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This paper explores the use of new media technologies, such as the Internet, in the Australian 
federal election campaign of 2004.  With indications of a closely-contested campaign dominating 
media coverage in the lead up to October 9, normal assumptions of campaign strategies would call 
for the use of the full range of campaigning techniques to pry open pockets of support in key 
marginal seats.   Internationally, new media technologies have become increasingly important in 
political campaigning, both as a tool for direct communication between partisans and electors, and 
as a particularly powerful method of networking together people, money, and issues. 
 
Based on research conducted on parties, candidates, and non-party activists, this paper argues that 
the use of new technologies in the Australian electoral environment remains limited and, in some 
aspects, has declined from the previous electoral cycle.  This can be attributed to a number of 
factors: fundamental difficulties in aligning new communications channels to Australia’s political 
geography, low perceptions of the efficacy of new technologies in shifting electors’ voting 
intentions, and the failure by organised political parties to systematically resource and strategise 
new media technologies within their conventional communications and campaigning strategies.  
Overall, while a number of interesting campaigning innovations were observed and individual 
candidates had a greater online presence in this electoral cycle, innovation in the use of new 
technologies for political purposes has remained relatively low compared with comparative 
jurisdictions.  
 

Political Communication and New Media: Promise and Potential 
The popularisation of the Internet and associated technologies has given rise to a large amount of 
speculation regarding the democratic impact and political application of these technologies, as 
discussed in detail elsewhere (Petre and Harrington, 1996:76-9; Davis, 1999:4-5; Norris, 2001:96-
9).  These speculations tend to be driven by two key factors based on assumptive rationality.  First, 
a recognition that the innate characteristics of the technology have considerable implications for 
changing social and political relationships due to the relatively low barriers to entry (pluralisation, 
Adler, et al., 1998:585, Young 2002:9), networking characteristics of the technology (“network 
society”; Castells, 2000), aggregation of data, reuse of information through digitisation and 
syndication, and difficulties for institutions to control or censor information flows (Casey, 1996).  
Secondly, as Bimber has observed (2003:20-4), when political systems are conceptualised as 
information systems the use of advanced information processing and distribution is rational and has 
technologically-deterministic characteristics. 
 
With specific reference to political campaigning, the characteristics of the Internet combine with 
conventional political marketplace competition perspectives that lead to the view that political 
candidates and their parties will readily apply these technologies (Cornfield and Rainie, 2003:3-4) 
to reach new or hard-to-access market segments, and to benefit from economies associated with 
digitisation and content convergence.  In addition, where political systems exhibit significant 
opportunities for innovation and learning (e.g. in closely contested campaigns associated with 
“marginal” electorates; Sundbo, 1998, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993) networking characteristics 
within party structures combine with competition theories to spread innovative ideas virally 
(Blackmore, 1999).  Overall, it would appear that truly competitive political environments are likely 
to adopt new media technologies in political campaigning due to the competitive benefits afforded, 
                                                
1 © Peter Chen 2004, All rights are reserved (v1.4).  The author would like to acknowledge kind comments and 
assistance received from Jo Faulkner (La Trobe), Tom Worthington (ANU), Bob Smith (Monash), Jim Doyle 
(Australian Electoral Council), Sally Young (Melbourne), Karin Geiselhart (University of Canberra), and Tim O’Leary 
(STRATEGOS Australia) utilised in the development of this draft. 
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and these lessons should spread into less competitive environments due to social norms and 
institutional knowledge accretion (Rogers, 1995:252-80). 
 
Internationally, new media technologies have been successfully applied for campaign purposes in a 
number of ways, specifically: 

• Static and dynamic websites to deliver campaign information, 
• Use of e-mail and SMS messaging to communicate with electors and staff/volunteers, 
• Fundraising online, particularly focusing on smaller donors and for specific “time limited” 

political actions, 
• Social networking: such as online recruitment of campaign staff, “viral” marketing, and 

distributed work environments for campaign volunteers (Trippi, 2004),  
• Increasing use of multimedia, particularly for narrow-, rather than broad-, casting 

(Yelvington, 2004),  
• The inclusion of alternative journalism in formal campaign events (Dube, 2004), 
• The substitution of mobile devices for the equivalent “fixed line” or “offline” technologies 

(mobile telephony, use of Personal Digital Assistants; Gibson, 2003, AFP, 2003) , and 
• The extensive use of database systems to gather, store, and analyse information about voters 

and their voting preferences (van Onselen and Errington, 2004).  
 
While it is difficult to identify any notion of “best practice” (both because of the speed of 
technological change and the problems of comparison between political cultures and structures; 
Theodoulou, 2002:7-9), general trends would indicate three common developments in the media 
landscape of political campaigning: 

i. Widening use of media forms by political campaigns to maximise message distribution and 
audience segmentation, 

ii. Convergence, both technological (reuse of messages and context across media forms) and 
strategic (integration of new media channels into overarching campaign strategies), and 

iii. Increased data collection allowing messages to be selectively distributed (Graber, 1996:34).  
 
To explore these trends in the Australian context, a broad-based exploratory approach to research 
was employed (for more information, see Appendix A) which included content analysis of party, 
candidate, and non-party websites, flyers and e-mail, surveys distributed to candidates and non-
party activists, and the tracking of inquiries directed to parties and candidates via e-mail.  Aside 
from the analysis of non-party websites, this analysis has focused primarily on the five most 
significant party groupings in Australia: the Liberal Party of Australia, the Australian Labor Party 
(ALP),  the Australian Democrats, the Australian Greens, and the Nationals. 
 

Staying “On Message”: Australian Parties’ Use of New Media  
It is well recognised that the dominant political parties in Australia conform to a “machine party” 
model of organisation which has the characteristics of centralising control over campaign strategies 
and policy development, focusing on party leaders, and suppressing the inherent Federal structures 
that underpin their historical organisation (Davis, et al, 1993:129).  In considering the use of new 
media by political parties, it has been hypothesised that the low barriers to entry associated with 
these technologies would serve to increase the visibility of minor parties, a democratising outcome 
overall. 
 
In examining the five major parties’ use of websites during the election campaign it is clear that this 
hypothesis can be confirmed: while the larger and better resourced ALP and Liberal Party 
maintained more extensive content on their websites, the three smaller national parties were able to 
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develop and maintain sophisticated, attractive, and relatively information-rich websites.  In looking 
at the five partys’ websites the considerable differences in campaign resources were not readily 
apparent: each site contained detailed information regarding party policy, searchable lists of 
candidates, real-time media releases, and standard Web elements such as search engines, 
syndicatable news feeds, and e-mail alert subscription systems. 
 
In addition, following international trends, each of the five parties studied provided online secure 
payment gateways to allow for individual political donations.  This recognises the significant 
efficiency benefits of using online electronic funds transfer, which makes small donations cost-
effective due to reduced transaction costs.  Unlike common practice in the United States, however, 
these tended to be generalised appeals for funding divorced from a specific context or purpose.  
Evidence from the US (such as the success of the Dean campaign, or the Political Action 
Committee moveon.org) has shown that a useful method of fundraising has been to tie specific 
requests for donations to short-term political actions (such as specific fundraising for the airing of a 
television commercial, or placement of an advertisement in a particular publication) which has 
benefits in providing political donors with immediate psychological rewards for their contribution. 
 
Overall, party sites tended to be largely passive in character, with little in the way of interactive 
components (an exception being the Nationals use of debt calculator which allowed visitors to 
determine the higher level of personal debt that could be expected under ALP electoral victory).  
The three most significant parties (electorally) – the Liberal Party, the ALP, and the Nationals – 
tended to focus on their leaders, while the Democrats and Greens their respective “teams”.  
Subscription to any of the political parties’ e-mail alerts afforded the user with an ongoing supply of 
standard press releases from the central party campaign, with the exception of the Australian 
Democrats, which maintained an extensive online form allowing the visitor to determine the type or 
source of media release they wish to receive (see Figure 1) and produced the largest volume of e-
mail traffic (if one subscribed globally)2, and the Australian Greens, with a more conversational 
style of e-mail that focused on campaign developments, updates, and volunteer requests. 
 

Figure 1: Australian Democrats’s Online E-mail Subscription Form (truncated) 

 
Source: democrats.org,au 02/07/04 
 
All of the parties surveyed provided copies of television-style advertising video clips on their 
websites.  These clips tended to range in size and quality (see Figure 2), from material that emulated 
a conventional advertisement (30 second slots) to longer material or material with low production 

                                                
2 On the average day of the campaign, approximately five or six times the traffic of other parties. 
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values.  Most of the multimedia tended to be embedded in the website, rather than being specifically 
designed for distribution through viral networking as tends to be the practice overseas3. 
 

Figure 2: Party Multimedia - Online Advertisements 

  
The Greens - “GreensTVC”, WMV  ALP - “Australian’s are Ready”, mpeg  

 

  
Liberal Party of Australia - “Wish Me Luck”, mpeg   “Plan for a Stronger Australia”, mpeg  

 

  
The Democrats - “Truth About War”, Flash  Nationals - “The Nationals Corporate Video”, WMF  

 
Compared with the 2000 campaign, there were fewer associated party websites4 aimed at specific 
issues or target groups, such as the “Political Big Brother” website of the ALP (Chen, 2001) which 

                                                
3 The ALP provided the most multimedia online, while the Australian Democrats the most portable: flash animations 
that ranged from 127 to 509 kilobytes in size (this material also tended to have the lowest production values, reflecting 
the problematic state of that party’s finances).  Interestingly, given digital divide issues, the National’s promotional 
video was least “user friendly”: weighing in at 22.3 megabytes for their 3 minute video.  This represents 50% of the 
average total amount of data downloaded by each Australian Internet subscription (access service arrangement, not 
user) per month (based on ABS, 2004:18). While steadily being replaced with broadband services, dial-up (slow speed) 
users still predominate ISP subscriptions in Australia (84%, p.8). 
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focused on younger voters during that campaign and specifically collected voter intention and 
postcode data5.  The notable exception was the Australian Greens6, which maintained 
“democracy4sale.org”, a website which allowed visitors to search political donations registered 
with the Australian Electoral Commission (see Figure 3). 
 

Figure 3: The Australian Greens’s Political Donation Website 

 
Source: democracy4sale.org, 27/11/04 
 
More substantively, there were mixed Party responses to constituent e-mail during the campaign.  
Based on a brief question sent to each party7, Figure 4 shows the response time taken by the parties 
to the inquiry: with the Liberal Party failing to respond, and the Nationals request because of 
website error (e-mail address spelt incorrectly). 
 

Figure 4: General E-mail Inquiries - Rank Order by Response Time 
• Australian Labor Party (info@cbr.alp.org.au): 3hours and 50 minutes – e-mail response to 

question, with link to general party website 
• The Greens (via Webform): 19hours and 57minutes – e-mail response to question. 
• Australian Democrats (via Webform): 36hours and 43minutes – e-mail response to question, 

with links to policy statements (PDF and HTML). 
• Liberal Party of Australia (libadm@liberal.org.au): No response. 
• Nationals (vicpr@natioanls.org.au8): No response.  

                                                                                                                                                            
4 A website off the main domain address of the political party and having a “stand alone” online presence.  
5 www.politicalbigbrother.com allowed registered users (providing age and postcode data) to “vote out of the house” 
members of the government and was an interesting attempt by the ALP to identify targets for negative campaigning 
from the Government front bench.  This site utilised the popularity of the Big Brother television concept, and the 
website was designed and built by the production company that produced the online presence for the network 10 show. 
6 The ALP’s “Truth Overboard” website (www.truthoverboard.com) was maintained during the election campaign, but 
existed (highlighting the MV Tampa event) for a number of years previously. 
7 The email was a relatively generic inquiry, reading “I've been following the election for a while now, and I was 
wondering how your policy on tax would affect me.  I'm a self-employed contractor in the IT sector, and I support a 
wife and two kids who don't earn an income.  If I'm on about 60k pa, how will I fare under your policy?”.  The length of 
time counted was in ‘working hours’ (8am to 6pm, seven days per week). 
8 Email was sent to the Victorian State Branch general inquiry address, as no national central email address was listed 
on the party website. 
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Thus, lacking in interactivity and dynamism, party sites were locations to identify and download 
policy documents and to search for individual candidates.  Focusing on the core messages of their 
campaign – the economy for the entrenched parties, a broad social justice agenda for the two senate 
competitors – the websites were mostly useful for accessing current media releases on a day to day 
basis, having little content aimed at general repeat reading.  This largely re-confirms the findings of 
Gibson and Ward from 2002, who concluded that Australian political parties show a reticence in 
adopting innovative or interactive elements in their websites, preferring to use these sites as 
“information storehouses” (99).  While this may be interpreted in a relatively negative manner, 
these sites were far from unused.  Data provided by the Australian Greens (see Appendix D) shows 
that traffic during the campaign was strong, rising from an average of 74 daily visits in May to over 
four thousand in October.  Overall, however, the lack of customisation available to the viewer, 
combined with the propensity of the major parties to focus on communications tools with 
segmentation value (direct mail, advocacy calls) indicates that emphasis in campaign innovation for 
the ALP and Coalition tended to be offline, explaining the relative closeness of the parties online 
offerings: the minor parties have not experienced a leveling effect from new technology, rather the 
online environment is not where the major parties see significant and meaningful electoral 
competition. 
 

Unplugged and Online: Candidates’ Use of Technology 
If the major party sites exhibited sameness, then the highly variable use of new technologies by 
individual candidates presents a more fertile field of researching the political adoption of 
technology.  In saying this, we need to recognise the uncertainty of the relative importance of local 
candidates on national election outcomes when compared with the dominance of presidential-style 
campaigning.  The major parties’ use of strict media management strategies (Nichols, 2004) not 
only served as an effective way of keeping the election campaign “on message”, but also sidelined 
individual candidates (with some exceptions) to bit props at bus tour stopovers9.  In restricting 
access to information regarding the movement of the leaders and marshalling journalists to 
unknown destinations, major parties were effective in limiting mass media coverage of the election 
to predefined topics and avoiding protesters10, however, in doing so local issues are pushed further 
into the background of the campaign. 
 
Alternatively, local candidates do retain importance, either as potential members of parliament (for 
the major parties), as local organising points for the advancement of the senate ticket (for the minor 
parties; personal correspondence: 06/10/2004), and as interlocutors with local media and small 
groups, and for face-to-face campaigning.  In addition, in examining the use of new media by local 
candidates it is possible to supplement descriptive analysis of aggregate use of new technologies 
with insights into the relationship between candidates and their constituency (comparative 
assessments of the value of different media), and determine the level of support and resourcing 
afforded to candidates’ campaigning. 
 
Turning first to the use of new technologies by local candidates, a number of sources11 were used to 
identify the existence of candidates with personal (unique domain) websites and e-mail addresses.  
This is important in signifying the relative importance of these communications tools, but also 
provides illustrative data to determine if the “leveling” effect of Internet technologies hypothesised 
                                                
9If you liked that, consider the purchase of one of my spoken word diatribes. 
10 With the exception of a protester dressed as a sheep who was successful in following the Prime Minister around the 
country based on information received via SMS (Whinnett, 2004). 
11 Primarily from party websites, but also through online searches and printed matter (flyers), and by solicitation (for 
websites). 
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by Graber (1996) can be seen in the Australian context.  As illustrated in Figure 5, candidates’ 
accessibility online is very patchy across the political spectrum, with the two major parties far more 
likely to present candidates with e-mail addresses and websites.  While e-mail remains the most 
common form of online communication tool (confirming again its dominant status in the range of 
Internet sub-media), the Liberal Party of Australia fielded candidates with the highest proportion of 
personal websites, followed by the ALP, and the Nationals.  While this is likely to illustrate an 
incumbency effect12, it is clear that the use of new media is not distributed equally across the 
political spectrum, and that Australia compares unfavorably to other nations in the presence of 
online political information – Dulio, et al. (1999:53) report two thirds of US congressional 
candidates produced websites as far back as 199813. 
 

Figure 5: Candidates’ Use of New Media14 
Percentage 

Party House 
Candidates with E-

mail Addresses 
Candidates with 
Unique Websites 

Senate 100 16.66 
Representatives 58.82 0 Australian Democrats 

Total: 64.17 2.5 
Senate 58.82 0.00 
Representatives 100.00 8.1 Australian Greens 

Total: 100.00 8.97 
Senate 72 20 
Representatives 96.67 30.00 

Australian Labor 
Party15 

Total: 93.14 28.57 
Senate 100 16 
Representatives 98.45 44.18 Liberal Party of 

Australia16 
Total: 98.70 39.61 

Senate 0 0 
Representatives 100.00 33.33 Nationals 

Total: 78.26 26.08 
 
In addition to the descriptive analysis provided in Figure 5, by testing the correlation coefficient 
between seat marginality and the existence of a personal campaign website (House of 
Representatives only), there is no significant statistical relationship between those seats with a close 
two-party preferred outcome in 2000 and the presence of candidates’ websites.  This implies a lack 
of any specific, strategic planning around the allocation of websites based on areas of greater 
need17. 
                                                
12 These websites had variable permanence: some were clearly established as on-going Members’ sites, but others just 
for the campaign.  One month after the election a number of the candidates’ sites had been taken down: ALP (10%), 
Liberals (9.84%), Nationals (50%), Greens (21.43%), and Democrats (0%). 
13 The comparison can be overstated due to the different nature of the electoral contests in the United States and the 
different perceptual relationship between voters, parties, and voting turnout.  
14 This figure is slightly misleading in places.  Some parties (Australian Democrats, The Greens) have detailed 
individual candidates pages on their campaign sites, whereas other’s have less detail.   
15 It should be noted that current members of parliament tended to use their firstname.lastname@aph.gov.au addresses, 
some former ministers use their firstname.lastname@department.gov.au addresses, providing an (albeit minor) 
incumbency advantage due to cross-listing on multiple government websites, and ease of discovery via search engines. 
16 www.liberal.org.au cross-listed Nationals candidates in their candidate lists, but not vice-versa (Liberals and 
Nationals separated in this figure). 
17 The correlation co-efficient results for this analysis were: ALP 0.006 (n=146), Liberals 0.089 (n=144), Nationals -
0.381 (n=16), Greens: 0.018 (n=144).  Note the negative coefficient for the Nationals which, while not significant to the 
.05 level indicates a significant misallocation of resources. 
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Turning from the presence of these forms of communication to the use to which they are put, 
Figures 6 and 7 show the extent of website content based on analysis of a random sample of 
candidate websites (n=53)18.  While there were wide variations in standards of presentation and 
depth/range of content across the sampled list there is no significant or systematic variation between 
parties, thus the data is presented in undifferentiated figures.  Again, these figures show the 
tendency for static content sites: with an emphasis on information storage (personal biographies, 
policy-related information) over “active” information (voter registration/polling location 
information, volunteering) or interactive elements (with the exclusion of some token polling).  
Additionally, candidates appear not to have identified these sites as means of personal fundraising, 
preferring instead to provide party membership information over donation gateways19. 
 

Figure 6: Candidate Websites - Content 
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18 An overall sample size of 39.55% of the identified sample universe.  This breaks down by parties as: Democrats 
100%, Greens 100%, ALP 32%, Liberal 24.59%, and Nationals 83.33%. 
19 9.43% had some form of online donation system (predominantly focused on raising money for the branch or party, 
rather than the candidate or a specific purpose).  
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Figure 7: Candidate Websites - Features 
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Local candidates were particularly active online, however, in response to constituent e-mail.  As 
Figure 8 illustrates, based on a generic e-mail sent to each candidate, large numbers of candidates, 
particularly from the minor parties, responded to the request for information.  More interestingly, 
however, while the minor parties were active respondents, the Liberal Party alone were particularly 
strategic in their use of e-mail; with a positive correlation between the marginality of the seat in 
question and the likelihood of a response to the e-mail request.  
 

Figure 8: Candidate E-mail Inquiries - Response Rate and Time 

Party House n 

 Inquiries 
Responded 

To 

Average 
Response Time, 

hours (SD) 

Marginality 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

Senate 8 61% 22 (28)  Australian 
Greens Representatives 150 68.92% 10.46 (12.11) 0.017 

Senate 18 63% 8 (7)  Australian 
Democrats  Representatives 62 35.3% 7.44 (8.14) 0.022 

Senate 25 24% 10 (18)  Australian 
Labor Party Representatives 147 46% 9.97 (13.8) -0.006 

Senate 25 32% 19 (20)  Liberal Party 
of Australia Representatives 129 48.8% 5.77 (6.9) 0.217 

Senate 5 0%   The 
Nationals Representatives 20 50% 5.77 (6.9) -0.146 

 
These figures are interesting, not simply because of what they tell about the use of e-mail by 
candidates, but also comparatively.  First, the extent to which individual candidates responded to 
personal e-mails is somewhat surprising.  In the US context, Davis has argued (1999:90) that this 
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type of one-to-one interactivity is unlikely, given its limited cost-effectiveness (in terms of time 
spent versus information conveyed) and implications of a return to pre-television style personal 
campaigning.  Overall, however, a number of explanations for this difference can be identified: 

• In general candidates received only a small number of e-mails on each day of the campaign 
(see Figure 9),  

• The asynchronous nature of e-mail.  The majority of candidates responded to the test e-mail 
out of business hours and therefore could respond to these constituent communications 
when not engaged in other campaign activities, and 

• Media substitution.  The use of e-mail reflects a tendency (particularly among major 
parties) in Australia to favour direct mail (see below). 

 
Figure 9: Candidates - E-mails Received During Campaign 

Party n 
Average number of e-mails 

received per day of the campaign 
Australian Democrats 19 4.04 
Australian Greens 39 4.61 
Australian Labor Party 13 10.92 
Coalition20 10 16.66 

Total Average: 81 6.86 
Representatives Average: 73 5.85 

Senate Average: 7 17.35 
 

Figure 10: Candidates’ Information Technology Literacy Level – Party Comparison (self 
perception) 

 
 
Second, the strategic use of e-mail by candidates is interesting and informative about the relative IT 
literacy of candidates, their staff, and their parties.  Thus, a number of observations can be made: 
                                                
20 Please note, given the small number of survey responses from the Nationals, they have been included in an aggregate 
figure for survey data reporting. 
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• As indicated by comparisons between Figures 9 and 10, differential use of e-mail between 
parties is not a feature of workload (the ALP’s response rate was lower than the Coalition 
candidates, but Labor candidates reported less e-mail traffic) nor IT literacy (IT literacy 
levels are remarkably similar for each party21), but reflects personal preferences for this 
form of communication by some candidates, 

• In electoral contests where mass media are dominated by the leadership context, candidates’ 
campaign activities are focused towards small group interactions, and 

• The level of technical sophistication remains low: e-mail remains one of the more basic 
Internet functions available (hence its general popularity) to establish, use, and maintain.  
Thus, while two parties provided systematic e-mail addresses for candidates (Democrats and 
Greens)22 these were simple e-mail aliases which pointed to other accounts (personal 
accounts, work accounts) which appear to be unsupported organisationally.  What this 
means is that, while a number of party organisations appear to have detected the use of mass 
e-mail to contact their candidates23, this appears to be related to the fact that these parties 
fielded candidates in nearly every House of Representatives electorate, with a number of 
these candidates having their e-mail “channeled” back to the party organisation.  Parties did 
not field the capacity for systematic “spamming” of candidates to be detected – reflecting 
low levels of IT support from the centralised party structures. 

 
To investigate this last point further, candidates’ survey responses regarding the use of Information 
Technologies is presented in Figure 11.  This figure shows that the major parties were keen users of 
their respective electoral database systems (e.g. Electrac and Feedback) and service-based 
information and decision support, but tended not to employ IT beyond these established 
organisational resources.  As expected, candidates of the minor parties had lower levels of IT 
system use, thus rather than a great leveler, IT use – while low overall – remains divided by 
organisational resource levels.  This has implications beyond this election: the low use of party 
database systems by the minor parties inhibits their capacity in future elections, thus while the ALP 
and Coalition parties’ candidates report high levels of data capture to their party databases (68.75% 
and 60% respectively), the Democrats and Greens systematically captured very little data on 
electors’ preferences (19.05% and 12.83%). 
 

Figure 11: Candidates’ Use of Information Technology Systems 
System Democrats Greens ALP Coalition Average 
Electoral roll database  27.27 15 88.24 72.73 38.89 

Geographic information system (GIS)  18.18 2.50 5.88 0 6.67 
Customer relationship management 

system (CRM)  0 7.50 0 9.09 4.44 

Web search engine listing service  36.36 17.50 47.06 54.55 32.22 
Bulk e-mail system/service  36.36 35 52.94 36.36 38.89 

Media news clipping service  18.18 30 41.18 27.27 28.89 
SPAM (bulk e-mail) filtering  31.81 15 29.41 27.27 23.33 

Statistical analysis software  4.54 7.50 0 0 4.44 
n 22 40 17 11 90 

 

                                                
21 Out of interest comparative data from a survey of members of the last parliament has been extracted and placed 
comparatively in Appendix E: candidates, overall, exhibit a greater level of IT literacy than members of parliament. 
22 For example: electorate@state.green.org.au. 
23 The Democrats after 5 working hours; The Greens, after 10 working hours.  Note, no particularly sophisticated 
attempt was made to mask the mass email: each contained identical wording coming from the same email address. 
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These findings reflect organisational capacity: both in resource terms but also in strategic 
campaigning skills.  From responses to the candidate survey it is possible to compare the degree to 
which candidates employed different media vehicles in their campaigning with their perception of 
the value of the media form.  In Figure 12, therefore, we can see the comparative perceptions of use 
and value of new media: indicating a clear preference for websites and e-mail, followed by voice 
telephony, and SMS messaging (for a more comprehensive breakdown, see Appendix F).  Overall, 
the smaller parties placed greater emphasis on Internet-based communications over the major 
parties24.  Significantly, the relative difference between perceptions of the value of different media 
and their use is comparativly low.   
 

Figure 12: Use and Perception of New Media for Campaigning25 
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Figure 13, summarising the complete statistical breakdown in Appendix H, compares average 
over/under use of media aggregated by traditional and media types and shows that candidates 
systematically underutilised most media to some degree (clearly due to resource scarcity) but that: 

• Underutilisation is most significant with the minor parties (as expected based on resource 
difference between parties), and 

• The level of underutilisation of new media forms is lower, on average, than other media 
forms.  What this means is that candidates perceived new media to be of lower value in 
their campaigning, but that new media’s lower costs allowed higher use (overall) than 
existing, traditional media.   

 

                                                
24 This is also confirmed by the content analysis of candidates’ flyers (see Appendix G) with the major parties less 
likely to promote internet-based campaign elements on their printed material than the minor parties. 
25 Based on a four point scale, as indicated in Appendix B. 
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Figure 13: Comparative Over/Under Use of Media Forms 
 Average difference between perception of media value and use  
 Traditional Media New Media Difference 

Democrats 1.38 0.42 0.96 
Greens 1.25 0.43 0.82 
ALP 0.86 0.69 0.17 
Coalition 0.71 0.48 0.22 
Average 1.13 0.46 0.66 
 
Thus, while the use of new media by individual candidates was mixed, the implications here are 
clear: given increases in campaign resources, candidates would be more likely to invest in 
additional offline media (mass advertising and direct mail/telephone calls) over new media.  This 
would indicate that the future for new media use in political campaigning by candidates will remain 
relatively flat, unless external influences change perceptions of the relative effectiveness of these 
communications channels substantially.  Supporting this finding, survey data on candidate 
perceptions of party support for campaigning (see Appendix I) indicates that candidates are 
generally more interested in receiving additional assistance in conventional media strategies over 
online communications methods.  What this means, therefore, is that in the Australian context, there 
are perceptual and resource barriers concerning greater application of new technologies by political 
candidates, and that most campaign application of new media tends to focus on static (pull media) 
content presentation or low level one-to-one interaction (manual e-mail).  The potential for 
campaigns to utilise social networking, viral marketing, and place-based information systems 
(combined GIS and database analysis, campaign management, and canvassing) in the Australian 
context is clear, but the strategic advantage of these tools has not been recognised by candidates or 
parties to date. 
 
That this low level of innovation is untenable in the medium term would appear likely for a range of 
reasons.  Communicating with electors is going to become more difficult due to: 

• The proliferation of communications technologies and resultant declining audience share of 
conventional “mass” channels (such as free-to-air television)26, and  

• Increased consumer access to alternative telecommunications services and carriage 
providers, especially un- or under-regulated VOIP27.   

On the one hand, this will increase the range of media forms that parties and candidates can employ 
to attract electors’ attention (with beneficial segmentation characteristics for parties who recognise 
the importance of strategic selective campaigning), while reducing the value of some channels – 
such as a the decline of fixed-line (landline) telephone services as a near-universal household 
appliance.  Importantly, this trend will selectively distort the ability of both parties and pollsters to 
canvass broadly by landline, as parts of the community move directly to wireless.  While recent 
survey statistics from Queensland show that 95.3% of households maintain a fixed line telephone 
service (ABS, 2003:3), research by the Office of Telecommunications (1999) in the United 
Kingdom has shown that “…young, unemployed, low income council residents, some possibly 
single parent families” are disproportionately less-likely to utilise landline telephones while 
retaining the same percentage rate of mobile phone usage as the rest of the community.   

                                                
26 A tendency also identified in the US, particularly in some segments of the electorate (younger voters); Kohut, et al., 
2004:2. 
27 The US Federal Communications Commission defines VOIP as “a technology that allows you to make telephone 
calls using a broadband Internet connection instead of a regular (or analog) phone line”.  VOIP has multiple diffusion 
and development paths: integration in existing telecommunications networks as a replacement for analog telephony 
(transparent adoption which retains the importance of domestic carriers as telephone service providers) or alternative 
provision by international service providers (e.g. through Internet-based services which moves telecommunications 
carriers into a role of undifferentiated data carriers). 
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In addition, while direct mail remains (and will remain for some time) the “select” medium of 
choice for the funded parties (based on their party database capabilities) to target and segment the 
voting public, social changes are undermining the value of this form of political communication.  
As figure 14 illustrates, there is a tendency in the community for increased personal mobility – with 
18 percent of the electorate (Australian citizens over 18) moving residential address in a given 12 
month period, and disproportionate numbers of younger voters (who are more likely to be 
“swinging” voters; Leigh, 2004:20-2) moving regularly.  While recent efforts to integrate vehicle 
registrations with electoral databases compensate to some degree, this tendency will reduce the 
efficacy of direct physical mail campaigns.  As e-mail addresses appear to be similarly transient 
(Bloomberg and Mancini, 2002:4), it would appear that – given the introduction of mobile number 
portability – mobile telephone numbers are likely to be the become the permanent personal 
“address” of most voters, an implication that underlines the pressures for change based on the low 
use of mobile telephone campaigning during 2004.  Overall, levels of new media innovation in 
Australian political campaigning will shift, likely from parties top-down in response to the joint 
(and somewhat contradictory) technological processes of pluralisation and convergence. 
 

Figure 14: Voter Mobility - 2001 
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* Based on a US survey of 1015 Internet users 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census Data, 2001 
 

marklathamsucks.com: Non-party Internet Activism and Journalism  
Parties and candidates are not the only important actors in any review of the use of new media in 
political campaigns, and 2004 saw the increased use of the Internet by non-party groups and private 
individuals interested in informing, persuading, or ridiculing Australia’s body politic.  These non-
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party websites tended to take three forms (for a more comprehensive review of non-party websites 
observed during the campaign, see Appendix J): 

• Advocacy sites provided by new or established interest groups aimed at influencing policy 
debate and media attention during the campaign (such as sites maintained by the 
Brotherhood of St Laurence and Wilderness Society), 

• Parody or anti-party28 and anti-candidate websites, and 
• Alternative journalism, such as political blogging, specialist reporting, and audience-specific 

journalism. 
 
Against this list, one particularly interesting example of online political activism stands out in the 
2004 electoral cycle: the Dome of Conscience (as illustrated in Figure 16).  Established in 2002, the 
dome allowed all federal candidates take part in ongoing voting on political issues, allowing the 
public to see their votes across the full spectrum of issues in real time, with issues moving around 
the sites “Leaderboard” based on popularity.  Envisaged as a marketplace model for political ideas, 
the use of the website in the federal election also served to allow minor parties and independents 
access to a centralised and popular website, where their exacts stand on issues could be identified 
and compared with others (and, by extension, other parties).  In essence, the site allows all 
participants to provide conscience votes across a range of issues. 
 

Figure 16: The Dome of Conscience 

 
Source: bigpulse.com/leaders.php?sid=RGuzv2cWJN8IHCZ; 12/11/04 
 
While an interesting political innovation, the Dome again illustrates the marginality of individual 
candidates and most parties in the electoral campaign.  While well populated with participants (146 
participating candidates during the election campaign), the Dome remained away from the “main 
game”: the machine parties (with the exception of eight ALP candidates29) avoided this site (see 
Figure 16). 
                                                
28 Mostly focused on party leaders, rather than party organisations.  This reconfirms the increasing dominance of the 
Presidential model in Australian political life. 
29 David Patch (Wentworth), Harry Quick (Franklin), Gavin Waugh (Tangney), Ann Corcoran (Issacs), Gavin Marshall 
(Victoria), Jann Mcfarlane (Stirling), Kelly Hoare (Charlton), and David Parrish (Moncrieff). 



������������	������������	������������	������������	� � 
����	�
���	����������

• ������	�����������������	����� � ����������������

 
 16(32)  

 
Figure 16: Candidate Participation in the Dome of Conscience 

Party Participants Percentage 
No GST 1 0.68 
Socialist Alliance 1 0.68 
The Great Australians 1 0.68 
Christian Democrats 2 1.37 
Family First 2 1.37 
One Nation 3 2.05 
The Progressives Alliance 4 2.74 
Australian Labor Party 8 5.48 
Independent 17 11.64 
Citizens Electoral Council 20 13.70 
Greens 37 25.34 
Democrats 50 34.25 
Total 146 100% 

Source: bigpulse.com/whosvoting.php?sid=RGuzv2cWJN8IHCZ; 12/11/04  
 
The existence and growth of non-party websites reflect a growing trend in the use of new media by 
politically-engaged, but unaligned actors around the world, and illustrates the positive 
characteristics of these technologies in providing access to wide-scale publication to specialised 
groups and alternative perspectives.  This area of political practice, however, remains a difficult 
subject of study rigorously due to three key factors: 

• Difficulties identifying these sites systematically30, 
• Different levels of operation (local, state, national), target audiences (age, location, issue-

specific), and objectives (influence, entertainment, fundraising, mobilisation, socialisation, 
etc.) which create problems in meaningfully comparing these activities, and 

• Problems associated with comparative metrics (difficulties collecting real comparative 
traffic measures). 

 
These caveats aside, from composite statistics provided by maintainers of some of these sites (see 
Figure 17), it is possible to show that non-party websites received increasing traffic during the 
election campaign (even if measures of “hits” is meaningless in determining unique visitor 
numbers) and have established a place in the media landscape of election campaigns.  Overall, there 
appears to be no significant relationship between the type of website (journalism, parody, advocacy) 
and traffic, with site popularity largely appearing to be a determinant of two factors: 

• The capacity of the site’s organisers to promote the site independently (a factor normally 
associated with organizational presence and resources, favouring traditional advocacy or 
interest groups), and 

• Most importantly, “mainstream” media coverage (news reporting or linking) of the site or 
its content31. 

 

                                                
30 The different levels of resourcing associated with these sites make some harder to identify than others, also, when 
identifying sites based on linkages there can be a for similar sampling errors as encountered with any referral method.  
In this case identified sites were largely drawn from three sources: flyers (normally associated with major advocacy 
groups), media coverage, and links.  Sampling distortion can not be ruled out. 
31 Illustrative of this is the difference in traffic for the political blog “backpageblog.com” which was heavily covered in 
the Sydney Morning Herald and cross-linked from the ABC’s website (personal correspondence: 15/10/2004) versus 
“defendmedicare.info” which received almost no mainstream media coverage (personal correspondence: 17/10/2004). 
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Figure 17: Comparative Website Traffic (year to mid-October 2004) 
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Evidence from this campaign, therefore, would appear to show that the Internet hold promise in 
pluralising political publishing, but only to some degree.  Heavily dependent on mainstream media 
coverage and cross-linking to drive site traffic (Hindman, et al., 2003:7), systematic attention to 
alternative Internet content (outside of “oddspot” coverage of parody websites) appears most likely 
where these sites reflect the form or interest32 of professional journalists: journalistic-style reporting 
or comment from individuals or groups who present themselves as independent of a particular 
partisan cause (Clift, 2004)33.  This has both supply and demand characteristics: Journalists tend to 
report on what they see as “Internet journalism”, and the public largely sees the Internet as 
informational in character.  This view is supported by public surveying from the United States 
which indicates that the Internet is primarily seen as a useful tool for accessing a wide variety of 
news and current affairs information (from diverse sources and alternative voices), but that the 
average internet user has not yet begun to conceive of the internet as a “space” for political action 
(Fallows, 2004:ii).  Overall, this tendency focuses alternative new media towards static “reportage” 

                                                
32 And demographic.  The election tracker website (www.electiontracker.net) aimed at a youth audience received very 
little mainstream media coverage (five LexisNexis references only: the Hornsby & Upper North Shore Advocate, North 
Shore Times, Sunday Territorian, and Courier Mail. The site was also reported on ABC national radio on October 1) 
given its clear journalistic style and alternative (youth) focus.  This reflects (but also accelerates) the shrinking 
demographic reach of established news media.  Let the intergenerational warfare begin. 
33 The key exception being the online rumour sheet, Crikey! (www.crikey.com.au) which, while providing a large 
amount of material from inside sources (the site claims over 15,000 subscribers to its “sealed section” e-mail newslist), 
has also been useful to insiders to reproduce “shit sheet” material under Steven Mayne’s banner.  Two good examples 
during the election campaign would be the accusation of anti-semitism against Wentworth ALP candidate David Patch 
(Mayne, 2004) and baseless discussion of a pornographic video of the ALP Leader’s batchelor party (ABC, 2004). 
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and comment, rather than maximising the interactive elements of the Internet.  An excellent 
example would be www.marklathamsucks.com, a site that received media coverage only because of 
its sale of merchandise baring the “Mark Latham Sucks” slogan (The Canberra Times, 05/09/2004, 
p. A13), but neglecting to note that the site primarily hosted a public discussion list for unfiltered 
broad-ranging political debate. 
 

Conclusions and Future Research Directions 
Based on this broad ranging review of the use of new media during the 2004 election campaign it is 
possible to show that the degree to which the Internet has impacted on political campaigning in 
Australia remains modest at best.  Partially, this reflects the limitations of these communications 
tools in accessing and persuading large numbers of Australians: a strategic limitation of the Internet 
as predominantly a “pull” media based around web resources and difficulties identifying contact 
addresses and associated geographic and demographic information for people online, but also a 
conservatism in the Australian public arena to employ an increasingly powerful interactive media 
form in new and creative ways.  Overall, while the drivers for innovation within political parties 
appear to be weak, this paper has identified a number of external factors that will eventually force 
parties and candidates review their current, modest use of new technologies: declining audience 
share for individual mass media channels, and the powerful organisational and networking 
characteristics of new technologies (a powerful potential combination of threat and competitive 
advantage).  While some have speculated at the democratising (in terms of pluralising) nature of 
these technologies, it would appear that mainstream parties and existing media enterprises remain 
best placed to employ or validate new media political use in the short to medium term. 
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Appendix A: Research Methodology 
 
This study was undertaken using six distinct research strategies: 

1. Systematic identification of candidates’ website and e-mail addresses, correlated by political 
party and electorate margin (based on two-party preferred results from the 2000 election) to 
determine the relationship between marginality and the use of new media, prevalence of new 
media in the campaign, and comparative descriptive statistics; 

2. Content analysis of candidates’ website content and flyers provided by candidates, to 
determine the degree of integration of online content in offline communication strategies, 
identify common content elements on candidates’ websites, and to determine interactive 
elements employed in candidates’ websites; 

3. E-mail inquiry response time tracking using a standardised e-mail sent to each political party 
and candidate.  This message requested basic information on either party policy or candidate 
information, with response rate and time tracked; 

4. Tracking of party websites and electronic mail distributed through their mailing lists; 
5. A post-election survey distributed to candidates (see Appendix B) on the use of new media 

and associated information technologies, campaign support received from their party 
structures, and comparative assessments of the value of different media types.  This survey 
received a response rate of just under 16% (for a complete breakdown of response rates, see 
Appendix C), and; 

6. Personal correspondence undertaken with representatives from non-party websites. 
 
Overall, the diversity of research methodologies employed reflected the range of Internet sub media 
that of relevance to the study of new media and political campaigning.  In addition, some attention 
was paid to the use of “advocacy calls” (AAP, 2004) and SMS messaging during the election 
campaign.  It would appear that is the importance of automated telephone messaging is likely to 
increase in future years, requiring consideration be given to a systematic manner in which this form 
of electioneering can be studied. 
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Appendix B: Candidate Survey (abridged) 
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Appendix C: Candidate Survey - Response Rates 
 

Figure C1: Sampling Rate - By House 
 Sample 
 n Percentage Universe Percentage 

Senate 9 10 12.16 
House of Representatives 81 90 87.83 

Total 90 100 100 
Universe 569   

Sample (overall) 15.81722   
 
 

Figure C2: Sampling Rate - By State or Territory 
 Sample 
 Number Percentage Universe Percentage Difference 

New South Wales  31 34.44 18.5 18.5 
Queensland  18 20 4.09 4.09 

Victoria  20 22.22 1.19 1.19 
Northern Territory  1 1.11 0.54 0.54 

Tasmania  3 3.33 0.49 0.49 
Western Australia  8 8.88 0.36 0.36 

Australian Capital Territory  1 1.11 -0.02 -0.02 
South Australia  8 8.88 -25.2 -25.2 

Total: 90 100   
 

Figure C3: Sampling Rate - By Party 
Sample 

 Number Percentage 
Universe 

Percentage Difference 
Australian Democrats  22 29.72 13.19 16.53 

Australian Greens  40 25.31 28.16 -2.84 
Australian Labor Party  17 10.36 29.23 -18.86 

Liberal Party of Australia  9 6.16 26.02 -19.86 
The Nationals  2 10.52 3.38 7.13 

Total: 90 100   
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Appendix D: Website Traffic - www.greens.org.au 
 

Average/Day 
Month Hits Files Pages Visits Traffic 

Oct 709478 429888 13141 4196 4.39 Gb 
Sep 320240 193167 7135 2287 2.17 Gb 
Aug 79364 54562 3171 1015 736.67 Mb 
Jul 62842 39056 2375 703 667.45 Mb 
Jun 51258 38227 3021 623 784.13 Mb 
May 1771 1249 451 74 7.25 Mb 

 
Totals 

Month Hits Files Pages Visits Traffic 
Oct 6385309 3868999 118270 37768 39.52 Gb 
Sep 9607218 5795035 214076 68634 65.19 Gb 
Aug 2460311 1691448 98309 31479 22.30 Gb 
Jul 1948120 1210747 73627 21823 20.21 Gb 
Jun 1537766 1146825 90646 18715 22.97 Gb 
May 54912 38747 13984 2306 224.67 Mb 

Source: greens.paradigm4.com.au/webusage/ (as at 10/10/2004) 
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Appendix E: Comparative IT Literacy - 2004 Candidates and 2002 MPs 
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Note: The comparison is limited as the incumbency data drawn from a dataset collected in early 
2002 (as reported in Chen, 2002). 
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Appendix F: Candidate Survey - Comparative Media League Tables 
 

Figure F1: Over/Under Use of Media Form - By Perceived Value* 
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* Hollow shaded bars represent underutilisation of the media form, solid bars overutilisation. 
 

Figure F2: Comparative Divergence - Use versus Perception of Value (by Party) 
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Appendix G: Candidate Flyers Received: Content, Format, and Length 
 

% Format† 

Party n 
% with 
URL 

% with 
E-mail 

% 
Template 
based* 

Adobe 
PDF 

MS 
Word 

JPEG 
Image 

MS 
Publisher 

Average 
Page 

Length 
Democrats 24 75 87.5 54.16 58.33 37.5 4.166 0 1.83 

Greens 33 72.727 57.57 33.33 69.69 30.3 0 0 1.69 
ALP 23 56.52 65.21 34.78 82.6 13.04 0 4.34 1.39 

Coalition 9 44.44 44.44 22.22 55.55 44.44 0 0 1.88 
Total 89 66.29 66.29 38.2 68.53 29.21 1.12 1.12 1.67 

† As flyers were solicited via e-mail, note was made of the format they were distributed in. 
* Template figure based on recurrence of format or content (post hoc).  Templating party material 
has advantages in supporting local candidates and keeping material “on message”, but clear 
limitations in quality control at time, as indicated below. 
 

 
Source: personal correspondence, 22/09/2004 
 

 
Source: personal correspondence, 16/09/2004 
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Appendix H: Candidate Survey - Comparative Media Statistics 
 

Media 
Form Use Perception Difference Party Media 

Form Use Perception Difference 

1.2 3.318 -2.118 Democrats 1.619 3.045 -1.426 
1.135 2.974 -1.839 Greens 1.949 3.0 -1.051 
1.059 3.125 -2.066 ALP 2.529 2.688 -0.158 
2.091 3.455 -1.364 Coalition 2.909 3.273 -0.364 

Billboards 

1.259 3.148 -1.889 Average 

Print 
Advertising 

2.102 2.989 -0.886 
3.455 3.286 0.169 Democrats 1.476 3.364 -1.887 

3.4 3.3 0.1 Greens 1.308 3.282 -1.974 
2.813 2.353 0.460 ALP 1.824 3.188 -1.364 
2.455 2.818 -0.364 Coalition 2.0 2.818 -0.818 

Campaign 
website 

3.191 3.056 0.135 Average 

Radio 
advertising 

1.534 3.227 -1.693 
2.0 3.045 -1.045 Democrats 1.714 2.409 -0.695 

1.385 2.8 -1.415 Greens 1.132 1.789 -0.658 
2.529 3.750 -1.221 ALP 1.063 1.933 -0.871 

3.0 3.727 -0.727 Coalition 1.182 1.818 -0.636 

Direct 
Mail 

1.954 3.146 -1.192 Average 

SMS - 
telephone 
messaging 

1.267 1.977 -0.709 
1.909 3.5 -1.591 Democrats 1.955 3.364 -1.409 
1.974 3.410 -1.436 Greens 2.8 3.359 -0.559 
2.941 3.375 -0.434 ALP 3.0 3.250 -0.250 
2.636 3.182 -0.545 Coalition 2.455 3.091 -0.636 

Door 
knocking 

2.225 3.398 -1.173 Average 

Stands or 
booths 

2.584 3.307 -0.723 
2.682 3.091 -0.409 Democrats 1.143 2.182 -1.039 
2.308 2.850 -0.542 Greens 1.105 2.081 -0.976 

2.0 2.750 -0.750 ALP 1.824 2.813 -0.989 
1.909 2.364 -0.455 Coalition 1.818 2.909 -1.091 

Electronic 
mail 

2.292 2.831 -0.539 Average 

Telephone 
canvassing 

1.345 2.349 -1.004 
3.0 3.182 -0.182 Democrats 1.2 3.5 -2.3 

3.462 3.2 0.262 Greens 1.079 3.615 -2.536 
3.412 3.188 0.224 ALP 1.824 3.563 -1.739 
3.364 3.364 0 Coalition 1.909 3.182 -1.273 

Flyers 

3.330 3.213 0.116 Average 

Television 
advertising 

1.360 3.523 -2.162 
2.455 3.333 -0.879 Democrats 
2.487 3.026 -0.538 Greens 
2.750 3.0 -0.250 ALP 
3.091 2.818 0.273 Coalition 

Posters 

2.602 3.069 -0.467 Average 
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Appendix I: Candidate Survey - Campaign Assistance 
 

Assistance Type Party Received Aggregate Perception Difference 
Democrats 3.5 3.255 0.244 

Greens 4.25 3.128 1.121 
ALP 4.714 3.214 1.5 

Coalition 2.714 3.233 -0.519 
Advertising 

Average 3.928 3.187 0.74 
Democrats 2.5 3.015 -0.515 

Greens 2.538 2.95 -0.411 
ALP 2.562 3.145 -0.583 

Coalition 2.727 3.06 -0.333 
Canvassing 

Average 2.556 3.017 -0.460 
Democrats 3.136 3.303 -0.166 

Greens 3.3 3.299 0.0008 
ALP 2.8 3.145 -0.345 

Coalition 3 3.09 -0.09 
Media relations 

Average 3.136 3.246 -0.109 
Democrats 2.909 2.928 -0.019 

Greens 3.1 2.646 0.4535 
ALP 2.437 2.345 0.0920 

Coalition 2.181 2.333 -0.151 
Use of Internet 

Average 2.82 2.621 0.1987 
Democrats 2.59 3.298 -0.707 

Greens 3 3.217 -0.217 
ALP 2.125 3.181 -1.056 

Coalition 1.5 3.204 -1.704 
Recruitment 

Average 2.563 3.226 -0.663 
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Appendix J: Non-party Campaign/Political Websites 
 

Advocacy Sites 
• defendmedicare.info - Established by the Health Consumers for Medicare Collective the 

site aimed to promote the retention of the Medicare system in Australia 
• www.australiaatthecrossroads.org - News website established by a group concerned with 

human rights issues. 
• www.thejusticeproject.com.au - Campaign website to promote reforms to refugee policy 

and human rights. 
• www.endthelies.net - An anti-war site promoting rallies organised in major Australian 

Capitals during October. 
• voteenvironment.com.au - The Wilderness Society's campaign website for the election, 

promotion the organisations policy objectives and voting preferences. 
• www.advanceaustraliafairly.com.au - Campaign website of the Brotherhood of St 

Laurence, aiming to advance social justice issues and providing party assessments. 
• www.antar.org.au - Australians for Native Title and Reconciliation’s ongoing site, 

promotion the advancement of aboriginal reconciliation policies during the campaign. 
• www.fart.fm - Friends All for Renewable Technologies, a website focusing on energy 

policy issues. 
• www.servicesfirst.org.au - Advocacy alliance arguing for increased government 

expenditure on community services over tax cuts. 
 

Parody Sites 
• johnhoward.blogspot.com - Parody website: John Howards blog 
• johnhowardpm.blogeasy.com - Parody website: John Howards blog 
• www.liarsforhoward.org - Parody site emphasising John Howard’s honesty. 
• www.johnnybackflip.com - A parody site selling “educational toys” such as the  floating 

bath toy Johnny Overboard. 
 

Anti-Candidate and Anti-Party Sites 
• www.105reasons.org - Interactive site allowing visitors to rank reasons not to vote for the 

coalition. 
• www.dearjohn.org - Anti-government website. 
• www.defeathoward.com - A website resource of media coverage of material critical of the 

government, classified by topic. 
• www.getridofhoward.org.au - Campaign website of the United Trades and Labor Council 

of South Australia critical of the Government. 
• www.howardsend04.com - Participatory website, calling for submissions of slogans for 

5,000 fridge magnets to be distributed in the Prime Minister’s electorate. 
• www.ihatejohnhoward.com - Personal website of John J. Howard focusing on reasons he 

dislikes the Prime Minister.  
• www.johnhowardlies.com - Participatory website drawing together mainstream news and 

public submissions of lies attributed to John Howard. 
• www.justnotjohn.com - Non-party website focusing on a range of policy issues (health, 

education, trade, war, immigration) and critical of the Government’s record. 
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• www.turnbull-last.com - An anti-candidate site, calling for high-profile Liberal candidate 
for Wentworth, Malcolm Turnbull, to be placed last in voters preferencing. 

• www.nothappyjohn.com - Promotional website and supporting news site associated with 
Margo Kingston’s book “Not Happy, John”. 

• www.resist.com.au - Website critical of Australia’s relationship with the United States of 
America. 

• www.timetogojohn.com - Promotional website of a video “Time to Go John”, an anti-
Howard 90 minute compilation of short documentaries, animations and political satires. 

• www.sievx.com - Website maintained by Marg Hutton to highlight the sinking of the 
SIEVX vessel and government culpability. 

• www.votehowardout.com - Anti-Howard site focusing on Australia’s involvement in the 
Iraq Invasion. 

 

Alternative Journalism 
• www.electiontracker.net - Established by a non-profit organisation, vibewire.net, this site 

provided alternative journalistic coverage of the election from a youth perspective. 
• www.newmatilda.com  - News and current affairs website focusing on alternative 

journalism. 
• www.comparepolicies.com.au - Established by Brisbane-based design firm Amok Creative, 

this site provided comparative policy information with a user-friendly search engine. 
• backpagesblog.com - A political blog maintained by Christopher Sheil, a writer on political 

issues from New South Wales 
• www.pollbludger.com - Maintained by William Bowe, the Poll Bludger aggregated polling 

information, links and electoral information during the election. 
• timblair.spleenville.com - A political blog maintained by Tim Blair. 
• www.crikey.com.au - political news and “insider” gossip website 

Other 
• www.marklathamsucks.com - Hosted discussion list on Australian politics. 
• domeaus.com - Voting website allowing candidates to vote on issues in a issue marketplace 

model in realtime. 
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