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During the summer of 2003, news of internet use in the race for the democratic presidential nomination began making headlines in the mainstream media. Some news stories credited the very existence of Howard Dean’s surging campaign to online organizing and fundraising. Headlines such as “Internet helps make Dean a contender” introduced articles attributing “Dean’s prominence among the nine Democrats running for president…to his campaign’s early embrace of the Internet for organizing supporters and raising money” (Janofsky, 2003). Other articles detailed the frustrations and “growing pains” felt by some of Dean’s competitors as their attempts at creating vibrant online networks foundered (Bolton, 2003). Still more went on to make predictions about the future role of the internet in American politics, as did one article from the New York Times that likened the phenomenon to “online dating, with a political spin” (Napoli, 2003). 
With Dean’s fall from frontrunner status in the wake of the Iowa caucuses, parallels between his campaign and the dot-com bust of 2000-2001 became too tempting for journalists to ignore. Once the dust had settled, however, they recognized that the internet was quickly becoming “an essential part of the political process” and that the Dean campaign had showed what a powerful tool the web could be (Robert & Roberts, 2004). Other candidates adopted some of the online tools Dean had pioneered and the Dean movement itself survived the campaign’s demise by transforming into a political action committee called Democracy for America. On the surface, Dean’s story is about the rise and fall of an unlikely contender, but behind the headlines lies an important story of tension between traditional and emerging campaign techniques—a story about the coming of age of interactive social networking technologies.
Social networking technologies (SNTs) differ from other internet-based media because they allow users to contribute original content to websites and because they facilitate communication and deliberation between users. They enable sustainable self-organizing by bringing people together who are unlikely to have otherwise encountered one another (CCCE, n.d.; Davies, 2003). SNTs include online media such as weblogs, discussion forums, and interactive calendars with open posting. By giving users partial control of campaign-sponsored web spaces, these technologies have the potential to transform conventional political practices, bringing about a new type of campaign characterized by direct citizen involvement and bottom-up grassroots organizing. 
In order to understand the full implications of social networking technologies on political campaigns, I will explore the role of SNTs in the 2004 democratic presidential primary race. I propose that, as new internet-based social networking technologies continue to emerge, political campaigns must make strategic choices to embrace, reject, or modify, mitigate, and them implement them. If campaigns choose to embrace online SNTs, they risk transformation from traditional, hierarchical organizations into broader, de-centralized networked campaigns that give supporters partial control over campaign messages. If campaigns reject online interactivity, they retain the controlled and hierarchical characteristics of traditional, war room campaigns, but restrict their fundraising potential as well as the potential size of their active support network. Striking a balance between the two models may result in benefits from each, albeit watered down. The strategic responsive choices made by campaigns dictate where they fall on a continuum between traditional war room campaigns that are highly controlled and newer networked campaigns that empower supporters. I propose these two models—the war room campaign and the networked campaign—as opposing points on a continuum against which to measure and analyze real world political campaign structures.  
In the next two section of this paper I will explain both models in depth and discuss prevailing beliefs about the strategic advantages of war room campaigns and the perceived disadvantages of networked campaigns. These sections will also discuss the online technologies used by war room campaigns. A third section will then examine the Dean campaign in an attempt to shed light on the question of how political candidates can use the web most effectively. To do so, I will chart the growth of Dean’s campaign in terms of supporters, money, press coverage, and poll rankings. This section will also call special attention to the SNTs that enabled bottom-up grassroots organizing within the campaign: the Dean Blog, Meetup.com, Dean Link, and Get Local. Descriptions of SNT use by competing campaigns will also appear in this third section. A fourth section on the culmination of the Dean campaign and the post-campaign sustainability inherent in web-driven movements will follow. This section will explore the three organizations that grew out of the 2004 presidential primaries: Democracy for America, Change for America, and the One America Committee. I will conclude by discussing the implications of internet use in the 2004 race for future political campaigns.

Observations and quotes from candidate websites are the result of weekly visits to all candidate sites from of June 2003 through February 2004. The first two layers of the Dean, Clark, Gephardt, and Kerry sites were downloaded weekly during June and July of 2003, and monthly between August 2003, and January 2004. The frontpages of the other candidates’ websites were downloaded monthly. Sites were downloaded using Teleport Pro software. 
War Room Campaigns

War room campaigns are hierarchical, top-down organizations that rely on controlled messages and a clear strategy. The image of a small group of high-ranking staffers sitting around a table hashing out a plan provides an accurate picture of the decision making process in these campaigns. Their websites, while often highly informative, do not facilitate bottom-up grassroots organizing and do not allow citizens to contribute uncensored original content. The campaign retains complete control of all aspects of the site. Most campaign websites, especially those from past campaigns, fall into this category. They resemble cul-de-sacs—they can be nice to look at, but they do not allow the average citizen to do anything but look around and then retrace their steps. This is because war room campaigns adhere to the most important piece of conventional wisdom regarding campaign strategy: They retain rigid control over the campaign’s message by repeating clear themes and avoiding unscripted dialogue in an effort to control the communication environment.
Salmore and Salmore (1989) note the increased importance of a clear campaign message as party loyalties decline and small groups of paid specialists take the place of party foot soldiers. To win, candidates can no longer rely on party loyalties. Instead, they must choose a clear, distinct thematic emphasis that they believe will resonate with public opinion to maximize their vote share. They must then assume ownership of the issues related to their theme and, most importantly, they must stay on message. Each message, so the logic goes, should be thoroughly analyzed and pre-tested using focus groups and opinion polling in order to achieve the most effective result (Salmore & Salmore 1989; Ireland & Nash, 2001). Campaigns that rely on a “small cadre of strategists, fundraisers, pollsters, and media experts” are best suited to this approach (Simon, 2002, p. 28). 
In order to keep the theme clear and simple, candidates frequently avoid direct dialogue (Simon 2002). Consequently, candidates often “talk past each other,” focusing on different themes and issues in an effort to create a message void of in-depth issue discussion. Candidate websites usually do not facilitate online deliberation between citizens for the very same reason. Campaigns intentionally avoid using SNTs because they would allow citizens to contribute original content to the campaign’s web presence that could involve unwanted deliberation and a multitude of messages that never passed through focus groups or opinion polling. This results in campaigns that lack deliberative substance but maximize efficacy.

War room campaigns, because they shun dialogue as well as citizen contributions to the campaign’s message, add to the growing trend of political disenchantment, and subsequent disengagement, among America’s citizenry. Putman (2000) uses the metaphor of “bowling alone” to show how people have become increasingly disconnected from social networks and democratic structures. More Americans are bowling than ever before, but they are not bowling in leagues. Similarly, many citizens express their political belief through non-traditional channels such as political consumerism and participation in advocacy networks that bypass traditional politics. The result is a decline in the number of people who participate in traditional politics and a decrease in the quality of the deliberation in campaigns. 

A political culture without deliberative dialogue and meaningful citizen involvement lacks legitimacy and leads to rational disengagement by citizens who feel that politicians do not listen or talk to them (Cohen, 1998; Fishkin, 1995). Bennett (1992) advocates free and open deliberation in campaigns as a partial remedy, while Stromer-Galley (2000) notes that a “system in which campaigns close themselves off from engagement with citizens is less democratic” (p. 128). Simon (2002) also advocates increased deliberation, but points out that this democratic ideal stands in opposition to candidates’ strategic interests. Media coverage of campaigns also contributes to disengagement by providing horserace coverage that is “pointless and dull” (Simon, 2002, p.10; Salmore & Salmore, 1989). Campaigns that facilitate deliberation and networking among citizens have the potential to encourage participation, but campaigns will only give up control if they have strategic incentives to do so. Without powerful incentives, they will not use SNTs and will only simulate interaction instead of providing citizens with real opportunities to use campaign websites to deliberate, network, and organize.
The Strategic Dilemma of Social Networking Technologies


Social networking technologies, in contrast to the software used by war room campaigns, have the potential to bolster democracy and revitalize grassroots participation. They are able to foster deliberation and can help create meaningful political involvement on a large scale. However, these technologies can be costly to campaigns because their use can bring a loss of message and organizational control. In her study of the 1996 and 1998 elections, Stromer-Galley (2002) found that while new internet technologies had the ability to increase interaction between citizens and political leaders, most political campaigns were resistant to using them. Instead, candidates opted for what she terms media-interactive features to create the appearance of meaningful interaction, while using the internet primarily as a tool for rearticulating their campaign message. Media-interactive features, such as hyperlinks and multi-media files, allow citizens to control the information they receive, but they do not allow the citizen to access anything not carefully screened by campaign staffers. Nor do they allow citizens to use campaign websites to contact other supporters and organize independent of campaign oversight. Media-interactive features do not promote dialogue and do not allow citizens to insert their voices into campaigns.
The 2004 primary campaign saw frequent use of simulated SNTs that only created the appearance of meaningful deliberation and human-to-human interaction. For example, Dick Gephardt’s campaign website included a feature called the “Virtual Kitchen Table.” This feature was supposed to simulate an in-person discussion. Citizens could enter “thoughts, concerns, and comments” in a box titled “Tell us your story,” and then send them to the campaign. The campaign would screen the stories and post the best. In this way, the campaign could post the testimonials that complimented Gephardt’s message the most, while blocking those that did not. This type of simulated conversation results in a tightly controlled and unusually structured discussion that stops short of meaningful deliberation and open issue discussion. 
The “Virtual Kitchen Table” feature was more for show than for actual discussion. It allowed Gephardt to tell voters, “I want your kitchen table conversations to once again focus on report cards and ballgames rather than on worries about money and health care.” The feature also supplied the campaign with an influx of flattering comments it could use in campaign materials. The Edwards campaign also posted citizen testimonials on its homepage. These were quotes from supporters, but, like those on the Gephardt site, they passed through campaign staffers who only chose the testimonials that complemented the campaign’s desired image. 

Similarly, the “Get Involved” section of several 2004 campaign websites did not facilitate bottom-up, independent organizing. For example, the involvement options on the John Edwards website in August 2003 prompted supporters to sign up for the campaign’s newsletter, give money, register to vote, apply for an internship, or volunteer for the campaign by sending in contact information and then waiting for the campaign to reply with instructions. Signing up for e-mail, giving money, and registering to vote are certainly useful, but they do not allow citizens to become true participants in a campaign. The “volunteer” option also stopped short of the type of involvement facilitated by SNTs. It allowing the campaign to manage its volunteers direct their actions. This makes sense according to a war room mentality, but limits what citizens can do to support their chosen candidate and can result in a feeling of disenchantment. It also limits the number of supporters that are likely to become involved in the campaign. 
Along this same line, the “Volunteer” section on the Gephardt website asked supporters to send in their contact information along with a list of issues they considered important. A series of checkable boxes appeared at the bottom of the form. The boxes titled “I want to receive campaign updates via email,” “I want to receive e-mails on the issues I care about most,” and “I want to receive e-mails about upcoming events in my area,” were already checked, while the boxes related to real volunteering were not. This indicates that the campaign was more concerned about spreading its message via e-mail and getting a crowd at rallies than about mobilizing citizens to work in support of the campaign. Furthermore, citizens could only sign up for information about the issues the Gephardt campaign wanted to discuss. The checkable issue list did include mainstream issues like “Energy Policy” and “Heath Care,” but left others out. Nowhere on the form could supporters indicate their concern about the Iraq conflict, which, by all accounts, is a prominent election issue in 2004. Supporters concerned about taxes and tax cuts did not have a box to check either. There was also no “other” category where citizens could express their interest in issues not chosen in advance by the campaign.

Social networking technologies, because they promote dialogue and independent organizing, also prevent candidates from providing ambiguous discourse (Stromer-Galley, 2002). A clear and simple campaign message requires ambiguous discourse. For example, the idea that a candidate is tough on crime is a clear and desirable message, but it is also ambiguous. Voters do not know exactly how the candidate plans to deal with the intricacies of the nation’s complex crime issues. These details might alienate some potential supporters, whereas the original ambiguous message has a broad appeal and is easy to understand. The deliberation resulting from online human interaction makes it difficult for campaigns to stick to vague, carefully packaged messages, as does a large amorphous group of supporters giving their own versions of the campaign message. Supporters who do not speak in vague, victory-conscious language might not be ambiguous enough for the campaign’s liking. However, while SNT avoidance is strategically beneficial, it results in closed campaigns, which as Stromer-Galley points out, “is problematic because those who wish to be representatives are unwilling to open themselves up to those who would be represented” (p. 116). This can cause citizens to feel as though candidates are not listening.
The war room model and the advice of most political consultants caution against the use of SNTs, thereby encouraging a less democratic system. Ireland and Nash (2001), in their guide to “winning campaigns online,” advocate internet use in campaigns, but warn against allowing citizens to contribute original content to a campaign’s web presence. This, they explain, presents a liability to the campaign because it prevents a candidate from focusing on a tightly controlled message. If campaigns choose to use interactive technologies, such as comment forums, Ireland and Nash recommend that the campaign staff “carefully read every message and post only those deemed appropriate” (p. 228), as was done by the Gephardt and Edwards organizations in the examples above. This type of censorship is common in war room campaigns and results in artificial, meaningless discussions. It is also extremely labor intensive and smaller war room campaigns are therefore likely to forgo such technologies altogether. Instead of embracing SNTs, Ireland and Nash advocate sticking to top-down internet technologies such as e-mail lists, online fundraising tools, and digital information resources. In doing so, they echo the prevailing logic of traditional political campaigning, even though they are prominent internet advocates.
As Stromer-Galley (2002) points out, “If human interaction does not occur, it is because the candidate does not allow it” (p.128). It is up to the campaign whether or not they use SNTs to allow citizens to communicate openly with one another and with the campaign. Until recently, campaigns did not have many convincing incentives to use SNTs. However, internet use by the Dean campaign during the 2004 presidential primary race tells a different story. Before the Dean phenomenon, prevailing logic pointed to the war room model as the only road to a successful campaign. Even though Dean did not win, his campaign was a success for two reasons. First, he achieved more success than a little known outsider with minimal funds from a small state could ever reasonably expect. Without the unique campaign model he pioneered, it is unlikely that he would have ever broken out of the bottom tier of candidates. Second, his campaign left a mark. It showed that a networked strategy can deliver a number of enticing benefits to a campaign. These benefits, and the SNTs that produced them, are the focus of the next section.

The Dean Campaign
 In February 2003, Howard Dean’s campaign discovered that groups of people were meeting regularly to discuss the candidacy of the then little-known candidate. These meetings were not organized by the campaign, but by the supporters using Meetup.com. Meetup is an online tool that organizes local interest groups. It began as a place for people with common hobbies, interests, musical likes, and gaming preferences to connect online and then meet up in the real world. Sometime during late 2002 or early 2003, Dean supporters began using the site to organize around Dean’s candidacy and turn online communication into real-world action. Users registered to attend a Meetup in their area, voted on a venue, and then showed up to work towards furthering Dean’s campaign. 
After discovering the site, Dean started attending Meetups and, more importantly, put a link to Meetup on his website (Napoli, 2003). With a link on the campaign’s website, increasingly large numbers of supporters found their way to the monthly Meetups. Over 10,000 people attended Dean Meetups in early May 2003. By the end of the summer, the number of attendees passed 100,000, and by early 2004, it had swelled to over 170,000. Registration peaked after the Iowa caucuses at around 175,000. At the end of summer, 2003, one in every six people registered with Meetup.com attended a Dean Meetup. By the fall of 2003, there were Dean Meetups in almost 600 cities worldwide. When the campaign first linked to Meetup earlier in the year, only four cities hosted the monthly meetings (Heiferman, 2003). 
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By recognizing Meetup, Dean campaign manager Joe Trippi began his innovative use of social networking technologies and his organization started to shift toward a networked campaign model. Meetup, in addition to serving as a networking tool, brought large numbers of people with no previous political involvement into the campaign. “This is the First time I’ve been to a political meeting” became a frequent comment heard at Dean Meetups (Heiferman, 2003).
In the months after the Dean organization linked to Meetup, the campaign discovered that it could use the monthly meetings to spread its message. In one of the more original moves of the campaign, Dean Meetups became the center of a letter writing drive targeting undecided voters in Iowa and New Hampshire. Meetup attendees composed hand-written letters explaining why they supported Dean and then mailed them to Iowa and New Hampshire. The hope was that undecided voters in these pivotal states would rather read a personal letter than a mass mailing. In endorsing the letter writing drive, the campaign went against conventional logic, trusting supporters to create their own messages on behalf of the campaign. In fact, because the campaign seemed to favor hand written letters over traditional mass mailing, it appears as though the Dean organization preferred unscripted messages to those created by the campaign—or that it at least recognized these messages as important.  In the end, Dean did not win in either Iowa or New Hampshire, but the letter writing campaign is not to blame for his poor showing. Dean built up early leads in those states during the letter writing drive and did not falter until just before the Iowa caucuses, long after most of the letters were mailed. 
Dean’s use of online interactivity continued to grow when, in March 2003, a weblog was linked to the campaign site. A weblog, or blog, is an online journal that allows its owner to post messages, musings, and other content to the web. Campaigns use them to post news, calls to action, and general campaign information. Dean’s blog also allowed readers to respond to posts from the campaign. In this way, the blog hosted comment threads that served as deliberative forums, logging over a thousand comments a day by autumn, 2003. As the number of viewers and comments increased, the blog transformed from an online journal into a grassroots networking and organizing hub that facilitated two-way communication among supporters and between supporters and the campaign. The open commenting function of the blog and the resulting real-time discussions on the comment threads allowed supporters to communicate independent of the campaign. The campaign provided the forum and some discussion prompts, while supporters provided original content and ideas.
Over the summer of 2003, the campaign began using its blog to post scores of links to grassroots support sites not controlled by the campaign. Without the campaign-sponsored links, most supporters would never find these sites, but once the campaign acknowledged them, blog users could enter into an immense network of grassroots sites with relative ease. They could find regional sites from their area as well as sites that catered to specific groups, such as “Veterans for Dean” and “Doctors for Dean.” By early August 2003, the Dean Blog linked to 133 grassroots sites and over a dozen independent blogs. The network grew rapidly, with grassroots sites representing every state and most major demographic groups. The network would not have taken off at the pace it did without the Dean Blog serving as a hub. However, with the hub in place, the network could grow without any additional help from the campaign. The network expanded continually, providing its own content and technical support. 
The most notable tech support site within the network was DeanSpace.org, “an open development community providing powerful web-tools, quality support, and expert advice to Howard Dean’s grassroots supporters” (DeanSpace, 2003).  The site, developed by tech-savvy Dean supporters and operated completely independent of the campaign, sought to “better interlink existing web activism, bring new citizen participants into the political process, and assist individuals” with networking and organizing (DeanSpace, 2003). The site provided a software package that helped supporters create their own Dean sites. It also hosted a “Help Desk” where citizens could post technical question. Later, DeanSpace began listing the AOL Instant Messenger screen names for its six tech support volunteers under a “Get Help Live” heading. The site let users know which of its tech support volunteers were online at any given time so that users would know who to contact for help with urgent questions. DeanSpace also linked to a large network of other Dean sites and its software pack included features that facilitated linking and content sharing.

During this same time, the Dean campaign added several more innovative technologies to its website, including discussion forums and surfable databases that allowed supporters to contact one another and post information about grassroots events. “Dean Link,” a networking tool, supplemented Meetup and gave Dean supporters more freedom to organize independent of the campaign. It allowed anyone who registered with the campaign to search a database of other registrants to look for Dean supporters in their area. It provided contact information for these supporters, enabling citizens to use the Dean website to contact one another directly without going through a campaign staffer or campaign appointed organizer.

“Get Local,” another innovative SNT in Dean’s websphere, functioned as an open-access online calendar. Web-surfers could enter their zip code and search for campaign events in their area. This feature, by itself, would place Get Local in the media-interactivity category instead of with SNTs. What qualifies Get Local as a SNT is its open-access characteristic. Anyone who registered as a Dean supporter could post their own grassroots events without needing to get approval from the campaign. This level of trust in supporters gave the campaign a broader reach, producing far more events than even the most well funded war room campaign would ever be capable of organizing. Dean supporters could also use Get Local to sign up for events, giving event organizers an idea of how many people would attend. By early 2004, there were over 600,000 registered Dean supporters, all of whom could post events on Get Local and use Dean Link to search for other Dean supporters in their area.
By December 2003, with the first primary only a month away, Meetup.com and the Dean Blog had become central to the campaign. Traditional logic would hold that a staggering number of uncensored comments and uncontrolled links coupled with a network of over 170,000 active supporters operating with minimal guidance from the campaign would do more harm that good. However, as Dean’s grassroots support network grew, as the money poured in, and as the press paid increasing attention to him, Dean began to rise in the polls. His climb began in June, and, by October, he had passed Wesley Clark, John Kerry, and Joseph Lieberman to find himself at the top of the polls.
[image: image2.emf]The Front-Runners at Various Points in Time 

CNN/USA Today/Gallup Poll from http://www.pollingreport.com

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan

Dean

Kerry

Clark

Lieberman


Dean’s jump from the bottom to the top of the pack would probably not have happened without his innovative use of SNTs. Dean’s blog created a sense of community among supporters who felt like a part of the campaign. The Meetups and comment threads, because they allowed supporters to become active participants in the campaign, provided a meaningful relationship between the campaign and its supporters. This resulted in a large support base that donated money to the campaign on a regular basis, partly because of the connection they felt to the campaign. During the second and third quarters of 2003, Dean raised $8 million and $15 million respectively, compared to just $2 million during the first quarter when he had not yet begun to employ interactivity. During each of these quarters, the other major candidates raised an average of just $4 million each. During the fourth quarter of 2003, Dean raised another $15 million, for a 2003 total of around $40 million.
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In her study of horse-race coverage in the 1988 democratic presidential primaries, Muntz (1995) found that supporters with a high level of commitment to their chosen candidate tended to donate only when their candidate was behind or was loosing ground. When their chosen candidate was ahead or gaining, these loyalty-based donations ceased. However, Dean’s campaign contradicts these findings. As Dean’s poll ratings continued upwards, his supporters—who definitely had an intense level of support for him—continued to donate. This may be due to the connection that SNTs established between Dean and his supporters. They continued to donate because they felt as though they were truly part of the campaign. 

As Dean’s fundraising success became a news story in its own rite, the media paid increasing attention to him. In June 2003, when Dean reported a second quarter total of $8 million, he passed John Edwards as the candidate who appeared most frequently in news stories.
 As the year progressed, Dean continued to gain ground in the horserace. Horserace campaign coverage—news emphasizing who is ahead or behind, or gaining or losing ground—is the primary means by which people develop perceptions of public support for candidates. Perceptions of public support, in turn, bring tangible benefits in the form of financial contributions (Muntz, 1995). As people took note of Dean’s rise, many joined the campaign. Dean’s fundraising success, powered by his grassroots network, propelled him to the top. The Meetup phenomenon, coupled with his uncompromised antiwar stance, did earn him above average coverage in the spring of 2003, but it was not until he reported raising $8 million during the second quarter that that he received more coverage than any of the other candidate—a trend that would continue into January of 2004.
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Fundraising success and Dean’s resulting gains in the horserace continued to fuel news coverage. As news coverage increased, the internet story appeared less often. The theme created a buzz over the summer of 2003, but faded as Dean settled into his position as front-runner. The theme peaked in July 2003, with 45% of Dean stories mentioning the web. By January, only 14% of stories about Dean mentioned his use of the internet.
 He was still the “internet candidate,” but the internet story appeared less often as he found his name in the news more frequently.
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The crossover from digital to mass media legitimized Dean’s frontrunner status and contributed to his jump in the polls. Dean’s use of online interactivity and his ability to mix a war room campaign and a networked campaign provided tangible benefits in the form of money and high opinion poll ratings. As Dean moved towards front-runner status, other candidates emulated his strategies in an effort to gain some of the same benefits. However, none were as successful as Dean. Kerry and Graham added weblogs and linked to Meetup, but these features went largely unused. In October, several months after the Kerry and Graham campaigns launched their blogs, Kerry received an average of 300 comments a day while Graham received fewer than 25. Dean, in comparison, logged over 1,000. Edwards also added a blog in the fall of 2003, but his met the same fate as the Kerry and Graham blogs. With few comments, vibrant discussions seldom took place and it was not uncommon to find someone on the Dean Blog announcing, “I’m a Kerry supporter, but I’m hanging out here because nothing ever happens on the Kerry Blog.”
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The Meetups of Dean’s competitors followed a similar pattern. Approximately 20,000 people were registered for Kerry and Kucinich Meetups by January of 2004. None of the other candidates passed the 3,000 mark. The exception was Wesley Clark, who came the closest to matching Dean’s success. He enjoyed a large grassroots support network along with impressive fundraising fueled by a donation pledge system set up to encourage him to run. In the first two weeks of his campaign, supporters fulfilled their pledges, bringing in nearly $4 million. By early January, Clark boasted 57,000 Meetup registrants. His blog averaged over 700 comments a day in October and soon passed Dean’s in creativity. Clark’s “Community Blog” allowed supporters to set up their own blogs within the campaign’s blogsite. Anyone who registered with the campaign could start a blog of their own and begin posting discussion prompts. The campaign tied hundreds of these blogs together in a “best of the blog” feature that took highlights from the personal blogs and mixed them with discussion topics posted by the campaign.

However, Clark’s early success disappeared in the first months of his candidacy following a staff shake-up and a possible attempt by new campaign managers to curtail Clark’s grassroots support network (Franke-Ruta, 2003). Following the vibrant Draft Clark drive, the grassroots movement reached its peak as old Clinton advisors replaced draft organizers. The Clark campaign still hosted a blog and posted dozens of links to grassroots sites, but some claimed that Clark’s new campaign managers ignored his grassroots supporters. Clark’s poll numbers peaked soon after he entered the race and his position continued to decline over the subsequent months.
The mixed success of these other candidates’ use of SNTs suggests that a networked campaign model cannot make something out of nothing. SNTs can engage potential supporters and enhance existing support, but they cannot create support on their own, independent of other factors. Campaigns still need a message that resonates with citizens if they are to attract grassroots support. If they find an engaging message, campaigns can use SNTs to build a grassroots support network. However, while SNTs can build networks, which, in turn, can supply money and supporters to the campaign, they cannot sustain a campaign on their own. Dean’s collapse in the Iowa caucuses points out that integrated management of all the levels of media is crucial to winning campaigns. Dean clearly won the contest for most effective use of micro and middle media—e-mail, blogs, website, Meetup—but did little to combat mass media images that he was angry, impulsive, and unable to beat Bush. 
In the fall of 2003, articles about Howard Dean questioned his electability with steadily increasing frequency. By February, 13% of all articles about Dean contained an unelectable theme.

[image: image7.emf]Dean and Electable/Electability

In the NY Times, WA Post, LA Times, and USA Today

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb

Articles containing "electable"

c

 or "electability" 

.


Images of Dean as angry and impulsive also increased over time. At the end of summer, 2003, few articles about Howard Dean portrayed him as an angry candidate. However, as fall progressed, the theme appeared with increasing frequency in articles discussing Dean’s candidacy. During January, the trend peaked, with 22% of all articles about Dean containing an anger theme.
 For example, a New York Times article from October 2003 titled, “Talking Like a Firebrand, Dean Walks a Fine Line,” described his campaign as “one long anti-Washington attack.” The article went on to quote a Washington insiders who said, “you…get a sense that he could snap your head off if you looked at him cross-eyed” (Wilgoren, 2003). These themes were reinforced in attack ads and debates that turned Dean into a “pincushion,” as one political observer put it. 
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Dean’s SNT use supplied him with money, a large grassroots support network, and high levels of news coverage, but these benefits can only lead to success when combined with traditional strategies that work to control a candidate’s image. Lacking such strategies, negative themes soon appeared in many news stories about Dean. To succeed, future campaign managers must learn to integrate micro, middle, and mass media strategies. The fundraising power of a strong grassroots network such as Dean’s can supply campaigns with the resources that are necessary to build robust ground campaigns and effective image management initiatives. However, fundraising success can only supply the means; it cannot create strong campaigns on its own.
Sustainability

Though it did not lead Dean to the nomination, his grassroots movement survived the campaign’s demise by transforming into a political action committee called Democracy for America. The sustainability inherent in web-driven movements permitted a smooth transition from a campaign to a web-driven political action committee. The organization’s transformation followed the trail blazed by MoveOn.org in the late 1990s, which transformed from a short-term, single-issue advocacy group into a powerful player in the progressive movement. Two Silicon Valley entrepreneurs founded MoveOn in 1998 “as an effort during Bill Clinton’s impeachment to push Congress to censure the President and ‘move on’” (Boyd, 2003). By the end of the impeachment process, the organization had amassed half a million e-mail addresses. The group’s original cause no longer existed, but they had a website, an e-mail list, and 500,000 members that they used to tackle new causes. They began using their e-mail list to raise money for progressive democrats and later became one of the nation’s leading anti-war organizations. Today MoveOn is a well-oiled machine with a vibrant grassroots support network and tens of millions of dollars at its disposal (Boyd, 2003). What started as a short-term initiative soon transformed into a powerful, well-funded player in national politics. Its passionate support network and the low cost of maintaining a website and an e-mail list made MoveOn’s survival almost inevitable. Today the organization enjoys a large budget, but could make due with very little.

Following Dean’s departure from the primaries, his web campaign resembled the MoveOn of the late 1990s. His original cause had ended, but he still had a large, passionate, and dedicated grassroots support network and a list of over 600,000 e-mail addresses. With this in mind, Dean told his supporters to keep going to Meetups and to wait for an announcement from the campaign. On March 16, 2003, Dean “announced that he was launching a new political organization,” called Democracy for America (DFA), to “support progressive causes and candidates and continue the grassroots activism that powered his presidential campaign” (DFA, 2004). The new organization endorses progressive candidates and then raises money to support them. It continues to employ many of the online tools from the Dean campaign. The DFA site uses Get Local to allow users to search for events in their area and post grassroots events of their own. At the time of writing, the DFA site listed ten upcoming events in the Seattle area, including a voter registration drive, a Meetup, and a “Salmon Bake for Democracy.” The site also hosts software that helps users plan the events they post.


Democracy for America still links to Meetup and, while the Dean Meetup changed its name, it kept its list of registrants. Meetup registration dropped slightly following Dean’s poor showing in the primaries, but the decline leveled off and, in early June, registration was still over 165,000. The Dean Blog shifted to the DFA site as well. Comment rates are still high, with nearly 800 comments a day as of early June. The organization’s trimmed-down ground operation includes activist trainings and regular appearances by Dean. The site continues to link to dozens of regional grassroots sites, many of which followed the campaign’s lead and transformed into long-term organizations. This was possible because of pre-existing connections and the low cost of maintaining a website. Democracy for Washington, one of the many regional sites DFA links to, includes discussion threads and dozens of links to small local groups. It directs users to the central DFA site for additional features, such as event posting. DeanSpace is also still up and running in case any of the smaller groups in the Dean network require tech support.

Two other organizations also developed out of the 2004 primary race: Change for America, a website run by former Dean campaign manager Joe Trippi, and the One America Committee, a product of the John Edwards campaign. Edwards’s organization invites supporters to attend Meetups, visit the blog, and write letters to newspapers in their area. It also solicits money for Democratic candidates nationwide. Blog comment rates have grown since the fall, sometimes reaching 500 per day. Change for America, Trippi’s website, is a blog that collects news, invites discussion, and links to other blogs. Neither Change for America nor the One America Committee is as well rooted as DFA and their futures are less certain. However, all three organizations illustrate the internet’s power to sustain movements. Once a web-based organization has a website, a support network, and a list of e-mails, it can continue to exist with only minimal funding and a small staff. Like MoveOn, DFA has the potential to become a permanent player in American politics.
The Future of Networked Campaigns


Dean’s rise to front-runner status suggests that SNT use can have strategic benefits despite the issue blurring and loss of control it sometimes entails. However, SNTs will only succeed when used in tandem with traditional ground campaigns and successful news management efforts. Future candidates will do well to use SNTs to supplement their campaigns, giving up control when necessary, but never abandoning their original organizations. SNTs should act primarily as supplements, not replacements. This blend of newer networked campaigns and traditional war room campaigns is likely to become more common in the future, especially with candidates who have fewer funds than their opponents. An integrated approach will allow SNTs to harness potential support, which can lead to robust fundraising, but will still leave a strong campaign organization in tact to manage the any resulting success. 
Fundraising appears to be the main legacy of Dean’s innovative use of SNTs. Money makes the development of successful ground campaigns and media initiatives easier. It also produces press coverage and creates the perception that the candidate is gaining ground in the horserace. The news media’s fascination with money ensures that successful internet fundraising will become a major story. Coverage of John Kerry’s post-Iowa online fundraising success led to a number of positive news articles. For example, a late May article from the New York Times, titled, “Bush Still Has More Cash, But Kerry Leads Web Race,” portrayed Kerry’s web fundraising as a clever strategy to counter the Bush money-making machine. This same article also noted that Kerry had raised $35 million via the web, “surpassing the millions raised by Howard Dean” (Justice, 2004). Following Iowa, citizens began using the SNTs Kerry introduced during the previous summer as he tried to keep pace with Dean. Kerry Meetups drew over 100,000 participants and his blog’s discussion threads rivaled Dean’s, but this did not make it into most news articles. They preferred to focus on the money and Kerry’s web-driven fundraising became a dominant theme in stories about Kerry and the Internet. In the period following the Iowa caucuses, a majority of articles about Kerry’s internet use included a fundraising theme
 and articles began to call fundraising the “most obvious contribution of the Web” to political campaigns (Roberts & Roberts, 2004). 
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All future candidates will undoubtedly try to duplicate Dean’s fundraising success to gain money and press coverage. To succeed, they will have to do more than just solicit donations on their websites. Successful web fundraising requires a large group of passionate supporters. To harness potential support, campaigns can employ SNTs that allow citizens to deliberate, network, and organize. As the Dean campaign showed, candidates now have enticing incentives to employ SNTs and involve supporters in their campaigns. Involving citizens in a meaningful way, in addition to benefiting the campaign, can encourage electoral involvement and enhance citizen participation in politics. For once, giving citizens real control and a sense that they are important might actually be in the best interest of campaigns. 2008 will be an interesting year.
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� Data from New York Times articles summarizing Federal Election Commission reports.


� Data based on Lexis-Nexis searches for each candidate’s name in the “headline, lead paragraph(s), terms,” in the “full text” of the New York Times, the Los Angeles Times, USA Today, and The Washington Post. Searches were by month. The total number of articles in each month was divided by the number of days in the month.





� Data based on a Lexis-Nexis search for “Howard Dean” in “headline, lead paragraph(s), terms,” and “Internet” in the “full text” of the New York Times, the Los Angeles Times, USA Today, and The Washington Post. Searches were by month.


	


� Results based on a Lexis-Nexis search for “Howard Dean” in “headline, lead paragraph(s), terms,” and “electab*****” in the “full text” of the New York Times, the Los Angeles Times, USA Today, and The Washington Post. Searches were by month.





� Results are based on a Lexis-Nexis search for “Howard Dean” in “headline, lead paragraph(s), terms,” and “angry” OR “anger” OR “rage” OR “scream” OR “temper” OR “emotion”  in the “full text.”








� Results based on a Lexis-Nexis search for “John Kerry” in “headline, lead paragraph(s), terms,” and “internet” in the “full text” of the New York Times from 1/15/4 to 5/31/4. Search results were then coded for a fundraising theme.





