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Abstract

Much information has been gathered and debated with regards to the social and political context concerning the expected utility of voting. However, little empirical work has been done concerning the expected utility of voting in the aftermath of the politicization of the Internet. Consequently, this thesis seeks to add to the growing literature by evaluating the effect of the Internet on information costs felt by the voter in recent elections. By analyzing time series data collected by the American National Election Studies, this thesis will seek to understand the influence of the effect of the Internet on information costs felt by voters in the 2000, 2004, and 2008 general elections. I argue that, although gaining popularity in the early 2000s, the Internet did not significantly affect the information costs of voters in 2000 and greatly affected the information costs of voters in 2008. In conclusion, this paper, by closely examining the increase in technology in the 2000, 2004, and 2008 general elections and its effects on the expected utility of voting, not only provides a different look at barriers to voting but could also provide a new perspective on political activism, civic engagement, and future political campaigns.   
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Campaigns and Information Costs:

Evaluating the Role of the Internet in the 2000, 2004, and 2008 General Elections

Much information has been gathered and debated with regards to the social and political context concerning the expected utility of voting. However, little empirical work has been done concerning the expected utility of voting in the aftermath of the politicization of the Internet. Consequently, this thesis seeks to add to the growing literature by evaluating the effect of the Internet on information costs felt by the voter in recent elections. By analyzing time series data collected by the American National Election Studies, this thesis will seek to understand the influence of the effect of the Internet on information costs felt by voters in the 2000, 2004, and 2008 general elections. We argue that, although gaining popularity in the early 2000s, the Internet did not significantly affect the information costs of voters in 2000 and greatly affected the information costs of voters in 2008. 

This topic will first be addressed by discussing the importance of the Internet in politics in the early 2000s, discussing the formulation of the theoretical model for the calculus of voting, and by discussing, to a lesser extent, the effect of mobilization in the 2008 election. The estimation procedure and data sources will be discussed next, followed by the results, discussion, and conclusions and limitations to this study.

Literature Review

Developed by Downs, the calculus of voting measures the likelihood of an individual to vote, given one’s particular feeling on a range of variables:  the differential impact of one candidate winning over another, the probability of that one will cast the deciding vote, and the costs associated with voting.  This was adapted by later researchers to include the duty of a citizen to vote and takes the following form: R = pB − C + D, where R represents the likelihood of voting, p represents the probability of casting the deciding vote, C represents the cost of voting, and D is the duty felt by the citizen to vote. Downs also noted that when costs reach a certain threshold, it is rational for the voter to abstain. In theory, this threshold is very low, as the probability of one’s single vote affecting the outcome of the election is also very low (Downs, 1957). However, the combination of these two factors results in the conclusion that the relative perception of voting costs are very high, given the understanding that one’s vote does not significantly affect the outcome of the election. It is this original estimation of the model that will be used in this study. 

While the development of the Internet occurred in the second half of the 20th century, the political use of the Internet within the public sphere did not occur until the early 2000s. Between 1996 and 2008, the percentage of Americans who retrieved political information online rose form 4% to 40%, with younger generations seeking out the Internet as a key information source for political purposes. Growth of online political behavior can partly be explained by the emergence of social media, defined as online communities where information is produced and exchanged (Kushin and Yamamoto, 2010). Nearly all major party candidates employed these communities in the 2008 campaign, particularly drawing the attention of younger audiences. For example, 27% of those individuals under 30 reported obtaining campaign information off of social media sites compared to 4% of adults aged 30 to 39 (Pew Research Center, 2008). 

While growth of the Internet is evident, some scholars disagree about the implications of such use. Some believe that the Internet provides a medium through which increased access to political information can occur, drawing more individuals into the political process. Others see political use of the Internet as a polarizing power, allowing individuals to only reinforce their preexisting political beliefs. Kushin and Yamamoto (2010) test this dichotomy and find evidence of the former hypothesis. Although looking at restricted age groups, their analysis showed a moderate link between attention to traditional Internet sources for campaign information and political self-efficacy and situational political involvement. However, attention to social media for campaign information did not demonstrate any effect on political self-efficacy and situational political involvement. 

This hypothesis of broadening political participation in some form is also supported by a study done by Vitak et al. Vitak et al (2011) sought to understand the relationship between political activities on Facebook and political participation among young voters, a group typically perceived as politically apathetic. Results demonstrated that while young voters may be participating in political activity, the degree of this participation is somewhat superficial. For their sample, political participation tended to be informational, least time-consuming, and low in resource intensity. Vitak et al (2011) further finds that the sample overwhelmingly engaged in the least-intrusive, least time-consuming activities. The authors of the study thus suggest a civic-development model, where any political activity facilitates the development of civic skills, which in part increase an individual’s political participation as the individual ages. Consequently, Vitak et al view the sample as “practicing” civic skills with minimal commitment of time. 

While applied in a different setting in the Vitak et al study, the understanding that young voters engage in least-intrusive and least time-consuming activities is highly important for the present study. This supports the hypothesis that Internet access should moderate the relationship between voting information costs and voter turnout, as Facebook and other accessible social networking sites provide information easily and in a quick fashion. Kushin and Yamamoto (2010) also support the present hypothesis that Internet access should moderate the relationship between voting information costs and voter turnout as their analysis demonstrated a moderate link between attention to Internet sources of political information and political self-efficiacy. Although, one major difference between the Kushin and Yamamoto study and the present research is in the model structure. This discussion seeks to understand how Internet access affects the relationship between voting costs and voter turnout, and not how use of the Internet for political purposes directly affects one’s level of political involvement. 

Besides Internet use, mobilization was also a major consideration in the 2008 general election. In simplest form, elections can be broken down into three main players: the candidate, the party, and the voter.  The roles of the candidate and the voter are more obvious, but the role of the party is arguably convoluted and multi-faceted. This is primarily because the party covers all aspects of the political process that exist between the candidate and the voter, including the selection of the candidate in some states and elections; however, the party is also responsible for the largest factor of any given election: the mobilization of the constituency.  

Mobilization is not only the act of motivating the party loyal to the polls, but also strategically targeting those populations of voting age in the electorate that are undecided regarding candidate choice, unmotivated by the other party’s efforts, or would otherwise not vote.  For these reasons, mobilization appears in different forms for different parties, different regions, and different types of elections.  Wielhouwer (2000) discusses these differences and evaluates the efforts of parties to mobilize the African-American electorate using the 1952-1996 ANES studies as well as the 1996 National Black Election Study. He concludes that blacks are contacted at lower rates than whites, but that Democrats contact blacks in proportion to their representation in the voting age population.  Republicans’ contact of blacks is substantially lower than their contact of whites and is disproportionate to black representation in the voting age population.  Furthermore, black mobilization is structurally integrated into the mobilization strategies of the Democratic Party, where that is not the case with the Republican Party.  The article also notes that when black turnout is up, the Democratic Party does better; thus, also providing enough incentive to put significant effort into black voter mobilization. Wielhouwer concludes his article that the key to mobilization and higher voter turnout is personal contact by the party.

  
However, Herron and Sekhon (2005) argue that turnout decisions are not completed by simply stepping into a ballot box.  They introduce the concept of a residual vote rate, or the rate at which ballots cast do not contain valid votes.  Herron and Sekhon maintain that the difference in white and black residual vote rates is discretionary, disproportionately higher for blacks, and affect election outcomes.  This goes against the common and presumed explanation of a nondiscretionary high residual vote gap between blacks and whites in, for example, the 2000 election, where the nondiscretionary explanation supporters attributed the gap to administrative shortcomings in polling places or literacy limitations that disproportionately affect blacks. Herron and Sekhon argue that voters decide whether to participate in an election separately for each contest on the ballot, and that the race of the candidate is a major influencer in this decision.  The racial divide in American politics is so large and seemingly impassable that voters choose to give up substantive representation in order to elect officials who look like themselves. Herron and Sekhon’s study implies that the race of the candidate is a major predictor in black mobilization, turnout, and vote choice.                 

Hutchings (2009) expands on the racial divide in American politics introduced by Herron and Sekhon.  He argues that while the 2008 election was historic, it does not indicate a substantial change in political attitudes and social and economic outcomes between blacks and whites in recent history.  Divisions between blacks and whites on racial policy have not declined significantly in the last twenty years, and although it is significant to have elected President Obama, it is too early to measure the effect of his presidency on objective indicators of racial progress. For the present discussion, although Hutchings’ outcomes may not have changed, the implication that black voters were mobilized becomes increasingly important as other contextual factors can affect the model. 

This literature review only further supports the importance of our research question.  In most elections, blacks are mobilized to a lesser extent, and even if this subset of the population appears at the polls, the decision to vote has still not been made.  As Hutchings argues, this occurred even within the context of the 2008 general election. While mobilization is discussed above and is important to note as a concept, it is not directly applicable to the present study because it is at the cost of the party, and not the individual. This will affect how it is dealt with in terms of the model. It is also important to note that Internet access and use in the political sphere were more pronounced in the 2008 general election, as Kohut discusses.  Kushin and Yamamoto and Vitak et al begin to address Internet use for political purposes and its effect on political involvement, but none address the inquiry of the present discussion:  how Internet use affects the relationship between voting information costs and voter turnout.

Method

Data
The data utilized in this paper are taken from three separate time series studies completed by the American National Election Studies project in 2000, 2004, and 2008. Although designed as time series studies measuring political attitudes prior to and after the November general election in the respective years, only the answers of the post-election respondents are used in this analysis. 

The 2000 time series study was conducted through face-to-face and telephone interviews both before and after the 2000 general election.  Post-election interviews averaged 64 minutes in length and were conducted November 8 through December 18, 2000. Of 2,984 eligible persons, the interview process produced 1,807 completed pre-election interviews, and 1,555 completed post-election interviews. The 2004 time series study was conducted only through face-to-face interviews both before and after the 2004 general election.  Post-election interviews averaged 65 minutes in length and were conducted between November 3 and December 20, 2004.  The interview process produced 1,212 pre-election interviews from an eligible 1,833 persons, and 1,066 individuals granted re-interviews for the post-election survey. The 2008 time series study was conducted through face-to-face interviews and through some self-administration (by way of Audio Computer-Assisted Self Interviewing (ACASI)) both before and after the 2008 general election. Use of ACASI was to reduce social desirability bias. Post-election interviews, averaging 91 minutes in length, began on November 5 and were completed by December 30, 2008.  The interview process produced 2, 322 interviews prior to the election and 2,102 individuals granted re-interviews for the post-election survey; however, the sample used in this study includes the 1,059 participants who identified as either having voted or not having voted in the 2008 general election (www.electionstudies.org).  

All three of these surveys posed questions regarding electoral participation, voting behavior and public opinion, but also inquired on topics ranging from media exposure and cognitive style to values and predispositions. In particular, the surveys measured the respondent’s self-reported decision to vote, preference for presidential candidates, the perceived importance of one’s vote, and attention paid to the presidential campaign from various sources. These variables were operationalized in the following ways. Firstly, the decision to vote was recoded to a binary scale, equal to unity if the individual indicated that he or she had voted. The perceived importance of one’s vote was similarly categorized, equal to unity if one believed that his or her vote mattered. Secondly, the assessment questions regarding one’s attention to the campaign and preference for candidates were captured on a five-point Likert scale. These variables were artificially dichotomized, equal to unity if the respondent selected a response equal to a value of “3” on the scale.

Based on the literature, control variables included education, income, race/ethnicity and age. Education was presented as a categorical variable, but was artificially dichotomized and made equal to “1” if the respondent had at least a bachelor’s degree. Income was collected similarly; thus, it was made equal to “1” if the respondent made at least $35,000 per year. Both of these cut-offs were based on prior research. Age was left as a continuous variable, bounded by the requirement of 18 years of age for voting privileges. Due to the importance of race/ethnicity in the 2008 general election, race/ethnicity was dichotomized and equal to unity if the individual identified as solely white. All other categories were grouped together. 

This study looks particularly at the question of information costs for voters.  These questions included general attention paid to the presidential campaigns, attention paid to radio speeches/discussions about the presidential campaigns, attention paid to TV news about the presidential campaigns, and attention paid to articles about the presidential campaigns in newspapers and magazines, respectively.  This typology provides an estimation of the information costs paid by voters.  Given that an individual may exert more time or effort, and thus increasing one’s cost, in one particular avenue of cost, a composite score for cost was developed. This then allowed cost to be entered as a single and composite variable in the model.

The aforementioned variables are the independent variables in this study. Sample size is a result of two factors:  firstly, those individuals that indicated whether they had voted and secondly, missing data. Responses of “Refused” were sorted out of the final dataset as well as individuals who had refused the entire post-election survey.  Descriptive statistics for the independent variables, as well as the dependent variable, are shown in Appendix A for all three election years. 
Analysis Plan

The primary analysis that will be run to answer the question of a moderating effect on the relationship between voting information costs and voter turnout is logistic regression. Logistic regression is a statistical method used to predict the probability of the occurrence of an event when the dependent variable is categorical.  It carries two assumptions for datasets: first, a minimum sample size of 50 observations for each independent variable must exist; and second, the observations must be independent of one another. Logistic regression was particularly chosen for this portion of the study, as the dependent variable for these regressions is voter turnout, coded as a binary variable.  The dependent variable, voter turnout, is coded as “1” if the individual chose to vote, and “0” if the individual chose not to vote.

Two sets of logistic models will be run for each election. First, a theoretical model based on Downs’ calculus of voting will be run, which will be referred to as the theoretical model throughout the following sections. Second, a more empirically-based model will be derived by dropping the non-significant predictors from the theoretical model. Although results of both will be presented, more weight is given to the empirically derived model. 

To develop the composite score for the voting information costs, principal components factor analysis will also be used in the model-building process to derive and measure the underlying construct of cost, as captured through different expenditures of time, effort, and consideration in different mediums. The assumptions of principal components factor analysis include interval-level measurement, random sampling, linearity between potential factors, normality, and bivariate normality. All analyses were performed using Stata IC version 11.0. 

Results

Assumptions of the principal components factor analysis were evaluated and met, as the Likert scale items were treated as continuous variables. Results of the principal components factor analysis for the 2000 election identified two principal components, with the first factor explaining 37.5% of variance and the second factor explaining 16.99% of variance. For the 2000 election, the first factor was comprised of attention generally paid to the campaign, and attention paid to articles in the newspaper and on the national and local news.  Attention paid to the campaign by modes of television and radio comprised the second factor. The results of the principal components factor analysis for 2004 general election also identified two main factors, with the first factor explaining 41.87% of the variance, and the second factor explaining 20.66% of the variance. Attention generally paid to the campaign or gaining campaign information through the television comprised the first factor, whereas campaign information gained through magazine articles, newspaper articles, and radio addresses comprised the second factor. Lastly, all of the information cost variables for the 2008 election were grouped together, explaining 58.34% of the variance. 

Assumptions of logistic regression were met for the 2000 and 2008 general elections were met; however, the sample size for the 2004 general election, although reasonable, fell short of the recommended number of observations per predictor variable for logistic regression models. Results of the logistic regressions for the 2000 general election provided mixed evidence of a moderating effect. A statistically significant interaction between voting information costs and Internet access was found in the theoretical model (p = .053), but the interaction lost its significance when dropping the other non-significant predictors (p = .153). Results of the logistic regression for the 2004 general election did provide evidence of a moderating effect through a statistically significant interaction between voting information costs and Internet access in both models, although this disproved our hypothesis. Lastly, a statistically significant interaction was found for the 2008 general election, providing evidence of a moderating effect and supporting our hypothesis. A table of the regression coefficients, in addition to correlation matrices, can be found in the appendix.  

Discussion

For the three election years, two types of models were run. As shown in the appendix, the 2000 model provides mixed results regarding a moderating effect of Internet access on the relationship between voting information costs and voter turnout. In the theoretical model, the interaction is found to be statistically significant at an alpha level of .05, although this variable loses its significance in the empirical model. This demonstrates that while there may have been some moderating effect, it is not robust. However, this is not surprising, as the Internet was barely used in the public sphere at this time. What is consistent across both models, though, is the impact of the perceived weight of vote.  This is a statistically significant predictor in both the theoretically and empirically derived models, with a p-value equal to .003. Furthermore, the coefficient does not deviate outside its standard error when comparing across the two models. Similarly, access to Internet also remains as a statistically significant predictor when comparing the empirical model to the theoretical model. The access to Internet coefficient also follows the correct sign, supporting our hypothesis that if one has access to Internet, one is more likely to vote. The perceived weight of vote coefficient is the opposite, indicating that individuals who believe their votes are less important are more likely to vote. While logically puzzling, this makes sense if one understands this as a function of education. 

While disproving our hypothesis regarding the 2004 election, the results demonstrate evidence of a moderating effect of Internet on the relationship between voting information costs and voter turnout. This was somewhat unexpected, as Internet saturation was not anticipated to be high enough to find a moderating effect and Internet was not used profusely in the 2004 general election. Probing the interaction provides the following graph: 

Figure 1. Graph of the Interaction Between Voting Information Costs and Voter Turnout in the 2004 General Election. 
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As shown above, the slope of the line of those who had access to Internet approaches zero. This implies that given either low or high voting costs, the likelihood of voting does not change substantially. This is in contrast to the steeper slope of the line of those without Internet access. As is seen above, the line slopes downward, indicating that given high voting costs, one’s propensity to vote decreases substantially from a similar scenario with low voting costs. This type of interaction is exactly what one might expect with the advent and use of the Internet in the political sphere.

For the 2008 general election, one would expect a similar result and a stronger moderating effect than what was found in the 2004 general election, due to the increased use of the Internet in the 2008 campaigns. While a statistically significant interaction does provide evidence of a moderating effect in the 2008 general election, the effect is not as strong as in the 2004 general election and the interaction is reversed in its direction, as shown below.

Figure 2. Graph of the Interaction Between Voting Information Costs and Voter Turnout in the 2008 General Election. 
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As mentioned above, the interaction between voting information costs and voter turnout in the 2008 general election is somewhat reversed. The slope of the line of those who had Internet access does not change much from the 2004 election; it follows a similar pattern. However, the slope of the line of those without Internet access changes in the direction of its slope. Given high voting costs, those without Internet access were more likely to vote than in a similar scenario with low voting costs in the 2008 general election. Graphs probing the interaction effects for the 2004 and 2008 general elections were created by using formulae developed by Dr. Jeremy Dawson (http://www.jeremydawson.com/slopes.htm). 
Although counterintuitive, explaining this result relies on a deeper and more contextualized understanding of the 2008 general election.  The 2008 general election was not only known for its high use and proliferation of the Internet during the campaign, but also for the mass mobilization of minority groups and previously unregistered individuals. Much of this is attributable to the Democratic party and the Barak Obama’s campaign for the office of the president. His promises of “hope and change” (Bligh and Kohles, 2009) and of reforming the health care system provided the needed impetus to mobilize parts of the American electorate that had previously remained dormant. 

Thus, the graph above can be explained through a few different avenues. Firstly, the descriptive statistics of the samples demonstrate lower rates of education, higher percentage of whites surveyed, a slightly higher preference for candidates, lower rates of Internet access, and a higher percentage of those who felt their vote was important in the 2008 general election. This provides evidence, and particularly given the change in the rate of individuals with access to Internet, that the underlying demographic changed from the 2004 to the 2008 survey.  Furthermore, one could also argue that the underlying demographic also changed in terms of the American electorate during the same timespan as well. Even controlling for these variables, it is important to note these differences. 

Another possible explanation for the reversal in the direction of the line representing those without Internet is a possible socioeconomic effect. While income is included in the model as a statistical control, the strength of the correlation between income and Internet falls from r = .312 in 2000 and r = .339 in 2004 to r = .166 in 2008. This means that while increasing income is correlated with increasing access to Internet, the relationship between income and Internet is not as strong in 2008 as it was in 2000 and 2004. Likewise, the difference in the correlation between Internet access and voter turnout and the difference in the correlation between income and voter turnout remains roughly the same in 2000 and 2004. However, the difference nearly doubles by 2008. This supports the hypothesis that the association between Internet access and income lessens, but also demonstrates, as shown by the table below, that income becomes less associated with voter turnout by 2008. Although the correlations between income and voter turnout in 2004 and 2008 are quite similar, the correlation between Internet access and voter turnout in 2004 drops at a similar rate as the 2004 correlation between income and voter turnout.  This keeps the difference in the correlations similar to the difference in 2000. However, this pattern is not followed in 2008. 

Table 1. Subset of Bivariate Correlations.   

	
	2000 General Election
	2004 General Election
	2008 General Election

	Internet Access and Voter Turnout
	.178
	.104
	.146

	Income and Voter Turnout
	.120
	.059
	.049

	Difference
	.058
	.045
	.097


Conclusions and Limitations

Significant limitations exist for the data presented here.  Firstly, the data utilized in this study were pulled from the American National Election Studies, which implies that other researchers designed, implemented and carried out the collection of the data. Although ANES takes great pains to nearly eliminate biases through strong random sampling techniques, this presents limitations in terms of the lack of control that we were able to exert over the study as well as survey questions, timing, and potential biases.  Secondly, the interviews in this study were conducted face-to-face and so therefore a respondent may provide a more socially acceptable answer rather than his true feelings on the subject in attempts to remain in high favor of the interviewer or to avoid embarrassment.  This is particularly common in voting behavior.  

Given the statistically significant interactions in the 2004 and 2008 elections, there is evidence of some effect of the Internet on voting costs.  However, further model investigation needs to be done to more fully understand all of the interconnected parts of the 2008 election. Further model specification might include controlling for other potential factors that could have influenced voter turnout during the 2008 presidential bid. One possible explanation for the reversed interaction effect in the 2008 election might be that Internet access is acting as a proxy for high socioeconomic status and not a group strongly targeted by Obama’s campaign during the 2008 election cycle. Thus, this interaction could be indicating the strength of Obama’s mobilization efforts during his campaign.

Further investigation could also include model development for the 2012 general election. Given that one hypothesis suggests a change in  and mobilization of the underlying demographic of the American electorate, obtaining results similar to the 2008 election might support this thought. Obtaining results similar to 2004 in 2012 could suggest a possible shift in the underlying demographic, but that mobilization efforts and effects subsided. In a similar vein, propensity score analysis could also be used to address the question.  If the demographic did truly change, propensity scores could be used to adjust the sample and then a more true estimation of a moderating effect in 2008 could be obtained.   
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Appendix A. 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.

	
	2000 General Election (n=214)
	2004 General Election (n=124)
	2008 General Election (n=344)

	
	Mean (Std. Dev.)

/Frequency
	Min
	Max
	Mean (Std. Dev.)

/Frequency
	Min
	Max
	Mean (Std. Dev.)

/Frequency
	Min
	Max

	Voter Turnout (% turnout)
	75%
	0
	1
	79%
	0
	1
	77%
	0
	1

	Perceived Weight of Vote (% that believe voting matters)
	17%
	0
	1
	88%
	0
	1
	92%
	0
	1

	Preference of Candidate (% with strong preference)
	73%
	0
	1
	81%
	0
	1
	82%
	0
	1

	Voting Information Costs
	-.02 (1.00)
	-1.91
	2.78
	-0.036 (.99)
	-1.63
	2.89
	-0.007 (.99)
	-1.49
	2.63

	Other Information Costs
	.01 (1.01)
	-3.46
	1.42
	-0.03 (.99)
	-1.88
	2.01
	-
	-
	-

	Access to Internet (% with access)
	64%
	0
	1
	72%
	0
	1
	43%
	0
	1

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-0.001 (.77)
	-1.91
	2.78
	-0.06 (.92)
	-1.63
	2.89
	-0.050 (.76)
	-1.49
	2.63

	Income (% with annual income over $35K)
	51%
	0
	1
	63%
	0
	1
	55%
	0
	1

	Education (% with undergraduate degree)
	47%
	0
	1
	31%
	0
	1
	22%
	0
	1

	Age
	46.17 (16.52)
	18
	93
	46.80 (16.91)
	18
	90
	46.64 (16.63)
	18
	90

	Gender (% male)
	45%
	0
	1
	47%
	0
	1
	44%
	0
	1

	Race/Ethnicity: White (% white)
	53%
	0
	1
	73%
	0
	1
	64%
	0
	1


Table 2. Correlation Matrix for the 2000 General Election.

	Correlations for the 2000 General Election (n=214)
	Voter Turnout
	Perceived Weight of Vote
	Preference for Candidate
	Access to Internet
	Voting Information Costs
	Other Voting Costs
	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	Income
	Education
	Age
	Gender
	White

	Voter Turnout
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Weight of Vote
	-0.302
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Preference for Candidate
	-0.040
	0.012
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Access to Internet
	0.178
	-0.067
	-0.130
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voting Information Costs
	-0.029
	0.173
	-0.113
	0.095
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Voting Costs
	0.044
	-0.103
	-0.001
	0.076
	-0.009
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-0.100
	0.038
	-0.109
	-0.009
	0.774
	-0.024
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	0.120
	-0.163
	-0.059
	0.312
	-0.058
	0.122
	-0.119
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	Education
	0.166
	-0.175
	-0.041
	0.437
	-0.072
	0.039
	-0.136
	0.389
	1.000
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.008
	-0.120
	-0.017
	-0.388
	-0.106
	-0.133
	-0.039
	-0.027
	-0.100
	1.000
	
	

	Gender
	0.003
	-0.018
	0.110
	-0.116
	-0.022
	-0.198
	0.043
	-0.209
	-0.114
	0.031
	1.000
	

	White
	-0.022
	-0.069
	-0.206
	0.061
	0.067
	-0.021
	0.027
	0.078
	0.081
	0.190
	-0.028
	1.000


Table 3. Correlation Matrix for the 2004 General Election.

	Correlations for the 2004 General Election (n=124)
	Voter Turnout
	Perceived Weight of Vote
	Preference for Candidate
	Access to Internet
	Voting Information Costs
	Other Voting Costs
	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	Income
	Education
	Age
	Gender
	White

	Voter Turnout
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Weight of Vote
	0.055
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Preference for Candidate
	-0.080
	0.099
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Access to Internet
	0.104
	0.067
	0.012
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voting Information Costs
	-0.109
	0.017
	-0.204
	-0.077
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Voting Costs
	-0.052
	-0.049
	-0.119
	-0.020
	-0.008
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-0.012
	0.019
	-0.186
	-0.024
	0.923
	0.005
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	0.059
	0.128
	-0.048
	0.339
	0.040
	-0.010
	0.017
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	Education
	0.091
	0.105
	-0.005
	0.277
	-0.131
	-0.078
	-0.135
	0.241
	1.000
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.062
	-0.022
	-0.118
	-0.327
	-0.129
	0.053
	-0.077
	-0.037
	-0.038
	1.000
	
	

	Gender
	-0.032
	-0.065
	-0.058
	0.119
	-0.030
	0.043
	-0.099
	0.220
	0.054
	-0.096
	1.000
	

	White
	0.063
	0.135
	0.010
	-0.079
	0.031
	0.021
	0.021
	0.186
	0.086
	0.144
	0.026
	1.000


Table 4. Correlation Matrix for the 2008 General Election.

	Correlations for the 2008 General Election (n=344)
	Voter Turnout
	Perceived Weight of Vote
	Preference for Candidate
	Access to Internet
	Voting Information Costs
	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	Income
	Education
	Age
	Gender
	White

	Voter Turnout
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Weight of Vote
	0.016
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Preference for Candidate
	0.069
	0.044
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Access to Internet
	0.146
	0.057
	0.028
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voting Information Costs
	-0.032
	-0.109
	-0.172
	-0.085
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-0.044
	-0.037
	-0.053
	-0.064
	0.774
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	0.049
	-0.037
	-0.094
	0.166
	0.087
	0.043
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	Education
	0.134
	0.005
	-0.096
	0.205
	0.024
	0.029
	0.303
	1.000
	
	
	

	Age
	0.131
	-0.071
	-0.141
	-0.206
	-0.038
	0.004
	0.062
	0.109
	1.000
	
	

	Gender
	-0.092
	-0.003
	-0.128
	0.048
	-0.021
	-0.034
	0.094
	0.119
	-0.01
	1.000
	

	White
	-0.047
	-0.015
	-0.243
	0.044
	0.096
	0.060
	0.308
	0.256
	0.221
	0.079
	1.000


Table 5a. Results of the Theoretical Model of the 2000 General Election. 

	
	Theoretical Model for 2000 General Election

	
	Coefficient
	Coefficient Standard Error
	Odds Ratio

	Perceived Weight of Vote
	-2.10
	0.71
	0.12**

	Preference for Candidate
	-0.58
	0.67
	0.56

	Voting Information Costs
	0.63
	0.38
	1.88*

	Other Voting Costs
	0.13
	0.26
	1.14

	Access to Internet
	1.47
	0.78
	4.34*

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-1.37
	0.71
	0.25**

	Income
	-0.03
	0.69
	0.97

	Education
	0.44
	0.91
	1.55

	Age
	0.01
	0.02
	1.01

	Gender
	0.19
	0.59
	1.21

	White
	-0.74
	0.92
	0.48

	Constant
	2.32
	1.90
	

	
	
	
	

	n=214
	
	
	

	pseudo R2 = 0.1809
	
	
	

	*=p < .10; **=p < .05; ***=p < .001 
	
	


Table 5b. Results of the Empirical Model of the 2000 General Election.

	
	Empirical Model for 2000 General Election

	
	Coefficient
	Coefficient Standard Error
	Odds Ratio

	Perceived Weight of Vote
	-1.83
	0.62
	0.16**

	Voting Information Costs
	0.12
	0.35
	1.13

	Access to Internet
	1.90
	0.58
	6.69***

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-0.87
	0.61
	0.42

	Constant
	1.53
	0.35
	

	
	
	
	

	n=220
	
	
	

	pseudo R2 = 0.1843
	
	
	

	*=p < .10; **=p < .05; ***=p < .001 
	
	


Table 6a. Results of the Theoretical Model of the 2004 General Election. 

	
	Theoretical Model for 2004 General Election

	
	Coefficient
	Coefficient Standard Error
	Odds Ratio

	Perceived Weight of Vote
	1.50
	1.78
	4.47

	Preference for Candidate
	-
	-
	-

	Voting Information Costs
	-3.59
	1.57
	0.03**

	Other Voting Costs
	-0.35
	0.41
	0.70

	Access to Internet
	-1.61
	1.37
	0.20

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	3.16
	1.64
	23.64**

	Income
	0.06
	1.03
	1.06

	Education
	-0.18
	0.94
	0.84

	Age
	-0.07
	0.05
	0.93

	Gender
	-0.08
	0.93
	0.92

	White
	1.44
	1.38
	4.25

	Constant
	6.33
	3.27
	

	
	
	
	

	n=124
	
	
	

	pseudo R2 = 0.2526
	
	
	

	*=p < .10; **=p < .05; ***=p < .001 
	
	


Table 6b. Results of the Empirical Model of the 2004 General Election. 

	
	Empirical Model for 2004 General Election

	
	Coefficient
	Coefficient Standard Error
	Odds Ratio

	Voting Information Costs
	-2.13
	0.96
	0.12**

	Access to Internet
	-0.96
	1.47
	0.38

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	1.91
	0.98
	6.75**

	Constant
	4.38
	1.39
	

	
	
	
	

	n=146
	
	
	

	pseudo R2 = 0.1306
	
	
	

	*=p < .10; **=p < .05; ***=p < .001 
	
	


Table 7a. Results of the Theoretical Model of the 2008 General Election. 

	
	Theoretical Model for 2008 General Election

	
	Coefficient
	Coefficient Standard Error
	Odds Ratio

	Perceived Weight of Vote
	0.07
	0.92
	1.07

	Preference for Candidate
	1.06
	0.55
	2.90**

	Voting Information Costs
	0.69
	0.34
	1.99**

	Access to Internet
	1.90
	0.67
	6.66**

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-1.10
	0.53
	0.33**

	Income                               
	-0.12
	0.58
	0.89

	Education
	0.86
	0.69
	2.36

	Age
	0.06
	0.02
	1.06**

	Gender
	-0.44
	0.49
	0.65

	White
	-0.69
	0.60
	0.50

	Constant
	-1.78
	1.40
	

	
	
	
	

	n=344
	
	
	

	pseudo R2 = 0.1959
	
	
	

	*=p < .10; **=p < .05; ***=p < .001 
	
	
	


Table 7b. Results of the Empirical Model of the 2008 General Election. 

	
	Empirical Model for 2008 General Election

	
	Coefficient
	Coefficient Standard Error
	Odds Ratio

	Preference for Candidate
	1.19
	0.61
	3.28**

	Voting Information Costs
	0.55
	0.28
	1.73**

	Access to Internet
	1.95
	0.54
	7.04***

	Interaction Between Access of Internet and Voting Information Costs
	-0.92
	0.54
	0.40*

	Age
	0.06
	0.02
	1.06***

	Constant
	-2.26
	1.12
	

	
	
	
	

	n=344
	
	
	

	pseudo R2 = 0.1669
	
	
	

	*=p < .10; **=p < .05; ***=p < .001 
	
	
	


Figure 1. Interaction Between Voting Information Costs and Internet Access for the 2004 General Election.

[image: image3..pict]

1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


Low Voting Costs High Voting CostsL
ikelihood of Voting in 2004 G
eneral E
lection


No Internet Access
Internet Access






Figure 2. Interaction Between Voting Information Costs and Internet Access for the 2008 General Election.


Table 8. Subset of Bivariate Correlations.   

	
	2000 General Election
	2004 General Election
	2008 General Election

	Internet Access and Voter Turnout
	.178
	.104
	.146

	Income and Voter Turnout
	.120
	.059
	.049

	Difference
	.058
	.045
	.097






