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Abstract:

This paper applies structural equation modellingtiginal survey data from the 2010
UK election to examine three research questionsad@lv people engaged with the online
campaign; (2) who the online participants were; @)dvhether any mobilization effects
of e-campaigning activity can detected in termsnofeasing individuals’ likelihood of

voting? Our measurement model identifies three irdist types of e-campaign

participation that range from low intensity infortied gathering activities to more active
formal party involvement and more informal ‘expligestypes of engagement. Each is
regressed on standard socio-demographic variablggalitical attitudes and in a final

step used to predict turnout to vote. Our resuftswsthat lower intensity news and
information gathering activities are significantipked to voting, while more active

formal and informal types of e-campaign participatare not, controlling for levels of

political interest and efficacy. Our findings anmportant in suggesting that online
participation is multi-dimensional phenomenon like offline counterpart, and that

following previous studies, information gatheringtigities appear to be particularly
important to stimulating ‘real world’ participation

! The research presented in this paper is fundeshbByK Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC)
Fellowship ‘The Internet, Electoral Politics andtiig@n Participation in Global Perspective’RES-05%-2
0299'.



Introduction

Over the past three decades a growing body of wask charted declines in levels of
formal participation, particularly turnout, anding tendencies for citizens to engage in
more elite challenging and direct forms of politiegtivity (Barnes and Kaase, 1979;
Norris, 2003a&b; Dalton, 2004; Pattie et al, 208&ker, 2006). One means of redress of
these trends has been seen to lie in the widersagtiinternet-based technologies, with
scholars identifying a range of features particitathe new medium that can help to
overcome some of the barriers to participation eamdn open up new incentives for
active involvement (Bimber, 2003; Polat, 2005; Aizduet al, 2008). To date, while the
story is not uniformly positive an increasing numloé empirical analyses point to a
positive effect of internet use on participatiom&ger, 2002; Tolbert and McNeal, 2003;
Johnson & Kaye, 2003; Gibson et al., 2005; Mosdregg al. 2007; Moy et al. 2005;
Jensen et al., 2007; Quintelier and Vissers, 2@#Zuniga et al, 2009; Pasek et al.,
2009; Verba et al. 2008).

This paper aims to revisit and test this thesighie context of the UK 2010
General election and to advance the literaturénmntopic in two key ways. First we seek
to build on the increasing trend in studies of waliparticipation to develop a more
sophisticated understanding of the nature of @quaation. In the early days of study,
there was a tendency to adopt blunt measures wrfiat use’ writ large. However as
surveys have expanded their range of items meaguniarnet use, a more multi-faceted
picture has emerged, pointing to a picture of défiftiation in mode that mirrors that
within offline participation. As this more multiHtiensional approach has spread the
detection of positive effects for political engagerhhas increased. Secondly using this
more nuanced understanding of e-participation warexe how these different types are
affecting likelihood of voting in national electisn

We test these arguments using original survey gitaered immediately after the
UK General Election of 2010. The first section beloutlines the state of current
research into the effects of the internet on pgsiton and recent developments toward
use of more sophisticated measures and models eofkdly relationships. We then
describe the key findings that have emerged irctimtext of UK general elections. After

outlining our data and measures, we map them tdoruectsral equation model that



simultaneously estimates three sub-models: (1yeetfactor measurement model of e-
campaign participation; (2) a structural model tbammpares the effect of a range of
standard socio-demographic and attitudinal predicton our three types of online

campaign activity; (3) and a final model testingetiter any mobilization effects can be
detected by relating engagement in the e-campaagticipatory activities to having

voted in the 2010 election. In the concluding settive discuss our findings and stress
the need for more nuanced and conceptually refmedsures of e-participation to be

used when understanding their causes and consezgienc

The Internet and Participation

Interest in the effects of internet use on indialdu levels of political engagement has
grown over the past decade and empirical analyteBeorelationship have generally
drawn increasingly positive conclusions, althoughBsulianne (2009) points out, not
necessarily in a monotonic fashion. Early studi@stained at best an ambivalent stance
on the question with Bimber’s (1999, 2001) influehtinalysis of U.S. internet users in
the late 1990s reporting little to no effect ofeitet use on participation rates, as
measured by turnout, although campaign donations ¥eeind to show some increase.
While some authors argued for more positive findiran voting rates and political
interest in subsequent elections (Tolbert and MENEE®3; Johnson and Kaye, 2003) the
prevailing view at the turn of the millennium wasdely skeptical and even pessimistic
with internet use being seen as likely to be retifg existing participatory biases and
thus reducing the pool of active citizens (Bonfad202; Davis 1999; Hill and Hughes
1998; Norris 2001; Scheufele and Nisbet, 2002 &&2W0ilhelm, 2000).

As measures and models of internet use expandedra mobilizing picture
began to emerge, particularly among young peopHli(Qarpini, 2000; Owen, 2003;
Lupia and Philpot, 2005; Shah et al. 2001b frome@8wln et al. 2008; Gibson et al, 2005;
Di Gennaro and Dutton, 2006). More generally, arglagued it was necessary to move
beyond simple binary measures of internet use/adreslifferentiate a range of online
behaviors such as information seeking, recreatios@) and online discussion in order to
discern effects (Moy et al. 2005; Mossberger et2008). Attention was also given to

better specifying the dependent variable of interes the grounds that online



participation constituted a new form of participati that was conceptually and
empirically distinct from offline modes such asimgtand contacting (Jensen et al, 2007)
and should be examined in its own right (Anduizaakt 2008; Gibson et al., 2005;
Krueger, 2002). Finally, important methodologicéps were taken to try to try to
control for the self-selection problems that reskean the area inevitably encounters, i.e.
the argument that internet users are already nmbeeeisted and involved in politics than
the average citizen (Kroh and Neiss, 2009; Cuidice Norris, 2004). This included use
of panel data (Shah et al., 2005; Jennings ana&ei2003), two stage regression models
(Anduiza et al., 2010) and also experiments in Wwiparticipants are ‘treated’ to online
political stimuli (campaign information or a dissien group) and changes in
participatory intentions / behavior are recordeal€than et al.,, 2008; Horiuchi et al,
2005; lyengar and Jackman, 2003; Lupia and Baig®32 Stanley and Weare, 2004).
Most studies continued to offer support for theseedice of mobilizing effects of internet
use or at least are unable to entirely discounhthe

Increasing attention has also been paid to engcbur theoretical understanding
of how internet use might be leading to increasadigal engagement. Simplistic ‘direct
effects’ models based on ‘soft’ rational choiceuasgtions about lowered information
and action costs were increasingly displaced byemsomplex models specifying indirect
and two-step pathways to mobilisation. More receark has started to focus on
differentiating internal dimensions of e-participat in order to better understand how
any mobilization effects are occurring. Saglie &adbo (2009) employ exploratory factor
analysis on a range of conventional e-participafctivities to explore its underlying
components and find it to be a multi-dimensionampdmenon, consisting of three factors

- contacting, information seeking and use of etjpets. Despite having confirmed a

2 While Kroh and Neiss (2009) do show a significeduction in the effect of internet use (measured a
access rather than activity) on political attitudedavior using annual German panel data from T8,
compared with standard cross-sectional regressiaysis from 2005 they cannot rule out reciprocal
causation, particularly in the area of politicaleirest. Indeed a majority of tests in their analysiport
positive and significant effects. Their centralargent against the mobilization thesis is thus tfieiling
that the benefits are greater for the politicatifivee those who are poorly integrated into the pss¢ which
means ultimately reinforcement of existing partitipn biases. However it is arguable that an acatdd
effect for those starting higher up the participatecale would be expected, and increases in gctior
those starting from zero or very low base of engege would be smaller and slower to accrue but
possibly then accelerate over time. Further in ldephalysis of these sub-groups’ response and
consideration of a ‘heterogeneity’ thesis of intreffects would therefore seem to be required rbefo
ruling out any genuinely mobilizing effects.



differentiation of e-participation activities theithors then go on to collapse the items
into a uni-dimensional scale that used condudhénsubsequent mobilization analyses.

Other authors have retained the differentiated réegaation variables in their
analyses and used them to predict various typesflofe or ‘real world’ participation.
Rojas et al (2009) confirm a three step structequation model that links ‘e-news’
consumption to newer types of ‘e-expressive’ atiégithat center on posting comments
and opinion to various online fora. More formalhese are defined as ‘public expression
of political orientations’ distinctive from ‘backgund conversations’ and casual political
talk (907). E-expressive participation is then édkto ‘e-activism’ which involves more
focused and directive uses of online technologiesh sas mobile phones and social
network sites to mobilize others. This chain of\att is then found to precipitate greater
offline engagement. Their work supports the findim§ Shah et al. (2005) which used a
two step SEM to show that e-information seekingnguted civic emailing and offline
talk which in turn prompted offline participatio@ther studies lending support to the
idea of differentiated but inter-linked modes gbaticipation are those by Gil de Zuniga
et al (2009) and Baumgartner and Morris (2010). ngshierarchical regression
technigues studies connect online information seggkwith more active forms of e-
participation, ranging from online discussion, oslipersuasion (via email) and online
donation Unlike Rojas et al (2009) and Shah e2@0%), however, these authors do not
find support for the final step that such actiatromote offline participation.

Overall, therefore, the literature on online polli engagement has expanded
significantly over the past decade, both theor#yiand empirically. Key findings that
have emerged are that firstly, different forms gbagticipation can be identified, and
second and perhaps even more importantly, that safnteem, particularly forms of
online political expression and social networkingtiasm, are associated with
stimulating offline participation. This paper seelks investigate these claims in the
context of the recent UK 2010 general election.vlfat extent did different forms of
online participation occur and how far, if at allere these activities mobilize offline

engagement?

The internet and political mobilization in UK elexts



Studies of e-participation and mobilization in thiK have been relatively limited
compared with studies of the U.S. electorate.dh@nalyses of the topic centered on the
supply-side of the question using coding schemesevaluate whether political
parties/candidates were providing opportunities dguarticipation via content analysis
(Gibson and Ward, 1998; Bowers-Brown, 2003). Irdiial level study of citizen
engagement and responses to the online campaiggetigy 2001 and expanded further
in 2005 when for the first time a majority of thie@orate had access to the net (56%).
The evidence from these elections was rather umingpin terms of any mobilization
effects. Audiences were generally small. In 2004 but of five internet users reported
using the Internet for election related mattersi¢@an, 2001). By 2005, this figure had
increased to just over one quarter (15% of UK patioih) but only around three percent
of internet users reported using it as their magirrce of information (Ward and Lusoli,
2005) and just three percent of voters visitedypsites (Ward, 2005). Most attention was
directed to the online versions of the offline ns&ieam media (Crabtree, 2001; Coleman
2001; Ward and Lusoli, 2005; Schifferes et al 20089st significantly perhaps, those
engaging with the e-election were largely well extad, male, middle class, politically
interested. (Coleman, 2001; Mesch and Coleman, ;200&rd and Lusoli, 2005;
Schifferes et al, 2009).

While findings from the 2001 and 2005 electionsgased a reinforcement of
existing participatory biases rather than any mipdgilon effects. it should be noted that
voter engagement in both elections was low withdut being reduced to its lowest post-
war level in 2001. Within this mix the internet wasly media source that actually saw
an increase in interest from the electorate. Intemhd Lusoli and Ward (2005) found that
young people in particularly were significantly heg consumers of online news and
information than other age groups and more likelyxdnsider the internet had made a
difference to their vote choice. Finally, the sgen discussion networks and levels of
activism identified by Norris and Curtice (2008) @my those accessing news and
information in the UK 2005 election may have crdagemuch wider sphere of influence
for online and campaign sites than otherwise mgh¢vident.

More generally, although having assumed a genetally profile in earlier

elections,2010 was witness to a considerable amafumgpe being generated toward the



arrival finally of “the internet election”. Expedians were driven in part by the recent
experiences of the U.S. and Barack Obama’s higfilpronline campaign. A critical
mass of the electorate were now online - over 70%e UK electorate reported internet
access in 200 and there had been a rapid growth in the us®cifl media tools since
the 2005 campaign which also helped to increaselded optimism. Five years earlier
the UK political blogsphere was a nascent force Badebook Twitter and YouTube
were not in the public domain. By 2010, howevemv#és claimed there were some 26
million active Facebook profiles in the UK and Twsit accounts were increasingly
exponentially. Thus, there were some grounds for expectingriteriet to finally make
its mark on the electorate in the 2010 election.

Research Questions

Our paper builds on the general questions outleadier about the measurement and
mobilization potential of e-participation, and applthem to the specific case of the 2010
UK general election. In particular we ask:

* To what extent can we identify distinct ‘types’ @campaign participation? Are
the distinctions used in characterizing offline tggpation meaningful in the
online context?

* Who participates in these types of e-campaign @pdiion? Are there different
profiles of individuals engaging in different typesactivity?

 How far do different types of e-campaign participatcarry the potential for
mobilizing citizens, particularly within the contewf formal or conventional

politics?

% Source: BMRB National Face to Face Quota Survel, @60 UK adults May 26.26™ 2010.

* Twitter publishes limited statistics on users, begorts that in 2010 there were more than 105ianill
users in the world, 7.2% of those being British10.8 million), although not all of them would betige
users (Source: Digital Stats Blogttp://digital-stats.blogspot.com/2010/04/twitteyeus-by-country-city-
january.htm| and The Guardiarhttp://www.guardian.co.uk/technology/blog/2010/agrtwitter-users-
chirp-detail3. According to Facebook statistics, in July 20h8ré were more than 26 million users in the
UK, more than doubling the 2008 figure (Source:tistias compiled by Nick Burcher, see
http://www.nickburcher.com/2010/07/facebook-usatgistics-by-country.htnl




Data and Methods

The data is from the post-election face-to-faceeyby BMRB, a UK polling company.
The survey included a range of items that indicatedther respondents had participated
in a series of online campaign-specific activiti€ee sample size of the online only part
of the survey used in this analysis is 1379. Theesuitself includes questions about
engagement more general and conventional formsobfical behaviour. Additional
guestions measuring political attitudes and stahdaemographic data were also
included. A full listing of the items used in batbrveys can be found in Appendix A.

Participation in the e-campaign: Basic DescriptStatistics

Before presenting the methods concerning the measnt and mobilization questions
we pose, we first report some basic descriptivissitss about levels of engagement in
the online election in the 2010 UK General electibat are at the core of the paper.
These include three items measuring engagement thathofficial e-campaign of the
parties and six items that measure involvement areminformal and non-party based
aspects of the e-campaign, and use of non-offsdarces of information. Table 1 reports
the basic frequencies for each type of activityirigrnet users only (as appropriate) and

for the sample as a whole (i.e. including non-imgusers).



Table 1: Online Campaign Activities of UK Voters inthe 2010 General Election (weighted
data)

Type Of Activity Total Internet users N
Sample (%) (%)
Official Campaign
Read/accessed official sites 155 20.6 301
Signed up as supporter/for e-news 4.6 6.1 89
Used online tools to campaign /promote parties 3.3 4.3 63
Total official campaign engagement 18.6 24.8 363
Non-Official Campaign
Read/accessed mainstream news sites 27.6 36.7 539
Viewed/accessed non-official online video 5.7 7.6 121
Joined/started political group on a SNS 3.2 4.2 62
Posted political comments to own/other blog/SNS 4.5 6.0 88
Forwarded non-official content (jokes, news items) 2.6 34 50
Embedded/reposted non-official content 1.1 1.4 21
Total non-official campaign engagement 31.4 41.7 613
Overall Activity 33.4 44.4 651

Source BMRB National Face to Face Quota Survey of 1,880adults May 28-26" 2010.

Official Campaign Qu: Please could you tell megtier you have done any of the following
activities in relation to official parties or caddtes online?

Non-official Campaign Qu:: Which, if any, of thellfaving activities did you do online during the
election campaign over the last month?

The results show that the most popular type ofviigtengaged in overall was
consultation of mainstream news media content, witlr one third of internet users
turning to such sources during the election. Téifoilowed by accessing party produced
sites, which one fifth of internet users reportadng at some point in the campaign.
Other more active types of involvement with theadl campaigns such as signing up as
a Twitter follower or Facebook fan of a party ondalate were less common, with only
six percent of internet users engaging in suchtiges: Actually helping to promote the
parties’ message or online profile via various $osuch as email or texts or posting
supportive links and messages on Facebook or Tveilte attracted a more limited pool
of individuals online (four percent). Beyond thifimal campaign, individuals displayed
similarly lower levels of engagement in the morévactypes of e-participation, with

posting general political content to social netvgonkalls and blogs attracting four and six



percent respectively. Watching non-official YouTwideos attracted just under one in
ten of internet users. Notably, the more activenfoiof unofficial involvement (as with
official campaign led initiatives) such as startmgjoining a political social networking
group or forwarding and reposting political matevi@re less popular than more passive
acquisition of online election material. Taking tlése activities together we can see that
fully one third of the UK population and just undelf of internet users engaged in some
form of online political activity during the eleon.

While these levels of participation do not quitetchathe levels engagement seen
in the US during the Presidential election of 2008ich were estimated to be over half
of population (Smith, 2009), levels have clearlgreased significantly in the UK since
2005. And while mainstream news sites remain amegmost commonly accessed
sources, one of the most striking increases fromdvdad Lusoli’'s (2005) findings is the
rise of those utilising official campaign sitesthviup to seven times as many individuals

reportedly having sought out party or candidatelpced material this time around.

A measurement model of e-campaign participation

Based on the results of the e-participation studipsrted above and research into offline
participation we first hypothesise a differentiatiamur e-campaign activities into
distinctive clusters or modes. A first distinctisre make is between those items that
capture more active and passive types of politttedagement. The items relating to
online news and information gathering (official qaaign sites, blogs and mainstream
media sites) are seen to fit together as a morsiyeasluster of activities revolving
around ‘attention to news’, while the remainingnigerequire more effort and are ‘other’
directed. Within these more active types of e-cagipparticipation we make a further
division between the ‘other’ that is being targetEdsentially some actions are directed
toward influencing government and formal institaso- here the political parties — while
others center on non-governmental or extra-reptasenal actors, in this case public
opinion and other online users. This distinctiors i@ a widely accepted one that has
featured heavily in classic participation studieatticularly since the 1970s when mass
protest actions increased rapidly and existing gmateation schemes based around

conventional forms of participation dependent oficafl state channels such as voting
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and party-based activities were unable to captieenew modes of political involvement
(Barnes and Kaase, 1979; Parry et al, 1992; Nat89 & 2003; Teorell et al, 2007;
Dalton, 2004).

The resulting division of activities places themte measuring use of party
provided online tools, registering for official ggeés and joining or starting a politically
oriented online social network group together. Ehese seen as more formal and
organizationally embedded and active types of gpdtion. Use of the web to post,
forward or embed political content are seen astiating more informal and expressive
types of activities that while designed to influere political outcome, are not generally
aimed at or do not take place with an official egamized context. They are instead
directed toward persuading or prompting an actioreaction among one’s peers and the
wider blog reading or tweeting public. The above-wld division results in the four-
fold typology presented in Table 2 onto which we caap some of the more commonly
featured e-campaign participatory activities.

One innovation that this schema brings to thedite®e is that earlier attempts to
widen of modes of engagement to include more ureatanal or informal modes of
action was done largely to incorporate actionsidatthe electoral context, or ‘beyond
the ballot box’, here we bring a distinction betwdermal and informal into the electoral
context. Thus the ‘campaign’ mode of participatismot seen as unidimensional as in
earlier accounts but composed of at least two eiesneé&such an extension we think
represents an important shift in the concept ofigpation, and points to a key area of

innovation or change that digital media may bedpng to repertoires of political action.
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Table 2: A Typology of E-Campaign Participation

FORMAL

INFORMAL

ACTIVE PARTY DRIVEN ACTIVITIES NON-PARTY DRIVEN

Signing up as volunteer

Posting to Blog

Post/share campaign information in Posting to SNS

social media

Use party online tools

Use SNS to mobilize
Forward emails
Persuade others about an issue online

PASSIVE INFORMATION SEEKING INFORMATION SEEKING

Official sites

Unofficial sites, blogs, YouTube

(includes official blogs, YouTube)  Mainstream news sites

To test our expectations about whether differend@soof e-campaign participation exist
we first mapped our survey items onto the axes useéable 1. This resulted in a three-
fold classification of items reported in table 3.

Table 3: A Typology of E-campaign participation, iems BMRB UK 2010 Survey

FORMAL

ACTIVE E-FORMAL
Online tools

Register
Join/create SNS

PASSIVE

INFORMAL

E-EXPRESSIVE
Post

Forward

Embed

E-INFORMATION
Official sites
Mainstream news sites
Online videos

12



Methodol ogy

To examine our main research questions — whetlvamgsaign participation is a multi-
dimensional phenomenon, if there are different ilg®fof those engaging in it, and
finally whether it leads to offline mobilization iterms of increasing individuals’
likelihood of voting — we use a structural equatinadel. Figure 1 shows a path diagram
of the full model. It is composed of three main sobdels. First, a measurement model
was estimated using latent variable modelling. Blis-model allowed us to test our first
research question concerning the multidimensignalit e-campaign participation. We
assumed there are unobserved variables (in ourncaasuring the e-campaign) and that
this can be estimated from observed variables.rdieroto address the second research
guestion — whether we can identify different pesilof those engaging in these types of
e-campaign activities — we use a multiple indicataultiple cause or MIMIC model
(Joreskog and Goldberger, 1975) where the laterdhlas are considered to be traise

of the relationships from a set of indicator valgsb(e.g. online tools, visiting sites,
sharing online information), that is itsethused byother, exogenous, variables (e.g.
political interest, internal political efficacy, gsanship etc) (Zumbo, 2005; Fieldhouse
and Cutts, 2009; Cutts et al, 2011). Finally, ia foll structural model we included the
direct effects of the latent variables and the dates on vote in the 2010 UK general
election. A structural equation model is an extemsdf the MIMIC model where the
latent and observed variables are included simedtasly.

The analysis of the small amount of missing dagas(lthan 4.2% of sample size)
was handled through the estimation-mobilisation JENgorithm to compute missing
data estimates using full information maximum likebd (FIML) (Muthén and Muthén,
2005). This estimation approach is preferred bexatugprovides unbiased parameter
estimates and standard errors under missing abnaftfAR) (Little and Rubin, 1987).
We use the WLSMYV estimator because it handles ngssata on the covariates which is
where our missing data was situated. All the modaee fitted using Mplus 6 software
(Muthén and Muthén, 2005).

13



Figure 1: Path diagram of the full structural equaton model tested.

Tools —
NS
Register |4
Post —
== E-expressive
Forward  |(4—
Embed "
Sites
News
Sex
Education
Social Class
Civic Skills
Age
Political mterest
Political Efficacy
Trust
E-slalls
Partisanship Block 2: structural equation model

Block 1: MIMIC model

Block 1 in figure 1 above shows the MIMIC modelusture. Put simply, the
unobserved, latent variables are represented hycle @and the observed variables by
boxes. The Ys (e-campaign participation items)thesindicators of the latent variable
and the Xs (age, interest, etc.) are its exogenauses. The arrows represent the strength
and direction of the causal relationships betwd®n dbserved and latent variables of
interest with linear regressions for the Xs andtiomous Ys and non-linear regressions
for binary Ys. The indicator variables are subjecteasurement error while the random

effects on the latent variable are captured (Fmldle and Cutts, 2009; Cutts et al, 2011).
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As shown in block 2, the model allows us to decosepthe direct and indirect
effects of various factors affecting voting in 201Bor instance, e-skills, political
efficacy, trust in politicians, partisanship andifcal interest are allowed to condition
both on the three latent variables measuring e-aampparticipation and vote in 2010.
Thus these variables have an effect via these mesasii e-campaign participation as
well as directly. So for example, part of the effet political interest is transmitted via
the e-campaign participation latent variables. Hwmve the effect of e-campaign
participation on voting in 2010 is net of the diretfect of political interest etc. and can
be considered as an e-participation effect, albeitly determined (itself) by these other
variables. We also measure age effects. Age inetkfas a categorical variable with
separate dummies for young people aged 18-29, eniggkd 30-44, middle older aged
45-59 and old age 60 plus. Socio-demographic fadsex, social class and educat)on
and civic skill§ variables have been identified in the wider pagétion literature as
strongly linked to individuals’ propensity to paipate (Verba et al, 1995). We also
include an internet skills variabléo measure the overall competence of internet ase,
developed by new media scholars to test for anyepeddent effects on rates of
participation, offline and online (Best and Krueg2005). Individuals who have an
interest in politics, feelings of internal efficadyust British politicians and are partisans
are more likely to become politically acti¥&iowever, lower levels of attitudes like trust
may be associated with a propensity to becomeeativinformal forms of participation
(Norris, 1999 & 2003; Dalton, 2004). Nonetheleswse political variables have been
established by scholars as important predictox®tifig (Clarke et al, 2005; 20198).

® Sex is a categorical variable. Both class and atihrtare continuous variables.

® Civic skills is count variable 0-4. However, closaspection of the data found that it was positive
skewed with a z-score of 12.12 for skewness aradgelamount of kurtosis. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z
test of normality also revealed that the distribatwas non-normal. Therefore we log transformectivie
skills to deal with the moderate to excessive arhofiskewness.

" E-skills is also a count variable 0-4. The z-sdoreskewness and kurtosis was 5.65 and -7.56. &l#nc
was log transformed to deal with non-normality.

8 political interest is coded as a dummy — lotsadftical interest = 1; all others = 0. Feelingsefficacy is
distributed normally with no evidence of skewnebwever, missing data here (for 17 cases) was
recalculated by using the mean score. Efficacy welsided as a continuous variable. Trust in paétie
was found to be moderately positively skewed (zsco 2.6) and there was also evidence of negative
kurtosis. We log transformed this variable to remawon-normality and included it as a continuous
variable. Partisanship is coded as a dummy — ntispaship = 1; partisanship = 0.

° After running a number of well established tesisl(ding tolerance statistics and variance infiati
indicators), we found no evidence of multicollingam the model
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Model Results

The fit of the full structural equation model wassassed against standard goodness of fit
measures including Comparative Fit Index (=.95) affte Root Mean Square of
Approximation (.002) and the statistics shown iatkca ‘good’ model fit (Hu and
Bentler, 1999). We also report R-Square statisbcsndividual regressions to illustrate
how well the model explains the outcomes (e-pgaiton latent variables and vote in
2010). Even though all the findings presented is plaper are from the final full model,
for clarity we break down and present the resulthiee steps, corresponding to each of
our three research questions.

(1) Measuring the E-Campaign Participation Latemiridbles

As described above, the three latent variablesesgmt e-campaign participation. Two
latent variables (E-Formal and E-Expressive) ineltittee indicator variables while one
latent variable (E-Information) includes two indimas (visiting official websites and

mainstream news sité&) In simple terms, the latent variable model camhen:

Yij = Aj ) + & (1)
where
n =X+ 2)

Yj is thei-th indicator of thg-th latent variabley;, with loadingA; and unique factors;
(i.e. unshared variance and error). The latentabéesn; accounts for the effects of the
regressiong; on the exogenous causeg s well as the varianégnot accounted for by
Xj. Here it is assumed that error termsgnd() have a mean of zero (Cutts et al, 2011).
In addition to the model shown in equations (1) é&2)dand Figure 1, the latent variables
n; were allowed to correlate freely, representingribe-independence of e-participation.
The model structure also allowed all exogenousipt@d to covary freely.

Table 4 provides the standardised and unstanddrdmsgression estimates of
measurement indicators on the three e-participdéitant variables (for the full model).

The standardised estimates (StdYX) are equivakeriadtor loadings from a common

19 Originally, the e-information latent variable wiasted including a third item (viewing online viggo
The item was removed from the analysis based omtbemation obtained from the modification indices
regression loadings and standard errors.
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factor analysis. The unstandardised estimates foldine tools (e-formal)
embedded/reposted campaign content (e-expressiwd)official candidate sites (e-
information) are constrained to equal 1 with estesdor the other indicator variables
providing relative values. All indicators are sifycantly and positively correlated with
each latent variable. The coefficients and the dastandardised loadings for each
indicator suggest that each latent variable is@lgepresentation of the variables. This is
confirmed by the r-squared statistics which indictite proportion of variance in each
indicator which is explained by the model. Giveattthe indicators are regressed only on
the latent variables, the r-squared values aresduare of the standardised coefficients.
The e-formal latent variable reproduces more them thirds of the variance in online
tools and official register and just under for Ul SNS. For e-expressive, it
reproduces nine tenths of the variance in embedgjgated campaign content and more
than two-thirds of the variance in forwarded cargpacontent and posted comments.
Finally, the e-information latent variable reprodsaine tenths of the variance in official
websites but less than half in mainstream news ieshsTo test the significance of the
independent contribution of each indicator we reedfed the model without each of the
indicators in turn and found that the inclusion ezch indicator made a significant

contribution in the reduction of log likelihood.

Table 4. Estimates of E-Campaign participation indtators on latent variables
(factor loadings, full model)

Variables Estimates) SE  StdYX R?
E-Formal

Online Tools 1.00 - 0.84 0.71
Unofficial SNE 0.92 0.11 0.7¢ 0.62
Official Register 0.9¢ 0.0¢ 0.8 0.71
E-Expressiv

Embedded/Reposted Campaign Content 1.0C - 0.9t 0.9C
Forwarded Campaign Content 0.8¢ 0.0¢ 0.8¢ 0.71
Posted Comments (Blogs/Wall SN et 0.8 0.0¢ 0.8t 0.72
E-Informatior

Official Candidate Sites 1.0C - 0.9t 0.91
Mainstream News Websites/Blogs 0.67 0.07 0.6¢ 0.4¢

Note: Data is weighted. Correlations between e-&dremd e-expressive (0.55** standardised); e-formal
and e-communication (0.38** standardised); e-exgivesand e-communication (0.36** standardised).
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(2) Profiling E-Campaign Participation

Now that we have established latent measures daingsaign participation, which
confirmed our expectation that different types ofire participation could be identified
within our dataset, we now seek to account for Ivenment in these different types of
participation, based on both classic and newerasmgtions of online political activity.
We expect to find different profiles of individuagésgaging in each of the sub-types of e-
participation. Thus before we examine the impacthoe latent variables on voting in
2010, we first examine whether these expectatiomsreet. In figure 1, this is shown by
the causal arrows running into the latent varigdne represents the regression of the
latent variables on the covariates. For each maldelyariance explained (r-square) is at

least a quarter. The estimates for these modelsrasented in Table 5.

Table 5. Regression of latent variables on covarias by E-Campaign: E-Formal, E-
Expressive and E-Information in the 2010 General Ection (Full Model)

Variables E-Formal E-Expressive E-Information
Estimates @) (StdYX) Estimates @) (StdYX) Estimates @) (StdYX)

Young Age 1¢29 0.55** 2 0.52** 2. 0.66** 2
Middle Age 30-44 0.12 .( 0.45** A 0.56** 2
Middle/Older Age 45-59 0.02 .( 0.08 .C -0.01 -.0C
Lots of Political Interest 0.54** 2 0.33* A 0.45** 1
Political Efficacy 0.01 ¢ 0.04 A 0.04** A
Trust 0.69** 2 0.22 .C 0.79** 2
E-Skills 0.66** A 1.85* 3! 1.48** 3
No Partisanship -0.36** -1Z -0.19 -.0€ -0.05 -.0z
R’ 2E 2€ 2¢

Data is weighted. N = 1379. *Significance at thE00evel; ** Significance at the 0.05 level. Refece
category for Age = Age 60 plus

Unsurprisingly, those individuals who are aged leemv 18-29 and those with
online skills are the most likely to engage in falims of e-participation (e-formal, e-
expressive and e-information). Yet, the resultsgesg a distinction in terms of who
participates in these different modes of e-parditgn. Individuals who engage in e-
formal activities are significantly more likely toe aged 18-29 than from older age
groups. Indeed, this seems to be preserve of thagast age group, the standardised

coefficient shows that age 18-29 is the most ingydrpredictor, given the insignificant
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finding for those aged 30-44 and above. This ¢feeointrasts with those engaged in e-
expressive and e-informationn activities where hbthyoungest and middle age groups
are significant drivers. Apart from being aged B8-#hose who engage in e-formal
activities are also significantly more likely to beerested in politics, trust politicians,
have online skills and are less likely to be nortipans. By contrast, apart from being in
the youngest or middle age groups, those who engageexpressive activities are
significantly more likely to have online skills. \Né having an interest in politics does
matter, albeit at the 10% level, the standardisaefficients reveal that having online
skills is by far the strongest and most importarived of e-expressive participation.
Engaging in e-expressive campaign—related activitee not associated with formal
politics as measured by partisanship and trusblitigans. These activities seem to be
attracting those previously unengaged profilesitidens, namely those who are young,
have strong online skills and have some interegtoiitical matters but not in a formal
sense through an attachment to a party or politsca feeling efficacious. The results for
the e-expressive mode are particularly interesimghese are unusual suspects of taking
part in an activity related to the campaign — aeconventional political event. One
explanation may be explained by the fact that thastvities are being conducted
informally (targeting of friends, family and collgaes rather than on official political
agents).

Those who engage in e-information activities doehavsimilar profile to those
who participate in e-formal campaign related atiggi For instance, they are
significantly more likely to be from the youngegieagroup, have online skills, trust
politicians, and have a strong interest in pollticatters. Unlike those engaged in e-
formal activities, those aged 30-44 are also sicgnittly more likely to be involved in e-
information activities than those in the older @geups. As with e-expressive activities,
the insignificant effect of partisanship strengthtihe model of e-information activities
suggests that not all online campaign-related giesvare conducted by the same profile
of strong party supporters. Another important prexti of e-information is political
efficacy. Here we examine the effect of internalitmal efficacy (politics are too

complicated to understand) and find that thoseviddals who find politics and
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government less complicated are significantly mdikely to be engaged in e-

communication activities.

(3) E-Campaign Patrticipation on Vote in 2010

Now that we have established these measures ahpaign participation and examined
which factors stimulate e-engagement, we now tarour hypotheses which relate to the
impact of e-campaign activities on voting in thel@@eneral election. In this section we
are interested in whether or not e-campaign as/ihave a significant influence on
whether an individual voted or not in the 2010 geahelection after controlling for socio-
economic variables (sex, class and education) &her opolitical drivers such as
partisanship, political efficacy and trust in pigiians. The direct effect estimates for
these regression models by party are presentedtite B.

Table 6. Regression of 2010 Vote on E-Campaign (Esfmal, E-Expressive and E-
Information) and Control Variables (Full Model)

Variables Vote 201(

Estimates @) (StdYX)
Sex -0.10 -.04
Young Age 18-29 -1.53** -.54
Middle Age 30-44 -1.02** -.38
Middle/Older Age 45-59 -0.45** -.16
Social Clas: 0.20** .19
Education 0.13** .15
Lots of Political Interest 0.19 .05
Political Efficacy -0.02 -.05
Trust 0.42* .10
Civic Skills 0.39* .07
E-Skills -0.31 -.0€
No Partisanship -0.39** -11
E-Formal -0.06 -.04
E-Expressive -0.02 -.02
E-Information 0.35** 31
R? 41

Data is weighted. N = 1379. *Significance at thE00evel; ** Significance at the 0.05 level.
Reference category for Age = Age 60 plus.
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The model explains more than forty per cent of\aa@ance in turnout in 2010. In
general, the established patterns of voting arefirooed. Firstly, socio-economic
variables were significant drivers of turnout, witke likelihood of voting significantly
higher for those in the older age groups, among&delcated individuals and those in the
higher social class positions. However, there wassignificant sex effect. Those
individuals with civic skills were also significdptmore likely to vote. Other political
factors were also key drivers of turnout. Thosawviddials more trusting of politicians
were significantly more likely to vote while thokess attached to a particular party were
predictably significantly less likely to particigatPolitical interest was a surprisingly
insignificant, although given that it was a sigegfint predictor of all three latent e-
campaign related activities, it is likely to have imdirect effect on turnout via these
latent measures. Internal political efficacy andirenskills were also insignificant after
controlling for other factor§:

As regards the types of e-campaign related padticip, the e-formal and e-
expressive activities did not have any significaffiect on turnout. Based on our findings,
the individual profile of those engaged in thesenfal and informal e-campaign related
activities are quite different, hence the interatieh of these insignificant effects need
further explanationln the previous section, e-formal participants wiaividuals who
are politically interested and trust politiciansit Imore crucially feel close to a political
party. Given the latter, such individuals who papte in online formal activities (e.g.
using official online tools to help parties in theampaign) are already more likely to
vote, given that they strongly support a politigarty, before accessing these online
applications.By contrast, e-expressive participants, despitér tleeels of interest in
political matters, would have not been expectelda@ctive in formal activities related to
the campaign. We have argued the informality of tlurm of e-participation might
explain their actual engagement in such activitiethe online environment. Given that

voting is one of the most formal forms of politigadrticipation, that would explain why

1 Here we defined internal political efficacy as wier politics was too complicated or not. Convemio
theories and models of turnout often define pdlitiefficacy as an individuals sense that he/shetlmas
skills and resources to influence the politicalgass. This measure is commonly used in rationaiceho
models of turnout — whether an individual feelsr¢his a chance of being influential or not (seeeRi&nd
Ordershook, 1973; Blais, 2000) — and civic voluistar where a combination of social characteristics,
contexts and psychology are used to explain paliparticipation.
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despite being attracted to the campaign arena, whs not sufficient to enhance a
motivation towards turning out on election day. Blrer, the online feature of the
participatory act may also be relevant here wigsséhindividuals possibly more likely to
be mobilised in a hypothetical online election tleare which requires registering and
voting by conventional methods (filling out a formnd sending by post or visiting the
polling booth).

Unlike the other latent measures of e-campaign teelaactivities, those
individuals who engaged in e-information activitiegre significantly more likely to
vote. Indeed the standardised effect is extrenmerigel, and after age, it was the most
important predictor of turnout in the 2010 geneslalction when compared against other
variables. Like e-formal participants, those englamee-information activities share an
interest in political matters and tend to trustiggméns but they are not attached to a
political party and are politically efficacious. k&, these individuals are more likely to
be influenced to vote by looking at candidates’ sis or news websites/blogs rather

than out of loyalty for a political party.

Conclusions

The emergence and rise of online participatoryaets has offered a new opportunity to
consider the multi-dimensional nature of politipakticipation. Does online participation
differentiate or cluster into distinctive modes,isishe case with offline activities and if
so to what extent does is ‘look’ like or replicdteese previous types of engagement
(Krueger, 2002; Gibson et al, 2005; Jensen etQdl/ 2Anduiza et al, 2010)? This paper
has sought to fill this gap by offering a more depbated measurement of e-campaign
participation which has then been used to testmtsbilization effects on offline
involvement, here defined as voting.

Using structural equation modelling, we first telste theoretical typology that
classified e-campaign behaviours into different e®dtaking into account two
characteristics — level of active engagement requand the target of the behaviour (i.e.
formal or informal). Our results identified threeaim types of e-campaign participation:
e-formal, that centered on interacting with offi@ators (political parties), e-expressive,

that centered on interacting in public forums witrers and other citizens to voice one’s
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political views and finally e-information gatheriragtivities that involved individual
consumption of online news about the election. Isegond step we observed the
predictors of engaging in each of these new modes-aampaign participation. Our
findings support that we are dealing with distimzides, particularly with regard to the e-
expressive type of participation. The profile otizgns engaging in these sharing
activities appeared to have a less positive oriemiatoward the political system than
those undertaking e-formal and e-information gatigeactivities. These results suggest a
potential mobilizing effect.

We tested this mobilizing effect of these differémtms of e-campaign participation
on voting in the 2010 UK General Election. In partar in line with a number of
previous studies we find that engaging in e-infdfama gathering activities is
significantly linked to an increased likelihoodwadting, suggesting a mobilizing potential
of the internet in this regard. Engagement in thexgressive and e-formal modes was
found to have no effect on individuals’ likelihoad voting. For e-formal participation
we see this as somewhat predictable in that thebeiduals are more highly motivated
and attached to a political party than averageyHne already highly involved in politics
and further involvement in the e-campaign is umjike increase their likelihood of
voting. Such an explanation does not hold so wall dur e-expressive participants,
however, who appear to be relative newcomers tqeaggn-related participation. Indeed
we would argue that these individuals were probabthycted by the informality of these
activities, and that engaging in them provides hei@us or immediate trigger into more
official types of engagement.

The results are significant both conceptually andthmdologically. First, they
confirm that e-participation is not a homogenousimirdimensional concept and should
be broken down into distinctive activities befongyamobilizing effects are assessed.
Second, within these different types of e-partitgpg some are clearly the domain of
‘usual suspects’ and are attracting already adiitvzens. Others, however, are appealing
to citizens who are not highly involved with patgi and while they are not necessarily
increasing their interest in voting, they may hisirg their levels of political engagement
and support for the system in other subtler waysally, despite being undertaken

largely by those who are highly interested and eupge of the political system,
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accessing news and information about the electaws &appear to provide an additional
stimulus to voting. The sudden disappearance atiqadl interest in our final model,
supports our claim for mobilization here in thatsiiggest that e-information related
activities may be absorbing and increasing levélsotitical interest, creating a virtuous
circle that leads to voting. Future work clearlyeds to investigate this positive spiral of
attention to online news and information. Notaldgent work by Boulianne (2011) in the
U.S. context is helpful in this regard by reportthgt e-information activities increased
levels of political interest among those alreadgriested. Whether this booster effect is
ultimately democratizing, however, is also an intaot question for further research to
address. If online resources really do providegaiBcant additional boost to ‘real world’
participation for those already attentive to thditpal system, then conclusions of
reinforcement in participatory biases would seemldom larger than claims for
mobilization.
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Appendix A: variables from BMRB survey

Variable

Coding

e-campaign
participation

Vote

Se»

Age

Educatior

Did during the campaign. 0 No — 1 Yes

- Read or accessed any party or candidate prodicagaign sites
(home pages, official Facebook profile, official abe channel,
etc.).

- Signed up to receive information from a partandidate (a
twitter feed, a news alert or e-newsletter) orstaged online as a
supporter or friend of a party or candidate onrtheibsite or social
networking site (e.g. Facebook, MySpace etc.).

- Used any of the online tools to help partiesardidates in their
campaign (e.g. sent or posted official party mated other people
by email or text, set up or got involved in a caigpaneeting or
event, downloaded a party logo or material to puyaur own site
or profile etc.).

- Read or accessed any mainstream news websitesvsrblogs to
get information about the campaign (e.g. BBC nemie, The
Guardian online, etc.).

- Viewed or accessed videos with unofficial poéitior election
related content.

- Joined or started a political or election relageolup on a social
networking site (e.g. Facebook, MySpace etc.).

- Posted comments of a political nature, on yooghbr a wall of a
social networking site (either yours or someone’s)s

- Forwarded unofficial campaign content (links tdeo, news
stories, jokes etc.) to friends, family or colleagwia email, sms,
twitter or through your facebook network.

- Embedded or reposted unofficial campaign corflerits to video,
news stories, jokes etc.) on your own online pdigesa social
networking profile, blog or homepage).

Voted in the last General Election 2010
0 No
1Yes

0 Male - 1 Femal

18-95 years ol

Recoded:

Young age (18-29) — Middle Age (30-44) — Middle/&d\ge (45-
59)

0 None/Primary incomple
1 Primary

2 Secondary incomplete
3 Secondary

30



Social Clas

Civic skills

E-skills

Internal Efficac

Trust in British
politicians

Interest in politic

Partisanship strenc

4 High schoc

5 Further between high school and university
6 University degree

7 Doctorate

1A
2B
3C1
4C2
5D
6 E

Scale -4. Sum index of activities done in last 12 mon

Written a letter; Gone to a meeting taking pantiaiking decisions;
Planned or chaired a meeting; Given a presentatiepeech.

Log transformed

Scale 4. Sum index of activities done in last 12 mon

Sent an attachment with an email; Posted an avidieo, or image
file to the internet; Personally designed a webpadgdog;
Downloaded a software programme from the internet

Log transformed

0 Politics extremely complicat
10 Politics not at all complicated

0 No trus
10 A great deal of trust
Log transformed

None

Not very much

Some

Quite a lot

A great deal

Recoded into binary: A great deal - other catexgori

Non partisa

Not very strong

Fairly strong

Very strong

Recoded into binary: Non partisanship — other categ
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