f . ‘ Informatization Policy Vol. 26, No.1 (2019), pp.003-024
Review Paper | :
\ | https://doi.org/10.22693/NIAIP.2019.26.1.003

A0|C|0f MO 7 S3HT W

A2 TR oo 1 oﬂ%— FECEe 3401 FoRt AA4 TS AEAoR w7 Slsio] 200 S A2
AYA BAS 2ot PAACE FREPSO) EAE AN W 5%, A SU3 §U4 S 1 A7 Alo] ek ZAE
EIE AuA0R 2uslelon 34 A st 2t 30, 199 S410] vlala B8 ANel WP 24 Shlel 1ln
A1 TAE ARSRSIN 90 25 U3 T2 TSI, B BN SUAC ol B2 A
561 S0 42 F50] B DA AIEE BUNR, vhAoR EF BAGE Sk s B0 A8 e
H02 Uehich, 5 B0l 357) o] BAH02 0l Uelth, 4725 HIESI SRS 25k 7)ol o8

Fasths A W39

ZERIOf : BIG|0JE, A20|TK, 34, EQE, S3Z

» Oy ) AO

A Critical Review on Social Media Campaign Studies:
Trends and Issues*
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r Abstract-1 This study examined the trends and issues of social media campaign studies from three aspects-campaign
(& _ strategy, institutional environment regulating the social media, and political effect. Then, this study
performed an empirical analysis on the case of the 20th general election in order to discuss the political effect, which
has been analyzed the least. Specifically, this study empirically examined the trends of candidates" participation in
the twitter campaign, the partial mobilization and voter response, and the platform effect on the election results. The
study examined all of the candidates' twitter accounts and traffic and found the following results.-first, the number of
participants in the twitter campaign increased significantly compared to the 19th general election, and the campaign
was dominated by only two political parties that had more power to mobilize resources; second, it was clearly
identified that twitter is a partisan media. where specifically, those in the mainstream of the Democratic Party
mobilized much more supporters; and lastly, the twitter campaign has a positive impact on the increase in the rate of
votes and chances of winning the election. Particularly, the number of followers and the duration of activities were
found statistically meaningful, proving that promotion of networking and social capital is more important in election
campaigns.
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(Table 1) Social media paradigm

old media

social media

content attributes

content of media

media as a platform of content

receiver characteristics

mass or
information consumer

information prosumer

knowledge production method

a few experts

collective intelligence

power relationship

centralized

decentralized

communication type

one-way hierarchical communication

Interactive horizontal communication

representative media

TV, radio, newspaper

Twitter, Facebook, YouTube

source : Kim(2013).
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(Table 2) Candidate’s online media use of the 20th national election
homepage Facebook Blog Instagram Youtube
Liberty Party 114(46.0%) 207(83.9%) 191(77.0%) 35(14.1%) 25(10.1%)
Democratic Party 85(36.3%) 195(83.3%) 178(76.1%) 22(9.4%) 30(12.8%)
People's Party 33(19.3%) 107(62.8%) 98(57.3%) 13(7.6%) 3(1.8%)
Justice Party 6(11.8%) 38(74.5%) 24(47.1%) 1(2.0%) 0(0.0%)
People's United arty 1(1.8%) 53(94.6%) 8(14.3%) 1(1.8%) 0(0.0%)
non-partisan 25(11.8%) 67(50.4%) 60(45.1%) 5(3.8%) 5(3.8%)

source : Kim(2016).
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(Table 3) Political properties of twitter platform

type platform function political property
. internal or external relationshi N
networking follow . p mobilization of supporters
formation
L message posting, public opinion Political conversation, arguement,
communication tweet i .
formation persuasion
spread retweet message propagation, issue raising electoral issue, agenda setting
. . . . . . trust, reputation, support,
duration of activity account, profile pursuing social capital P > SUpP
cooperation

source : Chang & Lew(2013).
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(Table 4) Twitter campaign and winners of each party of the 20th national election

participation of general election participation of Twitter campaign
political party
candidate winner candidate winner*
Liberty Party 248(26.5%) 104(41.9%) 186(75.0%) 86(46.2%)
Democratic Party 235(25.1%) 111(47.2%) 206(87.6%) 105(50.9%)
People's Party 170(18.2%) 25(14.7%) 103(60.5%) 20(19.4%)
Justice Party 52(5.5%) 2(3.8%) 25(48.0%) 2(8.0%)
the rest 96(10.2%) 0(0.0%) 28(29.1%) 0(0.0%)
non-partisan 133(14.2%) 11(8.2%) 64(48.1%) 10(15.63%)
total 934(100.0%) 253(100.0%) 612(65.52%) 223(36.47%)

* . percentage of candidates in the Twitter campaign.

(2 5) 200 SM X|9'E ojopd 5 EQIE M} FMX} S5
(Table 5) Twitter campaign and winners by region and ruling/opposition party of the 20th national election

S . S ' participation in the | participation in the non-
participation Qf Twitter partlcllpanc_)n in the ru|l|ng oSG i ST ar et Tl
province candidate campaign party's Twitter campaign campaign campaign
candidate | winner | candidate | winner | candidate | winner | candidate | winner
. 329 114 99 31 210 81 20 2
Metopolitan | 456 | ;2100 | 3479 | G01%) | GL3% | ©3.8% | G86%) | ©1% | (10.0%
Yeonenam 205 130 54 50 37 53 10 27 7
§ (63.4%) | (415%) | (385%) | (74.0%) | (40.8%) | (18.9%) | (20.8%) | (25.9%)
Honam-Jeju 151 76 25 7 2 58 23 11 0
: (50.3% | (2.9% | 2% | (86% | (763%) | 39.7% | (14.5% | (0.0%)
64 23 22 11 36 11 6 1
Chungcheong | 97 o) | (35.0% | G4dw | G0.0% | (563% | G06% | ©4% | (16.7%
Ganewon 25 13 7 8 5 4 2 1 0
§ (52.0%) | (53.8%) | (61.5%) | (62.5%) | (30.8%) | (50.0%) | (7.7%) (0.0%)
rotal 934 612 223 186 86 361 127 65 10
65.5%) | (36.4%) | (19.9%) | (46.2%) | (38.6%) | (35.1% | (6.9% | (15.3%)
*: percentage of candidates in the Twitter campaign.
Shite olF HA} HIH o wFE=(Spillover) AT FHES] ESJE HHQlo] 252 Ao & Y
o g QAEn. Eo] AHUI Aduto] 5 7 Sthe Aolth o JAGoM = HEUFT
o vlefo] SANAE B4 Sk AR 9% A B 2UYY FHEC] ESE A Hgo] A2
Zro] %3] 3A FHAL Urk(Shirky, 2010). £ §hY, TRAA AL B3 AT FREC] E)
OE 94 EAL d1FFY EAA A= HAL  H AHQI A7Hgo] WS ¥A YEsH. o= 347t
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(Table 6) The comparison of twitter campaign activation of the 20th national election

1 area (~20%) 2 area (~40%) 3 area (~60%) 4 area (~80%) 5 area (~100%)
tweet 103.03 (71) 20.27 (87) 1.57 (37) 0.00 (26) -0.67 (32)
follower 496.40 (100) 28.90 (58) 3.16 31) 0.00 (14) -10.10 (50)
retweet 3.844.83 (99) 85.18 (59) 0.84 (46) 0.00(17) 0.00 (36)
activity duration 74.71 (94) 62.16 (62) 36.87 (55) 0.31(21) 0.00 (21)

(') : number of winner.

H7) 200 EM EQE| E2Y 7|F 49 20% S&-YMX &
(Table 7) Top 20% candidates and winners by twitter traffic of the 20th national election

tweet follower retweet activity duration
Liberty party 33(10) 8(3) 15(9) 62(36)
Democratic party 95(50) 135(84) 119(73) 60(39)
People's party 30(7) 20(7) 40(15) 26(11)
etc. 2903) 24(0) 13(1) 398)
total 187(70) 187(100) 187(98) 187(94)

(') : number of winner.
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(Table 8) Selection of analysis variables

variable

definition of variable

source

dependent variable

votes rate

votes rate of candidate(%)

National Election
Commission

elected or defeated

elected or defeated of

candidate elected=1, defeated=0

National Election
Commission

explanatory variable

number of electoral

number of candidate’s tweets

self-investigation

tweets (3.31 ~4.13)
number of electoral number of candidate’s followers = -
followers (331~ 4.13) self-investigation
number of electoral umber of candidate’s retweets Edweb
retweets (3.31 ~4.13) we

Twitter activity period

Twitter activity months of candidate

self-investigation

control variable
(candidate
characteristics)

National Election

sex sex of candidate male=1, female=0 Commission
age age of candidate National Election
i 8 Commission
income gross income of a candidate N aélonal Election
ommission
nonedt=0
elementary school
graduation=1
middle school
education educational background graduation=2 National Election

high school
graduation=3
university graduation=4
graduate school
graduation=5

of candidate

Commission

current status

current=1 Non-

assemblymen current=0

National Election
Commission

political party

Liberty dummy=1
etc.=0

National Election
Commission

Democratic dummy=1
etc.=0

political party of
candidate

National Election
Commission

People's dummy=1
etc.=0

National Election
Commission

control variable
(constituency
characteristics)

financial independence

financial Independence of constituency (won)

Statistics Korea

electoral competition

votes rate of the first place-votes rate of the
second place

votes rate of the first place+votes rate of the
second place

self-investigation

Youngnam dummy

Honam dummy

Youngnam-Honam | Youngnam=1, etc.=0

self-investigation

regionalism Honam=1, etc.=0

self-investigation

moderating variable
(constituency
characteristics)

Liberty x Interaction between the Democratic Party and self-investieation
Honam Honam regionalism &
" ; ; ‘ ‘.
People's Interaction between th_e Peqple s Party and self-investigation
Honam Honam regionalism

CELL
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(Table 9) National characteristics of analysis variables

candidate(N=934) elected(N=253) defeated(N=681)
electoral tweets* 24.87(59.313) 36.86(70.110) 20.42(54.148)
electoral followers* 103.80(432.334) 239.36(747.262) 53.44(200.352)
electoral retweets* 786.08(3645.714) 1,679.50(5,526.157) 454.17(2,551.830)
Twitter activity period* 34.85(32.002) 51.39(27.901) 28.71(31.259)
N male 840(89.93%) 227(89.72%) 613(90.01%)
- female 94(10.06%) 26(10.27%) 63(9.98%)
age* 53.10(8.969) 55.67(6.555) 52.1509.544)
. " 2,230,000,000 4,590,000,000 1,360,000,000
fneome (1.259E10) (2.195E10) (6.018E9)
education* 4.41(0.740) 4.55(0.506) 4.36(0.804)
current status® 0.21(0.408) 0.56(0.498) 0.08(0.275)
Liberty 248(26.55%) 104(41.1%) 144(21.14%)
solitcal party™ Democratic 235(25.10%) 111(43.8%) 124(18.20%)
People's 170(18.20%) 25(9.88%) 145(21.29%)
etc. 281(30.08%) 13(5.13%) 268(39.35%)
constituency(N=253)
financial Independence* 28.605(12.9907)
electoral competition™ 0.1499(0.12220)
regionalism™ Youngnam dummy 55(21.74)
Honam dummy 28(11.07)

*: mean(standard deviation), ** : frequency(the component).
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(Table 10) The impact of the twitter campaign on the rate of votes

variable B B SE t value o
electoral tweets 0.005 0.009 0.006 0.739 0.460
explanatory electoral followers 0.003 0.045 0.001 3.514 0.000%*
variable electoral retweets -4.762E-6 -0.001 0.000 -0.040 0.968
Twitter activity period 0.071 0.101 0.012 6.140 0.000%**
sex -0.209 -0.006 1.102 -0.189 0.850
age 0.087 0.142 0.034 2.602 0.009**
income 3.937E-11 0.015 0.000 1.474 0.141
education 0.828 0.112 0.363 2.278 0.023*
current status 10.632 0.148 0.917 11.600 0.0007**
Liberty dummy| 23.479 0.366 0.965 24.334 0.000%**
Democratic o
conttol | poltical party| oy 2511 0372 0.982 24.965 0.000
variable
szOple > 11.239 0.145 1.015 11.069 0.000%**
ummy
financial independence -0.063 -0.060 0.027 -2.321 0.020**
electoral competition 4.790 0.028 2.823 1.697 0.090*
Younsnam |3 746 0.053 0.904 4144 0.000%*
ummy
regionalism -
onam i
dummy -3.262 -0.038 1.060 -3.078 0.002
L}ilbeftyx 1.541 0.044 0365 4224 0.000%**
moderating | moderating onam
variable effect '
Pe}fple s 5,286 0.165 0335 15.772 0,000
onam
the fit of F Value=5126_.738 (p=0.000)
analytic mode R =0910
N=934

*p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01.
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(Table 11) The impact of twitter campaign on winning
variable B Exp(8) SE wald P
electoral tweets -0.001 0.999 0.002 0.562 0.454
explanatory electoral followers 0.001 1.001 0.000 4.119 0.042**
variable electoral retweets 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.119 0.730
Twitter activity period 0.009 1.009 0.004 6.030 0.014**
sex -0.439 0.644 0.346 1.612 0.204
age -0.207 0.973 0.012 5.256 0.022**
income 0.000 1.000 0.000 4.594 0.032**
education -0.293 0.746 0.131 5.052 0.025**
current status 2.202 9.047 0.242 82.976 0.000%*
Liberty dummy 2.137 8.470 0.346 38.236 0.000%**
control 5
variable it emocratic ol
political party dumnmy 2.398 10.949 0.359 44.501 0.000
People's dummy|  -0.604 0.547 0.862 0.491 0.484
financial independence -0.018 0.982 0.008 4.903 0.027**
electoral competition -0.687 0.503 0.871 0.623 0.430
Honam dummy 0.191 1.211 0.253 0.572 0.450
regionalism
Honam dummy -0.768 0.846 0.516 2.219 0.136
Lli{be“yx -0.168 0.846 0.158 1.129 0.288
moderating | moderating onam
variable effect v
People s 1.100 3.004 0.180 37.487 | 0.000
onam
) -2 Log, Udo=635.620
the ft of £=659.179 (p=0.000)
mo?ie hit rate=83.8%
N=934
*p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01.
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