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A Change Election

David B. Magleby
Brigham Young University

Change was the major theme of the 2008 election. The pool of serious presidential andidate
in 2008 itself marked a change with a woman, an African American, a Mormon, and a
septuagenarian all serious contenders. The absence of a sitting or former president or vice president
seeking the office was a change from the past thirteen electionsa Avagjor theme of this book is
the change in the way the election was financed, including a surge in individual contributions to the
candidates and political parties, the importance of the Internet in fundraising, and the demise of the
presidential publicihancing system.

Change was featured as a single word on one of the more memorable Barack Obama

campaign signs and was a ‘recurrent t heme in
remar ks. The campaignds freqgeusenaf r@eoerrgeencW.s B
John McCain, the GOP standard bearer. During the third presidential debate after Obama asserted
that McCain was the same as Bush in terms of
Bush. If you wantedtorunagan st Pr esi dent Bush, y o u' MsCaip u | d
had a point. With neither George W. Bush nor Dick Cheney seeking office in 2008, the Obama
campaign repeatedly focused on these | eaderso

Try as McCain did tehange the subject, the issue agenda in thei2@0&lection centered
on change. George W. Bush and his presidency provided the context for the election and were
motivating factors for some who donated money to candidates and groups. As is typical of
pres dent s, Bushoés popularity diminished over I
however, he hian historic low of 29 percent approval by June 2007 and trended even further down
from there (see figure-1).2

The Democrats successfukgpt he campaign focused @he o r g es uBpopslar @olicies
at the congressional level as well in 2008. Advertising by the national party congressional campaign
committees linked Republicans, even siooumbents, to Bush and his policies. For example, in the
New Hampshire U.S. Senate and First Congressional district race the Republican candidates faced
the same challenge John McCain did in differentiating themselves from Bush. This pattern was also
found in several other contests examined in the bdbk.resuing distance Republican candidates
attempted to place between themselves and the sitting president was a far cry from the playbook the
party had used in 2002 and 2004.

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 20@bvided a rallying point for Bush and ped
Republicangake control of Congress in 20@3 the thespopular Bush busily stumped for GOP
Congressional candidates across the codrifnfh e i Wa r  probably Gelpedsecurehim a

'!Andrew Mal col m, ACompl ete Final DebatlesAfgelesnscr i pt
Times October 15, 2008.
? Gallup, I nc., #fABush A hptp:fvwvw.gallup.com/@ded/28096/Budkpoptoval.aspx

(accessed May 21, 2009).
*Davi d B. Magl eby, fTRexLastHutrah¥Seft Mboegand Issye Adlvodaay in the 2002
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second ternin 2004and continued GOP majdes in Congressaswell.* But by 20, the outof-
favor Iraq War anddeclining presidentialapproval helped the Democrats raise money and win
narrow majorities in both houses of Congrgss. is the normPemocratic interest grougammates
were active in 2006. They took thead in exploiting various administration and congressional
scanda and helped elect DemocrafsThese interest grougammateentered 2008 feeling it was
their turn to win back the White House.

It was not surprising that Democrats wanted to make20@8 election a referendum on
Bush. The unpopular wars in Iraq and Afghanistan gave Obama a clear way to differentiate himself
from Bush and McCain, and, in the nomination phase of the campaign, from Chtdmnthan half
of Democratic primary voters wheaid Irag was the most important issue of the campaign favored
Obama, while only 42 percent supported Clinton, a surprise to many who felt that foreign policy was
Clintonds strengtd Obama, however, unlike Clinton, McCain, and Edwards, was alone ingh@vin
consistently oppose the whHis early and consistent opposition to the war in Iraq was very
di fferent from John Kerryds equivocal posi ti
actually did vote for the $87 billion [for the war] before |leadd a g a’iImane serise them
change meant not only a change in national leaderbipa change from Bué&hincreasingly
unpopulampolicies.(See figure 1.1)

On September 12008 the day investment bank Lehman Brothers declared bankruptcy; the
focus of the electioabruptlyshifted primarily to the economy but did not alter the broad debate on
the need for change. That same day, in a r
fundamental s of o U%Thae appearedmgt to dhetecases and @infgrced the
public perception that McCaiand Congressional Republicans waot well equipped to deal with
economic policy. The economic issues only reinforced negative public perception of Bush in the
final weeks of the campaign, with mdigcus on his treasury secretary as manager of the crisis than
on the president. Obama and Democratic congressional candidates used the issue to reinforce the
case for new and different policies, more effective regulations,tanshowcase Obama as a
presilential figure who could calmly manage the cri$iBy Election Day, the failing public view of

Congressional Electiongd. David B Magleby and J. Quin Monson (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution
Press, 2004), 7.

*Katharine Q. Seelye, fAiThe 200 ZheHNéwerork TinelovembeFd e E| €
2004, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.htmi?res=990DE7D71930A35752C1A9629C8B63&scp
=14&sg=Bush%620%202004%20election%20War%200n%20Terror&st=cse (accessed March 11, 2009).

® David B. Magleby and Kelly D. Pattersofhe Battle For Congress: Irag, Scandal, and Campaign Finance

in the 2006 ElectiofBoulder, CO: Pamdigm Publishers, 2007)j 32.

® Ibid., 6i 8.

Jon Cohen, #AElection Trends in the 2008 Cycle, 0o k
PostElection Conference, Provo, UT, November 21, 2008.

8 Roger SimonfiObama Beats Hillary Over Headtilrag Bolitico, January 31, 2008.

David Paul Kuhn, i K e CBSWéwsFelruany 1072009. FI1 i p Fl ops, 0O
YRobert Bar nes anMcCdihi FurdanentalsDf.EcoSomg aer ,6 St r ongdé but 6
Washington PosiSeptember 15, 2008

1 Media observer Evan Tracey commented that thmBite advertisement run by Obama late in the
campaign presented the candidate as calm and fApre
David Magleby, May 20, 2009.



President Bush became the most telling sign of the canisamricome As ChuckTodd and
Shel don Gawiser observe, A Wi t h barely avenisfor MgClaie, e X C

Obama won every state where Bushdés approval r
l ost every state where Busho$ approval rating
Following the tenor of the campaign, change will be a majonéad this volume. Another
t heme wi || be the reality that American el ect

consisting of general election candidates, party committees, and allied interest groups. The two
teams share the common objectvéd el ect i ng their teambs stand
partydés nominee. The participants in this pro
communicate with voters about the candidates, and work to mobilize voters to participat

The Presidential Election Contest: An Open Field in Both Parties

The 2008 presidential election marked the first time in more than half a century when a
sitting or former president or vice president was not on the ballot of one or both partiesgHoldin
aside Senator Hilary Rodham Clinton, who ben:
base’® all other candidates entered the fray without the benefit of the national visibility and donor
pool that comes from having been president or vice praside

The openseat contest for the presidency meant that a wide array of candidates in both parties
sought the nomination. Many of these candidates hadlpattking candidacies. In Senator Clinton
the country had its most serious female candidate tofolatke presidency. The gender barrier was
also reduced on the Republican side when John McCain selected as his running mate Alaska
Governor Sarah Palin, the first female Republican nominee for the vice presidency. (In 1984, Walter
Mondale and the Democraselected a female viggesidential nominee, Representative Geraldine
Ferraro of New York.) In Barack Obama the nation had its most serious African American candidate
to seek the presidency. Former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney was the mosh/seriours
candidate to run for the White House, and his religion became an issue in lowa and in other
nomination contests. And John McCain, at 71, made history as the oldest candidate ever to secure
the presidential nomination of a major political party.

Democratic Presidential Nomination Goes to Overtime

There were many surprises along the way in 2@& was the fact that the Democratic
nomination contest went the distance and then some. Rarely do voters in nomination contests in
April or May have a rdasay inwho willbet he partyés nomi nee, but fo
contests mattered. Indeed, there was no confirmed winner until credentials disputes involving the
Florida and Michigan primaries were resolved and enough super delegates deelasapporfor
Obama. We explore this in greater detail in the North Carolina case study in this volume.

12 Chuck Todd and ShelddBawiser How Barack Obama Wom Stateby-State Guide to the Historic 2008

Presidential Electiorf{fNew York: Vintage Book, 2009).

BDani el Nichanian, #ABi | |HuffdbgtonPosiNavembetild, 2087r y 6s Rai n m.
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Another surprisewas the success of a litthkeown junior senator from lllinois, Barack
Obama,in mountinga serious national campaign against thech more established and better
known SenatoHillary Clinton and former senator and vice presidential candidate John Edwards
Other Democrats who started the race with more experience in presidential politics than Obama
included fellow U.SSenators Jo8iden (Obamés eventualice president pickandChris Dodd

Obamds surprising victory in the lowa caucuses became a harbafides success itater
nomination and general electioontests He raisedmoneyin innovative way$rom large and small
donos a high priority and used events and victories along the way to build visibility and to continue
presing for more campaign contributionsnd volunteersAnother element of the lowa caucus
strategy that became common practice in the Obama campaidnsiagie number of local offices
staffedmostly by volunteersFor example, in North Carolina the Obama campaign applied its lowa
caucus strategy to a late primary and then retained the model in the general election. As described
later in this book, in NortiCarolina in the general election phase of the campaign Obama had 50
field offices c o nmihia deeethtralizenl stiMatu@afocasédson Bidividual voter
contact and tracking, was especially important in caucus states like lowa and Telxlggés and
strategic consultanZach Exley reported, a program of thiaeey volunteer rainings was key
fiTraineesleft the events organized into teams bgngressional district, charged with building an
organization thateachedall the way down to the peenct levelo™

Just as Obania success in lowahowcasedhis dynamic approach to fundraising and
campaigningso tooSenator Clintoés victory five days later in New Hampshire showed she was not
to be counted odtand neither were her donois the fiClinton Memo on lowa ¢he campaign
mapped out their stratedy win: fi V¥ have the opportunity to change the focus of the campaign
from a traditional process (lowa first) to a campaign that favors us . . . we will focus the campaign
on states that are beneitto her strategy'd

lowa and New Hampshire started what becahneefirsttruly national nomination battle
either partysince Gerald Ford beatRonald Reagan to secure the 1976 Republican nomination.
Obama and Clinton would challenge and competedoh e’ote and delegate from lo@salanuary 3
caucus until the June 3 primaries in Montana and South Dakota, the last in the country. In the end,
Obama wonl5 state primaries and, importantly, 13 state caucuses, demonstrating his strong
organizing capacitywhile Clinton won only one state caucus (Nevada) but displayed her own
strengths by winning in 21 state primaries

While taxing in time and energy, and seemingly endless to some voters, the protracted
contest for the nomination helped Obama refine campskdls and allowed him to build a national
campaign organization that helped him in the general election. For example, Indiana and North
Carolina, both states that George W. Bush had easily carried twice by double digit mbegiase
battlegrounds ithe general electioafter Obamés extensive primary effortfAs Chuck Todd and
Shel don Ga wiNerth CarobnaEssDemoeratic prifary fell in May and it turned out to be
one of Hillary Clintoné two last stands (the other was Indiana). The Obam@ émew it would
win North Carolina in the primary but it needed a big win. And that need meant the campaign went

“Zach Exl ey, fORama PFio¢ Hdfingdhh Baat@ugust,2? 2007.
®Mi ke Henry, ACIinton NéewYokTing\vay MeL603. on | owa, 0
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overboard in its attempt to register new voters. The early organizational work in the primary paid
real dividends in the generatf

In contrat to Obama, McCain had taken North Carolina for granted. As documented in
chapter 5 of this volume, Obama had 400 paid staff working the ground in North Carolina compared
to 35 for McCain. Obama had a substantial advantage in television and McCain Qlrdike, was
silent on the radio. We explore the North Carolina general election in detail in chapter 5.

Decided Early in the Game: Republican Presidential Nomination

The Republican nomination contests generally had lower levels of turnout and esmthiggia
candidates than did the Democratic caucuses or primaries. The eadyufinat in lowa was Mitt
Romney, who lost the race to former Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabee on the strength of a large
turnout of evangelical Christiad§McCain had been thearly leader in the polls nationally and in

raising and spending campaign mohey. I n July
political anf financi al crisis. o

Mc Cainbds initial approach in 2008 dRa® a de
campai gn. I n 2008 his approach was more | ike

McCain bypassed federal matching funds and the spending limits that come with them, and built a
larger and more expensive organization than he had in 2000. Méeampaign fell on hard
financial times, he reversed himself, applying for a bank loan and saying he would be willing to
Aireapply in the future for federal matching f
t hose f un dsl9NMc€ainavon NevaHampshire thed South Carolina and Florida, and on
SuperTuesday he had victories in Arizona, California, Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois, Missouri,
New Jersey, New York, and Oklahoma, without the matching funds. By early March he had secured
the nominatior20

Interest group opposition to McCain in 2008 was minimal in comparison to their opposition
during his 2000 campaign, when roandidate campaign groups were especially harsh in their
criticism of him. Prelife, conservative Christian, andldacco groups attacked McCain during the
2000 South Carolina primary; in addition, Republicans for Clean Air, a front group funded by a
Texas billionaire supporter of George W. Bush
the voters in CaliforniaOhio, and New York primarieal By contrast, the 2008 nomination had

® Todd and Gawisejow Barack Obama WoiB4.
"Zev Chafets, @THew ¥k CirkesDeceraber2 200701 , 0
Carl Hulse and Adam Nagourney, fShort NemYoMoney,
Times July 3, 2007.
YMatthewMMEakn Bot Loan by Pl e d\ashimgion PosFeSeney k6, Fe de r .
2008, A10.
®El ection 2008FEI B8Pt i maNeW Yok dilmarehruary 9, 2009.
21 David B. MaglebyFinancing the 2000 ElectiofWashington, DC: Brookings Institution Press,
2002), 10. 66For a period of three days it was a mystery who Republicans for Clean Air was. In
fact the goup was funded by Sam Wyly, a Texan billionaire with connections to candidate George
W. Bush.
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fewer groups attacking particular candidates in both the primaries and general éeetiensvith
a 2007 Supreme Court ruling making candiekgdecific issue ads again permissiBBAs discussed
in greater detail in chapter 3, FEC fines to groups after the 2004 election cycle, and the beginnings of
a gl obal recession may have had something to
Having secured the nomination earc Ca i n 0 sn facednihe a&halgenge of keeping
their candidate visible while the Democrats continued to generate news coverage with their
protracted nomination battle. With the Democratic convention coming first, McCain also needed to
find a way to shift the focus tosicandidacy. His surprise selection of Alaska Governor Sarah Palin
as his running mate the day after Obamads acc
the Republican base, as evidenced by fundraising and by the crowd size and enthusiagmighc
events. According to Chuck Cunningham, director of federal affairs at the National Rifle
Associati on, ilf it were not for Mc Cain pick
whatsoever frdém the party base. o
Palin not only helped motiva donors to give to the RNC (and indirectly the McCain/Palin
candidacy) but also to Barack Obama, according to Joe Rospars, who directed new media for the

Obama campaign. Rospars described donor act
acceptance speh at the Republican National Convention:
When she questioned Obamaébés qualificat.i

community organizer the Obama campaign saw a spike-lniom e d o Alet i on .
first line of the emailto supporters or staffrom David Plouffe was d was not
planning on writing to you tonight but | cannot believe what | justésawd outlined
what had happeneospars reported that the Obama Campaignc e iabow #12 A
milliono over the 24 hours after Palinacceptance speech, taegest amount in any
single day of the campaigft.
I n a change from the 2004 el ecti on-imeiorkers, Mc C
paying them $12 an hour to canvass vetétsiccording to scholar Dennis Johnson and in the final
stage of te campaign relied more on roballs rather than live calls from volunteers for voter
contactingAnot her mar ker of the enthusiasm gap is
enthusiastic they were about their candidate. In late August, 52 pefqetple saying they would
vote for Obama said they were very enthusiastic about their candidate, compared to 28 percent for
McCain, resulting in a gap of 24 percentage points. After McCain selected Palin as his running mate
the gap narrowed to 18 pertemth 46 percent of McCain voters saying they were very enthusiastic
about his candidacy compared to 64 percent being very enthusiastic about®bama.

22 Federal Election Commission v. Wisconsin Right to Life5BicUS 449 (2007).

2 Chuck Cunninghandirector offederalaffairs, National Rifle Association, iatview by David Magleby,

Washington, DC, November 13, 2008.

24 Joe Rospars, Obama for America New Media Director, telephone interview by David Magleby, January 28,

20009; for a | ower esti mate of t he mon$Milianakos ed i n

O b a mRolitido, September 4, 2008

%% Dennis JohnsorAn Election Like No OthgiNew York: Taylor & Francis, 2009), 20.

®Jon Cohen, fAElection Trends in the 2008 Cycle.?d
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Change and the 2008 Congressional Elections

Declining presidential approval scores, unpopular wams, expandinggconomic problems
were also important in the 2008 congressional elections. In 2002 and 2004, Republicans had
successfuy focusedon the need for greater national security and they and their interest group allies
had put the Democrats on tHefensive on that issdéIn 2006, the security issue had lost traction
for Republican candidates, and Democrats pickedsiypseats in the Senate, returning by the
narrowest of margins to majority control while also winning back control of the House of
Representatives for the first time since 199Aeir 2006 victories gave Democrats hope that they
could expand their majorities in 2008 and perhaps achieve the 60 Senate seats needed to stoy
filibusters.

One indication of the negative mood for Republican2007 08 was the much higher rate of
retirements among their incumbents than among Democrats. When a party loses power, incumbents
in subsequent election cycles are less likely to run for reelection, in part due to the loss of power that
comes with beingn the minority. In 2008, of the five sitting U.S. senators who decided to retire, all
five were Republicans, includingeteDomenici of New MexicoWayneAllard of Colorado,John
Warner of Virginia,Larry Craig of Idaho, an€Chuck Hagel of Nebraska. Demmts won three of
these contests: New Mexico, Colorado, and Virginia. Democratic incumbents running for the Senate
were all reelected, while in contrast, four sitting Republican senators were ddtelatadethDole
of North CarolinaJohnSununu of NewHampshire GordonSmith of Oregon, anded Stevens of
Alaska), with the outcome of the race in Minnesotd yet decided (as of May 20099mong
members deciding to retire in the House of Representatives, 23 of 26 were Republicans; overall, nine
Republicarseats shifted to Democrats, while no Democratic seat shifted to Republicans.

Earlier in the decade Republicans had used substantial fundraising, a large voter mobilization
effort, and concerns about national security to help congressional RepuBlidansompetitive
contests they had also sought to raise concerns about a Senate headed by Nevada Senator Harry Re
and a House of Representatives headed by California Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi. By 2006, those
tactics were no longer successful. As progressonsultant Michael Lux describes 2006:

At the beginning of the cycle there was a real strong sense among the punditry
that there was no way in hell that the Democrats could win the House or the Senate.
That there was too much, as Rove likes td itabtructural advantage. | think what
helped to change that wasonnly Republican screwps, and obviously they had a lot

of them between Social Security and Katrina and Irag, and just sort of the general
wave of corruption. They gave themselves hugsblems. But | think what created

David B. Magleby, AOutside Mmanmseyy iim tMag|l 2002 a®an
Last Hurrah?(Brookings, 2004)see als®ancing without Partners: How Candidates, Parties and Interest
Groups Interact in New Campaign Finance Environmedt,David B. Magleby, J. Quin Monson, and Kelly
D. Patterson (Pra, UT: Center for the Study of Elections and Democracy, 2@8&gting Congress: New
Rules for an Old Gamed. David B. Magleby, J. Quin Monson, and Kelly D. Patterson (Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall).
®David B. Magl ebwn, 200i@25.8i @84 Money i
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the wave was only partly that... There were some very thoughtful and strategic
discussions created to help advance on what can we do to increase tfi& wave.

Ironically, even though Democrats had won control of botlseswf Congress in 2006, it
was the Democrats running for Congress in 2008 who more successfully used the change theme.
This was due in part to the fact that in most competitive Senate and House races it was Republican
incumbents who were on the defensagainst Democratic challengers. Case studies in this volume
t hat il lustrate this include Ohiobs First Col
Chabot was defeated by Democr at Steve Drieha
whereRepublican Incumbent Marilyn Musgrave was defeated by Democrat Betsy Markey. Because
there were more GOP than Demaocratic retirements inTZ@)the Democrats could again run on
the need for change in party representation for their district in Congreamsipkes in this volume
include the Fifteenth Congressional District in Ohio, where Democrat Mary Jo Kilroy narrowly
defeated Republican Steve Stivers for the seat previously held by Republican Dretyoeland
the First Congressional District of New Meajcwhere Democrat Martin Heinrich defeated
Republican Darren White in a seat that had been held by Republican Heather Wilson.

It is not unusual in presidential elections for the focus to be primarily on the top of the ticket,
but in 2008 that was especiathe case. On the Democratic side in 2008 there was more consistency
in messaging among the congressional and presidential levels, especially after the economy issue
took center stage, making the need for change a simple and easily communicated rgas®n to
Democratic.

The Democrats also played Ateam devdnimore on \
than they did in 2004, which had far more interest group coordination than in prior electiorftycles.
What was different about 2008 for the Democnatss a presidential candidate who had ample
resources with which to mount his own voter registration and mobilization effort and who applied
broad array of innovative technologiestaggeting tools to identify, persuade, and turn out voters
likely to vote for him. Regarding turning out the early vote, Jon Carson of the Obama campaign
noted t hat khewexaalawhp Bad gnd whd hd@dmoted already Carson believed
fwhen youre talking about early vote to a community @ieanhcredibly motivatedo vote for your
candidate) the voters just needed to know where ta*gés the case studies in this volume
demonstrate, the Obama campaignd6s | arge numbe
benefitted the entire ticket in competitive states

Changesin Campaign Finance and Electioneerindsince 1996
To put the 2008 election in context we need to begin with 1D9.1996 election marked a

turning point in the way campaigns were financed and condB&deenl976 and 1994the ways
moneywas raised and spent in campaigns were quite stable. The legal regime was the Federal

®David B. Magleby and Kelly D. Patterson, fAWar Ga.
Control o f THhe Baitlg forecCengress: IragnScandal, and Campaign Finance in the 2006
Election ed. David B. Magleby and Kellp. Patterson (Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers, 2008), 13.
%9 Magleby, Monson, and Patterson, e@&ncing without Partner§CSED, 2005), 28Electing Congress
% Jon Carson, Obama Campaign, telephone interview by David Magleby, February 3, 2009.
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Election Campaign ActFECA) as amended in 1974 after Watergate. During these two decades of
stability, presidenti al candi da tses. Pltipatactort e d W
committeeg PACs) were the major means through which interest groups participated, and by giving
largely to congressional incumbents, PACs reinforced incumbent advafftageseover, groups
and party committees generally operatedhinithe limits and intent of FECA.

FECA specifiedthe amounts of money candidates, party committees, and interest groups
could raise from individuals and groufue to the difficulty in raising this money and the limits on
it, this money came to be knovasfihard money In 1979 FECA was amended and interpreted by
the Federal Election Commission (FEC) to allow political parties to raise unlimited funds from
individuals and groups, including corporations and unions giving from their general treasuries, fo
generic party building advertising and activittésBetween 1980 and 1996, such party building
spending included voter registration and -getthe-vote (GOTV) efforts and generiéVote
Republicaw or fiVvote Democratio appeals. Because this money wasieza® raise it became
known asisoft moneyo

Party Soft Money, 1992002

In 1996, candidates and party committees placed an even greater emphasis on raising and
spending soft money than they had in the pHs& most visible example of this was PresidBill
Clinton, who hosted White Housmffees andvernightstays in the White House Lincoln Bedroom
for large soft money donar Starting with theDemocratic National Committee (DNC) on behalf of
the Clinton/Gore campaign in 1996 and soon also usedhbyRepublican National Committee
(RNC) on behalf of theDole/Kemp campaign and other party committees in 1996, soft money was
used in candidatepecific ways Party spending capacitgiramatically increasedn the 2000 and
again in the 2002 elections, thomajor partie§national committees combined to raise and spend
over $500 million insoft money.The soft money did not affect all campaigns equally; soft money
was largely spent in the most competitive races. Much of the money was spent on broadcast
adwertising, but both parties mounted laigmale voter identification and mobilization efforts,
relying mainly on direct mail and telephone contahtst werefunded in part, through soft money
donations®

Issue Advocacy by Groups

In addition to candidas and party committees any examination of money in federal
elections must include interest groups. As in the past, groups invest in elections by making direct

%2 Gary C.Jacobsonioney in Congressional Electiofidew Haven: Yale University Press, 1980); see also
David B. Magleby and Candace J. Nelsbhe Money Chase: Congressional Campaign Finance Reform
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 199@)
% Anthony Corrado, Thomas E. Mann, Daniel Ortiz, and Trevor PdFtee, New Campaign Finance
SourcebookWashington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2005),328
% David B. MaglebyThe Other Campaign: Soft Money and Issue Advocacy in the 2000 Congressional
Elecions(New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003), 36.
®Magl eby, fAOutside Money in 2002, 0 2.
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contributions to candidates and by spending on behalf of candidates through independent
expenditres and other means. Membership groups have an advantage of being able to also
communicate with their members about the candidates and parties.

The 1996 election marked a turning pointin a secondwaye | ecti oneering m
advocacypo A gytinitissed kByghe Christian Coalition in the 1994 cycle, issue advocacy became
a method for spending undisclosed and unlimited amounts of money on advertising to defeat or elect
particular candidate®.In other words, interest groups ran expensive isdagrot prohibited under
FECA) to send an electioneering message (expressly prohibited). Justification was based on a
footnote in the landmark U.S. Supreme Court decision on FBOgkley vValea In that decision
the court ruled thaFECA restrictions aplied to electioneering communicatiortsut not issue
advocacy A footnote in the opinion defineglectioneering aBcommunications containing express
words of advocacy of election or defeat, suclivase ford Glectd Gupportd Gcast your ballot fod
¢@mith for Congresé,évote against defeatd dejectd B Communi cat i onsmadicac ki r
wordd even when obviously supporting a certain candilatere considered permissibleiasue
advocacy.Because by definition they fell outside the scope of AEey were not subject to
regulationby the FEC meaning there was no disclosure as to source of funds, composition of the
group, or expenditure.

The American Federation of Laband Congress of Industrial Organizations (AELO)
took the lead ircandicatespecific issue ads 1996 spending over $35 million with most of the
money targeted to defeat freshmen Republicans in the House of Represeift@icems aligned
with Republicansincluding TRIAD, Coalition for Our Childres Future, Citizens for &orm, and
the Christian Coalitionquickly followed suit,supporting Republican candidates in 29 House and
Senate races with televised ads costingestimate®3 million.*® When the FEC did not limit this
activity following the 1996 election the era ofmore intense partgoft money andyroup issue
advocacyelectioneeringnad dawned

In competitive races during the 1998, 2000, and 2002 election cycles, spending on
electioneering expenses from party soft money and group issue advocacy in competitius contes
approximately equaled the spending by the candiddt€ammunications funded through soft
money and issue advocacy were in many ways indistinguishable from cargfidatmred ads, with
voters perceiving issue ads as candidate ads most of th&" titeexamine the spending by groups,
parties, and candidates in chapter 3.

% Corrado, Mann, Ortiz, and Potté&ew Campaign Finance Sourcebp@k.
3" Buckley v. Valeo424 U.S. 1 (1976)potnote 52.
¥ David B. MaglebyOutside MoneyNew York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000), 46.
% Senate Committee on Governmental Affainsiestigation of lllegal or Improper Activities in Connection
With 1996 Federal Election Campaigri®)5th Cong., 2d sess., 1998, S. Rep-1®B Part 5; See also, Diana
Dwyre, Al nterest Gr oups HRnandinglthe $986eElectioed dahmC. ¢reen (Newl 9 9 6
York: M.E. Sharp)205.
*0 Magleby,Other CampaignDavid B. MaglebyQutside Money: Soft Money and Issue Advocacy in the
1998 Congressional Electiofslew York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000); Magleby and Monson, edsst
Hurrah? (Brookings, 2004).
*I David B. MaglebyDictum without DatgProvo, UT: Center for the Study of Elections and Democracy,
2000), 7 10.
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In 2004, even aftethe Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (BCRA) of 20tsd attempted to
reform the way groups could raise and spend money on electioneering, outside groups were
importantin defining candidates both negatively and positively. On the negative side, a group
naming itself Swift Boat Veterans for Truth r
and patriotism. Kerry waited two weeks to respond and by then serimagddhad been done to his
candidacy*”? In the same election, a group named Progress for America ran ads praising George
Bush for his efforts to protect America. In ways that the campaign could not have communicated
without appearing overly seferving, thegr oup r an an ad titled AAsh]|
positive symbols and messages about the incumbent Republican preBidseat.groups and many
others organized under section 527 of the Internal Revenue Service code, placing themselves
partialyou si de BCRAOGs | i mits.

The 2008 presidential election marked a change from recent presidential elections in that
there was much less spending by Section 527 groups, while spending by Section 501(c) groups rose
substantially. Interest groups also gave muoare in PAC contributions in 2008 than they did in
2004. We discuss group spending in greater detail in chapter 3. Some ads that mimicked techniques
of Swi ft Boat Veterans for Truth arose in tt
William Ayers, a college professor who founded the radical left Weather Underground Organization
that bombed public buildings in opposition to the Vietham \Wals also appeared on Obaima
connection to hisormer pastor, Jeremiah Wrighthose extreme public language abthe United
States had been well publicized by the meBiath McCain and Obama made clear their desire that
groups stay out of the presidential race, at least in mounting attack ads. Groups continued to actively
communicate with voters through the maih the phone, at the workplace and in person. Groups
mounted more visible advertising campaigns in competitive House and Senate races in patterns
similar to those of recent election cycles.

BCRAand the 2008 Regulatory Environment

Widespread criticism focandidate8 raising unlimited soft money and innocuous groups
mounting attackissue adgled tothe most important change in the regulation of money and politics
since the postVatergate reforms of 1974he Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 20@CRA
banned party soft money in most forms, forcing parties to rely on hard money.

BCRA provided a new definition of what constituted an electioneering communicaion
broadcast, cable, or satellite communication that retees candidate for federal afé and that is
broadcast within thirty days of a federal primary election or sixty days of a federal general election
in the jurisdiction in whi ©BCRA s thanyednhd iuldsadar e i
candidates running against skifanced candidates spending more than $350,000 of their own
money in aHouse campaign anth a Senate campaigabove a threshold determinadcording to
the statés populationUnder the amendment, individuals contributing to the campaign of the non
seltfinanced candidate Haa higher contribution limjtand under certain conditions the political

“David B. Magl eby, fi IMorsonoaddiPatterson, @d3ancing withddiePgrinersd vy
(CSED, 2005), 2.
3 Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act, Public Law 1055, 107 Cong., 2d sess. (March 27, 2002).

16



party committees could make unlimited coordinated party expenditures on behalf of the candidate
running against thaeavily selffinanced candidate, a provision serhi mes cal |l ed t he
Amendment.

Since BCRAG&G passage in 2002 there have been important court cases to define its
constitutionality and administrative procedures to define many of its provisioctiding some
important changes leading up to tA@08 electionsThe BCRA issue advocacy provisions were
modified by a Supreme Court decision in 2007WTrsconsinRight to Life v. FECthe court ruled
that banning issue ads in the month preceding the primary and the two months preceding the general
eledions was unconstitutional. The court argued that those limitations on ads were a violation of free
speech, but upheld the earlistcConnell v. FECruling that Congress could regulate ads with
electioneeringonly messages in the few months preceding féddeations. Thus, issue advertising
could again mention candidates in 2008. Chief Justice JohRobert® ®pinion provided yet
another definition of electioneering: when a broadcast, cable, or satellitefisdsieptible of no
reasonable interpretationther than as an appeal to vote for or against a specific candidlate
However, the most important provision of BCRA, the party soft money ban, remailaxe andas
we discuss in this bogkas not led to the demise of the political parties.

In anotler 54 decision about BCRADavis v. FECthe U.S. Supreme Cougtiminated the
Millionaires &mendment. Jack Davis, a theme candidate for New Yotk 26" Congressional
District seat and wealthy businessman, brought the suit against the FederanBBtimission.

The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Davis and declared this provision an unconstitutional violation
of first amendment rights.

The Federal Election Commission is charged with drafting regulations to implement new
legislation like BCRA. Thei efforts have been subject to litigation brought by the two principal
sponsors of the House version of BCRA, Representative Christopher Shay3) (BRnd
Representative Martin Meehan{BA).*° One of several disputed regulations has to do with what
constities coordination between a candidate and interest groups operating in the camiie.
the FEC regulations have not done well in court in the pastmiuch of the 2008 presidential
nomination period (January through June, 2008) the KHa&yed little ole in rulemaking
whatsoeverDue to partisan gridlocketween Congress and the presidardr the appointment of
commissionersthe commissioroperated with only two of six membérgoo few to function But
FEC actions after the 2004 election cycle infleesh individuals and groups in 20@8. The FEC
issuedrulings about Section 527 groups antposed fineon Swift Boat Veterans and POWSs for
Truth, MoveOn.or@ Voter Fundthe League ofConservatiorivoters Fund, andAmerica Coming
Together (ACT)® These inesmay have had a chilling effect on individuals contributing to Section

* Federal Election Commission v. Wisconsin Right to Life5BicUS 449 (2007).

> Davisv. Federal Election Commissioh28 S. Ct. 2759 (2008).

*® Shays v. Federal Election Commissi887 F.Supp.2d 28 (D.D.C.200&§hays v. Fed., El ect

414 F.3d 76 (D.C. Cir. 2005).

*" Federal Election Commission v. Wisconsin Right to Life5BicUS 449 (2007).

8 527 S ma dTHe tlewYork Time®ecember, 13, 2006itp://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com

/2006/12/13/526mackdown/?scp=27&sg=FEC%?20fining%20527s&stfaseessed May 14, 2009); see

al so AGroup Fined by F, ©Be New YofkdimedGogausn30a200G,n Vi ol ati o

http://mww.nytimes.com/2007/08/30/washington/30donate.html?scp=3&sq=FEC%20fining%20527s&st=cse
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527 groupsin 2008 As Bob Bauer,legal counsel tahe Obamacampaign, saidfiThere is no
guestion.What the FEC did in 2004 and more specifically how they wrapped up those ctses wi
League of Conservation VoterBrogress for America and otheafisl have an effecton donors to
such groups in 2008.

One group activity, compiling larggcale voter files, was substantially augmented in 2008 by
a Democratideaning groupOne of themost important possessions of aiampaigns itsvoter file.
Historically, the Republican National Committee led the way in assembling lists of Republican
voters and donors, while ldftaning interest groups and others kept their membership lists to
thenselves.But as an extension of the massive voter registration efforts of America Coming
Together (ACT) in 2004, an effort that reflected the principlelettoral politics as team spdft,
Democratic Party regular and Hillary Clinton supporter Harold Icétasted a limited liability
corporation with the purpose of building a data file on voteith political and consumer
information on more than 220 million U.S. citizenso r i v al the Republican
V a u | t°6Thé dorpaeation includeeh array of individuals and groupmany of whom were part
of the 2004 America Coming Together (ACT) effdrhe Catalist file allowed groups to share some
information while notsharing other informationCatalist also encouraged and facilitated the
sophsticated modeling of the data to allow more precise targeting of voter persuasion and
mobilization effotsAs a new enti ty, Catalistbds activiti
yet challenged in court. We discuss Catalist in greater detaibjptets 3 and 4.

In chapter 4 we explore changes in voter registration and mobilization in 2008. Democrats
through the 2000 election were perceived to have the better ground game in identifying voters,
getting them registered, and turning them out. Repab$ in 2002 and 2004 invested heavily in
matching and exceeding the Democrats and their allies (especially unions) in this area. In 2004
Democratic allied groups largely managed voter registration and mobilization through a 527
organization named Amerid@oming Together (ACTY In 2008, the Obama campaign expanded
the voter rolls by about 12 million voters in a dozen key sda@sio, Florida, Georgia, North
Carolina, Virginia, Indiana, Missouri, Colorado, lowa, Nevada, New Mexico, and Pennsylvania.
Their rew names made it into the Obama and Catalist databases.

Change in Campaign Finance

Under BCRA, individuals in 2008 could give a maximum of $2,80@ candidate for the
nomination phase and the same amount during the general election, for an agignégzt&4,600.
An individual 6s aggregate contri but |rmore hani mi t
double the old FECA limitsWithin this individual aggregate limit an individual could gi$42,700

(accessed May 14, 2009).
“°Bob Bauer, legal counsel, Obama Campaign, interview by David Magleby, July 14, 2008.
*0David B. Magleby, J. Quin Monson, and Kelly D. Patterson, ddsncing Without Partners: How
Candidates, Parties and Interest Groups Interact in the Presidential Camfaggrham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2007), 1618.
’Jeanne Cummi ngs, efsRd loir g iDRalitwocNoeefnter, 202008 i
“David B. Magleby, fAChange and Cont iFHinancingghe2084 t he
Election(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press), 15.
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per two year election cycle to candidates. lhdor s want ed t o 708 theyxwouldut 0O
have had to give the remainder of their funds to party committees or R#i@sr BCRA, political
action committee contribution limits were not raised as they were for individuals, nor were they
indexed for infation. Each PAC may contribute up to $10,000 to any candidate in an election
cycled $5,000 for the primary and $5,000 for the general elecfion.

Prior to the court and FEC rulings on BCRA, there was widespread speculation about what,
if any, impact BCRA wuld have on the ability of candidates, political parties, and interest groups to
finance their activities. One school of thought was that BCRA would severely damage the political
partiesd ability to r emdaorexanplepher BCRAwadirstbeing | e c t
challenged in courtniversity of Virginia political scientist Sidney Milkissaid i he sudden and
dramatic loss of furglon so large a scale will necessarily cause a pronounced reduction of party
operations °8 Others argued thatodidates and parties wowddccessfullyadapt to the new ruldsy
raising more hard moneywhich BCRA encouraged with its higher aggregate contributions limits
indexed to inflatior®l n ways that | ikely exceed evem the
hard money contributions have surged in 2004 and 2006 and overall they grew again in 2008.
Candidates and party committees in the aggregate have directed their efforts to raising hard money.
For some candidates in 2008 there was also an increase mummber of individuals contributing
relatively small amounts of money, totaling $200 or less per contributor (per candidate and election
cycle).

The 2008 election was about change in other aspects of campaign finance as well. As we
demonstrate in this b&p the way candidates like Ron Paul and Barack Obama funded their
campaigns was a change from the way major candidates of the past have raised money. The Obam:
campaign utilized the Internet not only for fundraising but also to communicate targeted séssage
potenti al supporters. The Obama Online Operaeé
employee¥ and had strong support from the candidate and senior campaigr #tafbng the
ways the campaign technology was text messaging, tapping into sowiarks®e an innovative
personalized web site named My Barack Obama, and voter mobilizatimmnders (with
information on polling place, location, and times) for caucuses, primaries, early voting, and Election
Day.

Some candidates and groups had reliedmall contributions and the Internet to raise money
in the past. The Howard Dean campaign in 2004, MoveOn in 2004 and 2006, and even John McCain
to a lesser extent in 2000 had introduced some of these techniques. But the Obama campaign in 200¢

*3 David B. MaglebyFinancing the 2000 Eléion (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2002), 6.
Ray La Raja, fSources and UsesA ofs eJodfst GMo ndeey ,too iC
Finance RefornfNew York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2001)Si dney M. Mi | ki s, st iParti e
Gr o u p mside the Gampaign Finance Battle: Court Testimony on the New Refmtmnthony
Corrado, Thomas E. Mann, and Trevor Potter (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2008), 40
%5 United States District Court for the District ofiCal mb i a , fRebutt al decl arati or
No. 02874.
*Di ana Dwyre and Robin Kolodny, IflfaAfter Reioars: Whenl i t i c .
the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act Meets Poliflcenham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield)33.
>" Dennis Johnsor2008: An Election Like No OthéNew Haven: Yale University Press, 2008),13.
*8 Rospars, interview.

19



took these pproaches to new levels and achieved a strategic advantage in fundraising that was
i mportant to victory. As we will see, the wuse
campaign on a smaller scale saw similar success and outside groufpsstBkee helped raise $60
million for Democratic Senate and House candidates in.2008

Barack Obamads decision to finance his cal
down the public grant that all other general election candidates since Wateagateiccepted
marked another change in 20@arly on,Obamahad committedo accept public funding for the
general electionadding risks to his later decisidfould voters punish him for reversing himself on
this issue? Should his supporters, who wagdderally be expected to be more supportive of public
financing of elections, see this as a departure from core principles? Would donors continue to donate
to his campaign in sufficient amouétsuch that he would exceed what he could get if he stopped
raising money for himself, accepted public financing, and directed donors to give to his party,
instead? Would spending time raising money in the last two months of the campaign distract him
from more important campaign functions?

Whatever risk Obama ran keversing himself on accepting public financing was low
compared to the potential strategic advantages that came with his financial jugd@@duta ma 6 s
resource advantage was so substantial that he could compete in ways and in places other candidate
in recent memory had not. The money advantage changed the strategic calculus of the election by
allowing Obama to compete in states like North Carolina, Virginia, and Indiana, where absent the
money advantage Obama would likely have conceded. Expandingithetbl ef i el d mean:
campaign faced tradeoffs Obamaés did not. Mc C
and Florida and at the same time defend states he should have easily won (like North Carolina,
Indiana, and Virginia). The money adwage also meant that Obama could afford to have an
aggressive air game on television and radio while also mounting the {acgéstground game of
volunteers and field offices in modern American hisfdroth the ground and air games are
expensive, andampaigns often must choose to do less of one if they do more of the other. Obama
could afford to do both.

Public Financirg for Presidential Elections

Public financing of presidential elections was one part of FECA that had operated largely
unchangd from its inception in 1976 until the 2008 election cycle. FECA provided for a system of
partial matching funds for presidential candidates in the nomination phase wittbystiate
spending limits for those who accepted the public matching funds. dzdesliopted to accept public
matching funds, with a few exceptions: Steve Forbes in 1996 and 2000, John Connally in 1980, and
George W. Bush in 2000. In 2008 McCain, Romney, Huckabee, Obama, and Clinton all declined to

> Erin Hill, ActBlue, telephone interview by David Magleby, March 18, 2009.
®Adam Nagourney and Jeff ZeHenyn BEObamaf BewiYdykapoer P
TimesJune 20, 2008.
®®Nate Silver, @fAObama L e ad sFivBTaittyEight: PotitibsdDane Righilog,i n Fi e |
August 9, 2008http://mwww.fivethirtyeight.com/2008/08/obanteadsbetterthan31-in-field.html (accessed
May 13, 2009).
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accept matching funds and their sthyestate spending limitsVicCain equivocated on accepting
matching fundsn 2008with the FEC eventually ruling he was free to reverse himsedFECvote

to approve McCai@s withdraval of his application for matching fundahich he submitted February

6 after sweeping the Super Tuesday contestsjld not occur with only two of the six
commissionerserving.Finally, on June 24, the Senate confirmed the new commissioners, and they
voted on August 21 to grant McCanrequest that he not be required ¢oegpt matching funds and

their related spending limit: he del ay did not hamper the McCe
not a result of presidential campaign politics. Rather, it was an outgrowth of the longstanding
partisan deadlock for which the FECkisown.

FECA also provided for a general election grant for major party nominees who agreed to use
the grantto fund their campaignn lieu of additional fundraising. All major party presidential
general election nominees from 1976 through 2004 accémpepublic grant. Even Ronald Reagan,
seen by many today as a bastion of conservatism, accepted public financing in his 19/7&nd 980
1984 presidential campaigns.

As it turned out, Obama did not pay a price with voters for reversing himself on public
financing. Issues like the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and later the declining state of the economy
were much more salient. Obama explained his reversal with a video message on his website:
Al nstead of forcing us to r es$andspecial iniededt PACs, s f
youbve fueled this campaign with donations of
because you did, webve built a grass®dhet s m
conventional wisdom after the 2008 pdsitial election is that the system of public financing is not
likely to be needed in the future by serious candidates in either®party.

Changing Patterns of Fundraising

At the congressional election level, Republicans once had a large advantage mdmey
raised from individuals. Democrats had a much greater dependency on soft money; and when soft
money was banned by the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act in 2002, the money advantage was
presumed by many to reside with the Republicans.

That too has ltanged. In 2008 the Democratic campaign committees for the Senate and
House together outraised the Republican congressional campaign committees by over $125 million
(see table 11). How did the Democrats do this? They have substantially increased thaiaifing
efforts with both small and exceptionally large donors. To a much greater extent than their
Republican counterparts Democratic Party committee leaders like New York Senator Chuck
Schumer, lllinois Democratic Congressman Rahm Emanuel and Marykmddpatic Congressman
Chris Van Hollen have targeted donors who are willing to give the maximum allowable to a party
committee and to their own incumbent colleagues. In the past, incumbents in both parties sat on war
chests in case they might need thensame future election and expected their party committees to

Nagourney and Zeleny, fiObama Forgoes Public Fund:
®Mi chael J. Malbin, @ASmall Donors, Large Donors, .
Obamao (working paper, Cam)aign Finance I nstitute

http:/www.cfinst.org/president/pdf/Presidential WorkingPaper_April09.pdf (accessed May 13, 2009).
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make the maximum allowable contributions to them for their campaigns. That approach to party
committee involvement has clearly changed for the Democrats, as the culture is now to invest in
each oher by giving large amounts to the party committee. Such is not the case with the
Republicans.

Change in How People Vote

A major change in 2008, but one that was independent of the other changes discussed in this
chapter, is the movement in many statee war ds al |l owi ng-eeaukgovabise
voting. Growing out of the vote counting challenges in FISfitta2000 and the long lines in some
states (like Ohio in 2004f, many states changed their election laws to permit voters to cast &sente
ballots without explanatioff. Several states also provided for voters to vote as much as 42 days
before Election Day on November 4, 2008. In 2008, voters in 46 states were allowed to cast ballots
early. Early voting varied by state in the number of dayss offered (ranging from 3 to 42 da3/s)
as well in the number of voting places open, with setagesonly allowing early voting at a single
location per count§® Candidates, party committees, and interest groups often communicated with
voters about wen and how to vote early. Nexcuse absentee voting saw increased use in 2008 as
well. We examine the implications of these changes in chapter 4 and in the case studies.

Continuity

Some aspects of federal campaign finance have not changed as a ré®ilswfe in soft
money and issue advocacy in 192002 or with the implementation of BCRA. For example,
campaign contributions to candidates, political action committees and party committees continue to
be limitedd which means raising more money requiaeseffort to enlist more donors and to raise
more money per contributor up to the contribution limits. For most candidates the starting point
remains a donor network that provides early contributions to launch their campaigns.

Another key element has ndtanged: electoral politics remains a team sport. Candidates still
rely on support from political party committees and allied interest groups. Although fundraising
approaches have shifted, especially with the BCRA party soft money ban, the objectiv& has n
changed@ working as a team to elect particular candidates and defeat their opponents.

By many standards the 2008 election was unusual. This book will explore the dramatic
increase in individual contributions. How money was raised in i2®7s the focuof chapter 2.

The focus on small donors in 20@B was not unrelated to a growing commitment by candidates,

® Bush v. Gore531 U.S. 98 (2000).
®*®*Mi chael Powell and Peter Slevin, #Se WashiagtonFogtct or
Decemben5, 2004, Al.
% Early Voting Information Center, October 23, 2008, http://www.earlyvoting.net/states/abslaws.php
(accessed May 14, 2009).
*7 Ibid.
®HAnal ysis of Etp/l nyaind/gowsosreer/elechates_jnfo/appiierstates
additional.doc 4ccessed May 26,2009).
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groups, and party committees to spend campaign money on direct voter contact and mobilization, a
theme we develop in chapters 3 and 4. The roteafnology, including the Internet, in fundraising,
spending, and GOTYV is a focus of chapters 2, 3, and 4. But first, a description of our methods and
sample races.

Methodology and Sample

Our data for this book comes not only from campaign contribwimh expenditure data
reported to the Federal Election Commission (FEC) and Internal Revenue Service (IRS), but also
from data on television advertising from the Campaign Media Analysis Group (CMi&Jdition,
experienced academigatheeddata on campgn finance and electioneering from the groundrup
North Carolina, New Hampshire, Ohio, Colorado, and New Mexico. Thesely monitoed the
election in their state, colleog mail using a reconnaissance network of politically, socially, and
economicaly diverse individuals who shared their political mail and email and logged personal
contacts at their workplaces, homes, and elsewhere. We also actpia&dm radio and television
stationson advertising purchased by candidates, political party cosesitand interest groups.

During the course of the campaign | visited four of the five states in the sample to conduct
additional interviews and facilitate the researéh.the national levelwe interviewed decision
makers in candidate campaigns, interggiups and political parties about their objectives and
strategies | also talked withpollsters and campaign consultants involved in crafting these
communications to determine the strategies and effective@gssall, | conductedmore than200
interviews with candidate consultants, political party committee staff, interest group leaders, and
other informed observers, virtually all of them on the recd&kte AppendixA for full list of
nationatlevel interviews) Additional interviews were conducted dtet state and congressional
district levels by the participating academics

The research for this volume draws from a systematic monitoring of candidate and non
candidate fundraising and campaigning in seventeen competitive federal contests in five states.
Competitiveness is a key variable for us in sample selection because past studies have found it
predictive of overall levels of fundraising and spending by candidatddecause it is a good
predictor of party committee and interest group investment.

We studied the presidential election in five battleground sdatésrth Carolina, New
Hampshire, Ohio, Coloragd@and New MexicoOf thesewe monitored U.S. Senate contests in all
but Ohio.(Ohio did not have a U.S. Senate race in 200& also monitoreéight U.S. House races
again in these same five states.

The sample was drawn after extensive interviews with party and interest group campaign
professionals as well as with input from three independent entitieagbass contestad identify
the most comgtitive. Independent observers who were consulted in the sample design included Stu
Rothenberg of th&othenberg Political Repordennife Duffy and David Wasserman e Cook
Political Report, Amy Walter of Hotline, Greg Giroux, and others &ongressioal Quarterly
Weekly Reporgs well as a panel of pollsters and interest group campaign profes&fonals.

% Others consulted in designing the sample included pollsters Mark Mellman, Ed Goas Ill, and Geoff Garin;
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Our sample states were selected because they had competitive contests at two of more of the
following levels: presidential, U.S. Senatand U.S. Hose. An added benefit of the five states
selected is that prior studies had been done in each of them, allowing us to compare campaigns over
time. We had studied North Carolinai898, 2002, and 200&New Hampshire irR000 and 2002
Ohio in 1998, 2004, an@006; Colorado in 2002, 2004, and 2006; and New Mexic2df2, 2004,
and 2006 Many of the academics doing the case studies in 2008 had participated in previous studies.

Academics with strong research reputations were recruited to closely monitontpleda
contests in their stateend tocollect data on campaign communicatiomeluding television and
radio advertising buys, print advertising, direct mail, and telephone contacts. In gdd#ivacked
data provided by the Federal Election Commiss@n candidate, party, and PAC campaign
fundraising and spending. The field observers also monitored media pollafencthe election,
obtainedfrom candidateswhere possible, any tracking polls on gberacesAll participating
academics also conductedlditional research, including pesection interviews with candidates,
party and interest group campaign managers, consulgmtsocalpolitical reportes.

Important campaign activity in the most competitive races is aimed at individual voters and
may not be broadcast in ways that others can learn about the communisaton methodology
seeks to gather those communicationsth from voters and from groups sending the
communications. To attempt to learn about all forms of campaign communicateoseated a
reconnaissance network in each contest to monitor campaign communications. About three weeks
before the November election, we invited members of the League of Women Voters, university
alumni of participating schools, Brigham Young Universityuihi in our five competitive states
and individuals with diverse interests and politics reunited by the academicsward to us their
political mail, we also requestedhat they fill out forms documenting the TV ads, radio aus]
phone calls they derved, and perseo-person contact they receiveBlecause not all competitive
contests arise in large media markets, and because radio is not covered by the television advertising
tracking serviceswe also acquired the advertising cost data from radilevision and cable
stations. We supplemented this with data from the Campaign Media Analysis Group. Where possible
we also asked campaign consultatdsestimae the costs of mailers, phone banks, and other
campaign materiahvolved in their races.

North Carolina

North Carolina, like Virginia and Indiana, had not been a presidential battleground state in
decades. As it turned out all three were highly competitive in 2008. A southern state with a
substantial AfricaPAmerican population (again, likeilginia), North Carolina is required to report
as part of the Voting Rights Act the racial composition of voter registration and turnout data. Given
the unusual nature of 2008, access to such information was another reason to include the state in oul
sampek. North Carolina, coming late as it did in the presidential nomination contest, also made

and interest group professionals Bernadette Budde of BIPAC, Chuck Cunningham of NRA, Bill Miller of the
U.S. Chamber of CommercMark Longabaugh of Defenders of Wildlife Action Fund, Steve Rosenthal of
the Atlas Project, and Linda Lipson of the Alliance for Justice (Trial Lawyers).
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possible assessing the impact of that contest on general election campaign organization
effectiveness.
The North Carolina U.S. Senate contest was anticipatedhimbly competitive and lived up
to that billing. Like nearly all competitive U.S. Senate races in 2008, this contest had a vulnerable
Republican incumbent painted by opponents as an absent senator running against a strong
challenger. In this case both gealeelection candidates were female. This had the benefit of
allowing us to assess the role of gendased interest groups. Despite rumors that she would retire
in 2008, Elizabeth Dole decided to run for reelection. Polls showed that her campaign was
negd i vely affected by Barack Obamads deci sion
being closely tied to President Bush. Democrat challenger Kay Hagan was aided significantly by
outside 527 groups and especially by the DSCC, which poured more/ intméhe North Carolina
contest than any othét.Prior to 2008Democrats had mounted competitive statde races in
North Carolina, but they had not won a U.S. Senate seatpgresidential year since 1968/e
previously studied a North Carolina Senatee in 2004
Finally, the contest for U.S. Representative in North Car@iggghth Congressional District
meant we could simultaneously assess campaign finance and communications in one state at all three
levels.Brian Walsh of the NRCC predicted thistrict was
going to be competit i vteanraveragenéiean Amercand v e
popul ation so itéds a good test of what
blue-collar, white, southern voters . . . [Republican incumbent] R@iHayes] has
significantly more resources than [Democrat Larry] Kissell has at this point, and my
opinion is the DCCC is just going to try to buy the s&at.
Both the North Carolina Senate and North Carolina Eighth District races showed vividly the way
pdlitics as a team sport can be played. We also studied this district if2002.
The North Carolina voting process has an added twist that makes efforts to orient and
mobilize voters more challenging. Likdéteen other statedNorth Carolina allows votet® mark one
box on the ballot and cast a straiglairty ticket for all candidates from the chosen party. But in
North Carolina, voters who do this must also vote separately for a presidential cafidittatethe
candidates and party committees would dei#th whis complexity while also wanting to maximize
their vote posed an interesting additional research question.

New Hampshire

New Hampshire is another state that has long been Republican at the presidential level but is
trending more Democratic in rext years. Its prominence in the nomination process means voters in

“Harold Meyerson, fls {THeAmeSmuRrospediaiobed2452808.e gy Dead ?
n Magleby, Monson, and Patterson, e@@ancing without PartneréCSED, 2005).
2 Brian Walsh, NRCC national field director, interview by David Magleby, November 10, 2008.
“Eric S. Heberlig, fANorth CaThelasthuarahsSofongyrandissua nd N
Advocacy in the 2002 Congressional Electjets David B. Magleby and J. Quin Monson (Provo, UT:
Center for the Study of Elections and Democracy, 2003), 255.
“AThis Year 6 s RawtYorkTinfedOgtobdd 27| 20a81A22. o
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New Hampshire are accustomed to intense campaigns with lots of personal contact. The state
therefore becomes an interesting laboratory in which to assess the impact of a highly changéd gen
election campaign. In New Hampshire, as in the race generally, there was an enthusiasm gap that
favored Obama and hurt McCain. Dante Scala, who studied the New Hampshire contests, quotes an
observer who saw two busloads of volunteers sent by states@s New England to canvass New
Hampshire on behalf of Obama. This effort was demoralizing to the dozerelseit Republican
workers canvassing for McCain (see chapter 6).

The U.S. Senate race in New Hampshire was a rerun of ansepémace wetudied six
years agd’ In the 2008 contest Republican John Sununu (now the incumbent senator) again faced
Democrat Jeanne Shaheen ( New Ha nThesNew Hanpshireg o Vv €
First Congressional District was also a rematch of the puewdection, but this time the roles were
reversed. In 2006, Democrat Carol Sireater challenged incumbent Jeb Bradley and won; in 2008,
Bradley tried unsuccessfully to unseat the incumbent -Boe@r. Shedorter refused national
Democratic money andapitalized on an increasingly ld&aning state. New Hampshire, which has
been viewed as an enclave of conservatism in the Northeast, shifted left beginning in 2006 in many
of its key offices including gove6Spercentaictaty i t s
in 2008 marked a further Democratic swing. In 2002 when Sununu defeated Shaheen, President
Bushoés popularity and the security concerns a
day 2002, Bushos appr onvetettionrdayt2008 i waw a8sper&it. Inpae r ¢
change election |ike 2008, Sununu attempted t
game in New Hampshire helped Obama, Shaheen, and Bradley. EaBlyaonyWalsh of the NRCC
felt positive aboutReu bl i cans 6 ¢ han ci@thinkiNewHarhplshire 1Hsoonesokours e a 't
best pick of opportunities in the countiythink Jeb Bradley has went through a difficult primary,
but performed welland | think his greatest asset in this race is the Dahaccumbent who
defeated him last cycle but has not performed very well. | think McCain and Sununu should run
strong in that district, which is going to give him an advantagel& say wére probably feeling
fairly bullish about that race’®

Ohio

In the 2008 presidential electipas in 2004, Ohio was widely seen as the epicenter of the
presidential electior(see chapter 7). Rich in electoral votes and closely matched in partisan
identification the state had been the focus of integgstip andparty committeeefforts toregister
and turnout voters.Both campaigns invested heavily in Ohio television advertising. Ohio was the
third-highest state in estimated spending in the presidential race with an estimated $48 million spent
by the two campaign and ranked number one in the number of television spot&® rOf.

®JMark Wrighton, @AThe 2002 New HampshirelaStenate at

Hurrah (CSED, 2003), 141.

S Walsh, interview.

"See Stephen T. Mockabee, Michael Margolis, Steph:

Battle forOhioThe 2004 Pr e s i d ®anting aithouParmesad. Dadid B Magleby, J.

Quinn Monson, and Kelly D. Patterson (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2007),143.

%2008 Campaign Overviewd by TNS Medha Intelligen
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considerable speculation in Ohio and Pennsylvania during thelgogon period weravorking
class white votersCould Obama secure this demograptitc®nomic issues, while important acsos
the nation, were especially important in Qhishich going into the electiorhad is highest
unemployment rate in 16 yedrs.

Of the competitive House races in Ohio, we focused on the First, Fifteenth, Sixteenth, and
Eighteenth Congressional DistrictBhe Fifteenth became one of the most competitive contests in
the United States, with an outcome decided by only 2,311 votes and disputed until December 8,
2008. The Fifteenth District had an open seat because of the decision of Republican incumbent
DeborahPryce to not seek reelection. Republican candidate Steve Stivers, who narrowly lost the
race to Democrat Mary Jo Kilroy, narrowly outperformed John McCain irdiktsict by a slight
percentage with Stivers winning 45.p&rcentand McCain winning 45.@ercentof thed i st r i ct
vote

Colorado
Long before the nationds attention focused
National Convention, Colorado had become a more competitivgpantg state. George W. Bush
carried the state by feweran 5 percentage points in 2008But the state elected a Democrat to the
U.S. Senate in 2006 and going into 2008 was widely perceived as a key battleground. Because of its
substantial Hispanic population, Colorado had the added advantage of providipgoatumity to
see the two parties compete for this increasingly important group of voters. Colorado had also
experienced large shifts in partisanship in voter registration towards Democrats and Independents.
The Colorado Senate seat was open due to alRepucan retirement.
political history, Republicans were likely to work aggressively to retain the seat, but Democrats also
had good reason to hope for victory. The Colorado Fourth Congressional District provided a highly
competitive contdsbetween two female candidates, the Republican incum¥arityn Musgrave
and the Democrat challenger BetsyMarkeyut si de groups which had be
2004 U.S. Senate election were again active in the Fourth Congressional DisD@8in 2

New Mexico

In both the 2000 and 2004 elections, New Mexico had highly contested presidential races. In
2000, George W. Bush and Al Gore each received 48 percent of the vote, with Gore winning by just
365 votes. In 2004 Bush received 50 perceit f e v ot e compared to Kerr)
was assumed John McCain, from neighboring Arizona, would capitalize on his support for
i mmi gration reform to do wel/l among New Mexi
Richardson, a Democratath every incentive to work hard for Obama. Like Colorado, New Mexico
provided an excellent vantage point from which to assess efforts to secure Hispanic voters. Lonna

9 Chuck Todd and Sheldon Gawisklgw Barack Obama Won: A Staig-State Guide to the Historic 2008
Presidential ElectiorfNew York: Vintage, 2009), 89.
8 Election Results: Presidential Mdpew York Times,
http://elections.nytimes.com/2008/resultegident/map.htnlaccessed May 22, 2009).
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Rae Atkinson, Michael S. Rocca, Yann Kerevel, and Lisa Bryant describe the specifingaofe
this subgroup in chapter 9.

The retirement ofix-term Republican U.S. Senator Pete Domenici led all three of New
Mexi cods U. S. House incumbents to seek that
Democrat TomUdall secured an uncontest&kmocratic nomination for U.S. Senate after his
opponent withdrew from the race, but the divisive contest between the two Republican House
i ncumbents seeking the GOP Senate nominati on
Wilson, 51.4 percent to 48 percent. Pearce came out of the primary at a fundraising disadvantage
compared to Udall, who did not face a primary challenger. Outside groups were heavily involved in
New Mexicobs U.S. Senate race, whi ch oedegt. hav
The First District seat vacated by Heather Wilson had been hotly contested in the past and was again
in 2008% The more Republicaleaning Second Congressional District, whisteve Pearcéad
represented, became more competitive as the eleatagrgssed. In the end, Democrats won the
open Senate seat and all three open House seats.

Before turning to these five states and their competitive contests, we examine in chapter 2
how money was raised in 200¥8. Our scope includes candidates, politmarty committees, and
interest groups. In chapter 3, the topic is how these same team members spent moné&pé BO07
chapter 4, Michal McDonald and Thomas Schaller examine voter registration, voter mobilization
efforts, and turnout in 2008. As notesiates gave voters more options in when they could vote, and
both teams invested a great deal in encouraging voter participation. The varying success of these
efforts may help us determine whether 2008 constituted -diroeechange or begins of a periofl o
expanded (or contracted) participation for particular segments of the-atijifgje population.

8 Lonna Rae Atkeson and Nancy Car #GCddor, e diDieo nJal Vi s
Dancing without Partners: How Candidates, Parties and Interest Groups Interact in the New Campaign
Environmented. David B. Magleby, J. Quin Monson, and Kelly D. Patterson (Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2007) , 299:; See al so Lonna Rae At kes
Democrats Lose Again by the Slingmessi dMaaThe Haitld hr iINe 1
for Congressed. David B. Magleby and Kelly D. Patterson (Boulder, CO: Paradigm Publishers), 142.
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Figure 1-1

George W. Bush Approval Rating
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How the 2008 Elections were Financed

David B. Magleby
Brigham Young University

Running for federal office is expensive. For example, in the Minnesota U.S. Senate race the
two major party candidates raised a combined $46,17%ytB2nly a little over one million dollars
separating Republican incumbent Norm Coleman, who raised $23,673,308, from Democratic
challenger AlFranken, who raised $22,502,124€ther U.S. Senate contests in 2008 where
substantial amounts were raised by carntéslinclude Kentucky and Georgia as well as the contests
in North Carolina, Colorado, New Hampshire, and New Mexico, which are the subjects of case
studies in this book. And in the 2008 presidential election a total of $1.8 billion was spent by all
candid&es seeking the presidenee table 2).

But money is raised to influence the outcome of elections by more than the candidates. The
political party committees raise hundreds of millions of dollars each election cycle, and 1©2007
party committeesaised $1.2 billion. Interest groups are also actively fundraising to finance their
electioneering efforts. In 200@8, interest groups spent an estimated $1.2 billion to influence
federal elections. This estimate includes political action committee (Pé@ilsutions, as well as
Section 527 and Section 501(c) organization spending.

The 200708 election cycle set new records for amounts of money raised and spent in
federal elections. Table-2 provides a summary of total spending by candidates, partynitteas,
groups and individuals acting independently in Z@37

When all spending on federal elections is tallied, over $5.9 billion was spent iinGB007
Candidates raised nearly $3.1 billion of this, but the role of political parties and interest igroups
campaign finance and electioneering is also an important part of the story. American electoral
politics today i s best understood as a fiteam
committees and allied interest groups forming two sideddctions. We develop this theme more in
chapter 3, where we will explore how money was spent by the two sides in030@nd in chapter
4, which examines the successes and failures of the two sides in efforts to register and mobilize
voters. How the mmey was raised is the primary focus of this chapter.

Candidate Fundraising

Money to finance federal campaigns comes from individuals, interest groups, and the
candidates themselves. Candidates may give or loan their campaigns unlimited amountswhtheir
money. Political parties help fund candidates, but their money also comes from individuals, groups,
and candidates. Party committees spend the money they have raised by contributing to candidates
needing their help or spending independently on thelralbe Interest groups of all sorts are
important donors to candidates and party committees but also, as we discuss in chapter 3, spend
substantial amounts independently of the candidates. The same is true for party committees.

'"Congressional Races for 2008: Minnesota, o0 Center
http:/www.opensecrets.org/capital_eyelitessphp?ID=122 (accessed May 12, 2009).
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Of course, not all candidat@are equally successful in raising money: the competitiveness of
particular contests often determines how much individuals, political party committees and interest
groups invest. And, coming full circle, one marker of competitiveness is candidate funudrHis
for example, an incumbent has had lower rates of fundraising and if the challenger has had success
in raising money, this only further encourages opposing interest groups and political party
committees to invest in the contest.

Presidential Candlate Receipts

I n the 2008 presidenti al el ection, candi da
success. His ability to raise money through the donors who gave at or near the maximum allowed
and through small donors was a phenomenon not seen reioords have been kept. By the Obama
campaigndéds own accounting, nearly foudmane | | i o
than twice as many as donated to any candidate in thA@dsta ma6s success in ra
both small and large dors was a consistent element of his campaign. Obama raised more money in
small individual contributions in 2007 than Bill Bradley or Al Gore raised in 1999 from individuals
contributing at any level or John Edwards or John Kerry raised again from aidunalivionors in
2003. Evidence of that can be seen in figufe 2

Obama began the cycle with a substantial advantage over McCain in small contributions and
that advantage widened during the nomination phase. Once McCain effectively secured the
nomination n March 2008 his small contributions rose to a point of near parity with Obama in July
2008. Christian Ferry, McCainb6bs deputy campai

In the post primary environment obviously the Republican field was clear, so it
became a amman game. Republicans rallied around John McCain. We saw
improvement in our fundraising across the board, which is a very natural
development at the end of the primary process. We were able to start investing more
into list development and online advsitig that drove smatlollar contributions. We
had folks from Mitt Romney to Rudy Giuliani to Mike Huckabee emailing their lists
and letting their supporters know that John McCain was the guy to get behind and
rally around®
McCainds propomitmngnf odmmomalyl cdonors then dro
that in the end Obama had about a-tek@ne advantage in the proportion of donors giving $200 or
less.

As Evan Tracey of t he Campaign Medi a Ana
leveragedie I nternet, i hAsave giszussarhorerfuljy irdcbapterrdsthedbama
campaign engaged individuals in a range of activities including but not limited to making financial
contributions. The network of contacts drew on friendships and soetalorks on a much larger
scale than any campaign before. As Joe Rospars reported, the campaign

’fObama Amassed $ 7 CBSWevisdarch 2122008, ahitpd/mwwabsnews.com/stories

/2008/12/05/politics/main4649880.?source=related_story (accessed May 22, 2009).

3 Christian Ferry, McCain campaign dépulirector, telephone interview by David Magleby, May 27, 2009.

* Evan Tracey, TNS Media chief operating officer, telephone interview by David Magleby, May 20, 2009.
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tried to enable folks to take control of the process as much as they were willing at
every stage. So if you made phone calls using the myBarackObama sowmal gryst

you made a donation or you sent a letter to the editor or joined a grassroots volunteer
group . . . at each step you are prompted to not just tell someone but to upload your
whole address book and tell everyone you krow.

Once individuals had madecantribution or otherwise become involved in the campaign,
they were invited to help in other ways. The ease of making contributions over the Internet meant
that well timed messages could reap substantial additional contributions. Having developed a broad
base of financial supporters, many of whom had not initially contributed the maximum allowable,
meant he could go back to them for support over and over again. Obama was not the only candidate
to use these tactics. Ron P adihe$ as acnatmgtiani forn u
supporters to surprise the competition and the nfeldii. uncertain how applicable the approaches
used by Paul and Obama will be with other candidates in the future, but no doubt their efforts will be
closely studied, and mgmwill try to replicate them.

More research needs to be done on the dramatic increase in donors to candidates and party
committees in 2008, but for Obama, at least, there was a combination of a charismatic candidate
with a compelling message. Early on Olzalms opposi tion to the |Iragq
himself from Edwards and Clinton on a salient issue and tap into a motivated constituency. As his
campaign gained credibility, some were likely drawn to the opportunity to participate in an historic
election. The protracted nomination contest with Senator Clinton gave followers additional reasons
to contribute and invite friends to do so as
charismatic candidate and compelling message must be addedahmp ai gnodés ski | |
technology. During the election the campaign skillfully used YouTube, video games, social
networking sites, and text messaging both to raise money and organize supporters. The net effect of
this was to draw people to the campaigmo likely had not been involved in campaigns before and
then to subsequently keep them engaged. Part of the success of this approach is seen not only ir
fundraising but in mobilizing voters for caucuses, early voting, and Electior Day.

Just as importan t o Obamads success were donors a
donors. Of Obama contributions that were over the required aggregate reporting threshold of $200,
more than half came in amounts larger than $2,000, the old FECA contribution lipiinfiary and
general elections combined. McCain, who raised less than Obama overall, did proportionally even
better among this group, raising more than-thieds of his receipts in amounts exceeding $2000.

For the 200708 cycle, John McCain had a relaiy successful campaign finance effort,
raising $346 miliod an amount only slightly behind Bushod

® Joe Rospars, Obama for America new media director, interview by David Magleby, J2812009.
® Jesse Benton, Ron Paul campaign communications director, interview by David Magleby, December 11,
2008.
'Ben Adl er, ifCan McCai n QOBSNeestcenduneild, BO0O8Dbama Onl i ne?
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/06/16/politics/pabitnain4183930.shtml (accessed May 28, 2009).
8Davi d B. Magl eby, Bradley Jones, and David Lasser
Member Contributions, and t he Chhalomummgou@achpai gn F
Applied Researcim Contemporary Politic§, no. 1 (2009),
http://lwww.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1300&context=forum.
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t he Avictory commi tteeso ar e i ncl ud%(Wictolye ou
committees are party committeesh at hel p rai se money for the p
committees have been especially active when nominees have accepted public financing and the
fundraising limitations associated with it.) Other successful fundraisers in @@ cluded fomer
Massachusetts governor and Republican Mitt Romney, who relied on a network of business, civic,
and religious contacts, and his own money to raise $105 mifliand Republican Congressman

Ron Paul, who used viral fundraising schemes anetiraal disphys of donor names to raise $34.5
million.** Other candidates, such as former U.S. senator and Republican Fred Thompson ($23.4
million) and New Mexico governor and Democrat Bill Richardson ($22.4 million), did not do well

in the presidential race in partdaise their fundraising lagged.

In other respects, 2008 resembled past elections in how money was raised. Candidates
provided recognition to dAbundlers, o0 individu
Examples include Mo €&ahbondled $100,200, Ao Inrovawns, svho buntdled
$250,000. Individuals who bundled $100,000 or more for Hillary Clinton were called HillRaisers.
Barack Obama did not have titles for his bundlers reaching certain thresholds.

Candidates may spend unlied amounts of their own money, which they either loan or give
to their campaigns. In 2008 the candidate with the mosfisalicing was Romney, who had given
or loaned his campaign $44.5 million, or 40 percent of his total campaign réédipts.set anew

record for a presidential candidate in delt ndi n g, exceeding Steve For
and $38.7 million in 2008 Ro mn e y &unding eldardly irritated some of his Republican
opponents. In lowa former Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabea nerk e d , AWhen they
spending that much of their own money in that
they had the taxpayersdé money? So | think tha
even in a campaign, some levelof§ c al festraint. o

Romney was not the only 2008 presidential candidaggve® or loan substantial amounts of
money to his or her own campaigifter her defeat in lowa, Senator Hillary Clinton loaned her
campaign $5 million during the bu#dp to Supeuesday in an effort to compete with Obama; by
the end of the campaign she had loaned herself a total of $13.2 rillien.campaign debt, much
of it owed to herself, was a source of some irritation between the Clinton and Obama camps after

? |bid.
YEeder al El ection Commi ssi on, APresidenti al Campa
http://www.fec.gov/DiscloswSearch/mapApp.do (accessed June 3, 2009).
1 Jonathan Bydlak, Ron Paul campaign fundraising director, telephone interview by David Magleby,
September 25, 2008.
Y“Federal Election Commi ssion, fAPresidentiyalStQanmpai
http://www.fec.gov/DisclosureSearch/mapApp.do (accessed May 22, 2009).
BlJake Tapper, fARomney Swnpd .noAsB®NSBOraer 16,800 esd Sel
http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/story?id=3714738&page=1 (accessed June 3, 2009).
“Jonathan Martin, fAHuckabee PBliicoauglsy21,B008aks out Fi
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0807/5462.html (accessed June 3, 2009).
“Federal Election Commission, #AHil | armRgportofReceipton f o
and Di s b uhttps//quarg.mctusa,cam/cgiin/dcdev/forms/C00431569/37344atcessed March 6,
2009).
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Obama securethe nominatiort® and arose again as a concern as she was appointed secretary of
state, a position from which she could no longer fundraise to pay back thé‘|d@ese was further
tensioowhenCl i nt ondés donors were sl®w to convert ir

Cormgressional Candidate Receipts

Overall, candidates for the U.S Congress raisedrly the samen their campaigns than
candidates did in 2006, raising in the aggregatd3®ibillion compared tdb1 440 billion in 2006.

Table 22 presents congressional datates receipts for the period 192808.

As is the norm, congressional incumbents raise the most money, with challengers and open
seat candidates lagging behind. In 2008, House incumbents had more thato@teaedge over
challengers, raising 57.9ement with challengers at only 24.8 percent. In contrast, Senate
incumbents had a less substantial advantage over challengers, raising 53.9 percent with challengers
at 31.0 percent. The fundraising patterns by incumbents, challengers, argseapeandidtes have
not varied much over time.

Comparing aggregate U.S. Senate candidate receipts over time requires us to account for the
different sample of states and contests up for election in any given election cycle. For example, the
senators running for bi€e in 2000 saw high candidate receipts, which was again repeated in 2006.

Senate candidate fundraising in 2008 in th
both 2006 and 2004. Senate Democratic candidates in 2006 raised about $46 mil&otihamor
Senate Republican candidates. In 2008, the margin was slightly over $41 million. In 2000, the
Senate Democrats had less of a margin over Senate Republicans ($27 million) and much less in 2002
($200,000. Senate Republicans had a slight fundraisidgaatage in 1998 and 2002, while
Democrats outaised Republicans in Senate races in 2004 by about $4.4 million. In 2008,
Democratic Senate incumbents enjoyed in the aggregate more thanta-doer advantage over
their Republican challengers. In contfagSenate Republican incumbents only had about #0113

advantage over Democratic challengers. | mport
2006 and holding it in 2008 was the success of Democratic challengers in raising money. This group
raised $109 million in 2006 and over $115 mill

for the two parties were at near parity in 2004. Democratic -spah candidates had aggregate
fundraising advantages in 2000 and 2008, while Republicaogezhihe edge in 2002 and 2006.

Going into the 2008 general election, Republicans had controlled 29 of the 36 open House
seats, and in these contests Democrats substantialgiset the Republicans. Democrats won 19

YPatrick Healy, fAObama Support er FheRewsrorlsTimedlly® ar i ng
2008, http://lwww.nytimesom/2008/07/09/world/americas/09iiems.1.14360637.html (accessed June 3,
2009).
"Matt Kelley, #fAHillary CIl i nt oUBATodayRece®hep3p20d8t er s t o
http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/2608-02-clinton-funds_N.htm (accegd June 3, 2009).
®Mi chael Luo and Griff-rRalsmers, RfeSd meNe@ENafkdimesn f Bu n
August 27, 2008, Al1l6. [Iumamlysd ofPampagefinanceeepoods fouad @ i
fewer than 50 out of the more th&0 0 i Hi & Wwho laavesendlexd anore than $100,000 for Mrs.
Clintond contributed to the Obama campaign in July, up from about 10 the month before. Just over 70
Hillraisers have contributed to Mr. Obama, meaning the vast majority of Hillraisers have not.
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of these contests. In 2008 it was th®use Democrats who raised $120 million more than
Republicans. As we discuss more fully below, this deficit in candidate fundraising for House
Republicans was compounded by the difficulties their party campaign committee experienced in
raising money. Inhe House, the Republican candidates in the aggregate hareseuat Democrats

in 1998 through 2006 (see tablep In 2004, they raised in the aggregate nearly $92 million more
than House Democratic candidates did.

Party Fundraising in 2007 08

Political parties play several different roles in U.S. federal elections. While they emphasize
some of these functions more than others, the parties assist in recruiting and training candidates, do
research on opposing candidates, seek to build party infrastuat all levels (local, state and
national), help orient the electorate, organize government, and help elect candidates from their party
and defeat candidates from the opposing party. All of these activities take money, and so an
additional key party fuetion is fundraising?®

American political parties are largely organized around the units of competition. Historically
this has made state parties more important because it is the state parties that elect the president, U.S
senators, governors, and otretatewide partisan offices. Each major party has a national party
committee that is in some ways a federation of state parties with its primary purpose to assist in
electing the president and more broadly to help state and local parties.

The two major prties each have a national committee, the Democratic National Committee
(DNC) and the Republican National Committee (RNi@)addition, each chamber of Congress has
its own set of party committeg@dor the U.S. House the National Republican Congressional
Committee (NRCC) and the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (DCCC), and for the
U.S. Senate the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee (DSCC) and the National Republican
Senatorial Committee (NRSC). The party congressional campaign committags dbnost
exclusively on electing fellow partisans to their chamber of Congress. They are led by a U.S. senator
or U.S. representative elected or appointed by fellow partisans in the chamber.

Leadership of the congressional campaign committees has pashédeen a stepping stone
to other party leadership positions. For example George Mitchéiigide), Mitch McConnell (R
Kentucky), and William Frist (Rrennessee) all chaired their campaign committees before being
elected to higher party office in thesthambers. In recent years Senator Chuck Schum&ie{d
York) and Representative Rahm Emanuelll{iDois) have received credit for revitalizing their
committees in fundraising and candidate recruiting.

9 peter L. Francia, et alhe Financiers of Congressional Elections: Investors, Ideologues, and Intimates
(New York: Colombia University Press, 2003). See also Frank J.J. Smisidg Campaign Finance: Myths
and RealitiegNew Haven: Yale UniversitiPress, 1994).
20 James Thurber and Candice NelsBampaign Warrior§Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press,
2000).
“’David B. Magleby and Kelly D. Patterson, @dAWar Gali
Control o f THhe Battlgfar Eangres Irad, Bcandal, and Campaign Finance in the 2006
Election ed. David B. Magleby and Kelly D. Patterson (Boulder, CO: Paradigm, 2008)3.12
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Party Committee Histories

The party committees kia different fundraising histories. The RNC, for example, has been
seen as a leader in cultivating small individual contributions. In the wake of the Watergate Scandal,
RNC Chair William Brock invested in the expanding area of direct mail fundr&iSiamgl laid the
foundation for the RNC to build the largest base of individual demoasy making small
contributions-of any party’>*Mar i an Currinder recently describ

Former Senator Bill Brock was named chair of the RNC9ii71land is credited with
reviving the party organization. Brock believed that modernizing the national
Republican Party committees was the key to electoral success, and he focused on
raising the money needed to realize this goal. He envisioned the ngbangal
committees as political action groups that would offer financial, technical, and
campaigrplanning assistance to other Republican Party groups, particularly to those
at the state and local levels. By 1979, the RNC had expanded its financial assistan
to local and state candidates, extended its mass-duattundraising programs, and
initiated a number of technical assistance progrdms.

All three Democratic committees became more dependent on soft money than their GOP
counterparts. This was in padue to the fact that for twenty years between 1974 and 1994
Democrats had the majority in the House and, for most of this period, in the. Beaase of their
Congressional advantage, Democtzs more ready access to interest group money in thedbrm
political action committee (PAC) contributions and soft money from corporations, labor unions, and
wealthy individuals. Democratic allies such as labor unions, other interest groups, and wealthy
individuals, who during this time could make unlimitedtsmoney contributions, also provided
funding for the Democrats. All three Republican committees came to have their own soft money
base, as well as drawing funds from corporations and wealthy individuals.

BCRA encouraged the parties to raise money frodividuals by increasing the aggregate
contribution limits for individuals wishing to contribute to parties and by indexing these
contributions to inflation.This was thought to be especially useful in light of the fact thagtm
individuals prefer to contrute to candidates more than political parties. BCRA doubled the amounts
individuals could give to any single candidate and indexed those limits to inflation, but BCRA also
capped individual contributions to candidates in the aggregate at $a2g@idngfor those wanting
to give the maximum overall an additional $65,500 that could go to political party committees, with
no more than $25,000 going to any single party committee. By banning the unlimited soft money
contributions from individuals and groupsdaespecially from unions and corporate general funds,
BCRA added another reason for parties to emphasize raising money from individuals (se8)able 2

22 Nelson W. Polsby, Aaron Wildavsky, and David A. Hopkidsgsidential Elections: Strategies and
Structures of American Politigdanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2008), 56.
“Di ana Dwyre et al ., f ClherStatetofithe Pastiesa Thel ChéngimyRoleloh t e s , 0
Contemporary American Politiced. John C. Green and Daniel J. Coffey (Lanham: Rowand Littlefield,
2007).
24 Marian CurrinderMoney in the House: Campaign Funds and Congressional Party P¢Btizdder, CO:
Westview Press, 2009), 98,
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Coordinate or Compete?

The congressional campaign committees often solicit funds from the samarpddisors,
who can give more or less to a particular party committee. Thus the competition is not only with the
ot her partyds <candidates, party committees a
committees within each party. Even before theteda of George W. Bush in 2000, the three GOP
committees had achieved closer coordination and sharing of tasks like voter mobilization than had
been the case for the three Democratic committees. By contrast, the tension between the two
Democratic congregmal campaign committees and the DNC increased, reaching the level of
becoming news in 2008.

Table 23 provides a summary of party hard and soft money fundraising for the period 1996
2008. Note that vhile the party committees had raised soft money bef®&6, that election, as
noted, marked a turning point in the partisan use of soft money. The top of {&bisotates hard
money receipts for all six national party committees. At the bottom of each column is the total
money raised by all three commétefor each party. In 1996, 2000, and 2002, the GOP had a large
aggregate hard money advantage over the combined Democratic committees, sometimes a nearly
two-to-one advantage. In 2004 and since, the aggregate receipts for the two parties have been much
closer, but with the Republicans consistently@ising the Democrats in the aggregate.

The second set of data in tabl& provides soft money receipts for the 108802 elections.

For the 1996 and 1998 election cycles, all the Republican committeed nagge soft money than

did their Democratic counterparts. This remained true for the RNC as compared to the DNC in 2000
and 2002. But the two Democratic congressional campaign committees raised more soft money than
the GOP congressional committees in 200@ in 2002 the DSCC raised more than the NRSC.

Finally, table 23 provides total party receipts, adding soft and hard money for the period
when both types of fundraising were legal. Adding soft and hard money together as is done at the
bottom of table 28 shows that the Democratic surge in soft money fundraising in 2000 and 2002
helped them reduce the very large fundraising advantage of the GOP. This reliance on soft money
made some Democratic partisans question the wisdom of so many Democrats v@&iDBAor

DNC/RNC Receipts

Figure 22 plots the total receipts for the two national party committees (DNC and RNC)
over time. Holding aside the 2004 election cycle, the RNC has consistently raised more money than
the DNC. Indeed, the RNONC gap widened i2008. The receipts were nearly equal in 2004, in
part because Democratic presidential nominee John Kerry urged donors to give to the DNC once he
accepted public funding for the general election and could no longer accept campaign
contributions® When takng public funds, candidates caiso transfer any remaining campaign

®Steve Kornacki, fEmaRol@alJuyB&eeé Still Sparring, o
http://www.rollcall.conissues/52_1/news/14142html (accessed June 3, 2009).
®Anthony Corrado, f@AFinanci ng t hRnan2ifythé 2004rEkeciged.e nt i a |
David B. Magleby, Anthony Corrado, and Kelly D. Patterson (Washington, DC: Brookings lostiuess,
2006), 130.
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funds to their party committees, as Bush and Kerry did in 2004. National Republican committees

gained $11.2 million from Bushodés transf ar, w
from Kerry ($29.5 million went to the DNC, DSCC and DCCC, and $10.9 million to Democratic
commi ttees in 21 states). ATo put these figur

were allowed $16.2 million in coordinated expenditures in20@4 general election. Thus Kerry
more than 6paid ftopopéddihaet edsespeordlipduntegsc ©ai n
2008 campaign followed the Bush and Kerry examples from 2004 and urged individual donors to
give to the respective party conttees. McCain transferred about $18 million from his campaign to

the RNC but did not transfer funds to the NRCC or NBSGbama did not transfer funds to the

DNC, but transferred $3.5 million each to the DSCC and DCCC after the election was over.

For the RNC, party receipts have steadily increased after the BCRA soft money ban,
climbing from $364 million in 2000 (soft money included) to hard memely totals of $384
million in 2004 and $417 million in 2008. The rate of growth in campaign receipts iadreas
slightly, with 5.5 percent growth from 2008004 followed by 8.6 percent growth from 20@908.

This fits with the RNC6s continued growth pa
period. Democrats, as noted, enjoyed a hard money surge in 20O@&rt due to the Kerry
campaigndés emphasis on donorsod giving to the
hard money fundraising, the DNC raised as much hard money in 2008 as they raised in 2000 with
hard and soft money combined. In 200& RNC had nearly $216 million more in receipts than the
DNC. This provided important help to John McCain against the very successful candidate
fundraising of Barack Obama.

The longstanding RNC advantage in resources has impacted the strategies oftlesth pa
The RNC, for example, invested more and was ahead in voter databasesautdigetote efforts.
Concerns about the DNCOs | ess ample funding a
prompted individuals and groups to form America Caniliogether (ACT) in 20034 to provide
the kind of large scale voter mobilization the Republicans had invested heavily in during the 2001
02 and 200804 election cycled’

Individuals and groups allied with the Democrats entered the 2008 election cyoie aga
concerned about t he DNC6s ability to match t
Some of this concern was personalized against DNC Chair Howard Dean and what some of these
groups thought was a miSqg Gtame. JoAsiwe disss moeerfully i n
in chapter 3, in 2008 individual and group allies of the Democrats, many of whom had invested in

John C. Green, fAFinancing the Presidential Nomin:
Financing the 2004 Electiori18.

2%)Jim Kuhnhenn, fAObama Announces $66M Campaign Hau!
http:/www.rnysun.com/national/Obarrennounce$6m-campaigrhautfor-august/85782/ (accessed March

6, 2009).

®Kenneth P. Vogel , f Ob amaPolfdoeebgary 26,2009,d Hamper De m:

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0209/19386.html (accessed June 3, 2009).
¥David B. Magleby, fAChange and Continuity in the
and Pattersorkinancing the 2004 Electiodl51 6 . ; Magl eby and Patterson, A W
Matt Bai, @ T hNew®dkilenesNowimhen 6 @08 Mttp://www.nytimes.com
/2008/11/16/magazine/16wwlade.html?pagewanted=print (accessed June 3, 2009).
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ACT, instead became partners in Catalist, a corporation that provides voter file data to liberal

organizations, for a fe&.Catd i st 6s | i st of clients and stak
progressive groups. Among them in 2008 were the AFECIO, SEIU, NEA, Sierra Club, League
of Conservation Voters, Defenders of Wildlife, NARAL Ftohoi ce Amer i c a, EM

Planned Parghood, America Votes, and Rock the Vote, as well as the DCCC, DSCC, and Obama
for America.

How party committees raise money has changed over time. BCRA and technology both help
account for this. The large GOP advantage in small individual donors didcpesé@ously is
partially captured in what the Feder al El ect i
are contributions to a party committee that in the aggregate do not exceed $200 in an election cycle.
The RNC had a large lead in 2002 withitamized donors ($103 million in contributions) compared
to the DNC at $38 million. By 2004, the DNC reversed this, having $166 million from small donors
compared to $157 million for the RNC. The RNC again outperformed the DNC in the 2006 midterm
($113 milion to $73 million), and retained its advantage with small donors in 2008, raising $152
million compared to the nearly $83 million for the DNC. This again suggests that the 2004 DNC
increase was in part due to JodtatheKkDNC.rTheODNC e n c ¢
success with small donors in 2004, along with
2008, suggests an area where the DNC can improve its fundraising in the future.

Large donor s, s oomettd noecsn ogasigftheadtomsii ImeA0K2 a max
out donor could give a total of $25,000 per year or $50,000 in gyéaoelection cycle to federal
candidates and committees, including party committees. After BCRA, during the0B08léction
cycle, an individual couldgive $108,200, of which$42,700could be givento candidates and
$65,500 to party committees and PACs. Donors prefer giving to candidates because they then chose
whom to invest in and perhaps later to claim credit from. But BCRA created an incentpagtior
committees to court individuals who might contribute to them in addition to giving to candidates.
The maximum amount an individual could give any single party committee ifi @@as $28,500.

A person who wanted to give more to a party would givavtoor to all the party committees. Party
committees to varying degrees went after these-oudxdonors.Table 24 presents the individual
contributions (hard money) to party corooti tt e
levels, and in the agegate.

When all party committees are aggregated as in tablette GOP advantage has declined.

Over time the three Democratic committees have reduced the aggregate GOP advantage from $153
million in 2000 to $81 million in 2004nd $41 million in 2008 Most of the money raised by party
committees comes from individuals. In 2008, for example, 88 percent of money raised by the
DNC and RNC came from individuals, while a majority to {thods of the money raised by the
congressional campaign committeeame from individuals. Mawut contributions have risen
substantially since 2000, especially for the DNC, RNC, NRSC, DSCC, and DCCC, and to a lesser
extent for the NRCC.

32 Catalist, a foiprofit service, is a trademadt parent company Data WareHouse, founded by Harold Ickes.
Ickes was White House deputy chief afsunder Bill Clinton and a longtime campaign advisor to Hillary.
% Anthony Corrado and Katie Varneyarty Money in the 2006 Elections: The Role of National Party
Committees in Financing Congressional Campaigdashington, DC: Campaign Finance Instifize07).
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In 2004 the RNC outaised the DNC in money from maxit donors ($61 million for RNC
compared to $43 million for DNC). As is hormal, these numbers dropped in both parties in the 2006
midterm election, but in 2008 climbed again to $37 million for the RNC and $41 million for the
DNC. (See table -2) This meant the DNC did about as well @ising money at the maximum
allowable in 2008 as it did in 2004, but the RNC raised $23 million less frorrootagtonors in
2008 than it did in 2004. Why? Some speculate that unlike Bush, who was known as the corporate
executivesOo pr e sistodyefrbticking Me gardyi, whiclnia tdis case may mean that
he was less comfortable courting the traditional political high rolfers.

Small donors were emphasized by the Republicans in the period after the FECA was
amended in 1974 and thereafter. Dematewere more reliant on large donors, especially in the soft
money peak period of the 199002. The data in table-2 show that the RNC maintains the
advantage among donors of $200 or less to national party committees, the exception being 2004.

SenatdParty Committee Receipts (DSCC/NRSC)

As with the DNC and RNC, hard and soft money donations to the four congressional party
committees trended upward until 2002. Then the soft money ban and, presumably, dissatisfaction
with Republican leadership contrilegt to a Democratic congressional committee lead. Figie 2
plots the total receipts of the senatorial committees (NRSC and DSCC) for the perio@4

In the 19941998 period, the NRSC raised substantially more money than did the DSCC.
The DSCC softnoney surge in 2000 and 2002 put them ahead of the NRSC in total dollars raised.
Both senatorial campaign committees saw total receipts drop in 2004, but by 2008 the DSCC had
more than made up for the lost soft money with increased hard money fundrlis@8 the
DSCC raised over $156 million, in comparison to their $143 million in hard and soft money
combined in 2002, the last hurrah for soft money. It makes some sense to compare the 2002 and
2008 cycles because, due to theysier a r | e n g t tarms) the sane statds bad soatested U.S.
Senate races in 2002 as in 2008.

As illustrated by figure B, the two party senatorial committees were at near parity in funds
raised in 2000, 2002, and 2004. Both parties saw increased receipts in 2000 anadh 302
because of the surge in soft money contributions. In 2000, for example, 46 percent of NRSC receipts
were soft money contributions, and in 2002 that proportion rose to 53 percent. The DSCC was even
more dependent on soft money in 2000 (66 peraamd)2002 (61 percent). By 2008, the DSCC had
overcome the loss of soft money while the NRSC had not (see figirdr22002, the NRSC raised
a total in hard and soft money combined of $124 million, or about $19 million less than the DSCC
total. The NRSGsaw total receipts drop to $75 million in 2004. Since then its total receipts have
risen to $88 million in 2006 and to $93 million in 2008.

The DSCC surpassed the NRSC in fundraising both among large and small donors in the
2006 and 2008 election cyclds. 2006, the DSCC raised $10 million from rraxt donors giving
$26,700 each, compared to the NRSC only having raised over $2 million from suautrdonors

¥Darrel Rowland and Mar k Niquet t eCplunb@Dispatchioeri® r s S|
2008, http://lwww.dispatchpolitics.com/live/content/local_news/stories/2008/06/13/
MAXOUT.ART_ART_06-13-08_A1_08AFR87.html?sid=101 (accessed MayZiD9)
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(see table ). The NRSC had raised $6.1 million from this type of donor in 2004, which wias stil
only about half as much as the DSCC had raised fromautgonors ($12.1 million). In 2008, the

DSCC saw another substantial increase in money raised from these large donors, raising more than
$26 million from this group. The NRSC made up ground frofd620aising over $12 million. But

the Democratic advantage among this group provided an important foundation for their electoral
success in 2006 and 2008.

Like the RNC, the NRSC had a dAsmal/l donor ¢
raised $20.2 ifion from individuals each contributing $200 or less to the committee. This amount
was more than double the money raised by the DSCC from this small donor category. The DSCC
made headway among small donors in 2004, raising $21 million from small dém@806 the
NRSC and DSCC were about even in money raised from small donors, both raising $24 million. The
NRSC had a slight edge over the DSCC among small donors in 2008, raising about $4.5 million
more from this group, or $29.2 million.

Candidate Givig

To varying degrees, incumbents have come to invest their own campaign resources in the
team of fellow partisans seeking office. Generally in recent elections, Democrats have been more
willing to contribute to their party committees. In the last twoctde cycles, Democratic
incumbents gave $27 milliailw the DSCC, more than triple the donations of Republican incumbents,
who gave $7.5 milliorto the NRSC. A similar pattern exists for the House, where Democratic
incumbents gave the DCCC a combined $78ion in the 2006 and 2008 election cycles and
Republican incumbents gave the NRCC $54 milliearty leaders in each chamber stress member
giving to their party committees. The Democrats, while in the minority especially stressed this theme
as a way to élp regain the majority. DSCC chair and New York senator Chuck Schumer and DCCC
chairs Rahm Emanuel of lllinois and Chris Van Hollen of Maryland have been especially effective
in securing member contributiofs.

Party Committee Receipts in the House (DOXIRCC)

Just as the Senate Democrats have emerged as the more successful party in fundraising in
recent years, so too the House Democrats after 2008 can make that claim. Hgpi@2total
receipts for the DCCC and NRCC for the period 12908.

The 2008 election cycle marks the first time in the 1128 period that the DCCC raised
more money than the NRCC. More typically it has been the NRCC that raised more money
The upward slope for the House Republicans is greatest after they gained the majoetiouse
in the 1994 midterm elections and then again in the 2000 and 2002 elections. The sharp increases for
the House Democrats came with the 2000, 2006 and 2008 elections. Both committees saw a
downward dip in receipts in 2004, although the declivas not as great for the NRCC as for the
DCCC. But in 2006 and then again in 2008, DCCC fundraising took off, climbing from $92 million

% Brian Wolff, DCCC executive director, telephone interview by David Magleby, January 29, 2009.
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in 2004 to $137 million in 2006, and then to $171 million in 2008. In contrast, the NRCC raised
$175 million in 2004$176 million in 2006, and then precipitously dropped to $117 million in 2008.

By 2006, the DCCC was raising more in hard money than it had raised in hard and soft
money combined in 2002. Like its counterpart in the Senate, the DCCC has done muchéaetter th
the NRCC among maaut donors since 2004. The committee raised $15.6 million from these high
end donors in 2008 compared to #)he NRCCO0s nea

Among the small donors who each contribute $200 or less to a congressionalgpampa
committee, the NRCC long had a substantial edge over the DAKGugh 2004, almost a two-
one advantage with the NRCC raising nearly $50 million from small donors that year. Since then
the NRCC has seen total dollars raised from small donors degtinlee same time the DCCC has
seen an increase in 2006 and a slight drop in 2008. In 2008 both committees raised between $31 anc
$32 million from this type of donor. The challenge for the NRCC is clear: Reclaim small donors and
more successfully tap intarge donors.

Interest Group Fundraising in 2008

In addition to candidates and political party committees, interest groups raise and spend
money to influence the outcome of federal candidate elections.
Groups often form political action committees (PA@sr the purpose of political activity at the
federal level. The first PAC organized under federal law was part of the Congress of Industrial

Organi zations and was formed in 1943. Frank S
somewhat silentlyntil their sudden growth coinciding with the first years of the -pdatergate
reforms, o which set contribution |imits*mo PA

chapter 3 we will explore how PAC money was spent in 2008.

As noted, begining in the 1996 election cycle, interest groups expanded their electioneering
activities through what was <called #fAi ssiOe adyv
spent in these races in other ways, like PAC contributions and-toarmember conmunications.

Issue advocacy can be financed through contributions to a group organized under one of several
different sections of the Internal Revenue Service code. Some groups are organized under Section
527 andothers under Section 501(c). For the periefore BCRA, spending by these groups was
often difficult to track. In 200i708, groups raising funds as Section 527 or 501(c) organizations
encountered some challenges in fundraising. Early in the cycle there were press reports about groups
forming with substantial spending goalsut several of these groups were significantly less active
than anticipated.

Among the groups that either disbanded or spent much less than expected were Fund for
America, Campaign to Defend America, the Alliance for a New Acager@nd Progressive Media
USA. These groups had varying reasons for not playing a larger role in the campaign. For example,
early in the cycle, Fund for America had reported that it was planning on raising and spending in

®¥Frank J. Sorauf, fPo |Campaignd&ihance Kefarmu A SoGroehpmtis.t t ee s, 0 |
Anthony Corrado, et al. (Washington, DC: Brookingstitation Press, 1997), 123.
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excess of $100 milliof In 2007 he group enjoyed substantial support from supporters such as
billionaire George Soros and the SEIU, which each made-millioni dollar contributions to the
group® As time progressed, however, the organization struggled to raise more money and in the end
only spent about $12 millioff. Other groups, such as the Alliance for a New America, were
organized around support for a particular candidate (John Edwards in their case) and largely stopped
spending when that candidate dropped out of the*face.

On a largr scale, however, the question remains: why was raising money for these groups
different in 2007087 One reason is that candidates McCain and Obama made clear they did not
want groups to form and campaigfiic Cai nés | ongst andi nogpswas lsor t t
afactor*Carl a Eudy, finance advisor to McCain, as
people who are out there who probably would have normally done a 527 know how the senator feels
about ®them. o

Another reason was change the legal environment donors in the wake of the FEC fines
against League of Conservation Voters 527, MoveOn.org Voter Fund, and Swiftboat Veterans and
POWs for Truth Fund after the 2004 elect!8he actual fines imposed by the FEC were relatively
modes$ and for some wealthy donors under other circumstances may not have been a deterrent. For
others the warning from the FEC vice chair in 2008 that penalties could be larger given the 2004
precedent may have created cond@rfihe recession may have meamgkdonors were less likely
to give to these groups. Even among groups who were active, like America Votes, raising money in
2007 08 was challenging. As the leader of America Votes in PO , Martin Frost ¢
ruled that they [ACT] were raisingpponey f or the presidenti al C a mg
that. We were raising money for progressive efforts across the board in our targéf states.

Ben Smith, #ADems Pl a,olitic Ath:NMyrpblitico.com/priktstaByacimAupid
=3786DA9B30485C1200800D5F569D1ED6 (accessed June 6, 2009).
¥Andrew Malcolm, fiGeorge Sor oscyPoQrimAgdesSmesni | | i on
February 3, 2008, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2008/02/geos.html (accessed June 6, 2009).
¥Smith, fADems Plan $40M Hito; Center for Responsi:
http://www.opensecrets. gt527s/527cmtedetail.php?cycle=2008&ein=450579508 (accessed June 6, 2009).
“Federal Election Commission, fAAlliance for a New
bin/fecimg/?C30000772 (accessed June 6, 2009).
'St ephen K. Medvi c, olifical Practidesdand OtheriN@desidi 527 Broups,
Campaign Warriorsed. James Thurber and Candice Nel®@ashington, DC: Brookings Institution Press,
2000) , 192; See also Ben Smit h, PditichManks;20Bondét Fun
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0508/10315.html (accessed May, 2009).
“Marian Currinder, fACampaign Finance: TheHettomsi si ng
of 2008 ed. Michael Nelson (Washington, DC: CQ Press, forthcoming), 176.
3 Carla Eudy, McCain campaign finance director, telephone interview by David Magleby, May 26, 20009.
“rederal Election Commi ssion, AFEC Collects $630,
press release, December 13, 2006, http://www.fec.gov/press2006/20061213murs.html (accessed May
13, 2009).
®Stephen K. Medvic, fAOutside Voi-Caemsdi d2t17Tes, GP@Up g ,i ¢
and NelsonCampaign Warriors191.
6 Martin Frost, America Votes, telephone interview by DaviagMby, January 29, 2009.
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Alliances

There are also important interest group alliances or aggregations that raise and@pend m
to help elect candidates they like or defeat those they dislike. Over recent election cycles the interest
group alliances supporting Democratic candidates have been more energized and better funded thar
those supporting Republicans. Examples of suthnaes include the America Votes Coalition,
which consisted of 51 groups in 2008 who shared information and resources for a common goal
of el ecting Democr ats. Their stated goal [
registration and turnau?’ America Votes spent $24,491,324 in the 2@ election cycle, or about
$21 million more than it spent in 2003 *® Table 25 provides a list of the groups that were part of
America Votes in 2008.

Unions are among the most important participanthiénAmerica Votes coalition. After the
Service Employees International Union (SEIU) and the Teamst#iis off from the American
Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations-@IEL) in 2005, some speculated
that the union divide would $sen the overall spending by unions, but that does not appear to be the
case. Another important union that typically supports Democrats is the American Federation of
Teachers, which grows in numbers when combined with the teachers who belong to the state
associations of the National Education Association. Participation in America Votes was one of the
ways these different unions coordinated their activity in 2008.

In 2006,Mike Lux of Progressive Strategies saw the aggregate union effort of theCKPL
the coalition Change to Win (SEIU and six other unions), and the National Education Association as
Amore than i n *dmn2008,ethe ruhidn effect was again decord seftingnion
alliances, including the ARCIO and Change to Win, in turn, oftean coordinated campaigns at
the state and congressional district leVel.

Competing unions are not the only Democralieed interest groups that have come to
cooperate with each other through coordinating mechanisms like America Votes. An array of
environmental groups, including the Sierra Club, League of Conservation Voters, Defenders of
Wildlife, Natural Resources Defense Council, and Clean Water Action, have overlapping agendas
and may compete for financial support of individuals. The same is trpeoahoice groups like
Pl anned Parenthood, E MI-Ch¥ide sAmelida.sQther ingportdnt rsghI& A L
participants under the Democratic tent include the trial lawyers, African American and Latino
groups, and issue groups like Me@a.

Interest goups can play an important role in steering donors to particular candidates. For
example, in 20008 ActBlue used the Internet to inform voters about progressive candidates and to

coll ect donations in excess of $anpleraces| ActBloen i n
“America Votes, fAAbout, o http://www.americavotes.
®H527 Organizations Affiliated with America Votes

http://www.opensecrets.ofsR7s/527cmtes2.pRpin=&cycle=2008&tname=America+Votes (accessed May
12, 2009). In 200304, America Votes spent $2,769,752.
“David B. Magleby and Kelly D. Patterson, #fARules
Battle for Congresss3.
¥ Mike Podhorzer, deputyolitical director, AFI-CIO, interview by David Magleby, November 14, 2008.
*!|bid.; Jon Youngdahl, national political director, SEIU, interview by David Magleby, November 12, 2008.
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raised $2.4 million for Kay Hagen in the North Carolina U.S. Senate race, $430,000 for Tom Udall
in the New Mexico U.S. Senate race, and $660
Congressional District for U.S. HoueOther groups who help link donors to candidates include
EMILY6s List and the American Associ dQ@8icxwla f or
was Slatecard.com, the Republican version of ActBlue, raising a combined nearly $650,000 for the
60 Republica candidates who used the service to process their contribtitions.

Conclusion

The numbers of individuals involved in contributing to candidates rose substantially in 2008.
Explanations for this include an historic contest for the presidency, a chacistaatidate in
Barack Obama, and important policy issues like the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and later in the
campaign the economy. Technology also was part of the surge in individual contributions. The
Obama and Paul campaigns both made the most exdarse of the Internet to date in fundraising,
organizing and mobilizing. Outside groups like ActBlue and MoveOn also used the Internet to raise
money. Whether online fundraising will extend to more and more candidates in the future is
unknown but appeaiikely.

BCRA was much debated prior to its passage in 2002 and some predicted its ban on soft
money would spell the demise of the party system. That has not proven true. To the contrary, the
Democratic party committees, who had been more dependent omaudty before BCRA, have
turned to individual donors to outise the Republicans, at least at the congressional campaign
committee level.

As important as the surge in numbers of individuals contributing to candidates was to 2008, it
is also the case thatbig part of the story is the ability of candidates and parties to raise money from
max-out donors. These highevel contri butors were very i mpot
remained important throughout the cycle. Their contributions have alltvwee@®emocratic party
committees to compete with the Republican party committees.

The higher individual contribution limits provided through BCRA, both for contributions to
candidates and, in the aggregate, for party committees, have meant candidatatyatahpnittees
aggressively cultivate meout donors andl when the cultivation is successiuthese donors
provide a substantial percentage of the overall funding. We turn now to chapter 3, where we examine
how the record amount of money raised in 2@B/was spent.

2 Erin Hill, ActBlue political director, telephone interview by David Metgy, March 18, 2009.
“AUpdate oRA-0BotoalSd at@card, http://slatecard.com/b
Slatecard cdounder, email communication to Hilary Hendricks, May 29, 2009.
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Table 2-1
Overall Spending in Federal Elections, 2008

2000 | 2004 | 2008
Presidential candidatés 645 958| 1,829
Congressional candidafes 978| 1,099| 1,297
National Parties 544| 1214| 1.219
(federaly
National Parties (nonfederél)| 498 . .
State and local parties 171 201 318
(federaly
State parties (nonfederal) 330 67 94
PACY 320 532 767
527s 101" | 442 | 258
501(c)s 10¢ 60 | 196"
Issue Advocacy 248 . .
Individual IE° 4 2 2
Total 3,833| 4,575| 5,981

Source Data compiled from David B. Magleby and the Center for the Study of Elections and Democracy, 2008
Monitoring Campaign Spending and Trends in Electioneddiaigabase (Brigham Young University, 2008).

a Compiled from FEC data. Ihades all spending by congressional candidates. Candidate transfers to party
committees are deducted from the total to avoid double counting.

b Compiled from FEC data. Includes all spending by national party committees including independent
expenditures ahcoordinated expenditures on behalf of candidates. Contributions to candidates are deducted from the
total to avoid double counting.

¢ Compiled from FEC data. Transfers among party committees are deducted from total.

d Compiled from FEC data. Includes spending by state and local party commitiéesuding money

contributed to candidates, independent expenditures, and coordinated expenditures on behalf of candidates. The national
party transfers were deducted from the Democratic and Republicanrstdtecal party disbursements.

¢ Compiled from FEC data. Includes nonfederal (soft) share of state party expenses that must be paid with a mix
of federal (hard) and some soft money during election cycle.

Compiled from FEC data. Total includes independapenditures and internal communication costs made by
PACs. PAC contributions to federal candidates are deducted from the total to avoid double counting.

g Compiled from FEC data. Major transfers removed. Estimate is much lower than the actual aceuse 627
spending was only disclosed as of July 2000, due to the adoption of the new disclosure law.

See www.opensecrets.org/527s/index.php. Total includes spending by groups that were either thoroughly
committed to federal elections or were heavilyaived in federal elections but also doing substantial state and local
work. Total includes electioneering communications made by 527 organizations.

' Ibid.

! Compiled from FEC data. Total includes independent expenditures made by 501(c) groups.

k Seewww.cfinst.org/pr/prRelease.aspx?ReleaselDAfdtal includes groups spending at least $200,000 and
consists of independent expenditures, electioneering communications, and other exggintituceng internal
communication costs) made by 501(c) groups.

See www.cfinst.org/pr/prRelease.aspx?ReleaselD=221. Total includes groups spending at least $200,000 and
consists of independent expenditures, electioneering communications, and o#melitexes (including internal
communication costs) made by 501(c) groups.

m Compiled from Campaign Media Analysis Group data. This money was spent on broadcast ads in&the top
media markets betwedwarch 8 and November 7, 2008.

n Compiled from FEC dat Total includes independent expenditures made for or against candidates by individual
donors.
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Figure 2-1
Percentageof ReceiptsComing from Unitemized Contributions to Presidential Candidates
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Source Bob Biersack, DeputiPress Officer, Federal Election Commission, email communication with David Magleby,
March 4, 2009.

Note The vertical line near the beginning of September 2008 indicates the approximate date of the national party
conventions.

48



Senate

uU.S.

1998

Table 22

Congeess Candidate Receipts, 1993008

2000 2002

2004

2006

2008

$287,558,98

$436,974,08 $326,129,95

$497,552,01

$564,570,42

$434,118,28

Democrats

$134,102,99

$230,359,01 $162,853,85

$250,584,20

$291,812,14

$237,288,62

Incumbents
Challengers
Open Seats

$66,941,21
$43,616,52
$23,545,25

$43,730,12 $90,985,15
$75,618,57 $38,846,76
$111,010,31 $33,021,94(

$104,390,82
$21,682,13
$124,511,24

$139,051,92
$109,302,30
$43,457,91

$83,810,68
$115,621,56
$37,856,37

Republicans

$153,028,49

$203,801,88 $162,677,42

$246,106,88

$245,812,00

$196,134,44

Incumbents
Challengers
Open Seats

$68,577,76
$70,258,72
$14,192,01

$86,856,55 $53,995,58
$21,916,18 $70,313,67
$95,029,15 $38,368,15

$67,296,99
$57,018,96
$121,790,92

$120,303,22
$75,639,24
$49,869,53

$150,252,43
$18,762,17
$27,119,83

House

$493,781,88

$610,366,22 $643,346,63

$708,521,44

$875,369,02$1,005,236,72

Democrats

$233,383,18

$286,733,60 $314,241,60

$307,367,05

$417,571,22

$561,037,70

Incumbents
Challengers
Open Seats

$128,722,29
$44,484,49
$60,176,39

$169,725,66 $174,481,27
$73,158,56 $62,778,99
$43,849,37 $76,981,33

$198,159,59
$59,999,96
$49,207,50

$210,153,84
$136,112,21
$71,305,16

$334,716,15
$142,010,60
$84,310,95

Republicans

$255,848,99

$317,681,34 $326,262,19

$399,248,41

$453,65,18¢

$440,799,14

Incumbents
Challengers
Open Seats

$164,944,83
$48,349,11
$42,555,08

$189,902,98 $194,616,85
$52,284,15 $43,333,09
$75,494,20 $88,312,24

$253,571,43
$57,105,69
$88,571,28

$322,419,09
$50,083,62
$81,113,46

$246,968,12
$107,422,67
$86,408,34

Republicans
Democrats

$408,877,48
$367,486,17

$521,483,22 $488,939,61
$517,092,61 $477,095,46

$645,355,30
$557,951,26

$699,428,19
$709,383372

$636,933,59
$798,326,33

Incumbents
Challengers
Open Seats

$429,885,75
$210,495,00
$140,960,10

$492,456,52 $514,817,06
$227,037,60 $216,730,69
$327,846,18 $237,928,82

$624,255,16
$197,634,29
$384,184,00

$791,928,09
$375,276,92
$253,737,74

$815,747,39
$387,173,82
$236,433,79

Total

$781,340,86 $1,047,340,31 $969,476,59%$1,206,073,45 $1,439,939,44%$1,439,355,01

Source Bob Biersack, Deputy Press Officer, Federal EtecfCommission, email communication with Stephanie Curtis,

May 8, 2000.

Notes Figures include receipts for all House and Senate campaigns. Figures are what were reported by the campaigns,

minus any money transferred between committees of the same campaign
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Table 2-3

Hard Money, Soft Money, and Combined Receipts, 1992008

Hard Money Receipts

1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
DNC $108,372,562 $64,779,752 $123,997,509 $67,497,257 $394,411,997 | $130,821,232| $260,111,657
DSCC $30,798,424 $35645,188 $40,488,666 $48,391,653 $88,655,573 | $121,376,959| $162,791,453
DCCC $26,623,493 $25,180,286 $48,394,476 $46,436,093 $93,168,931 | $139,891,645| $176,210,540
RNC $193,029,129 $104,048,689 $212,798,761 $170,099,094 | $392,413,393| $243p07,131 | $427,558,768
NRSC $64,541,312 $53,423,388 $51,475,156 $59,161,387 $78,980,487 | $88,812,386 | $94,424,743
NRCC $74,224,879 $72,708,311 $97,314,513 $123,615,586 | $185,719,489| $179,549,131| $118,324,756
Total D $221,613,028 $159,961,869 $275,230,680 $217,245,185 | $678,759,807| $483,141,404| $763,340,182
Total R $416,513,249 $285,007,168 $465,840,139 $424,140,589 | $782,410,369| $602,256,988| $792,867,579

Soft Money Receipts

1996 1998 2000 2002
DNC $101,905,186 $56,966,38 $136,563,419 $94,564,827
DSCC $14,176,392 $25,880,538 $63,717,982 $95,049,520
DCCC $12,340,824 $16,865,410 $56,702,023 $56,446,802
RNC $113,127,010 $74,805,286 $166,207,843 $113,928,997|
NRSC $29,395,329 $37,866,845 $44,6%2,709 $66,426,117
NRCC $18,530,773 $26,914,059 $47,295,736 $69,677,506
Total D $123,877,924 $92,811,927 $245,202,519 $246,061,149

Total R

$138,199,706|

$131,615,116

$249,861,645

$250,032,620




IS

Total of Hard and Soft Money Receipts

1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

(Hard only) (Hard only) (Hard only)
DNC $210,277,748 $121,746,105 $260,560,928 $162,062,084] $394,411,997 $130,821,232 $260,111,657
DSCC $44,974,816 $61,525,726 $104,206,648 $143,441,173] $88655,573| $121,376,959 $162,791,453
DCCC $38,964,317 $42,045,696 $105,096,499 $102,882,895  $93,168,931] $139,891,645 $176,210,540
RNC $306,156,139 $178,853,975 $379,006,604] $284,028,091] $392,413,393 $243,007,131 $427,558,768
NRSC $93,936,d1 $91,290,233 $96,127,865 $125,587,504 $78,980,487| $88,812,386 $94,424,743
NRCC $92,755,652 $99,622,370 $144,610,249 $193,293,092| $185,719,489 $179,549,131 $118,324,756
Total D $345,490,952, $252,773,796 $520,433,199 $463,306,334] $678,59,807| $483,141,404 $763,340,182
Total R $554,712,955 $416,622,284 $715,701,784) $674,173,209 $782,410,369 $602,256,988 $792,867,579
Source Feder al El ection Commi ssi on, AParty Fi

2009 (www.fec.gov/press/press2009/05282009Party/20090528Party.shtml [May 31, 2009]).

Notes The totals for each party do not equal the sum of the party committee receipts because the numberbypthgi&&C have been adjusted to account for transfers
between party committees so as not to double count money in the total receipts. The totals also include state anchtmoay necdipts, which are not shown.
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Figure 2-2
DNC and RNC Total Receipts, 19942008
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(www.fec.gov/press/pre2809/05282009Party/20090528Party.shtml [May 31, 2009]).
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Table 2-4
Receipts from Individuals to National Party Committees, 20002008

DNC RNC
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
Total Receipts $123,997,509 | $67,497,257| $394,411,997| $130821,232|$260,111,651$212,798,76]$170,099,094 $392,413,39] $243,007,131| $427,558,76§
Total Contributions from Individuals* $112,157,217 | $55,623,021] $356,975,734] $117,948,743/$229,657,001$193,181,42($157,825,89] $350,368,90] $213,453,376| $375,761,630
Unitemized* $59,491,349 | $37,820,051| $165,774,626) $73,197,298 | $82,724,020 $91,052,511/$102,927,71($157,091,85] $112,849,192| $152,211,824
Unitemized as % of Total from Individuals 53.04% 67.99% 46.44% 62.06% 36.02% 47.13% 65.22% 44.84% 52.87% 40.51%
Contributions at the Maximum Permitted* $11,040,000 | $680,000 | $43,350,000| $3,756,200 | $41,284,632 $12,660,000 $2,980,000| $60,850,000  $801,000 $37,422,200
Maximum as % of Individual Total 9.84% 1.22% 12.14% 3.18% 17.98% 6.55% 1.89% 17.37% 0.38% 9.96%
*Includes proceeds from Kerry Victory 2004 Joint fundraising effort.
DSCC NRSC
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
[Total Receipts $40,488,666 | $48,391,653 $88,655,573| $121,376,959/$162,791,45] $51,475,156 $59,161,387 $78,980,487| $88,812,386 | $94424,743
Total Contributions from Individuals $17,506,809 | $20,168,297| $57,756,029| $87,232,426 |$104,966,95{ $33,999,707 $41,533,725 $60,811,444] $65,214,270 | $71,035,209
Unitemized $8,408,898 | $9,723,282| $21,179,393| $24,506,860 | $24,614,931 $19,292,125 $20231,352| $29,998,982] $24,525,559 | $29,240,612
Unitemized as % of Total from Individuals 48.03% 48.21% 36.67% 28.09% 23.45% 56.74% 48.71% 49.33% 37.61% 41.16%
Contributions at the Maximum Permitted $1,640,000 | $2,020,000| $12,175,000| $10,016,700| $26,163,500 $180,000 | $320,000 | $6,125,000| $2,132,600 | $12,454,000
Maximum as % of Individual Total 9.37% 10.02% 21.08% 11.48% 24.93% 0.53% 0.77% 10.07% 3.27% 17.53%
DCCC NRCC
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
[Total Receipts $48,394,476 | $46,43%,093 | $93,168,931| $139,891,645/$176,210,54( $97,314,513$123,615,58($185,719,48{ $179,549,131| $118,324,75€
Total Contributions from Individuals $21,844,053 | $19,393,788 $50,690,882| $83,158,357 | $90,729,507] $67,010,001 $79,175,374 $145,858,04] $112,066,248| $74,929,413
Unitemized $9,932,524 | $11,201,482] $25,141,719| $32,013,707 | $30,873,707 $34,703,962 $39,673,242 $49,789,260 $42,369,374 | $32,121,271
Unitemized as % of Total from Individuals 45.47% 57.76% 49.60% 38.50% 34.03% 51.79% 50.11% 34.14% 37.81% 42.87%
Contributions at the Maximum Permitted $1,040,000 $800,000 $6,675,000 | $5,265,950 | $15,618,000 $480,000 | $180,000 | $3,775,000 $186,900 $2,394,000
Maximum as % of Individual Total 4.76% 4.13% 13.17% 6.33% 17.21% 0.72% 0.23% 2.59% 0.17% 3.20%

Source Bob Biersack, Deputy Press Officer, Federal Election Commission, email communication with Stephanie Curtis, February 23, 2009.
Notes This table includes federal or fAhardo money onl y. orléssintaeaendargeahrfrormant r i but
single person. The maximum contribution from individuals was changed from $20,000 per year to $25,000 per year forldwi@0@gae and to $26,700 in 2006.



Figure 2-3
DSCC and NRSC Total Receipts, 1992008

$180,000,000

$160,000,000 —_—

$140,000,000
$120,000,000 /A\
$100.000.000 /.\./i Dscc

$80,000,000 —&— NRSC

$60,000,000
$40,000,000
$20,000,000
'B“ T T T T T T T
1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
(Hard (Hard (Hard
only) only) only)
Source Federal Election Commission, fAParty Financial Acti
for Candidates I ncreases, 0 press release, May 28, 2009

(www.fec.gov/press/press2009/05282009Party/20090528Panty day 31, 2009]).
Note For 1994 2002 the data points include both hard and soft money.
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Figure 2-4
DCCC and NRCC Total Receipts, 19942008
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Table 2-5
2008 America Votes Partners

League of United Latin American

21st Century Democrats Citizens

ACORN League of Young Voters

AFL-CIO Moveon.org

AFSCME My Rural America

Alliance for Retired Americans NAACP Voter Fund

American Association of Justice NARAL Pro-Choice America
National Association of Social

American Federation of Teachers Workers

American Hunters and Shooters

Association National Democratic Btwork

Americans United for Change National Education Association

Ballot Initiative Strategy Center National Jewish Democratic Council

Brady Campaign to Prevent Gun

Violence National Stonewall Democrats

Campaign for Amer i Peopleforthe American Way

Campaign for Community Change Planned Parenthood Action Fund
Change to Win Progressive Future

Clean Water Action Progressive Majority

Communities for Quality Education ProgressNow Action

Defenders of Wildlife SEIU

Democracia Ahora Sierra Club

Democracy for America USAction

EMI LYOGs Li st Vote Vets

Health Care for America Now We Are America

Hip Hop Caucus Womends Cawmpai gn
Human Rights Campaign Womends Voices W
| NDNOGs Li st Working Ameica

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Young Democrats of America
League of Conservation Voters

Source America Votes website ttp://www.americavotes.org/site/partner_summaries/ (accessed June 8, 2009).
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http://www.americavotes.org/site/partner/48/
http://www.americavotes.org/site/partner/22/
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Elections as Team Sports:
Spending by Candidates, Political Parties, and Interest Groups
in the 2008 Election Cycle

David B. Magleby
Brigham Young Univeity

Every fou years as the American public and media spend months preparing for and voting in
a presidential election, it can be difficult to see American politics as a team sport. As the election
nears, candidates are consistently at the center of nearly everyYsabguch a view of American
elections is akin to watching a basketball game and seeing only Michael Jordan. As with many
sports, although electoral politics in the United States is often greatly influenced by a single
personality, it is ultimately a teaactivity that involves several players and participants.

This chapter examines the spending by candidates, parties, and interest groups in their
combined and independent efforts to elect candidates to federal office iN0B0@% discussed in
chapter 1, w attempt to monitor how money is spent by all participants in the electoral process. We
recognize that not all expenditures are reported and that we do not detect some campaign activity. In
chapter 2, we explored how a recaetting near $6 billion wasaised by candidates for federal
office, political party committees, and allied interest groups.

American Electoral Politics: The Players and the Team

The composition of the two major teams in American politics is relatively stable. The
Democratic team a&hthe Republican team each include their candidates, their respective party
committees, allied interest groups, and other donors. The two national party committees are very
important, especially in funding and organizing the presidential race. The fayrcpagressional
campaign committees (described in chapter 2) help recruit and train candidates, conduct research
that may be of use in election campaigns, and raise and spend money to help their party win House
and Senate seats. As has been the cast lfmast the last decade, the party congressional campaign
committees invest most of their money in a small number of competitive races. Some of those races
are included in this study.

Teamwork

Though sports teams are generally closely directed by chctize law presumes that much
of the activity of party committees and outside groups is independent of the candidate campaigns
and therefore those activities legally cannot be coordinated with the candidate. This is a source of
substantial frustration amg political consultants and election operatives.

Parties may donate a limited amount of money to candidates, and some of the spending
activities of the party committees can be coordinated with the candidate, including voter
mobilization efforts.Still, when candidates rely in greater measure on their party committees and
outside groups to support, through independent expenditures, their fundraising and expenditures, as
John Kerry did in 2004 and other candidates have in the past, they lose some meeSectve
coordinated messaging and common priorities. Campaign media analyst Evan Tracey notes that the
George W. Bush and John Kerry campaigns of 2004 and the Obama and McCain campaigns in 2008
demonstrated that message coordination is often more ampdinan the volume of communication
coming from a campaign. I n other words, Tr ace
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i mportant somet i me s Andimassagentensad @ver indepeadent exgeaditures
is all but impossible to (letdly) achieve.

To some extent this inability to coordinat
with the candidates not coordinating with the independent activities of their own party committees or
allied groups, the party committees also are allmwed to coordinate with outside groups. The
independent activities of the candidate on one side and the groups and parties on the other sometime:
result in duplication of effort, inconsistent messages, and inefficiencies.

But coordination does exish varying degrees among the interest groups on both sides. The
Democrats have an advantage the Republicans have not yet created that coordinates strategy an
priorities among allied interest groups. This coordinating mechanism is America Votes, a Section
527 organization that brings together over 50 groups to share polling and strategy, and to coordinate
which geographic areas and voters they intend to tar§etording to America Votes President
Martin Frost, Ameri ca Vot errswaestredaf theafdctehadt albtieec a u
i nterest groups on t he ? The kind ofddardwoik tdemonatiated by o
America Votes in politics, even though the candidate was excluded, contributed to the success of
Democrats in 2008.

Cardidate Effect

At the same time, however, having a star player on a team can positively affect the play of all
involved. This effect was most pronounced among the Democratic team as Barack Obama, the
nationbs first compet it | nomined led a oaional Mmoveament ofa n
change that affected election outcomes at every level of government.

The Barack Obama campaign alone raised $744.9 million and spent $729.5 ‘illion.
Obamadés success i n raising momgagnconiderceitecourdo mi r
raise much more than would come to the campaign in public funding. Turning down public funding
had the additional advantage of no spending limitatiByscontrast, the level of general election
expenditure by the McCain campaigias limited when it accepted public funds.

However, part of the expenditure gap the McCain campaign faced was made up by the
Republican party through Republican National Committee (RNC) expenditures, including on voter
mobilization efforts. For exampléhe RNC, as noted later in this chapter, spent $415.5 million in
2007 08. Much of the RNC expenditure was in support of the presidential candidacy of John
Mc Cai n. Because Barack Obamabs campaign conti
ratherthan urge donors to give to the national party committee as McCain and other presidential
standard bearers had in the past did, it is not surprising that the DNC expenditures were much less in
2008 than they were in 2004, when John Kerry accepted publitify and urged donors to give to
the party, or as compared to expenditures of the RNC in 2008. The better measure of expenditure by
presidential candidates is therefore to aggregate their expenditures and some fraction of the national
party committee exgnditures. When we do that Obama and the DNC spent $737 naltidn
McCain and the RNC spent $375 million. We recognize that not all RNC and DNC spending was for
the presidential race, but at this point it is not possible to separate out presidentialofrom
presidential spending.

! Evan Tracey, president, Campaign Media Analysisu@r telephone interview by David Magleby, May 20,
20009.

RAmerica Votes: About , 0 http:// www. americavotes.c
3 Martin Frost, president, America Votes, interview by David Magleby, January 29, 2009.
“FederaEl ecti on Commi ssion, fACandidate Summary Repor |

http://herndonl.sdrdc.com/egin/cancomsrs/?_08+P80003338 (accessed May 22, 2009).
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The Obama campaign was built to exploit its fundraising potential. It was expansive in terms
of the field in play, its advertising budget, and the scale of its field operation (voter contact, mail,
phone, and voter mobilizationyVith its large fundraising advantage, the Obama campaign could
afford to invest in more states, forcing the McCain campaign to use its more limited resources to
play defense. States that fit this profile included Indiana, Montana, North Carolina, &irgind
Georgia.

NonCandidate Expenditures

As noted, candidates take the lead in fundraising and in most cases in campaign expenditures
as well. But in highly competitive election contests, the amount of spending bgandidate
entities has rivaled aexceeded the candidate spending in recent Yedarg008, total spending by
all federal general election candidates reached $3.1 billion , and if we look at those running in the
nomination and general phases of 20¥ it hit $4.1 billior® 37 percent moréhan the $3 billion
spent by candidates on the 2004 federal campdigns.

Notwithstanding the soft money ban enacted through BCRA caadidate entities such as
parties and interest groups spent more in 2008 than in any other gyt money was speiin
efforts to persuade voters to support particular candidates and oppose others, to encourage them ftc
register to vote, to learn who supports which candidates and with what levels of intensity, and to turn
out voters who support the favored candidates.

Another change in 2008 was the resource advantage the Democratic congressional campaign
committees had, which allowed them to expand the field of competition and pick up seats. How they
put those resources to use is a major theme of this chapter andelstuches later in the book. The
ways interest groups spent money in federal elections changed in the amount spent, the emphasis
given to spending on congressional races, and in the legal structure adopted by the groups doing the
spending. Another changegmored in detail in this chapter and chapter 4 is a move by several states
to allow early voting and nrexcuse absentee voting. These changes in turn impacted electioneering
and voter mobilization efforts.

Spending: When and How?

Candidate, party, angroup campaign organizations have choices in how they spend money
to influence the outcome of an election. For example, the relative amount spent on television
advertising compared to all other forms of spending is one choice a campaign must make.nthe exte
to which a campaign does its own voter registration and mobilization is another. The major party
candidates and their supporters in our electoral system begin with somewhat different operating
assumptions about the role played by the candidates, pantyittees, and outside groups.

The timing with which money is spent is also an important factor. In different phases of the
campaign, money achieves different purposes. Money spent late in the campaign may not be

>Davi d B. Magl eby and Kelly D. Patterson, ARul es c
The Batle for Congress: Iraq, Scandal, and Campaign Finance in the 2006 EleetioDavid B. Magleby

and Kelly D. Patterson (New York: Paradigm, 2008),@22 ; Kelly D. Patterson, AS
El e ct iFimancing the 2004 Electioed. David B. Malgby, Anthony Corrado, and Kelly D. Patterson
(Washington, DC: Brookings, 2007), i62.

®Jonat han D. Salant, fASpending on U.S. Elections F
January 8, 2009, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20605id-8&KpYPREWdJU (accessed

June 9, 2009). .

'ASoft Money Political Spending by 501(c) Nonprofi
Institute, http://www.cfinst.org/pr/prRelease.aspx?ReleaselD=221 (accessed May 22, 2009).
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effective, for example, in establishing artensive field operation or in registering voters, which
may need to occur significantly before the election. Similarly, in competitive election contests, it
may be hard to find available television advertising slots at desirable times late in thegoaapai
those may all have been purchased weeks before.

During the 2008 campaign, the Barack Obama campaign encountered a similar, but unusual
di fficulty: they had fAsaturatedo the airwaves
timeavalh bl e t o purchase. One way Obama dealt wit
satellite television channel on which he ran programming from his campaign on a continuous loop.

Communication and Mobilization Spending: Presidential Race

Change andcontinuity were also themes in campaign communication and mobilization
spending in 2008. Radio, with its lower price tag and niche markets, grew in importance, as did the
use of new medé some of it free to campaigns. At the same time, as the delcadpdebate over
negative ads continued, automated phone calls with inflammatory messages hammered voters in
competitive states. And perhaps the biggest story, direct voter contacting succeeded because of
record campaign expenditures to get out the vote (GQ@nhW)record volunteer enthusiasm.

Television Expenditures

According to data from the Campaign Media Analysis Group (CMAG), $1.2 billion was
spent on televised campaign advertising during the 2004 calendar year, while more than 33 percent
more ($1.6 billon) was spent during the 2008 calendar year. Of this spending in 2008, the largest
amount came in candidate ads ($888.3 million), with much smaller investments coming in
issue/policy ads ($381.7 million) and party ads ($154.4 million). Perhaps becahsehefty focus
on the presidential race, total television spending in House and Senate races in the 2008 cycle was
lower than in 2006 ($431 million versus $536 million).

Further evidence of Obamads money advant a
including more advertising on network television, whereséfond and 128econd Obama ads were
not uncommof.In total, Obama shattered the record for advertising in a presidential campaign by
spending $235 mil | i onoretban$l00 Milioa mae thanl McGagn.speft bnd t 0 s
$47 million more than the previous candidate redidhen RNC ads for the presidential race are
combined with McCain spending, the Obama/McCain TV spending difference narrows to $74.7
million.

Statistics by the CampaigMedia Analysis Group (CMAG) show that total television
advertising spending on behalf of presidential candidates was $700 million over tfi@2@gcle,
with $450 million of this coming from April 3, 2008, to Election Day. In the final month of the
electb?o, Obama outspent McCain three to one on ads, and overall the advantage was better than 1.5
to one.

This spending mismatch was most evident a week before the election, when Obama
purchased halfiour time slots on network and cable stations to lay aupklitform. The program

81ra Tei nowlivt zAd viieQbhtai nsai n g: Mo ¥ WeelpOatbber, 17, 20080 g e r Spot
http://www.tvweek.com/news/2008/10/obama_tv_advertising_more_spot.php (accessed April 12, 2009).
Andrei Scheinkman, Xaquin G. V. NewaYord TifSetDecprbari, We i t &
2008.

YTNS Media, fARole of Advertising in the 2008 U.S.
http://s3.amazonaws.com/thearfrauxassets/downloads/cnctadfectiveness/20081-

06_ARF_AE_TNS.pdf (accessed April 20, 2009).
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aired October 29 oNBC, CBS Fox, Univision, MSNBC, and two cable networks that cater to
African Americans, BET and TV One. The 8 p.m. time slot was selected to precede the start of a
World Series game and the game was delayed to accommodate the program. Ross Perot was the la
presidential candidate to buy network time in primetime for an extended campaign commercial;
Perot ran eight Ainfomercial sbamaibshcammaveri a

campaign more than $3 million and was, i n th
reflection of Mr. Obamaés s pe r'dibamg aldolrae adsni | i
October around nationally broadcast Sunftatball games. On one Sunday, according to CMAG,

his advertising cost $6.5 mill%¥fon while McCai

But again, presidential candidate spending on ads in 2008 must be evaluated alongside
national party committee spending. McCaok advantage of a loophole in the public financing
laws that allows candidates to evenly split the cost of their ads with the party, so long as the ads
make at | east a passing reference to thwedrest
McCain to stretch his public funds spent on TV twice as far. He attempted to make maximum use of
this by spending his public funds almost exclusively odaahile leaving the RNC to finance field
operations, micréargeting, voter contact, and so on.

Candidates first discovered this loophole in the 2004 electfolxscording to Paul Ryan of
the Campaign Legal Center, The FEC attempted to set new rules about hybrid advertising, but never

finalized themt*Un t i | October, near | genaad dampaign wste [Flaridsn 6 s
Rick Davis, his |l ong time advisor and senior
million ad spending in S¥®mringmgtbevcCain/RNC tatahof $30 e s e

million a bit closertoObma 6 s Sept ember ad spending of $43 n
Cable

Cable television provides a less expensive way to target some voters. For example, in 2004,
the Bush campaign ran ads on the Golf Chatfhiel.2008, the Obama campaign spent roughly $20
million to reachLatino voters, with more than $10 million of that amount going to Spdaisgfuage
television and radid’ Obama made extensive use of cable advertising in many areas, but targeted
some in particular. Timothy Kay of National Cable Communications has noad8 percent of
Obamaés spending in the Raleigh, North Carolii
for the medium in the Charlotte market, higher than the proportion Obama spent on cable
nationally’® In Charlotte, Obama ran ads on 6 broadeetvorks and 24 cable networks. Kay

“JimRutener g, fAObama I nfomercial, a NewYokTimeOctdber®s me nt
2008.

2Jim Rutenberg, fANearing RecorNewYokiTiaesactobed18,R008, o r t
Al.

BAnthony Corrado, f@AFi nanerianlg Blheec t2i 0004, oP riens i Mlaegnlt ei bayl
Financing the 2004 Electiori37.

“Matthew Mosk, @McCai n WashisgtodRosSepteynber 3, 2008V e hi cl es
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2008/09/09/mccain_ads_are_hybrid_vehiclesdeeskéd May 27,

2000).

®Jim Kuhnhenn, f@McCain has ThdGuardienOdobeo2d, 2008. Spend i |
®Jim Rutenberg, &AteelDOdi CgmpE€ampai gns Us®&ewRV Pr
York TimesJuly 18, 2004.

YMiiamJao dan and Leslie Eaton, #ABi g TWaliSweettloumdfl Lat i n
November 6, 2008, A10.

8 Memo from Timothy Kay, National Cable Communications director of political strategy, March 28, 2009,
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concludes that Athis expansion to 30 networks
broadcast and cable networks really captured
would air ads on netwok s as di sparate as Lifetime and HC
women, o and ESPN and FX® which fskew toward m
Candidates also used cable news stations like CNN and Fox as a way to generate evening
news coverage of new ads. Evan Tracy of CMAGenbkes that in 2008 candidates timed the release
of new ads for fAabout 3:30 PM or 4:00 *SMhEast
timing was intended to generate cable news reporting on the new ads during news programming.

Political Scients Dar r el | We s t has | abeled such ads i
McCain that generated substanti al media atten
accused Obama of supporting comprehensive sex education for kindergddesndheécause of a

|l aw he had cosponsored while in the IT1l1linois

misleading because the intent of the legislation was to protect young kids from sexual predators, not
to indoctrinate them with sexualcont¢ . 6 West found that both Oban
vapor ads$?!

Radio

While less is spent on radio, it also remains a medium that is used to reach particular
audiences. Perhaps unexpectedly, campaign use of radio in 2008 was up when compag&# with 2
Characterizing the decision by both campaigns to include radio advertising at record amounts, Evan
Tracey asserts that Awhat was ol d *fTBaceyalse ag a
observes, though, that the Obama and McCain campaignsregypgeahave chosen to use radio for
very different reasons: Obama because he had
and McCain because data indicated that radio might contact his base more efficiently and effectively
than television.

Toneof Presidential Ads

There were not only differences in the t
communication but also differences in tone. T
as more negative in tone. The candidates swapped acéui ons about the other
Obama told McCain that Ayour ads, 100 percen
guoted as saying, ARSenator Obama has spent |

campaign ®n history. o

p. 2.

9 Notes from interview with Timdty Kay, March 28, 2009.

2 Tracey, interview.

2! Darrell WestAir Wars: Television Advertising in Election Campaign Iig8®04(Washington, DC: CQ

Press, 2005).

2 Tracey, interview.

2Jim Rutenberg, fANearing Rec orNewYofkbmes@ctoedl7,RG08.0 r t
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A more neutr al measure of negativity comes
assessment t hat a slightly higher percentage
percent) than the Obama campaigndés adoercer@3 pe
negative’® Exit polls indicate that more voters thought McCain attacked Obama unfairly (64
percent) than thought the reverse (49 perd@r®f course, with most voters unlikely to distinguish
between all candidafgurchased ads and interest graugparty ads, the candidates themselves were
not able to control the perceived tone of all messages. This may have partially been behind

McCainds assertion that fdAthere is no place f¢
want it, period. . . | understand that It moves number s,
mean it®s right. o

New Media

Several new forms of media were used more extensively in the 2008 election than they have
been before. These newer forms include online multajeddeo games, and online social
net wor ki ng. Political scienti st and media ex
contest became the first truly digital campaign in the United States, much as 1960 represented the
countryos nf ierl ®itRastaloizsdf thei lnbernet and websites have found their modes
of communication most effective in helping with organization and mobilizing people already
interested in the candidat®.

Regarding Internet advertising in the 2008 presideept&dtion, only the tojier campaigns
seemed to make effective use of it. Less than $50 million of total advertising spending was for the
Internet, and the ads were geared mostly toward fundraising and grassroots organizing. The most
effective use of thenternet likely was in the extensive press coverage it generated for the campaigns
and the manner in which it allowed campaign supporters to easily become more involved in
campaign activities.

One vital Internet medium that consistently played a large iml2008 was free video
posting on sites like YouTube. A relatively n@and fre@ service, YouTube allowed instant
access to both official campaign materials and multimedia created by supporters. The site became
immensely popular during the election and®gstober, an estimated 40 percent of registered voters
had watched campaign videos online; this coincided with nearly 2.3 billion viewings of YouTube

“TNS Media, fARole of Advertising in the 2008 U.S.
http://s3.amazonaws.com/thearfrauxassets/downloads/cnctadfectiveness/20081-

06_ARF_AE_TNS.pdf (accessed April 20, 2009).

®CNN,AExit Polls, o CNN.com, http://www.cnn.com/ ELEC
(accessed June 9, 2009).

®Steven K. Medvic, fAOQOutside Voi Candi ZIate, GRPoluiptsi, ®.
Campaigning for President 200&8d. Dennis W. Jatson (New York: Routledge, 2009), 200.

2" West,Air Wars: Television Advertising3.

Richard DavisThe Web of Politics: The I nter n@ewsrkil mpact
Oxford University Press, 1999), 85.
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videos mentioning either Obama or McC&nMichael Nelson notes that YouTube helped
campaigns legitimizente fAvapor o or figho¥to ads, described
Joe Trippi, a Democratic media strategist who worked for Howard Dean in 2004 and John
Edwards in 2008, argues that online videos are more effective than television ads because viewers
choose to watch them orcaive them from a friend instead of having their television shows

interrupted. And the savings is unbelievabl e
YouTube was watched for 14.5 million houts, O
TV is $4% million. o

At the same time, there are clear limits to the effectiveness of Internet advertising and
contact, argues Evan Tracey of the Campaign Media Analysis Group ,which monitors TV
advertising: Campaign I nferndthecdrmtiegrstt yi € of Rl
interested in Barack Obama and somebodVracemai l
further questions the impact of Internet advertising because some who watch do so multiple times,
others are not eligibleo vote, while others watch for the celebrities and are not connecting to the
election.

The Obama campaign also broke new ground in order to reach an elusive demdgraphic
young male votefs by buying ad space in video games. The virtual Obama ads resembled
billboards or other signage in nine video games, including Guitar Hero, Burnout Paradise, and EA
Sportsé NHL 09. The ads promoted the campaign
in more than 30 states. Ob admadbnsd td ijvuesrts er eaapcphr ¢
possibly fAhel ped mask some of [ his] rougher a
among many upbeat messages.

Phones and Direct Mail

Phone calls have long been a tool for reinforcing messagesaamdssing voter intentions.
In 2008, the McCain campaign expanded the use of phones as means of persuasion, including a joint
McCainRNC #dAblitzo of recorded aut omat édo)xakkhkst
Obama®* In mid-October, theNew York Tihesr e port ed t hat #f@dvoters in
receiving hundreds of thousands of automated telephoné califormly negative and sometimes
misleading that the Republican Party and the McCain campaign are financing this week as they
struggletok eep more states from dr i3 Campagn management h e

?David Carr and Brian Steltefi, Camp ai gns i n AdewWerbTiniNdvember B, 2008, B1.

®¥Marjorie Randon Her shey, fThaHEectdresdfi2G)®d. MiahéebNelson g t h

(Washington, DC: CQ Press, forthcoming), 138.

Cl aire Cai n Milllndgre,r nfeH o vC aGrpam ages XDtk Aimeg\owembRro?) i t i ¢ s

2008.

¥ Tracey, interview.

jjJ i m Rutenberg, fANearing Rec orNewYokilimesactoredl7,R2008. o r t
Ibid.

3 patrick Healy, Jo Becker, Michael Cooper, and MithaeMo s s , AfRepublicans Rain
Call s on Vot erNewYork TiBiggctolger 18,22G08. €h& cotmpany that wrote the questions
for McCainés automated calls, headed by Jeff Lars

toward McCain) that McCain denounced in 2000.
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expert Dennis Johnson documented as&6ond robe a | | beginning, AHel | o.
McCain and the RNC because you need to know that Barack Obama has worked withsel
domestic terrorist Bild]l Ayers, whose organiza
home, and ki fled Americans. o

Consistent with past studies we have conducted, voters in competitive contests received a
significant amount of postahail from those seeking to persuade them to vote against one candidate
or for another. For e x &imtDistact received ¥7 @nique piecésofv M
mail from candidates, parties, and groups in 2008 while voters in Colorado receivechiqaé
pieces for their 2008 Senate race. See the case study chapters for more details and descriptions o
specific mailers.

Direct Voter Contact

The overall expenditure and volunteer effort devoted to direct voter contacting and voter
mobilization washigher in 2008, and there was less partisan balance in this activity than in 2000 or
2004 . Democrats and their allies benefitted 1
game, while McCain and the Republican suffere

Compditive campaigns utilize multiple modes of direct voter communication. A phone call
may be followed by a postcaod email, which is followed by a paper or electronic letter asking for a
campaign contribution or attacking the opposing candidate. The edeslipparty committees, and
interest groups keep records of their interactions with voters throughout the process. These databases
are mined by the campaigns to model what additional messages should be targeted at particular types
of voters and, as the el&on approaches, to track who has and has not voted.

Field Staff and Volunteers

As the case studies in this volume show, the money advantage the Obama campaign had
meant they could sustain a much larger candidate field operation than any Democranin re
memory. As former congressmanand 2B pr esi dent of America Vot
[2008] cycle was different fundamentally because of the wide ground game that the presidential
campaign had, that Obama had. . . . In 2004, America ComingtAergbasically did the field
program or large parts of the field program that the Kerry campaign otherwise would have done if
theydd had the r e®6Joour c@asr saonnd, tQhbea npacdosp | fei.edl d di

field operation compared to Kkery 6 s or Gor e 6 s, esti mat ed, Al to:
twice 2s big.o

®Dennis W. Johnson, @dAn EI| eCampaigning foriPlesderi20p80t h e
141 15.

3" Frost, interview.

% Jon Carson, Obama for America, national field director, telephone interview by DavidoylaDecember

11, 2008.
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Central to the Obama field operation were volunteers. The Obama campaign recruited more

than two million supporters to pakngaonefFiad e i n
Director Jon Carson spoke of coordination among paid staff and volunteers as a useful supplement to
paid staff. And Carsonds best achievement: il
how to best use [volunteers] as readlyn extra | ayer of staff. o Ce

campaign in 2008 used supporters in states not as critical to the campaign to reach voters in the more
critical states:
There were two very distinct organizations. There were the targeted stategmnd th
there were the netargeted states. The fact that we did have an organization in the
norttargeted states, | think was unusual. It was primarily focused at finding out of
state volunteers. To just give you a sense of scale in the [final] four dayse[of th
election, October 31 November 3, 2008, our ndargeted states focused on making

calls into the targeted states and they made 13,000,000 of them. . . . We had an
unbelievably large total of people willing to give 10 to 40 hours or more a week of
theirtime *°

Involving volunteers from noebattleground states to campaign in battleground states was
also an important part of the Bush/RNC 72 Hour Task Force in 2084ch volunteer programs
were again important in 2008. McCain deputy campaign manageri@nf&rry notes that McCain
volunteers in such programs exceeded preliminary goals for voter contact and were especially
energized by McCainds sel ect i-pesidentidl no®ineEdd Pal
manage volunteers, the Obama campaigededin a combination of paid staff, who received salaries
and benefits, and peliem employees. In the words Hew York Timeseporters Michael Luo and
Mi ke Mclntire, Aboth campaigns have relied h
increased its anks beyond salaried employees who receive regular paychecks and benefits by
enlisting hundreds of local per diem workers for-getthe-vote efforts. . . . The McCain campaign
has reported relativety Iittle per diem expen

Candidate Visits ané&vents
One measure of the importance of a state is the frequency of candidate visits to a state in the

general election phase (after the party conventions). Tafilepf@sents the visits Obama and
McCain made to our five sample states in this peffaiinong these states, the two nominees gave

¥ACase Study: myBarackObama.com, 0 http://www. bl ue:
/obama_for_america_2008/ (accessed 29 May 2009).

40 Carson, interview.

“"Patterson, fASpending in the 20 0sénFhanengthe200d4, 0 i n M
Election 87 88.

“2 Christian Ferry, McCain campaign deputy campaign manager, telephone inteyMavid Magleby, May

27, 2009

“*Mi chael Luo and Mi ke Mclntire, AWith Ambitious C.
Pincher New York Time<ctober 31, 2008, A18.

*The numbers presented in Tabld Bepresent all prplanned campaign visits and events in our sample

states. Some events, however, are unplanned and occur somewhat spontaneously. Researchers have made
efforts toalso include these events in the totals listed, but a small number of events still may not be
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