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INTRODUCTION

It there is one proposition that is believed to have reached the

empirical support that it has in popular support among social scientists.

After a literature review, Mills (1968) states: .

\

In summary, the current evidence concerning interest
in supporting and discrepant information warrants the
conclusion that people tend to seek out supporting
information and avoid discrepant information.

After reviewing essentially the-same literature, Sears (1963)
states:

There is no empirical evidence indicating a a general
preference for supportive information over nonsupportive
information regardless of whether the test is conducted
;under neutral, high-dissonance, or low confidence
situation.~

L.

Two major problems exist in the research literature; solutions
to these problems could help resolve some of the controversy.

First, the research literature has largely ignored the investigation
of antecendent variables leading to selective exposure. In other words,
what variables develop the attitudes and beliefs that produce the desire
to seek consonant information? If we could specify such variables, we
could -move toward developing a theory that would allow us to pre&ict\the
situations which we would expect selective exposure to be a factor.

Second, the literature has largely ignored the set of mediating

variables that may occur after a person hassmade the decision only to

expose himself to messages that are similar to or supportive of his
!

own. In other words, what is the rationale a person uses to justify

why he has decided to expose himself to messages that support his

attitudes and beliefs? Does one say that the source advocating a
¢

<

contrary position lacks credibility, or does a person indicate that

3
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i

¢ he has better tqings to do with his time than to listen to information

|
in which he is ﬁot interested?

“ Because the literature has tended to ignore these two areas, we

have not beeﬁﬂgble to model the selective exposyre phenomeﬁbn. This

- papéf pfopdgesAa modeiiwhich'é;éﬁifiégibbth ahteéedénf variables ari
mediating variables in the selective exposﬁre process. The paper also
suggests a mode of analysis for the model.- .

i The model described in this paper refers to selective exposure
as the process whereby people show a preference for informdtion that
supports their attitudes and beliefs. This definition assumes a person
will constantly monitor incoming information for its perceived support
or nonsupport and selectively expose himself oﬁly to belief-congruent
information. Furthermore, selective'expoéure is a process which implies
that a model must take into account that material one judges as belief-
congruent may change over time. Thps, a person may selectively expose

) himself only to belief-congruent information but that information may
not represent the same position, depending upon the person's attitudes

and beliefs at any given time.

This defiAition delineates two important variables in the selective
exposure process. First, selective exposure implies a comparison between
the perceived messaéevposition and the person's own position. This
comparison is termed attitudinal similarity. When a person uses
attitudinal similarity as the criterion to determine exposure, he will

compare the message position with his own laTgely on the basis of his

o [l

- preconceived noti@ﬁs of what the message wiil be. For example, a person
who is a strong Democrat will have some notion of what a Republican “
politician will say on an issue before the Republican speaks. Thus, the
person will begable to compare this position with the message on the

basis of his preconceived notions (whether or not they are accurate).

ERC 1
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It should be noted that in some situations a person may accidently

" , , - - ,
exposérhimself to contrary information because oi inaccurate perceptions

of the sogrce's}posifion or a lack of information upon which the person
- één makeué judéﬁéni of the Soﬁréé}érpdgitién; In theSé ca§es, the person
may expose himself to the message until it becomes obvious that the
puosition is different, thep ignore the message and avoid it in the future.
Research by‘Carter and Simpson (1970) indicates that people tend
to stop reading a comﬁunication that is inconsistent with their position
in order to disagree with the message or ask clarification about it.
Further, people tend to stop reading communications more frequently when
the message is inconsidtent with their position than when the message
agrees with them or presents a neutral position. However, theiruresearch
did not give subjects the option of refusing to read any more of the

Q
message. Each subject and to continue reading until the end of the -

article although they.could stop ﬁempcrarily: Thus, some support is
provided for the idea that some accidental exposure to nonsupportive
communications may occur but the likelihood is high that the person will
cedse sexposure to nonsupportive messdges.

LThé‘second important variable in this model's definition of the
selective exposure process is actual exposure to the messages. In this
model, exposure is éss&med to take place over time; in other words, '
exposure can only be determined by looking at a person's exposure in a
number of situations. Only by over time measurement cam we accurately assess
a consistent preference for supportive information rather than an accidental
exposure on the basis of inaccurate perceptions or lack of information.

As with any model, certain conditions must be met before predictions
are made from the model. Four conditions must be met before this model is

, e

operational.

[ERJﬂ:‘ ) First, as indicated earlier, time is an important condition. Before

. | 5 .
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v . we can make judgments about exposure, we must be able to examine exposure

patterns overtime. .

—————— Second;—the mpdei—assumes—that—a person has Some degree of Information

about4an“obje€tT_Tﬁé“pr66é§§;3 A&potﬁé51zed in the ﬁbdel réquifé that ;he'
individual is cognizant of his attitudes, other positions taken toward the
object and certain attributes of other peopleltakihg positions on the topic.
The model would not predict well for objeéfé about which a person has no
information. F
Thiré} the model assumes that exposufe is voluntary. The person can make
a rationale choice about what he wants to expose himself to devoid of physical
coercian by external forces. This does not mean that a person may not feel
social or internal pressure to expose himself to alternative points of view.
Actual physical force to make the persoﬁ expose is not present.
Fourth, it is assumed that the person has alternative sources available.
It should not be the case that the person must rely on a source because ne
others are available. Not only should the person not be physically coerced
but he should not be forced to expose only because he has no other sources.
. Selgctive exposure, as @efined by t@is model, can be tested by correlating
attitudinal-similarity with\éxpasure to messages. The model would assume that
QE hiéh positive correlation between attitudinal similarity and exposure would -
be indicativevof selective exposure. Thus, the model predicts the follwoing:

1. As attitudinal similarity increases, exposure to the message increases.

. Antecedent Variables
This model assumes thdt there are twe antecedent variables that affect a

erson's decision to selectively expose himself to belief-congruent information:
p , ¥ g

amount of interaction with the attitudinal gbject and the variance in message
positions previcusly receivéd about the attitudindl object.

The influence of the amount of interaction with the attitudinal object on
gelective exposure is derived from a model developed by Woelfel (1972).

Q . i




—woeifeisazgues—that~a—person—swattitudes—azewdevelepedathzough~two~kinds— ——
of interaction with an attitudinal object: self—rufization about
experiences with the qbject and communication with significant others
about the object. Specifically, Woelfel argues that a person's attitude
will converge on the ﬁean rﬁte of btehavior eipgcted by his significant
others, ‘
_Research has tended to support this position. Using a linear

information model that assumes‘a person’s attitude will converge on the

. mean value of all incoming messages, chlfel and Haller (1970) accounted
for 64% of the variance in high schpol students' educational aspirations, ;’(ﬂ
primarily on the basis of the average educational expectations of their
significant others. Yettlin (1570) replicated these resultg on another

sample with similar success, , Woelfel and Hermandez (1570) accounted

for 86% of the variance in t&e usage of marijuana based on usage by
significant others., Similar results have teen extended to such topics
as attitudes tow;;d French Canadian Separatists (wWoelfel, et, al,, 197h),
cigarette smoking-(l-{gttlin, 1970), and the extent to which children
‘pe;ceivé television as real or fantasy (Reeves, 1974), . J

If the linear infqihation model 1is accurate, we should expect
“that inte:;ction with an object and interaction with significant others
about the object should result in some attitude about the object.
Furthermore, the model assumes that as the number of interactions with
the attitudinal objéct increase and cgamuniCatidﬁs about the object increase,

the stabllity of the a2ttitude increases, Saltiel éndeOelfel (1972) . i *

)
found that attitude change in inversely related to the amount of information
- -

L -
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_# person had, measured as the amount of interaction about the object. e

If amount of interaction acts as a resistor to attitude change, we

would expect that it would alsg act as a resistor to exposure to

nonsupportive messagest « In other words, if the amount of interaction . & i
acts as a conservative influence on attitude change, it might also -~

-operate as a conservative influence on person’s exposure to contrary

information since it is a factor of stability,

In this model of selective etpouure, we assume that the number of
interactions with an obgect and communications about an object are
positively related to attitudfnal similarity; as the number of interactions
and communications increase, the more important attitudinal similarity
beqomes to the decision to expose oneself only to supporting information.
We would expect a path t§ exist between interaciion and communication
about the obje;t to attitud%gal;g;g%iarity, and then to exposure, The.

‘path 1s’represented velow:

Interaction/bommunication with the Object

S

Attitudinal Similarity > Txposure to Messagds
« +

The second hypothesis results:

2. As interaction with an object 1ncreases. selectiva
exposure increases,

N The second antecedent variable is the variance in the message

positions previously received acout an attitudinal object. This assumes

s A e et bt BB e b el el M td A « DNTM e L, s
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that variance in message position will result in a person seeing other
. In other

__positions as being reasonable to listen to 1f not acceptable,

words, as the number of positions a person has heard volced in the past
increases, the likelihood decreases that the person will ignore a positlon

becauie it 1s different.
Research paradiems in the area of cognitive style tend to assume

that homogeneity in communication positions can influence a person s
cognitive style. The more homoceneous the influence the more au&horitaﬁﬁan

or dogmatic the person tends to te, The more authoritarian o j;/dogmatic §

the individual, the moxe l;kqu he will expose'himself only supporting

. information.
Saltiel and Woelfel (1972) found homogeneity or heteroﬁeneity in

information about a toplc independent of attitude change, thle

homoéﬁneity is not a significant influence on attltude chapge, it may
act as an impediment to receliving contrary information, hat is, it may

A?

{
i

not te abtle to stop attitude change, but it may resist the attempts of a

communicator to bte heard in the first place.
Thus, a path may bte drawn between the variance in éfmmunication

positions to attitudinal similarity to exposure to supporting messages.
The less varlance in communication positions the greater the importance

of attitudinal similarity in determining exposure to messages.

is presented bel@w;

Variance in Comnunication Posftions

(
Attlitudinal Similarity » Exposure to Messages

The path °

WORC PR TRV PRRX SRV, VPP - T S AL, T WG WY
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The third hyygjhesisw;gsjltSL, _ — R _

@

3. As the variance in communication positions
decreases, selective exposure increases,

Two antecedent variables that should produce selecfive exposure
have been“posited in this model, It siould be noted that the model
assumes selectlve exposure may occur as a result of either variable,
but the strongest prediction of selective exposure occurs from both
variables in conjunction, We would expect that & person with a }arse
amount of interaction and commﬁnication that conveys the same 1nformation
(low variance) abou£ an object would be the most likely to selectively

expose himself to supporting communication, B 6

N

3
3

Mediating Variables

There are flve mediating varlables that could be used to rationalize
seledtive exposure:; source credibiliéy. effb%t, alternatives, anxiety
and interest,

The credibility of the source of a message could be affbeted by how
similar his perceived goéition is to the receliver's position eesulting
in exposure to or avolidance of the message, Source credibil;ty is defined
as the receiver's attitude toward the source of a message at any given
time, In this case, the attitude toward the source befores tle message
is presented will determine the exposure to the message, The model
assumes tﬁat if the receivef percelves the source as having a prosition
that deviates greatly from hls own, the receiver will not eﬁﬂbse hinself

) to the message, .If, on the other hand, the source has a  perceived position

that is similar to’ the Eeceiver's; exposure will occur.

/
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Two sets of research tend to support the position of the model

First. rssearch findings by Aronson. Turner and Carlsmith (1963) and

Brewer and Crano (1968) tend to support the conclusion that as deviation -

»//’ from a receiver s position increases.vsource derogation increases. In
other words, we would expect the greatest source derogation to occur in
situations in which the source has a perceived po%#tion that is signifi-

‘cantly different from the receiver s, Both‘of these studles investigated
attitude change as a result of high, medium or low discrepancy from the
.receiver's position and srurce derogation. The relationships between

K discrepancy and attitude change become nonlinear in high discrepancy
situations., This nonlinearity was in conjunction with source derogation.
Thus, we knowvthat at least for attitude change, source credibility is
influenced by attitudinal similgrity.

The second set of researcp has been conducted in the area of
; attltudinal similarity and attraction, Byrne and Clore (1966) foundfthat
a positive linear relationship bvetween reported similariﬁ& of attitﬁaes
| of a stranger and a person’s liking“him. In this research we note that
a person will bte attracted to or will like someone who holds attitudes
éimilar to his. We might extend this analysis from attraction to !
exposure. That is, the greater the person's attitudinal simi}arity, the
greater the attraction and the greater the exposure ;thim.
Thus, the model assumes that a path can be drawn .from attitudinal
similarity to exposure to supporting information. Attitudinal similarity
is positively related to source credibility and source credibility is

positively related to exposure to messages, The path is represented

as follows:




| e = -

Attitudinal 81milarit§ d Exposure to Messages

The feurth hypothesis results:
L, As attitudinal similarity increases, soerce
credibility increases and exposure to messages
increases. u e
A e;eond mediating variable 1is that of“perceived effort required
to expose oneself Fo the message., One'migﬁt view effo;% as a communica- |
tion cost that one only wants to incur for some reward, Indeed, one can
argue that people want to expend the le;et amount of energy in order to .
get the greatest returns (Homans, 1961),
In the case of nonsupporting informaeion. we might expect the rewards
to be perceived as beiﬁg small, Indeed, Ne, might argue that receiving .
nonsupporting 1nformation may ba peychologically stressful (Dissonance
theory). Thus, the cost 1n energy to expose oneself to the nessage may o
- be greater than the reward, In this case, we would expect that exposure
. to nonsuprortive information would beé less, '

However, 1f a person receives supporting information, the rewards

may be great enough to warrant energy expenditures, For example, the

gratification that someone else shares your tellefs may be sufficient

revard to warrant the expe#diture of energy., In this case we would expect
' ’ n * -
that exposure to supportive informatlon would be high.

b




The iodel assumes a path between attitudinal similarity and
perceived effbrt requirement to exposure to messages. There is a
negative zelationship between attitudinal similarity end pexrceived
effort requi:ement, and a negative relationship between perceived effort

requirement and exposure to the messages;- The path is presented beldy:

-

Perceived Effort Requirement .

Attitudinal Similarity ’ Exposure to Messages
. ’ ’\

The fifth hypothesis results: - : .

5. As attitudinal similarity increases. effort
decreases and exposure increases’ "’

The third mediating variable is the number of available alternatives.

If a person perceivqsébis‘position to be similar to a source's, he pdy

be less likely to expese himself to altermative stimulli, We might argue
that if a persjn éihés a source that is more attitudinally similar to
himself. he may find that source to be more rewarding to him than other
sources, particularly if the other sources are less attitudinally simlilar
to him, ‘

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) have argued the position th;t people often
determine their relationships on the basis of the rewards ;hey have .re- '
celived from the relatioeships and comparisons with alternative sources

that could provide rewards, If another alternative could provide more

reward for the individual, he may turn his attention to that alternative.

13
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In the case of selective equﬁ“‘ if an alternative source could
provide more reward, the person would turn to that source, If a éource
is attitudinally similar, the likelihood that the pexrson will perceive
other sources as beingimora attractivexis less than if the source is
perceived as being“attitudinally dissimilar,

. Thus, the model assumes that a path can be drawn fromhattitud;nal
similarity to alteimatives to exposure. There is a negative relationship
betﬁeen attitudinal similarity and the number of perceived alternativeg,
and a negative relationship between the number of perceived alternatives

and exposure to messages, ‘The path 1s presented below: -

Percelved Alternatives

Y

o sAttitudinal Similarity Exposure to lessages

The sixth hypothesis results:
{ - 6, As attitudinal similarity increases, the number

of perceived alternative stimuli decreases and
exposure increases.

The fourth mediating variable in the modei is anxiety., We might
argue that a person has & preference for supportive information because
of somé anxiety resulting from hearing nonsupportive infbrm;tion.
Nonsupportive information may be anxiety producing if it lowers the
certainty that a pérson made a correct decision or if the person finds
fhﬁt his self concept is threatened., In any case, nonsupportive infor-

mation may produce an increase 1n anxiety,

14
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In the case of seleéﬁive e;posure, the knowledge that some message
contains nonsupportive infbrmatioh may increase a person’s anxiety even
though ﬁe QOes nof hear or read the message, The anticipated anxiety
ﬁéy produce sufficient stress to prevent the person from\exposing him-
self to the message or, at most, allow only for a very short exposure.

Supportive information provides the advantage of decreaéing
anxiety, That 15,'éupportive information tends to increase the ceFtainty
that one is correct which tends to decrease anxlety about one’s decision,
We would then expect the person to expose himself to supportive infor-
ﬁaﬁidn.

The model predicts a path fIOm attitudinal similarity to anxiety
to exposure to messages, There is a negative relationship between
attitudinal similarity and anxiety,‘and a negati¥§§relationship between

anxiety and exposure to messages, The path is presented below:
) ’ - Anxiety ;

-

Attitudinal Similarity Exposure to Messages

The seventh hypothesis resultss

7. As attitudinal similarity increases, anxiety
decreases and exposure increases,

The fifth mediating variable is interest in the attitudinal object.
A person who finds that a source holds views similar to his own may find

the attitudinal object more interesting than a person who finds a source

disagrees with him. For example, a perSon who finds a speaker on

&Y
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economics holding views similar‘to his/o#n may become more interested
-in economics than a person who finds thev%pe;kef disagreeing with him
The model assumes a path can be draw; from attitudinal similarity
to interest to exposure to messages., The model predicts a positlve
relationship between attitudinal similarity and interest, and a positive

relationship between interest and exposure, The path is presented below:

>

Interest

Attitudinal Similarity Exposure to Messages

v

~ The eighth hypothesis results:

8. As attitudinal similarity increases, interest
increases and exposure increases,

This model of the selective exposure phenomenon consists of two

antecedent variables and five mediating variables, The complete model

and paths appear below:

Amount of Interaction Source Credibility
and Communication atout :

the Attitudinal Object Effort

/////r,)aAlternatives
Attitudinal - \\\\\\“9 uxnosure to

Similarity —> Anxlety =

\/
Interest

1essages

Yariance in
Communication Positions




. o -15-

Elght hypotheses about the relationships between the antecedent

variables and selective exposure and attitudinal similarity, and the
mediating variables and selective exposure are derived from this model:

l. 4s attitudinal similarity increases, exposure
- to the message increases,

2. As interaction with an object increases, selective
exposure increases,

3. As the variance in communication positions
decreases, selective exposure increases,

4, As attitudinal similarity increases, source

credibility increases and exposure to messages
increases, .

5. As attitudinal sinmilarity increases, effort .
decreases and exposure increases,

6. As attitudinal similarity increases, the number
of percelved alternative stimuli decreases and
exposure increases, &

7; As attitudlnal similarity increases, anxiety
decreases and exposure increases,

8. As attitudinal similarity increases, interest
increases and exposure increases,

A suggested mode of analysis to test this model follows.4in the .

next section, .




METHODOLOGY

Ihe mgphodolog& suggested for this model is path analysis; a

system d;signed to test models that assume direct and indirect causal

patﬁs among the varlables, By positing exogenous variables, endogeneous

variables and residuals, one can plot and test the paths suggested by

the model. Exogenous variables arekvarié%les whose values are assumed

to be determined by variables outside the modsl itself, These variables

serve as a set of fixed referents against which effects in the model can

ée measured, As a conseduque the determination of“exogenbus variables -

is not an issue in the path analysis. For example, variables such as

parent’s occupation, perc;ived family income and other demographic

variables have been used as exogenous variables in other studies. e
Endqgenous variables are variables whose values are determined by

other variables, either exogenous or endogenous, which are in the model.

In othef words, endogenous variables are assumed to be determined by

+ some other varlable within the system regardless of whether it is an

endogenous or exogenous variable., In this model, variance in communica-

tion positions, amount of 1nterac£ion. attitudinal similarity, source

credibility, effort, al#ernatives, anxiety, interest and expésure are

endogenous variables, .
The residuals are composed of influence from variables not included

in the model, errors in measurement and other disturtances in the relation-

ships predicted by the model.
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A path diag;gm of this model of the selective exposure phenlmenon
is presented in Figure 1, It should be noted that this path model only
includes paths of hypotheses derived from the model, - Additional paths
could be drawn and tested other than the ones suggested by the model,
Diécussion of that procedure follows later in this section.

vPrior to testing the model using path analysis, one must meet the
assumptions of the path analysis, Kerlinger and Fedhazur (1974) 1indicate

four such assumptions:

(1) The relations among the variables in the model are
linear, additive, and causal,

(2) The residuals are not correlated among themselves,
nor are they correlated with the variables in the
system. The implication of this assumption is that
all relevant variables are included in the system,
Endogenous variables are conceived as linear combina-
tlons of exogenous variables or sther endogenous
variables in the system and a residual. Exogenous
variables are treated as 'givens,' lioreover, when
exogenous variables are correlated with themselves,
these correlations are treated as 'givens', and
remain unanalyzed. :

(3) There is a one-way causal flowffn the systenm,
(4) The variables are measured on an inter§al scale.3
If one meets the assumptions of p;th analysis, the analysis

proceeds, By establishing a regression equation for each endogenous
varlable using other endogenous variables and exogenous variables as
predictor variables, one can determine the appropriate paths between
the variables, In path-analysis the beta weight for the variable is
representati{e of the path coefficlent, By removing the variable paths

in the equation and recomputing the correlations among the residuals,

one can detexmine the influence on the path or beta weight.



A number of criteria &ay be used to determine when a path should

between two residuals,

For e Ple, assume that the correlation between
residual b and residual g in'F
greater),

be removed from the equationl First one may consider the correlation

re 1 are correlated highly (.50 or
Y
In this case, several\snterpretations are possible: (a) some

unmeasu:ed variable exerts iﬁflueé&e over both variables (source

credibility and exposure to messages); (b) two.unmeasured variables

-

exert influence over both variables; or (c) the path may be misspecified
(reversed), In any case, the model hasenot correctly specified the
relationship 'and the path can be rejected\ By following such a technique

through the various equations one can eliminate paths and’ provide a
narsimonious model,

A second criterion often used is the significance of the path

coefficlient, One may specify a certain signifieﬁnce level that a path

coefficient should have and reject~those that do not reach that level.

A third criterion that can be used is how well one can reconstruct
the correlation matrix using the  path coefficients,

For example, with
a model such as the one below,

/' "2\
\ /7

one ought to be able to approximate closely the correlations between X2
and X3 and the correlations between X

) l
%, and X, using the path coeFficients
For example, should be approximated by p.,D.,. Closer analy
23 3121

: gis of
this system is given by Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1974) |

|
Kerlinger and Pedhauzur indicate that no rules exist for as%essing
goodness of fit" for path analysis criteria,

!

In the case of reéiduals
0
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Where;

xl = Exposure to lessages N
X5 -‘Igterest in Attitudinal Qbject
X3 = Anxiety ‘
Xu = Alternatives
X5 = BEffort

_ Xs = Source Credlbility o R
Xy = Attitudinal Similarity .
x8 = Variance in Communication Positions
X9 = Amount of Igteraction and Communication about Attitudinal Object
x10;i7"f~gxbgenoué Tariables
r-2z = Residuals
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the researchers m;ke a decisioq'regarding some level of correlation among
the rssiduals as being too high to tolerate, For the second criterion,
rasearcher; tend to rely on the significance leve; of .05 for the
rejection of a beta weight. In the last case, researchers compute the
significance of the difference between the actual correlation and the
approximated correlation from the paths. Again the ,05 level of |
significance is often used. Thus, some degree of subjectivity exists
in the selection of all criteria. o

The suggested path analysis for this model of the selective exposure
phenomenon involves the use of (1) correlations among residuals and
(25 reconstruction of correlations, However, prior to the path analysis,
it is necessary to make some modifications in the mo&el.

Initially we could investigate certain exogenous variables\&\—\

previously unspecified, that could create antecedent’ variables, Saltiel
and Woelfel (1972) suggest several exogenous variables in a similar .
“study. They focused on father's level of educational attainment,
subjective relative wealth of the fhmilj, fatheg's occupational prestige
level, year in school, age and sex., We might add geographiCal area ;f
home, religiQn, membership in sécial groups, gradevpoint average, major,
personal 1ncome,.personal occupational prestige, marital status aﬁd
birth order, These variables wpuld provide a broad number of exogenous
variables that would prgvent thé model from teing unde;identified. That
is, the more exogenous variagiés used in relation to the endogenous
variables, the greater the strength of the path model.

Second, we could posit alternative antecedent conditions that

might provide a comparison with the ones suggested by the model. For




example, Mills (1963) suggests that the certainty of the individual may
affect the person's decision to expose himself to supportiv; information,
An additional example may be the”person's cpumitment to the positioq.‘ |
The more committed .the person is, the greatsr the likellhood the perséﬁ
will expose himself only to supportive material.

Third, we could investigate alternatives to attitudinal similarity

that could cause a person to use the medlating variables to justify his

s v
4 E

exposure to messages, A Pperson might visualize two other reasons for

usiﬁg the mediating variables to justify his exposure, First, a person

might view the source of a message as having a great deal of perceived

status or power, This would mean that a person nay eipose himself to a

nonsupportivé message because the'source is perceived to be powerful

or important., As a result, 4 person may expose himself to the messages

because the source was credible, little effort was required, no alternma-

tives existed, it reduced anxiety and was interesting. This would indicate

no selective exposure, as defined in this model, because the person

exposed hi%self to a message not attitudinally similar on the basis

of the per%eived power or status of the source.

"

A Secohd alternative reason might be the importance of the message

to the indivtdual or to otfers. It 1s podsible that some message ingre-

dient other than attitudinal similarity may prompt the decision to expose.

If the message is important, the person may see the source as credible,

little necessary energy expenditure, few alternatives, reduction in anxiety

and increasgd interest. Agaln, selective exposure, as defined here, is

not occurring since a person would expose himself to important messages

regardless of the similarity,
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The suggested path analysis for the model is dlagramed in Figure 2,
. )

The equations for Figure 2/ are as follows:

3" P13.1ux1u+P13.15315*P13.16x16*P13.17x17+P13.18x18+PgP.19x19*P13.zoxzo

+P13,.21"21"‘"13.22"22*?13.237‘23"?13.2uxz}£*@i3.25"25”13.26"26*"13.27"27

+P13,nn

Ty, . . . .
Xy2 * Pyp, 1%14* P12, 15515 P12, 16516 P12, 177177 P12, 18518 P12, 19%15" P12, 20720

- - ) - - - B + -
*P12,21%01%P12,20%00% P12, 23525 P12, 245207 P12, 25525 P12, 26 %26 P12, 27727
‘+p12 ’ T
.
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X319 = P11, 16514 P11, 15515 P11,16%16* P11, 175177 P11, 188187 P11, 19%19% P11, 20%20 -

¥211,21%1%P11,22%22*P11,23%23%P 11, 20520 P11, 25725 P11, 26526 P11, 2927
P11, “

7

%10 = P10,14%14*P10,15%15 P10, 16%16™P10,17%17*P10,18%18 P10, 19%15%P10, 2020

*P10,21%21* P10, 22%22*P10,2323* P10, 26524+ P10, 25525 P10, 26 %26 P10, 27727
*pio,zz

r

- P9.1ox10+1’9}11"‘11*“9.12"12*?9.13"13*?‘9,;;p |
= Pé,10x10+P8.11x11+p8.12X1g?48.13x13+P8.uu
- p7.10310*1’7.11"11*1’%.12X12+P7.13x13+1’7.xx
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" P5,7%7%Ps5,8%5% 75, 9%5"Ps5, 43
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) Figure 2 ’ . ¥
A Path Diagram for the Model of the

Selective Exposure Phenomenon
and Alternative Variables
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Where:

o

xl = DLxposure to Messages

x2 = Tnterest in Attitudinal QObject
X3 = Anxiety ﬁ

X = Perceived Alternatives

X =  Perceived Zffort

5 W
x6 =  Source Credibility s .
*x7 = TImportance of Message - .

an =  Perceived Power of Source
x9 =" Attitudinal Similarity
*xlo = Commitment to Attitudinal Position
*xll = Certainty of Attitudinal Position
le ‘= Variance in Communication Fositions )
x13 = Amount of Interaction and Communication about Attitudinal Object
xlh—Z? = gFxogenous Variables
n-z = Residuals
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. #Alternative Variables Added To The Model
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By correlating the residuals with each other, we can determine the
appropriate paths, If a correlation is above a specified level, the path
would be dropped from the equations; the equations would be recomputed

“Gagand ?he correlations between the residuals would be compared in orxder to
deternine the next ﬁath to elimin;te. If the model predictions hold,
only two antecedent paths.should remain, There should beuaupath between
the variance in communiéation positions and amount of information to
4ttitudinal similarity, And, thers should be only one path to the
mediating variables: the path from attitudinal similarity. If we find
only the path from attitudinal similarity to the mediating variables,

a further analysis could be undertaken to investigate the paths among

. the mediating variables,

- - The additional test of the mediating Qaiiwﬁies would include a
slightl;‘different procedure, Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1974) descrite
a procedure whereby we can~de£ermine the paths among the pediéting
variabies by examining the fit between the correlation produced by the
pvath c;effibients and the actual zero-order correlation, The residuals
are assuned to be uncorrelated before this analysis tegins sé they ars
not included in the analysis. The analysis would foc;s on attitudinal
similarity and the mediating variables._,This”could be dons from the
paths obtained in the first analysis using the residual criterion,

This path diagram is represented as follows:




g -0 = w‘ | '.“; o
".. -~ ' A
Where: S
- Kg = Attitudinal Similarity |
Xg = Source Credibility o B | |
X = Effort R P
X, = Alternatives : _ | , . ,‘
X3 = Anxlety E R . S
. X, = Interest '
s 'Xl' = Exposure to Messages i
In order to sinplify the exnlanation of this analysis, we will fbcus :
on only four of fhe variables in the mcdel. - ;.yfﬂrﬁ,;;tf .
Where: _ ) -
" Xg = Attitudinal'Sinilarity |
) /1 % = source Credibility | - S
| X = Bffort SR I
) L o= Exposure to Fessages : o A ST . _
' In this.situation, the model assumes that'there is no path betweeﬁ‘
attitudinal similarity (x ) and exposure (Xl) and no path betweey source _,'f
credibility (xé) and effort (XS) According to &ezlinger and Dedhazur, ' :
if the model is correct, we should be able to reproduce from the path 3
coefficients the zero-ordexr corzelation between attitudinal similarity N 1'ff
and exposure and the zero-order correlation between source credibility . 'f ' ”sll
. . _ o I A
and effort. a - RO : | L
The model assumes that the'fcllowing paths will be tested: o ’ /’.

.'.xl-‘.el o - : : "s/
Y = Pg,o¥g™Pga? | e

X5 = Py oXgtPgd L
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If we want to reproduce the correlation between éource credibility (Xg)

,and effort (X.), we would use the path coafficient between attitudinal

ot
similarity (x9) and. source credibility (xé) and the path coefficient

between attitudinal similarity (x9) and effort ( ) This equation

\

~appears. below'
T6,5 T P6,9%,9
; If this equation accurately repxoduced “the correlation (no difference

g:eater that the .05 level of significance), we would proceed to the

- following equationz

To,1 ™ Pg,6%,1*Ps, 51’5 1 -
. '7./
If both equations are reproduced to some acceptable level of

accuracy, the path would be accepted. If not,. other patps could be | A\

-

- hypothesized and tested using the same system. hus. the most appropriate
paths could be discerned Both the antecedent variables and the g

mediating variables can be tested using path analysis,

Conclusions g K .,

" This paper has vided a conceptual model that would specify .
' the antecedent variables that produce selective exposure and the

mediating variables that.gustify why 4 person selectively exposes himself

*
to- information.

\

Two important advantages accrue from this model, First,'the model

o will enhance the development of ‘a theory from which we can predfct /

J

accurately the existence of selective exposure. By specifying the

‘antecedent variables; we can predict the situations in which we think : jﬁ
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~ the selective exposure phenomenon will cccur, Further, it will allow -

us to predict the extent to which we.expect selective exposure to

decrease the influence of our- persuasive messages; this will have some

impact on developing modeIs of attitude change. ; ' i,
Second, the model will increase our ability to control the-selective

exposure phenomenon, _If we think we have found the roots of selective | . -‘

exposure, we can do something about them,  If we have found the rationali- |

zations‘for selective exposure, we can develop programs to combat them.

In any‘case, the exploration of such a model could certainly be developed

fwithin a context of policy research whereby we could directly attempt

to make practical. use of the model.
Obviously, this model is only at a pxeliminary stage of development
and may well undergo alterations. but it does povide a conceptual and” L

operational step forward

f 9 . ' ' :
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