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The rise of YouTube as a primary news source has raised concerns about the escalation of political
polarization. In order to investigate the mechanism through which watching news on YouTube
contributes to political polarization, this study focuses on the relationships between social viewing,
partisan political expression, cross-cutting political expression, and partisan news media exposure.
Exploring these relationships goes beyond a simple quantitative understanding of news consumption
and provides insight into how users’ active engagement, exposure to diverse perspectives, expressive
behavior, and communication with others interact in the news consumption process. The main
findings of this study are as follows. First, it was found that the effect of social viewing of YouTube
news on political polarization was mediated by political expression. Specifically, individuals who
engaged in higher levels of social viewing were more likely to engage in cross-cutting political
expression, which in turn reduced political polarization. At the same time, those who engaged in
higher levels of social viewing also tended to increase their partisan political expression, which led to a
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rise in political polarization. These results suggest that social viewing of news on YouTube can either
exacerbate or mitigate political polarization. Another noteworthy finding is that, during the social
viewing of news on YouTube the weaker the tendency toward partisan news media exposure, the
more pronounced the mitigating effect of cross-cutting political expression on political polarization.
Specifically, the group with a weak tendency toward partisan news media exposure showed the
strongest mitigation effect on political polarization, and even the group with an average tendency
exhibited a statistically significant mitigating effect. However, in the group with a strong tendency
toward partisan news media exposure, no mitigating effect of cross-cutting political expression on
political polarization was observed. Meanwhile, in the pathway from social viewing of YouTube news
to political polarization through partisan political expression, no moderated mediation effect was
found for partisan news media exposure. In other words, political polarization was found to intensify
across all groups, regardless of their degree of partisan news media exposure. These findings suggest
that cross-cutting political expression plays a critical role in mitigating political polarization in the
context of YouTube news consumption. In order to encourage such cross-cutting political expression,
it is essential to move beyond selective exposure based on political orientation and make efforts to
utilize a variety of media sources. This can be explained by the results of this study, which
demonstrate that consuming news from diverse perspectives—through the moderating effect of
partisan news media exposure—plays a key role in reducing political polarization. These findings are
meaningful in that they broaden our understanding of how social viewing of news on YouTube
influences political polarization.

Keywords: social viewing, political expression, political polarization, partisan news media exposure,
news on YouTube
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CHHolbert et al., 2013: Kunda, 1990). A4 A|Aell A A3A] |8k F7]= o841 <
ofH Alarg dslelar wak A RS fieshs AR FEo R 283 4= 9tHChen

et al., 2022). T oM QIEfl 4] o] Foldk 39, Aule] HRH Al e

0T 71 3. BT SAEHS TR eiTSsiol (+)H ¥ 0fdl Zofct
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M8 A7l wEr, wrjo] o] 8- 54 wiZiRls: B3l ol&Ate] AAH el=slel dFS
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OIT JK 6. AR BXEEIS ARSI AR VIEot MR BfTIsle] IS SO ol

g Zo[ct.
5) I wAO|C|0Q] MEHY 20| ZEE DfIHE It
avdn|tje] ofgellr A mdo] AAA He=slel] viAl= Fike Bel] e 71
A 9%, 18 44 % 7], A sk 2, viYe] whe A 5 vt 848 a8

of SHF&A, 2018b, 2018d: &A1&k 2015; Coles & Saleem, 2021: Lee & Cho,
2023). ¥ A= fRE F220] ASA AR AAA BES3) 1] IS ] el B
AEAS Ap BRI} wa ] AARAOR HEsl] i ERE P ey o]
gh gt BE o] gAjell Al YAl VR 985 71e g B aefd h et vk
g7 e] o2 =05 wpgo R & uf, siQle] A gk Bl el v A
e ie=slol] W= o] dold 4= Slrk. wEbA] & A= wltie] o]-gxke] ] gl
A

N e JEg sk ‘wj rele] Qe e SAMRI0 Al )
=

= /\-]F/HX{_‘E /\u] ],_

ObA =03 thRE R E 77220 AKSJA] Aol AdelE] mgo] MhAYet 7
of W ot 2HHY 1 it o F83 ol Ad TheAe] Ak 4
(2016) &) A7lM= B4 2] Aggo] 23k 7ijlo] Bad &S HIe] o] 8845 Hie=
s AlskElom, XRA ko] Ak igle
7F EEEQA B3 Stroud(2010) 9] ATRlME vlEr thed A 3id AL AR E A4S
23, T3P T B vHelE o Bol Alshs 2EellA BiESsht AstEe s B3
om, G A E rHelE o] Bo| AHlshs TuolA BESsrt AlslEE Aow o
BRI A A52]0]aL Ak Adgfo] Zek 7iRIYRE Auk mtjols HeH o Anlehk=
AE7b wobH, ol Wt U= ol Wigk Hi=S3h FElE 4 Sl
(Levendusky, 2013).

824 kol whE mitjele] el w2 7 s ARk ot ARE S8t
= PefEnt o} 71 el whljEl= RS 3lvjehs 9% Elehs g o olalfed ¢
AtHJohnson et al., 2009). o 7|¥ke= 1 A= iRle] AA] AJ3l| Fekehe e

il

52 ShEeIEsEE 693 1% (2026 28)



=S Ak TheAde, WilE ek aramivele] e e ek ofst A Bl
s} ek 7Fsd s AseR Ak
SHA M EFE =efabiA], WAl AxEde] esste dsiE 7hsAdol ka7
Soith, whebA] ARSIA Al — kA AR - AAA Bles3h ARl Ak i
tjoje] Mels] wZo] ofgkrE u/|Hcls Sl HiES3le slehs &7t o] A Vel
Z o= o it WA gubd AXEHL B=S31E M 7FsAde] odrtal 7Heieitt. of
off whe} ARS|A Al — Aab] AR — FAA Bes3t ARexE Gaka fr2mlre]e]
e w2 A7) s mPEels ol 9AA BesslE AsIe St o el
Z 0% dldEt), o5 npgo R vhge] At 7P AR ol wHlE UehdlE i
= (Figure Dol AxI=lo] gl

oI TP 7. AlSH AJ RIS} RPN AEHS Sof MAK EJT3slo] njxj e xo}
& frAn|Clofe] MEE 50| 25t OIZXIS Afolol o 2 Zo[c)

04T JW 8. AISYE AJH RIS} mAR SAESS Sof MAl ejz3sol 0jijs dsie
& frAn|Clofe] MEE 0] 2t OIZXIS Afolol o 2 ZO[E),

rio

ot

Partisan
news media
exposure
Partisan
political
expression
Social Political
viewing polarization
Cross-cutting /
political
expression

Figure 1. A moderated mediation model of the relationship between social viewing and political
polarization

Note. Social viewing(Af2|& AFE), Partisan pdlitical expression (M & itﬁ) Cross-cutting political expression(Il
XA MX|BE), Partisan news media exposure (BRI FAD|C|0{2] AEHA &) Political polarization(BXI& Ef==3h .
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2 Ate] dlolei= 2t 2lx1R] 7192 @t eixRlel elgjale] el ARaAlE B8 7

HQIh AR ke 238y AR (screening question) S E3l < 3 F o] fFHA

T2 B A AHEE AP A3o] Sl Aelem Rgeititt. A AVdul AN,
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(1) A3 AA H#1%(Social Viewing)

A8l A% NI Algkso] Yo H AN} AR TV ZR 198 A el 52k o} 24
nltjojollA] ERIS] oS Avht A= eiAL} B Holsh=A|= 4]0} Yrh(Chadwick,

2017 Gil de Zaniga et al., 2015, 2017: Vaccari et al., 2015).

2 Qi B /N AR BgEe) SHE Tefstel, RO M 5 A
she 2 R A7 A0S AshaA cklet 28ske AEE BIE T8 A SRsR,
SHAREMAE vt 22 Al 7] F3E AARISITE Ui fREE L AR GRE A
AN G2 G, e ARDE Froh AR 4ng ARehA 0 ARk B9
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& ek, i e frREE v g
olopgitt, SHAEL A8 134 Brh14) ol
ol digh Begks Bl ARA A NIEE Sef
Cronbach's a = .69). F7Ho2 BG4 Qx| Jaks 7171 SEAe}t T4 43 S 7
2 A}, WEA A PR 7R -SR] ARBA A HIES wlaus] i Aw, FA] Xjelzt
U] k= AoR dRei iR A3 Aeks 71§92k M = 3.60, SD = 1.38: $&4
A2 Aeke 71 Sk M = 3.38, SD = 1.33; ARA A A R Sk M =

3.48, SD = 1.31).
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(2) A8 (Political Expression)
2Adn|t]olo] AATHLS A4 olgrt x| ZAH|lol| thek Axle] Aelu) A7)t wa= ohE AL
o] Ax| =9 & AXSAY Thdhs W9 To= SAFITHGI de Zafiga et al.,

2014: Lee & Cho, 2023). ¥ 7= AXHES Aups AX w3} a4 Fx xR
o] PAE 74 H=z =43t

Ak 7R SR, 1RA AR gk 71 Ak ek AR Ede] g vl 4
o, 2A Aol7k U] e Ao BeiAlrh(EAA] 4] Agks 7K §|zk M = 3.10, SD
= 1.73; T=4 AA A 7R S9AE M = 2.90, SD = 1.59; FBA Ax] kS 717

S22} M= 3.20, SD = 1.76).
@ 23 AX]3EH (Cross-Cutting Political Expression)

2 Arellx] Ak A A S e AT B RN tieliA ¢4 g

At 37Hs FAEEE Ao FejdtkLee & Cho, 2023). of# 7HdS widsl e 2t

FRE F20 ABEAIE niEolM HR[EH0| YAIA BiS3jof olxl= Fg 55



AR AR R Ao SiEell ] W7k AAskA] o= A1)/l dis) ks BAIEE A
TF, LRz et A AR R 2] SHEgelM Wik ARJskA] ek A1/ ARl o

3l oA HES & AHo] sltbehs 7 7] A el ik v 91 Hrgo = SAHYUK

F5A G| S 71 SHRp AEA A=) AJ3ke 71 %%ZM Ef%ﬂ AxgEe] AEE
Hlusl] 2 A3, A Zolrt yA| @ o= WeHriHaA A Ads 7 $HAk M
=240 SD = 1.58; =4 A A8ES 714 Sk M = 2.43, SD = 1.45; ARA A

A3k 7RI SHAE M = 2.31, SD = 1.40).

(3) A=A el==3HAttitude Polarization)

AAA sl old Aol v 4] didel] oigh Ble ARF R Aoy} Fri(T1e, 2016:
Garrett et al., 2014: Iyengar et al., 2012: Levendusky, 2013, 2018: Stroud, 2010).
A Qe AR TR AR ol A tlEshs R B e A AR Fo AY

AN A ) A4e) e i shesalel A S
\=iYe]

(- &EhelM 1038 (v F0) }XH ”*HOW inh} Xﬂlolﬂ SRl g-tEelug)
e 2Aes Basilor, et Allofd tht(E42-ol4m) ol thet =41 %W o
g AR RN oS 7INkeR APk ofgd-ofd et xjojof thET-ofg tiE Ao
Afole] T%Jk% ARgBto] AAH HE=Ss g ARSItk M = 3.78, SD = 2.92,
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2009: Johnson et al., 2009). & A7 2 w2=o] A9 delds #Asb] fla ul
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A2k M = 4.69, SD = 0.83; X184 2] A3 7R S92k M = 4.97, SD = 0.94).

(o3

(5) EAM ?_](Control Variable)
AR A, AREE, AAE ElEEs) AubA rartie] w2 s v gl QT
BAEEA W) Tf01e] AR A ?'?} 7 WQlEo] EApaclo R FolE|Q) ol RS A W
).

= A (Sex), FE(Age), AZE = (Education), € Hi 7H- 25 (Income), AX| A3k
<

(Political ideology)S EAI3C}
71 2o AR (Political knowledge) (M = 6.30, SD = 2.08), A&7
(Political efficacy)(M = 4.23, SD = 1.15), Ax4(Political interest)(M = 5.05,

SD = 1.24) % #2Jol] 3k}, A3 (Political participation)E 2Z2iela} 2291
oAl Zhzt st Ax) 2 671 F 1270 5l tisl] T8 HER S48 Hirgke AR
(M =257, SD = 1.31, Cronbach's a = .94).

FRE F20 ABEAIE niEolM HR[EH0| YAIA BiS3jof okl gg 57



Table 1. Correlation Among Measured Variables

1 2 3 4 5
1. Social viewing
2. Partisan political expression 49
3. Cross-cutting political expression .39 65"
4. Attitude polarization .06 19 -.08
5. Partisan news media exposure 10 A3 -.18* .60™*

Note. Social viewing(Aal& AIE), Partisan political expression(AILA AX|H#8), Cross-cutting palitical expression(1l
X HX|HES), Partisan news media exposure (HL{A] FAD|C|0{e] MEKX &) Political polarization(BX K] ERE==3))
*n <.05. *p < .01

af AT o sl vk AARH} WA AR wde FE5MFR AAsle] S
< AsIier, (Table 2ol A5 ASIAT. A5 Ax}, AR AR Hlkes= Aubs AA|
FI} AG(+) o] e AR ot ¥AE YeRItkB = .33, SE = 0.05, p
T 7R 1D AAD.

g ALRlA AP HIeh wabs] AR E el A(+) o] ko SAH R fron|l

THAZE ERIEACHB = .18, SE = 0.05, p {.001) (A 71 2) AA).

o
(@]
—
N
—~
P

58 Sh=EeIESE 693 1% (2026 28)



Table 2. Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Political Expression

Political expression

Partisan political expression Cross-cutting political expression
(B(SE) (B(SE))
Sex? 0.00(0.12) -0.19(0.11M)
Age 0.02(0.00)*** 0.00(0.00)
Political ideology” -0.04(0.05) 0.04(0.04)
Education 0.03(0.05) 0.05(0.05)
Income -0.01(0.03) -0.01(0.03)
Political knowledge -0.01(0.03) -0.07(0.03)*
Political interest 0.07(0.06) -0.01(0.06)
Political efficacy -0.02(0.06) -0.11(0.06)
Political participation 0.60(0.05)*** 0.55(0.06)***
Social viewing 0.33(0.05)*** 0.18(0.05)***
R’ 44 33
F 39.29™* 24,87

Note. Sex(A8), Age(43), Political ideology(BX| A8F), Education(ZE &), Income(d Br 7I++ &%), Political
knowledge (BIX[X[A), Political interest(BX[BH), Political efficacy(®X@52), Political participation(RIXEI),
Social viewing(AlBI&  A[E),  Political  expression(BX[ES), Partisan political - expression(MLfA  HX|ES),
Cross-outting palitical expression(MAR MX|HS). @ M=1, F=2. " 1=Liberal, 7=Conservative.

*p (.05, ®*p (.01. **p (.001.

3) EX|EB IXFH EH==3fe] 2HA|

(@ 7K )3k (A7 7 4= Auka] A E} aabs] AAdo] 247 gAA B3}
o} ofdl BAE Zh=A1E ATl ] el AgEISiTt AS Ax) Aub A wde A =
Stk Ag(+) 9] Wik A4 R fon
001 S 71 3) AR, ", wixpa] AR 532 AR EHE%Lﬁ}Q‘r H)¢] ‘ﬂofﬂ@i <
A SR freful gk FA7E ERIEATHB = -.56, SE = .11, p € .001) (A7 7K 4 AA).
ApAIRE 52 3k= (Table 3)7} 2t
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Table 3. Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Attitude Polanzation

Attitude polarization (B(SE))

Sex 0.48(0.24)*

Age 0.02(0.01)*

Political ideology -0.04(0.09)

Education -0.07(0.10)

Income -0.05(0.05)

Political knowledge 0.13(0.06)*
Political interest 0.70(0.12)***

Political efficacy 0.05(0.12)

Political participation 0.15(0.12)

Social viewing -0.16(0.11)
Patisan political expression 0.48(0.10)***
Cross-cutting political expression -0.56(0.11)***

R’ 25
F 13.95%*

Note. Sex(A8), Age(43), Political ideology(BX| A8F), Education(ZE &), Income(d Br 7I++ &%), Political
knowledge (BIX[X[A), Political interest(BX[BHA), Political efficacy(BX@52), Political participation(RIXEI0),
Social viewing(AFSIE AIE), Partisan political expression(BLfA MX|#s), Cross-cutting political expression(IWARK
M| ES), Attitude polarization (XA Ef==5}) .

*p (.05, ®*p (.01. **p (.001.

4) EX|EO| WakMo]| 2 OIS DfTHE

7P AR ] ARSI AP AAA BESEEE olofass SAM R Reu|Rt vz
A HEer| $1al slol=(Hayes) €] SPSS ZEA2 wiAZ(PROCESS Macro) 29 49-&
olgal FA e AN, A At vk R FEI} aab AR Rd B vl aske
UERI Ao, Aubs] AR ARRA AP wimek A efes3kE A (+) o] W
o= mpfshs SAM SR frovlet Wtk (B = .16, 95% CT = (.07, 26)](<°4?- P‘
5y AR HERk A ARFEE2: ARSI A R} A Bj=S3te] dAE H(-)o] ¥

o= frojuehA mizlehs W /1= (B = -.10, 95% CI = (-.18, —.O4)](<°d?- 7}
4 6) AA).

iy
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Table 4. The Mediating Effect of Political Expression on the Relationship Between Social Viewing and
Attitude Polarization

95% CI
Effect Path B SE
Lel uel
Direct effect | Social viewing — Attitude polarization -0.16 | -0.11 | -.38 .05
Social viewing — Partisan political expression — Attitude 016 | -005 | 07 26

Indirect polarization

effect Social viewing — Cross-cutting political expression —

Attitude polarization .10 | 0.04 ~18 ~04

Note. Social viewing(ARIAN AR), Partisan political expression(BLiA MX[#S), Cross-cutting political expression
(IR MR|FS), Attitude polarization(8XA EiE=35), SE = Standard Error: ¢ = Confidence Interval: LLO/ =
Lower Limit Confidence Interval; ULC/ = Upper Limit Confidence Interval.

Partisan
political
expression
Social R Political
viewing "] polarization

Cross-cutting
political
expression

Figure 2. The mediating effect of political expression on the relationship between social viewing and
attitude polarization

Note. Social viewing(AFel& AE), Partisan political expression(&IA MX[F#s), Cross-cutting political expression(Il
P MX|FES), Attitude polarization (R EfT=3h)

My FAO|C|0{Q] MEHN &0 M2 =HE i}
2 ?i?% ARB1A Aol R EES w7l FAA Be=sle ol ATt Aguk
njtjoie] Held g ofsf 2dd Aolels 28 wplEAE AN ofF 33k 9
8] Z2A2~ v|ZZ(PROCESS Macro) 5.8 78 AR838l0] 448 71813t

(Figure 1A AA|gE A5~ Belol] wey, Aabs] r2m]r]o]
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(Figure 3)°ll AASITE WHA, ARSA A1 Wl — uba] YAxd — ZA4 =3} 7
ZollMi= 2w v} A 0 R frofvlshA] LA 7 T) 714,

Table 5. The Moderated Mediation Effect of Partisan News Media Exposure

95% ClI
E
B S LLCI uLcl
Partisan political expression 0.02 0.03 -.02 .08
Cross—cutting political expression 0.10 0.04 .03 .18

Note. Partisan political expression(MLA MX|#S), Cross-cutting political expression(IAK MX|FHS), Partisan
news media exposure(MIE FAOIC|{e| MEHN &) SE = Standard Error: & = Confidence Interval; LLOI =
Lower Limit Confidence Interval; ULCI = Upper Limit Confidence Interval.

Partisan
news media

exposure
Partisan
political

expression
-
Social Political
viewing polarization

Cross-cutting
political
expression

Figure 3 The moderated mediation effect of partisan news media exposure

Note. Partisan political expression(HLX ﬁxlﬁﬁ) Cross-cutting political expression(IA MX|FS), Partisan
news media exposure(BLA FADIC|0{2] MEHA =F) | Attitude polarization (BXIX EHE==3Y)

2 w7 EakE Al eR 2493 A} (Table 6)0014 #A)E wle} ko] s} 44|

EHE N2 T ARSI A HEe] G elmael Uik 24 ks 4t jr2vleld
e o] oRgh ol 7 =8 (B = -0.22, 95% CT = (-0.37, -0.10)]. &4
e 7k 1R PR BETslel ghe b SR felslirt (B = 0.13

5% CT = (-0.24, 0.15)). ofi= F2 0] AlalA Aol 4212 4ol e e
7%0] YA WEQ) o8k A AARACR o) A4 HETse] 95} fiE
=) HPPhe A2 lrlaich, ek Ao nldele] Ae wol et el

2l $A folie] s gk, AR 2] fo)y 9IS s 9

r©
i

iy
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3 E=dlod W (Johnson-Neyman Technique)S 2183 2 Az}, A AE<] oF
72.67%°) sFoh= HubA] r2mtiofe] Meis] v sdigte] 54120 kA frofek 24
FIE Kol Zlo® veRiti(Johnson & Neyman, 1936). 94 Ao v7]87] 419
MA1SD 33} 7] vzt =eltt.

A Jrzmiye]e] el o] A4
o fFomgk g Kol it BE 7‘“%( oRgh BE, Z3hellA Auk AA

ek
e Al A HlEsh G BIETEE A(+) 0 usks Ao ek

Fkl

Table 6. The Moderated Mediating Effect of the Intensity of Partisan News Media Exposure

) . . 95% ClI
Mediator Partisan news media exposure B SE
LLCI uLcl
. N Low 0.13 0.06 .03 .25
Partisan political Medium 0.14 0.06 04 28
expression

High 0.16 0.07 .04 .32

_ Low -0.22 0.07 -37 -.10
Cross-outting Medium 0.13 0.0 -24 -.06

political expression

High -0.04 0.05 -.15 .05

Note. Partisan political expression(&IA &X[H#), Cross-outting political expression (AKX MX|#HS), Partisan
news media exposure(FLA FAOICI{S| MEHM &) SE = Standard Eror: ¢ = Confidence Interval: LLCI =
Lower Limit Confidence Interval; ULC/ = Upper Limit Confidence Interval.
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o143 (Figure 5914 AN Hlst o] A18I% A7 Wwsh s YA ¥
A A rrelo] o] BAM o frelulet 2 EalE vkl eigiet 4ok i
vlele] o] (R, W, 2ok Jagle], E ARolA Al A4 M} B

At A ERo] F7Nhe B wol wAps A EHe) Ajsh g o] 7o),
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Figure 4. The moderating effects pf partisan news media exposure intensity on the relationship
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