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Online appendix 

Appendix 1a. NML intervention Study 1 depicting descriptive norms  
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Appendix 2a. NML intervention Study 1 depicting injunctive norms  
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Appendix 2. Simulated news website containing news items on refugees and the American 

job market 
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Appendix 3. 

 

Table A3.1 Logistic regression models predicting balanced news selection 
  Issue publics  Party affiliation   

 Overall Overalla Opposers Supporters Overallb Republicans Democrats 

 B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) 

Injunctive normc .33 (.24) -.12 (.34) -.18 (.35) .73* (.34) -.18 (.42) -.18 (.44) .84* (.37) 

Descriptive 

normc 

-.31 (.24) -.92** 
(.36) 

-.96** (.37) .27 (.34) -.73† 
(.41) 

-.72† (.42) .17 (.36) 

        

Immigration 

attitude 

  .28 (.36)     .65* (.32) .95* (.48) .30 (.44) 

Party affiliation   -.09 (.06) -.03 (.10) -.14 (.09) -.88† 
(.45) 

    

        

Interaction  

injunctive PSA  

 .84† (.48)   1.01† 
(.56) 

  

Interaction  

descriptive PSA 

 1.10*  

(.49) 

  1.08* 
(.55) 

  

        

Hostile climate  -.27 (.24) -.37 (.25) -.71* (.32) .22 (.39) -.18 (.28) -.22 (.40) -.07 (.41) 

Political interest  .07 (.06) .05 (.06) .09 (.09) .05 (.09) .03 (.07) .02 (.11) .05 (.09) 

Media 

skepticism 

.02 (.06) -.05 (.07) -.02 (.11) -.13 (.10) -.01 (.08) -.01 (.12) -.05 (.11) 

        

Age .00 (.05) -.05 (.05) -.11 (.08) .00 (.07) -.00 (.06) .05 (.09) -.04 (.08) 

Education -.01 (.03) -.02 (.03) -.02 (.05) -.02 (.04) -.01 (.04) .07 (.06) -.05 (.05) 

Female -.03 (.12) -.05 (.13) -.12 (.19) .06 (.18) -.07 (.15) .10 (.22) -.15 (.20) 

Constant .33 (.24) -.12 (.34) -.18 (.35) .73* (.34) -.18 (.42) -.18 (.44) .84* (.37) 
†=p< .10, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 
a In this column the interaction between the different intervention types and partisan attitude (opposing versus supporting 

refugees coming to the US) is depicted. 
b In this column the interaction between the different intervention types and party affiliation (Republicans versus Democrats) 

is depicted. 
c Reference category is the condition where no intervention was shown to participants. 

Note: Cells contain unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors.  
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Table A3.2 Logistic regression models predicting only incongruent news selection 
  Issue publics  Party affiliation  

 Overall Overalla Opposers Supporters Overallb Republicans Democrats 

 B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) 

Injunctive normc .29 (.24) -.19 (.35) -.19 (.36) .72* (.34) .01 (.43) .05 (.45) .87* (.38) 

Descriptive 

normc 

-.22 (.24) -.78* (.34) -.78* (.35) .33 (.34) -.46 (.41) -.41 (.41) .50 (.37) 

        

Immigration 

attitude 

  -.39 (.37)     .19 (.32) .47 (.49) -.13 (.45) 

Party affiliation   -.08 (.06) .02 (.10) -.17† (.09) -.97* 
(.45) 

    

        

Interaction  

injunctive PSA  

  .91† (.49)   .84 (.57)   

Interaction  

descriptive PSA 

  1.06* (.48)   .94† (.55)   

        

Hostile climate         

Political interest  -.42† 
(.25) 

-.42† 
(.25) 

-.57† (.33) -.07 (.40) -.34 (.29) -.31 (.41) -.25 (.42) 

Media 

skepticism 

.08 (.06) .07 (.06) .14† (.09) .04 (.09) .02 (.07) -.01 (.11) .06 (.10) 

 .00 (.06) .01 (.07) .02 (.10) -.01 (.10) .06 (.08) .07 (.12) .03 (.11) 

Age        

Education -.00 (.01) -.00 (.01) -.01 (.01) -.00 (.01) -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 

Female -.02 (.05) -.04 (.05) -.04 (.08) -.04 (.07) -.00 (.06) .11 (.09) -.08 (.08) 

Constant -.10 (.20) -.08 (.21) -.20 (.30) .09 (.30) -.12 (.24) .15 (.36) -.24 (.33) 
†=p< .10, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 
a In this column the interaction between the different intervention types and partisan attitude (opposing versus supporting 

refugees coming to the US) is depicted. 
b In this column the interaction between the different intervention types and party affiliation (Republicans versus Democrats) 

is depicted. 
c Reference category is the condition where no intervention was shown to participants. 

Note: Cells contain unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors.  
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Appendix 4a. NML intervention Study 2 tailored on issue publics –opposing immigration 

 

 

In designing targeted NML messages, we integrate references to both injunctive and 

descriptive norms. Descriptive norms are needed to affectively target receivers based on their 

ideology and political preferences (Haenschen & Jennings, 2019) – whereas injunctive norms 

are useful to specify the desired behavioral change. For an effective cultivation of personal 

relevance and group norms, it is thus important to describe the actual behavior of people’s in-

group whilst specifying what is expected of them.  
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Appendix 4b. NML intervention Study 2 tailored on issue publics – supporting immigration 
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Appendix 4c. NML intervention Study 2 tailored on party affiliation – Republican 
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Appendix 4d. NML intervention Study 2 tailored on party affiliation – Democrats 
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Appendix 5. Post-hoc data collection comparing stimuli Study 1 and 2 

 

In the effort of tailoring the PSAs, the descriptive norm became quite prominent as it, for 

example, was appeared in the title. To see if the injunctive norm in these tailored PSAs was 

still picked up by the respondents, a post-hoc data collection was performed. An U.S. 

Amazon Mechanical Turk sample of 99 adults was randomly exposed to one of the following 

PSAs: (1) PSA with injunctive norms from Study 1, (2) PSA with descriptive norms from 

Study 1, (3) the PSA from Study 2 altered to have no partisan or issue cues, (4) the PSA 

tailored on the level of issue publics from Study 2, or (5) the PSA tailored on the level of 

partisan ideology from Study 2. To test how the PSAs from the different studies were 

perceived by respondents we compared their reactions to these PSAs on the injunctive and 

descriptive norms. Respondents were asked to indicated on a 7-point Likert scale to what 

extent the PSA they were just exposed to talked about what people should do (M1, testing the 

injunctive norm perception) or what people actually do (M2, testing the descriptive norm 

perception). Table A1 shows that the injunctive and descriptive PSA from Study 1 

significantly differed on both questions in the direction one would expected. For the first 

question about what people should do, there were no difference between the PSAs from 

Study 2 and the injunctive PSA from Study 1, indicating that injunctive norms in the tailored 

PSAs came across as strongly as in the injunctive PSA. For the second question about what 

people actually do (M2), it can be observed that the responses to the PSA tailored on political 

ideology (Study 2) did not differ significantly from the responses to the descriptive PSA 

(Study 2). However, the descriptive norm in the untailored PSA and the PSA tailored on issue 

publics from Study 2 were perceived less strong than the descriptive PSA. A reason for this 

difference might be that, for accuracy reasons, the PSAs in Study 2 talked about “more and 

more people” while the PSA from Study 1 talked about the “majority.”  
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Table A5. Post hoc test comparing PSAs from Study 1 and 2  
PSA 

injunctive 

norm 

PSA 

descriptiv

e norm 

PSA 

Study 2 

untailored 

PSA 

tailored to 

opposers 

PSA 

tailored to 

supporter

s 

PSA 

tailored to 

Democrat

s 

PSA 

tailored to 

Republica

ns 

 

M1: “The 

PSA I just 

read talks 

about what 

people should 

do.” 

5.60a 

(1.00) 

4.40b 

(1.64) 

6.11a 

(0.74) 

6.00a 

(1.00)  

6.25a 

(0.75) 

5.80a 

(1.23) 

5.33a  

(1.23) 

F(6, 

99)= 

5.28*** 

M2: “The 

PSA I just 

read talks 

about what 

people actuall

y do.” 

4.30a 

(1.87)  

5.90b  

(0.97) 

4.4a  

(1.64)  

4.33a 

(1.73) 

4.17a 

(2.21)  

4.70 a b 

(1.34) 

4.89a b 

(0.60)  

F(6, 

99)= 

2.57* 

*=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Note: Cells contain mean scores with standard deviation.  

Note. Means with differing subscripts in the rows differ significantly at the p < .05 level based on ANOVAs.  
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Appendix 6 

 

Table A6. Logistic regression models predicting balanced and incongruent news selection 
 Balanced Incongruent 

 B (SE) B (SE) 

PSA tailored on issue publics   

Tailored to opposers .38 (.26)† .56(29)* 

Tailored to supporters .61 (.27)** .83 (.31)** 

PSA tailored on party affiliation    

Tailored to Republicans -.02 (.26) .24 (.27) 

Tailored to democrats .50 (.86)* .64 (.30)* 

   

Hostile opinion climate  -.11 (.05)* -.14 (.06)* 

Political interest  -.01 (.05) .08 (.05) 

Media skepticism -.12 (.06)* .13 (.06)* 

   

Age -.01(.01) .01(.01) 

Education .02(.05) -.04(.05) 

Gender -.14(.19) .28(.19) 

Constant -.12 (.14) -.65 (.44) 
†=p< .10, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001 

Note: Cells contain unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors.  

 

 


