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Untangled Web: Internet Use during the

1998 Election*

David A. Dulio, American University'
Donald L. Goff, American University
James A. Thurber, American University

During the 1996 election cycle,
candidates for public office be-
gan to use the Internet as a cam-
paign tool (Browning 1996; Casey
1996; Rash 1997). As Internet use
grew amang the general population,
it was reasonable to expect that the
1998 election cycle would see in-
creased use of this new medium by
political candidates, and new meth-
ads and techniques developed to
exploit its capabilities.

In increasing numbers, House and
Senate candidates campaigned along
the information superhighway in
1998. While very few candidates had
web sites in previous elections
(Browning 1996/, by October 1998
more than two-thirds of the candi-
dates for U.S. Senate and for U.S.
House open seats had established

David A. Dulio is o doctoral condidate
in the department of government at Amer-
ican University. He is a senior research
assistant with the Center for Congressional
and Presidential Studies and on the “Im-
proving Campaign Conduct” project. His
research interests include compaigns and
elections and Congress and the presi-
dency.

Donald L. Goff is o research associate
with the Center for Congressional and Pres-
idential Studies ot American University. A
former lobbyist and PAC director, Capitol
Hill stoffer, and campaigner, he holds o
Ph.D. in telecommunications from North-
western University. He has over 25 yeors
experience in the political process. He
teaches information technology and poli-
tics.

James A. Thurber is professor of gov-
ernment and director, Center for Congres-
sional and Presidential Studies, af Ameri-
can University. He also directs The Pew
Charitable Trusts study on “lmproving
Campaign Conduct.” He is author of sev-
eral hooks and articles on Congress and
the presidency including Rivals fgr Power,
and Remaking Congress. He is also coed-
ifor of Compaigns and Elections American

Style.

web sites. In the past, candidate web
sites were little more than digital
yard sigas (Casey 1996). In 1998,
candidates made use of their sites to
solicit smail-doilar contributions
however better, particularly by using
them.

Like it or not, the Internet is now
a campaign tool that many cam-
paigns employ. Therefore, we be-
iieve the manner in which it is used
needs to be investigated. In this arti-
cle we pay particular attention to
candidates’ solicitation of campaign
contributions over the Internet. Qur
analysis is mostly descriptive as we
try to summarize the Internet activ-
ity of candidates in a sample of Sen-
ate and House races during 1998,

We entered the analysis with
some expectations. With the costs of
campaigns continuing to climb, we
anticipated that campaigns would
increasingly use the Internet to so-
licit and process contributions. We
also expected to see campaigns hor-
rowing the best practices from the
commercial sector in order to abtain
the greatest return from their invest-
ment in a web site and the hardware
and software associated with it.

Between October 5 and October
16, 1998, we conducted an interac-
tive content analysis of the web sites
employed by all the candidates for
the U.S. Senate (N=68} and for
open seats for the U.S. House of
Represeatatives (N=65).7 Our anal-
ysis was designed to evaluate the
ways candidates used their web sites
to solicit contributions, and to judge
the accessibility of those sites. To
find the sites, we used the Alta Vista
search engine (www.altavista.com)
and the convention of the last name
of the candidate plus the word “sen-
ate” or “house,” depending upon
the office sought.® If that method
faiied, we searched via party links.
We used a list of 24 questions to
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evaluate sites with respect to the
presence or absence of solicitations
for contributions, disclaimers, and
whether filters were present to as-
sure that online contributions were
secure, valid, and verified.* Finally,
we evaluated the political nature of
the sites to determine sophistication
in the use of the medium. Screening
for contributions from foreign na-
tionals was taken as evidence of a
high level of sophistication.

Overall, more than two-thirds of
the 1998 congressional candidates in
our sample, 92 of 133, had operating
web sites (see Table 1). For the Sen-
ate, 75%, or 51 candidates, had web
sites. This constituted a dramatic
increase from the June figure of
29% (44 of 153 candidates®) re-
ported by Kamarck (1998). For
House open seats, it was 64%, or 41
of 65 candidates.

Web sites for specific campaigns
were hard to find, While the Demo-
cratic Senatorial Campaign Commit-
tee (DSCC) provided a link to each
of their candidates’ home pages
(www.dssc.org), the National Repub-
lican Senatorial Committee (NRSC)
timited itself to descriptions of in-
cumbents (www.nrsc.org).On the
House side, the Democratic Con-
gressional Campaign Committee
(DCCCY provided links to only
51 candidate sites (www.dccc.org),
whiie the National Republican Con-
gressional Committee (NRCC)
linked to 155 (www.nrce.org),
significantiy less than the total num-
ber of candidates each party fieided.
Groups not officially affiliated with
either party, but using the party name,
such as GOPNet (www.gopnet.org),
provided more links than the parties
themselves. Generally, state party
organizations were the most useful
for finding candidates from either
party in a given state, though the
state party sites are by no means
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TABLE 1
Frequency Distribution of
1998 Candidate Web Sites

N Percent

Candidate Web Site 92 69.2
Present

No Candidate Web 41 308
Site Present

Total 133 100

*68 Senate candidates; 65 House
candidates.

uniform in the information they con-
tain or the information they convey
(see, e.g., www.va-democrats.com;
www.gagop.org). The Republican
National Committee (RNC) did not
link at all {(www.rnc.org), but the
Democrat National Committee
(DNC) opened a links page in Au-
gust 1998 to most of their candi-
dates and to their state central com-
mittees (www.democrats.org). In
surn, we concluded that the national
party committees were not the best
way for a constituent to find the
candidates in his or her district or
state. Aldrich (1995) describes an
evolution of the parties toward a
“party in service,” away from the
components of Key’s (1964) tripar-
tite model, but providing links to
candidate sites is apparently not yet
part of this service agreement.

Often, the search engine did not
return a candidate’s campaign web
site among the top search results.
References to the candidate in the
news media, official House or Senate
sites, and public interest group sym-
posia generally elicited more hits,
and appeared to the search engine
to have a higher probability of
matching our selection criteria. The
few conventions we found for do-
main names (see note 3) were in-
consistently applied. Our interpreta-
tion is that domain names are
dependent upon availability and the
image the campaign consultant
warnted to convey.

As an aside, we also looked for
counters an the web site, which
would indicate how many hits the
sites were receiving. Maost sites had
removed their counters, not installed

54

them, or hidden them. The few re-
maining counters indicated Senators
were receiving hits in the range from
three to six thousand. House sites
received substantially fewer hits.
One campaign manager lamented
that his candidate’s site had been
accessed only 26 times—13 of them
by the candidate iooking to see how
many hits there were.® While this is
nothing more than anecdotal data,
from which we do not pretend to
draw any conclusions, it provides
further evidence that the Internet
has not yet become a major medium
for campaigning.

The parties varied little in candi-
dates’ overall use of the Internet.
Just over 71% of Democrats were
on the web compared to 68.2% of
Republicans. This finding runs con-
trary to the con-
ventional wisdom
that Republicans
are better orga-
nized and more
technological than
Democrats. Incum-
bents were most
frequent users, with
75.9% having sites:
challengers estab-
lished sites 69% of
the time. In open
seat races, candi-
dates established
web sites 67% of
the time.

Following elec-
tion day, we coded
candidates with
web sites ag win-
ners or losers and
added these data to
our analysis. We
discovered little
difference in Internet campaigning
between winners and losers, While
we found no evidence the Internet is
currently a medium. that can help
determine the outcome of an elec-
tion, we did find that candidates’
web sites may have an effect on
other campaign activities, such as
fundraising, management, and inter-
nal communicationt.

Upon visiting a site, we conducted
a content analysis to determine
whether the candidate’s campaign
used the site to solicit campaign
contributions. Nearly 73% of candi-

tion.

While we found no
evidence the Internet
is currently a medium
that can help deter-
mine the outcome of
an election, we did
find that candidates’
web sites may have
an effect on other
campaign activities,
such as fundraising,
management, and in-
ternal communica-

dates with web sites solicited contri-
butions from visitors in some way.

An interview with the staff of
Robert Torricelli (D-NJ) provided
insights into the issues we included
in our content analysis. Of the 1996
candidates for national office whom
we could identify as having operated
a campaign web site, only Torricelli
employed a secure online contec-
tion to allow for credit card contri-
butions. Results were meager, espe-
cially in light of the expenses
incurred in encoding and processing
the contributions.”

Campaigns solicited contributions
from web site visitors online in four
ways: (1) inviting the coatributor to
send in a contribution by mail;

(2) mviting the donor to download,
print, and camplete a form, and
send in a contribu-
tion by mail;

(3) asking the do-
nor to pledge to
contribute; and (4)
encouraging the
donor to contrib-
ute online.® Table
2 reports the use
of these four tech-
niques in the 1993
elections. Each
technique has its
particular strengths
and weaknesses.

The first, and
simplest, method
merely asks the
donor/constituent
to mail a check
into the candi-
date’s headquarters
and provides a sur-
face or “snail” mail
address for the
campaign. The disadvantage to this
system is that donors may not pro-
vide information required for Fed-
eral Election Cammission (FEC)
reporting, particularly employer and
occupation information, which is
commonly omitted from reports. An
additional disadvantage is that the
campaign does not debit the money
to its account until the check is re-
ceived, posted, and cleared by draw-
ing from the bank, a process that
continues for weeks after the donor
visited the site. Despite these proce-
dural difficulties, slightly more than
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TABLE 2

Types of Web Site Solicitation Techniques

N Percant

1. Web site requests donor to mail in a contribution. 35 53.7
E.g., "Support Smith for Congress by mailing a

donationta . . . .

2. Solicitation requests the donor ta print and send, 32 47.8
fax, or email contributor information to the

campaign as a pledge.

E.g., "Become a member of the Thomas for
Congress campaign by donating $5

$10__ §25 850"

3. Campaign requires danor ta first contact the 22 azs
campaign, which then sends a solicitation by

regular mail.

E.g., “Join Senator Jones's reelection
campaign by making a campaign contribwution.
Send your name, address and phone number
and we will send you a pledge form.”

4. Online solicitation.

21 29.9

E.g., "Help Bob Williams become a U.S.
Senator by making a contribution on our

secure Internet site. Click here.”

half of the candidates who solicited
contributions, 54%, used this
method.

The second method asks the do-
nor to download and print a form to
be filled out in long hand and
mailed to the headquarters with a
check. This format helps solve the
missing information problem by hav-
ing donors supply all the required
information on an easily completed
and processed form. But the delay
in processing and debiting the con-
tribution remains. In one variation,
a donor can write in his or her
name, address, credit card number
and its expiration date, and other
information, which the campaign
then pracesses when received (either
by surface mail, fax, or email). In
this variant, the time from receipt to
debit is dramatically reduced, since
the campaign can debit the credit
card transaction the day of receipt
and does not have to wait for a
check ta clear. A third of the cam-
paigns, 32.8%, used this techniqgue.

The third method of collecting
anline contributions amounts to tak-
ing pledges. In this version, donors
fill out an online screen with the
necessary name, address, and phone
and email information, and the
amount pledged. The pledge is then

only fulfilled by mailing a check or a
credit card number and signature to
the campaign. This
method allows
campaigns to cap-
ture a commitment
and to at least an-
ticipate cash flow
for the coming
weeks based upon
the commitment.
As with all pledge
drives, however, a
substantial question
remains regarding
whether pledges
taken via the web
will ever be collected in great vol-
ume. The method allows campaigns
to collect important information,
however, including the email address
of the donor. Nearly half of the
campaigns soliciting contributions,
47 8%, used this method.

The fourth method takes advan-
tage of secure transaction technol-
ogy, known as a secure socket layer
(8SL}, to collect anline cantributions
using a credit card. An SSL is gener-
ally indicated by the letter “s” in-
serted in the familiar hypertext pre-
fix to a web address, or universal
resource locator (URL) (e.g.,
https://). A “pop-up,” or secondary,

volume.
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As with all pledge
drives, a substantial
question remains re-
garding whether
pledges taken via the
web will ever be
collected in great

window usually appears in the
browser indicating a secure transac-
tion is about to take place and re-
appears following the transaction
when the donor returns to an unse-
cure connection. Using this device
usually relieves donors’ anxiety
about posting credit card informa-
tion on the Internet. The donor en-
ters all the information requested by
the donation form and sends it by
clicking on a reply button. Often
there is a screen on which donors
are asked to verify the information
they provided. Even though this is,
in our opinicn, by far the best op-
tion, only 30% of the campaigns
secking online contributions used
this technique. Nearly 62% of the
web sites that permitted online con-
tributions employed a secure con-
nection. However, this summary sta-
tistic should not ¢loud the fact that,
of the 133 candidates’ web sites in-
vestigated, this only amounts to 13.
Therefore, we can conclude that this
technology, widely used by other
e-commerce solicitors, is underused
by campaigns.

The programs
campaigns did use
to collect secure
online contribu-
tions were exclu-
sively commercial
off the shelf prod-
ucts (COTS}, de-
veloped for famil-
iar forms of
electronic com-
merce, such as re-
tail book sales. For
the most part,
campaigns did not
customize these programs. Conse-
quently, the net effect of using these
COTS solutions ranges, in our judg-
ment, from, at best, potentially use-
ful to, at worst, potentially illegal.

Use of commercial applications
for handling online contributions
may facilitate illegal corporate giving
because they do not automatically
discriminate with regard to the type
of credit card used. That is, the soft-
ware does not screen for whether
the card used is corporate or per-
sonal. In the commercial world, the
issue of using corporate funds to
make a purchase remains an issue
between the user of the credit card
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TABLE 3A

Party Differences in Information Gathering on Campaign Web
Sites that Solicit Contributions: Occupation

Demacrats Reptulicans
Does the web site require compilation Yes 60% 79.3%
of, or provide a disclaimer ragarding, 21) (23)
FEC-required information about No 40% 20.7%
occupation? (14) {6)
Total 100% 100%
(35) (29)

Pearson y* = 2.752

df. =1

p = 0.097

Fisher's Exact Test p = .112 {2-tail)

TABLE 3B

Party Differences in Information Gathering on Campaign Web
Sites that Solicit Contributions: Employer

Democrats Republicans
Does the website require compilation Yes 57.1% 78.6%
of, or provide a disclaimer regarding, (20} {23}
FEC-required infarmation about No 42.9% 21.4%
employer? (15} (2}
Total 100% 100%
(35) (29}

Pearscn »* = 3.214

df =1

p = 0.073

Fisher's Exact Test p = .106 {2-tail)

and the corporation which issued
the card or authorized jts use. In
politics, the use of a corporate credit
card is illegal if corporate funds are
used to pay the debt. That is, corpo-
rate contributions are illegal; using a
corporate credit card gives an ap-
pearance that the donation is an
illegal contribution. Campaigns must
therefore bear a burden to show, if
challenged, that the contribution is
in fact legal. Even if it provides dis-
claimers about the illegality of cor-
porate cantributions, the campaign
runs a risk of having donors confuse
the issue. The smart campaign, con-
sequently, will ask the donor to
make an affirmative statement that
the card is personal and not corpo-
rate.

Even those campaigns that do not
solicit online contributions have to
waorry about illegal corporate contri-
butjons. For example, those that ask
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the donor to simply send in a pledge
with a signature and a credit card
number (category 3 in Table 2) also
must be sure that they do not accept
corporate credit card donations if
they want to stay within the law.
Therefore, we investigated whether
or not campaign web sites screened
for corporate information in any way
at all. This would include screening
for corporate credit cards and re-
quiring information about the con-
tributor’s occupation. and employer
to be submitted with any online con-
tribution,” for this information to be
present on a pledge form that was
to be sent (or faxed or emailed), or
providing a disclaimer about illegal
corporate contributions on the con-
tribution page.

We found, in the aggregate, that
only two-thirds of all web sites that
solicited contributions required, or
even provided a disclaimer regard-

ing, information about the donor’s
employer {68.8%) or occupation
(66.7%). There were no differences
across candidate type (incumbent,
challenger, or open seat) or type of
race (House or Senate). However,
Republicans were slightly more
likely to ask for information on
occupation or employer than
Democratic candidates (see

Tables 3A and 3B).

A wise campaign will validate
credit card numbers before process-
ing them. Given that most credit
card processing requires the pay-
ment of a batch processing fee, filing
false credit card information that
has been posted to a campaign web
site could potentially impose a large
cost to the campaign. But, by using
the validation methods that already
exist, much like those at the gas
pump, the campaign can virtuaily
climinate this patential nuisance.
Yet only three campaigns bothered
to validate and verify credit card
information submitted online.'®

Controlling for party, type of race
(House or Senate), and type of can-
didate {incumbent, chalienger, or
open seat) provided interesting re-
sults. Similar to the finding reported
above that indicated little difference
between Republicans and Demo-
crats in their proclivity to have a
web site, we found little difference
between the number of Democrats
and Republicans that solicited cam-
paign contributions on. their web
sites—78.7% of Demaocrats and
66.7% of Republicans. This again
contradicts the conventional wisdom
that Republicans have mare money
in campaigns, appeal to the higher
socioeconomic status voters {i.e.,
those who use the web), and are
more organized and technological
than Democrats. However, the dif-
ference cannot be distinguished
from zero, so we cannot draw any
conclusions. More Senate candidates
(78.4% of them) had web sites that
solicited contributions than did
House candidates (65.9%). Slight
differences (x> = 4.52, df. = 2,

p = .104) appear between types of
candidates wha solicit contributions
online; 86.4% of incumbents, 80%
of challengers, but only 64% of apen
seat candidates who had a web site
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solicited contributions through their
pages.

There is no sure way to systemati-
cally determine the success or fail-
ure of the solicitation of campaign
countributions online. Given the rela-
tively few numbers of acknowledged
hits on web sites and the general
difficulty in finding them, there were
probably few funds raised this vear.
Comments in the popular press
about the race for California’s U.S.
Senate seat indicated that Barbara
Baoxer (D), the successful incumbent
candidate, raised about $25,000 an-
line and her opponent, Matt Fong
(R), raised about $30,000 (Komarow
1998). If accurate, these figures rep-
resent a very small percentage—less
than 1% —of total spending in the
race.

The election of 1998 was the first
time a high percentage of campaigns
developed web sites, and the first
time a number of important cam-
paigns began to experiment with
soliciting online contributions. The
campaigns in our sample had little
experience with the medium. They
adopted existing technologies and
applications with little or no adapta-
tion to the political environment.
Instead, they used the new medium
of the Internet to fight the same
ground war they have in the past. If
the results were not all they hoped,
it will be no surprise if they write
the medium off as somehow ineffec-
tual. Campaigns must experiment
and learn, and then, in the next iter-
ation, use the medium more fully if
they are going to reap all of the
benefits this technology potentially
affords them. As one example, cam-
paigns can use key words to identify
themselves more readily to search
engines, thus increasing traffic to
their site.

Campaigns can also begin to gen-
erate email lists of potential sup-
porters whom they might solicit for
support or contributions. When they
do, they will be able to reduce the
cost of their mailings and solicita-
tions dramatically (Bonchek 1996).
For example, a first-class solicitation
that can cost $3.50 to mail can be
sent for only pennies in an email;
and information packs sent to PACs,
currently costing up to $7.00
apiece—and frequently discarded
without being read by PAC adminis-
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Appendix

Evaluation criteria used at each site

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

18.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Is there a campaign web site?

yes no
If so, does it solicit campaign contributions?
yes no

. If 50, does it request the donor to contact the campaign (either by mail or

email) in order to send the donor more information about contributions?

yes no
Does it request the contributor mail in a contribution?
yes no

Does it request the donor ta print a form from the web site and then mail
in a contribution?

yes no
. Does it permit online cantributions?
yes no
. Daes it provide for a secure connection to protect the contributor fi.e.
htips:/)?
yes no

. Does it screen for corporate credit cards?

yes no

. Does it screen for foreign contributors?

yes no
Does it require FEC reporting information regarding employer (either on
screen or in the form the donor has to fill out)?

yes no
Does it require FEC reporting infaormation regarding occupation (either an
screen or in the farm the donor has to fill out)?

yes no

Does it link to the national party site?
yes no

Does the national party site link to the candidate site?
yes no

Does it link to the state party site sites or vice versa?
yes no

. Does the state party site link to the candidate site?

yes no

Does it link to other candidates sites?
yes no

Does it link to special interest sites or vice versa?
yes no

Do special interest sites link to specific candidate sites?
yes no

Is there a disclaimer regarding the deductibility of the contribution
present?

yes no
Is there a disclaimer regarding illegal corporate contributions on the
screen?

yes no
Is there a disclaimer about foreign contributions on the screen?
yes no
Does it bounce back invalid or incomplete information?
yes no
Does it validate credit card numbers?
yes no
Is there a minimum contribution?
yes no

trators—can be digitally scanned
and also sent for a few cents via
email.

Additionally, candidates and field
staff on the road may communicate
with headquarters and retrieve docu-

57



ments anywhere there is a laptop
and dial up connection. For exam-
ple, campaigns can solicit potential
supparters at, say, the county fair by
logging them into the database and
pracessing a credit card all at once,
without delay, additional handling,
or missing data. Safeguards built
into the software can also help pre-
vent potential political gaffes, like
failing to report required FEC
information, by highly motivated but
poorly trained volunteers.

Finally, search engines can now
sort, and in a few cases, merge email
with physical addresses. The avail-
ability of this technology from the
search engine companies makes it
far more likely that a campaign will
be able to identify, with considerable
accuracy, a potential district voter,
contact that voter, and tailor a mes-
sage precisely to the identified inter-
est of that voter.!

The problem is not the medium.
The problem lies with those who
know how to manage campaigns us-
ing such traditional methads as tele-

Notes

* Funding for this research was provided,
in part, by a grant from The Pew Charitable
Trusts to American University’s Center for
Conpgressional and Presidential Studies and
Campaign Management Institure in a grant
focused on “[mproving Campaign Conduct.”

1. Names of authors appear in alphabetical
arder.

2. Candidates for Senate and apen House
seats were chosen for the campetitive nature
of the races. We felt that these races would
permit us to investigate candidates that were
of similar quality, had similar budgets, and
were campetitive. While this abviously does
not hold true for all races or candidates, we
feel this strategy is better than the alterna-
tives, We feel this provides for a maore objee-
tive measure of competitiveness than any “fist
of competitive races” {such as those found in
the Cook Report or the Rothenberg Report).

3. When neither of these techniques pro-
duced any results, we tried a few comman
frames that were part of other site names,
such as smithforcongress.org,
Jonesdsenate.com, or thomas98.org. We
stopped looking for campaign sites after the
first 50 sites identified by the search engine
an the assumption that if we could not find
the site after this amount of searching, a con-
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vision advertising, direct mail, and
telemessaging but do not yet know
how to fully utilize the power of the
Internet to reduce costs, identify key
supporters regardless of geography,
and entice them into visiting a cam-
paign web site. Campaign managers
do not, generally, drive traffic to
their candidates’ sites. Neither do
they use the flexibiliey and mobility
that the Internet offers to support
the campaign process. They have
benchmarked the web against their
traditional campaign practices and,
in so daing, often found it lacking.
Many have criticized the web as
“too passive” {Casey 1996).

The Internet offers new ways to
manage and improve campaigns.
Many of these innovations help
make the process more accurate,
legal, and demaocratic. For example,
the World Wide Web effectively re-
maves the constraint of distance.
Yet campaigns still think largely in
terms of geography; in terms of one
of Fenno’s {1978) four constituen-
cies of intimate, primary, reelection,

stituent would not look any further eijthet,

4. The evaluation criteria were limited to
abjective measures in order to limit any bias
that could have influenced a subjective analy-
sis. Most of the survey items could be an-
swered yes or no: Does the candidate have a
web site? Does the web site solicit campaign
contributions? See the Appendix for a com-
plete list of questions.

5. Kamarck's study, conducied in June
1998, included ali primary candidates.

6. Interview with Chris Espasito, campaign
manager, Dennis Moare for Congress Cam-
paign, Octaber 9, 1998, Kansas City, KS.

7. Successfully managing the transaction,
fees associated with credit card use will be a

majar problem for campaigns for two reasons.

First, banks negotiate the rate for the credit
card debitor based upon experience. Since
campaigns usually jack experience, they pay
at the highest rates. Second, fees for hatch
processing are assessed regardless of the
amaount of the contribution, A daily batch
proecessing fee of §30 may therefore be more
than a singje contribution processed that day.
Interview with James P. Fox, chief of staff for
Senator Rabert Torricelli, May 19, 1998,

8. These categories are not mutually exclu-
sive; many sites incorporated two or more of

Cyberspace.” Harvard University Political
Participation Project. Manuscript.
Browning, Grahame. 1996. Electronic De-

or geographic. The Internet may add
a new category, “virtual political
communities,” to these time-tested
definitions of constituency. For ex-
ample, the links many southern Re-
publican party and candidate sites
provide to groups like the Christian
Coalition {e.g., Republican Party of
Virginia, www.rpv.org/links.htm),
illustrates that there is an Internet
network that links interest groups
and campaigns in virtual communi-
ties that might make a difference in
some future races (Rash 1997,
Browning 1996).

In 1998, congressional candidates
generally underutilized the full po-
tential of the medium of the Inter-
net. A relatively few campaigns be-
gan to experiment with new
applications, including inviting on-
line solicitations and interactive
communication among campaign
valunteers and voters, but there is
no evidence in our study that its use
provided a winning margin in any
congressional race.

the methods described. However, we found
na additional variaats and believe the four
methods are an exhaustive list.

9. Ta complete the analysis, we entered
spurious information that matched the entry
format. For example, when prompted to pro-
vide a credit card number, name, address,
phone number, occupation, or employer, we
entered “John Doe” data. We could then de-
termine whether the site would accept this
invalid information and process it, or whether
it would attempt ta verify and reject it.

10. By illustrating these points we do not
intend to provide or endorse online tricks
that campaigns might use to undermine or
derail, legally or financially, each others’ cam-
paigns.

11. Privacy is an important issue imbedded
in the use of this technology. Many [nternet
service providers and content providers are
trying 1o sort Qut privacy issues with respect
to the use of their existing data bases. Cur-
rently, senders must determine whether po-
tential recipients are willing to accept such
messages prior to their being sent. “Spam-
ming,” the practice of sending mass emails on
an unsolicited basis, is regarded both as 2 ma-
jor breach of Internet etiguette and as likely
to be counterproductive 10 the sender.

macracy: Using the Internet to Influence
American Politics. Wilten, CT: Pember-
ton Press.
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TuHE DIRECTORY OF WOMEN OF COLOR IN POLITICAL SCIENCE

A joint project between the Women's Caucus for Political Science and APSA’s Committee on the Status of
Women in the Profession, the directory was designed to assist graduate students in their search for mentors.
Nearly 300 APSA members are included in the directory, with their addresses, telephone, e-mail and fax
numbers. Each listing includes the member’s current position, institution and date of highest academic degree,
as well as fields and subfields of specializafion and membership in Qrganized Sections.
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Women of Color in Political Science at the rate of
$3.50 for each copy. NAME
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