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Introduction


Every presidential nomination campaign cycle sees some change in the process.  These alterations bring new challenges and opportunities for the candidates who aspire to become their party’s presidential nominee.  It might be a televised debate such as that which took place between Nixon and Kennedy in 1960.  It could be new rules set down by the national committee which opened up the process and increased the number of primaries in 1972, or the campaign finance rules passed by Congress that altered the playing field in 1976.  Change could be found each cycle in a varied primary and caucus calendar as states shift their dates for strategic purposes.  It might even be the introduction of new tools for finding, communicating with and persuading voters.  In the twenty first century, the “new media” are the next innovation for presidential candidates, just as radio and television and the computerized data bases revolutionized the process in earlier decades.  Today candidates are incorporating the innovations that have emerged during the “e”volution in communication, marketing and fundraising.  The analog world is now a digital one, and presidential candidates are a part of the transformation.


While the same basic goals for campaigns apply – get the message out and the voters into the voting booth, the tools to accomplish these goals are quite different today.  We can still recognize the spot ad, the news story, the talking points, the spin, but they are now delivered to the public via new media and traditional media.  Candidates still rely heavily on television advertising when they can afford the cost.  They know that most Americans still watch television, but they also know that increasingly, those same individuals are visiting the Internet for information and entertainment.  Now candidates can air ads over the Internet at much less cost, while simultaneously airing them on radio and television as in the past.  Ads that once were only seen in a handful of states are seen by millions on the candidate’s website, You Tube, or one of the many video hubs on the Internet.  Banner ads are bought in newspapers but they are also viewed online.  Candidates with little money can use creativity and an inexpensive software program to create an ad, run it and hope that it goes viral as those who view it send it to others or embed it in their blogs.  Candidates can send thousands of emails a day out to supporters and potential supporters. This is in addition to the phone banks that they still utilize.  They can harness the power of the internet to have supporters from all over the country send them donations, easily and repeatedly.  They can create networks of supporters across the country within an online community where there is no spiral of silence, but rather a tornado of talking about their candidate. Even if they live in an area where no one supports their candidate, an individual can connect with thousands of others (Deaniacs or Paulenistas), perhaps allowing the candidate to keep that support which before might have been lost.  The new media landscape is one that is less costly, open to the grassroots and activism, run on a 24/7 timeframe, and one that allows for discourse.  It is also a landscape that can be sabotaged by opponents and their supporters.
  This paper explores the nature of this new landscape and how it is being used by the public and the candidates.  It explores the questions:  which candidates seem to utilize these new tools effectively and which do not, what are the implications of its use by the public and candidates, and how might the new media provide research opportunities for political scientists.

What is new media?


New media is a general term covering non-traditional ways of delivering information.
  In most cases it refers to many different forms of electronic communication that have emerged since the primary text-based and non-interactive forms of online communication.  It moves beyond analog and into the digital technology.  When we talk about new media today we are referencing things like streaming video and audio, virtual reality environments, interactive user interfaces, online communities, live internet broadcasting, and so on.  We can also include new manifestations of communication such as weblogs (hereby referred to as blogs) and social networking sites as well as user generated content sites such as Digg and You Tube.  Both the hardware and applications can be considered new media.  Cell phones and iPods could be considered part of the new media.  Things like RSS feeds and Barack Obama ring tones figure into the new media environment.  Even the old analog media can reinvent themselves on the web – by becoming digital.  


Reading the new media version of the New York Times is very different than reading the paper version.  Online, you find and read the story much as you would your paper version, but online you have many more choices and opportunities to explore beyond a typical sidebar.  You may watch a supplemental video offering on the story topic, interact on the discussion board, click on an embedded hyperlink that takes you to a related story, or quickly peruse Wikipedia to look up some information that you found intriguing but was only briefly mentioned in the story.  You might even send this story to a friend via email or tag it for your Delicious page.  By most people’s standards, the experience is enriched.  There are more places to go and things to see and do.  Everything is linked and the opportunity for learning is almost infinite.  That is the potential of new media, and it has implications for how we learn about political candidates. Forget about having a major news entity intermediate your choice of information.  Today, a good search engine and some time is all one needs to investigate a candidate.  If the candidate is an office holder, one can generate information on his or her voting record, campaign contributions, skeletons in his or her closet, and so on.  


Since most of the new media are utilized primarily through the Internet, it is here that we go next.  If we wish to explore the potential for new media for helping presidential candidates get out their message and reach their public, we need to see what the nature of this market is before making such assessments.

	Who uses the Internet and how is it used?



According to the Pew Research Center in 2007, 73% of Americans have utilized the Internet for some purpose.  A recent Harris Poll survey, which polled 2,062 adults in July and October of 2007, found that 79 percent of adults -- about 178 million -- go online spending an average 11 hours a week on the Internet.  Moreover, the Internet public is beginning to look more like the public in general.  While there are still gaps in age, income, and race, overall the increases in usage have added older, less educated, more racially diverse users to the population. (The Harris Poll, #108, November 5, 2007)  Access to the Internet has increased overall and continues to expand at a healthy rate.  However, while Internet usage has increased one wonders how much of this increase has individuals searching for candidate news and information rather than bargains on Ebay?


The latest data on Internet use of news and campaign information suggests that 72% of the general public went online to get news; 54% went online to get political news or information about candidates or upcoming campaigns  (Pew Internet & American Life Project Tracking surveys (February-March 2007; August 2006).  More individuals are citing the Internet as a primary news source.  While television still dominates, the number of individuals who use the internet as the primary source for news information has been increasing steadily.  


Who are these people who use the internet for news information?  Studies suggest that a decade ago this would have been composed mostly of male, white, wealthy individuals, but are today more mainstream in nature.  The profile of the news/information consumer on the Internet is now roughly even between male and female.  It is still disproportionately white (as is the voting electorate), relatively young (about three-quarters of them falling between the 18-49 years old category), but increasingly more “silver surfers” are utilizing the Internet.  A positive development in the use of the Internet is the roughly equal distribution among household income categories.  The fact that computers are becoming increasingly accessible via lower prices and more widespread use in public schools may be the reason we see more access to and use of the Internet.  Moreover, the emergence of social networks, such as Facebook and MySpace, increased consumer activity, and increased entertainment available through the Internet generated demand – taking the computer out of the workplace and putting it in the home place.   Education is still a factor however – those with some college education dominate the Internet news consumer cohort.  Thus, those who utilize the Internet, particularly for news and political information, do tend to be among the more educated in our society.


What is most striking about the group of individuals who use the Internet and its offering to seek political news and information is the fact that this information may be critical to their election choices.   According to Pew’s survey a majority of them used this information to help them decide how to vote.  Indeed about one third of them suggested that information they received online was the determining factor in voting for or against an individual.

So while calculations of how many people currently use the Internet for political, and in particular campaign information has varied, there is no question that the numbers have increased.  For the most part, the typical individual who uses the Internet for campaign information is generally using this platform to find out where candidates stand on issues and to research their voting record.  This may be an indication of the ease by which this is accomplished through new media and the general difficulty posed by the traditional media.  In most instances consumers of television and radio news must constantly watch in order to find out what a candidate is saying on a topic, and because policy stances may not necessarily be news or evoke special coverage, this passive medium does not allow the information consumer to make choices but to take what can be gotten.  New media, on the other hand, allow the consumer not only to “find” what is required, but oftentimes to add something to what is already there
.  This is particularly valuable to those who have strong stands on particular issues and want to know what the candidate has done or said in that area.  It can also be somewhat challenging to candidates.  The time where they can say one thing to one audience and something else to another is over.  Even if the press is not at an event, there might be a blogger or an ordinary citizen who posts the information somewhere on the web.

That was the good online news; this is the bad online news…


One of the more interesting findings in recent studies of Internet use is also one that has implications for the population’s exposure to political news and information  The Project for Excellence in Journalism study, The Latest News Headlines—Your Vote Counts (September 12, 2007), suggests that citizen generated news is more diverse and more transitory in nature.  Unlike the relative homogeneity of news found in the mainstream media, they found that Internet users were more likely to view and email each other a very eclectic batch of news, very often more practical in nature or entertaining.
  Even while there were some potential problems with the study, there still seems to be a great deal of face validity to the suggestion that if news content were user-generated, it might be somewhat different than that of a traditional news organization given the interests of the population at large.  This fits in with established uses and gratification theory with regard to information consumption.  


Markus Prior’s work (2005) and those of others suggested that such an outcome might occur.  Prior argued that greater media choice allows people to find their preferred content.  Those who like political information will have greater ease in finding it, while those who prefer entertainment and the like, will as well.  Now that there is no need to sit in front of the television and listen to the political news before hearing the sports, there are many who will receive no political news.  And thus, according to Prior, the increased media choice actually widens the gap in political knowledge and political action rather than as others have suggested, getting many more involved in politics.  


But just as those who like to be entertained do not have to sit through the news or be forced to watch the debates or the State of the Union because now there is cable and satellite, the new media allow presidential candidates and candidates in general, to become a part of entertainment.  Indeed, even before the revolution of new media, candidates found their way to places like the Arsenio Hall Show, Oprah and Late Night with David Letterman.  Some, like John McCain, made it into blockbuster movies.  He did a cameo appearance in Wedding Crashers and on the popular Fox drama 24.  Hillary Clinton received some summer blockbuster exposure for her campaign in The Simpson’s Movie as Scratchy’s ’08 vice presidential running mate. Most recently, Mike Huckabee launched his campaign’s advertising efforts with an immensely entertaining but politically effective spot in which Chuck Norris, celebrity tough guy, endorsed his campaign.  The ad lauched on You Tube on November 18, and by December 23, it had over one million views.
  So it may be the gap can be broached by effective, yet entertaining ads and debates such as CNN’s You Tube debate that generated a significant number of views for both parties’ forums.
Sources of Internet News:  Not what you would expect


According to Johnson et al. (2007) politically-interested Internet users relied more on blogs more than any other news source for news and information.  Moreover, these blogs were judged as more credible than online newspaper sites, online cable television sites, and online broadcast news sites.  Their heavy usage by Internet users has been explained primarily by four reasons:  community, convenience, fact-checking, and information seeking.  Blogs tend to foster a sense of community among users.  There is a sense of belonging, of sharing perspectives.  Often blogs encourage commentary and a visitor to the blog might interact with others who read and post with regularity.  


One type of blog –referred to as a filter-type – is favored by users because they aggregate information from many different sites.  Blogs are different from corporate owned media and therefore are more likely to dive into issues that users care about but that may be controversial (Johnson et al. 2007).
  For the most part, the blogs that dominate on the web are tech ones. If one utilized Technorati (a website that tracks who says what on the web) to generate the most linked to weblog, you would find that the Huffington Post is rated number 5, the Daily Kos is number 12.  There is not a conservative blog that rates in the top 20.  That may say something about the ideological nature of the web.  While conservatives dominate talk radio, liberals dominate the web.  In a Pew survey taken in 2004, they found that the most active and politically engaged Internet users are more liberal than conservative, more Democratic than Republican, but suggested that this would change as Internet usage became more widespread, and I would add, as candidates of the Republican Party begin to utilize the power of the Internet to their advantage.  This moves us to the next question, so how are the candidates in 2008 utilizing these new tools? It is clear that the electorate is online, so have the candidates responded? Are they using the power of the web effectively?
New Media and the Candidates: Who Wins the Internet Primary?

The Hired Guns

Did you know that before the Invisible primary and the Money Primary, and before the Internet primary there is the Political Operative primary?  Every season, those in the know, watch carefully as potential presidential candidates start recruiting the top advisors to their campaigns.  Many may remember the tussle between John Kerry and John Edwards to win Bob Shrum to their respective campaigns.  Now this contest has been expanded to OPOs (Online Political Operatives) and just as we use the campaigns political talent to assess its chances for success in the primaries, so do we use the OPOS to determine who has the better talent and organization in the online battle.  


 In 2004, political operatives were just beginning to create non-static, interactive websites (Williams and Tedesco, 2006).  In fact, E-campaigning got its name when Joe Trippi, campaign manager for Howard Dean, utilized the web to raise almost $8 million dollars in the second quarter of 2003.  This was staggering figure for Dean who was not considered one of the frontrunners, and certainly not someone with access to a traditional fundraising network.  Trippi was the first to integrate an Internet team with the more traditional campaign structure.  In fact, he hired Matt Gross, who is credited with starting the first presidential campaign weblog. In 2004 he did much the same thing for Erskine Bowles’ U.S. Senate campaign in North Carolina.  Gross now works for the John Edward’s campaign.


Priot to this in 2000, about a third of Americans went online to learn information relative to the campaign.  The candidates had websites, but little was interactive outside of the making a contribution - you gave and the candidate interacted with you by sending a thank you message. There was certainly not streaming video or meet up requests, and there were no social networking applications available at that time.  


In 2004, presidential candidate websites received a update – now they had blogs, donate now buttons with faster processing times, massive email lists, and Meetup event tools that were utilized first by the Dean campaign.  Some campaigns looked askew at these changes as nothing more than bells and whistles, not effective tools for generating and organizing support, but these naysayers quickly moved to replicate and enhance the innovations that existed when they saw that it could and did have an impact.  


In 2008, basically every candidate has at least one online strategist or web consultant.  Hillary Clinton’s online strategist, Peter Dauo, also worked for Kerry-Edwards 2004.  Dauo was considered a liberal blogger, one of the most well-known in political circles as well, having created Slate.com’s Dauo Report.  Adding Dauo to her staff was thought to help Hillary with the liberal left, a group that she had found herself having to court due to her stance on Iraq.  


Hillary Clinton’s online team consists of Nathaniel Pearlman, her Chief Technology Officer, who is also the Founder and Director of NGP Software.  His company deals with donor management and compliance, voter contact management, integrated services like broadcast email, website design/build, and web tools that take care of contribution processing.  His company, NGP, works only with Democrats and is one of the leaders in the field.  Daou’s official title is Internet Director.  Crystal Patterson (from the Daily Kos) is the official Blogger. Kevin Thurman is the Deputy Internet Director, and Mia Griswold handles email.  Clinton has about six others who serve on her e-campaign division. Hers is one of the largest and most organized Internet teams.  


Barack Obama’s staff is also large. At its head is Joe Rospars, New Media Director.  Rospars worked on the Howard Dean campaign in 2004.
 He is also one of the founding partners of Blue State Digital, a company that specializes in Internet strategy, communications and fundraising.  Josh Orton, who was fired or resigned (not sure which actually occurred) from the campaign in October of 2007, had been the Deputy New Media Director.  The dispute was over blogger outreach according to press releases from the Obama campaign.  Obama has his own blogger as paid staff, Sam Graham-Felsen, who wrote for The Nation and created their VideoNation.  Obama’s campaign employs two more individuals who focus primarily on video, and one other who deals with email traffic


The Edwards campaign hired Aaron Myers as Director of Internet Operations.  Myers worked for the Kerry/Edwards campaign in much the same capacity and for Gore/Lieberman in 2000.  He also worked for Sen. Tom Harkin.  Edwards had two Senior Advisors for Online Communications, Mathew Gross and Ryan Montoya.  Ben Brandzel is the Director of Online Communications and Organizing.  His name is probably familiar to many given his association with MoveOn.org.  He worked with them as Advocacy Director and with the Howard Dean campaign in 2004.  Tracy Russo is the Online Communications Manager.  She had worked previously as the Blogger and Online Outreach Coordinator for The Democratic National Committee.


Typically the top tier candidates win the OPO primary.  They are able to recruit tech-savvy, yet politically hardwired talent.  Most of these operatives have worked in political campaigns or political organizations and have tremendous experience.  Once we move beyond this pool of talent, we find fewer experienced OPOs.  Most of the lower tier candidates are relying on younger talent.  These are college grads who are tech savvy, but with less campaign experience.  And most of the lower tier candidates have three or fewer, most typically one or two OPOs.  


As to the Republican campaigns, we find a more varied group of OPOs.  Most of the candidates do not have the eCampaign staff that the leading Democrats have in their campaigns.  Many are less experienced.  Giuliani had one of the real “gets” on the Republican side of the tech savvy world, Patrick Ruffini.  Ruffini was Webmaster for the Bush 2004 reelection campaign and then went to work for the RNC.  His blog was considered one of the first serious attempts on behalf of the Republicans to build an online community. He is one of the young (graduated from college in 2000) conservative tech savvy operatives that Republicans are hoping will generate positive activity on the Internet for them.  In fact, Ruffini has started his own online community called eCorps, which seeks to unite all tech savvy conservative “geeks” as he calls them.


As to the other leading candidates, Mitt Romney was able to recruit Mindy Finn as Director of eStrategy.  Her background is probably one of the strongest, having worked for the RNC and Rick Santorum running blogs, websites and so forth. She was also Web Master for Bush-Cheney ’04.


Huckabee, who has been rising in the polls recently, has seen his internet buzz and traffic to his website increase tremendously over the November and December months of 2007.  He has a moderately sized team of mostly little-known professionals and some recent college grads.  Kirsten Fedewa is his Internet Director. Her experience comes mostly from her work with the Governor’s Association as press secretary.  Huckabee also employs an official Blogger, a Director of Online Communication, and a MySpace Page Moderator.  His campaign opos may be among the least experienced of the current first tier.  Recently, after one of the Republican debates, the Huckabee campaign lost its server and had to endure 24 hours of being offline.  They were unable to answer the multitude of emails coming in after the debate.


McCain’s eCampaig Director is Michael Palmer, who worked in Bush-Cheney ‘04 campaign.  He also has a deputy director, Mark SooHoo and a videographer.  Both Palmer and SooHoo came from Campaign Solutions, a Republican eCampaign consulting firm. McCain also employs a videographer.


Fred Thompson’s staff listings are the most interesting, particularly their titles.  Michael Turk is listed as “Chief Architect” of Website and eCampaign.  Turk has his own blog, Kung Fu Quip, and comes to the campaign from the RNC and Bush Cheney ’04.  Thompson’s team also has a New Media Consultant, and staffer dedicated to Web Outreach.  


Ron Paul is by far the dominant name in the eCampaign on the Republican side.  Yet he has, by far, the most limited eCampaign staff, and relies more on his supporters to provide support than paid staff members.  His Internet director, Justine Lam, also serves as his Office Manager.  Lam is only 28 years old, and when covered by the media, there is always a reference to her “hat-cam”, the device she uses to capture Ron Paul’s events to stream onto the Internet.  However, the campaign has raised a tremendous amount of money, all of it online, and the Paul supporters are the most active on the Internet.


In summary, the Democratic candidates have more and better support in the eCampaign area and that is primarily due to the source pool for such talent.  At this juncture, the political geek squad tends to be more left-leaning than right leaning.  Young Republican OPOs are working to change that and during the next campaign cycles we will probably see more talent emerging for the Republicans, particularly if the campaign outcomes suggest that the eCampaign mattered.

Candidate Websites

Given the resources spent on developing an eCampaign, do we see individuals, particularly in those states that candidates care about, utilizing the web as part of their information-gathering, decision-making routines?  Research suggests that websites matter, particularly as a means to learn about the candidate and as an impression builder about the candidate (Trammell et al. 2006).
A recent survey conducted by Pew examined the use of new media techniques in Iowa and New Hampshire, primarily looking at whether or not the websites of the candidates were being utilized by potential voters in these early states.  They found that 30% of likely voters in Iowa and 29% in New Hampshire have said that they have visited candidate websites. Roughly the same percentages have viewed candidate videos on line as well.  Far fewer have joined a social networking page such as Facebook or MySpace. On average about 7.5% of likely primary/caucus participants in Iowa and New Hampshire joined one of these social networking pages.  The Pew report suggests that the numbers found were similar to what has been seen in national surveys at this juncture of the campaign, particularly those choosing to “network” with the candidates.  (Pew 2007 Campaign ‘Robo-Calls’ Pervasive)  It is highly likely that social networking is still dominated by younger individuals, and this would explain the somewhat lower percentages in this category.  Most of the candidates are simply not that interesting or attractive to younger voters, with the exception of Barack Obama.  While there are older adults utilizing the Internet to learn about and interact with the candidates, most of them are not likely to have a Facebook or MySpace page created and thus linkable to a candidate’s page.


All of the candidates competing for their party’s nomination have a website.  Yet how does one assess whether or not the candidates are utilizing their web pages well? What kind of traffic are they generating? Who visits, and who does so regularly? Since so much of the Internet is business oriented, the tools to evaluate the effectiveness of websites are quite accessible.  In fact, anyone with access to the Internet can utilize a tool called Website Grader by Hubspot to generate a report that compares competitive websites.  Website Grader is generally used for comparing commercial enterprises on the web, but it is an an effective means to evaluate candidate websites as well. 


In Tables 1 and 2 below, a summary score is visible for the websites of the leading candidates.  In Table 1 the Democratic leaders are compared.  First there is an overall grade.  What this grade means is that of the thousands of websites that have been previously submitted to the tool, the algorithm has calculated that this site scores higher than that percentage in terms of its marketing effectiveness.  For Obama and Clinton, their scores suggest that they have strong websites, outperforming 99 percent of the websites evaluated by Website Grader.  John Edward’s score of 88 suggests that his website is not as effective.


After the overall grade, the report provides some additional information.  These are a few of the things that the algorithm takes into consideration in determining the grade, but these are not all of the factors.  The ones listed in the table tend to be factors that are often used to determine how much traffic a website may have.  For example, take Google PageRank.  This measure relies on the uniquely democratic nature of the web by using its vast link structures as an indicator of an individual page value.  Google will interpret a link from page A to page B as a vote by page A for page B.  Moreover, Google does not only count how many “votes” a page has, but the “authority” of the linking (voting) page.  When an important page links to your page then it is weighted more heavily.  This number is basically a score on a scale that ranges from 0 to 10.  The higher the score the stronger the page is deemed to be.  For example, Yahoo.com has a Google Rank of 9.  The candidates evaluated in Table 1 are basically in the same position in terms of their page rank.  They roughly share a similar number of linkages by similar types of pages.  In Table 2, we see a bit more variation, with McCain and Giuliani having the strongest scores.


Alexa does something a bit different.  Alexa is an online service that measures the approximate traffic for millions of websites on the Internet.  If you visit Alexa.com, you can generate your own comparison of the web traffic across websites. Results are the percentage of global Internet users that visited your page on a particular day.  In the graphs below, one can see that Obama’s website has had consistently more traffic and an increase in traffic over the last three months.   Clinton has a consistently higher amount of traffic relative to Edwards, whose traffic has been consistent but flat.  Biden and Dodd are at the bottom.  Kucinich cannot even been seen in terms of traffic and was therefore eliminated from the analysis.  Dodd’s traffic has increased, and this may be due to some innovations on his website.  Recently Dodd introduced his Channel 2 where he will stream live action from his campaign headquarters onto the webpage.  Thus, people who are generally interested in how campaigns work might be inclined to visit his page. One thing to note is that the there do seem to be some similarities in terms of peaks and valleys in daily page views across the Democratic candidates.  This suggests that visitors are responding to similar external catalysts that may get them to candidate websites.  This is a question for future analysis.  What motivates the public to go to particular candidate websites? Will the same types of theories that explain general information seeking also explain purposeful web-surfing? Do the traditional media, particularly television and radio create the “push” to go to a candidate websites, or do candidates themselves and the process, create a “pull” to their websites?  Some work has been done that compares the relative impact of traditional media versus the Internet (Kaid 2003), but there is a great deal we do not know as of yet.

The Republican candidates are getting much less traffic generally, although they do evince a number of spikes. These spikes correlate with the spike in traditional media coverage as well.  We can see the Fred Thompson spike and the relatively quick return to normal.  And we can see Huckabee’s traffic increase.  Generally, however, the Republican websites have similar traffic patterns with Romney have the slight edge over time, and Huckabee clearly dominating as interested individuals visit his website given his recent rise to the first tier. As to Ron Paul, I have included a separate graph for him.  There is no comparison in terms of daily page views.  He dominates all the candidates.
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In Table 1 and 2, I present the Alexa Ranks for each candidate.  If a site has extremely limited traffic, it will not even generate an Alexa rank score.  The rank ranges from 1 (Alexa currently ranks Yahoo.com as the most trafficked website on the Internet globally) to an outer limit that is bounded by the total number of websites that are included in the days analysis.  For example, Ebay might be ranked 20th, Scholastic might be ranked 8,334th, and Biden’s website might be ranked 177,781st.  Currently, Huckabee and Obama dominate the traffic ratings.  And increased traffic does appear to mirror increased poll numbers.  This, too, may be a question that political scientists wish to address in the future.  How are the two related?  As poll numbers increase does this lead more to seek out information on the web? Or is it the other way around? Or do both respond to some other external factor such as coverage in the traditional media? 

	Table 1:  Summary Score for Democratic Candidate Websites by Website Grader

	Section
	Obama
	Clinton
	Edwards

	Website Grade
	99
	99
	88

	Google Page Rank
	7
	6
	6

	Alexa Rank
	18,730
	33,338
	67,909

	Yahoo Inbound Links
	539,846
	433,241
	106,081

	Delicious Saved Count
	873
	389
	27

	Google Indexed Pages
	1,350
	4,130
	24


	Table 2:  Summary Score for Republican Candidate Websites by Website Grader

	Section
	Paul
	Huckabee
	Romney
	Rudy
	McCain

	Website Grade
	99
	97
	92
	93
	99

	Google Page Rank
	7
	4
	5
	6
	6

	Alexa Rank
	6,282
	41,101
	64,466
	91,217
	104,128

	Yahoo Inbound Links
	1,600,630
	347,176
	293,812
	340,941
	187,901

	Delicious Saved Count
	640
	7
	6
	2
	5

	Google Indexed Pages
	688
	2,050
	6,200
	5,300
	6,070



Inbound links are one of the most important measures for a website.  This measures how many other sites are linking to it (again, part of Google PageRank’s evaluation) although Yahoo does not weight these in any way.  It simply counts them without looking at the nature of the link that is being made.  Generally, the more links the better.  Here again, Paul’s numbers dwarf the competition, but if we eliminate him, then Obama and Huckabee dominate.


Delicious Saved Counts are indicators of the number of people who have bookmarked the candidate’s page on the website so they can access them from any browser.  As I have stated earlier, Delicious is a website that is fairly limited in its use.  It is used primarily by those who are tech savvy, and is just now beginning to become a tool used by average Internet users.  However, here we see two candidates who stand out among that crowd --Paul, of course, and Obama.  


Finally, the summary score takes into account the number of Google Indexed Pages.  This measures the approximate number of pages on the candidate’s website that have been stored in the Google Index.  The Google web crawler will visit the website periodically and look for new content to store in its index.  The more pages a website has within the Google cache the better.  The more search engine friendly your website is the more likely it will get visited and indexed by a crawler, a bot, or a spider.  I should note that many other factors are taken into account for the overall website grade.  Things such as whether or not the website has a clear title, strong meta-data (keywords and descriptors) that help search engines find websites are important to the assessment.

When we examine the rankings for the candidates’ websites overall, the candidates who lead in the polls and lead in terms of their campaign resources are able to generate fairly strong websites.  Those who do less well generally are making technical errors.  Fred Thompson’s website, whose data are not reported in Table 2, generated a score of 87 mostly due to technical errors, but also limited traffic.  Other things that can hurt a website’s grade are not updating web content consistently, making the website less accessible (such as using college level writing as opposed to high school level writing – another Thompson error).  One does better if there is a blog on the website or an RSS feed.  The winners on the website report care are Barack Obama and Ron Paul.  Clinton, McCain, and Giuliani come in second place.  Investment into your web site is important.  One of the expenditures made by was the Paul campaign the redesign of his website by Terra Eclipse in June of 2007.  The same firm earlier introduced an iPhone application onto his webpage that allowed for an additional interface with supporters.  And it allowed someone to take their iPhone to someone who did not have a computer and show them a bit of the Paul campaign.  One note on the nature of candidate websites:  Paul’s is different from most of the other candidates’ sites.  His approach is novel. Instead of building an infrastructure on his own campaign website like most candidates have done, Paul has created a portal to his presences on various third party websites. According to BBC journalist Todd Zeigler (June, 2007), Paul’s website is a very limited enterprise, but it does encourage visitors to discuss and interact with the blog content on social sites like Digg, Delicious, StumbleUpon and Facebook.  Due to this fact, his supporters must go elsewhere and they do.  This is also something that probably emerged due to the limited staffing he was able to afford as a long shot candidate.
Websites are an important tool for a presidential candidate.  It is new hub (or in the case of Ron Paul’s campaign – the new portal) for the campaign.  It is the campaign headquarters that invites everyone to come in and participate.  While we think so highly of the traffic generated, one question we should ask is what is the nature of the traffic? Who are the people visiting the websites and what does this say about the candidate’s success in generating interest in the campaign?

Who visits the candidates’websites? An exercise in e-profiling


So much of what makes the web tick is enterprise-oriented.  Much of the business of the web is business. The benefit to those of us who study political phenomenon is that many of the tools used to assess and dissect websites for marketing purposes can also be used to do the same for political websites. One of those tools is something from a company called Quantcast who specializes in telling its customers who their site reaches.  I used Quantcast to evaluate the reach and audience demographics of each major candidate’s website.

Hillary Clinton


According to my Quantcast analysis, Clinton’s website reaches over 335,830 “uniques” per month.
  Her audience is composed of 70% passers by and 30% regulars.
  Of the visits, 51% are from passers by and 49% from regulars.  Her audience is mostly female, older, and more educated.  The typical visitor follows Rudy Giuliani and reads democrats.org.  In terms of the ethnicity of her audience, it is very evening spread across categories, and the majority do not have children in their household.  Her subdomain breakdown is limited.  Of those who visit her site, 15.2% go to contribute.hillaryclinton.com, 2.5% go to connect.hillaryclinton.com and .6% go to links.hillaryclinton.com.  Note that Hillary Clinton has no addicts in her audience. These are people who visit the site repeatedly during a time period, generally 30 or more times per month.  But she does have more regular visitors than Obama and Edwards.
Barack Obama


Obama’s website reaches over 278,126 month uniques.  The audience composition is 75% passers by, 24% regulars and 1 % addicts.  Of the visits made to the page, 42% are generated by passers by, 43% by regulars and 16% by addicts. His site is popular among a primarily older, more educated and more female following and strongly dominated by African Americans.  The household income distribution for the audience is evenly distributed.  According to Quantcast, the typical visitor to his page follows Hillary Clinton, reads democrats.org and subscribes to In Style and Vogue, pays attention to the Daily Kos and visits realclearpolitics.com.  There is much more subdomain activity for Obama.  Over 54% of his visitors go to mybarackobama.com (here you sign up for your own personalized Obama account and you can earn points, too), and 16.9% visit donate.barackobama.com.  This is followed by smaller percentages of visits to a long list of other links.

John Edwards


The Edwards campaign site had 175,005 monthly uniques.  The audience composition for the campaign website is 76% passers by, 23.9% regulars, and .1% addicts.  His site’s share of visits is distributed as follows:  42% by passers by, 50% by regulars, and 8% by addicts.  The site tends to attract a more educated, more female, and primarily older audience that is mostly Caucasian.  According to Quantcast, the typical visitor follows Hillary Clinton and reads democrats.org.  One would fine a similar audience profile for actblue.com.  The subdomain activity for Edwards is quite limited as well.  Only 14.2 % go to blog.johnedwards.com and 7.3 percent go to party.johnedwards.com (this is the web link for setting up house parties for the Edwards campaign).


The other Democratic candidates have smaller audiences but similar demographic characteristics for those audiences.  One interesting bit of data is that the lower level candidates’ share of visits is often generated by their addicts, who are relatively few but busy.  Biden, for example, has an audience composition of less than 1% addicts, but they account for over 30% of his site’s visits.

Ron Paul


Paul’s website generates over 439,783 monthly uniques.  His audience is composed of 71% passers by, 28% regulars, and 1 percent addicts.  His share of visits is distributed as 29% passers by, 41 % by regulars and 29% by addicts.  The sites visitor profile is somewhat biased toward males, more educated, primarily older, fairly wealthy, and mostly Caucasian.  The subdomain traffic is limited to 1.4% going to the Ron Paul Blog.  This is primarily due again to the portal nature of the site.  Visitors are not even allowed to post comments on the blog on the actual campaign website.  The typical visitor visits lp.org (official site of the Libertarian Party) reads townhall.com and follows Mitt Romney.  Currently the website is featuring information that directs Independents to how and when to change their party affiliation in order to vote in the closed primaries of Hawaii, Kentucky and Florida.

Mitt Romney

The Romney site reaches 131,869 monthly uniques.  It has an audience composition of 75% passers by and 25% regulars.  They split the share of visits in half, each accounting for 50% of the visits.  His subdomain activity is busy but light with 7.3% of visitors going on to view MittTV, 6.5% going to rally.mittromney.com and smaller percentages going to a variety of links including the Five Brothers blog and the contribution link.  Romney’s website attracts an over 65 crowd very strongly, but also attracts ample numbers in other age groups.  Slightly more males than females visit his website and then tend to be more educated.  Household income is distributed quite evenly among his audience, which is mostly Caucasian.  The typical visitor to Romney’s site follows Rudy Giuliani, reads gop.com, and belongs to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints.  Quantcast’s affinity index, which tells you how close the audience for a website is for other websites, finds that Romney’s audience is VERY similar to that of Mike Huckabee, Duncan Hunter and Sam Brownback.

Mike Huckabee


Huckabee’s website generated 276,445 monthly uniques.  Prior to November of 2007 this number was much lower.  His audience composition is 69% passers by, 30% regulars and 1% addicts.  Passers by generate 39% of his website’s visits, followed by regulars who generate 48%, and the remaining 13% is generated by addicts.  There was no subdomain activity for the website.  While his Website Grade was high, it is likely that it is traffic and links, as well as the presence of a blog that generated the score.  His website is one of the least sophisticated and most standard of all the candidates.  This may change as more resources and attention come to him.  Currently the site attracts mostly Caucasian, a somewhat more male and more educated following.  Huckabee does poorly among Hispanic, Asian and African American web surfers, the worst among the leading candidates in his party.  He has few site visitors with incomes over 100K and more site visitors in comes between 30K and 60K.  The average visitor to Huckabee’s site reads gop.com and subscribes to National Geographic according to Quantcast.


The other candidates, primarily McCain and Fred Thompson, look very similar in terms of their audiences.  Both audiences skew very male, older and more middle class.  Both have audiences that are primarily passers by (75%) and regulars (25%) and no addicts to speak of.   McCain’s traffic is fairly consistent, and is on the upswing.  Thompson’s grew, peaked, and then declined.  Where they differ are in their site’s affinity ratings.  For example, those who visit McCain’s website tend to follow Rudy Giuliani and read the Daily Kos.  Thompson’s typical visitor tends to read MedicineNet.com and read News Max.  It is likely that a Thompson supporter is not as politically interested or knowledgeable as a McCain website visitor.


In the future, political scientists may wish to examine these visits more carefully.  How do they reflect interest in the campaign? What is the nature of the regular versus the addict?  How can candidates harness this information to capture more supporters to their campaign?  What can it tell us about how individuals use the candidate websites in their decision-making process?  
Raising Money

There is no doubt that the Internet has been responsible for new campaign contributions to many campaigns, but significantly to the presidential campaigns.  The new media allow individuals to quickly and easily go to a candidate’s website and make a contribution.  One can now use a credit card or an existing paypal account.  And once the contribution is made that candidate knows who you are and will certainly contact you again for another contribution.


According to the New York Times, within the first six months of 2007, the top three Democratic presidential candidates, Clinton, Edwards and Obama raised more than $28 million dollars in online donations.  Republicans were behind somewhat with their top three candidates at that time, Giuliani, McCain and Romney raising more than $14 million.  


And the donations have all the appearances of grassroots activity, as one might expect.  In fact, 90 percent of Obama’s money came in contributions of $100 or less.  And these donations are responsible for the continued existence of some candidates.  Ron Paul’s has sustained his candidacy and grown his organization with his Internet donations. During the fourth quarter along, Ron Paul raised over $18 million dollars, most of it using MySpace, Facebook, Twitter, and so on.


Giuliani, who has fallen behind somewhat in the national polls, and is not campaigning in Iowa or New Hampshire, has done the least in terms of online donations of the major candidates.


What the Internet does is allow candidates to reach the usually hard to reach small givers.  These are people who give $10 or $20 to a campaign. Before the Internet, most fundraising was accomplished through direct mail.


There is still limited data available outside of what the candidates report in terms of what percentage of their money comes from Internet fundraising.  Clearly inroads have been met, particularly in reaching small donors and generating repeat donors.  Candidates have also taken to trying to make giving fun by getting supporters involved in “the sport” of fundraising – working collectively to reach a goal and beat the other team.  Obama, and other candidates, use their websites to highlight the names of real people who have given to their campaign.  
Buzz is Buzz….It’s all good if you can get it


Blogs have been the story of the new millennium.  The impact they have had on the news industry and the role they are playing in politics has been much discussed by those involved in both industries.  They are probably the most researched area of new media (Drezner and Farrell, 2004; McKenna and Pole, 2004; Bloom 2003). Candidates have utilized blogs on their own pages, and most will link any blog that talks about their campaign positively to their website.  One of the new ways to see which candidates are generating attention from cyberspace is through tools such as Technorati, which tracks the blog buzz.  Even traditional search engines such as Lexis/Nexis now search within blogs in addition to all of the other sources ulitized within their search.  Much has been made as well of the differences in how blogs cover events and campaigns compared to the traditional media so I thought I would pull together some original data and investigate this question in this paper while also comparing how the major candidates are doing in terms of generating that blog buzz, i.e., who is winning the blog buzz war. 

In Table 3 I have the candidates broken down by party and I have generated data on the number of blog entries where they are mentioned versus traditional network stories for a period of time beginning November 26 and ending December 26.  I used Nexis in order to generate the data.  What we see is that in general the leading candidates tend to dominate the blogs, with the traditional media probably being a bit more generous in its coverage to the second tier than the bloggers.  The one exception is the Ron Paul campaign, but this can easily be attributed to the activity of his supporters generating content/postings on these blogs (and in many cases making the bloggers quite angry and getting themselves banned from the site in the process).  Hillary Clinton has dominated the blogosphere.  And were it not for the incredible number of stories that mentioned Hillary on Fox News, it is likely that her percentage of stories would be much closer to those of Obama and Edwards within the traditional news media.  
One problem with blog buzz tracking, and story counts, for that matter, is that we may know the magnitude, but we do not know direction, unless we are able to go in and content analyze the material.  A recent study by The Center for Media and Public Affairs (Election Study Finds Hillary Hit Hardest, December 21, 2007) examined on air coverage of the presidential candidates and found that Clinton’s coverage was more negative by a margin of 3 to 2, while her opponents garnered mostly positive coverage.  
	Table 3:  Candidates and Blog Buzz versus Traditional Media Buzz Month of Nov. 26-Dec. 26

	Democrats
	Blog Buzz (blog entries)
	Traditional Network Buzz (stories)

	Clinton
	1000    38.7%
	**170    26.7%

	Obama
	754    26.4%
	105    16.6%

	Edwards
	550    19.2%
	127    20.0%

	Richardson
	113      3.9%
	42      6.6%

	Kucinich
	152      5.3%
	66    10.4%

	Dodd
	131      4.6%
	43      6.8%

	Biden
	153      5.4%
	81    12.8%

	Republicans
	
	

	Paul
	579    14.5%
	92    10.6%

	Huckabee
	967    24.3%
	174    20.1%

	Romney
	999    25.1%
	197    22.7%

	McCain
	412    10.3%
	95    11.0%

	Giuliani
	566    14.2%
	153    17.6%

	F. Thompson
	459    11.5%
	126    14.5%

	*Number of stories appearing on CBS, CNN, FOX, ABC, NPR, NEWSHOUR and NBC

** 38% of these were on FOX News



Now there are a few tools that can be used somewhat gingerly to get a sense of what bloggers are saying in terms of direction.  OpinMind developed a tool called “Sentimeter” that works like a polarity index.  It is a search engine with a twist, looking over the web for opinions expressed by people on all topics.  The search engine finds what people like and don’t like, including people’s views on politics and current events. The “Sentimeter” will display the relative number of positive and negative opinions identified by Opinmind’s automated research processes. I used the search engine to collect the latest data on blogger sentiment on the web.  The search engine does not allow for multiple searches so I would first search Hillary Clinton, then Clinton, then Hillary.  I then check to see if the results were truly in reference to the candidate and averaged the data along search categories.  Table 4 presents the results.
	Table 4:  Direction of Blog “Sentiment for” Presidential Candidates

	Candidate
	Percentage Positive
	Percentage Negative

	Clinton 
	56.6
	43.3

	Obama
	64.5
	35.5

	Edwards
	73.0
	27.0

	Paul
	82.0
	18.0

	Romney
	54.0
	46.0

	McCain
	69.0.0
	31.0

	Giuliani
	76.3
	23.7

	Huckabee
	57.0
	43.0



For those who have followed campaigns what we see in Table 4 is not a surprise.  The candidates who are in the lead tend to have the greater negatives, while those who are behind, from runner ups to last placers, the numbers are more positive.  No one attacks the people behind in the polls.  Moreover, the tendency of bloggers and their contributors is very much like that of the more traditional media.  There is more visible to a critical eye when the person is in the spotlight rather than in the shadows.
The other tool that looks at the direction of discussion on the blogosphere is housed on a website called “sucks/rocks”.  When you enter a search term, sucks/rocks searches the web for several positive and negative phrases using that term. The score is the fraction of positive results to the sum of positive and negative results, normalized to 10. The numbers generated for the candidates vary a great deal more than the results from “Sentimeter”.  Moreover, the program could not generate a rating for Ron Paul.   

	Table 5:  Rocks/Sucks Candidate Analysis

	Search term
	Rating (higher is better)

	Hillary Clinton
	6.2

	Barack Obama
	9.8

	John Edwards
	10.0

	Joe Biden
	9.1

	Chris Dodd
	10.0

	Dennis Kucinich
	10.0

	Bill Richardson
	8.2

	Mike Gravel
	9.1

	Mitt Romney
	6.3

	Mike Huckabee
	9.7

	Rudy Giuliani
	2.8

	John McCain
	3.7

	Fred Thompson
	9.9

	Ron Paul
	?

	"Ron Paul"
	?

	George Bush
	3.8



Finally, we turn to the buzz trendsetters – You Tube and MySpace.  These are probably the most discussed new media features of the 2008 elections.  You Tube has been used by candidates for video hosting campaign videos, but it has also been used by individuals to post commentary about candidates, original supportive and opposition videos, questions to candidates, music videos about candidates, and so on.  Millions have participated through You Tube, either viewing or posting, adding commentary and the like.  Moreover, You Tube created it own Election ’08 hub as well.  Which candidate saw more You Tube action during the early phases of this campaign season?  Table 6 breaks this information down.  It reports the number of views of videos related to the candidate and the candidate’s overall rank within the field.

	Table 6:  Rank by total number of individual views of candidate video on YouTube as of 12/23/07

	Candidate
	Rank

	Democrats
	

	Joe Biden
	5     1,098,317

	Hillary Clinton
	3     3,498,771

	Chris Dodd
	7        796,394

	John Edwards
	2     3,935,754*

	Dennis Kucinich
	4     1,351,036

	Barack Obama
	1     6,230,691

	Bill Richardson
	6        999,679

	Republicans
	

	Rudy Giuliani
	4     1,280,977

	Mike Huckabee
	2     3,691,538

	John McCain
	5        940,150

	Ron Paul
	1     8,517,624

	Mitt Romney
	3     3,203,538

	Fred Thompson
	6        318,133

	*Edwards’ You Tube numbers are likely inflated due to the fact that he runs his videos housed on his website through You Tube, thus generating more hits.  Obama and Clinton use their own video streaming software rather than You Tube.  



Barack Obama and Ron Paul are once again the clear winners in the You Tube viewing category, followed far behind by top tier of their party.  In Obama’s case, he is within this top tier as well, but Paul is still in single digits in the national and statewide polls.  


And who has the most friends on MySpace?  Tables 7 and 8 list the number of MySpace friends up to the week of 12/23/07.  Again, there are no surprises here.  Obama and Paul dominate their competition.  Both of them have created very strong networks of supporters on MySpace, and both have used this community in their fundraising efforts. Perhaps the finding of most interest in this comparison is the lack of activity for most Republicans in this capacity, particularly by Giuliani.  One of the stories of the 2008 campaign may be what candidates did not take advantage of in terms of new media and how it may have hurt their campaign.

	Table 7:  MySpace Friends Among Democrats

	Candidate
	+/-
	% change
	Total number friends

	Obama
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	+0.7%
	202,832

	Clinton
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	+0.7%
	152,433

	Edwards
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	+0.4%
	49,531

	Kucinich
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	+0.5%
	35,717

	Richardson
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	+0.1%
	20,614

	Biden
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	+0.2%
	15,118

	Gravel
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	+1.0%
	11,715

	Dodd
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	+0.5%
	9,156


	Table 8: MySpace Friends Among Republicans

	Candidate
	+/-
	% change
	Total number friends

	Paul
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	+3.5%
	101,759

	McCain
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	+0.1%
	40,101

	Romney
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	+2.6%
	32,133

	Huckabee
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	+8.2%
	19,033

	F. Thompson
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	+0.6%
	13,201

	Giuliani
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	+0.9%
	9,834

	Hunter
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	-0.1%
	7,191


One thing I have noticed in my examination of new media and the campaigns is that the Internet campaign is just as dynamic as the traditional campaign, if not more so.  We know immediately if a candidate’s blog buzz drops. We can analyze within moments with very little difficulty.  I would venture that the blogosphere is very sensitive to changes in the dynamics of the race, just as quick to judge as the traditional media, and just as likely to make mistakes or set expectations, and so forth.  While we may benefit from a more varied chorus of voices, bloggers, particularly those who become notables, are likely to fall into the same types of behaviors as traditional journalists.  As advertisers move onto the web even more, bloggers may become more concerned with audience numbers and this may affect the nature of their “reporting”.  We may see more manipulation of information.  More astro-turfing of the blogosphere as well as campaigns and their supporters attempt to create buzz that feels like grassroots support but is manufactured.  We have already seen a bit of this on You Tube and MySpace as campaigns planted material that had the appearance of coming from an individual was really associated with the campaign.  
Going Negative on the Internet?

So far, I have examined and discussed most of the positive ways in which candidates have utilized the new media available to them.  But much of this analysis has been focused on what has happened so far in the 2008 presidential nomination campaign.  As we move into Iowa and New Hampshire, the stakes are raised, particularly among the top tier as both Democratic and Republican races have narrowed and are among the most competitive we have seen, particularly among the Republicans.  So now we are likely to see candidates use their new media for purposes other than putting forth and managing their message, mobilizing voters and so on.  And a recent news article released by ABC News suggests that that time is very close at hand.


According to ABC News, Clinton’s campaign has registered the names of two web sites with the goal of using them to attach her chief rival, Barack Obama.   The two names are Votingpresent.com and Votingpresent.org.  They domains that are hosted by the same IP address as the official Clinton web sites. “Voting present” is linked to Sen. Obama’s having voted “present” on contentious or controversial issues while an Illinois state legislator.  Obama’s campaign is already on the defense and offense simultaneously in response to this information.  But it is likely a suggestion of things to come.  With the calendar being so frontloaded, the new media allow candidates to disseminate information very quickly, both in response to attacks launched at them and attacks they launch at their opponents.  As the traditional media become more web savvy, and bloggers and interest groups focus their attention on candidates who go negative, it is likely that consumers of the information will have adequate analysis as to the veracity of the attacks and those who attempt to use the vast space of the Internet to hide or obscure a linkage to these attacks are likely to be thwarted as more and more information is available.  The prior example is a good case.  As soon as the news broke via ABC, it was on the Huffington Post (remember how highly it is ranked).  Of interest is the fact that 10 days later, nothing has appeared on those websites. Perhaps all this blogging may lead to some more accountability.

So what does this all mean?


Political campaigns are changing.  Not fundamentally, as politics is all about connecting with people, persuading them that you can lead – that you are experienced and that you care about what those who support you care about.  Campaigns have always been about persuading the public – making them like you and respect you simultaneously, and giving you their trust.  In our early history, politics was distant, carried out by elites who barely spoke to the masses.  They didn’t really need to as not very many of the masses could vote.  As the vote expanded, so did the way campaigns were conducted.  William Henry Harrison was the first candidate to give a real pubic campaign speech.  And that was the beginning of persuading the electorate on a more personal note, of making them a part of your team, of bringing them together to support your ticket.  Parties used to bring people together under one banner in a more personal way.  Then came television, suburbs, and cars.  Politics became more distant in nature and passive outside of those who became activists, and their numbers relative to the greater population were small.  So many people had to be reached that candidates made television ads that they could cast over the vast landscape of electoral politics.  Now we are on the verge of making politics more personal again.  
One of the implications of the newest technological revolution as characterized by digital technologies, primarily utilized through the internet, that provide new, low-cost channels for communication among candidates, citizens, groups and the government is that social capital will rise (Lawson-Borders and Kirk 2005).  Relationships that are built on political campaigns, both for offices and for causes, will grow.  Candidates may be able to better connect with their supporters and they may allow those supporters to have greater access to them.  


This may also be the year where we see more involvement in electoral campaigns due to the fact that campaigns are using technology to lower the costs and increase the benefits of participating.  Campaigns know that indirect mobilization through their supporters social networks is cheaper and more effective than direct mobilization.  Campaigns have responded by creating messages (e.g., emails, videos) intended to spread virally and by creating widgets that allow supporters to show their support in blogs and social network sites.  Campaigns will, to use Joe Trippi’s phrase “open source” their operations to give supporters a feeling of influence, at least parts of the campaign. This may be the manner in which individuals become more closely attached to candidates.

Some candidates have already made inroads in utilizing new media to generate support for their campaigns with the extra outcome of creating real followings, with individuals connected to each other through the campaign.  Meetups are one example of new media tools that create such social capital and are now far easier to organize and manage.  Another example are social networking tools such as Facebook and MySpace, if used properly. There is no doubt that candidates can effectively use these tools to generate interest, mobilize support, raise money, raise issues, and so on.  There is no doubt that the Internet will continue to expand its reach and that more and more people will utilize it for learning, entertainment, and politicking.   So far the candidates who have the resources and the interest have shown that they can harness the potential of the Internet.  There are those who will be slow to adapt, but like everything in politics, there is no doubt that they will once they are convinced that it can matter to their campaign.  
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� Barack Obama’s Wikipedia entries had been edited a number of times by outside contributors who have placed racial epithets on the page as well as changing Obama’s name to Osama.  For this reason, his entry had been moved to semi-protected status by Wikipedia to reduce the online sabotage.


� Traditional would encompass regular television (broadcast and cable, radio, newspapers, magazines, etc.).


�  Pew Internet & American Life Project, February 15 – March 7, 2007 Tracking Survey.  N=2,200 adults, 18 and older. Margin of error is ±2% for results based on the full sample and ±3% for results based on internet users.


 





�� The study included four websites, three of which (Reddit, Digg, and Del.icio.us) generate user news listings (users can post news they think is interesting and the more who post that story the higher it is on the list) and Yahoo news, which is determined by a more typical editorial process, but allowed users to view only particular stories..   They study took a snapshot of what was generated during one week and compared the results.  They found that the user generated content was very different from the mainstream press for the three user generated pages and somewhat less different for Yahoo news.  One problem with the study, however, is that like many user generated content pages, the three websites chose, particularly Digg and Reddit are very niche websites.  Yahoo has a more general audience. The others are typically male, young, tech and liberal.  Of course they were more interested in the launch of the Apple iPhone than most political news.  Moreover, on Reddit and Digg, certain high activity users have more authority in determining what news goes to the top of the list.  So in a sense, there is some editorial control by a more limited number of individuals rather than a true reflection of democratic news determination.  


� If you read the comments, however, you will see that most of them were posted by Ron Paul supporters and are not very flattering.  


� This may be one of the reasons that Internet users say they trust the “news” from blogs more than from the traditional news organizations. In addition, this may be a response to the Fox effect.  The quality of information from Fox News has been examined and criticized.  The PIPA/Knowledge Networks study, The Media, Misperceptions and the Iraq War (April 2003) demonstrated that watching Fox actually correlated with less accurate knowledge on a variety of items relating to the war in Iraq.  


� Obama and Edwards basically divided most of the Dean Internet team.


� One other issue is whether or not redirects are used to help search engines.  For example, some search engines would treat mittromney.com and www.mittromney as two different websites unless the owner signals that they are the same site.  Developers use something called a “301” redirect from one site to the other to signal that they are the same.  If not, a site might get something called link fragmentation – some inbound links point to and get credited to www.mittromeny, while others go to mittromney.com.  Thus, the mittromney website does not get credit for all of the inbound links to its website.  That is the case in Table 2.  The closer estimate for Mitt Romney’s campaign page is likely 400,000 inbound links.


� Uniques are a standard measure of audience size available from sophisticated analsyis tools including Quantcast.  Although many tools label them “visitors”, uniques technically count the distinct cookies received from or sent to visitors and are known to overcount visitors who delete cookies regularly.  For sites with many repeat visitors, the cookie count can exceed the true visitor count by a factor of two or three.


� Passers by is a term used to define a segment of a sites audience that are not repeat visitors, but rather have a single visit over the course of a month. Certain sites may get a very high volume of Passers By who are directed to that site on the basis of, for example, a news article but have no reason to return once they have read the piece that is referenced. Typically Passers By can account for a large amount of the reach that a site has, but a small fraction of the total visits.  Regulars refer to a segment of the site’s audience that frequent a site more than once per month but not as much as Addicts who frequent a site 30 or more times per month.
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