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The purpose of this do
ument is to provide some additional details of the pro
edure that


an be useful in order to repli
ate the experiment.

As mentioned in the arti
le we needed to 
ollaborate with a number of Fa
ebook users to

exe
ute the experiment. In prin
iple, all users involved in the exe
ution of the experiment


ould have been re
ruited from a representative population. Our 
onje
ture, however, was

that very few would have a

epted, leading to substantial and non-random attrition. More

importantly, sin
e it would be di�
ult to retain 
ontrol of information leakage to subje
ts,

we would risk losing the bene�ts that 
ome with 
ondu
ting a natural �eld experiment.

We therefore adopted the strategy of approa
hing a small group of 
andidates, and sele
ting


andidates on the basis that we were 
ertain they would not reveal the experiment to anyone.

Notably, all of the 
andidates that we approa
hed a

epted, and the fa
t that they gave us

full a

ess to their Fa
ebook a

ounts highlights the degree of mutual trust. Con�dentiality

was our top priority and we repeatedly instru
ted the users never to reveal anything about

our resear
h. It should be noted that heretofore we have not re
eived any indi
ations that

there was ever a brea
h of this 
on�dentiality. In total, there were �ve a

ounts from whi
h

we posted updates. These �ve users were all between 27 and 29 years old, their number of

Fa
ebook friends ranged from 58 to 204, and two of the �ve a

ounts belonged to females.

As explained in the arti
le, we used Fa
ebook's priva
y settings to 
onstru
t treatment

and 
ontrol groups. This allowed us to expose both groups to identi
al 
ontent (ex
ept for

the experimental manipulation). Importantly, the members of a group 
ould only follow the
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ommuni
ation within the spe
i�
 group, and this 
ommuni
ation was displayed as normal

to the sele
ted members. Hen
e, we have no 
on
ern that the subje
ts per
eived the updates

that we posted di�erently from the ordinary stream of information on the News Feed. The

updates in the experiment were thus authenti
 and appeared as a natural part of the ongoing


ommuni
ation on the website. Moreover, the updates were trivial in the sense that they

were short, fairly easy to interpret and did not say anything whi
h 
ould be per
eived as

sensitive, su
h as politi
al opinions or religious views.

Assignment to treatment followed a two stage randomization pro
ess. First, a random

draw determined whi
h treatment (Tone, Tthree or Tfriend) would be used on a given update.

Se
ond, we randomly assigned subje
ts to either a 
ontrol group or a treatment group. After

undertaking these two steps we published the same identi
al 
ontent to the treatment and the


ontrol group within a few minutes. The experimental manipulation, i.e., the Likes that the

treated subje
ts observed, were added to the updates (by us) immediately after publi
ation.

The entire pro
edure was repeated every time we posted a new update.

The treatments alter the initial number of Likes that subje
ts fa
e. Notably, if someone

in the 
ontrol group de
ided to Like an update, all the other 
ontrol group members (who

read the update after this event) observed one Like instead of none (the same holds for the

other treatment 
onditions ). Naturally, the more subje
ts a group 
onsists of, the higher is

the probability that at least one subje
t in the group Likes the update (and does so fast).

Thus, by dividing the treatment and 
ontrol groups into smaller entities it is possible to

redu
e the likelihood that the subje
ts were exposed to Likes posted by other subje
ts. This

is also what we did. To illustrate: If we posted an update from a user with 120 friends,

60 subje
ts were randomly assigned to the treatment group and 60 to the 
ontrol group.

We then 
ontinued by splitting both the treatment and the 
ontrol group in two. Hen
e,

we ended up with two treatment groups with 30 subje
ts in ea
h, and two 
ontrol groups

with 30 subje
ts in ea
h. If one of the subje
ts in the 
ontrol group Liked the update that

would now only a�e
t the remaining 29 subje
ts in his or her subgroup, instead of all the
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59 subje
ts in the 
ontrol group. On average these subgroups 
onsisted of 30 subje
ts, and

the strategy turned out to be su

essful: 
ontrol group subje
ts were unexposed to Likes in

more than 70 per
ent of all possible 
ases. Notably, the advent of endogenous Likes in the


ontrol group will, if anything, introdu
e a downward bias in our estimates. Note also that

the unit of randomization is still the individual subje
t. That is, ea
h subje
t is randomly

assigned to be exposed to an update with initial Likes or not.
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