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Methods
Participants
Two hundred and thirty-nine, (n = 239) university students, were recruited to participate in study two. Of these 239 participants,50.6% (n = 121) were male and 49,4% (n = 118) were female. The participant’s ages ranged from a minimum of 13 to a maximum of 75 with an average of 25.26 years (SD = 10.218). The sample population included 81.6% Hispanic Americans (n = 195), and 0.4% Native India (n = 1). Also, the study recruited 121 men (50, 6%) and 118 women (49.4) as shown in table 5 below.

Table 5
Demographic Tables

	Statistics

	
	What is your age?
	What is your race/ethnicity?
	IV Charlie's Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female)

	N
	Valid
	238
	239
	239

	
	Missing
	1
	0
	0

	Mean
	25.26
	2.14
	1.49

	Median
	22.00
	2.00
	1.00

	Mode
	20
	2
	1

	Std. Deviation
	10.218
	.968
	.501

	Minimum
	13
	1
	1

	Maximum
	75
	6
	2

	Sum
	6011
	512
	357



	IV Charlie's Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Male
	121
	50.6
	50.6
	50.6

	
	Female
	118
	49.4
	49.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	239
	100.0
	100.0
	



	What is your race/ethnicity?

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Caucasian
	25
	10.5
	10.5
	10.5

	
	Hispanic
	195
	81.6
	81.6
	92.1

	
	Native Indian
	1
	.4
	.4
	92.5

	
	African American
	6
	2.5
	2.5
	95.0

	
	Asian American
	2
	.8
	.8
	95.8

	
	Others--Please specify
	10
	4.2
	4.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	239
	100.0
	100.0
	



Materials and Procedure
The participants of this study were social media users, specifically Twitter.  Prospective participants were asked to take part in an online study being conducted for research purposes. If the subject agreed to participate, he or she was directed to the survey developed through Qualtrics software. Following the standardized guidelines for informed consent, subjects were first notified of the potential risks and benefits of participating in the study before being introduced to the research material. Once the participant confirmed their approval, they were eligible to continue with the rest of the survey. The survey was in a questionnaire that had eight different questions that aided data collection. 
The study focused on a number of variables in which were; apology conditions, sincere and insincere. After reading each statement, the participants were then asked to rate how much they agreed with each subject on a number scale. The numbers on the scale ranged from one (somewhat agree) to seven (completely agree), and with two level, yes or no, values one and two. For example, a participant presented with Race as “What is your race/ethnicity?” responding with Caucasian (1), Hispanic (2), Native Indian (3), African American (4), Asian American (5) and Others--Please specify (6) by selecting a numeric an appropriate numeric value to your choice.
The participants read Charlie’s tweet briefing us on what happened while at the mall where he later accepted the mistake and apologized. Here, however, we omitted the neutral condition since it did not differ from the unchangeable condition. Once again, and similar to study one, participants continued to section three of the study, which asked them to provide as many responses over the tweet statements as possible, meaning that they had to list all the factors they could think of that could have possibly described Charlie's apology over the mistake. Subjects were able to complete the survey.
 Similar to study one, section four presented participants with a series of 8 questions about their general thoughts regarding the specific situation they read about. These questions included how they thought about Charlie's apology, Charlie's gender, race, and how probably Charlie could be feeling, how they were impressed by the Twitter posted by Charlie, the response in a scale of one to 6 maximum. The last question of section four was a one, three, or four questions that asked the participant about the hashtag that Charlie ended the tweet with, whether  #SorrySorrySorry, #SorryNotSorry, and Unknown. This final question served as an attention check, which informed us if the participant was actually attentive to the study, and that read the post or not. 
The last section of the study asked for the participant’s demographic information, including gender, age, ethnicity, their first language, whether they are a student at Florida International University, etc. Several questions asked about information directly relevant to the post on Twitter by Charlie. Concluding the study, the participant was debriefed. 
Although we had several dependent variables, our primary focus involved the opinion on Charlie’s apology over the mall incident. We also analyzed the interaction between independent variables and both dependent variables. 

Results
	Using sincere and insincere conditions of an apology to test if there is a significant association between apology conditions and how participants accepted the apology, whether Charlie's apology was indeed sincere or insincere based on gender. To test, we run a chi-square between, apology, with two levels, sincere and insincere, and gender also with two levels, male and females. From our results, the association was quite insignificant, considering the Pearson Chi-Square value. This implies that the proportion of either gender took Charlie’s apology as either sincere or insincere, that is, there was no significant inclination towards a specific gender. X2(1) = 0.949, p > .05. Phi, which is most appropriate for a 2 X 2 chi-square, indicated a low effect. as shown in table 7


Table 7

Crosstab and Chi-square.


IV Apology (1 = Sincere, 2 = Insincere) * IV Charlie's Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female)



	Crosstab

	Count

	
	IV Charlie's Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female)
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	IV Apology (1 = Sincere, 2 = Insincere)
	Sincere
	60
	59
	119

	
	Insincere
	61
	59
	120

	Total
	121
	118
	239




	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	[bookmark: _Hlk56700824]Pearson Chi-Square
	.004a
	1
	.949
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1
	1.000
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.004
	1
	.949
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	1.000
	.526

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.004
	1
	.949
	
	

	N of Valid Cases
	239
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 58.75.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table




	Symmetric Measures

	
	Value
	Approx. Sig.

	Nominal by Nominal
	Phi
	-.004
	.949

	
	Cramer's V
	.004
	.949

	N of Valid Cases
	239
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.



To test our first dependent variable which is apology conditions, we ran a 2 X 2 factorial ANOVA with gender (Males and Females) and race as our independent variables. Results demonstrated no significant difference for gender on apology condition, F= 0.454, p = 0.440. Thus, there were significant differences in apology perception based on gender.  There was also no significant difference in apology condition-based for the race, F = 1.250, p = 0.287. Participants in the apology condition perceived Charlie’s apology in the same way, even based on ethnic group. Providentially, there was no interaction between gender and race in as far as the decision on whether the apology was sincere or insincere. F = 0.454, p = .501, implying that decision on Charlie’s apology is independent of gender and race jointly as shown in table 8.
Table 8: ANOVA Table for Apology Perception

	Between-Subjects Factors

	
	Value Label
	N

	What is your race/ethnicity?
	1
	Caucasian
	25

	
	2
	Hispanic
	195

	
	3
	Native Indian
	1

	
	4
	African American
	6

	
	5
	Asian American
	2

	
	6
	Others--Please specify
	10

	IV Charlie's Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female)
	1
	Male
	121

	
	2
	Female
	118





	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable: IV Apology (1 = Sincere, 2 = Insincere)

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Corrected Model
	2.101a
	9
	.233
	.927
	.502

	Intercept
	64.583
	1
	64.583
	256.548
	.000

	PartIVRace
	1.573
	5
	.315
	1.250
	.287

	IVCharlieGender
	.114
	1
	.114
	.454
	.501

	PartIVRace * IVCharlieGender
	.683
	3
	.228
	.904
	.440

	Error
	57.648
	229
	.252
	
	

	Total
	599.000
	239
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	59.749
	238
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = .035 (Adjusted R Squared = -.003)



[bookmark: _GoBack]To test our second dependent variable, we ran another 2 X 2 factorial ANOVA with Charlie seems regretful as our dependent variable and gender and race as our independent variables. There was no difference for Charlie seems regretful on the gender (male and female), F = .126, p = .945. In other words, there was no significant difference in opinion on the thought that Charlie was regretful over what he did between male and female. Similarly, there was no main effect between race, F= 0.884, p = .493. That is, there was no significant difference in the number of participants from a given ethnicity who saw Charlie have seemingly regretted the mess and hence apologizing. We also examined the overall interaction between the two independent variables gender (male and female) and race and the dependent variable. We found that there was no interaction of Charlie seems to regret, F= 0,029, p = .864, meaning that the interaction between the two variables has no significant effect on the perception that Charlie seems to have regretted the incident. See table 9.



Table 9
ANOVA, Charlie seems to regret

	Between-Subjects Factors

	
	Value Label
	N

	What is your race/ethnicity?
	1
	Caucasian
	25

	
	2
	Hispanic
	195

	
	3
	Native Indian
	1

	
	4
	African American
	6

	
	5
	Asian American
	2

	
	6
	Others--Please specify
	10

	IV Charlie's Gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female)
	1
	Male
	121

	
	2
	Female
	118





	Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

	Dependent Variable: Charlie seems regretful.

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Corrected Model
	10.409a
	9
	1.157
	.545
	.841

	Intercept
	372.320
	1
	372.320
	175.467
	.000

	PartIVRace
	9.377
	5
	1.875
	.884
	.493

	IVCharlieGender
	.062
	1
	.062
	.029
	.864

	PartIVRace * IVCharlieGender
	.800
	3
	.267
	.126
	.945

	Error
	485.909
	229
	2.122
	
	

	Total
	3555.000
	239
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	496.318
	238
	
	
	

	a. R Squared = .021 (Adjusted R Squared = -.018)



In conclusion, the results from the analysis, we found that the main effects for individual independent variables had no significant effect on the opinion about Charlie’s apology conditions, that is, showing whether the apology was sincere or insincere and the opinion on Charlie seems to have regret over the incident that is, to establish that yes indeed he was regretful or not. The interaction effects too were insignificant and hence the independent variables were not significantly affecting the opinion of the two dependent variables.

