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Cyber-campaigns in Southern Europe:

Only for a dissatisfied, yet very active, minority

Abstract

The article qualifies the application of the cortogfpcyber-campaign’ in Southern
Europe in the light of data from two surveys on ploétical use of the Internet in Spain
during the 2008 general elections. The first sumnwag conducted among general
Internet users, and the second among those whalg® avith higher frequency, whom
we call ‘intensive Internet users’. Our survey tesare compared with the patterns of
political use of the Web in the Spanish populatod abroad. Findings reveal a low use
of the political resources available online (ndated to a slower degree of Internet
adoption), and a multi-media consumption of pdtionformation in which the most
interactive devices have the lesser importance) au@ng intensive Internet users.
These results are explained by the imbalance betteecitizens’ demand for online
political action during elections and the kind @€thinology and content offered by

political actors through the Internet.
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The Web in Southern Europe: A hypothesis on the ofr and demand of
technopolitics

According to the United Nations (UNCTAD 2007), sewmuntries have a percentage
of Internet users above 70% of their populatione Netherlands and Luxembourg
(with 89% and 72% respectively), the Nordic cowegrof Norway (88%) and Sweden
(77%), the Oceanic countries of New Zealand andralia (79% and 75%
respectively), and South Korea (70%). The USA &osecthat figure (69%) whereas

in Southern Europe countries like France, Spainl&hgdo not reach 50% (49,6%,
49,6%, and 41%, respectively).

Actually, and according to the Organization for Bemic Co-operation and
Development (OECD 2008), those three Mediterrammeamtries have a similar level of
Internet penetration. In 2007 the percentage ofébalds with access to the Internet
was 49% in France, 45% in Spain, and 43% in Ifedyres below the average of EU 25
(56%) and the USA (62%), and far behind the Nocdigntries which, along with South
Korea and The Netherlands, enjoy the highest pati@trrate& These differences
explain the speedier rate of Internet adoptionantBern Europe: Between 2006 and
2007, Internet penetration grew 20% in France, id%pain and 8% in ltaly, this latter
the only country of the three that grew less thenaverage of EU 25 (10%).

The degree of Internet adoption is therefore simildrance, Spain, or Italy. It
Is lower than the American, and even lower thasé¢haf the Nordic or Oceanic
countries. Taking these data into account we suggist hypothesis, concerned with

the public or with the demand end of ‘electoral@ybampaigns’

H1: A lower Internet penetration accounts forssér citizen use of digital

technopolical resources.



The validity of this hypothesis seems obvious. &her constraints or
limitations on the side of the offer could exisheltechnological devices displayed by
political actors during the electoral fight could less attractive for their potential users

than in other countries.

H2: In those more participatory, deliberative agsk| partitocratic countries,
digital devices are more interesting for the gelngoaulation, and for Internet

users in particular.

In order to test these hypothesis we resort torsany data on the USA, France,
and Italy. For the Spanish case we introduce twmeisurveys conducted among
Internet users during the 2008 general elections.g0al is to qualify the empirical
validity of the term ‘electoral cyber-democracy’ afh, in itself, would assemble the
notions of ‘cyber-campaign’, ‘cyber-journalism’,cfdigital deliberation’. We deem
these concepts are usually applied without any ecegriaking for granted a generalized
use of the Web or, at least, connoting relevarieidihces with traditional campaigns.
Were that to be the case, we should find a politisa and a positive evaluation of the
available resources during the candidates’ cyberpedgn, along with a relevant citizen
participation in blogs and digital journalism andio forums or chats of electoral
nature. We would find, then, the three poles oitjgal communication —contending

parties, journalists and citizens-- connected wéhh other through the Web.

Method and sample



The first survey was conducted among general Ietarsers (from now on referred as
GIU; with 1,205 cases) and the second among thbsewent online at least twice a
day, whom we call intensive Internet users (IlUnfraow on, with 1,005 cases). Survey
results show that general (GIU) and intensive (liii¢rnet users are quite similar.
Survey subjects were selected by stratified samiyngender, age, education level and
autonomous community of residence, according tareelby the Asociacion para la
Investigacion de Medios de Comunicacion-Estudiogtainde Medios (AIMC-EGM),
the benchmark institution in Spain for the studynefdia audiences, which calculates
the advertising value of the different media ostl€ur universe is not that of the
general population, but that of Internet users cWwhaxplains the differences with other
previous surveys (INE 2008a; INE 2008b; CIS 2008c).

The Spanish Internet users (GIU and 11U) surveyedur study differ from the
general population in terms of gender (our sampigains a higher presence of males),
age (our respondents were considerably yourigand education level (notably
superior among our participanfs)As regards to political leanings, we hardly apjat
differences that could not be attributed to theggaphical bias of our sample, in which
some regions with nationalist parties (e.g. Caialpmre over-represented

A complete and definitive empirical testing of tingpotheses stated above is
beyond the scope of this article, given the methmgloal differences of the surveys
under comparison. However, we will proceed procgitd the following steps. First,
we describe the use of the Internet as a sourpelipical information, specifying the
following of the several sociopolitical actors itved in the campaign. We focus on the
use of political parties’ websites, civil asso@as’ websites, blogs authored by cyber-
journalists, and on the cyber-deliberations inrimé¢ forums and chats. We then

provide a detailed account of the Internet useediandiet, and the relative weight of



the Web in their political information menu. Lastlye deal with the variables that
influence the political use of the Internet andhvilte users’ evaluation of

technopolitical resources.

Internet as a source of political information during the campaign

Despite the small percentage of Internet usersevigage in advanced online political
interaction, their interest in the campaign andr tharticipation in campaign activities
is above that of the general population. Our datajever, do not support the acritical
use of the term ‘cyber-campaign’, which in the tighour findings should be employed
with caveats.

The technolopolitical devices which are specifithe Internet, that is, those
Web-based resources that would allow for a morezbotal (or at least bi-directional)
communication between electors and candidatespanel to be scarcely used. Almost
one fifth of Internet users, 17% (we refer to Gllass otherwise noted), rarely or
never visited a website from the public administratDuring the campaign, two thirds
did not visit any of the websites by candidatepditical parties and 70% did not
search for alternative information in webs by cigroups or in counter-information
websites.

The most frequent activity during the campaign tiessending of political
jokes via e-mail; only 48% of Internet users saieythad never done it. On the
contrary, more than half (53%) did not even se&ocimformation on the candidates’
position on topics of interest. More than two tkiaf the Spanish Internet users (68%)
did not sign any petition, and three fourths (7&f6)not participate in blogs, forums or
political chats. A great majority (84%) did not dezrmails to the political parties to

express their opinion.



Therefore, the expression ‘cyber-campaign’, whefarred to the use of the
Internet by Spanish citizens and voters in 200&ridetched. It does not describe with
accuracy the most common habits displayed by therityaof Internet users, who
themselves represent a fraction of the generallptipn. Table 1 compares the
percentages of the electoral body and Internesusko sought political information on
the Internet and the sort of socio-political actiwsy were interested in: Parties, social
movements, journalists, and citizens at large.

More than 10% of those citizens who are eligibledte used the Internet as a
source of electoral information. Among these, tbss one fourth accessed webs of
political parties or blogs, forums or chats. Thecpatage of those who sought
alternative information in webs of citizen organiaas is smaller (5%). Nevertheless,
proportions increase considerably if we take irtooaint the population of Internet
users we surveyed. A full 68% used the Web torgetmation on the campaign;
almost half visited candidate websites, 41% chegeapbs of citizen organization, and

31% accessed forums, chats, or blogs.

[Table 1 about here]

These data show two groups of voters who diffeheir political use of
information and communication technologies (ICTslernet was barely used with a
political purpose by most citizens, but those wlayenactive Internet users did go
online for political pursuits. The percentage dehnet users who visited political party
websites and blogs authored by digital journalistghe deliberative platforms offered
by forums and chats, was twice as big as thateofdbt of citizens. Those Internet users

who were attentive to social or civic cyber-actmisultiplied by eight the percentage



of the population interested in the online activishtitizen organizations and social
movements.

If we pay attention on the most traditional patseof Internet consumption —
visits to the digital versions of mainstream medtae-topics and news sought are very
similar. National and international politics wag timost interesting topic. More than
half of visitors to digital mainstream media (578¢used on that section; although a
very similar percentage were attracted to secti&ediving (54%) and sports (52%).
Those looking for cultural topics accounted fosslésan half of digital media visitors
(47%). Sought for by almost a third were sectioke &ccident and crime reports,
business, TV schedule, weather forecast, and itabsidvertisement.

The consumption of news online (by far, the moshiecmn habit among Internet
users) revealed that it does not follow motivatiarising from entertainment or
instrumental and private uses. Half of visitors evattracted to sports and politics news,
whereas less than a third were driven to other rwsgumental’ news, such as stock
guotes, TV schedules, weather reports, and cledsifiThe relevance of political news
is confirmed by the figure that 61% of those suegefollowed campaign news with
interest, and 20% followed them with a lot of irt&l; nearly doubling the percentage of
general population showing such a fralthose who went online for campaign news
also displayed more pro-active features: 19% senais to political parties, 42%
signed petitions and 64% sought information onrttogiics of concern. But a majority
(73%) put the exchange of political humor e-mailshie first place.

Overall, the consumption of information onlinessscarce among citizens as a
whole, but during elections is intensive and wittlear political orientation among
Internet users. These latter show a classic pat@nsumption of information takes

precedence over the creation of own content anébtiaarding of the content created



by others, which in any case are outside ‘seripo$itical communication. On the one
hand, this more intense participation in electoydler-activities is related to the higher
educational and socio-economic profile of Intennsdrs. On the other, the pre-
eminence of the forwarding of political humor e-laapeaks of a citizenry that uses
irony to distance itself from the discourses fotimel platforms of serious electoral
debate, such as the digital versions of the ma&astrmedia and those news sites
already born for the Web.

Cyber-campaigns also include the activities dispialyy cyber-journalists and
their audiences. Electoral cyber-democracy seerhs totrinsically linked to digital
journalism, which purports itself to be a formidalway for the citizen interaction and
participation. However, not even a fifth (18%) bbse visiting digital mainstream
media accessed their blogs. Therefore, Internesusproduced, to a great extent and
almost automatically, traditional media consumppatterns: They did not seize the
pro-active and interactive features in offer. Asstve have questioned the application of
the term ‘cyber-campaign’ to the Spanish case, wstmow say the same as regards to
expressions like ‘cyber-journalism’ or ‘2.0 jourrsah’, which usually refer to
immediate two-way communication between profesdipnanalists and their public
through blogs and comments.

The under-utilization of Web-specific communicatresources is a reality:
Almost a third (32%) did not visit blogs and almbastf (44%) did not ever use social
networking sites like MySpace or Facebook, whictlp@nough was one of the key
websites for the Conservative candidate, MarianoyRa

The data from the Spanish case must now be coeslideinternational
perspective. In Spain Internet adoption has bemmesithan in other countries, so its

political use is expected to be lower as well.Ha USA, for instance, the percentage of



adults who sought political information during daactoral campaign went from 16% in
the Spring of 2000 to 23% in the Fall of the samaryto 31% in the 2004 primaries, to
34% in the Presidential elections of that year, 0% or 42% in the 2008 primaries
(Smith and Rainie, 2008; Winneg, Kenski, and Jaome2008). This percentage is four
times the Spanish figure. It seems clear that matieadoption notably influences its
political use and, in relation to this, it mustreealled that in the USA 71% of the
population had access to the Internet in 2007, @deemn Spain this figure did not reach
50%. Notwithstanding this, the degree of Interrdetion is not the only possible
explanation.

We can talk about common trends in Southern EurApéoted, Spain and
France have a similar degree of Internet penetraficsimilar proportion of French and
Spanish Internet users followed their respectiv@nal campaigns with interest (64%
in France and 61% in our GIU sample) and visitedrts or blogs during the campaign
(26% in France and 21% in our GIU sample). But cioiences go beyond the statistical
data on Internet users. As a matter of fact, ttadyars of the use of the Internet by
political parties in Spain, France and Italy shakesy tend to give preference to
managerial features, rather than other more ppaticry or bi-directional uses (Casero
2007). Southern European political parties repdicat the Web the kind of information
they provide offline (Padré-Solanet and Carden@i80and upload on the Internet
contents that are identical to those preparedtfegranedia (Vaccari 2008a).

The result is an underutilization of the Interngitgential, specially of its most
participatory tools (Vedel and Michalska 2007; Vat@008b), and an standardization
of information contents that, according to Sudulishcommon to Southern European
countries (along with Ireland and Great Britaing8lich 2009: 15). There seem to exist

differences between Spain (and other Southern Earopountries like Italy and
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France) and the USA as regards to Internet ussgbhbpolitical habits. The different
degree of Internet adoption is a relevant explagdextor, but the extant literature also
gives evidence on the quality of the offer (Vac@f08c).

This said, most recent studies in France and Sgi@oat the politically active
Internet users allow for some optimism. In Frarthe,cyber-citoyensnjoy above-
average levels of education and income, are higttiye in politics, and support
‘governmental’ political parties (Ifop 2006: 6 a@#l-30). This profile closely resembles

the Spanish case, according to our surveys.

Intensive multi-media consumption and digital disapointment

Internet users, except for their special preferdacdigital media, profess a media diet
that is very similar to that of the general popiolat It was television, with its newscasts
(74%) and other shows (56%), the hegemonic medunngl the campaign, followed

by the newspapers’ online versions (44%), which @g@IU was slightly more
important than the regional and local printed p(d286) and the country-wide press
(41%). Regarding traditional media, radio newscastsdebates, at 40%, are 15 points
below the newspapers’ digital versions. Accordim@ fpost-electoral survey conducted
by the CIS, the most popular media during the cagmpaere television (followed by
87% of Spaniards), the printed press (by 54%),radb (by 39%). Internet users offer
similar, though slightly lower, percentages.

The technolopolitical devices like the webs ofifocdl parties served as a
campaign information source for one in every fiweinet users (20%), whereas social
movement websites and blogs were trusted by 168tio$ample. A key variable to
explain a more intensive use of these resourcesheasterest in the campaign. The

generally restricted use of these new forms oftetatcommunication drastically
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increases —it actually doubles—when we talk abloo$é Internet users who reported
having paid a lot of attention to the campaign. Aign¢éhose most interested, 40%
followed the websites of political parties and adates and about 35% followed social
movement websites and blogs.

In their media diet, the most politically engadetkrnet users do not differ
greatly from the rest of the population, excepttf@ir more intensive consumption of
digital news media. Their raking of media prefeeerscnot different from other Internet
users (television is put first) and they do notaep traditional media with digital media
either. In fact, their pattern of media consumpi®just a more intense multi-media
consumption. A bigger interest in the campaigroloived by a more frequent use of
the Web, but also by an increased following ofitradal medid.

Those who declared more interested in the campaignsified their
consumption of all sorts of media. Table 2 shoves those GIU interested in the
campaign consumed 60% more of non-news TV showsdtier non-interested GIU.
A similar percent difference is observed regardiagsumption of electronic
newspapers, TV newscasts and country-wide newspaper

With the goal of allowing Internet users to revébadir sources of political
information without the constraint imposed by cbsgiestionnaires, we asked them
two open questions, aimed at knowing their offlamel online consumption habits:
“Which was your favorite newspaper, radio or TV mwhel during the campaign?” and
“Which was your favorite online media outlet duritigg campaign?” Responses to the
first question repeated the trends discussed albange.came TV channels (twice as
many Internet users preferred private TV channeds the public ones), then country-
wide newspapers, and radio came last; slightly teae 7% did not mention any

media. But far more relevant is the fact that tessé 1% of respondents cited any
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online media outlet. Surprisingly, no online-baseedia has managed to become a
reference for campaign information among Interrsetrs.

The second question compelled Internet usersrteertaeir favorite online
media outlet, but with an open response format. i@®e&ery four respondents cited the
digital versions of country-wide newspapers. Witthis category two newspapers
almost monopolized their preferences: ElPais.cosahasen by 12% of respondents,
closely followed by EIMundo.es (10%). Interestinglye digital versions of the
regional and local press is tied with search ergarel portals (9%), of which the most
popular was Google (3%). Search engines and relgioess were almost three times as
relevant as e-mail, forums and blogs (which, caerad together, barely go beyond
3.5%). Google was far more popular than any ofbldical party websites (cited by
1% of respondents in this open-ended question)@akmovement websites

(negligible, named only by 0.1% of respondents).

[Table 2 about here]

The pre-eminence of search engines and portalsweifasites with campaign-
related content is a common phenomenon in othertdea with higher Internet
penetration. In the USA, 46% of Internet users wgebsites like Yahoo, MSN, AOL,
Google or YouTube to search for most of the campasgdated information (Winneg,
Kenski and Jamieson 2008: 6). It could be thatrh@eportals are used to search for
news published by mainstream media outlets. Orpihiist, as in other issues
highlighted in our research, more detailed sunagsneeded. Surprisingly, the most
common answer to the open-ended question on tleeitawnline media outlet to

follow the campaign was “None” (18%). This coulddeonsequence of this ‘organic’
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consumption of political information on the Webthvsearch engines diluting the brand

recognition of individual news outlets.

Intensive Internet users, multi-media consumers witout political motivation

Two key questions are yet to be addressed: Whattesnet use is related to a higher
consumption of campaign information online; and thkethe consumption of political
information on the Internet complements or replabesconsumption of political
information on traditional media.

Our data does not show evidence of a correlatwéen increased Internet use
and the consumption of new online technolopolitcdannels like political party
websites or blogs. There are no significant diffiees between GIU and [IU regarding
their favorite media outlets for campaign informati Both groups place the Internet as
their second most important medium during the cagmpafter television.

Two features stand out. First, the relevance iohany groups (friends,
acquaintances, relatives) when it comes to geftoigical information (a feature
present in 38% of general Internet users and in 8Altiensive Web surfers). Second,
the relative weakness of formal political organi@as at channeling political
information through their own websites. Althougleithattention to these resources is
relevant --among GIU, 20% followed political pavgbsites and 17% visited social
movement websites; among 11U, percentages were&@2%49% respectively-- few in
both groups regarded social movement websitedagdte source for campaign
information (0.1% in both groups), and the sametd@mnpolitical party websites
(favored by 1% among GIU; and by 1.5% among IIU).

Figure 1 compares the media preferences of thgtawaps. General Internet

users exceeded intensive surfers in the consumetidl, country-wide newspapers,
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and radio, as well as in contacts with friends aoguaintances. As expected, although
with minimal percent differencBsintensive Web surfers were found to be more

frequent users of online technolopolitical devices.

[Figure 1 about here]

Does the Internet use replace traditional medmeswemption, or does it
complement it? Are there any differences betweereige and intensive Internet users?
To answer this questions we compare the figuresoosumption of digital newspapers
—the most important category of online media uare the consumption of other
media.

The data regarding the compatibility of digitalwspapers consumption and
other media use is reported on Table 3. The mastwan pattern is the complementary
consumption of digital newspapers and other mdmiahem online-based or not. The
frequencies of consumption of digital newspapera esmplement to other media are
higher than those of its consumption as alterndatveher media. For instance, the
proportion of GIU who deemed online newspapers @sgplement for TV viewing
(50%) doubled that of those who deemed them aftemative (25%). The percent of
GIU and IlU who see digital newspapers as a comgigno other media exceeds 50%
in most cases. The single only exception is TV shother than newscasts (47% among
GIU).

A more frequent use of the Internet (representetthé [IU group), and in
particular a more frequent reading of digital nesaysgrs, does not diminish or increase
the consumption of other media, be them traditiamaligital. All media outlets

considered, Intensive Web surfers reported higlegpuiencies of use, either as
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complement or as alternative. Perhaps we couldatatkit a small substitution effect
among lIlU. Summing up the percent differences WithGIU, this is of 63 points in

the category of alternative consumption, a figureva the 53 points for complementary
consumption with other media. Increased time ordeems to reduce, inevitably, the

time devoted to the consumption of other media.

[Table 3 about here]

As it can be observed on Table 3, on the coluntfigofal newspapers as
alternative, the higher percentages among GIU lggiorthose who reported reading
digital newspapers but did not follow social moveimneebsites, nor the TV and radio
shows other than newscasts, or the political paetysites (all of them with percentages
close to 40%). Digital newspapers are not replatheg original print versions, as both
categories enjoy some of the lowest scores of momptementarity. Instead, our data
would support the hypothesis that print newspagading is complementary to digital
newspaper reading.

Among intensive Internet users, the greatest comggarity with digital
newspaper reading is blog following: Three out\érg four online newspapers also
checked blogs. This would be a coherent tranaih ffactual information to more
personal commentaries. In fact, the percentageasiet who visited blogs and got
campaign information via online newspapers is &{saabove the figure of those who
only visited blogs. The next most complementaryatsitwere political party and social
movement websites, indicating that there’s somé&amxge in readership between online
mainstream media and the technolopolitical deviaas electoral and social forces.

Most probably, news on politicians and social orgatmons were found first in

16



mainstream online newspapers, and subsequentpathes of the actors cited in the
news would be visited in order to access their gansions or to search for topics

ignored by the conventional media.

[Table 4 about here]

Table 4 reports statistics on visits to journalibtegs, political party websites,
and social movement websites, showing whether @éhey complement or an
alternative to other media. There is little diffece again between GIU and 1lU on those
three categories. Neither blogs nor political partygocial movement websites were
considered as a relevant alternative source bysinte and general Internet surfers. The
journalistic blogs and the websites of politicaitfes and social movements were
nevertheless complementary to each other, perheagasibe of the ease of mutual
linkage among the three, which would be much mionédd in the case of traditional

(offline) media.

Conclusion

Overall, among the general population, only a mtgarets campaign information from
the Internet and participates in politics throulgé tise of new technopolitical devices
associated to the Web. Therefore, the term ‘elatttyber-democracy’ (defined as
campaigns conducted, debated, and followed onéihedlld be qualified, delimited, and
applied with caution. Otherwise, the talk aboutcenpaigns becomes an acritical
legitimation of the incorporation of ICTs to thesgym of political communication. It
conveys the idea of citizens being more relevadtiafiuential than ever before in the

course of elections, as if politicians and citizeasld put aside communication
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business and professionals as the unavoidable toesl@during the most important
process of public opinion formation.

Despite the small percentage of Internet userstak® part in the ‘cyber-
campaign’, their level of interest and participatia campaign activities exceeds that of
the general population as a whole. However, theytdeem to find in the Web
satisfactory resources for political informatioayticipation, and action. Once a
minimum level of access is guaranteed, a highguiacy of Internet use is not related
to an increased interest in the campaign, nor avithore enthusiastic engagement with
technopolitical devices. Well-known media outldtl sile in the offline and online
worlds, and the use of more interactive onlineuezd --those that would allow for a
more horizontal communication between politicattigsrand voters-- is still rare.
Political parties, at least in Southern Europeamutites, have little incentives to open
up their campaigns to more spontaneous participgfdmirén and Jarque 2008).

This notwithstanding, the minority who goes onlinget campaign information
and uses the Internet’'s most interactive featweesals itself very active. Political
parties might find this minority useful for elecdbpurposes. Cyber-campaigns would
not try to impact on the whole population, butitdluence the influentials’. What we
find dubious is the common resort to the term ‘®ead cyber-democracy’ (and of its
components, cyber-campaigning and cyber-journalibegause it implies a
democratization and popularization of campaignsithaot found in our data.

There is no evidence of any pattern of replacerfrtent old to new media --not
even from print to online newspapers--. Rathemgh®evidence of a high
complementarity. Watching TV and then going ontimeheck online newspapers

seems the most common habit among Internet useascisengines like Google were
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found to be as relevant as blogs, political partgaxial movement websites, when it
comes to accessing political information online.

Increased Internet penetration does not seemuateqvith more online political
participation, as a comparison between the USASpain shows. The United States
has only 18% more Internet users than Spain, Bt @@re Americans than Spaniards
went online to follow their national campaign. M@ecess to the Internet does not
increase the demand for political information aadipipation online, so the
explanation to those percent differences must bedmn the offer side. Our two
hypotheses are complementary. Obviously, Interapéfration in households and the
speed of connections influences the level of onpiolkical participation. But intensive
Internet users do not show a significant incredskowing of the campaign, nor a more
enthusiastic engagement with online political reses.

Internet users reveal themselves as more inter@sigolitics than the
population at large: 61% of GIU followed the cangpawith great interest, compared
with 49% among the general population (CIS 200&\weVer, ‘none’ was the most
relevant category when Internet users were askadrtee their favorite online media
outlet for political information. There is evidenerough to suggest that Internet users
have not found a satisfactory online offer yetathy case, there is a minority of Internet
uses —especially those who visit social movemetusites-- who are politically active,
both online and offline. Therefore, it makes sefieseSpanish political parties (and for
those in other Southern European countries) to keageveloping cyber-campaigns. In
the short term, they can mobilize a highly activiaanty, inside and outside the Web.
In the medium and long term, they can ensure thatyp of those who contact them,

while obtaining valuable data that might be valedbk future campaigns.

19



Table 1: Comparison between the CIS post-electoraurvey (general population) and our survey on Intemet users (GIU) on common
items, along with an estimation of population size.

CIS Internet users
Population size
0, 0
& (estimatel)’ %
_ 9,9% 68,1%

Used the Internet to get campaign informdfion (599) 3.324.878 (821)
Visited webs df’:
Political parties/candidates 23,4% 778.021 45%
Citizen organizations/Social movements 5,4% 179.543 41%
Blogs, forums, chats 22,2% 738.123 31%

Sources: CIS (Post-electoral survey 2008), INEdBlal Census 2008) and GIU survey 2008 (n=1,205)

(1) The estimation of population size was done usirtg ftam the CIS post-electoral survey (Study Nco27and, according to its technical data, from2668
electoral census excluding the census of non-red&nown as CERA), and the populations of themmmous cities of Ceuta and Melilla. Quantities dnavn
from the average values of confidence intervalsutated according to sample error and confidengels.

(2) Percentage calculated from the 6,083 cases inlB@ast-electoral survey and the 1,205 in the Gikyey.

(3) In the following three categories, the percentagescalculated from the total number of those vdpworted getting political information from the Imet on the
CIS post-electoral survey, 599 cases, and frontatiad number of those who checked some sort ofipaliinformation on the Web during the campaigthva
frequency above once per month (which allows foomparison with the CIS survey) in the GIU sun&31 cases. The percentages calculated from tHe tota

number of Internet users interviewed in the GlUveyrwould be 20% (visited political party or caraliel websites), 17% (citizen organizations or cim@m/ement
websites) and 17% (visited blogs, forums, and ¢hats
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Table 2: Media use in relation to interest in camp@n news, differences between GIU and IIU (percenges).

General Internet Users (GIU)

Intensive InternetridgdU)

)

Not Ver
interested | oY Diff.
interested

at all
None 53 0 -53
Other 0 2 2
Internet (Social movement and
. : 5 33 28
independent group websites)
Internet (Journalistic blogs) 3 35 32
Radio (Other) 1 39 38
Internet (Political parties and candida‘l% 42 39
websites)
Friends, acquaintances, and persona 13 58 45
contacts
Radio (Talk radio) 4 51 47
Radio (Newscasts) 3 51 48
Newspapers (Regional or local) 8 60 52
Newspapers (Country-wide) 5 62 57
Television (newscasts) 28 88 60
Internet (Online newspapers) 5 67 62
Television (Other shows) 13 75 62

Not Ver
interested af| » oY Diff.
all interested
44 1 -43 None
3 1 -2 Other
4 34 30 Radio (Other)
4 38 34 !nternet (Social movement and
independent group websites)
1 38 37 Internet (Journalistic blogs)
8 45 37 Radio (Newscasts)
13 50 37 Friends, acquaintances, and
personal contacts
Internet (Political parties and
5 50 45 candidate websites)
4 52 48 Radio (Talk radio)
11 59 50 Newspapers (Regional or loca
10 63 53 Newspapers (Country-wide)
16 71 54 Television (Other shows)
28 84 56 Television (newscasts)
12 75 63 Internet (Online newspapers)

Source: GIU and IlU surveys, 2008.
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Figure 1: Most popular media sources of campaign fiormation.

Television (noticiarios)
Televisién (otros programas)
Internet (periodicos electrénicos)
Prensa autonomica o local (en papel)
Prensa estatal (en papel)
Amigos, conocidos y contactos personales
Radio (boletines informativos)
Radio (tertulias)
Radio (otros)
Internet (paginas de partidos, candidatos)
Internet (webs de mov. soc./grupos ind.)
Internet (blogs periodisticos)
Ninguno -]

Otros J

0

% Internautas intensivos

Source: GIU and IlU surveys, 2008.

10 20 30 40 50

B Internautas generales
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Country-wide newspapers (print)

Friends, acquaintances, and personal contacts
Radio (newscasts)

Radio (talk radio)

Radio (other)

Internet (political parties, candidate websites)
Internet (social movement websites)

Internet (journalistic blogs)

None

Other

Intensive Internet users/ General Internet users



Table 3Y: Online newspapers as an alternative or complemeaty information source for GIU and 1lU (percentages.

Online newspapers as alternative (% Online newspagrs as complement (%)
General users Intensive users General users Intensi users
Television (Newscasts) 25 35 50 55
Television (Other shows) 39 42 47 56
Newspapers (Country-wide) 33 40 60 65
Newspapers (Regional or local) 33 42 58 60
Radio (Newscasts) 36 44 60 64
Radio (Talk radio) 37 43 60 67
Radio (Other) 39 45 59 67
Journalistic blogs 38 44 73 74
Political party and candidate websites 39 44 64 69
Social movement websites 40 46 65 67
Friends, acquaintances, and personal contacts 36 42 56 64

Source: GIU and IlU surveys, 2008.

(1) ‘Online newspapers as alternative’ is calculatedifthe percentage of online newspaper readers whwot consume other media (therefore, online neysgs
would be an alternative to other media). ‘Onlinevgpapers as complement’ is calculated from thegotage of online newspapers who did consume otkdiam
(online newspapers would be a complementary safrcampaign information in this case).
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Table 4: Journalistic blogs, political parties/canddate websites and social movement websites as arse of alternative or complementary

information for GIU and 1lU (percentages).

Journalist. | Political SSMM Journalist. | Political SSMM

blogs party webs [ webs blogs party webs | webs

As alternative As complement

GIU[llU |GIU [llU |GIU |IU GIU |IlU |GIU [llU [GIU (U
Television (Newscasts) 9 12 11f 18 1( 16 P 21 23 P19 | 19
Television (Other shows) 13| 16| 13| 15 11 14 1P 21 228 (21 | 22
Newspapers (Country-wide) 10 13 13 14 2 26 269 232 (24 | 26
Newspapers (Regional or local) 12 14 14 1 11 15 225 |27 |31 | 24| 23
Radio (Newscasts) 13| 15 16 18 14 14 2b 28 28 B3 P39
Radio (Talk radio) 12| 15 14 17 13 16 24 28 38 34 426
Radio (Other) 14 | 15 16 19 14 15 27 3( 34 3p 26 30
Online newspapers 8 9 12 14 19 12 28 28 29 31 5 P5
Journalistic blogs - - 16| 17| 12 13 - - 39 4 40 4p
Political party and candidate websites 3 1B - - 1a3 33 |36 | - - 42 | 39
Social movement (SSMM) websites 12 13 14 1 - - 42 |50 |47 | - -
Friends, acquaintances, and personal contacts 11 |13 |17 | 11 | 13 25 |29 |31 [ 33| 26| 29

Source: GIU and 1lU surveys, 2008.

24



References:

Almirén, N. y Jarque, J.M. (2008 mito digital: Discursos hegemédnicos sobre
Internet y periodismaBarcelona: Anthropos.

Casero, A. (2007), ‘E-campafia 2007: Internet erliasciones autonémicas
valencianas’, in AECPA (Asociacion Espafiola de CigiPolitica y de la
Administracién)Politica para un mundo en cambidalencia, Spain, 19-21 September
2007.

CIS (2007) Barometro de Octubre: Estudio 2738adrid: Centro de Investigaciones
Socioldgicas.

CIS (2008a)Postelectoral elecciones generales y autonémicasndialucia 2008:
Panel 22 Fase, Estudio 279viadrid: Centro de Investigaciones Socioldgicas.

CIS (2008b)Barémetro de Julio: Estudio 2768adrid: Centro de Investigaciones
Socioldgicas.

Ifop (2006),L’observatoire 2006-2007 de la netcampagne présidiber Enquéte Ifop-
Panel MaximilesParis: IFOP, http://www.ifop.com/europe/docs/aetpagne.pdf.
Accessed 2 June 2009.

INE (2008a),Censo Electoral de 200&1adrid: Instituto Nacional de Estadistica.

INE (2008b), Encuesta de Poblacion Activa (EPA)s#gjundo trimestre de 2008
Madrid: Instituto Nacional de Estadistica.

INE (2008c),Encuesta sobre Tecnologias de la Informacion yden@nicacién a
Hogares (TIC-H) Madrid: Instituto Nacional de Estadistica.

OECD (2008)Broadband Growth and Policies in OECD Countri8gul: OECD; at:
http://www.oecd. org/document/1/0,3343,en_2649 342P931201 1 1 1 1,00.
Html. Accessed 18 May 2009.

Padré-Solanet, A. and Cardenal, A. (2008), ‘Pasig politica en Internet: Un analisis
de los websites de los partidos politicos catalaRevista de Internet, Derecho y
Politica, 6: 46-64.

TNS - Sofres (2007),es internautes et la politiquaris: Sofres.

Sampedro, V. (ed.) (in presgjas y diques tecnopoliticos para la participaci@a.
cibercampafia de las elecciones generales de.2008

Smith, A. & Rainie, L. (2008), ‘The Internet ancetB008 election’, Washington: Pew
Internet and American Life Project; at: http://wvpewinternet.org/PPF/r/252/
report_display.asp. Accessed 18 May 2009.

Sudulich, M. (2009), ‘Do ethos, ideology, countndaelectoral strength make a
difference in cyberspace? Testing an explanatorgeinof parties’ websites’, in ECPR
(European Council for Political Resear@&}PR Joint Sessighisbon, Portugal, April.

Vaccari, C. (2008a), ‘Piu informazione che partazipne: | siti Internet dei partiti nella
campagna elettorale 200&€omunicazione Politicel:2, pp. 183-198.

Vaccari, C. (2008b), ‘Surfing to the Elysée: Th&emet in the 2007 French Elections’.
French Politics 6, pp. 1-22.

Vaccari, C. (2008c), ‘Italian parties’ websitedlre 2006 electionsEuropean Journal

25



of Communicatior23:1, pp. 69-77.

Vedel, T. & Michalska, K. (2007), ‘Political partpation and the Internet: Evidence
from the 2007 French Presidential election’lnternational Conference on e-
GovernmentMontreal, Canada, 27-28 September.

Winneg, K., et al. (2008), 'Internet as politicaflarmation tool popular, but television
still dominates'. Annenberg National Election Syrw&nnenberg Public Policy Center,
University of Pennsylvania; at:
http://www.annenbergpublicpolicycenter.org/Downlséreleases/NAES%202008/Ne
wsConsumptionMARCH_28 2008.pdf. Accessed 6 May 2009

UNCTAD (2007),Information economy report 2007-2008. Science actriology for
development: The new paradigm of I®ew York-Geneve: United Nations; at:
http://www.unctad.org/Templates/webflyer.asp?do8@lF9&intltemID=1397&lang=1.
Accessed 13 May 2009.

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Telecommuiaica and Information
Administration (2008Networked nation: Broadband in America 208Vashington,
D.C, January 2008; at: http://www.ntia.doc.gov/areg/2008/ NetworkedNation.html.
Accessed 18 May 2009.

26



Endnotes:

! The data reported here comes from the NCTAD afed te the year 2006. In 2007 the USA had
already reached 71% of Internet users (U.S. Deganttiof Commerce, 2008).

2 South Korea: 94%; Iceland: 84%; The Netherlan88)8 Sweden: 79%; Denmark and Norway: 78%.

% 86% of those surveyed was younger than 44 yeaagafwhereas the CIS Barometer (CIS, 2008c), that
age range comprises 51% of the sample. The relaight of the oldest group, those older than 55
years, represents 4% of our sample, whereas icitdak CIS survey this group equals to 33% of those
interviewed.

“ Almost half the Internet users surveyed (49%) ¢t@mipleted some university education (as compared
to only 19% in the CIS Barometer, 2008c), whicinisre than those who only completed secondary
education, 43% (48% in the CIS Barometer). Thetikgaveight of those who just finished primary
school is marginal, nearly 8% (44% in the CIS Baeten).

® Catalonia represents 23% of our sample (it reptesk5% of Spanish population), Madrid 18% (14% of
the Spanish population), and Andalucia 13% (18%hefSpanish population).

® The CIS post-electoral survey (2008b) reports 1286 was very interested in the campaign, and 37%
was quite interested.

" Something similar happens in France. When Frentghret users were asked to name those media
outlets they trusted the most, 42% said TV, 33%tpréewspapers, 32% radio, and 21% Internet.
Regional newspapers were named by 10% of respa)dezg newspapers by 4% (Ifop, 2006).

8 Differences do not usually exceed 2%, exceptHerdategory of search engines and Internet poitals,
which U exceed GIU by 4%.
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