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Selective Exposure & Hostile Media 

Selec-ve	  exposure	  
§  People	  select	  news	  which	  are	  consistent	  

with	  their	  poli-cal	  beliefs	  

§  Since	  Lazarsfeld	  et	  al.	  a	  dominant	  
paradigm	  to	  explain	  exposure	  to	  and	  
percep-on	  of	  news	  in	  elec-on	  campaigns,	  
supported	  also	  by	  current	  experimental	  
(GarreD	  &	  Stroud,	  2014;	  Iyengar	  &	  Hahn,	  
2009;	  Iyengar	  et	  al.,	  2008;	  Knobloch-‐
Westerwick,	  2012;	  Knobloch-‐Westerwick	  
&	  Meng,	  2009,	  2011)	  and	  observa-onal	  
(Stroud,	  2008;	  Wicks	  et	  al.,	  2013)	  research	  

à  If	  par-sans	  select	  news	  which	  agree	  with	  
their	  beliefs,	  they	  should	  report	  the	  news	  
coverage	  to	  be	  friendly	  to	  their	  beliefs	  

Hos-le	  media	  
§  Par-sans	  perceive	  news	  coverage	  as	  

hos-le	  to	  their	  beliefs	  

§  Pioneered	  by	  Vallone	  et	  al.	  (1985)	  and	  
demonstrated	  frequently	  thereaWer	  
(Hansen	  &	  Kim,	  2011)	  

§  Also	  prevalent	  in	  the	  context	  of	  elec-on	  
campaigns	  (for	  example	  Beck,	  1991;	  
Dalton	  et	  al.,	  1998;	  Huge	  &	  Glynn,	  2010;	  
SchmiD-‐Beck,	  1994),	  mostly	  rela%ve	  
hos-le	  media	  percep-ons	  (Gunther	  et	  al.,	  
2001)	  

à  Par-sans	  should	  report	  the	  news	  
coverage	  to	  be	  hos-le	  to	  their	  beliefs.	  
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Study Objectives 

① ‘Real	  world’	  es-mates	  of	  the	  prevalence	  and	  magnitude	  of	  selec-ve	  
exposure	  and	  hos-le	  media	  percep-ons	  during	  two	  German	  general	  
elec-on	  campaigns	  

② Addressing	  the	  contradic-ng	  predic-ons	  of	  the	  selec-ve	  exposure	  and	  
hos-le	  media	  paradigms	  

§  Magnitude	  and	  direc-on	  of	  selec-ve	  exposure	  and	  bias	  percep-ons	  
vary	  between	  media	  outlets	  

§  Varying	  effects	  are	  associated	  within	  media	  outlets	  
§  Stronger	  selec-ve	  exposure	  à	  friendly	  media	  percep-ons	  
§  Weaker	  selec-ve	  exposure	  à	  hos-le	  media	  percep-ons	  
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Method: Survey Data 

German	  Bundestag	  elec-ons	  2009	  &	  2013	  
	  
Data	  Source:	  

§  Representa-ve	  survey	  data	  from	  rolling	  cross	  sec-on	  surveys	  in	  the	  
run-‐up	  to	  the	  elec-ons,	  German	  Longitudinal	  Elec-on	  Study	  (GLES)	  

§  Geographically	  stra-fied	  random	  selec-on	  of	  telephone	  numbers	  and	  
selec-on	  of	  respondents	  within	  households	  via	  last-‐birthday-‐method	  	  

2009	  
§  Field	  -me:	  8	  weeks	  
§  Total	  interviews:	  n	  =	  6008	  
§  AAPOR	  Response	  Rate:	  19.6%	  

2013	  
§  Field	  -me:	  11	  weeks	  
§  Total	  interviews:	  n	  =	  7882	  
§  AAPOR	  Response	  Rate:	  15.5%	  
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Measures: IVs 

IV	  of	  interest:	  LeW-‐right	  party	  alignment	  score	  
§  Consists	  of	  party	  iden%fica%on,	  aktudes	  towards	  government	  of	  the	  

poli%cal	  camp,	  aktudes	  towards	  the	  poli%cal	  par%es	  and	  aktudes	  
towards	  the	  top	  candidates	  

Important	  control	  or	  moderator	  variable:	  Poli-cal	  interest	  
§  Mean	  score	  of	  two	  items	  (general	  poli-cal	  interest	  and	  interest	  in	  

current	  campaign),	  –2	  to	  2.	  

–5	  
Strongest	  alignment	  

with	  leW	  camp	  
(SPD	  &	  Grüne)	  

0	   +5	  
Strongest	  alignment	  
with	  right	  camp	  
(CDU/CSU	  &	  FDP)	  



8 Theoretical Background | Method | Results | Discussion 

Measures: DVs 

Selec<on:	  
§  Media	  outlets	  used	  for	  poli-cal	  informa-on	  during	  last	  7	  days	  

§  TV	  news	  of	  4	  most	  important	  broadcasters	  (ARD,	  ZDF,	  RTL,	  Sat.1)	  
§  Na-onal	  tabloid	  BILD	  
§  Up	  to	  2	  newspapers	  (na-onal	  newspapers	  taz,	  FR,	  SZ,	  FAZ,	  Welt;	  

generic:	  local	  or	  regional	  newspaper	  &	  online	  news	  (only	  2009))	  
	  
Bias	  Percep<on:	  

§  For	  all	  selected	  outlets,	  3	  poli-cal	  par-es	  favored	  by	  news	  coverage	  
§  Bias	  differen-al	  according	  to	  leW-‐right	  party	  alignment	  

–1	  
Strongest	  bias	  

in	  favor	  of	  leW	  camp	  
(SPD	  &	  Grüne)	  

0	   +1	  
Strongest	  bias	  

in	  favor	  of	  right	  camp	  
(CDU/CSU	  &	  FDP)	  

–.5	   +.5	  
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Statistical Analysis: Crossed Multi-Level Model 

Cross-‐classifica-on	  of	  DV	  observa-ons	  in	  both	  respondents	  and	  media	  outlets	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

1.  Es-ma-on	  of	  effects	  of	  respondents’	  characteris-cs	  which	  vary	  
between	  media	  outlets	  

2.  Inves-ga-on	  of	  the	  rela-onship	  of	  the	  varying	  effects	  within	  media	  
outlets	  

Bias Perc.(11)!

Respondent1! Respondent2! Respondenti!

Media Outlet1! Media Outlet2! Media Outletj!

Bias Perc. (12)! Bias Perc.(1j)! Bias Perc.(21)! Bias Perc.(2j)! Bias Perc.(i1)! Bias Perc.(i2)! Bias Perc.(ij)!
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Media Selection: Idealized Results 

Selective exposure (left) No selective exposure Selective exposure (right)
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Media Selection: Empirical Results (I) 

taz FR SZ FAZ Welt
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Media Selection: Empirical Results (II) 

BILD Lokal ard zdf rtl
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Bias Perception: Idealized Results 

Friendly bias perceptions No bias perceptions Hostile bias perceptions
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Bias Perception: Empirical Results (I) 
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Bias Perception: Empirical Results (II) 

BILD Lokal ard zdf rtl
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Results: Media Selection and Bias Perception 

Political Interest: less than average average above average
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Discussion: Summary 

Selec-ve	  exposure:	  
§  Evidence	  for	  selec-ve	  exposure	  to	  na-onal	  newspapers	  (quality	  press	  

and	  tabloid	  BILD)	  and	  RTL	  news	  
§  Broad	  reach	  of	  local/regional	  newspapers	  and	  public	  TV	  broadcasters	  

across	  the	  poli-cal	  spectrum	  

Bias	  percep-ons:	  
§  Some	  evidence	  for	  friendly	  media	  percep-ons	  (quality	  press	  in	  2009)	  
§  Some	  evidence	  for	  rela-ve	  hos-le	  media	  percep-ons	  among	  the	  highly	  

involved,	  but	  of	  limited	  magnitude	  

Selec-ve	  exposure	  &	  bias	  percep-ons:	  
§  Some	  support	  for	  the	  proposed	  paDern	  of	  both	  phenomena	  within	  

media	  outlets	  (2009	  and	  among	  the	  highly	  involved	  in	  2013)	  
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Discussion: Limitations & Strengths 

Limita-ons:	  
§  Cross-‐sec-onal	  survey	  design:	  no	  causal	  claims,	  “de	  facto	  

selec-vity”	  (Sears	  &	  Freedman,	  1987,	  p.	  198)	  
§  Limita-ons	  of	  media	  outlet	  sample,	  especially	  (poli-cally	  aligned)	  

internet	  sources	  

Strengths:	  
§  Credible	  ‘real	  world’	  es-mates	  for	  prevalence	  and	  magnitude	  of	  

selec-ve	  exposure	  and	  hos-le	  media	  percep-ons	  during	  two	  German	  
na-onal	  elec-on	  campaigns	  

§  Empirical	  test	  of	  a	  proposal	  to	  reconcile	  the	  contradic-ng	  conclusions	  
of	  two	  prominent	  paradigms	  

§  Instant	  replica-on	  for	  two	  elec-ons,	  but	  further	  replica-ons	  needed	  
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