. If people’s
motivation is defensive, exposure to counter-attital information may only

reinforce their pre-existing attitudes. If peopleistivation is accuracy, however,
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there is a greater chance that attitude changé&&arplace. Finally, if people’s
motivation is seeking useful information for futudecisions, then even if they
engage in balanced exposure, the perception nhgestiased, as one may counter-
argue with uncongenial information, only to reirdertheir original beliefs.

The contribution of this research is not limitedhe communication discipline.
It can also inform political science, political géyplogy, journalism and public
relations. Political scientists can make use offiteings to change voters’
information exposure patterns and potentially clegogpple’s political opinions and
behaviors. Political psychologists can take adwgatz# the findings to help in their
understanding why people prefer attitude-consistéatmation to counter-attitudinal
information and why people judge the former to ighér in credibility than the latter.
If the results of the study show which motivati@me most useful for changing
people’s selective exposure and selective peraeptitterns, then journalists and
public relations professionals could write moreamg or press releases encouraging
those motivations.

The findings are not only important in an acadesaicse but also in a pragmatic
sense. If we can understand what factors can cheglgetive exposure and selective
perception, we can reduce these biases and malkéeprore tolerant of those who

hold different opinions and help the society pregraccordingly.
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CHAPTER 2
BACKGROUND AND THEORETICAL FOUNDATION OF THE PROPOSED
RESEARCH

Communication scholars have observed long aggtngile tend to selectively
expose themselves to like-minded information, wiels called selective exposure.
If people cannot avoid exposing themselves to ugeoial information, they can
selectively perceive the information to make it moonsistent with their original
belief, which is called selective perception (Jamoh 2010). This study focused on
understanding the mechanisms of these two phenoarehattempted to uncover the
relationship between the two in the political eowiment.
Selective Exposure

Though the idea of selective exposure appearedrasas the 1940s (Lazarsfeld,
Berelson, & Gaudet, 1944), it was first systemdliicstudied by Festinger (1957)
resulting in the cognitive dissonance theory. Thgnitive dissonance theory
predicted that after people have made a decisimi, 8s deciding to register as a
certain political party’s member, they will selegly expose themselves to
information that reflects their political beliefacavoid information that conflicts
with their political beliefs to reduce cognitivesdonance. The bias related to selective
exposure has been called a congeniality bias (EBa@haiken, 1993, 1998, 2005) or
confirmation bias (Jonas, Schulz-Hardt, Frey, &[€he2001). In this study, the term
confirmation bias is used.

The definition of selective exposure is controvardrestinger (1957) defined
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selective exposure as seeking attitude-consistémtnnation and avoiding counter-
attitudinal information. This definition was chailged by Stroud (in press), who
argues that if we define selective exposure asysséeking attitude-consistent
information and avoiding all counter-attitudinaldmmation, then selective exposure
cannot exist in reality, as it is hard to avoidaunter-attitudinal information. For
instance, even partisan media report views front tpponent’s side, though the
motivation of such reports could be to inoculatewers and provide them with
counter-arguments (Jamieson & Cappella, 2008). i¢habre, people may be
motivated to seek out opponent’s views to laugiham, to counter-argue with them
or to gain an appreciation for the other’s viewpd@®troud, in press). This argument
is supported by the literature as many studies fawad that though people exposed
themselves to like-minded political information radhan uncongenial political
information, they do not selectively avoid all gigial information that is not
consistent with their political beliefs (GarretQ@; Garrett, Carnahan & Lynch,
2011). Stroud (2008) analyzed data from the 200dbNal Annenberg Election
Survey and also found that though partisans pedemedia that was consistent with
their political views, there were still a proportiof partisans (26% liberal Democrats
and 43% conservative Republicans) who used at ¢egstounter-attitudinal political
media (Stroud, 2008). Thus Stroud (in press) ddfsedective exposure as a
preference for attitude-consistent information cx@unter-attitudinal information. In
fact, most research has operationalized selectipesaire this way (for a review, see

Frey, 1986).
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Even when one defines selective exposure as prejattitude-consistent
information to counter-attitudinal information, thierature is still mixed. People
have been found to show a preference for suppootree unsupportive evidence
(Freedman & Sears, 1963), pay equal attention tio (Mills & Ross, 1964), and
prefer non-supportive evidence (Brodbeck, 1956).

An early critique of selective exposure came frogarS and Freedman'’s review,
which pointed out that the evidence of selectivieosxire might only reflecte facto
selective exposure, that is, the evidence only sldoavcorrelation between audiences’
viewpoints and that of the communicator, yet nosehvelationship have be
established (Sears & Freedman, 1967). They alstgqumbbut the measurement
problems of previous studies, that is, most findingre based on self-reports of
attitudes and media exposure based on one interfissordingly, previous studies
did not establish the causal relationship betwesiigal attitude and media selection.
The correlation between political attitude and maesilection could be caused by a
common third variable, such as education, churtemdance, etc. Sears and
Freedman (1967) concluded that the literature tecsee exposure was mixed and
that most selective exposure studies have onlydaanrelational, rather causal
evidence of selective exposure.

Later studies overcame some of the methodologicddlems Sears and
Freedman (1967) pointed out and follow-up revielh®ged that selective exposure
indeed exists, but only under certain circumstaifeesy, 1986; Hart et al. 2009). A

meta-analysis showed that selective exposure sfégetstronger for political topics
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than for other topics (Hart et al. 2009), which gesfs that political context is a good
area to study selective exposure.

Early studies of political selective exposure mpaed self-reports to measure
media exposure. Though most studies found votéestseely attend to attitude-
consistent information (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Get, 1944; Stroud, 2008; Ziemke,
1980), some studies could not find evidence foeele exposure (Chaffee &
McLeod, 1973; Chaffee & Miyo, 1983).

Other studies overcame the self-report biasesrobga and measured selective
exposure by observation. Studies that asked p¢owleoose from pamphlets or
newspapers found a preference for one’s prefemadidate (Atkin, 1971; Freedman
& Sears, 1963; Rhine, 1967). More recent studiee lhiaed computers to track
selective exposure in the election context (lyengahn, Krosnick, & Walker, 2008;
Knobloch-Westerwick & Kleinman, 2012). lyengar &t(@008) sent a CD with
information on political candidates to voters beftie 2000 American presidential
election and found selective exposure occurred amlgng conservative partisans but
not among liberal partisans. Research by Knobloesté&/wick and Kleinman (2012)
found that conservative/Republican leaning vot&fsteted selective exposure in the
2008 election, while liberal/Democrats did not. iKhaxzh-Westerwick and Kleinman
(2012) argued that information utility could expldhe inconsistent findings. They
proposed that because before the 2000 electiomRepablican Party was a potential
winner, it was more useful for both conservativepiaicans and liberal Democrats

to seek information about the potential winner. Vélas before the 2008 election, the
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Democratic Party led the poll, thus, it was morefuisto seek information about the
Democratic Party. This explanation can be challdriggcause whether the
Democratic Party was likely to lose in the 2000spential election is open to debate.
The Democratic candidate, Al Gore actually wongbpular vote in the 2000

election (Pew, 2012a), which showed the electios wdact a close one. Besides this
weakness, this explanation was based on subjeatyrenents, rather than empirical
evidence.

The discrepant findings point to the necessityrafarstanding the mechanisms
behind the selective exposure phenomenon. Beldwll eeview theories that offered
explanations of the psychological underpinningsedéctive exposure and then
compare their strength and weakness, and finatiggge my own model based on
these theories.

The Cognitive Dissonance Theory

The cognitive dissonance theory was the first théoat attempted to
systematically explain the selective exposure phremmn. Festinger (1957) argued
that people strive to remain consistent within teelves. Thus when people hold
inconsistent cognitions, they are motivated to cedihis uncomfortable state of
cognitive dissonance (Brehm & Cohen, 1962). Anvidiial could reduce dissonance
by one or several of the following ways: addingsmmant cognitions to the cognition
system by selectively exposing to supportive infation and avoiding unsupportive
information; decreasing the importance of the el@meavolved in the dissonant

relationship; or changing one of the dissonant el@s+—attitude, opinion, or
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behavior (Brehm & Cohen, 1962). According to tiheory, selective exposure is
one of the methods to reduce cognitive dissondndehe theory did not predict that
cognitive dissonance will inevitably lead to seleetexposure.

In addition to reducing existing dissonance, Fegir(1957) predicted that a
person will try to avoid anticipated dissonance seléctive exposure is the way to
avoid this anticipated dissonance. Because cogsititoout negative aspects of the
chosen object are inconsistent with having chosand cognitions about the positive
aspects of the non-chosen alternative are incoblpatiith having given it up, to
avoid dissonance, people will seek more attitudesisbent information and avoid
counter-attitudinal information (Brehm & Cohen, 296Part of this prediction has
been disproved by studies that found though pgaetter attitude-consistent political
information to counter-attitudinal information, thdo not avoid counter-attitudinal
information altogether (Garrett, 2009; Garrett,i@2dvan & Lynch, 2011; Wicklund &
Brehm, 1976). In face of the evidence that peopleat avoid counter-attitudinal
information, Festinger (1964) revised the cognitii@sonance theory and added that
a series of moderators including information wtjlitonfidence, and familiarity with
the information, etc., could lead to preferenceainter-attitudinal information.
Adding these moderators, however, did not maketgmitive dissonance theory
systematic or parsimonious in explaining when peopbuld prefer like-minded
information, and when people would prefer countétealinal information.

As the cognitive dissonance theory has limitationsxplaining the selective

exposure phenomenon, other theories and theorptcspectives have been
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proposed to explain it.
The Cognitive Miser Perspective

The Cognitive Miser Perspective provides anoth@tamation for selective
exposure. The assumption is that people want tanmze their cognitive effort when
possible. Elaboration likelihood model suggests wigen people have both the
motivation and the ability to process informatitmey will use central processing; if
they lack motivation and ability to process infotiaa, they will reply on heuristics
to save cognitive effort (Petty & Cacioppo, 1988}itude-consistent information is
considered to be easier to process than counterdatal information, and
accordingly, people have more ability and motivatio process the former than the
latter. This perspective proposes that lack of waditon is one of the reasons why
people engage in selective exposure. If people hmheer motivation to process the
more difficult counter-attitudinal information, theéhose who are highly motivated
should be less biased. Contrary to this hypothessgarch has found the opposite
results. It has been found that highly motivatedpbe are actually more prone to
biases (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979; Stroud, 2011).uira sp, though the Cognitive
Miser Perspective explanation can explain one saemndny people who have low
motivation and ability to process information woslkekk out attitude-consistent
information, it cannot explain why those high matien and ability are still likely to
be biased. It also cannot explain why people daamotd counter-attitudinal
information. We need other theories in order toehawmore complete explanation on

selective exposure.
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The Perceptions of Information Quality Perspective

When asked why they select certain information reglect others, people tend
to report that their selection is based on inforamatjuality. People tend to judge
information that is consistent with their predisiios as higher in quality than
information that is inconsistent with their predisgion (Miller, McHoskey, Bane, &
Dowd, 1993; Munro & Ditto, 1997). It is predictedat people tend to select like-
minded information because they judge them as highguality. Once again, though
this explanation can explain selective exposutié&minded information, it cannot
explain why people do not avoid counter-attitudin&rmation.
The Theory of Motivated Reasoning

The theory of motivated reasoning posits that tvativations, directional
motivation and accuracy motivation, influence ressg differently (Kunda, 1990).
Directional motivation is the motivation to comeaaonclusion that one wants to
believe. Accuracy motivation is the motivation todf a correct conclusion.

Defense motivation is predicted to increase sele@kposure (Beauvois &
Joule, 1996; Festinger, 1964). Revisions of thentvg dissonance theory stated that

people are strongly motivated to hold attitudes lagltefs that are consistent with

! Kunda (1999) added closure goals as a third mativahat influences information seeking and judgmen
which comes from the theory of lay epistemologye®d for closure is the need to get an unambigaonswer or
solution as quickly as possible (Kruglanski, 20@¥heed to avoid closure refers to the situatioergh
unambiguous knowledge is avoided and judgmentatoromitment is valued. This closure motivation can b
explained by other motivations. For instance, tbedifor non-specific closure could come from latk o
motivation to process information (e.g.,time pressor finding the decision-task tedious). Therefar can be
considered as similar to the “cognitive miser” pexgive. The other closures can be explained byoou
relevance and defense motivations. For instaneedied for specific closure could be motivated dry-gefense
(Kruglanski, 1989), and the need to avoid closarme ariginate from accuracy goals, as scholars arthe
accountability, which is related to outcome relesamotivation, leads to need to avoid closure (bétl 1985).
For these reasons, the need for closure motivatamnot included in the discussion.
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their self-concept (Aronson, 1969; Steele, 1988RNind & Brehm, 1976). Kunda
(1990) argued that although people with directionativation want to come to a
conclusion that they want to believe, they alsadrteemake a rational argument for
this conclusion. In doing so, they conduct a nundédriased cognitive processes that
include selective exposure. In selective expostudies, defense motivation has been
induced by situational instructions (Frey, 1986) Aotivating subjects’ enduring
values or by selecting subjects based on theitiegigalue involvement (Johnson &
Eagly, 1990). Situational instructions include agksubjects to report an attitude or a
belief, engage in a behavior, or read challengusg gupporting) information prior to
information selection (Frey, 1986). Activating sedts’ enduring values can be done
by reminding subjects of their enduring values betbeir information selection.
Selecting subjects based on their existing valueliement is the easiest, as it does
not need experimental manipulations.

In politics, the strength of partisanship is on¢éh&f most common ways of
measuring political commitment. Party identificatis related to ego-involvement
(Stroud, 2011). According to the social judgmereidity, highly ego-involved
partisans should show more assimilation and cangféects when making political
judgments than those who are not highly ego-inweh&onsistent with the social
judgment theory, studies have found that partigaigbit an overall preference for
information that aligned with their partisanshipn@bloch-Westerwick & Kleinman,
2012) and biased to their party’s advantage i thericeptions of specific political

figures and events (Bartels, 2002). These findsigswy that the strength of
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partisanship can be used as an indicator of defaas@ation in politics.

Accuracy motivation is predicted to lead to balahegposure, reducing
confirmation bias (Hart et al., 2009). Accuracy ivation has often been
operationalized as outcome-relevant involvementclwvhefers to “attitudes, beliefs,
and decisions linked to an important outcome” (H¢al., 2009, p. 558). Outcome
relevance motivation can be manipulated by telénlgjects that correct judgments
will have a real impact on their own lives (e.bgY will receive monetary benefits
for making the correct judgment) (Frey, 1982; Johd&3ey, 2003). It can also be
activated by making recipients feel that they Wwélaccountable for the accuracy of
their judgments even when the topics are low is@eal relevance, by inducing
pressures to justify one’s judgments to othersifarming subjects that their
judgments will be made public (Kunda, 1999; Tetlat883b). It can also be
activated by making recipients feel accountablethers because the issue is of great
importance, such as making judicial judgments aimngahat their judgments will
have a real impact on other people’s lives. Subjetio were informed that they will
be judged by accuracy spent equal amounts of timsanter-attitudinal information
and attitude-supporting information (Lundgren &dfn, 1998). By outcome
relevance, Hart et al. (2009) was referring to doeetional outcome relevance rather
than directional outcome relevance. Directiondtome relevance is the same as
defense motivation and often leads to more confionaias. For instance, Lundgren
and Prislin (1998) presented their experiment sisreey of students’ opinions about

a proposed 30 percent tuition increase the nelxthal would help the board of
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regents to decide about the issue. Tuition incresaségreat outcome relevance to
students, yet because students only want to maladganent that is to their own
advantage, the outcome relevance is directiona.nbt surprising that their findings
showed that people with high “outcome relevance&nspnore time on attitude-
consistent information than counter-attitudinabimhation and this exposure only
reinforced their original attitude.

In addition to the two variables mentioned in thedry of motivated reasoning,
Hart et al. (2009) proposed another important \deighat is related to selective
exposure: information utility. They defined it ahé extent to which information can
be used to facilitate good decisions” (p. 558). 6@alecisions” may not necessarily
be the “accurate decisions” as the goal is to cobitdormation that is useful for
future decisions. When congenial information isfulsge.g., writing a supporting
essay), people should show more confirmation Mésereas when uncongenial
information is as useful as congenial informatiery(, expecting to participate in a
debate), less confirmation bias is expected (Cab@®4; Freedman, 1965).
Information utility should direct people to choas&rmation that has the highest
utility, whether it is congenial or uncongenialde’s original belief. This is the
place where | disagree with Hart et al. (2009)guanent. Hart et al. (2009) argued
that information utility should reduce confirmatibras in general, but studies have
shown that people still show confirmation bias wisengenial information is useful
(Canon, 1964; Freedman, 1965; Hills & Crano, 19T8grefore, unlike outcome

relevance motivation that always reduces confiramaliias, information utility may
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or may not reduce confirmation bias depending erutility of congenial and
uncongenial information. Accordingly, informatiofilitly is another motivation
different from accuracy motivation.

The three motivations are additive and have beerpaoed about their relative
strength in affecting selective exposure. When mxyumotivation and defense
motivation are combined, defense motivation has lbeend to override accuracy
motivation in determining information selection aaititude change (Lundgren &
Prislin, 1998). Lundgren and Prislin (1998)’s expwmts revealed that the group that
held accuracy motivation showed no preferenceitbeeattitude-consistent
information or counter-attitudinal information. Tgeoup that held defense
motivation preferred attitude-consistent informatto counter-attitudinal information.
The group that was induced to hold a combinatioacstiracy motivation and
defense motivation showed similar information seglpatterns as the defense
motivation only group, but showed different selectpatterns from the accuracy
motivation only group. Like the defense motivatgnmoup, they spent significantly
more time reading attitude-consistent informatioant counter-attitudinal information.

When information utility motivation and defense mation are combined, it has
been found that information utility motivation ovieles defense motivation in
predicting selective exposure (Canon, 1964; Freedd@65; Hills & Crano, 1973).
Hills and Crano (1973) asked subjects to view imf@tion on abortion in order to
prepare themselves to make either a pro-aborti@m @nti-abortion speech. They

found utility motivation overrode defense motivation predicting selective exposure
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to pro-abortion and anti-abortion information. Tietno matter what participants’
prior attitude, they selected more information tvas the most useful to their
immediate goals. When counter-attitudinal inforrmathad greater utility than
attitude-consistent information, participants shdwaepreference for the useful
information over the consonant information. Whetritiade-consistent information
had greater utility than counter-attitudinal infaton, participants also showed a
preference for the useful consonant informatiorr ¢lve not useful dissonant
information.

Previous literature did not combine accuracy maiawvawith information utility.
Based on the current literature that found inforarattility motivation overrode
defense motivation in predicting selective expog@a@non, 1964; Freedman, 1965;
Hills & Crano, 1973) and defense motivation ovea@dcuracy motivation in
determining information selection and attitude afeafi_undgren & Prislin, 1998), |
hypothesize that information utility can overridaracy motivation. As this
hypothesis has not been tested, the current shalyc®mbine all three motivations
and examine which one predicts selective exposigrenost.

Linking all explanations together

The explanations reviewed above are not mutualtjusive and can be linked
together. In Figure 1, | propose a selective exposodel. In this model, motivation
is the first step in deciding whether one will eggan selective exposure. If people
do not have any motivation to expose themselvasféomation, they will not get

information except through incidental exposure sidgenario is excluded in the
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model. When people have low motivation to procagsrimation, the cognitive miser
perspective suggests that people will minimizertb#ort in information selection
and seek more attitude-consistent information twmter-attitudinal information
because the former is easier to process thanttee (Biske & Taylor, 1991).

When people are sufficiently motivated, the theafrynotivated reasoning
comes into play. When people hold defense motimatize cognitive dissonance
theory predicts that they will seek more attitudesistent information than counter-
attitudinal information. They will perceive informan that is consistent with their
attitudes to be higher in credibility than inforneai that is counter-attitudinal (The
Perceptions of Information Quality perspective).afaccuracy motivation is
activated, people tend to conduct balanced infaonaeeking (Thompson, Roman,
Moskowitz, Chaiken & Bargh, 1994). When informatiatility motivation is
activated, people tend to seek information thatast useful, whether it is congenial

or uncongenial (Hills & Crano, 1973).
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Collectively, the cognitive dissonance theory, ¢cbgnitive miser perspective,
and perceptions of information quality explanatadinprovide some reasons why
people prefer like-minded information. None proddgstematic explanations on
why people do not avoid uncongenial informatione Theory of motivated reasoning
provides explanations on both the conditions ofgbeselectively expose themselves
to like-minded information and the conditions obpke prefer uncongenial
information. This study shall apply the theory adthmated reasoning as the basic
theoretical framework for selective exposure.

Moderators of Selective Exposure

Many variables have been found to moderate théorkhip between cognitive
dissonance and selective exposure (Frey, 1986;datlait, 2009). Stroud (in press)
divided these moderators into two categories: idial characteristics and
environmental characteristics.

Several individual level moderators have been faorgtrengthen defense
motivation and lead to more confirmation bias, sasttommitment (Brock &
Balloun, 1967; Schwarz, Frey, & Kumpf, 1980; Swee&eGruber, 1984), value
relevance (Chaiken et al., 1996; Johnson & Ea@$9), close-mindedness (Hart et
al., 2009), dogmatism (Clarke & James, 1967; Kl&dk/heaton, 1967) and political
knowledge/sophistication (Stroud, 2011), while oghersonal factors have been
shown to reduce selective exposure, such as corcid@Ibarracin & Mitchell, 2004;
Canon, 1964) and the need for cognition (Tsfati&gella, 2005).

Environmental characteristics, such as informatjoality, information quantity,
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decision reversibility, information valence and eunde also affect selective exposure
(Frey, 1986; Hart et al., 2009). Information quabffects selective exposure
differently depending on one’s motivation. Peopléhwiefense motivation tend to
seek high quality congenial information and avaghiguality uncongenial
information, while people with accuracy motivatiare predicted to prefer

information that is of high quality regardless tf congeniality (Hart et al., 2009).
The number of information options also affects ciale exposure. Selective exposure
is higher when there are more options to choose fr@an when there are fewer
options (Fischer, Schulz-Hardt, & Frey, 2008). Samty, limiting the amount of
information that can be searched increases seteekiposure (Fischer, Jonas, Frey, &
Schulz-Hardt, 2005). The reversibility of decisi@iso affects selective exposure.
People are more likely to seek dissonant infornmaficdowing reversible than
irreversible decisions (Frey, 1981; Frey & Rosc®84). Finally, the sequence of
information has also been found to influence seleaxposure. Selective exposure is
more pronounced when information is presented selly than when it is

presented simultaneously (Jonas, Schulz-Hardt, Brdfelen, 2001).

The valence of message also affects selective axpoSelective exposure effect
is more pronounced when both attitude-consistetitcaninter-attitudinal information
are positive than when they are both negative 8Milronson, & Robinson, 1959).
When both positive and negative information aresjgked, people exhibit
confirmation bias in their selection of positivédrmation about a politician but no

confirmation bias has been found for selectionegfative information (Donsbach,
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1991). Inconsistent with this finding, Meffert, Glgy Joiner, Waks and Garst (2006)
found people prefer negative information aboutrtpegferred candidate to positive
information. Meffert et al. (2006) argued that gk this is because negativity bias is
stronger and more automatic than confirmation Isiase. Though the literature is
still mixed on which valence is more likely to letadselective exposure, one thing is
certain: It is important to take valence into cdesation when creating selective
exposure stimuli.

Besides messages and choice, the presence of @mesidhay influence
selective exposure. It has been found that tryangppear as resolute or trying to
maintain a friendly relationship with an attracty®up can lead to balanced
information seeking (Lundgren & Prislin, 1998; Jermd al., 2005; Schlenker, 1980,
1985, 2003). When people are in homogeneous grtilupgare more likely to seek
attitude-consistent information than when theyiareeterogeneous groups (Schulz-
Hardt, Frey, Lathgens, & Moscovici, 2000).

The above findings suggest that when developirgctee exposure stimuli, we
should take considerations of the environmentaleratthg variables as well as
individual level variables. As this study conductedexperiment that randomly
assigned participants into different conditiongsth variables are considered to be
equal in different conditions. To make sure thedman assignment was truly random,
some of the above variables were measured to etimirthe differences between
experimental conditions were indeed due to differeanipulations rather than due to

these moderating variables.
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Selective Perception

As with selective exposure, scholars observed &gmthat people tend to make
biased evaluations to arrive at a conclusion thabnsistent with their preconceived
theories or beliefs (Allport, 1954; Bruner, 195hdapman & Chapman, 1967;
Hamilton, 1979; Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Ross &LepA&80; Snyder, 1981). These
egocentric biases have been found in self-releatinbution (Pettigrew, 1979; Ross
& Sicoly, 1979), evaluation of one’s own characttcs (Taylor, 1991; Tesser, 1988),
and evaluation of evidence on ideologically andspeally significant issues (Ditto &
Lopez, 1992; Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979; PomeraDbgiken, & Tordesillas, 1995;
Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Holt, 1985). For instarf8amitioso, Kunda and Fong
(1990) found that people who are motivated to beeselves as extraverted or
introverted are more likely to recall past expetesthat are consistent with their
desired self-view, though this motivated constautf self-image is constrained by
prior self-knowledge. Kunda (1987) found that pap@ants developed self-serving
theories about the role of mother’s working cormatiton her children’s marital
success, that is, those who were raised by workiothers believed working mothers
will benefit their children more than housewife mmets and those who were raised by
stay-home mothers believed housewife mothers witifit their children more than
working mothers. Dunning, Leuenberger, and Sherfh@f5) found this self-serving
selective perception tendency was stronger foigyants who had experienced
failure than those who had not experienced failure.

Selective perception is also prevalent in politiesudies have found that voters
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tend to selectively perceive their preferred caathd’ position in a way to make it
consistent with their own (Kinder, 1978; Sherrofl71-1972). They also selectively
perceive their preferred candidates to be bettar their opponents by predicting
their preferred candidates have a higher chanearsfing the election (Babad, 1997).
Kozielecki (1966) found people tend to judge deristonsistent information as more
credible and reliable than decision-inconsistefdrimation.

In terms of selective perception of media messagearchers have documented
a tendency for people who are highly involved inssue to rate neutral reports of
that issue as biased against their own point af.vidnis phenomenon is called hostile
media effect (Gunther, Christen, Libhart & Chiap2Q For instance, Vallone, Ross,
and Lepper (1985) found students who were pro-Arabpro-Israeli interpreted the
same stories as biased against their own grougr&arolla and Chaiken (1994)
found partisans on both sides of the Israeli-Paliest conflict tend to judge news
coverage as biased against their own side. Onbibkti@n issue, however, they found
that the hostile media effect is less consistenp&rtisans on both sides of the issue.
Most studies have found that involvement, whictigsally operationalized as party
identification or group identification, is the stigest predictor of the hostile media
effect (Gunther, 1992; Gunther et al., 2001).

Gunther et al. (2001) proposed that given that mests articles have a degree
of slant, we should test selective perception efsarticles with an apparent slant
instead of neutral articles. Articles with an agdrslant will inevitably be judged as

biased. The difference is the direction and theekegf biases. They defined this as
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“relative hostile media perception,” that is, twogps of partisans give the same
media coverage significantly different evaluatiomse in an unfavorable direction
relative to the other. Using news articles witmsl&unther et al. (2001) found that
when proponents of one side of an animal rightseisead unfavorable reports on
that issue, they judged those reports as morediasa did opponents of the issue.
Following Gunther et al. (2001)’s suggestion, gtisdy will also use articles with an
apparent slant to test selective perception.

Selective perception can be explained by the spailgiment theory (Sherif &
Hovland, 1961). The social judgment theory suggestsindividuals tend to use their
own positions as anchors when making judgments.riitinie message’s position is
perceived to fall within their acceptance level aasimilation effect is hypothesized
to occur. That is, the message’s position is judageteing closer to the person’s own
position than it actually is. By contrast, when thessage’s position is perceived to
fall within the latitude of rejection, contrastedts are hypothesized to happen. That
IS, recipients judge the message’s position as migepant from their own position
than it actually is. This assimilation-contraseeffis greater when individuals have
higher levels of ego-involvement. Study by LoradsR and Lepper (1979) found
evidence of contrast effects in media evaluatidreylasked subjects who support
capital punishment and those who oppose capitakporent to evaluate two studies,
one confirming their beliefs and one disconfirmthgir beliefs. Results showed that
both proponents and opponents of capital punishna¢ed the study that confirmed

their own beliefs to be more convincing and prolmtExposure to counter-
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attitudinal information also produced a “rebountdet,” that is, subjects reported
more polarized attitude after exposure to unsupgoresults. Taber and Lodge
(2006)’s study found similar results with the gumtrol issue and affirmative action
issue.

The social judgment theory can explain why peoplgage in selective
perception. It cannot explain under what conditipesple are more likely to engage
in selective perception and under what conditibiey tare more likely to engage in
objective processing. The theory of motivated raagpfills this gap. The theory of
motivated reasoning (Kunda, 1999) posits that natitvmm may affect which memories,
beliefs, inferential rules as well as the amourgfédrt people invest in searching
relevant beliefs and rules in their belief condliarc Without motivation, perceivers
may only rely on the most accessible cues andZ&ten the decision earlier
(Chaiken et al., 1989; Tetlock, 1992). When peegpéesufficiently motivated,
depending on which motivation they hold, they maynay not conduct selective
perception. On one hand, when people are motivatetcuracy, they are more
likely to process systematically all available imf@mtion. Accordingly, they are more
likely to extract multiple interpretations from theessages, generate more hypotheses,
and evaluate those hypotheses more carefully, defaking a final interpretation
(Chaiken et al., 1989; Kruglanski, 1990; Taylor &ke, 1978; Tetlock, Skitka, &
Boettger, 1989). Researchers have tried to redeleets/e perception by giving
people accuracy instructions. Lord, Lepper andtBred 984)’s study showed that

induction of the consider-the-opposite strategg,dtrategy that asks people to
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consider alternative possibilities that are at odk their beliefs at the moment, had
greater corrective effect than the instructionbeas fair and unbiased as possible. In
several studies, monetary incentives or admonitiorse accurate failed to eliminate
perception bias (Babad, 1997; Fischhoff, 1977).d&u1999) argued that accuracy
motivation might not lead to accurate judgment whpeaple do not possess a
superior reasoning strategy or when they couldemtgnize its relevance and
superiority. On the other hand, when people arevaitetd to defend their attitudes or
beliefs, they are likely to engage in biased pdroapwhich is the selective
perception phenomenon mentioned above (ChaikengW\W&&agly, 1996; Kunda,
1990; Liberman & Chaiken, 1992). This study shppls the theory of motivated
reasoning and test the effect of motivation ontradahostile media perception.
The Relationship between Selective Exposure and Selective Per ception

Previous literature did not touch much on the retethip between selective
exposure and selective perception. For instances delective exposure lead to
selective perception, or is selective perceptidigenerated? Frey (1986) argued that
selective perception is generated from within, leutlid not provide any empirical
evidence for this argument. Based on the theomativated reasoning (Kunda, 1999)
and Hart et al. (2009)’s development, | argue thatrelationship between selective
exposure and selective perception may depend ovations. If people are
motivated by the goal to defend their opinionsythl prefer attitude-consistent
information to counter-attitudinal information. Theill perceive information that is

consistent with their attitudes to be higher inddodity. If people are motivated by
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accuracy goals, they are likely to conduct balano@dmation searching. Exposure
to counter-attitudinal information may change thextisting attitudes. Finally, if
people are motivated by information utility godlsgy may or may not conduct
balanced information searching depending on whigé sf information is more
useful. If attitude-consistent information is maorgeful than counter-attitudinal
information, such as preparing to write an artsti@porting their original belief,
people will expose themselves to more attitude-sterst information than counter-
attitudinal information. This biased exposure mapnforce their original attitudes. If
counter-attitudinal information is as useful agadie-consistent information, such as
preparing to debate about the issue, then thegaurally likely to seek out attitude-
consistent information and counter-attitudinal mfation. In this case, exposure to
counter-attitudinal information serves to reinfotleir existing attitudes.

In terms of selective exposure, | hypothesize itifatmation utility overrides
defense motivation, which overrides accuracy maowvain predicting selective
exposure. In terms of selective perception, allippgants are hypothesized to
conduct selective perception. Motivations are potedi to influence the relative
strength of selective exposure. In terms of seleqterception, defense motivation
overrides accuracy motivation in predicting selexperception. Information utility is
predicted to have no effect on selective percepfan strong partisans, accuracy
motivation and information motivation will not hauapact on selective perception.
Selective perception will not be different for expgental groups and the control

group. For those who are not strong partisans; sedective perception may be
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changed by different motivations. Selective penoepin experimental groups may be
different from that in the control groups. When theee motivations are crossed with
one another, | make the following predictions (&agire 2 and 3):

For strong partisans who have high accuracy madinatnd no information
utility motivation (Condition A), defense motivatiawill override accuracy
motivation in predicting selective exposure aneéstle perception, it is
hypothesized that:

H1: For strong partisans who have high accuracy matinand no
information utility motivation (Condition A), (ahey will seek out more
attitude-consistent articles than counter-attitatanrticles, (b) and spend more
time on the former than the latter; (c) their ewadilons of attitude-consistent
articles will be higher than counter-attitudinai@es; (d) their selective
perception will not be different from the selectperception of those who have
low accuracy motivation and no information utilityotivation (the control
group).

For strong partisans who have low accuracy mobwadind for whom attitude-
consistent information is more useful than couatétudinal information (Condition
B), information utility motivation is hypothesizéd add to defense motivation in
predicting selective exposure; defense motivatidhdeminate in predicting

selective perception:
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Figure 2 The effect of motivations on selective exposuré perception for strong

partisans.

H2: For strong partisans who have low accuracy motwagind for whom

attitude-consistent information is more useful tkannter-attitudinal information

(Condition B), (a) they will seek out more attitudensistent articles than counter-

attitudinal articles and (b) spend more time onftimmer than the latter; (c) their

evaluations of attitude-consistent articles willhigher than counter-attitudinal

articles; (d) their selective perception will n@ different from the selective

perception of those who have low accuracy motivaeséind no information utility

motivation (the control group).

For strong partisans who have low accuracy motwasind for whom counter-

attitudinal information is as useful as attitudexsigtent information (Condition C),

information utility will override defense motivatian predicting selective exposure;

defense motivation will dominate in predicting stilee perception:

H3: For strong partisans who have low accuracy mobtwadind for whom
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counter-attitudinal information is as useful agadie-consistent information

(Condition C), (a) they will seek out equal numbgattitude-consistent articles

and counter-attitudinal articles and (b) spent egueount of time on the two; (c)

their evaluations of attitude-consistent article e higher than counter-

attitudinal articles; (d) their selective perceptiwill not be different from the
selective perception of those who have low accunacfivation and no
information utility motivation (the control group).

For strong partisans who have high accuracy matinatnd for whom counter-
attitudinal information is as useful as attitudexsistent information (Condition D),
accuracy motivation and information utility motiiat will override defense
motivation in predicting selective exposure; detenstivation will dominate in
predicting selective perception:

H4: For strong partisans who have high accuracy matinatnd for whom
counter-attitudinal information is as useful agadie-consistent information
(Condition D), (a) they will seek out equal numbéattitude-consistent articles
and counter-attitudinal articles and (b) spent eguoeount of time on the two; (c)
their evaluations of attitude-consistent articlek lve higher than counter-
attitudinal articles; (d) their selective perceptwill not be different from the
selective perception of those who have low accunacffvation and no
information utility motivation (the control group).

For strong partisans who have high accuracy matinatnd for whom

attitude-consistent information is more useful thaonter-attitudinal
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information (Condition E), information utility matation and defense

motivation will override accuracy motivation in plieting selective exposure;

defense motivation will dominate in predicting stilee perception:

H5: For strong partisans who have high accuracy matinatnd for whom
attitude-consistent information is more useful tkaonter-attitudinal
information (Condition E), (a) they will seek oubre attitude-consistent articles
than counter-attitudinal articles, and (b) spendanione on the former than the
latter; (c) their evaluations of attitude-consistarticles will be higher than
counter-attitudinal articles; (d) their selectivar@eption will not be different
from the selective perception of those who havedoauracy motivation and no
information utility motivation (the control group).

For strong partisans who have low accuracy motwadind no information
utility motivation (the control group), defense mvation will dominate in predicting
selective exposure and selective perception.

H6: For strong partisans who have low accuracy motwagind no
information utility motivation (the control groupg) they will seek out more
attitude-consistent articles than counter-attitatarticles and (b) spend more
time on the former than the latter; (c) their ewadilons of attitude-consistent
articles will be higher than counter-attitudinaices.

For those who were not strong partisans that hagredctcuracy motivation and
no information utility motivation (Condition A), aaracy motivation was

hypothesized to dominate in predicting selectiveosxire and selective perception.
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H7: For those who were not strong partisans who hayredccuracy
motivation and no information utility motivation ¢@dition A), (a) they will
seek out equal number of attitude-consistent agiahd (b) counter-attitudinal
articles and spent equal amount of time on the (a)atheir evaluations of
attitude-consistent articles will be higher thanimir-attitudinal articles; (d)
their selective perception will be lower than tleéestive perception of those
who have low accuracy motivation and no informatiifity motivation (the

control group).

Congenial More Biased Condition E
info. useful J . congenial | | perception | _
High Both useful  me— Equal m— | ess biases === Condition D

exposure

No info. Equal

m— | ess biases ™= Condition A

utiltiy exposure
Accuracy \
motivation ( 1 ! | (
————— Congenial More Biased o
. lU e l“ | — , e — 1ASC( == (Condition B
nlo. usefu | congenial. [ perception
. ] . Equal Biased ST
Low Both useful  — exposure — perception s Condition C
Noinfo. ___| ~More | Biased Control erou
utiltiy | congenial. __ perception ’ group

Figure 3 The effect of motivations on selective exposuré perception for those
who were not strong partisans.

For those who are not strong partisans that havetcuracy motivation and for
whom attitude-consistent information was more ustsian counter-attitudinal

information (Condition B), information utility motation will dominate in predicting
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selective exposure; defense motivation will donenatpredicting selective
perception:

H8: For those who are not strong partisans who havebxuracy
motivation and for whom attitude-consistent infotima is more useful than
counter-attitudinal information (Condition B), (#ey will seek out more
attitude-consistent articles than counter-attitatarticles and (b) spend more
time on the former than the latter; (c) their eadilons of attitude-consistent
articles will be higher than counter-attitudinai@es; (d) their selective
perception will not be different from the selectperception of those who have
low accuracy motivation and no information utilityotivation (the control
group).

For those who are not strong partisans that haveaturacy motivation and for
whom counter-attitudinal information is as usefsiladtitude-consistent information
(Condition C), information utility motivation willominate in predicting selective
exposure; defense motivation will dominate in pcadg selective perception:

H9: For those who are not strong partisans who havebxuracy
motivation and for whom counter-attitudinal infortioa is as useful as attitude-
consistent information (Condition C), (a) they vaélek out equal number of
attitude-consistent articles and counter-attituidanacles and (b) spend equal
amount of time on the two; (c) their evaluationsatiitude-consistent articles
will be higher than counter-attitudinal articled) (heir selective perception will

not be different from the selective perceptionhafse who have low accuracy
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motivation and no information utility motivatiorh@ control group).

For those who are not strong partisans that hayle dacuracy motivation and
for whom counter-attitudinal information is as udefs attitude-consistent
information (Condition D), information utility motation will add to accuracy
motivation in predicting selective exposure; accynaotivation will dominate in
predicting selective perception:

H10: For those who were not strong partisans that hagreaccuracy
motivation and for whom counter-attitudinal infortioa is as useful as attitude-
consistent information (Condition D), (a) they vatek out equal number of
attitude-consistent articles and counter-attituidanacles and (b) spend equal
amount of time on the two; (c) their evaluationsatiitude-consistent articles
will be higher than counter-attitudinal articled) (heir selective perception will
be lower than the selective perception of those dnee low accuracy
motivation and no information utility motivatiorh@ control group).

For those who were not strong partisans that hagredccuracy motivation and
for whom attitude-consistent information is morefusthan counter-attitudinal
information (Condition E), information utility matation will override accuracy
motivation in predicting selective exposure; accynaotivation will dominate in
predicting selective perception:

H11: For those who were not strong partisans that hayleaccuracy
motivation and for whom attitude-consistent infotima is more useful than

counter-attitudinal information (Condition E), ey will seek out more
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attitude-consistent articles than counter-attitatarticles and (b) spend more

time on the former than the latter; (c) their eadilons of attitude-consistent

articles will be higher than counter-attitudinai@es; (d) their selective

perception will be lower than the selective perimepof those who have low

accuracy motivation and no information utility mation (the control group).

For those who were not strong partisans that hawveatcuracy motivation and
no information utility motivation (the control grpy the low defense motivation will
dominate in predicting selective exposure and sgkeperception:

H12: For those who were not strong partisans who hawveaccuracy
motivation and no information utility motivatiorh@ control group), (a) they
will seek out more attitude-consistent articlesthaunter-attitudinal articles
and (b) spend more time on the former than therlaft) their evaluations of

attitude-consistent articles will be higher thaomir-attitudinal articles.
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CHAPTER 3
STUDY DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

Overview

An online experiment was conducted to test thecetié motivations on
selective exposure and selective perception. Therearent had three steps.
Participants were asked to read and evaluate pardigicles on a political forum
website and answer a questionnaire immediatelyrbefiod after the website
experience. Before viewing the website, they warglomly assigned different
instructions to manipulate different motivation®. fest whether the articles on the
same issue used in the experiment were differepogition but equal in interest,
writing quality and argument strength, a pilot t&sts conducted before the main
study took place.
Respondents

Participants were found via referrals from studémsn several Communication
classes at a large Western university in exchahgkass extra credit. In order to
draw a sample that closely matched that of the poBulation, students were asked
to refer American citizens who were 18 years oldlder to participate in the study.

For the pilot study, seventy-eight U.S. adultsipgrated. Of whom, forty-five
were females (57.7%) and thirty-three were mal2s3@), fifty-seven were White
(73.1%), seventeen were Asians (21.8%), one wasakirAmerican (1.3%), and one

was a mixed race (1.3%). The average age was $6&3% old §D= 17.48). The
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average of year of education was 15.58 yeaixs £2.30). Among the seventy-eight
participants, thirty-two participants consideredrtiselves Democrats or leaned
toward the Democratic Party (41%), and forty-sirtiggpants self-identified as
Republicans or leaned toward the Republican P&&%0j.

For the main study, eight hundreds and ninety-ashdts were recruited. Of
those participants, eighty-six finished step 1didtnot finish step 2 and step 3 of the
study, fifty-eight finished step 1 and step 2 bigt mbt finish step 3 of the study, and
ten were not U.S. residents. In addition, 8 pgréints who did not click on any article
in step 2 were excluded from the analysis becawesedid not seem to have engaged
in browsing the articles. These participants wendwgled from the analysis. This
resulted in seven hundreds and thirty-seven egialrticipants. Of these seven
hundreds and thirty-seven participants, three heagland seventy-seven (51.1%)
were female, three hundreds and sixty (48.8%) wexke, one was neuter (0.1%).

The average age was 41.@&D(= 18.08) years old.
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Study Design

An online experiment was conducted because congaéer unobtrusively
document selective exposure rather than relyingetospective self-reports of media
exposure that may be biased (Sears & Freedman). )&% the facilitation of the
computer, it is less likely that subjects are dblguess the purpose of the study.

The design was a 2 x 3 x 2 factorial experimeng ptimary independent
variables were accuracy motivation (high versus)Jamformation utility (congenial
information more useful than uncongenial informatmotivationvs. both sides
equally useful motivatiomns.no information utility motivation) and defense
motivation (high/strong partisars.low/those who were not strong partisan). The
dependent variables were selective exposure aadtse& perception.

Motivations can either be temporarily activatedsityational variables (e.qg.,
Chaiken, 1980; Neuberg & Fiske, 1987; Tetlock, 8®83b; Webster, 1993) or
measured as chronic motives that can be charastieaiz individual differences in
personality (e.g., Burger & Cooper, 1979; Caciogp®etty, 1982; Fletcher,
Danilovics, Fernandez, Peterson, & Reeder, 1986miison et al., 1994; Webster,
1993). In this study, defense motivation was mdaiied by selecting subjects based
on their existing value involvement: partisanshliipihson & Eagly, 1990). As
partisanship is deeply rooted in one’s value sysdachis not easily manipulated, it
was treated as a chronic motivation. Strong parsiseere considered to have high
defense motivation when reading partisan artichesthose who were not strong

partisans were considered to have low defense ataiivwhen reading partisan
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articles.

Accuracy motivation was manipulated by situatidiaators, as previous
research found participants’ self-report of holdaoguracy motivation was biased
(Lundgren & Prislin, 1998). Accuracy motivation wadtivated by giving (versus not
giving) money to participants who make the mosueate judgments. High accuracy
motivation was induced by telling the participatttat they will receive $20 gift card
for making accurate judgments. Those who did na¢iv@ such instructions were
considered to have lower accuracy motivation.

Information utility motivation was manipulated byusitional factors.
Information utility has three levels: congenialanmhation more useful than
uncongenial information motivation, both-sides mfiation equally useful motivation,
and no information utility motivation. The thredfdrent motivations were
manipulated by giving participants different instiians about writing an article
about Obama’s second-term presidency. Congenm@inr&tion more useful than
uncongenial information motivation was manipulabgdelling participants that they
were going to write an article consistent with thpalitical attitudes. Both-sides
information equally useful motivation was manipetaby informing the participants
that they would be asked to write an article detgasibout whether Obama’s second-
term presidency was going to be successful. Fintddb/ no-information-utility group
did not receive instructions on writing articles.

The three motivations were crossed with each dthereate six versions of

instructions. As congenial information more usefidan uncongenial information
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motivation differed by party identification, two n&gons were created for the two
“congenial information more useful than uncongemé&rmation” motivation
manipulations. This results in eight different vens of instructions representing six
different experimental conditions.

Experimental Procedure

The experiment consisted of three steps. Partitspaare asked to finish all
three steps in one sitting. Step 1 was a questientieat asked participants about
their partisanship, ideology, and social demogmapharacteristics (see Appendix A).

Before going to step 2, they were given the diffiéreersions of instructions to
step 2 and step 3. All instructions told the pgrtats that they were asked to
evaluate a test version of an online political forthat was not yet available on the
Internet, followed by different versions of thetingtions. To make sure they actually
read the instructions, after they have done reattiagnstructions, a multiple-choice
guestion that asked them which of the followingnmstions were mentioned in the
last page would pop up. They were provided fouicd®to choose from. After
submitting their answer, they were provided witl dorrect answer. This question
served to remind participants what the instructvese.

After the instruction question, participants wenécanatically directed to step 2.
Step 2 was an online political forum that was desfor this study by a professional
website development company to look like a reainenbolitical forum. Participants
could click on any article that interested them aadld take as much time as

possible on the article they clicked. When thegkadd on the “back to the home
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page” button, a questionnaire would pop up and@skquestions on the credibility
of the article. After answering the article questiaire and clicking submit, they were
directed back to the home page. This process regpéat each article. The time they
spent on each article was recorded.

After six minute$ of browsing the website, a pop up window appearethe
whole screen with the sentence “Thank you for yeadback on the website, please
proceed to step 3.” There was a “step 3” buttoowehis sentence. Once the
participant clicked on the “step 3” button, theyreveirected to step 3, the post-test
guestionnaire. The post-test questionnaire inclupesstions about the participants’
opinions about the four political issues mentiomethe articles on the website as
well as questions assessing the respondents’ le¥éie need for cognition and
close-mindedness. The last page showed the delgrigfiormation (See Appendix B).
Pilot Test

In order to test whether the articles in the mast had an unambiguous stance
while being equally interesting, possessing equlaent strength, and being
equally well written, a pilot test was conductedthe pilot test, step 1 and step 3
were the same as the main test. The only differerasestep 2. The step 2
instructions were:

You are invited to evaluate an online news magga\ational Politics

Forum, which is still under construction. The presiand other parts are

yet to be added. Right now, we are only concerniéd your opinion of the
articles in this website. Please read each axtetefully, leave comments

ZIn the pilot test, the average time spent on #olawas about six minutes. To ensure that
participants can finish reading at least one atitie time limit for viewing the website was smt $ix
minutes in the main study.
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and evaluate ALL the articles in the pop up quesi&re.

After 20 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) willagd automatically for

you. Please make as accurate evaluations as poasidljustify all your

evaluations with good arguments in step 3. We natkk the 10 best

comments to add them into the forum and the wribétbe best comments

will be given a $20 Amazon gift card each.

For step 2 of the pilot test, participants wereedsto read all of the eight articles
on the website and answer four questions for edatieain the pop up questionnaire
after reading each article. In the questionnaiagtigpants were asked to rate the
level of interest in the article they just readaoi-point scalenot at all interesting-

-3, extremely interesting 3), the level of writing skill on a 7-point seghot at all
well-writterF -3, extremely well-writterr 3), and the strength of arguments on a 7-
point scalerfot at all strong arguments -3, extremely strong arguments3).
Participants were shown a bar that had the numBerg, -1, 0, 1, 2, and 3. The two
extreme labels were shown at the end of each bally they were asked to write
what the stance of the article they just read Wasrect answers were coded as 1 and
incorrect answers were coded as 0. For pilot tegt 3, the website lasted for 20
minutes.

Pairedt-tests were conducted to determine whether theassaof the two
articles on the same topic were significantly defe and whether the two articles on
the same topic were equally interesting, equallj-watten, and equal in argument
strength. Results showed that there were no sogmifidifferences between the two

articles for each issue in terms of the level téiiest, argument strength and writing

skills (Table 1). The two articles’ stances onshene issues were equally likely to be
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correctly judged.
Motivation Manipulations

The different instructions before the website briogwserved as motivation
manipulations in this study. Different conditiorgeived different instructions (or no
instruction in the control condition).

There were two steps in the assignment of conditida ensure that there were
equal numbers of strong partisans and those whe marstrong partisans in each
condition, strong partisans and those who werestmohg partisans were first
identified. In the second step, strong partisamstanse who were not strong
partisans were randomly assigned to one of thexgierimental conditions separately

(See Table 2).
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Pilot Test Results on Perceptions of Issue Stdrelsl of Interest, Strength of Arguments and Lel/&Vriting Quality
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Issue News Perceived Issue Stands Interest Strong argument Well-written

Lead M SD ttest M(-3to3) SD ttest M(-3t03) SD ttest M(-3to SD  ttest

Heading (1=correct, 3)

O=incorrect)

Abortion® 0.00 0.33 0.97 -0.08
(395 (40) (40) (40)

Abortionl  0.98 0.16 1.27 1.60 1.02 1.78 1.22 1.61

Abortion2  0.98 0.16 1.39 1.96 1.44 2.06 1.20 2.04

Gun Control -0.81 -0.56 -0.89 -1.76
(29) (33) (33) (33)

Gunl 0.87 0.35 1.71 1.38 1.47 1.44 1.53 1.26

Gun2 0.93 0.25 1.88 1.41 1.82 1.78 2.00 1.26

Obamacare -1.00 0.89 0.22 1.49
(31) (32) (32) (32)

Obamacarel 0.97 0.18 1.76 1.37 1.39 1.52 1.94 1.17

Obamacare2 1.00 0.00 1.42 1.60 1.30 1.69 1.45 1.50

Tax 0.00 -0.29 -1.81 -1.51
(30) (33) (33) (33)

Tax1 0.90 0.30 1.53 1.80 1.00 1.83 1.35 1.92

Tax2 0.90 0.30 1.62 1.30 1.74 1.76 1.88 1.17

Note a. The numbers of participants are reportedemptirentheses.
b. Abortionl=pro-choice, abortion 2=pro-life, Gungen control, Gun2=anti-gun control, Obamacarel<pbamacare,
Obamacare2=anti-Obamacare, Tax1l=increase taxdardh, Tax2=equal tax for the rich
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Table 2

Condition Divisions Based on Motivation

Accuracy motivation High Accuracy motivation Low
Congenial info. Strong Those who are Strong Those who
useful partisan (E)  not strong partisan (B) are not strong
partisans (E) partisans (B)
Both useful Strong Those who are Strong Those who
partisan (D)  not strong partisan (C) are not strong
partisans (D) partisans (C)
No information Strong Those who are Strong Those who
utility partisan (A)  not strong partisan (the are not strong
partisans (A)  control group) partisans (the
control
group)

Because for those who had liberal leanings (Dente®erad those who leaned
toward the Democratic Party) and those who haderwasive leanings (Republicans
and those who leaned toward the Republican Pdiy)congenial information more
useful than uncongenial information condition wdgedent, and the instructions for
the two groups in Condition B and Condition E weiferent as well. Accordingly,
the instructions had eight variations: A, B (consgive), B (liberal), C, D, E
(conservative), E (liberal), and the control gr¢8ee Table 3).

Different instructions were given to participanesbd on which condition the
participant was assigned. For Condition A (highusacy motivation and no
information utility), the instructions were:

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational

Politics Forum, which is still under constructidrne pictures and other

parts are yet to be added. Right now, we are amtgerned with your
opinions of the articles in this website. Pleasensié minutes browsing the
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After 6 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will grlcautomatically for
you. Please make as accurate evaluations as poasidljustify all your
evaluations with good arguments. We will rate tBéb&st comments to add
them into the forum and the writers of the best c@nts will be given a
$20 Amazon gift card each. Please note, time doeallow you to read all
the articles, thus you should just browse the ledithat you find most
interesting, as you normally would.

Participants in Condition B (low accuracy motivatiand for whom attitude-

consistent information more useful than countateatinal information) were told

that they would be asked to write an article thaswonsistent with their party

identification. Depending on their party identifica, they were given different

instructions:

Table 3

Condition Division Operationalization

Condition

$20 Amazon gift card for
accurate judgment

No accuracy manipulation

The positive prospects Strong
of Obama’s second terr partisan

presidency/what to
worry about Obama’s
bsecond term presidency

Whether Obama’s

second term presidency partisan

will be successful
No information utility

Those who are Strong
not strong partisan
partisans (E) (B)

Those who are Strong
not strong partisan
partisans (D) (C)
Those who are Strong

not strong partisan

partisans (A) (the
control
group)

Those who are
not strong
partisans (B)

Those who are
not strong
partisans (C)
Those who are
not strong
partisans (the
control group)

Note. a. If the participant was a Democrat or |ediogvard the Democratic Party.
b. If the participant was a Republican or leanevkial the Republican Party.
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Condition B1 If the participant was a Democrat or leaned taltbe

Democratic Party, the instructions were:

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational
Politics Forum, which is still under constructidrne pictures and other
parts are yet to be added. Please spend 6 mimaesihg the website.

After 6 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will glcautomatically for
you. In the questionnaire, please write an aratleut “the positive
prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.” Weedit it and add it to
the forum. Please note, time does not allow yae#al all the articles, thus
you should just browse the articles that you foomast interesting, as you
normally would.

Condition B2 If the participant was a Republican or leanedaxthe
Republican Party, they were asked to write abangthto worry about Obama’s
second term presidency. The instructions stated tha

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational
Politics Forum, which is still under constructidrne pictures and other
parts are yet to be added. Please spend 6 mimaesihg the website.
After 6 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will grlcautomatically for you.

In the questionnaire, please write an article ababtt to worry about
Obama’s second term presidency.” We will edit il add it to the forum.
Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should
just browse the articles that you found most irdgng, as you normally
would.

Participants in Condition C (those who have lowuaacy motivation and for
whom counter-attitudinal information is as usefsiladtitude-consistent information)
were told that they would be asked to write arckrtilebating about whether Obama
would do a good job for his second term. The irtdioms were:

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational
Politics Forum, which is still under constructidrne pictures and other
parts are yet to be added.

After 6 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will grcautomatically for
you. In the questionnaire, please write an aratleut “whether Obama’s
second term presidency will be successful.” We adiit and add it to the
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forum. Please note, time does not allow you to adhthe articles, thus you
should just browse the articles that you found nmasresting, as you
normally would.

Participants in Condition D (high accuracy motigatand for whom counter-
attitudinal information is as useful as attitudersistent information) were told that
they would be asked to write an article debatingtiver Obama’s second term
presidency will be successful and they would rezenoney reward for making
accurate evaluations. The instructions were:

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational
Politics Forum, which is still under constructidrne pictures and other
parts are yet to be added.

After 6 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will rautomatically for
you. In the questionnaire, please write an artigleating about “whether
Obama’s second term presidency will be succesdflikdse make as
accurate evaluations as possible. Please justifypaf evaluations with
good arguments. We will rate the 10 best commengsiti them into the
forum and the writers of the best comments wilgben a $20 Amazon
gift card each. Please note, time does not allowtgaead all the articles,
thus you should just browse the articles that ywunél most interesting, as
you normally would.

Participants in Condition E (high accuracy motigatand for whom attitude-
consistent information is more useful than couatétudinal information) were told
that they would be asked to write an article thas wonsistent with their partisanship
and they would receive money reward for making eateuevaluations. Depending on
their party identification, they were given diffatanstructions:

Condition E1 If the participant was a Democrat or leaned talibe
Democratic Party, the instructions were:

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational

Politics Forum, which is still under constructidrne pictures and other
parts are yet to be added.
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Please spend 6 minutes browsing the website. Afteinutes, a
guestionnaire (step 3) will upload automatically you. In the
guestionnaire, please write an article about “th&tive prospects of
Obama’s second term presidency.” Please make asade®valuations as
possible and justify all your evaluations with garduments. We will rate
the 10 best comments to add them into the foruntlamavriters of the best
comments will be given a $20 Amazon gift card e&ibase note, time
does not allow you to read all the articles, thas ghould just browse the
articles that you found most interesting, as younradly would.

Condition E2 If they were a Republican or leaned closer toRkepublican Party,
they would be asked to write about things to watnput Obama’s second term
presidency. The instructions were:

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational
Politics Forum, which is still under constructidrne pictures and other
parts are yet to be added. Please spend 6 mimaesihg the website.

After 6 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will grlcautomatically for

you. In the questionnaire (step 3), please writaréiole about “what to

worry about Obama’s second term presidency.” Plesse as accurate

evaluations as possible and justify all your eviaues with good arguments.

We will rate the 10 best comments to add themtimoforum and the

writers of the best comments will be given a $20a&on gift card each.

Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should

just browse the articles that you found most irgeng, as you normally

would.

After participants finished reading the instrucgpthey could click on the “step
2" button and browse the website. The control grdigpnot receive any instructions.

In the step 3 post-test questionnaire, the firgistjon asked participants to write
the article as they were instructed before browtegwebsite. Participants who
identified themselves as Democrats or leaned towerdemocratic Party in
Condition B and Condition E were asked: “Please giour opinion about the

positive prospects of Obama’s second term presyd@&ate: please provide some

justifications for your opinion.” Participants wiaentified themselves as
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Republicans or leaned toward the Republican ParGoindition B and Condition E
were asked: “Please give your opinion about whatdoy about Obama’s second
term presidency. Note: please provide some juatibas for your opinion.” Finally,
participants in Condition A, C, D and the controbgp were asked: “Please give your
opinion on whether Obama will do a good job ingesond term presidency. Note:
please provide some justifications for your opinion
Simulus: Online Magazine

The online magazine, “National Politics Forum,” vmslt by a professional
website developing company. On its home page,qyaaits saw the title of the
website “National Politics Forum” and the list aflet articles, each had a headline,
lead, author name, date and time (See Figure Zallé 4). The eight articles
covered four issues. Half of the articles’ headlinad leads indicated liberal issue
positions while the other half of the articlesa#lindicated conservative issue
positions. To control the effect of valence, hdlthe articles on each side used
positive wording and half of the articles on eaicle sised negative wording. The
articles were culled from partisan websites andtshed to be relatively equal in
length, 499 to 507 word$A = 504,SD =3.18). The positions of headlines and leads
of the eight articles on the home page were rangednby the computer for every
participant to prevent position effects from ocougr

To make the website look like a real website, sittdns were created below the
website title: HOME, FEATURED, BLOG, ARCHIVES, ABOUUS and

SUBSCRIBE. These buttons are commonly seen inordaie political forum. When
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participants clicked on these buttons, they wetéiad that the page was under
construction. Finally, a search tool bar was ateaied to look like a real website.
Participants could type key words in it, howevenew they hit enter, they were also
notified that the function was under constructigliaking these buttons dysfunctional

was designed to remove distraction from readingttieles.

NATIONAL POLITICS FORUM

L] HOME FEATURED ELOG ABOUTUS SUBSCRIBE
Tragic Mass Shooting Is No Reason for Gun The Rich Should Pay Higher Taxes: Here's Why
Control [
Abortion's Negative Effects Why We Shouldn't Raise Taxes On The Rich
More Guns, More Mass Shootings Is No What Makes Private Health Insurance Better
Coincidence Than Obamacare
The Basics: Why Pro-choice Is The Only Most People Like Obamacare Once They Know

Reasonable Option What's Really In It

Figure 4 Screenshot of the online magazine
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Headlines and Leads of the Articles on the Website

Issue Liberal headlines and leads Conservativelineadand leads
Abortion The Basics: Why Pro-choice Is Abortion’s Negative Effects
The Only Reasonable Option By Priya Johnson on 1/30/2013
By Libby Anne on 1/5/ 2013  Abortion is often viewed as a
Why pro-choice is the only solution to a problem. But what about
moral option? In response to  the problems that abortion brings
questions raised by pro-life with it?
advocates, here are the basics:
Gun More Guns, More Mass Tragic Mass Shooting Is No Reason
Control Shootings Is No Coincidence for Gun Control

By Mark Follman on 12/15/ By Thomas Sowell on 12/18/2012
2012 Must every tragic mass shooting
America now has 300 million  bring out the shrill ignorance of “gun
firearms, a barrage of NRA-  control” advocates? The key fallacy
backed gun laws—and record of so-called gun-control laws is that
casualties from mass killers.  such laws do not in fact control guns.

Obamacare Most People Like Obamacare What Makes Private Health

Tax policy

Once They Know What's Insurance Better Than Obamacare
Really In It By John Goodman on 1/9/ 2013
By Mark Follman on 1/3/2013 Why private health insurance is
People are suspicious of better than Obamacare? To help

Obamacare in the abstract, but everyone think through this, | offer
when it gets to the specifics  five principles.
they tend to like it a lot better.

The Rich Should Pay Higher Why We Shouldn’t Raise Taxes On

Taxes: Here’s Why The Rich

By Mark Rosenfelder on By Peter Ferrara on 11/14/12
2/1/2013 Barack Obama says that now that he
Wealthy Americans will recoil has been re-elected, that means a

at the suggestion, likely majority of Americans agree with
responding with the tired him that taxes should be raised on

mantra that the top earners pay‘the rich,” so that they would pay
most of the income tax. But twotheir “fair share.” But that policy
points can be made in responsanakes no sense from any reasoned
to that: perspective.
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Independent Variables

Accuracy Motivation. High accuracy motivation was manipulated by makirey
correct judgments of high relevance to the parictpParticipants were informed that
the top 10 writers would receive a $20 Amazon gaiftd for the most accurate
judgment before browsing the website. The low aacyimotivation group did not
receive instructions on accuracy.

Information Utility Motivation. The information utility motivation manipulation
had three versions: congenial information moreuwlsbn uncongenial information
motivation, both-sides information equally usefudtiation, and no information
utility motivation. The congenial information mouseful motivation condition had
two versions. If the participants identified as amats or leaned toward the
Democratic Party, they were told that they werengdo write about “the positive
prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.’rtiggaants identified as
Republicans or leaned toward the Republican Py, were told that that they were
going to write “what to worry about Obama’s secoéerin presidency.” The both-
sides information equally useful motivation comalitivas manipulated by informing
the participants that they were going to write drcle about whether Obama’s
second-term presidency would be successful aftewding the website. Participants
in the no information utility condition did not reiwe any instructions on information
utility.

Defense Motivation. In this study, defense motivation was manipuldtgd

selecting subjects based on their existing valueliiement: the strength of
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partisanship. Strong partisans and those who warstrong partisans were first
identified based on their answers to two questit@senerally speaking, do you
usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Demag@n Independent or something
else?” If participants identified as a Republicam®emocrat, they were asked “Do
you consider yourself a strong or not a very strBegublican/Democrat?” Those
who answered that they were strong Republicang@ng Democrats were grouped
into the strong partisan group. The rest wereeast not strong partisans. Those
who thought of themselves as Independent or songetise were asked “Do you
think of yourself as closer to the Republican Partthe Democratic Party?” A
dummy variable, party leaning, was created by rexpthe answers to the two
guestions abovdhose who identified as a Democrat or leaned towhed
Democratic Party= 1;those who identified as a Republican or leaned tdwize
Republican Party 2; else= missing).

To make sure the assumption that party identificateflected attitudes toward
the president was met, feeling toward the presjdgartack Obama, the Republican
Party, the Democratic Party was measured on dl0Qascaleéxtremely
unfavorable/cold= 1, extremely favorable/warm £00).

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables were the number of attitetsistent/inconsistent
articles read, time spent reading attitude-consibteonsistent articles, and
evaluation of credibility of each article. To detene which articles were attitude-

consistent and which articles were counter-attitaljissue positions were measured
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in step 3, after viewing the articles.
| ssue Position.

Issue positions were used to compare with partitgd@arty identification (see
manipulation check section) as well as used torate which articles were attitude-
consistent and which articles were counter-attitabliin step 3, issue positions were
measured by asking participants’ attitudes towhedfour issues (tax, gun, healthcare,
and abortion) on a five-point scale. Similar to #08 American National Election
Studies questionnaire, for each issue, there vgtastement about two opposing
attitudes on the same issue, point 1 reflectediltbeal view and point 5 reflected the
conservative view. The pattern was reversed fogtirecontrol issue. For instance,
on the abortion issue, the question stated:

There is much debate about abortion. Some peoglal®rtion

should be available to anyone who wants it. Supfitesse people are at one

end of a scale, at point 1. Others feel that atorshould not be permitted

under any circumstances. Suppose these peoplé theeaher end, at point

5. And, of course, some other people have opirsonsewhere in between,

at points 2, 3, or 4.

Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale?
Yourselffgro-choice= 1, pro-life = 5)

For other issue position question wording, plea$erito post-test questionnaire
in the Appendix B.

Next, the four issue position variables were redade four dummy variables
where 1= liberal, 2 = conservative, and else=missibbortion attitudepfo-choice=
1, pro-life = 2, else= missing); gun policysupport gun controt 1, anti-gun control

= 2, else= missing); healthcaresgpport Obamacare 1,support private care 2,

else= missing); and taxspipport raising tax for the rick 1, support equal tax for the
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rich = 2,else= missing).
Selective Exposure Measures

The website kept record of participants’ exposumetin seconds by logging
every hyperlink use. Selective exposure was operalized as article choice (clicked
on hyperlink leading to article or not) and readimge in seconds, as previous studies
have found that the two indicators have slightijedent patterns (Knobloch-
Westerwick & Meng, 2009; Knobloch-Westerwick & Kienan, 2012).

Preliminary analysis showed that on average, ppaints clicked on 4.05
articles 6D = 2.62). The maximum number of articles partictiganlicked was 16 and
the minimum number of articles participants clickeas 1. On average, participants
spent 273.85 secondSH = 75.31) on the homepage. The minimum time speithe
home page was 6 seconds, and the maximum time ape¢hé homepage was 359
seconds.

Participants’ issue positions were compared wighgbsitions of the eight
articles. Each article clicked was coded as comsigil) or inconsistent (0) to the
participant’s attitude. To calculate the numbeatitude-consistent and counter-
attitudinal articles each participant read, timerdmn each article was coded as a
dummy variable first. If the time spent on an detidid not equal to O, it was coded as
1. If the time equaled to O, it was coded as 0. filmaber of attitude-consistent
articles read was computed by summing the numbeattitdde-consistent articles
read on the four issues. The number of countduditial articles read was computed

by summing the number of counter-attitudinal agscatead on the four issues.
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Because some participants clicked on the saméeanticre than once, and each
clicking was considered a different selection,ibenber of articles clicked could
exceed 8.

Similarly, to calculate the time spent on attitugbmsistent articles and time
spent on counter-attitudinal articles, for eachéssttitude-consistent articles were
identified based on the dummy variable of issuetjpos The time spent on attitude-
consistent articles on each issue was calculatédueasum of all the time spent on
attitude-consistent article(s). The time spent amnter-attitudinal articles was
calculated as the sum of all the time spent on tetattitudinal article(s).

Following Pomerantz, Chaiken, and Tordesillas ()985elective exposure
time index was computed by subtracting the timéig@pants spent reading counter-
attitude articles from that spent reading attitedesistent articles. Similarly, a
selective exposure choice index was computed blyaiimg the number of counter-
attitude articles from the number of attitude-cetest articles.

Selective Perception Measures

After reading each article, subjects were askesl/eduate the article they just
read on a scale from 1 to 5: reliabiligxfremely unreliable 1 toextremely reliable
= 5); expertisedxtremely inexpert 1 toextremely expert 5); honestydxtremely
dishonest 1 toextremely honest 5); and singxtremely virtuous: 1 toextremely
sinful = 5). Virtue was recoded from siextremely sinfut 1 toextremely virtuous
5). Credibility was computed by averaging the sadreeliability, expertise, honesty,

and virtue. If one article was evaluated more thiace, an average score was
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calculated. A selective perception index was comgblty subtracting a person’s the
average credibility rating of counter-attitude @gs from his or her average
credibility rating of attitude-consistent articles.
Moder ating Variables and Socio-Demographic Variables

In this study, individual level variables that hdaen found to affect selective
exposure (Albarracin & Mitchell, 2004; Canon, 1964arke & James, 1967; Kleck
& Wheaton, 1967; Stroud, 2011; Tsfati & Cappelld)2) were measured to make
sure that these variables were equivalent amonditieeent groups so that
differences in the dependent variables were notatiee moderating variables. In
addition, socio-demographics variables measurasgéovhether the sample
resembled that of the U.S. population.
Socio-demographics

Socio-demographic variables were asked in the gireteluding gendefémale
=1, male= 0), age (years), African Americaff(ican American= 1,else= 0),
Hispanic Hispanic= 1, else= 0), educationyears of schooling marriage status
(married= 1,else= 0), and household incomia thousand}
Attitude Certainty

Attitude certainty has been found to be negativelgted to seeking counter-
attitudinal information and positively related f@esiding time on attitude-consistent
information (Knoblock-Westerwick & Meng, 2009). Reipants were asked to
indicate how certain they were about the four praltissues on a five-point scale,

where 1 meantot at all certainand 5 meangxtremely certainAn attitude certainty
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scale was computed using the average score ohveeas to the four issue certainty
guestions.
| ssue | mportance

Knoblock-Westerwick and Meng (2009) found issueom@nce was positively
related to seeking counter-attitudinal informatibmthe present study, participants
were asked to indicate how important the four issmere to them personally on a
five-point scale, where 1 meamtt at all importantand 5 meangxtremely important
An issue importance scale was computed using teeage score of the answers to
the four issue importance questions.

Political Efficacy

Confidence has been found to reduce selective expdgalbarracin & Mitchell,
2004; Canon, 1964). In terms of politics, interpalitical efficacy reflects political
confidence. Niemi, Craig, and Mattei (1991) defimetgrnal efficacy as “beliefs
about one’s own competence to understand, andrticipate effectively in politics,”
(pp. 1407-1408).

Internal political efficacy were measured with figeestions in the pre-test: (1)
“Sometimes, politics and government seem so colgiecthat a person like me can't
really understand what’s going on”; (2) “I feel thdnave a pretty good understanding
of the important political issues facing our coyfit(3) “I consider myself to be well
gualified to participate in politics”; (4) “I feghat | could do as good a job in public
office as most other people”; (5) “I think thatrhaetter informed about politics and

government than most people.” Respondents weralasiteeystrongly agreedl),
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somewhat agree(®), neither agreed nor disagre€®), somewhat disagreed), or
strongly disagree@5) with each of these statements. Internal palitefficacy scale
was computed by averaging the score of the fivetipres.
Political Interest

As political interest has been found to be a sigaift predictor of political
selective exposure (Knoblock-Westerwick & Meng, 200wo questions in the pre-
test asked survey participants how interested wesrg in information in news about
presidential election last year and in informatanout what’s going on in
government and politics. Both questions were arneoint scaledxtremely
interested= 1,very interested 2, moderately interested 3, slightly interested- 4,
not interested at akk 5). Political interest was computed by averagimeyscore of
the two questions.
Political Knowledge

Political sophisticated people have been founcetanbre likely to engage in
selective exposure (Stroud, 2011) and biased sgstemformation processing, as
political sophisticated people’s knowledge may keneed and may be used to
counter-argue uncongenial information (Wood, 1988pd & Kallgren, 1988; Wood,
Kallgren, & Preisler, 1985). General political knedge and current event political
knowledge were separately measured in the prextespost-test. In pre-test, general
political knowledge was measured following the 208ional Annenberg Election
Survey questionnaire. The following four questiarese asked (1) Who has the final

responsibility to determine if a law is constituttab or not, the president, the
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Congress, or the Supreme Court? (2) How much acdjanity is required for the US
Senate and House to override a presidential vemtturd, two thirds, all, or other?
(3) Do you happen to know which party has the mostnbers in the United States
House of Representatives? (4) To the best of ynpawkedge, do you happen to know
how Supreme Court justices are chosen, nominatedihgressional committee,
elected, nominated by president and confirmed mate or appointed by two-thirds
of justices? A four-point general political knowgdindex was created using the sum
of the number of correct answers. In the post-testjcipants were asked Obama’s
issue stance on the four political issues mentiamrethe website: abortion,
healthcare, gun control and tax issue. Each questas on a five-point scale where 1
stood for the liberal position and 5 stood for th@servative position, except the gun
control question, which was reverse coded. A faainfpcurrent event political
knowledge scale was computed using sum of the nuoflm®rrect answers. Time
spent on answering each of the political knowlegigestion were measured to make
sure that participants did not look up the keysnento answer these questions.
Results showed that participants spent similar artsoof time on these political
knowledge questions as other questions.
News Media Use Frequency

In the pre-test, participants were asked how mayg th the past week they had
used four different types of media for news: tedewn, talk radio, newspaper, and the

Internet. Answers ranged from 0 to 7 days per week.
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The Need for Cognition

The need for cognition was defined as “an individuandency to engage in
and enjoy effortful cognitive endeavors” (Cacioppeity & Kao, 1984, p. 306).
Tsfati and Cappella (2005) found that those witbvaneed for cognition do not
consume news they do not trust, but for those aitigh need for cognition, the
association between news skepticism and expossapuiears. It was measured using
the Need for Cognition Scale (Cacioppo, Petty & KE84). Four items that has the
highest loading (Forsterlee & Ho, 1999) were sel@¢See Appendix 2). Responses
were recorded on a scale from 1 to 5.
Close-mindedness

Close-mindedness has been found to be positivelycaed with confirmation
bias (Hart et al., 2009). It was measured by fivesgions extracted from the Need for
Cognitive Closure Scale (Kruglanski, Webster, &1|€1993). These five questions
had the highest loading on close-mindedness (Wekdtguglanski, 1994).
Participants were asked how much they agree withdiatements from 1 to 5, where
1 meanstrongly disagreend 5 meardgtrongly agreeThe statements were: “Even
after I've made up my mind about something, | amagls eager to consider a
different opinion.” (Q2); “When considering mostntlict situations, | can usually
see how both sides could be right.” (Q24); “Whenking about a problem, |
consider as many different opinions on the issugoasible.” (Q28); “I always see
many possible solutions to problems | face.” (Q28) “I do not usually consult

many different opinions before forming my own view40). The first four
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guestions were reverse coded. A close-minded seasecomputed using the average
score of the five items.
Many of the above moderating variables were medsuit#h multiple questions,

they were condensed and reported in the resulbsect
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CHAPTER 4
DATAANALYSISAND RESULTS
Analyzing Procedures

Manipulation checks were first conducted to make skiat individuals’
identified party’s stance aligned with their attieutoward the president. Correlations
were run to check this assumption. To test whatheticipants in different conditions
were equivalent on variables that have been shownar research to impact
selective exposure and selective perception, iddaldilevel variables were first
regressed on the number of attitude-consisterdiestclicked, the number of counter-
attitudinal articles clicked, time spent on attgucbnsistent articles and time spent on
counter-attitudinal articles, the evaluation oftatte-consistent articles, and the
evaluation of counter-attitudinal articles contiradl for the strength of partisanship in
the control group. ANOVASs were also run to test thiee these variables were
significantly different across conditions.

To test the research hypotheses, ANOVAs were rtim dgfense motivation,
accuracy motivation and information utility motiiat as factors and selective
exposure number index, selective exposure timexiraled selective perception index
as dependent variables. For strong partisans ase thho were not strong partisans,
paired t-tests were conducted to compare the nuoflatitude-consistent articles
and the number of counter-attitudinal articles réawlgth of time spent on attitude-
consistent articles and the length of time spert@mmter-attitudinal articles,

evaluation of credibility of attitude-consistentieles and evaluation of counter-
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attitudinal articles among six different conditiofest of equivalence was conducted
when non-significant result was found to examinethir the non-significant results
were due to lack of power or real equivalence. I§ini test the selective perception
hypotheses, ANOVAs with planned comparisons werelaoted with conditions as
factors and attitude towards counter-attitudinatkes as dependent variable for both
partisans and non-partisans.

Condensing Variables

Several variables were measured with multiple golest They were condensed
in scale and indices by summing or averaging tleescof all the related questions.
The five questions used to measure close-mindedn&gscondensed in a scale for
close-mindedness. The item “I do not usually cansny different opinions before
forming my own view” was excluded from the scaletdswered the reliability of the
scale. The final scale for close-mindedness wasdas the rest of the four items,
= 0.70. On average, participants were more opermedthan not, as their score on
close-mindedness was 2.06 out of SO E 0.73).

The need for cognition scale was computed by auwegabe sum of three
guestionsg = 0.68. The item “I prefer my life to be filled thipuzzles that | must
solve” was excluded because it lowered the religtof the scale. On average,
participants had a strong need for cognition, sp8.82 out of 5.03D= 0.96). The
two questions measuring political interest wereraged to create a political interest
index,r =0.73,p< 0.01. On average, participants were moderatédyested in

politics M = 3.74,SD= 0.93). An internal political efficacy scale waated by
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averaging the scores of five internal efficacy dques @ = 0.82,M = 3.44,SD=
0.90). Participants’ knowledge of the general pmditissue index was created by
averaging the score of four questions on genesétuional political knowledgeM
=2.97,SD= 2.22) and their knowledge about current evetixnwas created by
averaging the score of four questions on Obamagipos on four issued = 2.77,
SD=1.17).

The credibility score of the eight different aréislwas created by averaging the
score of the four questions on credibility for eacticle. The last question on virtue
was reverse coded. The average score of the drgdibr the article “The Basics:
Why Pro-choice Is The Only Reasonable Option” w3 D= 0.99,a = 0.80); for
the article “Abortion’s Negative Effects,” it wasd® (SD= 0.97,a = 0.78); for the
article “More Guns, More Mass Shootings Is No Caleace,” it was 3.313D=
0.88,a. = 0.77); for the article “Tragic Mass ShootingNe Reason for Gun Control,”
it was 3.25 $D = 0.87,a = 0.80); for the article “Most People Like Obamac®nce
They Know What's Really In It,” it was 3.08D = 0.93,a = 0.79); for the article
“What Makes Private Health Insurance Better Thaar@dcare,” it was 3.35D =
0.84,a = 0.76); for the article “The Rich Should Pay HiglTaxes: Here’s Why,” it
was 3.23$D=0.82,a = 0.70); for the article “Why We Shouldn’t RaiBaxes on

the Rich,” it was 3.273D= 0.85,a = 0.74).
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Descriptive Satistics of the Sample

An overview of the sample is shown in Table 5 aadl& 6. There were slightly
more Republicans (39.5%) than Democrats (34.4%)arsample. About 23.4
percent of the sample reported as IndependenthBee who described themselves
as Democrat or Republican, 163 of them (20.1%)titled themselves as strong
Democrats and 173 of them (21.3%) identified thdweseas strong Republicans.
Strong partisans were 336 (41.4%) in total andelse476 participants (58.6%) were
categorized as not strong partisans. After recqod8§ participants (48.6%)
identified as a Democrat or leaned towards the eatic Party, 417 participants

(51.4%) identified as a Republican or leaned towaine Republican Party.
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Descriptive Statistics of the Sample (Socio-DempigiaVariables)
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N % M SD Mdn
Gender 738
Female 377 51.1
Male 360 48.8
Other 1 0.1
Age 736 41.08 18.08 44.00
Race 738
White 564 76.4
Asian 35 4.7
African American 23 3.1
Education (years) 737 15.61 2.22 16.00
Married 319 43.2
Household income (in 737 91.93 71.78 62.50

thousands of US dollar)
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Descriptive Statistics of the Sample (IndividuakdéleModerating Variables)

N %
Party identification 738
Democrat 255 34.6
Republican 296 40.1
Independent 167 22.6
Other 20 2.7
Strength of partisanship 550
Strong Democrat 157 21.3
Not very strong Democrat 97 13.1
Strong Republican 169 22.9
Not very strong Republican 127 17.2
Party leaning 738
Liberal leaning 362 49.1
Conservative leaning 376 50.9
Party strength 738
Strong partisan 326 44.2
Those that are not strong partisan 412 55.8

Note: 1. Five-point scale, where 5 means high.
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Table 6

Descriptive Statistics of the Sample (IndividuakdéleModerating Variables)

(Continued)

N M SD Mdn
Political interest (1-5) 736 3.74 0.93 4.00
Internal political efficacy (1-5) 733 3.44 0.90 3.40
Close-mindedness (1-5) 733 2.06 0.73 2.00
The need for cognition 730 3.82 0.96 4.00
General political knowledge (0-4) 738 2.97 2.22 3.00
Current event political knowledge 738 2.77 1.17 3.00
(0-4)
TV exposure (days per week) 738 4.82 2.34 5.00
Radio exposure (days per week) 738 3.79 2.72 4.00
Newspaper exposure (days per 738 3.59 2.80 3.00
week)
Internet exposure (days per week) 737 4.87 2.44 0 6.0

Note: 1. Five-point scale, where 5 means high. 2. Fpaunt scale, where 4
means high.

Table 7 showed participants’ issue attitudes. Garaye, participants wanted
stricter gun control policyM = 1.91,SD= 1.10, five-point scale), held diverse views
on abortion, healthcare and tax issue. They coresidde four issues to be important

and felt quite certain that their attitude towaittaks four issues were right.
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Table 7

Descriptive Statistics of Attitude Measures

Attitude® Attitude® Attitude Attitude
Importance Certainty
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Gun 132 047 191 110 4.24 0.96 4.19 0.99

Abortion 1.38 048 262 160 3.95 1.18 4.07 1.13

Healthcare 1.66 0.48 3.40 1.37 4.48 0.77 3.83 1.08

Tax 150 050 3.04 145 4.07 1.03 3.62 1.16

Note.a. Two-point scale where 1 = liberal stance, ®rservative stance; b. Five-
point scale where 1 = extremely liberal stance,extremely conservative stance.
Manipulation Check Measures

The assumption of the study was that individuaéntified party stances
aligned with their attitude toward the presiderdr&k Obama. Support for this
assumption is important because the manipulati@itafide-consistent goals were
based on participants’ party identification (ortgdeaning if they did not identify as
a partisan). If someone who identified as a Repahlalso favored Obama, then
having him/her write what to worry about Obamasgidency was not the attitude-
consistent information useful motivation that watended to induce. Pearson
correlations were run between party identificatii@eling thermometer of Barack
Obama, feeling thermometer of the Republican Partyfeeling thermometer of the

Democratic Party. Results showed that conservativey identification (Republican
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or leaned toward the Republican Party) was sigmitiy negatively related to feeling
of Barack Obama, = -0.74,p < 0.001; feeling toward the Democratic Party,-0.75,
p < 0.001 and positively related to feeling towdrd Republican Party,= 0.66,p <
0.001. Thus, the assumption that party identifezateflects feeling toward the
president was supported.

To test whether different groups were equivalerierms of important
moderating variables, linear regressions were i selective exposure choice
index, selective exposure time index and selegereeption index as dependent
variables and the moderating variables as indepgn@eiables controlling for the
strength of partisanship in the control group. Reshowed that strength of
partisanship was significantly negatively relategelective exposure time index. As
can be seen in Table 8, strong partisans werdikedg to engage in selective
exposure in terms of the time spent on articles thase who were not strong
partisansp = -2.22,p < 0.05. Internal political efficacy, current evgdiitical
knowledge, and newspaper use frequency were signtfy related to selective
perception. Those with higher need for cognitiomenmore likely to evaluate
attitude-consistent articles to be higher in criithfthan counter-attitudinal articles
than those with low internal political efficady= 2.77,p < 0.01. Those who read
newspapers frequently were less likely to engagelective perceptios, = -2.80,p

<0.01.
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Table 8
Regression Analysis for Demographic Variables arait Variables Predicting

Selective Exposure and Selective Perception

Selective Exposure Selective Selective
Article Choice Exposure Perception
Index Time Index Index
Strength of partisanship -2.22*
Need for Cognition 2.77**
Newspaper Exposure -2.80**

One-way ANOVAs were run with conditions as factansl strength of
partisanship, internal political efficacy, curr@wvent political knowledge, newspaper
use frequency as dependent variables among startiggms and those who were not
strong partisans separately. Results showed thae thariables were not significantly
different among the six groups for both strongiparts and those who were not
strong partisans (See Table 9 and Table 10). Bh#tese moderating variables were
not different in the six experimental conditions bwth strong partisans and those
who were not partisans. In other words, these bkasawere associated with the
outcome variables in different ways but were notlerating variables with the

experimental conditions.



Table 9
One Way ANOVA Table for Current Event Political Kiexlge and Newspaper

Exposure Among Strong Partisans
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Factor Dependent Variable F df Errordf p
Condition Current Event Political
1.81 5 320 0.11
Knowledge
Condition Newspaper Exposure 0.83 5 316 0.53

Table 10
One Way ANOVA Table for Current Event Political Kiexlge and Newspaper

Exposure Among Those Who Were Not Strong Partisans

Factor Dependent Variable F df Errordf p

Condition Current Event Political
0.81 5 406 0.55
Knowledge

Condition Newspaper Exposure 0.80 5 402 0.55
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Results
Selective Exposure.

Selective exposure was determined by (1) compan@gumber of attitude-
consistent articles read and the number of cowattgudinal articles read and (2)
comparing time spent on attitude-consistent adieled time spent on counter-
attitudinal articles. When experimental conditiamsl the strength of partisanship
were not distinguished, participants conductedcti®ke exposure in general.
Participants read significantly more articles aitwade-consistent articledA = 1.78,
SD=1.31) than counter-attitudinal articléd € 1.58,SD= 1.33),t (736) = 4.28p <
0.001, and spent significantly more time on atétednsistent article = 130.59,
SD= 99.49) than counter-attitudinal articlég € 99.97,SD= 93.48),t (735) = 5.08,
p < 0.001.

When the strength of partisanship was distinguisiretiexperimental conditions
were not distinguished, strong partisans were Sagmtly more likely to click on
attitude-consistent articled(= 1.82,SD = 1.31) than counter-attitudinal articldd (
=1.63,SD=1.30),t (325) = 2.55p < 0.05. The time spent on attitude-consistent
articles M = 135.15SD = 97.92) was significantly greater than the tirperg on
counter-attitudinal articlesV{ = 102.27SD = 93.15),t (325) = 3.59p < 0.001. Those
who were not strong partisans were also signiflganbre likely to click on attitude-
consistent articled{ = 1.75,SD = 1.32) than counter-attitudinal articléd € 1.54,
SD=1.36),t (410) = 3.49p < 0.001. The time spent on attitude-consistentlagii

=126.99,SD= 100.69) was significantly more than the timergpa counter-
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attitudinal articlesil = 98.15,SD=93.82)t (410) = 3.60p < 0.001. In general,
people preferred attitude-consistent articles umer-attitudinal articles.

Selective exposure number index and selective expdsne index were created
to compare selective exposure across differentrerpatal conditions. Selective
exposure number index was created by deductinguh®er of counter-attitudinal
articles read from the number of attitude-consiséeticles read. Selective exposure
time index was created by deducting the time sperounter-attitudinal articles
from the time spent on attitude-consistent articles

To test the main effect and the interaction eftéd¢he three motivations on
selective exposure, ANOVAs were run with accuraofiwation, defense motivation
and information utility motivation as factors arelective exposure number index and
selective exposure time index as dependent vasaBlesults showed that there were
no main effect or interaction effect of accuracytivation, defense motivation and
information utility motivation on selective exposutumber index (See Table 11).
Table 11
Accuracy x Utility xDefense Motivation Factorial Atysis of Variance for Selective

Exposure Number Index

F df Errordf p
(A) Accuracy 0.84 1 725 0.36
(B) Utility 1.72 2 725 0.18
(C) Defense 0.05 1 725 0.82
Ax B 1.15 2 725 0.32
AxC 0.24 1 725 0.62
BxC 1.46 2 725 0.23
Ax Bx C 0.78 2 725 0.46
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Table 12 showed that there were no main effecésofiracy motivation, defense
motivation and information utility motivation onleetive exposure time index either.
There was an interaction between information ytdmd strength of partisanship in
predicting selective exposure time index such fitvastrong partisans, selective
exposure time index was higher when both sidesfofination was equally useful
(M =62.99,SD = 150.44) than when congenial information was wis@f = 30.12,
SD=163.18), or when no information utility motivati was induced\ = 9.07,SD
=176.79); for those who were not strong partisaakgctive exposure time index was
lower when both sides of information was equallgfus(M = 18.01,SD= 154.78)
than when congenial information was useMI#£ 27.58,SD= 173.99), or when no
information utility motivation was inducedA= 40.62,SD= 158.09)F (2, 724) =
3.11,p < 0.05 (See Figure 5).

Table 12
Accuracy x Utility xDefense Motivation Factorial Atysis of Variance for Selective

Exposure Time Index

F df Errordf p
(A) Accuracy 0.60 1 724 0.44
(B) Utility 0.46 2 724 0.63
(C) Defense 0.16 1 724 0.69
Ax B 0.13 2 724 0.88
AxC 0.00 1 724 0.98
BxC 3.11 2 724 0.045
Ax Bx C 1.70 2 724 0.18
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Estimated Marginal Means of Selecive Exposure Time Index
Partisan Strength

—— Mot strong partisans
Strong partisans

60.00- A

40.004

20.007

Estimated Marginal Means

T T T
Congenial useful Both useful Mo information wtility

Information Utility

Figure 5 Interaction Effect of Partisan Strength and Infation Utility On Selective
Exposure Time Index.

To test the selective exposure hypotheses, paiests were conducted within
each condition (Table 13 and Table 14). For stqgergisans, H1 predicted that when
accuracy motivation was high and no informatiofitytivas induced (Condition A),
defense motivation would override accuracy motoain predicting selective
exposure. Strong partisans would select more déittonsistent information than
counter-attitudinal information (H1a) and spend entome on the former (H1b).
Results of pairetttests showed that the number of attitude-condisiicles W =

1.44,SD= 1.16) and the number of counter-attitudinalctet M = 1.54,SD=1.16)
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strong partisans in Condition A selected were mpticantly different from each
other,t (51) = -0.52p = 0.61. Their time spent on attitude-consistetitlas (M =
124.96,SD= 117.37) and counter-attitudinal articlés € 115.94,SD= 108.63) were
not significantly different eithet,(50) = 0.32p = 0.75.

Test of equivalence was further conducted to sestlven the lack of significant
finding was indeed showing that strong partisamal@ation of counter-attitudinal
articles in different groups were equivalent. Failog the study by Stegner, Bostrom
and Greenfield (1996), if the experimental grou@mmare within 20% of the control
group mean, the two groups are considered equivderach other. Thus two ranges
meet this criterion:

ur-ur< 0.2ur (1)

or

HRr-pr < 0.2u= (2)
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Table 13
Paired t-test Results Comparing Article Choice NamBrticle Viewing Time
between Attitude-Consistent Articles and Countéittalinal Articles in Six

Conditions among Strong Partisans

Condition Article Choice Exposure Length
Congenial Uncongenial Congenial Uncongenial

A M 1.44 1.54 M 124.96 115.94

(accuracy) SD 1.16 1.16 SD 117.37 108.63
t-test -0.52(51) t-test 0.32(50)

B M 1.75 1.44 M 130.50 106.97

(congenial SD 1.33 1.15 SD 102.55 97.40

useful) t-test 1.77(63) t-test 1.09(63)

C M 1.94 1.50 M 158.89 75.81

(both SD 1.09 1.40 SD  100.50 79.20

useful) t-test 2.36(53)* t-test 3.93(53)***

D M 1.98 1.64 M 139.87 100.98

(accuracy SD 1.32 1.25 SD 83.58 82.25

+ both t-test 1.75 (44) t-test 1.83(44)

useful)

E M 1.84 1.70 M 130.90 92.34

(accuracy+ SD 1.35 1.46 SD 91.25 90.94

congenial t-test 0.78(49) t-test 1.80 (49)

useful)

The control M 1.98 1.95 M 127.56 118.44

group SD 1.50 1.35 SD 87.73 92.97
t-test 0.18(60) t-test 0.45(60)

Note * p< 0.05, **p <.01, ** p <.001.
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Paired t-test Results Comparing Article Choice NamMrticles Viewing Time

between Attitude-Consistent Articles and Countditeslinal Articles in Six

Conditions among Those Who Were Not Strong Padisan

Condition Article Choice Exposure Length
Congenial Un- Congenial Un-
congenial congenial

A M 1.50 1.26 M 139.01 99.43

(accuracy) SD 1.24 1.13 SD 103.92 98.42
t-test 1.62(67) t-test 1.89(67)

B M 1.59 1.14 M 141.82 93.92

(congenial SD  1.19 1.28 SD 107.91 105.87

useful) t-test 2.67(65)* t-test 2.12(65)*

C M 1.55 1.45 M 127.98 117.22

(both SD 1.08 1.16 SD 101.25 94.30

useful) t-test 0.60(59) t-test  0.50(59)

D M 1.97 1.66 M 117.07 93.18

(accuracy + SD  1.49 1.50 SD 94.00 92.82

both useful) t-test 2.12 (73)* t-test 1.42 (73)

E M 1.63 1.39 M 111.10 101.88

(accuracy+ SD 1.39 1.40 SD 95.70 93.98

congenial t-test 0.28 (72) t-test  0.48(72)

useful)

The control M 221 2.06 M 127.51 85.90

group SD 133 1.46 SD 101.94 76.64
t-test 1.14 (69) t-test 3.37(169)*

Note * p < 0.05, **p <.01, ** p<.001.
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Equation (1) and (2) represent equivalence hypahtgeir complimentary
hypotheses are the null hypotheses. That is,

ur—pr> 0.24R (3)

and

HrR—pT > 0.21r (4)

Thus if we reject both equation (3) and (4), we damonstrate that equation (1)
and (2) are met, and accordingly the two groupsgtavalent.

In terms of the number of articles clicked, tisests that represent the tests of
the two null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were Rasults showed that thealue
for the two extremes were -2.17 and 0.89 respdygt{(&ee the formula below and
Table 15).

t = (ur -pr - 0.21R)/[ SDipooledj<(L/Ni+1/N)* ]
t = (ur -pr + 0.21R)/[ SDpoolea<(L/N1+1/N5)*]



96

Table 15
The Number of Attitude-Consistent Articles and Nbeber of Counter-Attitudinal
Articles Clicked, Time Spent on Attitude-Consisfatitles and Counter-Attitudinal

Articles For Both For Strong Partisans in Conditién

M N SD

The number of attitude-consistent articles
] 1.4423 52 1.16170
clicked

The number of counter-attitudinal articles
1.5385 52 1.16251

clicked

Total 1.4904 104 0.947080led
Time spent on attitude-consistent articles 124.9658 117.37273
Time spent on counter-attitudinal articles 115.9452 108.62549
Total 119.8173 102 52.671%4éoled

The critical value of ¢ 05 (51+51-2) o1t 905 (100) is 1.6602, which is larger than
0.89 but smaller than 2.17. Therefore, the nulldtlgpses that the number of attitude-
consistent articles clicked is greater than the memof counter-attitudinal articles
clicked by 20% of the latter (Equation 3) was rggegc but the null hypothesis that the
number of attitude-consistent articles clickecewsslthan the number of counter-
attitudinal articles clicked by 20% of the latt&gQation 4) was accepted. As we
cannot reject both extremes, the two values werequvalent: strong partisans in
Condition A clicked on more counter-attitudinalielgs M = 1.54,SD=1.16) than
attitude-consistent articleM(= 1.44,SD=1.16). Accordingly, Hla was rejected.

Similarly, in terms of the time spent on articleso t-tests that represent the

tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 analete run. Results showed that the
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value for the two extremes were -1.36 and 4.95a@sely. The critical value dfg o5
(52+52-2) ott ¢ 05 (102) equals 1.66, which is bigger than 1.36 andlker than 4.95.
Once again, as we cannot reject both extremeswihgalues were not equivalent:
strong partisans in Condition A spent more timeatitude- consistent articleM(=
124.96,SD= 117.37) than counter-attitudinal articlé4 € 115.94SD= 108.63).
Accordingly, H1b was accepted.

H2 predicted that for strong partisans, when aayunaotivation was low and
attitude-consistent information was useful (ComahitB), information utility
motivation would add to defense motivation in potidg stronger selective exposure.
Strong partisans would select more attitude-comsishformation than counter-
attitudinal information (H2a) and spend more tinmetloe former (H2b). Results of
pairedt-tests showed that the number of attitude-condisieticles M = 1.75,SD
=1.33) and the number of counter-attitudinal aegsoM = 1.44,SD=1.15) strong
partisans in Condition B selected was not signifilsedifferent from each othet,(63)
=1.77,p = 0.08. The difference between the time spent tludé-consistent articles
(M =130.50,SD=102.55) and counter-attitudinal articlé$ £ 106.97SD = 97.40)
were also not significantly differertt(63) = 1.09p = 0.28.

The two pairs were further examined with test afieglence to see whether
they were indeed equivalent. In terms of the nunobarticles clicked, twa-tests
that represent the tests of the two null hypothésgsation 3 and 4) were run. Results
showed that thevalue for the two extremes were 0.14 and 0.09 cts@dy. The

critical value oft ¢ o5 (64+64-2) ot 5 05(126) equals to 1.657, so we cannot reject both
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extremes, our hypothesis that the value lies witlhénequivalence region was
rejected. Therefore we can conclude that the tviwegawere not equivalent: strong
partisans in Condition B clicked more attitude-astet articlesNl = 1.75,SD=1.33)
than counter-attitudinal articleM(= 1.44,SD=1.15). H2a was accepted.

In terms of the time spent on articles, tiatests that represent the tests of the two
null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were run. Reshlbwed that thievalue for the
two extremes were 0.24 and 0.86 respectively. Tiieal value of ty o5 (64+64-2), or
t0.05(126) is 1.657, so we cannot reject both extremeshypothesis that the value
lies within the equivalence region was rejectece o values were not equivalent:
strong partisans in Condition B spent more timatitude-consistent articleM(=
130.50,SD = 102.55) than counter-attitudinal articlés € 106.97 SD = 97.40). H2b
was accepted.

H3 predicted that for strong partisans, when aayunaotivation was low and
counter-attitudinal information was as useful dguate-consistent information
(Condition C), information utility would overrideefense motivation in predicting
selective exposure. Strong partisans would sefeegaal number of counter-
attitudinal articles and attitude-consistent aesc{H3a) and spend equal time on the
two (H3b). Results of pairedtests showed that the number of attitude-condisten
articles M = 1.94,SD = 1.09) were significantly higher than the numbecounter-
attitudinal articlesil = 1.50,SD = 1.40) clicked by strong partisans in Conditiort C
(53) = 2.36p < 0.05. H3a was rejected. In terms of time sperdrtinles, strong

partisans spent significantly more time on attitadesistent articled = 158.89,.SD
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= 100.50) than on counter-attitudinal articlbs%£ 75.81,SD= 79.20),t (53) = 3.93p
< 0.001.H3b was rejected as well.

H4 predicted that for strong partisans, when aayunaotivation was high and
counter-attitudinal information was as useful dguate-consistent information
(Condition D), the additive effect of accuracy mration and information utility
would override defense motivation in predictingestive exposure. Strong partisans
were predicted to select an equal number of cowattgudinal articles and attitude-
consistent articles and spend equal time on the Results of pairetitest showed
that the number of attitude-consistent articds=(1.98,SD = 1.32) and counter-
attitudinal articlesN1 = 1.64,SD = 1.25) strong partisans in Condition D selected
were not significantly different from each othef44) = 1.75p = 0.09, nor was the
time spent on attitude-consistent articligs< 139.87, SD = 83.58) and counter-
attitudinal articlesil = 100.98,SD = 82.25) significantly different from one another,
t (44) =1.83p=0.08.

Test of equivalence was run to see whether theptirs were equivalent. In
terms of the number of articles clicked, the resaftthe twa-tests that represent the
tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 andety 0.12 and 0.13 respectively.
The critical value of ¢ 05 (45+45-2) o1t 9 05 (88) equals to 1.6623, so we cannot reject
both extremes. Our hypothesis that the value li#smthe equivalence region was
rejected. The two values were not equivalent: gtqmertisans in Condition D clicked
more attitude-consistent articldd € 1.98,SD=1.32) than counter-attitudinal articles

(M =1.64,SD=1.25). H4a was rejected.
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In terms of the time spent on articles, tiatests that represent the tests of the
two null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were rusuRe showed that thevalue for
the two extremes were 2.08 and -3.64 respectividig.critical value of ¢ o5 (45+45-
2) orto05(88) equals to 1.6623, so we can reject both ewse our hypothesis that
the value lies within the equivalence region wasepted. The two values are
equivalent: strong partisans in Condition D speptat time on attitude-consistent
articles M = 130.50,SD = 102.55) and counter-attitudinal articl®dé £ 106.97SD=
97.40). H4b was accepted.

H5 predicted that for strong partisans, when aagyunaotivation was high and
attitude-consistent information was useful (ComehtE), information utility
motivation and defense motivation would overrideuracy motivation in predicting
selective exposure. Strong partisans would selece rattitude-consistent information
than counter-attitudinal information. Results oiredt-test showed that the number
of attitude-consistent articles clicked € 1.84,SD = 1.35) and counter-attitudinal
articles clicked 1 = 1.70, SD = 1.46) were not significantly differenf49) = 0.78p
= 0.44. Time spent on attitude-consistent artifMs- 130.90SD= 91.25) and time
spent on counter-attitudinal articled € 92.34,SD = 90.94) were also not
significantly differentt (49) = 1.80p = 0.08.

Test of equivalence was run to see whether theptirs were equivalent. In
terms of the number of articles clicked, the ressaftthe twa-tests that represent the
tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 andete -0.80 and 0.46 respectively.

The critical value of ¢ 05 (45+45-2) o1t 9 05 (88) equals to 1.6623, so we cannot reject
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both extremes, our hypothesis that the value lidsimthe equivalence region was
rejected. Therefore we can conclude that the tvilwegawere not equivalent: strong
partisans in Condition D clicked on more attitudesistent articles = 1.84,SD
=1.35) than counter-attitudinal articléd € 1.70,SD=1.46). H5a was accepted.

In terms of the time spent on articles, tistests that represent the tests of the
two null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were rusuRe showed that thevalue for
the two extremes were 1.99 and -3.89 respectividig.critical value of ¢ o5 (45+45-
2) orto0s5(88) equals to 1.6623, so we can reject both ewse our hypothesis that
the value lies within the equivalence region wasepted. The two values were
equivalent: strong partisans in Condition D speputad time on attitude-consistent
articles and on counter-attitudinal articles. Hxmswejected.

H6 predicted that for strong partisans, when aayunaotivation was low and no
information utility was induced (the control grougefense motivation would
dominate in predicting selective exposure. Straagigans would select more
attitude-consistent information than counter-adimal information. Results of paired
t-tests showed that the number of attitude-condisteicles M = 1.98,SD = 1.50)
and counter-attitudinal article(= 1.95,SD = 1.35) strong partisans in the control
group read were not significantly differen{60) = 0.18p = 0.86. The time spent on
attitude-consistent articleM(= 127.56,SD = 87.73) and the time spent on counter-
attitudinal articles1 = 118.44,SD = 92.97) were also not significantly differett,

(60) = 0.60p = 0.65.



102

Test of equivalence was run to see whether theptirs were equivalent. In
terms of the number of articles clicked, the ressaftthe twa-tests that represent the
tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 andete -1.61 and 0.77 respectively.
The critical value of ¢ 05 (61+61-2) ott 9 05 (120) equals to 1.65767, so we can reject
both extremes. Our hypothesis that the value li#smthe equivalence region was
rejected. Therefore we can conclude that the tviwegawere not equivalent: strong
partisans in the control group clicked more atetednsistent articled = 1.98,SD
= 1.50) than counter-attitudinal articléd € 1.95,SD= 1.35). H6a was accepted.

In terms of the time spent on articles, tiatests that represent the tests of the
two null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were rusuRe showed that thevalues for
the two extremes were -1.79 and 5.74 respectivdig.critical valud ¢ 5 (61+61-2)
ortoos(120) equals to 1.65767, so we can reject bottemds, our hypothesis that
the value lies within the equivalence region wasepted. The two values were
equivalent: strong partisans in the control gropgns equal time on attitude-
consistent articled{ = 127.56,SD = 87.73) and counter-attitudinal articlés £
118.44,SD=92.97). H6b was rejected.

For those who were not strong partisans, H7 predittiat when accuracy
motivation was high and no information utility wiasluced (Condition A), accuracy
motivation would dominate in predicting selectivgesure. Those who were not
strong partisans were predicted to select an eguaber of counter-attitudinal
articles and attitude-consistent articles and sgepl time on the two. Results of

pairedt-test showed that those who were not strong pagisaCondition A selected
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similar number of attitude-consistent articléb£ 1.50,SD= 1.24) and counter-
attitudinal articlesNl = 1.26,SD= 1.13),t (67) = 1.62p = 0.11. Their time spent on
attitude-consistent article®(= 139.01,SD = 103.92) and counter-attitudinal articles
(M =99.43,SD = 98.42) were not significantly different from &aather eithert (67)
=1.89,p=0.06.

Test of equivalence was run to see whether theptirs were equivalent. In
terms of the number of articles clicked, the resaftthe twa-tests that represent the
tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 andete -0.10 and 0.15 respectively.
The critical value of ¢ 05 (68+68-2) o1t 9 05 (134) equals to 1.6563, so we cannot
reject both extremes, our hypothesis that the visdgewithin the equivalence region
was rejected. Therefore we can conclude that tbhevdlues were not equivalent:
those who were not strong partisans in Conditiamigked more attitude-consistent
articles M = 1.50,SD = 1.24) than counter-attitudinal articléd € 1.26,SD= 1.13).
H7a was rejected.

In terms of the time spent on articles, tiatests that represent the tests of the
two null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were rusuRe showed that thevalue for
the two extremes were 2.17 and -3.91 respectividig.critical value of ¢ o5 (68+68-
2) ortoos5(134) equals to 1.6563, so we can reject botremés, our hypothesis that
the value lies within the equivalence region wasepted. The two values were
equivalent: those who were not strong partisar@andition A spent similar time on
attitude-consistent article®(= 139.01,SD = 103.92) and counter-attitudinal articles

(M =99.43,SD=98.42). H7b was accepted.
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H8 predicted that for those who were not strondigems, when accuracy
motivation was low and attitude-consistent infonmatvas useful (Condition B),
information utility motivation would dominate ingulicting selective exposure.
Those who were not strong partisans would selece mtiitude-consistent articles
than counter-attitudinal articles and spend mone ton the former. Results of paired
t-test showed that those who were not strong pagisaCondition B selected
significantly more attitude-consistent articlés £ 1.59,SD = 1.19) than counter-
attitudinal articlesi1 = 1.14,SD= 1.28),t (65) = 2.67p < 0.05. They also spent
more time on attitude-consistent articleés< 141.82,SD= 107.91) than on counter-
attitudinal articlesil = 93.92,SD= 105.87)t (65) = 2.12p < 0.05. H8a and H8b
were supported.

H9 predicted that for those who were not strondigems, when accuracy
motivation was low and counter-attitudinal informatwas as useful as attitude-
consistent information (Condition C), informatiotility motivation would dominate
in predicting selective exposure. Those who wetestrong partisans would select an
equal number of counter-attitudinal articles anduate-consistent articles and spend
equal time on the two. Results of paitedst showed that the difference between the
number of attitude-consistent articlés £ 1.55,SD= 1.08) and counter-attitudinal
articles M = 1.45,SD = 1.16) selected by those who were not stronggaes in
Condition C was not significantly different(59) = 0.60p = 0.55. The time spent on
attitude-consistent articleM(= 127.98 SD = 101.25) and the time spent on counter-

attitudinal articlesN1 = 117.22,SD = 94.30) were not significantly different either,
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(59) = 0.50p = 0.62.

Test of equivalence was run to see whether theptirs were equivalent. In
terms of the number of articles clicked, the resaftthe twa-tests that represent the
tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 andete -1.14 and 0.51 respectively.
The critical value of ¢ 05 (60+60-2) o1t 9 05 (118) equals to 1.6579, so we cannot
reject both extremes, our hypothesis that the viadsewithin the equivalence region
was rejected. Therefore we can conclude that tbhevdlues were not equivalent:
those who were not strong partisans in Conditiari€ked on more attitude-
consistent articled{ = 1.55,SD= 1.08) than counter-attitudinal articléd € 1.45,
SD=1.16). H9a was rejected.

In terms of the time spent on articles, tistests that represent the tests of the
two null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were rusuRe showed that thevalue for
the two extremes were -1.37 and 4.88 respectivélg.critical value of o 5 (60+60-
2) orto05(118) equals to 1.6579, so we cannot reject bxtifemes. Our hypothesis
that the value lies within the equivalence regi@swejected. The two values were
not equivalent: those who were not strong partigai@ondition C spent more time
on attitude-consistent articlels! = 127.98,SD = 101.25) than on counter-attitudinal
articles M = 117.22,SD=94.30). H9b was rejected.

H10 predicted that for those who were not strontigens, when accuracy
motivation was high and counter-attitudinal infotioa was as useful as attitude-
consistent information (Condition D), informatiotility motivation would add to

accuracy motivation in predicting selective expes@trong partisans would select an
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equal number of counter-attitudinal articles anduate-consistent articles and spend
equal time on the two. Results of paitadst showed that the number of attitude-
consistent articles reaM(= 1.97,SD= 1.49) was significantly higher than the
number of counter-attitudinal articles reddi£ 1.66,SD= 1.50),t (73) = 2.12p<
0.05. H10a was rejected. The time spent on attitahsistent articled = 117.07,
SD=94.00) and counter-attitudinal articlé4 € 93.18,SD= 92.82) were not
significantly different from one another(73) = 1.42p = 0.16.

To test whether this lack of significant differengas really showing the two
values are equivalent, test of equivalence wadauthe time spent on attitude-
consistent articles and the time spent on countgudinal articles. In terms of the
time spent on articles, twetests that represent the tests of the two nulbthgses
(equation 3 and 4) were run. Results showed tlegtuhlue for the two extremes
were -1.37 and 4.88 respectively. The critical eabiit ¢ o5 (74+74-2) Ott 905 (146)
equals to 1.6554, so we cannot reject both extrecuehypothesis that the value lies
within the equivalence region was rejected. The valoes were not equivalent: those
who were not strong partisans in Condition D speate time on attitude-consistent
articles M = 127.98 SD = 101.25) than on counter-attitudinal articlebs= 117.22,
SD=94.30). H10b was rejected.

H11 predicted that for those who were not stromjgans, when accuracy
motivation was high and attitude-consistent infaiorawas useful (Condition E),
information utility motivation would override ac@agy motivation in predicting

selective exposure. Those who were not stronggaausi would select more attitude-
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consistent information than counter-attitudinabmmation (H11a) and spend more
time on the former than the latter (H11b). Resoltgairedt-test showed that the
number of attitude-consistent articles reld«1.63,SD=1.39) was not significantly
different from the number of counter-attitudindi@es read 1 = 1.59,SD = 1.40),t
(72) = 0.28p = 0.78. The time spent on attitude-consistentlagif/ = 111.10SD =
95.70) was also not significantly different fronettime spent on counter-attitudinal
articles M = 101.88,SD=93.98),t (73) = 0.48p = 0.63.

Test of equivalence was run to see whether theptirs were equivalent. In
terms of the number of articles clicked, the resaftthe twa-tests that represent the
tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 andete -1.34 and 0.63 respectively.
The critical value of ¢ 05 (73+73-2) olt 9 05 (144) equals to 1.6555, so we cannot
reject both extremes, our hypothesis that the visdgewithin the equivalence region
was rejected. Therefore we can conclude that tbhevdlues were not equivalent:
those who were not strong partisans in Conditimhidked on more attitude-
consistent articled{ = 1.55,SD= 1.08) than counter-attitudinal articléd € 1.45,
SD=1.16). Hlla was accepted.

In terms of the time spent on articles, tistests that represent the tests of the
two null hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were rusuRe showed that thevalue for
the two extremes were -1.33 and 4.49 respectivélg.critical value of ¢ o5 (73+73-
2) ortoos(144) equals to 1.6555, so we cannot reject bxtilemes, our hypothesis
that the value lies within the equivalence regi@swejected. The two values were

not equivalent: those who were not strong partigai@ondition E spent more time
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on attitude-consistent articlels! = 111.10SD = 95.70) than on counter-attitudinal
articles M = 101.88SD= 93.98). H11b was accepted.

H12 predicted that for those who were not strongjgans, when no accuracy
motivation and no information utility was inducddd control group), the low
defense motivation of those who were not stronggaars will dominate in predicting
selective exposure. Those who were not stronggaauti would select more attitude-
consistent information than counter-attitudinabimhation. Results of pairgetest
showed that those who were not strong partisatisigontrol group spent
significantly more time on attitude-consistent@eas M = 127.51,SD= 101.94) than
counter-attitudinal articlesV{ = 85.90,SD= 76.64)t (69) = 2.42p < 0.05. H12b was
accepted. In terms of the number of articles clickee number attitude-consistent
articles M = 2.21,SD = 1.33) those who were not strong partisans resslvot
significantly different from the number of countetitudinal articles readM = 2.06,
SD=1.46),t (69) = 2.85p = 0.26. Test of equivalence was run to see whekiger
two pairs were equivalent. In terms of the numbeartcles clicked, the results of the
two t-tests that represent the tests of the two nulbthgses (equation 3 and 4) were -
1.18 and 0.62 respectively. The critical value §fs (70+70-2) ott .05 (138) equals
to 1.6560, so we cannot reject both extremes, goothesis that the value lies within
the equivalence region was rejected. Thereforeameconclude that the two values
were not equivalent: those who were not strongsaars in the control group clicked
on more attitude-consistent articlés € 2.21,SD = 1.33) than counter-attitudinal

articles M = 2.06,SD= 1.46). H12a was accepted.
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Selective Perception

Selective perception was determined by comparipgraon’s evaluations of
attitude-consistent articles with his/her evaluagiof counter-attitudinal articles.
When experimental conditions and the strength digzaship were not distinguished,
participants exhibited selective perception in gahdhey evaluated attitude-
consistent articledM = 3.51,SD= 0.74) to be more credible than counter-attitatlin
articles M =2.81,SD=0.81),t (356) = 12.53p < 0.001.

When the strength of partisanship was distinguisiretiexperimental conditions
were not distinguished, strong partisans evaluattfide-consistent articleM(=
3.64,SD=0.79) to be more credible than counter-attitatarticles 1 = 2.62,SD =
0.83),t (164) = 11.44p < 0.001. Those who were not strong partisans alatuated
attitude-consistent articled(= 3.40,SD = 0.68) to be more credible than counter-
attitudinal articlesil = 2.96,SD= 0.75),t (191) = 6.64p < 0.001.

To compare selective perception across experimeatalitions, selective
perception index was created by deducting a pessba’average credibility rating of
counter-attitude articles from his or her averagelibility rating of attitude-
consistent articles. ANOVAS were run with accuraoytivation, defense motivation
and information utility motivation as factors arelextive perception index as the
dependent variable to test the main effect andntieeaction effect of the three
motivations on selective perception. Results shotvatithere was a main effect of
defense motivation on selective perception indésargy partisans were more likely

to selectively perceive attitude-consistent arickebe higher in credibility than



110

counter-attitudinal articles than those who werestimng partisans; (1, 345) =
26.09,p < 0.001. Accuracy motivation had no significarfeef on changing selective
perceptionF (1, 345) = 0.10p = 0.75. Information utility did not have a sige#int
impact on selective perception, eithér(2, 345) = 1.11p = 0.33. There was no
significant interaction between the three varialmegsredicting selective perception
(See Table 16).

Table 16

Accuracy x Utility xDefense Motivation Factorial Atysis of Variance for Selective

Perception Index

F df Errordf p
(A) Accuracy 0.05 1 345 0.82
(B) Utility 1.84 2 345 0.16
(C) Defense 5.04 1 345 0.03
Ax B 0.80 2 345 0.45
AxC 0.01 1 345 0.91
BxC 1.54 2 345 0.22
Ax Bx C 0.24 2 345 0.78

To test H1c through H12c, pairédiest were run within each condition (Table 17
and Table 18). Results showed that strong partisded attitude-consistent articles

to be higher in credibility than counter-attitudiaaticles in all five experimental
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groups and the control group, which supported Hiaugh H6c. For those who were
not strong partisans, participants rated attitunlesistent articles to be higher in
Table 17

Paired t-test Results Comparing Credibility Evaloas between Attitude-Consistent

Articles and Counter-Attitudinal Articles in Six @titions among Strong Partisans

Condition Congenial Uncongenial

A M 3.58 2.51

(accuracy) SD 0.94 0.83
t-test 3.89 (21)***

B M 3.48 2.75

(congenial useful) SD 0.65 0.81
t-test 4.42 (28)***

C M 3.73 2.68

(both useful) SD 0.76 0.84
t-test 4.61 (25)***

D M 3.57 2.68

(accuracy + both  SD 0.86 0.81

useful) t-test 4.38 (28)***

E (accuracy+ M 3.76 2.61

congenial useful) SD 0.78 1.01
t-test 4.51 (25)***

The control group M 3.72 2.52
SD 0.80 0.75
t-test 6.07(32)***

Note * p< 0.05, **p <.01, ** p <.001.
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Table 18
Paired t-test Results Comparing Credibility Evaloas between Attitude-Consistent
Articles and Counter-Attitudinal Articles in Six @titions among Those Who Were

Not Strong Partisans

Condition Congenial Uncongenial
A M 3.48 3.01
(accuracy) SD 0.69 0.74

t-test 2.91 (25)**
B M 3.42 2.77
(congenial useful) SD 0.52 0.67

t-test 3.84 (22)***
C M 3.84 (22)***
(both useful) SD 0.52

t-test 0.67
D M 3.30 2.89
(accuracy + both  SD 0.78 0.77
useful) t-test 2.51(29)*
E (accuracy+ M 3.42 0.62
congenial useful) SD 2.83 0.85

t-test 3.18 (27)**
The control group M 3.52 3.05

SD 0.66 0.74

t-test 3.37 (46)**

Note * p < 0.05, **p <.01, ** p<.001.
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credibility than counter-attitudinal articles irl tile conditions and the control group
except those in Condition D.

To test whether the lack of significantiest result really showed equivalence,
test of equivalence was run for participants whoewet partisans Condition D. In
terms of the number of articles clicked, the resaftthe twa-tests that represent the
tests of the two null hypotheses (equation 3 andete -3.67 and 1.41 respectively.
The critical value of ¢ 05 (38+38-2) olt 9 05 (74) equals to 1.6557, so we cannot reject
both extremes, our hypothesis that the value lidsimthe equivalence region was
rejected. The two values were not equivalent: thvdse were not strong partisans in
the Condition D rated attitude-consistent arti¢ids= 3.22,SD= 0.71) as higher in
credibility than counter-attitudinal articlel! = 3.09,SD= 0.73). H7c through H12c
were accepted.

To examine whether selective perception was diffieaeross groups (H1d
through H5d and H7d through H11d), selective perocepndex score in each
experimental condition was compared to that ofcibrarol group. Selective
perception index was created by deducting the geeceedibility score of counter-
attitudinal articles from the average credibilipoge of attitude-consistent articles.
For strong partisans, H1d, H2d, H3d, H4d, and Hedlisted that strong partisans’
evaluation of counter-attitudinal articles in experntal conditions would not differ
from their counterparts’ evaluations in the congup. ANOVAs with planned
comparison contrast test were run with conditicn&ators and selective perception

as the dependent variable. Results showed thatafahe experimental groups
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differed significantly from the control group inrtes of selective perception index
score for strong partisans (See Table 19).
Table 19

Planned Contrast of Evaluation of Selective Pencepindex for Strong Partisans

Contrast Value of Std. Error t df p
Contrast

1&6 -.1250 31538 -.396 159 .692
Assume 2 &6 -.4628 29165 -1.587 159 115
equal 3&6 -.1465 .30047 -.488 159 .627
variances 4 & 6 -.3054 29165 -1.047 159 297

5&6 -.0407 30047 -.136 159 .892
Does not &6 -.1250 33871 -.369 40.951 714
AssUMme 2&6 -.4628 25776 -1.795 59.378 .078
equal 3&6 -.1465 30131 -.486 53.141 .629
variances &6 -.3054 .28336 -1.078 59.410 .285

5&6 -.0407 32359 -.126 49.674 .900

To test whether lack of significatitest results were showing real equivalence,
test of equivalence was conducted. For stronggaarsiin Condition A, the results of
the twot-tests that represent the tests of the two nulbthgses (equation 3 and 4)
were -1.28 and 0.60 respectively. The critical @abft o 05 (29+33-2) oft ¢ o5 (60)
equals to 1.6706, so we can reject neither extre@ashypothesis that the value lies
within the equivalence region was rejected. TheeeWe can conclude that the two
values were not equivalent: those who were nonhgtpartisans in the Condition B
(M =1.07,SD=1.29) conducted less selective perception thasetin the control
group M = 1.20,SD= 1.13), which rejected H1d.

For strong partisans in Condition B, the resulttheftwot-tests that represent
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the tests of the two null hypotheses (equationd34rwere -2.64 and 1.18
respectively. The critical value 0§05 (29+33-2) ott ¢ o5 (60) equals to 1.6706, so we
cannot reject both extremes. Our hypothesis tleavétue lies within the equivalence
region was rejected. Therefore we can concludettigatiwo values were not
equivalent: those who were not strong partisariserCondition B = 0.73,SD=
0.89) conducted less selective perception tharethothe control groupM = 1.20,
SD= 1.13), which rejected H2d.

For strong partisans in Condition C, the resulttheftwot-tests that represent
the tests of the two null hypotheses (equationd3grwere -1.15 and 0.59
respectively. The critical value 0§05 (26+33-2) ott 905 (57) equals to 1.6720, so we
can reject neither extremes. Our hypothesis tleavéttue lies within the equivalence
region was rejected. Therefore we can concludettigatiwo values were not
equivalent: those who were not strong partisarserCondition CNM = 1.05,SD=
1.16) conducted less selective perception tharethrothe control groupgV = 1.20,
SD=1.13), which rejected H3d.

For strong partisans in Condition D, the resultgheftwot-tests that represent
the tests of the two null hypotheses (equationd3grwere -1.49 and 0.72
respectively. The critical value 0§05 (29+33-2) ott ¢ o5 (60) equals to 1.6706, so we
can reject neither extremes. Our hypothesis tleavéttue lies within the equivalence
region was rejected. Therefore we can concludettigatiwo values were not
equivalent: those who were not strong partisariserCondition D¢ = 0.89,SD=

1.10) conducted less selective perception tharethrothe control groupgV = 1.20,
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SD= 1.13), which rejected H4d.

For strong partisans in Condition E, the resulttheftwot-tests that represent
the tests of the two null hypotheses (equationd3grwere -1.31 and 0.68
respectively. The critical value 0§05 (26+33-2) ott 905 (57) equals to 1.6720, so we
can reject neither extremes. Our hypothesis tleavéttue lies within the equivalence
region was rejected. Therefore we can concludettigatiwo values were not
equivalent: those who were not strong partisariserCondition ENI = 1.16,SD=
1.31) conducted less selective perception tharethrothe control groupgV = 1.20,
SD=1.13), which rejected H5d.

For those who were not strong partisans, H7d, H@OH10d hypothesized that
those who were not strong partisans’ would conthss selective perception than
their counterparts in the control group. H8d and dHhypothesized that those who
were not strong partisans’ would conduct simildestgve perception as their
counterparts in the control group. ANOVAs with plad comparison contrast test
were run with conditions as factors and the crditifiscore of attitude-consistent
articles and the credibility score of attitude-dstemt articles as dependent variables.
Results showed that none of the experimental grdiffesed significantly from the
control group (See Table 18).

For those who were not strong partisans, H7d, Hi@iH11d predicted that
participants in experimental condition A, D and Buld conduct less selective
perception than their counterparts in the controug. H8d and H9d predicted that

participants in the experimental condition B and/@uld conduct similar selective
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perception as their counterparts in the controugré\NOVAs with planned
comparison contrast test were run with conditicn&ators and selective perception
as the dependent variable. Results showed thatafdhe experimental groups
differed significantly from the control group inrtes of selective perception index
score for those who were not strong partisans (@bke 20).

Table 20

Planned Contrast of Evaluation of Selective Pernoepindex For Those Who Were

Not Strong Partisans

Contrast Value of Std. Error t df p
Contrast

1&6 -.0069 .22006 -.031 186 975
Assume 2&6 1769 22912 A72 186 441
equal 3&6 -.0570 .21041 -271 186 787
variances 4 & 6 -.3411 .19642 -1.737 186 .084

5&6 1199 21494 .558 186 578
Does not &6 -.0069 21253 -.032 59.091 974
AssUMme 2&6 1769 .21931 .807 51.067 424
equal 3&6 -.0570 21635 -.264 64.633 .793
variances &6 -.3411 .19790 -1.724 82.021 .089

5&6 1199 23278 515 55.723 .609

To test whether lack of significatitest results were showing real equivalence,
test of equivalence was conducted. For those whe n@t strong partisans in
Condition A, the results of the tweests that represent the tests of the two null
hypotheses (equation 3 and 4) were -0.46 and @sjfectively. The critical value of
0.05(26+47-2) ot 905 (71) equals to 1.6666, so we can reject neithizemres. Our

hypothesis that the value lies within the equivederegion was rejected. Therefore
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we can conclude that the two values were not etgntahose who were not strong
partisans in the Condition AA = 0.46,SD = 0.82) conducted less selective
perception than those in the control grolp<0.47,SD= 0.96), which supported
H7d.

For those who were not strong partisans in Condiipthe results of the twe
tests that represent the tests of the two null thgses (equation 3 and 4) were 0.36
and -0.10 respectively. The critical valuet gbs (23+47-2) ott 9 05 (68) equals to
1.6676, so we can reject neither extremes. Ourthgse that the value lies within
the equivalence region was rejected. Thereforeameconclude that the two values
were not equivalent: those who were not stronggaars in the Condition B =
0.65,SD= 0.81) conducted more selective perception thasd in the control group
(M =0.47,SD=0.96), which rejected H8d.

For those who were not strong partisans in Condi@ipthe results of the twe
tests that represent the tests of the two null thgses (equation 3 and 4) were -0.69
and 0.30 respectively. The critical valuet @bs (30+47-2) ott ¢ o5 (75) equals to
1.6654, so we can reject neither extremes. Ourthgse that the value lies within
the equivalence region was rejected. Thereforeameconclude that the two values
were not equivalent: those who were not stronggsars in the Condition Q[ =
0.42,SD= 0.96) conducted less selective perception tham tounterparts in the
control group M = 0.47,SD = 0.96), which rejected HOd.

For those who were not strong partisans in Condibpthe results of the twie

tests that represent the tests of the two null thgees (equation 3 and 4) were -2.15
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and 0.82 respectively. The critical valuet s (38+47-2) ott ¢ 05 (83) equals to
1.6634, so we cannot reject both extremes. Ourthgse that the value lies within
the equivalence region was rejected. Thereforeameconclude that the two values
were not equivalent: those who were not stronggaars in the Condition DM =
0.13,SD= 0.86) conducted less selective perception thaset in the control group
(M =0.47,SD=0.96), which supported H10d.

For those who were not strong partisans in ConaiEpthe results of the twe
tests that represent the tests of the two null thgses (equation 3 and 4) were 0.11
and -0.003 respectively. The critical valud gbs (28+47-2) ott ¢ 05 (73) equals to
1.6660, so we can reject neither extremes. Ourthgse that the value lies within
the equivalence region was rejected. Thereforeameconclude that the two values
were not equivalent: those who were not stronggaars in the Condition B =
0.59,SD= 0.96) conducted more selective perception thasd in the control group
(M =0.47,SD= 0.96), which rejected H11d.

The hypotheses and results of the whole studyharersin Table 21. As can be
seen in Table 21, most of the hypotheses (27 o481teypotheses) were supported

but still a good portion of hypotheses was rejected
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Partisan Condition Number  Content Hypo- Results Supported
strength theses or rejected

Strong A Hla Number  C> C<I Rejected
partisans (accuracy) H1b Time C>l C>l Supported
Hlc Perception C>lI C>l Supported

Hid PC A=F° A<F Rejected
B H2a Number C>l C>l Supported
(Consistent H2b Time C>l C>l Supported
useful) H2c Perception C>l C>l Supported

H2d PC B=F B<F Rejected

C H3a Number C=l C>l Rejected

(both H3b Time C=l C>l Rejected
useful) H3c Perception C>l C>l Supported

H3d PC C=F C<F Rejected

D H4a Number C=l C>l Rejected
(accuracy+ H4b Time C=l C=l Supported
both useful) H4c Perception C>l C>l Supported

H4d PC D=F D<F Rejected
E H5a Number C>l C>l Supported
(accuracy+ H5b Time C>l C=l Rejected
Consistent  H5c Perception C>l C>l Supported

useful) H5d PC E=F E<F Rejected
F H6a Number C>l C>l Supported

(Control) H6b Time C>l C=l Rejected
H6C Perception C>lI C>l Supported

3 C stood for Attitude consistent, | stood for Carrattitudinal.
* PC stood for perception comparison.
® A stood for Condition A, F stood for Condition $imilarly, B stood for Condition B, C stood for
Condition C, etc.
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Partisan Condition Numb- Content Hypo- Results  Supported
strength er theses or rejected
H6cC Perception  C>I C>l Supported

Those A H7a Number C=l C>l Rejected
who (accuracy) H7b Time C=l C=l Supported
were H7c Perception  C>lI C>l Supported
not H7d PC A<F A<F Supported
strong g H8a Number C>I C> Supported
partisans (consistent H8b  Time C>| C>l Supported
useful) H8c Perception  C>I C>l Supported

H8d PC B=F B>F Rejected

C H9a Number C=l C>l Rejected

(both H9b Time c=I C>l Rejected
useful) H9c Perception  C>I C>| Supported

Hod PC C=F C<F Rejected

D H10a Number C=l C>l Rejected
(accuracy+ H10b Time C=l C=l Rejected
both useful) H10c  Perception C>l C>| Supported

H10d PC D<F D<F Supported

E Hlla Number C>l C>l Supported
(accuracy+ H11lb Time C>l C>l Supported
Consistent Hi1lc  Perception C>l C>l Supported

useful) H1ld PC E<F E>F Rejected

F H12a Number C>l C>l Supported
(Control) H12b  Time C>l C>l Supported
H12c Perception  C>lI C>l Supported
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The Relationship between Selective Exposure and Selective Perception

The hypothesized relationship between selectivesxe and selective
perception was based on motivation. Defense madivatas predicted to lead to a
preference for attitude-consistent information darmter-attitudinal information, both
in exposure and perception. Accuracy motivation praslicted to lead to balanced
information exposure, and the exposure to courttgudinal information as a result
of accuracy motivation was likely to change peap&isting attitude. Information
utility motivation was predicted to lead to theesztion of the most useful information,
but the exposure to counter-attitudinal informati@na result of information
motivation was not likely to change people’s exigtattitude.

These hypotheses were tested in the study. Faletemse motivation, though
there is a significant main effect of defense nation on selective perception, there
was no main effect of defense motivation on seleatixposure number index or
selective exposure time index, we cannot conclbdegelective exposure mediates
the relationship between defense motivation anecige perception. For the defense
only group (strong partisans in the control grotip¢y showed a preference for
attitude-consistent articles over counter-attitatiarticles in terms of the number of
articles clicked, but not in terms of the time gpam articles, and they also evaluated
attitude-consistent articles to be higher in criithfthan counter-attitudinal articles.
The results partially supported our hypothesis tled¢nse motivation lead to a
preference for attitude-consistent information cs@unter-attitudinal information,

both in exposure and perception in the defenseviatatin only group.
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For the accuracy motivation, there was no mainceffé accuracy motivation on
selective exposure or selective perception thesettvas no mediating effect of
accuracy motivation on selective exposure and se¢eperception. When we look at
specific experimental groups, accuracy only grabpge who were not partisans in
Condition A) spent similar time on attitude-conergtarticles and counter-attitudinal
articles, and they also conducted less selectivaepdon than their counterparts in
the control group. Thus, we can tentatively sayhyy@othesis on accuracy motivation
was partially supported in the accuracy only group.

Finally, information utility motivation had no maaffect on selective exposure
index or selective perception index, thus no mezhagffect has been found between
information utility motivation on selective exposuaind selective perception. For
information utility motivation only groups (thoseha were not strong partisans in
Condition B and C), when congenial information wasre useful, participants were
more likely to click on and spend time on congem#drmation than counter-
attitudinal information. They engaged more selecperception than their
counterparts in the control group; when articledboth sides were equally useful,
participants still engage selective exposure imgeof both the number of articles
clicked and time spent on articles. They engagssl delective perception than their
counterparts in the control group. This showed ithfatrmation utility had an effect
on selective perception but is not a reliable ptediof selective exposure.
Accordingly, we cannot conclude that informatioititytmotivation had any

mediating effect on the relationship between sele@xposure and selective
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perception.

The findings of the study suggest that it is likégt there is a link between
selective exposure and selective perception basedativation. However, as the
relationship only exists within specific groups amals not consistent across all
motivations, a link between selective exposuresei€ective perception was not

established.
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CHAPTERS
DISCUSSION

This study examined the effect of motivation oresgle exposure and selective
perception among strong partisans and those whe madrstrong partisans. Results
showed that in general, people preferred like-mindérmation to counter-
attitudinal information and evaluated the formeb#higher in credibility than the
latter. This finding is consistent with previousdings on selective exposure and
selective perception (Knoblock-Westerwick & Men@02; Kozielecki, 1966). The
finding still held when the analysis was run wittoag partisans and those who were
not strong partisans separately. Both strong @ansisind those who were not strong
partisans showed a preference of attitude-consistErmation over counter-
attitudinal information. For instance, strong peatis spent thirty-two percent more
time on attitude-consistent articles than on cauatiudinal articles. Those who
were not strong partisans also spent twenty-nimegpé more time on attitude-
consistent articles than on counter-attitudinatkes. Both strong partisans and those
who were not strong partisans rated the attitudesistent articles higher in
credibility than counter-attitudinal articles.

When motivations were manipulated by giving différastructions, the
selection pattern changed. For the accuracy mativainly group (Condition A),
strong partisans still conduct selective exposuaiterims of exposure time, but clicked
on more counter-attitudinal articles than attitwdasistent articles. On the other hand,

those who were not strong partisans in ConditiatilAconduct selective exposure in
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terms of the number of articles read but spentlamamount of time on attitude-
consistent articles and counter-attitudinal articleaken together, results on article
viewing time supported our hypotheses that accunaatyvation can lead to less
selective exposure and defense motivation overagdaracy motivation in predicting
selective exposure. However, in terms of the nurobarticles clicked, accuracy
motivation and the combination of accuracy motmatand defense motivation
cannot reliably predict selective exposure. In eohselective perception, both
strong partisans and nonpartisans rated attitudsistent articles to be higher in
credibility than counter-attitudinal articles. Battrong partisans and those who were
not strong partisans in Condition A conducted Bdsctive perception than their
counterparts in the control group. This showed emumotivation was effective in
changing selective perception pattern and accuraativation can override defense
motivation in affecting selective perception.

For information utility motivation only groups (Bxd C), when attitude-
consistent information was more useful than couatitudinal information
(Condition B), both strong partisans and those wkte not strong partisans
conducted selective exposure and selective peore@irong partisans conducted
less selective perception than their counterpartse control group while those who
were not strong partisans conducted more selepgueeption than their counterparts
in the control group. When attitude-consistent infation was equally useful as
counter-attitudinal information (Condition C), battrong partisans and those who

were not strong partisans still conducted sele@km@osure, which was contrary to
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our hypotheses. Strong partisans in Condition Glgoted more selective perception
than their counterparts in the control group wkhlese who were not strong partisans
conducted less selective perception than theirteoparts in the control group. This
finding was consistent with our hypothesis on delegerception. Taken together,
these findings suggested that information utilitytivation cannot reliably predict the
selective exposure pattern or the selective peareptttern of both strong partisans
and those who were not strong partisans.

When accuracy motivation and information utility twation was combined, the
results were mixed. In Condition D (the accuraays@oth sides equally useful
motivation condition), both strong partisans amasthwho were not strong partisans
clicked on more attitude-consistent articles thannter-attitudinal articles yet spent
similar amount of time on both sides. In termseléstive perception, both strong
partisans and those who were not strong partisa@®ndition D rated attitude-
consistent articles to be higher in credibilityrit@unter-attitudinal articles. Both
strong partisans and those who were not strongspagt conducted less selective
perception than their counterparts in the controug. These results showed that the
combination of accuracy motivation and informatudiity (both sides information
useful) was effective in changing people’s selecaxposure pattern (only in terms of
exposure time) and selective perception patterntl@mdombination motivation
overrode defense motivation in affecting selecéxposure and selective perception.

In Condition E (the accuracy plus attitude-consisteformation more useful

than counter-attitudinal information motivation ditron), both strong partisans and
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those who were not strong partisans clicked on ratiiteide-consistent articles than
counter-attitudinal articles. Strong partisans sggénilar amount of time on both
sides. Those who were not strong partisans sperd timee on attitude-consistent
articles than counter-attitudinal articles. Thessutts were generally consistent with
our hypotheses that information utility motivatioverride accuracy motivation in
affecting selective exposure, and the additive mfemotivation and information
utility motivation also overrides accuracy motiatiin affecting selective exposure.
In terms of selective perception, both strong parts and those who were not strong
partisans in Condition E rated attitude-consisggtitles to be higher in credibility
than counter-attitudinal articles. Strong partisamsducted less selective perception
than their counterparts in the control group. Thoke were not strong partisans
conducted more selective perception than their oparts in the control group.
Taken together, the results showed that combinati@ecuracy motivation and
information utility (attitude-consistent informationore useful than counter-
attitudinal information) cannot reliably prediciesgtive perception, nor can the
combination of defense motivation, accuracy motoraand information utility
(attitude-consistent information more useful thaardger-attitudinal information)
reliably predict selective perception.

Finally, in the control group, for defense motiwationly group (strong partisans
in the control group), strong partisans still cottdselective exposure in terms of the
number of articles clicked, but spent similar tiomeattitude-consistent articles and

counter-attitudinal articles. They rated attitudssistent articles to be higher in
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credibility than counter-attitudinal articles. Tieosho were not strong partisans
conducted selective exposure both in terms of tmeber articles clicked and in
terms of time spent on articles, and they alsalratetude-consistent articles to be
higher in credibility than counter-attitudinal atés.

In sum, the results showed that accuracy motivatlone and the combination
of accuracy motivation and defense motivation etluce selective exposure and
selective perception. Information utility motivatialone and the combination of
information utility motivation and defense motivaticannot reliably predict
selective exposure or selective perception. Whearacy motivation and
information utility were combined, information utyl overrode accuracy in
predicting selective exposure. The combinationcotigacy motivation and
information utility motivation cannot reliably pred selective perception. The
combination of accuracy motivation, informationlitgimotivation and defense
motivation cannot reliably predict selective expesor selective perception. No
consistent link was established between seleckpesure and selective perception.

These findings have both theoretical and practioglications for selective
exposure and selective perception. In terms ofrthadvancement, previous studies
have investigated the effect of accuracy motivataeiense motivation and
information utility’s motivation on selective expgeg in different studies. This study
is the first attempt to examine three motivatiamwhparative effect and their additive
effect on selective exposuamdselective perception in one study. The results

generally supported theory of motivated reasonimiipat most of the hypotheses
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related to accuracy motivation and defense motwatiere supported. Hart et al.
(2009)’s addition of information utility motivatiowas partially supported and
partially rejected. When two or three motivations eombined together, some
combinations yielded the intended selection chabgeother combinations were not
as successful.

The practical implications of the findings are flmla. Firstly, the finding that
accuracy motivation can change the selective expgsattern and selective
perception pattern for both strong partisans anddlwho were not strong partisan is
good news. Many scholars are worried that in altighlarized American media
environment, if people only selectively expose thelves to like-minded information,
the society might become even more polarized thaineady is (Mutz, 2002; Prior,
2007; Sunstein, 2001). This finding showed thatafwere to create campaigns to
advocate for accurate political judgments, we aateqtially change this selection
bias. The working of accuracy motivation may ngbeled on the money incentive,
but on the priming of the word “accurate.” As thias an online study, participants
might not have bought the idea that they would éade=ceive $20 for giving the
most “accurate” judgments. By priming them to vigng website in an “accurate”
view, they tended to spend equal amounts of timbath sides of the issue or even
more time on counter-attitudinal articles. If thisming explanation were true, then
media practitioners can take advantage of thisipgraffect and write news
headlines and leads advocating accuracy.

Secondly, the findings on information utility mativon showed that we can
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potentially use information utility motivation tdhange the selective perception
pattern of people who were are not enthusiasticigbalitics. By making both sides
of an argument equally useful for the audiencecarelead the audience favor less of
attitude-consistent information and escalate tfoaeigment towards counter-
attitudinal information.

Thirdly, combining several motivations at the same may confuse people and
the opposite forces may cancel each other’s effiegking the result unpredictable.
Therefore it is recommended to give motivationmnstions one at a time.

Finally, though we failed to find a direct link beten selective exposure and
selective perception, we still found motivationydaeparate effects on selective
exposure and selective perception. The resultdgubito the possibility that selective
exposure and selective perception may be two psesdhat are separate from each
other. Frey (1986) argued that selective perceptias generated from within, not as
a result of selective exposure. Even though thepmeoesses may not be directly
linked, the good news is through motivation maratioh, we may be able to change
both the selective exposure pattern and selecaweeption pattern. Even though
people still engage in selective perception wittuaacy motivation and information
utility motivation (both sides useful conditionytithey engaged in relatively less
selective perception under these motivation insivas. This relative selective media
perception change may still be not enough to reveedple’s selective perception
pattern, but over time, it could potentially maleople’s political attitude less

extreme and even change their political attitude.
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The experimental design of the current study offexe€lean environment to
detect the effect of different motivations on stlecexposure and selective
perception. However, when interpreting the reswisalso need to take into
considerations the drawbacks of the experimentifde

First, participants in this study were shown bdthiale-consistent and counter-
attitudinal articles side by side. In everyday,lifeople are less likely to be exposed
to articles on both sides at the same time. Thaysetectively subscribe to only like-
minded political media. Accordingly, there is aleg chance of viewing counter-
attitudinal information in this study than in theat world.

Second, the design of the study required parti¢gomread and evaluate articles
on the experiment website for six minutes. Durimg $ix minutes, participants were
captive audiences who had to read articles, evaungtihthey might not be interested
in some or any of the articles they selected. Rose¢ who read quickly, they might
have finished reading all the articles they weter@sted in, but the six-minute time
limit had not ended, they might have clicked oncées that they were not interested
in reading, just to wait for the next step. Thisgibility also points out that there was
a higher chance of selecting counter-attitudin@tlas in this study than in the real
world. This problem can be addressed by allowagigipants to spend as much
time as they want on the website. Yet this maydodat another problem: careful
participants may want to click on all eight artgle finish the task of evaluating
articles without being interested in any of themlevparticipants who are not very

serious about the study may choose not to readftige articles. Weighing the pros
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and cons of the two options, giving participantsree limit is considered a better
choice than giving no time limit, though we needake the limitations of time limit
into consideration.

Third, because the study was an online experinteat,esearcher cannot know
whether participants actually read the articley #tieeked, or they simply clicked on
the articles and paused to do other business amdréturned to click on another
article. Future research can address this limiaip bringing participants to the lab
so that their behavior can be monitored closelyh&nlab, researchers can take notes
on whether the participants are actually readimeggttticles when they click on the
articles. They can also take notes on whether #r@renvironmental factors that
affect participants’ article selection and readifgr instance, whether there are
background noises during the experiment, whethreepérticipants were in a rush to
leave for an important exam, etc. These factorsmapertant to participants’ mood
and patience. If we can catch these abnormalatataemove them from the analysis,
the results could be more accurate than the cuordimte study without monitoring.

Overall, this study provided clear evidence thaipie showed a preference for
like-minded information over counter-attitudinaformation, both in exposure and
perception, both for strong partisans and thosew#r@ not strong partisans. Of the
three motivations under study (accuracy motivatdefense motivation and
information utility motivation), accuracy motivatiavas found to have the most
consistent effect in reducing selective exposurd@ih strong partisans and those

who were not strong partisans. Defense motivatidormation utility motivation and
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the combination of two or three motivations yieldedonsistent or even opposite
effect. No consistent relationship between seleatixposure and selective perception

was detected.
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APPENDIX A. PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

Step 1 is a survey that will take about 10 minuRdesase consider the questions
carefully and finish all questions at once. If yaiap for too long, the system will

automatically time out your session.
First Name Last name (family name)

Please type in your preferred email address

Q1. For which class do you want your participatiorount as extra credit?

Q2. Who referred you to participate in this study?
First Name
Last name (family name)

Q3. Generally speaking, do you usually think ofingelf as a Republican, a
Democrat, an Independent or something else?

1. Republican
2. Democrat
3. Independent

4. Other

If Q5=1 or Q=2, then go to Q6:

Q4. Do you consider yourself a strong or not a wrgng: Republican / Democrat?”
(Based on Q5, if the answer is Republican, the tqurewill show Republican, if the

answer is Democrat, the question will show Demqcrat

1. Strong
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2. Not very strong

If Q5=3 or 4, then go to Q7

Q5. Do you think of yourself as closer to the Rdjmalm or Democratic Party?
1. Republican Party

2. Democratic Party

Q6. Generally speaking, would you describe youttipal views as very

conservative, somewhat conservative, moderate, wbatdiberal, or very liberal?
1. Very conservative

2. Somewhat conservative

3. Moderate

4. Somewhat liberal

5. Very liberal

Q7. The following question is for quality contralnpose. Please answer what the last

page you just read is about:
1. Ideology

2. Media use

3. Name

4. Age

Q8. Please indicate your feelings toward the follhgasubjects using something we
call the feeling thermometer. Ratings between Sfiets and 100 degrees mean that
you feel favorable and warm toward the subjectirigatbetween O degrees and 50

degrees mean that you don't feel favorable towsdtbject and that you don't care
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too much for that subject. You would rate the scib@: the 50 degree mark if you
don't feel particularly warm or cold toward the gab. Please rate your feeling

toward Barack Obama from 0 to 100.

Q9. Please indicate your feelings toward the folhgasubjects using something we
call the feeling thermometer. Ratings between Sfiets and 100 degrees mean that
you feel favorable and warm toward the subjectirigatbetween 0 degrees and 50
degrees mean that you don't feel favorable towsdtbject and that you don't care
too much for that subject. You would rate the sciog the 50 degree mark if you
don't feel particularly warm or cold toward the gab. Please rate your feeling
toward the Republican Party from 0 to 100.

Q10. Please indicate your feelings toward the ¥alhgy subjects using something we
call the feeling thermometer. Ratings between Sfiets and 100 degrees mean that
you feel favorable and warm toward the subjectirigatbetween O degrees and 50
degrees mean that you don't feel favorable towsdtibject and that you don't care
too much for that subject. You would rate the scib@e the 50 degree mark if you
don't feel particularly warm or cold toward the gab. Please rate your feeling

toward the Democratic Party from O to 100.
POLITICAL EFFICACY

Q11. Please indicate if you strongly agree, somewatyee, neither agree nor

disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagitbethis statement:

Sometimes politics seems so complicated that apdilse me cannot really
understand what is going on.

Q12. Please indicate if you strongly agree, soméatiee, neither agree nor
disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagitbethis statement:

| feel that | have a pretty good understandindhefimportant political issues facing

our country.
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Q13. Please indicate if you strongly agree, somewatyee, neither agree nor

disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagitbethis statement:
People like me have no say over what the governohees.

Q14. Please indicate if you strongly agree, somewatyee, neither agree nor

disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagitbetlis statement:

Public officials don’t care much what people like think.

POLITICAL INTEREST

Q15. Some people don't pay much attention to palitampaigns. How about you?
How interested were you in information in news almesidential election last year?
1. Extremely interested

2. Very interested

3. Moderately interested

4. Slightly interested

5. Not interested at alll

Q16. How interested are you in information abouatighgoing on in government and
politics?

1. Extremely interested
2. Very interested

3. Moderately interested
4. Slightly interested

5. Not interested at all
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POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE

Q17. To the best of your knowledge, do you happdmbw how Supreme Court

justices are chosen?

1. Nominated by congressional committee

2. Elected

3. Nominated by president and confirmed by Senate
4. Appointed by two-thirds of justices

5. Don't know

Q18. Do you happen to know which party has the masnhbers in the United States

House of Representatives?
1. Democratic
2. Republican
3. Don't know

Q19. How much of a majority is required for the B&nate and House to override a

presidential veto?
1. One-third

2. Two-thirds

3. All

4. Other

5. Don't know
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Q20. Who has the final responsibility to determiireelaw is constitutional or not? Is

it the president, the Congress, or the Supremet€our
1. President

2. Congress

3. Supreme Court

Q21. How many days in the past week did you seesrmmewbroadcast or cable
television? This includes seeing programs on tsiemj on the Internet, your cell
phone, iPod, or PDA.

0-7

Q22. How many days in the past week did you heassran the radio? This includes

hearing the shows on the radio, or on the Inteymety cell phone, iPod, or PDA.
0-7

Q23. How many days in the past week did you reaevespaper for news? This
includes reading a paper copy of the newspapeasnhine copy, or a newspaper item

downloaded on your cell phone, iPod, or PDA.
0-7

Q24. How many days in the past week did you sé®ar news on the Internet? This

may include accessing the Internet through youmteine, iPod, or PDA, etc.
0-7

Q25. What is your age?

Q26. | think of myself as:

1. Male
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2. Female

3. Other

Q27. What is your race?

1. White or white Hispanic

2. Black, African American, or black Hispanic
3. Asian

4. American Indian

5. Hispanic, no race given

6. Mixed race

7. Other

Q28. How many years of school have you completed?
Q29. What is your marital status?

1. Married

2. Divorced

3. Single

4. Other__

Q30. Last year, what was the total income beforesdaf all the people living in your

house or apartment?

1. Less than $10,000
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2. $10,000 to less than $15,000

3. $15,000 to less than $25,000

4. $25,000 to less than $35,000

5. $35,000 to less than $50,000

6. $50,000 to less than $75,000

7. $75,000 to less than $100,000
8. $100,000 to less than $150,000
9. $150,000 or more

Q31. If Q6= strong Republican/Democrat then, twdlybe grouped into partisan
group. All others will be grouped into those whe aot strong partisans group.
Strong partisans will be randomly assigned to tkeer@litions and those who are not

strong partisans will be randomly assigned to tlkeer@itions as well.

Condition A (those who have high accuracy motivatmd no information utility

motivation):
Please read the following instruction carefully.

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational Politics Forum,
which is still under construction. The picture atder parts are yet to be added.
Right now, we are only concerned with your opingdrthe articles in this website.

Please spend 5 minutes browsing the website.

After 5 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will iggautomatically for you. Please
make as accurate evaluations as possible andyjafitfour evaluations with good
arguments. We will rate the 10 best comments totlaelch into the forum and the

writers of the best comments will be given a $20a&on gift card each.
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Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should just

browse the articles that you find most interestasgyyou normally would.

Question (Condition A). The following question & fjuality control purpose. Please

answer what the last page you just read is about:
A. By making the most critical evaluations, | Wik given a $20 Amazon gift card.
B. By making the smartest evaluations, | will beagi a $20 Amazon gift card.

C. By making the most intelligent evaluations, llwe given a $20 Amazon gift

card.

D. By making the most accurate evaluations of ttiela, | will be given a $20
Amazon gift card.

Correct answer: D. By making the most accurateuatans of the article, | will be
given a $20 Amazon gift card. They will be givee torrect answer no matter what
they answer. If they answer it wrong, a comment agpear: “Please read the
instructions carefully.” If they answer it correatcomment will appear: “Thank you

for reading the instructions carefully.”

Condition B: Participants who have low accuracyiwation and for whom attitude-
consistent information is more useful than couatéitudinal information would be
told that they would be asked to write an artiblattis consistent with their party

identification:

Condition B1: If participants are Democrats or |éaward the Democratic Party, the

instruction will be:

Please read the following instruction carefully.
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You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational Politics Forum,
which is still under construction. The picture arider parts are yet to be added.

Please spend 5 minutes browsing the website.

After 5 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will gglautomatically for you. In the
guestionnaire, please write an article about “th&tpse prospects of Obama’s second

term presidency.” We will edit it and add it to tteeum.

Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should just

browse the articles that you found most interestasgyou normally would.

Question (Condition B1): The following questiorfas quality control purpose.

Please answer what the last page you just redibig:a

A. After browsing the website, | will be asked toite an article about “the negative

prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.”

B. After browsing the website, | will be asked tate an article about “the positive
prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.”

C. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatevan article about “what to worry
about Obama’s second term presidency.”

D. After browsing the website, | will be asked tater an article about “what to

expect of Obama’s second term presidency.”

Correct answer: B. They will be given the corretswaer no matter what they answer.
If they answer it wrong, a comment will appear:¢&3e read the instructions
carefully.” If they answer it correct, a commenthappear: “Thank you for reading
the instructions carefully.”

Condition B.2: If participants are Republican ardoward the Republican Party,
they will be asked to write about things to worbpat the new president. The

instructions will state:
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Please read the following instruction carefully.

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational Politics Forum,
which is still under construction. The picture arider parts are yet to be added.
Please spend 5 minutes browsing the website. Afteinutes, a questionnaire (step

3) will upload automatically for you.

In the questionnaire, please write an article ababat to worry about Obama’s

second term presidency.” We will edit it and adobithe forum.

Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should just

browse the articles that you found most interestasgyou normally would.

Question (Condition B2): The following questiorfas quality control purpose.

Please answer what the last page you just redibig:a

A. After browsing the website, | will be asked toite an article about “the negative

prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.”

B. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatean article about “the positive

prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.”

C. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatevan article about “what to worry

about Obama’s second term presidency.”

D. After browsing the website, | will be asked tater an article about “what to

expect of Obama’s second term presidency.”

Correct answer: C. They will be given the corredvaer no matter what they answer.
If they answer it wrong, a comment will appear:¢&3e read the instructions
carefully.” If they answer it correct, a commenthappear: “Thank you for reading

the instructions carefully.”
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Condition C: Participants who have low accuracyiwaion is low and for whom
both sides information is equally useful will bédt¢that they will write an article
debating about whether the Obama will do a goodgokis second term. The

instructions will state:
Please read the following instruction carefully.

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational Politics Forum,

which is still under construction. The picture aider parts are yet to be added.

After 5 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will gglcautomatically for you. In the
guestionnaire, please write an article about “wle®bama’s second term

presidency will be successful.” We will edit anddatito the forum.

Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should just

browse the articles that you found most interestsgyou normally would.

Question (Condition C). The following question @ fuality control purpose. Please
answer what the last page you just read is about:

A. After browsing the website, | will be asked toiter an article about “the negative
prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.”

B. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatean article about “the positive

prospects of Obama’s second term presidency.”

C. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatevan article about “what to worry

about Obama’s second term presidency.”

D. After browsing the website, | will be asked tater an article about “whether

Obama’s second term presidency will be successful.”

Correct answer: D. After browsing the website, Il ive asked to write an article

about “whether Obama’s second term PresidencybeiBuccessful.” They will be
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given the correct answer no matter what they angivéirey answer it wrong, a
comment will appear: “Please read the instructmargfully.” If they answer it

correct, a comment will appear: “Thank you for regdhe instructions carefully.”

Condition D: Participants who have high accuracyivation and for whom counter-
attitudinal information is as useful as attitudersistent information will be told that
they will write an article debating about whethee Dbama would do a good job for

his second term with money incentive. The instardiwill state:
Please read the following instruction carefully.

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational Politics Forum,
which is still under construction. The picture aider parts are yet to be added.

After 5 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will @gglcautomatically for you.

In the questionnaire, please write an article dagatbout “whether Obama'’s second
term presidency will be successful.”

Please make as accurate evaluations as possidseRustify all your evaluations
with good arguments. We will rate the 10 best comiieo add them into the forum

and the writers of the best comments will be giae$20 Amazon gift card each.

Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should just

browse the articles that you found most interestisgyou normally would.

Question (Condition D). The following question @ fjuality control purpose. Please

answer what the last page you just read is about:

A. After browsing the website, | will be asked toiter an article about “the negative
prospects of Obama’s second term Presidency.”

B. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatean article about “the positive
prospects of Obama’s second term Presidency.”



170

C. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatevan article about “what to worry

about Obama’s second term Presidency.”

D. After browsing the website, | will be asked tater an article about “whether

Obama’s second term Presidency will be successful.”

Correct answer: D. They will be given the corratdvaer no matter what they answer.
If they answer it wrong, a comment will appear:€&3e read the instructions
carefully.” If they answer it correct, a commenthappear: “Thank you for reading

the instructions carefully.”

Participants in Condition E (for those who havehhégcuracy motivation and for
whom attitude-consistent consistent information wase useful than counter-
attitudinal information) will be told that they wialibe asked to write an article that

was consistent with their partisanship:

Condition E1: if participants were Democrats onked closer to the Democratic

Party, the instruction would state:
Please read the following instruction carefully.

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational Politics Forum,
which is still under construction. The picture arider parts are yet to be added.
Please spend 5 minutes browsing the website. Afteinutes, a questionnaire (step

3) will upload automatically for you.

In the questionnaire, please write an article abihat positive prospects of Obama’s
second term presidency.”

Please make as accurate evaluations as possibjedifiglall your evaluations with
good arguments. We will rate the 10 best commendsit them into the forum and

the writers of the best comments will be given @ $2Znazon gift card each.
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Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should just

browse the articles that you found most interestasgyou normally would.

Question (Condition E1): The following questiorfas quality control purpose.

Please answer what the last page you just redibig:a

A. After browsing the website, | will be asked toite an article about “the negative
prospects of Obama’s second term Presidency.” Byingdahe most accurate

evaluations, | will be given a $20 Amazon gift card

B. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatean article about “the positive
prospects of Obama’s second term Presidency.” Byingdhe most accurate

evaluations, | will be given a $20 Amazon gift card

C. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatevan article about “what to worry
about Obama’s second term Presidency.” By makiagrtbst accurate evaluations, |
will be given a $20 Amazon gift card.

D. After browsing the website, | will be asked tater an article about “what to
expect of Obama’s second term Presidency.” By ngatiie most accurate

evaluations, | will be given a $20 Amazon gift card

Correct answer: B. After browsing the website, l & asked to write an article
about “the positive prospects of Obama’s second fresidency.” By making the
most accurate evaluations, | will be given a $20a&on gift card. They will be given
the correct answer no matter what they answehnelf answer it wrong, a comment
will appear: “Please read the instructions cargfulf they answer it correct, a

comment will appear: “Thank you for reading thetiinstions carefully.”

Condition E2: If participants are Republican omliéa the Republican Party, they will
be asked to write about things to worry about i president. The instructions will
state:
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Please read the following instruction carefully.

You are invited to evaluate an online news magazireeNational Politics Forum,
which is still under construction. The picture arider parts are yet to be added.

Please spend 5 minutes browsing the website.

After 5 minutes, a questionnaire (step 3) will gglautomatically for you. In the
guestionnaire (step 3), please write an articlaiatwhat to worry about Obama’s

second term presidency.”

Please make as accurate evaluations as possibjedifiglall your evaluations with
good arguments. We will rate the 10 best commendsitl them into the forum and

the writers of the best comments will be given @ $2nazon gift card each.

Please note, time does not allow you to read albtticles, thus you should just

browse the articles that you found most interesi@sgyou normally would.”

Question (Condition E2): The following questiorfas quality control purpose.
Please answer what the last page you just redibig:a

A. After browsing the website, | will be asked toite an article about “the negative
prospects of Obama’s second term Presidency.” Byingdahe most accurate

evaluations, the best writers will be given a $2@akon gift card each.

B. After browsing the website, | will be asked tate/an article about “the positive
prospects of Obama’s second term Presidency.” Byingdhe most accurate

evaluations of the article, the best writers wéldiven a $20 Amazon gift card each.

C. After browsing the website, | will be asked tatevan article about “what to worry
about Obama’s second term Presidency.” By makiagrtbst accurate evaluations of

the article, the best writers will be given a $2@azon gift card each.
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D. After browsing the website, | will be asked tater an article about “what to
expect of Obama’s second term Presidency.” By ngatie most accurate

evaluations of the article, the best writers wéldiven a $20 Amazon gift card each.

Correct answer: C. After browsing the website, Il e asked to write an article
about “what to worry about Obama’s second termiéeesy.” By making the most
accurate evaluations of the article, the best varitéll be given a $20 Amazon gift

card each.

They will be given the correct answer no matter tthay answer. If they answer it
wrong, a comment will appear: “Please read theuctibns carefully.” If they
answer it correct, a comment appear: “Thank youdading the instructions

carefully.”

The control group will not receive any instructions
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APPENDIX B. POST-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

Depending on which group they are assigned to, Wikyeceive different
instructions:

For those who are Democrats or lean toward the @eatio Party and assigned to
Condition B or Condition E, the first question wok:

Q1 Please give your opinion about the positive peots of Obama’s second term
presidency. Note: please provide some justificetimr your opinion.

For those who were Republicans or leaned towar®R#piblican Party and assigned
to Condition B or Condition E, the first questioasv

Q2 Please give your opinion about what to worryuatigbama’s second term
presidency. Note: please provide some justificetimr your opinion.

For those who were assigned to condition A, C, & lanthe first question will be:

Q3 Please give your opinion on whether Obama wiladjood job in his second term
presidency. Note: please provide some justificatimm your opinion.

Q4.Please provide your feedback toward the NatiBoétics Forum.
What bugs did you detect during your view of thégite? Do you have any
suggestions to make the website better?

TAX

Q5. In face of the budget crisis or the FiscalfC#bme people feel the rich should
pay more taxes. Suppose these people are at ored arstale, at point 1. Others feel
that the rich should be paying the same tax rat¢seamiddle class. Suppose these
people are at the other end, at point 5. And, afs® some other people have
opinions somewhere in between, at points 2, 3, or 4

Where would you plac¥ OURSELF on this scale?
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Q6. In face of the budget crisis or the FiscalfC#bme people feel the rich should
pay more taxes. Suppose these people are at ored arstale, at point 1. Others feel
that the rich should be paying the same tax rat¢seamiddle class. Suppose these
people are at the other end, at point 5. And, afs® some other people have
opinions somewhere in between, at points 2, 3, or 4

Where would you placBARACK OBAMA on this scale?

Q7. Do you APPROVE or DISAPPROVE of the way Bar@ixama is handling tax?
Obama's handling of tax (1=extremely oppasaremely favor=5)

Q8. How important to you personally is the issu¢aaf?
Importance (1=not at all important—extremeigortant=5)

Q9. How certain are you that your opinions aboatifisue of tax are right?
Certainty (1=not at all certain—extremely certaip=5

HEALTH CARE
Q10. There is much concern about the rapid riseadical and hospital costs. Some
people feel there should be a government insurplacewhich would cover all
medical and hospital expenses for everyone. Sugbese people are at one end of a
scale, at point 1. Others feel that all medicalezges should be paid by individuals
through private insurance plans like Blue Crosstber company paid plans.
Suppose these people are at the other end, atpohmd, of course, some other
people have opinions somewhere in between, atai, or 4.
Where would you plac¥ OURSELF on this scale?

Yourself (1=Govt insurance plan--Privateiragsce plan=5)

Q11. There is much concern about the rapid riseadical and hospital costs. Some
people feel there should be a government insurplacewhich would cover all
medical and hospital expenses for everyone. Sugbese people are at one end of a
scale, at point 1. Others feel that all medicalezges should be paid by individuals
through private insurance plans like Blue Crosstber company paid plans.
Suppose these people are at the other end, at5ohmd, of course, some other
people have opinions somewhere in between, at9aig, or 4.
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Where would you placBARACK OBAMA on this scale?
BARACK OBAMA on health care (1=Govt insurarpian--Private
insurance plan=5)

Q12. Do you APPROVE or DISAPPROVE of the way Bar@dkama is handling
health care?
Obama's handling of health care (1=extremghpse—extremely favor=>5)

Q13. How important to you personally is the isstibealth care?
Importance (1=not at all important—extremedgortant=5)

Q14. How certain are you that your opinions ab@alth care are right?
Certainty (1=not at all certain—extremely certaipn=5

ABORTION
Q15. There is much debate about abortion. Somel@éagl abortion should be
available to anyone who wants it. Suppose thespl@eoe at one end of a scale, at
point 1. Others feel that Abortion should not benpieted under any circumstances.
Suppose these people are at the other end, at5ohmd, of course, some other
people have opinions somewhere in between, atairk, or 4.
Where would you plac¥ OURSELF on this scale?

Yourself (1=Pro choice—Pro-life=5)

Q16. There is much debate about abortion. Somel@éagl abortion should be
available to anyone who wants it. Suppose thespl@eoe at one end of a scale, at
point 1. Others feel that Abortion should not benpited under any circumstances.
Suppose these people are at the other end, at5ohmd, of course, some other
people have opinions somewhere in between, atair, or 4.
Where would you placBARACK OBAMA on this scale?

Barack Obama(1=Pro choice—Pro-life=5)

Q17. The following question is for quality contpairpose. Please answer what the
last page you just read is about:
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A. Which number of the scale about HEALTH CARE canatosest to Barack
Obama’s view.

B. Which number of the scale about TAX comes clogeBarack Obama’s view.

C. Which number of the scale about ABORTION comesest to Barack Obama’s
view.

D. Which number of the scale about GUN POLICY comlesest to Barack Obama’s
view.

Q18. Do you APPROVE or DISAPPROVE of the way Bar@dkama is handling
abortion?
Obama's handling of abortion (1=extremefyogp—Extremely favor=5)

Q19. How important to you personally is the isstiabmrtion?
Importance (1=not at all important—Extremglportant=5)

Q20. How certain are you that your opinions abdairtion are right?
Certainty (1=not at all certain—extremely certaipn=5

GUN CONTROL ISSUE

Q21. Do you think the federal government should enaMORE DIFFICULT for

people to buy a gun than it is now (at point 5)kentt EASIER for people to buy a

gun (at point 1), or keep these rules ABOUT THE JARKk they are now (at point 3)?
Your view on gun (1= Make it easier—Mordidifit=5)

Q22. What do you think is Barack Obama’s gun poliogke it MORE DIFFICULT

for people to buy a gun than it is now (at pointrbake it EASIER for people to buy

a gun(at point 1), or keep these rules ABOUT THBVIEAas they are now(at point 3)?
Obama’s view on gun (1= Make it easier—Mbfiecult=5)

Q23. Do you APPROVE or DISAPPROVE of the way Bar@dkama is handling
gun control?

Obama's handling of gun control (1=extrerplyose—5=extremely favor)

Q24. How important to you personally is the isstigun control?



178

Importance (1=not at all important—extremedgortant=5)

Q25. How certain are you that your opinions abaut gontrol are right?
Certainty (1=not at all certain—extremely certaip=5

NEED FOR CLOSURE SCALE

Q26. Please indicate how much you agree with thewong statement:

“When thinking about a problem, | consider as mdiffgrent opinions on the issue
as possible."

(1to 5)

Q27. Please indicate how much you agree with thewong statement:

"When considering most conflict situations, | cauailly see how both sides could be
right.”

(1to 5)

Q28. Please indicate how much you agree with thewong statement:
“l always see many possible solutions to problefiasé.”
(1to 5)

Q29. Please indicate how much you agree with thewong statement:
“I do not usually consult many different opinionsftre forming my own view.”
(1to 5)

Q30. Please indicate how much you agree with thewong statement:

“Even after I've made up my mind about somethirggnlalways eager to consider a
different opinion."

(1to 5)

NEED FOR COGNITION

Q31. Please indicate how much you agree with thewong statements: “I like to
have the responsibility of handling a situationt tleguires a lot of thinking.”
(1to 5)
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Q32. Please indicate how much you agree with thewog statements: “Thinking is
not my idea of fun.”
(1to 5)

Q33. Please indicate how much you agree with thewmng statements: “I would
rather do something that requires little thoughntsomething that is sure to
challenge my thinking abilities.”

(1to 5)

Q34. Please indicate how much you agree with theWog statements: “I prefer my
life to be filled with puzzles that | must solve.”
(1to 5)

Q35. Debriefing Statement

Thank you for your participation in this researchtbe effect of motivation on
partisan selective exposure and selective peraeplive extra credit will be posted

by the last week of this semester. As this studyiison-going, please do not disclose
any information about the study to anyone.

Activities and Purpose

During this research, you were asked to fill oup surveys and browse an online
politics forum. Some people were instructed to makaccurate evaluations as
possible, some people were instructed to writeracl@about “the positive prospects
of Obama’s second term presidency,” some people wstructed to write an article
about “what to worry about Obama’s second termigee€y” and some were
instructed to write an article about “whether Obansacond term presidency will be
successful.” There were also some people who dideoeive any instructions that
serve as a control group. We are interested imilegthow these different
motivations affect how people seek information pacteive information. Our
analyses will help us learn which type of motivatie more effective at reducing
selective exposure and selective perception.

Contact Information



180

If you have questions, you may contact the researah
wangd877@email.arizona.edu.



