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2. Methodology 
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3. Results 

3.1. Engagement 

Table 1. Publication frequency based on party and comment type 

 
Party 

Total PP PSOE Podemos Ciudadanos 

Comment 

type 

Post Absolute 

frequency 

253 112 117 50 532 

%  47.6% 21.1% 22% 9.4% 100% 

Comment Absolute 

frequency 

11328 10210 21148 6427 49113 

%  23.1% 20.8% 43.1% 13.1% 100% 

Response Absolute 

frequency 

3750 6244 6538 3102 19634 

%  19.1% 31.8% 33.3% 15.8% 100% 

Source: Created by authors 

χ
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Table 2. Unique users based on party and comment type* 

 
Party 

Total PP PSOE Podemos Ciudadanos 

Comment 

type 

Comment Absolute 

frequency 

5717 5766 10636 3172 25291 

%  87.5% 85.3% 93.3% 93.1% 90.0% 

Residuals -7.7 -14.8 15.2 6.5  

Response Absolute 

frequency 

816 992 763 234 2805 

%  12.5% 14.7% 6.7% 6.9% 10.0% 

Residuals 7.7 14.8 -15.2 -6.5  

Total Absolute 

frequency 

6533 6758 11399 3406 28096 

%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

* No cell (0%) has an expected frequency less than 5. The minimum expected frequency is 340.04. 

Source: Created by authors 

χ

Table 3. Duplicate messages per party* 

 
Party 

Total PP PSOE Podemos Ciudadanos 

Message 

type 

Duplicates Absolute 

frequency 

459 712 1383 825 3379 

%  3.0% 4.3% 5.0% 8.7% 4.9% 

Residuals -12.0 -4.0 0.8 18.2  

Original Absolute 

frequency 

14619 15742 26303 8704 65368 

%  97.0% 95.7% 95.0% 91.3% 95.1% 

Residuals 12.0 4.0 -0.8 -18.2  

Total Absolute 

frequency 

15078 16454 27686 9529 68747 

%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

* No cell (0%) has an expected frequency less than 5. The minimum expected frequency is 468.36. 

Source: Created by authors 
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Figure 1. Correspondence analysis of the most used words in each party's duplicate posts* 

* 1 = PP; 2 = PSOE; 3 = Podemos; 4 = Ciudadanos. Source: Created by authors using WordStat  

                                                           



ISSN 2386-7876 – © 2017 Communication & Society 30(4), 131-147 

138 

3.2. Interaction 

χ

http://www.blapelicula.com/
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Table 4. Comment and response frequencies basted on type of language* 

 

Level of participation 

Total Comment Response 

Type of 

language 

Respectful Absolute frequency 41926 15641 57567 

% 85.4% 79.7% 83.7% 

Residuals 18.3 -18.3  

Negative Absolute frequency 2001 799 2800 

% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1% 

Residuals 0 0  

Directed negative Absolute frequency 5186 3194 8380 

% 10.6% 16.3% 12.2% 

Residuals -20.7 20.7  

Total Absolute frequency 49113 19634 68747 

% 100% 100% 100% 

* No cell (0%) has an expected frequency less than 5. The minimum expected frequency is 799.67. 

Source: Created by authors. 

χ

Table 5. Response frequency based on type of language and party* 

 Party 

Total PP PSOE Podemos Ciudadanos 

Type of 

language 
Polite 

Absolute 

frequency 
2980 4971 5177 2513 15641 

% 79.5% 79.6% 79.2% 81.0% 79.7% 

Residuals -0.3 -0.1 -1.2 2.0  

Negative 

Absolute 

frequency 
169 218 280 132 799 

% 4.5% 3.5% 4.3% 4.3% 4.1% 

Residuals 1.5 -2.8 1.1 0.6  

Directed 

negative 

Absolute 

frequency 
601 1055 1081 457 3194 

% 16.0% 16.9% 16.5% 14.7% 16.3% 

Residuals -0.4 1.6 0.7 -2.5  

Total 

Absolute 

frequency 
3750 6244 6538 3102 19634 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

* No cell (0%) has an expected frequency less than 5. The minimum expected frequency is 126.24. 

Source: Created by authors  
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Table 6. Frequency of words per type of word and level of engagement (comment and 
response) 

 

Level of engagement   

p 

Comment Response   

M SD M SD U r 

 Negative emotions 1.70 5.92 2.02 5.54 4.47 .076 .001 

Positive emotions 4.43 10.31 3.34 8.36 4.77 .019 .001 

Negation 2.30 5.47 3.09 5.43 4.20 .120 .001 

Insults 0.18 1.95 0.23 1.91 4.75 .042 .001 

Source: Created by authors  

Table 7. Percentage of words in responses, based on party 

 Party 

PP PSOE Podemos Ciudadanos 

M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Negative emotions 2.17 6.02 1.84 4.84 2.13 5.85 1.99 5.55 

Positive emotions 3.30 7.53 2.75 6.69 3.56 9.47 4.10 9.67 

Negation 3.30 5.92 3.20 5.29 2.82 5.25 3.15 5.43 

Insults 0.26 1.89 0.19 1.81 0.30 2.24 0.14 1.25 

Source: Created by authors 
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4. Discussion and Conclusion 
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5. Limitations 
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