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Linear 

Regression LASSO Ridge Regression 

Training Set (N=3,498)   

 0.899 0.864 0.972 

/    3164 24 4508 

   2544 403 1200 

Test Set (N=3,499)   

  0.820 0.892 0.835 

Training Set +Test Set (N=6,997)   

/    4632 42 7151 

   4374 575 1855 

 /   69,476 (99.1%) 61,670 (88.0%) 47,969 (68.4%) 

   619 (0.09%) 8,425 (12.0%) 22,126 (31.6%) 
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LASSO Ridge Regression 

/ 
 

 
 

 
 
 

/ 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 1.097  -3.577  .175  -.509 
 .789  -3.487  .143  -.468 
 .627  -3.003  .131  -.468 
 .599  -2.916  .127  -.445 

 .597  -2.689  .127  -.428 
 .578  -2.623  .127  -.428 

 .571  -2.306  .127  -.423 
 .559  -2.238  .120  -.423 

 .458  -2.218  .120  -.412 
 .439  -2.213  .118  -.407 

 .404  -2.100  .117  -.407 
 .374  -1.997  .117  -.407 

 .355  -1.950  .114  -.407 
 .352  -1.944  .114  -.404 

 .318  -1.906  .114  -.402 
 .272  -1.906  .112  -.401 

 .244  -1.906  .112  -.400 
 .225  -1.901  .112  -.400 

 .218  -1.827  .112  -.393 
 .195  -1.826  .111  -.390 

 .193  -1.815  .111  -.390 
 .176  -1.801  .110  -.390 

 .153  -1.794  .110  -.389 
 .153  -1.784  .107  -.389 
 .147  -1.784  .106  -.387 

 .114  -1.780  .105  -.386 
 .114  -1.777  .105  -.381 
 .113  -1.734  .105  -.380 
 .093  -1.732  .105  -.373 
  .091  -1.707   .104  -.373 
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  (%) 

 19-29 637 (21.23) 

30-39 725 (24.17) 

40-49 843 (28.10) 

50   795  (26.50) 

  1,536 (51.20) 

 1,464 (48.80) 

     13 (0.43) 

  473 (15.77) 

  289 (9.63) 

   2,225 (74.17) 

    682 (22.73) 

 1,921 (64.03) 

 397 (13.23) 

  / /  1,542 (51.40) 

/ / /  294 (9.80) 

/  112 (3.73) 

/ / / /  759 (25.30) 

/ /  293 (9.77) 

 ( ) 100   90 (3.00) 

100-199  220 (7.33) 

200-299  403 (13.43) 

300-399  540 (18.00) 

400-499  580 (19.33) 

500-599  423 (14.10) 

600-699  179 (5.97) 

700-799  194 (6.47) 

800-899  112 (3.73) 

900-999  51 (1.70) 

1000   139 (4.63) 

 69 (2.30) 

 3,000 



 
 

44 



 
 

45 



 
 

46 



 
 

47 



 
 

48 



 
 

49 



 
 

50 



 
 

51 



 
 

52 

(b = .349, p < .1)

(b = .500, p < .1)

(b = -.017, p < .01)

(b = .439, p < .05)

(b = -2.619, p 

< .05)

(b = .139, p < .05). 

(b = 1.401, p < .05)

(b = -1.737, p < .05)

(b = 2.460, p < .05) (b = 2.630, p < .01)
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/ / / / (b = .883, p < .1)  

(b = 

1.373, p < .1).

      

b (s.e.) b (s.e.) b (s.e.) 

 -1.750** .588 -2.626** .904 -2.600*** .645 

/   -.017** .006 -.017 .011 -.002 .002 

  .500+ -2.536 -2.536 3.827 .349+ .203 

  .305 .227 .181 .333 .439* .215 

  1.015 .752 -17.616 3454.600 -2.619* 1.283 

( : ) 

     1.401* .544 .799 .913 .700 .638 

    /  1.473 1.096 -16.168 5982.200 .171 1.274 

  .060 .041 .139* .064 .031 .023 

  .001 .115 .073 .243 .039 .039 

( : / / ) 

    / / /  -1.737* .872 -17.705 546.100 -1.379 1.048 

    /  1.250 .919 2.460* 1.131 .543 1.301 

/ / / /  .706 .543 1.448 .874 .883+ .650 

    / /  .817 .756 2.630** .897 1.373+ .720 

R2 .205 

Log likelihood -198.01 

N 202 
+p <.1; *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
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(b = -2.436, p < .01)

(b = -1.380, p < .1). 

(b = 18.501, p < .001)

(b = 12.252, p < .001)
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/ / /  

(b = 6.492, p < .01) / / / 

/        (b = 4.995, p < .01).

 

b (s.e.) 

 -14.447 2.812 

/   .001 .007 

  -2.436** .834 

  -1.380+ .713 

  1.331 2.460 

( : ) 

     -2.309 1.771 

    /  18.501*** 3.848 

  .084 .055 

  .224 .142 

  12.252*** 2.261 

 ( : / / ) 

    / / /  6.492** 2.341 

    /  2.751 3.542 

    / / / /  4.995* 1.960 

    / /  -2.415 2.643 

R2 .327 

Adj. R2 .268 

N 161 
+p <.1; *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
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(b = -.579, p < .05).

(b = -1.273, p < .05). 

(b = 1.724, p < .01).
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b (s.e.) 

 .391 .797 

/   .001 .003 

  -.579* .252 

  -.061 .219 

  -.360 .721 

( : ) 

     -1.273* .562 

    /  1.160 1.166 

  .033 .032 

  .112 .090 

  1.724** .613 

 ( : / / ) 

    / / /  .330 .742 

    /  .982 1.166 

    / / / /  .582 .557 

    / /  -1.428 .731 

Adj. R2/Pseudo R2 .189 

Log likelihood -76.127 

N 161 
+p <.1; *p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001

(b = -.024, p < .001). 
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(b = -.384, p < .001). 

    

b (s.e.) 

 1.523 .152 

/   .000 .000 

  -.024*** .006 

  .384*** .086 

 ( : ) 

     -.079 .063 

     .172* .080 

     -.033 .088 

     -.149 .341 

     .127* .062 

  ( : ) 

     .440*** .040 

     .309*** .071 

     .674* .318 

     .442*** .087 

    .738*** .053 

 .129*** .038 

 -.002 .002 

  -.014 .008 

  .018 .012 

  -.069** .025 

R2 .149 

Adj. R2 .144 

N 2,651 
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001

(b 
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= .172, p < .05), 

(b = .738, p < .001).

 

(b = -.041, p < .001).  

(b = .388, p 

< .001). 

(b = .173, p < .05), 

(b = .708, p < .001). 
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b (s.e.) 

 2.395*** .147 

/   .000 .000 

  -.041*** .006 

  .388*** .085 

 ( : ) 

     -.035 .060 

     .173* .077 

     -.037 .085 

     -.111 .335 

     .112 .060 

  ( : ) 

     .453*** .039 

     .325*** .069 

     .955** .310 

     .374*** .085 

    .708*** .051 

 .051 .037 

 .005** .002 

  -.012 .008 

  .008 .011 

  -.051* .024 

R2 .181 

Adj. R2 .174 

N 2,359 
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
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, 

(b = -.716, p < .001). 

(b = 7.863, p < .001), 

(b = 2.783, p < .05), 

(b = 18.512, p < .001). 
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b (s.e.) 

 41.285*** 3.161 

/   .001 .001 

  -.716*** .131 

  7.863*** 1.796 

 ( : ) 

     -2.533 1.304 

     3.150 1.667 

     -.937 1.842 

     -4.658 7.095 

     2.783* 1.289 

  ( : ) 

     9.097*** .833 

     8.678*** 1.487 

     19.592** 6.621 

     7.198*** 1.805 

    18.512*** 1.096 

 2.676*** .785 

 -.005 .038 

  -.183 .164 

  .156 .239 

  -1.811*** .514 

R2 .187 

Adj. R2 .182 

N 2,651 
*p <.05; **p <.01; ***p <.001
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서울대학교 정치커뮤니케이션센터 

2016 국회의원 총선거 제1차 패널조사 (일부 발췌) 

(2016.03.24) 
 

 

SQ1. 귀하의 성별은 어떻게 되십니까? 

① 남성  ② 여성 

 

SQ2. 귀하의 연령은 어떻게 되십니까? ___________년생(만 _______세)  

 

SQ3. 다음 중 귀하의 거주지(주민등록주소지 기준)는 어디입니까? 

 

SQ4. 4년 전인 2012년에 귀하의 거주지(주민등록주소지 기준)는 어디셨습니까? 지금과 

동일하다면, 동일하게 선택해 주시면 됩니다.  

 

[4A와 4B는 랜덤 샘플 분할] 

4A. 귀하께서 가장 가깝게 느끼시는 정당은 어느 당입니까? 

① 새누리당 ② 더불어민주당 ③ 국민의당 ④ 정의당 ⑤ 기타 정당 (     ) ⑥ 없음 

  

4B. 귀하께서는 우리나라에 있는 정당 중 가깝게 느끼는 정당이 있습니까? 

① 있다 ▶ 문4B-1  ② 없다 ▶ 문4B-3 ③ 잘 모름 ▶ 문4B-3 

  

4B-1. 그렇다면, 그 정당은 어느 정당입니까? 

① 새누리당 ② 더불어민주당 ③ 국민의당 ④ 정의당 ⑤ 기타 정당 ( ) 

  

4B-2. 귀하께서는 [문4B-1. 선택정당 이름]에 대해 얼마나 가깝게 느끼십니까? 

① 상당히 가깝게 느낀다  ② 어느 정도 가깝게 느낀다  

  

4B-3. 그래도 다른 정당에 비해 조금이라도 더 가깝게 느끼는 정당이 있습니까? 

① 있다 ▶ 문4B-4  ② 없다  

  

4B-4. 그렇다면, 그 정당은 어느 정당입니까? 

① 새누리당 ② 더불어민주당 ③ 국민의당 ④ 정의당 ⑤ 기타 정당 ( ) 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

75 

 

5. 정치에서 사람들은 보통 진보와 보수를 구분합니다.  

0부터 10까지 눈금 중에서 귀하께서는 다음의 정당, 정치인들 및 귀하 자신이 어디에 속한다고 

생각하십니까?  

0은 매우 진보를 나타내며, 10은 매우 보수를 나타냅니다. 

[1~5까지 거주지 기준 지역구 입후보자 이름이 나타나도록 제공된 테이블 이용] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[미디어 이용정도] 

12. 귀하께서는 4.13 총선 관련한 뉴스를 얻기 위해 다음의 매체를 일주일에 평균 며칠 정도 

이용하십니까?  

 

  전혀 이용하지 않음 1~2일 3~4일 4~5일 5~6일 매일 

KBS  1 2 3 4 5 6 

MBC  1 2 3 4 5 6 

SBS  1 2 3 4 5 6 

TV 조선  1 2 3 4 5 6 

채널A  1 2 3 4 5 6 

JTBC  1 2 3 4 5 6 

MBN  1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 

 

 

  [진보]      [중도]        [보수] 

  

1) ___ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2) ___ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3) ___ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4) 새누리당 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5) 더불어민주당 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6) 국민의당 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7) 정의당 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8) 본인            
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[현직 의원 평가] 

26. 귀하의 지난 19대 지역구는 [SQ4 선거구명]였고 지역구 의원은 [XXX당 홍길동]입니다. 

[XXX당 홍길동] 의원의 의정활동에 대해 어느 정도 만족하십니까? 

매우 불만족 약간 불만족 보통 약간 만족 매우 만족 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 

 

27. 귀하께서는 [XXX당 홍길동] 의원의 다음과 같은 자질에 대해서 어떻게 평가하십니까? 

 동의하지  

않는다 
 보통이다  동의한다 모름 

도덕적이다 1 2 3 4 5 6 

강한 리더십을 가지고 있다 1 2 3 4 5 6 

유능하다 1 2 3 4 5 6 

지적이다 1 2 3 4 5 6 

정직하다 1 2 3 4 5 6 

나의 이익을 대변한다 1 2 3 4 5 6 

서민적이다 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

28. 귀하께서 [XXX당 홍길동] 의원에 대해 어떻게 생각하시는지 알고 싶습니다.  

아래의 점수 평가 예를 참조하여 [XXX당 홍길동] 의원을 얼마나 좋아하는지에 대한 감정을 해당 

온도계의 온도로 표시해주십시오. (화살표를 움직이면 숫자가 자동으로 표시됩니다) 

평가 예 0℃ 30℃ 50℃ 70℃ 100℃ 

 대단히  

부정적 

어느 정도 

부정적 

호의적이지도 

부정적이지도 않음 

어느 정도 

호의적 

대단히  

호의적 

 

[Demographics] 

20. 귀하 댁의 한 달 가구소득은 얼마나 되나요? 가족 구성원 전체의 월급, 상여금, 은행이자 등을 

모두 포함하여 개략적으로 말씀해 주세요.  

① 100만원 미만     ② 100-199만원          ③ 200-299만원 

④ 300-399만원      ⑤ 400-499만원          ⑥ 500-599만원 

⑦ 600-699만원      ⑧ 700-799만원           ⑨ 800-899만원 

⑩ 900-999만원      ⑪ 1,000만원 이상        ⑫ 잘 모름 

  

22. 학교를 어디까지 마치셨나요? 

① 중졸 이하 ② 고졸  ③ 대학 재학  ④ 대졸 이상 
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Abstract 

 

An Effect of News Media on Incumbency in South Korea 

 

Yujin Kim 

Department of Communication  

The Graduate School 

Seoul National University 

 

Research on incumbency advantage has focused on whether incumbents are superior to 

challengers and/or why incumbents enjoy electoral advantages. With changes in political 

contexts such as the decline of political parties, the increasing incidence of non-partisanship, 

and the transition to media politics, scholars of political communication have begun paying 

more attention to the news media coverage on incumbents and its merit in elections. However, 

inconsistencies have been reported between the media effect on incumbency advantage and the 

contents of news media coverage on incumbents. Under circumstances of intense competition, 

media organizations compete for benefits and are therefore likely to report bad news rather than 

good news about politics and politicians, which usually attracts larger audiences and brings in 

more revenue. This paper concentrates on this gap in explaining incumbency advantage in 

South Korea. Upon reviewing whether the incumbents of the National Assembly of South 

Korea held advantages in the general elections through 13th to 20th, the study found that the 

incumbents in South Korea did not benefit from the party nominations of the candidates, the 

voter gains in their next election, and re-election victory. This phenomenon could be explained 

as an effect of the news media’s negative tone and general negative coverage. The analyses of 

the headlines on current news reports (over 70,000) about politicians in the National Assembly 

during its four years in office (between the 19th and 20th) by means of sentiment analysis shows 

that 30% of the coverage was negative. Methodologically, this study employs two 

complementary approaches, that is, an aggregate level and an individual level. Thus, while 

positive or neutral news media coverage has no effect on incumbency advantage, negative news 

significantly affects party nominations of candidates, increases in vote gains in the next election, 

and possibilities for re-election victory. Moreover, at an individual level, positive/neutral news 
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has no notable effect, but negative news has a negative impact on the degree of voter 

satisfaction regarding incumbents, voters’ evaluation of incumbents’ capability, and the degree 

of voters’ thermometer of opinion on incumbents. These findings suggest that news media 

coverage on incumbents can play a negative role during election cycles, thereby attesting to the 

consequences of media politics on electoral processes.  

 

Keywords: Incumbency advantage, Incumbent news media coverage, News media effect, 

Negative coverage, Sentiment analaysis 

Student Number: 2013-20131 
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