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Abstract

This study investigates the processes that moticatestrain, and shape political
conversations on Facebook. Through an analysiseoGbals-Plans-Action model and the
Political Interpersonal Communication index, thisdy finds that Facebook political
conversations are primarily motivated by cognivgagement and primarily constrained by
personal standards regarding the appropriatenetisafssing politics on Facebook. These
conversations are further shaped by desires toecpesitive impressions. This study also
examines the effects of disagreement on Facebddicpabconversations. Findings indicate that
perceived disagreement does influence politicaviégion Facebook, though this relationship
varies according to individual levels of toleraficedisagreement, political information efficacy,
and political extremism. Overall, this study colntities to political disagreement scholarship and
demonstrates the unique contributions of both p&esonal and political communication theory

in the area of interpersonal political communicatio
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Chapter One: Introduction

Technology continues to blur the lines between masdia and interpersonal channels of
communication, allowing individuals to effortlessligat with one another about political issues
without geographical constraints. In today’s insiagly digitalized age, individuals consume
information from emerging online sources, whileifpcdl campaigns scour databases to pinpoint
consumer patterns in order to design messagetatigat smaller and smaller audiences
(Issenberg, 2012). As a consequence, evidencelioemocial media’s influence on politics
continues to accumulate. A recent Pew survey fahattwo-thirds of young Americans
engaged in social network-related political aci@atin the previous year (Smith, 2013). Roughly
60% of American adults now use online social nekivay sites, and nearly 40% of adults have
used social media sites for political activitidgelposting comments or sharing links about
politics (Rainie, Smith, Schlozman, Brady, & Ver@812). Much of this activity occurred on
Facebook, the most popular social media site irUthieed States with 167 million active users
(Fottrell, 2013). It comes as little surprise, thérat interpersonal channels of communication on
Facebook have influenced America’s political laragse (Bond et al., 2012).

Taken together, these findings call into questi@anynof the mass media assumptions
found in political communication scholarship. Sarslhave begun unearthing the effects of
online interpersonal political communication, thbygecise understandings of the interplay
between interpersonal and political communicatidmarship remains illusive (Chaffee, 2001).
With this in mind, the present study will analyzerass-sectional survey in order to contribute to
political communication scholarship in two wayssEi this study seeks to examine the role of
interpersonal influences in online political dissia®. Through Dillard’s (1990) Goals-Plans-

Action model, this study will analyze the motivatsand constraints within online political
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discussion and draw comparisons between interparstffuence goals and dimensions of a

political communication construct designed to retfle interpersonal processes involved in
political conversations. Second, this study seelextend political discussion research by
examining the ways in which online discussion neksanfluence online behaviors. In

particular, this study will examine how exposuresmflicting viewpoints influences Facebook
political conversations. This study ultimately aitoscontribute to political communication
scholarship by providing a more accurate understgnaf the interpersonal processes that occur

in online channels of communication.



Chapter Two: Review of Literature
Political Discussion

Political discussion broadly refers to communicati@tween individuals about public
affairs. The precise meaning of the term, howetegrds to fluctuate. Scheufele (1999) argued
that political discussion includes both politicaheersation, which involves informal social
interactions, and political talk, which is the méoemal exchange of arguments. For the purpose
of this study, political discussion will be definad political conversation, or the interpersonal
interactions about topics related to politics theturs in more informal settings (Eveland,
Morey, & Hutchens, 2011). Although this definitiohpolitical discussion does not necessarily
resolve the ambiguity surrounding the term, redebss nevertheless revealed several
characteristics of political discussion. This reskdypically focuses on three areas: (1) the
effects of political discussion on democratic omes, (2) the likelihood of political discussion,
especially in specific contexts, and (3) the degoeghich political discussion includes
disagreement (Eveland, Morey, & Hutchens, 2011).
Democratic Outcomes

The first area of focus for political discussiose@arch examines democratic outcomes.
Studies have found that political discussion pesiyi relates with political knowledge (Eveland
& Hutchens, 2009; Eveland & Thomson, 2006; HolbBenoit, Hansen, & Wen, 200A)ng,
Kim, & Gil de Zuiiga, 2011; Valenzuela, Kim, & Gil de Zuniga, 2011) grdalitical
participation (Jung et al., 2011; Mutz, 2002b; Tiad11; Zhang, Johnson, & Bichard, 2010).
When examined as an intermediary influence of deatimcoutcomes, several studies have
found that political media use and political insrpredict political discussion (Moy & Gastil,

2006; Scheufele, 2002; Tian, 2011). However, stitli¢his area tend to operationalize political
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discussion with one-dimensional measurements gtigecy (e.g., Eveland & Hutchens, 2009;

Holbert et al., 2002; Tian, 2011). Thus, while ttesearch continues to reveal the relationships
between political discussion and normatively dédaaemocratic outcomes, it rarely describes
the ways in which political discussion actually o

Likelihood of Online Political Discussion

The second area of focus in political discussi@eaech examines the likelihood of
political discussion. This research contributeaniderstandings of where and how political
discussion actually occurs by exploring specifinteats. While research in this area has
generally assumed face-to-face contexts, schotars recently explored political discussion in
computer-mediated communication (CMC) contexts & Scheufele, 2005). Computer-
mediated communication differs from previous resean this area because CMC restricts
important face-to-face communicative behaviors A&l VVan Der Heide, Tong, Carr, & Atkin,
2010). For example, CMC limits nonverbal cues, caypsdividuals to manage interpersonal
relational goals with more language-based strasg@Malther, 2007; Walther et al., 2010). This
emphasis on language thus demonstrates the pétentienique political communicative
patterns in CMC contexts.

An extension of the research exploring online, BMYQC political discussion examines
whether it produces similar outcomes when comptredfline, or face-to-face, discussion.
Studies have found significant relationships betwa@th online and offline political
communication and offline political participatioHgrdy & Scheufele, 2005; Moy, Manosevitch,
Stamm, & Dunsmore, 2005). These findings suggestahline political discussion can produce
similar outcomes to offline discussion, but ag#idpes not describe the ways in which political

discussion actually occurs in CMC.



More recently, scholars have sought to compareigallidiscussion in political and
nonpolitical CMC contexts. In this line of inquipplitical contexts refer to politically oriented
platforms such as political blogs and discussianrfts, whereas nonpolitical contexts refer to
socially oriented media platforms. Political corigetend to have greater levels of political
discussion frequency, while nonpolitical contextsd to produce more ideologically diverse
environments, especially for young voters (Kahnejddugh, Lee, & Freezell, 2011; Kim,
2011). This may seem obvious given that politicalignted sites naturally attract more political
interested people. However, the emergence of nrgane forms of political discussion
between diverse individuals in nonpolitically otied sites should not be overlooked.

Nonpolitical online contexts typically include sachetworking sites (SNSs), which are
online platforms that enable individuals to conreead communicate with online and offline
acquaintances. With the growth of CMC, individugiend more and more time discussing
politics on SNSs (Kim, 2011). And, on the surfa8BlSs appear to be convenient vehicles for
everyday discussion between individuals regarddégeographical distance. However, for
political discussion, not all SNSs are created bdqda the one hand, when several SNSs such as
MySpace, Facebook, and YouTube were combined tesept online political discussion,
Zhang et al. (2010) found that only face-to-facktioal discussion positively related with
political participation. On the other hand, resegarused more narrowly on Facebook has
found that online political discussion producedeamngful influence on political activities such
as voting (Bond et al., 2012). These findings tfeeeesuggest that political discussion operates
differently depending on the SNS.

Thus, the present study seeks to contribute taigalldiscussion research by examining a

particular SNS, Facebook. Originally created fdtege students, Facebook has expanded to



6
become America’s most popular SNS (Fottrell, 20&8nnecting millions of users with family

members, friends, and acquaintances. As an inteegd8NS, Facebook offers many
interpersonal features that facilitate the shaohigformation including updating profiles,
posting and responding to comments, chatting, &yl posts. The growing popularity of
Facebook has drawn attention from CMC scholars kdw@ examined concepts such as
impression management (Rosenberg & Edberg, 201ith&/aVan Der Heide, Kim,
Westerman, & Tong, 2008), social capital (Valenau®ark, & Kee, 2009), and CMC
apprehension (Hunt, Atkin, & Krishnan, 2012), thbubis research has only recently begun to
scratch the surface of interpersonal communicatatepts such as influence goals (Dillard,
2004). Further research is therefore needed to thoreughly examine the implications of
political discussion on Facebook.

Indeed, previous studies support this decisiomtod on Facebook in communication
research and specifically political communicatiesaarch. Compared to other SNSs, Facebook
appears to more accurately reflect two importagtneints of face-to-face communication. First,
Facebook promotes higher levels of identity saketh@an other SNSs. Halpern and Gibbs (2013)
argued that as levels of anonymity in online sgttimcrease, individual behavior becomes more
socially deregulated in ways that diverge from faméace communication patterns. Since
Facebook connects many users together with easisaible profile information, it creates
higher levels of identity salience than other omlimedia such as YouTube and anonymous
message boards (Halpern & Gibbs, 2013). As a rgsulitical discussion on Facebook tends to
be more active and sociable (Halpern & Gibbs, 20%8tond, Facebook connects more offline
friendships that tend to facilitate political mabpdtion (Bond et al., 2012), especially when

compared to YouTube and SNSs that maintain highald of anonymity (Halpern & Gibbs,
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2013). Thus, while computer-mediated political commmgation might ultimately differ in some

ways from face-to-face communication (McLeod & Sh209), the potential for online political
discussion to influence offline behaviors may &lIst on Facebook.

Granted, scholars have recently examined politisaussion on Facebook, though they
have mostly focused on the effects of politicatdssion on Facebook (e.g., Warner, McGowen,
& Hawthorne, 2012; Vitak et al., 2011; Gil @éiiga, Jung, & Valenzuela, 2012). Many of these
studies have measured political discussion, orlbaaepolitical participation, as a one-
dimensional index of activities on Facebook such@ding comments and sharing news stories
(e.g., Warner et al., 2012; Vissers & Stolle, 20Xak et al., 2011). In order to draw
comparisons with these studies, this study will lExpa similar index of political activity to
capture Facebook political participation. Howewenilike previous research that examined the
outcomes of Facebook political participation, stigdy will analyze Facebook political
participation as an outcome of interpersonal preees
Political Disagreement

The third area of focus for political discussiosearch examines the degree to which
individuals experience disagreement. Deliberatiemdcratic theory has influenced much of this
research (Mutz, 2008), as theorists have desctheedleal forms of political discussion
according to the deliberative model of democraaytn@ann and Thompson (2003), for example,
defined deliberation as the process of discussmoincaitical thinking between and among
citizens regarding public decisions. Definitionglsas these have inspired empirical research as
notable theorists such as Habermas (2006) haveisaged the empirical examination of
deliberative principles. Accordingly, the ideal s&fact concept of deliberation has become a

referent point for political discussion researathety.



The problem for many social scientists, howeves, ltegen that their attempts to
examine normative theories of deliberation havecaptured the ideal conditions on which they
depend (Conover, Searing, & Crewe, 2002; Mutz, 2008 instance, deliberative theory may
dictate that political discussion ought to existarmal and public settings between diverse
participants who engage in political disagreemerdrder to pursue rationale decisions. Of
course, such a set of characteristics, howeveratdsj rarely reflects everyday occurrences of
political discussion (Conover et al., 2002). MU29@8) therefore argued that empirical research
should instead examine middle-range theories bipcemm the vague concepts with more
concrete descriptions of actually existing relasiops in order to produce piecemeal
contributions to grander deliberative frameworks.

Recent research has attempted to navigate thidergddund by examining disagreement
in political conversations. Political disagreemerdadly refers to the exposure to conflicting
viewpoints during political conversations (Klofsf&bkhey, & McClurg, 2013). This research
tends to examine the likelihood and effects oftmal disagreement. However, the diversity in
normative democratic theory literature has resutteal proliferation of definitions regarding
political disagreement. For these reasons, thidystull evaluate competing definitions of
political disagreement as they relate to the cdrdékacebook political discussion.

Goals-Plans-Action

In order to more fully explore the connection begwenline political discussion and
interpersonal processes, the present study wilyae@nline political discussion through a
Goals-Plans-Action (GPA) model. In order to apgbneents of the model, however, it is first
necessary to unearth a key GPA assumption thawltég interpersonal influence attempts. The

assumption being that communication is inherentiyppsive. Individuals select, structure, and



direct symbols so that every utterance serves pogerwhether it is to just pass time or to
express a particular emotion (Kellermann, 1992jh&ncontext of interpersonal communication,
conversation goals not only motivate individuatey shape and direct the act of communication
itself (Kellermann, 1992). Thus, to study intereral influence is to study the ability for
individuals to achieve and maintain goals withiteractions.

With this in mind, Dillard (1990) developed the Goa®&lans-Action (GPA) model to help
explain the purposive communicative processes wititerpersonal influence attempts.
According to the GPA model, interpersonal intei@asi fit into a three-step sequence. First,
individuals desire instrumental goals. Dillard (0989efinedgoalsas “future states of affairs
which an individual is committed to achieving orintaining” (p. 43). Second, individuals
develop plans to achieve and maintain gd@lansare cognitive representations of procedures
directed toward a goal (Berger, 1997). Third, indlials act to achieve and maintain a goal.
Actionrefers to the enactment of behaviors designedalize a goal (Dillard, 2008). In short,
according to GPA, interpersonal influence occursugh a desire, a method, and a process.

That communication is purposive, however, doessnggest that individuals maintain a
conscious awareness of goals. Communication tendsdur automatically, meaning strategies
are learned and tacitly used (Kellermann, 1992 GRPA model therefore assumes that
individuals make choices with varying degrees od@mess when attempting to influence others
(Dillard, 2008). This does not mean that individuadaintain awareness during conversations,
but that goals are consciously accessible. Thatdsyiduals can recall goals even without
awareness during interactions (Dillard, 2004).hiis tvay, the GPA model reflects the processes

that occur with varying degrees of conscious awessiiDillard, 2004). And, since GPA
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retroactively accounts for these decisions, itegas a valuable heuristic for interpersonal

influence interactions.
Primary Goals

The GPA model includes primary and secondary g®almary goals describe an
individual's desire to induce change in anothesper(Dillard, Segrin, & Harden, 1989).
Primary goals frame interactions and, consequemtbtjvate plans and actions (Dillard et al.,
1989; Schrader & Dillard, 1998). The GPA model ¢dess these goals “primary” because they
define situations of interpersonal influence (Dilat al., 1989). Primary goals provide the initial
push that triggers a series of considerationsitithide secondary goals (Dillard, 2004; Dillard
et al., 1989). In the context this study, primaogalg are the influence goals that draw individuals
toward political conversations on Facebook.
Secondary Goals

Secondary goals describe general motivations tregesand constrain individuals
(Dillard et al., 1989). While primary goals motieasecondary goals typically constrain
interactions. That does not suggest, however piiaiary goals are more important. Rather,
influence goals primarily motivate and frame int#@ns, whereas secondary goals describe and
constrain interactions (Wilson, 2007). Within ingersonal influence interactions, individuals
attempt to balance and achieve multiple goals $anaebusly (Dillard, 2004). In this sense,
secondary goals shape and constrain behaviorsvthad otherwise mirror the instrumental
purpose of interactions (Dillard et al., 1989). Egample, imagine an individual, Susan, who is
confronted with a friend, John, expressing a cotiflg viewpoint on the definition of marriage.
The GPA model would predict Susan to have, witlyiva degrees, an influence goal of

persuading John to change his view. However, iB8w@so strongly believes that pursuing her
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influence goal might ruin her friendship, then Becondary goal—preserving her relationship

with John—might overwhelm her influence goal ar@hsequently, constrain her action. In this
example, the influence goal describes the situatidrle the secondary goal ultimately
constrains the interpersonal influence behavior.

Secondary goals that shape and constrain intensctnclude identity goals, interaction
goals, relational resource goals, personal resaoaks, and affect management (originally
labeled “arousal management”) goals as initiallyalieped by Dillard et al. (1989dentity
goalsdescribe the desires relating to an individual$-soncept, which operate according to
internal standards or a personal conduct derivad &in individual's beliefs and preferences
(Dillard et al., 1989)Personal resource goat$escribe the desire to maintain tangible and
intangible assets (Dillard et al., 1988ffect management goassume that individuals want to
maintain a preferred state of arousal (Dillardlgtl®89). Affect management goals therefore
describe the desire to feel comfortable in an pgesonal influence attempt (Dillard et al., 1989).
Interaction goalgelate to social appropriateness and describddbiee to produce relevant and
coherent messages while also managing impresdinterd et al., 1989Relational resource
goalsare the personal rewards, emotional support, #ret gratifications that result from the
interactions (Clark & Delia, 1979). These goalsstattempt to measure the movations that relate
to the interaction itself.

In addition to these secondary goals, the influeguad also functions as a secondary goal
during interpersonal interactions. The initial pdicim the influence goal frames the interaction,
but it does not, in and of itself, explain influenoehaviors. However, when the influence goal
overwhelms constraints, it provides substancedartteraction. Since the meaning of an

interaction is provided by secondary goals, thkierfce goal may temporarily function like a
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secondary goal (Dillard et al., 1989). In other @grthe influence goal triggers the interaction

and functions as a motivator for influence behasidihis study will therefore measure the
influence goal alongside secondary goals in theesof political discussion on Facebook.
I nter personal Goals and Political Discussion

To better understand the motivations and consgahobnline political discussion, this
study applies the GPA model to political interacimn Facebook. Examining the motivators
and constraints of online political discussioneés@ssary because, in addition to general
communication differences, CMC produces messaggsatk immediately accessible to larger
audiences that in turn influence interpersonal camgation processes (McLeod & Shah, 2009).
Moreover, the accessibility, speed, and graphiaphcities of CMC introduce unique ways to
produce messages that open new pathways for cornatiom. The use of text formats and
images, for example, has been found to vary aseréifit interpersonal goals rise in importance
within interpersonal interactions (Wilson & Zigu)01). Based on these findings, Dillard
(2004) theorized that some CMC contexts would eragpaiindividuals to place greater value on
instrumental goals as they focus more on contemiveéer, while scholars have noted that
particular situations can influence the force atipalar goals (Schrader & Dillard, 1998),
research has rarely explored the GPA model in Cli@zenlly (Dillard, 2004) and the role of
motivators and constrainers of political discusspacifically (Eveland, Morey, & Hutchens,
2011). Therefore, this study seeks to contributetErpersonal influence research in the area of
online political discussion.

Since the GPA approach to interpersonal influesseimes that communication occurs
purposively, however, the primary or influence goaist be defined in the context of the

Facebook political participation. In this case, itiftuence goal describes the persuasive goal
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that takes place during political interactions @et@&book. And, while some individuals in

face-to-face political conversations may attempiltmnately change a particular person’s
political views, this study assumes that individuave less ambitious goals when posting on
Facebook. Given the increased size and the leuah@drtainty in audiences within political
interactions on Facebook, individuals would likdsire a more modest persuasive goal. Thus,
the influence goal will be defined as getting Fa#bfriends to consider one’s own political
point of view. According the GPA model, then, thBuence goal should predict Facebook
political participation.

Hla: Individuals with strong influence goals wi# more likely to participate in political

activity on Facebook.

The desire to influence Facebook friends will lfkiee constrained by the identity,
relational resource, and personal resource goise $he identity goal describes an individual's
own personal conduct in a situation, the identaglgvill be defined as internal standards
regarding the appropriateness of discussing psldic Facebook. Individuals with strong identity
goals would therefore believe that their politicews do not belong on Facebook. Individuals
with strong relational and personal resource goedht also be constrained in similar ways
during political conversations. That is, as indiats become more concerned about losing
relational resources, they might also start to bezmcreasingly concerned with retaliatory or
negative reactions. In terms of political convams&, these concerned have some empirical
support. Mutz (2002b) found that social accounibiloncerns often compelled individuals to
align with one group of friends while they simukausly battled competing desires to not place
other social relationships at risk. In other woiddjviduals looking to maintain social

relationships often find themselves in difficultusitions. Either they upset their friends who
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dislike displays of political activity, or they ugistheir friends who expect them to join in the

political activities. The relational resource guall therefore be defined as the desire to maintain
friendships or the concern over harming friendskipsugh political conversations on Facebook,
and the personal resource goal will be definedhagperceived potential of interpersonal threats
in the forms of verbal attacks, ridicule, or basklaSince individuals balance both interpersonal
and intrapersonal tensions during political conagosis, Facebook political participation should
decrease as the identity, relational resource pansbnal resource goals increase.

H1b: Individuals with strong identity, relationasource, and personal resource goals

will be less likely to participate in political agty on Facebook.

While these relationships appear somewhat obvibes,elationships between the
interaction and affect management goals and Fa&ghaldical participation are less clear.
Since the interaction goal refers to the relatigoratess rather than relationships, it reflects the
desire to create positive impressions during malitdiscussions on Facebook. While it seems
possible that individuals would want to create @imtain positive impressions during political
interactions on Facebook, it also seems possiblartdividuals would be deterred from entering
those conversations because they do not feel antfid their own political knowledge. This
relationship between confidence in one's own malitknowledge and online political
participation also has some empirical support (\Wiaet al., 2012). Similar to the interaction
goal, the affect management goal describes toftbeti@e process during interactions. Affect
management goal therefore reflects a desire taldeelings of discomfort or nervousness in
Facebook political conversations. However, whildwduals might typically experience
discomfort or nervousness in offline political censations, online interactions may shield

individuals from these affective concerns. Withsiaeonsiderations in mind, this study will
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explore the relationships between the interactimhaffect management goals and Facebook

political participation.

RQ1: Are individuals with strong interaction andeat management goals more or less

likely to participate in political activities on Eabook?

Palitical I nter personal Communication

In order to further explore political discussiorhiah lies at the intersection of political
and interpersonal communication scholarship, th& @®del will also be compared to a
political communication construct. Political comnnzation research in this area has typically
emphasized the behavioral components of politiaus$sion, asking individuals to self-report
levels of frequency (Banwart, 2007b). While thtedature helps explain how the attitudes and
perceptions of others influence political discussibdoes not necessarily capture how internal
attitudes and perceptions influence an individudd'sision to enter political discussion. Thus,
Banwart (2007b) developed the Political Interpesd@ommunication (PIC) index in order to
represent the dimensions involved in decisionsigage in political discussion. Banwart
(2007b) found that cognitive engagement, perceretgl/ance, and perceived knowledge
emerged as the primary dimensions of politicalrpgesonal communication. Together, these
dimensions can explain the likelihood of individu&d enter political discussions even when the
opinions of others are unclear (Banwart, 2007bg piesent study will therefore extend
Banwart’s (2007b) Political Interpersonal Commutmmaindex to predict Facebook political

participation.
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H2: Individuals with high cognitive engagement,qa#ved knowledge, and perceived

relevance will be more likely to participate in pichl activity on Facebook.

The first dimension of the PIC index, cognitive aggment, refers to the cognitive
processes involved in developing political opiniansluding the affective orientations toward
political discussion (Banwart, 2007b). Individualgh high cognitive engagement also
demonstrate perceptions of understanding and emolyim political discussion (Banwart,
2007b). These elements reflect previous reseaattfdhnd political discussion related to
political interest (Tian, 2001). Since individu&i#h high cognitive engagement tend to
understand and appreciate political topics, thelrdviors would likely mirror the instrumental
values found in the influence goal.

The second dimension, perceived relevance, rafatedree to which an individual feels
and understands the relationship between poligsales and his or her life (Banwart, 2007b). An
individual with higher levels of perceived relevarelieves politics directly and personally
influences his or her life (Banwart, 2007b). Inease, perceived relevance may share common
ground with the influence goal since both conssueflect instrumental concerns. Banwart
(2007b) suggested that one perspective on thisrdifoe “could argue that if someone feels
politics and political issues are personally refenand if they understand the resulting influence
in their life, then it is likely they will adopt &éhview that politics are instrumental” (2007, p).23
Thus, as perceived relevance increases, so, tooldsthe influence goal.

H3a: Individuals with high cognitive engagement ardlviduals with high perceived

relevance will have stronger influence goals indbaok political conversations.

The third dimension of the PIC index, perceivedwledge, refers to the relationship

between perceptions of political knowledge competeamnd political discussions (Banwart,
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2007b). This dimension reflects the desire forvidlials to feel sufficiently knowledgeable

about politics before engaging in political disagaegBanwart, 2007b). Elements of perceived
knowledge reflect another political communicati@mstruct that supported this connection
between political information competence and pmditbehaviors. Kaid, McKinney, and Tedesco
(2007) found that Political Information Efficacylaged to political participation. While this
finding illustrates the importance of perceived Wiedge, Banwart (2007b) argued that the
perceived knowledge dimension ultimately diffei@nfrpolitical information efficacy because it
emphasizes interpersonal communication rather ploéitical participation more broadly
(voting). If individuals are concerned about feglkmowledgeable, then those perceptions might
also reflect the impression management concermssepted in the interaction goal. Thus, as
perceived knowledge increases, individuals shoatbme increasingly concerned with
managing impressions and interaction goals duledio perceptions of insufficient perceived
knowledge.

H3b: Individuals with high perceived knowledge wWilkive stronger interaction goals in

Facebook political conversations.

RQ2: Do cognitive engagement, perceived relevaae perceived knowledge predict

the identity, personal resource, relationship resmuand affect management goals?

Political Disagreement

Before describing what counts as disagreementorlbook, it is necessary to first locate
the point at which disagreement occurs. Researtiisrarea tends to either examine
disagreement that occungthin an individual’'s networks and disagreement thaticzioetween
an individual and his or her network (Nir, 2005heTformer approach, or network-level

disagreement, describes the diversity of viewpdmtsid within a discussion network. However,
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while network-level disagreement reflects the cosigan of a network, it does not take into

consideration the ego’s political viewpoints (NIQ05). This is problematic for the current study
because an individual with a homogeneous discusstmork would report very little
disagreement even if that individual held veryeliéint views compared to his or her network.
Fortunately, the second approach resolves thisetanin this approach, the homogeneity of a
network would only register as disagreement if éhagws differed from the individual’s views.
Political disagreement will therefore be definedha&t individual-level in order to analyze
disagreement as it occurs between the individuglres or her network.

After locating the point of disagreement, it iscafeecessary to understand the competing
descriptions of disagreement that have created somfesion in political disagreement
research. On the one hand, after measuring digagredoy comparing the presidential vote
choices of an individual with the vote choices is ¢r her network — what | will refer to as
affiliative disagreement — Huckfeldt, Mendez, argb@rn (2004) found that individuals
regularly encounter political disagreement. Ondtieer hand, after measuring disagreement by
asking participants to report perceptions of catifig viewpoints — what | will refer to as
perceived disagreement — Mutz (2002a, 2002b) fabatdindividuals rarely encounter political
disagreement. While these approaches clearly ditiey both appear to capture forms of
political disagreement.

To understand the implications of these approadghissimportant to further understand
how these approaches differ. In a panel studydbisipared the two measurements, Klofstad et
al. (2013) found that only perceived disagreemeut d significant relationship with political
discussion. Klofstad (2013) argued that while &five disagreement provides a broader scope

that captured more disagreement, perceived disagrdecaptures the more intense
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manifestations of disagreement that tended inflagratitical discussion (Klofstad et al.,

2013). Morey, Eveland, and Hutchens (2012) offexd@ditional support for this distinction,
arguing that perceived disagreements are morg/litkahfluence discussion frequency, whereas
political differences are more likely to influenckimate decisions. Since the present study seeks
to examine both the frequency and the effects oébaok political discussion, political
disagreement will be operationalized as perceivsagieement.

Previous research in this area has generallyroadl Mutz’'s (2002b) argument that
individuals retreat from political activity as pidial disagreement increases. Studies found that
political disagreement decreases political paréitgn (Mutz, 2002b), political interest, and
political discussion (Klofstad et al., 2013; Wogzek & Price, 2012). Research also found that
political disagreement increases awareness of appegewpoint rationales and tolerance
(Mutz, 2002a). However, many of these studies, iiikesh of political discussion literature, have
only examined face-to-face communication.

Online Political Disagreement

Though scholars have only recently started to éxaipolitical disagreement in online
contexts, research suggests that, contrary tosthangption that CMC creates political echo
chambers, individuals actually experience moretigalidisagreement in online settings
(Brundidge, 2010). Nonpolitical contexts, in pautar, generate more opportunities for political
disagreement than politically oriented contexts j(észak & Mutz, 2009). However, much like
in face-to-face communication, online politicalaission occurs less frequently as individuals
encounter more political disagreement (Valenzueld.£2011). While these studies illustrate
some patterns of online political discussion, Métle research has examined the effects of

political disagreement in specific online contexts.
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Facebook is one such online context that has teegared in recent political

messaging trends. In addition to its nonpoliticaatation, Facebook connects a variety of users
in ways that may be conducive to political disagrerts. For example, unlike many SNSs,
Facebook appears to create more encouraging emrats for political discussion because user
profiles display personal information that tendsligcourage inflammatory behaviors that may
deter political conversations (Kushin & Kitchen2@09). This is not to suggest, however, that
Facebook users seek out disagreement. Rather, Ilkadffline political conversations,
Facebook users still seek out likeminded discuss@imers. However, inadvertent exposure to
conflicting viewpoints occurs more often becaushviduals do not actively avoid political
disagreement (Kushin & Kitchener, 2009). Facebdsé& affers users a number of features that
could theoretically facilitate political disagreembieThe ability to share links and stories with
social media “plug-ins,” for example, enables indlixals to influence one another by
communicating personal recommendations betweendsiéMutz & Young, 2011). However,
while these Facebook features appear intriguinghi@purpose of political disagreement
research, they also present obstacles in term&a$unement.
Measuring Facebook Political Disagreement

Though recent research has broadly examined mldisagreement in SNSs, little has
been done to refine disagreement measurementsalhgcreated for face-to-face
communication. Several studies have compared v&oaline platforms using a single-item to
measure overall perceptions of cross-cutting vieg., Kim, 2011; Valenzuela et al., 2011;
Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). In another study, Mutdavartin (2001) measured political
disagreement by replacing face-to-face discussames with mass media sources. While this

approach makes sense because media sources darlideonsistent, one-directional channels
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of communication, it does not capture the intev&ctiature of SNSs. Given the lack of

empirical refinement in this area of research ojppmse an approach to measuring disagreement
by first navigating the constraints common to savapproaches in recent political disagreement
research.

One consistent approach in the literature has teesreasure political disagreement with
name generators that ask participants to identityanswer questions about three to five
discussant partners (Eveland, Hutchens, & More$320/Nhile these name generators can offer
more detailed information about political discussieetworks, they can also underestimate
political network size particularly for larger nadvks that include weaker ties (Eveland et al.,
2013). Since close ties tend to be more like-mind&akz & Young, 2001), name generators
may not capture the influential conversations imirg weak-ties (Valenzuela et al., 2011) that
occur on SNSs like Facebook, on which individualgdtto experience more disagreement
(Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). Furthermore, becausesagss immediately reach larger
audiences, individuals tend to alter their messagesline political interactions (McLeod &
Shah, 2009), highlighting the importance of captgifarger proportions of networks in online
contexts. Though the name generator approach basmpto be robust in offline contexts, these
concerns raise doubts regarding its ability to eatelly capture political disagreement in
Facebook interactions.

With these concerns in mind, this study will regrespolitical disagreement on
Facebook using a general network measure. Alsagdoess the concerns expressed by Morey et
al. (2012) regarding items that reflect both &tive and perceived differences, Mutz’s (2002b)
cross-cutting exposure scale will be modified idesrto better reflect perceived, individual-level

disagreement on Facebook. These decisions alsamlpmasistent with Klofstad et al.’s (2013)
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recommendation that scholars select dimensionssafjteement according to their research

guestions. Thus, after accounting for these measemeconcerns, this study will hypothesize
that Facebook political participation will decreaseindividuals perceive more disagreement.

H4: Individuals with high perceived disagreemeiit be less likely to participate in

political activity on Facebook.
Avoidance of Palitical Disagreement

Ultimately, a primary goal of the present studyoisontribute to an understanding of
how and when Facebook political disagreement inftes Facebook political participation. The
approach taken here differs from much of the previ@search insofar as it examines the
relationships between two different patterns of oamication. In other words, rather than
examining how political disagreement influencestall behaviors or attitudes, this study
examines how political disagreement influences compation. And, in order to analyze the
effect of political disagreement on Facebook pmditcommunication, it is necessary to
understand the ways in which individuals diffetheir responses to disagreement.

Previous research suggests that these differenagsnmanifest when individuals decide
to avoid political conversations in their attemiagtavoid disagreement. Experimental evidence
suggests that individuals tend to avoid disagre¢mneinterpersonal discussions (Gerber, Huber,
Doherty, & Dowling, 2012; Ulbig & Funk, 1999). Thissearch has also been extended to
political discussion. Morey et al. (2012) foundtthradividuals anticipate political disagreement
and then decide to avoid or engage political tofidsrey et al., 2012). The present study will
therefore hypothesize that Facebook political pgudition will vary as individuals perceive

disagreement and decide to avoid political cont&nss on Facebook.



23
H5: As perceived disagreement increased, indivgluall increasingly attempt to

avoid politics and, in turn, participate less oftemolitical activity on Facebook.
Tolerancefor Disagreement

Individual differences might also emerge withinga@avoidance decisions. Most
obviously, some individuals might be more sensitveisagreement than others. Ulbig and
Funk (1999) found that conflict-avoidant individsi@re more likely to avoid political
discussions because they tend to anticipate disagmet. This suggests that the reactions to
disagreement differ according to the toleranceiti@dividuals have for disagreement.
McCroskey (1992) defined tolerance for disagreemasrithe amount of disagreement an
individual can tolerate before he or she percetliesexistence of conflict in a relationship” (p.
125). Thus, disagreement describes the mere diveegaf opinions whereas conflict describes
the interpersonal tension that can result fromgtsament (Teven, McCroskey, & Richmond
1998). This suggests that as the tolerance fogokement fluctuates, so to does an individual’s
tendency to engage in conversations that contaamgdeement (McCroskey & Richmond, 1996;
Teven et al., 1998). And, since tolerance for disagent reflects a general disposition toward
disagreement, it may help to explain how individuaact to political disagreement differently.
Palitical Information Efficacy

Recent research has further explored individu&khces concerning perceptions of
political knowledge. These differences often mastildong gender lines. Women have reported
lower levels of political knowledge in general (Eaved & Thomson, 2006). In presidential
campaigns, men perceived themselves as informel@ wimen refrained from overstating their
political knowledge (Banwart, 2007a). These trealds emerge during political conversations

with both men and women rating men as more knovdellg than women discussants (Cassese



24
& Snyder, 2008). These gender differences thusesigbat perceptions of political

knowledge may help to uncover the different reaxiof individuals to political disagreement.

Political communication research has typically nueeg external political efficacy, or
perceptions of institutional responsiveness, atetmal political efficacy, or an individual’s
overall competence to participate in politics (Nig@raig, & Mattei, 1991). However, these
constructs do not necessarily reflect the wayshickvpolitical knowledge efficacy influences
interpersonal interactions. For example, a recenlysfound that neither internal nor external
political efficacy significantly relate to percetvelisagreement (Klofstad et al., 2013). However,
because these efficacy constructs do not captarevdlys in which political knowledge
influences efficacy and political participationgthmay overlook important processes that shape
political behavior (Kaid et al., 2007). For thesasons, it is necessary to examine individuals’
perceptions of political knowledge rather thaniné and external political efficacy.

Kaid et al. (2007) proposed Political Informatioffiéacy (PIE) in order to focus “solely
on the voter’s confidence in his or her own paéditiknowledge and its sufficiency to engage the
political process” (p. 1096). Consistent with prais political knowledge findings, studies have
found that men tend to report higher levels of #i& women (Banwart, 2007a; Tedesco, 2011).
Research has also demonstrated that PIE is sengtpolitical messages. Tedesco (2011) found
that despite reported differences in PIE, both gomen and young women experience similar
gains in efficacy when exposed to online politicedssages (Tedesco, 2011). Moreover, PIE is
particularly well suited for research on Facebadknactions because it reflects many of the
concerns of young voters. Young voters tend tabatie political behaviors to their confidence
in their political knowledge (Wells & Dudash, 200¥)pung voters also acquire much of their

political knowledge through political discussiongiglace considerable weight on these
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conversations (Wells & Dudash, 2007). Given thasdirigs, PIE may also help explain how

individuals differ in their responses to politichtagreement on Facebook.
Palitical Extremism

Finally, reactions to disagreement may vary accwy ¢ levels of political extremism.
Previous research has found that homogenous mextiert (Warner, 2010) and presidential
debates (Warner & McKinney, 2013) tend to incrgadéical extremism. Political extremism
has also been linked to perceived disagreemenpalitctal participation. Politically extreme
individuals who perceived high disagreement areentigely to participate in political behaviors
than their counterparts who perceived less disaggae (Wojcieszak, 2011). The present study
will therefore also examine the ways in which poditly extreme individuals react to perceived
disagreement.
Conditional Indirect Effects

This study’s final goal is to examine both how aviten Facebook political disagreement
influences Facebook political participation by gaalg the conditional indirect effects of
political disagreement on Facebook. Preacher, Ruakel Hayes (2007) defined a conditional
indirect effect as “the magnitude of an indiredeef at a particular value of a moderator (or at
particular values of more than one moderator)1§6). Thus, this study will hypothesize that
both the direct and indirect effects of Facebodlitipal disagreement on Facebook political
participation will vary as functions of tolerana® tlisagreement, political information efficacy,

and political extremism.
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H6: The effect of perceived disagreement on Fadepobtical participation through

avoidance will vary as a function of (a) tolerah@edisagreement, (b) political

information efficacy, and (c) political extremism.
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Chapter Three: Methods

Participants

An online survey was completed by 452 undergradstaigents at a major Midwestern
university. In accordance with Tabachnick and Hisi¢2007) recommendations, 11 respondents
with missing data were removed due to item nonnespoates in excess of 5%. Since the
remaining respondents had fewer than three mis&ntg, those values were replaced by the
mean of the corresponding scale (Graham, Cumé&ilielek-Fisk, 2003). Finally, respondents
who had Mahalanobis distances greater f{2a(v) = 24.32 (p < .001) were removed
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), which yielded a firmple of 432 respondents.

The sample consisted of 251 (58.1%) female and4832%) male respondents with
active Facebook accounts. The mean age of the samga 19.503D = 1.43) and the mode and
media were both 19.00. The sample was predomin&@atlicasian (83.3%) with less than 4%
being African American (3.5%), multiracial (3.2%jispanic (2.8%), Asian American (1.9%),
international students (1.6%), Native American ¥{d)2and 2.5% reporting “other.” There were
slightly more Democratd\(= 160, 37.0%) than Republicars £ 145, 33.6%) and 127 (29.4%)
respondents identified as Independents.

Measures

Covariates. Socio-economic status was measured on a 5-pzaid sanging from lower
class to upper clasM(= 3.45,SD= .82). Respondents reported an average of 43isdtes SD
=42.20) per day on Facebook and 716.81 Facebaidl GD = 443.23). Political interest was
measured with one itemHbw interested would you say you are in polRicRespondents
reported on a 5-point scale ranging freery uninterestetb very interestedM = 3.16,SD =

1.05).
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GPA Variables. Secondary goals were measured with 21-items eddpim Dillard

et al.’s (1989) goals scale, which contains sulescir the influence, identity, interaction,
relational resource, personal resource, and affi@ciagement goals. Respondents rated their
level of agreement on a 5-point scale ranging fstrongly disagreéo strongly agreeSince
Dillard et al. (1989) developed the scale to beilfile for a variety of contexts, items were
modified to ask about political conversations ondtok. For example, the iterit tvas very
important to me to convince this person to do whedanted him or her to dbwas changed to,

“It is very important to me to convince Faceboo&rfds to consider my political views
Exploratory factor analysis was performed on thes@dondary goal items using a
principal components factor analysis with a varimatation. The analysis revealed the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was aabép(.86), and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significan’ = 2928.43, p < .001, indicating the appropriatsrehe factor
analysis on these data. In order to decide the puwitretained factors, a parallel analysis was
conducted using 100 replications of random datheénMonte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis
computer program (Watkins, 2000). After examiniegesal methods, Hayton, Allen, and
Scarpello (2004) recommended the use of paralkdlyais as the primary method for factor
retention decision in exploratory factor analysiactors were therefore retained if the observed
eigenvalues exceeded the random eigenvalues frematfallel analysis. The fourth and fifth
observed eigenvalues, 1.40 and 1.01 respectivelypdstrated the cutoff point when compared
with the fourth and fifth random eigenvalues frdme parallel analysis, 1.24 and 1.20
respectively. An examination of the scree plotHartsupported this decision to retain a 4-factor

solution. As can be seen in Table 1, the final tmhuaccounted for 53.83% of the variance and
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consisted of 16 of the original 21 items that Iahdéth at least .60 on one factor and less than

.40 on the remaining factors.

The first factor, the affect management goal, antedifor 23.04% of the variance
(eigenvalue = 4.84) and included six items. Thesdawas characterized by respondents’
concerns of having their feelings hurt if they egegin Facebook political conversations. A
mean index was computed by averaging the itemsnfiaah’se = .97). The second factor, the
interaction goal, accounted for 17.00% of the varéa(eigenvalue = 3.56) and included four
items. This factor was characterized by respondantareness of how Facebook friends
perceive their behaviors during political conveima. A mean index was computed by
averaging the items (Cronbach's .71). The third factor, the influence goal, agued for
7.64% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.60) and ohetlthree items. This factor was
characterized by respondents’ desires to have ploétrcal views considered by their Facebook
friends. A mean index was computed by averagingtémes (Cronbach's = .76). The fourth
factor, the identity goal, accounted for 6.17%hu variance (eigenvalue = 1.30) and included
three items. This factor was characterized by nedeots’ personal beliefs that their own
political views do not belong on Facebook. A maadek was computed by averaging the means
(Cronbach'st = .84). See Table 2 for descriptive statisticsalbstudy variables.

***Table 1 About Here***

PIC variables. Cognitive engagement, perceived relevance, arcéped knowledge
were measured using Banwart’s (2007b) 15-item ialitnterpersonal Communication index.
Items asked respondents to rate their level ofeagest on a 5-point scale ranging fretrongly
disagreeto strongly agreeCognitive engagement included eight items suchlasay up to date

on current political topics and issue&Cronbach’sa = .89). Perceived relevance consisted of
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four items, three of which were reverse coded s1scH do not understand how politics and

political issues relate to M¢Cronbach’sa = .70). Perceived knowledge included three items
such as, It is important that | obtain news about a politicapic from several sources before |
will talk about it with others(Cronbach’sa = .71).

Facebook participation. Facebook political participation was measuredgisi 13-item
index of activities with several items adapted frditak et al. (2011) and Warner et al. (2012).
Items asked respondents to report how oftenri@ver 1 =once 2 =a few times3 =often they
had done each of the listed activities in the pmesisix months. Items included activities such
as, “Like’ a status or comment about politjts Post a status or comment about polifiand
“Share a link about politics.

In order to examine the factor structure of thedbaok political participation index,
exploratory factor analysis via principal componanéalysis was conducted on the 13 items.
Results revealed that the second factor eigenvadl@iel 2 did not exceed the eigenvalue of 1.22
produced from a parallel analysis using Monte CB@A for Parallel Analysis (Watkins, 2000)
with 100 replications. The scree plot further caonid the findings of the parallel analysis, thus
the index was deemed one-dimensional. This finatdimensional solution accounted for
44.30% of the variance. Since the original itenaslkd with values greater than .40, all 13 items
were retained (Cronbachés= .89).

Per ceived Disagreement. To measure perceived political disagreement aelb@ok,
respondents were asked to respond to three questioa 7-point scale ranging fraways the
sameto always differen{Cronbach’sy = .84). The three items were worded as followghén it
comes to political issues, do you tend to haveséimee or different opinions as your Facebook

friends? “ When it comes to political figures, do you tentidawe the same or different opinions
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as your Facebook friendsand “During last year's election, did you tend to have same or

different opinions as your Facebook friends whesaihe to presidential candidates Barack
Obama and Mitt Romney?

Avoidance. To measure the intention to avoid political disems®n Facebook,
respondents were asked to report their level cfegent with four items using a 7-point scale
ranging fromstrongly disagreeo strongly agregCronbach’sy = .96). These items included, “
try to avoid discussing political issues on Facdhbdbl try to avoid posting on threads where
Facebook friends are discussing political isstiéstry to avoid discussing political figures on
FacebookK and ‘1 try to avoid posting on threads where Faceboadnids are discussing
political figures”

Tolerancefor disagreement. Tolerance for disagreement was measured usingnlel
al.’s (1998) 15-item Revised Tolerance for Disagrert scale (Cronbachés= .85).
Respondents were asked to rate their agreementtentis such asl ‘enjoy disagreeing with
others and “l enjoy talking to people with points of view diffiet than mingusing a 5-point
scale ranging frorstrong disagreé¢o strongly agree

Poalitical information efficacy. Political efficacy was measured using Kaid esal.
(2007) 4-item measurement of political informatefficacy (Cronbach’s. = .86). The PIE scale
asked respondents to rate each item using a 5-gcatg ranging frorstrongly disagredo
strongly agree

Political extremism. Political extremism was measured by asking redents to rate
their attitudes toward Democrats and Republicamgus feeling thermometer with 0 meaning

very unfavorable or cold and 100 meaning very falsta or warm. Political extremism was
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calculated by taking the absolute value of theed@hce of the two values for each respondent.

Descriptive statistics for all measures are preskmt Table 2.
**Table 2 Here***
Statistical Procedures
Data analyses were conducted using SPSS. Fors¢hedt of hypotheses, regression
analyses were conducted to examine and compameénall PIC and GPA models as predictors
of Facebook political participation. Regressionlgsia was then performed in order to assess the
PIC variables as predictors of secondary goalstiesecond set of hypotheses, analyses were
conducted in order to examine perceived disagreerhgrear regression analysis was conducted
to examine the relationship between perceived disggent and Facebook political
participation. PROCESS, a path analytic approaskrdeed by Hayes (2013), was then used to
assess the effects of perceived disagreement rettilg and indirectly through avoidance on
political participation. PROCESS was then usedsgeas the direct and indirect effects as

functions of tolerance for disagreement, politicdébrmation efficacy, and political extremism.
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Chapter Four: Results

I nter personal Constructs

For the hypotheses that focused on the GPA and/&i@bles, linear regression analyses
were conducted to examine the overall models atigicgs of Facebook political participation.
Additional regression analyses were then conductedamine the PIC variables as predictors
of GPA variables. The same control variables—secionomic status, age, sex, Facebook time,
Facebook friends, and political party—were usedughout the analyses.

Secondary goals. Model 1 included the four secondary goals rethinem the factor
analysis: influence, identity, interaction, andeatfmanagement. As shown in Table 3, the
overall model was significant, accounting for 21.684ariance in predicting Facebook political
participation. For the control variables, resportigdevho were older, spent more time on
Facebook, and were Democrats reported more polaatevity on Facebook. Hypothesis 1
posited that (a) individuals with strong influerg®als would be more likely to participate in
political activity on Facebook and that (b) indivals with strong identity goals would be less
likely to participate in political activity. Only ¥pothesis 1b was supported. Results indicated
that the influence goal was not a significant preati of Facebook political participation, while
the identity goal was a significant, negative pceati. Research Question 1 asked about the
interaction and affect management goals. Resutsated that the interaction goal was a
significant, positive predictor of Facebook pokiiparticipation, while the affect management
goal was not significant.

PIC index. Model 2 included the three PIC variables: cogritngagement, perceived
knowledge, and perceived relevance. Hypothesissiqubthat individuals with high levels of

cognitive engagement, perceived knowledge, anceperd relevance would be more likely to



34
participate in political activity on Facebook. Asosvn in Table 3, the overall model was

significant, accounting for 34.9% of variance iegicting Facebook political participation. For
the control variables, respondents who were okfsnt more time on Facebook, and were
Democrats reported more political activity on Famsb For the PIC variables, cognitive
engagement and perceived relevance were signifipasitive predictors of political activity on
Facebook. However, perceived knowledge was notfgignt. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was only
partially supported.

***Table 3 About Here***

Comparing Models. In order to draw further comparisons betweerotherall PIC and
GPA models as predictors of Facebook politicalipigtion, regression analyses were
performed using procedures described by Henning&de, Russell, and Russell (2011). In the
first regression, the GPA variables were entergaltime model, followed by the PIC variables. In
the second regression, the PIC variables wereashttllowed by the GPA variables. Changes
in R? were then compared to determine the extent tolwégch model accounted for the
variance in Facebook political participation. Irthboegressions, the control variables produced a
significantR? of .095,F(7, 424) = 6.36p < .000.

In the first regression, the GPA variables contiousignificantly to the prediction of
political activity on Facebook with &f change of .121F(4, 420) = 16.16p < .001. In the
following step, the PIC variables also contribusaghificantly with anR? change of .178,
F(3,417) = 40.94p < .001. In the second regression, the PIC varsatatributed significantly
to the overall model with aR® change of .2545(3, 421) = 54.76, p < .001. In the following

step, the GPA variables also contributed signifiganith anR? change of .0455(4, 417) =
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7.76,p < .001. These results suggest that each modefisanily contributes to explaining

unique variance in Facebook political participatimt accounted for by the other model.
***Table 4 About Here***

Table 4 shows standardized regression coeffictentthe variables when all entered into
the regression equation. For the control varialskeesspondents who were older, spent more time
on Facebook, and were Democrats reported moregablgctivity on Facebook. For the GPA
variables, only one secondary goal was significBhé identity goal was a significant, negative
predictor of political activity on Facebook whileet other goals were not significant. For the PIC
variables, cognitive engagement and perceived aalss/were positive, significant predictors of
political activity on Facebook, though perceivedWtedge was not significant.

Predicting secondary goals. In order to explore Research Question 2, whikle@dsbout
the relationships between the PIC variables andnekgy goals, regression analyses were
performed with each of the secondary goals asrintevariables. The models, which are
summarized in Table 5, performed well, accounton0.6% of variance in the influence goal,
17.7% of the variance in the identity goal, 16.3fthe variance in the interaction goal, and
9.0% of the variance in the affect management d&malthe control variables, Democrats and
Republicans reported stronger influence goals. &a$gnts who were younger reported stronger
identity goals. And, respondents who were femateraspondents who were Republican
reported stronger affect management goals.

Hypotheses 3a, which posited that the influencé woald be positively predicted by
cognitive engagement and perceived relevance, aisity supported. Results revealed that for
the influence goal, all three PIC variables wegaiicant, though only cognitive engagement

was positive predictor. Surprisingly, perceivecgwance was a negative predictor of the
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influence goal. Hypothesis 3b, which posited thatihteraction goal would be positively

predicted by perceived knowledge, was supportedulRerevealed that the interaction goal was
positively predicted by perceived knowledge ande®ed relevance. The identity goal was
negatively predicted by cognitive engagement arsitipely predicted by perceived knowledge.
Finally, the affect management goal was negatipedyglicted by perceived knowledge.
***Table 5 About Here***
Political Disagreement Constructs

To examine the second set of hypotheses, whichogeapseveral relationships between
perceived disagreement and Facebook politicalgypation, three steps of statistical analyses
were conducted. First, linear regression analysis performed to examine the relationship
between perceived disagreement and Facebook pbfdcticipation. Next, PROCESS, a path
analytic approach described by Hayes (2013), wed tsexamine the effects of perceived
disagreement both directly and indirectly throughidance on political participation. Finally,
PROCESS was again utilized to examine both theidimed indirect effects as functions of
tolerance for disagreement, political informatidficacy, political extremism, and perceive
disagreement. The same covariates—socio-econoaticsstige, sex, Facebook time, Facebook
friends, political party, and political interest—sgeused throughout the analyses. Since a
bootstrapping approach does not require the damedtindirect effects to be normally distributed,
each PROCESS model used 10,000 bootstrapped irastea resamples.

Disagreement. Hypothesis 4 predicted that individuals with hggrceived disagreement
would be less likely to participate in politicaltaity on Facebook. Regression analysis revealed
that the overall model was significant, accountmg25.4% of the variancé&(9, 422) = 15.96p

<.001. For the covariates, respondents who weler @ = .74,SE B=.21,p = .001), spent
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more time on FacebooB = .03,SE B=.01,p <.001), Democrats (B = 2.25E B=.75, p =

.003) and were more politically interest&l< 2.59,SE B=.29,p < .001) were more likely to
participate in political activity on Facebook. Howee, Hypothesis 4 was not supported as
perceived disagreemerl € .76,SE B= .35,p = .028 positively predicted political activity on
Facebook.

Indirect effects. Hypothesis 5 predicted that as perceived disaggaeincreased,
individuals would increasingly try to avoid poli@and, in turn, participate less often in political
activity on Facebook. Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS maoiadgl 4) was used in order to examine
the effects of perceived disagreement both direxily indirectly through avoidance on
Facebook political participation.

Regression coefficients for all of the variablesha avoidance and political participation
models are summarized in Table 6. As can be sepatirsa andb in Figure 1, perceived
disagreement positively predicted avoidance, amidawnce negatively predicted political
participation. As illustrated in patltsandc in Figure 1, perceived disagreement had a positive
direct effect and negative indirect effect on pciit participation. The 95% BC bootstrap
confidence intervals indicated that both the diedt#ct (.55, 1.81) and the indirect effect (-.77,
.10) were significant, supporting Hypothesis 5. ithese results revealed that avoidance not
only mediated the relationship between perceivedgieement and political participation,
avoidance also suppressed the relationship betdisagreement and political participation.

***Fjgure 1 About Here***
***Table 6 About Here***
Conditional effects. Hypothesis 6 predicted that the direct and irdieéfects of

disagreement on Facebook political participatiomMaary as functions of (a) tolerance for
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disagreement, (b) political information efficacyda(c) political extremism. In order to test

the conditional indirect effects of perceived dissmynent, each moderator was mean-centered
and entered into PROCESS model number 8, illustiatéigure 2. Separate models were run
for each moderator variable. Values for each oftloelerators were selected in each model at
the mean and plus or minus one standard devidbten (hoderate, and high).
***Eijgure 2 About Here***

Tolerancefor disagreement. Hypothesis 6a proposed that the direct and intetects
of perceived disagreement on Facebook politicaigpation would vary as individuals varied
in their tolerance for disagreement. As can be sediable 7, although the direct relationship
between perceived disagreement and participatioireed significant, the direct effect became
smaller as tolerance for disagreement increasedhEondirect effects, the effects of perceived
disagreement through avoidance on participatiominedarger as tolerance for disagreement
increased. In fact, at the low level of toleranmedisagreement, the indirect effect was not
significant, which suggests that there is not atir@hship between perceived disagreement and
Facebook political participation for individualstvilow tolerance for disagreement. Overall,
Hypothesis 6a was supported as these results teditiaat the effects of disagreement on
political participation, both directly and indirégtvaried as a function of tolerance for
disagreement.

***Table 7 About Here***

Palitical information efficacy. Hypothesis 6b proposed that the direct and iotlire
effects of perceived disagreement on Facebookigallparticipation would vary as individuals
varied in their political information efficacy. THmdings for political information efficacy are

summarized in Table 8. Results revealed that tfexdeffect of perceived disagreement on
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political participation became smaller as politicdgbrmation efficacy increased. For the

indirect effects, the effects of perceived disagreet through avoidance on political
participation also became smaller as political infation efficacy increased, so much so that the
indirect effect was not significant at the highdewf political information efficacy. Hypothesis
6b was supported as these results revealed thafféets of disagreement on political
participation varied as a function of politicalanmation efficacy.

***Table 8 About Here***

Palitical Extremism. Hypothesis 6¢ posited that the direct and indiegects of
perceived disagreement would vary as individuatgedan political extremism. As can be seen
in Table 9, results revealed that the direct eftégierceived disagreement became smaller as
political extremism increased. For the indireceets, the effects of perceived disagreement
through avoidance also became smaller as polgxtaémism increased. Much like the political
information efficacy findings, the indirect effegfis not significant at the high level of political
extremism. Hypothesis 6¢ was supported as thetsamyealed that the effect of disagreement
on political participation varied as a functionpaflitical extremism.

***Table 9 About Here***
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Chapter Five: Discussion

This study sought to compare two interpersonal itoats and to examine the effects of
political disagreement in order to examine why bhod Facebook political participation occurs.
First, through the Goals-Plans-Action model andRbétical Interpersonal Communication
index, this study analyzed the cognitive influenttet shape and constrain political activity on
Facebook. Second, this study analyzed the way$iawexposure to political disagreement
relates to Facebook political participation. Ulttelg, the results revealed many of the forces
that motivate, constrain, and shape Facebook gallidiscussion.

Goals-Plans-Action and Political I nterpersonal Communication

In terms of the GPA model, the interaction andtdg goals contributed significantly to
explaining variance in Facebook political parti¢ipa. Individuals were motivated to participate
in Facebook political activity due to strong intetian goals. Surprisingly, however, the
influence goal did not predict Facebook politicatticipation. These results suggest that while
individuals might want to persuade their Facebaantls about certain political topics, they
ultimately decide to engage in political conversiasi when they feel that their behaviors would
create or maintain positive impressions. This isststent with Rosenberg and Egbert’s (2001)
study that found Facebook behaviors tended toatefédational and interaction goals and
impression management strategies more than insttandesires. This finding also appears to
reflect Dillard et al.'s (1989) contention that thBuence goal primarily reflects energy and
effort in an influence process while the secondpgis reflect communication. This may also
explain the prevalence of the interaction goalacdbook political conversations. As Berger
(1997) argues, "people who wish to achieve the gbahanging the opinion of another may feel

it necessary to ingratiate themselves in theireis §rst” (p.21). Given these findings, future



41
research should further examine the relationshaepedren secondary goals and efficiency in

message production (Berger, 1997; Kellermann, 200#)e context of online political
discussions.

On the whole, however, these results indicatedititmtiduals rarely engaged in
Facebook political activity due to, in large paine identity goal. This suggests that individuals
tend to refrain from political activity because yhaew political conversations on Facebook as
inappropriate. The prevalence of the identity goal its relationship with Facebook political
participation might be explained by research thggests a relationship between political
socialization and political discussion frequencyithens & Eveland, 2009). In other words,
individuals may formulate these personal standafgmlitical discussion through early social
experiences.

Several inferences may also be drawn concernimansiacy goals from the exploratory
factor analysis. Although this study adapted itéros Dillard et al.’s (1989) scale that includes
six secondary goals, the exploratory factor analgestiained only four factors. Items from the
first omitted goal, the personal resource goaleapgd to collapse into one factor with affect
management items. Though unexpected, this reskiesmsense in an online context because,
unlike face-to-face interactions, the personalweses at stake on Facebook are not physical in
nature. Instead, because individuals worry abotiingetheir feelings hurt, they attempt to
manage interactions in order to avoid discomfoimxiety. The second omitted goal, the
relational resource goal, included three items tathfsom Dillard et al.’s (1989) secondary goal
scale. One of these items loaded onto the influgoetloaded onto the influence goal, another
item loaded onto the interaction goal, and thel ftean was excluded from the analysis. Thus,

although the influence and interaction goals comisome relational elements, none of the
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retained factors appeared to reflect the relatiogsburce goal. These results suggest a need

for future research to re-conceptualize what coaasta relational “resource” in online contexts
such as Facebook. Rather than worrying about efflatationships, for example, Facebook users
might be more concerned about online resources autlikes,” “comments,” or

“subscriptions.”

Factor analysis also revealed that the affect memagt goal only reflected negative
affect characteristics. However, since individuals not physically present in Facebook
interactions, individuals likely feel less exposed, consequently, less likely to experience
discomfort or nervousness while engaging in pdaltaiscussion on Facebook. This does not
suggest, however, that individuals do not expegesamfort or excitement as they anticipate or
engage political conversations. Instead, previessarch suggests that individuals do, in fact,
feel comfortable and express their opinions whey tielieve that others will support them
(Dalisay, Hmielowski, Kushin, & Yamamoto, 2012).rthermore, individuals may also choose
to engage in political conversations on Faceboo&nthey anticipate a thrilling or exciting
conversation experience.

Analysis of the Political Interpersonal Communioatindex provides some insights in
the area of positive affect. In particular, the mtige engagement dimension, which was found
to be the largest predictor of Facebook politictisipation, captures an affective cognitive
dimension that reflects an individual’s fascinatieith politics (Banwart, 2007b). Surprisingly,
however, while perceived relevance also predictezkebook political participation, perceived
knowledge was not significant. These findings ssggeat while individuals who are fascinated
and who feel personally affected by politics araeriikely to engage in political activity on

Facebook, individuals are generally not concerrmdiafeeling sufficiently knowledgeable
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about politics. In other words, these findings gjdhat individuals do not hold themselves

accountable in terms of political knowledge durpaditical conversations on Facebook.

On the whole, assessments of both the GPA andi@edriables highlight the
importance of giving careful consideration to theys in which interpersonal communication
occurs in online contexts. Analysis of the dimensio both the GPA model and the PIC index
further suggest that scholars should not hesitetéelapt face-to-face concepts and constructs in
order to more accurately reflect the unique charetics of online political discussion.

Comparing the GPA model and the PIC index

Additional analyses were also performed in ordetreav more direct comparisons
between the GPA and PIC models. The models westeciimpared in terms of their unique
contributions in accounting for the variance of éamok political participation. Next, the GPA
and PIC variables were all entered into a regressguation predicting Facebook political
participation.

In terms of the overall models, results revealed Hoth the PIC index and the GPA
models accounted for additional, unique variangeoiitical participation. However, the PIC
index appeared to be the superior model. Whenenhtest, the PIC variables accounted for
more than five times the amount of variance acaalifdr by the secondary goals. Even when
were entered after the secondary goals, the Pli@hlas accounted for more of the variance in
Facebook political participation. And, with all thfe variables entered in the regression equation,
both cognitive engagement and perceived relevamee significant predictors of Facebook
political discussion while only one secondary gtfa, identity goal, was significant. These
findings revealed that cognitive engagement wasitgle largest predictor and again illustrated

that the instrumental goal did not bear a significgalationship with Facebook political
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participation. These results suggest that politcdivity on Facebook tends to reflect political

fascinations and not desires to affect individuptditical views. In terms of political messaging
more broadly, this suggests that political tremaime and go on Facebook because they intrigue
individuals and not necessarily because individdaksre real changes in political beliefs.
Finally, these findings also suggest that cogniéimgagement and perceived relevance likely
trumped the interaction goal, which was found talsggnificant predictor without the PIC
variables entered.

Finally, regression analyses were conducted wehRIC variables entered as predictors
for each secondary goal. It was hypothesized tithviduals with high cognitive engagement
and individuals with high perceived relevance waddde stronger influence goals. However,
while all three PIC variables were found to be #igant, only cognitive engagement was a
positive predictor of the influence goal. Surprggin individuals with high perceived relevance
also reported weaker influence goals. This sugdkatandividuals who believe politics directly
influences their lives do not tend to believe thatebook is a place where they can actually
affect political change. Results did support thpdtiiesized relationship for individuals with
high cognitive engagement and strong influencegyeahich makes sense because individuals
who enjoy thinking about politics would also likelyant to have their political views considered
by friends. Results also revealed that individwats high perceived knowledge were less likely
to have stronger influence goals. While not expatanakes sense that individuals would not
seek out Facebook political conversations in otdgrersuade their friends about political issues
when they are already concerned about the suftigiehtheir own political knowledge.

It was also hypothesized that individuals with hpgrceived knowledge would also

report stronger interaction goals. Results suppdties hypothesis, which suggests that
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individuals who are more concerned about havinficseint knowledge before entering

political conversations are also more concernetl ari¢ating and maintain positive impressions
during political conversations on Facebook. Resalls revealed that individuals with high
perceived relevance reported stronger interacto@isg which suggests that individuals who
believe politics directly influences their livesaltend to be concerned with how they are
perceived during political conversations on Facéboo

Analyses also examined how the PIC variables elami¢he identity and affect
management goals. Results for the identity goadakad that individuals with low cognitive
engagement and high perceived knowledge repontedgsr identity goals. It makes sense that
individuals do not think their political views b&lg on Facebook when they dislike politics or
when they are concerned about possessing enougicgldnowledge. For the affect
management goal, individuals with high perceivedwedge also reported stronger affect
management goals.

These analyses of PIC variables and secondary glsalsaise some interesting question
regarding perceived knowledge and Facebook pdliadicipation. Even though perceived
knowledge was significantly related to the intei@tiand identity goals, earlier analysis revealed
that perceived knowledge did not predict Facebamkipal participation while the interaction
and identity goals did. Even more interesting,dtamdardized regression coefficients presented
in Table 3 also indicate that the relationshipswierceived knowledge and the identity and
interaction goals were two of the largest relatiops among all of the PIC and GPA variables.
Thus, while perceived knowledge may not offer @ctiexplanation of communicative behavior

in online political discussions, these results ssgghat perceived knowledge does offer an
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explanation of the interpersonal process that tyeontribute to online political discussion

behaviors.

Overall, these results illustrate the potentialdoique contributions from the intersection
of both interpersonal and political communicatichaarship when seeking to further study and
more deeply understand the complexities surrounplatigical discussion research. Based on
these findings future research should continuecei this overlap by examining the function
of secondary goals in various political discussimrdels such as Eveland’s (2004) discussion
elaboration model or by examining the differencetsveen online and offline political
discussions. The application of interpersonal qott in these areas should help to uncover the
relational influences that political communicat®eholars might otherwise overlook. Regardless
of the direction, however, research at the intérgeof political and interpersonal
communication should strive to reflect the riclerigture bases in each of these areas.

Poalitical Disagreement

In terms of political disagreement, the initial bysés contradicted the hypothesized
relationship between perceived disagreement aneldéak political discussion. Although
previous research suggested that individuals wbelthore likely to retreat from political
activity when they encountered more disagreemeriamebook, results revealed that individuals
with high perceived disagreement actually repontede Facebook political participation. While
previous research has regularly produced conflidiimdings concerning disagreement and
political participation (Klofstad, 2013; Nir, 20Q5his result might reflect the nature of political
communication on a socially oriented site suchasebook. It could be, for instance, that
individuals are more open to disagreement in slyamiented sites for the same reasons that

they experience more political disagreement ors sitat are not politically oriented (Wojcieszak
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& Mutz, 2009). Individuals may therefore feel moetaxed in these settings, and

consequently, more likely to chime in when theyamter interesting political disagreements.

While Facebook’s social orientation is one posséxplanation, another explanation may
be that there is more to the relationship betwesngived disagreement and political
participation. To examine a more nuanced relatigmshis study also examined the direct and
indirect effects of perceived disagreement aftenanting for the intention to avoid politics on
Facebook. Results supported the hypothesis thetiped disagreement would effect Facebook
political participation through avoidance. Resuét¢ealed that perceived disagreement had a
positive direct effect and a negative indirect effien Facebook political activity. Interestingly,
avoidance thus functioned as both a mediator asuppressor variable in the relationship
between perceived disagreement and Facebook pbfcticipation. Unlike the findings
presented for Hypothesis 5, which revealed a p@asiglationship between disagreement and
political participation, the indirect effect appg@onsistent with Mutz's (2002b) argument that
individuals retreat from political activity as thpgrceive more disagreement. The direct effect
also suggests that when individuals actively denmteto retreat from political conversations
they become more likely to enter into political gersations as perceived disagreement
increases. In other words, Facebook users who igergere disagreement also tend to avoid
political conversations and, in turn, participaed often in Facebook political activity. The
decision to avoid political topics on Facebook #fiere suppresses the overall relationship
between perceived disagreement and Facebook pbliacticipation.

Overall, these findings suggest a more complicegéadionship between disagreement
and patrticipation than is commonly described intpall discussion literature. Rather than

attempting to resolve the debate about whethepbexposure to political disagreement
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increases or decreases political participatiorsaHendings suggest that researchers should

expect and examine a more nuanced relationshig.stiygestion is consistent with Klofstad’s
(2013) argument that contradictory findings in podil disagreement literature are, in part, the
result of measuring different manifestations ohdi®ement. The results presented here provide
further explanation for this argument insofar asytheveal the possibility that individuals react

to disagreement by altering their intentions toagegin political behaviors, which in turn
produces lower levels of political participatiorhi§ also echoes Eveland and Morey's (2012)
contention that researchers should consider disagget measurements that target expressed or
avoided disagreement rather than affiliative déferes. And, as this study suggests, this
consideration appears particularly important inrmncontexts where users may not be as aware
of acquaintances’ political affiliations. Howevérshould be noted, as this study demonstrates,
that avoidance is distinct from both disagreement@olitical discussion.

These findings also bring into the fold questioosaerning the potential spillover of
online discussion into offline forms of politicahgicipation. Although Facebook political
participation has been linked to voter mobilizat{@ond et al., 2012) recent research has found
little evidence that online political participatigpurred broader forms of offline political
participation (Vissers & Stolle, 2012). Given thesent study’s findings, however, future
research should examine the relationships betwerreped disagreement in online political
discussions and offline political participationarder to further evaluate the ways in which
disagreement influences political behaviors.

Finally, this study analyzed the direct and inclireffects of disagreement on political
participation by examining three moderator variabfmlitical information efficacy, political

extremism, and tolerance for disagreement. A patly#ic approach was conducted in order to
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assess the direct and indirect effects at the hogdium, and high levels of each of the

moderators. For each of the first two moderat@sults revealed that as political information
efficacy and political extremism increased, theet$ of perceived disagreement on Facebook
political participation decreased. These findinggkesense given that political information
efficacy (Warner, et al. 2012) and political extiem (Wojcieszak, 2011) have been linked to
higher levels of political participation. This ilsa consistent with Banwart’s (2007b) argument
that when individuals feel more confident with theolitical knowledge those perceptions
become a buffer that shields them from interpersosia

Similar results were found for the direct effectgarms of tolerance for disagreement.
Results revealed that individuals with high tole@ifor disagreement were less likely to be
directly influenced and, surprisingly, more likeétybe indirectly influenced by perceived
disagreement. These results therefore suggestarggy counter-intuitive indirect relationship
for individuals with high tolerance for disagreerheks one might expect, the direct effect
suggests that individuals with high tolerance fisadreement are less affected by perceived
disagreement. This finding is consistent with resle#hat found disagreement had less of an
effect on self-censorship for individuals with levillingness to self-censor (Hayes, Glynn, &
Shanahan, 2005; Hayes, Uldall, & Glynn, 2010). Hesvecontrary to what one might assume,
the indirect effect suggests that individuals wittph tolerance for disagreement are more
affected by perceived disagreement through thafiote to avoid politics on Facebook.

Ultimately, this finding might appear counter-irttue due to the operationalization of the
avoidance variable. Since the variable only meastime degree to which an individual tries to
avoid political conversations, it does not captin@se individuals who actively try to engage

political conversations. If the intention to engggditics on Facebook had been measured, the
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indirect effect of disagreement through engagemeayt have also increased for individuals

with high tolerance for disagreement. Nevertheldssse findings suggest that when some
individuals with high tolerance for disagreementide to avoid political conversations on
Facebook, they also tend to follow through moreldsly and consequently participate less
often in Facebook political activity. These findgngre also suggestive of a more limited contour
than one might expect for the tolerance for disaguent construct. That is, while it makes sense
that individuals with high tolerance for disagreerare predisposed against avoidance, these
findings suggest that these individuals are alscerhkely to follow through when they do make
avoidance decisions, even if they tend to make f@fvthem.

Limitations

It should be noted that the present study facetedonitations. First, the sample of
university undergraduate students limits the gdizaiaility of the findings. This is especially
true in the case of young voters who tend to be peditically engaged than other segments of
the population. On the other hand, because youtegs/tag behind, and because research has
often overlooked the motivations and constraintgoaing voters, there is a need for research in
this area (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2007). As ygwoters continue to encounter political
conversations on SNSs like Facebook, researchdratba will be fruitful in terms of political
messaging and generating democratic participation.

Second, the present study was limited by its esessional design. Although several
models assumed causal relationships between vesiabybss-sectional data prevents any real
claims of causality, especially given a relianceseli-reports. However, while it must be
acknowledged that these findings could be explaimecdeciprocal causation, numerous studies

have nevertheless supported the causal directlamsed in the current study. Panel data has
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consistently found that political disagreementusfices political discussion (Quintelier,

Stolle, & Harell, 2012; Wojcieszak & Price, 201Experimental data indicated that people tend
to avoid interpersonal disagreement (Gerber eR@ll2). Furthermore, the hypotheses were also
derived with theoretical support from interpersonéluence research (Dillard et al., 1989) and
political information efficacy research (Kaid et,&007). Thus, while there is a need for future
research to further explore these causal relatipasthe findings presented here still offer
suggestive evidence of the motivations and comdtraif online political discussion.

Third, the present study employed one of a vaoégpproaches to measuring political
discussion. In particular, many studies in theditere measure political discussion variables
with name generators that allow participants tovjgi® more detailed descriptions of three to
five discussants. Of course, most of this resehashalso assumed political discussion occurs in
face-to-face contexts. In online contexts, howetlerse approaches may not capture the brevity
of online audiences and, consequently, underreptresdine discussion networks. For these
reasons, general discussion network measures Wwesew. Future research should examine

these measurement differences in online contexts.
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Chapter Six: Conclusion

This purpose of this study was to contribute toarathndings of how and why political
conversations occur on Facebook. The results piedéere revealed that Facebook political
conversations are primarily motivated by cognigvgagement and are primarily constrained by
personal standards regarding the appropriatenetisafssing politics on Facebook. These
conversations are further shaped by various indalideactions to disagreeable political views
within Facebook networks. Results revealed thatenperceived disagreement effects Facebook
political participation after accounting for avordz decisions, individuals also differ in their
reactions to disagreement and in their decisiostad political discussion.

This study provides a number of important contiidmg to political discussion research.
First, it further explains the problems associat#ti envisaging Facebook as a potential site for
meaningful democratic discussion. Findings sugtiedtFacebook does provide an outlet for
political discussion to individuals fascinated wdlitics, though individuals do not approach
these conversations to accomplish persuasive geat®nd, this study highlights the importance
of drawing from interpersonal communication reskancthe area of political discussion. As
demonstrated by the findings from the GPA modelthedPIC index, interpersonal theories
offer unique explanations for how and why politide&dcussion occurs. Political communication
scholars interested in examining the effects oitigal discussion would therefore do well to
consider the interpersonal principles that infohm behaviors on which their research centers.
Finally, this study’s findings call into questioch®larly attempts to resolve the debates about the
definition and the effects of political disagreemeénstead, political communication scholars

should adopt a more nuanced understanding of gallidiiscussion and accept that political
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disagreement encompasses many things that varyconiexts, research questions, and

individuals.
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Factor Loadings for Final 4-Factor Solution of Saedary Goals
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1 2 3 4
Facebook friends might embarrass me if | try too hard to get them .73 .08 .26 .06
to consider my political views.
| am worried that posting my political views on Facebook would .67 .18 12 .20
make me uncomfortable or nervous.
| am worried about getting my feelings hurt if | express my .65 -.01 .38 .02
political views on Facebook.
| don’t want to look stupid while trying to persuade Facebook .62 .28 -11 -.12
friends about political issues.
Facebook friends might insult or attack me if | keep bothering .61 .23 .06 -.03
them with my political views.
When politics comes up in Facebook conversations, | avoid saying .60 27 -.16 .23
things which might make me uncomfortable or nervous.
| am very conscious of what is appropriate and inappropriate .16 .67 -.18 14
when politics comes up in Facebook conversations.
I am not willing to risk possible damage to relationships in order -.02 .67 -.10 12
to get Facebook friends to consider my political views.
When politics comes up in Facebook conversations, | am careful .30 .62 -.23 .07
to avoid posting things which are socially inappropriate.
| am concerned with putting myself in a “bad light” when | think .29 .60 A1 14
about posting on Facebook about politics.
It is very important to me to convince Facebook friends to .09 -.09 .77 -.28
consider my political views.
| am very concerned about getting my political views considered .10 .04 .77 -.13
when | am on Facebook.
Getting Facebook friends to consider my political views is more -.10 .26 71 .16
important to me than preserving relationships.
| believe that my political views don’t belong on Facebook. .08 .07 -.17 .86
| believe that | should keep my political views to myself when I'm .09 .16 -.14 .84
on Facebook.
Facebook is not an appropriate place for me to persuade people .07 .16 -27 .76
about politics.
Eigenvalue 4.84 3.56 1.60 1.30
Variance Explained (%) 23.04 17.00 7.64 6.17




Table?2

Descriptive and Reliability Statistics of Study Mates (N = 432)

M SD Cronbach’s a

GPA variables

Influence goal 1.98 .78 .759

Identity goal 3.65 .90 .836

Interaction goal 3.50 .76 .707

Affect management goal 2.95 71 779
PIC variables

Cognitive Engagement 3.11 .78 .892

Perceived Relevance 3.69 .69 .705

Perceived Knowledge 3.99 73 714
Facebook participation 7.71 7.00 .892
Disagreement 3.87 .85 .841
Avoidance 5.49 1.52 .955
Tolerance for disagreement 3.06 .56 .852
Political information efficacy 2.96 .87 .857
Political extremism 38.49 28.12
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Table3
Regression Models of GPA and PIC Predicting Fac&lfealitical Participation (N = 432)
Model 1 Model 2
B SEB B B SEB B
Controls
Age .60 .22 JL2%E* .56 .20 2%
Sex (high: female) -.87 .65 -.06 -17 .59 -.01
Socio-economic status .22 .40 .03 .10 .36 .01
Facebook time .03 .01 A7** .03 .01 J18%**
Facebook friends .00 .00 .04 .00 .00 .03
Democrat 2.16 77 J15%** 1.94 .69 A3**
Republican .95 .82 .06 1.07 .73 .07
PIC variables
Cognitive engagement 3.89 42 WiVA
Perceived knowledge -.57 41 -.06
Perceived relevance 1.54 .49 J15%*
Secondary goals
Influence 42 .87 .05
Identity -2.54 .39 - 33%**
Interaction 2.38 48 26%**
Affect management -.60 .52 -.06
R? change 27 %** \254%**
Total R? 216%** .349%**

*p < .050 **p < .010 ***p < .001.
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Regression Coefficients for GPA and PIC Variabtea Combined Analysis (N = 432)

B SEB B
Controls
Age .45 .20 .09*
Sex (high: female) -.27 .58 -.02
Socio-economic status .22 .36 .02
Facebook time .03 .01 J19%**
Facebook friends .00 .00 .04
Democrat 1.55 .68 A1
Republican .66 72 .04
GPA variables
Influence 22 44 .02
Identity -1.81 .36 - 23Fk
Interaction .75 .45 .08
Affect management .16 46 .02
PIC variables
Cognitive engagement 3.20 A4 Ap*E*
Perceived relevance 1.67 .49 de6**
Perceived knowledge  -.02 43 .00
R? change 299%**
Total R? 394 **

*p <.050 **p <.010 ***p <.001.
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Table5

Regression Models Predicting Secondary Goals (I82)4

Influence Identity Interaction Affect
Management
Control variables
Age .07 -11%* -.04 -.09
Sex (high: female) -.03 .00 .07 16**
Socio-economic status -.06 .07 .04 .01
Facebook time .00 .05 .06 .04
Facebook friends .04 .02 -.06 -.08
Democrat 14%* -.07 .06 .10
Republican 18** -.06 .09 18**
PIC variables
Cognitive engagement 31kE* - 27 Hx* .07 -.03
Perceived knowledge - 23Hk 33*** 29%** A7**
Perceived relevance - 30%** .06 13* -.06
R? change 150%** 144%x* 142%** 026**
Total R? 206 ** A77%%* 163*** .090***

Note. Cell entries are standardized regression coefficients.
*p <.05 **p <.010 ***p <.001.



71

Table6
Unstandardized Regression Coefficients (N = 432)
Avoidance Political Participation

Age -.07(.05) .60(.19)**
Sex (high: female) .30(.15)* -.25(.56)
Socio-economic status -.05(.09) .06(.35)
Facebook time .00(.00) .03(.01)***
Facebook friends .00(.00) .00(.00)
Democrat -.32(.18) 1.69(.68)*
Republican -.08(.19) 1.24(.72)
Political interest -.34(.07)*** 2.00(.27)***
Disagreement .24(.08)** 1.18(.32)***
Avoidance -1.74(.19)***
Total R? 110%** .380***

Note. Standard errors in parentheses.
*p <.05 **p <.010 ***p <.001.
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Table7

Direct and Indirect Effects at Values of TolerafageDisagreement (N = 432)

Direct effects Indirect effects
Estimate Confidence interval Estimate Confidence interval
Low (2.50) 1.26(.48) 31t02.22 -.29(.21) -72t0.10
Moderate (3.06) 1.16(.33) .50t0 1.82 -.46(.16) -.82to-.17
High (3.62) 1.05(.39) .28 t0 1.82 -.64(.21) -1.11to-.26

Notes: Effect estimates are unstandardized; Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table8
Direct and Indirect Effects at Values of Politidaformation Efficacy (N = 432)
Direct effects Indirect effects
Estimate Confidence interval Estimate Confidence interval
Low (2.09) 1.35(.49) .401t02.32 -.57(.28) -1.28t0-.18
Moderate (2.96) 1.12(.32) .491t0 1.75 -.46(.17) -.82to-.14
High (3.83) .88(.38) .14t0 1.62 -.26(.20) -.67 to .11

Notes: Effect estimates are unstandardized; Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table9
Direct and Indirect Effects at Values of Politi¢atremism (N = 432)
Direct effects Indirect effects
Estimate Confidence interval Estimate Confidence interval
Low (10.36) 1.73(.46) .83t02.63 -.66(.24) -1.21to0-.25
Moderate (38.49) 1.32(.32) .70t0 1.95 -.41(.16) -76to-.12
High (66.61) .91(.40) .13t01.70 -.17(.22) -.60 to .27

Notes: Effect estimates are unstandardized; Standard errors in parentheses.
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Direct and Indirect Effects of Perceived Disagreatne
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Figure2

PROCESS Model Number 8

Moderator
Avoidance
Perceived R Political
Disagreement Participation

Note: Hypothesized conditional process model; moderator variables include tolerance for disagreement,
political information efficacy, and political extremism.
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Appendix B: Information Statement

I nfor mation Statement

The Department of Communication Studies at the &lsity of Kansas supports the practice of protectio
for human subjects participating in research. Taikwing information is provided for you to decide
whether you wish to participate in the present wtiébu should be aware that even if you agree to
participate, you are free to withdraw at any timthaut penalty.

We are conducting this study to better understadtiigal communication on Facebook. This will ehtai
your completion of a survey. Your participationdgpected to take approximately 20-30 minutes to
complete. The content of the survey should causmare discomfort than you would experience in your
everyday life.

Although participation may not benefit you directlye believe that the information obtained fronsthi
study will help us gain a better understanding aftigal discussion and engagement. Your partiéipat
is solicited, although strictly voluntary. Your narwill not be associated in any way with the resiear
findings. Your identifiable information will not bshared unless (a) it is required by law or uniers
policy, or (b) you give written permission. It i®gsible, however, with internet communicationst tha
through intent or accident someone other thanrttended recipient may see your response.

If you would like additional information concerninigis study before or after it is completed, plefess
free to contact us by phone or mail.

Completion of the survey indicates your willingnéssake part in this study and that you are attlé&
years old. If you have any additional questionsualyour rights as a research participant, you naly c
(785) 864-7429 or write the Human Subjects Committeawrence Campus (HSCL), University of
Kansas, 2385 Irving Hill Road, Lawrence, Kansas4&60563, emaiirb@ku.edu.

Sincerely,

Michael W. Kearney Mary C. Banwart, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator ckity Supervisor
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Appendix C: Demographics & Background

Demographics

What is your age?

What is your sex?

What is your race/ethnicity?

Of which socio-economic class do you consider yelfiesmember?
Highest level of education to date:

SLE N

Facebook Use
6. Do you have a Facebook account?
7. On average, approximately how many minutes perddayou spend on Facebook?
8. Approximately how many friends do you have on Facé?

Background Political Information

9. In politics, as of today, how would you best ddseryour political affiliation?

10. How interested would you say you are in politics?

11. How much do you tend to like or dislike each of thibowing groups? Please indicate your
feeling on a scale from 0-100 where 0 means yoy merch dislike the group and 100 means you
very much like the group.

A. Democrats
B. Republicans
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Appendix D: Tolerance for Disagreement Scale

Revised Tolerance for Disagreement S¢akeven et al., 1998) (1-5 scale with 1 = strordjsagree and 5
= strongly agree)
It is more fun to be involved in a discussion whirere is a lot of disagreement.
| enjoy talking to people with points of view difent than mine.
| don't like to be in situations where people ardisagreement.*
| prefer being in groups where everyone's belisfslae same as mine.*
Disagreements are generally helpful.
| prefer to change the topic of discussion wheaglisement occurs.*
| tend to create disagreements in conversatiorsusecit serves a useful purpose.
| enjoy arguing with other people about things dnolk we disagree.
I would prefer to work independently rather thamviark with other people and have
disagreements.*
10. I would prefer joining a group where no disagreets@ccur.*
11. I don't like to disagree with other people.*
12. Given a choice, | would leave a conversation ratih@n continue a disagreement.*
13. I avoid talking with people who I think will disagge with me.*
14. | enjoy disagreeing with others.
15. Disagreement stimulates a conversation and causés oommunicate more.
*recoded

CoNorwWNE
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Appendix E: Political Information Efficacy Scale

Political Information Efficacy ScaléKaid et al., 2007) (1-5 scale with 1 = strongigatdjree and 5 =
strongly agree)
1. I consider myself well qualified to participatepolitics.
2. Ithink that | am better informed about politicsddagovernment than most people.
3. Ifeel that | have a pretty good understandinghefimportant political issues facing our country.
4. If a friend asked me about the presidential elactideel | would have enough information to
help my friend figure out who to vote for.
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Appendix F: Palitical I nter personal Communication Index

Palitical Interpersonal Communication Indé&anwart, 2007b) (1-5 scale with 1 = strongly diee and
5 = strongly agree)
Cognitive Engagement Subscale
| stay up to date on current political topics asglies.
I have developed opinions on political issues amics.
| am comfortable starting a discussion about palitissues with my friends.
I know enough information about politics and pgliiissues to talk about them with people |
don’t know very well.
| enjoy talking about political issues and topiagweothers who don’t think like me.
I have a good understanding about politics andipaliissues.
| am interested in politics and political issues.
.l am likely to take an equal share in the convessatvhen discussing politics and political issues.
Perceived Relevance Subscale
9. Ido not understand how politics and political ssuelate to me.*
10. Politics and political issues are just about cah#ind disagreement.*
11. Politics and political issues have a direct infloem my life.
12. Politics and political issues just don’t impact e.
Perceived Knowledge Subscale
13. Before participating in a conversation about padditi should be knowledgeable about the issue.
14. I would not discuss political affairs with someandess | knew something about the issue.
15. It is important that | obtain news about a politiic from several sources before | will talk
about it with others.
*Recoded
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Appendix G: Secondary Goals and Effort Scales

Secondary Goals ScafBillard et al., 1989) and Effort Scale (1-5 scaiéh 1 = strongly disagree and 5
= strongly agree)
Influence Goal Subscale
1. Itis very important to me to convince Facebookrids to consider my political views.
2. lam very concerned about getting my political vdezensidered when | am on Facebook.
3. Ireally don't care that much whether Facebooknilieconsider my political views.*
4. Although | want Facebook friends to consider myitjgall views, it really isn’t that important an
issue.*
Identity Goal Subscale
5. I believe that my political views don’t belong oadebook.
6. | believe that | should keep my political viewsnyself when I'm on Facebook.
7. Facebook is not an appropriate place for me toupeles people about politics.
Interaction Goal Subscale
8. When | think about posting on Facebook about msliti am concerned with making (or
maintaining) a good impression.
9. When politics comes up in Facebook conversatioas) tareful to avoid posting things which
are socially inappropriate.
10. I am very conscious of what is appropriate and pnajpriate when politics comes up in Facebook
conversations.
11. I am concerned with putting myself in a “bad ligkthen | think about posting on Facebook
about politics.
12. I don’'t want to look stupid while trying to perswaBacebook friends about political issues.
Relational Resource Goal Subscale
13. I am not willing to risk possible damage to relaships in order to get Facebook friends to
consider my political views.
14. Getting Facebook friends to consider my politidaks is more important to me than preserving
relationships.*
15. I don't really care if posting my political viewsowuld make my Facebook friends mad or not.*
Personal Resource Goal Subscale
16. Facebook friends might insult or attack me if | xd®thering them with my political views.
17. Facebook friends might embarrass me if | try toailia get them to consider my political views.
18. | am worried about getting my feelings hurt if lpegss my political views on Facebook.
Affect Management Goal Subscale
19. When politics comes up in Facebook conversatioagpid saying things which might make me
uncomfortable or nervous.
20. Discussing politics on Facebook does not seem thdéeype of situation to make me
uncomfortable or nervous.*
21. 1 am worried that posting my political views on Ebook would make me uncomfortable or
nervous.
Effort
22. 1 put a lot of thought into figuring out the besayto get some Facebook friends to consider my
political views.
23. | try everything | can think of to get some Facdb&reends to consider my political views.
24. | put a great deal of effort into getting some Fexk friends to consider my political views.
*recoded



Appendix H: Facebook Political Participation Index

Please indicate how often you have done each dbtlwsving activities on Facebook in the past 6
months: (0 = never, 1 = once, 2 = a few times, &nrdften)
1. “Like” a friend’s status, comment, or link aboutliios
2. Post a status or comment about politics
3. Share a link about politics
4. Reply to a status, link, or comment about politics
5. Post an image relating to politics
6. Comment on an image relating to politics
7. Join or leave a group or page about politics
8. RSVP for an event about politics
9. Follow or like a political group or candidate
10. Message or chat a friend about politics
11. Add or delete political information from my profile
12. Post or reply to a note about politics
13. Use a hashtag about politics
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Appendix |: Disagreement Scale

When it comes to political issues, do you tendaeehthe same or different opinions as your
Facebook friends?

When it comes to political figures, do you tendhwe the same or different opinions as your
Facebook friends?

During last year's election, did you tend to hdneegame or different opinions as your Facebook
friends when it came to presidential candidatesa@laDbama and Mitt Romney?
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Appendix J: Avoidance Scale

| try to avoid discussing political issues on Famsb

I try to avoid posting on threads where Facebomnils are discussing political issues.
| try to avoid discussing political figures on Fhoek.

| try to avoid posting on threads where Faceboinfts are discussing political figures.
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