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Mathematics Mathematics
3399 North Road 3399 North Road
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601 Poughkeepsie, NY 12601
Nora.Misiolek@Marist.edu Edward.Wozencroftl@Marist.edu
Abstract

This paper discusses research-in-progress on a ifodigal study of technology usage by
incumbent members of the U.S. Congress on théiabf€Congressional homepages to “routinely”
communicate with the public and with their congtitties as well as technology usage on
campaign homepages for the purpose of political gagning. By examining the types of
information technologies embedded on and linkefllam both types of homepages, we propose to
track technology usage over time in order to sttioy diffusion and adoption of information
technologies within the political arena. Drawing @iffusion of innovation and institutional
isomorphism as our theoretical framework, we preptisat examining patterns of diffusion of
three categories of information technology — Web, 1Web 2.0, and Social Networking
technologies — will provide us with insights inteetchanging nature of political communication
strategies enabled by information technology, adl vas insights into factors underlying
institutional technology diffusion.

Keywords. Diffusion of innovation, infor mation technology, politics, Web 2.0, social technology.
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I ntroduction

In the wake of the successful use of new techne®biy the Obama presidential campaign in 2008néhes media
have made much of the use of new technologies tootlisseminate information to the electorate anthédilize
supporters of candidates for office. A recent repa National Public Radio, for example, stateat tnembers of
the U.S. House of Representatives and the Sendieelgcdisseminate content via YouTube (“Republican
Politicians,” 2009). In keeping with technologi¢egnds, the Congressional Research Service tthekgolume of
email as well as postal mail received by membeGafgress (Shogan, 2010).

In short, projection of an image as a “technologyvy” and/or “constituent-friendly” or “connecteclected

official had become somewhat of a media focal pwirithe time since the Obama electoral campaigine gopular

press would suggest that “everyone” is using teldgyoto inform their electorates as well as to teesocial

networking and community-building opportunities e use of social networking technologies suckasebook

and Twitter. However little research has focuseddomensions of technology usage such as how mesridfer
Congress are using these technologies routinelytheg Congressional homepages, how technology eusag
official homepages might differ from technology gsafor the purpose of political campaigning, or hosage

might evolve over time.

We coined the term eForming to capture two dimerssiaf technology usage. Some technologies embeaited
linked to from homepages serve primarily an infatioral purpose. Technologies such as eNewslettengTube,
Flickr, and RSS feeds are used to primarily inf@onstituencies of the activities in which theiradésl officials are
engaged. They reinforce “traditional” one-to-mammidirectional communication from elected offisiaio the
public and to their constituents. Other technaegiuch as Facebook and Twitter serve a diffenemtoge. They
are primarily used to create social networking apputies for elected officials and constituentswasdl as a sense
of virtual community. As such, the technologiepressented on official Congressional represent a method of
communicating that is projected to change the wawlich elected officials interact with their catstncies as
well as institutional norms associated with intéicatbetween elected officials and constituentoffaim, 2010).

This paper discusses the proposed research andsrsptected preliminary results of Stage 1 ofritudinal study
that examines use of new technologies on Congreslsimmepages and on campaign websites. Thig isténting
point for a longitudinal examination of technologgage for the purpose of “routinely” communicatiwith
constituents via incumbents’ official Congressiohaimepages as well as technology usage for theoparpf
political campaigning. Given that the last comedive analysis of the use of websites in eleatanmpaigns was
Foot and Schneider’'s (2006) analysis of web canmpaggduring the 2000-2004 elections, there hasbean a
subsequent analysis that encompasses emergentolegies such as social networking sites or chariges
technology usage over time. We propose to exteisditte of analysis by tracking technology usageraime on
both Congressional and campaign websites in oaatudy the diffusion and adoption of emerging infation
technologies, and mechanisms underlying technaliiffysion (Bazerman, 2001).

Theor etical Framework

In our view, Congressional websites and campaigbsites represent related sociotechnical systentssémae to
paradoxically mutually reinforce and influence arether as technologies and their normative usagkves over
time (Foot & Schneider, 2006). The process of efiog the electorate involves the interplay of tealbgies,
institutions, and organizations, as well as théoastof individuals interacting within them. As iBiaghani and
Weiss (2010) point out, the Internet — and by esitem new information technologies and methods of
communicating and organizing — are “leveraged withie framework of existing institutions” providitig new and
enhanced platform for organization, communicatiand collaboration in campaigns and elections” (p. 3
However, we would argue that the influence of these technologies extends beyond campaigning audiehs to
influence to the means by which elected officidlBze technologies to “routinely” interact witheir constituencies
and with the public via their official Congressibmeebsites between election cycles, and that recadrinfluence
may exist between these two domains. As Howar@p@otes, Congress is an institution, as areipaliparties.
Technology adoption and usage reflect institutidnabvation that may lead to change in both thacstire and
function of institutions. As such, technology atiop and usage are best viewed in terms of evalutidther than in
terms of revolution, as the popular press wouldegpréhe public to believe. Rogers’ (2003) diffusiof innovation
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perspective encompasses both individual and itistital/organizational dimensions of technology aawop and
diffusion. As such, it serves as our theoreticafework for this study.

Diffusion of I nnovation

The use of technology to eForm the electorate sgmts an innovation in the way in which electedcifs as well
as candidates for office communicate with the mubhd with their electorates. Early studies of akbeption of
communication technologies by political candiddtedicated that candidates preferred to adopt tdolgies that
allowed them to directly control the messages they were disseminating as well as the image tiet projected
to the public(D’Alessio, 2000). However, the démisto adopt a particular technology by membersrf social
system is dependent on five factors (Rogers, 2003):

(a) Relative advantage: Relative advantage réfetke degree to which an innovation representstizib
means of doing something than that which precetdéithere is no single source of relative advantégegn derive
from any number of sources including social, ecoeppommunicative, and social status relative athga

(b) Compatibility: Compatibility refers to the extt to which an innovation is perceived as being
consistent with existing norms, values, and prastidémong the factors identified by Rogers (20@3)ndluencing
perceptions of compatibility are technology clusteor elements of technology that are perceivedheing
interrelated and therefore also perceived as simila

(c) Complexity: Complexity refers to the extentwthich an innovation is perceived to be relativalyple
or difficult to use and to understand. Evidencggasts that of the five factors, complexity is negdy related to
innovation adoption.

(d) Trialability: Trialability refers to the abilf of a potential adopter to experiment with anowetion on
some limited basis. This factor is more importemearly adopters than to late adopters of an iation since it
serves to reduce the uncertainty associated wibptazh. It should be noted that trialability cdsaabe vicarious
and/or psychological in that later adopters caneples the use of technology by earlier adopters #red
consequences of adoption.

(e) Observability: Observability refers to theemtto which the consequences of an innovatioreasdy
observed and described to others. As such, obsktyédilitates adoption.

The social systems and networks within which irdliils interact are also factors that influence wation
diffusion and acceptance. Rogers (2003) defingscil systems as “a set of interrelated units dnatengaged in
joint problem solving to accomplish a common goal.enmbers or units... may be individuals, informal graup
organizations, and/or subsystems (p. 24). As stiehSenate and House are social systems as ammlitieal
parties with which members of Congress are affitiatand subgroups within those parties (e.g., The Bog
Coalition among Democrats).

A second related factor within social systems thiéitiences the transfer of ideas as well as thés@actto adopt an
innovation is the degree to which individuals ae¢ehophilious or homophilious. Homophily is theexk to which
individuals are similar with respect to certairribtites such as beliefs, education, social stadics, Heterophily,
which is the degree to which individuals are disksim exerts a negative influence on innovatiorfugiion. As
such, members of the Senate and the House mayrbepihdious on a number of dimensions that may arilte
adoption of technologies such as political partglition, age, gender, incumbency, and region efdabuntry.

In analyzing factors related to adoption and diffasof new technologies, the diffusion of innovatiperspective
provides a lens through which to view the attrisutd the technology itself, as well as the charisttes of
members of the Senate and the House that may meuadoption. For example, social networking netbgies
may be adopted differentially based on charactesisif members of Congress such as political paffijiation.
However, there may be aspect of the technologiemsklves that can be inferred to either lead témpede
adoption such as the need to author — or to dedaataff member’s time and resources to autborioriginal
content for Twitter or for Facebook pages which radyersely influence the perceived relative adgmtaf the
technology.

Thirty First International Conference on Informati®ystems, St. Louis 20103



Gateway to the Future

Resear ch Questions

Five broad research questions were formulated baisdtle empirical and conceptual literature ongbktical use
of technologies, and assertions made in the popuésss:

1. What is the nature of technology usage by incumbmrbers of the Senate and members of the House of
Representatives on their official Congressional eartipaign websites?

2. What is the nature of technology usage by membgtheo Democratic and Republican political parties
within the Senate and the House of Representatinegkeir official Congressional and campaign wedssit

3. What role do the five factors identified by Rogé2603) — relative advantage, compatibility, comfilex
trialability, and observability -- play in the iowation adoption decision?

4. What is the nature of the relationship between m@ksources of homophily such as age, duration of
incumbency, and gender and technology usage?

5. How does technology usage change over time?

M ethod

Unit of Analysis

The unit of analysis in this stage of the studthis official Congressional homepage of the eleciidial; official
campaign website homepages will be examined inesplent stages. The homepage was selected asithaf un
analysis because it serves as the “front doorhwebsite (Ha & James, 1998). Visitors to a websiake a
decision on whether or not to continue to browse dite based on their impression of the homepageHa and
James (1998) point out, use of the homepage asnihef analysis also provides consistency acrbhessample of
websites because all of the units of analysis asingle page. Because websites vary in completityg, also
reduces the possibility of bias based on differeebsite size. Although content such as hyperliokeew social
networking and other technologies like YouTube pageto Facebook may be embedded on pages othethba
homepage, it cannot be assumed that visitors liék ¢hrough to those pages. Despite evidence \isitbrs who
seek out political information are more activelygaged in politics and more motivated to do so tbérers
(Comstock & Sharrer, 2005), we still consider thmmiepage to be the relevant unit of analysis becausae
motivated and more-engaged visitors may not clic&ugh to pages on which such links are embedded.

Members of Congress may maintain separate welmitgs as YouTube, Twitter, blogs, and Facebook pHus
are not linked to from their homepages (Bimber &Ba2003, Foot & Schneider, 2006). The existeocthese
separate sites has been noted in the coding direcsupplemental data may yield additional insightis innovation
diffusion dynamics as the project proceeds. Thia @anot included in the analysis reported here.

Congressional Homepage Coding

Because Congressional as well as campaign welaitedynamic, coding of Congressional homepagestaki
place at four-month intervals for the duration b&tstudy in order to capture changes over time.fici@f
Congressional homepages of members of the HoudRepfesentatives and the Senate were content adalyze
inductively in November 2009 in order to generateoatent analytic schema for future coding of hoaugs.
Based on this initial coding, 16 technologies wedentified as frequently embedded on or linked from
Congressional homepages. Subsequent content snafythe websites used this set of core technefgioding

for presence on homepages. The second round ofgcéat was conducted in late March and early AgANLO in
order to capture any changes to the homepages. oleavel technologies that did not appear in tliai coding
were noted in subsequent coding, as were any chaongde homepages in the intervening period. éxample,
links to Twitter and to MySpace were removed frohe thomepages of several members of the House of
Representatives while links to Facebook and Twittere added on others. A decision was made dtinmgecond
round of coding to distinguish between embedde@widontent from CSPAN, YouTube, or other source$ an
linked YouTube on homepages based on the degreentifol that the visitor has to browse content wsrgiew
content selected by site designers to be embed8eey/poll, a category that was not includedhimfirst round of
coding was added based on the number of notatiorie #s appearance on homepages. It was deaidestain
MySpace as a coding category despite a declingeimtimber of MySpace links in the intervening tipegiod, and

to include LinkedIn as an emerging social netwagkiechnology that may gain usage in future recodingfficial
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homepages and campaign homepages. While most memb€ongress have contact links, it was decidhed t
only those that explicitly referred to email contamuld be included in the coding scheme. Thibdsause the
mixed contact links were thought not to represemplieit technology usage. The reframing of the iogdscheme
increased the total number of technologies codd® (T able 1).

Five seats in the House of Representatives weranvat the time of the second coding. The webs$deshose
representatives had been taken down. The dataimieg to those members was not considered in miadysis.
Duplicate, or second, websites representing amepffield in the House were also not considered. ekample,
Representative Nancy Pelosi has an official Housbsite and a website for House Majority Leader.lyQiata
pertaining to her official House website was inéddn the analysis. Additional data were collected each
member of the House and Senate and for the state€angressional districts represented from thedZlanac

of American Politic§Barone, 2009) which contains demographic inforomabn elected officials, and states and
Congressional districts based on Census data.

Tablel
Technology Usage I ndex
Category Definition & Point Value Representative Technologies
Web 1.0 Df: Basic technologies that Email contact
facilitate communication. eNewsletter
Point value: 3 Survey/poll
Alternative language website
Bandwidth alternatives
Ability to change font size
Web 2.0 Df: Technologies that facilitate | RSS
information sharing. YouTube
Point value: 7 e Embedded
e Linked
Blogs
Bookmark and share
Podcasts
Flickr/Picassa
Teletownhall
Social Df: Technologies that facilitate Twitter
Networking computer-mediated social Facebook
interaction and networking. MySpace
Point value: 9 LinkedIn

Technology Usage | ndex

In order to quantify technology usage for furthealgsis, a Technology Usage Index was created €Tahpl

Technologies were categorized as Web 1.0, Webd.Gocial Networking technologies in order to refl¢he

technology facilitated communication, informatidmasing, or social interaction/networking (O’Reill®005). The
rationale for creating categories of technologiasddl on these characteristics builds on Roger83)2@iscussion
of technology clusters and the tendency for indigid to perceive technologies similarly based ortage

characteristics. This allowed a total index scorbé calculated for overall technology usage fahaaember of the
House and Senate. It also allowed intermediatexirgtores to be calculated reflecting use of WébWeb 2.0,
and Social Networking technologies. Based on thmtpvalues assigned to each of the three categmie
technologies, index scores ranged from zero tof@d @verall technology usage. Web 1.0 scores rariigen zero
to 18. Web 2.0 scores ranged from zero to 56.iaBoetworking scores ranged from zero to 28. Nbé#t the point
values were assigned to reflect the type of interacfacilitated, with the least complex categoryterms of
interaction facilitated (Web 1.0) receiving a lowalue than the most facilitative of social intdiac (Social

Networking), and technologies viewed to be of imtediate interactivity receiving an intermediaterpoialue (Web
2.0).

The Technology Usage Index is flexible in that tembgies within each category can be added or rechdased
on patterns of usage and category of technologyceScampaign websites differ from Congressionabsites in
terms of objective and content, the Technology @dadex will be modified to account for those diffaces based
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on Foot & Schneider’s (2006) analysis of campaigsite content in the 2000-2004 elections. Ipitsent form,
it is specifically meant to capture technology wsag Congressional homepages.

Congressional Campaign Homepage Coding

In December 2009 and January 2010, the URLs ofdingpaign websites of incumbent members of Congreger
reelection in November 2010 were entered into thdysdatabase and examined to determine whethee tied yet
been modified in anticipation of the upcoming caigpa Preliminary lists of challengers to Congressi
incumbents were obtained by searching the Feddegitien Commission (www.fec.gpvdatabases. Google
searches were conducted to determine whether #ierbers had launched a campaign website. |€tladlenger
had launched a website, the URL was entered imtal#tabase.

Congressional filing deadlines range from Januaryuly, 2010, with Congressional primary dates iramdrom
March through September 2010 (Barone, 2009). gint Iof the variability in filing deadlines and prany dates, we
decided that the coding of incumbent homepagesoeidlr sequentially based on filing these datesdmadllines.
The rationale in doing so, based on our earlieméxation of homepages, is that campaign websitéggdesnd
homepage content should evidence more stabilitthasslate of those seeking reelection and theitlesigers
becomes finalized. The coding of campaigh homepages begun in August 2010 and will continue thimug the
November 2010. The August coding will establistbaseline similar to that established in Novembed a
December 2009 for Congressional homepages. Sudsecoding will capture any changes that occur.

Data on challenger homepages is being collectextdar to capture innovation diffusion dynamics thety exist
within Congressional campaigns as incumbents aatectgers vie for election. While the main foctdighis study
is on the Congressional and campaign homepagexwmbents, we believe that the collection of thedditional
data at will add an additional rich dimension to mngitudinal examination of dynamics over time.

Supplementary I nterview Data

In order to gain additional insights into technglagsage among incumbent members of Congress, asserwiured
interview protocol is under development. Internsewill be conducted with incumbent members of Cesgr and
when possible, web developers and/or staff memiesponsible for design and maintenance decisiopsae the
influence of the five factors affecting adoptioncéons discussed within the theoretical frameworkhese
interviews are scheduled to be conducted in S@201dL.

SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY RESULTS

We report preliminary results on technology usagbinthe Senate and the House of Representatassdon our
analysis of Congressional homepages. To datearthlysis has focused on aggregate technology wsitigie the
Senate and the House of Representatives, usagelibggb party affiliation within both the Senatecthe House ,
the role of the five factors suggested by Roge®9382, and potential sources of homophily suchgas gender, and
length of incumbency. Nonparametric statisticaltdewere run to determine whether observed patteere
statistically significant where appropriate. Samiy, correlation coefficients were calculated vehappropriate.

Technology Usage by Members of the Senate and House of Representatives

Patterns of aggregate technology usage indicaterttmbers of the Senate and the House of Repréisestdiffer
in the use of technology on their official homepage = -2.634, p < .004). In general, membershefHouse of
Representatives are proportionately higher in geeaf technology than members of the Senate.

Examination of patterns of usage of the categaidschnologies reveals that the usage of WebekBriologies is
comparable in the Senate and in the House (z 4 -p.& .035). However, members of the House (9&fé)more
likely to have an eNewsletter sign-up link than rbens of the Senate (77%). Email contact links rame
prevalent on Senate homepages (63% vs. 42%). Yipaodls appear infrequently on both Senate andskou
homepages. Neither the homepages of members &ethate nor those of members of the House contanaeyy
features that allow the user to change the appearaf the homepage. The ability to change texe,sin
accommodate different bandwidths, and to link t@kernative language site were infrequent.
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Usage of Web 2.0 technologies is significantly mprevalent on homepages of members of House thambers
of the Senate (z = -2.634, p < .0003). The mostrnonly embedded or linked Web 2.0 technologiedbfih are
RSS feed links, embedded video, and YouTube linksgeneral, Web 2.0 technologies such as blogdcamis,
Flickr/Picassa links, book and share links, ancefioeinhalls were infrequent.

Table?2

Technology Usagein the Senate

Technology Usagein the House of Repr esentatives

Table3

Web 1.0 Technologies

Web 1.0 Technologies

Technology Frequency | Percentage Technology Frequency | Percentage
eNewsletter 77 770 eNewsletter 405 .940
Email contact 63 .630 Email contact 170 415
Survey/poll 1 .010 Survey/poll 121 .281
Text size 32 .320 Text size 63 .146
Alternative language 17 170 Alternative language 28 .065
Bandwidth 20 .200 Bandwidth 16 .037
Web 2.0 Technologies Web 2.0 Technologies

Technology Frequency Per centage Technology Frequency Per centage
RSS Link 52 520 RSS Link 259 .601
Embedded Video 37 .370 Embedded Video 254 .589
YouTube Link 53 .530 YouTube Link 230 .534
Bookmark & Share 5 .050 Bookmark & Share 83 192
Blog 11 110 Blog 81 .187
Flickr/Picassa 9 .090 Flickr/Picassa 56 .130
Teletownhall 5 .050 Teletownhall 41 .095
Podcast 9 .090 Podcast 20 .046
Social Networking Technologies Social Networking Technologies

Technology Frequency Per centage Technology Frequency Per centage
Facebook 30 .300 Facebook 215 .499
Twitter 32 .320 Twitter 126 .292
MySpace 1 .010 MySpace 7 .016
LinkedIn 1 .010 LinkedIn 5 .011

Use of Social Networking technologies is not widesgl on either Senate or House homepages, altieaggbook
links were more common on House members’ homepéges-1.756, p < .039). Approximately 30% of Senat
homepages contained links to Facebook and to Twitsually appearing jointly homepages. Approxiehab0%
of House members’ homepages contained a link tel¥&ak, while only 30% contained a link to Twittdrinks to
Facebook were usually coincident with links to Teiiton House members’ homepages. MySpace and dlimke
links were extremely rare.

When patterns of association between use of WebAeb 2.0 and Social Networking technologies wengned,
in the Senate, moderate positive associations feerel between Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 technology u§age35),
Web 1.0 and Social networking technology usage .@47), and Web 2.0 and Social Networking technplogpge
(r = .485). In the House of Representatives, spaditive associations were found between Web addVideb 2.0
technology usage (r = .228) and between Web 1.0Samuinl Networking technology usage (r = .189).si2able
positive correlation was found between Web 2.0 &odial Networking technologies among House memf{rers

513).

Thirty First International Conference on Informati®ystems, St. Louis 20107



Gateway to the Future

Technology Usage by Poalitical Party in the Senate and House of Representatives

To date, our analysis has examined two aspectscbhblogy usage that reflect usage of technologwe®n and
within political parties.

Technology usage between political parties

When political party affiliation was taken into acmt, Senate Democrats and Republicans were fauhd similar

in technology usage across all three categorieteainology; no statistically significant differelscevere found
(Table 4). Web 1.0 technologies represent the rfresfuently appearing technology, though those stpm
traditional unidirectional communication betweer hcumbent and his or her electorate (i.e., eNattess and
email contact) were most common.Web 2.0 technofogiere the second most common. Links to Social
Networking technologies were rare on Senate Dem@2B%6) and Senate Republican (34%) homepagesilaBim
patterns and no statistically significant differeacwere found between House Democrats and Repuklica

Table4 Table5
Technology Usage by Democratsin the Senate Technology Usage by Republicansin the
and the House of Repr esentatives Senate and the House of Repr esentatives
Web 1.0 Technologies Web 1.0 Technologies
Senate House Senate House
Technology | Frequency | % | Frequency | % Technology | Frequency | % | Frequency | %
eNewsletter 47 859 293 93y eNewsletter 29 707 165 937
Email contact 36 .655 106 416 Email contact 25 610 72 20
Survey/poll 0 .000 2 284 Survey/poll 1 .024 48 .068
Text size 21 -382 33 12 Text size 10 244 29 168
Alternative 11 .200 17 .067 Alternative 6 146 12 068
language language
Bandwidth 4 073 12 047 Bandwidth 16 390 4 022
Web 2.0 Technologies Web 2.0 Technologies
Senate House Senate House
Techn(_)logy Frequency % Frequency % Technology Frequency % Frequency %
RSS Link 26 473 153 .600 RSS Link o5 610 105 597
Embedded 21 382 137 537 Embedded 16 390 92 523
- = Video
;gg:r‘#;?k"'”g 29 657237 éfl é%%‘ YouTube Link 23 560 103 585
’ ) Bookmark & 1 .024 32 182
Share Share
Blog 6 .109 51 .200
Flickr/Picassa 8 146 34 131 Bog e e
Teletownhall 2 .036 27 .106 - -
Teletownhall 3 .073 14 .079
Podcast 4 .073 13 .051 Podcast 5 024 7 04
Social Networking Technologies - - - -
Social Networking Technologies
Senate House Senate House
Technology Frequency % Frequency %
Facebook 14 255 126 49h Technology | Frequency | % | Frequency | %
Twitter 16 291 73 286 Fagebook 14 .341 87 494
Linkedin 1 018 3 012 MySpace 1 024 4 023
LinkedIn 0 .000 2 .011

Technology usage within political parties

Senate and House Democrats were found to difféngim usage of technologies (Table 5). Significdifferences
were found in overall technology usage as assdsg@@chnology Usage indices (z = -1.467, p < .07&ignificant
differences were also found for Web 1.0 technologgge (z = -1.87, p < .03), Web 2.0 technology e$ag -2.63,
p < .004), and Social Networking technology usage (¢2.94, p < .001). In general, Democrats in Hwise of
Representatives were proportionately higher infietdgy usage than their counterparts in the Senate.
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In contrast, House and Senate Republicans weresigoificantly different in technology usage (Taldg The
exception was for usage of Web 2.0 technologieshiith case, a significant difference was found (4.065, p <
.05). No significant differences were found in @letechnology usage as assessed by TechnologyeUsdices (z
=-1.04, p < .148), Web 1.0 technology usage (8.81-2, p < .180), or Social Networking technologage (z = -
1.063, p <.144).

I ncumbent Characteristics and Technology Usage

Three incumbent characteristics were examined tteriohine whether select homophilic characteristice a
associated with technology usage.

Age

In the Senate, small negative correlations weradduetween age and technology usage. No relatipngs found
between age and technology usage in the HouseppERentatives, or between House Democrats and Regmg

Although differences failed to achieve statistis@nificance the patterns are worth noting. A $malgative

correlation was found between age and technologgaugndex score (r = -.264). Small negative cotimia were
also found between age and Web 1.0 usage (r 4);.Afe and Web 2.0 usage (r = -.235) and age an@lS
Networking technology usage (r = -.221).

Among Senate Democrats, small negative correlatiwese found between age and technology usage, diut n
among Senate Republicans. Overall, a small a ivegabrrelation was found between technology usagex
score and age (r = -.12), Web 1.0 usage and age-.(t2), and Web 2.0 usage and age (r = -.17) anSsmte
Democrats. Among Senate Republicans, a small wmegabrrelation was found between age and Web 1.0
technology usage (r = -.156). However, small pasitorrelations were found between age and tedgyolisage
index score ( r -=.155), age and Web 2.0 usage .95, and age and Social Networking technologyesa =
A173).

Gender

No differences were found between male and femalelners of the Senate in technology usage. Maldeandles
members of the House of Representatives were afstasin technology usage with one exception. Flentdouse
members are significantly higher than males in &8ddetworking Technology usage (H = 42.72, p <)000

Length of incumbency

In the Senate, small negative correlations weraddwetween length of incumbency and technology eisagain,
differences failed to reach statistical significartout, for our purposes, the patterns are wortlngotA small
negative correlation was found between length ofiinbency and technology usage index score (r 5}.1%mall
negative correlations were also found between kemjtincumbency and Web 1.0 usage (r = -.05), leraft
incumbency and Web 2.0 usage (r = -.179) and leofjthcumbency and Social Networking technologygesé =
-.13).

Among both Senate Democrats and Republicans, snegjative correlations were found between length of
incumbency and technology usage. Among Senate Pritso small negative correlations were found betwe
length of incumbency and technology usage index+{24), length of incumbency and Web 1.0 usage {106),
length of incumbency and Web 2.0 usage (r = -.188{, length of incumbency and Social Networkinghretogy
Usage (r = -.239). Among Senate Republicans, snagjhtive correlations were found length of incundyeand
technology usage index (r = -.129), length of inbemcy and Web 2.0 usage (r = -.12), and lengtim@irmbency
and Social Networking Technology Usage (r = -.11B¢ correlation between length of incumbency areb\W.0
technology usage was neglible..

No relationship was found between incumbency aictirtelogy usage overall in the House of Represemsti

However, when the data were examined by politieatypaffiliation, small positive relationship wasuind between
incumbency and Web 2.0 technology usage among Dexsofr = .19). Among Republicans, small negative
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correlations were found between incumbency andnigolgy usage (r = -.17) and between incumbencyusedof
Web 2.0 technologies (r = -.24).

Concluding Remarks

Although data collection and the analysis to dateehfocused on Congressional homepages, we areragea by
the preliminary results. Evidence suggests thahbegs of the Senate and the House of Represergtatiffer in

their use of technologies, and that these diffexenmmay be attributable to the nature of the elecffick held than
to political party affiliation or to homophily badeon personal characteristics. It is possible gatrter election
cycles within the House of Representatives areoresiple for a higher level of technology adoptioreall as
members terms of office are shorter, and theseeglafficials may feel the need to appear more eoted to their
constituents; these possibilities will be exploiadsemi-structured interviews to be conducted witambers of
Congress as research proceeds.

Patterns of technology adoption suggest that adiopdiecisions may be based on the five factors iiikhtby

Rogers — relative advantage, compatibility, comityexrailability, and observability. For exampleNewsletters
are a technology that provides incumbents withlative advantage compared with older means of conicating

such as printed newsletters sent via the postaiceer The use of email to send out eNewslettepsesents a
monetary savings over the cost reproducing andmgadlonventional newsletters. eNewsletters are asnpatible
with existing means of communicating with constitieesince they are electronically-disseminated iopss of

paper-based means of communication. The techndlb@so not terribly complex, and highly obsereabhd

trialable. Together, these factors may accountigher levels of adoption than other technologiesh as social
networking technologies.

As has been outlined in this paper, future resewaittin this project will utilize a variety of metidlologies in order
to generate additional insights into these pattantsadditional data generated in future stagéiseoproject.
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