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On Saturday 9th October the Howard Government was re-elected by the 
Australian people to a fourth term. 
It won an increased majority in the House of Representatives and the first 
working majority for a Government in the Senate for 24 years. 
The Coalition received a swing to it for the second successive election 
and our opponents received their lowest primary vote since 1906. 
I am grateful to the National Press Club for the opportunity provided by 
today’s address to set out my views as to why this remarkable result 
occurred. 

What happened  
Let me begin by looking more closely at exactly what did happen. 
At the election, the Coalition won 46.72% of the primary vote. 
This was an increase of 3.71% on the 2001 result.  
Over the last two elections, the Coalition has increased its primary vote 
by 7.22%. 
As far as the Liberal Party itself is concerned, it won 40.48% of the 
primary vote – the Party’s best result since 1975. 
By contrast, Labor’s primary vote of 37.63% is their worst result in 98 
years.  
In Two Party Preferred terms, the Coalition won 52.68% of the vote - a 
swing to it of 2.07%. 
There was a swing to the Coalition in every State (and the Northern 
Territory) and we won seats from the Labor Party in every state.  
And in the Senate, the Coalition won three seats in every State and, it 
would appear, a fourth position in Queensland. 
As the Prime Minister said to the new Party Room, one is entitled to take 
some quiet satisfaction from such a result…but only briefly.  

Why it happened 
So, why did all this happen? 
The first point to make is that this was a vote for the Coalition and for 
John Howard. 
We won because the people voted for us rather than against Labor. 
They voted for us because they knew what we stood for, what we had 
achieved and what we would do if re-elected. 
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They knew that the Coalition represented the mainstream of the 
Australian community. 
They also knew John Howard. 
They’ve known him for 30 years. 
They knew what to expect from him because for all those 30 years he has 
espoused a remarkably consistent set of values. Above all, they believe he 
will be prepared to act in the national interest and take difficult but 
necessary decisions regardless of popularity. 
In a nutshell, Australians felt they could trust John Howard and the 
Coalition to keep the country secure and the economy strong. 
The second point to make is that people voted for the Government 
because for 8½ years the Government has done the hard work. 
People wanted to know about our future plans. 
And in this election those future plans gained extra credibility because 
our record over 8½ years showed we could be relied on to deliver. 
This was particularly the case with regard to economic management. We 
asserted a re-elected Howard Government would best be able to protect 
and continue Australia’s remarkable economic performance.  
In particular, we asserted interest rates would be lower under a Coalition 
Government than under Labor. Our track record of achievement over the 
life of the Government was central to the credibility of this claim.  
In our post-election survey we found 65% of people in key marginal seats 
agreed with the proposition the Coalition was better able to keep the 
economy strong. Our lead over Labor on this question was 49%. 
And this is not a new development. As my predecessor, Lynton Crosby 
said when he addressed the Press Club after the 2001 election “leaving 
aside voters’ general attitude towards the Party the most important 
specific reason cited by voters for voting Liberal was our strength of 
economic and financial management.” 
Simply put, our track record in Government strengthened rather than 
weakened the case for our re-election. 
The third point to make was that we ran a very strong campaign 
underpinned by a clear strategy. 
Eighteen months out from the election we knew four important things 
from our polling. 
As I’ve mentioned, we knew John Howard was seen as the pre-eminent 
politician in the nation. 
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We knew that the Coalition were seen as good economic managers. 
We knew, apparently unlike Labor, that Peter Costello was widely 
respected for the job he has done as Treasurer and that the contribution he 
has made in that role is acknowledged by the community. 
In fact, our post-election research showed an overwhelming 82% of 
respondents have a positive view of Peter Costello’s economic 
stewardship.  
Put simply, people believed that no-one knew better how to manage the 
economy. 
We also knew that the Coalition was strongly supported on national 
security. 
People felt they could trust the Government to do what was necessary to 
protect them and to protect the country. 
 
People accepted that Australia is doing well, they knew employment had 
grown and that interest rates were down and, very importantly, they knew 
this hadn’t happened by accident. 
Accordingly, we built our campaign on those very strong foundations. 
Our message was simple: 
 That running Australia’s $800 billion national economy is a huge 
 and complex responsibility.   
 So is protecting Australia from terrorism and protecting our 
 borders from drugs and illegal entry.   
 That it takes focus, discipline, knowledge and experience to meet 
 these responsibilities: 

• to make sure the Australian economy keeps growing stronger and 
that interest rates remain low so families can plan for the future 
with confidence;  

• to ensure that our defence forces can meet the extra demands of an 
increasingly uncertain world, and that our borders are kept secure; 
and 

• that without a strong economy, you cannot maintain first-class 
health and education systems – that a strong economy is the 
foundation of everything we do. 

We maintained that message from the beginning of this year right through 
to the end of the campaign. 
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It was the message that the Prime Minister outlined at his press 
conference at the beginning of the campaign and it was the message he 
outlined at the National Press Club at the end of the campaign. 
Our television advertising was built around that message, our direct mail 
campaign pushed that message, and our individual candidates 
campaigned on that message. 
Our post-election survey showed the importance of our strategy and the 
strength of our campaign. 
As I mentioned 65% of respondents in key marginal seats agreed the 
Coalition was better able to keep the economy strong. 
65% of voters also agreed that the Coalition was better able to handle 
national security. 
There are four other things which I would like to mention about the 
Government’s campaign. 
First, the Prime Minister and his team put forward a very strong forward 
policy agenda. 
There was 100 per cent Medicare, the mature age tax concessions, the 24 
new Australian Technical Colleges, the $1 billion for school 
infrastructure, and far reaching policies to conserve water. 
These policies built on the tax cuts and other announcements made in the 
May Budget. 
They had been worked up carefully over the previous twelve months and 
were rigorously costed. 
As a result, the Government was confident that they would appeal to the 
Australian community and the public were confident that they were 
affordable. 
The second thing to mention is the care the Liberal Party all around 
Australia took in pre-selecting its candidates. 
Quality candidates deliver marginal seats, and this proved true again in 
this election. 
Our local candidates campaigned strongly on both local issues and on 
local variants of our national issues – driving home the message that 
strong economic management can deliver strong local benefits. 
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The third point I would like to refer to is the strength of the coalition and 
the importance of the campaign relationship which existed between the 
two parties.  
Both John Anderson and Andrew Hall have worked very closely with 
myself and the Liberal leadership team in the lead up to the campaign. 
They have vigorously worked for the interests of their party and their 
constituents, but have done so in a way which helped strengthen the 
coalition. 
The Nationals achieved a higher primary vote at this election than in 
2001 despite contesting ten fewer House seats.  
John Anderson visited more towns and cities than any other party leader 
during the campaign providing an important underpinning of our national 
message across regional and rural Australia.  
And the final thing I want to mention about our campaign is the quality of 
the campaign team I had working with me. 
There is a lot of mythology about campaigns and one of the greatest is 
about Labor’s machine.  
Quite simply I believe the Coalition’s corp of professionals around 
Australia are the best campaigners Australia has seen and I acknowledge 
my debt to them. I also acknowledge the work done in building this team 
by my predecessors Tony Eggleton, Andrew Robb and Lynton Crosby. 
 
Labor’s campaign 
 
I would now like now to say a few words about Labor’s campaign. 
As I have mentioned, Labor failed on 9th October because the Australian 
people voted for the re-election of the Howard Government. However, 
Labor also contributed significantly to its own defeat. 
Basically, Labor failed because it has wasted the last 8½ years. 
After 8½ years in opposition, Australians still don’t know what Labor 
stands for. 
In 2001, Kim Beazley was forced to run TV ads saying: “That’s what I 
stand for”. 
Much the same thing happened this time, with Mark Latham being forced 
to run ads saying: “I’m ready to govern”. 
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If you have done the hard policy work, if you have articulated and argued 
your case over a period of time, you shouldn’t need to run ads saying 
“I’m ready”. 
Second, in my opinion, the change to Mark Latham was not a wise one. 
It was a poor choice, born of despair and desperate hope rather than a 
sound analysis of where Labor was when Simon Crean eventually fell on 
his sword last December.  
For all his faults, Simon Crean was a persistent and potent carrier of 
Labor’s message. Although it is not the conventional wisdom, I was 
worried by just how well Simon would have campaigned. 
Mr Latham was largely unknown to voters. 
He had never been a Minister and, unlike people such as Bob Hawke and 
Simon Crean, both of whom had headed the ACTU, he had played no 
significant part in the nation’s affairs before entering Parliament.  
But more than that, what people did know about him did not fill them 
with confidence either. 
The only job he had ever held which gave the public an indication about 
his capacity to be Prime Minister was as Mayor of Liverpool. 
Unfortunately for Mr Latham, his record there was not one to give voters 
confidence that he was qualified and capable to occupy the highest 
elected office in the land – especially when it came to the twin issues of 
economic management and national security. 
Mr Latham came to the leadership with a reputation for colourful and 
strong language, which while many people may use it themselves, they 
do not like to hear from their Leaders. 
He had a reputation for abusing others – everyone from the President of 
the United States to his ALP colleagues and his Liberal opponents. 
He had a reputation for embracing wacky policy ideas, but never with any 
consistency. 
In short, Mr Latham was seen as erratic, and not to be trusted with the 
serious business of keeping the nation secure and running Australia’s 
$800 billion economy. 
On the other hand, despite their doubts, people were prepared to have a 
look at him, especially in the early days 
He was new and that always engenders interest. 
And he did things differently, there’s no doubt about that. 
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Instead of talking about economic policy and the way Labor planned to 
strengthen the economy, he talked about reading to children.  
As important as reading to children may be, previous Opposition Leaders 
had generally concentrated on more weighty matters. 
On national security, without warning he announced a policy to bring 
home the troops from Iraq by Christmas. 
In Parliament he stood up day after day asking whether the Prime 
Minister would join him in adopting this Labor policy or that Labor 
policy - a very different approach to the Question Time techniques 
adopted by other Opposition Leaders over the years. 
Nonetheless, many commentators felt that Mark Latham was re-writing 
the political rule book. 
Some said he was “triangulating”. 
Others felt he was reaching out across the kitchen table. 
But regardless of what people felt then, with the benefit of hindsight the 
best judgment must be that what he was really doing was wasting his 
scarce opportunities to put his case to the people of Australia. 
In my view Mr Latham’s problems began shortly after he was elected as 
leader, with his decision to capitulate to the left at the ALP National 
Conference.  
This was his first opportunity to show he was “fair dinkum” when he 
spoke about a new approach and wanting to stand up to traditional vested 
interests.  
Instead, Mr Latham took the path of least resistance and totally 
capitulated to the militant left on key policy, particularly with regard to 
industrial relations. And as a result he suffered the consequences.  
One of the things which struck me most strongly about this campaign was 
the widespread and very genuine fear among small business at the 
prospect of Mr Latham being elected. 
The concerns in the public’s mind with Mr Latham go beyond simply his 
inexperience. People are concerned with his short-termism and 
opportunistic approach to policy. They worry about his ability to handle 
complex national and international issues and they reject what they 
consider his arrogant and irrational behaviour. 
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Can I also say that we were quietly surprised by the approach Labor took 
to developing its policies. 
I want to mention four in particular. 
Labor’s Tax and Family policy contained a significant number of losers, 
especially poorer families with children. 
We found this very perplexing for a Party that traditionally has billed 
itself as the protectors of the less well off. 
Next, Labor put out a schools policy that revived the sectarian arguments 
of the 1950s and early 1960s. 
It was divisive, it was seen to be divisive, and, in truth, it wasn’t 
necessary. It appears to have been driven by pure ideology and the 
politics of envy. 
Then there was Labor’s Medicare Gold policy which set up the novel 
proposition that people should get access to hospital beds based on their 
age, not on their need. 
It didn’t provide one extra bed, one extra doctor or one extra nurse but it 
promised immediate access to hospital whenever an over 75 year old 
wanted it. 
It didn’t seem credible to us, and our research showed the public didn’t 
believe it either. 
Finally, there was Labor’s forests policy. 
To us it was mystifying that Labor would put out a policy that put its 
traditional supporters out of work while further feeding the impression 
Labor had formed an electoral alliance with the Greens. 
To the public, it was the final evidence they needed that Mr Latham was 
erratic; they couldn’t understand why he would do it any more than we 
could. It confirmed their suspicion that Labor had not changed and would 
do anything for a vote. 
So at the end of the day what did Labor’s policy agenda amount to? 
Its four major policy announcements all had winners and losers. 
As such they were all divisive. 
And, even more importantly, Labor made no effort whatever to spell out 
an alternative economic policy. 
On that they ceded the main issue in the campaign to us without a fight. 
As I have mentioned our research showed that people were highly 
sceptical about Labor’s ability to pay for their promises. 
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Labor tried to counter this by claiming all their policies were fully funded 
and fully costed. 
But Labor failed to submit even one full policy to the Departments of 
Treasury and Finance for costing prior to the deadline and this did not 
pass unnoticed by voters. 
All it did was reinforce the doubts they already felt. 
Voters didn’t necessarily understand the fine detail of the Charter of  
Budget Honesty but they thought it was fair enough for both parties to 
have their policies costed by the independent umpire to make sure they 
were affordable.  
Our post-election research confirmed that voters believed Labor’s failure 
to submit their policies for costing during the campaign was a big mistake 
with 63% of marginal seat voters agreeing with this proposition. 
Our research confirmed three other significant doubts about Labor: 

• 70% of voters agreed Labor’s election loss was due to more than 
just poor campaigning – that it was the result of more fundamental 
problems that have been present for a number of years 

• 63% agreed that Labor did not have a credible and convincing plan 
to keep the economy strong and Australia secure 

• And 72% of marginal seat voters think Labor needs a complete 
revamp of its people and policies 

I would now like to say something about Labor’s attack on Peter 
Costello.  
It was a major mistake and I still do not understand their reasons for 
doing it. 
According to our post-election research, 82% of marginal seat voters 
thought Peter Costello’s economic record was a positive for the 
Government. A remarkable 77% of Labor voters thought so. 
It was somewhat surprising therefore that Labor’s advertising featured 
him so heavily – doubly so when you consider the same tactic failed in 
2001. 
Labor’s obsession with Peter Costello has simply further validated him 
and I believe Peter’s role in the campaign was one of the central 
contributors to our success. 
Labor was also poorly served by its generally poor round of pre-
selections. 
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They were not all Ivan Molloys, but many of them seemed to have little 
real-world experience. 
It was, by and large, the usual collection of former ALP staffers and 
former union officials, with virtually no private sector experience.  
By contrast our new members include a teacher, a surgeon, a community 
worker, two police officers, a member of the RAAF and a retailer. 
No-one is suggesting that Labor shouldn’t pre-select former staffers or 
former union officials, but you are not getting a representative set of 
candidates if you select virtually no-one else. 
And, as you pre-select as candidates so shall ye reap as Ministers and 
Shadow Ministers. 
Of the 30 shadow Ministers appointed by Mr Latham yesterday, only one 
has not been a union official or political staffer at some stage of their 
career. 
Only three are not current union members – and of those three, two are 
certainly former union members. 
As far as I can tell none of the 30 has ever run a small business 
On top of that, the factional system seems now even more deeply 
entrenched than ever. 
At the end of the day the selection of candidates is a responsibility of the 
leader. Mr Latham’s refusal to confront the factional deals meant he 
began the campaign in key seats in a weakened position. 
To sum up Labor’s campaign, it seemed to me that Mark Latham thought 
he was running for State Premier, not Prime Minister.  
He seemed more interested in sound bites than serious national policy. 
His approach to politics seems totally driven by grabs from focus groups. 
He did not present a fully developed set of policies and he was not 
serious about having his policies costed. 
He and his advisors may think this may work in a State election, and 
occasionally they may be right, but it will not work in a Federal 
campaign.  
Labor has wasted 8½ years avoiding the hard work of genuine policy 
development and yesterday’s announcement of the new Shadow Cabinet 
suggests nothing is about to change.  
But at the end of the day, Mr Latham and Labor were no match for the 
experience, knowledge, focus and discipline of John Howard, Peter 
Costello and the Coalition team. 
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Minor Parties 
Before concluding, I would also like to spend a moment examining the 
performance of the minor parties, in particular the Greens. 
As had been predicted for some time, the vote of the Australian 
Democrats fell sharply – down 4.18%.  
It had been thought that the bulk of this would flow through to the 
Greens. 
While the Greens did improve their vote, it was only by 2.2%. 
In other words, the Greens picked up only a little over half of the 
Democrats defectors, with the remainder going either to the Coalition or 
other minor parties. 
In total, the Greens fell well short of the one million votes Bob Brown 
was predicting during the course of the campaign.  
The public exposure of the Greens full policy agenda significantly 
weakened their position during the course of the campaign. The Greens 
are not an environmental party – they are a radical party of the left and 
Labor made a major mistake allowing an alliance to develop in people’s 
mind between them and the Greens. 
For all the talk about minor parties, they do not seem to be making up 
much ground. 
In fact, for the second election in a row the combined vote of the 
Coalition and Labor actually increased while the combined vote for the 
minor parties fell reversing the trend to the minor parties that has been 
evident since 1983. 
Thanks 
It was not inevitable we would win this election, but I believe we 
approached it seriously, we built on our strengths and we put forward 
policies which were in sync with the Australian community. 
We were lead by the most formidable political figure in Australia in the 
last forty years. It was a victory due to the leadership, policy and political 
insight, and sheer hard work of John Howard, supported by Peter 
Costello, John Anderson and the whole team. To each of them I extend 
my thanks. 
I would also like to acknowledge the hard work of Shane Stone, our 
Federal President and Helen Dickie the President of the Nationals. I thank 
John Calvert-Jones for his great support in helping ensuring we had the 
resources to run our campaign even though we lacked the bonanza of 
Centenary House and the trade unions. 
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I record my debt to the team at the Federal Secretariat of the Liberal Party 
including John Burston and Gabe Doye, to our State Directors, to Andrew 
Hall from the Nationals and to all our political staffers. As I have said I 
believe I am privileged to lead the most professional group of 
campaigners in Australia. 
I was fortunate to have the support of the best advertising team in 
Australia – Mark Pearson, Ted Horton, John King, Chris Grey and Toby 
Ralph. They provided fantastic support to me as the new Campaign 
Director and I thank them for everything they did.  
Our post-election survey showed the only ads from the election which the 
public remembered were ours and with a recall which would make a 
commercial organisation envious. 
And speaking of surveys I thank Mark Textor and the whole team at 
Crosby Textor. Tex knew what I knew, and I knew what he knew but 
neither of us knew what we were reading in the press from so-called 
‘insiders’ about what our polling supposedly showed. Tex is the best 
pollster in Australia and we are fortunate to have him as part of  team. 
I also pay tribute to the Prime Minister’s team, particularly the 
exceptional Arthur Sinodinos, and also Tony Nutt and Tony O’Leary as 
well as all the staff at Parliament House. We at all times worked as a 
united and cohesive team which provided the key pillar in the 
organisation of the campaign. 
For myself, I also thank my wife Peta for her great support over an 
incredibly busy time. 
The future 
It is not inevitable we will be re-elected in three years time, although I 
would prefer to be in our position to Labor’s. If you look closely at 
elections over the last 25-30 years some key things come through: 

• you must get the basics right, particularly on the economy and 
national security; 

• a Government must concentrate on the people’s priorities rather 
than their own; 

• a Government must be responsive – it must be prepared to be 
flexible; and 

• good candidate selection is critical. 
If we remember this, I believe we are in a strong position to continue to 
provide good government to the people of Australia for many years to 
come. 
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