








Taking some of the results from our study of the UK Election, figure 1 below shows the Share-of-Buzz 
alongside the next day share of the poll results for the three main parties during the election campaign. 
Looking at all three parties on one graph is busy, but one can see that: 

 In general, it appears that the Share-of-Buzz seems to track the next day poll results: when Buzz for a party 
increases, the next day’s poll results increase, and vice versa

 There is an apparent exception at the 28th April, this corresponds with ‘Bigot-gate’ and will be discussed in 
more detail below
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The relationships may be interpreted as 
follows; on average, a 10% increase in a 
party’s share of the total UK Election discussion, 
the day before a poll, resulted in:

 a 9% increase in poll results for the Tories

 an 8% increase in the polls for the Lib Dem’s

 and a 4% increase in Labour’s share of the 
poll result

Note: increased discussion is best correlated 
with the Lib Dem’s performance and least 
correlated with the incumbent (Labour) 
performance.

Figure 1: Share of Poll Results 
and Share of Buzz -1 day, 
Three Main Parties 6th April to 
6th May, Index 6th April = 100.

The X-axis (or horizontal) of these images in 
Figures 2-4 show the daily change in the party 
Share-of-Buzz; this is plotted against the next 
day Share-of-Poll results on the Y-axis  (or 
vertical). One can see that in each case there 
is a strong correlation.

Figures 2 to 4 (Right): Test results by party.

© 2010 Onalytica Ltd – All Rights Reserved

 

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

Conserva�Ÿve Poll Labour Poll Liberal Democrats Poll

Conserva�Ÿve Buzz Labour Buzz Liberal Democrats Buzz



Similar findings to the above have been replicated elsewhere; for example the Tweetminster Website also 
found that the amount of discussion on Twitter correlated to the poll resultsviii.  

The patterns are also similar to those seen in analysis of other markets. For material products such as cars, 
books, or films, changes in relative attention is often a leading indicator of a change in market share through 
sales. Here we find that, although political parties are different from products: for example they are intangible 
and have no price, the pattern is the same: the level of attention reflects a preference of one brand over 
another. The correlation is often particularly strong for new and growing products. 

The correlation is so significant in this election analysis that, those maintaining a daily ticker of the change 
in Buzz could have made reasonably good predictions of the future poll results. For the political parties 
themselves, the cause of the changes in Buzz is important; understanding what gets attention could 
power the creation of a superior promotion strategy. Understanding Buzz by reading the entire 
online discussion would be difficult, if not impossible (there were 80,000 web pages in this one month 
sample, if spending just one minute on each page, it would take about 33 40-hour weeks to read them all). 
Instead, we can automate this process by using a tool to create queries and understand the content more. 

An important insight would be to learn who is influencing the debate. When considering Buzz, all voices are 
treated equally; there is no attempt to consider the weight of a voice or the source of the conversation. In the 
next section, we look more closely at who instigates the Buzz by measuring who is influential.
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To read 80,000 
web posts from 

a 1 month sample 
would take 

1,320 hours, or 
33 working weeks.
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The Value of Measuring Influence
Information overload occurs when more information than is necessary to make a decision is received (or that 
can be understood and digested in the time available). If one was to listen to all of the Buzz about the UK 
Election, they would hear a lot of duplicated content being passed from one stakeholder to the next. Imagine 
knowing where relevant information that people care about is generated on an up-to-the minute basis. This 
would mean having the ability to target those who generate the most interest, and potentially taking action to 
generate their interest. Measuring influence provides us with this information.

Without a large database of categorised and dated discussion, measuring influence without encountering 
heavy survey bias and significant cost was not previously possible. 

Below we use the influence measure to answer two questions: i) what was the influence of ‘traditional media’? 
And ii) what was the influence of ‘social media’ in the UK General Election?

Influence

The influence score is the best method available of measuring the relative weight of one 
source compared to another on a topic. 

Here, the influence score is objectively measured using Leontief’s input-output modelix. 
This model is widely used in economics, but also the academic world for the purposes 
of citation analysis. The influence score is topical, which is important, because few 
stakeholders are universally influential. A site with an influence score of two may be seen 
as two times as influential as a site with an influence score of one. In the UK Election 
debate, the influence score ranged from 1 to 20, meaning some stakeholders had twenty 
times the influence of others in this debate.

Influence presents a valuable metric because it gives the ability to estimate which 
stakeholders are the best for communicating a message: influential stakeholders generate 
the content that others make reference to. Thus content provided by the stakeholders 
with high influence often leads to significant Buzz. 

Knowing the relative amount of attention that a brand or product receives from influential stakeholders and 
how this changes is important. Increasing Share-of-Influence represents more attention, leading to greater 
awareness which typically leads to preference or selection. There are instances where increasing Share-of-
Influence does not lead to increased preference, especially if discussion surrounding a brand is very negative. 
To check if discussion around a brand is negative we also factor in sentiment.



Who was Influential in the UK Election debate?  

Knowing who is influential is a common topic during elections, the influence of media agencies is 
often heavily scrutinised. For instance, a Times story asked: “Do Newspapers win Elections?” However, 
the discussion of who is influential typically lacks quantitative evidence. The influence score 
is useful in answering this question.

The major UK newspapers or ‘traditional media’ have websites that often provide the same report content 
as their printed versions. If the newspapers were not influential in the UK Election we would expect them 
to rank poorly in the measured influence score this, however is not the case. Many of the most influential 
stakeholders in the UK election debate were in fact ‘traditional media’ (see Table 1). As a major source of the 
discussion the papers have the ability to present information commentary that drives debate, their influence 
means they can set the agenda for much of the discussion.

Table 1: The Most Influential Stakeholders in the UK Election 2010.

Website Influence

www.guardian.co.uk ........................................................... 22.16

www.news.bbc.co.uk ........................................................... 21.26

www.telegraph.co.uk ........................................................... 14.74

www.independent.co.uk........................................................ 9.69

www.timesonline.co.uk ......................................................... 9.46

www.dailymail.co.uk ............................................................. 9.04

www.libdems.org.uk ..............................................................8.45

www.conservatives.com ....................................................... 7.93

www.caledonianmercury.com .............................................. 7.19

www.ft.com ............................................................................4.02

www2.labour.org.uk ...............................................................3.70

www.thesun.co.uk ..................................................................3.64

www.news.sky.com ................................................................3.55

www.libdemvoice.org ............................................................3.28

www.thisislondon.co.uk ........................................................3.28

The potential influence of Social Media was heavily discussed in the lead-up to the election, for example: “Will 
this be a Social Media Election?xi”. There is evidence that Social Media reflected the wider election debatexii, 
increased the speed and intensity of debatexii and in some casesxiii was used effectively as a communication 
tool to engage with a network of local voters. However, a low influence measurement indicates that Social 
Media does not frequently generate discussion that is cited outside of those networks. Consistent with 
findings elsewherexv, the content is more typically generated by the larger media agencies.

This finding means that to gain attention the political parties could take actions to ensure they will be 
discussed by the ‘traditional media’ as the weight of this media in the overall discussion is significant. 

Before attempting to attract attention of key stakeholders, analysis of what is being said about brands should 
be undertaken. Indeed, not all discussion is positive and especially for mature brands; not all news is good 
news. Thus, not all discussion is expected to have a positive impact on brand performance. 
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Perception of the Marketplace from the 
Internet Database 
Armed with knowledge of who is generating discussion in the UK Election debate, we now seek further 
understanding of the market by investigating what is being said. We begin by discussing the products (or in 
this instance the political parties) and the dynamics of the market overall, before presenting a few examples 
of product-specific issues.

Market Characteristics

A market can be characterised by the way it is discussed. In the UK Election, the data suggests that there is a 
clear grouping of the three major parties, with the Lib Dem’s on one side and the Conservatives and Labour on 
the other. From the onset, Labour and Conservatives were discussed most with the Lib Dem’s seeking growth.

Figure 5 shows the Share-of-Buzz amongst the three main parties during the campaign. The Lib Dem’s began 
with a relatively small Share-of-Buzz, but made significant gains following the launch of Nick Clegg. 

Figure 5: Share-of-Buzz 6th April – 6th May.

  

The Lib Dem’s performance relative to the amount of online discussion was similar to a new brand entering 
a mature marketplace: increased attention from influential stakeholders translated into improved poll 
performance. The Conservatives and Labour performed like mature brands. For mature brands, mention by 
influential stakeholders remains significant, but also sentiment becomes more important.

Labour and the Conservatives had a common interest in 
diminishing the Lib Dem’s appeal because increases in the 
latter’s share of the discussion was highly correlated with losses 
in the share of intended votes for both parties. 
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10%
increase in the Lib Dem’s 

Share-of-Influence led  
to approximately a 

6%
drop in Tory, and 

4%
drop in Labour Share-

of-Poll results.

Whenever the Lib Dem’s increased their share of discussion amongst the influential stakeholders both the 
Conservatives and Labour lost out. The relationship is shown graphically in Figure 6 and Figure 7. The X-axis 
displays the change in Influence; whilst the Y-axis displays the next day polls for the Conservatives (Figure 6) 
and Labour (Figure 7). In both instances, we see a very strong negative correlation. 

Numerically, the correlation may be interpreted as follows: a 10% increase in the Lib Dem’s Share-of-Influence 
led to approximately a 6% drop in Tory, and 4% drop in Labour Share-of-Poll results.

  Figures 6 and 7

 

For the Liberal Democrats, the above pattern suggests that attention from influential stakeholders is key to 
stealing market share. For the Conservatives and Labour, this relationship raises the interesting question: ‘what 
if they had never discussed the Lib Dem’s?’

At the start of the campaign for market share, Conservatives and Labour both had relatively well-known 
products; in this context, the leaders Cameron and Brown. The third brand, the Lib Dem’s, threw in a new, 
relatively unknown product which took the public by fascination: Nick Clegg. 
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The Key Products

How important were the leaders?

Much of the literature surrounding Political Marketing suggests that political formations may be analysed as 
one might analyse other brands competing for market share1. Thus, we regard the political parties as brands 
and their people and policies as products. In this election, it was the party leaders that were the key products.

The table below shows the ratio of leader mentions to party mentions in the same sample.

Table 2: Ratio of Pages Mentioning Leaders to Parties 6th April to 6th May

 Leader on Pages  Party on Pages Ratio

Labour 18,100 33,700 0.54

Tory 17,300 32,700 0.53

Lib Dem’s 13,200 18,000 0.73

The quantity of mentions that the leaders received compared to their parties is impressive: Gordon Brown and 
David Cameron were mentioned at a frequency of more than 50% of that for their brands. For the Lib Dem’s 
the party leader mentions relative to the party were significantly higher, more than 70%. This is indicates how 
much attention Nick Clegg actually got. 

Brand and Product Specific Issues

The Nick Clegg Effect, the product and the brand

Nick Clegg’s soaring popularity generated by inclusion in the first televised election debate has been well 
documented. However, the success of the Clegg product did not translate into equal success for the Lib 
Dem’s brand.

1   Political Marketing; Jennifer Lees-Marshment, 2009 Political Marketing, Routledge.



Figure 8 below shows that from 6th April until 6th May, there was always more influential debate on Nick 
Clegg compared to his peers, or than there was for the Lib Dem’s compared to Labour and the Conservatives. 

Relative to David Cameron and Gordon Brown, Nick Clegg’s Share-of-Influence increased from 20% on the 
day before the first televised debate to 35% one day after. However, the increase for the Lib Dem’s (relative to 
the Conservatives and Labour) was not as significant rising from 11% to only 17% over the same period. 

This discrepancy suggests that Nick Clegg was not tightly associated with his brand. The data lends support to 
the notion that if the party had taken action to align the brand further with their leader, it is not inconceivable 
that overall performance could have been improved. 

The Impact of ‘bigot-gate’ on Nick Clegg’s Spotlight

Shifts in attention for any reason can represent a crisis for those losing the interest. Tracking the online debate 
allows immediate measurement of how much debate a brand is receiving, when there is a shift - players 
should consider action.

Figure 8 above shows that following the second TV debate (22nd April), Nick Clegg’s share of the influential 
debate dropped from 34% to 25% over the week, similarly the Lib Dem’s share among parties dropped from 
17% to 13%.

The reason for the dramatic shift away from Nick Clegg can be understood by analysing the key issues being 
discussed. The key issue analysis shows that ‘bigot-gate’ was largely to blame. The ‘bigot-gate scandal’ 
generated huge amounts of attention to shift from Nick Clegg to Gordon Brown.

Nick Clegg’s 
Share-of-Influence 

increased from 
20% on the day 
before the first 

televised debate to 

35%
one day after.

Figure 8: Nick Clegg’s Share-of-Influence among the Three Leaders vs. Lib Dem’s Share-of-Influence 
among Top Three Parties 6th April – 6th May
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There were approximately 4,600 posts within the sample mentioning ‘bigot’ and associated terms during the 
election campaign, nearly all occurring from the 28th April. For comparison, despite the short time frame; this 
is more than twice the number of posts mentioning the expenses scandal (2,300), more than welfare (3,600), 
and more than half the size of large issues, (that are also commonly used terms!) such as environment (7,900) 
and crime (8,300). Thus, ‘bigot-gate’, because it was discussed mostly in terms of Gordon Brown, was likely 
a major cause for the loss of influential discussion about Nick Clegg. 

This loss of attention was never regained; by being excluded from the discussion on ‘bigot-gate’ Nick Clegg 
had lost the spotlight, and thus the ability to promote himself and his brand.

Note that Gordon Brown’s influence boost due to the ‘bigot scandal’ did not translate to an equally rapid poll 
increase for Labour. This can be explained by considering the sentiment towards him – which is discussed on 
page 13.

Conservatives, Labour and the Influential Stakeholders

The mature brands performed differently in response to mentions from key stakeholders. Figure 9 below 
shows that influence was a predictor of next day Conservative poll results: a 10% increase in Share-of-
Influence resulted in a 4.5% increase in the share of poll results. 

Figure 9: Conservative’s Share-of-Influence and Share of Poll Results, 6th April – 6th May

 

The Conservatives had a special relationship with many of the influential stakeholders (refer back to Table 1, 
page 7) in the debate. 7 of the top 15 most influential stakeholders officially endorsed the Conservative 
partyxvi. By contrast, only two endorsed the rival Labour party. This positive endorsement contributes to the 
explanation of influence correlating to Conservative poll results, but not with Labour’s (influence was only a 
significant predictor for Labour poll results if sentiment was included), because the influential stakeholders 
were unlikely to discuss the Labour brand favourably. 
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Party Brand Sentiment

Adding sentiment analysis provides help to understand why Share-of–Influence can increase, without leading 
to an increase in poll performance. We can apply sentiment analysis to determine the extent to which brands 
or issues are discussed in negative or positive terms. 

Sentiment
Sentiment analysis aims to determine the attitude of a speaker or a writer with respect 
to a topic. The attitude may be judgment, evaluation, or the intended emotional 
communication (that is to say, the emotional effect the author wishes to have on the 
reader). Sentiment is provided by InfluenceMonitor for every post collected.

Table 3 below shows the percentage of debate, weighted by influence, that was measured as ‘very negative’ 
in two time periods. It shows that the Conservatives were consistently mentioned with less very negative 
sentiment than Labour.

Among the political parties’ the Lib Dem’s sentiment was the least negative, but subject to a very high degree 
of variance. Table 3 shows that prior to the first television debate, only 11% of the influential Lib Dem debate 
was ‘very negative’. Following the first television debate, 15% of influential debate became very negative.

This pattern could be an issue limiting potential upward growth for the Lib Dem’s, it seems as the party 
gained more attention, and it disproportionately gained more very negative attention. If the party had this 
information, analysis of the mostly negative posts, and the stakeholders producing negative discussion would 
be a rational next step.

Table 3: Percent of Influence Weighted Debate Measured as ‘Very Negative’

 23rd March - 15th April 15th April – 6th May Change

Labour 28% 27% -2%

Conservatives 22% 22% 0%

Lib Dem’s 11% 15% 4%

Leader Sentiment 

As with brands, sentiment scores for products can also be measured. Here sentiment has been measured for 
the party leaders. 

Our results echo the massive unpopularity of Gordon Brown as found by the 2010 BESxvii. Gordon Brown was 
discussed more frequently on ‘very negative’ pages. 29% of the pages discussing Gordon Brown had very 
negative sentiment scores compared to 24% for David Cameron and 20% for Nick Clegg.

Sentiment towards Gordon Brown was a significant predictor of the party poll results. On average, a 
combined 10% increase in sentiment and Share-of-Influence resulted in a roughly 4.3% change in Labour’s 
share of the polls.

Given that the sentiment scores were very negative; the polls did not convey good news. This is partially the 
reason for Share-of-Influence alone not predicting poll results for Labour.

Following the first 
television debate,

15%
of influential 

debate became 
very negative.
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A Finger on the Pulse of Society
The internet consists of information created by millions of private, public, academic, business, and government 
networks of local to global scope. In short, it contains a large sample of all information communicated 
amongst society. Listening to this communication would mean taking the pulse of society: knowing what 
people are saying, who is saying it, and knowing instantly.

However the Internet’s sheer scale means that listening to all of the noise would result in information 
overload. Before it can be understood effectively, it needs to be harnessed into usable data. The tools applied 
throughout this paper are designed to do just that. To focus on relevant discussion we use sub categories; to 
ensure that the main concerns of society are given the most attention, we measure relative influence and to 
understand the public opinion on topics, we measure sentiment.

Applied to the election, InfluenceMonitor has shown that actionable information can be obtained at a relatively 
low cost. Before these tools, knowing what people are saying would have otherwise required time, resource 
and budget consuming surveys.

If these tools had been used during the election by any of the players, proactive strategies might have been 
created to improve party performance. At present, it is not known if any of the political parties utilise the 
internet in this way. In future, it is likely that some form of internet study will be regularly performed by all of 
those interested in public opinion. As with any valuable technology, those who implement the tools first will 
obtain an advantage; and those who implement these tools last, will be left behind.

Further Research

In this paper we have demonstrated that the Internet can be put to use as a research database, but our 
Election case study has not been comprehensive; readers might know of many other tests that would  
be valuable to explore further on this topic. Please contact Becky Hayward (becky.hayward@onalytica.com or 
+44 (0)207 407 7642) for further information.
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