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Preface 

For months, they sat in front of computer screens, seeing every hour of the 
day and night pass by as they tried to finish a job that seemed never to end.  They 
did not sleep enough, worked too much, and consumed more than their fair share 
of, well, everything.  Some had years of work experience, and some were still in 
college; all were under the age of 30.  Some were computer wizards and some 
were novices; some were natives of Austin, others moved here from all over the 
country.  They worked in groups of cubicles with names like the "Lincoln 
Lounge," surrounded by cardboard cutouts of Mini-Me and Dr. Evil, and pictures 
of Dilbert and Woodrow the Mouse.  They were as driven and as dedicated as 
they come, but able to take it all with a sense of humor.  This sounds like any 
other “new economy” scenario, however, they were not hoping for an IPO that 
would make them rich.  Nor were they trying to develop the next great 
breakthrough in computer technology.  They understood that the Internet had the 
potential to change not only the American economy but also hearts and minds of 
the American people.   They believed that the Internet could make a difference, 
and that they could make a difference, in determining who would be the next 
President of the most powerful nation in the world.  And they believed that that 
President should be George W. Bush. 

 

This was not a project that I intended to undertake.  In September 1999, 

out of curiosity and an interest in supporting then-Governor Bush, I volunteered 

as an Assistant Webmaster on the Bush eCampaign.  It was not until September 

2000, upon returning to the eCampaign from a summer internship elsewhere, that 

it occurred to me that I was standing in the middle of history.  For the first time in 

over fifty years, an entirely new form of media was being applied in an American 

presidential election, no less the election at the turn of the millennium.  Everyday, 

the eCampaign was implementing communications technologies that would have 

profound effects on American civic life.  But no one was writing this history 

down, or thinking about the effects of our work, and these thoughts and events 
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were slowly disappearing into the ether, as many things do in our electronic era.  

It seemed that someone should be recording this, to make this point in time 

known to people in 25 or 50 years.   With a professional report to write, the 

solution was obvious to me, and from that moment, I felt an obligation to make 

these ideas and events available to the future, and to reflect on how they would 

affect our civic society.   

Two papers derive from this motivation.  The first is this report, focused 

on the policy and political ramifications of this work, and the other is a mainly 

historical recounting of the Bush-Cheney 2000 eCampaign to be published in 

September 2001 as a part of L'Internet politique, edited by Viviane Serfaty, and 

published by Presses Universitaires de Strasbourg in Strasbourg, France.  My 

analysis combines my personal experiences with in-person, telephone, and email 

interviews with nine of the individuals who worked on or with the eCampaign.  In 

order to allow the interviewees to speak freely about their experiences and their 

thoughts concerning the eCampaign, they were assured that their names would not 

be revealed in association with this work, hence the pseudonyms throughout the 

paper.  All of the data regarding eCampaign email collection, website traffic, and 

fundraising is on file with the author and the eCampaign, as are other eCampaign 

and campaign documents used.  Much information has been assembled on these 

activities, but unfortunately, much of it cannot be cited.  Also note that this work 

contains an inherent bias from the perspective of those who worked on the 

eCampaign.  However, attempts have been made to explain the points of view of 

the other actors.  It should be said that the views and opinions of this paper are the 
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responsibility of the author, and in no way can be imputed to the interviewees, 

staff and volunteers of the campaign, or members of the Bush-Cheney 

administration. 

This report uses the 2000 eCampaign of George W. Bush for President as 

a lens to understand the place of the Internet and new media technologies in the 

2000 presidential election and to predict their impact in future elections.  Chapter 

1 conducts a review of comprehensive surveys about the Internet and the 2000 

election in order to gain an understanding of the overall role of the Internet in the 

2000 election, and of the Bush eCampaign itself from alternative perspectives.  

Also, Chapter 1 establishes a history of the eCampaign to order to provide a 

framework for the rest of this report.  Chapter 2 analyzes the successes of the 

eCampaign, including post-election fundraising efforts, the eTrain email 

collection campaign, the debatefacts.com rapid response system, the 

georgewbush.com website, the donor database, and the use of experimental 

technologies, otherwise known as the x-campaign.  Chapter 3 critiques the 

challenges that were faced by the eCampaign, including the management of the 

eCampaign, coordination of vendors and technology, and difficulties with the 

georgewbush.com state and coalition websites, so that lessons can be learned 

about how to improve upon these elements in the future.  Chapter 4 takes off and 

paints what the future of the Internet and new media technologies in elections 

may look like, and when and how these devices and forces will begin playing a 

pivotal role in who is elected to be our president.  Finally, Chapter 5 pulls this all 

together to understand the past and future of the Internet and new media 
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technologies in presidential campaigns, and how this will change an American 

institution and the citizens involved it.  Then, based upon this critique and 

analysis, it provides recommendations in order to move forward with what has 

been learned.   

Overall, this work aims to provide an analysis as to how these new 

technologies are going to change the American electoral process.  The 

combination of all of these data, perspectives, and observations has provided a 

powerful understanding of the impact of these technologies on this process and its 

place in future elections.  Although this report begins from the point of view of 

one candidate’s campaign, it provides discussions and recommendations that are 

relevant to all candidates, all parties, and all citizens.   
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Abstract 

A Different Kind of e-publican: 

An Analysis and Critique of the 2000 Presidential eCampaign of 

George W. Bush 

 

Wesley Dale Wilson, M.P.Aff. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2001 

 

Supervisors:  Elspeth D. Rostow and Gary Chapman 

 

This paper is a participant’s analysis of the 2000 Bush-Cheney 

eCampaign.  It raises questions about the success of the effort and the potential 

impact that new technologies and medias will have on future elections.  To 

answer these questions, a review of surveys about this election is conducted, and 

the history of the Bush-Cheney eCampaign is established.  Then, an examination 

of the eCampaign’s successes and failures follows, and lessons for future 

ecampaigns are extracted from both.  In conclusion, the Bush-Cheney eCampaign 

is viewed as a successful operation that had an impact, albeit a small one, on the 

2000 outcome.  This foreshadows a new electoral world where all campaigns 

must more fully integrate new technology into themselves in order to succeed by 

focusing on individuals through grassroots organization and targeted advertising 

rather than on groups through mass media. 



 xi 

Table of Contents 

Table.....................................................................................................................xiii 

List of Figures ...................................................................................................... xiv 

Glossary................................................................................................................. xv 

Pseudonyms and Names......................................................................................xvii 

Chapter 1. The eCampaign as History .................................................................... 1 
The Big Internet Picture of Election 2000 ..................................................... 1 
A Brief History of the eCampaign ................................................................. 5 

Chapter 2.  eCampaign Successes ......................................................................... 17 
Fundraising................................................................................................... 17 
eTrain ........................................................................................................... 23 
debatefacts.com ............................................................................................ 28 
The georgewbush.com Website.................................................................... 32 
Donor Database ............................................................................................ 44 
The x-campaign............................................................................................ 45 

Chapter 3. eCampaign Lessons ............................................................................. 47 
Management ................................................................................................. 47 
Technology and Vendors ............................................................................. 62 
States/Coalition Sites.................................................................................... 64 

Chapter 4.  The Future Impact of the Internet on Elections .................................. 67 
New Media World........................................................................................ 69 
2008 Scenario............................................................................................... 75 
Commercials and Earned Media .................................................................. 76 
If You Are Trying to Elect a President… .................................................... 78 



 xii 

Chapter 5.  Conclusion .......................................................................................... 82 
Summary ...................................................................................................... 82 
eCampaign Recommendations..................................................................... 84 
Election Policy Perspectives ........................................................................ 85 
Epilogue ....................................................................................................... 87 

Bibliography.......................................................................................................... 88 

Vita ...................................................................................................................... 94 



 xiii 

Table 

Table 1:  Top Issues .............................................................................................. 37



 xiv 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1:  The General Election Bush-Cheney Website ....................................... 10 

Figure 2:  The Bush-Cheney Transition Website.................................................. 15 

Figure 3:  The inauguration-2001.com Website.................................................... 16 

Figure 4:  Primary Elections Fundraising ............................................................. 20 

Figure 5:  Recount Fundraising............................................................................. 21 

Figure 6:  Transition Fundraising.......................................................................... 22 

Figure 7:  The First eTrain eMail .......................................................................... 24 

Figure 8:  General Election eMail Increase per Day............................................. 25 

Figure 9:  General Election eMail Address Accumulation ................................... 26 

Figure 10:  The debatefacts.com Website ............................................................. 30 

Figure 11:  General Election Website Traffic ....................................................... 31 

Figure 12:  Primary Elections Website Traffic ..................................................... 33 

Figure 13:  Launch/Convention Period Website Traffic ....................................... 34 

Figure 14:  Website Section Comparison, Sections Over 100,000 Page Views ... 38 

Figure 15:  Website Section Comparison, Sections Under 200,000 Page Views . 39 

Figure 16:  General Election Website Page Views per Visit ................................ 42 

Figure 17:  October Website Page Views by Hour ............................................... 43 

Figure 18:  19 October 1999 Website Hack.......................................................... 56 

Figure 19:  eCampaign becomes “strategy” .......................................................... 60 

 



 xv 

Glossary 

 
aol.com:  A popular email and Internet service. 

.asp (Active Server Pages):  Web pages that create their content by calling it up 
from a database on a server, as opposed to a page built out of just HTML, 
which is static.  

bandwidth:  Used to describe the capacity for data transfer of an electronic 
communications system.  The higher the bandwidth of a device, the higher 
its capacity.  Formal measurement is in bits per second. 

daily unique user:  Website users uniquely identified by a combination of IP 
address and browser during each midnight to midnight 24 hour period. 

denial of service (DoS) attack:  A method by which the servers for a website are 
overwhelmed by illegitimate traffic, expressly for the purpose of 
preventing legitimate traffic from being processed by the servers. 

Exodus Communications:  A company headquartered in Santa Clara, California, 
that provides complex Internet hosting for enterprises with mission-critical 
Internet operations. 

Flash:  A popular animation format developed by Macromedia, Inc., that is 
smaller in size and therefore easier to use on small bandwidth connections 
than full-motion video.   

host:  The server(s) where a website physically resides, the company that 
provides services to the servers, or the act of providing services to the 
servers. 

HTML (Hyper-text Markup Language):  The language used to build websites.  
It consists of “tags” which are place around content to indicate to a web 
browser how to display it. 

IP (Internet Protocol):  The protocol by which data is sent from one computer to 
another on the Internet.  Each computer on the Internet has an IP address 
that uniquely identifies it from all other computers on the Internet. When 
you send or receive data, the message gets divided into little chunks called 
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packets. Each of these packets contains both the sender's IP address and 
the receiver's IP address. 

.pdf (Portable Document Format):  A file format developed by the Adobe 
Corporation that preserves all of the fonts, formatting, colors, and graphics 
of any source document, regardless of the application and platform used to 
create it.  Reading a .pdf requires a piece of software called Acrobat. 

pop-up box:  A smaller Web page that opens in front of a destination Web page 
in order to get the users attention.   

Real Video:  A streaming video format developed by the RealNetworks, Inc. 

SQL (Structured Query Language):  A standardized language for requesting 
information from a database.  Used by active server pages to request the 
variable elements that make-up a Web page. 

staffer:  A paid employee of the campaign. 

streaming media:  Pictures, video, or sound transmitted in pieces as a 
chronologically steady stream by the sender, and then collected and 
reconstituted in the chronologically correct order by the receiver.  This is 
done so that one is able to view the beginning of a large media file while 
not having to wait for the entire file to download, or for live presentations 
where the media is sent as it is created. 

surrogate:  A person who speaks and/or makes appearances on behalf of or in 
support of a candidate.  Many state and federal politicians make 
themselves available to higher level candidates in this capacity. 

UNIX:  A stable and efficient operating system developed at Bell Labs in the 
early 1970s. It is very flexible and used generally by IT professionals, as it 
is not very user friendly.  It is very popular for servers. 

viral:  In this context, viral refers to email (or any other electronic element) that is 
reproduced and retransmitted by the recipients without involvement from 
the original sender. 

Windows Media:  A streaming video format developed by the Microsoft Corp. 

WebSAT:  A semi-automated system Web page generation system provided to 
the eCampaign by New Media Communications as part of the general 
election Web system.    
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Pseudonyms and Names 

 

Several pseudonyms are used in this paper in order to protect the identity of 

interviewees, and to make hypothetical arguments easier to argue.  Characteristics 

to be associated with the pseudonyms and names are: 

 

Doug Pseudonym for eCampaign Co-Director 

Bob Pseudonym for eCampaign Co-Director  

Rachel Pseudonym for eCampaign Volunteer, then Media Director 

Clyde Pseudonym for eCampaign Volunteer 

Tom Pseudonym for Strategy staffer who had primary  

     responsibility for email  

Kevin Pseudonym for Strategy staffer who assisted with email 

Karl Rove Real name of Bush-Cheney Chief Strategist 

Candidate Jones Hypothetical for presidential candidate 

Sue Hypothetical for citizen 

Ed Hypothetical for citizen
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Chapter 1. The eCampaign as History 

There is no doubt that the Bush-Cheney 2000 eCampaign was a history-

making operation.  Of course, the use of the Internet overall in this election was in 

itself historic. So, before turning to an examination of the history and actions of 

the eCampaign alone, the overall involvement of the Internet in the 2000 

presidential election will be examined for clues about the Bush eCampaign and 

the environment in which it operated. 

 

The Big Internet Picture of Election 2000 

The “buzz” was that 2000 would be for the Internet what 1960 was for 

television, that is, it would be pivotal in determining the outcome of the election.1  

An email survey sent out 8 and 9 March 2000 by the Democracy Online Project at 

The George Washington University showed that 77 percent of members of the 

American Association of Political Consultants and 54 percent of information 

technology professionals believed that the Internet would be important in 

determining the outcome of this election.2  As for the primaries, The Pew Center 

for the People and the Press released a report conducted between 20 April and 13 

May 2000 that showed that the usage of online news was increasing.  The report 

showed that only 30 percent of Americans “regularly” watch a major network 

 
1 Jacob Weisberg, “The Net’s 1960s,”  Slate (14 September 1999).  Online.  Available:  
http://slate.lycos.com/netelection/entries/99-09-14_34450.asp.  Accessed:  28 April 2001.   
2 The Democracy Online Project, Digital Snapshot, March 24, 2000.  Online.  Available:  
http://democracyonline.org/databank/march2000survey.shtml.  Accessed:  21 April 2001. 

http://slate.lycos.com/netelection/entries/99-09-14_34450.asp
http://democracyonline.org/databank/march2000survey.shtml
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evening newscast, while fully 23 percent of Americans go online for news at least 

three days a week and 33 percent go online for news at least once a week.  

Further, among people under 30, 46 percent went online for news at least three 

days a week.3  A Harris Interactive poll conducted between 8 and 14 February 

2000, claimed that 18 million Americans had visited the primary websites, and 

that 62 percent of these had visited georgewbush.com.4   

Most of the key staffers in the Bush campaign were uncertain of the 

importance of the Internet in the 2000 election.  It was a report conducted 

between 15 and 27 March 2000 by American University's Center for 

Congressional and Presidential Studies that served as a wake-up call to many in 

the Bush campaign, and indicated to them that the phenomenon of the Internet 

would play some role in the 2000 election.  This report claimed that 51 percent of 

Americans viewed the Internet as an “important” or “somewhat important” source 

of news about the election.  On the surface, this sounds amazing, and certainly did 

to those in the campaign.  However, only 49 percent of Americans said they use 

the Internet, though, in this survey, and only 29 percent of those who use the 

Internet said they used it to obtain political information.  Also, these numbers 

should be viewed in relation to the fact that 86 percent of people view newspapers 

and magazines as an “important” source and 83 percent of people view television 

as an “important” source.  The Internet also ranked behind political parties and 

 
3 The Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, Investors Now Go Online for Quotes, 
Advice:  Internet Sapping Broadcast News Audience, June 11, 2000.  Online.  Available:  
http://www.people-press.org/media00rpt.htm.  Accessed:  21 April 2001. 
4 Harris Interactive, 18 Million Voters Visited Presidential Candidates’ Web Sites during Primary 
Campaigns, March 15, 2000.  Online.  Available:  
http://www.harrisinteractive.com/harris_poll/index.asp?PID=79.  Accessed:  21 April 2001. 

http://www.people-press.org/media00rpt.htm
http://www.harrisinteractive.com/harris_poll/index.asp?PID=79
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candidates’ campaigns; community organizations and associations; radio; friends, 

family, and co-workers; and labor unions and business organizations, in that order 

from greatest to least.5  

Two polls conducted after the conclusion of the election, but not the post-

election, seem to indicate that while the Internet did have an impact in the 2000 

presidential election, its impact was not pivotal.  A report conducted over the 

period 10 October to 26 November 2000 by the Pew Research Center for the 

People and the Press and the Pew Internet and American Life Project showed that 

18 percent of all Americans said that they went online for news about campaign 

2000.  Among those who voted on November 7, 28 percent went online for 

election news—an almost threefold increase from 1996.  Citizens with a college 

education are three times as likely to get election news online than those with no 

more than a high-school degree, and individuals age 18-29 are twice as likely to 

get news about the election online than those over age 50.  A gender gap also 

exists in that 37 percent of connected men used the Internet for election news as 

opposed to 29 percent of connected women.6 

The other survey, conducted from 21 to 26 November 2000 by The 

Democracy Online Project, suggested an even greater impact by the Internet in 

the 2000 electoral process.  They concluded that fully 35 percent of Americans 

used “the Internet to get information about politics, campaigns, or issues in the 
 

5 The Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies at American University, Americans Speak 
Out About the 2000 Campaign, April 2000.  Online.  Available:  
http://www.american.edu/spa/ccps/campaignconduct/pdffiles/americans_speak_out.pdf.  
Accessed:  21 April 2001. 
6 The Pew Internet & American Life Project, Internet Election News Audience Seeks Convenience, 
Familiar Names:  Youth Vote Influenced By Online Information, December 3, 2000.  Online.  
Available:  http://www.pewinternet.org/reports/toc.asp?Report=27.  Accessed:  21 April 2001. 

http://www.american.edu/spa/ccps/campaignconduct/pdffiles/americans_speak_out.pdf
http://www.pewinternet.org/reports/toc.asp?Report=27
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news.”  This is an increase from 25 percent in 1998.  Forty-three percent of the 55 

percent of the population that uses the Internet in any way said that the Internet 

provided them information that helped them decide how to vote.  Also interesting 

is that 44 percent of Internet users voted for Bush while only 26 percent voted for 

Gore.7  

These facts, however, do not necessarily bode well for the impact of Bush-

Cheney Internet activities.  Most of this online usage seems to be focused on 

online news sites and not on the sites of candidates. The Pew report states that 55 

percent of those who used the Internet for election news visited national and local 

news organizations, with 47 percent visiting national news sites such as 

CNN.com, MSNBC.com, websites of broadcast television networks, and the 

websites of national newspapers, including The Washington Post or The New York 

Times, among other sources.  However, of those who used the Internet as a news 

source only 7 percent visited the Bush-Cheney campaign website, although 24 

percent of those who specifically obtained election news online used the Bush-

Cheney website.  Figures are comparable for the Gore-Lieberman site, with 

numbers of 6 percent and 21 percent respectively.   Of those who visited the 

Bush-Cheney site, 36 percent found it very useful, 54 percent found it somewhat 

useful, and 9 percent found it not useful.  Again, the Gore-Lieberman site had 

similar numbers with 37 percent finding it very useful, 52 percent finding it 

somewhat useful, and 10 percent finding it not useful.  This seems to suggest that 

neither site had a defining impact, and that their impacts were largely equivalent 
 

7 The Democracy Online Project, Post-Election 2000 Survey on Internet Use for Civics and 
Politics, December 4, 2000.  Online.  Available:  
http://democracyonline.org/databank/dec2000survey.shtml.  Accessed:  21 April 2001. 

http://democracyonline.org/databank/dec2000survey.shtml
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during the formal election.8  From these numbers, it would seem that neither the 

Bush nor Gore website gained more votes than another.  However, had one of the 

two sites been absent, or of much lower quality, it would have cost the respective 

candidate votes. 

Interestingly, according to The Democracy Online Project survey, the 

Internet medium that had a surprisingly strong impact was that of email.  Fifty-

four percent of the Internet users surveyed, or approximately 29.7 percent of the 

entire population, said that they “sent or received e-mail jokes about the 

candidates or the campaign.”  Likewise, 39 percent of Internet users “sent or 

received e-mail about the election with friends and family,” and 25 percent of 

Internet users “contacted or got information about political campaigns.”  

However, only one percent of Internet users donated money to political candidates 

online.9  

 

A Brief History of the eCampaign 

Even though the 2000 election and the Internet’s involvement in it got an 

early start, the Bush-Cheney eCampaign got started even earlier.  The first George 

W. Bush campaign site was bush98.com, constructed for his reelection campaign 

for Governor of Texas in that year.10  Like any other site at the time, it was largely 

an “online brochure.”  It had contact information, some issue statements, and 
 

8 The Pew Internet & American Life Project, Internet Election News Audience Seeks Convenience, 
Familiar Names:  Youth Vote Influenced By Online Information, December 3, 2000. 
9 The Democracy Online Project, Post-Election 2000 Survey on Internet Use for Civics and 
Politics, December 4, 2000. 
10 All uncited information in this section is either the observation of the author or information 
obtained from confidential interviews.  All interviews are on file with the author. 
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simple press releases.  bush98.com was quickly transformed into the first 

georgewbush.com, a modest site for his exploratory committee that was launched 

on 17 March 1999.11  Again, the size of the site was minimal and there was little 

content.  What content there was included a list of Exploratory Committee 

members, a biography of then-Governor Bush, some bills that Bush had passed as 

Governor, and other minimal information.  Little to no consideration was given to 

goals for the site or its ability to target specific audiences.  It was also during this 

time that the donor database discussed in Chapter 2 was created, and that efforts 

were first made to protect the image of then-Governor Bush by purchasing 

domain names, a project which ended up acquiring over 125 domain names. 

The second edition of georgewbush.com was rolled out on 18 October 

1999.  Doug spearheaded efforts for the campaign, and Syscom Services did the 

graphic design and programming for the site.  The primary goal of the site was to 

be a dispenser of information for the campaign.  As far as a target audience, 

consideration was given on how to reach undecided and other audiences of voters, 

but at that time it was decided that there would be no target audience.  The site 

consisted of approximately 1000 pages, including individual pages for each press 

release and customized pages for each U.S. state and territory.  Further 

development after the launch was minimal, and most efforts focused on the 

extension of categories already developed, such as adding press releases and 

photos, and updating state pages and the Español section, which was a Spanish 

language section targeted at Hispanic voters.  The only new features developed 

 
11 “Bush’s Website Raises Privacy Concerns,” The Times of India (21 July 2000).  Online.   
Accessed:  19 March 2001.  Available:  http://www.timesofindia.com/210700/21info19.htm. 

http://www.timesofindia.com/210700/21info19.htm
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were a pop-up box that requested donations, a calendar that let you see what then-

Governor Bush was doing on the campaign trail, and the tax calculator.  By 

January 2000, one new staff member, Bob, and two volunteers, Rachel and Clyde, 

had joined the eCampaign. 

During this same time period, the email segment of the eCampaign got its 

start and did some maturing.  Tom was the first person to work on the email 

segment of the eCampaign.  He moved into 301 Congress—the Bush campaign 

headquarters in Austin—along with the rest of Rove & Co., in early June 1999.  

He first helped to put together the “A-list,” which was a fax list to “elected 

officials, friends of the campaign, friends of Karl’s, [and] spinmeisters.”  At the 

same time, Tom started using an aol.com email account to send information out to 

this same list of people, which totaled about 480.  Said Tom, “It was Rove’s email 

outlet of important things going on, things of note, speeches, talking points, policy 

positions to the various people that needed to know, so we could keep them on the 

same page.”  By the end of the campaign, the “A-list” had grown to about 2300-

2500 people.  In addition to Tom, Kevin, another member of the Strategy staff, 

helped with email occasionally. 

Since the Exploratory website was first posted, it had an email address that 

people could send a message to if they wanted to volunteer.  Tom collected these 

email addresses in Excel spreadsheets, and then used Outlook Express to first 

send out email right before the Ames, Iowa straw poll.  Said Tom, “It was very 

crude….”  This email arrangement was used until December 1999.  During this 
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time, the list increased from 6,000 at the time of the first send out to 30,000 

addresses right before the Excel/Outlook Express system was discontinued.   

In December 1999, the eCampaign made the switch to Echomail.12    

Although their services were adequate, difficulties emerged with every aspect of 

the system.  Echomail was informed shortly after the end of the primaries in June 

that their contract was to be terminated on 1 August, a decision they were 

frustrated with.  At that point, the eCampaign was to begin using New Media’s 

email system, which was integrated with the new website.  However, this system 

was not operational until mid-August, so for a period of about two weeks, the 

eCampaign was without mass email capability.  From December 1999 to this 

system transition, the eCampaign had sent out over 160 state specific emails, and 

over 33 weekly news emails. 

In May, Rachel became a staff member, and four other volunteers had 

joined the ecampaign, bringing the total number of staff members to between ten 

and twelve.13  Also during May, the website and email system for the general 

election was planned by the members of the eCampaign.  After forty-five days of 

construction by contractor New Media Communications, the website was 

launched on 19 July 2000 to great fanfare, including a television commercial 

specifically about the website, which was believed to be the first campaign 

commercial dedicated to a political website.  The site still had many bugs when it 

 
12 Echomail was formerly known as General Interactive. 
13 The variance in this number is due to different volunteers arriving and departing during the 
duration of the campaign. 
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was launched due to the lack of development time, but all of them were out of 

public view.  It took about two weeks to get all of the bugs worked out.   

The website, seen in figure 1, had 50 state sites and an Español section, as 

well as coalition sites which were focused towards special interest groups.  These 

initially included African-Americans, Agriculture, Latinos, Students, Veterans, 

and Young Professionals.  The site also featured contests such as Daily Trivia, 

where users could answer questions about then-Governor Bush and other 

campaign related topics to get a chance to receive a prize, and Name the Plane, 

which was a contest where users submitted suggestions that would be considered 

in naming the campaign’s airplane.  Other features included live! OnLine, which 

featured different surrogates from the campaign addressing issues in an online 

radio format.  Contrary to the program’s name, it was most often recorded and 

replayed.  Also available as streaming media was GwB TV, which featured 

different television ads and clips from the campaign streamed through Real Video 

and Windows Media formats.  Most importantly, however, was the fact that the 

input of information into all of these pages was now semi-automated through New 

Media’s WebSAT system, making the management of content more efficient.  

After the launch, the next major event was the Republican National 

Convention in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, which some called “the first authentic 

Internet convention.”14  The campaign’s table was in Internet Ally at the 

Convention, and the booth consisted of little more than a pair of banquet tables 

shaped into an L in front of a banner that read “a new kind of e-publican.”  Rachel   
 

14 The Vanishing Voter Project, Shorenstein Center on Press Politics, and Public Policy,  “A Tale 
of The Missing Audience.”  Online.   Available:  http://www.vanishingvoter.org/releases/08-13-
00conv-3.shtml.  Accessed:  19 March 2001. 

http://www.vanishingvoter.org/releases/08-13-00conv-3.shtml


After the convention, the eCampaign turned to the question of how to 

reach out to the campaign’s grassroots.  During September, in an eTeam meeting, 

the concept of the Bush eTrain was created, which would turn out to be the 

eCampaign’s first successful email marketing effort.  It was decided to write an 

email that would be short and to the point, and would attempt to energize the core 

conducted live! OnLine interviews with surrogates from the campaign, in audio, 

live and online, all day, every day at the convention. 
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Figure 1:  The General Election Bush-Cheney Website 
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base of supporters.  Within one month, by 14 October, the eCampaign had 

collected over 100,000 additional email addresses, with no budget and no 

advertising.  In addition to the first eTrain, the eCampaign sent out 14 other 

national emails and 129 state specific emails between August and the post-

election. 

The next major events were the three presidential and one vice presidential 

debates.  The three presidential debates were held 3 October, 11 October, and 17 

October, and the vice presidential debate was held 5 October.  For each of the 

debates, the eCampaign and the Policy department teamed together to conduct 

rapid responses on the website debatefacts.com.  Before the debates, the Policy 

staff at the campaign assembled a playbook of potential responses to Inventions 

that Vice President Gore would be likely to make about his own record or the 

record of then-Governor Bush.  During the debates, a team of Policy staffers 

would watch the debates to monitor Vice President Gore’s statements.  When an 

Invention was made, it was recorded, and then the appropriate response out of the 

playbook was uploaded to the web.  

Most other major activities of the website during the month of October 

were restricted to the improvement of the current site.   The only true expansion 

that took place was the addition of more coalition sites for American Dreamers,15 

Americans,16 Americans with Disabilities, and Women.  However, two other 

major factors reshaped the efforts of those who were working on the site.  First 

 
15 American Dreamers was targeted at new immigrants who “dream” of a better future in 
America. 
16 Americans was hosted as a separate website, americansforbushcheney.com, and was focused on 
persuading independents, Democrats, and all Americans to vote for then-Governor Bush. 
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was the dramatic increase in traffic that was taking place.  The programming for 

the site was not designed to be capable of handling the amount of traffic that it 

was now receiving.  This led to an almost perpetual rewrite of code on the site to 

ensure that it did not fail.  The other major event was a Denial of Service (DoS) 

attack that began on 4 October, and continued through the vice presidential debate 

on 5 October.   As a result, $180,000 of new equipment was installed to keep such 

an attack from happening again. 

By the last week of October, all new construction on the website had 

stopped, and the focus became ensuring that all parts of the website were accurate 

and up to date for the general election.  The only new development going on was 

the transition site, which had been designed by New Media and would reside at 

bushcheneytransistion.com, but even at this point, most of the finishing touches 

had been made.  All that was left to be done was to post the daily updates, send 

out the final “get out to vote” email, and ensure all of the systems continued to 

work.   

Election Day came and went, celebrations were put on hold, and the day 

after, no one was sure what to do.  Once it was clear that the post-election 

dilemma was going to carry on for some time, the eCampaign began posting 

statements and news releases related to the post-election controversy, and geared 

up for increased online fundraising.  It was during this time that the Bush website 

demonstrated its most capable fundraising potential, taking over 18,170 donations 

online for the post-election and transition efforts.  The demand to give donations 

was so large that the campaign could no longer handle the demand in house.  As a 
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result, the online fundraising function was contracted out to eContributor on 8 

November.   

Once then-Governor Bush was declared the winner by Florida Secretary of 

State Katherine Harris on 26 November, final preparations were made to the 

bushcheneytransition.com website, which was unveiled on 3 December, and is 

pictured in figure 2.  Although the site had NewsCenter and Transition Team 

sections that were updated a few times, the site’s primary feature was a forms 

system where prospective administration employees could submit their 

application information and resumes.  Over 50,000 resumes were submitted 

electronically, greatly easing the examination of prospective personnel for the 

new administration. 

During the post-election period, the eCampaign sent out 17 national 

emails to the full list before 31 December, asking for support and donations.  

Updates were made to the campaign site and transition site until 13 December, 

when Vice President Gore conceded and then-Governor Bush officially became 

the President-Elect.  Then, in cooperation with Interactive Associates, the 

inauguration site, www.inauguration-2001.com, was developed and unveiled 4 

January, and is shown here in figure 3.  After all of the necessary updates to the 

site had been made for the foreseeable future, the computers in the offices of 

Bush-Cheney 2000 in Austin that were used for the maintenance of the site were 

shut down, packed, and shipped to Washington, D.C. 

In total, the eCampaign operated from 17 March 1999 to 20 January 2001.  

Twelve staff members and volunteers were dedicated in some way to working on 

http://www.inauguration-2001.org/
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the eCampaign, and several others helped out on occasion.  The eCampaign also 

included the work of over forty-five Internet developers and technicians and five 

graphic designers from fourteen separate vendor companies:  Exodus 

Communications, Yahoo! Broadcast Services, Dell, Cisco, SBA Soft, Microsoft, 

New Media Communications, NetSolve Security, Illuminati Online, APK Net, 

Catapult Systems, Echomail, Syscom Services, and Maverick-Media.  

Approximately $1 million was invested in equipment, services, and salaries.17  A 

significant question remains:  what did this investment achieve, what can be 

learned from it, and as a result, what will the future of the Internet in elections 

look like?   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 

17 Greg Sedberry, “First Impressions,” Elections in the Age of the Internet:  Lessons from the 
United States, ed. Stephen Coleman (London:  Hansard Society, 2000).  Online.  Available:  
http://www.hansard-society.org.uk/ElectionsInTheAgeOfInternet.pdf.  Accessed:  30 April 2001. 

http://www.hansard-society.org.uk/ElectionsInTheAgeOfInternet.pdf
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Figure 2:  The Bush-Cheney Transition Website 

 

 

 



 16 

Figure 3:  The inauguration-2001.com Website 
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Chapter 2.  eCampaign Successes 

 A number of initiatives that were taken by the eCampaign turned out to be 

first-of-their-kind successes.  These successes not only show the potential of the 

Internet and new media technologies in political campaigns, but also set the bar 

for future ecampaigns, in that these first time practices produced results that 

represent the minimum future campaigns will have to achieve if they also are to 

be seen as successful.  In other words, these accomplishments represent the 

starting point for future presidential ecampaigns. 

 

Fundraising 

The Philanthropic Advisory Service of the Council of Better Business 

Bureaus states that a good fundraising campaign should consume no more than 35 

percent of what it is expected to raise.18  Based on this standard alone, the Bush-

Cheney eCampaign was a fundraising success.  More than $6 million was donated 

online to the Bush-Cheney campaign, and only $1 million in total was spent to 

cover all the responsibilities eCampaign.19  Although this is a small part of the 

 
18 Although it is certain that Bush fundraising efforts performed better than this, numbers are not 
available because of their proprietary nature.  Council of Better Business Bureaus, “CBBB 
Standards for Charitable Solicitations,” Better Business Bureau, 2000.  Online.  Available:  
http://www.bbb.org/about/charstandard.asp.  Accessed:  30 April 2001. 
19 All uncited statistics and facts in this chapter are either the observation of the author, 
information derived from confidential campaign documents and databases, or information 
obtained from confidential interviews.  All interviews, documents, and databases are on file with 
the author. 

http://www.bbb.org/about/charstandard.asp


almost $194 million raised by the Bush-Cheney campaign,20 it does represent a 

500 percent return on investment, which was higher than any other method used 

by the campaign.  

What did fundraising in the eCampaign look like over the duration of the 

campaign?  Figure 4 shows that during the primary season, February and March 

were by far the strongest fundraising months, with $651,231 contributed by 4615 

individuals in February, and $718,998 contributed by 4333 individuals in March.  

Other than those two months, however, fundraising totals remained below the 

$300,000 mark.  As for the general election, contributions were limited to the 

General Election Legal and Accounting Compliance, or GELAC, fund.  As a 

result, contributions were not as substantial as during the primary season, but 

during October still averaged around $20,000 a day and occasionally approached 

about $40,000 a day.  However, the web still had its advantages, in that by having 

people donate online, much of the confusion usually associated with people trying 

to donate to the campaign proper instead of the GELAC fund was avoided. 

The real muscle in online fundraising was demonstrated during the post-

election period.  Of the over $6 million donated online to the Bush-Cheney 

campaign by over 40,000 donors, $2,386,365.07 was donated during the post-

election period by 18,170 individuals.  Not only did online fundraising 

demonstrate capability in volume during the post-election period, it also showed 

itself to be responsive.  Several emails were sent out in mid-November 

encouraging supporters to donate online, and this seems to be have been effective, 
                                                 
20 Federal Election Commission,  “FEC Candidate Summary Reports – Candidate ID 
P00003335,”  fec.gov.  Online.  Available:  http://herndon1.sdrdc.com/cgi-
bin/cancomsrs/?_P00003335. Accessed:  30 April 2001. 
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http://herndon1.sdrdc.com/cgi-bin/cancomsrs/?_P00003335
http://herndon1.sdrdc.com/cgi-bin/cancomsrs/?_P00003335
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although responsiveness to specific dates cannot be determined because the 

system was still becoming operational.  However, figure 5 shows there is a clear 

increase in the number of donations and the amount donated in response to 

Harris’s announcement of then-Governor Bush as the winner of Florida's electoral 

votes, and an accompanying email from the eCampaign.  Also, there is a clear 

response in both the recount and transition accounts to email sent out on 

December 6 from campaign chairman Don Evans requesting donations for the 

Bush-Cheney Transition Foundation.  Figure 6 especially shows a strong increase 

in the number of donors to the Transition Foundation immediately following the 

sending of this email.  

It can be concluded that not only is online fundraising a very efficient 

operation for a presidential campaign, but also that it is a very responsive one.  

However, this responsiveness seems to be most effective when the attention of 

supporters is captured by a dramatic or substantial event like the 2000 post-

election.  Because of this efficiency and responsiveness, online fundraising will 

continue to play an increasing role in future presidential elections as more people 

gain Internet access and confidence in the security of the e-commerce 

transactions. 
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eTrain 

The eCampaign’s collection of email addresses was relatively flat until the 

sending of the first eTrain email, seen in figure 7, which was the name given to 

short, to the point emails intended to energize the campaign’s grassroots 

supporters.  Thirteen September, the day before the eTrain was sent out, the 

campaign had collected only 221,595 emails since the beginning of the campaign 

in March 1999.  There was a clear response to the sending of the first eTrain on 

14-15 September.  This response can be seen in figure 8.  On 15 September, 9059 

email addresses were collected.  Then, after slowdown during the weekend of 16-

17 September, one-day email address collection peaked on 18 September with 

10,383 email addresses. Within 96 hours of the first eTrain’s sending, 18,776 new 

email addresses had been collected.  The success continued with the sending of 

the second eTrain on 20-21 September, which helped to collect 21,990 new email 

addresses within 96 hours of its sending, and the third eTrain on 28-29 

September, which saw 9618 new email addresses come in within 96 hours of 

sending.  Outside of the eTrain series, the “Are You Registered to Vote?” email 

was sent on 25-26 September, and caused a clear spike in email collection that 

can be seen in figure 8.  Also, “The Power of One” email was sent on 18 October, 

and 15,332 new email addresses were collected within 96 hours. 



 24 

 

Figure 7:  The First eTrain eMail 

The Year is 1960.   
 
JFK wins the election because he receives 
 
1 MORE VOTE per precinct in Illinois (8,858 votes) 
3 MORE VOTES per precinct in Missouri (9,880 votes)  
3 MORE VOTES per precinct in New Jersey (22,091 votes) 
 
Without those 40,829 votes, the election goes to Nixon. 
 
YOUR VOTE DOES MATTER. 
 
Experts say this will be the CLOSEST election since 1960. 
We agree. 
 
What can YOU do about it? Join the Bush E-Train! 
(1) Forward this e-mail to your friends and colleagues 
(2) Then click on the link below and enter your e-mail  
 
Be a part of history, get on the Bush E-Train and join  
what will become one of the LARGEST GRASSROOTS  
MOVEMENTS EVER. 
 
MAKE THE DIFFERENCE! and receive the e-mail on  
Nov. 8 that says, "PRESIDENT-ELECT GEORGE W. BUSH 
THANKS YOU." 
 

 

As a result of these mailings, a clear and stable upward trend, seen in 

figure 9, was established in the collection of new email addresses for the 

campaign.  In total, 180,447 new email addresses were collected from the sending 

of the first eTrain, on 14 September, to 15 December.   While it is reasonable to 

expect that the upward trend was in part established by the increased amount of 

campaign activity, an examination of figure 8 shows a clear response to the 

sending of requests for emails in the form of the eTrains and other emails.  Figure 
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8 also shows increases in email address collection in response to campaign events, 

in particular the three presidential debates.  Both of these causations suggest that 

there was a segment of the population actively engaged in the Bush-Cheney 

presidential campaign through the Internet in the 2000 election.  Further, it is 

clear this group responded to requests for action by the eCampaign.  The 

consensus within the eCampaign is that those that were engaged to sign up for 

email were the Internet connected, dedicated supporters of the Bush-Cheney 

ticket, meaning that during this election cycle, the Internet was most useful in 

energizing the already committed grassroots, instead of trying to win converts 

from the undecided or the opposition.   

By 15 December, a total of 402,915 email addresses was collected by the 

Bush-Cheney eCampaign.  To view this in perspective, these collected addresses 

represent those individuals who either took the initiative to visit  

georgewbush.com and sign up to receive email, or individuals who received an 

email from the campaign and took the initiative to follow the attached link and 

sign up.  It can safely be assumed that this number represents a small proportion 

of a number of people who viewed an email from the Bush-Cheney eCampaign, 

and chose not to submit their email address but may have been influenced by its 

message.  Internal eCampaign estimates of such individuals range up to 30 

million or more.  
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debatefacts.com 

For each of the presidential and vice presidential debates, the eCampaign 

and the Policy department teamed together to conduct rapid responses on the 

website debatefacts.com, shown in figure 10, and briefly referred to in Chapter 2.  

Before the debates, the Policy staff at the campaign assembled a playbook of 

potential responses to Inventions that Vice President Gore would be likely to 

make about his own record or the record of then-Governor Bush.  This playbook 

was 65-70 pages long, and contained between 200-300 responses.  During the 

debates, a team of Policy staffers would watch the debates, and look for Vice 

President Gore to make Inventions.  When an Invention was made, it was 

recorded, and then the appropriate response out of the playbook was noted, along 

with any amendments necessary.  This was then sent by runner from the Policy 

department to the eCampaign, where it was given to Clyde, who was working in 

conjunction with another Policy staffer.  The staffer would proof the Invention, 

the time it was made, the response number, and any amendments to it.  Clyde 

would then type these into an email, which would be given the subject of the 

response number.  It would then be emailed to Doug, who was working with 

another Policy staffer, who would then cut and paste the Invention and the time 

that it was made, and then cut and paste the response from a Microsoft Word 

version of the playbook, onto a copy of the live debatefacts.com front Web page.  

Once the cuts and pastes were made, the new front Web page of debatefacts.com 

was uploaded to replace current front Web page.  The site had a timed automatic 

refresh that ensured that users saw the updated content soon after it was posted. 
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This process was done repeatedly, and a posting of the new front Web 

page was sometimes done after each addition, and sometimes after two or three 

additions, depending on their frequency.  In total, 33 Inventions and responses 

were posted during the first presidential debate, 32 in the second presidential 

debate, 37 in the third presidential debate, and 21 during the vice presidential 

debate.  After each debate was finished, the Policy staff checked the postings and 

responses for accuracy, and any necessary corrections were made by the 

eCampaign staff, who also checked for any technical errors in the postings, 

reordered the postings chronologically, and then posted the corrected version onto 

the debatefacts.com website.  As each new debate occurred, the previous debate’s 

Web page was archived in its final form.   

The result was a massive increase in website traffic during the debate 

periods.  The traffic for the days of and days surrounding the first and third 

debates were higher than any other time during the campaign except the week 

leading up to Election Day, as can be seen in figure 11.  During the first debate, 

over 500,000 unique users hit the debatefacts.com site in less than five hours, 

making it by far the most popular section of the site on those days.  During 

October, debatefacts.com was the third most visited section of the website.  

Unfortunately, during the vice presidential debate, the website experienced a 

Denial of Service (DoS) attack, which will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 

3.  As for the second presidential debate, traffic was high, but not as high as the 

other two presidential debates.  While this decrease may be plausible occurrence, 

it may also represent an error in data collection. 
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Figure 10:  The debatefacts.com Website 
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The georgewbush.com Website 

During the primaries, generally, there is no discernible pattern for website 

traffic.  The only event that had a clear impact on site traffic was the Michigan 

primary on February 22; this can be clearly seen in figure 12.   Other spikes in 

traffic do not trend well on primaries alone.  For example, the 17 March spike of 

52,840 daily unique users is on the Friday of a week with much primary activity, 

but does not immediately proceed nor follow the 14 March primary date itself.  

Other event related surges in traffic may have occurred in the primary season, but 

data collection during this time was not entirely reliable, hence the gaps and dips 

in figure 12.  However, overall site usage seemed to be low.  From 1 February to 

25 May, traffic breaks the 20,000 daily unique user mark only 18 times.  

With the launch of the general election website on 19 July, things began to 

change.  The first major event was the Republican National Convention from 31 

July to 3 August.  As can be seen in figure 13, traffic rises above the 30,000 daily 

unique user mark on the opening day of the convention, and peaks the day after 

the close of the convention with 66,077 daily unique visitors.  

Consistent and reliable data for the rest of the general election period 

exists from 19 September to 11 November. The first trend that stands out when 

examining figure 11 is that the number of daily unique users always decreases 

over Saturday and Sunday, establishing a clear and repetitive weekly trend.  This 

could be happening for two different reasons:  either there is a tendency to view 

georgewbush.com from a place of work, or some of the same individuals are 

viewing georgewbush.com from both home and work, increasing the number of
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daily unique visitors that is recorded.  Of course, it could also be a combination of 

these two effects.  If it is possible to determine that websites are being viewed in 

predominately one type of environment or another, it might be possible to design 

materials or information that are more suited to distribution to the people in those 

respective environments. 

As for the effect of events, as discussed earlier, there is a clear increase in 

website traffic due to the first and third presidential debates.  There is also an 

increase 2-3 November, which is immediately after the Bush DUI incident 

occurred.  However, this could also simply be an increase in anticipation of 

Election Day on the following Tuesday.  On the day of the second presidential 

debate, there is a decrease in the number of daily unique visitors.  However, it is 

unclear if this actually occurred or if it is due to inaccurate data.  As for the vice 

presidential debate, it took place during the denial of service attack, which is 

clearly shown by a decrease in daily unique visitors on 5-6 October.  

From 24 October to 7 November, georgewbush.com received 6,285,913 

daily unique visitors.  However, as shown on figure 11, the highest one-day total 

of unique visitors occurred on 8 November with 1,188,722.  This is almost 60 

times the 20,000 threshold observed during the primary season or over 20 times 

the highest recorded occurrence of daily unique visitors during the primary 

season.  The average number of daily unique users during the general election 

period is 251,563, over 12.5 times the 20,000 primaries traffic threshold.  When 

you consider that each of these users have access to the same or superior type of 

information that is found in direct mail, which costs $.32 or more per piece, it 
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represents an enormous cost savings for the campaign, as the total amount spent 

on the eCampaign was only $1 million. 

In addition to understanding how many people are visiting the website and 

when, is important to know what sections of the site people are visiting.  Figure 

14 shows the top 26 sections of the website with over 100,000 page views per 

month in the general election, and figure 15 shows the sections that had no more 

than 200,000 page views per month, for clarification.  As you can see, Issues was 

the most popular section of the website in every month except July and 

November, when News was the top section.  Other sections with over 200,000 

page views include, as ranked by page views in October, debatefacts.com, Tax 

Calculator, Biography, Search, Photo Album, eTrain, and Downloads. Note that 

eTrain, the site that people clicked through to after receiving an eTrain email, was 

the eighth most visited section of the website in October.  In figure 15, note that a 

site related to various email efforts, You, breaks the 60,000 mark with its 

introduction in November.  Also note the relatively strong position of the 

customization feature MyGeorgeW, and the amount of traffic that the Youth 

section received, which, based on anecdotal conversations, is an indication of 

adults attempting to engage children in the presidential election.   

As well as breaking down the site by section, it is probably worthwhile to 

break down the most popular section, Issues.  The issue section consisted of 31 

separate issue statements from the campaign.  Table 1 lists all of the issues in 

decreasing order by total number of page views in October and November.  
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Education, taxes, and Social Security were the three most popular issues, with a 

combined 552,069 of the 1,369,213 total pages views for the 31 issues. 

 

Table 1:  Top Issues 
 

October and November Page Views Combined  
  
Subject Page Views 
Education 250348 
Taxes 188868 
Social Security 112853 
Guns 85561 
Medicare 80147 
Life Issues (Abortion) 78138 
Environment and Natural Resources 61701 
Defense 54258 
Abstinence Education 43889 
Affirmative Action 42106 
Health Care and the Uninsured 37976 
Crime 36797 
Foreign Policy 35891 
Child Welfare 28331 
Drug Policy 27077 
Technology and the New Economy 24261 
Budget/Use of the Surplus 22153 
Immigration 21875 
Energy 20073 
Agriculture 14463 
Civil Justice Reform 12069 
Campaign Finance Reform 11737 
Health Safety Net 11454 
Disabilities 10879 
International Trade 10264 
Armies of Compassion 9107 
Government Reform 9277 
Homeownership 8750 
Long Term Care 7116 
After School Enrichment 6102 
Government Modernization 5692 
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Finally, there are also some more obscure observations that can be made 

from the traffic data.  First, figure 16 shows that during the general election, page 

views per visit fell from between five and six at the end of September and 

beginning of October to between four and five for the duration of October.  Then, 

in November, page views dipped to three on 8 November, the single day with the 

greatest number of daily unique visitors, and then climbed back up.  Second, 

when page views are viewed by the hour, they peak at midnight, dip to near zero 

during the early morning hours, and then rise again through the afternoon and 

evening.  Figure 17 shows page views by the hour—in Central Standard/Daylight 

Time—for the month of October, and this is a typical pattern for other months as 

well.  

This analysis of the site traffic indicates that during the general election, 

the Bush website was far from being a disengaged and stand alone part of the 

Bush campaign.  There is clear evidence that site traffic responded both to events 

in the media and email drives initiated by the campaign.  Further, although the 

Issues section was the most popular section of the site, there were numerous parts 

of the site that engaged the user.  There were over 6 million daily unique users in 

the two weeks leading up to the election; and 105,404,546 votes were cast for 

President.21  Surveys suggest that approximately two percent of those who voted 

visited the Bush-Cheney website.22  It should be remembered that this was 

 
21 Federal Election Commission, “2000 Presidential General Election Results,” fec.gov.  Online.  
Available:  http://fecweb1.fec.gov/pubrec/2000presgeresults.htm.  Accessed:  30 April 2001. 
22 This percentage was calculated by multiplying “7% of election news consumers visited 
georgewbush.com” by “28% of voters were election news consumers” from The Pew Internet & 
American Life Project, Internet Election News Audience Seeks Convenience, Familiar Names:  
Youth Vote Influenced By Online Information, December 3, 2000. 

http://fecweb1.fec.gov/pubrec/2000presgeresults.htm
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accomplished with only a $1 million budget for the eCampaign, which means that 

approximately 50 cents was spent on everyone one vote influenced through the 

website.  Further, when it is assumed that these website visitors are active 

grassroots supporters that played a role in persuading other individuals to vote, as 

the eCampaign did from the beginning, they may have played a larger role than 

these statistics suggest.  While not an overwhelming number, it is a portion of the 

voting population that cannot be ignored, especially in a race as close as the 2000 

presidential election.  
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Donor Database 

The donor database was the eCampaign’s first revolutionary 

accomplishment.  In early September 1999, Bush for President became the first 

campaign to post its donors and the amount that they had donated on its website.  

This was done regardless of the size of the donation.  At this early stage, donor 

information was posted as .pdf files created from Excel spreadsheets.  Later, in 

January 2000, a database of donors, updated regularly by first name, last name, 

type of contribution, state of residence, zip code, amount of contribution, and date 

contributed, was put online.  This SQL database was built by New Media 

Communications for $6,000.   

The donor database did not receive an enormous amount of traffic; in 

October 2000, it had only 48,824 page views.  However, the amount of positive 

media it earned was significant, and it created a credibility for then-Governor 

Bush that none of the other candidates had, which was of special concern because 

of the record-setting amount of funding he had raised at that point.  It also 

triggered a discussion of the potential implications from this type of disclosure 

becoming universal practice.  Being on the cutting edge in the disclosure of this 

information was always one of the points of pride of the eCampaign, and is still 

considered to be one of the greatest innovations of the Bush eCampaign. 
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The x-campaign 

Every four years, presidential campaigns will now have to tackle an 

entirely new set of technologies.  This is something with which most people who 

work in political campaigns are unfamiliar.  Traditionally in politics, technology 

has been fairly stable.  In fact, the last radically new technology introduced in the 

presidential campaign was television, which appeared on the scene over fifty 

years earlier.  Now however, there will be drastically different technology every 

four years and campaigns will continue to be required to dabble in these new and 

experimental campaign technologies.  This is a necessity for two reasons.  First, 

the campaign has to employ cutting-edge technology in order to demonstrate that 

the candidate is technologically savvy.  Second, it is simply important that a 

candidate's staff become familiar with cutting-edge technology as the usage of the 

technology will increase during the candidate’s term and the staff will most likely 

be reemployed if the candidate runs for reelection.  By doing this, the candidate 

gains the advantage of not starting over with these newer technologies in the 

reelection process.  This function of the eCampaign can be conceived of as the "x-

campaign."   

An example of this in the Bush-Cheney 2000 eCampaign is streaming 

video.  The eCampaign was well aware that the number of viewings streaming 

videowas much, much lower than other eCampaign techniques being used.  

However, it was essential for the eCampaign to do streaming video because it was 

perceived to be on the cutting edge, and boosted the appearance of the candidate 

as someone who understands the importance of technology.  The payoff was not 
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with voters directly, but instead was a political payoff with the media, who 

reported with enthusiasm about this technology and the then-Governor's usage of 

it.  Also, the usage of streaming video increased the campaign staff’s 

understanding of its capability, which is knowledge that will be useful in 2004.  

As such, the work with streaming video is considered to be a worthwhile 

endeavor.  Other features like this included the MyGeorgeW customization 

feature, the live! OnLine streaming audio feature, and the state and coalition sites. 

As evidenced by the x-campaign and other innovations addressed in this 

chapter, the Bush-Cheney 2000 eCampaign was able to effectively use the 

Internet and new media technologies to successfully reach out on behalf of the 

candidate.  It is clear that the eCampaign engaged, motivated, and shaped the 

opinions of citizens, especially the strong supporters of then-Governor Bush.  

These projects will be the basis by which the success of future ecampaigns are 

judged.  Still, a greater understanding is needed of how these successes fit into the 

broader picture of this election.   
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Chapter 3. eCampaign Lessons 

 As with any first time effort, there were aspects of the eCampaign that 

were less than desirable and needed improvement.  These have to do not only 

with technology, but also the human factor in the eCampaign.  In this chapter, 

these shortcomings are examined, and recommendations are made about the how 

improvements can be made, so that future campaigns can learn from these 

lessons. 

 

Management 

During a strategic meeting in May, an ideal plan was developed for the 

Bush-Cheney 2000 eCampaign.  From the outset, it listed these as concepts that, 

among others, were thought to applicable and feasible: 
 

• A properly funded and well-coordinated ecampaign will provide 

significant benefits in fundraising, organization and message 

dissemination;  

• A successful ecampaign requires buy in from the entire organization, and;  
• A successful ecampaign is self-funding.23 

Further, the document argued that in the primary season, the eCampaign’s 

resources were too limited to be truly successful.  During this time, the 

eCampaign only had three full-time employees, and received approximately 
 

23 All uncited statistics and facts in this chapter are either the observation of the author, 
information derived from confidential campaign documents and databases, or information 
obtained from confidential interviews.  All interviews, documents, and databases are on file with 
the author. 
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$200,000 in funding total, which was .3 percent of the campaign’s total 

expenditures up to that point.  It also pointed out that there was a lack of 

coordination, in that the web and email segments of the eCampaign were located 

in different departments, and that the tools available from the eCampaign were 

not integrated into all of the respective departments.  This document argued that 

with these shortcomings in resources and coordination, the true potential of the 

eCampaign would never be realized.  In their words, “Limited Resources + 

Limited Coordination = Limited Success.” 

This proposal proceeded to divide up the eCampaign conceptually into 

fundraising, organization, and message dissemination, and then argued its point in 

each of these areas.  For fundraising, email is a free, one-to-many, self-replicating 

push media tool that can be used to interest people and direct them to a website 

environment which, with the right design, can hold their interest and make it easy 

and convenient to donate.  For organization, a coordinated email and media 

campaign could encourage people to volunteer, and then these individuals could 

then be empowered by sending emails and building websites that could be easily 

reviewed and approved by the necessary persons in Austin.  For message 

dissemination, short, to the point emails could be tailored to different users based 

on characteristics in a database, and then these emails could encourage individuals 

to visit an interactive and interesting website where they could get more 

information.  In addition to email, the entirety of the campaign’s media efforts—

television, radio, print, surrogates, and the candidate—could also constantly be 

encouraging the voter to visit the website to get more information about what was 
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being discussed.  The website should also provide opportunities for the individual 

to become more connected or involved, as well as being a dispenser of 

information.   

In order to realize the full potential of the website, the authors 

recommended that close to $400,000 be invested in website construction, and that 

the services of eight full time staff and three full time volunteers be acquired in 

order to establish and maintain the operation.  However, this full analysis was 

never presented to the senior staff, and so the eCampaign was under-resourced 

and under-utilized. Instead, the eCampaign was provided with four full-time staff 

dedicated to the eCampaign, two full-time staff that only spent part of their time 

associated with the eCampaign, one full-time volunteer dedicated to the 

eCampaign, three full-time volunteers that only spent part of their time associated 

with the eCampaign, and two part-time volunteers dedicated to the eCampaign.   

More importantly, however, the issues of coherent structure that had 

plagued the eCampaign throughout the campaign were not resolved.  During its 

short existence, the web segment of the eCampaign found itself bouncing around 

in the campaign organization.  Originally it was located in the Communications 

department of the campaign, where it went through four different supervisors, the 

last of which was the Deputy Director of Communications for the campaign.  

Then, control of the web segment of the eCampaign was tossed to Political, 

largely because of their interest in its grassroots organizing potential.  Finally, 

however, during Spring 2000, the web segment of the eCampaign was transferred 
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to Strategy, where the email segment of the eCampaign had always resided under 

the supervision of Karl Rove.   

When the entire eCampaign was consolidated under Strategy’s budget, 

Rove brought in John, who served as an intermediary between the co-directors of 

the eCampaign and the senior staff of the campaign, including Rove.  While Rove 

maintained some interest and contact with those working in the email segment of 

the eCampaign, the web segment remained largely unsupervised.  A staff member 

noted “Karl didn’t want to deal with it.  He had smart people, and he thought they 

would deal with it.”  Although they dealt with it, they ended up dealing with it on 

their own, disconnected from the rest of the campaign. With any decision not 

regarding funding, the web segment of the eCampaign continued to regard itself 

to be in a supervisory “no-man’s land,” going no higher than the co-directors.  In 

the end Doug bragged, jokingly, “I’ve had more bosses than anyone else at the 

campaign,” but in reality both Doug and Bob considered themselves to be their 

own bosses, because no one else was interested.   

It was clear that there was a severe disconnect between the eCampaign 

staff and the senior staff of the campaign.  Why?  First, John was not truly a 

member of the senior staff, but held a position comparable to that of an envoy, 

who could be, and often was, disregarded by a senior staff less interested in the 

needs of the eCampaign.  According to John,  “Involvement with senior campaign 

staff was episodic, [regarding] both budget and campaign strategy...but 

involvement was not an integral part of the system of strategy development...it 

was more reactive than proactive.”  Second, John was not involved in the day-to-
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day operations of the eCampaign.  For this reason, he was not fully familiar with 

its operation, and therefore could not completely explain its needs to the senior 

staff, even when they were willing to listen.  Finally, John seemed more interested 

in the success of ineffective programs, like a scrolling ticker and a countdown 

clock on the primary site and the Republican National Committee’s eChampions 

email program, rather than any of the successful Bush eCampaign initiatives.  

This was true to the extent that during the few opportunities where the candidate 

did promote the Internet, John had him promote eChampions instead of the Bush 

email effort, eTrain. 

This disconnected relationship was a product not necessarily produced by 

new technology, but by the replication of an age-old management problem.  The 

management of the campaign, the senior staff, did not understand or want to deal 

with the complexities and problems of the eCampaign.  So they brought someone 

in from the outside that communicated well with the management, and in this case 

knew much about technology, to handle it.  However, this person did not 

communicate well with those already in the department and, in this case, was not 

working with the personnel already there, but instead supervising them from 

above.  Because he was not working and had not worked on the same level as the 

individuals, he did not have a good understanding of what their views and 

opinions were, and therefore was not able to incorporate them in his vision for the 

eCampaign, or convey them to the senior staff.  As a result, an animosity 

developed between the manager, John, who probably felt like the eCampaign 

personnel were not listening to him, and the personnel, who felt like John was not 
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listening to them.  Because of this tension, an unintentional barrier was 

established, in the form of John, who thought things were okay, that kept the 

personnel from letting the senior staff know that they felt disconnected. 

Further exacerbating the problem was the fact that no member of the 

senior staff seemed to take a vested interest in the success of the eCampaign.  

Why this disregard for the eCampaign by the senior staff?  Most likely, it is 

because the eCampaign was by its nature an unknown quantity.  Quite frankly, the 

senior staff was a generation removed from the Internet, and was not as familiar 

with the possibilities that the Internet presented as the eCampaign staff was.  But 

more importantly, the campaign principals seemed to hold the belief that this 

election was indeed going to be a close one.  As such, a logical conservatism took 

place.  All conventional forms of media technology in election were tried and 

true, and in fact were so practiced in the presidential election arena that their 

return on investment was highly predictable.  This was not true for the 

eCampaign, which was almost entirely an unknown.  Conceptually, large amounts 

of money could be spent on the eCampaign and no return could come of it, or 

small amounts of money could be spent and it could have a radical impact.  

Logically then, when one is in a very tight election, one expends their resources—

financial, personnel, and political capital—in a manner that gets a predictable and 

quantified return.  This is especially true when by one’s estimates the expenditure 

of your resources by conventional means can exceed that of your opponent’s and 

produce a larger return, and in turn the win.  Therefore, in a close election, you 
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would shy away from expending resources on an experimental technology like the 

eCampaign and stick with what you know.   

While this mindset by the senior staff was reasonable, it went too far.  This 

disconnectedness and lack of understanding resulted systemic problems that 

resulted in the inability to carry out the ideal plan that was created by the 

eCampaign.  As a result, simple actions that would have had a negligible impact 

on resources but would have increased the value of the eCampaign were not done, 

and in turn often produced adverse effects that could have easily been avoided.   

First, all of the functions that the eCampaign carried out required 

assistance, cooperation, and coordination from all of the other departments of the 

campaign in order to be successful.  However, the eCampaign found itself in this 

position without any leverage to control or absorb the onslaught of demands from 

the other departments, and was not able to develop any plan to control the 

demands that would be adhered to or endorsed by the other departments of the 

campaign.  As a result, chaos often ensued, and although things almost always got 

taken care of, it was not unknown for some things to fall through the cracks.  In 

addition, the eCampaign staff got a reputation by some in the campaign for being 

hard to deal with.  In part this was true, largely because they were overwhelmed.  

A greater understanding of the functionality of the eCampaign and its limits by 

the senior staff would have helped filter this understanding down to the members 

of the different departments. 

Second, this general lack of awareness in the campaign of what the 

eCampaign was capable of and how it was an asset resulted in its resources not 
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being incorporated into strategies and used effectively.  As for media, the 

campaign did invest in the initial commercial campaign launching the site, but 

that was done in July, which was a time when relatively few people were 

interested in the presidential race.  After this glamorous start, nothing was done 

with the eCampaign and traditional media for the duration of the election.  In spite 

of encouragement by the eCampaign staff, the name of the website was not 

included in any other television or radio commercials, nor was it mentioned by the 

candidate or any of his surrogates.  A concerted effort by the candidate and 

surrogates to refer to the website and email as sources of further information 

when making appearances would have undoubtedly had a positive impact on 

traffic.   

Further, the eCampaign could have been more effectively used for 

coordination of staff and volunteers within the campaign, and staff in different 

departments could have learned to self-publish some of their items.  Also, more 

effective discussion about the involvement of the eCampaign and the candidate's 

travel could have resulted in more fresh and lively content on the website and 

more grassroots organization and participation on the local level.  Involvement 

from other departments in the campaign could have brought about any number of 

innovations with the eCampaign, resulting in an even higher return on the 

investments made in the eCampaign.  However, because it was disconnected and 

largely on its own, the eCampaign was confined to a certain role and only 

exposed to the ideas of those who worked within it.  The rest of the campaign 

viewed the eCampaign “as something they didn’t really have to deal with….”   
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Third, because the rest of the campaign was unaware of the eCampaign's 

needs, it was unwilling to fund even reasonable requests from the eCampaign.  

This resulted in the eCampaign operating on a “problem basis.”  Repeatedly, the 

staff of the eCampaign would outline the necessary requirements for conducting a 

sound email and web operation, and it would be funded at a level that was lower 

than adequate.  Then, an incident would happen which would compromise the 

operation of the web or email systems, all of which were predicted in advance by 

the eCampaign staff.  After the incident, the appropriate amount of funding would 

be provided to correct the problem.  The first example of this was when 

georgewbush.com was hacked on 19 October 1999, the day after its launch.  The 

hack was done through a dial-in connection to The University of Texas computer 

network.  The intruder loaded an image of a hammer and sickle and quoted the 

International Communist League’s belief that "we must take the Marxist doctrine 

of proletarian revolution out of the realm of theory and give it reality," onto the 

website in place of a picture of then-Governor Bush and corresponding text.  To 

this point, the campaign had not seen the need to spend money on a security 

system.  As a result of this attack, the management of the campaign allowed the 

eCampaign to work with the Austin-based company NetSolve Security to set up a 

security service for the site immediately. 

Another example of this is the denial of service (DoS) attack that the 

website sustained 4-5 October 2000 during the vice presidential debate.  

Fortunately, because of the short duration of the attack, it was possible to keep 

news about it from leaking out and covering up the candidate’s message.  



The eCampaign staff had warned against such an attack, but did not receive 

funding for equipment that could adequately to deal with it.  After the attack 

occurred, however, approval was given for $180,000 worth of equipment and 

services to keep the attack from reoccurring.  Another DoS attack was never 
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Figure 18:  19 October 1999 Website Hack 

 

 



 57 

                                                

launched on the site, however, this expenditure was not for naught.  Given the 

popularity of such attacks, another DoS attack was likely.  Because the 

candidate’s website was very high profile, if a more severe attack was timed right, 

news about it could have overwhelmed the candidate’s message at a crucial 

moment.  The security system represented insurance to prevent this from 

happening, and so it was worth the expenditure.   

Yet another example can be found in the rewriting of the code of the SQL 

servers and .asp pages.  Instead of spending $400,000 on a technically adequate 

general election website and email system, only $200,000 was invested in the 

New Media system, which lead to an insufficient system with many problems.24  

Warnings given by the campaign staff to the campaign management and to the 

developer of the site, New Media, that the code being composed for the site was 

not tight enough to sustain the amount of traffic that would be endured.  And so, 

the eCampaign paid $100,000 for Exodus to rewrite the code as necessary from 

late September to the end of the post-election.  This was a large sum of money, 

given that the site itself originally cost only $200,000.  Also, many of the highest 

traffic pages were re-rendered in basic HTML by the eCampaign staff, and then 

updated manually.   

Overall, the result of these three effects was frustrating and time-

consuming for the eCampaign staff and the campaign.  Much progress that could 

have been made was not because of lack of coordination and understanding.  In 

addition, these adverse effects could have been potentially damaging to the image 
 

24 Price was not the entire rational for purchasing the New Media system.  The political 
experience dichotomy that will be discussed later in this chapter strongly influenced this selection 
also. 
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of the candidate had the email and web services been compromised in a manner 

that could be construed as embarrassing or incompetent.  Summing up this 

management approach to the eCampaign, Bob said, “You have to have a problem 

before anyone will listen to you, to get anything done.  Luckily, our problems 

have been minor in scope….” 

The incorporation of the eCampaign in the decision-making processes of 

the campaign would have helped to avoid these adverse effects and to achieve the 

goals set out for it in its strategic document.  To successfully accomplish this 

incorporation, the head of the eCampaign should be involved in its day-to-day 

workings, and familiar with all aspects of its technologies as applied to all the 

different facets of the campaign.  Then, the head of the eCampaign should be 

regularly included in the meetings of the senior staff.  Because the newness of the 

technology and the pace at which it develops, only an individual directly involved 

in its development and management can have a full understanding of its political 

potential.  An envoy is not adequate.  Even an individual who is directly involved 

in the prior presidential election cycle will not have a full understanding of the 

new technologies available and their capabilities in a new election cycle unless he 

or she is working directly with them again. 

Because of this technological pace, the eCampaign should continue to 

have its own staff to address technical, content, and political considerations.  This 

“central staff” will help to meet the most challenging technological needs of the 

campaign, and will provide a coordinating function for the new medias 

themselves and between the new medias and the rest of the campaign.  However, 
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the central staff of an ecampaign should remain a part of the strategy function of a 

campaign, instead of being associated with mass media, grassroots organization, 

or other potential functions.  As shown in figure 19, ecampaigns are unique 

because their mission is to assist and define the roles of other departments in the 

campaign, which by definition is the strategic function. Further, association of this 

staff with the strategy function is also correct for reasons that will be discussed in 

the next chapter, mainly, as the use of new media technologies continue to 

increase in campaigns, the very choice of technologies will become part of the 

strategy of a political campaign.  

In addition to this central staff, each department should select one 

individual to be a “point of contact” between their department and the 

eCampaign.  With some training, this person could carry out simple eCampaign 

tasks, like posting information on the web from their own department.  Depending 

on the degree of difficulty and sensitivity, tasks would be done by the central 

staff, the points of contact, or some sharing arrangement of work and authority 

between them.  Having such an arrangement would help the eCampaign stay in 

touch with the departments, and vice versa. 

If the eCampaign involves all departments, why are the “functions” of the 

eCampaign not simply distributed to the other departments?  First, the 

technological learning curve is too great to dole out all operations, and will likely 

continue to be so as new technologies are rolled out.  Second, even if the learning 

curve to use new electronic technologies declines, there will still be a 

coordination function required of those who oversee the new electronic media.  
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This coordinating function will contain not only technical elements, but also 

strategic political decisions that will have ramifications on the success of the 

candidate, so this person should certainly be someone at the senior staff level who 

brings past e-political experience to the job.   

The reason that there will be coordination needed for new media 

technologies is not because of the technical aspects of the media itself; instead, it 

is because the receivers of the information, the citizens, will only absorb so much 

information.  Therefore, the individual in charge of the eCampaign must not only 

have a technical understanding of the operation of the eCampaign, but also an 

ability to design forms of distribution and prioritize access to new media channels 

among the campaign’s functions in a way that most effectively transmits the 

candidate's message to prospective voters.  It is for this reason that the eCampaign 

will likely never become a clear mechanical process, and therefore will never 

become a simply administrative function.  This can be compared to the production 

of television commercials, or work of advance.  Although they can be largely 

technical, how they are conducted has a significant impact on the success of the 

candidate.  But because the eCampaign will perform coordination functions and 

define operational parameters for all departments in the campaign, it is necessary 

that it remain a part of the strategy function.  

If this type of management and structure had been adapted for the 

eCampaign, it would have had greater success “plugging-in” to the rest of the 

campaign.  In turn, it would have been more likely to receive the resources that it 

needed to be successful, and to coordinate with the rest of the departments in the 



 62 

campaign.  The synergies created by this coordination would have created a more 

successful campaign and eCampaign.  The success of future elections will come 

to depend more and more on this synergy. 

 

Technology and Vendors 

 The proceeding critique of management is not to say, however, that an 

improved management alone would have lead to a perfect ecampaign.  The other 

major difficulty was that of technology, in that most of it was new, and there was 

difficulty adapting it to the purposes of the eCampaign.  Much of this difficulty 

had to do with the speed at which politics moved.  Although it is claimed that the 

Internet has increase the pace business in the United States, it seems the pace of 

Internet business has not caught up with that of the presidential campaign. In 

addition to its fast moving nature, ecampaigns require almost constant attention 

from a vendor because they never truly seem to fall into a routine.   

This created a dichotomy for the selection of vendors by the eCampaign.  

If a vendor understood the world of politics and the constant attention that its 

customer would need, they did not understand the size and scalability needed for 

this presidential campaign, the largest political Internet operation to date.  If a 

vendor could meet the demands of size, they did not seem to understand the rate 

at which the eCampaign moved, or the constant attention needed.  In selection, the 

eCampaign erred on the side of getting attention, instead of the appropriate size of 

equipment.  Part of this was affordability, but it was also good to know that when 

things did go wrong, the vendor would be there to help. 
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That said, no matter which technologies and vendors were selected, there 

were going to be difficulties with technology, and difficulties with vendors 

understanding what was necessary, simply because this was an entirely new 

endeavor.  These difficulties created enormous frustration for the members of the 

eCampaign.  Tom commented that 
 

…our biggest hurdle…was the different products and technologies we 
were trying to use…in looking at so much of what we were promised by 
various vendors out there, they weren’t able to deliver at all or if they were 
able to deliver at all they couldn’t do it on the schedule they said or up to 
par.  That was very disappointing.  Really, so much of my time, instead of 
worrying about the content of the message…became fixing the various 
problems with things that should not have been going wrong.  That was 
probably the most disappointing aspect of the entire thing.   

 

It is likely that future ecampaigns will not experience difficulties that are as 

profound because almost all of the technology used by the 2000 eCampaign and 

the scale at which it was used was new to the political world.  For future 

ecampaigns and their vendors, the learning curve will be lower.  This learning 

curve might be augmented by using vendors that have experience in very 

dynamic, high-paced business environments.  However, when new technologies 

are introduced in future elections, struggles with vendors and their technologies 

will continue to be a problem.  eCampaigns must be judicious in volume of 

resources they wish to expend tackling the problems of new technology, and how 

that is of benefit to their candidate.  Beyond that, however, they simply need to 

understand that with new technology, they should not plan on anything working 

all the time, and they must have resources available and the attention of their 



vendor to fix things when they do go wrong.  It seems that the only true remedies 

for the difficulties with vendors and technology are time and experience. 

 

States/Coalition Sites 

 When the state sites were created during the primary season, they proved 

to be exceptionally difficult to keep up with, as they were all maintained by the 

staff in Austin.  In fact, during this period, the state sites fully consumed the time 

of one of the volunteers, Clyde.  When the sites were redesigned for the general 

election, they were designed to be fairly uniform, and to be maintained by New 

Media’s the semi-automated WebSAT system.  The eCampaign staff thought that 

very little knowledge of computers or HTML was required to use WebSAT, and 

so each State Executive Director was allowed to select their own State eCampaign 

Director.  They were then charged with carrying out the responsibilities for state 

eCampaign operations, including posting local press releases, updating a local 

calendar of events, providing information on how to contact local leaders, 

encouraging the execution of local online volunteer activities, and managing a 

detailed database of local volunteers.25  This approach was also adopted for some 

of the coalition sites, with the selection of Coalition Directors being made by 

various staff in Austin. 

 However, this proved to be unrealistic.  As simple as it appeared to be to 

the eCampaign staff at headquarters, WebSAT was still technically overwhelming 

for many people who volunteered to be State eCampaign Directors, and so they 

                                                 
25 Greg Sedberry, “First Impressions.” 
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had much difficulty updating their state websites.  Those that were somewhat 

technically competent and could use WebSAT had difficulty understanding the 

need for state site uniformity.  As such, they became very frustrated with the 

restrictions placed upon state website design, occasionally to the point of being 

rebellious.   

 This is not to say that there were not some successful state/coalition sites.  

Some were done very well.  However, the majority of the state sites were not 

changed much at all and the staff in Austin had to take responsibility for doing so.  

Although not all of the state sites were heavily visited, their very existence 

implied an important local connection and understanding by the candidate.  Most 

likely, these types of sites will have to be used in future elections.   

Although each State eCampaign Manager was contacted individually, 

screened, and instructed over the telephone, it seems that this was not adequate to 

ensure their understanding of technology and campaign processes.  How can 

eCampaign headquarters better establish local authorities and coordinate with 

them?  Perhaps instead of leaving the selection of the State eCampaign Director 

up to the State Executive Director, the headquarters staff could have the State 

Executive Director recommend a slate of three or four candidates for each state, 

and then the headquarters staff could interview each of them and make their own 

selection.  After a selection was made, the State eCampaign Directors could be 

instructed in regional groups face-to-face, either through advanced 

teleconferencing, or by actually flying them to headquarters or a central regional 

location for instruction.  More familiarity with the headquarters staff would help 
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in terms of both authority and understanding of what the bigger picture is.  By 

developing stronger relationships with the State eCampaign Directors, a more 

positive outcome could be achieved at the state and local level.  As the 

significance of state-level ecampaigns becomes more substantial, it will be worth 

a greater investment of time and resources to ensure that the State eCampaign 

Directors are fully able to execute what needs to be done to their respective sites.   

Although this problem and others discussed in this chapter will be 

challenges to overcome, there is no reason that they cannot be in the near future.  

The experiences of the 2000 ecampaigns alone should go a long way towards 

helping to manage these challenges.  Once problems such as these are recognized 

and dealt with, ecampaigns will be left free to focus on new and exciting uses of 

technology in the electoral process.   
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Chapter 4.  The Future Impact of the Internet on Elections 

What do new media technologies hold for the future presidential 

campaigning? Of course, looking into the crystal ball is always a dangerously 

inaccurate science, but it is worth attempting.  In order to gain an understanding 

of the impact that technologies might have, let us consider what the technologies 

will be during the next presidential elections.  First, there is no sign that the 

unrelenting drive forward in computer power will cease any time soon.  Moore's 

Law will continue to hold, and in turn, computers will get both more powerful and 

more affordable, making them usable and accessible to a broader audience.  

Second, it is reasonable to expect high-capacity bandwidth services to increase, in 

both wired and wireless formats.  This is of course is not to say that there may be 

geographic and economic barriers to such expansions, but even these will begin to 

fall in the next four to eight years.   

Third, the availability of services such as TiVo, UltimateTV, ReplyTV, 

and other set top boxes will give television viewers almost complete control over 

what they watch and how they watch it.  For example, television shows can be 

automatically recorded and watched at any later time, live television can be 

paused and returned to, and any undesirable part of broadcasting such as 

advertising or other parts of shows can be edited out at the viewers' convenience.  

Also, these boxes will provide interaction with programs, gaming, and current 

Web and e-mail services.  The set top boxes will radically change what television 

is considered to be.  Fourth, an innovation with a similar impact on television will 
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be the mandated switch to digital television broadcasting by 2006.26  Digital 

television will provide not only superior picture and sound, but also interactivity 

and the ability of a single television station to simultaneously broadcast up to six 

different streams of programming or information, none of which would be inferior 

in picture and sound quality to current television standards. 

Finally, it is important to understand that these technological innovations 

and others will be converging in terms of media and equipment.  While even 

today this convergence is taking place at a rapid pace, it will be accelerated even 

more by the 2006 deadline for digital television.  Those who want to watch any 

television after the digital television transition will have to buy either new 

television sets or set top boxes that will make their current sets digital TV 

capable.  It is likely that in addition to being digital TV ready, this new equipment 

will have capabilities including Internet access and services similar to TiVo.  This 

results in the transformation of not only the most powerful media market for 

presidential campaigns, but also other media markets that are being altered by the 

Internet.   

For example, today one generally watches whatever is on whenever it is 

on.  Even when a program is taped with a VCR, the commercials that are 

packaged with the program remain with it.  True, the convenient compactness of 

network television's ability to do such as this has decreased with the advent of 

cable television.  Today, network television is only able to deliver 60 percent of 

 
26 Broadcasters must return their analog channels to the government by 2006 or when digital 
television reaches 85 percent of the market, whichever comes later.   
“Will Digital TV Find its Audience?”  CNET News.com (24 April 2001).  Online.  Available:  
http://news.cnet.com/news/0-1006-200-5711000.html?tag=cd_mh.  Accessed:  28 April 2001. 

http://news.cnet.com/news/0-1006-200-5711000.html?tag=cd_mh
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the American population on a regular basis instead of its former 90 percent.27  

With TiVo-type services and high-capacity bandwidth access, however, this 

percentage decrease is set to decline even further.  The model of expecting 

viewers to watch a program when it is broadcast, along with its advertising, will 

disappear.  Instead, viewers will be able to download programs on demand, and if 

a program is broadcast, they will be able to record it to watch it whenever they 

want.  In both of these scenarios, viewers will have control over the programming 

that they receive so they do not have to watch commercials, even if they are 

packaged or transmitted with a program.  As David Verklin, CEO of Carat North 

America commented, “We’ll see the end of the 30-second commercial as we 

know it.”28 

 

New Media World 

Needless to say, this scenario offers formidable challenges to presidential 

campaigns, which consider television advertising one of their most powerful 

tools.  What will these challenges look like?  First, the demands from traditional 

campaign departments being placed upon the ecampaign function will drastically 

increase.  All forms of media will need access to these new technologies.  

Fundraising, grassroots organization, staff coordination, and other functions will 

 
27 The Faculty of the Department of Advertising at The University of Texas at Austin, “Thoughts 
about the Future of Advertising,”  The University of Texas at Austin, Spring 1995 (white paper).  
Online.  Available:  http://advertising.utexas.edu/research/papers/WhiteLong.html.  Accessed:  28 
April 2001. 
28 Dawn Anfuso, “AAF Summit Sheds Light on Future Ads,” Digitrends.net (26 Oct 2000).  
Online.  Available:  http://www.digitrends.net/marketing/13642_11774.html.  Accessed:  29 April 
2001. 

http://www.digitrends.net/marketing/13642_11774.html
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also demand new technological services.  The Internet and digital technologies 

will come to permeate presidential campaigns and the decisions made by them.  

As a result, the functions of the eCampaign will rise from its current relative 

obscurity in the presidential campaign to place of importance equal, if not greater 

than, other functions.  As these technologies continue to advance, the rest of the 

campaign's dependence on them will increase, until choices made regarding the 

allocation of these technology resources and the usage of these technologies 

become a fundamental part of campaign strategy in itself, as discussed in Chapter 

3.  The improper selection or implementation of technology could cost an 

election. 

Second, every four years, presidential campaigns will have to tackle an 

entirely new set of technologies, which results in the aforementioned concept of 

the x-campaign.  It is important to remember that no matter how much technology 

integrates itself into the fabric of campaign strategy, it will still be necessary for 

someone affiliated with this x-campaign function to be an active participant in 

senior staff meetings in addition to the chief of campaign strategy.  This is 

because general strategic thinking will almost always be limited to technology 

that has become mainstream.  The viewpoint of those in the x-campaign will be 

important to uphold the concepts discussed in this paragraph, and to keep the 

campaign aware of any major technological breakthroughs which should be 

implemented during the current election cycle.  As Bud Liebler, National 

Chairman of the American Advertising Federation notes, “[The advertising] 
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industry has seen more changes in the last 24 months than in the last 24 years.”29  

Campaigns must stay aware of these changes. 

Third, the 2000 election seems to show that new media technologies are 

encouraging the development of a new kind of conversation through technology 

and around politics in the United States.  This new kind of conversation is 

centered around the expression of a broader range of human emotion through 

media, specifically humor.  While modern presidential campaigns have relied on a 

whole range of human emotions, and have even employed humor informally in 

earned media and personal interaction, they have rarely employed humor in 

formal, purchased media.  However, as discussed in Chapter 1, humor seems to be 

the most effective means of getting people to communicate with each other on the 

Internet.  People will often forward a funny email or a satirical site to friends and 

associates.  This was understood within the Bush-Cheney eCampaign, and 

suggestions were made about ways to expand the use humor to the advantage of 

the candidate.  One such suggestion consisted of a Flash movie based upon the 

Budweiser “Wassup?!” theme and including President Clinton, Vice President 

Gore, Buddhist monks, and other characters.  This notion and others were rejected 

because campaign management “... did not want to have the candidate be seen in 

association with it.”  Whether or not that decision was right or wrong, 

independent reporting and observations by the political community after the 2000 

 
29 Dawn Anfuso, “AAF Summit Sheds Light on Future Ads,” Digitrends.net (26 Oct 2000). 
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election seemed to confirm the rising prominence of humor in communication 

through the Internet.30    

It is not as if humor has not existed in other media forms, indeed, political 

humor is the staple of late-night comedy shows.31  However, humor seems to be 

the prime time of the Internet, where everyone can be their own Letterman or 

Leno.  Perhaps these forms will be transferred to the Internet and popularized or 

something entirely new could appear.  Maybe the personalization and ambiguity 

of this medium will make not only humor but also other emotions more available 

for use by candidates in the future.  In the end, it is difficult to tell; candidates of 

all tempers have won and lost elections, after assaults of all kinds by comedians.  

However, perhaps a wider range of emotion will serve to more successfully 

engage the populous in the process. 

Fourth, there was a consensus within the eCampaign that technologies like 

email, which are pushed by the campaign to individuals, and allow these 

individuals to push the message on to other people, reach more people than a 

stationary destination like a World Wide Web site.  This suggests that messages 

which seek out people are more effective than messages that sit and wait for 

people to come to them.  Traditionally, direct mail has done the seeking out.  

Now; with the Internet, email, the Web and interactive/digital television; research 

can be more effectively and cheaply done to profile people that might be receptive 
 

30 The Democracy Online Project, Post-Election 2000 Survey on Internet Use for Civics and 
Politics, December 4, 2000, and Lisa Napoli, “Did You Hear the One About…,”  MSNBC.com  (4 
Dec 2001).  Online.  Available:  http://www.msnbc.com/news/498662.asp.  Accessed:  29 April 
2001. 
31 Marshall Shella, “The Stiff Guy vs. The Dumb Guy,” The New York Times Magazine (24 Sept 
2000).  Online.  Available:  http://www.nytimes.com/library/magazine/home/20000924mag-
comedy.html.  Accessed:  29 April 2001. 

http://www.msnbc.com/news/498662.asp
http://www.nytimes.com/library/magazine/home/20000924mag-comedy.html
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to a specific interest, i.e. the candidate, and send information to them.  Mass 

media will become personalized.  However, with the advent of awareness about 

the increased vulnerability of privacy, the collection of information about 

individuals and the use of this information in profiling practices by presidential 

candidates is slowly becoming unacceptable.   A strong increase in privacy 

regulation could make it difficult to use targeted media to reach citizens, and even 

if regulation is not implemented, the concept of collecting personal data is 

becoming more and more taboo. 

Even with these advancing technologies, candidates will still need to find 

ways to reach the necessary audiences.  One solution to this might be the 

compromise concept of permission marketing.  With permission marketing, 

individuals choose to receive information about candidates.  Recent research has 

shown that individuals will take it upon themselves to issue permission to receive 

information about goods, services, and ideas if they think that is beneficial to 

them.  It is the same concept used in having people sign up to receive email from 

the campaign.  However, a good permission marketing program much more 

actively seeks out individuals to inquire of their interest in receiving 

communication from the campaign.32  Such practices can be observed from the 

best e-tailors.  A model of this in the business world is Amazon.com.  More than 

any other company today, they have mastered the art and science of one-to-one 

marketing, and are able to anticipate their customers’ interests.33  Likewise, 
 

32 Sandeep Krishnamurthy, “A Comprehensive Analysis of Permission Marketing,” Journal of 
Computer-Mediated Communication, vol. 6, no. 2 (2001).  Online.  Available:  
http://www.ascusc.org/jcmc/vol6/issue2/krishnamurthy.html.  Accessed:  30 April 2001. 
33 Stewart Alsop, “”I’m Betting on Amazon.com,” Fortune (30 April 2001).  Online.  Available:  
http://www.fortune.com/.  Accessed:  29 April 2001.   

http://www.ascusc.org/jcmc/vol6/issue2/krishnamurthy.html
http://www.fortune.com/
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campaigns will have to gain a greater understanding of what the individual citizen 

wants, when they want it, and how to present it to them in order to hold their 

attention and get their vote.  To go even further, one site may request permissions 

for several different entities.  In the political world, a Democratic candidate 

running for the U.S. House may request permissions to send information not only 

about his or her own campaign, but also other Democratic candidates—including 

the presidential candidate.  This concept can also be built into not only email and 

websites but also digital television applications.  

If the Internet did not transform the electoral process in 2000, when will 

it?  Most likely, the Internet's first major influence on a presidential election will 

not be in 2004 but in 2008 or later.  The crucial factor will be the mandated 

transition to digital television by 2006, which in turn will have individuals buy 

equipment that joins the features of television, computers, and broadband 

communication.  Also, 2008 has the potential to be a volatile time politically.  

With the assumption that President Bush is reelected, 2008 would present two 

entirely new actors for the major political parties.  However, even if there is an 

incumbent in office, 2008 will be still be pivotal, maybe even more so. The 

incumbent will have the command of earned media, and the challenger will have 

to find innovative grassroots means to unseat him or her.  Although most people 

know that television had its first definitive impact on a presidential election in 

1960, it is forgotten that television was first introduced into the presidential 

electoral arena in 1948.  Likewise, the Internet, introduced to presidential politics 

in 1996, is taking a while to have its first major impact.  
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2008 Scenario 

Let us now look at a possible scenario of political campaigning in 2008.  

First, an individual dedicated to the election of Candidate Jones, Sue, will take the 

initiative to ensure that she has given permission to Candidate Jones's campaign 

to have email sent to her.  Eventually, Sue receives an email that calls her to 

action on behalf of a shared interest, education.  She visits Candidate Jones's 

website, and there assembles a 30-second video ad about education which she 

thinks her friends will like.  The video also includes information about a local 

event, and inquiries if the recipient would like to receive more information from 

Candidate Jones's campaign on any number of topics.  Sue then sends out the 

video from her email address to twenty of her friends.  One of her friends, Ed, 

receives it on his digital TV or wireless palmtop, sees that it is from Sue, opens 

up, and watches the clip.  After watching it, the clip encourages Ed to forward it 

on to his friends, and gives him the option of including or leaving out local 

information.  Then, the clip asks Ed if he would like to receive more information 

from Candidate Jones.  If he answers yes, Ed's digital device transmits his pre-

configured set of preferences and permissions to Candidate Jones's campaign.  

The campaign then uses this information to add Ed to their database to receive 

information and calls to action that would be most interesting to him.  

What if this video clip does not satisfy curiosity of Ed?  At any point 

during the video clip Ed can choose to receive more information about any 

number of topics being discussed in the clip, say Candidate Jones’s science 
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education initiatives.  When a choice is made to receive more information about 

his science education initiatives, the clip is paused and reduced in size, and the 

window adjacent to the clip brings up a window with a short amount of 

information from the campaign about the topic.  If the details in this window do 

not satisfy Ed, he can continue to seek information about the subject such as the 

candidate’s official policy statement, and video and news reports of the candidate 

discussing the subject from both the campaign and Ed's selected news 

organizations.  At any point while viewing this information, he can choose to send 

this information separately to his friends, or choose to bundle it with the video to 

be displayed at certain time during its playing.  

Disregarding whether the details of the above scenario true, it most 

importantly illustrates a basic change in campaign mentality.  Campaigns will 

depend less and less on the sloppy tools of mass media, and instead will come to 

depend more on grassroots participants equipped with technological tools.  New 

technologies are going to empower individuals to use television—a trusted and 

comfortable means—to easily communicate with communities that are not 

geographically bound.  For political campaigns, this will open up a whole new era 

in grassroots activism. 

 

Commercials and Earned Media 

What will be the other effects on campaigns from the Internet's fracturing 

of mass media?  First, since broad aim mass media will be decreasing in 

availability and increasing in cost, campaigns will have to become more expert in 
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using targeted forms of advertising to reach their desired constituencies.  More 

than ever before, candidates will have to be concerned about understanding the 

characteristics of citizens who vote for them, and in turn gaining their interest 

and/or permission, as discussed earlier.   

To be sure, commercials are not going away, even with the advent of 

personalization and privacy regulation.  “Companies will still want to use 

advertising of some kind to communicate with customers, and customers will still 

want ads that inform them of new products.”34  The companies developing these 

new forms of technology and media will find ways to advertise on them.  For 

example, TiVo, while allowing users to exclude television commercials, is 

developing its own advertising model that includes supporters such as Starcom, 

Digital@JWT, and the Omnicom Media Group.35  It is likely that most of these 

models will be based on the collection of information for targeted marketing, but 

advances in privacy law might make permission, as discussed earlier, from the 

“grassroots” necessary for even this.  The advent of the more targeted media, 

while more work to figure out, will most likely allow campaigns to more 

efficiently and precisely reach their target audiences, and give them what they 

want.  While this seems good for both campaigns and citizens, it might allow 

untargeted citizens to become even further removed from the electoral process 

than they already are. 

 
34 Stewart Alsop, “Give Commercials a Break,” Fortune, Vol. 143, No. 2 (22 Jan 2001). 
35 Katie Makal, “TiVo Expands Advertising Agency Partnerships,” Design in Motion (01 Feb 
2001).  Online.  Available:  http://www.designinmotion.com/brief/mainv/0,7220,25190,00.html.  
Accessed:  29 April 2001. 

http://www.designinmotion.com/brief/mainv/0,7220,25190,00.html
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Second, the manner in which all media is measured is going to change, 

and with it our understanding of the cost to impact ratio of media.  Initially, this 

will be an unsettling phenomenon, because campaigns will not quite understand 

what is going on, and how that will impact the amount of funding that they use to 

reach voters.  But eventually, this will be seen as welcome.  In all likelihood, the 

new measurements in advertising will be much more accurate than the current 

standard, CPM, or cost per thousand viewers.  This will result in a much more 

effective expenditure of funds by the campaign and a higher return on their 

investment.  It will just take some getting used to.36 

 Third, earned media will take on new importance in presidential 

campaigns.  Although mass media advertising markets through television and 

other means will be on the decline, it is reasonable to expect that major news 

sources will remain relatively constant fixtures.  Therefore, because of the power 

of these organizations to appeal to mass audiences, campaigns will have to 

increasingly calculate how to earn coverage from news organizations, 

broadcasting companies, and content providers. 

 

If You Are Trying to Elect a President… 

In sum, if you are trying to elect a President or any one else, you are going 

to be operating in a more individualized world, where people will have almost 

unlimited power to block your message if they so choose.  Part of this is an 

advantage.  Although it will be more work to figure out who to target, once you 

 
36 Alsop, “Give Commercials a Break.” 
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have targeted or have permissions from your selected population, your success 

rates should be higher.  For example, when you air a television commercial, you 

have to pay a lot of money for a media format that reaches some people you 

intend to, and others you do not.  Some of your money is wasted on people that 

are not sensitive to your message.  However, if you were to purchase an email list 

calibrated to people that are especially receptive to persuasion by your message, 

and send video email especially designed for this group, your rate of success 

would be higher, and so your expenditure of funds would be more efficient.  This 

concept would work especially well for local candidates, who need more targeted, 

more affordable ways of getting their message out.  The disadvantage is that if 

someone does not want to hear you, they will make it difficult for you to get to 

them.  It will be more difficult to penetrate and reach citizens that are indifferent 

or opposed to your candidate, because there will be less spillover, and more 

blocking mechanisms available to the citizen.  If you are trying to reach these 

groups, you will constantly be looking for ways to get your message through these 

defenses.  A significant part of this effort will be the use of earned media, and the 

art of using digital means to attach messages to earned media programs, i.e. 

having a link to a commercial appear when the candidate appears on a news 

program or talk show.   

If the revolution comes in 2008, what does this mean for the 2004 

presidential elections, and other elections in 2002 and 2006?  Most likely, because 

technologies similar to those used in 2000 will be in use until the transition 

spoken of in 2006, the methods of ecampaigns will be similar.  As such, the 
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involvement of the Internet in political campaigns between now and then will be 

an amplified version of its 2000 involvement, but will gradually begin to integrate 

the more advanced features previously discussed.  There will be two marked 

differences in this transition, however.  First, ecampaigns, while retaining their 

responsibility to energize the grassroots, will also have to take on the 

responsibility of persuading the general public as it becomes more Net savvy and 

willing to engage in online activity.  Second, in addition to reaching out to 

geographic communities and demographic groups, ecampaigns must learn to 

reach out to communities that exist on the Internet.  Indeed, ecampaigns may be 

the only part of a campaign that can reach out to these more and more prominent 

communities.   

No matter how the convergence of these new media technologies takes 

shape, one thing would appear to be certain.  Presidential campaigns will no 

longer be able to tout the virtues of their candidate from the high pulpit of mass 

media.  Instead, they will have to individually seek out those in the trenches that 

are willing to support their endeavor and ask them for their help.  Will this be a 

panacea for American democracy?  That depends upon the citizens.  While all of 

the changes in media may present opportunities for citizens to be more involved 

in the selection of their president, it is up to the citizens to choose whether or not 

they will do so.  Just as it will be easier for citizens to become more involved in 

presidential elections, it will be easier to ignore elections also.  What could be a 

boon for citizen involvement in presidential elections could just as easily be a bust 
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if citizens choose not to be involved.  As always, technology does not determine 

our future but simply gives us the tools with which to shape it. 
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Chapter 5.  Conclusion  

Summary 

By the end of this historic election and post-election, what had the Bush-

Cheney 2000 eCampaign accomplished?  Over 402,915 email addresses had been 

collected, largely as a result of the highly successful eTrain strategy.  In addition, 

a database of 400,000 activists from across the nation was generated and utilized 

to provide grassroots support.   The true power of the Internet as a fundraiser was 

displayed as over $2,386,365.07 was donated during the post-election period by 

18,170 individuals, and in total, from 17 March 1999 to 13 December 2000, the 

eCampaign raised over $6 million from more than 40,000 individual contributors.  

Given that the investment in the eCampaign was only $1 million, the 

eCampaign’s return on investment was approximately 500 percent.  

debatefacts.com provided the first real-time debate response via the Web, which 

was visited by over 500,000 unique visitors in five hours on the night of the first 

presidential debate, 3 October.  The eCampaign also brought transparency to the 

political process by establishing the first online searchable database of all 

presidential campaign donors.  The site also pioneered other interactive activities 

for users, including live webcasts with George & Laura Bush, live! OnLine, the 

first presidential campaign e-radio program, daily trivia contests, ecards, online 

video content, personalization, online voter registration, online polling, and 

downloads.37  The website successfully handled over 6 million daily unique 

 
37 Greg Sedberry, “First Impressions.” 
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visitors during a two week period in October and November, and a one-day 

maximum of 1,188,722 daily unique visitors on 8 November.  Finally, 

georgewbush.com received the 2000 Pollie Award for Best Presidential Website 

from the American Association of Political Consultants.38 

More important than impressive statistics and first-time accomplishments, 

however, is the fact that the Bush-Cheney eCampaign showed that the Internet 

and new media technologies are capable of actively engaging and interacting with 

citizens in an effective and efficient way.  An examination of email collection 

statistics show that the eCampaign was able to motivate those already receiving 

email from the campaign to encourage others to sign up.  The website statistics 

demonstrate that people will choose to seek out information in response to events 

and encouragement from the campaign.  Of course, online fundraising was shown 

to be exceptionally able in raising resources for the campaign in a short amount of 

time during the post-election and transition.   

Did the Bush-Cheney eCampaign make the difference in President Bush’s 

success in the 2000 election?  It is hard to say.  During the general election, 

probably not, but during the post-election it is worth noting that georgewbush.com 

remained active while the Gore-Lieberman site did not.  Would President Bush 

have won the election with a majority of the popular vote or more electoral votes 

with a better website and email system?  It is not likely that this is the case.  

However, it is clear that President Bush would not have garnered as many votes 

had he had no Internet effort at all.  In addition to engaging those that were online, 

 
38 American Association of Political Consultants, “2000 Pollie Award Winners.” Online. 
Available:  http://www.theaapc.org/awards.html.  Accessed:  18 March 2001. 
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it was important for the candidate to be seen online, even to those citizens who 

did not actively use his website or receive email.  The absence of the Bush-

Cheney eCampaign would have led to fewer votes and less campaign funding, but 

it is impossible to say whether this would have made the difference in the 

election. 

 

eCampaign Recommendations 

Since we know that the Internet and new media technologies will be 

actively involved in the future of presidential elections, what steps should be 

taken by all parties wishing to improve Internet campaigning?  First, accurate and 

reliable data collection should be established within any ecampaign to ensure that 

the analysis of its success or failure can be accomplished.  This is especially 

necessary in the case of the newest technologies.  Second, all departments of a 

campaign should actively embrace and use the features of the Internet that are 

applicable to their work.  Third, as the importance of technology in campaigns 

increases, the very choice of how to use this technology will become fundamental 

strategy for campaigns.  Therefore, it is logical to incorporate ecampaigns as a 

part of a campaign’s strategic functions.  Fourth, because of the rapidly changing 

nature of media technology, the senior staff of a campaign needs to ensure that it 

is connected to the newest, most relevant ideas regarding campaign technology.  

This is most easily done by providing access to meetings of the senior decision 

makers by one of the senior members of the eCampaign who is familiar with x-

campaign concepts.  Fifth, campaigns must come to understand the increasing 
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importance of targeted and permission marketing and earned media in the light of 

the decreasing unified mass media market.  Sixth, campaigns must give serious 

consideration on how to use new campaign technology to reinvigorate their 

grassroots supporters.  As the mass media market declines, the assistance of these 

citizens will increase in importance for campaigns.  This not only includes 

understanding changes taking place to traditional geographic and demographic 

communities, but also coming to grips with the development of new communities 

on the Internet.  The realignment of individuals and groups in this way will 

change how the electoral race is run. 

 

Election Policy Perspectives 

Finally, if there are going to be changes in the electoral process, there will 

need to be changes in the laws and policies that govern elections.  First and 

foremost, the authors of new laws and policies regarding elections must come to 

grip with the realities of merging media.  The boundaries between types of media 

companies are going to blur, as well as the types of media themselves and the 

devices that media is provided on.  Video ads will be broadcast by newspaper 

companies and received on your television, and articles in print format will be 

broadcast on part of television stations’ digital bandwidth.  Citizens will compose 

video commercials and send them to thousands or millions of people.  As a result, 

policymakers must seek out new paradigms to apply new media. 

Second, new media will have an impact on campaign finance reform.  For 

candidates, especially those running for state and local offices, the coveted screen 
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of television is going to be easier to reach than ever because of an increase in 

channels and as a result of customized and targeted media, which reduces 

overkill.  However, the remaining commercial times with capabilities to reach 

wide and diverse audiences are going to become even more expensive.  Although 

the expectation is that candidates will have to raise ever increasing amounts of 

money, this may in fact not be the case, although it is difficult to determine 

whether campaign media expenses are going to increase or decrease. 

Third, the Internet will erode the meaning of the geographic legal entities 

that our country is based on, both in reality and in law.  As such, decisions 

regarding elections and the geography that they are based on will start having to 

take this into consideration.  We saw the first effects of this in 2000 with the 

NaderTrader phenomenon.39  If the trend of using the Internet to defy geography 

continues, the rethinking of the basis of our electoral systems may be in order, 

especially in lower level districts. 

Finally, the Internet and new media technologies have the power to open 

doors to political parties, groups, and organizations that have not been heard 

before.  The monopoly of traditional media helps to limit most political discussion 

in this country to two parties.  Although it will be difficult for multiple minor 

parties to gain political power for reasons other than media, they will still demand 

to be heard and included in the electoral process.  Our media frequently 

 
39 The NaderTrader.com website (and those like it) allowed Gore voters in states where Bush was 
secure to swap votes with Nader voters in states where a Gore victory was in the balance, allowing 
groups to achieve their respective objectives of Vice President Gore winning the presidency and 
Nader obtaining five percent or more of the vote.  See also:  Steven M. Schneider, “Nader Traders: 
Could the Web Be the Difference?” NetElection.org  (29 April 2001).  Online.   Available:  
http://netelection.org/commentary/2000035.php3.  Accessed:  29 April 2001. 

http://netelection.org/commentary/2000035.php3


 87 

accommodates three parties, but rarely does it include four, five, six, or seven as it 

might have to as a result of an increase in grassroots participation and media 

outlets available.  Modifications to existing election regulations will have to be 

made when these minor groups gain a significant voice. 

 

Epilogue 

This account of ideas and action has shown that the Bush-Cheney 

eCampaign was a successful operation.  While they did not do everything right, 

those involved “...wanted to do the right thing,” and in the end, in spite of the 

obstacles, made it an unquestionable success.  Because of the work of those 

involved with the Bush-Cheney eCampaign, it is now clear that the Internet and 

new media technologies have the potential to transform the electoral process.  As 

always, how the process is transformed does not rest with the technology.  

Instead, the technology is a tool, the utility of which rests with all citizens.  They 

can either choose to use it to filter American civic life out of their lives, or they 

can choose to use it to become more engaged in the electoral process from the 

grassroots, producing a potentially better republic.  The choice of which path to 

follow will be up to the people, as it should be.
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