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			The Greens’ campaign

			Stewart Jackson and Josh Holloway

			Abstract

			The Australian Greens entered the 2025 federal election hoping to consolidate and expand their parliamentary representation, with the re-election of high-profile MPs such as Adam Bandt and Max Chandler-Mather seen as likely. While the party secured six Senate seats, as expected, its lower house performance fell short: Bandt lost Melbourne and two of the three Queensland-held seats also fell to Labor. Despite these losses, the national House of Representatives vote remained stable and the Senate result underscored the party’s ongoing strength in proportional contests. This chapter argues that the Greens’ campaign was constrained less by voter repudiation than by structural and strategic challenges: resurgent Labor support, competition from climate-focused Independents and the difficulty of converting national support into local victories. In highlighting both setbacks and signs of growth, particularly in outer suburban areas, the 2025 election offers insight into the party’s evolving electoral terrain—and the recalibrations likely required for future success.

			Keywords: Australian Greens; election; campaign; policy salience; results

			The 2025 federal election offered the Australian Greens both significant opportunity and electoral risk. Following a period of growing influence in national politics, marked by three lower house wins in 2022 and a strengthened Senate presence, the party entered the 2025 campaign with significant ambitions. The Greens sought to not only retain current representation, but also secure decisive influence over a (Labor) minority government by way of expanded presence in the House of Representatives. Yet, soon after polling day, those ambitions had collapsed. The Greens lost two of their three Queensland seats and, most strikingly, party leader Adam Bandt’s long-held seat of Melbourne. While the party maintained its Senate representation, the result prompted a flurry of media commentary describing the election as a repudiation of the Greens’ political project.

			

			This chapter takes a more tempered view. It argues that while the Greens’ 2025 federal campaign did fall short of its lower house ambitions, this outcome is better understood as a product of structural constraints and strategic tensions rather than widespread voter rejection. The party’s continued Senate success affirms a stable base of national support, while losses in the House point to the difficulty of replicating high-intensity local organising strategies, the challenge of adapting narrative and tactics in response to a resurgent Labor Party and growing competition from ideologically adjacent Independents. These results underscore the enduring tensions faced by policy-seeking minor parties operating within a preferential, majoritarian electoral system. This chapter therefore evaluates the Greens’ performance not solely in terms of vote share, but also in relation to institutional context, interparty dynamics, policy consistency, narrative framing and organisational execution.

			A distinctive feature of the Greens’ recent strategy was emphasis on year-round local campaigning, mutual-aid initiatives and embedded grassroots organising. Yet, the 2025 election suggests this model has limitations. While powerful in electorates with existing activist networks and favourable demographics, its expansion into electorates with weaker campaign infrastructure and distinct political circumstances exposed limits to scalability. But even where this strategy was executed most successfully—indeed, where it was pioneered—in the electorates of Griffith and Melbourne, the party’s support still receded. Simultaneously, the party struggled to distinguish its national narrative as the Coalition’s campaign faltered and Labor’s electoral prospects improved.

			The chapter proceeds in four parts. It first reviews the inter-election period (2022–25), identifying patterns in the Greens’ subnational performance and campaign development. The second section analyses the 2025 election results across the House and the Senate, drawing on both national trends and electorate-level data. The third section evaluates the campaign narrative, policy emphases, legislative positioning and organisational strategy, asking what worked, what did not and why. The concluding section reflects on the implications of these results for the Greens’ future, identifying both the constraints they face and the paths available for strategic recalibration.

			

			The inter-election period: 2022–2025

			For the period 2022–25, encompassing all State and Territory elections, including for the Brisbane City Council, the Greens generally experienced increasing vote share and rising seat numbers in lower houses. The 2022 federal election, in which the party won three Brisbane inner-city seats, was seen as a high point in the period leading into the 2025 contest. State elections in Western Australia, New South Wales, Queensland, Victoria, the Australian Capital Territory and Tasmania, however, brought mixed results—although only the ACT saw a significant slide in vote share (see Table 13.1). The Greens defended incumbent seats in New South Wales and expanded their numbers in Western Australia and Tasmania due to changes to those States’ electoral systems. In the Northern Territory, long considered one of the hardest jurisdictions for Greens breakthroughs, they succeeded in electing one MLA and came close to electing a second. However, both the ACT and Queensland brought reversals, even as the overall vote in Queensland remained steady. The ACT Greens, in particular, faced stiff competition from high-profile left-leaning Independents, and ultimately lost two seats.

			Across the 2022–25 period, various campaign strategies and slogans were used by both the ALP and the Coalition to counter some of the more high-profile efforts supported by the Greens. There was general agreement among all parliamentary parties that Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2022 was unlawful and should be strongly resisted (even as the details of how to do that varied). The war, however, compounded the lingering economic effects of the Covid-19 pandemic. Although the Australian economy appeared to have rebounded, housing affordability remained a serious problem, with the housing market continuing to outpace wages growth. The disruption caused by turning a major grain producer (Ukraine) into a net importer of food, combined with European sanctions on Russian gas, contributed to price rises across Europe. While Australia was somewhat insulated from these European shocks, the consumer price index continued to rise through 2022 and 2023, before declining to closer to the pre-Covid mean (ABS 2025). 

			

			Table 13.1 Greens vote and seat shares, Australian elections, 2022–2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							State/Territory/national

						
							
							House of Representatives (%)

						
							
							+/– (%)

						
							
							Seats won

						
							
							+/–

						
							
							Senate (%)

						
							
							+/– (%)

						
							
							Seats won

						
							
							+/–

						
					

				
				
					
							
							2022

						
							
							SA

						
							
							9.1

						
							
							3

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							9.0

						
							
							3.2

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							2022

						
							
							Federal

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							4

						
							
							+3

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							6

						
							
							+3

						
					

					
							
							2022

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							11.5

						
							
							0.8

						
							
							4

						
							
							+1

						
							
							10.3

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							4

						
							
							+3

						
					

					
							
							2023

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							9.7

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							3

						
							
							0

						
							
							9.1

						
							
							0.6

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							2024

						
							
							Tas.a

						
							
							14.4

						
							
							4

						
							
							5

						
							
							+3

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							1

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							2024

						
							
							[Brisbane City]

						
							
							23.2

						
							
							5

						
							
							2

						
							
							+1

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							2024

						
							
							NT

						
							
							8.1

						
							
							4

						
							
							1

						
							
							+1

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							2024

						
							
							ACT

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							–1.3

						
							
							4

						
							
							–2

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							2024

						
							
							QLD

						
							
							9.9

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
							
							–1

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							2025

						
							
							WAb

						
							
							11.1

						
							
							4

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							10.9

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							4

						
							
							+3

						
					

					
							
							2025

						
							
							Nationalc

						
							
							10.9

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							22

						
							
							+5

						
							
							9.8

						
							
							2.4

						
							
							11

						
							
							+6

						
					

				
			

			Notes: a Tasmania changed the number of seats in the House of Assembly from 25 to 35 in 2022. The Tasmanian Greens also hold one of 15 Legislative Council seats (Hobart, elected in 2024) that are elected at intervals not necessarily coinciding with House of Assembly elections; b Western Australia abolished the previous six multi-member districts in the Legislative Council, replacing them with a single Statewide electorate; c The federal Senate and the Legislative Councils in New South Wales and South Australia hold election by half at each election. The elected total of Greens upper house members is twenty.

			Source: Various electoral commissions.

			The 7 October 2023 attack on Israel by terrorist group Hamas, which claimed the lives of more than 1,200 people—including civilians, military personnel and police—and saw 251 people taken hostage, brought widespread condemnation. However, the Israeli Government’s retaliatory strikes and continuing war against Hamas, marked by a high civilian death toll, drew more divided political responses. This was particularly evident in Adam Bandt’s decision not to support an ALP-sponsored motion condemning Hamas because it did not also condemn actions by the Israeli Defence Forces (Clarke 2023). The Greens’ position became especially prominent when their senators staged a walkout from the chamber in protest at the Labor government’s ongoing support for Israel despite mounting allegations of war crimes (Karp 2023). This move attracted sharp criticism from political opponents and media outlets (see Stone 2024) but also drew praise from sections of the party’s activist base and aligned civil society groups. A consistent message from conservative media outlets was that the Greens were supporters of terrorist organisations such as Hamas, Hezbollah and the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps by endorsing rallies at which flags of these organisations were flown (Molan 2024; Hildebrand 2024). Though external to campaign mechanics, this episode likely shaped elements of the party’s public image and media coverage leading into the 2025 election.

			

			Importantly, a new set of campaigning ideas began to take hold within the Greens during this period. The rise of the party in Brisbane was foreshadowed by the success of Jono Sriranganathan in the Brisbane City Council elections, followed by State-level victories for Michael Berkman and Amy McMahon (the latter losing her seat in the 2024 Queensland election). The Greens’ emphasis on inter-election doorknocking and community organising—including self-help and food delivery services during the Covid pandemic and the 2022 floods—proved successful in the 2020–22 period. The 2022 federal election campaign was explicitly modelled on these approaches, with potential Greens MPs campaigning early and intensely on local concerns. Max Chandler-Mather in Griffith and Stephen Bates in Brisbane focused particularly on renters’ rights, aircraft noise and housing affordability. 

			The idea of the ‘permanent election’ was the basis of this organising, with the Greens identifying ongoing community contact as key to winning seats. This was most evident after the Brisbane floods, just before the 2022 federal election, when assisting people in need turned into garnering votes (Flenady 2022). While data-driven forms of campaigning have dominated recent electoral cycles (Kefford 2021), the Greens’ approach marked a potential shift in party–community relations. However, community organising and election campaigning have different ends—one focused on issue outcomes, the other on electoral outcomes. These goals are not inherently incompatible, but nor are they always aligned (Powell 2023). The 2025 campaign would become a test of whether the Greens could successfully scale this local organising model and convert it into durable national gains.

			Results

			There is a risk of overinterpreting the Greens’ election results. Opinion polling and expectations played a role in framing the outcome but, by the campaign’s final weeks, a clear pattern had emerged. The Greens had polled steadily between 12 per cent and 13 per cent nationally—and occasionally as high as 14.5 per cent. The poll aggregator Australian Election Forecasts (AEF 2025) predicted a modest Labor majority, with the Greens on track to win between two and eight lower house seats, with four most likely. On election night, however, the party faced a significant setback. The Greens lost Adam Bandt’s long-held seat of Melbourne, along with two of the three Queensland seats gained in the 2022 ‘Greenslide’ (Griffith and Brisbane). Although the national House of Representatives vote remained stable, the loss of high-profile MPs created a powerful narrative of decline. The Senate outcome, however, was notably stronger. The Greens comfortably returned a senator in each State, maintaining their overall Senate numbers, and, in some cases, obtained close to or even exceeded a full quota on first preferences.

			

			The divergence in the Greens’ success across chambers is crucial. The 2025 election should not be seen as a repudiation of the Greens, but as an illustration of the structural constraints, strategic vulnerabilities and contested terrain the party must navigate, especially when expanding beyond its institutional heartland in the Senate. Indeed, there is considerable reason to doubt the narrative quickly emerging among media and political commentators that the results reflect a widespread repudiation of the party (Dalidakis 2025), mark a failed political project (Keane 2025) or should prompt an identity crisis akin to that now faced by the Liberal Party (Williams 2025). Some commentary seemed celebration masquerading as analysis, reading from the Greens’ electoral shortfalls supposed voter feedback on singular policy issues (Dyrenfurth 2025). The Greens did suffer significant setbacks in the House of Representatives, and these should not be minimised. Yet, the 2025 election also appears to be a consolidation of the party’s position and role in the upper house.

			Lenses customarily used in evaluating the electoral performances of Labor and the Coalition often misidentify dilemmas faced by minor parties. First, the Greens are a policy-seeking, rather than purely office-seeking, party, making for goals quite distinct from those of major parties (Adams et al. 2006; Bischof and Wagner 2017). Second, the Greens’ organisational structure, even following centralising change, still makes for an internal balance-of-power that constrains the behaviour of the parliamentary party (Jackson 2016). Third, the Greens occupy a peculiar space in Australia’s electoral and legislative party systems. Unlike the Nationals, they lack any underpinning social cleavage capable of reliably corralling winning majorities. Unlike most successful Independents, the Greens advance a policy platform well left of the centrist ideological positions claimed by many Australians and cannot benefit from ‘anti-party’ sentiment. Except in Melbourne, when the Greens have won seats in the House, they have done so relying on precise ballot orders and party preference flows in complex multiparty contests. Predominantly, the Greens are a party of the Senate. 

			

			[image: Figure 13.1 Greens vote share, House of Representatives and Senate, 1993–2025]

			Figure 13.1 Greens vote share, House of Representatives and Senate, 1993–2025

			Source: AEC.

			Clearly the Greens have aspirations beyond the Senate. And voters did shift away from the party, including in lower house electorates previously represented by a Greens MP. Figure 13.1 charts the party’s national share of first preferences in the House and the Senate in elections from 1993 to 2025. At this level, the Greens’ 2025 performance is surpassed only by the 2022 and, for the Senate, 2010 elections. The Greens have never attracted sudden surges of support; rather, 2025 solidifies a long-term trend of gradual growth. But there is an apparent limit to their appeal, no matter the competitive conditions, at a share of roughly 12–14 per cent of the vote. 

			In some respects, though, nationally aggregated figures do not matter. At the subnational level there is only minimal variation, with sufficient support across States to reach a Senate quota either on first preferences (Tasmania) or relatively comfortably via distribution of preferences (all other States). At the House of Representatives electorate level, though, we see marked differences. Table 13.2 shows first-preference vote shares and absolute swings in electorates that: 1) were held by Greens MPs before the election (in bold); 2) were nominated by the party as target seats (italicised); or 3) recorded Greens support greater than 20 per cent in 2025. The Greens lost support in all four seats with incumbent MPs, though only marginally so in Griffith, Ryan and Brisbane. They meanwhile saw mixed success in their five ‘target seats’ of Wills, Richmond, Macnamara, Perth and Sturt (Australian Greens 2025). Given that the party also furnished considerable resources on other local campaigns, such as in Moreton (Smee 2025), it could be that the Greens’ limited resources were stretched far too thin across disparate seats—some of which, such as Macnamara and Sturt, had only a limited chance of electing a Greens MP.

			

			There is a limit to what electorate-level data can explain, but Table 13.2 does offer some initial insight. First, even accounting for the unfavourable boundary redistribution in Melbourne ahead of the election—doing so reduces the anti-Greens swing to –5.3 per cent—Bandt lost primary votes, and likely in large number to now-elected Labor candidate Sarah Witty. The Greens suffered swings against them even in suburbs long part of the electorate, while Labor increased its primary vote at nearly every booth. Booth-level results highlight that, for the Greens to regain Melbourne, they must significantly bolster their support in the eastern and southern sections of the electorate. 

			Outside Melbourne, though, Victorian results reveal a trend occurring in several States: the geographic patterns of Greens support are shifting. As votes declined in Melbourne (–5.3 per cent) and Macnamara (–4.2 per cent), they lifted significantly in Fraser (6.4 per cent), Lalor (4.9 per cent) and Maribyrnong (4.5 per cent). Likewise, in New South Wales, losses in Sydney and Wentworth were offset by gains in Page (6.7 per cent), Macarthur (5 per cent), Hughes (5 per cent) and Barton (4.9 per cent). In electorates such as Parramatta that had seen the Greens poll between 5 and 7 per cent from 2007 to 2019, the vote rose to more than 12 per cent. In the neighbouring seat of McMahon, the Greens’ vote went from less than 3 per cent in 2013 to 9 per cent in 2025. While ultimately demonstrating positive voter recognition outside inner-city cores, many of these electorates offer little immediate chance of future seat gains.

			

			Table 13.2 Greens vote share in key seats, 2016–2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							2025

						
							
							2022

						
							
							2019

						
							
							2016

						
					

					
							
							Seat

						
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Melbourne

						
							
							39.5

						
							
							–10.1

						
							
							49.6

						
							
							0.3

						
							
							49.3

						
							
							5.5

						
							
							43.8

						
							
							1.1

						
					

					
							
							Wills

						
							
							35.4

						
							
							7.1

						
							
							28.3

						
							
							1.7

						
							
							26.6

						
							
							–4.2

						
							
							30.8

						
							
							8.6

						
					

					
							
							Griffith

						
							
							31.7

						
							
							–2.9

						
							
							34.6

						
							
							11.0

						
							
							23.6

						
							
							6.5

						
							
							17.1

						
							
							6.8

						
					

					
							
							Ryan

						
							
							29.0

						
							
							–1.2

						
							
							30.2

						
							
							9.9

						
							
							20.3

						
							
							1.6

						
							
							18.7

						
							
							4.3

						
					

					
							
							Richmond

						
							
							26.5

						
							
							1.2

						
							
							25.3

						
							
							5.0

						
							
							20.3

						
							
							–0.1

						
							
							20.4

						
							
							5.1

						
					

					
							
							Brisbane

						
							
							25.9

						
							
							–1.3

						
							
							27.2

						
							
							4.8

						
							
							22.4

						
							
							3.0

						
							
							19.4

						
							
							5.1

						
					

					
							
							Macnamara

						
							
							25.5

						
							
							–4.2

						
							
							29.7

						
							
							5.5

						
							
							24.2

						
							
							0.6

						
							
							23.8

						
							
							3.6

						
					

					
							
							Fraser

						
							
							25.3

						
							
							6.8

						
							
							18.5

						
							
							10.2

						
							
							8.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Cooper

						
							
							25.2

						
							
							–2.2

						
							
							27.4

						
							
							6.3

						
							
							21.1

						
							
							–15.1

						
							
							36.2

						
							
							9.8

						
					

					
							
							Grayndler

						
							
							25.1

						
							
							3.1

						
							
							22.0

						
							
							–0.5

						
							
							22.5

						
							
							0.3

						
							
							22.2

						
							
							0.2

						
					

					
							
							Perth

						
							
							24.5

						
							
							2.3

						
							
							22.2

						
							
							3.3

						
							
							18.9

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							17.1

						
							
							5.1

						
					

					
							
							Newcastle

						
							
							22.2

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							20.1

						
							
							4.5

						
							
							15.6

						
							
							1.9

						
							
							13.7

						
							
							1.7

						
					

					
							
							Moreton

						
							
							21.7

						
							
							0.9

						
							
							20.8

						
							
							4.0

						
							
							16.8

						
							
							4.1

						
							
							12.7

						
							
							2.7

						
					

					
							
							Sydney

						
							
							21.6

						
							
							–1.4

						
							
							23.0

						
							
							4.9

						
							
							18.1

						
							
							–0.7

						
							
							18.8

						
							
							0.5

						
					

					
							
							Maribyrnong

						
							
							21.2

						
							
							4.9

						
							
							16.3

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							14.8

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							9.6

						
							
							–0.3

						
					

					
							
							Cunningham

						
							
							20.4

						
							
							–1.3

						
							
							21.7

						
							
							6.6

						
							
							15.1

						
							
							0.4

						
							
							14.7

						
							
							2.9

						
					

					
							
							Sturt

						
							
							15.6

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							16.4

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							11.2

						
							
							4.1

						
							
							7.1

						
							
							–2.7

						
					

					
							
							National

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							–0.05

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							10.4

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							10.2

						
							
							1.6

						
					

				
			

			Notes: ‘Absolute swing’ here is calculated as the shift in recorded primary support from one election to the next, not accounting for boundary redistribution; Seats held by Greens MPs after the 2022 election are in bold text; additional Greens target seats in the 2025 election campaign are italicised.

			Source: AEC.

			

			Queensland instead demonstrates the precarity of representation in electorates marked by close three-cornered contests. What’s more, the LNP and ALP alike targeted Brisbane’s three Greens-held seats aggressively, alongside well-funded campaigns from right-wing groups such as Advance Australia and Better Australia (Massola 2024; Martin 2025). Advance Australia was reported to have a $14-million war chest amassed to specifically target Greens and Teal candidates (West 2025). In 2022, Chandler-Mather won Griffith with favourable preference flows from Labor’s Terri Butler after the latter failed to make the two-candidate-preferred count. In 2025, the order of primary votes shifted: the LNP dropped out earlier in the count and preferences flowed to Labor, unseating the Greens. In Brisbane, a minor drop in the Greens’ vote removed Stephen Bates from the two-candidate-preferred count, again handing victory to Labor. Only in Ryan, where the LNP suffered a larger decline, did the Greens hold on. Certainly, in each seat, the Greens’ vote went backwards. Yet, these modest losses do not warrant sweeping proclamations of outright repudiation of the party. Given that minor primary vote movement in these contests can be decisive, the Greens remain competitive in each. 

			What ought to concern the Greens, however, is the softness of their vote amid challenges from well-resourced Independents. That a significant portion of voters abandon the party when another viable non–major-party option is present has been evident since at least Nick Xenophon’s entry into federal politics, yet Teal and Community Independents have spread this effect beyond South Australia. Table 13.3 lists Greens’ primary votes and absolute swings in seats where Climate 200–backed Independents have won or attracted significant support in successive elections. A clear pattern is evident: where such Independents emerge, the Greens tend to lose vote share and struggle to regain it in subsequent elections. An element of ‘strategic voting’ may be at play here, where Independent challengers are perceived as having a greater chance of winning. Also likely is that Teal Independents in particular draw in part from a pool of issue-oriented and, especially, climate-oriented ‘soft progressive’ voters—whom the Greens cannot consistently claim as their own.

			

			Table 13.3 Greens vote share in seats with Independents, 2016–2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							2025

						
							
							2022

						
							
							2019

						
							
							2016

						
					

					
							
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
							
							Primary vote

						
							
							Absolute swing

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Fremantle

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							–6.5

						
							
							18.1

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							16

						
							
							–1.7

						
							
							17.7

						
							
							5.8

						
					

					
							
							Bean

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							–5.3

						
							
							14.8

						
							
							1.7

						
							
							13.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Curtin

						
							
							7.8

						
							
							–2.6

						
							
							10.4

						
							
							–4.9

						
							
							15.3

						
							
							1.3

						
							
							14.2

						
							
							–0.6

						
					

					
							
							Bradfield

						
							
							6.7

						
							
							–2.6

						
							
							9.3

						
							
							–4.4

						
							
							13.7

						
							
							2

						
							
							11.7

						
							
							–1.2

						
					

					
							
							Goldstein

						
							
							7.2

						
							
							–0.6

						
							
							7.8

						
							
							–6.3

						
							
							14

						
							
							–1.9

						
							
							15.9

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Clarka

						
							
							13.2

						
							
							–0.3

						
							
							13.5

						
							
							3.9

						
							
							9.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Mackellar

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							0

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							–5.4

						
							
							11.5

						
							
							–2.5

						
							
							14.1

						
							
							–0.1

						
					

					
							
							Indib

						
							
							3.6

						
							
							0

						
							
							3.6

						
							
							–0.6

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							0.4

						
							
							3.8

						
							
							0.4

						
					

					
							
							Warringah

						
							
							8.8

						
							
							1.4

						
							
							7.4

						
							
							1.3

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							–6.1

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							–3.3

						
					

					
							
							Kooyong

						
							
							7.8

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							6.3

						
							
							–14.9

						
							
							21.2

						
							
							2.7

						
							
							18.9

						
							
							2.3

						
					

					
							
							Mayo

						
							
							13.6

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							11.8

						
							
							2.5

						
							
							9.3

						
							
							1.2

						
							
							8.1

						
							
							–6.1

						
					

					
							
							Wentworth

						
							
							10.2

						
							
							1.9

						
							
							8.3

						
							
							0.8

						
							
							7.5

						
							
							–7.3

						
							
							14.9

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							National

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							–0.05

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							10.4

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							10.2

						
							
							1.6

						
					

				
			

			Notes: ‘Absolute swing’ here is calculated as the shift in recorded primary support from one election to the next, not accounting for boundary redistribution; The election at which a strong Independent emerges is highlighted in bold; a Andrew Wilkie was first narrowly elected in 2010 in the then seat of Denison, with no effect on the Greens. However, in 2013, Wilkie won easily, with the Greens dropping from 18.98 to 7.92%. b Cathy McGowan was elected in 2013 with the Greens’ vote dropping from 9.63 to 3.42%. 

			Source: AEC.

			

			One further development was the emergence of Independents endorsed by The Muslim Vote (TMV) in three seats: Blaxland, Watson and Calwell. Although initially thought to split the Greens’ potential gains among Muslim voters, the party’s vote in those electorates instead largely held steady or increased slightly. In Blaxland and Watson, TMV candidates drew primarily from the major parties, with the greater share coming from Liberal candidates, with the Greens seeing modest increases. Nonetheless, before the election, the Greens had strongly supported action on Palestine and greater efforts for an enduring peace in the Middle East, so would have expected greater results for this stand, even as the TMV candidates pitched themselves as ‘centrist’. Only in Calwell, in a complex and highly competitive seat with 13 candidates, did the Greens experience a small decline.

			In sum, the 2025 results delivered a dual verdict. The Greens remain a stable and electorally viable minor party, with national support sufficient to retain considerable Senate influence. But results in the House of Representatives exposed the fragility of that support in local contests, particularly in crowded electoral fields. These dynamics will not mark the end of the Greens’ lower house ambitions. Yet, they do underscore the need for a recalibrated strategy—one more attuned to the party’s organisational limits, changing geographic strengths and the increasingly competitive terrain of left-of-centre politics in Australia.

			The campaign: Narrative, policy, tactics

			What might help explain these results? Several trite explanations appearing in post-election media coverage—the party has become too extreme, too obstructionist, too distant from an imagined single-issue environmentalist past—may nicely align with ALP (and Advance) campaign rhetoric but are nonetheless unpersuasive on the available evidence. If the Greens are now more ‘extreme’, it is an extremism shared by a significant and relatively stable proportion of Australians. Likewise, lacking individual-level data, it cannot be ruled out that the party’s legislative tactics influenced voting behaviour. But the divergent swings across electorates suggest that voter response was far from uniform. Much has also been made of the supposed shift in party priorities away from the environment. Yet, the Greens, like their antecedent parties (such as the United Tasmania Group), are better understood as ecologically based, not ecologically focused. Their platforms have long encompassed a broad social-democratic agenda. In what follows, after a discussion of campaign narrative, we explore each of these points in turn.

			

			Narrative

			The Greens’ campaign launched with a guiding narrative: ‘Keep Dutton out and get Labor to act.’ This framing likely suited a context in which a minority government appeared possible. Yet, as the Coalition’s campaign faltered, the Greens failed to pivot to a narrative that clearly differentiated themselves from a resurgent Labor Party. Voters may have believed keeping Dutton out was more likely achieved by voting Labor, while the Greens’ presence in the Senate would pressure Albanese towards progressive outcomes. Nonetheless, much of the Greens’ campaign rhetoric remained focused on power-sharing in a minority government. Greens support for a Labor minority was premised on several core demands: adding dental to Medicare, reforming negative gearing and capital gains tax, capping rents, banning new fossil fuel projects and ending native forest logging (Dick 2025). 

			Yet, having ruled out (quite reasonably, given the ideological gap) supporting a Dutton-led Coalition, the Greens offered little public strategy for the more likely scenario: that Labor would win a majority and decline to engage with the party’s demands. Here, the campaign seemingly lacked a backup plan. With Labor increasingly dominant in polling from April, the Greens’ continued emphasis on a minority power-sharing frame may have sounded implausible or redundant to voters. What’s more, apart from the environment and climate change, Labor advanced what was arguably a credible alternative set of positions in policy areas central to the Greens’ campaign. Overall, this dynamic reflects a broader challenge for policy-seeking minor parties. Their success is a function of not just their own narrative or issue positions but also their ability to maintain distinctiveness as major parties respond (Meguid 2008).

			Policy

			Have the Greens become more ‘extreme’ (Dyrenfurth 2025)? Have they turned away from environmental issues to become a ‘party of renters’ (Roe 2025)? In a post-election edition of the 7am Podcast, journalist Mike Seccombe summarised former Greens leader Richard Di Natale’s view that the party’s platform in 2025 was largely unchanged from previous elections:

			

			[I]n terms of substance, actually, the platform that they took to this election, which wasn’t so successful, was the same as the one that they took to the previous election, at which they were very successful, and essentially the same as the one that they took to the election before that. (Seccombe 2025)

			The evidence suggests that Di Natale is broadly correct. The policy positions, and salience afforded to different policy areas, in Greens’ platforms show considerable consistency. Table 13.4 uses Manifesto Project (Lehmann et al. 2024) data—which code election platforms into quantifiable policy categories—to measure the degree of consistency in Greens, Labor and Liberal election platforms from 2004 to 2022 (as of writing, 2025 data are unavailable, but see the media release analysis below). The score for each party is the sum of absolute differences between the salience attributed to each policy category across a pair of elections, divided by two and then subtracted from 100, rendering a percentage of overlap. The higher the overlap figure, the greater is the consistency across a party’s two platforms. The figures reveal, accordant with the policy-seeking orientation of the Greens (Adams et al. 2006), that the party maintains a more consistent platform, relative to the major parties, regardless of broader electoral conditions. Barely one-quarter of the Greens’ policy emphases change from one election to the next.

			Table 13.4 Intraparty policy overlap: Greens, Labor and Liberal, 2004–2022 (per cent)
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			Source: Manifesto Project (Lehmann et al. 2024). 

			But what policy areas do Greens election platforms typically address? Figure 13.2 charts the proportion of Greens policy platforms dedicated to issue variables that, at any election from 2004 to 2022, made up at least 5 per cent of their platform. Darker shading corresponds with greater emphasis on a policy platform, while the top three most salient policy areas are highlighted with their percentage share. For example, in 2022, the top three most salient policy issues in the Greens’ platform were welfare expansion, environmental protection (including from climate change) and anti-growth economics (mostly focused on sustainable development). Positive statements on unions and initiatives on enhancing equality closely followed. While precise salience figures shift from one election to the next, there is a ‘typical’ Greens platform from which the party rarely strays. The Greens’ most successful elections, 2010 and 2022, are among the upper and lower ends of environmental issue salience; descriptively, at least, there seems to be little relationship between ‘attention’ given to the environment and electoral wins.

			Lacking Manifesto Project data for 2025, we instead thematically code media releases distributed by the party’s media list during the campaign. While media releases differ from election platforms, they nonetheless exhibit a policy focus, reflect with greater accuracy the initiatives pursued by the parliamentary party and allow us to address some pervading myths. Table 13.5 shows the results of a thematic coding process, whereby each media release was assigned one primary policy theme.1 What is immediately obvious is that any claims of a minimisation of the environment in the Greens’ campaigning should be treated as dubious at best. 

			[image: Figure 13.2 Policy salience in Greens election platforms, 2004–2022]

			Figure 13.2 Policy salience in Greens election platforms, 2004–2022

			Source: Manifesto Project (Lehmann et al. 2024).

			

			Table 13.5 Greens media release themes
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			Source: Authors’ calculations.

			Environmental protection emerged as the most frequently cited theme (11.6 per cent), followed by education expansion, campaign narrative and housing. If we include releases specifically focused on climate change, the combined environment/climate share rises to 18.8 per cent—by far the highest combined thematic grouping. Other prominent areas included energy and resources, public service reform and arts policy. Some surprises emerge: while welfare expansion is a core policy area for the party, it was the primary theme in just one campaign release—curiously, given the party’s voter base—on lifting the age pension. Likewise, while health policy was central to the Greens’ demands for supporting a Labor minority government, it appeared late in the campaign and the party’s spokesperson, Senator Jordon Steele-John, was absent from associated media releases. Conversely, the Coalition’s proposed cuts to the public service gained repeated attention.

			

			Both the distribution and the substantive content of the releases suggest a campaign focused on connecting key policy areas—the environment, housing, education and public services—with tangible cost-of-living concerns. In this sense, the Greens were not abandoning environmentalism or embracing a new economic agenda, but rather advancing a socially rooted green politics—one that attempts to integrate distributive and sustainability claims. This approach aligns with what Adam Bandt (2023) and others have termed a kind of ‘green social democracy’.

			Of course, media releases reveal only the ‘supply side’ of party communication. What voters heard—and internalised—may have differed. This divergence between intended and received messaging is especially significant for minor parties with limited earned media access. But if public opinion, or media reporting, shifted towards seeing the Greens as more radical or less environmentally focused, the available data suggest these were shifts in perception rather than reality. Policy content remained broadly stable and environmental themes retained significant salience. The more pressing question, then, is whether the balance and clarity of messaging were effective. In a campaign in which Labor surged, the Greens’ policy offers—often veering into areas of traditional Labor ‘ownership’—may have lacked clear anchoring in voters’ minds, allowing other narratives to take hold.

			Parliamentary tactics

			Central to Labor’s campaign was the portrayal of the Greens as obstructionist. This line of attack—while somewhat cynical, given Labor’s routine refusal to negotiate—gained traction in part because it was grounded in basic facts, such as the Greens’ role in delaying the government’s housing policy agenda. Before the campaign, the Greens already deemed it necessary to defend their approach to the Forty-Seventh Parliament, with Bandt acknowledging ‘we pushed hard this year, and pushing the government isn’t always pretty’ (Middleton 2024). The defensive stance continued into the campaign, as party rhetoric and releases alike emphasised the benefits of Labor–Greens cooperation. Negative campaigning, meanwhile, was more targeted towards Dutton and the Coalition. 

			

			Yet, the effects of this parliamentary record on voting behaviour are difficult to assess. Swings against the Greens occurred in some seats but not others; if the ‘obstructionist’ frame worked, it did so unevenly. More importantly, the Greens’ parliamentary tactics appeared to lack a clear internal logic. Early in the Forty-Seventh Parliament, they backed Labor’s climate safeguard mechanism, despite its inadequacies, after securing a cap on emissions (Macintosh and Butler 2023). Later, they extracted $3 billion in additional housing investment by holding up Labor’s housing bill. But, over time, this assertiveness faded. The party eventually voted for numerous government bills after securing only minor concessions (Karp 2024). Late in the parliamentary term, the Greens even indicated willingness to support Labor’s environmental protection reforms without a climate trigger, which was arguably a modest and symbolic ask, previously backed by Albanese himself.

			This pattern suggests a party caught between its programmatic roots and its desire to influence. Minor parties often struggle to balance the competing imperatives of legislative impact and ideological distinctiveness (Pedersen 2011; Spoon 2011). For the Greens to frame a series of policy problems as crises, to maintain credibility, the party then needed to be seen as engaging in either principled opposition or constructive negotiation. Instead, the result may have been a muddled message to voters about what the party stood for in parliament, and why.

			Conclusion

			For the Australian Greens, the election was seen as a test of their newly adopted on-the-ground campaign techniques, which appeared to have limited impact in key seats where they were most actively deployed. The campaign result itself, particularly the loss of multiple lower house MPs, was widely seen as a failure for the party, even though the national House of Representatives vote share remained essentially unchanged. In contrast, six senators were re-elected relatively comfortably, despite a national swing of about 1 percentage point against the party. So, was this such a bad election?

			The immediate aftermath of election night was sobering. Greens leader Adam Bandt began the evening confident of victory, only to see not just two of the three Queensland seats lost, but also his own seat of Melbourne fall to Labor. Other target seats came close but ultimately returned unsuccessful candidates. Even the Senate result was quickly overshadowed by the post-election defection of WA Greens Senator Dorinda Cox to the ALP. The subsequent election of Queensland Senator Larissa Waters to the party’s leadership signalled a geographic shift in the party’s centre of gravity—away from the traditional bases of Victoria and Tasmania and dramatically north. While the Tasmanian branch has experienced some renewed success at both State and federal levels, it can no longer be regarded as the undisputed core of the party. Likewise, the once-solid Greens stronghold in Melbourne—long a symbol of the party’s inner-urban strength—now appears vulnerable.

			

			Yet, despite the storm clouds surrounding the 2025 result, there is a silver lining. Greens campaigns outside the inner city performed relatively well, particularly in Western Sydney and suburban Melbourne, suggesting that the party’s support base may be gradually shifting. The success of ongoing campaigns at the local and State levels, as well as strong alignment with key public concerns such as housing and climate, point to a viable future trajectory—even as the inner-urban foundation of the party’s vote has softened. What the 2025 election revealed was not the collapse of the Greens’ political project or widespread repudiation, but a set of structural and strategic challenges that now demand the party’s attention.
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1	 Some careful interpretation is required with such coding, and there are policy initiatives announced in media releases that span multiple policy areas—for instance, advocating greater renters’ rights around the installation of solar panels covers, inter alia, law reform, climate action, cost-of-living relief and energy costs. To address this complexity, coding is determined by language used, emphasis and the portfolio responsibilities of the Greens spokesperson responsible for the release. 
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			Turnaround: How Labor won voters

			Simon Jackman

			Abstract

			Labor’s turnaround leading up to the 2025 election was one of the most rapid in Australian electoral history, with two-party-preferred support rising by at least 4.3 percentage points (and possibly as much as 7.3 points) over just four months. This chapter analyses a unique four-wave survey panel conducted by The Australian National University, finding that Labor both retained its base and persuaded undecided and Greens voters as well as some Coalition voters. Voters who shifted to Labor were characterised by strong dislike of Peter Dutton and increasingly favourable perceptions of Anthony Albanese. The Coalition lost voters who supported the Voice referendum, as well as those with high educational attainment and who live in areas with high ethnic diversity. Neither gender nor age predicted voters’ propensity to shift to Labor during 2025. The findings emphasise the importance of campaign strategy and party leadership in modern Australian elections. 

			Keywords: polling; persuasion; vote choice; strategy; campaigning

			The 2025 election is historic in the magnitude of Labor’s win and the depth of the Coalition’s loss. But easily forgotten in the magnitude of Labor’s win in May 2025 is just how parlous the party’s position was just five months earlier. My average of public opinion polls had Labor on 48 per cent of the two-party-preferred (2PP) vote on New Year’s Day 2025—its low point for the 2022–25 election cycle and close to Labor’s 2019 election result. By election day on 3 May, that average of public polls had Labor on 52.2 per cent of the 2PP vote, replicating Labor’s 2022 result and corresponding to a 4.2 per cent increase in the 2PP vote share in just four months. Yet, this final poll average was a full 3 percentage points below Labor’s actual 2PP result of 55.3 per cent—easily Labor’s best result in the post-1949 era (see Chapter 17, this volume).

			

			Depending on when and how much the public polls were underestimating Labor’s support, Labor recovered at least 4.3 points of 2PP vote share between January and May and possibly as much as 7.3 points (if early 2025 public polls were unbiased). Either way, this is one of the larger and more rapid movements in Australian voting intentions ever observed.

			This chapter reveals the drivers of Labor’s recovery and the Coalition’s decline. I draw on a novel collection of data, a panel of survey data collected by Professor Nicholas Biddle of The Australian National University to explore the dynamics of voting behaviour in 2025. That is, individual respondents were reinterviewed at different stages of the campaign. These data and my analysis help us understand which voters changed their voting intentions between the start of 2025 and the election, and why.

			The dataset is unique in Australia. There was no shortage of polling conducted in connection with the election. The flagship Australian Election Survey is a ‘single-shot’ or cross-sectional post-election survey. Commercial pollsters typically utilise cross-sectional designs, with short surveys probing little beyond voting intentions and the most basic demographics, and seldom make their unit-record data available (see Chapter 20, this volume). It is a similar story for the parties’ internal polling which, while more extensive in scope, is not made available for scholarly analysis. Thus, for one of the first times in the study of Australian elections, we can systematically analyse opinion change over a pre-election period and, moreover, one of the more dramatic and rapid changes in voting intentions ahead of an Australian federal election.

			The data reveal five key findings. First, Labor pulled votes from all over the political map: from those supporting Greens in January and February, especially from undecideds and from voters who entered 2025 intending to vote for the Coalition (see Table 19.2). The only group with whom Labor did not make significant inroads was those who started 2025 intending to support ‘Other’ parties or candidates, principally Independents or One Nation. Almost one in four Greens supporters later reported voting for Labor and 36 per cent of voters saying they were undecided in early 2025 reported voting Labor in May. Labor also retained more than 80 per cent of its early 2025 support; the Coalition’s retention rate was 76 per cent and the Greens’ only 66 per cent.

			

			Second, the longer the campaign wore on, and the more people saw of the leaders, the more Dutton’s likeability ratings fell and Albanese’s rose (Figures 19.1 and 19.2). And, the more a voter liked Albanese and the less they liked Dutton—or both—the greater was the probability of either a move to or staying with Labor (Figure 19.3). Labor’s research revealed Dutton’s low personal ratings as a key vulnerability for the Coalition. Labor’s campaign was designed accordingly, and—as this analysis indicates—seems to have been effective.

			Third, rather than wedging Labor voters, the Voice referendum appears to have wedged voters who as late as early 2025 were intending to vote for the Coalition (Table 19.3). Labor ‘Yes’ and Labor ‘No’ voters were equally likely to stay with Labor between early 2025 and the election. But Coalition ‘Yes’ voters were roughly three times more likely to have moved to Labor by the end of the campaign than Coalition ‘No’ voters.

			Fourth, university-educated voters reporting themselves as undecided in early 2025 broke overwhelmingly for Labor: 51 per cent to 21 per cent for the Coalition and 20 per cent for ‘Others’ (Table 19.4). At the other end of the educational attainment continuum, among voters starting 2025 intending to vote Greens and with secondary school education, just 35 per cent remained with the Greens, with 57 per cent reporting a transition to a Labor vote in the May election. Similarly, Labor retained 88 per cent of its early 2025 supporters with secondary school levels of education.

			Fifth, undecided voters from the more ethnically and racially diverse areas of the country were much more likely to transition to Labor than undecideds from less diverse areas (Figure 19.4).

			Voting intentions

			The data span four waves, from late 2024 to the May 2025 post-election wave. Table 19.1 shows estimated voting intentions at each wave. The May wave is when respondents report how they voted in the election; these responses let me weight the entire dataset to closely correspond to the election results (see the two rightmost columns of Table 19.1). Appendix 19.1 contains additional details.

			

			Table 19.1 Voting intentions/recall in the 2025 election campaign, by wave of survey (per cent)
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							34.3

						
							
							29.8
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							34.6

						
					

					
							
							Coalition
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							Greens

						
							
							13.1

						
							
							14.9
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							13.6
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							16.8

						
							
							12.7
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							18.5

						
							
							21.4
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							DK/NV/INF

						
							
							12.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							13.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							8.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							13.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Effective no.

						
							
							1,211

						
							
							1,236

						
							
							1,080

						
							
							1,132

						
							
							1,135

						
							
							1,115

						
							
							1,093

						
							
							1,440

						
							
							–

						
					

				
			

			Notes: DK = don’t know; NV = didn’t vote; INF = voted informal.

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			As shown by public polls fielded at the time, Labor’s estimated first-preference formal vote share in early 2025 was only 29.9 per cent, compared with 39.5 per cent for the Coalition. The Coalition lost almost 8 percentage points of vote share between these estimated January/February levels and the election, ultimately winning 31.8 per cent of formal first preferences. Labor’s vote share improved by more than 5 percentage points from January/February to the election, from 29.9 per cent to 34.6 per cent.

			Movers and stayers

			The panel data allow us to track individual respondents’ voting intentions over the course of the campaign. Here, I focus on voting intentions recorded in the January/February 2025 wave and the post-election May 2025 wave. Respondents interviewed in both waves supply a basis for estimating rates of ‘moving’ or ‘staying’ with respect to their vote.

			

			We already know that Labor won more votes than it lost between January and May, and that the reverse is true for the Coalition. But Table 19.2 reveals the underlying sources of change and stability, containing estimates of the change in the electorate between early 2025 and the election, computing the distribution of reported voting in May by reported voting intentions in the January/February wave of the survey. Again, the data are weighted to closely correspond to the 2025 election results, bolstering confidence that these estimates validly characterise changes in voting intentions.

			Table 19.2 Vote choice reported in May post-election wave by January/February voting intention (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							January/February 2025

						
					

					
							
							May 2025, vote recall

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							Greens

						
							
							Other

						
							
							DK/NV/INF
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							Coalition

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							76.2
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							25.2

						
					

					
							
							Greens

						
							
							8.8

						
							
							3.0

						
							
							65.6

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							5.2

						
					

					
							
							Other

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							8.7

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							78.8

						
							
							34.0

						
					

				
			

			Notes: DK = don’t know; NV = didn’t vote; INF = voted informal; Rows show post-election vote recollection. Columns show voting intention from January/February. Table excludes May 2025 ‘don’t know’, ‘didn’t vote’ and ‘voted informal’ responses. Cell entries are percentages, summing to 100 within columns, so are interpretable as transition rates or the rate of voting for the party listed in row i of the table given a previously reported intention to vote for the party listed in column j; ‘stay’ rates appear on the diagonal of the table. Effective sample size = 871. 

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			Voting intentions are more fluid than conventional theories of voting behaviour would suggest: among the five voting categories utilised here, I estimate that 39 per cent of the electorate switched categories between early 2025 and the election. This ‘switching’ rate falls to 23 per cent if we exclude moves to or from the ‘Don’t know/No vote/Informal’ category. Note that I have dropped from Table 19.2 respondents who reported in May not voting or voting informally. The population of non-voters and informal voters is very difficult to survey accurately, especially in this case of a four-wave panel study: conditional on responding to a multi-wave panel study about politics, few respondents report not voting or voting informally. I therefore focus on the four formal voting categories: ALP, Coalition, Greens and Others.

			

			Among voters, Labor retained 81 per cent of its early 2025 supporters, while the Coalition retained only three-quarters. Meanwhile, 12 per cent of Coalition supporters from January/February reported a switch to Labor; just 5 per cent of ALP supporters from early 2025 made the opposite transition.

			We also observe considerable churn in the Greens vote, with only two-thirds of January/February Greens supporters reporting in the post-election survey sticking with the Greens. Almost one in four Greens supporters (23.8 per cent) from early 2025 wound up reporting in May that they voted for Labor. Partially offsetting these loses were the 8 per cent of Labor supporters from early 2025 who transitioned to the Greens.

			Labor also did well among the disengaged or undecided segment of the electorate, as measured in January and February. Among undecideds, those intending to not vote or vote informally, 36 per cent ended up reporting voting Labor, while just 25 per cent transitioned to Coalition support.

			Thus, Labor not only retained more of its vote than any other party grouping but also was the single largest destination for vote switchers. Among those reporting a formal vote in May and switching from their early 2025 voting intention, 38 per cent landed on Labor, 17 per cent with the Coalition and 15 per cent with the Greens. The remaining 30 per cent of these switchers wound up transitioning to ‘Others’, such as Independents (including Teals), One Nation, Trumpet of Patriots, Family First, Legalise Cannabis and so on. In the voter conversion stakes—perhaps the single most important metric of campaign performance—Labor outperformed the Coalition by more than two to one, and the Coalition barely outpaced the Greens.

			Diverging views about Albanese and Dutton

			At each of the four rounds of interviewing, respondents were asked to rate the two major-party leaders, Peter Dutton and Anthony Albanese, on a zero to 10 likeability scale. Average scores for each leader in each round are shown in Figure 19.1.

			

			[image: Figure 19.1 Anthony Albanese and Peter Dutton average likeability score, by wave (0–10 scale)]

			Figure 19.1 Anthony Albanese and Peter Dutton average likeability score, by wave (0–10 scale)

			Note: Vertical bars cover 95 per cent confidence intervals.

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			By late 2024, Dutton had drawn level with Albanese on likeability, with both leaders averaging about 4 on the zero to 10 scale. Albanese had been viewed more favourably than Dutton for most of the 2022–25 election cycle—an advantage that was slowly being muted as the cycle dragged on and cost-of-living pressures dominated the national conversation. Nonetheless, through 2023 and 2024, Labor strategists had repeatedly suggested to me that playing on Dutton’s ‘negatives’—heightening the political salience of Dutton and the contrast with Albanese, reminding voters about Dutton’s past and current policies—was always going to be part of Labor’s re-election campaign.

			Labor’s strategy—and its execution—clearly worked. Figure 19.1 shows that, after two years of Albanese’s and Dutton’s ratings slowly converging, these two indicators diverged markedly in the three months before the election. In the post-election wave, the two average scores were separated by a full point: 4.8 for Albanese and 3.6 for Dutton.

			

			[image: Figure 19.2 Change in Anthony Albanese’s and Peter Dutton’s likeability, by paired waves of the panel]

			Figure 19.2 Change in Anthony Albanese’s and Peter Dutton’s likeability, by paired waves of the panel

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			The panel data let us track the dynamics in evaluations of Albanese and Dutton over the months leading up to the election. Figure 19.2 examines wave-on-wave changes in Albanese’s and Dutton’s likeability, as well as the corresponding change in Dutton’s net likeability (a respondent’s Dutton likeability scores minus their Albanese likeability score). By the time of the May 2025 election, 40 per cent of the electorate found Albanese more likeable than at the start of the year, while 44 per cent found Dutton less likeable. Dutton’s net likeability fell for 56.5 per cent of the electorate between early 2025 and the election, improving among a mere 17 per cent.

			These asymmetries in likeability dynamics are especially pronounced in the formal campaign period itself, looking at the March/April to post-election comparisons presented in the third row of Figure 19.2. More than one-third (36 per cent) of respondents reported seeing Albanese as more likeable over this period, while just 20 per cent saw him as less likeable. For Dutton, 42 per cent of respondents reported a fall in their assessments of his likeability and just 18 per cent reported seeing him as more likeable. The result was that more than half the electorate reported Dutton’s net likeability falling over the campaign period and only 19 per cent saw Dutton gaining in likeability vis-a-vis Albanese. Below, the chapter shows that changes in Dutton’s net likeability between early 2025 and the election are strongly associated with changes in voting intentions over the same period.

			

			Voice referendum

			In the aftermath of the election, numerous commentators noted that the Coalition’s emphasis on ‘culture war’ issues—Indigenous recognition chief among them—had backfired (Williams et al. 2025). My analysis of these panels reveals the full extent of this ‘backfiring’.

			Table 19.3 shows the transition in voting intentions between early 2025 and the election according to how respondents reported voting in the Voice referendum. Recalled Voice vote was asked well before the May post-election wave, so there is no chance that respondents were adjusting their recalled Voice vote to better ‘match’ their self-reported final vote. Labor ‘stay’ rates are statistically indistinguishable across Voice ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ voters. But this is not the case among other segments of the early 2025 electorate.

			Table 19.3 Vote choice in May 2025 (rows), by January/February voting intention by Voice vote (per cent)
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							9

						
							
							26
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							21

						
							
							8

						
							
							11

						
							
							38

						
							
							42

						
					

					
							
							Coalition

						
							
							3
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							83

						
							
							52
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							0

						
							
							8

						
							
							7

						
							
							42

						
							
							9

						
					

					
							
							Greens

						
							
							2

						
							
							11
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							55

						
							
							71
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							20
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							17

						
					

					
							
							Other

						
							
							6

						
							
							5

						
							
							8

						
							
							11

						
							
							16

						
							
							8

						
							
							84

						
							
							61

						
							
							20

						
							
							32

						
					

				
			

			Notes: DK = don’t know; NV = didn’t vote; INF = voted informal; Voice vote shown in columns (‘yes’ and ‘no’). Cell entries are percentages, effective sample size = 867. H0 transition probabilities are independent of Voice vote, rejected at p < 0.01. DK/NV/INF on Voice and May 2025 vote choice are excluded. 

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			

			One-quarter of voters supporting the Coalition in early 2025 who recalled voting ‘Yes’ for the Voice wound up switching to Labor and only half this segment reported staying with the Coalition. Coalition ‘Yes’ voters were roughly three times more likely to flip to Labor than Coalition ‘No’ voters: 26 per cent to 9 per cent. Reminding voters of the Coalition’s opposition to the Voice—or its claims that Welcome to Country ceremonies were ‘overdone’ and divisive—appears only to have driven votes away from the Coalition. Only one-half of ‘Yes’ voters reporting a Coalition voting intention in early 2025 reported sticking with the Coalition in their votes cast in May.

			Among early 2025’s undecided or non-voters, 42 per cent of ‘Yes’ voters wound up voting for Labor and a paltry 9 per cent for the Coalition. The Coalition fared better among undecided ‘No’ voters, picking up 42 per cent of this group, but this transition rate is nonetheless statistically indistinguishable from the 38 per cent of this group who ended up voting for Labor.

			Of course, the usual correlation/causation caveats apply—namely, recalled Voice vote might be incorrect, proxying for other policy differences and evaluations of the parties since October 2023. Nonetheless, amid a broad net shift towards Labor between January and May, few variables identify ‘movers’ to Labor as well as one’s recalled position on the Voice. Interaction effects are also apparent, with the Voice and low Dutton net likeability combining to nudge the probability of a Labor vote even higher, when averaged over the electorate.

			Education

			Educational attainment is a good predictor of the Greens to Labor transition (Table 19.4). More than half those reporting Greens support in early 2025 and secondary school education transitioned to Labor by May; university-educated Greens supporters display much more stability, with just 10 per cent switching to Labor and 79 per cent remaining with the Greens. University education also makes a Coalition to ALP transition more likely, as well as the ‘Others’ to Labor transition.

			

			Table 19.4 Vote choice in May 2025 (rows), by January/February voting intention by educational attainment (per cent)
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			Notes: DK = don’t know; NV = didn’t vote; INF = voted informal; HS = high school; Cell entries are percentages; effective sample size = 871. H0 transition probabilities are independent of education, rejected at p < 0.01. DK/NV/INF on May 2025 vote excluded. 

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025). 

			

			A key insight into campaign dynamics comes via the way that educational attainment strongly structures where undecided voters end up. Of those reporting being unsure or planning to not vote or to vote informally in early 2025—and who went on to report a formal vote in the election—half those with tertiary education reported voting for Labor in May and just 21 per cent for the Coalition. The Coalition also trailed Labor in conversions among those with trade or technical qualifications in this segment, 14 per cent to 38 per cent. Only among secondary-school–educated undecideds did the Coalition win more conversions than Labor, with 34 per cent to Labor’s 25 per cent.

			This pattern is again consistent with a good portion of early 2025 undecideds comprising many Labor ‘learners’: those who perhaps voted for Labor in 2022 but, for a variety of reasons, reported being undecided at that stage of the electoral cycle. Labor’s resurgence in support over the opening months of 2025 rested not just on flipping voters intending to vote for another party, but also on reactivating soft or dormant preferences for Labor. To the extent that educational attainment is correlated with 1) news consumption and attention to politics and 2) socially progressive policy preferences, Labor’s outperformance among undecideds with tertiary education speaks to the differences in content of the major parties’ campaigns. The statistical modelling that follows helps to disentangle the contributions of two correlated features, ‘Yes’ Voice votes and educational attainment, as sources of Labor gains over the 2025 campaign.

			Modelling transitions to or from Labor over 2025

			Statistical modelling can rigorously assess the contributions of leader likeability, position on the Voice and other factors to the probability of a Labor vote in May 2025, conditional on each respondent’s voting intention as reported in the January/February 2025 wave.

			Specifically, I model the binary outcome yi = 1 if respondent i reported voting Labor in May 2025, and yi = 0 otherwise. The inclusion of indicator variables for each voting intention reported in January/February—ALP, Coalition, Greens, ‘Other’ and ‘Don’t know/Undecided’—as predictors gives the model the interpretation as a transition model. That is, base rates of moving to a Labor vote (or staying with Labor) can be thought of as ‘hardwired’ into the model; these are reported in the top row of Table 19.2. Additional predictors tap into the extent to which ‘move to Labor’ or ‘stay with Labor’ rates vary around these base rates. A wide variety of model specifications was tested via cross-validation, guarding against over-fitting in this modestly sized sample; details appear in Appendix 19.1.

			

			My model for the probability of a Labor vote in May 2025 includes the following predictors:

			
					Indicator variables for each voting intention reported in January/February 2025: ALP, Coalition, Greens, ‘Other’ and ‘Don’t know/Undecided’, with the ALP category absorbed into the model intercept.

					Change in Dutton’s net likeability between January/February 2025 and the post-election wave of the panel: a continuous variable ranging from –19 to 10, with 90 per cent of values between –6 and two.

					Voice vote: indicator variables for ‘Yes’, ‘No’ and ‘Don’t know’/‘Didn’t vote’, with the last category absorbed into the model intercept.

					A three-level measure of highest level of educational attainment (as used in Table 19.4): high school (including less than high school), trade and technical education (Certificate III and IV) and tertiary education.

					A scale measure tapping the ethnic and racial diversity of postcodes, described in Appendix 19.1.

			

			My preferred model is a random forest (Breiman 2001), of a collection of decision trees using these predictors in various combinations. These models do not produce parameter estimates and are inherently nonlinear. Accordingly, I compute predictions from the model and use tables or graphs to show the modelled effects of key predictors. Note, too, that characteristics such as age and gender that often appear in models of voting choice do not appear in this model of transitions from January/February voting intentions to post-election recalled vote; while age and gender do often predict voter intentions in the aggregate (for instance, the Coalition’s repeated poor performance with women and young voters), I find no evidence that age or gender significantly shaped changes in voting intentions between early January and May 2025, which is the focus of this chapter.

			

			Change in leader assessments

			The growing gap in likeability assessments of the two leaders has a large effect on the probability of a move to or staying with Labor, as shown Figure 19.3. Each panel corresponds to a January/February 2025 voting intention. Changes in Dutton’s net likeability are plotted against the horizontal axis, restricted to 90 per cent most commonly observed actual changes, ranging from –6 to 2 across the sample (and with very little variation in these 90 per cent bounds across the January/February voting intention segments); the grey vertical bars in each panel in Figure 19.3 show the distribution of changes in Dutton’s net likeability, by January/February voting intention.

			[image: Figure 19.3 Modelled effect of change in Peter Dutton’s net likeability between January/February 2025 and the post-election wave on the probability of an ALP vote, by January/February voting intention (each panel) and Voice vote (the orange and black lines, per panel)]

			Figure 19.3 Modelled effect of change in Peter Dutton’s net likeability between January/February 2025 and the post-election wave on the probability of an ALP vote, by January/February voting intention (each panel) and Voice vote (the orange and black lines, per panel)

			Notes: Bars show the distribution of changes in Dutton’s net likeability, by January/February reported vote. Most respondents reported a decline in Dutton’s net likeability over the period, associated with a higher probability of either staying with or transitioning to a Labor vote over the campaign. Note, too, the significant interaction with the Voice vote for respondents who in January/February 2025 were intending to vote for the Coalition. Details on model fitting and construction of marginal effect profiles appear in Appendix 19.1.

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			

			Clearly, where one stood in January/February 2025 is highly predictive of the vote one reported casting in the May election; this explains the large overall differences across the panels in Figure 19.3. Per Table 19.2, Labor retained more of its vote than the Coalition over this interval, and a large portion of Coalition transitions to Labor is concentrated among Voice ‘Yes’ voters.

			But for all January/February voting intention segments, staying with or transitioning to Labor is strongly related to changes in the relative assessments of the two leaders. Recall that 44 per cent of voters liked Dutton less by May 2025 than they had in January/February—and 39 per cent liked Albanese more—resulting in 57 per cent of the sample scoring in negative territory on the change in Dutton’s net likeability measure (Figure 19.2). As Dutton’s net likeability falls, the probability of a transition to Labor (or remaining with Labor) rises; conversely, for respondents in January/February intending to vote for the Coalition, the probability of staying with the Coalition rises (the probability of a transition to Labor falls) as evaluations of Dutton vis-a-vis Albanese become more favourable. This is especially true for voters reporting as undecided in January/February, when there is an abrupt increase in the probability of a transition to Labor as changes in Dutton’s net likeability fall from no change to negative.

			Ethnic and racial diversity

			The ethnic or racial diversity of a respondent’s postcode also predicts the probability of a Labor vote in May 2025, as shown in Figure 19.4. For voters reporting an intention to vote ALP or Greens in early 2025, racial and ethnic diversity has modest predictive power with respect to staying with or moving to Labor by May. Labor’s ‘stay’ rate rises over the least diverse 30 per cent of postcodes, but plateaus and may even taper slightly in the country’s most diverse postcodes. Greens-to-Labor transitions are slightly more likely in the country’s most diverse postcodes, reaching as high as 25 per cent for ‘Yes’ voters in the top decile of postcodes on this scale measure. As most Australians live in postcodes with no concentrations of people not speaking English at home, Muslim religious affiliation and other markers of ethnic and racial diversity (details on scale construction appear in Appendix 19.1), I plot the modelled effects as a function of the deciles of the scale.

			

			[image: Figure 19.4 Modelled effects of racial and ethnic diversity change on the probability of ALP vote, by January/February voting intention (each panel) and Voice vote (the orange and black lines, per panel)]

			Figure 19.4 Modelled effects of racial and ethnic diversity change on the probability of ALP vote, by January/February voting intention (each panel) and Voice vote (the orange and black lines, per panel)

			Notes: There is a significant interaction with Voice vote for respondents who in January/February 2025 were intending to vote for the Coalition. Details on the construction of the racial and ethnic diversity postcode level index and the effects plotted here are in Appendix 19.1.

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			The most pronounced and interesting effects of racial diversity are among voters who entered 2025 either intending to vote for the Coalition or undecided. Coalition-to-Labor transitions were much more likely in racially and ethnically diverse postcodes, reaching as high as 35 per cent for ‘Yes’ voters in the top decile of postcodes on this measure and 20 per cent among ‘No’ voters. Labor’s conversion of undecided voters increases almost linearly across the postcode deciles, ranging from a low of 21 per cent in the least diverse decile of postcodes to above 50 per cent for undecided ‘Yes’ voters in the 30 per cent most ethnically diverse postcodes, and in the mid-40 per cent range for ‘No’ voters.

			

			Conclusion: Campaigns or context?

			This analysis supports a popular narrative about the 2025 election: 1) that Labor was able to reframe the contest as between Albanese and Dutton and as less of a retrospectively oriented referendum on Labor’s handling of cost-of-living pressures; and 2) given this framing, Albanese’s greater popularity and likeability relative to Dutton would reconstitute the winning majority Labor enjoyed in 2022, shoring up Labor’s core vote and persuading undecided voters to ‘come back’ or transition to Labor.

			Of course, two external developments are also widely believed to have lent ‘ecological’ or ‘contextual’ validity to Labor’s reframing strategy. The first was the decision by the Reserve Bank of Australia (RBA) to cut interest rates on 18 February, helping Labor advance the argument that the worst of the cost-of-living crisis was over. The second was the torrent of news from the second Trump administration, including deep and abrupt cuts to the US civil service, the threat of tariffs on Australian exports and complaints about mainstays of Australian public policy such as the Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme. Dutton and the Coalition seemed remarkably ill prepared and flat-footed in responding to both Labor’s reframing strategy and the extent to which Trump’s dramatic opening months in office galvanised the Australian electorate, radically accelerating the reframing of the election already under way in early 2025. Trump’s persona and his policies—and Dutton’s inability to hose down dalliances with MAGA policies and rhetoric, by himself or Coalition colleagues—put Labor’s reframing strategy on skates. In a remarkably brief window, the election was transformed: no longer retrospection about Labor’s handling of the cost-of-living crisis, but rather a contemporaneous or prospective framing, grounded in assessments about which leader would be least like Trump and would be least likely to import Trump-like policies.

			I offer these observations more as commentary than as conclusions supported by the data: the survey data I analyse in this chapter do not contain questions permitting me to rigorously test the causal connections between respondents’ awareness of or reactions to these external events, changes in Dutton’s likeability, changes in issue salience and changes in voting intentions.

			The evidence I present here is, however, nonetheless consistent with Labor’s reframing strategy succeeding, whatever role should be attributed to factors such as the RBA rate cut and Trump. We track a broad recovery in Albanese’s likeability over Dutton’s across the five months leading up to the May election. These changes are strongly predictive of either staying with or transitioning to Labor.

			

			It appears that Labor’s campaign helped not only shore up the support it took into the calendar year 2025, but also recapture some of Labor’s 2022 vote that was sitting with the Coalition, the Greens or in the undecided column in early 2025. A long vein of political science stresses that campaigns first reactivate dormant partisan dispositions before they persuade or convert (Campbell et al. 1960; Bartels 2000; Green et al. 2002). The evidence presented here is consistent with that view. The campaign generated outsized transitions to Labor among university-educated undecided voters, secondary-school–educated Greens supporters, those who voted ‘Yes’ for the Voice and those in Australia’s more racially and ethnically diverse postcodes. Labor’s campaign strategy—and the Coalition’s underperformance—saw the party not only reassemble its winning 2022 electoral base, but also consolidate its support in sociodemographic segments already tending to vote Labor. 

			Longer-term extrapolations from analysis of a campaign are always fraught. My analysis does reveal the capacity for volatility in the electorate over short time frames. Some of this is to be expected in a regime of compulsory voting, where even the least politically engaged are legally obliged to turn out, and most do. Some of Labor’s gains and the Coalition’s losses may therefore be short-lived. This caveat aside, the more consequential finding is the consolidation of Labor support over the past two electoral cycles—and, by corollary, the extent of the erosion of Coalition support.

			Labor won not just the campaign—and a massive electoral victory—but also a once-in-a-generation opportunity to govern with broad demographic support and, for now, deep reservoirs of political capital.
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			Appendix 19.1

			Methodological notes

			Data

			The data come from a four-wave survey panel study commissioned and authored by Professor Nicholas Biddle of The Australian National University. The data were provided by an online panel provider and the surveys were self-administered online.

			The bulk of the analysis presented here focuses on transitions from the second wave of the study, fielded in January/February 2025, to the final, post-election wave administered immediately after the election in early May 2025. The data are weighted to be representative of the Australian electorate, by raking on recalled 2025 House of Representatives vote, age, education and geography. 

			Since the dataset for analysis spans respondents completing both the January/February wave and the post-election wave, panel attrition produces a slightly different distribution on January/February voting intentions than observed in the original, standalone January/February wave. A final round of weighting ensures that the distribution of January/February voting intentions in the two-wave analysis dataset matches the distribution of voting intentions observed in the January/February wave. The resulting weights were trimmed to lie between 8 and 1/8 and to sum to the number of respondents completing both the January/February and the post-election waves (n = 1,832). This weighting is nonetheless reasonably aggressive, yielding weights with variance of 1.63, resulting in an effective sample size of approximately 1,832/(1 + 1.63) = 696. Paradoxically, some analyses reported in the body of the chapter have larger effective sample sizes, when filtering out respondents with especially large or variable weights.

			

			Postcode-level racial and ethnic diversity

			The index of postcode-level racial and ethnic diversity is constructed from 2021 census data, spanning 2,641 postcodes. A broad range of postcode-level census aggregates was assembled, spanning indicators of wealth and income, educational attainment, religious affiliation, housing tenure and type, occupational structure, age structure, language use and ancestry, tabulated with respect to adult citizens by usual place of residence or at the dwelling level.

			The effects of these variables were assessed via a wide set of modelling approaches, including tree-based models, a variety of neural architectures and scale construction via factor analysis prior to modelling.

			Table A19.1 displays loadings from a factor-analytic model fitting three orthogonal factors via maximum likelihood estimation with a varimax rotation, as implemented in the factanal function in R. The input to the factor analysis is the weighted correlation matrix of the postcode-level indicators, with weights equal to the number of enrolled voters in each postcode (constructed from AEC redistribution files and SA1 to polling place mappings from past elections and normalised to match division-level counts of enrolled voters).

			As a model for these indicators, the three-factor solution is probably not sufficient. But cross-validation of the downstream transition models suggests that the second factor produced from this three-factor solution is preferred over other factor-analytic solutions. The point here is less to perform a rigorous factor analysis of postcode-level census data and more to produce a scale measure that has validated predictive power in the models of transitions in voting intentions over the 2025 campaign.

			

			The second factor, labelled ‘Factor 2’ in Table A19.1, taps racial and ethnic diversity, with high loadings from indicators such as percentage of adult citizens speaking non-English languages at home, percentage identifying as Muslim and percentage speaking Chinese languages at home. Note also the large negative loading for the percentage of adult citizens reporting no religious affiliation and positive loadings on dwelling-level measures such as persons per household or persons per bedroom.

			Table A19.2 lists the highest-scoring postcodes on this measure, 10 postcodes with scores close to the median score of 0.4 and the 10 lowest-scoring postcodes. Western Sydney dominates the upper end of this diversity index. The pronounced right skew in the constituent indicators passed through to the index itself: although normalised to have a mean of zero by construction, the index has a median score of –0.4, a minimum score of –0.9, but a maximum score of 5.1.

			Model fitting

			The model relied on in the body of the chapter is a random forest, an ensemble (‘forest’) of decision trees, each tree formed from a random sample of observations and a random selection of predictor variables when forming branches for individual trees. Splits (for categorical predictors) or cut-points (for continuous predictors) are chosen to best discriminate with respect to the outcome being modelled (in this case, a binary outcome, yi = 1 if the respondent, i, reported voting Labor in the May post-election survey and 0 otherwise). The model’s predictions are formed by averaging the predictions from individual trees.

			This class of mode—and the configuration of the random forest—was selected from a wide set of candidate models by cross-validation (Stone 1974). A textbook treatment appears in Hastie et al. (2009: Ch. 7). In this case, the data are repeatedly repackaged into five, 80–20 splits of training data and test data, but are stratified to guarantee virtually identical distributions of y between test and training slices. Over the five ‘folds’ of the dataset, each observation takes a turn as an out-of-sample or ‘test’ observation. Model performance is assessed with respect to the average fit across the five batches of out-of-sample fitting—in this case, using a log-loss criterion (equivalent to maximising the log-likelihood of the out-of-sample observations, averaged over the five folds). This procedure to model selection guards against over-fitting and bolsters confidence in the generalisability of the model’s predictions.

			

			Table A19.1 Factor loadings from a three-factor solution to a broad array of postcode-level census indicators, with varimax rotation

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Variable

						
							
							Factor 1

						
							
							Factor 2

						
							
							Factor 3

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Median total household income ($)

						
							
							0.934

						
							
							0.085

						
							
							–0.097

						
					

					
							
							Professional occupation (%)

						
							
							0.828

						
							
							0.045

						
							
							0.526

						
					

					
							
							Median monthly mortgage repayment ($)

						
							
							0.827

						
							
							0.222

						
							
							0.091

						
					

					
							
							Highest educational attainment: year 9 or below (%)

						
							
							–0.822

						
							
							0.165

						
							
							–0.126

						
					

					
							
							Highest educational attainment: year 10 or above (%)

						
							
							–0.820

						
							
							0.051

						
							
							–0.440

						
					

					
							
							Tertiary qualification (%)

						
							
							0.818

						
							
							0.159

						
							
							0.529

						
					

					
							
							Median weekly rent ($)

						
							
							0.779

						
							
							0.190

						
							
							0.045

						
					

					
							
							Voice, ‘Yes’ vote (%)

						
							
							0.624

						
							
							0.228

						
							
							0.568

						
					

					
							
							Socioeconomic advantage and disadvantage decile 8 (%)

						
							
							0.449

						
							
							0.010

						
							
							0.108

						
					

					
							
							Indigenous (%)

						
							
							–0.300

						
							
							–0.037

						
							
							–0.111

						
					

					
							
							Socioeconomic advantage and disadvantage decile 7 (%)

						
							
							0.254

						
							
							0.027

						
							
							–0.092

						
					

					
							
							Jewish religion (%)

						
							
							0.215

						
							
							–0.005

						
							
							0.176

						
					

					
							
							Language other than English spoken at home (%)

						
							
							0.096

						
							
							0.992

						
							
							0.026

						
					

					
							
							Muslim religion (%)

						
							
							–0.087

						
							
							0.735

						
							
							–0.081

						
					

					
							
							No religion (%)

						
							
							0.110

						
							
							–0.669

						
							
							0.358

						
					

					
							
							Average persons per bedroom

						
							
							0.206

						
							
							0.626

						
							
							0.298

						
					

					
							
							Chinese languages spoken at home (e.g., Mandarin, Cantonese) (%)

						
							
							0.258

						
							
							0.587

						
							
							0.232

						
					

					
							
							Median age (years)

						
							
							–0.264

						
							
							–0.438

						
							
							0.074

						
					

					
							
							Aged under 30 (%)

						
							
							0.022

						
							
							0.233

						
							
							0.183

						
					

					
							
							Average household size (persons)

						
							
							0.242

						
							
							0.530

						
							
							–0.742

						
					

					
							
							Dwellings that are flats, units or apartments (%)

						
							
							0.302

						
							
							0.184

						
							
							0.706

						
					

					
							
							Renting (%)

						
							
							–0.033

						
							
							0.287

						
							
							0.613

						
					

					
							
							Member of a same-sex couple (%)

						
							
							0.231

						
							
							–0.080

						
							
							0.598

						
					

					
							
							Non-traditional Christian religion (%)

						
							
							–0.153

						
							
							0.280

						
							
							–0.397

						
					

					
							
							Lived elsewhere in Australia five years before 2021 Census (%)

						
							
							0.139

						
							
							–0.221

						
							
							0.290

						
					

					
							
							Socioeconomic advantage and disadvantage decile 6 (%)

						
							
							0.014

						
							
							–0.057

						
							
							–0.219

						
					

					
							
							Aged over 70 (%)

						
							
							0.083

						
							
							–0.035

						
							
							0.140

						
					

				
			

			Notes: Loadings greater than 0.5 in absolute value are highlighted in bold. The second factor taps racial and ethnic diversity and is the postcode-level measure used in the transition models in the body of the chapter.

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025).

			

			Table A19.2 Ten highest-scoring postcodes on racial and ethnic diversity

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Postcode

						
							
							Locality

						
							
							Division

						
							
							Diversity score

						
							
							Non-English language at home (%)

						
							
							Muslim (%)

						
							
							No religion (%)

						
							
							Chinese languages (%)

						
							
							Persons/bedroom

						
					

				
				
					
							
							2144

						
							
							Auburn

						
							
							Blaxland (NSW)

						
							
							5.1

						
							
							83.4

						
							
							44.7

						
							
							18.3

						
							
							20.8

						
							
							1.2

						
					

					
							
							2166

						
							
							Cabramatta

						
							
							Fowler (NSW)

						
							
							5.1

						
							
							84.4

						
							
							2.0

						
							
							21.5

						
							
							17.5

						
							
							1.1

						
					

					
							
							2195

						
							
							Lakemba

						
							
							Watson (NSW)

						
							
							5.0

						
							
							80.9

						
							
							47.9

						
							
							11.3

						
							
							6.8

						
							
							1.3

						
					

					
							
							6799

						
							
							Home Island

						
							
							Lingiari (NT)

						
							
							4.8

						
							
							77.8

						
							
							78.4

						
							
							16.1

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							1.1

						
					

					
							
							2165

						
							
							Fairfield

						
							
							McMahon (NSW)

						
							
							4.7

						
							
							78.8

						
							
							8.0

						
							
							14.4

						
							
							8.1

						
							
							1.1

						
					

					
							
							2200

						
							
							Bankstown

						
							
							Watson (NSW)

						
							
							4.7

						
							
							78.9

						
							
							27.3

						
							
							14.3

						
							
							6.6

						
							
							1.1

						
					

					
							
							0872

						
							
							Yuendumu

						
							
							Lingiari (NT)

						
							
							4.7

						
							
							77.8

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							24.6

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							1.4

						
					

					
							
							4876

						
							
							Bamaga

						
							
							Leichhardt (Qld)

						
							
							4.7

						
							
							78.2

						
							
							0.3

						
							
							21.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							1.3

						
					

					
							
							2177

						
							
							Bonnyrigg

						
							
							Werriwa (NSW)

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							78.3

						
							
							5.0

						
							
							15.0

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							1.0

						
					

					
							
							3061

						
							
							Campbellfield

						
							
							Scullin (Vic.)

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							75.7

						
							
							35.8

						
							
							9.9

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							1.0

						
					

					
							
							2372

						
							
							Tenterfield

						
							
							New England (NSW)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							3.4

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							30.8

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							2480

						
							
							Goonellabah

						
							
							Page (NSW)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							4.4

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							44.2

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							4340

						
							
							Rosewood

						
							
							Blair (Qld)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							3.6

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							37.1

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							6488

						
							
							Trayning

						
							
							Durack (WA)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							2.4

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							47.5

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.6

						
					

					
							
							2898

						
							
							Lord Howe Island

						
							
							Sydney (NSW)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							4.5

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							48.4

						
							
							1.0

						
							
							0.9

						
					

					
							
							7264

						
							
							Gladstone

						
							
							Bass (Tas.)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							2.7

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							49.6

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							6603

						
							
							Wongan Hills

						
							
							Durack (WA)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							3.5

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							42.4

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							2430

						
							
							Taree

						
							
							Lyne (NSW)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							3.6

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							35.5

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							6510

						
							
							Moora

						
							
							Durack (WA)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							3.5

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							39.3

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							

							2444

						
							
							Port Macquarie

						
							
							Cowper (NSW)

						
							
							–0.4

						
							
							4.4

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							36.6

						
							
							0.3

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							7175

						
							
							Bream Creek

						
							
							Lyons (Tas.)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							57.7

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							3704

						
							
							Koetong

						
							
							Indi (Vic.)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							66.7

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							6613

						
							
							Buntine

						
							
							Durack (WA)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							61.1

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							3893

						
							
							Tambo Crossing

						
							
							Gippsland (Vic.)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							21.7

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							6463

						
							
							Benjaberring

						
							
							Durack (WA)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							54.5

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							5138

						
							
							Basket Range

						
							
							Mayo (SA)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							66.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.9

						
					

					
							
							3785

						
							
							Tremont

						
							
							Casey (Vic.)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							88.6

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							7024

						
							
							Cremorne

						
							
							Franklin (Tas.)

						
							
							–0.8

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							61.7

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.8

						
					

					
							
							3852

						
							
							East Sale

						
							
							Gippsland (Vic.)

						
							
							–0.9

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							72.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.7

						
					

					
							
							5150

						
							
							Leawood Gardens

						
							
							Boothby (SA)

						
							
							–0.9

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							48.6

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							0.7

						
					

				
			

			Note: Includes 10 closest to the median score and 10 lowest-scoring postcodes.

			Source: ANU 2025 Election Monitoring Survey Series, Wave 1–4 (Biddle 2025). 
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			Landslide: The 2025 Australian federal election

			Marian Sawer, Jill Sheppard and John Warhurst

			Abstract

			This chapter introduces the themes of the 2025 federal election campaign, the main campaign events and the dramatis personae. It notes the changing demography of the electorate and the need for parties to take their campaigns to different social media platforms to pursue the votes of Millennials and Generation Z. The ‘Trump effect’ is examined as is related campaigning around ‘Australian values’. The chapter covers regulatory issues including those arising from the new importance to the campaign of social media influencers. It finishes with an overview of the three parts of the book: Part 1 on the campaign and context, Part 2 on the actors and Part 3 on the results.

			Keywords: campaign themes; Trump effect; demographic change; social media; regulatory issues

			On election night, 3 May 2025, commentators found it difficult to believe the results. While Labor had been gaining in the polls and seemed likely to retain at least minority government, no-one anticipated the landslide that occurred. Labor had won a higher proportion of seats than at any time since their wartime victory in 1943. 

			

			Table 1.1 Federal election timetable, 2025

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Date

						
							
							Event

						
					

				
				
					
							
							28 March

						
							
							Prime Minister calls the election

						
					

					
							
							31 March

						
							
							Writs issued for the House of Representatives and half-Senate elections

						
					

					
							
							7 April

						
							
							Close of rolls

						
					

					
							
							10 April

						
							
							Close of nominations

						
					

					
							
							22 April

						
							
							Early voting begins

						
					

					
							
							3 May

						
							
							Election day

						
					

					
							
							13 May

						
							
							The new Albanese ministry sworn in 

						
					

					
							
							12 June

						
							
							Return of writs

						
					

				
			

			Source: The authors.

			How did this happen? The authors in our book explore what contributed to this result, the nature of party and third-party campaigns, the changing demography of the electorate and external factors including the ‘Trump effect’. The main cast of characters—apart from US President Donald Trump—is introduced in Table 1.2.

			Table 1.2 2025 federal election: Dramatis personae

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Australian Labor Party

						
					

					
							
							Anthony Albanese 

						
							
							Prime Minister

						
					

					
							
							Jim Chalmers 

						
							
							Treasurer

						
					

					
							
							Jason Clare 

						
							
							Election spokesperson

						
					

					
							
							Senator Katy Gallagher 

						
							
							Election spokesperson

						
					

					
							
							Paul Erickson 

						
							
							National Secretary

						
					

					
							
							Liberal Party

						
					

					
							
							Peter Dutton 

						
							
							Opposition Leader

						
					

					
							
							Senator Jane Hume 

						
							
							Shadow Minister for Finance and the Public Service

						
					

					
							
							Senator James Paterson 

						
							
							Election spokesperson

						
					

					
							
							Andrew Hirst 

						
							
							Federal Director

						
					

					
							
							Topham Guerin 

						
							
							Liberal Party advertising agency

						
					

					
							
							Nationals

						
					

					
							
							David Littleproud 

						
							
							Leader

						
					

					
							
							Senator Bridget McKenzie 

						
							
							Senate Leader

						
					

					
							
							Senator Jacinta Nampijinpa Price 

						
							
							Shadow Minister for Indigenous Affairs and Government Efficiency

						
					

					
							
							

							Greens

						
					

					
							
							Adam Bandt 

						
							
							Leader

						
					

					
							
							Senator Larissa Waters 

						
							
							Deputy Leader

						
					

					
							
							Stephen Bates 

						
							
							MP for Brisbane

						
					

					
							
							Max Chandler-Mather 

						
							
							MP for Griffith

						
					

					
							
							Independents and minor parties

						
					

					
							
							Monique Ryan 

						
							
							Community Independent MP

						
					

					
							
							Zoe Daniel 

						
							
							Community Independent MP

						
					

					
							
							Dai Le 

						
							
							Independent MP

						
					

					
							
							Senator Jacqui Lambie 

						
							
							Leader, Jacqui Lambie Network

						
					

					
							
							Senator Pauline Hanson 

						
							
							Leader, Pauline Hanson’s One Nation

						
					

					
							
							Clive Palmer 

						
							
							Billionaire funder, Trumpet of Patriots

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
					

					
							
							Sandra Bourke 

						
							
							Advance spokesperson

						
					

					
							
							Sally McManus 

						
							
							Secretary, Australian Council of Trade Unions 

						
					

					
							
							Peta Credlin 

						
							
							Sky News presenter

						
					

					
							
							Gina Rinehart 

						
							
							Mining billionaire

						
					

				
			

			Source: The authors.

			While there was a landslide of seats, we must point to the disproportionality of the result. Labor gained 35 per cent of the primary vote for the House of Representatives but 63 per cent of the seats. Such disproportionality is characteristic of Westminster electoral systems based on single-member constituencies. In the 2024 UK general election, for example, the Labour Party won 34 per cent of the vote and 63 per cent of the seats in the House of Commons.

			In Australia, the preferential system at least ensures that seats are won by those with majority support in the seat, even if this majority is only achieved through the distribution of preferences. Labor won 55 per cent of the ‘two-party-preferred’ vote, meaning it won more preferences as well as more primary votes than the Coalition. In 2025, the trend that we observed in 2022—the shift away from Australia’s traditional two-party system—continued. While in 1980 more than 90 per cent of the primary vote was for the major parties, by 2025, this had shrunk to about two-thirds and the vote for minor parties and Independents reached a record high. 

			

			The era of life-long party loyalties was coming to an end, along with the dominance of baby boomers in the electorate. The baby boomers (born between 1946 and 1964), were outnumbered in 2025 by Millennials (born 1981–96) and Gen Z (born 1997–2012). These new generations related to politics in a different way from the baby boomers, and Gen Z in particular received news through social media rather than newspapers or online news websites. Gen Z spent most time on social media—apparently almost four and a half hours a day. Those pursuing their votes had to do so through social media, including Facebook, Instagram, YouTube and TikTok. The enormous followings of social media ‘influencers’ meant that being interviewed on their podcasts could be of great value to political leaders; the Coalition, however, appears to have been particularly unsuccessful in its social media strategy and in winning votes from Gen Z. 

			Apart from the new political importance of Millennials and Gen Z (see Chowdhury 2025), other demographic shifts influenced the campaign. More than 30 per cent of the population was born overseas, with the most important source country continuing to be the United Kingdom but the next largest numbers coming from India and China. Labor engaged a multicultural marketing agency in its attempt to reach out to these communities. However, celebrating Bengali New Year on its Facebook page (15 April) had mixed responses, including: ‘This is exactly why no true blue Aussies are voting for Labor.’ 

			The Coalition had difficulty trying to attract back Chinese Australians’ votes lost in 2022 while also presenting itself as stronger than the government on standing up to China. At the same time, Labor was challenged by new efforts to mobilise Muslim voters over the war in Gaza and the future of Palestine, while Jewish voters were mobilised over a rise in anti-Semitism. This new involvement of Muslim and Jewish communities in the campaign overshadowed religious communities mobilised politically in the past, such as the much larger Catholic community.

			Another outstanding feature of the 2025 election was the ‘Trump effect’. While Opposition leader Peter Dutton (Table 1.2) was at first keen to be associated with Trump and his successful campaign for the US presidency, this association quickly became a liability as Trump pursued policies harmful to Australia such as the tariffs announced on 2 April (‘Liberation Day’). The labelling of Dutton as ‘Temu-Trump’ went viral on social media after Greens MP Stephen Bates used the term in Question Time the day before the election was called.

			

			The Coalition continued to enjoy the backing of the Murdoch media including Sky News Australia. All News Corp mastheads endorsed a Coalition government except the Adelaide Advertiser, which endorsed majority government by either major party. However, populist attacks on the ‘wokeness’ of Labor, the Greens and Community Independents (generally known as Teals)—whether by the Murdoch media or the well-financed digital campaign organisation Advance—appeared to have little traction beyond the conservative base.

			In this introductory chapter, we highlight key themes of the 2025 federal election campaign, look briefly at the ‘Trump effect’ and then outline new regulatory issues. We finish with a brief overview of the structure of the book and its place in the federal election series.

			Election themes

			Campaigning began well before the Prime Minister finally called the 2025 election. Labor’s campaign could be dated to 3 November 2024, when it announced that if re-elected its first piece of legislation would cut student loan debt by 20 per cent, benefiting three million Australians ‘doing it tough’, particularly Millennials and Gen Z, who had become the largest voting bloc since the previous election. In January 2025, Anthony Albanese visited Queensland for the announcement of major funding for improvement of the Bruce Highway.

			Meanwhile, the Coalition re-engaged New Zealand–based advertising agency Topham Guerin and, on 8 January 2025, launched its campaign message: ‘Let’s get Australia back on track.’ Topham Guerin had earlier helped the New Zealand National Party win government with the slogan ‘Get our country back on track’. 

			At the same time, Opposition leader Dutton echoed several of the themes of Trump’s successful campaign for the US presidency, attacking government waste and Canberra-based public servants, and telling Sydney radio station 2GB that the Albanese government was ‘more interested in pronouns and a $500 million Voice campaign’ than the cost of living. After Trump’s inauguration on 20 January and his executive order of that day establishing the Department of Government Efficiency (DOGE), the Coalition appointed Senator Jacinta Nampijinpa Price as Shadow Minister for Government Efficiency.

			

			The formal 2025 election campaign began on Friday, 28 March, when the Prime Minister called on the Governor-General at Government House (Table 1.1). Treasurer Jim Chalmers had delivered the Budget on Tuesday, 25 March and Dutton gave his budget reply speech on Thursday, 27 March. 

			The trip to Government House was later than originally planned (Evans 2025) after Tropical Cyclone Alfred delayed an earlier election. During the cyclone emergency, Albanese appeared business-like alongside Queensland Liberal National Party (LNP) Premier, David Crisafulli.

			Chalmers’ well-received ‘cost-of-living’ budget included a small income tax cut that the Opposition decided to oppose. Chalmers otherwise emphasised support for Medicare, housing and defence spending, and gave every taxpayer $300 towards their energy bill—just weeks before the Reserve Bank of Australia cut interest rates for the first time in three years, although Trump’s tariff plans threatened to increase global economic uncertainty.

			Dutton’s reply was more a pre-election speech than an alternative budget. New housing policies, such as tax concessions on interest repayments for the first five years, were a major ingredient. He also promised an east coast gas reservation scheme and a reduction in public service numbers of 41,000, claiming to save $7 billion per year once operational. His vote sweetener, which became a centrepiece of his campaign, was a proposal to halve the fuel excise for 12 months. Dutton only made passing reference to his existing promise to build seven government-funded nuclear power stations. The speech also accused the Prime Minister of being weak in relation to crime and anti-Semitism. 

			Economists were unenthusiastic about both speeches, wanting restraint rather than a ‘spendathon’ given the growing size of the national debt. Yet, the parties were matching each other’s spending promises.

			Some matters were off the table between the major parties despite wider community concern. These included the huge commitment to the AUKUS (Australia, United Kingdom, United States) defence agreement, miserly treatment of the unemployed, cautious policies on border protection and refugees, regulation of gambling advertising and general commitment to net-zero emissions by 2050. The defeat of the October 2023 Voice referendum cast a shadow over Indigenous policies, as did the recent big Coalition victories in the Northern Territory and Queensland elections. Likewise, both major parties refused to condemn Israel’s actions in the Middle East, despite international and local pressure. Each of these policies was left to others to advocate, including the Greens and community protest groups.

			

			A close election was anticipated, with a general expectation of either a Labor or a Coalition minority government. This perception impacted party strategies. The Liberals warned against a ‘Labor–Green–Teal extremist minority government’. Labor was pressed on a possible minority government supported by the Greens, and the Teal Independents were pressed on whom they would support. Labor emphasised that its goal was majority government even when that seemed unlikely. The Greens saw such a minority government as an opportunity for progressive policies and described their role as ‘keeping Dutton out’.

			As in 2022, it was an interrupted campaign. The two-week pre-polling period began on Tuesday, 22 April, while the campaign encompassed two weeks of school holidays, the Easter holiday from Friday, 18 April to Monday, 21 April and Anzac Day on Friday, 25 April. Subsequently, the unexpected death of Pope Francis on Easter Monday forced another pause in campaigning.

			The campaign was punctuated by a record four televised debates between the two major-party leaders and numerous debates between ministers and shadow ministers. The leaders’ debates were uneventful and relatively even, with the Prime Minister a nose in front (Mills 2025). Neither leader made a major error. The official campaign spokespeople were Jason Clare MP and Senator Katy Gallagher for Labor and Senator James Paterson for the Coalition. The official Labor and Coalition launches came late in the campaign—within an hour of each other on Sunday, 13 April in Perth and Western Sydney, respectively. The Greens finally officially launched their campaign, in Melbourne, on the final Sunday before the election, 30 April (Table 1.3).

			Table 1.3 Key campaign events, 2025

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Date

						
							
							Event

						
					

				
				
					
							
							3 November 2024

						
							
							Launch in Adelaide of Labor’s election commitment to 20 per cent reduction in student loan debt 

						
					

					
							
							12 January 2025

						
							
							Soft launch in Melbourne of ‘Let’s get Australia back on track: The priorities of a Dutton Coalition government’

						
					

					
							
							7 March 2025

						
							
							Tropical Cyclone Alfred makes landfall, delays election announcement

						
					

					
							
							28 March 2025

						
							
							Election called

						
					

					
							
							2 April 2025

						
							
							Announcement of global tariffs on US imports (‘Liberation Day’)

						
					

					
							
							7 April 2025

						
							
							Peter Dutton says Coalition’s work-from-home policy was ‘a mistake’

						
					

					
							
							8 April 2025

						
							
							First leaders’ debate, Sky News

						
					

					
							
							

							13 April 2025

						
							
							Labor campaign launch in Perth; Coalition launch in Sydney

						
					

					
							
							16 April 2025

						
							
							Second leaders’ debate, ABC TV

						
					

					
							
							22 April 2025

						
							
							Third leaders’ debate, Nine Network

						
					

					
							
							27 April 2025

						
							
							Fourth leaders’ debate, Seven Network

						
					

					
							
							30 April 2025

						
							
							Greens campaign launch in Melbourne; Albanese speech to National Press Club

						
					

				
			

			Source: The authors.

			The party leaders and their spokespeople were the major figures during the campaign. Each leader travelled widely. Albanese provocatively—but, as it turned out, realistically—campaigned in Dutton’s own electorate of Dickson. He campaigned hard on health and his signature flourish became waving his green Medicare card. He also criticised Dutton for not campaigning in the electorates in which the Coalition’s proposed nuclear power stations were to be located. Dutton’s signature campaign gesture was to fill up at a petrol station to emphasise his proposed cut to the fuel excise. Neither leader visited Indigenous communities.

			The Liberals called on all their former prime ministers for campaign assistance, especially John Howard. Albanese campaigned with popular Labor State premiers, especially Peter Malinauskas in South Australia. He seemed to avoid Victorian Premier Jacinta Allen because of her apparent unpopularity in what was predicted to be a difficult State for Labor to defend seats. Noticeably quiet figures included shadow defence minister Andrew Hastie, whose policies were not launched until the second last week, and minister for the environment Tanya Plibersek, overseeing a sensitive area for the government. The Nationals did not call on out-of-favour former leader Barnaby Joyce.

			The Liberal Party lost several candidates during the campaign to revelations of historical gaffes and the Greens candidate for Franklin in Tasmania withdrew after it was discovered he had New Zealand citizenship.

			The leaders’ campaign interactions were generally polite despite personal attacks. Liberal advertising made a deliberate attempt to soften Dutton’s ‘hard-man’ image. When his father suffered a heart attack just before the first leaders’ debate, Albanese was gracious, but Dutton chose not to withdraw. The politeness appeared not to extend to the campaign trail itself, however. Social division around the Israel–Gaza war formed a large part of the breakdown of civility. Other incidents included theft of corflutes and personal abuse.

			

			Several policy themes were at the core of major-party disagreements: competing cost-of-living measures (who could offer bigger bribes), different approaches to cutting immigration (who could cut more heavily), energy policy including the nuclear option and gas reservation (the clearest difference) and competing housing policies (alternative approaches).

			Labor’s slogan was ‘Building Australia’s future’. Its campaign was led by a stronger performance by Albanese than he managed in 2022, while Chalmers also featured more heavily. It was a tightly scripted and focused campaign, which grew in confidence as the polls improved for the government and victory seemed highly likely. As time went on, the government was able to feast on Opposition mistakes and contradictions. By the time Albanese addressed the National Press Club in the final week, his relaxed confidence was obvious.

			The Liberals emphasised their strong leadership, an immediate 50 per cent cut to the fuel excise, spending cuts including to the federal public service and national security. It promised to cut fuel emission regulations, describing them as ‘Albo’s ute tax’. Its campaign ally, the advocacy group Advance, campaigned against the ‘ute tax’ on Facebook and YouTube from 2024, describing it as ‘slugging Aussies in the regions and suburbs with more expensive cars while inner city elites get cheaper Teslas’. In an extensive digital campaign, Advance described the government and its leader as ‘weak, woke, and sending us broke’.

			Ultimately, the Liberals’ campaign organisation undermined its prospects: lack of detail, overkill, confusion, backflips and apologies, and poor timing. The nuclear policy, led by shadow minister for energy Ted O’Brien, was weakened by lack of detail on cost and the timing of implementation. The overkill included Trump-like attacks on diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI) policies and labelling of ‘hate media’, with the ABC and the Guardian singled out. The confusion was related to the meaning and implementation of its public service cuts policy. The main backflip involved Senator Jane Hume’s extremely unpopular ‘work-from-home’ policy, which led to excruciating apologies by Dutton and other ministers. The poor timing included the late release of Hastie’s increased defence spending policy (which also lacked detail).

			

			The Nationals’ campaign was largely out of sight in the cities. It was happy with nuclear energy, claiming the policy as its own. The party opposed renewable energy and supported road user charges for electric vehicles on grounds of rural–urban equity.

			The Greens campaigned to ‘Keep Dutton out’, with leader Adam Bandt featured in podcasts with well-known influencers including Abbie Chatfield. Substantive policies included rental price freezes, removing negative gearing and free school lunches. Late in the campaign Bandt toted a human-sized toothbrush to promote his free dental care policies.

			The widespread Community Independents campaigns were local and community-focused and hard to summarise other than by a general emphasis on accountability and transparency. This time they lacked the target provided in 2022 by unpopular Liberal leader Scott Morrison.

			An exchange of preferences between the Coalition and Pauline Hanson’s One Nation (PHON), abandoning previous Coalition practice of putting One Nation last or at least below Labor, caused a damaging perception that the Coalition was moving further to the right. Clive Palmer’s new Trumpet of Patriots party sent millions of SMS text messages and advertised extravagantly in the mass media to little effect.

			By the end of the campaign, the verdict was clear. The government had successfully defended its right to carry on for a second term, while the Opposition had failed to demonstrate that it was ready to govern.

			The Trump factor

			Three leaders are fighting out this campaign and only one of them is definitely not Trump. 

			—Niki Savva on Insiders, ABC TV, 6 April 2025 

			The shadow of Trump was such an important part of the 2025 campaign that one seasoned observer labelled it ‘Australia’s Trump election’ (Megalogenis 2025). The delay caused by Tropical Cyclone Alfred helped maximise the Trump effect. In the first two weeks of the campaign, which included ‘Liberation Day’, Trump was featuring in 13 per cent of front-page stories. Initially the Coalition had tried to depict itself as closer to Trump and hence able to obtain a better deal on the tariffs he was threatening. The Coalition also identified with several themes of the successful Trump campaign, including opposition to ‘woke’ government waste such as DEI programs, as well as support for nuclear energy and fossil fuels. 

			

			However, Trump’s erratic behaviour in relation to the war in Ukraine and announcement of sweeping and seemingly arbitrary tariffs on trading partners including Australia meant that the Trump factor became a liability rather than an asset. Already by 4 March the negative association of Dutton with Trump was evident in tropes such as ‘Donald Dutton’ seen in comments on the Liberal Party’s Facebook page.

			The Coalition then sought to distance itself from Trump but not always successfully. Some of its donors, such as mining billionaire Gina Rinehart, continued to call for Australia to follow Trump (Burton 2025). And the Coalition itself returned to Trump-like populist themes at the end of the campaign, attacking Welcome to Country ceremonies and suggesting Labor was in thrall to ‘activist elites’. The zigzags of the Coalition’s association with Trump are summarised in Table 1.4.

			Table 1.4 The shadow of Trump, 2024–2025

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Date

						
							
							Event

						
					

				
				
					
							
							9 November 2024

						
							
							The Weekend Australian reports that the Coalition is soliciting advice on messaging and advertising from Trump campaign strategists. 

						
					

					
							
							11 November 2024

						
							
							Mining billionaire Gina Rinehart calls on the Liberal Party to ‘watch and learn’ from Donald Trump’s successful 2024 election campaign. 

						
					

					
							
							20 January 2025

						
							
							Trump sworn in as US President, issues executive orders establishing Department of Government Efficiency and ending DEI programs and remote work for all federal employees.

						
					

					
							
							25 January 2025

						
							
							Senator Jacinta Nampijinpa Price appointed Shadow Minister for Government Efficiency.

						
					

					
							
							6 February 2025

						
							
							Opposition leader Peter Dutton praises Donald Trump as ‘shrewd’, ‘reasonable’ and ‘a big thinker and deal maker’.

						
					

					
							
							19 February 2025

						
							
							Billionaire Clive Palmer announces his Trump-inspired Trumpet of Patriots party, vowing to ‘make Australia great again’. 

						
					

					
							
							3 March 2025

						
							
							Senator Jane Hume announces a Coalition government would end work-from-home arrangements for federal public servants.

						
					

					
							
							27 March 2025

						
							
							Greens MP Stephen Bates calls Dutton ‘Temu-Trump’ in Question Time.

						
					

					
							
							31 March 2025

						
							
							Dutton says DEI does nothing to improve the lives of everyday Australians and he will cut back the public service.

						
					

					
							
							2 April 2025

						
							
							Trump announces sweeping tariffs, including on Australia. 

						
					

					
							
							

							3 April 2025

						
							
							Dutton says that he could successfully negotiate tariff exemptions for Australia. 

						
					

					
							
							7 April 2025

						
							
							Dutton says work-from-home policy a mistake.

						
					

					
							
							12 April 2025

						
							
							Senator Jacinta Nampijinpa Price vows to ‘make Australia great again’ at campaign event. 

						
					

					
							
							16 April 2025

						
							
							Dutton asked at the second leaders’ debate whether he trusts Donald Trump, responds: ‘I don’t know the president; I’ve not met him.’ 

						
					

					
							
							21 April 2025

						
							
							The Australian’s political editor Simon Benson reports that Donald Trump has crafted ‘a diabolical situation’ for Peter Dutton.

						
					

					
							
							23 April 2025

						
							
							Canadian Conservative Party Opposition leader Pierre Poilievre publishes platform commitment to end ‘woke’ ideology in the public service and in funding for university research.

						
					

					
							
							28 April 2025

						
							
							Trump repeats threat to make Canada the fifty-first State of the United States. Canadian Conservative Party loses election and Poilievre loses seat.

						
					

					
							
							3 May 2025

						
							
							Anthony Albanese wins re-election in a landslide of seats. Opposition leader Peter Dutton loses his seat. 

						
					

					
							
							3 May 2025

						
							
							National Party Senate leader Bridget McKenzie says the ‘Trump factor’ played a significant role in Coalition’s defeat.

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by Kurt Sengul and Marian Sawer.

			Meanwhile, Labor was careful to avoid appearing directly antagonistic to Trump while at the same time wary of seeming too ‘soft’ on him—a difficult balancing act. It portrayed itself as standing up for Australian values instead of borrowing from America. For example, when the Coalition announced its intention of ending work from home (WFH), Minister for Finance and the Public Service Katy Gallagher claimed that most of the Coalition’s policy platform was ‘stolen from the United States’. Labor also put increasing emphasis on resisting ‘Americanisation’ of Australia’s health system and industrial relations and described the imposition of tariffs on Australia as ‘not the act of a friend’. 

			The negative association of Dutton with Trump became a feature of the campaign, as seen in the Victorian Trades Hall Council’s ‘Donald Dutton’ image posted on Facebook (Plate 1.1). A TikTok post by Greens MP Stephen Bates calling Dutton ‘Temu-Trump’ attracted more than two million views.

			

			[image: ]

			Plate 1.1 ‘Protect Australia from Donald Dutton’ poster

			Source: Victorian Trades Hall Council. 

			The Coalition’s opponents were so successful at identifying Dutton with Trump that senior Coalition figures, including Nationals Senate leader Senator Bridget McKenzie, blamed the Trump effect for the election landslide (9News 2025). As Simon Jackman observes in Chapter 19, the election narrative shifted from the handling of the cost-of-living crisis to assessments as to which leader would be less like Trump.

			

			Clive Palmer’s Trumpet of Patriots party also suffered from its association with Trump, despite spending $60 million on campaign advertisements. And in the last week of the campaign, the Canadian election provided a similar warning. The Conservative Party of Canada, committing to end ‘woke’ ideology in the public service and research funding, lost its election and, as in Australia, the Opposition Leader lost his seat.

			Regulatory issues

			Two new regulatory and administrative challenges characterised the Australian election: political commentary among online influencers and a long and uniquely complex vote count. Other challenges—such as expectations of convenience voting, candidate defections and party registration requests, electoral misinformation and disinformation and donation disclosures—were the same as in previous years, but no less acute. Reforms to political funding and disclosure passed the parliament in January 2025 for implementation in July 2026, making this the last (for now) federal election with unlimited donations and expenditure. 

			Electoral matter and authorisations

			On the back of the 2024 US presidential election in which Trump conducted 14 (often hours-long) interviews with different podcasters, Australian leaders and candidates sought to leverage local content creators’ significant audiences in 2025. On paper, this was standard politicking, akin to giving a sit-down interview with a newspaper or television reporter. In such cases, electoral authorisations are not required, as the purpose (and funding source) of the interview is clear to most audiences. 

			Less common is politicians sharing those interviews via their own social media accounts. In February and March 2025, both Albanese and Bandt appeared on Abbie Chatfield’s podcast It’s a Lot at Chatfield’s request. As unpaid and voluntary, the interviews did not require electoral authorisation (for example, ‘Authorised by A. Chatfield, Sydney’) as per the Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918. When the leaders reposted the interviews on their own campaign accounts, with authorisations, questions emerged (in Senate estimates hearings and the media) about the content creators’ responsibilities under the Act. The advice of the Australian Electoral Commission (AEC) to both parties and creators was that, although the original podcast did not require authorisation due to the voluntary and unpaid nature of the interview, if creators ‘are in doubt, authorise’. 

			

			Independent candidates also pushed against the bounds of the Electoral Act on several occasions. Member for Wentworth Allegra Spender paid content creators to endorse her without appropriate electoral authorisation and Monique Ryan, Independent member for Kooyong, equivocated on ABC TV’s Insiders program about whether paid content should require authorisation (the AEC confirmed that it must, as per the Act). 

			Several Teal candidates benefited from Gazette News, a digital newspaper ostensibly created in June 2024 and covering eastern Melbourne, Sydney’s North Shore, the mid-north coast of New South Wales, Gippsland and western Victoria. All these regions centred on electorates where Climate 200–backed candidates were challenging Liberal incumbents, and the newspaper’s founder had disclosed previous donations to Independent Senator David Pocock and Climate 200. While the AEC found that Gazette News constituted actual news content and not electoral matter, and so did not require authorisation, the ability for third-party actors to quickly and cheaply create news outlets portends an increasingly blurred line between news and electoral matter. 

			Anonymous opponents of Spender’s campaign in Wentworth also found themselves on the wrong side of the Electoral Act: 47,000 unauthorised flyers were distributed across the electorate, with the AEC identifying the publisher privately but not publicly. Spender criticised the AEC for not releasing the person’s identity—a rare example of public disagreement between high-profile candidates and the commission. 

			Clive Palmer’s Trumpet of Patriots did not breach the Act but did test voters’ patience with daily spam texts on issues ranging from free university education to limiting immigration. With the introduction of donation and expenditure caps before the next election, and Palmer indicating that his political ambitions have now waned, voters can expect fewer unsolicited texts in future.

			

			Complex vote counts

			The AEC’s other major challenge for this election came after 3 May: no Australian election has seen so many ‘maverick seats’ nor so many non-traditional contests (see also Ben Raue’s Chapter 17, this volume). Before each federal election, the AEC (very discreetly) nominates which two candidates they expect will be in the final round of counting after preference distribution. This allows returning officers to start estimating preference flows on election night itself; this is the kind of forward projection that allows TV analysts to ‘call’ seats with only 10 per cent of all votes counted. In total, 22 seats had to restart their estimated preference counts on election night as initial primary vote counts revealed that the nominated two candidates appeared to be incorrect. This does not change final vote counts, but it certainly makes election night and the following days much more difficult for AEC staff and scrutineers (and candidates!). 

			The continued rise in primary votes for non–major-party candidates has also led to more complex preference distributions. In Calwell—where Independents collectively received 40 per cent of primary votes—the AEC could not estimate preference distributions until they had finished counting every primary vote. Preference distributions only began on 20 May—17 days after the election. At that point, there was still no clear winner in Bradfield and Goldstein had only just produced an apparent winner (with the caveat that the result could change once the final preference distribution was complete).

			Large numbers of candidates, combined with comparatively low rates of English literacy, led to record high rates of informal voting throughout Western Sydney and some parts of Melbourne. The national informal vote rate was 5.6 per cent—in line with recent elections. The seats of Watson and Werriwa saw informal vote rates of 17 per cent—up significantly (7 and 6 percentage points, respectively) from 2022. Of the 21 seats with the most informal votes, 20 were in New South Wales.

			Redistributions during the Forty-Seventh Parliament

			Between the 2022 and 2025 elections, the parliament lost the seats of North Sydney and Higgins and gained a new Western Australian seat in Bullwinkel. These changes abolished one Independent-held seat, one Labor-held seat and created one notionally Labor seat. Boundary changes shifted Menzies to marginally Labor-held and Bennelong to marginally Liberal-held. 

			

			While the redistributions had little electoral effect, they produced additional headaches for the AEC. Traditionally, the AEC has been able to estimate new electoral margins after a redistribution based on polling place results from the previous election—for example, if a polling place in the suburb of Blackburn produced a 54–46 per cent two-party-preferred result for Labor in 2022, we can generally assume that the polling place would produce similar results even when boundaries mean it sits inside a new electorate. It is much more difficult to estimate these new margins if the previous election’s results include a successful Independent or if a viable Independent candidate is standing in the new electorate. While the AEC’s estimated margins are not necessary to the electoral process and have little impact on commentary or outcomes, it is another sign of the changing electoral landscape.

			Early voting and the National Rugby League ‘Magic Round’

			As in 2022, in 2025, the early voting period was two weeks and the number of voters not waiting until election day continued to grow. On every day of early voting, turnout eclipsed the equivalent day in 2022, culminating in one million votes cast on Friday, 2 May. By election day, 37.5 per cent of those eligible had already voted. Combined with postal votes (which fell slightly after the Covid-19–era highs of 2022), more than 56 per cent of voters cast their vote before or outside election day proper. This creates additional strain on the AEC’s temporary workforce and it is reasonable to suspect that the commission, major parties, minor parties and Independents will unite in seeking shorter pre-poll periods in future elections.

			An external factor did not help matters: the National Rugby League’s ‘Magic Round’ in Brisbane from 1 to 4 May enticed more than 150,000 voters into the city on election day. The AEC encouraged fans to vote before travelling and put in place additional capacity at Brisbane polling places on election day. 

			Reforms to the Commonwealth Electoral Act 1918

			Although the Albanese government successfully reformed the Electoral Act in January 2025, major changes to the political finance regime (including donation and expenditure caps, lowered threshold for disclosures and seven-day timelines) will not be in place until the 2028 federal election. Other elements of the January 2025 legislation did impact this election—namely, prohibition of unauthorised filming inside a polling place and additional provision of convenience voting for people with a disability and their carers. Despite advocacy from some civil society groups, the provision to remove voters of ‘unsound mind’ from the electoral roll to prevent voter fraud was not removed, but the language was updated to modern standards.

			

			Overview of the book

			Landslide is the nineteenth in the series of federal election studies, which originated in 1987 and has been supported by the Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia since 1996. The series has evolved over time, along with the changing nature of federal elections: the erosion of the two-party system and the shift to digital campaigning. Authorship has also evolved to keep pace with techniques required by the new electoral landscape. Established scholars team up with early career researchers at home with the digital domain where so much campaigning now takes place.

			The first part of the book has chapters comparing the campaign strategies of the major parties, the way the campaigns were reported in print and digital media and campaign commentary through memes, videos and cartoons. Podcasts with social media influencers were a new campaign tool in 2025 and parties also engaged in more humorous and satirical messaging on social media platforms such as TikTok and Instagram. Negative advertising appeared under the rubric of accounts such as ‘Dutton cuts, you pay’, ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ and ‘Teals revealed’.

			The media chapter provides extensive evidence of how, in 2025, political actors had to navigate both legacy media (print, radio, television) and digital media platforms. The chapter analyses front-page stories as well as the issues prioritised in both traditional and digital media. Crucially, it measures online audience engagement with different topics and how the communication logic of social media influencers compounds the personalisation of politics.

			The re-entry of religion into Australian electoral politics also features in Part 1, with new players and issues arising from the war in Gaza. Emotions ran high in some Sydney and Melbourne electorates, leading to unaccustomed incivility at polling places.

			

			Another chapter analyses the familiar subject of political leadership in newer terms of competing models of protective masculinity: the ‘strongman’ who would keep Australia safe contrasted with a leader emphasising kindness and inclusion (‘weak and woke’, according to the Opposition). Also on a gender theme is a chapter contrasting the record number of women and Australians from diverse backgrounds elected to parliament with the failure of the Coalition to address gender issues, to their electoral detriment.

			The populist discourse associated with the defeat of the Voice referendum in 2023 and with Donald Trump’s successful presidential campaign played an interesting role in the 2025 election. The main vectors of this discourse are looked at here: the Murdoch media including Sky News, the digital campaigning organisation Advance, the minor parties Trumpet of Patriots and Pauline Hanson’s One Nation and, intermittently, the Coalition. 

			The first part of the book ends with the management of disinformation by the AEC. Before the election there was considerable apprehension that its integrity might be threatened by artificial intelligence (AI)—in particular, by foreign actors. Fortunately, this threat did not materialise and the preventative work undertaken by the AEC continued to be widely admired. 

			Despite fears about the role AI might play in spreading disinformation, its main contribution was in repurposing popular culture content. The sharing and posting of memes remained a staple form of participation by citizen and partisan actors in 2025. And, as usual, the election book has a rich sample of visual material from the campaign. 

			The second part of the book discusses the campaign from the perspective of the four major political parties—Labor, Liberals, Nationals and Greens—together with the Community Independents (also known as Teals), other Independents and minor parties, and third-party organisations. Despite the exogenous factors such as Donald Trump, the landslide result for the Labor government can be primarily attributed to three interconnected endogenous factors: institutional learning from the 2019 defeat, the new Labor government’s cautious, incremental record and its disciplined campaign strategy. The government followed a range of targeted, labourist strategies that served it well in difficult economic times.

			The failure of the Liberals’ campaign was also a factor. The Liberals went backwards again and suffered a disastrous election result, including the defeat of their leader, Peter Dutton. Their campaign demonstrated the party’s lack of a coherent policy agenda and a failure to effectively prosecute its individual policies, including its ‘big picture’ policy proposals for nuclear and gas energy.

			

			The Nationals were more successful than their Coalition partners, losing just a single seat in each of the House of Representatives and the Senate. Their electoral steadiness did not enable the Coalition to return to office, however, and raised bigger questions, such as their representativeness of rural and regional Australia and whether the party has reached a ceiling through which they are unable to break.

			The Greens entered the campaign with significant ambitions. Their subnational performance had been solid since the 2022 election. Their campaign is evaluated here in relation to institutional context, interparty dynamics, policy consistency, narrative framing and organisational execution. The chapter explores the interaction between the party and ideologically adjacent, left-leaning Community Independents and the challenge of turning national support into local success.

			The 2025 vote was an electoral test for the Community Independents Movement, in the absence of some of the key issues of 2022 such as anti-Morrison sentiment and a focus on climate change. The Community Independent campaigns were shaped by the specific dynamics of the electorates in which they were standing, making it difficult to present an overall summary. This chapter discusses the performance of incumbent MPs, repeat challengers and newcomers, and speculates about the future impact of movement fatigue and new campaign spending limits.

			Other Independents included apostates from the major parties, established Independents and newer entrants, including pro-Palestinian Muslim candidates supported by Muslim community groups. Minor parties included Pauline Hanson’s One Nation, which campaigned on immigration while not mentioning Trump and tried to soften Hanson’s right-wing image. Clive Palmer’s new Trumpet of Patriots party was big-spending and openly pro-Trump. Smaller minor parties represented lifestyle issues, local concerns and various ideological positions, mostly left-wing.

			There was extensive digital campaigning by third-sector organisations, with Advance on the right and the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) on the left standing out. Despite progressive media outlets concentrating on Advance, it is argued here that the ACTU emerged as the dominant third-sector organisation, with its theme of ‘Don’t risk Dutton’. Other third-sector organisations active in the campaign included pro-nuclear and anti-nuclear organisations and bodies opposing the Greens and the Teals.

			

			The final part of the book discusses how Australians voted on 3 May: from opinion polling throughout the campaign to analyses of the House and Senate results and of the sociodemographic factors, campaign dynamics and policy issues that shaped voters’ decisions. 

			Major polling companies all correctly predicted the winner in 2025, but drastically underestimated Labor’s two-party-preferred vote share. Despite continued growth in the number of published polls, including multilevel regression post-stratification (MRP) polls, there was little variation in results, both over the course of the campaign and between different companies. This might have reflected ‘herding’ among pollsters—one of the main criticisms of incorrect predictions at the 2019 election—but also possibly shared pessimism that Labor was really that far ahead. The Liberal Party’s contracted pollster, Freshwater Strategy, was among the most pessimistic and was subsequently blamed for the Coalition’s obliviousness to voter sentiment. Systemic errors in underestimating Labor’s vote will likely be forgotten with time due to the overall ‘correct’ prediction but the polling industry’s challenges, particularly with a more fragmented party system, will continue to mount.

			That fragmentation was obscured by one of the great landslide wins in Australian elections: Labor won 94 seats in the House of Representatives, the Coalition won 43, Independents won 10, the Greens one, Katter’s Australian Party (Bob Katter) one and Centre Alliance (Rebekha Sharkie) one. The result was clear early on election night (ABC chief election analyst Antony Green’s last on air), although counting in individual seats continued for a full month post election. 

			The result was the most disproportionate outcome in an Australian federal election since 1943 and the advent of the current (mostly) two-party system. Labor won 34.6 per cent of the national primary vote and 63 per cent of seats in the House of Representatives. The result was simultaneously the party’s best in terms of seat share in the modern period and its fourth worst in terms of primary vote. The Coalition’s result was bleak all round: its worst primary vote share and its fourth worst seat share.

			

			More than one-third of voters chose minor-party or Independent candidates in the House. While the Greens’ primary vote was stable from 2022, the party lost three seats. The rest of the crossbench grew only by one seat in the House, despite a swing of 2.7 percentage points (and total vote share of 21.4 per cent). In total, 20 house seats changed hands, with 16 of those shifting from the Coalition to Labor (including Bennelong, which was notionally a Liberal-held seat after redistributions).

			The large minor-party and Independent vote paid dividends in the Senate: the Greens retained all their seats, David Pocock was re-elected with an 18 per cent primary-vote swing, Jacqui Lambie was re-elected for her fourth term and One Nation gained two new senators. The Coalition was decimated, with 18 senators seeking re-election and only 13 winning. Labor gained three of the Coalition’s Senate seats and One Nation the other two. One Nation appears to have benefited from its preference deal with the Coalition: the minor party received preferences from surplus Coalition votes that in previous years would have been exhausted. Additionally, by helping to normalise One Nation via the preference deal, the Coalition might have lost voters to the more conservative, less mainstream minor party.

			Survey data on voters’ decision-making suggest that the Coalition’s focus on ‘culture war’ issues was damaging on both the right and the left. Although Dutton arguably scored a mid-term win with the defeat of the government’s Voice referendum, Voice supporters who had previously supported the Coalition defected to Labor in large numbers. Labor successfully activated dissatisfaction with the Liberals’ leadership and platform among moderate ex-Liberal voters. On the flipside, One Nation performed remarkably well and gained two Senate seats, leaving the Coalition stranded in between. 
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			Strategy and leadership in the Labor and Liberal campaigns

			Phoebe Hayman and Emily Foley

			Abstract

			This chapter compares the campaign strategies of the Labor and Liberal parties, considering whether the result of the 2025 federal election can be attributed to campaign effects. The political context leading into the election shaped the development of the parties’ strategies as they attempted to adapt to the fragmented political landscape. Overseeing these efforts were teams of campaign professionals and firms. While Labor assembled an experienced team to run the campaign, the Liberal campaign proved less well coordinated. This asymmetry was reflected in the strength of the parties’ campaign strategies and narratives. Digital advertising continued to grow, but the 2025 election marked a substantial shift in the strategic use of new mediums, as Albanese and Dutton embraced influencers and podcasts. Ultimately, we argue, the election result demonstrated the ongoing professionalisation of campaigning in an increasingly fragmented landscape and the effect these efforts have when a strong campaign meets a weak one.

			Keywords: election campaigning; campaign strategy; campaign effects; Liberal Party; Labor Party

			In the final days of the campaign, Peter Dutton argued that the election would be ‘a referendum, not about the election campaign, but about the last three years of government’ (Cassidy and Dhanji 2025). In most elections, he may have been right, but in 2025, the campaigns appeared decisive as voters shifted in the early months of the year. This chapter addresses a central question: to what extent can the result of the 2025 federal election be attributed to campaign effects? Drawing on digital advertising data, media coverage and discussions with those within the campaigns’ respective organisations, this chapter analyses the campaign strategies and how they may have contributed to the election result.

			

			Campaigns aim to influence the issues about which voters think, provide them with information on new topics and, most ambitiously, shape how voters view these political problems and their potential solutions, persuading them to the parties’ perspective (Farrell and Schmitt-Beck 2006: 186). Despite the importance parties and campaign professionals place on these efforts, whether campaigns have an impact on the outcomes of elections is often dismissed in favour of macro or contextual explanations. Many contend that campaigns have little or no effect, particularly on the voter persuasion required in Australian election campaigns. Campaign effects are difficult to demonstrate, but for those who argue that campaigns can shape outcomes, they are credited with informing voters, shaping their understanding of the issues, influencing their engagement with political news, mobilising or demobilising their participation and impacting their trust in political institutions—all of which may ultimately influence their vote (Farrell and Schmitt-Beck 2006: 13). 

			However, campaign effects may be fleeting, reinforcing rather than swaying votes and neutralising the other’s influence. They should be most influential when a weak campaign meets a strong one in an election with many undecided voters—a succinct summary of the 2025 election. The asymmetry between the Labor and Liberal campaigns was a rare event in contemporary professionalised campaigning. Through analysing these campaigns, this chapter considers to what extent the election result can or should be attributed to campaign effects.

			Political context

			The government appeared to be at a disadvantage in the leadup to the 2025 federal election. Following the unsuccessful Voice referendum in 2023, the Albanese government was defined by consistently declining poll results (Beaumont 2025). Globally, voters had been punishing incumbents and rallying behind populist figures. Dutton had dabbled in positioning himself as an Australian Trump-lite, appointing Jacinta Nampijinpa Price to the portfolio of ‘Government Efficiency’—equivalent to the US Department of Government Efficiency headed by Elon Musk (see Chapter 4, this volume; Cassidy and Jervis-Bardy 2025). Under Dutton’s leadership, the Opposition had effectively framed the government as ineffectual and unfocused. This characterisation was aided by the broader economic context: inflation had led to successive interest rate hikes by the Reserve Bank of Australia, ratcheting up the cost of living; the price of housing hit new highs, substantially impacting renters and mortgage holders, and day-to-day expenses such as groceries and bills had risen steeply. Labor’s technocratic approach to addressing these issues did little to boost its popularity.

			

			Before the official start of the campaign, YouGov polling in February predicted a minority government (Shepherd 2025). The loudness of the ensuing discussion compelled the major-party leaders to address with which Independents or minor parties they would be willing to negotiate in the event of a hung parliament (Coorey 2025). The major parties’ popularity has declined over decades and the 2022 federal election marked a watershed. The dealignment of voters and declining party loyalties were noted in both the ALP and the Liberal 2022 federal election review summaries—made public for the first time in more than a decade.

			Both parties faced a more complex political landscape, with shrinking and unstable voter bases in what were once safe seats. The Greens threatened Labor in Victorian seats such as Wills and Macnamara, while highly organised and well-supported Independent campaigns presented a challenge to the Coalition across both rural and urban electorates. In response, the Liberal Party planned a pivot to the suburbs but faced an uphill battle to reach a majority. Labor split its efforts between battling the Liberals for marginal suburban seats and reclaiming urban Brisbane seats from the Greens. The electorate itself had also changed and the dominant voting bloc (47 per cent) of voters are either Millennials or Gen Z (Chowdhury 2025). These younger voters were more likely to be unaligned and to show an interest in minor-party or Independent candidates. As a product of this fragmentation and dealignment, it appeared unlikely that either Labor or the Coalition would be able to form a majority. 

			This was the backdrop to the major parties’ planning for the federal election campaign. By 12 March, Labor was ready to launch the campaign officially, but Cyclone Alfred and the fear of repeating Scott Morrison’s tone-deaf response to natural disasters delayed matters. Dutton’s absence from his own electorate in Queensland as it faced Cyclone Alfred was deeply unpopular. The delay meant that the Albanese government had to submit a final budget before the campaign, presenting some promises in advance of the campaign proper. Later that week, Albanese’s planned trip to the Governor-General to start the campaign was leaked to the media during Dutton’s budget reply speech, effectively wiping it from the media coverage. 

			

			Labor used the additional two weeks to fine-tune their strategy. The result was a well-organised and tightly run campaign, although derided as boring by some. Conversely, gaffes, apologies and a revolving door of policy ideas would mark the ensuing Coalition campaign.

			Campaign organisation and leadership

			Labor campaign organisation

			The Labor campaign exemplifies the electoral success that can accompany a well-organised, disciplined and experienced campaign. As in the 2022 election, the Labor Party’s campaign headquarters was in Surry Hills, an inner-city suburb of Sydney. National secretary and campaign strategist Paul Erickson again served as national director of Labor’s 2025 campaign, overseeing an assemblage of returning figures and agencies. 

			Like the 2022 election, in 2025, assistant national secretary Jennifer Light led a team within Labor producing tailored advertising for targeted electorates while Dee Madigan returned as creative lead of Labor’s advertising strategy through her agency, Campaign Edge. The Moss Group was engaged again specifically for advertising in Western Australia, while GroupM’s Mindshare and Sparro by Brainlabs were brought in to handle offline and digital media, respectively. The use of three agencies was unprecedented and, although Erickson (2025) noted the ‘risk of overcomplication’, their work was carefully delineated and coordinated. Member for Blaxland Jason Clare and ACT Senator Katy Gallagher reprised their 2022 roles as campaign spokespeople, tasked with holding regular press briefings and other public-facing responsibilities.

			There were also new additions to Labor’s campaign resourcing and strategy, in line with recommendations from Labor’s 2022 election review. For example, the review recommended that Labor should ‘consider increasing the central investment in CALD [culturally and linguistically diverse] engagement during the formal election campaign period’ (Combet and Oshalem 2022: 11). In 2025, Labor partnered with Sydney multicultural marketing agency Diverse Communications to assist with engaging strategically with multicultural communities nationwide. 

			

			The review also acknowledged the growing electoral threat posed by the Greens and the development of three-cornered contests. In response, it recommended that Labor ‘should actively contest the policy and political positions advocated by the Greens and dedicate resources for this purpose’ (Combet and Oshalem 2022: 9). Therefore, for the first time, Labor’s secretariat engaged with advertising recruitment agency Shannon Company, which worked alongside a team within the party secretariat to target the Greens (Mizen 2025a).

			Liberal campaign organisation

			The Liberal Party campaign was populated by both familiar, experienced faces and newer consultancies. Ultimately, its efforts were poorly coordinated across the assemblage of consultancies and campaigners. Andrew Hirst returned as Liberal Party director, overseeing his third consecutive federal campaign. The party set up shop in the Western Sydney suburb of Parramatta—a change from 2022’s Brisbane campaign headquarters and indicative of changes in the key battleground States in 2025 (Bourke 2025). The party assembled similarly well-experienced consultants, re-enlisting advertising agency ‘kwpx’ and media-buying outfit Atomic 212º (Hickman 2025). The Liberals again secured the services of Topham Guerin, a digital consultancy firm with experience across successful centre-right campaigns in Australia, New Zealand and the United Kingdom. 

			Similarly, Senator James Paterson reprised his role as Liberal campaign spokesperson. Notably, Paterson was visible across major mainstream broadcasters on shows Dutton appeared to avoid, such as the Today Show, Sunrise and ABC Radio National. With Paterson selling the Liberal message through these avenues, Dutton instead focused his media appearances on Sky News and sympathetic talkback radio stations such as 2GB, referring to the ABC and the Guardian as the ‘hate media’ at a Liberal Party rally. 

			Other associations were new, and tumultuous. Following strategy and polling firm Crosby Textor’s involvement in the ‘Yes’ campaign during the Voice referendum, the Liberal Party broke ties with the firm it had engaged in every election since 2002 (Galloway 2023). Instead, Freshwater Strategy was hired by the party to run polling and focus groups during the campaign. Freshwater was founded in 2022 by Michael Turner, the Liberal Party’s chief pollster at Crosby Textor in the 2019 and 2022 federal election campaigns (Turner 2025a). In the wake of the Liberals’ loss, this decision was described by some as ‘disastrous’. The quality of polling was maligned by party insiders (Nilsson 2025) and Turner responded with an explanation in the Australian Financial Review (Turner 2025b). Dutton’s insistence that he was polling well in the final weeks of the campaign, including in his own seat of Dickson, and the apparent surprise at the scale of Labor’s victory were blamed on the quality of polling (see Chapter 11, this volume). 

			

			Despite the experience within the national campaign assemblage, many decisions appeared to come directly from the less-experienced team around Dutton. Heading this team was former politician Jamie Briggs, returning to politics nine years after his departure (Galloway 2024). His return was not without controversy and, while experienced, Briggs had a chequered record of campaign success, famously losing his own seat of Mayo to Rebekha Sharkie in 2016 (Maiden 2025a).

			Strategy and leadership

			Successive election analyses have highlighted the growing importance and prominence of party leaders in Australian election campaigns—often referred to as the personalisation of politics (Gauja 2015). The 2025 campaigns sought to frame their leader in a positive light, while disparaging their opponent. For the Liberal Party, the effort to rebrand Peter Dutton began long before the election campaign, from the moment he assumed leadership of the party. However, the potential for a minority government necessitated careful narrative work to make Dutton and the Liberals appealing not only to Liberal voters but also to Independents and their constituencies. 

			Dutton was reintroduced to the electorate as misunderstood by voters who had only seen the hard-man side before. However, the strong, tough health and home affairs minister who made cuts and enforced strict border security was difficult to reconcile with the humanised, softer image they were attempting to portray (see Chapter 2, this volume). Other cabinet figures were largely sidelined, reinforcing the centrality of Dutton’s persona to the party’s electoral strategy. This was also complicated by Dutton’s earlier experimentations with aligning himself with Trump. By the time the campaign began, association with Trump was viewed as politically toxic. Dutton later attempted to distance himself from support for Trumpian politics, but with limited success.

			

			In stark contrast to the Liberals, Labor consolidated Anthony Albanese’s image as a stable and responsible national leader, drawing on longstanding Labor traditions of egalitarianism and fairness. Albanese was portrayed as the custodian of Medicare and a respectable global citizen. This portrayal of the Prime Minister as a trustworthy figure offering secure and steady governance aligned with a campaign narrative centred on continuing the economic and social agendas begun in Labor’s first term in office. 

			Labor also successfully framed Peter Dutton’s role as party leader as a risk to Australian values and its economic future. While events on the world stage such as Trump’s tariffs were influential, campaigns play a role in directing attention and informing voter interpretations (Jacobson 2015: 34). In this case, Labor used the Liberals’ plans to significantly reduce the public service to paint Dutton as ‘Trump-lite’ or ‘Temu-Trump’—a term coined by Greens MP Stephen Bates (see Chapters 1 and 8, this volume) but adopted and amplified by the ALP—to try to undermine trust in the Liberals, particularly within inner-city electorates. This portrayal contributed to a larger Labor narrative of risk management, casting Dutton as a threat to public institutions such as Medicare. In fact, one of Labor’s key slogans, ‘Don’t risk Dutton’, not only sought to raise concern among the electorate about a return to radical conservatism but also invoked Labor’s traditions of investing in social services such as health care to consolidate its moral and political authority and legitimacy. This theme dominated the party’s advertising, discussed below. Similar Liberal attempts to define Albanese as untrustworthy, weak and a poor performer did not seem to stick in the same way, lacking the narrative consistency and policy alignment of Labor’s argument.

			In terms of policy narratives, in the months before the election was announced, the Liberals pursued a small-target ‘me too’ strategy, matching Labor’s election commitments in areas such as health care, attempting to neutralise any division. However, this strategy allowed Labor to frame the main issues of the campaign. The issue ownership literature suggests the role of campaigns is to set the agenda, placing the issue areas that are favourable to their party at the top of voters’ minds when voting. In Australia, this has meant the ALP focuses its messaging on areas of perceived strength, such as health and education.

			

			However, the Liberal Party’s ‘me too’ period did not extend to all policy areas. The party did not support Labor’s flagship education commitment of a 20 per cent reduction in student Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) debts or fee-free TAFE (technical and further education) commitments. Most surprisingly, the Liberals also opposed Labor’s plan to lower income taxes. This stance appeared to contradict the Liberal Party’s focus on lower taxes, and the justification for opposing them did not resonate with voters or some within the party, who publicly regretted this choice after the election (see Chapter 11, this volume).

			Policy inconsistencies became increasingly evident throughout the Liberal campaign. Dutton floated a series of what Albanese derided as ‘thought bubbles’ and backtracked on policy announcements, such as the plan to end work-from-home arrangements for public servants. Despite the Coalition having a nuclear energy policy for nearly a year, the campaign period featured very little discussion of nuclear and a greater focus on gas policies. Dutton visited only one proposed nuclear site on his campaign trail, signalling a lack of consideration and commitment to the proposal itself. 

			Policy announcements also seemed inconsistent and disorganised. Accounts from party elites and grassroots members after the election suggested that announced policies were conceived on the campaign trail, while developed proposals were left on the shelf (Kehoe 2025; Maiden 2025b). The disjointed coordination between Dutton’s team and the campaign headquarters contributed to these issues. The impacts of a poorly managed campaign appeared to overshadow Dutton’s efforts to promote other key policies, such as the plan to halve the fuel excise. The fuel tax was the cornerstone of Dutton’s campaign in the month leading up to the May election. Despite visiting 17 petrol stations throughout the campaign, there was insufficient time to convince the electorate that this cost-of-living relief measure would outweigh those Labor had already proposed and campaigned for over several months. Ultimately, Dutton failed to persuade voters of his party’s economic merits.

			In sharp contrast, Labor’ s key policy commitments were a tightly planned continuation of priorities established between 2022 and 2025. Commitments in health, education and tax reform were built on measures already initiated, indicating a well thought out and achievable two-term strategy, with developed economic costings and reasonable policy offerings. For example, Labor’ s promise to wipe 20 per cent off student HECS loans was both popular and made sense to voters, given that during its first term in government, it had already removed $3 billion worth of student debt.

			

			Presenting a policy agenda that aligned with its tradition and track record in government, Labor gained control of the broader narrative by positioning itself as a ready and responsible government in contrast to an opportunistic and policy-light Opposition. Labor successfully portrayed the Liberals’ campaign policies as lacking vision and substance, highlighting underdeveloped policy platforms, the absence of costings for major proposals and Dutton’s history of cuts to social services as health minister. The Liberals’ lack of policy announcements, coupled with the underdeveloped ‘thought bubble’ policies, suggested a poorly prepared campaign that was intended to neutralise the government’s advantages rather than articulate a robust alternative vision. A small-target strategy may have worked if the positive polling from 2024 had held, but as the popularity of Dutton and the Liberal Party waned throughout the campaign, the strategy meant the absence of a substantive alternative. The result was that the Labor Party effectively set the 2025 campaign agenda, while the Liberal Party strove to respond as the tide changed.

			Resource allocation

			One of the most limited resources in any political campaign is the time of the party leader. In 2025, it was more limited than ever, truncated by Easter and Anzac Day public holidays. Analysing which candidates the leaders visited, the settings they favoured and the policies announced on the campaign trail gives insights into the strategies and narratives in use. 

			Labor entered the election with 78 electorates to retain, while the Coalition needed to gain 20 seats nationally. This encouraged an aggressive strategy for the Liberals that focused their polling and efforts on seats they hoped to win, perhaps to the detriment of retaining marginal seats. The contest was fiercest in metropolitan Melbourne, Western Sydney and inner Brisbane, where each party sought to regain ground lost in the 2022 federal election. The Liberal Party focused their Victorian efforts in Aston, Chisholm, Kooyong and Goldstein, while Labor sought to regain Brisbane and Griffith from the Greens and to win marginal seats such as Leichhardt from the Liberal National Party of Queensland (LNP). The larger task for the Labor Party, however, was to retain its existing majority. Ultimately, Labor was successful and, in addition to swings across the country, the party retained every seat it already held (Table 3.1). The Liberal Party had its best result in Victoria (net neutral), but lost ground in every other State.

			

			Table 3.1 Electorates held and gained in 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Labor

						
							
							Coalition

						
					

					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Held

						
							
							Result

						
							
							Held

						
							
							Result

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
							
							25

						
							
							28 (+3)

						
							
							16

						
							
							12 (–4), 6 Lib., 6 Nats

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							25

						
							
							27 (+2)

						
							
							9

						
							
							9, 6 Lib., 3 Nats

						
					

					
							
							Qld

						
							
							5

						
							
							12 (+7)

						
							
							21

						
							
							16 (–5), LNP

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
							
							10

						
							
							11 (+1)

						
							
							5

						
							
							4 (–1), Lib.

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
							
							6

						
							
							7 (+1)

						
							
							3

						
							
							2 (–1), Lib.

						
					

					
							
							Tas.

						
							
							2

						
							
							4 (+2)

						
							
							2

						
							
							0 (–2)

						
					

					
							
							NT

						
							
							2

						
							
							2

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							ACT

						
							
							3

						
							
							3

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Total

						
							
							78

						
							
							94 (+16)

						
							
							56

						
							
							43

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by authors using AEC data.

			Although the election was not formally called until 28 March, the Labor campaign kicked off early, fuelling the sense that the election was likely to be called sooner rather than later. From 6 to 10 January, Albanese toured electorates across northern Queensland, the Northern Territory and Western Australia. Rather than focusing efforts on strategically important areas, this first foray tested Albanese’s form and readiness for the campaign. It triggered a similar early effort from the Liberal Party. Peter Dutton and Senator Michaelia Cash were on the ground in the key Victorian seats of Aston, Chisholm and Kooyong the following week, setting the scene for the campaign to come, in which Victoria would be a key battleground. At the first rally of the campaign in Melbourne on 12 January, Dutton launched the party’s campaign slogan: ‘Let’s get Australia back on track’—borrowed directly from the successful 2023 New Zealand National Party’s campaign (see Chapter 1, this volume; Manch 2025).

			From 1 January to polling day, Dutton and Albanese travelled constantly and were visiting multiple States every day by the final weeks of the campaign. Albanese started the campaign proper on the offensive in Dickson and was most often found in targeted seats such as Leichhardt and Bullwinkel. His campaign visits typically aligned with key policies, and community health centres were the preferred backdrop for Albanese’s photo shoots and local funding announcements. Albanese was also frequently found sitting at the kitchen table in voters’ homes or in settings that emphasised his leadership and incumbency, showcasing his responses to disasters or productive relationships with State governments. Reflecting the Liberals’ incoherent policy offerings, aside from service stations, Dutton’s campaign events signalled few strong themes and locations ranged from vineyards to brickworks. Once the campaign proper was under way, Dutton was notably absent from inner metropolitan seats now held by Independents. Instead, figures such as Senator Jane Hume represented the Liberal Party in these key electorates.

			

			Alongside these scheduled electorate visits, campaigns are punctuated by high-profile media events such as leaders’ debates and campaign launches. Four debates were held at this election and, while they compounded the personalisation of the campaign, none was decisive. Launches rally the party base and are a key moment in the election campaign, attracting significant attention and media coverage. It was, therefore, unfortunate that both major parties held theirs on 13 April with what amounted to the same policy offering. The Labor launch was held in Perth, while the Liberal Party’s event was hosted in south-western Sydney. All living former Liberal prime ministers, apart from Malcolm Turnbull, were present at the Liberal Party launch. Coupled with a video feature introducing Dutton, the impression was one of presidentialised succession. 

			While the Liberal Party foregrounded past glory, Labor’s line-up focused on the present, with a packed front bench in attendance. Popular WA Premier Roger Cook was the warm-up act and Julia Gillard alone represented previous leaders, seated between prominent Labor women ministers Katy Gallagher and Penny Wong. As he had with Dutton’s budget reply, Albanese stole the media attention from Dutton, giving his campaign launch speech one hour after Dutton’s (Rawling et al. 2025). The speeches themselves addressed their respective policy commitments and campaign narratives: Albanese spoke about continuing the work started in his first term, focusing on health and framing Dutton as a threat to Medicare, while Dutton blamed sustained cost-of-living pressures on the incumbent Labor government. 

			In Australian elections, launches usually occur late in the campaign due to a longstanding convention that, before the official launch, staff and ministerial travel expenses to and from campaign headquarters are covered by parliamentary allowances rather than party funds (Sawer and Maley 2020). These events are typically used as a point of focus leading into polling day, as parties direct disengaged voters’ attention to key policies or new announcements. In 2025, both parties launched early, as campaigns continue to adapt to the increase in early voting. The parties used their launches to champion their pitch to first homebuyers, with policies that appeared remarkably similar at first glance.

			

			Digital ads

			Spending on digital advertising has grown across successive elections, reaching into the millions by 2025. Between 28 March and polling day, Labor’s Meta accounts spent more than $3 million, while the Liberal Party’s official accounts came in at just over $2 million for the same period (Figure 3.1). The disparity was mirrored in Google advertising spending and was largest in the final two weeks of the campaign, when Labor spending peaked. Overall, Labor showed a stronger commitment to digital advertising across platforms as a key part of their electoral strategy, in both scale and coordination (Table 3.2). 

			Table 3.2 Top 10 political advertisers on Google Ads, 1 January – 3 May 2025

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Advertiser

						
							
							Sum of spending (A$)

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Labor Party

						
							
							10,711,200

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots

						
							
							8,934,900

						
					

					
							
							Liberal Party 

						
							
							7,795,650

						
					

					
							
							ACTU

						
							
							1,188,300

						
					

					
							
							Greens 

						
							
							1,002,750

						
					

					
							
							The Nationals

						
							
							374,250

						
					

					
							
							Advance Australia Ltd

						
							
							319,500

						
					

					
							
							Australian Taxpayers’ Alliance Pty Ltd

						
							
							277,350

						
					

					
							
							Nixs Run Pty Ltd (Nicolette Boele)

						
							
							220,350

						
					

					
							
							Climate 200

						
							
							211,950

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by authors using Google Ads data.

			Both parties broadly focused their efforts on the eastern States. The Liberal Party came closer to matching Labor’s efforts in Victoria, New South Wales and Western Australia than in the other States, suggesting a comparatively stronger effort in these areas as they struggled to make up ground lost to Independents in 2022. Liberal Party advertisements were also more likely to be disseminated via the accounts of the constituent State parties than the more coordinated national Labor effort. 

			While party accounts made up a significant proportion of the overall spending, individual candidates also committed substantial resources to their campaigns, with Coalition candidates Jacinta Nampijinpa Price and Dan Tehan the biggest spenders of the campaign (Figure 3.2). Incumbents were more likely to spend big on digital advertising, indicating a defensive strategy from candidates’ own accounts. 
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			Figure 3.1 Labor and Liberal Meta advertising spending, 28 March – 3 May 2025

			Source: Compiled by authors using Meta Ad Library data.
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			Figure 3.2 Meta advertising spending by individual major-party politicians’ accounts, 28 March – 3 May 2025

			Source: Compiled by authors using Meta Ad Library data.

			

			Advertising themes aligned with the narratives and strategies employed across the campaigns. Labor’s ads were numerous, but the messages were focused, homing in on Dutton’s cuts, while centring on their own policy successes and future offerings. In response, the Liberals attempted to humanise Dutton while also maintaining the impression of him as a strong leader in contrast to the ‘weak’ Albanese. Liberal advertisements were unsurprisingly light in terms of policy offerings, focusing instead on the negative, such as those blaming the cost-of-living crisis on the Albanese government. Overall, the party’s messages were numerous and inconsistent. The Liberal Party embraced artificial intelligence (AI) to spruik their fuel excise cut, putting out the first and second fully AI-generated political advertisements in Australia, developed by Topham Guerin (9News 2024; Kirk 2025).

			Negative advertisements, while considered effective, are found to be unpopular with voters, leading to the hypothesised backlash effect where voters may instead punish the party putting out such ads (Dowling and Wichowsky 2015). By disseminating their attack ads through third-party accounts, each with their own messages, targeted audiences and preferred platforms, the major parties distanced themselves from any potential fallout. 

			From Labor, ‘Dutton cuts, you pay’ and ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ paid negative ads targeted the Opposition Leader, while the Liberal campaign instead targeted Community Independents through accounts such as ‘Teals Revealed’. These were also targeted based on geography and voter demographics. ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ was primarily aimed at women in Victoria as Labor sought to capitalise on Dutton’s perceived women problem. 

			Influencers, TikTok and podcasts

			AI-generated ads and third-party accounts were not the only ways in which the 2025 election demonstrated a further shift towards a radically different media environment (see Chapter 7, this volume). With growing news avoidance, the collapse of traditional media audiences and the loss of incidental exposure to political content, reaching voters requires new strategies. In response, parties have been attempting to engage with new social media platforms and strategies to expand visibility and connect with a fragmented electorate. 

			

			The increased use of TikTok by both major parties in 2025 demonstrates the growing importance of short-form social media videos as a ‘serious campaign strategy’ (Grantham 2025). Parties have engaged in creating more humorous and satirical messaging to promote policies, criticise their opponents and appeal to users of platforms such as TikTok and Instagram (Oates and Chowdhury 2025; Grantham 2024). As parties recognised the ability of influencers to shape political narratives, build trust and influence opinion, influencers played a more significant role in the 2025 election than ever before. 

			With a federal budget taking place just days before the election campaign was due to formally begin, the Labor government invited social media influencers and online political commentators to attend the pre-budget media lockup, which traditionally included only journalists and mainstream media outlets (Mizen 2025b). Once the campaign was under way, Labor invited social media influencers to cover their election campaign. For the first time, Canberra press gallery members were no longer the only group allowed to join the travelling media pack following Anthony Albanese on the campaign trail. 

			The second innovation was the use of podcasts throughout the election. MPs and political candidates turned to this medium to connect with younger audiences who are less likely to encounter campaign messages and framing through traditional media channels such as television and radio. There was also a noticeable gendered element to podcast engagement, with Albanese appearing on podcasts with predominantly female audiences, while Dutton targeted podcasts with a greater male listenership (see Chapter 6, this volume). Podcasts hosted by social media influencers provided a platform for long-form informal conversations that were free from the usual journalistic ethical practices and standards of neutrality and balance. 

			However, this trend has also prompted scrutiny. In response to a query from Liberal Senator Jane Hume regarding the extent to which a podcast host who shares the ideological leanings of the party or candidate is in breach of political advertising laws, the AEC clarified that such appearances do not breach political advertising laws, as long as the politicians or their parties make no payment for participation (AEC 2025). 

			By investing in and adapting to emerging digital media platforms, major parties not only extended their reach in a fragmented media environment but also reshaped how political messages are consumed. While these tactics were effective in engaging new and younger audiences, they also contributed to an increased blurring of boundaries between journalism, advocacy and entertainment, signalling a new phase in the evolution of political campaigning.

			

			Conclusion

			The major parties were tasked with strengthening party identity and voter confidence within a volatile electoral landscape and an expected minority government. While the economic and international context were important, the strength of the Labor campaign and the weakness of the Liberal campaign contributed to the outcome in 2025. Both parties attempted to frame their leaders in a positive light and their opponents in a negative one during the campaign. 

			Labor’s campaign was well run by an experienced team, who built a well-organised and tightly coordinated effort that played to the party’s strengths. Messaging and timing were tightly coordinated between key campaign figures and aligned across mediums. As a result, the party effectively weathered international events and methodically prosecuted the need for stable, steady leadership. The inconsistent messaging and gaffes from the Liberal Party allowed Labor to set the agenda, leading to a campaign that was fought on issues such as health. Labor effectively cemented the electorate’s understanding of Dutton as a hard man and a risky proposition. Finally, the Liberal Party overextended, aggressively pursuing suburban seats with few policy offerings in a strategy that did not adapt to the changing political landscape. 

			Campaign effects are considered strongest when a weak campaign faces a strong one (Farrell and Schmitt-Beck 2006). This was exemplified in the 2025 federal election. Optimistically interpreted, this election result could be seen as an argument in favour of policy substance. More cynically, we suggest it indicates the continuing professionalisation of Australian campaigns and the influence that a well-run campaign can have in the right circumstances.
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			Independents and minor parties

			Phoebe Hayman and Jill Sheppard

			Abstract

			Australian elections have long been characterised by Independent and minor-party challengers who struggle to get elected but influence the shape and colour of campaigns. In an era of disengagement from major political parties and electoral fragmentation, these candidates are increasingly important; though they rarely win, they influence campaign agendas and can seriously impact the distribution of preferences. The 2025 election saw low-spending candidates help keep housing and Gaza on the national agenda, incumbent Independents retain their seats with increased support and local candidates reverse the Labor tide in seats such as Calwell. Clive Palmer spammed the nation with text messages for zero return, while One Nation mostly laid low and doubled their presence in the Senate, rehabilitating their relationship with the Coalition along the way. Much more than in 2022 (when Teal candidates focused on Coalition seats), both major parties lost votes and attention to Independents and minor parties.

			Keywords: Independents; minor parties; fragmentation; dealignment; preferences
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			Figure 15.1 Count of Independent candidates contesting House of Representatives seats in federal elections, 2001–2025

			Source: Compiled by authors using AEC data.

			In the leadup to the 2025 federal election, a minority government seemed a very real possibility. The Albanese government had limped through the final year of its first term and, although the Liberal Party was ascendant, Opposition leader Peter Dutton’s personal popularity and prospects in the inner-city seats won by ‘Teal’ Independents in 2022 appeared dubious. Independents and minor parties were (often quietly) multiplying and marshalling more resources and supporters than ever before. Some of these candidates—namely, Climate 200–backed Community Independents, generally known as ‘Teals’—had access to millions of dollars and thousands of volunteers (see Chapter 14, this volume). At the other end of the resource spectrum, it is increasingly easy for any challenger to set up a campaign with the veneer of a professionalised and coordinated effort at a fraction of the price. This chapter discusses those Independents other than Community Independents who, from high-spending to shoestring, helped shape the 2025 federal election.

			Of the 1,122 candidates who contested lower house seats in this election, 77 per cent were not from the major parties. This group comprised established minor parties such as the Greens and One Nation,1 smaller minor parties, apostates from the major parties such as Andrew Gee and Ian Goodenough, established Independents such as Dai Le and Andrew Wilkie and newer entrants, including pro-Palestinian Independents supported by Muslim Votes Matter and Muslim Vote Australia. In total, 128 Independents ran in lower house contests across the country—the highest number in the two-party era (Figure 15.1). 

			The rise of Independents and minor parties is a direct response to major parties and their perceived failures, whether these failures are in achieving particular policy actions or representing their communities more generally.2 Ghazarian (2012) charted the shift from secessionist to issue-based minor parties in the Senate from 1984 to 2012, as minor parties formed from social movements to take up the issue areas that major parties were failing to represent. These parties have championed national issues, such as the Greens’ campaigning on the environment or Pauline Hanson’s One Nation on immigration. In the same period, Independents were overwhelmingly men representing rural communities (Costar and Curtin 2004), although Riboldi et al. (2024) note the recent rise of party-like Independent women across State, Territory and the national parliaments. In 2025, we note two prevailing themes. First, although outsider candidates have previously been considered primarily expressions of local discontent, Independents and minor parties increasingly address both local and national issues. Voters’ growing support for outsider candidates who contest on both national and local issues speaks to the growing gap in representation that voters are seeking to fill with something or someone new (Gauja and McSwiney 2019). Second, the majoritarian nature of Australia’s electoral system obscures this story of dealignment, maintaining the tradition of Labor or Coalition governments, no matter the decline in major-party vote share. Despite a declining two-party vote, Australia’s system remains stable, contrasting with the volatility seen elsewhere (Pildes 2021). 

			In this chapter, we capture the diversity and variety of these candidates who toil below the surface of Australian electoral politics. First, we consider the most enduring groups of outsider candidates: ‘apostates’ from the major parties and personalistic and regional Independent candidates. Next, we look at the Independent candidates outside the organised efforts associated with groups such as Climate 200 and discuss how local Independent campaigns appear increasingly professional. Despite gaining less national attention than their Teal counterparts, these candidates are still the majority of Independents. Finally, we review the minor parties, distinguishing between those with significant campaign spending and those working within more modest budgets. 

			

			Incumbent Independents and minor-party members

			Independents who were elected as party-endorsed candidates and defected mid-term have been the most enduring form of Independent candidate across Australian parliaments and were again well represented at this election. Andrew Gee (formerly Nationals) was the only ‘apostate’ to successfully retain their seat in 2025, winning Calare (NSW) with 57 per cent of the two-candidate-preferred (2CP) vote share (see also Chapter 12, this volume). Coming second on primary votes (behind Nationals candidate Sam Farraway), Gee benefited from the strong preference flows from repeat Independent candidate Kate Hook and Labor’s Julie Cunningham. Other lower house apostates, Russell Broadbent and Ian Goodenough, were not re-elected.

			In the Senate, David Van (Victoria) and Gerard Rennick (Queensland) stood for re-election after leaving the Coalition. Van was expelled from the Liberal Party in 2023 after several years of allegations of sexual misconduct (Grattan 2023). Years of positioning himself as a defence expert and friend to Ukraine were also undermined by allegations that he had misbehaved on a Defence Force–funded voyage in 2021 and accepted a trip to Ukraine funded by a drone manufacturer in 2022 (Elsworthy 2023). Van received 554 primary votes (0.0009 of a quota). Rennick left the LNP in 2024 after losing preselection for a winnable place on the Queensland Senate ticket. He formed the ‘Gerard Rennick People First’ party with a platform of lower taxes, withdrawal from international health and climate change treaties and calls for a referendum to enshrine freedom of speech in the Constitution. The party received 150,178 primary votes in Queensland but could not turn its 0.33 of a quota into an elected senator. Nonetheless, this primary vote result is significant in a State with a well-established One Nation support base and where Labor achieved a primary swing of 5.8 per cent.

			

			The Forty-Seventh Parliament also comprised a core of well-established (and non–Climate 200–funded) Independent and smaller minor-party members: Dai Le (Fowler, NSW), Bob Katter (Kennedy, Queensland), Senator Jacqui Lambie (Tasmania), Andrew Wilkie (Clark, Tasmania) and Rebecca Sharkie (Mayo, SA). The first two have relatively low national profiles considering their huge electoral margins: in 2022, Wilkie won with 72 per cent of the 2CP vote and Sharkie (the sole member of the parliamentary Centre Alliance party) with 62 per cent of the 2CP. Wilkie was returned in 2025 with his margin unchanged. Sharkie received only 30 per cent of the primary vote, with a 2 per cent swing away from 2022, but benefited from strong preference flows from a wide range of candidates. Bob Katter (the lone Katter’s Australian Party representative) was returned in Kennedy (Queensland) with only a 1 per cent primary-vote swing against him.

			Le, who beat former NSW premier Kristina Keneally in 2022, formed her own party in 2023—originally the Dai Le & Frank Carbone Network (DLFCN), but renamed Western Sydney Community in 2024. The party appears to exist primarily to support local government candidates, as Le did not use the party endorsement in her parliamentary role nor run under the party name. The coordination between a federal parliamentarian (and former councillor) and a current local mayor is intriguing, however, and may inspire others to leverage local government popularity. In 2025 Le defeated Labor’s Tu Le, gaining a 5 per cent swing on primary votes and a 1 per cent 2CP swing. While Labor was criticised for not nominating a Fowler local in 2022 (Sheppard 2023: 269–71), the party’s decision to stand Tu Le, a daughter of Vietnamese refugees and community lawyer in Parramatta whom Labor overlooked at the previous election, did not bring voters back to the party.

			Despite being in the Senate since 2013, Jacqui Lambie’s primary vote has plateaued at about 8 per cent, or 0.6 of a quota in a half-Senate election. In 2025, she (as lead candidate for her eponymous party, the Jacqui Lambie Network) suffered a 1.4 per cent primary-vote swing against her in Tasmania but was elected in fifth place on the back of strong preference flows. There are two opposite but equally plausible interpretations of this result: given that Labor achieved an 8 per cent swing across the State, Lambie’s primary vote held up quite well; on the other hand, conditions for Independent candidates are possibly as favourable as they will ever be and Lambie’s inability to improve her primary vote above 8 per cent suggests a hard cap on her support. Either way, she cements her status as Australia’s second-longest serving Independent senator.

			

			Non–Community/C200 Independents

			The seat of Calwell in Victoria, where retiring Labor member Maria Vamvakinou had a 2CP margin of 12.4 per cent, almost threw up the biggest surprise of 2025. Pre-election, the ABC’s Antony Green described the seat as ‘very safe’ and could not find a headshot of Independent candidate Carly Moore—the eventual second-placed candidate—for his otherwise comprehensive election guide. Only Samim Moslih, an Independent candidate endorsed by pro-Palestine group Muslim Votes Matter, attracted serious media attention before 3 May (see, for example, Wedesweiler 2025). Neither Climate 200 nor Community Independents endorsed candidates in this seat.

			Moore’s candidacy in many ways reflects Dai Le’s in 2022: both are former councillors within their electorates with political experience and strong local name recognition. Both were exercised by Labor’s centralisation of preselection decisions: Moore’s sister was overlooked to run in the seat, which was effectively gifted from Vamvakinou to her staffer Basem Abdo, while Le (arguably) benefited from Labor’s preselection of former NSW premier Keneally in 2022. Moore quit the Labor Party and ran as an Independent with the support of disaffected Labor branch members (including her sister). Fellow Independent Joseph Youhana, a member of the local Assyrian community who ran on a noticeably anti-Labor platform, directed preferences to Moore. Despite a 14 per cent primary-vote swing against him, Abdo eventually won the seat to become the country’s first Palestinian Australian parliamentarian.

			The emphasis on preferences here is deliberate, speaking to the significance of even ‘peripheral’ candidates and parties (cf. Kefford 2017). While Moore benefited from a strong local profile (she won 82 per cent of the primary vote in her council ward in 2024), she also benefited from a large contingent of Independent and smaller minor-party candidates on the ballot (10 in total, plus Liberal, Labor and Greens). Buried at the bottom of an article on the complex vote count in Calwell was this revelation: ‘Liberal MP Evan Mulholland, from Victoria’s state upper house, was involved in negotiating several Independent candidates’ preferences towards each other, which has kept them in the race’ (Rooney 2025). This recalls ‘preference whispering’ in the Senate, where the election of candidates with as little as 0.5 per cent of the primary vote led to electoral reform in 2016 (Muller 2018). In the House of Representatives, though, voters are free to direct their preferences as they wish; the result in Calwell, where preference flows turned Moore’s 11.9 per cent primary vote into 44.9 per cent 2CP, reflects voters’ sincere distaste for major-party candidates.

			

			Big-spending minor parties

			Clive Palmer’s Trumpet of Patriots

			In what appears to be his final foray into Australian elections, mining billionaire and former MP Clive Palmer again spent big and won nothing. In 2022, Palmer’s United Australia Party (UAP) nominated candidates in all 151 House of Representatives seats and in the Senate in every State. Expenditure of $131 million between 2019 and 2022 yielded one Senate seat in Victoria, with Ralph Babet elected on 4 per cent of the primary vote (0.28 of a quota). Unable to re-register the UAP name in 2024, Palmer took over the moribund Australian Federation Party, changed its name in December 2024 and unleashed on Australian voters Trumpet of Patriots and its AI-generated logo (comprising a trumpet-blowing lion and the motto ‘Honor omnia’). No Trumpet of Patriot candidates were elected, despite estimated campaign expenditure of about $60 million (Belot 2025).

			The party launched its campaign with a live speech from American right-wing journalist Tucker Carlson and yellow caps with the slogan ‘Make Australia great again’. In a campaign that ended with both prime ministerial aspirants trying to avoid being associated with Donald Trump, Trumpet of Patriots promised to create an Australian Department of Government Efficiency, ‘prioritise migration from nations with compatible values’, restore coal-fired power plants, ‘get the woke agenda out of our schools’ and ‘bring back Australian manufacturing’ (Wrightson 2025), as well as the obvious nod in the party’s name. 

			Although Trumpet of Patriots nominated more candidates than did the UAP in 2022, the party was demonstrably disorganised and bad at vetting candidates. Only 44 candidates had been preselected four weeks out from the election, with the remainder announced during the campaign period. The party’s candidate for Reid (NSW) had previously bought a fake PhD on the internet and posed as a qualified counsellor (Hair 2024). The candidate for Dickson had outstanding criminal charges for trespassing, possession of a knife, wilful damage, unlawful stalking and possession of unlawful weapons (ABC 2025). The candidate for Wide Bay was previously imprisoned for fraud (Marie 2025). In Flinders, the party’s candidate urged voters to put him last on their ballot paper in protest at receiving his how-to-vote cards and seeing his Teal opponent listed above more conservative candidates; Palmer said that the party had been ‘hacked’ and the cards printed incorrectly (Sharma 2025). Another candidate (in Makin, SA) resigned his nomination for several reasons, including the party’s SMS-based advertising campaign and preference deals (McNamara 2025). 

			

			Trumpet of Patriots was not the only party to use mass text message advertising in 2025 but no other party was quite as egregious, with some voters receiving daily messages authorised by H. Fong, a longstanding friend of Palmer’s. When asked why his name was used to authorise the messages, Fong said he did not know: ‘[Maybe] because my name is shorter than the rest’ (Bogle 2025). In other media, Palmer maintained his party’s disproportionately high expenditure with more than $24 million on television and YouTube advertisements (more than any other party) and an unspecified amount on countless billboards across the country and front-page newspaper advertisements. There did not seem to be a coherent strategy to the party’s advertising expenditure; asked for comment, Palmer said ‘money is made to spend’ (Buckingham-Jones 2025). Post election, Senator Babet announced that he will not nominate for another term in 2028 and Palmer declared that he is ‘getting too old for politics’. Certainly, the introduction of campaign expenditure caps in the next federal election would require Palmer to devise a strategy besides indiscriminate advertising buying. 

			Pauline Hanson’s One Nation

			One Nation maintained a relatively low profile in the leadup to the 2025 election. Despite campaigning on an extremely similar policy platform to Trumpet of Patriots—reducing government waste, lowering immigration, supporting local trades and manufacturing and a commitment to free speech—neither Pauline Hanson nor party members mentioned Trump even once during the election. In her one major foray into the campaign (an interview on ABC TV’s 7.30 on 10 April), Hanson accused both major parties of ‘stealing’ her policies and claimed that both Dutton and Albanese refused to consult with her. Rather than trying to tap into pro-Trump sentiment, she and her party successfully aligned themselves with anti–major-party sentiment. In February, Palmer allegedly offered Pauline Hanson $10 million to rename One Nation ‘The Clive and Pauline Party’ and grant him a majority of the party’s executive positions (Mizen 2025). While Palmer insisted that Hanson’s demand to be ‘party president for life’ killed the deal, One Nation countered that their party was ‘not for sale’ (Greber and Roe 2025).

			

			More broadly, the party appeared to try to soften Hanson’s image as a right-wing firebrand. In April 2024, the party announced that Hanson’s daughter, Lee, was nominating for the Senate in Tasmania. Lee Hanson made no real attempt to differentiate herself from her mother, whom she described as ‘one of the most tenacious, resilient and strongest women in Australia’ (Duggan 2025). This characterisation followed Hanson crying in a television interview and having to ‘rebuild her strength’ after being found to have defamed Greens Senator Mehreen Faruqi (Crotty 2024).

			Whether these were deliberate attempts to soften her public image or just an artefact of Hanson’s newsworthiness, it paved the way for the party’s reconciliation with the Coalition in the latter half of the campaign. In 2001, John Howard insisted that One Nation be listed last on Coalition ‘how to vote’ cards; in 2017, the WA Liberals dipped their toe in the water of One Nation deals by preferencing the party above the Greens. In 2025, the start of early voting on 22 April revealed that the Coalition was recommending voters place One Nation second or third in most House of Representatives seats. In return, One Nation recommended Coalition candidates over Labor and Teal Independents (but behind Trumpet of Patriots candidates) in every lower house seat (Martino et al. 2025). One Nation staffer James Ashby declared the preference deal would protect the Coalition from Teal challengers (Crabb 2025), while Liberal Senator James Paterson claimed that Liberal preferences would not go to One Nation candidates in practice, as One Nation candidates are eliminated in early rounds of counting (McIlroy 2025).

			Both claims were partially correct. Nationally, 75 per cent of One Nation preferences flowed to the Coalition (compared with Labor), compared with 65 per cent in 2019. This aided the Coalition in seats such as Wannon (Victoria), where One Nation’s 4.2 per cent primary vote helped the Liberals’ Dan Tehan retain the seat with a 2CP margin of 3.3 per cent. Paterson was proven wrong in Hunter (NSW), where Trumpet of Patriots preferences pushed One Nation’s Stuart Bonds ahead of the Nationals’ candidate, leading to the distribution of Nationals’ preferences to One Nation. Had Bonds been eliminated before the Nationals’ Sue Gilroy, Labor’s margin (currently 9 per cent) might have been halved. One Nation’s self-belief was likewise justified: the party won Senate seats in Western Australia and New South Wales at the expense of Coalition incumbents. In Tasmania, Lee Hanson came eighth in final counting, but vowed to stand again at the next election (Wang 2025).

			

			Low-spending minor parties

			Smaller minor parties ran across Australia, representing single issues, local concerns and niche ideological perspectives. They more commonly came from the left of politics and were typically limited in their scope: contesting Senate positions in only some States or in a few lower-house seats in particular areas or States, such as the Victorian Socialists. Others focused on a single policy area—often reflected in the party’s name, such as Legalise Cannabis. The prospect of minority government aided their efforts to get attention in 2025: parties such as the Better Together Party and Australia’s Voice were announced in 2024 amid a flurry of media attention and enthusiasm that ultimately amounted to little real momentum or support. 

			Legalise Cannabis worked to build on its performance in 2022, when the party had enjoyed significant swings, most notably in Queensland. The party ran candidates in 41 House of Representatives seats in 2025 (an increase of 40), in a strategy often used by minor parties to gain visibility to increase Senate votes (White and Chung 2025). Among the leading Senate candidates were high-profile figures such as Victoria’s Fiona Patten, previously leader of the Reason Party (formerly the Sex Party) in the Victorian Parliament. However, despite gaining ground in most States (amassing an average primary of more than 3.5 per cent), Legalise Cannabis again fell short of a Senate quota. After the election, party president Michael Balderstone spoke of his hopes that the party’s strong support would encourage the government to legalise marijuana (White and Chung 2025).

			Victorian Socialists

			In addition to their efforts at Victorian State and, most successfully, local council elections, the Victorian Socialists have now contested three successive federal elections. The party nominated in just four Victorian seats (three in Labor-held electorates in Melbourne and one in the regional centre of Bendigo) and put forward their two most prominent candidates for the Senate race. In 2025, the Senate ticket was led by Jordan van den Lamb, an outspoken advocate for renters’ rights and housing affordability who has in recent years amassed more than 200,000 TikTok followers and almost 100,000 Instagram followers under the moniker ‘Purple Pingers’. He has successfully attracted broadcast media attention for encouraging people to squat in vacant properties and for his website ‘shitrentals.org’, a public database on which tenants can review their rental properties and landlords (Bahr 2024). In an election in which the housing affordability crisis was in focus, van den Lamb’s candidature attracted national media coverage for the Victorian Socialists. This attention was not necessarily positive in tone: links were established between van den Lamb and squatters who had stolen furniture from a property and he was called on to defend sharing the addresses of vacant properties on national television show The Project (Parkes-Hupton 2025). 

			

			Although none of the party’s candidates was elected, the Victorian Socialists’ primary vote did increase (from a very low base) in both houses. In the Senate, the party attracted a similar primary vote to the longstanding left-wing issue-based Animal Justice Party (1.5 per cent), but not enough to secure the sixth Senate spot. The party has since announced the establishment of State and Territory branches across Australia and the intention to form a federated national party (Puglisi 2025). In so doing, the Victorian Socialists would join a small list of parties that are registered in every State and Territory (including the majors, the Greens and the Animal Justice Party). 

			Unlike the rise of the Community Independents, political fragmentation to the left of Labor has primarily manifested itself in minor and issue-based parties. The Greens have been, and continue to be, the primary beneficiary of this splintering, but the recurring swings towards parties such as the Victorian Socialists, Legalise Cannabis and the Animal Justice Party indicate that some votes are shedding to smaller figures on the left. So far, the power of preferences and a majoritarian system have returned these votes to the Labor Party, but the pattern may impact electoral returns and suggests voters are exploring alternative options.

			Better Together

			Announced in early 2024, Better Together was formed by Lucy Bradlow and Bronwen Bock on the proposition that, if elected, they would job-share: splitting the hours and responsibilities between them. Originally intending to contest Higgins, the duo instead set their sights on the Senate. Better Together was inspired by Community Independents and wanted endorsement and support from the movement. The campaign was supported by Kim Rubenstein, who ran unsuccessfully for an ACT Senate seat in 2022 with initial support from Climate 200 (Gannon 2025). Bradlow and Bock adopted the language of direct community representation, an interest in experimenting with modes and forms of political participation and a focus on women’s issues. 

			

			The abolition of Higgins, followed by court challenges to regulations around nominating two individuals for one seat and, finally, Bradlow’s dual citizenship conspired against them (Jeffery 2025). These issues scattered the momentum their original announcement created and forced Better Together to campaign Statewide rather than in a local seat—a deadly proposition for Community Independent–style offerings whose strengths and appeal typically derive from local connections and claims of local representation (see Chapter 14, this volume). 

			Gaza-focused parties and candidates

			Muslim and Arabic communities critical of the Albanese government’s response to the unfolding crisis in Gaza sought local candidates. These Independent candidates ran in traditionally safe Labor seats, including Watson and Blaxland in Sydney and Calwell in Melbourne (see also Chapter 5, this volume). For many Independent candidates, elections are not solely about winning (Brancati 2008): the goal may be getting a key issue on the agenda, affecting policy change or sending a message to the parties of government. Others may ultimately aim for electoral success, but common wisdom among Independents suggests this requires two successive election cycles (Hutchinson 2023). Whether the Independent candidates who ran in response to Gaza will run again remains to be seen, but their campaigns effectively drew attention to Muslim and Middle Eastern diaspora communities that Labor previously considered safe.

			In addition to local organisations and pre-existing bodies such as the Australian Palestine Advocacy Network, two national bodies emerged to support candidates speaking out about Gaza: The Muslim Vote (TMV) and Muslim Votes Matter (MVM). These bodies were inspired by similar efforts in the United Kingdom that effectively shifted votes away from UK Labour in the 2024 general election and contributed to the election of five Independents (Wedesweiler 2024). UK success also contributed to media attention in Australia and speculation that Independents supporting greater pro-Palestinian intervention in Gaza may succeed in areas with significant Muslim populations, such as Western Sydney. As in the United Kingdom, any success would come at the cost of what were traditionally safe Labor seats.

			

			TMV and MVM both supported Muslim Independent candidates but did so in different ways. TMV was the first launched and, in addition to its international sources, drew on the work of Climate 200 and ‘Voices of’ groups. TMV sought and endorsed candidates and, once the campaigns were launched, worked on fundraising, events, advertising and voter outreach. These efforts were pursued separately from, but in support of, the Independent candidates’ campaigns. MVM’s efforts more closely resembled those of issue-based third-party campaigning organisations in previous Australian elections. In addition to running voter contact and public events within communities, MVM developed how-to-vote guides and scorecards for candidates based on their stance on Palestine and Gaza, which their volunteers handed out a polling places in key seats. The organisation endorsed Senate candidates from Australia’s Voice (discussed below) and 11 lower house candidates who had expressed support for Palestine, including several Greens. Greens candidates were notably only endorsed in the absence of a suitable Independent. TMV supported the efforts of only three Independents: Ziad Basyouny in Watson (NSW), Ahmed Ouf in Blaxland (NSW) and Samim Moslih in Calwell (Victoria). 

			Despite being motivated to run in response to global issues, these candidates remained remarkably local, as is typical of most Independents. They were notable figures in their communities, serving on the local council (Ouf) or working as a doctor (Basyouny). Prominent backgrounds such as these help Independents match some of the benefits associated with party membership, potentially affording them visibility and giving their campaigns access to community networks and potential supporters who may be recruited to campaign (Singleton 1996; Sharman 2002).

			Although none of these Independent candidates made it across the line, their campaigns made an impact. In Watson, Blaxland and Calwell, the strong Independent primary vote (14.74, 18.76 and 6.85 per cent, respectively) was indicative of community support and often concentrated in polling booths with higher Muslim populations in the surrounding area. Basyouny and Ouf both finished in the 2CP count. As discussed, Calwell was a more fractured field, contested by 13 candidates including four Independents. MVM and TMV have both since expressed their intention to continue. If it does take two elections to get an Independent elected, they may build on this success in 2028.

			

			This was presumably also the thinking behind Senator Fatima Payman’s Australia’s Voice Party contesting Senate seats across the country for the first time in 2025, before Payman needs to re-contest in 2028. However, these campaigns gained less traction than those in the lower house. After her highly publicised exit from the Labor Party over disagreements about the government’s response to Gaza, first-term Senator Payman employed ‘preference whisperer’ Glen Druery and founded Australia’s Voice in 2024 (Karp 2024). Twelve candidates were nominated for Senate spots in Victoria, Queensland, New South Wales, South Australia and Western Australia. However, unlike the lower house Independent candidates, Australia’s Voice candidates could not reap the benefit of strong community ties in the Senate race. In a crowded field of outsider candidates and competing issues, Australia’s Voice did not manage to cut through. The party’s primary vote was less than 1 per cent in most States contested. Payman herself will remain in parliament until the next Senate election, but this initial result was not promising.

			Conclusion

			The number of Independent and minor-party candidates, and the support they attracted, has continued to rise. Across the political spectrum, these candidates benefited from increased national media coverage, high-profile candidates, professionalised campaigning, supportive organisations and voter anger. The conditions in 2025 seemed particularly favourable and more candidates than ever before emerged in response. This may not be the case at the next federal election, once the new campaign spending regulations come into effect, preventing the type of campaign preferred by Palmer’s Trumpet of Patriots and the fundraising that groups such as MVM coordinate.

			While few Independent or minor-party candidates were elected in 2025, they influenced the election’s key issues, how preferences flowed and where the major parties had to fight to retain seats. Independents and minor parties might be a longstanding feature of Australian politics, but they have never been so diverse or so visible. Some hope to amass enough votes to win a seat in parliament, but others instead aim to direct preferences or raise issues. The wide range of ‘other’ options being explored by voters suggests the scale and diversity of voter dissatisfaction—encompassing local and international issues to the left and the right of the major parties. If voters continue to flake away from the major parties and towards these alternatives, the issues they raise and the preference deals they make will only become more important in shaping the national election agenda and the outcome of some of the most closely fought races. In 2025, however, Australia’s majoritarian system won out, returning votes to major parties via preferences and maintaining the illusion of major-party dominance.
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						1	 For discussion of the Greens’ campaign, see Chapter 13, this volume.


						
2	 Weeks’ (2009) typology of Irish Independents provides familiar categories for Australians: community Independents (those elected on local issues), apostates (those who have left a political party through choice, exile or failure to win preselection) and ideological Independents (those elected to further a political cause or national issue). 
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			The polls: Underestimating Labor, overestimating the Coalition

			Murray Goot

			Abstract

			All 10 national opinion polls exaggerated the Coalition’s position and underestimated Labor’s. Had they predicted a Coalition victory, even a hung parliament, their performance would have generated more consternation. From one poll to another, there was little variation in the estimates for either Labor or the Coalition. For this, herding is one possible explanation. But there are others: survey errors, which are common to most of the polls; the treatment of the ‘undecided’; and shared assumptions that, in a cost-of-living ‘crisis’, the Coalition’s vote was likely to rise and that, if Labor won, it was unlikely to win by much. The attempt to predict the vote seat by seat using multilevel regression with post-stratification (MRP) was equally unimpressive. While Labor gained 11 seats from the Coalition, the MRP predicted that it would win only seven. The continuing success of the electoral pendulum in predicting seats shares, the rise of Independents notwithstanding, remains noteworthy. 

			Keywords: opinion polls; Australian elections; electoral pendulums; MRP; herding

			

			In the media’s coverage of campaigns, polling is central. The calling of the horserace generates considerable interest (not least among political journalists and politicians), controversy (different polls calling it differently) and widespread publicity—for the media that publishes them and for the pollsters who produce them. If getting the figures ‘right’ brings kudos, getting them ‘wrong’ causes handwringing, finger-pointing and reputational damage.

			The 2025 campaign involved more pollsters than ever. The internet has made polling cheaper; online polls cost as little as one-third that of a telephone (computer-assisted telephone interviewing) poll, which was the usual polling mode until 2016. There were no formal barriers to conducting polls, no audits of any kind or disclosure rules; most pollsters were not members of the Australian Polling Council (2025), the only body that sets minimum disclosure standards. And publishing polls had never been easier: in the absence of a media contract, pollsters could always publish on the internet. Since pollsters can sponsor more than one poll (two did this time) and since they can invoke different ways of judging their performance—predicting which side will win or will come closest to winning (a hung parliament), predicting the 2PP vote or the parties’ first-preference shares, and so on—participating may be worth the risk. 

			During the final days of the 2025 campaign no fewer than 10 pollsters published their predictions of the national vote. Some were published (though not always commissioned) by the print media: Newspoll in the Australian; Freshwater in the Australian Financial Review; Resolve in the Age and The Sydney Morning Herald; and RedBridge/Accent in News Corp’s metropolitan mastheads. Some were published online: Essential in the Guardian and Ipsos in the Daily Mail—both British-owned mastheads. And some were published by pollsters with no assured media outlet: DemosAU, Roy Morgan, Spectre and YouGov. There were attempts also to measure the vote in individual seats (YouGov, especially its MRP; but also Compass, DemosAU, Freshwater, JWS, KJC, the New England Times and UComms) or in clusters of seats (DemosAU, RedBridge/Accent)—all except RedBridge/Accent’s financed by the pollsters themselves.1

			

			How well did the polls perform, collectively as well as individually, in estimating the distribution of first preferences and the 2PP vote? How good was the polling based on MRP? And which approach offered the better guide to the outcome: the approach that assumed that if Labor increased its national vote share it would be returned, the bigger any increase the more comfortable its majority; or the approach that assumed that with the rise of the Independents, in particular, the election was best understood as 150 separate contests, making the MRP one’s best bet? 

			I start by sizing up the errors made in estimating the 2PP vote: most, it turns out, stemmed from the polls’ failure to estimate each party’s first preferences. In trying to explain this, I consider the importance of sampling and the handling of the ‘undecided’ vote, as well as how the polls allocated preferences. Different ways of measuring the errors produced different leader boards. In single seats, measures of success also vary, though some polls were poor by any measure. The third task, seeing whether the national polls’ estimates of the two sides’ seat shares outperformed the estimates offered by the MRP, proved the most straightforward task of all.

			The national polls

			How good were the national polls? Since elections are one of the few public tests they face, and they have much at stake in the outcome, pollsters are keen to set the terms of these tests, to indicate how they should be applied and to make sure their own judgements about best and worst prevail. This means getting in early; first impressions can be lasting ones. 

			Weeks before the official count was finished, several pollsters had issued their own assessments of how they had done, and sometimes of how their competitors had done. Others did so in response to journalists’ questions. The focus was on how well they had called the 2PP vote. Doing this better than anyone else meant winning ‘line honours’, as The Poll Bludger’s William Bowe (2025a) put it. The question of how well the polls had estimated first-preference votes was a secondary matter.

			The two-party-preferred vote

			Announcing, three days after the election, that it had ‘aced’ the election, Roy Morgan made it clear that its polling would come out well no matter the final vote. That the Albanese government would be ‘re-elected with an increased majority’ was an outcome Roy Morgan had ‘predicted last week and for the previous seven weeks since mid-March when the ALP took a decisive lead’. Its final poll ‘showed the ALP ahead 53% to 47% based on respondent allocated preferences’ but ‘ahead 54% to 46%’—‘in line with the projected final result’, it emphasised—‘based on how [preferences] flowed at the previous Federal Election’. With 63 per cent of the vote counted, Labor was ahead 54.6 to 45.4, and the result was expected to be ‘close to’ 54–46 (Roy Morgan 2025b); the actual result would be different: 55.2–44.8 per cent.

			

			Roy Morgan had not tipped a 54–46 result. Guided by how respondents said they would allocate preferences, it had tipped a 53–47 result. Readers had to read to the end of Roy Morgan’s press release to learn that ‘based on how Australians voted at the 2022 Federal Election’, the 2PP result favoured Labor, 54–46 (Roy Morgan 2025a). Not only did Roy Morgan’s final report privilege respondent allocation over the 2022 allocation; so, too, over the previous seven weeks did every one of its reports. Roy Morgan’s decision to publish two sets of figures bought it cover: it allowed it to cite whichever set of figures came closer to the real result. Publishing two or more sets of figures, based on different preference allocations (Goot 2021: Appendix) or different survey modes (Mansillo and Jackman 2020: 138), was a practice Roy Morgan had used in the past.

			Resolve’s Jim Reed was another pollster keen to jump in. With 77 per cent of the vote counted, and the 2PP vote favouring Labor 54.1–45.9, Reed declared that Resolve and RedBridge had produced the two most accurate estimates of the 2PP vote; overlooked were the Roy Morgan poll (described as ‘unpublished’) and the Spectre poll, both of which had produced the same estimates. The ‘two least accurate’ were Freshwater (51.5–48.5) and Ipsos (51–49).

			According to Reed (2025), it was ‘those polls taken a week out that [had] proven most accurate’. Singled out were ‘the Resolve Political Monitor and RedBridge, both of whom called the TPP result within their error margins’. Since the five polls conducted three-to-six days out from the election produced an average 2PP vote of 52.6–47.4, and the five polls conducted one or two days out produced an average 2PP vote of 52–48, there was not much in it; with ‘error margins’ included, there was nothing in it. ‘Pollsters left red-faced by Labor’s powerful late surge’ was the very different headline over The Sydney Morning Herald’s post-election review (Knott 2025). By the end of the count (55.2–44.8), all the polls had proved to be out by much more than Reed had imagined (Table 20.1).

			

			Table 20.1 Accuracy of the national polling, House of Representatives, 2025 (per cent)
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			Notes: n.a. = not available; n.a.o. = not an option; RMSE = root mean squared error; I = internet panels (Roy Morgan, 33 per cent; Ipsos, 67 per cent; Resolve, n.s.); CATI = computer-assisted telephone interviewing (Roy Morgan, 33 per cent; Ipsos, 33 per cent; Resolve, n.s.); FtF = face-to-face (Roy Morgan, 33 per cent). a Liberal Party plus Liberal National Party (Queensland) plus National Party plus Country Liberal Party (Northern Territory). b Respondents `undecided’ about their first preference after the `leaner’, subsequently deleted or distributed. c Undecided (4.8 per cent) on the two-party vote ignored for purposes of comparability; Essential’s two-party figures were Labor, 49.6 per cent; Coalition, 45.6 per cent; and undecided, 4.8 per cent. d Based on five blocks of respondents: ALP, Coalition, Greens, PHON, TOP and Other. e Includes TOP; Figures in bold text are the best scores on this measure; those in italics are the worst scores on this measure.

			Sources: AFR (2025); Beaumont (2025a); Butler (2025); Crowe (2025); DemosAU (2025); Ipsos Australia (2025); Pyxis Polling and Insights (2025); Roy Morgan (2025a); Spectre Strategy (2025); Wikimedia Foundation (2025); YouGov (2025b). 

			

			Immediately after the vote, Michael Turner, CEO of Freshwater, conceded that he had underestimated Labor’s 2PP vote, but insisted that there had been ‘a late swing among “soft” or undecided voters’ that his poll and others found ‘hard to pick up’ (Turner 2025). But the evidence he adduced suggests otherwise. Of the polls he thought best—RedBridge, followed by Roy Morgan and Resolve—RedBridge had completed its fieldwork two days earlier than Freshwater, Morgan had completed its fieldwork a day later and Resolve, a day earlier (Table 20.1). 

			Writing for the masthead that had commissioned the Freshwater poll, journalist Michael Read recycled Turner’s views. As for the almost equally wayward Ipsos poll, Read relied on the words of the company’s research director: after being ‘a little too progressive in the two-party preferred’ in ‘a couple’ of earlier elections, Ipsos had ‘overcorrected’ (Read 2025). 

			Preferences

			How the polls allocated preferences was widely seen as the key to their errors. In allocating preferences, different pollsters adopted different methods. RedBridge/Accent used the preference flows from 2022. Newspoll and Essential used flows from ‘previous elections’, including State elections. Ipsos, Roy Morgan, Resolve and Essential made two separate calculations—one based on preference flows in 2022; the other based on the respondents’ own allocations—though they did not always publish the two. YouGov and Spectre ‘blended’ the two. RedBridge/Accent did as well, but only in relation to the Trumpet of Patriots (TOP); otherwise, it says, it based its allocation on the 2022 flows.

			Did any of this make any difference? Roy Morgan’s figures did vary, depending on whether it used respondent allocation or the 2022 flows. Ipsos and Essential, however, reported no difference. When the Conversation’s psephologist Adrian Beaumont plugged the 2022 preference flows into 2025’s first preferences, he came up with ‘a Labor two-party lead of 55.3–44.7, [virtually] the same as the actual result’ (Beaumont 2025b). 

			The extent to which the pollsters did what they said they did is difficult to determine. Subtracting Labor’s 2PP vote from its first-preference vote and dividing this number by the proportion of respondents who voted for someone other than Labor or the Coalition show that every pollster’s allocation favoured Labor; since the Greens’ vote accounted for more than one-third of all the preferences, this is not surprising. On YouGov’s figures, 56 per cent of all preferences went to Labor; on Resolve’s figures, it was 65 per cent. But given that YouGov was distributing the preferences of 37.5 per cent of its sample (those who were not giving their first preference to Labor or the Coalition), and Resolve was distributing the preferences of 34 per cent, the difference between the two in 2PP terms amounted to just 1 percentage point. These were the two outliers. Among the others, the range was narrower: 58 per cent (DemosAU) to 63 per cent (Spectre). On the day, Labor won just over 61 per cent of the second preferences (derived from Table 20.1), the midpoint of the polls’ estimates. 

			

			Regardless of when they were conducted or how they allocated preferences, all the polls underestimated Labor’s share of the 2PP vote (Table 20.1). On average, the error was not ‘almost’ as great as it was in 2019 (Beaumont 2025b), when all the polls picked the wrong winner; the average was just as great. Two of the polls’ estimates would have seen Labor’s 2PP vote slip back to 51 per cent (Ipsos) or 51.5 per cent (Freshwater) from 52.1 per cent, its 2022 level; one would have seen it stay the same (Essential); the others would have seen it increase to 52 per cent (DemosAU), 52.2 per cent (YouGov), 52.5 per cent (Newspoll) or 53 per cent (Roy Morgan, RedBridge/Accent, Spectre, Resolve). 

			Underestimates of Labor’s 2PP share (55.2 per cent) ranged from 4.2 to 2.2 percentage points—from estimates that might have seen Labor lose its majority to estimates that might have seen its majority increase. By this measure, line honours were shared. Only by going to a second decimal point—mercifully, avoided—would the stewards have been able to separate Roy Morgan from RedBridge/Accent, Resolve or Spectre. But even a best of 2.2 was not particularly good (Goot 2021: Appendix). 

			One way of rescuing the reputation of the polls, or at least some of them, Beaumont (2025b) suggests, is to look through their back catalogue for figures that were closer than their final figures. This is a suggestion best ignored. Polls are time sensitive: ‘right at the time’, as pollsters like to say, not necessarily right sometime later. Beaumont’s suggestion would open the way to cherry-picking. What if another pollster had produced a poll, say, four months earlier that was close to the result? Would their earlier poll have made them one of the best, regardless of their subsequent polls? His suggestion would also mean that changes in the polls could not be used as evidence of a shift in the final week. 

			

			Before 2PP became the dominant metric, honours may have been decided by which poll best estimated the gap, on first preferences, between the government and the Opposition (Beed 1977: 222). On this measure, the winner would have been RedBridge/Accent: it had the two level-pegging, in a photo finish with YouGov (the Coalition 0.3 of a point ahead); Roy Morgan (which had the Coalition 1.5 points ahead) would have come fourth, Spectre (three points) ninth and Resolve (four points) last (Table 20.1). 

			For the pollsters, the 2PP vote has been a boon (Goot 2021: 53). As Table 20.1 shows, the error based on how close each of the polls came to estimating the gap in first preferences between Labor and the Coalition was larger than the error based on the gap in the 2PP. For Roy Morgan, Freshwater and Ipsos, the error on first preferences was more than twice as large; for Spectre and Resolve, it was more than three times as large. 

			First preferences

			The most important reason for Labor’s 2PP vote being underestimated was not the formula used for allocating preferences; it was that Labor’s first-preference vote was underestimated. The Coalition’s vote was overestimated. These errors were compounded by the overestimation of the vote for Pauline Hanson’s One Nation (PHON), only partly offset by overestimates for the Greens. 

			By the end of counting, Labor had secured 34.6 per cent of the first preferences. The average estimate across the polls was 31.9 per cent—an underestimate of 2.7 points. Not a single poll estimated a Labor vote higher than 34.6 per cent. While the Coalition secured 31.8 per cent of the first preferences, the polls’ average estimate was 34.2 per cent—an overestimate of 2.4 points. Only YouGov (31.4 per cent) came close to estimating the Coalition’s vote. The median error in estimating the gap between Labor and the Coalition’s first-preference vote was 4.8, which is roughly in line with the performance of the polls since the 1940s internationally (Jennings and Wlezien 2018: 280, Fig. 2c). 

			According to Bowe (2025b), a ‘large component of the pollsters’ failure’ to estimate Labor’s share of the 2PP vote ‘lay in an expectation … that preference flows to Labor would not match those of 2022’. Not so. Since the polls underestimated Labor’s first preferences by 2.7 points, on average, and its share of the 2PP vote by 2.9 points, the error in estimating Labor’s 2PP vote was almost entirely due to the errors in estimating its first-preference vote. 

			

			In addition to showing how well the polls estimated the first preferences of the parties of government, Table 20.1 shows how well the polls estimated the vote for the Greens, PHON and ‘Others’—the other parties and Independents on which each of the polls reported. The best-performed polls were those by RedBridge/Accent and DemosAU; their average error, across each of the five, was 1.5 percentage points. Next came Roy Morgan (1.6). The worst performed, with errors up to twice as large, were Spectre (3.0), Freshwater (2.8) and Essential (2.6). Internationally, since the 1940s, average errors have been less than two points (Jennings and Wlezien 2018: 278). 

			Another measure, less widely used, is the root mean squared error of these errors. This punishes polls for big errors and rewards polls for errors that are only small. Here, honours again go to RedBridge/Accent (with a score of 3.36 percentage points), followed by Roy Morgan (3.56) and Newspoll (3.92). The wooden spooners are Essential (8.24), Spectre (9.74) and Freshwater (11.60).

			While two of the four (Roy Morgan and RedBridge/Accent) that did best on the 2PP vote were also among the best on these two measures, Resolve and Spectre were among the best on neither of these measures. 

			Sampling errors and handling the ‘undecideds’

			Since almost all the polls erred in the same ways, what are the likely sources of these errors? Coverage error is one. The sampling frames used by online panels may not include all the relevant population—most obviously, voters who are not online. They recruit potential respondents by invitation, and the numbers recruited are tiny (Pennay et al. 2019: 48). To mitigate these problems, some pollsters added sampling frames: Ipsos and Resolve used telephone interviews; Roy Morgan, telephone and face-to-face interviews. The success of these strategies is unclear (Pennay et al. 2019: 49–50). 

			Another source of error—the only one that pollsters are happy to flag—is sampling variance (‘sampling error’): the figure (‘±3.2 per cent’, depending on sample size) that assures readers that 95 per cent of the time polls come within a few percentage points of the real figures. These calculations, however, assume probability sampling, in which every voter has an equal (or at least known) chance of being selected. However, from already unrepresentative online panels, pollsters select not at random but by quota: a certain age distribution, equal numbers of men and women, and on so (Pennay et al. 2019: 50).

			

			If sampling variance explained the errors, instead of all the polls underestimating Labor’s 2PP vote, roughly as many polls would have overshot the real figure as undershot it. It was a similar case for estimates of Labor’s first preferences (all too low), the Coalition’s (all but one too high), One Nation’s (all but one too high) and Others’ (all but one too low). While some estimates of the Greens’ vote were correct, and some too high, none was too low. It is this lack of ‘dispersal’ that shows that sampling variance is not the answer.

			Non-response is a third potential source of error. Even if the samples drawn from the panel providers (or other sources) appear to be representative, those who agree to participate may not be; among respondents, young voters, for example, especially men, are likely to be underrepresented (Pennay et al. 2019: 52–53). 

			Since some groups will be underrepresented and others overrepresented, pollsters’ post-weight their samples. Which variables they used, neither Freshwater nor Resolve disclosed. Pollsters who did disclose, or did so subsequently, used at least two weights: gender (sex) and age (including age times sex). Most also weighted by education—ignored in 2019 (Pennay et al. 2019: 86)—region (including sex times region) and vote at the 2022 election (recalled). Half the polls were weighted by income (sometimes household, sometimes personal), one by housing tenure and one by religion (Table 20.2). How some of these were measured is another question.

			These were not the only weights. Freshwater weighted its data by how respondents recalled voting in the 2023 Voice referendum, as did YouGov and Spectre (Table 20.2). According to Turner (2025), ‘“Labor-No” voters just didn’t switch over to the Coalition in the big numbers [we] estimated.’ But this may be only half the story. Polling conducted by The Australian National University between early 2025 and the election suggests that, while intending Labor voters who recalled voting ‘No’ were as likely to stay with Labor as those who recalled voting ‘Yes’, intending Coalition voters who said they had voted ‘Yes’ were 2.5 times more likely than ‘No’ voters to have moved to Labor (see Chapter 19, this volume). Were Freshwater’s figures different?

			

			Table 20.2 Variables used to weight data, by poll, 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Poll

						
							
							Sex

						
							
							Age

						
							
							Area

						
							
							Education

						
							
							Housing

						
							
							Income

						
							
							Religion

						
							
							Vote 2022 election

						
							
							Vote 2023 referendum

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Roy Morgan

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Freshwater*

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Ipsos 

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							household

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Newspoll 

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							YouGov

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							household

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
					

					
							
							DemosAU 

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							RedBridge/Accent

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Spectre 

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓ State

						
							
							✓

						
					

					
							
							Resolve* 

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Essential

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							✓

						
							
							–

						
					

				
			

			Note: * Not disclosed.

			Sources: Methodology disclosure statements from Australian Polling Council members (Ipsos, Pyxis, YouGov, Essential); personal communications (others).

			

			The assumption behind weighting is that those who do not respond and those who do are the same in all relevant respects—‘ignorable’ nonresponse. But they may not be the same; hence, ‘“nonignorable” nonresponse’ (Bailey 2024: Ch. 5). Where respondents and non-respondents hold different views—when they are not the same in all relevant respects—weighting may compound the error. Those ‘who speak English poorly or not at all, those with low levels of literacy, and those with little digital affinity’ are likely to be underrepresented; so, too, are those with little interest in politics (Pennay et al. 2019: 53–57). Which of these is ‘ignorable’ and which ‘non-ignorable’ may be difficult to determine. 

			Post-survey errors may not be ignorable either. Those respondents classified as ‘undecided’ pose the most obvious problem. Respondents were classified as ‘undecided’ if they expressed no preference (Roy Morgan, RedBridge) or said ‘undecided’/‘don’t know’ even after being asked a ‘leaner’—a question to see whether there was a party (or candidate) towards which they were leaning even if it was not the party they were prepared to nominate when first asked how they would vote. Only Resolve and YouGov did not allow an ‘undecided’ response.

			Table 20.3 Treatment of ‘undecided’ voters, by poll, 2025

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Poll

						
							
							Treatment

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Roy Morgan

						
							
							Like to see win

						
					

					
							
							Freshwater

						
							
							Not stated

						
					

					
							
							Ipsos

						
							
							Past vote

						
					

					
							
							Newspoll 

						
							
							Excluded after leaner

						
					

					
							
							YouGov

						
							
							Not allowed

						
					

					
							
							DemosAU

						
							
							Excluded after leaner

						
					

					
							
							RedBridge/Accent

						
							
							Excluded after leaner

						
					

					
							
							Spectre 

						
							
							Excluded after leaner

						
					

					
							
							Resolve 

						
							
							Not allowed

						
					

					
							
							Essential

						
							
							Not allocated

						
					

				
			

			Sources: AFR (2025); Beaumont (2025a); Butler (2025); Crowe (2025); DemosAU (2025); Ipsos Australia (2025); Pyxis Polling and Insights (2025); Roy Morgan (2025a); Spectre Strategy (2025); Wikimedia Foundation (2025); YouGov (2025b); Personal communications.

			How did pollsters handle the ‘undecideds’? Where respondents did not respond positively to the ‘leaner’, DemosAU, Newspoll, RedBridge/Accent and Spectre dropped them—equivalent to assuming that they would divide in the same way as other respondents; that these three were among the polls that most accurately estimated the first preferences suggests that this was a reasonable move. Morgan, the other poll to score well on this measure, asked the ‘undecided’ which side they would like to see win—a question that ignored strategic voting and made sense only in relation to the 2PP vote. Ipsos, one of the least accurate, distributed the ‘undecideds’ according to how they said they had voted in 2022 (Table 20.3). Whether any of this mattered is unclear.

			

			Single seats and clusters of seats

			While most election-watchers may have been pondering the polls’ failure to predict the size of Labor’s victory, and searching for reasons, YouGov (2025c) declared that it ‘alone’ had ‘predict[ed] a historic win for Labor’ and was the only poll ‘to measure the scale of the Labor win’—a reference not to its final standard poll, conducted from 24 April to 1 May (Table 20.1), but to its very large MRP poll, completed two days earlier. Its previous (January–February) MRP, in sharp contrast, had suggested the Coalition might not only win but also do so without winning back any of the seats lost in 2022 to the Teals and the Greens (Goot 2025). 

			The enduring appeal of the MRP is twofold: its potential to overcome the limitations of national polling that does not use representative samples (Wang et al. 2015) and its promise to predict the outcome not only nationally but also seat by seat—Coalition seats, Labor seats and seats held by Independents and the Greens. 

			Based on its MRP, conducted 1–29 April, YouGov (2025a) estimated that both Labor and the Coalition would ‘get lower primary votes than at the last election’. The Coalition’s vote share, 31.8 per cent, came close to YouGov’s estimate of 31.1 per cent. Labor’s vote share, however, did not; it wasn’t 31.4 per cent, as YouGov estimated, but 34.6 per cent—two points higher than in 2022. From both its MRP and its standard polls, YouGov expected a 2PP swing to Labor (measured to the second decimal point) of 0.07 points. But it was based on its MRP, not its standard poll, that YouGov predicted a ‘Labor majority government’ (YouGov 2025a, 2025b). 

			The most likely result, the MRP reported, using a credibility interval of 90 per cent, was Labor winning 84 seats (an upper limit of 85, well short of the 94 seats that Labor actually won), the Coalition 47 (a lower limit of 45), Independents 14 (a lower limit of 13, not the 10 seats they did win) and the Greens three (a lower limit of two, not one). In short, the Labor majority YouGov envisaged was no higher than 20 seats; the majority Labor achieved, 38 seats, was nearly twice that.

			

			How well did YouGov’s seat-by-seat projections fare? In the 124 seats it expected to be ‘classic contests’—in which the final two candidates in the count represented Labor and the Coalition (the Liberal Party, the Nationals or the LNP)—YouGov had Labor improving on its 2022 2PP vote in 69 but losing ground in 52 seats. In fact, Labor’s position improved in 102 of the 121 contests that were ‘classic’, losing ground in just 19 seats. 

			Among an anticipated 29 ‘non-classic’ contests—in which at least one of the final two candidates in the count did not represent a major party—there were 24 in which YouGov overestimated how well the Greens or Independent candidate would do, including 12 in which the overestimates exceeded 10 percentage points; in four, the contest turned out to be not ‘non-classic’ at all (Table 20.4). 

			Another way of judging an MRP is by calculating the absolute average error, seat by seat, in the 2PP/2CP (full tables available in Appendix 20.1). In the ‘marginal’ seats (seats requiring a swing of less than 6 percentage points), these errors were particularly high: a mean of 6.5 and a standard deviation of 7.54 in Coalition seats with a mean of 4.9 with a standard deviation of 3.77 in Labor seats. In ‘fairly safe’ seats for the Coalition, the figures are 3.7 and 5.37, respectively, and, for Labor, 5.1 and 4.94, respectively. In ‘safe’ Coalition seats, the figures are 3.0 and 3.16; in ‘safe’ Labor seats, 5.5 and 4.62, respectively.

			One reason the MRP did not do well was because it was conducted over too long a period—out of the field close to election day having entered the field nearly five weeks earlier. As a comparison with the earlier MRP shows, and other polling confirms (see Chapter 19, this volume), Labor’s position improved substantially during the campaign. Being in the field for a month and not reporting on how opinion shifted over this time was a strategic error. Labor’s vote share was underestimated in 90 of the two-party contests (including 25 Coalition seats) and overestimated in just 34 (eight of them Labor seats). Since nominations were not declared until Friday, 11 April, when the MRP was launched, respondents could not be told candidates’ names or even presented with an official list of the parties contesting the seats and it appears that this did not change.

			

			Table 20.4 Non-classic contests as expected by the AEC, YouGov or both: YouGov MRP, 1–29 April 2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							YouGov-predicted 2CP

						
							
							Post-election 2CP

						
							
					

					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Electorate

						
							
							Incumbent

						
							
							AEC 2CP

						
							
							ABC 2CP

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							Error

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
							
							Bradfield

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							53.4

						
							
							52.5

						
							
							64.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							35.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							50.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							50.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							14.1 

						
					

					
							
							Calare

						
							
							Nats

						
							
							59.7

						
							
							59.7

						
							
							53.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							46.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							56.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							43.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							–3.7 

						
					

					
							
							Cowper

						
							
							Nats

						
							
							52.4

						
							
							52.4

						
							
							63.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							36.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							47.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							52.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							15.7

						
					

					
							
							Fowler

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							51.8

						
							
							51.1

						
							
							63.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							37.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							52.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							47.3

						
							
							10.3

						
					

					
							
							Grayndler

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							64.0

						
							
							67.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							34.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							65.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							33.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							66.9

						
							
							1.6 

						
					

					
							
							Mackellar

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							51.8

						
							
							53.3

						
							
							60.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							39.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							55.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							44.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							5.1

						
					

					
							
							Richmond

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							58.2 (2PP)

						
							
							58.2 (2PP)

						
							
							–

						
							
							47.4

						
							
							–

						
							
							52.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							40.0

						
							
							60.0

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Sydney

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							66.2

						
							
							66.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							32.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							67.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							29.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							71.0

						
							
							3.4 

						
					

					
							
							Warringah

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							60.3

						
							
							59.4

						
							
							63.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							36.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							61.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							38.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							2.3

						
					

					
							
							Wentworth

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							50.6

						
							
							56.8

						
							
							58.4

						
							
							–

						
							
							41.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							58.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							41.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							0.1

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							Cooper

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							58.9

						
							
							57.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							39.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							60.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							40.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							59.7

						
							
							–0.5 

						
					

					
							
							Goldstein

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							51.8

						
							
							53.3

						
							
							63.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							36.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							49.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							50.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							13.6

						
					

					
							
							Indi

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							58.9

						
							
							58.9

						
							
							66.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							33.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							58.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							41.4

						
							
							–

						
							
							7.5

						
					

					
							
							Kooyong

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							52.5

						
							
							52.2

						
							
							60.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							39.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							50.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							49.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							9.4

						
					

					
							
							Melbourne

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							55.6

						
							
							56.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							56.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							43.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							47.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							53.0

						
							
							9.1

						
					

					
							
							Monash

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							52.9 (2PP)

						
							
							52.9 (2PP)

						
							
							54.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							45.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							54.1

						
							
							45.9

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Nicholls

						
							
							Nats

						
							
							53.4

						
							
							53.4

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							66.4

						
							
							33.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							64.4

						
							
							35.6

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Wannon

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							53.5

						
							
							53.8

						
							
							61.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							38.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							46.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							53.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							15.2

						
					

					
							
							Wills

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							59.0

						
							
							54.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							44.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							55.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							48.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							51.4

						
							
							 –4.1

						
					

					
							
							

							Qld

						
							
							Brisbane

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							53.7

						
							
							53.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							41.4

						
							
							58.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							41.0

						
							
							59.0

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Griffith

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							60.5

						
							
							60.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							52.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							48.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							39.4

						
							
							–

						
							
							60.6

						
							
							13.6

						
					

					
							
							Groom

						
							
							LNP

						
							
							56.9

						
							
							56.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							57.3

						
							
							42.7

						
							
							44.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							55.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Kennedy

						
							
							KAP

						
							
							63.1

						
							
							63.1

						
							
							72.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							27.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							65.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							34.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							  6.7

						
					

					
							
							Maranoa

						
							
							LNP

						
							
							72.1 (2PP)

						
							
							72.1 (2PP)

						
							
							33.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							66.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							29.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							70.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							3.9

						
					

					
							
							Ryan

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							52.7

						
							
							52.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							52.0

						
							
							48.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							53.3

						
							
							46.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							 –1.3

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
							
							Curtin

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							51.3

						
							
							51.3

						
							
							55.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							44.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							53.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							46.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							2.4

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
							
							Mayo

						
							
							CA

						
							
							62.3

						
							
							62.3

						
							
							69.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							30.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							64.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							35.1

						
							
							4.8

						
					

					
							
							Tas.

						
							
							Clark

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							70.8

						
							
							70.8

						
							
							71.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							28.1

						
							
							70.4

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							29.6

						
							
							1.5

						
					

					
							
							ACT

						
							
							Bean

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							62.9 (2PP)

						
							
							62.9 (2PP)

						
							
							
							
							38.0

						
							
							62.0

						
							
							49.7

						
							
							
							
							50.3

						
							
					

					
							
							Canberra

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							62.2

						
							
							62.2

						
							
							–

						
							
							39.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							60.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							30.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							69.5

						
							
							9.4

						
					

					
							
							Mean|median

						
							
							6.6|4.6

						
					

					
							
							Std dev.

						
							
							5.97

						
					

				
			

			Notes: CA = Centre Alliance; KAP = Katter’s Australian Party; Shaded result was predicted to be a non-classic contest but was a classic contest (AEC/ABC: Brisbane, Nicholls; YouGov: Richmond, Monash); or was predicted to be a classic contest but was a non-classic contest (Maranoa, Groom, Bean).  

			Source: ABC data from Green (2025).

			

			Based on its MRP, YouGov expected 11 seats (10 Coalition, one Greens) to change hands. All but two did: Cowper and Wannon, predicted to go to Independents, stayed Liberal. Another eight also changed: seven from the Coalition to Labor (Hughes, NSW; Deakin, Victoria; Dickson, Forde and Petrie, Queensland) or to an Independent (Bradfield, NSW); one from the Greens to Labor (Melbourne, Victoria); and one from Independent to Liberal (Goldstein, Victoria). Of the 20 seats that changed, YouGov’s polling identified less than half.

			In another poll—not an MRP—conducted 17–24 April, YouGov estimated vote shares in 10 classic regional contests and two non-classic contests. Again, results were calibrated to the second decimal point. In two of the classic contests (Dickson, where it was out by 11 points, and Bullwinkel, out by two), YouGov tipped the wrong winner. Across all 10 seats, the absolute error on 2PP averaged four points with a standard deviation of 4.53 (see Appendix 20.1 for seat-by-seat figures)—hardly an improvement on its MRP. 

			In other classic contests, polls also finished with large errors (10 points or more): KJC in Hunter, Richmond, Blair and Tangney, though the real size of its errors are difficult to judge; UComms and Freshwater in Dickson, with the Freshwater poll said to have misled the Liberal Party into thinking that its leader, Peter Dutton, was not in danger; DemosAU in Adelaide (a safe seat misdescribed as marginal); UComms, in Lyons, and in Forrest, where it failed to anticipate who the last two candidates would be; the New England Times, in New England; and a Compass poll in McMahon, which had Labor’s Chris Bowen (who went on to win 45.5 per cent of the first-preference vote) losing to an Independent, Matthew Camenzuli (who secured just 9.8 per cent of the vote)—with Camenzuli listed first on the ballot (Bowen’s spot) with a tick next to his name, but the APC reluctant to condemn it (ABC 2025). The only poll able to withstand similar scrutiny was the EMRS in Franklin.

			Non-classic contests also threw up some ‘stinkers’ (Beaumont 2025b). In Bradfield, YouGov underestimated the Liberals’ two-candidate vote by 14.1 points, in Wannon by 15.2 and in Cowper by 15.7 points. In Ryan, retained by the Greens, JWS forecast a classic contest; in Griffith, where Labor beat the Greens 60.6–39.4, JWS had Labor leading the LNP 51–49, as though it were also a classic contest; and in Brisbane, where JWS had Labor ahead 51–49 against the LNP, Labor prevailed 59–41 per cent.

			

			Table 20.5 Contests in clusters of seats, 31 March – 3 May 2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							First preferences

						
							
							2PP (ALP)

						
					

					
							
							Pollster

						
							
							Dates

						
							
							Electorates

						
							
							n

						
							
							
							ALP

						
							
							Lib./Nats

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							PHON

						
							
							Other

						
					

				
				
					
							
							DemosAU

						
							
							7–15 April

						
							
							Brisbane, Griffith, Ryan (Qld) [held by Greens]

						
							
							1,087

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							29.0

						
							
							36.0

						
							
							29.0

						
							
							3.0

						
							
							3.0

						
							
							56.0

						
					

					
							
							Vote

						
							
							31.7

						
							
							31.8

						
							
							28.8

						
							
							2.5

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							n.a.

						
					

					
							
							Error

						
							
							–2.7

						
							
							+4.2

						
							
							+0.2

						
							
							+0.5

						
							
							–2.2

						
							
					

					
							
							DemosAU

						
							
							13–22 April

						
							
							Bruce, Dunkley, Hawke (Vic.) [Melbourne Labor marginals]

						
							
							924

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							32.0

						
							
							31.0

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							14.0

						
							
							53.0

						
					

					
							
							Vote

						
							
							40.9

						
							
							28.5

						
							
							11.2

						
							
							8.2

						
							
							11.2

						
							
							59.8

						
					

					
							
							Error

						
							
							–8.9

						
							
							+2.5

						
							
							+1.8

						
							
							+1.8

						
							
							+2.8

						
							
							–6.8

						
					

					
							
							DemosAU

						
							
							18–23 April

						
							
							Bonner, Dickson, Forde, Longman, Petrie (Qld) [Brisbane LNP outer metropolitan]

						
							
							1,053

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							27.0

						
							
							40.0

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							7.0

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							47.0

						
					

					
							
							Vote

						
							
							35.8

						
							
							35.0

						
							
							10.6

						
							
							7.1

						
							
							13.3

						
							
							52.6

						
					

					
							
							Error

						
							
							–8.8

						
							
							+5.0

						
							
							+2.4

						
							
							–0.1

						
							
							–0.3

						
							
							–5.6

						
					

					
							
							DemosAU

						
							
							13–27 April

						
							
							Parramatta, Reid, Werriwa (NSW) [Sydney Labor marginals]

						
							
							905

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							36.0

						
							
							28.0

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							4.0

						
							
							22.0

						
							
							56.0

						
					

					
							
							Vote

						
							
							45.9

						
							
							31.1

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							3.0

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							60.6

						
					

					
							
							Error

						
							
							–9.9

						
							
							+3.1

						
							
							–1.6

						
							
							+1.0

						
							
							+13.6

						
							
							–4.6

						
					

					
							
							RedBridge/Accent

						
							
							24–30 April

						
							
							Bennelong, Dobell, Gilmore, Lindsay, Paterson, Robertson, Werriwa (NSW); Aston, Casey, Chisholm, Corangamite, Menzies (Vic.); Blair, Forde, Leichhardt, Longman (Qld); Bullwinkel, Tangney (WA); Sturt (SA); Lyons (Tas.) [20 ‘key seats’: 13 Labor, 7 Coalition]

						
							
							1,004

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							33.0

						
							
							34.0

						
							
							12.0

						
							
							6.0

						
							
							16.0

						
							
							53.0

						
					

					
							
							Vote

						
							
							37.3

						
							
							33.8

						
							
							10.9

						
							
							5.9

						
							
							12.1

						
							
							55.7

						
					

					
							
							Error

						
							
							–4.3

						
							
							+0.2

						
							
							+1.1

						
							
							+0.1

						
							
							+3.9

						
							
							–2.7

						
					

				
			

			Sources: Publicly reported estimates; AEC (2025a); author’s calculations.

			

			One of the things that JWS got wrong in these seats—and in others, such as Whitlam and Werriwa, which were not fully reported—were preference flows. Some 80–90 per cent of the preferences from the small right-wing parties (One Nation, Family First, Trumpet of Patriots) were likely to flow to the Coalition, it said, not the two-thirds or so that flowed in 2022 (Coorey 2025a). 

			In other polls, seats were clustered. DemosAU polled the three Brisbane seats held by the Greens (7–15 April), where its estimate of the 2CP vote assumed either an overall Labor versus LNP or Greens versus LNP contest (in Griffith, it turned out to be Greens versus Labor); three Labor marginals in Melbourne (13–22 April); five outer metropolitan seats in Queensland held by the LNP (18–23 April); and three Labor marginals in Sydney (13–27 April). In every case, the final Labor vote was underestimated—its first-preference vote more markedly than its 2PP share, with the 2PP share more accurate the closer the poll was to election day (Table 20.5). There was also a RedBridge/Accent poll of 20 ‘key seats’—13 Labor, seven Coalition—conducted six times, most recently on 24–30 April; all but three were marginals. It, too, underestimated Labor’s first preferences and (more narrowly) Labor’s share of the 2PP vote. 

			National polls versus the seat-by-seat count in the MRP

			To focus on national polls rather than polls in particular seats is to assume a close relationship between changes in total vote share and in seat shares: seats won by the parties of government—hence, the electoral pendulum (Green 2024). As Phil Coorey (2025b) observed, if the 2PP ‘swing against Labor of 0.6 percentage points’—the swing predicted by the Freshwater poll—‘was applied across all electorates’, Labor would be reduced from 78 seats to ‘a bare majority’ of 76, with the Coalition increasing its share from 57 to 59 seats. For this to be valid, swings did not need to be uniform; all that was required was that seats lost despite requiring a greater than average swing were matched by seats gained despite requiring a smaller than average swing.

			Given the rise of the Independents, and the growing view that the pendulum had passed its use-by date, the performance of the pendulum was remarkable. A swing of 3.2 points might have been expected to deliver 13 seats from the Coalition to Labor (derived from Green 2024). In fact, the swing delivered 11 seats to Labor from the Coalition, just two seats short. (Aston, counted by the AEC [2025b] as a Labor gain, was Labor already, following the 2023 by-election; Bennelong, notionally a Labor gain, was already regarded as Labor after the 2024 redistribution.) 

			

			By contrast, the MRP fared poorly. It predicted a 2PP vote of 52.9 per cent—a swing to Labor of just 0.8 of a point. On the pendulum, this might have been expected to have shifted three of the Coalition’s seats to Labor. The MRP’s seat-by-seat predictions—the rationale for conducting an MRP—had Labor gaining seven seats from the Coalition, six of them marginals, with the other (Braddon) ‘fairly safe’. All seven did fall to Labor, but another six fell as well.

			Conclusion

			The national polls exaggerated the Coalition’s position (and One Nation’s) and underestimated Labor’s. This was true for most of the other polls as well. As in 2019, when the average error in the national polls was the same, 2025 was not a ‘miss’, explained by a late swing, but a ‘failure’, due to pollsters’ errors (Durand and Blais 2020). Misses are uncommon, failures are not (Goot 2021). Had the polls predicted not a Labor majority but a Coalition victory or even a hung parliament, their performance would have generated more concern. In 2019, when the polls picked the wrong winner, the Market Research Society commissioned an inquiry (Pennay et al. 2019); after the 2025 election, because no poll suggested that the Coalition would win, no-one called for an inquiry. 

			Possible explanations for the polls’ failure include survey errors (notably, non-ignorable nonresponses) and post-survey errors, including the treatment of the ‘undecideds’. Might herding have played a part—even the dominant part—with pollsters making sure their poll was not too different from that of their rivals, being in wrong company preferable to being out on one’s own? After the 2019 debacle, one pollster said he had not published his figures because they were at odds with those published by others (Mansillo and Jackman 2020: 137); what his figures were, he never disclosed. 

			In 2025, it is more likely that pollsters simply subscribed to a common assumption—widely shared by politicians and political journalists—that, in a cost-of-living ‘crisis’, if Labor were to win, it would not be by much. This proved mistaken: Labor won in a landslide.
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			Appendix 20.1

			Table A20.1 The MRP poll in ‘marginal’ seats, by order of marginality: YouGov, 1–29 April 2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Coalition 2PP/2CP

						
							
							
							Labor 2PP/2CP

						
					

					
							
							Electorate

						
							
							State

						
							
							Margin

						
							
							Predicted

						
							
							Actual

						
							
							Error

						
							
							Electorate

						
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Margin

						
							
							Predicted

						
							
							Actual

						
							
							Error

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Deakina

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							49.3

						
							
							47.2

						
							
							+2.1

						
							
							Gilmore

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							0.2

						
							
							51.2

						
							
							55.1

						
							
							–3.9

						
					

					
							
							Bennelong

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							49.0

						
							
							40.7

						
							
							+8.3

						
							
							Menzies

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							0.4

						
							
							50.3

						
							
							51.1

						
							
							–0.8

						
					

					
							
							Sturt

						
							
							SA

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							49.3

						
							
							43.4

						
							
							+5.9

						
							
							Lyons

						
							
							Tas.

						
							
							0.9

						
							
							52.3

						
							
							61.6

						
							
							–9.3

						
					

					
							
							Moore

						
							
							WA

						
							
							0.9

						
							
							49.7

						
							
							47.1

						
							
							+2.6

						
							
							Lingiari

						
							
							NT

						
							
							1.7

						
							
							58.0

						
							
							58.1

						
							
							–0.1

						
					

					
							
							Canning

						
							
							WA

						
							
							1.2

						
							
							50.2

						
							
							56.6

						
							
							–6.4

						
							
							Robertson

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							2.2

						
							
							50.9

						
							
							59.4

						
							
							–8.5

						
					

					
							
							Bassa

						
							
							Tas.

						
							
							1.4

						
							
							52.2

						
							
							42.0

						
							
							+9.8

						
							
							Paterson

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							2.6

						
							
							51.8

						
							
							56.9

						
							
							–4.9

						
					

					
							
							Casey

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							1.4

						
							
							52.7

						
							
							52.9

						
							
							–0.2

						
							
							Tangney

						
							
							WA

						
							
							2.8

						
							
							53.5

						
							
							57.0

						
							
							–3.5

						
					

					
							
							Dicksona

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							1.7

						
							
							50.2

						
							
							44.0

						
							
							+8.2

						
							
							Boothby

						
							
							SA

						
							
							3.3

						
							
							51.9

						
							
							61.1

						
							
							–9.2

						
					

					
							
							Cowperb vs Ind.

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							2.4

						
							
							36.8

						
							
							52.5

						
							
							–15.7

						
							
							Chisholm

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							3.3

						
							
							53.1

						
							
							55.7

						
							
							–4.6

						
					

					
							
							Bradfield vs Ind.

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							2.5

						
							
							35.9

						
							
							50.0

						
							
							–14.1

						
							
							Bullwinkel

						
							
							WA

						
							
							3.3

						
							
							54.1

						
							
							50.5

						
							
							+3.6

						
					

					
							
							Banks

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							2.6

						
							
							49.4

						
							
							47.6

						
							
							+1.8

						
							
							Astonb

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							3.6

						
							
							48.0

						
							
							53.4

						
							
							–5.4

						
					

					
							
							Monash

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							2.9

						
							
							45.9

						
							
							54.1

						
							
							–8.2

						
							
							Parramatta

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							3.7

						
							
							56.3

						
							
							62.6

						
							
							–6.3

						
					

					
							
							Longman

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							3.1

						
							
							54.2

						
							
							50.1

						
							
							+4.1

						
							
							McEwen

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							3.8

						
							
							53.2

						
							
							55.8

						
							
							–2.6

						
					

					
							
							Bonner

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							3.4

						
							
							48.8

						
							
							45.0

						
							
							+3.8

						
							
							Wills vs GRN

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							55.5

						
							
							51.4

						
							
							+4.1

						
					

					
							
							Leichhardt

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							3.4

						
							
							52.8

						
							
							43.9

						
							
							+8.9

						
							
							Hunter

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							4.8

						
							
							55.0

						
							
							59.5

						
							
							–4.5

						
					

					
							
							Nicholls

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							3.4

						
							
							66.4

						
							
							64.4

						
							
							+2.0

						
							
							Reid

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							57.4

						
							
							62.0

						
							
							–4.6

						
					

					
							
							Hughesa

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							3.5

						
							
							54.6

						
							
							46.9

						
							
							+7.7

						
							
							Blair

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							54.5

						
							
							55.7

						
							
							–3.2

						
					

					
							
							

							Flynn

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							3.8

						
							
							52.8

						
							
							60.2

						
							
							–7.4

						
							
							Bruce

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							55.2

						
							
							64.6

						
							
							–9.4

						
					

					
							
							Wannon vs Ind.

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							3.8

						
							
							38.1

						
							
							53.3

						
							
							–15.2

						
							
							Werriwa

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							53.3

						
							
							56.8

						
							
							–3.5

						
					

					
							
							Forrest

						
							
							WA

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							53.9

						
							
							52.2

						
							
							+1.7

						
							
							Mean|median

						
							
							4.9|–4.6

						
					

					
							
							Fordea

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							52.5

						
							
							48.2

						
							
							+4.3

						
							
							Std dev.

						
							
							3.8

						
					

					
							
							Petriea

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							4.4

						
							
							53.4

						
							
							48.8

						
							
							+4.6

						
							
					

					
							
							Durack

						
							
							WA

						
							
							4.7

						
							
							54.9

						
							
							60.2

						
							
							–5.3

						
					

					
							
							Bowman

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							5.5

						
							
							51.4

						
							
							52.4

						
							
							–1.0

						
					

					
							
							Mean|median

						
							
							5.5|+2.1

						
					

					
							
							Std dev.

						
							
							7.5

						
					

				
			

			Notes: Marginal = seats requiring a 2PP swing of less than 6 percentage points to change hands. Error = predicted minus actual. Seats in bold text changed hands; a Seat changed hands but not predicted to change hands; b Seat predicted to change hands but did not change hands.

			Sources: Green (2024); YouGov (2025a); AEC (2025a); author’s calculations.

			Table A20.2 The MRP poll in ‘fairly safe’ seats, by order of marginality: YouGov, 1–29 April 2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Coalition 2PP

						
							
							
							Labor 2PP

						
					

					
							
							Electorate

						
							
							State

						
							
							Margin

						
							
							Predicted

						
							
							Actual

						
							
							Error

						
							
							Electorate

						
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Margin

						
							
							Predicted

						
							
							Actual

						
							
							Error

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Lindsay

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							55.1

						
							
							52.8

						
							
							+2.3

						
							
							Shortland

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							6.0

						
							
							55.6

						
							
							61.5

						
							
							–3.9

						
					

					
							
							Flinders

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							6.2

						
							
							54.9

						
							
							54.8

						
							
							+0.1

						
							
							Eden-Monaro

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							54.9

						
							
							57.2

						
							
							–2.3

						
					

					
							
							Capricornia

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							6.6

						
							
							55.8

						
							
							55.8

						
							
							  0.0

						
							
							Macquarie

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							6.3

						
							
							54.9

						
							
							57.7

						
							
							–2.8

						
					

					
							
							O’Connor

						
							
							WA

						
							
							6.7

						
							
							55.1

						
							
							63.3

						
							
							–8.2

						
							
							Dobell

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							6.6

						
							
							55.5

						
							
							59.4

						
							
							–3.9

						
					

					
							
							Hume

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							6.9

						
							
							59.2

						
							
							58.1

						
							
							+1.1

						
							
							Dunkley

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							6.8

						
							
							57.5

						
							
							57.1

						
							
							+0.4

						
					

					
							
							

							Groom vs Ind.

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							6.9

						
							
							57.3

						
							
							63.4

						
							
							–6.1

						
							
							Holt

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							7.1

						
							
							55.1

						
							
							64.0

						
							
							–8.9

						
					

					
							
							Berowra

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							53.8

						
							
							51.6

						
							
							+2.2

						
							
							Hawke

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							54.1

						
							
							57.6

						
							
							–3.5

						
					

					
							
							Braddona

						
							
							Tas.

						
							
							8.0

						
							
							57.0

						
							
							42.8

						
							
							+14.2

						
							
							Cooper

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							7.8

						
							
							60.2

						
							
							78.5

						
							
							–18.3

						
					

					
							
							La Trobe

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							56.3

						
							
							52.1

						
							
							+4.2

						
							
							Corangamite

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							7.8

						
							
							57.5

						
							
							58.1

						
							
							–0.6

						
					

					
							
							Fisher

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							8.7

						
							
							55.3

						
							
							56.0

						
							
							–0.7

						
							
							Greenway

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							7.9

						
							
							59.4

						
							
							63.8

						
							
							–4.4

						
					

					
							
							Fairfax

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							9.0

						
							
							55.8

						
							
							53.2

						
							
							+2.6

						
							
							Richmond

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							8.2

						
							
							52.6

						
							
							60.0

						
							
							–7.4

						
					

					
							
							McPherson

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							9.3

						
							
							55.1

						
							
							54.4

						
							
							+0.7

						
							
							Whitlam

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							8.3

						
							
							59.2

						
							
							56.3

						
							
							+2.9

						
					

					
							
							Riverina

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							9.7

						
							
							57.4

						
							
							62.6

						
							
							–5.2

						
							
							Solomon

						
							
							NT

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							59.7

						
							
							51.3

						
							
							+8.4

						
					

					
							
							Calare vs Ind. MP

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							9.7

						
							
							46.9

						
							
							43.2

						
							
							+3.7

						
							
							Pearce

						
							
							WA

						
							
							8.8

						
							
							56.0

						
							
							56.4

						
							
							–0.4

						
					

					
							
							Mean|median

						
							
							3.7|0.9

						
							
							Hindmarsh

						
							
							SA

						
							
							8.9

						
							
							60.4

						
							
							66.4

						
							
							–6.0

						
					

					
							
							Std dev.

						
							
							5.37

						
							
							Rankin

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							9.1

						
							
							59.4

						
							
							65.6

						
							
							–6.2

						
					

					
							
							
							Moreton

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							9.1

						
							
							59.9

						
							
							66.1

						
							
							–6.2

						
					

					
							
							Swan

						
							
							WA

						
							
							9.4

						
							
							58.5

						
							
							64.0

						
							
							–5.5

						
					

					
							
							Isaacs

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							60.0

						
							
							64.3

						
							
							–4.3

						
					

					
							
							Macarthur

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							9.8

						
							
							59.1

						
							
							65.6

						
							
							–6.5

						
					

					
							
							Cowan

						
							
							WA

						
							
							9.9

						
							
							59.4

						
							
							63.6

						
							
							–4.2

						
					

					
							
							Mean|median

						
							
							5.1|4.2

						
					

					
							
							Std dev.

						
							
							4.94

						
					

				
			

			Notes: Fairly safe = seats requiring a 2PP swing of between 6.0 and 9.9 percentage points to change hands; Error = predicted less actual; Seats in bold text changed hands; a Seat changed hands but not predicted to change hands.

			Sources: Green (2024); YouGov (2025a); AEC (2025a); author’s calculations.

			

			Table A20.3 The MRP poll in ‘safe’ seats, by order of marginality: YouGov, 1–29 April 2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Coalition 2PP

						
							
							
							Labor 2PP

						
					

					
							
							Electorate

						
							
							State

						
							
							Margin

						
							
							Predicted

						
							
							Actual

						
							
							Error

						
							
							Electorate

						
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Margin

						
							
							Predicted

						
							
							Actual

						
							
							Error

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Grey

						
							
							SA

						
							
							10.1

						
							
							57.2

						
							
							54.6

						
							
							+2.6

						
							
							Gorton

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							56.2

						
							
							60.3

						
							
							–4.1

						
					

					
							
							Hinkler

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							10.1

						
							
							56.2

						
							
							56.3

						
							
							–0.1

						
							
							Hasluck

						
							
							WA

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							66.0

						
							
							66.0

						
							
							0.0

						
					

					
							
							Dawson

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							10.4

						
							
							59.0

						
							
							61.8

						
							
							–2.8

						
							
							McMahon

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							60.8

						
							
							59.0

						
							
							+1.8

						
					

					
							
							Mitchell

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							56.5

						
							
							53.8

						
							
							+2.7

						
							
							Lilley

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							62.5

						
							
							64.5

						
							
							–2.0

						
					

					
							
							Fadden

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							10.6

						
							
							55.9

						
							
							56.9

						
							
							–1.0

						
							
							Makin

						
							
							SA

						
							
							10.8

						
							
							61.5

						
							
							64.7

						
							
							–3.2

						
					

					
							
							Page

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							10.7

						
							
							58.0

						
							
							59.3

						
							
							–1.3

						
							
							Bendigo

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							11.2

						
							
							60.9

						
							
							51.4

						
							
							+9.5

						
					

					
							
							Wright

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							10.9

						
							
							58.6

						
							
							58.0

						
							
							+0.6

						
							
							Gellibrand

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							11.2

						
							
							62.3

						
							
							65.1

						
							
							–2.8

						
					

					
							
							Moncrieff

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							11.2

						
							
							58.1

						
							
							58.8

						
							
							–0.7

						
							
							Hotham

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							63.6

						
							
							66.9

						
							
							–3.3

						
					

					
							
							Wide Bay

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							11.3

						
							
							54.5

						
							
							57.6

						
							
							–3.1

						
							
							Oxley

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							62.7

						
							
							69.2

						
							
							–6.5

						
					

					
							
							Cook

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							59.0

						
							
							57.2

						
							
							+1.8

						
							
							Adelaide 

						
							
							SA

						
							
							11.9

						
							
							61.9

						
							
							69.1

						
							
							–7.2

						
					

					
							
							Herbert

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							11.8

						
							
							59.4

						
							
							63.4

						
							
							–4.0

						
							
							Barton

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							12.0

						
							
							64.1

						
							
							66.0

						
							
							–1.9

						
					

					
							
							Lyne

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							13.8

						
							
							54.9

						
							
							59.8

						
							
							–4.9

						
							
							Macnamara

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							58.0

						
							
							61.8

						
							
							–3.8

						
					

					
							
							New England

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							15.2

						
							
							61.2

						
							
							67.1

						
							
							–5.9

						
							
							Jagajaga

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							60.8

						
							
							62.9

						
							
							–2.1

						
					

					
							
							Farrer

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							16.3

						
							
							59.3

						
							
							62.9

						
							
							–3.6

						
							
							Canberra vs GRN

						
							
							ACT

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							60.1

						
							
							76.4

						
							
							–15.3

						
					

					
							
							Barker

						
							
							SA

						
							
							16.6

						
							
							60.7

						
							
							63.0

						
							
							–2.3

						
							
							Calwell

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							12.4

						
							
							58.5

						
							
							64.7

						
							
							–6.2

						
					

					
							
							Parkes

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							18.2

						
							
							62.7

						
							
							63.0

						
							
							–0.3

						
							
							Corio

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							12.5

						
							
							60.2

						
							
							63.2

						
							
							–3.0

						
					

					
							
							Mallee

						
							
							Vic

						
							
							19.0

						
							
							64.6

						
							
							69.0

						
							
							–4.4

						
							
							Lalor

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							12.8

						
							
							59.5

						
							
							63.2

						
							
							–3.7

						
					

					
							
							Gippsland

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							20.6

						
							
							61.5

						
							
							69.4

						
							
							–7.9

						
							
							Spence

						
							
							SA

						
							
							12.9

						
							
							59.9

						
							
							65.3

						
							
							–5.4

						
					

					
							
							Maranoa vs PHON

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							22.1

						
							
							66.2

						
							
							74.0

						
							
							–7.8

						
							
							Bean

						
							
							ACT

						
							
							12.9

						
							
							62.0

						
							
							69.3

						
							
							–7.3

						
					

					
							
							Mean|median

						
							
							3.0|–2.3

						
							
							Ballarat

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							61.6

						
							
							60.7

						
							
							+0.9

						
					

					
							
							Std dev.

						
							
							3.16

						
							
							Maribyrnong

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							63.5

						
							
							62.7

						
							
							+0.8

						
					

					
							
							
							

							Blaxland

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							63.4

						
							
							71.9

						
							
							–8.5

						
					

					
							
							Burt

						
							
							WA

						
							
							13.3

						
							
							63.3

						
							
							65.7

						
							
							–2.4

						
					

					
							
							Kingsford Smith

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							13.3

						
							
							65.2

						
							
							67.2

						
							
							–2.0

						
					

					
							
							Chifley

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							13.6

						
							
							62.3

						
							
							69.8

						
							
							–7.5

						
					

					
							
							Franklin

						
							
							Tas.

						
							
							13.7

						
							
							58.6

						
							
							69.4

						
							
							–10.8

						
					

					
							
							Perth

						
							
							WA

						
							
							14.4

						
							
							56.6

						
							
							66.5

						
							
							–9.9

						
					

					
							
							Cunningham

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							15.1

						
							
							62.2

						
							
							67.5

						
							
							–5.3

						
					

					
							
							Watson

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							15.2

						
							
							64.7

						
							
							72.9

						
							
							–8.2

						
					

					
							
							Scullin

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							15.4

						
							
							62.1

						
							
							64.3

						
							
							–2.2

						
					

					
							
							Fenner

						
							
							ACT

						
							
							15.7

						
							
							66.6

						
							
							72.1

						
							
							–5.5

						
					

					
							
							Kingston

						
							
							SA

						
							
							16.4

						
							
							64.2

						
							
							70.7

						
							
							–6.5

						
					

					
							
							Sydney vs GRN

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							16.5

						
							
							67.5

						
							
							78.1

						
							
							–10.6

						
					

					
							
							Fraser

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							16.6

						
							
							63.3

						
							
							72.0

						
							
							–8.7

						
					

					
							
							Fremantle

						
							
							WA

						
							
							16.9

						
							
							62.2

						
							
							68.7

						
							
							–6.5

						
					

					
							
							Brand

						
							
							WA

						
							
							17.1

						
							
							65.9

						
							
							66.9

						
							
							–1.0

						
					

					
							
							Grayndler vs GRN

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							17.3

						
							
							65.3

						
							
							80.2

						
							
							–14.9

						
					

					
							
							Newcastle

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							17.9

						
							
							64.7

						
							
							70.8

						
							
							–6.1

						
					

					
							
							Mean|median

						
							
							5.5|–4.4

						
					

					
							
							Std dev.

						
							
							4.62

						
					

				
			

			Note: Safe = seats requiring a 2PP swing of more than 10 percentage points to change hands.

			Sources: Green (2024); YouGov (2025a); AEC (2025a); author’s calculations.

			

			Table A20.4 Classic contests in single electorates, 31 March – 3 May 2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							First preferences

						
							
					

					
							
							Electorate

						
							
							Incumbent; margin

						
							
							Pollster

						
							
							Date(s)

						
							
							n

						
							
							
							ALP

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							PHON

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							Other

						
							
							2PP (ALP)

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
					

					
							
							Eden-Monaro

						
							
							ALP (McBain); 6.1

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							268

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							42.2

						
							
							26.0

						
							
							10.9

						
							
							7.0

						
							
							10.6

						
							
							3.3

						
							
							61.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							43.0

						
							
							31.9

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							7.0

						
							
							  3.9

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							57.2

						
					

					
							
							Gilmore

						
							
							ALP (Phillips); 0.2

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							255

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							36.2

						
							
							33.5

						
							
							11.1

						
							
							6.0

						
							
							8.5

						
							
							4.7

						
							
							54.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							38.1

						
							
							34.5

						
							
							7.1

						
							
							5.0

						
							
							7.5

						
							
							7.8

						
							
							55.1

						
					

					
							
							Hunter

						
							
							ALP (Repacholi); 4.8

						
							
							KJC Research 

						
							
							20 April

						
							
							600

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							45.0*

						
					

					
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							224

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							35.8

						
							
							14.6

						
							
							8.8

						
							
							25.3

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							15.0

						
							
							59.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							43.5

						
							
							18.2

						
							
							7.4

						
							
							16.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							14.8

						
							
							59.5

						
					

					
							
							McMahon

						
							
							ALP (Bowen); 10.5

						
							
							Compass

						
							
							8 April

						
							
							1,003

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							19.0

						
							
							20.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							41.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							45.5

						
							
							26.8

						
							
							9.1

						
							
							8.7

						
							
							9.8

						
							
							–

						
							
							59.0

						
					

					
							
							New England

						
							
							Nats (Joyce); 15.2

						
							
							New England Times

						
							
							9–23 April

						
							
							426

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							24.1

						
							
							43.6

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							6.8

						
							
							2.4

						
							
							3.8

						
							
							42.7

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							20.3

						
							
							52.2

						
							
							7.9

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							3.7

						
							
							5.9

						
							
							32.9

						
					

					
							
							Paterson

						
							
							ALP (Swanson); 2.6

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							302

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							30.9

						
							
							25.9

						
							
							11.5

						
							
							14.2

						
							
							15.9

						
							
							1.6

						
							
							55.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							37.0

						
							
							27.2

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							12.1

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							56.9

						
					

					
							
							Richmond

						
							
							ALP (Elliot); 8.2

						
							
							KJC Research

						
							
							24 April

						
							
							600

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							34.0*

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							30.4

						
							
							24.6

						
							
							26.5

						
							
							5.4

						
							
							2.6

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							60.0

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
					

					
							
							Ballarat

						
							
							ALP (King); 13.0

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							217

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							38.5

						
							
							23.8

						
							
							17.7

						
							
							9.8

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							4.1

						
							
							62.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							42.3

						
							
							28.6

						
							
							14.3

						
							
							7.7

						
							
							2.8

						
							
							4.3

						
							
							60.7

						
					

					
							
							

							Qld

						
					

					
							
							Blair

						
							
							ALP (Neumann); 5.2

						
							
							KJC Research

						
							
							24 April

						
							
							600

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							41.0*

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							55.7

						
					

					
							
							Dickson

						
							
							LNP (Dutton); 1.7

						
							
							Freshwater

						
							
							10 April (pub.)

						
							
							–

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							43.0

						
					

					
							
							UComms

						
							
							9–10 April

						
							
							854

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							24.2

						
							
							37.6

						
							
							10.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							12.0

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							52.0

						
					

					
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							253

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							24.2

						
							
							40.3

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							5.4

						
							
							16.5

						
							
							6.0

						
							
							45.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							33.6

						
							
							34.8

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							56.0

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
					

					
							
							Bullwinkel

						
							
							ALP (notional); 3.3

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							238

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							31.6

						
							
							40.6

						
							
							11.1

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							0.6

						
							
							6.6

						
							
							48.5

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							32.0

						
							
							40.1

						
							
							11.2

						
							
							8.6

						
							
							–

						
							
							8.2

						
							
							50.5

						
					

					
							
							Forrest

						
							
							Liberal; 4.2

						
							
							UComms

						
							
							9–10 April

						
							
							c.1,000

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							–

						
							
							34

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							20

						
							
							–

						
							
							49.0 (Lib.)

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							22.6

						
							
							36.0

						
							
							7.9

						
							
							8.7

						
							
							18.3

						
							
							6.6

						
							
							52.2 (Lib.)

						
					

					
							
							Tangney

						
							
							ALP (Lim); 2.8

						
							
							KJC Research

						
							
							24 April

						
							
							600

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							45.0*

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							42.5

						
							
							34.3

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							4.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							6.2

						
							
							57.0

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
					

					
							
							Adelaide

						
							
							ALP (Georganas); 11.9

						
							
							DemosAU

						
							
							27–29 April

						
							
							1,974

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							29

						
							
							32

						
							
							12

						
							
							9

						
							
							–

						
							
							18

						
							
							51

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							46.5

						
							
							24.2

						
							
							19.0

						
							
							  4.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							6.4

						
							
							69.1

						
					

					
							
							Boothby

						
							
							ALP (Miller-Frost); 3.3

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							250

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							32.1

						
							
							30.7

						
							
							14.9

						
							
							9.0

						
							
							0.4

						
							
							12.9

						
							
							52

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							42.6

						
							
							32.5

						
							
							17.1

						
							
							3.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							4.8

						
							
							61.1

						
					

					
							
							

							Tas.

						
					

					
							
							Braddon

						
							
							Liberal; 8.0 

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							419

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							33.2

						
							
							30.6

						
							
							9.7

						
							
							4.6

						
							
							15.7

						
							
							6.2

						
							
							54

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							39.5

						
							
							31.7

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							7.6

						
							
							8.3

						
							
							4.5

						
							
							57.2

						
					

					
							
							Franklin

						
							
							ALP (Collins); 13.7

						
							
							EMRS

						
							
							9–10 April

						
							
							430

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							38

						
							
							19

						
							
							13

						
							
							–

						
							
							20

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							39.0

						
							
							18.8

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							5.0

						
							
							26.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							57.8

						
					

					
							
							Lyons

						
							
							ALP; 0.9

						
							
							UComms

						
							
							10 April (pub.)

						
							
							712

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							27.2

						
							
							29.5

						
							
							14.6

						
							
							4.1

						
							
							–

						
							
							5.8

						
							
							50.9

						
					

					
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							446

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							33.4

						
							
							27.8

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							4.4

						
							
							9.3

						
							
							12.1

						
							
							56

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							43.3

						
							
							26.4

						
							
							10.6

						
							
							6.8

						
							
							3.2

						
							
							9.7

						
							
							61.6

						
					

				
			

			Note: * Two-party vote adds to less than 100.

			Sources: Publicly reported estimates; YouGov, Personal communication; AEC (2025a).

			Table A20.5 Non-classic contests in single seats, 31 March – 3 May 2025 (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							First preferences

						
							
					

					
							
							Electorate

						
							
							Incumbent; margin

						
							
							Pollster

						
							
							Date(s)

						
							
							n

						
							
							
							ALP

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							GRN

						
							
							PHON

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							Other

						
							
							2CP (Ind.)

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
					

					
							
							Calare

						
							
							Gee (Ind.); 9.7 vs Nats

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							184

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							8.2

						
							
							25.1

						
							
							5.1

						
							
							13.9

						
							
							38.9

						
							
							8.8

						
							
							57.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							10.4

						
							
							29.7

						
							
							3.5

						
							
							7.7

						
							
							39.4

						
							
							9.3

						
							
							56.8

						
					

					
							
							Wentworth

						
							
							Spender (Ind.); 6.8 vs Lib.

						
							
							UComms

						
							
							9 April (pub.)

						
							
							1,015

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							32.9

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							32.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							58.0

						
					

					
							
							Compass

						
							
							18 April (pub.)

						
							
							627

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							15.0

						
							
							47.0

						
							
							10.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							28.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							13.4

						
							
							36.4

						
							
							10.2

						
							
							2.4

						
							
							37.7

						
							
							–

						
							
							58.3

						
					

					
							
							

							Vic

						
					

					
							
							Wannon

						
							
							Liberal (Tehan); 3.8 vs Ind.

						
							
							YouGov

						
							
							17–24 April

						
							
							246

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							12.2

						
							
							33.2

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							6.9

						
							
							35.7

						
							
							6.8

						
							
							57.0

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							10.6

						
							
							43.7

						
							
							3.1

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							32.1

						
							
							6.3

						
							
							46.3

						
					

					
							
							Qld

						
					

					
							
							Brisbane

						
							
							Greens (Bates); 3.7 vs LNP

						
							
							JWS Research

						
							
							8–9 April 

						
							
							834

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							29.0

						
							
							43.0

						
							
							29.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							51 (ALP)

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							32.2

						
							
							34.3

						
							
							25.9

						
							
							2.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							5.2

						
							
							59.0 (ALP)

						
					

					
							
							Griffith

						
							
							Greens (Chandler-Mather); 0.9 vs ALP (primary)

						
							
							JWS Research

						
							
							8–9 April

						
							
							888

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							28.0

						
							
							38.0

						
							
							23.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							51(ALP 2PP)

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							34.5

						
							
							26.6

						
							
							31.7

						
							
							2.5

						
							
							–

						
							
							4.8

						
							
							60.6 (ALP)

						
					

					
							
							Ryan

						
							
							Greens (Watson-Brown);  2.6 vs LNP

						
							
							JWS Research

						
							
							8–9 April

						
							
							825

						
							
							Est.

						
							
							30.0

						
							
							46.0

						
							
							13.0

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							11.0

						
							
							57 (LNP 2PP)

						
					

					
							
							–

						
							
							Vote

						
							
							28.2

						
							
							34.6

						
							
							29.0

						
							
							2.3

						
							
							–

						
							
							5.9

						
							
							53.3 (GRN)

						
					

				
			

			Sources: Publicly reported estimates; JWS, Personal communication; AEC (2025a); Green (2024).

			

			
				
						1	 For additional information, I thank Jessica Elgood from Ipsos, George Hasanakos from DemosAU, Morgan James from Spectre, Julian McCrann from Roy Morgan, Shaun Ratcliff from Accent, Kos Samaras from RedBridge, John Scales from JWS, Paul Smith from YouGov, John Utting from Utting Research, Dorian von Freyhold from Compass and Campbell White from Pyxis. Freshwater did not respond to my requests and Resolve asked me not to make any. For their comments on an earlier draft, I thank Anika Gauja, Luke Mansillo and Jill Sheppard.
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			The Liberals go backwards again

			Josh Sunman, Zareh Ghazarian and Marija Taflaga

			Abstract

			The 2025 election was the worst result in the Liberal Party’s history, compounding their previous worst result in 2022. These results were largely driven by urban and suburban decline, with the party driven out of metropolitan Perth and Adelaide. The Liberals’ results were almost as poor in Melbourne and Sydney, while they suffered devastating and unexpected losses in Brisbane—home to Opposition leader Peter Dutton. The party entered the campaign with severe organisational impediments across the country. These organisational issues were patched over throughout Dutton’s leadership with a set of opportunistic, ideologically incoherent policy priorities, ranging from heavily interventionist nuclear and gas programs, to ‘sugar hit’ cost-of-living relief, such as cutting the fuel excise. Buoyed by the failure of the Indigenous Voice to Parliament referendum, the party ran a chaotic campaign that failed to address the concerns of the electorate. These factors contributed to a devastating defeat for the Liberal Party.

			Keywords: Liberal Party; party organisation; party ideology; policy agenda; election campaign

			

			The 2025 election was a disastrous result for the Liberal Party of Australia (LPA), which went further backwards from its 2022 defeat and suffered its worst result since its formation in 1944. The scale and nature of this defeat have given rise to debates about whether the party faces an existential crisis and what this means for its organisational future.

			The Liberals failed to gain significant ground in their former heartland where Teal Independents retained seats won in 2022, except Goldstein. This was largely expected, as the Dutton Opposition had spent the term seeking to target outer suburban areas at the expense of wresting back wealthier electorates. However, this appeal also fell dramatically short. The party lost ground contrary to expectations in Victoria, as well as unexpectedly losing several Brisbane marginals—most devastatingly, Dutton’s own seat of Dickson. The party also had a worse performance than its 2022 nadirs in South Australia and Western Australia and was wiped out in Tasmania.

			Dutton’s strategy of courting Labor’s traditional base in the outer suburbs was seemingly vindicated by the overwhelming ‘No’ vote in the Indigenous Voice to Parliament referendum, emboldening the Liberals’ embrace of ‘culture war’ issues and its flirtation with right-wing populism. This strategy was only tempered by growing disquiet over the governing approach of US President Donald Trump in the final weeks of the Albanese government’s first term. Despite having a broad political strategy, the Liberals entered the 2025 campaign with an underdeveloped policy envelope and the party organisation in a rundown state. The campaign appeared to lurch from one misstep to another, with party elder George Brandis later describing it as an exercise in ‘running out of people to offend’ (in Karvelas 2025). In the end, the results on the night laid bare how risky Dutton’s gamble had been. This chapter will utilise Stuart Ball’s framework of opposition success to assess the Liberals’ campaign performance. It examines the pre-electoral context, with a focus on the LPA’s strategic approach and organisational capacity, the shambolic campaign run by Dutton and the wider party and the scale of the LPA’s defeat. 

			Pre-campaign context

			Developing a strategy in the aftermath of 2022

			It is helpful to assess the strategic approach of the Liberal Party through the lens of Stuart Ball’s framework of opposition requirements. Ball’s essential argument is that whether oppositions are successful in regaining office depends on five factors: the injection of ‘fresh faces’ into the leadership team, maintenance of party cohesion, the visibility of a new or distinctive agenda, an efficient party organisation and an overall adaptability—that is, a hunger for office that prevails over notions of ideological purity (Ball 2005). Tim Bale builds on this framework by offering two broad strategic approaches followed by successful oppositions: impressionism and pointillism. In essence, impressionism captures parties which signal broad intentions and values without specific details, whereas pointillism focuses on the outlining of specific and detailed manifestos (Bale 2015: 62). 

			

			Peter Dutton adopted an impressionistic strategy throughout his tenure as Opposition Leader, signalling values and intent rather than providing programmatic detail. In his first press conference as leader, Dutton promised ‘strong policy to make the lives of Australians better’. In making this promise, Dutton (2022) signposted his key electoral focus, declaring that ‘our policies will be squarely aimed at the forgotten Australians, in the suburbs, across regional Australia’. This is an adaptation of a core construct of Liberal Party politics in Australia, the so-called forgotten people of LPA founder, Robert Menzies. As pointed out by Judith Brett (1992), Menzies outlined the LPA’s core constituency as the overlooked ‘middle classes’—not extremely wealthy, but outside Labor’s sectional focus on blue-collar workers. This construct is invoked in a ritual manner by most LPA leaders, but its meaning has changed over time to suit political circumstances and the electoral appeals of particular leaders. Dutton’s invocation combines the language of Menzies with the culturally conservative and masculine appeals of John Howard and, later, Scott Morrison—a clear example of impressionistic signalling rather than a set of detailed policies. 

			The party’s path to recovery from the 2022 result was hampered by lingering scandals from the Morrison government. These were the multiple-ministries scandal, the Robodebt Royal Commission and continued revelations from the Brittany Higgins case. The impact of these challenges was exemplified in the Aston by-election in 2023. This was necessitated by the resignation of former minister Alan Tudge, who had been implicated in the fallout from Robodebt and faced additional pressure over an extramarital affair. Aston was a historic defeat for the Opposition, with Labor claiming the seat on a 6 per cent swing and a final two-party-preferred vote total of 54 per cent. This represented the first time a government had won a seat from an opposition at a by-election since Kalgoorlie in 1920 (AEC 2023). These challenges speak to the Dutton Opposition’s difficulty in establishing ‘visibility’ for their new priorities and breaking from the Morrison government. The challenge was exacerbated by a shortage of ‘fresh faces’ in the core leadership team, as most were veterans of the tarnished Morrison government (see Ball 2005). 

			

			At the time of the by-election, the Coalition was deliberating on how to approach the Albanese government’s Voice referendum. The Nationals had pre-empted the Liberals, announcing their opposition in principle to the Voice in December 2022 (Karp 2022). Days after the Aston by-election, Dutton followed suit, announcing that the Liberal Party would also oppose ‘the Prime Minister’s Canberra Voice. It should be very clear to Australians by now that the Prime Minister is dividing our country, and the Liberal Party seeks to unite our country’ (Dutton and Ley 2023). The tone of this statement was highly partisan and arguably populist, labelling the so-called Canberra Voice championed by Albanese a divisive and elitist institution (see Chapter 4, this volume). While opposing the Voice referendum was broadly supported in both party rooms, there was some notable dissent. Julian Leeser quit as the responsible shadow minister and Andrew Gee defected from the Nationals. Finally, Ken Wyatt, the former Indigenous Affairs Minister and a proud Nyungar man, quit the party in protest. 

			Dutton successfully used the ‘No’ campaign to build momentum, attack the standing of the Prime Minister and paint the government as distracted from the cost-of-living crisis—achieving a distinctive and visible policy position vis-a-vis the government (see Ball 2005). The referendum’s defeat weakened Labor’s and Albanese’s confidence and boosted the Coalition’s morale. In hindsight, it also bred complacency. Dutton and the wider party viewed the failure of the Voice referendum as a vindication of their suburban strategy and evidence of Labor’s detachment from its traditional base, rather than a poorly prosecuted case for change through a referendum mechanism that has historically favoured the status quo.

			A more prescient event that should have given the Opposition pause was the Dunkley by-election. Located in Melbourne’s outer south, Dunkley was consistently held by the Coalition from 1996 to 2019 and its demographic profile meant it was exactly the kind of electorate on which Dutton had pinned his electoral hopes. Labor retained the seat in the 2024 by-election despite suffering a 3.6 per cent swing against it. This result reflected the average swing of 3.5 per cent against governments in by-elections since 1984. However, considering Dutton’s stated suburban electoral strategy, the result was underwhelming (AEC 2024). Dunkley, as well as Aston, were both comfortably retained by the Albanese government in the 2025 general election and offered early warning signs that Dutton’s impressionistic strategy perhaps needed further refinement and policy detail. 

			

			The Liberal Party organisation

			At the organisational level, the LPA’s party organs continued a downward decline, failing to demonstrate the efficiency and efficacy needed for electoral success (see Ball 2005). The party was out of office at the State level in New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia and Western Australia, compounding difficulties of resourcing, policy development, candidate selection and fundraising in those divisions. The South Australian and Victorian divisions remained riven by high-profile factional and leadership issues. The Tasmanian division held on to power in minority status, while the composite parties, the Liberal National Party (LNP) in Queensland and the Country Liberal Party (CLP) in the Northern Territory, had the most success, with both returning to government. 

			Ongoing conflict between Dutton’s travelling campaign office and the main headquarters worsened throughout the campaign, with concerns throughout the party that Dutton’s team was making ‘on the fly’ announcements without proper consultation and utilisation of central resources (Kehoe 2025). Likewise, Senator Jonathon Duniam of Tasmania later complained of disconnects between the central campaign and more localised needs, arguing that local campaign teams had been constrained by central directives (Moran 2025; Chapter 2, this volume).

			Low morale and poor State-level results had seen members quit or fail to renew memberships, with a related decline in revenue. In Victoria, membership sits between 8,000 and 10,000 people, with an average age of 68 years. In New South Wales, membership is estimated to be between 8,000 and 12,000 (Kolovos and Belot 2025). The lack of party members, and therefore volunteers, saw the Liberal Party reportedly rely on the Exclusive Brethren to hand out how-to-vote cards at election booths (Bachelard and Maddison 2025). While it was argued during the campaign that this was spontaneous grassroots action, it was revealed after the election that Brethren support for Liberal campaigns went beyond ad hoc canvassing, with the party’s Feedback voter-contact software having a package and log-in keys specifically for Brethren members (Maddison and Sakkal 2025). Additionally, a key Dutton advisor, Sam Jackson-Hope, had been allegedly tasked for much of the campaign proper to liaise between party campaign teams and Brethren supporters. It is estimated that in addition to on-the-ground campaigning, the Brethren made up to one million voter calls by the end of the election campaign (Maddison and Sakkal 2025).

			

			The State divisions were also struggling to appear united. In the leadup to the election, the Victorian division was embroiled in damaging internal conflict after state Liberal MP Moira Deeming successfully sued the Victorian party leader John Pesutto for defamation (see Legg and Metzger 2025). In New South Wales, Peter Dutton ordered an intervention in that State’s division, appointing two conservative Victorian elder statesmen, Alan Stockdale and Richard Alston, and former NSW MP Peta Seaton as a three-person administrative committee with the aim of tackling dysfunctional factional organisation (Karp 2025; Stockdale et al. 2025). The Liberal Party’s Western Australian organisational decline continued, having been in a downward spiral after consecutive State landslide losses in 2017, 2021 and 2025. Likewise, the South Australian division had reached a new nadir after its 2022 State election loss, with its previous leader David Speirs resigning in disgrace after drug supply charges, and losing two by-elections to the Malinauskas Labor government (Sunman 2025: 319–20).

			Considering the turmoil engulfing multiple State Liberal divisions, and the level of dysfunction present in the campaign, we argue that the Liberal Party’s lack of organisational efficiency was a major contributing factor to their 2025 defeat. The party also struggled to offer ‘fresh faces’ to the electorate, with its core leadership team comprising Morrison government ministers. On the criteria of ‘visibility’, the party struggled to move past the toxic hangovers from its time in office and offer a distinctive policy vision for a future Coalition government.

			The campaign issues and dynamic

			The lack of a coherent policy agenda from the Coalition was a substantial contributor to the breadth and depth of the Opposition’s defeat. Dutton and the wider frontbench failed to offer a set of clear, coherent policy pledges and principles and failed to ‘adapt’ their ideological preconceptions to the Australian electorate.

			The Liberals’ poor campaign was not solely due to policy, however, as the shadow of Trump also hamstrung Peter Dutton’s natural style of campaigning. Initially from a police background, and with notable ministerial stints in Defence and Home Affairs throughout the Liberals’ previous terms in office, Dutton had developed a ‘strongman’ persona among the electorate (Blaine 2024; Long 2025; Chapter 2, this volume). This persona was ill-suited to an election held in the shadow of Trump and the machismo approach taken by his administration. This led to Dutton attempting to soften his image, which in turn seemed inauthentic and at times indecisive (Mizen 2025a). Dutton had run a tight, ‘cohesive’ Opposition—one that seemed to be well placed to defeat the government right up until the writs were issued. In the light of the campaign, this unity was revealed to be driven by a tightly controlled, highly centralised operation from the leader’s office—one characterised by a distinct lack of visible policy development and ideological rigidity. 

			

			Taflaga (2023) noted that the 2022 Liberal campaign was distinctly masculine and based on Morrison’s appeals to outer suburban electorates, although there was some effort from candidates in so-called Teal seats to offer a more socially progressive Liberal vision. In 2025 there was no concerted effort to offer different messaging to more up-scale traditional Liberal heartlands to reclaim seats from Teal Independents, with the party doubling down on the outer suburban strategy employed in 2022. 

			The party’s campaign relentlessly targeted the seats of Hawke and McEwen on Melbourne’s north-western fringe, Werriwa in Western Sydney and Whitlam, based in the Illawarra. Of these seats, McEwen and Werriwa recorded swings to the ALP below Statewide averages, Hawke no swing and Whitlam a rare swing to the Coalition. This suggests that, perhaps, had they been on track for a victory, these seats would have delivered the Coalition a majority. In hindsight, seemingly erroneous internal polling showing the Coalition highly competitive led to traditionally marginal seats such as Petrie being relatively undefended:

			[T]he whole polling was wrong … The messaging from the campaign and the leader’s office was ‘we’re going to win additional seats, there’s no way the Labor Party can increase their majority, they will go backwards into minority government and that’s the best they can hope for’. (Howarth, cited in Elks 2025)

			This misplaced optimism based on incorrect polling was arguably a large contributor to the Liberal campaign’s laser-like focus on the outer suburbs and potentially explains its failure to correct course on several damaging policies. 

			

			Nuclear and gas

			The Coalition advanced one ‘big picture’ policy proposal: the introduction of nuclear power into Australia’s energy grid. However, the details of this major energy policy were left quite vague and it presented a big target for negative Labor campaigning. The Liberal plan touted the construction of seven nuclear power plants at the sites of former coal-fired power stations with a mixture of full-size and smaller modular plants (Dutton et al. 2024). Labor ruthlessly attacked this proposal, using the tagline ‘He cuts, you pay’, tying what they argued to be a $600-billion cost of construction to existing voter perceptions of the spectre of budget cuts to wider government programs and social services (see Chapter 3, this volume).

			Internally, nuclear offered a somewhat clean solution to long-running disputes over energy policy in the Coalition. Conservative members of the Liberals, as well as the Nationals, had long opposed net-zero targets and the introduction of policies favouring clean and renewable sources of energy. These disputes were major contributing factors to instability in the Liberal leadership from 2009 to 2018 and Dutton’s pledge to introduce nuclear largely assisted party and Coalition cohesion.

			In ideological terms, however, this policy represented a dramatic departure from core Liberal principles. As noted by Brett (2024), the Liberal Party has always emphasised the role of private enterprise over government and the role of the States over Commonwealth centralisation. This new policy marked a dramatic break from both principles, with the policy proposing Commonwealth Government intervention in a largely private market and overruling State-level concerns about the imposition of nuclear energy. This contradiction was acknowledged post election by frontbench Senator James Paterson:

			The answer for the Liberal Party going forward on this is probably not … a government-initiated and managed and run program where taxpayers would finance and build them … [b]ut instead go for a more traditional Liberal … market-based approach, which is repeal the prohibition on nuclear power, and then leave it up to the energy industry. (cited in Coorey 2025)

			The Liberals sidelined their nuclear proposals throughout much of the campaign (Cropp 2025), with gas receiving greater attention in terms of policy announcements. The centrepiece of the party’s gas plan was the creation of an East Coast Gas Reserve, mandating that the three largest gas providers reserve 20 per cent of Eastern Australia’s gas for the domestic market. This was proposed to be coupled with an Australian domestic gas security mechanism to force suppliers to offer gas to the domestic market at lower rates than gas exported to foreign markets. These measures were to be supported by a $300-billion critical gas infrastructure fund and a general policy of fast-tracking new gas projects (LPA 2025). Reaction from industry players was mixed, with Energy Producers Australia arguing the policy would lead to oversupply and deter investment, but companies such as Santos welcomed the approach (Greber 2025). Regardless of industry perspectives, this gas policy was highly interventionist, contradicting traditional Liberal approaches. 

			

			Cost of living and work conditions

			This ideological incoherence was also reflected in the party’s approach to cost-of-living issues. Rather than advancing a set of philosophically cohesive policies targeted at addressing inflation and lowering tax burdens, the Liberals opted for ‘sugar hits’ such as lowering the fuel excise by 25 cents per litre for 12 months and a promise of a $1,200 cost-of-living tax offset. Here, however, the Opposition found itself outmanoeuvred by the Albanese government into not supporting a tax cut in the lowest tax bracket. Once again, Senator Paterson offered some helpful post-election analysis:

			[W]e made some tactical errors which confused some of our supporters, for example, opposing a tax cut and going to an election saying we’re going to reverse a tax cut … When people vote Liberal, one of the things they expect from us is lower taxes. (cited in Kehoe 2025)

			The proposed unwinding of work-from-home arrangements for Canberra-based public servants was another ill-fated policy. Initially announced without shadow cabinet consultation by opposition finance and public service spokeswoman Jane Hume, and later backed by Peter Dutton, the announcement spiralled throughout the electorate. While targeted only at Canberra-based public servants, the proposal caused voters to doubt the Coalition’s overall position on flexible working arrangements. Had the party paused to consider, it may well have realised the massive potential impact forcing remote workers back to the office could have on voters during a cost-of-living crisis (see Chapter 6, this volume). Dutton eventually backed down from the policy after public blowback, but not until after lasting electoral damage had been done. 

			

			Defence and immigration

			The Liberals also suffered from their traditional ‘home base’ policy areas of defence and immigration being neutralised throughout the campaign. Defence was sidelined due to three factors: Dutton’s overzealous ‘verballing’ of the Indonesian President over supposed deployment of Russian long-range aircraft to Indonesian airbases, Donald Trump’s destabilisation of global affairs and disparaging comments from the party’s candidate in Whitlam regarding women serving in the defence force, with shadow defence minister Andrew Hastie also sidelined due to similar past comments (Hannaford 2025). After the election, Hastie discussed his frustrations over the central campaign failing to announce developed policies in a timely manner—a critique supported by shadow education minister Sarah Henderson (Karvelas 2025). 

			Likewise, the immigration debate was won by Labor with their policy of international student caps—forcing the Opposition into a ‘me too’ position. The Liberal Party has traditionally ‘owned’ both defence and immigration as policy areas. That is, the Liberals are generally preferred by the electorate to handle these issues (Cameron and McAllister 2019). Labor, in contrast, has experienced a lot of political trauma from immigration in election campaigns, ranging from the Tampa affair in 2001 to the potent ‘stop the boats’ campaign in 2013. Fears of appearing to be ‘Trump-like’ also played a role in discouraging the Liberals from pursuing a hard immigration agenda; they sought to avoid comparison with Trump’s tough-on-immigration approach involving mass deportations and denigration of minority groups (Butler 2025). These factors combined undermined the Coalition’s ability to capitalise on their traditional areas of strength through high-profile policy proposals. 

			The overall policy agenda (or lack thereof) presented by the Liberal Party contributed to the severity of its defeat. It failed to advance a clear, visible agenda to the electorate. It gave into comfortable, but unpopular ideological impulses, contributing to the scale of its defeat. 

			Liberal Party results

			The Coalition lost government in 2022 after the Liberal Party lost 16 seats and the LNP in Queensland lost an additional two seats. Combined, the Coalition held 58 seats in the House of Representatives in the Forty-Seventh Parliament of Australia. In contrast, Labor won 77 seats in the 151-seat chamber, giving it a thin majority (increasing to 78 with the Aston victory). These numbers may have provided some hope to the Liberal Party that it could return to government, or at least force Labor into minority status after a single term, as it had in 2010. 

			

			There was a sense in the leadup to the 2025 election that the Coalition was making up ground and would improve its representation in the new parliament. In January and February 2025, for example, the Coalition led the government on a two-party-preferred basis, according to published opinion polling (Beaumont 2025). Despite such strong results, it was still unlikely that the Coalition could win enough seats to hold a majority in the House of Representatives. A minority government appeared to be inevitable. 

			Following this surge in support in early 2025, however, the Coalition’s support appeared to slip (see Nicholas et al. 2025). By March, Labor had closed the gap, with the Coalition starting to trail as the election was called. As the campaign rolled on, Labor continued to attract support and polls showed it was on track to hold on to government. Nevertheless, Opposition leader Peter Dutton maintained that internal party polling was stronger for the Liberal Party than published polls (Nilsson 2025). As discussed above, these internals were based on flawed assumptions about voting behaviour, influenced by the Voice referendum result. 

			Any hope that the Liberal Party would regain seats it lost in 2022, and even win new seats off Labor, evaporated quickly on election night. Early results after the close of polling stations in Eastern Australia at 6 pm showed a swing against the party. By the time polling stations closed in Western Australia, the extent of the party’s loss across the eastern States was clear. As a symbol of how bad the Liberal Party’s performance was, Peter Dutton on the night delivered a concession speech not just for the party, but also for his own seat. Of the three parliamentary factions, the conservative ‘National Right’ remained the largest inside the parliamentary party, but its only ‘new’ member was Jacinta Nampijinpa Price, who defected from the Nationals. The Moderates, while still smaller as a proportion of the party room, gained two new members. The election of Sussan Ley (of the Morrison/Alex Hawke–aligned Centre-Right) over Angus Taylor from the National Right suggests that the Right’s dominance has waned since Dutton’s tenure, but the party room remains finely balanced (see Mizen 2025b).

			

			House of Representatives results

			The results across the country gave an indication of how the Liberal Party’s policies failed to resonate with voters. As Table 11.1 shows, the party’s primary vote was just 20.7 per cent. This indicated a 3.2 per cent swing against the party compared with the 2022 election. Moreover, the party managed to win just 28 seats—a net loss of seven seats compared with the previous election. 

			Table 11.1 Liberal Party primary vote at the 2025 election

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Primary vote (%)

						
							
							Primary vote change since last election (%)

						
							
							Two-party-preferred (%)

						
							
							Two-party-preferred change since last election (%)

						
							
							Seats won

						
							
							Seats won or lost since last election

						
					

				
				
					
							
							National 

						
							
							20.7 

						
							
							–3.2 

						
							
							44.8 

						
							
							–3.1 

						
							
							18 

						
							
							–8 

						
					

					
							
							NSW 

						
							
							24.2 

						
							
							–4.1 

						
							
							44.7 

						
							
							–3.9 

						
							
							6 

						
							
							–4a

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							27.6 

						
							
							–1.9 

						
							
							43.7 

						
							
							–1.5 

						
							
							6 

						
							
							0 

						
					

					
							
							Qldb

						
							
							34.9 

						
							
							–4.7 

						
							
							50.6 

						
							
							–3.5 

						
							
							16 

						
							
							–5 

						
					

					
							
							WA 

						
							
							28.7 

						
							
							–5.5 

						
							
							44.2 

						
							
							–0.8 

						
							
							4 

						
							
							–1 

						
					

					
							
							SA 

						
							
							28.0 

						
							
							–7.3 

						
							
							40.8 

						
							
							–5.2 

						
							
							2 

						
							
							–1 

						
					

					
							
							Tas. 

						
							
							24.5 

						
							
							–8.4 

						
							
							36.7 

						
							
							–9.0 

						
							
							0 

						
							
							–2 

						
					

					
							
							ACT 

						
							
							21.2 

						
							
							–5.3 

						
							
							27.5 

						
							
							–5.5 

						
							
							0 

						
							
							0 

						
					

					
							
							NTc

						
							
							33.8 

						
							
							4.4 

						
							
							45.7 

						
							
							–1.3 

						
							
							0 

						
							
							0 

						
					

				
			

			Notes: a The Liberal candidate for Bradfield, Gisele Kapterian, lost the seat by 26 votes, with the case being before the Court of Disputed Returns at the time of writing; b The Queensland result is for the LNP; c The NT result is for the CLP. 

			Source: Green (2025).

			The strongest swing against the party occurred in Tasmania, where the Liberals held two of the five seats in the State. It suffered big swings—9.4 per cent in Bass and 15.2 per cent in Braddon—losing both to Labor emphatically, leaving the party without a lower house representative in the State. As Table 11.1 shows, the party’s performance in other States was also poor. Its result in Queensland, where the Liberal and National parties merged in 2008, was particularly bad as it lost five seats rather unexpectedly, including that of Peter Dutton. Labor managed to win seats in Queensland that had not been particularly competitive since the homegrown advantage of Kevin Rudd in 2007. 

			

			As expected, the party’s primary vote impacted its two-party-preferred result, which went backwards on both measures in all jurisdictions except the Northern Territory. At the national level, the Coalition won just 44.8 per cent and only managed to win more than 50 per cent in Queensland. In every other jurisdiction, the Coalition lagged Labor on a two-party-preferred basis. Further analysis of the Liberal Party’s results indicates the party failed to resonate with voters from across metropolitan and non-metropolitan electorates (see Table 11.2). In metropolitan seats, the strongest swings against the party were in South Australia (7.8 per cent) and in Queensland against the LNP (5.51 per cent). The swing in metropolitan seats in Victoria against the Liberal Party was the lowest, at just 1.65 per cent. The CLP’s vote went up significantly in the Northern Territory seat of Solomon, but the party was unable to repeat the strength of its Darwin vote in the 2024 Territory election. 

			Despite the loss of key marginals to Labor, there was a rare positive story for the Liberal Party in Victoria, where the party had lost previously safe seats to the so-called Teal Independents. Tim Wilson, the former MP for Goldstein, recontested the seat and defeated Independent Zoe Daniel by just 175 votes. In so doing, he became the first Liberal to win a seat off the Teals and demonstrated that the Liberal Party could attract support through a campaign that was focused on local matters and effectively marshalled local resources.

			Table 11.2 Liberal Party primary vote in metropolitan and non-metropolitan electorates (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Metropolitan primary vote 

						
							
							Metropolitan primary vote change since last election 

						
							
							Non-metropolitan primary vote 

						
							
							Non-metropolitan primary vote change since last election 

						
					

				
				
					
							
							National 

						
							
							23.9 

						
							
							–3.4 

						
							
							16.2 

						
							
							–2.9 

						
					

					
							
							NSW 

						
							
							30.9 

						
							
							–4.6 

						
							
							6.1 

						
							
							–3.6 

						
					

					
							
							Vic. 

						
							
							28.6 

						
							
							–1.7 

						
							
							26.0 

						
							
							–2.4 

						
					

					
							
							Qlda

						
							
							31.7 

						
							
							–5.5 

						
							
							37.4 

						
							
							–4.2 

						
					

					
							
							WA 

						
							
							27.8 

						
							
							–4.8 

						
							
							32.8 

						
							
							–8.4 

						
					

					
							
							SA 

						
							
							25.0 

						
							
							–7.8 

						
							
							35.0 

						
							
							–6.4 

						
					

					
							
							Tas. 

						
							
							16.42 

						
							
							–5.08 

						
							
							29.72 

						
							
							–10.6 

						
					

					
							
							ACT 

						
							
							21.16 

						
							
							–5.35 

						
							
							n/a 

						
							
							n/a 

						
					

					
							
							NTb

						
							
							35.99 

						
							
							+10.28 

						
							
							30.99 

						
							
							–3.48 

						
					

				
			

			Notes: a The Queensland result is for the LNP; b The NT result is for the CLP.

			Source: Compiled by authors from AEC (2025c, 2025d) data.

			

			Senate results

			The Liberal Party’s fortunes were no better in the Senate. As Table 11.3 demonstrates, the party’s vote fell in every jurisdiction, except in the Northern Territory, where it increased by 1 per cent. The party’s vote fell most dramatically in Tasmania (with a swing of –8.48 per cent). In New South Wales, where the Liberal Party ran a joint ticket with the Nationals, the primary vote fell by 7.29 per cent. The party’s result meant that it could not secure a third seat in the State (which, under the Coalition Agreement, caused the Nationals’ Perin Davey to lose)—a result that was replicated in Victoria and Queensland. The party’s performance in Western Australia, South Australia and Tasmania meant that it had to rely on preferences to achieve a second Senate quota. The net result of this election was that the Coalition lost one seat each in New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, Western Australia and South Australia, leaving it 27 of the 76 seats in the new Senate.

			Table 11.3 Coalition performance in the Senate

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Jurisdiction

						
							
							Primary vote (%)

						
							
							Swing (%)

						
							
							Quota

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW 

						
							
							29.44 

						
							
							–7.29 

						
							
							2.06 

						
					

					
							
							Vic. 

						
							
							31.41 

						
							
							–0.88 

						
							
							2.20 

						
					

					
							
							Qlda

						
							
							30.93 

						
							
							–4.30 

						
							
							2.16 

						
					

					
							
							WAb

						
							
							26.61 

						
							
							–5.06 

						
							
							1.86 

						
					

					
							
							SAb

						
							
							27.57 

						
							
							–6.36 

						
							
							1.93 

						
					

					
							
							Tas.b

						
							
							23.54 

						
							
							–8.48 

						
							
							1.65 

						
					

					
							
							ACTb

						
							
							17.76 

						
							
							–7.04 

						
							
							0.53 

						
					

					
							
							NTc

						
							
							32.73 

						
							
							+1.03 

						
							
							0.98 

						
					

				
			

			Notes: a The Queensland result is for the LNP; b The Liberal Party ran a separate Senate ticket to the Nationals in Western Australia, South Australia, Tasmania and the ACT; c The NT result is for the CLP.

			Source: AEC (2025b).

			Conclusion

			The 2025 election result was a low point for the Liberal Party. It represents the party’s most comprehensive defeat at the federal level in its history. Beyond its paltry seat total, the party finds itself politically and institutionally adrift. While the election of Sussan Ley as the party’s first female leader represents a significant milestone, much of her shadow cabinet comprises former Morrison government ministers in key portfolios—a distinct lack of ‘fresh faces’. The greatest success of the Dutton Opposition was its outward projection of unity, even though this unity stifled the development of a visible and coherent policy agenda. Organisationally, the party is largely in chaos, with many of its State branches either moribund or in active factional disarray. It remains difficult to see how an ‘efficient’ party organisation can be rebuilt before an election due in 2028. The Dutton Opposition was ideologically rigid and failed to ‘adapt’ to the electorate on policy. A key test for Ley is whether she can recalibrate the party to appeal effectively to lost traditional Liberal voters, while successfully pursuing soft Labor voters in the outer suburbs. 
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			The Senate results

			Antony Green

			Abstract

			In contrast to Labor’s landslide win in the House of Representatives, the use of proportional representation produced a less one-sided result and a larger crossbench in the Senate. The new Senate sees Labor with 29 senators and the Coalition down five seats to 27 seats. It was the Coalition’s smallest representation since the expansion of the Senate in 1984 and the lowest Coalition vote share since the formation of the Liberal Party eight decades earlier.

			The new Senate assembled with a record 20 crossbench members. For the third election in a row, the Greens elected a senator in each State, though defections had reduced its representation to 10 before the election. One Nation increased from two to four senators, recorded its highest vote since 1998 and, for the first time at a half-Senate election, returned senators from outside Queensland.

			The Senate’s electoral system continues to evolve in the wake of reforms introduced over the past decade. The Coalition’s decision to recommend preferences for One Nation in all States for the first time greatly increased preference flows to the party. A higher Labor vote in the Senate compared with the House provides clear evidence of Labor supporters voting tactically for house Independents in traditional Coalition seats.

			Keywords: Senate; preferential voting; proportional representation; preference flows; electoral reform

			

			Campaigning for government in the House of Representatives defines the party contest in Australian elections, leaving the simultaneous Senate election campaign tethered in its wake. For major parties the Senate contest is an afterthought, but for minor parties it is the focus of a battle for seats and policy influence. Vote share by party for the two elections is strongly correlated but with variation due to the broader range of parties appearing on Senate ballot papers.

			The 2025 result conformed to this pattern with Senate vote shares mirroring those in the House. Labor’s vote rose while the Coalition’s fell to its lowest level since the formation of the Liberal Party eight decades earlier. The combined vote for ‘Other’ candidates outpolled both Labor and the Coalition in 2022 but dipped in 2025 to fall short of Labor’s increased support. The Greens elected a senator from each State for the third election in a row and support for Pauline Hanson’s One Nation rose to 5.7 per cent—the party’s highest vote since its first federal election in 1998. Excluding the Greens, One Nation, Independents and major parties, support for all other parties was 7.7 per cent in the House and 17.4 per cent in the Senate, where ballot papers presented a larger array of parties. Support for Independents in the Senate was just 0.2 per cent compared with an increased 7.3 per cent in the House.

			Staggered Senate terms amplified the Coalition’s seat losses. Facing election were positions last filled in 2019 when Liberal prime minister Scott Morrison led his government to a ‘miracle’ victory. The Coalition was defending three of the six seats facing election in the five mainland States. The 2025 result reduced the Coalition to two senators in all six States while the Liberal Party again failed to elect an ACT senator. Thirteen senators was the Coalition’s worst result at a half-Senate election since the parliament’s expansion in 1984, and losses over two elections reduced the Coalition to 27 senators—its worst representation in the same period. Having lost four seats in 2022, the Coalition lost a further five in 2025—three to Labor and two to One Nation.

			The One Nation victories were significant for three reasons. First, One Nation had not previously elected senators outside Queensland at a half-Senate election. Two previous non-Queensland victories had been with the lower quota applying at the 2016 double-dissolution election. Second, both One Nation gains were from trailing positions—the first trailing wins in a half-Senate contest since changes to the Senate’s electoral system in 2016. Third, Coalition preferences played a part in both of One Nation’s gains, with 2025 the first election in which the Coalition included One Nation in preference recommendations in every State. 

			

			Vote shares and seats won

			Table 18.1 shows the Senate vote shares for parties polling more than 2 per cent in 2025. It also shows the change in vote share compared with 2022 and the 2019 election, when State senate positions were last elected. Over two elections, support for the Coalition declined 8.1 per cent while Labor’s support rose 6.3 per cent. 

			Table 18.1 Senate result: Votes and seats, 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Senate as elected

						
							
							Votes (%)

						
							
							Change from 2022

						
							
							Change from 2019

						
							
							Seats won

						
							
							Seats change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Labor

						
							
							35.11

						
							
							+5.03

						
							
							+6.33

						
							
							16

						
							
							+3

						
					

					
							
							Coalition

						
							
							29.89

						
							
							–4.33

						
							
							–8.09

						
							
							13

						
							
							–5

						
					

					
							
							Greens

						
							
							11.72

						
							
							–0.94

						
							
							+1.53

						
							
							6

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Pauline Hanson’s One Nation

						
							
							5.67

						
							
							+1.38

						
							
							+0.27

						
							
							3

						
							
							+2

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							3.49

						
							
							+0.15

						
							
							+1.69

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots

						
							
							2.60

						
							
							–0.86

						
							
							+0.24

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							11.52

						
							
							+0.20

						
							
							–0.88

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Notes: The Coalition total amalgamates votes for the four Coalition parties. While by registration a different party (see Chapter 15, this volume), the Trumpet of Patriots was backed by Clive Palmer and its vote share has been compared with support for Palmer’s United Australia Party in 2019 and 2022.

			Sources: Compiled by author from tables in AEC (2019a, 2022a, 2025a, 2025b). 

			Table 18.2 breaks down senators elected by party across two elections based on party affiliation at the election. The final line of Table 18.2 accounts for three senators changing affiliation since 2022. Victorian Senator Lidia Thorpe resigned from the Greens and became an Independent in February 2023. Two WA senators elected in 2022 also changed affiliation: Fatima Payman resigned from the Labor Party in July 2024 and formed her own Australia’s Voice party, while Dorinda Cox resigned from the Greens and joined Labor after the 2025 election.

			

			Table 18.2 Party composition and changes at the 2025 Senate election

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Category (positions)

						
							
							Labor

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							Greens

						
							
							One Nation

						
							
							Others

						
					

				
				
					
							
							2022 continuing senators (36)

						
							
							13

						
							
							14

						
							
							6

						
							
							1

						
							
							2

						
					

					
							
							Elected 2019 (36)

						
							
							11

						
							
							17

						
							
							6

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
							Elected 2025 (36)

						
							
							14

						
							
							12

						
							
							6

						
							
							3

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
							Territory senators (2022, 2025)

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
							Change

						
							
							+3

						
							
							–5

						
							
							0

						
							
							+2

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							2022–25 Senate as elected

						
							
							26

						
							
							32

						
							
							12

						
							
							2

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							2025–28 Senate as elected

						
							
							29

						
							
							27

						
							
							12

						
							
							4

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							Including membership changes

						
							
							29

						
							
							27

						
							
							10

						
							
							4

						
							
							6

						
					

				
			

			Sources: Compiled by author from tables in AEC (2019b, 2022b, 2025b).

			In the new Senate, Labor (29) and the Greens (10) hold 39 seats—a majority to pass legislation in the 76-seat chamber. With only 27 seats, the Coalition needs both the Greens and other members of the crossbench to defeat Labor motions and legislation. An expanded crossbench of 20 members equals the previous record produced by the 2016 double-dissolution election.

			In 2019 the Coalition polled between 2.51 and 2.96 quotas and elected a third senator after preferences in the five mainland States. Labor elected only one Queensland senator in 2019, with One Nation elected from 0.72 of a quota. One Nation polled between 0.20 and 0.41 of a quota in the other mainland States and was either the last excluded or the last remaining party after preferences.  

			The decline in Coalition support in 2025 reversed the position of One Nation and the Coalition in the race to elect senators. The Coalition’s highest vote in quotas was 2.20 in Victoria and in three States it fell short of two quotas. The Coalition elected only two senators and had preferences distributed in most States. One Nation competed as the fourth party, with between 0.31 and 0.50 of a quota. Queensland dissolved into a battle of right-wing parties, with One Nation defeating Gerard Rennick’s People First for the final seat. The Jacqui Lambie Network was the successful fourth-placed party in Tasmania. In the other four States, Labor’s vote of between 2.43 and 2.66 quotas resulted in the party’s third candidate competing with One Nation for a seat.

			

			How the battle unfolded is outlined later in this chapter in a discussion of the results in each State and Territory. Labor was disadvantaged in some States by the Greens falling short of a quota, with preference flows from supporters of excluded left-wing parties filling Greens quotas rather than keeping Labor ahead of One Nation. With the Coalition excluded beyond two quotas in most States, One Nation faced little competition for preferences from supporters of right-wing parties. In a break with the past, the 2025 election was the first in which the Coalition included One Nation in its preference recommendations in all States. Coalition preferences helped to confirm One Nation’s victories over Labor in New South Wales and Western Australia but could not stop Labor winning third seats in Victoria and South Australia.

			Differences between the House and the Senate vote shares

			As in 2019 and 2022, more than one-third of Senate votes were cast for groups other than Labor and the Coalition. Support for ‘Others’ was down from a record 35.7 per cent in 2022 to 35.0 per cent in 2025. Labor polled 35.1 per cent, ending a sequence of four elections with lower support than ‘Others’—that is, Independent and non-Greens minor parties. For the second election in a row, support for the Coalition slipped below that for ‘Others’. The three-way division of Senate party votes matches the path of recent House of Representatives elections, though support for ‘Others’ has been consistently a few percentage points higher in the Senate. Figure 18.1 uses the three-way division of party support to plot differences in support in the House and the Senate since 1984.

			The additional minor parties contesting Senate elections have always seen some Labor and Coalition house voters drift to other parties in the Senate. The large ‘Others’ difference in 1984 was caused by the Nuclear Disarmament Party polling 7.2 per cent in the Senate but contesting few House of Representatives seats. The Australian Democrats regularly polled higher in the Senate than in the House—a gap of 4 per cent opening on the election of the Howard government in 1996. Elections between 2010 and 2019 were impacted by the proliferation of parties contesting Senate elections and the differences in vote shares have declined since changes to the electoral system (in 2016) and party registration (in 2022).
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			Figure 18.1 Difference in party support between the House and the Senate

			Source: Compiled by author.

			As Figure 18.1 shows, major parties consistently recorded lower support in the Senate until 2025 when Labor’s Senate vote was 0.5 percentage points higher than its vote in the House. This is almost entirely due to votes in the 14 House of Representatives seats where Labor candidates were excluded in Coalition–Independent contests. In these seats, Independents polled 32.6 per cent in the House versus less than 0.5 per cent in the Senate, with Labor’s House of Representatives vote in the same divisions 14.0 per cent compared with 29.5 per cent in the Senate. Overall, Labor recorded 249,727 more Senate votes in these 14 seats than in the House—a difference of 15.5 percentage points and a 2.34 ratio of Senate to House of Representatives Labor support. This is clear evidence of Labor voters casting tactical votes for Independents in traditionally safe Coalitions seats. These 14 seats account for almost all the difference between Labor’s support in the two houses.

			By contrast, in the 115 House of Representatives divisions that finished as Labor–Coalition two-party-preferred (2PP) contests, the Labor vote in the Senate was lower than in the House by 63,474 votes or 1.4 per cent—a ratio of Senate to House of Representatives vote shares of 0.98, which matches the traditional pattern of major-party split-ticket voting.

			

			Candidates, parties and the evolution of the electoral system

			Proportional representation by single transferrable vote (PR-STV) has been used to elect the Senate since 1949. A major change in 1984 divided the ballot paper with a thick horizontal line (see Plate 18.1) and introduced two voting options. Electors could vote for parties ‘above the line’ (ATL) or for candidates ‘below the line’ (BTL).

			As originally introduced, the system meant electors could vote for only a single party above the line. The vote was imputed to be for the party’s list of candidates as well as the party’s full list of preferences for all other parties and candidates. These preferences were registered by a ‘group voting ticket’ (GVT). Voters wanting to choose between candidates or select their own between-party preferences were required to use the alternative BTL option, for which 90 per cent of candidate boxes had to be numbered.

			The ease of ATL voting resulted in about 95 per cent of voters using that option between 1984 and 2013. This put more than 90 per cent of distributed preference votes under the control of GVTs. Even parties with low levels of support and minuscule campaigns could deliver tight preference flows using GVTs. Preferences became tradeable commodities and, over three decades, instances grew of parties with very low vote shares defeating higher-polling competitors via labyrinthine preference deals. 

			Reforms of the Senate’s electoral system in 2016 ended GVT control of between-party preferences. A new form of ATL voting was introduced, allowing voters to complete a preference order for parties. Voters were instructed to mark at least six preferences for an ATL vote or 12 for BTL, introducing a form of optional preferential voting beyond minimum preferences.

			As outlined in Green (2015) and McAllister and Muller (2019), the old system led to a proliferation of parties contesting elections as a tactic using GVTs to accumulate or ‘harvest’ preferences. The tactic was ended with the abolition of GVTs. Under the reformed system, only voters could determine between-party preferences. Parties actively campaigning and distributing how-to-vote recommendations could still influence preferences, but parties with little profile or campaign had no influence. A further change in 2022 increased from 500 to 1,500 the number of members required to register a party.
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			Plate 18.1 Sample Senate ballot paper, 2022

			Source: AEC.

			

			The combined impact of these changes was to reduce both the number of parties contesting elections and the number of columns on Senate ballot papers. The last GVT half-Senate election, in 2013, was contested by 52 parties; the number of parties dipped to 48 in 2019, before the higher membership requirement reduced numbers further to 40 in 2022 and 28 in 2025. From an average of 7.7 groups per State in 1984, numbers surged to an average 33.7 at the last GVT election, before almost halving to an average of 17.2 in 2025. The result has been smaller ballot papers and a return to larger and more readable font sizes.

			Abolishing GVTs and allowing preference exhaustion weakened preference flows and tipped the system in favour of parties that began the count with a significant quota or surplus quota of votes. It became harder for parties to win seats from trailing positions. At the last half-Senate election with GVTs, in 2013, there were nine candidates elected from trailing positions—in several cases, defeating candidates with many multiples more of first preferences (Green 2020).

			The first election after the abolition of GVTs was the 2016 double-dissolution election at which a lower quota applied and only two senators were elected from trailing positions. There were no trailing wins when half-Senate elections resumed in 2019, and only one in 2022, with Independent David Pocock winning from behind in the two-vacancy ACT Senate election. The 2025 election produced two trailing wins—the first under the new rules at a half-Senate election, with One Nation candidates defeating third Labor candidates in New South Wales and Western Australia.

			In New South Wales the third Labor candidate began the count with 0.63 of a quota to One Nation’s 0.42 of a quota. In Western Australia Labor’s third candidate held 0.53 of a quota to One Nation’s 0.41 of a quota. One Nation’s victory margin in both States was less than 0.03 of a quota. Labor’s defeats were also the first under the new system in which a party had more than 0.5 of a quota and was defeated by a trailing candidate. 

			

			Is One Nation now established as Australia’s fourth party?

			Pauline Hanson was first elected to the House of Representatives as an Independent in 1996. She had been selected as a Liberal candidate, appeared on the ballot paper as a Liberal, but was disendorsed before polling day. After the formation of Pauline Hanson’s One Nation in 1997, it had immediate success at the 1998 Queensland State election, polling 22.7 per cent and electing 11 MPs. Coalition preference recommendations had elected several One Nation members, but the Coalition joined Labor at the 1998 federal election in treating One Nation as a pariah party, placing it last in how-to-vote and Senate GVT preference recommendations. One Nation’s Senate vote was 9 per cent in 1998; it elected a Queensland senator with a filled quota but was denied victories in other States by major-party preference deals.

			One Nation continued to be placed last on major-party preference recommendations until the party faded from view a decade later. One Nation re-emerged in 2013 and contested the 2016 double-dissolution election in which a combination of name recognition, lower quotas and the abolition of GVTs saw the party elect four senators: two from Queensland and one each from New South Wales and Western Australia. The party has retained its Queensland Senate seat at three half-Senate elections since and, as already explained, added senators from New South Wales and Western Australia from trailing positions for the party’s first half-Senate victories outside Queensland.

			Importantly in 2025, the Coalition broke with past practice and included preference recommendations for One Nation in all States for the first time. Using the AEC’s published ballot paper data, it is possible to calculate the proportion of Coalition ATL preferences that flowed to Labor, to One Nation or were exhausted at both elections. As Table 18.3 shows, the Coalition’s decision on preference recommendations had a major impact on how Coalition preferences flowed.

			In 2022 the Queensland LNP had included One Nation in its preference recommendations; the Coalition in New South Wales and Western Australia were doing the same but in selected seats. The Tasmanian Liberal Party recommended a preference of sixth for One Nation in 2022 but a more prominent second preference in 2025. As Table 18.3 shows, the Coalition’s change in preference recommendations hugely increased the flows of preferences to One Nation.

			

			Table 18.3 Distribution of Liberal preferences between Labor and One Nation, 2022 and 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							2022 election

						
							
							2025 election

						
					

					
							
							State

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							PHON

						
							
							Exhausted

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							PHON

						
							
							Exhausted

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
							
							23.9

						
							
							30.5

						
							
							45.5

						
							
							18.2

						
							
							65.6

						
							
							16.3

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							25.9

						
							
							21.4

						
							
							52.8

						
							
							21.7

						
							
							61.6

						
							
							16.7

						
					

					
							
							Qld

						
							
							20.9

						
							
							66.2

						
							
							12.9

						
							
							20.6

						
							
							69.8

						
							
							9.6

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
							
							28.4

						
							
							34.4

						
							
							37.2

						
							
							22.8

						
							
							64.2

						
							
							13.1

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
							
							28.7

						
							
							19.2

						
							
							52.1

						
							
							25.1

						
							
							61.8

						
							
							13.1

						
					

					
							
							Tas.

						
							
							37.7

						
							
							42.0

						
							
							20.4

						
							
							33.4

						
							
							57.4

						
							
							9.2

						
					

				
			

			Notes: While the preference flows between Labor and One Nation can be calculated, the order of candidate exclusion meant they were not involved in the distribution of preferences in Queensland or Tasmania.

			Source: Calculations by author from ballot paper data files published by the AEC. 

			That One Nation elected senators was less about preferences and more a consequence of declining major-party vote share. In the House, a lower major-party vote creates more of what the AEC calls non-classic contests: counts that do not finish as Labor versus the Coalition after preferences. There were a record 35 non-classic contests in 2025. The consequence in the Senate is an increase in the number of contests in which one or both major parties find their vote below 2.5 quotas (35.7 per cent)—a rule-of-thumb level a party must reach to be in the running for a third senator. 

			Seven half-Senate elections between 1990 and 2007 produced 42 State contests. The Coalition averaged 2.98 quotas per contest in the period and Labor 2.60 quotas, leaving room for only one minor party to fill the sixth seat. Counting the Coalition as a single party, the 42 contests saw eight in which only the two major parties were elected, 31 three-party combinations split 3–2 to majors plus a minor party and only three contests in which four parties including a second minor party were elected.

			That position has changed at half-Senate elections since 2019, with 18 contests in which the Coalition averaged 2.34 quotas, Labor 2.20 quotas and the Greens 0.86 of a quota. The 18 contests have seen nine that elected three parties in a 3–2–1 pattern, and nine that elected four parties. The Greens have elected a senator in all 18 contests, but a declining major-party vote has left open a second minor-party opportunity—filled by One Nation five times, the Jacqui Lambie Network three times and the United Australia Party (UAP) once.

			

			Elections since 2013 have shown diminishing returns for parties associated with Clive Palmer, leaving One Nation as the highest-polling party to the right of the Coalition. In 2025 the Coalition faced a dilemma: did it break with the past and recommend preferences for One Nation or allow four States to finish with four left-aligned seats—three Labor plus a Greens? The Coalition acted in the hope of benefiting from One Nation preferences, but also to prevent Labor and the Greens winning four seats in the States. In making its preference decision, has the Coalition anointed One Nation as the main minor party of the right and established it as the fourth player at Australian elections? The answer may depend on how the party survives the day when Pauline Hanson retires from politics.

			Results by State

			New South Wales

			Table 18.4 Senate result: New South Wales

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Vote (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Labor

						
							
							37.63

						
							
							+7.19

						
							
							2.63

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Liberal–Nationals

						
							
							29.44

						
							
							–7.29

						
							
							2.06

						
							
							2

						
							
							–1

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							11.18

						
							
							–0.28

						
							
							0.78

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							One Nation

						
							
							6.06

						
							
							+1.93

						
							
							0.42

						
							
							1

						
							
							+1

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots (versus UAP)

						
							
							2.40

						
							
							–0.98

						
							
							0.17

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							3.49

						
							
							+0.89

						
							
							0.24

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							9.79

						
							
							–1.48

						
							
							0.69

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

			The Coalition’s 2025 vote share was its lowest since the formation of the Liberal Party eight decades ago. It resulted in the defeat of Nationals deputy leader Perin Davey, who was unfortunate under the Coalition Agreement to be occupying position three on the ticket in 2025. It was the first election since 1998 in which the Coalition failed to elect three senators, the 1998 election being the one in which Coalition preferences helped elect an Australian Democrat rather than a higher-polling One Nation candidate.

			

			The Greens polled 0.78 of a quota and easily reached a quota on preferences, while Labor’s 2.63 quotas re-elected its two sitting senators with enough surplus to compete for a third seat. Labor failed to win a third seat in a contest with One Nation, which began the count on 0.42 of a quota but attracted more preferences. At the final count, One Nation reached 0.89 of a quota to Labor’s 0.87—a victory margin of just 17,326 votes, 0.35 per cent or 0.02 of a quota. Exhausted preferences represented 0.24 of a quota.

			Labor missed the final seat due to two factors. First, the Greens, with a starting quota of 0.78, absorbed preferences from parties of the left that otherwise could have helped Labor. Picking apart the published ballot paper data, there were about 50,000 preferences for Labor from minor left-wing parties that instead helped fill the Greens’ quota and so played little part in the eventual contest between Labor and One Nation.

			Second, while the Coalition had a surplus of only 0.06 of a quota or about 45,000 votes, the decision to include One Nation in the Coalition’s list of recommended preferences increased the flow of Coalition preferences to One Nation. As shown in Table 18.3, the percentage of Coalition preferences flowing to One Nation doubled, advantaging One Nation by about 18,000 votes—effectively the party’s margin of victory over Labor.

			Victoria

			Table 18.5 Senate result: Victoria

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Votes (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Labor

						
							
							34.68

						
							
							+3.23

						
							
							2.43

						
							
							3

						
							
							+1

						
					

					
							
							Liberal–Nationals

						
							
							31.41

						
							
							–0.88

						
							
							2.20

						
							
							2

						
							
							–1

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							12.45

						
							
							–1.40

						
							
							0.87

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							One Nation

						
							
							4.44

						
							
							+1.53

						
							
							0.31

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							3.63

						
							
							+0.63

						
							
							0.25

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots (versus UAP)

						
							
							2.52

						
							
							–1.49

						
							
							0.18

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							10.87

						
							
							–1.62

						
							
							0.76

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

			

			As occurred in most States, in Victoria, the Coalition recorded its lowest vote share since the formation of the Liberal Party. The Coalition was defending three Senate seats from 2019, re-electing two sitting senators, but losing the third seat, which had been held by Liberal turned Independent David Van.

			The Greens retained their traditional seat with 0.90 of a quota and, with Labor winning three seats for the first time since 2007, delivered four of the six Victorian seats to left-aligned parties. On first preferences, Labor’s vote was 2.43 quotas against One Nation’s 0.31 of a quota. This was a narrower lead than in New South Wales, but a higher Victorian Greens vote left preferences from the Animal Justice Party and Legalise Cannabis to boost Labor’s total later in the count. Based on analysis of ballot paper data, Family First and Trumpet of Patriots delivered twice as many preferences to One Nation as to Labor, after which Labor’s lead over One Nation had shrunk to 0.04 of a quota.

			For the first time the Coalition in Victoria included One Nation in its preference recommendation. As shown in Table 18.3, the decision tripled the flow of Coalition preferences to One Nation, pushing One Nation to 0.73 of a quota ahead of Labor on 0.67 of a quota. The final act in the count was the distribution of preferences from former State MP Fiona Patten, the lead candidate of Legalise Cannabis. Having fallen behind One Nation by 32,505 votes at the previous count, Labor had a net gain of more than twice that to win the final seat by 32,041 votes, 0.05 of a quota or 0.8 per cent.

			Queensland

			Table 18.6 Senate result: Queensland

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Vote (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Liberal National Party

						
							
							30.93

						
							
							–4.30

						
							
							2.17

						
							
							2

						
							
							–1

						
					

					
							
							Labor

						
							
							30.48

						
							
							+5.79

						
							
							2.13

						
							
							2

						
							
							+1

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							10.47

						
							
							–1.92

						
							
							0.73

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							One Nation

						
							
							7.13

						
							
							–0.27

						
							
							0.50

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Gerard Rennick People First

						
							
							4.69

						
							
							+4.69

						
							
							0.33

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots (versus UAP)

						
							
							3.65

						
							
							–0.54

						
							
							0.26

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							3.51

						
							
							–1.86

						
							
							0.25

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							9.13

						
							
							–1.60

						
							
							0.64

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

			

			In 2019, the Queensland Senate election had returned the unusual combination of three LNP senators along with one each for Labor, the Greens and One Nation, with Labor polling only 22.6 per cent that year. Labor elected two senators in both 2022 and 2025. Labor’s second seat at both elections was at the expense of a third LNP senator. For the third election in a row, Queensland elected two minor-party representatives with both Greens and One Nation senators.

			The battle for the final seat did not involve the major parties. One Nation Senator Malcolm Roberts faced a challenge on the right from former LNP senator Gerard Rennick, who had formed his own party, Gerard Rennick People First, after being defeated for LNP preselection. Roberts began the count leading Rennick 0.50 to 0.33 of a quota. Analysis of the ballot papers reveals that Rennick had few political friends in the contest, with preferences from the LNP and Trumpet of Patriots heavily favouring Roberts. In a contest between two right-wing candidates, most left-wing voters made no selection between the two; final exhaustion rates calculated from ballot paper data were 81.8 per cent among Greens voters, 70.5 per cent among Socialist Alliance voters and 67.4 per cent among Labor voters. At the end of the count, 0.41 of a quota of votes had exhausted—higher than the rate in other States where more traditional left–right contests took place. 

			Western Australia

			Table 18.7 Senate result: Western Australia

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Vote (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Labor

						
							
							36.17

						
							
							+1.62

						
							
							2.53

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Liberal

						
							
							26.61

						
							
							–5.06

						
							
							1.86

						
							
							2

						
							
							–1

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							12.84

						
							
							–1.42

						
							
							0.90

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							One Nation

						
							
							5.87

						
							
							+2.38

						
							
							0.41

						
							
							1

						
							
							+1

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							4.03

						
							
							+0.65

						
							
							0.28

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Nationals

						
							
							3.58

						
							
							+3.58

						
							
							0.25

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Australian Christians

						
							
							2.67

						
							
							+0.50

						
							
							0.19

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							8.22

						
							
							–2.25

						
							
							0.58

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data.

			Liberal support in Western Australia plumbed new depths, falling to 26.6 per cent (under two quotas), with the party’s second seat only achieved on Nationals preferences. Where the Liberal Party had easily elected three senators at 10 half-Senate elections between 1990 to 2019, the 2025 election was the second in a row in which the party elected only two senators. Labor elected two senators with a surplus of 0.53 of a quota, and the now traditional seat for the Greens was easily retained.

			

			The contest for the final seat began with Labor on a partial quota of 0.53 versus One Nation’s total of 0.41 of a quota. Preferences from several leftish parties helped fill the Greens quota while flows from a range of conservative minor parties aided One Nation. Ballot paper data show the combined preferences from Australian Christians, Trumpet of Patriots and People First split 61.9 per cent to One Nation, 22.3 per cent to Labor and 15.8 per cent were exhausted. The exclusion of the Nationals filled the Liberals’ second quota and Liberal and Nationals preferences put One Nation far enough ahead of Labor to prevent preferences from Legalise Cannabis putting Labor back in the lead. At the end of the count, One Nation had reached 0.89 of a quota, Labor 0.86; One Nation’s margin of victory was 8,397 votes or 0.5 per cent. A total of 56,967 votes, or 0.24 of a quota, had exhausted by the end of the count.

			One Nation’s victory was again aided by the Liberal Party’s decision in all seats to include One Nation in preference recommendations, doubling the flow of Liberal preferences to One Nation. One Nation’s narrow win would have been even narrower without Liberal preferences.

			South Australia

			Table 18.8 Senate result: South Australia

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Vote (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Liberal

						
							
							27.57

						
							
							–6.36

						
							
							1.93

						
							
							2

						
							
							–1

						
					

					
							
							Labor

						
							
							38.06

						
							
							+5.80

						
							
							2.66

						
							
							3

						
							
							+1

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							12.90

						
							
							+0.95

						
							
							0.90

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							One Nation

						
							
							5.34

						
							
							+1.33

						
							
							0.37

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							2.86

						
							
							+0.54

						
							
							0.20

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots (versus UAP)

						
							
							2.84

						
							
							–0.18

						
							
							0.20

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Jacqui Lambie Network

						
							
							2.71

						
							
							+2.71

						
							
							0.19

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Family First

						
							
							2.02

						
							
							+2.02

						
							
							0.14

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							5.70

						
							
							–6.79

						
							
							0.40

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

			

			The Liberal Party lost its third seat in South Australia with the party’s support falling short of two quotas. The beneficiary of the Liberals’ declining fortunes was Labor, winning a third seat in South Australia for only the second time since six-vacancy half-Senate elections began in 1990. The Greens elected a now traditional Senate seat, which, combined with Labor’s three senators, resulted in left-aligned parties winning four of six South Australian half-Senate seats for the first time.

			Labor’s vote rose to 38.3 per cent—the party’s equal highest level since the 1980s—and their 2.66 primary quotas were enough to elect Charlotte Walker to a third seat. Walker turned 21 on election day and set a record as the youngest person elected to the Senate. One Nation polled 0.37 of a quota and received strong flows of preferences from right-wing parties, but, with Liberal preferences playing no part, One Nation had only 0.80 of a quota by the time Labor’s third candidate reached quota.

			Tasmania

			Table 18.9 Senate result: Tasmania

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Vote (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Labor

						
							
							35.23

						
							
							+8.19

						
							
							2.47

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Liberal

						
							
							23.54

						
							
							–8.48

						
							
							1.65

						
							
							2

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							16.31

						
							
							+0.83

						
							
							1.14

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Jacqui Lambie Network

						
							
							7.28

						
							
							–1.36

						
							
							0.51

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							One Nation

						
							
							5.17

						
							
							+1.29

						
							
							0.36

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							3.40

						
							
							+0.37

						
							
							0.24

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots (versus UAP)

						
							
							3.24

						
							
							+1.61

						
							
							0.23

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Shooters Fishers Farmers

						
							
							2.27

						
							
							+0.37

						
							
							0.16

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							3.57

						
							
							–2.82

						
							
							0.25

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Note: Trumpet of Patriots change calculated versus 2022 United Australia Party result.

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

			There was no change to Tasmanian party representation despite an 8-percentage-point shift in major-party support from Liberal to Labor since 2022. Compared with the 2019 elections, Labor’s vote share rose 4.6 per cent, the Liberal Party’s fell 7.9 per cent and the Jacqui Lambie Network’s fell 1.6 per cent. The Liberal Party vote was the lowest on record, but the party turned 1.65 quotas into two seats on One Nation preferences. The Greens filled their usual quota, with few votes left over to help Labor turn 2.47 quotas into a third seat. Preferences from across the ballot paper favoured Jacqui Lambie, who was returned for another six years in the Senate. The 2025 election was the third in a row to elect two Labor, two Liberal, one Greens and a Jacqui Lambie candidate.

			

			Australian Capital Territory

			For the second successive election, the Liberal Party failed to elect an ACT senator. In 2022 Independent David Pocock caught and passed the Liberal Party on preferences to win the ACT’s second seat. In 2025, Pocock increased his primary vote substantially to 39.2 per cent and won the first seat, achieving a quota in his own right. Labor polled just short of a quota with Finance Minister Katy Gallagher finally (and easily) elected on minor-party preferences. The Liberal Party again suffered a swing of more than 7 per cent, polling just over half a quota on 17.76 per cent.

			The ACT Liberal Party’s Senate vote did not drop below 30 per cent at 17 elections between 1975 and 2019. Over two elections since 2019, Liberal support has crashed from 32.4 per cent to 17.8 per cent. In the same period, Pocock’s support in net terms has come at the expense of the Liberal Party (14.6 per cent), the Greens (9.9 per cent), Labor (7.6 per cent) and, finally, from others (7.0 per cent), largely due to fewer parties and Independents nominating in 2025.

			Table 18.10 Senate result: Australian Capital Territory

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Vote (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							David Pocock

						
							
							39.16

						
							
							+17.98

						
							
							1.17

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Labor

						
							
							31.74

						
							
							–1.63

						
							
							0.95

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Liberal

						
							
							17.76

						
							
							–7.04

						
							
							0.53

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							7.78

						
							
							–2.51

						
							
							0.23

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							3.56

						
							
							–6.79

						
							
							0.11

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

			

			Northern Territory

			For the nineteenth election in a row, the Northern Territory elected one Labor and one Country Liberal Party (CLP) senator. Labor’s Malarndirri McCarthy was re-elected for a fourth term with a quota on first preferences. CLP Senator Jacinta Nampijinpa Price fell just short of a quota but easily won a second term after a partial distribution of preferences.

			Under the CLP’s rules, elected federal members are permitted to sit in federal parliament as either Liberals or Nationals. CLP senators have traditionally joined the Nationals, as Senator Price did after her 2022 victory. Five days after the 2025 election, Senator Price announced she would take her new seat in the Senate as a Liberal; Liberal leadership aspirant Angus Taylor then announced Senator Price as his preferred deputy on 11 May. After Taylor’s defeat by Sussan Ley in the leadership ballot, Price did not nominate for the deputy leadership ballot, to the annoyance of Taylor’s supporters, according to reports.

			Table 18.11 Senate result: Northern Territory

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Vote (%)

						
							
							Change

						
							
							Quotas

						
							
							Elected

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Labor

						
							
							34.97

						
							
							+2.00

						
							
							1.05

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							CLP

						
							
							32.73

						
							
							+1.03

						
							
							0.98

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							11.07

						
							
							–1.20

						
							
							0.33

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							One Nation

						
							
							7.78

						
							
							+7.78

						
							
							0.23

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							5.34

						
							
							–0.89

						
							
							0.16

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Others

						
							
							8.12

						
							
							–8.71

						
							
							0.24

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a) data. 

			Conclusion

			The 2025 Australian Senate election produced a more proportional result than in the House, with Labor performing well but not enjoying a similar landslide. Labor won 16 of the 40 Senate seats up for election, increasing their Senate representation by three. The Coalition suffered its worst result since 1984, winning only 13 seats (down five seats from before the election). The result saw Labor with 29 seats in the full Senate, the Coalition 27 and the Greens ten. One Nation achieved its best result on the back of a preference deal with the Coalition, winning four Senate seats in total, including two from outside Queensland for the first time in a half-Senate election. Combined, Labor and the Greens can command a majority in the Senate with the crossbench potentially sidelined in legislative negotiations.

			

			Two results stand out as particularly interesting. First, Labor performed much better in the Senate in electorates with Liberal–Independent two-candidate contests, suggesting that Labor voters are voting tactically to try to remove Liberal members of the House of Representatives. Second, the Coalition’s preference deal with One Nation likely won One Nation the final Senate seat in New South Wales and increased the size of their win in the final WA seat. Although electoral reforms in 2016 and party registration restrictions in 2022 have reduced the number of candidates and groups contesting the Senate, the chamber continues to reflect fragmentation among the electorate generally.
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			Third-party campaigning

			Mark Riboldi and Ariadne Vromen

			Abstract

			The 2025 election again saw interventions from third-party campaigners across the political spectrum. Although right-wing digital campaigning organisation Advance received significant attention, particularly from progressive media, the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) was the dominant campaigner. The ACTU outspent Advance in terms of digital advertising and, along with other anti-Coalition groups, outspent pro-Coalition groups at a rate of more than three to one. Further, analysis of TikTok data suggests that the ACTU was more successful in engaging potential voters outside their traditional supporter base. Meanwhile, the Australian Christian Lobby (ACL) and GetUp!—organisations with a significant presence in previous campaigns—dropped almost entirely off the map in 2025, with the ACL focusing on providing electoral education and GetUp! seemingly constrained by a lack of internal direction. 

			Keywords: Australian politics; third-party campaigning; Australian Council of Trade Unions; Advance Australia; GetUp!

			Third-party influence over election campaigns and politics generally has a long history in Australia—historically dominated by the trade union movement and business interests, particularly those connected to mining and energy generation.1 The rise and fall of former ALP prime minister Kevin Rudd are a case in point. The Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) Your Rights at Work campaign was a key vehicle in electing Rudd in 2007 ahead of the Liberal–Nationals Coalition, as was the nascent digital-first campaigning organisation GetUp! (see Muir 2010; Vromen 2017). Just three years later, however, a public advertising blitz from the Minerals Council of Australia helped end Rudd’s tenure as Prime Minister, along with his proposed tax on the super profits of mining companies (Bell and Hindmoor 2014). In 2025, third-party campaigners across the campaign were no less active when it came to issues of energy generation or workers’ rights. However, the nature of which Australian third parties participate and how their campaigning connects with broader campaign trends have shifted over time.

			In seeking to understand how third parties attempted to influence outcomes in the 2025 federal election campaign, this chapter analyses data from organisations’ social media advertising spending, from their social media accounts generally, from the emails organisations sent to their supporters and from the mentions of selected organisations in print media. Continuing studies from previous Australian elections (for example, Vromen and Rutledge-Prior 2023), we focus on left-leaning organisations the ACTU and GetUp! and the right-leaning Australian Christian Lobby (ACL) and Advance Australia (Advance). We also include third parties engaged in large-scale digital advertising, including climate change and renewable energy–oriented Climate 200, which supported a variety of Community Independent ‘Teal’ candidates (see Chapter 14, this volume). Together, these data offer insights into how third-party organisations attempted to mobilise their supporters, influence voters and impact agenda-setting during the election campaign. Specifically, they reveal the scale of the union movement’s campaigning against the Opposition leader Peter Dutton, contest around the Coalition’s nuclear energy policy and the veritable disappearance of GetUp! from the Australian electoral landscape.

			

			Third-party actors in Australian elections

			Regulation of third-party actors in Australian elections is a shifting landscape that arguably fails to keep up with the reality of what these groups do. The AEC requires registration and reporting for significant third parties—organisations that spend more than $250,000 on electoral expenditure in a financial year, essentially covering content that ‘seeks to influence’ people’s votes (AEC 2023). Additionally, organisations spending more than a disclosure threshold (currently $16,900) may elect to register as third parties for transparency purposes. Further, some organisations are separately registered as charities with the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission (ACNC). ACNC registration can provide organisations with financial benefits such as access to public and philanthropic funding and deductible gift recipient status for private donations. However, these benefits typically come with restrictions on the kind of public advocacy in which organisations can engage—notably, a restriction on campaigning that endorses one candidate over another. Compared with non-ACNC registered organisations, which can campaign for or against a particular political candidate or party during elections, registered charities tend to present positions on issues, rather than candidates, requiring voters to draw the connections themselves.

			We focus our analysis primarily on four organisations, Advance, the ACL, the ACTU and GetUp!, and, to a lesser degree, on a fifth, Climate 200. Unlike the other four organisations, Climate 200 exists primarily to support the election of political candidates, making them more a ‘party-like’ entity (Riboldi et al. 2024). Table 16.1 portrays these five organisations along with factors significant to the analysis: their 2023–24 income as reported to the AEC, as well as the number of followers they had on various social media platforms at the beginning of the official election campaign period.

			Table 16.1 Key Australian third parties: Income and social media presence ahead of the 2025 election

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Organisation

						
							
							AEC-reported income (2023–24)

						
							
							Facebook

						
							
							Instagram

						
							
							YouTube

						
							
							TikTok

						
					

				
				
					
							
							ACL

						
							
							$6.2 million

						
							
							305,000

						
							
							18,000

						
							
							99,000

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							ACTU

						
							
							$27.7 million

						
							
							202,000

						
							
							32,000

						
							
							3,000

						
							
							10,000

						
					

					
							
							Advance

						
							
							$15.7 million

						
							
							130,000

						
							
							23,000

						
							
							3,000

						
							
							81,000

						
					

					
							
							Climate 200

						
							
							$5.9 million

						
							
							9,800

						
							
							19,900

						
							
							425

						
							
							3,500

						
					

					
							
							GetUp!

						
							
							$6.8 million

						
							
							489,000

						
							
							50,000

						
							
							30,000

						
							
							22,000

						
					

				
			

			Sources: AEC; Facebook; Instagram; YouTube; TikTok.

			

			The ACTU is clearly the most financially secure of the five, likely reflecting its long history and institutional role as the peak organisation for the trade union movement. Led in 2025 by Secretary Sally McManus, the ACTU’s presence and following across social media channels are significant, though still generally less than digital-first campaigning organisation GetUp!. The ACTU is also the only organisation in this group with paid members: trade unions, which themselves have individual paid-up members. The large ‘membership’ claims of organisations such as Advance and GetUp! refer to the size of their email lists and are more accurately described as ‘supporters’ or ‘subscribers’, some of whom provide donations to fund these organisations.

			Of the other organisations, the ACL is the most similar in ‘type’ to the ACTU. Founded in 1975, it is particularly active on socially conservative issues, having substantively opposed marriage equality, transgender rights and attempts to make abortion services safe and accessible. Unlike the other major third parties, the ACL is registered with the ACNC, meaning its political activities must focus more on their preferred policy issues, rather than directly advocating for or against a particular candidate, to maintain charitable status. Their CEO from April 2023 and during the election campaign was Michelle Pearse, a former Pentecostal pastor and former WA ACL State director.

			GetUp!’s reported income in 2023–24 was on par with the ACL’s: both about 20–25 per cent of the ACTU’s $27.7 million. Founded in 2006 as a digital-first organisation focused explicitly on opposing the Coalition government, GetUp! rose to significance as a key actor in Australian elections, pioneering digital campaigning tactics that are now commonplace across the political spectrum (see Vromen 2017). Getup!’s 2022 election was noticeably lower profile than previous campaigns, corresponding with the rise of Climate 200, whose volunteer and donor bases—older, white and middle class—arguably have significant crossover. In August 2023, Widjabul Wia-bul woman Larissa Baldwin-Roberts became the first woman and first Indigenous CEO of GetUp!. However, Baldwin-Roberts left GetUp! in December 2024 in reportedly troubled circumstances, and the organisation entered the 2025 election campaign without executive leadership (McKinnon 2025; Wilson 2025a).

			Advance began in 2018 as a conservative response to GetUp! and recorded more than twice as much income as GetUp! in 2023–24. The digital campaigning organisation received widespread attention for their work on the ‘No’ campaign in the Indigenous Voice to Parliament referendum in 2023 (Carson and Grömping 2024; Vromen et al. 2025). This activity led to accusations of circulating misinformation and disinformation and their reported international connections to the Atlas Network of right-wing think tanks (Walker 2023). Like the ACL, Advance went into the 2025 federal election campaign with a middle-aged white woman as their key spokesperson: former police officer Sandra Bourke.2 This shift in public-facing leadership might be seen as a reaction to the breakthrough success of the Climate 200–backed Teal Independents in 2022, all of whom were middle-class, middle-aged white women; the Teals’ success was partly attributed to the Coalition’s poor track record in preselecting women in winnable seats and in appealing to women voters generally (see Hayman 2025). 

			[image: ]

			Plate 16.1 An image from social media of Advance’s anti-ALP advertising

			Source: Advance, photo used with permission. 

			Data from the 2025 federal election campaign

			To understand third-party activity and influence during the 2025 federal election, we collected data from publicly available sources such as the Meta Ad Library and the Google Ads Transparency Centre, direct observation of social media activity, organisations’ media appearances via Factiva and Google Alerts, as well as subscribing to the publicly available supporter e-lists of various third-party organisations. This allowed us to examine activity from a variety of perspectives.

			

			Digital advertising

			Based on data from the Meta and Google political advertising libraries between 28 March and 3 May 2025, the three highest spending third-party organisations in the election campaign were the ACTU, Advance and Climate 200 (Table 16.2). Together, these three organisations accounted for almost half the $8 million spent by the top 20 spending groups. Where Advance and Climate 200 placed the bulk of their advertising on Meta platforms Facebook and Instagram, the ACTU spent twice as much on Google advertising (via Google Adwords and YouTube) as they did across Meta. For their part, GetUp! spent just $42,000 on Meta and the ACL $37,500, with no Google spending for either. Both organisations started their Meta spending in week four of the campaign (18–24 April), by which time Advance and the ACTU, respectively, had already spent $325,000 and $116,000 on Meta.

			Table 16.2 Highest digital advertising spending by third-party campaigners, 28 March – 3 May 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Organisation

						
							
							AEC status

						
							
							Frame

						
							
							Meta

						
							
							Google

						
							
							Total

						
					

				
				
					
							
							ACTU

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$477,000

						
							
							$928,000

						
							
							$1,405,000

						
					

					
							
							Advance 

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Pro-Coalition

						
							
							$1,047,000

						
							
							$296,000

						
							
							$1,343,000

						
					

					
							
							Climate 200

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$896,600

						
							
							$99,000

						
							
							$995,600

						
					

					
							
							Australian Taxpayers’ Alliance

						
							
							–

						
							
							Anti-Greens/Teals

						
							
							$214,400

						
							
							$296,000

						
							
							$510,400

						
					

					
							
							Liberals Against Nuclear

						
							
							–

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$246,000

						
							
							$156,000

						
							
							$402,000

						
					

					
							
							Australians for Prosperity

						
							
							–

						
							
							Anti-Greens/Teals

						
							
							$235,000

						
							
							$159,000

						
							
							$394,000

						
					

					
							
							Climate Action Network Australia

						
							
							TP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$392,400

						
							
							$0

						
							
							$392,400

						
					

					
							
							Hothouse Magazine

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$287,700

						
							
							$87,000

						
							
							$374,700

						
					

					
							
							Better Australia

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-Greens/Teals

						
							
							$149,400

						
							
							$153,000

						
							
							$302,400

						
					

					
							
							It’s Not a Race

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$187,700

						
							
							$67,000

						
							
							$254,700

						
					

					
							
							Nuclear for Australia

						
							
							–

						
							
							Pro-Coalition

						
							
							$236,500

						
							
							$0

						
							
							$236,500

						
					

					
							
							

							United Workers Union

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$149,400

						
							
							$87,000

						
							
							$236,400

						
					

					
							
							Clean Energy Council Limited

						
							
							–

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$209,300

						
							
							$0

						
							
							$209,300

						
					

					
							
							Jobs for Mining Communities

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-ALP

						
							
							$164,600

						
							
							$15,200

						
							
							$179,800

						
					

					
							
							Energy for Australians

						
							
							–

						
							
							Anti-ALP

						
							
							$136,600

						
							
							$16,900

						
							
							$153,500

						
					

					
							
							Greenpeace Australia Pacific

						
							
							TP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$150,600

						
							
							$0

						
							
							$150,600

						
					

					
							
							The Climate Council

						
							
							TP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$122,100

						
							
							$10,300

						
							
							$132,400

						
					

					
							
							Parents for Climate

						
							
							–

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$122,600

						
							
							$0

						
							
							$122,600

						
					

					
							
							Australians for Affordable Energy

						
							
							–

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$110,600

						
							
							$0

						
							
							$110,600

						
					

					
							
							Australian Conservation Foundation

						
							
							STP

						
							
							Anti-Coalition

						
							
							$105,600

						
							
							$0

						
							
							$105,600

						
					

					
							
							Total

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							$5,641,100

						
							
							$2,370,400

						
							
							$8,011,500

						
					

				
			

			Note: STP = significant third party.

			Sources: AEC; Meta Ad Library; Google Ads Transparency Centre.

			Of the top 20 spending organisations across Meta and Google, about half were already registered with the AEC as significant third parties (STPs). Four of the 10 organisations that spent over the AEC’s STP threshold of $250,000—on social media advertising alone—were not registered as STPs before the election: Australian Taxpayers’ Alliance, Liberals Against Nuclear, Australians for Prosperity and Climate Action Network Australia. Two other organisations, Nuclear for Australia and the Clean Energy Council, likely also spent over the threshold when other costs are taken into account but were not registered as STPs. This suggests that the AEC’s STP register could not necessarily indicate which organisations were significant actors before the election campaign, hampering transparency about where money is being spent to influence elections and to whose benefit.

			

			[image: Plate 16.2 An ACTU Facebook banner used during the campaign, spotlighting their ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ frame]

			Plate 16.2 An ACTU Facebook banner used during the campaign, spotlighting their ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ frame

			Source: ACTU, photo used with permission.

			Comparing the primary frame of these third parties shows that anti-Coalition groups significantly outspent anti-ALP ones (Riboldi 2025). Anti-Coalition third parties include those with an anti-Dutton focus—such as the ACTU’s ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ slogan, which was picked up across the broad left, and the meme-oriented campaigning of Dan Ilic’s It’s Not a Race—as well as explicitly anti-nuclear groups. The last included most of the highest-spending environment and climate-focused organisations as well as Liberals Against Nuclear, which spent more than $400,000 across Meta and Google campaigning against their own party’s signature energy policy. Collectively, the 13 anti-Coalition organisations in Table 16.2 spent close to $5 million on social media advertising alone during the election.

			Right-wing third-party campaigning on social media was more disparate. Only Advance and Nuclear for Australia appeared explicitly pro-Coalition: Advance negatively targeted both the ALP and the Greens, and Nuclear for Australia supported Coalition policy. Together, these two organisations spent just over $1.5 million—more than three times less than the anti-Coalition organisations. Campaign messaging by other right-wing third parties was variously anti-Greens, anti-Teals or anti-ALP, but the disparate nature did not necessarily equate to a pro-Coalition message. Thus, while right-wing groups collectively spent more than $3 million on social media advertising, about one-quarter of this may have sent voters to candidates and parties other than the two Coalition parties.

			

			TikTok and YouTube

			On TikTok and YouTube, the primary third-party contest was again between Advance and the ACTU. Further, the ACTU’s ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ frame was more dominant than Advance’s mixture of anti-ALP ‘Weak, woke, sending us broke’ and anti-Greens ‘Greens truth’ framing on TikTok, 30 per cent of whose global audience is aged 18–24, with about 70 per cent of Australian Millennials having TikTok accounts (MacFarlane 2025). For their part, GetUp! and the ACL appeared to be less prominent on these platforms than their counterparts, though for different reasons.

			[image: Plate 16.3 Advance billboard in Wickham Street, Fortitude Valley, Brisbane, January 2025]

			Plate 16.3 Advance billboard in Wickham Street, Fortitude Valley, Brisbane, January 2025

			Photo: Courtesy of Headpress Pty Ltd.

			Engagement on TikTok is commonly measured by the accumulation of ‘likes’, comments and ‘pins’ received on each post. While Advance and the ACTU (Australian Unions on TikTok) released a similar amount of TikTok content during the campaign, Advance had a significantly higher number of followers on the platform than the ACTU or GetUp! and garnered twice as many engagements per post, on average, compared with the ACTU (Table 16.3). The ACL did not use TikTok at the time of the election. Advance’s most popular post was an attack on Australian Greens leader Adam Bandt: ‘Australia could have a Deputy Prime Minister who refuses to stand in front of the Australian Flag. Can’t vote Greens. Not this time.’ Posted on 22 April, by polling day, the post had 12,174 engagements and had been viewed 150,500 times. Comparatively, the ACTU’s most popular post—‘It’s not about making things better for us. You deserve better. #DontRiskDutton, #auspol’—posted on 21 April, had just 39,300 views and 2,900 engagements across a similar time frame. 

			

			Table 16.3 Third-party campaigner TikTok posts and engagement, 28 March – 3 May 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Organisation

						
							
							Followers

						
							
							Posts

						
							
							Engagement

						
							
							Engagement per post

						
							
							Engagement per follower

						
					

				
				
					
							
							ACL

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							ACTU

						
							
							10,000

						
							
							60

						
							
							19,700

						
							
							109

						
							
							1.97

						
					

					
							
							Advance

						
							
							81,000

						
							
							70

						
							
							45,900

						
							
							218

						
							
							0.56

						
					

					
							
							GetUp!

						
							
							22,400

						
							
							17

						
							
							975

						
							
							19

						
							
							0.04

						
					

				
			

			Source: TikTok.

			While these engagement numbers appear to benefit Advance, looking at them as a factor of total account followers reveals a different story. In their TikTok posts during the campaign, the ACTU overall received about two engagements per follower, whereas Advance’s rate was about one-quarter of this—a ratio of 0.56 of engagement to followers. This suggests that the ACTU posts were reaching people outside their follower base, which is vital for converting voters from one preference to another. Similarly, Advance’s low engagement-to-follower ratio on TikTok supports anecdotal arguments from Coalition insiders that Advance’s campaign operated ‘in an echo chamber’ (Koutsoukis 2025).

			For their part, GetUp!’s 17 TikTok posts across the election period had an average of just 19 engagements per post and 0.04 as an engagement-to-follower ratio. Even considering a reported lack of donations flowing into the organisation, these numbers are surprisingly low. Because TikTok does not feature paid political advertising, it should have been an ideal platform for GetUp!—which started the campaign with twice as many followers as the ACTU—to attempt to influence the voting public, and especially younger voters, organically. Their most successful post of the period, on 31 March and receiving just 143 engagements, did not even relate to the election but to water contamination due to fracking near Borroloola in the Northern Territory.

			

			GetUp!’s engagements on YouTube were similarly low (Table 16.4). Their most viewed video on the platform, ‘Who is the real Dutton?’, was released on 3 April and received a total of 8,243 views between then and polling day. The ACL’s effort on YouTube was similarly humble, posting only one video throughout the campaign despite having almost 100,000 channel subscribers (see Table 16.1). Posted on 3 April, the ACL’s video related to their primary election output, their ‘Federal Election 2025 Australian Votes Website’. The three-minute video largely served an electoral education function. It recommended that people vote ‘below the line’ to ensure they know where their vote would go and that ‘a vote for a minor party is never a wasted vote’. The video also advocated for people to vote ‘according to truth’ on issues such as ‘biological reality’—presumably a coded reference to avoid voting for trans-supportive minor parties such as the Australian Greens.

			Table 16.4 Third-party campaigner YouTube public videos and views, 28 March – 3 May 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Organisation

						
							
							Videos

						
							
							Views

						
							
							Views per video

						
					

				
				
					
							
							ACL

						
							
							1

						
							
							2,500

						
							
							2,500

						
					

					
							
							ACTU

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Advance

						
							
							25

						
							
							4,655,000

						
							
							186,200

						
					

					
							
							GetUp!

						
							
							4

						
							
							9,000

						
							
							2,250

						
					

				
			

			Source: YouTube.

			While from Table 16.4 it appears the ACTU produced no videos during the campaign, they spent more than $900,000 advertising on Google platforms, the primary one of which is YouTube, suggesting that, unlike Advance, the ACTU chose not to make their advertisements publicly viewable on their YouTube page. Instead, the ACTU’s video ads, focusing almost exclusively on the ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ frame, are registered but unviewable in the Google Ad Transparency Centre. 

			In contrast, Advance spent just under $300,000 on Google platform advertising, entirely on videos, suggesting that organic views of the ACTU’s videos on YouTube could have been much higher than Advance’s if they had chosen to make them public. Most of Advance’s publicly available videos were 15 or 30 seconds long, suggesting that they were designed primarily as advertisements and for easy recirculation on other platforms. Of Advance’s 25 videos, 12 attacked the Australian Greens and 13 the ALP, with total public views split fairly evenly at 2.38 million and 2.28 million, respectively. This broad equivalence between Advance’s key frames suggests the organisation’s public focus was roughly equal across the ‘Greens truth’ and the ‘Weak, woke, sending us broke’ campaigns. Whether either campaign was effective is a different question, despite Advance’s post-election claim that their primary focus was always on ‘destroying’ the Greens (see Sheehan 2025).

			

			Supporter emails

			While public-facing social media channel campaigns try to reach and persuade voters, third parties’ emails to existing supporters reveal how these groups try to activate and mobilise their base towards action. This includes the way these organisations ‘claim and frame’ election results. The key organisations studied here sent emails to supporters every two–three days across the campaign period, with a mixture of ‘calls to action’ that included asking supporters to make donations, register for webinars, sign e-petitions and volunteer for in-real-life campaign activities (Table 16.5). Furthermore, the frequency with which these organisations mentioned particular key words—‘truth’, ‘Dutton’, ‘Greens’ and ‘Albo/Albanese’—provides insight into their electoral target. 

			Table 16.5 Third-party campaigner supporter emails, calls to action and keywords, 28 March – 10 May 2025

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							ACL

						
							
							ACTU

						
							
							Advance

						
							
							Climate 200

						
							
							GetUp!

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Total emails

						
							
							13

						
							
							13

						
							
							19

						
							
							16

						
							
							18

						
					

					
							
							Calls to action

						
					

					
							
							Donate

						
							
							5

						
							
							–

						
							
							7

						
							
							14

						
							
							8

						
					

					
							
							Register for webinar

						
							
							4

						
							
							2

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Sign e-petition

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							4

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							Visit website

						
							
							4

						
							
							4

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							Volunteer on the ground

						
							
							–

						
							
							4

						
							
							1

						
							
							–

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							No call to action

						
							
							–

						
							
							3

						
							
							6

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
							Keyword mentions

						
					

					
							
							‘Truth’

						
							
							115

						
							
							–

						
							
							17

						
							
							2

						
							
							18

						
					

					
							
							‘Dutton’

						
							
							2

						
							
							58

						
							
							–

						
							
							16

						
							
							121

						
					

					
							
							‘Greens’

						
							
							35

						
							
							–

						
							
							118

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
					

					
							
							‘Albo/Albanese’

						
							
							3

						
							
							3

						
							
							26

						
							
							2

						
							
							10

						
					

				
			

			Source: Supporter emails.
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			Plate 16.4 An ACTU social media image highlighting union member on-the-ground campaigning during the election

			Source: ACTU, photo used with permission.

			Advance and GetUp! sent a similar number of emails, with a similar ratio of donation requests, whereas nearly all Climate 200’s emails before polling day asked supporters for donations. The ACTU’s emails involved no donation requests, potentially signifying a type of organisation that still has paid members rather than mainly supporters or subscribers. Through their ‘calls to action’, the ACTU and GetUp! also focused on activities that brought supporters into contact with the organisation, including calling for ground campaign volunteers. 

			

			When it comes to framing, the ACTU’s supporter emails centred on their campaign slogan of ‘Don’t risk Dutton’ (58 references to Dutton across 13 emails). GetUp!’s focus on mentioning ‘Dutton’ in their emails (121 mentions across 18 emails—almost seven times per email) mirrored the ACL’s focus on ‘truth’ (nine per email) and Advance’s on the Greens (six per email). In contrast to the other organisations, while the ACL’s emails focused significantly on the idea of ‘truth’ and framing the Greens as opponents (mostly in relation to abortion law reform legislation in State parliaments), their emails were nonpartisan, focusing on electoral education and values reinforcement.

			In terms of supporter emails after polling day, all five organisations sent at least one ‘claim and frame’ email, mostly announcing their supposed impact on the campaign. Advance, for example, claimed to have ‘destroyed’ the Greens while blaming the Coalition campaign for the ALP’s election victory. The ACL’s two emails in this period focused on framing the result as a desire for stability over change as well as highlighting opportunities to influence the new government. Both emails asked for donations (two of their total of five donation requests during the election period). GetUp! also asked for donations in a post-election email, in which they highlighted their activity during the campaign. Climate 200’s initial post-election emails focused on the uncertainty in results—this was understandable, given that several of the results in Teal seats were close and votes were still being counted.

			Newspaper attention

			To examine the influence of third-party organisations on the election campaign, this chapter uses articles from the LexisNexis news database published from the beginning of March to the end of May 2025 for 12 main broadsheet and tabloid newspapers across Australia, including the Guardian. Incorporating only articles mentioning one of the four key third parties in the headline or lead paragraph resulted in a dataset of 21 articles: 10 Advance-related articles; nine ACTU articles; two ACL articles; and no GetUp! articles. This spread follows the broad levels of activity described above. Other Australian media outlets not in LexisNexis—mainly the Saturday Paper and Crikey—also ran feature articles on third-party campaigning groups during the election and we discuss some of these below. 

			

			Overall, more progressive newspapers (the Guardian, the Saturday Paper and The Sydney Morning Herald/Melbourne’s Age) paid disproportionate attention to Advance, potentially exaggerating their electoral influence and impact. These articles were largely investigative, focusing on Advance’s sources of funding and campaign tactics, and all labelled Advance as either a ‘conservative’ or a ‘hard-right’ organisation. Some of these articles placed Advance in a broader hard-right ecosystem internationally and nationally, describing links to the Conservative Political Action Conference (CPAC), the Atlas Network and the network of local anti-Teals and anti-renewables groups that emerged during the campaign. For example, The Sydney Morning Herald/Melbourne Age ran an extended 4,000-word feature on Advance in their Good Weekend magazine on 19 April. The article is written as an exposé, starting with: ‘It claims to be a grassroots group promoting free speech and common-sense policy to ordinary Aussies but Advance’s propaganda machine—and its deluge of disinformation—are linked to the far right in the US’ (Elliott 2025). 

			Due to the focus on the money and political connections behind Advance and, to a lesser extent, the framing of its campaigns as ‘Trump-like’, there was little scrutiny of to whom Advance appeals or how it attempted to change votes. The more conservative newspapers—that is, the Australian, the Australian Financial Review (AFR) and News Corp–owned tabloids the Daily Telegraph and the Herald Sun—paid attention to Advance only with reference to the organisation’s anti-Teal messaging and in articles that were mainly about Climate 200 and its influence on the election campaign. 

			In contrast, two conservative newspapers (the Australian and the AFR) were the main outlets to focus on the ACTU during the election, primarily portraying them as a pro-worker lobbyist campaigning on industrial relations law and raising the minimum wage. Only two of a total of nine articles make any overt mention of the ACTU as a political campaigner, either ‘on the ground’ or digitally (Hannan 2025; Marin-Guzman 2025). Both articles were published in conservative newspapers (the Australian and Australian Financial Review) and refer to the ACTU’s electorate-based campaigning on workplace reforms, equal pay, health care and AI regulation. Both were largely sympathetic to the ACTU campaign, unlike coverage in other conservative and News Corp outlets, and did not offer views from business or other political actors to counter union claims. Beyond these examples, the role of the ACTU and union movement in organising and voter mobilisation appeared to be underestimated or simply ignored, especially by the more progressive newspaper outlets. Neither the Guardian, the Saturday Paper nor The Sydney Morning Herald/Melbourne’s Age published features on the prominence of Australian unions in the election campaign, let alone their role in helping the ALP to a historic electoral win (see also Chapter 10, this volume).

			

			The near absence of news media attention to GetUp! during this campaign reflected the lack of election-related activities undertaken by GetUp! itself. This continues its decline since the 2022 election and is in contrast with the 2010 election campaign, when GetUp!’s successful challenge in the High Court over electoral enrolment was front-page news, and their 2016 election campaign against ‘hard-right’ candidates, which pioneered targeted Facebook advertising in Australia (Vromen 2017, 2018). Online news platform Crikey published two articles about GetUp!, both of which spoke to this shift. The first was published mid-campaign and entitled ‘GetUp! CEO quietly departs as the group goes missing in action during election campaign’ (Wilson 2025a; see also Wilson 2025b). 

			Implications and conclusions

			Third-party campaigners are clearly significant actors in Australian elections, spending substantial amounts campaigning to mobilise their supporters and influence the public agenda and voter intentions. The 2025 election reveals three main conclusions and areas for future research on third parties in Australian politics. The first relates to how to better understand the electoral and political influence of these non-party actors. Elections are important focusing events in which all kinds of organisations can gain public attention. Many also have a stake in electing governments that will be more sympathetic to their issue agendas. The near-exclusive scholarly and media focus on political parties, election candidates and voters in Australia has come at the cost of systematic analysis of the electoral and political influence of non-party, civil society organisations in Australia. Third parties are too often wrongly conceptualised as ‘partisans in disguise’—even the union movement is not always clearly partisan and there are ideological differences between unions. While the ACTU and the ALP have informal linkages and many individual unions are directly affiliated to the ALP, some are not. Further, union movement positions on workers’ rights and industrial relations policy are rarely homogeneous. The ALP itself, with a declining and ageing membership, is increasingly reliant on a union member–driven ground campaign to deliver pro-ALP and anti-Coalition messages. Understanding the ACTU’s—and other third parties’—issue agendas and campaign work is vital to properly appreciating their influence on Australian politics and policy agendas beyond mere support for one party over another. 

			

			Similarly, Advance’s messaging and issue agenda might align with segments of the Liberal and National parties and be influential over some Coalition politicians, but post-election commentary suggests this was not necessarily connected to an organised pro-Coalition strategy (Koutsoukis 2025). Likewise, the climate movement’s focus on opposing nuclear energy (that is, being anti-Coalition) potentially gave the ALP a free ride on the issue, to the detriment of the Greens and the Teals—neither of which, admittedly, ran a particularly strong pro-climate campaign (see Chapters 13 and 14, this volume).

			The second question relates to whether existing regulation of election campaign fundraising and the spending of politically active third-party organisations is fit for purpose when it comes to digital campaigning and social media advertising. Only half the organisations that should register as ‘significant third parties’ and make funding and expenditure disclosures accordingly, based on social media spending alone, were registered before the election. Transparency around which organisations might plausibly influence an election campaign is important for the integrity and credibility of the system. To better capture and understand these organisations and their influence, ‘live’ disclosures and declarations of expenditure on campaign digital media advertising are needed. This would also bring Australia in line with countries such as Canada and the United Kingdom that focus less on third parties declaring donations and more on capping their election-specific expenditure (Lawlor and Crandall 2018), and, in Canada’s case, also require third parties to file returns during the campaign period. In Australia, Meta and Google make online advertising spending data available, but the community currently relies on curious scholars and journalists to understand it, or else waits for the AEC declaration made up to 12 months later.

			Relatedly, it may be time to re-evaluate the regulation of advocacy organisations and charities via the ACNC. Currently, registered charities are broadly permitted to advocate for and support policies that advance their interests, but they cannot be seen to support or oppose particular candidates or parties as it may result in the charity having engaged in a ‘disqualifying political purpose’. For many Australian charities, especially organisations that campaign on environmental or international development issues, it has been risky to publicly advocate on issues of relevance to them during an election campaign. This real risk of losing charitable status may inhibit a range of organisations from advocating for causes in which they have legitimacy and expertise, reducing political campaigning to a smaller group of well-funded and often more polarised actors.

			

			Third, this chapter suggests that part of the academic neglect of third-party campaigning organisations is the dauntingly complex ecosystem within which they operate. Organisations evolve over time and shift their activity depending on issue salience, the political landscape and their human and financial resources. For instance, how might we explain the non-action of once prominent groups in 2025? The ACL’s transgender rights–related campaigning activity in 2025 appeared significantly more muted than in 2022 and largely focused on the Greens. It is possible the issue was less salient and thus less ‘mobilisable’ in religious communities than an issue such as marriage equality, yet the ACL’s shift to a low-key ‘electoral information’ campaign, rather than one more aligned to a preferred major party, bears consideration.

			It is also important to ask: what has gone ‘wrong’ with GetUp!? There were significant reports of internal problems and a massive decline in fundraising and staff resources (Wilson 2025a, 2025b), and suggestions of debilitating internal debates over priorities in their policy issue agendas, from the Voice referendum to the humanitarian crisis in Gaza to cost-of-living issues (McKinnon 2025). Post election, Crikey claimed GetUp!’s social media use and tactics were outdated and risk-averse and, somewhat ironically, suggested GetUp! could learn from Advance. GetUp! board chair Glen Berman was quoted saying: 

			I’m not trying to suggest that I like Advance’s campaigning, but I do think Advance is taking risks. And I think that’s something we can really learn from. We know we need to rediscover that kind of ability to be humorous, be fun, to take risks. (Wilson 2025b) 

			There is clearly crossover between the donor and volunteer bases of GetUp! and Climate 200, but this does not entirely explain their decline in electoral significance. It will take more targeted research to better understand this notable decline. 

			

			Overall, for third-party campaigning organisations to maintain relevance in the electoral context, they need voter support, media and public attention and an ability to wield political influence. This is one area where the ACTU and associated unions have remained dominant, whereas other organisations, including the ACL and GetUp!, appear to have come in and out of the ecosystem depending on their agenda, resource base and capacity to mobilise.
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1	 The AEC defines ‘third-party’ campaigners as actors that are neither candidates nor political parties. In other contexts, these might be referred to as interest groups, third-sector organisations or civil society organisations.


						
2	 This was a change for Advance from both the 2022 election and the Voice referendum campaign. Matthew Sheehan was CEO and main spokesperson throughout this period. Former Advance (and Institute for Public Affairs) staffer Jacinta Nampijinpa Price, who later entered the Senate, was the Voice referendum ‘No’ campaign’s chief spokesperson.
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			The House of Representatives results

			Ben Raue

			Abstract

			Labor won a landslide victory in the election for the House of Representatives in 2025 but did so with a primary vote not far above their lowest vote in modern Australian political history. The 2025 election was Labor’s best result in terms of seats won and two-party-preferred vote share since 1943.

			The House of Representatives electoral system has become increasingly complex as the vote for minor parties and Independents has increased. With more than one-third of votes cast for minor parties and Independents, an increasing number of seats have become contests involving a candidate outside the major parties in the top two, and several others are not far off. This chapter analyses trends in House of Representatives election results and house contests of interest at the 2025 federal election.

			Keywords: House of Representatives; preferential voting; three-candidate-preferred; proportionality; electoral history

			

			The 2025 federal election result was a landslide victory for Labor, the worst defeat for the Coalition in the history of the Liberal Party, but also an election in which the combined major-party vote reached a record low. While Labor’s primary vote was nearly its lowest to date, the party won its largest share of seats in the House of Representatives since 1943. The Coalition was reduced to vote and seat shares not seen since before the formation of the Liberal Party during World War II. 

			The vote for minor parties and Independents reached a record high, exceeding one-third of the formal vote and higher than for the Coalition. Independent candidates posed serious threats in more seats than ever before, but the crossbench shrank slightly thanks to the Greens losing three seats to Labor. The declining major-party vote has also changed how the electoral system operates, with less certainty about which two candidates will poll highest in each seat and the need to pay more attention to the three-candidate-preferred (3CP) vote to determine which two candidates make the final preference count. 

			This chapter will analyse the House of Representatives results, with a particular focus on the decline in the vote for the major parties, how that declining vote is changing the way the electoral system operates, the impact of Independent candidates and minor parties and diverging trends between States and regions.

			Table 17.1 Results of the 2022 federal election by party

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Votes

						
							
							Percentage

						
							
							Swing

						
							
							Seats

						
							
							Seat change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Liberal–Nationals Coalition

						
							
							5,233,334

						
							
							35.70

						
							
							–5.74

						
							
							58

						
							
							–18

						
					

					
							
							Australian Labor Party

						
							
							4,776,030

						
							
							32.58

						
							
							–0.76

						
							
							77

						
							
							8

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							1,795,985

						
							
							12.25

						
							
							1.85

						
							
							4

						
							
							3

						
					

					
							
							Pauline Hanson’s One Nation

						
							
							727,464

						
							
							4.96

						
							
							1.88

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							United Australia Party

						
							
							604,536

						
							
							4.12

						
							
							0.69

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Liberal Democratic Party

						
							
							252,963

						
							
							1.73

						
							
							1.49

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Katter’s Australian Party

						
							
							55,863

						
							
							0.38

						
							
							–0.11

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Centre Alliance

						
							
							36,500

						
							
							0.25

						
							
							–0.08

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Independents

						
							
							776,169

						
							
							5.29

						
							
							1.92

						
							
							10

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Other

						
							
							400,198

						
							
							2.73

						
							
							0.54

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025c) data.

			

			Background to the election

			The previous federal election in 2022 had brought Labor back into government after nine years out of power, with the party gaining eight seats for 77 in total. The outgoing Liberal–Nationals Coalition lost 18 seats, with seven new Independents and three new Greens MPs forming an enlarged crossbench. Labor won a clear majority of the two-party-preferred (2PP) vote—52.1 per cent, with a 3.7 per cent swing—but with the lowest Labor primary vote since the 1930s (32.6 per cent).

			Between 2022 and 2025, House of Representatives electoral boundaries were redrawn in New South Wales, Victoria, Western Australia and the Northern Territory. The change in the Northern Territory was necessitated by seven years elapsing since the previous redistribution and the adjustment of the electoral boundary between the two NT divisions was relatively minor and uncontroversial (Raue 2024d).

			The changes in the three larger States were necessitated by a change in each State’s entitlement for members in the House of Representatives. This electoral cycle saw the most seats affected by such a redistribution since 1984, when the size of the parliament was increased. New South Wales’s entitlement fell from 47 seats to 46 and the Independent-held seat of North Sydney was abolished (Raue 2024b). Victoria’s entitlement was reduced from 39 seats to 38, with the Labor seat of Higgins abolished (Raue 2024c). Western Australia’s entitlement increased from 15 seats to 16, with the new seat of Bullwinkel created on the eastern edge of Perth, with a notional Labor majority (Raue 2024a). These redistributions had other effects, which included the Labor seat of Bennelong in New South Wales redrawn with a notional Liberal majority and the Liberal seat of Menzies in Victoria redrawn with a notional Labor majority. Overall, redistributions resulted in no net change for Labor or the Coalition, but the number of seats held by crossbench members fell from 16 to fifteen. 

			Four federal by-elections were held during the 2022–25 parliamentary term. Three were triggered by the voluntary retirement of the sitting member, while the Dunkley by-election was triggered by the death of sitting Labor MP Peta Murphy. The first three by-elections were contested by both major parties. Labor won the Aston by-election off the Liberal Party—a very rare case of a government winning a seat from the Opposition mid-term. The Coalition gained 2PP swings in the Fadden and Dunkley by-elections but failed to win Dunkley from Labor. Labor did not contest Cook and Liberal candidate Simon Kennedy easily retained the seat.

			

			Table 17.2 By-elections held during the 2022–25 parliamentary term

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Electorate

						
							
							Date

						
							
							Outgoing MP

						
							
							Result

						
							
							New MP

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Aston

						
							
							1 April 2023

						
							
							Alan Tudge (Lib.)

						
							
							+6.4% to ALP (2PP)

						
							
							Mary Doyle (ALP)

						
					

					
							
							Fadden

						
							
							15 July 2023

						
							
							Stuart Robert (LNP)

						
							
							+2.7% to LNP (2PP)

						
							
							Cameron Caldwell (LNP)

						
					

					
							
							Dunkley

						
							
							2 March 2024

						
							
							Peta Murphy (ALP)

						
							
							+3.6% to Lib. (2PP)

						
							
							Jodie Belyea (ALP)

						
					

					
							
							Cook

						
							
							13 April 2024

						
							
							Scott Morrison (Lib.)

						
							
							+7.1% to Lib. (primary)

						
							
							Simon Kennedy (Lib.)

						
					

				
			

			Source: AEC (2025a).

			The total number of candidates nominated for the House of Representatives declined slightly from a record in 2022, with 1,126 candidates nominating in 2025. There was one less electoral division, so the average number of candidates per division dropped from 7.97 to 7.51 (Raue 2025b).

			[image: Figure 17.1 Total House of Representatives candidates per election, 1990–2025]

			Figure 17.1 Total House of Representatives candidates per election, 1990–2025

			Sources: Compiled by author from Carr (1998) and AEC (1998; 2025c) data.

			

			The number of parties running candidates also fell in 2025: 34 parties nominated House of Representatives candidates in 2022, compared with 25 in 2025. This decline started after the 2016 Senate electoral reforms, while subsequent reforms to party registration rules have encouraged the consolidation of small parties. There was a significant increase in the number of Independent candidates running in 2025: 98 Independent or non-affiliated candidates stood in 2022, and this increased to 132 candidates in 2025 (see Chapter 15, this volume).

			Labor and the Greens each ran candidates in every seat, while One Nation ran candidates in all seats except for the three in the Australian Capital Territory. The Liberal–Nationals Coalition ran at least one candidate in every seat. There were seven seats where the Liberal Party and the Nationals both ran. Clive Palmer’s Trumpet of Patriots (see Chapter 15, this volume, for more detail) nominated just 100 candidates, while the party’s two predecessors, the United Australia Party and Federation Party, had nominated 212 candidates between them in 2022. Legalise Cannabis had the biggest increase in candidates, having just one candidate in 2022 but running 42 candidates in 2025. The Libertarian Party (which was a new name for the former Liberal Democratic Party) ran 46 candidates, down from 100 candidates in 2022. The Animal Justice Party ran only 18 candidates, down from 48 in 2022.

			National result

			Labor won 55.35 per cent on 2PP—a swing of 3.22 per cent from 2022. On primary votes, Labor (34.6 per cent) gained a swing of 2.0 per cent, while the Coalition (31.8 per cent) suffered a swing of 3.9 per cent (AEC 2025c). This was the lowest primary vote for either major party since World War II and was the first time since 2007 that Labor polled a higher primary vote than the Coalition (Raue 2025c). The Greens suffered a very slight 0.05 per cent swing on the primary vote after polling a record high vote in 2022. One Nation gained a swing of 1.44 per cent. Independents’ vote share increased by 2.06 per cent to a new high of 7.36 per cent.

			

			Table 17.3 Results of the 2025 federal election by party

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Party

						
							
							Votes

						
							
							Percentage

						
							
							Swing

						
							
							Seats

						
							
							Seat change

						
					

				
				
					
							
							ALP

						
							
							5,354,141

						
							
							34.56

						
							
							+1.98

						
							
							94

						
							
							+17

						
					

					
							
							Coalition

						
							
							4,929,403

						
							
							31.82

						
							
							–3.88

						
							
							43

						
							
							–15

						
					

					
							
							The Greens

						
							
							1,889,978

						
							
							12.20

						
							
							–0.05

						
							
							1

						
							
							–3

						
					

					
							
							Pauline Hanson’s One Nation

						
							
							991,815

						
							
							6.40

						
							
							+1.44

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Trumpet of Patriots

						
							
							296,077

						
							
							1.91

						
							
							–2.60

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Family First

						
							
							273,680

						
							
							1.77

						
							
							+1.77

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Legalise Cannabis

						
							
							186,335

						
							
							1.20

						
							
							+1.16

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Katter’s Australian Party

						
							
							51,775

						
							
							0.33

						
							
							–0.05

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Centre Alliance

						
							
							37,453

						
							
							0.24

						
							
							–0.01

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Independents

						
							
							1,139,481

						
							
							7.36

						
							
							+2.06

						
							
							10

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Other

						
							
							340,099

						
							
							2.17

						
							
							–0.56

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025c) data.

			Seats changing hands

			In total, 19 seats changed hands (based on pre-election estimates listing Liberal-held Menzies as notionally Labor and Labor-held Bennelong as notionally Liberal). Labor won a total of 13 seats from the Coalition and three from the Greens. The Liberal Party gained one seat from an urban Independent (in Goldstein) but lost Bradfield to an Independent. In New South Wales, Independent MP Andrew Gee retained Calare, which he had won in 2022 for the Nationals—technically an Independent gain. 

			Table 17.4 Seats that changed hands at the 2025 election

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Seat

						
							
							State

						
							
							Incumbent

						
							
							Winner

						
							
							Margin (%)

						
							
							New MP

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Banks

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							2.4

						
							
							Zhi Soon

						
					

					
							
							Bass

						
							
							Tas.

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							8.0

						
							
							Jess Teesdale

						
					

					
							
							Bennelong

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							ALPa

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							9.3

						
							
							Jerome Laxalea

						
					

					
							
							Bonner

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							LNP

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							5.0

						
							
							Kara Cook

						
					

					
							
							Braddon

						
							
							Tas.

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							7.2

						
							
							Anne Urquhart

						
					

					
							
							Bradfield

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							0.0

						
							
							Nicolette Boele

						
					

					
							
							Brisbane

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							Greens

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							9.0

						
							
							Madonna Jarrett

						
					

					
							
							Calare

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							Natsb

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							6.8

						
							
							Andrew Geeb

						
					

					
							
							Deakin

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							2.8

						
							
							Matt Gregg

						
					

					
							
							Dickson

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							LNP

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							6.0

						
							
							Ali France

						
					

					
							
							

							Forde

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							LNP

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							1.8

						
							
							Rowan Holzberger

						
					

					
							
							Goldstein

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							Ind.

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							0.1

						
							
							Tim Wilson

						
					

					
							
							Griffith

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							Greens

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							10.6

						
							
							Renee Coffey

						
					

					
							
							Hughes

						
							
							NSW

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							3.1

						
							
							David Moncrieff

						
					

					
							
							Leichhardt

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							LNP

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							6.1

						
							
							Matt Smith

						
					

					
							
							Melbourne

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							Greens

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							3.0

						
							
							Sarah Witty

						
					

					
							
							Menzies

						
							
							Vic.

						
							
							Lib.*

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							Gabriel Ng

						
					

					
							
							Moore

						
							
							WA

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							2.9

						
							
							Tom French

						
					

					
							
							Petrie

						
							
							Qld

						
							
							LNP

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							1.2

						
							
							Emma Comer

						
					

					
							
							Sturt

						
							
							SA

						
							
							Lib.

						
							
							ALP

						
							
							6.6

						
							
							Claire Clutterham

						
					

				
			

			Notes: a Bennelong was notionally a Liberal seat following a redistribution; b Calare was notionally a Nationals seat held by an ex-Nationals Independent.

			Source: AEC (2025c).

			Declining primary vote for the major parties

			Labor’s primary vote rebounded slightly in 2025 after dropping at six of the previous eight federal elections, but the Liberal–Nationals Coalition’s primary vote dropped to a new low, of just 31.82 per cent. For the first time in modern Australian political history, the combined vote for minor parties and Independents exceeded one-third of the total (33.61 per cent) and exceeded one of the two major parties. The combined vote for the major parties experienced a significant drop in 2022, and declined slightly further in 2025, falling from 74.78 per cent in 2019, to 68.28 per cent in 2022 and 66.39 per cent in 2025 (Figure 17.2).

			The declining primary vote for the major parties has meant that seats are more likely to be decided based on second and subsequent preferences, with fewer seats won with a majority of the primary vote; 2022 saw a surge in such contests, with a small increase for a total of 139 in 2025. While preferences can theoretically change the outcome in more than 90 per cent of contests, in most cases, the candidate with the most primary votes wins the seat. In 2025, there were 15 contests in which the winning candidate did not poll the most first-preference votes (a ‘come from behind’ win). This number has been steady in the previous five elections but is higher than the long-term trend: in the 21 elections before 2013, only four had more than 10 ‘come from behind’ wins, with the previous record being 14 in 1972.

			

			[image: Figure 17.2 Primary vote for Labor, the Liberal–Nationals Coalition and all other candidates, 1949–2025]

			Figure 17.2 Primary vote for Labor, the Liberal–Nationals Coalition and all other candidates, 1949–2025

			Sources: Raue (2025a) and AEC (2025c).
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			Figure 17.3 Seats decided on preferences, 1993–2025

			Sources: Compiled by author from AEC (1998; 2025c) data.

			

			[image: Figure 17.4 Seats in which the winning candidate did not poll the largest share of first-preference votes, by winning party, 1993–2025]

			Figure 17.4 Seats in which the winning candidate did not poll the largest share of first-preference votes, by winning party, 1993–2025

			Source: Compiled by author from various sources.

			There has been a gradual shift in the partisan impact of preferences. In the mid-twentieth century, preference flows usually favoured Coalition parties, either due to Democratic Labor Party preferences or the common practice of two Coalition parties running and preferencing each other. This shifted later in the twentieth century, with Labor regularly winning seats from a trailing position since 1990. The Coalition has not won a single seat from such a position since 2001.

			The past two elections have seen a rise in ‘come from behind’ wins (Figure 17.4). In 2025, Labor won from behind in nine seats, Independents in five seats and the Greens in one. Most of these seats had a Coalition candidate leading on first-preference votes; the only exceptions were Melbourne, where then Greens leader Adam Bandt topped the primary vote but was defeated by Labor, and Fowler, where first-term Independent MP Dai Le was re-elected. Le did increase her primary vote but still trailed Labor.
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			Figure 17.5 Non-classic contests in federal elections, 1990–2025

			Sources: Compiled by the author from Carr (1990) and AEC (1998; 2025c).

			There has also been an increase in the number of electorates in which the final two candidates after preferences are not from the major parties—also known as a ‘non-classic’ contest. The number of non-classic contests surged to 27 in 2022 and increased again, to 35, in 2025 (Figure 17.5). Most of that increase has been due to a larger number of seats with an Independent in the two-candidate-preferred (2CP) count, although the Greens made the 2CP count in 10 seats, One Nation in two seats and Katter’s Australian Party and the Centre Alliance in one each.

			Additionally, there are increasing numbers of seats in which there is uncertainty before the election, or even in the early stages of counting, about which candidates will make it to the 2CP count. When the AEC conducts a full distribution of preferences, there is a stage in which three candidates remain in the count. The third-placed candidate is then excluded and their preferences distributed to produce the final 2CP count. This stage is called the ‘three-candidate-preferred’ (3CP) count and is increasingly important. The average gap between the second and third-placed candidates at this stage of counting has been declining over the past 20 years (Figure 17.6), from more than 25 per cent of the total formal vote in 2007 to 15 per cent since 2022. This has also produced more seats with a very small gap between second and third on the 3CP: in 2022, just four seats had a margin below 1 per cent, compared with eight in 2025.

			

			[image: Figure 17.6 Gap between second-placed and third-placed candidates on the three-candidate-preferred count at federal elections, 2004–2025]

			Figure 17.6 Gap between second-placed and third-placed candidates on the three-candidate-preferred count at federal elections, 2004–2025

			Source: Compiled by the author from AEC (2025c) data.

			In 2022, the AEC began conducting indicative 3CP counts in seats in which the likely final two candidates were not clear after early counting. In these cases, the AEC predicted which three candidates would likely be leading in the penultimate round of counting and distributed all formal votes to whichever of those three candidates had the highest-ranked preference. This procedure was conducted at least partially in four seats in 2022 and it was crucial to predicting outcomes in Brisbane and Macnamara before the final count was complete. In 2025, the AEC conducted this procedure in 13 seats, although some of these counts were abandoned when two clear leaders emerged. The 3CP count was crucial to predicting the outcome in Ryan, Fisher, Grey, Flinders, Forrest and Monash.

			Ryan saw a close race for second place between Labor and Greens candidates. Whichever candidate came out ahead would easily defeat the LNP on the 2PP vote. In the end, the Greens’ Elizabeth Watson-Brown narrowly outpolled her Labor rival, by a 0.78 per cent margin, and was re-elected. To take Ryan as an example, Watson-Brown defeated LNP candidate Maggie Forrest by a 3.3 per cent margin on the 2CP count. Yet, Labor candidate Rebecca Hack defeated Forrest by a 7.8 per cent margin on the 2PP count, suggesting that Labor would have comfortably won if they had overtaken the Greens. So, this seat is marginal between the Greens and Labor, but would also be considered a marginal seat in the final contest against the LNP.

			

			In Fisher, Forrest and Grey, Independent candidates narrowly fell short of making the 2CP count and the Coalition defeated Labor after preferences. Based on the average rate at which Labor preferences flowed to Independents in other seats, Independent candidates may have won Fisher and Grey if they had made the 2CP count (Raue 2025f).

			Disproportionality

			The House of Representatives electoral system has never produced precisely proportional election results. The single-member system tends to favour the major parties and will usually result in the leading major party winning a larger share of seats than their share of primary votes. While it was previously common for a winning major party to win a seat share 30–40 per cent greater than their vote share, the Labor Party’s victories in 2022 and 2025 have gone far beyond that range. In 2022, Labor’s seat share was 56.5 per cent greater than their primary-vote share (Figure 17.7). In 2025, Labor won 34.6 per cent of the primary vote, but 62.7 per cent of House of Representatives seats—81 per cent higher than their vote share.
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			Figure 17.7 Ratio of House of Representatives seat share to vote share for major parties, 1949–2025

			Source: Calculated by author.

			

			Another way to view this trend is to look at the Gallagher index (Gallagher 1991), which measures the scale of disproportionality between votes won and seats won for each party. A score of zero indicates that each party won the identical proportion of seats as their share of the vote. This metric reached a record high index of 16.7 in 2022, but in 2025 it has reached 23.1 (Figure 17.8).

			The widening urban–rural divide

			The big story of the 2022 federal election was the collapse of Coalition support in inner metropolitan electorates, losing 12 of their 16 inner metropolitan (per AEC classification) seats while holding their rural seats (AEC 2025a). In 2025, the Coalition’s losses were more focused in outer metropolitan electorates (Tables 17.5 and 17.6). The 2PP swing was similar in both inner and outer metropolitan seats, with an average 2PP swing of 4.16 per cent in inner metropolitan seats and 3.75 per cent in outer metropolitan areas. There was a swing to Labor in provincial and rural seats, but it was substantially less on average. The Coalition’s seat losses were worst in outer metropolitan areas, where they lost eight seats—holding on to only seven. They did lose seats in every other region type, but on a smaller scale.
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			Figure 17.8 Gallagher index of disproportionality at Australian federal elections, 1946–2025

			Source: Gallagher (2025).

			

			Table 17.5 Two-party-preferred vote by geographical classification

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							State

						
							
							Labor 2PP

						
							
							Coalition 2PP

						
							
							Swing to Labor

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Inner metropolitan

						
							
							63.46

						
							
							36.54

						
							
							4.16

						
					

					
							
							Outer metropolitan

						
							
							57.94

						
							
							42.06

						
							
							3.75

						
					

					
							
							Provincial

						
							
							53.50

						
							
							46.50

						
							
							1.83

						
					

					
							
							Rural

						
							
							43.95

						
							
							56.05

						
							
							1.98

						
					

				
			

			Sources: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a and 2025c) data.

			Table 17.6 Seats won by geographical classification

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							Labor

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							Crossbench

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Inner metropolitan

						
							
							35 (+4)

						
							
							2 (–2)

						
							
							6 (–4)

						
					

					
							
							Outer metropolitan

						
							
							35 (+10)

						
							
							7 (–8)

						
							
							3 (0)

						
					

					
							
							Provincial

						
							
							15 (+1)

						
							
							9 (–2)

						
							
							0 (–)

						
					

					
							
							Rural

						
							
							9 (+2)

						
							
							25 (–3)

						
							
							4 (+1)

						
					

				
			

			Sources: Compiled by author from AEC (2025a and 2025c) data.

			The crossbench is still relatively strongly concentrated in inner metropolitan areas, despite the Greens losing three inner-city seats and Zoe Daniel losing the seat of Goldstein (see Chapter 14, this volume). Independents made the 2PP count in seats such as Cowper, Groom and Wannon, or came close in seats such as Grey and Monash but were unable to break through. Looking at these trends over a longer period, the Coalition’s relative strength in rural areas has grown over the past three elections while inner metropolitan areas have become much stronger for Labor on a 2PP basis. While Labor has usually won a clear majority of inner metropolitan seats and about half of outer metropolitan seats, they now hold large majorities in both seat categories. The Coalition lost some ground in rural areas, but Labor holds fewer seats there than when they won similar house majorities in 1993 and 2007.
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			Figure 17.9 Difference between two-party-preferred vote for each regional classification and national two-party-preferred figures, 1993–2025

			Sources: Compiled by author from AEC and Raue (2025f) data.
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			Figure 17.10 Seats won by regional classification, 1993–2025

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC data.

			

			Early and informal voting

			The early vote (including postal voting)1 made up a majority of the votes cast for the first time in 2022 but formed an even larger share of total turnout in 2025; fewer than 44 per cent of votes were cast on election day. Labor’s swing was larger among election-day voters, producing an even larger gap between the two measures than in 2019 (Table 17.7). Labor’s 2PP was 5.3 percentage points stronger on election day than on the early vote.

			There was a slight increase in the informal vote in 2025, from 5.19 per cent to 5.60 per cent (Figure 17.11). The informal rate has been steady at recent elections, falling between 5 and 6 per cent at seven of the past eight elections. Informality partly reflects the size of ballot papers.

			The informal rate generally increases with larger ballot papers and jumps noticeably when the number of candidates increases from seven to eight (Raue 2025e). Longer ballot papers require voters to mark more consecutive numbers without error for their vote to be formal and voters are advised to number ‘at least 1 to 6’ on their Senate ballot paper. A voter who follows those instructions for the House will have cast a formal vote in a seat with seven candidates, but not in one with eight candidates. Having said that, the overall rate of informal voting has not changed since the 2016 Senate voting system reform; it is possible some ‘1–6’ informal votes have simply replaced other kinds of informal votes.

			Informal voting is also higher in New South Wales than other States (Table 17.8). New South Wales uses optional preferential voting to elect its Legislative Assembly, which means a ‘1’-only vote is formal at State elections while informal at federal elections. The State had the highest informal vote in the country and the biggest increase in 2025. Informal voting fell in Victoria, Western Australia, Tasmania and the Northern Territory, barely changed in South Australia and the ACT and Queensland had a much smaller increase.

			

			Table 17.7 Labor two-party-preferred vote before and on election day (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Election

						
							
							ALP 2PP election day

						
							
							ALP 2PP early

						
							
							Difference

						
							
							Percentage voting on election day

						
					

				
				
					
							
							2001

						
							
							49.44

						
							
							45.14

						
							
							4.30

						
							
							89.72

						
					

					
							
							2004

						
							
							47.66

						
							
							44.05

						
							
							3.61

						
							
							87.59

						
					

					
							
							2007

						
							
							53.23

						
							
							49.76

						
							
							3.47

						
							
							85.32

						
					

					
							
							2010

						
							
							50.87

						
							
							46.82

						
							
							4.05

						
							
							81.36

						
					

					
							
							2013

						
							
							47.76

						
							
							43.22

						
							
							4.54

						
							
							72.06

						
					

					
							
							2016

						
							
							51.15

						
							
							46.50

						
							
							4.65

						
							
							67.21

						
					

					
							
							2019

						
							
							50.64

						
							
							45.50

						
							
							5.14

						
							
							57.72

						
					

					
							
							2022

						
							
							53.98

						
							
							50.31

						
							
							3.67

						
							
							47.89

						
					

					
							
							2025

						
							
							58.23

						
							
							52.97

						
							
							5.26

						
							
							43.58

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025c) data.
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			Figure 17.11 Informal voting rate at federal elections, 1990–2025

			Sources: Compiled by author from Carr (1990) and AEC (1998; 2025c) data.

			Informal voting is usually higher in multicultural electorates with large proportions of the population who speak a language other than English. Combined with the tendency for informal voting to be higher in New South Wales (Figure 17.12), this usually means that the seats with the highest rates of informal voting are in Western Sydney. Werriwa had the highest ever rate of informal voting at a general election for the House of Representatives, at 17.26 per cent. Watson was not far behind, at 17.01 per cent. Both seats recorded informal rates of about 10 per cent in 2022. The previous record high informal rate was Scullin in 1984: 14.09 per cent. Werriwa and Watson easily broke that record, with several other seats close behind.

			

			Table 17.8 Informal voting rate by State or Territory (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Informal rate 

						
							
							Change in informal rate 

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
							
							8.06

						
							
							1.84

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							4.24

						
							
							–0.47

						
					

					
							
							Qld

						
							
							4.93

						
							
							0.76

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
							
							3.95

						
							
							–1.57

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
							
							5.26

						
							
							0.14

						
					

					
							
							Tas.

						
							
							4.25

						
							
							–1.60

						
					

					
							
							ACT

						
							
							2.43

						
							
							–0.03

						
					

					
							
							NT

						
							
							3.99

						
							
							–1.32

						
					

				
			

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025c) data.
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			Figure 17.12 Informal voting rate compared with the number of candidates in each division, 2025 federal election

			Source: AEC (2025c).

			

			Results by State and Territory

			There is considerable variation in both the 2PP vote and the swing from 2022 across States and Territories. Labor gained seats in all six States, with the most in Queensland, where they gained seven seats: five from the LNP and two from the Greens. The Coalition lost four seats in New South Wales; almost half the crossbench now represents seats in that State. Former Independent MP Kylea Tink’s seat of North Sydney was abolished but another Independent, Nicolette Boele, narrowly won the seat of Bradfield, which had taken in large parts of Tink’s former electorate. Independent Andrew Gee retained Calare after previously winning the seat for the Nationals.

			Table 17.9 Two-party-preferred vote by State (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Labor 2PP

						
							
							Coalition 2PP

						
							
							Swing to Labor

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
							
							55.47

						
							
							44.53

						
							
							4.05

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							56.35

						
							
							43.65

						
							
							1.52

						
					

					
							
							Qld

						
							
							49.42

						
							
							50.58

						
							
							3.47

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
							
							55.84

						
							
							44.16

						
							
							0.84

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
							
							59.20

						
							
							40.80

						
							
							5.23

						
					

					
							
							Tas.

						
							
							63.34

						
							
							36.66

						
							
							9.01

						
					

					
							
							ACT

						
							
							72.49

						
							
							27.51

						
							
							5.54

						
					

					
							
							NT

						
							
							54.25

						
							
							45.75

						
							
							–1.29

						
					

					
							
							Australia

						
							
							55.35

						
							
							44.65

						
							
							3.49

						
					

				
			

			Sources: AEC (2025c); Raue (2025f).

			Table 17.10 Primary vote by State (per cent)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Labor

						
							
							Liberal–Nationals

						
							
							Greens

						
							
							Others

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
							
							35.20

						
							
							31.53

						
							
							11.06

						
							
							22.21

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							33.95

						
							
							32.20

						
							
							13.59

						
							
							20.26

						
					

					
							
							Qld

						
							
							30.98

						
							
							34.91

						
							
							11.76

						
							
							22.35

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
							
							35.59

						
							
							31.54

						
							
							11.97

						
							
							20.90

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
							
							38.31

						
							
							28.45

						
							
							13.42

						
							
							19.82

						
					

					
							
							Tas.

						
							
							36.60

						
							
							24.50

						
							
							11.12

						
							
							27.78

						
					

					
							
							ACT

						
							
							47.53

						
							
							21.16

						
							
							15.06

						
							
							16.25

						
					

					
							
							NT

						
							
							37.94

						
							
							33.84

						
							
							10.22

						
							
							18.00

						
					

					
							
							Australia

						
							
							34.56

						
							
							31.82

						
							
							12.20

						
							
							21.42

						
					

				
			

			Source: AEC (2025c).

			

			Table 17.11 Seats won by State

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							State/Territory

						
							
							Labor

						
							
							Coalition

						
							
							Crossbench

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NSW

						
							
							28 (+2)

						
							
							12 (–4)

						
							
							6 (+1)

						
					

					
							
							Vic.

						
							
							27 (+3)

						
							
							9 (–2)

						
							
							2 (–2)

						
					

					
							
							Qld

						
							
							12 (+7)

						
							
							16 (–5)

						
							
							2 (–2)

						
					

					
							
							WA

						
							
							11 (+2)

						
							
							4 (–1)

						
							
							1 (–)

						
					

					
							
							SA

						
							
							7 (+1)

						
							
							2 (–1)

						
							
							1 (–)

						
					

					
							
							Tas.

						
							
							4 (+2)

						
							
							0 (–2)

						
							
							1 (–)

						
					

					
							
							ACT

						
							
							3 (–)

						
							
							0 (–)

						
							
							0 (–)

						
					

					
							
							NT

						
							
							2 (–)

						
							
							0 (–)

						
							
							0 (–)

						
					

				
			

			Sources: Compiled by author from AEC (2024 and 2025c) data.

			Most of Australia swung towards Labor on the 2PP vote, but some States swung more than others. In 2022, Labor gained a 2PP swing of more than 10 per cent in Western Australia, winning four Liberal-held seats. In 2025, Western Australia had the smallest swing to Labor, but the party still increased their 2PP vote compared with the record vote they polled in 2022. The swing was also relatively modest in Victoria, which has been one of Labor’s best States at recent elections. Labor gained a 2PP swing in all six States and the ACT, ranging from 0.8 per cent in Western Australia to 9.0 per cent in Tasmania. The Country Liberal Party gained a 1.3 per cent swing in the Northern Territory. When comparing each State with the national figure (Figure 17.13), Tasmania is once again the most Labor-leaning State, after a swing of 9.0 per cent and a gain of two seats. Western Australia is now just slightly pro-Labor compared with Australia, but this is still very different to the historical trend of the State strongly favouring the Liberal Party.

			Victoria has strongly favoured Labor at recent elections, but a modest swing in 2025 compared with Labor’s bigger swings elsewhere means the State now has only a small pro-Labor lean. New South Wales has consistently been close to the national average in recent decades and 2025 was no exception. Labor’s swing in Queensland only slightly exceeded the national trend, so, despite Labor’s large haul of seat gains in this northern State, it still produced a stronger Coalition 2PP vote than Australia overall. Labor also gained a strong swing in South Australia, which means the State now has the strongest Labor lean since 1969.

			

			[image: Figure 17.13 Difference between State two-party-preferred and national two-party-preferred figures per State, 1958–2025]

			Figure 17.13 Difference between State two-party-preferred and national two-party-preferred figures per State, 1958–2025

			Source: Compiled by author from various data sources.

			New South Wales

			Australia’s most populous State saw four seats change hands. Labor won two seats off the Liberal Party: the neighbouring seats of Banks and Hughes in the south of Sydney. In Banks, Labor candidate Zhi Soon gained a 5.0 per cent 2PP swing to defeat Liberal shadow minister David Coleman with a 2.4 per cent margin. In Hughes, Labor candidate David Moncrieff defeated first-term Liberal MP Jenny Ware with a 6.5 per cent swing, finishing up with a 3.1 per cent margin. Andrew Gee, a former Nationals MP, was re-elected as an Independent in Calare with a 6.8 per cent margin against his former party.

			Independent Nicolette Boele won the tightest race of the election, in Bradfield, defeating Liberal candidate Gisele Kapterian by just 26 votes after a full recount. Boele led Kapterian by 40 votes on first preferences but fell behind during the preference count (Figure 17.14). Kapterian was then the provisional winner by eight votes. The tight margin triggered an automatic full recount, which took from 26 May to 4 June and ended with Boele winning.
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			Figure 17.14 Two-candidate-preferred margin between Independent candidate Nicolette Boele and Liberal candidate Gisele Kapterian in the division of Bradfield during the distribution of preferences and recount, 19 May – 4 June 2025

			Source: Compiled by author from AEC (2025b) data.

			Victoria

			In Victoria, Labor gained the eastern Melbourne suburbs seat of Deakin and won the neighbouring seat of Menzies, which was Liberal-held but had been redrawn as a marginal Labor seat. Labor candidate Matt Gregg gained a 2.8 per cent swing in Deakin, defeating long-serving Liberal MP Michael Sukkar. Sukkar’s margin had been razor-thin, so Gregg ended up with a 2.8 per cent margin. Liberal MP Keith Wolahan lost the seat of Menzies to Labor candidate Gabriel Ng by a 1.1 per cent margin after a 0.7 per cent swing.

			Labor prevailed in two close races against the Greens in inner-city Melbourne. Greens leader Adam Bandt lost his seat of Melbourne to Labor candidate Sarah Witty by a 3.0 per cent margin after a 9.5 per cent swing. Bandt’s pre-election margin had been made smaller by redistributions that shifted Greens voters from Melbourne to the neighbouring seat of Wills. There, Labor MP Peter Khalil survived with a 1.4 per cent margin after a 3.2 per cent 2PP swing to former Victorian Greens State leader Samantha Ratnam.

			

			The two sitting Independents both had tough re-election contests. In Kooyong, Monique Ryan held on by a 0.7 per cent margin after a 1.5 per cent swing to Liberal candidate Amelia Hamer. Fellow Independent Zoe Daniel was defeated in Goldstein, with her predecessor, Liberal MP Tim Wilson, regaining the seat by just 175 votes after a partial recount. Independents also performed strongly in three seats further afield. Liberal MP Dan Tehan retained Wannon by a 3.3 per cent margin against Alex Dyson. This was Dyson’s third attempt and he gained only a 0.5 per cent swing compared with his 2022 performance. Ben Smith reduced Liberal MP Zoe McKenzie’s margin to just 2.3 per cent in Flinders. In Monash, sitting MP Russell Broadbent contested the seat as an Independent after losing Liberal preselection, and came fourth. Fellow Independent Deb Leonard almost made the 2PP count, but eventually Liberal candidate Mary Aldred defeated Labor rival Tully Fletcher with a 4.1 per cent margin.

			Queensland

			Labor swept across South-East Queensland, gaining four seats from the LNP and two from the Greens. Labor candidate Ali France’s defeat of Liberal leader Peter Dutton in Dickson was the most notable result, with France gaining a 7.7 per cent swing and winning with a 6.0 per cent margin. The LNP’s Terry Young barely scraped by in the neighbouring seat of Longman by a 269-vote margin against Labor’s Rhiannyn Douglas. Labor also gained the seat of Leichhardt in far north Queensland after the retirement of long-term member Warren Entsch; Matt Smith won the seat with a 9.5 per cent swing, defeating the LNP’s Jeremy Neal by a 6.1 per cent margin. The Greens lost two of their three seats in inner-city Brisbane and came close in the third. Labor gained Max Chandler-Mather’s seat of Griffith and Stephen Bates’ seat of Brisbane. Greens MP Elizabeth Watson-Brown retained the seat of Ryan by a 3.3 per cent margin after outpolling Labor by just 0.8 per cent on the 3CP count.

			Western Australia

			Labor held on to all their 2022 gains in Western Australia and gained one more. Sitting MP Ian Goodenough resigned from the Liberal Party after losing preselection for his seat of Moore, recontesting the seat as an Independent. He came fourth, while Labor’s Tom French defeated Liberal candidate Vince Connelly with a 2.9 per cent margin. Labor also narrowly won the newly drawn electorate of Bullwinkel, with Trish Cook elected by a slim 0.5 per cent margin despite a 2.8 per cent swing to the Liberal Party’s Matt Moran. Liberal candidate Ben Smith narrowly retained the seat of Forrest by a 2.2 per cent margin against Labor’s Tabitha Dowding after Dowding narrowly defeated Independent Sue Chapman by 0.8 per cent on the 3CP count. Chapman may have won if she had made the final preference count.

			

			South Australia

			Liberal MP James Stevens lost the seat of Sturt after a 7.1 per cent swing to Labor’s Claire Clutterham, who won by a 6.6 per cent margin. This victory left Labor holding every seat in the Adelaide metropolitan region. Independent Anita Kuss fell just 2.1 per cent short of making the 2CP count in the seat of Grey, but Liberal candidate Tom Venning succeeded retiring Liberal MP Rowan Ramsey despite a 5.4 per cent swing to Labor after preferences.

			Tasmania

			Labor gained large swings across northern Tasmania, taking two Liberal seats. Labor candidate Jess Teesdale gained a 9.4 per cent swing in Bass, defeating Liberal MP Bridget Archer by an 8.0 per cent margin. In neighbouring Braddon, Labor Senator Anne Urquhart successfully switched to the lower house, gaining a 15.2 per cent swing after preferences to defeat Liberal candidate Mal Hingston by a 7.2 per cent margin after the retirement of Liberal MP Gavin Pearce. In the south-western electorate of Franklin, Independent Peter George won 21.7 per cent of the primary vote, cutting Labor MP Julie Collins’ margin down to 7.8 per cent.

			The Territories

			The three electorates in the Australian Capital Territory are usually easy victories for Labor, but the southern seat of Bean proved more difficult in 2025. Independent Jessie Price won 26.41 per cent of the first-preference vote and came within 700 votes of defeating Labor MP David Smith on 2CP. The Northern Territory electorate of Solomon had the country’s biggest 2PP swing to the Coalition: Lisa Bayliss gained a 7.1 per cent swing, reducing Labor MP Luke Gosling’s margin to just 1.3 per cent.

			

			Conclusion

			In some ways, the 2025 federal election was very decisive. Labor won their biggest share of seats in the House in 80 years and gained a substantial 2PP swing. The Liberal–Nationals Coalition suffered a devastating defeat that has left the party with few seats in the Australian cities where most Australians live.

			Yet, the story is more complex. More than one-third of votes were cast for minor parties and Independents, who were one of the two main contestants in almost one-quarter of seats and came close in several others. While the election was decisive, the complexity of multiparty politics cannot be ignored. Despite the record high vote for minor parties and Independents, the size of the crossbench fell in 2025, thanks to the Greens losing three seats. Labor achieved a record seat haul with one of their lowest primary votes, producing the most disproportional result in many decades.

			The story of the Coalition’s collapse is also the culmination of a long trend of the cities moving to the left. The Liberal Party is now more dominated than ever before by rural members, even before counting the rural Nationals members. Many Australian cities are now left with very few Liberal Members of Parliament. This will be a serious challenge for the Liberal–Nationals Coalition in coming years as they attempt to make their way back to power.
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						1	 The AEC reports election results by different vote types. ‘Ordinary’ votes are those cast at polling places within the local electorate on election day, but they also include in-electorate pre-poll voting centres and some other vote categories such as mobile and hospital booths. ‘Postal’ votes cover all votes sent in by mail. ‘Provisional’ votes are a small number of other votes cast provisionally. ‘Absent’ votes are election-day votes cast outside the voter’s home electorate. ‘Declaration pre-poll’ votes are votes cast at pre-poll voting centres outside the voter’s home electorate. The ‘early vote’ label covers ordinary and declaration pre-poll votes, postal votes and some other ordinary votes such as remote mobile booths.
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			How the media reported: From headline to hashtag

			Andrea Carson, Finley Watson and Justin Phillips

			Abstract

			This chapter analyses media coverage of the 2025 Australian federal election, focusing on how traditional and digital platforms framed the campaign. It examines challenges faced by Prime Minister Anthony Albanese—poor polling, economic strain, floods in Queensland and Trump’s tariff wars—and their mediation in public discourse. Drawing on agenda-setting theory and mixed methods, manual and computational, it explores strategic communication tactics and the influence of social media influencers and short-form video platforms such as TikTok and YouTube. While highlighting the fragmentation of the media environment, the chapter challenges claims that the mainstream media has lost agenda-setting power, showing instead its continued influence—especially on digital platforms. By comparing the agenda-setting power of legacy media with the speed and reach of digital platforms, it reveals the hybrid media ecosystem that adept campaigners must understand if they are to be effective at reaching voters through their political communications.

			Keywords: agenda-setting; social media; influencers; hybrid media; brain rot

			

			As the Forty-Seventh Parliament of Australia was coming to an end, Prime Minister Anthony Albanese was looking like the political underdog. Polling numbers for the Labor leader and his party were dismal. In January 2025, polls suggested the party was at least 2 percentage points behind the Coalition on a two-party-preferred (2PP) tally (Jackman 2025). 

			Australians were also doing it tough amid a housing crisis and cost-of-living pressures, with many households bearing the strain of 13 consecutive interest rate hikes. Labor’s polling hit its lowest point just before the Reserve Bank of Australia reversed its direction and cut interest rates, on 18 February 2025 (Jackman 2025). 

			By 8 March, Tropical Cyclone Alfred had struck South-East Queensland, giving the government media airtime to speak about the perils of climate change—a vexed issue for the Coalition, with a long history of policy turmoil for the party. The natural disaster enabled the embattled Albanese government to shape the public narrative and show its responsiveness, quickly getting aid to flood victims; what followed was a steady rise in polling support.

			The floods also delayed any planned election date announcement and forced the government to deliver a national budget that might have been postponed if the election were earlier. The allocation of $785.7 billion was an opportunity not to be missed by Treasurer Jim Chalmers to directly target voters feeling cost-of-living pressures and to reinforce key government messages: interest rates were coming down, unemployment was low and inflation had been tamed. Labor’s polling numbers continued to rise, hitting an election-winning 51 per cent 2PP by the day the election was called on 28 March (Jackman 2025). It was a promising start for a government that had begun the year poorly according to the pundits and polls. 

			Then, international mayhem struck. Within days of the election writs being issued, US President Donald Trump upended global stability with his so-called ‘Liberation Day’, launching a tariff war that targeted ‘friends and foes’ alike. Albanese described it as ‘not the act of a friend’, appearing calm and resolute as stock markets around the world crashed. Trump’s tariff fiasco posed a dilemma for Opposition leader Peter Dutton: would he be seen as too closely aligned with Trumpian ideas at a time when the US President appeared to be unpopular with Australians (Australia Institute 2025)?

			Dutton had already embraced an Elon Musk–inspired war on government spending, promising his own version of the Department of Government Efficiency (DOGE), led by Jacinta Nampijinpa Price—the public face of the 2023 Voice referendum ‘No’ campaign—with extensive public service cuts if the Coalition won office. As this chapter will show, these issues set the scene for a bumpy five-week media campaign that was interrupted by Easter, school holidays and Anzac Day, and truncated by early voting. Most Australians opted to pre-poll, with many casting ballots before all policies were released,1 intensifying the challenge for campaigners to grab the public’s attention in a vast, fragmented media environment.

			Background

			Australia’s contemporary media landscape, like that of most advanced democracies, is highly fragmented and best characterised as hybrid, encompassing both traditional (television, radio, print) and digital media platforms (Chadwick 2017). The 2025 Australian federal election campaign was further evidence of how politicians, candidates, political parties and third-party campaigners must navigate this complex environment, combining free ‘earned’ and paid political communications to reach as many voters as possible with their messages. 

			Campaigners’ goals are both to persuade undecided voters and to mobilise supporters. To do this, adept political actors use a mix of real-time media (social media, live radio and TV) and scheduled media (newspapers, TV and radio news bulletins, podcasts) to convey their policies to diverse audiences. They combine the affordances of interactivity and immediacy that characterise the digital sphere (Karlsson and Strömbäck 2010) with the agenda-setting power of legacy media (Langer and Gruber 2020). To neglect one platform, such as TikTok, can mean specific cohorts who gravitate to that platform, like Gen Z first-time voters, miss key messages. Modern election campaigns are, by necessity, diverse, requiring a range of communication and digital skills to reach voters in a multimodal communication environment.

			Agenda-setting scholarship is well developed and refers to the relationship between media coverage and what audiences perceive as important. McCombs and Shaw’s (1972: 177) seminal study of the 1968 US presidential election famously identified a ‘near perfect correlation’ between front-page news and key voter concerns. While some argue that the traditional media’s agenda-setting power is diminishing in the digital age with reference to this election result (Predavec et al. 2025), this chapter contends that mainstream media continues to play an important role in election campaign coverage across media spheres.

			

			We analyse traditional and digital media election coverage to pinpoint which issues political actors and professional gatekeepers prioritised and, crucially, audience engagement on social media leading up to the 3 May election. We agree in part with Predavec et al. (2025) that, notwithstanding News Corp Australia’s extensive holdings and audience reach across print, radio and television, the Murdoch-owned outlet’s influence in shifting voter support towards the conservative cause—through favourable coverage of Opposition leader Peter Dutton—appears limited. However, as will be shown, this does not capture the full story of the mainstream media’s influence. 

			Another key finding of the chapter is that the centre-right Liberal–Nationals Coalition combined traditional and digital media in innovative ways, investing heavily in social media strategies such as memes, artificial intelligence (AI) and emotional appeals rooted in fear and negativity. However, as Chapter 8 of this volume observes, this emphasis on style—through AI-driven content, slogans such as Dutton’s ‘Let’s get Australia back on track’ and attacks (such as ‘hate media’)—highlights the campaign’s lack of policy depth and dependence on negative messaging. Labor’s approach presented a contrast in style and substance. Benefiting from the early release and reiteration of their cost-of-living education (for example, HECS debt relief and free TAFE) and health–focused policy agenda, underpinned by the pre-election budget, the incumbent’s messaging appeared more consistent and disciplined. This was especially important as a record number of Australians voted before the end of the five-week campaign.

			This chapter examines these divergent messaging strategies, scrutinising their intended targets and methods of dissemination. Echoing findings from the 2023 Indigenous Voice to Parliament referendum, we find that key messages circulate across both online and offline platforms to show intermedia agenda-setting between old and new media, revealing a symbiotic relationship (Carson et al. 2025; Meraz 2011). While we do not make causal claims about the election outcome in relation to campaign effects, we critically examine how and where political actors and media outlets prioritise their efforts with the purpose of shaping public discourse.

			

			We use qualitative and quantitative methods, both manual and computational, and a range of data sources to scrutinise key facets of Australia’s media ecosystem during the election. We begin our analysis focusing on the front-page press coverage of Australia’s 13 major daily newspapers to identify the stories that editors deemed most important and to compare news coverage across the country. We shift to examine Facebook users’ engagement with mainstream election stories on that platform, offering insights into how audiences interact with political coverage online. We then turn to older digital platforms (YouTube) and the next generation (TikTok) to explore the rise of social media influencers, comparing the political actors and narratives that gained traction. We conclude with a discussion about what this multi-platform analysis of the five-week campaign reveals about the strategic decisions of major parties and the choices of news editors that shaped the election discourse. 

			Mainstream media: Front-page analysis

			Newspaper front pages feature the stories that editors and journalists—acting as professional gatekeepers—believe will most engage readers (Boydstun 2013). We tracked the frequency, focus and tone of press coverage. Following previous Australian (Carson and Jackman 2023; Carson and Zion 2019; Carson and McNair 2018) and international (Kahn and Kenney 2002) studies, we coded front pages for the presence of election stories, the topic of the lead story and its tone: neutral, positive or negative. Election coverage was more inconsistent than in previous campaigns, partly due to major global news events such as the death of Pope Francis on 21 April 2025 and extensive reporting on Trump’s ‘Liberation Day’, which diverted front-page media attention from the election. Mainstream outlets published 424 front pages over the 36-day campaign, with 273 or 64 per cent of these including at least one election story.2 This represented a slight decrease in front-page coverage, from 68 per cent in 2022 and 69 per cent in 2019.3 As alluded to, what was unusual in 2025 were the number of page-one stories featuring international issues. In the first two weeks of the campaign, 13 per cent of front-page headlines were about Trump, showing his outsized role in public discourse during the Australian election.

			

			[image: Figure 7.1 Fluctuations in election coverage on front pages during the campaign]

			Figure 7.1 Fluctuations in election coverage on front pages during the campaign

			Note: N = 273 stories; COL = cost of living.

			Source: Compiled by authors using front-page coverage of 13 daily mastheads. 

			

			Unlike previous elections, front-page election coverage peaked in week two and then declined over the next two weeks before a rally in the final week (see Figure 7.1). This mid-campaign drop may reflect disruptions from school holidays and non-election events. The death of Pope Francis on 21 April and Anzac Day (25 April) captured a large proportion of front-page attention over this period. Election coverage lifted in week five, coinciding with the opening of early voting (in week four), along with a flurry of late policy announcements from the major parties. Coverage was also spread more evenly across different mastheads in 2025 than previously, with Perth’s West Australian for the first time providing the most stories, followed closely by national broadsheet the Australian and the Melbourne-based Age (see Figure 7.2). But, as in past elections, the Hobart Mercury and NT News featured fewer front-page election stories.

			[image: Figure 7.2 Number of front-page election stories by masthead and publisher]

			Figure 7.2 Number of front-page election stories by masthead and publisher

			Notes: N = 424 front pages; election coverage n = 273 election stories; AFR = Australian Financial Review; SMH = The Sydney Morning Herald.

			Source: Compiled by authors analysing front-page newspaper data. 

			

			Media-commissioned polling was among the most prominent of front-page topics, as expected, as it allows the press to shape the news agenda with ‘exclusive’ content. These poll-based stories consistently favoured Labor and highlighted perceived Coalition missteps. Economic issues dominated overall coverage, followed by related concerns such as the cost of living, national security and campaign process stories.

			However, these topics showed high agenda volatility (McCombs and Zhu 1995), with coverage largely contextual or explanatory journalism (Fink and Schudson 2013). Rather than reinforcing clear party ‘issue ownership’ (Konstantinidis 2008), reporting focused on the shifting dimensions of each issue. For instance, the unexpected announcement of major tax concessions at the party campaign launches was met with an almost universal press cynicism concerning the likely economic consequences. The Sydney Morning Herald’s headline argued ‘They treat us like mugs’ (14 April 2025), while the Australian suggested that the policies threatened defence spending (15 April 2025).

			Stories about President Trump were another key aspect of this volatility, with much front-page coverage given to the ‘Trump effect’ in the campaign. This term defined not only the economic uncertainty caused by a global tariff policy, but also broader concerns about how prospective prime ministers would manage Australia’s international relations. This ‘Trump effect’ proved to be an issue for the Coalition, as coverage emphasised an unfavourable likeness between Peter Dutton’s proposed ministry of government efficiency and the recently instituted US DOGE (Butler 2025). Then shadow minister for Indigenous Australians and for government efficiency, Jacinta Nampijinpa Price, contributed to such comparisons, with calls to ‘make Australia great again’ the day before the Coalition party launch. The Sydney Morning Herald questioned whether there was a ‘MAGA problem for Libs?’ (13 April 2025), while the Age wrote: ‘Opposition Leader Peter Dutton has tried to distance himself from Donald Trump, only to stand next to Jacinta Nampijinpa Price yesterday, as she vowed to “make Australia great again”’ (13 April 2025).

			It was the first of several Coalition miscalculations that shaped page-one coverage. Within a week, Dutton reversed a key public service efficiency policy on work-from-home (WFH) arrangements, after it was criticised as unpopular and disproportionately affecting women. This decision alone made up 4 per cent of total front-page stories, including 11 of the 18 ‘Dutton’ stories in Figure 7.3. It preceded Dutton’s reversal on tax concessions for electric vehicles and a gaffe involving false claims that the Indonesian President was considering Russia’s use of a Papuan airbase.
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			Figure 7.3 Prevalence of front-page election topics in the daily press

			Notes: N = 424; election coverage n = 273.

			Source: Authors’ analysis of front-page newspaper data. 

			The remainder of campaign coverage followed similarly, with a fragmented agenda comprising both temporarily salient policy proposals, particularly regarding tax cuts and defence spending, and gaffes. Anthony Albanese falling from a stage at a campaign event and denying it (despite being caught on camera) made headlines as did the Sydney ‘corflute war’ and, more seriously, an alleged terror plot perpetrated by a 16-year-old student against Dutton. Meanwhile, front-page coverage of Independents was noticeably lower (about half that of the 2022 election) despite a record number serving in the Forty-Seventh Australian Parliament. Headlines did, however, typically speculate about the possibility of a minority government in the final stages of the campaign, making up 3 per cent of front-page coverage.

			

			Partisan sentiment

			Like in previous campaigns, front-page stories adopted a mostly neutral tone in coverage (Carson and Jackman 2023), although, as expected, when sentiment was expressed, it was mostly negative, particularly towards Labor (see Figure 7.3). Media tycoon Kerry Stokes, owner of Seven West Media, Australia’s largest diversified media business, which includes the West Australian, contributed to this negativity—as did News Corp’s the Australian, owned by Rupert Murdoch. Each published more than double the number of negative Labor stories compared with other outlets. The West Australian was consistently critical of Albanese’s personality, headlining an ‘awkward moment’ with former environment minister Tanya Plibersek (15 April 2025), his ‘confidence turning to arrogance’ (16 April 2025) and his fall off a stage (25 April 2025). 

			News Corp’s and the West Australian’s front pages were similarly critical of Labor following speculation about a future Voice to Parliament in the last week of the campaign (see Chapter 4, this volume). The Daily Telegraph, the Herald Sun and the West Australian ran headlines suggesting Labor’s campaign had been ‘thrown into chaos’ by the revealing of a ‘secret plan’ (1 May 2025). 

			These headlines represented a broader agenda shift to culture war issues, particularly following the neo-Nazi–led heckling of a Welcome to Country (WTC) ceremony at the Anzac Day dawn service in Melbourne. This event prompted Dutton to assert that, while he disavowed the incident, WTC ceremonies should not be part of Anzac Day services. He reaffirmed this position during the final leaders’ debate, televised on Stokes’s Seven Network, suggesting WTC ceremonies were ‘overdone’ (Dick 2025). We return to how this issue tracked on social media shortly.
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			Figure 7.4 Comparison of negative major-party stories across election front pages

			Note: N = 92.

			Source: Data collected and coded by the authors in accordance with previous studies (Kahn and Kenney 2002). 
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			Figure 7.5 Tone of front-page election stories by masthead

			Note: N = 273.

			Source: Front-page data collected and coded by the authors. 

			

			Overall, negative coverage of Labor had increased slightly from 2022, equalling the 2019 campaign at 18 per cent of front-page stories. Sentiment split in accordance with ownership—giving insight into Australian media polarity—as News Corp newspapers covered the Coalition more positively, while stories from Nine (formerly Fairfax) were more favourable to Labor. The Guardian was just as often critical of the Coalition as it was neutral (see Figures 7.4 and 7.5). As displayed in Figure 7.4, negative coverage of the Coalition spiked on 7 April. This was due to both Dutton’s WFH policy reversal and the dis-endorsement of a Liberal candidate over controversial comments to exclude women from combat roles in the Australian Defence Force. Daily negative coverage of the ALP peaked on 28 March and 29 April with criticism of Labor’s contribution to the cost-of-living crisis, its ‘campaign of fear’ in likening Dutton to Trump (Australian, 28 March 2025) and allegedly risking Australia’s AAA credit rating.

			Social media

			Political campaigners seek to build audiences on social media so they can effectively bypass traditional media gatekeepers and speak directly to voters. Building on the success of their 2023 Voice to Parliament referendum campaigns, Australia’s political leaders, parties and third-party campaigners such as right-wing lobby group Advance (see Chapters 4 and 16, this volume) have developed their digital infrastructure by amassing followers and ‘likes’ across the major platforms to target specific voter groups. Broadly, this digital infrastructure includes X (formerly Twitter), to reach the political commentariat; Facebook, for voters over 35 years of age; Instagram, for voters under 35; and TikTok, for 18–24-year-olds (Carson et al. 2025). But, as the 2025 election result indicates, likes, followers and audience reach on social media platforms do not necessarily equate to election victory. 

			Take, for example, the success of the Liberal Party in infiltrating the online space. It hired Sean Topham and Ben Guerin (see Chapter 8, this volume), two Millennials known for their sharp social media strategies in political campaigns. Their approach uses humour and emotionally charged content to provoke feelings such as anger, pride and fear. In 2025, they experimented with AI content and coopted popular culture into their political messaging. For instance, several videos featured elements of ‘Italian brain rot’ (see Katz 2025). At face value, the Liberal Party (‘liberalaus’) had great success in building a youthful online following, with 15.7 million views on TikTok posts during the campaign, although it fell short of Labor’s (‘australianlabor’) 19.4 million TikTok views over that period. Nonetheless, it was an important group to reach given that, combined, Gen Z and Millennials were the largest voting bloc (Chowdhury 2025).

			

			A diverse range of digital strategies was used to reach voters on social media. One common technique was the dual use of partisan hashtags (for example, #alp and #liberals) to broaden visibility across ideological divides. Candidates used AI tools to redub scenes from popular culture, such as the Liberals’ use of the movie The Grinch, to mock opponents. They also produced generative AI clips with exaggerated imagery (for example, aliens, fighter jets) to promote policies such as their proposed cut to the fuel excise.

			Gaming culture was also appropriated for political outreach. Greens Senator Nick McKim used Fortnite to attract young male voters (88 per cent of players are men aged 18–35), while Labor used Zelda-themed content to attract younger voters. Politicians repurposed mainstream media appearances—for instance, the Greens’ Max Chandler-Mather’s segments on ABC TV’s Q&A became short-form content for TikTok and Instagram. Debate footage was similarly cut into engaging clips for social platforms. 

			Social media is, however, a double-edged sword for campaigners; it can amplify traditional media reportage of gaffes and to large online audiences. For example, Dutton’s failure to guess the price of eggs at the fourth leaders’ debate was shared on TikTok by the Seven Network and repurposed by others, generating 4.3 million views in the final week of the campaign. Ironically, despite declining free-to-air TV audiences and falling TV viewership for election debates, reproducing segments online attracts very large secondary audiences.

			Podcasts are another medium to reach non-traditional audiences, as seen with politicians’ appearances on podcasts such as influencer Abbie Chatfield’s show, It’s A Lot. YouTube also remains a key site for traditional media reposts and independent creators, including influencers such as friendlyjordies’ election commentary. Finally, peer-to-peer networks such as WhatsApp are employed by campaigners and mainstream media to reach specific voter groups, offering more intimate forms of political communication. 

			

			The news media has also recognised the power of colonising the online sphere. Front-page print stories are reposted on social media to increase audience reach. To understand how political news from mainstream media is shared on Facebook, the next section uses computational methods to address this question.

			News stories on Facebook

			We assessed political news engagement by analysing nearly 40,000 Facebook posts from Australia’s top 25 news producers during the five-week election campaign. We show that domestic politics made up only 10 per cent of user engagement, even amid an intense campaign (Figure 7.6). Rather, topics such as court cases, human interest and entertainment were what featured prominently. Still, campaign-specific instances did overlap with larger topics such as economic coverage and President Trump’s tariffs. 

			As expected, there were clear election campaign topics, which we categorised more broadly under the (domestic) politics theme in Figure 7.6. These election topics ranged widely, including Albanese’s and Dutton’s campaign stops, their debates, voting procedure and polling, Teal politics, the Coalition, a potential hung parliament and media advertisements about upcoming campaign coverage. Still, this collectively represents a small proportion of the overall modelled media data, indicating that campaign politics commands only minor attention from news media (and audiences), at least on Facebook.

			As the wealth of game-framing literature suggests, some of this coverage fixated on the horserace aspect of the election campaign, typically using newly released poll data as evidence of who was ahead or behind. For example: ‘Labor has secured an early lead in the election race … according to the latest Newspoll’, with ‘[f]resh polling [that] has shown the damage done by Peter Dutton’s shaky start’, or post-debate undecided-voter analysis anointing candidate performance as something that might ‘swing the election’. Leaders aside, frontbenchers on the verge of losing seats received similar game-framing attention, as did previous electorate strongholds now experiencing tough battles. Framing the election campaign in terms of carefully considered strategy (for example, Aalberg et al. 2012) was also apparent, with policy ‘backflips’ framed as ‘designed to reboot the Opposition Leader’s campaign [to] win back female voters’.
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			Figure 7.6 Top news topics and audience interaction with mainstream media outlets’ content on Facebook

			Notes: N = 38,787 posts from 25 Australian news publishers; Interactions represent the percentage of total likes, reactions, shares and comments each topic received as reported by MCL. Size is represented as a percentage of all topics. Percentages do not include noise, meaning they will not sum to 100 per cent.

			Source: The authors via Meta Content Library. 

			Finally, Figure 7.6 also shows the interactions each topic received, which appear roughly equivalent to the size of each cluster. The figure therefore shows not only what these news media outlets considered important, but also what the users themselves valued. In other words, online content that generates more likes, reactions, shares and comments partially reflects what audiences find important, unlike content that is met with apathy. Put another way, if audiences were so deeply engaged with the election campaign, we might expect to see more interactions that reflected such interest. Instead, much like coverage of the campaign itself, online interactions tend to indicate that politics only commands a minority of public interest.

			

			Facebook comments on Welcome to Country news posts

			Given the prominence of WTC in the final week of the campaign, we map Facebook stories about it. Between 22 April and 2 May, 101 WTC news stories were published on Facebook by the 25 major news organisations, generating more than 55,000 public comments and a surge of emotional responses, both supportive and critical. As Chapter 4 of this volume notes, Advance was also ramping up its attacks on WTC with multiple ads at this time.

			This public outpouring supports claims that Dutton’s attack on WTC was an opportunistic one aimed at leveraging Voice to Parliament negative sentiment. It echoed the divisive rhetoric he and figures such as Price and Advance effectively employed during the 2023 Voice to Parliament referendum to shift the issue agenda using a divisive framing strategy (Phillips et al. 2024).

			Notably, the stories attracted nearly 15,000 ‘ha ha’ reactions—a troll-like emoji often used to mock supporters or signal political disagreement; in this case, supporters of WTC (Phillips 2024). Public comments using the emoji included inflammatory lines like: ‘If it’s not white it’s not right 🤣, 😂’ (25 April 2025). Many echoed Voice-era tensions, using emotionally charged language to pit military veterans against Indigenous Australians: ‘Yep wrong place, the sacrifices made by the veterans & families past and present to be welcome [sic] to Country is totally wrong on Anzac Day’ (26 April 2025).

			This was despite RSL Victoria explicitly rejecting such a framing, with RSL president Dr Robert Webster noting that ‘the spontaneous applause from the 50,000-strong crowd attending the service drowned out those who disrupted’ (RSL Victoria 2025). Some Facebook users also rejected the divisive framing: ‘Both my grandfathers fought in WW2, they would be so happy for a welcome to country!’ (25 April 2025).

			In the campaign’s final days, Dutton returned to Trump-style rhetoric and negative campaigning exploiting the WTC issue, which intensified social media debate. But as Chapter 19 of this volume suggests, the failure to shift the election result highlights the limits of using a single-issue referendum—especially one that did not neatly cleave along party lines—as a guide for campaigning in a federal election context.

			

			TikTok and YouTube

			TikTok and YouTube were key election news sources, used by more than one-third of Australians (Park et al. 2024). This increases to 55 per cent for Gen Z (1997–2012) users, leading some scholars to suggest the rise of ‘TikTok elections’ is a key feature of Australian politics (Grantham 2024). We queried YouTube and TikTok application programming interfaces (APIs) to track key accounts and topics during the election using custom tools (Rieder 2015; Teather 2024).

			While commentators highlighted that political influencers were prominent voices on these platforms (Hurcomb 2025), we find that mainstream content still dominated. While Figure 7.7 shows top influencers on TikTok consistently outperforming major parties in terms of viewership, Figure 7.8 shows that these influencers were in turn consistently exceeded by mainstream outlets in terms of viewership. 

			Influencer content still shaped coverage on the platform, though rarely by drawing attention to specific issues. Greens-aligned influencers such as Hannah Ferguson and Holly MacAlpine directed users to claims that a Coalition government would cut the minimum wage and access to childcare. In return, Liberal member Freya Leach emphasised the failure of the Voice referendum and rising power costs under Labor. More commonly, influencers tended to exaggerate existing campaign dynamics, offering direct opportunities for the leaders to express themselves in informal settings (Watson 2025). For example, clips from a ‘pub chat’ interview between Ethan Marrell aka ‘Ozzy Man’ and Albanese garnered close to 1.5 million views, compared with a short reaction to the Seven Network’s coverage of Liberal campaigning that garnered more than 150,000 views.

			Influencers gained traction by framing the election as personal drama using their own media style. Chatfield, for example, drew nearly a million views critiquing Olympian-turned-influencer Sam Fricker, while MacAlpine and Leach successfully engaged with Liberal campaign tactics during their ‘Influencers Debate’ on SBS’s The Feed.
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			Figure 7.7 Comparison of total TikTok video views between top influencers and political party accounts

			Note: N = 1,067 TikTok posts.

			Source: Data collected through an unofficial researcher-developed TikTok API (Teather 2024) and analysed by the authors. 

			

			[image: Figure 7.8 Comparison of total TikTok video views between top influencers and selected mainstream media accounts]

			Figure 7.8 Comparison of total TikTok video views between top influencers and selected mainstream media accounts

			Note: N = 1,567 TikTok posts.

			Source: Data collected through an unofficial researcher-developed TikTok API (Teather 2024) and analysed by the authors. 

			

			YouTube coverage differed from that on TikTok, with the former platform affording longer productions, less algorithmic curation and catering to a male-dominated audience (Park et al. 2024). Here, several influencers, including Jordan Shanks-Markovina aka friendlyjordies, produced extended, issue-specific content that delivered large audiences. Friendlyjordies’ 29 videos on topics such as housing, Dutton and the Greens drew nearly six million views during the campaign.

			Further, influencers including YouTuber Konrad Benjamin, Australian correspondent for the far-right Rebel News network Avi Yemini and former deputy prime minister-turned-podcaster John Anderson also attracted a combined six million views (see Figure 7.9). These productions tended to feature extended discussions of specific policies, covering housing, gas royalties, renewable energy costs and immigration, averaging between three and 15 minutes. 

			This combination of YouTube vernacular content (Burgess and Green 2018), featuring video essays, vox-pops and podcast excerpts, was consistently more successful than the soft influencer–leader interactions seen on TikTok. For instance, Fricker’s interviews with Dutton, Clive Palmer and cabinet minister Chris Bowen garnered just 12,000 of a total of 5.6 million views across the campaign. Ozzy Man’s interview with Albanese similarly had a view count fewer than one-third of that on TikTok, despite a total viewership of more than 16 million.

			Overall, on YouTube as on TikTok, the mainstream media still dominates this attention economy, as illustrated in Figure 7.10. While publishers such as News Corp observe a declining print readership, their digital productions are increasingly a key facet of the hybrid media system. Sky News productions alone generated 107 million YouTube views, while News.com.au had a larger total audience than Ozzy Man and that of 9News was close to double again.
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			Figure 7.9 Comparison of total daily YouTube views between selected top Australian influencers and ABC News

			Note: N = 1,577 YouTube posts.

			Source: Data collected through researcher-developed tools (Rieder 2015) and analysed by the authors. 
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			Figure 7.10 Comparison of total daily YouTube views between 27 Australian influencers and podcasters, mainstream media, alternative media and political party accounts

			Note: N = 11,642 YouTube posts from 27 accounts; MSM = mainstream media.

			Source: Data collected through researcher-developed tools (Rieder 2015) and analysed by the authors. 

			

			Conclusion

			The 2025 federal election coverage reveals a complex interplay between mainstream and social media. While some argue that favourable conservative press coverage had little impact on the election, suggesting a decline in the influence of traditional media, we contend that it remains difficult to pinpoint the media’s exact influence on election outcomes. As our data show, claims that the mainstream media no longer matters in election campaigns seem premature. The legacy media effectively expanded its reach beyond traditional forms and, in fact, dominated 2025 election coverage on digital platforms such as YouTube, TikTok and Facebook and private spaces such as WhatsApp. Facebook data also confirm previous research showing that, despite the large volume of election coverage, politics makes up a small portion of news consumers’ overall media consumption (Carson and Jackman 2023).

			While we cannot make causal claims about how the campaigns deliver outcomes, we can highlight the role that the media plays in issue agenda-setting and framing of the election. Broadly speaking, the mainstream media plays a complicit role in reinforcing a narrow issue agenda—dominating front pages and broadcast bulletins with coverage aligned to the major parties’ priorities and horserace journalism focused on polling data and who is ahead. Also noticeable was minimal front-page attention to critical policy areas such as the National Disability Insurance Scheme, climate change, domestic violence against women and the concerns of regional and rural Australians. While scholarship on agenda-setting and framing has evolved for the digital age, the media’s narrow attention to a handful of policies reinforces Bernard Cohen’s 1963 insight on media influence: ‘The press may not be successful much of the time in telling people what to think, but it is stunningly successful in telling its readers what to think about’ (p. 13).

			Initially trailing in the polls, Albanese’s Labor Party capitalised on media opportunities arising from Cyclone Alfred, a well-timed Reserve Bank interest rate cut and Trump’s tariff chaos, using these events to frame the election and set the agenda in its favour, positioning its leadership as both reliable and stable. In contrast, Peter Dutton’s Coalition struggled to maintain narrative cohesion. The external shock of the US President’s renewed tariff war had complicated their messaging, forcing difficult decisions about alignment with Trump’s unpopular policies in Australia. Their emphasis on public service cuts and forcing workers back to the office backfired, leading to policy walk-backs and subsequent negative media coverage outside the conservative press. Dutton’s return to negative campaigning—mirroring tactics that proved effective during the 2023 Voice referendum and focusing on WTC ceremonies and ‘hate media’—garnered widespread attention across traditional and digital platforms but appears to have ultimately failed to sway most voters. 

			

			Social media, particularly TikTok and YouTube, emerged as a key site of political engagement during this campaign, with influencers, memes and emotional appeals reaching large audiences in real time. The Liberal Party’s playful use of generative AI and affective messaging showed the tactical possibilities of digital media in campaigning, though, like its traditional media counterparts, this attention yielded limited electoral benefit, with Dutton losing his own seat—the first Opposition Leader to do so. Remarkably, Dutton was the first of two political leaders to fall at this election. Despite promotion by influencers such as Chatfield and others, Greens’ leader Adam Bandt was unable to save his own seat of Melbourne. 

			Labor’s campaign, by contrast, was marked by greater message discipline with its focus on the cost of living, housing and health. Early policy announcements about HECS debt relief in late 2024 and tax cuts in the March 2025 Budget before the official campaign ensured early voters had time to encounter ALP positions before filling out their ballots. Labor’s pre-campaign policy releases reflected former Liberal prime minister John Howard’s (2006) warning that political messaging must be re-enforced over time, captured in his vivid phrase: ‘You can’t fatten the pig on market day.’ Labor’s clear focus on core policies amid international instability gave voters a reason to stick with the status quo. The data in this chapter illustrate how legacy and digital media interact in both competitive and complementary ways. Together with the major parties’ differing approaches to messaging, it reveals the fragmented and fiercely contested nature of campaigning in Australia’s complex hybrid media system where a perceived underdog can produce a landslide election win.
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1	 For example, the Coalition’s $21-billion defence policy was released after early voting began, just 10 days before election day (Glover 2025).


						2	 This count now includes the Guardian’s static Monday–Friday digital front page, collected from ‘FrontPages.com’, to ensure consistency in data collection.


						3	 The Guardian was not included in these prior studies, though the overall decrease in coverage remains accurate across the subsequent mastheads.
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