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Selective exposure refers to the tendency of individuals to preferentially seek out information that
aligns with their preexisting attitudes or beliefs about controversial issues. This study investigates
whether selective exposure tendencies manifest in the choice of news articles about domestic union
strikes, a paliticized social issue, and explores the factors influencing selective exposure. Union strikes
are controversial in Korean society and generate various political debates and discussions between
liberal and conservative partisans. News about union strikes is significantly associated with individuals’
selective exposure This study specifically tested a mediation model to examine how individuals'
political group identity influences selective exposure through affective forecasting. Furthermore, a
moderated mediation model was employed to analyze whether these relationships differ depending
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on the congruence or incongruence between individual attitudes toward union strikes and
partisanship. A nationwide online survey conducted with adults aged 20 and older (N = 1,000)
revealed a tendency to select media coverage that aligns with their existing attitudes toward domestic
union strikes. Moreover, individuals who strongly identified with their political party were more likely
to forecast stronger affect—either negative or positive—when exposed to news articles that criticize
or support their political party. This, in turn, led to increased selective exposure. Additionally, the
effect of political group identity on selective exposure through affective forecasting was moderated by
the congruence or incongruence between an individual's attitude toward the union strike issue and
their party affiliation. Based on the findings, two key takeaways emerge; First, controversial political
issues substantially drive news users to engage in selective exposure based on political partisanship, as
they aim to avoid cognitive dissonance. Second, news users are able to foresee their affective
responses to news reporting on controversial issues such as union strikes. The findings suggest that
individuals who support certain political ideologies and parties are more likely to engage in selective
exposure to maintain emotional stability and regulate their affect. The findings also imply that
individuals reinforce their existing political thoughts and attitudes, especially in contentious political
environments. This study highlights the mediating role of affective forecasting and the moderating
role of attitude-partisanship congruence in the relationships among political group identity, affective
forecasting, and selective exposure to labor union strike news. Based on the findings, the study
highlights the importance of internal and external political efficacy in understanding the effects of
affective forecasting, as political efficacy shaped by news consumption and political expression is
positively associated with both affective forecasting and selective exposure.
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Meng, 2009; Wojcieszak, 2021). <& €] AlES AElolA] 773 g (health
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A &L AREE FAlshs ao] itk s MRt Westerwick et al., 2017). =
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o] Melghth= e Bt Mothes & Ohme, 2019). 5ot WwE-E-9)2E]9)=9} v
(Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2011)2 7§91e] Aupido] Meld wZof vjxE S
selsigitt. A eR, e 7RSS 12709] FA)F ARkl tigh 7|Aje] that e} =)

A 27 Aol hel] S the, 47 ol e AR S WA Aol tsisdct. S WA
AN S oA AAE 12702] BAA AlRE 5 4709] Aleloll gk 87)e] Fhak 7|A}
T 2elo] L Ale TS SR QRAIITE Bl Aol M RTIRFEE Zh ARl sl 241

o] Aupdat dxeks 7S Tl Bol Adsiglon, o Qe ¢l sl RISt
(Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2011).

P AAE AFEAT 710 AdE IS AEA e ARklA TR V1S Bl
8438 AESItk(ell: Garrett, 2009; Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2009, 2011).
I, F S0 TR TIR1S] ARA A wgh AdEA] e Al S3 9Es gt
7323 (dl: Knobloch-Westerwick & Hastall, 2010: Levendusky, 2013:
Wojcieszak & Garrett, 2018). dl& £, HolX|oxkas} 71l(Wojcieszak & Garrett,
2018)2 =714 Al de] A1 (salience) o] oW1 AHol] chgh Meha] w2 kol x|
e RIS, FAE o, s Ak ol Aol Fdshs A A W’*i} Hhteh=
WS BAR v, =7H] AP S AR ddkat a3A] o2 o dgaigion
7 Z ol A o]l AAol] FHdsh= 7IAKe witheks 7 Fas ARSI B4 At ol A
o Withsh= ke =, =714 Aol Aska 37rkEe] ol A wijshe 7S
o Bo] Hesigion, ofge] ¥ AliAbeel tigh 7441 A7 o S8k Ao ekt
tH(Wojcieszak & Garrett, 2018).
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o] 75k Al AR\ A1 ol4re] 1wz el tisA Ale] 71E el
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3} 74},
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Zd 052 o) 20t

(affect) > QRIE] e 7FE & AWehs BEdi(H5) T stz AFRE=RE slolw
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&1 We=tHLazarus, 1991 Nabi, 2003). 574 A ARl thgk 7§91e] Bi=<= Z1o] o
g 2P Wke5 e (Zajone, 1980), ol L o A8dhs H 5718 4

alo] tjoket a5 raksicH(Frijda, 1988: Frijda et al., 1989).

ARpEE Ae] 2782 Adeiha 15 Adslkant sk 1A e 872 71
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study
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Note. Political-group identity (MxA ZIcHMEIM), Negative affective forecasting(F8% ZWA 0oI%), Positive
affective forecasting(88& Z¥H 0%), Selective exposure(AE#X &) Congruence between individuals
attitudes toward union strikes and political partisanship(‘Z=Tio] Cist 7iole] EfT—MulA x| 0fF)
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T 7IE A = ?i?% HRO % vt 22 QARRIeR Heks SAlelink: (1)

[e]
ZJd(Sindermann et al., 2020), (2) <9#(Sindermann et al., 2020), (3) W& <

(Dejean et al., 2022).

oA ARk A 7P ZézS_ QI = A= SPSS B 255 AMgsle] B 24E FelEld
OF A (At M DS A 2o 3 890s

o] A= et TAM SR Skl siditk (A 7K 1) A flsl, 7i1e] E
Lof dAJshz 7S AdEiRh et EUAshe MRS AR A Tl frelgk 2lol7t A
AT g 2 ttestE UK Goldman & Mutz, 2011; Klebba & Winter,
2024; Messing & Westwood, 2014). ok&#, A4 et Galdo] e =gl vl
Fa} FAA/ A I A5 Wl EHE HFEhe (S 7P 29 (A 7H Bah)E
SIalM= dllol2~(Hayes, 2012)7F 7kt Z2A)2~ w22 (PROCESS Macro) & ARSI
ZaA2 viERe vkt vy 2 2dguje] ARg BAS F Qles iy B Zeawo

2 FE~EI (bootstrapping) S 7[¥kog Wl 71 vyl &3} 715 de] g5 Jr(H
FR-HSA, 2024). ¥ AT ZRAs vjAR V4.2 TR o vy g3 A3
T e 49 B g8alo] BAS AARISITE e Tl it Bl uld U] ofFe] 2

2 249 w7 (AT 7HE 4bo)) 9 A5 Sleide, 249
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3 BE FAOA TiRIY] A A, W s 3o R 361G on, AR ol
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S5 918, 71Q19] B} ARehs 7IAF AE el EUA(skE k] )AL A A 7t
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sidel] tigk 2219 7)1 Blmel dXIshs 7S (M = 3.42, SD = 1.28)& BUX|3= 7|
AFE(M = 2.58, SD = 1.28)Hr} 1 o] Melsh= Aao] 9= o= YeRdrh $(999)

= 10.25, p< .001. 28R Hed wZ @A ois (A7t 7M. 1) ARSI o)
(Figure 2)%& t1& 32 7174 2alE AlZsfs]9it.

5
4
M=3.42
SD=1.28
3 M=2.58
SD=1.28
2
1
0 L L
Articles Consistent Articles Inconsistent
with One's Attitude with One's Attitude
Toward Union Strikes Toward Union Strikes

Figure 2. Comparison of article selection using a paired t-test

Note. A comparative analysis of article selection: Consistent vs. inconsistent with individual attitudes toward union
strikes
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Table 1. Medliating Effects of Political Group Identity on Selective Exposure Through Affective Forecasting

Indirect-effects paths b Boot SE LLCI UCLI

Political group identity 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.06
— Negative affective forecasting
— Selective exposure

Political group identity 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.11
— Positive affective forecasting
— Selective exposure
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T2}, (Table 2901l AAEE Hiek o], 42 214 oS3t efi-gubd dA] ofie] 4

SAREL FJIItHb = 0.46, SE = 0.09, ¢ = 4.98, p € .001). thao&, 5784 7F3

53} B AR o] eAeE AR FolRk Ao yehgth(bh = 0.26,
SE =0.11, t = 2.47, p< .05).

Table 2. Result of Moderating-effects Analysis via PROCESS Macro Model 15

. Selective exposure
Variables
b SE t
Political Group Identity (PGI) 0.04 0.09 0.41
Negative Affective Forecasting (NAF) -0.26 0.07 -3.69"**
Positive Affective Forecasting (PAF) -0.11 0.08 -1.30
Attitude-Partisanship Congruence (APC) 0.71 0.08 8.84"**
PGl x APC 0.03 0.1 0.24
NAF x APC 0.46 0.09 4.98"**
PAF x APC 0.26 0.1 2.47*
R 0.17

Note. Attitudepartisanship congruence (APC: EI=-XTM X)) was coded with 0" for incongruence and ‘1" for
congruence between attitude and partisanship: *p ¢ .05. ***p ( .001.

2 A7 el dXe] b fojgh 29wl 29E $asSitlindex =
0.18, BootSE = 0.04, BootLLCI = 0.11, BootULCI = 0.27). olel| wke} (A7 74
4b)= A=K Table 3) =), PR, Bl=—"gupd dA] Hdolr= $44 74l
S A e ol fofd A(+) A dAPE vehd v (Effect = 0.08: BootSE =
0.02, BootLLCI = 0.03, BootULCI = 0.13), El%=Av] BAx] fddel s 547 7214
oS3 A w2 7hol ol 5-() A WA eI Effect = —0.11: BootSE = 0.03,
BootLLCI = 0.16, BootULCI = -0.05). =, =3 m}jel]l that 7iele] elm=e} vy} U]
aF= -9, AR Aok vl AR iz 44 7 c5e] S5 wx widel] ik e e
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Figure 3 Moderating effect of attitude-partisanship in/congruence on the relationship between
negative affective forecasting and selective exposure

Table 3. Moderated-Mediation and Conditional Indirect Effects of Attitude-Partisanship In/Congruence
Mediator: Negative affective forecasting Indirect effect ~ Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Moderated meditation index .18 .04 N 27
Attitude-partisanship congruent group .08 .02 .03 13
Attitude-partisanship incongruent group -1 .03 -.16 -.05

Mediator: Positive affective forecasting Indirect effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Moderated meditation index 0.13 0.05 0.03 0.24
Attitude-partisanship congruent group 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.14
Attitude-partisanship incongruent group -0.06 0.04 -0.13 0.02
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