
Florida State University Libraries
Electronic Theses, Treatises and Dissertations  The Graduate School

2017

Anchoring Power through Identity in Online
Communication: The Trayvon Martin and
Daniela Pelaez Cases
Heather T. Mauney

Follow this and additional works at the DigiNole: FSU's Digital Repository. For more information, please contact lib-ir@fsu.edu

http://diginole.lib.fsu.edu/
mailto:lib-ir@fsu.edu


FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

COLLEGE OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND PUBLIC POLICY 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANCHORING POWER THROUGH IDENTITY IN ONLINE COMMUNICATION: 
 

THE TRAYVON MARTIN AND DANIELA PELAEZ CASES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By 
 

HEATHER T. MAUNEY 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A Dissertation submitted to the 
Department of Sociology 

in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of  

Doctor of Philosophy 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2017 



ii 

Heather T. Mauney defended this dissertation on November 14, 2017. 

The members of the supervisory committee were: 

 

   

   

 Deana Rohlinger 

 Professor Directing Dissertation 

 

 Carl Schmertmann 

  University Representative 

 

 Paromita Sanyal 

 Committee Member 

   

 Koji Ueno 

 Committee Member 

 

 

 

The Graduate School has verified and approved the above-named committee members, and 

certifies that the dissertation has been approved in accordance with university requirements. 



iii 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is dedicated to my supporters and to persistence. 
 
 
 
 



iv 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
 
 

When I was a toddler, my maternal-grandmother’s brother, Dr. Deems Brooks, visited. 

He was the only close relative to have attended graduate school by that time; and, my 

Grandmother Margaret, his sister, was very proud to mention his title. During our introduction, 

he explained what it meant that he was a doctor. In the explanation, he described it as having 

reached the highest level of schooling attainable. I decided at that point that I wanted to do the 

same. It was an encounter and a goal that I have never forgotten. 

 

I would like to thank all of the teachers, administrators, bosses, peers, instructors, and 

professors who have had a positive influence on my life and supported my goals; my family for 

never trying to prevent me from following my dreams; my committee members for their input, 

patience, and understanding; and especially my committee chair, Dr. Deana Rohlinger, for her 

outstanding levels of encouragement, understanding, support, and patience. 

 

I would also like to thank all of the strong women in my life, who have each been 

exceptional role models; my mother, who taught me the value of being an intellectual outside of 

academic achievement; and my father, who taught me the devotion to achieve my goals.  

 

 



v 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

List of Tables ................................................................................................................................. vi 
List of Figures .............................................................................................................................. viii 
Abstract .......................................................................................................................................... ix 
 
1. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................1 
 
2. METHODS ...............................................................................................................................19 
 
3. RESULTS .................................................................................................................................29 
 
4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION .......................................................................................84 
 
APPENDICES ...............................................................................................................................92 
 
A. IRB APPROVAL MEMO ........................................................................................................92 
B. NBC UNIVERSAL TERMS OF SERVICE .............................................................................98 
C. CODING SCHEMES ..............................................................................................................100 
D. DATA TABLES .....................................................................................................................111 
 
References ....................................................................................................................................124 
 
Biographical Sketch .....................................................................................................................131 



vi 

LIST OF TABLES 
 
 

Table 2.1 Variable Types ...............................................................................................................25 
 
Table 3.1 Pelaez Case Author Demographics ................................................................................31 
 
Table 3.2 Pelaez Case Use of an Identity by Demographic ...........................................................34 
 
Table 3.3 Pelaez Case Making an Argument .................................................................................35 
 
Table 3.4 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Demographic ..............................................................36 
 
Table 3.5 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Use of an Identity .......................................................37 
 
Table 3.6 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Variables with Significant Results .............................38 
 
Table 3.7 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Comment Classifications .................................................39 
 
Table 3.8 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Identification of Color Blind Racism .........................46 
 
Table 3.9 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Identification of Color Blind Racism ...............................47 
 
Table 3.10 Pelaez Case Regression Coefficients ...........................................................................48 
 
Table 3.11 Martin Case Author Demographics .............................................................................54 
 
Table 3.12 Martin Case Use of an Identity by Demographic ........................................................57 
 
Table 3.13 Martin Case Making an Argument ..............................................................................59 
 
Table 3.14 Martin Case Argument Type by Demographic ............................................................59 
 
Table 3.15 Martin Case Argument Type by Use of an Identity.....................................................61 
 
Table 3.16 Martin Case Argument Type by Variables with Significant Results ...........................61 
 
Table 3.17 Martin Case Identity Use by Comment Classifications ...............................................63 
 
Table 3.18 Martin Case Argument Type by Identification of Color Blind Racism ......................69 
 
Table 3.19 Martin Case Identity Use by Identification of Color Blind Racism ............................71 
 
Table 3.20 Martin Case Regression Coefficients ..........................................................................72 
 
Table 3.21 Differences in Number of Comments ..........................................................................76 



vii 

Table 3.22 Differences in Tone of Comments and Color Blind Racism .......................................77 
 
Table 3.23 Differences in Author Demographics ..........................................................................78 
 
Table 3.24 Differences in Identities in Comments ........................................................................80 
 
Table 3.25 Association of Identity Use and Comment Classification and Racism .......................81 
 
Table 3.26 Significance of Results by Argument Type .................................................................83 
 
Table C.1 Daniela Pelaez Codebook ...........................................................................................100 
 
Table C.2 Trayvon Martin Codebook ..........................................................................................105 
 
Table D.1 Pelaez Case Frequency of Posts per Account .............................................................111 
 
Table D.2 Pelaez Argument Type by Number of Replies ...........................................................111 
 
Table D.3 Pelaez Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies .............................................112 
 
Table D.4 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Number of Likes ......................................................112 
 
Table D.5 Pelaez Case Identity use by Number of Likes ............................................................114 
 
Table D.6 Pelaez Case Significant Partial Associations ..............................................................115 
 
Table D.7 Pelaez Case On Topic Likelihood Ratio Test Significance ........................................116 
 
Table D.8 Pelaez Case On Topic Odds Ratios ............................................................................116 
 
Table D.9 Martin Case Frequency of Posts Per Account ............................................................117 
 
Table D.10 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Replies ................................................117 
 
Table D.11 Martin Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies ...........................................118 
 
Table D.12 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Likes ...................................................119 
 
Table D.13 Martin Case Identity use by Number of Likes ..........................................................120 
 
Table D.14 Martin Case Significant Partial Associations ...........................................................122 
 
Table D.15 Martin Case Likelihood Ratio Test Significance ......................................................122 
 
Table D.16 Martin Case Odds Ratios ..........................................................................................123 



viii 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
 

Figure 3.1 Pelaez Case Frequency of Posts per Account ...............................................................30 
 
Figure 3.2 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Number of Replies ....................................................40 
 
Figure 3.3 Pelaez Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies ...............................................41 
 
Figure 3.4 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Number of Likes .......................................................44 
 
Figure 3.5 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Number of Likes .............................................................45 
 
Figure 3.6 Martin Case Frequency of Posts per Account ..............................................................53 
 
Figure 3.7 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Replies....................................................65 
 
Figure 3.8 Martin Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies ..............................................65 
 
Figure 3.9 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Likes .......................................................68 
 
Figure 3.10 Martin Case Identity Use by Number of Likes ..........................................................68 
 



ix 

ABSTRACT 
 
 

This dissertation research uses the analysis of internet-based comments on two major 

news stories to study the role of identity in anchoring power during discursive participation. For 

this purpose, identity includes the categorical group memberships that people may place 

themselves or others into, such as gender, race, or occupation. Identity, as an anchor, is used as a 

resource for the purpose of linking one’s wishes to power, with power being the amount of 

preferential treatment given to any particular identity in determining the course of events or 

proper direction of discussion. The Daniela Pelaez case and Trayvon Martin case were each 

selected for making national headlines at approximately the same time, both occurring in the 

same state, and both being in reference life altering circumstances for minority teenagers, yet 

representing different outcomes. 

 

A content analysis of news comment board posts for the Daniela Pelaez and Trayvon 

Martin cases has been performed to ascertain the use of identity in comments and prevalence of 

particular identities, the use of identity to anchor power, the acknowledgement of identities by 

readers, and the conditions under which identities were used. One article for each case was 

selected from the same national news source, with an analysis completed for the first 1,000 

comments on each article. Identity used as an anchor to power is found to exist, but only has a 

significant interaction with presentation of an argument for the Martin case. This indicates that 

the association between anchoring identity and presenting an argument can vary by news story. 

Identity as an anchor itself varies with race, and is dependent on how race relates to the news 

story. It is also found that anchoring is more dependent on authors’ expectations of what others 

will consider important than it is effective on readers’ actual recordable reactions. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Project Overview 
 

The objective of this research is to examine how people strategically use identity as an 

anchor to power in persuasive internet communication intended to influence political opinion. 

This communication involves framing the topic through the filter of each person participating in 

the discussion, which is known as frame articulation (Benford and Snow 2000) in reference to it 

involving assembling pieces of information into a “compelling” statement. Anchoring is the term 

for attaching these pieces into a connected foundation, to add stability to a statement for the 

purpose of persuasion in communication. The use of anchoring was inspired by Ghaziani and 

Baldassam’s (2011; see also Swidler 2001) study of cultural anchors used to connect diverse 

groups in the common effort of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) political 

organizing. Identity, as an anchor, is used as a resource for the purpose of linking one’s ideas to 

power, with power being the amount of preferential treatment given to any particular identity in 

determining the course of events or proper direction of discussion. The type of communication 

studied here is discursive participation, a form of political participation based on discussion rather 

than action (Jacobs, Cook and Carpini 2009). Those who participate in discursive participation 

potentially receive a benefit, known as discursive capital, of influencing the normativity of their 

own values onto others (Jacobs, Cook and Carpini 2009). Differences in ability both to participate 

and to receive discursive capital between various identity groups is not known and has been 

questioned by those who believe this form of communication to be dominated by pre-existing 

elites (Jacobs, Cook and Carpini 2009). 

 

This project studies the subversion of elite control by use of identity to anchor power in 

discursive participation. The comments made within the comment boards of two online news 

stories, referred to as the Trayvon Martin case and the Daniela Pelaez case, are examined. This 

subversion of elite control is explored by determining if the authors of comments on these 

comment boards appear to present identities alongside presenting an argument. The elites in 

reference to this form of internet communication include, but are not limited to, those who control 
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the forum of communication. Elites in political discussions are commonly assumed to include 

journalists, politicians, lobbyists, advocates, moral entrepreneurs, and intellectuals (Habermas 

2006). For an online newspaper, this includes the representatives of the newspaper and the 

journalists the newspaper chooses to publish. It may also include any persons commonly 

recognized as holding power who are included in a given news story, such as political leaders or 

celebrities. Comment board participants who make many more than the average number of 

comments may also be able to guide discussion enough to take the role of an elite. Regardless of 

the number of posts made, the presentation of an identity can be used to establish oneself as a 

person with special knowledge. 

 

Discursive participation is going to be impacted by the fact that media sets the agenda that 

is discussed. According to what Shaw and McCombs named Agenda-Setting Theory, an idea 

already discussed without name by Walter Lippmann (1922) and Bernard Cohen (1963), the 

media influences which political topics people consider salient (Lippman 1922; Cohen 1963; 

Gitlin 1980). Jones and Baumgartner (2005, pg. VIII) defined agenda setting as “the process by 

which information is prioritized for action, and attention allocated to some problems rather than 

others.” In Todd Gitlin’s (1980) study of the Students for a Democratic Society, he determined 

that the way media frames a topic can impact discussion by using provocative symbols to polarize 

the public within boundaries developed by the media’s framing. This may affect the ranges of 

topics discussed within comment boards. These boundaries created by news story framing may 

limit or emphasize the power held by particular identities, potentially affecting the frequency of 

their use and the reader’s reaction to them. It may also be reasonable to believe that, as with news 

stories chosen for presentation by the media, the comments individuals post on news stories can 

affect the topics considered salient by the readers of those comments. Authors commenting on 

news stories are affected by the media. However, they also potentially introduce an influence on 

agenda-setting from outside the media by changing which topics are most accessible. This 

indicates a potential importance in understanding the use and effects of online news comments. 

 

The information gained through this research will expand our knowledge of the effects that 

internet use is having on who participates in political discourse, specifically the participation of 

non-elite potential political actors, and the influence that power dynamics has in this discourse. 
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Discursive participation is important because it has been found to aid in the health of democratic 

citizenry. Jacobs, Cook and Carpini (2009) have found that it helps people to learn about opposing 

viewpoints, is essential to a “thinking and watchful citizenry,” and motivates active political 

involvement. Technological advancement has improved access to opposing viewpoints and 

knowledge of political happenings, while making avenues for active political involvement easier 

to discover (Kovarik 2011). The percentage of news that is consumed online has been growing in 

recent years across many demographics (Pew 2016), but the degrees to which these benefits affect 

various identities found within the group of non-elite political actors are not yet known. 

 
Opportunities for non-elite political actors to provide input that potentially affects political 

outcomes will grow as internet use continues to expand as a method of communication (Kovarik 

2011). Rohlinger, Vaccaro, Sessions, and Mauney (2015) studied the attempts of individuals to 

persuade a government official through email communication. They found that people from many 

backgrounds attempted to make an impact on decision making, even when they had no related 

powers past those of a voter or bystander. Many of these individuals are assumed to be people 

who never spoke at a town-meeting, gave a political speech, or ran for office within a 

governmental unit or social movement organization. The currently widening forum of the internet 

has given them access to persuasion of others. Understanding the ways in which the internet is 

used by these individuals for political causes can be useful. Political advisors, activists, and 

researchers may be able to gauge the directions that social movements might take, the strength of 

any impact a movement is likely to have on public opinion, and in which goals it will have the 

strongest impact. These impacts will be influenced by both the who, of who is communicating 

their thoughts to internet users, and the credence given to them by readers. 

 

One of the methods for political communication online is the online news article 

comments board. Individuals read a news article’s headline, possibly read the article attached, and 

write comments on the topic in the attached comment board. These comments typically express a 

political opinion, an emotional reaction, or additional information related to the case that the 

comment author appears to believe other readers should be interested in knowing. 
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The nature of online news comments, as a public forum, implies a desire to influence the 

opinions of readers. One way of increasing the likelihood that readers will give credence to the 

author and believe the ideas presented in these comments is to identify oneself as someone worth 

listening to. This identity is a potential anchor to power; a way of indicating to others that they 

qualify as someone to listen to and to believe. 

 

Research questions include: Is there a significant interaction between presenting identity 

and whether or not a strong argument is made within a comment? Does anchoring vary according 

to identity, such as black being more often represented than Hispanic? Does the expression of 

color blind racism vary with anchoring? Do comment authors acknowledge the use of identity by 

other authors? Does mentioning an identity impact replies in their quality, likelihood of expressing 

agreement, or emotional-tone? 

 

This research provides information on how internet communications may potentially be 

used to impact public opinion and social movement outcomes. The internet has become a tool for 

political participation and the expression of political opinions. For individuals with internet 

access, which is a growing portion of American society, the internet has lowered the opportunity 

cost of contributing to or expressing opinions on political issues and social movements. According 

to Baumgartner and Jones (1993), successfully shifting the focus of attention is useful for 

impacting policy changes. Rather than political elites and the media having complete control of 

the agenda, the consumers of information can also easily become contributors. This potentially 

impacts social movement outcomes by expanding the base of participants in social movements 

and which ideas or opinions are utilized in reaching an outcome. This is supported by the 

suggestion (Rootes 1999) that perceptions and values held by the general population, who are not 

powerful elites, may play an important part in the course and outcomes of social movements. 

 

The identity people choose to use in online news comments is one of many forms of 

participation that may impact public opinion and social movement outcomes. In essence, they use 

their identities to stand out from the crowd of non-elite political actors with little to no power, to 

become the elite of the non-elite political actors with greater power than otherwise held. 

Communicating online allows them to attempt to prevent a loss of power due to the negative 
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effects of additional identities that are undervalued for the topic, which Dubrovsky, Kiesler and 

Sethna (1991) discussed in their equalizing hypothesis. 

 

This two-part dissertation studies the strategic use of identity in political discourse, based 

on the resource perspective, which is discussed below. Both parts include analyzing whether or 

not the frames discussed by authors have particular identities that commonly appear alongside 

them. Each part focuses on the discourse as it occurs in the public forum of news comments 

boards for two different news stories that occurred at approximately the same time in the same 

state, referred to here as the Trayvon Martin case and the Daniela Pelaez case. While the risks of 

this study are minimal, understanding this form of participation may improve the ability of future 

researchers to estimate who impacts political discourse, who may have an interest in the goals of 

social movements, and what impact they will have on social movement outcomes. 

 

Content analysis of online news article comments on the Trayvon Martin and Daniela 

Pelaez cases are performed to determine if authors indicate identities to support the opinions they 

present. Identities presented through a public forum potentially benefit from how highly the 

identity is culturally valued. This value may vary to match the frame discussed, with some 

identities being commonly assumed to belong to people with more knowledge or association with 

a frame than people holding other identities. Individuals might be adjusting their presentation of 

identity based on their beliefs about the reward value of that identity, and comments in reply may 

indicate the value these identities provided according to the responding reader. In this chapter I 

review the literature regarding identity use as a resource for power and the changing interface with 

media. 

 
Literature Review 

 
Identity Use 
 

In sociology, identities are typically considered to be the “internalized positional 

designation” of the roles people fill in their respective societies (Gleason 1983; Stryker 1980:60; 

Stryker and Burke 2000; Stets and Burke 2003). However, unlike the belief that identity is built 

into the “deep psychic structure” of individuals (Gleason 1983), an identity can be presented 

without being held, in order to anchor the power given by others to that identity. Anchoring, in 
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this sense, is a stated claiming of the power expected by the claimant to be associated with an 

identity. In addition to simply claiming a desired identity, people fulfill multiple roles, a feature 

that provides them with multiple identities to claim. A man may be a father, a son, a brother, an 

employee, a boss, a teammate, and a friend in relation to particular other individuals, while also 

identifying as a member of a particular age group, a particular religion, and a particular ethnicity, 

along with many other identities. 

 

Identity in online interaction is unique, because identities that are typically apparent in face 

to face communication can be obscured. The equalizing effect (Dubrovsky et al. 1991) occurs 

when high-status and low-status participants influence discussion more equally in computer-

mediated communication than face to face, instead of high-status individuals dominating 

discussion. Dubrovsky, Kiesler, and Sethna tested and found support for this phenomenon by 

comparing the outcomes of decision-making from face-to-face communication with that of 

electronic mail communication. Other researchers have found that identity continues to influence 

the results of computer-mediated communication. Matheson (1991) found that people in 

computer-mediated negotiations perceived their opponent differently, and modified their 

negotiation behaviors accordingly, if they were told that their opponent was their own gender 

versus not being provided any identifying information. It may be that the ability to at least 

partially obscure identities allows people to manipulate equalization and assumptions that are 

based on identity. Women have been recorded as hiding their gender identity in order to harness 

the credibility they believed could be obtained simply by using male pseudonyms (Pagnucci and 

Mauriello 1999). In Pagnucci and Mauriello’s study, the women switched to male identities 

specifically because they did not receive what they felt was adequate response to female identities, 

and did receive more responses to male identities.  

 

The choice of identities referenced is important because “they are the lens through which 

people view us” (Hogg 2003). The positive or negative identities based on group membership are 

referred to as social identities (Tajfel and Turner 1979; Turner 1986). Social Identity theory is the 

belief that people base aspects of their self-image on identities they share with an in-group, and 

will attempt to make these identities positive rather than negative (Tajfel and Turner 1979; Turner 

1986). Social identity is positive when characteristics associated with the identity’s in-group are 



7 

considered better or more valuable than the characteristics of an out-group, and negative when 

considered worse or less valued (Tajfel and Turner 1979). When individuals perceive these 

identities to be negative, they can attempt to leave the in-group or change the negative perception 

of that in-group (Tajfel and Turner 1979). This can be accomplished in internet communications 

by omitting the mention of an identity that is perceived by the author to be perceived negatively 

by a reader, in favor of mentioning the identities that are believed to be perceived positively. As 

such, followers of social identity theory would believe that internet comment authors will either 

omit or downplay identities believed to provide less power, and mention identities associated with 

greater power.  

 

People may switch between identities according to the needs of particular social situations, 

although particularly strong ties to an identity may cause difficulties when attempting to switch to 

an identity that has competing ideals (Hofman 1988). The decision on which identity to apply to 

any particular situation may be dependent on a hierarchy of prominence unique to the particular 

situation. Just as the prominence of an identity over other identities when defining one’s self 

depends on the outside support, personal commitment, and rewards associated with an identity 

(McCall and Simmons 1978; Stets and Burke 2003), the level of outside support, personal 

commitment, and rewards associated with an identity given a specific situation may influence the 

choice in identity presented in that situation. This would lead individuals to present identities 

based on what they consider applicable to the situation, rather than according to the identities they 

have determined to be their main self-identifiers or the closest match to their ideals. In other 

words, identities may be used according to which ones anchor the most power obtainable in any 

given situation, such as the use of being a Republican voter to influence a Republican politician 

(Rohlinger, Vaccaro, Sessions and Mauney 2015). 

 

Identities may be viewed as symbols, created through interaction to categorize and 

differentiate others and selves. Rose (1962:18) says that once a self-conception is learned it affects 

a person’s behavior throughout life, even if new self-conceptions have been learned. This may 

indicate that people will feel particularly attached to their main identities, potentially influencing 

them to use identities without full regard to the power or lack of power they anchor. If this is the 

case, it would imply that the use of a lesser identity would be for a purpose, such as its greater 
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ability to anchor power in the given situation. For example, the same women who hid their gender 

based identity in Pagnucci and Mauriello’s study may decide to emphasize that same identity in a 

different situation. 

 

Symbolic interactionism may help us understand which identities will be chosen to present 

online. Symbolic interactionism, a term coined by Herbert Blumer in 1937 (Blumer1969), posits 

that social interaction creates meanings that humans then interpret and act upon. Rose (1962) 

provided his own interpretation of interactionist theory, based upon previous writings of adherents 

to the theory. He elaborated on the assumptions that “man lives in a symbolic environment as well 

as a physical environment” (1962:5). Rose explained that symbols can be used to stimulate others 

in ways different than to oneself, and can be used as a method of teaching vast amounts of 

meanings that occur from small bits to large and complex clusters. He also stated that “thinking is 

the process by which possible symbolic solutions and other future courses of action are examined, 

assessed for their relative advantages and disadvantages in terms of the values of the individual, 

and one of them chosen for action” (1962:12). 

 

When analyzing the use of identity as an anchor to power in internet communications, it is 

important to differentiate identities mentioned in a manner that implies an association with power 

from identities mentioned in a more off-handed matter-of-fact connotation. Combining the 

meanings implied by symbolic interactionism with reference group theory helps to guide the 

understanding of why authors use identity. According to reference group theory, individuals are 

guided in their actions according to the values and guidelines of a reference group (Cochran, 

Beeghley and Bock 1988). The degree to which individuals are guided depends on their similarity 

to the members of that group, their level of agreement with the group’s values and beliefs, how 

clearly the group’s values and beliefs are defined, the amount of interaction between the 

individual and members of the group, and the significance the individual assigns to group leaders 

(Bock, Beeghley and Mixon 1983; Cochran, Beeghley and Bock 1988). The likelihood that 

individuals identify as a member of the group will be impacted by these same factors, in addition 

to the power perceived to be gained by identifying as a member of each particular group. It may 

be that individuals with a strong attachment to a reference group will ignore the power associated 
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with that reference group when deciding whether or not to identify themselves as a member of that 

group within their internet communications. 

 

Discrepancy between the characteristics others assign to an identity and the self-perceived 

characteristics of identity holders may be one reason for mentioning identity in online 

communications. In this case, mentioning identity would be a way of defending one’s self-

perceived characteristics of that identity. Coffey and Woolworth’s (2004) study of comments on 

an online news story found that many comments were hostile, with racist denunciations and calls 

for retribution against people and institutions that were indirectly related to the story. Hostile 

comments are more common on some topics, such as immigration, than other topics (Santana 

2015). Readers may turn into authors for the express purpose of defending an attacked identity. 

 

Discrepancies between expressed opinions and one’s own opinion can result in distress 

(Burke 1991), with the emotional reaction being greater the greater the saliency is for that identity 

(Stryker 1987). Readers who come across comments that they perceive as hostile towards one of 

their own identities may feel the need to express dissent or to vent anger, in an attempt to remove 

the discrepancy that has occurred with their own view of that identity. However, it is important to 

note that hostility is not necessarily intended in every statement that a reader might perceive as 

hostile. Statements that make positive associations with a group are sometimes believed to 

automatically imply hostility to out-groups, even when they are actually the result of an 

individual’s preferential focus on or treatment towards his or her own identity group (Brewer 

1999). Even discrepancies caused by omission, as would be the case in non-hostile preferential 

treatment, may be enough to trigger an emotional response within potential authors that results in 

the mention of identity in their comments. This may lead to an attempt by responding authors to 

normalize their own views and anchor power through the use of an identity that had been omitted 

by previous authors. 

 

In brief, identities can serve as anchors for a normative standpoint, with the identities their 

users believe to be most effective typically being given the most emphasis (Callero 2003). 

Identities are typically tailored to specific contexts and targets (Einwohner 2008). In other words, 

“identities anchor power” (Castells 2011:425), with some identities expected to wield more power 
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in a given circumstance than another identity that may wield greater power in another 

circumstance. As anchors, identities are tools that can be called upon to call attention, and attempt 

to maintain attention, on oneself when other forms of power may be lacking. When the intended 

recipient of this anchoring is political, identity can be used as a resource by individuals in an 

attempt to persuade government into particular actions, or inaction. When the intended recipients 

are members of the public who may or may not have differing viewpoints from the author, 

identity can be used as a resource to establish credibility to back up the views professed. 

 
Resources 
 

Identities used to anchor power are a resource. According to the resource perspective, 

inequalities in having resources or access to resources lead to inequalities in mobility (Torche 

2005). Anchoring power can be thought of as a form of mobility. By viewing identity as a 

resource, it can be seen that varying the ownership of identities leads to varying levels of equality 

and mobility. Power is central to the resource perspective (Callero 1994). As with Callero’s 

(1994:230) claim that roles are “tools used in a competitive struggle to control other resources and 

establish social structures,” identities are also tools used as resources in a competitive power 

struggle to gain attention and consideration of the identity holder’s views. 

 

If identities are a resource, then they can be applied to resource mobilization theory. 

Resource mobilization theory deals with the role of resources in social movement growth, decline, 

and change (McCarthy and Zald 1977). In 1977, McCarthy and Zald introduced the idea that free 

media is necessary to the involvement of mass amounts of isolated constituents in the flow of 

resources for political purposes. Internet communication has opened the door to free media, 

allowing an unprecedented ability for isolated individuals to distribute information to many 

individuals across geographical boundaries (Kovarik 2011). Unlike the resource mobilization 

focus on organizations, the internet allows for individuals to create the resources and determine 

their uses. In other words, individuals are able to express solidarity and support for common goals 

that help to create and reinforce a social movement, without requiring the guidance of an 

organization. Within an organization, the internet would be considered an infrastructural social 

organizational-resource (Edwards and McCarthy 2004). Outside of organizations, the internet is 

used by individuals for their individual goals, with the potential for external impacts. This leads to 
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the contribution of non-organized individuals to organizational material resources. In a sense, the 

internet creates an informal human resource for social movements through individuals whose 

actions are guided by rational choice rather than organizational goals. 

 

According to rational choice theory, individuals will choose the course of action that 

maximizes their subjective expected utility (Hechter and Kanazawa 1997). The internet lowers the 

costs of participation, allowing individuals to gain more utility from participating than they would 

have had if the internet did not exist. Emirbayer (1997) claims rational choice theory involves 

assuming static identity, interests, and characteristics. However, individuals may be able to 

increase their utility by claiming identities that are most relevant to the argument they are 

presenting. 

 

Authors use identity to change readers’ perception of the relevance of the author’s 

statements, as part of their framing in communication. Part of this influence comes from 

commonly held stereotypes that hold varying levels of status and power (Pagnucci and Mauriello 

1999). This allows those who are generally considered non-elites to have access to the influencing 

of others, undermining the standard political opportunity process (Dubrovsy et al. 1991). 

However, the use of identity can actually be considered a method of creating an elite status for use 

as a resource (Pagnucci and Mauriello 1999), which is then used to establish the importance of an 

opinion. 

 

“Resources (focused via signification and legitimation) are structured properties of social 

systems, drawn upon and reproduced by knowledgeable agents in the course of interaction” 

(Giddens 1984:14). According to this definition, both the assignment of identities to individuals 

and the ability to communicate political opinions online are resources. However, the action of 

communicating online is more than just a resource. The act may be an attempt to have what 

Giddens (1984) calls the dialectic of control, in that it is individuals attempting to influence the 

activities of others. It has been pointed out that the dialectic of control is not immune to lack of 

choice, and does not guarantee reciprocity between subordinates and superiors in their influence 

(Held 1989). However, Giddens’ response to critiques emphasizes that total restraint is rare, given 

that people’s choices are continuously impacted and changing according to their situation 
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(Giddens 1989). In the case of expressing opinions online, individuals are potentially under the 

belief that there may be some impact from their actions. However, we do not know if they believe 

their impact will lead to change, is solely therapeutic on the individual level, or is therapeutic for 

an unknown slim chance of impact. 

 
The Changing News Media 
 

In order to use identity as a resource for persuasion, individuals must have a meeting 

ground for communication. News media is an effective public sphere for political conversation 

(Kim 1997). The public sphere is a social space “network for communicating information and 

points of view” (Habermas 1996:360). Social institutions, such as the public sphere (Habermas 

1989) are mediated by technology (Bain 1937). Technological revolutions have repeatedly led to 

revolutions in media based communication, changing the barriers of who communicates (Kovarik 

2001). These changes in the power of media are “based on the technology of mass 

communications” (Habermas 2006:419). Internet communication is the latest revolution, and is 

helping to open up news media discourse to the masses (Kovarik 2011). 

 

News media changes according to changes in sentiment, regulation and technology 

(Rantanen 1997). In studying the effect of recent changes, it is important to acknowledge the 

effects of changes that occurred in the past. News agencies operated globally as early as the first 

half of the 19th century, due in large part to the telegraph, allowing news to become a 

commercialized, manufactured product by the latter half of the 19th century (Rantanen 1997). 

Technology was an important factor because it reduced the time needed to disseminate 

information. The telegraph allowed information to be broadcast across vast distances almost 

instantaneously, which was an improvement over carrier transportation (Kovarik 2011). However, 

the information distributed was still largely controlled by media elites (Rantanen 1997). These 

improvements in speed of communication and questions regarding ability to contribute to the 

discourse are paralleled in changes brought on by recent technology. 

 

The advent of the internet, and its use by news agencies, has reduced the time required to 

broadcast news by eliminating the extra time needed to print and distribute news locally (Kovarik 

2011). End users with internet access are able to get on a computer, or other electronic device that 
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provides internet access, and read news stories as soon as they are posted online. While this 

suggests that internet news is a replacement for print, television, or radio, it has also been 

suggested that this replacement is not widespread across the population and is mainly occurring 

within particular subsets (Gaskins and Jerit 2012). Who these subsets are, and will be, is an area 

open to continuous research. This does not imply, however, that only particular subsets will use or 

only use internet news. Gaskins and Jerit also found that the majority of consumers in their study 

use the internet in addition to other news sources, which supports the idea that news sources are 

converging rather than replacing or being replaced. 

 

News media convergence is the idea that news consumers use multiple types of sources, 

rather than replacing their previous preferences with whatever the newest technology provides 

(Jenkins 2004). The idea of multiple types of sources is not new. In a 1960s study of perceived 

reliability in news accuracy, Carter and Greenberg (1965) found that individuals reported using 

newspapers, radios, televisions, and conversations as news sources. What can be considered new 

is the user comments sections online that allows any interested party with access to that particular 

news source to comment. While consumers might be able to call in to a radio show or write to a 

newspaper editor, comments through those sources are typically greatly restricted by editorial 

decision makers and space limitations. 

 
The internet had already become a common source for news at the time of the Daniela 

Pelaez and Trayvon Martin cases. The Pew Research Center found that half of the respondents to 

their News Media Consumption Survey in 2012 obtained news digitally the day prior to 

participation in the survey, placing digital news just behind televised news and considerably ahead 

of print (29 percent) and radio (33 percent) news (Pew Research Center 2013). While those under 

age thirty were moving most of their news consumption to internet news, 43 percent of 

respondents aged 50 to 64 consumed internet news the day prior to the survey. Although small 

proportions of news consumers consumed news through social media (19 percent), e-mail (16 

percent), or podcasts (8 percent), the majority of internet news consumption was through news 

articles on major news websites. These news websites represent the online version of print 

newspapers such as the New York Times, online versions of televised news such as ABC News or 

FOX News, or are internet-only news outlets such as Yahoo News or the Huffington Post. 
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Internet news consumption has continued to grow since 2012. As of 2017, 93 percent of 

adults in the U.S. consume internet news (Pew Research Center 2017). An increasingly common 

method of internet news consumption is by way of mobile device, which is making internet news 

more readily accessible to a wider audience. According to the Pew Research Center (Lu 2017), 

older adults have made the greatest gains since 2012. Those aged 65 and over who consumed 

news over mobile devices increased from 22 percent to 67 percent between 2013 and 2017. This 

puts older adults close to where younger adults were in 2013, when 68 percent of those aged 30-

49 and 75 percent of those aged 18-29 consumed news over mobile devices. As of 2017, 94 

percent of each of the younger groups are consuming news over mobile devices. This shows that 

the majority of adults in the U.S. consume internet news, and the ability to use the internet is no 

longer limited to those who have computer access. This has broadened the potential for 

individuals to participate in political discourse on internet news comment boards. 

 
Internet News Comment Boards 

 
Internet news comment boards are a form of computer-mediated communication that 

provide a forum for discussion related to a news story presented on the same webpage. Comment 

boards had already existed as forums on the internet prior to their use with news stories, including 

use as non-attached forums by news outlets (Coffee and Woolworth 2004; Santana 2011). In 

1998, comment boards were attached to movie and restaurant reviews on the website for the 

Rocky Mountain News (Santana 2011), a Denver based newspaper that was in publication from 

1859 till 2009 (Trembath 2015). The Washington Post started including news comment boards 

with news stories on its website in 2006. Thirty-three percent of online newspapers in the U.S. 

included them by 2007, reaching use by 92 percent of the top 150 newspapers in the U.S. by 2011 

(Santana 2011). 

 

It did not take long for internet news comment boards to face regulation by news 

organizations due to inflammatory comments. A portion of the comments that news organizations 

seek to regulate are what is commonly referred to as trolling. Trolling is “the practice of behaving 

in a deceptive, destructive, or disruptive manner in a social setting on the Internet” (Buckels, 

Trapnell, and Paulhus 2014), which can be found in any type of online forum. Comments also 

digress into incivility without qualifying as trolling. This trolling and incivility is believed to harm 
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public discourse, by reducing the ability of readers to thoughtfully review and consider nuances of 

the discussion (Anderson et al. 2013; Hwang, Kim and Huh 2014). It may discourage participation 

(Blom et al. 2014), but it may also encourage participation to counter the trolling or uncivil 

assertions. By 2009, news outlets were revising their use of comment boards in an attempt to 

prevent unwanted incivility (Harlow 2009). 

 

News outlets have attempted to prevent out of control incivility by preventing anonymous 

comments, moderating comments, disabling a comment board that was previously open to 

comments, and not including a comment board (Coffey and Woolworth 2004; Harlow 2009; 

Hughey and Daniels 2013; Santana 2011; Thornton 2009). Posts are typically deleted for content 

that a moderator would classify as defamatory, harassing, threatening, vulgar or commercial, 

leading to “whitewashed data” (Hughey and Daniels 2013) that systematically excludes undesired 

comments. Comment boards are typically disabled or removed due to an overabundance of hateful 

speech. Some news sites have removed comment boards from all news stories. Many limit the 

boards based on formal policy, such as no comment boards for stories on crime or immigration, or 

based on editor opinion of which stories are likely to collect hateful comments (Thornton 2009). 

 

Race and ethnicity are common targets for hateful comments. Inflammatory statements 

related to race and ethnicity are made in comment boards regardless of the news story topic, with 

such statements being attached to news articles ranging in topic from politics to the weather 

(Harlow 2015). Race is salient to authors regardless of whether or not it is mentioned in the news 

article, in part due to preexisting associations (Harlow 2015; Hughey and Daniels 2013). In 

Harlow’s (2015) comparison of the mentioning of race or ethnicity in articles versus in comments, 

she found that even though only 10 percent of articles mentioned race or ethnicity, 29 percent of 

the articles reviewed received comments on race or ethnicity, with most of those comments being 

negative or stereotyping. The prevalence of racism in comment boards is of concern to the news 

outlets and the public due to the belief that racist ideologies in discourse may encourage the 

“reproduction of systems of racism” (Van Dijk 2009:202). 

 

Some of the racism in comments is cloaked. “Overt expressions of racism” have been 

replaced by stereotyping and blaming “individuals’ choices" (Harlow 2015) for perceived 
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inequalities (Campbell 1995; Jhally and Lewis 1992). Campbell (1995) discusses how this 

cloaked racism has many iterations, such as the symbolic racism (Sears 1998) of purportedly 

believing in equal rights and the enlightened racism (Jhally and Lewis 1992) of denying that 

minorities are held back when a few are successful. These cloaked versions are often referred to as 

color blind racism. 

 

Bonilla-Silva (2002) classified color blind racism as including the frames of liberal, 

cultural, naturalization of, and denial of racism. Abstract liberalism is considered the foundation 

of modern racism, and involves using liberal language, such as equality, to explain away racial 

matters (Bonilla-Silva 2006). Naturalization explains racial phenomena as “natural occurrences” 

(Bonilla-Silva 2006:28), such as proclaiming self-segregation of the races. Cultural racism bases 

differences on culture of the minority group instead of outside forces. Denial that racism occurs, 

or has an effect, is known as minimization of racism, and is the form in use when using phrases 

like playing the race card (Bonilla-Silva 2006). According to Hughey and Daniels (2013), color 

blindness, and the coded language that is used to present it, must be considered in analyzing 

discourse. 

 

Color blind racism is utilized to express otherwise socially unacceptable opinions on 

internet news comment boards. Moderators often do not classify these comments as vulgar or 

harassing (Hughey and Daniels 2013), allowing them to stay on the comment board and 

potentially influence the discourse. Authors are freed to present their actual identity alongside 

racism, but the targets of that racism may be disenfranchised from discourse. 

 
Summary 

 
In this chapter, Introduction, the project goals and literature review were presented. 

Identity has the potential to be used as an anchor to power in persuasive internet communication 

intended to influence political opinion. Those who use a directly mentioned identity as an anchor 

to a directly stated argument are claiming the power of an elite status for their viewpoint. The 

identity is a resource that may impact the opinions of others. This discourse may be impacted by 

racism, although the identity of being a racist is unlikely to be presented. This use is being 

explored by analyzing internet news comment boards attached to the Trayvon Martin case and the 
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Daniela Pelaez case. The first 1,000 comments on one online news article for each case was 

analyzed for use of identity as an anchor and the presentation of an argument. Research questions 

include: Is there a significant interaction between presenting identity and whether or not a strong 

argument is made within a comment? Does anchoring vary according to identity, such as black 

being more often represented than Hispanic? Does the expression of color blind racism vary with 

anchoring? Do comment authors acknowledge the use of identity by other authors? And, does 

mentioning an identity impact replies in their quality, likelihood of expressing agreement, or 

emotional-tone? 

 

In Chapter 2 Methods, the Daniela Pelaez and Trayvon Martin cases are presented and the 

method of analysis is discussed. This starts with a short description of the similarities and 

differences between cases. Each made national headlines at approximately the same time, both 

occurred in the same state, and both are in reference life altering circumstances for minority 

teenagers. This is followed by the history of each case, discussing where each teenager was from 

and what happened to them to make the news. The variables used for analysis, how they were 

created, and how they will be used, are then explained. The chapter ends with a discussion of 

limitations of the study, including not having full information about actual identities and who only 

reads without posting, and being restricted by depth of the analysis to only including two stories 

from one news outlet. 

 

Chapter 3 Results is split into three sections:  Daniela Pelaez case results, Trayvon Martin 

case results, and the case comparison. In each case section, the dependence of variables with 

identity anchoring and presentation of an argument is analyzed using Fisher’s exact test, and their 

effects on responses, anchoring and presentation of an argument are tested using regression 

analysis. These results are then compared using Fisher’s exact test and chi-square significance to 

determine differences between cases in the case comparison section. Only side of the news story 

supported, the demographic of race, and the natural humanity form of color blind racism were 

significantly associated with identity use as an anchor for both cases, while tone and minimization 

of racism were not significant for either case. Possible reasons for differences are discussed as 

being potentially due to differences in the news story themselves. 
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Chapter 4 Conclusion discusses the scope of the study, reviews the conclusions and 

limitations, makes suggestions for future research, and discusses the implications of this research. 

This study uses the Pelaez and Martin cases to provide information on how internet 

communications may be used to impact public opinion and influence social movement outcomes. 

Each media revolution has been a “potential lever for social change” (Kovarik 2011:331), with the 

internet expanding the number of people who can participate in political discourse. A better 

understanding of who participates and how they influence others can help social movements figure 

out how to expand their base of participants and decide which ideas or opinions to utilize in their 

attempts at reaching an outcome. It is found that identity is used as an anchor to power, but it does 

not have a strong impact on news comment boards. Anchoring is more dependent on authors’ 

expectations of what others will consider important than it is effective on readers’ actual reactions. 

The effects on readers who do not comment is an unknown. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

METHODS 
 
 

Introduction 
 

This dissertation looks at if the choice in using an identity presented in persuasive online 

communication is dependent on its use as an anchor to power, if this varies according to identity 

presented, and if comment authors acknowledge the use of identity by other authors. In order to do 

this, I performed a content analysis of presentation of identity in online news article discussion 

boards for one article each of two cases, and a comparison between the findings for each case. 

Each case is examined to determine if authors choose to present identities that are uniquely 

applicable to that particular case, while downplaying or disregarding identities that are not 

applicable to that case, or if identity is not treated by authors as a salient topic to the arguments or 

opinions they present. 

 
Case Studies 

 
The two cases selected for study were news stories about Daniela Pelaez and Trayvon 

Martin. Daniela Pelaez was a high school student who was facing deportation to Columbia, and 

Trayvon Martin was a high school student who was killed by a neighborhood watch volunteer. 

Both cases took place in Florida and made national news in March of 2012. These cases were 

selected for having several key similarities and several key differences. Each case originated from 

the same part of the country at approximately the same time and centered on a racial minority 

teenager nearing adulthood. However, death versus deportation present very different 

circumstances of highly politicized natures. Identities relevant to discussion will somewhat differ 

between the cases due to these differing circumstances, such as immigrant for one case and gun 

ownership for the other case. 

 

Identity use in comments for the Daniela Pelaez and Trayvon Martin cases were analyzed 

from internet news articles published by the same major national news company. The news outlet 

selected was the National Broadcasting Company (NBC). This analysis included one national 
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news outlet article for each case. Articles based solely on news videos, blogs, or photoblogs were 

excluded from consideration. 

 

Outlets in addition to NBC were investigated, but ultimately excluded from consideration. 

As the study was originally going to include local news comment boards, in addition to national 

news comment boards, only news outlets with both a national online news presence and a local 

online news presence were considered. Selection of outlet was also limited due to lack of adequate 

coverage of both cases and comment boards not being retained. Comment boards are typically 

disabled or removed due to concern over the potential for an overabundance of hateful speech. 

Some news sites have removed comment boards from all news stories. Many limit the boards 

based on formal policy, such as no comment boards for stories on crime or immigration, or based 

on editor opinion of which stories are likely to collect hateful comments (Thornton 2009). 

 

The selected news outlet, NBC, is more trusted by Democrats than by Republicans (Pew 

2012). According to the Pew Research Center’s believability survey, taken in July 2012, 

approximately four months following the news releases of the two cases, 41 percent of 

Republicans and 74 percent of Democrats gave NBC a believability rating of 3 or 4 on a four 

point scale, with 4 being the highest in believability. This difference is less pronounced than for 

MSNBC, CNN, and ABC News, in that order. It should be noted that believability ratings by 

Republicans tend to be lower than by Democrats. The highest percent of believability, as rated by 

Republicans, was 67 percent for Fox News. While it is unknown what the exact effect differing 

believability has on participation rates across party lines and on purpose of participation, it does 

not exclude Republicans or other conservatives from participating in NBCs online news comment 

boards. Unfortunately, the effects on news comment board posts due to differences in political 

leanings between news outlets cannot be analyzed here, due to the only national news outlet 

trusted more by conservatives than by liberals, Fox News, not retaining comment sections on 

these news stories. 

 
Pelaez Case History 

 
On Monday, February 27th, 2012, a federal immigration judge ordered the deportation of 

Daniela Pelaez and her sister, Danaya Pelaez. At the time of this order, Daniela Pelaez was an 18 
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year old senior and class valedictorian at North Miami High School. News of the Pelaez’ pending 

deportation led to protest by nearly 3,000 community members, due in part to Daniela Pelaez 

being recognized as an outstanding student (City of North Miami 2012).  

 

The Pelaez family, originally from Columbia, moved to Miami, FL, and overstayed their 

visas when Daniela was four years old (Huffington Post 2012). Daniela Pelaez’ brother later 

gained citizenship through military service. Members of the U.S. armed forces and the spouses of 

members who are or will be deployed qualify for expedited naturalization (U.S. Citizenship and 

Immigration Services 2017). Their father gained residency through his son’s citizenship, but the 

residency applications for Daniela and Danaya were denied in 2010 (City of North Miami 2012). 

Their mother had already returned to Columbia for medical reasons, leaving the Pelaez sisters in 

the custody of their father (Huffington Post 2012). 

 

Daniela Pelaez and the protests of her supporters made local and national news, with 

coverage by multiple major news outlets. Coverage started shortly after protests began against the 

deportation order, and continued through the issuance of a two-year reprieve and the start of 

Daniela Pelaez’ college career. Although Danaya Pelaez was occasionally mentioned in the news 

articles, the focus was almost solely on Daniela Pelaez, the high achieving student.  

 

On March 2, 2012, NBC news published an article titled “North Miami high school 

students fight valedictorian's deportation order” (Bagg and Hamacher, 2012). This article makes 

no mention of Danaya Pelaez, keeping the focus solely on Daniela Pelaez, her supporters and 

detractors, and the threat of the outstanding student’s deportation. The story starts out by 

mentioning the protest. It then mentions the judge’s deportation order and that she was illegally 

brought at age four, before going into more in depth description of the protest and quoting 

supporters of Daniela Pelaez. It again mentions the family’s arrival in the United States, that they 

entered illegally, and Daniela Pelaez’s love for this country while quoting her as saying she is an 

American. This is followed by a short description of Daniela Pelaez’s academic achievement, the 

threat her immigration status places on her ability to attend college, and that Immigration and 

Customs will take no action until the appeal concludes. It ends with the mention that some do not 
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support Daniela Pelaez being allowed to stay, and quotes a parent at her school who states she 

should be deported. 

 
Martin Case History 

 
On February 26, 2012, Trayvon Martin was shot and killed by George Zimmerman 

(Botelho 2012). Martin was a 17 year old high school student from Miami, FL, visiting his father 

in Sanford, FL, as part of his 10 day school suspension. Zimmerman was a 28 year old part-time 

college student and neighborhood watch volunteer. 

 

On the evening of his death, Trayvon Martin purchased snacks at a convenience store and 

then walked around his father’s gated neighborhood, while talking on the phone with his 

girlfriend. George Zimmerman saw him walking around in the rain while wearing a hoodie, and 

called 911 to report suspicious activity. Zimmerman proceeded to follow Martin, though the 911 

dispatcher told him not to follow. An unwitnessed altercation occurred, and George Zimmerman 

shot Trayvon Martin in the chest. Police arrived later and attempted CPR. The Sanford Fire 

Department then arrived, continued CPR, and declared Trayvon Martin dead at 7:30 p.m. George 

Zimmerman was taken to the police department without arrest. Trayvon Martin’s father filed a 

missing person report the next morning, and identified his son through a crime scene photograph. 

George Zimmerman was charged with second-degree murder on April 11, 2012, arrested, and 

released on bail (Botelho 2012). On July 13, 2012, a jury found George Zimmerman not guilty of 

second-degree murder or manslaughter (CNN Library 2013). 

 

On March 19, 2012, NBC news published an article titled “Justice Department, FBI to 

Probe Shooting Death of Florida Teen Trayvon Martin” (NBC News, MSNBC.com Staff and 

News Services 2012). It announced the opening of investigation into the shooting as a reaction to 

public pressure, and described the events of the night. It mentions Martin’s mother saying that she 

recognized her son’s voice calling for help in the background of a 911 call, before the sound of a 

gunshot, and saying that Zimmerman’s actions were racially motivated against her innocent son. It 

then mentions that the police acted according to the Stand Your Ground law in not arresting 

Zimmerman, leaving the case to prosecutors, and describes the origins of the Stand Your Ground 

law. Competing arguments are presented on if the law applies to Zimmerman’s actions, followed 
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by statistics on the change in justifiable homicide since the law went into effect. The story ends 

with the mention of a petition started by Martin’s mother, and social media posts made by named 

celebrities in support of Martin. 

 
Article Analysis 

 
Results are presented for the Pelaez case, then the Martin case, and then both cases 

compared. These analyses include the first 1000 comments on each news story, according to the 

comment ID number. Deleted comments were not excluded, so that rates of deletion could be 

examined as part of the analysis. This was out of a total of 2,575 comments by 1000 discussion 

participants on the Martin case and 1,854 comments by 755 discussion participants on the Pelaez 

case. Data was recorded for the news articles commented on, for the comment authors themselves 

based on information available throughout the comments section, and for the actual comments 

posted. Codebooks for both the Trayvon Martin case and the Daniela Pelaez case are listed in 

Appendix C. 

 

Comment author’s user names were recorded for the purpose of matching all comments by 

the same user within and across news articles, and to examine for demographic clues. User names 

are designed to be anonymous public representations of individuals, with the amount of 

identifying information limited by the user’s choice in user name. These are occasionally 

supplemented by avatars. Avatars are pictures used alongside user names as a representation of 

the account holder, which are typically images ranging from drawings such as cartoon characters 

to photography such as of people or stationary objects. 

 

User names, avatars, and comments were used in conjunction to determine gender, race, 

parental status, occupation, political affiliation, or other demographic categorization that is stated 

within the comments section of the news article. Race and gender were determined from avatars 

only when a categorical designation was clear through a personal picture that did not appear to fit 

more than one category. Gender was determined from usernames when usernames included words 

or names that represent male or female, with potentially unisex names not being coded as male, 

female, or other. With both avatars and usernames, demographics were assigned based on how 

author presented him or herself, rather than based on how the actual individuals behind accounts 
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have been legally registered. Discordance in presentation of race or gender between user names, 

avatars and comments was not found. 

 

Identities based on the comments made were labeled as “direct”, “implied” or “missing”. 

Direct includes identities such as the ones that follow the words “as a”. Implied includes identities 

insinuated by complaints of an opposing group, such as liberals or conservatives, or when group is 

indicated through phrases such as “we taxpayers” or “as a nation we”. Comments with no form of 

identity were labeled as missing identity. 

 

Individual comments were also classified according to when a comment was made, how it 

relates to the news article, the presence of color blind racism, and the tone used by the author. The 

date of the comment and ID of the comment it was in reply to, if applicable, were recorded to 

maintain the ability to compare comments relative to their position in the board. How the 

comment relates to the news article was recorded by whether or not a specific argument or claim 

is presented, and side taken in the case. In the Martin case, potential sides taken include support of 

Martin or gun victims, support of Zimmerman or gun handlers, or no side indicated; while in the 

Pelaez case, sides include being supportive of non-deportation, pro-deportation, or no side 

indicated. The presence of the four types of color blind racism is noted, including abstract 

liberalism, minimization of racism, the claim that there are cultural problems rather than racism 

and the claim that natural human decisions are mistakenly labeled as racism. In addition, data has 

been collected on whether or not the self, other people in general, or specific other people are 

mentioned. Tone, which refers to the author’s mood as indicated by the comment, includes if the 

comment is friendly or compassionate, neutral, or aggressive. This information that is collected in 

addition to identity is used for analysis of when identity is used and if the use of particular 

identities is associated with particular motives. Argument, in particular, is examined in-depth as 

the potential reason for wanting to anchor power through an identity. 

 

Since it is expected that identity will be used to support claims made, independence 

between the presence of identity in conjunction with whether or not a specific argument was 

presented is tested using Fisher’s exact test. Fisher’s exact test is also used to test the relationships 

between items coded, selected based on the results of cross-tabulations, to determine the strength 
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and probability of their use in anchoring of power. Chi-square statistics, such as those obtained by 

the Pearson chi-squared test and Rao-Scott chi squared test, cannot be calculated with this data 

due to the expectation of low and zero values for many variables. The variables used to test for 

anchoring are shown in Table 2.1 Variable Types. 

 
 

Table 2.1 Variable Types 

Dependent 
Variables Independent Variables 
Identity: Argument, On topic, Tone, Side, Number of replies, Is a reply, Number of likes, 

Demographic variables, Color blind racism variables, and Mentioning of persons 
including self or other. 

Argument: Identity, On topic, Tone, Side, Number of replies, Is a reply, Number of likes, 
Demographic variables, Color blind racism variables, and Mentioning of persons 
including self or other. 

 
 
Descriptions of variables are listed in Appendix C Coding Schemes, which includes 

codebooks for the Pelaez case and the Martin case. Whenever possible, the same variables were 

used for coding both cases. When variables cannot be identical between cases, the pattern in 

design is consistent between cases. For example, the Martin case includes a unique variable for 

“identity presented as a gun owner,” with the options of stated, implied, not used, non-owner, and 

implied non-owner; while the Pelaez case includes a unique variable for “identity presented as a 

documented immigrant,” with the options of stated, implied, not used, not an immigrant, and 

implied not an immigrant. 

 

Regression analysis is used to control for the effects of previously identified variables in 

estimating their relationships with response to comments, and the presence of identity anchoring 

and arguments. Response to comments is analyzed using linear regression to predict number of 

likes and number of replies. Three models are tested for each. Type of identity anchoring, 

comment order, and side supported is used as a predictor of response in each. Also included are 

types of argument in Model 1, forms of color blind racism in Model 2, and additional factors 

found relevant by Fisher’s exact testing in Model 3. The results are then summarized in a case 

conclusion. 
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Case Study Comparison 
 

In the case study comparison section, the Trayvon Martin and Daniela Pelaez cases are 

compared to estimate differences in participant characteristcs, seriousness of case as determined 

by comment tone and racism expressed, identity use, association of identity with various comment 

classifications and presentation of an argument. Fisher’s exact test significance and chi-square 

significance are used to identify differences in those findings. Possible reasons for those 

differences are discussed. This will help to determine which aspects of a case affect the use of 

identity as an anchor. 

 
Limitations of the Study 

 
This study faces several limitations on what may be analyzed from the available data. The 

majority of the limitations are based on non-confirmation of the information in comments posted 

online. Additional limitations exist in the coding of these comments. 

 

One of the main limitations within this study is that it is not known which identities 

presented are actually held by the authors versus being an identity that is only claimed to be held. 

Although it is possible to track identities online, they are typically not verifiable without in-person 

visitation, with some identities not being verifiable even with in-person visitation. For this reason, 

this study is limited to analyzing identities as they are presented, rather than analyzing which 

identities a person may lie about in an attempt to harness the power that belongs to others, or how 

often this may occur. 

 

Authors’ intended meanings and purposes for writing are deduced through reading the 

comment rather than guided by personal questioning of authors. The analysis of pre-existing 

online communication is based solely on the way the author chose to present their own ideas, 

which is authentic and free from unintentional prompting by researcher observation (Rohlinger et 

al. 2015). It is conceivable to contact some of the authors and have a few of them answer 

questions about their beliefs and their intent. However, it is not feasible to do so to a degree that 

would provide useful information. The hours spent contacting these authors would be large, even 

for a company or organization designed to complete such studies. Also, not every author would be 

traceable, and of the ones who are, their response rates are likely to be very low. Those who 
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respond would also potentially not remember their intended meaning and purpose for writing at a 

time outside of when they originally wrote the comment. 

 

This study has been limited to one outlet, over a limited time period and localized to news 

that originated from one state of the United States of America. However, there exists a wide 

variety of news outlets, elite political actors, topics, time- periods, and geographies. Part of the 

purpose of this study is to determine whether or not identity use is common. With the great 

number of authors who contact each outlet, studying a smaller sample of comments from a large 

number of outlets and actors would be necessary in order to increase the representativeness of this 

study. Only a small amount of information would be collected about a wide range of possibilities. 

This would lead to missing less common forms of identity use and details about the types of use, 

defeating some of the main objectives of this study. 

 

Another potential limitation is the deletion or removal of comments by the comment board 

hosts. Major news outlets, including NBC, have strict policies regarding user content. See 

Appendix B for the NBCUniversal Terms of Service: Rules of Conduct for the Site and Services. 

Posts are typically deleted for content that a moderator would classify as defamatory, harassing, 

threatening, vulgar or commercial, leading to “whitewashed data” (Hughey and Daniels 2013) that 

systematically excludes comments. However, review of the comment boards indicate that 

comments are rarely deleted for these two cases. Also, some of these few comments that are 

deleted are marketing ploys unrelated to the news story, such as promises to provide information 

on how the author’s sister makes money from home if the reader “clicks here”. 

 

Aside from the potential for deletion of comments by someone other than the comment’s 

author, authors self-select into participation. The number of people who viewed the news article is 

unknown, but it is reasonable to believe that not all viewers posted comments. Those who do 

comment are likely to have a purpose for participating, and believe that posting their comment is 

not completely meaningless. If identity is in fact used to support claims in news comment boards, 

then it is reasonable to believe that article viewers who feel that they have a useful identity are 

more likely to comment than those who do not. Likewise, authors who lack faith in the respect 

given to their identity by others may be less likely to comment than authors who feel their identity 
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will be respected, regardless of the actual outcome. This leads to a myriad of potential impacts on 

identity use that are beyond measurability by this data. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

RESULTS 
 
 

Introduction 
 

This chapter presents the findings for the Daniela Pelaez case, the Trayvon Martin case, 

and the case comparison, in separate sections. Each case section begins by depicting the comment 

board. This includes when the comments were posted, how many posts were removed, how many 

author accounts the remaining posts came from, and the frequency of posts per account. The 

authors are then described by their demographics as determined from the comment board. This is 

followed by exploring independence of identity anchoring and presentation of an argument with 

each other and other variables, and regression analysis to measure the effects of selected variables. 

This is concluded with a short description about what these findings tell us about using identity as 

an anchor to power and the role of presenting an argument. The case comparison examines the 

differences in findings between both cases and discusses what this might indicate about the use of 

identity as an anchor to power in online news comment boards. 

 
Pelaez Case Results 

 
Online Comments 
 

The comments analyzed on the Daniela Pelaez case were posted between March 2, 2012 

and March 14, 2012. Of the first 1,000 comments, 36 comments were removed for not meeting the 

terms of service. The news board was “whitewashed” (Hughey and Daniels 2013), by posts being 

deleted for content that a moderator would classify as defamatory, harassing, threatening, vulgar 

or commercial. Race and immigration are two of the topics that commonly receive inflammatory 

comments (Harlow 2015; Santana 2014), both of which apply to this case. The remaining 964 

comments were posted by 512 unique author accounts, with the majority of accounts (n=365) 

posting only one comment each. The number of posts per author account is depicted in Figure 3.1 

Pelaez Case Frequency of Posts per Account, with a detailed table in Appendix D Data Tables, 

labeled Table D.1 Pelaez Case Frequency of Posts per Account. Figure 3.1 shows that the majority 

of accounts only posted one comment, with comparatively few posting two or more comments. 

The most active account posted 29 unique comments, with all but one being replies to other posts. 
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These 29 comments from a single account represent 3 percent of the comments analyzed. 

Weighting is not being used to control for the potential impact of active authors due to the 

variables for analysis being categorical and low impact expected from repeat authors. Comments 

that are from repeat authors vary in tone and even in side of the news story supported, while rarely 

making reference to an identity. This prevents individual authors from having a significant impact 

on the results of the main questions of the study.  

 
 

 
Figure 3.1 Pelaez Case Frequency of Posts per Account 

 
 
Authors 

 
The majority of authors had no discernable demographic information either mentioned in 

their comments or represented by the avatar or username. The avatar and username are how the 

authors present themselves in general, regardless of the comment being made. Identity within a 

comment is where anchoring can be used to connect power to the intended message of the 
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comment. If anchoring had been a common tactic, demographic information would be common 

instead of rare. Although anchoring is not a common tactic for this case, it may indicate the 

possibility that identity is not used without consideration of its effects, supporting the idea that it 

is used as an anchor when it is used. The demographic information that was determined for each 

author account is shown in Table 3.1 Pelaez Case Author Demographics. The demographics 

coded included age, gender, race, religion and political affiliation. Age was the only variable with 

no identifiable demographic breakdown among authors.  

 
 

Table 3.1 Pelaez Case Author Demographics 

Category N 
Percent of all 

Accounts 
Author Accounts 512 100.0% 

Age 0 0.00% 
Avatars 98 19.1% 

Person 14 2.7% 
Group 2 0.4% 
Non-person 67 13.1% 
Model Person 15 2.9% 
None 414 80.9% 

Gender 324 63.3% 
Male 162 31.6% 
Female 52 10.2% 
Not Identified 298 58.2% 

Race or Ethnicity 18 3.5% 
Hispanic 6 1.2% 
White 12 2.3% 

Religion 1 0.2% 
Christian 1 0.2% 

Political Affiliation 29 5.7% 
Republican 1 0.2% 
Conservative 22 4.3% 
Liberal 5 1.0% 
Democrat 1 0.2% 

 
 
Avatars, a pictorial representation of an author account, were used in addition to 

commentary and usernames to determine demographic representation, when the avatar was a 

personal photograph of an individual. Avatars were used by 98 accounts, with only fourteen 
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identifiable as being a personal photograph of a single live person. Most avatars (n=67) were 

inanimate objects, animals, or artwork. 

 

Less than half of the authors could be assigned as presenting a gender, race, religion, or 

political affiliation. Nearly one third (31.6 percent) identified as a male, while 10.2 percent 

identified as a female, almost exclusively through the use of gender associated user names. Race, 

including Hispanic of any race, was identifiable for only 3.5 percent of authors, mostly through 

either user name or self-identification within the comment. Six authors identified as Hispanic and 

12 authors identified as white, with no other races identified. Religion was only identified for one 

author, a Christian, identified through the use of the common Christian phrase “god bless,” in a 

non-sarcastic manner. A political affiliation was identifiable for nearly six percent of authors, with 

one (0.2 percent) author identified as a Republican, 22 (4.3 percent) identified as conservative 

with no party affiliation identified, one identified as a Democrat, and 5 (1 percent) identified as 

liberal with no party affiliation mentioned. While the authors who were identified as either a 

Republican or a Democrat had self-identified as such, the authors identified as conservatives or 

liberals were identified through complaints and accusations of being at fault made against their 

counterparts.  

 

This lack of easily discernable demographic information about authors shows that identity 

was not commonly used in this internet news comment board. Most of the demographic 

information was notable from user name or avatar, rather than use inside comments. As identity 

use is not a common action, it may serve a specific purpose when it is used. The potential purpose 

being studied here is the use of identity as an anchor to power. This will be determined by if the 

identities that are presented and arguments made are independent of each other. If identities are 

presented without being accompanied by an argument, then they might not be used with anchoring 

as a purpose. Identities that are being used as an anchor to power are expected to be presented 

alongside a direct argument. 

 

Sources of demographic information outside of individual comments potentially impact 

the relationship between demographic categories and use of identity as an anchor. Comments that 

did not contain any form of identity themselves were still associated with usernames that indicated 
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a demographic category. Most of these were male and female names used as part of the user 

name. Demographics were also determined by other posts made by the same author. For example, 

one author wrote eight posts, but only presented a direct identity in one. As part of this one 

comment, he wrote: “I am white and male and hetero.” These additional opportunities for 

demographic classification do not exclude the possibility that certain categories, such as male or 

Republican, may be more or less likely to present their identity as an anchor. 

 

Table 3.2 Pelaez Case Use of an Identity by Demographic shows each type of identity use 

by each demographic category, and the significance of differences between categories. Due to the 

high potential for low counts within categories, Fisher’s Exact Test was used to measure 

significant differences between categories. A relationship exists between including some form of 

identity in the comment and having an identified demographic. Even though there are sources of 

demographic information other than the comment, a large enough portion of identity use is based 

on demographic identities referenced in the comment. It is also important to recognize that unlike 

Table 3.1 Pelaez Case Author Demographics, which was based on individual authors rather than 

all of the comments, Table 3.2 includes all posts for each author account. This allows repeat 

posters to potentially have an impact on the relationship. However, the repeat posters are posting 

unique comments. For example, one author of two posts includes the direct identity of Hispanic in 

one post, which becomes a known demographic for both of her posts, but does not create a direct 

identity for her second post. 

 

Gender, politics and race each varied according to use of identity as an anchor. While most 

comments did not include any use mention of identity, a few categories showed more direct 

anchoring than others. Women were more likely than men, conservatives more likely than liberals, 

and Hispanics more likely than whites, to use a direct identity as an anchor. A third of the nine 

comments by Hispanics used a direct anchor, with two of the three using Hispanic as the direct 

anchor and one using the identity of someone who knows immigrants and so is knowledgeable on 

the topic as her direct anchor. An eighth (n=3) of the 25 comments by whites used a direct anchor. 

Only one used being white as the direct anchor, while the rest were all claims of knowing 

immigrants and so being knowledgeable on the topic. This indicates that authors expected readers 

to react to their identity as someone who would be knowledgeable on the topic. 
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Table 3.2 Pelaez Case Use of an Identity by Demographic 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an  
Anchor 

Identity Not in 
Comment Total Significance* 

Demographic N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
 

Gender 
      

  
 

 0.001 

Female 22 21.0% 1 1.0% 34 32.4% 48 45.7% 105 100.0%  
Male 26 9.3% 8 2.9% 79 28.3% 166 59.5% 279 100.0%  
Unknown 43 7.4% 10 1.7% 152 26.2% 375 64.7% 580 100.0%  

Politics 
      

  
 

 0.015 

Republican 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0%  
Conservative, 
not specified 13 13.3% 3 3.1% 21 21.4% 61 62.2% 98 100.0%  

Liberal, not 
specified 2 4.6% 0 0.0% 5 11.4% 37 84.1% 44 100.0%  

Democrat 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0%  

Unknown 74 9.1% 16 2.0% 239 29.2% 489 59.8% 818 100.0%  
Race 

      
  

 
 0.009 

Hispanic 3 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 5 55.6% 9 100.0%  
White 3 12.0% 3 12.0% 3 12.0% 16 64.0% 25 100.0%  
Unknown 85 9.1% 16 1.7% 261 28.1% 568 61.1% 930 100.0%  

Religion 
      

  
 

 1.00 

Christian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0%  
Unknown 91 9.5% 19 2.0% 265 27.5% 588 61.1% 963 100.0%  

All Posts 
      

  
 

  
Total 91 9.4% 19 2.0% 265 27.5% 589 61.1% 964 100.0%  

* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for differences between 
argument type that are not random. 
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Collecting Responses 
 
The author’s making of an argument is important to understanding the potential for using 

identity. If an identity is going to be used as an anchor to power, there is going to be a purpose for 

wanting that power. Supporting the argument is expected to be what motivates the author. 

 

Most posts present a direct argument that is directly related to the topic of the news story, 

as shown in Table 3.3 Pelaez Case Making an Argument. Of 964 comments posted without 

removal, 944 (97.9 percent) presented a direct argument by stating a specific opinion that is either 

on or off topic. Weak arguments, such as only stating agreement with another comment, were 

presented in 14 (1.5 percent) of the comments. Only six (0.6 percent) comments did not include an 

argument, such as containing only a quote. For the purpose of analysis, argument can be narrowed 

down by whether or not the comment was on topic, with 626 on topic comments presenting a 

direct argument compared to 338 comments that are not both on topic and presenting a direct 

argument. Identities used as an anchor are expected to be attached to direct arguments rather than 

weak arguments or found within comments that do not present an argument. This means that there 

is a high frequency of comments on this comment board in which identity anchoring may have 

been useful. 

 
 

Table 3.3 Pelaez Case Making an Argument 

Argument Type N Percent 
Direct Argument 944 97.9% 

On Topic 626 64.9% 
Not Directly on Topic 318 33.0% 

Weak Argument 14 1.5% 
On Topic 3 0.3% 
Not Directly on Topic 11 1.1% 

No Argument 6 0.6% 
All Posts 964 100.0% 

 
 
Nearly all comments with an identified demographic category presented direct arguments. 

Table 3.4 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Demographic shows this breakdown by each 

demographic category and the significance of differences found within each category. All 

differences in presentation of an argument were found to be insignificant within demographic 
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groups. This lack of significant differences is likely due to nearly all arguments in the comment 

board being direct, preventing any meaningful differences between groups. Men, women, and 

people without a gender identified in the comment board, appear to all present direct arguments at 

similarly high rates; with the same being true within each demographic group. Few posts failed to 

contribute more than just the expression of agreement or approval, showing that internet news 

comment boards are used for expressing opinion. 

 
 
Table 3.4 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Demographic 

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total Significance* 

Demographic N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender 

       
 0.904 

Female 103 98.1% 2 1.9% 0 0.0% 105 100.0%  
Male 274 98.2% 4 1.4% 1 0.4% 279 100.0%  
Unknown 567 97.8% 8 1.4% 5 0.9% 580 100.0%  

Politics 
       

 0.084 

Republican 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0%  
Conservative, 
not specified 

97 99.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 98 100.0%  

Liberal, not 
specified 

43 97.7% 0 0.0% 1 2.3% 44 100.0%  

Democrat 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0%  

Unknown 801 97.9% 12 1.5% 5 0.6% 818 100.0%  
Race 

       
 1.000 

Hispanic 9 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 100.0%  
White 25 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 25 100.0%  
Unknown 910 97.8% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 930 100.0%  

Religion 
       

 1.000 

Christian 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%  
Unknown 943 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 963 100.0%  

All Posts 
       

  
Total 944 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 964 100.0%  

* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for 
differences between argument type that are not random. 

 
 
One of the specific research questions of this study is whether or not the use of identity for 

persuasion is dependent on its use as an anchor to power. One way to measure this is to determine 

if the level of argument presented varies according to use of identity as an anchor. Table 3.5 

Pelaez Case Argument Type by Use of an Identity shows that every category of identity use had 
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between 97.9% and 100% of comments presenting a direct argument. Although weak or 

nonexistent arguments were present only in the absence of identity used as an anchor, the 

differences were too small to be of significance. This finding of insignificance continues to hold 

true when pooling categories into identity used as an anchor versus all others, and direct argument 

versus weak or no argument. The comments that did not present any argument were either short 

quips or a quote with no additional commentary to explain the purpose, leaving little to no room to 

present any form of identity. Comments must be more substantial than that to present both an 

identity and an argument. 

 
 

Table 3.5 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Use of an Identity 

Direct  
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total 

Identity N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Stated Identity Used as an 
Anchor 

91 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 91 100.0% 

Implied Identity Used as an 
Anchor 

19 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 19 100.0% 

Non-anchor Mention of Self 261 98.5% 4 1.5% 0 0.0% 265 100.0% 
No Mention of Self 573 97.3% 10 1.7% 6 1.0% 589 100.0% 
Total 944 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 964 100.0% 
Significance*        0.601 
* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for 
differences between argument type that are not random. 

 
 
In order to have a clear picture of the potential for a relationship between identity use and 

argument type, it may be helpful to increase the clarity of our understanding of making an 

argument. Although argument does not vary according to the use of identity as an anchor, it does 

vary according to several other variables related to the depth of the comment. The variables that 

did show a significant relationship to argument include On Topic, Side, Tone, and the mention of 

non-specific other people such as “you all” or a non-personally applied “we”, as shown in Table 

3.6 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Variables with Significant Results. As with the relationship 

between presenting a demographic category and identity use, the relationship between depth of the 

comment and making an argument is potentially increased by the definition of a direct argument 

including some aspect of depth of the comment. This does not, however, exclude the possibility of 
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variance between categories for each measure of depth. For example, it is not difficult for a 

comment to be on topic while only presenting a weak argument. 

 
 

Table 3.6 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Variables with Significant Results  

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total  

Variable N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Significance* 
On Topic 

       
0.000 

On Topic 626 99.5% 3 0.5% 0 0.0% 629 100.0%  
Related Indirectly 300 95.2% 11 3.5% 4 1.3% 315 100.0%  
Off Topic 18 90.0% 0 0.0% 2 10.0% 20 100.0%  

Side 
      

0.003 

Do Not Deport 212 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 212 100.0%  
Deport 333 99.1% 2 0.6% 1 0.3% 336 100.0%  
Neutral or 
Undecided 

398 95.9% 12 2.9% 5 1.2% 415 100.0%  

Tone 
       

0.000 

Friendly or 
Supportive 

10 76.9% 3 23.1% 0 0.0% 13 100.0%  

Stern or 
Aggressive 

683 99.3% 4 0.6% 1 0.1% 688 100.0%  

Neutral or Mixed 251 95.8% 7 2.7% 4 1.5% 262 100.0%  
Mentions Non-
Specific Others 

 
       

0.016 

Yes 483 99.0% 2 0.4% 3 0.6% 488 100.0%  
No 461 96.8% 12 2.5% 3 0.6% 476 100.0%  

* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for 
differences between argument type that are not random. 

 
 
Unlike presentation of argument, use of identity will not be related to depth of comment 

due to definition. Yet, differences between identity use were still significant for several 

classifications of depth. Table 3.7 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Comment Classifications shows 

identity use and significance for the classifications of being on topic, the side chosen, the tone 

used, and status of being a reply or not. Differences in identity use was found to be significant for 

both being on topic and side chosen. Although more than 50 percent of comments either did not 

present an identity or did not use the identity mentioned as an anchor, anchoring was more 

common among on-topic comments (12.4 percent within on topic versus 4.1 percent within 

indirectly on topic and 0.0 percent within off topic) and among comments supportive of not  
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Table 3.7 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Comment Classifications  

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an  
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total  

Variable N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Significance* 
On Topic 

     
  

  
0.000 

On Topic 78 12.4% 12 1.9% 184 29.3% 355 56.4% 629 100.0%  
Related Indirectly 13 4.1% 7 2.2% 79 25.1% 216 68.6% 315 100.0%  
Off Topic 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 10.0% 18 90.0% 20 100.0%  

Side 
    

  
  

0.000 

Do Not Deport 96 45.3% 5 2.4% 88 41.5% 96 45.3% 212 100.0%  
Deport 46 13.7% 7 2.1% 80 23.8% 203 60.4% 336 100.0%  
Neutral or Undecided 22 5.3% 7 1.7% 97 23.4% 289 69.9% 415 100.0%  

Tone 
     

  
  

0.333 

Friendly or Supportive 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 6 46.2% 6 46.2% 13 100.0%  
Stern or Aggressive 69 10.0% 15 2.2% 191 27.8% 413 60.0% 688 100.0%  
Neutral or Mixed 22 8.4% 3 1.1% 68 26% 169 64.5% 262 100.0%  

Is a Reply 
     

  
  

0.054 

Yes, Attached to 
Original 

44 7.9% 10 1.8% 145 26.0% 358 64.3% 557 100.0%  

Yes, Unattached to 
Original 

0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 4 66.7% 6 100.0%  

No 47 11.7% 8 2.0% 119 29.7% 227 56.6% 401 100.0%  
* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for differences between argument type 
that are not random. 
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deporting Pelaez (45.3 percent of not deporting versus 13.7 percent of supporting deportation and 

5.3 percent of those who are either undecided or neutral). 

 

Responses to a comment are a sign of that comment having an impact on the responder. 

While the impacts are expected to be predominantly the result an argument presented, using 

identity as an anchor is a potential way of increasing that impact. There are, however, many 

alternate reasons to post a reply. The data presents evidence of the occurrence of each possibility. 

 

Original comments that did not have a direct argument did not fail to collect responses 

from other authors. Figure 3.2 Pelaez Argument Type by Number of Replies shows the percentage 

of posts of each argument type by number of replies received, with a detailed table in Appendix 

D. Data Tables, labeled Table D.2 Pelaez Argument Type by Number of Replies. The number of 

responses was assigned by the number of direct reply posts, with comments posted as replies and 

deleted original posts not able to receive direct replies. These numbers exclude replies that were 

posted as original posts instead of attached to an original post. Of the 408 original posts that were 

available to have replies posted, the majority included an argument. Only one out of the three 

original comments that did not include an argument received a reply, while two out of the three 

comments that had a weak argument received replies. The reply to the post without an argument 

was written as a general comment to the board, rather than necessarily being directed towards the 

original post. None of the comments without direct arguments received more than one reply. This 

indicates that receiving responses is not contengent on having presented an argument.  

 
 

 
Figure 3.2 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Number of Replies 
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While authors sometimes reply to posts that do not present an argument, presenting an 

argument does not guarantee that anyone will respond. Less than half (n=162) of the comments 

that included a direct argument (n=402) received replies. These differences in response counts by 

presence of an argument are insignificant, even when comparing comments that received any 

number of replies to comments that did not receive replies. Showing significance according to 

argument use would have supported the idea that making an argument has an impact, and that 

adding power could increase the likelihood of that impact. However, the lack of difference in 

actual response does not mean that authors are not guided by the expectation that argument use 

will increase response. 

 
Original comments received responses from other authors regardless of identity use. 

Figure 3.3 Pelaez Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies shows the number of posts for 

each form of identity use according to the number of replies each comment received. A detailed 

table is included in Appendix D, labeled as Table D.3 Pelaez Case Identity Anchoring by Number 

of Replies. Of the 408 original posts that were available to have replies posted, the majority did 

not present an identity, including the comments that receved the most replies. The majority of 

posts received either no replies (N=243) or only one reply (N=83), and fifty percent or more of 

each group did not present an identity. Differentiating between received a reply versus did not 

receive a reply and anchor versus non-anchor returns similar results with no significant difference 

between categories found. 

 
 

 
Figure 3.3 Pelaez Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies 
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The comment that garnered the most replies stated “This is beurocracy [sic] for the sake of 

beurocracy [sic]. By the black and white letter of the law, what they are doing is legal, but is it 

what SHOULD be done? This girl's life is being turned upside down for something she wasn't 

responsible for 14 years ago. She is an intelligent girl who has only known the United States, and 

now instead of a bright future living her dreams, she is going to be taken away from the only 

home she has ever known and sent to a foreign country.” While this comment was in support of 

Pelaez not being deported, the comment with the second most replies supported deportation. “If 

she is here illegaly [sic]. Bill her parents and her for all the services she used while here and 

deport her.” Neither comment relied on the use of identity to gain the attention received. The high 

response rate was likely due to the fact that these two comments were the first two original posts 

made on the comment board. The comment with the most replies, at 75, was the second original 

post, while the comment with the second most replies, at 55, was the first original post.  

 

It is important to note that not all replies are directly related to their original posts. It can 

be difficult to distinguish between a response that is directly intended towards the original or was 

directed towards another reply, unless that other reply is specifically mentioned. The first reply 

post identified as specifically directed towards another reply stated the first reply author’s user ID, 

followed by: “I don't know whether undocumented immigration is a civil or criminal offense, but I 

completely agree with the rest of your posting. Has anybody looked recently at a statue(tte) of 

Justice? If I remember, she is wearing a blindfold, but part of it is pulled down, so that mercy may 

enter into proceedings/decisions, etc. By the way, I am a rather conservative democrat. But - I am 

also a human being with feelings and a strong moral sense, and these threatened proceedings 

offend my sense or right and wrong.” Other replies were also directed towards the same post, such 

as the one stating the user ID followed by: “you should ask for a refund for your law degree....8 

U.S.C. 1325(a) --See the word "CRIMINAL" offenses???? Sheesh.” These were in response to a 

reply that clearly made an argument, as many did, but did not use identity as an anchor or use any 

identity other than a simple self-reference of “I”:  “First off, undocumented immigration is a civil 

offense, not a criminal one. And since when do we punish children for the crimes of their parents? 

If we did that we should start with the children of murderers then the abusers and child molesters - 

they're the ones most likely to pass on their criminal tendencies. I'd say this girl has earned the 

right to stay.” The responder’s reference to her law degree was a quip, implying that she was 
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authoritative about something she did not understand. While the user name was feminine and the 

comment sided with Pelaez not being deported, it was not the first comment that qualified as 

either. The post also did not stand out from the prior replies for being elaborate or presenting the 

most to argue against. The reason for the level of attention it received is not known, but could be 

related to the high levels of incivility found in anonymous comment boards attached to news 

stories on immigration (Santana 2014), a difference in treatment of different genders, or other 

unknown causes. Some comments may have had a combination of factors that increased incivility, 

and the response they received. The Pelaez case comment board was anonymous in that it allowed 

pseudonyms, potentially encouraging additional posts by giving authors the ability to post replies 

online without their statements following them offline.  

 

Comments, including replies, received votes to indicate that readers liked what they read, 

which is another measure of receiving attention. The comments that received the most likes were 

both in support of deportation. The greatest number of likes was 166, and was received by the 

same comment that collected the second most replies: “If she is here illegaly [sic]. Bill her parents 

and her for all the services she used while here and deport her.” The comment with the second 

most likes received half as many as the most, at 83 likes. It stated, “If she is truly here illegally, 

then let her finish her high school career, but then send her and her parents back to where her 

parents came from and offer her, not her parents, the ability to become a US citizen. She is the by 

product of her parents [sic] poor choice.” Both comments made direct arguments, but did not 

utilize identity. Presenting identity is not required to gain votes, not even to gain the most votes. 

This indicates that presenting an argument may have more of an effect than presenting an identity, 

on receiving attention from readers. 

 

Figure 3.4 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Number of Likes shows the percentage of 

comments utilizing each argument type for each count of likes. A detailed table labeled Table D.4 

Pelaez Case Argument Type by Number of Likes is located in Appendix D. Data Tables. All 

comments that received 5 or more likes presented direct arguments, with four likes being the most 

received by a comment presenting a weak argument and three likes being the most received by a 

comment presenting no argument. The comment that did not present an argument, yet received 

three likes, was a repeat of the news story’s attached poll question and answer choices. The weak 
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argument that received four votes simply stated “Exactly!” and was posted as a reply. As with 

number of replies, these differences are insignificant, even when comparing comments that 

received any number of likes to comments that did not receive likes.  

 
 

 
Figure 3.4 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Number of Likes 

 
 
Figure 3.5 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Number of Likes shows the percentage of each 

form of identity use for each count of likes. The use of identity appears to be fairly random among 

comments that received many likes, with the two comments that received the most likes each not 

mentioning any form of identity. Among comments that received only a few likes, which is the 

majority of comments, only approximately 5 percent to less than 15 percent of comments included 

identity used as a direct anchor to power, while less than 4 percent made indirect use of identity. A 

detailed table of this information, labeled Table D.5 Pelaez Case Identity use by Number of Likes, 

is located in Appendix D. Although the percentages of identity use appear to be very similar 

between comments that received no likes and comments that received one like, the percentage of 

comments that used identity as a direct anchor does appear to increase alongside the increase in 

likes, for comments that received less than 10 likes. However, these slight differences are 

insignificant, even when comparing all comments that received any number of likes to comments 

that did not receive likes. This case does not confirm that using identity as an anchor to power is 

successful at increasing the attention of readers as evidenced by likes. 
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Figure 3.5 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Number of Likes 

 
 

As with replies and likes, comments presenting color blind racism and most other variables 

measured showed no real difference in the frequency of argument or identity use from the overall 

data. Table 3.8 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Identification of Color Blind Racism shows the 

breakdown by argument type for all four types of color blind racism coded for in the data: abstract 

liberalism, minimization of racism, racism regarding culture and the claim that natural human 

decisions mistakenly appear to be evidence of racism. Table 3.9 Pelaez Case Identity Use by 

Identification of Color Blind Racism shows the breakdown by use of identity as an anchor. 

Although no types of color blind racism showed significant differences by argument type, both 

abstract liberalism and natural human decisions did for identity use. The majority of comments 

that presented abstract liberalism either did not present an identity (50.9 percent) or did not use the 

identity presented as an anchor (22.6 percent). However, all six comments that presented racism 

as natural human decisions also used identity as an anchor, while comments that did not present 

racism as natural human decisions were found in every category of identity use. 

 

Analysis of responses to comments have indicated that response in the form of number of 

likes and replies is most likely due to the location a comment is at on the comment board at the 

time of the like or reply, rather than being due to the contents within the comment. In order to test 



46 

the impact of identity use on reader response, it is necessary to control for location within the 

comment board. 

 
 

Table 3.8 Pelaez Case Argument Type by Identification of Color Blind Racism 

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total Significance* 

Type of Color Blind 
Racism 

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent  

Abstract Liberalism 
       

0.416 

Identified 52 98.1% 0 0.0% 1 1.9% 53 100.0%  
None 892 97.9% 14 1.5% 5 0.5% 911 100.0%  

Minimization of Racism 
      

** 

Identified 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%  
None 943 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 963 100.0%  

Cultural Racism 
       

1.000 

Identified 17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 17 100.0%  
None 927 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 947 100.0%  

Natural Humanity 
       

1.000 

Identified 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0%  
None 938 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 958 100.0%  

All Posts 
        

 

Total 944 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 964 100.0%  
* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for 
differences between argument type that are not random. 
**Significance not calculated due to insufficient memory, with only one comment presenting the form of 
racism. The value is expected to be insignificant. 
 
 

Location of the comment within the comment board is estimated by the comment ID 

number. Original comments are given whole number ID numbers in the order of posting, while 

replies are assigned decimals within the whole number of the original post they were replies to. 

This approximates the order that comments appear within the board, with more readers having 

their earliest access to the comments assigned a lower ID number. 

 

Table 3.10 Pelaez Case Regression Coefficients shows that neither identity use nor 

presentation of an argument has a significant effect of the number of likes or replies. Linear 

regression is used to determine if various dichotomous predictor variables and comment ID 

number have a significant impact on number of likes and on number of replies. All models 

included direct anchor and indirect anchor to test for the effect of identity use, whether or not 
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Table 3.9 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Identification of Color Blind Racism 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an  
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total Significance* 

Type of Color Blind 
Racism 

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent  

Abstract Liberalism 
       

  0.006 

Identified 13 8.6% 1 1.9% 12 22.6% 27 50.9% 53 100.0%  
None 78 24.5% 18 2.0% 253 27.8% 562 61.7% 911 100.0%  

Minimization of Racism 
      

  0.389 

Identified 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%  
None 91 9.4% 19 2.0% 264 27.4% 589 61.2% 963 100.0%  

Cultural Racism 
       

  0.130 

Identified 3 17.6% 1 5.9% 2 11.8% 11 64.7% 17 100.0%  
None 88 9.3% 8 1.9% 263 27.8% 578 61.0% 947 100.0%  

Natural Humanity 
       

  0.000 

Identified 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0%  
None 85 8.9% 19 2.0% 265 27.7% 589 61.5% 958 100.0%  

All Posts 
        

   

Total 22 2.3% 2 0.0% 15 1.6% 38 3.9% 964 100.0%  
* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for differences between argument 
type that are not random. 
**Significance not calculated due to insufficient memory. The value is expected to be insignificant. 
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Table 3.10 Pelaez Case Regression Coefficients     

Number of Likes Number of Replies 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Predictor Variables 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Direct Anchor .025 .061 .049 -.026 -.026 -.027 
Indirect Anchor .027 .030* .035 -.009 -.009 -.007 
Direct Argument .026 

  .016 
  

Weak Argument -.007 
  .009 

  
Comment ID Number -.316** -.324** -0.330** -.189 -.189** -.190** 
Supports Pelaez  .017** -.051 -.060 .058 0.061 .061 
Supports Deportation .154 

  -.008 
  

Abstract Liberalism  -.051 
  -0.019 

 
Minimization of Racism  .002 

  *** 
 

Cultural Racism  -.004 
  0.001 

 
Natural Humanity  -.040 

  *** 
 

Mentions Other Author   -.100** 
  -.037 

Avatar 
  -.007 

  -.002 
Adjusted R Square .121 .104 .105 .026 .028 .029 
Model Significance .000 .000 .000 .015 .007 .007 
*Significant at the 5% level. 
**Significant at the 1% level. 
***Insuffiencent data for calculating model. 
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the comment was supportive of protecting Daniela Pelaez from immediate deportation, and 

comment ID number. Model 1 tests for aspects of the comment that might impact response. This 

includes use of identity, presentation of argument, and whether or not it sided with deportation or 

non-deportation. Model 2 tests for color blind racism, and Model 3 tests for the potential impact of 

the comment showing an avatar and of mentioning other authors from the board. 

 

All three models explained some portion of the number of likes or replies received. As 

anticipated, comment ID number is significant at the 1 percent level in every version of the model 

tested, showing that lower ID numbers received more likes. Identity only had a significant impact 

for Model 2 of number of likes, with a slight increase in expectation of likes when the comment 

included an indirect identity as an anchor. Supporting Pelaez was also only significant in a single 

model, showing that it is associated with receiving more likes under the conditions of Model 1. 

Mentioning other authors has the opposite effect from expected, and appears to be associated with 

receiving fewer likes. Although there is not much support here for the effectiveness of anchoring 

identity to power, it is important to note that authors can use identity as an anchor in anticipation 

of it making an impact, without it having an impact or it only having an impact that is currently 

immeasurable. 

 

Color blind racism was not found to have a significant impact on the number of likes or 

responses that a comment received. However, the color blind racism focused model is the only 

one that showed a significant impact for identity use. This impact was only found for indirect 

identities used as an anchor, and indicated that its use is associated with a higher number of likes. 

While this may suggest that readers have a greater response to indirect identities instead of 

identities that are specifically mentioned, such an effect would be expected to be seen in each 

model if it typically makes a meaningful difference. 

 

Only two comments that used indirect identities as an anchor included a statement that 

could be categorized as color blind racism, as was shown in Table 3.9 Pelaez Case Identity Use by 

Identification of Color Blind Racism. One comment indirectly labelled its author as a tax payer by 

stating: “No it's illegals here in the USA Sucking off my Tax dollars that make this country Effed 

Up, but with a name like "Juan" you would not understand that !!” The comment was labelled as 
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representing cultural based racism due to its accusation that a Hispanic would not understand the 

author’s claim that undocumented immigrants are worsening the country by freeloading. In other 

words, he described Hispanics as having a cultural problem. This comment received four likes, 

indicating that at least several readers most likely agreed with the claims made. The second 

comment presented the identity of a white male, and was labelled Abstract Liberalism for 

claiming that undocumented immigrants receive special treatment. He wrote: “I bet your [sic] 

white that is why I see illegals get put first in line let go from jail ect. [sic] so remember the next 

time say your [sic] an illegal and they will roll out the red carpet for you ! When my wife and me 

go anywhere and I mean anywhere I carry a briefcase FULL of paperwork because someone will 

ask for more sad to say !” This comment received zero likes. With the lack of indirect identity use 

and the low number of likes received, it is unlikely that this is evidence of a true impact on 

response. 

 

Actual reaction to identity use is only of secondary interest to the expectation of reaction 

to identity use. However, the lack of variation in presentation of an argument or identity by 

demographic group or comment contents leaves low expectations of finding any contribution to 

the likelihood of presenting an argument or identity use. Log-linear analysis can be used to test for 

this variation, but is likely to be heavily influenced by the small sample size. These results are 

presented in Appendix D. Data Tables, in Table D.6 Pelaez Case Significant Partial Associations, 

Table D.7 Pelaez Case On Topic Likelihood Ratio Test Significance, and Table D.8 Pelaez Case 

On Topic Odds Ratios. This analysis is performed using both presentation of an on-topic 

argument and identity use as dependent variables. 

 
Pelaez Case Conclusion 

 
The author’s making of an argument is important to understanding the potential for using 

identity. If an identity is going to be used as an anchor to power, there is going to be a purpose for 

wanting that power. However, while most posts present a direct, or at least a weak, argument that 

is directly related to the topic of the news story, very few comments present an identity. For this 

reason, more must be done than simply looking at the relationship between identity use and 

having an argument to pursued others on. 
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Identity use being a rare occurrence makes its effects difficult to measure. Only 91 (9.4 

percent) of the 964 comments on the news comment board included the direct use of identity as an 

anchor, with an additional 19 (2.0 percent) indirectly using identity as an anchor. If identity is 

indeed used as an anchor to power, then strategic use of identity as an anchor should be associated 

with making an argument, and identity use should help to explain some portion of likes and 

replies received. 

 

 The few comments that do present an identity presumably present it for a reason. 

However, no significant interaction is found between presenting an identity and presenting a 

strong argument. Almost all (97.9 percent) comments included a direct argument, but presenting 

an identity was rare. It may be that the data is too limited to accurately measure this type of effect, 

due to the small numbers and the potential that any effect is weak if it does exist. The strength of 

the effect may be reduced due to the format of online discussion boards. Unlike emails to a 

politician and opinions expressed in opposite-editorial articles, authors on comment boards are 

more likely to be involved in less formal conversation and to know that they have multiple 

opportunities to express themselves. This may be evidenced in this case by the authors who posted 

multiple comments without using identity as an anchor in every post, even though it was used at 

some point. 

 

The use of identity as an anchor is insignificant according to most measures, but is found 

to vary according to certain demographics. Authors who could be identified as women used 

anchoring more often than those identified as men, conservatives more than liberals, and 

Hispanics more than whites. These demographics are not necessarily the same identity used as an 

anchor. While Hispanics were mostly self-identified in their comments, indicating that they felt 

their identity as a Hispanic added power to their argument, the gender of most authors was 

identified by user ID. Previous studies have found that responses in online communications vary 

according to perceived gender of the original author (Matheson 1991; Pagnucci and Mauriello 

1999), and that women will mask their gender in order to improve responses to their comments 

(Pagnucci and Mauriello 1999). It may be that part of the gender based difference in anchoring 

identity is an attempt by women to improve reception of their comments, out of either learned 

habit or a more specific expectation of reduced reception. 
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The use of identity as an anchor is also found to vary within two of the four expressions of 

color blind racism. All (n=6) authors who expressed the natural humanity form of color blind 

racism used identity as a direct anchor at some point in their comment, while the majority (73.5 

percent) of authors who expressed abstract liberalism did not use identity as an anchor. The result 

for natural humanity may change if examined in higher numbers than six, or it may be that the 

authors who express this form of racism felt a need to add power to their arguments to justify why 

they believe outcomes others identify as racism are simply natural choices. Abstract liberalism, 

however, might not be considered as needing extra power to justify its presence within an 

argument. It is important to note that the 36 comments deleted from the comment board may have 

contained statements of overt or color blind racism, which may have contributed to their being 

removed from the comment board. 

 

Comment authors rarely directly acknowledge each other, making their acknowledgment 

of another’s use of identity unlikely. When another user name is mentioned, it is almost 

exclusively for the purpose of flaming or trolling with incivility. Most other replies are general to 

the topic rather than a directed response. These replies tend to be attached to the first posts 

available for potential respondents to read, instead of attached to posts based on compelling 

content. 

 

As previously noted, the use of identity as an anchor may differ by news story and mode of 

communication. Identity use being rare in the Daniela Pelaez case’s online news comment board 

does not necessarily mean it will not be used more often in other situations. It may differ for the 

Trayvon Martin case news comment board. It may also be the case that authors are on comment 

boards for a reason other than persuasion of others. Rohlinger et al. (2015) found that identity was 

common in emails being sent to a political figure in regard to a decision. Authors on comment 

boards may be influenced by the lack of identity presented in comments that are not written for 

the purpose of persuasion, and reduce their use of identity. This influence would not occur with 

private emails. 
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Martin Case Results 
 
Online Comments 

 
The comments analyzed on the Trayvon Martin case were posted between March 19, 2012 

and March 30, 2012. Of the first 1,000 comments, 141 comments were deleted or otherwise no 

longer accessible on the news board for not meeting the terms of service. Of these, 34 comments 

were retrievable from an archive website, but were excluded for analysis purposes. The news 

boards are “whitewashed” (Hughey and Daniels 2013), by posts being deleted for content that a 

moderator would classify as defamatory, harassing, threatening, vulgar or commercial. Race and 

crime are two of the topics that commonly receive inflammatory comments (Harlow 2015; 

Santana 2014), which both apply to this case. The remaining 859 comments were posted by 450 

unique author accounts, with the majority of accounts (n=296) posting only one comment each. 

 

The number of posts per author account is depicted in Figure 3.6 Martin Case Frequency 

of Posts per Account. A detailed table, titled Table D.9 Martin Case Frequency of Posts Per 

Account, is located in Appendix D. The most active account posted 26 unique comments, 

representing 3 percent of the comments analyzed, with all but one being posted as replies to other 

authors’ comments. 

 
 

 
Figure 3.6 Martin Case Frequency of Posts per Account 
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Weighting is not being used to control for the potential impact of active authors. This is 

due to the variables for analysis being categorical and the low impact expected from repeat 

authors. Comments that are from repeat authors vary in tone and even in side of the news story 

supported, while rarely making reference to an identity. This prevents individual authors from 

having a significant impact on the results of the main questions of the study. 

 
Authors 

 
The majority of authors had no discernable demographic information either mentioned in 

their comments or represented by the avatar or username. The avatar and username are how the 

authors present themselves in general, regardless of the comment being made. Identity within a 

comment is where anchoring can be used to connect power to the intended message of the 

comment. If anchoring had been a common tactic, demographic information would be common 

instead of rare. Although anchoring was not a common tactic for this case, it may indicate the 

possibility that identity was not used without consideration of its effects, supporting the idea that it 

might be used as an anchor when it is used. The demographic information that was determined for 

each author account is shown in Table 3.11 Martin Case Author Demographics. The 

demographics coded included age, gender, race, religion and political affiliation. 

 
 

Table 3.11 Martin Case Author Demographics 

Category N 
Percent of all 

Accounts 
Author Accounts 450 100.0% 

Age 8 1.8% 
Adult, 25-64 6 1.3% 
Older, 65+ 2 0.4% 

Avatars 61 13.6% 
Person 20 4.4% 
Group 2 0.4% 
Non-person 30 6.7% 
Model Person 9 2.0% 
None 389 86.4% 

Gender 163 36.2% 
Male 113 25.1% 
Female 50 11.1% 
Not Identified 287 63.8% 
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Table 3.11 - continued 

Category N 
Percent of all 

Accounts 
Race or Ethnicity 38 8.4% 

Asian 1 0.2% 
Black 11 2.4% 
Hispanic 1 0.2% 
White 25 5.6% 

Religion 12 2.7% 
Christian 12 2.7% 

Political Affiliation 14 3.1% 
Republican 2 0.4% 
Conservative 7 1.6% 
Liberal 5 1.1% 
Democrat 0 0.0% 

 
 
Avatars, a pictorial representation of a author account, were used in addition to 

commentary and usernames to determine demographic representation, when the avatar was a 

personal photograph of an individual. Avatars were used by 61 accounts, with 20 identifiable as 

being a personal photograph of a single live person. Most avatars (n=30) were inanimate objects, 

animals, or artwork. 

 

Age is rarely referenced in the comment board. Less than two percent (n=8) of authors 

indicate that they are an adult, two of which indicated that they are past the age of 64. Although 

these numbers are small, it does indicate a possibility that a wide age-range of adults participate in 

the comment boards. This indicates that age is not likely to be one of the limitations, if any exist, 

on who participated in this particular comment board. 

 

Less than half of the authors could be assigned as presenting a gender, race, religion or 

political affiliation. A quarter (25.1 percent) of the authors identified as male, while 11.1 percent 

identified as female, almost exclusively through the use of gender associated user names. Race 

was identifiable for only 8.4 percent of authors, with only one author identified as Asian, one 

identified as Hispanic, 11 (2.4 percent) identified as black and 25 (5.6 percent) authors identified 

as white. Religion was identified for 12 authors, all Christian or implied Christian by mentioning 

God or Jesus in a population that is likely to be mostly Christian. A political affiliation was 
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identifiable for three percent of authors, with two (0.4 percent) authors identified as a Republican, 

seven (1.6 percent) identified as conservative with no party affiliation identified, none identified 

as a Democrat, and five (1.1 percent) identified as liberal with no party affiliation mentioned. 

While the authors who were identified as either a Republican or a Democrat had self-identified as 

such, the authors identified as conservatives or liberals were identified by their making complaints 

and accusations of fault against their political counterparts. 

 

This lack of easily discernable demographic information about authors shows that identity 

was not commonly used in this internet news comment board. Most of the demographic 

information was notable from user name or avatar, rather than use inside comments. As identity 

use is not a common action, it may serve a specific purpose when it is used. The potential purpose 

being studied here is the use of identity as an anchor to power. This will be determined by if 

identities presented and arguments made are independent of each other. If identities are presented 

without being accompanied by an argument, then they might not be used with anchoring as a 

purpose. Identities that are being used as an anchor to power are expected to be presented 

alongside a direct argument. 

 

Sources of identity outside of the comments impact the data presented in Table 3.12 

Martin Case Use of an Identity by Demographic. The table shows each type of identity use by 

each demographic category. Due to the high potential for low counts within categories, Fisher’s 

Exact Test was used to measure significant differences in presentation of an argument within each 

category. A relationship is expected between including some form of identity in the comment and 

having an identified demographic, due to a large portion of identity use being based on 

demographic identities referenced in the comment. Comments that did not contain any form of 

identity themselves sometimes had usernames that indicated a demographic category, or were 

written by authors who included identity in another comment. Most of these were male and female 

names used as part of the user name. There were not significant differences in uses of identity as 

an anchor for age, gender or politics. Race and religion both showed significant differences 

between categories, but were partially based on few unique author accounts making multiple 

posts. For the most extreme example represented here, 17 comments were associated with an 

 



57 

Table 3.12 Martin Case Use of an Identity by Demographic 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect  
Anchor 

Not an  
Anchor 

Identity Not in 
Comment Total Significance* 

Demographic N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
 

Age 
      

  
 

 .919 

25-64 2 7.14% 0 0.00% 9 32.14% 17 60.71% 28 100.00%  
64+ 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 50.00% 1 50.00% 2 100.00%  
Unknown 91 10.98% 25 3.02% 301 36.31% 412 49.70% 829 100.00%  

Gender 
      

  
 

 .356 

Female 15 17.05% 3 3.41% 31 35.23% 39 44.32% 88 100.00%  
Male 23 10.80% 4 1.88% 71 33.33% 115 53.99% 213 100.00%  
Unknown 55 9.86% 18 3.23% 209 37.46% 276 49.46% 558 100.00%  

Politics 
      

  
 

 .103 

Republican 0 0.00% 1 33.33% 2 66.67% 0 0.00% 3 100.00%  
Conservative, not 
specified 

1 7.14% 2 14.29% 4 28.57% 7 50.00% 14 100.00%  

Liberal, not 
specified 

1 10.00% 0 0.00% 3 30.00% 6 60.00% 10 100.00%  

Unknown 91 10.94% 22 2.64% 302 36.30% 417 50.12% 832 100.00%  
Race 

      
  

 
 .001 

Asian 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 1 100.00%  
Black 5 29.41% 1 5.88% 6 35.29% 5 29.41% 17 100.00%  
Hispanic 3 17.65% 0 0.00% 2 11.76% 12 70.59% 17 100.00%  
White 18 29.51% 2 3.28% 17 27.87% 24 39.34% 61 100.00%  
Unknown 67 8.78% 22 2.88% 285 37.35% 389 50.98% 763 100.00%  

Religion 
      

  
 

 .026 

Christian 1 7.69% 2 15.38% 7 53.85% 3 23.08% 13 100.00%  
Unknown 92 10.87% 23 2.72% 304 35.93% 427 50.47% 846 100.00%  

All Posts 
      

  
 

  
Total 93 10.83% 25 2.91% 311 36.20% 430 50.06% 859 100.00%   

* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for differences between argument type that are 
not random. 
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author account associated with being Hispanic, although Table 3.11 Martin Case Author 

Demographics shows that this represents only one author account.  

 

Unlike Table 3.11, which was based on author account information rather than posts, 

Table 3.12 includes all posts for each author account. This allows repeat posters to have a 

potential impact on the frequencies. However, repeat authors made each of their comments 

unique. The one Hispanic author made three comments that included a direct anchor, two that 

included references to self that were not an anchor, and 12 that did not include any form of 

identity. Only one comment used Hispanic as the anchor. Four out of the five comments written 

by black authors that include identity used as a direct anchor used their black identity as that 

anchor. Each comment was written by a unique author. Ten of the 18 comments written by white 

authors that include identity used as a direct anchor used their white identity as that anchor. Only 

one author had two comments in this category instead of one. Most of the time they used it to 

emphasize that they were not racist even though they are white. 

 
Collecting Responses 

 
The author’s making of an argument is important to understanding the potential for using 

identity. If an identity is going to be used as an anchor to power, there is going to be a purpose for 

wanting that power. Supporting the argument is expected to be what motivates the author. 

 

Most posts present a direct argument that is also directly related to the topic of the news 

story, as shown in Table 3.13 Martin Case Making an Argument. Of 859 comments posted 

without removal, 835 (97.2 percent) presented a direct argument by stating a specific opinion that 

is either on or off topic. Weak arguments, such as only stating agreement with another comment, 

were presented in 12 (1.4 percent) of the comments. Twelve (1.4 percent) comments did not 

include an argument. For the purpose of analysis, argument can be narrowed down by whether or 

not the comment was on topic, with 506 on topic comments presenting a direct argument 

compared to 353 comments that are not both on topic and presenting a direct argument. Identities 

used as an anchor are expected to be attached to direct arguments rather than weak arguments or 

found within comments that do not present an argument. This means that there is a high frequency 

of comments on this comment board in which identity anchoring may have been useful. 
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Table 3.13 Martin Case Making an Argument 

Argument Type N Percent 
Direct Argument 835 97.2% 

On Topic 506 58.9% 
Not Directly on Topic 327 38.1% 
Off Topic 2 0.2% 

Weak Argument 12 1.4% 
On Topic 2 0.2% 
Not Directly on Topic 10 1.2% 
Off Topic 0 0.0% 

No Argument 12 1.4% 
On Topic 2 0.2% 
Not Directly on Topic 9 1.1% 
Off Topic 1 0.1% 

All Posts 859 100.0% 
 
 
Nearly all comments with an identified demographic category presented direct arguments, 

with no significant differences found within any demographic category. Table 3.14 Martin Case 

Argument Type by Demographic shows the breakdown by each demographic category and the 

significance of differences found within each category. All categories had between 92.9 percent 

and 100 percent of comments presenting a direct argument. The lowest percent was for 

conservative without a specific political affiliation identified, which included 13 direct arguments, 

and one weak argument that accounted for 7.1 percent of the category. This lack of variation may 

indicate that authors who leave evidence of an identity are slightly more likely to make a stronger 

argument than authors who do nothing to indicate an identity, with the effect of categories within 

an identity being unknown until more is known about differences in tendency to self-identify. 

 
 
Table 3.14 Martin Case Argument Type by Demographic 

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total Significance* 

Demographic N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
 

Gender 
       

 0.620 

Female 88 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 88 100.0%  
Male 207 97.2% 2 0.9% 4 1.9% 213 100.0%  
Unknown 540 96.1% 10 2.5% 8 1.4% 558 100.0%  
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Table 3.14 - continued 

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total Significance* 

Demographic N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
 

Politics 
       

 0.540 

Republican 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0%  
Conservative, 
not specified 

13 92.9% 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 14 100.0%  

Liberal, not 
specified 

10 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 100.0%  

Unknown 809 97.2% 11 1.3% 12 1.4% 832 100.0%  
Race 

       
 0.731 

Asian 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%  
Black 17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 17 100.0%  
Hispanic 17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 17 100.0%  
White 58 95.1% 1 1.6% 2 3.3% 61 100.0%  
Unknown 742 97.2% 11 1.4% 10 1.3% 779 100.0%  

Religion 
       

 1.00 

Christian 13 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 13 100.0%  
Unknown 822 97.2% 12 1.4% 12 1.4% 846 100.0%  

All Posts 
       

  
Total 835 97.2% 12 1.4% 12 1.4% 859 100.0%  

* Significance of the Pearson Chi-Square coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for 
differences between argument type that are not random. 
 
 

One of the specific research questions of this study is whether or not the use of identity for 

persuasion is dependent on its use as an anchor to power. One way to measure this is to determine 

if the level of argument presented varies according to use of identity as an anchor. Table 3.15 

Martin Case Argument Type by Use of an Identity shows that every category of identity use had 

between 95.6 percent and 100 percent of comments presenting a direct argument. Even though 

most comments of each category of identity use presented a direct argument, all 12 comments that 

did not present an argument also did not present an identity. Although results appear to be similar 

between types of identity use, the differences are significant according to a p-value of 0.05 or less 

at 0.046. This shows that the two variables are not completely independent of each other, 

providing potential evidence for identity being used as an anchor to power. 

 

In order to have a clear picture of the relationship between identity use and argument type, 

it may be helpful to increase the clarity of our understanding of making an argument. The 

presentation of an argument may be related to the depth of the comment, leading to significant 
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differences in the presentation of an argument according to the various measures of comment 

depth. The variables that show a significant relationship to argument include On Topic, Side, 

Tone, mention of self, mention of non-specific other people such as “you all” or a non-personally 

applied “we”, supportive mention of Trayvon Martin, derogatory mention of George Zimmerman, 

and mentions masculinity of Trayvon Martin, as shown in Table 3.16 Martin Case Argument Type 

by Variables with Significant Results. As with the relationship between presenting a demographic 

category and identity use, the relationship between depth of the comment and making an argument 

is potentially strengthened by the definition of a direct argument including aspects of depth of the 

comment. This does not, however, exclude the possibility of variance between categories for each 

measure of depth. 

 
 

Table 3.15 Martin Case Argument Type by Use of an Identity 
Direct 

Argument 
Weak 

Argument 
No  

Argument Total 
Identity N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Stated Identity Used as an 
Anchor 

92 98.8% 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 93 100.0% 

Implied Identity Used as an 
Anchor 

25 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 25 100.0% 

Non-anchor Mention of Self 307 98.7% 4 1.3% 0 0.0% 311 100.0% 
No Mention of Self 411 95.6% 7 1.6% 12 2.8% 430 100.0% 
Total 835 97.2% 12 1.4% 12 1.4% 964 100.0% 
Significance        0.045 

 
 

Table 3.16 Martin Case Argument Type by Variables with Significant Results  

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total Significance* 

Variable N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent  
On Topic 

       
0.000 

On Topic 506 99.2% 2 0.4% 2 0.4% 510 100.0%  
Related 
Indirectly 

327 94.5% 10 2.9% 9 2.6% 346 100.0%  

Off Topic 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 3 100.0%  
Side 

      
0.000 

Martin 489 98.8% 1 0.2% 2 0.4% 492 100.0%  
Zimmerman 28 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 28 100.0%  
Neutral or 
Undecided 

318 93.8% 11 3.2% 10 2.9% 339 100.0%  
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Table 3.16 - continued  

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total Significance* 

Variable N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent  
Tone 

       
0.000 

Friendly or 
Supportive 

14 82.4% 2 11.8% 1 5.9% 17 100.0%  

Stern or 
Aggressive 

584 98.6% 6 1.0% 2 0.3% 592 100.0%  

Neutral or Mixed 237 94.8% 4 1.6% 9 3.6% 250 100.0%  
Mentions Self 

       
0.001 

Yes 406 99.0% 4 1.0% 0 0.0% 410 100.0%  
No 429 95.5% 8 1.8% 12 2.7% 449 100.0%  

Mentions Non-
Specific Others 

 
       

0.000 

Yes 288 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 288 100.0%  
No 547 95.8% 12 2.1% 12 2.1% 571 100.0%  

Supportive 
Mention of 
Trayvon Martin 

 
       

0.005 

Yes 227 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 227 100.0%  
No 608 96.2% 12 1.9% 12 1.9% 632 100.0%  

Derogatory 
Mention of George 
Zimmerman 

 
       

0.000 

Yes 172 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 172 100.0%  
No 663 96.5% 12 1.7% 12 1.7% 687 100.0%  

Mentions 
Masculinity of 
Trayvon Martin 

 
       

0.043 

Emphasized 17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 17 100.0%  
Deemphasized 230 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 230 100.0%  
Questioned 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%  
No 587 96.1% 12 2.0% 12 2.0% 611 100.0%  

* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for 
differences between argument type that are not random. 
 
 

Unlike presentation of argument, use of identity is not related to depth of comment simply 

due to definition. Yet, differences between identity use were significant for several comment 

classifications. Table 3.17 Martin Case Identity Use by Comment Classifications shows identity 

use and significance for the classifications of being on topic, the side chosen, the tone used, and 

status of being a reply or not. Differences in identity use was found to be significant for both side 

chosen and reply. The majority of comments (57.3 percent) sided with Martin or were neutral  
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Table 3.17 Martin Case Identity Use by Comment Classifications  

Direct Anchor 
Indirect 
Anchor Not an Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total  

Variable N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Significance* 
On Topic 

     
  

  
0.052 

On Topic 58 11.4% 20 3.9% 195 38.2% 237 46.5% 510 100.0%  
Related Indirectly 35 10.1% 5 1.4% 116 33.5% 190 54.9% 346 100.0%  
Off Topic 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%  

Side 
    

  
  

0.000 

Martin 65 13.2% 16 3.3% 195 39.6% 216 43.9% 492 100.0%  
Zimmerman 4 14.3% 1 3.6% 13 46.4% 10 35.7% 28 100.0%  
Neutral or Undecided 24 7.1% 8 2.4% 103 30.4% 204 60.2% 339 100.0%  

Tone 
     

  
  

0.096 

Friendly or Supportive 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 12 70.6% 4 23.5% 17 100.0%  
Stern or Aggressive 62 10.5% 21 3.5% 213 36.0% 296 50.0% 592 100.0%  
Neutral or Mixed 30 12.0% 4 1.6% 86 34.4% 130 52.0% 250 100.0%  

Is a Reply 
     

  
  

0.007 

Yes, Attached to 
Original 

46 14.6% 17 3.2% 175 33.4% 286 54.6% 524 100.0%  

Yes, Unattached to 
Original 

3 9.1% 2 6.1% 13 39.4% 15 45.5% 33 100.0%  

No 44 14.6% 6 2.0% 123 40.7% 129 42.7% 302 100.0%  
* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for differences between argument type 
that are not random. 
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(39.5 percent), with comments using identity as an anchor siding with Martin slightly more often 

than comments that did not present an identity. The majority (61.0 percent) of comments were 

directly posted as a reply on another comment, however, comments using identity as an anchor 

were posted as an original comment more often than comments that did not present an identity. 

 

Original comments that did not have a direct argument did not fail to collect responses 

from other authors. Figure 3.7 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Replies shows the 

percentage of posts that are of each argument type by number of replies received, with a detailed 

table in Appendix D. Data Tables, labeled Table D.10 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of 

Replies. The number of responses was assigned by the number of direct reply posts, with 

comments posted as replies and deleted original posts not able to receive direct replies. These 

numbers exclude replies that were posted as original posts. Of the 327 original posts that were 

available to have replies posted, the majority included an argument. None of the four original 

comments that did not include an argument received a reply, while one out of the four comments 

that had a weak argument received two replies. However, less than half (n=173) of the comments 

that included a direct argument (n=327) received replies. These differences are insignificant, even 

when comparing comments that received any number of replies to comments that did not receive 

replies. Although showing significance would have supported the idea that making an argument 

has an impact, and so adding power would increase the likelihood of that impact, the lack of 

difference in actual response does not necessarily mean that authors are not guided in their actions 

by the expectation to receive a difference in response. 

 

Original comments received responses from other authors regardless of identity use. 

Figure 3.8 Martin Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies shows the number of posts for 

each form of identity use according to the number of replies each comment received. A detailed 

table is included in Appendix D. Data Tables, labeled Table D.11 Martin Case Identity Anchoring 

by Number of Replies. The number of responses was assigned by the number of direct reply posts, 

with replies and deleted original posts not able to receive direct replies. This excludes replies that 

were posted as original posts. The majority of posts received either no replies (N=180) or only one 

reply (N=63), while the highest grossing post received 129 replies followed by 26 replies for the 

second highest. Of the 335 original posts that were available to have replies posted, the majority 
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either did not present an identity or did not use identity as an anchor. The two comments that 

recieved the most replies each included a reference to identity without using it as an anchor. 

Differentiating between received a reply versus did not receive a reply and anchor versus non-

anchor returns similar results with no significant difference between categories found. 

 
 

 
Figure 3.7 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Replies 

 
 

 
Figure 3.8 Martin Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies 
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The comment that garnered the most replies, at 129, stated “I anticipate charges against 

Zimmerman soon.” Although it was simple with a clearly direct argument presented, its impact 

was likely due to the fact that it was the first comment on the news story. The third comment 

posted had the next highest number of replies at 26, and the 11th comment had the next highest at 

15. Both of these comments were more substantial than the first comment, in their own ways. The 

third comment was not directly related to the news story, but was instead an observation of the 

comment board, stating “I wonder where all the posts are on this subject. Thousands post on other 

irrelevant subjects to make their voices know [sic] so why not now? it's [sic] clear!!” The 11th post 

was more incendiary, stating “Time to face the music Zimmerman. May you get what you 

deserve....25 to life. To all other racist...you [sic] better think long and hard you think you can get 

away with lynching in this country. South will never rise again......NEVER!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! We 

whooped your arse and we will do it again.” These comments are more uncivil than friendly, 

which is common on news stories related to race and crime (Harlow 2015; Santana 2014). 

 

It is important to note that not all replies are directly related to their original posts. They 

may be in response to another reply post, or not even directly related to the topic of the original. 

One example of both is: “Pierce Hawthorne banned for making racist remarks. Failed audition.” 

Instead of discussing the news topic or the original post that it was attached to, it discussed what 

happened to another author. 

 

It can be difficult to distinguish between a response that is directly intended towards the 

original or was directed towards another reply, unless that other reply is specifically mentioned. 

The first reply post specifically directed towards another reply stated: “So do I. I think George 

Zimmerman isn't telling the truth as to what happened between him and Trayvon Martin. I'm glad 

the Department of Justice and the FBI are investigating.” The phrase “so do I,” followed by a 

statement in agreement to the original post, is what indicates that the post was specifically 

directed. While the comment repeatedly referred to its author, it did not use an identity, and so did 

not use anchoring. 

 

Comments, including replies, received votes to indicate that readers liked what they read. 

Likes is a measure of receiving attention, in addition to the number of replies received. The 
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comment that received the most likes was attached as a reply to the first comment posted. The 

author wrote “I certainly hope so. The more I read about this guy (Zimmerman), the more he 

sounds like a wannabe cop with a chip on his shoulder looking for a fight. I mean, according to 

Zimmerman, this kid was:  On drugs (how did he know?) Walking too slowly in the rain (wtf is 

this crap? Zimmerman thinks he's the goddamn pedestrian speed police?) Looking at houses (so 

now looking at houses is a crime? Or just being black and looking at houses?) This guy is a real 

@!$%#, and he needs to be taught a lesson.” This comment made a very clear direct argument in 

support of one side of the news story. While the author refers to self, no identity is presented 

within the comment. Being attached to the first comment most likely increased the number of 

readers, increasing the potential for likes. Although this comment had the most likes, it is possible 

that there was another comment that would have received more likes if that other comment had 

been noticed. Even if authors presenting an argument was important to voters, it is not as 

important as being among the comments that are first viewed. 

 

Figure 3.9 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Likes shows the number of 

comments utilizing each argument type for each count of likes. A detailed table labeled Table 

D.12 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Likes is located in Appendix D. Comments 

presenting direct arguments received between zero likes and 227 likes, the largest number 

received. Two-thirds (8 of 12) of the comments that presented a weak argument received one like, 

while the remainder received no likes. More than half (7 out of 12) of the comments that did not 

present an argument received likes, but none received more than four. These comments receiving 

likes without an argument were mostly comic. The one that received four likes was making a joke 

out of a quote from another comment: “ "Are you, by any chance, a gun-toting neighborhood 

watch vigilante that couldn't pass the pschy [sic] exam required for law enforcement?" probably, 

LOL” 

 
Figure 3.10 Martin Case Identity Use by Number of Likes shows the percentage of each 

form of identity use for each count of likes. A slightly greater percentage (99.1 percent) of 

comments using identity as an indirect anchor received likes than comments using identity as a 

direct anchor (96.2 percent), which are both higher than comments presenting an identity that is 

not used as an anchor (86.5 percent). Half of the comments that did not present an identity 
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received likes, with the greatest number of likes being 132. A detailed table labeled Table D.13 

Martin Case Identity use by Number of Likes is located in Appendix D. Data Tables.  

 
 

 
Figure 3.9 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Likes 

 
 

 
Figure 3.10 Martin Case Identity Use by Number of Likes 

 
 
Percentages of identity use appear to be very similar between comments that received no 

likes and comments that received less than seven likes. There were fewer than 10 comments 

within each category of more than seven likes, allowing each comment to have a greater impact 

on percentages. Eleven comments received seven likes each. The number of comments increases 
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consecutively for each category down to zero likes, reducing the impact of each comment on 

percentages. However, these slight differences are insignificant, even when comparing all 

comments that received any number of likes to comments that did not receive likes. This case 

does not confirm that using identity as an anchor to power is successful at increasing the attention 

of readers as evidenced by likes. 

 

All comments making a statement of color blind racism or presenting an identity showed 

no real difference in the frequency of argument use from the overall data. Table 3.18 Martin Case 

Argument Type by Identification of Color Blind Racism shows the breakdown by argument type 

for all four types of color blind racism coded for in the data: abstract liberalism, minimization of 

racism, racism regarding culture and the claim that racism is just natural human decisions. Nearly 

every category had between 96.7 percent and 100 percent of comments presenting a direct 

argument. The lowest was 95.1 percent of the 430 comments with no mention of an identity 

presenting a direct argument, shown in Table 3.15 Martin Case Argument Type by Use of an 

Identity. Combining direct and weak arguments also did not lead to significant differences. 

 
 

Table 3.18 Martin Case Argument Type by Identification of Color Blind Racism 

Direct 
Argument 

Weak 
Argument 

No 
Argument Total Significance* 

Type of Color 
Blind Racism 

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent  

Abstract Liberalism 
       

1.000 

Identified 53 100% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 53 100.0%  
None 782 97.0% 12 1.5% 12 1.5% 806 100.0%  

Minimization of Racism 
      

0.557 

Identified 66 100% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 66 100.0%  
None 769 97% 12 1.5% 12 1.5% 793 100.0%  

Cultural Racism 
       

1.000 

Identified 17 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 17 100.0%  
None 818 97.21% 12 1.4% 12 1.4% 842 100.0%  

Natural Humanity 
       

1.000 

Identified 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0%  
None 830 97.2% 12 1.4% 12 1.4% 854 100.0%  

All Posts 
        

 

Total 835 97.2% 12 1.4% 12 1.4% 964 100.0%  
* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for 
differences between argument type that are not random. 
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As with other measures, comments presenting color blind racism and most other variables 

measured typically showed no real difference in the frequency of argument use from the overall 

data. Table 3.19 Martin Case Identity Use by Identification of Color Blind Racism shows the 

breakdown by argument type for all four types of color blind racism coded for in the data: abstract 

liberalism, minimization of racism, racism regarding culture and the claim that natural human 

decisions only appear to be racism. Both cultural racism and natural human decisions showed 

significant differences between type of identity use, while the other two forms of racism measured 

did not. The majority of comments that presented cultural racism either did not present an identity 

(47.1 percent) or did not use the identity presented as an anchor (23.5 percent). Similarly, three 

out of the five comments that presented racism as natural human decisions presented an identity 

without anchoring and none used a direct identity as an anchor. 

 

Analysis of responses to comments have indicated that response in the form of number of 

likes and replies is most likely due to the location a comment is at on the comment board at the 

time of the like or reply, rather than being due to the contents within the comment. In order to test 

the impact of identity use on reader response, it is necessary to control for location within the 

comment board. 

 

Location of the comment within the comment board is estimated by the comment ID 

number. Original comments are given whole number ID numbers in the order of posting, while 

replies are assigned decimals within the whole number of the original post they were replies to. 

This approximates the order that comments appear within the board, with more readers having 

earliest access to the comments assigned a lower ID number. 

 

Table 3.20 Martin Case Regression Coefficients shows that neither identity use nor 

presentation of an argument has a significant effect of the number of likes or replies. Linear 

regression is used to determine if various dichotomous predictor variables and comment ID 

number have a significant impact on number of likes and on number of replies. All models 

included direct anchor and indirect anchor to test for the effect of identity use, whether or not the 

comment was supportive of the idea that Trayvon Martin was wrongly killed, and comment ID 

number. Model 1 tests for aspects of the comment that might impact response. This includes use  



71 

Table 3.19 Martin Case Identity Use by Identification of Color Blind Racism 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an  
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total Significance* 

Type of Color Blind 
Racism 

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent  

Abstract Liberalism 
       

  0.292 

Identified 5 9.4% 3 5.7% 23 43.4% 22 41.5% 53 100.0%  
None 88 10.9% 22 2.7% 288 35.7% 408 50.6% 806 100.0%  

Minimization of Racism 
      

  .075 

Identified 25 37.9% 10 15.2% 4 6.1% 27 40.9% 66 100.0%  
None 83 10.5% 21 2.6% 284 35.8% 405 51.1% 793 100.0%  

Cultural Racism 
       

  0.028 

Identified 2 11.8% 3 17.6% 4 23.5% 8 47.1% 17 100.0%  
None 91 10.8% 22 2.6% 307 36.5% 422 50.1% 842 100.0%  

Natural Humanity 
       

  0.000 

Identified 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 3 60.0% 1 20.0% 5 100.0%  
None 93 10.9% 24 2.8% 308 36.1% 429 50.2% 854 100.0%  

All Posts 
        

   

Total 93 10.8% 25 2.9% 311 36.2% 430 50.1% 859 100.0%  
* Significance of the Fisher’s Exact Test coefficient, which tests distribution within categories for differences between argument 
type that are not random. 
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Table 3.20 Martin Case Regression Coefficients     

 
Number of Likes Number of Replies 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Predictor Variables 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 

Coefficient 
Direct Anchor -0.041 -0.039 -0.035 -0.018 -0.024 -.015 
Indirect Anchor -0.018 -0.015 -0.008 0.004 0.005 0.006 
Direct Argument 0.041 

  
0.048 

  
Weak Argument 0.019 

  
0.022 

  
Comment ID Number -0.28** -0.279** -0.282** -2.780** -2.781** -0.171** 
Supports Martin 0.094** 0.097** 0.081* 0.011 0.182 -0.002 
Supports Zimmerman -0.003 

  
0.023 

  
Abstract Liberalism  0.015 

  
-0.023 

 
Minimization of Racism  -0.027 

  
0.081 

 
Cultural Racism  -0.008 

  
0.010 

 
Natural Decisions  -0.01 

  
0.006 

 
Mentions Other Author   -0.077* 

  
-0.075 

Avatar 
  

0.081* 
  

-0.037 
Adjusted R Square .085 .084 .097 .005 .005 .012 
Model Significance .000 .000 .000 .284 .295 .123 
*Significant at the 5% level. 
**Significant at the 1% level. 
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of identity, presentation of argument, and whether or not the Martin or the Zimmerman side of the 

case is supported by the comment. Model 2 tests for color blind racism, and Model 3 tests for the 

potential impact of the comment showing an avatar and of mentioning other authors from the 

board. 

 

All three models explained some portion of the number of likes received, but none were 

significant for number of replies. Identity was not significant in any model, but comment ID 

number is significant at the 1 percent level in every version of the model tested. Supporting the 

Martin side and having an avatar are positively associated with number of likes, but mentioning 

other authors appears to be associated with receiving fewer likes. It is important to note that 

authors can use identity as an anchor in anticipation of it making an impact, without it having an 

impact, or it only having an immeasurable impact. 

 

Actual reaction to identity use is only of secondary interest to the expectation of reaction 

to identity use. However, the lack of variation in presentation of an argument or identity by 

demographic group or comment contents leaves low expectations of finding any contribution to 

the likelihood of presenting an argument or identity use. Log-linear analysis can be used to test for 

this variation, but is likely to be heavily influenced by the small sample size. These results are 

presented in Appendix D. Data Tables, in Table D.9 Martin Case Significant Partial Associations, 

Table D.10 Martin Case On Topic Likelihood Ratio Test Significance, and Table D.11 Martin 

Case On Topic Odds Ratios. This analysis is performed using both presentation of an on-topic 

argument and identity use as dependent variables. 

 
Martin Case Conclusion 
 

The author’s making of an argument is important to understanding the potential for using 

identity. If an identity is going to be used as an anchor to power, there is going to be a purpose for 

wanting that power. However, while most posts present a direct, or at least a weak, argument that 

is directly related to the topic of the news story, very few comments present an identity. For this 

reason, more must be done than simply looking at the relationship between identity use and 

having an argument to pursued others on. 
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Identity use is a rare occurrence, making its effects difficult to measure. Only 93 (10.8 

percent) of the 859 comments on the news comment board included the direct use of identity as an 

anchor, with an additional 25 (2.9 percent) indirectly using identity as an anchor. If identity is 

indeed used as an anchor to power, then strategic use of identity as an anchor should not be 

independent of making an argument, and identity use should help to explain some portion of likes 

and replies received.  

 

The use of identity as an anchor is insignificant according to most measures. There are, 

however, a few measurements that show significant associations. Differences exist in distribution 

between categories for types of identity use with race, religion, argument, side supported, reply, 

cultural racism and the belief that natural human decisions mistakenly appear to be evidence of 

racism.  

 

 A significant interaction exists between using identity as an anchor and presenting an 

argument. While almost all comments presented a direct argument, comments that included 

anchoring were nearly exclusively direct arguments, while comments that did not use anchoring 

included some that presented weak or no arguments. This indicates that authors may be using 

anchoring as a tactic to support their arguments. 

 

 The use of anchoring varies according to gender and race. Women are more likely than 

men to use anchoring, and both black and white authors are more likely to use anchoring than 

Hispanic authors. While gender was largely determined by user name, race was largely 

determined by its mention within a comment. This includes assigning information from one 

comment to other comments posted using the same user name account. The difference by race is 

more likely to be case specific than the difference by gender. The Trayvon Martin case deals with 

black and white race relations, increasing the opportunities for authors to give pertinent 

information based on their own experience as a black or a white person. However, it is not clear 

that women would have more expertise than men regarding the issues surrounding this case. What 

is known, is that previous research has shown that differences exist in reception of online 

communications by women and men, and that women have felt the need to hide their gender to 
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improve that reception (Pagnucci and Mauriello 1999). Anchoring to power could be a potential 

tactic for overcoming this bias. 

 

 Anchoring varies within two forms of color blind racism, natural humanity and cultural 

racism. Of the few (n=5) comments that included the natural humanity form of color blind racism, 

none included identity as a direct anchor. More instances of cultural racism were found (n=17), 

but only two (11.8 percent) were in comments that included a direct anchor. It may be that the 

sample size is so small that these results would change with a substantially larger sample, or 

authors may actually be disinclined or see no need to use identity as an anchor when they include 

these forms of color blind racism in their comments. 

 

 Authors rarely acknowledge other authors in their comments, but do provide some form of 

acknowledgement through registering likes on a comment or attaching a reply to a comment. In 

this comment board, none of these activities show an impact led by identity use. Authors typically 

mentioned another author to express disagreement, which often included deriding that author. 

Likes and replies were received based on location within the comment board more than on 

comment content. 

 

Identity use as an anchor being rare in the Trayvon Martin case does not necessarily mean 

it was not a used tactic or that it will not be used more often in other situations. There are some 

indications in this comment board that it is more likely to be used under specific circumstances, 

such as by women and when the author’s race or ethnicity is related to the news story. Authors 

may also be influenced by the lack of identity presented in other comments, and reduce their use 

of identity. 

 
Case Study Comparison 

 
The Trayvon Martin and Daniela Pelaez cases had some major similarities and differences. 

Both cases took place in Florida, in the Spring of 2012. Both involved racial minority teens from 

Miami-Dade County. Trayvon Martin was a 17 year old black male; Daniela Pelaez was an 18 

year old Hispanic female. Both were high school students. Daniela Pelaez was class valedictorian. 

Several days after the news article was released, but while the comment board was still in use, it 
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became known that Trayvon Martin was on a 10 day suspension. The biggest difference between 

the cases is that while Daniela Pelaez was facing life altering deportation, Trayvon Martin had 

been killed. 

 

The Trayvon Martin case, which garnered more media attention than the Daniela Pelaez 

case, had a greater percentage of comments that were deleted from the comment boards. Table 

3.21 Differences in Number of Comments shows the percentages of comments that were analyzed 

or deleted, and the chi-square significance of differences between the Pelaez case and the Martin 

Case. Out of the first 1000 comments posted on each board, 36 were deleted from the Pelaez case 

and 141 were deleted from the Martin case. These represent significant differences between cases. 

Normal variance for deletions is not known, but it is expected that more deletions will occur the 

more a news story is racially charged. Dispute regarding the death of Trayvon Martin is also 

expected to have increased the potential for deletion of comments. Comments may have been 

removed by administrative staff or deleted by the author after posting. Any replies attached to an 

original post were removed with the removal of that original post.  

 
 

Table 3.21 Differences in Number of Comments 

 Pelaez Case Martin Case Chi-square Significance 
Comments N Percent N Percent of Difference 
Analyzed 964 96.4% 859 85.9% .000* 
Deleted 36 3.6% 141 14.1% .000* 
Total 1000 100.0% 1000 100.0%  
*Significant at the 1% level. 
 
 

If differences in deletions are case specific, according to being racially charged or the 

seriousness of death, this may show through differences in either tone or statements of racism. 

Table 3.22 Differences in Tone of Comments and Color Blind Racism shows the chi-square 

significance of differences between the two cases. No significant differences were found for tone, 

but one form of racism did show a significant difference. Minimization of racism was found in 

only 1 (0.1 percent) comment on the Pelaez case and 66 (7.7 percent) on the Trayvon Martin case. 

This indicates that the minimization form of racism was more prevalent in the Trayvon Martin 

case comment board. While it appears to show that the Trayvon Martin case was more racially 
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charged, this being the cause is only one of many possible explanations. It is, however, the 

expected outcome. While the undocumented immigrant and the supposedly criminalistic black 

male youth are both common stereotypes, the latter is expected to be pertinent to a larger portion 

of the United States. 

 
 

Table 3.22 Differences in Tone of Comments and Color Blind Racism  

 Pelaez Case Martin Case Chi-square Significance 
Comments N Percent N Percent of Difference 
Tone      
   Friendly 13 1.4% 17 2.0% .320 
   Aggressive 688 71.4% 592 68.9% .244 
   Neutral 263 27.3% 250 29.1% .3938 
   Total 964 100.0% 859 100.0%  
Color Blind Racism      
   Abstract Liberalism 53 5.5% 53 6.2% .5244 
   Minimization of Racism 1 0.1% 66 7.7% .000* 
   Cultural Racism 17 1.8% 17 2.0% .755 
   Natural Humanity 6 0.6% 5 0.6% 1.000 
      Cumulative Racism 93 ** 141 **  
   Total Comments 964 100.0% 859 100.0%  
*Significant at the 1% level. 
**Individual comments are counted more than once. 

 
 
Having cases that represent different minority groups leads to the expectation of 

differences in racial identities participating and presented. The differences between cases is shown 

in Table 3.23 Differences in Author Demographics. While it is not possible to verify the identity 

for all participants, or for all readers regardless of participation status, differences can be expected 

to show up in presentation within comments, user IDs, and avatars. These three sources are 

combined to determine author demographics whenever possible. Race is expected to show the 

greatest differences, and this is supported by significance within the data. The two cases show 

significant differences between numbers of authors identified as either black or white. The 

difference in Hispanic was not significant, and other races were not identified in the comment 

boards, aside from one author identified as Asian on the Trayvon Martin case board. Age was also 

significant, with no one identifying their age in the Daniela Pelaez case, while a few authors on 

the Martin case identified themselves as adults. Significantly more men are identified in the 

Daniela Pelaez case than in the Trayvon Martin case. Identifying religion was more common in 
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the Trayvon Martin case. Of the comments that included an indication of religion, one focused on 

hope for the future, one defended Zimmerman against false claims of racism, and the remainder 

were all focused on passing harsh judgement on either racists or murder. The only significant 

difference in political affiliation was for conservatives not specified as Republican, which was the 

largest political affiliation for each case and was more common in the Daniela Pelaez case than 

the Trayvon Martin case. Identity within a comment is where anchoring is applied to the intended 

message of the comment. If anchoring had been a common tactic, demographic information would 

be common instead of rare. In both cases, presenting identity is rare, indicating that it may 

typically be rare in online news comment boards. Although this prevents anchoring from being a 

common tactic, it may indicate the possibility that identity is not used without consideration of its 

effects, supporting the potential that it is used as an anchor when it is used. 

 
 

Table 3.23 Differences in Author Demographics 

 Pelaez Case Martin Case Chi-square  

Category N 
Percent of all 

Accounts 
N 

Percent of all 
Accounts 

Significance  
of Difference 

Author Accounts 512 100.0% 450 100.0%  
Age 0 0.0% 8 1.8% .002** 

Adult, 25-64 0 0.0% 6 1.3% .009** 
Older, 65+ 0 0.0% 2 0.4% .131 

Avatars 98 19.1% 61 13.6% .020* 
Person 14 2.7% 20 4.4% .152 
Group 2 0.4% 2 0.4% .680 
Non-person 67 13.1% 30 6.7% .001** 
Model Person 15 2.9% 9 2.0% .371 
None 414 80.9% 389 86.4% .022* 

Gender 214 41.7% 163 36.2% .081 
Male 162 31.6% 113 25.1% .026* 
Female 52 10.2% 50 11.1% .651 
Not Identified 298 58.2% 287 63.8% .076 

Race or Ethnicity 18 3.5% 38 8.4% .001** 
Asian 0 0.0% 1 0.2% .312 
Black 0 0.0% 11 2.4% .000** 
Hispanic 6 1.2% 1 0.2% .070 
White 12 2.3% 25 5.6% .008** 

Religion 1 0.2% 12 2.7% .001** 
Christian 1 0.2% 12 2.7% .001** 
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Table 3.23 - continued 

 Pelaez Case Martin Case Chi-square  

Category N 
Percent of all 

Accounts 
N 

Percent of all 
Accounts 

Significance  
of Difference 

Political Affiliation 29 5.7% 14 3.1% .052 
Republican 1 0.2% 2 0.4% .568 
Conservative 22 4.3% 7 1.6% .015* 
Liberal 5 1.0% 5 1.1% .879 
Democrat 1 0.2% 0 0.0% .343 

*Significant at the 5% level. 
**Significant at the 1% level. 
 
 

Separate from the demographics that were identified through multiple methods, nearly half 

of authors made some reference to themselves in their comments on the Trayvon Martin case, 

while just over a third did so in the Daniela Pelaez case comments. This includes any reference to 

self, such as presenting a direct identity as an anchor or using words such as “I”. References to 

self, such as “I think” were recorded as self-reference not used as an anchor. Both direct and 

indirect anchoring of identity showed no significant difference between cases. 

 

Comments were recorded only as their highest level of identity use, regardless of the 

presence of multiple references to self, with the highest level being a direct anchor. Identity used 

as an anchor was recorded as direct when used in conjunction with words such as “as a [identity]” 

or “I am a [identity] and”, and indirect when the identity was implied or simply stated, such as 

implying being a parent by mentioning a son or daughter in relation to the rest of the comment. 

Use as an anchor was determined by context of identity use, rather than presence of identity use. 

 

Table 3.24 Differences in Identities in Comments displays the number of comments 

assigned to each category of identity use and indicates if the difference is significant between 

cases. The use of identity as a direct anchor was present in a similar amount of comments among 

both cases, with 9 percent of comments including identity used as a direct anchor for the Daniela 

Pelaez case and 10.8 percent for the Trayvon Martin case. The same is true for self-reference, at 

37.9 percent and 36.2 percent, respectively. Identity used indirectly as an anchor was significantly 

less common for the Trayvon Martin case, at 2.9 percent of comments, than for the Daniela Pelaez 

case at 10.9 percent of comments. This difference explains the difference found when only 
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looking at overall anchoring. It may indicate that authors are making a choice between identity use 

that varies according to the news story. It may be that an identity not used as an anchor is treated 

as part of a story, rather than a signal of authority. Polletta and Lee (2006) found that the 

acceptability of storytelling varies by situation. Stories are less likely to be valued and utilized in 

policy discussion than in value-oriented discussion. It may be that the Martin case is viewed by 

authors as more of a policy discussion than the Pelaez case, leading to less general references to 

themselves. 

 
 

 
 
Identity use is expected to vary according to aspects of the comments posted. Table 3.25 

Association of Identity Use with Comment Classification and Racism presents the significance of 

the association between variables according to the Fisher’s Exact Test. Variation in identity use is 

found to be significant in both cases for presenting support of a side of the news story and in 

presenting the form of color blind racism that claims natural human decisions mistakenly appear 

to be evidence of racism, but not for either case with tone of the comment or the form of color 

blind racism that minimizes racism. The Daniela Pelaez case results additionally showed 

significance for being on topic and abstract liberalism, while the Trayvon Martin case results 

showed significance for comments being a reply and cultural racism. 

 

The differences in significance may be due to factors related to the news story. The use of 

color blind racism would be expected to potentially differ between discussion of different 

minority groups. The Daniela Pelaez case brings in the topic of immigrants and their use of 

resources, while the Martin case brings in the topic of race-based assumptions of criminality. The 

fact that the Trayvon Martin case discusses an untimely death may also affect the emotionality of 

Table 3.24 Differences in Identities in Comments   
 Daniela Pelaez Case Trayvon Martin Case Chi-square  
Identifier N Percent N Percent Significance of Differences 
Anchor 192 19.9% 118 13.7% .000* 
  Direct Anchor 87 9.0% 93 10.8% .198 
  Indirect 105 10.9% 25 2.9% .000* 
Self-Reference 365 37.9% 311 36.2% .453 
None 599 62.1% 430 50.1% .000* 
Total 964 100% 859 100%  

*Significant at the 1% level. 
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authors, leading to differences between cases on how authors respond to each other and the 

likelihood of staying on topic. The similarities between significance may be due to particular 

types of authors being attracted to the particular news outlet studied, similarities between the news 

story, chance, or the importance of identity use for these same comment classifications for any 

news story. A study of additional articles and news outlets would be needed to confirm the 

meaning behind these differences and similarities. 

 
 

Table 3.25 Association of Identity Use with Comment Classification and Racism 

 
Pelaez Martin Significance* 

Comment Classifications 
 

On Topic 0.000 0.052 Pelaez 
Side 0.000 0.000 Both 
Tone 0.333 0.096 None 
Is a Reply 0.054 0.007 Martin 
Number of Replies ** ** Unknown 
Number of Likes ** ** Unknown 

Demographics 
  

Gender 0.001 0.356 Pelaez 
Politics 0.015 0.103 Pelaez 
Race 0.009 0.001 Both 
Religion 1.000 0.026 Martin 

Color Blind Racism 
  

 
Abstract Liberalism 0.006 0.292 Pelaez 
Minimization of Racism 0.389 0.075 None 
Cultural Racism 0.130 0.028 Martin 
Natural Humanity 0.000 0.000 Both 

*Significance is determined by having a p-value less than 0.05. 
**Significance not calculated due to insufficient memory.  

 
 
The majority of comments on the Daniela Pelaez case that included a direct anchor sided 

with not deporting Pelaez, while those that did not indicate a side accounted for the smallest 

number of comments. For all other classifications of identity use, those that did not indicate a side 

was the largest group. The Trayvon Martin case was different in that the majority of comments 

sided with Martin, regardless of identity use, while the fewest comments sided with Zimmerman, 

for each identity classification. However, the weaker the use of identity was, the more comments 

were neutral between sides. These findings indicate the possibility that use of an identity as an 
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anchor is more prevalent when supporting one side over another, and that identity use shrinks the 

more neutral the author feels regarding the sides of the news story. 

 

The effect of identity use on presentation of color blind racism differs between the Daniela 

Pelaez case and the Trayvon Martin case. The only form of color blind racism that was significant 

to both cases was the one that relies on the assumption that natural human decisions mistakenly 

appear to be evidence of racism, but it was significant in opposite ways between these two cases. 

For the Daniela Pelaez case, all comments that presented this form of racism also used identity as 

a direct anchor, while for the Trayvon Martin case it was mostly found among comments that did 

not use identity as an anchor. Based on these findings, and the small number of comments that 

display any form of color blind racism, the determination of any relationship between identity use 

and color blind racism would require the analysis of many more comments. It may be that too few 

people were willing to include color blind racism in their public comments at the time that these 

articles came out, but such comments may be spurred by other events or news articles and may be 

either more or less likely to occur at some other point in time. 

 

The Daniela Pelaez and Trayvon Martin cases were more similar in significance of various 

comment classifications by argument type, than by use of identity. The majority of variables 

tested were found to be not significant for both cases, as shown in Table 3.26 Significance of 

Results by Argument Type. Significant differences within variables were found in both cases for 

the comment being on topic, the side of the news story sided with, the tone of the comment, and 

the mentioning of non-specific other people in a comment. The use of identity varied according to 

argument type for only the Trayvon Martin case.  

 

For both the Daniela Pelaez case and the Trayvon Martin case, the vast majority of 

comments presented a direct argument, with similar distributions across the categories of each 

variable. For the distributions that did vary across categories, the majority of comments that did 

present a direct argument were not neutral. Of the few comments that did not present an argument, 

or that only presented a weak argument, most were neutral in tone and side. In the case of being 

on-topic, missing and weak arguments were related to the news story only indirectly. The 
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association of argument with comment classifications is more clear than for identity use, which 

was less consistent in its association with various categories of each classification. 

 
 
Table 3.26 Significance of Results by Argument Type 

 
Pelaez Martin Significance* 

Comment Classifications 
 

Use an Identity 0.601 0.045 Martin 
On Topic 0.000 0.000 Both 
Side 0.003 0.000 Both 
Tone 0.000 0.000 Both 
Mentions Non-Specific Others 0.016 0.000 Both 
Number of Replies 0.745 0.901 None 
Number of Likes 0.952 ** Unknown 

Demographics 
  

Gender 0.904 0.620 None 
Politics 0.084 0.540 None 
Race 1.000 0.731 None 
Religion 1.000 1.000 None 

Color Blind Racism 
  

Abstract Liberalism 0.416 1.000 None 
Minimization of Racism ** 0.557 Unknown 
Cultural Racism 1.000 1.000 None 
Natural Humanity 1.000 1.000 None 

*Significance is determined by having a p-value less than 0.05. 
**Significance could not be calculated due to insufficient memory.  
 
 

Identity use is rare in both the Daniela Pelaez case and the Trayvon Martin case. 

Anchoring with a direct identity and making a self-reference were both similar between cases. 

Indirect anchoring and not presenting any form of identity were both more common in the Daniela 

Pelaez case. If anchoring with a direct identity follows the same pattern across most news cases, it 

would indicate that anchoring is a used technique, although rare. The patterns could also vary 

across news outlets, types of news stories, and by different time periods. However, the topics of 

the Daniela Pelaez and Trayvon Martin cases are possibly the most likely to see anchoring, due to 

the greater arguing around topics such as race and crime. The effect may be watered down if these 

topics also attract more of the general population, rather than being more limited to those with a 

special interest that is possibly also related to holding an identity that lends well to anchoring, or if 

the arguing reaches the point of turning people away from participation. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
 

Scope of the Study 
 
This dissertation research analyzed internet based comments on two major news stories to 

study the role of identity in anchoring power during discursive participation. A content analysis 

has been performed for the Daniela Pelaez and Trayvon Martin cases, using comments from the 

comment boards of one news article per case released by NBC. These two news stories combined 

provide 4,429 comments, of which the first 1,000 each was analyzed. Other major news outlets, 

such as the New York Times and Fox News, were explored, but either did not provide comment 

boards on their news articles or did not cover the Daniela Pelaez case. 

 

A call for studying specificity in power relationships within mass communication 

networks was made by Castells in 2011 (Castells 2011a), with emphasis placed on the need for 

discovery of who does what, where, and why. Prior to this call for further study, differences in 

ability to participate and receive discursive capital between various identity groups was being 

questioned by those who believe discursive participation to be dominated by pre-existing elites, 

although the basis in reality of that assertion is not known (Jacobs, Cook and Carpini, 2009). 

 

Online news story comment boards have become a popular place for discursive 

participation, and although it is not possible to confirm the identities of all comment board 

participants, some participants do present identities. This project will contribute to the expansion 

of knowledge on the power relationships of non-elites within mass communication networks by 

studying the use of identity as an anchor to power in the discursive participation occurring in 

online news story comment boards. It will expand knowledge of who participates in discursive 

participation and how identities are used. 

 

Discursive participation is a form of political participation based on discussion, with those 

who participate in discursive participation receiving the discursive capital of influencing the 

normativity of their own values (Jacobs, Cook and Carpini, 2009). While early studies on 
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discursive participation focused on in-person communication, online communication has become 

an area of growing interest to researchers as it is said to have transformed the political process by 

“transforming the space of communication”, and putting democracy more into the hands of 

citizens (Castells 2011b). Major news stories attract discursive participation in the comment 

boards attached to online news articles, providing accessible documentation of this form of 

political participation. 

 

The Trayvon Martin case articles received many more comments than the Daniela Pelaez 

case articles. This was likely due in large part to differences in story coverage and differences in 

story outcomes, being that Martin was killed while Pelaez was one of many young people facing 

deportation. In order to analyze the responses within replies to other comments and to focus on the 

time period in which most of the discussion between board participants was taking place, random 

sampling is not used for the selection of comments. Instead, the first 1000 comments, with the 

count inclusive of replies to other comments, for each article is analyzed. For both cases, this 

covers the first several days following publication of the news article. 

 

The variables created can be categorized as identifiers of comments and news stories, basic 

demographic categorizations of comment authors, topics discussed, presence of identity use, 

presence of color blind racism, and the mention of specific or non-specified people. See Table 1. 

Variable Types for a list of variables in each category. The analysis covers the various potential 

uses of anchoring identity, in addition to whether or not interaction exists with basic demographic 

categorizations, the news story, and whether or not a comment is a reply to another comment. 

 

The main question being asked is if there is a significant interaction between the use of 

identity as an anchor and whether or not a strong argument is made within a comment, particularly 

if anchoring identities are associated with making a strong argument. If authors do tend to use an 

anchoring identity when making a strong argument, rather than excluding identity from a strong 

argument or including anchoring with a weak argument, then it supports the idea that identity 

anchoring is an actual tactic used to bolster arguments in discursive participation. If used, then it 

may vary by identity or demographic. 
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Typically, elites in political discussion refer to politicians and spokespersons. However, a 

large segment of pre-existing elites, at least with regard to identity, includes those who belong to 

the racial majority. These individuals may see less value in specifying their identity than in 

expressing the power inherent in that identity, or they may use both to bolster an argument. The 

expression of color blind racism is one method that members of this majority have as a tool for 

expressing and maintaining power, and is analyzed for interaction with both identity anchoring 

and making a strong argument. As with determining if the use of anchoring varies by identity, it is 

of interest to determine if there is variance in the use of the multiple forms of color blind racism. 

Elite status may also come from the ability to connect an identity to a news story, which includes 

analyzing any differences found in identity use between the two cases being studied. 

 

Due to the interactive nature of discursive participation, the use of anchoring identity may 

vary according to whether or not comments are directed towards specific people or groups of 

people, and also if they are associated with the reference to specific people or groups of people. 

Variables indicating the mentioning of specific or non-specific persons were tested for interaction 

with anchoring and strength of argument. 

 
Conclusion 

 
The main question of this research study is if, for internet news comment boards, there is a 

significant interaction between the use of identity as an anchor to power and whether or not a 

strong argument is made. The expected finding is that identity anchoring is associated with 

making a strong argument. Only some of the evidence indicates an interaction between identity 

and argument. Additional questions include if anchoring varies by demographic category, if the 

expression of color blind racism varies with anchoring, and if mentioning an identity impacts 

replies. 

 

The first 1,000 comments on the news comment board for an article on Daniela Pelaez’ 

near deportation did not show the expected association between identity used as an anchor to 

power and the presentation of an argument. However, according to the first 1,000 comments on a 

comment board for Trayvon Martin’s shooting, there is an association between identity and 

argument. While few comments used a direct or weak identity as an anchor (14 percent), those 
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that do tend to present a direct argument. Comments that did not present an argument also made 

no mention of self. The Daniela Pelaez case appeared to follow a similar pattern, but did not have 

significant differences between categories. 

 

The difference between cases in association of identity with argument might be the result 

of differences in the stories themselves. Tactics for gaining power in a discussion may be utilized 

more often the more severe the news story. Daniela Pelaez was at risk of a life altering 

deportation, but Trayvon Martin had been killed. This leads to the expectation that the Martin case 

will be the most likely to have an association between identity and argument, which was 

confirmed through the data.  

 

Other measures for determining severity of the news story include number of deletions, 

racism, and the tone of comments. These other measures show mixed results for explaining the 

differences between the Daniela Pelaez case and the Trayvon Martin case. Deletions may indicate 

antagonism in the comment board. Antagonism can both encourage replies to make counter 

claims, and it can deter potential authors who suspect they will put themselves under attack. More 

comments were removed from the first 1,000 on the comment board for the Trayvon Martin case 

(n=141) than for the Daniela Pelaez case (n=36), indicating more antagonism in the Trayvon 

Martin case. The Trayvon Martin case also had more instances of color blind racism (n=141) than 

the Daniela Pelaez case (n=77). Racism in the comment board is likely to lead to deleted 

comments, but may itself be considered an indicator of severity of the news story. Tone is less 

simple. Tone of the comments was measured to indicate if comments were friendly, 

argumentative, or neutral, which is the closest measure to indicate severity of the news story 

according to authors’ words. Tone is expected to be neutral less often as severity of the news 

article increases. Although tone did not have a significant association with direct identity used as 

an anchor, it was significant for presentation of a direct argument for both cases. However, just 

under a third of comments in each case were neutral in tone, and no significant differences were 

found between cases. Aside from this finding of no significant difference in tone, deletions and 

amount of color blind racism within the Trayvon Martin case comment board both indicate that it 

is a more severe news story than the Daniela Pelaez case. 
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Although identity anchoring was only related to argument use for the Trayvon Martin 

Case, both cases showed that women used anchoring more often than men. This difference exists, 

even though it was not clear that women would have more expertise than men regarding the issues 

surrounding these cases. The majority of authors had their gender determined by user name rather 

than by its use as an identity inside comments. Instead, it was women being more likely to use 

other identities as anchors. This may be due to an expectation that they need more supporting 

evidence that their opinions matter. Matheson (1991) and Pagnucci and Mauriello (1999), both 

found that there are gender based differences in how authors are treated online. Pagnucci and 

Mauriello also found that women attempted to compensate for this difference. It is possible that 

some women used anchoring to compensate for an expected reduced potential for impact on 

readers. 

 

The expected finding that the races most relevant to the news story were also the ones 

using anchoring for their respective cases was found. In the Trayvon Martin case, white and black 

authors used a direct identity as an anchor at similar rates (29.5 percent and 29.4 percent 

consecutively), but white authors were more likely to use their own race as the anchor. In the 

Daniela Pelaez case, Hispanic authors used a direct identity as an anchor more often than white 

authors. However, this was only evidenced by two out of three Hispanic authors using their race 

as an anchor, while only one out of three white authors used their race as the anchor. While it is 

possible that these results would change with a larger sample, these results are consistent with 

case specific expectations. Review of these anchors finds additional case-specific expectations. 

Among these authors, it was more common to use knowing another person as the anchor in the 

Daniela Pelaez case than in the Trayvon Martin case. This is the expected result for providing 

evidence of subject matter knowledge unique to each case. 

 

The ability of color blind racism to show evidence of identity anchoring is also limited by 

small counts. The Trayvon Martin case had more evidence of color blind racism than the Daniela 

Pelaez case, but still had 66 or fewer instances for each form. The only two forms that showed 

significant differences in identity use had only 17 or 5 instances. The natural humanity version of 

color blind racism varied in identity use for both cases, but only with 5 or 6 instances and in 

opposite directions. In the Daniela Pelaez case, all comments with this form of racism also used 
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identity as a direct anchor. In the Trayvon Martin case, all such comments did not use identity as a 

direct anchor. The two cases also differed by cultural racism only being significant for the 

Trayvon Martin case (n-17) and abstract liberalism only being significant for the Daniela Pelaez 

case (n=53), which in both cases tended towards not using identity as an anchor. If these findings 

are meaningful, it may be that authors do not feel that extra power is needed to support these 

forms of racist claims. 

 

It was expected that if using identity as an anchor to power is a useful tactic, it would 

impact reactions to their comments. Comment readers have the options of showing their reactions 

by liking a comment or by replying to that comment. However, in both cases it is found that both 

likes and replies are received dependent on the location of the comment on the comment board, 

with most likes and replies received by the earliest posts. The quality of those replies is influenced 

away from showing evidence of reaction to anchoring, due to the fact that most replies do not 

mention other authors or the contents of other authors’ comments, except for instances that can be 

labelled as trolling or flaming. These findings are directly related to the format of comment boards 

and their common method of use. Most potential authors see a news article, browse the first 

comments available for viewing, make one post, and leave the comment board. Some potential 

authors stay or revisit the board to have conversation or to make multiple posts, but many of these 

authors only do so for the opportunity to argue and antagonize. When potential authors see that 

others are being purposely antagonized, they may be less likely to provide information that can be 

attacked. 

 

Identity used as an anchor to power is found to exist, but not to have a strong impact on 

news comment boards. Significant association between identity used as an anchor to power and 

the presentation of an argument can vary by news story. The Daniela Pelaez case was not 

significant, but the Trayvon Martin case was. While few comments used a direct or weak identity 

as an anchor, those that do tended to present a direct argument. However, both the Daniela Pelaez 

and Trayvon Martin cases suggest that using an identity as an anchor varies with gender and race, 

and is dependent on how race relates to the news story. Small counts make this evidence weak. 

Any effects that do exist may be influenced by the severity of the news story, as evidenced by 

greater deletion of comments and greater presence of color blind racism on the Trayvon Martin 
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case. Responding to identity use is insignificant due to the fact that replies and likes accumulate 

primarily due to location within a news comment board, rather than the content of the comment. 

These findings suggest that anchoring is more dependent on authors’ expectations of what others 

will consider important than it is effective on readers’ actual reactions. 

 

The effect of anchoring identity to power on discursive participation within online news 

comment boards remains unknown. Anchoring has the potential to affect what people choose to 

express and the effect those words have on others, yet it is rarely used and very rarely 

acknowledged. Online news comment boards open the possibility to interact with people, but that 

interaction appears to remain underutilized. 

 
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

 
This study is limited in its ability to identify demographics for all respondents, in variety of 

news story types, in variety of news outlets, and in frequency of identity use. These limitations can 

be seen as mainly related to selection bias. Authors choose to mention or not mention identity, 

with unmentioned identities remaining an unknown. The choice of news story or outlet may create 

a bias in who is studied. Also, frequency of identity use is so low that a few individuals can 

potentially have a strong effect on results. These limitations have been partially reduced for this 

study by comparing anchored identities to the non-anchored identities that can be deciphered from 

the comment board. It is still important to keep these limitations in mind for applying this 

analysis. 

 

Future studies may be designed to work around the noted limitations now that it is known 

that anchoring identity to power does exist, in small numbers, on news comment boards. Research 

can be expanded by limiting the selection of comments to only those that include specific 

identities of interest in order to test for variance in their use as an anchor across more types of 

stories, outlets, or time periods. This same method of limiting selection can be used for analyzing 

differences in response according to identity. Due to the low frequency of using identity as an 

anchor, interest in expanding knowledge of its use is going to be limited to when it is desired to 

have a better understanding of either the involvement of or public reaction to particular identities. 
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Implications 
 

This research provides information on how internet communications may be used as a 

tool for discursive participation to impact public opinion and social movement outcomes. The 

internet has become a tool of discursive participation, for the advancement of political 

participation and expression of political opinions. For individuals with internet access, which is 

a growing portion of American society, the internet has lowered the opportunity cost of 

contributing to or expressing opinions. This could impact social movement outcomes by 

potentially expanding the base of participants in social movements and which ideas or opinions 

are utilized in reaching an outcome. The identity people choose to use in online news story 

comments is one of many forms of participation that may be used in an attempt to impact public 

opinion and social movement outcomes. While the risks of this study are minimal, understanding 

this form of participation will improve the ability of future researchers to estimate involvement of 

non-elites in discursive participation and how others react to them. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

IRB APPROVAL MEMO 
 
 

The Florida State University 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
EXEMPTION MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 3/14/2017 
 
To: Heather Mauney  
 
Address: 2270 
Dept.: SOCIOLOGY 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Anchoring Power through Identity in Online Communications 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the 
use of human subjects in the proposal referenced above have been 
reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of the 
Human Subjects Committee. The proposed research protocol is 
Exempt from human subjects regulations as described in 45 CFR 
Â§ 46.101(b)4. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal 
for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to the human 
participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential 
risk and benefit. This memorandum does not replace any 
departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 
 
The Committee expects that all relevant subject protection 
measures and ethical standards will be followed, as outlined in 
your proposal. No continuing review is required unless the nature 
of the project changes and it would affect the project exemption 
status. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project that 
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would affect the exemption status must be reviewed and approved 
by the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change 
in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to 
be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal 
regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, 
in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving 
risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department 
and/or your major professor is reminded that he/she is responsible 
for being informed concerning research projects involving human 
subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often 
as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in 
compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for 
Human Research Protection. The Assurance Number is 
FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Deana Rohlinger, Advisor 
HSC No. 2017.20488
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Office of the Vice President for Research Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 02/12/2016 

To: Heather Mauney  

Address: 2270 

Dept.: SOCIOLOGY 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Anchoring Power through Identity in Online Communications 

 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal 

referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human Subjects 

Committee. Your project is determined to be Exempt per 45 CFR § 46.101(b)4 and has been approved by an 

expedited review process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to the 

human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not replace 

any departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is attached to 

this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 
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If the project has not been completed by 02/10/2017 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of the 

project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your 

responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior 

to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to be 

submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator 

promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or 

others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that he/she is 

responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the department, and should 

review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and 

with DHHS regulations. 

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance Number is 

IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Deana Rohlinger, Advisor  

HSC No. 2016.17320 
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Office of the Vice President for Research Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 05/12/2014 

To: Heather Mauney  

Address: 2270 

Dept.: SOCIOLOGY 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Anchoring Power through Identity in Online Communications 

 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the proposal 

referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human Subjects 

Committee. Your project is determined to be Exempt per 45 CFR § 46.101(b)4 and has been approved by an 

expedited review process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to the 

human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not replace 

any departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent form is attached to 

this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 
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If the project has not been completed by 05/11/2015 you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of the 

project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your 

responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee. 

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior 

to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to be 

submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator 

promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or 

others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is reminded that he/she is 

responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving human subjects in the department, and should 

review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and 

with DHHS regulations. 

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The Assurance Number is 

IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Deana Rohlinger, Advisor  

HSC No. 2013.11902 
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APPENDIX B 
 

NBC UNIVERSAL TERMS OF SERVICES 
 
 
NBC Universal Terms of Services: Rules of Conduct for the Site and Services (NBC 

Universal 2013) 

 

The following rules apply to all users of the Site and Services and are a condition of 

your use of and access to the Services. These rules are in addition to the restrictions contained 

in Section 1 above. You are responsible for the content of your Communications (as defined in 

paragraph 10) via the Services and any content or materials you post or otherwise transmit or 

make available to others. 

 

• You may not use the Site or Services to threaten, stalk, harass, or advocate the 

harassment of another person or entity or otherwise restrict or inhibit any other user from using 

and enjoying the Site and the Services or engage in disruptive activities online, such as use of 

scripts, sound waves, scrolling (repeating the same message over and over), or posting of 

content containing viruses, bots or worms. 

• You may not post or transmit or include in any review or comment on a review or 

article, and NBCU reserves the right to immediately remove, any unlawful, threatening, 

abusive, libelous, defamatory, obscene, vulgar, pornographic, profane or indecent information 

of any kind, including without limitation, any images or other material depicting nudity 

(including, without limitation, images depicting persons with unclothed genitalia or persons 

wearing transparent clothing over genitalia). Your reviews and comments may not contain 

harassing or offensive language, including sexual references, sexual nicknames, racial slurs, 

threats of any kind, hate propaganda, hate mongering, swearing (including masked vulgarity, 

such as "f*ck"), bullying or rude or deliberately offensive comments. 

• You may not engage in promotional or commercial activities, spam, disseminate surveys 

or engage in any mass messaging or post in comments or elsewhere, transmit or in any way 

exploit any information, software or other material for commercial purposes or that contains 

advertising, "junk mail," "spam," or "chain letters"; or solicit other users to join, become 

members of, or contribute money to any online service or other organization, advocate or 
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attempt to get users to join in legal or illegal schemes or plan or participate in scams involving 

other users. 

• You may not impersonate any person or entity or falsely state or otherwise 

misrepresent your professional or other affiliation with any person or entity; 

• You may not post or transmit any content, including video, audio and text 

content, software or other material that violates or infringes the rights of any third party, 

including copyright, trademark, patent, privacy or publicity rights; 

• You may not encourage or provide content that contains instructional information 

about illegal activities, in particular accessing unauthorized copyrighted content, or that 

constitutes or encourages conduct that would constitute a criminal offense, give rise to civil 

liability or otherwise violate any local, state, national or international law; 

• You may not use the Site or Services to collect personally identifying information 

about users of the Service in violation of our Privacy Policy; 

• You may not attempt to gain unauthorized access to other computer systems or networks 

connected to the Site or Services or use the Site or Services, the Content or any information 

contained therein for any unlawful purpose. NBCU, in its sole and absolute discretion, shall 

determine whether any content you transmit or receive or your use of the Service violates this 

provision. You may not use any Services in connection with any site or other use that contains 

or is associated with information or content prohibited by this section. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

CODING SCHEMES 
 
 
Table C.1 Daniela Pelaez Codebook 

Variable Description Type Codes 

Response Comment ID number Ordinal N/A 

Username Author’s ID name Text N/A 

Picture Picture icon, presence of and 
content represented 

Nominal 0=none  
1=a person 
2=a group of people  
3=a nonperson 
4=a stock model person 

CDate Date and time comment posted Text N/A 

Age Author’s apparent age group Ordinal 0=Unknown 
1=Child, 10 and under 
2=Teen, or in middle or high 
school, 11-17 (and 18,19 if in 
high school) 
3=Young Adult, or in 
college,18-24 (and older if 
mentions in college) 
4=Adult, 25-64 
5=Older, 65+ 

Gender Author’s apparent or stated 
gender/sex. 

Nominal 0=Unknown  
1=Female  
2=Male 
3=Other 

Race Author’s apparent or stated ethnicity Nominal 0=Unknown 
1=Asian, South Asian or Pacific 
Islander 
2=Black  
3=Hispanic  
4=Jewish  
5=White 
6=Native American 
7=Other 

RaceOth Specified, Author’s apparent or 
stated ethnicity/country of origin 

Text N/A 

Religion Author’s apparent or stated religion Nominal 0=Unknown  
1=Christian  
2=Atheist 
3=Other 
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Table C.1 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

Politics Author’s apparent or stated political 
leaning or party 

Nominal 0=Unknown  
1=Stated Republican 
2=Conservative, not specified as 
Republican 
3=Stated Democrat 
4=Liberal, not specified as 
Democrat 
5=Other 

Quote Comment includes quoted text from 
another comment or outside source 

Nominal 0=No 
1=Quotes other comment 
2=Quotes outside source 
3=Quotes both 

Reply Comment was posted as a reply to 
another comment 

Nominal 0=No 
1=Reply, posted directly to 
another comment 
2=Reply, posted as an original 
post that is still directed at 
another comment 

OnTopic Comment was on the topic of the 
news story 

Nominal 0=Off Topic  
1=On Topic 
2=Not directly on news article, 
but related to conversation 

Argument Author is presenting an argument or 
belief for readers to accept or reject 

Nominal 0=No argument made, 
comments are too general to 
identify a claim made, only 
joking around 
1=Direct/strong argument is 
made 
2=Unclear/weak argument made, 
or simple agreement with others 
is stated 

Side News story actor sided with Nominal 1=Pelaez or the undocumented 
stay 
2=Deportation  
3=Neutral  
4=Unclear 

Tone Mood of comment, author’s attitude 
regarding the subject discussed 

Nominal 1=Friendly/supportive 
2=Stern/aggressive 
3=Neutral/mixed 
4=Unclear 
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Table C.1 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

Identity Is identity used. Nominal 1=Direct, clearly used as anchor 
to add power to an 
argument/claim 
2=Indirect, implied identity used 
as anchor 
3=Only an indirect reference to 
self or off- handed mention of 
an identity, not used as anchor  
0=Missing, no identity or 
reference to self is mentioned 

cbrAbs Expresses abstract liberalism; for 
equality but not really 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

cbrMin Minimization of racism Nominal 0=None 
1=Yes 

cbrCult Expresses cultural racism; culture is 
the problem 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

cbrNat Expresses that racist practices are 
natural human decisions rather than 
racism 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menSelf Uses 1 or more words that indicate 
the self, such as “I”, “Me”, “My”, 
“Mine” 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menGenO Uses 1 or more words that indicate 
non- specific others, such as “You” 
(not directed at a particular person), 
“You All”, “Your” (not directed at a 
particular person”, “We”, “Our” 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menComO Uses 1 or more words to reference a 
particular person that is also a 
author, such as “You” (directed at a 
particular person), “Your” (directed 
at a particular person), the user 
name of another author 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menOthers Uses 1 or more words to reference a 
particular person from outside of the 
news comment board, such as a/my 
neighbor, a/my teacher, a/my pastor, 
a/my relative 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menDPDer Derogatory mention of Daniela 
Pelaez or people implied to be 
similar to her, such as derogatory 
use of the word “immigrant”, 
“illegal”, or slurs against minorities 
or immigrants 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 
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Table C.1 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

menDPSup Supportive mention of Daniela 
Pelaez or people implied to be 
similar to her, such as supportive of 
those who are an “immigrant”, 
“innocent” (noun), racial support, or 
use of “valedictorian” in a comment 
that is otherwise supportive of 
Daniela Pelaez 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menSlur A racial, legal status, or gender slur 
is used 

Nominal 0=None 
1=Yes 

isFloridian Identity presented as a Floridian or 
non- Floridian 

Nominal 1=Floridian, stated  
2=Implied Floridian  
0=Not used 
3=Non-Floridian, stated 
4=Implied non-Floridian 

isLocal Identity presented as local resident Nominal 1=Local, stated  
2=Implied Local  
0=Not used 
3=Non-local, stated 
4=Implied non-local 

isParent Identity presented as a Parent, 
Father, Mother 

Nominal 1=Parent, stated  
2=Implied parent  
0=Not used  
3=Parent, stated 
4=Implied parent 

isNonRacist Identity presented as a non-racist Nominal 1=Non-racist, stated  
2=Implied non-racist  
0=Not used 
3=Racist, stated 
4=Implied racist 

isCitizen Identity presented as a US citizen, 
by birth or naturalization 

Nominal 1=US Citizen, stated  
2=Implied US Citizen  
0=Not used 
3=Non-citizen, stated 
4=Implied non-citizen 

isDImm Identity presented as a documented 
immigrant 

Nominal 1=Documented immigrant, 
stated 
2=Implied documented 
immigrant 
0=Not used 
3=Not an immigrant 
4=Implied not an immigrant 
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Table C.1 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

isUndoc Identity presented as an 
undocumented immigrant 

Nominal 1=Undocumented immigrant, 
stated 
2=Implied undocumented 
immigrant 
0=Not used 
3=Not an undocumented person, 
stated 
4=Implied not an undocumented 
person 

isProfiled Identity presented as the victim of 
profiling by race or other category 

Nominal 1=Stated profiling victim 
2=Implied profiling victim 
0=Not used 
3=Never profiled 
4=Implied never profiled 

isNoWelf Identity presented as not the 
recipient of welfare 

Nominal 1=Stated no welfare  
2=Implied no welfare  
0=Not used 
3=Stated received welfare 
4=Implied received welfare 

isHateCV Identity presented as the victim of a 
hate crime because of race or other 
category 

Nominal 1=Stated hate crime victim 
2=Implied hate crime victim 
0=Not used 
3=Stated not a hate crime victim 
4=Implied not a hate crime 
victim 

isBlack Identity presented as black, African 
American 

Nominal 1=Black, stated  
2=Implied black  
0=Not used 
3=Non-black, stated 
4=Implied non-black 

isWhite Identity presented as white, 
Caucasian 

Nominal 1=White, stated  
2=Implied white  
0=Not used 
3=Non-white, stated 
4=Implied non-white 

isHispanic Identity presented as Hispanic, 
Latino 

Nominal 1=Hispanic, stated  
2=Implied Hispanic  
0=Not used 
3=Non-Hispanic, stated 
4=Implied non-Hispanic 
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Table C.1 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

isAsian Identity presented as East Asian, 
South East Asian, or South Asian 

Nominal 1=Asian, stated  
2=Implied Asian  
0=Not used 
3=Non-Asian, stated 
4=Implied non-Asian 

isRaceO Write in identity presented as an 
other race/ethnicity 

text N/A 

isGender Identity presented as a member of a 
gender group 

Nominal 1=Stated Gender 
2=Implied Gender 
0=Not used 

isAge Identity presented as a member of 
an age group. Example: Mentioning 
being a high school student or 
recent grad would be stated age 
group; mentioning “those young 
people” would be implied age 
group. 

Nominal 1=Stated age/group  
2=Implied age/group  
0=Not mentioned 

isOther Write in other identities presented, 
such as political affiliation, 
occupation, etc. 

Text N/A 

 
 
Table C.2 Trayvon Martin Codebook 

Variable Description Type Codes 

Response Comment ID number, assigned by 
news 

Ordinal N/A 

Username Author’s ID name Text N/A 

Picture Picture icon, presence of and 
content represented 

Nominal 0=none  
1=a person 
2=a group of people  
3=a nonperson 
4=a stock model person 

CDate Date and time comment posted Text N/A 

Age Author’s apparent age group Ordinal 0=Unknown 
1=Child, 10 and under 
2=Teen, or in middle or high school, 
11-17 (and 18,19 if in high school) 
3=Young Adult, or in college,18-24 
(and older if mentions in college) 
4=Adult, 25-64 
5=Older, 65+ 
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Table C.2 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

Gender Author’s apparent or stated 
gender/sex. 

Nominal 0=Unknown 
 1=Female  
2=Male 
3=Other 

Race Author’s apparent or stated 
ethnicity 

Nominal 0=Unknown 
1=Asian, South Asian or Pacific 
Islander 
2=Black  
3=Hispanic  
4=Jewish  
5=White 
6=Native American 
7=Other 

RaceOth Specified, Author’s apparent or 
stated ethnicity/country of origin 

Text N/A 

Religion Author’s apparent or stated religion Nominal 0=Unknown  
1=Christian  
2=Atheist  
3=Other 

Politics Author’s apparent or stated political 
leaning or party 

Nominal 0=Unknown  
1=Stated Republican 
2=Conservative, not specified as 
Republican 
3=Stated Democrat 
4=Liberal, not specified as Democrat 
5=Other 

Quote Comment includes quoted text 
from another comment or outside 
source 

Nominal 0=No 
1=Quotes other comment  
2=Quotes outside source  
3=Quotes both 

Reply Comment was posted as a reply to 
another comment 

Nominal 0=No 
1=Reply, posted directly to another 
comment 
2=Reply, posted as an original post 
that is still directed at another 
comment 

OnTopic Comment was on the topic of the 
news story 

Nominal 0=Off Topic  
1=On Topic 
2=Not directly on news article, but 
related to conversation 
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Table C.2 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

Argument Author is presenting an argument 
or belief for readers to accept or 
reject 

Nominal 0=No argument made, comments are 
too general to identify a claim made, 
only joking around 
1=Direct/strong argument is made 
2=Unclear/weak argument made, or 
simple agreement with others is 
stated 

Side News story actor sided with Nominal 1=Martin  
2=Zimmerman  
3=Neutral 
4=Unclear 

Tone Mood of comment, author’s 
attitude regarding the subject 
discussed 

Nominal 1=Friendly/supportive 
2=Stern/aggressive  
3=Neutral/mixed 
4=Unclear 

Identity Is identity used. Nominal 1=Direct, clearly used as anchor to 
add power to an argument/claim 
2=Indirect, implied identity used as 
anchor 
3=Only an indirect reference to self 
or off- handed mention of an 
identity, not used as anchor 
0=Missing, no identity or reference 
to self is mentioned 

cbrAbs Expresses abstract liberalism; for 
equality but not really 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

cbrMin Minimization of racism Nominal 0=None 
1=Yes 

cbrCult Expresses cultural racism; culture is 
the problem 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

cbrNat Expresses that racist practices are 
natural human decisions rather than 
racism 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menSelf Uses 1 or more words that indicate 
the self, such as “I”, “Me”, “My”, 
“Mine” 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menGenO Uses 1 or more words that indicate 
non- specific others, such as “You” 
(not directed at a particular person), 
“You All”, “Your” (not directed at 
a particular person”, “We”, “Our” 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 
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Table C.2 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

menComO Uses 1 or more words to reference 
a particular person that is also a 
author, such as “You” (directed at a 
particular person), “Your” (directed 
at a particular person), the user 
name of another author 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menOthers Uses 1 or more words to reference 
a particular person from outside of 
the news comment board, such as 
a/my neighbor, a/my teacher, a/my 
pastor, a/my relative 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menTMDer Derogatory mention of Trayvon 
Martin or people implied to be 
similar to him, such as derogatory 
use of the word “boy”, “punks”, 
“thugs”, “hoodlums”, “teens”, or 
racial slurs against minorities 
(excluding references to people like 
Zimmerman) 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menTMSup Supportive mention of Trayvon 
Martin or people implied to be 
similar to him, such as non-
derogatory use of the word “boy”, 
“kid”, “teen”, “innocent” (noun), or 
racial support 

Nominal 0=None 
 1=Yes 

menGZDer Derogatory mention of George 
Zimmerman or people implied to 
be similar to him, such as 
derogatory use of the word 
“vigilante”, “thug”, “wanna-be”, 
“gun-toter”, “mall- cop”, sarcastic 
use of the word “volunteer”, or 
racial slurs against whites, 
Hispanics, or Jews who are not 
implied to be in the situation of 
Trayvon Martin 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menGZSup Supportive mention of George 
Zimmerman, such as “volunteer” in 
a comment that is otherwise also 
supportive of Zimmerman’s 
actions, or protector/protecting 

Nominal 0=None  
1=Yes 

menSlur A racial or gender slur is used Nominal 0=None 
1=Yes 

 



109  
 

Table C.2 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

isFloridian Identity presented as a Floridian or 
non- Floridian 

Nominal 1=Floridian, stated  
2=Implied Floridian  
0=Not used 
3=Non-Floridian, stated 
4=Implied non-Floridian 

isLocal Identity presented as local resident Nominal 1=Local, stated  
2=Implied Local  
0=Not used 
3=Non-local, stated 
4=Implied non-local 

isParent Identity presented as a Parent, 
Father, Mother 

Nominal 1=Parent, stated  
2=Implied parent  
0=Not used  
3=Parent, stated 
4=Implied parent 

isNonRacist Identity presented as a non-racist Nominal 1=Non-racist, stated  
2=Implied non-racist  
0=Not used  
3=Racist, stated 
4=Implied racist 

isGunOwner Identity presented as a gun owner Nominal 1=Gun owner, stated  
2=Implied gun owner 
 0=Not used 
3=Non-gun owner, stated 
4=Implied non-gun owner 

isSecurity Identity presented as security 
guard, police, neighborhood watch 
volunteer 

Nominal 1=Security, stated  
2=Implied security  
0=Not used 
3=Non-security, stated 
4=Implied non-security 

isProfiled Identity presented as the victim of 
profiling by race or other category 

Nominal 1=Stated profiling victim  
2=Implied profiling victim 
 0=Not used 
3=Never profiled 
4=Implied never profiled 

isCrimeV Identity presented as the victim of 
theft, robbery, breaking and 
entering, or similar crime 

Nominal 1=Stated crime victim  
2=Implied crime victim  
0=Not used 
3=Stated not a crime victim 
4=Implied not a crime victim 
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Table C.2 - continued 

Variable Description Type Codes 

isHateCV Identity presented as the victim of a 
hate crime because of race or other 
category 

Nominal 1=Stated hate crime victim 
2=Implied hate crime victim 
0=Not used 
3=Stated not a hate crime victim 
4=Implied not a hate crime victim 

isBlack Identity presented as black, African 
American 

Nominal 1=Black, stated  
2=Implied black  
0=Not used 
3=Non-black, stated 
4=Implied non-black 

isWhite Identity presented as white, 
Caucasian 

Nominal 1=White, stated  
2=Implied white  
0=Not used 
3=Non-white, stated 
4=Implied non-white 

isHispanic Identity presented as Hispanic, 
Latino 

Nominal 1=Hispanic, stated  
2=Implied Hispanic  
0=Not used 
3=Non-Hispanic, stated 
4=Implied non-Hispanic 

isJewish Identity presented as Jewish Nominal 1=Jewish, stated  
2=Implied Jewish  
0=Not used 
3=Non-Jewish, stated 
4=Implied non-Jewish 

isRaceO Write in the identity presented 
from an other race/ethnicity 

text N/A 

isGender Identity presented as a member of a 
gender group 

Nominal 1=Stated Gender  
2=Implied Gender 
0=Not used 

isAge Identity presented as a member of 
an age group. Example: Mentioning 
being a high school student or 
recent grad would be stated age 
group; mentioning “those young 
people” would be implied age 
group. 

Nominal 1=Stated age/group  
2=Implied age/group  
0=Not mentioned 

isOther Write in other identities presented, 
such as political affiliation, 
occupation, etc. 

Text N/A 
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APPENDIX D 
 

DATA TABLES 
 
 

Table D.1 Pelaez Case Frequency of Posts per Account 

Number of Posts Made per Account Number of Accounts 
1 365 
2 62 
3 32 
4 15 
5 10 
6 9 
7 5 
8 5 
9 2 
12 2 
14 1 
15 1 
16 1 
24 1 
29 1 
Total 512 
 
 
Table D.2 Pelaez Argument Type by Number of Replies* 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Replies N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 240 98.8% 1 0.4% 2 0.8% 243 100.0% 
1 80 96.4% 2 2.4% 1 1.2% 83 100.0% 
2 33 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 33 100.0% 
3 14 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 14 100.0% 
4 7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 100.0% 
5 7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 100.0% 
6 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
7 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0% 
9 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
10 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
11 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
13 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
15 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
18 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
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Table D.2 - continued 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Replies N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
55 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
74 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 402 98.5% 3 0.7% 3 0.7% 408 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance      0.745 
*This includes only original posts and the number of replies posted as a direct reply attached to the 
original.  
 
 
Table D.3 Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies* 

Direct 
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an 
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total 

Replies N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 29 11.9% 5 2.1% 68 28.0% 141 58.0% 243 100.0% 
1 13 15.7% 2 2.4% 26 31.3% 42 50.6% 83 100.0% 
2 1 3.0% 1 3.0% 10 30.3% 21 63.6% 33 100.0% 
3 1 7.1% 0 0.0% 4 28.6% 9 64.3% 14 100.0% 
4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 4 57.1% 7 100.0% 
5 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 2 28.6% 7 100.0% 
6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 
7 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 3 50.0% 6 100.0% 
9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
10 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0% 
11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
13 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
18 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
55 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
74 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 47 11.5% 9 2.2% 121 29.7% 231 56.6% 408 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance       ** 
*This includes only original posts and the number of replies posted as a direct reply attached to the 
original.  
**Fisher’s Exact Test could not be computed due to insufficient memory. 
 
 
Table D.4 Pelaez Argument Type by Number of Likes 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 192 98.0% 1 0.5% 3 1.5% 196 100.0% 
1 213 98.2% 3 1.4% 1 0.5% 217 100.0% 
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Table D.4 - continued 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
2 139 94.6% 7 4.8% 1 0.7% 147 100.0% 
3 97 97.0% 2 2.0% 1 1.0% 100 100.0% 
4 62 98.4% 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 63 100.0% 
5 51 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 51 100.0% 
6 31 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 31 100.0% 
7 30 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 30 100.0% 
8 20 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 100.0% 
9 18 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 18 100.0% 
10 14 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 14 100.0% 
11 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
12 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
13 7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 100.0% 
14 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
15 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
16 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0% 
17 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
18 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
19 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
20 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
21 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
22 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
23 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
24 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
25 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
26 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0% 
27 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
30 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
31 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
34 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
36 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
38 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
41 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
42 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
46 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
47 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
48 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
50 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
53 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
54 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
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Table D.4 - continued 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
60 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
70 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
71 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
83 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
166 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 944 97.9% 14 1.5% 6 0.6% 964 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance     0.952 
 
 
Table D.5 Pelaez Case Identity Use by Number of Likes 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an 
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 9 4.6% 4 2.0% 57 29.1% 126 64.3% 196 100.0% 
1 15 6.9% 4 1.8% 61 28.1% 137 63.1% 217 100.0% 
2 19 12.9% 1 0.7% 39 26.5% 88 59.9% 147 100.0% 
3 9 9.0% 1 1.0% 27 27.0% 63 63.0% 100 100.0% 
4 8 12.7% 2 3.2% 17 27.0% 36 57.1% 63 100.0% 
5 5 9.8% 2 3.9% 13 25.5% 31 57.1% 51 100.0% 
6 3 9.7% 1 3.2% 4 12.9% 23 74.2% 31 100.0% 
7 3 10.0% 1 3.3% 14 46.7% 12 40.0% 30 100.0% 
8 4 20.0% 0 0.0% 5 25.0% 11 55.0% 20 100.0% 
9 4 22.2% 0 0.0% 6 33.3% 8 44.4% 18 100.0% 
10 2 14.3% 0 0.0% 5 35.7% 7 50.0% 14 100.0% 
11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 
12 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
13 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 14.3% 6 85.7% 7 100.0% 
14 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 
15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0% 
16 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 2 33.3% 6 100.0% 
17 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 4 100.0% 
18 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 
19 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 3 100.0% 
20 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
21 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0% 
22 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0% 
23 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0% 
24 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
25 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
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Table D.5 - continued 
Direct  

Anchor 
Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an 
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
26 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5 100.0% 
27 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
30 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
31 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
34 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
36 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
38 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
41 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
42 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
46 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
47 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
48 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
50 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
53 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
54 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
60 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
70 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
71 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
83 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 
166 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 91 9.4% 19 2.0% 265 27.5% 589 61.1% 964 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance     ** 
**Fisher’s Exact Test cannot be computed due to insufficient memory. 
 
 
Table D.6 Pelaez Case Significant Partial Associations 

Association Argument Significance Identity Significance 
On Topic *Side .000 .000 
On Topic *Tone .007 .064* 
Side * Tone .000 .000 
On Topic * Reply .000 .000 
Side * Reply .022 .014 
Gender * Identity .001 N/A 
Side * Identity .001 N/A 
Tone * Argument N/A .000 
*Insignificant result 
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Table D.7 Pelaez Case On Topic Likelihood Ratio Test Significance 

Test Argument Significance Identity Significance 
Model Fit 

  
Final .000** .000** 

Effect 
  

Argument N/A .345 
Identity .050* N/A 
Tone .097 .547 
Side .000** .004** 
Reply .000** .254 
Gender .102 .000** 

*Significant at the 5% level. 
**Significant at the 1% level. 
 
 
Table D.8 Pelaez Case On Topic Odds Ratios  

Category 
Argument 
Odds Ratio Significance 

Identity 
 Odds Ratio Significance 

Argument     
Direct Argument N/A N/A ***  
Weak Argument** N/A N/A   
No Argument N/A N/A 1.011 1.000 

Identity     
Direct as Anchor 2.595 .015* N/A N/A 
Implied as Anchor 0.760 .659 N/A N/A 
Non-anchor** 

 
N/A N/A 

No Identity 0.998 .993 N/A N/A 
Tone 

  
  

Friendly, Supportive 0.573 .460 0.000 .992 
Stern, Aggressive 0.828 .342 1.134 .642 
Neutral, Mixed** 

 
  

Side 
  

  

Pelaez Stays 22.192 .000* 1.996 .032* 
Deport 14.183 .000* 2.441 .002* 
Neutral, Unclear** 

 
  

Reply Status 
 

  
Reply 0.805 .829 ***  
Reply as Original** 

 
  

Original 7.787 .565 ***  
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Table D.8 - continued  

Category 
Argument 
Odds Ratio Significance 

Identity 
 Odds Ratio Significance 

Gender 
  

  

Female 1.761 .074 2.814 .001* 
Male** 

  
  

Unknown 1.430 .070 .838 .502 
*Significant at the 5% level. 
**One category in each grouping is automatically excluded to prevent redundancy in calculations. 
***Invalid calculation due to insufficient frequency. 
 
 
Table D.9 Martin Case Frequency of Posts per Author Account 

Number of Posts Made per Account Number of Accounts 
1 296 
2 82 
3 29 
4 11 
5 12 
6 7 
7 3 
8 1 
9 3 
14 1 
15 1 
17 2 
21 1 
26 1 
Total 450 
 
 
Table D.10 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Replies* 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Replies N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 173 96.1% 3 1.7% 4 2.2% 180 100.0% 
1 63 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 63 100.0% 
2 37 97.4% 1 2.6% 0 0.0% 38 100.0% 
3 23 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 23 100.0% 
4 10 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 100.0% 
5 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0% 
6 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
7 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
9 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
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Table D.10 - continued 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Replies N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
10 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
11 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
12 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
13 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
15 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
26 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
129 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 327 97.6% 4 1.2% 4 1.2% 335 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance    0.901 
*This includes only original posts and the number of replies posted as a direct reply attached to the 
original.  
 
 
Table D.11 Martin Case Identity Anchoring by Number of Replies* 

Direct 
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an 
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total 

Replies N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 22 12.2% 2 1.1% 73 40.6% 83 46.1% 180 100.0% 
1 11 17.5% 3 4.8% 24 38.1% 25 39.7% 63 100.0% 
2 7 18.4% 2 5.3% 15 39.5% 14 36.8% 38 100.0% 
3 4 17.4% 0 0.0% 10 43.5% 9 39.1% 23 100.0% 
4 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 5 50.0% 3 30.0% 10 100.0% 
5 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 3 60.0% 5 100.0% 
6 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0% 
8 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
11 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
12 0 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
13 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
15 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
26 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
129 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 47 14.0% 8 2.4% 136 40.6% 144 43.0% 335 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance       ** 
*This includes only original posts and the number of replies posted as a direct reply attached to the 
original.  
**Fisher’s Exact Test could not be computed due to insufficient memory. 
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Table D.12 Martin Case Argument Type by Number of Likes 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 303 97.1% 4 1.3% 5 1.6% 312 100.0% 
1 195 95.6% 8 3.9% 1 0.5% 204 100.0% 
2 97 98.0% 0 0.0% 2 2.0% 99 100.0% 
3 68 95.8% 0 0.0% 3 4.2% 71 100.0% 
4 21 95.5% 0 0.0% 1 4.6% 22 100.0% 
5 21 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 21 100.0% 
6 13 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 13 100.0% 
7 11 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 100.0% 
8 8 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 100.0% 
9 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0% 
10 7 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 100.0% 
11 7 100% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 100.0% 
12 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
13 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
14 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0% 
15 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
16 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0% 
17 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
18 6 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 100.0% 
19 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
20 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
21 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
22 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
23 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
25 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
26 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
30 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
31 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
32 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
39 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
42 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
44 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
45 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
46 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
47 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
52 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
54 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
61 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
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Table D.12 - continued 

 
Direct Argument Weak Argument No Argument Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
62 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
67 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
68 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
70 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
72 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
76 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
79 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
82 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
85 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
88 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
109 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
110 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
132 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
153 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
181 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
184 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
227 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 835 97.2% 12 1.4% 12 1.4% 859 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance      0.923 
 
 
Table D.13 Martin Case Identity Use by Number of Likes 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an 
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
0 33 10.6% 8 2.6% 116 37.2% 155 49.7% 312 100.0% 
1 26 12.7% 1 .05% 65 31.9% 112 54.9% 204 100.0% 
2 11 11.1% 4 4.0% 39 39.4% 45 45.5% 99 100.0% 
3 5 7.0% 2 2.8% 27 38.0% 37 52.1% 71 100.0% 
4 1 4.5% 1 4.5% 8 36.4% 12 54.5% 22 100.0% 
5 2 9.5% 0 0.0% 8 38.1% 11 52.4% 21 100.0% 
6 1 7.7% 1 7.7% 4 30.8% 7 53.8% 13 100.0% 
7 2 18.2% 3 27.3% 3 27.3% 3 27.3% 11 100.0% 
8 1 12.5% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 8 100.0% 
9 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 66.7% 2 33.3% 6 100.0% 
10 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 3 42.9% 3 42.9% 7 100.0% 
11 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 3 42.9% 2 28.6% 7 100.0% 
12 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 
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Table D.13 - continued 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an 
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
13 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 
14 1 16.7% 1 16.7% 3 50.0% 1 16.7% 6 100.0% 
15 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0% 
16 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 3 60.0% 5 100.0% 
17 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 75.0% 4 100.0% 
18 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 3 50.0% 2 33.3% 6 100.0% 
19 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
20 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 
21 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
22 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 3 100.0% 
23 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
25 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 2 100.0% 
26 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
30 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 
31 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 
32 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
39 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
42 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 2 100.0% 
44 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
45 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
46 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
47 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
52 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
54 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
61 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
62 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
67 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
68 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
70 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
72 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
76 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
79 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
82 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
85 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
88 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
109 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
110 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
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Table D.13 - continued 

Direct  
Anchor 

Indirect 
Anchor 

Not an 
Anchor 

Identity Not 
Present Total 

Likes N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
132 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 100.0% 
153 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
181 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
184 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
227 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 
Total 93 10.8% 25 2.9% 311 36.2% 430 50.1% 859 100.0% 
Fisher’s Exact Test Significance      ** 
**Fisher’s Exact Test cannot be computed due to insufficient memory.  
 
 
Table D.14 Martin Case Significant Partial Associations 

Association Argument Identity 
Gender * Side .017 .016 
On Topic * Side .000 .000 
On Topic * Tone .019 .015 
Side * Reply .001 .000 
Tone * Reply .035 .007 
On Topic * Argument N/A .033 
Tone * Argument N/A .000 
 
 
Table D.15 Martin Case Likelihood Ratio Test Significance 

Test Argument Identity 
Model Fit 

  
Final .000** .040* 

Effect 
  

Argument N/A .379 
Identity .064 N/A 
Tone .001** .584 
Side .000** .082 
Reply .025* .121 
Gender .686 .184 

*Significant at the 5% level. 
**Significant at the 1% level. 
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Table D.16 Martin Case Odds Ratios  

Category 
Argument 
Odds Ratio Significance 

Identity  
Odds Ratio Significance 

Argument     
Direct Argument N/A N/A 0.834 .866 
Weak Argument** N/A N/A   
No Argument N/A N/A ***  

Identity     
Direct as Anchor 0.750 .304 N/A N/A 
Implied as Anchor 3.485 .035* N/A N/A 
Non-anchor** 

 
N/A N/A 

No Identity 0.888 .503 N/A N/A 
Tone 

  
  

Friendly, Supportive 0.190 .005* 0.488 .500 
Stern, Aggressive 0.592 .004* 0.813 .391 
Neutral, Mixed** 

 
  

Side 
  

  

Martin 8.698 .000* 1.726 .036* 
Zimmerman 5.336 .000* 2.050 .223 
Neutral, Unclear** 

 
  

Reply Status 
 

  
Reply 3.089 .009* 0.937 .918 
Reply as Original** 

 
  

Original 2.440 .033* 1.505 .524 
Gender 

  
  

Female 1.131 .686 1.662 .166 
Male** 

  
  

Unknown 1.178 .385 0.892 .668 
*Significant at the 5% level. 
**One category in each grouping is automatically excluded to prevent redundancy in calculations. 
***Invalid calculation due to insufficient frequency. 
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and Excel 
 Create tables, graphs, and written content for needs assessments and impact 

statements 

Research Analyst, 06/2004 – 08/2015 
Florida State University Survey Research Laboratory, Tallahassee, FL 
 Project management in customer insight and program evaluation 
 Write project proposals and create cost estimates 
 Train research analysts and graduate assistants in computer programs, survey 

techniques, statistical analysis, and report writing 
 Present results, reports, and recommendations during conferences, meetings, and 

client sessions 
 Design surveys, databases, and data entry screens for telephone, mail, and internet 

collection 
 Verify, clean, and analyze qualitative and quantitative data, trends, and 

demographics using Access, Excel, and SPSS 
 Collect, prepare, weight, and track study samples 
 Create reports, tables, graphs, and codebooks 

Owner, 10/2003 – Present 
AlbumHut.com, 
Tallahassee, FL 
 Music store specializing in independent artists and bands 
 Event planning, advertising, and sponsorship 
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COMPUTER SKILLS, INTERMEDIATE TO ADVANCED 
Adobe: LiveCycle, Photoshop, and Professional 
Microsoft: Access, Excel, FrontPage, Outlook, PowerPoint, and Word 
Statistical: SAS, SPSS, and Stata 
Survey: Perseus Survey Solutions, Qualtrics, Remark OMR, Sawtooth WinCati 
Other: ArcGIS mapping, and HTML programming 
 
COMPUTER SKILLS, BEGINNER AND PREVIOUS 
Programming: JavaScript, Python, and SQL 
Statistical: EViews, MATLAB, PSPP, and R 
Other: Adobe Dreamweaver web design, Blender 3D modeling, FL Studio digital 

audio workstation, MS Publisher, Snap Survey Software, and Unity game 
engine 

 
AWARDS 
DigiTech Excellence Award 
Florida State University, FSU DigiTech, Tallahassee, FL, 2015 
William Serow Prize 
Florida State University, Center for Demography and Population Health, Tallahassee, FL, 
2008 
Business Ethics and Etiquette, Open Event, National 2nd Place  
Phi Beta Lambda, PBL National Leadership Conference, Dallas, TX, 2003 
Quantitative Methods, National 6th Place 
Phi Beta Lambda, PBL National Leadership Conference, Dallas, TX, 2003 
Hospitality Management, National 3rd Place 
Phi Beta Lambda, PBL National Leadership Conference, Nashville, TN, 2002 
 
SERVICE 
President 
Free Education League, Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL, 2013 – 2015 
Session Presider 
Annual Meeting of the Southern Sociological Society, 2015 
Session Presider and Organizer 
Annual Meeting of the Southern Sociological Society, 2011 
Co-President 
Graduate Students in Demography and Population Health, Florida State University,  

Tallahassee, FL, 2009 – 2011 
PBL District I Director 
Florida Future Business Leaders of America – Phi Beta Lambda, 2006 – 2009 
Chapter Advisor 
Alpha Kappa Chapter, Future Business Leaders of America – Phi Beta Lambda,  

Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL, 2005 – 2007 
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PUBLICATIONS 
Rohlinger, Deana, Christian Vaccaro, Miriam Sessions, and Heather Mauney. 2015. 

“Identity Claims-Making in the Terri Schiavo Case.” Social Currents. 2(4):361-376 
 
CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS 
Mauney, Heather. 2015. “Discussing Masculinity: News Comments on the Trayvon Martin 
Case.” Annual Meeting of the Southern Sociological Society. New Orleans, LA. 

Mauney, Heather. 2015. “Portrayal of Undocumented Immigrants in Online News 
Comments.” Roundtable. Annual Meeting of the Southern Sociological Society. New Orleans, 
LA. 

Mauney, Heather. 2013. “School Characteristics that Affect Migrant Student FCAT Reading 
Scores.” Roundtable. Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association. New York, 
NY. 

Rohlinger, Deana, Christian Vaccaro, Miriam Sessions, and Heather Mauney. 2013. 
“Identity in Action: Emails to Elected Officials Regarding the Terri Schiavo Case.” Annual 
Meeting of the American Sociological Association. New York, NY. 
Mauney, Heather. 2012. “Sharing Jeb Bush's Neck of the Woods and Deliberating Terri 
Schiavo.” Annual Meeting of the Southern Demographic Association. Williamsburg, VA. 

Mauney, Heather. 2012. “Religious Belief Transitions: Protestant to Catholic.” Annual 
Meeting of the Southern Sociological Society. New Orleans, LA. 

Mauney, Heather. 2012. “Latin American Migrant Entrepreneurs.” Annual Meeting of the 
Southern Sociological Society. New Orleans, LA. 

Mauney, Heather. 2011. “SNAP Into Upper-Middle Class Neighborhoods.” Annual Meeting 
of the Southern Demographic Association. Tallahassee, FL. 
Mauney, Heather. 2011. “Non-Compliance to Perceptions of Sexual Activity among 
Vietnamese Youth.” Annual Meeting of the Southern Sociological Society. Jacksonville, FL. 

Mauney, Heather. 2011. “Regulating Brokers and International Marriage Trends.” Poster 
session. Economic Policy Conference of the National Association for Business Economics. 
Arlington, VA. 

Mauney, Heather. 2010. “Gender Differences in Social Security Contributions and Benefits.”  
Annual Meeting of the Southern Sociological Society. Atlanta, GA. 
Sessions, Miriam, Heather Mauney, and Sunshine Rote. 2010. “ “Dear Governor Bush”: 
Framing and Role–Identities in E-Mail about Terri Schiavo.” Annual Meeting of the Southern 
Sociological Society. Atlanta, GA. 

Mauney, Heather. 2010. “Gender Differences in Return on Social Security Taxes.” Poster 
session. Economic Policy Conference of the National Association for Business Economics. 
Arlington, VA. 

Stutzman, Mary and Heather Mauney. 2010. “Off the Shelf! Using Your Desktop Software 
for Surveys and Data Collection.” Annual Meeting of the Southern Evaluation Association. 
Tallahassee, FL. 

Mauney, Heather. 2009. “Gender Inequality Clues and Consequences in the U.S. Social 
Security Administration’s Old Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance Data.” Annual 
Meeting of the Southern Demographic Association. Galveston, TX. 

 


