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ABSTRACT

Brownstein, Michael R. Ph.D., Purdue University, August 2020. The Quality of
Internet Access and Political Engagement. Major Professor: James A. McCann.

The Internet is a technology that has been one that has been transformed Ameri-

can society. The role of the Internet had become apparent in the COVID-19 pandemic

of 2020 in light of shutdowns and quarantines by the government. As a result, the

technologies surrounding the Internet have created a space where there are inequal-

ities in which the Internet is accessed. As a result, these inequalities affect not only

socioeconomic factors, but political behaviors as well. This dissertation also seeks to

explain the political behaviors that are enabled by Internet access quality. I argue

that a person’s level of Internet access can affect their ideological and partisan iden-

tity, as well as political engagement, especially in behaviors such as political giving.

By using a measure I develop called the Quality of Internet Access (QoIA), I find

evidence that Internet access has affects on ideological and partisan identity. I also

find that QoIA affects political engagement positively, specifically in how donations

are given to, and solicited by political campaigns. I conclude that the QoIA mea-

surement should be flexibly used and research in taking account for Internet access

quality should continue as the inequalities of the digital divide still exist.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Communication technology has long had an effect on American political life. From the

radio broadcasts of “fireside chats” of the 1930s by President Franklin D. Roosevelt to

the televised 1960 Kennedy– Nixon Presidential Debate, seeing and hearing politicians

changed how Americans understand politics. Today, in the 21st century, it would be

an understatement to say that the Internet has had an impact on daily life. With

respect to business, entertainment, and even to personal finance, the Internet has a

role in many aspects of daily American life. From its beginnings as a government

project, the Internet has shaped American culture. Before the 1990s, the Internet

was mostly an endeavor taken on by technologically literate and able individuals

(Rheingold, 1992; Castells, 2001). In the past 20–30 years, access to the Internet

has become a virtual necessity, as it has been widely adopted by both the public

and private sectors. It is difficult to find employment (Llorens, 2011), complete an

education (Lohr, 2018), and satisfy other everyday obligations such as paying bills or

finding information without it. Additionally, many of the government services that

Americans use are also moving to this medium. As the Internet has become such a

necessity, the scholarly literature has documented phenomena that have resulted from

its use (Boulianne, 2018) as well as benefits to having access for a variety of reasons

including information gathering (Prior, 2007), and political activity (Ikeda, Richey &

Teresi, 2013).

In this literature, Internet access is commonly discussed as a binary variable of

access to the Internet from home: one has it or doesn’t. The measurement of ac-

cess to the Internet has not changed much since the 1990s when it was proposed

as a dichotomous measure (Boulianne, 2009; Morris & Morris, 2013). Since then,

Americans access the Internet through many different means and in many different

locations. Therefore, this dichotomous measure may be limiting in regards to the
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changes of the medium and the usage that has changed with it. As the methods

and availability of Internet access has changed over time, so too must the measure-

ment. We need a more dynamic measure of Internet access. Scholars such as Morris

and Morris (2013) suggest combining variables that include social media access to

measure digital inequality. The scholarship has analyzed, theorized and found that

having access to the Internet is useful for citizenship. It is also useful and important

for political engagement and political behavior generally (Boulianne, 2009; Whitacre,

2017).

The major intervention of this dissertation is the proposal of a measure called

Quality of Internet Access (QoIA) designed to address these concerns. The problem

has been that the Internet has not been analyzed in a manner that takes into ac-

count the different methods of and quality of Internet access in a way that allows for

consistent measurement between urban and rural areas. I suggest using this measure

to evaluate device usage in addition to questions of home or work Internet access,

which is more encompassing of the quality of Internet access. This measure may be

more inclusive as there is also a suggestion that home Internet access may inherently

exclude groups such as minorities and those with lower levels of socioeconomic status,

who are more likely to have mobile Internet access rather than home Internet access

(Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013). With an expanded measurement of Internet

access, further questions surrounding offline political participation and inequality can

be better articulated and measured.

This dissertation also seeks to explain the political behaviors that are enabled by

Internet access. I argue that a person’s level of Internet access can affect their ideo-

logical and partisan identity, as well as political engagement, especially in behaviors

such as political giving. For the sake of this dissertation, I will define Internet access

as physical access to the World Wide Web, including many important ideas that are

at the core of physical access, or the physical information and computer technologies

(ICTs), the technologies needed to connect to the Internet. While there is extensive

research about the psychological aspects of access and what that entails, there is not
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as much in the past 10 years about physical access due to an inaccurate prevailing

notion that everyone has the same level of physical access (Brownstein, 2013; Strover,

2014). This distinction is important, as most research at the time of writing is fo-

cused on social media and other facets of technologically mediated communications,

and less so about technological access. While social media is important, it’s not a

determining factor between whether someone has access to technology or not, or of

what kind of access they have (Strover, 2019; Whitacre, 2017). This dissertation is

not seeking to argue what individuals are using the Internet for, but rather whether

having high-quality physical access is crucial. After all, without Internet access it

is not possible to have social media as it is popularly understood under interactions

observed on websites such as Facebook or Twitter. With a better measurement of

the quality or level of access one has, we can more accurately state the effects it may

have on their political behavior.

1.1 Why Internet Access?

1.1.1 COVID-19, Digital Inequality, and Political Engagement

The importance of an accurate and precise measure of Internet access has recently

gained new urgency and resonance. In early 2020, the world came to grips with a viral

pandemic caused by a novel Coronavirus. Because little was initially known about

the virus and the disease it caused, COVID-19, country after country was forced to

enact measures to curb its spread, most notably social distancing or “stay at home”

orders (Nossiter, Minder & Peltier, 2020). In the United States, one of the earliest

significant closures was the suspension of the 2019–2020 NBA season on March 11,

prompted by news that an NBA player had contracted the disease (Cacciola & Deb,

2020). Shortly after, not only did the NHL, MLB, and other sports leagues follow

suit, but many other cultural events did as well: Chicago did not hold their annual

St. Patrick’s Day parade, the Kentucky Derby was postponed, and a myriad of other

events were cancelled. Primary elections were postponed or, in the case of Wisconsin,
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held anyway with limited polling places (Epstein, 2020). Workplaces and schools

announced closures and a move to working or learning through the Internet; those for

whom teleworking was not possible found themselves laid off or furloughed. By early

April nearly 17 million Americans had lost their jobs and filed for unemployment,

which is the largest unemployment spike in the nation’s history (Long, 2020).

The social distancing measures intended to “flatten the curve” and reduce demand

on healthcare providers due to COVID-19 has also increased demand for Internet

access. This sudden shift to a reliance on high-speed Internet meant that American

institutions were forced to rapidly confront disparity in quality of home Internet access

caused by geography and socioeconomic status. The requirement to complete work

and hold meetings online may be difficult for those who live in areas of the country

that are under-served by Internet Service Providers (ISPs). Families with children

who are not in school during this time may be required to be in school via the Internet,

and home access is not universal (Goldstein, Popescu & Hannah-Jones, 2020). At the

time of completion of this dissertation, the timeline for resuming large gatherings and

traditional work and schooling arrangements is uncertain and the conversation about

quality Internet access is only beginning. A measure that goes beyond a dichotomous

view of Internet access and takes into account the complexity of methods and usage

in the 21st century is more important than ever.

It is important to understand the evolution of the Internet as a technology in

the context of the current U.S. Media landscape. As the Internet has taken hold as

a major media source, newspapers have moved to this medium; due to a reduced

subscription base and changes in advertising, over the past decade local newspapers

and news stations have declined, with some closing their doors or merging with larger

media conglomerates (Nie et al., 2010). While there is concern over the slow decay

of local media, the U.S. government has historically taken a hands-off approach with

respect to technology regulation in general (Atkin, Lau & Lin, 2006; Powell, Byrne

& Dailey, 2011; Tapia, Powell & Ortiz, 2009). Unlike other countries, the U.S. has a

mostly privatized Internet sector, which brings with it barriers to access that may be
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higher than in other countries (Frieden, 2005). Some of this issue is due to capitalistic

and monopolistic tendencies of ISPs (Brownstein, 2013; Frieden, 2013), some of this

is due to the fact that the U.S. is geographically diverse and supplying Internet access

to the entire country has physical limitations (Frieden, 2013, 2005).

1.1.2 Digital Inequality and Political Engagement

The digital divide and its further inequalities make the definition of home Inter-

net access an important variable, but it is also a particularly tricky one to interpret.

On one hand, Internet access at home is often a broadband subscription that is cou-

pled with phone and cable TV (Brownstein, 2013). Conversely, Internet access at

home could also be through unsecured Wi–Fi connections that are not owned by

those living in the home. Access to broadband connections can be thought of as a

function of socioeconomic factors, such as age and income (Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar,

2015). Despite ongoing improvements to Information and Communication Technolo-

gies (ICTs), socioeconomic and sociopolitical inequalities in the greater society are

reflected within these technologies, creating the digital divide—a gap between those

with high levels of Internet access and those with little or no access (Ferro, Helbig &

Gil-Garcia, 2011; Lee, Park & Hwang, 2015; Norris, 2001; van Dijk, 2006). In addition

to physical access, there are also often differences in technical skills, which are often

related to elements contributing to the digital divide (Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008;

van Dijk, 2006). It is also important to note that in a time where there is constant

technological change, the diffusion of technology for each change occurs at different

rates (Hilbert, 2016). When all of these problems are coupled together, the problem

of digital inequality can be difficult to pinpoint to a particular cause (Hilbert, 2016;

Scheerder, van Deursen & van Dijk, 2017; van Deursen, Helsper & Eynon, 2016). The

digital divide and its subsequent inequalities are a driving force behind the arguments

and hypotheses of this dissertation. Without understanding there is an inherent in-



6

equality and socioeconomic divide between different levels of access to the Internet,

arguments about political engagement are not compelling.

With a higher quality of Internet access, this engagement might take on a more

personal aspect. For example, individuals subject to more interactivity with their

peers, are more likely to participate in politics (Tedesco, 2007). If interactivity is a

factor in political participation, the Internet and social media offer avenues in which

people are constantly interacting and gathering information and could therefore influ-

ence political participation (Beck et al., 2002; Nickerson, 2008). Overall the analysis

of the Internet’s effect on political participation finds it to be positive (Boulianne,

2009, 2018). This positive effect would indicate that as the level of Internet access

increases, the level of political participation increases. There is some scholarly consen-

sus when it comes to inequality and political participation with respect to the Internet

(Anduiza, Cantijoch & Gallego, 2009). It has also been found that the Internet has

the capability to spur interest in both civic mindedness and politics (Boulianne, 2016;

Farrell, 2012; Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). There has been well documented evidence

of inequality with respect to Internet access, and this is not limited to economic in-

equalities (Litt & Hargittai, 2014). There could be several confounding factors that

should not be overlooked in an analysis of the effect of Internet access on political

participation, such as age and socioeconomic status (Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015).

Information gathering is a crucial part of political participation, particularly with

respect to voting (Downs, 1957; Converse, 2006; Zukin et al., 2006). While voting

is one of the cheapest forms of political participation, it is coupled with the costly

venture of information gathering (Riker & Ordeshook, 1968). The costs associated

with Internet access have to do with three major factors: (1) the cost of the devices

to access to the Internet; (2) the cost of a home Internet subscription; and finally, (3)

the cost of transportation to arrive somewhere there is access to the Internet. As a

result of these constraints, having Internet access can be considered a costly venture,

as far as start-up costs. However, with the increased emphasis of the government

and its movement of government programs to this medium, having the Internet has
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become even more important. The costs of the technology are often prohibitive, even

if the technology is becoming less expensive overall (van Dijk, 2006). In addition to

information gathering, political participation and engagement is often predicated on

the idea of citizenship and civic duty1 (Downs, 1957; Riker & Ordeshook, 1968).

1.2 Access to the Internet

Access to the Internet differs when thinking about broadband or mobile Internet,

and that difference is an important distinction for what can and can’t be done with

the technologies (Whitacre, 2017). Device usage is also important in understanding

Internet access. Cell phones are important in considerations for Internet access since

they are often cheaper than computers, and have the added benefit of being easy to

carry around (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013). Cell phones have had Internet

access for some time, but their capabilities for web browsing were initially limited.

Newer cell phones, colloquially known as “smart phones,” have computing power that

can rival lower end computers and laptops (Whitacre, 2017). These phones also have

different associated costs, as older phones may be cheaper by subscription and not

access data and information (Campbell & Kwak, 2010).

In addition to cell phones, there are tablet devices that also allow individuals to

access the Internet2. Tablet devices are ones that are sometimes structured like the

smart phone technologies. They are often used for book reading and note taking, but

can at times be compared to a computer in their use. The reason scholars need to

account for tablet technologies is due to their popularity in the same way smart phones

have made individuals more mobile (Whitacre, 2017). In some cases, individuals are

replacing laptop and desktop computers with tablet usage. For example, individuals

with lower levels of socioeconomic status tend to use mobile technologies because

of the cost, which means there are barriers to economic opportunities (Goldfarb &

1Riker and Ordeshook (1968) define this as ”feelings towards democracy”.
2Some tablets have a capability to have access to the Internet without Wi–Fi, but these require a
subscription to an ISP or other type of phone provider.



8

Prince, 2008; Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013). Due to the high monthly cost of

Internet subscriptions, those without home Internet access and ICTs must seek out

reliable Wi-Fi and other mobile Internet access points3. Mobile device use must be

considered when developing a quality of Internet Access (QoIA) measure, in addition

to home and work access that is often used in analyses that surround political behavior

and Internet access.

As mobile devices become more ubiquitous, there is a developing trend for indi-

viduals to own more than one; whether this is a smartphone or a tablet, there has

been an explosion in usage (Hoffman & Schecter, 2016; de Zúñiga, Garcia-Perdomo

& McGregor, 2015). This is in some cases a movement towards mobile away from

traditional computing4 (WhiteHouse, 2015), making Internet usage and access a more

difficult measure to obtain in some respects. One reason for multiple devices is that

there could be technological limits for the tasks one device can accomplish. For ex-

ample, word processing is more difficult on a mobile device for reasons of text size

and the capability of the user to type long-form messages5.

1.3 Measurement of Internet Access

The way the Internet is measured is generally done in a dichotomous manner,

which can leave the phenomenon under–analyzed (Morris & Morris, 2013). Dichoto-

mous measures tend to indicate whether an individual has Internet access or not. The

questions in which respondents are asked might be limited to home access and usage6

(ANES, 2014). In an environment where Internet access has become more mobile, it

is important to ask questions about device usage and other places in which individ-

3This includes libraries and other public places. However, some private firms such as McDonald’s
and Starbucks have sought to have free wireless Internet access in nearly all of their locations.
4A White House study found that cities such as San Antonio and Philadelphia have neighborhoods
that are historically lower income that have differing levels of Internet access.
5While a long–form email can be crafted on a mobile device, not all demographics would prefer this
avenue. For example, older individuals may have a hard time with the size of the physical device or
even the size of the text on said device.
6The 2012 American National Election Survey asks individuals about whether they have Internet
access at home, and then how many days a week they spend on the Internet.
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uals have access. In my analysis, I’m going to assume that Internet access at home

is a statement of priority for having access to the Internet, but is not necessarily the

only mode of access. It indicates that the respondent has more than a cell phone for

access, but also likely has multiple devices. Having multiple devices means that there

is a likelihood that Internet access is likely and available at any time. Having Internet

access at home suggests that the individual has invested in the technologies and is

driven to ensure that they have access to it. Internet access has grown over time in

both availability and technologies needed to access it and in order to understand what

access to the Internet means, we must have a better measurement of what access and

availability looks like.

Scholars should employ measures of Internet access that are more encompassing

of the quality in which access to the Internet occurs, and because of this project,

scholars should have a better sense of how the Internet can be treated as a dynamic

variable. With a better understanding of quality of Internet access, scholars might

be able to understand other inequalities and their effects on the political process.

Understanding that the Internet is dynamic and can be evaluated as such is an im-

portant concept for understanding other types of online and offline political behavior.

This dissertation can hopefully shed light on why analysis of political behavior and

information gathering with respect to Internet access is a crucial area that needs

more research. There is interest in this area by scholars, but it often seems ignored or

overlooked. This dissertation in sum looks to argue that there is a need to continue

evaluating this phenomenon, and that the discipline ignores this analysis at its own

peril. The time to understand this phenomenon clearly may become more difficult as

technologies become increasingly difficult to differentiate and separate from behavior.

All of these factors lead me to introduce a measurement of the quality of Internet

Access (QoIA) in this dissertation, which I will do in Chapter 3. This measurement of

Internet access assesses the ability of an individual to access the Internet. This access

will be defined as a 5–point scale where Internet access and speed are available in

the home and work. Both access at work and at home are defined by broadband and
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dial–up Internet which are labeled as 2, and 1, respectively. The reason broadband

Internet is rated higher is due to the superiority of the technology. The faster speeds

allow for capabilities and access that dial–up does not allow for in a timely, predictable

manner. Additionally, cell phone access is added on to the measure. Cell phone access

is meant to also capture the emerging smartphone technologies that are emerging in

the 2010–2016 time–frame. The proposed measure itself is one that I hypothesize can

more accurately capture Internet access that is more nuanced than the measurement

that is often used in studies about Internet access and political engagement.

1.4 Research Questions and Dissertation Plan

In this dissertation I evaluate questions about Internet access and the quality of

access, arguing that access to the Internet needs not only better measurement, but

also has a profound effect on political engagement broadly. Although the culture and

literature itself seems to have moved on from questions of access to the Internet, there

are still problems that remain. This includes nearly 20 percent of the U.S. not having

access to high speed Internet (NTIA, 2014; , F.C.C.). While social media is a hot

topic of research and understanding, it does not have any effects if there is no Internet

access to allow for the platform. The overarching research question: Does the quality

of Internet access for an individual affect the manner in which they participate in

politics? The argument being made in this dissertation is that, in fact, there is an

effect on political engagement with respect to Internet access. In order to answer

this question, there will be a discussion of Internet access with respect to political

engagement and political ideology.

In order to understand how the Internet has an effect on political engagement, I

will be using the Cooperative Congressional Election Survey (CCES). This dataset

is a non–panel dataset that will be looking at election years in particular between

2010–2016 inclusive. The reason these years are selected is due to the increased pres-

ence and relevance of the Internet in this time period, as evidenced by Barack Obama’s
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campaign in 2008 (Hindman, 2009), the Tea Party movement in 2009 (Williamson,

Skocpol & Coggin, 2011), and the 2016 Presidential Election campaign. The Inter-

net had an effect in each of these elections, and a necessity to have reliable Internet

access grew in this time frame due to its pervasiveness. Additionally, in this time

frame the Internet is not a novel concept, and has been an established, mainstream

technology for some time, as it has been publicly available since 1990 (Berners-Lee,

1999; Castells, 2001).

I will begin this analysis with a literature review in Chapter 2. In this literature

review I will discuss the nuances of the Internet itself as an entity that is both a

necessity and luxury, and the puzzles that surround the multi–faceted nature of the

Internet. This literature review will evaluate a literature that intersects traditional

political behavior work with other relevant literature with respect to the Internet and

inequalities. In chapter 3, I will develop a measurement that will be used to measure

Internet access which I call the QoIA index. The QoIA index measures the quality of

connection of an individual and the availability of the Internet for a given individual.

This physical access measurement strays from the traditional dichotomous measure

that is limited and does not take in account for many changes in technology. Instead

of measuring whether an individual has Internet access, it can be better understood

if that Internet access would allow that individual to do activities that might require

more bandwidth, and stronger levels of access. For example, if an individual wants

to watch a political speech, dial-up Internet speeds are not high enough to facilitate

the video to be played clearly, and the download of the video may take a considerable

amount of time.

In Chapter 4, I analyze whether Internet access quality affects an individual’s level

of ideological and partisan identity. There is an established literature that suggests

that the Internet allows for the hardening of attitudes, and some ways push into

extremism or stronger partisan or ideological attitudes. One reason that we may see

increased partisan news reading activity is due to increased polarization (Lelkes, Sood

& Iyengar, 2015). Lelkes, Sood, and Iyengar (2015) found that broadband access leads
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to partisan information, and has further effects on polarization. When individuals

look for information online, they may look for information that conforms to their

held biases (Hindman, 2009). The question in this chapter is whether this extends

to whether this affects individuals’ access to the Internet. This chapter will analyze

this phenomenon with respect to ideological and partisan strength, as well as specific

identities respectively.

In Chapter 5, I evaluate political engagement and voting behaviors broadly, which

builds on the analysis of ideology, as well as partisanship. The relationship between

the quality of Internet Access and political engagement is the focus of the analysis of

this chapter where political engagement and voting behaviors will be separated for

the purpose of showing that the two types of behaviors are different. The literature

review in chapter 5 will evaluate the role of the Internet in political participation and

explain why Internet access is important for different areas of political behavior. I

will evaluate QoIA in the context of voting behaviors and political engagement. I

will find that Internet access does affect voting behaviors, but more strongly affects

political engagement, possibly due to the impact of SES. In this disseration, political

engagement will refer to an action in which a citizen engages in a participatory or

civic behavior (Zukin et al., 2006).

In Chapter 6, I will build on the relationship of evaluating Internet access on po-

litical engagement with a case study into political giving. Because the QoIA seems

to have more of an effect on political engagement broadly, I will evaluate whether

there is an effect on something that the Internet has made more accessible: political

donation. This is a case study evaluating a specific form of political engagement that

has been enhanced with the advent of Internet access. Candidates can solicit dona-

tions online in a manner in which donations were not solicited in the past (Hindman,

2005). Although individuals still donate using checks and other traditional methods,

online donations have spurred new channels for political giving that may have opened

the process to those who may have not had access before (Bouton, Castanheira &

Drazen, 2018; Culberson, McDonald & Robbins, 2019). In addition there is plausible
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evidence to show that the Internet allows for more political operatives and campaigns

to establish new connections and donors using this medium.

Chapter 7 will conclude this study, summarize the findings, and discuss the im-

plications of the research. It is likely that political participation and information

gathering is affected by this hypothesized democratization of devices. Here I will

discuss to what extent QoIA affects the overall political participation and informa-

tion gathering habits of individuals. This chapter will also discuss future directions in

which research should use a broader definition of Internet access to bring more nuance

to arguments regarding the role of the Internet in political behavior and information

gathering.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review will incorporate several disparate areas of study that span

multiple social science disciplines. I will begin by conceptualizing and defining “the

Internet” and Internet access, including access to technology. This will include a brief

history of the Internet and access technologies as well as how the concept of access

will be defined in this dissertation. I will then expand on inequalities of access and

why access matters in the context of politics, within the digital divide and political

engagement literature. Next I will address political engagement as it will be analyzed

in this dissertation. I then continue with a review of the literature surrounding the

media effects and the Internet in general. The plan of this chapter sets up the theoret-

ical framework to allow for a measurement of Internet access that can appropriately

articulate the nuances which that implies, but that also understands the effect access

to the Internet has on political engagement, with the conceptualization of the variable

of interest in Quality of Internet Access (QoIA).

2.1 Internet Access

In a lexicographical sense, “The Internet” is a vague term that often conflates

many concepts of what is meant by access to a large network of digital information.

Often this conglomeration refers to the network known as the “World Wide Web”

(Berners-Lee, 1999; Castells, 2001; Farrell, 2012). In order to better analyze this

concept, a more precise definition is needed, as well as a distinction between “the

Internet” as a destination and “Internet access” as a means of using it. In this section

I will describe the Internet and the general scholarly outlook about this technology.

The history surrounding this technology is a current burgeoning field of study

(Storsul, 2019). The Internet we know today was formed via the Department of De-



15

fense and the Department of Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA). Through

this organization a Wide Area Network (WAN) was formed which allowed for multiple

computers to access the network called ARPANET, which begins the structural back-

bone of what we now refer to as the World Wide Web (Berners-Lee, 1999; Castells,

2001; Paloque-Bergés & Schafer, 2019). The legacy of ARPANET is defined by the

insistence of openness that comes with debates on keeping the Internet open and

accessible. This legacy can be reflected in both the regulatory attitudes and pol-

icy debates that are surrounding this technology (Paloque-Bergés & Schafer, 2019).

When exactly the World Wide Web started is not an easy question to answer, but its

modern birth is likely in the 1980s (Brugger, 2016). CERN scientist, Tim Berners-Lee

came up with an idea of data management via networked computing, and presented

the idea internally in 1990 (Berners-Lee, 1999). This idea would later be adopted

as the World Wide Web and proliferate in the 1990s (Berners-Lee, 1999; Castells,

2001). In the 2000s the Internet would become more interactive entering the Web

2.0 paradigm. This paradigm was one that focused on having platforms where the

individuals curate the content on respective websites for one another (O’Reilly, 2005).

More recently, the prevailing paradigm of web use is one that defines itself as “the

Internet of Things”, which is the idea that the world wide web can be accessed from

anywhere and with any device (Greengard, 2015).

Cell phones are important in considerations for Internet access. Initially, their

capabilities for web browsing were limited. Newer cell phones, colloquially known

“smart phones,” have computing power that can rival lower end computers and lap-

tops (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013; Zillen & Hargittai, 2009). Cell phones

are often cheaper than computers, and have the added benefit of being easy to carry

around. In some regards, lower income individuals are substituting the cell phone

technologies in place of laptops and personal computers (PCs) because of these rea-

sons (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013). Despite the perceived savings, these
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technologies can be as expensive as a computer, as phones require a subscription

service, which can become costly1.

While it is easy for scholars to look at this question by looking solely at cell phone

ownership, it may be treading a muddy line with respect to question wording (Prior,

2013a). When thinking about a cell phone, individuals may refer to a top-of-the-line

Samsung or Apple product, but might also associate an older phone with limited

web capabilities as the same type of phone due to this question wording2. Although

cell phones have the added benefit of being mobile, they are not sufficient for many

common digital tasks. For example, some employment applications require an amount

of typing that cannot be easily accomplished on a mobile device (Lee, Park & Hwang,

2015; Sourbati, 2009; Strover, 2014).

2.1.1 The Digital Divide

Beginning in the late 1990s, there was growing sociopolitical concern surrounding

the inequalities created and perpetuated by the spread of new technological devel-

opments (Strover, 2013). As such concern has grown, so has the body of academic

literature examining this divide. Much of the literature stems from the National

Telecommunications and Information Administration’s (NTIA) 1995 “Falling through

the Net” report (NTIA, 1995). The report detailed the status of digital inequalities

in the U.S., identifying that those with Internet access and without are different from

their connected peers (Epstein, Nisbet & Gillespie, 2011; Norris, 2001; NTIA, 1995).

The concerns highlighted in the NTIA’s report, have come to be known as the dig-

ital divide and continues to be well-documented by scholarly research. The digital

divide is defined as the inequalities which arise from unequal access to the Internet

and computer–based technology with respect to dimensions of class, race, gender,

age, ethnicity, and geography (Epstein, Nisbet & Gillespie, 2011; Mesch & Talmud,

1Cell phone subscriptions come with data usage charges, as well as standard phone service. Depend-
ing on the plan, they can be more expensive per month.
2Because there are different cell phones with different capabilities, it is important to make a distinc-
tion.
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2011; Mossberger, Tolbert & Stansbury, 2003; Norris, 2001; van Dijk, 2006). Scholars

have documented the digital divide, as well as the attempts to close this gap, in the

U.S. and internationally (Kvasny & Keil, 2006; Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013;

Mossberger, Tolbert & Stansbury, 2003; Norris, 2001; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2014).

Though the problem is a global one, it is starkly manifested in the U.S. context. In

the U.S. only 80–85 percent of households have Internet access (, F.C.C.; NTIA, 2014).

Those who do not have Internet access often cite high costs as the reason for why they

do not have these services (NTIA, 2010, 2014). Therefore, some scholars might suggest

that having home Internet access is a luxury (Strover, 2014). The reasons for having

higher prices can range from the coupling of Internet with cable TV and telephone

services (Brownstein, 2013; Strover, 2014), to complex monopolistic behaviors of the

Intenet Service Providers (ISPs) themselves, in addition to the physical constraints

(Brownstein, 2013; Frieden, 2013; Fuchs, 2009). These constraints therefore result

in an incongruent access to the Internet across the board, that looks more like a

patchwork quilt, than a uniform distribution (Greengard, 2015).

This digital divide is more than just about Internet access (Morozov, 2011; Norris,

2001; van Dijk, 2006). In addition to having access, individuals need to know how

to use the Information and Computer Technologies (ICTs) (Hsieh, Rai & Keil, 2011;

Norris, 2001; van Dijk, 2006; van Dijk & Hacker, 2003). Some scholars believe that

this divide will correct itself over time, and will not require government policy to

address the problem. In much of the literature there is a strong assumption that

young people use ICTs more. It is assumed that over time the younger generations

will be more knowledgeable of the technologies as they grow older because they will

have more exposure to the technology (Bimber, 2003; van Dijk, 2006). This would

imply that a gap in technological skill, as well as use, will lessen over time. While

it is true that the younger generation is much more comfortable with the technology

(Meneses & Mominó, 2010), older individuals do use the Internet (Sourbati, 2009).

Additionally, those who have at least some university–level education are more likely

to have home Internet access (Bimber, 2003; Hindman, 2009; Norris, 2001; van Dijk,
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2006). As a result of this research, scholars have theorized the digital divide to be a

reflection of social and economic inequalities in the societies where the phenomenon

exists (Norris, 2001; van Dijk, 2006).

Despite the increasing availability of Internet access, there are divides that are

perpetuated by an inequality in physical access and technical skills (Hargittai &

Hinnant, 2008; van Deursen & Mossberger, 2018). One example of differences in use

and access can be seen in gender divides. In the 1990s it was found that women

used the Internet less than men (Ono & Zavodny, 2003). With respect to Internet

skills, there has been evidence to show that women do rate their technical skills

differently from men (Bimber, 2000a). Additionally women are underrepresented in

the Information Technology sector of the economy, which has its own consequences

(Fountain, 2000). Additionally, with respect to skills and Internet use, there tends

to be a trend that women may under–report their skill sets and as a result may be

less likely to use the Internet (Bimber, 2000a; van Dijk, 2006). These skill gaps are

well–documented and are perceived to be closing over time, but still pose concerns as

technology evolves and shifts. For the purposes of this dissertation, access is being

evaluated in terms of physical access.

There is also a socioeconomic dimension to the persistence of the digital divide.

The decision to have home Internet access can be problematic in measurement for

isolation. Individuals with lower levels of socioeconomic status (SES) may favor

a phone over a home Internet subscription due to its perceived economic savings

(Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013; Zillen & Hargittai, 2009). This difference in

device usage can also drive inequalities (Zillen & Hargittai, 2009). This is in some ways

misguided, because the phones often bring subscription charges as well that can be

similar in cost to a home subscriptions, particularly if on a data plan3. Because of this

misunderstanding there are needs to understand the digital divide and inequalities

in other ways that are shifting with societal demands (Robinson et al., 2015; van

Deursen & van Dijk, 2019).

3In some cases these subscriptions can even end up being more expensive.
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In societies with higher levels of technological diffusion, there is a movement of

information to ICTs based on the assumption that everyone has access to the Internet

(Shah, 2012). This is evidenced by social services and other government operations

have been moved to an electronic platform (Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008; Sourbati,

2009; van Dijk, 2006). This includes paying bills, applying for employment, personal

banking, and other daily activities that are increasingly being digitized. It is becoming

increasingly difficult to get through a day without the technologies, while the prices

of the mobile technologies and other devices remain relatively expensive or out of

reach of low income families (Napoli & Obar, 2014; Strover, 2014; Waterman & Choi,

2011). This can be problematic where deep digital and socioeconomic divides exist,

since not all those who could take advantage of these services would be readily able

to access them (Shah, 2012; van Dijk, 2006). For example, delivery of welfare services

to the elderly and poor can become difficult when they do not have the appropriate

ICTs. In a fully wired society, offering welfare services online would not be a problem

because the diffusion of the appropriate technologies will be obtainable by all those

seeking them (Hindman, 2009). While the measures to put welfare services online

are cost-saving mechanism, this still does not mean that all parties can ideally access

the appropriate services (Shah, 2012; van Dijk, 2006). This in turn leaves individuals

out of the process who would benefit most from government services. This is not to

suggest that the solution is to give everyone Internet at home, but at least sustain

a level where the appropriate ICTs and support are available at low cost. Despite

this assumption of the Internet being a luxury, it can be argued that the government

and larger American culture, as a necessity (Brownstein, 2013). Government officials

might point to stronger coverage of mobile technologies as progress. While this is

an important technological advancement, it does not always translate into better

and more equal Internet access (Rice & Katz, 2003), but rather better cell phone

reception.
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2.1.2 How does the Digital Divide Affect Political Engagement?

In the 2000s the literature surrounding political participation sought to understand

the effects of the Internet on general political behavior (Bimber, 2001; Boulianne,

2009; Farrell, 2012). Scholarship in this area has also found that there are general

positive effects of the Internet on political behavior (Boulianne, 2009). It became

increasingly difficult to just refer to phenomena related to information technology as

a product of “the Internet” due to the complicated nature of the technology (Bimber,

2000b; Farrell, 2012). There is also evidence to show that the relationship is strength-

ening, but that relationship’s change over time is unclear (Boulianne, 2015, 2018).

There is evidence to show that the Internet provides new avenues for participation4

(Hargittai & Shaw, 2015).

In theory it would seem that political engagement may be affected by the digital

divide and other inequalities (van Dijk, 2006). As civic engagement has moved to a

digital platform there has been a need for Internet access, in some ways, to engage

the political process (Brownstein, 2013). Additionally there is evidence to show that

there is a skill gap that includes digital citizenship and participation (Vaccari &

Valerani, 2018). The literature surrounding the digital divide focuses more on the

inequalities than the outcomes of political behavior (Scheerder, van Deursen & van

Dijk, 2017; van der Zeeuw, van Deursen & Jansen, 2019). Therefore the literature

more focuses on the availability of information and services, but not on behaviors

such as voting, or other forms of political engagement (Strover, 2014). This makes

this information somewhat of an unknown, and this dissertation will shed some light

on this phenomenon.

4Hargittai and Shaw (2015) are specifically referring to the 2008 election.
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2.2 U.S. Media Environment

2.2.1 The Current U.S. Media Environment

Previous research on the effects of Media and political engagement shows reduction

in trust in government with increased media exposure (Robinson, 1976). Political

Science as a discipline has remarked that there is a malaise that comes with this

saturated media environment (Newton, 1999). Because of the high levels of media

exposure, there is an unconscious effort by the audience of the media to not take the

content seriously as news and entertainment are blurred together (Postman, 2006).

Media malaise has been a prevailing paradigm in political science that has stalled

much of the research surrounding media effects (Farrell, 2012; Prior, 2007), which

has limited the literature about political uses of media, particularly new media and

Internet access (Strover, 2014).

The U.S. media environment is unique that most, if not all, of the media is in

the private sector (Baek, 2009; Frieden, 2005; Howard, Busch & Sheets, 2011). The

distribution of the Internet and ICTs are largely determined by institutions and sub-

sequent structure of a given government (Milner, 2006; Norris, 2001; van Dijk, 2006).

Government moves at neither the speed of business, nor the speed of the Internet,

which often creates conflicts where regulations do not allow ICTs and other important

technologies to be appropriately distributed. This could be an institutional problem

that is highly contested with respect to the F.C.C. and its relationship to Congres-

sional politics, due to considerations of the “iron triangle.” This relationship between

Congress and the F.C.C. affects the regulation of the Internet, which in turn affects

the manner in which the technology is distributed. The partisan divide on this issue

is often one that considers how the relationship between ISPs and the market should

be, and how the relationship should be managed. The U.S. government has taken

a hands-off approach with respect to technology regulation in general, which has

caused the media environment to become more fragmented over time (Atkin, Lau &

Lin, 2006; Howard, Busch & Sheets, 2011; Powell, Byrne & Dailey, 2011; Prior, 2007;
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Tapia, Powell & Ortiz, 2009). Telephone and television markets, for example, allowed

AT&T and Bell to create telephone monopolies, which the FCC allowed to operate

(Downes & Greenstein, 2007; Frieden, 2013). Although the FCC has broken tele-

phone monopolies twice through the courts, it continues to allow monopolies to form

in the broadband Internet market (Atkin, Lau & Lin, 2006; Downes & Greenstein,

2007; Frieden, 2005). Monopolies have made Internet access and home subscriptions

prohibitively expensive, and with a lack of competition in the market there are few

incentives to bring costs down (Brownstein, 2013). ICTs and PCs on the other hand,

have decreased in price and it has become less expensive to purchase these tech-

nologies in comparison to Internet subscriptions (Waterman & Choi, 2011; Whitacre,

Strover & Gallardo, 2015). As a result, there has been a trend towards individuals

with lower SES to adopt the ICTs and not take on the traditional subscriptions to

Internet access.

Because the media landscape is so fragmented, there has been an increase in

partisan media and consumption (Morris, 2005; Prior, 2007). This would mean that

individuals are self-selecting their news sources, and as a result, the information they

consume is reinforcing their ideological beliefs in an echo chamber (Arceneaux &

Johnson, 2013; Mutz, 2006; Prior, 2013b). The personalization of news is one that

has become a topic of discussion in the 2016 election due to the quality of information

that may be circulated, often with political undertones (Copeland & Feezell, 2018;

Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). Because of these reinforced ideological beliefs, individuals

may be experiencing media in different ways and learning about politics from soft

news, and other news outlets (Baum, 2003, 2012). For example, this ideological

narrow–casting may be leading to individualized networks (Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009),

which further lead to news reading habits and other behavior that reinforces political

ideologies instead of exposing individuals to new information, especially within the

context of social network sites5 (Bond & Messing, 2015). The Internet makes the

dissemination of information easier for consumption because of its speedy delivery,

5Bond and Messing (2015) focus on Facebook specifically
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forcing traditional media and other publishers to react accordingly (Nie et al., 2010;

Prior, 2007).

A consequence of the current U.S. Media landscape is that the media can be

experienced differently by different people (Prior, 2007). This also extends to Internet

media consumption where media that is consumed by Internet users differs among

individuals (Feezell, Conroy & Guerrero, 2016). There is a perceived tendency for

individuals to create echo chambers and effectively wall themselves off from criticisms

of personal ideological preferences (Prior, 2007; Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). A citizen

who feels that the mainstream media is biased can effectively avoid those sources

due to the fragmentation that is present on the Internet (Prior, 2007). The use

of partisan media or other choices of media are important, because the quality of

information from those sources may create differently informed individuals as well as

cater to a personal partisan identity (Green, Palmquist & Schickler, 2002; Morris,

2005). Therefore, it is important to understand not only access to the Internet, but

what citizens are doing with this information, especially if these individuals are online

more often and further active participants in civic affairs.

2.3 Political Engagement

2.3.1 Definitions of Political Participation and Engagement

Political participation has been broadly understood by scholars to be the under-

pinning of democratic societies (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012; Verba, Schlozman

& Brady, 1995). Popular sovereignty and voting behaviors are ones that allow citizens

to take ownership of their governance and the decision-making as a consequence (Nor-

ris, 2001). This encouragement of participation is a hallmark of American democracy,

and one which is one that has been expanded to include citizens outside of landed

gentry (Almond & Verba, 1963; Verba, Schlozman & Brady, 1995). Political partici-

pation is often seen as an expression of political culture and citizenship that is shifting

over time (Dalton, 2008). There have been debates in the political science literature
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over what behaviors constitute political participation, and the language scholars use

to describe these behaviors (Verba & Nie, 1972; Zukin et al., 2006). Over time, schol-

ars have found that the behaviors being described with political participation needed

a typology in order to explain the differences between more involved behaviors and

more common ones (Dalton, 2008; Zukin et al., 2006). For example, running for office

is an entirely different behavior than registering and voting for candidates in elections

(Verba & Nie, 1972; Zukin et al., 2006). To accommodate these noticeable differences

the term “political engagement” has made more of an appearance in the literature.

Political engagement can take on many forms that range from attending a city

council meeting to protesting a local political issue (Verba & Nie, 1972; Zukin et al.,

2006). Verba and Nie (1972) found that there are key dimensions to participation

and its measurement, and were able to create a typology for the modes of participa-

tion into four distinct categories: campaign activity, communal activity, voting, and

particularized contact (Verba & Nie, 1972). Voting is the participatory activity that

deals with political acts of voting and registration and remains one of the avenues of

political participation that is most important for citizen participation (Zukin et al.,

2006, 4). It is often not included in the category of political engagement, because the

commitment and time needed; voting is an activity that is performed infrequently,

where the other forms of engagement require a commitment to political activity (Zukin

et al., 2006). Citizen engagement refers to the activities that citizens tend to influence

or affect governance or the choices of elected officials (Zukin et al., 2006) and splits

voting off from other forms of political participation that are considered to be more

“costly”6. While this is the case, it may be expected that an analysis that evaluates

political engagement and behavior may be strongly correlated with those with higher

SES levels (Zukin et al., 2006). Scholars generally agree that political participation

is driven by socioeconomic variables, interest in politics, and engagement by polit-

ical campaigns (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2010, 2012; Zukin et al., 2006). With

increased ICT presence, there are considerations for political participation.

6In terms of time, money, commitment, etc.
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2.3.2 Variables

Now that we have a definition of political engagement, it is important to under-

stand who is engaging in the political process. Some of the notion of why people

participate in politics is from a notion of civic norms and citizenship (Dalton, 2008).

These notions of citizenship come from a “shared set of expectations about the citi-

zen’s role in politics” (Dalton, 2008, 78). As such, in the U.S. political participation

and engagement is often predicated on the idea of citizenship and civic duty7 (Miller

& Shanks, 1996; Riker & Ordeshook, 1968).

Gender

There has been evidence in the literature to show that there are differences among

genders when it comes to political engagement. Women are less likely to be interested

in politics, however there is evidence to show that women are slightly more likely

to vote, if not at the same rate as men (Carreras, 2018). Differences in political

engagement and participation could also stem from inherent differences between men

and women when it comes to political efficacy and knowledge, among other facets

of political participation (Verba, Burns & Schlozman, 1997). One difference, for

example, is that women tend to hold themselves to a higher standard before engaging

in political activities that are more time–intensive, such as running for office (Ondercin

& Jones-White, 2011). There have been generational changes in the gender gap that

would indicate that women have become more Democratic over time (Harsgor, 2018).

Women are more likely to favor Democratic candidates (Schlozman, Verba & Brady,

2012), and are more likely to turn out to vote in more recent years (Carreras, 2018).

Much of the reason for this uptick, may have more to do with women having higher

levels of civic duty (Carreras, 2018).

7Riker and Ordeshook (1968) define this as “feelings towards democracy.”
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Ideology and Partisanship

Ideology is often cited as one of the largest predictors of political engagement and

voting behaviors (Miller & Shanks, 1996; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). Party

identification, in particular, has long been said to be one of the most important pre-

dictors for voting behavior, and is one that must be included in any voting model

(Miller & Shanks, 1996; Page & Shapiro, 1992). Individuals seem to form partisan

identities for a variety of reasons. One of these reasons is for simplicity of digesting

and recalling political information (Popkin, 1991; Zaller, 1992). Sorting allows indi-

viduals an ability to be able to simplify news–gathering behaviors (Nie et al., 2010).

The question of whether Americans can hold sophisticated political opinions is a

decades–long debate (Converse, 2000). While this debate rages on, the consequences

of whether citizens can hold positions that are sophisticated may conflict with how

citizens view democratic practices. If the citizenry cannot hold more sophisticated

positions, then democratic practices could be corrupted (Dahl, 2006; Zaller, 1992).

Partisan identification has been seen as a stable measurement over time (Campbell

et al., 1980). There is evidence to show that voting has become more tied to parti-

sanship over time (Bafumi & Shapiro, 2009). Part of this tie to voting and behavior

is the observation that there is partisan sorting occurring (Fiorina, Abrams & Pope,

2011). This partisan sorting has brought its own trends in how partisans engage the

political system and views on citizenship have changed along with it (Dalton, 2008).

One way in which partisans are insulating themselves is through the selective atten-

tion of media, and not engaging conversations with others, in which they may not

inherently agree (Mutz, 2006; Prior, 2007).

Age

There are historical trends that those engaging in politics would be older and

have higher levels of political identity (Achen & Bartels, 2017; Miller & Shanks, 1996;

Page & Shapiro, 1992). Historically, older individuals have been more participatory
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(Miller & Shanks, 1996; Page & Shapiro, 1992; Wray-Lake, Arruda & Hopkins, 2019).

With respect to political engagement, younger individuals are not necessarily seeing

significantly increased turnout (Brownstein & Kaufman, 2017). Additionally, younger

individuals learn about politics and inherit their political ideologies from their parents

(Niemi & Jennings, 1991). In addition to the stability of partisanship, there seems

to be some generational shifts in loyalty. Younger generations are less loyal partisan

than their parents, and this trend has been cited for over 40 years (Abramson, 1979;

Page & Shapiro, 1992; Miller & Shanks, 1996). For this analysis, age is measured

the same as it has been in previous chapters. There are also trends that show that

individuals become more conservative and Republican as they age (Page & Shapiro,

1992; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012).

SES

Political engagement is a costly venture, where time and resources are often a

requisite. This is directly related to the fact that those who are participating and

engaging the political process (Verba, Schlozman & Brady, 1995). Political partici-

pation requires costs that are both monetary and those that take time (Downs, 1957;

Riker & Ordeshook, 1968; Zukin et al., 2006). Because voting is seen as a cheapest

vehicle for political engagement, it is the most popular (Zukin et al., 2006). Most

other forms of political engagement and participation are costly in ways that the

average citizen may not have neither the interest nor resources to take part in (Con-

verse, 2006; Verba & Nie, 1972). This creates problems for representation as those

with more resources are more involved in the political process (Bartels, 2008). The

inequalities in SES may be enough to drive inequalities in political engagement and

subsequently governance (Bartels, 2008; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012; Verba,

Schlozman & Brady, 1995).
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2.4 Internet Access and Political Engagement

Regardless of the settings in which an individual is living in, the Internet has

a perceived effect to increase political engagement, via exposure that is both inten-

tional (Lawrence, Sides & Farrell, 2010) and unintentional (Morris & Morris, 2013;

Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). It has also been found that the Internet has the capability

to spur interest in civic mindedness and politics (Boulianne, 2016; Farrell, 2012; Wo-

jcieszak & Mutz, 2009). There is evidence of volunteerism that has been found with

respect to Internet access (Jennings & Zeitner, 2003). In an Internet environment,

citizenship can take on many forms that include content creation, and encouraging

citizens to participate through organizing efforts online to be involved in offline po-

litical happenings (Baldwin-Philippi, 2015). These behaviors could be successful in

bringing new people into the political process. The Internet has been credited for

the success of the Obama 2008 and 2012 political campaigns, and political protest

movements such as the Tea Party (Williamson, Skocpol & Coggin, 2011), Occupy

Wall Street, and the Arab Spring in Egypt (Lynch, 2011; Morozov, 2011).

Younger individuals are exposed to more information online, but this does not

always translate to higher participation rates (Brownstein & Kaufman, 2018). While

there is some disagreement among scholars of how much of an effect Internet access

has on political engagement and voting behaviors, there is an overall positive effect

(Boulianne, 2009). There is also a life–cycle effect in which younger individuals be-

come more politically participatory over their lifetimes (Jennings & Zeitner, 2003;

Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). With respect to older generations, adoption is oc-

curring despite the notion that the older generation is left behind, which is overstated

as older generations are more online than they were in the past (Silva, Badasyan &

Busby, 2018; Sourbati, 2009). The common assertion is that younger individuals have

Internet access, however, as described in earlier chapters, Internet access has grown

out of this assertion. Younger individuals also have different technological skills than
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those who are older, mostly because the technologies that were necessary or popular

have shifted rapidly (Sourbati, 2009).

2.4.1 Heuristics

One hallmark of democratic practice is that political participants are informed and

involved in their communities (Campbell & Kwak, 2010; Milner, 2006). The Internet

is necessary for information gathering and dissemination in the 21st century (Couldry

et al., 2014; Farrell, 2012). The Internet is far different form of media than in the

past because it is invasive and allows speedy delivery and consumption of basic and

necessary services (Prior, 2007). This information and behavior would suggest that

citizens are potentially learning and gathering more information about politics from

friends and other online connections, which has been shown to be occurring on social

media (Bond & Messing, 2015). As a result of partisan identity, users select themselves

into blogs and other news sources that are conforming to these identities (Lawrence,

Sides & Farrell, 2010; Morris, 2005). As such, it is also imperative to understand that

despite the Internet’s ability to help individuals stay more informed, it is also highly

fragmented, which may have consequences on the quality of information. In the Web

2.0 paradigm the online environments foster user–generated content and lower the

cost for the individual in terms of seeking out information (Dylko & McCluskey,

2012). This is not only an online phenomenon, but also one that scholars evaluate

in neighborhood settings, where neighbors tend to share similar political attitudes

(Huckfeldt et al., 1995).

The mass public has been able to develop consistent issue positions through the

use of heuristics (Delli-Carpini & Keeter, 1996; Page & Shapiro, 1992). These heuris-

tics offer shortcuts for voters to be able to make seemingly informed decisions without

putting forth a new sizable effort. Heuristics are necessary for the gathering of po-

litical information which is a crucial, yet costly, element for an individual’s decision

to vote (Beck et al., 2002; Downs, 1957; Miller & Shanks, 1996; Riker & Ordeshook,
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1968). As a result, of these heuristics, echo chambers of like–ideological individuals

hear mostly information with which they agree (Arceneaux & Johnson, 2013; Beck

et al., 2002).

In an Internet environment heuristics are important because the amount of avail-

able information is immense, and having heuristics allows individuals to reduce the

costs (in time, effort, etc.) of sifting through large volumes of information (Mutz,

2006; Putnam, 2000; Rheingold, 1992; van Dijk, 2006). As such, it may be theorized

that it is important that Internet users having stronger ideology or partisan identity

as part of an ability to make sense of large amounts of information. Partisanship

is a heuristic that can be used to better understand complex ideas into digestible

terms (Campbell et al., 1980). Ideology can be seen as expressive (Huddy, Mason

& Aarøe, 2015), and the Internet can allow a platform for expressive ideology as

evidenced through interactions online, such as blog readership (Lawrence, Sides &

Farrell, 2010). For individuals who have stronger Internet access it may be expected

that these same individuals may possess the socioeconomic advantages that political

and economic elites enjoy (van Deursen & van Dijk, 2014). As such, this is likely

a reason why partisan divides on online platforms may be more polarized or cause

more disagreement, is due to the individuals who have the technologies in the first

place (Best & Kreuger, 2005). This socioeconomic divide is one that is important

to consider as the public is not entirely online, contrary to popular notions that the

Internet is diverse in its demographic makeup.

There are many other heuristics outside of ideology, but four will be addressed

in this dissertation: party identification, issue voting, pocketbook voting, and foreign

policy. With the Internet environment, an additional set of heuristics is needed to

navigate this space (van Deursen, Helsper & Eynon, 2016). Both sets of heuristics

have qualities about them that overlap and as a result, are an interesting phenomenon

to evaluate. Even though this dissertation does not evaluate this phenomenon directly,

it can be a reason to evaluate access, and open better understanding of the Internet’s

effect on political engagement.
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2.5 Scholarly Outlook on the Internet

2.5.1 Political Effects of the Internet on Politics

Initially, scholars suggested that the expansion of the Internet would have positive

effects on democratic practices. It also would allow for a more robust electorate that

was more informed, as access to information is now at fingertips and to-the-second in

contrast to the older paradigm of a daily newspaper or nightly news (Farrell, 2012;

Kreuger, 2002; Nie et al., 2010; Prior, 2007). For example, primaries and elections

from Indiana can be of interest to individuals living in California (Kreuger, 2002). In

addition to this democratic upside, increased internet access allowed for voices that

are often unheard to be able to be heard (Norris, 2001). Additionally, there was also

the promise of having groups who were physically isolated be able to find solace and

community online (Rheingold, 1992). This type of engagement may help bring to-

gether communities that otherwise would not exist, or were isolated for other reasons

(Katz, Rice & Aspden, 2001). In contrast to such a rosy view of the Internet, there are

scholars who suggested that the Internet would be an isolating medium, that would

drive communities apart and result in decreasing levels of civic engagement (Putnam,

1996). This isolation was then theorized to be a decline in social capital, and would

have negative effects that would see a severe decrease in civic engagement and com-

munity at large, resulting in an increase of cynicism (Postman, 2006; Putnam, 2000).

These scholars see technological innovation as a “cyber apartheid” (Putnam, 2000,

185) due to the isolating effect in which these technologies may prevent individuals

from gathering physically as a community, and therefore reducing interpersonal re-

lationships and communication (Nie, 2001; Nie & Hillygus, 2002). This is otherwise

known as the displacement theory, which sees the use of the Internet as an asocial

use of time (Kraut et al., 1998; Nie & Hillygus, 2002). In addition to being asocial,

the Internet was hypothesized to increase incidence of loneliness and depression in

addition to decline of communication with other family members (Kraut et al., 1998).
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The future outlook could look bleak as the status quo seems to be maintained through

electoral processes (Achen & Bartels, 2017; Verba, 1996).

2.5.2 Is There Current Consensus

There does seem to be a general consensus in the literature that seems to fall

between these two original schools of thought. On one hand, citizens are plausibly

engaging the process more, and using the online platform to organize and be involved

in politics (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2010; Bimber, Flanagin & Stohl, 2012). Indi-

viduals who are online more are more likely to be isolated if they are truly introverts.

For example, the Internet allows for communities that are not proximal geographi-

cally to be better connected (Rheingold, 1992). However, if individuals do not have

communities they are a part of, they might experience an isolation and inaccessibility

(Kraut et al., 2002; Nie & Hillygus, 2002; Putnam, 2000). Additionally, access to

the Internet could be seen to increase the information available (Putnam, 2000) as

well as the ability to participate given the organization occurring on the platform

(Bimber, Flanagin & Stohl, 2012). On the other hand, isolation is occurring and per-

haps stoking fears that the online environment is exacerbating non–democratic fervor

and attitudes that are seeping into everyday political conversation (Morozov, 2011).

Overall the results of having wider Internet access has been comparatively shown to

increase engagement and interest in politics (Baek, 2009; Boulianne, 2009, 2018).

2.5.3 Geography and Digital Access

The geography of the United States is very important to consider when developing

a theory of Internet access and political engagement due to the question of Internet

access, specifically physical access. While access to the Internet has become more

available everywhere, rural areas are often the areas with less infrastructure avail-

able (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013). The geography of the United States is

vast, and the technology needed to wire access to web is expensive, which creates
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an interesting puzzle: how does the U.S. connect rural individuals to the web, when

there may be no economic incentive to do so (Brownstein, 2013; Strover, 2001, 2014).

The calculus of whether an Internet Service Provider (ISP) wants to provide service

to an area will rely on the question of whether enough subscriptions can be sold to

make up the costs of the infrastructure and generate profit. In addition to infras-

tructure, there is an incentive by the ISPs themselves to monopolize Internet access

in rural areas (Frieden, 2013). This monopolization is one that can keep the cost of

Internet access prohibitively high due to the lack of competition and can be partic-

ularly damaging in rural areas in the U.S. because there is not a large population

density (Brownstein, 2013). In turn, this monopolization of access provisions makes

the incentive to expand infrastructure into smaller markets or less dense populations

not a profitable action (Brownstein, 2013; Frieden, 2013; Strover, 2014). Unlike other

countries where a public-private relationship exists, the U.S. has historically been, and

remains, a mostly privatized Internet sector (Baek, 2009; Brownstein, 2013; Frieden,

2005, 2013). Historically, the Internet and older media has been slow to reach the ru-

ral U.S. (, F.C.C.; LaRose et al., 2007; Strover, 2001). As this is the case, the Internet

is no different. In the 1990s and 2000s the Bush and Clinton Administrations were

insistent on the expansion of Internet infrastructure (, F.C.C.; NTIA, 2010, 2014).

This expansion has occurred, but has not resulted in complete coverage, as rural areas

are sometimes not as covered as their urban peers (WhiteHouse, 2015). Not all rural

areas are privy to this type of exclusion as some have been able to adapt better than

others, but those areas are likely able to do so as a function of higher SES or access

to resources.

2.6 Data

The data to evaluate these hypotheses comes from the Cooperative Congressional

Election Survey (CCES). Data that is used in this analysis is from each election year
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from 2010 to 2016 inclusive8. (Ansolabehere & Schaffner, 2017). Rural and urban

data additionally comes from the 2010 U.S. Decennial Census, for the respondents’

zip code of residence reported in the CCES survey (U.S.Census, 2010). The data

was merged using the FIPS coding that is available in the CCES dataset which can

be attached to zip code level, where the analysis in this chapter will account for

geographical considerations. The data are not panel data and analyzed separately

by year. The reason that this data cannot be considered panel data is due to the

issues of continuity, and the replacement method that is used year to year (Kuriwaki,

2018). This analysis is considered to be a repeated survey design due to the nature

of the survey methodology changing over time. The CCES survey has combined with

YouGov and other polling firms to maintain a healthy, large survey pool. As the

methodology of the survey has changed, there are questions about the validity and

randomness of the respondent pool, and this can be confirmed as a result of the fact

that the respondents are more participatory than the general public. Despite this fact,

the data was chosen for its availability of variables that are key to this survey. The

ANES does not provide granular variables about technology, and as such, a metric

such as QoIA would be difficult to test.

In addition to the CCES data, the data is also combined with data from the 2010

Decennial U.S. Census that will indicate whether an individual is in an urban or rural

area at the zip code level. This addition of urban and rural designation is one that

can help us understand that there are geographical differences in the respondents

and their Internet access. There are known divides that have been identified and

well–documented by scholars in multiple disciplines. Additionally, the FCC (, F.C.C.)

and NTIA (NTIA, 2010, 2014) have released reports detailing the digital divide and

difficulties of Internet access in non–urban areas. The rationale for picking these years

was purposeful for several reasons. Firstly, between 2010 and 2016 Internet access

is increasing under programs spearheaded by the F.C.C. (2015) to connect more

8This would mean that 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016 elections are represented in this analysis.
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of the U.S. to the Internet9. These programs are designed to bring more high-speed

Internet connections to communities that do not have them with the intent to expand

Internet access across the country. By using this data, small changes might be able

to be observed, and other trends in technological change. Secondly, the smart phone

is becoming much more ubiquitous in this time, and more individuals are purchasing

and using cell phones. As a result, what may constitute Internet access is possibly

changing in this time, and I feel my models can catch these changes by asking a

battery of questions. Thirdly, the CCES has healthy sample sizes and these should

be able to pick up effects that may be considered rather small by the casual observer.

With potential small effects possible in the questions at hand, it is important to use

to a large data set to sort out effects that might be more visible when assessing small

effects. Finally, the granularity allows me to look at urban and rural considerations

at a local level that may not be as possible with other data sets.

2.7 Conclusion and Expectations for Analysis

QoIA as a measure may be used to more specifically understand the impact of

internet access on political participation, particularly among different demographic

variables. Measuring QoIA as dichotomous is not capturing the nuances that come

with Internet access in general. The Internet itself is a changing technology that must

be measured carefully so that its measurement can be replicated in future research.

Now that the literature has been defined, it can be seen that there is a healthy

discourse around Internet Access and political engagement. With the literature sur-

rounding the digital divide it can be better understood that there is a clear area of

concern that is being discussed where scholars identify that the lack of Internet access

is a problem for democratic practices. These two facets of the discipline’s discourse

show an intersection that is often not seen in major journals and is not mentioned

explicitly. My expectations of this analysis are that I will find that there are several

9These programs have been ongoing since the 2000s, but under the Obama Administration there
was a bigger push to continue and strengthen these programs in particular.
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phenomena occurring. Firstly, I expect that there will likely be small increases that

could be expected from political engagement due to the fact that the Internet is often

a top priority for those who have higher SES. I also expect that geography will play

a considerable role where Internet access is available, and that would be a factor for

availability which would likely have an ability to amplify inequalities that are seen

between urban and rural areas. I’d expect that rural areas will have lower levels of

QoIA overall, than their urban peers. As for political ideology, I expect there to be

an ideological hardening effect to occur, as cited in the literature. There is a tendency

for individuals online to read only information that conforms to their own political

attitudes and ideological leanings. As such, I would expect that individuals with

higher levels of QoIA to have more ideologically dug–in political ideological bends

(van Dijk, 2006). This is due to the fact that individuals who are using the Web are

have to sift through large amounts of information, and as a cognitive shortcut, I’d

expect that not reading conflicting information is a way for this to occur. I’d expect

that with respect to political engagement and voting to see generally positive, yet

small gains. I’d expect to see larger gains in political engagement activities because

there is a level of investment that is larger when it comes to partaking in engagement

activities. For example, voting is not as costly as working for a campaign (Zukin

et al., 2006), and as such I would expect that with a trend towards higher SES and

having Internet access that there would be a positive relationship between these two

variables.

Digging deeper into political engagement, and evaluating the political donation

activities of individuals with respect to Internet access, I’d expect that there would

be a positive effect. I’d also expect that there would be an emphasis by political

campaigns to target potential donors through the Internet. As for the results, I’d

expect, similarly with general political engagement that there would be an increase

in political donations. As for the donor amounts, I would also expect there to be an

increase as the medium creates a channel of political giving that is more accessible

than previously available. On this same note, I do expect that political campaigns
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are getting more donors through Internet contact, because of the shifting nature of

communication through electronic medium over the past 20–30 years.

In Chapter 3, I will build on this literature review with building an index of

Quality of Internet Access (QoIA) to better understand Internet access as a whole.

Now that there is a conceptualization of what is being referred to for Internet access,

and an expectation of the effects, it may allow for the creation of a variable for

Internet access that is more comprehensive than a dichotomous measure. While it is

a difficult concept to measure with the continually changing nature of the technology,

my goal is to create a measure that can be consistently understood over time.
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3. QUALITY OF INTERNET ACCESS (QOIA)

The Internet, as a technological space, is an evolving medium. Research has evaluated

the political impacts of the technology that has resulted in increases of political

participation and interest (Boulianne, 2009, 2018). Despite these positive impacts,

the measurement of Internet access and the consequences therein, have often used

Internet access at home as a proxy, when the technology for access has become broader

(Strover, 2014; Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015). With this broadening, there is a need

to re-define the measurement of Internet access (Morris & Morris, 2013). Now that

I have shown there is a comprehensive literature of political engagement, media, as

well as Internet access, I will now build an index to measure Internet access. The

plan of this chapter is to build a strong foundation for an index that measures a more

complete picture of Internet access. With this index I create, I can better assess the

quality or level of the Internet access beyond a dichotomous measure.

The plan of this chapter is simple, and lays the foundation for the analysis of the

argument being made in this dissertation about the quality of Internet access and

its impacts on political engagement. The goal of this chapter is to show that a new

index for Internet access can better capture effects in models of political behavior. I

will first discuss Internet access and how it is measured and used in the literature.

I will next discuss the different components of my proposed index using data from

the Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) from 2010–2016, and conduct

a short analysis constructing a quality of Internet access (QOIA) variable. In this

analysis I will compare the index to other variables in the analysis.
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3.1 How is the Internet Measured?

Pivoting away from definitions of digital inequality, there is a need to measure the

access to the Internet. As mobile technologies become less expensive to the public

it is important to note the types of access that are available. Internet access and

the manner in which the Internet is used in the U.S. has changed dramatically in

the past decade (Greengard, 2015; de Zúñiga, Garcia-Perdomo & McGregor, 2015).

Cell phones and their capabilities have drastically improved from phones the size of

a small suitcase where the technologies only held mere megabytes of data, to having

computers that have near the capabilities of a mid–range computer that are the size

of a wallet. Definitions of Internet access have been theorized in the literature to be a

combination of physical skills, access, as well as literacy (van Dijk, 2006; van Deursen

& van Dijk, 2014). For this dissertation the definition of Internet will be more of

one that focuses more on physical access combined with resources, evaluating more

of a digital inequality in the spirit of the direction of the literature1. The measure

that follows is one in the vein of the physical technologies and devices being used for

Internet access.

Internet access is generally measured in a dichotomous manner, which can leave

the phenomenon under-analyzed (Morris & Morris, 2013). Dichotomous measures

tend to indicate whether an individual has Internet access are not. The questions in

which respondents are asked about the Internet might be limited to home access and

usage of the technology (Barber, 2016). While being self-reported measures, there are

additional issues with the question wording and consistency in the questions being

asked about the Internet due to its nature as a constantly changing technology. As

such, the changes in technologies to connect to the Internet have changed. The mini-

mal technological requirements to connect to the Internet change often, which would

make a dichotomous variable for Internet problematic. For example, the American

National Election Survey (ANES) changed the wording of the question about Inter-

net access, from it was first asked about in 1996. The question about Internet access

1See Chapters 1 and 2 for full discussion on the definitions of Internet access
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started with reference to the World-Wide-Web, and was asked this way until the 2008

iteration, when the question was then asked about not only Internet access, but also

to anyone in the household2 (ANES, 2018).

A dynamic measure of Internet would need to consider device usage, and imply

an “always online” state. Thinking about the current paradigm of “the Internet

of Things”, it would be important to mention that there is an emphasis on device

access as well as traditional computer access (Greengard, 2015). Having access to a

smartphone or tablet device may be able to connect anywhere on an ISP network, or

require Wi–Fi to get online. The differences between the availability of both of these

is a modern dilemma as there is often costs associated with both (Tsetsi & Rains,

2017). Public spaces may have free or low cost Wi–Fi, which would allow for any

mobile device to be connected. Urban centers tend to have more available Wi–Fi

as there is often more infrastructure for web access (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko,

2013; NTIA, 2014). Rural areas do not always have the infrastructure available, as

mentioned in Chapter 2, due to ISP financial considerations for return on investment

(Brownstein, 2013; Frieden, 2013). All of this is difficult to capture in a dichotomous

measure, and that scholarship should focus on more comprehensive measurement.

Questions in the American National Election Survey (ANES) about Internet access

are historically dichotomous (Table 3.1), and often only about one aspect of physical

access (Morris & Morris, 2017; Whitacre, 2017). The ANES has asked about Internet

access in their surveys since 1996 (ANES, 2018). The wording for these questions,

has been vague. For example, in the 2012 ANES asks individuals about whether they

have Internet access at home, and their access levels at home3 (ANES, 2014). This

type of measurement seems antiquated for the fact that Americans tend to spend a

lot of time online everyday, where a question of this nature may be skewed towards

all respondents answering that they use the Internet every day4. The number of days

2See Appendix A for specific ANES wording. The ANES time-series codebook for 2016 listed all
years the question is asked.
3Question Wording can be found in Appendix A.
4The ANES does ask a question about frequency of Internet use, but the measurement asks about
the number of days a week someone uses the Internet.
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a week of Internet use would not be useful for an analysis if all of the respondents

are answering roughly the same value for a variable that has a 7-point scale. This

measure also does not account for variations that are present between different areas

of the country which have differing levels of Internet access.

Table 3.1.
Internet Access 1996–2008 (ANES)

1996 1998 2000 2004 2008 Total
Yes (1) 404 547 973 764 1614 4302

(26.47) (42.70) (62.61) (71.67) (69.57) (55.53)
No (5) 1122 734 581 302 706 3445

(73.53) (57.30) (37.39) (28.33) (30.43) (44.47)
Total 1526 1281 1554 1066 2320 7747

Column Percentages in Parentheses

There are also other issues with the ANES data with respect to questions about

Internet access. The ANES has not asked about Internet access consistently over

time, and has changed its wording several times5. Additionally, this question about

Internet access has not always been asked in subsequent surveys, which makes this

survey instrument unreliable at times. This would be a difficult variable to evaluate

with this data and therefore was not used in this dissertation to evaluate an index

consistently over time. Technological capabilities are increasing quickly, and as such,

it’s important to keep the measurement as something that is not out of date. While

the ANES is not the only survey that evaluates political behavior, few data sources

have many survey items on technology and Internet access.

In an environment where Internet access has become more mobile, it is important

to ask questions about device usage and other places in which individuals have access.

Culturally, its assumed that everyone has access and everyone has devices, but as

evidenced in Chapter 2, this is not the case. In my analysis, I’m going to assume that

Internet access at home is a statement of priority for having access to the Internet. It

indicates that the respondent has more than a cell phone for access, but also likely has

5See Appendix A for wording over time.
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multiple devices. Having Internet at home suggests that the individual has invested

in the technologies and is driven to ensure that they have access to it. This is part of a

newer paradigm of Internet access called “The Internet of Things” which emphasizes

a more decentralized approach to computing where access to data and information

can come from any number of devices including physical personal computers as well

as cell phones (Greengard, 2015).

3.2 Why does Internet Access Need Stronger Definition?

As stated above, Internet access is a difficult concept to define, due to changes in

technology that are rapid (Farrell, 2012; van Dijk, 2006). Just because the changes in

technology are rapid, there have been several constants. For example, mobile and cell

phones have become cheaper and more widespread (van Deursen & van Dijk, 2014).

Over the past 20 years, it has become more common for the average American to have

some form of cell phone. Where this gets fuzzy is the fact that processing power in cell

phones has increased significantly over time (Strover, 2014). The issues with using

a cell phone as a proxy is that the cell phones with high powered processing power

are still generally expensive, despite decreases in prices (Brownstein, 2013). Even

though cell phone use for computing has increased, there is a need to understand this

type of access as something more complex than just having the technology. There are

clear barriers that make Internet access difficult for the average person in the U.S.

As defined in Chapter 2, I will be using a definition of Internet access as one that

signifies the use of Internet and its technologies.

Cost of Internet

With respect to socioeconomic factors, the decision to have home Internet access

can be problematic in measurement for isolation. Individuals with lower levels of

socioeconomic status may favor a phone over a home Internet subscription due to

its perceived economic savings (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013). This is in
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some ways misguided, because the phones often bring subscription charges as well

that can be similar in cost to a home subscriptions, particularly if on a data plan6.

Because of this misunderstanding there are needs to understand the digital divide and

inequalities in other ways that are shifting with societal demands (Robinson et al.,

2015; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019).

The digital divide, and its further inequalities make the definition of home Internet

access an important variable, but it is also a particularly tricky one to interpret. On

one hand, Internet access at home is a broadband subscription that is often coupled

with phone and cable TV (Brownstein, 2013). Conversely, Internet access at home

can also indicate and could be as a result of Wi–Fi connections that are not owned

by those living in the home. Broadband connections can be thought of as a function

of socioeconomic factors, such as age and income (Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015).

Despite ongoing improvements to ICTs, socioeconomic and sociopolitical inequalities

in the greater society are reflected within these technologies, creating the digital

divide—a gap between those with high levels of Internet access and those with little

or no access (Ferro, Helbig & Gil-Garcia, 2011; Lee, Park & Hwang, 2015; Norris,

2001; van Dijk, 2006).

Geography and Internet Access

This Internet access inequality is often associated with geographical contexts, es-

pecially in the U.S. The U.S. is a developed nation that struggles with respect to

geographical concerns, among other economic and political barriers (Frieden, 2005;

Strover, 2001). This is contrary to countries such as Japan and South Korea, who

are widely considered to have strong Internet coverage, who do not struggle with the

same geographical constraints the U.S. does. For one these two nations are rather

small, and their populations are rather dense. The U.S. has a more varied geography

coupled with vast rural areas and areas of sparse populations in every state (Frieden,

6In some cases these subscriptions can even end up being more expensive.
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2005). These geographical differences often make Internet access physically difficult

and costly for ISPs to provide to citizens (Brownstein, 2013). As a result, we see

differing levels of Internet access in urban and rural areas, and inequalities that are

even evident in those urban areas (WhiteHouse, 2015). As Internet has become more

and more important in everyday life, and an increased interest in political differences

across geography in the U.S., it is important to understand if Internet access is playing

a role.

Historically, the Internet and older media has been slow to reach the rural U.S.

(, F.C.C.; LaRose et al., 2007; Strover, 2001). As this is the case, the Internet is

no different. In the 1990s and 2000s the Bush and Clinton Administrations were

insistent on the expansion of Internet infrastructure (, F.C.C.; NTIA, 2010, 2014).

This expansion has occurred, but has not resulted in complete coverage, as rural

areas are sometimes not as covered as their urban peers (WhiteHouse, 2015). Much

of this has to do with the costly nature of the infrastructure to be built in rural areas,

but also the fact that profit motive may be a hindrance to expand to specific areas

(Brownstein, 2013). Not all rural areas are privy to this type of exclusion as some

have been able to adapt better than others, but those areas are likely able to do so

as a function of higher SES or access to resources.

Even if rural areas are not able to always have resources, there are advantages to

having Internet access. There is even an emphasis on Internet access that can be found

in rural areas. For example, there is evidence that houses that are better connected

to the Internet are worth more in rural areas (Deller & Whitacre, 2019). Not only

are houses more valuable, but there is also evidence that civic engagement is highly

affected by the adoption of broadband, as a step towards being more engaged. The

reasoning for this emphasis on broadband adoption in rural areas is not only because

there is a need to be connected to political and social information via the Internet, but

also that this access may provide opportunities to the residents of these communities

(Whitacre & Manlove, 2016; Whitacre, Strover & Gallardo, 2015). Because there is

such evidence that Internet is highly valued and perhaps less available in rural areas,
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it would be crucial to take into account for geographical differences in any analysis

that looks at Internet access.

3.3 Measurement of QoIA

In addition to cell phones, there are tablet devices that also allow individuals access

the Internet7. Tablet devices are ones that are sometimes structured like the smart

phone technologies. They are often used for book reading and note taking, but can at

times be compared to a computer in their use. The reason scholars need to account for

mobile technologies is due to their popularity in the same way smart phones have made

individuals more mobile (de Zúñiga, Garcia-Perdomo & McGregor, 2015). In some

cases, individuals are replacing laptop and desktop computers with tablets, a more

mobile technology. For example, individuals with lower levels of socioeconomic status

tend to use mobile technologies because of the cost, which means there are barriers to

economic and political opportunities (Goldfarb & Prince, 2008; Mossberger, Tolbert &

Franko, 2013). Due to the high monthly cost of Internet subscriptions, those without

home Internet access and ICTs must seek out reliable Wi-Fi, and other mobile Internet

access points8. Mobile device use must be considered when developing a quality of

Internet Access (QoIA) measure.

3.4 The QoIA Index

The measurement of QoIA is intended to give a better picture of Internet access in

general. Current measurements are often limited to considerations of home access or

cell phone use. This is a limiting measurement for two reasons: vague wording, and

also as a consideration of where Internet access is often available. Internet availability

can differ due to geographical and population criteria for ISPs. To measure access to

7Some tablets have a capability to have access to the Internet without Wi–Fi, but these require a
subscription to an ISP or other type of phone provider.
8This includes libraries and other public places. However, some private firms such as McDonald’s
and Starbucks have sought to have free wireless Internet access in nearly all of their locations.
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the Internet, I create a scale called the Quality of Internet Access index (QoIA). This

index combines three variables found in the CCES dataset: access to the Internet

at home, access to the Internet at work, and whether the respondent has access to

a cell phone. The idea of this index is to show an individual’s connectedness to the

Internet, and the availability to the Internet. To create this index I use the following

variables: access to the Internet at home (Table 3.2), access to the Internet at work

(Table 3.3), and cell phone ownership. These three variables are consistently asked in

each year of the survey, and are coded the same way in each time point. This allows

for a consistency between the time points, but does not constitute a panel analysis.

For both variables of Internet access at home and work (Table 3.4), there is a

designation of dial up and broadband. Because of the speeds and desirability of

broadband access, I coded broadband as a 2, dial-up as a 1, and 0 for no indication

of Internet access. As expected, the number of respondents reporting having dial–up

access at work or at home is decreasing, which would indicate that the infrastructure

is improving.

Table 3.2.
Internet at Home? (CCES Data)

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
None (0) 1242 1523 2237 2653 7655

(2.25) (2.81) (4.00) (4.12) (3.33)
Dial Up (1) 1671 912 788 968 4339

(3.03) (1.68) (1.41) (1.50) (1.89)
Broadband (2) 52264 51784 52932 60782 217762

(94.72) (95.51) (94.59) (94.38) (94.78)
Total 55177 54219 55957 64403 229756

Column Percentages in Parentheses

Cell phone ownership (Table 3.5) is determined by a question where respondents were

asked about all phone ownership in their household. I used an imputation of cell-

phones and designated a 0 for all respondents not indicating cell phone ownership.

If the respondent indicated that there was a cell phone or both a landline and cell-
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Table 3.3.
Internet at Work? (CCES Data)

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
None (0) 20323 21008 21505 23236 86072

37.74 39.67 39.11 36.68 38.23
Dial Up (1) 543 454 474 800 2271

1.01 0.86 0.86 1.26 1.01
Broadband (2) 32985 31497 33002 39317 136801

61.25 59.47 60.02 62.06 60.76
Total 53851 52959 54981 63353 225144

Column Percentages in Parentheses

Table 3.4.
Cross–Tab of Access at Work and Home 2010–2016

Work Internet
Home Internet None (0) Dial–Up (1) Broadband (2) Total

None (0) 4268 162 3177 7607
(4.97) (7.18) (2.33) (3.39)

Dial–Up (1) 1967 978 1300 4245
(2.29) (43.33) (0.95) (1.89)

Broadband (2) 79609 1117 131904 212630
(92.74) (49.49) (96.72) (94.72)

Total 85844 2257 136381 224482
Column Percentages in Parentheses

phone, they were coded as a 1, else–wise a 0. Even though cellphone use can be

confused with smartphones I will make the assumption that the two technologies are

conflated. There are dangers in making this assumption, but I would argue that due

to the nature of data that is available for this type of analysis, it is imperative to be

flexible. The prefect dataset for analyzing political behavior and Internet access may

be difficult, if not impossible, to find.

It should also be noted that the 2016 year has less respondents, and there is a reason

for this that deals with the survey methodology. In 2016, CCES teamed up with

YouGov, and as a result there were questions that were not asked as a result. This
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Table 3.5.
Do you Own a Cell Phone? (CCES Data)

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
No 3923 3431 3127 1554 12035

7.11 6.33 5.58 4.94 6.11
Yes 51290 50801 52890 29916 184897

92.89 93.67 94.42 95.06 93.89
Total 55213 54232 56017 31470 196932

Column Percentages in Parentheses

was mostly because the respondents were recruited from other sample vendors9. While

2016, will have less respondents than the other years throughout this project, it is

important to note that because of the size of the dataset in general, I still feel that

this is large enough to still use this analysis as the sample size is rather large10. Each

year has nearly 50 to 60,000 respondents, and only having 30,000 observations is still

a large sample and robust regardless of this issue of the data.

To build an index it would be important to know about whether the QoIA in-

dex’s factors load together. To do this, I did a factor analysis to test these variables

together. As you can see in Table 3.7, that the factor analysis works with strong cor-

relates. As a result it would be appropriate to combine the variables together11. Even

though the factors do not specifically have strong correlations, all of the correlations

can be said to be statistically significant at the 95 percent level.

The full QoIA index is a 0-5 scale designed to indicate the ability of a given

individual to have access to the Internet12. If an individual scores a 0, that individual

has no access at home or at work to the Internet, and subsequently no cell phone.

If an individual scores a 5 on this index, this would indicate that the individual has

both better Internet connections at work and at home, as well as a cell phone. This

9Thank you to Brian Schnaffer’s and Sam Luk’s help for clarifying this.
10This will be an ongoing issue that will be present in the other analyses throughout this dissertation
11This test will be similarly used for when political engagement and voting behaviors are considered
in Chapter 4.
12See Table 3.8 for QOIA overall by year
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Table 3.6.
Correlations of QoIA parts

Cell Phone Home Access Work Access
Cell Phone 1.000

Home Access .0985* 1.000
Work Access .0914* .1254* 1.000

Weighting was used in accordance with CCES for analysis using multiple years
*-denotes p < .05

would indicate that the individual has access to the Internet at nearly any point in a

given day.

Table 3.7.
Factor Analysis of QoIA variables

Factor Uniqueness
Home Internet .5617605 .6844252
Work Internet .6518344 .575112

Cell Phone .6657791 .5567382
N 191276

χ2(df = 3) 4751.9
Chi Square values are significant at the α = 0.01 level

Table 3.8 shows that there is a left skew towards stronger Internet access. This

may be expected as socioeconomic variables and regional effects that will be further

explored in this chapter. The left skew in the distribution would be expected as there

has been improvements in access nationally, however, because there are still areas of

the country that are not wired as comprehensively as others, it would be expected

that there is a sizeable distribution that has some or no connection to the Internet.

Another notable attribute to the data is that many of the respondents score either

a 3 or 5 on this scale. This would indicate at least access at home and a cell phone

on average. This could also mean there is access at work and home with differing

speeds without a cellphone. The interpretation of a 3 on this index should be that

the individual has a moderate level of access, and it probably is not available at any
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given point in the day, but rather most of the day. A measure of 4 likely represents

several scenarios: access at home and work with no cell phone, some access at home

or work and a cell phone, or some combination of the three. A measure of 5 would

represent access to the Internet is available at any point in the day.

Table 3.8.
QOIA by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
0 127 133 268 62 590

0.24 0.25 0.49 0.20 0.31
1 468 753 1180 651 3052

0.87 1.44 2.15 2.13 1.60
2 2753 2258 2000 1061 8072

5.15 4.30 3.65 3.48 4.22
3 18028 18636 19081 11514 67259

33.70 35.52 34.83 37.71 35.16
4 1999 1593 1351 654 5597

3.74 3.04 2.47 2.14 2.93
5 30115 29099 30903 16589 106706

56.30 55.46 56.41 54.33 55.79
Total 53490 52472 54783 30531 191276

Column Percentages in Parentheses

In addition to the overall QoIA index it is important to consider rural and urban

individuals as their access differs. At first glance, there may not be that much of

a visible difference. The majority of individuals in both rural and urban locations

score a 3 or 5 on the QoIA index13. To account for technological skill sets, these are

operationalized as a part of education, as there is an assumption that more educated

individuals are more likely to have Internet access, and are also more likely to em-

phasize having access to the technologies (Scheerder, van Deursen & van Dijk, 2017;

van Dijk, 2006). To account for the different methods in which the Internet can be

accessed, the QOIA measure uses a combination of home and work Internet access in

addition to access that is facilitated by cell phones. Together this measurement can

13See Table 3.9 and Table 3.10 for breakdowns of QOIA in urban and rural subjects, respectively
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better predict how connected an individual is at any given time. There is statistical

evidence to show that the QoIA is different between rural and urban14.

Table 3.9.
QOIA by Year for Urban Respondents

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
0 111 126 240 56 533

0.24 0.28 0.51 0.21 0.32
1 360 644 1010 537 2551

0.78 1.42 2.13 2.05 1.55
2 2093 1770 1590 839 6292

4.55 3.91 3.35 3.20 3.81
3 15061 15563 15944 9593 56161

32.72 34.41 33.56 36.62 34.04
4 1601 1326 1152 546 4625

3.48 2.93 2.42 2.08 2.80
5 26805 25799 27572 14624 94800

58.23 57.04 58.04 55.83 57.47
Total 46031 45228 47508 26195 164962

Column Percentages in Parentheses

One of the expected criticisms of using a measure of QoIA or attempting a study of

political engagement on Internet access is that the measure is too closely aligned with

the dependent variables of analysis. This is true and as evidenced in the literature

review above, there are variables that explain both QoIA and political engagement

activities. To start to consider this variable, it should be illustrated that the cor-

relations to political engagement are indeed separate. In Table 3.11 it can be seen

that the correlation is small, if even present in all of the data to be used from the

CCES between 2010–201615. The correlations are small yet significant, however in

the following chapters, particularly Chapter 4, there will be further discussions of the

impacts of these variables on each other.

Similar trends are also found in the correlations between QOIA and the inde-

pendent variables used in the following analyses. In Table 3.12, I find that there is

14See STATA for Chi-square or ANOVA information
15Weighting was used for using data of cumulative years in accordance with CCES documentation.
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Table 3.10.
QOIA by Year for Rural Respondents

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
0 16 7 26 6 55

0.23 0.10 0.36 0.14 0.21
1 103 108 165 108 484

1.46 1.51 2.31 2.54 1.89
2 637 482 404 218 1741

9.00 6.72 5.66 5.13 6.79
3 2842 3058 3099 1897 10896

40.15 42.66 43.44 44.65 42.51
4 369 266 198 106 939

5.21 3.71 2.78 2.49 3.66
5 3111 3248 3242 1914 11515

43.95 45.31 45.44 45.05 44.93
Total 7078 7169 7134 4249 25630

Column Percentages in Parentheses

similar directions and significance in the correlation of these variables16. The cor-

relations that are strongest and significant with QOIA are income, education, and

age in the expected directions. The reason for this is that Internet users are seen

to be younger (van Dijk, 2006), while those who are engaging in the political sys-

tem generally are seen to be older (Miller & Shanks, 1996; Page & Shapiro, 1992).

Thirdly, income as well as education, has a positive correlation which is strongest with

Internet access, which is consistent with the literature on those who adopt Internet

access having higher levels of income and education (Hindman, 2009; van Dijk, 2006).

The other control variables are not strongly correlative with QOIA, but are generally

important when considering voting models.

3.5 Conclusion

The media is highly fragmented politically as well as socioeconomically, and the

Internet does seem to also trend to not be entirely consistent either. With ideological

16Weighting was used for using data of cumulative years in accordance with CCES documentation.
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and democratic concerns there are valid questions to as whether the Internet is a

positive or negative force for democratic practice, given its connections to political

information availability, as well as, political and social inequality, respectively. This

is not what this dissertation seeks to answer, as other research is evaluating this phe-

nomenon in the realm of social media research in Communications as well as Political

Science disciplines. Instead, this dissertation seeks to show that the Internet is a driv-

ing force in predicting political engagement behaviors, which lies at the intersection

of these two social science disciplines.

Data for analyzing a given person’s Internet access is in fact limited from most

available and popular datasets in the social sciences. Not only does it fall victim

to the problem of self–reported data, macro–level data is not necessarily reliable

either (Prior, 2013a). This does not mean however, that it is unimportant and not

something to analyze. In fact, with a robust literature on the digital divide and digital

inequalities, it seems that this type of data analysis is crucial. Given the constraints

of the datasets available, this index is a step in the right direction. It is not perfect,

but it is a better representation of Internet access than asking a respondent solely if

they have access to the Internet at home. The Internet is not uniformly available,

despite attempts to make it more available.

Although the variable is more robust, it does have flaws that are difficult to

control for. Over this time period, the technology is inevitably changing. Due to these

changes and changes in economics, the price of the technology for smart phones comes

down in price and becomes more affordable and more Americans own them17. One

issue with the question of cell phones is that smartphones have become synonymous

with older phones that can be used just for telephone services. Since this is the case,

and all of this information is self–reported, I will justify the use of this variable with

this explanation: if the person has a cell phone, I’m going to assume its a smartphone,

because of the prevailing cultural notions about phones in 2016 and beyond. While

this is not in accordance with the literature, I’m left with no other choices, due to

17This is not to say that every American has a smartphone, but they are more widespread in 2016
than in 2010.
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the variables available. A cell phone is enough of a proxy to indicate a willingness

to communicate via text and voice, which uses the Internet, so I will count it as

accessibility. It is a known weakness of this area of research, and will continue to be

regardless of what is found in the subsequent analyses.

This measurement will enable more to be said about Internet access, and its

quality. The remainder of this dissertation puts this measure to work. Specifically,

I use the QoIA to study the effect Internet access has on political engagement. By

using QoIA I will show that the quality and accessibility in which someone can access

the Internet affects other political behaviors. In Chapter 4, I will explore the question

of whether this accessibility affects ideology, and further political engagement broadly

in Chapter 5, and finally political donation in Chapter 6.
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4. QOIA, PARTISANSHIP, AND IDEOLOGY

In this chapter I will evaluate the role of Internet access with respect to ideological

concerns. Ideological consideration is often an aspect of how an individual decides to

participate, vote, or even donate to political causes and campaigns. There is evidence

to show that there are trends of ideological and partisan preferences among internet

users (Hindman, 2009; Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015). While most of the existing

work relates primarily to what people do with their Internet connections, it does not

consider whether the quality of the Internet connection plays a role. Does QoIA also

play a role in ideological hardening? In this chapter I will start with a review of the

literature on ideology and partisanship with respect to the Internet. I will then move

into an analysis that looks directly at partisan and ideological strength as dependent

variables. I will then discuss the implications of the findings and what this means

about ideological and partisan strength.

4.1 Literature Review

The argument being made in this chapter is solely in regards to the role of partisan

and ideological hardening. The argument is one that relates to the Internet being

intertwined with political interest, which is a known relationship within the literature

(Boulianne, 2009, 2018), but often is not explored cohesively. It would make sense

that political elites are more likely to have Internet access due to their political

and socioeconomic advantages and status (Strover, 2014). As such, we see large

disconnects online as a result of ideology and partisanship. I will explain this in

regards to ideology, partisanship, and Internet access.



58

4.1.1 Ideology and Heuristics

To understand ideology and its identification within the U.S. public, it is impor-

tant to note that there has been a long-standing argument surrounding the ideological

sophistication of American citizens (Converse, 2000). In order to determine whether

the mass public can understand elite political discourse, it must be first understood

whether the mass publics can even discern or hold consistent ideological issue opin-

ions in the first place. The original theory posited by Philip E. Converse in 1964

suggested that Americans are not sophisticated enough to hold on to complex ideo-

logical positions (Converse, 2006). Ideology is defined as a group of assumptions that

are determined and affect the major values and morals that a voter uses to judge

political issues (Lane, 1962). In order to make these judgements, the mass public

refers to heuristics and cues, and that comes from the consumption of media (Zaller,

1992). It has long been conceptualized in political science that the political discourse

and discussion by elites is conducted on a traditional liberal-conservative ideological

continuum; however, the mass publics cannot even define the terms liberal or conser-

vative with respect to an ideological continuum without being prompted. The masses

are aware of the terms used in an ideological setting, but are not always familiar with

how to classify the issues in this manner (Converse, 2006; Delli-Carpini & Keeter,

1996; Zaller, 1992). Therefore, the traditional liberal-conservative continuum used

commonly in politics and political inquiry is difficult for the mass publics due to their

inability to think in these terms. Although this theory was initially laid out in 1964,

it is still present in modern American politics (Kinder & Kalmoe, 2018). This ideo-

logical continuum is therefore more useful for the communication of elite conversation

which is being conducted within this construct. It would be expected that individuals

that have fixed political positions to coincide with political elites (Converse, 2006).

While the modern literature has noted an ideological sorting is occurring, it is the

elites that are polarized and not the public (Fiorina, Abrams & Pope, 2011).
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The mass publics have been able to develop consistent issue positions through the

use of heuristics (Delli-Carpini & Keeter, 1996; Page & Shapiro, 1992). Despite the

differences on issues of ideologies and the mass public, there are other heuristics the

public forms to be able to make decisions and to understand elite political discussions.

It is important to note that staying informed to make political decisions is inherently

costly, and therefore citizens develop heuristics as shortcuts to inform their political

opinions (Downs, 1957; Delli-Carpini & Keeter, 1996; Page & Shapiro, 1992). These

heuristics offer shortcuts for voters to be able to make seemingly informed decisions

without putting forth a new sizable effort.

4.1.2 Partisanship and Party ID

There are many other heuristics outside of ideology, but the one that will be ad-

dressed here is party identification and partisanship. Partisanship is often described

as affinity towards a party, and measured in analyses as party identification (Campbell

et al., 1980). Some political scientists have suggested that partisanship may be more

issue based, where individuals choose their partisan identity based on one or more is-

sues (Ansolabehere, de Figueriedo & Jr., 2003; Bafumi & Shapiro, 2009). Historically,

party ID has been recorded for over 60 years by public opinion polling. Respondents

identify whether they are a Democrat, a Republican or Independent, which also the-

oretically coincides with a partisan group membership (Campbell et al., 1980)[p.121].

Earlier theory suggested that 60 percent of the American public is independent, while

the other 40 percent even split into Democrat and Republican (Green, Palmquist &

Schickler, 2002). More recently, it is suggested that the breakdown is more complex:

about 25 percent refuse to identify themselves ideologically, about another 33 percent

place themselves in the middle, and of the rest more Americans identify as conser-

vative than liberal (Kinder & Kalmoe, 2018). While this is the case, Kinder and

Kalmoe (2018) also suggest that there is more identification with Democrats than

with Republicans. This measure has been shown to be the most consistent measures
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in political science with very stable partisan attitudes over time (Campbell et al.,

1980; Converse, 2006; Green, Palmquist & Schickler, 2002; Page & Shapiro, 1992).

Therefore, a partisan identity is useful to the mass publics who may not think on

an ideological continuum (Green, Palmquist & Schickler, 2002). A partisan affiliation

also suggests that there are social, political, and economical benefits to being a part

of an organization (Putnam, 2000). Individuals with high levels of group membership

tend to be informed, because groups supply a shortcut for information gathering1

(Downs, 1957). This information may not necessarily be an ideology, but a party

identification creates a generally consistent and stable manner in which voters can

make decisions on important political issues without having to ideologically think

about the issues. Since information is expensive in the calculus of voting, a group

membership would help lower these costs (Putnam, 2000; Riker & Ordeshook, 1968),

and ideally this would lead to higher levels of voter turnout due to a change in the

individual calculus of voting.

4.1.3 Internet Access, Ideology, and Partisanship

In an Internet environment these heuristics are important because the amount

of information is immense, and having heuristics allows individuals to parse through

large troughs of data and information (Prior, 2007). As such, it may be theorized that

it is important that Internet users have stronger ideology or partisan identity as part

of an ability to make sense of large amounts of information. This perhaps prompts

internet users to sort themselves into blog and newspaper readerships that match

their ideological and partisan identities (Lawrence, Sides & Farrell, 2010; Nie et al.,

2010). This is in line with strength of partisan identity, where a stronger partisan

may fall in line with social and group affiliation (Beck et al., 2002; Green, Palmquist

& Schickler, 2002).

1Downs (1957) hypothesized that ideology was a more effective shortcut than party identification.
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Some scholars suggest that the polarization that Americans are facing is driven by

social and political elites, who tend to be more polarized than the public in general

(Fiorina, Abrams & Pope, 2011). Therefore the problem may not be as evident in the

general public, but rather among the elites. If this is the case, it might be expected

that the strength of ideological attitudes and identity may be stronger among those

with higher levels of Internet access. Partisan sorting may also be inadvertent (Gimpel

& Hui, 2017), and in some ways may be the only way politics are understood by

individuals (Mason, 2018).

The Internet has an ability to bolster ideological and partisan identity and mes-

saging. While this literature is vast, there are three overarching reasons for Internet

access to affect ideology and partisanship: (1) communication goes to extremes and

requires heuristic use; (2) the Internet can lower information costs that are important

in making political decisions; and (3) the Internet’s ability as a platform to maintain

group affiliation with like minded individuals.

Heuristics and the Internet

Although most Americans are receiving information about politics through their

friends and cable TV more than other sources, the Internet has become very in-

tertwined in political behavior (Prior, 2007; Strover, 2014). There is a tendency to

consume media that agrees with ideology (Iyengar & Hahn, 2009), and avoidance of in-

formation that disagrees with the individuals’ held ideologies (Arceneaux & Johnson,

2013), which can also be a draw to Internet access. There is an effect occurring where

partisans are selecting their sources based on their attitudes (Arceneaux & Johnson,

2013). This narrowcasting of political media allows the public to form heuristics and

decisions to navigate a decentralized media (Prior, 2007).

Media use and political interest with technology come at the expense of trust in

both the media itself, as well as trust in government (Lawrence, Sides & Farrell, 2010;

Mutz & Reeves, 2005; Nie et al., 2010; Prior, 2007). The media becomes more trusted
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at times than the government, and with a narrowcasted Internet environment, there

is not a lot of room to see disagreeing perspectives. Partisans are more likely to be

confrontational with those they disagree, rather than have cooperation, which can

be fueled by interest in politics on the Internet (Davis & Dunaway, 2016; Iyengar &

Westwood, 2015).

Information Gathering and the Internet

With respect to information gathering, the Internet’s ability to make this activ-

ity less costly has large benefits. Group membership would help lower the costs of

information gathering (Putnam, 2000; Riker & Ordeshook, 1968), and ideally this

would lead to higher levels of voter turnout due to a change in the individual cal-

culus of voting. With respect to lowering barriers to information there is evidence

that information availability could result in higher turnout (Baek, 2009). However,

Hindman (2009) suggests this is plausible in the U.S. case only if there is more in-

terest in politics, because political websites are only sought after with less than 5

percent of all Internet traffic (Hindman, 2009). In other words, the infrastructure is

present for this to occur, but it is likely the politically interested who are seeking this

information. As such, it is also imperative to understand that despite the Internet’s

ability to help individuals stay more informed, it is also highly fragmented, which

may have consequences on the quality of information. In the Web 2.0 paradigm the

online environments foster user–generated content and lower the cost for the individ-

ual in terms of seeking out information (Dylko & McCluskey, 2012). This is not only

an online phenomenon, but also one that scholars evaluate in neighborhood settings,

where neighbors tend to share similar political attitudes (Huckfeldt et al., 1995). This

behavior can similarly be seen in the groups formed on the Internet, where there is a

similar choice in which the public associates and interacts (Lawrence, Sides & Farrell,

2010; Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009).
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A notion of civic duty has the potential to be able to help individuals consume

information more accurately without a partisan bend (Mullinix, 2018). A call to civic

duty is not a new idea and it has been shown to be a factor in whether an individual

decides to vote (Downs, 1957; Riker & Ordeshook, 1968). This is one of the more

idealized aspects of Internet access that was initially perceived by scholars in the

1990s (Norris, 1995; Putnam, 1996). By drawing on a strong sense of civic duty, the

Internet would plausibly be a way to cut through partisan cleavages in American

public opinion. In fact, if information is a moderating force for political interest

(Mullinix, 2016, 2018), then it would make sense that the Internet can enhance civic

mindedness (Boulianne, 2009, 2018). For individuals who have stronger Internet

access it may be expected that these same individuals may possess the socioeconomic

advantages that political and economic elites enjoy (van Deursen & van Dijk, 2014).

Since Internet access is expensive in the U.S., there is an information advantage that

is present, where lower socioeconomic individuals may not have the same level of

access as political elites (Brownstein, 2013; Strover, 2014). As such, partisan divides

on online platforms may be more polarized or cause more disagreement due to the

individuals who have the technologies in the first place (Best & Kreuger, 2005). This

socioeconomic divide is one that is important to consider as the public is not entirely

online, contrary to popular notions that the Internet is diverse in its demographic

makeup.

Internet and Group Identity

Increased internet access allowed for voices that are often unheard to be able to

be heard (Norris, 2001). Additionally, there was also the promise of having groups

who were physically isolated be able to find solace and community online (Rheingold,

1992). This type of engagement may help bring together communities that otherwise

would not exist, or were isolated for other reasons (Katz, Rice & Aspden, 2001). The

Internet creates an environment where individuals can form groups and sustain their
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partisan identities. This similarly occurs offline in the case of proximity (Nickerson,

2008), and neighborhood contexts (Beck et al., 2002; Huckfeldt et al., 1995). In this

literature it is suggested that individuals pick their neighbors, and not only this, but

that their friends are influencing their political decisions. This places this literature

in an interesting place: there are likely political elites engaging in political discourse

online, and then there are likely those who are participating, but are not identifying

it in the same way as the elites. This disconnect has been documented in how there is

ideological hardening that occurs online, but there does not seem to be an emphasis

on the quality of the individuals’ access to the Internet.

4.2 Hypotheses

As a result of this literature review, the question to be answered is: Are ideology

and partisanship affected by the quality of Internet Access (QOIA)? There is evidence

to show that Internet users tend to lean liberal when it comes to social policy, and

conservative on economic policy (Best & Kreuger, 2005). To address these questions,

I will test two sets of hypotheses. The first set of hypotheses will deal with QOIA

with respect to partisan and ideological considerations:

H1: As the level of QOIA access increases, the level of ideological strength also
increases.

H2: As QOIA Internet access increases, the strength of party identification also
increases.

There is substantial literature that has established that engaged individuals online

may be stronger partisans and has a hypothesized “ideological hardening” effect; that

is, individuals become stronger partisans and ideologues by virtue of being engaged

in online forums. These hypotheses will help to test if there is evidence to this

claim in the literature. In addition to changes in ideology, I will also evaluate if

these effects are also geographically based. Just as there are geographical tendencies

to affect Internet access, there is also evidence to show that there are potentially
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geographical tendencies for ideology and partisanship (Kaufman, 2019). As such, I

posit the following hypotheses:

H3: As QOIA increases for individuals in urban areas, the more likely the indi-
vidual will identify as liberal.

H4: As QOIA increases for individuals in rural areas, the more likely the individ-
ual will identify as conservative.

Based on prior research, I’m expecting that there will be ideological hardening in

rural and urban areas that go in opposite directions: urban areas will likely have

stronger preferences to Democrats and liberal ideology, while their rural peers will

tend toward Republicans and conservative ideologies.

4.3 Data

The data to evaluate these hypotheses comes from the Cooperative Congressional

Election Survey (CCES). Data that is used in this analysis is from each election year

from 2010 to 2016 inclusive2 (Ansolabehere & Schaffner, 2017). Rural and urban

data additionally comes from the 2010 U.S. Decennial Census, for the respondents’

zip code of residence reported in the CCES survey (U.S.Census, 2010). This inclusion

of urban and rural designation is intended to demonstrate geographical differences

in the respondents and their Internet access. There are known divides that have

been identified and well–documented by scholars in multiple disciplines. Additionally,

the FCC (, F.C.C.) and NTIA (NTIA, 2010, 2014) have released reports detailing

the digital divide and difficulties of Internet access in non–urban areas. This data

was merged using the FIPS coding that is available in the CCES dataset which can

be attached to zip code level, where the analysis in this chapter will account for

geographical considerations. The data is not panel data and is analyzed separately

by year. The reason that this data cannot be considered panel data is due to the

issues of continuity, and the replacement method that is used year to year (Kuriwaki,

2018).

2This would mean that 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016 elections are represented in this analysis.
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This analysis is considered to be a repeated survey design due to the nature of

the survey methodology changing over time. The CCES survey has combined with

YouGov and other polling firms to maintain a healthy, large survey pool. As the

methodology of the survey has changed, there are questions about the validity and

randomness of the respondent pool, and this can be confirmed as a result of the fact

that the respondents are more participatory than the general public. Despite this fact,

the data was chosen for its availability of variables that are key to this survey. The

ANES does not provide granular variables about technology, and as such, a metric

such as QOIA would be difficult to test.

The rationale for picking these years was purposeful for several reasons. Firstly,

between 2010 and 2016 Internet access is increasing under programs spearheaded by

the F.C.C. (2015) to connect more of the U.S. to the Internet3. These programs are

designed to bring more high-speed Internet connections to communities that do not

have them with the intent to expand Internet access across the country. By using this

data, small changes might be able to be observed, and other trends in technological

change. Secondly, the smart phone is becoming much more ubiquitous in this time,

and more individuals are purchasing and using cell phones. As a result, what may

constitute Internet access is changing in this time period, and I assert my models

can catch these changes by asking a battery of questions about where the individual

has access. The Internet itself is always undergoing rapid technological shifting that

affects the manner in which access occurs. Thirdly, the CCES has healthy sample

sizes and these should be able to pick up effects that may be considered rather small

by the casual observer. With potential small effects possible in the questions at hand,

it is important to use to a large dataset to sort out effects that might be more visible

when assessing small effects. Finally, the granularity allows me to look at urban and

rural considerations at a local level that may not be as possible with other datasets.

Additionally, it might be noted that this designation of urban and rural may

be flawed as there are suburban areas that may have aspects of both urban and

3These programs have been ongoing since the 2000s, but under the Obama Administration there
was a bigger push to continue and strengthen these programs in particular.
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rural geographies. My response to this is that there have been areas in urban and

suburban areas that have been found to additionally have disparities in Internet access

(WhiteHouse, 2015). Although these disparities exist, it is important to mention that

there are trends that urban areas are more likely to have higher levels of Internet

access in general (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013; Whitacre, 2017; Whitacre &

Rhinesmith, 2015).

4.4 Methods

I will use a regression analysis method with limited dependent variables to answer

the questions posed in this chapter. There are four sets of models that are directly

related to ideological and partisan variables in the CCES data. There are 5 models

for each dependent variable by election year between 2010–2016, in addition to a

cumulative model over the time period. The first dependent variables to be tested

are ideological and partisan strength, in addition to partisan and ideological identity.

To test the two strength variables, an ordinal logistical regression model is used, as the

strength is perceived as ordinal. For partisan and ideological identity, a multinomial

logistical regression is used4. For the multinomial logit models the base value will

be 4, which will be the equivalent of identifying as an independent. From these

models, first differences are recorded in accordance with changes in the QOIA and

geographical variables.

4A Brant test run on the partisan and ideological identity models both yielded results that violated
the parallel regression assumption.
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4.5 Variables

4.5.1 Dependent Variables

Strength of Ideology and Partisanship

The measurement of ideology and partisan identity are both something that has

been debated in political science for over 60 years, with varying degrees of contro-

versy about the salience of these ideological identities (Converse, 2000; Zaller, 1992).

Partisan identification and ideological identification are different from one another,

and in such a way that the two should be separate (Green, Palmquist & Schickler,

2002), because they measure two different aspects of political identity. In this chapter

ideological strength is operationalized using a self–identified ideological identification

variable in the CCES dataset5 (Table 4.1). Ideology is measured by CCES on a

5–point scale from “very liberal” to “very conservative”6 (Ansolabehere & Schaffner,

2017). The distribution of liberal, moderate, and conservative individuals are roughly

one-third each, following what would be expected for the general public for the U.S.

when collapsed to the liberal–moderate–conservative typology (Green, Palmquist &

Schickler, 2002).

The ideological strength variable is measured from 0 to 2. Strong conservatives and

strong liberals are grouped together and re-coded as 2, leaning ideologues re-coded

as a 1, and independents re-coded as a 0 (Table 4.2). The average individual over

the time period is .8835, and 1 as the median. This would indicate that the average

individual in this data is likely to have some form of ideological identity, but not

an inherently stronger ideological identity, with nearly 45 percent of the respondents

being in the leaning ideological category.

For partisan identity, I use the 7–point party identification scale that is provided by

the CCES7. In the literature, macro–partisanship refers to the idea that the popula-

5Question Wording for the “ideo” variable is in Appendix A.
6See Appendix A for the CCES Question wording.
7See Appendix A for question wording.
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Table 4.1.
Ideological Identity by Year: 2010–2016

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Very Liberal 4338 4570 4864 5827 19649

(8.36) (9.04) (9.53) (9.74) (9.19)
Liberal 9378 9587 9982 12555 41502

(17.87) (18.96) (19.56) (20.99) (19.40)
Moderate 15202 16365 17819 22040 71426

(28.97) (32.36) (34.92) (36.85) (33.40)
Conservative 14287 13113 12676 14351 54427

(27.23) (25.93) (24.84) (23.99) (25.45)
Very Conservative 9222 6929 5681 5042 26874

(17.57) (13.70) (11.13) (8.43) (12.57)
Total 52477 50564 51022 59815 213878

Column Percentages in Parentheses

Table 4.2.
Ideological Strength by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 15202 16365 17819 22040 71426

(28.97) (32.36) (34.92) (36.85) (33.40)
1 23665 22700 22658 26906 95929

(45.10) (44.89) (44.41) (44.98) (44.85)
2 13610 11499 10545 10869 46523

(25.94) (22.74) (20.67) (18.17) (21.75)
Total 52477 50564 51022 59815 213878

Column Percentages in parentheses

tion identifies with one of the major parties. This split is generally in near–equivalent

thirds of the population, in accordance with a macro–partisanship theory of partisan

distribution (Green, Palmquist & Schickler, 2002). The breakdown of the data gener-

ally follows this format and is consistent year to year as seen in Table 4.3. This would

indicate that the partisan identity of the respondents in the dataset are roughly sim-

ilar to the general public with respect to this variable based on the macro–partisan

ideal of roughly even groups, respectively of one–third Democrats, Republicans, and

Independents.
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Table 4.3.
Party ID by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Strong Democrat 13437 13723 13139 16251 56550

(24.89) (26.36) (24.58) (26.01) (25.48)
Not Very Strong Democrat 5895 6166 7251 8618 27930

(10.92) (11.85) (13.56) (13.79) (12.58)
Lean Democrat 5097 5406 5347 6270 22120

(9.44) (10.39) (10.00) (10.04) (9.97)
Independent 6023 6205 8683 10493 31404

(11.16) (11.92) (16.24) (16.79) (14.15)
Lean Republican 7805 6329 5826 5554 25514

(14.46) (12.16) (10.90) (8.89) (11.49)
Not Very Strong Republican 4791 4583 5138 6814 21326

(8.88) (8.80) (9.61) (10.91) (9.61)
Strong Republican 10930 9640 8075 8479 37124

(20.25) (18.52) (15.11) (13.57) (16.72)
Total 53978 52052 53459 62479 221968

For strength of partisan identity, I collapse the partisan identity variable into the

strength of partisan leaning (Table 4.4). Stronger partisans are placed at 3, and

independents are set to 0. The average partisan in the time period is 1.924, and 2

is the median. This would indicate that the individuals in this data are more likely

to have stronger partisan identity. Because of the strength of partisan identities, this

would imply that there may be interest in politics that is stronger than average.

4.5.2 Independent Variables

Internet Access

There are trends in civic behavior and Internet access (Jennings & Zeitner, 2003).

There is also some evidence that attitudes can be affected by the quality of Internet
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Table 4.4.
Party ID Strength by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Independent (0) 6023 6205 8683 10493 31404

(11.16) (11.92) (16.24) (16.79) (14.15)
Lean (1) 12902 11735 11173 11824 47634

(23.90) (22.54) (20.90) (18.92) (21.46)
Not Very Strong (2) 10686 10749 12389 15432 49256

(19.80) (20.65) (23.17) (24.70) (22.19)
Strong (3) 24367 23363 21214 24730 93674

(45.14) (44.88) (39.68) (39.58) (42.20)
Total 53978 52052 53459 62479 221968

Column Percentages in parentheses

access in your area8 (Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015), in addition to extreme ideological

and partisan attitudes. In this analysis Quality of Internet Access (QOIA) is defined

as the connected nature of an individual to the Internet. It is an index combining

home and work Internet in addition to the ownership of a cellphone. This index ranges

from 0 to 5, with a 0 designating no access and a 5 indicating nearly always available

Internet access9. The average respondent has a QOIA of 4.06, and a median value

of 5. This would be expected to be skewed towards the highest values because the

distribution of the Internet has improved, however, it is important to note that around

40 percent or more respondents have less than a 3 in QOIA which would indicate

that the distribution is not necessarily normal, nor is there a uniform distribution of

Internet access.

Interest in Politics

Most research that refers to Internet access and political behavior includes interest

in politics (Boulianne, 2018). The reasoning for this is that the behavior and political

8There are some problems with this measurement using the F.C.C.’s Form 477 data, with their being
a bias towards large ISPs to try to boost their numbers to look better. I will discuss this more in
the Conclusion.
9See Chapter 3 for the details in building this variable.



72

intent needs to be accounted for, as Internet access is not only motivated, but also

used in context (Bennett, 2012; Hindman, 2009; Copeland, 2014). It should also be

noted that individuals with higher SES are more likely to have higher levels of political

interest (Page & Shapiro, 1992; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). In this analysis,

political interest (Table 4.5) is based on a question in the CCES dataset based on

an interest in public affairs10. It is measured as an ordinal 4–point variable ranging

from “hardly” to “most” interest in politics. Those who did not indicate an answer

were dropped. The average respondent is interested in politics between “some” and

“most” of the time, while the median respondent is interested in politics “most” of

the time. In the data the respondents are more interested in politics than average,

as the literature suggests that Americans likely do not have strong interest in politics

(Page & Shapiro, 1992; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). In this dataset, the overall

average interest in politics between 2010—2016 is a 3.29, and a median of 4, which

would indicate that respondents in this survey are likely more interested in politics

than the average American.

Table 4.5.
Interest in Politics by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Hardly (1) 2102 3168 4476 4412 14158

(3.87) (5.94) (8.25) (7.03) (6.30)

Only Now 4738 6580 8464 9158 28940
and Then (2) (8.72) (12.34) (15.61) (14.59) (12.88)

Some (3) 10707 13651 15422 18858 58638
(19.70) (25.61) (28.43) (30.05) (26.10)

Most (4) 36791 29909 25877 30328 122905
(67.71) (56.11) (47.71) (48.33) (54.71)

Total 54338 53308 54239 62756 224641
Mean (sd) 3.512 (.81) 3.318 (.90) 3.155 (.96) 3.196(.93) 3.292(.91)

Median 4 4 4 4 4
Column Percentages in parentheses

10See Appendix A for question wording.
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Age

The common assertion is that younger individuals have Internet access; however,

as described in early chapters, Internet access has grown in other segments of the

population (Sourbati, 2009). Additionally, younger individuals learn about politics

and inherit their political ideologies from their parents (Niemi & Jennings, 1991).

Younger individuals also have different technological skills than those who are older,

mostly because the technologies that were necessary or popular have shifted rapidly

(Sourbati, 2009). In addition to the stability of partisanship, there seems to be some

generational shifts in loyalty. Younger generations are less loyal partisans than their

parents, and this trend has been cited for over 40 years (Abramson, 1979; Miller

& Shanks, 1996; Page & Shapiro, 1992). For this analysis, age is measured the

same as it has been in previous chapters. There are also trends that show that

individuals become more conservative and Republican as they age (Page & Shapiro,

1992; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012).

In this analysis, age is taken from the CCES profile questions. The ages of respon-

dents range from 18 to 99 years of age. The age of respondents overall averages 50.57

years of age, and has a median of 53 years of age. Age is important in both consider-

ations of ideology and technology as there are clear trends. Younger individuals are

more likely to have Internet access and are less likely to vote (Schlozman, Verba &

Brady, 2012). Conversely, older individuals are more likely to vote, and less likely to

use the Internet, however older individuals are adopting the technologies more over

time (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012; Sourbati, 2009).

Geography

Geography matters for Internet access as urban areas are generally better wired

than rural areas11. This difference in Internet access could be for a variety of rea-

11While this is the case, the White House study found that certain neighborhoods within cities also
experience different levels of access.
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sons, including cost considerations on behalf of the Internet Service Providers (ISPs)

(Brownstein, 2013; Frieden, 2013), a lack of population density for infrastructure

(Strover, 2001), among other geographical considerations. While urban areas con-

versely, are more connected, there may be further differences between neighborhoods

in regards to access, which can perhaps be seen on socioeconomic lines (LaRose et al.,

2007; Strover, 2001; WhiteHouse, 2015).

In addition to differences in access, it has been found that there are differences in

policy outcomes with respect to Internet access and considerations of urban and rural

settings (Dinterman & Renkow, 2017). For example, urban areas have been found to

have more successful implementation of healthcare systems, because of having better

access to the Internet (Douthit et al., 2015). In this analysis I measure urban and

rural residence based on the zip code of the respondent based on the 2010 Decennial

Census. If a county is less than 50 percent rural, the respondent is coded to be

residing in an urban zip code12. Additionally, if the county is over 50 percent rural,

it was designated as residing in a rural zip code13. In this dataset, there are more

urban respondents surveyed than rural respondents, although that number increased

over time.

Geography to this point has been measured as an urban and rural identifier via

U.S. Census data from the 2010 Decennial census. Research into urban and rural

attitudes have also explored ideological and partisan attitudes. In this data there

has been a difference found between partisan strength, ideological strength, and the

combined index14. The literature shows there are patterns that show that urban and

rural attitudes on politics do differ with individuals in rural areas more identified with

the Republican party, and urban areas favoring Democratic Party identity (Kaufman,

2016).

12Coded as 0
13Coded as 1
14t = 16.312 for partisan strength, t = −12.514 for ideology, and t = 4.507 for the combined variable.
All of these t-values are significant at the α = 0.01 level.
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In this study, the geography variable will be broken into an urban and rural

dichotomous identifier. A rural area is coded as a 1 and an urban area is coded as a

0. Because of the nature of the quality of Internet access to be tied to geographical

considerations, it’s important to account for this variable. The CCES dataset does

have a healthy sample from rural areas as indicated in Table 4.6 where near 13 percent

of respondents are from rural areas in any given year. This may mean there is an

over–representation of urban individuals in this dataset, as the breakdown of urban

and rural individuals in not necessarily as exact as the true population proportion.

Table 4.6.
Urban and Rural Respondents by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Urban 47625 46979 48729 56135 199468

(86.58) (86.27) (86.93) (87.15) (86.75)
Rural 7382 7479 7327 8278 30466

(13.42) (13.73) (13.07) (12.85) (13.25)
Total 55007 54458 56056 64413 229934

Column Percentages in parentheses

Gender

There have been generational changes in the gender gap that would indicate that

women have become more Democratic over time (Harsgor, 2018). Women are more

likely to favor Democratic candidates (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012), and are

more likely to turn out to vote in more recent years (Carreras, 2018). Much of the

reason for this uptick, may have more to do with women having higher levels of civic

duty (Carreras, 2018). Additionally, with respect to skills and Internet use, there

tends to be a trend that women may under–report their skill sets and as a result may

be less likely to use the Internet (Bimber, 2000a; van Dijk, 2006).

In this analysis gender is coded as a dichotomous variable where male respondents

are coded as a 0 and female respondents are coded as a 1. The breakdown of gender is
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a majority female in each year (Table 4.7). This variable’s inclusion is important for

both the technical and political ramifications that arise. For example the literature

suggests that men are more likely to vote and overstate their technical abilities, while

women are less likely to vote and understate their technical abilities.

Table 4.7.
Gender by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Male 26723 25590 26283 29531 108127

(48.24) (46.92) (46.77) (45.71) (46.86)
Female 28677 28945 29917 35069 122608

(51.76) (53.08) (53.23) (54.29) (53.14)
Total 55400 54535 56200 64600 230735

Column Percentages in parentheses

Race

Unlike gender, the coalitions of the parties have changed over time with respect to

race (Page & Shapiro, 1992). In the time period being analyzed, the coalitions of the

parties seem to not be changing much. Racially, the Democratic party is becoming

more diverse while the Republican Party is becoming more homogeneous (Prior &

Bougher, 2018). Racial components may also have impacts on political attitudes in

this time period as well, due to the impacts of the first African American President

and the election of Donald Trump which both have racially charged elements to them.

Additionally there have been noted trends that communities with higher levels of mi-

nority populations have less access to the Internet in general (Mossey, Bromberg &

Manoharan, 2019; Napoli & Obar, 2017). Race does play a role in digital inequal-

ity and the digital divide. From the perspective of race, different populations use

technologies differently, and are not always subject to solely knowledge gaps (Eastin,

Cicchirillo & Marby, 2015). In this analysis, race is measured as a dichotomous vari-

able, with a 1 coded as individuals identifying as white, and a 0 coded as non–white
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individuals. In the dataset about three– quarters of the respondents are white (Table

4.8). The reason to measure race this way is because of the way the data designates

race. While this is problematic, it is a limitation of the data I have. It does not get

granular with racial identity, and as such the measurement I chose is one that asks if

the respondents are white15.

Table 4.8.
Race Frequency Table of CCES data

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Non–White 14012 14200 14781 18311 61304

(25.29) (26.04) (26.30) (28.35) (26.57)
White 41388 40335 41419 46289 169431

(74.71) (73.96) (73.70) (71.65) (73.43)
Total 55400 54535 56200 64600 230735

Column Percentages in parentheses

Income

There are historical trends for party and ideological identification with respect to in-

come (Campbell et al., 1980; Page & Shapiro, 1992). For example, stronger Democrats

tend to make less money than their Republican peers (Bartels, 2008; Page & Shapiro,

1992). In addition Internet access is correlated with income, as has been previously

pointed out. Income is important in the models in this research because income is a

historic indicator for political behavior (Page & Shapiro, 1992; Schlozman, Verba &

Brady, 2012). Additionally, income is also an indicator of technological adoption, as

individuals who are able to afford technologies are able to adopt them. While this is

the case, Internet access in the U.S. is still expensive for some (Napoli & Obar, 2017).

In this analysis, income is measured using the family income variable done by

the CCES survey16. The income is measured in 12 ordinal variables that indicate

increasing income levels (Table 4.9). The median income in the data falls between

15See the question wording in Appendix A.
16See Appendix A for wording.
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$50,000 and $60,000 per year, while the average is between $50,000 and $70,000

per year. Those who refused to answer were dropped from the analysis. These

descriptive statistics would indicate that the respondents in this data are likely better

off financially than average.

Table 4.9.
Income of Respondents

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Less Than 10k (1) 1642 2301 2536 2835 9314

(3.38) (4.80) (5.10) (4.88) (4.56)
10–20k (2) 3526 4260 4244 4542 16572

(7.25) (8.89) (8.53) (7.82) (8.11)
20–30k (3) 5108 5724 5793 6459 23084

(10.51) (11.95) (11.64) (11.12) (11.29)
30–40k (4) 5108 5730 6043 6609 23490

(10.51) (11.96) (12.14) (11.38) (11.49)
40–50k (5) 4953 5120 5164 5760 20997

(10.19) (10.68) (10.38) (9.92) (10.27)
50–60k (6) 5019 5024 5080 5764 20887

(10.32) (10.48) (10.21) (9.92) (10.22)
60–70k (7) 3939 3541 3787 4490 15757

(8.10) (7.39) (7.61) (7.73) (7.71)
70–80k (8) 4248 3724 3917 4688 16577

(8.74) (7.77) (7.87) (8.07) (8.11)
80–100k (9) 5038 4264 4426 5661 19389

(10.36) (8.90) (8.89) (9.75) (9.49)
100–120k (10) 3838 2984 3109 4056 13987

(7.90) (6.23) (6.25) (6.98) (6.84)
120–150k (11) 2856 2463 2686 3572 11577

(5.88) (5.14) (5.40) (6.15) (5.66)
More Than 150k (12) 3337 2783 2980 3643 12743

(6.86) (5.81) (5.99) (6.27) (6.24)
Total 48612 47918 49765 58079 204374

Column Percentages in parentheses



79

Education

Education plays a role in the formation of ideology and partisanship (Schlozman,

Verba & Brady, 2012). There are clear trends that point to ideology and partisanship

with respect to educational attainment (Miller & Shanks, 1996). Individuals with

higher levels of educational attainment also tend to have a propensity to have Internet

access (van Dijk, 2006). Reasons for this range from a reliance on the technology for

higher–skilled labor to a reliance on the technology for educational ends has become

more commonplace over time.

Education in the CCES dataset is a self–reported measure of educational attain-

ment17. A higher value in this variable is defined by having a higher level of edu-

cational attainment. In this dataset, near 73 percent of respondents have at least

some college education, with some variance year–to–year. The reason to include an

education variable is two–fold. Firstly, education level often indicates higher levels of

political engagement, and is also indicative of interest in politics. Secondly, education

is a strong indicator of Internet adoption. In this analysis, educational attainment

(Table 4.10) is an ordered variable with 6 categories ranging from no high school

diploma to a post–graduate degree. The median respondent in the data has at least

some college education, which indicates that the respondents in the CCES are more

educated than the average American.

4.6 Results

The first set of ordinal logit regression models for ideological strength have inter-

esting results that vary from year to year. The QOIA’s coefficient was only positive

in the 2016 and cumulative model. QOIA was also only statistically significant in

the 2016 and 2014 models. Geographical constraints had positive coefficients and

were significant in each model. Race had positive coefficients that are statistically

17See Appendix A for wording.
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Table 4.10.
Education by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
No HS (1) 1035 1554 1493 1971 6053

(1.87) (2.85) (2.66) (3.05) (2.62)
High School Graduate (2) 10518 13815 15703 16381 56417

(18.99) (25.33) (27.94) (25.36) (24.45)
Some College (3) 15798 14617 12917 15685 59017

(28.52) (26.80) (22.98) (24.28) (25.58)
2-Year (4) 5074 5404 5349 7169 22996

(9.16) (9.91) (9.52) (11.10) (9.97)
4-Year (5) 15965 12052 13969 14884 56870

(28.82) (22.10) (24.86) (23.04) (24.65)
Post-Grad (6) 7010 7093 6769 8510 29382

(12.65) (13.01) (12.04) (13.17) (12.73)
Total 55400 54535 56200 64600 230735

Median 4 3 3 3 3
Column Percentages in parentheses

significant in each model. The goodness of fit for each model was stronger among the

likelihood ratio χ2 tests, but weak for Pseudo R2.

The first differences (Table 4.12) indicated minimal ideological strength changes

with changes in either QOIA or geography. For QOIA, the first differences were only

statistically significant in the 2014 model, yielding a positive value for the decrease

in ideological preference, which runs contrary to the other models. As for geography,

the changes were statistically significant in every year with the exception of 2010,

holding all other variables constant at their means. Changes for geography were near

or under 1 percent. When taking in account for both variables, the differences were

comparable to the geographical ones, where there are differences of no more than 1

percent in either direction.

In the second set of multinomial logit regression models (Table 4.13), ideological

identification was the dependent variable18. In these models these results found sim-

ilarities with the ideological strength. The base case for the models were set to 3,

18All Multinomial Logits for ideological identification are in Appendix B.
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Table 4.11.
Ordinal Logit Results for Ideological Strength

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
QOIA 1.004 1.010 0.968*** 1.018 0.997

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00)
Interest in Politics 1.455*** 1.396*** 1.402*** 1.370*** 1.413***

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00)
Age 0.998*** 0.995*** 0.998*** 0.994*** 0.996***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Geography 1.036 1.069** 1.126*** 1.100*** 1.081***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01)
Income 1.007** 0.983*** 0.998 0.981*** 0.993***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Education 1.007 1.018*** 1.015** 0.967*** 1.005

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Gender 0.854*** 1.054*** 1.033* 0.912*** 0.972***

(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00)
Race 1.277*** 1.318*** 1.287*** 1.346*** 1.301***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.01)
N 43832 42452 43656 25286 155226
Pseudo R2 .0200 .0144 .0140 .0095 .0141
LR χ2 (df=8) 1700.69*** 1178.60*** 1209.71*** 479.87*** 4278.35***

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

which would represent a moderate, meaning that the model is evaluating change from

a moderate ideological position. With respect to the first differences, it was found

that the changes from independent seem to not go to the extreme values ideologi-

cally when accounting for QOIA while holding all other variables constant at their

respective means.

In the third set of ordinal logit regression models, partisan strength (Table 4.14)

was the dependent variable. In these models, QOIA had positive coefficients and

were statistically significant in all the ordinal logit models, with only the 2016 QOIA

variable not being significant. Geography was significant in all years with the excep-

tion of 2012, and had negative coefficients, which would trend towards rural areas.

Race was additionally negative and statistically significant in each model. In addition
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Table 4.12.
First Differences for Ideological Strength

Change in QOIA 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 -.004 -.011 .037* -.020 .002

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.00)
1 .002 .006 -.018* .010 -.001

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
2 .001 .005 -.019* .010 -.001

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Change in Geography 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016

0 -.007 -.015* -.027* -.020* -.017*
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

1 .003 .008* .013* .010* .009*
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

2 .003 .007* .013* .011* .008*
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

Change in Both 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 -.012 -.027* .010 -.041* -.014*

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.00)
1 .006 .015* -.004 .020* .007*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
2 .005 .012* -.005 .022* .007*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.05

to the ideological strength models, the Pseudo R2 values were very weak, while the

Likelihood Ratio χ2 values were statistically significant at the α = .01 level. QOIA

seemed to have more positive effects on partisan strength, which contrasts from the

findings in the ideological strength.

The first differences for partisan strength (Table 4.15) indicated that the changes

were larger than those of ideological strength. For QOIA, the changes were positive

towards stronger partisanship levels when everything else is held constant at their

means, with the largest changes occurring in 2010. Varying geography, with every-

thing else held at their means, yielded minimal changes in partisanship, with the

largest changes coming in the 2016 election. The interaction between the two vari-
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Table 4.13.
First Differences of Ideological Identification (Change in QOIA)

Change in QOIA 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Very Liberal -.005 -.014* -.016* .014* -.008*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Liberal .010 .021* .020* .032* .020*

(.01) (.00) (.00) (.01) (.00)
Moderate -.001 -.018 .028* -.030 -.003

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.00)
Conservative -.009 .009 -.015 -.002 -.004

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.00)
Very Conservative .005 .002 -.017* -.013 -.004

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

Standard Error in Parentheses, * p < .05

ables was statistically significant in every election year with the exception of the 2016

election. From the first differences here, it seems that there is a very small, if any,

impact of QOIA on ideology.

In the final set of multinomial logit regression models, party identification was the

dependent variable19. In these regression models there are results similar to those

of the partisan strength models. The base case for the models were set to 4, which

would represent an independent, meaning that the model is evaluating change from

an independent partisan preference. The first differences (Table 4.16) would indicate

similar findings to the ideological identification, to that of partisan identification.

There is movement to extremes.

4.7 Discussion

There is a lot to dissect in these results, the most striking part of the results is

that the expectation is that QOIA is creating echo chambers in a way that there is

ideological and partisan hardening being facilitated (Bond & Messing, 2015; Prior,

2007). From this analysis there seems to be some evidence that individuals with

19All Multinomial Logits for ideology are in Appendix B.
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Table 4.14.
Ordinal Logit Results for Partisan Strength

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
QOIA 1.079*** 1.030*** 1.058*** 1.019 1.050***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00)
Interest in Politics 1.430*** 1.395*** 1.353*** 1.338*** 1.386***

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00)
Age 1.005*** 1.006*** 1.009*** 1.008*** 1.007***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Geography 0.881*** 0.970 0.958* 0.869*** 0.923***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Income 1.002 1.005 1.008** 1.001 1.004**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Education 0.987** 0.977*** 0.998 0.968*** 0.984***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Gender 1.407*** 1.455*** 1.436*** 1.493*** 1.443***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01)
Race 0.708*** 0.695*** 0.666*** 0.690*** 0.689***

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00)
N 44903 43533 45392 25988 159816
Pseudo R2 .0174 .0165 .0167 .0122 .0161
LR χ2 (df=8) 2079.15*** 1899.75*** 1994.32*** 828.94*** 6769.94***

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

stronger Internet access are more likely to have stronger ideological and partisan

identities. While this is the case, these changes in QOIA have very small effects with

respect to ideology. With respect to partisan strength there seems to be a stronger

effect.

In the 2016 election year, younger people did participate more (Prior & Bougher,

2018), which is unusual given historical trends of younger individuals and their in-

volvement, let alone interest in politics, historically (Page & Shapiro, 1992). This

year continues to be odd when looking at the analysis, but that may be expected

given the odd nature of the election and the subsequent analysis that will come from

that election year for a long time. The analysis showed that there were increases

for partisans in the 2010 and 2014 elections, which would indicate that there is an
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Table 4.15.
First Differences for Partisan Strength

Change in QOIA 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 -.050* -.016* -.035* -.011 -.030*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
1 -.040* -.018* -.029* -.009 -.027*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
2 .004* .001* -.001* -.001 .000

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
3 .085* .033* .066* .022 .056*

(.00) (.01) (.00) (.01) (.00)
Change in Geography 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016

0 .015* .003 .005 .017* .009*
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

1 .013* .003 .004 .014* .009*
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

2 -.000* -.000 .000 .001* .000*
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

3 -.029* -.006 -.010 -.033* -.018*
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

Change in Both 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 -.034* -.013* -.030* .005 -.020*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
1 -.026* -.014* -.024* .004 -.018*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
2 .004* .001* -.000 .000 .000*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
3 .056* .026* .055* -.010 .038*

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.00)
Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.05

increase in partisan behavior. Overall, over the entire model we do see that Internet

access is affecting both ideological and partisan strength in small fashions, especially

those who are stronger partisans or ideologues.

With respect to race and gender they are both flipped in their direction between

ideology and partisanship. In the ideological strength models, stronger ideologues

tend to be more likely to be white and to a small degree male. For the partisan
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Table 4.16.
First Differences of Partisan Identification (Change in QOIA)

Change in QOIA 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Strong Democrat .026* .005 -.040* .017 .022*

(.01) (.01) (.00) (.01) (.00)
Not Very Strong Dem. -.007 .005 .024* .032 .010*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.01) (.00)
Lean Dem. -.005 .007 -.004 -.000 .002*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Independent -.095* -.041 -.062* -.049 -.066*

(.01) (.00) (.01) (.01) (.00)
Lean Republican .017* .001 -.005 .018 .006

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Not Very Strong Rep. .025* .011 .002 -.010 .009*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.01) (.00)
Strong Rep. .039* .010 .005 -.008 .015*

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.01) (.00)

Standard Error in Parentheses, * p < .05

models we see stronger partisans to be non–white and female. This is an interesting

case for not only QOIA, but partisan and ideological identity. This could speak to

gender and party loyalty with respect to either race or gender. As far as race, party

identity could be more important for non–white individuals.

One downside to the data analysis is that the goodness of fit tests were fairly

weak. This may indicate that the findings in this chapter may not explain much of

what is going on with partisanship and ideological strength. It could also be due to

the variables that are being employed in this model that could be collinear. While I

accept this, these findings seem to indicate that there are some trends with respect

to Internet access that could be further explored.

4.8 Conclusion

In this chapter, I have found that partisan strengths are affected by QOIA. Ideology,

on the other hand, may have a minimal affect if at all. While this effect is small, there
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is no reason to believe this effect is zero. With respect to geography, there is an effect

on partisanship and ideology that was expected. The effect on partisanship seems

to be more pronounced than ideology. This would be consistent with the research

that shows that ideology and partisanship are not only stable, but also tend to be

indicators of each other. Additionally, Internet access is in fact making impacts on

the manner in which Americans interpret politics with regards to political attitudes

and identity.

The largest conclusion here is that the partisan identity of individuals may be

affected by stronger access to the Internet, but this effect is also small. This would

indicate that the literature’s allusion to the idea that the Internet can be a factor in

hardening partisan attitudes must hold some weight, but should be challenged. While

mere access to the Internet does not mean that there is more partisan strength, but

rather it is a tool to enhance partisan strengthening. There is also an argument to be

made that there is a resource advantage that goes with Internet access that Internet

access is already taken into account. The only problem with this conclusion is that

the results are not entirely consistent year to year, meaning this is likely a very small

change for ideological and partisan differences. That can possibly be explained given

that Americans are not necessarily very sophisticated ideologically, and with stronger

Internet access that does not seem to be changing much, if at all.

With respect to partisanship, it would make sense that the Internet is actually

strengthening and hardening partisan divides. Political divides and discourse online

are seen as places where group affiliation is honed. It would stand to reason at this

juncture that the partisan divides we see through exposure to the Internet could

be adding to the larger political polarization and divides that have been observed in

elite political discourse (Fiorina, Abrams & Pope, 2011). While polarization has been

shown to be occurring before widespread Internet access, there is evidence that the

exposure to the Internet could possibly be intensifying the effects. Beyond polariza-

tion, There is a possibility that there could be more to this phenomenon than just

political identity. Because of the perceived ease of information access, the Internet



88

could be causing other phenomenon. These differences in ideological and partisan

identity are possibly being overshadowed by other effects, such as political engage-

ment and voting behaviors. In chapter 5, I will evaluate this question of whether

the QOIA affects the outcomes of political behaviors. This analysis will be useful for

understanding these effects, as they have historically been associated with political

engagement and voting broadly.
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5. QOIA AND POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT

The study of political engagement in the context of the Internet and other com-

puter–mediated technologies is not a novel concept (Koc-Michalska, Lilleker & Vedel,

2016; Whitacre, 2017). However, while there is a plethora of research on behaviors

using social media and other online activities, the research with regards to the effect

of Internet access in general on political behavior is lacking. This could be because

the Internet is a rather difficult topic to research in an era of technological change

that is advancing more rapidly than the peer–review process (Farrell, 2012).

In Chapter 4, I have found evidence that there are small, if any, effects of Internet

access on ideology, while also observing sizeable effects on partisanship. For these

reasons, it is plausible that Internet access may affect political behavior with respect

to engagement and voting (Boulianne, 2009, 2015). Internet access has historically

been indicative of higher socioeconomic status due to its costly nature (Norris, 2001;

van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019; van Dijk, 2006; van der Zeeuw, van Deursen & Jansen,

2019). Because of this economic hurdle, there is a need to understand how important

Internet access is to the political process, especially in terms of engagement, as well

as other political activity and behaviors.

The plan of this chapter is to better understand the effect of Internet access on

political engagement and set up a further analysis of political engagement. I will

start with a brief literature review of what is known about political participation and

engagement with respect to the Internet. I will then attempt to answer the question

of political engagement and Internet access by evaluating data from the Cooperative

Congressional Election Survey (CCES) from 2010–2016, an era where Internet access

was publicly available and discussed popularly. I will conclude with the findings and

the further directions on political engagement, including a further analysis of political

engagement in Chapter 6 that evaluates political giving specifically.
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5.1 Literature Review

In the 1990s, there was wide debate within political science over the role of the

Internet and the future of political interactions. Some scholars were skeptical, citing

that the Internet was an isolating force (Putnam, 1996, 2000). Not only was the

Internet hypothesized to be isolating, it was also seen as a continuing trend that

the media cannot be taken seriously to broadcast reliable information (Postman,

2006; Putnam, 2000). Others cited the Internet as an equalizing force that could

help unheard voices be heard and open processes that might be otherwise closed

to individuals with less access to Washington D.C., and other lawmakers (Norris,

1995, 2001). There was an optimism that the Internet could solve society’s ills and

would result in a more informed and engaged electorate (Bimber, 2001; Kreuger, 2002;

Norris, 1995). Since the 1990s, the literature has moved in a direction that expresses

both cautious optimism and pessimism about the prospects of the Internet’s role in

political engagement and voting (Farrell, 2012; Prior, 2007).

In the 2000s this literature surrounding political participation sought to under-

stand the effects of the Internet on general political behavior (Bimber, 2001; Bou-

lianne, 2009; Farrell, 2012). Scholarship in this area has also found that there are

general positive effects of the Internet on political behavior (Boulianne, 2009). It

became increasingly difficult to just refer to phenomena related to information tech-

nology as a product of “the Internet” due to the complicated nature of the technology

(Bimber, 2000b; Farrell, 2012). There is also evidence to show that the relationship is

strengthening, but that relationship’s change over time is unclear (Boulianne, 2015,

2018). There is evidence to show that the Internet provides new avenues for partici-

pation1(Hargittai & Shaw, 2015).

Moving forward, studying the Internet has taken on multiple avenues for research.

There are avenues that evaluate digital inequalities and the divides within society

(Robinson et al., 2015; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019). Other parts of the literature

evaluate the impact of the Internet and social media on political behavior (Bond &

1Hargittai and Shaw (2015) are specifically referring to the 2008 election.
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Messing, 2015). While research about social media and Internet uses are vital to the

scholarly pursuits of researchers in this area, this dissertation will more specifically

evaluate the aspect of access to the Internet.

5.2 U.S. Media Market

In addition to the divides with regard to access, it is important to acknowledge the

complexities of the U.S. media environment. The media environment in the U.S. is

structurally splintered (Prior, 2007), which can allow for individuals to consume news

that conforms to their ideological biases (Brownstein & Kaufman, 2017; Lawrence,

Sides & Farrell, 2010; Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015). Media fragmentation is defined

as the expansion of choice supplied by the media with respect to news and information,

initially discussed as the fragmentation in terms of cable TV, but Prior’s (2007,2013)

theories have become more applicable in an Internet context. This may have to do

with increased partisan media consumption that is associated with higher interest in

politics and Internet access (Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015; Prior, 2007, 2013b). In

addition to media choice, soft news and other programs that are not the traditional

platform for politics are increasingly important, as viewers do glean information from

content that is not primarily political (Arceneaux & Johnson, 2013; Baum, 2003,

2012).

In addition to being a necessity, the Internet is being seen as another source of

political polarization. The Internet is becoming a primary mode of communication

and information gathering, to an extent that it may be increasingly difficult to be

able to parse out civic behaviors from news reading habits (Nah & Yamamoto, 2018).

Reasons for this difficulty could be due to the Internet’s role in daily functions that

are intertwined with general human behaviors. People are using the Internet for more

than communicating, and are using it for employment, and other necessities in Amer-

ican life (van Deursen & Mossberger, 2018). On the Internet, political information is

shared, discussed, and gathered online in forums that are not traditionally avenues for
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learning about political information (Farrell, 2012; Nah & Yamamoto, 2018; Prior,

2007; Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). Those without access to the Internet may have

more difficulty learning about politics, as part of an inequality often referred to as

the digital divide.

In the U.S. only 80–85 percent of households have Internet access (, F.C.C.; NTIA,

2014). Those who do not have Internet access often cite high costs as the reason for

why they do not have these services (NTIA, 2010, 2014). Therefore, some scholars

might suggest that having home Internet access is a luxury, while the reality might

suggest that these technologies are in fact necessities (Brownstein, 2013; Napoli &

Obar, 2014; Strover, 2014). The reasons for having higher prices can range from the

coupling of Internet with cable TV and telephone services, to complex monopolistic

behaviors of the ISPs themselves (Downes & Greenstein, 2007; Frieden, 2013).

One way to understand political engagement with respect to the Internet is to eval-

uate it in the context of a linkage between civic behavior online and offline (de Zúñiga,

Copeland & Bimber, 2013). Often behavior online is mimicking behavior that is seen

offline (Feezell, Conroy & Guerrero, 2016). However, it is not safe to assume that

access to the Internet is more reflective of the society as a whole, as those who

have access to these technologies seem to be different than the population as a whole

(Lawrence, Sides & Farrell, 2010; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). The technologies

may also be strengthening these behaviors (Copeland & Bimber, 2015; van Deursen

& van Dijk, 2019).

There has been a literature that has emerged about Internet access and its effects

on political engagement and related political activities. As a result there has been

discussion about whether the Internet can facilitate political engagement Because

the Internet allows for individuals to find political information easier, as well as

making the enterprise more social, the Internet facilitates an environment where these

political behaviors can be groomed (Boulianne, 2018; Feezell, Conroy & Guerrero,

2016). Maintenance of an individual’s identity is becoming crucial with respect to

Internet use. Although this literature exists, there are also concerns that the Internet
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may not be a reflection of the general public as a whole (Strover, 2014). Because

there are barriers to Internet access, there are also concerns that Internet access may

be necessary to be an informed and engaged citizen in the U.S. or elsewhere (van

Deursen & van Dijk, 2019).

Scholars generally agree that political participation is driven by socioeconomic

variables, interest in politics, and mobilization by political campaigns (Zukin et al.,

2006; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2010). With a higher quality of Internet access,

this mobilization might take on a more personal aspect. For example, individuals are

also subject to more interactivity, are more likely to participate in politics (Tedesco,

2007). If individuals in such a study were more likely to participate because of

their interactivity, the Internet and social media offer avenues in which people are

constantly interacting and gathering information (Anduiza, Cantijoch & Gallego,

2009).

The Internet has a perceived effect to increase political engagement, via exposure

that is both intentional (Lawrence, Sides & Farrell, 2010) and unintentional (Morris &

Morris, 2013; Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). Access to the Internet has been associated

with increases in interest in politics (Boulianne, 2009, 2018). As for voting, we may

see more voters at the polls due to accidental online exposure to politics (Morris &

Morris, 2017; Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). Accidental exposure is more likely when

an individual has access to the Internet, since the users are likely to be exposed

to political discussion in online forums (Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009). Additionally,

algorithms on popular social media websites and applications may be able to show

only information that is more tuned with their partisan identity (Bond & Messing,

2015).

This interaction between individuals may also not necessarily lead to participa-

tion and engagement in politics (Christensen, 2012). Some scholars suggest that the

Internet has changed behaviors more with respect to consumerism or even “slack-

tivism” (Christensen, 2012; Copeland, 2014). The idea of slacktivism is the concept

that because an individual feels they have engaged in a political behavior on the
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Internet which then gives the impression that they have sufficiently participated in

a manner where they have fulfilled their own civic duty (Christensen, 2012). There

has been some evidence to show that Internet behaviors do not necessarily translate

to voting behavior, but is in fact its own form of engagement (Cantijoch, Cutts &

Gibson, 2016).

In addition to information gathering, political participation is often predicated on

the idea of citizenship and civic duty2 (Miller & Shanks, 1996; Riker & Ordeshook,

1968). In an Internet environment, citizenship can take on many forms that include

content creation and encouraging citizens to participate through organizing efforts

online to be involved in offline political happenings (Baldwin-Philippi, 2015). These

behaviors could be successful in bringing new people into the political process. The

Internet has been credited for the success of the Obama 2008 and 2012 political

campaigns, and political protest movements such as the Tea Party, Occupy Wall

Street, or even the Arab Spring in Egypt (Cho, Gimpel & Shaw, 2012; Lynch, 2011;

Williamson, Skocpol & Coggin, 2011). Overall the analysis of the Internet’s effect

on political participation has found it to be positive (Boulianne, 2009). This positive

effect would indicate that as the level of Internet access increases, the level of political

participation increases.

There could be several confounding factors that could be overlooked in an analysis

of the effect of Internet access on political participation: age (Jennings & Zeitner,

2003), socioeconomic status (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). Although a positive

effect is known, the mechanisms for how this works is not known clearly (Feezell,

Conroy & Guerrero, 2016). One other aspect of this positive effect is that there

seems to be less consensus on whether the Internet leads to increases in political

engagement and participation. This effect is possibly non-linear in the sense that the

relationship seems to be more of a step-wise process where the Internet facilitates

certain steps of the process and introduction to politics (Boulianne, 2009; Cantijoch,

Cutts & Gibson, 2016). There may be some effects that are present that are probably

2Riker and Ordeshook (1968) see this as feelings towards democracy.
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combined with offline networks. In other words, individuals may be maintaining their

political networks both online and off-line where the Internet itself may just be an

avenue in which to further those relationships (de Zúñiga & Valenzuela, 2011). There

is evidence to show that political participation online may be better predicted by

interest in politics, moreso than age or income (Copeland, 2014; Feezell, 2016).

5.3 Hypotheses

The question this literature review raises is as follows: does quality of Internet access

(QoIA) affect political engagement? To answer this question, I will split the hypothe-

ses into two groups: political engagement activities and voting activities. These two

hypotheses will address political engagement in a manner that is exclusive of voting

behavior to see if other political activities are affected differently because of Internet

access levels in these two areas. The reason this is done is because there are strong

theoretical reasons to separate voting and engagement behaviors (Zukin et al., 2006).

Voting is an act that may be less costly, than say attending a protest, yard signs,

etc., and should be addressed as such (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012; Zukin et al.,

2006).

With respect to political engagement and voting I hypothesize the following:

H1: As the level of Internet access increases, the level of political engagement will
also increase.

H2: As the level of Internet access increases, the level of voting behavior will also
increase

By evaluating these hypotheses, we may have a better sense of how voting behavior

and political engagement can be affected by Internet access. Increases would be

expected due to the findings in Chapter 4 to show increases in partisan identity with

respect to QoIA. Additionally, the historical relevance of partisanship on engagement

is also relevant because it often predicts voting behavior and turnout.
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5.4 Data and Methods

I will analyze both dependent variables using slightly different methods than in Chap-

ter 4, but using the same data from CCES. The data is analyzed using ordered lo-

gistical regression to determine increases in voting behaviors. The models further

use CLARIFY (King, Tomz & Wittenberg, 2000) to break down the changes seen in

the dependent variable. I analyze each year individually. For the voting dependent

variable, I run 5 multi–nomial logit regression models, one for each of the 4 election

years in the analysis, and finally one for the years 2010-2016 cumulative. For each

model I use CLARIFY’s post-estimation features and run probabilistic outcomes via

simulation. I analyze geographical outcomes separately while only varying QoIA and

other variables held constant at their respective means. I additionally look at the

first differences when varying QoIA from its minimum to maximum while leaving

all else constant. The process is repeated for urban and rural subjects as well. For

political engagement, the data was also analyzed using ordinal logistical regression to

understand the number of activities that an individual partakes in over the course of

an election season. Similar to the voting behavior I will record first differences and

make conclusions based on these results

5.5 Variables

5.5.1 Dependent Variables

The dependent variables in this section deals with different forms of political engage-

ment and voting behavior. Political engagement and participation is being heavily

influenced by the Internet and social media, which is an interactive environment (Ben-

nett, 2012; Farrell, 2012). There is disagreement on social media’s role for political

engagement. However, this will not be considered in this analysis, because this anal-

ysis is more rooted in individuals that have access to the Internet in the first place,

which is a pre–requisite to Internet use. While it is easier to access social media with
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the explosion of mobile devices and usage, it is still important to understand the

consequences of the Internet’s reach at this point (Farrell, 2012; Schlozman, Verba

& Brady, 2012). There is a need to understand that the Internet does not occur in

isolation. However it is important to understand the effects of how the Internet is

affecting politics (Bennett, 2012; Bimber, 2001; Farrell, 2012).

I break engagement into two different variables. Voting behavior and civic en-

gagement are not necessarily the same phenomenon, and thus will be measured sep-

arately in this analysis (Zukin et al., 2006). Other studies who have evaluated these

phenomena have also operationalized different forms of political engagement and par-

ticipation into multiple variables (Bimber et al., 2015; Bimber & Copeland, 2013).

For this project I define voting behavior as behaviors that are directly related to vot-

ing or registering for major federal elections that occur in the U.S. every two years.

Additionally, political engagement will be defined as activities that are related to

campaign and civic participatory activities.

For the voting variable (Table 5.1), it is a dichotomous variable where a 0 signifies

that the respondent did not vote in the given year’s federal elections. Conversely,

a 1 signifies that the respondent voted in either the general or primary election. In

the CCES survey, this voting variable is self–reported, however there is a validation

method used to confirm this answer (Kuriwaki, 2018). One peculiarity is that there

are not many individuals who score a 0 on this index, and that will be further reflected

upon in the discussion section. This would indicate that the respondents in the data

are active voters.

Table 5.1.
Voting Behavior by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
No (0) 20846 17787 30433 28659 97725

37.63 32.62 54.15 44.36 42.35
Yes (1) 34554 36748 25767 35941 133010

62.37 67.38 45.85 55.64 57.65
Total 55400 54535 56200 64600 230735
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For the second dependent variable, political engagement, I created an index that

included a series of dichotomous variables indicating whether an individual did one

of these actions during the year’s given election cycle to denote political engagement.

A factor analysis is used to categorize political behaviors into two different indices3

(Table 5.2). Upon rotation of the principal component factors (Table 5.3). I found

that the variables separated nicely into two indices that could be explained through

a separation of voting and other political behaviors4. This data analysis is similar to

the study by Verba and Nie (1972) in its analysis of political engagement variables

(Verba & Nie, 1972).

Table 5.2.
Factor Analysis of Political Engagement and Voting

Factor 1 Factor 2 Uniqueness
Registered to Vote .5025944 -.7674364 .1584403
Voted .5733457 -.7294921 .139116
Donated to a Campaign .628507 .5631888
Signed a Petition .6104608 .3067799 .5332237
Contacted by a Campaign .5555694 .6859039
Worked for a Campaign .5558556 .4026628 .5288872
Attended a Meeting, rally, etc. .56267 .38713 .5335329
Ran for Office .2987332 .2929801 .8249212

Eigenvalues 2.3724 1.6603
N 176370
χ2 (df=15) 286309.7

From the results of this factor analysis, I can create the political engagement index

with 6 variables. The index is a summation of the activities the respondent reports

having pursued in the election period5. As expected there is a diminishing number

of individuals who are highly active, and a larger number of those who participate in

3Appropriate weighting for using variables in multiple election years was used in accordance to the
CCES documentation.
4All wordings for these variables can be found in Appendix A.
5Cronbach’s α test reports a co-variance of .03309; scale reliability coefficient of .6542.
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Table 5.3.
Kaiser Normalization Factor Analysis of Political Engagement and Voting

Factor 1 Factor 2 Uniqueness
Registered to Vote .9165524 .1584403
Voted .9269324 .139116
Donated to a Campaign .6299241 .5631888
Signed a Petition .6748878 .5332237
Contacted by a Campaign .4085799 .3836125 .6859039
Worked for a Campaign .686368 .5288872
Attended a Meeting, rally, etc. .6828571 .5335329
Ran for Office .4134881 .8249212

Eigenvalues 2.1307 1.9020
N 176370
χ2 (df=15) 286309.7

one activity or less. This distribution is expected because engagement activities are

costly ventures with respect to time and money

It should be remarked that respondents are more participatory than the American

public (Page & Shapiro, 1992). Americans are generally apathetic to politics and are

not overly participatory, which can be evidenced from low turnout rates in elections.

The average respondent overall in the data has participated in 1.35 activities, with

a median of 1 activity. The average respondent in this dataset is likely more active

politically than the general public, which is not likely to be interested or active in

politics (Delli-Carpini & Keeter, 1996).

5.5.2 Independent and Control Variables

Internet Access (QoIA)

The independent variable of interest in this analysis is access to the Internet.

Access to the Internet has become necessary in society for a variety of reasons. For

one, it is becoming more necessary to have technical skills for most jobs in the U.S.

(Feezell, Conroy & Guerrero, 2016; Strover, 2014). Because of this need for technical
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skills, it is often necessary to have reliable access to the Internet. National trends

show that there are socioeconomic trends in whether individuals prioritize Internet

access (Farrell, 2012; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2010). It is seen that Internet

access is often prioritized by those who have higher education levels, which may be

associated to use while attaining higher education (Strover, 2014; van Deursen & van

Dijk, 2019; Whitacre, 2017).

Physical access to the Internet has been studied by the Federal Communications

Commission (F.C.C.), the National Telecommunications and Informatics Adminis-

tration (NTIA) and other governmental organizations. There has been a consensus

by these organizations that the levels of Internet access in the U.S. has been growing

over the past decade, however there are still a sizable number of individuals who do

not have adequate access to the Internet (, F.C.C.; NTIA, 2010, 2014; WhiteHouse,

2015). There is also an argument made about types of Internet access (Napoli &

Obar, 2014). While mobile Internet has expanded possibilities for Internet access,

scholars fear that the Internet is creating new divides due to skill sets (van Deursen,

Helsper & Eynon, 2016), or even socioeconomically (Scheerder, van Deursen & van

Dijk, 2017). There could be further divides that are exacerbated by the type of tech-

nology employed, particularly cell phones (Napoli & Obar, 2014). Because cell phones

are becoming ubiquitous, it is important to note that some individuals are replacing

or supplementing their Internet access by using phones instead of traditional Internet

and Computer Technologies (ICTs).

Geography

Urban and rural Internet access may differ due to issues of infrastructure (Lelkes,

Sood & Iyengar, 2015; WhiteHouse, 2015). Urban areas are generally better wired

than rural areas and there is more of a likelihood that neighborhoods have connections

to the Internet due to the population density that is higher than their rural peers6

6While this is the case, the White House study found that certain neighborhoods within cities also
experience different levels of access.
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(Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013; Rheingold, 1992). There may also be observable

differences in the demographics that reside in urban and rural settings with regards

to socioeconomics (Whitacre, Strover & Gallardo, 2015). In this analysis I measure

urban and rural residence based on the zip code of the respondent based on the 2010

Decennial Census. If a county is less than 50 percent rural, the respondent is coded to

be residing in an urban zip code7. Additionally, if the county is over 50 percent rural,

it was designated as residing in a rural zip code8. In this dataset, there are more

urban respondents surveyed than rural respondents, although that number increased

over time9.

Table 5.4.
Urban and Rural Respondents by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Urban 47625 46979 48729 56135 199468

86.58 86.27 86.93 87.15 86.75
Rural 7382 7479 7327 8278 30466

13.42 13.73 13.07 12.85 13.25
Total 55007 54458 56056 64413 229934

Column Perecentages in Parentheses

In this analysis I take geographical considerations into account. With respect to ur-

ban and rural considerations of Internet access, particularly QoIA, there are similar

distributions of Internet access. The majority of individuals in both rural and urban

locations score a 3 or 5 on the QoIA index . On the outset, this would not seem

very different, but as the result of a simple t–test. Because of this simple compar-

ison, it might be expected to see different results with respect to the outcomes of

political engagement or voting behaviors. There are many more urban individuals in

this dataset than there are rural, however, the overall effects should not be ignored

because the sample contains a good mix of urban and rural individuals and allows for

comparison.

7Coded as a 0.
8Coded as a 1.
9See Table 5.4
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Political Interest

Political interest has been crucial in prior studies of the effects of Internet access on

political engagement in American Politics (Bimber et al., 2015; Bimber & Copeland,

2013; Cantijoch, Cutts & Gibson, 2016). Political interest is said to be driven by

Internet access. There is also evidence to show that political ideology is hardened by

exposure to partisan information via Internet access (Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015).

As found in chapter 4, political interest may be a limiting the effects of ideology with

respect to QoIA. Political interest in this analysis is measured on a 4–point scale

with increasing levels of interest. It would make sense that political interest is also

associated with engaging in the political process, as one popular tenet of participating

in politics is the idea of being informed.

Political Identity, and Partisanship

Any analysis of political engagement entails using political partisanship or ideolog-

ical indicators and controls. Partisanship is heavily linked with political engagement

and voting, as those who have stronger partisan identities tend to be more inclined to

vote and participate in politics (Green, Palmquist & Schickler, 2002; Miller & Shanks,

1996; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). In this analysis I use both partisan strength

and ideological strength to measure these political identities. The coding for these

variables follows exactly the coding as it did in Chapter 4. The average respondent

in this data are stronger partisans and ideologues than the general public.

Gender

Gender effects both political engagement and Internet access and use (Carreras,

2018; Lay, 2017). Gender extends also to advantages that urban women may have

advantages over rural women (Lay, 2017). Differences in Internet use and abilities

are stratified by gender. Some of this may be explained by perceptions of skills
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and abilities which tend to be higher among men, however this may be overstated

(Bimber, 2000a; Lay, 2017). Men may overestimate their skill levels, while women

tend to underestimate their skill levels with respect to technology (Lay, 2017). Despite

this underestimation, there has been an uptick in political engagement by women in

recent years (Carreras, 2018). In the analysis, the coding for gender remains the same

as it was in Chapter 4, where female is coded as a 1, and male as a 1.

Socioeconomic Status Variables

Internet access is often emphasized by individuals who have higher levels of educa-

tion and income, which are more linked to each other (Barnidge, Diehl & Rojas, 2019;

Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2010). Individuals who have higher levels of education

and higher levels of income are more likely to have Internet access (Schlozman, Verba

& Brady, 2010). The reasons for this increase could be that the technologies are

more important for employment and citizenship (Harvey & Ala-Fossi, 2016; Napoli

& Obar, 2014; Strover, 2014; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019). Additionally, younger

individuals tend to also have an emphasis on obtaining Internet access. Some reasons

for this could be that the Internet has been crucial for their well-being and everyday

life, as well as a familiarity with the technology (Sourbati, 2009). Another reason

could be that if the individual is higher educated and attended college in the past 20

years, the necessity of having Internet access has increased. Most classes have online

homework and other electronic components that make it nearly impossible to go to

school and not have access to the Internet. With respect to political engagement,

younger individuals are not necessarily seeing increased results in participatory be-

havior (Brownstein & Kaufman, 2017) while exposed to more information online, but

this does not always translate to higher participation rates (Brownstein & Kaufman,

2018). There is also some disagreement among scholars of how much of an effect

Internet access has on political engagement and voting behaviors, there is an over-
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all positive effect (Boulianne, 2009). Historically, older individuals have been more

participatory (Page & Shapiro, 1992; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012).

Because of the technical skills required for taking on social media and Internet

forums is different, there may be differences in experiences online (Litt & Hargittai,

2014). These differences are not relevant to the analysis because the analysis takes in

account for the presence of Internet access, not what individuals do with that access.

Technical skills are still required for access to the Internet, but the barrier to entry has

been lessened over time in some ways, but in other ways, they mimic socioeconomic

trends (Scheerder, van Deursen & van Dijk, 2017). Despite possible differences in

technical skills, I discount this in the analysis, because I assume a basic level of

technological competence. Because the survey does not ask much about technical

skills, I assume that the individuals having a device are able to use said device, but I

cannot say if they are experts or just users. While likely a blind spot of the analysis,

using self-reported data with respect to technical skills is a limitation of the analysis

(Prior, 2013a; Strover, 2014; van der Zeeuw, van Deursen & Jansen, 2019).

5.6 Results

5.6.1 Voting Models

The voting logit model results (Table 5.5) show that QoIA was not significant in any

model. Additionally, geography did not have a significant result either. The other

control variables appear to be in the expected directions with socioeconomic variables

trending positive, with stronger ideological and partisan identification. Interest in

politics appears to be a stronger positive variable as well, as it was in chapter 4.

The R2 values for these regressions are stronger in the midterm election years, which

indicate stronger models in those years. The QoIA variable in this model has a

ordered ratio of near 1, meaning that the variable is having very little effect on the

model.
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The first differences models tell a different, yet interesting story (Table 5.6). Similar to

the results in chapter 4, there is not much movement on the voting actions from year to

year. The largest change observed occurred when both geography and QoIA varied,

with all else constant. This indicates that there is an interaction effect occurring

between the QoIA and geography with regards to voting. In isolation neither variable

yields gains or decreases in voting that are substantial, ranging between 0 and 1

percent.

5.6.2 Engagement Models

For the political engagement ordinal logit models (Table 5.7), there were interesting

results that were contrary to the voting models. The QoIA variable is found to be

significant and positive in each of the years in addition to geography. The other

controls are significant in the directions that are expected. Interest in politics was

positive as expected and significant in each year. The one variable that is intriguing is

race, which was trending towards white individuals in the voting logit models, but is

only significant in the 2014 and 2016 models, and trending in different directions. In

2014, race was trending towards non–white individuals, and towards 2016 for white

individuals. This difference could be accounted for by the environment for the 2016

election being racially charged.

The first differences for the QoIA variable changes (Table 5.8) over the ordinal logit

models indicate that there seems to be changes between urban and rural locations10

as far as political engagement. Both urban and rural locations have shown similar

patterns where there are shifts from little activity to higher levels of activity11. These

shifts would indicate that the level of Internet access is increasing while holding all

other controlling variables at their means. Higher levels of Internet access seem to

have larger increases in rural areas, comparable to the urban locations. While these

increases seem to be modest in differences between rural and urban areas, there are

10See Table 5.9.
11See Table 5.10
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still increases in rural areas. The starkest part of the findings is that there seems to be

a shift from 0 to at least 1 engagement activity, which would indicate the possibility

of the Internet having a role in getting individuals engaged in the political process.

There is additionally an expected diminishing returns effect that is occurring in

the higher levels of participation. This would mean that between 3 and 4 the changes

are larger than those between 4 and 5 activities. This would be reflective of the fact

that political engagement at higher levels is likely something done in smaller numbers.

So it is more likely that the QoIA of an individual is accounting for whether someone

is participating, rather than are they further engaging the political process. The first

differences at the higher levels are at most 1 percent beyond 4 engagement activities.

5.7 Discussion

These results show that Internet access alone seems to have little effects on voting

behaviors. The decision to vote is one that has life-cycle effects. With that being said,

this decision to commit to voting is one that is decided at a younger age and is one

that tends to be stable throughout the rest of an individual’s life (Zukin et al., 2006).

That being said, the age variable being positive indicates that older individuals are

more likely to vote, which is also consistent with these findings.

For political engagement, there is something to be said about the political en-

vironment in which one is in. As with most phenomena, the context in which the

Internet exists is important, because there are more considerations that should be

taken for political environment in which one is present. The intent in which the In-

ternet is used is important, and environmental effects could be better considered. For

example, if an individuals’ peers are more interest and involved in politics, it would

be expected that the individual may also follow suit (Beck et al., 2002; Nickerson,

2008). With respect to geography, there seems to be some moderating effect, that

may provide some, but not all of the context needed to understand Internet access’

role on political engagement.
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For example, There could be factors of interpersonal relationships and networking

effects that are not accounted for by this model, and that’s outside the scope of this

project. It is important to note that these effects are there and it has been found

that close interpersonal relationships through the Internet can be formed and have

effects on behavior, but physical Internet access is different than what is occurring

on the Internet and in these digital forums. It is important to consider that in order

to access these online networks, one must be connected to the Internet. While this

is getting easier, there are still inequalities associated with digital inequalities (van

Deursen & van Dijk, 2019). There seems to be variables that would both explain

Internet access and political engagement, meaning a plausible endogeneity that could

be present. I’d argue that this is likely, but the changing nature of access makes it

difficult to parse this out.

There seems to be evidence here of QoIA having some influence on getting in-

dividuals involved in political actions, especially with respect to engagement (Table

5.8). The first differences of the political engagement suggest that there are changes

from taking no action, and taking at least one action that are sizeable. With that

being said, there seems to be a diminishing return as the amount of activities an

individual does participate in. The effect is not as pronounced in the first differences

for geography (Table 5.9) which may reflect that there is an improvement of Internet

access that is occurring in rural areas (LaRose et al., 2011). The use of the Internet

in general is something else to consider for later years, as most of the functionality

has changed over time (Strover, 2014; van Dijk, 2006). Internet access is now more

available than it was a decade ago, but that may not explain the entire effect, due

to the fact that levels of Internet access may affect usage and abilities. For example,

certain areas of the country may not have strong access to the Internet which would

affect the levels of QoIA but also the potential ability to improve QoIA (Kvasny &

Keil, 2006).

Finally, there are limitations to data for this study, as there are to all studies of

this nature. There are more urban individuals than rural individuals in the CCES
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dataset, however this is not alarming, since the sample for the CCES is done as a

representative sample. This could also be a result of self–report data, which is an

occupational hazard when evaluating questions in a dissertation such as this one.

In contrast, using data from the FCC for form 477 can be problematic in other

ways that can bias towards higher QoIA in general (Lelkes, Sood & Iyengar, 2015).

Another explanation for QoIA is that there could also be an inherent selection issue

that cannot necessarily be controlled away. Because the CCES does give Internet

access to those who do not have it, might bias the results in a slight manner. It is

also worth noting that the phone ownership question is skipped for nearly half of the

respondents in 201612, and this is due to pooling of data with multiple firms including

YouGov13. With phones the question wording may imply that the respondents have

a “smart–phone” which could be a dangerous assumption due to the fact that older

cell phones are still used as a “pay as you go” service as an alternative to a traditional

contract for cell phone service.

5.8 Conclusion

In this chapter I have found that QoIA does have a modest effect on political

engagement behaviors, broadly. As for voting behavior, QoIA does not have much of

an effect. There seems to be more of a case that can be made for political engagement

than there is for voting behavior with respect to increases as a result of higher Internet

access quality that might be also associated with people who are also more likely to

have Internet access.

The lack of significance in voting is not to say that voting is not necessarily affected

by QoIA. Like ideology in chapter 4, it may still have positive effects, but they are

negligible. For example, an individual who works for a campaign or runs for office is

someone who would likely vote. For voting, it is a form of political participation, but

12Even though this is the case there are nearly 30,000 respondents in this time point, still making
the data fairly robust.
13Thank you to Brian Schnaffer’s and Sam Luk’s help for clarifying this.
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not one that has the same economic buy-in as running for office, for example. There is

no clear evidence of increases, but I still would suggest there could be some increase,

it is perhaps not one that is noticeable, or it is confounded by other variables that

explain the phenomenon more fully.

Overall there seems to be a shift in the levels of political engagement behaviors

from not engaging to at least engaging in one or more activities. This would indi-

cate that there could be something to be said about the individuals who are already

participating are becoming more participatory. This could also mean that the infor-

mation rich are becoming richer. It may be more important for those who are already

participating to have Internet access to engage further in political processes. Addi-

tionally, those who are more active in politics may see their civic duty fulfilled and

see diminishing returns due to the time and cost it would take to fully participate in

more activities. Looking at individual political engagement activities may be helpful

to understand what drives an individual to engage in a specific political engagement

activity.

In Chapter 6, I seek to break down this political engagement further, by looking

deeper into a specific form of political engagement: political donation. By under-

standing that political engagement is increasing with respect to the QoIA sets a bar

to understand that there is an increase occurring among the American electorate. By

evaluating a specific aspect of political engagement, it might be better understood

whether this is limited to only certain types of political engagement, versus general

engagement increases.
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Table 5.6.
First Differences Voting

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Changes in QoIA .0207 -.0097 -.0114 .0052 .0035

(.014) (.012) (.013) (.015) (.006)
Changes in Geography .0123* .0042 .0033 .0038 .0055

(.007) (.006) (.007) (.008) (.003)
Changes in Both .0330* -.0055 -.0081 .0090 .0090

(.016) (.014) (.016) (.017) (.008)
All changes are relative to a change from non–voting to voting.

Standard Errors in Parentheses, *p < .05
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Table 5.8.
First Differences Engagement with Changes in QoIA

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 -.0735* -.0847* -.0831* -.0592* -.0802*

(.010) (.011) (.012) (.013) (.005)
1 -.0047* -.0052* .0243* -.0019* .0052*

(.000) (.001) (.004) (.000) (.000)
2 .0385* .0444* .0318* .0284* .0372*

(.005) (.005) (.004) (.006) (.002)
3 .0225* .0270* .0153* .0185* .0215*

(.002) (.003) (.002) (.003) (.001)
4 .0104* .0115* .0064* .0084* .0096*

(.001) (.001) (.000) (.001) (.000)
5 .0055* .0060* .0040* .0046* .0053*

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
6 .0011* .0010* .0010* .0011* .0011*

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)

Standard Error in Parentheses, *p < .05

Table 5.9.
First Differences Engagement with Changes in Geography

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 -.0440* -.0170* -.0366* -.0215* -.0313*

(.004) (.004) (.006) (.006) (.002)
1 -.0135* -.0042* .0067* -.0030* -.0027*

(.001) (.001) (.000) (.001) (.000)
2 .0260* .0098* .0155* .0107* .0159*

(.002) (.002) (.002) (.003) (.001)
3 .0174* .0066* .0080* .0076* .0102*

(.001) (.002) (.001) (.002) (.001)
4 .0085* .0029* .0034* .0036* .0047*

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.001) (.000)
5 .0045* .0015* .0022* .0019* .0026*

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
6 .0009* .0002* .0005* .0005* .0005*

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)

Standard Error in Parentheses, *p < .05
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Table 5.10.
First Differences Engagement with Changes in Geography and QoIA

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
0 -.1172* -.1016* -.1195* -.0805* -.1112*

(.011) (.012) (.013) (.014) (.006)
1 -.0187* -.0096* .0305* -.0052* .0020

(.002) (.001) (.004) (.001) (.001)
2 .0642* .0541* .0473* .0391* .0529*

(.005) (.006) (.005) (.007) (.002)
3 .0401* .0337* .0235* .0262* .0319*

(.003) (.003) (.002) (.004) (.001)
4 .0191* .0145* .0099* .0121* .0144*

(.001) (.001) (.001) (.002) (.000)
5 .0102* .0076* .0063* .0066* .0080*

(.000) (.000) (.006) (.001) (.000)
6 .0021* .0012* .0017* .0017* .0017*

(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)

Standard Error in Parentheses, *p < .05
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6. QOIA AND CAMPAIGN DONATION

As evidenced by the past three chapters, the Internet can be described as a political

engagement building machine (Boulianne, 2009). As such, it has been found through

analyses over the past 20 years that access to the Internet can help citizens in engaging

politics in easier ways than that preceding the media (Prior, 2007). The Internet has

also been a boon for political giving in the digital age (Hindman, 2005). Between

making the process more available to those with a basic connection (Raja, 2014), and

the improved accessibility of access through Wi–Fi, the giving process has become

more open. Having found in chapter 5 that there seems to be a sizable effect on

political engagement, does an individual’s quality of Internet access matter for their

respective political financial contributions? I will ask three specific questions in this

chapter about financial contributions and political donors with respect to campaigns

and the quality of Internet access (QoIA). The first research question is: does QoIA

have an effect on the action of financial giving to campaigns? The second question

is: does QoIA have an effect on how much they are giving? Finally, is there a

reciprocal effect of political campaigns using QoIA as a consideration for soliciting

donations? These questions will further the overarching question of what effect does

Internet access have on political engagement by looking at a specific form of political

engagement and discerning some of the effects (Brownstein, 2018).

The plan for this chapter is to open with a brief review of the literature surround-

ing the history of political donations and giving and political campaigns soliciting

donations through the Internet After an analysis evaluating political donations, do-

nation amounts, and an evaluation of party contact, the chapter will conclude with

more evidence to show that QoIA is important in the role of political engagement

broadly, leading to the conclusion of this dissertation.
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6.1 Literature Review

6.1.1 Political Giving in Campaigns and Elections

Political giving to political campaigns is not a new or novel concept to evaluate (An-

solabehere, de Figueriedo & Jr., 2003). There is a long history of giving, especially

during election campaigns. Traditionally, citizens would give to political campaigns

by going to party events or fundraisers. Presidential campaigns have been soliciting

donations from individuals and businesses online since 2004, when it was initially

pioneered by Vermont Governor Howard Dean (Hindman, 2005). In the 2004 cam-

paign, Gov. Dean saw a meteoric rise to the top of the field in the area of campaign

fund-raising, and received key early endorsements among the Democratic Party elites1

(Hindman, 2005). Although he was able to raise money and have a strong perfor-

mance early in the 2004 Democratic Primary, including an Iowa Caucus victory, the

Dean campaign was not ultimately successful (Hindman, 2009). The campaign has

later been cited as an example of how there are differences between how liberal and

conservative individuals use the Internet in general (Bennett, 2012; Best & Kreuger,

2005; Hindman, 2005).

The 2008 Presidential election would further highlight differences in campaign

fundraising and Internet use, with the Obama campaign embracing social media and

the Howard Dean stratagem for online campaigning (Bimber, 2014; Hindman, 2005).

Following this election cycle, more campaign contributions were given through online

means, and still are solicited this way, whether it be email or voluntary donations

through candidate websites. This is not to say that traditional forms of political

giving do not exist, as far as fundraising events, but rather access to the Internet

has brought a new ease to the process that is more open to those with access to the

technology (Herrnson, Stokes-Brown & Hindman, 2007).

This approach used by the Obama presidential campaigns of 2008 and 2012 has

since expanded to include the Republican Party as well (Karpf, 2013). Candidates

1These endorsements include AFL-–CIO and former Vice President Al Gore
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brag about how they are able to solicit many smaller donations from individuals using

an online platform. For example, the Bernie Sanders campaign often bragged about

1 dollar donations from millions of individuals2 through networks online, and those

are also likely to come from social networks. Facebook can be seen as a facilitator

of political donations in the 2008 election (Bond et al., 2012; Vitak et al., 2011).

Candidates are likely cultivating more online donations now than in the past due to

the improved accessibility to the Internet over time (Bonica, 2019; Schlozman, Verba

& Brady, 2010). This shift is challenging traditional understandings of political giving

as a consumption good (Bouton, Castanheira & Drazen, 2018).

6.1.2 Who is Giving?

Improvements in device availability and Internet accessibility has rendered internet

use nearly ubiquitous (Strover, 2014; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2014). With more

access to the Internet, political information is more available than it ever has been

(Hindman, 2009; Hoffman & Schecter, 2016; Strover, 2014). This may be affecting the

manner in which individuals are donating to campaigns due to ease and changes in the

avenues in which campaign contributions can be made. Despite these improvements,

there also may be a demographic online that does not necessarily reflect the public,

and has inequalities therein (Best & Kreuger, 2005; Hindman, 2009).

Donations to political organizations, more recently, tend to be given online (Bon-

ica, 2014; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). These donors online also seem to have

predictable qualities to them that may be indicative of others who are online in

general. The general consensus in the literature is that the average Internet user

is socially liberal and economically conservative (Best & Kreuger, 2005; Hindman,

2009), but does not preclude that other groups also use the technology. As evidenced

in Chapter 4, there are groups using this technology that are not uniform in their

political identity.

2Some of this may be a result of showing that the donations being taken were coming from individuals
versus PACs in the case of Bernie Sanders in 2016 or the Obama Campaigns of 2008 or 2012.
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Individuals with higher levels of access to the Internet, are more likely to higher

levels of socioeconomic status (Farrell, 2012; Norris, 2001; van Dijk, 2006). This being

said, the Internet is also an equalizing force, which may open the door for smaller

donors to be able to give online (Norris, 2001; Culberson, McDonald & Robbins, 2019).

The reasons for this are both accessibility for smaller donors, but also anonymity for

higher–end donors, as laws around donation allow donors to give anonymously3 (Raja,

2014). For small donors, there is disagreement among scholars on what is driving these

decisions. There is evidence to show reasons independent from income to donate

to campaigns, and that whether the race has an incumbent or not is independent

of this decision of this as well (Culberson, McDonald & Robbins, 2019). On the

other hand, scholars have also found that there is a consumer element to political

donation (Bouton, Castanheira & Drazen, 2018). Political campaigns are banking on

this approach to solicit donations in order to finance campaigns and they are also

occasionally championing this approach to show broader support for agenda items,

candidates, and ideas (Bartels, 2008; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012).

There are potential trends in how wealthy Americans’ attitudes may affect their

giving behaviors. For example, there is evidence to show that wealthier individuals

are even thinking about politics differently than the general public (Page, Bartels

& Seawright, 2013). Wealthier individuals may also be giving money in a directed

manner in which their interests and needs with respect to business or other pursuits

(Gilens & Page, 2014). This giving is important to note, because wealthier individuals

are more likely to have money to spend, and spending on campaigns is easier for

these individuals. With respect to life-cycle considerations, There seems to be gaps

in generations for giving. Older individuals may have more money at their disposal

than younger individuals who may not be as established in their professional life

(Jennings & Zeitner, 2003; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012).

Although there is theoretical evidence that donors giving to campaigns are trying

to affect change in policy (Bonica, 2014; Gilens, 2005), rules around donations have

3This particularly applies to Political Action Committees referred to as Super PACs. The existence
of these groups comes from the 2009 Citizens United v. Clinton decision.
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changed over the past few years, and large donors who are seeking to affect political

change have sought to donate not only to campaigns and candidates but also to

Super PACs. Super PACS have become more common as a result of Supreme Court

rulings such as Citizens United v. Clinton, and perhaps became further appealing to

large donors seeking to shape policy when limits on aggregate donations were deemed

unconstitutional under the ruling of McCutcheon v. Federal Election Commission

(Krell, 2016). While the implications of these court decisions are informative, this

analysis will be limited to individuals.

6.1.3 Motivations for Giving

Motivations for political giving are not understood entirely, and there are several

schools of thought as to why individuals donate to political causes (Barber, 2016;

Rhodes, Schaffner & Raja, 2018). Literature on political giving by individuals seems

to exist in two places: literature about policy responsiveness (Gilens, 2005; Ritter &

Solt, 2019), and literature about inequality in political and civic engagement (Ritter &

Solt, 2019). Both literatures also have different opinions about why political donations

are given to campaigns. One reason could be policy efficacy. This type of giving could

be seen as a way to ”grease the wheels” and see changes in policy areas (Bartels,

2008; Bonica, 2014; Page, Bartels & Seawright, 2013). Donations to political causes

can be seen as a signal to politicians, and can also be seen as a commodity when it

comes to buying political benefits4 (Ansolabehere, de Figueriedo & Jr., 2003; Wlezien,

1995). Additionally, it should be noted that politicians are likely responding moreso

to rent–seeking behaviors with respect to re-election. These behaviors could be in the

form of political donations for upcoming campaigns for re–election (Bartels, 2008),

or for future employment post–retirement from elected office (Parker, 2008). This in

turn leads to specific policy responsiveness that may be influenced by this political

4The “thermostat” model.
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giving, while also assuring a political official can spend the appropriate amount of

money in their electoral campaign.

Another school of thought is that individuals tend to donate money to candidates

that reflect their own ideologies (Barber, Canes-Wrone & Thrower, 2016; Bonica,

2019). The motivations between individuals and PACs who are giving to campaigns

do differ (Barber, 2016). Reasons for individuals to donate seem to be ideological

(Barber, 2016). Over the past few years, large donors who are seeking to affect po-

litical change have sought to donate not directly to political candidates, but rather

to Super PACs, which have become more common as a result of Citizens United v.

Clinton (2009) and further when limits on aggregate donations were deemed uncon-

stitutional under the ruling of McCutcheon v. Federal Election Commission (2014)

(Krell, 2016).

One’s view of themselves may help to shape how they participate, especially with

respect to political donation; someone who donates to a campaign is likely not giving

for no reason at all (Bouton, Castanheira & Drazen, 2018). To this end, there are

several types of citizens and views of citizenship (Copeland & Feezell, 2018; Zukin

et al., 2006). In the 2016 CCES survey, about 25 percent of respondents suggested

that those with means to give to campaigns should donate as part of their civic duty5.

There is a connection between political giving, political identity, and group member-

ship as well (Margolis & Sances, 2016; Putnam, 2000). Besides age, the existence

of local social and giving networks may be more advantageous to those with strong

partisan affiliations (Gimpel, Lee & Kaminski, 2006). It is important to note that

the individuals who are donating, and other activists in general, have different pol-

icy preferences than the general public overall (Bartels, 2008; Gilens & Page, 2014;

Verba et al., 1993). For individuals who are active in politics, group affiliation may

be influential for understanding political giving (Kittilson & Dalton, 2011; Putnam,

2000). Group affiliations may pose an environment where giving behavior is encour-

aged. Unions may be promoting civic activities, and promote the coordination of

5See Table 6.2 for a breakdown of CCES 2016 donors
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Table 6.1.
Civic Giving and Political Donors Attitudes (2016 Respondents only)

Civic Giving Respondents (PCT)
Strongly Disagree 1563

(28.42)
Somewhat Disagree 881

(16.02)
Neither Agree Nor Disagree 1699

(30.90)
Somewhat Agree 971

(17.66)
Strongly Agree 385

(7.00)
Total 5499

(100)
Column Percentages in Parentheses

political capital above social capital (Kerrissey & Schofer, 2013). Additionally, group

memberships tend to foster social capital (Putnam, 2000), which in turn could create

opportunities to donate to political causes, or establish donation networks (Bonica,

2014).

Some political giving could result from the peers of the donors in their respective

social networks (Sinclair, 2013). Donations may also be motivated in blocs and for

policy-specific purposes to try to grab attention and responsiveness (Lambie-Hanson,

2013). There has long been literature about the mobilizing effects of neighborhoods

and their contexts (Huckfeldt et al., 1995). These neighborhoods with stronger collec-

tive action may be more likely to influence political officials, because of their ability

to organize. Similarly, online behavior can be influential for elections (Bond et al.,

2012). If this is the case, access to the Internet could be a large manner in which po-

litical giving can be manifested. Campaigns are collecting data to better understand

political giving (Nickerson & Rogers, 2014).

Giving can be affected by the industry in which one works (Bonica, 2014). The

CCES data sought to ask respondents queestions about their motivations for political
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giving in the 2016 iteration of the survey. In the 2016 CCES survey, over 26 percent

of respondents agreed with this statement6. The industry one works in may have

professional organizations or unions that influence the manner in which its members

may feel about politics and lead to subsequent political giving (Kim & Margalit,

2017).

Table 6.2.
Campaign Contributions are an Effective Way to Help my Industry?

Donations Effective for Business? Respondents (PCT)
Strongly Disagree 831

(15.13)
Somewhat Disagree 789

(14.37)
Neither Agree Nor Disagree 2395

(43.63)
Somewhat Agree 1042

(18.98)
Strongly Agree 432

(7.87)
Total 5489

Column Percentages in Parentheses

6.1.4 Campaigns Soliciting Donations Online

Political engagement and participation is being heavily influenced by the Internet

and social media, which is an interactive environment (Bennett, 2012; Farrell, 2012).

There is disagreement on social media’s role for political engagement, however, this

will not be considered in this analysis, because this analysis is more rooted in indi-

viduals that have access to the Internet in the first place, which is a pre–requisite to

Internet use. While it is easier to access social media with the explosion of mobile de-

vices and usage, it is still important to understand the consequences of the Internet’s

reach at this point (Farrell, 2012).

6See Table 6.2. The question wording can be found in Appendix A.
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It has been long understood that candidates seek campaign contributions as part

of their campaigns as running for office is often seen as a costly venture (Herrnson,

Stokes-Brown & Hindman, 2007). As mentioned above, there could be a quid pro

quo behavior that goes along with these donations, and such one way to lessen this

behavior could be through smaller online donations (Bouton, Castanheira & Drazen,

2018). In the 2016 and 2020 Presidential Primary elections, candidates sought out

smaller donations, and some candidates were much more successful at this behavior.

Democratic candidates such as Sen. Bernie Sanders, Sen. Elizabeth Warren, Mayor

Pete Buttigieg, and Andrew Yang were all successful at this type of fundraising.

Candidates are likely cultivating more online donations now than in the past due

to the improved accessibility to the Internet over time and paradigm shifting that

occurred through the past few election cycles (Levine, 2019).

One interesting side effect of regulations of political donations is that increases

in turnout can be seen (Kolev & Jiwani, 2018). Additionally, private donors can

hide their donations if they donate in smaller quantities (Raja, 2014). Larger do-

nations require disclosure, which can present individuals with choices about privacy

(Raja, 2014). There is the possibility that a large donation to a candidate could lead

to potential harm to an individual due to the Internet’s ability to make donation

information more available (Raja, 2014).

Inequality in American Politics

Increasing inequality in American society is being reflected in American politics (Bar-

tels, 2008; Gilens, 2005). There are trends that show that wealthier Americans are

the ones who donate 200 dollars or more to campaigns (Barber, Canes-Wrone &

Thrower, 2016; Gilens, 2005). Additionally, there seems to be trends about what the

public wants and the government response to these requests tends to favor policies

that encourage the status-quo (Gilens, 2005). Those who are donating more money to

campaigns are likely engaging in rent-seeking behaviors and seeking access in addition
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to policy change (Bartels, 2008; Bonica, 2014; Snyder, 1992). This could be prob-

lematic, because wealthier donors are more conservative than the American public as

a whole, which can lead to mismatched representation (Page, Bartels & Seawright,

2013).

There are several schools of thought as to what political donation actually means.

There is a comparative disagreement with whether organized interests matter more

in political giving. One school of thought suggests that the organized interests tend

to have a larger impact on politics than those of individual donors (Gilens & Page,

2014). This would theoretically imply that organized interests are more influential

in policy-making, and could have larger levels of access to elected officials (Bartels,

2008). Donations during an election are spatially based, which means there could

be regional giving differences (Cho & Gimpel, 2007). These spatial differences can

range from both urban and rural settings, as well as regions of the country (Cho,

Gimpel & Hui, 2013). The donors to the Democratic and Republican parties are

less geographically diverse than the bases they represent (Gimpel, Lee & Kaminski,

2006).

This inequality could also be a structural one that affects not just giving, but

society at large. There could also be an effect that has to do with the ideological

and partisan leanings of elected officials who are in seats in a given district (Snyder,

1992). However, gerrymandering and other structural incentives may give politicians

a way to ensure less accountability as a result of these structures (Bonica et al.,

2013). This results in elected officials only hearing the voices they choose, which

can often be as a result of political giving. One way in which inequality has been

measured in the literature by scholars is by resources (Verba et al., 1993). These

resources are socioeconomically based, and not only refer to income, gender, race,

etc., but also interconnections in an individuals’ respective community (Brady, Verba

& Schlozman, 1995). One problem scholars often mention is that the online context is

a place where inequalities are often exacerbated with respect to socioeconomic status

(Oser, Hooghe & Marien, 2013; Norris, 2001). These inequalities do have an effect on
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political behavior, but that effect may not be as pronounced as expected (Ritter &

Solt, 2019).

6.2 Hypotheses

Following this literature review, I hypothesize that there are some effects based on

Internet access and political giving that are occurring in addition to other social and

political factors that are occurring concurrently. I will seek to answer two over–arching

questions in this chapter: does QoIA affect political giving in general? Does this

matter for political giving, and are campaigns targeting donors with this in mind?

Also, does QoIA affect the amount of political donation that is given to political

campaigns and groups? For these hypotheses it would also be important to note that

socioeconomic status will be accounted for similarly to Chapters 4 and 5. My first

hypothesis deals with party contact of voters:

H1: As the level of Internet access increases, the likelihood of political campaign
outreach will also increase.

This first hypothesis addresses get out the vote efforts by campaigns, to mobilize

voters. It is also used to solicit donations. With the Internet, this activity can

be done electronically. It would be expected that with the increased importance of

seeking out small dollar donations that campaigns would be looking for new donors of

small amounts of money. The efforts of campaigns to seek these new donors indicates

a democratization of the donation process. This behavior could cynically be viewed

as an attempt by candidates to avert criticisms of only taking donations from larger

donors.

The next hypothesis deals with the act of political giving itself with respect to

Internet access:

H2: As the quality of Internet access increases, the likelihood of political donation
activity also increases.

This hypothesis reflects the nature of political giving and the trends that are asso-

ciated with political engagement. As found in chapter 5, there is a modest effect of
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QoIA on political engagement. I would expect that higher-quality Internet access is

positively associated with the factors that are leading to increased political engage-

ment activities, which was found to have an effect with political engagement. Due to

the socioeconomic advantages of having Internet access, I would expect that individ-

uals who have higher levels of QoIA to also be more likely to contribute to campaigns

financially. This is controlled for in the analyses in this chapter via age, income and

education. The last hypotheses is:

H3: As the level of Internet access increases, the dollar amount of political dona-
tion activity also increases.

This last hypothesis seeks to answer the question about amounts of political donation

and whether respondents gave to political causes by evaluating how much money was

given to political causes. I would expect that, similarly to the first set of hypotheses,

the factors that are responsible in increasing quality of Internet access are likely

apparent for political donation amounts, given that avenues to donate have become

more accessible with Internet access. My expectation is that political giving increases,

and potentially dollar amounts that are being given to political causes also increase

with higher quality Internet.

6.3 Data

The data in this chapter comes from the Cooperative Congressional Election Study

(CCES) with data in all the election years between 2010–2016 inclusive. The questions

about donation behavior are mostly about who donors gave to specifically, however

in 2016, there were several questions that are asked about attitudes surrounding their

political giving (Ansolabehere & Schaffner, 2017). Also, just like in previous chapters,

there is data that comes from the U.S. Census about urban and rural classifications

of population, that is attached to each individual from their FIPS coding. These

classifications are determined by the percent of the zip–code is considered to be rural.

If the zip–code is considered to be over 50 percent rural, the respondent is considered

to be in a rural area.
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6.4 Methods

The methods for this analysis had several steps. The first analysis evaluates

whether individuals who have Internet access are more likely to be contacted by

campaigns. The models are run as a logistical regression with campaign contact as the

dependent variable. The model includes political giving as an independent variable,

which is done because of the known effect of campaign contact on the likelihood of

political giving, or support, to a campaign (Barber, 2016; Bonica, 2014; Miller &

Shanks, 1996). In these simulations the analysis was separated between urban and

rural individuals and allowed the QoIA index vary while keeping all other variables

at their means. The first differences for each of the models were recorded. Similar

to the analyses conducted in previous chapters, the regression models were run for

each year separately and then as a singular model over the cumulative time period.

The weighting in these models were used in accordance to the CCES documentation

(Ansolabehere & Schaffner, 2017; Kuriwaki, 2018).

The second analysis tests whether individuals donated to campaigns or not was

completed using a logistical model of analysis and CLARIFY to run a simulation

(King, Tomz & Wittenberg, 2000). Similarly to the other logit models, the indepen-

dent variables remain the same, and are also run using CLARIFY to get simulated

first differences using QoIA, geography, and political interest to vary while all other

variables being held at their means. Weighting is also used in accordance to the

CCES guide in each model (Ansolabehere & Schaffner, 2017; Kuriwaki, 2018). Like

all other analyses in chapters 4 and 5, the models are separated by year.

The third set of hypotheses that are geared towards the amount of political giving,

are tested using an OLS regression. The dependent variable is a logged amount of

money given to political causes. The regressions use the appropriate weighting for the

regression models using single years for each individual year and cumulative years for

the respective regressions (Ansolabehere & Schaffner, 2017; Kuriwaki, 2018). In the

2016 model, there were specific questions to donation behavior that were additionally
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added to the analysis separately to see if there is consideration for donor attitudes,

as the data was available for this analysis. These attitudes are hypothesized to be

important for political giving, but the question was only asked to donors, so this will

be used to understand if there is an effect on donor amounts.

6.5 Variables

6.5.1 Dependent Variables

The dependent variables for this chapter are related to campaign contributions and

behaviors surrounding political giving. This will be operationalized in three different

variables to fit the hypotheses: campaign contact, political donation behavior, polit-

ical donation amount. The first dependent variable tested is about party contact of

individuals and potential donors. In the past few election cycles, there has been an

overarching notion that campaigns are using technologies such as text messages and

emails to solicit funds from donors. This is not a new practice (Bouton, Castanheira

& Drazen, 2018; Herrnson, Stokes-Brown & Hindman, 2007), but has become more

noticeable with the Presidential campaigns of Sen. Bernie Sanders in 2016 and 2020.

To operationalize campaign contacts of donors, I have used the dichotomous variable

of whether donors were contacted by political campaigns. To make this contextual to

QoIA, I will use the survey question that specifically asks if an individual was con-

tacted by a campaign, which was asked in every time point in the analysis. Over the

2010–2016 time period, nearly 52 percent of individuals were contacted by a campaign

by email or text message. Comparatively, 76.40 percent of donors were contacted by

email by the campaigns (Table 6.3).

The second dependent variable is the action of political donation, a dichotomous

variable is coded specifically to whether a respondent gave to a campaign in any

type of financial contribution (Table 6.4). Political giving included traditional polit-

ical campaigns in addition to giving to political groups or other organizations. If an

individual donated to at least one of these political entities, the respondent was con-
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Table 6.3.
Was Respondent Contacted by Campaign via Email or Text Message?

Overall 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
No (0) 15596 13828 15285 13143 57852

45.53 43.61 58.90 46.00 48.02
Yes (1) 18656 17880 10667 15428 62631

54.47 56.39 41.10 54.00 51.98
Total 34252 31708 25952 28571 120483

Donors 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
No (0) 3419 2446 2493 2189 10547

24.94 18.95 32.35 21.09 23.60
Yes (1) 10289 10462 5214 8188 34153

75.06 81.05 67.65 78.91 76.40
Total 13708 12908 7707 10377 44700

Column Percentages in Parentheses

sidered to be a political donor by the coding in this analysis. Overall, approximately

26 percent of respondents donated to political causes, with similar numbers in urban

(27 percent) and rural areas (23 percent)7.

Table 6.4.
Donation Behavior by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
No (0) 31659 30829 39590 40509 142587

67.82 68.48 81.04 76.58 73.71
Yes (1) 15025 14189 9263 12390 50867

32.18 31.52 18.96 23.42 26.29
Total 46684 45018 48853 52899 193454

Column Percentages in Parentheses

The last dependent variable is political donation amounts, which is operationalized

by the amount of money donated during the respective year’s campaigns. This is

a continuous, self–reported variable that measures how much money individuals do-

nated to campaigns in the given campaign years8. The distribution of the data is

7The wording for political donation is in Appendix A.
8See Table 6.5 for quintile summaries for campaign donations from 2010–2016.
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logarithmic, which can be seen in the tables. The distribution of the amount given

to campaigns is skewed left, with 50 percent of the donations being over 100 dollars.

In the years analyzed, 75 percent of donations are less than 300 dollars which means

that the distributions are skewed by larger donors. In order to use this in a regres-

sion model, I have used a logarithmic transformation of the donation amounts. This

will be used to understand the level of donation and whether Internet access and

geography has an effect on the level of donation.

Table 6.5.
Number of Donors per Quintile 2010-2016

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010-2016
Quintile 1 2335 2586 1715 2928 9564

(16.87) (19.64) (19.74) (24.61) (20.09)
Quintile 2 5003 4407 3249 4213 16872

(36.15) (33.47) (37.39) (35.41) (35.45)
Quintile 3 781 780 430 668 2659

(5.64) (5.92) (4.95) (5.61) (5.59)
Quintile 4 2744 2574 1650 2014 8982

(19.83) (19.55) (18.99) (16.93) (18.87)
Quintile 5 2977 2821 1645 2074 9517

(21.51) (21.42) (18.93) (17.43) (20.00)
Total 13840 13168 8689 11897 47594

Percentages in Parentheses

6.5.2 Independent Variables

Internet Access

An individual’s level of Internet access may matter due to the nature of the

medium itself being able to draw donors who may have not otherwise given to political

campaigns. Political campaigns are banking on this approach to solicit donations in

order to finance campaigns and they are also occasionally championing this approach

to show broader support for agenda items, candidates, and ideas. In more recent
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elections media and campaigns have paid much heavier attention to online news and

social media for information and analysis of campaigns.

In this analysis, I use the same Quality of Internet Access (QoIA). QoIA is a

measurement from 0 to 5 based on home and mobile Internet technologies9. The

higher end of QoIA seems to be have higher proportions for political donors, with

56.45 percent of donors between 2010-2016 having the highest value for QoIA, and

only 45.37 percent for non-donors. This would be consistent with donors having

more political resources and higher levels of socioeconomic status and that would be

consistent with donors to political campaigns being wealthier.

Table 6.6.
QoIA of Political Donors

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
0 10 6 6 6 28

0.07 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.06
1 60 52 52 59 223

0.42 0.39 0.59 0.66 0.49
2 481 381 204 200 1266

3.36 2.84 2.30 2.24 2.78
3 4633 4580 3020 3257 15490

32.41 34.15 34.03 36.52 34.04
4 415 310 162 145 1032

2.90 2.31 1.83 1.63 2.27
5 8696 8081 5431 5252 27460

60.83 60.26 61.19 58.89 60.35
Total 14295 13410 8875 8919 45499

Percentages in Parentheses

Political Interest

Political interest is often associated with participation and engagement in American

politics. It must be considered when it comes to Internet access and political engage-

ment. There is disagreement over whether late adoption of technologies is making a

9QoIA of political donors is broken down in Table 6.6
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difference (Sourbati, 2009). Another aspect of political interest is that political giv-

ing could be occurring as a result of perceptions of policy change, and perceptions of

success in business (Gilens & Page, 2014). These individuals could also be donating

to campaigns to try to change policy, and not out of interest in politics specifically.

In this model, the coding for political interest follows the same coding as Chapter 2.

Political interest in this analysis is measured on a 4-point scale with increasing levels

of interest. A 1 represents least interest in politics, while a 4 represents a high interest

in politics. As a whole, political donors seem to have high levels of interest (Table

6.7). Overall, 86.14 percent of respondents have interest in politics between 2010-2016,

with the proportion of respondents indicating their interest in politics being most of

the time. Among non-donors (Table 6.8) there seems to be more mixed interest in

politics that is less than those who have donated. There is a .33 correlation between

political interest and donation behavior, indicating a weak-to-moderate association10.

Table 6.7.
Political Donor Interest in Politics by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Hardly (1) 35 52 71 62 220

0.23 0.37 0.77 0.50 0.43
Only Now 158 233 267 319 977

and Then (2) 1.05 1.65 2.89 2.58 1.93
Some (3) 1088 1616 1248 1880 5832

7.26 11.42 13.52 15.22 11.50
Most (4) 13711 12244 7644 10090 43689

91.46 86.56 82.82 81.69 86.14
Total 14992 14145 9230 12351 50718

Column Percentages in Parentheses.

Income

When it comes to Income and political giving, upbringing and the economic condi-

tions of their upbringing may affect that individual’s attitudes and actions on political

10Significant at the 0.01 level
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Table 6.8.
Political Non–Donor Interest in Politics by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Hardly (1) 1671 2310 3590 3205 10776

5.41 7.68 9.39 8.11 7.77
Only Now (2) 3759 4745 6829 6529 21862

and Then 12.17 15.77 17.86 16.53 15.76
Some (3) 7766 9158 11945 12831 41700

25.13 30.44 31.24 32.48 30.06
Most (4) 17704 13876 15869 16935 64384

57.29 46.12 41.51 42.87 46.41
Total 30900 30089 38233 39500 138722

Column Percentages in Parentheses.

giving (Dutta-Bergman, 2005; Ojeda, 2018). It has also been theorized that small in-

come donations may not have as much of an impact as those with groups representing

businesses (Gilens & Page, 2014). In order to donate money to a political cause it

would be important to have money in the first place, so it would be expected that in-

dividuals with higher incomes are likely donating to campaigns (Gilens, 2005). While

this may seem obvious, there are trends in newer political campaigns to solicit small

donations, which may bring income into question in particular (Culberson, McDonald

& Robbins, 2019). Smaller donors have been included in party thresholds for political

debates, as seen in the 2020 Democratic Party Presidential primaries.

To account for income, the measurement of this variable follows the same coding

as seen in chapter 4. Donors tend to have a skew towards higher incomes11. Incomes

for the quintiles also seem to be positively correlated12. The income of political

donors is skewed left, with a concentration of just over 30 percent making $100,000

or more per year, while about 15 percent of non-donors make $100,000 or more. This

would indicate that donors are wealthier, which would be expected. Among political

donors, rural individuals are more likely to be wealthier than their urban peers who

11See Table 6.9
12ρ = .3324, significant at α = .05 level.
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are donating to political campaigns13. The same difference has been observed between

non-donating urban and rural individuals14.

Table 6.9.
Income of Political Donors

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Less Than 10k (1) 115 146 120 182 563

0.89 1.21 1.48 1.67 1.28
10–20k (2) 397 512 290 476 1675

3.08 4.23 3.57 4.36 3.80
20-30k (3) 793 800 495 788 2876

6.16 6.60 6.09 7.22 6.53
30–40k (4) 877 1015 665 914 3471

6.81 8.38 8.18 8.37 7.88
40–50k (5) 1128 1171 651 941 3891

8.76 9.66 8.01 8.62 8.83
50–60k (6) 1218 1251 792 1039 4300

9.46 10.33 9.74 9.52 9.76
60–70k (7) 1075 952 651 897 3575

8.35 7.86 8.01 8.22 8.12
70–80k (8) 1296 1142 747 1020 4205

10.06 9.43 9.19 9.34 9.55
80–100k (9) 1704 1452 988 1274 5418

13.23 11.98 12.15 11.67 12.30
100–120k (10) 1466 1184 804 1092 4546

11.38 9.77 9.89 10.00 10.32
120–150k (11) 1190 1060 790 1042 4082

9.24 8.75 9.72 9.54 9.27
More than 150k (12) 1618 1431 1138 1252 5439

12.57 11.81 14.00 11.47 12.35
Total 12877 12116 8131 10917 44041

Column Percentages in Parentheses.

13t = 39.7522, significant at the α = 0.01 level.
14t = −100, significant at the α = 0.01 level.
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Geography

Donations are geographically coming from suburban areas less so than their rural

peers15 (Cho & Gimpel, 2007). The parties also seem to have differing stratagem for

soliciting donations as there is evidence that Democrats rely heavier on denser social

networks and geographical areas for donations (Lin, Kennedy & Lazer, 2017). This

would make sense as the Democratic Party’s base is more located in urban areas, and

Republicans are searching out donors in both urban and rural areas, where they have

been traditionally been stronger electorally (Kaufman, 2019). There could also be

wealth gaps in urban and rural areas (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013). These

gaps would perhaps also indicate that because of the distribution of wealth that there

could be less capability in donation (Bonica, 2014; Strover, 2019). Politics also look

different in rural areas, than in urban ones (Kaufman, 2019).

In this chapter, the variable for geographical residence is the same as chapter 4 and

5. It is a dichotomous variable that is coded as a 0 for urban individuals (Table 6.10)

and 1 for rural individuals (Table 6.11). In the CCES dataset, the urban and rural

donors seem to be proportionally similar with about three quarters of both urban and

rural individuals donating to campaigns. There is an association16 between political

donation and geographical residence, but that relationship is not very strong, and

trends towards urban individuals

Table 6.10.
Donation Behavior in Urban Areas by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
No (0) 27069 26043 34123 34703 121938

67.48 67.72 80.75 75.99 73.24
Yes (1) 13047 12416 8133 10962 44558

32.52 32.28 19.25 24.01 26.76
Total 40116 38459 42256 45665 166496

Column Percentages in Parentheses

15This was found using a kriging method.
16χ2 =. Significant at α = 0.01 level.
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Table 6.11.
Donation Behavior in Rural Areas by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
No (0) 4357 4735 5371 5697 20160

69.89 72.96 82.92 80.27 76.66
Yes (1) 1877 1755 1106 1400 6138

30.11 27.04 17.08 19.73 23.34
Total 6234 6490 6477 7097 26298

Column Percentages in Parentheses

Education

As stated earlier, education is important in determining whether someone would

have Internet access (van Dijk, 2006). Education is also a strong indicator of income

and would also ideally predict political giving behavior (Campbell et al., 1980; Page

& Shapiro, 1992). Education would potentially dictate who and how individuals will

donate to campaigns. More importantly for the argument of Internet access, educa-

tion will likely indicate a prioritization of preference for Internet access (Hindman,

2009).

In the models evaluated in this chapter, education is measured as an ordinal

variable ranging from 1–6, where a 1 represents less than a high school education and a

6 represents post-graduation education. In this dataset, the overwhelming majority of

donors have above a high school education (Table 6.12). Additionally, it is noticeable

that the donors have higher education levels than those of the non–donors (Table

6.13). This would be expected as there is strongly theoretical reasoning for wealthier

individuals to be higher educated on average (Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012). In

this dataset, 88 percent of respondents who reported donating to a campaign had at

least attended some college, or completed at least one degree in higher education.

In the dataset, political donors are found to have higher levels of educational attain-

ment than their non-giving peers17. Geographically, it was found that urban donors

17t = −100, significant at the α = 0.01 level.
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Table 6.12.
Education Breakdown of Donors

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
No HS 110 99 66 115 390

0.73 0.70 0.71 0.93 0.77
High School Graduate 1558 1563 1018 1507 5646

10.37 11.02 10.99 12.16 11.10
Some College 3869 3505 1983 3042 12399

25.75 24.70 21.41 24.55 24.38
2-Year 1247 1363 816 1330 4756

8.30 9.61 8.81 10.73 9.35
4-Year 5190 4238 3136 3593 16157

34.54 29.87 33.86 29.00 31.76
Post-Grad 3051 3421 2244 2803 11519

20.31 24.11 24.23 22.62 22.65
Total 15025 14189 9263 12390 50867

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Column Percentages in Parentheses

Table 6.13.
Education Breakdown of Non-Donors

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
No HS 676 989 1072 1001 3738

2.14 3.21 2.71 2.47 2.62
High School 7078 9643 12533 11209 40463

Graduate 22.36 31.28 31.66 27.67 28.38
Some College 9324 8122 8927 9818 36191

29.45 26.35 22.55 24.24 25.38
2-Year 2908 3045 3866 4720 14539

9.19 9.88 9.77 11.65 10.20
4-Year 8548 6047 9178 8960 32733

27.00 19.61 23.18 22.12 22.96
Post-Grad 3125 2983 4014 4801 14923

9.87 9.68 10.14 11.85 10.47
Total 31659 30829 39590 40509 142587

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Column Percentages in Parentheses
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have higher levels of educational attainment than rural donors18. Among non-donors,

the same geographical trend was found, that urban individuals have higher levels of

educational attainment19.

Age

The literature would indicate that donors’ behavior may be affected by age (Roberts

& Maxfield, 2019). The trends in political engagement have found that older indi-

viduals are more likely to be engaged in politics (Miller & Shanks, 1996; Schlozman,

Verba & Brady, 2012). Due to this trend, it would be expected that older individuals

would also be more likely to donate money to campaigns. Schlozman, Verba, and

Brady (2012) showed in their analysis that there were less donors online. They also

showed that the age of respondents increased online 20.

In this analysis, age is measured as a continuous variable21. The average age of an

individual who donated overall is near 60 years of age, while the overall average age

of respondents is 50.2234 years22 which may indicate that the individuals donating

to campaigns are older in the CCES dataset. Age is measured in years, where the

youngest donor is 18 and the oldest donor is 105. The age of donors of rural donors

tended to be roughly normally distributed. Overall, the urban donors are younger

than those in rural areas, on average23. In comparison to the non-donors, the non-

donors are younger on average than their donating peers24. In general, regardless of

geographical residence, donors are older than those of their non-donating peers25.

18t = 49.4039, significant at the α = 0.01 level.
19t = 41.4900, significant at the α = 0.01 level.
20See Figure 16.7 in Schlozman, Verba & Brady 2012
21Table 6.14 shows a categorical breakdown of the age of donors. The variable is analyzed as
continuous in the analysis.
22Median is 53 years of age. These statistics are looking at only individuals in the years analyzed
specifically: 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016
23t = −12.0545 (df = 50694). Significant at the α = 0.01 level
24t = −19.6888 (df = 142096). Significant at the α = 0.01 level.
25t = −99.1798 (df = 193452). Statistically significant at the α = 0.01 level.
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Table 6.14.
Age of Donors by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Under 20 22 43 48 85 198

(0.15) (0.30) (0.52) (0.69) (0.39)
20-30 399 553 592 1003 2547

(2.66) (3.90) (6.39) (8.10) (5.01)
30-40 731 540 618 1485 3374

(4.87) (3.81) (6.67) (11.99) (6.63)
40-50 1858 1371 853 1433 5515

(12.37) (9.66) (9.21) (11.57) (10.84)
50-60 4124 3762 2178 2756 12820

(27.45) (26.51) (23.51) (22.24) (25.20)
60-70 5253 5021 3060 3208 16542

(34.96) (35.39) (33.03) (25.89) (32.52)
70-80 2213 2439 1580 1842 8074

(14.73) (17.19) (17.06) (14.87) (15.87)
80-90 418 444 327 552 1741

(2.78) (3.13) (3.53) (4.46) (3.42)
Over 90 7 16 7 26 56

(0.05) (0.11) (0.08) (0.21) (0.11)
Total 15025 14189 9263 12390 50867

Column Percentages in Parentheses

Gender

Democratic women tend to have an edge in money received from donors, an advantage

that may be a function of the partisan nature of gender and politics (Crespin & Dietz,

2010). Overall, there is evidence that there is not much of a gender gap in political

engagement in general (Carreras, 2018). With respect to political donations, there

may be a preference towards more urban women due to the advantages that may

exist in urban settings (Lay, 2017). Despite there not being a gender gap in political

engagement, there is an observable gap in political donation and donors (Barber,

Butler & Preece, 2016; Heerwig & Gordon, 2018). Measurement of the gender variable

remains the same as Chapter 4, with male respondents coded as 0, and female coded

as 1. Donors in this model (Table 6.15) tended to be more male, 9, which may be
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more reflective of larger societal trends including wage gaps (Carreras, 2018; Heerwig

& Gordon, 2018). In the years analyzed, political donors tend to be male with about

57 percent of respondents being male overall. There is a majority of men at each

quintile for political donations (Table 6.16), except for the first quintile, of political

giving.

Table 6.15.
Political Donor Gender by Year

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Male (0) 8969 7870 5718 6646 29203

(59.69) (55.47) (61.73) (53.64) (57.41)
Female (1) 6056 6319 3545 5744 21664

(40.31) (44.53) (38.27) (46.36) (42.59)
Total 15025 14189 9263 12390 50867

Column Percentages in Parentheses

Table 6.16.
Donation Quintile by Gender

Male Female Total

1st Quintile 4491 5073 9564
(46.96) (53.04)

2nd Quintile 9449 7423 16872
(56.00) (44.00)

3rd Quintile 1508 1151 2659
(56.71) (43.29)

4th Quintile 5475 3507 8982
(60.96) (39.04)

5th Quintile 6393 3124 9517
(67.17) (32.83)

Total 27316 20278 47594
(57.39) (42.61)

Row Percentages in Parentheses
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Race

It has been found that there is no difference in political engagement between those

of different races, with respect to political resources (Verba et al., 1993). Race can

also be used by candidates to stoke fear and donations to campaigns. In particular,

white supremacy can be used to encourage donation as a fear mechanism (Krell,

2016). Race can also be a motivator from a descriptive representative standpoint,

and it has been statistically significant variable so far in this dissertation. Race is a

socioeconomic factor that may be a factor in political donations. This may be most

prevalent in the 2016 election, however, it would be a trend that would be expected

to hold in other election years as well. In this dataset race of the respondent is taken

in account by a dichotomous variable. Respondents that self-identify as white are

coded as a 1, and those who do not are coded as a 0. Donors in this dataset were

nearly 82 percent white, and non-donors were nearly 75 percent white overall (Table

6.17).

Table 6.17.
Race of Donors and Non–Donors 2010-2016

Donors 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Not White 2613 2405 1786 2427 9231

17.39 16.95 19.28 19.59 18.15
White 12412 11784 7477 9963 41636

82.61 83.05 80.72 80.41 81.85
Total 15025 14189 9263 12390 50867

Non–Donors 2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016

Not White (0) 8378 6433 9751 10373 34935
26.46 20.87 24.63 25.61 24.50

White (1) 23281 24396 29839 30136 107652
73.54 79.13 75.37 74.39 75.50

Total 31659 30829 39590 40509 142587
Percentages in Parentheses
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Ideology and Party Identification

Consumption behaviors are also being dictated by partisan and ideological con-

straints (Margolis & Sances, 2016). This would therefore dictate that it would make

sense to use an ideological measure in this model. The literature shows evidence

that stronger partisans are more likely to be engaged in politics (Green, Palmquist

& Schickler, 2002; Schlozman, Verba & Brady, 2012), and as a result, may be more

likely to be donors (Page, Bartels & Seawright, 2013). These individuals may also be

more likely to donate more as a result of partisan identity, and possibly as a part of a

group identity (Putnam, 2000). There could also be online peer pressure that forms

as a result of higher QoIA and interaction between other engaged individuals.

In this analysis, I am using the same measurement of ideology as in chapter 4 and

5. I’m looking mostly at ideological strength as self–reported by respondents. The

distribution of ideology would indicate that donors are ideologically focused (Table

6.18), but may not be the most extreme. In this data it is found that ideologically

donors are averaging 1.08 indicating some form of ideological identity among donors,

but not perhaps stronger ones. For partisanship I am using the same measure as I

used in chapter 4 and 5, where I collapse the party identification variable into an index

of strength. This measure ranges from 0 to 3, where a 0 signifies an independent, and

a 3 signifies a strong Democrat or Republican (Table 6.19). In this analysis, I find

that the donors to campaigns are stronger partisans, averaging a value of 2.15 and

a median of 3, indicating that there are high levels of partisan attachment among

donors. This would be consistent with the literature which has suggested that donors

are focused partisans (Bonica, 2014; Culberson, McDonald & Robbins, 2019). In this

dataset, donors are more likely to be stronger on this ideological measurement.

As far as the geographical trends, rural donors tend to be ideologically stronger. This

is true for both donors26 and non–donors27. The measure for this analysis does not

place the respondent into a liberal or conservative identity, but can identify if the

26t = 7.5494, significant at the α = 0.01 level.
27t = 11.6447, significant at the α = 0.01 level.
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Table 6.18.
Ideological Strength of Political Donors

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
Moderate (0) 2790 3142 2172 3203 11307

18.71 22.39 23.75 26.12 22.46
Lean Ideological (1) 6991 6495 4224 5861 23571

46.89 46.29 46.18 47.80 46.82
Very Ideological (2) 5127 4393 2750 3197 15467

34.39 31.31 30.07 26.07 30.72
Total 14908 14030 9146 12261 50345

Column Percentages in Parentheses

Table 6.19.
Partisan Strength of Donors

2010 2012 2014 2016 Total
Independent (0) 1007 876 788 1387 4058

6.74 6.26 8.57 11.25 8.04
Lean (1) 3856 3328 2111 2734 12029

25.82 23.78 22.97 22.18 23.84
Not Very Strong (2) 1870 1585 1201 1885 6541

12.52 11.32 13.07 15.29 12.97
Strong (3) 8201 8208 5091 6321 27821

54.91 58.64 55.39 51.28 55.15
Total 14934 13997 9191 12327 50449

Column Percentages in Parentheses

individual is a stronger partisan and ideological individual. As shown in chapter 4,

there was a negligible effect on political leaning with respect to Internet access itself,

but with an uptick in political giving via the Internet, it is important to account for

this variable.

Union Membership

Group membership may bring some benefits to political candidates, especially

union memberships (Putnam, 2000). In the literature there has been a robust discus-
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sion about whether this relationship is shrinking, but there seems to be some evidence

that is less so, than once hypothesized (Kittilson & Dalton, 2011). Union member-

ship, in particular can be beneficial for enhancing and nurturing political behavior

(Kim & Margalit, 2017). While Union membership is decreasing in the U.S., there

is still activity among unions that would cultivate donations and political engage-

ment (Kim & Margalit, 2017). As such, it would be important to take in account

for union membership in a model that deals with political giving. In this analysis,

union membership was determined by whether the respondent is or was a member

of a union. In this model, I use the household union membership variable28. This

variable was re–coded to be dichotomous, with a 1 representing current or former

union membership, and a 0 representing respondents who were never union members.

In this dataset, political donors who report being a union member, current or former,

is near 29 percent overall, while non–donors are current or former union members 21

percent of the time.

6.6 Results

In the logit models predicting the likelihood of campaign contact of respondents,

there is a significant effect attributed to QoIA (Table 6.20). The ordered ratios in

these models would indicate increases between 4 and a little over 11 percent increases

with respect to QoIA. The interest in politics remains high acccounting for much

of the increase in possibility of campaigns contacting individuals. Stronger ideology

and partisanship account for increased likelihood of campaign contact, in addition to

socioeconomic variables consistent with voting models. The purpose of the calls, by

this model would indicate a possibility of “get out the vote” efforts by campaigns, or

soliciting potential donors.

The first differences (Table 6.21) indicated that there may be some evidence of cam-

paign contact effects for QoIA. Whether an individual had donated to a campaign,

28See Appendix A for CCES question wording on Union variables
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Table 6.20.
Party Contact Logit Models 2010–2016

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
QoIA 1.104*** 1.115*** 1.043*** 1.086*** 1.090***

(0.0149) (0.0159) (0.0163) (0.0196) (0.00814)
Interest in Politics 2.151*** 2.178*** 2.119*** 2.043*** 2.131***

(0.0473) (0.0433) (0.0584) (0.0734) (0.0255)
Age 1.005*** 1.003*** 1.006*** 0.995*** 1.003***

(0.000949) (0.000935) (0.00104) (0.00129) (0.000503)
Ideological Strength 1.203*** 1.135*** 1.109*** 1.210*** 1.158***

(0.0246) (0.0249) (0.0257) (0.0330) (0.0131)
Partisan Strength 1.069*** 1.072*** 1.061*** 1.020 1.046***

(0.0138) (0.0147) (0.0159) (0.0174) (0.00746)
Geography 0.896*** 0.824*** 0.903** 0.887** 0.874***

(0.0330) (0.0323) (0.0392) (0.0434) (0.0179)
Income 1.051*** 1.040*** 1.031*** 1.051*** 1.040***

(0.00474) (0.00488) (0.00528) (0.00634) (0.00257)
Union Membership 1.032 1.191*** 1.129*** 1.066* 1.095***

(0.0289) (0.0361) (0.0360) (0.0402) (0.0170)
Gender 0.830*** 0.875*** 0.747*** 0.878*** 0.831***

(0.0219) (0.0241) (0.0227) (0.0317) (0.0121)
Race 1.084** 0.851*** 0.926** 1.052 0.979

(0.0367) (0.0309) (0.0362) (0.0520) (0.0186)
N 27335 24620 20902 14665 87522
LR χ2 (df=10) 2848.39 2700.14 1635.09 896.47 7902.07
R2 .0752 .0792 .0583 .0453 .0652

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

increased the likelihood of being contacted by a campaign increase. This effect seems

to be decreasing over time. The geographical consideration also is small and changes

negatively for whether a campaign contacts a given individual. As expected, political

donation has a strong effect on whether an individual is contacted by a campaign. As

noted above, contact from a campaign does influence donations to that campaign. In

addition, this may highlight some strategies campaigns may be taking with respect

to who to contact when soliciting a donation or encouraging political engagement,

which I will reflect on further in the discussion section.
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Table 6.21.
Party Contact First Differences

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
QoIA .1212* .1341* .0486* .0998* .1053*

(Low to High) (.016) (.017) (.010) (.023) (.009)

Geography -.0272* -.0482* -.0239* -.0291* -.0335*
(Urban to Rural) (.009) (.010) (.010) (.011) (.005)

Both .0941* .0861* .0247 .0708* .0719*
(.018) (.020) (.019) (.026) (.011)

Standard error in Parentheses, *p < .05

In the logistical regressions based on the action of political donation, the results

showed that there was a sizeable positive effect of QoIA on the action of making a

political donation in each model (Table 6.22). Additionally, geography was statisti-

cally significant and negative, indicating a coefficient favoring urban individuals being

more likely to donate to campaigns. This variable was significant in all years except

for 2010. One oddity was that race was positively associated towards non-white indi-

viduals, and not significant in the 2016 model. From this model, it could be said that

the individuals donating to campaigns are in line with the literature. From the first

differences (Table 6.23) it can be inferred that changes in both geography and QoIA

had effects on whether a respondent donated to a political cause. While geography

had little effect, the QoIA measure was significant to seeing a 5 to 7 percent increase

in donation behavior. There does not seem to be an effect that is clearly increasing

or decreasing over time. The effects of Internet access seem to matter more than

geographical residence. The direction of the first differences for geography seem to

indicate that residing in an urban area was more conducive for political donations.

Together, the variables account for a near 5 to 7 percent increase in political donation

in each time period, with statistical significance in each year.

The regression models referring to the amounts given to campaigns showed a small

positive impact of QoIA on giving to political campaigns (Table 6.24). QoIA was

statistically significant in all models, which could indicate that historically QoIA
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Table 6.22.
Logit Models for Donation Action

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
QoIA 1.179*** 1.146*** 1.168*** 1.125*** 1.156***

(0.0176) (0.0171) (0.0182) (0.0181) (0.00884)
Interest in Politics 3.115*** 3.146*** 2.310*** 3.219*** 2.895***

(0.0908) (0.0789) (0.0649) (0.128) (0.0417)
Age 1.027*** 1.020*** 1.018*** 1.014*** 1.020***

(0.00107) (0.000975) (0.00103) (0.00116) (0.000519)
Ideology 1.398*** 1.260*** 1.237*** 1.335*** 1.304***

(0.0305) (0.0282) (0.0279) (0.0317) (0.0146)
Partisanship 1.155*** 1.192*** 1.205*** 1.124*** 1.161***

(0.0161) (0.0169) (0.0180) (0.0170) (0.00837)
Geography 0.937 0.795*** 0.870*** 0.850*** 0.864***

(0.0381) (0.0334) (0.0383) (0.0375) (0.0184)
Union Membership 1.155*** 1.179*** 1.279*** 1.242*** 1.204***

(0.0344) (0.0363) (0.0397) (0.0411) (0.0186)
Income 1.146*** 1.144*** 1.143*** 1.110*** 1.136***

(0.00556) (0.00550) (0.00569) (0.00586) (0.00281)
Gender 0.902*** 0.940** 0.786*** 0.950 0.898***

(0.0257) (0.0265) (0.0234) (0.0301) (0.0131)
Race 0.889*** 0.834*** 0.863*** 1.024 0.895***

(0.0324) (0.0300) (0.0317) (0.0446) (0.0168)
N 36631 34252 37745 23602 132230

Pseudo R2 .1842 .1736 .1292 .1135 .1519
LR χ2 (df=10) 7341.64 6699.22 4573.72 3261.14 21770.12

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
All χ2 values are significant at α = 0.01 level.

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

could matter less for the amount of money given as time has progressed. The amount

of money expected from donors seems to increase range from a little over 3 percent

in 2014, to 10 percent in 2012. Geographical residence does not seem to matter

as much for the amount donated year to year, but there seems to be a statistically

significant coefficient in the overall model in the positive direction, which would favor

rural donors. Two control variables stand out in the regression models: interest in

politics, and gender. Stronger interest in politics resulted in 20 percent or more of

an increase in giving, and was statistically significant in each of the models. Gender
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Table 6.23.
First Differences for Donation Action

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
QoIA .0729* .0618* .0577* .0727* .0668*

(Low to High) (.007) (.009) (.006) (.013) (.004)

Geography -.0008 -.0253* -.0101* -.0204* -.0126*
(Urban to Rural) (.005) (.005) (.004) (.008) (.003)

Both .0726* .0557* .0543* .0689* .0632*
(.007) (.008) (.006) (.012) (.004)

Standard error in Parentheses, *p < .05

indicated that men tended to give nearly 20 to 25 percent more money than women,

and was statistically significant across the models.

6.7 Discussion

This analysis would indicate that Internet access does positively affect political

donations, through campaign contact. In fact, there is evidence to show that it is

sizeable based on the QoIA measurement. These results, however, should be taken

with a grain of salt, as Internet access in the grand scheme of things is fairly small,

yet shows positive impacts for political engagement (Boulianne, 2018). QoIA results

in a roughly 6 percent increase overall in dollar amount of political donation between

2010–2016. While this is small, the effect is consistently in a positive direction.

Overall, the Internet is positively affecting political donation, and perhaps in some

ways being funnelled into the campaigns via QoIA. This would be plausible due to

the fact that the Internet makes the information gathering process cheaper in some

ways, as it does political giving.

The urban and rural differences seen in political donation could be a factor of

income in these settings. There is likely more wealth in urban settings, than those of

rural settings, and therefore may be over-represented in the analysis due to suburban

overlap. Despite these wealth changes, there does seem to be an increase in donor
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Table 6.24.
Regression Models for Amount Given

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010–2016
QoIA 1.044*** 1.101*** 1.034* 1.038** 1.059***

(0.0143) (0.0163) (0.0198) (0.0178) (0.00847)
Interest in Politics 1.237*** 1.252*** 1.274*** 1.560*** 1.268***

(0.0373) (0.0335) (0.0451) (0.0729) (0.0205)
Age 1.010*** 1.020*** 1.004*** 1.013*** 1.012***

(0.000952) (0.000950) (0.00120) (0.00117) (0.000523)
Ideology 1.039** 1.031 0.979 1.075*** 1.030***

(0.0201) (0.0218) (0.0260) (0.0259) (0.0116)
Partisanship 0.999 1.066*** 0.991 1.002 1.019***

(0.0125) (0.0145) (0.0174) (0.0153) (0.00741)
Geography 1.050 1.032 1.031 1.079 1.050**

(0.0393) (0.0433) (0.0551) (0.0502) (0.0233)
Income 1.136*** 1.163*** 1.143*** 1.167*** 1.153***

(0.00488) (0.00529) (0.00666) (0.00621) (0.00284)
Union Membership 0.995 1.013 0.923** 0.976 0.988

(0.0260) (0.0292) (0.0334) (0.0323) (0.0151)
Gender 0.756*** 0.767*** 0.744*** 0.812*** 0.763***

(0.0194) (0.0206) (0.0264) (0.0261) (0.0113)
Race 1.009 1.003 0.956 0.925* 0.970

(0.0338) (0.0348) (0.0426) (0.0424) (0.0188)
N 11306 10704 7354 7355 36719
F 154.2 240.4 91.22 142.0 600.0
R2 0.120 0.184 0.110 0.162 0.140

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

giving with respect to Internet access changes. This is likely due to the ease that the

medium encourages to be able to donate without attending an event, and just using

the technology to make the donation. Geography for political donations is interesting.

For the action of donation in general, the trends follow similar trends to chapter 2:

rural areas see larger increases with respect to Internet access. Overall trends are

similar regardless of geography. However, there seems to not be significance with

respect to geography. For the models evaluating amount of money donated geography

was not all significant in any model. This may mean that geography is insignificant.
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It may also mean that the trends of individuals who are giving may be more reflective

of socioeconomic status, and not as much about where they live.

One interesting note is that the race of donors did not seem to matter for donation

in the 2016 election, which is interesting because the overwhelming media narrative

and research has shown that there was an element of racial politics at play in the

election (Enders & Scott, 2019). Race was central to the 2016 election, and continues

to be through the rhetorical style of the Trump Presidency. However, when it came

to donation amount, the variable was significant and negative, meaning it trended

towards non-white individuals. This may mean that when it comes to donations that

non-white individuals are giving more than their white peers, and this is specifically

during the 2016 election.

6.8 Conclusion

In this chapter I have found that there is a connection between political giving

and Internet access. As individuals have more access to the Internet, there is a

stronger likelihood of donation and campaign contact. While there is not a profound

effect for the amount of money given, there is a small one. There seems to be small

advantages for urban individuals for political giving, however this analysis cannot

conclude that this advantage is substantial. Additionally, I do have some evidence to

show that campaign contact is increased through higher levels of QoIA, which would

be expected. However, the campaign contact could be mediating the donation process,

which is likely why we see increases, albeit small increases in donation amounts with

respect to QoIA. This is further evidence that the findings in chapter 5 where political

engagement is affected by the presence of higher levels of QoIA.

The over–arching literature on political giving is quite disjointed when it comes

to understanding individual campaign donors, but this analysis should be a start

to better understand these trends in a manner that includes Internet access. It is

also important to note that although Internet access is becoming more ubiquitous,
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there are advantages that are inherent with access to the medium. While the broader

discussions of Internet access have moved on to evaluate less about access and more

about the content with respect to the Internet, understanding differences in Internet

access is still crucial, because of the assumptions that this particular literature is built

upon.

The QoIA variable has a small effect on the amount of money donated. However,

the action of donation had a larger effect. Merely having Internet access matters for

whether someone donates, or is contacted by a campaign, but not for the magnitude

in which someone donates. While the effect is small for the increase in donation, it

could also be a limiting factor. Since campaigns do seek out small donors who are

giving money online, there is an ease and modern sense of how campaign donations

are physically handled. Larger donors may still go through traditional channels of

donation, such as writing checks at large fundraisers or in person donations. This is

something that can be further studied as there is also a sense that wealthier donors

may want to remain anonymous in their spending habits on campaigns. This work

cannot say whether this strategy by campaigns to solicit donors is fruitful, but rather

state that there are trends among those giving and that there are trends in the Internet

access those individuals have.

The space for future work on political donation is fertile, and gaining interest in

political science, especially following influential Supreme Court rulings in the past

decade. While this is the case, I assert that there is an importance to make sure to

continue to address Internet access as part of this analysis. As Internet access allows

for avenues for anonymity as well as more open avenues to give, it’s crucial that the

discipline consider who is giving, why they are giving, and how much they are giving.

Once we know this, it may expand our knowledge about political engagement more

broadly. Scholars should be evaluating other forms of political engagement specifically

to understand the mechanisms involved for why political engagement is so affected

by QoIA.
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Coupled with the analyses in Chapters 4 and 5, there is evidence to state that

Internet access is an important aspect of political engagement, specifically campaign

donation behaviors. This evidence seems to be strongest in political engagement,

even in the case of political donors. As has been argued throughout the dissertation,

it would be foolish to ignore the technology entirely in analysis of the political engage-

ment. This chapter has built on the conclusion of Chapter 5 that there is evidence of

QoIA being involved in the effects of increases in political engagement. This chapter

is building on this conclusion by raising one major concern for American democracy:

inequality. Not only is it inequality from an angle of democratic practices, but also

from the perspective of technology and economic well–being.
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7. THE FUTURE OF THE INTERNET AND POLITICAL

BEHAVIOR

In this dissertation I have found that the Internet has a certain effect on political

engagement that is quantifiable with respect to the quality of connection. While this

has been known, the QoIA measure seems to be helpful in this regard. We can see that

there are differences between urban and rural areas, which has been documented, and

the measure seems to be doing a better job illustrating the divide. It is not perfect,

but it is a step in a better direction of quantifying Internet access as far as quality and

availability. Internet access is a variable that has more depth to it that a dichotomous

variable cannot capture, especially with an evolving nature of the technology.

Does QOIA affect the manner in which the public engages politics? It depends on

what aspect of politics that is being engaged. With respect to ideological and partisan

hardening, it may have a small, non–zero effect. For voting, there is a negligible effect,

if there is one at all. However, for political engagement, QOIA matters and can be a

boon in many forms for political engagement. There seems to be more of an effect on

engagement activities that are not related to voting. While there does seem to be an

effect on voting, it is not very large and the importance may be more likely to have

a larger effect on political engagement.

These results should be concerning for the current era of political discourse. There

are scholars and observers who are both lamenting that democratic practices and

institutions are being eroded globally. It is only recently that the Internet has been

at more of the center of this discussion, due to the technological failings of the U.S.

in 2016 at the hand of the Russian government. The U.S. has seen a rise in anti-

Semitism, racism, and other social harm to the culture, some of which has been

attributed to Internet access and social media (Greenblatt, 2019). The results in this

dissertation give evidence that there are effects on political engagement, but cannot
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speak to these events specifically. However, it may provide some insight into what a

fully connected society may look like with respect to the predictions scholars made

in the 1990s and early 2000s.

James Madison once was concerned about factions in Federalist No. 51. He

described factions as detrimental, but also inherent in democracy. In order to have

minority perspectives heard, checks and balances were instituted. It has also been

suggested that the U.S. governing system was set up to be deliberative and allow

opinions that are overlooked at the will of the majority (Dahl, 2006). In this current

time, the Internet may foster an environment for which this occurs. While there is

much debate over whether this is healthy for democracy, it seems that the system is

working as designed. However, the founders were not as concerned about the views

of the populace as they were more evaluating the opinions of elites, which didn’t

include slaves or those who did not own land. This new perspective may not be

in the founders’ purview, and as such, we may be at the beginning of a profoundly

different debate about American democracy that we have ever had as a country. This

may be a paradigm shift for thinking about American democracy.

7.1 Current and Future Trends in QoIA

Internet access is becoming ubiquitous very slowly. As other scholars and I have

pointed out, there are existing and persisting inequalities that are driven entirely by

the technologies at hand (van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019). This may not seem like

an unique finding, but it is very important to consider this fact as we move forward

with research. Research on social media and other computer–mediated technologies

are likely understating the economic inequality that is present in these technologies.

Mobile technologies are also creating more inequalities (Barnidge, Diehl & Rojas,

2019), and as a result could be furthering barriers to access to the Internet.

Measurement of what has been accomplished in this dissertation is critical, because

debates over how to measure Internet access may be futile if not dealt with in the
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present. The Internet is too intertwined with American life and as a result is in need

for not only definition, but one that is flexible. Technologies will clearly change, as

they have in the past, and are doing so as I write this dissertation. In fact, defintion

of this technology hypothetically could change within days, months, or years from

the deposit of this document. This is why it is crucial to have a measurement that

is unified now, rather than later. If we don’t have a better measurement now, we

may never be able to get one. Just because the technology is a moving target, does

not mean that we should not attempt to define it. If anything, these technologies are

disruptive for the world we know currently.

The Internet of Things has taken over current trends of technological consumption

(de Boer, van Deursen & van Rompay, 2019; Greengard, 2015; van Deursen & Moss-

berger, 2018). Further qualitative research is needed to expand on this at this point

because we may not understand preferences well enough in the literature. While this

dissertation is adding in a quantitative manner to a saturated quantitative literature,

it should be understood that the research into understanding Internet access could

be additionally benefited by qualitative research. While, yes, this dissertation has

been mostly quantitative, this lack of qualitative research cannot be ignored. We

need better understandings of why the digital divide still persists, and one way to

better understand this is with rich qualitative research. This is one way we can bet-

ter understand the true, on the ground perspectives of why this phenomenon is still

occurring.

As scholars we live in a privileged position with Internet access at home, but also

value this access at our places of employment. As such, many of us do not have a grasp

of what life without modern amenities looks like without them. This is especially true

of older generations as they experienced the world without the technologies when they

were not required for everyday life, and had an expectation of a base level of technical

knowledge. We need to understand the changes in technology and have measures that

can adapt with these changes. This juxtaposition of ideas of the role of technology

is one that needs to be better understood as we are entering a time where surviving
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without the technologies will become harder. Without the ability to have measures

that are adaptive, the literature will remain unable to keep up with technologies that

are newer.

One major criticism of technology and politics is that it moves faster than the

peer–review cycles of academic work. While this is true, it does not mean we cannot

study it as a discipline. My hope is that the analyses in this dissertation is evidence

that technology, especially ones taken for granted, can be analyzed and further ex-

plored. The digital divide still exists, but understanding why and how that divide

continues to close is important and interesting. Internet access is evolving in ways

that we are not close to understanding all of the consequences. If anything, this

dissertation has shown that the consequences of having Internet have impacts on

elections and engagement. Although these impacts are small, they are instrumental

and instructive to how Americans donate money to political campaigns, for example.

7.2 Recap of Results

This dissertation sought to establish a causal connection between Internet access

quality and political engagement. By drawing on literature from the social sciences

and technology, I was able to ground the theory in a space where there was an

indication that increased access to information and technology would result in higher

levels of engagement. This was shown by understanding digital inequalities broadly.

Digital inequalities in the United States were shown to be higher with respect to

other developed nations due to the nature of privatization of Internet distribution

(Baek, 2009; Strover, 2014). This distribution causes the Internet to be not only a

geographic problem (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013), but a socioeconomic one

as well (van Dijk, 2006).

To causally analyze the conneciton between Internet access and political engage-

ment, I created an index called the Quality of Internet Access (QoIA). The reason to

create this measurement was to explain Internet more broadly as a phenomenon of
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quality. Too often in the literature, particularly in Political Science, the Internet is

seen as a static dichotomous variable where it’s assumed that an individual either has

or does not have access to the technology. I established that this type of measure-

ment is too simplistic to capture issues with speed and availability. To combat this,

I suggested a measure that would illustrate access at home and work as well as a cell

phone. The time period of 2010–2016 is particularly interesting because of the wider

implementation of the “smart phone”. This technology increased the processing ca-

pability that the average person possesses at their fingertips. In the measurement

of the Internet it was found that the majority had access to some or all of these

technologies. By establishing this measurement I was able to more accurately explain

the variation in Internet access. While there are flaws in this measurement, such as

self–reported data, this measurement may be one of the better attainable measures

that can be replicated in other datasets.

In chapter 4 it was found that there was very small ideological considerations that

can be drawn with respect to an individual’s QoIA. The effects are significant, but

small. With respect to the Online environment, there are ideologically extreme views

being shared (Bond & Messing, 2015), but it is not a considerations as to whether an

individual has Internet access or not. The factors that drive Internet access are not

likely a result of political attitudes. This differs from what was found about partisan

identity, where there does seem to be an effect of QOIA. Partisanship was found to be

affected by QOIA moreso than ideology. This likely can be explained by the stability

of partisan attitudes, and the honing of partisan cues as a part of heuristics needed

for Internet information consumption. This may be resulting in hardening of partisan

attitudes and identity.

In chapter 5 it was found that the QoIA of individuals mattered for political

engagement more than it does for voting behaviors. One of the reasons for this

is that the Internet seems to be more integral in the manner in which individuals

partake in those activities. Additionally the geography could also play a large role

in the manner in which this behavior occurs. While it is likely that partisanship
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and ideology are not driving decisions to have Internet access it is likely enhancing

it. There also seems to be a difference in the behaviors that are affected by QoIA

as well. For example, it seems that campaign oriented behaviors are more affected

by the changes in Internet access, whereas the act of voting itself seems to be less

affected. This might indicate an effect that is tangential to the time and resource

commitment that is involved with campaign behaviors.

In chapter 6 it was found that political donation activity is affected by QoIA.

The amount in which someone gives is not as affected by this aspect. This very

well could be a part of developing trends that political giving could be shifting to

smaller donors1. There is evidence that parties are targeting not only donors, but

those with stronger Internet access. While this is the case, this dissertation shows

more evidence of a giving behavior, but this does not translate to larger donation

amounts. Building off of chapter 5’s findings, there would be an expectation that

activities such as political donation would increase with QoIA, since it is a campaign

action. Despite this notion, there is also a lurking notion that those donating are also

resource rich and are more engaged in politics to begin with.

7.3 Policy Implications of this Dissertation

One recommendation I would make as a result of this research is a firmer definition

by the F.C.C. for Internet access for several reasons: more measurement by a neutral

entity, a realistic standard for quality Internet. A neutral entity from Internet Service

Providers (ISPs) may be a better way to measure the Internet. The F.C.C. Form 477

data is self–reported data from the ISPs and the motive of the ISPs is to make this

data available and maintain or gain competitive advantage in their markets. In some

ways, the current market structure favors major ISPs to not only maintain their

presence in current markets, but also to make sure their presence is not affected by

political or economic competition. This leaves no incentive for these companies to

1The Democratic Party’s nomination process for the 2020 Presidential Election had debate require-
ments that involved the number of donors a candidate had.
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necessarily expand to remote areas of the U.S. where there may not be a profit motive

for ISPs to move into those areas.

Secondly, wireless technologies are important but should not be the only consid-

eration in measurement. Current data on wireless networks are prioritized, and for

good reason, as some areas will be better served with wireless access due to geograph-

ical constraints. We still need to acknowledge that from the data in this dissertation

some of those constraints that are found in rural areas may be to a lack of broadband,

which lowers the QOIA. This is something that can be adjusted in future work, if the

technology in rural areas catches up to the same levels of that in the urban areas.

This would face the same challenges as seen in recommendation one, because there

may not be a cost motive for ISPs to move into remote areas.

Thirdly, a standard for the quality of Internet access that matches the modern

realities of the Internet. The current speed standards of what makes high–speed

Internet are slow. These standards have been politicized in the past, where states

have taken on legislation to slow the progress of faster Internet due to costs. F.C.C.

Chairman Ajit Pai attempted a redefinition of broadband Internet in addition to the

repeal of Net Neutrality in 2018 (Finley, 2018). Because the politics in Congress

are understood as a discussion of who has oversight over ISPs and their distribu-

tion, this issue is inherently partisan. For example, Republicans have opposed FCC

oversight, and Democrats have suggested stronger FCC and other government over-

sight. Several Republican senators sent a letter to then-F.C.C. Chair Tom Wheeler,

where they suggest that the new standards for Internet speeds place an unreasonable

and arbitrary standard for more rural states (Daines et al., 2016). Another source

of opposition came from Sen. Ted Cruz (R-TX), the chairman of the Science and

Technology Committee, who voiced his opposition to increases of ISP regulation as

“Obamacare for the Internet” (Weisman, 2015).

Policy solutions to the digital divide, as well as the expansion of Internet access

must emphasize that the Internet is not a luxury, but rather becoming a necessity

for everyday function. The problem with policy prescriptions that have been levied
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have often not addressed this question (Strover, 2014, 2019). Although political and

government information has mostly moved to the Internet medium, the information

that an individual can access with a smartphone is limited, despite improvements to

mobile access (Mossberger, Tolbert & Franko, 2013; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2014).

Mobile access also has its own challenges as there are divides caused by the uses of

the technology that are on multiple devices (Barnidge, Diehl & Rojas, 2019). Because

online spaces are reflective of offline inequalities, it is important for policymakers who

are developing solutions to be mindful of policies that furthers inequality (Scheerder,

van Deursen & van Dijk, 2017; van Dijk, 2006). A QoIA measurement would allow

for policymakers and scholars to better understand not only Internet penetration, but

also whether the assumption of whether the Internet is a luxury or necessity can be

appropriately be assumed. Per the literature, this is not a safe assumption.

As seen in Chapter 6, the donation to campaigns has becoming a more open

platform, with political giving increasing with respect to QOIA. This increase in

political giving can also be attributed to also a higher likelihood of campaign contact

with higher levels of QOIA. While the likelihood of donation is increasing, QOIA has

a small impact on political giving. Even if the act of giving to campaigns was found

to increase a result of Internet access, that doesn’t mean that the money donated to

political campaigns is going to successful campaigns or to ones that reflect the general

attitudes of the public. This maintains the status quo and preferences of wealthier

Americans (Page, Bartels & Seawright, 2013), as the incentives for those in office is to

remain in office (Downs, 1957). As this is the case, the politicians who are receiving

the donations are still likely to listen to those who are donating the larger amounts of

money. As cynical as this sounds, candidates who do not take PAC money and only

small donations may be seeing this as a way to level the playing field popularly, but

are perhaps still carrying out the political wishes of the political elites. While it was

also found that QOIA did not significantly affect the amount of money donated, this

hunch about status quo behavior is still likely.
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7.4 Future Changes to QoIA

The limitations of this research are some that are common in this area of research,

which is due to the nature of the data collection. For example, much of the data is

self-reported, which can be problematic, and can be inaccurate (Prior, 2013a). While

this is an issue that social scientists struggle with generally, it is important to be

aware of the limitations and weaknesses of this research. Asking questions about

Internet use might be one way to understand the Internet access being used by the

respondents, but it should be acknowleged that it has its error with self-reported

data. When the average person is asked what type of Internet access they are using,

it is reasonable that they might not know with certainty.

Another element of Internet quality that would be useful to understand is Internet

connection speed. There are a variety of sources in which Internet speed can be

measured. As technologies are updated, the measure can take in account for it.

For example, 5G technologies are becoming more widespread, which will give mobile

access to more people in more places (Finley, 2019). This technology is something

that cannot be accounted for in this study, as it is an upgrade from the access between

2010-2016. This is an exciting technology that might help people access the Internet

with greater ease, and perhaps further close the existing digital divides in physical

Internet access.

Additionally, we need to take a step back and make sure to understand Internet use

inherently does not entirely translate to political behavior. In the top 500 websites by

traffic, adult entertainment, sports, and celebrity gossip have higher levels of Internet

traffic than those of political sites online (Hindman, 2009). Therefore, higher levels

of Internet access does not necessarily imply that the Internet is used to further their

civic and political engagement. Even though this is the case, I would argue that

having a higher level of QoIA is a potential to hone these skills, due to the evidence

we have seen with Internet access enabling civic behaviors (Boulianne, 2009, 2018).
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With all of this said, future improvements to this measure can be taken. Those

improvements should include Internet speed tests, and a consideration of other ques-

tions to be included in major surveys. Although I used the CCES here, the QoIA

measure can be adapted to other surveys given the questions asked about Internet

access. How strong this variable will be in other surveys will depend on the questions

included about Internet access and technology. Other questions to ask in surveys

would include the type of cell phone, or perhaps the type of connections available in

the area. A word of caution when thinking about access to the Internet with respect

to the connection type, is not to use results from questions that already imply access.

For example, social media access is something to be weary about for a measure for

Internet access. If an individual has access to social media, they had to be online

somehow in order to have an account, which would be access via a cellphone or other

ICT. The measure is about how the Internet is access and the quality therein, not

whether someone is further using the Internet in a specific manner.

7.5 Conclusion and Future Directions

As technology improves and evolves, it is important that scholars take stock of

their measurements for Internet Access. While it might be helpful to try to keep

our measurements consistent, it is equally important to keep these measurements up

to date and flexible. While dichotomous measures are often convenient as a control

variable, it does not fully explain models with respect to Internet access. As evidenced

in this dissertation, the quality of Internet access matters, and what type of Internet

access matters. It also has an effect on what political behaviors an individual chooses

to take part in or accomplish.

While we might not think of it this way, but QOIA could be a further reflection

of the problems of inequality in the U.S. and its impact on representation. It has

been suggested in the literature that political representation is reflective more of the

preferences of wealthier individuals (Bartels, 2008; Hacker & Pierson, 2010). With
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this in mind, if we think of Internet access as a luxury, as it is more popular thought of,

with respect to resources, this dissertation shows that the inequalities of the Internet

could be exacerbating this problem. The people who have stronger Internet access

are those who have more resources, and as such have stronger, direct access to their

representation as a result. When evaluating political phenomena scholars can be

dismissive of social media campaigns and other computer–mediated actions, however

we should be more conscious of how these technologies could be further strengthening

these problems.

The QoIA measure presented in this dissertation should be flexible. If someone

is to use this measure, it should be adapted to reflect technological changes. What

is considered Internet access may change in 10 years, or it could change next week.

Social scientists should seek to continually update this measure as Internet access

changes. If scholars only use social media use, or other proxies for Internet access, it

does not paint a full picture of the problems of digital inequality in the United States.

The problems of digital inequality have been well documented for over 20 years, but

appropriately measuring inequality has often been difficult. Even using proxies that

are not reliant entirely on social media are a good way to begin understand Internet

accessibility without relying on ISPs to provide this data.

One consideration for future research is to combine QoIA with other data about

Internet access. One thought is to follow the lead of Lelkes, Sood, and Iyengar (2015)

and use F.C.C. Form 477 data as a proxy to illustrate Internet availability. While

this is a good start, there are flaws in using this data and understanding these flaws

are vital. Regardless, a better proxy of availability would be helpful, because as

mentioned earlier in this dissertation there are concerns with regard to the fact that

a geographically diverse U.S. may be leaving ISPs in a position to not wire everyone

as an economic incentive. This measurement is not a bad start, but it should not be

leaned on heavily due to the problems of self-reporting.

Data for this line of research is difficult, but it should not stop progress for the

analysis of this problem. There will never be a perfect dataset, and a lot of the
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concerns for self–reported data will be present through current data collection meth-

ods. On the other-hand, similarly to scholarship in public opinion, there is a need to

be particular about data collection methods that are both representative and robust

(Prior, 2013a). While recognizing the weaknesses, there is still a need to research the

role of Information technology in politics, and to continue asking questions that may

have seemed closed in the past 20 years. While the technology continues to change,

no theory in this area is a closed question, for precisely the reason that the technology

continually evolves.

Using social media as a proxy could also be an interesting route to evaluate as

well. It could tell us more in conjunction to QOIA about how individuals are actually

using the technologies beyond access. Some of this assumption comes from cell phone

ownership increasing, and cell phone capability increasing dramatically over the past

decade. While there is established research on this topic, this research takes for

granted that Internet access is ubiquitous. While from this research it would seem

that the assumption there is not a very unfounded one, it should still be accounted

for as more recent reports on Internet access still report sizeable swaths of the U.S.

not having Internet access at home.

We as scholars may also want to ask ourselves, what is the ultimate goal of closing

the gap of digital inequality? If the goal is to create an environment where individuals

have equal access to resources, this cause is noble and necessary, especially with the

changes in technology that have created an ease for e-governance. If the goal is to

increase democratic fervor among the populace, the expansion of Internet access can

be a double–edged sword. On one hand, an increased awareness in information is

crucial for an informed citizenry (Delli-Carpini & Keeter, 1996). On the other hand,

the evidence in this dissertation is that there is a concern that the Internet may have

a hardening effect that could continue to calcify. How we answer this question is

important for the future of American democracy, and is one that isn’t new in the

literature.
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Viewing this question in the context of the 2016 and 2020 elections raises concerns

of negative consequences of the QOIA being higher everywhere. The U.S. has his-

torically had a voting turnout of near 60 percent (Miller & Shanks, 1996), and that

rate may not reflect the general population’s held attitudes that are encountered on

the Internet. As this is the case, that likely plays an effect in weeding out ideas and

candidates that could be destructive to democratic practice. While also including

interference from the 2016 election from Russia on social media, we are becoming

vulnerable to cues being manipulated, which has been a concern for misleading the

public (Converse, 2006; Zaller, 1992). If this dissertation is evidence of this, it’s

that online users are engaged, and participate in democracy in ways that would look

healthy on the surface, but could be manipulated with respect to Internet access.

The COVID-19 pandemic will be remembered for many reasons, especially for

how disruptive it has been. With Americans shut down in their houses, there has

been political activity on the Internet. During the crisis there was one instance where

this higher level of Internet access may have played a role. If the primary that was

held in Wisconsin in April 2020 is any indication, this could be informative. A state

judicial election had a lot of attention due to the attempts by the state of Wisconsin

to postpone their elections due to the COVID-19 “stay at home” orders (Epstein,

2020). The Supreme Court stepped in, granting a stay forcing the primary election

to continue (SCOTUS, 2020). As a result, Jill Karofsky defeated Justice Daniel Kelly,

who had been a central figure in controversial voter suppression in Wisconsin that

has broader implications nationally (Epstein, 2020). It would appear in some ways,

perhaps anecdotal, that the Internet played a role in this electoral upset. Campaigns

cannot traditionally run in person due to the fact that they are large gatherings.

Information for these elections had to be distributed online, and organizing was quick.

Without the Internet this upset may have not occurred. Additionally, the news moved

so quickly about this event that those who are advantaged with higher qualities of

Internet access were most likely to be able to mobilize. Understanding this election,

in conjunction with the findings within this dissertation allow for Political Scientists
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to answer questions about this phenomenon without making assumptions of equal

access to the Internet.
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A. QUESTION WORDING

A.1 ANES

All Question Wordings are found in the Respective Year’s ANES codebook.

• 2008 Internet Question (Variable: V083018): Do you have access to the
internet or the World Wide Web?

– (1) Yes

– (5) No

– (-8) Don’t Know

– (-8) Refused

Note: This question was the same wording for the surveys conducted in the
following years in addition to 2008: 1996 (V961160), 1998 (V980209), 2000
(V001433), 2004 (V045155).

• 2012 Home Internet Question (Variable: prmedia useinet): Do you or any-
one in this household use the Internet at any location? (page 106, 2012 Code-
book)

– (1) Yes

– (2) No

– (-1) Inapplicable

– (-8) Don’t Know

• 2016 Home Internet Question (Variable: V161326): Do you or does anyone
in this household connect to the Internet from home? (Page 536, 2016 Codebook)

– (1) Yes

– (2) No

– (-8) Don’t Know (FTF Only)

– (-9) Refused

A.2 CCES

All Question Wording can be found in the CCES manuals. All wordings here come
from the 2016 manual. All Differences in wording are addressed with specific

variables
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A.2.1 QOIA variables

• Home Internet Access (CCES 2016 Variable: internethome): “‘What best
describes the access you have to the internet at home?” (page 38, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Broadband

– (2) Dial–Up

– (3) None

– (8) skipped

– (9) not asked

• Work Internet Access (CCES 2016 Variable: internetwork): “What best
describes the access you have to the internet at work (or at school)?” (page 38,
2016 Guide)

– (1) Broadband

– (2) Dial–Up

– (3) None

– (8) skipped

– (9) not asked

• Phone Service (CCES 2016 Variable: phone): “Thinking about your phone
service, do you have ...?” (page 38, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Both

– (2) Cell Only

– (3) Landline

– (4) No Phone

– (8) skipped

– (9) not asked

A.2.2 Political Questions

• Interest in Politics (Question Variable: newsint): ”Some people seem to follow
what’s going on in government and public affairs most of the time, whether
there’s an election going on or not. Others aren’t that interested. Would you
say you follow what’s going on in government and public affairs ...” (page 49,
2016 Guide)

– Most of the Time

– Some of the Time

– Now and Then

– Hardly at All

– Don’t Know
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– Skipped

– Not Asked

• Party ID (Question Variable:pid7): “Generally speaking, do you think of yourself
as a ...?” (page 39, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Strong Democrat

– (2) Not as Strong Democrat

– (3) Lean Democrat

– (4) Independent

– (5) Lean Republican

– (6) Not as Strong Republican

– (7) Strong Republican

– (4) Other

– (5) Not Sure

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

• Ideology (Question Variable:ideo5):=“In general, how would you describe your
own political viewpoint?” (page 40, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Very Liberal

– (2) Liberal

– (3) Moderate

– (4) Conservative

– (5) Very Conservative

– (6) Not Sure

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

A.2.3 Socioeconomic Variables

• Gender (Question Variable: gender): “Are you male or female?” (page 26,
2016 Guide)

– (1) Male

– (2) Female

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not asked

• Education (Question Variable: educ): “What is the highest level of education
you have completed?” (page 27, 2016 Guide)

– (1) No HS
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– (2) High School Graduate

– (3) Some College

– (4) 2–year

– (5) 4–year

– (6) Post–Graduate

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not asked

• Income (Question Variable: famminc): “Thinking back over the last year, what
was your family’s annual income?1” (page 50, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Less Than $10,000

– (2) $10,000 – $19,999

– (3) $20,000 – $29,999

– (4) $30,000 – $39,999

– (5) $40,000 – $49,999

– (6) $50,000 – $59,999

– (7) $60,000 – $69,999

– (8) $70,000 – $79,999

– (9) $80,000 – $99,999

– (10) $100,000 – $119,999

– (11) $120,000 – $149,999

– (31) $150,000 or More

– (97) Prefer not to say

– (12) $150,000 – $199,999

– (13) $200,000 – $249,999

– (14) $250,000 – $349,999

– (15) $350,000 – $499,999

– (16) $500,000 or more

– (98) Skipped

– (99) Not Asked

– (32) $250,000 or more

• Race (Question variable: race): What racial or ethnic group best describes you?
(page 28, 2016 Guide):

– (1) White

– (2) Black

– (3) Hispanic

1(NOTE: In the dataset, the variable is collapsed to indicate more than $150,000 in the larger income
amounts)
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– (4) Asian

– (5) Native American

– (8) Middle Eastern

– (6) Mixed

– (7) Other

– (98) Skipped

– (99) Not Asked

A.2.4 Political Donation Attitudes

• Political Efficiency (Question Variable: CC16 417e 1): “Campaign contribu-
tions are an effective way to influence public policy” (page 112, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Strongly Disagree

– (2) Somewhat Disagree

– (3) Neither Agree nor Disagree

– (4) Somewhat Agree

– (5) Strongly Agree

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

• Campaign Contributions and business efficacy (Question Variable: CC16 417e 2):
“Campaign contributions are an effective way to help my business/industry”
(page 112, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Strongly Disagree

– (2) Somewhat Disagree

– (3) Neither Agree nor Disagree

– (4) Somewhat Agree

– (5) Strongly Agree

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

• Donor Network (Question Variable: CC16 417e 3): “Campaign contributions
allow me to be part of a network with other contributors” (page 113, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Strongly Disagree

– (2) Somewhat Disagree

– (3) Neither Agree nor Disagree

– (4) Somewhat Agree

– (5) Strongly Agree

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked



190

• Civic duty and political giving (Question Variable: CC16 417e 5) “For
anyone who can afford to contribute, it is a civic duty to contribute Financially
to campaigns.” (page 113, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Strongly Disagree

– (2) Somewhat Disagree

– (3) Neither Agree nor Disagree

– (4) Somewhat Agree

– (5) Strongly Agree

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

A.2.5 Union Membership

• Union Membership (Question Variable: union): ”Are you a member of a
labor union?” (page 53, 2016 Guide)

– Yes, I am currently a member of a labor union

– I formerly was a member of a labor union

– I am not now, nor have I been, a member of a labor union

– Skipped

– Not Asked

• Union Membership in Household (Question Variable: unionhh): ”Other
than yourself, is any member of your household a union member?” (page 53,
2016 Guide)

– Yes, a member of my household is currently a union member

– A member of my household was formerly a member of a labor union, but is
not now

– No, no one in my household has ever been a member of a labor union

– Skipped

– Not Asked

A.2.6 Political Participation Variables

• Voting in Primary (Question Variable: CC16 327): “Did you vote in a Pres-
idential primary election or caucus this year?” (page 75, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Yes, voted in a primary or caucus

– (2) No, didnt vote in a primary or caucus

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked
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• Voter Registration (Question Variable: votereg): “Are you registered to
vote?” (page 28, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Yes

– (2) No

– (3) Don’t Know

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

• Political meeting question(Question Variable: CC16 417a 1): ”During the
Past Year did you Attend local political meetings (such as school board or city
council)?” (page 106, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Selected

– (2) Not Selected

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

– (-1) No Data

• Put Up a Political Sign (Question Variable CC16 417a 2): ”During the Past
Year did you Put up a political sign (such as a lawn sign or bumper sticker)?”
(page 107, 2016 Guide)

• Run For Office

– (1) Selected

– (2) Not Selected

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

– (-1) No Data

• Work for a Campaign (Question Variable CC16 417a 3): ”During the Past
Year did you Work for a candidate or campaign?” (page 107, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Selected

– (2) Not Selected

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

– (-1) No Data

• Political Donation (Question Variable CC16 417a 4): “During the Past Year
did you donate money to a candidate, campaign, or political organization” (page
107, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Selected

– (2) Not Selected

– (8) Skipped
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– (9) Not Asked

– (-1) No Data

• Run for Office (Question Variable: CC16 418a) Have you ever run for elective
office at any level of government (local, state or federal)? (page 115, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Yes

– (2) No

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

– (-1) No Data

• Political Donation Amount (Question Variable: CC16 417c): Approximately
how much did you contribute to all candidates and committees over the last year?
(page 112, 2016 Guide)

– Question was open ended, NA option was given.

• Political Contact (Question Variable: CC16 425a): Did a candidate or po-
litical campaign organization contact you during the 2016 election? (page 114,
2016 Guide)

– (1) Yes

– (2) No

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

– (-1) No Data

• Contact by Email or Text Message (Question Variable: CC16 25b 3): How
did these candidates or campaigns contact you? Check all that apply. (Page
114, 2016 Guide)

– (1) Selected

– (2) Not Selected

– (8) Skipped

– (9) Not Asked

– (-1) No Data
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B. ADDITIONAL TABLES FOR CHAPTER 4

Table B.1.
Ideology Multinomial Logit Model 2010

Very Liberal Liberal Conservative Very Conservative
QOIA 0.975 1.011 0.995 1.018

(0.0246) (0.0140) (0.0122) (0.0202)
Interest in Politics 1.702*** 1.200*** 1.407*** 2.355***

(0.0564) (0.0195) (0.0217) (0.0769)
Age 0.979*** 0.987*** 1.005*** 1.007***

(0.00174) (0.000961) (0.000859) (0.00137)
Geography 0.775*** 0.713*** 1.155*** 1.332***

(0.0613) (0.0309) (0.0390) (0.0677)
Income 0.964*** 0.991* 1.034*** 1.023***

(0.00857) (0.00491) (0.00462) (0.00724)
Education 1.179*** 1.143*** 0.934*** 0.910***

(0.0207) (0.0113) (0.00836) (0.0127)
Gender 0.977 1.254*** 0.776*** 0.587***

(0.0478) (0.0342) (0.0190) (0.0233)
Race 0.980 1.058* 1.610*** 1.615***

(0.0547) (0.0327) (0.0483) (0.0837)
N 43832
Pseudo R2 .0378
LR χ2 (df=32) 4644.78***

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table B.2.
Ideology Multinomial Logit Model 2012

Very Liberal Liberal Conservative Very Conservative
QOIA 0.954** 1.032** 1.016 1.018

(0.0224) (0.0142) (0.0125) (0.0213)
Interest in Politics 1.790*** 1.248*** 1.253*** 1.880***

(0.0548) (0.0197) (0.0183) (0.0541)
Age 0.973*** 0.988*** 1.008*** 0.998

(0.00151) (0.000880) (0.000808) (0.00132)
Geography 0.672*** 0.741*** 1.197*** 1.512***

(0.0536) (0.0323) (0.0412) (0.0807)
Income 0.960*** 0.978*** 1.004 0.974***

(0.00792) (0.00476) (0.00446) (0.00736)
Education 1.183*** 1.127*** 0.958*** 0.911***

(0.0200) (0.0112) (0.00871) (0.0142)
Gender 1.343*** 1.283*** 0.901*** 0.907**

(0.0625) (0.0348) (0.0221) (0.0377)
Race 1.030 1.011 1.763*** 1.813***

(0.0528) (0.0303) (0.0529) (0.0978)
N 42452
Pseudo R2 .0304
LR χ2 (df=32) 3604.18***

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table B.3.
Ideology Multinomial Logit Model 2014

Very Liberal Liberal Conservative Very Conservative
QOIA 0.931*** 1.011 0.976** 0.940***

(0.0198) (0.0144) (0.0114) (0.0180)
Interest in Politics 1.927*** 1.253*** 1.237*** 1.797***

(0.0616) (0.0224) (0.0185) (0.0525)
Age 0.980*** 0.991*** 1.009*** 1.002

(0.00142) (0.000934) (0.000776) (0.00127)
Geography 0.797*** 0.749*** 1.210*** 1.597***

(0.0571) (0.0353) (0.0407) (0.0806)
Income 0.969*** 0.986*** 1.026*** 0.996

(0.00753) (0.00506) (0.00438) (0.00710)
Education 1.169*** 1.132*** 0.945*** 0.924***

(0.0185) (0.0118) (0.00828) (0.0135)
Gender 1.259*** 1.322*** 0.887*** 0.901***

(0.0551) (0.0382) (0.0212) (0.0357)
Race 0.998 0.962 1.668*** 1.725***

(0.0487) (0.0305) (0.0480) (0.0883)
N 43656
Pseudo R2 .0288
LR χ2 (df=32) 3505.42***

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table B.4.
Ideology Multinomial Logit Model 2016

Very Liberal Liberal Conservative Very Conservative
QOIA 1.068** 1.055*** 1.012 0.980

(0.0299) (0.0200) (0.0157) (0.0244)
Interest in Politics 1.934*** 1.367*** 1.132*** 1.512***

(0.0923) (0.0397) (0.0260) (0.0629)
Age 0.966*** 0.992*** 1.014*** 0.996**

(0.00180) (0.00129) (0.00113) (0.00174)
Geography 0.705*** 0.706*** 1.263*** 1.597***

(0.0634) (0.0422) (0.0537) (0.101)
Income 0.943*** 0.981*** 1.000 0.991

(0.00915) (0.00662) (0.00568) (0.00916)
Education 1.121*** 1.086*** 0.925*** 0.824***

(0.0225) (0.0147) (0.0104) (0.0155)
Gender 1.223*** 1.151*** 0.718*** 0.766***

(0.0677) (0.0440) (0.0229) (0.0397)
Race 1.097 1.044 1.936*** 1.517***

(0.0729) (0.0482) (0.0840) (0.105)
N 25286
Pseudo R2 .0343
LR χ2 (df=32) 2444.17***

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table B.5.
Ideology Multinomial Logit Model 2010–2016

Very Liberal Liberal Conservative Very Conservative
QOIA 0.969*** 1.024*** 0.999 0.989

(0.0117) (0.00754) (0.00634) (0.0103)
Interest in Politics 1.859*** 1.232*** 1.269*** 1.923***

(0.0315) (0.0110) (0.0101) (0.0305)
Age 0.975*** 0.989*** 1.008*** 1.001

(0.000791) (0.000486) (0.000427) (0.000690)
Geography 0.738*** 0.731*** 1.197*** 1.493***

(0.0293) (0.0172) (0.0213) (0.0402)
Income 0.961*** 0.983*** 1.018*** 0.997

(0.00411) (0.00259) (0.00235) (0.00379)
Education 1.168*** 1.126*** 0.941*** 0.897***

(0.0101) (0.00598) (0.00440) (0.00692)
Gender 1.206*** 1.262*** 0.836*** 0.788***

(0.0289) (0.0186) (0.0107) (0.0167)
Race 1.018 1.015 1.712*** 1.693***

(0.0276) (0.0168) (0.0271) (0.0467)
N 155226
Pseudo R2 .0307
LR χ2 (df=32) 13341.28***

Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01



198

T
ab

le
B

.6
.

P
ar

ty
ID

M
u
lt

in
om

ia
l

L
og

it
M

o
d
el

20
10

S
tr

on
g

D
em

N
.V

.
S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
L

ea
n

D
em

.
L

ea
n

R
ep

.
N

.
V

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
Q

O
IA

1.
14

2*
**

1.
10

4*
**

1.
10

3*
**

1.
14

9*
**

1.
17

3*
**

1.
18

3*
**

(0
.0

18
6)

(0
.0

19
2)

(0
.0

21
7)

(0
.0

21
8)

(0
.0

22
8)

(0
.0

21
4)

In
te

re
st

in
P

ol
it

ic
s

1.
88

8*
**

1.
06

1*
**

1.
39

7*
**

2.
08

9*
**

1.
16

7*
**

2.
47

2*
**

(0
.0

36
7)

(0
.0

20
4)

(0
.0

31
5)

(0
.0

51
2)

(0
.0

25
0)

(0
.0

59
6)

A
ge

1.
00

7*
**

0.
99

5*
**

0.
99

7*
1.

01
2*

**
1.

00
2

1.
01

1*
**

(0
.0

01
18

)
(0

.0
01

27
)

(0
.0

01
42

)
(0

.0
01

35
)

(0
.0

01
38

)
(0

.0
01

29
)

G
eo

gr
ap

h
y

0.
66

7*
**

0.
75

6*
**

0.
68

6*
**

0.
91

6*
0.

97
3

0.
90

7*
*

(0
.0

31
6)

(0
.0

38
4)

(0
.0

39
8)

(0
.0

46
2)

(0
.0

49
9)

(0
.0

43
5)

In
co

m
e

0.
99

2
1.

00
6

0.
99

0
1.

06
0*

**
1.

07
1*

**
1.

05
1*

**
(0

.0
06

18
)

(0
.0

06
79

)
(0

.0
07

34
)

(0
.0

07
44

)
(0

.0
07

70
)

(0
.0

07
05

)
E

d
u
ca

ti
on

1.
05

6*
**

1.
04

7*
**

1.
15

1*
**

0.
93

0*
**

0.
99

4
0.

90
8*

**
(0

.0
13

3)
(0

.0
14

5)
(0

.0
17

1)
(0

.0
13

2)
(0

.0
14

6)
(0

.0
12

3)
G

en
d
er

1.
81

3*
**

1.
65

3*
**

1.
25

3*
**

0.
89

4*
**

1.
28

8*
**

1.
25

8*
**

(0
.0

60
9)

(0
.0

60
3)

(0
.0

50
3)

(0
.0

34
5)

(0
.0

50
6)

(0
.0

45
9)

R
ac

e
0.

44
2*

**
0.

67
9*

**
0.

87
8*

**
1.

70
3*

**
2.

41
1*

**
1.

91
5*

**
(0

.0
16

6)
(0

.0
27

4)
(0

.0
40

6)
(0

.0
86

5)
(0

.1
32

)
(0

.0
94

8)
N

44
90

3
P

se
u
d
o
R

2
.0

53
6

L
R
χ
2
(4

8)
92

21
.0

4
E

x
p

o
n

en
ti

a
te

d
co

effi
ci

en
ts

;
S

ta
n

d
a
rd

er
ro

rs
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

*
p
<

0.
1
0
,

*
*
p
<

0
.0

5
,

*
*
*
p
<

0.
0
1



199

T
ab

le
B

.7
.

P
ar

ty
ID

M
u
lt

in
om

ia
l

L
og

it
M

o
d
el

20
12

S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
N

.
V

.
S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
L

ea
n

D
em

.
L

ea
n

R
ep

.
N

.
V

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
Q

O
IA

1.
06

5*
**

1.
06

8*
**

1.
06

8*
**

1.
06

4*
**

1.
08

3*
**

1.
07

6*
**

(0
.0

18
0)

(0
.0

20
1)

(0
.0

18
6)

(0
.0

22
9)

(0
.0

21
8)

(0
.0

19
8)

In
te

re
st

in
P

ol
it

ic
s

1.
85

3*
**

1.
04

9*
*

1.
41

1*
**

1.
87

3*
**

1.
12

0*
**

2.
17

5*
**

(0
.0

36
9)

(0
.0

21
5)

(0
.0

27
4)

(0
.0

49
5)

(0
.0

24
4)

(0
.0

49
5)

A
ge

1.
00

5*
**

0.
99

4*
**

0.
99

2*
**

1.
00

9*
**

0.
99

9
1.

00
8*

**
(0

.0
01

15
)

(0
.0

01
28

)
(0

.0
01

16
)

(0
.0

01
42

)
(0

.0
01

33
)

(0
.0

01
22

)
G

eo
gr

ap
h
y

0.
69

1*
**

0.
74

1*
**

0.
75

6*
**

1.
01

6
1.

01
2

1.
11

7*
*

(0
.0

35
9)

(0
.0

42
9)

(0
.0

38
9)

(0
.0

59
2)

(0
.0

55
7)

(0
.0

55
3)

In
co

m
e

1.
00

1
1.

02
6*

**
1.

03
1*

**
1.

06
4*

**
1.

07
3*

**
1.

06
2*

**
(0

.0
06

52
)

(0
.0

07
41

)
(0

.0
06

77
)

(0
.0

08
35

)
(0

.0
07

99
)

(0
.0

07
25

)
E

d
u
ca

ti
on

1.
02

4*
1.

03
9*

**
1.

05
5*

**
0.

97
7

1.
01

0
0.

93
7*

**
(0

.0
13

5)
(0

.0
15

3)
(0

.0
14

1)
(0

.0
15

6)
(0

.0
15

4)
(0

.0
13

1)
G

en
d
er

1.
99

4*
**

1.
55

3*
**

1.
28

4*
**

0.
93

8
1.

26
9*

**
1.

43
7*

**
(0

.0
70

4)
(0

.0
60

8)
(0

.0
45

8)
(0

.0
40

7)
(0

.0
51

7)
(0

.0
53

5)
R

ac
e

0.
35

9*
**

0.
58

4*
**

0.
88

9*
**

1.
81

9*
**

1.
88

2*
**

2.
46

3*
**

(0
.0

14
1)

(0
.0

25
4)

(0
.0

37
0)

(0
.1

08
)

(0
.1

02
)

(0
.1

30
)

N
43

53
3

P
se

u
d
o
R

2
.0

49
6

L
R
χ
2

(4
8)

82
28

.5
0

E
x
p

o
n

en
ti

a
te

d
co

effi
ci

en
ts

;
S

ta
n

d
a
rd

er
ro

rs
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

*
p
<

0.
1
0
,

*
*
p
<

0
.0

5
,

*
*
*
p
<

0.
0
1



200

T
ab

le
B

.8
.

P
ar

ty
ID

M
u
lt

in
om

ia
l

L
og

it
M

o
d
el

20
14

S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
N

.V
.

S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
L

ea
n

D
em

.
L

ea
n

R
ep

.
N

.V
.

S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
Q

O
IA

1.
11

6*
**

1.
11

6*
**

1.
06

7*
**

1.
06

5*
**

1.
08

2*
**

1.
08

3*
**

(0
.0

17
4)

(0
.0

19
3)

(0
.0

20
6)

(0
.0

20
2)

(0
.0

20
2)

(0
.0

18
4)

In
te

re
st

in
P

ol
it

ic
s

1.
71

6*
**

0.
97

6
1.

25
8*

**
1.

76
1*

**
1.

04
5*

*
1.

84
9*

**
(0

.0
34

5)
(0

.0
19

7)
(0

.0
29

5)
(0

.0
45

3)
(0

.0
22

8)
(0

.0
42

1)
A

ge
1.

01
2*

**
0.

99
9

0.
99

3*
**

1.
00

8*
**

1.
00

3*
**

1.
01

1*
**

(0
.0

01
07

)
(0

.0
01

19
)

(0
.0

01
30

)
(0

.0
01

27
)

(0
.0

01
25

)
(0

.0
01

14
)

G
eo

gr
ap

h
y

0.
68

6*
**

0.
70

2*
**

0.
63

3*
**

0.
93

8
0.

90
7*

1.
07

3
(0

.0
32

9)
(0

.0
37

9)
(0

.0
38

8)
(0

.0
49

3)
(0

.0
47

3)
(0

.0
49

5)
In

co
m

e
0.

99
3

1.
01

6*
*

1.
01

7*
*

1.
05

0*
**

1.
08

3*
**

1.
07

3*
**

(0
.0

06
01

)
(0

.0
06

83
)

(0
.0

07
42

)
(0

.0
07

42
)

(0
.0

07
52

)
(0

.0
06

84
)

E
d
u
ca

ti
on

1.
08

8*
**

1.
05

9*
**

1.
12

2*
**

1.
00

7
1.

06
0*

**
0.

95
5*

**
(0

.0
13

5)
(0

.0
14

8)
(0

.0
16

9)
(0

.0
14

6)
(0

.0
15

2)
(0

.0
12

5)
G

en
d
er

1.
92

7*
**

1.
76

0*
**

1.
15

1*
**

0.
97

2
1.

35
6*

**
1.

32
3*

**
(0

.0
64

2)
(0

.0
65

3)
(0

.0
46

6)
(0

.0
38

5)
(0

.0
52

5)
(0

.0
46

7)
R

ac
e

0.
37

5*
**

0.
61

5*
**

0.
90

0*
*

1.
84

7*
**

2.
20

0*
**

2.
22

4*
**

(0
.0

13
8)

(0
.0

25
0)

(0
.0

41
6)

(0
.0

97
0)

(0
.1

15
)

(0
.1

07
)

N
45

39
2

P
se

u
d
o
R

2
.0

50
7

L
R
χ
2

87
54

.3
4

E
x
p

o
n

en
ti

a
te

d
co

effi
ci

en
ts

;
S

ta
n

d
a
rd

er
ro

rs
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

*
p
<

0.
1
0
,

*
*
p
<

0.
0
5
,

*
*
*
p
<

0.
0
1



201

T
ab

le
B

.9
.

P
ar

ty
ID

M
u
lt

in
om

ia
l

L
og

it
M

o
d
el

20
16

S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
N

.
V

.
S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
L

ea
n

D
em

.
L

ea
n

R
ep

.
N

.
V

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
Q

O
IA

1.
06

9*
**

1.
10

6*
**

1.
05

0*
1.

10
1*

**
1.

03
6

1.
03

9*
(0

.0
21

8)
(0

.0
26

2)
(0

.0
27

6)
(0

.0
27

7)
(0

.0
24

7)
(0

.0
23

2)
In

te
re

st
in

P
ol

it
ic

s
1.

82
6*

**
1.

01
2

1.
53

0*
**

1.
85

1*
**

1.
07

1*
*

1.
70

7*
**

(0
.0

54
6)

(0
.0

30
3)

(0
.0

58
9)

(0
.0

75
3)

(0
.0

33
5)

(0
.0

57
9)

A
ge

1.
00

8*
**

1.
00

2
0.

99
3*

**
1.

00
9*

**
1.

00
9*

**
1.

01
5*

**
(0

.0
01

45
)

(0
.0

01
68

)
(0

.0
01

80
)

(0
.0

01
76

)
(0

.0
01

69
)

(0
.0

01
60

)
G

eo
gr

ap
h
y

0.
60

8*
**

0.
68

7*
**

0.
71

0*
**

1.
17

0*
*

1.
06

5
1.

09
6

(0
.0

37
2)

(0
.0

49
1)

(0
.0

55
5)

(0
.0

76
7)

(0
.0

68
0)

(0
.0

65
1)

In
co

m
e

0.
98

6*
0.

99
1

0.
98

8
1.

02
1*

*
1.

04
4*

**
1.

03
2*

**
(0

.0
07

57
)

(0
.0

08
93

)
(0

.0
09

49
)

(0
.0

09
36

)
(0

.0
09

29
)

(0
.0

08
56

)
E

d
u
ca

ti
on

1.
01

4
0.

99
8

1.
14

6*
**

0.
93

2*
**

0.
97

5
0.

90
7*

**
(0

.0
15

6)
(0

.0
18

1)
(0

.0
22

3)
(0

.0
17

0)
(0

.0
17

4)
(0

.0
15

0)
G

en
d
er

2.
03

4*
**

1.
83

4*
**

1.
30

7*
**

0.
92

9
1.

31
9*

**
1.

39
4*

**
(0

.0
88

5)
(0

.0
93

4)
(0

.0
71

6)
(0

.0
49

0)
(0

.0
66

2)
(0

.0
65

3)
R

ac
e

0.
44

7*
**

0.
70

2*
**

1.
04

4
1.

76
0*

**
2.

66
2*

**
2.

31
6*

**
(0

.0
22

9)
(0

.0
41

9)
(0

.0
72

5)
(0

.1
32

)
(0

.2
10

)
(0

.1
64

)
N

25
98

8
P

se
u
d
o
R

2
.0

39
5

L
R
χ
2

(4
8)

38
95

.7
3

E
x
p

o
n

en
ti

a
te

d
co

effi
ci

en
ts

;
S

ta
n

d
a
rd

er
ro

rs
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

*
p
<

0.
1
0
,

*
*
p
<

0
.0

5
,

*
*
*
p
<

0.
0
1



202

T
ab

le
B

.1
0.

P
ar

ty
ID

M
u
lt

in
om

ia
l

L
og

it
M

o
d
el

20
10

–2
01

6

S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
N

.V
.

S
tr

on
g

D
em

.
L

ea
n

D
em

.
L

ea
n

R
ep

.
N

.
V

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
S
tr

on
g

R
ep

.
Q

O
IA

1.
10

4*
**

1.
09

8*
**

1.
08

6*
**

1.
09

5*
**

1.
10

0*
**

1.
10

5*
**

(0
.0

09
38

)
(0

.0
10

3)
(0

.0
10

6)
(0

.0
11

3)
(0

.0
11

2)
(0

.0
10

3)
In

te
re

st
in

P
ol

it
ic

s
1.

81
1*

**
1.

02
1*

1.
33

9*
**

1.
89

5*
**

1.
10

6*
**

2.
06

4*
**

(0
.0

19
1)

(0
.0

10
8)

(0
.0

15
3)

(0
.0

25
9)

(0
.0

12
7)

(0
.0

25
3)

A
ge

1.
00

8*
**

0.
99

7*
**

0.
99

3*
**

1.
00

9*
**

1.
00

3*
**

1.
01

0*
**

(0
.0

00
59

0)
(0

.0
00

65
3)

(0
.0

00
66

5)
(0

.0
00

70
0)

(0
.0

00
68

7)
(0

.0
00

63
4)

G
eo

gr
ap

h
y

0.
66

6*
**

0.
72

7*
**

0.
69

7*
**

0.
98

3
0.

97
5

1.
03

9
(0

.0
17

1)
(0

.0
20

8)
(0

.0
20

5)
(0

.0
27

5)
(0

.0
26

8)
(0

.0
26

0)
In

co
m

e
0.

99
3*

*
1.

01
1*

**
1.

01
0*

**
1.

05
3*

**
1.

07
0*

**
1.

05
7*

**
(0

.0
03

25
)

(0
.0

03
67

)
(0

.0
03

71
)

(0
.0

04
02

)
(0

.0
04

02
)

(0
.0

03
67

)
E

d
u
ca

ti
on

1.
04

7*
**

1.
03

9*
**

1.
09

8*
**

0.
95

7*
**

1.
01

3*
0.

92
6*

**
(0

.0
06

92
)

(0
.0

07
72

)
(0

.0
08

19
)

(0
.0

07
39

)
(0

.0
07

77
)

(0
.0

06
52

)
G

en
d
er

1.
92

6*
**

1.
68

1*
**

1.
24

4*
**

0.
93

3*
**

1.
30

7*
**

1.
35

2*
**

(0
.0

34
4)

(0
.0

33
4)

(0
.0

25
2)

(0
.0

19
9)

(0
.0

27
1)

(0
.0

25
8)

R
ac

e
0.

39
6*

**
0.

63
4*

**
0.

90
5*

**
1.

77
7*

**
2.

19
6*

**
2.

20
1*

**
(0

.0
07

95
)

(0
.0

14
0)

(0
.0

21
3)

(0
.0

51
0)

(0
.0

63
0)

(0
.0

58
8)

N
15

98
16

P
se

u
d
o
R

2
.0

48
2

L
R
χ
2

(4
8)

29
47

0.
08

E
x
p

o
n

en
ti

a
te

d
co

effi
ci

en
ts

;
S

ta
n

d
a
rd

er
ro

rs
in

p
a
re

n
th

es
es

*
p
<

0.
1
0
,

*
*
p
<

0
.0

5
,

*
*
*
p
<

0.
0
1



VITA



203

VITA

MICHAEL R. BROWNSTEIN
1208 Holloway Dr. Apt. 2

Lafayette, IN 47905
(513).290.0039

mbrownst@purdue.edu

EDUCATION
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TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Independent Instructor
Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN
Courses:
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– Distance: Summer 2016, Summer 2017, Spring 2019

• POL 120 - Introduction to Public Policy
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– Distance: Summer 2019

Teaching Assistant Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN
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• POL 231 - Introduction to American Foreign Policy, Spring 2013

• POL 223 - Introduction to Environmental Policy, Fall 2013

• POL 415 - Media and Politics, Spring 2014
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• Purdue Teaching Academy Graduate Teaching Award, 2014.
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– President 2013-2014
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– Department Senator to Grad Student Government 2011
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The Data Mine

• Teaching Assistant: Fall 2019-Spring 2020 for STAT 190. Worked to help edit
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• Corporate Partners: Summer 2020. Worked on writing projects for MITRE
and the 2020-2021 school year in R, SQL, and UNIX.

Brookings Institution

• Consulting for data and analysis on a project for Kathryn Tempas in 2016.

Programming Skills

• Stata, R, and SQL

• Knowledge able about: UNIX, Java

Methodological Skills

• Comparative Methodology
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• Differential Equations

Languages
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• American Sign Language (Basic)
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PUBLICATION

Cahill, Katie A., Michael R. Brownstein, Christopher Kulesza, Amanda E. Burke, and
James A. McCann. 2015. “Social Science Mechanics: A Graduate Training Module
that ‘Looks under the Hood’ at Innovative Research Designs.” PS: Political Science
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• “Minding our ISPs and ICTs: A Model of the Policy Challenges to Alleviate
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• “Playing Monopoly with the Internet: Telecoms, ISPs, and the Digital Divide.”
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in Orlando, FL., January 2013.
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Presented at the annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association in
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• “Does Online Access Lead to Further Political Participation? The Quality of
Internet Access with Respect to Political Participation.” Presented at the annual
meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association in Chicago, IL., April 2017.

• With Chelsea N. Kaufman. “News that’s Fit to Post Online: Fake News and
Political Discussion among Young Voters.” Presented at the annual meeting
of the American Political Science Association, San Fransisco, CA., September
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• “It’s 2016, Do You Know Where Your Internet is? Voting Behavior and Inter-
net Access.” Presented at the annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association in Chicago, IL., April 2018.
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• With Chelsea N. Kaufman. “Internet Access and Discussion of Fake News among
Young Voters.” Presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Sci-
ence Association, Boston, MA., September 2018.

• “Are the Information Rich Giving to Candidates? Political Donations and Inter-
net Access.” Presented at the annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association in Chicago, IL., April 2019.
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