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Intermedia Attribute Agenda-Setting 
Between the News Media and Social Media: 

The Case of Health Risks Related to Air  
Pollution in Taiwan* 

Chia-hwa Su** & Yue Tan*** 

Abstract 

This study examines the intermedia attribute agenda-setting (IAAS) effects 
between the news media and social media in the context of air pollution health 
risks in Taiwan. Air pollution combines invisible environmental threats with 
the potential for significant emotional mobilization, making it a suitable topic 
for exploring media interactions on enduring public issues. We collected news 
reports on air pollution from the United Daily News, Liberty Times, and Apple 
Daily, as well as discussions from PTT’s Gossip Board between 2017 and 2021. 
Using computer-assisted content analysis, we measured the daily salience of 
four risk attributes—hazard, exposure, vulnerability, and resilience—and 
emotional tone across the different media types. Time series analysis was 
conducted to examine causal relationships while controlling for PM2.5 levels 
as an indicator of real-world pollution. The results show that social media 
significantly influenced the news media in all four risk attributes. The news 
media had a marginally significant influence on social media regarding exposure, 
but no significant reciprocal effects were found for emotional tone. Additionally, 
real-world air pollution levels significantly predicted an increase in news 
coverage on the exposure and heightened social media discussions on 
vulnerability. Overall, this study demonstrates that, contrary to the traditional 
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media-dominant model, social media has exerted a reverse attribute agenda- 
setting influence on the news media in the context of environmental health risks. 
These findings contribute to a deeper understanding of intermedia agenda-setting 
dynamics in non-Western societies and offer practical implications for 
understanding media interactions, the role of social media in information 
construction, public health communication and environmental risk governance. 

Keywords: Air Pollution, Health Risks, Intermedia Attribute Agenda-Setting, 
Computer-assisted Content Analysis, Time Series Analysis 


