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Abstract
The apparent success of President Obama’s online election campaigns in the 2008 and 2012 USA Presidential Elections and the rapid growth in use of social media platforms such as Facebook and Twitter by British voters since the last election has led to much speculation that 2010 would be a ‘watershed’ moment for UK politicians and parties in their adoption of digital tools. This paper seeks to measure the precise extent of online campaigning during the 2010 general election campaign and explain the patterns of adoption observed. It does so by using an extensive and original dataset that measures the adoption of websites by candidates from six parties in all constituencies in England, and measures adoption and use of four types of social media for a smaller group of more competitive constituencies. It aims to test one of the leading theories in the field of online campaigning, the normalisation thesis, using the most comprehensive and rigorous data collected in the UK to date. The normalisation thesis states that actors who already have the most influence will be the ones most likely to benefit from new online campaign methods. This paper finds that while patterns of websites adoption among candidates do support normalisation overall, adoption and use of certain types of social media, refute normalisation on some measures, some to a strong degree. 
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Introduction
In the run up to the 2010 UK general election there was much hype relating to how online methods would be used to communicate with voters during the campaign. This was largely driven by the explosion of social media use in the years preceding the election and the ground-breaking use of online campaigning by Barack Obama in his 2008 Presidential campaign run which many commentators believed has contributed to his success (Harfoush, 2009; Levenshus, 2010). There was talk of these new methods being a way for politicians to connect with jaded voters in a fresh and engaged way and this was intensified by it being the most closely fought election in decades. The Conservative Party hired Matthew McGregor, who had spear-headed Obama’s digital campaign and he stated “The 2010 general election will be the first closely fought British election in which the internet will be an important factor” (Reuters, Jan 2010). Several newspapers claimed that this would be the UK’s first internet election1. 
This paper aims to cut through the hype and measure the precise extent of online campaigning at the 2010 UK general election, focussing on an often overlooked area of study in this field-the constituency level. One of the main aims of this paper is to test as rigorously as possible one of the main debates in the online campaigns literature-the normalisation versus equalisation thesis, by advancing empirically the measures used to assess this. It will do so by assessing the websites of every candidate in England using a newly-devised coding scheme and furthermore by assessing the adoption and interactive use of four types of social media for a sample of 751 candidates in England. This will be the most extensive and detailed assessment of UK online campaigns to date. Furthermore this paper also aims to provide a theoretical contribution to the literature and seeks to expand notion of normalisation conceptually. The literature so far often measures normalisation as an independent variable through the proxy of party size, without really questioning whether it is party size that is the driver or other related factors such as resources or incumbency. This is questioned in this paper and attempts are made to draw out the true nature of normalisation by clearly defining it in three dimensions. This will be discussed in detail below.
Online Campaigning in Past UK Campaigns
Online campaigning at the constituency level is often overlooked as an area of study but work that has assessed constituency level e-campaigns has often found them lacking. Despite some commentators (Gibson and Ward, 1999) dubbing the 1997 UK general election the ‘UK’s First Internet Election’, it seems this was mainly because the main parties had set up websites. At this stage only 4% of candidates had a campaign site (Gibson and Ward, 1999). Levels of candidate websites in 2001 increased quite a lot compared to 1997 with around 19% of candidates having websites (Ward and Gibson, 2003) but overall levels were still very much in the minority. In terms of utilising new technologies effectively, less than a third of sites were even updated during the campaign (Ward and Gibson, 2003). As the 2001 election produced the lowest turnout at a UK general election since the introduction of universal suffrage the hype and expectation on the 2005 election was even greater, some seeing it as a potential tool for mobilising certain jaded segments of the electorate. In 2005 there was again a reasonable increase in the number of candidates who had web spaces. Ward (2005) found that 37% of candidates (up from 19% in 2001 as stated above) had a web space of some kind. However, despite this uptick in adoption, Ward’s criticisms of the online campaign in 2005 were very similar to the criticisms of the 2001 online campaigns with top-down, static content being common.
However, 2010 was the UK’s first ‘post Web 2.0’, ‘post-Obama’ general election. Whereas social media had been embryonic at the time of the 2005 general election and, except for some politicians running blogs (Francoli and Ward, 2008) had not reached the political mainstream.  By the start of 2010, however, use of social media tools such as Facebook, YouTube and Twitter had become incredibly popular, with many people using them daily. For example, in February 2010 Facebook estimated that 175 million people visited its site daily (Arrington, 2010).  Coupled with this, the savvy use of online methods showcased by Barack Obama in his 2008 Presidential Election run suggested that used well, online campaigning could confer significant political advantages. This context in theory provided ideal conditions to finally push web campaigns in the UK into the mainstream. This paper will aim to assess whether 2010 was the campaign where candidates in the UK finally made mainstream use of online campaign methods. It is proposed by this paper that ‘mainstream use’ means 50% of candidates having a personal website and for social media, 50% of candidates adopting the type of social media in question and updating it regularly (in the past week).  
The Normalisation Theory

When the internet first emerged as a tool for political communication, certain commentators theorised that it would allow smaller parties a more equal voice than they have access to via traditional media (Corrado and Firestone, 1996; Selnow, 1998). If web campaigning could extend the voice of representative institutions who were previously largely excluded by traditional media, it could plausibly provide a way for smaller parties to compete more equally with the major players. This was dubbed the inherent equalisation theory (Margolis, Resnick & Wolfe, 1999).

Empirical evidence from early online campaigns in the UK backed up the equalisation theory. In a study of campaign websites during the 1997 general election Gibson and Ward (1998: 32) asserted that “…the Internet is allowing minor parties in the United Kingdom to mount a more significant challenge to their major counterparts than in other media” Two years later evidence from the USA also appeared to support equalisation with Jesse Ventura’s Reform Party success in 1998 also suggested support for the idea that the Internet could help to undermine mainstream dominance (Greer and LaPointe, 2004). This pattern of equalisation was supported by D’Alessio’s (1998) study of candidate website adoption which found that there was more equalisation among major and minor House of Representative candidates in 1998 compared to 1996. In 1996 22% of major House candidates had a website compared to 7% of minor candidates. By 1998, 44% of major House candidates had adopted a websites and 42% of minor House candidates had done so, suggesting almost full equalisation. The evidence from when online campaigning first emerged did show some potential as the equaliser that Selnow and others had forecast. 
The normalisation theory however, first set out by Margolis and Resnick (2000), proposed that, contrary to what many early web campaign scholars asserted, and what early evidence suggested, online campaign activity would rapidly start to reflect offline campaigns. They refuted the notion that the relatively  low cost and lack of centrally controlled information sources involved in web campaigning would increase opportunities for smaller fringe parties to compete on more equal terms with their larger, more well-resourced counterparts. They supported the theory that offline power relations would be mirrored online (Bellamy and Raab, 1999) and that existing electoral inequalities would be likely reinforced by the web, not undermined by it. Due to the natural diffusion of technology, small parties may be quick to adopt new technologies in their early stages of use, particularly if they are cheaper than more traditional methods. However, they are also likely to be over-taken once the technology takes hold as a mainstream form of communication and the larger parties start to take it more seriously. 
Evidence from the many studies of candidate websites adoption in the years following Margolis and Resnick’s proposal showed support for normalisation with several studies showing that larger parties were far more likely to run e-campaigns and use a wider range of online tools to do so than smaller parties. Gibson and Römmele (2006), working on the German federal elections, found the two largest parties were most likely to have a web campaign. In Finland, Strandberg (2009) found party to be one of the strongest factors influencing uptake-with candidates from large parties being ten times more likely to adopt a site than fringe party candidates. Sudulich and Wall (2009) also found this to be true at the Irish general election in 2007, with the two largest parties being the most likely to adopt, even when controlling for a range of other factors. 
Furthermore, one of the most recent studies in this area (Gibson and McAllister, 2011) actually suggests that patterns of normalisation are becoming more entrenched over time. This study compared Australian candidates’ web use for campaigning in the 2007 and 2010 national elections. Specifically for personal websites, they found that although there had been an overall increase in adoption of these for both major and minor parties between 2007 and 2010, the gap between major and minor parties had increased. Candidates from major parties had a personal campaign website adoption rate of 64% in 2007 compared to candidates from minor parties, whose adoption rate was 28%. In 2010 this gap had widened to 73% and 32% respectively. This suggests that patterns of normalisation for personal websites adoption may be intensifying over time with this type of Web 1.0 campaign becoming very much a tool of larger parties. 
This is likely to be a consequence of the increasingly sophisticated design of campaign sites. Whereas, even a few years ago, a personal website was something that could be set up and maintained by an individual to a standard that was typical of the time, more recently websites have become more professionalised, with a cutting-edge website being beyond the skill and resources of the average individual. Candidates from smaller parties may be increasingly put off from setting up sites if they cannot afford to deploy one to a similar standard as their competitor from a larger party and may feel that an amateur-looking site is not worth the extra time or effort as it will not incur any electoral advantage and may even be off-putting to voters. The evidence in the paper will reveal whether this pattern is found in the UK at the election in question also. 
Other contextual factors have been shown to be at play in the adoption of sites. Electoral context is important with marginality of constituency being a significant factor in predicting uptake. Gibson and Römmele (2006), Rackaway (2007), Strandberg (2009), Zittel (2009) and Sudulich and Wall (2009) found it to be a factor in adoption, making it the most common predictor across personal website studies to date. Organisational factors were also significant with a high budget (which can be seen as a measure of normalisation itself in a wider interpretation) being associated with a higher level of adoption in some studies (Herrnson et al, 2007; Strandberg, 2009). 
There is also a noteworthy counter-trend to normalisation, however, which has begun to develop in the literature into a nascent competing theory of adoption. Green parties in several countries appear to buck the trend and out-perform for their size. Gibson and Römmele (2006), Strandberg (2009) Gibson et al (2008) and Sudulich and Wall (2009) all reported this. This counter-finding suggests that it is likely that although party-size is clearly an important factor when explaining adoption, it is not the whole story and there may be drivers of adoption beyond party size such as having a more ‘open’ ethos or younger support base for instance. These have been referred to in the literature as ‘organisational incentives’ (Gibson and Ward, 2000) and may help to explain patterns of adoption in this paper also. 
In line with this, Kerbel (2009) suggests that Democrats in the US have more functional online campaigns than Republicans as they naturally favour horizontal power arrangements, which he believes may foster more enthusiasm for online campaigning. Copsey (2003) also found that far-right parties favour the Internet for ideological and practical reasons, believing that the internet gave them a safe space to discuss their beliefs. The most recent example of this is from the 2009 German national elections, where Schweitzer (2011) found that the Pirate Party, who have a young support base and a tech-savvy leadership, had by far the highest participation function out of all the parties’ websites and also used Web 2.0 at higher levels than even their largest competitors.
This ‘ethos’ theory is one of the main competing explanations as to why different types of candidates and parties adopt online campaigns while others don't, besides normalisation, and actually offers a more nuanced and contextual development. As this paper separates out the six parties in the analysis these factors can also be considered and discussed. 
The Emergence of Web 2.0-A Move Towards Equalisation?
The above literature on campaign website adoption has thus far seemingly offered much support to the normalisation thesis. However, an emerging body of literature, which measures online campaigning via social media suggests that although smaller parties may adopt campaign websites at lower rates overall, they are more likely to adopt social media and use it in a more engaged and interactive manner.   

A study of French sites at the 2009 EU Parliament (Vedel and Michalska, 2009) found that larger parties are avoiding adopting Web 2.0 altogether with smaller parties over-taking them. One of the largest parties assessed - Sarkozy’s Mouvement Populaire - adopted no social media tools except YouTube (or here, Dailymotion, a French version) compared to smaller parties such as Libetas and Ecologie which adopted all four types assessed (Twitter, Facebook and Flickr also). 

This has also been supported by work in Finland. Carlson and Strandberg (2008) found that there were only small differences between major and minor parties when they surveyed the use of YouTube by candidates at the 2007 Finnish National Elections (although there was a large drop in use for fringe parties). In terms of more interactive and participatory styles of Web 2.0 use, the most commented upon videos (which included comments by party representatives themselves) were those by small far-right parties. So evidence here seems to be that smaller parties are as likely as or even more likely to adopt Web 2.0 tools and use them more openly and interactively than larger parties. A Gulati and Williams study of Facebook use at the 2006 Midterm elections (Williams and Gulati, 2007) found that candidates from both smaller parties-the Libertarians and the Greens-adopted Facebook at higher rates than Republican candidates, although both adopted at lower rates than Democrat candidates overall. Work in Norway by Kalnes (2009) also supports this to an extent, finding that although fringe parties in general adopted Web 2.0 at by far the lowest levels, medium sized parties (analogous to what are termed minor parties in this paper) did adopt and use Web 2.0 at a high rate for their relative size. 
Later studies also provide evidence for there being equalisation via Web 2.0. Gibson and McAllister’s (2011) study of Australian candidates found that, in contrast to personal websites where normalisation was very much in evidence, there was significant equalisation when the adoption of Web 2.0 tools was analysed. Not only that but smaller parties actually appear to be pulling ahead of larger party candidates in terms of Web 2.0 adoption over time. At the 2007 national election 42% of major party candidates had a social networking page compared to 47% of smaller party candidates. In 2010, this gap had widened with 84% of smaller party candidates having a profile on a social networking sites compared to 68% of larger party candidates. This pattern is replicated by blogs but to an even larger extent. In 2007 the adoption of blogs by larger and smaller parties was, respectively, 9% and 21%. In 2010, 96% of candidates from smaller parties had a campaign blog while 41% of candidates from larger parties did. These are the only two types of Web 2.0 which were assessed for both elections in the study and therefore the only types directly comparable but for almost every other type of Web 2.0 assessed in either year, minor party candidates adopted them at higher levels. 

It must be pointed out however that the above studies tend to only measure for adoption of certain Web 2.0 features without paying any further attention to how they may have been used. Using Web 2.0 tools doesn’t necessarily lead to more interactive campaign communication as these tools can also be used in a top-down ‘broadcast’ manner by, for instance, turning comments off. One study which does look at the interactivity of Web 2.0 use by parties in more detail is Lilleker et al’s (2011) comparative four-nations study of the 2009 EU elections. This paper assessed whether Web 2.0 features on party sites ‘allowed interactivity’. For instance if the site featured a blog and the blog was open for comment this was coded as allowing interactivity and similarly where visitors to the site could comment on a video or picture. These instances were aggregated and used to develop an overall index of Web 2.0 interactivity. They found mixed findings across countries, but in Germany minor parties displayed higher Web 2.0 interactivity index scores than major parties and in Poland they were major and minor parties had a similar score. 
The overall picture therefore appears to be that smaller parties are equalising through Web 2.0 content by adopting Web 2.0 at higher rates than larger parties and are using more interactively. This paper argues that the Lilleker’s et al’s study does not go far enough with its interactivity score and that is it not enough to simply measure whether interactivity was ‘allowed’. To be truly interactive there would need to be two-way communication with reciprocal input from the party or candidate by for instance replying to comments or questions left by visitors to their Web 2.0 spaces. This is something included in the coding scheme here in order to advance the literature in this area methodologically and more fully examine interactive campaigning by candidates. The scheme will be detailed below. 
The emerging dominance of smaller parties in via Web 2.0 campaigning is an intriguing development in the literature, and one where there is a growing body of evidence to suggest that new social media, and interactivity through them may be the tool to finally undermine major party dominance in campaigning. However, it must also be noted that there is a likelihood that the hype surrounding this election and new media may have led to situation where the larger parties could no longer afford to shun social media and more participatory styles of campaigning. However, I would still assert in light of the solid and growing literature that the expectation here is that smaller parties will likely match their larger rivals in terms of Web 2.0 adoption and likely surpass them in terms of using it interactively. 
The evidence above, then, leads to three general propositions which can be investigated using the data. Firstly, at the election in question personal websites will be a mainstream form of campaigning but social media will not. Secondly, that patterns of personal website adoption will support normalisation and finally, that patterns of Social Media adoption and use will refute normalisation. 

Definition and Operationalisation of Normalisation

Although there have been many studies to date on normalisation, in general they have lacked some specificity in terms of what is meant by normalisation and lately some scholars have criticised the fact that the concept of normalisation itself has tended to remain fuzzy and rather undefined (Hindman, 2009). This is a theoretical vagueness that this paper aims to address to some extent. 
In their seminal work on the subject Margolis and Resnick (2000) offer no definitive description of normalisation but the nearest they come is when they state: ‘This work suggests that the main beneficiaries of computer mediated communication are most likely to be those parties and candidates that are already…influential’ (pg 72). This has most commonly been seen to refer to persistence and reinforcement of the status quo either in terms of the power of parties and levels of inter-party competition, with party size most often used as the measure of this. Schweitzer (2011) refers to this as ‘Relational Normalisation’. One criticism that may be made of the literature in this area is the tendency to conflate budget and party size. Much of the explanation given for why larger parties adopt at higher levels than smaller parties is that they tend to have more money. This assertion is so embedded in the literature that some studies do not actually control for budget yet do offer it as an explanation for higher adoption levels (Gibson et al, 2008; Strandberg, 2009). But it may well be that there are motivations for adopting web-campaigns for larger parties over and above resources, such as projecting a polished image or demand from supporters. Others see budget as the key measure of normalisation and to that end do not even control for party-size (Zittel, 2009). Other authors (Lusoil, 2005) provide a wider interpretation or ‘already influential’ including not only smaller-party status but also incumbency, budget and perhaps even gender (i.e. male) as functions thereof. Vaccari (2013) also asserts that incumbency, as well as budget and party-size, should be thought of as functions of normalisation. 

This is an approach this paper adopts and seeks to build upon by providing more clarity and definition to normalisation by laying out a more multi-faceted interpretation of it. This paper looks to develop more nuanced measures of the theory by going beyond simply using party size as a proxy measure of normalisation, which is the most common approach in the literature to date, but seeks to explore what specific aspect of party size is important in giving larger parties an advantage over minor party representatives (or not). Of course resources would seem an obviously influential factor as designing and maintaining web presences costs money but the studies mentioned above which found that certain smaller parties (Green parties, mainly) adopt at higher levels relative to their size and resources suggest it is not the whole story. Larger parties may be motivated by vote maximisation and therefore appropriate all new forms of communication in the bid to win votes, or may simply feel extra need to project a professional and high-tech online image than smaller parties do. 
It could be that those parties with experienced representatives with a background in government have had more chance to develop a web presence and are confident in gaining a higher ‘audience’ for their online spaces due to already being known. Due to these reasons this work proposes that an already influential actor can by typified by being an incumbent candidate from a larger party with a high campaign budget. 
For this reason here three inter-related yet distinct dimensions of normalisation as an independent variable are proposed in this work and these will be party size, budget and incumbency status. Testing for all three of these dimensions will isolate more precisely which characteristics dimensions of normalisation are most associated with higher adoption of online campaigning. This will advance the literature in this area theoretically, taking the interpretation of normalisation beyond a relatively superficial proxy measure of normalisation through party size and expanding it to develop the understanding of what characteristics of the ‘already influential’ specifically may be driving the adoption of online campaigns. 
Data and Methods

 Website Adoption
It was decided that a simple binary measure of presence/absence (i.e. 1 for there being any web presence found, 0 for no presence being found) which has generally been the favoured approach in the literature thus far, would be rather outdated here as personal website campaigns become more ubiquitous and sophisticated. Due to this the measure here was split up according to the three main type of candidate website found after initial piloting. 

The categories for type of website were as follows:-
1) A personal profile page on the central Party website
2) A personal website that had been set up by the candidate but that was based on party-designed template (also known as “Web in a Box”)

3) A personal website that was based on an independent or bespoke design
The sites were coded 1, 2 and 3 according to their corresponding number above and missing sites were coded 0. The advantage of categorising the sites in this way is that this variable can be used to answer more questions than a simple binary measure.  As adoption of some sort of web-presence approaches near universality, a binary measure effectively becomes meaningless and so a new measure is required. This more nuanced coding scheme offers a small but timely improvement on the current literature on website adoption and will reveal a clearer and more detailed picture of the patterns of campaign website adoption among candidates than has been produced in the UK so far. 

Every candidate in England for the six largest parties (these are, in size order: Labour, Conservatives, Liberal Democrats, UK Independence Party, Green Party and the British National Party), which amounted to 2,425 cases in total, had their website presence checked during the first week of the campaign. It was decided that only to six largest parties would be included in the analysis as this would still allow for comparisons between larger parties and smaller parties. As patterns of adoption may vary even amongst parties of similar size it would be advantageous to keep parties separate at the analysis stage rather than grouping them by size and so the six main parties was deemed optimal for these purposed.

Social Media Adoption and Use
A sub-sample of the website adoption data was used here. For the Web 2.0 data, there was an initial concern that there may not be sufficient data for analysis. Web 2.0 applications were still relatively new in 2010 and there is a history among MPs, candidates and politicians in general for being cautious in embracing new means of campaigning (Ward, 2005). 

For this reason, the decision was taken to select the sample based on marginality or competitiveness of the race in a given seat. In seats where ‘every vote counts’, it was more likely that each candidate would be trying everything possible to mobilise those crucial few floating voters. This meant that overall there was a higher probability that candidates in these seats would be using Web 2.0 to campaign. As such, the findings from this study are representative of these constituencies, rather than the campaign overall. 

Due, to the predicted 5% national swing at the time the sample was selected (YouGov Report, 2010), any seat with a Labour incumbent and a Conservative candidate in second place, which needed only a 5% swing to unseat said Labour incumbent was removed from the dataset. This was on the basis that Labour election strategists were likely to pull back their battle lines, so to speak, and be less likely to funnel campaign resources towards fighting for these seats, giving them up as lost to any Conservative candidates in second place. Once these constituencies had been removed, any other seat which required up to and including a swing of 12% to unseat the incumbent was included in the sample. This provided a sample of ‘target’ seats, selected so that there was an increased likelihood of Social Media campaign activity (and therefore data for analysis) in these seats. This provided a 177 constituency case sample and a total of 751 individual candidates which was a good size for analysis.
Measures of Web 2.0 use

A detailed set of measures were devised for social media, in order to provide evidence to answer questions on not only factors associated with the adoption of social media in general but also to assess its use for campaigning in more detail, especially whether it was being used interactively. The four most popular different types of Web 2.0 were chosen to comprise a four-category measure which can be applied almost uniformly across the four different types of social media assessed in this paper (Facebook, Twitter, YouTube and blogging) and which can then be assessed in depth using logistic regression. 
The levels of use are as follows:-
Static - This is a basic measure of whether the candidate was using the type of Web 2.0 or not. The candidate uses the technology but has not updated the feed etc. in the past week. 

Active - The candidate is using the type of Web 2.0 and has updated the page in the past week. However, the candidate has not left the feed open for comment or questions and so there is only a one-way or ‘broadcast’ model of communication here. 

Open - In an improvement on ‘active’ use the candidate is updating content at least weekly and has also left the feed/wall/post open for comments or questions (this is essentially only option for Twitter and so this was not included when assessing Twitter use). Therefore the candidate is potentially allowing some two-way interaction, but there is no demonstrable evidence that the candidate is taking these comments on board or even reading them.

Interactive - This was the highest level of effective use in this coding scheme. This is where the candidate had updated their space in the past week and was not only opening up their Facebook wall, Twitter feed etc. for comment but had actually responded to comments or questions from potential voters on there. This showed a very clear two-way flow of communication between candidate and voter. This category was not applied to YouTube as due to inconsistencies in sign-in names and campaign channels it was not possible to consistently collect this information across candidates. 
Assessing use in this way measures actual direct instances of interactivity by candidate which is an important improvement on past studies which have tended to only capture whether a candidate had set up a certain type of Web 2.0 without looking at their use of them. 

Data for independent variables was acquired from a range of sources. Here individual marginality is rather than the marginality of the constituency is controlled for as it could be that a candidate in a marginal constituency could still have very little chance of winning and the aim here is to isolate the effect of candidates being in a close race (or not) on web-campaign adoption. The marginality data was taken from the Rallings and Thrasher dataset (2010). A candidate who was within less than 10% of winning or losing the seat was coded as very marginal, being between 10-20% of winning or losing the seat was coded as marginal and if the candidate was over 20% away from winning  or losing they were coded as no hoper and safe respectively. 
Budget data was sources from the Electoral Commission (2010) and was coded as less than £2000 was low budget, £2001-£15000 was medium and over £15000 was high budget. Incumbency and gender data was taken from the Pippa Norris electoral datasets (2010) and other constituency information was gathered from the 2001 Census (Office for National Statistics, 2001) and coded into categories around the mean for each variable in question.
Overall Adoption of Websites and Social Media
Table 1: Overall Adoption of Each Type of Website

	Type of Site
	 

	No Website Found (%)
	337 (14)

	Profile on Party Page (%)
	956 (39)

	'Web in a Box' (%)
	388 (16)

	Independent Design (%)
	744 (31)

	N (%)
	2,425 (100)


The above results show that overall 86% of candidates in England had some sort of campaign website presence. However only 47% of candidates here had a personal website, meaning that the expectation that personal websites would be mainstream (i.e. over 50% of candidates would have one) is not quite supported. The most common type of web presence overall was a party profile, which is to be expected as this was often provided and possibly even enforced by the central parties. But interestingly, the second most common type of site was the independently-designed site. These results show that almost a third of candidates did think it was worth the trouble of designing and maintaining their own campaign website. 
Table 2: Overall Use of Social Media 

	All Candidates
	Users Only 

	 
	Facebook
	Twitter
	Blog
	YouTube
	Facebook
	Twitter
	Blog
	YouTube

	No Use 
	59
	66
	65
	67
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Static
	14
	6
	9
	16
	34
	16
	26
	49

	Active
	4
	10
	9
	4 
	10
	30
	25
	13

	Open
	14
	-
	16
	13
	34
	-
	45
	38

	Interactive
	9
	18
	1
	-
	22
	54
	4
	-

	N 
	751
	751
	751
	751
	305
	254
	264
	249

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


The results above show that, in terms of overall adoption, Facebook was the most common type of social media among candidates with Twitter, blogs and YouTube all having similar levels of overall adoption. However, looking at types of use, Twitter has the highest level of interactive use, with almost a fifth of candidates using Twitter interactively. Only half as many used Facebook interactively and only 2% overall used blogs interactively. The expectation that social media use would not be mainstream (that is less than 50% of candidates would adopt and update their social media feed in the past week-i.e. active or high in the terminology of this paper) is supported here. 28% of candidates adopted Twitter in this manner, 27% of candidates adopted Facebook and blogs in an active, open or interactive manner and only 17% of candidates did so for YouTube. Overall none even approached the 50% benchmark and so the expectation that social media would not be a mainstream form of campaigning at the election in question is supported. 
Table 3: Type of Website by Party

	 
	Labour
	Conservative
	LDs
	Greens
	UKIP
	BNP
	All

	No Site
	20
	1
	6
	22
	9
	70
	14

	Party Profile
	15
	26
	41
	63
	73
	27
	39

	Web in a Box
	21
	16
	27
	8
	6
	0
	16

	Independent
	43
	58
	25
	8
	11
	3
	31

	N
	533
	532
	523
	292
	417
	128
	2425

	Total 
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Chi2 p-value
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3 shows candidates’ use of each different type of website, by party in size order from left to right. There is little evidence of equalised online campaigning from smaller parties via websites. A candidate from one of the three main parties is more likely to have an individually-designed website than a candidate from one of the three smaller parties. This supports the expectations from the literature that patterns of adoption of personal websites would support normalisation. 
Nearly all (99%) Conservative candidates have some type of web campaign presence compared to 30% of the smallest party’s (BNP) candidates. Moreover, Conservative candidates were more likely to have developed their own independently-designed presence. Hence, 58% of Conservative candidates and 43% of Labour candidates’ had an independently-designed website compared to only 3% of BNP candidates and 8% of Green candidates. There is a clear split between the larger and smaller parties in the table, with smaller parties being more likely to have no presence and being less likely to have a personal website and vice versa for the larger parties. The one exception this however is the larger proportion of Labour candidates with no presence at all-almost one fifth of candidates, which is similar to the number of Green candidates with no presence. However, rather than providing evidence for equalisation, this appears to be merely an anomalous result, which is most likely accounted for by the high number of personal profile pages which had been set up on the Labour central party page with the candidate’s name on them but which contained no content in the space suggest that submitting something for this space was not enforced in the same way that it clearly was for the Conservative, Liberal Democrat or even the UKIP central site. 
Regression Analysis Testing Factors Associated with Website Adoption
A more rigorous test of normalisation will now be carried out controlling for a number of other factors. Multi-nomial regression is the most appropriate method here, as it does not make assumptions about theoretical equidistance between the dependent variable categories. This fits the structure of the data better as it cannot be said there are equal ‘spaces’ between the outcome variable categories here, theoretically speaking. This is an update on past literature and a timely one. Websites are becoming more sophisticated and diverse and the binary measure is rapidly becoming outdated. This method tests whether there are different drivers for adopting different types of website and will reveal patterns in the data that may have been obscured if the more simple binary measure had been used. For the party category, parties are presented in size order from top to bottom for clarity. 
Table 4: Multi-nomial Logistic Regression Model for Factors Associated with the Candidates Adoption of Websites
	
	Party Profile
	Web in a Box
	Independent

	
	
	
	

	Labour (Ref)
	
	
	

	Conservatives
	3.85 (0.49) ***
	2.65 (0.48) ***
	3.34 (0.47) ***

	Lib Dems
	2.11 (0.26) ***
	1.99 (0.27) ***
	1.32 (0.26) ***

	UKIP
	2.31 (0.26) ***
	0.77 (0.36) ***
	0.92 (0.32) ***

	Green Party
	1.19 (0.25) ***
	-0.04(0.34)
	-0.62 (0.32) **

	BNP
	-0.69 (0.29) ***


	-33.28 (1.00)
	-2.48 (0.55)***

	Challenger (Ref)
	
	
	

	Incumbent
	-0.11 (0.38)
	0.94 (0.33) ***
	0.92(0.30) ***

	Low Budget (Ref)
	
	
	

	Medium Budget
	0.07 (0.19)
	1.90 (0.24) ***
	0.81 (0.22) ***

	High Budget
	-0.91 (0.27)***
	1.32 (0.31) ***
	0.87 (0.27) ***

	Marginal (Ref)
	
	
	

	No Hoper
	0.01 (0.31) 
	-0.30 (0.31)
	-0.58 (0.29)**

	Safe
	-0.39 (0.43)
	-0.66 (0.41) *
	-0.21 (0.36) 

	Very Marginal
	0.09 (0.41)
	0.71 (0.37)**
	0.37 (0.36) 

	Man (Ref)
	
	
	

	Woman
	0.31 (0.18) **
	0.67 (0.21)***
	0.59 (0.19) ***

	Urban (Ref)
	
	
	

	Rural
	0.02 (0.17)
	-0.29 (0.21)
	-0.05 (0.19)

	Low Student Population (Ref)
	
	
	

	Medium Student Population
	0.22 (0.17)
	-0.05 (0.21)
	0.05 (0.19)

	High Student Population
	0.24 (0.26)
	0.32 (0.29)
	0.30 (0.27)

	Higher Qualifications (Ref)
	
	
	

	Lower Qualifications
	-0.19 (0.14)
	-0.34 (0.18)***
	-0.44 (0.16)

	Younger (Ref)
	
	
	

	Older
	0.21 (0.34)
	-0.07 (0.18)
	0.10 (0.16)***

	Constant
	-0.21 (0.34) 
	-3.00 (0.38) ***
	0.01 (0.34) 

	N
	2425
	 
	 

	R2
	0.228
	 
	 


Overall, Conservative Party candidates are still by far the most likely to have any type of website, compared to Labour candidates. The results for other parties are also revealing. Liberal Democrat candidates are much more likely to adopt a party profile page than Labour candidates, as discussed above, but the size of the effect reduces as the site becomes more personalised-falling from a coefficient of 2.11 for a party profile to 1.32 for an individual site, via 1.99 for web in a box. This pattern is similar but more pronounced for UKIP candidates. All things considered UKIP candidates are 2.31 times as likely as Labour candidates to adopt a central party site profile page but only 0.92 times as likely to adopt an independently-designed site. For Green Party candidates, whereas they are 1.19 times as likely to adopt a personal profile as Labour party candidates, they are actually very slightly less likely to adopt a web in a box style site than Labour candidates and they are quite considerably less likely to adopt independent sites than Labour Party candidates. 

Assessing other normalisation measures the results for incumbency show that although incumbent candidates are more likely to adopt both types of personal site (i.e. web in a box and independently-designed). They are much more likely to adopt a web in a box type site over no site than a challenger candidate and also much more likely to adopt an independent site over no site than a challenger candidate. Incumbency is clearly associated the adoption of personal sites and the association strengthens as sites become more personalised in style. The results for budget reveal a clear pattern-as a candidate budget increases so does the likelihood of an increase in the level of personalisation in their campaign site. Candidates with the highest budgets were most likely to adopt independently designed sites, second most likely to adopt web in a box sites and least likely to adopt party profile pages. This is to be expected as, especially, for an independently designed sites there is a cost involved in the designing and maintaining of the site which may have put these types of sites out of the reach of candidates who had lower budgets. Overall, the results offer solid support for normalisation on all three measures of it. This therefore also supports strongly the proposition laid out earlier in the paper that patterns of adoption of personal websites would support normalisation.  

In terms of the ‘ethos’ theory, described above, there is little evidence here in support of it. Green Party candidate were less likely to adopt the most the personalised types of sites than the larger parties. UKIP candidates were slightly more likely to adopt the more personalised types of site than Labour candidates but as UKIP’s support base is older than average and the party structure relatively top-down (Kelner, 2013), it could be argued this actually offers some limited evidence to reject the ethos theory. The normalisation theory is clearly supported by the evidence here. 
Assessing some of the other more contextual factors, marginality of candidate was also significant. Ultra-marginal candidates were the most likely to adopt every type of site but especially likely to adopt web in a box and independent sites. No hoper candidates were by far the least likely to adopt independently-designed sites. Safe candidates were less likely to adopt every type of site than marginal candidates and very marginal candidates were more likely to adopt every type of site than marginal candidates.  This suggests that candidates in very marginal positions felt that a website, and particularly an independently-designed personal site, may gain them some votes. Safe candidates, already feeling secure in being returned may not have felt the extra effort of a website was worth it. It shows that not only were more marginal candidates more likely to adopt sites in general but that they were also more likely to adopt more personalised types of sites over less personalised. 
The model shows that female candidates were more likely to adopt every type of site but especially more personalised types of site. The constituency level variables tended not to provide particularly strong or consistent results apart from qualification level of the constituency and student population. The results show that were the candidate standing in a constituency with a higher overall level of qualifications they were more likely to adopt each type of site, and the effect increases as the type of site becomes more personalised and candidates standing in areas with a high student population were more likely to adopt each type of site than those in other constituencies. 
Regression Analyses Testing factors Associated with Social Media Adoption and Use
The table below shows four ordinal logistic regression models, one for each type of social media assessed in this paper. These are Twitter, Facebook, blogs and YouTube. Ordinal regression was used for the analysis of the social media data as it was felt that the structure of the data for the dependent variable had a natural order and so ordinal regression analysis was the best method to use here. The same independent variables were used as in the multi-nomial regression model above for website adoption to allow the best comparison to be made between the patterns of adoption for websites and the patterns of adoption for social media. 
Table 5: Four Ordinal Regression Models Showing Factors of Associated with Different Type of Social Media Adoption and Use
	
	Twitter
	Facebook
	Blogs
	YouTube

	
	
	
	
	

	Lab (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Cons
	-0.54 (0.23)***
	-0.53 (0.22)***
	0.46 (0.22)***
	-0.14 (0.23)

	LDs


	0.02 (0.23)


	0.10 (0.22)


	-0.11 (0.24)


	0.21 (0.24)



	UKIP
	-1.69 (0.39)***
	-1.38 (0.36)***
	-1.17 (0.38)***
	0.04 (0.38)

	Greens
	-0.47 (0.38)
	0.17 (0.33)
	0.45 (0.36)
	0.67 (0.39)*

	BNP
	-2.30 (1.06)***
	-1.66 (0.79)***
	-0.04 (0.57)
	1.36 (0.52)***

	Challenger (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Incumbent
	-0.85 (0.23)***
	-0.84 (0.22)***
	-0.60 (0.22)***
	-0.07 (0.21)

	Low Budget (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Med Budget
	0.61 (0.28)***
	0.31 (0.26)
	0.83 (0.29)***
	0.64(0.29)***

	High Budget
	1.35 (0.31)***
	1.07 (0.29)***
	0.87 (0.33)***
	1.01 (0.33)***

	Man (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Woman
	-0.07 (0.19)
	0.27 (0.17)
	-0.36 (0.19)***
	-0.13(0.19)

	Marginal (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	No Hoper
	-0.35 (0.29)
	-0.53 (0.29)**
	-0.23 (0.29)
	-0.91(0.32)***

	Very Marginal
	-0.14 (0.21)
	0.10 (0.20)
	0.17 (0.21)
	-0.01(0.27)

	Urban (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Rural
	0.15 (0.21)
	0.11 (0.20)
	-0.26 (0.21)
	0.20(0.20)

	Low Student Population(Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Med Student Population
	0.26 (0.20)
	0.45 (0.19)***
	0.13 (0.20)
	0.24(0.20)

	High Student Population
	0.19 (0.26)
	0.36 (0.24)
	0.39 (0.24)
	0.23(0.24)

	Higher Qualifications (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Lower Qualifications
	-0.09 (0.17)
	-0.09 (0.16)
	-0.17 (0.17)
	-0.14(0.17)

	Younger (Ref)
	
	
	
	

	Older
	-0.30 (0.17)*
	-0.25 (0.16)
	0.12 (.17)
	-0.48(0.17)***

	Cut 1
	0.55
	0.27
	1.00
	0.88

	Cut 2
	0.85
	1.03
	1.50
	1.86

	Cut 3
	~
	1.28
	2.01
	2.22

	Cut 4
	1.51
	2.47
	4.80
	~

	N
	751
	751
	751
	751

	R2
	0.098
	0.093
	0.068
	0.063

	Chi2
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	


Assessing the above results, and firstly looking at party size, it is clear that social media is offering a much more level playing field to smaller parties in terms of adoption and use than website campaigning is. Considering firstly the results for Twitter, although Liberal Democrat and Labour candidate had the highest adoption and use of Twitter and BNP and UKIP candidates had the lowest use, Green party candidates actually used Twitter at a higher level than Conservative candidates. For Facebook, although once again BNP and UKIP candidates had the lowest use overall, Green party candidates had the highest use overall followed closely by Liberal Democrats and then Labour candidates with Conservative candidates having the fourth-highest level of use. 
The pattern of equalisation is even stronger for blogs and YouTube. Considering the results for blogs, Green party candidates and Conservative candidates have almost identical levels of use, as do Labour and BNP candidates. Liberal Democrat candidates have slightly lower levels of use than BNP candidates, although UKIP have by far the lowest levels of use here. There is no clear pattern based on part size. This is also true of the pattern of use for YouTube. BNP candidates are actually by far the most likely to adopt and use YouTube overall and Green party candidates have the second highest levels of use on YouTube. Liberal Democrat candidates have the third highest levels of use and UKIP candidates have the fourth highest levels of use. Labour Conservative candidates actually have the lowest levels of adoption and use of YouTube having the fifth and sixth highest levels of use respectively. The patterns here not only suggest equalisation but almost a complete reversal of normalisation. 
Furthermore, the results here then do offer some support for the ‘ethos’ argument. Green Party candidates favoured Twitter and Facebook, which are the most open and inclusive social media assessed here. This is in contrast to the fact that BNP candidates favoured YouTube which is arguably more closed and less interactive and so could provide the safe space that Copsey (2003) spoke of. This is an interesting finding, and considering this is an emerging theory in the literature will be important to consider in future work on the subject.
Considering the other dimensions of normalisation, for each type of social media incumbent candidates were less likely than challengers to adopt and use it. For each type except YouTube the results were significant, suggesting again support for equalisation rather than normalisation via social media if one considers incumbency to be a function of normalisation, an approach this work favours. However, one dimension of normalisation which does not fit this pattern is budget. For every type of social media, candidates with the highest budgets were the most likely to adopt and use the platform and in each case, candidates with the lowest budgets were least likely to adopt and use the platform. This strongly indicates that although these media are free to set up and use, there are resource cost, most likely in the form of extra staff to either run the spaces or see to other duties while the candidate runs the space. Despite this however, there is enough evidence from the results here to support equalisation to a greater extent than normalisation and these new social media certainly display more equalised patterns of adoption and use than campaigning on personal websites does. This, then, supports the expectation laid out earlier that pattern of social media adoption and use would most likely refute normalisation. 
Considering the other results in the models, few of the other independent variables offer consistent or significant results with the exception of student population in the constituency, with a higher student population being generally associated with a higher level of adoption and use overall across all four platforms. Standing in a constituency where a higher proportion of constituents were older or where a higher proportion of constituents had no qualifications were in general weakly negatively associated with the adoption of social media across all four platforms. There was no clear or consistent pattern for marginality but in each model the ‘no hoper’ group of candidates were the least likely to adopt and use social media which likely reflects simply the fact that candidates who have a good chance of winning (or losing if an incumbent) are likely to campaign more intensely. 
Conclusions

The aim of this paper was to assess the extent and use of online campaigning methods at the constituency level at the 2010 UK general election and to explain the factors associated with online campaigning by candidates with particular regard the expanded interpretation of the normalisation thesis proposed here. The results here show that, personal websites could be said to have almost reached mainstream status as a campaign tool in the UK whereas social media cannot, which is in line with expectations. Furthermore, and consistent with current literature on the topic, personal campaign websites are adopted in line with the normalisation theory with ‘already influential actors’ (typified by incumbent candidates from large parties, with large campaign budgets) being most likely to adopt personal campaign websites with few exceptions and this pattern strengthens as sites become more personalised. This is very likely due to the increasing costs of personal websites as they increase in sophistication, putting them beyond the reach of the average smaller party or low budget candidate. It is likely that these patterns of adoption of personal campaign websites will be entrenched further as sites become even more hi-tech and complex.

However, there are signs of equalisation when assessing the patterns of adoption of social media, which again broadly supports the literature on this subject. Especially, for YouTube and blogs, smaller party candidates were adopting and using these at similar or higher rates than their larger-party candidates. Furthermore, incumbent candidates were less likely to use them for every platform. The results cannot be down to resources alone as the results for budget clearly indicate that those with a higher budget were also more likely to adopt and use social media. This muddles the pattern somewhat and may indicate that challenger candidates from smaller parties who had the higher budgets among these type of candidate were the ones most effectively using social media, preferring to use online methods, which may have certain resource costs to run interactively but which are likely to still be far cheaper than more traditional methods such as phone banking or leafleting. 
The results show the potential importance of broadening the definition of normalisation is. Using only party size to measure normalisation in the analysis here may have led to the conclusion that social media us in campaigning is even more equalised than can be concluded here when considering all three facets of it, especially considering the results for high budget. Assessing normalisation on all three measures allows the more complex picture described above to be revealed. 
Overall the results here support the current literature on different types of online campaigning with patterns of ‘Web 1.0’ (websites) adoption supporting normalisation but ‘Web 2.0’ (social media) adoption and use offering some evidence to refute normalisation. As the use of social media has already grown dramatically among the political classes since 2010 and is likely to grow further (Tweetminster, 2013) it may be that larger parties realise the potential of social media for campaigning and close the gap or it may be that smaller parties build on the lead they had here to an even greater extent in 2015. 
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