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RESULTS AMONG FACEBOOK USERS ONLY 

 
  

No 
Comments 

 
Supportive 
Comments 

 
Challenging 
Comments 

Supportive 
Comments + 

Replies 

Challenging 
Comments + 

Replies 
 
Perceptions of 
candidate traits 

 

 
1.48 
(.67) 

N = 13 

 
1.57 
(.80) 

N = 13 

 
1.08 
(.66) 

N = 20 

 
1.34 
(.90) 

N = 19 

 
1.17 
(.66) 

N = 18 
 
Perceptions of 
candidate motives 

 

 
1.79 
(.50) 

N = 14 

 
1.83 
(.63) 

N = 14 

 
1.47 
(.59) 

N = 20 

 
1.82 
(.70) 

N = 17 

 
1.52 
(.58) 

N = 18 
 
Likelihood of voting 
for candidate 
 
 

 
.93 

(.81) 
N = 14 

 
1.48 
(.70) 

N = 14 

 
1.03 
(.63) 

N = 21 

 
1.05 
(.76) 

N = 20 

 
.85 

(.88) 
N = 20 

Note: Table entries are means; standard errors are in parentheses. 
 
 
H1A (No Comments vs. Supportive Comments): 
Traits: t = .30, p = n.s. 
Motives: t = .23, p = n.s. 
Vote intentions: t = 2.60, p < .05. 
 
H1B (No Comments vs. Challenging Comments): 
Traits: t = 1.51, p = n.s. 
Motives: t = 1.59, p = n.s. 
Vote intentions: t = -1.12, p = n.s. 
 
H1C (Supportive Comments vs. Challenging Comments): 
Traits: t = 1.84, p = 07. 
Motives: t = 1.84, p = .07. 
Vote intentions: t = 1.72, p = .09. 
 
H2 (Supportive Comments vs. Supportive Comments + Replies): 
Traits: t = -.84, p = n.s. 
Motives: t = -.07, p = n.s. 
Vote intentions: t = -1.87, p = .07. 
 
H3 (Challenging Comments vs. Challenging Comments + Replies): 
Traits: t = .38, p = n.s. 
Motives: t = .31, p = n.s. 
Vote intentions: t = -.98, p = n.s. 
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RANDOMIZATION CHECKS FOR PARTISANSHIP AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

 
For categorical variables, χ2 tests were used to check for differences across conditions. For 
interval variables, F tests were used. No significant differences across conditions emerged for 
partisanship or any of the demographic variables.  
 
Gender:χ2 = 5.04 (d.f. = 4), p = n.s. 
 
Self-identification as African American: χ2 = 3.86 (d.f. = 4), p = n.s. 
 
Self-identification as Hispanic: χ2 was a constant given that the only two Hispanic participants 
were assigned to the website condition. 
 
Party identification: χ2 = 6.66 (d.f. = 8), p = n.s. 
 
Education (on a 5-category scale): F = .97 (d.f. = 4, 144), p = n.s.  
 
Age: F = 1.41 (d.f. = 4, 145), p = n.s. 

 
Note: These tests excluded the website condition, which was not included in the main analyses. 
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A. Hypotheses

The experiment was designed to assess the effects of observing interactivity between 
citizens and candidates through social networking sites (SNSs). It tests how exposure to 
supportive or challenging user comments on a fictional candidate’s Facebook page—
and candidate replies to each type of comment—influenced participants’ perceptions of 
and willingness to vote for the candidate. 

The specific hypotheses were as follows:

H1A: Compared to individuals exposed to a candidate Facebook profile with no 
comments or likes, those exposed to a candidate Facebook profile with supportive 
comments and likes from other users will view the candidate more positively and be 
more likely to vote for the candidate.

H1B: Compared to individuals exposed to a candidate Facebook profile with no 
comments or likes, those exposed to a candidate Facebook profile with challenging 
comments (and no likes) from other users will view the candidate more negatively 
and be less likely to vote for the candidate.

H1C: Compared to individuals exposed to a candidate Facebook profile with 
supportive comments and likes, those exposed to a candidate Facebook profile with 
challenging comments (and no likes) will view the candidate more negatively and be 
less likely to vote for the candidate.

H2: Exposure to candidate replies to supportive comments on Facebook will lead to 
more positive perceptions of the candidate and a greater likelihood of voting for the 
candidate.

H3: Exposure to candidate replies to challenging comments on Facebook will lead to 
more positive perceptions of the candidate and a greater likelihood of voting for the 
candidate.
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B. Subjects and Context

Eligibility and exclusion criteria for participants. Participants were drawn from a panel of 
1,215 adult residents of Delaware who had previously agreed to participate in research 
studies. The panel was recruited through two telephone surveys, one conducted in 2010 
and one conducted in 2012. Members of the panel who were Internet users and for 
whom a valid email address was available (N=660) were eligible to participate.  

Procedures used to recruit and select participants. All panelists for whom a valid e-mail 
address was available were e-mailed a link to an online Qualtrics survey that included 
the experiment. The recruitment email read as follows:

Greetings from the “epicenter of politics” at the University of Delaware! 

You’ll recall the University of Delaware’s nonpartisan Center for Political Communication 
contacted you earlier, and you were gracious to share your opinions with our pollsters. We 
very much appreciate your participation in our public opinion project, which we call “National 
Agenda.” We are hoping you will continue to work with us during the 2012 election year.  

We are now conducting a brief online survey as part of our National Agenda Public Opinion 
Project. We sincerely hope you’ll participate. This study examines people’s opinions about 
political candidates and their use of the Internet.  The results will be developed into papers to 
be submitted to academic conferences and journals.   

If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to look at a message from a candidate and 
then complete a brief survey asking for your opinions about the candidate and the message.  
We will also ask you some questions about yourself.   

The survey will take approximately 5-10 minutes to complete.  It is being conducted by!Dr. 
Paul Brewer, Dr. Lindsay Hoffman, Dr. Philip Jones, and Dr. Jennifer Lambe, all of whom are 
faculty affiliated with the University of Delaware’s Center for Political Communication. 

The results of our research will be reported publicly, but your role will always be confidential. 
Also, you may decline to participate at any time. Your information will never be used for 
sales, public relations, or any marketing purpose and it will be protected on a secured server.  

If you have any questions about this study, feel free to contact Dr. Brewer at 
prbrewer@udel.edu or (302) 831-2793. 

Recruitment dates. October 19 to November 5, 2012.

Settings and locations where the data were collected. Online via Qualtrics.

Response rate. Of the 660 panelists invited to take the survey, 290 started the survey, 
284 were randomly assigned to one of the conditions, and 192 completed the survey. 
Missing data for 9 of the completed surveys resulted in their exclusion from the analysis 
(AAPOR RR1=27.7%). 

mailto:prbrewer@udel.edu
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C. Allocation Method

Randomization procedures. At the beginning of the survey, each individual respondent 
was randomly assigned to one of six conditions by the Qualtrics software. No blocking 
or restrictions were used. 

Random assignment. To assess any issues with the randomization procedure, the table 
on the next page shows the means and standard deviations of demographic 
characteristics of respondents in each condition.

Blinding. Participants were not aware that there were multiple conditions, and were only 
shown one version of the candidate’s web page. 
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D. Treatments

At the beginning of the survey, participants were told: “For this study, you will be asked 
to look at the Facebook page of a candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives. You 
will then be asked a series of questions.” 

The following page presented a (static) screen capture image of a webpage for a 
fictitious candidate, “Dennis Fulton”. Participants were randomly assigned to one of six 
conditions:

1. “No Comments” condition. A Facebook page for the candidate that included two posts 
with no comments or “likes”, as below. 



�9

2. “Supportive Comments” condition. A Facebook page for the candidate that included 
two posts with supportive comments on each, and 8 “likes” for the first post and 3 for the 
second, as below.
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3. “No Comments” condition. A Facebook page for the candidate that included two posts 
with challenging comments on each, and no “likes”, as below.
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4. “Supportive Comments + Candidate Replies” condition. A Facebook page identical to 
the “Supportive Comments” conditions, except for the inclusion of a candidate reply to 
each comment, as below. 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5. “Challenging Comments + Candidate Replies” condition. A Facebook page identical 
to the “Challenging Comments” conditions, except for the inclusion of a candidate reply 
to each comment, as below. 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6. “Candidate Website” condition. A candidate’s own campaign webpage with the same 
substantive information as the “No Comments” condition, as below.

Administration of manipulations. Manipulations were administered via a Qualtrics online 
survey.

Details of experiment.  Participants were not explicitly told whether the candidate was 
real or fictional. We chose to use a fictional candidate because the study was conducted 
during the month preceding a general election, and we wished to avoid (1) influencing 
respondents’ attitudes toward any actual candidate, or (2) capturing responses that 
reflected attitudes toward any actual candidate. Respondents were not debriefed 
following the study.  

Participants were asked to confirm that they could see the website image immediately 
after it was presented to them.  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E. Results 

Outcome measures and covariates. Following is the full survey questionnaire.
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Indices used.  Based on a series of factor analyses and reliability analyses, responses 
to the items of interest were used to construct three measures, each coded to range 
from 0 to 3 (see Appendix C for wording). The first was an 8-item index measuring 
perceptions of candidate traits (coded so that higher values indicated more positive 
perceptions; M = 1.28; SD = .73; α = .96). The second was a 4-item index measuring 
perceptions of candidate motives (coded similarly; M = 1.69; SD = .56; α = .76). The 
third was a single-item measure for likelihood of voting for the candidate (coded so that 
higher values indicated greater likelihood of doing so; M = 1.05; SD = .79). See 
Appendix C for full information.

Prior specification of analyses. Analyses for H1A, H1B, H1C, H2, and H3 among the full 
sample (included in the main article) were specified prior to the experiment. Analyses for 
these hypotheses among the subsample of Facebook users (included in this 
supplementary appendix) were conducted to address concerns raised in the review 
process. 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CONSORT Analysis  

Number of subjects initially assessed for eligibility for the study:  1,215

Exclusions prior to random assignment and reasons for the exclusions:  
• 555 excluded due to the absence of a valid email address
• 370 declined to participate
• 6 dropped out before allocation 

Condition Initially 
allocated

Received 
allocation

Did not complete/
Insufficient data

Included in 
analyses

No Comments 47 47 18 29

Supportive Comments 42 42 13 29

Challenging Comments 47 47 17 30

Supportive Comments + Replies 47 47 15 32

Challenging Comments + Replies 51 51 18 33

Candidate Website 50 50 20 30

Total 284 284 101 183
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F. Other information 

The experiment was reviewed and approved by the University of Delaware IRB.

The experiment was funded by the Unidel Foundation. The funders played no role in the 
analysis of the experiment. 


