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Question Wording for All Variables in the Analysis 

 

Table A1: Comparison of Student Election Surveys Sample and Population in the 2016 Student Election Survey 

 

Characteristic 

 

Sample Population 

Females 59.23% 54.18% 

Whites 81.92% 72.80% 

African Americans 9.69% 13.20% 

Age of Undergraduates 21.12 21.00 

Sources: Student Election Survey Data (2016) and Southern Illinois University Edwardsville (2017). 

 

Question Wording for Variables in the Analysis 

 

Dependent Variables 

 

Offline Civic Engagement 

 

This is an additive index that is composed of the following items: 

 

Table A2: During 2016, how often have you… 
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Worn a campaign button or shirt, put a campaign sticker on your 

car, or placed a sign in your window or in front of your residence 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Tried to talk to people and explain why they should vote for or 

against one of the parties or candidates 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Contacted a newspaper, radio, or TV talk show to express your 

opinion on an issue 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Participated in political activities such as protests, marches, or 

demonstrations 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Contacted or visited someone in government who represents your 

community 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Worked with a group to solve a problem in a community 0 1 2 3 4 . 

Made a purchasing decision based on the conduct or values of a 

company 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Contributed money to a Republican candidate, political party, or 

affiliated organization 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Contributed money to a Democratic candidate, political party, or 

affiliated organization 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

How frequently have you ever participated in any community 

service or volunteer activity? By volunteer activity, we mean 

actually working in some way to help others for no pay 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

 

Voted in the 2016 Primary Election 

Did you vote in a 2016 primary or caucus? 

1) Yes; 0) No 

Independent Variables 



 

Bernie Sanders Rally Treatment Variables 

 

Table A3: As you may know, Bernie Sanders came to SIUE for a campaign rally in March 2016. Did you: 

 

 Yes 

 

No Don’t Know 

Volunteer at the Rally? 1 0 . 

Attend the Rally? 1 0 . 

Livestream the Rally? 1 0 . 

 

Social Media Activity Index 

 

Table A4: During 2016, how often have you…  
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Followed a presidential candidate, political party, another 

candidate for political office, or a political interest group on any 

social media platform? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Liked a presidential candidate, political party, another candidate 

for political office, or a political interest group on any social 

media platform? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Joined a professional network related to a presidential candidate, 

political party, another candidate for political office, or a political 

interest group on any social media platform? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Friended a presidential candidate, political party, another 

candidate for political office, or a political interest group on any 

social media platform? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Liked a video produced by a presidential candidate, political 

party, another candidate for political office, or a political interest 

group on any social media platform? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

 

  



Online Participation Index 

 

Table A5: During 2016, how often have you…  
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Expressed your views about politics, a presidential candidate, a 

political party, another candidate for political office, or a political 

interest group on a website (e.g., in the comments section of a 

news story)? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Expressed your views about politics, a presidential candidate, a 

political party, another candidate for political office, or a political 

interest group on a blog? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Expressed your views about politics, a presidential candidate, a 

political party, another candidate for political office, or a political 

interest group on a social media platform (e.g., Facebook or 

Twitter)? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

Shared an image or webpage related to politics, a presidential 

candidate, a political party, another candidate for political office, 

or a political interest group on a social media platform? 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

 

Frequency of Political Blog Reading 

 

In a typical week, how often do you read internet blogs about politics? 

4) Very Often; 3) Often; 2) Sometimes; 1) Rarely; 0) Not at All; .) Don’t Know 

 

Interest in Politics 

 

How interested would you say you are in politics? Are you…      

0) Not at all interested; 1) Not very interested; 2) Somewhat interested; 3) Very interested; .) Don’t Know 

 

Campaign Attention 

 

During 2016, how often have you paid attention to political campaigns? 

0) Never; 1) Rarely; 2) Sometimes; 3) Regularly; 4) Very Often 

 

  



Peer Civic Experiences 

 

Table A6: How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
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My friends are active in volunteer work in their community 0 1 2 3 4 . 

My friends vote in elections 0 1 2 3 4 . 

My friends encourage me to express my opinions about 

politics and current events even if they are different from their 

views 

0 1 2 3 4 . 

 

Strong Partisan 

 

Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or something 

else? 

1) Republican; 2) Democrat; 3) Independent; 4) Other ________________ 

 

If the respondent answered “Republican,” for partisan identification, then s/he was asked the following question: 

 

Do you think of yourself as strongly Republican or not very strong? 

1) Strong Republican; 2) Not very strong Republican 

 

If the respondent answered “Democrat,” for partisan identification, then s/he was asked the following question: 

 

Do you think of yourself as strongly Democratic or not very strong? 

1) Strong Democrat; 2) Not very strong Democrat 

 

Political Science Major 

 

If you have declared a major(s), what is your area(s) of study? (check all that apply) 

 

_____ Arts; _____ Architecture ; _____ Business; _____ Education; _____ Engineering; _____ Humanities; _____ 

Interdisciplinary; _____ Math and Sciences; _____ Nursing; _____ Political Science; _____ Social Sciences, other 

than Political Science; _____ Social Work; _____ Undeclared; _____ Other 

 

Ideology (Constructed from these Questions) 

 

Generally speaking, how would you describe your political ideology? 

1) Very conservative; 2) Conservative; 3) Moderate; 4) Liberal; 5) Very liberal; 6) Other ____________; 7) 

Don’t know 

 

If the respondent answered “moderate” or “don’t know” for ideology, then s/he was asked the following question: 

 

If you had to choose, would you consider yourself a liberal or a conservative? 

1) Liberal; 2) Conservative 

  



Methodological Appendix (Matching Technique Assumptions) 

 

While experimental designs with randomized assignment to treatment and control groups allow researchers 

to gain more causal leverage on phenomena of interest than observational data does (Imbens & Rubin, 2015), 

researchers can gain some degree of causality using observational data if they have specified an identification 

strategy that satisfies the assumptions that causal inference methods require (Esarey, 2017). To perform matching, 

we must satisfy four assumptions: common support (or overlap), the stable unit treatment value assumption 

(SUTVA), the conditional independence assumption, and that each treatment variable is binary. The dataset that we 

use satisfies the common support assumption because all respondents could have chosen not to livestream the rally, 

attend it, or volunteer at it (see e.g., Imbens & Rubin, 2015; King, Lucas, & Nielsen, 2017). Second, our dataset 

satisfies SUTVA because offline civic activity or voting in the 2016 primary among those in the dataset is unrelated 

to the decision of others to participate in one or more of the activities related to Sanders’ visit to campus in 2016.1  

 The conditional independence assumption (D’Agostino, 1998) is satisfied because each respondent’s 

assignment to one or more of the treatment categories (rally attendance, volunteering at it, or livestreaming it) is 

unconnected with potential outcomes related to their level of offline civic activity or voting in the 2016 primary, 

 
1 If offline civic activity were related to the decisions of others to participate in one or more of the activities related 

to Sanders’ campus visit in 2016, then we would observe high correlations between one or more of these activities 

and our dependent variables. It is also possible that the assignment to the treatment, rather than the control group, 

could happen because participation in the opportunities related to the Sanders visit may be highly correlated with 

primary participation. To verify whether either possibility occurs, we correlated our two dependent variables (voting 

in the 2016 primary and offline civic engagement) and each of our treatment variables (attending the rally, 

volunteering at it, or livestreaming it). For voting in the 2016 primaries, the correlations that we observed were .213, 

.075, and .012, respectively. The correlations that we observed for offline civic engagement are .29, .23, and .24, 

respectively. These correlations are sufficiently low such that we can say that the SUTVA assumption and the 

ignorability condition are satisfied in this dataset, given the limited information that we have to verify both of these. 

However, Gelman and Hill (2007, p. 184) note that, “In general, one can never prove that the treatment assignment 

process in an observational study is ignorable—it is always possible that the choice of treatment depends on relevant 

information that has not been recorded.” 



given the values of our remaining independent variables. In our survey, we observe a wide range of levels of civic 

activity, and the mean level of civic activity is relatively low, considering the minimum and maximum values that 

this index can have. Yet, we observe high levels of reported voting in the 2016 primary, as 68% reported having 

voted.2 Additionally, the factors that comprise offline civic activity or voting in the 2016 primary do not cause one 

to be assigned to one or more treatment categories. Finally, the treatment variables must be binary, which all are. 

Consequently, we can control for variations in motivation and reach meaningful conclusions about whether the 

mobilization opportunities provided by a presidential candidate’s visit to a college campus caused increases in 

voting in the 2016 primary and other forms of civic activity among those who volunteered at the rally, livestreamed 

it, or attended it. 
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2 We recognize that self-reports such as these may be inflated. We also recognize that recall may fade over the 

months in between the primaries and the dates of our survey. Voter turnout for the precinct where this university is 

located was 51.19% (although not all students reside in this precinct). 


